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Abstract—The problem of linear modulation classification phase offset. In order to alleviate classification perfarosa
using likelihood based methods is considered. Asymptoticrpp-  degradation in non-cooperative environments, networkricen
erties of most commonly used classifiers in the literature a collaborative AMC approaches have been proposed in[2], [3]

derived. These classifiers are based on hybrid likelihood téo test .
(HLRT) and average likelihood ratio test (ALRT) respectively. [4], [5], [6]. It has been shown that the use of multiple seaso

Both a single-sensor setting and a multi-sensor setting tha has the potential of boosting effective SNR, thereby imprgv
uses a distributed decision fusion approach are analyzed.of the probability of correct classification.

a modulation classification system using a single sensor, i§ In this paper, we focus on the likelihood based classificatio
shown that HLRT achieves asymptotically vanishing probabity of linearly modulated signals, i.e., PSK and QAM signals.

of error (P.) whereas the same result cannot be proven for . . - . . .
ALRT. In a multi-sensor setting using soft decision fusion, V& notice that this problem is a composite hypothesis gstin

conditions are derived under which P. vanishes asymptoticall. Problem due to unknown signal parameters, i.e., unceytaint
Furthermore, the asymptotic analysis of the fusion rule tha in the parameters of the probability density functions ¢pdf

assumes independent sensor decisions is carried out. associated with different hypotheses. Various likelihoatio
Index Terms—Automatic modulation classification, maximum based automatic modulation classification techniques have
likelihood classifier, decision fusion. been proposed in the literature. An underlying assumption i

all of these techniques is that each hypothesis has equally
likely priors, in which case the classifiers reduce to maximu
) ) L ) i likelihood (ML) classifiers. These techniques take the form
Automat|c moQuIa‘uon cllassmcauon (AMC) IS a SIgNaht 5 generalized likelihood ratio test (GLRT), an average
processing technlqu(_a that is used _to estlmate the mOd_'u'laFffRelihood ratio test (ALRT) or a hybrid likelihood ratio gé
scheme corresponding to a received noisy communicatighy rTy A thorough review of these techniques can be found
signal. It plays a crucial role in various civilian and maly i, = |, the GLRT approach, all the unknown parameters
applications, e.g., this technique has been widely usecaimym are estimated using maximum likelihood (ML) methods and

comrn_unlcauon app!lcatlons such as spectrum momtqnmb_amen a likelihood ratio test (LRT) is carried out by plugging
adaptive demodulation. The AMC methods can be divided N9 these estimates into the pdfs under both hypotheses. In
two general classes (see the survey paper [1]): 1) likehoo,ition 1o its complexity, GLRT has been shown to provide
based (LB) and 2) feature-based (FB) methods. In this papsg,, herformance in classifying nested constellation s

we focus on the former method which is based on t&‘ﬁch as QAMI[8]. In the ALRT approachl[7], the unknown
likelihood function of the received signal under each mo ignal parameters are marginalized out assuming certairspr

ulation sqheme_, where the decision is made us_ing a Bayesé%rf'lverting the problem into a simple hypothesis testindpro
hypothesis testing framework. The solution obtained byLBe lem. In the HLRT approachi[7], the likelihood function (LF)

method is optimal in the Bayesian sense, i.e., it MiNiMibes tis 4 ginalized over the unknown constellation symbols and
probability of incorrect classification. In the last two dees,

. then the resulting average likelihood function (LF) is used
extensive res‘?amh has been conducted on AMC methoﬁﬁd the ML estimates of the remaining unknown parameters.

a single sensor (communication receiver). A detailed SUIVE, 1 ot the LRT. Also, there are several variations of HLRT
on the AMC_ techniques using asmgle sensor can be_f_oun_dvUﬂich are called quasi HLRT (QHLRT), in which the ML
[1]. For a single sensor tasked with AMC, the classificatiofyimates are replaced with other alternatives such as mtome

performance depends highly on the channel quality whigfyseq estimators. We do not discuss the details here and refe
directly affects the received signal strength. In non-esafive the interested reader t0][7] for further details. Our goal in

communication environments, additional challenges ekiat .« paper is to derive asymptotic (in the number of observa-

furlt(her complicate the pr%blem._Thelse challenges stem frgp,s 1y properties of modulation classification methods. We
unknown parameters such as signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) alihsider hoth single sensor and multiple sensor approaches
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settings. In[[9], the authors consider a coherent scendraryav interval. After preprocessing, the received complex basdb
the only unknown variables are the constellation symbals. signal at each sensor can be expressedlas [1]:
this scenario, they analyze the asymptotic behavior of ML

classifiers for linear modualtion schemes. Using Kolmogero r(t) = s(tln) +o(t), 0<t<NT 1)
Smirnov (K-S) distance, they show that the ML classification N—1
error probability vanishes a8 — oo. Our contributions in s(t|) = ael?ei2mAT Z Ingiw(t —nT —eT), (2)

this paper are as follows. We start with a single sensor syste
and analyze the asymptotic properties of two AMC scenariOS'h # denotes the i . et
1) coherent scenario with known signal-to-noise ratio ($NRW eres(t) denotes the time-varying message sigmafepre-

2) non-coherent scenario with unknown SNR. Although t ents trlle u.nknowtnh S'gf‘a' ﬁaramle_tte(rj vecto(;ar:ﬁlo ar:e thel
first scenario is the same as the one consideredlin [9], annel gain (or the signal amplitude) an e channel (or

provide a much simpler proof which is then utilized to obtai € signal) phase, respectively(t) is the additive zero-mean

the results for our second scenario. We analyze both HLI¥White Gaussian noisey. (¢) is the transmitted pulsd’ is the

and ALRT approaches. We do not consider GLRT due to i mbol period{,} is the complex information sequence, i.e.,

poor performance in classifying nested constellationgerf | e.(;:onlstt.ellatmr:j ?ymbol Seqlfjfenfe; aendm(:_A]f r1e_ﬁresent
analyzing single sensor approaches, we consider a mukisse residual time and frequency offsets, respectively. Theston

setting as shown in Fi@] 1. Under this framework, we analyfg represents the propagation time delay within a symbol

a specific multi-sensor approach, namely distributed datis tpher:od V\:jhzres < [O,fl).tl'l'hlioughOL_:_ththefpaper,_t;ve talssum(:
fusion for multi-hypothesis modulation classification whe ate andAf are perfectly known. Therefore, without loss o

each sensor uses the LB approach to make its local decisiong?n_era“ty’ we set = Af = 0. The representation ifLl(2) has

fue implicit assumption that phase jitter is negligible thgut

this setting, there aré sensors observing the same unknow, ¢ lit furth that th tefiati
signal. Each sensor employs its own LB classifier and se gss of generality, we further assume that the consteriatio

it soft decision to a fusion center where a global decisiotY e .
notes statistical expectation. Note that the unknowrsg@ha

is made. We analyze the asymptotic properties of ALRT a .
HLRT in this multi-sensor setting in the asymptotic regien aerm denoted by in (&) subsumes both the unknown channel

