arXiv:1501.05847v1 [cs.IT] 23 Jan 2015

Robust Decentralized Detection and Social Learning
In Tandem Networks

Jack Ho,Student Member, IEEE, Wee Peng TaySenior Member, IEEE, Tony Q. S. QuekSenior Member, IEEE,
and Edwin K. P. ChongFellow, IEEE

Abstract—We study a tandem of agents who make decisions
about an underlying binary hypothesis, where the distribution
of the agent observations under each hypothesis comes from
an uncertainty class. We investigate both decentralized detection
rules, where agents collaborate to minimize the error probability
of the final agent, and social learning rules, where each agent
minimizes its own local minimax error probability. We then
extend our results to the infinite tandem network, and derive
necessary and sufficient conditions on the uncertainty classes for
the minimax error probability to converge to zero when agents
know their positions in the tandem. On the other hand, when
agents do not know their positions in the network, we study
the cases where agents collaborate to minimize the asymptotic
minimax error probability, and where agents seek to minimize
their worst-case minimax error probability (over all possible
positions in the tandem). We show that asymptotic learning of
the true hypothesis is no longer possible in these cases, and derive
characterizations for the minimax error performance.

Index Terms—Social learning, decentralized detection, tandem
networks, robust hypothesis testing

I. INTRODUCTION

social learning is in the case of participatory sensing, rehe
inference about a phenomenon of interest is made through the
help of agents in the network [11], [18], [19]. For example,
this can occur when users send a picture of litter in a park to
a social sensing platform [20], [21] or report congesteddroa
conditions. [22].

On the other hand, if the agents’ decision rules are designed
to minimize the error criterion of the last agent in the netyo
or the asymptotic error probability in the case of an infinite
network, this is known aglecentralized detection [8], [23],
[24]. One major application of decentralized detectionns i
sensor networks with a fusion center [25]-[27]. If the fusio
center is able to relay information to the other agents, it wi
be able to select a set of globally optimal decision rules for
every agent. However, many practical networks, such aglsoci
networks, do not have a fusion center. Furthermore, even for
networks with fusion centers, the fusion center may not be
able to easily communicate with the other agents. This is tru
of the participatory sensing examples above.

In the above examples, it is assumed that each agent knows

In this paper, we formulate and study the robust socidie distribution of its private observation, and that of its
learning problem in a tandem network. A tandem netwonkredecessor, as well as its position in the network. However
consists of agents connected in a serial fashion, where eatla real-life network, this is generally not the case. Irsthi
agent receives an opinion about a binary hypothesis fronpaper, we investigate what happens when one or both of these
previous agent, and makes a decision about a binary hypsthessumptions do not hold.
based on the previous agent’s opinion and its own observatio

Despite the simple structure of the tandem network, stuglyi

2. Related Work

it can lead to insights about more complicated network struc

tures such as those in social networks or Internet of ThingsBinary hypothesis testing in a tandem network model is
(IoT) networks. The tandem network approximates a singg&udied in [3], [5], which shows that learning the true hy-
information flow in a network, and it and its variants hav@othesis asymptotically is possible with unbounded IHedid

been widely studied in [1]-[10].

ratios, and not possible with bounded likelihood ratios whe

In our model, each agent’s decision is based on a local er&gents transmit only 1-bit messages. Decentralized detect

criterion, which it selfishly tries to optimize. This behawis

policies for tandem networks are also considered in [6], and

present in social networks, where users are mainly conderr@@nditions for the error probability approaching zero as th

with spreading only locally accurate information. In thaper,

number of agents grows are derived. This is a network where

we call thissocial learning [9]-[17]. One such application of each agent after the first receives exactly one decision from

its predecessor. The authors also study a sub-optimal schem
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in probability is possible forK > 2. A new model where

forward looking agents try to maximize the discounted sum

of the probability of a right decision is also consideredeTh
reference [9] studies the decentralized detection prolitean
game theoretic setting, and examines the effect of obfginin
formation from different sets of previous agents on the cdite

to the case where the contamination of the uncertainty
classes are zero [6], [8], in which case asymptotic learn-
ing happens if the log likelihood ratio is unbounded.
When agents know their positions in the network, we
show that asymptotically learning the true hypothesis
under social learning is achievable if and only if the log

error decay. The reference [28] examines the asymptotiz err  likelihood ratio of the nominal distributions is unbounded
rate of feedforward topologies under two types of broadcast and there are two subsequences of agents, one corre-
errors, namely erasure and random flipping. sponding to each hypothesis, such that the contamination
All the above works assume that agent’s observations are of the uncertainty class under that hypothesis converges
drawn fromknown distributions under each hypothesis. This  to zero (Theorem 5).
assumption may not hold in practical networks like 10T net-4) When agents do not know their positions in the tandem,
works, in which sensors’ observation distributions mayngea we show that it is not possible to asymptotically learn the
over time, or in social networks, in which agents’ obsexvadi true hypothesis. We investigate the cases where agents
may be affected by the agents’ mood at a particular time. The collaborate to minimize the asymptotic minimax error
robust detection framework was first proposed by [29] for a probability, and where agents seek to minimize their
single agent to model the case where the observation distrib ~ worst-case minimax error probability (over all possible
tions are not known exactly. A survey of results in this area positions in the tandem), and characterize the minimax
can be found in [30]. The underlying probability distrilars error performance in these approaches (Theorems 6 and
governing the agent observations are assumed to belong to 7).
different uncertainty classes under different hypotheaesl  In this paper, we consider only robust decentralized detec-
it is shown that under a minimax error criterion, the optimalon and social learning in tandem networks, which are very
decision rule for the agent is a likelihood ratio test basaed @imple in structure. Social networks and IoT networks are
the pair of least favorable distributions (LFDs). Subsedlye much more complex in practice. Therefore, our results are
the work [31] investigates robust detection in a finite datal limited, and can only be appligguristically to more practical
configuration, with and without a fusion center. The problemetworks. Our analysis forms the foundation for studyingeno
of robust sequential detection is studied in [32]. Robustado complex networks like trees and general loopy graphs, and
learning however has not been addressed in these worksptovides insights into designing optimal decision rulessiech
addition, robust detection and learning have not been etludhetworks. For example, although using likelihood ratictses
for the tandem network. based on LFDs at each agent is not known to be optimal for
loopy graphs, we expect this to produce reasonable results
in practice. Addressing the performance of social learring

