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Abstract

The problem of compressive detection of random subspacmlsigs studied. We consider signals
modeled as = Hx whereH is an N x K matrix with K < N andx ~ N (0k 1,021x). We say
that signals lies in or leans toward a subspace if the largest eigenvaluHH” is strictly greater
than its smallest eigenvalue. We first design a measuremamixn® = [®*, &7 comprising of two
sub-matrices®, and ®, where ®, projects the signal to the strongest left-singular vegtoes, the
left-singular vectors corresponding to the largest siagualues, of subspace matidk and ®, projects
it to the weakest left-singular vectors. We then proposedetectors which work based on the difference
in energies of the samples measured by the two sub-matfigend ®, and provide theoretical proofs
for their optimality. Simplified versions of the proposed detectors for the cdsenvihe variance of noise
is known are also provided. Furthermore, we study the perdoice of the detector when measurements
are imprecise and show how imprecision can be compensatethploying more measurement devices.
The problem is then re-formulated for the generalized casernvthe signal lies in the union of a finite
number of linear subspaces instead of a single linear sabspganally, we study the performance of the

proposed methods by simulation examples.
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. INTRODUCTION

The topic of Compressive Sensing (CS), where the effort iglrew inferences about the sparse
signals based on compressive samples, has been one of thatnastive topics in the area of signal
processing for more than a decade. Compressive Sensieg #ftat if a signal is sparse in some known
bases, then it is possible to reconstruct it from a relatifel linear projections [1]+=[3]. While most
of the efforts in the area of CS has been devoted to the probfeestimation of a sparse signal from
possibly noisy compressive measurements, there have bBsers@me efforts in accomplishing other
signal processing tasks such as Compressive DetectiofiLP}]-Compressive Classificatiohl [4], [13]-
[16], etc. The goal of this paper is to study the problem okdiig a random subspace signal from its
compressive measurements.

Signal detection [17] is an important task in Statisticajril Processing where the goal is to decide
on the presence/absence of a signal rather than estimati8gynal Detection has applications in many
areas of engineering and science, including wireless camuations, radar and sonar, bioinformatics,
etc. The literature on detection from classical uncomm@samples is very vast and well-studied; see,
e.g., [17]-[19] and references therein. With the advent @hgressive sampling methods, like many
other fields, there have been additional efforts to tail@ #xisting signal detection techniques to the
case where the samples are taken at compressive rates. therifirion that a signal has to meet to
qualify for being detectable based on compressive samplés besparsein some known basis, or
in a broader sense to lie inlaw-dimensional subspaaa the higher-dimensional ambient spadée
applications of such compressive detection techniquemate scenarios where uncompressed sampling
is difficult, expensive, or even harmful, but because of tkistence of a structure in the signal we are
still able to sample the signal in compressive rate and treacd it based on the compressive samples.
Examples of such scenarios are compressive spectrum gexfs-DM signals[[20],[[211], radar sensing
[22]-[25], hyperspectral imaging [26], ultrasound imagif27], etc. We remark here that the hardware
implementation of specific compressive samplers is beybadtope of this paper and we only focus on
finding the optimal mathematical model or framework of suamplers, however examples of hardware
implementations in various applications can be found._id,[EZ7]-[33].

In this paper we address the problem of compressive detecfigignals that lie on or close to a low
dimensional linear subspace. We start with the simplest @dsen the signal is drawn from a known
low-dimensional subspace and propose two tests for deteofisignal from compressive measurements.

The main advantage of the proposed algorithms over theimgxishethods is that they do not need

October 9, 2018 DRAFT



the knowledge of the noise variance to work. However, we plewide the simplified versions of the
proposed methods for the case when the noise variance isnkiies then study the effect of imprecise
measurements and show that the imprecision can be compdnisgtemploying more measurement
devices. Then the proposed method is re-formulated for #se evhen the signal is lying on the union
of a finite number of known linear subspaces with each of saf¥Ep having a certain probability of
being the subspace on which the signal truly lies. In otherdgoin this case, instead of having the
exact knowledge of the subspace, we know the set of all sebsgaom which the signal may emerge
together with the corresponding probabilities that thengignay lie on each of them. We will introduce
the optimum sampling strategy in this case and show thatadth the performance falls by increasing
the number of possible subspaces, it remains reasonabtingsak the cardinality of the set is much
smaller than the ambient dimension.

Related work: In [4]-[6], [12] authors studied the problem of compressietection, but they formu-
lated the problem for deterministic agnostic signals nathan random subspace signals. Besides, their
methods did not take into consideration the unknown nois@wee scenario. The method if [7] designs a
matched subspace detector for subspace signals. The nmethodhes that the exact knowledge of signal
is available for detector design. They extend their work n&nown signals in[[8] but like the previous
ones they need the variance of noise to design the compeedsigctor. The work of [10] provided upper
bounds for probabilities of false alarm and mis-detectiondeterministic signals while the variance of
noise is again assumed known. Finally, [in/[11] authors saidihe problem of compressive detection of
random subspace signals but similar to the previously meet works the noise variance was assumed
known and the signal was assumed agnostic.

Notations and Mathematical Preliminaries: Throughout this paper, all quantities are assumed real-
valued while matrices and vectors are denoted by capitalsmnall boldface letters, respectivel
denotes the equality arfdl denotes the definitiorE y is reserved for statistical expectation operator with
respect to the random variable, and® denotes the Kronecker produdtz, 1po and0p ¢ represent
P x P identity matrix, andP x @ all-one and all-zero matrices, respectively. The set of meanbers
is denoted byR, the set of real-valued/ x 1 vectors is denoted bR, the set of real-valued/ x N
matrices is denoted b *¥, and for an arbitrary matriA € RM*N [A]; ; denotes théi, j)-th entry
of the matrix. For a sei\, cardinality of the set is shown 84.|. For a matrixA we show itsi-th
eigenvalue by\;(A). We also use the notations,.x(A) and Ain(A) for denoting its maximum and

minimum eigenvalues, respectively. For a vectgrits sub-vector containing entries frointo j > i is
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denoted byx|

Paper Org;ﬁization: The rest of this paper is organized as follows: first, in S&dill we explain the
basic model of a linear subspace signal and we introduceampling strategy that we choose for our
compressive detector. Then based on the introduced sagmtliategy, in Sectiop lll we introduce two
compressive detectors for detection of the signal basedopressive samples and provide theoretical
results about their optimality. We also briefly study the @lification when the noise variance is known
as well as the case of subspace interference. Next, in 8dBfiowe study the effect of imprecise
measurements where, e.g. because of hardware desigrtibmitathe measurement matrix may deviate
from the ideal one introduced in Section Ill. In Sectioh V, @d¢end our design to the case where instead
of knowing the exact linear subspace on which signal lieshase only more coarse knowledge about
the signal location in the ambient space in the form of kngwaii the possibilities for the true subspace
together with their corresponding probabilities. The perfances of the proposed methods are studied

through computer simulations in Section] VI. Finally we cloie the paper in Sectidn YII.

