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Preface

Wireless networks and services are vital elements of daily life around the world.
Presently, there are close to 4.8 billion mobile subscribers and more than 8 billion
mobile connections (including machine-to-machine) in the world, and the numbers
are increasing at a very rapid pace. The revenue generated worldwide in 2015 for
providing mobile services exceeded US$1 trillion. It is expected that by 2020, there
will be more than 50 billion mobile connections; hence, there is a need to provide the
required resources for this anticipated phenomenal growth. However, the resources
(e.g., frequency spectrum, energy) are limited, which calls for innovative approaches
to improving efficiencies, managing complexities, providing quality, and ensuring
availability and security. It is of the utmost importance to meet the requirements
of new services in a cost-effective and efficient manner; their proliferation depends
on it.

The conventional approach is to formulate resource allocation in wireless net-
works as optimization problems that aim to maximize the goodput (e.g., throughput)
of networks or users while minimizing their badput (e.g., energy consumption,
interference). Many existing resource allocation schemes assume exact parameter
values and side information to achieve their objectives. However, their performance
is sensitive to the accuracy and availability of parameter values and other ancillary
information.

Such assumptions in many instances are unrealistic due to the ever increasing
number of wireless devices in the neighborhood and their mobility, as well as the
nonlinear and time-varying nature of propagation of electromagnetic waves, and
in some cases result in significant and unacceptable degradation of the quality of
service experienced by users. To deal with the undesirable side effects of such
simplifying and unrealistic assumptions, there is a need to introduce robustness
into resource allocation schemes that would be efficient and fair, with acceptable
complexity, cost, and overhead.

The nominal (i.e., no uncertainty) optimization problems in many cases are
not easy to solve in a straightforward manner because they are nondeterministic
polynomial-time and nonconvex. Introducing robustness in such problems is nor-
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mally done by way of introducing additional constraints that at times are stochastic
and nonlinear, which aggravates the problem even further. It is in this light that
developing practical schemes for the robust allocation of resources in wireless
networks is a formidable challenge.

This book represents an attempt to present the state of the art in current research
on this topic and to show that, in general, many existing techniques and methods
in robust allocation will be usable in future wireless networks. Another objective of
this book is to demonstrate that there is an urgent need to devise alternative schemes
to improve performance and avoid some of the very serious obstacles and limitations
pointed out in the literature. The book contains five chapters, which are described
briefly in what follows.

In Chapter 1, we explain why robust optimization theory is important in wireless
networks and how, in general, it can be applied for allocating resources in such
networks. We begin the chapter by presenting fundamental notions of wireless
communications relevant to the book and describe different types of resource
allocation problems, namely, network-centric (cooperative) and user-centric (com-
petitive) approaches. The objective of the cooperative approach is to maximize
the total network utility, whereas in the competitive approach, the goal of each
user is to maximize its own utility. We also show how to map a nominal (i.e.,
nonrobust) optimization problem into its robust counterpart. Finally, we explain the
implementation issues pertaining to robust optimization problems.

In Chapter 2, we cover robust cooperative transmit power allocation in wireless
networks, where the uncertain parameters are channel gains between secondary
users and primary access points. The objective of secondary users is to use the
frequency spectrum that belongs to the primary network subject to keep their
interference to the primary network below a given threshold while maximizing
their own social utility. We present the system model and formulate the robust
resource allocation problem using the concept of uncertainty region within which all
instances of uncertain parameter values are assumed to be confined. We also show
that by properly defining the uncertainty region, the computational complexity of
solving robust problems can be reduced to the level of nonrobust problems, develop
algorithms for trading off between throughput reduction and robustness, and devise
schemes to reduce signaling in robust solutions for distributed approaches.

In Chapter 3, we study robust noncooperative resource allocation where each
user competes with other users over utilizing the resources to maximize its own
utility. In doing so, we present a game-theoretic formulation of the problem and
discuss its solution where greedy, noncooperative, and rational users utilize the
available but noisy and uncertain side information to achieve their objectives. To
tackle uncertainty and improve the utility of each user, we apply worst-case robust
optimization in noncooperative games and present their analysis for allocating
resources in wireless networks. Specifically, via variational inequalities, we present
a systematic approach to securing the conditions for the existence and uniqueness
of the games’ equilibria, derive the gap between the utility values of nonrobust and
robust games, and present distributed algorithms for solving such games.
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In Chapter 4, we present a taxonomy of relaxation methods for solving noncon-
vex and intractable robust optimization problems for allocating resources in wireless
networks and provide several examples of such problems in existing and future
wireless networks. We also show how such problems can be solved. In particular,
we present cases in which uncertainty in channel state information (CSI) is assumed
to be within a given region, when only statistics of uncertainty in CSI are available,
or when no CSI is available to users, and we discuss the relevance of each case in
future wireless networks.

In Chapter 5, we present a brief overview of important features of future wireless
networks that will affect resource allocation; then we identify important problems
in robust resource allocation in such networks that can be tackled using the material
in Chapters 1, 2, 3, and 4.

We would like to acknowledge the contributions of the coauthors of our joint
papers on the topics discussed in this book. Our gratitude goes to Professor Mihaela
van der Schaar, Professor Ekram Hossain, Professor Paeiz Azmi, Dr. Hamid Saeedi,
Dr. Mehdi Rasti, and Dr. Mohammad Reza Javan for their invaluable help.

We would also like to express our deepest appreciation to our families, for their
understanding, support, encouragement, and sacrifices while this book was being
written. To them we dedicate our book.

Tehran, Iran Saeedeh Parsaeefard
Ahmad Reza Sharafat
Nader Mokari



Contents

1 Introduction .......... ..o 1
|0 Y (0] 541718 ) 1 KO N 1
1.2 Formulating Resource Allocation Problems ........................... 4
1.3 Mathematical Background................cooiiiiiiiiii 8

1.3.1 Stochastic Robust Optimization....................covvennn.... 8
1.3.2  Worst-Case Robust Optimization ....................ooennnn... 9
1.3.3 Hybrid Approach: Bounded Uncertainty
and Probabilistic ConstraintS.............ooovieeieiiiine... 11
1.4 Generic System Model..........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiia 15
1.4.1 System Model for Wireless Networks with
Homogeneous Users............oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnn.. 17
1.4.2  System Model for Wireless Networks with
Heterogeneous USers ..........ooovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnn... 18
1.4.3 Physical Layer Security in Wireless Channels ................ 20
1.5 Cost Of RODUSINESS .o nnniteieeeii e 25
1.6 Organization of This Book ..............ccooiiiiiiiiiii. 26
References . .....veeeiei 27
Robust Cooperative Resource Allocation ................................. 33
2.1 INtroduction ...........eeeiiin et e 33
2.2 Single-Channel Cellular Cognitive Radio Networks .................. 35
2.2.1 RobustProblem ..........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 36
2.3 Multi-channel Cognitive Radio Networks ............................. 49
2.3.1 Robust Problems ..........coeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 52
2.3.2 Trade-Off Algorithms ............coovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnnn.... 60
2.4 Overview of Other Works on Robust Cooperative
Resource ALlOCation ...........coevviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeiiiiiieeenn. 68
2.5 Concluding Remarks...........c.oooiiiiiiiiii e, 70
APPENAICES ottt 71
RefErenCes . ....oveeiiii 77

ix



X Contents

3 Robust Noncooperative Resource Allocation ............................. 81
3.1 INtroducCtion ........ceeiiinnuiit ettt 81
3.2 Overview of Nominal Noncooperative Strategic Games.............. 83

3.2.1 Existence and Uniqueness of NE ................ocoooiiiii. 85
3.2.2 Social Utility (Sum Rate) at NE ... 91
3.2.3 Distributed Algorithms ............ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii, 93
3.3 Worst-Case Robust Power Control in Noncooperative Games ....... 95
3.3.1 Robust Power Control for Noncooperative
Homogeneous USers..........ccoevviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeennnnn.. 95
3.3.2 Robust Power Control in Noncooperative CRNs.............. 111
3.3.3 Robust Power Control for Noncooperative
Heterogeneous USETrs ......covviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiienenns 114
3.4 Concluding Remarks..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 122
APPENAICES ...ttt et 124
REfeIeNCeS ..t 140

4 Nonconvex Robust Problems ... 145
4.1 INtrodUCHION ...eeiiin et 145
4.2 Taxonomy of Relaxation Methods ............ccoeiiiiiiiiiinnnnnn. 146

4.2.1 Direct Relaxation ..........ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeen. 148

4.2.2 Lagrangian Relaxation.........ccoovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnnnnnns 177
4.3 Application of Relaxation Methods for Robust Resource

AOCALION ..ttt ettt e 180

4.3.1 Partial CSI Feedback: Bounded Uncertainty .................. 181

4.3.2 Partial CSI Feedback: Stochastic Uncertainty................. 212

4.3.3 NOCSIFeeback.......ccoviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i, 222
4.4 Concluding Remarks. ... 227
APPENAICES ittt 228
References .......oeiiii 229

5 Conclusions and Future Research............................ooo 233
5.1 Future Wireless Networks .........c.ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee... 233
5.2 Future of Resource Allocation..............cceeeviiiiiiiieeenniinnnee... 236
5.3 Concluding Remarks.............oooiiiiiiiiiiiii e 237
References ........ooiii 238



Notations and Symbols

xi

Notations and Symbols

Table 1 Notations and Symbols

Notation Description
R Set of real numbers
Ry Set of nonnegative real numbers
Ryy Set of positive real numbers
R" Set of n-dimensional real vectors
Rm>n Set of real m X n matrices
C Set of n-dimensional complex vectors
(04 Set of complex numbers
H" Set of n X n complex Hermitian matrices
N Set of n X n symmetric matrices
a Set of symmetric positive semidefinite matrices
Ny Set of symmetric positive definite matrices
)T Matrix or vector transpose
“* Matrix or vector conjugate
> Element-wise greater than or equal to for vectors
> Element-wise greater than for vectors
< Element-wise less than or equal to for vectors
< Element-wise less than for vectors
HH Complex Hermitian conjugate
tr(A) Trace of A
Amin(A) Minimum eigenvalue of A
Amax(A) Maximum eigenvalue of A
At (@A) max{Amax (A). 0}
vec(A) Vector obtained by stacking the column vector of A
I, n X n identity matrix
diag{a;, -+ ,a,} | n X ndiagonal matrix whose ith diagonal entry is a;,
[| - |l and || - Iy Euclidean norm and vector 1-norm, respectively
I e Matrix Frobenius norm
E{} Statistical expectation function
Pr{} Probability function
exp(-) Exponential function
[-]? Magnitude squared for scalars or
element-wise magnitude squared for vectors
v Vector differential operator
rank(-) Matrix rank
R() Range of matrix
x~ CN(y,Z) Circularly symmetric complex Gaussian random vector
with mean y and covariance matrix Z
Re{A} and Im{A} | Real and imaginary parts of complex matrix A
det(A) Determinant of A
® Kronecker product
© Element-wise or dot product
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Table 2 Abbreviations

Abbreviation | Definition

A/D Analog to digital

AF Amplify and forward

AGMA Arithmetic-geometric mean approximation
AP Access point

BA Bernstein approximation

BS Base station

BT Bounding techniques

BTI Bernstein-type inequality

CCT Charnes-Cooper transformation

CDF Cumulative distribution function

CDI Channel distribution information
CDMA Code division multiple access

CGP Complementary geometric programming
CoMP Coordinated multipoint

CRAN Cloud radio access networks

CRN Cognitive radio network

CSI Channel state information

CSMA/CA Carrier sense multiple access with collision avoidance

C-RAN Cloud radio access network

CoMP Coordinated multipoint

CVaR Conditional value at risk

D/A Digital to analog

D2D Device to device

DCA Difference of two concave functions approximation
DCP Difference of two concave functions programming
DF Decode and forward

DI Determinant inequality

DL Downlink

DSLAM Digital subscriber line access multiplexer

EF Epigraph form

EPEC Equilibrium program with equilibrium constraints
FDMA Frequency division multiple access

FSO Free space optics

5G Fifth generation

GNE Generalized Nash equilibrium

GP Geometric programming

GVI Generalized variational inequality

HetNet Heterogeneous wireless networks

IoE Internet of everything

(continued)
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Table 2 (continued)

Abbreviation | Definition

ToT Internet of things

IT Interference threshold

KKT Karush—Kuhn—Tucker

LDI-CGQF | Large deviation inequality for complex Gaussian
quadratic forms

LMIs Linear matrix inequalities

LMMSE Linear minimum mean square error

LR Lagrangian relaxation

LTE-A Long term evolution-advanced

M2M Machine-to-machine communications

MI Markov’s inequality

MINLP Mixed-integer nonlinear program

MIMO Multiple-input multiple-output

MISO Multiple-input single-output

MOP Multiobjective optimization problem

MPEC Mathematical programs with equilibrium constraints

MRC Maximal ratio combining

MTC Machine-type communications

NA Norm approximation

NCP Nonlinear complementarity problem

NE Nash equilibrium

NFV Network functions virtualization

NMIMO Network multiple input multiple output

NLFP Nonlinear fractional programming

NNE Nominal Nash equilibrium

NOMA Nonorthogonal multiple access

NSE Nominal Stackelberg equilibrium

NSG Nominal Stackelberg game

NUM Network utility maximization

OFDMA Orthogonal frequency division multiple access

PBS Primary base station

pdf Probability density function

PU Primary user

QCQP Quadratically constrained quadratic program

QoS Quality of service

QVI Quasi-variational inequality

RA Relaxation algorithms

RF Radio frequency

RNE Robust Nash equilibrium

RSE Robust Stackelberg equilibrium

RSG Robust Stackelberg game

(continued)
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Table 2 (continued)

Abbreviation

Definition

SBS

Secondary base station

SC Schur complement

SCA Successive convex approximation
SCALE Successive convex approximation for low complexity
SDMA Space division multiple access

SCMA Sparse code multiple access

SDN Software defined networking

SDP Semidefinite programming

SDR Semidefinite relaxation

SI System information

SIMO Single-input multiple-output

SINR Signal-to-interference-plus-noise ratio
SISO Single-input single-output

SON Self-organizing networks

SP S-procedure

SPCA Sequential parametric convex approximation
SU Secondary user

TB Taylor bounding

TDMA Time division multiple access

TI Triangle inequality

TTMI Trace of two matrices inequality

UL Uplink

VI Variational inequality

VNTI Von Neumann’s trace inequality

VPI Vysochanskii—Petunin inequality

ZF Zero forcing




Chapter 1
Introduction

This chapter introduces the main concepts behind the application of robust opti-
mization theory to the allocation of resources in wireless networks. We begin by
presenting important fundamental notions of wireless communications relevant to
this book and proceed to show how the problem of robust allocation of resources
in wireless environments can be methodically formulated. We also show how to
simplify such problems and discuss different approaches and techniques to obtain
their solutions.

1.1 Motivation

The growing proliferation of new and often high-speed services in wireless networks
with inadequate and costly frequency spectra and other limited network resources,
which require time-varying and at times unpredictable ancillary information, such
as users’ locations and movements, calls for innovative schemes to significantly
improve the efficiency of data transmission in such networks. In doing so, one needs
to consider new paradigms in designing the structure and topology of networks,
new techniques in establishing communication links, new approaches to enhancing
security, and new algorithms for allocating available resources in an efficient and
fair manner.

A cellular network typically comprises multiple cells, where each cell is served
by an access point (AP) or a base station (BS). Users do not expect their
communications to be hampered by their movements within a cell or from one
cell to another irrespective of their speed or other relevant circumstances. Cellular
networks have evolved over time, with each generation surpassing its predecessor
in terms of novel services, spectral efficiency, and data rates, for example. The fifth
generation, expected to become operational by 2018-2019, is an exception in the

© Springer International Publishing AG 2017 1
S. Parsaeefard et al., Robust Resource Allocation in Future Wireless Networks,
DOI 10.1007/978-3-319-50389-9_1
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Fig. 1.1 Multi-tier and heterogeneous wireless paradigms and networks

sense that it represents a radically different concept, that is, it is not an evolution of
fourth-generation cellular networks [1-5].

In cellular networks, a point-to-point link that carries information from a terminal
to its AP is called an uplink (UL), and a point-to-point link from an AP to a terminal
is called a downlink (DL). A broadcast link differs from a point-to point link in the
sense that the former is used to simultaneously transmit information to all users.
A relay node extends the reach of a link via either decode-and-forward (DF) or
amplify-and-forward (AF) schemes. To overcome some of the existing limitations
in available resources, and to provide more advanced services, other communication
modalities, such as peer-to-peer transmissions that do not rely on APs or BSs,
machine-type-communications (MTC), also called machine-to-machine (M2M)
communications or Internet of things (IoT) or Internet of everything (IoE) for direct
communications among electronic devices without human involvement, and device-
to-device communications for cellular users that bypass APs or BSs after they are
paired, have also been developed. Figure 1.1 is a pictorial depiction of multi-tier and
heterogeneous wireless paradigms and networks.

In wireless networks, the frequency spectrum is an important, costly, and scarce
resource. Other limited resources are transmit power, time, space, and codes. To
increase efficiency via different multiple access techniques, such as time division
multiple access (TDMA), frequency division multiple access (FDMA), orthogonal
frequency division multiple access (OFDMA), space division multiple access
(SDMA), code division multiple access (CDMA), and non-orthogonal multiple
access (NOMA), have been developed.

It is of paramount importance to implement each generation of wireless networks
in an efficient, optimal, and cost-effective manner using minimal resources while
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maintaining the required quality of service (QoS). In the past two decades, an
enormous amount of research has focused on the development of optimal resource
allocation schemes in wireless networks [6-9]. The common thread in all exist-
ing optimal resource allocation schemes in wireless networks is formulating the
optimization problem in such a way as to improve the goodputs, for example, the
total throughput, revenue, and fairness, and to reduce the badputs, for example,
the transmit power, consumed energy, and cost, while maintaining the required QoS
subject to certain constraints emanating from regulations, hardware and software
limitations, and other pertinent restrictions [6].

In general, due to noise and interference in wireless channels, resource allocation
problems are nondeterministic polynomial-time (NP)-hard, and the computational
complexity of obtaining their solutions is high. To alleviate this, various tech-
niques, including convex optimization [10], geometric programming (GP) [11],
complementary GP (CGP) [12], difference of two convex functions (DC) approxi-
mation [13], arithmetic-geometric mean approximation [14], and successive convex
approximation (SCA) [15], have been developed.

To maintain the required QoS, many existing resource allocation schemes require
accurate and timely system information, which may not be available due to the
time-varying nature of the environment or because of imperfect measurements. This
problem is aggravated by changes in wave propagations, mobility of terminals,
or variations in the number of active terminals, for example, which can result
in significant deviations from optimality. Studying such impacts and developing
effective schemes to ameliorate the unavailability of perfect measurements or exact
system information in a timely manner are of practical and vital importance.

This book focuses on existing research that deals with such issues, and it
identifies possible future directions of research in this area. We will describe
how robust optimization theory can be utilized to develop resource allocation
algorithms that would be robust against imperfect measurements or variations in
system information. Although such schemes are beneficial in many aspects, they
nevertheless involve additional computational complexities and possible undesir-
able performance degradations. It is yet another objective of this book to present
practical ways and means of minimizing such unwanted side effects.

In general, by utilizing robust optimization theory, the nominal (i.e., not robust)
optimization problem is mapped into its robust counterpart with a new set of
parameters and constraints that depend on the nature of uncertainty in parameter
values. There are two major and distinct approaches to robust optimal resource
allocation in wireless networks [16—-19]:

* Stochastic or Bayesian approach, where the statistics of errors are taken into
account in obtaining a robust solution that is stochastically guaranteed to be
robust against any occurrence of error

* Worst-case approach, where the error is assumed to be bounded in a specific
region, called the uncertainty region, and a robust solution is obtained assuming
the worst-case condition of error in that region

The appropriate approach for introducing robustness depends on the availability
of information on the error in parameter values and the degree of imperfectness
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of measurements [17, 18, 20]. However, as stated earlier, the worst-case robust
approach guarantees robustness in any given instance within the uncertainty region,
while the stochastic approach provides robustness in a statistical manner over a
period of time.

1.2 Formulating Resource Allocation Problems

A nominal (not robust) resource allocation problem can be formulated as [10, 21]

m;?xfo(x, c,), (1.1)

f,(x,e) =0, Vye,

biject t
IOV Fxe) <0, vze 2,

where

fi(x, ¢,) is the objective function, for example, throughput, energy efficiency, and
fairness criteria;

X contains the optimization variables and resources, including, for example,
transmit power levels, subchannel assignments, user associations with different
base stations, and antenna selection;

¢,, for w = {0, y, z} contains system information (SI), including all channel state
information, the number of active users, and user transmission constraints, for
example. SI may be complete, meaning that the exact values are readily available
or incomplete, that is, uncertain or inaccurate;

% = {1,...,Y} is the set of variables pertaining to the equality constraints in
the optimization problem whose yth element is f, (x, ¢,) = 0; and
Z ={1,...,Z} is the set of variables pertaining to the inequality constraints in

the optimization problem whose zth element is f, (x, ¢,) < 0.

Figure 1.2 is a pictorial representation of the pertinent elements in a typical

resource allocation problem. The constraints in Eq. (1.1) can be categorized as
follows:

transmitter constraints, including, for example, the maximum transmit power and
any other hardware or software limitations in the transmitter or in the receiver,
such as frequency band or access technology;

regulatory constraints, including, for example, the maximum allowable transmit
power in any given frequency band, and the maximum allowable interference
induced by each user;

QoS constraints, including, for example, the minimum required signal-to-
interference-plus-noise ratio (SINR) or throughput for each user or for all
users, the maximum tolerable delay in wireless virtual networks, the maximum
acceptable delay for each user, etc.
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Objective Functions
o Maximizing good-puts
(throughput, fairness, spectral
efficiency, ete.)

Minimizing bad-puts

(transmit power, interference, etc.)

Constraints
o Transmitter constraints

Regulatory constraints
o QoS based constraints

Variables

o Transmit power .

o Channel System Information
o Antenna o Channel gains

o Time o Number of active users

Fig. 1.2 Four intertwined tuples of resource allocation in wireless networks

Optimization problem (1.1) can represent any of the following scenarios:

* Network-centric scenario, where the aim is to achieve the network’s objective,
for example, maximizing the aggregate of all users’ throughput. This scenario is
also called the cooperative utility maximization problem [1, 22-25];

» User-centric scenario, where the objective is to maximize each user’s utility. This
scenario is also called noncooperative utility maximization [26-28].

* Network-aided scenario, where additional mechanisms, for example, pricing or
intervention, are used for achieving objectives [29].

In the network-centric scenario, optimization is achieved via a central node, and
the allocation of resources is globally optimal at the cost of increased computational
complexity. In addition, it requires considerable message passing between each user
and the central node to provide the central node with the required SI [6, 30].

In the user-centric scenario, each user calculates the optimal values of its trans-
mission parameters by utilizing the locally available SI. In this way, calculations
are distributed to users, and message passing to a central node is not required.
Performance is measured at the equilibrium point where the optimization problems
of all users converge to a fixed operating point. However, a major drawback is that
the performance at equilibrium is suboptimal [11, 31, 32].

In the network-aided scenario, an effort is made to bridge the gap between the
network-centric and user-centric scenarios. In doing so, the network intervenes
to improve the performance of the user-centric scenario to the extent possible.
This can be done by the application of pricing [31, 33-35]. There exist a number
of cooperative game-theoretic approaches for introducing incentives to enhance
performance while keeping the optimization problem as simple as possible and
requiring minimal system information [7, 36—40].
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In solving optimization problem (1.1), the following three points need to be
carefully considered:

Theoretical Aspects and Computational Complexity: An important point in
obtaining the globally optimal solution to (1.1) is its computational complexity.
When (1.1) is convex, any local optima is also the global optima and is achievable
via efficient numerical algorithms and existing software [41]. In practice, however,
due to interference in wireless channels from multiple transmitters, (1.1) is not
convex and the computational complexity of obtaining its globally optimal solution
is high [22]. To alleviate this problem, different mathematical techniques and tools
have been developed, such as GP [42, 43], variational inequalities (VIs) [44, 45],
game theory [46,47], SCA [15,48], CGP [12, 49], relaxation algorithms (RAs) [25],
SCA for low complexity (SCALE) [14, 50], DC approximation [51], nonnegative
matrix theory [23-25], and the Lagrange dual function [22].

Distributed Algorithms: Distributed designs for resource allocation in multiuser
networks that are scalable and low cost (in terms of computational complexity and
the amount of required system message passing between transmitter—receiver pairs)
have been extensively studied during the past decade, for example, [32, 34]. In
addition, future wireless networks with a multilayer structure and the emerging
concept of self-organizing networks (SONs) are the two major business drivers
for distributed algorithms [32]. In distributed resource allocation schemes, each
user implements a decision-making algorithm to choose the values of its decision
parameters such as its transmit power and frequency band.

The following two approaches for distributed resource allocation have been
used:

* Decomposition Algorithms: The original problem is decomposed into a number
of solvable subproblems, each of which can be solved in a distributed manner
while a higher-level agent coordinates optimal solutions to subproblems via
a signaling scheme [52]. This approach has two variants: the primal decom-
position method and the dual decomposition method. The former is based on
decomposing the original primal optimization problem, whereas the latter is
based on decomposing the corresponding Lagrangian dual problem. In the primal
decomposition technique, also known as direct decomposition, a higher-level
agent directly determines the amount of available resources, for example, the
transmit power and the number of channels, for each subproblem. In contrast,
in the dual decomposition technique, for each constraint in the optimization
problem, a higher-level agent sets a corresponding price for utilizing the available
resources by each subproblem;

e Game Theory: In this approach, the resource allocation problem is locally
formulated for each user, where each player (transmitter—receiver pair) with local
observations determines its transmit parameters via liaising with other players.
The main issue is the network’s performance at the convergence point of the
game [9, 47, 53-55], where the concept of Nash equilibrium is widely used.
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Table 1.1 Comparison of cooperative and noncooperative power control schemes

Performance
Reference(s) Scenario Approach computational complexity
[22] Cooperative Lagrange dual function Near optimal
Low
[23] Cooperative Nonnegative Globally optimal
Matrix theory High
[24, 25] Cooperative Relaxation Locally optimal
Nonnegative matrix theory | Low
[50, 51] Cooperative Convex approximation Locally optimal
Low
[26, 27, 56-58] | Noncooperative | Strategic game theory Inefficient
Low
[33, 59] Noncooperative | Strategic game theory Pareto optimal

Low

To choose a suitable method for solving a given resource allocation problem,
the following attributes need to be considered: (1) the rate of convergence and its
robustness against variations in parameter values, (2) the performance gap between
the distributed and centralized schemes, (3) the amount of required message passing,
and (4) the associated computational cost. In general, via a centralized scheme, a
globally optimal solution can be obtained at the cost of significant message passing,
whereas game-theoretic distributed algorithms need less message passing at the
cost of deviating from the global optima. In the centralized scheme, it is assumed
that all players cooperate and are obedient, whereas in distributed algorithms,
players compete with each other (i.e., are noncooperating) and each player aims
to maximize its own utility. In Table 1.1, we compare the salient features of some
important existing works on resource allocation in wireless networks.

Availability of SI Existing schemes for optimal resource allocation require exact
SI, for example, channel gains. However, due to user mobility, the existence of noise,
interference, and other factors, as well as the time-varying and nonlinear nature of
electromagnetic propagation, in practice it is not feasible to obtain accurate SI. As a
result, the so-called optimal solution deviates from optimality, and some constraints
may not be satisfied. This would negatively impact users’ experienced QoS, as
well as the network’s performance and reliability. It is in this light that developing
cost-effective schemes for resource allocation that would be robust against inherent
uncertainties and inaccuracies in system information is of paramount importance.
Our focus is to study robust resource allocation schemes for large-scale multiuser
wireless networks with a view to identifying their pros and cons and demonstrating
the impact of uncertainty in parameter values on the performance of such networks.
In robust schemes, the performance is expected to be satisfactory to the extent
possible, even in the presence of uncertainties and variations in parameter values.
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1.3 Mathematical Background

We now present the mathematical preliminaries for robust resource allocation in
wireless networks. Generally, the following factors are considered in any robust
optimization problem:

¢ The uncertain parameter c¢,, (actual) for w = {0, y, z}, which includes all SI is
modeled by

¢y, =C, + éwv Yw = {O, Y, Z}, (1.2)

where ¢,, is the nominal (average, estimated, or mean) value and ¢,, is the error;
¢ The nominal optimization problem, which is the optimization problem with no
uncertainty in SI, that is, ¢,, = ¢,, forw = {0, y, z}, and (1.1) is called the nominal
optimization problem;
¢ The robust counterpart problem, which is the modified version of the nominal
optimization problem, in which uncertainty in SI is considered.

In essence, the nominal optimization problem is mapped into a robust opti-
mization problem, and the way in which this mapping is formulated depends on
the available information on the error and prevailing assumptions on the wireless
network.

1.3.1 Stochastic Robust Optimization

In this approach, it is assumed that the probability density function of each uncertain
parameter is Gaussian with known parameter values. This assumption is used in the
stochastic formulation of the optimization problem. For example, the average-based
formulation of resource allocation problem is!

maxEco{g(x, ¢} (1.3)

subject to E, {f’;(x’ ¢) =0 Vye,

E. {f.(x,¢)} <0, VzeZ,

where E,, (x) is the expected value of vector x;f(;(x, co),f:(x, cy) and]?;(x, ¢,) are the
robust counterparts of f; (x, €o), f, (X, ¢y) and f. (X, ¢;), respectively; and when ¢ = 0,
we have}”:.(x, ¢y) = f,(x,¢,) = f,(x,¢,) forw € {0,y, z}. Note that we use}‘:(x, c,)
to highlight uncertainty in parameter values in the robust (counterpart) problems.

'The average-based formulation in (1.3) is not the only way to formulate the resource allocation
problem; and the outage probability formulation, that is, Pre, {x,e,) = 0} > 1—34,, or the
violation-based formulation, that is, Prc‘_{fv(x, cy) #0} < 8, can also be considered.
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In this approach, the following factors should be considered:

» In practice, little may be known about the probability density function of error;
* The constraints of the resource allocation problem cannot be satisfied in all
instances, which may not be acceptable in some wireless networks.

When error statistics are available and the instantaneous performance is not a
major issue, the stochastic approach can be readily used [17, 60, 61]. In contrast,
when the instantaneous performance, for example, the instantaneous QoS of each
user, is of prime importance, allocating the resources based on (1.3) may not be
acceptable. In such cases, worst-case robust optimization techniques, as described
in what follows, are more appropriate [27, 62-67].

1.3.2 Worst-Case Robust Optimization

In worst-case robust optimization, it is assumed that the error at any instant is
confined to the uncertainty region denoted by %, for y = {0,m,n}, centered at
the nominal (estimated) ¢, and bounded by the worst-case realization of error. The
robust counterpart of (1.1) is

maxfo(x, ¢o),  Veo € ey, (1.4)

subject to fl(x’ ¢)=0 Ve €%, Vye¥,
f(x,e) <0, Ve €%, VzeZ.

The solution to (1.4) maximizes the objective function, is optimal under any
instance of error in the uncertainty region, and satisfies all the constraints. Note that
obtaining the optimal solution to (1.4) entails knowledge of the uncertainty region
whose shape and size depend on the system model and the causes of uncertainty
(Section 8.5.5. in [17]; [62]).

For any uncertain parameter c,, in (1.2), when the error has a known, for example
Gaussian, probability density function (pdf) Z(¢,), the value of the uncertain
parameter for any realization of error is inside the uncertainty region with a
probability 7. This statement is formulated by

/ P(@)de, < 7. (1.5)
”éwllffcw

where ||x|| is the norm function and &, is the bound on the uncertainty region, which
can be obtained from the probability of violation [17]. In general, the uncertainty
set is assumed to be a nonempty, compact, and convex set. For different types

’In wireless networks, estimated values can be calculated by the receiver using pilot signals
received from the corresponding transmitter.
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of uncertainty, each with a different pdf, the respective uncertainty set can be
obtained. It has been shown that for different pdfs, such as Gaussian or uniform,
the uncertainty set can be obtained in this manner [17, 62].

When the uncertain parameters in the constraints and the uncertainty region
can be formulated as specific and deterministic, the computational complexity of
obtaining the optimal solution to (1.4) can be reduced. One approach to doing so
is to use the concept of a protection function [68]. For instance, g(x, ¢,) can be
rewritten as

H(x (e, — & 4 &) = fi(x, €& + &) (1.6)

When f;(x, (¢, + ¢,)) can be decomposed into two parts, we write

L% @ + &) =£(x.8) T AX, &), (1.7)

where 1 denotes a mathematical operation such as product or sum, and A(X, ¢,)
is the protection function, which depends on the worst-case condition of error in
the uncertainty region. In what follows, we will show how to obtain the protection
function for any given uncertainty region.

1.3.2.1 General Norm

From (1.5), depending on the source of uncertainty, the uncertainty region can be
modeled by the type or the order of a norm function. For example, the spherical
uncertainty set that corresponds to uncertainties in Gaussian channels can be
modeled by 2-norm (or the ellipsoid model [17]). Also, the cubic uncertainty set
that corresponds to a quantization error can be modeled by ||¢||co. The general
norm covers all types of uncertainty in channel gains and system parameters in our
system model [17].

1.3.2.2 Polyhedron Model

In the polyhedron model, the absolute value of each parameter is bounded [65], and
the uncertainty region is

Re, = {¢,|M, - ¢ <&}, (1.8)

where M, is the weight matrix for ¢y, and &, is an R¥ *1 vector that represents the
weighted maximum deviation of ¢, from éy.l In Chapter 2, we will show that this
type of uncertainty region can reduce the computational complexity of obtaining
the optimal solution to (1.4).
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Maxi-min Formulation for Worst-Case Robust Optimization:

* The optimal solution to (1.4) satisfies all the constraints under any

condition of error within the uncertainty region. When the objective
function is an increasing function of the uncertain parameters, (1.4) can
be reformulated as

max min %(x, c), (1.9)
D SV ISEZ9

subject to He) =0, Vyed,
fi(x,¢) <0, VzeZ.

Note that in (1.9), uncertainty is solely in the objective function, not in

the constraints. This type of worst-case robust optimization formulation is
called the maxi-min formulation.
A solution to (1.9) guarantees an acceptable instantaneous performance for
any error in the uncertainty region. A straightforward way to solve (1.9) is
first to obtain the solution to the inner minimization problem and then solve
the outer maximization problem. However, depending on the formulation
of the uncertainty region, a closed-form solution to the inner optimization
problem may not exist. In Chapters 2 and 4, we will show how to solve
the inner optimization problem for some formulations of the uncertainty
region.

1.3.3 Hpybrid Approach: Bounded Uncertainty

The stochastic approach guarantees performance in a statistical manner, and the
worst-case approach guarantees performance for all instances of error within the
uncertainty region. In situations that uncertainty is bounded and constraints are
probabilistic, it is very desirable to devise a hybrid approach. Specifically, the

and Probabilistic Constraints

following assumptions are considered in devising this hybrid approach:

A1: The values of uncertain parameters are bounded and random.
A2: Violation of each optimization constraint below a given threshold is statis-
tically permissible, that is, Pr{f,(x,¢,) # 0} < §,, where §, is the acceptable
probability of violating f,(x,¢,) = O for any y € %/, and the pdf of error is
2(¢,) forw = {0,y,z}.

11

Note that Assumption Al stands in contrast to the corresponding assumption in the
stochastic approach, and Assumption A2 stands in contrast to the corresponding

assumption in the worst-case approach. In the sequel, we introduce two variants of

this hybrid approach.
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1.3.3.1 Chance-Constrained Approach
When Assumptions Al and A2 hold, the robust counterpart of (1.1) is

maxfo(X, €0), Vo € Ze,, (1.10)
X

subject to Pr(fy(x. ¢)) #0) <4,, Ve, €Z,, Vye %,
Pr(f,(x,c;) > 0) <6,, Ve, €Z., Vze Z.

For an arbitrary .%,. , it is difficult to check whether or not the constraints of (1.10)
are satisfied. In addition, for small values of 8, and §_, the feasible set for (1.10)
may be nonconvex, meaning that it may need excessive calculations. To overcome
such difficulties, it has been shown [18] that when f; (X, ¢,) or f:(X, ¢;) is a linear
function, the chance-constrained probabilities can be replaced by their convex
approximations, leading to significantly fewer calculations.

In [18], it is shown that for independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) values
of uncertain parameters, when constraints are affine functions, they can be replaced
by convex functions as their safe approximations. For example, when f;(x,¢;) =
x- ¢!, where x € €K and ¢, € €K, we can write

K K
x-cf =) Ay ke, (1.11)
k=1 k=1
k gk .
where {‘f = ng,k < for each z € £ is in the range [—1, 1]. For uncorrelated c’zf, all

values of ¢ f are~independent of each other and belong to the pdf Z(z) [69]. Hence,
Pr{f,(x, ¢, > 0} < §, can be replaced by the Bernstein approximations of the chance
constraints [18], that is,

K K
Do+ b A+ 28
k=1 k=1

K
Z‘ng(z)(xkglz‘)z <0, Vze &,
=1

(1.12)
or

K K
;xkclg + ; n}(z)xkclzf + ¢9()4/2K1In ! \}?S}gxkclzc <0, Vze %,
(1.13)
where —1 < ”;(1) < +1and ¢g(; > 0, which depend on Z(z), are approximations
of chance constraints. For some 2(z), these parameters have fixed values, as shown
in Table 1.2 [18].
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Table 1.2 Values of '75(1) and g ;) for some 2(z) [18]
2(z) 7)—@’_(;) P2(2)
sup{2(z)} € [-1.1] 1 0
sup{2(z)} is unimodal and sup{2(z)} € [—1,1] | 1/2
sup{Z(z)} is unimodal and symmetric 0

1
vz
1
V3

Considering the preceding discussion, the protection functions for (1.12)
and (1.13) are as follows:

K
A(x,¢,) = Z N X e 4+ (/28!
k=1

K
D0, YzeZ, (14
k=1

and

K
Ay +  knk / _ Ak
A(x,¢;) = Zn@(z)x ¢+ 99 +4/2KIns ! Vl}cleaéggxkcz, Vze 2. (1.15)

k=1

1.3.3.2 D-Norm Approach

The D-norm was introduced in [68] for trading off between robustness and
optimality by considering a protective function for constraints. To explain this
approach, we again focus on the case of linear constraints for f;(x,¢;) = x - cZT,
where x € €K and ¢, € €'*X. Here, it is assumed that the exact values of SI fall
inct = {cf e [¢f — ¢ & + &) for all ¢f. Moreover, the pdf of each uncertain
parameter is symmetric but unknown, meaning that .%. can be any symmetric
density function such as Gaussian or uniform.> When the constraint involves a linear

function, we have
K
T —k
X-c, = Z)/(cz + A, (I, Xx),
k=1

where A,(I7,x) is the protection function for the linear constraint, and 0 < I, < K
is used to adjust the protection function [68]

Al %) = max ) &, (1.16)
ke L,

3These assumptions are in line with other studies in the literature, which typically assume Gaussian
or uniform densities for the error in wireless channel gains [17].
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where ., is any subset containing the values of ¢!, of size |.%}| = I,. The number of
c’; in .%, (i.e., the value of ;) determines the magnitude of the protection function.
For example, when I, = 0, the protection function vanishes. In contrast, when
I, = K, all c'zf are taken into account, and the value of A,([7%,x) is maximized.
By adjusting I, one can control the cost of robustness in terms of the difference
between the robust and nominal solutions.

Consequently, in the D-norm approach, when all constraints involve linear
functions, the robust counterpart of the nominal optimization problem is

maxﬁ;(xv 00)7 vc() € %C(]a (1.17)
X

K
subject to Zxkélzc + nnlélx Z 8lz‘xk <0, Vze Z.
k=1 ° ke

Note that considering protection function (1.16) entails probabilistic compliance (or,
equivalently, probabilistic violation) of the inequality constraint due to the fact that
the protection function involves uncertain parameters.

To mathematically capture the preceding discussion, let us consider 8’2‘ = Q?E’;,
where Qé‘ € [—1, 1], and the pdf of E’Z‘ is unknown but symmetric. The probability of
violating the inequality constraint in the D-norm approach is upper bounded [68] by

r.—1
VK

Pr,(violating f;(c,, x) in the D-norm approach) < (1 —( )) , Vze Z,

(1.18)

where @ is the cumulative density function (cdf) of the standard normal (Gaussian)
distribution with zero mean and variance 6. The upper bound on the violation
probability in (1.18) is based on the independent and symmetrically distributed
features of Q’Z‘ (Theorem 3 in [68]). By adjusting I, the probability of violating the
interference constraint can be kept below the acceptable threshold. The relationship
between the violation probability I, and K for different values of §, via (1.18) is
illustrated in Fig. 1.3.

When Al and A2 hold, there is a predefined threshold for permissible
violation of the constraints. To formulate the protection functions, different
approaches can be considered [18, 69]. Among them, the chance-constrained
and D-norm approaches are very appealing since they can be used to convert
constraints into affine and convex forms and require no detailed information
on the pdf of each uncertain parameter. In this way, the robust optimization
problem can be solved efficiently. The assumptions are realistic in wireless
networks [65, 70, 71], and the protection functions are not fixed as in the
worst-case approach, that is, they can be formulated based on the prevailing
conditions.



1.4 Generic System Model 15

16 5 —a—8—-

—a—0,<0.001
14r | . 5.<0.005
121 | ——9,<0.01
e 5,<0.05

5 10 15 20 25 30

Fig. 1.3 Relationship between I, and K for different values of §,

1.4 Generic System Model

In general, we may have different categories of users, each with its own specific
priority, trustworthiness, and capabilities, as described in what follows:

Legitimate* users, which are authorized to use the spectrum for their trans-
missions and have distinct priorities and capabilities, divided into two different

types:

— Primary users (PUs), which have the priority in using the frequency spectrum
and expect a guaranteed QoS;

— Secondary/cognitive users (SUs), which can opportunistically access the
spectrum only when the QoS of PUs is preserved;

External friendly nodes including

— Friendly relays, which increase the throughput of legitimate users;
— Friendly jammers, which prevent eavesdroppers from listening in on legiti-
mate users’ messages;

Eavesdroppers that try to listen in on legitimate users’ messages;
Malicious jammers, which disrupt the communications of targeted legitimate
users.

Consider a set of communication resources denoted by 7" = {1, ..., K} divided

into K orthogonal dimensions, for example, frequency bands or channels, which are
shared between users. The set of users is .4, whose size is |.#"| = N. This set
consists of all uniquely indexed transmitters and receivers.

4A “user” is a terminal, node, a base station, or an access point.
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The direct channel gain between transmitter n and its intended receiver m in
channel k is 4%, . The interference channel gain from another transmitter n’ to the

same receiver m in channel k is h’;,m. The transmit power of transmitter » in channel
kis p’;, and its SINR in channel k at receiver m is

pkhk
o . Vne, (1.19)
o2 + Zn/yén,n’EJV pz’hlrct/m

ko _
Yom =

where the denominator is the interference plus noise at receiver m, and o2 is the
noise power assumed to be equal in all receivers in all channels. For simplicity and
when there is no ambiguity, we may drop the receiver’s index in our notations.

For user n, its transmit power p¥ in channel k is the optimization variable of the
resource allocation problem, and its strategy is the set of its transmit power levels in
different channels, defined as

K
Ty =Py = (Ohe - POk € [ED™, P™], and Y pl < (p)™>¢
k=1

(1.20)
where (pf)™® and (p¥)™@* are the minimum and maximum transmit power levels
of user n in channel k, respectively, and (p,)™** is the upper bound on the sum of
transmit power levels of user 7 in all channels. In practice, (p*)™® is much less than
(p)m* and can even be negligible.

The goodput of user n, denoted by v, (p,,, P—,.), is a function of its transmit power
and other users’ transmit power levels, where p_,, is the transmit power levels of
other users. The transmit power levels for all users in all channels constitute the
optimization variable x in (1.1). When the goodput (utility) of user n, denoted by
v,, is the sum of its throughputs in all subchannels, we have

Vu(p,-py) = » log(1+yf). Vne.n. (1.21)
ket

In this case, the following three assumptions hold [72]:

* v,(p,,P—,) is a strictly concave and differentiable function, and its gradient is
bounded;

* log (1 + y,’f) is a decreasing and convex function of other users’ interference at
the receiver of user 7 in channel k;

* The second-order mixed partial derivatives of v,(p,, p—_,) With respect to the
additive impact of other terminals’ interference plus noise, denoted by y* =

2 kok . 92pk 92vk . .

o+ Zn/#, wey Pyl thatis, W and m, exist and are continuous.
When the parameter values are uncertain, the utility of user 7 is u,(p,, p—,, €1),

where ¢, denotes uncertain parameters whose values are bounded to &, within the
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uncertainty region %,,. When the uncertainty region shrinks to zero, we have

un(pn’ p—n’ cn)|8c,, =0 = un(pn’ p—n’ én) = vn(pn’ p—n)» Vn € /V

We denote the optimal utility values of user n in the nominal and in the robust
resource allocation problems by v and u;, respectively, and the optimal social
utility values for all users are

* * * *
v—Evn andu—gun.

neN neN

Optimal solutions for the nominal and the robust power allocation problems for user
n are denoted by p} and P}, respectively.

Users can cooperate or compete with each other. In the case of cooperating users,
the resource allocation problem may be written from the network’s perspective to
maximize the sum of the total utility values of all users. In this case, the objective
function of the resource allocation problem is

fO = Z Un(Pn,P—n)-

neN

When each user’s objective is to maximize its own utility, users compete with
each other in utilizing the network’s resources. In this case, the objective (utility)
function of user n is f, = v,(p,, P—,)- This case is modeled by a noncooperative
strategic game, where each user n aims to maximize its own utility subject to its
strategy space (transmit power) via maxp, e, Vn(P,). The strategic (power control)
noncooperative game is denoted by &4 = {4, (v,))ner, & }.

When the parameter values are uncertain, the objective function is

70 = Z Un (P> P—n> €n),

neN

where u, (p,,, P, €») is the utility function of user n, and the value of ¢, is uncertain
within the uncertainty region %,,,, whose bound is &, .

Cnm

1.4.1 System Model for Wireless Networks with Homogeneous
Users

In a wireless cellular network with homogeneous users, all terminals have the same
priority and are equally capable of deriving the SI, but their minimum required QoS
may be different, that is, each terminal may require a different SINR. We assume that
the sum of transmit power levels of each terminal in all uplink channels is bounded
[26, 73]. A typical cellular network with homogeneous users is depicted in Fig. 1.4,
where all terminals are similar in type, and the SI, that is, ¢, for w = {0,y,z},
includes uplink channel gains.
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1.4.2 System Model for Wireless Networks with Heterogeneous
Users

In a heterogeneous setup with multiple wireless networks, each network serves a
different set of users, where each set is characterized by its own priority for utilizing
the available resources, its own required QoS, and its capabilities in deriving system
information. In this book, we focus on the following heterogenous scenarios.

1.4.2.1 Underlay Cognitive Radio Network

In an underlay cognitive radio network (CRN), two types of users exist:

* Primary users (PUs) or high-priority users who are licensed to use the frequency
spectrum and expect to receive a guaranteed QoS. The set of PUs is .4, and the
total number of PUs is Ng;

* Secondary users (SUs) who have the capability to extract network side informa-
tion, and their use of the frequency spectrum is subject to not violating the PUs’
QoS. The set of SUs is .4, and the total number of SUS is N.

Consider the case where there is one base station in the secondary network
and the uplink channels are shared between the primary and secondary terminals
(underlay CRN). The secondary base station’s coverage area partially overlaps with
the coverage area of the primary base stations. To guarantee the primary network’s
QoS in the underlay CRN, the interference of secondary terminals in each primary
base station should be kept below a given threshold (interference threshold). The
interference channel gain between the secondary terminal n € .45 and the primary
base station g € 4 is gﬁq. The interference constraint for the primary base station
g in channel k € 7 is

D Phttng =17,
neNg

where ITZI‘ is the interference threshold of primary base station g in channel k.
Figure 1.5 illustrates a typical underlay CRN.
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Fig. 1.5 Typical underlay CRN

In this setup, the throughputs of PUs or SUs can be considered the objective
function of the optimization problem. The constraints are the bound on the
terminals’ transmit power levels and the interference threshold, and the SI is the
channel gain between secondary terminal » and each base station.

1.4.2.2 Wireless Networks with Heterogeneous Users in Unlicensed Bands

In this case, all users have the same priority for using the unlicensed frequency
spectrum, but they may have different capabilities to extract SI. Each user belongs
to either of the following two groups:

¢ Leaders, which can extract side information, utility functions, and transmit power
limitations of other users. The set of leaders is .41, and the total number of leaders
i8S N.;

* Followers, which can measure interference caused by other users on their
respective receivers but cannot obtain side information pertaining to other users.
The set of followers is 4%, and the total number of followers is Ng.

In this setup, the set of users is .4 = A U 4%, and the side information obtained
by user n is .#,, which is empty for each follower (i.e., .#, = @ if n € %), or
contains the side information pertaining to other users for each leader n, that is,

Lﬁn = {%1 Un, (Hnm)Vm,nef/ﬁ:Ul/VLa } P Vn e m‘,

where H,,,,, £ diag{(hﬁm),{;l} denotes channel gains between the transmitter of user
n and the receiver of user m. The throughput of each group of users is obtained
via (1.21).

Again, in this setup the objective function of leaders and followers can be their
respective throughputs; and the constraints include the bound on the transmit power
levels of leaders and followers. The system information includes both direct channel
gains and interference channel gains.
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1.4.3 Physical Layer Security in Wireless Channels

Preserving the security of communications over wireless channels against eaves-
dropping is an important issue and has been addressed in layers above the physical
layer by way of message encryption [74], which involves the transmission and
management of secret keys [75, 76]. Because of this, it is generally assumed that
the computational resources of potential eavesdroppers is not sufficient to extract
secret keys. The challenges in wireless distribution and management of secret keys,
together with the fact that computing power is becoming increasingly accessible
at much lower cost, have led to a growing interest in providing secrecy and
confidentiality of communications in the physical layer.

The difference between the transmitter—receiver data rate (the desired rate) and
the transmitter—eavesdropper data rate (eavesdropping rate) is defined as the secrecy
rate, shown in Fig. 1.6. The secrecy rate is considered the utility of users, and its
maximization is the objective of the resource allocation problem [75, 77-81]. The
secrecy rate is negatively affected by interference at the intended receiver, that is,
when the transmitter—eavesdropper’s SINR is greater than the transmitter—receiver’s
SINR, the secrecy rate is zero [82]. When the transmitter has multiple antennas,
different beam-forming techniques in the direction of intended receiver combined
with transmitting noise in the direction of the eavesdropper are proposed in the
literature to reduce the possibility of eavesdropping [83].

For a legitimate transmitter with a single-element antenna in the presence of
multiple eavesdroppers, three cooperative approaches have been proposed in the
literature in which the external nodes help the legitimate transmitter to increase
its secrecy rate. These helpers can be multiple friendly relays or multiple friendly
jammers targeting the eavesdropper.

The cooperative approaches to increasing the secrecy rate can be categorized as
follows:

Fig. 1.6 Secrecy rate: Legitimate
[Desired rate — Transmitter
Eavesdropping rate] ™ ’
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Fig. 1.7 Friendly relay approach

Friendly Relay Approach: One or more friendly relays help a legitimate trans-
mitter to increase its secrecy rate by increasing its desired rate [75, 84-86]. In
this approach, transmission is done in two consecutive hops. In the first hop, the
legitimate transmitter transmits its data, and in the second hop, the friendly relay
transmits the data received from the legitimate transmitter. To increase the secrecy
rate, the intended receiver applies maximal ratio combining (MRC) on the signals
received in the first and second hops. Friendly relays can adopt either an AF or
DF strategy. Such a scheme is depicted in Fig. 1.7. The transmission rate between a
legitimate transmitter n and a legitimate receiver m helped by a friendly relay n’ is

khk/ k,hk/
RL, = min {log ( 1+ 22 | og (14 PoZam ) (122)
o o

where hﬁn, and hfl/m are the channel gains between transmitter » and friendly relay
n’ in channel k in the first hop, and the channel gain between friendly relay »” and
receiver m in channel k in the second hop, respectively; and p’; and p’;/ are the
transmit power levels of transmitter n and friendly relay n’ in channel k, respectively.
Note that for simplicity in notation, we have assumed equal noise power at all
receivers, denoted by o2. When multiple eavesdroppers listen in on all transmissions
in the two hops, the highest eavesdropping rate among multiple eavesdroppers and
legitimate transmitter » is
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k k k/ max k/
RE = max {log (1 + ’wj{gw}) log (1 + p—z{g})§ . (1.23)
o o

where g, is the channel gain between transmitter n and eavesdropper e in channel
k in the first hop, and gfl,e is the channel gain between friendly relay »’ and
eavesdropper e in channel k in the second hop. Consequently, the secrecy rate
between transmitter # and receiver m is

RSeereey — [RE — RE]T (1.24)

The highest eavesdropping rate depends on the eavesdroppers’ capabilities, for
example, the ability to do MRC, and can be different from (1.23) [81].

