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Abstract

Received-energy test for non-coherent decision fusiom @Rayleigh fading multiple access channel
(MAC) without diversity was recently shown to be optimum imetcase of conditionally mutually
independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) sensecisions under specific conditionid [1]]] [2]. Here,
we provide a twofold generalization, allowing sensors tonba identical on one hand and introducing
diversity on the other hand. Along with the derivation, we\pde also a general tool to verify optimality
of the the received energy test in scenarios with correlatusor decisions. Finally, we derive an
analytical expression of the effect of the diversity on tagé-system performances, under both individual

and total power constraints.

. INTRODUCTION

Starting from classical distributed detection [3], lard®s in the recent literature have been devoted
to the implementation of distributed detection in wirelesensor networks (WSNs)/[4].1[5].[6]. Local
decisions in a WSN are usually transmitted to a decisionofusienter (DFC) in order to improve
reliability of geographically distributed sensing thréugentral processing. Common system architectures
make reference to the availability of parallel (non-ingeiig) channels from the sensors to the DEC [7],
[8], [9]. However, more sophisticated setups have beenstiya&ted, where the intrinsically interfering
nature of the wireless channel is exploited and not comb@iedl10], [11].

Recently, in[[1] and([2], the received-energy test was stiidor non-coherent decision fusion over a
multiple access channel (MAC). More specifically, [in [1] tleeeived energy was claimed as optimal for
the no-diversity case with conditionally (given the phemromn) mutually independent and identically

distributed (i.i.d.) sensor local decisions, as long asgtabability of false alarm of the generic sensor
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is lower than the corresponding probability of detectiofsdd analytical performances of the received-
energy test in the diversity scenario were derived. Howewsptimality property of the test was not
investigated. The optimality of the test for the no-divergiase with conditionally i.i.d. sensor local
decisions was proven inl[2]. Only the case with sensors wiposkability of false alarm is lower than
the corresponding probability of detection was considexehetheless, the diversity case was still ignored
in the optimality analysis.

The main contributions of this correspondence are:

« arigorous proof of th@ptimality of the received-energy test for non-coherent decisiomfgsiver a
Rayleigh fading MAC witharbitrary order of diversityand with conditionally mutually independent
but non identically distributedi.n.i.d.) sensor decisionss long aachsensor probability of false
alarm is lower than the correspondent probability of dévect

« as a side result, a sufficient condition on the log-likelitaatio (LLR) of the number of active
sensors suited for testing received energy optimality enados with correlated local decisions;

« analytical derivation of large-system performances fanditionally i.i.d. sensor local decisions as
a function of the order of diversity, where two different sagos are considered: (a) sensors with

an individual power constraint (IPC); (b) sensors with altgtower constraint (TPC).

It is worth noting that in[[11] a different scenario was arzalgl, where: #) conditionally i.i.d. sensor
decisions were considered, and) (instantaneous channel state information (CSIl) at the DRGS w
assumed. The focus was on the performance analysis of sewdraptimal fusion rules in terms of
complexity, required knowledge, probability of detectiand false alarm.

The paper is organized as follows: Sec. Il introduces th&esysnodel; in Sed.1ll we present the main
results of this correspondence, while in 9ed. IV we draw sooreluding remarks; proofs are confined
to Appendices.

Notation - Lower-case (resp. Upper-case) bold letters denote \&¢tesp. matrices), with,, (resp.
an,m) representing theith (resp. the(n, m)th) element of the vectoa (resp. matrixA); upper-case
calligraphic letters, e.gA4, denote discrete and finite setby denotes theV x N identity matrix; 0y
(resp.1y) denotes the null (resp. ones) vector of lengthE{-}, (-)t, ()f, R(-), (-) and|-|| denote

expectation, transpose, conjugate transpose, real pegjimary part and Frobenius norm operatdts;)

Although, energy receiver and non-coherent are not synenymthe paper we will confuse them. In the related litematur
such a misuse is common due to the fact that the energy detsctbe default receiver adopted for non-coherent decision

fusion.
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and p(-) are used to denote probability mass functions (pmf) and ghitity density functions (pdf),
while P(-|-) andp(-|-) their corresponding conditional counterpan&;(u, ) (resp. N (u, X)) denotes
a circular symmetric complex (resp. real) normal distiitnitwith mean vectog: and covariance matrix
3, B(k,p) denotes a binomial distribution df trials with probability of succesp and x% denotes a
chi-square distribution witl. degrees of freedomniu « b)(¢) denotes the convolution between seri¢é)

andb(¢); finally the symbols~ and-% mean “distributed as” and “convergence in distribution”.