Il. SYSTEM MODEL

Consider first a noiseless subspace signal of the form
s[n] 2 Hx[n], n=1,..., N, 1)

wherex[n] ~ N'(0x 1,021x) andH is anN x K full-rank deterministic matrix with’ < N. We denote

the N nonnegative eigenvalues 8fH” by p? > p3 > ... > p4 > 0 and we further assume that

P> PR 2)

Inequality [2) implies that the signal energy is not disttdd uniformly over all dimensions, or in other
words, the signal lies in (or at least leans toward) somepades of the ambient space.
In a classical uncompressed scenario, by processing a resguwd noisy observationg[n],n =

1,..., Ny, the signal detection problem refers to the following hyyesis testing

Ho : y[n] = wn], n=12...,Np,
Hi :y[n] = s[n] + w[n], n=12,...,Np,

®3)

in whichwin] ~ N (0n,1,Iy) refers to observation noise. However, as mentioned in teeiqus section,
obtaining uncompressed observations is sometimes difticaixpensive, and therefore we have to perform
the signal detection task through some noisy compressiseretions[n] = [z1[n], z2[n], ..., za[n]]T,n =

1,2,..., Ny, rather than unavailable uncompressed sample$n = 1,2,..., N,. Here z,,[n], m =
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1,2,..., M denotes the output ofi-th compressive measurement unit. Thus, we redefine thetlmggie

testing problem as

Ho : z[n] = w?[n, n=12,...,Np, @)
Hy : z[n] = ®s[n] + w?[n], n=12 ..., N,
where @ £ [¢, ¢s,..., 0] € RM*N is compressive measurement matrix with < N and
w?n] 2 [pfwiln], ptwaln), ..., ¢%win]]" where w,,[n] ~ N(Oy1,Iy) represents the uncom-

pressed receiver noise at the input of theth compressive measurement unit. We have used different
indices for noise vectors as we assume that these measuremtnwork independently and posses
independent noise at their inputs, which means gt [»] andw,,,[n] are statistically independent for
mi # ma.

This problem was addressed in [7]] [8] in presence of noid¢k Wnown variance and for deterministic
signals. In this paper, we design compressive detectotoutitassuming prior noise knowledge. To this
end, we partition théd/ measurement devices to two sets or, in other words, we canid measurement

matrix ® to consist of two sub-matrice®, € RM*N and ®, € RM2*N as

P,
e = ; (5)
P,
where M; + My = M. The idea behind having two sets of sampldeg,and ®,, is to get two sets of
measurements
A
S - ) 6
zs[n] z[n]‘l:M1 (6)
and
A
o = ) 7
Zo[n] z[n]‘MlH:M (7)

whose selected statistics are identical under null hymihieut different under alternative hypothesis.
The statistics of the two sets of measurements can then b@asech to decide whether we should
accept the null hypothesi, or reject it in favor of alternative hypothesig,. In the next section, we
provide two designs fof, and ®, that fulfill this goal and then propose detectors for eachigihe®
perform the hypothesis testing problem [of (4) based on tvw® glecompressive measuremeni$:| and

Zonl,n =1,2,..., Np.

I1l. COMPRESSIVESUBSPACEDETECTION

Based on the system model of the previous section, in thisosewe propose two detectors for
performing the hypothesis testing problem [of (4). Both dietes are composed of two sets of measure-

ment devices, represented @®; and ®,. In the sequel, we introduce these two detectors, derive thei
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performance measures, and prove their optimality. The migalestudy of the performance of the two

proposed detectors will be provided in Section VI throughudation experiments.

A. Maximally-Uncorrelated Compressive Detector
Assume that the SVD of matrid ¢ RV*X s given by
H=UDV7, (8)

where U € RY*N andV € RE*K are orthogonal matrices, add € RV*X is a diagonal matrix.
Consider positive integers/; and M, such thatM = M; + M,. Let us denote the first/; columns
of U by U, and its lastM, by U,. We propose the following design fdv/ x N measurement matrix

P,
P = with sub-matricesb, and ®, defined as
®,
®, 2 Lpur ©)
S \/M S S
and
1
®,2 —T, U7, 10
Vil (10)

whereT, andT, are M7 x M; and M, x M, orthogonal matrices, respectively. The te@% in (@ and
(I0) is to guarantee that the received energy at the outptiteo€ompressive sampler is independent of
the number of samplers. This makes the study of the effe¢teohtimber of samplers on the performance
fair as otherwise it is obvious that the bigger is the numbesamplers the better is the performance.
We remark again that thé/ rows of the measurement matrik representld/ measurement devices
equipped to collect samples. Hereafter, we use the temsesurement matriand measurement devices
interchangeably.

The reason for choosing this design for measurement matrtkdt the rows of®, span thel; -
dimensional subspace which contains the highest amoumesfyg of signak = Hx, or in other words,
is the M;-dimensional subspace along which the variance & maximized. Furthermore, the rows of
®, span theM,-dimensional subspace which contains the lowest amounnefgg of signals, or in
other words, is thé/;-dimensional subspace along which the variance isfminimized. The difference
between the energy of signal taken at the output of these tlensatrices can then be exploited for

signal detection. The following theorem, justifies the abdiscussion.

Theorem 1. The measurement sub-matdx; in (9) is the solution to the following optimization problem

argr?gmex,w(HzSH%), s.t. M‘I’si’z =1y, (11)
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In other words, the rows o in (@) represent the set af/; uncorrelated measurement devices that
maximize the expected value of total energy (or the totalawae) in their outputs.
Correspondingly, the measurement sub-madixin (10) is the solution to the following optimization
problem
argr&,inExw(HzOH%), st. M®,®7 =1,,, (12)

o

In other words, the rows of, in (I0) represent the set df/; uncorrelated measurement devices that

minimize the expected value of total energy (or the totalarare) in their outputs.

Proof: We first notice that

Mlag
M

Mjo?

