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Abstract— This paper introduces a framework for regression ensemble learning ability are also discussed. There has als
with dimensionally distributed data with a fusion center. A peen some research on distributed learning with dimenkjona
cooperative learning algorithm, the iterative conditiond expec- distributed data, such as in [3]. However, the approach in
tation algorithm (ICEA), is designed within this framework . . Co P N e
The algorithm can effectively discover linear combinatiors of [3] is nqt cooperative - individual agents first optlml_ze ithe
individual estimators trained by each agent without transkrring  OWn estimator, and, given these estimators, the fusionecent
and storing large amount of data amongst the agents and the then constructs an optimal linear combination of them. In
fusion center. The convergence of ICEA is explored. Specifilly,  this paper, however, we will concentrate on a cooperative

for a two agent system, each complete round of ICEA iS yaining algorithm, in which the fusion center coordinaties
guaranteed to be a non-expansive map on the function space.

of each agent. The advantages and limitations of ICEA are ats |nd|v!dual agents to optlmlze the ensemble gstlmator. .
discussed for data sets with various distributions and vaodus It is also worth pointing out the connection between di-
hidden rules. Moreover, several techniques are also desigd to mensionally distributed learning and boosting for regmss

leverage the algorithm to effectively learn more complex hden which was first introduced in [5] and developed in many other

rules that are not linearly decomposable. works such as [6]. The algorithm developed in this paper can

Keyw_ords: D_|str|l:_)uted learning, heterogeneous data, re- be viewed as ar.,-regression boosting algorithm with extra

gression, estimation. constraints on the space from which the weak hypothesis can
|. INTRODUCTION be selected. This perspective can bring insights of bog$tin

Distributed learning is a field that generalizes classicile problem of distributed regression.
machine learning algorithms. Instead of having full access
to all the data and being capable of central computation, in
the framework of distributed learning, there are a number ofIn this paper, we discuss the problem of estimation (or
agents that have access to only part of the data. And thesageagression) with dimensionally distributed data and adisi
(perhaps with a fusion center) are capable of exchangiognter. The problem is specified as follows.
certain types of information among one another. Usuallg du There are M independent variables (or features)
to privacy concerns, limited bandwidth and limited powerX,,---, X, and one dependent variablé. The complete
the content and amount of information shared are restrictethta set is composed of
Research in distributed learning seeks effective learalgg-
rithms and theoretical limits within such constraints. {(wir, wig, -+ v, i) i

In terms of data structures, two types of distributed leagni wheren is the number of instances;; € R is thei-th instance
problems are: homogeneous data and heterogeneous dat%f%j' andy; € R is thei-th instance ofy’.

horizontally distributed / instance distributed data armdtiv . . S
I : . o We also assume that there exists a hidden deterministic
cally distributed / dimensionally distributed data). Inrnbes function (or rule, or hypothesis)

of the organization of distributed learning systems, thame '
also basically two types: systems with a fusion center and ¢:RM 5 R
systems without a fusion center. In [1], [2] two importariés

of models, instance distributed learning with and without $uch that

fusion center, are discussed and several practical digosit yi = (i, Tig, -+, Tim) + Wi
are provided. The relationship between the informationgra

. . - . . . n i i -
mitted amongst individual agents and the fusion center hed ¥Vhere{w: };_, is an independently drawn sample from a zero
mean random variablg/ that is independent oky, - - - , X
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1-0555. access to certain features. DefiRgj = 1,--- , D) to be the

II. DESCRIPTION OF THEPROBLEM


http://arxiv.org/abs/0807.3050v1

set of features accessible by aggnand definel’ = Uf’:le [1l. COMMUNICATION AND MEMORY RESTRICTIONS

so that|F'| = M. We assume that each agent can store all the data instances
In order to concentrate on the “distributed part” of thef its accessible features, i.e. agenthas access to data
problem, we assume that each agent is capable, given enogghi» v+ ¢ F;. We also assume that the fusion center
data, of learning the optimal minimum-mean-square-errgan store{y;}"_,, which is equivalent to a one-dimensional
(MMSE) estimator based on limited access to the featuregta set. The agents and fusion center also have an addtitiona
More specifically, we assume that agentcan solve the one-dimensional memory (which can store all the instances

optimization problem (given enough data) of the dependent variable or one dimension of the features)
) for computation only, and there is no additional space bdyon
min E [((({Xt}tep) —g;({Xihier,) + W) } their own allocation.