N — oo and L — oco. We also provide implications of Iarge'o.hase and _unknown carrier phase. Similar!y, the unknown
number of observations for the fusion rule at the fusion@em&gnal”amptl;;[udeaksubsumhes thT “r?k”OW” signal amplitude
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sedfibn s Well as he unknown channet gain.

we introduce the system model and lay out our assumptionsfb‘]cter filtering th? received signal with a pulsle-mat.chedaﬁlt
(t), and sampling at a rate of /T, where() is an integer,

In Section[Tll, we formulate the likelihood-based modwati I7= . . . i . X
classification problem and summarize HLRT and ALRT ap{he following discrete-time obervation sequence is oletdin
proaches. We consider the single sensor case in Secfion |v]'

n=0

mbols have unit power, i.eE[|I,]?] = 1, where E[/]

and analyze the asymptotic probability of classificatioroer e = s1(0) + wy ®)
under various settings. Similarly, the asymptotic prolitgbi N—1
of classification error in the multi-sensor case is analyired si(@) = ae’® Z I,g(kT/Q — nT), (4)

Section Y. We provide numerical results that corroborate ou
analyses in Sectidn VI. Finally, concluding remarks alorithw
avenues for future work are provided in Section]VII.

n=0

whereg(t) = g2 (t) * g (t) with x denoting the convolution

operatoryy, = T(t)*gm(t)|t:kT/Qa Wy = U(t)*gm(t)|t:kT/Qu
N is the total number of observed information symbol, and

Sensor Node 1 1, k =0,...,K — 1. Note thatN = K/Q, i.e., there areQ

ensor 1 nchronization lgnal 1 . . . .
P ser 1 1 stvoraton | samples per symbol. For simplicity, we assume thatt) is
<) : o ] aon. a rectangular pulse wheigt) = 1, 0 < ¢ < T. We further

Y o o assumeR = 1 andw,, is independent identically distributed

Signal Emitter - d . | I t . | G . . . |
ey Np— (i.i. ._) circularly symmetric complex Gaussian noise wigha

P Frocesno and imaginary parts of variandg, /2, i.e.,w, ~ CN (0, Np).

ensor Node

Our analysis in this paper can be easily generalized to other
pulse shapes and cases whére> 1. Under these assump-

Fig. 1. Generic system model for a multi-sensor modulatitassification tions, the received observation sequence can be written as:

system.s; is the decision/data of thi#h sensor, wheré=1,..., L.

rn =ae’’l, +w,, n=0,... N-1. (5)

The above signal model is a commonly used model in mod-
ulation classification literature [1], [11], 112], [13]. N that

We consider a general linear modulation reception scenaipf, and {7, })_, are the unknown signal parameters. In a
with multiple receiving sensors assuming that the wirelegeneral modulation classification scenario, in additionth®
communication channel between the unknown transmitter andknown signal parameters, the noise powgrmay also be
each sensor undergoes flat block fading, i.e., the channeknown. In this case, the unknown parameter vector can be
impulse response i&(t) = ae’?5(t) over the observation written asi = [a, 0, No, {I,}5'].

II. SYSTEM MODEL ASSUMPTIONS
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Ill. LIKELIHOOD-BASED LINEAR MODULATION IV. ASYMPTOTIC PROBABILITY OF ERRORANALYSIS:
CLASSIFICATION SINGLE SENSORCASE

Our goal throughout this paper is to gain insights intd. Scenario 1: Coherent Reception with Known SNR

the modulation classification problem using the assumption |, this scenario, the only unknown variables are the data
commonly made in the modulation classification ”teratur%ymbolsln n = 1.....N. In this case. without loss of

Suppose there aré candidate modulation formats undefenerajity, the received complex signal can be expressed as
consideration. Let denote the observation vector defined as
r = [ro,...,7Nn—1] and L(f) denote the constellation symbol rpn=1,+w, mn=1,...,N, 9)

at time n corresponding to modulatioh € {1,...,S5}. The o ) ) .
conditional pdf ofr conditioned on the unknown modulatior/*SSUMing independent information symbols and white sensor
format i and the unknown parameter vecter, i.e., the noise, the LF averaged over the unknown constellation sym-

likelihood function (LF), is given by bols under modulation formaitis given as

1 1= 36 7(3) |2 pi(r) == p(r|H;) = ﬁp(rn|Hi), (10)
pi(rju) = W exp _Fo ; |rn, —ae? V1% ] . (6) il

If the transmitted signal is an M-PSK signal, the constilfat where

symbc()!)set is given as® = {e-j_Q’Tm/M|m =0,..., M~ 1} _ p(ralH:) = E 0 {p(ra| Hi, 1)}
and I,” € SM. Otherwise, if the transmitted signal is o
an M-QAM signal, the constellatl_on symbol set&%” = _ Zp(rnu;n,(i)’Hi)p(lrrz@,(i)lHi)_ (12)
{bei®n m =0,...,M —1} and I € Sg@. m=1

Note that the LF in[{6) is parameterized by the modulation —_ _
scheme under consideration and the only difference betwdBfID. M; andl, " are the number of constellation symbols
conditional pdfs of different modulation schemes comesfro@nd th?mth constellation symbol for modulation class
the constellation symbols,. In a Bayesian setting, the optimall®SPectively. In general, the constellation s?{)rnbols asermed
classifier in terms of minimum probability of classificatiorf® have equak priori probabilities, Le.p(In""|H;) = 1/M;
error is the maximum a posteriori (MAP) classifier. If these jWhich results in

<

no a priori information on probability of modulation scheme 1 M .
employed by the transmitter available, which is usually the prn|Hi) = 5+ > p(ra| L9, H;). (12)
case in a noncooperative environment, one can use a non- " m=1

informative prior, i.e., each modulation scheme is asgign® \here

identical prior probability. This is the assumed scenanmithis

paper. In this case, the optimal classifier takes the formmeft (. |1 ® F;) = 1 exp (_Lm - I;{L,(i)ﬁ) (13)
maximum likelihood (ML) classifier. Ny No

Let us first consider the HLRT approach, where the L this casep(r,|H;) in (I2) represents a complex Gaus-
is averaged over the unknown constellation symhglsand  sjan mixture model (GMM), or a complex Gaussian mixture
then maximized over the remaining unknown parameters. Thgtribution, with /; homoscedastic components where each

as the final decision, i.e., as well as identical varianc&/,, and the mean of each
. component is one of the unique constellation symbols in
¢ =arg max (alga])v(o B {Pi(r|u)}7> (") modulation format. Let us revisit the generic expression for

a complex GMM denoted by (r):
where E,[] denotes the expectation operator with respect to o
the random variable, andI%” is the unknown constellation 2
’ " = i s Mis Oy 14
symbol for modulation format. J(r) ;w o(rs i, 07) (14)
In the ALRT approach, the unknown parameters are all

marginalized out resulting in the marginal likelihood ftioa Where . = ?
which is used to make the final decision as o(r; pi, 03) = —5 exp (—%) (15)
7T0'i Ui
i =arg max B, {pi(rju)}. (8)  We know that a GMM given by[{14) an@{15) is completely

7 parameterized by the sétv;, u;, o2}, [14].

