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Abstract—Within the realm of rapidly advancing wireless
sensor networks (WSNs), distributed detection assumes a sig-
nificant role in various practical applications. However, critical
challenge lies in maintaining robust detection performance while
operating within the constraints of limited bandwidth and energy
resources. This paper introduces a novel approach that combines
model-driven deep learning (DL) with binary quantization to
strike a balance between communication overhead and detection
performance in WSNs. We begin by establishing the lower bound
of detection error probability for distributed detection using the
maximum a posteriori (MAP) criterion. Furthermore, we prove
the global optimality of employing identical local quantizers
across sensors, thereby maximizing the corresponding Chernoff
information. Subsequently, the paper derives the minimum MAP
detection error probability (MAPDEP) by inplementing identical
binary probabilistic quantizers across the sensors. Moreover, the
paper establishes the equivalence between utilizing all quantized
data and their average as input to the detector at the fusion
center (FC). In particular, we derive the Kullback-Leibler (KL)
divergence, which measures the difference between the true
posterior probability and output of the proposed detector. Lever-
aging the MAPDEP and KL divergence as loss functions, the
paper proposes model-driven DL method to separately train the
probability controller module in the quantizer and the detector
module at the FC. Numerical results validate the convergence
and effectiveness of the proposed method, which achieves near-
optimal performance with reduced complexity for Gaussian
hypothesis testing.

Index Terms—Deep neural networks (DNN), KL divergence,
model-driven deep learning (DL), wireless sensor networks
(WSN)

I. INTRODUCTION

The recent advancements of wireless sensor networks
(WSNs) have elevated its significance as the underlying in-
frastructure for wide range of practical applications. These
applications encompass diverse fields, including environmental
monitoring, military surveillance [1], smart industries, and
smart grids driven by 5G/6G networks [2], [3]. To this end, the
detection of events of interest by distributed sensors, usually
performed through binary hypothesis testing, is regarded as the
fundamental problem and has been investigated thoroughly. A
typical WSN consists of multiple sensors distributed at dif-
ferent locations and a fusion center (FC) aggregates the local
observations to make the final decision. In practice, due to the
bandwidth and energy limitations, the local observations need
to be quantized into finite number of bits before transmission

to the FC, which inevitably incurs degradation of detection
performance [4].

To balance the tradeoff between the communication over-
head and detection performance degradation, a bunch of
approaches have been proposed [5]–[9]. In [5], distributed
detection with binary quantization level was studied without
considering the FC design based on the Bayesian statistics.
Then, the authors of [6] determined the optimal fusion rule
for both the Bayesian and Neyman-Pearson detection problem
with binary quantization. Based on the Chernoff information
and deflection criterion, the authors in [7] found the optimal
local quantization intervals for independent and identically
distributed (i.i.d.) sensors. In the most recent work of [8],
[9], the authors proposed a Gaussian approximation method
for fast and scalable multilevel quantization and FC design
with both i.i.d. and non-i.i.d. sensors. However, current state-
of-the-art approaches for distributed detection assume perfect
knowledge about the prior probabilities of the observation
noise and distributions of the hypothesis, which are generally
not valid in reality.

To solve the problem, this paper proposes a model-driven
deep learning (DL) method [10] for the distributed detection
problem in WSNs with binary quantization. Specifically, we
focus on distributed hypothesis testing and consider the case
that the sensors utilize binary quantizers with conditionally
i.i.d. observation noise. We first derive the minimum achiev-
able detection error probability based on the maximum a
posteriori (MAP) criterion, which can serve as the perfor-
mance metric for quantizer design. Then, we prove the global
optimality of utilizing identical quantizer by maximizing the
Chernoff information corresponding to the MAP detection
error probability (MAPDEP). Based on the above results,
we utilize the identical binary probabilistic quantizer across
the sensors and derive the corresponding MAPDEP as the
objective to optimize the probability controller in the quan-
tizer. Next, we prove that employing the mean value of the
local quantized data for detection at the FC achieves global
optimal performance and derive the Kullback-Leibler (KL)
divergence between the true posterior probability and proposed
detector. Finally, based on the model-driven DL principle, we
propose a separate training method to successively train the
probability controller at the sensors and detector modules at
the FC by utilizing the MAPDEP and KL divergence as the
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loss functions, respectively. Simulation results demonstrate the
proposed method has similar performance with the optimal one
but with reduced complexity for Gaussian hypothesis testing.

II. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

A. System Model

As shown in Fig. 1, we consider the distributed detection
in WSN, where the FC aims to detect the desired state of
nature based on the observations received from K distributed
sensors, denoted as Sk, k = 1, · · · ,K. Specifically, we
consider the distributed hypothesis testing problem, where the
true hypothesis H belongs to the binary set {H0, H1} with
prior probabilities p(H = H0) = π0 and p(H = H1) = π1.
Each sensor Sk, k = 1, · · · ,K, independently observes H and
obtains the local observation Xk, which is a noisy version of
H .
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Fig. 1. System Model.

We consider the scenario where the observation noise at all
sensors is i.i.d., and thus the local observations obtained at the
sensors are conditionally i.i.d. with given H , i.e.,

fX1,··· ,XK |H (x1, · · · , xK | Hn)

=

K∏
k=1

fXk|H (xk | Hn) =

K∏
k=1

fX|H (xk | Hn) , n = 0, 1,

(1)
where ∀x1, · · · , xK ∈ R, fX1,··· ,XK |H (· | ·) is the conditional
joint probability density function (PDF) of all observations
with original state H , and fX|H(· | ·) = fX1|H(· | ·) = · · · =
fXK |H(· | ·) is the conditional marginal PDF of the local
observation with given H at each sensor.

Due to the bandwidth limitations, each sensor Sk, k =
1, · · · ,K, needs to first quantize its respective local observa-
tion Xk into a discrete message uk, whose quantization level
is L, before transmitting the signal to FC. Let the conditional
distribution p(uk|Xk) describes the probabilistic quantization
process at sensor k, specifying the probability distribution
of the quantized data uk given the local observation xk.
Subsequently, each sensor Sk, k = 1, · · · ,K, transmits uk to
the FC through an error free channel, and the FC aggregates
the quantized data u = [u1, · · · , uK ]T from all K sensors to
generate a recovered state, denoted as Ĥ , which represents an
hypothesis of the true state.

B. Problem Formulation

To evaluate the detection performance, we utilize the proba-
bility of detection error Pe(H,u, Ĥ) as the cost function. That

is

Pe(H,u, Ĥ) =p
(
Ĥ ̸= H

)
=π0p

(
Ĥ = H1|H0

)
+ π1p

(
Ĥ(u) = H0|H1

)
=π0

∑
u

p
(
Ĥ(u) = H1|u

)
p (u|H0))

+ π1

∑
u

p
(
Ĥ(u) = H0|u

)
p(u|H1). (2)

Our goal is to find the optimal quantizers {p(uk|Xk)}Kk=1 and
detector Ĥ(u) to minimize Pe(H,u, Ĥ), and the correspond-
ing optimization problem is formulated as

min
{p(uk|Xk)}K

k=1, Ĥ(·)
Pe(H,u, Ĥ). (3)

III. BINARY QUANTIZATION AND DETECTOR DESIGN

In this section, we consider the design of binary quantiza-
tion at the sensors and the detector at the FC to minimize
Pe(H,u, Ĥ) in problem (3). Since we cannot directly derive
the closed-form expression of Pe(H,u, Ĥ), we first find the
attainable performance bound of Pe(H,u, Ĥ). To this end, we
deploy the MAP detector at the FC, i.e.,

ĤMAP(u) =


H0,

π0p(u|H0)

π1p(u|H1)
> 1,

H1,
π0p(u|H0)

π1p(u|H1)
≤ 1.

(4)

Then, we can obtain the minimum achievable detection error
probability with the MAP detector, denoted as MAPDEP, in
the following lemma.

Lemma 1. The MAP decision rule minimizes the probability
of detection error at the FC [11], with the minimum achievable
detection error probability given as

Pe(H,u, Ĥ) ≥ PE(H,u) ≜
∑
u

min {π0p(u|H0), π1p(u|H1)} .

(5)

Proof: Since the MAP detector (4) is deployed at the FC,
we have

Pe(H,u, Ĥ) ≥Pe(H,u, ĤMAP)

=π0

∑
u

p(ĤMAP(u) = H1|u)p(u|H0)

+ π1

∑
u

p(ĤMAP(u) = H0|u)p(u|H1)

=
∑

u:π0p(u|H0)>π1p(u|H1)

π0p(u|H0)

+
∑

u:π0p(u|H0)≤π1p(u|H1)

π1p(u|H1)

=
∑
u

min {π0p(u|H0), π1p(u|H1)} .

