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Abstract

A distributed estimation scheme where the sensors transithit constant modulus signals over
a multiple access channel is considered. The proposedatstiris shown to be strongly consistent
for any sensing noise distribution in the i.i.d. case bothdmer-sensor power constraint, and a total
power constraint. When the distributions of the sensingaaire not identical, a bound on the variances
is shown to establish strong consistency. The estimatohasvis to be asymptotically normal with a
variance (AsV) that depends on the characteristic funatibthe sensing noise. Optimization of the
AsV is considered with respect to a transmission phase peanfor a variety of noise distributions
exhibiting differing levels of impulsive behavior. The nainess of the estimator to impulsive sensing
noise distributions such as those with positive excesokigtor those that do not have finite moments
is shown. The proposed estimator is favorably compared thighamplify and forward scheme under
an impulsive noise scenario. The effect of fading is showndbaffect the consistency of the estimator,

but to scale the asymptotic variance by a constant fadinglpedepending on the fading statistics.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In inference-based wireless sensor networks, low-powesas with limited battery and peak-
power capabilities transmit their observations to a fusienter (FC) for detection of events or
estimation of parameters. For distributed estimation, mafcthe literature has focused on a set
of orthogonal (parallel) fading channels between the ssnaond the FC (please see [1] and the
references therein). The bandwidth requirements of sudrtangonal WSN scales linearly with
the number of sensors. In contrast, over multiple accessnetswhere the sensor transmissions
are simultaneous and in the same frequency band, the dtiiaedwidth does not depend on
the number of sensors. In both cases, sensors may adopt @ithgital or analog method for
relaying the sensed information to the FC. The digital métbonsists of quantizing the sensed
data and transmitting with digital modulation over a rabp@strained channel. In these cases,
the required channel bandwidth is proportional humber ¢ bt the output of the quantizer
which are transmitted after pulse shaping and digital matthud. The analog method consists of
transmitting unquantized data by appropriately pulse isigggnd amplitude or phase modulating
to consume finite bandwidth.

The literature on distributed estimation over multiple e channels has mainly involved
analog sensor transmission schemes where the instantatr@amsmit power is influenced by
the sensor measurement noise and is not bounded [2]-[8R]/rd{stributed estimation over
Gaussian multiple access channels is studied from a joumceechannel coding point of view.
Reference [3] considers optimization of the sensor gainkarpresence of channel fading. In [4]
and [5], the effects of different fading distributions andaonel feedback on the performance
of distributed estimators over multiple access channelstuslied. A direct-sequence CDMA
with amplify and forward (AF) is considered in [6], where thsymptotic MSE is studied. In
[7], the authors introduce a type-based multiple accessrmselwhere more than one orthogonal
channel is utilized albeit less in number than the numbereagers. In [8], a likelihood-based
multiple access approach is introduced. The latter tworeefees do not explicitly estimate a
location parameter (such as the mean or the median) of tlsedelata. In these aforementioned
schemes, the sensor power management issues arising feotkependence of the instantaneous

transmit power on the sensing noise have not been addrddsedover, for sensors operating
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in adverse conditions, robustness to impulsive néise of paramount importance, which has
not been addressed in the literature in the context of Higed estimation over multiple access
channels.

In this work, a distributed estimation scheme is considerieere the sensor transmissions have
constant modulus with fixed instantaneous transmit powes. froposed estimator is universal in
the sense of [9] (or “distribution-free” in statistical parce) in that the estimator does not depend
on the distribution or the parameters of the sensing or adlanaise. Unlike the orthogonal
framework in [9], multiple access channels are considees@ih, and the sensing noise is not
assumed bounded. The estimator is shown to be stronglystensifor any noise distribution,
including those with no finite moments, in the i.i.d. casee Tdistribution-free aspect is also
very useful in heterogenious scenarios where severaleliffkinds of noise are simultaneously
present, such as additive Gaussian noise along with qadiotiznoise.

The sensors transmit with constant modulus transmissidnssev phase is linear with the
sensed data. The FC estimates a common location parametérds the mean, or the median)
of the sensed signal where the sensing noise samples aresooted to be identically distributed,
or from any specific distribution. It is shown that the propd®stimator is strongly consistent
even when the sensing noise is not identically distribufgdyided that their variances are
bounded. While the estimator is shown to be consistent sngbneral framework, the asymptotic
variance of the estimator is derived for the i.i.d. sensings@ and shown to depend on its
characteristic function (CF). Upper bounds on, and optatign of the asymptotic variance with
the transmit phase parameteris considered for different distributions on the sensings@o
including impulsive ones. The proposed estimator is coegparith AF, where the robustness of
the proposed estimator is highlighted. The effect of fadsnghown to not affect the consistency
of the estimator, but only to scale the asymptotic varianca bonstant fading penalty depending

on the fading statistics.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

Consider the sensing model, withsensors,

referring to distributions whose tails decay slower thaat tf Gaussian noise
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where 6 is an unknown real-valued parameter in a bounded intefvall;| of known length,

Or < oo, m; are a mutually independent, symmetric real-valued noige nero median (i.e., its
pdf, when it exists, is symmetric about zero), ands the measurement at tti¢ sensor. Note

that n; are not necessarily identically distributed, bounded, aedd not have finite moments.
We consider a setting where th#é¢ sensor transmits its measurement using a constant modulus
signal ,/pe’“** over a Gaussian multiple access channel so that the recsiyeal at the fusion
center (FC) is given by