Remark 1:For a given modulation format the Gaussian
mixture model (GMM) in [(IR) is completely parameterized
by the means of the components in the mixture, i.e., by the
constellation symbol se§(® = {714() ... 1M::(U}, In other

H;) represent

In the next section, we analyze the probability of clasdiiica
error starting with a single sensor setting followed by atmul
sensor setting.

1In certain cases, these sets can be rotated by some fixed plls@PSK . . :
is represented as a rotated versionSgf by e77/4. This does not affect our WOI’dS_, if SO 3£ SU thenp(r,|H;) andp(ry
results. two different GMMs.
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Let us now define the test statistics D(p;|lp;) > 0, Vj,i, j # i. For digital phase-amplitude
1 | XN modulations, we know froni_(12) that(r) represents a GMM
A= ——logpi(r) = ——= Zlogp(rnmi), (16) and each modulation format corresponds to a unique GMM
N N = (see Remarkl1). Therefor®(p;||p;) > 0, Vj,i, j # ¢, which
Then, the ML classifier is given as is the only condition needed for asymptotically vanishinge
. probability of the ML classifier. [ ]
) = arg i_r{lin A;. a7
The classifier performance can be quantified in terms of tRe Noncoherent Reception with Unknown SNR
average probability of error/{.) given as In this scenario, the received complex signal is expressed
1, as jo
i i rn=ae’" I, +w,, n=1,...,N. 26
P, = S;Pe, (18) + (26)

. In this case, in addition to the unknown constellation sylsbo
where P, is the probability of error under hypothedis, i.e., there are three more unknown parameters which are channel
given that modulation is the true modulation, amplitude ), channel phasef), and noise power}). We

i _ . L will denote these additional unknown parameters in vector
Fe=1-P <AjlHy), Vi (19) form asu = [a, No, 0], wherea € [0,00), Ny € [0,00) and

Now, we can state the following theorem which shows that tigec [0, 27).
probability of error of the ML classifier vanishes asymptoti Let us first consider the HLRT approach, where the un-
cally asN — oo. Note that the same result was also obtaindchown data symbols are marginalized out and the remaining
in [9] using Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) distance. Here, wainknown parameters are estimated using an ML estimator. In
provide a simpler proof than the one [n [9]. HLRT, these ML estimates are plugged into the likelihood

Theorem 1:The ML classifier in[(1l7) asymptotically attainsfunction to perform the ML classification task. In practice,
zero probability of error for classifying digital amplitaephase the complex channel gaime’® can be either random or

modulations regardless of the received SNR, i.e., deterministic depending on the application. In deep-space
. communications, the channel gain can be assumed to be

lim P, =0. (20) ST .

N—o00 a deterministic time-independent constant|[17], whereas i

Proof: SupposeH; is the true hypothesis. In order tourban wireless communications, the channel gain is often
study the asymptotic N — oo) behavior of A;(r) under assumed to be random due to multipath effects resulting
H;, we follow the same technique as in [15] and write th#® fading. In fading channels, the duration over which the

following using the law of large numbers: channel gain remains constant depends on the coherence time
) of the channel. Nevertheless, in HLRT, the channel gain is
J\}l_rfloo Aj(r) = —E; [logp;(r)] (21) always treated as a deterministic unknown regardless of the

= E;llog(p; (1) /p; (r)] — E;[log pi(r 22\ application and ML estimation is employed to estimatand
Hoa(pi(r)/p;(r))] logpi(r)] - (22) 6. The resulting likelihood function for modulatiohcan be
= D(pillp;) + hi(r) (23)

written as
where E;[-] is the expectation undeH,, D(p;||p;) is the N
Kullback-Leibler (KL) distance betweep; andp; defined as pi(r, ;) := p;(v|H;, O;) = H p(rn|Hi @),  (27)
D(pi||p;) := E;llog(pi(r)/p;(r))], andh,(r) is the differen- n=1

tial entropy defined a&;(r) := —E;[log p;(r)] [16]. Note that \ynere

h;(r) is not a function of any modulation # i. Therefore, v

underH;, the only difference between test statisticsand A ; Ho ) — 1 - H. . [ 28
is the KL distanceD(p;||p;) > 0, which is equal to zero if p(ralHi, B:) M; mZ:lp(T"' o8 L) (28)
and only ifp; = p;. Now, let us revisit the ML classification N
rule given in , ;
ule given | @) 0; = arg max H p(rn|Hiy ). (29)
) =arg min _lim A,(r). (24) i
J

=1,...,S N>
. . . In order to be explicit, we re-writd_(28) as
Since the second term in_(23) is independent of the test P )

statistics under consideration, i.e\;, the only difference . 1 M |7 —die-j“jilfl”’(i)|2
between different test statistics results from the the fesn p(rn|Hi, 0i) = M; Z Ny ; eXp | — No.i )
in 23), which is the KL distanc® (p;||p;). If D(p;||lp;) >0 m=1 . * (30)
for j # i and D(pi||p;) = 0 for j = i, the ML classifier in rrom 30), we can see thatr, | H;, ;) represents a complex
(24) will always decide GMM with M, homoscedastic components where each com-
i=j=arg min lim Aj(r). (25) Pponent has identical occurrence probability)/; as well as _
J=1,....8 N—oo identical varianceN, ;, and the mean of each component is

Therefore, [(2b) implies that perfect classification is af#d one of the unique constellation symbols in modulation fdrma
for any given SNR in the limit asV — oo if and only if i mutiplied by a;e??:.
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We can define the new test statistics which now includéinder H;, we write the following using the law of large

the estimates of the unknown parameters as numbers
N . N N
1 1 lim A;(r,a;) = —F; [logp;(rja;)], 36
Ai(r, @) = -~ log pi (r]is) = —~ Zlogp(rani,ﬁi). N j(r,0y) [log p;(rla;)] (36)
n=1 where F;[-] denotes expectation with respectgtr|H;, u}).

