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Abstract—In this paper, we analyze the impact of data fresh-
ness on remote inference systems, where a pre-trained neural
network infers a time-varying target (e.g., the locations of
vehicles and pedestrians) based on features (e.g., video frames)
observed at a sensing node (e.g., a camera). One might expect
that the performance of a remote inference system degrades
monotonically as the feature becomes stale. Using an information-
theoretic analysis, we show that this is true if the feature and
target data sequence can be closely approximated as a Markov
chain, whereas it is not true if the data sequence is far from
Markovian. Hence, the inference error is a function of Age of
Information (AoI), where the function could be non-monotonic.
To minimize the inference error in real-time, we propose a
new “selection-from-buffer” model for sending the features,
which is more general than the “generate-at-will” model used in
earlier studies. In addition, we design low-complexity scheduling
policies to improve inference performance. For single-source,
single-channel systems, we provide an optimal scheduling policy.
In multi-source, multi-channel systems, the scheduling problem
becomes a multi-action restless multi-armed bandit problem. For
this setting, we design a new scheduling policy by integrating
Whittle index-based source selection and duality-based feature
selection-from-buffer algorithms. This new scheduling policy is
proven to be asymptotically optimal. These scheduling results
hold for minimizing general AoI functions (monotonic or non-
monotonic). Data-driven evaluations demonstrate the significant
advantages of our proposed scheduling policies.

Index Terms—Age of Information, remote inference, goal-
oriented communications, scheduling, buffer management.

I. INTRODUCTION

Next-generation communications (Next-G), such as 6G, are
expected to enable emerging networked intelligent systems, in-
cluding autonomous driving, factory automation, digital twins,
UAV navigation, and extended reality. These systems rely on
timely inference, where a pre-trained neural network infers
time-varying targets (e.g., vehicle and pedestrian locations)
using features (e.g., video frames) transmitted from sensing
nodes (e.g., cameras). Due to communication delay and trans-
mission errors, the features delivered to the neural network
may not be fresh. Traditionally, information freshness has
not been a major concern in inference systems. However, in
time-sensitive applications, it is critical to understand how
information freshness impacts inference performance.

This paper was presented in part at ACM MobiHoc, 2022 [1].
M.K.C. Shisher and Y. Sun are with the Department of Electrical and
Computer Engineering, Auburn University, Auburn, AL, 36849 (e-mail:
mzs0153@auburn.edu, yzs0078@auburn.edu). I.-H. Hou is with the Depart-
ment of Electrical and Computer Engineering, Texas A&M University, College
Station, TX 77843 USA (e-mail: ihou@tamu.edu). The work of M.K.C.
Shisher and Y. Sun was supported in part by the NSF grant CNS-2239677 and
the ARO grant W911NF-21-1-0244. The work of I.-H. Hou was supported
in part by NSF under Award Number ECCS-2127721, in part by the U.S.
Army Research Laboratory and the U.S. Army Research Office under Grant
Number W911NF-22-1-0151, and in part by Office of Naval Research under
Contract N00014-21-1-2385.

The concept of Age of Information (AoI), introduced in
[2], [3], measures the freshness of information at the receiver.
Consider packets sent from a source to a receiver. If U(t) is
the generation time of the freshest received packet by time t,
then the AoI ∆(t) is defined as the time difference between
the current time t and the generation time U(t) of the freshest
received packet, expressed as

∆(t) = t− U(t). (1)

A smaller AoI indicates more recent information at the re-
ceiver. While existing AoI research extensively analyzes and
optimizes linear and nonlinear functions of AoI [4]–[16], there
is a lack of comprehensive understanding on how to assess
the value of fresh information in real-time systems. This gap
motivates us to seek a more suitable analysis for evaluating
the significance of fresh information for systems using it.

Previous studies [4]–[16] assumed system performance de-
grades monotonically with stale information (i.e., fresher data
is always better). However, our remote inference experiments
(see Sec. II-C) demonstrate that this assumption holds in
some scenarios (e.g., video prediction), but not in others (e.g.,
temperature prediction or reaction prediction). For example,
in predicting next hour temperature, temperature recorded at
24 hours ago is more relevant than temperature recorded at 12
hours ago due to daily weather patterns. Moreover, consider an
example of reaction prediction: If a vehicle initiates braking,
nearby vehicles don’t react instantly due to the response delay
of the drivers or the braking systems. Therefore, slightly
outdated actions can be more relevant for predicting reactions
than the most current action. These observations highlight that
fresher data is not always better. To accurately assess the value
of fresh information, we need a robust analytical framework.

In this paper, we first present a new information-theoretic
analysis to reveal when fresher data is always better and
when it is not. In the second part of this paper, we focus on
optimal communication system design for remote inference.
Most existing studies in AoI literature [4]–[16] have focused
on designing transmission scheduling strategies to minimize
monotonic functions of AoI. However, the design of efficient
scheduling policies for optimizing general, potentially non-
monotonic functions of AoI remains unexplored. To that
end, we design the first transmission scheduling policies to
minimize general functions of AoI, regardless of whether the
functions are monotonic or non-monotonic. The contributions
of this paper are summarized as follows:

• We conduct five experiments to examine the impact of
data freshness on remote inference. These experiments
include (i) video prediction, (ii) robot state prediction
in a leader-follower robotic system, (iii) actuator state
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prediction under mechanical response delay, (iv) tempera-
ture prediction, and (v) wireless channel state information
(CSI) prediction. One might assume that the inference
error degrades monotonically as the data becomes stale.
Our experimental results show that this assumption is not
always true. In some scenarios, even the fresh data with
∆(t) = 0 may generate a larger inference error than stale
data with ∆(t) > 0 (see Figs 2-3).

• We develop two theoretical methods to interpret these
counter-intuitive experimental results. First, by a local
information geometric analysis, we show that the assump-
tion “fresh data is better than stale data” is true when
the time-sequence data used for remote inference can be
closely approximated as a Markov chain; but it is not true
when the data sequence is far from Markovian (Theorems
1-3). Hence, the inference error is a function of the AoI,
whereas the function is not necessarily monotonic. This
analysis provides an information-theoretic interpretation
of information freshness. Second, we construct two ana-
lytical models to analyze and explain when fresh data is
better than stale data and when it is not (see Sec. III-D).

• In the second part of the paper, we design transmission
scheduling policies for minimizing the inference error.
Because fresher data is not always better, we propose
a new medium access model called the “selection-from-
buffer” model, where B most recent features are stored
in the source’s buffer and the source can choose to
send any of the B most recent features. This model is
more general than the “generate-at-will” model used in
earlier studies, e.g., [4]–[9], [12]. If the inference error is
an non-decreasing function of the AoI, the “selection-
from-buffer” model achieves the same performance as
the “generate-at-will” model; if the AoI function is non-
monotonic, the “selection-from-buffer” model can poten-
tially achieve better performance.

• For single-source and single-channel systems, an optimal
scheduling policy is devised to determine (i) when to
submit features to the channel and (ii) which feature in
the buffer to submit. This scheduling policy is capable
of minimizing general functions of the AoI, regardless of
whether the function is monotonic or not. By leveraging
a new index function γ(∆(t)), the optimal scheduling
policy can be expressed an index-based threshold policy,
where a new packet is sent out whenever γ(∆(t)) exceeds
a pre-determined threshold (Theorems 4-5). The threshold
can be computed by using low complexity algorithms,
e.g., bisection search. We note that the function γ(·) is
not necessarily monotonic and hence its inverse function
may not exist. Consequently, this index-based threshold
policy cannot be equivalently expressed as an AoI-based
threshold policy, i.e., a new packet is sent out whenever
the AoI ∆(t) exceeds a pre-determined threshold. This
is a key difference from prior studies on minimizing
non-decreasing AoI functions [4]–[16], where the optimal
scheduling policy is an AoI-based threshold policy.

• In multi-source and multi-channel systems, the schedul-
ing problem is a restless multi-armed bandit (RMAB)
problem with multiple actions. We propose a multi-

source, multi-action scheduling policy that uses a Whittle
index algorithm to determine which sources to sched-
ule and employs a duality-based selection-from-buffer
algorithm to decide which features to schedule from the
buffers of these sources. By utilizing linear programming
(LP)-based priority conditions [17], [18], we establish
the asymptotic optimality of this scheduling policy as
the numbers of sources and channels tend to infinity,
maintaining a constant ratio (see Theorem 11).

• The above results hold (i) for minimizing general AoI
functions (monotonic or non-monotonic) and (ii) for
random delay channels. Data-driven evaluations show that
the optimal scheduler achieves up to 3 times smaller in-
ference error compared to “generate-at-will” with optimal
scheduling strategy and 8 times smaller inference error
compared to periodic feature updating (see Fig. 9). Nu-
merical results further validate the asymptotic optimality
of the proposed scheduling policy (see Figs. 11-12).

• When the training and inference data have the same
probabilistic distribution, remote inference reduces to
signal-agnostic remote estimation. Hence, the results of
the present work above also apply to signal-agnostic
remote estimation.

A. Related Works

The concept of Age of Information (AoI) has attracted
significant research interest; see, e.g., [3]–[16], [20]–[27] and
a recent survey [28]. Initially, research efforts were centered
on analyzing and optimizing average AoI and peak AoI in
communication networks [3]–[5], [13], [20]. Recent research
endeavors on AoI have shifted towards optimizing the perfor-
mance of real-time applications, such as remote estimation,
remote inference, and control systems, by leveraging AoI as a
tool. In [7], [8], [21], [23], information-theoretic metrics such
as Shannon’s mutual information (or Shannon’s conditional
entropy) has been used to quantify the amount of information
carried by the received data about the current source value
(or the amount of uncertainty regarding the current source
value) as the data ages. In addition, a Shannon’s conditional
entropy term HShannon(Yt|Xt−∆(t) = x,∆(t) = δ) was
used in [22] to quantify information uncertainty given the
most recent observation Xt−∆(t) = x and AoI ∆(t) = δ.
The information-theoretic metrics in these prior studies [7],
[8], [21]–[23] cannot be directly used to evaluate system
performance. To bridge the gap, in the present paper, we use an
L-conditional entropy HL(Yt|Xt−∆(t),∆(t)), to approximate
and analyze the inference error in remote inference, as well as
the estimation error in remote estimation. For example, when
the loss function L(y, ŷ) is chosen as a quadratic function
||y− ŷ||22, the L-conditional entropy HL(Yt|Xt−∆(t),∆(t)) =
E[(Yt−E[Yt|Xt−∆(t),∆(t)])2] is exactly the minimum mean
squared estimation error in signal-agnostic remote estimation.
This approach takes a significant step to bridge the gap
between AoI metrics and real-world applications, by directly
mapping the AoI to the application performance metrics.

In the earlier AoI studies [4]–[16], it was usually as-
sumed that the observed data sequence is Markovian and the

2



!"#$%$%&'(#)#

*"+,$-)$.%'/0'

1+2"#3'1+)4."5

6+7&78'9$,+.',#)#:+);

*"+,$-)+,'9$,+.'<"#=+'

#)')$=+''''t

∆(t)>&+'.<'?%<."=#)$.%

t−∆(t)− 1

@

@

-#=+"#
9$,+.'-3$A Xt−∆(t)

Channel

(a) Video prediction Task

0 5 10 15AoI

0

0.01

0.02

0.03

M
S

E

(b) Training Error vs. AoI

0 5 10 15

AoI

0

0.01

0.02

0.03

M
S

E

(c) Inference Error vs. AoI

Fig. 1: Performance of video prediction experiment. The experimental results in (b) and (c) are regenerated from [19]. The training and
inference errors are non-decreasing functions of the AoI.

performance degradation caused by information aging was
modeled as a monotonic AoI function. Hence, the earlier
studies [4]–[9], [12] adopted “generate-at-will” status updating
model, where the transmitter can only select the most recently
generated signal. However, practical data sequence may not
be Markovian [7]. In the present paper, we propose a new
local geometric approach to analyze both Markovian and non-
Markovian time-series data. For non-Markovian time-series
data, fresh data is not always better. To that end, we propose a
new status updating model called the “selection-from-buffer”
model, where the transmitter has the option to send any of the
B most recent features stored in the source buffer.

The optimization of linear and non-linear functions of AoI
for multi-source scheduling is a restless multi-armed bandit
(RMAB) problem. The multi-source problems in previous AoI
studies [10], [13]–[16], [24] are RMABs with binary actions
and focused on monotonic AoI functions, where Whittle index
policy [29] is used to solve the problem. Our multi-source
problem is an RMAB with multiple actions. Because of the
multiple-action setup, the Whittle index alone can not be
utilized to solve our problem. Consequently, we design a new
asymptotically optimal policy for multi-action RMAB with
general AoI functions (monotonic or non-monotonic).

This paper is also related to the field of signal-agnostic
remote estimation. The prior studies [7], [9], [11], [24], [25],
[30], [31] in signal-agnostic remote estimation focused on
Gaussian and Markovian processes. The results presented in
the current paper are applicable to more general processes.

II. INFORMATION FRESHNESS IN REMOTE INFERENCE:
MODEL AND PERFORMANCE

A. Remote Inference Model

Consider the remote inference system illustrated in Fig. 1.
In this system, a time-varying target Yt ∈ Y (e.g., the position
of the car in front) is predicted at time t, using a feature
Xt−∆(t) ∈ X (e.g., a video clip) that was generated ∆(t)
seconds ago at a sensor (e.g., a camera). The time difference
∆(t) between Xt−∆(t) and Yt is the AoI defined in (1). Each
feature Xt = (Vt, Vt−1, . . . , Vt−u+1) is a time series of length
u, extracted from the sensor’s output signal Vt. For example,
if Vt is the video frame at time t, then Xt represents a video
clip consisting of u consecutive video frames.

We focus on a class of popular supervised learning al-
gorithms known as Empirical Risk Minimization (ERM)
[32]. In freshness-aware ERM supervised learning algorithms,

a neural network is trained to generate an action a =
ϕ(Xt−∆(t),∆(t)) ∈ A, where ϕ : X × Z+ 7→ A is a function
that maps a feature Xt−∆(t) ∈ X and its AoI ∆(t) ∈ Z+ to an
action a ∈ A. The performance of learning is evaluated using
a loss function L : Y ×A 7→ R, where L(y, a) represents the
loss incurred if action a is selected when Yt = y. It is assumed
that both Y and X are discrete and finite sets.

The loss function L is determined by the goal of the
remote inference system. For example, in neural network-
based minimum mean-squared estimation, the loss function is
L2(y, ŷ) = ∥y−ŷ∥22, where the action a = ŷ is an estimate of
the target Yt = y and ∥y∥22 is the Euclidean norm of the vector
y. In softmax regression (i.e., neural network-based maximum
likelihood classification), the action a = QY is a distribution
of Yt and the loss function Llog(y,QY ) = −log QY (y) is the
negative log-likelihood of the target value Yt = y.

B. Offline Training and Online Inference

A supervised learning algorithm consists of two phases:
offline training and online inference. In the offline training
phase, a neural network based predictor is trained using one
of the following two approaches.

In the first approach, multiple neural networks are trained
independently, using distinct training datasets with different
AoI values. The neural network associated with an AoI value
δ is trained by solving the following ERM problem:

errtraining,1(δ) = min
ϕ∈Λ

EY,X∼PỸ0,X̃−δ
[L(Y, ϕ(X, δ))], (2)

where PỸ0,X̃−δ
is the empirical distribution of the label Ỹ0

and the feature X̃−δ in the training dataset, the AoI value δ
is the time difference between Ỹ0 and X̃−δ , and Λ is the set
of functions that can be constructed by the neural network.

In the second approach, a single neural network is trained
using a larger dataset that encompasses a variety of AoI values.
The ERM training problem for this approach is formulated as

errtraining,2 = min
ϕ∈Λ

EY,X,Θ∼PỸ0,X̃−Θ,Θ
[L(Y, ϕ(X,Θ))], (3)

where PỸ0,X̃−Θ,Θ is the empirical distribution of the label Ỹ0,
the feature X̃−Θ, and the AoI Θ within the training dataset,
and the AoI Θ is the time difference between Ỹ0 and X̃−Θ.

In the online inference phase, the pre-trained neural predic-
tor is used to predict the target Yt in real-time. We assume
that the process {(Yt, Xt), t = 0, 1, 2, . . .} is stationary and
the processes {(Yt, Xt), t = 0, 1, 2, . . .} and {∆(t), t =
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(c) Inference Error vs. AoI

Fig. 2: Robot state prediction in a leader-follower robotic system. The leader robot uses a neural network to predict the follower
robot’s state Yt by using the leader robot’s state Xt−δ generated δ time slots ago (u = 1). The training and inference errors
decrease in the AoI ≤ 25 and increase when AoI ≥ 25.