L
YL, = \/ﬁzeﬂ'wi T+ (2)
i=1

where the transmitted signal at each sensor has a per-geower ofp, 0 < w < 27 /0y is a
design parameter to be optimized, ani$ additive noise. Note that the restrictiane (0, 27 /0|

is necessary even in the absence of sensing and channel toaisequely determiné from y ;..
Estimation in a single time snap shot is considered, whiahhig the time index is dropped. The
transmitted signal has a deterministic fixed powewhich does not suffer from the problems
of random transmit power seen in AF schemes where the tréeshsignal from the** sensor
is given by ax; = «a(f + n;) with instantaneous power per senset(d + 7;)%, which is an
unbounded random variable (RV) whenis. In AF transmissiong is a coefficient which might
depend on the sensor index, as well asiothrough a power constraint, but does not depend
on z; [10], [11]. Note that the total transmit power from all thensers in (2) ispL. We begin
by considering a fixed total power constrafit implying that the per-sensor powePr /L is

a function of L. Later, in Section IV-A, we will also consider a fixed per-senpower scheme

wherep will not be a function of the number of sensdtswhich impliesPr — oo asL — oc.

[Il. THE ESTIMATION PROBLEM

We would like to estimaté from y; which under the total power constraint is given by

L
. P )
YL = eJwl | 5 E :ejwm- + . (3)
i=1

We do not assume that are identically distributed, or that are from any specific distribution

since a universal estimator which is independent of theidigton of »; is desired. Let,
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and definep,, (w) := E[¢/"] as the CF ofy,. Due to the law of large numbers we have

L
1 .
_ J 1w _
I 24_1 el = fin 7 Z #ules ©)

(where— indicates convergence almost surely), and we use the faidthth variancesar(¢/) =
1 - @%i(w) < 1 are bounded to invoke Kolmogorov’s strong law of large nureker non-
identically distributed RVs [12, pp. 259]. Sineg are symmetric{y,,(w)} are real-valued and
thereforep(w) is also real-valued.

Consider the conditions under whieliw) is a CF, which will be important in the consistency
of the proposed estimator. Since convex combinations of &EsCFs [13], the partial sums
L7t Zle ¢, (w) are as well. From the continuity theorem [13, Corollary 2]2f a sequence
of CFs converges pointwise to a function continuous at 0, then the limit is a CF. Therefore
p(w) in (5) is a CF ifp(w) is continuous atv = 0.

The natural estimator that we will adopt is based on the pbase:

6= ltan_l (%) , (6)
w z7
wherezf:=Re{z;} andz!:=Im{z;}. Note that this estimator does not depend on the distribu-
tions of n; or v, as desired. We now establish the strong consistency ofrhpoped estimator

o~

0:

Theorem 1. The estimatod in (6) is strongly consistent provided thate (0,27/0g] is chosen
to satisfyp(w) # 0.

Proof: Taking the real and imaginary parts of (4) and (5) due to thenst law of large
numbersz# — z8 := /Prcos(wh)p(w) and zI — z! = /Prsin(wh)p(w) almost surely.
Sinced in (6) is a continuous function of:£ 1], § — (1/w)tan~"' (z'/z%) = ¢ almost surely
[14, Thm 3.14]. We need the assumption thdt) # 0 since otherwisé cannot be uniquely
determined frone® andz!. |

We now investigate when am that satisfies the conditions of Theorem 1 exists. Consider

first the identically distributed case whemg have a common distribution with a Ry so that
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p(w) = ¢,(w) is a CF. Many distributions such as Gaussian, Laplace, and§asatisfy
¢,(w) > 0 for all w. If the common sensing noise distribution is known to have froperty,
then any choice ofv € (0,27 /6r| would clearly satisfy the conditions of Theorem 1. In the
more general case, where nothing is known or assumed gbausufficiently smallu satisfies
v(w) > 0 since all CFs at the origin are equal to 1 and continuous.@adéntically distributed
sensing noise, an for which (6) is strongly consistent can always be foundpne¥¢he sensing
noise variance does not exist.

In the general non-identically distributed case, this argnt does not follow since(w) is
not necessarily a CF. However, i(w) is continuous atv = 0, it is a CF by the continuity
theorem [13] and the argument above follows. For an examfpiehen ¢(w) is not a CF and
not continuous ab = 0, consider a case whepe ;| ¢,.(w) < oo for all w > 0 such as whem,
are Gaussian with variances that depend ¢inearly: ¢, (w) = e~%i“*/?> whereo? = is?, and
S oo om(w) = (1 — exp(—c?w?/2))~! < oo by the geometric sum formula. In this case due to
the L~! factor in (5),¢(w) = 0 whenw > 0, andp(0) = 1. For this exampley(w) is not a CF
for any distribution, and there exists nothat satisfies the requirements of Theorem 1. Clearly,
this is a very severe case where the sensing noise varianasges linearly with the sensor
index, without bound. In fact, the example above can be gdimed to distributions other than
Gaussian, and variances going to infinity even slower tha@alily. For absolutely continuous
sensing noise distributions, whepare expressed as a scalar multiple of an underlying random
variable, and these scalars (which are proportional tadst@hdeviations when they exist) go to

infinity, it can be shown that the estimator in (6) is not cetesnt, which is proved next.

Theorem 2. Let the sensing noise at thi& sensor be a scaled version of a RWith absolutely
continuous distribution so thaj; = 0,7 and ¢,, (w) = ¢, (o,w). Suppose also thaim;_,., 0; =

oo. Then there is nov that satisfies the conditions of Theorem 1.

