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Abstract—This paper focuses on the development of novel In the greedy schemes, the support set, in which the non—
greedy techniques for distributed learning under sparsity con-  zero coefficients lie is first identified and then the respecti
straints. Greedy techniques have widely been used in centized . afficients are estimated in a step—wise manner. Each one

systems due to their low computational requirements and at f the ab lqorithmic famili thei dvarg
the same time their relatively good performance in estimatig or the above algorithmiC families poses their own advarsage

sparse parameter vectors/signals. The paper reports two me and disadvantages. Thé-regularization methods provide
algorithms in the context of sparsity—aware learning. In bah  well established recovery conditiorelpeit at the expense of

cases, the goal is first to identify the support set of the unkmwn  Jonger execution times and offline fine tuning. On the comtrar
signal and then to estimate the non-zero values restrictedot greedy algorithms perform at lower computational demands;

the active support set. First, an iterative greedy multi-sép . . . AP
procedure is developed, based on a neighborhood cooperatio MOT€OVer, they still enjoy theoretical justifications fdreir

strategy, using batch processing on the observed data. Nexan ~Performance, under some assumptions.
extension of the algorithm to the online setting, based on th With only few exceptionse.qg.,[18]-[23], sparsity promot-
diffusion LMS rationale for adaptivity, is derived. Theoretical ing algorithms assume that the training data, through which
analysis of the algorithms is provided,where it is shown that e ynknown target vector is estimated, are centrally all
the batch algorithm converges to the unknown vector if a That is, there exist a central processing unit (or Fusionéen
Restricted Isometry Property (RIP) holds. Moreover, the odine e 7
version converges in the mean to the solution vector under se FC), which has access to all training data, and performs all
general assumptions Finally, the proposed schemes are tested essential computations. Nevertheless, in many applicatioe
against recently developed sparsity—promoting algorithra and  need for decentralized/distributed processing risesicayex-
their enhanced performance is verified via simulation examfes. amples of such applications are those involving wireleasse
networks (WSNs), which are deployed over a geographical
Index Terms—Distributed systems, Compressed sensing, Sys-region or software agents monitoring software operatioms o
tem identification, Greedy algorithms, Adaptive filters. a network to diagnose and prevent security threats, and the
nodes are tasked to collaboratively estimate an unknown (bu
common) sparse vector. The existence of a fusion center,
which collects all training data and then performs the resqli
Many real-life signals and systems can be described bgmputations, may be prohibited due to geographical con-
parsimonious models consisting of few non—-zero coeffisienstraints and/or energy and bandwidth limitations. Furtiere,
Typical examples include: image and video signals, acousih many casese.g., medical applications, privacy has to be
signals, echo cancellation, wireless multipath chanridigh preserved which means that the nodes are not allowed to
Definition TV, just to name but a fewe,g.,[1]-[6]. This feature exchange their learning data but only their learning result
is of particular importance under the big data paradigm hed t[24]. Hence the development of distributed algorithms is of
three associated dimensions (Volume, Velocity, Varieff) [ significant importance.
where the resulting data set can not be processed as is anthis paper is concerned with the task of sparsity—aware
exploitation of significant variables becomes crucidie goal learning, via the greedy avenue, by considering Hxzttchas
of this paper is to develop sparsity—promoting algorithms fwell as online schemes. In the former, it is assumed that each
the estimation of sparse signals and systems in the contexnode possessesfiaite number of input/output measurements,
distributed environments. It is anticipated that sparsityare which are related via the unknown sparse vector. The support
learning will constitute a major pillar for big data anatgj set is computed in a collaborative way; that is, the nodes
which currently seek for decentralized processing and fastchange their measurements and exploit them properly so
execution times[]7],[18]. as to identify the positions of the non-zero coefficients. In
Two of the main paths for developing schemes for sparsityhe sequel, the produced estimates, which are restritted
aware learning, are a) regularization of the cost via/theorm  the support set, are fused according to a predefined rule. The
of the parameter vector (Basis pursué)g.,[2], [9], and b) via online scenario deals with anfinite number of observations,
the use of greedy algorithms (or Matching Pursiit) [1/0[}[17received sequentially at each node. In general, adaptileéo
algorithms update the estimates of the unknown vector dy-
S. Chouvardas, N. Kalouptsidis and S. Theodoridis are wik tnamically, in contrast to their batch counterparts, whene f
Department of Informatics and ~Telecommunications, Usigr of  eyery new pair of data, estimation of the unknown vector is
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varying and also cases where the number of available datdéen shown in[18], that the solutiaf the decentralized task

very large and the computational resources are not enoughvidere each node hascess to locally obtained observations

such handling. In the greedy—based adaptive algorithmchwhias well as estimates collected by its neighborhamincides

is proposed here, the nodes cooperate in order to estingite thvith the solution obtained by solvind](2), which requires

support sets, and the diffusion rationadeg.,[25], is adopted global information. It should be pointed out that each node

for the unknown vector estimation. lacks global network information; however, if an approfeia
The paper is organized as follows. In Section Il, the problenvoperation protocol is adopted, then the global solutiam c

formulation is described. In Section III the distributecegdy be obtained. The adopted cooperation protocol, which isdas

learning problem is discussed and the batch learning d@fgori on the ADMM and can assure such a behaviour, is known as

is provided. Section IV presents the adaptive distribuéeai- consensugprotocol and constitutes the beginning for several

ing problem, together with the proposed adaptive scheme atistributed learning algorithms.g., the distributed Support

in Section V the theoretical properties of the presented-algvector Machines,[[27], etc.

rithms are discussed. Finally, in Section VI, the perforoen

of the proposed algorithmic schemes is validated. Detdils o I1l. DISTRIBUTED GREEDY LEARNING

the derivations are given in the appendices. . .
Notation: The set of all non—negative integers and the SetGre_edy algorl_thmse.g.,[lﬁﬂ, @HE]' qﬁer an alterna_\tlve

of all real numbers will be denoted & andR respectively. Sparsity-promoting route té;—regularization; our goal is to

