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Abstract— Motivated by sensor networks and other distributed
settings, several models for distributed learning are presnted.
The models differ from classical works in statistical patten
recognition by allocating observations of an independent rad
identically distributed (i.i.d.) sampling process amongsmembers
of a network of simple learning agents. The agents are limit in
their ability to communicate to a central fusion center and hus,
the amount of information available for use in classificatio or re-
gression is constrained. For several basic communication odels
in both the binary classification and regression frameworks we
question the existence of agent decision rules and fusion les
that result in a universally consistent ensemble; the answs
to this question present new issues to consider with regardot
universal consistency. This paper addresses the issue of @ther
or not the guarantees provided by Stone’s Theorem in centréed
environments hold in distributed settings.

Index Terms— Classification, consistency, distributed learning,
nonparametric, regression, sensor networks, statisticapattern
recognition

I. INTRODUCTION
A. Models for Distributed Learning
Consider the following learning model: Let andY be

learning agent, and questions have been posed about the exis
tence of classifiers or estimators that are universallyisterg.

The answers to such questions are well understood and are
provided by results such as Stone’s Theorem [35], [7], [12]
and numerous others in the literature.

Suppose, in contrast with the standard centralized setting
that for eachi € {1,...,n}, the training datum(X;,Y;) is
received by a distinct member of a network of simple
learning agents. When a central authority observes a new
observationX ~ Py, it broadcasts the observation to the
network in a request for information. At this time, each agen
can respond with at most one bit. That is, each learning agent
chooses whether or not to respond to the central authority’s
request for information; if it chooses to respond, an agent
sends either & or a0 based on its local decision algorithm.
Upon observing the response of the network, the central
authority acts as a fusion center, combining the infornmatio
to create an estimate df. As in the centralized setting, a
key question arises: do there exist agent decision rulesaand
fusion rule that result in a universally consistent netwirk
the limit as the number of agents increases without bound?

In what follows, we answer this question in the affirmative

X-valued andy-valued random variables, respectively, with or both binary classification and regression estimatiarthe
joint distribution denoted b¥ xy. X is known as the feature, binary classification setting, we demonstrate agent detisi
input, or observation spacg’is known as the label, output, orrules and a fusion rule that correspond nicely with classica
target space. Throughout, we takeC R® and consider two kernel classifiers. With this connection to classical work,

cases corresponding to binary classificatigh=¢ {0,1}) and
regression estimatiod{= RR). Given a loss functior : ) x

the universal Bayes-risk consistency of this ensemble then
follows immediately from celebrated analyses like Stone’s

Y — IR, the decision-theoretic problem is to design a decisioiheorem, etc. In the regression setting, we demonstrate tha

rule g :

X — Y that achieves the minimal expected lossnder regularity, randomized agent decision rules exishsu

L* = inf, E{l(g9(X),Y)}. Without prior knowledge of the that when the central authority applies a scaled average vot
distribution P xy-, computing a loss minimizing decision rulecombination of the agents’ responses, the resulting egima
is not possible. Instead),, = {(X;,Y;)}?_,, an independent is universally consistent undér,-loss.

and identically distributed (i.i.d.) collection of tramg data

In this model, the agents convey slightly more information

with (X;,Y;) ~ Pxy for all i € {1,...,n} is available; the than is suggested by the mere one bit that we have allowed
learning problem is to use this data to infer decision rulés w them to physically transmit to the fusion center. Indee¢hea

small expected loss.

agent decides not between sendingr 0. Rather, each agent’s

This standard learning model invites one to consider ndecision rule can be viewed as a selection of onghoée
merous questions; however in this work, we focus on tigéates: abstain, vote and sehdnd vote and sentl With this

statistical property known asniversal consistency7], [12].

observation, these results can be interpreted as follogs(3)

In traditional, centralized setting®),, is provided to a single bits per agent per classification is sufficient for universal
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consistency to hold for both distributed classification and
regressionwith abstention

In this view, it is natural to ask whether thekes,(3) bits
are necessary. Can consistency results be proven at lotver bi
rates? Consider a revised model, precisely the same as,above
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Er}gﬂiﬁ?éxcept that in response to the central authority’s requast f

information, each agent must respond with 1 or 0; abstention
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is not an option and thus, each agent responds with exactlyn this paper, we consider an alternative honparametric ap-
one bit per classification. Are there rules for which univeproach to the study of distributed inference that is mostedip
sal consistency results hold in distributed classificationd aligned with models considered in nonparametric stasistitd
regressiorwithout abstentio the study of kernel estimators and other Stone-type rules.
Interestingly, we demonstrate that in the binary classifickxtensive work has been done related to the consistency
tion setting, randomized agent decision rules exist suah tlof Stone-type rules under various sampling processes; for
when a majority vote fusion rule is applied, universal Bayegxample, [7], [12] and references therein, [5], [11], [18B],
risk consistency holds. Next, we establish natural regwlar[20], [25], [27], [28], [29], [33], [35], [39], [40]. These wdels
conditions for candidate fusion rules and specify a redsienafocus on various dependency structures within the traidatg
class of agent decision rules. As an important negativdtresand assume that a single processor has access to the etdire da
we then demonstrate that for any agent decision rule withstream.
the class, there does not exist a regular fusion rule that is
consistent for every distributioR xy. This result establishes The nature of the work considered in this paper is to
the impossibility of universal consistency in this model foconsider similar questions of universal consistency in el®d
distributed regression without abstention for a restdcteut that capture some of the structure in a distributed environ-
reasonable class of decision rules. ment. As motivated earlier, agents in distributed scesario
have constrained communication capabilities and moreover
each may have access to distinct data streams that differ in
distribution and may depend on parameters such as the state
Motivation for studying distributed learning in generaldan of a sensor network or location of a database. We consider
the current models in particular arise from wireless senstre question: for a given model of communication amongst
networks and distributed databases, applications thae hagents, each of whom has been allocated a small portion of
attracted considerable attention in recent years [1]. &ebe a larger learning problem, can enough information can be
in wireless sensor networks has focused on two separai¢hanged to allow for a universally consistent ensembie? |
aspects: networking issues, such as capacity, delay, atidgo this work, the learning problem is divided amongst agents
strategies; and applications issues. This paper is coederby allocating each a unique observation of an i.i.d. sangplin
with the second of these aspects, and in particular with tpeocess. As explained earlier, we consider simple communi-
problem of distributed inference. Wireless sensor netware cation models with and without abstention. Insofar as these
a fortiori designed for the purpose of making inferences abowtfodels present a useful picture of distributed scenarfus, t
the environments that they are sensing, and they are tjpicglaper addresses the issue of whether or not the guarantees
characterized by limited communications capabilities ¢lue provided by Stone’s Theorem in centralized environmenis ho
tight energy and bandwidth limitations, as well as the tgfijc in distributed settings. Notably, the models under corsitign
ad-hoc nature of wireless networks. Thus, distributedrérfee  will be similar in spirit to their classical counterpartagieed,
is a major issue in the study of wireless sensor networks. similar techniques can be applied to prove results.
In problems of distributed databases, there is a collection
of training data that is massive in both the dimension of the Note that [30] studies a similar model for distributed learn
feature space and quantity of data. For political, econpming under communication constraints. Whereas [30] allexat
social or technological reasons, this database is dis#iburegions of feature space amongst agents, here we allocate
geographically or in such a way that it is infeasible for angbservations of an i.i.d. sampling process. Moreover, here
single agent to access the entire database. Multiple agenmts study a richer class of communication constraints. A
may be deployed to make inferences from various segmerdfated area of research lies in the study of ensemble mgthod
of the database, but communication constraints arising fran machine learning; examples of these techniques include
privacy or security concerns highlight distributed infeze bagging, boosting, mixtures of experts, and others [13], [4
as a key issue in this setting as well. Recent research Ij@k [10], [15]. These techniques are similar to the problem
studied inference in the distributed databases setting fr@f interest here in that they aggregate many individually
an algorithmic point of view; for example, [22] proposed #rained classifiers. However, the focus of these works is on
distributed boosting algorithm and studied its perforneanthe statistical and algorithmic advantages of learnind it
empirically. ensemble and not on the nature of learning under communica-
Distributed detection and estimation is a well-developdtbn constraints. Notably, [14] considered an PAC-like mlod
field with a rich history. Much of the work in this areafor learning with many individually trained hypotheses in a
has focused on either parametric problems, in which strodgtribution-specific (i.e., parametric) framework.
statistical assumptions are made [36], [37], [3], [38],]]23
[21], [6], [17], [8], or on traditional nonparametric forems, Numerous other works in the literature are relevant to the
such as constant-false-alarm-rate detection [2]. RecdBd] research presented here. However, different points need to
advocated a learning theoretic approach to wireless senber made depending on whether we consider regression or
networks and [26], in the context of kernel methods commontyassification with or without abstention. Lacking such teom
used in machine learning, considered the classical model feere, we will save such discussion of these results for the
decentralized detection [36] in a nonparametric setting.  appropriate sections in the paper.

