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Abstract

This paper introduces a Bayesian framework to detect nhellSgnals embedded in noisy observations from a sensoy. arra
For various states of knowledge on the communication cHaamkthe noise at the receiving sensors, a marginalizatioceplure
based on recent tools of finite random matrix theory, in coction with the maximum entropy principle, is used to coneptitte
hypothesis selection criterion. Quite remarkably, expbgpressions for the Bayesian detector are derived whietile to decide
on the presence of signal sources in a noisy wireless emagaoh The proposed Bayesian detector is shown to outperfoem
classical power detector when the noise power is known aoddg®s very good performance for limited knowledge on this@o
power. Simulations corroborate the theoretical results gumantify the gain achieved using the proposed Bayesianefrark.

I. INTRODUCTION

transmission channel into a mathematically tractable fdrnis allows then the terminal to take optimal instantarsedecisions
in terms of information to feed back, bandwidth to occupgnmission power to use etc. It should also be capable otingda
its knowledge to continuously adapt to the dynamics of thdrenment. This vision of a cognitive radio is compliant kit
Haykin’s definition of “brain empowered” wireless devicd®].

or pure noise due to interfering background electromagriigtids, on different frequency bands: this will be furtheferred
to as thesignal detection procedure.

[3]-[4]. Urkowitz’s signal detector is optimal in the senf&t his process performs the maximwaorrect detection rate, i.e.

input to be wrongly declared an informative signal. To théhats’ knowledge, the multi-antenna (MIMO) extension has n
been studied, because of the almost prohibitive matheatationplexity of the problem. The usual power detection méaphe

threshold; otherwise the received signal is declared paigen Therefore this technique does not capitalize on tlwsviedge
of whatever prior information the receiver might be awareagfart from an approximate estimation of the signal to noasie
(SNR) required to preset the decision threshold.

This raises the interest for new techniques such as cooyeesaectrum sensing using multiple antennas [5]. Thodeigoes
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Since a few years, the idea of smart receiving devices ha litmdvay through the general framework of cognitive radio
[2]. The general idea of an ideal cognitive receiver is a ckevhat is capable of inferring on any information it is given
to discover by itself the surrounding environment [12]. S device should be first able to turn prior information on the

In particular, one of the key features of cognitive recesvisrtheir ability tosense free spectrum. Indeed, when the cognitive
device is switched on, its prior knowledge is very limited Bbtill it is requited todecide whether it receives informative data

In the single-input single-output antenna (SISO) scendhe study of Bayesian signal detectors dates back to th& wor
of Urkowitz [1] on additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN) chafs. It was later extended to more realistic channel models
the odds for an informative signal to be detected as suchafgiven lowfalse alarm rate, i.e. the odds for a pure noise

from Urkowitz was then adapted to the MIMO scenario, e.g. T¥je latter consists in summing up all the individual powers
received at each antenna and declaring that the incominglsigrries nformatiorl] if the total received power exceeds a given

propose to improve the signal detection method of Urkowifzulsing extra system dimensions (space dimension through

cooperation among terminals for example). Unfortunatély,approaches used are highly dependent on the initiaigns

made and have led to many different contributions. For ircta some insightful work emerged which uses eigen-spectru

or subspace analysis of the received sampled signals IB}]-Those might provide interesting results in their siitipl and
their limited need for prior system knowledge. However,sthatudies usually consider static knowledge at the recaive
do not cope with the fact that very limited information is @&l provided to the sensing device; this static knowledggnof
includes thea priori exact or approximative knowledge of the SRRs an answer to the challenging problemafpriori

limited channel and noise information, [8] proposes a spital technique based on the generalized likelihood ithtieshold

(GLRT); this threshold is shown to merely consist of theadietween the largest eigenvalue and the trace of the receive
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“note that even the ratidimax/Amin Of the extreme eigenvalues of the Gram matrix of the recesigdal matrix, which is independent of the SNR when

the latter is asymptotically large, is in practical finiten@nsional applications strongly dependent on the SNR.
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empirical covariance matrix and provides a significant iovement compared to the classical detection method baséukeon
conditioning number of that matrix. It is also worth meniioy that some contributions treat the problem of estimathmy
number of transmitting sources embedded in noise, e.g[{R]which is more specific than our more general “signal aghi
noise” decision criterion; this problem can in fact be teghtising the results of this paper, with no need for a complete
problem redefinition (see Sectign]VI).

In this work, we introduce a general Bayesian framework fgnal detection, which is consistent with the receiveratest
of knowledge on the environment, i.e. which produces a wigansmission model for each prior state of knowledge; this
knowledge being a list of statistical constraints on th@dmission environment. The methodology relies more pegcisn
the work of Jaynes [11] on Bayesian probabilities and egfigadn the maximum entropy principle. This principle shallow
us to provide aonsistent detection criterion for each set of prior knowledge at theeieer; here the termonsistent must be
understood in the sense that any alternative method wouldedully compliant (or maximally honest in the own terms of
Jaynes) with the prior information at the receiver.

This paper is structured as follows: In Sectloh Il we introeldhe scope and the main results of this paper. In Sectibn IlI
we formulate the signal detection model. Then in Sediiohthé, Bayesian signal detectors are computed for differemide
of knowledge on the system model. Simulations are then pteddén Sectio V. Finally, after a short discussion in S@tti
[VIlon the general framework and its limitations, we providg gonclusions.