Exw(st”%) = Ex(XTHT‘I’Zq)SHx)—i—

= oltrace(HHT ®T®,) + (13)

Noticing that the second term in the right-hand side[of (¥3ndependent of measurement design and
H"H and® ®, are both symmetric matrices and the ®. ®, in (1) hasM, eigenvalues equal to 1
and N — M eigenvalues equal to zero, the proof[df (9) is easily coreduoly employing von Neumann
trace theorem [34, P 11.4.5], [35, Theorem 6.77]. The proof{fQ) is similar. [ |

Hereafter, we calib, and®, asmax-energy sampleandmin-energy samplerespectively, and call the
measurement design in] (9) and](2Mdxximally-Uncorrelated Compressive Detects it is the optimum
design when the measurements are uncorrelated.

Next, based on the above measurement design we introducst atédistic for carrying out the
hypothesis testing problem dfl(4). The following theoreratess this test and derives its performance

measures.

Theorem 2. Consider the following test for performing the hypothesisihg problem given iri.{4):

T=G——— =27 (14)
> zo[n] zo[n] T

n=1

wherez[n] and z,[n] are as in [6) and[{[7), respectively. The Probability of Falarm, Pra, for this

test is computed as
Pea = Qra, vy, van,) (V)5 (15)

and the Probability of Detection?p, is bounded as

Ppip < Po < Ppup (16)
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where Pp ;, and Pp ., are, respectively, the lower bound and the upper bound fergfobability of

detection which will take the following formulas

Pp i = Qrar, Ny, Mo N,) (M67) (7)
and

Ppub = Qp(a, Ny, v N,) (MubY), (18)
wheren;, £ %W, Nup 2 i%if;’;?g and Qg (4, 4,)(z) is the tail probability of theF-distribution

with parameters (degrees of freedom))and d» at point x.

Proof: To prove the theorem, we first notice thafn| has distribution

N(o, UW;IMz) under Ho,
zoln] ~ (19)
N(0, 37 (031as, + 02ToA,TL)) under Hy,
where A, is an M, x M, diagonal matrix whoséi, i)-th diagonal element i;a?v_MZH_

On the other hand, the distribution of is
N(0, U—]éIMl) under Hy,
zs[n] ~ (20)
N(0, 3 (031as, + 02T A,TT))  under Hy,
where A is an M; x M; diagonal matrix whoséi, i)-th diagonal element ig?.

From [20) we have

Ny
> Zs [n]Tzs 1]

W ~ X]%/Ile, under Ho, (21)
wnere enotes chi-square Istribution wi egrees ol rreedo . On the other hana, urider
hereX? d hi d distributi ithd f freedom _[17]. On the other hand, urid

we have
Ny
Z zs[n)T A 2 [n] ~ X3, N, under H;. (22)

n=1

whereA; £ L (o31y, + 02T A, TT). From Rayleigh-Ritz theoreni [36, Chapter 8] we know that

-1\, T T A —1 -1\, T
Amin(Ay )Zs 2s < 7, A 25 < Apax (A} )2, 2 (23)
. -1\ __ 1 _ M -1\ __ 1 _ M
whereAmin(As™) = 5@ = wrvomsr ANAnmax(AS) = 50005 = oz,
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Similarly, from {I9) we have

Ny,
>, 2o[n]" 2[n]
MW ~ X3, N, under Ho, (24)
and
Zz )T A, zo[n] ~ X3y, under H,. (25)

whereA, £ 2 (o3I, + 02T,A,TT). We also have

Amin(A; D2l 2, < 2D AJ 2, < Apax (A1) 2] 24 (26)
Where)‘min(Ao_l) = )\maxl(Ao) - U§+U§/]?\§IV7M2+1 and )\max(Agl) - Amirxl(Ao) - 00"‘]\;[2 %

From above computations, undaf hypothesis we will have

N,
Z Zs[n]Tzs[n]
77}\7171— ~ FMle,M2Nb,undeI' Ho, (27)
Z Zo[n]Tzo[n]
n=1
Under?#; hypothesis we have

ok Ty In N,

% > za[n] A 2]

N 0 = P1 < n=1 ~ FMle7M2Nb (28)

b

Xzl 2ol SN T AT ]

(‘70+0'2PN)/M n=1
and similarly

IR T

(o§+o§p?ul )M

POEABIERG zo[n]T A 2, [n]
1

(08+02p% _n1y41)/M n
From [27), [28), and(29) the proof is concluded. .

Remark 1. The Q-function of F-distribution is expressed as [37]

- di dy
Qrd, i) () =1 Idlilf@( 55 ),

S

S
I
—_

\Y
F

~ F, Ny My N, (29)

(30)

where,(a,b) is theregularized incomplete Beta functiatefined as

B(@;a,b)
Ip(a,b) = ——~, 31
(a,b) Bla,b) (31)
where B(z;a,b) £ [7t*71(1 — t)*~Ldt is theincomplete Beta functioand B(a,b) £ B(1;a,b) is the
Beta function O
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Remark 2: From Theorenl]2 it is clear that for a givéd; and M, the proposed detector isbiased
[19, Chapter 4] ifon 1,1 < par, - Furthermore, ifp? > p%;, then there is always a design as suggested
in this section with certail/; and M> which delivers an unbiased detector. O

Theoreni Il showed that the proposed desighlof (9)[add (109 isrth that provides the largest difference
between the expected energies of sigmalsand z, under orthogonality condition. Then in Theoréin 2
a test for detecting random subspace signals based on thigndeas proposed and the probabilities
of false alarm and detection for the proposed detector weriwatl. An important measure in statistical
hypothesis testing is to show that the proposed test is th&t pmwerful test in the sense that it has
the highest probability of detectiotf)y, for a fixed probability of false alarmPa. In the following a
corollary is provided to show that among all orthogonal gesj the one proposed in (9) and](10) delivers

the highest probability of detection for the detector[in)(14

Corollary 1. Among all orthogonal designs satisfyidgd” = %IM with fixed number of measurement

devices(M;, M), the design of_(9) and_(10) provides the high&st;, and Pp ,,;, for a given Pea.