Friendly Jammer Approach: One or more friendly jammers degrade eavesdrop-
pers’ listening channel by transmitting noise [87-89]. The transmission rate of
legitimate transmitter n to legitimate receiver m helped by friendly jammer n’ is

L pk hk
n--"nm
an = 10g 1+ W s (125)
o~ +p nn'm

where hﬁ,m is the channel gain between friendly jammer n’ and legitimate receiver
m on channel k, and p’;, is the transmit power of friendly jammer n’ on channel k.
When multiple eavesdroppers listen in on the transmissions between transmitter n

and receiver m, the highest eavesdropping rate among multiple eavesdroppers is

k ok
Pn8ne
ik § )} | 126)

where g, is the channel gain between transmitter n and eavesdropper e in channel
k, and gﬁ,e is the channel gain between friendly jammer n’ and eavesdropper e in
channel k. The secrecy rate can be derived via (1.24). This approach is depicted in
Fig. 1.8.

nm
e

RE = max { log (1 + max

Joint Friendly Relay and Friendly Jammer Approach Both friendly relays and
friendly jammers help a legitimate transmitter to increase its secrecy rate [90]. The
transmission rate between transmitter n and receiver m via DF relay »n’ and friendly
jammer n” is

khk khk
L _ Py / Py
fin = it § s (1 * +p—h> o (1 * W)} -

n
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Fig. 1.8 Friendly jammer approach

When multiple eavesdroppers listen in on all transmissions in the two hops, the
highest eavesdropping rate among multiple eavesdroppers is
k
p ]'(lgn’ e
o2 + pﬁ//gﬁ//e

k k
ZP,,% ,log | 1 + max
o +pn//gn//e ¢
(1.28)

where g*, is the channel gain between transmitter n and eavesdropper e, gﬁ,e is the
channel gain between friendly relay n’ and eavesdropper e, and g’;//e is the channel
gain between friendly jammer n” and eavesdropper e. The secrecy rate is obtained
via (1.24). This approach is shown in Fig. 1.9.

In Chapter 4, we will investigate the resource allocation problem for the afore-
mentioned approaches with a view to maximizing the secrecy rate or maintaining
the secrecy rate above a predefined threshold. For this type of problem, deriving the
exact values of side information, for example, the channel gains of an eavesdropper,
is not possible due to the fact that the eavesdroppers are passive (i.e., they do not
transmit anything), and hence it is essential to consider uncertainty in the estimated
values and propose robust schemes. We will do just this in Chapter 4.

RE = max { log (1 -+ max
e

3The aforementioned approaches to increasing the secrecy rate between a legitimate transmitter and
a legitimate receiver in the presence of an eavesdropper have been extended to the case of multiple
antennas for all players, that is, eavesdroppers, legitimate users, friendly jammers, and relays, in
[91-95]. In addition, the application of other techniques, such as full duplex transmissions for
increasing the secrecy rate, is studied in [82, 96-100].
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Table 1.3 Robust optimization problems in this book
System
Objective Optimization information
Chapter | function (fy) variable (x) | Constraints (f,) and (f,) ¢, forw={0,y,z}
Chapter 2 | Throughput P, (1) Transmitter constraints | CSI, e.g., A%
(2) Regulatory constraints | Noise and interference
(3) QoS constraints on secondary receivers
Chapter 3 | Throughput P, (1) Transmitter constraints | CSI, e.g., i,
(2) Maximizing
followers’ utility
Chapter 4 | Throughput P, (1) Transmitter constraints, | CSI, e.g., gk,
Secrecy rate (2) Regulatory constraints
Power (3) QoS constraints, e.g.,
minimization minimum secrecy rate
Energy efficiency

Table 1.3 shows the coverage of various robust optimization problems and
techniques in different chapters of this book.
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1.5 Cost of Robustness

Applying robust resource allocation schemes in the presence of uncertainty in
parameter values in wireless networks entails some costs. In what follows, we
itemize the different costs of introducing robustness in wireless networks.

Computational Complexity: Robust optimization in wireless networks entails
consideration of additional constraints and variables, which require more cal-
culations. Consideration of new variables that have couplings with the primal
optimization variables, for example, the transmit power, and beam-forming
parameters, means that conventional methods, such as relaxation techniques,
cannot be used directly to solve nonconvex robust optimization problems, and
additional calculations are required to derive robust optimal solutions. Whenever
possible, we will make an effort to see how the computational complexity of
robust schemes can be reduced. As we will show in Chapter 2, the ultimate
objective is to reduce the computational cost to that of the nominal optimization
problem. However, in some cases, the nominal optimization problem is inher-
ently also nonconvex and NP-hard. In such cases, in Chapter 3, we will show
how game theory can be used to reduce computational complexity. Moreover,
in Chapter 4, we will discuss other techniques, such as semi-definite relaxation
(SDR), nonlinear fractional programming (NLFP), DC approximation, and SCA
to relax the robust optimization problem, leading to fewer calculations for
obtaining the optimal solution.

Reduced Performance: Robust optimization is inherently protective and conser-
vative [58]. This point is obvious from the definition of the protection function
given the constraints of the optimization problem, which shrinks the feasibility
region of the optimization problem [10, 70], leading to a reduced goodput
in wireless links. This is another cost of robustness, which we will discuss
extensively in Chapters 2 and 3 with a view to elaborating on schemes to
moderate this performance reduction by way of introducing tradeoffs between
performance and robustness.

Distributed Algorithm: Distributed algorithms for optimal (or near optimal)
resource allocation in wireless networks are scalable, which is very desir-
able. However, in robust distributed schemes, there exist couplings between
optimization variables, which means that decomposition algorithms or game-
theoretic formulations cannot be directly applied. In devising robust distributed
algorithms, the following issues require careful attention:

— Additional Message Passing in Decomposition-Based Distributed Algorithms:
In robust optimization, when protection functions are introduced or when
the maxi-min approach is taken, there exist couplings between primal and
robust variables. Hence, in such cases, there is a need for additional message
passing to deal with such couplings [65]. This is another cost of utilizing
decomposition techniques for robust optimization. One way to reduce this cost
is infrequent message passing, which we will discuss in Chapter 2.
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Table 1.4 Costs of robustness and related chapters in this book

Cost Chapter 2 | Chapter 3 | Chapter 4
Computational complexity Vv Vi v
Performance reduction Vv Vv v
Additional message passing Vv - -
Complexity of equilibrium analysis | — v -

— Complexity of Equilibrium Analysis for Game-Theoretic Distributed Algo-
rithms: Conventional tools for convergence analysis, such as fixed point theory
[101, 102], cannot be used for robust schemes because of the coupling between
variables. Hence, other tools, such as sensitivity analysis and VIs [44, 103],
should be used, which will incur additional costs for performance analysis.
We will discuss this issue in Chapter 4.

Table 1.4 shows different costs of robustness and the corresponding chapters in this
book that cover various techniques for reducing such costs.

1.6 Organization of This Book

In this book we present different robust resource allocation problems and seek their
respective solutions. We also cover the issues pertaining to the implementation of
robust schemes. The remainder of this book is organized as follows.

In Chapter 2, we present mathematical formulations of cooperative robust
resource allocation problems that contain uncertain parameters, obtain their respec-
tive solutions, and show how the cost of robustness can be reduced. In doing
so, we consider the case of transmit power control for single-channel cognitive
radio networks, where channel gains and interference levels are uncertain. We
also consider the case of transmit power control for multiple-channel cognitive radio
networks, where channel gains are uncertain. Furthermore, we will show how to
reduce the computational complexity of obtaining a robust solution. We will also
study the performance gap between the solutions of nominal and robust optimization
problems and discuss how to make tradeoffs between optimality and robustness for
reducing this gap. Moreover, we present the distributed approach to solving the
robust resource allocation problem via the dual decomposition technique. The need
for additional message passing is the cost of using this approach, which, as we
will show, can be alleviated by infrequent message passing while preserving the
robustness of the solution.

Chapter 3 covers game-theoretic robust distributed resource allocation schemes
for noncooperating users in wireless networks. Specifically, we formulate the power
allocation problem for homogeneous users via strategic game theory and compare
the equilibrium of nominal (nonrobust) and robust games. Since a closed-form
solution to the power allocation problem of each user cannot be obtained, the
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conventional approach, that is, the best response approach, cannot be applied to
investigate the uniqueness of the robust solution. We will show that robust-game
equilibrium points can be analyzed using VIs and sensitivity analysis. In addition,
we formulate the power allocation game for heterogeneous users (leaders and
followers) via the robust Stackelberg game.

In Chapter 4, we will deal with nonconvex nominal resource allocation problems
as well as nonconvex robust problems, where in both cases the solutions are
nontractable. The general approach to solving such problems is to relax some
constraint and convert nonconvex problems into convex or tractable formulations.
We begin by presenting a taxonomy of existing approaches to such a conversion and
demonstrate their applicability for the case of maximizing the secrecy rate.

In Chapter 5, we propose directions for future work and present a summary of
previous chapters.
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Chapter 2
Robust Cooperative Resource Allocation

This chapter covers cooperative resource allocation in wireless networks. We
discuss how this can be achieved by focusing on two specific cases. The first case
is robust transmit power allocation for secondary users (SUs) in cognitive radio
networks where a single uplink channel is shared between SUs and primary users
(PUs) and channel gains between SUs and primary base stations are uncertain. We
also consider robust transmit power allocation for device-to-device communication
between SUs where PUs’ multiple uplink channels are shared with SUs. In both
cases, we assume worst-case uncertainty in channel gains, and show that under some
conditions on the uncertainty region, the computational complexity of obtaining
robust solutions can be the same as that of obtaining nominal nonrobust solutions.
We also discuss algorithms to trade off between throughput reduction and robustness
and present a scheme to reduce signaling in robust solutions. Our approach is
applicable to other cases where the objective is the maximization of social utility,
where users are cooperative.

2.1 Introduction

Robust solutions are desirable in the sense that optimal performance can be
guaranteed even when exact parameter values are not available. However, robustness
is achieved by considering additional constraints involving uncertain parameters,
which complicates the problem. For practical reasons and so far, the preferred
approach in the literature for introducing robustness has been to assume the worst-
case bounded uncertainty in parameter values.

In general, there are two approaches to solving optimization problems: the
centralized approach and the distributed approach. In some instances, centralized
schemes are nonscalable and require measurements and parameter values pertaining
to all users, that is, they need extensive message passing. In contrast, distributed
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schemes are scalable and, to the extent possible, utilize locally available measure-
ments and information, that is, minimal message passing; but their performance
in general is below that of a centralized scheme. To improve the performance
of distributed schemes, decomposition algorithms have been developed, but they
require additional message passing (as compared with conventional distributed algo-
rithms) between distributed nodes to guarantee convergence. However, introducing
robustness in decomposition algorithms increases the amount of additional message
passing because of the coupling between optimization variables.

It is evident from the preceding statements that robust algorithms with less
computational complexity and reduced signaling that can also trade off between
performance and robustness are very desirable. Our objective in this chapter is to
present such algorithms. We begin by formulating robust problems in the same
manner that nominal (i.e., nonrobust) problems are formulated, but with additional
constraints to include robustness requirements by using protection functions. This
will enable us to simplify the robust problem for those cases where uncertainty is
confined to a specific region, where, for example, the general definition of norm
or the polyhedron model can be used. We also analyze the overhead of obtaining
robust solutions and devise appropriate schemes to reduce such overhead to the
extent possible.

We study the aforementioned issues by focusing on underlay cognitive radio
networks (CRNs), where the secondary users (SUs) keep their interference on the
primary users (PUs) below a given interference threshold (IT) [1-5]. In this way,
we consider two scenarios in CRNs: (1) a single-channel scenario in which the
SUs share one uplink channel with the PUs and (2) a multichannel scenario in
which the SU pairs utilize device-to-device (D2D) communication. In both cases,
the SUs cooperate with each other to maximize their total throughput, but the PUs
are not obliged to provide their measurements and system information (including
channel gains) to the SUs. Obtaining such information by the SUs is difficult and
may entail uncertainty, which in turn may either violate the PUs’ IT or result in
inadequate SU signal-to-interference-plus-noise ratios (SINRs) [6], both because
the SUs’ allocated transmit power levels are inaccurate (higher in the former, lower
in the latter), leading to undesirable fluctuations in the SUs’ social utility value.
Such concerns can be alleviated by applying robust schemes.

As indicated earlier, we formulate robust problems by considering additional
constraints to include robustness requirements by utilizing protection functions.
However, protection functions in many cases are nonlinear, which significantly
increases the computational complexity of obtaining robust solutions. We will show
that when uncertainty is confined to some specific uncertainty regions, nonlinear
protection functions can be replaced either by their safe linear approximations or by
a more tractable formulation. In this way, the complexity of solving the reformulated
robust problem is significantly reduced, and pseudo water-filling formulations can
be obtained in some cases.

We will also apply sensitivity analysis to show that throughput is reduced when
uncertainty is increased [7], and we will demonstrate how to trade off between
throughput and robustness via the D-norm approach and the chance constraint
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approach (introduced in Chapter 1, Section 1.3.3.1) [8, 9]. However, assuming less
uncertainty makes the robust solution less resilient and increases the probability of
violating the constraints, which may not be desirable for either SUs or PUs.

Moreover, we will show that in decomposition-based distributed robust algo-
rithms for single-channel CRNS, it is possible to achieve convergence by infrequent
message passing [8]. This is important because convergence of the conventional
decomposition-based distributed schemes for both nominal and robust problems
requires excessive message passing (which is not desirable).

We will conclude this chapter by providing a brief review of existing works
on robust cooperative optimization and show that, although the development of
schemes for reducing complexity, trading off between throughput and robustness,
and reducing the amount of message passing in distributed robust algorithms is
very desirable and beneficial, such schemes have not been extensively studied in
the literature.

2.2 Single-Channel Cellular Cognitive Radio Networks

Consider a cellular CRN with one uplink channel, where the coverage area of a
cognitive cell partially overlaps with the coverage areas of neighboring primary cells
sharing the same frequency band. We assume that each user communicates with its
own base station. The system model for this case is shown in Fig.2.1. The set of
PUs’ base stations (PBSs) is 2 = {1, ..., Q}, and the set of SUs serviced by the
secondary base station (SBS) is . = {l,...,S}. The channel gain between SU s
and its SBS is &, and the interference channel gain between SU s and PBS ¢ is
8sq- Cooperation between the SBS and PBSs is not assumed, but the SBS knows the
predefined IT of PBSs. The SINR of SU s at its SBS is

pshs
Vs = Vse.7, 2.1
fQ + ZmeY’, ms, pmhm + 02
® ((A))
&\ 1 g . Primary Base Station
Secondary Base Station Eh] -
Secondary Terminal
— Direct Channel — e + Interference Channel

Fig. 2.1 Typical underlay CRN
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where p; € [p™?,p"*] is the transmit power of SU s, fgo is the aggregate
interference of PUson the SBS, > . c & pmhy is the interference caused by other
SUs on the SBS, and o2 is the noise power.

The resource allocation problem is

~ max Z vs(¥s), (2.2)
PESpsEt
Cl:J,/\SSVS VSEY,

subject to {
Gt (Yiey ups) <ITy,  Vge 2,

where C; represents the minimum required SINRs of SUs, C, is on the IT for
PU ¢, and v,(y;) is the utility function of SU s. In general, (2.2) is nonconvex in
Ps, but when two conditions are simultaneously satisfied—(a) v,(y;) is concave,
strictly increasing, and twice continuously differentiable over (0, c0); and (b)
—ys0”(ys)/vi(ys) > 1; problem (2.2) can be transformed into a convex optimization
problem via geometric programming (GP) and logarithmic transformations [7, 10—
12]. A utility function that simultaneously satisfies both conditions (a) and (b) is

vs(ys) = wylnyy, (2.3)

where wy, > 0 is a per-user coefficient [10]. Note that by properly choosing w;
for each s, the utility function (2.3) can lead to proportionate fairness among SUs
[10, 13, 14]. In [13, 15], it is shown that when the utility function (2.3) is applied,
GP can be used to transform (2.2) into

max Z vs(hgpsoi ), (2.4)

nNin <, <pmax
s SPy=Ps S€ES

Ci: QSJ}S = hspsv
subject to G (ZSEY 8sqPg = ITq) Vq €9,
Cs: (ffz + Y e, mops, Pl + 62) < o..

where g, is an auxiliary variable corresponding to the interference plus noise for
SU 5. One can use the logarithmic transformations p; = ¢ and oy = €% to
convert (2.4) into a convex optimization problem [15, 16].

2.2.1 Robust Problem

In (2.4), the two parameters related to PBSs or PUs are g, = [g1, ..., 8s¢] and fa,
the exact values of which are not easy to obtain by SUs because PBSs are not obliged
to provide any information to SUs. To formulate the robust counterpart of (2.4),
consider an uncertainty set for each uncertain parameter, containing the distances
between the actual (uncertain) and the nominal (exact) values, as follows:
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e The actual (uncertain) and the exact (nominal) channel gain vectors between
the SUs and PBS g are g, and g,, whose elements for SU s are gy, and g,
respectively. The uncertainty set for channel gains between SUs and PBS ¢ is

Fy, = {84lll8q _gq” <é&), Vg€ 2, (2.5)

where &g, is the upper bound on the uncertainty set for the channel gains, and
|Ix] is the general norm.

* The actual (uncertain) and exact (nominal) interference levels caused by PUs on
the SBS are fo and f ,,. The uncertainty set for interference levels is

Ry = {f2llf o —foll < &y} (2.6)

where ¢r,, is the upper bound on the uncertainty set of PUs’ interference on
the SBS.

Both gy, and f.9 are present in the linear constraints C; and Cs in (2.4). To deal with
such uncertainties, we use the worst-case robust optimization for affine and convex
constraints [17, 18], where the solution to (2.4) is robust if for any realization of
g € %gq and f9 € %, the optimal solution satisfies C, and C3. Consequently, the
robust counterpart of (2.4) is

max vs(hspsgs_l), 2.7)
PR <ps<ppax er(/:’
Cr: Qsﬁv < hyps
Gy (Zsey gs‘qu) =17, Vge 2,
G (fo+ Zme(y” ,,,#thm + 02) = 0s
Cy: gy € Ky, fo € %, Vge 2.

subject to

In the nominal problem (2.4), uncertainty is not considered, that is, the actual
values are assumed to be exact, whereas in (2.7), the constraint C4 assumes the
worst-case uncertainty. In what follows, we state the conditions under which (2.7)
is convex.

Proposition 2.1. When %, and %y, are compact and convex sets, (2.7) is
convex.

Proof. This is true because C, and C; are satisfied when
maxg, ez, Y e 8sqPs < 1T, and maxy, ez, (fo + Zmey, msts Dmbim + 0?)
< 0. We rewrite these conditions as (}_ ¢ o g,,Ps + Maxg,e By, > e (8sg —
gsq)ps) =< ITq and (7‘9+maxf=@€@fg Ug_f9)+2m€y, m;éspmhm-i_o—z) = Os,
respectively. Since the max function over a convex set is a convex function
(Section 3.2.4 in [19]), C; and C3 [and, consequently, (2.7)] are convex.
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B The two terms A, = maxg,ez,, 2 .7 (85q—8sq)Ps and Ay, = maxs, ez, (fo—
fo) are called the protection values against variations in channel gains and
interference levels, respectively [20]. Using the preceding terms, the robust problem
is written

max Y ui(hpso; ). (2.8)

PR spespi
Cl : q‘vﬁv S hxps,
subject to 4 €2 ¢ (ZSE,V 8sqPs + Aq) =T, Vg€ 2,
G (fQ + ZVmEf. m7éspmhm + Afﬁz + 02) = 0s-

Note that constraint C4 in (2.7) is omitted in (2.8) by applying the protection
values. However, since the protection values involve nonlinearity due to the use
of max, the computational complexity of solving (2.7) is high. In what follows,
we use the bounds on the uncertainty regions to avoid nonlinearity and reduce the
computational complexity.

Proposition 2.2. When the uncertainty set is stated in terms of the general
norm, the protection values are

Afg = &fy ”fQH* and Aq = &g, ”p”* s

where p = [p1,...,ps], and ||x||* is the dual norm of ||x|| (Definition 1 in
[20]).

Proof. See Appendix 1.

Proposition 2.1 establishes the conditions for the convexity of the robust power
allocation problem. In Proposition 2.2, note that for a linear norm with order a > 2,
that is, ||x[l, = /Y. |x|%, the dual norm is a linear norm with order b = 1 + ﬁ
In this way, the nonlinear function max in A, and A, in constraints C, and C3
of (2.8) is avoided. Consequently, the robust power allocation problem is changed
to the standard form of convex optimization with deterministic constraints, which
can be solved very efficiently. For instance, with a = 2 (the ellipsoid norm), we have

Aty = €ppllfelz and Ay = eg [pll2,

and (2.8) becomes

max Z vx(hspsg;l), (2.9)

[
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Cl : qﬂ;s = hsps,
subject to 3 C, : (_Zsey BoPs + 8¢,V 2_ser P?) < IT, Vg € 2,
C3 : (f@ + Zmeﬁ”. m;ﬁspmhm + Af:z + 02) = Os-

Note that, as with (2.4), there are only two optimization variables, p; and g,
in (2.9). Using the logarithmic transformations p; = €* and g; = €%, the convexity
of problem (2.9) is established (Appendix 2). In the sequel, we will solve the
robust problem (2.9) via its Lagrange function and show that the computational
complexities of solving the nominal problem and its robust counterpart are the same.

2.2.1.1 TIterative Algorithm for Solving Nominal and Robust Problems

Considering the convexity of the nominal problem (2.2) and its robust coun-
terpart (2.9), their respective optimal solutions p* = [p},...,p5] and p* =
pY,....Ps] can be obtained using analytical and numerical methods such as the
interior point method and the Lagrange function [19] and the available software such
as CVX [21], respectively. The computational complexity of solving the nominal
problem is the same as that of its robust counterpart, that is, obtaining the robust
solution does not entail additional calculations in this setup. As an example, in what

follows, we use the Lagrange function to solve (2.9):

L(As’ Ms, vq, er, e)’s)

:-Z)gm%ﬂ+2ﬂ(iﬁ )

s€ES S€ES
+ Z v gsqeyx + qu \Y% Zsey ezyx 1
! IT,
qe2

+Y wle (ot Y @t A, +0?| -1, (210)
s€S mes, m#s

where Ag, v,, and p, are the Lagrange multipliers for C;, C», and C3 in (2.9),
respectively. This Lagrange function can be solved by applying a gradient-based

algorithm to derive the primal and dual variables of the optimization problem. The
gradient-based updates of variables and multipliers are

Wt + 1) = [35(0) = By, x OL/0y T @.11)

z5(t+ 1) = [z,() — B, x L/ 3z, ", (2.12)

s

s~ Vs ) +
MHDzPM+MXCh%—Q], (2.13)
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+
nst+1) = |:Ms(t) + .Bu,g X (e—z; (fg + Z e hy + Afg + 02) - ]):| s

me.#, m#s
(2.14)
2,0 4 gy /S, 0 *
vg(t+1) = [v(t) + By, x | =2 ;T = -1 , (2.15)
q

where By, B, Bi,» By, and B, are small step sizes for the Lagrange multipliers,

and xT = max{0, x}. The partial derivatives of the Lagrange dual function with
respect to y; and z; are

OL/dys = —vl (hge’ %) hye¥s 7% — & s
s s Uls s s hye)s
vg |- s , -
+ Z 7 g€ + quiz + e Z Wmhme ™ (2.16)
qe2 q v ery es me., m#s
and
" _ eZs 7
OL/ 0z, = V. (hye" ™) hye" ™5 + A 1
s hye¥s
—pe | Fr+ Y. hut A, +0t | (Q217)
me.#, m#s

Iterations in (2.11)—(2.17) lead to p*. The same approach can be used to obtain p*
by setting the protection function to zero. Note that the computational complexity
of solving the nominal problem is the same as that of solving its robust counterpart.

2.2.1.2 Reduced Throughput in Robust Solution

Tobtain the robust solution’s throughput, we compare the feasibility region of (2.9)
with that of the nominal problem. The uncertainties in C, and Cs in (2.9) affect
the SUs’ transmit power levels in opposite directions. On the one hand, because
of uncertainty in g, the SUs’ transmit power levels should be reduced to satisfy
the PUs’ IT. On the other hand, because of the uncertainty in fg, the SUs’
transmit power levels should be increased to improve the SUs’ SINRs at the SBS,
which increases interference. In either case, the transmit power allocation problem
may become infeasible, meaning that a transmit power vector that simultaneously
satisfies the constraints in (2.9) may not exist. To obtain the feasibility conditions,
we use the notion of feasibility region, defined as follows:
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Definition 2.1. The feasibility region, feasibility set, search space, or solu-
tion space of an optimization problem is the set of all possible points (sets of
variables’ values) that can satisfy all constraints in the optimization problem,
including inequalities and equalities for integer and continuous variables. The
optimal solution corresponds to a subset within the feasibility region whose
performance is superior to those of other points in this region. The feasibility
region for problem (1.1) in Chapter 1, denoted by X, is obtained by solving
the following problem [19].

Find x (2.18)

, f(x,e)=0, Vyed,
bject t 4 Y
SO Fxee) <0, Ve z

Note the following points concerning the feasibility region:

* Some constraints in resource allocation problems may not be satisfied for
some parameter values, meaning that the problem may be infeasible (the
feasibility set may be empty) [13, 22];

* When the feasibility region of the nominal problem contains the feasibility
region of its robust counterpart, the performance of the nominal problem
is higher than that of its robust counterpart [19, 23].

In what follows, we use the preceding points to compare the performance of the
nominal problem and its robust counterpart in terms of the total throughput of a
CRN. We beginA by comparing the feasibility regions of (2.4) and (2.9). Consider
e VZ—';“ Tand ny = }_‘ o+ 02; denote the S x Q matrix of channel gains
between SUs and PBSs by G, whose elements are [G],, = g5, and the vector of ITs
for PBSs by IT = [ITy,...,ITp]. The upper bounds on the SUs’ transmit power
levels are p™* = [pT@*, ... p®*]T and the normalized gain matrix of SUs is F,

whose elements are

U:[?L_’:O,,

0 if s=m,

Fon = ~ .
) Vshm/hs if s ?é m.

In what follows, Proposition 2.3 states the feasibility conditions of (2.4) and (2.9),
where p(F) is the spectral radius of F:
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Proposition 2.3. Problem (2.4) is feasible [24] if and only if

(1) p(F) <1,
(2) b S pmax’
(3) BTG <1IT,

whereb = (I—F)~ v [8].
The robust problem (2.9) is feasible [7, 22] if and only if

(4) p(F) <1,

(5) by < p™=,

(6) bLG +¢lba| < IT,

where by = A—F)7'(v + A), A = [%2,, %Q]T G is the exact
channel gain matrix between SUs and PBSs, whose elements are [G] sq = 8sg
and & = [eg,, ..., &gy

Proof. See Appendix 3.

Conditions (1)—(3) and (4)—(6) in Proposition 2.3 correspond to the feasibility
regions of (2.4) and (2.9), respectively. Comparing conditions (2) and (4) reveals
that the feasibility region of (2.9) depends on its protection function, and from
condition (5) we see that increasing the value of &7, tightens condition (5) as
compared to (2). Also, comparing conditions (3) and (6) reveals that increasing the
values of &g, and ¢y, shrinks the feasibility region of Eq. (2.9) as compared to that
of Eq. (2.4). Consequently, the SUs’ total throughput for the robust solution is less
than that for the nominal solution [8].

To illustrate the relationship between the uncertainty and feasibility regions, let
us consider a simple example in which a CRN consists of one PBS and one SU, and
f 2 = 202. The impact of &g on the feasibility set of (2.9) is shown in Fig.2.2. In
this setup, since we only have one SU and one PBS, for simplicity the indices are
omitted from yy, p;, IT,, gsq, and other variables, as well as in Fig. 2.2. Now, without
considering C, and when &7, = 0, the SU reaches its y for 0.5 x p"®*. As can be
seen in Fig. 2.2, by increasing IT/g and &g, constraint C, shrinks the feasibility set
of (2.9) until the transmit power that satisfies C, and e falls bellow 0.5 x p™@*,
meaning that for those values of /7//g and &4 that correspond to the transmit power
levels below 0.5 x p™®* there is no transmit power for the SU to satisfy both C| and
C, in (2.9), that is, the robust power allocation problem is infeasible when the SU’s
transmit power is less than 0.5 x p™*.

Next, we study the feasibility region for the SU’s transmit power when two
parameters are uncertain. Let us start by assuming &, > 0 when C, is not
considered. The required transmit power for reaching y is

1
p=0.5x (l + gg‘fg)pmax' (2.19)
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max

=

p

Fig. 2.2 Feasibility set of (2.9) versus ¢, and IT/g

When both C; and C, are considered, &, = 90%, IT/g = 9, and &, = 4%,
from (2.19), the SU should transmit at 0.65 x p™* to reach y. However, from
Fig.2.2, when IT/g = 9 and &5 = 4%, the SU’s transmit power should be less than
0.6 x p™* to satisfy the IT. Due to this contradiction, the problem is infeasible. From
the preceding considerations, when both ¢, and &g have nonzero values, they affect
the SU’s transmit power in opposite directions, which may lead to the infeasibility
of the robust problem, whereas the nominal problem is feasible.

Note also that increasing &4 for any given value of IT/g causes (2.9) to be
infeasible, and the value of &, that makes the robust problem infeasible depends
on the value of IT/g. In a tight IT, for example, when IT/g < 2, the value of &g is
smaller compared to that for IT/g > 2.

Throughput reduction in the worst-case approach is reported in [8] for a CRN
with two partially overlapping cells, one for the PUs and one for the SUs, as
shown in Fig. 2.3a, b, where the index ¢ is dropped for simplicity and &, and & are

expressed in percentages as &g = ”g”;ilh and g, = &5 = %. The simulation
2

scenario for these two figures are as follows. The PBS is located at the center of a
circular cell with a radius of 2 km, and the SBS is located 0.5 km from the PBS and
has a 1 km radius. There are three active SUs at d = [150, 200, 350] m from the SBS
and D = [550, 300, 400] m from the PBS. The transmit power for each SU is within
[0.001, 1] W, §; = 40dBm, w, = 1 for all SUs, 6> = —110dBm, andf , = 2 x 02
The channel gains are h; = d% and g5, = Dqu with k& = 0.09. Note that expanding

the uncertainty region (i.e., increasing &g and &¢) reduces the robust throughput.
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——IT=0>
—>—1T=0.1 6%

Total Throughput
o0
Total Throughput

Fig. 2.3 Total throughput of SUs versus (a) &g and (b) &7, = &

As stated in Proposition 2.3 and shown in Fig. 2.2, satisfying the PUs’ IT while
considering uncertainties in g, shrinks the feasibility set of (2.8) compared to that
of (2.4) and forces the SUs to reduce their transmit power levels, which in turn
reduces the SUs’ social utility when Proposition 2.3 holds. This is not desirable
from the SUs’ point of view and calls for a trade-off between increasing the SUs’
total throughput and preserving the IT for all instances of channel uncertainties.
In practice, the uncertainty does not always correspond to its worst case, and
moderation of the worst-case approach is important and desirable to increase the
SUs’ throughput [17,25]. This can be achieved via a probabilistic approach in which
the uncertainty set is chosen in such a way that the probability of violating the IT
is kept below a predefined level, and the SUs’ total throughput is kept close to the
optimal value of the nonrobust case.

Introducing robustness reduces the SUs’ total throughput, measured by

da = v* =vjila. (2.20)

where v* and v} are the SUs’ optimal total throughput values for (2.4) and (2.8),
respectively. In the following lemma, we will show how d4 can be obtained.
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Lemma 2.1. Letv* = {vf,...,vp} and p* = {uy, ..., ug} be the optimal
values of Lagrange multipliers for C, and Cs in (2.4), respectively. For all
values of A, and Ay, in Proposition 2.2 we have [7, 26]

dam Y VA + D kA, 2.21)
qeL2 S€ES

Proof. See Appendix 4.

By adjusting A,, one can control d4. To do so, we apply the D-norm approach
[25], where the uncertainty in each channel gain is [gy,| < &5 with a symmetric
(e.g., uniform) distribution, that is,

8sq € [83g = 85¢2 85y T 85¢)s Ys€F, Vge 2. (2.22)

For a nonnegative integer I, < |.#|, the protection value [25] is

A, = max D 8ups. Yge 2 (2.23)

€S legl=Iy. 1&l<esg (o
where ¢, is the subset of all SUs that affect the protection value in the D-norm
approach. The size of e, is I';, and from (2.23) the value of I, determines the total
number of uncertain parameters in the protection value. Note that the values of g,
for all s and g are uncertain, but only those values that pertain to the set e, are
considered in the protection function of the D-norm approach. By adjusting I7, a
trade-off is made between robustness and throughput. When I, = 0, no protection
is considered, and increasing I, means more protection, that is, increasing the
number of uncertain parameters results in a higher protection value. Now, the robust
counterpart of (2.4) is

max Y v(hpso; ), (2.24)

min <y <pmax
Ps ™ =Ps=Ds s

Cl : Qx)j.v S hspm
subject to Gy (Zse,sﬁ qupx + Aq) = ITqv Vage 2,
C3 : (J?Q + ZmGy. m;éspmhm + Af:z + 02) = Os, Vse y’

where Ay = Max, e, |e,[=1,]. #yl<es Zseeq 8sqPs- Since the protection value in the
D-norm approach is a special form of the norm function [20], the convexity of (2.24)
is preserved. Now the question is how to expand the feasibility region, which would
increase the SUs’ total throughput in the D-norm approach. To answer this question,
we state the feasibility conditions of (2.24) in the following proposition.
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Proposition 2.4. The robust problem (2.24) is feasible for e, = €44,V s € S
when

(1) p(F) <1,
(2) ba = p™,
(3) LG + & x max(|[balloc, [balli/I;) <IT,

whereby = I—F)~'(v + 4), A = [i;f,...,%s]t e = [e1,....e0], and
[balli = Zf=1 (B a)s|l, in which (bp)s is the sth element of b 4.
Proof. See Appendix 5.

From Proposition 2.4 we note that I, adjusts the constraints that affect the
feasibility region. In what follows, we focus on the conditions that expand the
feasibility set in the D-norm approach, leading to a higher total throughput for the
SUs.

Lemma 2.2. When the uncertainty boundaries in the ellipsoid uncertainty
model and the D-norm uncertainty model are the same, the optimal total
throughput of (2.7) for the D-norm uncertainty model is higher than or equal
to the optimal total throughput for the ellipsoid uncertainty model if

r,<J|¥. Vqe2, (2.25)

where || is the size of 7.
Proof. See Appendix 6.

Reducing the protection value means that the PUs’ interference constraint may
not be satisfied for all instances of uncertainties. From C, in (2.24), the probability
of violating the IT for a given protection value in the D-norm approach can be
derived via (1.18) in Chapter 1.

By fixing the probability of violating C» to d,, the lower bound of I, can be
obtained from (1.18) in Chapter 1, as shown in Fig. 1.3 of Chapter 1. Note that
reducing §, increases the value of I';, and vice versa. From (1.18) in Chapter 1,
when the number of SUs increases, the SBS needs a higher value of I to keep
the violation probability acceptable. In addition, unlike (2.7), which satisfies the
PBSs’ interference constraint for all instances of uncertainties, by using the D-
norm in (2.24), the interference constraint is probabilistically satisfied. The SBS
can calculate the value of I, via (1.18) in Chapter 1 for any value of the violation
probability for PBSs and use it to obtain the protection value. In practice, the value
of 8, can be set by the regulatory authority to trade off between the throughput of
SUs and the violation probability of PUs.
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2.2.1.3 Distributed Robust Solutions and Extra Message Passing

Using the Lagrange function (2.10) for solving (2.9) has three features that are very
useful for developing distributed algorithms:

e Each user’s utility function only depends on that user’s primal variables;

e Dual variables can be divided into local dual variables for each SU (i.e., u, and
As) and global dual variables of all SUs (i.e., v,);

* Protection functions are simple and linear, and each user can calculate its own
protection value for the corresponding constraint by using a broadcasted scaler.

Based on the preceding points, we now present a distributed algorithm for solv-
ing (2.9) using the gradient-based updates of primal and dual variables (2.11)—
(2.17). We make the following assumptions:

* Each SU knows its normalized SINR at the SBS and receives its &g, and &y,,;
« Each SU needs the two global scalar variables by (f) = Y o ushse > and

by(t) = /D ;e €2 to update its primal and dual local variables.

The global dual variable v, is updated at the SBS because we need to know all
values of the SUs’ transmit power levels, channel gains g, and IT,. The distributed
Algorithm 1 for power control based on the Lagrange dual decomposition is as
follows:

Distributed Algorithm 1

Initialization: At + = 0, initialize all primal values with small positive
random values and Lagrange multipliers with positive random values.

At SBS:

Fort = 1,2,..., the values of b(), b>(¢), and v,(7) are updated using the
SUs’ parameter values and broadcasted to all SUs.

At each SU s:

Fortr=1,2,...:

1. Each SU s receives b (t), by(f) and v,(¢) from the SBS.

2. Each SU s locally calculates its z(f) and y,(¢) using (2.11)—(2.12) and
updates its Lagrange multipliers using (2.13)—(2.14).

3. Each SU s transmits u,(f)hse =% and y(7) to the SBS.

Since (2.9) is a convex problem, the distributed Algorithm 1 converges to the
optimal solution when the conditions in Proposition 2.3 hold and the step size
is sufficiently small (Theorem 3.5 in [16]) [10, 16, 23, 27]. The distribution of
calculations among SUs is a key advantage of distributed algorithms compared
to centralized schemes. However, the distributed Algorithm 1 requires message
passing in each iteration between the SUs and the SBS, as well as one additional
variable passing for (2.9), that is, b,, compared to (2.4). If message passing can
be done at a slower rate without affecting the convergence and optimality of the
allocated transmit power, the algorithm’s signaling overhead is reduced.
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2.2.1.4 Infrequent Message Passing

To reduce signaling in the robust distributed algorithm, we now present an algorithm
with infrequent message passing. Let D denote the time difference between
two successive message passings for by(f), by(t), and v,(r). The algorithm with
infrequent message passing is as follows:

Distributed Algorithm 2

Initialization: At + = 0, initialize the primal values with small positive
random values and the Lagrange multipliers with positive random positive
values.

At SBS:

1. For§ =0,1,...,att = &D+ 7 for0 < v < D, the value of v,(#) in (2.15)
is updated using y,(§D) and s (£D)hse%EP) received from all users.
2. Att=D,2D,...:

— The values of b; (¢) and b, () are updated using 1,(§D)e™%P) received
from all users;
— The values of y,(§D) and v,(¢) for all s and g are broadcasted to SUs.

At each SU:

1. For§ =0,1,...att = §D+ 1 for0 < v < D, each SU s locally calculates
its z,(?), y5(¢), and Lagrange multipliers using b, (§D), b>(§D), and v,(£D);
2. Att=D,2D, ..., each SU s transmits ft;(f)he=>® and y,(¢) to its SBS.

Obviously, a higher value for D leads to less message passing but may cause
nonconvergence of the distributed algorithm. Hence, we need to find the maximum
value of D for which the distributed Algorithm 2 converges to the optimal solution
of (2.9).

Lemma 2.3. Let A denote the total number of dual and primal variables of
the Lagrange dual function (2.10), and let @ denote the vector of all step
sizes of the gradient algorithm in (2.11)—(2.15). The distributed Algorithm 2
converges to the optimal value of (2.9) when

1 1
D<|———1 _ 2.26
—(||@||oo )XA—I G

where || O || is the maximum absolute value of the elements of ©.

Proof. See Appendix 7.
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The distributed Algorithms 1 and 2 can be slightly modified to solve (2.24) via
the D-norm approach in the following manner. In the modified Algorithm 1, instead
of by, the vector b, = [bl, .. bQ] in which b is the protection value 4, in (2.23),
is calculated by the SBS and broadcasted to all SUs. Since (2.24) is convex, the
modified Algorithm 1 converges to the optimal solution when the conditions in
Proposition 2.4 hold and the step size is sufficiently small. Algorithm 2 can also
be slightly modified to reduce the signaling by way of infrequent message passing
in the D-norm approach. The modified Algorithm 2 also converges to the optimal
solution when the conditions in Proposition 2.4 hold and the upper bound on D in
Lemma 2.3 is satisfied.

Convergence of v and the transmit power in the distributed Algorithms 1 and 2
are shown in Figs.2.4(a) and 2.4(b), respectively, where both &7, and &g are 10 %
and IT = o?. Other simulation parameters are the same as those for Figs.2.3(a)
and 2.3(b). Figure 2.4(a) shows that Algorithm 1 converges relatively fast, whereas
Fig. 2.4(b) shows that Algorithm 2 cannot converge to its optimal value with a large
step size, for example, 0.5, and a large delay, for example, D = 20. By reducing
the step size to 0.01 and delay to D = 5, Algorithm 2 converges but may take an
order of magnitude more iterations as compared to Algorithm 1, which is in line
with Lemma 2.3.

2.3 Multi-channel Cognitive Radio Networks

Now we consider a multi-channel CRN with D2D communications between the
secondary transmitters and receivers in the presence of PBSs, as shown in Fig. 2.5.
Each D2D secondary transmitter and its receiver are considered as one SU pair. The
set of all D2D SU pairsis .¥ = {1,2, ..., S}, the set of PBSsis 2 = {1,2,..., 0},
and the set of uplink channels shared between SU pairs and PBSs is ¢ =
{1,2,...,K}. For simplicity, we limit our consideration to D2D communications
only and neglect cellular communications between SUs and the SBS.

We assume that the SBS solves the network utility maximization (NUM) problem
for SU pairs subject to the IT of PBSs and the power constraint of SUs. The NUM’s
objective function is the sum of utility values of all SU pairs. The utility of SU s is
its total throughput over all K channels, defined as

v (Y¥) = Zlog(l +95, vse.z, (2.27)
k=1

where y} is the SINR of SU s defined as

pkhk
v = — , Vse, (2.28)
o2 +f3 + Zm=l,m7&s pﬁlhﬁﬂ
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where p¥ is the transmit power of SU s in channel k, /¥ is the channel gain between
transmitter SU m to receiver SU s in channel k, and o2 + ff@ is additive white
Gaussian noise (AWGN) power plus interference caused by PUs to SU s in channel

k. Now, the NUM is

N

max Z vx(yf), (2.29)

[P, ,ps] “—
s=1

Ci :Zlepffp?ax, Vse.,

szpx...gqulTW, Vse’, Vqge2,

subject to

where p; = [p!,...pX] and p™* are the transmit power vector of SU s over all

channels and the maximum transmit power of SU s, respectively. Also, g, =
[gslq, e, g@] is the channel gain vector between SU s and PU ¢ over all channels,
and ITy, is the IT of SU s on PU g. Even without considering Cs, (2.29) is nonconvex
and NP-hard [28]. In order to solve this class of problems, one may use their
Lagrange dual function [29]. The duality gap between the optimal solution and its
upper bound obtained by the Lagrange dual function approaches zero as the number
of channels tends to infinity [29]. Hence, the solution obtained by the Lagrange dual
function can be considered as close to the globally optimal solution for large values

of K.
When the constraint on the IT of PBSs is relaxed, the Lagrange dual function
of (2.29) is

s K s 0 s 0
D(p,w) = max , min {Z Z log(1 + )/Sk) - Z Z WgqPs * g;rq + Z Z a);qlqu} ,

[p1....ps] ©sg s=1k=1 s=1qg=1 s=1qg=1
(2.30)

K
subjectto Cj : pr <pi**, Vse .7,
k=1

where wg; > 0 is the Lagrange multiplier for constraint C, for SU s and PBS 4. To
solve the preceding problem, one can use the following iterative formula:

ol = [l + kgl —IT,)]". Vses Vikex, 2.31)

where « is a small step size in the iterative formula, and r is the iteration number. By
solving the following subproblem, the optimal p, can be iteratively obtained [29]:

S K N

0
max Z Z log(1 + y5) — Z Z wlps -8, |- (2.32)

[er--psl \ 27 02T s=1 q=1

K
subjectto Cj : pr <py**, Vse .
k=1
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2.3.1 Robust Problems

To introduce robust interference control in (2.29), we treat gy, as an uncertain
parameter that can be modeled by g, = g, + g, Where g,, and g,, are the exact
value and the error in the parameter value, respectively. For each pair of SU s and
PBS g, the uncertain gain is gy, = (g, + gy) € RKg,,» Where Hg, is the uncertainty
region for g,,. Now, the robust counterpart of (2.29) is

S

max Y v,(yh), (2.33)

[P1.....ps] =
Cr:Yp, Pl <pr*, Vse,
subject to C2:ps-g;rq§Iqu, Vse.”, Yqge2,
C3:gsq€%gsqv Vse.Z, VC]GQ.

In what follows, we will show how to solve (2.33) using the polyhedron model
and the general norm introduced in Chapter 1, Section 1.3.2.1. For the polyhedron
model, the uncertainty region for the pair SU s and PU ¢ is

‘%gxq = {gsq|qu : gqu = €gxq}7

RKXK Rle

where My, is the weight matrix for gy, and €g,, is the vector. Next,
we transform C, in (2.33) into a linear constraint [18]. When C; holds for a given
fixed value of [pi,...,ps] = [P1, ..., Ps], the value of IT, must be higher than the
optimal objective value of the following optimization problem for each SU [9, 18]:

max ps - gXTq, (2.34)
8sq
subject to M, - gfq <eg, VseS, Vgel

Since (2.34) is feasible, its optimal objective value, denoted by As*q, can be obtained
via its Lagrange dual function [18, 25],

. T
min & 'y
Vsg=0 8sq sq°

subjectto Pp; <My, -y, Vse.”, Vge2, (2.35)

where y; = [yi,....,y5] is the g Lagrange multiplier for (2.34), and 0 is the

zero vector with the same size as y,,;. A feasible solution to (2.35), denoted by y;“q,
satisfies eg,, - yi' < IT,, and also satisfies A%, < ¢y - yi < [T, for all uncertainty
in gy,. In this case, we can replace C; in (2.33) with the following constraints:

g, Yoy <ITs.  Ps <My ¥h.  ¥yqg=0. Vge2 Vses. (2.36)



2.3 Multi-channel Cognitive Radio Networks 53

In this way, one new constraint and one new optimization variable are added for
each SU and PBS in each channel for solving (2.33), as compared to (2.29). An
iterative approach that uses the nominal problem’s dual function (2.30) can also be
applied to (2.33), except that (2.31) is replaced by

o = [0, +ki(eg, YL —IT)]".  Vse s VikeX, (2.37)
and
o =@, + k(T — My - y0)]T, Vses, Viex, (2.38)

where k; and «, are small step sizes, r is the iteration number, and Z)’xq < 0 and
gy < 0 are the Lagrange multipliers for the linear constraints in (2.36).

When all primal and dual variables are iteratively updated to solve (2.29)
and (2.33), for each new constraint or each new variable added to (2.29) to introduce
robustness, there is one additional iterative formula. Additional calculations for each
new iterative formula are not significant due to the fact that it is a linear function.
Hence, we only consider the number of new iterative formulas to obtain the order
of additional calculations. The order of additional calculations for solving (2.33) as
compared to (2.29) is O(2xSx K x Q). Hence, the order of additional calculations for
solving (2.33) as compared to (2.29) is linearly increased by increasing the number
of SUs for the polyhedron model, meaning that the problem is tractable.

For the general norm, consider the uncertainty region as

5 \T
%gu, = {gsq || qu . (gsq - gsq) ”S egsq},
where My, is an invertible R€*X weight matrix of channel gains between the
transmitter of SU s and the receiver of PBS ¢, and eg, is the bound on the
uncertainty region. Now, using the protection function, (2.33) is equivalent to

S
k
max > v(yy), (2.39)
[P1....ps] ; )
. Cr i Yhmy P < P, Vse.?,
subject to L
Gyt (ps - By + Asg(py)) < ITy,. Vge 2,

where Ay, (ps) = maxg, ez, Pt (854 —8,,) is the protection function for the pair SU
s and PU ¢. Additional calculations in (2.33) or (2.39) compared to (2.29) are due
to uncertainty in C, and C5 for each SU. When C, and C3 in (2.33) can be replaced
by deterministic functions, or their corresponding protection function in (2.39) can
be replaced by a set of linear constraints, the problem becomes tractable [9].
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1

. . b
For the linear norm with order a, we have Ay, (p,) = &g, (Zk];l(qu . p?)”) ,
where qu is the k™ row of M;ql, and b = 1 4+ 1/(1 — a). In this case, since there is
no additional optimization variable or constraint, the optimal solution to (2.39) can
be obtained with no significant additional calculations as compared to (2.29).

Feasibility of Nominal Problem and Its Robust Counterpart: Note
that (2.29) and (2.33) [or (2.39)] are always feasible even for a large number
of SUs in a CRN. Let the set of transmit power levels of SU s in (2.29)
and (2.33) be

K
o, = {pSIZp’s‘ <pi**,  po-gy <ITy. Vqe o@}
k=1

and
K
Ay = {PJZPIE Spglax7 (ps'g;rq+Asq(pf)) SITW} ’
k=1

respectively, where Ay (ps) = maxg, ez, Ps (8 — 8y) forall g € 2.
The sets <7 and % s are nonempty due to the fact that at least one power
vector p; = 0 exists that satisfies the constraints on o7 and .27. In addition,
the constraints on each SU only depend on that SU’s transmit power and
are decoupled from other SUs’ constraints. Consequently, the feasibility
set of (2.29) (ie., &/ = Uf=1 ;) and the feasibility set of (2.33) (i.e.,
o = Ule o s) are nonempty, meaning that (2.29) and (2.33) [or its
equivalent (2.39)] are feasible [19]. Note also that the transmit power of SU
s can be zero (i.e., no transmission), depending on the size of the uncertainty
region, the values of IT,, and the channel gains g,,. Uncertainty in g, causes
the feasibility set of (2.33) to be smaller than that of (2.29). When quality of
service (QoS) is considered in the constraints of the optimization problem,
for example, C; in (2.2), the feasibility region for the nominal problem
(and for its robust counterpart) depends on the channel gains between users,
system information, and each user’s transmit power limitation [22], as already
indicated in Proposition 3. In such a case, the problem may be infeasible,
as in Fig.2.2, where the minimum required SINR for each SU may not be
attained. On the other hand, when QoS is not considered in the constraints,
the feasibility region can be obtained in a straightforward manner.
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Now, the question is whether the robust solution can be obtained in a manner
similar to how the nominal solution was obtained. To answer this question, we focus
on a single SU scenario and, for notational simplicity, drop the index s in variables.
The nominal problem (2.29) is transformed into

khk
1 14+ —- 2.40
wha(e ) em

CriYp P =p™, p=0 Viex,

bject t
subject to Cz:p-ggfqu, Vge 2.

Since (2.40) is convex, its solution obtained via the Lagrange dual function [30] is

1 0_2 +fk
P = [ x 2| (2.41)
A+ Zq 1 Va8l
where A and v, are nonnegative Lagrange multipliers associated with C; and
C, in (2.40), and x* = max{0,x}. The optimal transmit power and Lagrange

multipliers should satisfy the following Karush—Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions
[19]:

K
A (Zpk —pmaX) =0, and vy (p-gl —IT) =0, Yge2. (242
k=1

We now present a pseudo water-filling algorithm for the robust problem.
Consider the uncertainty region for the polyhedron model as

Ry, = (8M, -8, < &g}, (2.43)

where M, is the weight matrix for g, and e, = [s;q, e sgq ] is an R¥*! vector that
represents the weighted maximum deviation of g, from g,. In this case, the robust
counterpart of (2.40) is

khk
maleog (1 + 2—) (2.44)
k=1 +f£2
.lelc(lpk<pmax7 pkz(), VkeX,

subject to _
) { Ca : MaX(g, M, gl <ey,) (p- (g — gg)) <IT,, Vqe2.