Notations: In the following, boldface lowercase and uppercase charaare used for vectors and matrices, respectively. We
note ()" the Hermitian transposer(-) denotes the matrix trac@((A, N, M) is the set of matrices of siz& x M over the
algebraA. U(N) is the set of unitary square matrices of si¥e The notationPx (Y) denotes the probability density function
of the variableX evaluated in the vicinity of”. The notation(x), equalsz if > 0 and0 otherwise.

II. MAIN RESULTS

The main purpose of this work is to propose a universal fraonkwo signal detection, based on cogent information at the
multi-antenna sensing device. That is, the prior infororatat the receiver, before channel sensing, will be summdras a
set of statistical information about the transmission enmvinent. We will consider here the situation when the adglitioise
power is known perfectly or known to belong to a bounded irgkrand the situation when the number of signal sources is
either known or known to be less than a maximum.

This information will be translated into its correspondimgst appropriate mathematical model, in the sense that this model
is (i) compliant with the prior information at the receivanda(ii) avoid enforcing empirical (therefore unknown) peofes.
This can be realized thanks to the maximum entropy principle

The decision criterion will then be based on the ratio

~ DPyqva

Cy1(Y) (1)

Pyoiy,1
between the hypothesis; of the received datd” containing an information signal and the hypothésjsof its containing only
noise, when the prior information (and then its associated maximum entropic model) is corsidd=valuatingCy|; when
the system parameters are multi-dimensional could be dgreumerical approximation of the underlying integral folams)
but then the ‘curse of dimensionality’ quickly arises andules become very inaccurate, already for little dimensidorhis
obliges one to explicitly compute integrals of (possiblyg®) matrix parameters, which is performed here thanks testia
advances in the field of finite-dimension random matrix teor

The main results of this work are summarized in two theorentssome simulation-based observations. First we consider
the situation when the multi-antenna sensing device igletitio decide on the presence of a single transmitting sigmarce
on a narrow-band channel, assumed static for a given (gpstibrt) sensing period. This situation is referred to &3MO
scenario. In theoref 1, a closed-form expressiof'gf; is derived when the maximum entropic model attached imposes
independent Gaussian channel, signal and noise entrigsexpression turns out to be solely dependent on the eigers/a
of the matrix YY", but in a more involved form than the classical power deteditonte Carlo simulations, supposing an
accurate evaluation of the transmission model, will in ftadw a large detection gain of the novel Bayesian detecimpeoed
to the classical energy detector. For systems which t@eraty low false alarm decisions, e.g. in a cognitive radiafsevhen
secondary users are banned to transmit in bands in use bgngrimers, the detection gain of our framework are in pagicu
observed to be as large &8% (and possibly more if more numerous simulations are run).

Theoreni R generalizes theor&in 1 to the scenario when neuttqairces are transmitting and their exact number is known to
the sensing receiver. This is therefore referred to as thd®bcenario. Simulations reveal less accurate decisioahikies
in this scenario compared to SIMO. This is interpreted as rssequence of the increased number of variables whose joint
distribution is less constrained in the MIMO case than in 3O case; this makes a specific realizationYoimore difficult
to fit to the underlying MIMO channel model. The MIMO decisianstill more efficient than that of the energy detector but
now the gap between both closes in.
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Fig. 1. MIMO signal detection configuration

The most interesting feature of our Bayesian signal detedtiamework appears when we treat the problem of imprecise
knowledge about the SNR. In most scientific contributionsualsignal detection techniques, one assumes perfect se-tbe
perfect knowledge about the noise power, which is obviousgcessible to the sensing device, whose objective isgaigc
to separate pure noise from informative signals. We denwhis work a formula for evaluating the presence of an infatime
signal when the knowledge about the noise power may be vanrigeli. It turns out that, even when tlepriori noise
distribution spans uniformly from an (unrealistically)novalue to an (unrealistically) large value, simulationsuiés suggest
that the proposed signal detector performs remarkably. Welis is in sharp contrast with classical methods, such as th
energy detector, subspace-based methods or extreme a&ligerbased methods, for which the information about theenois
level is required to some extent. This also allows us to gthérrthan in [8], where the GLRT technique was used to cope
with unknown channel (modelled as a matE® and noise information (gathered into the noise pow the decision ratio
targeted for the GLRT consists in the ratio betweepy > P, |y, andsupy ,2 Psc v, 1; this is in particular inaccurate
when thea priori distribution for the random matri¥ is ‘broad’ around the effective value of the channel matFinally,
trivial applications of Bayes’ rule enable the extensiontts# current signal detection problem to a wider range of afiete
issues, such as the evaluation of the number of transmitingces.

Ill. SIGNAL MODEL

We consider a simple communication system composed/ofransmitter sources, e.g. this can either belMdrantenna
single transmitter o/ single antenna (not necessarily uncorrelated) trangsiitsend a receiver composed &f sensors, be
they the (uncorrelated) antennas of a single terminal or shroé scattered sensors. To enhance the multiple-anteniha@M
analogy model, the joint set of sources and the joint set w$@es will often be referred to dke transmitter andthe receiver,
respectively. The transmission channel between the tristesrand the receiver is modelled by the matkike CV*M, with
entriesh;;, 1 <i < N, 1< j < M. If, at time !, the transmitter emits data, those are denoted by\fhdimensional vector
st = (sgl), . .78%})1— € CM. The additive white Gaussian noise at the receiver is medelit timel, as theN-dimensional
vector ) = a(9§”, e ,9%))T € CY, with o2 the variance of the noise vector entries. For simplicity fie following
derivations, we shall consider unit variance of the entdesoth 600 ands®, i.e. E[|6{"|2] = 1, E[|s\"[2] = 1. We then
denotey ") = (yf), - 7y§é))T the N-dimensional data received at timeAssuming the channel coherence time is at least as
long asL sampling periods, we finally denot = (y(V),...,yX)) e CV*L the matrix of the concatenated receive vectors.
This scenario is depicted in Figuré 1.