) ) ) ) ‘more complex networks is part of future research.
In this paper, we consider robust binary hypothesis deecti  The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section

and social learning in a tandem network in which the 0bsey- \ye introduce the robust decentralized detection andasoc
vation models of agents under each hypothesis are und§majgaming problem in a tandem network. In Section IlI, we
classes of probability distributions. Our main goals are {gqyide a characterization for the agents’ optimal decisio
obtain the optimal agent policies under a minimax error Cljyjjes in both decentralized detection and social learning i
terion, under both decentralized detection and sociahle@r 5 tandem network. We then derive necessary and sufficient
frameworks, and characterize the asymptotic minimax ermggngitions for asymptotically learning the true hypotsesi
probabilities under various scenarios. Our main contimst nqer various simplifications in Section IV. We also studg th
are the following: case where agents do not know their positions in the tandem
1) For the tandem network, we show that the solutions this section. In Section V, we illustrate some of our resul

to the robust decentralized detection and social learninging a numerical example. Lastly, we conclude in Sectian VI

problems are equivalent to the respective solutions of the

corresponding classical hypothesis testing problem where Il. PROBLEM FORMULATION

all the private observations are distributed according to e consider a tandem network consisting\dgents, with
the LFDs (Theorem 1). Our proof can be extended #yent 1 being the first agent and being the last (see Figure
general tree topologies, which generalizes a resultin [31)) Consider a binary hypothesis testing problem in whieh th
where a parallel topology is considered. true hypothesisd is H; with prior probability =; € (0,1),

2) We show that when the uncertainty classes for all agegfy ; — 0,1. Conditioned onH = H;, each agent: in
observations are the same, and agents know their RRe network makes an observatidh, defined on a common

sitions in the tandem, asymptotically learning the trugeasurable spad@’, A), and with distribution?; ,, belonging
hypothesis under both decentralized detection and sogiglan uncertainty class '

learning frameworks is not possible if the contamination B - e

of both uncertainty classes are non-zero, even when the Pir=1Q1Q=(1—cirx)P +eip RER},
log likelihood ratio of the nominal distributions is un-whereR is the set of all probability measures @W, A), P} €
bounded (Theorem 3 and Theorem 4). This is in contrg®tis the nominal probability distribution, and; € [0,1) is a

B. Our Contributions



In contrast to the decentralized detection problem in (1),
each ageninyopically seeks to minimize its local maximum
probability of error.

For each agent, let p; , be the density (with respect to
some common measure) #f i, andp; be the density of?",
1 9 N for ¢ = 0, 1. The least favorable distributions (LFDs) for two
% % U1 b given uncertainty classé® ; andP; ; is defined in [29] to be
the pair of distribution§Qo x, @1,%) with densities(qo %, ¢1,%)
such that

_ J (@ —eor)ps(y) for pi(y)/pi(y) <c
positive constant that is sufficiently small so tft), andP; q0.k(y) = (1 — eor)pt(y)/c”  for pi(y)/pi(y) > ¢
are disjoint. We assume that all distributionsfp ;, andP; s " a
are absolutely continuous with respect to one another, laad t {

Hypothesis Ho/H;

Y1 Y, Yy

Fig. 1. Hypothesis testing in a tandem network.

(1 —enpily)  forpi(y)/ps(y) > ¢
(1 —ew)pyly)  for pi(y)/psly) <,

where0 < ¢ < ¢’ < oo are determined such thag ;, and
¢, are probability densities. Note that = 0 if and only
| if e1, =0, andc¢” = oo if and only if g, = 0. Let b, =
(1 —e€15)/(1 —€ox). We then have

distribution P; ,, from which the observatiolr, is drawn from _
) s . Chk(y) -
is unknown. Furthermore, we assume that conditioned on the

true hypothesis, the observations of each agent are indepén
from one another. The parameter;, is also known as the
contamination for the uncertainty clas®; . Whene; ,, = 0,
we recover the classical Bayesian hypothesis testing gnob
While agents can have different contamination vakigsand

€11, We assume that the nominal distributioR$ and P} are bpc’ for pt (y)/pi(y) < ¢

identical for every agent. ar(y) b PLW)  for o < PiW) <;/, @)
Fork = 1,..., N, each agenkt makes a decisiol/;, = q0.1(y) R RG] p5(y)

o (Yi, Ur—_1) € {0,1} about the hypothesi#, where¢y, is an by for pi(y)/pi(y) > "

agent decision rule whose decisi@morrespon(st) to deciding In [29], it was shown that the LFDs of a pair of uncertainty
in favor of H;, andUy, = 0. Fori :2’1’ let P77 = Pii X classes are the two distributions that give the largestrerro
Py x ... x Py . Similarly, defineP{™) =P, x Pi g x ... x probability when using a likelihood-ratio test to tell theart.
Pi n. In the decentralized detection problem, our aim is t0 | the rest of this paper, for any random variabfewith
find a sequence of decision rules") = (¢1,¢s,...,¢n) 10 distributions drawn from a given pair of uncertainty classe
minimize the maximum probability of error given by we let I*(Y) be the likelihood ratiog, (Y)/q(Y), where
qo and ¢; are the respective densities of the LFDs of the
PRP(¢N)) given uncertainty classes. In addition, we uUs&y = y) to
- sup Pon (o™, PV piN)y, (1) denote the realization of(Y) whenY = y. A sequence
(PN) pN)) ep(N) o p(N) X1,T2,...,%, IS denoted agx;)l ;.

where
IIl. ROBUSTLEARNING IN A TANDEM NETWORK

p€7N(¢(N)’P(§N)7P1(N)) ZWOPF,N(¢(N),P(§N)) 2 WheST thgre is_only a sing!e agent, th(_e minimax error
(N) p(V) infy PP~(¢) is achieved by setting to be a likelihood ratio
+m PN (@, P test using the LFDYQo.1,Q11) [29]. A similar result is

In (2), Pry and Py n are the false alarm and missedroven in [31] for a parallel network configuration. In this
detection probabilities of agen respectively, given the section, we show the same result for the tandem network. We

decision rulesp™¥) and the agents’ observation distribution§© this by first showing that for any sequence of agent detisio
PN i _ 0o 1. rules that consists of likelihood ratio tests between LR,

'In the social learning problem, the first agent chooses /0" Probabilities (1) and (3) are maximized when all the
decision ruleg, to minimize private agent observations are drawn from _the correspgn_dln
LFDs. We then show that when agents’ private observations
sup Pea(¢1, Po, Pra). are drawn from the respective LFDs, then likelihood ratgige
(Po.1,P11) €Po.1xP1ra using LFDs minimize the error probabilities. We first stdte t

Each other agent, given the decision rule(*~1) of the following lemma proven in [29].

previous agents, ...,k —1, is able to derive the false alarmy,emma 1. Suppose that the LEDs for (Po, P1) are (Qo, Q1)
and miss detection probabilities of ageént- 1. It then seeks 71,0, for any random variable Y with distributions P; € P;,

to find ¢, to minimize where i — 0.1, we have
PP | oY) Po(I*(Y) > t) < Qo(I"(Y) > t)

3 < (YY) >t

= sup Po(¢®, p® pey - () <QI(Y) > 1)

(PH P®)ep) xp® <



We can now present our first result. For &ll > 1, let From Lemma 3, the product af(Y;) and I*(Ux_1) is
(Qo,k, Q1,1) be the LFDs for(Po i, P1.k)s andQEN) = (Q;1x stochastically larger und@;vgk) than under any other distribu-