(6)

Define PE(H,u) = Pe(H,u, Ĥ) as MAPDEP, which com-
pletes the proof.



Remark 1. The expression of PE(H,u) in (5) is determined
only by the prior probability πn, n = 0, 1, and the quantized
data u, which means MAPDEP PE(H,u) can serve as a
performance metric for quantizer design.

There is another closely related metric to MAPDEP in
hypothesis testing, i.e., Chernoff information [11]. Accord-
ing to the reciprocity between the MAPDEP and Chernoff
information, i.e., higher Chernoff information implies smaller
MAPDEP and vice versa, minimizing PE(H,u) is equivalent
to maximizing the Chernoff information. As a result, we will
use Chernoff information as our performance metric to prove
the global optimality of identical quantizer.

Lemma 2. If all sensors have conditionally i.i.d. local obser-
vations as shown in (1) and the identical quantization level
L, using identical quantizer design at all sensors is globally
optimal in terms of the Chernoff information maximization,
and the maximum average Chernoff information is given as

C(H,u) = − min
0≤α≤1

log

[
L−1∑
u=0

p(u|H0)
αp(u|H1)

1−α

]
. (7)

Proof: Please see Appendix. A.
Since all sensors deploy an identical quantizer, the original

problem (3) can be further simplified as

min
p(u|X)

PE(H,u), (8)

which helps us to investigate the quantizer and detector design.

A. Binary Quantizer Design

In this paper, we consider the binary quantization scheme.
According to Lemma 2, we consider the case that all sensors
adopt an identical binary quantizer, and the following propo-
sition shows the minimum achievable MAPDEP in this case.

Proposition 1. If the binary quantized data u1, · · · , uK from
all sensors are conditionally i.i.d. with given H , then the
minimum achievable MAPDEP of H is given as

P binary
E ≜

K∑
k=0

Ck
K min

{
π0(γ(H0))

k(1− γ(H0))
K−k,

π1(γ(H1))
kp(1− γ(H1))

K−k
}
,

(9)

where

γ(H) = p(u = 1|H) = EX [p(u = 1|X)|H], H ∈ {H0, H1},
(10)

denotes the conditional probability of any quantized data being
‘1’ with given H and Ck

K is the binomial coefficient.

Proof: Please see Appendix. B.
The expression of P binary

E in (9) is valid for all kinds of
binary quantizer design. As shown in Fig. 2, we consider
the binary probabilistic quantizer with random dithering [12].
Specifically, the local observation X is first sent to a proba-
bility controller G(·) : R → [0, 1], and then the output G(X)

is fed into a quantization function Q(·) : [0, 1] → {0, 1}, to
generate a random binary data u, which is given as

u = Q(G(X)) =
1 + sgn(G(X)− z)

2
∈ {0, 1}. (11)

Here, z ∼ U(0, 1) is a standard uniform distributed dithering
noise and sgn(·) is the sign function. As shown in [13],
such quantizer ensures that p(u = 1|X) = G(X) and
p(u = 0|X) = 1−G(X).

Our goal is to find the optimal binary quantizer to minimize
P binary
E in (9), and the key to find the optimal probabil-

ity controller G(·). However, P binary
E is determined by the

conditionally probability of quantized data from all sensors,
which is hard to obtain in reality. This motivates us to use
model-driven DL method [10] to train a deep neural network
(DNN), parameterized as Φ ∈ Rd, to approximate the optimal
probability controller G∗(·). The details will be presented in
Section IV.

Binary Quantizer
{0,1}u

X )(Q 
sgn( )



~ )U(0,1z 1 1/ 2
G

( )G X

Fig. 2. Proposed Binary Quantizer.