Proof: Consider an arbitrary orthogonal measurement desigl as [®7, #1717, where ®, <
RMi*xN and ®, ¢ RM=*xN_ The goal is to show that if we choose them as[ih (9) (10) ey,
and Pp ,, are maximized for a givea. To this end, first by taking the same steps as in the proof
of Theorem( 2, it is easy to obtain the Probability of Falserdlaas Pea = Qp(ar, v, 1, n,)(7). Then
for fixed Pra, M;, M, and N, the lower and upper bounds on the Probability of Detectigp,, <
Pp < Pp., can be respectively expressed Bg;, = QF(MleszNb)(ﬁle;leNvasz)(PpA)) and
Pp.ub = Qr Nb,Mng)(ﬁubQ;%Mle,J\/bNb)(PF/-\))- where

iy 2 ot + a2\ HTSI® H)
o+ o2y, (HT®T® H)’

(32)
and

a 02+ 02, (HT 2T ®,H)
o2t ozyHTETeH)
Therefore the optimum design fdr, and®, is the one that minimize;, and7,; in (32) and[(3B), which
in turn is the one that minimizes, (H” ®. ® ,H) and\,,, (H” ®! ®,H) and maximizes\, (H' &1 & H)

Nub

(33)

and Ay, (H” ®T®,H). The proof is then easily concluded by employing Poincapagation Theorem

[34, Theorem P 10.4.2]. |
Remark 3: The proposed detector can be thought of as an F-test detEetest [38] is a statistical

test for comparing the variances of two normal populatidrtee proposed detector can be seen as an

F-test detector where the two populations, i.e., outputh®two sets of measurement devices, have been
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designed so as to impose maximum difference to their vaemnehich optimizes the performance of the
F-detector since it works based on the difference betweganges. This is in fact why the optimizations
in Theorem L and Corollary] 1, which are trying to optimizefetiént cost functions, result in identical
solutions. O
While Theoreni R proposes a test statistic for signal deteand provides a proof for the performance
of the proposed detector, it does not provide us with thenopth number of equipped samplers. Because
of the complicated form of the tail probability of F-distition and regularized incomplete Beta function,
finding a closed form solution foPp as a function ofP=a, M7, M5, and N, is overly cumbersome.
However, for large degrees of freedom, say larger than 106, possible to provide an analysis based

on the following Normal approximation of the F-distributid39, Section 12.4.4]

Qr(d, ) () = Qu(x — f1/5) (34)

where@Q, is the tail function of the standard Gaussian distribution,
do

= —- 35
and
. [2(d1+dy—2)
o= —_— 36
M\/ di(dg —4) (36)
Then, for our problem, we can write
Ppiy = Q. (mp6 Q% (Pea) + mvfl), (37)

and similarly for Pp_,, whered; £ aM Ny, dz = (1 —a)M Ny, anda £ M; /M. From [35) and[(36) it
is clear that for big values af/ 1V, both i ands are decreasing functions a@f IV, and thereforePp ;;,
is an increasing function of both/ and N,. This can be seen also from Figlie 1 which illustrates an
example of how the performance of the compressive detebtmges with the total number of sampling
devicesM and the number of temporal measuremenis In this example, we sei; = py, = 1 and
PN = pN—M,+1 = 0 to havePp = Ppj, = Pp .. Besides, we chooskl; = My = M /2, Pea = 0.05,
ando? = 02 = 1. The probabilities of false alarm and detection are theoutated from [(Ib) and(17).
Notice that from a practical point of view an important factehich limits utilizing high values of\;
and M5 is the hardware cost and complexity as it is proportionah® number of samplers which is in
turn determined by\f; and M.

Furthermore, forV, >> 1, one can apply a further approximation ¢n](35) dnd (36) t@iabt

p=1, (38)
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Fig. 1. Probability of Detection as a function dff and N,. Here we haveM; = M, = M/2.

and

_ 2

Equation [(3D) then shows that the performance is optimipedf= 0.5, or in other words when we
chooseM; = M. This means that when designing a Maximally-Uncorrelatemn@ressive Detector,
the optimum choice is to divide the hardware budget equadtwben max-energy sampleds;, and
min-energy sampler®,. This can be seen also from Figure 2 which shows that for a fixedber of
measurement deviced = 16, the maximum indeed occurs practically in the middle, whobans that

the optimum choice is to allocate half of the measuremenicdevto ®, and the other half tap,,.

B. Fully-Correlated Compressive Detector

In this part, we study the effect of increasing the SignaNtise Ratio (SNR) at the expense of
uncorrelatedness of measurement devices. For a certaisunegaent device, the effective noise energy
can be decreased (and therefore the SNR can be increasezf)dating the measurements and averaging
over all of them. Collecting the multiple measurements ofter dhe other over time for enhancing the

effective SNR is not however a suitable solution here, jirs#cause the signal itself is random too, and
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0.9 / \ 1
/ \

/
.7
0 Z —o— N, =100

0.6 B

Fig. 2. Probability of Detection as a function @ff/; and N, for a fixed total number of measurement devidds= 16.

secondly because it increases lencywhich is an issue in many applications such as radar or vgisele
communications due to the relatively quick changes of comipation channel characteristics.
However in our proposed measurement framework, improvirg déffective SNR can be done by
employingM/; identical measurement vectors instead\éf x N measurement matri$ in (@) and M
identical measurement vectors insteadMd§ x N measurement matri#, in (I0) and then averaging
over all measurements. This will not increase the laten@abse the identical measurements are taken

in parallel. In other words, matriceb, and ®, in (@) and [ID) should be respectively redefined as

1
P, £ \/—Mthl b2y U—? (40)
and
1
(I’o = \/—M]-Mz,l ® uzl\wfv (41)

whereu; anduy are the left singular vectors @ corresponding to the,; and py, respectively. The

following theorem is to show the significance of the measemndesign in[(40) and (#1).

Theorem 3. The measurement sub-matfx in (4Q) is the solution to the following optimization protrie

arg m£XEX,W(HZSH§)' (42)
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In other words, the rows ob, in (40) represent the set df/; measurement devices that maximize the
total energy (or the total variance) in their outputs.
Correspondingly, the measurement sub-madixin (@1) is the solution to the following optimization
problem
arg min Exw(][2s]13)- (43)

In other words, the rows ob, in (41)) represent the set df/, measurement devices that minimize the

total energy (or the total variance) in their outputs.

Proof: We first notice that

Mlag
M
Mjo?