From (2.36), C; can be replaced by

agq'ygfqu, prMq-yZ, ¥.>0, Vge2.
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Now, when the uncertainty region is (2.43), problem (2.44) is equivalent to

K ik
m;lxglog (1 + 3 +ff@) , (2.45)
Ci: Y pF < pre,
subject to 4 Cy @ Yok, s’éqy’; <IT,, Vge 2,
Cy:iph < YL IMITY yg=0,  VYge2,

where [M]]“ is the element of MJ in its k™ row and i column. Since (2.45) is a
convex optimization problem with linear constraints, it can be solved with fewer
calculations than (2.44) with the same uncertainty region (2.43).

Proposition 2.5. When Y5, i M = ﬁqg’g‘q for all g and k, the optimal
solution to (2.45) is

P
ﬁ*"=[ : 2 +f9] , (2.46)

A + Zg:l I"th; hk

where A, Vg, and /,L]; are nonnegative Lagrange multipliers for Cy, C,, and C;
in (2.45), respectively.

Proof. See Appendix 8.

From Proposition 2.5, the robust problem can be transformed into an optimiza-
tion problem with linear constraints whose solution is obtained by a pseudo water-
filling formula. In an orthogonal frequency division multiple access (OFDMA)
system, when the frequency and time interleaver with sufficient interleaving depth
is applied, fading can be considered uncorrelated across channels [31]. In this case,
we can assume that uncertainty in g, can be modeled by independent and identically
distributed (i.i.d.) random variables [31]. Consequently, M, becomes diagonal, and
the power allocation problem (2.45) becomes

max log (1 + s ) , 2.47)
[ o+ 15
Cl . Z/f:lpk 5 pmax’
subject to 4 Cy @ or_, eg,Yy < IT, Vge 2,

Cs : ph < [M]]H%)E, ¥g=0. Vge2.
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At the optimal point, from the KKT conditions we have [M] %yt = p*, and the
allocated transmit power (2.46) is simplified to the following pseudo water-filling
formula:

+
1 0.2 k
5 = ___ Z;fﬁ , (2.48)
Vg€
L

where A and 7, are the Lagrange multipliers for C; and C, in (2.47), respectively.
The robust transmit power is obtained by (2.48) in a straightforward manner.

The robust counterpart of (2.40) can be written using the protection function.
When Z,, is a compact set, the robust counterpart of (2.40) is

K Pk
max » log| 1+ , (2.49)
) ; & ( o2 —|—fo)
. Cr: Yo pF < p™, pk=0, Vke.x,
subject to T
G (p g + A(p) <IT,. Vg e 2,

where A,(p) = maxge g, P (g, — gq)T is the protection function in C,, whose
value (the protection value) depends on the uncertain parameters [18, 20]. For the
general norm, e.g., for the ellipsoid norm, the protection function can be replaced
by bounds on the uncertainty region and transmit power, which are more tractable.
In this way, uncertainty is removed from the optimization variables, resulting in less
complexity.

In light of the preceding discussion, we now study the throughput reduction
in the worst-case robust optimization approach. In doing so, we consider da =
v* — v}, where v* and v’ are the optimal throughput values for (2.40) and (2.49),
respectively. Note that the difference between (2.40) and (2.49) is in their protection
function in C,, which we use to derive the relationship between d, and the
protection function for sensitivity analysis. Similar to Lemma 2.1, one can show
that [9]

[Y
dy~ ) vid(p). (2.50)
q=1

From (2.50), the value of d, depends on the size of the uncertainty region
and on the interference constraint in (2.40). The approximation (2.50) gives us a
quantitative measure of the impact of C, and A,(p) on the throughput in (2.49).
Let p* be the optimal transmit power in (2.40). When p* - gg < IT, for all g,
constraint C; is not satisfied and the protection function does not affect the optimal
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solution to (2.49), and d4 = 0. On the other hand, when p* - g;f = IT,, the value of
v; indicates the impact of the protection function on the optimal solution to (2.49).

To demonstrate the relationship between A, v, and d,, we simulate a CRN with
one PBS and one SU pair for D2D communication. In this case, for notational
simplicity, we drop indices s and ¢ in the formulas. The number of channels used
by the SU is 64, o + f 3 is —70dB, and p™* is 10 dBm. The gain in each channel
kis h* = % and g¢ = dw where @ = 4, B is a frequency-dependent coefficient,
and D and d are distances from the transmitting SU to its receiving SU and from the
transmitting SU to the receiving PBS, respectively. To consider both constraints C
and C,, we take D = d = 500 m. This is because when D < d, the value of g, is
very small, and C; in (2.40) can be neglected. Also, when d < D, the value of g,
is very high and C; in (2.40) can be ignored. In other words, when the values of D
and d are very disparate, only one of the two constraints in (2.40) is applicable, and
the problem is much simpler. When the values of D and d are close to one another,
both C; and C; in (2.40) should be satisfied, and we can study the impacts of other
parameters, for example, p™** and IT, on the allocated robust transmit power to the
SU. In simulations, the IT for the PBS’s receiver is proportional to its receiving
noise level, and the SU’s throughput is measured in bits per symbol per Hertz.

We now study the dependence of d4 on IT and p™* in (2.40). To do so, and as
an example, we assume that the normalized error in channel gain is 828 = 0.5, that
is, the error in the channel gain is not more than 50 % of its exact value. In Fig. 2.6,
the average values of A* [i.e., the optimal Lagrange multiplier for C; in (2.40)], the
average values of v*, and the average values of d, are shown. Note the following
three distinct regions for different values of I7/p™®* in Fig. 2.6:

1. Region I: The value of IT is much higher than p™®*, that is, ” < 1, which
means that in (2. 40) C, can be ignored, but C; should be satlsﬁed In other
words, A* > 0 and v* = 0.

2. Region II: The interference constraint is moderate, that is
that in (2.40), both C; and C, must be considered.

ax .
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Fig. 2.6 Values of A* and v* in (2.40) and d versus %
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3. Region III: The value of IT is much less than p™*, that is, ’% > 1, which
means that in (2.40), C; should be satisfied but C; can be ignored. In other words,
A*=0and v* > 0.

In Region I, where C; is not relevant, we have v* = 0, meaning that dy = 0
and v* = v};. However, in Regions II and III, we have v* # 0, and consequently
ds # 0. Therefore, v; < v*. Implementing the foregoing considerations in an
underlay CRN has the following consequences. In Region I, uncertainty in g and
the corresponding trade-off do not affect the SU’s throughput. But in Regions II and
III, a trade-off algorithm is desirable to increase the SU’s throughput. The impact
of robustness on the SU’s throughput in Regions II and III depends on the values
of h and g, as well as on the values of the trade-off parameters. Note that for a
fixed p™** in Region III, increasing the ratio ’% is equivalent to reducing IT, which
reduces the SU’s allocated transmit power. For very small values of the allocated
transmit power, the difference d, in the achieved throughput in the nominal and
robust approaches diminishes.

2.3.1.1 Social Utility of Robust Solutions Versus Uncertainty Levels
Now the question concerns the impact of uncertainty levels on the robust solution’s

social utility. In Fig. 2.7, the polyhedron approach is simulated for D2D commu-
nications in a multiple-SU single-PBS scenario with multiple OFDMA channels

14 T T T T T T T

12 7
— & — Low Interference scenario
—=— High Interference scenario

Total Throughput
o ]

()

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9

Fig. 2.7 Throughput values for polyhedron model for low- and high-interference cases versus &
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when interference between SUs is low and when it is high. Simulation parameters
are K = 64,0 = 1, S = 2, Dy € [450,550] m (distance between the transmitting
and receiving SU s), and dy; € [450,500] m (distance between the transmitting
SU s and receiving PBS ¢). In this setup, Dy, ~ d,;, and hence both C; and
C; in (2.29) are applicable. The distance between the transmitting SU s and the
receiving SU m, denoted by Dy, is Dy, € [800,950] m for the low-interference
case and Dy, € [300,250] m for the high-interference case. We assume gfq = gg’;q
foralls € ¥ andg € Zandk € 7.

Note that in the low-interference case, increasing £ results in monotonically
reducing the SUs’ total throughput (social utility). This is not the case for the high-
interference case, where introducing robustness may reduce each SU’s transmit
power, and, consequently, the interference of each SU on the other SU may be
reduced. Hence, it is possible that the throughput of each SU may increase with
increasing ¢ due to the reduced interference between SUs. In other words, in a
high-interference scenario, it may be possible to increase the total throughput by
increasing uncertainty when the SUs reduce their transmit power levels to satisfy
the constraints.

2.3.2 Trade-Off Algorithms

In what follows, we discuss the trade-off algorithms for the D-norm and chance-
constrained approaches. We begin by considering a CRN with one SU and then
extend our formulations for multiple SUs.

2.3.2.1 Trade-Off in D-Norm Approach

The protection value for the D-Norm approach is

Ay = max Z gipt. (2.51)
! keg,

where .7, is any subset of channels of size I';. The number of channels in .Z
determines the protection value, meaning that a smaller I, results in a smaller d4.
For I'; = 0, the protection value vanishes, and d4 = 0. In contrast, for I, = K,
all channels are taken into account, and d, is maximized. By adjusting I, one can
control the cost of robustness from the SU’s point of view.

For the D-norm approach, as with the polyhedron uncertainty region, a linear
protection function can be obtained [9], resulting in fewer calculations. From
Proposition 2.1 in [25], for a given p = p, the protection function (2.51) for the
constraint on the interference on PBS g is
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k
L'p 2.52
max qu (2.52)
K
subject to Z l’; <Tr,,
k=1

where l’; is an auxiliary variable that indicates whether the corresponding error g’;
is considered in the protection function of the D-norm approach, and p* is the kth
element of p. Note that l’; is by nature a binary variable, but to simplify the problem
we take it as a continuous variable, which will eventually be converted into a binary
variable. Let AN; be the optimal protection value of (2.52), which can be obtained
from its dual function [25]

min ( 120+ Z Xq) (2.53)

. 8% = (24 + X9
bject t 7
subjec O{P x'; Ve,

where z4, x, = | )(;, ey )(f;], and x’; are positive variables. Since (2.52) is feasible
and bounded for all 0 < I, < K, its dual, that is, (2.53), is also feasible and
bounded, and by strong duality, their optimal protection values coincide. Feasible
solutions to (2.53), denoted by z; and )(;k = [X’q”, . ..,)(ZK], satisfy (Iyz; +

S x5 <IT,—p. g and also satisfy (A* Tyzy + SE 0 <IT, - pg}.
Therefore, C; in (2 49) can be replaced by the following constraints:

(pgq+quq+Zq) ITy, X <(zy+d;), pP<x, Ve
k=1

Consequently, the robust optimization problem is

max log (1 + ) , (2.54)
2y fk
P = o +f£

Cl : lec(zlpk < pmax7

G (Zf:lpkglc; + 2405 + ZkK=1 Xt/) =<ITy,
subject 10 1 €y : ghk < (2, + z,).

Cyiph < x’;,
C5:O§x§, 0 <z, 05)(];, Vkedt, Vqge2.
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Since all the constraints in (2.54) are affine functions, a pseudo water-filling
formulation can be developed for obtaining p* using their corresponding Lagrange
dual functions. When gk = wk, 9,1, = Y ;_, jif, and ¥ = ¥,, as shown in
[9, 19], the optimal solution to (2.54) is

+
= [ 1 B o? +ff@:|
At 22 (Dggh + wh) h

where A, ,, /1’;, and w’; are the nonnegative Lagrange multipliers for C;, C5, Cs,
and Cy in (2.54), respectively.

2.3.2.2 Trade-off in Chance-Constrained Approach

When A| and A; in Section 1.3.3.1, Chapter 1 hold, the robust counterpart of (2.40)
in the chance-constrained approach is

K Pk
max log{14+ —, (2.55
P ; g ( o? +ff@) )
Cr: Y pF < p, pF>0 Vkex,
subject to y Cy : Pr(p-g; > IT,;) <&, Vge2,
Cs 18y € Ay, Vge 2.

Again, adjusting 8, in (2.55) results in a trade-off between robustness and optimality.
By reducing §,, the system becomes more robust against uncertainty, and by
increasing d,, the SU’s throughput is increased. In the chance-constrained approach
[17], C; in (2.55) can be replaced by its convex safe approximation. To do so, we
rewrite the SU’s interference on PBS ¢ as

K K

T =k K kak

P-g = ZP 8t qup 8g>
=1 =1

k _Sk
where E’q‘ = gqékgq for each ¢ € 2 is known to be in the range [—1, 1]. For
q

uncorrelated fading channels [31], all the values of 55 are independent of each
other and their probability distribution function (pdf)is Z(g) (Section 1.3.3.1 in
Chapter 1). Hence, C; in (2.55) can be replaced by the Bernstein approximations
of chance constraints [17], that is,

1

K K K 2
DB+ D g e+ 28] (Z 9"2@(4)(1’k§§)2) =My, Vqe2
k=1 k=1 k=1
(2.56)
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or

K K
(Zp"z’é + Y 05 P8+ 02 /2K In 5! Vr?g}p"éé) <IT,, Ygqe2,
k=1 k=1
2.57)

where —1 < 775(,1) < +1 and aé(q) > 0, which depend on Z(gq), are used
for safe approximations of the chance constraints. For a specific Z(qg), these
parameters have fixed values [17], as shown in Table 1.2 in Chapter 1. Note that
when p satisfies (2.56) and (2.57), it certainly satisfies C, and Cj in (2.55). Hence,
from (2.56) we have

PRI
max Z log ( o ffk ) (2.58)

K
Crt Y= PP < p™,

subject to K . K ~ _ K ~\?
&N (Zk=l I’kg],} + 2 i=1 ’I—gt(q)I’kgl,; +,/2Iné; ' 2 k=1 ‘/’_Z@(q) (Pkg'(}) <IT,.

Note that (2.58) can be rewritten as a conic quadratic programming problem, which
can be solved with few calculations.
We use (2.57) to rewrite (2.55) as

PEHE
max Zlog ( o —ff ) (2.59)
2

Cr: Y b <™,

K —] K ~ _ A
G (Zk=11’kgf + =1 775((,)17](85 + 02(g) /2K I8! manexpkg’;) <ITg,

subject to

which is equivalent to

PHE
max Z log ( = —ffk ) (2.60)

Cri Y=y P <™,
subject to ¢ C2 : (Zk VA gq + ZA 1 n@(q)p gq + 029 /2K Ind; luq) <IT,, Vgqe2,
Cs: p* ek < uy, Vge2 Vkex,

where u#, > 0 is an auxiliary variable representing the maximum error in the
estimated interference on PU ¢ in all channels. Utilizing the Lagrange dual function,
the optimal solution to (2.60) is
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+
. 1 o? + 1%
- 5 — - hkfﬂ , (2.61)
Mot T (ValE + n ) + 71588

where A, vy, and ﬁs are the nonnegative Lagrange multipliers for C;, C;, and Cj,

respectively, which satisfy
K
A (Zﬁ*k _pmax) — 0’
k=1

Vg9a(g)/2KIné 1 = Z,uq,

(p*k X _u(/) = Oa

(Zp*k S+ g KOy — nq)zo.

k=1

In (2.59), the protection function is

K

Z NP & + 02 /2K In 8! Vrgggp"éf,. (2.62)

Sensitivity Analysis of d,: Protection functions in the D-norm and chance-
constrained approaches depend on I, and §,, respectively. In what follows,
we study the sensitivity of dy on I, in the D-norm approach and on §,

in the chance-constrained approach by differentiating d, with respect to I,
and 4.

« D-Norm Approach: Since A, = z,I, + Z§=1 g%, from (2.50) we have

Q

K
dy~ Y v} (zqrq + Zq’;) , (2.63)
k=1

q=1

which means that d directly relates to I3,. Hence, for a given value of
IT, and in a given channel uncertainty region, increasing the value of 7,
proportionally reduces the SU’s throughput, and vice versa. This is shown
in Fig. 2.8 for a single SU and a single PBS, where g¥ = £g* and IT =
—3dB. Note that increasing [, and expanding the uncertainty region &

(continued)
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proportionally reduces the SU’s throughput, as expected from (2.50). The
simulation setup for Fig. 2.8 is the same as for Fig. 2.6.
* Chance-Constrained Approach: In this case, the protection function is

K K
— + k sk — ~
Ag= b pE+ 28 | > e (PhEY2, (2.64)
k=1 k=1
and we have
K K
dy =) vy (Z HE@P"%’;) 2870 1D 0k, (R (265
g=1 k=1 k=1
Based on the preceding expressions, the sensitivity of d4 to §, is
ad 1

Ss,(da) = =2 = —— (2.66)

By 5, [2mst

Figure 2.9 shows that for a given IT, and a channel uncertainty region,
when §, < 0.2, da is very sensitive to &,. This is not the case for higher
values of §,. The same is true of (2.59). The sensitivity of d,4 to §, is shown
in Fig. 2.10, where for § > 0.2, the SUs’ throughput does not increase very
much.
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Fig. 2.8 Throughput in D-norm approach versus £ and I" = I, for all ¢ € 2 and for IT =
1 max
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Fig. 2.9 §, versus sensitivity of d4 in (2.65)

Choosing a Trade-Off Approach: Now we consider the criteria for choosing
a trade-off approach for a given scenario. We begin by noting that the compu-
tational cost in both choices, namely, in the trade-off algorithm for the D-norm
approach and in the trade-off algorithms for the two safe approximations in
the chance-constrained approach, is moderate and not a determining factor.
However, the protection value plays a major role in the choice of trade-off
algorithm. An algorithm with less protection has a smaller d4 and a higher
throughput. Less protection also means a higher probability of violating the
constraints. One can keep the violation probability below a given threshold
in the D-norm approach, as shown by (1.18) in Chapter 1, and in both safe
approximations in the chance-constrained approach. In practice, however, the
violation probability may be even less than the given threshold, as reported
in [9]. Hence, when high throughput is important, a trade-off algorithm with
less protection should be chosen, and when it is important to guarantee the
violation probability, a trade-off algorithm with higher protection should be
selected. In [9], it is shown that in a single-SU single-PBS CRN, the protection
value for (2.56) is higher than those for (2.51) and (2.57), which means (2.56)
is preferred by the PBS but is disadvantageous for the SU. The opposite is
true of (2.57), where the SU enjoys its highest throughput at the expense of
minimal protection for the PBS. While the throughput in the D-norm approach
is close to that of (2.57), the probability of violating the IT in the former
is considerably lower than that in the latter because the former has higher
protection. Hence, the trade-off algorithm in the D-norm approach can be a
better choice from the perspectives of both the SU and the PBS. In a similar
manner, one could argue which trade-off algorithm is a better choice for other
cases.
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Fig. 2.10 Throughput in chance-constrained approach versus § = §, and ¢ = &g, forallg € 2
for IT = %pmax

Note that the linear constraint for the D-norm approach in (2.54) and for the
chance-constrained approach in (2.60) for the single-SU scenario can also be
applied for multiple SUs in (2.39). For instance, in the D-norm approach, (2.39)
is transformed into

N K pkhk
max log|{1+ —5-], 2.67
ps] ; Z g ( o? —i—ff@) @67

Crt Yy b < P1,

G ZkK=1 (plvcglv(q + ququ + ZkK=1 qu) =< Iqua
subject 10\ C5: g ¥k, < (254 + Xo)»

Cyiph <y,

C5:0§x’;q, 0 <z, Ofqu, Vkedt, Vse &, Yqge2,

where I'y, is the D-norm parameter for protecting PBS ¢ from SU s, and y,, and
sq Are nonnegative parameters for converting the D-norm’s protection function into
linear constraints.
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Similarly, in the chance-constrained approach, (2.39) is transformed into

max ZZlog (1+ D f:fk) (2.68)

s=1 k=1

K
Cit Ygm PE < PP,
. K _ K A _
subjectto {4 C : (Zkzlp’;gfq + > =1 (n—gt(xq)pf.ng + 0D (sq) /2K In Ba'ql““1> <ITy,. Vg€ 2,
C3:pf§fq§uxq, Vse, Vge2, VkeX,

where uy, > 0 is an auxiliary variable representing the maximum error in the
estimated interference by SU s on PU g in all channels, d,, is the violation
probability for the IT of SU s on PBS ¢, and Z(sq) is the pdf for the uncertainty in
channel gain g, between SU s and PBS ¢ (defined in Table 1.2, Chapter 1).

The preceding discussion shows that, by using linear constraints instead of
protection functions, the order of additional calculations for introducing robustness
in the D-norm approach and in the chance-constrained approach is O(Qx (4xQx K+
Q)) and O(S x (Q + K x Q)), respectively, compared to (2.29) [9], meaning that the
computational complexity of obtaining the nominal and robust solutions are similar.
To obtain the order of computational complexity associated with solving (2.60)
or (2.67), all primal and dual variables are iteratively updated, much like the iterative
algorithm for solving (2.30). Therefore, for each new constraint or each new variable
in (2.60) or (2.67), there is one additional iterative formula compared to (2.29).

So far, we have shown that replacing nonlinear protection functions in the
constraints of robust problems with linear functions can reduce the computational
complexity associated with solving robust problems. We have also shown that
introducing robustness entails throughput reduction, and sensitivity analysis was
used to demonstrate that it is possible to trade off between throughput and
robustness.

2.4 Overview of Other Works on Robust Cooperative
Resource Allocation

In the preceding sections, we presented robust cooperative schemes for optimal
transmit power allocation in wireless networks and explained how to trade off
between total throughput and robustness. In what follows, we provide an overview
of other works on this topic, highlighted in Table 2.1, and show that while we
covered trade-off algorithms for complexity, throughput, and signaling, in general
they have not been extensively addressed in the literature.

In [32], the worst-case ergodic resource allocation in the uplink of an underlay
CRN is studied, where the objective is to maximize an SU’s total throughput
subject to PUs’ interference threshold. In this work, the uncertainty in channel
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Table 2.1 Overview of other existing works on robust cooperative resource allocation

Trade-off algorithms
References | Complexity | Throughput | Signaling | D-norm | Chance-constrained

v _

SN L L L
SN L L L
Pl

gains between SU transmitters and SU receivers and in channel gains between
SU transmitters and PU receivers are considered. To reduce the computational
complexity, in [32] a middle way between the worst-case and Bayesian approaches
is applied for robustness—throughput trade-off via a chance constraint, and the
impact of the uncertainty region’s bound on SUs’ total throughput is investigated
via simulations only (no analytical study).

In [33, 34], physical layer security in the presence of eavesdroppers is studied,
where the impact of expanding the uncertainty region on the throughput is inves-
tigated, and reducing a problem’s computational complexity is discussed. In [33],
the robustness—throughput trade-off via a chance constraint is considered, but no
such trade-off algorithm is presented in [34]. In [35], to maximize power efficiency
while maintaining the required signal-to-interference ratio (SIR) for each user in
interference-limited wireless networks with uncertain parameters, the problem is
formulated via the chance-constrained approach. It is also shown that the proposed
approach maintains the convexity and tractability of the problem by solving it in
a distributed manner by the Lagrange dual decomposition method. An infrequent
message passing algorithm is also proposed to reduce the signaling in the proposed
robust scheme.

In [36], worst-case robust optimization is applied in relay-assisted two-hop D2D
communications in LTE-A cellular networks, where the objective is to maximize
the network’s throughput in shared channel environments. The constraints are the
bounded transmit power, the interference on relays and receiving users, and user
QoS requirements. Uncertainty in channel gains, stated by the linear norm, is
assumed to be within the uncertainty region. It is shown that the robust problem
is convex and a gradient-based dual decomposition algorithm can be applied to
allocate transmit power in a distributed manner. However, [36] is silent on additional
message passing in the robust distributed algorithm, but the chance-constrained
approach is applied to ameliorate the throughput reduction in the robust scheme
by trading off between throughput and robustness.

In [37], a robust resource allocation scheme is proposed for a cooperative CRN
in which a set of relays assist SUs, and strict SUs’ ITs on PUs are set. Assuming that
channel gains are uncertain, the robust resource allocation problem is formulated to
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maximize the SUs’ sum rate while satisfying the interference constraints on PUs
via both the probabilistic and worst-case approaches. It is shown that the original
robust optimization problem can be approximated and transformed into a convex
deterministic form, and a closed-form solution for the SUs’ transmit power levels is
derived.

In [38], optimal robust resource allocation in the downlink of renewable-powered
HetNets is studied, where channel gains are uncertain due to noise. In this work,
robust energy management and transmit beam-forming are proposed to minimize
worst-case energy transactions subject to a worst-case guarantee for each user’s
QoS. The authors use semi-definite programming (SDP) relaxation to transform
the problem into a convex approximation, which is solved by applying the gradient
method in a distributed manner. In this way, computational complexity is reduced,
but the paper is silent on additional message passing in the robust solution. In
addition, using simulations, it is shown that expanding the uncertainty region
increases the robust transmit power levels.

As can be seen in Table 2.1, while the impact of uncertainty in parameter values
on the total throughput or on transmit power levels has been extensively studied,
the performance gap between the robust and nominal solutions similar to (2.21)
in Lemma 2.1 in this chapter has not been considered in the literature. Note that
deriving a mathematical expression for the aforementioned performance gap enables
one to see how each constraint in the robust problem affects the performance of the
robust solution. Moreover, as shown in Table 2.1, although the D-norm approach is
easy to implement and has some interesting aspects, as mentioned in Section 3.2.2,
it has not been a very popular topic. Nevertheless, utilizing (1.18) in Chapter 1 for
the D-norm approach to make a connection between the violation probability and
the protection value seems to be an interesting topic.

2.5 Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, we showed how network-centric robust resource allocation problems
in wireless networks with cooperative users can be solved via the dual decom-
position approach; in addition, we discussed how the costs of robustness can be
mitigated. In what follows, we summarize our conclusions.

* Computational Complexity: We demonstrated how to simply robust problems
and reduce their computational complexity to the same order of the nominal
problem by utilizing protection functions; and showed that for the general norm
and for the polyhedron uncertainty region, the robust counterpart problem is
convex. We also obtained the optimal solution for some specific cases by way
of utilizing a pseudo water-filling formula, whose computational complexity is
not significant.
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e Throughput Reduction: We derived mathematical formulations for a given
amount of throughput reduction in robust solutions when the nominal problem
is convex. We utilized sensitivity analysis to demonstrate that when the uncer-
tainty region is shrank, the throughput gap between the nominal and robust
solutions can be reduced. Also, we showed the application of the D-norm and
chance-constrained approaches to trading off between robustness and throughput
reduction in different scenarios and compared them by way of sensitivity analysis
on the size of the protection function for each approach. We also explained the
criteria for choosing a trade-off approach for each specific scenario.

» Extra Message Passing: In solving cooperative distributed resource allocation
problems, the drawback of applying dual decomposition techniques is the need
for extra message passing. To reduce this additional signaling, we proposed a
distributed scheme with infrequent message passing and derived the conditions
for its convergence to the optimal solution of the original distributed algorithm.

Appendices
Appendix 1: Proof of Proposition 2.2

Recall that the dual norm of ||x|| is ||x||* £ maxjsj<i 8" X. For the uncertainty set in

8,78
e

%‘gw, weuse y, = -

to rewrite the uncertainty set as

%gq = {Yq|||yq - Yq” <1} Vge 2. (2.69)

We also rewrite the protection value as

max Z ((gsq - gsq)ps) = &g, Helg( Z ((qu - ysq)px) > (2.70)

84 € %y, e’ Yo% o

which corresponds to the dual norm. The same is true of the uncertainty set
pertaining to PU interference on the SBS [20].

Appendix 2: Convexity of (9)

By logarithmic transformation of the optimization variable in (2.9), the upper and
lower bounds on the transmit power of each SU, as well as C; and C3, are changed to

pitte™ <1,
(p?aX)—leyS < 1,

)?th_lez*_yx <1,
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e “(fo + Zey"’hm +0Y) <1.
m#s

The left-hand side of the preceding constraints are the affine nonnegative sum of
exponential variables and constitute convex functions ([10] and Section 3.2 in [19]).
Also, the interference constraint C; in (2.9) is changed to

D Byl ey, [y | <IT,. Vge2.
s€ES s€S

The left-hand side of the preceding expression is the linear norm of the vector
of exponential variables with order 2, which is convex (Section 3.2.4 in [19]).
Note that (2.4) is a concave function under logarithmic transformation [10, 12].
Hence, (2.9) is convex.

Appendix 3: Proof of Proposition 2.3

Problem (2.9) is feasible when there is at least one transmit power vector that
simultaneously satisfies all constraints. The feasibility of problem (2.7) can be
written (Section 2.1.3 in [16]) as

min S @71
16, ppin<p,<pp=
Ci: fin(zsys) = €7 <,
C2 : in(Zs’yS) = %(Zsey gsqeys) S 9 \4 q € \Q’

Cs: X3n(Z31ys) = e_ZSUQ + Zm7é5_ me. emhy, + 02) =g
Cy:8) € Ry, fo2€ %,

subject to

where ¢ is an auxiliary variable representing the upper bound on all constraints.

By solving (2.71) and obtaining (¢*,p* = [p},...,p5]), when ¢* = 1, the set
of posynomial constraints in Cj, C,, and C; are feasible, and the corresponding
transmit power vector of all SUs, that is, p* = [p],...,p§] is the feasibility

set of (2.7). Otherwise, the set of posynomial constraints and, consequently, (2.7)
are infeasible [16]. Based on the preceding expressions, to obtain the feasibility
conditions of (2.7), we set ¢ = 1 and obtain p* = [p},...,p5]. In doing so, we
divide problem (2.71) into two subproblems, one for Cy, C3, and fo € %, , and the

other for C; and g, € Zg,.
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Sub-problem 1. This problem is

min <, 2.72)

I<g, prin<p,<prax

C :ez‘_y‘}:—é =g,
subject to Cs: (e_“ (fgg + Zmey' ms emh, + 02)) =g
Cy:fg e %fg.

If we use Ar instead of the uncertainty set in (2.7) and consider ¢ = 1, this problem
becomes a standard transmit power allocation problem [22] with a protection value.
The solution to (2.72) satisfies

v+ A4 <(I-F)p, (2.73)

where p is the transmit power vector of all SUs. This inequality is satisfied [22]
when

o(F) < 1, (2.74)

where p is the spectral radius of F, minimized forb, = (v + A)(I—F)~'. Also, the
transmit power vector obtained in (2.73) should be below its upper bound for each
user, that is,

(v +AHA-F)7") <p™= 2.75)

Sub-problem 2. For C,, we obtain the feasibility condition by solving

min S, (2.76)

I<g, prin<p;<ppax

Cy: %(ery 8sq€”) <¢ Vg € 2,

subject to
Cy: 8y € Ky,

which is equivalent to solving the following linear programming problem:

(qu + &g, ||I?|F<x1 rp) <IT,, 2.77)

where r = (g, — g,)/¢g,- Note that the second term in (2.77) is the dual norm [19].
For (2.9), the dual norm of a linear norm with order 2 is a linear norm with order 2.
Hence,

(8,p + &, lIpll2) < IT,. (2.78)

When (2.74), (2.75), and (2.78) hold for b4, (2.9) is feasible. Thus, the feasibility
conditions for (2.9) are items (4)—(6) in Proposition 2.3.
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Appendix 4: Proof of Lemma 2.1

Note that (2.8) is a perturbed version of (2.4) with protection values in C, and Cj.
To obtain the relationship between d, and the protection value, we perform a local
sensitivity analysis of the optimization problem by perturbing its constraints [7, 19,
26]. Let

v*(a,b) = inf{—p ~ max Z Us(hspst—IN ’

TR <ps<pya* e

0s¥s < hyps, <Z 8sgPs + A ) T,

SES

fot+ Y phit A 07| <qip,
me., m#s

where a is a vector whose gth element is A,, and b is a vector whose elements are
all equal to Ar,,. When A, and Ay, are small, v*(a, b) is differentiable with respect
to the perturbation vectors a and b [26]. Using a Taylor series, we write

v*(a,b) = v*(0,0)

q€EP 9 s€ES 5

where v*(0, 0) is the social utility for (2.4), and 0 is the all zero vector. Note that

v*(a,b) and v*(0,0) are equal to v} and v*, respectively. Since (2.4) is convex,

P (Ob) dv* (a 0
I

from the sensitivity analysis in [26] we have v and

allg € 2 and s € .. Hence,

—pu for

=D A=Y W A (2.80)

qEL2 s€ES

Since v; and p¥ are nonnegative optimum Lagrange multipliers, the SUs’ social
utility is reduced compared to when the exact channel gains are known.

Appendix S: Proof of Proposition 2.4

Problem (2.24) is feasible (Section 2.1.3 in [16]) when the following optimization
problem is feasible:

min S, (2.81)

I<g, pMn<p<ppax
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C: eyx_zfz;: <g,
subject to 4 C2 : (%(ery 85q€" + Aq)) <¢ Vgqge2,
C3 : (e—Zs (]_C@ + Zm&&”. m#s e':;’tnh’" + Afsz + OZ)) =q
where Ay = max, e |3, |<e,,. le)|=T, Zseeq 8sq€”. As in Appendix 3, the feasibility
of this problem can be established by dividing it into two subproblems. The first

subproblem is similar to subproblem 1 in Appendix 3. Also, subproblem 2 in
Appendix 3 can be utilized for the D-norm approach, where (2.77) is changed to

gp + &lply, =17, (2.82)

where ||pllr, = max, e | |=r, Zkeeqpk, and ||p||}ﬂq is the dual norm of ||p||r,,
defined [20] by

Iel
Ipl7, = max (Ipll, 121 ). 83
q

From the preceding expressions, when (2.74), (2.75), and (2.82) hold for b4, (2.24)

is feasible. Thus, the feasibility conditions for (2.24) are items (1)—(3) in Proposi-
tion 2.4.

Appendix 6: Proof of Lemma 2.2

e . I, lIxll; -
Part 1: Since (mln{l, —\/‘;7'}||x||2) < max (||x||oo T, ), the feasibility set
of (2.24) is greater than that of (2.9), provided that (2.25) holds. Therefore,
there is a transmit power vector for (2.24), denoted by pP™™, that satisfies all

constraints in (2.9), and

pD—norm > pEllipsoid’ (28 4)
where pFlliP°id jg the allocated transmit power vector for (2.9) in the ellipsoid
uncertainty set, meaning that the ellipsoid’s feasibility set for (2.9), that is,
FEllipsoid» 1S a subset of the D-norm feasibility set for (2.23), that is, Z#p.nom.
Part 2: Let the optimal social utility of (2.24) subject t0 .%p_norm D€ Upnorm and
the optimal social utility of (2.9) subject to FEiipsoid b€ VEilipsoid- We assume

3 P € FEllipsoids
vE]lipsoid (p) > vD-norm (p/)’ V p/ € fD—norm- (285)
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Since FEiipsoid S FD-norm» We have p € Fp.porm, and from the assumption
in (2.85) and convexity of the robust transmit power allocation for the general
norm, the value of vy, ., (p) is also the optimal solution to (2.24) subject to
FDonorms» that is, v i (P) = Vp 0 (P). However, from the assumption in (2.85)
we have vy, (P) > Vg (P)- This contradiction implies that our assumption
was wrong, and thus vy, ..~ > Vg .- The preceding point generally holds for
any form of convex optimization problems. For example, the social utility of (2.9)
is always equal to or less than that of (2.4) due to the fact that the feasible set

of (2.9) is smaller than that of (2.4).

Appendix 7: Proof of Lemma 2.3

Let @; be an iterative vector with n; steps that can be obtained from (2.11)-(2.15) as

®; = [ys» sy A’X! l/Ls'] if I € 5”,
ol if ie2.
Algorithm 1 can be decomposed into IT = Y ... ,I1; block components

®1,....ws+¢. Note that in Algorithm 1, [T; = 4 fori € . and [1; = 1 fori € 2.
In addition, for the iterative primal and dual variables obtained from (2.11)—(2.15),
the following points hold:

* The Lagrange dual function —L(Ay, [Ls, Vg, €%, €7) is positive.

* The Lagrange dual function is Lipschitz continuous. Since p, is upper bounded
for all users, all Lagrange multipliers are upper bounded as well, and the
Lagrange dual function is continuously differentiable.

e From (2.11)—(2.15), Algorithm 1 is a gradient projection algorithm [10]. Hence,
Lemma 5.1 in Section 7.5 of [23] holds for Algorithm 1, and Assumptions 5.1
and 5.2 in Section 7 of [23] also hold. In addition, Algorithm 2 is a partially asyn-
chronous implementation of Algorithm 1 with maximum delay D (Section 7.1 in
[23]). Hence, there is a step size By such that when all step sizes are smaller than
Bo, Algorithm 2 converges to the optimal point of Algorithm 1. The value of S
depends on D and N (Propositions 5.1 and 5.3, Section 7 in [23]), that is,

1
< 2.86
%_1+D+NxD (2.86)

From the preceding expression, (2.26) can be obtained with some rearrangements.
Note that the preceding conditions are also valid for the D-norm approach. Hence,
the same constraint (2.26) can be applied for infrequent message passing in the D-
norm approach.
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Appendix 8: Proof of Proposition 2.5

The Lagrange dual function associated with (2.45) is

K k1 k K
A p h max
L(P,Yq,k,vq»llg): E log(l+m)—k(§ Pk_P )
k=1

k=1

Q K 0 K K o
X (Do) - 3 (- ).
q=1 q=

k=1 1 k=1 i=1

where A, ﬁq, and /ﬂ; are the dual variables corresponding to Cy, C5, and C3 in (2.45),
respectively. For the convex optimization problem considered here, the duality gap is
zero, and solving the dual problem is equivalent to solving the original problem [19].
The optimal transmit power vectors p* = [p*!,...,p*X] and y, can be obtained
from the saddle point of the following optimization problem:

max min L(p,yq,)k,f)q,,u’;). (2.87)
P. Yq /\.ﬁq./ﬂ;

For any given values of A, ¥,, and ,u';, differentiating (2.87) with respect to p* and
y’; and setting the derivatives to zero leads to the maximization of (2.87), that is,

+
oL 0 ok 1 o’ + 1%
_— = P = - )
o P ST A
oL EK i Tki N 4
—ay]‘; =0 = 2 l,l,q[Mq] = Uq:‘?gq.

Therefore, the optimal transmit power, that is, p*, is obtained by (2.46). Also, since
each optimal solution to a convex problem satisfies the KKT conditions [19], the
values of A, D, and p** are related via A x (Zkkzl prk—pmex) = 0, D, x (Zszl 8’g‘qy’;—

IT;) = 0, and i} x (p** — K [M]]"y!) = 0, respectively, Vq € 2, Yk € X

i=1
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Chapter 3
Robust Noncooperative Resource Allocation

Game theory is a branch of applied mathematics that can describe and analyze
interactive decisions in resource allocation problems in wireless networks. Non-
cooperative game theory is suitable for solving and analyzing such problems when
each user in the network is a greedy (noncooperative) and rational player that aims
to maximize its own utility by utilizing the available side information. In practice,
however, side information and measurements are noisy and uncertain, which calls
for introducing in noncooperative games robustness against such uncertainties. In
this chapter, we explain how to use game theory to allocate resources in networks
and how to utilize worst-case optimization in robust games. Specifically, we analyze
such games, study the conditions for the existence and uniqueness of their equilibria,
derive the gap between the utility values of nominal (nonrobust) and robust games,
and present distributed algorithms for solving such games. We also evaluate a
robust game’s performance vis-a-vis that of a nominal (i.e., no uncertainty) game
and compare the conditions for the existence and uniqueness of a robust game’s
equilibrium with those of a nominal game’s equilibrium.

3.1 Introduction

There exist at least three main reasons for the extensive use of game theory in
resource allocation problems in networks: (1) the inherent competitive nature of
multi-user wireless networks in utilizing the available resources; (2) the ability of
users, enhanced by recent advances in hardware and signal processing techniques,
to make independent decisions based on their own measurements and other avail-
able information; and (3) the exponential growth in the number of users, which
contributes to the ever-increasing importance of scalability, decentralized decision
making, and self-organization in networks.

© Springer International Publishing AG 2017 81
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The objective is to develop a scheme for selfish and independent users to adjust
their network access by choosing their strategies in a distributed manner with
a view to maximizing each user’s goodput/utility, for example, its throughput,
subject to the prevailing constraints, for example, its maximum transmit power or
its induced interference, and taking into account other users’ actions (strategies)
[1]. In practice, users may be different (heterogeneous) in their measurement and
processing capabilities. When users’ strategies are independent of one another, the
strategic noncooperative game theory is a useful mathematical tool to analyze their
interactions.

The main task is to analyze equilibrium point(s) in game-theoretic resource
allocation and study performance. In doing so, the notion of Nash equilibrium (NE),
at which no user can attain a higher utility by unilaterally changing its strategy, is
frequently used [1, 2]. However, there is no guarantee that any game will have NE.
Hence, it is essential to derive the conditions for the existence and uniqueness of the
NE. There is also a need to develop efficient distributed algorithms for allocating
resources and to obtain the conditions for their convergence to NE [3—7]. Moreover,
it is important to compare the performance of a noncooperative distributed algorithm
with that of its corresponding cooperative centralized scheme.

During the past two decades, the aforementioned topics have been extensively
studied [8—17]. Our focus in this chapter is on uncertainty in user measurements and
side information and on robust noncooperative strategic game-theoretic schemes.
There are two different approaches to introducing robust games: the stochastic
(Bayesian) approach and the worst-case approach. Ours is the latter (worst-case),
where for all instances of error confined to the uncertainty region the solution
satisfies the pertinent constraints [5-7, 18-23]. We begin with the nominal (i.e.,
no uncertainty) noncooperative strategic game and study its NE. We then introduce
robustness in the game and investigate its robust NE (RNE).

In the worst-case robust game, analyzing the NE is not simple, that is, a
closed form for each user’s best response cannot be easily obtained. Hence,
the conventional approaches to analyzing the NE, for example, the fixed point
theory and contraction mapping [1, 2, 24], cannot be applied in a straightforward
manner [2]. Consequently, we present alternative approaches, namely, variational
inequalities (VI), sensitivity analysis, and reformulation of constraints pertaining to
the uncertainty region. We also present distributed algorithms and investigate the
impact of uncertainty on a system’s performance at the RNE and compare it with
the performance at the nominal NE. In doing so, we consider three practical cases:
wireless networks with homogeneous users, underlay cognitive radio networks
(CRNs), and wireless networks with heterogeneous users.

The organization of this chapter is as follows. We first provide a short overview
of noncooperative strategic game theory with a view to studying game equilibria.
Then we focus on three examples of utilizing worst-case robust games in wireless
networks by studying the existence and uniqueness of a robust game’s equilibrium
for each example and compare the social utility of robust and nominal games at their
respective equilibria. We continue by presenting distributed algorithms for solving
robust games, compare existing works on the application of noncooperative games
in wireless networks, and, finally, present a summary of the chapter.
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3.2 Overview of Nominal Noncooperative Strategic Games

In this section, we present an overview of the nominal noncooperative strategic
game, its equilibrium point, its performance, and a distributed algorithm for
reaching the equilibrium point. In doing so, we assume that the parameter values
are exact, that is, no uncertainty. We do not attempt to cover such topics in detail,
and the interested reader is referred to [1, 24-28] for a more in-depth treatment.

A nominal noncooperative strategic game is played between rational players that
act independently and are greedy, with no prior knowledge of the other players’
strategies.

Definition 3.1. A strategic noncooperative game is denoted by
G = {</V7 (Un)ne./Vv *Q‘(}’

where 4" = {1,..., N} is the finite set of players, v, : [ [,c 4 <% — Ris the
utility of player n whose value depends on the strategy vector of all players,
o = [],e_ @ is the set of possible actions (strategies) of players, and .7, is
a nonempty set of actions (strategies) of player n. The strategy of each player
n € .4 is its transmit power vector p, € R'*K in K channels that belongs
to 7,. We assume that the strategy of each player is independent of other
players’ strategies.

We denote the strategy space of other players except player n by p—, € <.,
where &, = [[,e s mn @ 18 the strategy space of all players except player n.
We also denote the feasible strategies of all players by p = [p1, - - -, pn]-

Players in a noncooperative game are assumed to be rational, meaning that each
player n competes with other players by choosing a strategy profile p, € 7, that
maximizes its own utility function v, (p,, p—.), given the actions of other players
p-. € <_,. The strategy of each player is obtained by solving the following set of
optimization problems:

max v,(Pn, P-n), VneN. (3.1)

PrE€Sy

The optimal solution for player n in (3.1) is denoted by p; when other players’
strategies p—, are fixed but arbitrary.

Definition 3.2. For the noncooperative game ¥ = {4, (Vp)nes, F}, @
strategy profile p* = [p,....p}] is a pure strategy at its Nash equilibrium
(NE) when

vn(p:,pin) =2 vn(pn,pi,,), vVp, € @, VYneN.
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Note that the NE is a self-enforcing strategy profile in which no single player can
individually reach a higher utility value by choosing another strategy when all other
players stay with their chosen strategies. Hence, the NE characterizes the game,
and its analysis is important. The following questions need to be answered in the
analysis of NE:

(1) What are the conditions for the existence and uniqueness of NE?

(2) What is the performance penalty of utilizing a decentralized scheme as opposed
to the Pareto-optimal centralized scheme?

(3) How can the NE be reached in a distributed resource allocation scheme?

(4) What are the conditions for the convergence of distributed algorithms?

The NE is unique when the utility function of all users is strictly convex and
the feasibility region of each user’s optimization problem is also convex. However,
in some cases, it is not easy to establish convexity, and in general, due to mutual
interference between players, the existence and uniqueness of the NE are not
guaranteed in wireless networks. Hence, to answer the preceding questions, two
approaches to restating the NE are commonly used in the literature, the best response
and variational equalities, and the conditions for the existence and uniqueness of the
NE are obtained via such restatements. When the best response restatement or the
variational inequality reformulations are monotonic, the local and global stability,
as well as the existence and uniqueness, of the NE are established [2, 24].

Restatement of NE by Best Response [1]: The best response function is

By(P—n) = {Pn € Fn|Va(Pn. P—1) = Va(D,.P-n). VP, € F,.} (3.2)

Note that B,(p—,) is a set of actions for player n that yields the highest
possible utility value for that player when other players choose p—,. If B,,(p—,)
is single-valued, that is, when it contains only one element for every action
p—, of other players, B,(p—,) is called the best response function. An action
profile p* is the NE of the game when for each player n € .4 we have

P, € B.(p%,).
The multi-function mapping B(p) is defined as B(p) : &/ > p — Bi(p-1) X

By(p—2) X -+ X By(p—y). A strategy profile p* € &/ is a pure-strategy NE of
¢ when

p* € B(p").

If B(p) is a single-valued function, denoted by B(p), an action profile p* is
the NE of the game when [1, 2]

p* = B(p"). (3.3)
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This restatement of the NE is useful for obtaining the conditions for the existence
and uniqueness of the NE, as well as for a convergence analysis of the distributed
algorithms.

Definition 3.3 (Variational Inequalities (VI)). Given the set </ in the
n-dimensional Euclidean space R”, and the mapping .%, the VI problem,
denoted by VI(<7, %), is to find a vector X* € & such that [24, 28]

x—x*)Z >0, Vxed. (3.4)

Restatement of NE by VI [2,24,28]: For ¥ = {4, (v,)vne_s, <}, consider
the mapping vector .7 (p) = (%, (p))ﬁ,vzl, where

yﬂ (p) = _Vpnvn (pn’ p—n) s (3.5)

in which V;, v, (p,, p—») is the column gradient vector of v, (p,, p—,) Wwith
respect to p,. The NE of ¢ can be obtained by solving VI(<7,.%) (Proposi-
tion 1.4.2 in [24]) as (p — p*).Z% (p*) = 0, for all p € 7.

Note that the NE as defined in this chapter only pertains to the case of pure
strategy in noncooperative strategic games. Other definitions of NE pertaining to
other strategies, such as the mixed strategy, is not the focus in this chapter.

3.2.1 Existence and Uniqueness of NE

To obtain the conditions for the existence and uniqueness of the NE, the following
approaches have been proposed in the literature:

¢ Considering the NE as the solution of the optimization problem;

* Considering the NE as the fixed-point solution of the best response functions;
¢ Reformulating the NE as the solution of the VI problem;

» Using the specifics of the game to analyze its NE.

Each of the preceding approaches leads to a different set of conditions for the
existence and uniqueness of the NE. In general, a less restrictive set of conditions is
more desirable [2].

3.2.1.1 Existence of NE

When the NE is considered the fixed-point solution of the best response functions,
the following theorem establishes the sufficient conditions for the NE’s existence.
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Theorem 3.1 ([2,24,29]). The game G = { N, (Vp)ne.y , &} admits a pure
strategy at the NE when </ is a finite set and

e Each <, is a nonempty, compact, finite, and convex set; and

e Either v,(pn, P—n) Is continuous over o/ and is a quasi-concave function
of pu for any p—, € A, or (P, P—n) is continuous over </ and the
optimization problem (3.1) admits a unique solution to any p—, € .

When the NE can be considered the solution of the VI problem, the following
theorem can be used to prove the existence of the NE.

Theorem 3.2 (Proposition 1.4.2 in [24]). The NE of G={N", (V)nes, <}
is the solution to VI(<f , %) when

» & is a closed convex set;
o F is continuous function.

In such cases, the set of solutions to VI(<f, F) is nonempty and compact,
and, consequently, 4 = { N, (Vy)ne_y , <} admits a pure-strategy NE.

In addition, the NE exists when ¢ belongs to one of the following categories:

* Concave games [1, 2, 24]: When .7, is convex and compact, and v, (p,, p—) is
concave with respect to p,;
* Potential games [30, 31]: When for all n and m € A"

az(vn(pm p—n) - vm(pm’ p—m)) —

0, V ;
909D n#m

¢ Supermodular games [1, 32]: When for all n and m € .+, o7, is a lattice and

2 _
0 (Va(Prs P—n) vm(pmv P-m)) >0

, v ;
0p,0pm nm

 Standard function [33]: When the best response strategy is a standard function of
a player’s action.'

'A function f(p) is standard when f(p) > 0 for all p, and f(p) > f(p’) for all p > p’, and
af (p) > f(ap) foralla > 1.
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3.2.1.2 Uniqueness of NE

When the NE is unique, players’ strategies can be adjusted to achieve optimal
performance at the game’s equilibrium point. In general, when the utility function of
each player is strictly convex and the feasibility region is also convex, the game’s NE
is unique. In some cases, it is not easy to establish convexity, and other approaches
need to be devised to investigate the NE’s uniqueness.

Theorem 3.3 (Theorem 11.3 in [2]). The NE in the best response approach
for G = {N, (Vp)ner, <} is unique when B(p*) in (3.3) is a contraction
mapping in some vector norm || - || with @ € [0, 1) for a closed set <7, that is,

IB(p) —B@)| <allp—pl. Vpew, Vp edd. (3.6)

Alternatively, the fixed-point mapping of the best response, that is, T(p) = p —
B(p), can be used to obtain the conditions for the NE’s uniqueness. For instance,
the NE is unique when T(p) is continuously differentiable and its Jacobian J(p) is
either a P-matrix or an N-matrix, or J(p) + J(p)T is semidefinite, and between the
pair p # p/, there is a point p” such that J(p”) + J(p”)T is positive [2].

In what follows, Theorem 3.4 establishes the conditions for the NE’s uniqueness
in the VI approach when the continuous mapping .% is monotone, strictly monotone,
¢-monotone for ¢ > 1, or strongly monotone.?

Theorem 3.4 ([24]). For a closed convex set </ and a continuous map-
ping F:

o VI(/, F) has at most one solution when ¥ is strictly monotone on </ ;
o VI(,F) has a unique solution when F is {-monotone on <f for ¢ > 1.

2 A mapping .Z is said to be [24]:

¢ Monotone when (Z(p) — Z (') (p—p') =0, Vpew, Vp €,

* Strictly monotone when (#(p) — Z (') (p—p’) >0, p#p., Vpew, Vp e,

* ¢-monotone for ¢ > 1 when there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that (% (p) — Z(p’)) (p—p’) >
clp—p'll. Vpew. Vp e

+ Strongly monotone when there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that (Z(p) —.Z(p’)) (p — p’) >
clp—p’ll>. Vpew, Vp €.

