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Accuracy and Decision Time

for Sequential Decision Aggregation
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Abstract

This paper studies prototypical strategies to sequepnt@jgregate independent decisions. We con-
sider a collection of agents, each performing binary hypsithtesting and each obtaining a decision
over time. We assume the agents are identical and receiepémdient information. Individual decisions
are sequentially aggregated via a threshold-based rulethier words, a collective decision is taken as
soon as a specified number of agents report a concordaniate¢smultaneous discordant decisions
and no-decision outcomes are also handled).

We obtain the following results. First, we characterizepihababilities of correct and wrong decisions
as a function of time, group size and decision threshold.cdmeputational requirements of our approach
are linear in the group size. Second, we consider the seecédistest and majority rules, corresponding
to specific decision thresholds. For these rules, we pro&idemprehensive scalability analysis of both
accuracy and decision time. In the limit of large group sizes show that the decision time for the fastest
rule converges to the earliest possible individual timej #rat the decision accuracy for the majority
rule shows an exponential improvement over the individealigacy. Additionally, via a theoretical and
numerical analysis, we characterize various speed/acguradeoffs. Finally, we relate our results to

some recent observations reported in the cognitive infitomarocessing literature.

|. INTRODUCTION
A. Problem setup

Interest in group decision making spans a wide variety of @iom Be it in electoral votes in politics,

detection in robotic and sensor networks, or cognitive geitacessing in the human brain, establishing
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the best strategy or understanding the motivation behindkserved strategy, has been of interest for
many researchers. This work aims to understand how groupitigidual sequential decision makers
affects the speed and accuracy with which these individiedsh a collective decision. This class of
problems has a rich history and some of its variations aréietiuin the context of distributed detection
in sensor networks and Bayesian learning in social networks

In our problem, a group of individuals independently dedig¢ween two alternative hypothesis, and
each individual sends its local decision to a fusion cerf&e fusion center decides for the whole
group as soon as one hypothesis gets a number of votes tlestesra pre-determined threshold. We
are interested in relating the accuracy and decision timth@fwhole population, to the accuracy and
decision time of a single individual. We assume that allvidlials are independent and identical. That
is, we assume that they gather information corrupted hy. iioise and that the same statistical test is
used by each individual in the population. The setup of sinplroblems studied in the literature usually
assumes that all individual decisions need to be availabthd fusion center, before the latter can reach
a final decision. The work presented here relaxes this agtamand the fusion center might provide
the global decision much earlier than the all individualghia group. Researchers in behavioral studies
refer to decision making schemes where everyone is givergaal @mount of time to respond as the
“free response paradigm.” Since the speed of the groupisidaeds one of our main concerns, we adjust
the analysis in a way that makes it possible to compute the jiobabilities of each decision at each

time instant. Such a paradigm is referred to as the “inteiog paradigm.”

B. Literature review

The framework we analyze in this paper is related to the onsidered in many papers in the literature,
see for instancé [1][[2][3]14]/15]/16]/[17],[18],[9] adh references therein. The focus of these works is
mainly two-fold. First, researchers in the fields aim to d®iae which type of information the decision
makers should send to the fusion center. Second, many otudées concentrate on computing optimal
decision rules both for the individual decision makers amal fusion center where optimality refers to
maximizing accuracy. One key implicit assumption made imatous works, is that the aggregation rule
is applied by the fusion center only after all the decisiorkena have provided their local decisions.

Tsitsiklis in [1] studied the Bayesian decision problemhnét fusion center and showed that for large
groups identical local decision rules are asymptoticafiyiral. Varshney in[[2] proved that when the
fusion rules at the individuals level are non-identicatethold rules are the optimal rules at the individual

level. Additionally, Varshney proved that setting optintlatesholds for a class of fusion rules, where a
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decision is made as soon as a certain numbeut of the N group members decide, requires solving
a number of equations that grows exponentially with the greze. The fusion rules that we study in
this work fall under they out of N class of decision rules. Finally, Varshney proved that digss of

decision rules is optimal for identical local decisions.

C. Contributions

The contributions of this paper are three-folds. First, mteoduce a recursive approach to characterize
the probabilities of correct and wrong decisions for a grofipequential decision makers (SDMs). These
probabilities are computed as a function of time, group sizé decision threshold. The key idea is to
relate the decision probability for a group of si2é at each timet, to the decision probability of an
individual SDM up to that time, in a recursive manner. Our proposed method has many adyenfairst,
our method has a numerical complexity that grows only liheaith the number of decision makers.
Second, our method is independent of the specific decisiding&est adopted by the SDMs and requires
knowledge of only the decision probabilities of the SDMs afuaction of time. Third, our method
allows for asynchronous decision times among SDMs. To tts dkour knowledge, the performance
of sequential aggregation schemes for asynchronous desilias not been previously studied.

Second, we consider the so-calfadtestandmajority rules corresponding, respectively, to the decision
thresholds; = 1 andg = [N/2]. For these rules we provide a comprehensive scalabilitlysiseof both
accuracy and decision time. Specifically, in the limit ofglargroup sizes, we provide exact expressions
for the expected decision time and the probability of wroegision for both rules, as a function of the
decision probabilities of each SDM. For tfastestrule we show that the group decision time converges
to the earliest possible decision time of an individual SDM.,, the earliest time for which the individual
SDM has a non-zero decision probability. Additionally, fastestrule asymptotically obtains the correct
answer almost surely, provided the individual SDM is mokellf to make the correct decision, rather
than the wrong decision, at the earliest possible decisina.tFor themajority rule we show that the
probability of wrong decision converges exponentially evazif the individual SDM has a sufficiently
small probability of wrong decision. Additionally, the dsion time for themajority rule is related to the
earliest time at which the individual SDM is more likely tovgia decision than to not give a decision. This
scalability analysis relies upon novel asymptotic and ntomigity results of certain binomial expansions.

As third main contribution, using our recursive method, wesgnt a comprehensive numerical analysis
of sequential decision aggregation based ongtloet of V rules. As model for the individual SDMs, we

adopt the sequential probability ratio test (SPRT), whighcharacterize as an absorbing Markov chain.
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First, for thefastestand majority rules, we report how accuracy and decision time vary as atimc
of the group size and of the SPRT decision probabilitieso8édcin the most general setup, we report
how accuracy and decision time vary monotonically as a fanadf group size and decision threshold.
Additionally, we compare the performance of fastest versagority rules, at fixed group accuracy. We
show that the best choice between the fastest rule and thaitpajile is a function of group size and
group accuracy. Our numerical results illustrate why th&igteof optimal aggregation rules is a complex
task [10]. Finally, we discuss relationships between owlyamis of sequential decision aggregation and
mental behavior documented in the cognitive psychology medroscience literaturé [11], [12], T13],
4.

Finally, we draw some qualitative lessons about sequedhticision aggregation from our mathematical
analysis. Surprisingly, our results show that the accutd@ group is not necessarily improved over the
accuracy of an individual. In aggregation based on rthggority rule, it is true that group accuracy is
(exponentially) better than individual accuracy; dedaisiione, however, converges to a constant value for
large group sizes. Instead, if a quick decision time is @esithen thdastestrule leads, for large group
sizes, to decisions being made at the earliest possible Hm&ever, the accuracy of fastest aggregation is
not determined by the individual accuracy (i.e., the tintegmnal of the probability of correct decision over
time), but is rather determined by the individual accuracg apecific time instant, i.e., the probability
of correct decision at the earliest decision time. Accuratyhis special time might be arbitrarily bad
especially for "asymmetric” decision makers (e.g., SPRihveisymmetric thresholds). Arguably, these
detailed results fofastestand majority rules,q = 1 and ¢ = | N/2]| respectively, are indicative of the

accuracy and decision time performance of aggregatios folesmall and large thresholds, respectively.

D. Decision making in cognitive psychology

An additional motivation to study sequential decision &ggition is our interest in sensory information
processing systems in the brain. There is a growing beliesrmmeuroscientists [12], [13],_[14] that
the brain normally engages in an ongoing synthesis of sseafmnformation (stimuli) from multiple
sensory modalities. Example modalities include visiorditauy, gustatory, olfactory and somatosensory.
While many areas of the brain (e.g., the primary projectiathpays) process information from a single
sensory modality, many nuclei (e.g., in the Superior Collis) are known to receive and integrate
stimuli from multiple sensory modalities. Even in these tinmlodal sites, a specific stimulus might
be dominant. Multi-modal integration is indeed relevantewhthe response elicited by stimuli from

different sensory modalities is statistically differenbrh the response elicited by the most effective of

February 2, 2022 DRAFT



those stimuli presented individually. (Here, the respoissguantified in the number of impulses from
neurons.) Moreover, regarding data processing in thesdi-matlal sites, the procedure with which
stimuli are processed changes depending upon the intesfségich modality-specific stimulus.

In [12], Werner et al. study a human decision making probleith wultiple sensory modalities. They
present examples where accuracy and decision time depemdthp strength of the audio and visual
components in audio-visual stimuli. They find that, for gitatimuli (i.e., noiseless signals), the decision
time improves in multi-modal integration (that is, when tbatimuli are simultaneously presented) as
compared with uni-sensory integration. Instead, when Bothuli are degraded with noise, multi-modal
integration leads to an improvement in both accuracy andsidectime. Interestingly, they also identify
circumstances for which multi-modal integration leads éofgrmance degradation: performance with an
intact stimulus together with a degraded stimulus is samesiworse than performance with only the
intact stimulus.

Another point of debate among cognitive neuroscientisteaw to characterize uni-sensory versus
multi-modal integration sites. Neuro-physiological sasdhave traditionally classified as multi-modal
sites where stimuli are enhanced, that is, the responsentbined stimuli is larger than the sum of the
responses to individual stimuli. Recent observations @ipsessive responses in multi-modal sites has
put this theory to doubt; see [13[, [14] and references theMore specifically, studies have shown that
by manipulating the presence and informativeness of stirone can affect the performance (accuracy
and decision time) of the subjects in interesting, yet ndt wederstood ways. We envision that a more
thorough theoretical understanding of sequential detisiggregation will help bridge the gap between
these seemingly contradicting characterization of nmlbdal integration sites.

As a final remark about uni-sensory integration sites, it &lwnown [15] that the cortex in the
brain integrates information ineural groupsby implementing arift-diffusion model This model is the
continuous-time version of the so-called sequential podita ratio test (SPRT) for binary hypothesis

testing. We will adopt the SPRT model for our numerical resul

E. Organization

We start in Sectiohdl by introducing the problem setup. lcti®m[Illwe present the numerical method
that allows us to analyze the decentralized SequentialdizeciAggregation (SDA) problem; We analyze
the two proposed rules in Sectipbnl V. We also present the nigaigesults in Section V. Our conclusions

are stated in Sectidn V1. The appendices contain some sesnlbinomial expansions and on the SPRT.
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II. MODELS OF SEQUENTIAL AGGREGATION AND PROBLEM STATEMENT

In this section we introduce the model of sequential agdregand the analysis problem we want
to address. Specifically in Subsection lI-A we review thessieal sequential binary hypothesis testing
problem and the notion o$equential decision makein Subsectiol 1I-B we define the out of N
sequential decisions aggregatigetting and, finally, in Subsectién IIFC, we state the problge aim to

solve.

A. Sequential decision maker

The classical binary sequential decision problem is posefblws.