Depending on whether the transmitter emits signals, weidenghe following hypotheses

o Hy. Only background noise is received.

« H;. Informative signals plus background noise are received.

Therefore, under conditiofi(y, we have the model,

951) . ggL)
Y=0 : . : (2
9%) . 9%)

and under conditiofd{y,
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Under this hypothesis, we further dendethe covariance matrix oY’ Y™,

¥ =E[YY" (4)
=L (HH" + ¢’Iy) (5)
= U(LA)U" (6)
whereA = diag (I/l +02%,.. . ,uvn+ 02), with {v;,7 € {1,..., N}} the eigenvalues dHH" andU a certain unitary matrix.

The receiver is entitled to decide whether the base statidnansmitting informative signals or not; this is, the fieee
makes a decision over hypothe§ig or H;. The receiver is however considered to have very limitedrimition about the
transmission channel and is in particular not necessavitgra of the exact numbeY/ of sources and of the signal-to-noise
ratio. For this reason, the maximum entropy principle reggithat all unknown variables be assigned a probabilityildigion
which is both (i) consistent with the prior information (uoltarily discarding information violates the Bayesianlpsophy)
and (ii) has maximal entropy over the set of densities thidlage (i). It is known in particular that, upon the uniquenstraint
of its covariance matrix, the entropy maximizing joint distition of a given vector is central Gaussian. Therefordliis
only known to satisfy, as is often the case in the short teE{tn;HHH] = 1, the maximum entropy principle states that the
hi;'s are independent and distributed/as ~ CN(0,1/M). For the same reason, both no'éé@ and signalsgl) variables are
taken as independent central Gaussian with variai” |2 = 1, E[|s\"|?] = 1.

The decision criterion for the receiver to establish whetre informative signal was transmitted is based on the i@tio

Py, v (Y)
CY)=——— 7
(Y) Proy (Y) ()
Thanks to Bayes’ rule, this is
Py, - P Y
o(y) = 2 yis¢, (Y) ®)

B PHO ’ PYWCO(Y)

with Py, the a priori probability for hypothesigH; to be true. We suppose that no side information allows theivec to
think 3 is more or less probable thdk,, and therefore sePy;, = Py, = % (this again validates the maximum entropy
principle), and then

~ Pys, (Y)

ct¥) = Py 3¢, (Y)

9)
reduces to a maximum likelihood criterion.

In the next section, we will derive close-form expressioos@(Y) under the hypotheses that the valuesiéfand the
SNR are either perfectly or only partially known at the rgeei

IV. SIGNAL DETECTION
A. Known noise variance and number of signal sources

1) Derivation of Py s, in SMO case: We first analyze the situation when the noise poweand the numbed/ of signal
sources are known to the receiver. We also assume in thiséestario thaf\/ = 1. Further consider thak > N, which is a
common assumption.



a) Purenoise likelihood Py s¢,: In this first scenario, the noise entri@%) are Gaussian and independent. The distribution
for Y, that can be seen as a random vector wth entries, is then av L multivariate uncorrelated complex Gaussian with
covariance matrixo2Iyy,

1 — L yyH
Py 3¢,(Y) = Tro?) VL 7z (10)
(11)

by denotingx = (z1,...,zx)T the eigenvalues o¥'Y", (I2) only depends oEf\;l Tj,

1 1N
_ — = >t T
PYli}f() (Y) = WG o2 1 (12)
b) Informative signal likelihood Py s¢,: In scenaridi(;, the problem is more involved. The entries of the channetimat
H were modelled as jointly uncorrelated Gaussian distrithutgith E[|h;;|?] = 1/M. Therefore, sincéll = 1, H € CV*!

andX = HH" + 521y hasN —1 eigenvalues equal t6®> and another distinct eigenvalug = v + o2 = (Zfil |hi1|?) + o2
The density of\; — 0% is a complexy% distribution (which is, up to a scaling fact@r equivalent to a reat3,, distribution).
Hence the eigenvalue distribution &, defined onR*+%,

1 2\N-1¢ 2
Given model[(B),Y is distributed as correlated Gaussian,
1 —tr(YYHUA—TUM
Pyis (Y, X) = me ( ) (14)

where I, denotes the prior informatiorf}t; and M = k.