Exw(st”%) = Ex(XTHT‘I’STq)SHx)—i—

= oltrace(HHT ®T®,) +

(44)

Since the second term on the right-hand sidd_of (44) is inug@et of measurement design, the optimum
design for®, is the one which maximizes the first term. Noticing tHaf H and & ®, are both

symmetric, from[[34, P 11.4.5] we have
trace(HH? ®,87) < Zp2/\ (@27 (45)

Unlike TheorentL, here we have now no constraint on majother than its rows having noriy /M
which means thatrace(®,®7) = S \;(®,87) = M, /M. Therefore the design @b, can be done
in two steps. In the first step we find the eigenvaldes(®,®7)}2 that maximize the right-hand
side of inequality [[44). Froni[40, 4.B.7 and 1.A] the maximismattained when\,(®,®1) = 1 and
{Ai(@s@f)}fwg = 0. In the second step we simply emplay[34, P 11.4.5] to coreclin@ proof of [(4D)
being the solution to(42). The proof fdr (41) is similar. [ |
After designing the samplers as [0140) ahdl (41) and coligatheasurement vectozg|n| andz,[n],

the effective energy of noise can then be reduced by aveyawiar all elements o#,[n] and z,[n] to

obtain
1
Zs[n]zﬁlll,M]zs[n], n=1,..., Ny, (46)
and
1
Zo[n] = Elu%zo[n], n=1,...,N,. 47)

In other words, instead of choosirdg; rows of ®, that span thé\/;-dimensional subspace along which

the energy of signal is maximum as in Section Tll-A, we chod$gidentical rows for®, each as the
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1-dimensional subspace along which the energy of signal isrmam, and then decrease the noise power
(and therefore increase the effective SNR) by averaging alle\/; measurements. Similarly, fab,,
instead of choosing itd/> rows that span thé/>-dimensional subspace along which the energy of signal
is minimum as in Section IlI-A, we choos¥; identical rows for®, each as thé-dimensional subspace
along which the energy of signal is minimum, and thus dee#as noise energy (and therefore increase
the effective SNR) by averaging over alf; measurements.

The following theorem introduces the test for performihy 4sed on measurement design[inl (40)

and [41).

Theorem 4. Consider the following test for compressive detection dspace signaHx

Ny
My Y ],
T=—2L >y (48)
2 Ho

N,
My 3 [Zoln]
The probability of false alarn=a and the probability of detectiof?y are then expressed as

Pen = Qp(n,,n,) (V)5 (49)

and

Po = Qpw,,\) ( o2 4 Mro2p?
Proof: To derive the probability of false alarmia and the probability of detectiofy, we first
notice that if the Gaussian noise is i.i.d, then it is easyliseove that the distribution of,[n] is
N(0, Ma—]fi[z) under H,,
Zo[n] ~ (51)
N(0, Ma_]{é[z + Lo2p%) under Hy.
Similarly, the distribution ofz,[n] is
N0, 3737) under Ho,
Zs[n] ~ (52)
N(0, MG_]%[I + o2p?) under Hy,
Then by following steps similar to those in TheorEm[Z] (49) &0) are concluded. [
The Fully-Correlated Compressive Detector [of] (40) dnd (#hpse probabilities of false alarm and
detection were derived in Theordm 4 is optimum in terms ofvigiiag the largest difference between

the expected energy of its two set of samplers. However asisBed earlier, a major measure of interest
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in statistical hypothesis testing is the power of the teke Tollowing corollary discusses the optimality

of the proposed Fully-Correlated Compressive design amectie in terms of the power of the test.

Corollary 2. Among all fully-correlated measurement designs of the form
1
o, = —WlMl,l & t,{u (53)
A 1 T
P, = —Wle’l ®ty, (54)

and
with [|t1]]2 = ||t2]|2 = 1 and t¥'t = 0, the one proposed il (#0) and (41) delivers the highéstor a

fixed Pea for performing the test given im_(#8).
Proof: By taking steps similar to the proof of Theoreim 4, tmebpbility of false alarm can be
(55)

derived asPe = QF(Nb,Nb)('V)- Therefore, for a giverPga, My, M>, and N, we can write
0'8 + MQO‘%tgHHTtQ Q_l (P ))

02 + Myo2tTHHTt, F(No,Np) VA )

Gt Mooit; HH 62 - \yhich in

Py = QF(Nb,Nb)<
gO'g—l—MlO'gt’irHHTtl !

From (55), it is clear that the most powerful design is the tre minimize
turn is the one that minimizag HH”'t, and maximizes! HH”'t,. Then by employing the Rayleigh-Ritz
|

theorem [[36, Chapter 8] it can be easily proven that the optimdesign is; = u; andt, = uy.

Again, similar to the Maximally-Uncorrelated case, Thenf@ and Corollary( 2 result in identical
solution although they are trying to optimize different tésnctions, which is because the proposed
detector is in fact arf’-test detector working based on the difference between dhieances of the two

sets of measurements.
The performance of Fully Correlated Detector has a cleanection to the way we choose the number

of samplers. The following Corollary discusses this.
Corollary 3. For a given number of samplef® and probability of false alarmPra, the performance

of the detectorp is maximized whed/s =1 and My = M — 1.

Proof: First, we notice from[(49) that the threshold leveis independent of the choice éf/; and
[ |

M. Then from [B0) it is clear thaPp achieves its maximum value whéd, reaches its minimum value

and M; reaches its maximum value.
in terms of the total number of sampleYs = M+ Ms, the best performance, in terms 8§, is obtained

The above Corollary asserts that in the case of Fully-Catedl Detector, for a fixed hardware budget,
if we employ just one sampler fob, and spend the rest of the hardware budget®n Besides, by
DRAFT
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Fig. 3. Probability of Detection as a function df/; for the two detectors introduced in Sectidns Tll-A dnd 1ll-Bhe total
number of samplers i3/ = 10, the Signal-to-Noise Ratio i%% = 0dB and the largest and smallest eigenvaluedHd” are

0
p1 = 10 and p%=0, respectively. The Probability of False AlarmRa = 0.01 and the number of temporal measurements is
Ny =5.

putting the optimum valued/, =1 andM; = M — 1 in (&0Q) it is clear that the performance enhances
as the total number of measurement devigésgrows. Figurd 3 demonstrates an example of how the
probability of detection for Fully-Correlated detectoraclyes with the number of maximum energy
samplers)M;. The performance curve of the Maximally-Uncorrelated dasdso shown for comparison.
As it can be observed, while the performance of Fully-Caitesl detector clearly enhances with increasing
My, the performance of Maximally-Uncorrelated Detector doesshow such a monotonic relationship.
The best performance of the Maximally-Uncorrelated Detetiere is achieved fon/; = My = 5.
The probabilities of detection of the two detectors hereehlagen calculated froni (50) and {17). The
parameters of the Maximally-Uncorrelated detector has lmé@sen such thaty = Pp ;, = Pp up-
Remark 4: Comparing[(4R) and(43) t¢ (111) arld {12) it may seem that #méopmance of the Fully-
Correlated detector is always superior to the Maximallycbhnelated detector as the optimizations in
(42) and [(4B) are unconstrained compared to the optimizatio [11) and[{12) which are constrained.
However, we should notice that this is not always the case asrivally-Uncorrelated detector provides

a higherdiversityin its collected samples, which is reflected by the highereesg of freedom in[(15),
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(A7) and [(AB) compared td_(49) arfd{50). For example considecase whex|n] is present but lies
orthogonal to the strongest right singular vectofbf Then for the Fully-Correlated samplers the energy
of samples collected by all of thé/; samplers®, includes only the energy of noise while for the
Maximally-Uncorrelated Compressive Detector only thepaotitenergy of the first max-energy sampler
is equivalent to the noise energy and the output of the redt/pf- 1 samplers include both the signal
and the noise energfhis can also be seen from the example of Figure 3 where thepee®rmance

of the Fully-Correlated detector occurring &f; = M — 1 = 9 is inferior to the best performance of