Note that strong monotonicity implies {-monotonicity, -monotonicity implies strict monotonicity,
and strict monotonicity implies monotonicity, but the converse is not true.
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Remark 3.1. The conditions for the strong monotonicity of .%# are also the
conditions for the NE’s uniqueness. To obtain the conditions for the strong
monotonicity of .%, we write [2]

a,(p) £ smallest eigenvalue of — V;n Vu(Pr> P—n)s
Bun(®) 2 [l = Vi, va(Pas =)o Vn 7 m.

where V;n Uy (P, P—n) and Vy, v, (Pn, P—s) are the K x K Jacobian matrices
of .Z,(p) with respect to p, and p,,, respectively, and || — Vy, 5, Vs (Pa, P—) |2
is the /,-norm of v, (p,, p—,). Let

min & .
= inf a,(p), 3.7
o, iR (p) (3.7)
max A 3.8
wm. = SUp Bum(p). (3.8)
peA

for all players, and as in Section 12 in [2], define the N x N matrix Y whose
elements are

(] = § 407 e
—prax if m#n.

nm °

(3.9)

When Y is a P-matrix, the mapping .% is strongly monotone, and hence the
nominal NE is unique (Theorem 12.5 in Section 12.4.1 in [2]). The matrix Y
is a P-matrix if for any nonzero vector x we have

Xy (YX), > 0, (3.10)

where x, is the nth element of x [24].

From Theorem 3.2 and Remark 3.1 we can derive the conditions for the NE’s
uniqueness when there is no uncertainty in parameter values. Also, when the best
response is a standard function or when the game belongs to potential games, it can
be proved that the game has a unique NE.

3.2.1.3 Existence and Uniqueness of NE in Nominal Noncooperative
Power Control Games with Homogeneous Users

Consider a wireless network with homogeneous users in the unlicensed band, in
which K channels are shared between N noncooperative users where each user
consists of one pair of transmitter and receiver. The system model for this set is
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similar to the system model in Section 1.4 of Chapter 1. The power control problem
can be formulated by a strategic noncooperative game, ¢ = {4, (Vy)ner, <},
where v, is the utility of user n. Generally, the utility function of user »n is

K
Un (Pns P—n) = Z vﬁ (pﬁa p—n) .
k=1

The interference on user n caused by other users is an additive function of the latter’s
transmit power levels, and the game is called an additively coupled game [34-36].
This type of games can model a number of practical problems such as the downlink
transmit power allocation in a digital subscriber line access multiplexer (DSLAM)
and routing delay minimization in Jackson networks [37].

The utility function of user 7 in this game is

K
Vn (P Eu (P $0) = D0k (Ph. (P 50)) .
k=1

where £, (p_,,8,) = [f} (P=n.8n) s - - -, fX (p—n, S)] is the 1 x K vector of noise plus
other users’ interference on user n, that is, fX(p—n.$2) = Y ,.cs. mn phnt, + o2,
where o is the noise power assumed to be equal at all receivers in all channels.
Also, s, A (hat, o hygeny By, - ,h,,N,o,zl] is the vector of side (system)
information (SI) for user n, where h,,, is a 1 x K vector whose element ¥, is the
channel gain between user m and user n, and 02 is a 1 x K vector of noise power
over K channels of user n. In what follows, when there is no ambiguity, we drop the
arguments p_, and s, in f,(p—,, s,) for convenience.

We consider the case in which the strategy of user r is its transmit power defined
by (1.20) in Chapter 1, its signal-to-interference-plus-noise ratio (SINR) is defined
by (1.19) in Chapter 1, and its utility v, is its throughput as defined by (1.21)
in Chapter 1. For this type of utility function in wireless networks, the following
assumptions are made:

Al: The utility of user n is a strictly concave and differentiable function of p,,
and its gradient is bounded;

A2: The utility of user 7 is a decreasing and convex function of f¥(p_,, s,);

A3: The second-order mixed partial derivatives of the utility function of user n,

. 9%y 92! . .

that is, I and R exist and are continuous.

When users are greedy and noncooperative, each user n aims to maximize its
own utility subject to its strategy space via maxp, e, V,(p). The NE of this game is
denoted by the strategy profile p* = [p7, ..., px]. It can be shown that the NE for ¢
exists since the conditions in Theorem 3.1 hold for the set <7 in (1.20) in Chapter 1,
that is, 27 is a nonempty, compact, finite, and convex set, and v,(p) is continuous
and convex. The uniqueness condition for the NE of this game is studied extensively
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in [3,4,38—42]. In what follows, we compare the conditions for the NE’s uniqueness
in the best response and VI approaches.

* NE’s uniqueness in the best response approach: Theorem 2 in [3] proves that
the nominal power allocation game ¥4 = {4, (v,)ue.s, </} has a unique NE
when

p(Sk) <1, Vkex, 3.11)
where

S(k 0, if m=n,
[SK)n = § #t, = if m#n.

k max
Ml

(3.12)

Note that (3.11) holds when the best response of the game is obtained via the
water-filling algorithm. In [3], it is also shown that to satisfy (3.11) and guarantee
the NE’s uniqueness, the interference on each receiver should be below a specific
threshold.

¢ NE’s uniqueness in the VI approach: From Remark 3.1, the NE is unique in
the VI approach when Y in (3.9) is a P-matrix [2, 37, 43, 44] and (3.7) and (3.8)
are

min

k 2
o™ = min ( ut )
n - 2 )
ket \ 0% + Zme/}/(plrcn)maxh]}fnn

k pk
max __ hnn hmn
nm

TR (2 ; 2’
) (0 + ZmEJV (plr{n)mlnhll;m)

where (pf)™™ and (p¥)™@* are defined by (1.20) in Chapter 1. The matrix Y
in (3.9) is a P-matrix when (3.10) holds. For this case, (3.10) can be rewritten as
[45]

hE wk
: nn n
min
ke 2 k ymax jk )2
(G + Zmeﬂ (pm) mn
K wk
> max mn_m Vne N, Vw’,‘ledn.

m#n ket (02 + Zme/V(plr(n)minhli;m)z 7
(3.13)

A physical interpretation of (3.13) as presented in [44] is as follows. We denote

the maximum interference on the receiver of user n in channel k by f'?* =

2 . . .

(0% + X e p (Pr)™*HE,)” and the minimum interference on the receiver of user
. - ; 2 -

n in channel k by [ = (02 4+ Y,y (Ph)™"N,)". Now, the minimum SINR
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]k
of user n over all channels is minge f”r'n’a;’ , and the normalized interference of

user m on user n in channel k is ”K\’m”' From (3.13), when the minimum SINRs of
nk

all users are greater than the sum of the maximum normalized interference levels,
the nominal NE is unique. Also, when interference is low and channel gains from
transmitters to their intended receivers are high, the nominal NE is unique.

By comparing the uniqueness conditions in (3.12) and (3.13), we note the
following points:

* The uniqueness conditions depend on channel realizations (e.g., the distance
between transmitters and receivers) [3]. In both approaches, the NE’s uniqueness
is guaranteed when the interference is sufficiently low;

* The two approaches have different conditions for the NE’s uniqueness.

The choose between the best response approach or the VI approach, the probability
of satisfying the conditions for each approach should be compared with the same
for the other approach. The approach for which the uniqueness condition is satisfied
for a wider range of channel realizations is preferred.

3.2.2 Social Utility (Sum Rate) at NE

When the game has a unique NE, its throughput at the equilibrium may not be
optimal, that is, there may be a gap between the throughput at the NE and the
optimal throughput. This gap is a measure of efficiency for the solution at the NE.
When the game has multiple equilibria, it may have a higher throughput at one of
the equilibrium points as compared to other equilibrium points. In what follows,
we focus on the aforementioned gap with a view to developing algorithms and
schemes for reducing this gap and improving the performance [3, 46—48]. We begin
by introducing the concepts of Pareto optimality and Pareto efficiency.

Definition 3.4 ([1, 2]). For the strategic game &4 = {4, (V,)ner, </} and
two action profiles p € .7 and p’ € 7, p is said to be Pareto dominant on p’
when

un(p) > va(p'), Vnet,
and for at least one user m

vm(p) > Um(P/), Idm e N .

A strategic profile p is Pareto efficient (optimal) when there is no other
feasible strategy that Pareto dominates p.
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In general, obtaining a Pareto-efficient solution requires knowledge of the
complete system information pertaining to all users, which is not the case in the
game-theoretic approach of formulating resource allocation problems, where each
user obtains its own solution by utilizing the locally available information. To obtain
the globally optimal solution, we first obtain the maximum utility for all strategy
profiles by solving the following multi-objective optimization problem (MOP) [3]:

max {vi(p1,p-1) - v (PN, P-nN)} - (3.14)

Pn€Ay

Now, the Pareto-optimal solution is obtained by solving the following optimization
problem [49, 50]:

nvn ns —n)» 315
Vg}g%ngsv(p P-n) (3.15)

where ¢, is a positive weight for user n, which can be regarded as its priority. In
general, the NE is not Pareto efficient.

An interesting question is whether one can modify the utility function of
players with a view to matching the NE of the modified game with the Pareto-
optimal solution. To answer this question, let us consider a modified game ¥" =
{A, (V) nen . &}, in which the utility function of player n is

1
V) (ns P-n) = Va(Pu D) + — Y GuUn(Pm-P-m). YN . (3.16)

" mn

It can be shown that for any given ¢, > O for all n € ./, the solution set of ¢”
is not empty and contains the Pareto-optimal solution to (3.15), which is globally
optimal. Note that the NE of ¢” is Pareto-optimal due to the fact that the utility
function of each player is modified to take into account the strategies of other
players. However, each player needs to know the utility values and strategies of other
players in each iteration, which means a significant increase in message passing
between players. Hence, although a Pareto-optimal solution is desirable and can be
obtained, the significant cost of additional signaling and coordination among players
is prohibitive and not desirable.

Another approach to improving performance and achieving Pareto optimality is
to introduce pricing to each player proportional to its use of resources. The pricing-
based utility function for player n is



3.2 Overview of Nominal Noncooperative Strategic Games 93

vsricing(pm P—n) = U (Pn, P—n) — Qn(pn), Vne N, (3.17)

where 6, (p,) is a pricing function that depends only on p,, for user n € .. Different
pricing functions can be considered for wireless networks [51], for example:

* A linear function of the transmit power, that is, 6,(p,) = ¢ 1cn pﬁ for the
uplink or downlink [52-54];

* A linear function of interference, that is, 6,(p,) = ¢ Y €2 > en pﬁg,,q caused
by secondary users (SUs) on primary users (PUs) [45, 55].

Note that pricing-based distributed schemes require neither a central coordinator
nor extra message passing between players. The latter is due to the fact that 6,(p,)
in (3.17) is only a function of p, for user n € .4 and does not depend on other
users’ parameters, for example, p—,. Although the solution may not be globally
optimal, via (3.16), the global optimum can be achieved by more message passing
to provide other users with information pertaining to the second term in (3.16). Note
also that the second term in the modified utility function v/’ (p,, p—,) in (3.16) can
be considered the optimal pricing [3].

3.2.3 Distributed Algorithms

Distributed algorithms are needed to implement game-theoretic formulations of
resource allocation problems and attain the NE. When users are noncooperative
and there is no central entity to coordinate users, the general class of totally
asynchronous algorithms is of interest [2, 56], where there is no specific sequence
for updating user strategies. To mathematically describe this general framework, let
the iteration number ¢ in the discrete set .7 = 0, 1,2, ... be the updating time for
the strategy p,(#) of user n. In a totally asynchronous algorithm, each user # has its
own set J, C 7 containing all instances of updating its transmit power (strategy).
In other words, at ¢ € .7, the transmit power of user n is updated by solving its own
optimization problem (3.1) or is kept unchanged. Let 7, be the most recent time at
which the strategy profile of user m is observed by user n and 0 < ;" < . When
user n updates its strategy at ¢, it maximizes its utility via (3.1) by considering the
last updated strategy profile of other users at 7} for all m € .4 and m # n. We
denote this strategy by p;; (t, "), where 7, is the last instance at which the strategy
profiles of all users except user n were updated. The following three assumptions
hold in a totally asynchronous algorithm: (1) 0 < 7" < ¢, (2) lim, . 7, = 00, and
() | 7] = o0 [2,56].

A totally asynchronous algorithm is described in Table 3.1 that covers sequential
(Gauss—Seidel) and simultaneous (Jacobi) schemes for updating users’ strategies, as
explained further in the sequel.
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Table 3.1 Totally asynchronous distributed algorithm
Set any p,(t = 0) € &, foralln € 4

Settr =20
Repeat
Forn=1,2,..., N
pi (™), if re g,
Step 1: p,(t + 1) = n\n .
P Ll ) p.(1), otherwise.

End if the condition for convergence is satisfied
otherwise =1+ 1

Table 3.2 Sequential distributed algorithm

Set any p,(t = 0) € &, foralln € 4

Sett =20

Repeat

Forn=1,2,...,N

Step 1: py(t + 1) = pr(t, ™), if (t—.l— 1)modN = n,
p. (1), otherwise.

End if the condition for convergence is satisfied

otherwise t=1t+1

Table 3.3 Simultaneous distributed algorithm

Set p,(t = 0) € &, foralln € A4

Setr =20

Repeat
Step 1: p,(r + 1) =p; (7, "), Vne N
End if the condition for convergence is satisfied
otherwise ¢ =1+ 1and go to Step 1

* Sequential Distributed Algorithm: A sequential iterative algorithm based on
the Gauss—Seidel scheme [4] is shown in Table 3.2, where each user sequentially
updates its strategy by utilizing the best response approach.

e Simultaneous Distributed Algorithm: A simultaneous distributed algorithm
based on the Jacobi scheme [56] is shown in Table 3.3, where in each iteration /,
all users simultaneously update their strategies, each by taking into account the
measured interference in the previous iteration [3].

The condition for the convergence of the distributed algorithms in Tables 3.1, 3.2,
and 3.3 is stated as follows in Theorem 3.5.

Theorem 3.5 ([2]). For a given game G = {N ", (Vy)ne_y , &}, there exists,
a unique equilibrium point at which the totally asynchronous algorithm
converges when B(p*) in (3.3) is a contraction with respect to the block-

(continued)
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Theorem 3.5 (continued)
maximum norm with modulus o € [0, 1), stated by

IB(P) — B(P)[lbtock < [P — Pllblock. VP € &, Vp €/,  (3.18)

where |B(P)|lblock = Max,e_y ||Bn(P)lns || - 12 is the vector’s norm, and <f is
a closed set.

The algorithms in Tables 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 can be extended to other cases in which
users update their transmit power levels using other approaches (i.e., not via (3.1)).
For instance, in memory-based updating, each user updates its transmit power by

pu(t+ 1) = a,p, (1) + (1 —a,)p; ("), VYne N, (3.19)

where «, € [0, 1) for all n € .4 is the forgetting factor that smooths variations in
channel gains in (3.19). When the channel gains are relatively stable, we set o, &~ 1,
and when they are highly fluctuating, it is better to set o, < 1. Theorem 2 in [4]
shows that the value of «,, affects the speed of the algorithm’s convergence. The
convergence of the memory-based distributed algorithm is guaranteed when its best
response function is a contraction mapping, as stated earlier in Theorem 3.5.

3.3 Worst-Case Robust Power Control in Noncooperative
Games

In this section, we consider uncertainty in users’ observations in robust games for
distributed power allocation in wireless networks and analyze their solutions.

3.3.1 Robust Power Control for Noncooperative
Homogeneous Users

We now present a general form of worst-case robust game for the nominal game
in Section 3.2.1.3 in this chapter, followed by an analysis of their respective
equilibria. We will also compare the throughput of the nominal solution with its
robust counterpart.

Homogeneous users are similar in their ability to measure the interference caused
by other users, which we assume to be uncertain. We formulate the robust power
control for each user via game theory. To obtain the sufficient condition for the
existence and uniqueness of the RNE, we apply VI [18-20, 24] and show that when
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uncertainty is bounded and convex, the RNE always exists. We also show that when
uncertainty is small, the RNE is a bounded perturbed version of the nominal NE and
derive the condition for the uniqueness of the RNE, which is similar to the condition
for the uniqueness of the nominal NE. When the nominal NE is unique, we show
that the social utility (the sum of utilities of all users) at the RNE is always less
than that at the nominal NE and derive the upper bound for the difference between
users’ transmit power at the RNE and at the nominal NE. When the nominal NE
is not unique, we show that the social utility at the RNE may be higher than that
at the nominal NE and derive a sufficient condition for this phenomenon. Finally,
we use the proximal response map associated with the worst-case utility function
to propose a distributed algorithm for reaching the RNE and derive the sufficient
condition for its convergence.

Consider the case where the transmitter n does not know the exact value of
interference caused by other transmitters on its receiver. The uncertain interference
f, is modeled by

fnzi.n—'—/f.nv VI’ZE</1/,

— -1 — ~ ~ .

where f, = [f,,... f,’f] and f, = ,\’11 . ff] are the nominal (exact) value and
the error in the measured interference on the intended receiver of transmitter n,
respectively. We assume that uncertainties are bounded to the uncertainty region

R, (=) = (£,] [6l2 < g}, Vned,

where g, > 0 is the bound on,fn, and || - ||, is the lp-norm [22, 57, 58].
We rewrite the optimization problem (1.9) in Chapter 1 for user n as [18]

W, = max min u £, 3.20
" pPn€ty f,,E?Zf,,(pf,,) ”(pn n) ( )

where u, is the expected utility of user n in the worst-case approach, and u,(p,, f,)
is the utility function of user n defined as

K

k=1

When the uncertainty region shrinks to zero (i.e., when there is no uncertainty), the
utility functions of the nominal and robust optimization problems are the same, and
we have [21, 22]

Va(Pn £2) = (P, £) ey, =0, VR € N (3.21)



3.3 Worst-Case Robust Power Control in Noncooperative Games 97

The robust game is
G = (N (uduer 7 (D)},
where o7 (p) = ]_[nN=1 % »(P—n), in which the strategy set for (3.20) is
A (P_n) = iy X By, (P-n). Vn €N, (3.22)

Note that .o/ »(P—») highlights the fact that the strategy of each user in the robust
scheme depends on other users’ strategies, which is not the case in the nominal
(nonrobust) scheme. This implies that the robust game’s equilibrium and its analysis
are different from the nominal game’s NE and its analysis [2].

3.3.1.1 Existence and Uniqueness of RNE

In general, when the strategy of each user depends on the strategies of other users,
the generalized Nash equilibrium (GNE) as defined in what follows is used instead
of the NE [2].

Definition 3.5. When the strategy of each user depends on the strategies of
other users, the game denoted by ¥ = {4, (Vy)ner, L (p)} is called a
generalized game, and the vector p* is the GNE point, at which we have

Ua(P*) = va(Pn.P,).  VPn € L, (p), Vne S

In [2], several important nominal (i.e., no uncertainty) generalized games are
introduced. In Section 12.2.1 of [2], different aspects of multifunction and set-
valued mapping that can be used to derive the conditions for the existence and
uniqueness of the GNE are discussed. It is shown that the continuity of 7 (p) is
critical for the existence and uniqueness of the GNE for . It is also shown that in
many practical cases, <7 (p) is

A(p) = {pn| AnPZ = by(p-») and g,(Ps,p—n) <0, Vne «/V} s (3.23)

where A, € R"*K is a given matrix, b,(p_,) is a given vector function of the
strategy vectors p_, € R, and g,(p,.p—,) : RY — R™ is a given vector
function that is convex with respect to p,. The continuity of 7 (p) discussed in
Propositions 12.3 and 12.4 of [2] is used to establish the existence of the GNE
for¥.
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In Appendix 1, we establish the connection between the GNE and VI and show
its application for the nominal resource allocation problem of CRNs under global
interference threshold constraints. In general, obtaining the GNE is not easy due to
the interdependence of users’ strategies. One approach to dealing with this difficulty
is to reformulate the generalized optimization problem via the quasi-variational
inequality (QVI) and derive the conditions for the existence and uniqueness of
its solution [24, 59]. The alternative is to avoid the GNE by reformulating the
optimization problem and analyze its RNE instead. In what follows, we show how
to do this. —

The solution to (3.20) (its saddle point) for each user in the robust game ¢ is a
pair (p),,f)) € o7, (p—,) that satisfies [6, 37]

2P, ) = u, (P, 1) = i 2P 1. 3.24
pr”n;zlu(p W) = (P, £) f,,eé;?n‘}},_n)“@ ) (3.24)

Definition 3.6. The RNE of the robust game g corresponds to the strategy
profile p* = [p}.....Py] when for any other strategy p, we have [18-20]

_ omin w4, @ E(B,8) > (3.25)
2 (pX,,.50) € %1, (PE,)

— min un(ﬁnafn@ny Sn))a V,ﬁn € 'Q{n’
fn (Pi,, ,Sn)E%fn (Pin)

where p*, = [p}.....P,_;. D)1\ Pyl At the RNE, the achieved utility

.~ o i s~ N~
of user n is u;, and the social utility isu* = Y ", _, u;.

At the RNE, each user reaches its maximum utility under the worst-case
uncertainty, and no user can reach a higher utility by unilaterally changing its
strategy. Note the difference with the nominal game, at whose NE each user aims to
maximize its utility by choosing a strategy from its strategy set without considering
uncertainty in f,. When &¢, = 0, the RNE and the NE are identical.

In studying the existence of the RNE, we note the following points:

* By considering uncertainty, the strategy space of user 7 is o 2(P=n) = o X
s, (p—n), which is a set-valued mapping that depends on the actions of other
users;

¢ A closed-form solution for the best response map does not exist when uncertainty
is considered.

The preceding points show that the convexity of each user’s optimization problem
is not sufficient for the existence of RNE, and we need to consider other approaches
to derive the conditions for the RNE’s existence. In doing so, we will utilize
Proposition 12.4 in [2], and the utility function of user n proposed in [37] as
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¥, (pn s p—n) = min Uy (pns fn) = Uy (pn s f:) s (326)
£, E.%f” (P—n)

and f* = f, — &g, #,, where £ = [f1*, ... 5], ¢, = [9],...,9K], in which 9 is

a”ﬁ(P'bf:)
a7k
9k = il . (3.27)

n
d”n(pn *)
Zk 1 ( Bfk )2

In [37], it is shown that ¥,(p,, p—.) is a concave, continuous, and differentiable
function of p, for every p—,. For proof, see Appendix 2 in this chapter.

Note that the optimization problem for user n is U, = maxp,cos, Yu(Pn, P-n), and
the robust game is reformulated as G = {AN, (W) nen, <}, whose RNE can be
considered as the solution to the VI problem via the mapping G p) = (:97‘ n (p))ivzl,
where .F 2(p) = —"M(E,"’T’:’_”). From (3.27), # (p) is a set-valued mapping, and the
RNE can be obtained via generalized variational inequality (GVI) [20], that is, p*
is the RNE when it is a solution to GVI(«/,.%). Note that by rewriting the utility
function as W, (p,, p-n), the strategy space of each user n is «,. The following
theorem states the conditions for the existence of the solution to GVI(&/, 7).

Theorem 3.6. For any set of parameter values, users’ actions, and the bound
on the uncertainty region, there always exists a RNE for 9.

Proof. From Assumptions A1-A3 in Section 3.2.1.3 in this chapter, it is easy
to show that all the assumptions in Lemma 3.1 and Theorem 3.2 in [20] hold,
and GVI(«, T ) has a solution. Hence, 4 has a RNE.

Since a closed-form solution to (3.20) cannot be obtained, the fixed-point
algorithm and the contraction mapping cannot be applied as in [3, 34] to derive
the sufficient conditions for the RNE’s uniqueness. However, from the definition
of the mapping %, that is based on ¥,(p,,p-,), it is obvious that there exists
a relationship between .#, and .%,. Now, the question is how to exploit this
relationship in analyzing the RNE when there is no closed-form expression for the
RNE. In [37], it is shown that when uncertainty is small, the RNE is the bounded
perturbed version of the NE of the nominal game, and the condition for the RNE’s
uniqueness can be derived without a closed-form solution to (3.20). This is stated in
the following lemma.



100 3 Robust Noncooperative Resource Allocation

Lemma 3.1. For small values of &g, compared to the nominal parameter
values for all n € A, the mapping % (p) is a bounded perturbed version
of the mapping 7 (p), that is, there exists a 0 < g < oo such that

| 7.0) = Za@)2 < p.
Proof. See Appendix 3.

From Lemma 3.1, when the mapping G (p) is a bounded perturbed version of
Z(p), the robust game ¥ = {A, (W,).ev, <} can be reformulated, and the
following Theorem 3.7 establishes a sufficient condition for the RNE’s uniqueness.

Theorem 3.7. When Y in (3.9) is a P-matrix, for any small e =
[eg,, - - -, €ty ], the robust game & has a unique RNE.

Proof. From Lemma 3.1, the mapping G (p) in GVI(«, F ) is set-valued and
a perturbed version of .7 (p). The perturbation in .% (p), defined as

2=|Z/) - F@)|. Ype,

is bounded because the users’ strategy space is bounded, and the uncertainty
region is bounded and convex. In other words,

Z() ~ Z(P) +4q, (3.28)

where ¢ = (q,)"_,, 4» = [q.....¢%]", and each g% is bounded because
perturbation is assumed to be bounded. In the following lemma, we use
Eq. (3.28) to establish the conditions for RNE’s uniqueness.

Lemma 3.2. When the mapping 7 (p) is strongly monotone and G (p)isa
bounded perturbed version of F (p), F (p) is strongly monotone.

Proof. To establish the strong monotonicity of G (p), we need to show that
there exists a ¢ > 0 such that

®-p)(Z@) -F@)) =clp—pl, Vpeo, Vp e

To do so, when Z (p) is a bounded perturbed version of .7 (p), we use (3.28)
and write

®=p) (F®) - F®)) (3.29)
~(p- p’)(ﬁz(p) +a-Z@®)-q) =@ -p)(F®) - ff(p’))-

(continued)
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Lemma 3.2 (continued)
When .7 (p) is strongly monotone, there exists a ¢; > 0 such that

®—p)(Z®) - Z@)) = cllp— P2 (3.30)

We use (3.30) to rewrite (3.29) as
®-p)(Z® - F®) =z cilp -l

which means % (p) is strongly monotone.

When (3.9) is a P-matrix, v,(p,, p—,) is uniformly strongly convex as
per Section 12.4.1 in [2], and its gradient vector .7 (p) in (3.5) is strongly
monotone [24]. Hence, from the preceding lemma, the mapping .7 (p) is
strongly monotone. In addition, .% (p) is continuous since ¥, (p,,p—,) is
continuous ang convex. Thus, the assumptions of Theorem 4.3 in [20] hold,
and GVI(«/, %) has a unique solution.

Since Y in (3.9) is a P-matrix, the mapping . (p) is strongly monotone, which
is a sufficient condition for the uniqueness of the nominal NE as per Theorem 12.5
in Section 12.4.1 in [2]. When this condition holds and the mapping .7 (p) is a
bounded perturbed version of the mapping .% (p), as per Lemma 3.2, .% (p) is also
strongly monotone, which is a sufficient condition for the RNE’s uniqueness as per
Theorem 4.3 in [20]. Note that one can derive other sufficient conditions for the
uniqueness of NE in the nominal game ¢ by utilizing other approaches, but such
conditions may or may not establish the uniqueness or even existence of RNE in the
robust game ¢. However, it is interesting to note that the condition for the RNE’s
uniqueness in the previously given Theorem 3.7 is the same as the condition for the
NE’s uniqueness.

Now we consider a special case in which the channel gain from user n to user m

. . k —k Tk [N .
on channel & is uncertain, modeled by A4, = h,, + h;,, and the utility function for

user n on channel k is 8-proportionally fair, stated by [60]

log(ck + ). if 6=-1.
UPhh) = byt (3.31)
ef—jrl if —1<6<0,
where 6 is the fairness factor. In this case, the robust game & can be simplified to
the robust game introduced in [5], and the requirement for strong monotonicity is
relaxed to the positive definiteness of the affine mapping. The uncertainty region for
each user is
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2
) <&t Vikex, (3.32)

where €’ is the bound on the channel gains’ uncertainty for user 7 in channel k.

The NE of the nominal game ¢ can also be obtained by solving the affine
variational inequality (AVI) problem, denoted by AVI(</, . #), where .Z(p) =
(A, (P)),—;, and

N
M) =Ty + Y Mup,, (3.33)

m=1

ko ok K
. . + . R .
in which w, = (w))X_|, wk = U"E,( S and M, = dlag(ﬁl’" K_,. The nominal NE

nn nn

is unique when

max
;gg;||pn||z>§Mnm Ipall2e VBu€ . Vne A, (3.34)

-k
i S
where M}>* = maxger 2= when m # n, and M;;>* = 0 otherwise, in the N x N

matrix M™*. From the preceding points, it is straightforward to derive the condition
for the uniqueness of nominal NE when the utility function is either the throughput
or (3.31). In such cases, the best response of the game is

L ek
! h
k __ 9 k mn _k
Pp= | Mn — 0, — E —k Pm ’

m;'én nn (pk )min
n

where the Lagrange multiplier u,, for user n is chosen so as to satisfy

K
n X (Z k- p;jaX> =0, Vne.V. (3.35)
k=1

The game has a unique NE when . (p) is strongly monotone. From Proposition 1
in [61], when (3.34) holds, .# (p) is strongly monotone, and hence, the nominal NE
is unique.

A robust game whose uncertainty region is (3.32) can be analyzed by its AVI
mapping as per the following theorem.
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Theorem 3.8. When the uncertainty region is (3.32), the RNE is the solution
of AVI(% p), &), where Vi p) = (A, (p))n=1, and

M o(p) < M) + M(p), VneN, (3.36)

= &
where ///,,(pN_n) = (ef‘l||pk_n||)k=1 and pk_n = [p’f, .. ,pﬁ_l,p’,‘,H, ... ,pfv].
The RNE of ¢ is unique for any small € when (3.34) holds.

Proof. From Lemma 3.1, the mapping for the robust game G is the perturbed
mapping of the nominal game. Since the mapping for the nominal game is
linear when the utility function is (3.31), the perturbed mapping is

A (p) = w! +Z ’,’j”pf,,, ik, e (3.37)

where /7 k(p) and w are the kth elements of % (p) and w,,, respectively.
—_— S
Now, (3.37) can be rewritten as .7 (p) = w*+Y N _, ( e w) k<

m —
hnn

wh+yN_n ,’k”” Pk +€k||pk,||. Therefore, the mapping at the RNE is bounded

as per (3.36).

Next, we focus on the condition for the RNE’s uniqueness. Since pf is
bounded in [(p¥)™*®, (p¥)™*], and the uncertainty region is bounded and
small, the value of fﬁ”Pk_nHz is bounded. Hence, for any bounded and small
uncertainty region in the robust game 94, its AVI is AVI = (o, # + m),
where m = (m,)"_, = (@, + ///,,)n_l, |m|; < oo, and the RNE is the
perturbed solution to AVI = (<7, .#'). From Theorem 4.3.2 in [24], when M
is semicopositive (matrix M is semicopositive if for any positive vector o we
have 0;(Mg); > 0, where g; is the ith element of @), the AVI has a unique
solution for any small m. This condition holds when (3.34) holds. Therefore,
when (3.34) holds, the robust game ¢ has a unique solution for any small
uncertainty region.

Theorems 3.7 and 3.8 establish that the solution of a robust game with bounded
and small uncertainty can be obtained via VI mapping of the nominal game; and
there is no need to obtain a closed-form, best response solution for the robust game.
This is contingent upon strong monotonicity of the mappings .# and .%. Note
that in this manner, the RNE is obtained from the nominal NE. Note also that by
rearranging the AVI that corresponds to the RNE for the utility function (3.31), the
best response of the robust game ¥ is
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(ph)

~k é k E:(?"lpfn k| -k
pn = /"L" - wn - Z T - 6n”l:.—n” ’ (3'38)
m#n nn (pkymin

where u, is the Lagrange multiplier for user n, which is chosen so as to sat-
isfy (3.35).

The best response map for the closed-form solution in (3.38) can also be used
to derive the uniqueness condition similar to [S] for the power control game in
spectrum sharing environments. The conditions derived from the best response map
in [5] is equivalent to the condition derived by VI in Theorem 3.8.

3.3.1.2 Social Utility (Sum Rate)

Similar to the performance analysis in Chapter 2, we quantify the distance between
the social utility of the robust and nominal noncooperative games in this chapter. Let
W=,y andv* =) _ vy be the social utility of the robust and nominal
noncooperative game, where %} and v’ are the utility of user n at the RNE and the
nominal NE, respectively. Also, let da = u* — v* be the difference between the
social utility of the robust and nominal games. In the following Theorem 3.9, we

derive the performance gap for the nominal and robust games.

Theorem 3.9. When Theorem 3.7 holds:

» The social utility at the RNE is always less than or equal to that at the
nominal NE, that is, u* < v*;

e The difference between the social utilities at the RNE and at the nominal
NE is

llell2

Csm (9) ’

o =22 = WP x (339

where W (p) = (WX(p))K_,, in which

003 (Pl fy) P
- kapE . At
”m 90y Py fn) ; ’

nm’

m,n €.V, (3.40)

and cg,, > 0 is the strong monotonicity constant for the mapping %, which
guarantees (p—p') (F(p) — Z(p')) = cullp—p'|I5 forallp, p’' € . In
such a case, F is a strongly monotone map [24];

(continued)
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Theorem 3.9 (continued)
* The distance between the strategy profiles at the RNE and at the nominal

NE is

lell2

cm(F)’

[p* —P*|2 < (3.41)

Proof. See Appendix 4.

Theorem 3.9 shows that the RNE can be obtained from the NE. It also shows
how uncertainty affects the robust game’s outcome.
It can be proved that the gap between the exact value of ||v* —%*||, and its

approximation in (3.39) is always less than or equal to w, where J(F) is
the Jacobian matrix of .% with respect to p [24]. When J(%) or ¢ is small, (3.39) is
a tight approximation for the difference between the social utilities at the RNE and
at the nominal NE. In such cases, the game’s social utility at its equilibrium can be
approximated without calculating its robust solutions. _

When Y in (3.9) is a P-matrix, p; is the attractor for GVI(«/, .#) (Theorem 5.4.4
in [24]), that is, lime—., ||p*—P*|2 = 0, meaning that when uncertainty approaches
zero, the RNE converges to the nominal NE. We conclude that when Y in (3.9)
is a P-matrix and uncertainty is small, the RNE can be obtained as the perturbed
nominal NE from the estimated system parameters and the bound on uncertainty.
When Theorem 3.7 holds, (3.41) can be simplified to

|E[l>
oo < El 3.42
[p* =P 2 = T (M) (3.42)
where E,;, = €400, if m = n, and E,,, = 0 otherwise, where €, = [€], ..., €X],

and || - ||eo 1s the maximum element of the vector; and Ay, (M™) is the minimum
eigenvalue of matrix M™** (Appendix 4).

To show the importance of introducing robustness in game-theoretic resource
allocation in_wireless networks, the impact of uncertainty on the performance of
both ¢ and ¢ in terms of utility variations at their equilibria is shown in Fig. 3.1. In
this simulation, N = 3, K = 16, and ¢ = 10 % at the RNE. Following convergence
to the RNE and to the nominal NE, the channel gains between users are varied up to
80 % of their nominal values, which causes variations in the utility of each user at the
nominal NE and at the RNE, as shown in Fig. 3.1. Note that variations in the social
utility at the nominal NE are considerable. However, in contrast, in the robust game,
the social utility at the RNE is stable. This simulation confirms that the social utility
at the nominal NE is very sensitive to variations in system parameters. In contrast,
the social utility at the RNE is stable, which shows the importance of introducing
robustness in distributed resource allocation problems.
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Fig. 3.1 Impact of channel variations in robust and nonrobust games

So far, we have obtained the condition for the RNE’s uniqueness from the
condition for the nominal NE’s uniqueness. Now we focus on the case where
the nominal game has multiple nominal NEs and obtain the distance between the
robust and nominal equilibria. In this case, the mapping .%# for the nominal game
is nonmonotone and nonsmooth [62—-64], and in general, it is not easy to obtain the
relations between the RNE and the nominal NE.

We begin by comparing the case of multiple nominal NEs with that of a unique
nominal NE by way of an example in which N = 2, K = 2, (pf)m™* = 1,
(p¥)™" = 0.01, and 0% = 0.001 for all users in all channels. Assume 7., > 0.7,
for all users in all channels. Hence, Y in (3.9) is not a P-matrix, and the mapping
% is nonmonotone for both users, meaning that there exist multiple local RNEs,
corresponding to multiple nominal NEs. At one nominal NE, the convergence points
for users 1 and 2 are (pf' = 0.534,p}? = 0.463) and (p3' = 0.417,p3? = 0.583),
respectively, and v{ + v} = 3.0176. When g;, < 0.8 for all n, the RNE converges to
@' = 0.556,p1? = 0.444) and (p5' = 0.325,p3% = 0.675), and u} +u5 = 3.077.

This example shows that when there are multiple nominal NEs, the social utility
in the robust game is not a monotonically decreasing function of uncertainty, which
is in contrast to the case in which the nominal game has a unique NE. Also, the
social utility at the RNE may be higher than that at the nominal NE, which is in line
with simulation results in [5, 23]. However, due to the fact that uncertainty cannot
be assumed to be the same for all instances, the increase in the social utility at the
RNE cannot be counted on.

To further elaborate on Theorem 3.10, in Fig.3.2 we compare the impact of
uncertainty when Theorem 3.7 holds with that of the case where it does not, in terms
of the ratio of social utilities at the RNE and at the nominal NE for different amounts
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Fig. 3.2 Ratio of social utilities at RNE and at nominal NE () versus ¢ = &, for unique nominal
NE and for multiple NEs

of uncertainty. Simulation parameters are the same as previously for Rayleigh
fading channels and errors are bounded and uniformly distributed, modeled by

e =g = h”"”ﬁﬁ for all n, where h,,, = [k} ,..., kK ] and h,, = [ﬁl 7 1,

mn?**° 0 'mn

respectively. To satisfy the condition for the uniqueness of the nominal NE [i.e.,

Y in (3.9) being a P-matrix], we assume 7., < 0.017.,, and for multiple nominal

nn’
NEs, 7., > 0.5%. . Consider 1 = ., where u* is the social utility at the RNE
and v* is the social utility at the nominal NE. The value of 7 in Fig. 3.2 is obtained
by averaging over 100 channel realizations. When Y in (3.9) is a P-matrix (i.e.,
when the nominal NE and RNE are unique), the social utility of the robust game at
its RNE is decremented when the uncertainty region is expanded, as expected from
Theorem 3.10. However, for multiple nominal NEs, no uniformity in social utility
is observed.

The aforementioned simulations are similar to the numerical results in Sec-
tion 2.3.1.1 of Chapter 2, where it was shown when the nominal utility maximization
problem is not convex, and there is a chance that via the worst-case approach the
social utility of the robust problem may be higher than that of the nominal problem.
Remark 5 in [37] captures this point analytically and shows that when interference is
high, that is, when all interference channel gains are sufficiently greater than direct
channel gains, introducing robustness can increase the social utility of the robust
game as compared with that of the nominal game. This is because in such cases,
introducing robustness forces users to avoid high-interference channels and instead
transmit in low-interference channels, resulting in a higher throughput [5, 23, 37].
However, in general, when there are multiple nominal NEs, that is, when the
nominal problem is nonconvex and the amount of uncertainty varies, such increases
in the social utility cannot be assumed in all cases.
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3.3.1.3 Distributed Algorithms

Since the robust game in Section 3.3.1 involves set-valued mappings, the distributed
algorithm for the nominal game in Section 3.2.3 cannot be directly applied to
develop a distributed algorithm for the robust game. Hence, we resort to the
proximal point method to develop a distributed and efficient numerical scheme
for obtaining the robust solution to ¢. The proximal point method is a projection
method for solving problems that involve set-valued mappings, where a sequence of
subproblems is iteratively solved as per Section 12 in [24] and Section 12.6.1 in [2].
The main advantages of utilizing the proximal point method for the robust game are
as follows:

* The optimization problem in the proximal point method can be decomposed and
solved in a distributed and efficient manner as per Section 12.6.1 in [2];

e Users’ utility functions in the game, that is, ¥,, do not need to be strictly
or strongly convex for the convergence of the distributed scheme as per Sec-
tion 12.2.4 in [2];

* In some cases, utilizing the proximal point method for a robust game can lead to
a closed-form solution.

Definition 3.7. Let p-®(b) and b, be the solutions for user n in its cur-
rent and previous iterations, respectively. The proximal response map of
the game & for any b = [by,...,by] € &7, denoted by p*™(b) =
[P1(D).....p3*"(b)] is the solution to the following optimization problem
(Section 12.6.1 in [2]):

N
1
p*™(b) = argmax, |:Z ¥, (pn. b—y) — Ellp = b||§] . (3.43)

n=1

From Proposition 12.5 in Section 12.2.4 in [2], since ¥, is concave (Appendix 2),
the fixed point of pF™(b) is the RNE of the robust game ¥. Now, (3.43) can be
decomposed into N subproblems (one for each user) as per Section 12.6.1 in [2]:

1
p.™"(b) = argmax,, c [w,,(p,,, b_,) — §||pn - b,1||§] , (3.44)

for all n € 4. A distributed iterative algorithm is developed as follows. When
user n is informed about other users’ actions and estimates fﬁ at its receiver, a
solution to (3.44) can be obtained. The distributed algorithm that is based on the
proximal point method is summarized in Table 3.4. In this algorithm, users update
their actions at discrete instances / in . = [1,..., L], where p,(I) is the action
of user n at iteration / obtained from (3.44), and f,(/) is the impact of other users
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Table 3.4 Proximal point distributed algorithm for robust game

Inputs for Each User

% =[1,...,L]: Users’ iterations

er,: Bound on the uncertainty region for user n

0 < ¢ << 1: Termination criteria for all users

Initialization For [ = 0

Set p:™(0) € «, and a random f,,(0) foralln € A

Iterative Algorithm

Fori=1,2,...

Update p;™'(1) = argmax,, ¢ . ¥ (P, P—n(l — 1)) — 3 Ip, — pE*(I — 1|13 for all users
Each user transmits the value of pZ*"(/) to other users and measures the aggregate
impacts of other users [i.e., f, (/)]

If lpr' (= 1) —py™ (D2 < ¢, end

Otherwise [ = [ + 1, continue

on user 7 at iteration /, which is observed at the receiver of user n and sent to the
respective transmitter.

Since the regularization term %Hp —b||3 in (3.43) guarantees the strong concavity
of each user’s optimization problem, (3.44) is strongly concave [2]. Hence, each
pE®" can be obtained via efficient convex optimization algorithms. When the
distributed algorithm in Table 3.4 converges, the regularization term ||p, — bn”%
tends to zero.

In solving (3.44), one must obtain G 2(p) = % [24]. When F Fa(p) is
an affine mapping, solving (3.44) is reduced to solving an AVI, which is straight-
forward. For example, when the utility function is as in (3.31), solving (3.44) via

the proximal point method at iteration / is similar to solving VI (Jz{ M (p(l— 1)))
(Section 12.3 in [24]), where .7, (p(— 1)) = (wn + 3N M, - 1))

Sy and S, = (ph(l) — ph(1— 1))sz1. The solution to (3.44) via the proximal point
method is

(pk)max
—k n
1 ¥ hmnp]:n(l - 1)
PO =3 | wi —my =) =l =Dl +p0 =D |
m#n nn (phymin
(3.45)

where u, satisfies (3.35). In (3.45), the computational complexity to derive the
robust solution is considerably reduced. However, to solve the water-filling-like
formulation in (3.45) with few calculations, each user n needs to know the previous
action of other users, that is, pk,(l—1) forall k.

When ﬁ (p) is not an affine mapping, from Lemma 1, ¥, (p,, _,,) is concave.
Hence, the Lagrange function L,(p, itn) = ta(Pn.f0 — &5,%0) — 3 || p.()) —
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(=13 - /Ln(szz P — p™*) is used to iteratively solve (3.44), where f, is
the Lagrange multiplier that satisfies (3.35) for user n.

In the following Theorem 3.10, the sufficient condition for the convergence of
the iterative algorithm is stated.

Theorem 3.10. As L — oo, the distributed algorithm in Table 3.4 converges
to the unique RNE from any initial p,(0), when Y in (3.9) is a P-matrix, and
Pobehiy) _ P0hR) _

Pokof, ok,

Proof. See Appendix 5.

Note that Theorem 3.10 does not add any new constraint for the power control
game. This is because when 7" in (3.9) is a P-matrix, the condition of the preceding
Theorem holds for the power control game. In this case, interference in the system

P
is very low, and consequently, the SINR of each user is high, that is, h'},’% >> 1,

-k
il

k
and the utility function of each user is v, (p,, f,) =~ Zle log(hf'f,f’”), which satisfies
Puiif) — 0, From Th 3.10, the distributed algorithm c¢ i
Tt = 0. From Theorem 3.10, the distributed algorithm converges to a unique

RNE when the uncertainty region is small, closed, and convex; and 7" in (3.9) is a
P-matrix.

3.3.1.4 Overview of Other Works on Robust Noncooperative Games
with Homogeneous Users

Robust power control in noncooperative strategic games was introduced in [7]
where the interference level is uncertain. Moreover, the computational complexity
of solving the robust optimization problem by each user was reduced, and the
equilibrium of the nominal game and its sensitivity on system parameters was
studied via the VI. However, the social utility of the robust game at its RNE was
not compared with that of the nominal game at its NE, and a distributed algorithm
for reaching the RNE was not developed in [7].

Another work related to robust noncooperative games with homogeneous users is
[5], in which the interference channel gains are uncertain. By assuming an ellipsoid
uncertainty region, [5] rewrites the best response map for each user in the robust
game by a water-filling-like closed-form solution and obtains the conditions for the
RNE’s existence and uniqueness via contraction mapping. In addition, the robust
game’s performance for the two-user scenario is studied for the high-interference
and low-interference cases. It is shown that for the high-interference case, the
sum rate (social utility) increases and the price of anarchy (PoA) decreases as the
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Table 3.5 Overview of existing works on robust noncooperative games with homoge-
neous users

Reference | Equilibrium analysis | Performance comparison | Distributed algorithm

[5] Best response Vi v
(7] VI _ _
[37] VI J J

uncertainty region for channel gains shrinks.? In [5], PoA is defined as the ratio
of the maximum social utility at the nominal games’ NE over the minimum social
utility at any RNE. In [5], it is also shown that in the low-interference case, the
sum rate of users (social utility) decreases and the PoA increases by expanding the
uncertainty region for channel gains. In Table 3.5, we compare the scope of existing
works on robust noncooperative games with homogeneous users.

3.3.2 Robust Power Control in Noncooperative CRNs

Consider the power allocation problem for a CRN whose system model is the same
as in Section 1.4.2.1 of Chapter 1, where the set . consists of S pairs of SU
transmitters and receivers, and each pair unilaterally chooses its transmit power
levels over all K channels subject to keeping its interference on PU g below a
predefined threshold. Each SU aims to maximize its own throughput subject to
its maximum transmit power and the constraint on its interference on PUs. In the
underlay CRN, uncertainty is in the channel side-information (CSI) between the
SUs’ transmitter and the PUs’ receivers [43]. In this section, we analyze the RNE
when CSI is uncertain by reformulating the constraint on the interference threshold
(IT) via linear matrix inequalities (LMIs) [43]. We will also obtain the conditions for
the RNE’s existence and uniqueness by utilizing VI and explain how the protection
function can be used to reformulate the uncertainty region for CRNs.

Let us begin by focusing on the nominal game in this scenario. When CSI
measurements are exact, the interference constraint is

gpierterence — 3 N gk pk < ITy,. i pt <ITE Vke X . qe 2y . Vses,
ket

(3.46)

where IT,, and IT;‘(] are the maximum allowable interference over all channels and

per channel k, respectively. The nominal game is RN = {4, (v,)per, N},
where & RN =TT ., &/RN and

3PoA is a concept in game-theoretic economics, which shows how the efficiency of a system
degrades due to the selfish behavior of agents.
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MCRN &7 x E@mterference (347)

Since & RN for SU s is decoupled from those of other SUs, and .«7“RN is convex and
compact for all channel realizations, the conditions for the existence and uniqueness
of the nominal NE can be obtained, and distributed algorithms for reaching the
nominal NE can be developed.

To introduce robustness in this game, the uncertainty in CSIs between SU s and
PU g is modeled by

gsq = gsq + gsqv

where gy = (g, 8k) 8y = [8y--- &) and &y = [&5,.....&}] are
respectively the measured CSI, the exact CSI, and the error in CSI between SU
s and PU g over all channels. We begin by considering the elliptical uncertainty
region Zg,, defined via the weighted Euclidean norm as [43]

Ry = {BalllBsgllwy, < eg,} = 8l [ D Whil@sl < g, ¢ Vs€7, Ve 2,
ket

(3.48)

where w,, = [qu, . w@] are positive weights and ey, is the uncertainty region’s
bound for channel gains between SU s and PU ¢q. The robust game is

TN = (N, ey, T,
in which

~—~CRN __ CRN “pinterference
o l_[ 42% = o x P, ,
s€S

where

“pinterference __ k
gzs - Z gquY = IT“]’ Vgsq € %gsq
ket

gk <ITS,. Vg, €%y, VYhked. qe2i. Vse.Z. (349

sq’

The utility functions in ZRN and ¥°RN are similar, but their strategy spaces are
different because the constraints in the robust game include uncertain parameters.
The interference constraints are given in the form of the intersection of an infinite
number of convex sets, which means that the analysis of ¢°RN is not trivial.
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3.3.2.1 Existence and Uniqueness of RNE

To simplify the analysis of RNE, in [43], Z7inerference ig rewritten as a set of LMIs,
and the conditions for the RNE’s existence and uniqueness via VI are derived. Let

CRN 0, if s=4¢
[Ty = W, . ) - s, €, (3.50)
maxye ﬁmnrﬁ,s if s#s
in which
2 Amax
. o° + Z 4 hyspy ~ . ~ —k
innr¥, = YeZ VY P = min{pM*, [TV, 1T},

o2
k
IT,
- 2
(g{s(q + ngq/'\/WSQ)

By rewriting the uncertainty region, the RNE’s existence can be proved. Also,
when p(YRN) < 1, the game RN has a unique equilibrium and the distributed
algorithm (both synchronous and sequential) converges to its unique equilibrium
(Theorems 1 and 2 in [43]). From T°RN, we note that increasing the uncertainty
in g, increases the chance of having a unique NE because when the uncertainty
region for one PU channel is expanded, the worst-case robust transmit strategy of
one SU becomes more conservative, which causes less interference on other SUs.
When g, — 0 forall s € . and g € 2, the conditions for the uniqueness and

v k . .
IT; = min ITy, min
qgEL2 ke X

W]s(q 1 —=k .

.= (. and IT = min
b [®

&g, 8sq 9€2

convergence of ¥“RN coincide with those of ¥°RN,

3.3.2.2 Social Utility (Sum Rate)

When uncertainty is in CSIs between SUs and PUs, and the RNE is unique,
expanding the uncertainty region forces SUs to reduce their transmit power levels,
which in turn reduces the SUs’ social utility (sum rate) compared to when CSIs are
exact. The higher social utility in the latter case comes at the cost of violating the
interference threshold of PUs.

3.3.2.3 Distributed Algorithms

To develop a distributed algorithm for the robust game in CRNs, [43] proposes
a totally asynchronous algorithm in Table 3.1 for two cases: (1) when SUs have
one single antenna for both transmit and receive and (2) when SUs are equipped
with multiple antennas. The optimization problem of each user does not have a
closed-form solution. However, [43] shows that by applying LMIs, the best response
map can be obtained for both the aforementioned cases. When the condition in
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Theorem 3.5 holds, the totally asynchronous algorithm in Table 3.1 for these two
cases converges. In [43], it is also observed that more uncertainty in CSIs increases
the chance of convergence of distributed algorithms to a unique RNE. The reason is
similar to that stated in Section 3.3.2.1 in this chapter.

3.3.2.4 Overview of Other Works on Robust Noncooperative CRNs

Due to the coupling between user strategies that emanates from the need to satisfy
interference thresholds, and, as shown in Appendix 1, the analysis of the nominal
game is not easy [2]. When robustness is introduced, the analysis of the RNE is
further aggravated. As a result, except for [43], to the best of our knowledge, there
is no other existing work on robust games for CRNs.

3.3.3 Robust Power Control for Noncooperative
Heterogeneous Users

We now focus on wireless networks in which there exist two types of users with
different capabilities to extract side information, where one type (called leaders)
can extract and process side information pertaining to other users, but the other
type (called followers) are limited to simple measurements and observations.
Interactions between these two types of users are modeled in a two-level Stackelberg
game [35, 65-67], where the leaders and the followers utilize their measurements,
observations, and processing capabilities to determine their respective optimal
constrained transmit power with a view to maximizing their own utility value
(e.g., throughput). In practice, users’ side information and measurements may
be uncertain, meaning that there is a need to utilize robust Stackelberg games
(RSGs). In this section, we study the performance of RSGs and analyze the robust
Stackelberg equilibrium (RSE) via sensitivity analysis.