0, 1, 2, . . .} are independent. Under these assumptions, if
∆(t) = δ, the inference error at time t can be expressed as a
function of the AoI value δ, i.e.,

errinference(δ)=EY,X∼PYt,Xt−δ
[L(Y,ϕ∗(X, δ))] , (4)

where PYt,Xt−δ
is the distribution of the target Yt and the

feature Xt−δ , and ϕ∗ is the trained neural network. The
proof of (4) is provided in Appendix E. In Sections V-VI,
to minimize inference error, we will develop signal-agnostic
transmission scheduling policies in which scheduling decisions
are determined without using the knowledge of the signal value
of the observed process. If the transmission schedule is signal-
agnostic, then {(Yt, Xt), t = 0, 1, 2, . . .} is independent of the
AoI process {∆(t), t = 0, 1, 2, . . .}.

C. Experimental Results on Information Freshness

We conduct five remote inference experiments to examine
how the training error and the inference error vary as the
AoI increases. These experiments include (i) video prediction,
(ii) robot state prediction in a leader-follower robotic system,
(iii) actuator state prediction under mechanical response delay,
(iv) temperature prediction, and (v) wireless channel state
information prediction. In these experiments, we consider the
quadratic loss function L(y, ŷ) = ∥y− ŷ∥22. Detailed settings
of these experiments can be found in Appendix A. We present
the experimental results of the first training method in Figs.
1-5. Related codes and datasets are accessible in our GitHub
repository.1 To illustrate the training error of the second
training method as a function of the AoI δ, one can simply
assess the training error using the training data samples with
the AoI value δ. As the results of the two training methods are
similar, the experimental results of the second training method
are omitted.

Fig. 1 presents the training error and inference error of a
video prediction experiment, where a video frame Vt at time
t is predicted using a feature Xt−δ = (Vt−δ, Vt−δ−1) that is
composed of two consecutive video frames. One can observe
from Fig. 1(b)-(c) that both the training error and the inference
error increase as the AoI δ increases.

Fig. 2 plots the performance of robot state prediction in
a leader-follower robotic system, where a leader robot uses
a neural network to predict the follower robot’s state Yt by

1https://github.com/Kamran0153/Impact-of-Data-Freshness-in-Learning

using the leader robot’s state Xt−δ generated δ time slots ago.
As depicted in Fig. 2, the training and the inference errors
decrease in AoI, when AoI ≤ 25 and increase in AoI when
AoI ≥ 25. In this case, even a fresh feature with AoI=0 is not
good for prediction.

The performance of actuator state prediction under me-
chanical response delay is depicted in Fig. 3. We consider
the OpenAI CartPole-v1 task [33], where the objective is to
control the force on a cart and prevent the pole attached to
the cart from falling over. The pole angle ψt at time t is
predicted based on a feature Xt−δ = (vt−δ, . . . , vt−δ−u+1)
that consists of a consecutive sequence of cart velocity with
length u generated δ milliseconds (ms) ago. As shown in Fig.
3, both the training error and the inference error exhibit non-
monotonic variations as the AoI δ increases.

In Fig. 4 and Fig. 5, we plot the results of temperature pre-
diction and wireless channel state information (CSI) prediction
experiments, respectively. In both experiments, we observe
non-monotonic trends in training error and inference error with
respect to AoI, particularly when the length of the feature
sequence u is small.

In the AoI literature, it has been generally assumed that the
performance of real-time systems degrades monotonically as
the data becomes stale. However, Figs. 1-5 reveal that this
assumption is true in some scenarios, and not true in some
other scenarios. Furthermore, Figs. 2-3 show that even the
fresh data with AoI = 0 may generate a larger inference error
than stale data with AoI > 0. These counter-intuitive experi-
mental results motivated us to seek theoretical interpretations
of information freshness in subsequent sections.

III. AN INFORMATION-THEORETIC INTERPRETATION OF
INFORMATION FRESHNESS IN REMOTE INFERENCE

In this section, we develop an information-theoretic ap-
proach to interpret information freshness in remote inference.

A. Information-theoretic Metrics for Training and Inference

Because the set of functions Λ constructed by the neural
network is complicated, it is difficult to directly analyze the
training and inference errors by using (2)-(4). To overcome
this challenge, we introduce information-theoretic metrics for
the training and inference errors.

4
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Fig. 3: Performance of actuator state prediction under mechanical response delay. In the OpenAI CartPole-v1 task [33], the
pole angle ψt is predicted by using Xt−δ = (vt−δ, vt−δ−1, . . . , vt−δ−u−1), where vt is the cart velocity at time t. The training
error and inference error are non-monotonic in the AoI.

1) Training Error of the First Training Approach: Let
Φ = {f : X × Z+ 7→ A} be the set of all functions
mapping from X × Z+ to A. Any function ϕ constructed by
the neural network belongs to Φ. Hence, Λ ⊆ Φ. By relaxing
the set Λ in (2) as Φ, we obtain the following lower bound of
errtraining,1(δ):

HL(Ỹ0|X̃−δ) = min
ϕ∈Φ

EY,X∼PỸ0,X̃−δ
[L(Y, ϕ(X, δ))], (5)

where HL(Y |X) is a generalized conditional entropy of Y
given X , defined by [34]–[36]

HL(Y |X) = min
ϕ(x)∈A, ∀x∈X

EX,Y∼PX,Y
[L(Y, ϕ(X))]. (6)

Compared to errtraining,1(δ), its information-theoretic lower
bound HL(Ỹ0|X̃−δ) is mathematically more convenient to
analyze. The gap between errtraining,1(δ) and HL(Ỹ0|X̃−δ)
was studied recently in [37], where the gap is small if Λ and
Φ are close to each other, e.g., when the neural network is
sufficiently wide and deep [32].

For notational convenience, we refer to HL(Y |X) as an
L-conditional entropy, because it is associated with a loss
function L. The L-entropy of a random variable Y is defined
as [34], [36]

HL(Y ) = min
a∈A

EY∼PY
[L(Y, a)]. (7)

The L-conditional entropy of Y given X = x is

HL(Y |X = x) = min
a∈A

EY∼PY |X=x
[L(Y, a)]. (8)

Using (6), one can get [34], [36]

HL(Y |X) =
∑
x∈X

PX(x)min
a∈A

EY∼PY |X=x
[L(Y, a)]

=
∑
x∈X

PX(x)HL(Y |X = x). (9)

2) Training Error of the Second Training Approach: A
lower bound of the training error errtraining,2 in (3) is

HL(Ỹ0|X̃−Θ,Θ) = min
ϕ∈Φ

EY,X,Θ∼PỸ0,X̃−Θ,Θ
[L(Y,ϕ(X,Θ))],

(10)

where HL(Ỹ0|X̃−Θ,Θ) is a L-conditional entropy of Ỹ0 given
(X̃−Θ,Θ). Using (9), HL(Ỹ0|X̃−Θ,Θ) can be decomposed as

HL(Ỹ0|X̃−Θ,Θ)

=
∑

x∈X ,δ∈Z+

PX̃−Θ,Θ(x, δ)HL(Ỹ0|X̃−δ = x,Θ = δ). (11)

Similar to Sec. II-B, we assume that the label and feature
(Ỹ0, X̃−k) in the training dataset are independent of the
training AoI Θ for every k ≥ 0. Under this assumption, (11)
can be simplified as (see Appendix F for its proof)

HL(Ỹ0|X̃−Θ,Θ)=
∑
δ∈Z+

PΘ(δ) HL(Ỹ0|X̃−δ), (12)

which connects the information-theoretic lower bounds of
errtraining,1(δ) and errtraining,2(δ).

3) Inference Error: Let aPY
be an optimal solution to

(7), called a Bayes action [34]. If the neural predictor in (4)
is replaced by the Bayes action aPỸ0|X̃−δ=x

, then, for both
training methods, errinference(δ) becomes the following L-
conditional cross entropy

HL

(
PYt|Xt−δ

;PỸ0|X̃−δ

∣∣∣PXt−δ

)
=
∑
x∈X

PXt−δ
(x)EY∼PYt|Xt−δ=x

[
L
(
Y, aPỸ0|X̃−δ=x

)]
, (13)

where the L-cross entropy is defined as

HL(PY ;PỸ ) = EY∼PY

[
L
(
Y, aPỸ

)]
, (14)

and the L-conditional cross entropy is defined as

HL(PY ;PỸ |PX) =
∑
x∈X

PX(x)EY∼PY |X=x

[
L
(
Y, aPỸ |X̃=x

)]
.

(15)

If the function spaces Λ and Φ are close to each other, the
difference between errinference(δ) and the L-conditional cross
entropy HL

(
PYt|Xt−δ

;PỸ0|X̃−δ
|PXt−δ

)
is small.

Examples of loss function L, L-entropy, and L-cross en-
tropy are provided in Appendix B. Additionally, the defini-
tions of L-divergence DL(PY ||QY ), L-mutual information
IL(Y ;X), and L-conditional mutual information IL(Y ;X|Z)
are provided in Appendix C. The relationship among L-
divergence, Bregman divergence [38], and f -divergence [39]
is discussed in Appendix D.
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Fig. 4: Performance of temperature prediction. The training
error and inference error are non-monotonic in AoI. As the
feature sequence length u increases, the errors tend closer to
non-decreasing functions of the AoI.

B. Training Error vs. Training AoI

We first analyze the monotonocity of L-conditional entropy
HL(Ỹ0|X̃−δ) as δ increases. If Ỹ0 ↔ X̃−µ ↔ X̃−µ−ν is a
Markov chain for all µ, ν ≥ 0, by the data processing inequal-
ity for L-conditional entropy [35, Lemma 12.1], HL(Ỹ0|X̃−δ)
is a non-decreasing function of δ. Nevertheless, the experimen-
tal results in Figs. 1-5 show that the training error is a growing
function of the AoI δ in some systems (see Fig. 1), whereas
it is a non-monotonic function of δ in other systems (see
Figs. 2-5). As we will explain below, a fundamental reason
behind these phenomena is that practical time-series data for
remote inference could be either Markovian or non-Markovian.
For non-Markovian (Ỹ0, X̃−µ, X̃−µ−ν), HL(Ỹ0|X̃−δ) is not
necessarily monotonic in δ.

We propose a new relaxation of the data processing inequal-
ity to analyze information freshness for both Markovian and
non-Markovian time-series data. To that end, the following
generalization of the standard Markov chain model is needed,
which is motivated by the ϵ-dependence concept used in [40].

Definition 1 (ϵ-Markov Chain). Given ϵ ≥ 0, a sequence of
three random variables Z,X, and Y is said to be an ϵ-Markov
chain, denoted as Z ϵ→ X

ϵ→ Y , if

Ilog(Y ;Z|X) = Dlog

(
PY,X,Z ||PY |XPZ|XPX

)
≤ ϵ2, (16)

where2

Dlog(PY ||QY ) =
∑
y∈Y

PY (y)log
PY (y)

QY (y)
(17)

is KL-divergence and Ilog(Y ;Z|X) is Shannon conditional
mutual information.

A Markov chain is an ϵ-Markov chain with ϵ = 0. If Z →
X → Y is a Markov chain, then Y → X → Z is also a
Markov chain [42, p. 34]. A similar property holds for the
ϵ-Markov chain.

Lemma 1. If Z ϵ→ X
ϵ→ Y , then Y ϵ→ X

ϵ→ Z.

Proof. See Appendix G.

2In (16), if PY |X=x(y) = 0, then PY |X=x,Z=z(y) = 0 which leads
to a term 0log 0

0
in the KL-divergence Dlog(PY |X=x,Z=z ||PY |X=x). We

adopt the convention in information theory [41] to define 0log 0
0
= 0.
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Fig. 5: Performance of channel state information (CSI) predic-
tion. The training error and inference error are non-monotonic
in AoI. As the feature sequence length u increases, the errors
tend closer to non-decreasing functions of the AoI.

By Lemma 1, the ϵ-Markov chain can be denoted as Y ϵ↔
X

ϵ↔ Z. In the following lemma, we provide a relaxation
of the data processing inequality, which is called an ϵ-data
processing inequality.

Lemma 2 (ϵ-data processing inequality). The following
assertions are true:
(a) If Y ϵ↔ X

ϵ↔ Z is an ϵ-Markov chain, then

HL(Y |X) ≤ HL(Y |Z) +O(ϵ). (18)

(b) If, in addition, HL(Y ) is twice differentiable in PY , then

HL(Y |X) ≤ HL(Y |Z) +O(ϵ2). (19)

Proof. Lemma 2 is proven by using a local information
geometric analysis. See Appendix H for the details.

Lemma 2(b) was mentioned in [43] without proof. Lemma
2(a) is a new result. Now, we are ready to characterize how
HL(Ỹ0|X̃−δ) varies with the AoI δ.

Theorem 1. The L-conditional entropy

HL(Ỹ0|X̃−δ) = g1(δ)− g2(δ) (20)

is a function of δ, where g1(δ) and g2(δ) are two non-
decreasing functions of δ, given by

g1(δ) =HL(Ỹ0|X̃0) +

δ−1∑
k=0

IL(Ỹ0; X̃−k|X̃−k−1),

g2(δ) =

δ−1∑
k=0

IL(Ỹ0; X̃−k−1|X̃−k), (21)

where the L-conditional mutual information IL(Y ;X|Z) be-
tween two random variables Y and X given Z is

IL(Y ;X|Z) = HL(Y |Z)−HL(Y |X,Z). (22)

If Ỹ0
ϵ↔ X̃−µ

ϵ↔ X̃−µ−ν is an ϵ-Markov chain for every
µ, ν ≥ 0, then g2(δ) = O(ϵ) and

HL(Ỹ0|X̃−δ) = g1(δ) +O(ϵ). (23)

Proof. See Appendix I.

According to Theorem 1, the monotonicity of HL(Ỹ0|X̃−δ)
in δ is characterized by the parameter ϵ ≥ 0 in the ϵ-Markov
chain model. If ϵ is small, then Ỹ0

ϵ↔ X̃−µ
ϵ↔ X̃−µ−ν is close
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to a Markov chain, and HL(Ỹ0|X̃−δ) is nearly non-decreasing
in δ. If ϵ is large, then Ỹ0

ϵ↔ X̃−µ
ϵ↔ X̃−µ−ν is far from a

Markov chain, and HL(Ỹ0|X̃−δ) could be non-monotonic in
δ. Theorem 1 can be readily extended to the training error
with random AoI Θ by using stochastic orders [44].

Definition 2 (Univariate Stochastic Ordering). [44] A ran-
dom variable X is said to be stochastically smaller than
another random variable Z, denoted as X ≤st Z, if

P (X > x) ≤ P (Z > x), ∀x ∈ R. (24)

Theorem 2. If Ỹ0
ϵ↔ X̃−µ

ϵ↔ X̃−µ−ν is an ϵ-Markov chain
for all µ, ν ≥ 0, and the training AoIs in two experiments 1
and 2 satisfy Θ1 ≤st Θ2, then

HL(Ỹ0|X̃−Θ1 ,Θ1) ≤ HL(Ỹ0|X̃−Θ2 ,Θ2) +O(ϵ). (25)

Proof. See Appendix J.

According to Theorem 2, if Θ1 is stochastically smaller than
Θ2, then the training error in Experiment 1 is approximately
smaller than that in Experiment 2. If, in addition to the
conditions in Theorems 1-2, HL(Ỹ0) is twice differentiable in
PỸ0

, then the last term O(ϵ) in (23) and (25) becomes O(ϵ2).

C. Inference Error vs. Inference AoI

Using (8), (9), and (15), it is easy to show that the L-
conditional cross entropy HL(PYt|Xt−δ

;PỸ0|X̃−δ
|PXt−δ

) is
lower bounded by the L-conditional entropy HL(Yt|Xt−δ). In
addition, HL(PYt|Xt−δ

;PỸ0|X̃−δ
|PXt−δ

) is close to its lower
bound HL(Yt|Xt−δ), if the conditional distributions PYt|Xt−δ

and PỸ0|X̃−δ
are close to each other, as stated in Lemma 3.