Let H denote a hypothesis which takes on valdés and H,. Assume we are given an individual
(called sequential decision maker (SDMereafter) who repeatedly observes at titne- 1,2,..., a
random variableX taking values in some set with the purpose of deciding betwedi, and H;.
Specifically the SDM takes the observatiand ), z(2), z(3), ..., until it provides its final decision at
time 7, which is assumed to be a stopping time for the sigma fieldessopigenerated by the observations,
and makes a final decisionhbased on the observations up to timeThe stopping rule together with
the final decision rule represent the decision policy of tl¥MS The standing assumption is that the
conditional joint distributions of the individual obsetians under each hypothesis are known to the
SDM.

In our treatment, we do not specify the type of decision yotidopted by the SDM. A natural way
to keep our presentation as general as possible, is to me#eptobabilistic framework that conveniently
describes the sequential decision process generated leaisjon policy. Specifically, given the decision
policy ~, let X(()V) and X@ be two random variables defined on the sample spage{0,1} U {7} such
that, fori,j € {0, 1},

. {Xy) = (t,7)} represents the event that the individual decides in favoF pht time ¢ given that

the true hypothesis i%/;; and

o {XY) =7} represents the event that the individual never reaches isiale@iven thatH; is the

correct hypothesis.

™) o be the probabilities that, respectively, the evqmg) = (t,4)}

Accordingly, defines{™ (¢) andpng‘j

ilj
and {X((]'Y) =7} occur, i.e,
P =P = (t,0)]  and  p{) =Pp =7,
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Then the sequential decision process induced by the degisilicy v is completely characterized by

the following two sets of probabilities
™) ™) ™) ™) ™) ™)
P u o re},_ and (o {pleplo} (1)

where, clearlypndIO + 30 (p0|0)( ) +p§|70)(t)) =1 andpndll + 300, <p0|1)( ) +p§|71)(t)) = 1. In what
follows, while referring to a SDM running a sequential datited hypothesis test with a pre-assigned
decision policy, we will assume that the above two probaédi sets are known. From now on, for
simplicity, we will drop the superscrigty).

Together with the probability of no-decision, fgre {0, 1} we introduce also the probability of correct
decisionp; := P[say H; | H;] and the probability of wrong decisign,; := P[say H;, i # j | H;], that
is,

) [ee]
Pgj =Y _pj(t) and  pyy = py,(t), i
t=1 =1

It is worth remarking that in most of the binary sequentiatidien making literaturep,,; andp,,, are
referred as, respectively, thris-detectiorandfalse-alarmprobabilities of error.

Below, we provide a formal definition of two properties thiae tSDM might or might not satisfy.

Definition 1.1 For a SDM with decision probabilities as i), the following properties may be defined:
(i) the SDM hasalmost-sure decision§ for j € {0,1},

Z Pojj(t) + puj;( ))_1> and
=1

(i) the SDM hadinite expected decision timi for j € {0,1},

oo

Zt (pO\j(t) +P1|j(t)) < 0.

t=1
One can show that the finite expected decision time implie®si-sure decisions.

We conclude this section by briefly discussing examples qlisetial decision makers. The classic
model is the SPRT model, which we discuss in some detail inetteample below and in Sectidnl V.
Our analysis, however, allows for arbitrary sequentialabjnhypothesis tests, such as the SPRT with
time-varying thresholds [16], constant false alarm rat#st¢17], and generalized likelihood ratio tests.
Response profiles arise also in neurophysiology, €.dl, pt&ents neuron models with a response that

varies from unimodal to bimodal depending on the strengtthefreceived stimulus.

Example 1.2 (Sequential probability ratio test (SPRT)) In the case the observations taken are inde-

pendent, conditioned on each hypothesis, a well-knowntisoldo the above binary decision problem is
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the so-calledsequential probability ratio test (SPR1hat we review in Section]vV. A SDM implementing
the SPRT test has both tlamost-sure decisionandfinite expected decision tingroperties. Moreover
the SPRT test satisfies the following optimality propertynoag all the sequential tests having pre-
assigned values ahis-detectiorandfalse-alarmprobabilities of error, the SPRT is the test that requires
the smallest expected number of iterations for providinglatsn.

In Appendice§ Bll and B2 we review the methods proposed fopating the probabilities{pm(zt)}tGN
when the SPRT test is applied, both in the casés a discrete random variable and in the cagés a
continuous random variable. For illustration purposespreide in Figuréll the probabilitigs ; (1) when
j =1 for the case wherX is a continuous random variable with a continuous distilou{Gaussian).

We also note thap;;(t) might have various interesting distributions.

——Pyyjo = Py~ 0-01
_ 0.1 —ePyyo ™ Py 0-02
‘;5 0.1 ——Pypo= Pys= 005
0.0
0 | | + 4 by o |
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
Number of observations (t)
-3
2% 10 _ e
——Fwjo ™ pw|1_ :
3 — —
_ Py = Py 0-02
Qg_' 2 ——"w|0 = pw|1: 0.05
1]
0 | | - e 4 s n |
0 5 10 15 35 40 45 50

20 25 30
Number of observations (t)

Fig. 1. This figure illustrates a typical unimodal set of démn probabilities{p:|1(¢) }+en and {po|1(¢)}+en. Here the SDM

is implementing the sequential probability ratio test wttihee different accuracy levels (see Secfidn V for moreildgta

B. Theq out of N decentralized hypothesis testing

The basic framework for the binary hypothesis testing pwbive analyze in this paper is the one in
which there aréV SDMs and one fusion center. The binary hypothesis is dermtdd and it is assumed
to take on valuedi, and H,. Each SDM is assumed to perform individually a binary setjaktest;

specifically, fori € {1,..., N}, at timet € N, SDM i takes the observation;(t) on a random variable
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X;, defined on some set;, and it keeps observing; until it provides its decision according to some
decision policyy;. We assume that

(i) the random variable$X;}¥, are identical and independent;

(i) the SDMs adopt the same decision poligythat is,v; =~ for all i € {1,...,N};

(iii) the observations taken, conditioned on either hypeth, are independent from one SDM to another;
(iv) the conditional joint distributions of the individuabservations under each hypothesis are known

to the SDMS.

In particular assumptions (i) and (ii) imply that thé decision processes induced by theSDMs are

all described by the same two sets of probabilities

{pnd|0} U {pO\o(t)>P1|o(t)}teN and {pnd|1} U {P0|1(t)ap1\1(t)}teN- ()

We refer to the above property asmogeneityamong the SDMs.

Once a SDM arrives to a final local decision, it communicattés the fusion center. The fusion center
collects the messages it receives keeping track of the nuaflziecisions in favor of{y and in favor of
H,. A global decision is provided according togaout of N counting rule: roughly speaking, as soon
as the hypothesiél; receivesqg local decisions in its favor, the fusion center globally ides in favor
of H;. In what follows we refer to the above framework @sut of N sequential decision aggregation
with homogeneous SDMs (denoted @sut of N SDA for simplicity).

We describe our setup in more formal terms. Détdenote the size of the group of SDMs and det
be a positive integer such that< ¢ < N, then theg out of N SDAwith homogeneous SDMs is defined

as follows:

SDMs iteration : For eachi € {1,..., N}, thei-th SDM keeps observing;, taking the observations
x;(1),z;(2),..., until time 7; where it provides its local decisiafy € {0, 1}; specificallyd; = 0 if
it decides in favor ofHy andd; = 1 if it decides in favor ofH;. The decisioni; is instantaneously
communicated (i.e., at timeg) to the fusion center.

Fusion center state: The fusion center stores in memory the varialilesint, and Count,, which are
initialized to 0, i.e., County(0) = Count;(0) = 0. If at time ¢ € N the fusion center has not yet
provided a global decision, then it performs two actionshie following order:

(1) it updates the variableSount, and Count;, according toCounto(t) = County(t — 1) + ng(t)
andCount(t) = Counti(t — 1) +n1(t) whereng(t) andn;(t) denote, respectively, the number of

decisions equal t0 and1 received by the fusion center at time
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(2) it checks if one of the following two situations is verdie

| County(t) > County(t), | Counti(t) < County(t).

(2) (i) ®3)
County(t) > q, County(t) > q.

If (7) is verified the fusion center globally decides in fav@y, while if (i:) is verified the fusion

center globally decides in favor df,. Once the fusion center has provided a global decision;the

out of N SDAalgorithm stops.

Remark 1.3 (Notes about SDA) (i) Each SDM has in general a non-zero probability of not ryvi
a decision. In this case, the SDM might keep sampling infinitéithout providing any decision
to the fusion center.

(i) The fusion center does not need to wait until all the SDslvé provided a decision before a
decision is reach on the group level, as one of the two camdtii) or (i7) in equatior B might
be satisfied much before thé SDM provide their decisions.

(i) While we study in this manuscript the case when a fusienter receives the information from all
SDM, we note that a distributed implementation of the SDAodtfm is possible. Analysis similar

to the one presented here is possible in that case. O

C. Problem formulation

We introduce now some definitions that will be useful thromgththis paper. Given a group af

SDMs running the; out of N SDAalgorithm,1 < ¢ < N, we denote

(i) by T the random variable accounting for the number of iteratie@tgiired to provide a decision
T =min{¢ | eithercase(i) or case(ii) in equation [3) is satisfied
(i) by p;;(t; N,q) the probability of deciding, at tim¢, in favor of H; given thatH; is correct, i.e.,
pi|j(t; N,q) :=IP[Group of N SDMs saysH; | H;,q,T = t]; 4
(i) by pe;(N,q) andp,; (N, g) the probability of correct decision and of wrong decisiaspectively,
given thatH; is the correct hypothesis, i.e.,

pei(N, q) me (t;N,q) and  py;(N,q) ng (t;N,q), i # j; (5)
t=1

(V) by pna;(N,q), j € {0, 1}, the probability of no-decision given thdf; is the correct hypothesis,

ie.,

Pndj (N, q) :== Z (poj(t: N, q) + p1;(t N, q)) = 1 — pwi; (N, q) — pe; (N, q); (6)
=1
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(v) by E[T'|H;, N, q] the average number of iterations required by the algorithprovide a decision,
given thatH; is the correct hypothesis, i.e.,
E[T|H, N.g = >orey tpol; (N, q) + p1jj (N, q), i pag; (N, q) =0, -
+00, if Png; (N, q) > 0.
Observe thap; ;(t; 1,1) coincides with the probability; ;(¢) introduced in[(ll). For ease of notation we
will continue usingp;;(t) instead ofp;;(¢;1,1).

We are now ready to formulate the problem we aim to solve is plaiper.

Problem I1.4 (Sequential decision aggregation)Consider a group ofV homogeneous SDMs with de-
cision probabilities {pngo} U {pojo(t): P1j0() } .y @NA {Png1 } U {pop (8): P11 (1)}, Assume theV
SDMs run theg out of N SDA algorithm with the purpose of deciding between the hypdh&s and

H,. For j € {0,1}, compute the distribution$pi|j(t; N, q)} as well as the probabilities of correct

teN
and wrong decision, i.epg;(NV,q) and py;(N,q), the probability of no-decisiom,q;(/NV,q) and the

average number of iterations required to provide a decisian, E [T'|H;, N, q|.