B. Motivation and Background



C. Organization It is straightforward to verify that[{1) is a valid probalji

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. [@stribution for every(X, X;,Y;) € & x & x ). Therefore,
Section I, the notation and technical assumptions rekevdfgether with (A),d,; is clearly specified by,;(z) and [1).
to the remainder of the paper are introduced. In SectionsNote, this formalism serves merely as a technical con-
Il and IV, we study the models for binary classificatioryenience and should not mask the simplicity of the agent
in communication with and without abstention, respecgiveldecision rules. In words, an agent will abstain from voting
In Sections V and VI, we study the models for regressidh »(X; Xi, Yi) = abstain; else, the agent flips a biased coin
estimation with and without abstention in turn. In eachisect 0 sendl or 0, with the bias determined by, (X, X;, Y;).
we present the main results, discuss important connectigi¥ough this formalism may appear restrictive since rules of
to other work in nonparametric statistics, and then procelffis form do not allow randomized decisions to abstain, the
with a proof that further emphasizes differences from otass results in this paper do not rely on this flexibility.
analyses like Stone’s Theorem. In Section VII, we conclude T0 €mphasize, note that communication is constrained be-
with a discussion of future work. Technical lemmas that af@/€en the agents and the fusion center via the limited dgCisi

readily apparent from the literature are left to the appendi SPaceS and as above, communication between agents is not
allowed (the latter is a necessary precondition for obdema

Il. PRELIMINARIES (A)). Consistent with the notation, we assume that the agent

have knowledge ofi, the number of agents in the ensemble.
rrWloreover, we assume that for eaeh every agent has the
same local decision rule; i.e., the ensemble is homogenous
in this sense. An underlying assumption is that each agent is
able to generate random numbers, independent of the rest of
he network.

In this section, we introduce notation and technical assu
tions relevant to the remainder of the paper.

As stated earlier, letX and Y be X-valued and -
valued random variables, respectively, with a joint disttion
denoted byPxy. X is known as the feature, input, or
observation space€y is known as the label, output, or targe% . . .

: d . Consistent with convention, we useg,(x) =
space. Throughout, we will tak& C IR® and consider two "
: : e gn(x, {0ni}i—q) + X x S® — {0,1} to denote the central
cases corresponding to binary classification< {0, 1}) and authority’s lfusion rule in the binary classification framks
regression estimation){ = R). Let D, = {(X;,Y:)}7, y y

denote an i.i.d. collection of training data withX;,Y;) ~ and similarly, we usej,, (z) = 7 (z, {oni}i1}) : X x 8" =
. R to denote its fusion rule in the regression frameworks.
Pxy foralli e {1,...,n}.

Throughout this paper, we will usé,; to denote the In defining fusion rules throughout the remainder of the

randomized response of ti# learning agent in an ensemble?apir’ Ilt ( )V(V I”D k;eéc??vzm{elnt tz}d.er:sote #th;bs‘E:?nd}or;s set
of n agents. For each € {1,...,n}, d,; is an S-valued .V — V% ~n) = ot i

random variable, wher§ is the decision space for the agentthe set of agents that vote and hence, do not abstain. To

in modelswith abstentionwe takeS = {abstain, 1,0} and :ahmphasue thefctintral fUthfr'tys %”T?\ry roI;a cil;]ag?ne?s\tth_
in modelswithout abstentionwe takeS = {1,0}. As an € response ot the network, we shall hencetorth reter !

important consequence of the assumed lack of inter‘agggggf‘igisnduzlolgszer;ltﬁ:ctionl . Y xY - R we seek
communication and the assumption thay¢ is i.i.d., we have 9 ) ’

. . : . ensembles that achieve the minimal expected loss. In the
the following observation which will be fundamental to the . e . o . i
.. inary classification setting, the criterion of interesttiee
subsequent analysis:

th , ‘ probability of misclassification; we le(y, y') = 1,1, the
(A) -(I)—:eX’ X_""gae:;syrezz?r}ii’{gtismﬂignseinﬂzgirrﬂi?:twell—known zero-one loss. The structure of the risk minimig

F XY d ditionallv ind q fMAP decision rule is well-understood [7]; 1685 : X — {0,1}
of {(X;,¥;)}; and conditionally independent of 40,510 this Bayes decision rule. In regression settings, we
{50y} 1 OIveN X

s _ _consider the squared error criterion; wellgt, y') = |y —v'|%.
Thus, to specifyd,; and thereby design agent deciyt js well known that the regression function
sion rules, it suffices to define the conditional distribotio