Lemma 3. Given β ≥ 0, if for all δ ∈ Z+∑
x∈X

PXt−δ
(x)
∑
y∈Y

(PYt|Xt−δ=x(y)−PỸ0|X̃−δ=x(y))
2 ≤β2,

(26)

then for all δ ∈ Z+

HL(PYt|Xt−δ
;PỸ0|X̃−δ

|PXt−δ
)=HL(Yt|Xt−δ)+O(β). (27)

Proof. See Appendix K.

Combining Theorem 1 and Lemma 3, the monotonicity of
HL(PYt|Xt−δ

;PỸ0|X̃−δ
|PXt−δ

) versus δ is characterized in the
next theorem.

Theorem 3. If Yt
ϵ↔ Xt−µ

ϵ↔ Xt−µ−ν is an ϵ-Markov chain
for all µ, ν ≥ 0 and (26) holds for all δ ∈ Z+, then for all
0 ≤ δ1 ≤ δ2

HL(PYt|Xt−δ1
;PỸ0|X̃−δ1

|PXt−δ1
)

≤HL(PYt|Xt−δ2
;PỸ0|X̃−δ2

|PXt−δ2
)+O

(
max{ϵ, β}

)
. (28)

Proof. See Appendix L.

According to Theorem 3, if ϵ and β are close to zero,
HL(PYt|Xt−δ

;PỸ0|X̃−δ
|PXt−δ

) is nearly a non-decreasing
function of δ; otherwise, HL(PYt|Xt−δ

;PỸ0|X̃−δ
|PXt−δ

) as a
function of δ can be non-monotonic.

D. Interpretation of the Experimental Results

We use Theorems 1-3 to interpret the experimental results
in Figs. 1-5. In Fig. 1, the training and inference errors for
video prediction are increasing functions of the AoI. This
observation suggests that the target and feature time-series data
(Yt, Xt−µ, Xt−µ−ν) for video prediction is close to a Markov
chain. In the robot state prediction experiment depicted in Fig.
2, the state of the follower robot depends on the state of the
leader robot received through a channel. Due to the commu-
nication delay from the leader robot to the follower robot, the
target and feature data sequence (Yt, Xt−µ, Xt−µ−ν) can be
far from a Markov chain. In the experiment of actuator state
prediction under mechanical response delay, pole angle at time
t is strongly correlated with the cart velocity generated 25
ms ago, as observed from data traces in Fig. 3(b). Moreover,
temperature and CSI signals have long-range dependence. For
example, temperature at time t depends on the temperature of
24 hours ago. These observations imply that the target and
feature data sequence (Yt, Xt−µ, Xt−µ−ν) for all µ, ν ≥ 0
may not be close to a Markov chain in the experimental
results depicted in Figs. 2-5. Because the target and feature
time-series data involved is non-Markovian, Theorems 1-3
suggest that the training error and inference error could be
non-monotonic with respect to AoI, as observed in Figs. 2-5.

Recall that u is the sequence length of the feature Xt =
(Vt, Vt−1, . . . , Vt−u+1). In Figs. 3-5, the training and inference
errors tends to become non-decreasing functions of the AoI δ
as the feature length u grows. This phenomenon can be inter-
preted by Theorems 1-3: According to Shannon’s Markovian
representation of discrete-time sources in his seminal work
[45], the larger u, the closer (Yt, Xt−µ, Xt−µ−ν) tends to a
Markov chain. According to Theorems 1-3, as u increases,
the training and inference errors tend to be non-decreasing
with respect to the AoI δ, which agrees with Figs. 3-5. One
disadvantage of large feature length u is that it increases the
channel resources needed for transmitting the features. The
optimal choice of the feature length u is studied in [46].

IV. A MODEL-BASED INTERPRETATION OF INFORMATION
FRESHNESS IN REMOTE INFERENCE

We construct two models to analyze the non-monotonocity
of the L-conditional entropy HL(Yt|Xt−δ) with respect to the
AoI δ and interpret the reasons.

A. Reaction Prediction with Delay

To facilitate understanding of the counter-intuitive experi-
mental results illustrated in Figs. 2-3, we present the following
analytical example for reaction prediction.

Example 1 (Reaction Prediction). Consider a causal system
represented by Yt = f(Xt−d), where Xt and Yt are the input
and output of the system, respectively, d ≥ 0 is the delay
introduced by the system, and f(·) is a function.

Lemma 4. If Xt is a Markov chain and Yt = f(Xt−d), then
HL(Yt|Xt−δ) decreases with δ when 0 ≤ δ ≤ d and increases
with δ when δ ≥ d. In addition, for any random variable Z,

HL(Yt|Xt−d) = HL(Yt|Yt) ≤ HL(Yt|Z). (29)
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Fig. 6: L-conditional entropy vs. AoI for Example 2.

Proof. See Appendix Q.

Lemma 4 implies that the feature Xt−d achieves the mini-
mum expected loss in predicting Yt. Therefore, for predicting
Yt, Xt−d is the optimal choice, not the freshest feature Xt.
Hence, fresh data is not always the best.

The robotic state prediction and the actuator state predic-
tion experiments in Figs. 2-3 are also instances of reaction
prediction. Similar to Example 1, the freshest feature with
AoI=0 is not the best choice for predicting the reaction
in Figs. 2-3. However, the relationship between the leader
and follower robots’ states in the robotic state prediction
experiment and the relationship between cart velocity and
pole angle in the actuator state prediction experiment are
much more complicated than the input-output relationship in
Example 1.

B. Autoregressive Model

We evaluate the L-conditional entropy using an autoregres-
sive linear system model.

Example 2 (Autoregressive Model). Consider a discrete time
autoregressive linear system of the order 4, i.e., AR(4):

Vt = 0.1Vt−1 + 0.4Vt−4 +Wt, (30)

where Wt ∈ R is a Gaussian noise with zero mean and vari-
ance 0.01. Let Yt = Vt+Nt be the target variable, where Nt is
a Gaussian noise with zero mean and variance 0.01. Both Wt

and Nt are i.i.d. over time. The goal is to predict Yt using a
feature sequence Xt−δ = (Vt−δ, Vt−δ−1, . . . , Vt−δ−u+1) with
length u. The prediction error is characterized by a quadratic
loss function L(y, ŷ) = (y− ŷ)2. Because (i) Xt−δ and Yt are
jointly Gaussian and (ii) the loss function is quadratic, the
L-conditional entropy HL(Yt|Xt−δ) = E[(Yt−E[Yt|Xt−δ])

2]
is the linear minimum mean-square error in signal-agnostic
remote estimation.

We can observe from Fig. 6 that the L-conditional entropy
is non-monotonic in the AoI δ when the feature length is u =
1 or 3. When u is increased to 5, HL(Yt|Xt−δ) becomes a
non-decreasing function of the AoI δ. This is because Yt ↔
Xt−µ ↔ Xt−µ−ν is a Markov chain when u = 5. The model-
based numerical evaluation results in Fig. 6 is similar to the
experimental results in Figs. 3-5. In general, HL(Yt|Xt−δ) for
any AR(p) model with p ≥ 2 can be non-monotonic in AoI δ,

ACK 

Xt

Receiver

Predictor

Transmitter

∆(t)
Ŷt

Xt−∆(t)

Transmission scheduler 

B − 1

Channel

0 1 ...

...

Fig. 7: A remote inference system with “selection-from-buffer.” At
each time slot t, the transmitter generates a feature Xt and keeps it in
a buffer that stores B most recent features (Xt, Xt−1, . . . , Xt−B+1).
The scheduler decides (i) when to submit features to the channel and
(ii) which feature in the buffer to submit.

particularly when the feature length u is small. In a follow-
up study [47], we provide analytical expressions of the L-
conditional entropy and the parameter ϵ for the AR(p) model.

V. SCHEDULING FOR INFERENCE ERROR MINIMIZATION:
THE SINGLE-SOURCE, SINGLE-CHANNEL CASE

In this section, we will introduce a new “selection-from-
buffer” medium access model and develop a novel transmis-
sion scheduling policy to minimize the time-average inference
error in single-source remote inference systems. This schedul-
ing policy can effectively minimize general functions of the
AoI, regardless of whether the function is monotonic or not.

A. Selection-from-Buffer: A New Status Updating Model

Consider the remote inference system depicted in Fig. 7,
where a source progressively generates features and sends
them through a channel to a receiver. The system operates
in discrete time-slots. In each time slot t, a pre-trained neural
network at the receiver employs the freshest received feature
Xt−∆(t) to infer the current label Yt.

As discussed in Sections II-III, the inference error
errinference(∆(t)) is a function of the AoI ∆(t), whereas the
function is not necessarily monotonically increasing. In certain
scenarios, a stale feature with ∆(t) > 0 can outperform a
freshly generated feature with ∆(t) = 0. Inspired by these
observations, we introduce a novel medium access model for
status updating, which is termed the “selection-from-buffer”
model. In this model, the source maintains a buffer that stores
the B most recent features (Xt, Xt−1, . . . , Xt−B+1) in each
time slot t. Specifically, at the beginning of time slot t, the
source appends a newly generated feature Xt to the buffer,
while concurrently evicting the oldest feature Xt−B . If the
channel is available at time slot t, the transmitter can send
one of the B most recent features or remain silent, where the
transmission may last for one or multiple time-slots. Notably,
the “selection-from-buffer” model generalizes the “generate-
at-will” model [4], [6], with the latter is a special case of the
former with B = 1.3

The system starts to operate at time slot t = 0. We
assume that the buffer is initially populated with B features

3In comparison to the “generate-at-will” model, our “selection-from-buffer”
model presents a critical advantage: it enables the systematic investigation of
optimal feature design for remote inference. As an evidence, our subsequent
study [46] demonstrates that substantial performance improvements can be
attained through the joint optimization of transmission scheduling and the
feature sequence length u.

8



(X0, X−1, . . . , X−B+1) at time slot t = 0. By this, the buffer
is kept full at all time slot t ≥ 0. The channel is modeled as a
non-preemptive server with feature transmission times Ti ≥ 1,
which can be random due to factors like time-varying channel
conditions, collisions, random packet sizes, etc. We assume
that the Ti’s are i.i.d. with 1 ≤ E[Ti] <∞. The i-th feature is
generated in time slot Gi, submitted to the channel in time slot
Si, and delivered to the receiver in time slot Di = Si + Ti,
where Gi ≤ Si < Di, and Di ≤ Si+1 < Di+1. Once a
feature is delivered, an acknowledgment (ACK) is fed back to
the transmitter in the same time slot. Thus, the idle/busy state
of the channel is known at the transmitter.

B. Scheduling Policies and Problem Formulation

A transmission scheduler determines (i) when to submit
features to the channel and (ii) which feature in the buffer
to submit. In time slot Si, let XGi = XSi−bi be the feature
submitted to the channel, which is the (bi + 1)-th freshest
feature in the buffer, with bi ∈ {0, 1, . . . , B − 1}. By this,
Gi = Si − bi. A scheduling policy is denoted by a 2-tuple
(f, g), where g = (S1, S2, . . .) determines when to submit the
features and f = (b1, b2, . . .) specifies which feature in the
buffer to submit.

Let U(t) = maxi{Gi : Di ≤ t} represent the generation
time of the freshest feature delivered to the receiver up to time
slot t. Because Gi = Si− bi, U(t) = maxi{Si− bi : Di ≤ t}.
The age of information (AoI) at time t is [3]

∆(t) = t− U(t) = t−max
i
{Si − bi : Di ≤ t}. (31)

Because Di < Di+1, ∆(t) can be re-written as

∆(t) = t− Si + bi, if Di ≤ t < Di+1. (32)

The initial state of the system is assumed to be S0 = 0, D0 =
T0, and ∆(0) is a finite constant.

We focus on the class of signal-agnostic scheduling policies
in which each decision is determined without using the knowl-
edge of the signal value of the observed process. A scheduling
policy (f, g) is said to be signal-agnostic, if the policy is
independent of {(Yt, Xt), t = 0, 1, 2, . . .}. Let Π represent the
set of all causal and signal-agnostic scheduling policies that
satisfy three conditions: (i) the transmission time schedule Si

and the buffer position bi are determined based on the current
and the historical information available at the scheduler; (ii)
the scheduler does not have access to the realization of the
process {(Yt, Xt), t = 0, 1, 2, . . .}; and (iii) the scheduler
can access the inference error function errinference(·) and the
distribution of Ti.

Our goal is to find an optimal scheduling policy that
minimizes the time-average expected inference error among
all causal scheduling policies in Π:

p̄opt = inf
(f,g)∈Π

lim sup
T→∞

1

T
E(f,g)

[
T−1∑
t=0

p(∆(t))

]
. (33)

where we use a simpler notation p(∆(t)) = errinference(∆(t))
to represent the inference error in time-slot t, and p̄opt is
the optimum value of (33). Because p(·) is not necessar-
ily monotonic and the scheduler needs to determine which

feature in the buffer to send, (33) is more challenging than
the scheduling problems for minimizing non-decreasing age
functions in [4]–[16]. Note that p(∆(t)) = errinference(∆(t))
is the inference error in time-slot t, instead of its information-
theoretic approximations.

C. An Optimal Scheduling Solution

To elucidate the optimal solution to the scheduling problem
(33), we first fix the buffer position at bi = b for each feature i
submitted to the channel and focus on the optimization of the
transmission time schedule g = (S1, S2, . . .). This simplified
transmission scheduling problem is expressed as

p̄b,opt = inf
(fb,g)∈Π

lim sup
T→∞

1

T
E(fb,g)

[
T−1∑
t=0

p(∆(t))

]
, (34)

where fb = (b, b, . . .) represents an invariant buffer position
assignment policy and p̄b,opt is the optimal objective value in
(34). The insights gained from solving this simplified prob-
lem (34) will subsequently guide us in deriving the optimal
solution to the original scheduling problem (33).

Theorem 4. If |p(δ)| ≤ M for all δ and the Ti’s are i.i.d.
with 1 ≤ E[Ti] < ∞, then g = (S1(βb), S2(βb), . . .) is an
optimal solution to (34), where

Si+1(βb) = min
t∈Z

{
t ≥ Di(βb) : γ(∆(t)) ≥ βb

}
, (35)

Di(βb) = Si(βb) + Ti is the delivery time of the i-th feature
submitted to the channel, ∆(t) = t− Si(βb) + b is the AoI at
time t, γ(δ) is an index function, defined by

γ(δ) = inf
τ∈{1,2,...}

1

τ

τ−1∑
k=0

E [p(δ + k + T1)] , (36)

and the threshold βb is the unique root of

E

Di+1(βb)−1∑
t=Di(βb)

p
(
∆(t)

)− βb E [Di+1(βb)−Di(βb)] = 0.

(37)

The optimal objective value to (34) is given by

p̄b,opt =
E
[∑Di+1(βb)−1

t=Di(βb)
p
(
∆(t)

)]
E [Di+1(βb)−Di(βb)]

. (38)

Furthermore, βb is equal to the optimal objective value to (34),
i.e., βb = p̄b,opt.

Proof sketch. The scheduling problem (34) is an infinite-
horizon average-cost semi-Markov decision process (SMDP)
[48, Chapter 5.6]. Define τ = Si+1−Di as the waiting time for
sending the (i+1)-th feature after the i-th feature is delivered.
The Bellman optimality equation of the SMDP (34) is

hb(δ) = inf
τ∈{0,1,2,...}

E

[
τ+Ti−1∑

k=0

(p(δ + k)− p̄b,opt)
]

+ E[hb(Ti + b)], δ = 1, 2, . . . , (39)
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where hb(·) is the relative value function of the SMDP (34).
Theorem 4 is proven by directly solving (39). The details are
provided in Appendix M.

In supervised learning algorithms, features are shifted,
rescaled, and clipped during data pre-processing. Because of
these pre-processing techniques, the inference error p(δ) is
bounded, as illustrated in Figs. 1-5. Therefore, the assumption
|p(δ)| ≤M for all δ in Theorem 4 is not restrictive in practice.

The optimal scheduling policy in Theorem 4 is a threshold
policy described by the index function γ(δ): According to
(35), a feature is transmitted in time-slot t if and only if
two conditions are satisfied: (i) The channel is available for
scheduling in time-slot t and (ii) the index γ(∆(t)) exceeds a
threshold βb, which is precisely equal to the optimal objective
value p̄b,opt of (34). The expression of γ(δ) in (36) is obtained
by solving the Bellman optimality equation (39), as explained
in Appendix M. The threshold βb is calculated by solving the
unique root of (37). Three low-complexity algorithms for this
purpose were given by [9, Algorithms 1-3].