We will focus on the above problem in the next two Sectionghtibrough theoretical and numerical
results. Moreover, in Sectidn]V, we will concentrate on tparticular values of;, specifically forq = 1
andq = | N/2| + 1, characterizing the tradeoff between the expected deci#iee, the probabilities of
correct and wrong decision and the size of the group of SDMseWy, = 1 andg = [N/2], we will
refer to theq out of N rule as thefastest ruleand themajority rule, respectively. In this case we will

use the following notations

f f
pé&(N) = pc|j(N;q = 1), p\EV|)j(N) = pw|j(N§q _ 1)

and

pg?)(N) = pe (Vg = [N/2] +1),  pl)(N) = pu;(Nig = [N/2] +1).

We end this Section by stating two propositions charadteyithe almost-surely decisionand finite

expected decision timgroperties for the group of SDMs.

Proposition 11.5 Consider a group ofV SDMs running they out of N SDA algorithm. Let the decision-
probabilities of each SDM be as i@). For j € {0,1}, assume there exists at least one time instant
t; € N such that both probabilitieg,;(t;) andp,;(t;) are different from zero. Then the group of SDMs

has thealmost-sure decisioproperty if and only if
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(i) the single SDM has thalmost-sure decisioproperty;
(i) N is odd; and
(ii) ¢ is such thatl < ¢ < [N/2].

Proof: First we prove that if the group of SDMs has #lenost-sure decisioproperty, then properties
(i), (i) and (iii) are satisfied. To do so, we show that if onetween the properties (i), (i) and (iii) fails
then there exists an event of probability non-zero thatdethé group to not provide a decision. First
assume that the single SDM does not havedimeost-sure decisioproperty, i.e.p,q; > 0, j € {0, 1}.
Clearly this implies that the evetull the SDMs of the group do not provide a decisiohas probability
of occurring equal tcpﬁ,\é“ which is strictly greater than zero. Second assumefhé& even and consider
the event'at time t;, N/2 SDMs decide in favor off, and NV/2 SDMs decide in favor off;” . Simple
combinatoric and probabilistic arguments show that théaldity of this event is(N]\/g) pé\‘[]/? pivb/g’ which
is strictly greater than zero because of the assumpfjpiit;) # 0 andp,;(¢;) # 0. Third assume that
q > |N/2] + 1. In this case we consider the eveat time ¢;, [N/2] SDMs decide in favor ofi
and | N/2| SDMs decide in favor off;” that, clearly, leads the group of SDMs to not provide a global

decision for any; > | N/2] + 1. Similarly to the previous case, we have that the probgtolitthis event

s (N \ IN/2] N2
S () Poy Prj >0

We prove now that if properties (i), (i) and (iii) are satéithen the group of SDMs has thémost-
sure decisiomproperty. Observe that, since each SDM hasalmeost-sure decisioproperty, there exists
almost surely aN-tuple (t1,...,ty) € NV such that thei-th SDM provides its decision at timg.
Let ¢ := max{t; | i € {1,...,N}}. SinceN is odd, thenCount;(t) # Count(t). Moreover since
q < |N/2] + 1 and County(t) + County(t) = N, eitherCount,(t) > g or County(t) > ¢ holds true.

Hence the fusion center will provide a global decision ne¢rdhan timet. [ |

Proposition 11.6 Consider a group ofV SDMs running they out of N SDA algorithm. Let the decision-
probabilities of each SDM be as i@). For j € {0,1}, assume there exists at least one time instant
t; € N such that both probabilitie; ;(;) andp,;(t;) are different from zero. Then the group of SDMs
has thefinite expected decision timgroperty if and only if

(i) the single SDM has thenite expected decision timgroperty;

(i) N is odd; and

(iii) ¢ is such thatl < ¢ < [N/2].

Proof: The proof follows the lines of the proof of the previous prejpion. [ |
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Remark I1.7 The existence, foj € {0,1}, of a timet; such thatp,;(t;) # 0 andpy;(t;) # 0, is
necessary only for proving the "if” side of the previous posjtions. In other words the validity of
properties (i), (i) and (iii) in Proposition 15 (resp. iRrop.[IL.8) guarantees that the group of SDMs

possesses th@most-sure decisioproperty (resp. thdéinite expected decision tingroperty.) O

[1l. RECURSIVE ANALYSIS OF THEq-OUT-OF-N SEQUENTIAL AGGREGATION RULE

The goal of this section is to provide an efficient method tenpate the probabilitiep; ;(t; N, q),
i,j € {0,1}. These probabilities, using equationks (), (6) add (7) aliw us to estimate the probabilities
of correct decision, wrong decision and no-decision, a$ agethe expected number of iterations required
to provide the final decision.

We first consider in subsection [[I}A the case wherg ¢ < |N/2]; in subsectiof II-B we consider
the case wheréN/2| +1 < q < N.

A. Casel < ¢ < |N/2]

To present our analysis method, we begin with an informatig#on of the decision events charac-
terizing theq out of N SDA algorithm. Assume that the fusion center provides itsigien at timet.
This fact implies that neither case (i) nor case (ii) in eqmai3d) has happened at any time befare
Moreover, two distinct set of events may precede timeepending upon whether the values of the
countersC'ounty andCount; at timet — 1 are smaller tham or not. In a first possible set of events, say
the “simple situation,” the counters satisly< County(t — 1), Count,(t — 1) < ¢ — 1 and, hence, the
time t is the first time that at least one of the two counters crodseshreshold;. In a second possible
set of events, say the “canceling situation,” the count&ssnt,(t — 1) and Count,(t — 1) are greater
thang and, therefore, equal. In the canceling situation, therstraxist a time instant < ¢ — 1 such that
Counto(T—1) < q, Count1(T—1) < g andCounty(1) = Counti(t) > gqforall 7 € {7+1,...,t—1}.

In other words, both counters cross the thresholtt the same time instarit reaching the same value,
that is, Counto(7) = Count,(7), and, for timer € {7 + 1,...,t — 1}, the numbem(7) of SDMs
deciding in favor ofH, at time 7 and the number.;(7) of SDMs deciding in favor ofH; at timer
cancel each other out, that isy(7) = ni(7).

In what follows we study the probability of the simple and caling situations. To keep track of
both possible set of events, we introduce four probabilityctions,«, 3, &, 5. The functionsa and

characterize the simple situation, whileand 3 characterize the canceling situation. First, for the sempl
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situation, define the probability functiom : N x {0,...,¢ — 1} x {0,...,¢g — 1} — [0,1] as follows:
given a group ofsy + s; SDMS, a(t, so, s1) is the probability that
() all the sg + s; SDMs have provided a decision up to tinyeand
(i) considering the variableSounty, andCount; restricted to this group ofy+s; SDMs ,Count(t) =
so and County(t) = si.
Also, define the probability functio@;; : N x {0,...,¢ — 1} x {0,...,¢—1} — [0,1], j € {0,1} as
follows: given a group ofV — (so + s1) SDMs, 3y;(t, s0, s1) is the probability that
(i) no SDMs have provided a decision up to time- 1; and
(i) considering the variable€'ounty, and Count; restricted to this group oV — (so + s1) SDMSs,
County(t) + so < County(t) + s1, andCounty(t) + s1 > q.
Similarly, it is straightforward to define the probabilgig,;, j € {0,1}.
Second, for the canceling situation, define the probaHilibctiona : N x {q,...,|N/2]} — [0,1] as
follows: given a group oRs SDMs, a(t, s) is the probability that
(i) all the 2s SDMs have provided a decision up to tirtteand
(if) there existst <t such that, considering the variabl€®unt, and Count; restricted to this group
of 2s SDMs
o Counto(T — 1) < g andCount (7 — 1) < g;
o Counto(r) = Counti(1) > g for all 7 > 7.
Also, define the probability functiom;; : N x {q,...[N/2]} — [0,1], j € {0,1} as follows: given a
group of N — 2s SDMs,Bl‘j(t,s) is the probability that
(i) no SDMs have provided a decision up to time 1; and
(if) at time ¢ the number of SDMs providing a decision in favor Mi is strictly greater of the number
of SDMs providing a decision in favor off.
Similarly, it is straightforward to define the probabil'ﬂiéo‘j, je{0,1}.
Note that, for simplicity, we do not explicitly keep track tie dependence of the probabilitigs
and 3 upon the numbersV and ¢. The following proposition shows how to compute the prolitids

{pi;(t; N,@)},,, i, € {0,1}, starting from the above definitions.

Proposition 1ll.1 (¢ out of N: a recursive formula) Consider a group ofN SDMs, running the;

out of N SDA algorithm. Without loss of generality, assumif is the correct hypothesis. Then, for
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i €{0,1}, we have, fort =1,

pi (LN, q) = By (1,0,0), (8)
and, fort > 2,
q—1 q— |N/2] N B
e Z: Z: (5, )t = 1o tsn,s0) + > (5,)att = 195(t.9). @

Proof: The proof that formulas i .{8) hold true follows trivially fim the definition of the quantities
B111(1,0,0) and By (1,0,0). We start by providing three useful definitions.
First, let E; denote the event that the SDA with theout of N rule provides its decision at timein
favor of H;.
Second, forsy ands; such thatd < sg,s1 < ¢ — 1, let £, ,, ; denote the event such that
(i) there aresy SDMs that have decided in favor @f, up to timet — 1;
(i) there ares; SDMs that have decided in favor éf; up to timet — 1;
(iii) there exist two positive integer numbeg andr; such that
o So+19 <81 +rands; +r; >q.
o at timet, ro SDMs decides in favor off; while r; SDMs decides in favor off;
Third, for ¢ < s < [N/2], let E, denote the event such that
(i) 2s SDMs have provided their decision up to time- 1 balancing their decision, i.e., there exists
7 < t — 1 with the properties that, considering the variab{ésunt_ and Count. restricted to
these2s SDMs
o Counto(t) < q, County(1) < q,for1 <7 <7 —1;
e Counto(t) = County (1) for 7 <7 <t—1;
o Counto(t —1) = Counti(t — 1) = s.
(i) at time t the number of SDMs providing their decision in favor Bf is strictly greater than the

number of SDMs deciding in favor afi.

E, = E E .
! <0<80,8Lf<q—1 SO’Sl’t> U <q<S<LfN/2J S7t>

SinceEs, s, .+ 0 < sg,s1 <qg—1, andE,;, ¢ < s < | N/2| are disjoint sets, we can write

PlE]= Y PE,.J+ Y PEy. (10)

0<s0,51<g—1 q<s<[N/2]

Observe that
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Observe that, according to the definitions @ft — 1,59, s1), a(t — 1,5), B11(t, s0,s1) and By (¢, s),

provided above,

N
P[Es,s,.t] = <31 N So>a(t —1,50,51)B11(t; 80, 51) (11)
and that
N\ _
P[Es; = <2s> at —1,5)B11(t, s). (12)
Plugging equations (11) and (12) into equationl (10) coreduithe proof of the Theorem. [ |

Formulas, similar to the ones if](8) ard (9) can be providedctumputing also the probabilities
{piot:N.a)}, ;i € {0,1}.
As far as the probabilities(t, s, 51), a(t, s), B;|;(t, s0, 51), B“j(t, s), 1,5 € {0,1}, are concerned, we

now provide expressions to calculate them.