Vectors and matrices will be denoted by boldface letters aﬁétekndftg_e pgilos(;)rl)hy pehind such algorithms in the frame-
uppercase boldface letters respectively. The Euclideam no/Vork of distribute earning. . . :
Under the centralized scenario, greedy techniques ielti

will be denoted by - ||,, and the/; norm by]|| - ||,,. Given a . . .
vectorh € R™, the operatosupp, (h) returns the subset of estimate the unknown parameter by applying the following
; two—step approach:;

the s largest in _magnitude coc_efficients. Moreovef;] stgnd_s . Subset Selection First, a proxy signal is computed
for the expectation operator. Final|\§| denotes the cardinality (which carries information regarding the support set of

of the setS. the unknown vector) based on input—output measure-
ments. In the sequel, the largest in amplitude coeffi-
Il. PROBLEM FORMULATION cients of the proxy are computed.
Our task is to estimate an unknown sparse parameter vectos, Greedy Update The estimate of the unknown vector is
h, € R™, exploiting measurements, collected at the computed, by performing a Least—Squares task restricted

nodes of an ad—hoc network, under a preselected cooperativg?oto the identified support set.

protocol. The greedy philosophy will be employe@uch a | keep the discussmp simple, ‘let us assume that t.he
network is illustrated in Fig[Jl. We denote the node Sg{gnal proxy is computed in an non—cooperative way; that is,

by N = {1 N}, and we assume that each node igach node exploits solely its locally obtained measuresment
able to exch’angé imlormation with a subset.gt namely Following the rationale of the m_aj_ority of gree(_jy algoritam
Ne € N.k = 1,....N. This set is also known as the(see, for examplel [10]=[16]) decisions concerning thepsutp

neighborhoodof k. The input—output relation adheres to th&®t should be based on a signal proxy of the form
following linear model: AT (yk _ Akﬁk) ~ AT A, (h* _ ﬁk> 7

Ye = Ache +m, Yk EN, @ where h;, stands for the estimate df. obtained at note.
where A, is anl x m sensing matrix, with < m, y, € R' It is important to note that for such a proxy, the algorithm at
andn; € R' is an additive white noise process. The vector tevery iteration, selects distinct indic&ince the vast majority
be estimated is assumed to be at mesiparsei.e., ||h.|,, < of greedy algorithm are iterative and hence it is important
s < m, where|| - ||,, denotes the, (pseudo) norm. not to consider indices that have been previously picked.

This is ensured by orthogonalizing the residuah. enhanced

A. Sparsity—Aware Distributed Learning: The DLasso Algd?oxy, which would allow multiple selection of indices, has
rithm the following form:

A version of the celebrated Lasso algorithm, in the context  supp_ . (Af (yk _ A;jlk)) U supp, (ﬁk) 7
of distributed learning, is the so—called Distributed loass _ o _ :
(DLasso) algorithm, proposed if [18]. This algorithm sslveand in such cases, the estimation step is restricted to a set

the following problem: of indices larger thar. However, adopting such philosophies
. ) ) for the proxy signals in distributed learning leads to peois.
h = arthrﬁllm<6 Z lyx — Axhllz,. (2) In distributed learning, the only quantity, which commonly
=" keN

affects all nodes, is the true vecthr, (This can be readily
This optimization can be reformulated in a fully decentetl seen from [{(l). Both previously mentioned proxy signals
way, where each node exploits local information, as well asrry time—varying information from local estimates, whic
information received by the neighborhood. The decentdlizare different from node to node, and hence may pose problems
optimization can be efficiently solved by adopting the Alterto the support set consensus,,the nodes’ “agreement” to the
nating Direction—Method of Multipliers (ADMM)[]26]. It @ same support set. Thus, it is preferable to find a proxy which
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Fig. 1.  An ad-hoc network.

is close toh, instead of (h, — hy ). This is an important measurements. Hence, the result of the previously men-
point for our analysis to follow, since such a mechanism will  tioned fusion may not give ap-sparse estimate. To this
lead to the required consensus among the nodes. end, pruning ensures that, at each iterations-asparse

To this direction, we adopt a similar methodology to the one ~ Vector is produced.
presented in[28], which selects thelominant coefficients of Before we proceed any further, let us explain the basic
the following proxy: principles that underlie the cooperation among the nodash E
. T . node, at each iteration step, fuses under a certain rule the
hi + Ay (Y — Arhi) = b (3)  estimates and/or the measurements, which are received from
The intuition of this proxy selectioris that the left hand the neighbourhood. This fusion is dictated by the combamati

side (lhs) of [B) is a gradient descent iteration using tH@efficients, which obey the following rules:., > 0, if
measurementd, vy It has been verified experimentally (seé € Nk, ark =0, if v ¢ Ny andy- cy, arp = LVk € N
for example[[28] for the centralized case) that a few iterati Furthermore, it is assumed that each node is a neighbor

are enough to recover the supparider a certain condition Of itself, i.e., arx > 0, Vk € N. In words, every node
on the restricted isometry constant assigns a weight to the estimates and/or measurements of the

