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Abstract

A Bayesian inference learning process for cognitive rearsiis provided in this paper. We focus on the particular adse
signal detection as an explanatory example to the learmamgdwork. Under any prior state of knowledge on the comnatitin
channel, an information theoretic criterion is presentedécide on the presence of informative data in a noisy waseMIMO
communication. We detail the particular cases of knowledgeabsence of knowledge at the receiver, of the number nmné
antennas and noise power. The provided method is instranenprovide intelligence to the receiver and gives birttatnovel
Bayesian signal detector. The detector is compared to thesichl power detector and provides detection performaipper
bounds. Simulations corroborate the theoretical resultscuantify the gain achieved using the proposed Bayesameiwork.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since a few years, the idea of smart receiving devices hag itediay through the general framework of cognitive radipo [2
The general idea of an ideal cognitive receiver is a deviaeithcapable of inferring on any information it is given tecbver
by itself the surrounding environment [10]. Such a deviceudth be first able to turn prior information on the transnussi
channel into a mathematically tractable form. This allotwsrt the terminal to take optimal instantaneous decisiorterims
of information to feed back, bandwidth to occupy, transiisgpower to use etc. It should also be capable of updating its
knowledge to continuously adapt to the dynamics of the envirent.

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 limitedt Istill it is requited todecide whether it receives informative
data or pure noise due to interfering background electrowtgfields, on different frequency bands: this is callegldiignal
detection procedure.

In the SISO (single input antenna, single output antenrer)ao, the study of the optimal signal detector from theda#n
viewpoint dates back to the work of Urkowitz [1] on AWGN (atidé white Gaussian noise) channels. It was later extended
to more realistic channel models [3]-[4]. Byptimal signal detector, Urkowitz means the process that enjoys the maximum
correct detection rate (i.e. the odds for an informative signal to be detected ab)siar a given lowfalse alarm rate (i.e. the
odds for a pure noise input to be wrongly declared an infokmaatignal). To the authors’ knowledge, the MIMO extension
has not been studied, because of the almost prohibitiveemsttical complexity of the problem. In tacit accordance agno
the scientific community, the usual power detection teamaiffom Urkowitz was then simply adapted to the MIMO scenario
e.g. [5]. The latter consists in summing up all the individpawers received at each antenna and declaring that theningo
signal carries relevant information if the total power eed® a given threshold; otherwise the signal is declared poie.
Therefore this technique does not capitalize on the knaydeaf whatever prior information the receiver might be awafie
apart from an approximate estimation of the SNR (signal tisecatio) required to preset the decision threshold.

This raises the interest for new techniques such as codmesaectrum sensing using multiple antennas [5]. Thodeigoes
propose to improve the signal detection method of Urkowiizulsing extra system dimensions (space dimension through
cooperation among terminals for example). Unfortunatély,approaches used are highly dependent on the initiaigeins
made and have led to many different contributions. For irta some insightful work emerged which uses eigenspectrum
analysis of the received sampled signals [12]-[13]. Thogghhprovide interesting results in their simplicity andceihlimited
need for prior system knowledge; however, the space overhnthiose techniques are valuable is usually difficult to mheiee
(this space can be seen as a multidimensional field spannimy ® to infinite SNR, from pure void to heavily loaded
environment etc.). This commonly leads those techniqudsat@ corner-cases for which they do not perform well, e.g. fo
low SNR conditions, in long delay channels etc.

In this work, we introduce a general Bayesian framework fgliog a sound basis for signal detection using information
theoretic tools. The methodology is based onoasistent] approach to deal with prior information. This approachda
the work of E. T. Jaynes [9] oprobability theory seen as an extension of logic. This theory originates from the pioneering

by consistent we mean that two problems defined with the same amount of jmiormation should lead to the same final solution.
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work of Cox [8] who defines probabilities as a mathematical to deal withincomplete information. In this theory, the
set of information on the environment parameters is encautedprobability assignments using jointly timaaximum entropy
principle [15] and Bayes’ rule. All along this work we make many referento those probability and incomplete information
concepts which are essential to the understanding of ounitbeg radio framework.