Consider the system model introduced in Section 1.4.2 in Chapter 1, where
the set of leaders is .4 = {0,1,...,N. — 1}, and the set of followers is
At = {1,...,Ng}. In this setup, A4 = A U A% is the set of all users. The
leaders’ side information is as in Section 1.4.2.2 in Chapter 1. Stackelberg games
have been widely used to obtain optimal strategies for users by solving a bilevel
optimization problem [68—74]. Stackelberg games have also been used to model
spectrum sharing by PUs and SUs in licensed bands. For example, in [75-80], the
spectrum owner authorizes SUs to utilize its licensed band subject to a payoff by
each SU, determined in such a way as to maximize the spectrum owner’s profit
provided that the interference caused by SUs is below a given threshold. The
system model in this chapter is different from those of the aforementioned works,
as here we are concerned only with spectrum sharing in unlicensed bands. The use
of Stackelberg games to formalize interactions among heterogeneous users does
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not necessarily entail a prioritization of transceivers. Rather, the formalism in this
chapter takes into account the asymmetry of side information in heterogeneous users
as in [35, 65, 66].

The equilibrium in a nominal Stackelberg game, called the nominal Stackelberg
equilibrium (NSE), prescribes the optimal strategy set for the leaders when the
followers play at their NE and is derived via backward induction. For instance, for
the one-leader/one-follower Stackelberg game, where user O is the leader and user
1 is the follower, the leader knows that when it transmits with pg, the follower’s
transmit power (its best response) is p} (po). Hence, the leader takes this into account
in choosing its strategy. The leader’s strategy at the nominal Stackelberg equilibrium

is po°F when for any p € %% we have

vo (po" " o (P} (™). 80)) = vo (Po, fo(pT (po). So)>,

where v, is the leader’s utility value, fj is its interference on other users, and sy is
its side information. The Stackelberg equilibrium for the leader is the solution to the
following bilevel optimization problem:

maxp, e Vo (Po, fo(P1,0)) (3.51)

subject to: maxp, eq; V1 (P1.f1(Po. 1)),

where v; is the follower’s utility value, f; is its interference on other users, and
sy is its side-information. For the one-leader/multifollower scenario, the preceding
backward procedure is applicable as well. Let p*,(po) 2 [PT---.Py.| be the
followers’ strategies at their nominal NE when the leader’s strategy is po. The
strategy profile (p,NSE, pNSE (p,N°F)) is the equilibrium of the nominal Stackelberg

game when

vo (Po " fo (P75 E (P ™). 50)) = vo (po, f(p* o (po). sO)),

for any py € %, where p*¥°E(pg) = [p{™F, ... ,p;,I:SE]. At the NSE, the utility of
user 7 is @, F and the social utility of the game is @ ™E = Y~ & NSE. When
the followers’ game has multiple NEs, its analysis is very complicated [81, 82]. We
restrict our study to a Stackelberg game with a unique NE in the followers’ game.
The conditions for the NE’s uniqueness in this case were presented in Section 3.2.1.3

in this chapter.

3.3.3.1 Robust Stackelberg Games

To introduce robustness, uncertainty in the parameter values of both followers and
leaders is assumed. In the sequel, we consider the following two cases:
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¢ Case 1 The leader’s side information is accurate, and the followers’ observations
are noisys;

¢ Case 2 The leader’s side information is uncertain, and the followers’ observations
are noisy.

The uncertainty in the followers’ observations is modeled as in Section 3.1 in
this chapter. Hence, the conditions for the existence and uniqueness of RSE for
the followers’ game are the same as those derived therein. Let H,., denote the
uncertain channel gain between the transmitter of follower ngp € A% and the receiver
of leader n, € .4, where the uncertainty region is

%HnFnL = Mg, B || = B, — Hgonr |2 < e}, (3.52)

and 8,y is the bound on the uncertainty region #y, ., . When the followers’
receivers do not provide any feedback, obtaining the exact value of &, is not
possible.
3.3.3.2 Single-Leader/Single-Follower Robust Stackelberg Games
At the RSE for Case 1 (RSE1), the follower’s optimization problem is

max minf[ (po.s1)€Zs, (po) ui (pl ’ fl (p()v Sl)) ’ (353)

pi1€S

the leader’s side-information set is JORSEI = {9, v1,Hio, Hi1, Hot, %, (po)}, and
its bilevel optimization problem is

maxpgeq Vo (Po. fo(P150)) . (3.54)

Subject to: maxp, e, min uy (p1, f1(Po, s1)) .
RIS  (po.s1)E%1, (po)

The best response of (3.53) to the leader’s action is denoted by p7j(po), and the

leader’s transmit power at RSE1, denoted by p,*SE!, satisfies

o (P £ (PT (Po°E1). 80)) = vo(Po. fo(P} (Po). S0))

for any po € .2%. In what follows, for notational convenience, we omit the arguments
p—» and s, in £,(p—,, S»)-
It can be shown that RSE1 exists since:

e (3.53) is concave with respect to p;(po) for any fixed py and is a decreasing
function of f;; and
» o/ and %, (po) are convex, bounded, and disjoint.

Consequently, there always exists a solution to (3.53) [83], and optimization
problem (3.54) has a nonempty feasible set. Hence, RSE1 exists.
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To simplify the constraint in (3.54), we utilize (3.26) and (3.27) and
rewrite (3.54) as

max vo(po. fo) (3.55)
PoE

Subject to:  max v;(py, ),
pP1EA)

wltlere ff = fi — e, #y, in which £F = [f*,... fK*], #; = [P],..., 0K], where
vy is
au/f(plk.fik)
9k = Li . (3.56)

K Ak (p1.£5)\2
S (M)

Note that in (3.55), the uncertainty region is removed from the leader’s optimization
problem, and the leader’s and the follower’s strategies as well as their respective
utilities at RSE1 can be obtained and compared with those at NSE.

At RSE for Case 2 (RSE2), the leader’s uncertain side-information set is
JORSEz = {7, v, Hyp, H,,,H, P, (o)}, in which Hy is the uncertain parameter
in (3.52). The leader’s bilevel worst-case optimization problem is

max min v £ , 3.57
max - min o(Po. fo) (3.57)

subject to:  max min  u;(py,f).
pi€si  f1€% (po)

Note that in (3.57), the leader assumes worst-case uncertainty in its side information
(i.e., Hjp), which reduces its transmit power, which in turn reduces its interference
on the follower. In other words, f; is a decreasing function of §.

It can be shown that RSE2 always exists, because:

* %uyy %1 (Po), P, and 2/ are compact and closed sets; and
* For any realization of Hyy € %n,,, the uncertainty region %, (po) is closed and
convex.

Hence, the follower has a feasible strategy; and from the preceding discussion, RSE2
always exists.

While the condition for the existence of RSE2 can be easily derived, solv-
ing (3.57) is significantly more complex than solving (3.54). This is because (3.57)
has two uncertain parameters, Hjo and f;, and RSE2 is a function of both & and
810, while RSEI is a function of gf, only. To compare RSEI and RSE2, the value
of &, should be the same for both of these cases. Next, we study the relationship
between RSE1 and RSE2.

The performance at RSE1 and RSE2 are compared in Table 3.6 using Propo-
sitions 1 and 2 in [44]. Note that the leader’s utility at RSE1, that is, w,"5F!, is
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Table 3.6 Social utility at RSE1 and RSE2 for single-leader/single-follower RSG

Fixed 8¢ Fixed ¢,
Follower’s strategy is a decreasing Follower’s strategy is an increasing function of &9
function of &f,

Leader’s strategy is an increasing Leader’s strategy is a decreasing function of ;o
function of &,

*RSEL o w*NSE *RSE2 o w*NSE

()] ()]

when C1 : |Dyg| < |Jp,] and when C3 : [Dyg| > |[Jp,| and C4 : |Jp,| > |Doi |
2 2 |Jp,| < [Dos

higher than that at NSE, that is, a)SNSE', while the follower’s utility at RSE1, that
is, a)TRSEl, is less than that at NSE, that is, a)l*NSE. When C1 and C2 hold, the
social utility at RSE1, that is, " RSEL g higher than that at NSE, that is, @ NSE,
In contrast, the leader’s utility at RSE2, that is, a);RSEZ, is less than that at NSE,
while the follower’s utility at RSE2, that is, @, X2, is higher than that at NSE. In
this case, when C3 and C4 hold, the social ut111ty at RSE2, that is, o RSE2 is higher

than that at NSE. In Table 3.6, J,, £ Vp, Un(Py, £,) is the column gradient vector
of v, for user n and is called the direct rate of user n, where the kth element of this

- d —nsSn T
vector is JE = v”(”+}:s)) Also, D,y £ H,,Js,, where Jg, £ Vi v,(py. £,),

H,, & diag{(ﬁmn)szl}, and D, is the rate of decrease in the utility of user n

caused by an increase in the strategy of user m. Hence, D,,, is the negative impact

of user m on user n for m # n. When the utility of user # is its throughput, we have
-k Tk

Dt = —?;,f:%m’ where D, is the kth element of D,,,,.

A higher social utility can be achieved at RSE1 when the increase in the leader’s
utility is more than the decrease in the follower’s utility, that is, when C1 and C2
hold; whereas a higher social utility can be achieved at RSE2 when the increase in
the follower’s utility is more than the decrease in the leader’s utility, that is, when
C3 and C4 hold. In Appendix 7, we prove that the foregoing statements are true.
Note that C1 is the dual of C3, and C2 is the dual of C4.

From Proposition 1 in [44], when uncertainty is small, the strategies of the leader
and the follower in Case 1 can be obtained from their respective strategies at the
NSE as

3 * - \ - !
pORSE1 = pONSE =+ Sf] X ((JPOPO) 1JfopoHlO(Jplpl) lJflp] 191T) ’ (358)

* #* - T
leSE1 = plNSE —é&n X ((JPIPI) lJflPl 19;) ’ (359)

A . 31},,,,,1 a”nnn
where Jg,p, = diag{( 3f,fgpf))k and Jp p, = dlag{( (p f))k -

To solve (3.57), the leader calculates the follower’s transmlt power from (3.53)
via numerical methods in [83, 84] or via semidefinite programming (SDP)

reformulation in [83] for all py € o%. The leader also calculates its minimum
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utility corresponding to po, subject to Hyo € Z%n,,, and chooses its transmit power
Po that maximizes its utility (its throughput) among all minimum utility values
obtained for all py € 4.

Since C1, C2, C3, and C4 affect the performance of RSG at RSE1 and RSE2, it
is useful to give their physical interpretations in wireless networks. We consider the
following three scenarios, depending on the SINRs of the leader and the follower.

« Scenario 1. High SINR, that is, Tiggpk 3> Tiyopt + o2 and 7y, p% > Tig,pls + o2,
In this scenario, when both C1 and C2 hold, we have

Ty > T, (3.60)

« Scenario 2. Low SINR, that is, Tigpk < Tisgpt + 0% and 7 p* < Tig,pk + 0. Tn
this scenario, when both C1 and C2 hold, we have

hgy > hy,  and Ty, > T (3.61)

* Scenario 3. Moderate SINR, that is, Egop’oc ~ 5 and E?lp’f ~ 7, when the
interference levels of the leader and the follower on each other are close, that is,
f]]( ~ f](;. In this scenario, when both C1 and C2 hold, we have

Tiaohyo > Ty T, Vk € K. (3.62)

One can use (3.60)—(3.62) to obtain the probability of each scenario from the
distribution of channel gains. As an example, from (3.60), when channels are
Rayleigh fading and channel gains are independent and identically distributed
random variables, the probability density function of channel gains is exponential,

. —k P —k P o —k
that is, ¢(h,)) = Ajexp and ¢ (hy) = A,exp*?"i. The probability of /;, >
—k
hy, 1s

Aa
A+ Ay

oo rhly o, © By
/0 | ¢(h10)¢(h01)dh10dh01=/0 O (Rsy)dRy (1 — expio) =

One can also use (3.60)—(3.62) to predict how the social utility would change for
any given channel condition in Case 1.
When C3 and C4 in Table 3.6 hold, we have

Scenario 1: = fig, > iy (3.63)
Scenario 2: = Egl > E](jo» and Elfl > EIIO; (3.64)

Scenario 3: = fiy hyy > hgohyy. k. (3.65)
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3.3.3.3 Multi-user Stackelberg Games

When the sets of leaders and followers each consist of more than one user, the
Stackelberg game is called a multi-user Stackelberg game. We first consider the one-
leader/multi-follower game, that is, when N, = 1 and Ng > 1. When the followers’
observations are uncertain, modeled by (3.20), and the lea(ler’s side information is
exact (Case 1), the robust game between the followers is as ¢ in Section 3.1, and the
results therein for the existence and uniqueness of the RNE, as well as the distributed
algorithm in Table 3.4, can be readily applied.

From Assumptions A1-A3 in Section 3.2.1.3 in this chapter and on %, the RNE
of the followers’ game exists when uncertainty is small, meaning that a solution to
the leader’s optimization problem exists. Hence, RSE1 exists when uncertainty is
small.

Case 2 assumes that the information set of the leader is uncertain, for example,
when channel gains H,.o between follower np and leader 0 are modeled by

%ano = {H”FO | ||ﬁ”lF0||2 = ”HnFO _ﬁ”lFOHZ = 8n1~‘0}» (3.66)

where 6,0 is the bound on the uncertainty region for H,.o. From Assumptions Al1—
A3 in Section 3.2.1.3 in this chapter, Statement 1 in [44], and (3.66), the RNE of
the followers’ game exists when uncertainty is small, meaning that a solution to the
leader’s optimization problem exists. Hence, RSE2 exists when the uncertainty in
channel gains is small.

We now study the utility values at RSE1 and RSE?2 for the multiuser RSG. Let

C5:Jp > > Do C6:Jp <Doyt Y Dy, Vip € S,

npE€ENg mMpFEng,mp€ N
C7:Jpy < > Dyo. and C8 : Jp > Doyt Y Dy, Vip € S
npENE mpF#ng,mp€ NG

Table 3.7 compares the utility values at RSEl and RSE2 with the utility value
at NSE, where ¢ = [, ... ,stf] and §o = [810,...,0n,0]. Similar to the
single-leader/single-follower RSG, the uncertainty in the followers’ observations
increments the leader’s utility but reduces the followers’ utilities. As stated in
Table 3.7, when the leader’s direct rate is higher than the sum of its negative impacts
on all followers, that is, when C5 holds, and the sum of each follower’s negative
impacts on other followers and on the leader is greater than its direct rate, that is,
when C6 holds, the social utility at RSEI is higher than that at the NSE, that is,
@™ RSEL . ()"NSE Tp addition, when the leader’s direct rate is less than the sum of its
negative impacts on the followers, that is, when C7 holds, and the sum of negative
impacts of each follower on other followers and on the leader is less than its direct
rate, that is, when C8 holds, the social utility at RSE2 is higher than that at the NSE,
that is, » ®SE? > »"™NSE_In Appendix 8, we prove that the preceding statements are
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Table 3.7 Social utility at RSE1 and RSE2 for single-leader/multifollower RSG

Case 1 (7 is a P-matrix) Case 2 (7 is a P-matrix)
Followers’ strategies decrease with & Followers’ strategies increase with &
Leader’s utility at RSEI is > that at NSE | Leader’s utility at RSE2 is < that at NSE

Followers’ social utility at RSE1 is < that | Followers’ social utility at RSE2 is > that at NSE
at NSE

»"™®SEl > ™NSE - when both C5 and C6 | w™®SE2 > »™SE  when both C7 and C8 hold
hold

true. The leader can obtain its optimal strategy via an exhaustive search [44]. Note
that C5 is the dual of C7, and C6 is the dual of C8.

In the multi-leader/multi-follower game, that is, when Ny > 1 and Ng > 1,
one can consider either competition or cooperation between the leaders [65]. For
instance, when cooperation is assumed, the nominal game is

maxpne% Zné% Un(pnv fn)s (367)
subject to: max v,(pm,fn), Vme .
Pmev!‘{m

Note that (3.67) is a bilevel and nonconvex optimization problem whose constraint
involves the followers’ game [85-88]. Hence, it belongs to the class of mathematical
programs with equilibrium constraints (MPEC). In general, it is not easy to
obtain a closed-form solution to (3.67). Instead, in [65, 67], numerical algorithms
for solving (3.67) are proposed. Our approach to solving (3.67) and its robust
counterpart is to randomly choose a leader tasked with obtaining the optimal
transmit power vectors of all leaders via an exhaustive search. We assume that all
leaders cooperate and provide their side information to the chosen leader, which
would use such side information in its exhaustive search for optimal transmit power
vectors for all the leaders. Next, all the leaders transmit at their optimal power levels,
and subsequently the followers play their strategic noncooperative game to obtain
their own transmit power vectors.

For the robust multi-leader/multi-follower game RSG1, the optimization problem
of each follower is similar to (3.53). In this case, when Y is a P-matrix, and the
uncertainty is small, the followers’ strategies at RSE1 are decreasing functions of
e, (Lemma 3.4 in Appendix 8), which means that when the followers’ transmit
power levels are reduced, their interference on the leaders is reduced, resulting in
higher utilities for the leaders.

For the robust multileader/multifollower game RSG2, the leaders’ optimization
problem is

maxpneé‘%l minHmnen%H,,m ZI’IG% vn(pmfn), (368)

subject to: max min  u, Py, £n), VYme g,
Pm€ A fin E%fm (P—m)
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which is nonconvex and MPEC. Hence, analyzing RSE2 is nontrivial. To solve this
problem, the heuristic algorithm in [44] that converts the multileader/multifollower
game into a single-leader/multifollower game can be used.

3.3.3.4 Overview of Other Works on RSGs

Robust down-link power control in orthogonal frequency division multiple access
(OFDMA)-based networks with noncooperative macro base stations (BSs) and
underlay small cells is studied in [89]. To model interactions, the RSG is used
where the interference and CSI between macro BSs and small cells are uncertain,
and the objective of macro BSs and small cells is to maximize their own respective
throughput. The macro BSs and small cells are considered leaders and followers,
respectively. To protect the quality of service (QoS) of the macro BS users,
the interference of small cells with macro BS users is controlled via local and
global interference constraints. The interference of each small cell with each
macro BS is upper bounded, and the sum of interference levels caused by all
small cells on macro-cell users is also upper bounded. The local interference
constraint is reformulated so that the RSE can be analyzed. To apply the global
interference constraint, the RSE is formulated as a GNE, which involves extensive
calculations. By utilizing QVI [24], nonlinear complementarity problems (NCPs)
[24], and restating the equilibrium point as an equilibrium program with equilibrium
constraints (EPEC) [24], the RSE is studied in [89].

Other works on the RSE are [90, 91], but are not in the context of resource
allocation in wireless networks. In [90], a single-leader/single-follower Stackelberg
game is considered where the leader’s side information is uncertain. By minimizing
the second-order sensitivity function of the leader’s utility with respect to the
uncertain parameters, the worst-case utility for the leader is obtained. In [91], three
new algorithms based on mixed-integer linear programming are proposed, namely,
for cases in which the leader’s side information about the follower’s response
is uncertain due to the follower’s bounded rationality, for cases in which the
follower’s observations of the leader’s strategy are noisy, and for cases in which the
follower’s reward is uncertain. Table 3.8 summarizes the key differences between
other existing works on RSGs.

In this section, we analyzed the effect of uncertainty on the utilities of both lead-
ers and followers and considered various issues associated with implementing the
RSGs in wireless networks. We also presented the case of multiple leaders/multiple
followers in wireless networks.

3.4 Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, we studied the impact of uncertainty in users’ side information
on power control games in wireless networks with noncooperative users. We
began by assuming no uncertainty (the nominal game), discussed the existence
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Table 3.8 Comparative overview of existing works on robust HetNets

Reference | Equilibrium analysis | Performance comparison | Distributed algorithm

[89] Vi v v
[90] Best response Vv Vi
[91] VI - _

and uniqueness of its equilibrium, presented a distributed algorithm for obtaining
the game’s solution, and studied its convergence. We then reformulated the game
into a robust one via worst-case robust optimization and considered all of the
aforementioned topics for the robust game in wireless networks with homogeneous
users, in underlay CRNS, and in wireless networks with heterogeneous users. The
results may be summarized as follows:

¢ Robust Game-Theoretic Resource Allocation for Homogeneous Users: We
studied the RNE for a network with homogeneous users, where each user’s utility
depends on its action, which is additively coupled to other users’ actions. When
the impact of other users on each user is uncertain, we utilized the worst-case
robust optimization to maximize each user’s utility and analyzed the game. In
doing so, we showed that the theory of finite-dimensional VI could be used to
obtain the sufficient conditions for the existence and uniqueness of the RNE.
We also showed that when uncertainty is small, the condition for the RNE’s
uniqueness is similar to that of the nominal NE, and we presented a distributed
algorithm based on the proximal point method for reaching the RNE. Moreover,
we showed that when the RNE is unique, the robust game’s social utility is less
than that of the nominal game, but when there are multiple RNEs, the robust
game’s social utility at one RNE may be higher than that of the nominal game.
The distributed algorithm based on proximal response map was also presented
for this case.

¢ Robust Game-Theoretic Resource Allocation in Underlay CRNs: In this case,
channel gains between SUs and PUs are subject to uncertainty. Each SU aims
to maximize its own utility, for example, its throughput, subject to its transmit
power and interference constraints imposed by PUs. Even the nominal game
cannot be easily analyzed due to the fact that SUs must guarantee that their
interference with PUs is below a given threshold. This creates a coupling between
SU strategies, which makes it difficult to satisfy the conditions for the existence
and uniqueness of NE. However, we showed that it is possible to analyze such
games (nominal and robust) via nonlinear complementarity problems (NCP)
introduced in Appendix 1 in this chapter.

¢ Robust Game-Theoretic Resource Allocation for Heterogeneous Users: We
utilized Stackelberg games to model interactions between heterogeneous users
whose CSI is uncertain, and we analyzed its equilibria via sensitivity analysis
(which does not require excessive calculations). We showed that when followers’
observations are noisy and leaders’ information is exact, the followers’ utility is
reduced and the leaders’ utility is increased compared with those of the nominal
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game. The converse is true when followers’ observations are exact and leaders’
side information is uncertain. We also showed the impact of uncertainty in
parameter values on the sum rate of the robust game.

Appendices

Appendix 1: Complementarity Problems

When the set o7 is a cone (i.e., for x € &/ — ax € o for all scalars o > 0), the
VI admits an equivalent form known as the complementarity problem, denoted by
CP(«, %), which is to find a vector x such that (Definition 1.1.2 in [24])

g 3x L FKx)ed”,

where the notation | means perpendicular, and <7* is the dual cone of <7, defined
as @/* = {d € R"|vld > 0, Vv € &/}. When &/ is the nonnegative orthant of R”,
CP(R", .#) is a nonlinear complementarity problem (NCP), denoted by NCP(%).
Since the dual cone of the nonnegative orthant is a nonnegative orthant itself, the
task of NCP(.%) is to find a vector x such that (Definition 1.1.5 in [24])

0<x1l Z%(x)>0.

An important problem that can be solved by an NCP is a noncooperative game
between SUs with a global interference constraint [45], which for each SU s is

Z Z g];qpf <IT,, Vqe 2, or Z g];qp’; < IT;‘, Vge 2, Vke X,
S€ES ke SE€ES

where IT, and IT(’; are the interference thresholds of PU ¢ over all channels and

in channel k, respectively. Now, NE can be obtained via VI when Karush—Kuhn—
Tucker (KKT) conditions hold for the feasibility of the SUs’ strategy [2, 24].

KKT Conditions in VI: Let </ include a finite number of differentiable
inequalities and equalities, that is,

o = {x eR"| h(x)=0, gx) < o}, (3.69)

in which h(x) : R* — R’ and g(x) : R" — R" are vector-valued continuously
differentiable functions. For this NCP, we have that (Proposition 1.3.4 in [24])

(continued)
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e The solution set of VI(JZ,.%#) is denoted by SOL(</,.%#). For x €
SOL(<, %), there exist vectors A € R’ and g € R” such that

FX) + Y wVhix) + Y vVgi(x) =0, (3.70)
Jj i

h(x) = 0, (3.71)

0<A1lgkx>0; (3.72)

» Conversely, when each function h;(x) is affine, each function g;(x) is
convex, and (x, p, A) satisfies (3.71) and (3.72), we have x € SOL(«/, .%).

The existence and uniqueness of solutions obtained via .27 in (3.69) can be
investigated under different conditions pertaining to the VI. Corollary 2.2.5
in [24] establishes that the solution set of VI(<7,.%) is nonempty, that is, a
solution for VI(«7, .%) exists when

1. o/ is a nonempty, convex, and compact subset of a finite-dimensional
Euclidean space; and

2. .7 is a continuous mapping. The solution to VI(<Z,.%) is unique when
Z is continuous and strongly monotone on the convex and closed set <7
(Theorem 2.3.3(b) in [24]). Moreover, the strong monotonicity of % is
sufficient for the existence of a solution. Theorem 3.7 and the P-matrix
property of matrix Y in (3.9) can also be used to investigate the existence
and uniqueness of solutions, as per Section 12 in [2].

The preceding reformulation of games via the KKT conditions and NCP can also
be applied to games with pricing [2]. Consider the nominal game in the underlay
CRN in Section 1.4.2.1 of Chapter 1, and the case where PUs in 2 impose pricing
on SUs in .# through an exogenous price vector A = {A;,...,Ap} as a way to
ensure that the SUs’ interference on PUs is below a predefined threshold. In this
case, the modified utility function of SU s is

VPN =y (py, p—y) + Z lq(z pigs,). VseZ, (3.73)
qEL ket

and the optimization problem of SU s is changed to

max vf““"g, Vs e .7, (3.74)
pPs€<5(p)
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where 7 (p) is the strategy set of SU s, which is dependent on other SUs’ strategies
via A, as

0<A, LY Y plef, =0, vge2 (3.75)

Ses ke

The equilibrium point of this game is the NCP’s solution for both fixed and variable
prices in (3.75) [2, 45]. The conditions for the NE’s existence and uniqueness
in this type of game are presented in [2, 45, 92, 93]. Specifically, it is shown
in Section 12.3 in [2] that such games can be reformulated via NCP, and the
conditions for the NE’s existence (Theorem 12.2) and uniqueness (Proposition 12.9)
are derived. A distributed algorithm to obtain equilibrium is also developed in [2]
(Proposition 12.18).

Appendix 2: Proof of ¥, (p,,, p—.) Convexity

Since f,, is a linear function of other users’ strategies and system parameters, and the
norm functlon is convex and bounded to ¢, (Section 2.2.2 in [94]), as per Section 3.2
in [94], n(p_,,) is a convex, bounded, and closed set. To prove that (3.26) is
concave with respect to p,,, we follow Section 3.1 in [94]. For p,, = up/,+ (1—pn)p,
when p € [0, 1], we have

Yy (Pns P-n) min  uy, (/Lp:, +(1— M)p;,/s fn)

£, E‘%fn (p—n)

v

min u,(p,£,) + (1 — wu,(p’, £,
e (p_n)ﬂ (P £) + (1 — wWuu(py,, )

w¥(p,. p_,) + (1 — W% (p,,p~,). (3.76)

Since (3.76) assumes the convexity of u,(p,,f,) with respect to p,, the function
¥, (pn, p—y) is concave in p,,. The same is true of the convexity of ¥, (p,, p—,) with
respect to f,. Since ¥, (p,, p—») is concave, the Lagrange dual function for (3.26) in
the uncertainty region is

K K
Lpu B0 An) = Y b (Phf5) = A (sé DA —fﬁf),
k=1

k=1

where A, is the nonnegative Lagrange multiplier that satisfies

A x (ef” Z(fk* fﬁ)z) —0, (3.77)

k=1
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where A* and f** are the optimal solutions to (3.77). The solution to (3.77) for f¥ is
obtained from #Eegete) — 0 [94, 95], which yields
auk k fk*)

afk =X x (=7, Vkex,

. . —k .
which can be rewritten as (f,f* —f) = _21“ X d””(g;,;f” ) . Using this in (3.77), A} is

1 Quk (pk, flx)
A’* _ n .
" 2e, Z( afx )

n=1 n

Hence the uncertain parameter is £ = f, — e #,, where £* = [f*, ... K],

[19”, o, l?,’f], and l?,’f is (3.27). By replacing 19,’,‘ in u,,, we have ¥, (p,,, p-.) =
u, (pn, f.) |f2‘=?n—6fn s,- The difference between ¥, (p,., p—,) and the utility function of
the nominal game v,(py, f,) is the extra term &g, #,,. From Assumptions A1-A3 in
Section 3.2.1.3 in this chapter, &g, ¥, is continuous. Thus, ¥,(p,, p—») is continuous
inp = (p,, p—s)- Now, the derivative of ¥, with respect to p,, is

Vp,l lI/n(pna p—n) = vpnun(pnafn - Sf,,'?n) + Vf,,un(pnvi‘n - Ef,,ﬂn) X IK X Vp,,fn X 1;
= Vpnun(pmfn - 8f,,"n) — &, Vf,,un(pna E'n - 8&"11) X lK X vpn"}n X 1}(7 (378)

where 1 is a 1 x K vector whose elements are equal to one. The last term in (3.78)

contains From Assumption A3 in Section 3.2.1.3 in this chapter, ¥, (p,,, p—»)

F) kdf"
is differentiable with respect to p,, and
vp_,, lIln(pnv p—n) = anun(pn,fn - 8fn7?n) x 1g x vp_,lfn X 1;7

which is continuous from Assumptions A1-A3 in Section 3.2.1.3 in this chapter, the
definition of f,,, and the definition of ¢, in (3.27) in this chapter.

Appendix 3: Proof of Lemma 3.1

For the robust game we have GVI (<, G ), and G p) = (ﬁ (p))N_,, where F, (p)
for user n is obtained from (3.78). Variations in CSI between transmitters and
receivers and in users’ strategies cause variations in f, for user n. When these
variations are negligible, we have ||en|| = ¢, = 0. The Taylor series expansion

of Z,(p) around ¢, is n(P) [ n(p)]gf —0 [Z,oil :—!(an)i(V;"l;\n)]
From (3.78), the Taylor series expansion is

ef, =0’
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Fup) = — I:Vpn”n(pmfn - anﬂn)] 0
ety =

et [vguf” (P By — £1,9,) X (1L — g Vg #, x 1%)]

(er,=0)

2
_%,, [vgnf% Un (Do B — e5,9,) x (1L — &g Ve 9, x 15) x (15 — & Vi 9, x 11)
V2 (P B — 5, 80) x (e, Vig B0 % 1})](8 _yy Ho0. (3.79)
fn—

From (3.5), and since f, = f, for er, = 0, we rewrite (3.79) as

2
€n

Fu(p) = Zu(p) — e, [V21 va(pas £) x 15] — = [V;nf%vn(pn,fn) x 1%] +o().

(3.80)
For 0 < g, < 1, the value of o(:) is small and can be ignored.4 From Assumption
Al in Section 3.2.1.3 in this chapter, all derivatives of v, (p,, f,) are bounded. Hence,
the last three terms on the right-hand side of (3.80) are bounded, and .%, (B) is the
bounded perturbed version of .%,(p). Note that (3.80) also shows that .% ,(p) is
continuous over p for small values of &, .

Appendix 4: Proof of Theorem 3.9

* As was shown in Lemma 3.1, when uncertainty is small, the RNE is a perturbed
solution to VI(«/,.%#) and can be obtained from VI(</, # + ). Recall that
when (3.9) is a P-matrix, .% (p) is strongly monotone, and the utility is strongly
convex (see Proof of Theorem 3.7 and Lemma 3.2). Since ¢/ is convex in RX, and
Z(p) : K — RX is a continuous mapping on <7, the solution to VI(</, % + q)
is always a compact and convex set (Corollary 2.6.4 in [24]). This solution set
contains p* and p*, and we have

@ -pHZ@P*) =0, ad (p*-PHZP") >0.

From the preceding expressions we get

@ - (Z6H-F6) = 0. (3.81)

“In general, when higher-order terms in the Taylor series expansion are ignored, the comparison
results hold in the neighborhood of the equilibrium at which Taylor series expansion is applied. Our
approximation is for small values of &g, meaning that the robust equilibrium, which is a bounded
perturbed version of the nominal equilibrium, is in fact in its neighborhood, and higher-order terms
in the Taylor series can be ignored as they are multiplied by a higher power of ¢, .
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When the utility of user n at the RNE is greater than that at the nominal NE (i.e.,
when ¥, (p,.p%,) > v, (p,’;, f,(p*,. sn))), we have .Z,(p*) > Z,(p*). When

F(p*) > Z(p*), we have p* > p*, and when &, is small, Z (p*) ~ Z (p*).
Hence, from (3.81) we have

@ - (76 - Zm9) =0 (3.82)

Note that (3.82) contradicts the strong monotonicity of .% (p), and this contra-
diction implies that each user’s utility at the RNE is less than that at the nominal
NE. Consequently, the social utility (the sum rate of all users) at the RNE is less
than that at the nominal NE. _

* Since &/ is a closed convex set and .7 (p) is continuous and strongly monotone,
there is a unique solution to VI(</,.7 (p)) [24], denoted by p* = @*(q), that
can be considered the worst-case robust solution to ¢ for ||q|l2 < | &]l2. Now,
both p and P, must satisfy

0< (cp*(q) - @*(0)) (9(<p*(0))) (3.83)
and
0= (2*0-2*@)(7(**@) +a), (3.84)

where 0 = (0x)Y, and O is the K x 1 all zero vector. From (3.83) and (3.84)
we get

(2" 0 -2*@)(#(@*0) - #(2*@)) = (" O~ 2" @)a. (355
Using the Schwartz inequality for the right-hand side, we have
[(@*(0) — 2™ (@)qll> = |27(0) — 2*(@)l2[lql]>.
Since @*(q) is the co-coercive function of q (Proposition 2.3.11 in [24]), the left-

hand side of (3.85) is always greater than cyy [|@*(0)—@*(q) ||3. Therefore, (3.85)
can be rewritten as

csml|27(0) — @™ ()3 < |27(0) — 2 (@ll2 g2
which is simplified to

cm[[27(0) — 2*(@) ]2 < llql2-
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Recall that @*(0) and @*(q) correspond to p* and P, respectively, and the upper
bound on q is . Hence, ¢y [p); — Py |l2 < ll€ll2, which is the same as (3.41).

e Proof of (3.39): Since .#(p) is a bounded perturbed version of .% (p), the
difference between the utility values of user n at the RNE and at the nominal NE
can be approximated by the first term of the Taylor series expansion of uX (p,, ),

which is equal to & (a” 0 f”))afn

we get

—¢. By some mathematical manipulations,

A P T P

T i IR 2 WP (3Uk woS) 3Pﬁ Juy(ph. 1) B,f)

foralln € A4 and k € ¢, which is

W (Y — k(o ) ey (3U§(Pﬁ»ff) pk 3Uk(P §i) th 3Pm)

apk x Baf N " Je

(3.86)

= lim,, _>0p p e . Now, (3.86) for all
users is

[v*) —u®®) 2 ~ [wE*)]2 x [Ip* =P (3.87)

By substituting (3.41) into (3.87), the approximation (3.39) is obtained. In (3.87),
we use the first term in the Taylor series for v, to approximate ||v(p*) — u(p*)||>.
The remainder of these differences for user n is always less than or equal to

Ef,1 vy I3(H)ll2lle 113
2r 92p, 2 :

[96] For all users, this remainder is upper bounded to

Appendix 5: Proof of Theorem 3.10

To derive the convergence condition for the proximal response approach, one needs
to show that the solution to (3.43) is a contraction mapping. For any vector z € </
in (3.43), we have

(z - pPRM(b)) [?(pPRM(b), b) + (p™™(b) — b)T] >0, (3.88)

(z PP (b ))[ (P™(b'), b') + (p PRM(b’)—b')T] > 0. (3.89)
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When z = pPRY(b’) in (3.88), and Z = p®*(b) in (3.89), we have
0 < (p™™(®) = p"™(b)) [ F (P™"(b). b) + (b*™(b) — b)" |
+ (P (0) — P [ F (P W) + (D) — )]
= (P™(®) — p* (b)) | F (0™ (b). b) — F (p"(b). 1) |
— ™) — P (D) + (pT(B) — pT(B) )b — BT (3.90)

Pv, P,
When oL, = Pl = 0, we have

ﬁn = _Vp,,un(pmfn + &g, ¥,) — 8f,,vfnun(pnafn + &p, #a) X 1 X Vpnﬂﬂ X IZ’

T — 2 3
Vp”t/n - _vpnvpnun + Sf" x Vpnpnfn Un,
VouFn=—V2 wy+e5, x V2 o0 u, x 15 x h
Pm n PuPm 1 f, Opn 32fﬂ n K mn-

Consequently, (3.90) can be rewritten as

(0 0) — 0" )| Y 3,00 ] (07 B) — 07 ))

neN
+(pPRM (b) — p™ (b/))[ Z _vsnpm“"] (b—b')T
meN m#n
—[p" () — P ()| + (p() —p()(b—b) = 0. (391)

For @, (p) £ smallest eigenvalue of — V2 ity (D, £), Bun(®) 2 | = Vi, tn (P £) .
Vi # m,and z £ (p*™(b), b) + (1 — 7)(p*=(W), b), from (3.91), we have

N
(1+@@)[lp™®") = p™ ®)[| < D Bun(@)lIb—, — L. (3.92)
n=1
On the other hand,
_V;np;zu” = _VPnPnun(pnvfn - anﬂ’l) + Efn anu’l(pn’fn - Efnﬂ"l) X lK S vpnl’”'

Since the utility is convex with respect to p,, we have

—Vp.p,tn(Pn, £ — &,3,) > 0 and ||V12)”pnun|| = ”Vz -

nPn
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In addition, Vp o u, = Voupntin (P> £ + 5,3 1) — e, Ve, (P, £y — 5,8 ,) % 1x X
Vp, %, which leads to

2

||V anu"” - || Pan ”

From the preceding expression, (3.92) is transformed into

N
(1+ au(@) [p™() = p*™"®) | < Y Bun(@") b, —bL, |,

n=1
which means that when (3.9) is a P-matrix, (3.44) is a contraction mapping
(Proposition 12.17 in Section 12 in [2]). Therefore, the distributed algorithm in
Table 3.4 converges to a unique RNE.

Appendix 6: Proof of (3.42)

Recall that .# is strongly monotone on 7 if there exists a ¢y such that for all
P= (pn)né./V and p/ = (P;,)new we have

® =) (-4 @)= A ®)) = con | PP |

For df = (pﬁ — (P ), we write

(P — ) (D) — (D))

N

= (pn - p;)( Z (Mnm(pm)T - Mnm (P;n)T)>
m=1

K N
=3 (= b)) (30 Mk — )))

k=1 m=1

K N
2X:dk)Z_ Z |de mndﬁ

k=1 m=1,m#n k=1 mm

K N

Z(dk)z Z (de)z max Py (Z(dk )

k=1 m=1,m#n k=1 mm

N

> [dull2 > IM™, . (3.93)

m=1



Appendices 133

where d, = [d! ---d*]T. Hence, (p — p) (/// (p) — A (p/ )) > d"™™™2*d for all n €

A andd" = [d],...,d}]. Since d"M™*d > Ay, (M™)||d|2, the matrix M™*
is positive semidefinite. Consequently, csn(-F) = Apin(M™*), and from (3.41)
Eq. (3.42) is derived.

Appendix 7: Performance at RSE1 and RSE2
in Single-Leader/Single-Follower Scenario (Table 3.6)

Proof of Validity of Statement in Column 1, Row 2 in Table 3.6

AtRSEI, we have Vp']*RSE‘ u (pTRSEI ) fTRSE') > 0, where 0 is the all zero K x 1 vector,
and

[Jplpl stl pTRSEl + Jflpl V«Sfl fTRSEl] =0. (3.94)

e =0 -

From (3.56), the value of [V, fTRSEl]‘gfl —o in (3.94) is equal to —9. By rearrang-
ing (3.94), we get

ngl pTRSEl = (Jplpl)_lJfIP] 19;1“ (3.95)

From Assumptions A1-A3 in Section 3.2.1.3 in this chapter, the right-hand side
of (3.95) is negative. Hence,
stl p”l‘RSEl < 07

meaning that the follower’s strategy is a decreasing function of &, .

Proof of Validity of Statement in Column 1, Row 3 in Table 3.6
At RSE1, we have

*RSEl ¢*RSEI1
VPSRSE] vo(Py o) =0,

I:Jpopové?fl p;RSEl + JfopoﬁmVSf, pTRSEl] =0, (3.96)

e =0
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which is equivalent to
V€f1 p;RSEl = _(JPOPO)_IJfopoﬁloval pTRSEl- (3.97)

From Assumptions A1-A3 in Section 3.2.1.3 in this chapter, the right-hand side
of (3.97) is positive. Hence,

*RSEI
stl Po > 0’

meaning that the leader’s strategy is an increasing function of &g, .

Proof of Validity of Statement in Column 1, Row 4 in Table 3.6

The Taylor series expansion of the leader’s utility around the uncertain parameter is

* e # e
Vo (pORSEl , fORSEl) = vy (poNSE7 fONSE)

ter, [(ﬁloJfo)Tvsn pRSEL 4 (Jpo)TVsn p‘*)RSEl]g . +o.
°f] =

(3.98)

In what follows, only the first term of the Taylor series expansion is consid-
ered, and higher terms for small values of & are ignored. From Assumption

A2 in Section 3.2.1.3 in this chapter, and since V,, pRSEL < 0, the value of
(ﬁ]QJfO)TVSfI p,;R5E! in (3.98) is always positive. Also, (JPO)TV”l Py E! in (3.98)
has positive elements only. Hence, the leader’s utility at RSEI is always greater

than that at the NSE, and we have
B — 0 NE x gy, [(Jpo)TVg,-l P + (Hiodg) Ve, PTRSEI] : (3.99)
The Taylor series expansion of the follower’s utility around ey, is
1y (pIRSEV FIRSEL) — ) (pINSE INSE)
+ery [(ﬁ(an])TVafl P> + (J) Ve, p]kRSEl}Efl _,to (3100

Since Jr, < 0 and V,, p**®' > 0, the value of (ﬁmel)TVgfl PoSE! in (3.100)

is always negative. Also, since Vp vi(pi,f;) > 0 and ng] pTRSE' < 0, the value
of (Jll,])TVgfl p,REl in (3.100) is negative. Hence, the follower’s utility at RSEI is

always less than that at the NSE, and we have

@ RSEL _ ) NSE g0 [(ﬁmel)TVgﬁ piRSEL 4 (Jpl)Tven p’;Rsm] . (3.101)



Appendices 135

The social utility at RSE1 is increased when

wS‘RSEl _ a)(’;NSE + wI‘RSEl _ a)fNSE > 0,
which is equivalent to the sum of (3.99) and (3.101). To satisfy this, note that since
Ve, p,%E! < 0 and Ve, pE! > 0, the sum of the terms multiplied by Ve, p,RSE!

*

should be negative and the sum of the terms multiplied by V., po**"' should be

positive. Hence, we have |Jp, | — |Ho1||Js,| > 0 and [Jp | — |Hyo/|Js,| < 0, which are
the same as C1 and C2 in Table 3.6.

Proof of Validity of Statement in Column 2, Row 2 in Table 3.6

For RSE2, the proof is similar to that for the statement in Column 1, Row 2 in
Table 3.6, which was presented at the beginning of this appendix, except that (3.95)
is changed to

Vs pTRSEZ = _(JPI P )_lJfl P Vs fTRSE2. (3.102)

From Statement 1 in [44], the value of V5, is negative, and from Assumptions
A1-A3 in Section 3.2.1.3 in this chapter, the value of —(Jp,p,) ' Jt,p, is always
negative. Hence, VglOpTRSEz is always positive, meaning that the follower’s action is

an increasing function of ;.

*RSE2
f)

Proof of Validity of Statement in Column 2, Row 3 in Table 3.6

We have

Vs pSRSEZ = (JP()P())_ : Jf()Poﬁ10V510 pTRSEZ . (3.103)

From Assumptions A1-A3 in Section 3.2.1.3 in this chapter, and (3.102), we note
that Vs,,p,~>F? is negative.

Proof of Validity of Statement in Column 2, Row 4 in Table 3.6

We have
o o (3.104)
~ 810 X [(Jpl)T(JPIPI)_lJﬁpl VSlofTRSE2 - (Jfl)TVSmeRSEZ] .

From Assumptions A1-A3 in Section 3.2.1.3 in this chapter and Statement 1 in [44],
we note that the right-hand side of (3.104) is positive. Hence, the follower’s utility
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at RSE2 is higher than that at the NSE. For the leader, we have similar steps, except
that (3.104) is changed to
a)gRSEZ - w;NSE ~ 819 X [_(JPU)T(JPOPO)_IﬁlOJfopo + (Jfo)Tﬁlo] V510[’17
(3.105)
which, from Assumptions A1-A3 in Section 3.2.1.3 in this chapter and Statement 1
in [44], is always negative. Hence, the leader’s utility at RSE2 is less than that at the
NSE. Now we derive the conditions under which the social utility is increased (i.e.,
when C3 and C4 hold). Since Vj,,p,R%? < 0, the sum of the terms multiplied by

Vis,,Po~>F? should be negative. Hence, the sum of the second term on the right-hand

side of (3.104), which is
(Jfl)TVBIOfTRSEZ _ (Jfl)Tﬁ01V510p3RSE27
and the first term on the right-hand side of (3.105), which is
~(Jp0)" Tpope) ™ HorJpy = —(Tp) " VioPo">,

should be negative, that is, [Jp,| — |Jt, |[H,o| < 0. Also, since Vs,,PRF2 > 0, the

sum of the terms multiplied by V,g]OpTRSEz should be positive. Hence, the first term

on the right-hand side of (3.104) simplifies to 8;0Jp, Vs,,p;*°F* and the second term
on the right-hand side of (3.105), that is, 510(Jf0)Tﬁ10 Vs,,P1, should be positive, that
is, |Jp, | — [Jg|[Hio| > 0. Note that these two conditions are equivalent to C3 and
C4.

Appendix 8: Performance at RSE1 and RSE2
in Single-Leader/Multi-Follower Scenario (Table 3.7)

Proof of Validity of Statement in Column 1, Row 2 in Table 3.7

Lemma 3.3. When Y is a P-matrix, and uncertainty is small, the followers’
strategies are decreasing functions of € = [ey,, ..., &gy, ]-

Proof. Let Py, 2 [P1,...,pne), and assume that Py, is an increasing
function of e, that is, PyRSF! > PyNSE. When Y is a P-matrix, 7 (Py,) 2

Jpup (p))Y¥_, is strongly monotone (Theorem 12.5 in [2]), and

ng=

) = 7 (). (3.106)

(continued)
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Lemma 3.3 (continued)
On the other hand, using (3.27), we have

au rﬁ:) _ avﬁp ﬁp’f;f: + avfl]: ﬁ’frﬁ:* X a rﬁ:*
3p - opk affx opk
nfE ng ng nEg
s I vk (P
ak=3§kxak=_8anX apk_ofk
pnF ng pnF pnF ng \/Z (aunF(PnF )2
k=1 UE
(3.107)
Note that
o~ g GIA . )X82v (P £
nEg ng ) rﬁ:* k a k* 3”np Prg L) 5 NSE
Zk (e o )2 Ipnp =P}

is negative from Assumptions A1-A3 in Section 3.2.1.3 in this chapter. We
rewrite (3.107) as

) — () =p <0,

where P = (Pp)F g Py, = [Ph.---.Pe], and 0 is the zero vector
with the same size as p. Note that this contradicts (3.106) and implies that
our assumption was wrong. Hence, the followers’ strategies at RSEI1 are
decreasing functions of e, ..

Proof of Validity of Statement in Column 1, Row 3 in Table 3.7

From the preceding Lemma 3.3, since the followers’ strategies are decreasing
functions of Efyps their interference £, on the leader is reduced when &t is increased,
which implies wRSE! > ©;NSE from Assumption A2 in Section 3.2.1.3 in this

chapter and the Taylor series expansion of w§°"' around &, _, which is

Np

*RSEl __ *NSE T u T
g = W, + &y X (VEf”F Po) Jpo + § H, 05, (Vs‘-nF Pur) +o.
np=1

(3.108)
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Proof of Validity of Statement in Column 1, Row 4 in Table 3.7

The game between the followers in the multi-follower RSG in Section 3.3.3 is the
same as the robust game in Section 3.1. From Theorem 3.7 in this chapter, when 7" is
a P-matrix and uncertainty is small, the followers’ social utility at RSE1, denoted by
w,RSE! is less than that at the NSE, denoted by ,NF. The Taylor series expansion

ng
of the utility of follower ng around Ef,, is

*RSEl __ _ *NSE T
wnF - a)nF + gfnp X [(anp ) ng0 v€an Po

Nr
+ (Jf"F )T Z HanF VS[,,F Pmg + (Jnn )T vaf,,F pnpj| + o,

np=1,mp#ng

(3.109)

Bp{‘;

where VEan Po is a K x 1 vector whose kth element is Zne S Top
NE

Proof of Validity of Statement in Column 1, Row 5 in Table 3.7

When the sum of the second terms in (3.108) and (3.109) for all the followers
is positive, the social utility at RSEI is higher than that at the NSE. Note that
the terms multiplied by Vean Po should be positive because Vean po > 0. Also,
since st”F Pr: < 0, the terms multiplied by V% Pn should be negative. By some
rearrangements, it can easily be shown that the terms multiplied by stnF po are
positive when C5 holds, and the terms multiplied by V%F P»; are negative when C6
holds.

Proof of Validity of Statement in Column 2, Row 2 in Table 3.7

Lemma 3.4. When Y is a P-matrix and uncertainty is small, the followers’
) . . . N
strategies are increasing functions of 8o = [810, - - - , Sny0)-

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma 3.3, except that here we assume
that the followers’ strategies are decreasing functions of §, and demonstrate
that this assumption contradicts Assumptions A1-A3 in Section 3.2.1.3 in this
chapter and Statement 1 in [44].
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Proof of Validity of Statement in Column 2, Row 3 in Table 3.7

For this case, we have
Vo pgRSEZ = —(Jpopo) ™ J fOPOﬁ"FO 7 pZESEZ . (3.110)

From Assumptions A1-A3 in Section 3.2.1.3 in this chapter and Lemma 3.4, we

note that Vs, Py F? is negative, that is, the leader’s strategy is a decreasing function

of 80 for all ng € A%, From (3.110) and Lemma 3.4, the leader’s utility in RSE2
is less than that at NSE.

Proof of Validity of Statement in Column 2, Row 4 in Table 3.7

From (3.110) and Lemma 3.4, the followers’ social utility in RSE2 is greater than
that at NSE.

Proof of Validity of Statement in Column 2, Row 5 in Table 3.7

The Taylor series expansion of the utility of the leader, that is, @R, around 8, is

a)gRSEZ = a);NSE + Supo X Z (Jfo)TﬁnFOV&zFopnF + (JPO)TV%FOPO +o.

npENg
(3.111)
Also, the Taylor series expansion of a)ZESEZ around 8,0 is
wZ}SEZ = w;zk;I:\ISE + 8”1-‘0 X |:(Jf”F )TﬁOHF V2)’,1F()p0
+(anF)T Z ﬁanFv&lFome + (JpnF)TV&«FopnF] +o.
mpF#ng, mEENG
(3.112)

When the sum of the second terms in (3.111) and (3.112) for all the followers is
positive, the social utility at RSE2 is higher than that at the NSE. Since V;, ,po < 0
and Vs, pne > 0, the terms multiplied by Vs,po should be negative, and the terms
multiplied by Vs, Py should be positive. By some rearrangements, it can easily be
shown that the corresponding statement in Table 3.7 is valid when C7 and C8 in
Table 3.7 hold.
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Chapter 4
Nonconvex Robust Problems

This chapter gives an overview of relaxation methods for solving nonconvex
and intractable robust optimization problems for allocating resources in wireless
networks. We begin by presenting a taxonomy of relaxation methods that have been
widely used in this context and continue by giving several examples to demonstrate
how such methods are utilized in practice.

4.1 Introduction

The nominal optimization problems in Chapters 2 and 3 either are convex or can
be converted into convex problems. However, their robust counterparts may be
nonconvex and nondeterministic polynomial-time (NP)-hard due to uncertainty in
parameter values and new constraints. In Chapters 2 and 3 we showed that when
uncertainty is confined to a small region, robust problems may become tractable
and their computational complexity can be manageable. However, many emerging
resource allocation problems in future wireless networks are inherently nonconvex
and NP-hard, and their robust counterparts are significantly more complicated.
This means that there is a need to present efficient techniques for converting such
problems into more tractable formulations.