Proposition 111.2 Consider a group ofV SDMs, running the; out of N SDA algorithm for1 < ¢ <
| V/2]. Without loss of generality, assumig is the correct hypothesis. Forc {0, 1}, letm;; : N — [0, 1]
denote the cumulative probability up to timehat a single SDM provides the decisidfy, given that

H, is the correct hypothesis, i.e.,

7Tz|1 sz\l (13)

Fort € N, so,51 € {1,...,q9—1},s € {q,..., [ IN/2]}, the probabilitiesx(, so, s1), a(t, s), 811 (L, 50, 51),

and Bm(t, s) satisfy the following relationships (explicit fer, 3, 3 and recursive fom):

Sg + S1 o L
a(t,30,31>:( ) man (O (0),

S0

+ Z < > < 2h>a(t —1, h)pg‘_lh(t)p‘il_lh(t),

= /N-5 h N (N—-5—N ho N—5—ho—hs
st = X (Mo 0| 3 (VT el (0= o) - mon) |
h1=q—s1 ho=0 |

N-2s m
Blu(t,s) = Z (Nh—l28> ﬁll(t) [Z <N - 2«2 - h1>pg|01( )1 — mp () — 7T0|1(t))N_2S_h°_h1 7

h1:1 h():O -

wheres = sg+ s1, m = min{hy +s1 —sp— 1, N — (so+$1) — h1} andm = min{h; — 1, N — 2s — hq }.
Moreover, corresponding relationships f@, (, so, s1) and BO|1(t,s) are obtained by exchanging the

roles of py; (t) with pg|;(¢) in the relationships for3,; (¢, so, s1) and Bm(t, s).
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Proof: The evaluation ofy(t, sg, s1) follows from standard probabilistic arguments. Indeedseste
that, given a first group of; SDMs and a second group &f SDMs, the probability that all the SDMs
of the first group have decided in favor &y up to timet and all the SDMs of the second group have
decided in favor ofH; up to timet is given by”éfl(t)ﬂfh(t)- The desired result follows from the fact
that there are{slif“) ways of dividing a group 0§y + s; SDMs into two subgroups ofy ands; SDMs.

Consider nowa(t, s). Let E5( ) denote the event of which(z, s) is the probability of occurring,

that is, the event that, given a group 2f SDMs,
(i) all the 2s SDMs have provided a decision up to tirtteand
(ii) there existst < t such that, considering the variabl€sunt, and Count; restricted to this group
of 2s SDMs
o County(7 —1) < g andCount (7 — 1) < gq;
o County(t) = Counti(1) > g for all 7 > 7.
Now, for a group of2s SDMs, for0 < sg,s1 < ¢ — 1, let £, 5, 5, denote the event that
(i) so (resp.s;) SDMs have decided in favor dfl, (resp.H;) up to timet — 1;
(i) s—sg (resp.s — s1) SDMs decide in favor ofl, (resp.H;) at timet.
Observing that for,+s; assigned SDMs the probability that fact (i) is verified isegisoya(t—1, sg, s1)

we can write that

2s 25 — sg — S1 —so s,
PlEt1,50,5.] = (30 N 31)( s s >04(t = Loso, su)pg ™ (05,7 (0).

Consider again a group @k SDMs and forg < h < s let E;_, ;, denote the event that

(i) 2h SDMs have provided a decision up to time- 1;
(i) there existst < ¢t — 1 such that, considering the variabl€®unt, and Count, restricted to the
group of2h SDMs that have already provided a decision,
o Counto(T — 1) < gandCount (7 —1) < g;
o County(t) = County(r) > ¢ for all 7 > 7; and
o Counto(t —1) = Count1(t — 1) = h;
(iii) at time instantt, s — h SDMs decide in favor of{, ands — h SDMs decide in favor of{;.

Observing that for2h assigned SDMs the probability that fact (i) and fact (i) &egified is given by

a(t —1,h), we can write that

el = (5r) (505 )t - 1m0
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Observe that
qg q [V/2] -
Ed(t,s) = <U U Et—1,80781> U U Et—l,h
802081:0 h:q

Since the event&;_; 5, s,, 0 < 5,51 < ¢ andEt_l,h, g < h < |N/2], are all disjoint we have that

q—1 g—1 s
PEas] =D > PlEi 150+ > PlE14)-
$0=051:=0 h=q

Plugging the expressions @E;_; s, s,] andP[E;_; ;] in the above equality gives the recursive rela-
tionship for computingx(¢, s).

Consider now the probabilitg, |, (, s, s1). Recall that this probability refers to a group &f— (so +
s1) SDMs. Let us introduce some notations. L&, (s, ) denote the event of which (¢, so,s1)

represents the probability of occurring and Igty,, ,, 1,5, denote the event that, at tinte

o hi; SDMs decides in favor of{y;

o ho SDMs decides in favor ofy;

« the remainingN — (so + s1) — (ho + h1) do not provide a decision up to time
Observe that the above event is well-defined if and only, -1y < N —(s9+51). MOreoverEyp, s, ho.so
contributes toﬂl‘l(t,so,sl), i.e., Ethy i horso < Eg, .\ (t,50,51) if and only if hy > ¢ — s1 and hy <
h1+s1—so (the necessity of these two inequalities follows directlynfi the definition of3y|, (¢, so, 51))-
Considering the three inequalitiés + h1 < N — (so + s1), h1 > q¢— s1 andhg < hy + s1 — sp, it

follows that

Eg i (t,50,5) = U {Eih, 510050 | 4 — 51 <hi <N —(sg+s1) and hg < m},

wherem = min{hy +s1 —so— 1, N — (sop+ s1) — h1 }. To conclude it suffices to observe that the events

Eth, s1.ho,so TOr ¢ —s1 < hy <N —(s9+ s1) andhg < m are disjoint events and that

N—=5\ 4 . (N—=5—m\ A N—5—ho—hs

wheres = sg + sj.
The probabilitme(t,s) can be computed reasoning similarly £, (¢, so, s1)- [ |

Now we describe some properties of the above expressionsder @0 assess the computational

[e.e]

complexity required by the formulas introduced in Proposflll.I]in order to compute{p,-|j(t; N, Q)}t:r

i,7 € {0,1}. From the expressions in Proposition 111.2 we observe that
 af(t, s0,51) is a function ofrg, (t) and 1 (t);

« a(t,s) is a function ofa(t —1, 59, 51), 0 < s0,51 < ¢—1, poj1(t), p11(t) anda(t—1,h), ¢ < h <'s;
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o Binl(t,s0,51), Bm, i € {0, 1}, are functions ofg, (), py1(t), o1 (t) andmy (t).
Moreover from equatior(13) we have that;(¢) is a function ofr;;(¢ — 1) andp;;(t).

Based on the above observations, we deducethatt; N, q) andp,,(t; N,q) can be seen as the
output of a dynamical system having theV/2] — ¢ + 3)-th dimensional vector with components the
variablesm; (t — 1), my1(t — 1), a(t — 1,s), ¢ < h < [N/2] as states and the two dimensional vector
with components; (t), pi1(t), as inputs. As a consequence, it follows that the iteratiethod we
propose to computép“j(t;N, Q)}Zr i,7 € {0, 1}, requires keeping in memory a number of variables

which grows linearly with the number of SDMs.

B. Case|N/2]+1<¢g<N

The probabilitiesp; ;(t; N, q), 4,5 € {0,1} in the case wher¢ N/2| +1 < ¢ < N can be computed

according to the expressions reported in the following Bsdjon.

Proposition 111.3 Consider a group ofV SDMs, running the out of N SDA algorithm for | N/2]+1 <
q < N. Without loss of generality, assum& is the correct hypothesis. Fére {0, 1}, letm;; : N — [0, 1]

be defined a{l3). Then, fori € {0,1}, we have fort =1
N

PN =3 @)p?lu) (1~ pip()" 14
h=q
and fort > 2
g1 Nk o n -
pinlti N.) Z( Jabe-0 X (V) )l @m0 0 s
=0 h=q—k

Proof: Let ¢t = 1. Sinceq > N/2, the probability that the fusion center decides in favorfyfat
time ¢ = 1 is given by the probability that al leagtSDMs decide in favor of{; at time 1. From standard
combinatoric arguments this probability is given byl(14).

If ¢ > 1, the probability that the fusion center decides in favoHgfat timet is given by the probability
thath SDMs, 0 < h < ¢, have decided in favor off; up to timet — 1, and that at leas§ — » SDMs
decide in favor ofH; at timet. Formally let Et(i) denote the event that the fusion center provides its
decision in favor ofH; at timet and IetE,(fv)t;kvt_1 denote the event that SDMs have decided in favor
of H; up to timet — 1 andh SDMs decide in favor of; at timet. Observe that

o U

k=0 h=q—k
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SinceE}(l’;)t;k,’t_1 are disjoint sets it follows that

-1 —k
P[E) =3 3 P[Ehu].
k=0 h=q—k

The proof is concluded by observing that

P B = (],D it = 1) (N; k>p?1(t) (1 — (1)) V0

[
Regarding the complexity of the expressionsinl (15) it isydassee that the probabilitigs ;(¢; N, q),
i,7 € {0,1} can be computed as the output of a dynamical system havirntg/thdimensional vector with
componentsry; (t—1),m|;(t—1) as state and the two dimensional vector with componet& ), pi; (t)
as input. In this case the dimension of the system descrihi@gvolution of the desired probabilities is

independent ofV.

IV. SCALABILITY ANALYSIS OF THE FASTEST AND MAJORITY SEQUENTIAL AGGREGATION RULES

The goal of this section is to provide some theoretical testharacterizing the probabilities of being
correct and wrong for a group implementing theut-of-N SDA rule. We also aim to characterize the
probability with which such a group fails to reach a decisioraddition to the time it takes for this
group to stop running any test. In Sectigns IV-A and IV-B wesider the fastest and the majority rules,
namely the thresholdg = 1 and ¢ = [N/2], respectively; we analyze how these two counting rules
behave for increasing values &f. In Section IV-C, we study how these quantities vary withitagaby

valuesqg and fixed values ofV.

A. The fastest rule for varying values df

In this section we provide interesting characterizatiohaczuracy and expected time under fhstest
rule, i.e., the counting rules with threshajd= 1. For simplicity we restrict to the case where the group

has thealmost-suredecision property. In particular we assume the following fpvoperties.

Assumption IV.1 The numbetV of SDMs is odd and the SDMs satisfy #imost-suralecision property.

Here is the main result of this subsection. Recall ;zb‘fva{(N) is the probability of wrong decision by a

group of N SDMs implementing the fastest rule (assumitig is the correct hypothesis).
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Proposition V.1 (Accuracy and expected time under the fagtst rule) Consider they out of N SDA
algorithm under Assumption TV.1. Assume= 1, that is, adopt thefastestSDA rule. Without loss of

generality, assumé/; is the correct hypothesis. Define tkarliest possible decision time
t:=min{t € N | eitherp,|,(t) # 0 or py,(t) # 0}. (16)
Then the probability of error satisfies
0, if p11(t) > poi (#),
Am p\g\)l(N) = L i pia(®) <pop(d), (17

i paa(®) = pop (D),

D=

and the expected decision time satisfies

lim E[T|H;,N,q=1] =t. (18)

N—o0
Proof: We start by observing that in the case where the fastest subpplied, formulas in[{9)
simplifies to

pip(t; N,qg = 1) = Bi(t,0,0), for all ¢ € N.
Now, sincep,;(t) = poj1(t) = 0 for ¢t < ¢, it follows that
pin(t;N,q = 1) = B11(t,0,0) =0, t <t

Moreover we haver,|;(t) = py)1(t) and o () = po|1(t). According to the definition of the probability

B (£,0,0), we write

51‘1(7?’0’0) - Z <J;‘[>p{1® {Z <N;j>p61(f) (1 —p1|1(f) —p01(5))N_2_]} .

j=1 =0

wherem = min {j — 1, N — j}, or equivalently

N /2] | i1 L
Bup(E.0.0) = 3 (*’].V)p{u(a{z(*’vi )o@ (1= pa @ = pon @) }

J=1 i=0
- N (N AW N—i—j
+j:%:/2] (j >p1|1(t_) {; < i )%1@ (1 —pip(t) —po\l(z)) }
[N/2] ' j—1 N o
-3 (V)0 {izo (™77 )i ® (=@ = )™ }
N .
+' > (j;[)p{u(f) (1= pp(@®)" . (19)
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An analogous expression fg (£,0,0) can be obtained by exchanging the rolepgf (t) andpq, ()

in equation[(IP). The rest of the proof is articulated asofedl. First, we prove that

lim (pi(5N,q=1) 4 pop(t; N,g =1)) = lim (By1(£,0,0) 4 Bo;1(£,0,0)) = 1. (20)
N—o0 N—oo

This fact implies that equatioh (118) holds and thatpif; (t) = po1(t), thenlimy px‘)l(N) =1/2.