B. Detector Design

After obtaining the DNN-based binary quantizer, we further
need to find the optimal detector at the FC to minimize
Pe(H,u, Ĥ) in problem (3). As shown in Section II-A, the FC
aggregates the quantized data u ∈ {0, 1}K from all users to
generate the final decision Ĥ . Based on the MAP decision rule,
we prove the equivalence between utilizing all the quantized
data and their average as the input to the detector at the FC
in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. If the binary quantized data uk, k = 1, · · · ,K,
from all sensors are conditionally i.i.d. with given H , the
detection of H by using the quantized data u = [u1, . . . , uK ]T

and their average ū = 1
K

∑K
k=1 uk achieve the identical

minimum detection error probability, i.e.,

PE(H,u) =P binary
E

=PE(H, ū) ≜
∑
ū

min {π0p(ū|H0), π1p(ū|H1)} ,

(12)
where PE(H, ū) is the minimum detection error probability
achieved by using ū for the detection of H and P binary

E .

Proof: Please see Appendix. C.
As illustrated in Fig. 3, we can use the average ū instead

of all the quantized data u as the input for the detector. Then,
the MAP decision for the detection of H is given by

ĤMAP(ū) = argmax
H

p(H|ū). (13)

However, the posterior probability p(H|ū) is also very difficult
to be obtained in reality. Similarly, we can also use a well-
trained DNN, parameterized as Θ, to approximate the true
posterior probability. The details will be presented in Section
IV.
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Fig. 3. Proposed Detector.

IV. MODEL-DRIVEN DEEP LEARNING FOR QUANTIZER
AND DETECTOR OPTIMIZATION

As shown in Section III, the DNN Φ is trained to approx-
imate the optimal probability controller G∗(·), and thus the
dimensions of the input and output of Φ are both 1. Since
we already obtained a metric, i.e., the minimum achievable
MADPDEP P binary

E , which can evaluate the performance of
the binary quantizer. Thus, it is quite straightforward that we
can use P binary

E as the loss function to evaluate the training
performance of Φ. Let GΦ(·) denotes the probability controller
parameterized by Φ, then the loss function for training Φ is
given by

LΦ =

K∑
k=0

Ck
K min{π0(γΦ(H0))

kp(1− γΦ(H0))
K−k,

π1(γΦ(H1))
kp(1− γΦ(H1))

K−k},

(14)

with γΦ(Hn) = EX [GΦ(X)|Hn] =
∫
x
fX|H(x|Hn) dx, n =

0, 1.
As for the training of the DNN Θ to approximate the true

posterior probability, it is hard to find a existing tractable
metric for loss function. Let FΘ(·) : [0, 1] → [0, 1] × [0, 1]
be the posterior approximator parameterized by Θ, and the
output is FΘ(H | ū) = [FΘ(H0 | ū), FΘ(H1 | ū)] with
given ū. It is intuitively to see that the closer between
the true posterior probability p(H|ū) and FΘ(ū), the better
detection performance is achieved by the proposed detector.
Therefore, we utilize the average KL divergence [11], i.e.,
Eū [DKL(p(H|ū)|FΘ(H | ū))], to describe their similarity,
which can serve as the performance metric for the proposed
detector.

Proposition 2. With the proposed binary quantizer and detec-
tor design, the average KL divergence between p(H|ū) and
FΘ(H | ū) is

Dbinary
KL (Φ,Θ)

= Eū [DKL(p(H|ū)|FΘ(H | ū))|Φ,Θ]

=
1∑

n=0

K∑
k=0

πnp
k
Φ(Hn) log

πnp
k
Φ(Hn)

FΘ(Hn|ū)
∑1

n=0 πnpkΦ(Hn)
,

(15)
where pkΦ(Hn) = Ck

K(γΦ(Hn))
k(1− γΦ(Hn))

K−k.

Proof: Please see Appendix. D.
As mentioned before, the quantizer, equivalently the proba-

bility controller, is independent of the detector with the MAP
decision rule. It can be achieved by training a DNN Φ with
the loss function LΦ derived in (14). After obtaining the DNN
parameters Φ∗, we can derive the average KL divergence (15).
Furthermore, the loss function for training Θ can be defined

as LΘ = Dbinary
KL (Φ∗,Θ). Thus, a separate training method is

proposed to obtain the DNN parameters Φ∗ and detector DNN
parameters Θ∗.