SO be wri
. . ) tt
Then [29) can be equivalently written as en, BG) can be written as

gz A A ) = Bllog(p (i) /ps () (37)
E;[log pi(r|uf)]
. = D(pi(rlu)[lp;(r[a;)) + hi(rjui) (38)
i =arg min A;(r, ;). (33) . ) _
i=1,...,5 where the second term is the differential entropy of the true

We start the analysis by making the following observationdistribution defined a#; (r|u;) := —E;[log p(r|H;, u})]. The
In practice, there is always sonaepriori knowledge on the proof follows from Lemméel and the same reasoning as in
bounds of the unknown parametersnd Ny. In other words, TheorendL. u
the search space for the maximization of the likelihood funErom [38), we can make the following observation. Under
tion with respect taz and Ny can be confined tf0, AU] and and the true parameter;,
[0, NY], respectively, for some knowA” and NV. Regarding
the unknown phasg the search space depends on the modula-
tion class that is under consideration. For M-PSK modutetjo = argmin D(p;(r|u])|[p;(r|n)). (40)
it suffices to limit the search space #to [0, 27/M), because 5

a; = argmin A;(r, u),
u

and the ML classifier is given as

; = argmin ngnoo Aj(r,u) (39)

the likelihood function is a periodic function of with a AS N — oo, the MLE i, minimizes the_ KL d|sta_1nce between

period of 27 /M. This is due to averaging over the unknowr]"the true and th? assum_ed distributions. T.hls was a_lctually

constellation symbols and rotation of the constellatiorpma?bs.erve.0I by Akaike .[19] n .the area of maximum likelihood
estimation under misspecified models (see alsd [20]). We

with respect tod, i.e., rotation of the constellation map by . ) .
27 /M results in the same constellation map as far as tﬁgould also emphasize that the consistency of the ML estima-

likelihood function averaged over the constellation syial® toris r:t;cedssary fCéPef to van;sh:sN o al(sj othervxilsti one it
considered. Similarly, for M-QAM modulations, it suffices t cannot deducé(38) frorf (B7). As one would expect, the resu

limit the search space dfto [0, 7/2) because of the same rea

in Theoreni 2 is useful in practice only when the channel gain
sons as M-PSK modulations discussed earlier. We now ma{ﬁ

énains constant over a large observation interval. CHanne
the following assumption which will simplify mathematical/tnat exhibit such a behavior include deep space commuaicati

analysis. We assume that the unknown paraméiers, 6] lie ch;nn;als as wel!das slowly t\_/ary|r;gthfad|_||rl1-%_(|:_hannels. hwh
in the interior region of the cub@®, AY] x [0, NY]x [0, 27 /M] ext, we consider a variation of the approach where,

for M-PSK or [0, AU] x [0, NU] x [0,7/2] for M-QAM in addition to unknown data symbols, a subset of remaining
respectively. Noté that theée assump’tions are almost ’alW nknown parameters are marginalized out. Then the maximiza

satisfied in practice. Let us denote this closed EuclideanesptI n is carried over the remaining subset. bet den_ote_the
asU : [0, AU] x [0, NU] x [0,6Y], whered” = 2x/M for subset of the unknown parameters that are marginalized out

0 ioi iori distributi 0
M-PSK andg¥ — /2 for M-QAM. and fyo(u”) denote the joing priori distribution ofu®. Let

Lemma 1:Let S denote the set of PSK and QAM modu_u1 denote the vector of the remaining unknown parameters
lation classés Defing: (r|w) := p(r|H;,w,). Leti,j € S, OVET which the maximization is carried out. Then, the ML

w €U, u; € U,. If i # j, then classifier is given as

s ) -1
D(pi(rfus)|lp; (rfu;) > 0. (34) i = arg, max pi(r|0;) (41)
Proof: See AppendiXA. ] 0} = argmax p;(rju’) (42)
The following theorem states that the probability of error ut
of the HLRT classifier vanishes asymptotically &s— oo. where
Theorem 2:The ML classifier in[(3B) asymptotically attains _ 1\ _ 1.0 0N 1.0
zero probability of error for classifying digital amplitaephase pi(rfu’) = o pi(r[u’, u) fyo () du. (43)

modulations regardless of the received SNR.

Proof: Supposed; is the true hypothesis ang’ denotes
the true value of the unknown parameter. We start by noti
that the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) is consisteqts
under some mild regularity conditions [18], which are sat-
isfied by the likelihood functions of digital amplitude-fsea 1 N 1
modulations. In other words, iff; is the true hypothesis and pi(rju’) # Hpi(rﬂ“ )- (44)
u} is the true value of the unknown parameterthen n=l

Since the unknowngu, Ny, 6] stay constant over the obser-
vation interval, it is clear from[{37) that the observations
come dependent after averaging (conditional indepem®den
no longer valid), i.e.,

. o Due to this dependence, the law of large number cannot be
u; = arginin NlﬁnooAi(ra“)- (35) invoked. Therefore, these classifiers do not have provably
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vanishing P, in the asymptotic regime a& — oo. This is general condition for independence. All sensor obsermatio
also the case for the ALRT approach where all the unknowage independent (across sensors) if and only if
are marginalized out before classification. In practice RAL

may be preferred over HLRT since the latter requires multi- ﬂ =0
dimensional maximization of the LF which is generally a
non-convex optimization problem. In order to alleviatesthiPhysically, the condition in.(49) implies that sensor obaer
problem, a suboptimal HLRT called quasi-HLRT (or QHLRT}ions, or the underlying baseband symbol sequences, should
was proposed in [8]/T12], where the MLEs of the unknowROt overlap in time to satisfy independence. This condition
parameters were replaced with moment based estimatorsmM@y Or may not be realized in practice. One possible way
general, QHLRT does not guarantee provably asymptoticaﬂil obtaining independent sensor observations is to send a
vanishingP., since these estimators are generally not consilot signal to each sensor initiating data collection aeave

(49)

tent. enough time between two consecutive pilot signals so ttet ea
sensor observes a different non-overlapping time window of
V. ASYMPTOTIC PROBABILITY OF ERRORANALYSIS! the same signal. _ o
MULTI-SENSORCASE Suppose the condition i (49) is satisfied. €t denote
the likelihood function at the fusion center for modulation