Indeed

o

A}i_rgoE[ﬂ i N,q=1] = Z (pojj(t; Nyg = 1) +pyj(t; N,g=1)) =t

Moreover, if py|1(t) = pop (f), then also(3y)1(¢,0,0) = By (£, 0,0).

Second, we prove that |, () > po; () implies limy . By|1(Z,0,0) = 0. As a consequence, we have
thatlimy o G111 (#,0,0) = 1 or equivalently thatimy px‘)l(N) =0.

To show equation(20), we consider the everg group is not giving the decision at timeWe aim

to show that the probability of this event goes to zerd\as» co. Indeed we have that
P[T##=P[T >t =1~ (piu(t,N) +po(t N)),

and, henceP [T > ¢] =0 implie3p1|1(t_,N) +pon (t, N) = 1. Observe that

P[T>1 = Z < ) < >pz|1 () pojs (£)? (1 — pij1(t) — poji( t_>>N_2j-

For simplicity of notation, let us denote := py|; () andy := pg,(t). We distinguish two cases, (i)
x #y and (i) x = y.
Casexz # y. We show that in this case there exists 0, depending only orx andy, such that

2\ . . .
<]’.]>wjy3<(x+y—e)2], for all j > 1. 1)

First of all observe that, sinc(s?‘.j 27y7 is just one term of the Newton binomial expansion(of+ y)Zj,
we know that( );ij] < (x4y)¥ for all j € N. Definee(j) := = +y — (2?)1/2j,/a: and observe
that proving equatiori(21) is equivalent to provitigh;_,~ €(j) > 0. Indeed iflim;_, €(j) > 0, then

inf;cne(j) > 0 and thereby we can defiree:= inf ey e(j). To prove the inequalityim;_, €(j) > 0,

let us computdim;_, (2]3) V@D, By applying Stirling’s formula we can write
1/(2)) Ve e )2] e 1/(2))
; J us ) J
lim <2.]> — lim | —— - < %2%) —2
Jj—00 ] )

- N 2j
j—o0 .
27 (%)
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and, in turn,lim; , €(j) = = + y — 2,/zy. Clearly, if x # y, thenz + y — 2,/zy > 0. Defining

€ :=infjen €(j), we can write

. N\ (27\ j j N-2j
—r — <
A}lm ]E: <2j>< )x v (1—x—y) ]\}lm

z

L2)

L[]

(5)) =0 -z p)¥

7=0

which implies alsdimy . P [T > t] = 0.

Casex = y. To study this case, ley = = + ¢ and let¢é — 0. In this case, the probability of the
decision time exceedingbecomes

5] N\ /9 _
fa,N.§ =P[T > 1] = <2j)< ")wﬂ(z+§> (1—20 "%,
Jj=
Considerlim¢_,g f(z, N, ). We have that

13

%il}r%f(x,N,g) Z <é\§> <2j> 2% (1 - 20)N"% < Z < >22]$2] o) NE <,

]_

wlz

where the first inequality follows fron@Q.j) <yl NG ?) = 223, and the second inequality follows from
ZJL OJ (23)(23:)2] < ZJ - (2])(23:)2] = 1. Solim¢_,o f(z, N, €) exists, and since we know that also

limy_o f(x, N, &) exists, the limits are exchangeablelimy_, lim¢_,o f(z, N, ) and

lim lim f(x, N,e) = hm hm f(z,N, &) =0.

N—00 =0
This concludes the proof of equatidn{20).

Assume now thap, |, (t) > po)1(t). We distinguish between the case whesg () > $ and the case
wherepo)1 (1) < pij(f) < 3.

If p11(f) > 1, then LemmdAlL implies

N

dm > @[)P{l@ (1—pip@)" 7 =1,

J=[N/2]
and, sincelimy_,o 811 (£,0,0) > limy_,o Zj N2 ( )plll(f)( p1|1(7§))N—j, we have also that
th—>OO /81|1(t7070) =1
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The casey; () < p1j1(f) < 3 L is more involved. We will see that in this ca$eiy_, .. Bojr(t,0,0) = 0.
We start by observing that, from Lemrha A.1,

N
N\ . .
lim ZV <j>p{1(f)([1—p1|1(f))N =0,

N—o0

J=151

and in turn
L5 N =l N N—j—i
B (2,0,0) = ]\}E}loo; <j )pjll@ x <ZZ; < ; >p61@ [1 —pip(t) —poll(i)} )

The above expression can be written as follows
N-2 h

Jim 0.0 = gim S5 (S (V) (0t @m, o) (1- o @)

h=1 %j=|3]+1

- ngnwjz_j <J;\Z> LE}? G)p’f;j(f)péu(i) <1 —pip (@) _p01®>N—h
- j=|%]+1

where, for obtaining the second equality we used the (89t} ~7) = () (%). Similarly,

N—2 h - N—h
hm 50|1(t 0,0) = 1\}1—]9100 ; <]Z> | %H (?)pgﬁ](f)p{l@ (1 —pip(t) —p01(f)>
- =

We prove now thatim . By|1(%,0,0) = 0. To do so we will show that there existsdepending only

on poj1 () andpy);(f) such that

zh: < >p0|1 E)pm(f) < <p01(f) +p1u(f) — €>h-

j=%]+1
To do so, let
- - S AW =N
() =pon (@ +pun® =+ > ()i D@,
=3+

Becauseh is bounded, one can see thdh) > 0 as the sum inside the root is always smaller than

(p0|1(t_> + pl\l(f))h. Also

p(]‘l (Z)p”l(_)
p0|1 ﬂ +me

hli_?;o e(h) = <P0|1(t_) +p11(z)> \/Z

Z;‘l: L& ]+1 (?)P&Ij(ﬂpﬁl (t)
(po\l(i) + P1|1@)h

— <p0|1(f) +p11(5)> - = poj1(t) + p11 (1),
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as by LemmaAll, o
lim Z;l: L%J (?)p&;] (t_)pjl‘l(t_) _
h=oo (po (%) +p1\1(5))h

Since by assumptiom, (t) + py1(f) > 0, we have thainf,cye(h) > 0. By letting € := infene(h),

we conclude that

]\}i—I>noo Bon(t,0,0) < sz_z (ij) (plll(f) + poi(t) — E) (1 —p1u(?) —P0|1(7E)> o

h=1

< hi (1) (@ + @) (1= -rp®) =19 =0

This concludes the proof. [ |

Remark IV.2 The earliest possible decision timelefined in[(16) is the best performance that the fastest

rule can achieve in terms of number of iterations requiredravide the final decision. O

B. The majority rule for varying values of

We consider now thenajority rule, i.e., the counting rule with threshajd= | N/2] + 1. We start with
the following result about the accuracy. Recall that is the probability of wrong decision by a single
SDM and thatpéle) (N) is the probability of wrong decision by a group 8f SDMs implementing the

majority rule (assuming{; is the correct hypothesis).

Proposition 1V.3 (Accuracy under the majority rule) Consider theg out of N SDA algorithm under
Assumptioi IV]1. Assume= |N/2] + 1, i.e., themajority rule is adopted. Without loss of generality,

assumeH; is the correct hypothesis. Then the probability of errorisfads
N

p\s\,m)(N) = Z <]j> 5@\1 (1 - pw\l)N_j . (22)

J=|N/2]+1
According to(22), the following characterization follows:

(i) if 0 < pup < 1/2, then p\EVTl)(N) is a monotonic decreasing function &f that approaches)

asymptotically, that is,
w(1l w(1l

p(N) > pIM(N+2) and  lim p{M(N) =0;
N—o0

(i) if 1/2 < pup < 1, thenpévml)(N) is a monotonic increasing function d¥ that approaches

asymptotically, that is,
pM(N) < PN +2) and  lim pUT(N) = 1
N—oo

w|1l w|1l
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(iii) if puy = 1/2, thenp{™ (N) = 1/2;
(iv) if pu1 < 1/4, then

Pt (N) = <{§1> ph +0 () = VAT (pa) 3 o ((pa)31) . (23)

Proof: We start by observing that

¢ N N ‘ o
E poji(s; N, g = |[N/2] +1) = E ( .>7701(t)] (1 —mouu(t))" .
s=1 j=IN72)+1 N

Sincep(m)(N) =Y o1 Poji(s; Nyq = [N/2] + 1), taking the limit for N — oo in the above expression

w|1
leads to
N N\ . N
pIN(N) = > <j )pim (T=pw)" .
i=151
Facts (i), (ii), (iii) follow directly from LemmdA.lL in Appedix[Al applied to equatior (22). Equatidn {23)

is a consequence of the Taylor expansion[of (22):

iv: <]j> ivu(l—pme‘j = 3 (?f) zv\l(l— (N — 7)pwj1 + o(pw1))

i=lF1 J=[
51 (51
1)pw1 +o(ni )

(i

%ﬁ) = /2N/7 2" and, in turn, the final expansion follows
from 2V = 4[N/21 /2, |

(]

olz

SE

Finally, Stirling’s Formula impliedim y ((

We discuss now the expected time required by the collecid# &gorithm to provide a decision when
the majority rule is adopted. Our analysis is based again on Assumlpfidhaid on the assumption that
H, is the correct hypothesis. We distinguish four cases basedifi@rent properties that the probabilities
of wrong and correct decision of the single SDM might have:

(A1) the probability of correct decision is greater than phebability of wrong decision, i.ep¢; > pw1;

(A2) the probability of correct decision is equal to the pabllity of wrong decision, i.e.p¢; = py1 =
1/2 and there existy and¢; such thatrg; (to) = 1/2 and ), (t1) = 1/2;

(A3) the probability of correct decision is equal to the pabliity of wrong decision, i.e.py; =
pwi = 1/2 and there existg; such thatm;(t1) = 1/2, while mq;(t) < 1/2 for all t € N
andlimy o mo|1 (1) = 1/2;

(A4) the probability of correct decision is equal to the pabliity of wrong decision, i.e.p¢; = pyp =

1/2, and7T0|1(t) < 1/2, 7T1|1(t) < 1/2 for all ¢ eN andhmt_ﬂx, 7T0‘1 == hmt_>oo 7T1‘1(t) == 1/2

February 2, 2022 DRAFT



27

Note that, since Assumptidn V.1 impligg); + py; = 1, the probability of correct decision in case
(A1) satisfiespy; > 1/2. Hence, in case (Al) and under Assumption1V.1, we dezfigae:: max{t €
N | Wl‘l(t) < 1/2} andt>% = mln{t € N | 7T1|1(t) > 1/2}

Proposition V.4 (Expected time under the majority rule) Consider theq out of N SDA algorithm
under AssumptionTV.1. Assume- | N/2|+1, that is, adopt thenajority rule. Without loss of generality,
assumeH; is the correct hypothesis. Define the SDM properties (A%)-@ad the decision times, 1,

t.1 andt. . as above. Then the expected decision time satisfies

t<l + t>l + 1 X

%, if the SDM has the property (Al),
]\}EHOOE[T’HhN,q =[N/2]] = @, if the SDM has the property (A2),

+00, if the SDM has the property (A3) or (A4).