This paper is structured as follows: In Sectioh Il we fornwelthe signal detection model. Then in Secfioh IlI, the optim
Bayesian signal detectors are computed for different $eg€knowledge on the system model. Simulations are therepted
in Section[IV. Finally, after a short discussion in SectiohoW the general framework and its limitations, we provide our
conclusions.

Notations: In the following, boldface lowercase and uppercase chiars@re used for vectors and matrices, respectively. We
note ()" the Hermitian transposes(-) 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 x > 0 and0 otherwise.

II. SIGNAL MODEL
A. Prior information

We consider a MIMO communication system for which the reeeimay have different levels of knowledge. We first define
hereafter the minimum channel state of knowledge availablbe receiving device:
S-i) the receiver ha®’ antennas.

S-ii) the receiver samples as many iagimes the input from the RF interface.

S-iii) naming Ts the sampling period.T; is supposed less than the channel coherence time. This pssarns effectively
very strong and can be relaxed in further study.

S-iv) the signal sent by the transmitter has a constant uagmpower. It is also quite important to note that this hypsith
is very light and should be made more accurate for commuoitaschemes that are known only to use either QPSK,
16-QAM, 64-QAM modulations.

S-v) the MIMO channel has a constant mean power.

S-vi) the receiver sampling period is larger or equal thanttansmitter sampling period so that consecutively reckiata
arise from different transmitted data. This is an obviougdtliesis in current distributed systems but further stidie
could be handled by relaxing this hypothesis, which mightdpesuit future wireless systems such as cognitive radios
that are not aware of the technologies used in the transigiéintities and therefore not aware of the sampling frequenc

We similarly define additional information the receiver mag aware of:
V-i) the transmitter possesses (and usksantennas.
V-ii) the noise powers? is known.

This list could of course be extended (e.g. knowledge of thasmit signal constellation, number of interferers, ctedn
length...) but our present work shall only treat the enuteeraases.

B. Model

Given a certain amount of sampled signals, the objectivin@fstgnal detection methods is to be able to optimally infer o
the following hypothesis:

o Hy. Only background noise is received.

« H;. Informative data added to background noise is received.

Given hypothesi§ S-iy), the only information on the trartsed signal (undefH;) is their unit variance. The maximum
entropy principle claims that, under this limited state abwledge, the transmitted data must be modeled as i.i.dssBau
[9]. The data vector, at timée {1,...,L}, is denotecs® = (s{", ..., s{))T € CM. The data vectors are stacked into the
receive matrixS = [s(1), ... s(F)].

If the noise levelo? is known, then either undef(, or H;, the background noise must be represented, thanks to the
same maximum entropy argument as before, byomplex standard Gaussian matrix ® € M(C, N, L) (i.e. a matrix with
i.i.d. standard complex Gaussian entrigg) [6]. Under }{;, the channel matrix (constant over tfid’; duration) is denoted
H € M(C, N, M) with entriesh;; being the link between thg" transmitting antenna and th&" receiving antenna. The
model for H is only described in the following sections since modellgis one of the key points in our derivation. The
received data at sampling tiniere given by theV x 1 vectory® that we stack, over thé sampling periods, into the matrix
Y =[yM, ...,y e M(C,N, L).

This leads forH, to the model,



with Y and® of size N x L.
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with Y of size N x L. We also denote b¥ the autocovariance matrix:

> =E[YY" (3)
=L (HH" + ¢’Iy) 4
=U(LA)U" (5)
whereA = diag (v1 + 02,...,vn + 02), with {1;,i € {1,..., N}} the eigenvalues dHH" and U a certain unitary matrix.