It is crucial to note that a non-monotonic AoI function
p(δ) often leads to a non-monotonic index function γ(δ).
Consequently, the inverse function of γ(δ) may not exist and
the inequality γ(∆(t)) ≥ βb in the threshold policy (35)
cannot be equivalently rewritten as an inequality of the form
∆(t) ≥ α. This distinction represents a significant departure
from previous studies for minimizing either the AoI ∆(t) or its
non-decreasing functions, e.g., [4]–[16]. In these earlier works,
the solutions were usually expressed as threshold policies in
the form ∆(t) ≥ α. Our pursuit of a simple threshold policy
for minimizing general and potentially non-monotonic AoI
functions was inspired by the restart-in-state formulation of
the Gittins index [49, Chapter 2.6.4], [50].

Now we present an optimal solution to (33).

Theorem 5. If the conditions of Theorem 4 hold, then an
optimal solution (f∗, g∗) to (33) is determined by
(a) f∗ = (b∗, b∗, . . .), where

b∗ = arg min
b∈{0,1,...,B−1}

p̄b,opt, (40)

and p̄b,opt is the optimal objective value to (34).
(b) g∗ = (S∗

1 , S
∗
2 , . . .) , where

S∗
i+1 = min

t∈Z

{
t ≥ D∗

i : γ(∆(t)) ≥ p̄opt
}
, (41)

D∗
i = S∗

i + Ti, γ(δ) is defined in (36), and p̄opt is the
optimal objective value of (33), given by

p̄opt = min
b∈{0,1,...,B−1}

p̄b,opt. (42)

Proof. See Appendix M.

Theorem 5 suggests that, in the optimal solution to (33), one
should select features from a fixed buffer position bi = b∗. In
addition, a feature is transmitted in time-slot t if and only if
two conditions are satisfied: (i) The channel is available for
transmission in time-slot t, (ii) the index γ(∆(t)) exceeds a
threshold p̄opt (i.e., γ(∆(t)) ≥ p̄opt), where the threshold p̄opt
is exactly the optimal objective value of (33).
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Fig. 8: A multi-source, multi-channel remote inference system.

In the special case of a non-decreasing AoI function p(δ),
it can be shown that the index function γ(δ) = E[p(δ + T1)]
is non-decreasing and b∗ = 0 is the optimal buffer position in
(40). The optimal strategy in such cases is to consistently select
the freshest feature from the buffer such that bi = 0. Hence,
both the “generate-at-will” and “selection-from-buffer” mod-
els achieve the same minimum inference error. Furthermore,
Theorem 3 in [7] can be directly derived from Theorem 5.

VI. SCHEDULING FOR INFERENCE ERROR MINIMIZATION:
THE MULTI-SOURCE, MULTI-CHANNEL CASE

In this section, we develop a novel transmission scheduling
policy to minimize the weighted summation inference error in
multi-source, multi-channel remote inference systems.

A. Multi-source, Multi-channel Status Updating Model
Consider the remote inference system depicted in Fig. 8,

which consists of M source-predictor pairs and N channels.
Each source adopts a “selection-from-buffer” model: At the
beginning of time slot t, each source m generates a feature
Xm,t and adds it into the buffer that stores Bm most re-
cent features (Xm,t, . . . , Xm,t−Bm+1), meanwhile the oldest
feature Xm,t−Bm

is removed from the buffer. At each time
slot t, a central scheduler decides: (i) which sources to select
and (ii) which features from the buffer of selected sources to
send. Each feature transmission lasts for one or multiple time
slots. We consider non-preemptive transmissions, i.e., once a
channel starts to send a feature, the channel must finish serving
that feature before switching to serve another feature. At any
given time slot, each source can be served by no more than
one channel. We use an indicator variable cm(t) ∈ {0, 1} to
represent whether a feature from source m occupies a channel
at time slot t, where cm(t) = 1 if source m is being served by
a channel at time slot t; otherwise, cm(t) = 0. Once a feature
is delivered, an acknowledgment is fed back to the scheduler
within the same time-slot. By this, the channel occupation
status cm(t) is known to the scheduler at every time slot t.
Due to limited channel resources, the system must satisfy the
constraint

∑M
m=1 cm(t) ≤ N for all time slot t = 0, 1, . . ..

The system starts to operate at time slot t = 0. The i-
th feature sent by source m is generated in time slot Gm,i,
submitted to a channel in time slot Sm,i, and delivered to the
receiver in time slot Dm,i = Sm,i + Tm,i, where Gm,i ≤
Sm,i < Dm,i, Dm,i ≤ Sm,i+1 < Dm,i+1, and Tm,i ≥ 1
is the feature transmission time. We assume that the Tm,i’s
are independent across the sources and are i.i.d. for features
originating from the same source with 1 ≤ E[Tm,i] <∞.
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B. Scheduling Policies and Problem Formulation

In time slot Sm,i, let XGm,i = XSm,i−bm,i be the fea-
ture submitted to a channel from source m, which is the
(bm,i+1)-th freshest feature in source m’s buffer, with bm,i ∈
{0, 1, . . . , Bm−1}. By this, a scheduling policy for source m
is denoted by (fm, gm), where gm = (Sm,1, Sm,2, . . .) deter-
mines when to schedule source m, and fm = (bm,1, bm,2, . . .)
specifies which feature to send from source m’s buffer.

Let Um(t) = maxi{Gm,i : Dm,i ≤ t} represent the
generation time of the freshest feature delivered from source m
to the receiver up to time slot t. Because Gm,i = Sm,i− bm,i,
Um(t) = maxi{Sm,i − bm,i : Dm,i ≤ t}. The age of
information (AoI) of source m at time slot t is

∆m(t)= t−Um(t) = t−max
i
{Sm,i − bm,i : Dm,i ≤ t}. (43)

The initial state of the system is assumed to be Sm,0 =
0, Dm,0 = Tm,0, and ∆m(0) is a finite constant.

Let Πm denote the set of all causal and signal-agnostic
scheduling policies (fm, gm) that satisfy the following con-
ditions: (i) the transmission time schedule Sm,i and the buffer
position bm,i are determined based on the current and the
historical information available at the scheduler; (ii) source
m can be served by at most one channel at a time and feature
transmissions are non-preemptive; (iii) the scheduler does not
have access to the realization of the feature and the target
processes; and (iv) the scheduler can access the inference error
function errinference,m(∆m(t)) and the distribution of Tm,i for
source m. We define Π as the set of all causal and signal-
agnostic scheduling policies π = (fm, gm)Mm=1.

Our goal is to find a scheduling policy that minimizes the
weighted summation of the time-averaged expected inference
errors of the M sources:

inf
π∈Π

lim sup
T→∞

M∑
m=1

wm E

[
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

pm(∆m(t))

]
, (44)

s.t.
M∑

m=1

cm(t) ≤ N, t = 0, 1, . . . , (45)

cm(t) ∈ {0, 1},m = 1, 2, . . . ,M, t = 0, 1, . . . , (46)

where pm(∆m(t)) = errinference,m(∆m(t)) is the inference
error of source m at time slot t and wm > 0 is the weight of
source m.

Let dm(t) ∈ {0, 1, . . .} denote the amount of time that has
been spent to send the current feature of source m by time
slot t. Hence, dm(t) = 0 if no feature of source m is in
service at time slot t, and dm(t) > 0 if a feature of source m
is currently in service at time slot t. Problem (44)-(46) is a
multi-action Restless Multi-armed Bandit (RMAB) problem,
in which (∆m(t), dm(t)) is the state of the m-th bandit. At
time slot t, if a feature from source m is submitted to a
channel, bandit m is said to be active; otherwise, if source m is
not under service or if one feature of source m is under service
whereas the service started before time slot t, then bandit m
is said to be passive. The bandits are “restless” because the
state (∆m(t), dm(t)) undergoes changes even when the m-th
bandit is passive [10], [29]. When a bandit m is activated, the

scheduler can select any of the Bm features from the buffer
of source m. Thus, this problem is a multi-action RMAB.

It is well-known that RMAB with binary actions is
PSPACE-hard [51]. RMABs with multiple actions, like (44)-
(46), would be even more challenging to solve. In the se-
quence, we will generalize the conventional Whittle index
theoretical framework [29] for binary-action RMABs, by de-
veloping a new index-based scheduling policy and proving this
policy is asymptotically optimal for solving the multi-action
RMAB problem (44)-(46). This new theoretical framework
contains four steps: (a) We first reformulate (44)-(46) as
an equivalent multi-action RMAB problem with an equality
constraint by using dummy bandits [17], [24]. The usage of
dummy bandits is necessary for establishing the asymptotic
optimality result in subsequent steps. (b) We relax the per-
time-slot channel constraint as a time-average expected chan-
nel constraint, solve the relaxed problem by using Lagrangian
dual optimization, and compute the optimal dual variable λ∗.
(c) Problem (44)-(46) requires to determine (i) which source
to schedule and (ii) which feature from the buffer of the
scheduled source to send. In the proposed scheduling policy,
the former is decided by a Whittle index policy, for which
we establish indexability and derive an analytical expression
of the Whittle index. The latter is determined by a λ∗-
based selection-from-buffer policy. (d) Finally, we employ LP
priority-based sufficient condition [17], [18] to prove that the
proposed policy is asymptotically optimal as the numbers of
users and channels increase to infinite with a fixed ratio.

C. Dummy Bandits and Constraint Relaxation

Besides the original M bandits, we introduce N additional
dummy bandits that satisfy two conditions: (i) each dummy
bandit has a zero age penalty function p0(∆0(t)) = 0; (ii)
when activated, each dummy bandit occupies a channel. Let
c0(t) ∈ {0, 1, . . . , N} be the number of dummy bandits that
are activated in time slot t. Let π0 = {c0(t), t = 0, 1, . . .} be
a scheduling policy for the dummy bandits and Π0 be the set
of all policies π0. Using these dummy bandits, (44)-(46) is
reformulated as an RMAB with equality constraints (48), i.e.,

inf
π∈Π,π0∈Π0

lim sup
T→∞

M∑
m=1

wm E

[
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

pm(∆m(t))

]
, (47)

s.t.
M∑

m=0

cm(t) = N, t = 0, 1, . . . , (48)

c0(t) ∈ {0, 1, . . . , N}, t = 0, 1, . . . , (49)
cm(t) ∈ {0, 1},m = 1, 2, . . . ,M, t = 0, 1, . . . . (50)

Now, we replace the per-slot channel constraints (48) by a
time-average expected channel constraint (52), which produces
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the following relaxed problem:

inf
π∈Π,π0∈Π0

lim sup
T→∞

M∑
m=1

wm E

[
T−1∑
t=0

pm(∆m(t))

]
, (51)

s.t. lim sup
T→∞

M∑
m=0

E

[
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

cm(t)

]
= N, (52)

c0(t) ∈ {0, 1, . . . , N}, t = 0, 1, . . . , (53)
cm(t) ∈ {0, 1},m = 1, 2, . . . ,M, t = 0, 1, . . . . (54)

The optimal objective value of (51)-(54) provides a lower
bound of the optimal objective value of (44)-(46).

D. Lagrangian Dual Optimization for Solving (51)-(54)

We solve the relaxed problem (51)-(54) by Lagrangian dual
optimization [29], [52]. To that end, we associate a Lagrangian
multiplier λ ∈ R to the constraint (52) and get the following
dual function

q(λ) = inf
π∈Π,π0∈Π0

lim sup
T→∞

E
[
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

( M∑
m=1

wmpm(∆m(t))

+ λ

( M∑
m=0

cm(t)−N
))]

, (55)

where λ ∈ R is also referred to as the transmission cost. The
dual optimization problem is given by

λ∗ = argmax
λ∈R

q(λ), (56)

where λ∗ is the optimal dual solution.
1) Solution to (55): The problem (55) can be decomposed

into (M + 1) sub-problems. For m = 0, the sub-problem
associated to the dummy bandits is given by

inf
π0∈Π0

lim sup
T→∞

Eπ0

[
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

λc0(t)

]
. (57)

Theorem 6. If λ > 0, the optimal solution to (57) is c∗0(t) = 0
for all t; if λ ≤ 0, the optimal solution to (57) is c∗0(t) = N
for all t.

For each m = 1, 2, . . . ,M , the sub-problem associated with
bandit m is given by

p̄m,opt(λ)

= inf
(fm,gm)∈Πm

lim sup
T→∞

E

[
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

wmpm(∆m(t))+λcm(t)

]
, (58)

where p̄m,opt(λ) is the optimal objective value to (58).
To explain the optimal solution to (58), we first fix the buffer

position at bm,i = b for all i and optimize the transmission
time schedule gm = (Sm,1, Sm,2, . . .). This simplified prob-
lem is formulated as

p̄m,b,opt(λ)

= inf
(fm,b,gm)∈Πm

lim sup
T→∞

E

[
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

wmpm(∆m(t))+λcm(t)

]
,

(59)

where fm,b = (b, b, . . .) and p̄m,b,opt(λ) is the optimal objec-
tive value in (59).

Theorem 7. If Tm,i’s are i.i.d. with 1 ≤ E[Tm,i] < ∞, then
gm(λ) = (Sm,1(βm,b(λ)), Sm,2(βm,b(λ)), . . .) is an optimal
solution to (59), where

Sm,i+1(βm,b(λ))

=min
t∈Z

{
t ≥ Dm,i(βm,b(λ)) : γm(∆m(t)) ≥ βm,b(λ)

}
, (60)

Dm,i(βm,b(λ)) = Sm,i(βm,b(λ)) + Tm,i is the delivery time
of the i-th feature submitted to the channel, ∆m(t) = t −
Sm,i(βm,b(λ)) + b is the AoI at time t, γm(δ) is an index
function, defined by

γm(δ) = inf
τ∈{1,2,...}

1

τ

τ−1∑
k=0

E [wmpm(δ + k + Tm,1)] , (61)

and the threshold βm,b(λ) is the unique root of

E

Dm,i+1(βm,b(λ))−1∑
t=Dm,i(βm,b(λ))

wmpm
(
∆m(t)

)+ λ E[Tm,i]

− βm,b(λ) E [Dm,i+1(βm,b(λ))−Dm,i(βm,b(λ))] = 0. (62)

Furthermore, βm,b(λ) is equal to the optimal objective value
to (59), i.e., βm,b(λ) = p̄m,b,opt(λ).

Proof. See Appendix M.

Now we present an optimal solution to (58).

Theorem 8. If the conditions of Theorem 7 hold, then an
optimal solution (f∗m(λ), g∗m(λ)) to (58) is determined by
(a) f∗m(λ) = (b∗m(λ), b∗m(λ), . . .), where

b∗m(λ) = arg min
b∈{0,1,...,Bm−1}

p̄m,b,opt(λ), (63)

and p̄m,b,opt(λ) is the optimal objective value to (59).
(b) g∗m(λ) = (S∗

m,1(λ), S
∗
m,2(λ), . . .), where

S∗
m,i+1(λ)

=min
t∈Z

{
t ≥ D∗

m,i : γm(∆m(t)) ≥ p̄m,opt(λ)
}
, (64)

D∗
m,i(λ) = S∗

m,i(λ)+Tm,i, γm(δ) is defined in (61), and
p̄m,opt(λ) is the optimal objective value of (58), given by

p̄m,opt(λ) = min
b∈{0,1,...,Bm−1}

p̄m,b,opt(λ). (65)

Proof. See Appendix M.

2) Solution to (56): Next, we solve the dual problem (56).
Let c∗0,λ(t) ∈ {0, 1, . . . , N} be the number of dummy bandits
activated in time slot t in the optimal solution to (57) and let
c∗m,λ(t) ∈ {0, 1} denote whether source m is under service
in time slot t in the optimal solution to (58). The dual
problem (56) is solved by the following stochastic sub-gradient
algorithm:

λk+1 = λk +
α

k

{
1

T

M∑
m=0

T−1∑
t=0

c∗m,λk
(t)−N

}
, (66)

where α/k > 0 is the step size and T > 1 is a sufficient large
integer. In the k-th iteration, let λ = λk and run the optimal
solution to (55) for T time slots, then execute the dual update
(66).
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E. A Scheduling Policy for the Original Problem (44)-(46)

Now, we develop a scheduling policy for the original
multi-action RMAB problem (44)-(46). The proposed policy
contains two parts: (i) a Whittle index policy is used to
determine which sources to schedule, and (ii) a λ∗-based
selection-from-buffer policy is employed to determine which
features to choose from the buffers of the scheduled sources.