Proof: We start by proving the equality for case (Al). Since, in #@ise we are assuming; > py1,

the definitions oft_. andt. . implies thatr;(t) = 1/2 for all t_. <t <t¢.1. Observe that

t N N—h
Sl Na= 120 +0= 3 (§)dh@(1-mue)

= n=1)

Hence Lemm&-All implies

0, if ¢ <t_1,
2

—_

t
ngnm;pm(t;N,q = [N/2)+1) = ittt

ifir<t<tos,
2 2

D=

and, in turn, that

1/2, if t:t<1+1 and t:t>l,

lim py(t; N,qg = [N/2| +1) =
N—oo .
0, otherwise

It follows
Jim E([T|H), N,q = [N/2| +1] = Tim ¢ (pop(t; N,q = [N/2] +1) +pi(t; N, g = [N/2] + 1))
1
—5 <t<%+1+t>%).

This concludes the proof of the equality for case (Al).

We consider now the case (A2). Reasoning similarly to theipus case we have that

lim pyp(ti Nog = [N/2] +1)=1/2  and  Jim po(te; Nyg = [N/2] +1) = 1/2,
N—oo N—oo
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from which it easily follows thatimy_, E [T|H1, N, q = | N/2] + 1] = § (to + t1).
For case (A3), it suffices to note the following implicatiohlemmalA.1: if, for a given: € {0, 1},
we haver; () < 1/2 for all t € N, thenlimy o p;j1(t; N,¢ = [N/2] +1) = 0 for all t € N. The

analysis of the case (A4) is analogous to that of case (A3). [ |

Remark IV.5 The cases wherg,; > pq; and where there existg such thatm; (o) = 1/2 while

m(t) < 1/2 for all ¢ € N and lim;, o 7|1 (t) = 1/2, can be analyzed similarly to the cases (Al)
and (A3). Moreover, the most recurrent situation in appiices is the one where there exists a time
instantt such thatr|; () < 1/2 andm; (¢ + 1) > 1/2, which is equivalent to the above case (A1) with

t U

1=l t10n this situation we trivially havéimy_.o E[T|Hq, N,q = [N/2]] =t

1 1.
2 2

C. Fixed N and varyingqg

We start with a simple result characterizing the expectexisdmn time.

Proposition 1V.6 Given a group ofN SDMs running the; out of N SDA, for j € {0,1},
E[T|H;,N,q=1] <E[T|H;,N,q=2] <--- <E[T|H;,N,q = N].

The above proposition states that the expected number rattides required to provide a decision
constitutes a nondecreasing sequence for increasing wélye Similar monotonicity results hold true

also forpg; (N, q), pw|j(N,q), Pag;(N, q) even though restricted only taV/2] +1 < ¢ < N.

Proposition IV.7 Given a group ofN SDMs running the; out of N SDA, for j € {0,1},
pej(N.q = |N/2] +1) 2 pgj(N,q = |[N/2] +2) > -+ > pg;(N,qg = N),

Puli(N,q = [N/2) +1) = pyj(N,q = [N/2] +2) = -+ = pyj(N,qg = N),

Prdi(N, ¢ = [N/2] +1) < ppgj(N,q = [N/2] +2) <+ < ppgj(N, g = N).

We believe that similar monotonic results hold true alsoifet ¢ < | N/2]. In particular, here is our
conjecture: ifN is odd, the single SDM has themost-suredecision and the single SDM is more likely

to provide the correct decision than the wrong decisiont, )& ; + pw; = 1 andpg; > pyy;, then
pej(N,g=1) < pg;(N,g=2) <--- < pg;(N,g=|N/2] + 1),
Puj (N, g =1) > puj(N, g =2) > - > pyj(N,q = [N/2] + 1).

These chains of inequalities are numerically verified in s@ramples in SectidnlV.
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V. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS

The goal of this section is to numerically analyze the modeld methods described in previous
sections. In all the examples, we assume that the sequbimtély test run by each SDMs is the classical
sequential probability ratio test (SPRT) developed in 1B¢3Abraham Wald. To fix some notation, we
start by briefly reviewing the SPRT. Lef be a random variable with distributiofi(z; #) and assume
the goal is to test the null hypothesif, : 8 = 6, against the alternative hypothedif : 6 = 6. For
i € {1,...,N}, thei-th SDM takes the observations(1),z;(2),z(3),..., which are assumed to be
independent of each other and from the observations takeall ifie other SDMs. The log-likelihood

ratio associated to the observatioyit) is

n(D) = log TN, (24)

Accordingly, letA;(t) = 3)_, \i(h) denote the sum of the log-likelihoods up to time instarEhei-th
SDM continues to sample as long as< A;(t) < 1, whereny andn; are two pre-assigned thresholds;
instead sampling is stopped the first time this inequalityiadated. If A;(t) < 7o, then thei-th SDM
decides ford = 6y. If A;(t) > m1, then thei-th SDM decides fol = 6.

To guarantee thébomogeneity propertywe assume that all the SDMs have the same threshgplds
andn;. The threshold values are related to the accuracy of the SRBRIescribed in the classic Wald’s
method [19]. We shortly review this method next. Assume,tf@tthe single SDM, we want to set the
thresholds), andn; in such a way that the probabilities of misdetection (sayifigwhen H; is correct,
i.e., P[say Hy|H,]) and of false alarm (sayin@/; when Hy, is correct, i.e.P[say H,|Hy]) are equal to
some pre-assigned valu@sisdetection@Nd praise alarm Wald proved that the inequalitid®[say Hy | H;] <
Pmisdetection@Nd P[say Hy | Ho] < prase alarm@re achieved wheng andn; satisfyny < log -Zmsdeecion gng

1—praise alarm

m > log I=kmsteesion Ag cystomary, we adopt the equality sign in these inedeslfor the design ofj

Dralse alarm
andn;. Specifically, in all our examples we assume thakdetection= Ptaise alarm= 0.1 and, in turn, that
m = —no = log9.
We provide numerical results for observations describedbbth discrete and continuous random

variables. In cas& is a discrete random variable, we assume tf{at ¢) is a binomial distribution

™oT(1— g, if m
f(x,H): (1,)9 (1 9) ) I 33'6{0,1, ) }7 (25)

0, otherwise,

wheren is a positive integer number. In cadéis a continuous random variable, we assume fiat ¢)
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is a Gaussian distribution with me@nand variancer2

1 2 2
. _ - —(z—0)*/20
flx;0) = 271026 . (26)

The key ingredient required for the applicability of Propiosis[IIl. I andIl.2 is the knowledge of the
probabilities{ pojo(t), p1jo(t) }, o,y @NA{Pop1 (1), P11 (1) |, Given thresholdgy andyy, there probabilities
can be computed according to the method described in then&lp@®1 (respectively AppendixB2) for
X discrete (respectively)X continuous) random variable.

We provide three sets of numerical results. SpecificallyEkample[V.1 we emphasize the tradeoff
between accuracy and expected decision time as a functidreafumber of SDMs. In Example V.2 we
concentrate on the monotonic behaviors thatgloait of N' SDA algorithm exhibits both whe#V is fixed
andq varies and when is fixed andN varies. In Examplé"VI3 we compare thastestand themajority
rule. Finally, Sectioi V-A discusses drawing connectioesreen the observations in Example]V.3 and

the cognitive psychology presentation introduced in $a¢iDl.

Example V.1 (Tradeoff between accuracy and expected deaisi time) This example emphasizes the
tradeoff between accuracy and expected decision time ascsidn of the number of SDMs. We do that
for the fastestand themajority rules. We obtain our numerical results for odd sizes of grol§DMs
ranging from1 to 61. In all our numerical examples, we compute the values of finesholds;, and
m according to Wald’s method by posinghisdetection= Praise alarm= 0.1 and, thereforey; = log9 and
no = —log9.

For a binomial distributionf (z;6) as in [25), we provide our numerical results under the falgw
conditions: we set = 5; we run our computations for three different paifs, 6,); precisely we assume
thatfy = 0.5 — e and6; = 0.5 + € wheree € {0.02,0.05,0.08}; and H; : § = 6, is always the correct
hypothesis. For any paiify, 61) we perform the following three actions in order

(i) we compute the probabilitiegoou(t),pm(t)}tEN according to the method described in ApperdiX B1;

(i) we compute the probabilitie§po; (¢; N, q), p1j1 (t; N, q)}teN for ¢ = 1 andg = | N/2|+1 according
to the formulas reported in Propositibn TlI.1;
(iii) we compute probability of wrong decision and expectede for the group of SDMs exploiting

the formulas

o0

put(N,q) = pop(t;N,q) and E[T|Hy,N,q] = (pop(t; N,q) + pij1(t: N, q)t.
t=1 t=1

According to RemarkTLl7, since we consider only odd numbéisf SDMs, since; < [ N/2] and since

each SDM running the SPRT has thlenost-sure decisionsroperty, them,,; (N, ¢) +pg1 (N, q) = 1. In
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other words, the probability of no-decision is equabDtand, hence, the accuracy of the SDA algorithms
is characterized only by the probability of wrong decisiowl @ahe probability of correct decision. In our
analysis we select to compute the probability of wrong denis

For a Gaussian distributiofi(z; 6, o), we obtain our numerical results under the following cand:
the two hypothesis arél, : # = 0 and H; : 6 = 1; we run our computations for three different values of
o, preciselyo € {0.5,1,2}; and H; : 6 = 1 is always the correct hypothesis. To obtaip, (N, ) and
E[T|H,, N, q] for a given value ofr, we proceed similarly to the previous case with the onlyedéhce
that {po‘l(t),p”l(t)}teN are computed according to the procedure described in App &

The results obtained for thiastestrule are depicted in Figufe V.1, while the results obtainedtlfie

majority rule are reported in Figuld 3.

Fastest rule Fastest rule
0.1 T T T T T
0.1 %]
c w £
G2 00 5] .%
« 0.
2% 2 e
Z 3500 5 So.0s t
SE., 82 N
2 9o o s NG
2 0.02 ; i . = 0 L v ~—0=2 v
: 10 20 30 40 —epsilon = 0.03] 60 10 20 30 40 60
Number of decision makers ——epsilon = 0.05| Number of decision makers —~g=1
. 60 ——epsilon = 0.07| . 20r —0=0.5|
D v D »
ac o2
Es 40 55
g g
(= (=3
23 35
382 58
g_ [=] g_ [=]
S5 X5 Y
w - T ; ; ; a® g i n T
10 20 30 40 50 60 10 50 60
Number of decision makers

20 30 40
Number of decision makers

Fig. 2. Behavior of the probability of wrong decision and bé texpected number of iterations required to provide a iecis
as the number of SDMs increases whenfémtestrule is adopted. In Figure (a) we consider the binomial itigtion, in Figure
(b) the Gaussian distribution.