Our intention is to make a decision on whether, given theivededata matrixY, the probability forH; is greater than the
probability for H,. This problem is usually referred to agpothesis testing [9]. The decision criterion is based on the ratio

Pse, 1y (Y)
CY)=——— 6
Thanks to Bayes’ rule [8], this derives into
Py, - P Y
C(Y) St Y|3f1( ) (7)

B Pg’fo ’ PY|9‘f0(Y)

Checking our list of prior information, nothing tells us vther 3{; is more or less probable thdf,. Using the maximum
entropy principle on this rather obvious example, we mustFse, = Py, = % and then

_ PY|9‘f1 (Y)
oY) = Py 3¢, (Y)

reduces to a maximum likelihood criterion. Let us raise tlea¢ maximum likelihood criterion isot in general to be considered
an optimality criterion. Prior information is never to benwred; otherwise one would head against ltbeesty desideratum of
the Bayesian theory [9], which demands that every paranmetsit be assigned a probability distribution accordinglpte’s
prior knowledge (which does not necessarily lead to a umifdistribution). For instance, if experience shows thatis on
average more likely thafi(;, this should update the prior information 6y, and ;.

(8)

IIl. OPTIMAL SIGNAL DETECTION
A. Complete set of knowledge

1) Derivation of Py s, in SMO case: Let us analyze the situation when the noise levél(hypothesig V5ii)) and the
number)/ of transmit antennas are known to the receiver (hypothesgisand let us assume in this first scenario that= 1.
Consider also the case whén> N (this is a commonly an obvious assumption that the quanfisampled periods is large
compared to any problem dimension).

a) Pure noise likelihood Py s, In this first scenario® is a Gaussian matrix with independent entries. The didtdbu
for Y, that can be seen as a random vector witlh entries, is thenV L multivariate uncorrelated complex Gaussian with
covariancer?Iyr,

1 L ryy"
Py3¢,(Y) = (ro?)NL® * ' 9)
(10)
by denotingx = (z1,...,2x)" the eigenvalue distribution oY Y", (@) only depends OEZJ'V:1 T4

1 SN
Pyipa(®) = aywe ™ iz (11)



b) Informative data likelihood Py s, In scenario}(;, the problem is more involved. The maximum entropy prireipl
shows that our best guess is fBr to be jointly uncorrelated Gaussian distributed [7]. Up tecaling factor at the signal
reception, the noise level knowledge allows us to constranows ofH to be of unit mean power (i.&4, j E[|h;;|?] = 1/M).
Therefore, sincé/ = 1, H € CV*! andX = HH" + 021y hasN — 1 eigenvalues equal t®* and another distinct eigenvalue
A =vi+02= (XN, |ha|?) + 2. The density of\; — o2 is a complexy?, distribution (which is, up to a scaling factar
equivalent to a reak3, distribution). Hence thenordered eigenvalue distribution oE [20]

N
_1 g€ M=oY 2
PA(A)AA =—(\ — o)} o gé(/\i —02)d\; ... d\y (12)
Given model[(R), for a fixedI channel,Y is distributed as a correlated Gaussian matrix,
1 —tr(YY"UA—TUM
PY\Eh (Y,U,LA) = W@ ( ) (13)

where I, denotes the prior informatiorft; and M = k.

Since the channdl is unknown, we need to integrate out all possible channethenfmodel[(R) 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 covariance matrices

PY\}cl(Y)Z/EPY\E}cl(Y7 3)Ps(X)dX (14)

Using the eigenvalue factorizatioh] (5), one can move from ghace of covariance matricds to the space of diagonal
matricesA, which is isomorphic to the real positive half-lign thatigas \;. Also, for any unitary matriX@J and any standard
i.i.d. Gaussian vectoh, the producfU [h, o2Iy] results in another matrixh’, oI ] with h’ standard Gaussian thanks to
the unitary linear product. More generally, for any zero mebd. Gaussian vectds, the se{ Uh, U € U(N)} is uniformly
distributed on the ensemble of zero mean i.i.d. Gaussiatorgeand of varianciaMh. This property leads to the independence
of the respective distributions df and A in (3), which implies