Qi2 X ... x Qi for i =0,1. tion P\*) as well. Therefore, we have
Theorem 1. Let oY) be any sequence ofmonotone likelihood %) (k) 1
ratio tests based on the LFDs (Q(N) Qg) )for a tandem Qo (Ur =1) = Qy (I (Uk-1,Yx) > ty)
(N) p(N) N "
network. Then for all (Py"',P;"’) € ’P X ’Pl , we have > po(k)(l Up—1,Y3) > t1)
Pen (6™, QM) 2 Pen(6™, PM),  (5) = Po(Uk = 1).
and The proof for the missed detection probability inequali®y (
Py (@™, QM) > Py n (o™, PV, (6) is similar, and the induction is complete. The theorem is now
proved. |

Proof: We proceed by mathematical induction dvi. N ) o
From Lemma 1, the theorem holds fr = 1. We now assume Theorem 2. Let 6™ be an optimal sequence of decision
that it holds forN < i. We also make use of the following’ules such that
two lemmas, the first of which is proved in Appendix A-A,

. . . (N) _ : N) H(N) A (D)
while the second is shown in [31]. P = argg}}}}P N6, Qg ).
Lemma 2. For any N, QgN)(UN =1)> QBN)(UN =1)and N
gN)(UN —0) < Q(()N)(UN =0). Then, (bi ) minimizes PRP(-) in (1). Similarly, for each k > 1,

define 1) ), recursively as
Lemma 3. Let 71 and Z5 be non-negative, independent

random variables. If for k = 1,2, we have Yoo = aIg mln Poi((0 (k—1) z/%)’ Qék), ng))7
F(Zy>t) >G(Zk>t), Vt>0, (7)
then where 1, is ignored. Then, 1. j, minimizes P3"(- | 1/1(k D )
N) .

If (7) holds, we say tha,, is stochastically larger unde? Proof: In [23], it was shown thatbiN)) is a sequence of
thanG. Since the observation of agehiis independent from likelihood ratio tests based o, Qi™). Hence, for any
the decision it receives, far= 0,1 we have sequence of decision rules’), we have from Theorem 1,

QM (" () > 1) = Qui(l* (Vi) > 1). sup Py (@M, P, PN

. (PN PNy ep{N) V)
From Lemma 1/*(Y}) is stochastically larger undéJ((J ) than

under any other dIStI’IbutIOF(k) € Pk. To show the same for =FPen(e, G0, Q1)
(U, we obtain from Lemma 2 that
C-0) < P (6™, Qf0, QM) ®)
QA (U =1
F(Upr =1) = 2L ! (N) () p(N)
ékil)(Uk—l = 1) = (N) <N>bup (N) , o (N) Pe’N(gb SCRREE )
>1 (PN, PN ep{™) x Py
k—1)
zk 5 (Uk-1=1) where (8) follows from the theorem assumption. Therefore,
(Uk 1=1) the minimax error in the decentralized detection problem is
>1* (Uk =0). equal to the minimum error when all the distributions of the
private observations are equal to the LFDs. A similar argume
For anyl*(Ux—1 = 0) <t < I*(Up—1 = 1), holds for the social learning problem in the second part isf th
(k) 7 (k) theorem. The proof is now complete. |
o (F(Uk-1) > 1) = (Uk-1=1) We remark that Theorem 2 can be extended to general tree
> P( )(U =1) topologies. This is because in such a topology, the deasion

received by each agent are mutually independent. Hence,
_ PO( )(l (Un_1) > 1), y g y p

where the inequality follows from the induction hypothesis (Y, Ups - Us ) = (Y3 ﬁ I*(Uy,),
Note that!*(Ui—1) only takes the two values (U;_1 = 0)
and!*(U,—1 = 1), so for anyt not in between these values,
the equality Q") (1" (Uy_1) > t) = PP (1*(Uy_1) > t) wherek,...,k, are the agents that agehtis receiving
is terlaIIy true. Therefore/*(Uy—1) is stochastlcally larger decisions from. The rest of the proof then proceeds singilarl
underQO . as that of Theorems 1 and 2.

J=1



IV. ASYMPTOTIC DETECTION AND SOCIAL LEARNING sufficiency of the given condition then follows immediately
Theorem 2 shows that there is no loss in optimality ifo show that it is also necessary, observe thag it 0 ore; >

both the decentralized detection and social learning probl 0, ther! :}he Iobg-l|kel|h(t))o? ratio o)y .velrsus%o _'r“; boundezd q
if agents in a tandem network are restricted to monotoﬁé’m elperg ofv%oy ?.OW ;2;%%0“\2?# f”mb go:jem an
likelihood ratio tests based on the LFDs. It however does nfo{oposmon ho [6] |][n_p les thaty |(¢ ) is bounded away
tell us the minimum minimax error probability achievable!"0M Zero. The proof is now comp ete. -
In this section, we study the minimax error probability | Frqm the theorgms abov.e, it can be seen _th_at for asymptotic
long tandems under various technical assumptions in Omegqarnlng to_ oceurin the social Iearnl_ng case, itis ”ecm

both the distributions be uncontaminated. In the decen¢l

simplify the problem. In particular, we investigate the dbn : " S
tions under which the minimax error probability converges detection case, itis only necessary that one of the distoibs
e uncontaminated.

zero as the number of agents increasiée first consider the
case where every agent has identical uncertainty classds, a

provide necessary and sufficient conditions for the minimdk Yarying uncertainty classes for social learning

error probability to approach zero under both decentrdlize In this subsection, we relax the assumption of identical
detection and social learning. We will then proceed to arealyuncertainty classes for all agents in the previous sulisgcti
social learning in long tandems where the contaminatiohef tand study the effect of varying contamination values on the
uncertainty class can differ. Finally, we study the achidéwa asymptotic error probability in the social learning franoeku
asymptotic minimax error probability when agents do ndle make the following assumptions.

know their own positions in the tandem. Assumption 2. We have

(i) the log-likelihood ratio of Py versus Py is unbounded;

A. Identical Uncertainty Classes and
In this subsection, we make the following assumption thati) each agent k = 1 knows its own contamination values
the uncertainty classes of every agent are identical. €ik, for © = 0,1, as well as those of its predecessors,

and its position in the tandem network.

Assumption 1. For all k > 1, we have €y, = co, €1,x = . N . .
e1, and the LFDs of each agent’s uncertainty classes are Assumption 2(|).|s. necessary_because otherW|§e Iearn_mg
(Qo, Q1). the true hypothesis is not possible under a social learning

framework even if all the contamination values are zero,

The following two results give necessary and sufficierds shown in Theorem 4. We will show that under these
conditions for the minimax error probability to approaclassumptions, learning the true hypothesis happens if thése
zero under the decentralized detection and social learnipginite subsequenceg x, )n>1 and (e ;, Jn>1 (Which may
frameworks, respectively. potentially be distinct) that converge to zeroraincreases.

We first observe that under the social learning framework,
agents minimize their local maximum error probability. hi
implies that regardless of the values af; and ¢; j, the
minimax error probability of each agehtis non-increasing in
k. This is because any agent can simply pass on the decision of
the previous agent if no other decision rule leads to a dserea
in minimax error probability.