Proof: Recalling from (5) the definition ofr(w), we would like to show thatp(w) :=
limy, o L1 Ele o,(oyw) = 0 for w > 0. Sincen has an absolutely continuous distribu-
tion, lim,_,. ¢,(z) = 0, and becauséim;_,., 0; = oo, it follows that lim; , ¢, (o;w) = 0
for w > 0. From [14, pp. 411] we know that if a sequence satisfies ,.,a; = 0 then
limy oo L1 Ele a; = 0, which gives us the proof when applied to the sequepgerw).
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The following theorem can loosely be regarded as a conver3éé¢orem 2 and shows that

the estimator in (6) is consistent when the varianggexist and are bounded.

Theorem 3. Let var(n;) exist for alli and o, := sup,(var(n;))'/? be finite. Then ang < w <

min(27/0r, V2/0max) satisfiesp(w) > 0, thereby fulfilling the requirement of Theorem 1 ©n

Proof: From [13, pp. 89] we have,,(w) > 1 — o7w?/2 for any CF with finite variance.
Using (5) we havep(w) > 1 — (limy o L7130 02)w?/2 > 1 — 02,.w?/2 > 0 where the last
inequality holds provided that < v/2/0,.... Since alsav < 27/0; we have the theorem. m

The estimator in (6) relies on constant modulus transmmssimm the sensors to the FC, and
is strongly consistent over a wide range of scenarios adlimbove. However, the performance
of & will depend on statistical assumptions ém} andwv. The following theorem characterizes
this performance, under the assumption that CA/(0,02) and {n;} are identically distributed

with an arbitrary common distribution.

Theorem 4. /L (5— 9) is asymptotically normal with zero mean and variance givgn b

(7)

Proof: Please see Appendix 1. [ |
Note that in the i.i.d. case (4) is the empirical charactierifunction (ECF) [13] of n;
corrupted by additive noise. While the ECF has been studiddnsively in the statistical
literature for constructing centralized estimators [iBhas not been addressed in the context of
communication of samples as in distributed estimation, taedefore issues of power constraint

and channel noise have not arisen in the literature on paearastimation with ECFs.

IV. ANALYSIS AND OPTIMIZATION OF THE AsV

The proposed estimator is consistent under general conditand does not depend on the

noise parameters. However, if the noise distribution armadmpaters are available, it is possible

2It is not a true converse for two main reasons:lii); .. 0; = oo required by Theorem 2 is not the oppositecafbeing
bounded, which is required by Theorem 3, since it is possitdeneither may occur; (ii) Theorem 2 requires absolutdicoity

whereas Theorem 3 does not.
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to minimize theAsV with respect tav over the interval0, 27 /6g|:

o2
[ +1 -y (20)]
we(0,27/65] w2 (w)
We will consider this problem with both per-sensor, andltptawer constraints.

AsV™* = (8)

A. Per-sensor Power Constraint

Our derivation for the estimatof in (6), its strong consistency in Theorem 1, and the
asymptotic variance in (7) had assumed tRatis fixed as a function of.. In the fixed per-
sensor power constraint case the total power= pL increases linearly withl in which case
the estimator is given in (6) with;, := y;, /L which we redefine with an extra factor df+/L in
(4). In this case, the statement of Theorem 1 still holds iaeith minor modifications in the
proof, ando?/Pr — 0 asL — oo. Hence, having a per-sensor power constraint is asymgtiytic
equivalent to having no channel noise. In either case (8prbes,

AsV inf w (9)

PSP e (0.2m /0] 2wXp2(w)

which is a special case of (8). The reason we consider thes sgzarately is because, as we will
see, the objective in (9) is bounded near the origin whichesdke solution of (9) considerably
different than that of (8). We now consider solving (9), andeistigate the behavior ofsV (w)
near the origin to see under what conditions smalill yield optimum performance. Using
I'Hospital’s rule, it is seen thatim, o AsV (w) = U% the variance ofy, whenn has finite

variance. In fact, when also the fourth momemntof » exists, we have a stronger result:

Theorem 5. If the first four moments af exists, thendsV (w) in equation (9) satisfies

1
AsV(w) = o) — gmnaf]uﬂ + o(w?) (10)

asw — 0, wherex,, := u4/af; — 3 is the excess kurtosis of

Proof: We have already established that the first term in (1Q)§isUsing the Maclaurin
series expansion af, (w) in terms of the second and fourth momentsppthe numerator and
denominator of (9) can be expressed/dfv) = 207w + (2/3)psw* 4 o(w*) and D(w) =
2w? (1 = (1/2)02w? + (ua/24)w* + o(w?)), respectively. By taking the second derivative and
evaluating we have

& Nw)

2
s S 204, 11
a2 D(w)|,_, 3™ 1D
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Dividing by 2! we obtain the coefficient af? in the Maclaurin series, as given in (10). =
Theorem 5 has some interesting implications. By makingufficiently small, we can obtain
an AsV that is arbitrarily close tw};. Also, if the excess kurtosis of the sensing noise is
positive, it is possible to improve thédsl” to a value smaller thaag by increasingw in the
neighborhood of), which shows that if, > 0, (9) satisfiesAsV;; .= < ag. This is the case
for impulsive distributions like the Laplace distributiovherex, = 3. Whenn is Gaussian, the
excess kurtosig, = 0 and therefore it is not clear from (10) #sV; . < og is possible, since

(10) only applies neaw = 0. The following theorem sheds more light on this issue.