[I. SYSTEM MODEL
A. WSN modeling

We consider a distributed binary hypothesis test, whigreensors are used to discriminate between
the hypotheses of the set = { Hy, H; }, representing, not necessarily, the absertg ©r the presence
(H,) of a specific target of interest. Theh sensork € K = {1,2,..., K}, takes a binary local decision
di € ‘H about the observed phenomenon on the basis of its own measoie

Each decisiond; is mapped to a symbat, € X = {0,1} representing an On-Off Keying (OOK)
modulation: without loss of generality we assume that= H; maps intox, = 4, i € {0,1}. The quality
of the kth sensor decisions is characterized by the conditiondigiitities P (x| H;). More specifically,
we denotePp , = P (zy = 1|H,) and Pry, £ P (z, = 1|H,), respectively the probability of detection
and false alarm of théth sensor.

The sensors communicate with the DFC over a wireless flatgaMAC, modeled through i.i.d.
Rayleigh fading coefficients with equal mean power. The DF@pleys an N-diversity approach in
order to combat signal attenuation due to small-scale ¢pdinthe wireless medium. The diversity can
be accomplished with time, frequency, code or antenna sliyefas recently proposed in [10], [12]).
Statistical CSl is assumed at the DFC, i.e. only the pdf ohdading coefficient is available.

We denotey, the received signal at theth diversity branch of the DFC after matched filtering and
sampling;h, » ~ Nc (0,0%) the fading coefficient between thigh sensor and theth diversity branch

of the DF(E; w, the additive white Gaussian noise at thit diversity branch of the DFC. The vector

2It is worth noting that assuming an asymmetric model for dehcoefficient statistics would be more realistic. Howetleis
would make the results much more dependent on the specifiasoevithout adding any significant insight from a theareti
point of view. A symmetric model for channel coefficient &tts is assumed for a two-fold reason: on one side it can be
considered as a starting point before analyzing more tEahgplication-dependent scenarios; on the other sidemarstric

scenario could represent scenarios in which power corgrobinsidered.
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model at the DFC is the following:
y=Hx+w Q)

wherey € CV, H € CN*K |z ¢ XK, w ~ N (0y,02 Iy) are the received signal vector, the channel
matrix, the transmitted signal vector and the noise vectspectively. Finally, we define the random
variable/ 2 ((x) = S_F_| x;, representing the number of active sensors and th€ £e{0,..., K} of

possible realizations of.

B. LLR

The optimal test[[3],[[13] for the considered problem can dxenulated as

JZI:Hl
)
A, éln[p(y’ 1} > 2
ﬁ:HO

where H, Aoy and~y denote the estimated hypothesis, the Log-Likelihooddr@tlR, i.e. the optimal
fusion rule) and the threshold to which the LLR is comparedTioe thresholdy can be determined
to assure a fixed system false-alarm rate (Neyman-Peargonaa) or can be chosen to minimize the

probability of error (Bayes approach) [3], [13]. An explieixpression of the LLR from Eql(2) is given
by

Aopt (3)

) [zgop(yw)za(aﬂl)] . {Efo e o0 (— A% ) P m)
320 Pyl P(¢|Ho) S iCo by o (— 4 ) P(¢lHo)
where we have exploited the conditional independencg tsbm H; (given /).
In the case of conditionally (gived;) i.i.d. sensor decisions(Pp i, Prr) = (Pp,Pr), k € K)
we have that’|H, ~ B(K, Pp) and ¢{|Hy ~ B(K, Pr). Differently, when local sensor decisions are
conditionally i.n.i.d. the pmfd(¢| H;) are represented by the more genélaisson-Binomiadlistribution