9;({Xe}eer;) We further assume that the fusion center has two-way

where(¢ can be anyM dimensional function satisfying SOmecommunication with all _the agents. To b_e more specific, each
regularity conditions. Due to the independence and unbias@dent can read and write on the one-dimensional data stored

ness of the noise, the above optimization problem can Bethe fusion center. ,
Moreover, as noted above, we also require each agent to

simplified to
P be capable of finding the ideal MMSE estimator (within a
. o 2 certain function spacé) based on its accessible data. Hig.1
gj({gﬂrfeFj)E {(Q{Xt}tg) gj({Xt}tEFj)) } is an illustration of the structure of a typical dimensidyal

distributed learning system.
The solution to the optimization problem above is

gj(iCFj) = E[C(XF)lXFj = ij] Agent 1

X1 X2

where, for simplicity, we user, to represen{xz; };cr,; that
is, we assume that each agent is capable of estimating the
conditional expectation of a function afi given the several
dimensions comprising’;, and based on enough data.
Under this model, one way to deal with the distributed es- Fusion

timation problem is another optimization problem formatht Agent 2 Gy Agent 4
as follows: X2 X3 Z X3 X4 X5

min B [(6(Xr) = p(91(Xr), - 9p(Xr,))]

p(g1,92,--,9D)

where the functiong;,i = 1,---, D are fixed and given by
the agents. The optimization problem above is intractafle i Agent 3
its full generality, and this non-cooperative training eggch X1 X4
does not take full advantage of the communication between
individual agents and the fusion center (because it usgs onl
one-way agent-to-center communication).

However, if we restrict the functiop to be of the additive Fig. 1. Structure of a dimensionally distributed learnirygtem for regres-
form sion.

p(913927"' 7gD) =g +92++gD7
IV. I TERATIVE CONDITIONAL EXPECTATION ALGORITHM

and optimize overg;,j = 1,---,D, i.e. we change this A. Basic Ildea
problem into a simplified version Motivated by thebackfitting algorithmfor additive models
. ) in [4], we propose the iterative conditional expectatiogoal
o oin B\ (¢(XF) (91 (Xr)+--+9p(XFp))"| s rithm (ICEA). The basic idea of this algorithm is very simple

First, agent 1 asks for the value @fzr) for all the data
we then change a two-step optimization problem (first irttivi instances from the fusion center, makes an estimate based on
ual agents optimize their own estimators, then the fusioiere features inf; and thereby obtaing (x r, ). Of courseg (zr, )
optimizes the ensemble) to a one-step cooperative optiimiza cannot fully represent the true functigifzr) because it lies
problem (the agents, with the coordination of the fusionteen in a much smaller function space.
optimize the sum of their estimators cooperatively). Sowe ¢ Then, agent 1 sends back its estimate for all the data
seek an algorithm through which the agents can coopenativeistances to the fusion center, and, the fusion center store
solve the above problem. the residuab(xr) — g1(zr, ) for all the data instances. Then,



agent 2 asks for the value ¢fzr) — g1 (x5, ) from the fusion expectations:

center, makes an estimate based on featurés iand thereby  g;(zp,) < 0,Vj € {1,---,D};
obtains gz(zr,). This time, g1(zr,) + g2(zr,) is a better  ((zp) < ¢(zp);
approximation of the true hidden rulgzr). errnew < E[C?(XF)];