Since the channdi is unknown, we need to integrate out all possible channeteeomodel[(B) over the probability space
of N x M matrices with Gaussian i.i.d. distribution. This is eqléve to integrating out all possible covariance matrid2s
over the space of such positive definite Hermitian matrices

Py s, (Y) = /2 Py sz, (Y, 3) P (5)dS (15)

In the following, we shall prove that the integral[{15) candmzived as the following closed-form expression,
Theorem 1. The detection raticCy |7, (Y) for the presence of an informative signal under prior infation 7y, i.e. the
receiver knows (i) = 1 signal source, (ii) the SN2, reads

2(N+L—- 1)60 +

Cyr, (Y) = Z JN—L—1(02,£U1) (16)
-1 z 1 xl - xz)
i#l
with z1, ...,y the empirical eigenvalues &Y" and where
+oo Y
Ji(z,y) = the t=%dt a7

Proof: We start by noticing thaH is Gaussian and therefore the joint density of its entrigeviariant by left and right
unitary products. As a consequence, the distribution ofntiagrix > = HH" + ¢2I is unitarily invariant, i.e. for any unitary
matrix V, VXV has the same joint density & The latter density does not as a consequence depeftd iarits singular
value decompositiorl 16). This allows us to write, similagly in [10],

Py|g{1(Y):/Epy|27g{1(Y,2)PE(E)dE (18)
-/ Py 556, (Y. £)Pa(LA)dUd(LA) (19)
(N)xR+N

-/ g P (YD) P, QU (20)
N)xR



Equation [2D) leads then to

1 HTTA —177H 670‘17‘72) N
Py, (Y) = S S—— A L TP VR T = 0%)dUd), ...d 21
vin(Y) /u(N)xR+N aNL det(A)L6 (M —o%)s N! g5(A o) A Avo (21)
To go further, we utilize the Harish-Chandra identity [17]
. N—1 det ({e‘AiBj}1<i<N)
emtr(AUBU )dU — nl KN(N—I)/Z 1<j<N (22)
/u(zv) nl;[l A(A)A(B)
in which, for a matrixX with eigenvaluesy, ..., zy, A(X) indicates the Vandermonde determinant
AX) = [J @i — =) (23)
i>]
And then Py ;, (Y) further develops as
_ det {eii_j'} )
2 N(N-1) -1 . 1<i<N
. e ()T =I5 gt 1 N-1,-: < 155N
PY|I1 (Y) = )\27”'171)\12*)02 ﬂ_LNO_QL(N_l)N! /0-2 /\% (Al ) A( )A( 1) d)\l (24)

det( T} < <N>
U ! +oo =t>
L, / L (1 — 0?)N e et (ANY) ==V an (25)

lim ———
A2, AN—02 LN g2L(N-1) N 2 /\L ( ) ( )

2

det i; .
o? 2(N—-1)(N—L—-1) 7TN— 1 4! <{ 1<1<N>
e’ o 3
_ lim H / )\1N_L_1(A1 _0_2)]\/71 —A1 1<j<N dAl (26)
o2

e

Ay AN —02 7l NN A(X)A(A)
in which X andz,, ..., zy respectively correspond fY" and its eigenvalues. The equalify{25) comes from the faatt th
A(Afl) ( )N(N+3)/2$

By denotingy = (y1,...,yn—1,y~n) = (A2,...,An, A1) and the functions,

_ i

f(zi,y;) =e % (27)
filys) = f(xi,y5) (28)

we can perform a similar derivation as in [13] to obtain

det <{ " }1<1<N>
1<j<N

i I 1 det ({fz (xj)}i,j) 29
Novedn—a?  AX)A(A) _yl,...,yivflﬁﬁ(_l A(X)A(A) @)
:(—1)N—1det [fi(0®), fi(@®),.... fND(0?), fi(\)] (30)

[Lic(@i —2j) (A — 0?)N— 1HN 21

The change of variables led to a switch of one column and &plhe (—1)V~! factor when computing the resulting
determinant.
The partial derivatives of along the second variable is

k _1\k+m 1\ N
(3yk f> k>1 (0= mz:; ( b}”)Jrk i ((:1 —1).! averr (31)
2 (@ b)e? (32)

Back to the full expression aPy s, (Y), we then have



TN -D(V-LD) ke det [£i(0?), f1(0%), -, fN"D(0?), fi(0)]
g I 7 (N1
P Y) = C)N-1\N-L=1 =\ » Ji R 5 A\ 33
v (Y) T [, (DY T NES
z1 ! o
T o2 A1
02 2(N—1)(N—L—1) p+oo ¢ ! v h e
e o _ —L—-1 — | _Zi |
= (=D)NIANTLT =M et : kj(mi,0%)e” 72 i : dA\
NrENT] (@i — x5) /a2 ! | ( ! )1ij<‘§§v]\12 '
e o2 ! Le™ ™1
(34)
Before going further, we need the following result, demuoated in AppendixXIl,
Lemma 1: Given a family{ay,...,ax} € RY, N > 2, andb € R*, we have
1
L 1
det | = (Kj(ai’b))lifgvjvl = Wg(%‘ — ) (39)
1 |

By factorizing every row of the matrix by’% and developing the determinant on the last column, one rbtai

P v e 0.( 1)(N—L-1) +oo AN o _)\1 Zf\[—%zw N1 N Nl e—wz T a6
YL (Y) = NWLNHKJ»(J%—%)/U 2 (—1) ;(—1) mn(fm—xﬂ (36)

2

1<j
i#l
A
U (722 o0 e_m(ﬁ_c%)
AN—E=lg=M d\ 37
= NalNoEW-D - 1>Z / 1 Mo — a0 o =) 37)