P{6,: | X, X;,Y;} forall (X, X,,Y;) € X x X x Y. In each of n(z) =E{Y |X =z} 2
the subsequent sections, we will find it convenient to do so Bpjeves the minimal expected loss in this case. Throughout
specifying a functio,, (z) : X x X x ) — {abstain}U[0,1].  tha remainder of the paper, we 1t = inf; E{(f(X),Y)}
In particular, we define denote the minimal expected loss. Depending on whether we

P{6,; = abstain | X, X;,Y;} find ourselves in the binary classification or regressiotirget
1, if 6,(X, X;,Y;) = abstain it will be clear from the context whethet* refers to the
= { 0. otherwise optimal (binary) Bayes risk or minimal mean squared error.
k In this work, we focus on the statistical property known as
P{oni =11, X5, i} . . @ yniversal consistencf?], [12], defined as follows.
_ { 0, if 0n (X, X;, ;) = abstain Definition 1: Let L, =  E{(fu(X,Dy),Y)|Dn}.
0n(X, X, Yi), otherwise {fn}52, is said to beuniversally consistenf E{L,} — L*

P{0; = 0|X, X;,Y;} for all distributionsP xy-.
_ { 0, if 0,(X,X;,Y;) = abstain This definition requires convergence in expectation and

1-0,(X,X;,Y;), otherwise " according to convention, definegeak universal consistency.



This notion is contrasted witlstrong universal consistency with the naive kernel. Indeed,
N )
where L,, — L* almost surely. Extending results of weak { " S Yilg,, (o(X0)

universal consistency to the strong sense has generallireeq gn(@) = 1, "5, (0 (X0 >

the theory of large deviations, in particular McDiarmid’s 0, otherwise

inequality [7]. Though the focus in this paper is on the weake

sense, the results in this paper might be extended to stroff§h this equivalenck the universal consistency of the en-

universal consistency using similar techniques. In paldic semble follows from Stone’s Theorem applied to naive kernel

note that since consistency in distributed classificatioth ~ classifiers. WithL,, = P{g,(X) # Y |D,}, the probability

abstentioncan be reduced to Stone’s Theorem, the extensiéherror of the ensemble conditioned on the random training

to strong universal Consistency follows immediate|y fraams data, we state this known result without proof as Theorem 1.

dard results. Further, the negative result for distributsgtes- ~ Theorem 1:([7]) If r, — 0 and (r,)n — oo asn — oo,

sion without abstentionautomatically precludes consistencyhenE{L,} — L* for all distributionsP xy.

in the strong sense. An extension for distributed classifina  The kernel classifier with the naive kernel is somewhat

without abstention and distributed regression with akigian unigue amongst other frequently analyzed universally isens

may be possible under a refined analysis; the authors le4@t classifiers in its relevance to the current model. More

such analysis for future research. general kernels (for instance, a Gaussian kernel) are sdyea

applicable as the real-valued weights do not naturally farm

randomized decision rule. Furthermore, nearest neighijes r

do not apply as a given agent’s decision rule would then need

to depend on the data observed by the other agents; such inter
In this section, we show that the universal consistency 8gent communication is not allowed in the current model.

distributed classification with abstention follows immesgiy

from Stone’;_Theorem and the clasgical analysis of naive IV. DISTRIBUTED CLASSIFICATION WITHOUT

kernel classifiers. To start, let us briefly recap the model. ABSTENTION

Since we are in the classification framewo@k, = {0,1}.

Suppose that for each € {1,..,n}, the training datum As noted in the introduction, given the result of the pregiou

(X;,Y;) € D, is received by a distinct member of a networigection, it is natural to ask whether the communication con-

of n learning agents. When the fusion center observes a néffaints can be tightened. Let us consider the second model i

observationX ~ Py, it broadcasts the observation to th&vhich the agents cannot choose to abstain. In effect, easitag

network in a request for information. At this time, each ofommunicates one bit per decision. Again, we consider the

the learning agents can respond with at most one bit. THdfary classification framework but as a technical convecee

is, each learning agent chooses whether or not to responcR€ust our notation so that = {+1, —1} instead of the usual

the fusion center’s request for information; and if an agedf.1}; also, agents now decide between sendinly The

chooses to respond, it sends either ar a0 based on a local formalism introduced in Section Il can be extended natyrall

decision algorithm. Upon receiving the agents’ responthes, to allow this slight modification; we allow,; to be specified

fusion center combines the information to create an estim&0 thatP{d,; = +1|X, X;,Y;} = dni(z, X;,Y;). We again

of Y. consider whether universally Bayes-risk consistent sgsem
To answer the question of whether agent decision rulgXist for the ensemble.

and fusion rules exist that result in a universally consiste Consider the randomized agent decision rule specified as

ensemble, let us construct one natural choice. Bith(z) =  follows:

1
2. (5)

IIl. DISTRIBUTED CLASSIFICATION WITH ABSTENTION:
STONE'S THEOREM

{2/ e R ||z — 2 ||]o< 70}, let 5 Y+ 3, if X, €B,, (z)
‘ - ni(2, X3, Yi) = { i, otherwise ©
(2, X, Y):{ Y; if X; € By, () 3) 2
e abstain, otherwise Recall from 1) that the agents’ randomized responses are
and defined byd,(-). Note thatP{6,; = Y; |X; € B, (z)} =1,
LAt S, 6 > A1y and thus, the agents respond according to their training dat
gn(z) = { 0’ Otherl\iilsve 2 ) (4) label if z is sufficiently close taX;. Else, they simply “guess”,

flipping an unbiased coin. In this model without abstention,

so thatg, (x) amounts to a majority vote fusion rule. Recalls readily verified that each agent transmits one bit persi@ci
from () that the agents’ randomized responses are defineddsy,; is {+1}-valued sinceP{4,; = abstain} = 0; thus, the
d»(+). In words, agents respond according to their training datammunication constraints are obeyed.
label as long as the new observati&nis sufficiently close to A natural fusion rule is the majority vote. That is, the fusio
their training observatioX;; else, they abstain. In this modelcenter decides according to
with abstention, note that,; is {abstain, 1, 0}-valued since . n

- . . . . 1, if Z-: 5nz>0
Y; is binary valued and thus, the communications constraints gn(z) = i=1 (7)
are obeyed. —1, otherwise

V\_/it_h this ChOice: _it is straightforward to see that .t.he Net 1gyrictly speaking, this equality holds almost surely fasince the agents’
decision rule is equivalent to the plug-in kernel classifide responses are random variables.