[14], [15], [16], with expressions given by:

K

P({|Hy) = Z H Ppp)™ [J(1 = Pps)*—) 4)
=( k=1 s=1
K

P({|Hy) = Z H (Pri)™ H 1 — Pp)t==) (5)
w:0(@)=0 k=1 s=1

It is worth noting that Eq.[{4) requires sums which are inilglasto compute in practice unless the
number of sensork is small. For this reason different methods have been pesposliterature for its
efficient evaluation. The alternatives include fast countioh of individual Bernoulli pmfs[[14], recursive

approaches [15] and a Discrete Fourier Transform (DFT) doasenputation|[16].
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[1l. OPTIMALITY OF RECEIVED ENERGY

As already stated in_[1], the received energy= Hy”2 is a sufficient statistic for the LLR, since
Eq. (3) depends ow only through. However,sufficiencyalone does not guarantee that the test
H=H,
v oz A (6)
H=H
is equivalent to Eq[{2). As shown inl[2], the test in HJ. (6pimaliff A,y () is a strictly increasing
function of +). If this property is satisfied, the test in E@] (2) is equiwlo Eq. [6) by simply setting
v = A;plt(y). For this purpose in the following we first introduce a gehegimality test (in the form
of a sufficient condition) which relates the pmfy¢|H;), H; € H, to assure that\,,(¢) is strictly

increasing in the case of aNM-diversity MAC.

Proposition 1. A sufficient condition for\,,(¢’) to be a strictly increasing function af is given by:

Al) > Al —1), (e L£\{0} (7)
where\(£) £ In [};EE}EB]
Proof: The proof is reported in Appendix]A. [ |

The above proposition states that strictly increasing @rypof A(¢) assures optimality of the test in
Eq. (6). We will refer to\(¢) as the/—LLR hereinaftJ%. It is worth noting that such a sufficient condition
is independent of the order of diversity. Also, Eq. [T) depends on the WSN model only through the
number of active sensois(given H;) and does not require any specific assumptionRir|H;), e.g.
conditional mutual independence of local sensor decisioasP(x|H;) = le P(zy|H;). This means
that Eq. [T) plays the role of a general property for receadrgy optimality, to be verified even in the
case of conditionally correlated local sensor decisions.

In the simplest case of conditionally i.i.d. local sensocisg®ns, Fp i, Pri) = (Pp, Pr), k € K, as
assumed in[[1],[[2], the strictly increasing property)q¥), ¢ € L, is equivalent to

(D) Ph(L— Po)=  (E)Ppt(—Pp)—
(3) PR —Pp)f=t (L) P (1= Pr)f=tat’
that reduces taPp > Pr. This result, not only confirms theoretical findings for omiity of Eq. (8)

(8)

when N =1 as in [1], [2], but it also proves the optimality of the testeowthe Diversity MAC (i.e.

3Note that we will not consider in EqC](7) (and throughout tkegr) the casé = 0 when testing?-LLR strictly increasing

property, since\(—1) has no physical meaning.
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N > 1) used in [1]; this result shows the effectiveness and siiiplof Propositiori 1l w.r.t. the approach
taken in [2].
Differently, when sensor decisions are conditionallyiich.(i.e. the case of a heterogeneous WSN),

the following theorem generalizes the result in Eq. (8).

Theorem 1. If P(x|H;) = HszlP(xk]H,-), H; € H, and Pp, > Pry, k € K, the (-LLR satisfies the
strictly increasing property described in EfJ (7) and thus ) is the optimal test when aN-diversity
MAC is employed.