2 21 1T 2 +oo =
- NeLN 2(N_D(L-1) Z / )‘iv_L_lei(/\lJ”_i)d)\l (38)
T g

wz — ;) Jo?
(39)
which finally gives
D DO N zL
e -2 i=1 e 9
PY\h (Y) = NT(LNO'Q(N*l)(L*l) Z ]\L _ JN*Lfl(U ,Il) (40)
=1 HQ;% (z1 — )
with
+o0o Y
Ji(z,y) = the =% dt (41)
=% K_11(2V7) — / the t%at (42)
0
where K,, denotes the modified Bessel function of the second kind.
We finally have the desired decision criterion
N 2, %
1 O.2(N+L71)€0’ to3
Cyin,(Y) = N ¥ IN-L-1(0? 2)) (43)
=1 Hilzl(xl — ;)
il
[ |

2) Derivation of Py|s¢, in MIMO case: In the MIMO configuration,Py 4, remains unchanged and equatibnl (12) is still
correct. For the subsequent derivations, we only treat itbat®n whenM < N but the casé\ > N is a trivial extension.

In this scenarloH € CNxM s, as already mentioned, distributed as a Gaussian i.iadiixn The mean variance of every
row is E[Z L |hij]?] = 1. ThereforeM HH" is distributed as a standard Wishart matrix. Hence, obsgrifiat> — oIy

is the dlagonal matrix of eigenvalues HFH"

> =U-diag(ry +0%,...,vi +02,0%,...,0%) - U (44)

the eigenvalue distribution density &f can be derived [9]



IN M N M N
_ (N - M)!MMN —MITM (\i—0?) (\i — o’ 2 2
PA(A) = =7 [[e =50 o .H =) [T o = o) (45)
i=1 1<J i>M
From the equationg_(#4) and_{45) above, we will now show th&®lequivalent result to theorefd 1, which unfolds as
follows,
Theorem 2: The detection rati@’y|;,, (Y) for the presence of informative signal under prior inforimatl,,, i.e. when the

receiver is aware of (i) < N signal sources, (ii) the SNR~2, reads

o2M(N+L-M) (N — M)!EM%Z

M
OY|IM (Y) = M—1 . Z Z (_1)Sgn(b)+MHJN7L72+bL (MUQaanz)
NIMMAA=2IMETEZ G oSy H H (Ta; = 25) bepm =1
a; j#ai
j#ai

(46)

with P(M) the ensemble of permutations of, ..., M}, b = (by,...,by) andsgn(b) the signature of the permutatidn

Proof: We note first that for any coupl@\;, \;) of the M/ largest eigenvalues &, j # 4, Px (A1, ..., A, o, Ajy oo, An) =
Pa( M1y 3 Ay 3 Aiy oo, Aur), whereA is the joint (unordered) random variab(#;, ..., A\yr). SinceH is still isometric
in the caseM > 1, those two conditions are sufficient [10] to ensure

PY|Im(Y):/EPY\E,IM(Y,Z)PE(Z)CZZ (47)
:/ Py 5.1, (Y, X)P5(A)dUdA (48)
U(N)xR+M

which, using the same technique as previously, is furtheeldped into

. (N — M)!MMN€]W2U20.2(N—]\4)(N—L—1) HJ_V:flfMj!
Py, (Y) = lim j=1

2 NL M-1 .
AMA41, AN —C Nlm Hj:l 4!

+o0 oo M M det <{erj}1§i§%>
N—-L-1¢y _ _2\N-M I [ N2, MM N 1<5<
/ / £[1 )\Z (Al o ) (Al A]) e ! A A) dAl e dA]u

AAT
(49)
(N — M)!MMNGM%zGz(N—M)(N—L—l)(_1)MN—W
= M—1 .
NligNL szl 4!
. o M = |e7;+11w e 5
— 2. PR L e
HKJ(I xj) P u{ﬁ cee e
(50)

(

in which the term(—1)M~ -
ke [1,M].
N
By factorizing the determinant bty_a% iz @i developing along thé/ last columns, we have from Lemrha 1,

0r|g|nates from thel/ exchanges between thé" column and thé N — &+ 1)* column,
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det S kj(mg,0t)eT T : (51)
7.mN l l _ZEIN 'IN
e oz | e X e ™
N x
:eiZinl - Z (_1)[N+a1]e 1“1(711_5%)
a1€[l,N]
x e (=)
5 Z (_1)[N—M+l+aM—Z¢<M5(a¢<aM)] 62(N—M—iv)I(N—M) H (i — ;) (52)
anFar g i<j
am#Aan—1 hiza
i,j7am
B Y (M e B () T (@ 1) (53)
aC[1,N] i
vLJ7Fal1
i-,j%;lM
~ ~XM v (k) (L) (S8 a)-M TN
Iy Z ( 1)[MN7M(1»21+1)+E%1aiJrM(zgfl)]e i\ 02) (—=1)\2i= Hi<j(xl_xﬂ) (54)
=€ o — i=
2(N—M—-1)(N—M —
acC[1,N] o W=D e, Mgtar e (Far = 25)
Sy I G N | A C (55)
= e o
2(N—M—-1)(N—-M —
aC[l,N] g ( )( ) Hu’i ng[alv“')ai](xai xj)
Together, this becomes,
My -
Py 1, (Y) = VIV Iyr— e
NIgNLF2(N—M)(L M)H._l !
/+°° /*“ﬁ A 1H e MELN o~ Tiima (=)
A - A\ ...d\y (56)
i<j ac[l,N] Hai H]¢ a1,...,05 (Iai - Ij)
N x
(N M)' M?5? ——Zl el
 NIM(M—2L—-1)M/2;NL;2(N—M)(L—M) H;‘i;l 4!
szl Yi=1 %a,