This process is continued for all agents. When the processrrqq + 0;
eventually returns to agent 1, it then asks the fusion centewhile |erryq — errpew| > € do

for the value of ¢(xr) — ZDZI gj(xp,;), thereby obtains for j from1 to D do
Agi(zr,), and storegg, +Aglﬁ(xﬂ) as the updated version Agj(rr,) < E[((XF)|XF, =zF];
of g1(zr, ). Then agent 1 sends that value &fy; (zr, ) for gj(xr;) < gi(xr,) + Agj(zr,);
all the instances to the fusion center, and the fusion center C(xr) < C((zr) — Agj(zF;);
obtains the updated version ofzr) — Zle gj(xr;). This end
continues to agent 2, and so on. €TrTold < €T new,

After a few rounds of iteration, the algorithm will converge | €Tnew + E[C*(XF)];

to a limit (we will show this below, under some further €Nd

conditions). And the sum of the limit of the functions, i.e.  Notice that the training errors are system “biases” cauged b
b the limitation of our “linear decomposition”, and the effeof
Z (zr) random error caused by the flplte number of trglnmg examples
9i\TF; These latter are the same as in classical learning theorgrand
=t not factors to be considered as resulting from the “distatiti

is the best linearly decomposed approximationgéf) in nature of the problem. Thus, we do not consider them in our

terms of MMSE. discussion. . . . o
From the point of view of the fusion center, it simply sends

its data that represent3z ) to an agent, waits for the agent
B. ICEA in Detall to first update its own estimatay;(zr,), and then to send

back the differencé\g;(zr, ). The fusion center then updates

The following is a more precise description of the abovgs yata to represenzr) — Ag;(xr, ), and moves on to the
algorithm (in terms of actual data instead of an evolution Qfq, agent. !

ideal functions): From the point of view of an individual agent, the task is

gi(zp,) < 0,Vj € {1,---, D} also straightforward: when agenteceives the data describing
zi <y, Vi€ {1, n}; the latest version of (z) from the fusion center, it finds an
T new < % D11 %4 optimal estimatorAg;(zr,) of ((xr) based on all the data
errod <= 0; on features inF;, usesAg;(zr,) to update its own estimator
while |erroq — errpew| > € do gi(zr,), and then senddg; (zr,) back to the fusion center.
for j from 1 to D do In general, the algorithm is simple, and each agent can use
Agj(wr;) < TRAIN({z;, {zit}rer }isy); its own learning algorithm to determine (approximately® th
9i(@r;) = 9j(xr;) + AQJ(IF]'); conditional-mean estimator.
zi < zi — Agi({@itbeer,), Vi; It is worth noting that once the estimator is trained, it is
end distributively allocated throughout the entire systemudh
€TrTold $— 67;7’"6%; ) when new data comes to the fusion center, it sends features
€T new = 3 Dim1 %) to the corresponding agents and then sums their estimates to

end form a global estimate.

function TRAIN({v;, {zit }rer i) return g(zr);
. n 2
g(rp) = argminge r Yot (Wi — g({zit}eer))

Actually, theAg; (zF,) < TRAIN ({2, {zit }+cr, }7-1) Step,
given enough data, is essentially computing

V. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS OFICEA

Intuitively, the above algorithm will repeatedly reduces th
power of the residual stored in the fusion center. But does it
converge? And, if so, what does it converge to and at what
rate? Now let us look at the answers to these questions for
Jrr, C@r)fi(er)du — E[¢(XF)|Xr, = x5 SOMe special cases.

fF\Fj fi(@r)du ' ' The monotonicity of the residual is easy to see. More specif-

ically, the root-mean-square-error (RMSE) of the ensemble
where the function{(xr) satisfies¢({z;:}+cr) = z;. This estimator is monotonically non-increasing. This is beeans
step is handled by individual agents, which we have assum@&@EA, we repeatedly fix all the individual estimators but pne
can be done perfectly. Therefore, if we concentrate on thed optimize only that one and use the new function to replace
functional evolution level (instead of on the actual datag the old. Thus, the new estimator cannot be worse than the old
algorithm can be interpreted in terms of iterative condiéb one, and therefore, the RMSE must be non-increasing.