Proof: The proof is reported in Appendix] B. [ |

Theorem[]l states that under non identical senébys;, Pr;) and N-diversity MAC the received
energy is again the optimal test. Also, Theorér 1 relies on a sufftcemndition, i.e. specific WSN
configurations not satisfying the assumptiBp , > Pry, k € K, but still verifying Eq. [7) may exist.
Although such a case is not “typically” of interest, since tonditionPp ;, < P, for kth sensor is not
realistic in practical scenarios (i.e. sensors operatimdeu nominal conditions), it proves the robustness
of the received energy in scenarios with some faulty (or htina) senso

We finally evaluate analytically the performances as the memof sensors goes large, in the case
of conditionally i.i.d. sensors. Both IPC and TPC on the WS arbitrary diversityN are considered

here. This result generalizes [2], where no-diversiy=€ 1) and IPC assumptions were made in deriving

s | <Hw+w> o)

JPrKo? \VN

where, compared to Eq](l\y)PFjM is a merely scaling factor anfifx is replaced Wlth\/ﬁ in zin

order to keep a fixed amount of average energy E{||Hz||*} w.r.t. N. Then we define the system

formulas. We define

probabilities of false alarm and detection, respectivety and Pp,, as:
A 2 — A 2 —
Pp, = P(||z|” = 7|Ho), Pp, = P(|[z]” = 7|Hy), (10)

Egs. [9) and[(1l0) hold for TPC scenario when replacingith z

| (Hm

JPror \VKN + w). In this case
FOp,

the average energy is kept fixed w.r.t. bdthand V.

4A WSN with K = 3 sensors such th&tPp 1, Pr,1) = (0.5,0.05), (Pp.2, Pr2) =(0.4,0.1) and(Pp 3, Pr3) = (0.3,0.4)
verifies the property in Eq]7).
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Theorem 2. If o7 and o2, are finite, asK — +oo

d 1 d PD
H Oy, —=1 H Oy, ——1 11
Z!o—>/\/<c<N,NN>7 z| 1_>N<C<N7PFNN>7 (11)
- d 11 - d 1 Pp
Ho % Ne (On, — =1y ), H 4N (on, — =21y ), 12
Z|Ho <C<NaFNN> Z|Hy C(NaDPFNN> (12)
whereap £ 5 2r%k v andap £ 5-TR%k . Then the large-systeti, ;pc Pf,_1po) are given by:
N-1
Pr,_1pc(y) = exp(=7N) x E(WN)H% (13)
n=0
N-1 n
. - YN 1 (N
Pp,_1pc(7) = exp <—p—D> X2 (P—D> ; (14)
Pr n=0 Pr
while (Pp, _rpc Pr,_rpc) are given by:
N-1
Pp—rpc(7) = exp(—yNar) x }  — (FNap)"; (15)
n=0
N-1 n
* — S/NO[D 1 S/NO[D
Pp,—rpc(¥) = exp (— 7o ) x — ( o ) : (16)
Pr n=0 n Pr

Proof: The proof is reported in AppendixI C for the IPC case; perfarceain the TPC scenario can
be derived in a similar fashion. [ |

As expected, ifN = 1 the result of Eqs[(13) and (14) coincides with the one give[2j Sec. IV].

It is worth remarking that, in both IPC and TPC scenarios wittersity, Neyman-Pearson and Bayesian
error exponents are zero (cfr. with! [2]), because the lagggem ROC can not be driven toward the
point (Pp, , P ) = (1,0) by increasing the number of sensors, as long as the diveisit kept
finite. This intuition is confirmed by the non-zero valuesumsed under an IPC and a TPC by the
large-system J-Divergencd,(p(z|Hy), p(z|H;)) = N x [(%Jr ﬁ—g) —2], J(p(2|Ho), p(2|Hy)) =
N x [(M + M) — 2}, which represents a lower-bound for the system error piitityalfl7],

Prap Ppar

thus enforcing a zero Bayesian error exponent. Differetily Neyman-Pearson error exponent is given

by limKﬁ+m—w, under Pg, (7, K) < «. If we choosey, such thatPy (7a) = «, then
Hmg 100 —In[1 — Pp, (Yo, K)] = —In [1 = P}, (74)] < +0o0, giving again a zero error exponent.

Note that the performance in TPC scenarios differ throughrétio (o /ap) < 1 (cfr. Egs. [18) and
(@4) with Egs. [(15) and (16)) which represents thexformance reduction factow.r.t. IPC scenarios.
Note thatar/ap: (i) is an increasing function of the rati% (i.e. the received SNR), with limiting
value equal to one(ii) is a decreasing function ¥, meaning a diverging separation in performance

between IPC and TPC &¥ increases.
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Figure 1. Effect of diversityV on large-system ROCPp, , Pr,) under both IPC and TPC; WSN with sensor characteristics
(PD,leF,k) = (PD,PF) = (0.5,0.05); (U%L/U?u)dg = 15.