In decentralized/distributed learning, the subset sielect N€ighborhood and a convex combination of them is computed;

and greedy update steps can be furtirrichedby exploiting the resulting aggregate is used properly in the Ie_arningm
the information that is available at the nodes of the nefW® Well known examples of combination coefficients are: a)

work. Recall that, each node is able to communicate affee Metropolis rule, where

exchange data with the neighboring nodes, where a direct 1 if € N, andr # k
link is available. Hence, the signal proxies can be computed max{[Nel, W} . ’
in a cooperative fashion and instead of exploiting only loca ark =4 1= ZreNk\k arg, ifr=Fk,

guantities of interest, spatially received data will takartp 0, otherwise,

in the support set identification. As it will become clear iyng p) the uniform rule, in which:
the simulations section, this turns out to be beneficial ® th _
performance of the proposed algorithms. P ﬁ, if 7€ N,
In the sequel, we present a unified method for sparsity— ok 0, otherwise.
aware distributed learning, adopting the greedy viewpoint
The core steps, through which the algorithms for batch a®d Batch Mode Learning via the DiHaT algorithm
adaptive learning “spring”, are summarized below: In this section, a batch parsity-promoting algorithm, vrhic
« Information Enhancement for Subset SelectionEach We will call Distributed Hard Thresholding Pursuit Algdrit
node exchanges information with its neighbours, in ordéPiHaT), is presented. The algorithmic steps are summdrize
to construct the signal proxy, instead of relying only ofn Table I. In steps 1 and 2 of Table I, the nodes ex-
its local measurements. change their input—output measurements and fuse them under
« Cooperative Estimation Restricted on the Support @ certain protocol. This information fusion is dictated by
Set: At each node, a Least Squares is performed restricté® combination weightsi,., Yk € N, VI € N;. It is
on the support sets that were computed cooperativelyShown later, that if these coefficients are chosen properly,
the previous step. The neighbourhood exchanges th#ienAy ., andy, , tend asymptotically to the average values,
estimates and fuse them under a certain protocol. ie., % Zivzl A, and% Zi\;l y,., respectively. This improves
« Pruning Step: Neighbouring nodes may have identifiecsignificantly the performance of the algorithm, since as the
different support sets, due to the dissimilarity of theinumber of iteration increases, the information relatedhi t



TABLE |

THE DISTRIBUTEDHARD THRESHOLDINGALGORITHM (DIHAT) where the termy,(n) stands for the additive noise process at
each node.
In the literature, for the adaptive distributed learningkta
Algorithm description compiexiy - the following modes of cooperation have been proposed:

hio =0 Teo=be: Axo=Ap Syo=0. spansity level s {Unitiaization} 1) Adapt Then Combine (ATC) [30]: In this strategy, each
Loop node computes an intermediate estimate by exploiting lo-
L G % el {Combine local output measurements}(| A7 cally sensed measurements. After this step, each network
2 A= T o {Combine local input measurementsp(|Aml) agent receives these estimates from the neighbouring
& Son— suop, (s + AL — Ao {identity s argest components} O(mt?) nodes and combines them, in order to produce the final
4 hy, = argming { [, — Arakl? ) supp(h) © Si {Signal Estimation} O(m’l) estimate.

2) Combine Then Adapt (CTA) [29], [31]: Here, the
combination step precedes the adaptation one.

3) ADMM Based [32]: In this category, the computations
are made in parallel and there is no clear distinction
between the combine and the adapt steps.

support set is accumulated, in the sense that the suppdie ATC and the CTA cooperation strategies belong to the
set identification and the parameter estimation procediite wiamily of the diffusion—based algorithms. In these scherties
contain information which comes from the entire network. Iaooperation among the nodes can be summarized as follows:
step 3, thes largest in amplitude coefficients of the signagach node receives estimates from the neighbourhood, and
proxy are selected, and step 4 performs a Least-Squdhgn takes a convex combination of them. In this paper, the
operation restricted on the support set, which is computédC strategy is followed, since it has been verified that it
in the previous step. Next (step 5), the nodes exchange theinverges faster to a lower steady state error floor compared
estimates and fuse them in a similar way as in steps 1,1@.the other methodologies [33].

Notice that, the combination coefficients may be differeoirf

the weights used in input/output measurement combinatian Greedy—Based Adaptive Distributed Learning

((jqf?notetd SSb"*’“)'t. Finally, S”?CIT f[hetzhn(;_dets_tha\:g acﬁ.eis to Our goal here is to reformulate properly the distributed
erent observations, especially in the first iterations/ic reedy steps, which are described in Secfioh Ill, so as to

their mput—output data are not close to the average Valugﬁ‘lploy them in an adaptive scenario. For simplicity, let st fi
the estimated support sets among the neighborhood mayol?

. P ) . Stuss the non—cooperative case. In the batch learnitiggset
different. This |mpl|es th"f‘t in step 5 there IS no guaranm ! the proxy signal is constructed via the available measuntsne
the produced estimate will be-sparse. For this reason, in ste

. . _ ~~'at each nodei.e., the local measurements and the informa-
6, a thresholding operation takes place and the final e=IMabn receivedfrom the neighbourhood. As we have already
at each node is—sparse. A proof concerning the convergen

. . ) . escribed, in online learning the observations are redeive
of the DiHaT algorithm can be found in Section V. 9

) . . . .. sequentially, one per each time step and, consequently, a
fRemalrl; 1:The f?'Ha—E a]!gonthm Leqwcrjes the t.ran‘:‘m'ss,:ﬁraifferent route has to be followed. Recall the definition of
Obm x &, ¢, m COEMICIENLS Trom each node, coming from e, signal proxy, given i {3). A first approach is to make the
input matrix, the output and the estimate, respectivelyeréh following substitutionsA” g, with ay.(n)ys.(n) and AT A,

are two working scenarios to relax the required bandwidth f9vith ar(n)al (n). A drawback of this choice is that the proxy

sucbf: ar:(exghe}nge. Tthhe t?]xchangletc))lf tht? m;or_l:rj\tarlltlontalt(eg ptI%Cconstructed exploiting just a single pair of data, whiaoh i
N DIOCKS, N fine wi € avaraple banaw! constraints, actice carries insufficient information. Another Viewno

?(I:r;i\rzgliviﬁ Sosvaggwar?ﬁsSj\'/r;?anqgggcﬁgsnpzﬁgor;nzuﬁ whlich is followed here, is to rely on approximations of the
’ aEs‘rxﬁpected value of the previous quantities,, E[ay(n)yx(n)],