In this section, we consider a multi-sensor setting wher;
each sensor transmits its soft decision to a fusion centerevh .
a global decision is made. We start our analyses assumihg sof 0. -
decision fusion where each sensor sends its unquantized loc pi = p(re,. .o rr|Hi) = H H p(ral Hi). (50)

efined as

likelihood value to the fusion center. ] I=tneh

In a multiple sensor scenario, the set of unknown paramet¥¥g§ can now define
{a,0, Ny} corresponding to each sensor is independent from 1 1 &

0._ 0 _
that of other sensors. However, care must be taken to analyze Ai = — 757 logpi = — > logp(ri|H;) (51)
this scenario as the independence of these unknowns does not =1
guarantee the independence of different sensor obsemgatio 1 &
In the following, we will investigate the multiple sensor ~TIN Z log p(rn| H:).
scenario and derive conditions under which the asymptotic i=1nelh
error probability goes to zero. Note that the independence condition is necessary in ooder f
the second equality i _(51) to hold. Then, the ML classifier is

A. Scenario 1: Coherent Reception with Known SNR given as R 0 A 52

We first consider the general case for the coherent and ' argz‘zlf.l.ls v (52)
synchronous environment where there dves_ensors and Theorem 3:As ZZL:I Iz — P, the ML classifier in
eac_h sensof (I =1,...,L) mgkesN observations. Let us (52) achieves zero probability of error for classifying ithg
define the vector of observations for each_sensomlas: amplitude-phase modulations regardless of the receiveRsSN
[Pnyy sl 0= 1,...,L.. We also define the set of j, (0

indices for the complex information sequence that eachasens
observes as

Il ::{nll,...,mN}, lZl,...,L. (45)
Similar to [10)4{12), the likelihood function at sendois

Proof: The proof follows the same steps as in Theorem
and is omitted here for brevity. ]

B. Noncoherent Reception with Unknown SNR
In this scenario, the received complex signal at sehsan

pire) = p(ri|H) = ] plral Ho), (46) Dbe expressed as
. neh oy = e I, +wn,, €T (53)
p(ra|Hy) = 1 Z plra| I Hy). (47) The vector of unknowns for sensbis u; = [a, 0;, No,|. Let
M; 2~ us first consider the HLRT approach where serismsmputes

Let p; (r,) andp,(r;) denote two arbitrary likelihood functionsits likelihood by first marginalizing over the unknown syntbo

for sensors andt, wheres # ¢. Assuming independent sensod”lf’_ nlthe L, ‘::md ';hegl plugtg_]lng ”1 ttr:]efML.E Oﬁl'tl‘et us
noises, it is important to see thag ~ p;(r,) andr; ~ p(r:) efine the vector of observations at the fusion centafpas-

ind dent if and onlv if [rl, o ,_rL]. Suppose that the independence cond_itiorm (49)
are independent It and only 1 is satisfied. Letp!(ry) denote the likelihood function at the
Z,NT; = 0. (48) fusion center for the HLRT given as

The condition in[(4B) is required for independence sinca dat H . A L .
symbols are marginalized out in the likelihood function. We?i (fo) := p(ro|Hi; @, ... ) = H H p(rn | Hs, ).
should note that the implicit assumption {0 (48) is that the I=1men (54)
data symbols are i.i.d. in time which is a common assumption

in communications literature. Frorh (48), we can deduce the| . | is the cardinality operator.
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Following the same reasoning as in the single sensor seenairite the conditional pdf at sensdras in [64) shown at the
we can claim that?, — 0 as N — oo using Theoreni]l. top of the page, wher€' is a normalizing constant which is
However, the same result cannot be claimed for filteven identical for all modulation classes. Note that the expema
whenL — oo due to different unknown parameters at differenty ., in (64) requires summation ovek/¥ combinations
Sensors. of constellation sequences which may be computationally
If a subset of unknowns are marginalized out in the HLRprohibitive for largeN. Alternatively, [64) can be computed
approach (see Section 1V-B eqs.}(4M)i(44)), the distrdsutit by changing the order of averaging operations, i.e., by first

the fusion center takes the following form: averaging over the unknown constellation symbols followed
L by averaging over the unknown channel phase and the channel
p(rolHydl .. 0k ) = Hp(rl|Hi al ) (55) amplitude. This alternative approach does not result imsed
(@) (@) Py (@) form expression, therefore, it needs to be computed by using

1 . . numerical techniques.
whereq, ;, denotes the ML estimate of the remaining un-' emma 2:| et S denote the set of PSK and QAM modula-
known parameters of sensbunderH;;, i.e., tion classes. Defing{ (r;) := pa(r;|H;) as given in[(64). For

al ;) = argmaxp;(r;[u') (56) i,j €S, ifi#jandN > 1, thenD(p;(r))||ps(r;)) > 0.
u! Proof: See AppendiXB. []
where Theorem 4:Suppose N, is known, a is Rayleigh dis-

1 1o 0N 10 tributed, andf is uniformly distributed overf—m,x]. Then
pi(rifu’) = /UO pi(rifu’, u”) fyo (u”)du’. (57)  the ML classifier in [(6B) achieves zero probability of errer a

Then, the ML classifier is given as L = oc.
’ 9 Proof: The proof follows from Lemm&]2 and the same
i =arg max_p(ro|Hi, 0} (jy,..., 0} ;) (58) method as in Theorefd 1. n
7;:17,,,75’ ’ ’ . . .
Theoreni# ensures that asymptotically vanishigs guaran-
Similar to (44), since the unknowrig;, Ny,,6;], L =1,...,L teed in the number of sensors if ALRT is used at each sensor

stay constant over the observation interval, it is cleamf(§4) provided that each sensor has independent observatiens, i.
that the observations,, become dependent after averaginggach sensor observes a non-overlapping time window of the

ie., transmitted signal. In other words, using a multi-sensor ap
pi(rjut) # H pi(rn, Jut). (59) proach ensures asymptotically vanishiRg for ALRT which
ni€L; is not provably the case for a single sensor as explained in

Therefore, these classifiers do not have provably vanisking Sectior IV-B.

in the asymptotic regime a& — oo due to dependence or

as L — oo due to different unknown parameters at different. Fusion Rule
Sensors.