Theorem 6. If i is Gaussian then the best asymptotic performancé far(6) for the per-sensor

: - . 9
power constraint satisfiedsV .. = o;.

Proof: Equation (10) shows thdim,, o AsV (w) = o7 which implies thatAsV; . < o7.

pspc
To see thatdsVy; . > o7 consider a benchmark genie-aided sample mean estirfiator=
L~'3°F 2, that has access to the sensor measuremen}é_,, rather than the the normalized
channel output; in (4). The sample mean which has an asymptotic varianex% atchieves the
Cramer Rao bound (CRB) for an estimatorfrom {z;}L, since it is an efficient estimator
of the mean whem is Gaussian. Sincé — {z;}-, — z;, forms a Markov chain, from the data
processing inequality for the CRB [15], the CRB for estimmatof  based orx,, is at least that
obtained for the genie-aided setup of estimatirfigpom {z;}/-,, which isc?2. Therefore, the best
achievable performance in the per-sensor power case chenoétter than that of, which
implies AsVy . > 7. |

Note that in the proof of Theorem 6 we used the Gaussianity tinhssert that the sample
mean achieves the CRB. Theorem 6 also holds for any otheibdison with this property.

In Figure 1 we show the analytical expressions fofl/ (w) for various distributions. For the
Cauchy distribution the performance is unbounded at thgirosince the variance does not exist.
For all other distributions, we selected = 1, which is the value ofAsV (w) near the origin.
Note that the Laplace distribution which has a positive egdeurtosis corresponds to atsV
which is decreasing near the origin, as predicted by (10kreds the Gaussian and uniform
distributions are increasing near the origin from theirrmfm value ofag =1.

To conclude, for this per-sensor power constraint case|l smgields good asymptotic per-

formance which does not depend 6p. The performance can be improved by appropriately
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10

increasingw in the neighborhood ofv = 0 when 5 is from an impulsive distribution with

positive excess kurtosis.

B. Total Power Constraint

In this casePr is not a linear function of. as it was in the previous section, but a constant
so that thedsV is given by (7). Note that small should be avoided in the solution of (8) since
lim,_,o AsV (w) = oo is no longer finite, as seen also in Figure 2 for various fadiisgributions.
For the same reason, one may wuse instead ofsup in (8) for the total power constraint case,
since the minimum is always achieved by a strictly positivevhena? > 0.

1) Upper bound on AsVIn what follows, we use the lower boung,(w) > 1 — 07w?/2 in
order to upper boundisV* in (8). We have the following theorem which applies whgnis
large enough so thd®ra,)/0r < v/2.

Theorem 7. The best achievable performaneggV* in (8) for any sensing noise distribution

with finite varianceo—,27 satisfies
402
# o+
P
ASV* S %
c[l— 3¢

wheneverc/8 < (2r/0r)’0; < 2, wherec := —307/Pr + (0,/V/Pr)\/32 + 902/ Pr. On the
other hand, wheri2r/6r)?*0; < c/8 then,

(12)

AsV* < (13)

Proof: Please see Appendix 2. [ |
Note that if the range of the unknown parameter determinegilg large, the upper bound in
(13) will be tighter since the boung,(w) > 1 — a§w2/2 is tighter whenw is small. Moreover,
when 6, is large, (13) simplifies tqo;/Pr)(0%/87%) + o7 This shows that if the rangéy
increases, the optimal achievable performade®™ increases as well. In addition to largg,
wheno?/Pr — 0 as in the per-sensor power constraint case, the bound fustimplifies to
AsV* < o?. The bound in Theorem 7 holds regardless of the distribution as long as it has

finite variance.
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Instead of working with bounds, if exact solutions to (8) desired, then it is necessary to
specify the sensing noise distribution. In what follows firoblem is specialized by considering
some common distributions. The resulting asymptotic venes for the different distributions are
illustrated in Figure 2.

2) Gaussian Sensing Noisén this case, we have,(w) = exp (—o2w?/2) so that

eon” [ o2

“v 4 1 - 6—20,27w
2002 PT

We would like to minimize (14) ovew € (0,27 /0g] as in (8). As an intermediary step, we

2

AsVg(w) = (14)

first characterize the unconstrained minimum owee [0, c0). To simplify (14) we substitute
3 < o7w?. Note that the value af that minimizes (14) ovew > 0 is related to thes > 0 that
minimizes AsVg(v/3/0,) throughw = /3 /0,,. Differentiating with respect t@, we have,

0AsVG (VB oy) e’ [(;_; + 1) (B—=1)e* + 5+ 1] o?

95 = 25 . (15)
Any stationary point ofAsVi(v/3/0,), with respect tos satisfies,
2
<&+1)(5—1)e26+(5+1):0. (16)
Pr

Let any solution to (16) be denoted @s. It is straightforward to show th@t AsVi (v/B/0y)/06%| 5=,
is positive. This proves that, is the unique unconstrained minimum @&V (v/3/0,) over

S > 0 which in turn implies thatvl = \/@/O‘n is the corresponding unique minimizer of
AsVi(w) for w > 0. SinceAsVi(w) has a unique minimum, it is monotonically decreasing over
w € (0,/BE/0,]. The solution to (8) in the Gaussian case therefore is

Wg = min <2—7T m) : 17)

9R7 Oy

whereg¢, is the unique solution to (16).