For ease of notation, we 1€, = Pri(6®, Q") and
Qure = Puir(6®, Q) be the LFD false alarm and miss
detection probabilities of agerit respectively, where*) is
Proof: See Appendix A-B. B the sequence of optimal social learning decision rules that
minimizes P (¢, | ¢*~1) in (3). From [6], it can be shown
that the decision rule used by agénis of the form

Theorem 3 (Decentralized detectionSuppose that Assump-
tion 1 holds, and that the decision rules for every agent
are chosen so as to minimize PRP(¢™)) in (1). Then
PRP(¢N)) — 0 as N — oo if and only if at least one of
the following is true:

1) €0 = 0 and the log-likelihood ratio of P versus Fj is
unbounded from above,

2) €1 = 0 and the log-likelihood ratio of P versus F§ is
unbounded from below.

Theorem 4 (Social learning) Suppose that Assumption 1

holds, and that the decision rule for each agent is chosen
sequentially so as to minimize Pyt (¢, | ¢*~Y)) in (3). Then 0 if 1*(Yi) < %

(g | oY) = 0ask— oo ifandonly if eg=e1 =0 )1 if pr(yy) > ml-Qri-)

and the log-likelihood ratio of Py versus Py is unbounded. i T0Qrpr Q<Ml’j;(;/ ) < 7o(1—Qr k1)
U1 T o i Qe = k) S Tm Qe
Proof: 1t was demonstrated in Proposition 3 of [6] that 1@ 1k )

using social learning decision rules, when= ¢; = 0, the

error probability in a tandem network where all agents havéheorem 5. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds, and that each
the same observation distributions will converge to zeanidl agent k in a tandem network chooses decision rule ¢y to
only if the log-likelihood ratios between the two probalyili minimize Pt (¢, | ¢~V in (3). Then P (¢ | ¢F=1) — 0
distributions is unbounded from both above and below. Tl k — oo if and only if there exist infinite subsequences

€.k, — 0 and €15, — 0 as n — oo.
1in the case where the agents’ contamination values for theertainty )
classes are zero, [9] calls thisymptotic learning. Proof: See Appendix A-C. [ |



We observe that agents in a tandem network in the soc@iterministic decision rules may yield a lower asymptotic
learning framework have total error probabilities at lehat of maximum error probability than either of the two determiiais
agents adopting decentralized detection rules. Henceyréhe rules. Thus, we introduce the randomized likelihood radit:t
5 also provides a sufficient condition for the minimax error 0if 1(Vi) < ¢
probability (1) under a decentralized detection framework ) F !
converge to zero. Aif (Vi) =t

Ul = § Uk—1 if t < l*(yk) < to (11)
C. Unknown agent positions B if I*(Yy) = to
In a social network, users have to make their decisions not Lif 1*(Yx) > to,

knowing how many hops informa_tio_n has been propagat@here A is equal to 0 with probability and equal tou,_;
from a source node. We model this in a tandem network Ryin probability 1 — p, B is equal touy_; with probability

assuming that each agent has no knowledge of its positionqirgmd equal tol with probability ¢, andt:, to, p and ¢ are
the network. We make the following assumption, in additiofgnstants to be determined.

to Assumption 1, in this subsection. We will now show how to obtain the minimax asymptotic
Assumption 3. Every agent k > 1 uses the same decision €TOr probability. To do so, we start with the following two
rule. lemmas.

Except for agent 1 (which knows its position in the tandedsemma 4. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 3 hold. Then,
because it qloes not receive any precedl_ng messag_e_s), every  lim P..((¢1, ), QF, QY
other agent in the tandem does not know its own position, and k=00

has access to exactly the same information when it comes to — m0Qo(¢(¥1,0) = 1)
choosing a decision rule, which is based solely on the ndmina Qo(¢(Y1,0) = 1) + Qo(e(Y1,1) = 0)
distributions,P; and P}, as well as the contamination values m1Q1(p(Y1,1) =0)

L : + :
€0 ande;. Therefore, it is natural to make Assumption 3. Q1(p(Y1,1) =0) + Q1(o(Y1,0) = 1)

Because of Assumption 3, any sequencé afjent decision
rules has the form*) = (¢, ¢*~1), whereg, is the decision .
rule used by the first agent, argis the decision rule used Pri((¢1, ), Qp)

Proof: We have the two following recurrence relations:

by every other agent witlp*~1 = (¢,...,¢) consisting of =QkUL=1)
k —1 copies of¢. For simplicity, and by abusing notation, we = Q’g—l(kal =0)-Qo(Ux =1|Ur_1 =0)
replaces®) in our notations by(¢;, #) in the sequel. i Qg_l(Uk—l —1)-Qo(Up = 1| Up_y = 0)

In the following, we consider two different scenarios. - h—1 = _
1) Minimizing asymptotic error: \We consider the case =(1 k_IO (Uk—1=1)) - Qo(¢(Yy,0) = 1)
where agents are collaborating to minimize the asymptotic + Q0 (Uk-1=1) - Qo(6(Ys, 1) = 1)
error. This might occur when there is a chain of agents trying _p (61, 0), QF1)
to relay some information to a fusion center, but each agent i ER=11P1, @)5 %0

unsure of how many other agents there are between itself and [Qo(d(Y1,1) = 1) = Qo(¢(Y1,0) = 1)] (12)
the fusion center. For a given decision rylgthe asymptotic +Qo(p(Y1,0) = 1),
maximum error probability is given by and
DD 1 DD
Poo (¢) - kli{gopk ((blv(b)? (10) PM7k((¢17¢)7Q§)
_ Ok _

where we have implicitly assumed thBP® does not depend - Qllcgl]k =0)
on ¢;. This assumption is valid, as shown in the next theorem, = (Uk—1=0) - Q1(U, = 0| Up—1 = 0)
which also provides a characterization for the optigathich + Qi N (Uke1 = 1) - QiU = 0| Up—r = 1)
obtains the asymptotic minimax error probability, definesd a =Q" N (Ur_1 =0)- Q1(¢(Y,0) = 0)

inf P2°(0). + (1= Q" (Ux-1=0)) - Qo(¢(Yk, 1) = 0)
In the previous sections, we had no need to consider ran- = Prx-1((¢1,9), Iffl)
domized decision rules. This is because under the decentral Q1(6(Y1,1) = 1) — Q1(4(Y1,0) = 1)] (13)
ized detection framework, the final error probability under + Q1(p(Y1,0) = 0),

randomized sequence of decision rules is no less than the

minimum final error probability of each of the respectivdhe first recurrence relation converges linearly to
determir_1istic sequences of decision rules. Similg_rly, amd Qo(6(Y1,0) =1) 14
the soma}l learning fra_mework,_t_he error_probablhty of an Qo(6(¥1,0) = 1) + Qo(d(¥1,1) = 0)

agent using a randomized decision rule is no less than the ) ]
minimum error probability under each of the deterministi@nd the second recurrence relation converges linearly to
rules. However, this property does not hold for the asyniptot m1Q1(0(Y1,1) =0) (15)
maximum error probability. A randomized version of two Q1(6(Y1,1) =0) + Q1(p(Y1,0) = 1)




Hence, the proof is complete. B Theorem 6. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 3 hold, and let
Next, we will show that if the observation distributions are. be the randomized likelihood ratio test such that

all drawn from the LFDs, then the decision rule that minirsize L b Ak

that asymptotic error probability is a randomized likelio Pu = arg min Jm Pei((¢1,9), Qo, @1)-

ratio test betweeid)y and Q1.