Let us now consider the ALRT approach where all thg
unknowns are marginalized out. Denote the joitpriori
distribution ofu; asfy(u). Let p#(ro) denote the likelihood
function at the fusion center for ALRT defined as

In this section, we analyze the implications of the indepen-
ence condition in[{49) for decision fusion based modutatio
classification. For finite number of observations & o), it is
clear that if [49) is not satisfied, there are sensors olsgtiie
same baseband sequence resulting in dependent obsesvation

L . .
A due to averaging over unknown constellation symbold. T} (49
pi (ro) := HpA(rllHi) (60) is not satisfied, even though each sensor noise is indepgnden
=t the joint conditional distribution at the fusion center nah
where be written as a product of individual conditional distrilouts,
patal) = [ pelmwfo(wdn. 6 e,
L
Now, define the following pi(re,...rr) # [ piro). (65)
L =1
AP = 1 log pi(r;) = 2L > logpa(ri|H;).  (62) However, in the asymptotic regime & — oo, we have the
L L 1=1 following theorem.
The ML classifier is given as Theorem 5:Suppose there are two groups 6f sensors
R ) A denoted a§y andG’ observing the same signal with unknown
1= argi:ql_l_f_lsf\i : (63)  modulation. Suppose the sensordjrhave arbitrary overlaps
' in their observations and the sensorsginhave no overlaps.
For ALRT, we consider a special case wheYg is knowfl, | et y, and r), 1 =1,...,L denote the observations from the

a_is _Rayleigh distribute_d withE[a?] =T, and@ is uniformly  sensors irg andg’, respectively. Lep; (r;) (p;(r])) denote the
distributed overf—m, ], i.e.,6 ~ U[—m, x]. From [1], we can |ikelihood function of sensof (I’) underH, which represents
_ _ , _ _ either a coherent scenario with known SNR as[inl (46) or a
SWhen there is no non-stationary interference in the enwiemt, No . . .
corresponds to stationary sensor background noise powéhwtan be nonCOherer?t scenario with unknown SNRin the forms of HLR
accurately estimated using offline techniques. or ALR as in [2T) or[(5FF) or[{@1). Suppose both groups use
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T 7@ Hyp |2
M 1 LA 7 R P
p(ri|H;) = CEyo {1+ T exp <1 TR N (64)
the same fusion rule to classify the unknown modulationmgiveand {1, , . .. ,Il§v} represents i.i.d. symbol sequences. As we
as: let N — oo, the number of occurences of each symbol in
L {05 Iy} and {1y, ..., I } become identical froni(71).
Gi: i=arg maXHp,L-(rl), (66) This implies that{y, ..., I;; } becomes a re-ordered version
Ry of {I,,,...,I;,}. In this case (a?vV — o), the elements
R L of the observation vectar, can be re-ordered to form a new
Gy: i=arg m?pri(rf ). (67) observation vectar;: such that it represents noisy observations

=1

of the virtual symbol sequendd;;, . .. ’IIGV}' It follows that,

Let P, and P! denote the probabilities of classification erropince p;(r;) is permutation invariant with respect o, we

for the fusion rules in(86) and (67), respectively. Ns— oo,
we have the following result:

have the following equality ad — oo:

pi(r1) = pi(rr). (72)
lim (P.—P))=0 68 .
Ngnoo( ) (68) Similarly, we can follow the same argument as above and
Proof: Sensor observations i are dependent. This de-show thatp;(r;) = pi(rr), I = 1,..., L. This implies that as

pendence results solely from overlapping sensor obsensti N — 0o,

regardless of the scenario under consideration and regard|
of which classification algorithm is employed (HLR or ALR).

SupposeH; is the hypothesis under consideration. Lkt;
denote the set of constellation symbols for modulatiavith

IM;| = M;; and I,, n = 1,...,N denote the received
constellation symbol sequence by an arbitrary sensor. &gpp
55,? € M; and Iet]lsm (I,) denote the indicator function

(@)

Sm

defined asl ¢ (I,) = 1if I, or 1 ¢ (I,) =0
otherwise. Now, define "

N
Qsi)) = > 1w (1) (69)
n=1

which represents the number of occurences,sﬁﬁ‘ in the
received symbol sequendd, ..., Iy }. Now, take the limit
1 N (a 1

lim —Q(ngl)) (:) ES(T:) []].S(i) (I,)] @

N —oc0 i

(70)

L L

[T =T pitre). (73)
=1 =1
Finally, the above equality implies that &8 — oco.
L L
argmax | [ pi(r) = argmax [ [ pi(x)), — (74)
R R
which concludes the proof. [ ]

The above result shows that @& — oo, we can always
re-arrange the order of original observations and create an
equivalent system with independent observations regyiltira
new system having the same classification performance as the
original one provided that both systems use the same fusion
rule.

Remark 2:We know that the optimal fusion rule fof’
which minimizes P/ is given asi = argmax; [[~, pi(r}).
The practical implication of Theoreld 5 is that, for lardg

where(a) results from applying the law of large numbers antegardless of any overlap in the sensor observations, therfu
(b) results from the fact that each symbol in the constellationle : = arg max; Hlelpi(rl) will achieve the performance

set M, is equally likely. We can rewritd (T0) as

, N
lim Q(s\)) = A

N —o00

(71)

which is the best that can be achieved by a multi-sensormsyste
with independent sensor observations. Practi¢alalues for

which this performance can be achieved will be provided
by numerical results in Sectidn VI for different modulation

which implies that asN — oo, each constellation symbol .|5ssification scenarios.

55,? € M; has identical number of occurenc%. Therefore,

In practice, it may be impossible to characterize the depen-

in the asymptotic regimeN — oc), each sensor observegjence in sensor observations as sensors may have arbitrary

equal number of different constellation symbols whethes¢h
symbols overlap across sensors or not.

Now, consider sensdrand let;, denote then-th symbol
received by sensoi. Note thatp;(r;) = Hszlpi(le) is
permutation invariant with respect 9 = [r,,..., ] (or
{I, ..
noise is white. In other wordsp;(r;) is invariant to the
order of the received symbol sequentg,,..., I, }. Let

us define a virtual sensor indexed Byand suppose that it

., 11y }), because eachi;, is i.i.d. and background

and unknown overlaps in their observations. In this case, th
optimal fusion rule simply cannot be derived and the fusion
rule that assumes independence becomes a natural choice.
Theorenib provides an asymptotic performance guarantee for
such a scenario.

VI.