The diversity affects in a significant way the large-systamwbpbilities of detection and false alarm,
under an IPC, by shifting the Receiver Operating Charatter{ROC) toward the upper-left corner, as
shown in Fig[l, meaning a performance improvement. Difféyeit can be seen how a different effect is
present in the TPC case, where an increas¥ dbes not always coincide with performance improvement,
but rather an optimalV, depending or{ Pp, P, %), exists. This effect was already noticed lin [1] and
it is due to non-coherent combining loss of branch contidinst

Finally, in Figs[2 andI3 we verify, through simulations, ttenvergence of the ROC to the large system
expression K — +oo) given by Egs.[(13) and_(14) (resp. Eds.1(15) and (16)), utid€r (resp. TPC).

It is apparent that the convergence under the TPC is fastar the IPC case, because in both cases the
large system ROC expressions rely on the Gaussian appriiaing the Gaussian mixture given by Eg.
(). For such a reason, for a givéf, imposing a TPC on the WSN assures a better matching w.r.t. to

the IPC case, since all the components of the mixture will lneentoncentrated.

IV. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this correspondence we showed the optimality of the weckenergy test for decision fusion
performed over a non-coherent diversity MAC with conditithy i.n.i.d. sensor decisions. We derived
a sufficient condition on the LLR of the number of active seasehich can be applied to test the
received-energy optimality in WSN with conditionally celaited sensor decisions. Finally, we showed,
through analytical results, how the diversity in a WSN wittmditionally i.i.d sensor decisions affects

the large-system performance under both IPC and TPC.

October 26, 2018 DRAFT



1 ]
N=2—0 5 T
09+ =F P B
o= c_e
- - 4’
- /’
08k R e L0 e << -
- - - ) /” I’
e~ o Lo ~ = e
0.7+ - - L s
Jioie <
lﬂo - ° @ -5 . /
- ,° = u .
06 . X 8
’,O' /"“ ,”d
i K
P olfs a a )A’ N=1
- - —6— Large System ROC
05 - ] : I
.| L o= =0-ROC - K =500
o a”’ 10 ROC - K =100
i - ©-ROC-K=50
04l @ —&— Large System ROC ||
e +=@= ROC - K = 500
P @ ROC - K = 100
-
la - B -ROC -K =50
L L
03l = = 0
10 10 10 10

Figure 2. ROC comparison: large system vs finite number of@sn € {50,100,500)) under IPC.N € {1,2},

(0} /)02)ap = 15.

09
0.8
07
-
o
0.6 o
AU .
sk o 0 o —©— Large System ROC||
o - -0~ ROC - K =500
o6 " | 1@ ROC - K =100
oAt - © -ROC - K=50
o0al o B Pes Large System ROC -
P ROC - K =500
ROC - K =100
ROC - K =50
03 X :
0° 10° 10 10°

Figure 3.

(U,%/Ug,)dg = 15.

ROC comparison: large system vs finite number of@sn(x € {50,100,500)) under TPC.N € {1,2},

V. ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

The authors would like to thank Prof. P. K. Willett at Univigysof Connecticut, US, for helpful
discussions, as well as the associate editor and the anarsyrauiewers for their valuable comments

that allowed to improve significantly the correspondence.

October 26, 2018 DRAFT



10

APPENDIXA

PROOF OFPROPOSITION1

We prove in this section that Eq.](7) is a sufficient condifionthe optimality ofi) test. From Eq.[(3),

looking at the LLR as a function af, we get:

K K
Dhopr(¥) _ 1 [239%& (1H) x Y g0, 62)P ez\Ho)]

o ay) | U =
1 [& g a) , K
= ngjo 5 P (63| Hp) x Z: g(,01)P £1|H1>] (17)

where we denoted (1, /) = W exp (—U?U}f—m) anda(v) indicates a positive function af (i.e.
a(y) > 0, Vi € RT) . Strictly increasing property of LLR is guaranteeoa—ﬁ%w’ > 0, Vb € RT, thus
manipulations from Eq[(17) lead to