Agj(xry) <



Moreover, since the RMSE is always non-negative, tHa order to show thal” is a non-expansive map, it is equivalent
RMSE sequence is a monotonically non-increasing, lows prove the following inequality:
bounded sequence, which guarantees the convergence of the
algorithm (if we use the change in RMSE as the convergence E [(E[E[Q(XlﬂXQ”Xl])ﬂ < E[g*(X1)],
criterion, which is what we did in the algorithm previously
shown). However, there is no guarantee of uniqueness (difnereg(X;) = g1(X1) — g7 (X1).
ferent initial conditions might lead to different limitshor Define u, = E[g(X1)], and notice two facts:
of equivalence between the limits and the solution to the

optimization problem given in the previous section. E {(E[E[g(X1)|X2]|X1])2} 2
So in the following subsections, we discuss the functional 7
convergence of ICEA under some special cases. = E {(E[E[g(X1)|X2]|X1] - ug)z} ,
A. Non-expansive map for two agent case and
For the two-dimensional, two-agent case, the algorithm is 9 9 2
intended to solve the following optimization problem: E[g*(X1)] —py =B {(Q(Xl) ~ ) } :
min E [(¢(w1,xg) —q1(x1) — 92(1'2))2 ) Then, the original inequality is equivalent to the ineqtyali
91,92

It is straightforward to show that the optimal solution [(E[E[g(X1)|X2]|X1] _,qu)Q} <E [(g(X1) —uq)Q]
91,0pt(x1) @nd gz opi(z2) should satisfy equations ' '

g1(z1) = E[($(a1, 22) — go(22)) | X1 = 21] Then, we have that the left hand side satisfies

and LHS =
92(x2) = E[(¢(z1,22) — g1(21)) | X2 = 22]

simultaneously.

On the other hand, if we apply ICEA to the two dimensional
distributed learning problem, we will iteratively find the-s
lutions to the equations above. And (hopefully) the sohutio
will converge to the desireds opi(z1) and gz opi(x2); i.e€.
ICEA enables us to approximate the solution to a difficulthe inequality step is because of Jensen’s inequality:
optimization problem by solving a sequence of simplified
optimization problems iteratively. Of course, rigoroysiye P[E(X)] < E[p(X)]
need to prove the convergence of this algorithm and the ) i
uniqueness of its limit. wheng is a (measurable) convex function. Moreover, we also

Ideally, if we can show that each round of the algorithfaVe
is actually a contractive map on a well-defined metric spac 9 9
it is easy to apply the fixed point theorem to guarantee th {(E[Q(Xl)le] —Elg(X1)]) } = Var {(E[g(X1)|X2]) } ’
unigueness of the limit.

Unfortunately, we can prove only a weaker conclusion: f
the two-agent case, ICEA, after each complete round (i.e.
after each agent updates its estimator), is equivalent @na n
expansive map.

First we need to define a suitable measure of distan
between two functiong(zr) andh(zr):

d(g(xrp), h(zp)) =E[(9(Xr) — h(XF))?] . and an important relationship:

The algorithm performs the following operation to a func-

tion g1 (z1) after each complete round (denote the mapping a§ar[g(X1)] > Var (E[g(X1)|X2])2 +E [Var[g(X1)|Xa]] .
T): -

(E[Elg(X1)|Xz]|X1] — E[Elg(X1)] 1 Xa])’]
(E[Elg(X1)|X,] — Elg(x1)]| X1))°]
EI(Elg(X1)|Xs] — Elg(x1)))* | X]]

(Elg(X)|X2] ~ Elg(X0)?] .