In this chapter, our focus is on relaxation methods that have been widely applied
for such reformulations. Relaxation methods provide approximations of the original
nonconvex and NP-hard optimization problem, where such approximations are
easier to solve. Specifically, such methods entail replacing certain constraints with
more conservative (i.e., safe') ones with reduced complexity, where the solution to
the modified problem is near the solution to the original nonconvex and NP-hard
problem.

'In a safe approximation for a constraint, a feasible solution to the problem with approximated
constraints is also a feasible solution to the original problem.
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We begin this chapter by presenting a taxonomy of relaxation methods that
have been widely used for solving nonconvex and intractable robust optimization
problems for allocating resources in wireless networks and proceed to give several
examples demonstrating how such methods are utilized in practice. The examples
are so chosen to include hot topics in future wireless networks, namely, beam-
forming, cooperative relaying, cognitive radio networks (CRNs), and physical-layer
secure communications. The methods in this chapter may not lead to globally
optimal points but in general include very efficient and tractable algorithms for
reaching locally optimal or near globally optimal solutions.

Using relaxation methods, NP-hard problems can be efficiently solved in poly-
nomial time, and bounds on the optimal value can be obtained. Relaxation methods
can be categorized into the following two general classes:

* Direct relaxation, where each nonconvex objective or constraint is replaced by a
looser or equivalent tractable convex counterpart

* Lagrangian relaxation, in which the Lagrangian dual of a nonconvex problem is
solved to obtain a lower bound on the optimal solution of the nonconvex problem

4.2 Taxonomy of Relaxation Methods

Consider the following optimization problem whose constraints are in the form of
both equalities and inequalities [1]:

min fy(x), (4.1a)
X
LX) =0, Vy=1,...Y, (4.1b)
subject to
f,(x) <0, Vz=1,...,Z (4.1¢)

The objective is to obtain the vector x that minimizes fy(x) while satisfying (4.1b)
and (4.1c). In the preceding problem:?

e x € R” is the optimization variable, for example, transmit power, channel
number, relay number, beamforming vector, or antenna number;

* fo : R" — R is the objective function, for example, energy efficiency, fairness
criteria, signal-to-interference-plus-noise ratio (SINR) outage probability, rate
outage probability, transmit power, or interference power;

* fi(x) = 0,y = 1,...,Y are the equality constraints, for example, channel
allocation in orthogonal frequency division multiple access (OFDMA )-based
systems that guarantees each channel is exclusively allocated to at most one link
or a zero forcing constraint for nulling the interference at the receiver, where
fy : R" — R are the equality constraint functions; and f;(x) <0,z =1,...,Z

2In this chapter, a vector X is assumed to be in the column space and its transpose x" in the row
space.
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are inequality constraints, for example, transmit power, rate or SINR outage
probability, or interference power, where f; : R" — R are the inequality
constraint functions.

The optimization problem is convex when all of the following conditions hold:

Objective function (4.1a) and inequality constraint functions (4.1b) are convex.
Equality constraint functions (4.1c) are affine.

The set of points for which the objective and constraint functions are defined,
that is, the domain of the optimization problem is convex.

When problem (4.1) is nonconvex and intractable or involves a mix of integer and

continuous variables, the following relaxation methods may be deployed to convert
it into a tractable optimization problem.

1.

Direct relaxation methods:

» Epigraph form (EF)

* Charnes—Cooper transformation (CCT)
* Schur complement (SC)

* S-procedure (SP)

* Bounding techniques (BTs):

— Norm bounding:

Triangle inequality (TT)
Cauchy—Schwarz inequality
Norm approximation (NA)

— Probabilistic bounding:

Markov’s inequality (MI)

Bernstein approximation (BA)

Vysochanskii—Petunin inequality (VPI)

Conditional-value at risk (CVaR)

Difference of two convex approximations (DCA)

Large deviation inequality for complex Gaussian quadratic forms (LDI-
CGQF)

Bernstein-type inequality for complex Gaussian quadratic forms (BTI-
CGQF)

— Trace bounding:

Determinant inequality (DI)
Von Neumann trace inequality (VNTI)
Trace of two matrices inequality (TTMI)

— Taylor bounding (TB)

¢ Semidefinite relaxation (SDR)
* Nonlinear fractional programming (NLFP)
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* DC programming (DCP) and successive convex approximation (SCA)
* Sequential parametric convex approximation (SPCA)

2. Lagrangian relaxation (LR):

e Duality
* Time sharing

In the sequel, we briefly discuss these methods.

4.2.1 Direct Relaxation
4.2.1.1 Epigraph Form

In some cases, the intractability of optimization problem (4.1) comes from its
objective function, as in the following example:

min g}ﬁ}ng(X), (4.22)
fHx)=0, Vy=1,...,7, (4.2b)
subject to
f(x) <0, Vz=1,...,Z, (4.2¢)
where g, : R" — R, Vk=1,...,K, is convex.

In this case, the optimization problem’s EF can be used to linearize the objective
function. When the objective function is linear, simple algorithms can be developed
to solve the reformulated optimization problem. The EF of problem (4.1) is [1]

min f, (4.3a)
X
Jfo(x) =1, (4.3b)
subjectto ¢ f4(x) =0, Vy=1,....7Y, (4.3¢)
fi(x) <0, Vz=1,...,Z (4.3d)

Using the EF, problem (4.2) can be reformulated into a convex and tractable
problem as

min ¢, (4.4a)
g(xX)<t, Vk=1,...,K, (4.4b)
subjectto 1 f3(x) =0, Vy=1,...,7, (4.4¢)

f.(x) <0, Vz=1,...,Z (4.4d)
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The EF can be used in many resource allocation problems in communication
systems, for example, (1) to guarantee fairness among users via the maxi-min
objective function or (2) to maximize the secrecy rate in a network with multiple
eavesdroppers.

4.2.1.2 Charnes—Cooper Transformation

When the nonconvex optimization problem is a fractional linear programming
problem, that is,

T
max XTI (4.52)
x>0 C)X +

Ax < b, (4.5b)
subject to
Gx =h, (4.5¢)

where A € R™" G e R b e R", he R, x,¢; € R",andr; € R, Vi = 1,2,
problem (4.5) can be converted into a linear programming optimization problem
using the CCT [2], in which
x=7, (4.6)
t
Wheny > 0 and ¢ > 0, problem (4.5) can be reformulated into the following linear
programming optimization problem:

T
y;l(}g{);o |y + rit, (4.7a)
Ay — br <0, (4.7b)

subject to 3 e3y + 1ot = 1, 4.7¢)
Gy —hr=0. (4.7d)

4.2.1.3 Schur Complement

When the objective function or the constraints in the optimization problem are
quadratic, one can utilize the SC to convert them into linear ones and use semi
definite programming (SDP) to solve the modified problem. For example, consider
the following nonconvex optimization problem

max —z'Blz+r, (4.8a)
x>0

B >0, (4.8b)
subject to

x>0, (4.8¢)
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m m
wherer e R,x e R, y; e R, z= Y xy,B= )Y xF,andF;, Vi=1,...,m,
i=1 i=1
is an n X n symmetric and invertible matrix. Next, consider the matrix X € S”"
partitioned as

X = [II:T 2:| , (4.9)

where A € R¥ B € R, C € R"", and n = u + w. The SCs in what follows
have been defined depending on whether A, C, and X are positive definite or positive
semidefinite.

Schur complement of A in X: Let S be the SC of A in X in (4.9), defined as
S =C—-BTA !B, (4.10)

and assume det(A) # 0. We have [1, 3]:

e X>0ifandonlyif A > 0andS > 0.
e IfA > 0,then X > 0if and only if S > 0.

Schur complement of C in X: Let D be the SC of C in X in (4.9),
defined as

D =A—-BC 'BT, 4.11)

and assume det(C) # 0. We have [1, 3]:

e X > 0ifandonlyif C > 0 and A —BC~'B" > 0.
+ If C > 0, then X > 0 if and only if A — BC™'BT > 0.

Generalized SC: When the generalized inverses of A and C are available
(any matrix A# that satisfies AA*A = A is called a generalized inverse
of A), the following conditions, called the generalized SC, are sufficient and
necessary for X to be positive semidefinite: [4]

e X > 0ifandonlyif A >0, C—BTAsB >0 and (I— AA%)B = 0.
e X > 0if and only if C > 0; A —BCsBT > 0 and(I—CCg)BTzO.
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Using the preceding expressions and the EF in Section 4.2.1.1 in this chapter,
optimization problem (4.8) is reformulated as

max f, (4.12a)
x>0
B >0, (4.12b)
subjectto { x > 0, (4.12¢)
—z'Blz+r>1. (4.12d)

Using the SC, problem (4.12) is rewritten as the following SDP problem:

max f, (4.13a)
x>0
. [BT z }50, (4.13b)
subjectto§ 2" r—1
x > 0. (4.13¢)

4.2.1.4 S-Procedure

When some constraints in the robust optimization of a quadratic programming
problem are semi-infinite and intractable, the SP can be used to replace such
constraints with linear matrix inequalities (LMIs) [1, 5-8]. This method can also be
used to verify the nonnegativity of a quadratic function under quadratic constraints.
When a constraint in an optimization problem has a single quadratic function, it is
referred to as an S-lemma, and when there are at least two quadratic inequalities in
the constraint set, the term S-procedure is used. Note that SP is the generalization of
S-lemma [9, 10]. As an example, consider the following quadratically constrained
quadratic program (QCQP) problem with a single constraint:

min f(x), (4.14a)
subjectto  f1(x) > 0, (4.14b)
where f; : R" — R, fori = 1, 2, are quadratic functions defined as

fix) = x"Ax+2q'x +¢;, for i=1,2. (4.15)
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Note that the preceding problem is convex when A; < 0 and A, > 0. When the
problem is nonconvex, we use Theorem 4.1 in what follows (also known as S-
lemma) to rewrite it as an SDP.

Theorem 4.1 (S-Lemma). Let A and B be symmetric n X n matrices, and
assume X' Ax > 0. We have
xXAx >0 — x'Bx>0
if and only if
du >0, B> puA.

Theorem 4.2 below is another form of S-lemma when the quadratic function is
complex.

Theorem 4.2. Let fi(x) = x?Axx + 2Re{q/’x} + ¢;, for i = 1,2, where
A; e H", q; € C", ¢; € R, and there exists a point X such that fi(X) < 0. We
have

fix) <0 = f((x)<0

if and only if

A m) (Az (lz)
du > 0, — > 0.
. “(q{’ o) \d e

When the optimization problem has at least two quadratic inequalities in its
constraint set, the following theorem can be used.

Theorem 4.3 (S-Procedure). [n a linear vector space ¥ for X, let f;(x) =
xTAixx +2q"'x + ¢;, Vi = 0,1,...,N, wheref; : ¥ = R, Vi=1,...,N.

We have
Cl: VxeV?, fix)>=0, Vi=1,....N = fo(x)>0,

(continued)
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Theorem 4.3 (continued)
if and only if

N
C2: >0, Vi=1...N. fo® =) ufi(x) >0, Vxe7.

i=1
The preceding condition can also be written in matrix form:

Ay q al A q
Jui > 0, 9 =0 A ST =0,
ni > (qHC())-l_Z/Ll(qHC[)_

0 i=1 1

In brief, C1 holds if and only if C2 holds.

With the introduction of a new variable ¢, problem (4.14) can be rewritten as

max ft, (4.16a)

X

subjectto fi(x) >0 — fHEx)>1t. (4.16b)

Using S-lemma, the optimization problem (4.16) can be reformulated as

max f, (4.17a)
. X
, LX) —1 = pfi(x), VX, (4.17b)
subject to
n=0. (4.17¢)

By using fi (x) and f>(x) in Theorem 4.3, problem (4.17) is rewritten as

max ¢, (4.18a)
Wy X
) xTAox + Zq;rx +ep—t> ,u(xTAlx —+ 2qF1rx +ec1), Vx, (4.18b)
subject to
n=>0. (4.18¢)

The preceding problem can be written in matrix form,

max f, (4.19a)
n=0, x
_ 1 _
subjectto y' |:1A2T 'MAIT 2 (@ ,uql)] y>0, Vx, (4.19b)
§(q2 - l/“h) Cy— 11— ucy
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wherey = [x 1]T. A symmetric nxn real-valued matrix B is positive semidefinite if
the scalar x'Bx is nonnegative for every nonzero column vector x of 7 real numbers.
In other words, when B > 0, we have x"Bx > 0. Using the preceding explanation,
problem (4.19) is equivalent to

max f, (4.20a)
n=0

Ay —pA; Mg - uql)} -0, (4.20b)

subject to |:
3@ — pa)) 2 —1—pey

4.2.1.5 Semidefinite Relaxation
In some cases, the robust resource allocation problem can be stated by a QCQP as
mxin XTAoX + qu + ro, (4.21a)
subjectto X Ax+q/x+r, <0, Vi=1,...,m, (4.21b)

where x € R", A; € §", q; € R”, and r; € R. Problem (4.21) is nonconvex when
at least one A; is not positive semidefinite. A direct relaxation technique called
semidefinite programming relaxation (SDR) [1, 11, 12] is used to relax the NP-hard
problem (4.21) into a problem that can be solved in polynomial time.

SDP is an optimization problem where a linear function is minimized subject to
a constraint that involves an affine combination of symmetric matrices, stated by
[1, 13, 14]

min ¢, (4.22a)
xFr +--+x,F, +G =<0, (4.22b)

subject to
Ax =b, (4.22¢)

where G,F,....F, € S, x,c € R", b € R, and A € R, Inequality
constraint (4.22b) is an LMI. An SDP can be solved by the efficient interior-point
method via some available tools such as CVX [15] and SeDuMi [16]. Prior to the
introduction of SDR, QCQPs were solved by exhaustive search, which has a non-
polynomial-time computational complexity.
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Procedure for Converting QCQP into SDP

Step 1: Use X = xx! to linearize problem (4.21). This implies that
rank (X)=1 and x"TAx = tr(xTAx) = tr(Axx') = tr(A;X). Now,
problem (4.21) can be rewritten as

man tr(AoX) + qu + ro, (4.23a)

; tr(AX) +q'x+7r <0, Vi=1,...,m, (4.23b)
subject to

X =xx'. (4.23¢c)

Step 2: Constraint (4.23c) is nonconvex but can be relaxed by replacing it
with a looser positive semidefinite constraint X —xx' > 0. In this way, the
relaxed problem is the following SDP:

min tr(AoX) + qox + 70, (4.24a)
X,
; tr(AX) +qx+7r<0, Vi=1,...,m, (4.24b)
subject to
X —xx' > 0. (4.24¢)

Step 3: Use the SC [1, 3], explained in Section 4.2.1.3 in this chapter,
to convert (4.24c) into its convex approximation. Now, (4.24) can be
rewritten as

m%? tr(ApX) + qu + o, (4.252)
X,

tr(AX) +q'x+7<0, Vi=1,...,m, (4.25b)
subject to

[3 ’1‘] > 0. (4.25¢)

Problem (4.25) is the SDP relaxation of the original nonconvex prob-
lem (4.21). The optimal solution of the relaxed problem is the lower bound on
the optimal solution of the original nonconvex QCQP.

A simpler relaxed problem can be obtained when the objective function and the
constraints of the original problem (4.21) are homogeneous, that is, there are no
linear terms qiTx. We use X = xx" to linearize the homogeneous QCQP
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mi{l tr(AoX) + ro, (4.26a)
X,
) tr(AX)+r, <0, Vi=1,...,m, (4.26b)
subject to
X = xx". (4.26¢)

Constraint (4.26¢) implies X > 0 and rank (X) = 1. Hence, this constraint is
equivalent to X > 0 and rank (X) = 1. Now, problem (4.26) is rewritten

m)gn tr(AoX) + ro, (4.27a)

tr(AX)+r <0, Vi=1,...,m, (4.27b)

subject to { X > 0, 4.27¢)
rank(X) = 1. 4.27d)

Note that nonhomogeneous quadratic functions with linear terms as in (4.21)
can be “homogenized” by introducing an additional variable ¢ and an additional
constraint > = 1. The nonhomogeneous QCQP (4.21) can be rewritten as the
following homogeneous QCQP:

1
min  [x" 1] [2%0 %0} x 47 + ro, (4.282)
Lor o [24 (li] T .
—[x" ¢ Xt +r<0, Vi=1,...,m, 4.28b
subject to 2[ ][Q,T 0 b= 1] ( )
=1 (4.28¢)

Note that the rank constraint (4.27d) is the only nonconvex constraint in
problem (4.27), which can be relaxed. The approximate problem in SDP form is

mXin tr(ApX) + ro, (4.29a)

) tr(AX)+r <0, Vi=1,....m, (4.29b)
subject to

X>0. (4.29¢)

A positive semidefinite matrix X* is obtained using the SDR method, which
can be used to obtain a feasible and near-optimal solution for the nonconvex
QCQP. Note that the rank of the solution to problem (4.29), denoted by X*, is not
necessarily equal to 1, and the following Gaussian sampling method is generally
used to extract a feasible point. The interested reader is referred to [11, 12] for more
details.
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Gaussian Randomization Procedure:

Step 1: Choose a feasible solution X* for the relaxed homogeneous QCQP,
and the number of samples L.

Step2:Forl = 1,..., L, generate z, ~ N(0; X*) for the homogeneous QCQP.

Step 3: Determine [* in arg minl{leAozl + ro} for the homogeneous QCQP.

Step 4: Output x = z;+ for the homogeneous QCQP.

The obtained solutions may not be feasible for the original optimization problem.
In such cases, they can be turned into feasible solutions by rescaling [11, 12]. For
example, in the homogeneous optimization problem when ry is —1, the following
rescaling can be used:

Z

a = (4.30)

The aforementioned procedure for converting real-valued QCQP into SDP form
are also applicable for both complex-valued QCQP and separable QCQP. Consider
the following complex-valued homogeneous QCQP:

min x'Agx + 7o, (4.31a)
subjectto X'Ax+7, <0, Vi=1,...,m, (4.31b)
where x € C", A; e H", and r; € C, Vi = 0,1,...,m. Similar to the real-valued

case, the corresponding relaxed problem is

)Erel]i}% tr(AoX) + ro, (4.32a)

) tr(AX)+r, <0, Vi=1,...,m, (4.32b)
subject to

X >0, (4.32¢)

where X = xx!.

The separable homogeneous QCQP is

k
min ) x[Agxi + ro, (4.33a)
i=1

X1,...,X, €C"

k
subjectto D X'Agx+7r <0, Vi=1....m (4.33b)
I=1
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Following the same line of argument as the real-valued case, the corresponding
complex-valued relaxed problem is

xl,.%‘e Ztr(AO,X) + 10, (4.34a)
k
, D uw(AX) +r <0, Vi=1....m, (4.34b)
subject to § =
X; >0, Vi=1,....k (4.34¢)

where X; = x;x!!, Vi=1,... k.

The tightness of the SDR solution is an important issue and is evaluated by the
rank of the solution matrix. If the algorithm for solving the relaxed SDP form
satisfies the rank constraint, the solution of the relaxed problem is also optimal
for the original problem. In [17-19], the authors prove that the rank of the matrix
solution of an SDP with _an n X n matrix variable and m linear constraints is
less than or equal to |_—V8'"2+1_1J. For example, when m < 2, the rank of the
solution is 1, which implies that the relaxed SDP is equivalent to the original real-
valued homogeneous QCQP. Hence, for a real-valued homogeneous QCQP with two
constraints, the solution of the SDR is tight3 and equivalent. In addition, in [11], the
authors show that the rank of the solution of the complex-valued QCQP is less than
or equal to /m. For complex-valued separable QCQP, the condition on the rank is

> rank(X?)? < m, (4.35)
i=1

and for real-valued separable QCQP problems, the condition on the rank is

>

i=1

rank(X¥) rank(X*) + 1)

(4.36)

To verify the tightness of solutions of the SDR for various QCQPs, direct
methods that rely on rank 1 decomposition methods are used [20, 21]. However,
such methods can be used when the number of constraints in the QCQP is not too
high [12]. For example, the solution to the SDR form is optimal for the complex-
valued homogeneous QCQP when the number of constraints is at most three, and
the solution is tight when the number of constraints does not exceed four [21].

3When the approximate function or problem is close to its original counterpart, it is called a tight
approximation.
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4.2.1.6 Bounding Techniques

In robust optimization problems, the existence of error terms (uncertainty) in the
objective function and in the constraints makes the problem intractable. A widely
used technique for approximating intractable nonconvex optimization problems is
to replace nonconvex functions with their tight and safe convex approximations.
Depending on the problem, the lower or upper bounds can be used in such
replacements, and the approach is called bounding technique (BT) [22-24]. When
the bounds in the BT are not tight enough, this relaxation approach is a conservative
one, that is, in utility maximization problems, the objective function will be
guaranteed to be no less than the worst-case optimum [5, 22, 23]. In the sequel,
we briefly review some of the more well-known BTs.

Norm Bounding In some intractable and NP-hard nonconvex optimization prob-
lems, the objective function or the constraints include norm functions, which makes
the problem difficult to solve. As an example, consider the following intractable
nonconvex optimization problem:

max x|, (4.37a)
”nﬁin Ixta; +y)>>c1. Vi=1,....N, (4.37b)

yill<e

subject to l
max IXHby +z)> <2, Vk=1,...,K, (4.37¢)

Zi || <&

where X,y;, a;, by, and z; are the M x 1 complex vectors, and ci, ¢z, €1, &, are

M
real nonnegative numbers. The Euclidean norm of x, denoted by |x||, is /> xl.z.
i=1

Fortunately, efficient approximate solutions to such problems can be obtained via
the following three norm BTs.

(1) Triangle Inequality: When a nonconvex problem includes the norm of
the sum of two independent variables ||x + y||, it can be replaced by ||x ||
—+ly |, justified by the following inequality [called the triangle inequality
(TD] [25]:

x4yl < lx [l +ly I . (4.38)

(2) Cauchy-Schwartz Inequality: When a nonconvex problem includes
Ix®@y]|l, it can be replaced by ||x]|||y]|, justified by the following inequality
[called the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality] [25]:

(continued)
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Ixoyl = x|yl (4.39)

(3) Norm Approximation: When a nonconvex problem includes [|x||,, one
can use the following two /,,-norm inequalities [26]:

e Forl <w<oo = [x|l. = |xw;
e Forw = 0o = |Ix[ly < V/N|[X]loo = max;{x;},

where X = [x1,...,xy], u,w € Ry4 and u > w. The [,-norm of vector
N 1

xforw =1, 1 <w < 0o, and w = oo are x|, (Y} )", and max; x;,
i=1

respectively.

To simplify (4.37), constraints (4.37b) and (4.37c) are modified using the
aforementioned norm BTs. From the T1 it follows that

IxH (b + z1)| < [xMby| + [xMzg. (4.40)
Applying ||z;|| < &, and Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we get
X"z < [x]ll|ze]| < e2xl. (4.41)
Substituting (4.40) and (4.41) into the left-hand side of (4.37c), we get
max |x" (b + z)|* < (x"by| + ea|x])*. (4.42)

llzell <e2

Now, expanding the right-hand side of (4.42) and applying Cauchy—Schwarz
inequality, we get

(IX"bi| + &2[|x[)* = [x"by|* + &3[1x]|* + 262 [x[|[x" by, (4.43a)
< x"be|* + &311x[1> + 2ea[|x[1{[by ]|, (4.43b)
= [x"bi|? + e2(e2 + 2I[bi [ IIx1%, (4.43¢c)
= fo;kx, (4.43d)

where B, = bibl + ex( &2 + 2 kabk)I.

Following the same line of argument as with constraint (4.37c), the left-hand side
of constraint (4.37b) is lower bounded,

min |xH(a; +y)|* > XHA,'X, (4.44a)

llyill <er

where A; = aall +¢ (81 -2 akHak)I. Note that it is assumed that |x"a;| > |x'y;,]|.
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We use the preceding expressions to reformulate the original problem (4.37) as

max x|, (4.452)
X
x"Ax>¢, Vi=1,....N, (4.45b)
subject to .
x'Bix <c¢;, Vk=1,....K. (4.45¢)

Note that the matrices ﬁk are always positive definite, but the positive definiteness
of the matrices A; depends on the value of ¢;. It can be easily seen that prob-
lem (4.45) is a nonconvex QCQP problem. In Section 4.2.1.5, we showed how to
obtain an approximate solution for this problem using SDR.

Probabilistic Bounding The main challenge in robust resource allocation with
outage-based quality-of-service (QoS) constraints is the lack of closed-form expres-
sions for the corresponding probability constraints. In general, such problems may
be intractable and nonconvex, and obtaining their optimal solutions may be difficult
[27-29]. In other words, solving the probabilistically robust optimization problems
consisting of outage constraints involving the data rate, SINR, and interference
power levels is not straightforward. To reduce the computational complexity of
solving such problems, probabilistic BTs can be utilized, where the original
intractable probabilistic constraints are replaced by their conservative and tractable
approximations that may be either deterministic or statistical.

As an example, consider the following intractable and NP-hard probabilistic
nonconvex optimization problem:

K
min tr(X;), 4.46a
X,....Xg €HV IZZI (X) ( )
allX;a;

Pr - = Zci} >pi, Vi=1,....K, (4.46b)

subject to i+ Y alXa

k=1k#i

Xi,...,.Xg >0, (4460)

where a; € CV is a random variable and ¢; € Ry and p; € [0 1]. As can be seen,
the main challenge for solving this problem comes from the rate outage probability
constraints in (4.46b), which do not admit simple closed-form expressions.

(1) Markov’s Inequality: The probabilistic constraints or objective function that
make the optimization problem intractable can be transformed into a statisti-
cally averaged optimization problem using MI. Also, when the distribution of
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random variables in constraints or objective function are unknown and only the
first two moments are available, this BT can be used to solve such problems
[30, 31].

Markov’s Inequality: For a nonnegative random variable X : 2 — R,
where X(s), Vs € £2, and for any positive real number a > 0, we have

Pr{X > a} < @. (4.47)

As an example, consider the following nonconvex and intractable probabilistic
optimization problem:

min tr(XX™), (4.482)

subject to sup  Pr{|AB +Y)X-D|% > ¢} <, (4.48b)
vee(Y)~A(0, %)

where A € CPM B € CM*N_ and X € CV*L are deterministic matrices and Y €
CM*N is a matrix of random variables with arbitrary distribution whose first two
moments are known, that is, vec(Y) ~ A(0, ¥'),and e € Ry and ¢ € [0 1] are
deterministic variables. To eliminate the supremum and get a tractable upper bound
on constraint (4.48b), we use MI:

E{|AB + Y)X — D|?
Pr{AB + )X ~ DI} = o} = A VX DS (4.49)
e
where the right-hand side of (4.49) can be simplified to
E{|A(B + Y)X —D|;} = E{||AYX|7} + |ABX — D|7, (4.50a)

= E{|(X" ® A)vec(Y)||*} + |[ABX —D||Z  (4.50b)
= |vec((X* ® A)¥2)Tvec(ABX — D)T|I2.  (4.50c)

Accordingly, optimization problem (4.48) is approximated by
mXin tr(XX™), (4.51a)

subject to  ||vec((XT ® A)E%)Tvec(ABX -D)T? <. (4.51b)
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This problem is convex, and using the EF, explained in Section 4.2.1.1 in this
chapter, it can be converted to the following second-order cone programming
(SOCP) problem:

Irgn t (4.52a)

, [vec((XT ® A)X2)"vec(ABX — D)"|| < V/eC. (4.52b)
subject to

tr(X) < 1. (4.52¢)

(2) Bernstein Approximation: Consider the following intractable and probabilis-
tic optimization problem:

min  g(x), (4.53a)
N
subjectto  Pr % H®X) + Y yfalx) < 0} >1-¢, (4.53b)
n=1
where x is a deterministic parameter vector and y,, Vn = 1,..., N is a random
variable with marginal distribution 7, g,f, : RV — R Vn =0,1,...,N.
Assume
e fi(x), Yn=0,1,...,N,is an affine function in x;
* Xx,, Vn=1,...,N,is an independent random variable;

e m,, Vn=1,...,N,has abounded support of [-1, 1].

The feasible set of probabilistic constraint (4.53b) can be either convex or non-
convex, depending on the distribution of random variables. However, even if the
probabilistic constraint is convex, it may not be straightforward to write it in a
closed form, which makes the optimization problem computationally intractable
[32-34]. To overcome this difficulty, one can use a BA to replace the probabilistic
constraint by a tractable and convex approximation. In this way, the feasible set of
the approximate optimization problem is a subset of the original problem, and an
optimal solution to the approximate optimization problem is a feasible suboptimal
solution to the original optimization problem.
Using this BT, a conservative approximation of (4.53b) is

N
inf {fo(X) +pY 2 (p7fu®) + plog (%) } <0, (4.54)

n=1

where £2,(z) = max, log ([ ¢"dm, (w)). In addition, to make (4.54) computation-
ally efficient, the following tractable upper bound for £2,(z) can be used:
o222

2 b

£2,(z) < max {,u;z, u:z} + (4.55)
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where i, , un+ ,with—1 < u,; < ;L,‘f < +1 and 0, > 0, are constants that depend
on their respective probability distributions. Some examples are given in Table 1.2
in Chapter 1, where the useful prior knowledge includes the support, unimodality
(with respect to the center of the support), and symmetry of the distribution, as well
as the range of the first- and second-order moments. Note that more prior knowledge
leads to a tighter approximation [34]. Using (4.55), the upper bound of (4.53b) is

N
D of2x) 0. (4.56)

n=1

N

1

o)+ 32 max {00, 09} + 210
n=1

Since the last term in (4.56) involves the /,-norm of the vector, one can further
approximate it via an /s,-norm approximation, explained in Section 4.2.1.6 in this
chapter as the norm BT, as

N
709+ 32 max £, 0. 155,0} + ([ 2N o £ maxtof, (0} <0, (45T

n=1

Alternatively, one can use the /;-norm approximation to obtain another substitute:

N N
700+ Y man 0.1 00} + (210 2 D0l <0, (@58)
n=1

n=1

Substituting (4.58) into (4.53b), a tractable approximation of (4.53) is

min  g(x), (4.59a)

N N
subject to fo(x) + Zmax {/L;fn(x), ;L;:' ,,(X)} + ,/2log 1 Z lonfu(x)] < 0.

n=1 n=1

(4.59b)

This BT can also be used for those probabilistic optimization problems in which
the distribution of random variables is not fully known (complete information on
the distribution is not available) [32, 33].

(3) Conditional Value at Risk (CVaR): Consider the following intractable joint
chance constraint optimization problem:

min  A(Xx), (4.60a)
subjectto Pr{fi(u,x) <0,....fy(w.x) <0} >1—a, (4.60b)

where u is a random vector supported on aset & C R?, x € R” is a deterministic
vector, f; : R"x 5 — R, Vi=1,...,M,h: R" — R,and @ € (0, 1). When
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M = 1, probabilistic constraint (4.60b) is called a single chance constraint
because only a single constraint needs to be satisfied with probability 1 — «.
In general, a joint chance constraint is more difficult than a single chance
constraint. For simplicity, the preceding problem can be written as

min A(x), (4.61a)
subject to w(x) < a. (4.61b)

where
w(x) =1 —Pr{fi(u,x) <0,...,fu(u,x) <0} (4.62)

Solving the preceding problem is not straightforward in either of the following
two cases. First, even if fi(u,x),...,fy(u,x) are all convex functions of x, the
probabilistic constraint may not be convex. Hence, the optimization problem (4.60)
may be nonconvex, and consequently, finding a global optimal solution would
be very difficult. Second, obtaining the value of w(x) is typically not easy, and
obtaining a closed form for w(x) is generally very difficult. Instead, Monte Carlo
simulations are often performed to calculate w(x) when its closed form is not
available. In doing so, w(x) is approximated by a conservative function w(x) >
w(x), Vx € R"”. When w(x) is close to w(x), it is a good approximation to the
optimal solution of optimization problem (4.61), and the approximate function is
tight. Moreover, when w(x) is convex, the following approximated optimization
problem may be easier to solve [33, 35]:

min A(x) (4.63a)
X
subject to w(x) < a. (4.63b)
In [33], a convex conservative approximation called the CVaR is proposed.

Using g(u,x) = max{fj(u,x),...,fy(u,x)}, the joint chance constraint (4.61b) is
converted into a single chance constraint as

wx)=1-— Pr{max{f] (0,x),...,fu(@,x)} < 0} =Pr {g(u, X) > O}. (4.64)
Probabilistic inequality (4.61b) can be written as

w(x) = Pr{g(u.x) > 0} = {10 100 (0. X))} < 0. (4.65)

where 1(4)(z) is the indicator function of the set A, which is equal to 1 if z € A and

0if z ¢ A. The indicator function makes w(x) nonconvex. A conservative convex

approximation of w(x) < « is

}ng{tE{q&(t_l g(u,x)) —ra}} <0, (4.66)
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where ¢ : R — R is a nonnegative, nondecreasing, and convex function, lower
bounded by ¢ (0), and can be obtained by

¢ =[1+2%, (4.67)

where [a]T = max{a,0}. In other words, 1 +00)(z) < ¢(z) and W(x) =
E{p (™' g(u, x))}.

Using (4.67) and after some mathematical manipulations, (4.66) is equivalently
rewritten as

inf {E{[g(u,x) + "} —ta}} < 0. (4.68)

(4) DC Approximation: In the CVaR BT, the difference between the indicator
function and the CVaR approximation, that is, 1(4)(z) — ¢(z), grows unbound-
edly as z —> +4o00. Thus, ¢(z) is not a good approximation for the indicator
function 1(a)(z). A better approximation for joint chance constraint (4.61b),
called the difference of two convex (DC) functions, is proposed in [35], which is

p@) =1+ -z, (4.69)

Since [1+z]" and z* are convex functions of z, ¢ (z) is a DC function of z. Moreover,
since 10 +00)(2) < ¢(2), Yz € R, (4.69) is also a conservative approximation for
10,4 00)(2). In contrast to CVaR approximation that can find feasible but suboptimal
solutions, DC approximation is equivalent to the highly intractable probability
constraint (4.61b). Hence, the intractable and NP-hard optimization problem (4.61)
can be equivalently reformulated as a DC programming problem, which can be
efficiently solved by existing algorithms, such as an SCA method, that will be
explained subsequently in Section 4.2.1.8 of this chapter.

(5) Large Deviation Inequality for Complex Gaussian Quadratic Forms: Con-
sider the following intractable nonconvex optimization problem in which the
random variables are complex Gaussian in quadratic form:

min > (X)), (4.70a)

subject to Pr {e"Q;(X))e + 2Refe"'r;(X;)} + 5;(X;) < 0} < p;.
Vi=1,...,K, (4.70b)

where e ~ CN(0,I) is a standard circularly symmetric complex Gaussian
random vector, (X;,1;,s;) € ]I-]Iﬁ'_ x CN xR is an arbitrary 3-tuple of deterministic
variables, and Q,(Xl) = AiX,'A,', I'i(Xi) = BiXiC,', Si(Xi) = d?X,‘d,‘, A,‘,Bi S
CM*N and ¢;,d; € CN, Vi = 1,...,K. The probabilistic constraint entails
a significant analytical and computational challenge. To tackle this challenge,
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the BT-large deviation inequality (BT-LDI) can be used to analytically obtain
a tractable upper bound on the probability of the complex Gaussian quadratic
form, which would lead to a convex, safe, and tractable approximation for the
original probabilistic constraint.

To find a computationally efficient convex function f; : H" x CY x R — R
such that

Pr{e"Q;(X))e + 2Re{e"'ri(X;)} + 5i(X;) < 0} < f(Qi.xi.50), 4.71)

the LDI can be used [36, 37]. The following lemma derives a convex upper bound
for (4.70b) [38, 39].

Lemma 4.1. For any v; > «/LE and n; > 0, we have

Pr{e"Q;(Xy)e + 2Re{e"'r;(X;)} < tr(Qi(X,)) — n:}

exp (— L), for 0 < n; <207,

5 _ - 4.72)
exp (— “F% + (Biv)?), for n; > 20T,

where 0; = 1=, T; = vi| QX)) |7+ 5 It (X[l m: = 1r(Qu(X) +5:(X0),

and v; is the solution to the quadratic equation (1 — #)vi = 1/ln(l%) that
5 i

] 1
satisfies v; > —=.
ﬁ 1 ﬁ

The detailed proof of the preceding lemma can be found in [37] and references
therein. By this lemma, when 2, /1n(ﬁ)T,- <n < 2@1},-7‘,- or, equivalently, when

n = 2, /ln(l}[)Ti, probabilistic constraint (4.70b) is satisfied. On the other hand,
when n; > 2§iviTi =2 ln(%)Ti, from Lemma 4.1 we get
H H Ovini = 7082
Pr{e"X;e + 2Re{e"'r;} +s5; <0} <exp| — 5 +Ov)* ) <exp( — Biv))* ),
4.73)

which implies that probabilistic constraint (4.70b) is satisfied. Thus, we have

_ (w(Qi(Xi) + Si(Xi))z)
472 '

1

Pr{e"Q;(X;)e + 2Refer;(X;)} + 5i(X;) < 0} <exp (

4.74)
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From the preceding expression, a safe approximation for probabilistic con-
straint (4.70b) is

tr(Qi(X;)) + si(Xi) > 27;,/In (pl) 4.75)

Now, (4.75) can be stated as a second-order cone (SOC) constraint, and intractable
probabilistic constraint (4.70b) is reformulated as the following feasibility problem:

Find  Q;(X;), ri(Xy), 5i(X3), zi, yis (4.76a)
tr(Qi(Xy)) + si(Xi) > 2(zi 4+ yi){/In (pi) (4.76b)
subject 0 1 4, [1Q;(X) Ir < i, (4.76¢)
%uri(xon <z .76d)

By applying the preceding concepts to the probabilistic optimization prob-
lem (4.70), the following conic program with LMI and SOC constraints is obtained:

K
i tr(X;), 4.77

Xi, zi, }'II':[]“:'?=1,...,K ; r( ) ( a)

QX)) + 5:(X) = 2 + ), /In (l) Vi=1.. K (4.77b)

. vi[lvec(QiX )l < i Vi=1,..., K, (4.77¢)

subject to

% Il <z, Vie 1. K 4.77d)

Xi,..., Xx € HYY. (4.77¢)

The preceding problem can be easily solved using existing convex optimization
software such as CVX or SeDuMi.

(6) Bernstein-type Inequality for Complex Gaussian Quadratic Forms: An
alternative way to obtain a safe approximation for (4.70b) is to use the BTI-
CGQF [37, 40, 41], as explained in what follows.



4.2 Taxonomy of Relaxation Methods 169

Lemma 4.2. For any n; > 0, we have
Pr{e"Qi(Xy)e + 2Re{e"'r;(X;)} = Y ()} = 1 — €, (4.78)

where ¥ :Ri4 — Ris

Y () = r(Qi(X0) — v21 QX + 2l (X)) 12 — nA* (Qi(X)).
(4.79)

Since Y is a monotonic and decreasing function, its inverse mapping can be well
defined, and the Bernstein-type inequality (4.78) is rewritten as

Pr{e"Q;(X;)e + 2Re{e"r;(X))} + 5:(X;) > 0} > 1 — e T siXD) (4.80)

A safe approximation for (4.70b), that is, f(Q;, r;, 5;) < p;, is

Q)= 210 () VI + 20X P+ 1n(p) A @ X))5X) = 0,

(4.81)

where A1 (Q;(X})) = max{0, A (—Qi(X;)} and A ax (—Q; (X)) is the maximum
eigenvalue of —Q;(X;).

Using slack variables, (4.81) is reformulated as a feasibility problem consisting
of SOC and LMI constraints:

Find  Q;(Xy), ri(Xy), s:(Xi), zi, i (4.82a)

r(Qi(X) — zi1/21n (pi) + yi In(p;) + 5;(X;) = 0, (4.82b)

subject t0 ¢ 1Qi(X0) 2 + 2[ri(X)? < 2. (4.82¢)
yil + Qi(Xi) = 0, (4.82d)

yi > 0. (4.82¢)

Application of the preceding problem to probabilistic optimization problem (4.70b)
makes it possible to convert the original optimization problem (4.70) into SDP
form as

K
‘ r(X). 4.83
Xi,Zi,,VfI.r\'rl’ligl ,,,,, K ; (X)) ( a)
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r(Qi(Xi)) — ziy/2In (pi) +yiln(p) +5:(X;) =0, Vi=1,..., K, (4.83b)

VIvee@ X2 + 20X < 2. Vi=1...K (4.83c)
subject to

yilv + Qi(Xi) = 0, Vi=1,..., K, (4.83d)

yi =0, Vi=1,..., K, (4.83e)

Xp.....Xg € HY. (4.83f)

The computational complexity of the BT-LDI is less than that of the BTI-CGQF,
but the latter demonstrates better performance.

(7) Vysochanskii-Petunin Inequality: When the objective function or constraints
are probabilistic with unimodal* and non-Gaussian distributions, the optimiza-
tion problem is intractable. In such cases, the VPI can be used to transform
the problem into a statistically averaged optimization problem. As an example,
consider the following intractable chance constraint problem:

min f>(x), (4.84a)
subjectto Pr {yHA(x)y > e} <, (4.84b)

where x € CV, A(x) e HY, ¢ ¢ Ry, and ¢ € [0 1] are deterministic variables,
and y € CV is a random variable. It is assumed that y7A(x)y is a unimodal
random variable.

Vysochanskii—Petunin Inequality: Let x be a unimodal random variable and
a € R, be a deterministic parameter. A tight upper bound on Pr {|x| > a}
is [42-44]

AE{|x]*} 4E{]x[*} 1
Pr{|x| > a} < max{ o2 ' 3g 3 (4.85)
In [44], the authors generalized (4.85) to the rth moment as
TR x|” E{|x|" 1
Prilx| > a} < max | LSBT . (4.86)
r+Da a(s—1) s—1

where s is a fixed and deterministic variable that satisfies s > »r + 1 and
s(s—r—1)"=1r"

#Unimodality means there is only a single highest value in the distribution function. For example,
random variables with a normal distribution are unimodal.
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Since y?A(x)y is a unimodal random variable, using the VPI, an upper bound
on (4.84b) is

Pr{y"A(x)y > €} > Pr{|y"A(x)y| > €} (4.87a)
r H r H r
< | PEIVAGR SE(AGYY 1) w87
(r+ Drer €(s—1) s—1

Replacing the outage probability in (4.84b) with the upper bound in (4.87b), a
unified safe approximation for the probabilistic optimization problem (4.84) is

min f>(x), (4.88a)
subject to  E{[yTA(X)y|"} < (L, r)e", (4.88b)
where
1+ by, 0,b1].
sen =1L Loo (4.89)
and b =

S S
s(I+Dyr—n+1°

Trace Bounding When an optimization problem involves the trace of a matrix, the
following inequalities can be used to make the problem tractable.

(1) Determinant Inequality: When an optimization problem includes a nonconvex
determinant function det(I + A), it can be replaced by 1 + tr(A), justified by
the inequality [5]

det(X + A) > 1 + tr(A), (4.90)

where A > 0.

Lemma 4.3. The equality in (4.90) holds if and only if the rank of A is 1.

Proof. Let Ay > Ay--- > A, > 0 be the eigenvalues of A with rank r. We
have

det@+A) = [J(A+A) = 14D A+ D Akt = 1+Y 4 = 1+tr(A),
i=1 i=1 ki i=1
(4.91)
where equality (4.91) holds if and only if r = 1.
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As an example, consider the following nonconvex optimization problem:

r)?ér(} tr(X), (4.92a)

det(I+ A"XA) _

subject to T oixp Z, (4.92b)

where X € HY, A € CV™V, b € CV, and ¢ € R, . Since the nonconvexity
of the preceding optimization problem comes from the determinant function in

constraint (4.92b), the BT-DI is a good choice for transforming the problem into
a convex one. Accordingly, a relaxation of (4.92) is

i X 4.
min tr(X), (4.93a)

1 +r(A¥XA) _

subject to T bXD S L. (4.93b)

Optimization problem (4.93) is convex and can be formulated in SDP form:

i X 4.94
min tr(X), (4.94a)
subjectto 1+ tr(A"XA) < ¢(1 + b'Xb). (4.94b)

The optimal solution of the preceding optimization problem can be obtained
efficiently using any existing solver such as CVX. Note that from Lemma 4.3, this

relaxation is tight when the rank of the optimal solution to problem (4.94) is 1.

(2) Trace of Two Matrices Inequality: When the optimization problem includes
a trace of two matrices, it can be replaced by a tractable bound, as defined in
what follows.

Lemma 4.4. When X and Y are n X n positive semidefinite Hermitian
matrices, we have [45, 46]

r(XY) 2 3 Ai(X)u—i1(Y). (4.95)
i=1

where 1;(X) and A;(Y) are the ith eigenvalues of X and Y, respectively, in
decreasing order.

As an example, consider the following intractable and NP-hard problem:

min max xTAx, (4.96a)
X zr, Vk=1,....K

subjectto 7z € {zyByz; <1}, Vk=1,...,K, (4.96b)
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K

where x,z; € CV, By > 0, A = diag{a1,...,avn}, @un = Y [V + zul?, and
k=1

Y& = ik ... ynx] € CV. Using Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, an upper bound on

the objective function is

K K
XAx = XA + ) x 0 ze? < xPAx + ) [Ix |z, (4.97)
k=1 k=1
. K
where A = diag{aii,...,ayy}, and @,, = Y. |yu|>. Now, from Lemma 4.4 and

k=1
since the rank of z;z!! is 1, we have

7 Bizy = r(Biziz) > Ayin (B)A 1 (Z4Z}) = Aumin (Bi) [|2]|. (4.98)

From constraint (4.96b) and (4.98), we write

1
llzell < \/T(Bk) (4.99)
Using the preceding inequality, (4.97) is approximated by
K K
A+ D7 )P lzel® < x"Ax + > 2z = XA + Dx, (4.100)

k=1 k=1

K
— 2 -1
where n = k; Wy and py = 5
From the preceding expression, the optimization problem (4.97) can be solved

by solving the following convex optimization problem:

min x"(A + pDx. (4.101)
X

(3) Von Neumann Trace Inequality: For any two n x n complex matrices A and B
with singular values «; > @y > -+ > @, and B; > B, > --- > B, respectively,
we get [47]

|tr(AB)] < > 0. (4.102)
m=1

The equality is achieved when A and B are simultaneously unitarily diagonalizable.

Taylor Bounding Any differentiable nonconvex and intractable function f(x) :
RY — R can be approximated at X by a linear or quadratic function using the first-
or second-order terms in its Taylor series expansion, respectively. The first-order
(linear) approximation function is [48]

g1(x) =f(X) + (x —X)"VF(®), (4.103)

where Vf(X) is the first derivative of f(x) at X.
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The second-order (quadratic) approximation is
- - - 1 - - -
£2(0) =f®) + x—%)"Vf(X) + 7 &x— X'V () (x - %), (4.104)

where V2f(X) is the second derivative of f(x) at X. Note that these approximations
are tight if x is sufficiently close to X. In addition, the quadratic approximation
is tighter than the linear approximation when x is very close to X, but the linear
approximation is more tractable and simpler than the quadratic approximation.

4.2.1.7 Nonlinear Fractional Programming

Consider the following nonlinear fractional optimization problem [49]:

«_ N
q = r;leag%, (4.105a)
subjectto  f3(x) <0, (4.105b)

where X C R” is a nonempty convex compact set, f; : R — R, i = 2,3, are
real-valued, continuously differentiable, and convex functions, and f; : R* — R is
areal-valued continuously differentiable and concave function.

Theorem 4.4. The maximum value of the objective function, denoted by q*,
is achieved if and only if maxy f1(X') — ¢* (X)) = fi(x*) — ¢*f>(x*) = 0 for
fi(X) = 0 and f>(x) > 0, where x* is the global optimal solution.

From Theorem 4.4, for any optimization problem whose objective function is in
fractional form, there exists an equivalent objective function in subtractive form, for
example, f1(X) — gf>(x). To solve problem (4.105), an iterative algorithm is used that
converges to the optimal solution with an acceptable convergence speed [50].

Iterative Algorithm for Solving (4.105):

Step 0: Choose a predetermined error tolerance ¢ > 0 and the maximum
iteration number L.

Step 1: Set ¢ = 0 and iteration index [ = 0.

Step 2: While (Convergence = false and / < L;.,)

Step 3: Solve the convex problem (4.106) for a given g.

Step 4: If £ (X') — gf>(X') < €, then

(continued)
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Step 4.1: Convergence =true
Step 4.2: return x* = x’ and ¢*
Step 5: else
Step 5.1: Setqg = ggg and/ =1+ 1.
Step 5.2: Convergence = false.
Step 6: end if
Step 7: end while

Step 8: return x* = x’ and ¢*

_ AK)
f&)

_ L&)
)"

The preceding algorithm at each iteration solves the following convex problem:

max A —gh (X)), (4.106a)
subjectto  f3(x") < 0. (4.106b)

4.2.1.8 Sequential Parametric Convex Approximation

The SPCA is a general iterative scheme for solving nonconvex optimization
problems, where in each iteration the nonconvex optimization problem is replaced
by its convex approximation. When this is done, the nonconvex constraints are
replaced by their safe approximations. As described in what follows, when certain
conditions are satisfied, a monotonic convergence to a Karush—-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT)
point is achieved [51]. Consider the following generic optimization problem:

min  fo(x), (4.107a)
x€R”
subjectto f;(x) <0, Vz=1,...,Z, (4.107b)

where fy and f;, Vz = 1, ..., Z, are all continuously differentiable functions over R”.
Assume that the last Z — m (for m < Z) constraints f;,+1, . . . , fz are convex over R”.
In this case, the nonconvexity of the problem is due to the nonconvexity of the first
m constraints fi, ..., f,. When m = Z, all the constraints are nonconvex. For the
sake of simplicity, we only focus on (4.107) with inequality constraints since linear
equality constraints do not significantly change the analysis.

Assume that for every f;, Vz = 1,...,m there exists a set Y C R" (for some
positive integer n) and there is a convex upper estimate function F, : R" x Y — R
such that

f(x) < F.(x,y), VxeR" Vy ey, (4.108)
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where, for a fixed yé, Vz=1,...,m, [ =1,2,..., the function F,(-, yi) is convex
and continuously differentiable. The vector yl is the parameter vector and Y is
the admissible parameter set. The basic idea is that at each iteration, each f;(x)
is replaced by its upper convex approximation F,(X, yé), Vz =1,...,m for some
yé that satisfies inequality (4.108). Thus, in step / > 1, the following approximated
convex problem is solved:

min  fy(X), (4.109a)
xER”
, F.(x,y)) <0, Vi=1,....m, (4.109b)
subject to
f(x) <0, Vi=m+1,...,Z (4.109¢)

The vector yi € Y is a fixed parameter vector that depends on the solution of the
relaxed convex problem in step /. The convex upper estimate functions should ensure

that for every z = 1, ..., m there is a continuous function ¥, : R* — R” such that
for any given x € R”, the vector yi = Y, (x) € Y satisfies the following two
equalities:
f:(x) =F.(x.¥L), (4.110a)
VE(x) =VF.(X,¥L). (4.110b)
SPCA Method

Step 0: Initialization. Choose an arbitrary and feasible solution x¢ for
problem (4.107), and set y'="' = ¥, (xo).

For/=1,...do

Step 1: Stop if either the KKT necessary optimality conditions are approxi-
mately satisfied or no improvement in the value of objective function fy(-)
is achieved.

Step 2: Obtain a solution x/ by solving convex problem (4.109).

Step 3: Sety’"! = ¥ (x'),Vz=1,...,m andl =1+ 1,and go to Step 1.

In [51], it is shown that the SPCA method produces a sequence of feasible solu-
tions for problem (4.107) whose objective function is monotonically nonincreasing
and that the SPCA method is a descent scheme. Furthermore, the general SPCA
method converges to a KKT point under certain conditions.

DC Programming and Sequence of Convex Approximation Consider the fol-
lowing nonlinear optimization problem [35]:

Il’éi}tgl Jo(x), (4.111a)

subjectto  fi(x) —fa(x) <0, (4.111b)
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where X C R” is a nonempty convex compact set, and f; : R" — R, i = 0,1, 2,
are real-valued, continuously differentiable, and convex functions. Since f>(x) is a
convex function, for any y € X we have

L&) =H1) + vHRE) x—y), (4.112)

which implies

A —HE) <fix) = [AY) + vA®) x—y)]. (4.113)

Using (4.113), a convex conservative approximation of (4.111) is obtained as

nggl fo(x) (4.114a)
subjectto  fj(x)— [fz(y) + vh(y) '(x— y)] <0. (4.114b)

The following algorithm can be used to solve (4.111).

SCA Method

Step 0: Initialization. Choose an arbitrary and feasible solution X; to prob-
lem (4.111), and sety = xp and [ = 0.