5 hy, = > b ,‘h, " {Combine local estimates}O(|\|m)
e

6 hy, = supp,(hy,) {Identify s largest components} O(m)

Until halting condition istrue

no effe:\ctlon processmg/memory resources. The alterna_t ar(n)al(n)]. Since the statistics are usually unknown
scenario is to transmit only the obtained estimated, whi

- . . : . d might exhibit time—variations, we rely on the follow-
amounts tom coefficients per iteration step; as S|mulat|or.1n

X : ing approximationsE[a (n)yx(n)] &~ > i, " ‘ar(i)yk(i),
show this amounts to a small performance degradation. Elax(n)a? ()] ~ X", ("ay(i)al (i), where¢ € (0, 1] is

IV. THE ONLINE LEARNING SETUP the so—_called forgetting factor, incorporated in order ieeg
less weight to past values.

'll'h_ls Se}?“ﬁn deEISMW'th an O_?_Imﬁ learning \Ile_zr5|on f‘?r the The modified proxy, which is suitable for adaptive operation
solution of the task. More specifically, our goal is to estena, . .< the following form:

a sparse unknown vectoh, € R™, exploiting aninfinite
number ofsequentiallyarriving measurements collected at the  hy(n — 1) + jix (P (n) — Ri.(n)hy(n — 1)) = h,,  (5)
N nodes of an ad-hoc networkg, [6], [29], [30]. Each
node k, at each (discrete) timénstant has access to the
measurement paity,(n), ar(n)) € RxR™, which are related
via the linear model:

where hy.(n — 1), py(n) and Ry(n) are defined in Table
Il and is i, the step size. The proposed proxy constitutes
a distributed exponentially weighted extension of its cen-
tralized form (addressed if_[28]). Notice thdfl (5) defines
yr(n) = af (n)h. +vi(n), Yk €N, Yn€Z, (4) a gradient descent iteration using the approximate statist



TABLE II - . .
THE GREEDY DIEFUSIONLMS ALGORITHM is linear except from the update d®:(n), which requires

O(m?) operations per iteration. However, exploitation of the
shift structure in the regressor vector allows us to drop the
Algorithm description complexigOMpuUtational cost t@(m), e.g.,[34]. Complexity as well

as the number of transmitted coefficients, can be decreased
if in steps 5 and 6 each node exploits only local information.
0<C<l {Forgetting factor} Regarding the communication cost of the proposed algosthm
each node transmits, overalk m +m? values corresponding

hy(0) =0, pr(0) = 0, R(0) =0 {Initialization}

0<D {Threshold for proxy selection} . ) .
the estimation vector, the crosscorrelation vector and the
For n:=1,2,... do autocorrelation matrix. However, this cost can be signifilya
L puln) = 2 Cpy(n — 1) 4 2ot {Form cross-correlation)  0() d€Creased if one e_pr0|t_s the shift structure of the regrass
- _ _ vectors. More precisely, in that case, instead ofittteentries
Z Bl = 3 bupin) {Combine cross-correlationjO(Nilm) of the autocorrelation matrix, onlgm coefficients need to

3 Ry(n) = 2 (Ryln — 1) + Bl {Form autocorrelaiion}  0(m?) D€ €xchanged due to the Teoplitz structure of the autocorre-
lation matrix, [6], [34]. Finally, another way to bypass the
need for transmission of the autocorrelation matrices aed t
i he(n— 1)), <D crosscorrelation vectors is to compute them at node level.
St = supp, (el = 1) + e (Bil) _ In particula_r, according to _this scenario, each node reseiv
~ Riwhu(n— 1)) {identify large components} - Om) - from the neighborhood the input/output data and computes th
respective quantities. Employing this methodology redube
N nol) communication cost t@m + 1 coefficients, which correspond
S /f:““l)l*(m*“m(”> to the estimate and input vectors and the output. This comes

hpln — 1) {ldentify large components} O(m) i )
- Ry =) at the cost of an increased complexity.

lR(n = 1)le, -
Pi(n) = hyg <7’,f1>+ ‘ Remark 3: Another way to reduce complexity is by up-
r {LMS iteration}  O(s) . . : .
trays,, (M) — ays (Mhyg, (0 —1)] dating the gradient part of the proxy recursively, as it was
8 )= X cuths, () {Combine local estimates} O(\.|s) done in [35] for the centralized case. However, such an
3 e update, although it is computationally lighter, it resuits
9 Sip = swwp, (Ra(m) Py () =0 {Obtain the pruned supportt O(m) glower support convergence, since the resulting expaalgnti
weighted average contains &ll.(¢),t :=1,...,n—1 and not

. only the current estimate.
P,(n) and Ry(n). Assuming that we have at our disposal

the true statistical values,e., p, := ZTGM arrpr and
Ry = ZreNk ar R, then the recursior{5) converges to _ ) ) )
the true solutione.g.,[25]. In practice, we use the previously In this section, .the theoretical properties of the propqsed
mentioned approximate values, since we do not have accée@émes are studied. In a nutshell, we show that the DiHaT
to the true statistics; as it will be become apparent in ttf¢heme converges, under certain assumptions regarding the
simulations section, adopting such an approximation e li N0ise vectors_and a rest_rlcted |somet_ry constant for_thEagee
effect on the comparative performance of the algorithm. ~ value of the input matrices. Regarding the GreeDi-LMS we
Table[Tl summarizes the core steps of the proposed Gred§Ve that the algorithm is unblased.?., it converges in the
Diffusion LMS (GreeDi-LMS). Steps 1-5 constitute tHis- Mean to the true unknown vector. Finally, steady—stater erro
tributed greedy subset selecti@mocess. It is worth pointing Pounds are provided.
out that the Steps 1-4 create, in a cooperative manner, the

basic elements needed for the proxy update and Steps &-6Convergence Analysis: The Batch Mode Learning Case

select thes—largest components. Notice thatis a sufficient! . . :
| g mpe . Y The assumptions on the network and associated weights that
arge parameter, which is used to normalize the estimate in

the proxy computation step, if its norm is larger than thidre needed to establish convergence of the proposed algorit

g are given next.
threshold, and it is employed so as to prevent the proxy fromAssumptions 11 et us define theV x N matrix W, the

taking extensively large values. It should be pointed oat th o o : :
the distributed greedy updates established via the Adapt_coefﬂments formed by the combination weights.. This