Then,
Lemma 5. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 3 hold. For any . .
1, let 1anO%D(¢) = lim Peyk((gblvgb*)vQ&Qllc)'
’ ¢ k— o0

b = argmqgn Jm P (61, 9), Q5. QY). Proof: From Theorem 1, we have
Then there is no loss in optimality if ¢. is restricted to be a kh_{noo Pe i ((¢1, Px), nga Q]f)
randomized likelihood ratio test between Qg and Q1. .

_ pantien = lim sup Por((¢1,¢.), P, PO
Proof: Assume thatp, is not a randomized likelihood TP PR Pl Pk

ratio test betweeid)y and Q. For any agent > 2, consider = PPP(g,).
a randomized likelihood ratio tegt in the form presented in >
(11), wheretg, t1,p, g are chosen such that By the theorem assumption, for any decision r¢leve have

Q0(¢/(Yk,0) = 1) QO( ( ) > to) klgnoopek(((blaqs*)ananf) S kgnolope,k(((blaqs)ananf)'

Hence, for any decision rulg, we have

'(Vie, 1 t
= Qlw*( 1) =0). % e epy
From the Neyman-Pearson lemma, we then have > klggo P. (61, 0), Qk, Q%)
Q1(¢/(¥i,0) = 0) = B g% <(Y> <)f0>0) > lim P.i((¢1.6.), Q) QF)
> Wi1lPx ka -
= P22 ()
Qo(¢' (Yi,1) = 1) = Qo(I"(Yx) < t1) The proof is now complete. |
< Qo(¢«(Ye, 1) = 1). Theorem 6 states that each agent should find the decision
Hence, from (12) and (13), it is clear that for any and any rule to optimize the asymptotic minimax error as if its ob-
k> 1, we have servations were distributed according the the LFDs of the
N bk P uncertainty class. This is consistent with our results when
Ppi((61,6+), Q, Q1) 2 Pri((¢1,¢'), Qg, Q1), agents do know their positions (Theorem 1). However, the
and exact threshold values fop, are difficult to compute in
- AT general, but can be found using numerical methods. Together
Pari((91,04), Qo, Q1) = Pari((¢1, '), Qg @), with Lemma 4, since the uncertainty class@s, and P,
and hence are disjoint for allk, Theorem 6 shows that asymptotically

, learning the true hypothesis is impossible when agents ¢lo no

Pe (91, 64), Qg’ Q) 2 Pe (61, ), Q’S, Q). know their own positions and also provides an expression for

By choosing suitable values ofg,t;,p,q, we can set the asymptotic minimax error.

Qo(¢(Y%,0) = 1) andQo(é(Yy, 1) = 1) to any value between  2) Minimizing error of current agent: \We now assume that

0 and 1. Similarly, we can also sé?;(4(Yx,1) =0) and every agent is acting to minimize its local minimax error

Q1(¢(Yx,0) = 0) to any value between 0 and 1. Hence, probability, and that each agent past the first does not know

L PR which position it is in. This is true in general for most

min, lim Pe k((91,9), Qo, Q1) social networks, where it is difficult to find the root of any

is attainable, and the decision rule used to attain it can Eléormatmn spread. Hence, users typically would not know

assumed to be in the form of a randomized likelihood ratlsgmczlany hops information has been propagated from its
test.

The proof of Lemma 5 shows that the asymptotic minimax We find the decision rule to minimize the maximum error
error probability is attainable even when the likelihootiaa probability by allowing each agent to consider the maximum

of Y, is not continuous. To avoid cumbersome notation, f%,rrorfor every possible position it might be in, then findthg

the rest of the paper, we will assume that the likelihoodrati eg;s(;c;tnorr?le tehztlsrglglsmslzr?]se tmztvzél;e mL"t«;r:g tlhgn%re;grue N
of Y} is continuous. It is easy to extend our results if this i : w u umpti '

effect. More specifically, for each ageht> 2, we wish to
not the case.

We can now prove the following theorem, which prowde]cInOI ¢ that minimizes
an expression for the minimax asymptotic error. Pt () = Sup SL(o | (o1,0)), (16)

max



where¢; is the optimal decision rule that minimizé%>-(-). We now present a numerical example using the exponential
We will show that for the optimal decision rule, the distribution. First, we fixP; as an exponential distribution
maximum error probability occurs either in the second pasit with mean 1 and let?;” be an exponential distribution with
or at the asymptotic limit, as defined in (10). mean 2. We sety = ¢; = 0.01, andwy = m; = 0.5. Then,

Theorem 7. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 3 hold. Then the optimal decision rule for agent 1 has the form:

25* = arg}llnii(;gggx(@ ij[ a randilmized likelihood ratio test 0if 1*(v1) < 1
Ul =
etween the s Qo and )1, an 1 Lif F(v1) > 1.
Prix(#e) = max {P" (¢ | é1), PX° ()},

Note that for this case, if; # ¢’ andty # ¢”, then it does

where P2P(¢.) is as defined in (10) not matter whap andq are. This is becaus@(I*(Y;) = )
Proof: See Appendix A-D. m andQ:(I*(Yx) = x) are both zero unlesg = ¢’ or z = ¢’

Finding an analytical form fop. in Theorem 7 is difficult. when the nominal distributions are both continuous. We plot

However, asp. is known to be a randomized likelihood ratio?s (@ | (¢1,¢)) againstk when¢ = ¢, and ¢, which are
test ofQp andQ1, this can be done numerically by minimizingrandom|zed/I|keI|hood ratio tests of the form (11). Bothesul
max{PS (¢, | ¢1), P2P(¢.)} with respect to the thresholdshavety = ¢ andp = 1, but g, hasty = 5 and ¢ has

for ¢.. to = 1.1.
V. NUMERICAL RESULTS 0.4
In this section, we provide numerical results to illustnadet —e— ¢4
of our theoretical contributions in Section IV-C, which sl
that even if an agent’s position is unknown, wheré > 2, 0.38%

its optimal decision rule, can be chosen to be a randomize
likelihood ratio test between the LFD8, and Q. This is .
true whether the agent is collaborating with others to mimém 2« (.36}
the asymptotic error (decentralized detection) or is tyia
minimize its own error probability (social learning). Weviea
shown this in Theorems 6 and 7 respectively. The form of th .34}
randomized likelihood ratio test, is given in (11). Now, we
can rewrite this in terms of an optimzation problem.