Some remarks are now in order. We start with thstestrule. A better understanding of the plots in
Figure[\1 can be gained by specifying the values of the estrjossible decision timedefined in [16)
and of the probabilitieg, |, () andpyy; (). In our numerical analysis, for each péi, 61) considered and
for both discrete and continuous measureméftsve hadt = 1 andp,|; () > poj1 (f). As expected from
Propositiof V.1, we can see that tfastestrule significantly reduces the expected number of iteration
required to provide a decision. Indeed, dsincreases, the expected decision tifb@'|Hq, N, q = 1]
tends tol. Moreover, notice tha\px‘)l(N) approaches$; this is in accordance with equatidn {17).

As far as themajority rule is concerned, the results established in PropodiN&8 and in Proposi-

tion[[\.4] are confirmed by the plots in Figurk 3. Indeed, sifuzeall the pairs(6y, 1) we have considered,
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Majority rule Major:ty rule
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Fig. 3. Behavior of the probability of wrong decision and bé texpected number of iterations required to provide a bercis
as the number of SDMs increases when mhajority rule is adopted. In Figure (a) we consider the binomial iistion, in

Figure (b) the Gaussian distribution.

we hadp,; < 1/2, we can see that, as expected from Proposition IV.3, theahitty of wrong decision
goes to0 exponentially fast and monotonically as a function of theesof the group of the SDMs.
Regarding the expected time, in all the cases, the expedeidion timeE[T|H,, N,q = |N/2| + 1]
quickly reaches a constant value. We numerically verified these constant values corresponded to the

values predicted by the results reported in Proposifiodl. IV.

Example V.2 (Monotonic behavior) In this example, we analyze the performance of the genecait
of N aggregation rule, as the number of SDWSs varied, and as the aggregation rule itself is varied. We
obtained our numerical results for odd valuesMfranging from1 to 35 and for values of; comprised
betweenl and | N/2] + 1. Again we set the thresholdg andr; equal tolog(—9) andlog 9, respectively.
In this example we consider only the Gaussian distributicth w = 1. The results obtained are depicted
in Figure[4, where the following monotonic behaviors appmadent:
(i) forfixed N and increasing, both the probability of correct decision and the decisioretincreases;
(i) for fixed ¢ and increasingV, the probability of correct decision increases while theigien time
decreases.
The fact that the decision time increases for fixédand increasing; has been established in Proposi-
tion[[\.6l. The fact that the probability of correct decisimereases for fixedv and increasing validates

the conjecture formulated at the end of Secfion IV-C.

Example V.3 (Fastest versus majority, at fixed group accurag) As we noted earlier, Figurds W1-3

show that themajority rule increases remarkably the accuracy of the group, wihdéastestrule decreases
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Fig. 4. Probability of correct detection (left figure) andpegted decision time (right figure) for theout of N rule, plotted

as a function of network siz& and accuracy thresholg

remarkably the expected number of iteration for the SDA tachea decision. It is therefore reasonable
to pose the following question: if the local accuracies & 8DMs were set so that the accuracy of the
group is the same for both thifastestand themajority fusion rule, which of the two rules requires a

smaller number of observations to give a decision. Thattiggaal accuracy, which of the two rules is

optimal as far as decision time is concerned.

In order to answer this question, we use a bisection on thal IBDM accuracies. We apply the
numerical methods presented in Proposifion]lll.1 to findgheper local thresholds that set the accuracy
of the group to the desired valyg,,. Different local accuracies are obtained for differentidasrules
and this evaluation needs to be repeated for each group\size

In these simulations, we assume the random variabls Gaussian with variance = 2. The two
hypotheses arél, : § = 0 and H; : § = 1. The numerical results are shown in Figlie 5 and discussed
below.

As is clear by the plots, the strategy that gives the fastesistbn with the same accuracy varies with
group size and desired accuracy. The left plot in Figure Ustitates that, for very high desired group
accuracy, thamajority rule is always optimal. As the accuracy requirement is edaxhefastestrule
becomes optimal for small groups. Moreover, the group sizghéch the switch between optimal rules
happens, varies for different accuracies. For example nitielle and right plot in Figur&l5 illustrate
that while the switch happens & = 5 for a group accuracpévr?l) = p\s\t')l = 0.05 and atN = 9 for
p\Ele) = p\%?l =0.1.

We summarize our observations about which rule is optimel, (ivhich rule requires the least number

of observations) as follows:
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Fig. 5. Expected decision time for tHiastestand themajority rules versus group siz&, for various network accuracy levels.

(i) the optimal rule varies with the desired network accyyat fixed network size;
(i) the optimal rule varies with the desired network sizefiged network accuracy; and

(i) the change in optimality occurs at different netwotkes for different accuracies.

A. Decision making in cognitive psychology revisited

In this section we highlight some interesting relationshiijgtween our results in sequential decision
aggregation (SDA) and some recent observations about ireghavior from the cognitive psychology
literature. Starting with the literature review in Subsec{l-D] our discussion here is based upon the

following assumptions:

(i) SDA models multi-modal integration in cognitive infoation processing (CIP),
(i) the number of SDMs correspond to the number of sensorgatiies in CIP,
(i) the expected decision time in the SDA setup is analegmuthe reaction time in CIP, and

(iv) the decision probability in the SDA setup is analogowighe firing rate of neurons in CIP.

Under these assumptions, we relate our SDA analysis to feent observations reported in the CIP
literature. In short, théastestand majority rules appear to emulate behaviors that are similar to the one
manifested by the brain under various conditions. Thesespondences are summarized in Table | and
described in the following paragraphs.

First, we look at the observation in CIP that multi-modaésitan exhibit suppressive behaviors (first
row in Table[]). We find that suppressive behavior is not aittory with the nature of such a site.
Indeed, Proposition TV1 describes situations where areased group size degrades the decision accuracy
of a group using théastestrule.

Second, we look at the observation in CIP that, for some higgmsity stimuli, the firing rate of

multi-modal integration sites is similar to the firing raté uni-modal integration sites (second row in
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H Multi-sensory integration sites (cognitive psycholodL/) Sequential decision aggregation (engineering sciences)

Suppressive behavior of firing rate Decision probability decreases with increasiNg
Sub-additive behavior of firing rates Probability of decision slightly increases with increasiVv
Additive behavior of firing rates Decision probability linearly increases with increasiig
Super-additive behavior of firing rates Decision probability exponentially increases with incieg N
TABLE |

COGNITIVE PSYCHOLOGY - ENGINEERING DICTIONARY OF CORRESPONDENCES

Tablel). This similarity behavior appears related to bétvavobserved in Figure 5. The second and third
plots in Figureb illustrate how, in small groups with highdividual accuracy and relatively low group
decision accuracy, thiastestrule is optimal. Since a multi-model integration site impknting a fastest
aggregation rule behaves similarly to a uni-modal integnasite, our result give a possible optimality
interpretation of the observed “multi-modal similar to 4modal” behavior.

Third, we look at the observation in CIP that activation ofltinenodal integration sites is often
accompanied with an increase in the accuracy as comparéx taccuracy of a uni-sensory integration
site (third and forth rows in Tablé I). The first plot in FigiBeshows that when the required performance
is a high accuracy, the majority rule is better than the fastedeed Proposition M3 proves that, for
the majority rule, the accuracy monotonically increases with the gramp, sometimes exponentially.

Fourth, we look at the observation in CIP that, even undeséime type of stimuli, the stimuli strength
affects the additivity of the neuron firing, i.e., the sumsige, additive, sub-additive or super-additive
behavior of the firing rates. Additionally, scientists haleserved that depending on the intensity of the
stimuli, various areas of the brain are activated when @siog the same type of stimuli [13], [14[, [12],
[15]. A possible explanation for these two observed behravi® that the brain processes information in
a way that maintains optimality. Indeed, our comparisorhi middle and right parts of Figuié 5 shows
how the fastest rule is optimal when individual SDMs are hjighiccurate (strong and intact stimuli)
and, vice versa, the majority rule is optimal when individB®Ms are relatively inaccurate (weak and
degraded stimuli).

We observed in the middle and right part of Figlite 5 that, ighhindividual accuracies, thfastest
rule is more efficient than theajority rule. We reach this conclusion by noting two observationst,fi

smaller group sizes require higher local accuracies th@etagroup sizes in order to maintain the same
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group accuracy; second, tliastestrule is optimal for small groups while thmajority rule is always

optimal for larger groups.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we presented a complete analysis of how a grdu@Ms can collectively reach a
decision about the correctness of a hypothesis. We presenteimerical method that made it possible
to completely analyze and understand interesting fusitesraf the individuals decisions. The analysis
we presented concentrated on two aggregation rules, buhitasianalysis can be made to understand
other rules of interest. An important question we were ablariswer, was the one relating the size of
the group and the overall desired accuracy to the optimabidecrules. We were able to show that, no
single rule is optimal for all group sizes or for various dedigroup accuracy. We are currently extending

this work to cases where the individual decision makers atadentical.
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APPENDIX
A. Asymptotic and monotonicity results on combinatoriahsu

Some of the results provided for thiastestrule and for themajority rule are based on the following
N (N

j=o (5) 27y

properties of the binomial expansi¢n + y)¥ = >

Lemma A.1 (Properties of half binomial expansions)For an odd numbetV € N, and for real num-

bersc € R and z € R satisfyingd < ¢ <1 and0 < z < ¢/2, define

soiea = Y (Vo= ama Swien- 3 (V)otemat

=0 7 j=Iy2 N
The following statements hold true:
(i) if 0 < x < ¢/2, then, taking limits over odd values &f,
lim _57(]\[; ¢, ) = and lim 7S(N;c,x) = 0;
N—o0 CN N—o0 CN

(i) if 2 = c/2, then
_ CN
S(Nse,x) = S(Nse,x) = =

(i) if c=1and0 <z < 1/2, then

S(N +2;1,z) < S(N;1,7) and  S(N+2;1,z) > S(NV;1,z).
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Proof: To prove statemeft [i), we start with the obvious equatity= (c — 2 +2)Y = S(N;c,z) +

_(N'c x). Therefore, it suffices to show thaimy_, % = 0. Define the shorthand(j) :=

( ) x)N~7 and observe
hj) j!(NLij)ng(C—l")N_j _jt+lce—u
h(j+1) W!—j—l)!xﬂ_l(c —z)N-i-1  N—-j =

It is straightforward to see tha;%h.(l >1 < cj—aN+tc—2>0 «— j>zaN_ (2

c c

>4 -84t

if i~ N N | = N _ zN | =
Moreover, if j > 5 and0 < z < §, thenj — #= + <% > 5 — % 4 &£ 5 C

Cc Cc c -

Here, the second inequality follows from the fact thafcﬂ > —% if 0 <z < g. In other words,

if j >%ando < z < 5, then hg@l) > 1. This result implies the following chain of inequalities

2
f(IN/2]) > f([N/2] +1) > --- > h(N) providing the following bound orf(N;c, z)

Z;‘V:(N/ﬂ (];[)xj(c —a)NT[N/2]( N/21) eI (e — ) N2
cN < cN )

S(N;c,x) =

Since ([ yyy) < 2, we can write

ON G [N/2] (¢ — ) LN/2]

S(Nie.2) < [N/2 a — [N/2] <_w> N2 <

=gz () (%) o (e e

Let o = 2 and 8 = 2 (%) and consider - 3 = 4”“‘3 2) . One can easily show that- 3 < 1 since

dex — 42?2 — ¢ = —(c — 2x)? < 0. The proof of statemeffit [i) is completed by noting

lim S(N;c,x) < hm {N/Z} (23:) (a- BN =

N—oo C

The proof of the statemejnt (ii) is straightforward. In fadbilows from the symmetry of the expressions
whenz = £, and from the obvious equalltEJ o ( Yl (c —x)N7I =N,

Regardlng statemept (jii), we prove here only th&fV + 2;1,z) < S(N;1,z) for 0 <z < 1/2. The
proof of S(N +2;1,z) > S(N;1,z) is analogous. Adopting the shorthand

o (N 2] — )N
f<N,:c>.—i:%(i> (-,

we claim that the assumptidh< = < 1/2 implies
A(N,z) = f(N +2,z) — f(N,z) <0.