Combine LMS (Steps 7 & 8) of [30]. The diffusion Steps 2, jnatrlx satisfies the following assumptions:

and 8 bring the local estimates closer to the global estisnatel) 13 W1 = 1%, wherely € RY is the vector of ones.

based on the entire network [30]. Finally, because we ar&) Wily = 1x.

operating in a network of different nodes, some of them will3) A(W1 — 1y1%/N) < 1, where \(-) stands for the

achieve support set convergence faster than others. Bineref ~ Maximum eigenvalue of the respective matrixg., [36].

at a node level, we pay more attention to thedominant The same assumptions hold f&¥,, with entriesb,. ;. Such

positions via the introduction of a pruning step directlyeaf assumptions are widely employed in distributed learnég,,

the adaptation in the combined greedy update (Step 9). [25], [36]. Methods for constructing the combination matri
Remark 2: The computational complexity of GreeDi—-LMSso as to fulfil these assumptions in a decentralized fashion,

4 Ryi(n)= X bipRyn) {Combine autocorrelation}O(|N|m?)
IEN;,

Else

V. CONVERGENCEANALYSIS



have been proposed,g.,[36]. contrast GreeDi—-LMS enjoys unbiasedness as demonstrated
Fact: [36] Under the above assumptions the following hold below.
N 1) Convergence in the Mean:
lim G, =9 := izyh Vk €N, (6) Assumptions 3: 1) The unknown vectorh, is time-
n—roo = erl invariant, the forgeting factor is set tol, and the
regressors and the noise are ergodic processes,

as well as . n , , -
N Jim 257 yk(i)ar(i) = pr = Elyr(n)axr(n)] with
lim Ay, = A := %ZAT, Yk eN. @) probability (w.p.) 1 and lim 370 ak(i)ai (i) =
n—oo
r=1 Ry, := Elax(n)a}l (n)] w.p. 1, e.g.,[34], [39].

The network nodes, asymptotically, gain access to the mead) The input is a white noise sequencee., R, =

value of the measurement matrix and measurement vector by o, Yk e N. o
reaching consenslls. Lemma 1:Assume that at every timenstant we set

fi(n) = 5oy With Di(n) = 3210 ns e Doy [Ri(n)]ii-

Assumptions 2: 1) The noise termg, are assumed to be Then,3ny € Z (w.p.) 1 such tha@k,n =S8, Vn>ng, Vk €
zero mean and of bounded variance. A typical examplé, whereS is the support set of the unknown vector.
is the Gaussian distributiodoreover, they are spatially The proof is given in Appendix B.
independent over the nodes. The main conclusion drawn from Lemrih 1 is that the true

2) For a large value of, sayng, we assume that support can theoretically be obtained in a finite number of

N N steps. This is a direct consequence of the fact that the proxy
Upn ~ 1 ZATh* + 1 an ~ Ah., Yn > no. converges asymptotically to a vector, which has the same
’ N~ N support as the unknown one. This has two direct implications
rWhich can be explored further in order to reduce computation

resources. First, once the signal proxy has converged teen t

glgorithm of TabléTl becomes identical to the Adapt—Conebin

LMS presented in[[30]. Second, in stationary environmefits,

the signal proxy remains constant for a number of successive

iterations we may stop performing the proxy selection pssce

Yhe algorithm so as to reduce complexity.

Assumptions 4: 1) The input vectors are assumed to be
independent of the noise.

2) (Independence): The regressors are spatially and tempo-
rally independent. This assumption allows us to consider
the input vectorsey(n) independent ofhy(j), V5 <
n — 1. Despite the fact that this assumption is not true in
general, it is commonly adopted in adaptive filters, as it
simplifies the analysis.

3) The step—size at each node satisfies

r=1
This is a direct consequence of the fact, that if the co
bination coefficients are chosen with respect to Assum
tions 1.1-1.3, thetim,, e Tj,., = & Sony Yrs Yk €N
andlim, o0 Ay, = & SN A, VEEN.
In other words, for sufficiently largey, in which the
nodes have almost reached consensus, the noise contr
tion becomes equab the average value of the individual
noise terms. Taking into consideration the Gaussianity of
these terms as well as the law of large numbeig.,,[38],
for a large number of nodesge., N, the average value
of the individual noise terms vanishes out.

Theorem 1:Assume that the matrix satisfies the follow-
ing 3s Restricted Isometry Constaijs < % Yk e N, Vn >
ng, [28]. Moreover,supposethat Assumptions 1.1-1.3 and
2.1-2.2 hold true, then:

h —h <ollh. —h ’ 8 9
IR 1 —hlle, < pllh, — R, (8) 0y < |

where = max, { 893 } < 1 h _ )\max(Rk)
o o 1=, L Theorem 2:Supposehat Assumptions 3.1-3.2, 4.1-4.3 are

T T 1T Nm — T T Nm
[Pin- -y, €RY™ andh, = [hy,... ko ]" €RY™. g0 Then, it holds thalimy,_, . E[hy(n)] = k..
The proof is given in Appendix C.