First, given the nominal distributions; and P;", as well 0.32 . . . .
as the contamination valueg ande;, we can use a binary 5 10 15 20 25
search to computé andc”. From the definition of the LFDs, Positionk

we know that the range of thresholds we have to optimize over

] 1—¢ Fig. 2. Comparison of decision rules.
is bounded betweebr’ andbc”, whereb = . Then, we
. .1 =€
can derive the LFD$), and; and obtain Figure 2 shows that the total error probability is decregsin
Qo(:(Y,1) = 1) = Qo(I*(Y) > t1) over k for ¢ 4. Hence, the maximum error probability occurs

N o whenk = 2. For ¢, the maximum occurs at the asymptotic
1 =P (Y) =), limit & — oco. This is in line with our conclusion in Theorem
and 7.
Qo(0«(Y,0)=1) = Qo(I"(Y) > to) Next, we letP; be an e_xpo_ner?tial_distri_bution_with mean
(1= Q)Qo(*(Y) = to). 1 and P;* be an exponential distribution with variable mean.
We leteg = €1 = 0.01. We denote
Similarly, we have

Q1(p«(Y,1) =0) = Qu(I"(Y) < t1) + p@Q:1(I"(Y) = t1)
and
Q1(64(Y,0) = 0) = Q1 (I"(Y) < to) + q@:1(I"(Y) = to).

In the case where agents collaborate to minimize thehere PSt (¢) and P2P(¢) are defined as in (10) and (16)
asymptotic maximum erroP2P, we minimize the expression respectively.
in Lemma 4 to obtain the optimal decision rule. From Figure 3 shows that as the mean Bf increases, both
Theorem 6, since, is a randomized likelihood ratio test, wePSt (¢St) and P2P(¢PP) decrease. This is intuitive as the
can perform the optimization ovey, ¢y, p andq in (11). Kullback-Leibler divergence of; from F; increases as the
Similarly, in the case where agents minimize their locahean of P;* increases. As the nominal distributions become
maximum error probability?SL | we minimize the expression easier to differentiate, the asymptotic error probabitity-

in Theorem 7 ovety, ty, p andgq. creases.

¢St = arg min Py (),

and
¢2° = arg min PR°(¢),



‘ the uncertainty classes have sizes bounded away from one,
SL_(SL) even when the log likelihood ratio of the nominal distrilouts
*

——

0.4} DD DD of the uncertainty classes is unbounded. To achieve asymp-
0.35! — b (97 totic learning of the true hypothesis in social learning, we
) require the additional condition that the uncertainty stss
0.3t contamination values decay over the tandem network. In the
case where agents do not know their positions in the tandem,
0.251 asymptotic learning of the true hypothesis becomes implessi
0.2t even if contamination values are zero. We characterized the
minimax error performance in this case, which provided a way
0.15¢ to determine the optimal decision rules for the agents.
01l In this work, we have restricted our attention to the tandem
network. It would be of interest to extend some of our results
0-051 to tree networks, and even to loopy general graphs. Another
Mean of P; future research direction would be to consider the robust
detection problem with more than two hypotheses. A possible
Fig. 3. Error probability versus mean ét;. approach to this problem could be to focus on the LFDs on

each possible pair of uncertainty class. Lastly, for theofem

where each agent does not know its position in the network,
0.5 we could instead consider each agent having partial knaeled
of his position in the network, and find conditions under vihic

0.45} learning the true hypothesis asymptotically is possible.

0.4 APPENDIXA

PROOFS OFMAIN RESULTS
0.35+ A. Proof of Lemma 2
We will prove this lemma using mathematical induction on
03l | N. The likelihood ratio test for agerit > 1 is of the form
e ESBTD%ITD YT > e
0.25¢% ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ / bl 10 otherwise
.02 0.04 0. . A 12 0.14 .
00200 %gﬁtaﬁ]ﬁ]%ﬁo?w 0 0 wheret;, is some chosen threshold. From Lemma 1, we have

Do =1 =" 1*m) > t)
> QM) > 1)
= Q" (U =1),

Fig. 4. Error probability versus contamination value.

Figure 4 shows that botP>SL (¢Sh) and P2P(¢PP) in-
creases as, = ¢ increases. For this graph; and Py so that the lemma holds fav = 1.
are kept constant as exponential distributions with means 1Assume that the lemma is true fof = k& — 1. Each agent’s
and 2 respectively. As expected, as uncertainty increaseBservation is independent of the previous agent’s detisio
so does the asymptotic error. When the uncertainty is largence, we have
enough, bothPSt (¢St) and PPP(4PP) converge towards U (Ye, Up—1) = U (Yi)l* (U1,

0.5. Furthermore, as uncertainty increases, the gap betwee
PSL (¢SY) and PPP(¢PP) decreases. In a network with a lotand the likelihood ratio test can be rewritten in the form

max
of uncertainty, there is not much incentive in trying to get 1 if 1*(V;) > 0
agents to collaborate, as agents selfishly trying to mireémiz . Tk

g 9 y ying Up = Uiy if £ <15(Y3) <t

their own error probability leads to similar error perfomea.

0 if ¢, > 1" (Y%),
VI. CONCLUSION wheret! = t;,/1*(Ux—1 = i). We obtain
We have shown that in a tandem network where agents’ Q(k)(U —1)

observation distributions are not known exactly, and bglan 1 k= (k1)
uncertainty classes, the minimax error probability is ot =Qp(Ur=1|Uk1 =1)Qy "(Up—1=1)
by assuming that each observation is distributed accoriging +Q1i(Up=1|Up_1 =0) §’“‘”(UH =0)
the LFDs of the uncertainty classes. In the case where agents . 1\ A(k=1)
know their positions in the tandem network, asymptotically = Qua("(Ye) 2 ,)Q1 7 (Ur-1=1)

learning the true hypothesis is in general impossible when +Qu (" (Vi) >t (1 — ng’l)(Uk_l =1)).
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From the induction hypothesis, we then have Forl <k < N~,

Q1" (Yr) > tllc)ng_l)(kal =1) U — {O for I*(Y3) <t andUy_1; =0
F Qi (Vi) = (1 - QF (U, = 1)) | 1 otherwise.
> Qui(l* (Vi) > QY P (Uy = 1) Fork > N*,
+Quall () = 1)1 - QF V(U1 = 1)) Uk = Uk
> Qor(* (Vi) > 1) é’“*”(Uk_l =1) Note that®s is a sequence of likelihood ratio tests between

. 0 k-1 Q1 and Q. It was shown in [6] that by choosing a suitable
+ Qoi(I"(¥) = §)(1 = Q) (Uis = 1)) and N*, we can get an arbitrarily small error ratef{"") =

= Q(()k)(Uk =1), QY. To see this, consider a point on the ROC curve of an
gigent using the likelihood ratio test betwe@p and @, with

its tangent to the ROC curve having slopeThis point is
(Qo(I*(Y) > ¢),Q:(I"(Y) > t)). As P{ = @4, the initial
slope of the ROC curve iso, and so such a point always

where the second inequality follows from Lemma 1. The pro
of the lemma is now complete.