PY'}(I(Y):/ PY‘EgCI(Y,E)Pg(E)dE (15)
X
- / Pysisc, (Y, U, LA)PLA(LA)dUd(LA) (16)
U(N) xR+
-/ Py e, (Y, U, LA) Pa (A)dUdA (17)
U(N) xR+

For a precise demonstration of how this is obtained, refd7to
Equation [[1F) leads then to

(A\—o2) N
Py, (Y) = /um)XRw me‘“(YYHUAflUH)(/\l — o2yt (;! )i_HQ(S(/\i —0%)dUd); ...d\y  (18)
To go further, we utilize the Harish-Chandra identity [16]
oo (Y vt (T hzy)
/u(N) ‘ U = (}1 m) " A(A)A(BS - (19)
in which, for a matrixX with eigenvaluesX;, ..., Xy, A(X) indicates the Vandermonde determinant
AX) =X - X;) (20)

i>7



And then Py ;, (Y) further develops as

2 —1)

det 7%}
: e’ (_1) E H Gt e N-1,-A ( E;EJJ\\J
Py, (Y) = A2,...1,1A12ﬂ02 LN G2L(N-T) N1 /02 v (A —0?) 1 dM

(21)

A2y Ay =02 TN G2LIN-1) NI | , /\L

det( } <i <N>
o ! +oo ==
— lm M/ L = 02)V 16N det (A1) s S\ 22)

[oa

det | <e -5 .
2 2(N=1)(N—L-1) TN = 1 4! <{ }1<1<N>
e’ o ,
= lim H / )\lN—L—l(/\l_Gz)NflefAl ]f;SN Ay
0-2

23
A2y AN —02 7l NN AX)A( (23)
in which X andz, ..., zy respectively correspond f¥Y" and its eigenvalues.
The equality [[2R) comes from the fact thA{A~!) = (— )N(N”’)/Q%
By denotingy = (y1,...,yn—1,y~n) = (A2,..., AN, A1) and the functions,
flaiy) =e % (24)
filys) = f(@i,9;) (25)
we can use the derivation in [11], to obtain
det 5 .
e <{e }%330 det ({fi(xj)}l._j)
lim ——= = lim (-t (26)
Az Ay =02 A(X)A(A) Y1 yN 107 A(X)A(A)
YN —A1
det [fi(02), fi(0?),..., fN=2(?), fi(\
— (_1)]\]—1 € [f (G )7 f’L(U )? ) f (U )7 f( 1)] (27)

[Tic; (i — 2) (M — o)V T2 51

The change of variables led to a switch of one column and @glhe (—1)V~! factor when computing the resulting
determinant.

The partial derivatives of along the second variable is

9 e CDE =D)L,
(a—ykf> k>1 (@8) = mZ:l btk Ci (m — 1)!a ‘ (8)
= kr(a,b) (29)

Back to the full expression oPy ¢, (Y), we then have

2
e

o 02(N—1)(N—L—1) +oo det [f'(UQ) ((02) f(N—z)(Uz) f()\l)]
P Y) = _])N-1)\N-L—1,-\ i v Ji s Ji )\ 30
Y|Il( ) N7TLN ‘/0-2 ( ) 1 € H1<J( :Cj) 1 ( )
1'1 ! _271
-2 B
02 2AN-1)(N—L—-1) [+o0 € ! !
e’ o _ -1 — | |
= (=1)N=IAN=L= 1= et Kkj(xs,02) d\ (31)
NrtN ] (@i = z)) /02 ! ] .
e o2 | |e by