IN
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d’:}nd hence,
LHS < Var [(E[g(X1)|X2])2} .
I@eaddition, we have that the right hand side satisfies

RHS = Var[g(X1)],

T{g1(X1)} = Therefore,
E[p(X1, X2) — E[¢p(X1, X2) — 1(X1)|X2]| X1 = 21].

Therefore, the distance betwe®Xg;(x1)} andT{g;(x1)} is
given by and hence we have proven thAtis an non-expansive map.

§ ) This result can be easily generalized to the two-agent, high
E |(E[E[g1(X1) — g7 (X1)[Xo]|Xa])7| . dimensional case.

RHS > LHS + E [Var[g(X1)| X)) > LHS,



B. Contractive map for a special case

The evolution of the functions of Tablé | is shown in Eig.2

Non-expansiveness is weaker than contractiveness, ared ti'd Fid.8. It is quite clear that there is no visible differen
is no general “fixed-point” theorem. But, under certain dend@fter a few rounds of iterations.

tions, we are able to draw stronger conclusions. For instanc
if we restrict the problem to the two-dimensional case rietst
the hidden rule to be a finite order bivariate polynomial,
and restrict the distribution of the dependent variablethto
two-dimensional joint Gaussian distribution with corteda
coefficient|p| < 1, then ICEA can be shown to be a contractive

map.

Moreover, for the two-agent, two-dimension Gaussian case
above, we can also measure the speed of convergence by the

contractive factor of the contractive map. It can be shovat th

the factor isp?, i.efl
d(T(9(X1)), T(h(X1))) < p'd (9(X1), h(X1)) -

So when the two dimensions are weakly correlated, the

convergence can be very fast.

V1. SIMULATION RESULTS OFICEA
A. Simulation in Terms of Function Evolution

A detailed simulation of the two-agent, two-dimensional,
finite-order bivariate-polynomial hidden rule, jointlya@ssian

case is shown below. The hidden rule is

d(x1,x2) = xlxg + x% + 2,

and(X1, X») is jointly Gaussian with zero mean, unit variance

and correlation coefficient = 1/2.

On initializing g1 (z1) and g2(x2) to be 0 and applying

Fig. 2. The convergence g (x1).

Fig. 3. The convergence @k (z2).

Moreover, the speed of convergence can be measured (ap-

ICEA to the problem, we get the following results shown iproximately) by the surplus RMSE (the difference between th

Table[:

Round g1(z1) and gz (z2) RMSE
1 2 +.7500x1 + =3 + 2500z
—.6563x2 + 468823
2 2 + .5508x1 + 22 + .1914x3
—4907z3 + 476123
3 2 +.4598x1 + =7 + .1905x7
— 444225 + 476223
4 2 + .4364x1 + 27 + 190523
— 432523 + 476223
5 2 + .4305z1 + 22 + .1905%3
— 429523 + 476223
6 2 + 4291z + =% + 1905z
—.4288z2 + 476273
Limit 2+43/7 z1 + 27 +4/21 o3
—3/7 2 +10/21 3 9/7

TABLE |
STEP-BY-STEP RESULTS OF THECEA.

1.4941406250

1.2974381447

1.2864467088

1.2857600621

1.2857171467

1.2857144645

RMSE of the ensemble estimator after thth iteration and
the limit RMSE) as shown in Figl4. Also notice that in the
semi-logarithm plot, the slopk of the line is—2.79375, and
(eF)1/* ~ 0.5 = p, which is compatible with our theory in
the previous section.

Surplus RMSE vs. Number of Iteration

RMSE, - RMSE,

1 1 1 1
3 35 4 45 5 55 6
Number of Iteration (n)

L L L
1 15 2 25

where the limit function is the unique solution to equationsrig. 4. The rate of RMSE convergence for the two-agent, timzedsional,

gi(z1) = /OO (p(z1,22) — g2(T2)) fxp| x, (w2|71)dw2

— 00

g2(22) = /OO (P(@1,22) — g1(21)) fx,1x, (¥1|22)d22.