K -1
> Z k(l1,£2) x [%ﬁg(%@) 89(5/;[)62) (%51)] >0 (18)
=1 £=

wherek(ly, 0y) £ [P(¢1|Hy)P(¢2|Ho) — P({3|Hy)P(¢1|Hyp)]. In deriving Eq. [I8) we could express the

double sums in EqL(17) as a function only of the indiées- /5, since the term in bracket in Eq._(18)
1

equals to zero whety, = /5. Noting thatagéﬁ’é) =— g(1, ¢) the condition is rewritten as

(02 +Lo7)
K ¢,—1 9
o5, by — o)
k(l1,€2)g(1h, 1) g (1, € b >0 19
éz::uz::o (612090, )90 2) (02 + £102) (02 + la0?) (19)

Since bothg(¢, ¢) and the term in square brackets are positive (note thatesditthe sums are such
that ¢; > ¢5), the termk(¢y,¢2) is responsible for the sign of each term in the sum. Thesuféicient
conditionfor Eq. (19) is obtained assuming that each of those termgsgiye. This is achieved if the

following property holds
k(€1,£2) > 0, €1 > 52. (20)

It is easy to demonstrate that the conditfgd, ¢ —1) > 0, ¢ € £\{0}, representing the strictly increasing

property of -LLR, i.e. iéﬁ}g;g > P% Hglg is equivalent to Eq.[{20). In fact EJ._(20) implies that

LLR is strictly increasing; this is verified just substitugi /o = ¢; — 1. Differently, we can show that

¢-LLR strictly increasing property implies Ed. (20) by constting the chain of inequalitie E } ; >

P(6,—1|H;) P(ls|H,)
P(t,—1[Ho) P(é:[Ho)’

> > all deriving from/-LLR strictly increasing property.
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APPENDIX B

PrROOF OFTHEOREM[]

We prove the strictly increasing property 6L LR by induction. Let us assume there exists a set of
(t — 1) sensors with local performancé®p ., Pry), k € {1,...,t — 1}. The number of active sensors
in this case is denotefi_; = 2;11 Tk, b1 € Ly 1. We denote the probability of active sensors
out-of-¢ — 1), given H;, asP,_1(¢|H;), H; € H and the correspondinGLLR as \;_1(¢).

Initialization: the strictly increasing property odFLLR in single sensor case; (/1) > A (¢ — 1),
¢y € £:\{0}, is straightly verified wherPp ; > Pr;.

Induction: Let us assume that for a specific configuration(of- 1) sensors the-LLR A\;_;(¢;—1)
satisfies the strictly increasing property, thatjs (¢;—1) > A\—1(6—1 — 1), -1 € L,-1\{0}. If we add
the tth sensor satisfyind’ ; > Pr,; and we prove that the neWLLR \;(¢;) > \(¢: — 1), ¢, € L£:\{0},
i.e. it retains strictly increasing property, then the grisocomplete.

To proceed let us first define(¢) = P,_1(¢|H1), b(f) £ P,_1({|Hy), c(f) £ Pi(¢|H;) and d(¢) =
Py (¢|Hp).

The number of sensors transmitting when tkie sensor is added is then given by= 22:1 Tk =

¢y + x,. The pmfsP,(¢;|Hy) and P,(¢;|H,) are then given by [18]
Pi(e|Ho) = (bxd) ()  P(le|Hy) = (a*c)(lr) (21)

The LLR strictly increasing condition is then formulatedfalows

exp ()] = (ot > T = exp s 1) 22)

By exploiting the support set af(¢) andd(¢) we can rewrite Eq[(22) as follows
>kefo1y c(k)a(ly — k) - > kefoy c(k)a(ly — 1 — k)
Zke{o,l} d(k)b(l: — k) Zke{o,l} d(k)b(by — 1 — k)
where obviouslya(t) = b(t) = 0. Exploiting ¢(0) + ¢(1) = (1 — Ppy) + Pp; = 1, d(0) + d(1) =
(1 — Pgy) + Ppy = 1, we obtain