Maximally-Uncorrelated detector occurring &f; = M/2 = 5. O

C. Special Case of Known Noise Variance

As discussed earlier in this Section, the idea of having tets ef measurement devicés and®,, is
to have two sets of measurements with maximum differenclegim variances when the signal truly exists
and equivalent variances when the signal does not existtardraking decision about the existence of
signal based on this difference. However, if the varianceai$e is known, we can simplify the proposed
design by discarding, as we can simply compare the variance of the outpup pto the known noise
variance. In other words, we can employ onilfy measurement devices determined by the row® pof
and then compare the power of measurements taken by thene foother of noise: if they are almost
the same then we decide that no signal exists, if not then wleehat signal exists.

Similar to the two detectors proposed in sectibns 1II-A we can have two detectors when
the noise variance is known. The following two propositicagpress these two detectors and their
performances. We remark that sindg is discarded when noise variance is known, we will hafe= 0

and therefore the whole number of measurement devicés is M.

Proposition 1. If we design the measurement matrix accordingio (9), thethéncase of known?, the

test in [I4) can be replaced by

Ny,
Zl zs[n]Tzs[n] H,
_n= @@ 0>

The Probability of False AlarmPra, for this test is computed as

Pen = Qyz(a1, 3,) (1) (57)
and the Probability of Detectiony, is bounded as

Ppi < Po < Ppu (58)
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where Pp ;, and Pp ,;, are, respectively, the lower bound and the upper bound ferglobability of

detection which will take the following formulas

Ppiy = Qyz(ar, 5, (M), (59)
and

Pp.ub = Q2 (0t 3,) (M) (60)
wheren), = ﬁ n, = a'g—li‘iagap? andQ, (4 (z) is the tail probability of the chi-squared distribution

with parameter (degree of freedond)at pointx.

Proposition 2. If we design the measurement matrix accordingid (40), tnethé case of known?3,

the test in[(4B) can be replaced by

Ny B 9
S bl

T=01=__ _ > 61
RAE 5 ©D
The Probability of False AlarmPea, for this test is
Pen = Q2 (v,) (), (62)
and
2
(o
Py=0.» 0 ). 63
b=Qy (Nb)(ag +M10‘%p%’7) (63)

D. Compressive Detection in Presence of Known Subspacddreece

Extending the above results to the subspace interferersm isastraightforward and is similar to the
same scenario for classical uncompressive detection @frrdetistic subspace signals in presence of

interference in[[411]. Suppose that the subspace signal nmod&) is replaced by
s[n] = Hx[n] + Gt[n], (64)

whereG is an N x K’ matrix and the second term on the right-hand sidé _of (64)essts the subspace
interference. If&[n] were available, the interference could be cancelled bynedtiplying (64) by matrix
P: =1-G(GTG)!GT to obtain

Pés[n] = PGHx[n). (65)

Comparing[(6b) to[(1), it can be easily deduced that in thenado to design the measurement vectors,
i.e., rows of®, the left-singular vectors of matrifl in the interference-free scenario in (9) and](10)
must be replaced by left-singular vectors of matfig H right-multiplied by matrixPg. Otherwise, all

the detector developments are similar to the previous stibss.
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IV. COMPRESSIVEDETECTOR WITHNON-IDEAL MEASUREMENTS

In this section we investigate the case when due to the lackmwplete knowledge about the subspace
or due to the limitations in designing hardware with infiniieecision, the measurement vectors do not
exactly match the singular vectors of matiik We consider two models for describing this uncertainty.
The first model, defines the finite precision using additiosladervation noise. The second model, on
the other hand, chooses the measurement vector from a sslzfable measurement vectors (hardware)

which are approximations (or quantized versions) of indiitecision real-valued singular vectors.

A. Compressive Detection with Imprecise Measurements

In this section we analyze the detector when the measuretieeide is not precise. This imprecision

in measurements can be modeled(as [42]
2[n] = z[n] + 6 en], (66)

wherez[n| denotes the imprecise compressive measuremepisdenotes the basic measurements as
introduced in Sectionllle[n] ~ N (0ar,1,Ir), ando represents the precision of measurements. Thus the
imprecision is here modeled through additional obsermatio measurement noise, as in[42].

Now, if we replacez;s[n] andz,[n] in the test statisticC(14) of Maximally-Uncorrelated detecby

Zs[n] £ z[n] iy andz,[n] = z[n] it respectively, then it can be easily verified that the prdiigbi

of false alarm will be the same as in{15), but the lower andeufywunds of probability of detection in
(I7) and [(IB) will be replaced by

A

08 + 02PN _ppyn T MO
0'(2) + O‘%p?\/ll + M1

Pp iy = Qrv, Ny, Mo ( 7)s (67)

and

02 +o2p3 + M5!
od +o2p? + Mé!
respectively. Comparind_(67) and (68) with 117) ahdl (18)sitlear that the performance degrades as

7)), (68)

Pp b = Qr (s, Ny, MaNy) (

the precision of measurement devidedecreases. This can be however compensated by improving the
precision through employing several, say identical measurement devices instead of each device and
then averaging over all measurements. In other words,adsté M/ measurement devices, we employ
ML to improve the performance. We cdll the hardware budget factoaes it indicates the number of

measurement devices that we employ.

October 9, 2018 DRAFT



21

In this case, the probability of false alarm will be still egpsed as il (15) while the lower and upper
bounds for probability of detection are modified as
o3 + La%p?v_Mﬁ_l + Mt
o3 + L02p?vjl + M1

T

Ppib = Qr ny, v, N, ( 7), (69)

and
08 + Lo2p% + Ms1
03+ Lo2p3 + M§—!

v)s (70)

Pp b = Qpar, Ny, M) (

Comparing [(6P) and_(70) with (17) anld {18), the hardware budactor L for achieving a performance

similar or better than the infinite precision casesof = 0 is obtained as

M
L>1+—. 71
> +50§ (71)

B. Compressive Detection Using a Fixed Set of Measuremendrge

The second model in this section for modeling non-ideal messent devices is formulated as
choosing the measurement vectors from a fixed set of unittnathogonal vectors whose members
are not necessarily singular vectors of the system mairixThese vectors can be hardware-realizable
approximation of the singular vectors, e.g. quantizedigassof them, or simple down-samplers. Assume
that M = M, + M, measurement vectors should be chosen oukRof M uncorrelated columns of
N x R matrix ¥ = [apy, 5, ..., ] (notice thatM &7 ¥ = I). The rows of®, and®, then have to
be chosen from the columns &f.