— 00

1This is shown in the appendix.

joint Gaussian case.

B. Simulation on Real Data

Our discussion above always assumes enough training data
and perfect individual agents that can find the MMSE estima-
tor. However, to justify the efficacy of ICEA in solving real



problems, we test the algorithm with real data, contranht t ICEA for distributed systems. So it is natural to compare the
functional “simulation” we did in the previous section. performance of distributed system fg-regression boosting.
In order to compare the distributed regression to otherimulflso, to compare the cooperative algorithm ICEA to non-
dimensional regression algorithms, we use three functisad cooperative algorithm (like the algorithms in [3]), we alsm
in [7] (originally from [8] and [9]) as the hidden rule tothe data on a hierarchical algorithm. The individual aganés
generate our simulation training data sets. The threeifumgt identical to those of ICEA, and the fusion center can further
are train an estimator usind.o-regression boosting, taking the
« Friedman-1: output of the agents as the features.
] ) Running three different types of algorithms on three dif-
¢(x) = 10sin(mz122) +20(23 —1/2)"+ 1024+ 525+ ferent data sets, with 2000 training data points and 4000 tes

wherez; ~ U[0,1],j =1...5; data points, the mean squared errors are shown in [abledl, an
) ) AR 1 . P
« Friedman-2: the detailed plot of training/test error after each round.ef
1 regression boosting and ICEA with three different distréau
9 1 \?%\? systems running on data set Friedman-2 are shown inFig. 5.
p(x) = | 27 + | z2z3 — +w
Loy
Data Set | System| ICEA Hierarchical | L. Boosting
where 1 .0050 024
Friedman-1 2 .0014 .061 .0051
21 ~ U[L, 100}, 3 10039 036
1 010 075
@z ~ U[40m, 5607, Friedman-2[ 2 0012 079 .00066
3 .00088 13
a3, x5 ~ U[0,1], 1 10082 35
Friedman-3 2 .0062 .23 .0034
zy ~ U[1,11]. 3 0035 31
o Friedman-3: TABLE Il
Toda — 1 TEST ERROR(MEAN SQUARED ERROF) OF L2-REGRESSION BOOSTING
d(x) = tan ™" ( 20 mw ) +w ICEA AND HIERARCHICAL ON DATA SETSFRIEDMAN-1,-2AND -3.
Z1

where the distribution of the features are the same as that
of Friedman-2.

All the feature variables are independent, and before ngni

Simulation of Friedman-2 Data, 2000 training points
T

the algorithm, the outcomes are normalized to the rdoge. | T Gaoatng Test
Also, to highlight the effect of distributiveness of the ®ys, \ < igogzﬂgmn ﬁ;\iﬁﬂ’{s’t" "
. . . . . . . \ ree 2-dim ent Trainini
the independent white noise is set to zero in our simulation. ¥ \\ ;hreizgdirrAAgin_}_Tgst ¢
oy . . . . . . —- Five 1-dim ent Training
Also, it is worth pointing out that in Friedman-2 and Friedma - Five 1-dim Agent Test
3, feature X5 is irrelevant, and is set up as a test of the .
algorithm’s resistance to irrelevant features. g 107
Moreover, we did the experiments on three different types &
of distributed regression systems: £
o System-1: five 1-dimensional agents =
{Xl}a{XQ}a{X3}7{X4}’{X5} L
o System-2: three 2-dimensional agents
{Xla X2}7 {X27 X3}a {X4a XS}
107 i
° SyStem_s: two 5-dimensional agents 1 log(Number of Rounds or Projections)lo

{ X1, Xo, X3}, { X2, X4, X5} Fig. 5.