1) Whittle Index-based Source Scheduling Policy: The
Whittle index theory only applies to RMAB problems that are
indexable [29]. Hence, we first establish the indexibility of
problem (47)-(50). Define Ωm(λ) as the set of all states (δ, d)
such that if ∆m(t) = δ and dm(t) = d, then the optimal
solution for (58) is to take the passive action at time t.

Definition 3 (Indexability). [17] Bandit m is said to be
indexable if, as the cost λ increases from −∞ to ∞, the
set Ωm(λ) increases monotonically, i.e., λ1 ≤ λ2 implies
Ωm(λ1) ⊆ Ωm(λ2). The RMAB problem (47)-(50) is said to
be indexable if all (M + 1) bandits are indexable.

Theorem 9. The RMAB problem (47)-(50) is indexable.

Proof. See Appendix N.

Definition 4 (Whittle index). [17] Given indexability, the
Whittle index Wm(δ, d) of bandit m at state (δ, d) is

Wm(δ, d) = inf{λ ∈ R : (δ, d) ∈ Ωm(λ)}. (67)

Lemma 5. The Whittle index of the dummy bandits is 0, i.e.,
W0(δ, 0) = 0 for any δ.

Theorem 10. The following assertions are true for the Whittle
index Wm(δ, d) of bandit m for m = 1, 2, . . . ,M :

(a) If d = 0, then for m = 1, . . . ,M ,

Wm(δ, 0) = max
b∈Z:0≤b≤Bm−1

Wm,b(δ, 0), (68)

where

Wm,b(δ, 0)

=
1

E[Tl,1]
E
[
Dm,i+1(γm(δ))−Dm,i(γm(δ))

]
γm(δ)

− 1

E[Tl,1]
E

Dm,i+1(γm(δ))−1∑
t=Dm,i(γm(δ))

wmpm(∆m(t))

 , (69)

∆m(t) = t − Sm,i(γm(δ)) + b, γm(δ) is defined in (61),
Dm,i+1(γm(δ)) = Sm,i+1(γm(δ))+Tm,i, and Sm,i+1(γm(δ))
is given by

Sm,i+1(γm(δ))

=min
t∈Z

{
t ≥ Dm,i(γm(δ)) : γm(∆m(t)) ≥ γm(δ)

}
. (70)

(b) If d > 0, then Wm(δ, d) = −∞ for m = 1, . . . ,M .

Proof. See Appendix O.

Theorem 10 presents an analytical expression of the Whittle
index of bandit m for m = 1, 2, . . . ,M . If no feature of
source m is being served by a channel at time slot t such
that dm(t) = 0, then the Whittle index of bandit m at time
slot t is determined by (68). Otherwise, if source m is being

Algorithm 1 Scheduling Policy for Multi-source, Multi-
channel Inference Error Minimization (44)-(46)

1: Initialize t = 0
2: Input the optimal dual variable λ∗ of the problem (56).
3: for t = 0, 1, . . . do
4: Update ∆m(t) and dm(t) for all m.
5: Wm ←Wm(∆m(t), dm(t)) for all m.
6: for all channel n = 1, 2, . . . , N do
7: if channel n is idle and maxlWl > 0 then
8: Schedule source m = argmaxlWl.
9: Send the feature from the position b∗m(λ∗) in

10: source m’s buffer.
11: Wm ← −∞.
12: end if
13: end for
14: t← t+ 1.
15: end for

served by a channel at time slot t such that dm(t) > 0, then
the Whittle index of bandit m at time t is −∞.

In the special case that (i) the AoI function pm(·) is non-
decreasing and (ii) Tm,i = 1, it holds that γm(δ) = wmpm(δ+
1) and for δ = 1, 2, . . . ,

Wm(δ, 0) = wm

[
δ pm(δ + 1)−

δ∑
k=1

pm(k)

]
. (71)

By this, the Whittle index in Section IV of [10, Equation (7)]
is recovered from Theorem 10.

Let A(t) denote the number of available channel at the
beginning of time slot t, where A(t) ≤ N . Then, A(t) bandits
with the highest Whittle index are activated at any time slot t.
As stated in Lemma 5, all N dummy bandits have Whittle
index of W0(∆0(t), d0(t)) = 0. Consequently, if a bandit
m (for m = 1, 2, ...,M ) possesses a negative Whittle index,
denoted as Wm(∆m(t), dm(t)) < 0, it will remain inactive.

Now, we return to the original RMAB (44)-(46) with no
dummy bandits. As illustrated in Algorithm 1, if channel n is
idle, then source m with highest non-negative Whittle index
is activated.

2) λ∗-based Selection-from-Buffer Policy: When the m-th
bandit is activated, our policy in Algorithm 1 sends the feature
from the buffer position b∗m(λ∗), determined by

b∗m(λ∗) = arg min
b∈{0,1,...,Bm−1}

p̄m,b,opt(λ
∗), (72)

where λ∗ is the optimal solution to (56) and p̄m,b,opt(λ) is the
optimal objective value of (59).

F. Asymptotic Optimality of the Proposed Scheduling Policy

Let πour denote the scheduling policy outlined in Algorithm
1. Now, we demonstrate that πour is asymptotically optimal.

Definition 5 (Asymptotically optimal). [17], [18] Initially,
we have N channels and M sources. Let p̄rπ represent the
expected long-term average inference error under policy π,
where both the number of channels rN and the number
of bandits rM are scaled by r. The policy πour will be
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Fig. 9: Time average inference error vs. the scale parameter σ of
discretized i.i.d. log-normal transmission time distribution for single-
source scheduling (in robot state prediction task).

asymptotically optimal if p̄rπour
≤ p̄rπ for all π ∈ Π as r

approaches ∞, while maintaining a constant ratio α = rM
rN .

Theorem 11. If the feature transmission times Tm,i are
bounded for all m and i, then under the uniform global attrac-
tor condition provided in Appendix R, πour is asymptotically
optimal.

Proof sketch. We first establish that if m-th source is selected,
then there exists an optimal feature selection policy that always
selects features from the buffer position b∗m(λ∗). Hence, the
multiple action RMAB problem (44)-(46) reduces to a binary
action RMAB problem. Then, we use [18, Theorem 13] to
prove Theorem 11. See Appendix R for details.

VII. DATA DRIVEN EVALUATIONS

In this section, we illustrate the performance of our schedul-
ing policies, where we plug in the inference error versus AoI
cost functions from the data driven experiments in Section
II-C. Then, we simulate the performance of different schedul-
ing policies.

A. Single-source Scheduling Policies

We evaluate the following four scheduling policies:
1. Generate-at-will, zero wait: The (i+1)-th feature sending

time Si+1 is given by Si+1 = Di = Si + Ti and the
feature selection policy is f = (0, 0, . . .), i.e., bi = 0 for
all i.

2. Generate-at-will, optimal scheduling: The policy is given
by Theorem 4 with bi = 0 for all i.

3. Selection-from-buffer, optimal scheduling: The policy is
given by Theorem 5.

4. Periodic feature updating: Features are generated period-
ically with a period Tp and appended to a queue with
buffer size B. When the buffer is full, no new feature
is admitted to the buffer. Features in the buffer are sent
over the channel in a first-come, first-served order.

Figs. 9-10 compare the time-averaged inference error of the
four single-source scheduling policies defined earlier. These
policies are evaluated using the inference error function, p(δ),
obtained from the robot state prediction experiment of the

2 4 6 8 10

Transmission Time (T)

0

0.005

0.01

0.015

0.02

0.025

0.03

0.035

A
v
e

ra
g

e
 I

n
fe

re
n

c
e

 E
rr

o
r

Periodic Feature Updating

Generate-at-Will, Zero Wait

Generate-at-Will, Optimal Scheduling

Selection-from-Buffer, Optimal Scheduling

Fig. 10: Time-average inference error vs. constant transmission time
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Fig. 11: Time-average weighted inference error vs. number of
channels (N).

leader-follower robotic system presented in Section II-C and
illustrated in Fig. 2(c). The feature sequence length for this
experiment is u = 1.

In Fig. 9, the i-th feature transmission time Ti is assumed
to follow a discrete valued i.i.d. log-normal distribution. In
particular, Ti can be expressed as Ti = ⌈αeσZi/E[eσZi ]⌉,
where Zi’s are i.i.d. Gaussian random variables with zero mean
and unit variance. In Fig. 9, we plot the time average inference
error versus the scale parameter σ of discretized i.i.d. log-
normal distribution, where α = 1.2, the buffer size is B = 30,
and the period of uniform sampling is Tp = 3. The randomness
of the transmission time increases with the growth of σ. Data-
driven evaluations in Fig. 9 show that “selection-from-buffer”
with optimal scheduler achieves 3 times performance gain
compared to “generate-at-will,” and 8 times performance gain
compared to periodic feature updating.

In Fig. 10, the time average inference error versus constant
transmission time T . This figure also shows that “selection-
from-buffer” with optimal scheduler can achieve 8 time per-
formance gain compared to periodic feature updating.

B. Multiple-source Scheduling Policies

Now, we evaluate the following three multiple-source
scheduling policies:

1. Maximum age first (MAF), Generate-at-will: At time slot
t, if a channel is free, this policy schedules the fresh-
est generated feature from source argmaxl∈A(t) ∆l(t),
where A(t) is the set of available sources in time slot t.
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Fig. 12: Weighted time-average inference error vs. buffer size (B).

2. Whittle index, Generate-at-will: Denote

l∗0 = argmax
l∈A(t)

Wl,0(∆l(t)). (73)

If a channel is free and maxl∈A(t)Wl,0(∆l(t)) ≥ 0,
the freshest feature from the source l∗0 is scheduled;
otherwise, no source is scheduled.

3. Proposed Policy: The policy is described in Algorithm 1.
4. Lower bound: Given the optimal dual variable λ = λ∗,

the lower bound is obtained by implementing policy
(f∗m(λ∗), g∗m(λ∗))Mm=0, which is defined in Theorem 8.

5. Upper bound: The upper bound is obtained if none of the
sources is scheduled at every time slot t.

Figs. 11-12 compare our proposed policy with others under
a multi-source scenario with m = 500 sources. The inference
error for half the sources (weight w1 = 1, feature sequence
length u = 5) originates from the pole angle prediction of
the CartPole-v1 task in Sec. II-C (Fig. 3(c)). The remaining
sources (weight w2 = 5, feature sequence length u = 1)
use inference error from the robot state prediction experiment
of the leader-follower robotic system presented in Sec. II-C
(Fig. 2(c)). Notably, the transmission time for all features is
considered constant at 1.

In Fig. 11, we plot the weighted time-average inference error
versus the number of channels, where the buffer size of all
sources is set to 40 (i.e., Bl = B = 40 for all l). From
Fig. 11, it is evident that our proposed policy outperforms
the “Whittle index, Generate-at-will” and “MAF, Generate-
at-will” policies. Specifically, our policy achieves a weighted
average inference error that is twice as low as that of the
“MAF, Generate-at-will” policy. Furthermore, as shown in Fig.
11, the performance of our policy matches the lower bound
of the multi-source, multi-action scheduling problem, thereby
validating its asymptotic optimality.

Fig. 12 illustrates the weighted time-average inference error
versus the buffer size B, with the number of channels set
to N = 50. The results presented in Fig. 12 underscore
the effectiveness of the “selection-from-buffer” model. The
weighted time-average inference error achieved by our policy
decreases as the buffer size B increases, eventually reaching
a plateau at a buffer size of 20.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we explored the impact of data freshness on
the performance of remote inference systems. Our analysis

revealed that the inference error in a remote inference system
is a function of AoI, but not necessarily a monotonic function
of AoI. If the target and feature data sequence satisfy a Markov
chain, then the inference error is a monotonic function of AoI.
Otherwise, if the target and feature data sequence is far from a
Markov chain, then the inference error can be a non-monotonic
function of AoI. To reduce the time-average inference error, we
introduced a new feature transmission model called “selection-
from-buffer” and designed an optimal single-source scheduling
policy. The optimal single-source scheduling policy is found
to be a threshold policy. Additionally, we developed a new
asymptotically optimal policy for multi-source scheduling.
Our numerical results validated the efficacy of the proposed
scheduling policies.
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APPENDIX A
DETAILED SETTINGS OF EXPERIMENTS IN SEC. II-C

In all five experiments, we employed the first training
method described in Section II-B. This approach involves
training multiple neural networks independently and in paral-
lel, each using a distinct dataset with a different AoI value. In
contrast, the second approach trains a single neural network on
a larger, combined dataset encompassing various AoI values.
Due to the smaller dataset sizes for each network, the first
approach can potentially have a shorter training time than
the second approach. The experimental settings of the five
experiments are provided below:

A. Video Prediction

In video prediction experiment, a pre-trained neural network
model called “SAVP” [19] is used to evaluate on 256 samples
of “BAIR” dataset [53], which contains video frames of a
randomly moving robotic arm. The pre-trained neural network
model can be downloaded from the GitHub repository of [19].

B. Robot State Prediction

In this experiment, we consider a leader-follower robotic
system illustrated in a YouTube video 4, where we used two
Kinova JACO robotic arms with 7 degrees of freedom and 3
fingers to accomplish a pick and place task. The leader robot
sends its state (7 joint angles and positions of 3 fingers) Xt to
the follower robot through a channel. One packet for updating
the leader robot’s state is sent periodically to the follower robot
every 20 time-slots. The transmission time of each updating
packet is 20 time-slots. The follower robot moves towards
the leader’s most recent state and locally controls its robotic
fingers to grab an object. We constructed a robot simulation
environment using the Robotics System Toolbox in MATLAB.
In each episode, a can is randomly generated on a table in
front of the follower robot. The leader robot observes the
position of the can and illustrates to the follower robot how to
grab the can and place it on another table, without colliding
with other objects in the environment. The rapidly-exploring
random tree (RRT) algorithm is used to control the leader
robot [54]. For the local control of the follower robot, an
interpolation method is used to generate a trajectory between
two points sent from the leader robot while also avoiding
collisions with other obstacles. The leader robot uses a neural
network to predict the follower robot’s state Yt. The neural
network consists of one input layer, one hidden layer with 256
ReLU activation nodes, and one fully connected (dense) output
layer. The dataset contains the leader and follower robots’
states in 300 episodes of continue operation. The first 80%
of the dataset is used for the training and the other 20% of
the dataset is used for the inference.

C. Actuator State Prediction

We consider the OpenAI CartPole-v1 task [33], where a
DQN reinforcement learning algorithm [55] is used to control

4https://youtu.be/ z4FHuu3-ag

the force on a cart and keep the pole attached to the cart
from falling over. By simulating 104 episodes of the OpenAI
CartPole-v1 environment, a time-series dataset is collected that
contains the pole angle ψt and the velocity vt of the cart.
The pole angle ψt at time t is predicted based on a feature
Xt−δ = (vt−δ, . . . , vt−δ−u+1), i.e., a vector of cart velocity
with length u, where vt is the cart velocity at time t and
∆(t) = δ is the AoI. The predictor in this experiment is an
LSTM neural network that consists of one input layer, one
hidden layer with 64 LSTM cells, and a fully connected output
layer. First 72% of the dataset is used for training and the rest
of the dataset is used for inference.

D. Temperature prediction

The temperature Yt at time t is predicted based on a feature
Xt−δ = {st−δ, . . . , st−δ−u+1}, where st is a 7-dimensional
vector consisting of temperature, pressure, saturation vapor
pressure, vapor pressure deficit, specific humidity, airtightness,
and wind speed at time t. We used the Jena climate dataset
recorded by the Max Planck Institute for Biogeochemistry
[56]. The dataset comprises 14 features, including temperature,
pressure, humidity, etc., recorded once every 10 minutes from
10 January 2009 to 31 December 2016. The first 75% of
the dataset is used for training and the later 25% is used for
inference. Temperature is predicted every hour using an LSTM
neural network composed of one input layer, one hidden layer
with 32 LSTM units, and one output layer.

E. CSI Prediction

The CSI ht at time t is predicted based on a feature Xt−δ =
{ht−δ, . . . , ht−δ−u+1}. The dataset for CSI is generated by
using Jakes model [57].

APPENDIX B
EXAMPLES OF LOSS FUNCTION L, L-ENTROPY, AND

L-CROSS ENTROPY

Several examples of loss function L, L-entropy, and L-cross
entropy are listed below. Additional examples can be found in
[34]–[36].