The optimum® is the one that maximizes the energy of its output. If we warfiolow the Maximally-
Uncorrelated design of SectinTIltA, then the rows®f are the)M; columns of® for which | ®,H|| ¢
is maximized, i.e.,

b, = ar ma trace(HH? W o @7 ), 72
® ‘I,Yg MCR:\./V)I(\:Ml ( M M) ( )
M

whereR = {1,2,..., R} and ¥, is the sub-matrix ofr consisting of columns determined by index set
M. Similarly, the rows of®, can be selected as thié, columns of® for which | ®,H||r is minimized,
ie.,

- i t HH W w7 73
0 ;ng PO race( M) (73)
M

On the other hand, if we want to follow the Fully-Correlategsigin of Sectioh III-B, then we should
pick the two columns off, say; andq,, that, respectively, maximize and minimize the signal gper

o2ypTHH” ¢ and then desig®, and ®,, respectively, as
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N

b, 2 —1,, 09!, 74
N P (74)
and
1
D, L ——1),1 @Yt 75
N p; (75)

To see the performance of the detectors in this case, we foside the detector’'s formulation when
the noise variance is known. It is easy to verify that whendlements ofM are orthonormal Pga is
computed as if(37) and (62) for the Maximally-Uncorrelaed Fully-Correlated detectors, respectively.
However,Pp of Fully-Correlated detector as well as the bound&giof Maximally-Uncorrelated detector
will differ from what we have in[(59),[{80) and (63). The reador this is that the rows o are not
any longer the singular vectors #f and therefore the set of singular values®fH is not a subset of
the set of singular values d. In other words,[(59),[(80) an@ (63) should be respectiveplaced by

the following equations

Pp iy = Qu2(ar, ) (7)), (76)
and
Ppub = Qe (ar, ) (b ), (77)
and
2
P = Q) (20—0227) (78)
a0 + Mlgxpl
wheref;, = ﬁ Tup = Ugfii%ﬁ%, andp; and py,, are the largest and smallest singular values of

®_H, respectively. Since the eigenvalueslH” & ®, are smaller than the corresponding eigenvalues
of HH” [35, Theorem 6.76], the performance is lower than thosecatdd in [5B),{60) and (63).

When the variance of noise is unknown, on the other hand, weatavrite the probability of detection
of the detector based oA-distribution as the outputs o®, and ®, measurement devices are not
independent of each other, which is in turn because the rbvls, @and®, are not any longer the singular
vectors ofH. However, we can still design a constant false alarm ratecti@t since in the absence of

signal termHx the output of these two measurement devices are still intbge as® @7 = 0y, 1, .

V. COMPRESSIVEDETECTION ON AFINITE UNION OF SUBSPACES

In this section, we generalize the results of previous eestto the case when we know that #Hec §
where

§ ={H;,Hy,...,Hp}, (79)

October 9, 2018 DRAFT



23

whereH,, ¢ =1,...,Q, is a full-column rankN x K; matrix and the probability that the signal lies in
subspacdl, isP(H=H,) =n,, ¢=1,...,Q. The goal is then to accomplish the test[df (4).
Similar to the case of) = 1, the measurement matrix is tailored to performing fh¢est. In other
words, it must consist of two parts: one lying in the strongémal subspace, which attains the maximum
energy, and the other in the weakest subspace, which attensinimum energy. But, since the trge
is not known a priori, we should design it such that the exgabealue of the energy over the segets
its maximum value for the first part and its minimum value foe second part.
To be more precise, if we adopt the Maximally-Uncorrelatadtegy, the first and the second sets of

measurement devices will be chosen as the solutions of ttimiaption problems

arg HgXEH’&W(ZzZS), s.t. M<I>S<I>:;F = I, (80)

s

and

arg I(nﬁn EHX’W(ZEZ(,), s.t. M‘I’O‘I’Z =1y, (81)

o

respectively. On the other hand if we want to design it basedrally-Correlated strategy we have to
relax the constraintd/®,®. =1,, and M®,®. =1, in (BJ) and [8]1). This will guarantee that the
energy of the signals collected at the first and second chamttin, respectively, the maximum and

minimum possible values which can then be exploited forropth compressive signal detection.

Theorem 5. The first and second channels of measurement matrix whigkfysq80) and [(8ll) are

respectively the strongedt; eigenvectors and the weakédsh eigenvectors of the following matrix
Q
Heq = > 7 H/HY, (82)
q=1

Proof: It is easy to see that

2 T&T ot
En (axtrace(HH D D)+ M)

Ex x,w (ZsTZS)

Q 2
= Z ﬂqagtrace(Hqu‘I’zi’s) + %.
q=1
02
= o2trace(Ho @1 @) + MO.
(83)

Since the second term in the right-hand side[aof (83) is inddeet of the choice of the measurement

matrix, the measurement sub-matdx that maximizes[(83) is the one maximizing the first term, \whic

October 9, 2018 DRAFT



24

contains the strongesdt/; eigenvectors oH,, as its rows[[34, P 11.4.5]. The proof of the weaka&st

eigenvectors oH,, being the solution off (81) is similar. [ |
Connection to the compressive detection of sparse signals: The ordinary compressive detection of

random sparse signals can be specified as a particular cabke gktting in this section. To see this,

assume that we havelé-sparse signal invV-dimensional basi§? as
s = Qx, (84)

wheres € RV andx € RY are both vectors of siz& and only X’ < N entries ofx are nonzero. We
assume that thé& nonzero entries ok are i.i.d with Gaussian distribution. Denoting the true mokn

support ofx by Z, the signal model in((84) is equivalent to
S = QIX, (85)

wherex € RX andQ; € RV*E contains the columns & corresponding to index s&t In the absence
of any further structure or knowledge &f any K entries ofx can be its true support set equally likely
with probability 1/(%). In this case, the members of the union 8eih (79) are theQ = (%) sizek
combinations of theV columns ofQ2. Furthermore, we will haver; = ... =g = %.