Simulation using Friedman-2 data with 2000 traingtega points

End 4000 test data points. The training error and test eorof.$-regression
In _a” these cases, all the features are TU”y covered by tBgosting and ICEA with three different distributed systefive 1-dim agents,
union of the features observable by individual agents. three 2-dim agents and two 3-dim agents. The training edask{ed lines)

We use a regression tree - a commonly used “weak |eamé?d test error (solid lines) of ICEA decreases monotorjicalhd converges
uite fast. And systems with high-dimensional individugeats have lower

in the _bposting algorithms - as our Ieaming algorithm fOfaining error and test error than systems with low-dimemai individual
the individual agents. Notice thdt,-regression boosting (in- agents.

troduced in [10]) is equivalent to a one-agent system, in
which all the dimensions are accessible by the agent. In thisAs expected/.,-regression boosting performs best for most
sense,Ly-regression boosting is the “limit algorithm” of theof the cases, except for Friedman-1, the hidden hypothesis



of which is basically additive. Because System-2 is not sif convergence, finding a natural stopping rule to avoid -over
complicated yet is complex enough to fully capture the modetfaining and to reduce generalization error. Several redim
the ICEA algorithm running on System-2 performs bestary experiments have shown that, instead of iterativeliy-re
However, for Friedman-2 and Friedman-3, where the hiddéng the residual one agent after another to reduce merely th
models are no longer additivd,;-regression boosting, with training error, we are better off if we choose among the agent
full access to all the dimensions, outperforms other algors. more intelligently, and take both the training error on the
And for ICEA, the performance is better when the individuakesidual and the complexity of the model into consideration
agents have access to more dimensions, capable of degcrilfiar instance, a greedy algorithm that always chooses th& age
more complex coupling among the features. The hierarchid¢hht provides the minimum training error can greatly insgea
algorithm works (thought not so well) for additive modelsty the speed of convergence, and an algorithm using the size
the algorithm performs poorly for data sets with complidateof the decision tree as a penalty term can effectively reduce
functions where there is strong coupling among the featur@sertraining. It is worthwhile to explore more subtle rulefs
Since the estimators used for individual agents in ICEA arsgtlecting estimators from agents and more delicate ways to
the hierarchical algorithm are identical (regressiongfethe combine them. ICEA is perhaps the most intuitive algorithm,
performance difference can be attributed to the benefit bfit far from the optimal one.

applying cooperative training in ICEA. VIIl. CONCLUSIONS

(linear combination of individual estimators), we have elev
A. Limitations of ICEA oped an iterative algorithm (ICEA) that is guaranteed, unde

certain conditions, to converges to a unique limit function
éor rule, or hypothesis). This limit is an approximation of
the true function, and, with the help of some additional
atures (linearization, redundant data), the approxonatan

! quite accurate. ICEA also works quite well with real data,
th enough training points and properly selected indiaidu
timators. By sending only the predictions and withhokl th

Of course, since we restrict our approximation ¢ifc )
to the sume:1 gj(zr;), we lose richness of the ensembl
estimator. For instance, for the functief(z1,z2) = 122
with X7, X being independent standard Gaussian variabli?
if agent 1 has access only to dimension 1, and agent 2
access only to dimension 2, then the linear model estimato%‘f'
simply 0, which means nothing can be learned. So restricti . L
to apli};gar form can lead to sogme serious problems. Howev: ta, ICEA also preserves the privacy of data of indvidual

there are several ways to solve this problem and greatlyrekpa?gems' There are S.t'” many aspects of the algor!thm that
the efficacy of ICEA. can be changed to improve the performance of distributed

First, we can linearize the function(x1). For instance, in regression, and these are of interest for further invetitiga

the example above, if we take the logarithm of the function IX. APPENDIX

¢(z1,22) = m122, then we getlog(¢(z1,22)) = log(z1) + Lemma 1Supposey is a polynomial of orded/
log(z2). In this case, we can use the linear additive model PPOsgy poly '

to accurately depict the ensemble function. Thereforeh wit M N
proper non-linear transformation, we can greatly expamd th g(x) = Z And,
scope of problems that can be optimally solved by our linear n=0
additive model. andg’'(x) is given by
Second, we can project the functigifz ) on more linear oo oo
combinations of the features of the agents. For instandbgin g'(z) = / (/ g(x)fxymy)dﬁ?) fyx (yz)dy.