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

e GAN-D(N=L=1) proo o oN . » e M(M*U—lz)
PeinY) = v [, o = ) [, e e R Z M ey L) 32)
A e i<j

i#l
i
= - (=)
6 <r2 e 1 o
_ /\Nfole—Al d\ 33
NALN2(N—1)(L-1) Z / 1 IIci(zi — 20) [Lis (@0 — ) ! (33)
o= L SN 71 +oo @
€7 Te? = a? N—-L-1_—(M+xt
= NaLNg2(N-1)(L—1) Z UCl ~ ) /02 Al e ( M)d)\l (34)
(35)
which finally gives
602_5% Zi\]:l T N e%
_ 2
Py (Y) = NalNg2(N-1)(L-1) Z N (@ _xl)JN—L—l(U 1) (36)
with
o0 Y
Ji(z,y) :/ the t=7dt (37)

for which close-formed formulae have never been derivednwihe: 0.

2) Derivation of Py/s¢, in MIMO case: In the MIMO configuration,Py4¢, remains unchanged and equatibnl (11) is still
correct. For the subsequent derivations, we only treat ithat®on whenM < N but the casé\ > N is a trivial extension.

In this scenarioH € M(C, N, M) is, as already mentioned, distributed as a Gaussian i.attbraccording to the maximum
entropy principle. The mean variance of every rO\E[Einl |hij|?] = 1. ThereforeM HH" is distributed as a standard Wishart
matrix [6]. Hence, observing th& — 21 is the diagonal matrix of eigenvalues BFH",

¥ =U-diag(vy +02,...,vm +0%,0%,...,0%) - U" (38)
the unordered eigenvalue distribution ofA can be derived [6]

_ (N = MYIMMN 20 s (6 pny (=DM e
PA()\l,..-,AIL{)dA—dAl...d/\]\,[THe i= (M_Z _Z'H . (39)

=1 1<j

This further develops into

2 2 N— 1 M
» (Y) B - (N M)'MMN M*o 2(N M)(N—L-1) H ]'
Yiim C Amg1e AN ol NigNL Hj]\ill !

too oo M M det <{8Aj}1<i<1v>
M ]
X / / I I ANTETL O = eV M I I()\z —\j)Ze M s IE;SN dXy...dXpr
o? o% =1

AKIA
(40)
(V — M)IMMN Mo 2N MW —L - () MN-F5
NiaNETT !
+ oo M | JEOY ) ) A o
oo e e] | |
/ / H)‘ N-L-11Li<g\ M 7 A MM N et DR, 0?)
. o S ,
HZ<J (‘T CL‘]) 6_% I I e_MZCII e 1
(41)

in which the term(—1)MN—**%** originates from the\/ exchanges between ti#&" column and théN — &+ 1)** column,
ke [1, M].



By factorizing the determinant bg/’aL2 i and developping along th&/ last columns, we have