In this section, we provide numerical results that corraber

NUMERICAL RESULTS

observes a symbol sequeng , ..., i, } that does not over- our analyses in Sectiors IV aid V. First, we consider the

lap with those observed by other sensors, {é,,..., 1, }

single sensor case and investigate two classification sosna
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1) binary classification of BPSK versus (vs.) QPSK, 2) 3s faster than the latter in Fig] 6. This is due to the diffeen
ary classification of 16-PSK vs.16-QAM vs. 32-QAM. Figuredetween cardinalities of constellation sets under conaide
and[3 showP. versus number of observatioi®/) under tion. Modulations with larger constellation sets requirere

two different SNR regimes. The results are obtained usimgmber of observations for the mixing in_{70) to take place.
2000 Monte Carlo simulations. The difference between th€herefore, practicalV values for which the two systems that
two figures is that the former assumes a coherent scenarge the same fusion rule behave identical is dependent on the
with known SNR whereas the latter assumes a noncoherelatssification scenario under consideration.

scenario with unknown SNR for which HLRT is used as the

classifier. It is clear from both the figures thBt decreases VIl. CONCLUSION

monotonically agV increases under both SNR regimes which In this paper, we have investigated asymptotic behavior

support the analyses of Theorefils 1 @hd 2. As expected, (t)qq_B modulation classification systems under two different

rate of decrease i, is slower unde) dB SNR than that scenarios: 1) coherent reception with known SNR, and 2)
under6 dB SNR. Since Theoref 3 is an extension of Theorem ) P ’

to a multi-sensor case, we do not provide additional resuﬂonCOherer‘t reception V\.”th “”"”OWT‘ SNR. Both a _smgle-
for that particular scenario. sensor setting and a multi-sensor setting that uses aoditsd

Fig.[4 demonstrates the performance of ALRT for classifg-ec!s'on. fusion approach are analyz_ed. In a smgk_a-sensor
. ) setting, it has been shown th& vanishes asymptotically

cation of BPSK vs. QPSK with respect to number of SENSA the number of observationsV) under coherent reception
(L) under two different SNR regimes. Each sensor receives P

Rayleigh faded signal with an average channel SNR definwa‘h known SNR. Under noncoherent reception with unknown

. R, HLRT achieves perfect classification, i.€,, — oo, in
asE[a?]/No = I'/Ny. The number of observations per sens ’ ; ; L e ’
is set toN = 4 . Similar to the previous case2000 Monte She asymptotic regime d8 — oo, whereas this is not provably

Carlo simulations are used to obtain the results. As stayed tlg'e case for ALRT. This property of HLRT is due to consis-

TheorenTH and shown in Fifl £, decreases monotonicallytency of the ML e_zstw_nator as well as staﬂshcal_mdependenc
; of data symbols in time. In a multi-sensor setting, under the
as L gets larger regardles of the SNR regime. Furthermore

o assumption of independent sensor observations, it has been
the rate of decrease iR, is slower for smaller SNR values o . :
as expected. shown that perfect classification is achieved, iR.,— oo,

Finally, Figures[b and]6 illustrate how the fusion ruld” th_e asymptotic regime as the number of sensors» oo
. o provided that each sensor employs ALRT regardless of the
that assumes independent sensor decisions behaves asymp-

totically under 0 dB SNR for two different classification Uffiber of observationsN). However, this is not provably

scenarios: 1) binary classification of 16-PSK vs.16-QAMhe case when each sensor employs HLRT using a finite

2) 3-ary classification of 64-QAM vs. 128-OAM vs. 256_r1umber of_ samples\ < c0). Flnall_y, the asymptotic analysis
. . of the fusion rule that assumes independent sensor observa-

QAM, respectively. Both figures assume coherent scenarios . . ) .
X . “ . 1ions is carried out. It has been shown that this fusion rule
with known SNRs. In the figures, “Independent Observations : :
. asymptotically achieves the same performance as the kst th

refers to the case where the condition[in] (49) is satisfied, i. . L
. ; " "can be achieved by a system employing independent sensor
each sensor oberves a non-overlapping window of the signg], . ; . ST
. SRR ohjservations. The asymptotic results derived in this papee
whereas “Dependent Observations” is the case where each .. ~ "= ~. . : . L
; X : ractical implications in that they provide design guidel

sensor oberves the same window, i.e., there is complete over . -

. . as to which LB classification method should be selected for
lap between sensor observations. Results are obtained u

n o : . i
10* Monte Carlo simulations. In Fid.]5, each marked poir?br (e)v?dpsc':::(éosr(é?izglnz:nrge:ogznsfr(?(r)?::;mczurtgzrr;(:gsﬂ;o
representd x N = 1000 observations and those points cor? ymp P 9

oo L8 1 50 ) . ) ST, e e, v e ko,
in L = {1000, 500,200,100, 50,20,10,4,2}. When sensor ’ 9 9

observations are independem, is identical for all the points case where each sensor makes hard decisions, i.e., quantize

whereL x N is constant. This is shown in both figures unde“rkeIIhOOdS are sent to the fusion center, instead of soft

“Independent Observations” case. It is clear from Eig. % éisa decisiops (analog likelihoods) as asgu_med ir! this papef, an
N grows, the performance of both systems converge supp tr? fu3|or_1 .Ce'?ter employs har_d decision fusion for modula-
ing the a;nalysis in Theoref 5. For this particular scenar(i%éOn gla35|f|cat|qn. We can co_njecture that, under mdepghql
when N — 950 and I, — 4. the classification performance'demlcal _quanuzer assumptions, one _would.obtam §|m|lar

. ' . . : -asymptotic results as for the soft decision fusion analyinred
of the system with dependent observations is almost 'cmnt'(fhis paper. Nevertheless, a rigorous treatment would bilkise
to that with independent observations where both fUSioesru'Furtherm(;re, we would Ii’ke to incorporate additional unkno

assume independent observations. In[Big. 6, each markat PRlgnal parameters such as frequency and time offsets igto th
representd, x N = 3000 observations and those points cor: igha’ p d y

respond toN = {10, 20, 50, 100, 250, 500, 750, 1000, 1500} signal model for similar asymptotic analyses in the future.
resulting in L = {300,150, 60, 30,12, 6,4, 3,2}. For this
scenario, whenN = 1000 and L = 3, the classification
performance of the system with dependent observations is
almost identical to that with independent observations. Welt is sufficient to show that ifi # j, thenp(r|H;,u;) and
note that the convergence of the former scenario in Hig.p%r|H;, u;) are not identical distributions for any;, u;. We

APPENDIXA
PROOF OFLEMMA [1I
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BPSK vs. QPSK
T T T

. butions and, hencd) (p;(r|u;)||p;(r|u;)) > 0.
i) Case-2: Modulationg and j represent two modulation

1 classes with the same number of constellation symbols. In
this case, one of the modulation classes is M-PSK and the
other is M-QAM. Suppose modulationsand; represent
S e M-PSK and M-QAM, respectively. In this case, the mean
value of each component in the GMM is given by
Wi (m) € S’?f = {a;ed /M0 1m = 0,..., M — 1}
and p () € S’g = {ajbme? Ot |m = 0,..., M —
1}. We know from M-QAM constellation symbol set that
there existm; and mo such thatb,,, # b.,. In order
for p;(r|u;) andp;(rju;) to be identical, the following