1) Logarithmic Loss (log-loss): The log-loss function is
given by Llog(y,QY ) = − logQY (y), where the action
a = QY is a distribution in PY . The corresponding L-entropy
is the well-known Shannon’s entropy [42], defined as

Hlog(Y ) =−
∑
y∈Y

PY (y) log PY (y), (74)

where PY is the distribution of Y . The corresponding L-cross
entropy is given by

Hlog(Y ; Ỹ ) =−
∑
y∈Y

PY (y) log PỸ (y). (75)

The L-mutual information and L-divergence associated with
the log-loss are Shannon’s mutual information and the K-L
divergence defined in (17), respectively.
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2) Brier Loss: The Brier loss function is defined as
LB(y,QY ) =

∑
y′∈Y QY (y

′)2 − 2 QY (y) + 1 [34]. The
associated L-entropy is given by

HB(Y ) =1−
∑
y∈Y

PY (y)
2, (76)

and the associated L-cross entropy is

HB(Y ; Ỹ ) =
∑
y∈Y

PỸ (y)
2 − 2

∑
y∈Y

PỸ (y)PY (y) + 1. (77)

3) 0-1 Loss: The 0-1 loss function is given by L0-1(y, ŷ) =
1(y ̸= ŷ), where 1(A) is the indicator function of event A.
For this case, we have

H0-1(Y ) = 1−max
y∈Y

PY (y), (78)

H0-1(Y ; Ỹ ) = 1− PY

(
argmax

y∈Y
PỸ (y)

)
. (79)

4) α-Loss: The α-loss function is defined by Lα(y,QY ) =
α

α−1

[
1−QY (y)

α−1
α

]
for α > 0 and α ̸= 1 [58, Eq. 14]. It

becomes the log-loss function in the limit α→ 1 and the 0-1
loss function in the limit α→∞. The L-entropy and L-cross
entropy associated with the α-loss function are given by

Hα-loss(Y ) =
α

α− 1

1−
∑

y∈Y
PY (y)

α

 1
α

 , (80)

Hα-loss(Y ; Ỹ ) =
α

α− 1

1−
∑

y∈Y
PỸ (y)

α

 1
α

λ

 , (81)

where

λ =

∑
y∈Y

PY (y)
PỸ (y)PỸ (y)

α∑
y∈Y PỸ (y)

α
. (82)

5) Quadratic Loss: The quadratic loss function is
L2(y, ŷ) = (y − ŷ)2. The L-entropy function associated with
the quadratic loss is the variance of Y , given by

H2(Y ) = E[Y 2]− E[Y ]2. (83)

The corresponding L-cross entropy is

H2(Y ; Ỹ ) = E[Y 2]− 2E[Ỹ ]E[Y ] + E[Ỹ ]2. (84)

APPENDIX C
DEFINITIONS OF L-DIVERGENCE, L-MUTUAL

INFORMATION, AND L-CONDITIONAL MUTUAL
INFORMATION

The L-divergence DL(PY ||PỸ ) of PY from PỸ can be
expressed as [34], [36]

DL(PY ||PỸ )

=EY∼PY
[L (Y, aPY

)]− EY∼PY

[
L
(
Y, aPỸ

)]
. (85)

Because aPY
is an optimal to (7), from (85), we have

DL(PY ||PỸ ) ≥ 0. (86)

The L-mutual information IL(Y ;X) is defined as [34], [36]

IL(Y ;X) =EX∼PX

[
DL

(
PY |X ||PY

)]
=HL(Y )−HL(Y |X) ≥ 0, (87)

which measures the performance gain in predicting Y by
observing X . In general, IL(X;Y ) ̸= IL(Y ;X). The L-
conditional mutual information IL(Y ;X|Z) is given by

IL(Y ;X|Z) =EX,Z∼PX,Z

[
DL

(
PY |X,Z ||PY |Z

)]
=HL(Y |Z)−HL(Y |X,Z) ≥ 0. (88)

APPENDIX D
RELATIONSHIP AMONG L-DIVERGENCE, BREGMAN

DIVERGENCE, AND f -DIVERGENCE

We explain the relationship among the L-divergence defined
in (85), the Bregman divergence [59], and the f -divergence
[39]. All these three classes of divergence have been widely
used in the machine learning literature. Their differences are
explained below.

Let PY denote the set of all probability distributions on
the discrete set Y . Define Z ⊂ R|Y| as the set of all proba-
bility vectors z = (z1, . . . , z|Y|)T that satisfy

∑|Y|
i=1 zi = 1

and zi ≥ 0 for all i = 1, 2, . . . , |Y|. Any distribution
PY ∈ PY can be represented by a probability vector pY =
(PY (y1), . . . , PY (y|Y|))T ∈ Z .

Definition 6. [59] Let F : Z 7→ R be a continuously differ-
entiable and strictly convex function defined on the convex set
Z . The Bregman divergence associated with F between two
distributions PY , QY ∈ PY is defined as

BF (PY ||QY )=F (pY )− F (qY )−∇F (qY )
T(pY − qY ), (89)

where pY ∈ Z and qY ∈ Z are two probability vectors
associated with the distributions PY and QY , respectively,

and ∇F =
(

∂F
∂z1

, . . . , ∂F
∂z|Y|

)T
.

We establish the following lemma:

Lemma 6. For any continuously differentiable and strictly
convex function F : Z 7→ R, the Bregman diver-
gence BF (PY ||QY ) associated with F is an LF -divergence
DLF

(PY ||QY ) associated with the loss function

LF (y,QY ) = −F (qY )−
∂F (qY )

∂zy
+∇F (qY )

TqY . (90)

Proof. According to (7), the LF -entropy associated with the
loss function LF (y,QY ) in (90) is defined as

HLF
(Y ) = min

QY ∈PY
EY∼PY

[LF (Y,QY )] , (91)

where PY is the distribution of Y . Using (90), we can get

EY∼PY
[LF (Y,QY )]

= −
∑
y∈Y

PY (y)F (qY )−
∑
y∈Y

PY (y)
∂F (qY )

∂zy

+
∑
y∈Y

PY (y)∇F (qY )
TqY

= −F (qY )−∇F (qY )
T (pY − qY ), (92)
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where the last equality holds because F (qY ) and
∇F (qY )

TqY are constants that remain unchanged regardless
of the variable y. Because the function F is continuously
differentiable and strictly convex on the convex set Z , we
have for all pY ,qY ∈ Z

−F (qY )−∇F (qY )
T (pY − qY ) ≥ −F (pY ). (93)

Equality holds in (93) if and only if qY = pY . From (91),
(92), and (93), we obtain

HLF
(Y ) = min

qY ∈Z
−F (qY )−∇F (qY )

T (pY − qY )

= −F (pY ). (94)

Substituting (92) and (94) into (89), yields

BF (PY ||QY )

=F (pY )− F (qY )−∇F (qY )
T (pY − qY )

=EY∼PY
[LF (Y,QY )]−HLF

(Y )

=DLF
(PY ||QY ). (95)

This completes the proof.

Let us rewrite the L-entropy HL(Y ) as HL(pY ) to em-
phasize that it is a function of the probability vector pY . If
HL(pY ) is continuously differentiable and strictly concave in
pY , then the L-divergence DL(PY ||QY ) can be expressed as
[34, Section 3.5.4]

DL(PY ||QY )

=HL(qY ) +∇HL(qY )
T (pY − qY )−HL(pY )

=B−HL
(PY ||QY ), (96)

which is the Bregman divergence B−HL
(PY ||QY ) associated

with the continuously differentiable and strictly convex −HL.
However, if HL(pY ) is not continuously differentiable or not
strictly concave in pY , DL(PY ||QY ) is not necessarily a
Bregman divergence.

Definition 7. [39] Let f : (0,∞) 7→ R be a convex function
with f(1) = 0. The f -divergence between two probability
distributions PY , QY ∈ PY is defined as

Df (PY ||QY ) =
∑
y∈Y

QY (y)f

(
PY (y)

QY (y)

)
. (97)

An f -divergence may not be L-divergence, and vice versa.
In fact, the KL divergence Dlog(PY ||QY ) defined in (17) and
its dual Dlog(QY ||PY ) are the unique divergences belonging
to both the classes of f -divergence and Bregman diver-
gence [60]. Because KL divergence is also an L-divergence,
Dlog(PY ||QY ) and Dlog(QY ||PY ) are the only divergences
belonging to all the three classes of divergences.

The f -mutual information can be expressed using the f -
divergence as

If (Y ;X) = EX∼PX
[Df (PY |X ||PY )]. (98)

The f -mutual information is symmetric, i.e., If (Y ;X) =
If (X;Y ), which can be shown as follows:

If (Y ;X) =
∑
x∈X

PX(x)
∑
y∈Y

PY (y)f

(
PY |X(y|x)
PY (y)

)
=
∑
x∈X
y∈Y

PX(x)PY (y)f

(
PY |X(y|x)PX(x)

PY (y)PX(x)

)

=
∑
x∈X
y∈Y

PX(x)PY (y)f

(
PX|Y (x|y)PY (y)

PY (y)PX(x)

)

=
∑
y∈Y

PY (y)
∑
x∈X

PX(x)f

(
PX|Y (x|y)
PX(x)

)
=If (X;Y ). (99)

On the other hand, the L-mutual information is generally
non-symmetric, i.e., IL(Y ;X) ̸= IL(X;Y ), except for some
special cases. For example, Shannon’s mutual information is
defined by

Ilog(Y ;X) = EX∼PX
[Dlog(PY |X ||PY )], (100)

which is both an L-mutual information and a f -mutual infor-
mation. It is well-known that Ilog(Y ;X) = Ilog(X;Y ).

APPENDIX E
PROOF OF EQUATION (4)

Because we assume that Yt and Xt−δ are independent of
∆(t), for all y ∈ Y , x ∈ X , and δ ∈ Z+, we have

PYt,Xt−δ|∆(t)=δ(y, x) = PYt,Xt−δ
(y, x). (101)

By using ϕ∗ on the inference dataset, the inference error given
∆(t) = δ is determined by

p(δ) = EY,X∼PYt,Xt−∆(t)|∆(t)=δ
[L (Y, ϕ∗(X, δ))] , (102)

where PYt,Xt−∆(t)|∆(t)=δ is the distribution of target Yt and
feature Xt−∆(t) given ∆(t) = δ.

By substituting (101) into (102), we obtain

p(δ) = EY,X∼PYt,Xt−∆(t)|∆(t)=δ
[L (Y, ϕ∗(X, δ))]

= EY,X∼PYt,Xt−δ|∆(t)=δ
[L (Y, ϕ∗(X, δ))]

= EY,X∼PYt,Xt−δ
[L (Y, ϕ∗(X, δ))]

= EY,X∼PYδ,X0
[L (Y, ϕ∗(X, δ))] . (103)

The last equality holds due to the stationarity of {(Yt, Xt), t =
0, 1, 2, . . .}. This completes the proof.
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APPENDIX F
PROOF OF EQUATION (12)

Let D = {δ : PΘ(δ) > 0} be support set of PΘ. From (11),
we have

HL(Ỹ0|X̃−Θ,Θ)

=
∑

x∈X ,δ∈D
PX̃−Θ,Θ(x, δ)HL(Ỹ0|X̃−Θ = x,Θ = δ)

=
∑
δ∈D

PΘ(δ)
∑
x∈X

PX̃−Θ|Θ=δ(x)HL(Ỹ0|X̃−Θ = x,Θ = δ)

=
∑
δ∈D

PΘ(δ)
∑
x∈X

PX̃−δ|Θ=δ(x)HL(Ỹ0|X̃−Θ = x,Θ = δ).

(104)

Next, from (8), we obtain that for all x ∈ X and δ ∈ D,

HL(Ỹ0|X̃−Θ = x,Θ = δ)

=min
a∈A

EY∼PỸ0|X̃−Θ=x,Θ=δ
[L(Y, a)]

=min
a∈A

EY∼PỸ0|X̃−δ=x,Θ=δ
[L(Y, a)]. (105)

Because we assume that Ỹ0 and X̃−k are independent of Θ
for every k ≥ 0, for all x ∈ X , y ∈ Y and δ ∈ D

PỸ0|X̃−δ=x,Θ=δ(y) = PỸ0|X̃−δ=x(y), (106)

PX̃−δ|Θ=δ(x) = PX̃−δ
(x). (107)

Substituting (106) into (105), we get

HL(Ỹ0|X̃−Θ = x,Θ = δ)

=min
a∈A

EY∼PỸ0|X̃−δ=x
[L(Y, a)]

=HL(Ỹ0|X̃−δ = x). (108)

Substituting (108) and (107) into (104), we observe that

HL(Ỹ0|X̃−Θ,Θ) =
∑
δ∈D

PΘ(δ)
∑
x∈X

PX̃−δ
(x)HL(Ỹ0|X̃−δ = x)

=
∑
δ∈Z+

PΘ(δ) HL(Ỹ0|X̃−δ). (109)

This completes the proof.

APPENDIX G
PROOF OF LEMMA 1

This is due to the following symmetry property:

Ilog(Y ;Z|X) = Ilog(Z;Y |X). (110)

APPENDIX H
PROOF OF LEMMA 2

By using the definition of L-conditional mutual information
in (88), we obtain

HL(Y |X,Z) =HL(Y |X)− IL(Y ;Z|X)

=HL(Y |Z)− IL(Y ;X|Z). (111)

From (88) and (111), we get

HL(Y |X) =HL(Y |Z) + IL(Y ;Z|X)− IL(Y ;X|Z)
≤HL(Y |Z) + IL(Y ;Z|X), (112)

where the last inequality is due to IL(Y ;X|Z) ≥ 0. Now, we
need to show that if Y ϵ↔ X

ϵ↔ Z, then

IL(Y ;Z|X) = O(ϵ). (113)

and in addition, if HL(Y ) is twice differentiable, then

IL(Y ;Z|X) = O(ϵ2). (114)

From (88), we see that

IL(Y ;Z|X) = EX,Z [DL(PY |X,Z ||PY |X)]. (115)

We know from Pinsker’s inequality [42, Lemma 11.6.1] that∑
y∈Y

(PY (y)−QY (y))
2 ≤ 2ln2 Dlog(PY ||QY ). (116)

If Y ϵ↔ X
ϵ↔ Z is an ϵ-Markov chain, then Definition 1

yields:∑
(x,z)∈X×Z

PX,Z(x, z)Dlog(PY |X=x,Z=z||PY |X=x) ≤ ϵ2.

(117)

Let X ′ × Z ′ = {(x, z) : PX,Z(x, z) > 0} be the support set
of PX,Z . Then, (118) reduces to∑

(x,z)∈X ′×Z′

PX,Z(x, z)Dlog(PY |X=x,Z=z||PY |X=x) ≤ ϵ2.

(118)

Because the left side of the above inequality is the summation
of non-negative terms, the following holds:

PX,Z(x, z)Dlog(PY |X=x,Z=z||PY |X=x) ≤ ϵ2, (119)

for all (x, z) ∈ X ′ × Z ′. Because PX,Z(x, z) > 0 for all
(x, z) ∈ X ′ ×Z ′, from (116) and (119), we can write

∑
y∈Y

(PY |X=x,Z=z(y)− PY |X=x(y))
2 ≤ 2ln2ϵ2

PX,Z(x, z)
, (120)

for all (x, z) ∈ X ′×Z ′. Next, we need the following lemma.

Lemma 7. The following assertions are true:

(a) If two distributions QY ∈ PY and PY ∈ PY satisfy∑
y∈Y

(PY (y)−QY (y))
2 ≤ β2, (121)

then

DL(PY ||QY ) = O(β). (122)

(b) If, in addition, HL(Y ) is twice differentiable in PY , then

DL(PY ||QY ) = O(β2). (123)

Proof. See in Appendix P.
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Using (120) and Lemma 7(a) in (115), we obtain

IL(Y ;Z|X)

=
∑

(x,z)∈X×Z
PX,Z(x, z) DL(PY |X=x,Z=z||PY |X=x)

=
∑

(x,z)∈X ′×Z′

PX,Z(x, z) DL(PY |X=x,Z=z||PY |X=x)

=
∑

(x,z)∈X ′×Z′

PX,Z(x, z) O

( √
2ln2ϵ√

PX,Z(x, z)

)
= O(ϵ). (124)

Similarly, when HL(Y ) is differentiable in PY , by using
Lemma 7(b) we obtain

IL(Y ;Z|X) = O(ϵ2). (125)

This completes the proof of Lemma 2.