As before, the natural performance metric for the ensensbleB. Proof of Theorem 2
the probability of misclassification. Modifying our conteam

slightly, let D,, = {(X;, Yi, 6,:)}™; and define Proof: Fix an arbitrarye > 0. We will show that
h E{L,} — L* is less thare for all sufficiently largen. Using
L, =P{g.(X)#Y |D,}. (8) the notation in [[R), we writey(z) = E{Y [X = 2z} =

P{Y = 411X =z} - P{Y = —-1|X = z} and define
That is, L, is the conditional probability of error of the Ac = {z : [n(z)| > 5}. It follows that
majority vote fusion rule conditioned on the randomness in

agent training and agent decision rules. E{L,} - L*
= E{P{g.(X) £V ID.}} - P{5s(X) £V}
A. Main Result and Comments = E{(P{gn(X) #Y|D,, X}
Theorem 2 specifies sufficient conditions for consistency fo P{6p(X)£Y |X}) : (1Aé (X)+14 (X)) }(9)

an ensemble using the described decision rules.

. d
E{TLhe}Ome 20t rn = 0 and(ra)%y/n — 0o asn — 0o, ten  uy the expectation ir9) being taken with respectifcand
" o . ) . ... Dy. Note that for allz € A, P{0p(X) # Y |X =z} =
Yet again, the conditions of the theorem strike a similarity _ |n=)| < 1 _ ¢ g4 thereforeP{g,(X) # Y |Dp, X} <
with consistency results for kernel classifiers using theena { _ P{2§ (3()27& v X —a}<it< 71L'hus mel =
kernel. Indeedr,, — 0 ensures that the bias of the classifier B -2 4 '
decays to zero. Howevefy, } 22 ; must not decay too rapidly. .
As the number of agents in the ensemble grows large, many, E{L,} - L
indeed most, of the agents will be “guessing” for any given < E{ (P{gn(X) #Y |Dp, X} —

classification; in general, only a decaying fraction of the

€
agents will respond with useful information. In order to @res P{op(X) #Y |X})1Aé (X) + 5}
that these informative bits can be heard through the noise €
introduced by the guessing agents,,)?,/n — oo. Note < P{gn(X) 7# 05(X) ‘X € A€}P{A€} + 9°

the difference between this result and that for naive kernel

classifiers wherg(r,,)¥n — oo assures a sufficient rate ofNote that if P{A.} = 0, then the proof is complete. Let us

convergence fofr,}52 . proceed assuminB{A.} > 0. Clearly, it suffices to show that
Notably, to prove this result, we show directly that the eXim,, ., P g,(X) # dp(X) ‘X € Ae} < 5. Let us define

pected probability of misclassification converges to thgeda the quantities

rate. This is unlike techniques commonly used to demon-

strate the consistency of kernel classifiers, etc., whiah ar () = B{n(X )60 | X = 2}

so-called “plug-in” classification rules. These rules restie

the a posteriori probabilitesP{Y = i|X}, i = +1 and

construct classifiers based on thresholding the estintataid

setting, it suffices to show that these estimates convergeto o2 (x) = B{[n(X)dni — mn(X))? |X =z},

true probabilities inL?(Px). However, for this model, we

cannot estimate tha posteriori probabilities and must resort, i the expectation being taken over the random training

o anotherprooftechmque;th|s foreshadows the negatelr data and the randomness introduced by the agent decision
of Sgctmn VI i o . rules. Respectivelym,,(z) and o2(x) can be interpreted as
With our choice of “coin flipping” agent decision rules, ongne mean and variance of the “margin” of the agent response
may be tempted to model the observations made by the fusi N conditioned on the observatio. For large positive
center as noise-corrupted labels from the training set andrﬁn(x), the agents can be expected to respond “confidently”
thereby recover Theorem 2 from the literature on learnirtf Wi(with large margin) according to the Bayes rule when asked
noisy data. However, note that since the fusion center does f classify an object. For largeo? (z), the fusion center can

have access to the agents’ feature observations{(#};_1),  expect to observe a large variance amongst the individwaitag
the fusion rule cannot in general be modeled as a “plug-in:

ISIO| _ _ Pesponses ta.
_cla35|cat|on rule as a_malyzed, for mst_ance, n [24]. Muezo Fix any integelk > 0. Consider the sequence of sets indexed
in contrast to the noise models considered in [24], the ageont
decision rules here are statistically dependentrand are yn,
also dependent oX; in an atypical way: the noise statistics
depend om and for particulai xy, one can show that as Bpg ={z € X :mu(2)n > kv/noy(2)},
increases without bound, the probability that an agentspees
(a label is noisy) grows towartl These differences distinguishso thatr € B,, ;, if and only if %&‘)ﬁ > k. We can interpret
Theorem 2 from results in the literature on learning withsyoi B,, ; as the set of observations for which informed agents

data. have a sufficiently strong signal compared with the noise of



the guessing agents. Then, Thus,

P{g.(X) #65(X)| X € 4.} P{X € By |X €A}
. = P{m,(X)n < kvno,(X) |X € A}
- P{n(X)Zsz- <0 ‘X e AE} (10 _ P{W(X)Wn(X)fIBM(X)(?J)PX(dy)\/H —h ‘X 4 }
= n(X)|y/T— E{0,i [ X2 ‘
= P{n(X0)> 0w <0|X € AN Bus} = P{(sen(n(X))ma (X)) -
=1 Vi [1p, (x)(y)Px (dy)
P{X € BurlX €A 7 ( T )<k‘X6A€}.
+P{77(X) Z;‘s"i <0 ‘X €4en B"=k} ' For anyl >~ > 0, we have
P{X € B, |X € A} (11) P{X € B, |X € A}

n
Note that conditioned onX, 5(X) 3", 6, is a sum of < P{ 1_E\{{; = /1BM(X)(y)PX(dy) < k‘
independent and identically distributed random variakhlgh n
meanm,(X) and variances2(X). Further, forz € B, x, X € A, sgn(n(X))nn(X) > 7}

n(x) Y i, 0ni < 0 implies |n(z) >0 0pi — my(x)n| > P X X)<~lX e A 12
ky/no?(z). Thus, it is straightforward to see that, HP{sen(n(X))m(X) < v]X € A} (12)
First, consider the second term. With = £, it follows

- _ from our choice ofA, that {sgn(n(X))n,(X) < {} implies
P{n(x) ;5" <O|X €A B (In(X) = 1(X)| > £}. Thus,

E{P{n(X) z:(sn <0 ‘X} ‘X € AN Bmk} P{sgn(n{(X))nn(X) <
R < Pn(X) —na(X

Since by technical Lemma 2 (see appendin)(X) —

XeAe}

— B la

|>§’X€AE}.

IN

E{P{‘n(X) Zn:(sm - mn(X)n‘ > ky/nog (X) ‘X}
=1

X e ANB n(X) in probability and by assumptioP{A.} > 0,

’ €dn "’“} it follows from technical Lemma 1 in the appendix that
1 P {sgn(n(X))na(X) < X € A} — 0.