We consider the separate training of Φ and Θ under the
scenario where the observation noise is unknown. The training
process is based on the dataset D1 = {xt,0, xt,1}Tt=1, where
xt,0 and xt,1 are the t-th noise-corrupted observation sample
of H0 and H1, respectively, and T denotes the total number of
training samples. The observation xt,0 and xt,1 are obtained
from the sensors by periodically observing the desired state H0

and H1 under the practical environment. At each epoch, based
on the mini-batch method [14], the whole dataset is divided
into T/B batches, where B is the number of batch samples.
For the training of Φ during each batch, the loss function LΦ

is approximated and averaged on the whole batch samples as

P̂ binary
E =

K∑
k=0

Ck
K min{π0(γΦ,0)

kp(1− γΦ,0)
K−k,

π1(γΦ,1)
kp(1− γΦ,1)

K−k},

(16)

where

γΦ,n =

B∑
t=1

GΦ(xt,n), n = 0, 1, (17)

is the empirical approximation of γΦ(Hn) = EX [GΦ(X)|Hn]
over the whole batch. The optimal probability controller
parameters are obtained as Φ∗ when the maximum number
of training epochs is reached.

Once the probability controller parameters Φ∗ are obtained,
they can be utilized to train the detector parameters Θ at
the FC. Training the detector Θ uses the same mini-batch
method with the same data set D1. The loss function in (15)
is approximated and averaged on the whole batch samples as

D̂binary
KL =

1∑
n=0

K∑
k=0

πnC
k
K(γ∗

n)
k(1− γ∗

n)
K−k

× log
πnC

k
K(γ∗

n)
k(1− γ∗

n)
K−k

FΘ(Hn|ū)
∑1

n=0 πnCk
K(γ∗

n)
k(1− γ∗

n)
K−k

,

(18)
with γ∗

n =
∑B

t=1 GΦ∗(xt,n), n = 0, 1. Similarly, the optimal
detector parameters are obtained as Θ∗ when the maximum
number of training epochs is reached.

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

This section presents simulation results to show the supe-
rior performance of the proposed method. We consider the
observations of the desired state of nature at all sensors are
corrupted by the Gaussian noise, i.e.,

fX |H(·|H0) ∼ N (−1, σ2), (19)

fX |H(·|H1) ∼ N (1, σ2). (20)

The samples of the observations in both the data and test sets
are obtained from sensors by observing the desired state H
with prior probabilities π0 = π1 = 0.5. The signal-to-noise
ratio (SNR) is defined as the power ratio of the desired state
to the observation noise, i.e., SNR = 1/σ2.
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Fig. 4. Training loss of probability controller and detector.

For the probability controller DNN Φ in the quantizer, we
use a multi-layer perceptron (MLP) with the number of hidden
layers L = 3 and the number of neurons in each layer is
M = 20. For the detector DNN Θ at the FC, we consider a
MLP with the same number of hidden layers and the number
of neurons in each layer is N = 30. The number of sensors
used in the training is K = 20. Φ is trained with 50, 000
samples and the number of epochs is 500. Using the trained
Φ∗, Θ is then trained by the same dataset. After training Φ
and Θ separately, the whole system is tested by a set with 10,
000 samples. The whole training uses the Adam optimizer [14]
with a constant learning rate lr = 0.0001. The implementation
of whole simulation is carried out using PyTorch 1.7.0 [14].

Fig. 4 shows the training loss of the proposed probabil-
ity controller and detector with the number of epoch. It is
observed that with the increasing of the training epochs, the
loss of the quantizer training quickly decrease and converges
to a constant. Since the approximated average probability
of detection error, P̂ binary

E defined in (16), is utilized as the
training loss, the result implies that smaller true detection error
probability can be achieved. Fig. 4(b) illustrates the training
loss of the detector with the number of epochs. It is observed
that with the increasing of the training epochs, the training loss
of the detector quickly decreases and converges to a constant

near zero. Since the average KL divergence between the true
posterior probability and its DNN approximation is utilized as
the training loss for the detector, the result shows that better
approximation of the true posterior probability is achieved,
which further implies that the better detection performance is
obtained by the detector.
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Fig. 5. Probability of detection error vs. the number of sensors under different
SNRs.

Fig. 5 shows the performance of the average detection error
for the proposed method under the stable noisy scenario, where
the SNRs in the training and test stages are the same. For
comparisons, we implement the numerical simulation of the
Gaussian approximation method [8], which is optimal for the
Gaussian hypothesis testing problems. It is observed that under
different SNRs, the detection performance of the proposed
method is close to the optimal one and shows exponentially
decreasing trend with the number of sensors. However, the
proposed method has much lower complexity in the order of
O(KL(M + N)) compared to the Gaussian approximation
method in the order of O(K2 logK).