APPENDIX I
PROOF OF THEOREM 1

By using the definition of L-conditional mutual information
in (88), we can show that

HL(Ỹ0|X̃−k, X̃−k−1)

=HL(Ỹ0|X̃−k−1)− IL(Ỹ0; X̃−k|X̃−k−1)

=HL(Ỹ0|X̃−k)− IL(Ỹ0; X̃−k−1|X̃−k). (126)

Expanding HL(Ỹ0|X̃−k), we have

HL(Ỹ0|X̃−k) =HL(Ỹ0|X̃−k−1) + IL(Ỹ0; X̃−k−1|X̃−k)

− IL(Ỹ0; X̃−k|X̃−k−1). (127)

Since the above equation is valid for all values of k ≥ 0,
taking the summation of HL(Ỹ0|X̃−k) from k = 0 to δ − 1
yields:

HL(Ỹ0|X̃−δ) =HL(Ỹ0|X̃0) +

δ−1∑
k=0

IL(Ỹ0; X̃−k|X̃−k−1)

−
δ−1∑
k=0

IL(Ỹ0; X̃−k−1|X̃−k). (128)

Thus, we can express HL(Ỹ0|X̃−δ) as a function of δ as in
(20) and (21). Moreover, the functions g1(δ) and g2(δ) defined
in (21) are non-decreasing in δ as IL(Ỹ0; X̃−k|X̃−k−1) ≥ 0
and IL(Ỹ0; X̃−k−1|X̃−k) ≥ 0 for all values of k.

To prove the next part, we use Lemma 2. Because for every
µ, ν ≥ 0, Ỹ0

ϵ↔ X̃−µ
ϵ↔ X̃−µ−ν is an ϵ-Markov chain, we

can write

IL(Ỹ0; X̃−k−1|X̃−k) = O(ϵ). (129)

This implies

g2(δ) =

δ−1∑
k=0

O(ϵ) = O(ϵ). (130)

The last equality follows from the summation property of big-
O-notation. This completes the proof.

APPENDIX J
PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Using (12) and Theorem 1, we obtain

HL(Ỹ0|X̃−Θ,Θ)

=
∑
δ∈Z+

PΘ(δ)
(
HL(Ỹ0|X̃0) +ĝ1(δ)− g2(δ)

)
=HL(Ỹ0|X̃0)+ EΘ∼PΘ[ĝ1(Θ)]− EΘ∼PΘ[g2(Θ)], (131)

where

ĝ1(δ) = g1(δ)−HL(Ỹ0|X̃0)

=

δ−1∑
k=0

IL(Ỹ0; X̃−k|X̃−k−1). (132)

Because mutual information IL(Ỹ0; X̃−k|X̃−k−1) is non-
negative, we have

ĝ1(δ) =

δ−1∑
k=0

IL(Ỹ0; X̃−k|X̃−k−1) ≥ 0. (133)

Because ĝ1(δ) is non-negative for all δ, the function ĝ1(·) is
Lebesgue integrable with respect to all probability measure
PΘ [61]. Hence, the expectation EΘ∼PΘ

[ĝ1(Θ)] exists. Note
that EΘ∼PΘ [ĝ1(Θ)] can be infinite (+∞). By using the same
argument, we obtain that EΘ∼PΘ [g2(Θ)] exists but can also
be infinite. Moreover, the functions ĝ1(δ) and g2(δ) are non-
decreasing in δ.

Because (i) the function ĝ1(δ) is non-decreasing in δ, (ii)
the expectation EΘ∼PΘ

[ĝ1(Θ)] exists, and (iii) Θ1 ≤st Θ2, we
have [44]

EΘ∼PΘ1
[ĝ1(Θ)] ≤ EΘ∼PΘ2

[ĝ1(Θ)]. (134)

Next, we obtain:

HL(Ỹ0|X̃−Θ1
,Θ1)

(a)
=HL(Ỹ0|X̃0) + EΘ∼PΘ1

[ĝ1(Θ)]− EΘ∼PΘ1
[g2(Θ)]

(b)

≤HL(Ỹ0|X̃0) + EΘ∼PΘ2
[ĝ1(Θ)]− EΘ∼PΘ1

[g2(Θ)]

(c)
=HL(Ỹ0|X̃−Θ2 ,Θ2)

+ EΘ∼PΘ2
[g2(Θ)]− EΘ∼PΘ1

[g2(Θ)]

(d)
=HL(Ỹ0|X̃−Θ2 ,Θ2) +O(ϵ), (135)

where (a) and (c) hold due to (131), (b) is obtained using (134),
and (d) follows from the fact that Ỹ0

ϵ↔ X̃−µ
ϵ↔ X̃−µ−ν is

an ϵ-Markov chain for all µ, ν ≥ 0 (see Theorem 1(b)). This
completes the proof.

APPENDIX K
PROOF OF LEMMA 3

By using condition (26) and Lemma 7(a), we obtain for all
x ∈ X :

DL

(
PYt|Xt−δ=x||PỸ0|X̃−δ=x

)
= O(β). (136)
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Next, by using (13) and (136), we have

HL(PYt|Xt−δ
;PỸ0|X−δ

|PXt−δ
)

=HL(Yt|Xt−δ)

+
∑
x∈X

PXt−δ
(x) DL

(
PYt|Xt−δ=x||PỸ0|X̃−δ=x

)
=HL(Yt|Xt−δ) +O(β). (137)

This completes the proof.

APPENDIX L
PROOF OF THEOREM 3

Part (a): By the definition of L-conditional cross entropy
(13), we get

HL(PYt|Xt−δ
;PỸ0|X−δ

|PXt−δ
)

=
∑
x∈X

PXt−δ
(x)EY∼PYt|Xt−δ=x

[
L
(
Y, aỸ0|X̃−δ=x

)]
, (138)

where the Bayes predictor aỸ0|X̃−δ=x is fixed in the inference
phase for every time slot t. Because {(Yt, Xt), t = 0, 1, 2, . . .}
is a stationary process, (138) is a function of the AoI δ.

Part (b): We can apply Lemma 3 since (26) holds for all
x ∈ X and δ ∈ Z+. This gives us:

HL(PYt|Xt−δ1
;PỸ0|X−δ1

|PXt−δ1
)

=HL(Yt|Xt−δ1) +O(β)

≤HL(Yt|Xt−δ2) +O(ϵ) +O(β)

=HL(PYt|Xt−δ2
;PỸ0|X−δ2

|PXt−δ2
) +O(β) +O(ϵ) +O(β)

=HL(PYt|Xt−δ2
;PỸ0|X−δ2

|PXt−δ2
) +O(max{ϵ, β}), (139)

where we use Lemma 3 to obtain the first and the third
equality, and the second inequality holds due to the assumption
that Yt

ϵ↔ Xt−µ
ϵ↔ Xt−µ−ν is an ϵ-Markov chain for all

µ, ν ≥ 0 (see Theorem 1). This completes the proof.

APPENDIX M
PROOF OF THEOREM 4, THEOREM 5, THEOREM 7, AND

THEOREM 8

In this section, we prove Theorem 4, Theorem 5, Theorem
7, and Theorem 8. These theorems provide optimal solutions
for the scheduling problems (33), (34), (58), and (59). We
begin by deriving the optimal solution for (58). Subsequently,
the optimal solutions for (33), (34), and (59) follow directly,
as these problems are special cases of (58).

Since the problem (58) focuses solely on a single source,
we simplify the notation by omitting the source index m and
rewrite the problem (58) as follows:

p̄opt(λ)= inf
π∈Π

lim sup
T→∞

E

[
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

w p(∆(t)) + λc(t)

]
, (140)

where p(∆(t)) is the penalty at time t, ∆(t) ∈ Z+ is the
AoI, c(t) ∈ {0, 1} is the channel occupation status at time t,
π = ((S1, b1), (S2, b2), . . .) is a scheduling policy, Π is the set
of all causal and signal-agnostic scheduling policies, w > 0 is
a weight, and p̄opt(λ) is the optimal objective value to (140).

The scheduling problem (140) is an infinite-horizon
average-cost semi-Markov decision process (SMDP) [48,
Chapter 5.6]. We provide a detailed description of the com-
ponents of this problem:

• Decision Time: Each i-th feature delivery time Di =
Si + Ti is a decision time of the problem (140), where
Si is the scheduling time of the i-th feature and the i-th
feature takes Ti ≥ 1 time slots to be delivered.

• State: At time slot Di, the state of the system is repre-
sented by AoI ∆(Di).

• Action: Let τi+1 = Si+1 − Di represent the wait-
ing time for sending the (i + 1)-th feature after the
i-th feature is delivered. As we consider S0 = 0
and Si =

∑i
j=1(Tj−1 + τj) for each i = 1, 2, . . ..

Given (T0, T1, . . .), the sequence (S1, S2, . . .) is uniquely
determined by (τ1, τ2, . . .). Hence, one can also use
(τ1, τ2, . . .) to represent a sequence of actions instead of
(S1, S2, . . .).
At time Di, the scheduler decides the waiting time τi+1

and the buffer position bi+1.
• State Transitions: The AoI process ∆(t) evolves as

∆(t) =

{
Ti + bi, if t = Di, i = 0, 1, . . . ,

∆(t− 1) + 1, otherwise.
(141)

• Expected Transition Time: The expected time difference
between two decision times, Di and Di+1, is given by

E[Di+1 −Di] = E[Si+1 + Ti+1 − (Si + Ti)]

= E[Si + Ti + τi+1 + Ti+1 − Si − Ti]
= E[τi+1 + Ti+1]. (142)

• Expected Transition Cost: The expected cumulative cost
incurred during the interval between two decision times,
Di and Di+1, can be calculated as

E

Di+1−1∑
t=Di

(
w p(∆(t)) + λc(t)

)
=E

τi+1+Ti+1−1∑
k=0

w p(∆(Di + k))

+λE[Ti+1]. (143)

The infinite-horizon average-cost SMDP (140) can be solved
by using dynamic programming [48], [62]. Let h : Z+ 7→ R
be the relative value function associated with the average-cost
SMDP (140). At time t = Di, the optimal action (τi+1, bi+1)
can be determined by solving the following Bellman optimal-
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ity equation [48, P. 275]:

h(∆(Di))

= inf
τi+1∈{0,1,...}

bi+1∈{0,...,B−1}

E

τi+1+Ti+1−1∑
k=0

wp(∆(Di + k))

+ λE[Ti+1]

− p̄opt(λ)E[τi+1 + Ti+1] + E[h(∆(Di+1)]

= inf
τi+1∈{0,1,...}

bi+1∈{0,...,B−1}

E

τi+1+Ti+1−1∑
k=0

(
wp(∆(Di + k))−p̄opt(λ)

)
+ λE[Ti+1] + E[h(∆(Di+1)]

= inf
τi+1∈{0,1,...}

bi+1∈{0,...,B−1}

E

τi+1+Ti+1−1∑
k=0

(
wp(∆(Di + k))−p̄opt(λ)

)
+ λE[Ti+1] + E[h(Ti+1 + bi+1)], (144)

where the last equality holds because ∆(Di+1) = Ti+1+bi+1.
From (144), it is observed that the buffer position bi+1 only

depends on the term E[h(Ti+1+bi+1)], while the waiting time
τi+1 has no impact on E[h(Ti+1 + bi+1)]. Hence, the optimal
buffer position b∗i+1 is determined by

b∗i+1 =arg min
bi+1∈{0,1,...,B−1}

E[h(Ti+1 + bi+1)]. (145)

Since Ti’s are i.i.d., E[h(Ti+1 + b)] = E[h(Ti + b)] = · · · =
E[h(T1 + b)] for all i and b. Hence, from (145), it is evident
that there exists a b∗ ∈ {0, 1, . . . , B− 1} such that b∗1 = b∗2 =
· · · = b∗i+1 = b∗ that satisfies

b∗ =arg min
b∈{0,1,...,B−1}

E[h(T1 + b)]. (146)

Because the optimal buffer position is time-invariant, the
problem (140) can be expressed as

p̄opt(λ) = min
b∈{0,1,...,B−1}

p̄b,opt(λ), (147)

where p̄b,opt(λ) is given by

p̄b,opt(λ) = inf
πb∈Πb

lim sup
T→∞

1

T
Eπb

[
T−1∑
t=0

w p(∆(t)) + λc(t)

]
,

(148)

πb = ((S1, b), (S2, b), . . .), Πb is the set of all causal and
signal-agnostic scheduling policies πb with fixed buffer posi-
tion b, and p̄b,opt(λ) is the optimal objective value to (148).

At every i-th decision time Di of the average-cost SMDP
(148), the scheduler decides the waiting time τi+1. The
average-cost SMDP (148) can be solved by using dynamic
programming [48], [62]. Given AoI value δ at decision time
Di, the Bellman optimality equation of (148) is obtained by

substituting ∆(Di) = δ, bi+1 = b, and p̄opt(λ) = p̄b,opt(λ)
into (144), given by

hb(δ) = inf
τ∈{0,1,2,...}

E

τ+Ti+1−1∑
k=0

(w p(δ + k)− p̄b,opt(λ))


+ λE[Ti+1] + E[hb(Ti+1 + b)], δ = 1, 2, . . .

= inf
τ∈{0,1,2,...}

E

[
τ+T1−1∑

k=0

(w p(δ + k)− p̄b,opt(λ))
]

+ λE[T1] + E[hb(T1 + b)], δ = 1, 2, . . . , (149)

where the last equality holds because Ti’s are identically
distributed. Let τ(δ, p̄b,opt(λ)) be an optimal solution to (149).
If ∆(Di) = δ, then an optimal waiting time τi+1 of (148) for
sending the (i+ 1)-th feature is τ(δ, p̄b,opt(λ)).

From (149), we can show that τ(δ, p̄b,opt(λ)) = 0 if

inf
τ∈{1,2,...}

E

[
τ+T1−1∑

k=0

(w p(δ + k)− p̄b,opt(λ))
]

≥ E

[
T1−1∑
k=0

(w p(δ + k)− p̄b,opt(λ))
]
. (150)

After some rearrangement, the inequality (150) can also be
expressed as

inf
τ∈{1,2,...}

E

[
τ−1∑
k=0

(w p(δ + k + T1)− p̄b,opt(λ))
]
≥ 0.

(151)

Next, similar to [9, Lemma 7], the following lemma holds.

Lemma 8. The inequality (151) holds if and only if

inf
τ∈{1,2,...}

1

τ
E

[
τ−1∑
k=0

w p(δ + k + T1)

]
≥ p̄b,opt(λ). (152)

According to (36), the left-hand side of (152) is equal to
γ(δ). Similarly, τ(δ, p̄b,opt(λ)) = 1, if τ(δ, p̄b,opt(λ)) ̸= 0 and

inf
τ∈{2,3,...}

E

[
τ−1∑
k=0

(w p(δ + k + T1)− p̄b,opt(λ))
]
≥ 0 (153)

By using Lemma 8 and (36), we can show that the inequality
(153) can be rewritten as

γ(δ + 1) ≥ p̄b,opt(λ). (154)

By repeating this process, we get τ(δ, p̄b,opt(λ)) = k is
optimal, if τ(δ, p̄b,opt(λ)) ̸= 0, 1, . . . , k − 1 and

γ(δ + k) ≥ p̄b,opt(λ). (155)

Hence, the optimal waiting time τi+1 = τ(δ, p̄b(λ)) is deter-
mined by

τ(δ, p̄b(λ)) = min
k∈Z
{k ≥ 0 : γ(δ + k) ≥ p̄b,opt(λ)}. (156)
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Now, we are ready to compute the optimal objective
value p̄b,opt(λ). Using (149), we can determine the value of
E[hb(T1 + b)], which is given by

E[hb(T1 + b)]

= E

τ(T1+b,p̄b,opt(λ))+T1−1∑
k=0

(wp(T1 + b+ k)− p̄b,opt(λ))


+ λE[T1] + E[hb(T1 + b)], (157)

which yields

E

τ(T1+b,p̄b,opt(λ))+T1−1∑
k=0

(
wp(T1 + b+ k)− p̄b,opt(λ)

)
+ λE[T1] = 0. (158)

Rearranging (158), we get

p̄b,opt(λ)

=
E
[∑τ(T1+b,p̄b,opt(λ))+T1−1

k=0 wp(T1 + b+ k)
]
+ λE[T1]

E[τ(T1 + b, p̄b,opt(λ)) + T1]

=
E
[∑Di+1(p̄b,opt(λ))−1

t=Di(p̄b,opt(λ))
wp
(
∆(t)

)]
+ λE[T1]

E [Di+1(p̄b,opt(λ))−Di(p̄b,opt(λ))]
, (159)

where Di+1(p̄b,opt(λ)) = Si+1(p̄b,opt(λ)) + Ti+1 and

Si+1(p̄b,opt(λ))

= min
t≥0
{t ≥ Di(p̄b,opt(λ)) : γ(∆(t)) ≥ p̄b,opt(λ)}, (160)

and the last equality holds due to (142) and (143).
Now, by combining (147), (156), and (159) and by substitut-

ing appropriate values of λ and w, we obtain optimal solution
to (34), (33), (58), and (59).