- k% Returning to [IR) withy = £, note that we have just

demonstrated that

Here, the last statement follows from Markov's Inequalit)ﬁ.
. . . My, o0 P{sgn(n(X))n,(X) > ¢} = 1. Thus, to show that
Choosingk sufficiently large and returning t@.[11), the first term converges to zero, by technical Lemma 1, it

suffices to show that
P{gn(X) # 05(X) | X € A}

I /i |
< % +P{X € By i |X S AE}. 1 — E{(Sm' |X}2 /1Brn(X)(y)PX(dy) — 00 1.p.

(13)

Now let us determine specific expressions for, (x) and Since\/ﬁ > 1, this follows from technical Lemma

o2(z), as dictated by our choice of agent decision rules. in the appendix and the fact thét,)*\/n — oo. This

Clearly, completes the proof. ]

My (2)
= n(@)E{0n; |X =z}
- n(:c)E{E{2Sm-(X, X, V) — 11X, X,, Y}

= 1(@)(0-P{X; € By, (2)}

V. DISTRIBUTED REGRESSION WITHABSTENTION

We now turn our attention to distributed regression. As
in Section lll, the model remains the same except that now
Y = R; that is, Y is an R-valued random variable and
likewise, agents receive real-valued training data lgbg]s

X:x}

+1,(z) - P{X; € B, (I)}) In this section, we consider communication with abstention
With the aim of determining whether universally consistent
= (@) (z) / g, (@) (¥)Px(dy), ensembles can be constructed, let us devise candidate rules
For some as yet unspecified sequence of functibps:
with 7, () = E{n(X) |X € B,, (z)}. Also, R — [0, 1] and a sequence of real numbérs }2° ,, consider

the randomized agent decision rules specified as follows:

op(@) = 177(@)E{|0n — E{0ni | X =2} |X = x} . { T,(Y;) if X; € By, (2)

= 7*(2)(1 — E{6n |X = 2}?). Oni(w) = abstain, otherwise ’ (14)



2
Cn

nrd

for i = 1,...,n. In words, the agents choose to vote only if 3) — 0,
X; is close enough taX; to vote, they flip a biased COin'thenE{zn} I~

with the bias determined by the size of the ensemblend  \ore generally, the constraint regarding the compactness
Y;, via the functionT, (). In this model with abstention, note ¢ Py can be weakened. As will be observed in the proof
thatd,,; is {abstain, 1,0}-valued and thus, the communicatiorbebw’ Py must be such that when coupled with a bounded
constraints are obeyed. random variablé’, there is a known convergence rate of the
It is intuitively clear thatT’,(-) should be designed so thatariance term of the naive kernel classifier (under a stahdar
the realization of random bkin,i_ reveals mformat!on abpqt i.i.d. sampling model){c,}>>, should be chosen so that it
the real-valued label; to the fusion center. In particular, it is grows at a rate slower than the rate at which the variance
natural to ask whether any continuous bijective map@®  term decays. Notably, to seleft,, }5° ;, one does not need to
the interval(0, 1) would suffice in biasing the coin in a mannegngerstand the convergence rate of the bias term, and this is
that is informative enough to provide universal consisfenGyhy continuity conditions are not required; the bias terrti wi
For example, one might chosg,(y) = T'(y) = = and converge to zero universally as long @s— oo andr,, — 0
consider agent decision rules of the folml(14) in conjumctioys,, — ~o.
with a fusion rule like In observing the response of the network, the fusion center
. 1 (2iery Oni sees),; from those agents who have not abstained. Since these
Mn(z) = T (W) (15)  random variables can be viewed as random guantizations or

. — . . transformations of the labels in the training data, it isunatto
Since agents have the flexibility to abstain, the fusion NG5k whether the consistency of these rules follows as aapeci

can accurately estimate the average bias chosen by NpRse of models for learning with noisy data. In this case, the

abstaining agents; the hope, then, is to determine the -COfRderlying noise model would transform the labélto the
sponding average label by invertiig-). As observed in the et 1) "1} in a manner that would be statistically dependent

proof, such a choice is not possible, in general, sif¢g is on X, X;, Y; itself andn. Though it is possible to view the

nonlinear; such an approach introduces a systematic bias{prent question in this framework, to our knowledge such a

the estimator and thereby prevents consistency. _ highly structured noise model has not been considered in the
If, however,|Y'| < B a.s. for some knowd > 0, it suffices |itarature.

to chooseTy,(-) as the Iin_elar function mapping-B, B] 0 Einally, those familiar with the classical statistical fean
[0, 1]. Since in this casel}, (E{0n,i [ X, X;}) = E{Y:i |Xi},  recognition literature will find the style of proof very faliar;
universal consistency then follows with trivial modificais special care must be taken to demonstrate that the variance
to the proof of Stone’s Theorem. of the estimate does not decrease too slowly compared to

This intuition leads us to a rule that captures consistency{Cn}zg1 and to show that the bias introduced by the “clipped”
the general case. Though choices abound, we can cligase agent_decision rules converges to zero.

be piecewise linear. In particular, I€t,, }° ; be an arbitrary

sequence of real numbers such that— oo asn — oo and
B. Proof of Theorem 3

choose,
Ly 4l Y <en _Proof: By standa[d orthogonall2ty arguments [12], it
T,.(Y;) = { 2en 2 A (16) suffices to show thaE{|n,(X) —n(X)|*} — 0 asn — 0.
el otherwise Define 7, (z) 2 E{0n|Xi = .| X — X; |< ra}-
and specify the fusion rule as Proceeding in the traditional manner, note that by the stahd
) Sr i 1 inequality
in(T) = 2Cn( Ty | - 5) (7) (G1+"'+ak)2 Sk(af'f'""f’az), (18)

In words, the fusion center shifts and scales the average vt follows that

For appropriately chosen sequendes }>°, and {r,}52, " 2
this ensemble is universally consistent, as proved by 'lémorE{m"(X) — (X1}

3. - 2E{’20n(2i61v Oni }) _2Cn(2ielv i (Xi) 1)’2}
In particular, we will considerl,, = E{|#},(X)-Y >} with ~ — v | 2 v | 2

the expectation being taken ov&r, D,, = {(X;,Y;)}",, and Yier, T(Xe) 1 2

the randomness introduced in the agent decision rules. + 2E{‘2C”( Iy | n 5) - n(X)‘ }

£ J, +K,.