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed a model-driven DL-based method
for the distributed detection with binary quantization in WSNs.
First, we derived the lower bound of the detection error proba-
bility based on the MAP decision rule and proved that utilizing
an identical quantizer across the sensors is globally optimal
in terms of maximizing corresponding Chernoff information.
Then, we derived MAPDEP considering an identical binary
probabilistic quantizer. Next, we proved the equivalence be-
tween using the full quantized data and their average as input
to the detector at the FC, and derived the KL divergence to
measure the performance of the detector. Finally, we proposed
a sequential training method to train the probability controller
and detector modules. Simulation results validated the superior
performance of the proposed method.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF LEMMA 2

Based on the expression of PE(H,u) in (5) and the
definition of the corresponding average Chernoff information



C(H,u) = − 1
K logPE(H,u), we have

C(H,u) =− 1

K
log

[∑
u

min {π0p(u|H0), π1p(u|H1)}

]

≤− 1

K
log

[∑
u

(π0p(u|H0))
α
(π1p(u|H1))

1−α

]

≤− 1

K
log

[∑
u

(p(u|H0))
α
(p(u|H1))

1−α

]
,

(21)
where the first inequality is due to min{x, y} ≤
xαy1−α, ∀ 0 ≤ α ≤ 1,∀x > 0, y > 0 and the achievability of
the equality is shown in [11]. Therefore, the average Chernoff
information bound takes the minimum over 0 ≤ α ≤ 1, i.e.,

C(H,u) = − 1

K
min

0≤α≤1
log

[∑
u

(p(u|H0))
α
(p(u|H1))

1−α

]
.

(22)
Mathematically, for u = [u1, · · · , uK ] and n ∈ {0, 1}, we
have

p(u|Hn) =

K∏
k=1

p(uk|Hn). (23)

By subsisting (23) into (22), the Chernoff information is
rewritten as

C(H,u)

=− 1

K
min

0≤α≤1
log

[∑
u

p(u|H0)
αp(u|H1)

1−α

]

=− 1

K
min

0≤α≤1
log

[
L−1∑
u1=0

L−1∑
u2=0

· · ·
L−1∑
uK=0

(
K∏

k=1

p(uk|H0)
α

×p(uk|H1)
1−α

)]
=− 1

K
min

0≤α≤1
log

[
K∏

k=1

(
L−1∑
uk=0

p(uk|H0)
αp(uk|H1)

1−α

)]

=− 1

K
min

0≤α≤1

K∑
k=1

log

[
L−1∑
uk=0

p(uk|H0)
αp(uk|H1)

1−α

]
,

(24)
and can be upper bounded by

C(H,u)

=− 1

K
min

0≤α≤1

K∑
k=1

log

[
L−1∑
uk=0

p(uk|H0)
αp(uk|H1)

1−α

]

≤− 1

K

K∑
k=1

min
0≤αk≤1

log

[
L−1∑
uk=0

p(uk|H0)
αkp(uk|H1)

1−αk

]

=− 1

K

K∑
k=1

log

[
L−1∑
uk=0

p(uk|H0)
α∗

kp(uk|H1)
1−α∗

k

]
,

(25)
where

α∗
k = arg min

0≤αk≤1
log

[
L−1∑
uk=0

p(uk|H0)
αkp(uk|H1)

1−αk

]
.

(26)

The equality in (25) holds if and only if α∗
1 = α∗

2 = · · · = α∗
K ,

which means that the quantized information u1, u2, . . . , uK

should be conditionally i.i.d. with given H , i.e., p(u|Hn) =∏K
k=1 p(uk|Hn) and p(u1 = l|Hn) = p(u2 = l|Hn) = · · · =

p(uK = l|Hn), l ∈ {0, 1, . . . , L− 1}, n ∈ {0, 1}. This implies
that identical quantizer are deployed at all sensors. In this case,
the Chernoff information is rewritten as

C(H,u) = − min
0≤α≤1

log

[
L−1∑
u=0

p(u|H0)
αp(u|H1)

1−α

]
. (27)