M M
) TTAY 5 v = A)dd . dan

e
x Z / /
C[L,N] 1_.[0,7L H]%{al, Lai} Ial - Mo?2

i=1 i<j
(57)
Remind now the Vandermonde determinant identity
M M
[[x-x)= > sea(b) [ 27" (58)
i<j beP(M) i=1

where P(k) is the ensemble of permutations bfand sgn(b) designs the signature of the permutatienRecognizing the
expression of/,, we finally obtain

(N — M)!M(2L—M+1)M/26M2 2_%

Py 1y (Y) = NINLG2(N—M)(L—M) H;‘le!
z” L7 M
- S (e [T Iy oo, (Mo?, May,) (59)
ac[1,N] H H La; — beT(M) =1
a; j#ai
j#a;

For instance, whed/ = 2, we have
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N TaqtTa
22L—1e4027;—2 SN 12

_ € - (a1) g(az) _ glar) (az) )
Py 1,(Y) = NN — 1)o2(N-2)(E-2) 7 NE Z L2 (@ar — 2;) [Ljze, (Tag — 7;) (JNfLJNfol In-L-1INZL
aC[1,N] t Fa1 T

(60)

in which J\") = J,.(202, 2).
Decisions regarding the signal detection are then carrigecdby computing the rati@'y,;,, (Y) between equation ($9) and
equation[[(IR) as follows

Zﬁil Tag M
02M(N+L7M)(N _ M)!eMza'z e~ o2
Cyiry (Y) = M—1 Z Z (—1)enrE H In-r-240, (Mo*, Ma,)
NIMM—1-2L)M/2 Hj:l ]! ac[1,N] H H (xai - xj) beP(M) =1
ai j#ax
j#a;
(61)
]

Note thatCy;,, (Y) is a function of the empirical eigenvalues, . . .,z of YY" only. This is explained by the presence of
only Gaussian random entities, whose isometric propessidehe eigenvectors & Y" to contain no additional information.
Remark also that equatioh {46) is a non-trivial functionzef. .., zx, which does not involve the sum of the’s as for the
case of the classical energy detector.

In the following, we extend the current signal detector te Hituations wherél/ and o2 are nota priori known at the
receiver.

B. Number of sources and/or noise variance unknown

1) Unknown noise variance: Efficient signal detection when the noise level is unknowhighly desirable. Indeed, if the
noise level were exactly known, some prior noise detecti@thmnism would be required. The difficulty here is handily
avoided thanks t@ad-hoc methods that are asymptotically independent of the noisd [@4]-[15]. Instead, we shall consider
some prior information about the noise level. Establishimipr information of variables defined in a continuum is|sdl
controverted debate of the maximum entropy theory. Howewdew solutions are classically considered that are based o
desirable properties. Those are successively detaileldeiriailowing.

Two classical cases are usually encountered,

« the noise level is known to belong to a continu{td, o%]. If no more information is known, then it is desirable to take

a uniform prior fore? and then

1

2 _ 2
oy —oZ

P, (0%)do? = do? (62)
However, a questionable issue of invariance to variablegbéarises. Indeed, .- is uniform, the distribution associated
to the variables = v/o2 is then non-uniform. This old problem is partially answetsdJeffreys [16] who suggests that
an uninformative prior should be any distribution that does not add informationhi® posterior distribution?;>y r,,
(for recent developments, see also [18]). However, in ooblem, the uninformative prior is rather involved so we only
consider uniform prior distributior (62) for? (we denotel}, = “H;,0% € [02, 02]”) and therefore

0_2
Py =— > [Tp (Y, 02)do? (63)
Y\I;w - 2 0_2_ ) Y|a2,I§w , O o

93
« one has no information concerning the noise power. The arftyrination aboutr? is o2 > 0. Again, we might want to
subjugater? to Jeffreys'uninformative prior. However, computing this prior is again rather involvedeTther alternative
is to take the limit of [[(6B) whem_ tends to zero and tends to infinity. This limiting process produces an impmope
integral form. This would be, witl}, the updated background information,

. 1 ¢
PY\IXI - zlggo xTr — 1 /l PY\UZ (Y’ UQ)dUQ (64)

This leads in any case to the updated decisiORs,, of the form,
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Fig. 2. Power detection performance in SIMQW# = 1, N = 4, L = 8, SNR = —3 dB. On the left, Bayesian detector; on the right, classical grow
detector.

2
f:;j PY|U2,I]’\/I (Ya 02)d02

CY\I\I = o2 (65)
Uzj Py‘g27}f0(Y, 02)d0'2

The computational difficulty raised by the integrals(z, y) does not allow for any satisfying closed-form formulas 68
and [6%). In the following, we therefore only consider thaubded continuum scenario.