e o2 | Ie_*%{ ei/m\_i
| |
det S k(g 0%) (42)
_an ! b oy _an
e o2 | e "m e ™
N x
—e Zijl : Z (_1)[N+a1]e zal(z\_iia%)
ale[l,N]
N = 11
_ anm—> . a:<a e a1u<>\lw ”2)
x> (— )N an =Ry Sl <enn] S2(N—M—1)(N—) I @—-=) (43)
anFar i<
am#ar—1 .Zv.Jfal
i,j7#anm
= 6_% Z (_1)[MN_M(A;H1)+E£1‘“+Ei<j ‘5(‘“<“f)]eiz£1 z‘”(%fﬁ) H (i — xj) (44)
aC[l,N] 1<j
iJ?flll
i,j#am
- M Za; L._L M a; .
e ERET Y ([ MO g MO € =it e () ()@ e ML - ) (45)
S AT, Thigar, o Fa — 25)
Bl S S (o) Y (- ay) (46)
= € o
acC[1,N] o 2(N=M=1)(N=M) l_laI Hg&[al ..... al](xai _‘T])
Together, this becomes,
Y
PY\IM(Y) = M—1 .
NaNLg2(N=M)(L=M) ][ M
AT | )| (VAL A e
/\ - im1 A d)\l d)\M (47)
i<j ac[L,N] Hai ng[al,...,ai](‘rai - x])
(N — M)!eMQ"z*—Z%%
 NI\M(M—2L—-1)M/2,NLs2(N—M)(L—M) HAiil 5!
Z GZ%ZZG'L / / )H N—L 1ﬁ( )
X )\1 T )\i_)\] d)\l d)\M
C[1,N] e Miggar. oay (Far = 25) Jaso2 i=1 i<j
(48)
Reasoning recursively o/, we show finally
(N — M)!M(2L—M+1)M/26M2027—2—Z%1Ii
Pyi1y, (Y) = I-NL 2(N—M)(L—M) TTM~1 ;)
N!aNLg [[= 4!
Zg1 Ta; M
o2
Z ( 1)Sgn(b)+1HJN*L*2+bz (M027ani) (49)
ac[1,N] H H La; — beT(M) =1
a; j#ay
j#ai
with P(k) the ensemble of permutations bfandsgn(b) the sign of the permutatiob.
For instance, whed/ = 2, we have
Taq+Ta
S Rl e (a1) s(as) (@) la)
Py 1, (Y) = (IRLLIG2 s - I TR
T2 N(N — 1)o2(N=2)(L-2)gNL aczle] H;;&al(%l _Ij)H#ai(x@ —z;) N—-LYN-L-1 N-L-1YN-L
JFa2

(50)
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Fig. 1. Power detection performance in SIMQV/ =1, N =8, L = 20, SNR = —10 dB

in which J*) = J,,(202, 22).

Decisions regarding the signal detection are then carrigdby computing the ratia”(Y) between equatiorf (#9) and
equation[(I11).

B. Incomplete set of knowledge

1) Unknown SNR: Efficient signal detection when the noise level is unknowhighly desirable. Indeed, if the noise level
were exactly known, some prior noise detection mechanismdvoe required. The difficulty here is handily avoided thaink
to ad-hoc methods that are asymptotically independent of the noigel [g.2]-[13]. Instead, we shall consider some prior
information about the noise level. Establishing prior imfiation of variables defined in a continuum is still a conénted

debate of the maximum entropy theory. However, a few satstiare classically considered that are baseddesirable
properties. Those are successively detailed in the foligwi

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
Py 1y, (02)d02 = 5 do?

P (51)
il l

However, a questionable issue of invariance to variablengéaarises. Indeed, iz, is uniform, the distribution

associated to the variable = v/o2 is then non-uniform. This old problem is partially answeigdJeffreys [14] who

suggests that anninformative prior should be any distribution that does not add informatiorht fiosterior distribution

Py2 1y 1, (for recent developments, see also [18]). However, in ooblem, the uninformative prior is rather involved
so we only consider uniform prior distribution {51) fof (we denotel},

= “Hy,0? € [02, 01]") and therefore

1 Ui 2 2
0_2 — 0_2 ) PY|U2aI§\/[(Y’0. )dO' (52)
+ 7 0= Jo2

one has no information concerning the noise power. The ariyrination about? 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 [[BR) whem_ tends to zero and . tends to infinity. This limiting process produces an impmope
integral form. This would be, witl}, the updated background information,

Py, =

. 1 *
PYH{/ = zlLH;O T _ 1 A Py‘g2 (Y, 02)d0'2 (53)

x

The computational difficulty raised by the integrdlgx, y) does not allow for any satisfying closed-form formulas B2
and [53). In the following, we only consider the bounded antm scenario.