Step 1: Stop if either the KKT necessary optimality conditions are approxi-
mately satisfied or no improvement in the objective value fy(-) is achieved.

Step 2: Obtain a solution x/ by solving the convex problem (4.114).

Step 3: Set/ =/ + 1,y = x/, and go to Step 1.

In [35], it is shown that the SCA method produces a sequence of feasible points
for problem (4.111) whose objective function is monotonically nonincreasing. It is
also shown that the SCA method is a descent scheme.

4.2.2 Lagrangian Relaxation

In the LR method, a lower bound on the optimal value of a nonconvex problem is
obtained by solving the Lagrangian dual of the nonconvex problem [1, 14, 52].

4.2.2.1 Duality

The Lagrangian function of optimization problem (4.1) is

VA Y
Lx, w,u) = fo(%) + D wh(X) + ) ufy(x), (4.115)

z=1 y=1
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where w, € R4 is the Lagrange multiplier for inequality constraint (4.1b), and
u, € R is the Lagrange multiplier for equality constraint (4.1c). The vectors w
and u are also called the dual variables for problem (4.1). The dual function for
problem (4.1) is

g(w,u) = inf L(x,w,u). (4.116)

The dual function gives the lower bound on the optimal value o* for prob-
lem (4.1). In other words, for any w > 0 and any u we have

g(w.u) < o*. (4.117)

This property can be used to find the best lower bound by solving the following
optimization problem:

max g(w,u) (4.118a)
w,u

subjectto w > 0. (4.118b)

This problem is the dual of problem (4.1). The solution to the dual problem
corresponds to the optimal values of dual variables (w*, u*). The optimal solution
of the dual problem is denoted by d*, and from (4.117) we get

d* < o*, (4.119)

which holds even if the original optimization problem is nonconvex. This feature of
the LR method is also known as weak duality. When (4.119) holds with equality, that
is, when d* = o*, strong duality holds. The difference 0* — d* is called the optimal
duality gap of the original problem because it is the gap between the optimal value
of the original optimization problem and the best lower bound obtained via the dual
function [1]. Note that this gap is always nonnegative and can be zero when strong
duality holds.
As an example, consider nonconvex problem (4.21) whose Lagrangian is

L(x.A) =x"Aox + qgx + 7o + Y Ai(x"Ax + qfx + 1;) (4.120a)

i=1

= xTAX + gx +r, (4.120b)

where A = A0+ZAA,, q—qo—i—ZA,q, andr—ro—i—ZAr, The dual

i= i=1

function of problem (4 21)is
g(A) =infL(x,A) (4.121a)
X

r—1qTA%q, if A0 and A € Z(A),

4.121b
—00, otherwise. ( )
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The dual problem is
1
max r—-q'Alq, (4.122a)
A 4
A>0, (4.122b)
subject to
A>0. (4.122¢)

By introducing an auxiliary variable y to rewrite optimization problem (4.122) in
the EF, explained in Section 4.2.1.1 in this chapter, and utilizing the SC, explained
in Section 4.2.1.3 in this chapter, we get the following SDP:

max Y, (4.123a)
Ay
A lq
. [1 T 2 } >0, (4.123b)
subject to 24 r—=y
A>0. (4.123¢)

Consequently, problem (4.123) can be solved using any existing solver, such as
CVX.

4.2.2.2 Time-Sharing Condition

To reach a zero duality gap, the time-sharing condition introduced in [52] should
be satisfied. If this condition holds, the duality gap of the optimization problem
is always zero, regardless of the convexity of the optimization problem. In [52],
it is shown that this condition holds for practical multiuser spectrum optimization
problems in multichannel systems as the number of channels goes to infinity.

Theorem 4.5 (Zero Duality Gap [52]). Consider the following nonconvex
optimization problem:

N
max ; fu(X2), (4.124a)
N
subject to Z o (x,) < 6, (4.124b)
n=1

(continued)
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Theorem 4.5 (continued)

where x, € RY, z = [x1,...,xy], fo : RY - R, and h, : RY — R. When
optimization problem (4.124) is convex, that is, when f,(x,), Vn, is concave
and hy,(X,), Yn, is convex, the duality gap is zero. When the preceding problem
is not convex, the dual method gives an upper bound and the duality gap is
not zero. Let Xy and y; denote the optimal solutions to (4.124) when 6 = 6,
and 0 = 0, respectively. When there is a feasible solution z, that satisfies
the following two conditions (called the time-sharing conditions),

o YN h@) <8+ (1—1)0,,
o YV £i@) = v + (1 =)0,

the duality gap is zero, where 0 < v < 1.

The time-sharing condition implies that the maximum value of the optimization
problem is a concave function of #. When problem (4.124) is convex, the time-
sharing condition is always satisfied. However, the converse is not necessarily true.
The time-sharing conditions can be held even when problem (4.124) is not convex.

4.3 Application of Relaxation Methods for Robust Resource
Allocation

In this section, a number of applications for relaxation methods in robust opti-
mization problems in communication are reviewed. We will mainly focus on the
following three types of nonconvex problem: (1) partial CSI feedback with bounded
uncertainty, (2) partial CSI feedback with stochastic uncertainty (not bounded), and
(3) no CSI feedback. As was shown in [53], the solutions to many optimization
problems suffer from sensitivity to uncertainty in side information, and even minor
uncertainty can make the solutions suboptimal. In the literature, the relaxation
methods applied to partial CSI feedback with bounded uncertainty are as follows:

e Time sharing

» Lagrangian relaxation

» Semidefinite relaxation

¢ Charnes—Cooper transformation
e S-procedure

e Schur complement

* Triangle inequality

¢ Cauchy—Schwarz inequality

» Epigraph form

* Determinant inequality

e Norm approximation

* Nonlinear fractional programming
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The relaxation methods applied to partial CSI feedback with stochastic uncer-
tainty are as follows:

* Semidefinite relaxation

* Bernstein-type inequality for complex Gaussian quadratic forms
* Large deviation inequality for complex Gaussian quadratic forms
e S-procedure

* Schur complement

e Lagrangian relaxation

* Vysochanskii—Petunin inequality

e Norm approximation

e Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

e Markov’s inequality

* DC programming and sequence of convex approximation

* Epigraph form

* Conditional value at risk

* DC approximations

* Bernstein approximation

The relaxation methods applied for no CSI feedback are as follows:

* DC approximations

* Semidefinite relaxation

* DC programming and sequence of convex approximations

* Bernstein-type inequality for complex Gaussian quadratic forms

4.3.1 Partial CSI Feedback: Bounded Uncertainty
4.3.1.1 Robust Secure Transmission

As was mentioned in Chapter 1, physical-layer security is a challenging problem
involving uncertain parameters and belongs to the set of intractable nonconvex
optimization problems. In what follows, we will discuss several examples of such
problems and demonstrate how the relaxation methods presented in this chapter can
be applied to solve them.

Example 1. A multi-input/single-output (MISO) channel overheard by a set of
& = {1,...,E} multi-antenna eavesdroppers is considered in [5]. By assuming
uncertainty in CSI of legitimate users and eavesdroppers, we will study the
following two optimization problems:

Problem 1. Minimizing the transmit power of legitimate users subject to the
minimum required secrecy rate and

Problem 2. Maximizing the secrecy rate subject to the maximum transmit power
constraint via the worst case approach.
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Let h € CY be the channel gain between the legitimate transmitter and its
receiver, where Uy is the number of antennas of the authorized transmitter, and G, €
CUt*Ue be the channel gain between the legitimate transmitter and eavesdropper e,
where U, is the number of antennas of eavesdropper e. The uncertainty regions for
CSI values are

I = {h € CY|[[h]| < en}, (4.125)

R, =G, € CU[|G.|r < e}, (4.126)

where h = h — h, Ge =G, — EE, and ey, €g,, . . . , €, are known constants. The
worst-case secrecy rate is

d(W) = min_ (W), (4.127)

.....

where V(W) = minpes, 6,c2c, 10g(1 + h"Wh) — log det(I + GFWG,), and W
is the covariance matrix of the signal transmitted by the legitimate source x, which
is W = E{xx!'}. Noise variance is assumed to be unity.

The robust optimization for the preceding problem 1 is

gvlg(l) tr(W) (4.128a)
subjectto ¢(W) > R, (4.128b)

where R is the minimum required secrecy rate for the authorized user. By some
mathematical manipulation of (4.128b), problem (4.128) is rewritten as

in t 4.12
min (W), (4.129a)

maxg, ez, det(I + GIWG,) -

2R Ve=1,...,E. 4.129b
Minpez, | +h"Wh  — ¢ ( )

subject to

By applying the DI in the BT in Section 4.2.1.6 of this chapter, an approximation
to (4.129) is obtained as

in t 4.1
min (W), (4.130a)

maxg,ezg, |+ tr(GI:WGe) <ok
minpeg, 1+ hHWh -

subject to ., VYe=1,...,E. (4.130b)

Problem (4.130) can be formulated as an SDP by decoupling the fractional
constraint into two linear constraints as

in  tr(W), 4.131
wmin, (W) ( a)
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min 1 + h""Wh > 6, (4.131b)
heZy
subject to
max 1 +tr(GI'WG,) <2779, Ve=1,... E, (4.131¢)
e€%e

where 6 > 0 is the slack variable. With the transformation of (4.131b) and (4.131c)
into LMIs, t_he SAP in Section 4.2.1.4 can be used. When this is done for (4.131b),
we let h = h + h and rewrite (4.131b) as

h<e = h"Wh+2Refh Wh}+h'Wh+1-6>0. (4132

By the use of the SP, (4.132) is transformed into an LMI as

(4.133)

H«hIU, + w WH
2 _H 3 z 07
h'W  —uwe—60+h Wh+1

Th(W, tn, 0) = |: —H

where pp > 0. Similarly, (4.131c¢) is rewritten

8'g. <e;, = BIW.E +2Re{g/W.g}+g8Wig +1-27 <0,
(4.134)

where W, = Iy, ® Wand g, = vec(G,). Using the SP, (4.134) is converted into an
LMI,

Aely,u, — W, -W.g,

e

T.(W.2..0) = - R =
Wt 0 [ “EW, e + 02 g WE 1

] >0, (4.135)

where A, >0, Ve=1,...,E.
Replacing (4.131b) and (4.131c) with (4.133) and (4.135), respectively, prob-
lem (4.131) is transformed into SDP form as

min tr(W), (4.136a)

W0, 00, tn>0, —e>0

Tu(W, pn. 0) = 0, (4.136b)

subject to
T,(W,A,,60) >0, VYe=1,...,E. (4.136¢)
The preceding problem can be solved via any existing SDP solver.
From Lemma 4.3, the relaxed convex problem (4.136) is tight when the rank of
the optimal solution to problem (4.136) is 1.
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Proposition 4.1. When the worst-case secrecy rate is positive and prob-
lem (4.136) is feasible, the optimal solution to problem (4.136) must be of
rank 1 and unique.

Proof. The proof is based on an examination of the KKT conditions for
problem (4.136).

Using Proposition 4.1 and Lemma 4.3, we get the following corollary.

Corollary 4.1. Ifthe worst-case secrecy rate is positive and problem (4.128)
is feasible, the optimal solutions to problems (4.136) and (4.128) are equiv-
alent to one another. In addition, the optimal solution to problem (4.128) is
unique and of rank 1 (Appendix 1).

Next, we consider Problem 2, which is

4.1
max d(W), (4.137a)
subjectto tr(W) < p"&¥, (4.137b)

where p™@* is the maximum transmit power of the legitimate user. Problem 2 can

be rewritten as

maxg, ez, det(I + GEWG,)

" =g 4.1
1% %é% eg},a.l.).(,E mingesy, 1 +hiWh (4.138a)
subject to tr(W) < p™®*, (4.138b)

where 0 < y* < 1. Using the BT-DI in Section 4.2.1.6 of this chapter,
problem (4.138) is converted into

1 + r(GHWG,
V= min  max maxGew 1+ WG WG (4.139)
Wx0 e=1..E mMminpeg, |-+ hHIWh

subject to tr(W) < p™&*, (4.139b)

Using the epigraph method and CCT in Sections 4.2.1.1 and 4.2.1.2 in this chapter,
respectively, the SDP transformation of (4.139) is

min T, (4.140a)
70, >0
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max ¢ +tr(G,G'Z) <7, Ve=1,... E, (4.140b)
G.€%G,
subject to 1 tr(Z) < ¢P™, (4.140¢)
min ¢ +hh''Z =1, (4.140d)
he%y

where W = Z, Using the SP, the semi-infinite constraints are transformed into LMI
constraints, and we write

min (4.141a)
70, >0, j1n>0, A>0
M,(Z, ptn, ¢) > 0, (4.141b)
subject to { M (Z, A., ¢, 7) > 0, Ve=1,...,E, (4.141¢)
tr(Z) < {p™=, (4.141d)
where
/,LhIU, + Z ZE
My (Z, iy, ) = — H — 4.142
»(Z, pn, §) |: iy el + ¢ T BRZE -1 ( )
AJdvy — 2! -7g
M. (Z = e e ¢ 4.14
(BretD [ BT e, —L-BZE AT I

and Z' = Iy, ®Z. Problem (4.141) can be solved using any existing problem
solver. Since the DI relaxation method is used, the tightness of the relaxed problem
can be proved when the solution of the relaxed problem is of rank 1 (Appendix 2).

Example 2 Another important nonconvex problem arises when friendly jammers
are introduced. In [6], the system includes a legitimate transmitter, a friendly
jammer, a legitimate receiver, and an eavesdropper. The legitimate transmitter and
the friendly jammer have U, and U; antennas, respectively. Let h,,, and g, be the
1 x U, channel vector gain between the legitimate transmitter and its receiver and
that between the legitimate transmitter and the eavesdropper, respectively. Also,
let g;, and g;, be the 1 x U; channel vector gain between the friendly jammer and
the legitimate receiver and that between the friendly jammer and the eavesdropper,
respectively. In this setup, noise at the legitimate receiver and the eavesdropper are
assumed to be zero-mean circular complex Gaussian variables with variance o and
o2, respectively, where 0 = 02 = o for notational simplicity.

We assume that only the uncertain values of channel gains between the eaves-
dropper and other nodes are available. In particular, the legitimate transmitter has
an uncertain value of g,, only, and the error is g,, = g, — g,.- In addition, the
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jammer has an uncertain value of gj, only, and the error is &, = g — g In the
worst-case robust optimization, the uncertainty regions are

s - lle 2 2
‘@gne = {8 : |8nell” < &5 }.

— " 8ne

A

— 15 6. 112 < o2

r%gje - {gje . ”gje” = Egj?},

where 8§W and egje are the bounds on the respective uncertainty regions.
In this setup, the worst-case secrecy rate is

hanShH E(QS7 éne)
R —log, (14 Qb ) 0 (1 T Q) ) g
? ( 0%+ ganjg}f,) ? 0’ + &5(Q). &e)

where & (Q;, gne) = (gne+gn8)Qs (gne _’_g’w)H’ E(Qj» gje) = (gje +gj€)Qj(gje +gje)H’
Q, is the covariance matrix of the signal transmitted by the legitimate transmitter X,
given by Q; = E{x‘yxg}, and the power constraint is such that Q, € 2, = {Q; :
Q; > 0,tr(Qy) < pi™*}, where pi®* is the maximum allowable transmit power
by the legitimate transmitter. The covariance matrix of the signal transmitted by
jammer X; is Q;, given by Q; = ]E{XJXJH} and the power constraint is such that
Qe 2 ={Q :Q > 0,r(Q)) < p}“ax}, where p}“ax is the maximum transmit
power of the jammer.

The objective is to maximize the secrecy rate via the worst-case optimization
theory. The resource allocation problem is

max R min Ry, (4.145)
Q€2;, Q] € QJ 8ne e“@gne > Bje E‘%gje

which is nonconvex. To develop a tractable algorithm for solving (4.145), a zero-
forcing (ZF) constraint on the jamming signal is considered,

2.Qg;, = 0,

which converts the nonconvex problem into a convex one, for which the global
optimum is guaranteed. With the ZF constraint, maximization of R, over Q; does
not depend on Q, although the optimal Q; still depends on Q. The optimization
process is decoupled into two convex problems, in which Q; is calculated first,
followed by Q; calculation.’ The following steps are taken for solving (4.145) with
ZF constraints:

SQuantifying the impact of the ZF constraint remains an open problem [6].
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* Step 1: The optimal Q; in (4.144) is obtained via

max - min (g, +&)QE. + &))", 4.146a
Q€2 g€y, (& +8)Q( + &) ( )

subject to  g;,Q;gj, = 0. (4.146b)

where the maximin problem in (4.146a) can be transformed into

max v, (4.147a)
QjE,@j
‘ &l < e, (4.147b)
subject to
@ + 80Q(E, +&)" > v. (4.147¢)

Constraints (4.147b) and (4.147c¢) can be stated by

8.Q:8; + 2Re{g, Q&) + £.Qg; —v > 0, (4.148a)
Vi —gi, + &5, = 0. (4.148b)

From the SP, (4.148) holds if and only if there exists a # > 0 such that

I .
o + Q- Qg al =0 (4.149)
gjer _/'Legje v+ gjergje

Using ¢ = —ueéje —v+ gjerg‘j, where v > 0, we transform problem (4.146)
into

2 — —H
_ _ O 4.1
Q;eﬁ_fr-rlllazxow ¥>0 ey, =V + 2.Qg (4.1502)
ply, + Q; Qg =0, (4.150b)
subject to &Q v
ganjgj}}, —0. (4.150¢)

Problem (4.150) is an SDP and its optimal solution Q;‘ can be efficiently
obtained.

e Step 2: The optimal robust covariance Q}* depends on the “hidden” worst-case
g;;, which can be explicitly stated by the following problem:

gn®+%@@+%ﬂ (4.151a)
€

subject to ||gje|| < gje (4.151b)
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Since this problem is convex, strong duality holds for (4.151) and for its dual.
Thus, via LR and SC, explained respectively in Sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.1.3 in this
chapter, the worst channel mismatch for problem (4.151) is g]*e = —g.Q (A +
Q7), where A is the solution to the following SDP problem:

max v, (4.152a)
A>0
. Iy, + QF gl
subject to Ko *Q’ ) Q Be_ wu| =0. (4.152b)
8.Q" e, —v +8Q'E

» Step 3: Using QJ’." and g;; maximization of the secrecy rate over Q, for the worst
channel mismatch g, in the bounded set %, . is equivalent to

. o2 + hansh}:In
max — min 5 — = — ~H — ok — ¥ H "
Q€2s 8€hy, 07+ Bue + 8ne)Qs(ne + 8ne)™ + (& + &,)Q; (e + &)
(4.153)

This problem is nonconvex, and the difficulty of solving it results from the inner
minimization. To solve this problem, we use the SP to transform it into a solvable
quasi-convex optimization problem and get

0% + peg, + ¥ + r(QE ) + @ + &)QF @ + &))"

min g g )
n=0, >0, Q€2 0—2 + tr(Qshnnhrm)
(4.154a)
: /‘LI - Qs _ngH :|
subject to |: _ ne > 0. (4.154b)
_gneQS w

To transform this problem into an efficiently solvable SDP form, one can use
CCT by letting p = "7,, v o= ¢7’, and Q; = % for some y > 0 and rewrite
problem (4.154) as

min t, (4.155a)
W=0,y'>0, Q€2], y>0
WI-Q —QEr |, , 4.155b
{_gneQ; 1/// } - ( ' )
SRIECION 020 4y (@, + QN @, + BV + 0, + U(QEE) + ¥ <, (4.155¢)
o2y + Q) = 1, (4.155d)

where 2/ = {Q. : Q) > 0,tr(Q}) < ypI™*}.

+ Step 4: Although g,, does not explicitly appear in (4.155), the optimal robust
covariance Q} depends on the “hidden” worst-case g,, which is explicitly stated
in the following problem:



4.3 Application of Relaxation Methods for Robust Resource Allocation 189

max (g, + 81e)Q} (e + 8ne)", (4.156a)
gne

subject to |8 |* < (4.156b)

gll(’
Despite the fact that this problem is nonconvex, its optimal solution can be easily
obtained because it is a trust region subproblem [54], for which strong duality
holds. Thus, using LR and SC, the worst channel mismatch for problem (4.156) is

. {gnEQ*m—Qz)ﬂ g #0. (4.157a)

8je = &4, 7 (QF) otherwise,

where () is the operator that returns the normalized eigenvector corresponding
to the largest eigenvalue, and A is obtained by solving the SDP

max y, (4.158a)
120
. Al - QF Q*g
subject to _ $ ne ul|=0. (4.158b)
! [ £.Q" —Ae, — v - E.QUE,

4.3.1.2 Numerical Example

Here, we present the numerical results on the worst-case secrecy rate of the proposed
system in [6] discussed in Section 4.3.1.1 in this chapter. The system model is shown
in Fig. 4.1. We assume the legitimate transmitter and the friendly jammer have four
transmit antennas, that is, Us = U; = 4. The channel matrices are assumed to be
composed of independent, zero-mean Gaussian random variables with unit variance.
We perform Monte Carlo simulations consisting of 500 independent trials. The
normalized background noise power is considered to be the same at the legitimate
receiver and eavesdropper, and we assume o7 = 02 = 1dB as in [6].

In Fig. 4 2, the worst-case secrecy rate is plotted as a function of the uncertainty
bounds, sg and sé for different values of the maximum allowable transmit power
of the legitimate transmitter and the friendly jammer p{®* and p;'®*, respectively.
Note that increasing the transmit power increases the worst-case secrecy rate, and
increasing the uncertainty bounds calls for more transmit power for each transmitter
to reach the higher worst-case secrecy rate.

4.3.1.3 Overview of Other Works on Robust Secure Transmission
Two full duplex sources, each with multiple transmit antennas and a single receive

antenna in the presence of an eavesdropper with a single antenna are considered in
[55]. It is assumed that CSI values are uncertain and bounded to an elliptical region.
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The objective of the robust secure beamforming is to maximize the worst-case sum
secrecy rate with the transmit power constraint. Since the objective function includes
both convex and concave terms, the convex terms are transformed into linear
functions, and the problem is decomposed into four optimization subproblems.
Subsequently, using relaxation methods, including SDR, SP, and LR, the locally
optimal solution is obtained.

In [48], the robust resource allocation for a multiple-input multiple-output
(MIMO) wiretap channel is investigated where a friendly jammer is deployed to
improve secure communication. A multi-antenna transmitter establishes a secure
link with its multi-antenna receiver in the presence of a multi-antenna eavesdropper,
where a multi-antenna cooperative jammer transmits a jamming signal to the
eavesdropper to disrupt its operation. The objective is to minimize the transmit
power levels of both the legitimate transmitter and the friendly jammer subject
to the constraint on the worst-case secrecy rate. The optimization problem is not
jointly convex with respect to the transmit covariance matrices of the legitimate
transmitter and the friendly jammer. To tackle this issue, the optimization problem
is divided into two subproblems. The objective of the first subproblem is to minimize
the transmit power of the legitimate transmitter subject to the constraint on the
approximate worst-case secrecy rate. In doing so, the transmit covariance matrix of
the legitimate transmitter is designed for a fixed transmit power covariance matrix
of the jammer. This robust power minimization problem is reformulated into an
SDP using the SP. The objective of the second subproblem is to minimize the
transmit power of the friendly jammer for a fixed transmit power covariance matrix
of the legitimate transmitter, subject to the constraint on the approximate worst-case
secrecy rate. This problem is also reformulated into an SDP using the SP and DI.
To make both subproblems tractable and convex, the constraint on the worst-case
secrecy rate is approximated by a convex constraint obtained from its Taylor series
expansion. The two subproblems are iteratively solved until an acceptable solution
is obtained.

A wireless broadcast system consisting of a legitimate transmitter, a legiti-
mate information-decoding receiver, an energy-harvesting receiver, and multiple
eavesdroppers is considered in [56]. The legitimate transmitter is equipped with
multiple antennas, and each of the other nodes is equipped with a single antenna.
All CSI values are assumed to be uncertain but bounded in the worst-case sense.
The objective is to maximize the worst-case secrecy rate under the transmit
power constraint and the worst-case energy-harvesting constraint. Using relaxation
methods, including the EF, the CCT, and SP, the nonconvex optimization problem
is transformed into a SDP, which can be solved via any existing solver.

The physical-layer secrecy of an amplify-and-forward (AF) relay network that
consists of a source, multiple trusted relays, a destination, and multiple eaves-
droppers equipped with multiple antennas is considered in [57]. It is assumed that
there is no direct link between the source and the destination, that is, first the source
broadcasts its data to the relays, and then all relays transmit the confidential message
to the destination using cooperative beamformaing while employing cooperative
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jamming to confuse the eavesdroppers. The objective is to maximize the worst-case
secrecy rate subject to the total transmit power constraint for all the relays and the
individual per-relay transmit power constraint. A joint cooperative beamforming and
cooperative jamming is designed, which is robust against CSI uncertainty between
the eavesdroppers and relays. Using relaxation methods, including SDR, SP, VNTI,
the EF, and SPCA, the nonconvex problem is transformed into a sequence of convex
approximation problems. The relaxation methods guarantee convergence to a KKT
solution for the original problem.

Robust ergodic resource allocation for an uplink-secure transmission in an
OFDMA-based and decode-and-forward (DF) relay-assisted CRN consisting of
multiple secondary users (SUs) and primary users (PUs) and a secondary base
station in the presence of multiple eavesdroppers is studied in [58]. It is assumed
that all CSI values are uncertain. To control the secondary network’s interference
on PUs, two methods are proposed: (1) hard protection, by which the worst-case
average interference of the secondary network is considered as a constraint, and (2)
soft protection, by which the outage probability of PUs due to interference from
the secondary network is treated as a constraint. The objective is to maximize the
worst-case ergodic sum secrecy rate of secondary users subject to their average
transmit power constraint, channel allocation limitation, relaying constraint and the
soft or hard protection constraint. The relaying constraint means that the worst-
case average secure data rate from the secondary base station to the relay station
should be equal to the worst-case average secure data rate from the relay station
to secondary users. The optimization problems are nonconvex and intractable. To
overcome this difficulty, the constraint that each channel is assigned to at most one
user is relaxed by using the time-sharing factor. In doing so, instead of a binary
decision variable, a continuous variable between 0 and 1 (time-sharing factor)
is considered, which indicates the portion of time that each channel is assigned
to each user. In addition, for the hard protection case, an upper bound for the
ellipsoid uncertainty is obtained. To develop more tractable formulas, NA is used.
For the soft protection case, three approaches are proposed: (1) BA, (2) MI, and
(3) SPCA. The approximate optimization problems are solved by the LR method.
Simulations indicate that the iterative method has the best performance, but with
higher complexity.

Table 4.1 summarizes the aforementioned existing works on nonconvex opti-
mization problems on secure transmissions.

4.3.1.4 Robust Transmission in Relay-Assisted and Beamforming Systems

Example 1 A secondary network and a primary network are considered in [23],
where the secondary base station with U, antennas is communicating with N SUs
and also acts as a relay for primary transmitter—receiver pairs. The channel gain
vector between a primary transmitter and the secondary base station is g; € CY,
and the channel gain vector between the secondary base station and the primary
receiver is g € CU. It is assumed that only their respective estimates, denoted
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Table 4.1 Summary of existing works on robust secure transmission: worst-case optimization

Reference| SP| SDR| EF| BT-TB| CCT| BT-DI| LR| SPCA| BT-VNTI| BT-NA| BT-BA| BT-MI

[5] VAR VA RV R AR VA R - |- |-
[6] Vi- V- VYV - = |-
[48] VAR e VAN N VAN e e - = |-
[55] VARV S e e RV e -

[56] VAR VA R VAN R el e - = |-
[57] VN N = VY - - |-
(58 |- - - |- - VIV VoV Y

by g, and g,, are available. The channel error vectors for g; and g, are g; and g,
respectively, and are assumed to be bounded, that is, ||g;] < € and ||&] < €.
Noise at the secondary user n, the secondary base station, and the primary receiver
are assumed to be zero-mean circular complex Gaussian variables with variances
crczn, Uczb, and oﬁ, respectively.

For the AF relaying scenario, the beamforming weight vectors toward the
secondary and primary receivers are w. and w),, respectively. The data rate of SU n

under the worst-case condition of error is

. |wih, |2
R, = min log|(1+ ———77], Vn=1,...,N, (4.159)
el e o, + wiB,w,

where h, € CY is the channel gain between SU #n and its base station, and B,, =
((gl + @1) @ hn)((gl + gl) @ hn)H + Uczbdiag{|hnl |2, ey |hnUr|2}'

The worst-case data rate of the primary receiver for AF relaying by the secondary
base station is

. |
_ min —log
lgill<er. g2ll<ex 2

O |ﬁ@+@@®+@ﬁ) (4.160)

02 + wHCw, + |WH (g + &) )’ '
where C = o7, diag{|25; + 8u1|*.. ... |20, + &2u,*}. The objective is to maximize
the minimum worst-case data rate of SUs subject to the PU’s worst-case data rate,
and the constraint on the total transmit power of secondary base station, which is
formulated as

max minNRn, (4.161a)

R, > R™", (4.161b)

bject t
e min WiAW, o+ [wel? < p™, (4.161c)
g1l=<e€i
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where A = GG + 021 and G| = diag{g, + &;}. The minimum required data rate
for the PU and its maximum transmit power are R™® and p™®*. Due to uncertainty
in the objective function and constraints, this problem is intractable. To obtain its
solution, the following steps are proposed in [23].

Step 1: To reduce the computational complexity, the TI and Cauchy—Schwarz
inequality are used. The worst-case data rate for SU n in (4.159) is approximated
by

- wilh, |2
Rn:log(l—l— 5 [weh| = ) (4.162)
O + MaX g, <, Wy BaW

By applying the TI, |w}'(g; + &) © h,)| is upper bounded to

W, (@& + &) Ohy)| < [w,@ Oh)| + W) (& Oh,). (4.163)

Since ||g;|| < €, by applying Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, the upper bound of
|W,§I(g1 © hn)l is

Iw, (& O hy,)| < [IW[[1& ©hull < erflw, [, (4.164)
Let

max |w,' (g + &) Oh)” < W)@ Oh)I> + 2w, @ ©hy)ler|[w,l[h,|

lgill<e

+ et Wi [|h, [I* = wiF,w,. (4.1652)

where F, = (g, © h,)(8; ©h,)" + €1 (1 [h,[* + 2[|h, || (8 ©h,))L Using (4.165),
we can simplify (4.162) to

R = log (14 Wbl Vn=1,...,N (4.166)
n = 10 —— > n=1,...,1V, .
£ o2 + WII;IHan

where H, = F,, + o2 diag{|hu1|%, . ... |hw,|*}-

Step 2: Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and ||| < e, the total transmit
power constraint is replaced by

WHAW, + [we|* < wHAw, + [[w.|> < p™*, (4.167)

where A = diag{g;, +€1,....8 1y, + €1}
Step 3: The worst-case data rate of the PU can be relaxed as

Mingg, <e,, fisl<e: Wy &1 + &1) O (& + &)1 )
07 + max|g, | <c, WHCW, + max|g, | <c, [WH(Z, + £2)1* )

(4.168)

- 1
R, = Elog(l—}-
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Similar to the relaxation of the SU’s worst-case data rate, the upper bound of
Hig 1 6.)12;
MaX|g, | <e. [WE (8 + &2) [ is

max Wl (g, +8)° < [Wig, P+ 2lg, )l + &) Iwell* = wiMiw.,  (4.169)

g2l <ea.

where My = §2§2H +e2(1+2 gzg‘;). Similarly, the numerator of (4.168) is lower
bounded to

min W& +8) O @& + &) = w,Lw, (4.170)

g1 lI<er. &2ll<e
where
L = (&|g ] — ellgl — (261)* — 18 © Bll(&2]I& | — €181l — €1€2))T

+ (8 08)(@E o))" (4.171a)

. . H e A~ 2 .
In a similar manner, max s, | <,, |wp (g, + &)|* is upper bounded to

max |W,I;I(§2 + &) < W,I:IMzwp, (4.172)

g2l <ea.

where M, = diag{g,, +e€2,..., gy, +€2}. Substituting (4.169), (4.170), and (4.172)
into (4.168), we rewrite the approximate PU’s worst-case data rate:

Ry =log 1+ up L 4.173
= 10 . .

’ ¢ oy + WiMow, + wilM;w, ( )

Step 4: From the preceding step, problem (4.161) is approximated by
max min R, (4.174a)

We,Wp n=1,....N
Ry = R (4.174b)
subject to .

w Aw, + [|we* < p™, (4.1740)

which is still nonconvex. To transform problem (4.174) into a convex one, we
use the SDR and epigraph methods and get

max f, (4.175a)
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2" = 1)(0?, + tr(H,Y)) < tr(h,h!X), (4.175b)
tr(X) 4 r(M,Y) < p™*, (4.175¢)
subject to 3 (228™" _ (o, + tr(MyY) + tr(M; X)) < tr(LY) (4.175d)
X >0, rank(X) =1, (4.175¢e)
Y >0, rank(Y) =1, (4.175f)
where X = wwl and Y = wpw;I. Following the same approach as in

Section 4.2.1.5, problem (4.175) can be transformed into SDP form.

Example 2 A system consisting of a source, a destination, and N; AF relays
is studied in [8]. It is assumed that there is no direct link between the source
and the destination, and relay nodes cooperate with each other to produce virtual
beamforming to the destination, where w, is the complex coefficient of the virtual
beamforming for relay r. The channel gain between the source and relay r is &,, and
the channel gain between relay r and the destination is /... It is assumed that the exact
value of h is available to the source, but h’ is uncertain. In practice, h’ is estimated
by the relays and sent to the source. The uncertain parameter is modeled by

W=h+n, (4.176)

~

where h = [ﬁll .. ,E;\,r]T is the estimated CSI and b’ = [iz’ e h}vl] is the error
vector. The CSI’s uncertainty set is

Ty = (I € CV[|W|? < Nye, @.177)
where ¢ is a known constant. The worst-case SINR at the destination is

| Z]rvél h/rhrlrwr|zps
= —% ,
S BRI w02 + o

(4.178)
where p; is the transmit power of the source, 0§ and o7 are the noise power at the
destination and at relay r, respectively, and /, is the scaling factor, obtained by

I = (|h*ps + 07)7V/2. (4.179)

The objective is to maximize the worst-case SINR at the receiver subject to the
individual relays’ power constraints, that is,

max min I (4.180)

WR=p™* e,
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where p™** = [p®*, ..., py**] is the vector of maximum allowable transmit power

levels of relays. Using the epigraph method, problem (4.180) can be rewritten as

max ft, (4.181a)

w2 pas

Ne )
j : L hhLw
SUbjeCt to min | Zr_l rltrir r| Ps

> 1. (4.181b)
ety Sorey W21 w02 + 0]

Since (4.181) is quasi-convex, for some given ¢ it can be solved by solving the
following problem:

min  ||w|? (4.182a)

w2 <pas

| o0 Bohedow, [Py

subjectto  min —5 >t (4.182b)
ey Y oy [HL12|L2 W, 202 + o
Letw, = w.h,l.andH = diag{m, el W}. Problem (4.182) is equivalent to
1 Tl "Np
min  WTHW, (4.183a)
weCNr
Ny 7/ TING, (2
(b + B)W, )" ps
‘min 12 (Ajf Wl (4.183b)
subject to { ey YN %WGPCEZ + 0
Py Pl = w2 v (4.183c)

To obtain the optimal solution for (4.183), we use the SP and SDR methods. In
doing so, we rewrite constraint (4.183b) as

0 +W)HQM + 1) >0, VI € %y, (4.184)
where
| |vil*af luw, [P0y,
Q= pSVVH — tdiag AU L (4.185)
A1 ]? |hw, |2
and v is the element-wise phase-shifted version of w such that w, = v’l(;;}'l)*,

o, Y o AT

- — . ~ Ak W,

h = |h/| is the real-valued estimated CSI, and h = h',({”) IN';(, )
1) [y, )]

an element-wise phase-shifted CSI uncertainty vector.
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Using the SP, we can express (4.184) equivalently by

>0, ds>0, (4.186)

(h)TQn — 10§ — solel, 0)TQ
QN Q + sl

and using the SDR method, we can transform (4.183) into SDP form:

min  tr(VG), (4.187a)
V>0.s
WTOR — 142 — 2 (hHT
[(h) QW — 1o — sN;j, (W) Q] 0, (4.187b)
subject to Qh Q+l

PR L = [V, VY, (4.187¢)

where V = vvi, and [V],, is the (r, r)th element of V.
Similarly, using the SP and SDR relaxation, the worst-case SINR maximization
problem (4.181) is converted to SDP form:

max . (4.188a)
V>0
CONT A/ _ 2 2 T
[(h )'QI — 107 — sy, () Q] - 0. (4.188b)
subject to Qh Q-+l

il VA e L M 7 (4.188¢)

The optimal solution to (4.188) can be efficiently obtained via the iterative algorithm
that utilizes bisection search. For more details, the interested reader is referred to
Section 2 in Chapter 4 in [1].

In [8], Theorem 1, it is shown that when h? > \/Nr€3/1, problem (4.187) always
has a rank 1 optimal solution. In this case, the optimal weight at the rth relay is

—
r(hh)*

w, = A" (4.189)
LI,

4.3.1.5 Overview of Other Works on Robust Transmission
in Relay-Assisted and Beamforming Systems

A wireless network consisting of multiple sources and multiple destinations that
communicate via multiple relays is studied in [46]. The objective is to minimize
the total transmit power of relays subject to the SINR constraint at destinations,
where relaying coefficients are the optimization variables. It is assumed that all the
CSIs are imperfect, modeled by ellipsoid uncertainty. The optimization problem



4.3 Application of Relaxation Methods for Robust Resource Allocation 199

is nonconvex and intractable, and three relaxation methods, SDR, BTs, and SP, are
utilized to make the problem tractable and convex. The upper bound on the objective
function and the lower bounds on the achievable SINRs are derived, which are used
to relax the SINR constraint via the SP to transform the approximated optimization
problem into SDP form. Subsequently, randomization is utilized to obtain the “best”
rank 1 solution.

A wireless network with multiple single-antenna transmitters and receivers
supported by multiple MIMO relays is studied in [59]. In doing so, two optimization
problems are considered: (1) minimizing the total transmit power of the relays while
satisfying SINR requirements for all receivers and (2) maximizing the minimum of
SINRs in all receivers while satisfying the transmit power constraint of each relay.
It is assumed that the covariance matrices of the channels between MIMO relays
and receivers are uncertain, modeled by the worst-case method. It is shown that the
robust optimization problems are nonconvex but can be solved via the relaxation
methods, including the SDR, LR, EF, and Cauchy—Schwarz inequality.

Robust relay beamforming for two-way relay networks is studied in [60]. It is
assumed that two nodes communicate via multiple two-way relays, and the objective
is to maximize the minimum worst-case SINR of the two nodes subject to the
constraint on the total transmit power of relays. The problem is nonconvex and
intractable and is decomposed into a series of robust relay power minimization prob-
lems using the bisection search [1]. Subsequently, relaxation methods, including the
SP, EF, and SDR, are utilized to transform each power minimization problem into
SDP form. In this manner, a suboptimal solution to the original problem is efficiently
obtained.

Resource allocation under channel uncertainty for relay-aided device-to-device
(D2D) communication underlaying LTE-A cellular networks is studied in [61]. It is
assumed that there are multiple fixed relay nodes by which the traffic of D2D and
cellular users are transmitted. Relay selection is done at higher layers, and channels
are exclusively assigned to relays using a binary decision variable. The objective
is to maximize the minimum achievable rate over two hops for relay-assisted D2D
communication while maintaining the QoS (i.e., the minimum rate) requirement for
cellular and D2D users under the total transmit power constraint for relays and users,
satisfying the constraint on channel allocation, and also maintaining the interference
caused in each relay below a given threshold. The side information, including
channel gains, and interference levels are uncertain, modeled by the worst-case
method. The optimization problem is a mixed-integer nonlinear program (MINLP),
which is computationally intractable. A common approach to solving such problems
is to relax the constraint on the exclusivity of channels for each user by introducing
the time-sharing factor. In this way, the binary decision variable is replaced by a
continuous variable between 0 and 1, which denotes the portion of time that each
channel is assigned to each user. To obtain a more tractable formula, NA is applied.
The relaxed optimization problem satisfies the time-sharing constraint, and the
solution of the problem relaxed by the dual decomposition method is asymptotically
optimal.
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Table 4.2 Summary of existing works on robust relay-assisted and beamforming systems

BT-Cauchy—Schwarz

Reference |SP |SDR |EF |LR |BT-TI |inequality BT-TTMI | BT-NA
[8] VA RVAN RN R - -
23] A R R RV Y - -
[46] Vo N - - - v -
[59] - VN v - -
[60] VARV RN R R - -
[61] e e S RV R - v

In Table 4.2, the aforementioned existing works on robust transmission in relay-
assisted and beamforming systems are summarized. Interestingly, epigraph form
(EF) and SDR are the most widely used methods in the literature.

4.3.1.6 Robust Transmission in Cognitive Radio Networks

Example 1 The downlink transmission in CRNs where the secondary base station
is equipped with multiple antennas is studied in [7]. The objective is to maximize the
minimum SINR for SUs while the interference caused by the secondary base station
on PUs is kept below a given threshold. Uncertain parameters include channel gains
between the secondary base station and users (both primary and secondary). The
number of PUs is Q, and the number of SUs is N. The secondary base station has U,
antennas, and each SU has only one antenna. The instantaneous SINR for SU n is

W]: (hnhnH) Wy

SINR, = , (4.190)

N
ot + Y wihhHw,

m=1, m#n

where w, € C™Vr is the transmit beamforming vector of user n, and h,, is the
channel between SU n and the secondary base station.
The constraint on interference for PU ¢ is

N
lgiwa? <IT,.  Yg=1.....0. (4.191)
n=1

where g, is the channel gain between the secondary base station and PU g, and IT,
is the maximum allowable interference on PUs.

Assuming that the secondary base station has neither perfect CSI nor statistical
knowledge of the uncertainty, in the worst-case robust optimization, we have

h,=h,+h, Vn, (4.192)

g, =8, 1t8& Vg (4.193)
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where h,, and g, are the exact CSI by the secondary base station, and h, and g, are
the CSI errors that are bounded to ellipsoid regions, that is,

n, = {h, :HIC,h, < 1}, Vn, (4.194)

Ry, = {8 g?Dng

IA

1, Vg (4.195)

where C, > 0 and D, > 0 determine the quality of the CSI and are assumed to be
known. The CSl is perfect if C,, and D, approach infinity and the CSI is the worst if
they are zero [7].

The objective is to maximize the minimum of the worst-case SINR for SUs
subject to constraints on the worst-case interference on PUs and the constraint on
the transmit power of the secondary base station. By utilizing the EF, the relaxed
worst-case optimization problem is

max s, (4.196a)
{W,,.Vn}
N
> lwall? < pmx, (4.196b)
n=1
N
subject to D lghwa? < 17, V8, € Ay, q=1.....0. (4.196¢)
n=1
H(h,hHw, - )
s (hoby Jo >5 VR €%, n=1.. ..\ (4.196d)
of+ X whhhHw,
m=1,m5#%n

N
For further simplification, let W, = w,w!,. T = > W, and Q, = W, —

n=1

N
s Y. W, forall PUs and SUs. Problem (4.196) can be written

m=1,m#n

max s, (4.197a)
{wmvn}
tr(T) < p"a*, (4.197b)
tr(Tg,g)) < IT,. Vgg € Ry, q=1.....0. (4.197¢)
subject to ~
tr(Q,h,ht)) > 563, Vh, € %, n=1,...,N, (4.197d)

rank(W,) = 1, Vn=1,..., N. (4.197e)
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Now, using the SP, we can express problem (4.197) equivalently as

max s (4.198a)
{Tnv Un, \‘7/”}Y {rqv V(]}
tr(T) < p"**, (4.198b)
Hre _q
-8, T+, —ry, —g'T 4.1
[ Crgt | _ranp,|T% Tz Ve (4.198¢)
subject to " .
H ) _
|:hn thn _7;‘{0() — Up hn QH } > 0, aun > 0, Vl’l, (4.]98(1)
Quhn Qn + M,,Cy,
rank(W,) = 1, Vn=1,..., N. (4.198e)

Due to constraint (4.198e), problem (4.198) is still nonconvex but can be trans-
formed into a quasi-convex problem by using SDR.

Example 2 In [62], a robust energy-efficient algorithm for an underlay CRN
consisting of multiple SUs and PUs in multiple bands with uncertainty in CSI
values is proposed. The worst-case optimization problem belongs to maxi-min
problems with infinite constraints, which are nontrivial to solve. This is because the
outer-maximization problem is nonconvex, and the inner-minimization problem is
concave, which is NP-hard in general. To solve this problem, the infinite constraint
is transformed into its equivalent convex constraint to handle uncertainty in channel
gains from the secondary base station to PUs, and a closed-formed solution for
the uncertainty in interference caused by the primary base station on SUs is
obtained. Subsequently, the outer-maximization problem is solved via the fractional
programming technique, and the inner-minimization problem is solved using the
Lagrange dual method, leading to a globally optimal solution.

In this setup, the downlink of the secondary network consisting of one secondary
base station and N SUs that coexist with Q PUs over K channels is studied. The
channel gain from the secondary base station to SU n on channel k is iX. SU n
occupies K, channels, and h, = [h}, ... h%]T is the channel gain vector between
the secondary base station and SU n. The power allocation vector for the secondary
base station is p = [p1.....px]T, where the element p; is the transmit power of the
secondary base station on channel k. The SINR of SU n on sub-channel k is

e _ P

- ) v ) 4.]99

where [, is the aggregated interference caused by all primary base stations on
channel k, and o2 is the noise power at the SU’s receiver.

Let P¢c and ¢ denote the constant circuit power consumption and the amplifier
coefficient for the cognitive (secondary) base station, respectively. The total power

K
dissipation by the cognitive base station is Pc+¢ Y px. The vector of channel gains
k=1
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between the cognitive base station and PU ¢ is g, = [g}.....gX]T, where g} is the
channel gain between the cognitive base station and PU ¢ on channel k. The channel
gain between the cognitive base station and SU n is modeled by h, = =h, ~|—hn, where
h,, is the exact value and h,, the error in the channel gain. The uncertainty region is
modeled by

'%hn = {hnluwn(hn _Hn)” =< €h,,}” (4.200)

where W, is an invertible RX*K» weighting matrix, and ey, is the bound on the
uncertainty region.
Similarly, the uncertainty region of g, is modeled by

%gq = {gq|||Mq(gq _gq)” = fgq}v (4.201)

where M, is an invertible R¥*K weighting matrix, and €g, 1s the bound on the
uncertainty region. Also, g, is the exact value and g, is the error in the channel
gain. The interference from the primary base station on the SU in channel k is I,
and its uncertainty region is modeled by

Ry, = Uzl — T < €1}, (4.202)
where z; and €, are the weight factor and the bound on the uncertainty region,

respectively, I is the exact value, and 1, is the error in I.
Now, the robust energy-efficient SINR maximization problem is

N K,
Z;og(lﬂ/)

maxmin == , (4.203a)
P hyl K
Pc+E) pr
=1
K
> <P (4.203b)
k=1
subject to p -8, <IT,, Vg, € %’gq, g=1,...,0, (4.203¢)
h, € %, . Vn=1,....N. (4.203d)
I e %, Vi, (4.203¢)

where IT, is the allowable interference threshold for PU g, and p™** is the maximum
transmit power of the secondary transmitter over all K channels.

Due to the existence of an infinite number of constraints in (4.203c¢) and (4.203d),
problem (4.203) is a semi-infinite programming problem, which is difficult to solve.
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To tackle this issue, the infinite constraints are replaced by their equivalent convex
constraints. To satisfy constraint (4.203b) Vg, € Zg,, it is rewritten as

max pT g, < IT,,
gqe%gq

which can be stated by utilizing the protection function as

1
T T & T — =
max p ‘g, =p -8 +¢€ max p ~(—M M, (g —g))
BEHy T Y et Mg lbsy \&g,
=p g, + e, IM; - pl3, (4.204)
where || - ||* is the dual norm of || - ||. For more details, the interested reader is

referred to Section 1.3 in Chapter 1 in this book. From (4.204), constraint (4.203b)
is equivalent to

P g e, M ply < 1T, (4.205)

which is a convex constraint since the dual norm is a convex function, as was
discussed in Chapter 1. Similarly to tackling the computational complexity of
considering I, we use the protection function to rewrite the inner-minimization
problem (4.203) as

N K
n hklpk _ €
[ = arg min log(1 Ky = arg min %= = arg max [ = Iy + —,
k glkes@lk ; ; g( + yn) glkeﬂ?lk IkUz glkeg?fk k K Zk
(4.206)
Y, & wpihl
nzl kg:l log (1 + alip+zo? e, )
max min e , (4.207a)
I K
Pc+E) pr
k=1
P g, + e M, - pl3 < IT,. (4.207b)
h, € Z%,. Vn=1,...,N, (4.207¢)
subject to
> pe < pm (4.207d)

k=1

Note that the preceding optimization problem is still nonconvex. To address this
issue, [62] focuses on the important special case of K, = 1, where a closed-
form solution for h, uncertainty is derived. Subsequently, problem (4.207) is
efficiently solved using the fractional programming method, which was explained
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in Section 4.2.1.7 in this chapter. In doing so, it is assumed that each SU occupies
only one channel for its own transmission, that is, we have at most N = K SUs.
Without loss of generality, it is also assumed that SU n occupies channel n. Now,
the inner-minimization problem in (4.207) is expressed as

K Zkprhk
1 14 =20
kgl 0g + uli+zuo? e,

Il’lllin = , (4.208a)
’ Pc+& ) pr
k=1
subjectto h, € %, . (4.208b)

Since uncertainties in h, among all channels are independent, problem (4.208) can
be decomposed into multiple subproblems. The subproblem for SU n is

kprhy
log (1 + Zk1k+Zk(72+€Ik)
mhin , (4.209a)

K
Pc+C ) pi
k=1

subjectto  h, € %y, (4.209b)

where the uncertainty region for h, is %, = {h||Wa(hy — ho)|2 < €}, Vn. The
optimal solution 4 to problem (4.208) is

k k

. Zpih . zpih
hy =arg min log (1 + _#) — arg min —— P
Fin €y ady + uo? + €, €%, zily + 2402 + €,

. - €n,
=arg min h, = h, — —.
hn€Zny, wy

Substituting A into (4.207), we get

ilog (1+ wpr(wihi—en) )
k=1

wi @ik 2102 4-€p)
max : “.211a)
P K
Pc+8 ) pr
k=1
p & + e IM;! - p|* < 1T, (4211b)
subject to

K
> i < P 4.211c)
k=1
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Since both constraints (4.211b) and (4.211c) are convex and the objective func-
tion has a fractional form, problem (4.211) is a fractional programming problem.
Therefore, using the nonlinear fractional programming relaxation method, which
was explained in Section 4.2.1.7 in this chapter, we can obtain the optimal solution.

The proposed approach for K, = 1 can be extended to the general case where
each SU can occupy multiple channels, provided that uncertainties in 4, for all K,
channels are independent. In this case, the uncertainty region for each i% in hy is

B = WIWEGE = T)l2 < ey} k= 1,....K,, n = 1,...,N. Similarly,
the approach to tackling uncertainties in g,, Vq and I, Vk in (4.204) and (4.206)
can be used to tackle uncertainties in g,, Vg and I for the general case K, > 1.
Optimization problem (4.207) in the general case is quite different from that in the
important special case of K, = 1. This is because the variables p and h,, in (4.207)
are coupled with each other in the general case, which makes problem (4.207)
nontrivial. To tackle this issue, an alternative iterative algorithm is proposed in
which the optimal value of p for a given feasible value of h,, is derived, which is the
solution to the outer-maximization problem in (4.207). Subsequently, the optimal
value of h,, is obtained for the optimal value of p in the outer-maximization problem
in the previous iteration, which is the solution to the inner-minimization problem
in (4.207). These steps are interchangeably repeated until either the difference of
the optimal energy efficiency values in the outer-maximization problem between
two subsequent iterations becomes less than a predefined threshold or the maximum
number of iterations is reached.

Example 3 The downlink of a CRN with K SUs and one secondary base station
coexisting with Q PUs is studied in [24], where the CSI values are uncertain,
modeled by the worst-case method. Both PUs and SUs are equipped with single
antennas, and the secondary base station has U transmit antennas. The channel gain
from the secondary base station to each SU n is modeled by a complex-valued vector
h, € CY*! which is uncertain, whose exact value is En. The uncertainty region is
modeled by

%h,, = {hn | ||aﬂ||2 S Eh,l}5 n= 1’ . "5N7 (4212)

where a, = h,, — H,,, and ey, is a known constant.