A. Main Result and Comments Starting with the first term,

Assuming an ensemble using the described decision rules,
Theorem 3 specifies sufficient conditions for consistency. In

Theorem 3:SupposeP xy is such thatPx is compactly _ 8CQE{‘ZZ-€1V (Oni — 7 (X3)) ‘2}
supported andE{Y?} < oo. If, asn — oo, " [Ty |
1) Cp — 00, . 9 Zie]v (6711 - ﬁn(XZ))Q
2) 1 0. and - SCRE{E{ P ‘X, X, Xn}}



Here, the first equality follows from algebra; the seconih L2(y) for all probability measureg. By (I8),

follows after noting that for alk € Iy,

E{6,:|X, X1,...., Xn|} = 7.(X;) and canceling out cross- _ . .
terms in the expansion of the squared sum in the numeratgr, < 4E{‘2cn(M — l) — M
Note that conditioned onX and X;, &,; is Bernoulli with | Iv | 2 |Iv|

)

parameter;,, (X;) for all i € Iy,. Thus, bounding the variance N 4E{’2161v ne(Xi)  Diery 1e(X) ‘2}
of a Bernoulli random variable, we continue above, [Ty | [Ty |
P 2
amf| Z o)
v |

5 1
< 2E{ e + AB{n.(X) - n(X)[2}

4(Kn1 + Kn2 + KnS + Kn4)

(>

Here we have applied the conventi@n: 0. Conditioning
on X and applying technical Lemma 4 (see the appendix) to
the binomial random variablgly | = Y71 | 1(x,en,, (x)}. it First, considerk,;.

follows that,
Knl
o< 2328 2 Lo a9 S ien 2en(a(X0) = 1) — 0 (X))
-V nPx {Xy € B, (X)} = {‘ s 2 L1y >0}
[Iv|
Here, for convenience, we have exploited the fact that _cn1{|1v‘:0}‘ }

is i.i.d. and reused the variabl¥;. SincePy is compactly 1
supported, the expectation inJ19) can be bounded by a termc {‘Zzelv@cn(%(){z) 7) — ﬁe(Xz))}l o ‘2}
O(md) using an argument typically used to demonstrate the |1v| {ivi=0)
consistency of kernel estimators [12]. For completeness, w +2E{cn1{|lv|:0}},
include it here.

Since S, the support ofPX, is compact, we can find
21,201, € RY such thats € UM" B, »(z;) and M,, < &
for some constant;. Thus,

with the equality following from algebra and the inequality
from (I8). Then, noting thatly| = > 1(x,en,, (x)} IS
binomial with parametePx,{X; € B, (X)} when condi-
tioned onX, we continue,

2
2¢2E 1
Cn {NPXl{Xl = BTH(X)}} Knl < {‘Zzelv(zcn(nn(Xz) 2) nE(XZ))}Q}
M, - I
< 1Y B| (B, 220} (X) ) ) s n
- " Pt ’rLPX1 {Xl S Brn (X)} +2E{Cn (1 - PX1 {Xl € BTn(X)}) }
In _ 1 2
< 42 iE{ (B, /201 (X) } < 2cE{’2cn(nn(X) -3) —ne(X)‘ }
S n P nPx, {X1 e Brn/z(zi)} B 202
2 n .
_ A M, * {anl {X, €B,, (X)}}
n
2
< dac, Here, the second inequality follows for some constanin

nrs, part by applying technical Lemma 5 and in part by noting
(1—2)" <exp(—nz) < L for0 <z <1landn=1,2,-

Finally, by condition (3) of Theorem 3, it follows thal, — Continuing by applymg[C[]S) we have

0. Note thatJ, is essentially the variance of the estimator.

Much of the work thus far has been the same as showing

that in traditional i.i.d. sampling process settings, theance K, < QCE{ 2¢,, (0 (X) — 1) - n(x)r}
of the naive kernel is universally bounded by a te@hj) 22
whenP x is compactly supported arid is bounded [12]. This FE{[1e(X) = n(X)"}

observation is consistent with the comments above. +E { 4ep }
Now, let us considerK,,. Fix ¢ > 0. We will show nPx {X1 € B, (X)}
that for all sufficiently largen, K, < e. Let n.(z) be a
bounded continuous function with bounded support such tf@$r our specific choice of agent decision rules, note that

E{|n.(X) —n(X)|*} < 5. SinceE{Y?} < oo implies that — E{T,(Y)|X =2} = E Y + 1)1 +
n(z) € L*(Px), such a function is assured to exist; the set (?fﬂ( ™) {1 (Y| )= {(26" 2visen)

bounded continuous functions with bounded support is den@é{mxn}

}. Substituting this above and applying



Jensen’s inequality, we have consistent for every distributioR xy. This result establishes

2 ¢ the impossibility of universal consistency in this modet fo
K, < 26E{‘E{Y1{\y|>cn} |X}‘ } + D distributed regression without abstention for a restdgctaut
42 reasonable class of decision rules.
+E{ - } To begin, consider the set of agent decision rules specified
nPx {&1 € B, (X)} ¢ according to[{JL) for somé,(-). In this model without absten-
< 26E{E{Y21{\Y\>cn} |X}} t 13 tion, we require that the implicit responses sati®fys,; =

42 abstain} = 0, but we impose no additional constraints on the
+E{ Po X ”B X)}} agent decision rules. With the formalism introduced in Bect
nPx{Xi € TE"( Il, this assumption is equivalent to assumifi,(-)}5>; C
= 2E{Y’1yyisen} + 33 A={6: X xXxY—[0,1]}
4c2 A fusion rule consists of a sequence of functidrig }5,
+E{nPX1{X1 c B, (X)}}' (20) mappingX x 8™ to Y = R. Recall from Section I, we

can regardS = {1,0} in this model without abstention. To
Since fn(y) = y*1{jy|>c,} IS @ monotonically decreasingproceed, we require some regularity 6, (-)}22,. Namely,
sequence of functions and,.(y) — 0 everywhere, then let us consider only fusion rules that satisfy the following
by the Monotone Convergence Theorem, the first term #ssumptions:
@3d) converges to zero. The third term [@(20) converges tO(Al) ()
zero by the same argument that was applied fpr Thus, That’ is, for allz € X, anyb € {0,1}", and any
limsup,, o Kny < 33. _ , permutation ofb, b’ € {0,1}", 7, (z,b) = 7, (2, V).
Observe that. is uniformly continuous, since by con- a5y For everyr € X, f, (x, -) is Lipschitz in the average
struction, it is a bounded continuous function with bounded Hamming distance. That is, there exists a consfant

support. Letd > 0 be such that if| =z — 2/ ||< 4, then such that
ne(z) — ne(2')| < /5. Sincer, — 0, for all sufficiently
largen, r, < 4. Thus, for all sufficiently larges,

is permutation invariant for alle € X.