C. Unknown number of sources M

In practical cases, the number of transmitting sources li kamown to be finite. If only an upper bound valié,,., on M
is known, a uniform prior is assigned & (which is again compliant with the maximum entropy prinejpIThe probability
distribution of Y under hypothesig, =“o2 known, M unknown”, reads

Mpnax
P(Y|Iy) = Z P(Y|“M =", Io) - P(“M = i"|I) (66)
=1
Mo
1 " «“ o
= ; P(Y|“M =" 1) (67)

which does not meet any computational difficulty.
This leads then to the decision ratiéy,,

SMmex P(Y[“M = i, I)
S Mmax POY[4M = i, o)

Cy‘aa = (68)

V. SIMULATION AND RESULTS

In the following, we present results obtained for the afagationed SIMO and MIMO scenarios, using theoréms 1[dnd 2
respectively. In the simulations, the hypothesis concgrmcoming data, channel aspect and noise figure are thesemed
in the model of Section I, i.e. the channel, signal and noise matrix entries are @alissian with respective variantg\/,
1 and 1. The results are validated by and compared with the cldgsmaer detector, which merely consists in summing the
eigenvaluescy, ..., zy of YY" and assumes an empirical decision threshold; the corrdappmiecision is then based on
the scaled value

3it might be objected that assuming the maximum entropy itligions in the simulations is dishonest since the realritligions are unknown; the
simulations here however intend only to verify the validityour theoretical results and cannot be used as any prooériénmance.
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Fig. 3. CDR against FAR for SIMO transmissionM = 1, N = 4, L = 8, SNR = —3 dB. On the left, full FAR range; on the right, FAR range of
practical interest.
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_ 1 N
c(Y) = LNo2 E T (69)
i=1

In our first example, we consider a SIMO channel with= 4 antennas at the receivell, = 8 sampling periods and a
signal to noise rati®NR = —3 dB. For fair comparison with classical signal detection allfpons, we stick to thdalse alarm
rate (FAR) againstcorrect detection rate (CDR) performance evaluation. Figure 2 presents the réispedeAR and CDR for
the novel Bayesian estimator and for the classical powesctimt obtained ori00,000 Monte Carlo channel realizations.
Depending on the acceptable FAR, the decision thresholthiopower detector is somewhere aroundhile the threshold
for the Bayesian approach is somewhere arofifi’) = 0 dB. Since both algorithms scale very differently, fair conigan is
obtained by plotting the CDR versus FAR curve. This is depidh Figurd B. For large values of the FAR, both Bayesian and
power detectors produce similar performance. In most jmalcapplications, one is however interested into high graneince
CDR for fixed low FAR (in the order o10—3 to 10~! depending on the application); for this range of FAR, it isetved,
in the right part of Figuré]3, that as much ad@% increase in detection ability is obtained by the Bayesiareater and
this gain increases along with smaller FAR. This is confirrbgdrigure[4 in which the performance of the Bayesian signal
detector with respect to the energy detector for differemtstrained FAR is presented against the SNR.

In Figure[®, we tookNV = 4, L = 8 andSNR = —3 dB as before but consider noW/ = 2 signal sources; we then use
theoren 2 here. In this scenario the classical power detegises in the gap with the Bayesian detector, comparedeo th
SIMO situation. Having depicted in the same plot the dedecperformance fo/ = 1, we notice that the classical energy
detector performs better in the scenakib= 2, which might be interpreted as a result of a channel hardeeifect [19]; on
the contrary, the Bayesian detector performs less acdyratéhis case, which can be attributed to the increased rmaurob
random variables (both in the channel mafiixand in the signal matri®) inducing increased ‘freeness’ in the interpretation
of the hypothetical origins of the output matri.

Consider now the scenario when the noise variamtes a priori known to belong to the intervgb? ,5%]. The two-
dimensional integration of equatioh {62) is prohibitive froducing numerical results. We therefore divide the icmnim
[02,02] into K subsetso? + kA(0?),02 + (k + 1)A(0?)], for k € {0,..., K — 1} and A(0?) = (02 — 02)/K where
A(0?) is chosen small enough so to produce a rather good approgimat (62). This is presented in Figufé 6 which
demonstrates the effect of an inaccurate knowledge of tieemmower in terms of CDR and FAR. In this simulatiad, = 1,

N = 4, L = 8 and SNR = 0 dB. Comparison is made between the cases of exact SNR knowletige SNR range
[02,0%] = [—2.5,2.5] dB discretized as a s¢t-2.5, —1.5, ..., 1.5,2.5} dB, large SNR rang@? , o3| = [—5, 5] dB discretized
as asef{—5,—4,...,4,5} dB and very large rangle? , 02 ] = [—9,9] dB discretized as a s¢t-9, -8, ...,8,9} dB. Observe
that the short SNR range provides already a strong perfaendacay compared to the ideal scenario, which is partigular
noticeable in terms of CDR performance at low FAR. Larger SfdRges are then only slightly worse than the short range
scenario and seem to converge to a ‘worst-case Ifvtitis can be interpreted by the fact that the additional hypses, i.e.
very strong or very little noise power, are automaticallgodirded as the values @k ,2 1 (Y,0?) and PY‘(,273{0(Y,02)
become negligible for unrealistic values @f. Additional simulations for larger SNR ranges were carried that visually
confirm that the FAR and CDR plots are identical here as long?as. —5 dB ando? > 5 dB. Therefore, simulations suggest
that the proposed Bayesian signal detector is able to cope with totally unknown SNR, which is obviously not the cage o
the classical energy detector that relies on an SNR-depegeision threshold.