The proof is given in Appendix A. It follows from Thm.[2 that the proposed algorithm avoids
the major obstacle of (non—-weighte{}-minimization meth-
B. Theoretical Analysis: The adaptive case ods, which cannot guarantee recovery of the correct support

o . andat the same timeonsistent estimation of nonzero entries
As it is well known, under some assumptiorige LMS of h,. In sparse/l; regularized LMS-like algorithms, this

X . h.
converges in the mean and in the mean-squares sense GdN@fected by the introduction of a bias term in the mean
true parameter vector. This property is shared by the diffus converged vector

LMS schemesg.qg., [30]. Nevertheless, the diffusion—-based
sparsity—promoting LMS[]21] is not unbiased, due to the

convex regularization term embedded in the cost function. F Steady-State Error Bound
Our interest now turns into th&—norm of the error vector

L1t should be pointed out that the theorem[inl[36] consideesctise where hy(n) — h, at each node in the steady-state for the algorithm
each node has access and averages a scalar. However, tlie casube in Table II.

readily generalized to the vector case (see for exarple.[3hE matrix case . .
is treated in a similar way as in the vector one, if one vee&srithe matrix Assumptions 5for the proxy selection threshold), we

and combines theesulting vectors. have thatD > 2||h.||¢,, + 1. Notice that knowledge of the



exact value of||h.]|,, is not needed, sinc® can take any A. Performance Evaluation of the DiHaT

value Iarg_er than the previo_usly me_ntion_ed th_reshold. Thislnthefirst experiment, the DiHaT is compared to the Dlasso
threshold is employed .to avoid S|tuat|0n_s, in which eXtrweproposed in[[I8]. Moreover, the performance of the DiHaT
large values of the estimates ocedr, which are aI;o camedd validated in a scenario where the nodes act autonomously
the proxy vector. The next theorem is established in AppencéMth no cooperation; that is when they produce estimates

D. relying solely on their local input—output measurements. A
Theorem 3:Each nodek € N produces ans—sparse ap- petwork with N = 20 nodes is considered, the dimension

proximationh(n) and the following asymptotic error boundyf the unknown vector equals: = 70 and the number
for the whole network occurs: of measurements at each node lis= 55. Furthermore,
e(n) < 2Nmax{3(1 — feAmin) + V2835 (A, 1) [[F+|le, = 10. The coefficients of the input matrid;; follow
keN the Gaussian distribution with zero mean and variahce
N @) Moreover, the noise is generated with respect to the Gaussia
(14 pkAmax) } e (n—-1 distribution and a Signal to Noise Ratio (SNR) at each
k=1 node equal to 20 dB. The combination coefficiemts,, b,

-~ are selected with respect to the Metropolis rulel [36]. It is
+ 2N max {\/5 1+ d2s,0(A 1) (1 + “k/\max)} Z 77:()lle2 worth pointing out that, the combination matrix satisfies th

N =1 properties described in Sectibn Y-A. The performance metri
19N mas {Mk”af@ ) (n)”&} Z leo ()] ©) |s. the average normalllzed Me‘irlzgigﬁ\?rze Deviation, which is
€ : 1 given by MSD(n) = > e TR, and the curves
where ¢(n) — |h(n) — h,le, hn) _ result from averaging of00 independent Monte Carlo (MC)
(AT (n) N RT (n))T € RNm p — [h_fk o h:F]T c RNm runs. The first computer experiment tests the proposedrgain
and EEcz)(n) — [lhi(n) — hulls,. Furthermoreg, x(n) is the based method versus Dlasso. The regularization parameter,

estimation error of the optimum Wiener filtefss ;(A, 1) which is user defined in the Dlasso, is computed via a cross

is the 3sth order exponentially—weighted restricted isometr}/ﬁl'daﬁon procedure, a? propoied [18]' !:Eb.hZ.a liatets h
constant of the measurement matfix|[35}, is the maximum at the DiHaT outperforms the Dlasso, in the sense that

eigenvalue of the input covariance matr;. Finally, the it converges faster to a similar error floor. Furthermore, th
proxy noise disturbancsg, (n) results from the exponentially—D'Ha-l;lIn the sz—f:odqperatwi sce:arlo converges o a hlgzer
weighted combination of nearby cross—correlation vectop&ror floor, which indicates that the cooper_at|on among the
with definition: nodes enhances the results. It should be noticed that, tmt Le
' . Squares operation of the DiHaT takes place in the identified

_ support set, which reduces significantly the dimensiopatit

= t)a,(t . .
pi(n) Tg\; rk LZ; yr(t)ar( )] contrast to the Dlasso, where all operations take placeén th

§ n original space of dimensiom.

Z arg | Ry (n)hy + 1 Z vr(t)an(t) In the second experiment, the parameters remain the same as

' ni— in the first one, but now a lower sparsity levgh. ||, = 20,

TGN}C
— _ is considered. As it can be seen from Hig. 2.b, the Dlasso
o ;\; ark [Br ()b +0r(n)] = Ri(n)h + 1 (n). outperforms significantly the non—cooperative counterpér
T k

the DiHat. Nevertheless, the enhanced performance of the
The first and third term on the right hand side of Hg. (Qooperative DiHaT, compared to the Dlasso, is retained- Int
reminds us the error bound of the Adapt-Combine LM#Eively, the previously mentioned behaviour is a consegeen
[30]. The second term is analogous of the error bound of the fact that a larger support set is more difficult to be
the Hard Thresholding Pursuit algorithni, [28], restrictaa identified, which can be seen from the performance degra-
the complement of the estimated support (correspondingdation of the non—cooperative DiHaT. However, this problem
a batch of data of size), mainly due to the exponentially can be overcome by identifying the support—set coopetgtive
weighted average proxy variant ¢f |28]. In a way, the secomhich enhances the performance of the DiHaT algorithm as
term remedies the pay-off of not having found completely thiustrated in Fig[2.b.
true support set after iterations. In the following experiments, we study the robustness of
the DiHaT and the Dlasso algorithms, by their sensitivity
to non “optimized” configurations. First of all, it is worth
pointing out that a single user—defined parameter is emgloye
in our proposed scheme (the sparsity levglwhereas in the
Dlasso two user—defined parameters have to be tuned. The
In this section, the performance of the DiHaT algorithm isensitivity of DiHaT ons is examined. Moreover, we study
studied in a batch scenario, where the nodes of the netwtiw different choices of a parameter, which will be denotgd b
have access to a fixed number of measurements, whereasd is associated to the ADMM, affect the performance of
the performance of the GreeDi—LMS is tested in adaptithe Dlasso. From Fid] 3, it can be readily seen that the DiHaT
distributed examples. is rather insensitive if one sets the paramettr values larger