B. Proof of Theorem 3 exists for anyt. From the concavity of the ROC curve, we
We consider three separate cases, depending on whgthenave .

or €, iS NONZzero or not. QoI (Y) > 1) < Q" ¥)=21)

Case leg =¢; = 0. t

This reduces tdP, and P; (and hencePO(N) and PI(N)) The asymptotic miss detection probability using the deaisi
being known exactly, and Proposition 1 in [5] has shown thatles outlined above is thus
the maximum error rate is bounded above zero if and only if . N
lim P P = Un-=0
the log-likelihood of Py and Py is bounded from either above N e v (5, Q1) = Qu(Un )
or below. = (1=l (V) = t)N".
Case 2: Eithegg = 0 or ¢; = 0, but not both. o ) o
In this case, one of th®; reduces to the nominal probabilitySimilarly, the asymptotic false alarm probability is
distribution P;*. Without loss of generality, let this b@,. lim Peo (@ ON) =1 — (1 — YY) > NV
Define (Qo, Q1) = (P}, Q1) as the LFDs ofP, andP;. For N Do r (25, Qo) (1= Qo("(¥) 21))
i = 0,1, let the probability density oP;* be p. Sinceey = 0 QrY) > t))N*
ande; # 0, we havec” = oo and ¢ > 0. Note that for t '
pi(x)/pi(x) > ¢, we havel*(x) = bpi(z)/p;(x), where Choose an arbitrary > 0. To get the asymptotic miss
b =1-— €. Hence, ifpj(z)/pj(x) is bounded from above, detection probability smaller thaf) we have
then forp; (z)/p§(x) > ¢ we have .
(1-Q:*(YV)>t)N <46

<1l-(1

0 < bd
< [* and so
= bpi(x) log(1 = Q1(I*(Y) > 1))
0
< 00. Similarly, to get the asymptotic false alarm probabilityadlar
thand, we have
From Theorem 1, we have log(1— 5)
0g 1- *
ig\rf) sup Pe,N(¢(N)aPO(N)a PI(N)) lo (1 _ Ql(l*(Y)Zt)) >N (18)
P (PN PN ep (V) 5 p () g t
> inf P, N(¢(N) QY. oM We now make use of the following lemma.
- d)(N) s 9 I )

S ) Lemma A.l. For any probability distribution Q1 € R,
which is bounded above zero @ — oo sincelog(l*(x))

is bounded from both above and below (similar to case 1). lig 1081 = Q" (Y) 2 1)) _

Hence we will assume that the log-likelihood B and Py t=oo Jog(l — W)

is unbounded from above. Then, the log-likelihoodif and .

Q; is bounded from below but not from above as well. Proof: Let g(z) = log(1 — ), a concave function. For
Using the scheme proposed in [6], we can show that We< ¢ < L We haveg(z) <0. , _

can make the maximum error arbitrarily small as the numberFOr any fixedt > 0, by Jensen’s Inequality,

of agents tends to infinity. We denote this schem@&gsThe 1 t—1 x

decision rules ofbs are as follows: Zg(x) T Tg(o) < g(?)'

For a givenN* and a threshold,

_Jofori*(v1) <t
YT ) 1for if(vy) >

As g(0) =0, we have

(z)
(

Q

> t.

z
t

Q
~—



Lettingz = Q1 (I*(Y) > 1),

log(1 — Q. (I"(Y) =
* >t

t
log(l Qi E&Y) ))

D s

Hence,

o 108 = QU V) 2 1)

t
t—o0 Jog(1 — Q1 (Y)Zt))

[ |
From Lemma A.1, by choosing a large enoughve have

log(1 =1 (I"(Y) > 1)) log()
log(1 — 7621(“?/)2’5)) log(1 —9)
and so
log(1 —0) log ()

1og(1 _ Ql(l*iy)zt))
For a sufficiently large,

log(é)

T log(Qi (" (V) = 1)) 8

Hence we can find an integdf* that lies between the bounds

in (17) and (18). Then,

. . DD (V)Y <« 1 DD
W8k g PO < i P(s)

WOPF,N((I)&PO(N))

= lim sup
N—oo P(gN)E’P[()N)
+ T sup PM,N(‘I’é,Pl(N))
PN ep)
= ngnoo o Pr N (Ps, Q(()N)) + m1 Pry v (s, QﬁN)) (19)
< b + m0
p— 5’
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C. Proof of Theorem 5

We prove necessity by contradiction. Observe that if such
subsequences do not exist, then eitt®r, )7, or (eo.x)52,
is bounded above zero. Without loss of generality, assume
that (e1,1)72 ; is bounded above zero. As shown in [28].as
defined in (4) is increasing il . Therefore’ is bounded
above zero for alk > 1. This implies that*(Y}) is bounded
above zero as well. La'khfl*(Yk =y)=0>0.

Y

Assume now tha’troQ},k +mQumr — 0ask — 0. Then
both Qrr — 0 and Qasrx — 0. Choosej such that for all
E>7,Qrr+Quir < 1landmyQry + 0mQarp < 0wy We
have from (9),

QFj+1
=Qr; Qo +1 (l*(yjﬂ) > %)
+(1-Qr;) Qo+ <l*(Yj+1) > M)
ﬂ-lQ]W,j
> Qrj - Qoj1 ("(Yj1) > 9)

=Qr,-
By induction,Qr > Qr,; for all £ > j, a contradiction. The
necessity proof is now complete.

To prove sufficiency, assume that,, — 0 ande; ;, — 0.
We first show a series of lemmas.

Lemma A.2. Suppose that the LFDs for a pair of uncertainty
classes (Po, P1) are (Qo, Q1). Then, for any random variable
Y with distributions belonging to these uncertainty classes,
we have for all t > 0,

QU (Y) < 1) < 1Qu(I*(Y) < 1) — 5Qo(*(Y) < 1/2),
and
QoI (V) > 1) < TQuI(Y) 2 1) — . Qu(I*(¥) > 26)

Furthermore, the above two inequalities hold when [*(Y') < t
and 1*(Y') > t are replaced by I*(Y) < t and I*(Y) > t,

where (19) is due to Theorem 1. Sintesas arbitrarily chosen, ,ospectively throughout.
for this case, we can make the maximum error arbitrarily smal

as long as one of the following is true:

1) &1 > €9 = 0 and the log-likelihood ratio of’; versuspPy
is unbounded from above,

2) € > €1 = 0 and the log-likelihood ratio of’; versusP;*
is unbounded from below.

Case 3¢ > 0 ande; > 0.
Here,¢ > 0 and¢” < oo and so the log-likelihood of),
and Qo will be bounded. Then

lim inf

(N) pN) p(V)
N —00 $(N) Pen (@, Bo™ ", PU7)

sup
(Ps™),P(™)

> lim inf P (6™ QN QNy,

N—o00 ¢(

Proof: To show the first inequality, we observe that
QL (Y) <) =tQo(I"(Y) <1)
t
- [ =m0 =2
<tQo(I"(Y) <t)
< th?l

[ - paau ) =)

=0

*

Lo+

(t =) dQo(I"(Y) = x)

0
Y)<t)

*

wole+

= 1Qu(I"(Y) < 1) — 5 QoI (Y) < 1/2).

which is known to be bounded above zeroMs-; co as the The second inequality follows by interchangifily and Q1
log-likelihood of @1 and Q) is bounded from both above andy,q replacing by 1/t. The proof is now complete. m

below.