C. Unknown M

In practical cases, the number of transmitting antennas@vk to be finite. If only an upper bound valué,,,,. for M
is known, a uniform prior forM is brought by the maximum entropy principle and the proligbdistribution of Y under
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Fig. 2. Detection amplitude comparison in SIMQW =1, N =8, L = 20, SNR = —10 dB

hypothesisl, which gathers all the system prior information (unéég or ), excluding the knowledge af/, reads

A4’VYLO/I
P(Y[Ip) = Y P(Y[“M =i",Iy) - P(“M =" |I,) (54)
i=1
M,
1 max .
= > P(Y|*M =i", Iy) (55)

i=1
which does not meet any computational difficulty.

IV. SIMULATION AND RESULTS

In the following, we present results obtained for the afogationed SIMO and MIMO scenarios, using formulés] (36)
and [49) respectively. In the simulations, the hypothesigcerning incoming data, channel aspect and noise figuréhase
presented in the model of Sectibh Il. The reader might olifettthe amount of knowledge the receiver is provided witasdo
not obviously fit the reality of the present environment.titatar care has indeed to be taken with simulations. If oa@ate
to simulate the very first signal detection carried out byréeeiver, then the prior on the chanilis all included in/. But
the channel realization can effectively be anything, so thea detector accuracy cannot be evaluated at all (or onédwered
to integrate over all the possible channels that the recereeild possibly face). The interest of the Bayesian apgrd&s in
the long term process; while first decision can effectivedyviery inaccurate, the subsequent detection processeased bn
the updated channel pridfy v ;. Unfortunately the mathematical derivations of those ctéia processes are prohibitive and
only numerical results can be generated. As a consequemocelrisimulations, since we provide the receiver with Gaussi
i.i.d. channels, the information dH carried by(Y, I) should not be more informative than the information carbgd alone.
Therefore optimal successive decisions can be carriedDméper studies onpdated probabilities thanks to an extension of
the maximum entropy principle (thlE principle), are currently carried out [17].

As a first example, we consider a SIMO channel with= 8 antennas at the receivell, = 20 sampling periods and a
signal to noise rati®NR = —10 dB. For fair comparison with classical signal detection ailtpons, we stick to thefalse
alarm rate (FAR) againstcorrect detection rate (CDR) performance evaluation. Figuré 1 presents the réispeEAR and
CDR for the classical power detector and for the novel Bayesstimator, obtained 050,000 channel realizations. The
decision threshold for the power detector is somewherenardloe total mean cumulated power over the antenna arrag whil
the threshold for the Bayesian approach is somewhere ar6{iYt) = 0 dB. Since both algorithms scale very differently,
fair comparison is obtained by plotting tf@DR minus FAR gap (which is an objective performance criterion and that we
call detection amplitude) against the FAR. This is depicted in Figdre 2. A significaptfprmance gain is observed in this
single transmit antenna scenario. This seems to imply #wirsl order statistics of the incoming signal are far fromding
sufficient statistics to represent the complete infornmastatusi;. This also demonstrates that the power detector is not in
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fact “optimal” in our Bayesian information-theoretic framork since the power detector is provided with no less mfttion
than the Bayesian detector but performs worse.

In Figure[3, we tookM =2, N =8, L = 10 andSNR = —10 dB, using then formula(49). In this scenario the classical
power detector closes in the gap with the Bayesian detemarpared to the SIMO situation. This is explained by ¢channel
hardening effect [19] of multiple antenna systems that leaves littebability to deep fading channels. Those deep fades,
which are seen as absence of informative signal from theickispower detector can be correctly interpreted by theeBiay
detector. Therefore, for a given SNR, the more antennasdaledato the system, the closer to optimal the power detetiis.
confirms our conclusions in the SIMO scenario, since now tienoel hardening allows the power detector not to suffer so
much from rarer channel outage. Other simulations show thla¢n V is decreased down t®, the performance gap almost
collapses so that almost no difference in performance isrwhble between the Bayesian and the energy detectorsistance,
Figure[4 depicts a situation withh = 2, M = 2, L = 6, SNR = —3 dB, for which both Bayesian and classical algorithms
show similar performance.