1 n
A I <ot o
|77n(x7b1) nn(x7b2)| > Cn Z |b11 b21| (21)

Zie[v (ne(Xi) - ne(X)) 2 =1
Kn2 = E{‘ Ty | ‘ } for everyby, by € {0,1}™.
< £ Once again, we will considefr,, = E{|7,(X) —Y|?} with
- 12’ the expectation being taken ov&r, D,, = {(X;,Y;)}",, and

since for alli € Iy, | X; — X ||< r,. Next, considerK,3;. the randomness introduced in the agent decision rules.
We have

Koz = E{n(X)*1{1, =03} A. Main Result and Comments
< sup(ne(#)?)E{1{1, =0} } The following provides a negative result.
* 902 Theorem 4:For every sequence of agent decision rules
< sup(ne(x)Q)E{ n }, specified according td(1) with a point-wise convergent se-
I nPx,{X1 € Br, (X)} quence of functiongo,,(-)}52; C ‘A, there is no fusion rule

in the usual way, as we see thit,; — 0. Finally, K,,4 <
by our choice ofy.(z). Thus,

5 {mn(-)}2, satisfying assumptions (A1) and (A2) such that

c . c lim E{L,} =L" (22)
limsup K,, < 4(—+——|—O+—) nree
oo 1212 12 for every distributionP xy satisfyingE{Y?} < co.

Note that there is nothing particularly special about the on
Sincee was arbitrary, it is clear thak’,, converges to zero. pjt regime and regression. In fact, under the conditionsef t
This completes the proof. B theorem, universal consistency cannot be achieved in a-mult

class classification problem with even three possible fabel
VI. DISTRIBUTED REGRESSION WITHOUTABSTENTION  However, we consider regression as it illustrates the point

Finally, let us consider the model for distributed regressi nicely.
without abstention. Now) = IR; agents will receive real- The restriction to distributions satisfying{Y?} < oo
valued training data label§. However, when asked to respondactually strengthens this negative result, for withouthsac
with information, they will reply with either0 or 1, as condition, Theorem 4 is trivial. In the proof, a counter-exde
abstention is not an option. is derived wherd” is binary-valued, a much stronger case that

In this section, we first establish natural regularity cendalso satisfies this condition.
tions for candidate fusion rules and specify a reasonahbkscl Further, the requirement thés,,(-)}22, be pointwise con-
of agent decision rules. As an important negative result, wergent is mild and is only a technical point in the proof.
then demonstrate that for any agent decision rule withia thndeed, the result can be trivially extended to allow for kexa
class, there does not exist a regular fusion rule thatds notions of convergence.

= €.
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B. Proof of Theorem 4 Again, n'(z;) = E{Y'|X' = z;} = y1—;. These limits
The proof will proceed by specifying two random vari2re assured to exist by the assumption that(-)};2, is
ables (X,Y) and (X’,Y’) with n(z) = E{Y |X = 2} # @ pointwise converging sequence of functions. Finally, let
E{Y’|X' =z} = 5/ (x). Asymptotically, however, the fusion {6/;}_, denote the random response random variables for
center’s estimate will be indifferent to whether the ageres the ensemble agents trained with data distributed acagptdin

trained with random data distributed according Rocy or Pxiyr. _
P x/y-. This observation will contradict universal consistency BY standard orthogonality arguments [12], for the ensemble
and complete the proof. to be universally consistent, we must have both

Proof: To start, fix a pointwise convergent sequence of E{ (X, {0 }7—y) — n(X)|2} = 0 (27)
functions{d,(-)}52,; C A, arbitraryz,z; € X, and distinct -
Yo, y1 € R. Let us specify a distributioR xy. Let P x{zo} = and )
¢, Px{z1} = 1—¢q, andPy | x{Y = yi|X = x;} = 1 for E{[in (X", {d7: 1) — ' (X)[*} — 0. (28)
i =0, 1. Clearly, for this distributiom(z;) = y; for i = 0,1. | ot ys assume tha{TR7) holds; we now demonstrate that

Suppose that the ensemble is trained with random d‘ﬂ@cessarily,
distributed according t® xy and that the fusion center wishes
to classifyX = z,. According to the model, after broadcasting E{[n (X", {67,}721) — n(X")]?} = 0. (29)
X to the agent.s, the fusion center will observe a randog}ncemx) # 1 («), (23) contradicts{28) and the proposition
sequence ofu bits {d,;}i_,. For alli € {1,..,n} and all ¢ yniversal consistency. To shofiz]29), it suffices to focas o
”' the L? risk conditioned onX’, due to the convenient point-
P{6, =1|X =0} (23) mass structure dPx-. To proceed, note that b {[18), for any

= 0n(20,%0,%0)q + On(w0, 1,y1)(1 — q). be {013
Now, let us define a sequence of auxiliary random variables, E{Iin (X", {0, }iz1) = n(X")[* | X" = o}

{(X!,Y")}eo,, with distributions satisfying < 2E{|/n(X",b) — n(X)? | X' = 20}
Py, {r1} F2B{ i (X, {8} 1) — i (X7 D) [ X7 = 9}
_ — — A
_ In(®0,%0,90)q + In (w0, 21, y1) (1 = @) = On (0, 21,1 = 21(b) + 212 (b).
0n (20,20, Y1) — n(Z0, 1, Yo) In particular, let us seledt € {0,1}" randomly such that the
components are i.i.d. with; ~ P{§,; |X = z} for all i =
Py {z} = 1-Px {n} 1, ...,n. Note that if we can show th&, {7} (b)+T>(b)} — 0,
Py x {Y' =yi|X,, =2} = 1, i=0,1. (24) then the result holds by the probabilistic method. Firstsicer
Here, n/(z;) = E{Y’|X’ = 2;} = y1_;. Suppose that the 11(b). Note that we have
ensemble were traine(d )with random data distributed acegrdi E{T1(b)} = E{|7.(X",b) —n(X")*| X" =z0}
to Px,y, and let {¢,;’}7_, denote the random response = E{|in(X, {6n:)71) — n(X)[2|X = o),

variables of the agents. Then, we have
by our selection ob. Thus,E;{T;(b)} must converge to zero

(n) _ _
P{s,; =1 |X7/1__ o} by the assumption thdi{P7) holds true. Considefing), note
5n 9 9 <
- (o To. Y1) (5n(x07x07y0)q that

5n(5€075€0,y1) _6n(IOaI17yO) Eb{Tg(b)}

30 (@0, 71,91) (1 = @) = du(wo.z1,1) ) = B{lin(X',0) = i (X', {8, )P X = o}
gn(:EOa:ElayO) < 1 o 1 o 2

+= = 1 — 6n (o, xo, < C? - P r "=
5n($07$07y1) _6n(x01$11y0)( ( 00 yO)q - ¢ E{‘n;bz n;&ﬂﬂ ‘X :EO}