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1

Define U = {u = [u1, · · · , uK ]T | uk = 0 or 1, k =
1, 2, . . . ,K} = {0, 1}K and the sequence of sets {Uk}Kk=0

with Uk = {u ∈ U| 1K
∑K

i=1 ui = k/K}. If the binary
quantized data u1, u2, . . . , uK are conditionally i.i.d. with
given H , we have that any u belonging to set Uk have the
identical conditional probability with given H , i.e.,

p(u|H) =(p(u = 1|H))k(p(u = 0|H))K−k

=(γ(H))k(1− γ(H))K−k,
(28)

∀u ∈ Uk, H ∈ {H0, H1}, where γ(H) ≜ p(u = 1|H) denotes
the conditional probability of any quantized data being ‘1’
with given H . By using (28) and |Uk| = Ck

K , the minimum
achievable MAPDEP of the binary quantized based detection
is given as

PE(H,u) =
∑
u

min {π0p(u|H0), π1p(u|H1)}

=

K∑
k=0

∑
u∈Uk

min {π0p(u|H0), π1p(u|H1)}

=

K∑
k=0

Ck
K min{π0(γ(H0))

kp(1− γ(H0))
K−k,

π1(γ(H1))
kp(1− γ(H1))

K−k}.
(29)

This completes the proof of Proposition 1.

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Based on (28) and using |Uk| = Ck
K , the conditional

probability distribution for the average ū of all quantized data
with given θ is computed as

p

(
ū =

k

K

∣∣∣∣H) =p(u ∈ Uk|H)

=Ck
K(p(u = 1|H))k(p(u = 0|H))K−k

=Ck
K(γ(H))k(1− γ(H))K−k,

(30)



k = 0, 1, · · · ,K,H ∈ {H0, H1}. Based on (30), the minimum
detection error probability by using ū for detection of H is
given as

PE(H, ū)

=
∑
ū

min {π0p(ū|H0), π1p(ū|H1)}

=

K∑
k=0

min

{
π0p

(
ū =

k

K

∣∣∣∣H0

)
, π1p

(
ū =

k

K

∣∣∣∣H1

)}

=

K∑
k=0

Ck
K min{π0(γ(H0))

kp(1− γ(H0))
K−k,

π1(γ(H1))
kp(1− γ(H1))

K−k}.

(31)

This shows that PE(H,u) = PE(H, ū), which completes the
proof of Theorem 1.

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2

The average KL divergence between the posterior probabil-
ity P (ū|H) and its approximation FΘ(H|ū) is given as

Eū [DKL(P (H|ū)|FΘ(H|ū))]

=Eū

[
EP (H|ū)

[
log

P (H|ū)
FΘ(H|ū)

]]
=

1∑
n=0

K∑
k=0

p

(
Hn, ū =

k

K

)
log

p
(
Hn

∣∣ū = k
K

)
FΘ(Hn|ū)

.

(32)

Based on the Bayesian rules, we have that

p

(
Hn, ū =

k

K

)
= πnp

(
ū =

k

K

∣∣∣∣Hn

)
, (33)

p

(
Hn

∣∣∣∣ū =
k

K

)
=

p
(
Hn, ū = k

K

)
p
(
ū = k

K

)
=

πnp
(
ū = k

K

∣∣Hn

)∑1
n=0 πnp

(
ū = k

K

∣∣Hn

) . (34)

By subsisting (33) and (34) into (32), the average KL diver-
gence with the given parameters Φ and Θ is rewritten as

DBinary
KL (Φ,Θ)

=Eū [DKL(P (H|ū)|FΘ(H|ū))|Φ,Θ]

=

1∑
n=0

K∑
k=0

πnp

(
ū =

k

K

∣∣∣∣Hn,Φ

)
× log

πnp
(
ū = k

K

∣∣Hn,Φ
)

FΘ(Hn|ū)
∑1

n=0 πnp
(
ū = k

K

∣∣Hn,Φ
)

=

1∑
n=0

K∑
k=0

πnp
k
Φ(Hn) log

πnp
k
Φ(Hn)

FΘ(Hn|ū)
∑1

n=0 πnpkΦ(Hn)
,

(35)

where pkΦ(Hn) = p
(
ū = k

K

∣∣Hn,Φ
)
= Ck

K(γΦ(Hn))
k(1 −

γΦ(Hn))
K−k.
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