VI. DISCUSSION

In the previous framework, we relied on the maximum entrogygiple in order to derive uniqua priori distributions for the
various unknown system parameters. The provided Bayesiatians, derived from the channel state of knowledge ats!
at the receiver, were claimed consistent in the proposebabitity framework. This framework is in particular exténie to
whatever prior knowledge the receiver might have on thestrassion environment. However, some limitations can beerhi
First, as stated i IV-Bl1, uninformative priors modelirsgstill an incomplete and controversial theory, for whichdedinite
answer is available to this day. When such a prior infornmatsoto be treated, the proposed signal detection framevsonioi
capable of singling out a proper maximum entropic modek tonstitutes a major coherency issue of our source detectio
framework. Also, the mathematical tools to derive maximurtrapy distributions, e.g. Lagrangian multipliers, onlype with
statistical prior knowledge, such as the moments of the wyidg density functions, and are rarely able to treat dateistic
knowledge.

Note however that the advances in the field of random matei@rhprovides new answers to problems of high dimensignalit
even for finiteV, L. < oo values. Those problems, such as the present maximumhlidai multi-antenna signal detection, are
often considered intractable and suffer in practice froend+called curse of dimensionality. The current studgsationetheless
on the important property that the transmission chafhé$ modelled as i.i.d. Gaussian;H were more structured, it would

“note that the plot for the very large SNR range was intenliprramoved from the left hand-side plot for it almost petfgditted to plot corresponding
to the large SNR range.
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have been more difficult to obtain an integral expressiorilainio (48) and the final results, be it derivable, would ifoate
not only the eigenvalues but also the eigenvectory af'.

More importantly, the proposed Bayesian framework allowms ¢o answer a wider scope of problems than the present
multi-source signal detection. In particular, we discdssethe introduction the somewhat different problem of dingthe
number of transmitting sources, which has received a lonhtdrést. In our framework, this consists in considering tace
hypothesesy, ..., ), , wherel(; is the hypothesisk signals are being transmitted” for a maximum/ef,,., sources,
and evaluating thé1 ... hypothesis tests

Py v (Y) Py sng=pr (Y) Pep—prr
Cuy(Y) = =, T N Muax
2 Proy (Y) 2205 Pyjn=in (Y) Pepr—in

which can be evaluated using the results derived above.

(70)

VII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduced a general Bayesian frameworkrfodti-antenna multi-source detection, which can be used
to detect a single multi-antenna source emitter as well adiptausingle antenna transmitters. This framework is blase
a consistent treatment of the system information availa@bl¢he sensing device. The performance of the novel Bayesian
multi-signal source detector is derived and compared inukitions with the classical power detection technique. Wseoved
in particular that the proposed Bayesian detector perfdsatger than the classical energy detector for low falsenalaate
constraints, and is capable of treating the problem of $idatection under imprecise or completely unknown sigoahtise
ratio.

APPENDIX |
PROOF OFLEMMA[T]
We will show the result by recursion. Fo¥ = 2, the determinant is simplyas — a;)/b? which is compliant with the

formula. Assuming the result fav — 1, we develop the determinant for dimensiéon the last column (that corresponding
to j = N — 1), to obtain

N N-1

NeiN~ DYV DN -2t 1
PICANDS mI(N — 1 —m)l(m — )N —1tm "t p(N-2 1) [0~ ) (1)
i=1 m=1 a<b
a#i
b#i
which, after development of the Vandermonde determinaadddo
N N-1 _1\N—-14+m —_ 1\ —_ 9\ N
N+i ( 1) (N 1)-(N 2)! m Ap—(N=2)(N—1 oi(k)—1
PRCHAMDD mI(N — 1 —m)l(m — 1)IpN—1+m GO | £ (72)
i=1 m=1 0 €P;(N—-1)

k=1
ki
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where®,;(N —1) is the set of all functions that mad,...,i—1,i+1,..., N} onto{1,..., N —1} (this can be thought of as
the set of permutations @f — 1 with 4 in input labelled byN). Now notice that in the expression above, fok m < N—2, one
can exchange” and:zczi(k)’1 for the uniquek such that; (k) — 1 = m. However, this comes along with a change of the term
(—=1)N+i by (—1)N+F (hence a multiplication by—1)*—%) and a change of the signature of the ‘pseudo-permutatipa’s
sgn(o;)(—1)*==1 (k—i—1 being the number of steps needed to bringeforei + 1 by successive neighbor-permutations); the
rest of the expression is not affected. Therefore, thosdratances sum up t@in the above expressions, for any < N —2.
This leads to consider only the terd — 1 in the sum>_~ _1. This reduces the above expression to

N

N N N
Z(_l)NJribe(Nfl)xéV—l Z Sgn(ai) H xzi(k)fl _ beN(Nfl) Z Sgn(ai) H xzi(k)fl (73)
i=1

i=1 LEPI(N—1 k=1 €D, k=1
(o} ( ) k};él Uwelym(N)

with P;(N) the set of permutations of N for which (i) = N (which imposes a product by—1)¥~* to the previous
signature and the collapse of the remainjngl)™¥ ¢ term). Now,P(N), the set of all permutations df satisfies

P(N) = P,(N) U{o € P(N)|o(i) # N} (74)
N-—1

— P(N)U | fo € PV)[o(i) = &} (75)
k=1

the right-hand side member of the above equation is obtaiyeall the elements in the sum &f {73). Hence the final result.
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