While there has been some efforts in the physics communiy @ define functions that
solve the intersection point of rational functions and exgutials as in (16), there is no widely
accepted formula. But (16) can be easily solved numeridallgptimizew whenn is Gaussian.

3) Cauchy Sensing Noisdzor the Cauchy distributiop, (w) = ™ for w > 0. It is well

known that no moments of this distribution exists. Substiyy, (w) in (7), we have

eZ'yw 0.2
AsVg(w) = 57 {P—T +1— e—m} . (18)
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As in the Gaussian case, we first find the stationary pointd®f énw < [0, c0) by taking the

derivative of (18) and equating to zero to obtain,

.1 —2Pr
=g o ()] 9

wherelV (-) is the Lambert function defined to be the inverse functionft. It can be verified

that AsV"(5;) > 0 and therefore5y, is the unique unconstrained minimum 4§V (w). Hence,

AsVe(w) has a unique minimum oves > 0, and the solution to (8) in this case is
2
Wi, = min <—”, ﬁg) . (20)
Or

4) Laplace Sensing Noisdn this case, we have,(w) = (1 + b*w?)~" whereb® := o7 /2.

Substituting3 < b*w? for convenience, (7) for Laplace noise becomes,

AsVj, ( ﬁ) = b2(1+75)2 [0—2 + 19 } . (21)

b2 26 Pr  1+4p
To characterize the stationary points of (21), we take thévakeve with respect to5 and

equate to zero. The optimum value is the root df’aorder polynomial. Using the only solution

with a positive root we have,

2

1 c 25 4 4

BL:E(o% 1 PZ +2> (22)
1

where

o2\? o2\? o? /3 o o 3 o2
=125 =~ 258 [ == 141 ( == 3V 3 R -~ +1 3752432 8
‘ (PT) - <PT) " (PT)+ (PT) (PT+) < PT+ )+

It is also possible to verify that the second derivative isifie at the optimal point. To

1/3

express the roots of thé order polynomial in closed-form and verifying that the seto
derivative is always positive, we have used MathematicandJ§22), w?0* = 3, and the fact

thatw € (0,27/60x] we have the solution to (8) as

wj = min (2—7T, 1\/572) . (23)
Or’ b
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5) Uniform Sensing NoiseWe now assume thaj is uniformly distributed on—a, a|, so
thata® = 307. In this casep,(w) = sin(wa)/(wa) and we need to optimize,

AsVy(w) = 2sin+2(wa) {;—i + (1 — W)] (24)
overw € (0,27 /6g]. Note thatAsVy(w) is undefined alv = w/a. We begin by showing that the
range ofw can be further reduced to € (0, min(27/0g, 7/a)) in solving (8). This is because
both sin?(wa) andsin(2wa) are periodic with periodr/a, and therefore due to thzva term in
the denominatordsVy(w) < AsViy(w + kn/a) for any positive integek, andw > 0.

In order to minimize (24) ovew € (0, min(27/0g, 7/a)), we first disregard the constraint on
w imposed byfg, and focus onw € (0, 7/a). Substitutings < wa, differentiating AsVy(5/a)

with respect to5 and equating to zero we obtain

ls (%; + 1) B — 1} cos(f8) + cos(383) — 48sin(B) =0 . (25)

By taking the second derivative, it can be verified that4sf;(5/a) is convex, and therefore
(25) has a unique solutiop;; over 5 € (0,m) corresponding to the unique minimum of
AsVy(B/a) over the same interval. It is immediate that= 3{;/a is the unique minimum of
(24) overw € (0,7 /a), and therefore (24) is a monotonically decreasing funaviegr (0, 5/a).
Incorporating the effect ofiz, we have that if2r/0r < {;/a then the minimum of (24) over
w € (0,min(27/0g, w/a)) is attained atv = 27/6x, and if 27 /0r > [3{;/a, then it is attained at
w = ff/a. In short,

Wiy = min (2—7T 5—6) (26)

Or’ a
Note that a closed-form solution to (25) is not possible, &y a numerical solution can be
easily found. Recall also from Section IV that for uniformis@which hass, = —6/5, a small
w > 0 should be chosen whes?/Pr = 0. If insteado?/Pr > 0, thenw ~ 7/2a (or 27 /0g,
whichever one is smaller) is a good choice. We will elaboxatethis more in Section IV-C,
where we consider the low channel SNR regime.

6) Compound Gaussian Sensing Noisgompound Gaussian is a class of RVs which when

conditioned on the variance is a Gaussian RV. So whda compound Gaussian, it can be
written asn = vV XG whereG is a Gaussian RV with zero mean and variance one, ¥nd

a positive RV. It is easy to show that the CF mfcan be expressed in terms of the moment
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generating function (MGF) oX:
1 1

Spn(w) =E |:€_§Xw2:| = MX <—§OJ2) (27)
where Mx (t) := E[e'¥] is the MGF of X when the expectation exists. Note tHg{tX] = o}
in general and if the CDF oK is a unit step ab% thenn is Gaussian with varianceg. For
compound Gaussian sensing noise, (27) can be substitu{@) ia obtain
o2
[ +1— My(-202)]

2w M% (—3w?)