The channel gain from the secondary base station to PU ¢ is also a complex-
valued vector g, € CU*1 assumed to be uncertain, whose exact value is gq. The
uncertainty region for g, is

Rg, =8¢ | Ibyll < €g,}, q=1,...,0, (4.213)

where b, = g, — g,, and €, is a known constant.
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The SINR for SU n is

|Wthn|2

SINR, = , (4.214)

N
o+ X |W?hn|2
i=1, i#n

where o7 is the noise power and w,, € CY*! the precoding weight vector for SU n.
It is assumed that the CRN is far from the primary transmitters, that is, interference
on SU rn from the primary network is much less than the interference from other
SUs and is treated as noise.

The objective is to minimize the transmit power of the secondary base station
while simultaneously targeting a lower bound on the received SINR for the SUs
and imposing an upper limit on the interference level on PUs. Mathematically, this
problem is

N
. 2

min w,|*, 4.215a
w2y 2wl 42152

n=1
SINR, > . Vh, € %, n=1,..N, (4.215b)

subject to 4 N

> Iwllg, P <11, Vg, €%y q=1.....0. (4.215¢)

n=1

where y, is the minimum required SINR of SU n, and IT, is the maximum allowable
interference level on PU g by the secondary base station.

Due to the existence of an infinite number of constraints in (4.215b) and (4.215c¢),
the preceding problem is intractable. To deal with this issue,the worst-case approach
is adopted, where for the worst channel realizations, the minimum and maximum
values of the SINR and interference are considered. In this way, (4.215) is
reformulated as

N
. 2
ull”s 421
o 0 2wl (4.2162)
min SINR,, > y,, Vn=1,...,N, (4.216b)
h, €%,

subject to N
max Y |whg,* <IT,. Vg=1....0. (4.216c¢)

gqe%’gq =1

It is mathematically appealing to express [with, |? in quadratic form as

|W,I:Ihn|2 = W,I;I(En + an)(ﬁn + an)HWn = wnH(ﬁn + An)wnv (4.217)
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where ﬁ,, = Hnﬁ and A, = hna + anh + a,a, Usmg the TT and Cauchy—
Schwarz inequality, we obtain an upper bound on ||A ||, denoted by n,:

— —H — —H
1AL < [hyag | + llah, ||+ lasa, | < [hlla |+ a1, |+ lla,]?
(4.218a)

= €5, + 2en, [h,]| = 7. (4.218b)
The identity xA,x" = tr(A,xx") is used to simplify the quadratic expression to
(Wi, |* = tr(H, +A,)W,), (4.219)
where W, = w,,w!. Using a similar formulation, |w!'g,|? is
Iwi'gy|* = u((Gy + B))W,), (4.220)

where Eq = gqgg, B, is the norm-bounded uncertainty matrix B, < £,, and §, =
€ + e Ig, -
Using the preceding expressions, we rewrite problem (4.216) as

min Z tr(W,,), (4.221a)

tr((H, + An)W,)

i >y Vn=1.. N (4.221b)
WIS b Y e+ AW
subject to =L i#n
N
HBm\Tlxé Z tr((G, + B)W,) < IT,, Vg=1,..., 0. (4.221¢)
qI1=8q , =

In [24], three approaches are proposed for solving this problem. In the first
approach, the loose upper and lower bounds on the terms appearing in the numerator
and denominator of the worst-case SINR are obtained, which leads to an SDP
optimization problem. In the second approach, the exact upper and lower bounds
on the aforementioned terms are obtained, leading to a non-SDP but convex
optimization problem, which can be efficiently solved. In the third approach, an
exact minimum of the SINR is obtained, leading to a convex optimization problem.
In what follows, the aforementioned three approaches are described.

Loosely Bounded Robust Solution To obtain an approximate solution to (4.221),
constraint (4.221b) is approximated as

N
min tr((H, +A)W,) — ¥» Z max tr((H, + A,)W,) > y,02.  (4.222)
”A ||<77n . ” all< Nn
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The minimization and maximization in (4.222) can be approximated as

N
(= I)Wo) =y Y tr((H, + Ip) W) > 3,07 (4.223)
i=1,i#n

Similarly, constraint (4.221c) is approximated as

N
3 (G, + Teg)W,) < IT,. (4.224)

n=1

Using the preceding expressions, we rewrite (4.221):

min Z tr(W,), (4.225a)

tr((ﬁn —Iny)W,)
N
— Vn Z tr((ﬁ,l + In,)W;) > y,,o,?, Vn=1,..., N, (4.225b)
i=1,i#n
subjectto y N
3" tr(Gy + Teg )W) < 1T, Vg=1,....0, (4.225¢)
n=1
W, = Wi, Vn=1,....N, (4.225d)
W, >0, Va=1,... N. (4.225¢)

Using the SDR method, we can obtain a locally optimal solution for (4.225a).

Strictly Bounded Robust Solution To find tight approximations for con-
straints (4.221b) and (4.221c), LR is used in [24] to find the exact maximum
and_exact minimum for each term. The maximum and minimum values of
tr((H, + A,)W,)) with respect to A,, are

WH . WH

AT =, AR = —p, 4226
W A T T WL (4220

Using the preceding expressions, constraint (4.221b) is approximated by

N

N
tr(ﬁn (Wn —Vn Z Wl)) - nn(”Wn” + Vn Z ||Wl||) z Vnay%' (4227)

i=1,i#n i=1,i#n
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Similarly, constraint (4.221c¢) is approximated by

N
Z (tr(ﬁqwn) + egqnwnll) <IT,. (4.228)

n=1

Finally, the main problem is approximated by

N
i t ) 4.22
W, X_; r(W,) (4.2292)
. N
tI‘(Hn (Wn ~Vn Z Wl)) - nn(”Wn”
i=1,i7n
N
v Y ||W,-||) > yu07, Va=1,..., N, (4.229b)
subject to i=Lizn
N
Z (tr(éqwn) + €, ||w,,||) <17, Vg=1,..., 0. (4.229¢)
n=1
w, = WH Vn=1,...,N, (4.229d)
W, >0, VYn=1,...,N. (4.229¢)

This problem is convex and can be solved using any standard numerical optimization
package such as CVX.

Exact Robust Method The aforementioned two approaches consider the problem
of minimizing the uncertain SINR using two conservative approaches, while
in this method, the worst-case channel realization is considered instead. Here,
constraint (4.221b) is written

N
”Am”in [tr((ﬁ,, +A)OW,) — y, § tr((H, + An)w,»)] > Y02 (4.230)
nll<nn . .
i=1,i#n

Using LR, the solution to the preceding minimization problem is

(Wn—)/n % Wi)H

i=1,i%n

A™MP =, - . (4.231)
W, — ¥ Z Wil
i=1,i#n
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Finally, the main problem is reformulated as

N
min Z tr(W,,), (4.232a)

n=1

N

tr(ﬁn (Wn —Vn Z Wt)) - r]ﬂ”Wn

i=1,i%n
N

= Y, Will = y0l, Vn=1,...,N, (4.232b)

subject to =iz
N

3 (u@,wn) + e ||w,l||) <,  Yg=1.....0. (4.232¢)

n=1

W, = WH, Vn=1,...,N, (4.232d)

W, =0, Vn=1,...,N. (4.232¢)

Similar to (4.229), this problem is convex and can be solved using any existing
problem solvers such as CVX.

4.3.1.7 Overview of Other Works on Robust Transmission in Cognitive
Radio Networks

Robust ergodic resource allocation for the uplink in an OFDMA-based CRN
consisting of multiple SUs and PUs and a secondary base station is studied in [63],
where all CSI values are assumed to be uncertain. In doing so, two problems are
considered. In the first problem, the objective is to maximize the worst-case ergodic
sum rate of SUs subject to a constraint on their average transmit power, a constraint
on the worst-case average interference from SUs on PUs, and a constraint on
channel allocation. In the second problem, the average-based constraints in the first
problem are replaced by their corresponding outage probability constraints. The first
optimization problem is nonconvex and intractable. To reduce the computational
complexity and transform the problem into a tractable and convex one, the following
steps are taken. The constraint on channel exclusivity for each user is relaxed using
the time-sharing factor. In doing so, the binary decision variable is replaced by a
continuous variable between 0 and 1, which indicates the portion of time that each
channel is assigned to each user. Second, to relax the constraint on the worst-case
average interference, two approaches are proposed: (1) a method based on BA and
(2) a method utilizing an upper bound on the outage probability using the ellipsoid
uncertainty region. Since the Bernstein method gives a tight approximation, its
performance is better than the second approach. Third, to obtain more tractable
formulas for the two proposed approaches, NA is applied. Finally, the approximated
optimization problems are solved via LR. For the second problem, similar steps
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Table 4.3 Summary of existing works on robust transmission in cognitive radio networks

BT-Cauchy—

Schwarz
Reference | SP| SDR | NLFP | LR | BT-TI | inequality EF| BT-NA | BT-BA | SPCA | BT-MI
7] VARV A V- R e b
R e RV S A RV AR A = = 1= |-
[34] I e VA e - - |-
1 -- v V- - - - -
31 - - |- |JI- - N VAR,

are proposed, except that in the second step the following three approaches are
proposed: (1) BT based on MI, (2) BT based on BAs, and (3) an iterative approach
based on SPCA. Similar to the first problem, the final approximated optimization
problems are solved via LR. Simulations show that the third approach has better
performance, but its computational complexity is higher.

In [34], robust resource allocation for the uplink of an OFDMA-based CRN
is investigated. The objective is to maximize the weighted sum rate subject to
constraints on channel assignment, the limit on the transmit power of SUs, and
the outage probability of PUs due to interference from SUs. It is assumed that CSI
values between the primary and secondary networks are uncertain and the respective
error is bounded. Since the problem is nonconvex and intractable, three relaxation
methods, NA, BA, and LR, are used to transform the problem into a convex and
tractable one.

Table 4.3 summarizes the aforementioned existing works on nonconvex opti-
mization problems on robust transmission in CRNs.

4.3.2 Partial CSI Feedback: Stochastic Uncertainty

We now present the application of relaxation methods for stochastic robust opti-
mization problems, where probabilistic constraints often have no closed-form
expressions and in general are not convex, which makes the outage-based con-
strained problem hard to solve.

4.3.2.1 Robust Transmission in Relay-Assisted and Beamforming Systems

Example 1 The stochastic robust downlink multiuser MIMO transceiver design
with arbitrary distribution of channel uncertainty is studied in [31], where it is
assumed that the distribution of interference plus noise is not known, and the error
in channel estimation via linear minimum mean square error (LMMSE) estimator
has an arbitrary distribution. Hence, the QoS requirements are considered for the
worst-case distribution of the error in channel estimation.
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The system consists of one base station equipped with N transmit antennas and
K
K users where user k is equipped with M; antennas such that > M, = M. It is
k=1
K
assumed that L; independent data streams are transmitted to user k, where )
k=1
Ly = L. To guarantee data recovery by users, it is necessary that L; < M; and
L < min{M, N}. The M, x 1 vector of interference plus noise for user k is n;. It
is assumed that the interference plus noise has an arbitrary distribution, where only
its first two moments are known, that is, ny —~ A(0,R;), where A is an arbitrary

distribution. The total MSE of user k’s signal is
MSE; = [[Fy(H; + H)G — D[2 + tr(FRF), (4.233)

where Fy is an L; x M} equalizer matrix deployed at the receiver and H; and flk are
the M; x N matrices of channel gain and error, respectively. The precoding N x L
matrix at the base station is G, and the matrix D, = [0 I, 0 k ]is

Lix Y L Lix Y. L
k=1 k=1

used to select the data stream for user k. Note that the MSE distribution depends on
the distribution of Hy. In addition, G and F are unknown and in general depend on
the statistics of Hy. Thus, the MSE distribution cannot be obtained or approximated
in advance. The optimization problem for transceiver design is formulated as

in  tr(GGH 4.234
in r(GG") ( a)
subject to sup Pr{MSE; > &} <&, k=1,...,K, (4.234b)

vec(ﬁk)va(O,Ek)

where &; and {; are the maximum allowable MSE and the minimAum predefined
outage probability at receiver k, respectively. Since the statistics of H is unknown,
the supremum of the outage probability in (4.234b) is used to meet the QoS
in the worst case, which makes problem (4.234) intractable and nonconvex. To
tackle this difficulty, two relaxation methods are considered, MI and the duality
method. Simulations show that the duality method has better performance, but the
Markov method has less computational complexity. In the sequel, these methods are
explained.

Markov Method When MI is used, an upper bound on the outage probability is

E{MSE,}
Ek ’

Pr{MSE; > &} < (4.235)

1 — 1
where E{MSE;} = |[vec((GT ® Fy) X?) Tvec(FH;G — Dy)Tvec(RZFi)T]||3 and
vec(Hy) ~ A(0, X}). Accordingly, problem (4.234) can be approximated as

i t H 4.236
G,I{}kl,n‘v’k r(GG"), ( a)

1 _ 1
subject to  ||[vec((GT ® Fy) X.2)"vec(FyH,G — Dy) "vec(R7FI) |3 < exly, Vk.
(4.236b)
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Although the preceding problem is tractable, it is still nonconvex. To find a near-
optimal solution, it is divided into two convex subproblems, and each subproblem
is iteratively solved until convergence. In the first subproblem, it is assumed that all
equalizer matrices are fixed, and in the second subproblem, for a given precoder
matrix, the equalizer matrices are obtained. In the first subproblem, for a given
equalizer matrix, by using the epigraph method, problem (4.236) can be written
as the following SOCP problem:

min t, (42373)
G
tr(GGM) < 1, (4.237b)
1 —
subject to 4 [|[vec((G" ® Fy) £2) vec(FH;G — Dy)" (4.237¢)

1
vee(R{FD 2 = Vel V&,

where ¢ is the slack variable. In the second subproblem, it is enough to minimize
the left-hand side of (4.236b) with respect to the equalizer matrix, which is
formulated as

1 — 1
min [|G' @ Fo) ) [7 + [FHG — Dill7 + [RF5. (4.238)
k

The first term of the preceding cost function is rewritten as

| N N .
IGT@F)Z2)|% = tr( 3 g,»jzg’F,i*Fk), (4.239)

i=1 j=1

where g;; is the (i, j)th element of the matrix G*GT, and Ef is the (j, )th M}, x M
subblock of matrix Y. Substituting (4.239) into (4.237) and taking the derivative of
the cost function with respect to Fy, we obtain the optimal equalizer

—1

N N
F. = @GDY)" [ GG H, + R + Y Y g5l | . (4.240)

i=1 j=1

Markov Method for Robust Transceiver Design

Step 0: Initialization: Choose a feasible solution [G(0), F;(0),...,Fx(0)] to
problem (4.236).

Forl=1,...

Step 1: Update G(I) by solving the convex problem (4.237);

Step 2: Update Fi(l), Vk by solving the convex problem (4.238);

Step 3: Stop if G(I — )P G(I— 1) — G()'G(I) < €, where € is the threshold.
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l?uality Method The MSE is a function of unknown F; and G, and both depend on
Hy. Thus, the MSE is a sum of correlated elements. Although uncertainty in channel
estimation Hy is arbitrarily distributed, from the generalized weak-convergence
theorem [64], the MSE is in fact not arbitrarily distributed. Hence, the Markov
method is conservative and MI is not tight. To find a near-optimal solution, the
duality method is used, and the outage probability constraint is reformulated as

sup  Priy(xx) = &}, (4.241a)
f(xk)
fxDdx =1, (4.241b)
i x, €CNMk
subject to
E{x} =0, (4.241¢)
E{xx/} = X, (4.241d)

where ¥ (x;) = MSE,, x; = Vec(ﬁk), and f(x;) is the probability density function
(pdf) of x;. The Lagrangian function for this problem is

Li(f (), 2, iy Ex) = Pri{yr(xx) > &} + Otk(l - / f(Xk)ka) — i E{x;}

XkE(CNMk

+ tr(E(Z — E{xext})), (4.242a)

where o, 1, E are Lagrangian multipliers and Z; = Z!. The Lagrangian dual
function is

gr(o, M, Ex) = sup Li(f (Xa), o, s Ex) (4.243a)
f(x)=0
o + tI’(E,E{Ek), if Ay >0,Vx;: wk(xk) <grand Ay > 1,Vx; : wk(xk) > &
| o0, otherwise,
(4.243b)

where Ay = oy + nkak + (& ,flxkka). The corresponding dual problem of (4.241) is

min oy + tr(EF ), (4.244a)
Ok, Nks=k
o + niixg + (B xxd) > 0, Vx; @ x; € CVMr | (4.244b)
subject to 4 o + nixg + tr(Exxt) > 1, Vi V(X)) > ek, (4.244¢)

]

" (4.244d)

k

)

&3

k
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The compact form of (4.244) is

min - tr(Z 2. (4.245a)
k

Z > 0, (4.245b)
subject to R _ R

Wz, —1>0, V H : |[Fi( H; + H)G — D% + tr(FRFH) > ¢, (4.245¢)

g8 gl - > 0
where Z;, = |:1 kH 2 ] D |: i| and u;, = [x{ 1]7. Since in (4.245¢)
M O 01
there are infinitely many possible channel realizations, it is an infinite constraint.
Consequently, although problem (4.245) has no probabilistic constraints, it is still
an infinite constrained problem, which is difficult to solve and should be transformed
into a finite constrained problem. To do so, the Frobenius norm in (4.245¢) is

replaced by the spectral norm,
|Fx(He +H)G — Dyl = uf' Q' Qeuy, (4.246)

where Q; = [(GT ® Fy)vec(F:H,G — Dy)]. Using (4.246), the S-lemma, and SC,
we transform (4.245¢) into LMI form:

BiZy + diag{0, g, — tI‘(FkRkaH) — B} QkHi| =0 (4.247)

3B > 0:
Pr |: Qi I,

Using the preceding expressions, we convert stochastic problem (4.241) into the
following deterministic finite constrained problem:

r(Z L) (4.2482)
Bi.Zk /3k '
Z, = 0,8 >0, (4.248b)
Qs L, |~ 7

where Z; = Z,Bx. Consequently, bilevel optimization problem (4.234) can be
equivalently replaced by the following single-level optimization problem:

min  w(GGY), (4.249a)
G.Fi.Br. Lk Nk

Zkzo,ﬂk>0,

HEE) < g (4.249b)
k

subject to B
|:,3ka + diag{O, &k — tI‘(FkRkF};I) - ﬂk} QkH:| 0. Vk (4 2490)
Qx | 77 ’ ’
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As with the Markov method, problem (4.249) is solved by convergence-guaranteed
iterative algorithms applied to two convex subproblems. Note that the global
optimality of the two aforementioned approaches for multiuser MIMO is not
achievable, but the authors prove that for the special case of single-user MIMO,
the robust optimization problem is convex, and global optimality is attainable.

Example 2 In [29], a network with K source—destination pairs is considered that
communicates through a set of L distributed relays. It is assumed that each node has
a single antenna, and there is no direct link between each pair. It is also assumed that
the CSI values of the second hop are uncertain and the error in channel estimation is
a Gaussian random variable with known distribution. Robust beamforming vectors
are designed to minimize the average transmit power at relays subject to SINR
outage probability constraints. The SINR at destination & is

2

L
> hiwigi| Pk

=1

SINR; =

(4.250)

2 3

L
o? + Z |hxiwio |> + Z Z hiwigit| p1

= =11k

where g, is the Rayleigh flat fading channel coefficient from source k to relay i, px
is the transmit power of source k, /; is the Rayleigh flat fading channel coefficient
from relay i to destination k, w; is the beamforming weight for relay i, and o is the
noise power.

Channel gains for the second hop are assumed to be imperfect, modeled by hy =
h; + hk, where hy = [l . .., hx], hy is the exact value of hy, and hk ~ CN(0,Qy),
where Q is the variance of hk The robust optimization problem is

L K
. 12 2 2
min ;|w,| (; lgal’p1 + 0 ) (4.251a)
subject to Pr%SINRk > yk} >1—p, k=1,....,K, (4.251b)

where y; is the acceptable SINR threshold, and p; is the maximum allowable
outage probability. Since the closed-form expression for the pdf and cumulative
distribution function (CDF) of SINR; in (4.250) are very difficult to obtain, the
closed-form expression for the nonoutage probability constraint (4.251b) cannot be
easily obtained. Therefore, problem (4.251) is intractable. To tackle this issue via
relaxation methods, two approaches are proposed. In the first approach, using the
Bernstein-type inequality, a lower bound on the nonoutage probability constraint is
obtained. Then, via the SDR method, the approximated problem is transformed into
SDP form. In the second method, instead of the Bernstein-type inequality, the SP is
used.



218 4 Nonconvex Robust Problems

Using the Bernstein-type inequality and SDR and introducing auxiliary variables
k> Xx, and yy, the relaxed problem for (4.251) is

K
min (W( > GGl + 021)) , (4.252a)

k=1
1—e % >1—py, Vk=1,....K, (4.252b)
Xt + Gk < tr(Ag) + ¢k — 02, Vk=1,..., K, (4.252¢)
subject 0.1 /27 AL + 2lzl? <m.  Vk=1....K, (4.252d)
yil + Ag = 0, Vk=1,....K, (4.252¢)
rank(W) = 1, (4.252f)

1. 1 1. _
where Gk = J]deiag{glk, e ,ng}, W = WWH, Ak = Q]f AkaZ, 7, = ka Akhk,
—H~ — ~ H
Cry = hltlAkhk, Ak = vl;:k — Z VaV? — ozdiag{W”, ey WLL}, and Vi = GkW.
I=1,I#k

In (4.252b), the smallest {; that minimizes the transmit power is {; = In p;. Due to
rank constraint, problem (4.252) is still nonconvex. To cope with this issue, the rank
constraint is removed and problem (4.252) is transformed into SDP form. Then,
using randomization, the rank 1 solution is obtained.

In the second approach, using the SP, a closed-form lower bound on the
nonoutage probability is obtained. Subsequently, following rank relaxation, a
conservative reformulation of problem (4.251) is

K
min e (W( > GG + GZI)) , (4.253a)

k=1
subject to [A" ;LHA"I f"] =0, Vk=1.... K. (4.253b)
k Ck

where ¢, = HkHAkﬁk — P — 0% e = w in which CDF~!(x) is the
inverse CDF of a chi-squared random variable, and A; is a nonnegative auxiliary
random variable. Simulation results show that the first method outperforms the
second one and yields tighter bounds.

4.3.2.2 Overview of Other Works on Robust Relay-Assisted
and Beamforming Systems

An outage-constrained robust transmit power optimization for multiuser MISO
downlink, where a multi-antenna base station communicates with multiple single-
antenna users, is studied in [37]. It is assumed that each user decodes its signal and
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other users’ signals are considered interference. In addition, CSI values are uncertain
and error is modeled by a Gaussian random variable. The objective is to minimize
the total transmit power of the base station subject to the constraint on each user’s
rate outage, where the covariance matrix of the transmitted signal by each user is
the optimization variable. The optimization problem is nonconvex and intractable,
and an effort is made to find a tight, convex, and efficiently computable upper
bound for the constraint on the rate outage. Using relaxation methods, including the
Bernstein-type inequality, SP, SDP, and LDI, three convex approaches are proposed.
The first approach is based on the worst-case robust method, the second approach
uses Bernstein-type inequality, and the third approach uses LDI. Simulations show
that the second method has superior performance, but its computational complexity
is high, and the third approach outperforms the first one.

Power allocation strategies for the downlink of a multi-antenna base station with
multiple single-antenna users is studied in [42], where the CSI error is assumed
to have a Gaussian distribution. The objective is to minimize the transmit power
subject to MSE outage probability and the constraint on the maximum transmit
power. Using the VPI, the stochastic uncertainty is eliminated in a conservative
manner, and the problem is converted into a deterministic one. The approximated
problem is solved using the theory of interference functions [65].

Table 4.4 summarizes the aforementioned works on robust transmission in relay-
assisted and beamforming systems.

4.3.2.3 Robust Transmission in Cognitive Radio Networks

Example 1 A two-tier heterogeneous network that includes a macro-cell and a
femto-cell is considered in [27]. The macro base station and the closed-access
femto base station are equipped with Ny and N antennas, respectively. The macro-
cell shares the downlink spectrum with the femto-cell and serves a single-antenna
macro-user with QoS guarantee. The femto-cell serves a single-antenna femto-user
with “best effort.” The femto-user’s SINR is

|hEFWF | 2

SINRfp = (4.254)

‘71% + |thWM|27

Table 4.4 Summary of existing works on robust relay-assisted and beamformning
systems

Reference |SP |SDR |BT-BTI |LR |BT-MI |SC |EF |BT-LDI |BT-VPI
[29] N - |- - |-

[31] - 1= |- Vo VY-
[37] VAR - |- - - Y -
[42] e - |- - |- |- v
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where hgr € C¥ and hgy € C™ are the channel gains between the femto base
station and the femto-user and the channel gain between the macro base station and
the femto-user, respectively, wg € CMF and wy; € C™ are the beamforming vectors
for the femto-user and the macro-user, respectively, and Ul% is the additive noise
power at the femto-user.

Depending on the availability of the CSI at the femto base station, two cases are
considered. In the first case, called “no CSI feedback,” it is assumed that the femto
base station only has the channels’ statistics. In the second case, it is assumed that
uncertain values of hgr and hgy, denoted by HFF and HFM, respectively, are available
to the femto base station. When partial CSI is available, the performance is better
than that of no CSI feedback. The stochastic robust problem is

min  ||wg|%, (4.2552)
WF
Pr {SINRF > yr} > 1 — pF, (4.255b)
subject to
Pr {|hijewel* < em} > 1 — pwm, (4.255¢)

where ypp is the minimum allowable SINR of the femto-user, &y is the maximum
tolerable interference caused by the femto base station on the macro-user, and
pr and py are the maximum allowable outage probabilities for the SINR and the
interference, respectively.

Since there is no feedback from the macro-user to the femto base station, it is
assumed that only the statistics of the channel between the macro-user and the femto
base station, denoted by hyg € CMF, are available to the femto-cell, and hgg and hgy
are modeled by

hgr = hgp + hgp,  and  hgy = hey + hey, (4.256)

where hpr € CM and hpy € C™ are the exact vectors, and hgr € CM and
hFM € CM are the corresponding error vectors. Let hpF ~ CN(0,C.rr) and
hpM ~ CN(0, C. pm), where the channel error covariance matrices, denoted by C. gr
and C, gy, are positive definite. Now, problem (4.255) can be written as

min  [|wgl|%, (4.257a)
WE

h ﬁ H 2
Pr% : It F£+ FI;;) wil > yF% > 1— pr. (4.257b)
subject to o + |(hrm + Be)

Pr { Ihiwe|? < aM} > 1— pu. (4.257¢)
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This problem is difficult to solve. To tackle this issue, the SDR method is applied,
and the reformulated problem is conservatively approximated using a Bernstein-
type inequality. Define

A~ 1 A~ 1
h]:]: = Cez’FFVFF, and h]:M = Cez,FMVFM’ (4258)

where vpp ~ CN(0, Iy.) and vy ~ CN(0, Ly,,), and let

— — — 1 1
h=[her henl™, v=[vee veu], and C? = diag{Clue Clpy),  (4.259)

where v ~ CN(0, Iy, +n;,)- By utilizing SDR, problem (4.257) is rewritten as

WFIBH!HIL N tr(Wg), (4.260a)
Pr{v"Av + 2Re{v'B} > 5} > 1 — pp, (4.260Db)
bject t
SUDIECLION ((Cpr W) < I’B—MI (4.260¢)
nL

M

where A = C}WC, B = C}Wh, s = o —h ' Wh, W = diag{-L We. —wywii}.
and Cy, pp is the channel covariance matrix of hgp. A closed form for the pdf and CDF
of VA Av + 2Re{v" B} is difficult to obtain, and the probability in (4.260b) does not
have a closed-form expression. Thus, problem (4.260) is still intractable. A tractable
approximation to problem (4.257), obtained using Bernstein-type inequality, is

min tr(Wg), (4.261a)
WreH\F, | xeR
1 _
—tr((ce,FF + hFFh?F)WF) —V28x > of (4.261b)
VE
— —H
+ W]I{I/[((l + 8)CC,FF + hFMhFM)wM»
subject to &M
tr(Comr W) < —-, (4.261¢)
In 2w
1
—ID[ = x, (4.261d)
YF

T
1 1 1 —
where § = —Inpp, D = [vec(CéFFWFCéFF) ﬁvec(CéFFWFhFF) EFM} ,

T T T —
and Cpy = )/F\/”CéFMWMW}III,[C;FM”]Z; + 2||C2 W Wihem [|2. Problem (4.261) is
convex and can be efficiently solved to obtain the globally optimal solution. In [27],
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a special case in which ﬁFp and hyr are independent and identically distributed
(i.i.d.) is investigated. It is shown that the optimal solution to (4.257) can be
obtained. The optimization problem for this case is

min (g, (4.262a)
F=>0
+oo = H ~H 2
wy, C WMXFM + 20
1 / 0, ﬁ”hFF”’ vE(WMCepm 2M FM 7) (4.262b)
2 5 O¢,FF LFO pp
subject to XEM +
o exp (—FMfEFM) o (\/CFMXFM) dxpm = 1 — pF,
ORMFF < — (4.262¢)
’ In —
oM
_ 2 _ 2|E{;II\/1"VM|2 : .
where (g = ||wg||* and {py = o In constraint (4.262b), Q;(x,y) is the
M e,
first-order Marcum’s Q-function defined as [66]
+o00
u? + x?
0i1(x,y) = uexp | — > Io(xu)dx, (4.263)

y

where Iy(-) is the zero-order modified Bessel function of the first kind. The optimal
solution can be obtained by the simple and computationally efficient bisection
method [1]. The no CSI case is discussed subsequently in Section 4.3.3 in this
chapter.

Table 4.5 summarizes the aforementioned work on robust transmission in CRNS.

4.3.3 No CSI Feeback

In this section, we discuss the application of relaxation methods for resource
allocation problems when there is no CSI feedback. The complexity of deploying
this scheme is less than other schemes with some loss in performance.

Table 4.5 Summary of existing work on robust transmission in cognitive radio
networks

BT-Cauchy—Schwarz
Reference | SP | SDR |BT-BTI |LR |BT-TI | inequality EF

[27] - v Y — |- - _
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Example 1 A cooperative network with L radio access points and K mobile users is
considered in [28]. It is assumed that access point / has N; antennas and each mobile
user has a single antenna. It is also assumed that only channel statistics in the form of
channel distribution information is available, that is, no CSI feedback. The objective
is to minimize the total downlink transmit power subject to the constraint on the
probability of nonoutage SINR. This is achieved via a general stochastic coordinated
beamforming framework. To solve the optimization problem, the stochastic DC
programming relaxation method is used, which makes the nonconvex optimization
problem tractable and guarantees optimality. The SINR for mobile user k is

[l vi|?

ik

I (4.264)

where hy = [h},...,h];] is the CSI vector for mobile user k, whose element
h,; € CM is the CSI between radio access point / and mobile user k, and v, =
[Vii.....v] is a vector whose element v € CM is the transmit beamforming
vector from radio access unit / to mobile user k. The additive Gaussian noise power
at mobile user k is o7.

The robust optimization problem is

L K
. 2
min 0> v, (4.265a)

=1 k=1

subject to Pr{Fk >, Vk=1,... ,K} >1—e, (4.265b)

where yy is the minimum required SINR, and ¢ is the maximum allowable outage
probability. The convex feasible set of the beamforming vector is

K
Y = {V;k eCM: Z [vil* < pre=, VI k}, (4.266)
k=1

where p;®* is the maximum transmit power for radio access point /. Because

of chance constraint (4.265b), problem (4.265) is intractable. To circumvent this
difficulty, constraint (4.265b) is relaxed by way of DC approximation, and DC
programming is used. Accordingly, problem (4.265) is rewritten as

L K
. 2
min 3 0> v, (4.267a)
=1 k=1
1
subject to ing —[u(v,v) —u(v,0)] <, (4.267b)
v>0p
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i#k
K
o+ Y %V?hithvi, Vk = 1,...,K, and sg+1(v,h,v) = Y %vf’hihiHvi. Note
i=1"

ik
that relflxation by DC approximation does not affect the optimality of the solution,
and the relaxed problem is equivalent to the original one.
Due to the existence of an infimum function in constraint (4.267b), it is difficult
to solve the foregoing problem directly. However, since %[u(v v) — u(v,0)] is
nondecreasing in v > 0, the following «-approximation problem can be solved

instead of problem (4.267):

L K
. 2
min 3 0> flvad. (4.2682)
I=1 k=1
subject to [u(v,k) —ke] —u(v,0) <0, (4.268b)

where ¥k > 0 is any fixed parameter small enough to approximate the original
problem. Although a very small ¥ > 0 results in numerical stability and perfor-
mance improvement, it imposes more computational complexity. To get around this
difficulty, « is treated as an optimization variable, and (4.268a) is rewritten as

L K
min > vl (4.269a)

vEY k>0
I=1 k=1

subjectto [u(v,k) —ke] — u(v,0) <0. (4.269b)

To solve (4.269), an iterative SCA method is used, and a suboptimal solu-
tion is obtained using a Bernstein-type inequality, which provides a closed-form
approximation for the chance constraint. This method is applicable when the CSI
distribution is complex Gaussian, but it is not robust for other distributions.

Example 2 A no CSI scenario is also studied in [27], in addition to the partial
CSI scenario that was explained in Section 4.3.2.3. In the no CSI scenario, prob-
lem (4.255) is formulated as a convex optimization problem using SDR. In doing
s0, a closed-form expression for probability functions in (4.255b) and (4.255c¢) is
obtained. Assume

hgg ~ CN(0, Cyhpr),  hpm ~ CN(0, Cppv), and hyg ~ CN(0, Cyvir),
4.270)

where channel covariance matrices Cy, g, Cppm, and Chmp are positive definite.
Thus, the random variables [hE.wg|?, |hE wg|?, and |hf},;wy|? are independently
and exponentially distributed with parameters ! L

an
i i ; wHChprwr” wHChmpwr wi Chpmwn
respectively. Now problem (4.255) is rewritten as

min  ||wg|%, (4.271a)

wreCNF
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2 H
- C
exp ( o ) S i >1—pp, (4.271b)
. WE ChrrWr J/ Wg CrrWe + YEWy Ch WM
subject to .
Wi ChMpWE < lnli . (4.271c¢)

PM

Due to the nonconvexity of constraint (4.271b), problem (4.271) remains
nonconvex. Using the SDR method, this problem is converted into a convex one.
In doing so, a positive semidefinite matrix Wg = WFWE is defined, and the rank 1
constraint is relaxed. Consequently, problem (4.271) is relaxed to

min tr(Wg), (4.272a)
WFEH:/LFqL
VFU}%
ey _ wod 4.272b
1(Chrr Wr) exp (tr(Ch,FFWF)) | |

’

i 2 tr(CpprW
subject to + yptr(Chrv W) exp( YFOR )< 1(Ch ;e WE)

tr(Ch,rr WE) 1 —pr

EM
1-

oM

tr(ComrWr) < 1 (4.272c¢)

The relaxed problem (4.272) is convex and can be efficiently solved using CVX
or SeDuMi. A special case in which hgr and hyp are i.i.d. variables is studied in [27],
where the channel covariance matrices are Cy, pp = aﬁ’pFINF and Cymp = of’MFINF.
Problem (4.271) is simplified to

min (g, (4.273a)

F=>0

—YrO% O pplF
exp ( 2 3 - > 1—pr, (4.273b)
. OnrrtF /) O ppte + YWy Ch MFWM
subject to
&
Ghz,MFLF = —Ml, (4.273c¢)
In 2

where g = ||wg||?. The optimal solution to (4.273) can obtained using the simple

and computationally efficient bisection method [1].
Table 4.6 summarizes the aforementioned works on robust resource allocation
with no CSL.

Table 4.6 Summary of existing works on robust resource allocation: no CSI feedback
Reference | BT-BTI | DCA |SCA |LR |SDR | BT-Cauchy-Schwarz inequality | EF
271 - S S S VA -
[28] v VAR VAR e e -
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Femto Base-Station User

Femto Base-station

Fig. 4.3 System model for partial CSI feedback with stochastic uncertainty and for no CSI
feedback

4.3.3.1 Numerical Example

Here we present the numerical results on the transmit power of the proposed system
in [27], discussed in Section 4.3.2.3 in this chapter, as an example of partial CSI
feedback with stochastic uncertainty and as an example of no CSI feedback. The
system model is shown in Fig. 4.3.

The macro base station and closed-access femto base station are equipped with
four transmit antennas, that is, Nyy = Ng = 4. The maximum allowable outage
probability for the SINR and for the interference are 0.1, that is, pyy = pp = 0.1.
The additive noise power at the femto-user is 67 = 0.01, and the maximum
tolerable interference caused by the femto base station on the macro-user is gy =
—3dB. We uniformly generate the macro base station beamforming vector on the
unit-norm sphere ||wy|| = 1. In simulations, the SDR-based problems are solved
using CVX, and if the solutions are not of rank 1, the Gaussian randomization
method (explained in Section 4.2.1.5 in this chapter) is used. We perform Monte
Carlo simulations consisting of 500 channel realizations.

The transmit power is also investigated for the spatially correlated channels. Let
Chrr = 07 5rCr, Comr = 0 ypChiy and Chpm = 03 5y Chi,
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Fig. 4.4 Average transmit power versus minimum required SINR of femto-user for the two cases,
that is, partial CSI feedback and no CSI feedback for ¢ = 0.02, 0.8

[Chlmn = ™", (4.274)

where of i = 1 and oy = 0p\r = 0.01.

In Fig. 4.4, the average transmit power versus the minimum allowable SINR of
the femto-user for the two cases, that is, partial CSI feedback and no CSI feedback
for ¢ = 0.02, 0.8, is shown. As can be seen, the difference in the transmit power of
the femto base station in the two cases for ¢ = 0.02 is around 7 dB, showing that the
partial feedback CSI with stochastic uncertainty is significantly more power efficient
than the no CSI case. Moreover, we observe that the difference in the transmit power
is higher when channels are spatially more uncorrelated (i.e., smaller ¢).

4.4 Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, we presented a taxonomy of relaxation methods for solving
nonconvex and intractable robust optimization problems that can be utilized for
allocating resources in many emerging wireless networks. Using these methods,
the intractable and NP-hard robust optimization problems can be approximately or
equivalently reformulated into tractable robust optimization problems that can be
easily solved. Utilizing the methods discussed in this chapter, although globally
optimal solutions may not be obtained, in general, locally optimal or near-optimal
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solutions can be obtained via efficient and tractable algorithms. In addition, we
presented and reviewed some recent and noteworthy cases in the literature on using
relaxation methods in robust optimization problems in communication systems. In
particular, we covered important topics in future wireless networks, namely, beam-
forming, cooperative relaying, CRNs, and physical-layer secure communications.
The examples were categorized into (1) partial CSI feedback with bounded uncer-
tainty, (2) partial CSI feedback with stochastic uncertainty, and (3) no CSI feedback.

Appendices
Appendix 1: Proof of Corollary 4.1

Let W be the optimal solution to problem (4.136), which is unique and of rank 1 by
Proposition 4.1. By Lemma 4.3, W is feasible for problem (4.128), which implies
that tr(W) > tr(W*), where W* is the optimal solution to (4.128). Since we also
have [cf., (4.136)] tr(W) < tr(W*), we conclude that tr(W) = tr(W*), that is, W is
the optimal solution to problem (4.128). From Lemma 4.3, W* is a feasible solution
to problem (4.136). Now, tr(W) = tr(W*) further implies that W* is the optimal
solution to problem (4.136) as well. Hence, from Proposition 4.1, W* should be
unique and of rank 1.

Appendix 2: Tightness of Solution to Relaxed Problem

Consider the dual of (4.139) as

in tr(W 4.275
min (W) ( a)
) maxg,eze, 1+ tr(GHIWG,) .
bject t : , Ve=1,...,E,
subject to minneos, 1+ hAWh = Vrelax e
(4.275b)

1

E3
Vrelax

Proposition 4.1, the solution to (4.139) is of rank 1 and unique. If we prove that
the optimal solution to (4.275) is also the optimal solution to (4.139), we can infer
the tightness of the relaxed problem. From Corollary 4.1, the solution to the relaxed
problem is also the solution to the original problem. Hence, the optimal solution to
the nonconvex problem (4.137) can be obtained by solving the equivalent convex
SDP problem (4.140). For more details, the interested reader is referred to Section 4
in [5].

where R = log( ). Since problem (4.275) is similar to problem (4.130), from
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Chapter 5
Conclusions and Future Research

In this final chapter, we discuss the potential applications of the material presented
in Chapters 1, 2, 3, and 4 to future generations of wireless networks, including
fifth generation and beyond. In doing so, our focus is not on open problems in
using optimization theory or in developing distributed algorithms for solving such
problems; these topics are discussed in [1-9]. Rather, we focus on new trends in
robust resource allocation in future wireless networks. We begin by presenting major
and important features in future generations of wireless networks that affect resource
allocation, then we identify important problems in robust resource allocation in such
networks that can be tackled using the material in Chapters 1, 2, 3, and 4.

5.1 Future Wireless Networks

Future wireless networks, including the forthcoming fifth generation, will be
increasingly characterized by the following features, as outlined in [10-16]:

* Exponential increase in the number of wireless devices, evolving into connected
everything, that is, massive connectivity requiring massive capacity

* Significantly smaller latency (<1 ms)

* Significantly higher data rates per user by way of

— Carrier aggregation/carrier bonding

— Cognitive small cells

— Device-to-device communication

— Multiple input multiple output (MIMO), including massive MIMO and
coordinated multipoint (CoMP)/network MIMO

— Millimeter-wave communication

— Hybrid links [radio frequency (RF)/free space optics (FSO)]
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Massive densification of base stations requiring significantly reduced transmit
power levels

Extensive use of relays and ad hoc networking in locations lacking backhaul
access

Mobile base stations

Cloud radio access network

New multiple access techniques, such as

— Nonorthogonal multiple access (NOMA)
— Sparse code multiple access (SCMA)

Energy harvesting as a means of significantly prolonging battery life
Diverse new applications and services leading to smart societies

Some of these attributes already exist at different stages of implementation, whereas
others will be developed and deployed subsequently. In what follows, we provide
brief explanations of some important aspects of future wireless networks that will
affect resource allocation in such networks.

Massive MIMO: Multiple-input multiple-output is a technique that is used to
exploit multipath propagation via multiple antennas to increase radio link capac-
ity, improve energy efficiency, and enhance link security. Exploiting multipath
propagation is particularly useful for reducing fast fading and for introduc-
ing semi-omnidirectional propagation for narrow-beamwidth millimeter waves.
Specifically, MIMO is a method for transmitting and receiving more than one
datum simultaneously in the same radio channel and is different from smart
antenna techniques that improve the performance of sending and receiving a
single datum by way of beamforming and diversity. Single-user MIMO has been
developed and implemented in some standards, such as 802.11n, and multiuser
MIMO (also known as network MIMO or CoMP) is the focus of current research.
In MIMO systems, increasing the number of antennas improves performance
but also increases complexity. When the number of antenna elements in MIMO
systems is very large, it is called massive MIMO. With this technique, it has
been shown that there is a wide gap in the performance of existing schemes
when exact channel state information (CSI) is assumed versus when the same
schemes are deployed with uncertain CSI [17]. This fact indicates that there is a
need to introduce robustness in massive MIMO systems. The problem is further
complicated in CoMP due to the fact that there is a need for coordination between
multiple and possibly heterogeneous access points, resulting in considerable
increase in the number of CSI values and their respective constraints, each with
its own uncertainties, in the resource allocation problem.

Millimeter Waves: In future wireless networks, users can expect a substantial
increase in their link speeds, which will require proportional increases in the
frequency spectrum allocated to the service. However, the scarcity of available
spectrum in frequency bands below 4 GHz makes the use of higher bands
unavoidable. However, significant attenuation and narrow beamwidths of elec-
tromagnetic waves at higher frequency bands pose serious technical challenges
for their use. Moreover, CSI fluctuates significantly in higher frequency bands.
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Hence, in future wireless networks that use millimeter waves, there will be a need
to develop robust and efficient techniques for resource allocation with acceptable
computational complexity.

e Hybrid Links (RF/FSO): The need for higher data rates and massive capacity
in future wireless networks requires the use of new high-speed channels. In
situations where the available radio frequency spectrum is insufficient and
connections via fiber optic links is not possible due to physical limitations, FSO
is a viable candidate to enhance the available capacity. However, FSO is highly
fluctuating, depending on many atmospheric and weather conditions, and suffers
from unpredictable uncertainties.

e Multiple Access Techniques: Existing multiple access techniques, for example,
orthogonal frequency division multiple access (OFDMA) and single-carrier
frequency division multiple access (SC-FDMA), are relatively simple methods
because of their exclusive allocation of channels for intracell communication, but
their spectral efficiency is relatively low. To improve on the spectral efficiency of
intracell links in future wireless networks, other multiple access techniques that
are more complex, such as NOMA and SCMA are being considered, in which
resources are shared (i.e., not allocated exclusively) by users. In NOMA, for
example, one must use superposition coding on the transmitter side or successive
interference cancellation on the receiver side, which are additional blocks in
the system. This introduces new constraints to manage intracell interference and
complicates the resource allocation problem even further. Hence, there is a need
for sensitivity analysis of the respective problems with a view to studying the
impact of uncertainty and robustness.

e Multiple Radio Access: Future wireless networks will have to utilize all existing
and future spectrum allocations, which will include those for Wi-Fi, current
cellular bands, and higher-frequency spectrum. This means that end-user devices
will be expected to connect to different types of access points, each with its own
radio-access technology. This will introduce new complexities and constraints
requiring the development of novel robust schemes to deal with the attending
uncertainties.

e Air Interface: The air interface for existing high-speed links in LTE-based
networks consumes significant amounts of power. In future wireless networks,
which will be highly populated with new connected things, there will be a serious
need to reexamine current air interfaces and to devise new waveforms that will
be more energy efficient. If this is done, the impact of the new waveforms on
resource allocation schemes must be carefully examined.

» Battery Life: Finally, a very important requirement for future wireless networks
will be to devise novel techniques to extend battery life. This will be of the
utmost importance in the Internet of everything/Internet of things environments
as well as in new end-user devices equipped with larger screens. In order to
extend the battery life, a number of new concepts, such as energy harvesting,
have been proposed. However, such schemes suffer from undesirable fluctuations
and uncertainty in the power source that must be countered by devising new
robust schemes for efficient power control that ensure steady and reliable
communications.
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5.2 Future of Resource Allocation

As stated in Chapter 1, the objective of resource allocation in general and power
control in particular has been to improve goodputs, for example, the total through-
put, revenue, and fairness, and to reduce badputs, for example, the transmit power,
consumed energy, and cost, while maintaining the required quality of service (QoS)
subject to certain constraints emanating from regulations, hardware and software
limitations, and other pertinent restrictions [18]. Note, however, that in future
wireless networks, the transmit power levels are expected to be reduced thanks
to smaller cells, which will result in reduced interference. In addition, millimeter
waves, which have been considered in general to have highly directional, pencil-thin
beams that also prevent interference, will see more widespread use [19], with the
possibility of more frequency reuse. So the important question is whether the current
approaches and objectives for resource allocation in existing wireless networks as
stated earlier will continue to be relevant and justified in future wireless networks.
In what follows, we will present evidence and arguments demonstrating that
resource allocation and interference management will remain important subjects in
connection with wireless networks and that devising robust schemes will remain a
formidable challenge with greater uncertainty and more practical constraints.

In [20], based on empirical studies and measurements, evidence was presented
showing that in densely populated indoor and outdoor environments, there are
multipath components in millimeter waves. In general, multi-path components can
be used to improve the signal-to-noise ratio but at the same time reduces the benefit
of small beamwidths that otherwise could have been considered advantageous in
decreasing interference from other sources and users. Hence, one could argue that,
although millimeter waves in principle have narrow beams, the existence of multi-
path components brings about an omnidirectional channel model [21], resulting in
interference that needs to be managed and controlled.

One should also recognize that the use of millimeter waves in future wireless
networks will not mean that the existing frequency spectrum below 4 GHz will
be abandoned. On the contrary, the use of existing bands will be vital in pro-
viding coverage over longer distances and in reaching those users that are inside
buildings by base stations located outside. The deployment of carrier aggregation
in LTE-Advanced needs to be extended to include millimeter waves as well,
resulting in complications that will arise because of the differences in the nature
of propagation, absorption, and reflection of electromagnetic waves in different and
widely dispersed frequency bands.

Moreover, the highly dynamic and time-varying nature of millimeter-wave
propagation and channel models, together with the need to reduce the decision-
making and processing time, will require novel approaches to resource allocation
in future wireless networks that will be simple, efficient, and robust against fast
variations in channel state information or other parameter values with a view to
providing end users with consistency in their required quality of experience and
QoS. In addition, the use of new and advanced techniques in the physical layer,
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such as massive MIMO, NOMA, and SCMA, in such networks will introduce more
complexities in devices and nodes.

Future wireless networks will be increasingly software-based, that is, the use of
software-defined radio (SDR) [22], software-defined networks (SDN) [23-29], and
network function virtualization (NFV) [30-32] will be on the rise in implementing
and deploying such networks. The use of SDR requires a distributed approach
to resource allocation, whereas SDN entails centralized schemes. Irrespective of
whether SDR, SDN, or even a hybrid approach is used, the techniques in Chapters 1,
2, 3, and 4 will still be applicable, but with additional complexities and uncertainties.

Use of such concepts will introduce new sets of constraints in formulating
the resource allocation problem. As discussed earlier in Chapters 1, 2, 3, and 4,
resource allocation problems in general are nonconvex and NP-hard, and to achieve
the aforementioned objectives, a promising area of research seems to be in the
development of robust resource allocation schemes with partial CSI or no CSI
feedback. However, such schemes should be kept simple (i.e., low computational
complexity), with significant improvements made in their performance compared to
existing schemes, with acceptable overhead and message passing, and with relative
confidence in their convergence. That said, note that, as is the case with existing and
advanced wireless networks, practical realities may be different from requirements
[33]. To reduce the complexity of robust resource allocation problems in future
wireless networks, sensitivity analysis, as introduced in Chapters 2, and 3, should be
performed to examine the impact of different constraints on robust solutions. In this
way, only those constraints that have a major impact on the outcome can be retained
and considered in the problem.

5.3 Concluding Remarks

The past two decades have witnessed a surge in research on various aspects of
resource allocation problems, from theoretical issues, such as converting highly
nonconvex and NP-hard optimization problems into convex ones, to implementation
aspects, such as developing distributed algorithms. In the above mentioned research,
an important practical issue has been to consider uncertainty in parameter values in
resource allocation problems for wireless networks.

Traditionally, in applying robust optimization theory to resource allocation in
wireless networks, the impact of uncertain parameters on resource allocation prob-
lems has been captured using two approaches: the worst-case approach, in which
error is considered to be bounded and performance is guaranteed for the worst-
case condition; and the Bayesian approach, in which performance is guaranteed
stochastically without consideration of any bound on uncertainty. There is also a
middle way that entails combining the worst-case and Bayesian approaches while
overcoming their difficulties. Depending on the system model and information
regarding errors, each of these approaches can be applied to resource allocation
problems in wireless networks.
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Our aim in this book was to provide a systematic approach to robust optimization,
where different aspects of introducing robustness are considered and the associated
costs, including the computational complexity, performance reduction, additional
message passing, and equilibrium analysis, are mitigated. In each chapter we
presented the state of the art of knowledge and reviewed interesting, promising,
novel, and useful examples of recent works in the given context.

In Chapters 2 and 3, we focused on distributed robust resource allocation
problems using the decomposition approach and game theory, respectively. In
addition, in Chapter 2, we showed how the concept of protection functions could
be applied to convert a nonconvex problem into a tractable and convex problem.
In Chapter 3, we explained how to utilize some new mathematical concepts, such
as variational inequalities and sensitivity analysis, to study the equilibrium point in
distributed algorithms via game theory.

Chapter 4 dealt with nonconvex and NP-hard robust resource allocation prob-
lems. We presented a taxonomy of various existing approaches to tackling such
problems and discussed their respective applications to derive tractable formula-
tions. We also presented recent nonconventional approaches to robust optimization
where only partial CSI or no CSI feedback was available.

In Chapter 5, we presented arguments that in future wireless networks, resource
allocation problems will continue to dominate and that introducing robustness will
become increasingly desirable in significantly more crowded environments where
users are heterogeneous and applications and services are diverse. In addition, we
offered our views as to how this research area will take shape.
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