above problem, if we have two other agents that have access to

dataz; +z-» andz; —z-, then the model can also be accuratelyhen, with the additional assumption that

learned by these two agents. In practice, because there is o0

significant redundancy amongst the data of the agents, we / 9(2) fx (z)dz = 0.

don't need to intentionally calculate these linear comtiams . )

(which requires more communication resources). Instead, We have inequality

simply take advantage of the redundancies contained in the fjooo g2(x) fx (z)dz

data, which is often considered to be a hazard in some lagarnin 9 <
Jo 9% (@) fx (w)dw

algorithms.
where fx|y, fy|x, and fx are all probability densities de-
B. Developing More Intelligent Algorithms rived from the joint Gaussian distribution of zero mean,tuni

. : . . \fariance and correlatiop.
Boosting for regression sheds light on the design of al- Proof: The conditional distribution ofX givenY and the
gorithms more “intelligent” than ICEA, which simply refits . . ..~ .. :
) istribution of Y given X are
the residual on each agent one after another. ICEA can %e
improved in more ways than one, in terms of increasing speed X|Y ~ N(py,1—p*),

— 00

4




Y|X ~ N(pz,1— p?). Therefore,
oo 2 d
Therefore, we have fogog (@)/x (@)dz
o 9% (%) fx (w)dx
2
d’n. 1 n M—n n I
Za”dtn exp {p’at + ————— ( ) ————}i=o. 27];4:1(04) n (Zl[c 0 unﬁk%)
. . . o ST [yl ek
Notice that the exponential term, with proper manipulation n=1 k=0 Ont2k Trnm

can be expressed in the form of the sum of Hermitian

polynomials. Thus, on defining

2 1 — pt
X=————xs5=1 —pt,

\/T 2

we have
exp {p*wt + ﬂ152} = 2o’ = in(X
2 J—

Then the expression gf (x) can be rewritten as

M qn o Sk
J(z) = Zan@ <Z Hk(X)E> |s=0
n=0 k=0 ’

M — 1 n
3 4, H,(X) <2 ! 2”)
n=0

2
M 4 [#72] (n+2k)!
anlp n: Zk:o An+2k Skpipl

IN

771 2
St (2 v )
= p4.|ZI

If the hidden rulep(x1, z2) is restricted to a bivariate poly-
nomial with finite orderM and zero mean, angd (x1), g2(z2)
are both initialized as 0, then after each iteratigr(z1) and
g2(z2) will remain in the space of zero-mean polynomials of
finite order M. If we define the distance between two poly-
nomialsg; (z) and ga(z) as [~ — g2(2))? fx (z)dz,
then, according td_emma 1the mapT that convertg(z) to
¢'(z) is a contractive map. Because under our definition of
the distance, the space of zero-mean polynomials is coaplet
we can apply the contractive mapping theorem to guaran-
tee the functional convergence of ICEA for the two-agent,
two-dimensional, joint-Gaussian, finite-order-polynahtiase.
Moreover, also by the lemma, the “contractive factor” of the

Therefore, we have a closed-form expressiongf¢z), which map isp*. As for the hidden rule with non-zero mean, the bias

is also anMt-order polynomial:

2 Ny "
Za""(ﬁf)(l )
|

= i a i - Loty (p%a)" 2
= " P kl(n — 2k)! 2 '

By computation, we can derive

g'(x)

o0 M
/ g*(2) fx (z)dz = ;n! Z an+% (n+ 2:) |

— 00

and

~ M [+52] n
/ g’Q(x)fX(a:)dx:Z(p‘l)"n! Z an+2k%

- n=0 k=0

Moreover, since is of zero mean,

(2F)

is also addressed by the constant term of the first agenthwhic
will remain the same in the following iterations and hencs ha
no influence on the convergence.
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