VI. COMPUTERSIMULATIONS
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Fig. 2. Average MSD Performance of the DiHat Algorithm
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Fig. 3. Sensitivity of the DiHaT to the parameter. Fig. 4. Sensitivity of the Dlasso to theparameter.

than || h.||¢,,» which here equals ta0. To be more specific,

if s = 12 then the algorithm converges slower, compared fgents at each node. The goal of this experiment is twofold.

the curve occurring by the optimized scenario, where 10.  The first goal is to shed light on the previously mentioned

Furthermore, ifs = 16 then we observe a slower convergencéSue, by evaluating the performance of the algorithms in a

speed and a slightly higher error floor. Nevertheless, ith bgtcenario where each node has access to a small number of

cases, the performance degradation and, consequently, figasurements. The second one is to validate the performance

sensitiveness of the algorithm to the parameteis rather Of @ variation of the DiHaT algorithm, in which the nodes

small. Fig.[5 illustrates the MSD curves of the Dlasso fd#change and fuse estimate vectors solely. This is of sognifi

the optimum choice of, which equals td).3, for c = 0.4 and interest in applications where exchanging measuremeatisiat

¢ = 0.5. As it can be seen, the choice of this parameter affedigt feasible, due to energy/privacy constraints and inates

significantly the convergence speed. where the number of measurements varies from node to node
A drawback of the DiHaT compared to Dlasso is that th@nd data fusion is not possible.

former requires a sufficient number of observations at eachWe consider the experimental set up of the first experiment

node, whereas the latter requires a certain number of datamoere the number of measurements at each node egbals

be spread throughout the network. In particular, the DiHaAs it can be seen from Fig 5, the non—cooperative greedy

requires a RIP condition at node level, whereas the Dlasss dbased algorithms fails to estimate the unknown vector ac-

not make any assumptions regarding the number of measurerately, since the error floor is high. On the contrary, the
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Fig. 5. Performance evaluation in a scenario where the nbdes access
to a small number of measurements.
Fig. 6. Average MSD for the sixth experimerithe stationary scenario.

fully cooperative DiHaT as well as the DiHaT with estimate ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
exchange exhibit an enhanced performance compared to t —o— Proposed

of the non—cooperative algorithm. Indeed, the full coopiesa ,
DiHaT converges relatively fast to a low error floor, wherea
the DiHaT with estimate exchange converges to a signifigan
lower error floor compared to the non—cooperative algorjthr
but larger compared to the DiHaT with data exchange. Finall

the Dlasso outperforms the greedy-based algorithms as
converges to the lowest error.

B. Performance Evaluation of the GreeDi LMS —40f i@@@@%@e@@@e@eel w

In this subsection, we present computer simulations of tt ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
adaptive variant of the proposed algorithm, and compare 0 500 1000 100 2000 2900 3000 3500
against the sparsity promoting diffusion LMS-based schenic
of [21] (SpaDLMS). The performance metric is the aver-
age Mean Square Deviation, which equalsMSD(n) = Fig. 7. Average MSD for the seventh experimeFtie time varying scenario.
1/N S0, ||hi(n) — h.]/> and the curves result from00
MC runs. At each MC run, a new sparsity pattern is gen-
erated and the non-zero elements of the paranfetefor SpaDLMS significantly, since it converges to a lower steady
that run are draws from a multivariate Gaussian distrilbuticstate error floor, at a similar convergence speed.
h.s~N(0,I). In the seventh experiment, we examine the tracking behavior
In the sixth experiment, we consider an ad-hoc netwodf the proposed schemke., the performance of the proposed
consistingof N = 10 nodes. The unknown vector has dimenalgorithm in time—varying environments and the sensitivit
sion equal tomn = 100, with 10 non—zero coefficientsi(% the case where our parameters are not optimized. In order to
sparsity ratio £/m)). The input is drawn from a Gaussianachieve these two goals, the following scenario is considler
distribution, with mean value equal to zero and variancekquNe assume that at the first 1450 iterations the parameters
to 1, whereas the variance of the noise equalssfo = are the same as in the first experiment, with the exception
0.01n, Yk € N, wheren,, € [0.5,1] is uniformly distributed. of the forgetting factor which now equals to = 0.99. At
The combination coefficients are chosen with respect to ttiee next time instant the channel undergoes a sudden change.
Metropolis rule. In this experiment, it is assumed that botBpecifically, the number of non—-zero coefficients equalssto
algorithms are optimized in the sense that the reguladmatiNotice that, the sparsity level for the GreeDi LMS is chosen
parameter used in_[21] is chosen according to the optimwuequal tol5, hence the parameter setting is no more “optimal”.
rule presented in this study, whereas in the proposed &hgori From Fig[7, it can be readily seen that the proposed algurith
we assume that we know the number of non—zero coefficierdgjoys a good tracking speed, since after the sudden change,
The regularization function, which enforces sparsity,Hiesen it reaches at steady state, faster than the SpaDLMS.
similarly to the one proposed in [40Finally, the step—sizes Finally, in the eighth experiment, we study the performance
are chosen so that the algorithms exhibit a similar converge of a modified version of the GreeDI LMS. To be more specific,
speed, and the forgetting fact@r equals tol. From Fig. we assume that the proxy is computed in a similar way as in
6, it can be seen that the proposed algorithm outperforf@s] (see also Remark 3). In that case, the proxy computation

Average MSD (dB)