ASVCG ((A)) = (28)

whenever the MGF exists.
When the per-sensor power is fixed so thdf Pr — 0 as L — oo, (28) can be expanded
nearw = 0 to obtain,
AsVoa(w) = E[X] — oxkw? + o(w?) (29)

which is the same as (10), expressed in terms of the mean aizhe@ of X. Wheno?3 = 0,
X is a constant ang is Gaussian. If instead? > 0, then AsV can be improved by increasing
w in the neighborhood of 0, implying thatsV . < o—%.

As a concrete example, consider Middleton Class-A noisg¢Wtiére the variance RV is dis-
crete and given byX = o7 [Y/(A(T + 1)) + T/(T 4 1)], A andT are deterministic parameters

controlling the impulsiveness of the noigeandY is a Poisson RV with parametet. In this

Mx(t) = exp (t;iTl) exp (A <eXp (A(;L_’%H)) - 1)) . (30)

Substituting in (28) we obtain thésV. The resulting expression shows that whés- 0 (highly

case,

impulsive noisesVeq(w) — 0 asw — oo in which casev should be chosen as large as possible
(i.e.,w = 27/0R). Another interesting aspect of this expression is thdtustrates thatdsV (w)
need not have a unique local minimum (i.e., it need not be @omr quasi-convex) for every
sensing noise distribution. In fact, as will be seen in Fegbiof the Simulations sectiod,sV (w)

can have multiple local minima, unlike the Gaussian, Cauwniny Laplace cases considered thus

far.
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C. Low Channel SNR Regime

Wheno?/Pr is sufficiently large, thep, (2w) term in (7) is negligible, thereby transforming
the problem in (8) into maximizinguy, (w)]* over (0,27 /6z]. We now briefly summarize how
the solutions in the previous subsection simplify in thigimee. Since we already have closed
form expressions for the solution of (8) for the Cauchy anglaee cases, we only focus on
the Gaussian and uniform cases.

For the Gaussian case maximizingz 7" overw € (0, 27 /0] yieldsw* = min (27/0r, 1/0,).
If 65 is sufficiently small so thav* = 1/0,, then we have

AsV(1/a,) = % Lj‘)—; (- 6—2)} (31)

which is an upper bound on the best achievable performdnrté&, even when the channel SNR
is not low, but becomes tighter at low channel SNR.

For the uniform case we maximizén?(wa) which yieldsw* = min (27 /0, 7/2a). If g is
small enoughw* = 7/(2a) and AsVi;(7/2a) = (a®/2)(c?/ Pr).

V. COMPARISON WITHAMPLIFY AND FORWARD SCHEME

In the AF scheme, the transmitted signal at tHe sensor isa;z; where o, depends on
the number of sensors to maintain the total power constraint, but is independdnt;Jd10],
[11]. We focus on the i.i.d. case for simplicity, and choesgeidentical across sensors due to
symmetry. In what follows, we will show that the asymptoterformance of AF is competitive
with that of the proposed scheme when the sensing noise hiesvariance, and inferior to the
proposed scheme when the sensing noise is impulsive.

The received signal for AF is,

L
yr=ary (O+n)+v. (32)
i=1

We have already alluded to the fact that the per-sensor pawét + 7;)? is an unbounded
RV, when the pdf of the sensing noise has infinite supports Thiundesirable especially for
low-power sensor networks with limited peak-power capaéd. Therefore, before we compare
the asymptotic variances of the proposed estimator and AReiterate that with respect to the
management of the instantaneous transmit power of serikerproposed estimator is preferable
to AF.
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Since the total instantaneous power is random for AF, tred pmwer is defined as an average
Pr = a2 31 E[(6 + n;)?], with respect to the sensing noise distribution. We will sider a
total power constraint case wheRg is not a function ofL so thata;, = \/ng’:i(f%) = O(L—l/z).

The estimator in AF is given b¥.r = Re{y.}/(Lay.) so that

~ 1 & 0% + o2
VL(Oar —0) = NG ; ni+ |~ 7 Re{v} (33)
with an AsV of,
AsVap = o) + %(92 +07) (34)

whenn has finite variance.

Consider now the special case of no channel naige=( 0) which implies AsVar = 0,27. In
Section IV-A we have seen thatsV = < og is possible when the sensing noise is impulsive
enough to have a positive excess kurtosis, the proposedagpoutperforms AF when there is
no channel noise. We now examine the more general casg sf(.

Observe that (34) depends explicitly énwhereas (8) depends on the estimation rafige
Since it is difficult to compare these expressions in genevalwill examine the case of large
and smallg. When# is large, AsVar = o] + (07 /Pr)(6°/2), and by the discussion after (13),
AsV* = a7 + (0, / Pr)(0%/87°). Note that when the parametgiis close to its upper limit, the
proposed estimator will outperform AF. However, whens very small despite a large range
Or, the AF will outperform the proposed approach.

Let us now examine the case of sméland 6, where we focus on the Gaussian case. For

this purpose, we bound the difference in performance betwee proposed estimator and AF:

AsV* — AsVap < AsVi(1/o,) — AsVar (35)

e _ o2 62
= 0-73 5(1—6 2>—1+2PT (6—1—2)] y (36)

n
where the inequality is because (31) is an upper bound.dn*. Examining the bound in (36)

we note that its sign depends on the the channel Si{R°; and the sensing SNB /7. In
conclusion, the proposed approach is competitive with AdF miay outperform it, depending on
the specific parameter values when the sensing noise haes Vemiiance. In what follows, the
heavy-tailed sensing noise case is discussed.