Consider now the scenario when the noise variarfcis only known to belong to the intervid? , 0% ]. The two-dimensional
integration of equatiod ($1) is prohibitive for producingmerical results. Nonetheless, the continuuth, 0% | can be broken
down in a finite number ofC subsetgo? +kA(0?),02 + (k+1)A(c?)], fork € {0,..., K —1} andA(0?) = (61 —02)/K.

If A(c?) is chosen small enough, this should produce a rather goomxipgation of [51). This is experimented in Figlre 5
which demonstrates the effect of an inaccurate knowledgbehoise power in terms of CDR and FAR. In this simulation,
M =1, N =8, L =10 andSNR = 2.5 dB. Comparison is made between the cases of exact SNR knowlsdgeg SNR
range[o?,02] = [—1.25,6.75] dB discretized as a sef0,2.5,5} dB and large SNR rang@r?,0%| = [—6.75,6.75] dB
discretized as a sdt—5,—2.5,0,2.5,5} dB. While the short SNR range provides slightly poorer ditecabilities than the
perfect scenario, the large SNR range shows performancaiiment. This suggests that, if the SNR boundaries arelyotal
unknown from the start, the first signal detection process fiefore information update [17] and then additional kieolge
on the SNR) does not lead to any valuable inference.

V. DISCUSSION

In the previous framework, we extensively used the maximatroy principle and Bayes'’ rule in order to perform adegquat
signal detection. The provided Bayesian solutions, ddrivem the channel state of knowledge available at the receare
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optimal in the proposed probability framework. Howevemsolimitations can be raised.

First, as stated ib_II-B]1, uninformative priors modeliiggstill an incomplete and controversial theory. When onee$a
parameters about which no information is known, one migmeap withad-hoc priors. However, if the quantity of data
provided to the receiver is sufficient enough, then the efié@an approximate prior usually fades out. Also, the matikgral
tools to derive maximum entropy distributions (such as hagran multipliers) only cope with statistical knowledgelanever
deterministic knowledge. One must wait for future tools todble to model, for instance, the deterministic knowledgihe
presence of scatterers in the environment.

Also, it was noticed, already in this simple situation, tthe marginalisation computation can easily turn out matterally
prohibitive. Especially, since random matrix theory is @omature theory yet, multi-dimensional problems still le¢ada
high computational complexity. The obvious solution to iot@w this limitation and come up with numerical evaluatiaso
approximate integrals by discrete sums over thin-slices. se

However, the utmost advantage of Jaynes’ probability théies in that it allows for an easily extensible and optimal
framework in an information theoretic viewpoint. For inste, if interferers had to be taken into account in a more iggéne
model, then our previous derivations consist in the paldictase of interferers of null powePf,; = 0). Integrating out the
new variableP;,,; allows for the introduction of interfering sources in thedeb This again increases the modeling complexity
but provides at least some upper bound on the achievablerpaifice of suboptimal methods.

Also, the present probability framework only allows to gatta fixed amount of information from which inference is
performed to assign static probabilities. Dynamics in tygteam model are not easy to capture. Nonetheless, updasipgsian
probabilities given dynamic knowledge at the receiver ieent and active research topic [17]; this would be appabgri
for the cognitive receiver to assign time-varying probiéibs. This is envisioned as one of the next fundamentalssiefhe
characterization of cognitive receivers.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduced a general Bayesian frameworKdarning in cognitive receivers. This framework is basedaon
consistent treatment of the available system informat®ignal detection is treated as an explanatory case of thisework.
The performance of the novel Bayesian signal detector inGGEvid MIMO systems are derived and are shown to outperform
the classical detection techniques. We observed in péatithiat in a MIMO system with many antennas the classicatgne
detector performs close-to-optimally, while in SIMO setupignificant gain is provided by the Bayesian detectorefsibns
to other frameworks than signal detection are being comrdiict
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