Finally, we need to prove that

E

Di+1(β)−1∑
t=Di(β)

wp
(
∆(t)

)
− βE [Di+1(β)−Di(β)] + λE[T1] = 0. (161)

has a unique root. We define

J(β) = E

Di+1(β)−1∑
t=Di(β)

wp
(
∆(t)

)
− βE [Di+1(β)−Di(β)] + λE[T1]. (162)

Lemma 9. The function J(β) has the following properties:

(i) The function J(β) is concave, continuous, and strictly
decreasing in β.

(ii) limβ→∞ j(β) = −∞ and limβ→−∞ j(β) =∞.
Proof. See Appendix S

Lemma 9 proves the uniqueness of (196). Also, the unique-
ness of the root of (37) and (62) follows immediately from
Lemma 9.
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According to (64) and the definition of set Ωm(λ), a point
(∆m(t), dm(t)) ∈ Ωm(λ) if either (i) dm(t) > 0 such that
a feature from source m is currently in service at time t, or
(ii) γm(∆m(t)) < p̄m,opt(λ) such that the threshold condition
in (64) for sending a new feature is not satisfied. By this, an
analytical expression of set Ωm(λ) is derived as

Ωm(λ) = {(δ, d) : d > 0 or γm(δ) < p̄m,opt(λ)}, (163)

where according to Theorem 7 and Theorem 8, β = p̄m,opt(λ)
is the unique root of

Jm,1(β) + λE[Tm,1] = 0, (164)

and

Jm,1(β) =E

Dm,i+1(β)−1∑
t=Dm,i(β)

wmpm
(
∆m(t)

)
− βE [Dm,i+1(β)−Dm,i(β)] . (165)

Because λE[Tm,1] does not change with β, from Lemma 9,
we can show that Jm,1(β) is a strictly decreasing function of
β with limβ→∞ jm,1(β) = −∞ and limβ→−∞ jm,1(β) =∞.
Hence, the inverse function J−1

m,1(·) exists and from (164),
we get J−1

m,1(λE[Tm,1]) = p̄m,opt(λ). Because the inverse
function of a strictly decreasing function is strictly increasing,
p̄m,opt(λ) is strictly increasing function of λ. Substituting this
into (163), we get that if λ1 ≤ λ2, then Ωm(λ1) ⊆ Ωm(λ2).

For dummy bandits, it is optimal in (57) to activate a
dummy bandit when λ ≤ 0. Hence, dummy bandits are always
indexable.
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By substituting (163) into (67), we obtain, if d > 0, then
Wm(δ, d) = −∞, and if d = 0, then

Wm(δ, 0) = inf{λ : γm(δ) < p̄m,opt(λ)}. (166)

Using (65) and (166), we get

Wm(δ, 0) = max
0≤b≤Bm−1

Wm,b(δ, 0), (167)

where

Wm,b(δ, 0) = inf{λ : γm(δ) < p̄m,b,opt(λ)}. (168)

Because p̄m,b,opt(λ) is strictly increasing function of λ, (168)
implies that Wm,b(δ, 0) is unique and satisfies

p̄m,b,opt(Wm,b(δ, 0)) = γm(δ). (169)

By including source index m into (159), we get

p̄m,b,opt(λ)

=
E
[∑Dm,i+1(p̄m,b,opt(λ))−1

t=Dm,i(p̄m,b,opt(λ))
pm
(
∆m(t)

)]
+ λE[Tm,1]

E [Di+1(p̄m,b,opt(λ))−Di(p̄m,b,opt(λ))]
.

(170)

By substituting λ =Wm,b(δ, 0) and (169) into (170). and then,
re-arranging, we get (69). This concludes the proof.
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To prove Lemma 7, we will use the sub-gradient mean value
theorem [63]. When HL(Y ) is twice differentiable in PY , we
can use a second order Taylor series expansion.

If (121) holds, we can obtain∑
y∈Y

(PY (y)−QY (y))
2 ≤ β2, (171)

∑
y∈Y
|PY (y)−QY (y)| ≤ β, (172)

and

max
y∈Y
|PY (y)−QY (y)| ≤ β. (173)

Let us define a convex function g : R|Y| 7→ R as

g(z) =

|Y|∑
i=1

zi L(yi, aQY
)−min

a∈A

|Y|∑
i=1

zi L(yi, a), (174)

where aQY
is a Bayes action associated with the distribution

QY , i.e., aQY
is the minimizer of

aQY
= argmin

a∈A
EY∼QY

[L(Y, a]]. (175)

Because g(z) is a convex function and the set of sub-
gradients of g(z) is bounded [63, Proposition 4.2.3], we can
apply the sub-gradient mean value theorem [63] along with
(85), and (172) to obatin

g(pY ) =DL(PY ||QY )

=g(qY ) +O

∑
y∈Y
|PY (y)−QY (y)|


=DL(QY ||QY ) +O

∑
y∈Y
|PY (y)−QY (y)|


=O(β). (176)

Now, let us consider the case where HL(Y ) is assumed to
be twice differentiable in PY . The function g(pY ) can also be
expressed in terms of HL(Y ) as:

g(pY ) =

|Y|∑
i=1

PY (yi) L(yi, aQY
)−min

a∈A

|Y|∑
i=1

PY (yi) L(yi, a)

=

|Y|∑
i=1

PY (yi) L(yi, aQY
)−HL(Y ). (177)

Because HL(Y ) is assumed to be twice differentiable in PY ,
from (177), we can conclude that g(pY ) is twice differentiable
with respect to pY . Furthermore, we have

g(pY ) ≥ 0,∀pY ∈ R|Y| (178)

and

g(qY ) = DL(QY ||QY ) = 0. (179)

Using the first-order necessary condition for optimality, we
find that the gradient of g(pY ) at point pY = qY is zero, i.e.,

∇g(qY ) = 0. (180)

Next, based on (179) and (180), we can perform a second-
order Taylor series expansion of g(pY ) at pY = qY :

g(pY ) =g(qY ) + (pY − qY )
T∇g(qY )

+
1

2
(pY − qY )

TH(qY )(pY − qY )

+ o

∑
y∈Y

(PY (y)−QY (y))
2


=
1

2
(pY − qY )

TH(qY )(pY − qY )

+ o

∑
y∈Y

(PY (y)−QY (y))
2

 , (181)

where H(qY ) is the Hessian matrix of g(pY ) at point pY =
qY .

Because g(pY ) is a convex function, we have

(pY − qY )
TH(qY )(pY − qY ) ≥ 0.

Moreover, we can express

1

2
(pY − qY )

TH(qY )(pY − qY )

=
1

2

∑
y,y′

(PY (y)−QY (y))H(qY )y,y′(PY (y
′)−QY (y

′))

= O

∑
y,y′

(PY (y)−QY (y))(PY (y
′)−QY (y

′))

 . (182)

Now, by substituting (182) into (181), we obtain

g(pY ) =O

∑
y,y′

(PY (y)−QY (y))(PY (y
′)−QY (y

′))


+ o

∑
y∈Y

(PY (y)−QY (y))
2

 . (183)

Using (171) and (173), we obtain from (183) that

g(pY ) = DL(PY ||QY ) = O(β2) + o(β2) = O(β2). (184)

This completes the proof.
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Because Yt = f(Xt−d) and Xt is a Markov chain, Yt ↔
Xt−δ ↔ Xt−(δ−1) is a Markov chain for all 0 ≤ δ ≤ d. By
the data processing inequality for L-conditional entropy [35,
Lemma 12.1], one can show that for all 0 ≤ δ ≤ d,

HL(Yt|Xt−δ) ≤ HL(Yt|Xt−(δ−1)). (185)

Moreover, since Yt = f(Xt−d) and Xt is a Markov chain,
Yt ↔ Xt−δ ↔ Xt−(δ+1) is a Markov chain for all δ ≥ d.
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By the data processing inequality [35, Lemma 12.1], one can
show that for all δ ≥ d,

HL(Yt|Xt−δ) ≤ HL(Yt|Xt−(δ+1)). (186)

Because Yt = f(Xt−d) and f(·) is a function, we have
PYt|Xt−d

= PYt|f(Xt−d) = PYt|Yt
. Hence,

HL(Yt|Xt−d) = HL(Yt|Yt) ≤ HL(Yt|Z). (187)
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A. Notations and Definitions

In (51)-(54), we have M+N bandits with M sources and N
dummy bandits, and N channels. Two bandits are considered
to be in the same class if they share identical penalty func-
tions, weights, and transition probabilities. The dummy bandits
belong to the same class. However, among the remaining M
sources, no two sources share the same combination of penalty
function, weight, and transition probabilities. Therefore, we
start with M+1 distinct classes of bandits. Then, we increase
the number of sources rM , number of dummy bandits rN ,
and number of channels rN with scaling factor r, while
maintaining the ratio rM

rN .
The state of a class m bandit is represented by two tuple

(∆m(t), dm(t)), where ∆m(t) represents the AoI and dm(t)
is the amount of time spent to send the current feature from
a class m bandit. Let µm(t) ∈ {0, 1, . . . , Bm} be the action
taken for a class m bandit. If µm(t) = 0, no feature is selected
for transmission; otherwise, if µm(t) = b, a feature from
buffer position (b − 1) ∈ {0, 1, . . . , Bm − 1} is selected for
transmission. Given state (δ, d) and action µ of a class m
bandit, we denote by Pm,µ

(δ′,d′),(δ,d) the transition probability to
a state (δ′, d′).

Because we assume that the transmission times Tm,i are
bounded for all m and i, we can find a dbound ∈ N such that
0 < Tm,i ≤ dbound for all m and i. Then, the amount of
time dm(t) that has been spent to send the current feature
of source m by time slot t is also bounded and dm(t) ∈
{0, 1, . . . , dbound}. Also, we observe from Figs. 1-5 that the
inference error function pm(δ) converges after a large AoI
value. We can find an AoI δbound such that pm(δ) = pm(δbound)
for all δ ≥ δbound and for all m.

We denote by V m
δ,d(t) the fraction of class m bandits with

∆m(t) = δ and dm(t) = d. Let Um
δ,d,µ(t) be the fraction of

class m bandits with ∆m(t) = δ, dm(t) = d, and µm(t) = µ.
We denote by Ṽ m

d (t) the fraction of class m bandits with
dm(t) = d and ∆m(t) > δbound. Moreover, let Ũm

d,µ(t) be the
fraction of class m bandits with dm(t) = d, ∆m(t) > δbound,

and µ(t) = µ. We define variables vmδ,d, umδ,d,µ, ṽmd , and ũmd,µ
for all δ, d, µ, and m as follows:

vmδ,d := lim sup
T→∞

T−1∑
t=0

1

T
E[V m

δ,d(t)], (188)

umδ,d,µ := lim sup
T→∞

T−1∑
t=0

1

T
E[Um

δ,d,µ(t)], (189)

ṽmd := lim sup
T→∞

T−1∑
t=0

1

T
E[Ṽ m

d (t)], (190)

ũmd,µ := lim sup
T→∞

T−1∑
t=0

1

T
E[Ũm

d,µ(t)]. (191)

A channel is occupied by a bandit, if either d > 0 or µ > 0.
Then, the time-averaged expected fraction of class m-bandits
occupied a channel is given by

cm =
∑

δ<δbound,d>0
µ=0

umδ,d,µ +
∑

δ<δbound,d=0
µ>0

umδ,d,µ

+
∑

d>0,µ=0

ũmd,µ +
∑

d=0,µ>0

ũmd,µ. (192)

By using cm, the time-average channel constraint (54) can be
expressed as

M∑
m=0

cm = N. (193)

We define the vectors Vm(t), Um(t), vm, and um to
contain (V m

δ,d(t), Ṽ
m
d (t)), (Um

δ,d,µ(t), Ũ
m
d,µ(t)), (v

m
δ,d, ṽ

m
d ), and

(umδ,d,µ, ũ
m
d,µ), respectively, for all δ = 1, 2, . . . , δbound, d =

0, 1, . . . , dbound, and µ = 0, 1, . . . , Bm.
Now, we provide a uniform global attractor condition. For

a policy π, we can have a mapping Ψπ of the state transitions,
given by

Ψπ((v
m)Mm=1) :=

Eπ[(V
m(t))Mm=1(t+ 1)|(Vm(t))Mm=1(t) = (vm)Mm=1]. (194)

We define the t-th iteration of the maps Ψπ,t≥0(·) as
Ψπ,0((v

m)Mm=1) = (vm)Mm=1 and Ψπ,t+1((v
m)Mm=1) =

Ψπ(Ψπ,t((v
m)Mm=1)).

Definition 8. [18] Uniform Global attractor. An equilibrium
point (vm∗)Mm=1 associated with the optimal solution of (51)-
(54) is a uniform global attractor of Ψπ,t≥0(·), i.e., for all
ϵ > 0, there exists T (ϵ) > 0 such that for all t ≥ T (ϵ) and for
all (vm)Mm=1, one has ∥Ψπ,t((v

m)Mm=1)− (vm∗)Mm=1)∥1 ≤ ϵ.

B. Asymptotic Optimality

Policy π in (51)-(54) can be expressed as a sequence of
actions π = (µ(t))t=0,1,..., with µ(t) = µm(t))Mm=0 represent-
ing actions taken at successive time slots. Let (µ∗(t))t=0,1,...

denote the optimal policy for solving (51)-(54). Given the
optimal dual variable λ = λ∗, Theorems 7-8 imply that in the
optimal policy for (51)-(54), class m bandits choose either
action µm(t) = 0 or µm(t) = b∗m(λ∗) + 1 at every time
slot t. Therefore, the optimal state-action frequency satisfies:
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um∗
δ,d,µ = 0 for all µ ̸= 0, b∗m(λ∗) + 1. Hence, for all class
m, only two actions can occur for every bandit in class m.
Thus, our multiple-action RMAB problem can be reduced to
a binary action RMAB problem. After that, for the truncated
state space (δ, d) ∈ {1, 2, . . . , δbound} × {0, 1, . . . , dbound}, we
directly use [18, Theorem 13 and Proposition 14] to prove the
asymptotic optimality of our policy. Though [18, Theorem 13
and Proposition 14] is proved for a single class of bandits,
we can use the results for multiple classes of bandits because
of a similar argument provided in [64, Section 5]: we argue
that having multiple classes of bandits can be represented by
a single class of bandits by considering a larger state space:
the state of a bandit would be (m, δ, d), where m is its class.
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We denote Di+1(β) = Si+1(β) + Ti+1, Si+1(β) =
τ(∆(Di), β)+Di(β), where τ(δ, β) is defined as the optimal
solution of

inf
τ∈{0,1,2,...}

E

[
τ+T1−1∑

k=0

(wp(δ + k)− β)
]
. (195)

Because Ti’s are i.i.d., and ∆(Di) = Ti + b, we can express
(162) as

J(β) =E

Di+1(β)−1∑
t=Di(β)

wp
(
∆(t)

)
− βE [Di+1(β)−Di(β)] + λE[T1]

=E

τ(T1+b,β)+T1−1∑
k=0

(wp(T1 + b+ k)− β)


+ λE[T1]

= inf
τ∈{0,1,...

E

[
τ+T1−1∑

k=0

(wp(T1 + b+ k)− β)
]

+ λE[T1]. (196)

Since the right-hand side of (196) is the pointwise infimum
of the linear decreasing functions of β, J(β) is concave,
continuous, and strictly decreasing in β. This completes the
proof of part (i) of Lemma 9.

Part (ii) of Lemma 9 holds because for any τ ≥ 0

lim
β→∞

E

[
τ+T1−1∑

k=0

(wp(T1 + b+ k)− β)
]
= −∞ (197)

and

lim
β→−∞

E

[
τ+T1−1∑

k=0

(wp(T1 + b+ k)− β)
]
=∞. (198)

This completes the proof.
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