With the AF approach the normalized multiple access chaongdut is proportional to the

the sample mean, which is not a good estimatof wfhen the sensing noise is heavy-tailed. To
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illustrate with a specific example, consider the case whes Cauchy. Dividing both sides of
(33) with /L it is clear that(@AF —6) — 0 is not possible since the sample mean' Zf:o n;

is Cauchy distributed and has the same distribution, aggardless of the value df. Since the
sample mean is not a consistent estimator for Cauchy nbis&F approach over multiple access
channels fails for such a heavy-tailed distribution. On thleer hand, the proposed estimator
is strongly consistent in the presence of any noise digtabyincluding Cauchy. This brief
example illustrates that the inherent robustness of ouro@gh in the presence of heavy-tailed
sensing noise distributions. The sample mean, “computgdthk multiple access channel in
the AF approach, is highly suboptimal, and sometimes nosistent like in the Cauchy case,
whereas in the proposed approach the channel computessfaara normalized version of) the
empirical characteristic function of the sensed samplesn fwhich a consistent estimator can
be constructed for any sensing noise distribution.

To be fair to AF, even though it suffers from having potemyiddrge peak powers, we also
want to point out the situations under which it is preferailéhe proposed approach. The first
point is that AF does not require the parametao be bounded, and it does not require fine-
tuning of a transmission parameter like Moreover, AF is also a “universal” estimator, albeit
over a smaller class of distributions (those that have fivéiigance) for the sensing noise.

In conclusion, the proposed estimator with its fixed instagbus power per sensor is inher-
ently preferable to AF when the sensors have a small dynaamge. Moreover, for AF, the
total transmit power depends @ghand the statistics of the sensing noise. On the other hand,
the AF approach has the benefit of not assundirntg be in a finite set, and sometimes has a
better finite sample performance as seen in the simulatlemsimpulsive noise distributions
with finite variance and positive excess kurtosis like Lapleor heavy-tailed distributions with
infinite variance like Cauchy, the proposed approach isrsup@ AF. For other regimes, the two
schemes are competitive and their asymptotic performaaogarison depends on the specific

values of paramete 6y o7, o7, and Pr.
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VI. FADING CHANNELS

Suppose that the multiple access channel connecting ts®rseto the FC has fading so that

(2) becomes
L
yL =P hile™ +u (37)
=1

where |h;| is the amplitude of the channel coefficieht between thei’* sensor and the FC
satisfying E|h;|?] = 1. Even though the channg} is complex valued, the effective channa||
is real and positive when th& sensor corrects for the channel phase before transmissiong
local channel phase information. Such a phase correcti@s dot change the constant power
nature of the transmission.

The following Theorem characterizes the performance ofpiteposed estimator over fading

channels:

Theorem 8. For the channel in (37) the estimatérin (6) is asymptotically normal with variance
0.2
% 41- %(%)]

A = (E[|hil])
SV(CU) ( H ZH) 20)2@727(&1) (38)
Proof: The proof is similar to that of Theorem 1 with the followingasiges:
1 1
v = 5+ 5en(w) = EllRl)e)w)
1 1
Vg = 5_59017(2&))7
and bothG; and G, are scaled by a factor ¢E||;|])~". Substituting these in (42) we obtain
(38). [ |

Since H|h;|*] = 1, using Jensen’s inequality, tHiE[|k;|])~2 factor due to fading is always less
than one, unleshy;| is deterministic. In fact, whe;| is Ricean the loss due to fading is given
by (VK +1T'(3/2)e X 1Fy(3/2;1; K))~2 where F,(-;-;-) is the confluent hypergeometric
function [18, pp. 504] and¥ is the Ricean parameter. This expression reduces/towhen
K =0, implying Rayleigh fading channels. In the AF setting, thigedence between fading and
no fading also exhibits the same loss, which was analyzedtaildn [4], [5] for different fading
distributions, where the Nakagami case was also considbiete that if the optimization of the
asymptotic variance is desired in the fading case, the ¢pttiss does not affect the optimum
value ofw so equations (17), (20), (23), and (26) remain valid for tifeeent sensing noise

distributions.
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VIl. SIMULATIONS

In what follows, we corroborate our analytical results thgb Monte Carlo simulations, and
also examine finite-sample effects that are not predictabla our asymptotic results.

In Figures 1 and 2 we comparksV/ (w) and Lvar(f — ) versusw for the per-sensor, and total
power constraints, respectively. We begin by acknowleglgivat the variance of the asymptotic
distribution, AsV (w), and the normalized limiting variancévar(é — ) are not always equal
in general [19, pp. 437]. However, as the next two figures slilogy are in agreement for the
proposed estimator. The mismatch that occurs for smalte due to the number of samples not
being sufficiently large for both Figures 1 and 2. To focus enon this mismatch, in Figures 3
and 4 we consider smaller values bf and an increased range forfor the Gaussian sensing
noise case. As expected, for reduced valueg dhe mismatch increases, especially for small,
and large values ab. Note that for the per-sensor power constraint case, atholsV (w) is
bounded near the origin, with finite sampleis/,ar(é — 6) is large for small, an effect which
is more pronounced for small. This is suggests that for the per-sensor power constrasg c
w should not be chosen arbitrarily small, especially wlieis small, to avoid this finite-sample
artifact.

In Figure 5 we comparedsV (w) and Lvar(d — 6) versusw for the per-sensor, and total
power constraints, respectively, for Middleton Class Aseoiln addition to the agreement of the
theory and simulations, these plots illustrate that’(w) need not be a convex, or a quasiconvex
function of w with a unique local minimum. For all the other noise disttibns, AsV (w) did
exhibit a unique local minimum, which was helpful in findirgetoptimal value ofv.