[1—c(1)]a(ly) +c(1)a(ly — 1) - [1—c(1)]a(ly — 1)+ c()a(l, — 2)
1= d(DJb(e) + d(0b(l —1) ~ L= d()Jbl; — 1) + d(1)b(l —2)

The condition expressed in E@. {24) can be rewritten as:

(23)

(24)

{[1 — eI —d@)]all)b(lr — 1) — a(ly — 1)b(¢e)] }+{c(1)d(1)[a(l: — 1)b( — 2) — a(ly — 2)b(f: — 1)]} +

HeMI —dM)fall; = Dbl — 1) — a(ly — 2)b(6)]}—{[1 — c(D)]d(1)[a(l; — 1)b(¢r — 1) — a(ly)b(f: — 2)]} > 0
(25)
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Since agzt; > ZEZ-B > ZE? 3)) we have that:

[a()b(6; — 1) — a(fy — 1)b(£:)] > 0 [a(le — 1)b(6y —2) —a(ly —2)b(6, —1)] >0 (26)
[a(le)b(€: — 2) — a(ly — 2)b(4¢)] > 0 (27)

The condition in Eq.[(25) is satisfied since positivity of firet two terms follows from the inequalities in
Eg. (26), and the difference of the third and fourth terms n 58) is positive becausg1)[1 —d(1)] >
[1 —¢(1)]d(1) (sincePp, > Pr;) and exploiting the inequality in Eq._(R7). This concludie proof.

APPENDIX C

PROOF OFTHEOREM[Z

The proof follows in the first part similar steps as In [2]; furis reason we will only sketch it
and underline the substantial differences. We use herehiheacteristic functionof the vectorz|H;,
i € {1,2}, denoted asb,,(t), to easily evaluate the limit foll — +oc. We then use this result,
in conjunction withLevy’s Continuity TheorerjiLl8] to demonstrate the convergence in distribution of

large-systemp(z|H;). Let us now write the characteristic function gifff, as a function ot = (¢, tg)t:

K
D11, (t) = By, {exp(jti z1 + jthza)} = // exp(jtt z1 + jthzo) x Zp z1, 22|0) P(¢|Hp)dz1dzo
=0

(28)

where z; = R{z} and zp = 3{z} (with ¢;, i € {1,2}, representing the index-corresponding dual

vectors over Fourier domain). Following analogous stepn ], exploiting:4) conditional independence
assumptions such as(z, z2|¢) = p(z1|0)p(z2]€) and p(zi|¢) = [1°L, p(zislf), i € {1,2}; ii) the
characteristic function of ~ A(0,02) is given by®,(t) = exp(— %) [18]; we get

K N
1 l i
2, (8) = 3 P({|Ho) x exp [_Z 2 (Fat s <NKPF i U%KPF>

£=0 s=1
X {PF exp |—

where in the last line we exploitedH, ~ B(K, Pr). Also, exploiting similar noteworthy limits as in

[2], eventually we have thadtmy oo ®p,(t) = exp [—% Zévzl (t%;ﬁ%’s)]. Applying the Continuity

N

_lz(tz +12) on
4 1,s 2.s O’}%KPF

s=1

3.5)

= exp

K
1
ZZ:: NKPF +(1_PF)}

(29)

Theorem [[18], we obtairz|H, - Nc (ON, %IN). In a similar way it can be shown that|H; —
Nc <ON, %IN).
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The last part consists in proving Egs.(13) and (14). Theelagstem probabilities of false alarm and

detection can be expressed in the equivalent form:

Pi®) = Pl 2310 = P (€ > 31 (30)
P
P,(3) = PUIAIP 20 = P 552 2 Al ) (31)

where ¢ ~ X%ZN)' The probabilities are then easily calculated evaluatimg ¢cumulative distribution

function of £ [18]:
+0o0o

+oo
P (9) = / ) Pp,(7) = / plE)de (32)

= ~n P
a WNen

which provides the result.