If the basisf2 is orthonormal, then it is easy to verify fromn {82) that

K

Since all the singular values @, in (86) are equal, thed,., has nostructureand therefore the
methods proposed in Sections IlI-A ahd 1lI-B are not suiatur detection of this Sigr&lbut we can
use the method of Sectign IIItC provided that the noise vagas known. However, if there is a known
structure in the sparse random signal modellof (84), forams if the probability of differenf’-size
combinations are not equal or & is not an orthonormal basis, in the sense that not all of thgusar
values ofH,, are identical, then the methods proposed in Secfions!lIrAI&E-Bl can be employed for

detection of signal from compressive measurements.

VI. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section we study the performance of the proposed cesspve detection methods via computer

simulation studies.

INotice that in the absence of noise variance knowledge, oblee methods in the literature can detect the signal.
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The first experiment is to compare the performance of the twthods proposed in Sectiohs 1II-A
and[I-Bl which are able to detect the signal under unknowtiav&e condition. In this experiment we
chooseV = 1000 andK = 10. The elements of matrik are generated independently frow(0, 1/v/K)
such that the expected value of the squared second norm s is one. Signak and noisew are
both drawn from zero-mean Gaussian distribution with varéso2 and o, respectively. We define
the SNR asl0log; % (in dB). The number of measurement devices\ise {2,4,8} and we choose
M, = M, = M/2. The results are obtained from 10000 random trials to gatb#ficient statistics for
reliable evaluation of the performance.

Figurel4 illustrates the performance in terms of probabditdetection as a function cg% The curves
have been depicted for two cases®f = 5 and N, = 50. As it can be observed, while Maximally-
Uncorrelated compressive detector provides better pegoce for smallefV, at high SNRs, it becomes
inferior to Fully-Correlated detector for highéf,’s and at lower SNRs. This is also clear from Figule 5
where the performance in terms of Receiver Operating Clexiatics (ROC) has been depicted. As we
can see, again Maximally-Uncorrelated compressive datemitperforms Fully-Correlated method for
high SNRs and smallN,’s, while Fully-Correlated method works better in small SN&nd for higher
number of measurement devices.

The second experiment is to study the performance loss ddus¢he lack of knowledge about the
noise variance. Figurés$ 6 and 7 show the performance of tped Maximally-Uncorrelated detection
method for two cases: when the noise variance is known and Wh& unknown. As we expect, the lack
of knowledge of noise variance results in considerablegoerdnce degradation. However, reasonable
performance is still obtained.

In the third experiment we study the effect of imprecise meaments and compensating it by deploying
multiple measurement devices. The imprecision is modekediescribed in Sectioh TVAA. Figurel 8
illustrates the ROC curves for precise (red curves) and écipe (blue curves) measurements when
02 =1, ando3 = 100. The precision of all imprecise devices (blue curves) isseimoass—! = 100. As
expected and is clear from the comparison of the red curvie blite curve withl, = 1, in equivalent
number of measurement devices, the imprecision in measmtsnresults in a considerable loss in
performance. However, this can be compensated by empldygier number of measurement devices.
For instance, wherl. = 3, the performance becomes equivalent to the precise case.cdh be also
verified by [71) in which the lower bound for performance imygment isL. = 3. When we go beyond
this bound, e.gL = 5, the performance improves compared to the precise case.

Figure[9 shows how the probability of detection changes withnoise power for various precisions
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Fig. 4. Probability of Detection as a function of SNR for Mawslly-Uncorrelated compressive detector (Blue) versugy+u
Correlated method (Red) wheRep = 0.05. Solid curves represent the case wh¥p = 50, and dashed curves represent
the case whenV, = 5. The number of measurement deviceshs = 2 (square),M = 4 (circle), andM = 8 (diamond).
Furthermore we choos&l; = M = M/2.

and hardware budgets df € {1,3}. The black curve depicts the performance with a single peeci
device. Here the performance enhancement with deplokirg3 times devices has been depicted. As it
can be seen for a certain the performance of the case bf= 3 is better than a single precise device
as long asfrg < %5—1. On the other hand, when the variance of noise is higher thignliimit, even
employing L times devices is not enough for compensating the impretisio

In the fourth experiment we study the performance of the @segd compressive detection method
when the signal comes from a union of some subspaces withit@robabilities. For this experiment, the
ambient dimension i& = 20 and the signal dimension i = 3. In each random trial we first generate an
N x N matrix with entries from a normal distribution with mean @aemnd variancd /K. The elements
of union set§ in (79) are then different K-size combinations of columns of the generated matrix
while the signal is generated from one of them which is chasgformly randomly from allQ) possible
combinations. This implies that; = ... = mg = 1/Q. The experiment is done fap < {1, 10,50}. We
remark that the case @ = 1 coincides with the basic case described in Sedfidn Il akigndase there

is no uncertainty over the subspace on which the signal lies.
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Fig. 5. ROC for Maximally-Uncorrelated compressive deatedBlue) versus Fully-Correlated method (Red). Solid esrv
represent the case whe¥,, = 50 ando?2 /0¢ = —30 dB, and dashed curves represent the case Whes 5 ando? /of = —15
dB. The number of measurement devices\is= 2 (square),M = 4 (circle), andM = 8 (diamond). Furthermore we choose
M, = My = M/2.

Figure[10 illustrates the performance in terms of probgbdf detection for various values of? /o3.
The probability of false alarm here is set #&a = 0.05 and the number of measurementsNis = 50.
The results are shown far/ € {2,4} with M; = M, = M /2. Figure[11 also shows the ROC curves
when ag/ag = —10dB. As it can be seen, as the cardinality of the subspace unib§ s&reases,
the performance of the algorithm degrades. This is in tuitabse as the number of possible subspaces
increases, the rows of measurement mafrigre less matched to the singular vectors of the true subspace

matrix.

VIlI. CONCLUSION

The problem of random signal detection from compressivesmeanents when the signal is lying (or
leans toward) a low dimensional subspace was studied. Hdkia knowledge of the subspace structure,
we proposed two measurement designs and formulated thehegi® test and its performance metrics
for each of them in the case that the noise variance is unknéenalso showed how the design can be

simplified in the case that the noise variance is known. Wéyaed the effects of imprecise measurements
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Fig. 6. Probability of Detection as a function of SNR for Mapelly-Uncorrelated compressive detector under unknowianae

(blue) versus known variance (red) whé&ga = 0.05. The number of measurements over timéVis= 5. The number of rows
of ®, is M, = 1 (square),M; = 2 (circle), andM; = 4 (diamond). When the variance is known we have= M, and when
it is unknown we choosé/, = M; and therefore we hav&/ = 2M;.

and showed how it can be compensated by deploying more édémieasurement devices. The problem
was also generalized for the case when signal belongs toam wififinite number of subspaces with

known probabilities.
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