80 (0,21, 31)(1 = 0) = (0, 71,91) 1 2

< 3C?E{|= ) b —P{6,=1|X= 30

for all n. Thus, conditioned on the observation to be labeled ) 1., , , 20,

by the ensembléX (or X)), the fusion center will observe an +3C E{}g D O PO, =11X"= xO}} }X = xo}
identical stochastic process regardless of whether trengle =1 (31)
was trained with data distributed accordingRay or Px/ y-

for any fixedn. Note, this observation is true despite the fact ~ +3C*[P{dni = 1|X =z} — P{8,, = 1|X’ = 20}%32)

thatlﬁ(fﬂ) # 77’(50)/- ) Here, the first inequality follows from assumptions (Al) and
Finally, let (X”,Y”) be such that (A2) and the second inequality follows Hy{18). Note thatsin
PX’{xl} = nh_)ngo PX; {xl} (26) {bi}?zl is i.i.d. with b; ~ P{&m =1 |X = .”L'o},
’ = — ’ n 2 2
Pxdao} = 1=Pxd{zi} 302E{]lei—P{5m:1|X:xo}] } o< S
Py x{Y' =yii|X' =a;} = 1, i=0,1. n dn
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after bounding the variance of a binomial random variablamongst themselves (or perhaps, hierarchically) befoce-co
therefore,[[30) must converge to zero. A similar argument cdinating a response to the fusion center. In general, madels
be applied to[(31). Next, froni(R5), this form would weaken (A) in the discussion in Section Il by
allowing for correlated agent responses. A related assompt
[P{0ns = 1|X = w0} — P{3},; = 1|X = o} in this work is that the underlying data is i.i.d. Extendimgt
= [P{6"Y) =1|X} =20} — P{6],, = 1| X' = z}|2. results to other sampling process is important since in many
distributed applications, the data observed by the ageais m
be correlated. In this vein, connections to results in ftiatl
pattern recognition results under non-i.i.d. samplingcpeses
would be interesting and important to resolve.

Finally, from a learning perspective, the questions we have
considered in this paper have been focused on the statistica
Motivated by sensor networks and other distributed sassue of universal consistency. Though such a consideratio
tings, this paper has presented several models for diggdbuseems to be one natural first step, other comparisons between

learning. The models differ from classical works in statit centralized and distributed learning are essential, pariath
pattern recognition by allocating observations of an .i.i.despectto convergence rate and the finite data reality tistse
sampling process to individual learning agents. By lingitinin any practical system. Such questions open the door for
the ability of the agents to communicate, we constrain tlagents to receive multiple training examples and may demand
amount of information available to the ensemble and to timeore complicated local decision algorithms; in particuiar
fusion center for use in classification or regression. Teisrsy may be interesting to study local regularization stratedce
models a distributed environment and presents new questiagents in an ensemble. Future work may explore these and
to consider with regard to universal consistency. other questions frequently explored in traditional, calited
Insofar as these models present a useful picture of diearning systems, with the hope of further understanding
tributed scenarios, this paper has answered several gogstthe nature of distributed learning under communication-con
about whether or not the guarantees provided by Stone’s Tlséraints.
orem in centralized environments hold in distributed sgti
The models have demonstrated that when agents are allowed APPENDIX

to communicatelog, (3) bits per decision, the ensemble can This appendix includes important facts that are commonly
achieve universal consistency in both binary classificaéind ysed in the study of nonparametric statistics and are sigila
regression frameworks in the limit as the number of agerdpplied in the proofs above. Lemma 1 is a basic result from
increases without bound. In the binary classification cese, probability theory and is included for clarity. Lemma 2 fadis

have demonstrated this property as a special case of ngisn Theorem 23.2 and Lemma 23.6 in [12] applied to the
kernel classifiers. In the regression case, we have showithinaive kernel. The proof of Theorem 6.2 in [7] contains the
hold true with randomized agent decision rules. When ivesfyndamental steps needed to prove Lemma 3. Lemma 4 can be
gating the necessity of theBes, (3) bits, we have found that in found as Lemma 4.1 in [12]. Lemma 5 follows from arguments
the binary classification framework only one bit per agent p@sed in proving Theorem 5.1 in [12] applied to the naive
classification was necessary for universal consistenayta® kernel.

analysis provided an interesting comparison for naive &ern [ emma 1:Suppose{X,}°, is a sequence of random

methods in the traditional framework. For regression, weehayariables such thaf,, — X in probability. Then, for any

established the impossibility of universal consistencytie sequence of eventsd, }°°, with liminf P{A,} > 0,
one bit regime for a natural, but restricted class of candida

Thus, [32) must converge to zero by our design &f,Y”)
in @8). Finally, we have demonstrated tHafl(29) holds thye;
the discussion above, this completes the proof. ]

VII. CONCLUSIONS ANDFUTURE WORK

rules. P{| X, — X[ >¢€[An} — 0.
With regard to future research in distributed learningrehesor a1 ¢ > 0.
are numerous directions of interest. As these results afelus Proof: After noting that,
only if they accurately depict some aspect of distributed-en
ronments, other perhaps more reflective models are imgortan P{| X, — X| > ¢}
to consider. In particular, the current models assume that = P{X,—X|>¢€|4,}P{A,}
a reliable physical layer exists where bits transmittednfro +P{|X, — X| > e|A,}P{A,}

the agents are guaranteed to arrive unperturbed at thenfusio

center. Future research may consider richer model for this > P{Xn - X[ > e[An}P{An},
communication, perhaps within an information-theoretie.{ the Lemma follows trivially from the fact that
Shannon-theoretic) formalism. Further, the current moddlminf P{A,} > 0 and X,, — X in probability. The
consider simplified network models where the fusion centproof follows similarly if X,, — oo in probability. ]
communicates with agents via a broadcast medium and eachemma 2:Let X ~ Px be anR?-valued random variable
agent has a direct, albeit limited, channel to the fusiorteren and fix any functionf € L(Px). For an arbitrary sequence of
Future research may focus on network models that allow fogal numbergr, }5° ,, define a sequence of functiofig(z) =
inter-agent communication. Consistent with the spiriterisor E{f(X)|X € B, (x)}. If r, — 0, then f,,(X) — f(X) in
networks, we might allow agents to communicate locallgrobability.



Lemma 3:Let X ~ Py be anR%-valued random variable

and define{r,}22; and {a,}5°, as arbitrary sequences of

real numbers such that, — 0 anda,, — oo. If (r,)%a, —
oo, then

an/lB,‘nm(y)Px(dy) — 00 1L.p.

Lemma 4:SupposeB(n, p) is a binomially distributed ran- 22

dom variable with parameters andp. Then,
2

1
E{———1 —_.
{B(n,p) {B(nyp)>0}} n+1)p

Lemma 5:There is a constant such that for any measur-

able functionf, any R%-valued random variablé&’, and any
sequencer, }52 4,

E{ Z?:l 1{Xi€Brn(X)}f(Xi)

n <
Yic1 lixien,, ()}
for all n.

cE{f(X)}
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