REFERENCES

[1] C. R. Berger, M. Guerriero, S. Zhou, and P. Willett, “PAG. WAC for decentralized detection using noncoherent
modulation,”[EEE Trans. Signal Processvol. 57, no. 9, pp. 3562-3575, Sep. 2009.
[2] F. Li, J. S. Evans, and S. Dey, “Decision fusion over ndraent fading multiaccess channel#EE Trans. Signal
Process.vol. 59, no. 9, pp. 4367-4380, Sep. 2011.
[3] P. K. VarshneyDistributed Detection and Data Fusipist ed. Springer-Verlag New York, Inc., 1996.
[4] B. Chen, L. Tong, and P. K. Varshney, “Channel-awareritisted detection in wireless sensor network&EE Signal
Process. Mag.vol. 23, no. 4, pp. 16-26, Jul. 2006.
[5] M. Gastpar, M. Vetterli, and P. Dragotti, “Sensing réaland communicating bits: a dangerous liaisof5EE Signal
Process. Mag.vol. 23, no. 4, pp. 70-83, Jul. 2006.
[6] J. F. Chamberland and V. V. Veeravalli, “Wireless sesswr distributed detection applicationdEEE Signal Process.
Mag. vol. 24, no. 3, pp. 16-25, May 2007.
[7] B. Chen, R. Jiang, T. Kasetkasem, and P. K. Varshney, fi@abaware decision fusion in wireless sensor netwollEEE
Trans. Signal Processvol. 52, no. 12, pp. 3454-3458, Dec. 2004.
[8] R. Niu, B. Chen, and P. K. Varshney, “Fusion of decisiorensmitted over Rayleigh fading channels in wireless senso
networks,”|IEEE Trans. Signal Processvol. 54, no. 3, pp. 1018-1027, Mar. 2006.
[9] A. Lei and R. Schober, “Coherent Max-Log decision fusinrwireless sensor networkslEEE Trans. Communyvol. 58,
no. 5, pp. 1327-1332, May 2010.
[10] X. Zhang, H. V. Poor, and M. Chiang, “Optimal power aldion for distributed detection over MIMO channels in wass
sensor networks,JEEE Trans. Signal Processvol. 56, no. 9, pp. 4124-4140, Sep. 2008.
[11] D. Ciuonzo, G. Romano, and P. Salvo Rossi, “Channelrawacision fusion in distributed MIMO wireless sensor reks:
Decode-and-Fuse vs. Decode-then-FUleEE Trans. Wireless Commuyrvol. 11, no. 8, pp. 2976—-2985, Aug. 2012.
[12] M. K. Banavar, A. D. Smith, C. Tepedelenlioglu, and A.a88f&s, “Distributed detection over fading MACs with mulép
antennas at the fusion center,” lBEE ICASSPMar. 2010, pp. 2894-2897.
[13] S. M. Kay, Fundamentals of Statistical Signal Processing, Volume @ebtion Theory Prentice Hall PTR, Jan. 1998.
[14] L. A. Belfore, “An O(n(log,(n))?) algorithm for computing the reliability df-out-of-n: G' & k-to-l-out-of-n: G systems,”
IEEE Trans. Rel.vol. 44, no. 1, pp. 132-136, Mar. 1995.

October 26, 2018 DRAFT



14

[15] S. X. Chen and J. S. Liu, “Statistical applications af fPoisson-Binomial and conditional Bernoulli distribunsg’ Statistica
Sinica vol. 7, no. 4, 1997.

[16] M. Fernandez and S. Williams, “Closed-form expressfonthe Poisson-Binomial probability density functiodEEE
Trans. Aerosp. Electron. Sysvol. 46, no. 2, pp. 803—-817, Apr. 2010.

[17] H. V. Poor,An Introduction to Signal Detection and EstimatiorSpringer-Verlag New York, Inc., 1994.

[18] A. F. Karr, Probability. Springer-Verlag New York, Inc., 1993.

October 26, 2018 DRAFT



	I Introduction
	II System Model
	II-A WSN modeling
	II-B LLR

	III Optimality of Received Energy
	IV Concluding Remarks
	V Acknowledgement
	Appendix A: Proof of Proposition 1 
	Appendix B: Proof of Theorem ??
	Appendix C: Proof of Theorem ??
	References