IogmN

16-PSK vs. 16-QAM vs. 32-QAM
T T T T T

—©—SNR=0dB
—+— SNR = 6 dB

©i w0 ds e o2 2 e o condition should be satisfied:
10
Fig. 2. Coherent scenario with known SNR. versus number of observa- a;ed CrmIME) — b eI Ont0) oy — 0 M- 1.
tions (N) under two different SNR regime8:dB and6 dB. (76)
BPSK vs. QPSK Now supposep;(r|u;) and p;(r|u;) are identical and con-
03

sider m; and msy such thatb,,, # b,. Then, from [75),

] we can write a;e? 2T /M40 — g p,, ei(OmiF0i) - which
implies thata;/a; = by,,. Sincep;(r|u;) and p;(rju;) are
identical, we can also write fro(I76) thage’ (27m2/M+0:) —

0.25F
0.2
°
a
0.15[
0.1F
0.05F

B N S =S S b, el m219) implying thata; /a; = b,,,, Which is a con-
log, N tradiction, becausé,,,, # b,,,. Then,p;(r|u;) andp;(r|u;)
16-PSK us. 16-QAM vs. 32-QAM must be different GMMs, therefordd (p; (r|w;)||p;(ru;)) >

] . ! !

0.6 v‘e\é‘e\e\ﬂ\; 0.m

st

L 04F B
03t

02r [Ce—sNrR=0dB ]
m, 1 APPENDIXB

o1 12 14 15 18 2 22 24 25 28 3 PROOF OFLEMMA

IogmN

Fig. 3. Noncoherent scenario with unknown SNR. versus number of  \We drop the sensor indéxor simplicity of the presentation.
observations (N) under two different SNR regimésdB and6 dB. There are three cases to be considered:

i) Case-1. Modulationsi and j represent two different
note from [30) that eachy(r|H;,u;) is a complex GMM PSK modulations, i.e.J\” € Spli = {ef2mm/Mi

m =
with M; components where each component has the same 1,...,M;}, where M; = 2%, k; € N. First, suppose
occurrence probability /M;, i.e., N = 1. Then, undetH;, (64) becomes

1 M;
pilrlw) = 3+ > p(r[Hiy g, 1) p’(r|H;)/C
" 'm=1 L|I(z)*,’,|2 2
1 &g 30 (i) |2 — Fpo{ ———exp | e i
_ exp |7’ — a;e | (75) 1+ NL0|I(1)|2 1+ NL0|I(1)|2 Ny
M;m No.; No; r ;
m=1 ’ ’ M; _2|Im,(1)|2|r|2 2
. _1 1 NG Ir|
If the transmitted signal is an M-PSK signal, thé () ¢ - M, Zl 1+ L@ e TimOR Ny
= 0 0

SM. Otherwise, if the transmitted signal is an M-QAM signal,

then 1™ ¢ Sy, From [75), the mean value of each = exp <_ ) (77)

component in the GMM corresponds to a unique constellation I+ 5 I'+ No

symbol (in the constellation map of modulation format

scaled by:; and rotated by;. The variance of each component  where(a) follows from E[|I1()|?] = 1 and each symbol

is Ny, ;. For different modulation classésandj, there are two being equally likely, which implies thatl™® > =

cases to be considered: 1, Vm. We note that [{77) is independent off;.

i) Case-1: Modulations and j represent two modulation  Therefore,p?(r|H;) = p“(r|H;) which impies that

classes with different number of constellation symbols. D(p{‘(r)||p§‘(r)) = 0 for N = 1. Now supposeV > 1.
In this casep; (r|u;) andp;(r|u;) represent two GMMs In order to show thatD(p*(r)||ps'(r)) > 0, it suffices
with different number of components, i.€y; # M;. to show that there exists an such thatp” (ro|H;) #
Thereforep;(r|u;) andp;(r|u;) are not identical distri- p?(ro|H;). Let us setry = 1 (vector of ones) and write
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BPSK vs. QPSK

—e— Average Channel SNR =0 dB
—+— Average Channel SNR = 6 dB

6 G 12 14
Number of Sensors [(®)

4. ALRT with N = 4 observations.P. versus number of sensors (L)

under two different SNR regime$: dB and6 dB.

©4) as
A(1H;)/C
- 1 Az lTOL® g2
=Lio § T €XDP — —
e e S T I ERY
N M; M;
e Mo - - 1
S S
Mi mi=1 my=1 1_;’_ Z |Imk7(z)|2
%| Z Im(0) |2
0 k=1
exp ~
I mpy,(@
1+N_0kz [T @2 Fig.
=1
r (i)2
¢ ™ i M gl o e
= exp
MN(1+ ]]VV_lf:) mi1=1 my=1 1+ %
P M; M;

mk7(7‘) 2
eXp<N +er|l |>
2F

R [k z)*Imh (i)
P\ N + T T kzz { }
1h>k

e No(No+NL) M; M;

:MN NF Z Z

mi=1 my=1

N(Ng+NT-T)

2
my, (1) T, (i)
exp | 3 +NPZZR{I R (8 s (D))
k=1h>k
N(Ng#NT—-T)  pr. M,

e No(No+NT)

= FIE A 2 2

No ) mi=1 my=1

12\[_F N N
7

whereR{-} denotes the real part of a complex number.
We note that, for fixedV > 1, (Z8) cannot be reduced
to a constant that is independent/af, i.e., H;. In other
words, for eachM; = 2%, k; € N, (Z8) will result in a
different value. Thereforey* (1|H;) # p*(1|H;) which
implies thatD(p;*(r)||ps (r)) > 0 for N > 1.

ii) Case-2: Modulations and j represent two QAM mod-
ulations, i.e..I}” € SMi = {bneifn|m = 1,... M;}.
Using the above methodology used in Case-1, we can
show thatp;*(0) # p:'(0) for N > 1 where0 denotes
vector of zeros. Details are omitted for the sake of brevml ]
Therefore,D(p{ (r)||ps (r)) > 0 for N > 1.

iii) Case-3: Modulations and j represent PSK and QAM [2]
modulations, respectively. In this case, similar to the
above, we can show that*(0) # pi'(0) for N > 1. [3]
Details are omitted for the sake of brevity. Therefore,
D(pf(r)”pf(r)) >0for N>1.m ]

Fig.
observations (16-PSK vs. 16-QAM).

Fig.
observations (64-QAM vs. 128-QAM vs. 256-QAM).

16-PSK vs. 16-QAM

—=— Dependent Observations
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5. P with the fusion rule in[(86) using dependent vs. independent
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6. P, for the fusion rule in[(66) using dependent vs. independent
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