Lemma A.3. Suppose that Qp + Qumi is bounded away
Sfrom zero, and €y or €1, — 0 as k — oo. Then for any
integer n, there exists some k' > n such that

ToQrk + Qi
< moQr k-1 + mQr k-1

_ m@Qmr 1 Ove (l*(Yk/) > 2mo(1 — QF,k’—l))

2 ’ QM K —1
- o (100 < SRR
Proof: For any n, choose ¥ > n such that

Qui (*(YVir) > 7%(;(11&5;’1/;1)) >0 or
Qow (I*(Vi) < 277172(1)(257%) > 0. This is possible as we

assume eithe®) r;, or Qs is bounded away from 0, and as

ToQFr + T Qi

=m0QF k-1 Qo (l*(Yk') >

€0,k Or €1, — 0, the lower or upper bound dii(Y}) converges
to 0 or oo, respectively (cf. (4)). Then, we have

ToQF,k —1 )
(1= Qarp—1)

mo(l — Qri—1)
QMK —1
mo(1 — QF,k’—l))

QMK —1

+7m0(1—=Qri—1) Qox (l*(Ym) >

)

+FmQump—1 - Q1 p (l*(Yk’) <

+7m(1 = Qurr—1)

ToQF k-1
/ Y’
- Quk ( (Vi) < m (1 — Qnrp— 1))
* 7T !
< 70Qrr—1- Qox (l (Yir) > (10_625:4,: 1))
* 7T 1_ !
+mQmp—1- Q1 <l Oszikl 1))
WlQMk/ 1 27T0 I_QF]Q/ 1)
_ ’ l* Y/
Q1 < W) T1Q Mk —1
mo(l — /
Qa1 Qi <l* (Yi) Ole]S:,kl 1))
. WoQFk' 1
+ m0Qr k-1 Qow | 1" (Yir) 11— Qarp— 1)

ToQF k' —1
211 (1 — Quprpr—1)

B ToQF k-1
2

- Qo,k (l*(Yk/) <

)
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for someR € R. Since

1—er)P("Y)<z) <1 —er)P"(Y) <x)

l
+erRIF(Y) <x)
(1 — € k)P*(l*(Y) < ,T) + € ks
the result follows immediately. [ |

We now return to the sufficiency proof of Theorem 5. If
Qrr + Qumr — 0, the theorem holds trivially. Therefore
we assume otherwise. Sinde>-(¢, | ¢*~V) is bounded
and non-increasing, it converges. Suppose the®r . +
T Q. — C, for someC > 0. Eitherlimsup,, (Qrk, ) >0
or limsup,, (Qa,k,) > 0. Without loss of generality, let
limsup;, (Qrx,) = C’ > 0. Then there exists a subsequence
of agents(kna)a>1 such thatQr, — C’. ChooseN such
that Qp k,, o & for all &/ > a. Then from Lemma A.2
and Lemma A 3 we have

L G E )

< Pksna+1(¢kna+l | plhna))

< P ¢k, | @Pma)) -
Qo k., (l*(Yk ) <

ToQF k,, —1
2
ToQF k,, —1
2m1 (1 — Qs

7TQC

4
Q0 ke, (l*(Ykna) )
From Lemma A.4, lettingr — oo on both sides of the above

inequality, we obtain a contradiction. The proof of the tieao
is now complete.

=)

Oh,, | plFma ™) —

< —
471'1

D. Proof of Theorem 7
The decision rule of agent 1, is of the form

-

Hence, the minimax error probability for the first agent is
mQo(l*(Y1) = 72) + m@Qu(I"(Y1) = ), which is at
leastinf, PSt (¢). This is because using the trivial rule of

ignoring one’s own private observation and simply passing o
the decision of the previous agent, we get a constant maximum

o

0 if l*(Yl) < T
Lif 1(V;) > m

= m

where the inequality follows from Lemma A.2. The lemma islence, we have

now proved. [ |

Lemma Ad4. Fori = 0,1, if ¢, — O, then Q;  converges
in distribution to P, where P is the nominal distribution of
the uncertainty class for hypothesis 1.

error probability ofroQo (I* (Y1) > 22)+m Q1 (I* (Y1) > 22).
mf Sup SL(@ | (61.9)) < MQo(l* (Y1) = 22)
k> m (20)
+m Q1" (Y1) > 7T1)

Proof: From the definition of the uncertainty classes, w¥éve next prove the following lemma.

have
Qirec{Q|Q=(1
For all z > 0, we have

Qis("(Y) <) = (1 —ep) BT (I"(Y) < )
+epRIM(Y) < ),

— ei,k)Pi* + Ei,kRa R e R} .

Lemma A.5. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 3 hold. There
is no loss of optimality if the optimal decision rule ¢, for all
agents k > 2 is restricted to be a randomized likelihood ratio
test between Qo and Q. Furthermore, we have

PSL_(¢.) = sup P. x((¢1, 64), QF, Q).
k>2

max



Proof: The proof is similar to that of Lemma 5. From the [6]
proof of Lemma 5 it is shown that i, is not a randomized
likelihood ratio test betweef), and(@), there is some decision 7]
rule ¢/, which is a randomized likelihood ratio test between
Qo and @ such that for any: > 2, P(k), Pl(k),

Pe,k(((bla ¢*)1 Po(k)a Pl(k)) Z Pe,k((¢17¢;)7 P(gk)apl(k))a

and so there is no loss in optimality in assuming thatis a
likelihood ratio test betwee®, and Q.

From Theorem 1, ifs, is a randomized likelihood ratio test
between)), and@, then for anyk > 2, P(k) P(k) we have

(8]

El

[10]

[11]

ek (61, 00), P P < (61, 64), QF, QF). [12]
Hence, we obtain
[13]
P (d) =sup  sup  Pi((é1,0.), B, P(M)
k>2 PyePo,P1EP1
- SupPe,k((¢lv¢*)7Q§7Qlf)a [14]
k>2
and the lemma is proved. [ | [15]

We now return to the proof of Theorem 7. From (20), we

have (16]
(¢* | ¢1) < sup (¢ | (¢17¢*)) [17]
< 7T0Q0( (Y1) > —) +m Qi (" —%31)
[18]
Let
o = Pra((61,6:).QF) — Jim Pri((61,0.). QF). el
B = Pra((¢1,04), Q1) — llm Pari (61, 64), Q). 201
and define the function
. . 21
g(x) = lim Per((é1, ), Qo, Q1)
+ o (Qo(dx(Y1,1) = 1) = Qo (¥1,0) = 1))
+ 1B (Q1(d«(Y1,0) = 0) = Q1(¢(Y1,1) =0))"" . [22]

From the recurrence relation in Lemma 4, we see that ffg]
integer values of;, this function givesP, ,,((¢1, ¢+), Q%, Q7).
Differentiating with respect ta;, we observe thag(z) has at
most one stationary point far > 0. From (21), we have [25]
g(2) > g(1). Hence, the stationary point, if any exists, must

be a minimum. This means that far > 2, the maximum

[24]

[26]
value of g(x) must be either atz = 2 or at its asymptotic
limit. Thus, the theorem is now proven. 271
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