Figures 6 and 7 shovﬂvar(é — 0) versusL for the per-sensor, and total power constraints,
respectively. The optimal value af that minimizes theAsV is chosen for the total power
constraint case. For the per-sensor power constraint cdsgure 6, we did not use the minimizer
of AsV(w) due to the aforementioned finite-sample effects. Instdedyalue ofw is chosen to
minimize Lvar(é — 0) in Figure 1 (which assumek = 500) and applied to all values af in
Figure 6. It is seen that convergence occurs slower for tleytailed Cauchy distribution. At
about L = 50, all cases converge for both Figures. Figure 8 illustrabesdffect of Rayleigh
fading on the performance for Gaussian sensing and chawisd.t is seen thaLvar(é —0)

converges to their theoretically predicted asymptotiazigalith a ratio of about /= compared
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to the non-fading case.

In Figure 9 the proposed scheme is compared with AF. The pedioce of the proposed
approach is seen to be both better and worse than AF dependitige value off. Another
interesting aspect of Figure 9 is the flatness of the curvesh® AF case. This can be seen
by finding the variance of equation (33), which is a constamicfion of L. In contrast, the
normalized variance for the proposed estimator is seengerdeonZ in Figure 9.

To illustrate the robustness of the proposed estimatorr€id® compares it with AF for
Cauchy sensing noise. One realization of the estimaticor ésrplotted for each value of to
illustrate that in the presence of Cauchy noise, the pedona of AF does not converge despite

the increase in., whereas the proposed estimator is consistent.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

A distributed estimation scheme relying on constant magltlansmissions from the sensors
is proposed over Gaussian multiple access channels. Ttaniaseous transmit power does not
depend on the random sensing noise, which is a desirableréefdr low-power sensors with
limited peak power capabilities. In the i.i.d. case, thenestor is shown to be strongly consistent
for any sensing or channel noise distribution. In the namntatally distributed case, a bound
on the variances is shown to be a sufficient condition forrgfroonsistency. The asymptotic
variance is derived, and shown to depend on the charaatefusiction of the sensing noise
which is bounded for the general case, and also optimizell rggpect tav for various noise
distributions. In addition to the desirable constant-pofgature, the proposed estimator is robust
to impulsive noise, and remains consistent even when tha e variance of the sensing noise
does not exist. It is argued that over Gaussian multiple sscobannels, the AF estimator is
effectively a noisy sample mean of the sensed data. Forrgensise distributions for which the
sample mean is highly suboptimal or inconsistent, the ppeg@stimator is shown to outperform
AF. The effect of fading is also considered, and shown toceffiee asymptotic variance by a

constant fading penalty factor.

APPENDIX 1: PROOF OFTHEOREM 4

We begin by observing that tie< 1 vector sequence/L [F —zF =] —z'] is asymptotically

normal with zero mean, due to the central limit theorem. Thaments of its asymptotic
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covariance matrix can be calculated to be,

2

Y11= Pr[cos*(wb) - v + sin®*(wh) - v, ] + % (39)
2

Yoo := Pr [cos*(wb) - v, + sin®*(wb) - ve] + % (40)

Y19 = Y91 := Prsin(wh) cos(wb)(ve — vs) (41)

where, for brevity we have). := var(coswn;) = (1/2) + ¢,(2w)/2 — ¢i(w) and v, :=

var(sinwn;) = (1/2) — ¢, (2w)/2. Applying [14, Thm 3.16] the asymptotic variance is given by

ASV = G%EH + 2G1G2212 + nggg (42)
where
Ottan~'z 1 1
Gl — gt Ty _ 2 . tan(we) (43)
oz I w 1+ tan®(wl) /Prep, (w) cos(wb)
OLtan=1 (2 _
Gy = w—<y> — G (44)
oy y—zl  tanwt

Substituting in (42) and simplifying we obtain the theorem.

APPENDIX 2: PROOF OFTHEOREM 7
Using the boundip,, (w) > 1 — 07 w?/2, we have for allw, ¢,(2w) > 1 — 207w?, and for

w < V2/0y, piw) > (1 - a$w2/2)2. Substituting in (7) we have fav < v/2/a,,

2
[ﬁ + 202w2}
AsV(w) < or 7; R
2 (1- &%)

Recall thatr /0 < v/2/a, by assumption. Therefore, upper bound (45) is valid overetitée

(45)

range ofw values which involves the minimization in (8). We can therefminimize both sides
of (45) overw € (0,27 /0g]. Substituting for convenience < w’s; we have
2
1 +2)
. Pr 2

min — 0. 46
Be(0,(2may /0r)2) 206(1 — 3/2)2 " (46)
The unconstrained minimum can be found by differentiati#@) (and is given by:/8, with a

AsV* <

corresponding minimum given by the right hand side (rhs)1@) (It can be checked thaf8 is
the unique minimum of the unconstrained problem. This shthas if (270, /0r)? > ¢/8 then
the rhs of (46) is given by the rhs of (12).
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To show (13), recall that/8 is the unique unconstrained minimum of the objective on the

rhs of (46). This implies that as a function gfit is non-increasing ovef0, ¢/8) so that when

(2m0,/0r)?* < ¢/8 the minimum oven0, (270, /0r)?] is achieved a3 = (2ro,/0r)* which is
the rhs of (13).
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