To establish this claim, it is useful to analyze the derxatf A with respect taz. We compute

OF (N 2) = Ni i(fj)xi-lu—x)N—i— Ni (N-i)(j\,[)xia—x)N—i—l+NxN—1. 27)

Oz i=[N/2] i=[N/2] !
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i

<(N]j21> gwﬁ“l (1= )N Ni Z<zzv> 21— )N,

i=[N/2]+1

The first sumy_ Y1 o1 4(Y) 2"~ (1 — 2)¥ =" in the right-hand side of(27) is equal to

Moreover, exploiting the identityi + 1)(,%,) = (N —4) (%),

7

N-1 N-2

> z’<N>:c"—1(1_m)N—i: > (¢+1)<,N1>x"(1—m)N—i—l
i=[N/2]+1 ! i=[N/2] '
N-2
= Z (N—i)(N)wl(l—w)N_i_l.
i=[N/2] !

The second sum in the right-hand side [0fl(27) can be rewriten
N-1 N-2

> (N—i)(N)xi(l—x)N_i_lz > (N—i)<N>xi(1—x)N—i-1+NxN—1.

(3 (3
i=[N/2] i=[N/2]

Now, many terms of the two sums cancel each other out and aneasily see that

g(N,:L’) _ <[ N )(N/Q—L'L'{N/ﬂ_l (1 _m)N—!—N/ﬂ _ < N >|—N/2-| (ZL’ (1 _x))]'N/ﬂ—l’

oz N/2] [N/2]
where the last equality relies upon the identity— [N/2] = | N/2] = [N/2] — 1. Similarly, we have
%(Z\H—Zx) = <[N]\/[;i 1) ([N/2] +1) (z (1 — =) 721,
Hence
% z) = (z (1 — ) V/2-1 N2 z(l—=z)— N
) = (@ (1= )™ (N2 ) 2 el - () )N/

Straightforward manipulations show that

(1ol 1 0) (7214 ) =g vt (o )

[N/2] +1 +1 N/2]
and, in turn,
%(N’x) = ((N]\/[ﬂ) ’V%—‘ (z(1— "U))(N/z]_l [4%"%1 —x) — 1}
— g(N,z) [4]]5 1 ix(l —a) -1,

where the last equality defines the functigfiV, z). Observe that: > 0 implies g(N,z) > 0 and,
otherwise,z = 0 implies g(N,z) = 0. Moreover, for all N, we have thatf(N,1/2) = 1/2 and
f(N,0) =0 and in turn thatA (N, 1/2) = A(N,0) = 0. Additionally

0A N +2
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and

%(N,O) =0 and %(N, 0%) =g(N,0%) (0 —1) <0.

The roots of the polynomiat — 4%—1?95(1—35)—1 are% (1 + \/NIH) which means that the polynomial
has one root inside the intervé), 1/2) and one inside the intervdl /2,1). Considering all these facts
together, we conclude that the functian— A(N,z) is strictly negative in(0,1/2) and hence that
fIN+2,2) — f(N,x) <0. [ |

B. Computation of the decision probabilities for a singleNs@pplying the SPRT test

In this appendix we discuss how to compute the probabilities

{Pnago} U {P0|0(t)>P1|o(t)}teN and{pnq } U {pO\l(t)>P1|1(t)}teN (28)
for a single SDM applying the classics¢quential probability ratio testSPRT). For a short description
of the SPRT test and for the relevant notation, we refer tlasler to Sectiofi V. We consider here
observations drawn from both discrete and continuousiloiigions.

1) Discrete distributions of the Koopman-Darmois-Pitmami: This subsection review the procedure
proposed in([b] for a certain class of discrete distribusioBpecifically,[[5] provides a recursive method
to compute the exact values of the probabilities] (28); thehow can be applied to a broad class of
discrete distributions, precisely whenever the obsermatare modeled as a discrete random variable of
the Koopman-Darmois-Pitman form.

With the same notation as in Sectioh V, lEtbe a discrete random variable of the Koopman-Darmois-

Pitman form; that is

h(z)exp(B(0)Z(x) — A(H)), if v e Z,
flx,0) =

0, if ¢ Z,
where h(z), Z(xz) and A(#) are known functions and whetg is a subset of the integer numbets
In this section we shall assume th@tz) = . Bernoulli, binomial, geometric, negative binomial and
Poisson distributions are some widely used distributidrtie® Koopman-Darmois-Pitman form satisfying
the conditionZ(z) = z. For distributions of this form, the likelihood associateith the ¢-th observation
x(t) is given by

A(t) = (B(61) — B(o))x(t) — (A1) — A(6o))-

Let 9,71 be the pre-assigned thresholds. Then, one can see thatisguwil continue as long as

o+ H(A01) — AB) <~ .. _ m+tAG) — A(by))
By - B0y < 2=" <" 5@ —5@)

(29)
i=1
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for B(61)— B(6y) > 0; if B(61)— B(y) < 0 the inequalities would be reversed. Observe Jat | «(4)
is an integer number. Now I@ét) be the smallest integer greater thlag + t(A(61) — A(6o))} /(B(61)—
B(6y)) and let ﬁ%t) be the largest integer smaller thdm; + t(A(61) — A(6p))} /(B(61) — B(6o)).
Sampling will continue as long asét) < X(t) < gt) where X(t) = S.'_, 2(i). Now suppose that,
for any ¢ € [77((] ),ni | the probabilityP[X (t) = ¢] is known. Then we have

—(t)

PIX(t+1) = (|H,] = Z fle [X(t) = j| H),

j= ﬁ(f)

and
—(t)

pip(t+1 Z Z PX(t) = jIH:] f (r;0:),
] n(t) _(t)—j"rl

—(P) ﬁ(') _] 1

ot +1) = Z > PX(E) = jIHf(r;65).

j= n(t> r=—00

o)
t=1

P[X(t) = ¢], foranyt € N, £ € [ﬁé“,ﬁ@], and {pi‘j(t)}zl. Moreover, if the setZ is finite, then the

Starting with P[X'(0) = 1], it is possible to compute recursively all the quantitigs;;(¢)},”, and
number of required computations is finite.

2) Computation of accuracy and decision time for pre-assigthresholds), and »;: continuous
distributions: In this section we assume that is a continuous random variable with density function
given by f(z,0). As in the previous subsection, given two pre-assignedshtiulelsn, and;, the goal
is to compute the probabilities; ;(t) = P[sayH;|H;, T = t], for i,j € {1,2} andt € N.

We start with two definitions. Lef, y, and f, ) 4, denote, respectively, the density function of the
log-likelihood function\ and of the random variabl&(¢), under the assumption théi; is the correct

hypothesis. Assume that, for a giver N, the density functionf, ) ¢, is known. Then we have

m

faw,e:(s) = e, (s — ) faw)6, (z)dz, s € (no,m)

Mo
and

m oo m No—x
o) = | ( fA,exz)dz) P (2)de, andpo, ) = [ ( / fA,ei(Z)dZ> Faoyo, (@)da
To m—x 7o — 00

In what follows we propose a method to compute these questitased on a uniform discretization of
the functionsA and A. Interestingly, we will see how the classic SPRT algoritham d&e conveniently
approximated by a suitable absorbing Markov chain and Howugh this approximation, the probabilities

{pi‘j(t)}zl, i,j € {1,2}, can be efficiently computed. Next we describe our disca#tn approach.
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First, letd € Ry, 7o = |® |6 and7j; = [%14. Second, fom = [%] — [® | + 1, introduce the sets

S - {317 cee 7Sn} and I'= {'Y—n+27'7—n+37 ceey V=170, Y15 - - - 7771—37771—2}7

wheres; =g + (i — 1)9, fori € {1,...,n}, andy; =i, fori € {—n+2,—n+3,...,n —3,n —2}.
Third, let X (resp.A) denote a discrete random variable (resp. a stochastiegsdceaking values il
(resp. inS). Basically A and A represent the discretization df and A, respectively. To characterize

we assume that

and
- 5 - o
P[A:(—n+2)5]:]P’[)\g(—n—l—Q)é—l—ﬂ and P[A=(n—2)§ =P Az (n=2)0-3].

From now on, for the sake of simplicity, we shall dendi’t@\ = 1'5] by p;. Moreover we adopt the
convention that, givers; € S and~; € I', we have thats; 4 ~; := 79 whenever eithei = 1 or
i+j—1<1,ands; + v, := 71 whenever eithei =n or i+ j — 1 > n. In this ways; 4 v; is always
an element ofS. Next we setA(t) := 3) _, A(h).

To describe the evolution of the stochastic prodesdefine the row vector (t) = [r1(t), ..., m,(t)]T €
R whosei-th component; (t) is the probability thaf\ equalss; at timet, thatis,r;(¢) = P [A(t) = s;].
The evolution ofr(t) is described by the absorbing Markov cha A, 7(0)) where

o S is the set of states witk; ands,, as absorbing states;

o A = [a;] is the transition matrixa,;; denote the probability to move from statgto states; and

satisfy, according to our previous definitions and conveTsj
— a1 = Qpp = 1; aii =an; =0, for ie{2,...,n} andj e {1,...,n—1};
— ay = Z;:h:llﬂps and a;, = Z?;lzps, hel{2,....,n—1}
- a;j=pj—; 4,j€{2,...,n—1}
« 7(0) is the initial condition and has the property tif\(0) = 0] = 1.
In compact form we writer(t) = 7(0) A’

The benefits of approximating the classic SPRT algorithrh @it absorbing Markov chaii®, A, 7(0))
are summarized in the next Proposition. Before stating &, provide some useful definitions. First, let
Q € R("=2x(n=2) pe the matrix obtained by deleting the first and the last rond eolumns ofA.
Observe that — @ is an invertible matrix and that its inverde:= (I — Q)™ is typically known in the

literature as thdundamental matripof the absorbing matrixd. Second Ietfl&%_l and Agf)

n

_, denote,
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respectively, the first and the last column of the mattixvithout the first and the last component, i.e.,
AY = asy,. . an_1a)" and AV = [agn, ... an_1.,)". Finally, lete x| 1 and1, o denote,
respectively, the vector of the canonical basisRdf2 having 1 in the (|2 ] + 1)-th position and the

(n — 2)-dimensional vector having all the components equal tespectively.

Proposition A.2 (SPRT as a Markov Chain) Consider the classic SPRT test. Assume that we model it
through the absorbing Markov chai(&, A, 7(0)) described above. Then the following statements hold:
(i) poj(t) =mi(t) — mi(t — 1) and py;(t) = mp(t) — mu(t — 1), for t € N;
(i) P[say Ho|H;] = e{%}JHNal and P[say Hy|H;] = e'f%oHlNan; and
(i) E[T|H)] = e,
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