10

APPENDIXA

20
PROOF OFTHEOREM 1
1 —— Proposed "light"
0&
—<— SpaDLMS
\\ —&— Proposed
- 0\ —+— Proposed centralized
)
O -10f . . >
2 it Let us define the networkwise vectors, =
Q T T T N 7 T T T
g 20 A1y, by, € RY™ andh, = [hi,,...,hy,]" €
z RN™_ Using lemma 4.5 of_ [12]which provides a bound for
-3or the pruned estimateye have that:
40 R, — b, lle, < 2[R, — B, |le, (10)
50 T T F—t— i — ) .
0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 Next, let us define théVm x Nm consensus matrixP,

Iteration Number

which is defined as® = W, ® I,,,, where the coefficients of

tNhe mNatrixWQ constitute the weights, ;. Recall thatPh =
Fig. 8. Average MSD for the eighth experime®erformance evaluation of h, VQE 0, Whe@o - RNWJS thg consensus SLibSpace with
the “light’ GreeDI LMS. definition O := {h e R¥N™ : h = [T, ... RT]T, h € R™}.

Moreover, recall thaf| P|| = 1 (see [22]) and hence

. . . ”En - E*Héz = Hpﬁn _h*”fz
involves operations between vectors and the complexitpsiro . .
to O(m). The parameters are the same as in the fifth experi- = |Ph, = Ph.|le, < ||, = h]le,-  (11)
ment, and this modified algorithm is compared to the GreelRy 5 node, say:. It holds that:
LMS and the SpaDLMSFurthermore, we include the GreeDI | ) R ) R )
LMS, operating in a centralized mode, the performance 6ftk.n —hsllz, = [(hipn —hi)s, 12, + | (R —hi)se, 12,
which serves as a benchmaiie step—sizes where chosen so _ _ (12)
that the decentralized algorithms exhibit a similar cogeece Next, we will exploit results from([28, Theorem 3.5], where
speed. Finally, the step-size for the centralized algmriththe distance between the estimate and the unknown vector
equals to that of the decentralized one. Fig. 8 illustrates;, restricted on the estimated support set or the complementar
the GreeDI LMS outperforms both the “light” version of theof this set, is givenSo, following similar steps as iri_[28,
GreeDl LMS and the SpaDLMS. Furthremore, the “lightTheorem 3.5], and taking into consideration Assumption 2.1
GreeDI LMS converges to a lower error floor compared to thighich states that fon > n, the noise term is negligible, the
SpaDLMS. Finally, as it is expected, the centralized athoni €rror term supported on the estimated support set satisfies
outperforms all the decentralized ones, since it exhibisster H(;%n —h)s e < 525”;%” — hlle,. (13)
convergence speed.
Remark 4:1t should be mentioned that the enhanced perfdiloreover, according td [28, Theorem 3.5], the second term of
mance of the GreeDi LMS, compared to the SpaDLMS, comi¢ right hand side i (12) satisfies
at the expense of a higher complexity, since the compleXity o he —h < 25+ lh _h 14
the latter algorithm is of orde® (). Finally, the complexity ”(_k_’n Jseunllea < _ 3sllain 1 _ Hé (_ )
of the “light” version of the GreeDI LMS i€)(m) and each Combining [I2){(1#) we arrive at the following inequality
node transmits, at each time st@m coefficients, whereas the 5
SpaDLMS requires the transmissionf coefficients. [Akn — hlle, < 203,
k,n * [0y = 1_ 52
2s

|hkn—1 — Plle,- (15)

Taking into consideratioh (15), for the whole network we dav
VII. CONCLUSIONS 262
1—63,

By, — B lle, < I;?e%({ } By = Bele,. (16)
This work presented greedy methods for linear parameter

estimation. Two operational modes were studied. Under the
batch mode, where each node has access to a finite numbé\l
of measurements, as well as on adaptive learning, where mea-
surements arrive sequentially and the estimates are L‘DdatFth—h*Hez < max
dynamically. The behavior of both schemes was analyzed keN
theoretically and via simulations. The conditions, undbarol

the batch algorithm converges are given whereas the adapince by definitions{®™ < 5%;];’”), e.g., (see for instance
algorithm is shown to converge, in the mean sense, and erfd8]), and by assumptiorﬂélz’" < %, vk € N it follows
bounds are derived. Future research will be focused onils;par§h ¢ 2(k,n) 1 and th i leted
promoting algorithms for nonlinear distributed systems. almaxken < 1, andhe prootis completed.

ow, combining inequalitied (10)[_(IL1),_(116) it follows

ggalkom)

1— éggkn) ||hn71 _h*”fz' (17)
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APPENDIXB the same support set &s implies that these two vectors will
PROOF OFLEMMA 1 be arbitrarily closex > ny, for a sufficiently largen. If the s
largest in amplitude coefficients of the proxy, do not caieci
with the positions of the true support set, then a coefficient
of the proxy, say in the position, ¢ S will be larger in
amplitude than a coefficienf, € S. This contradicts the fact

Under Assumption 3, we have thalﬁm [Rk( Vi = o}
(w.p.) 18. so, recalling the definition oﬁk( ) we observe

lim 7g(n) = lim Y bpp— Z ()i that the previously mentioned vectors will be arbitrarilgse,
rEN =1 since their distance will bat least largerthan the amplitude
B B ,  of the coefficientiy of the proxy.
— Z br k— anggo r )]u — Z br,ko'»p-
reNk reNg
(18) APPENDIXC
PROOF OFTHEOREM 3

Now, since hm Ry(n) = hm > ven;, brpRe(n) =

Notice that from the previous Lemmén > ng, Yk € N
D rens, brkoy I “and from KIB) it can be readily observeqpg gigorithmic scheme drops to the Adapt-Combine LMS
that o _ presented in[[30]. Now, let us define the networkwise error
o i (n) By (n) = L. (19) vector i(n) = [hT(n) — AT,.... A% (n) — KT|T € RN™.
. Using similar arguments as ih [30] we have that> n, the
— <
The vector used for the proxy computationj i (n—1)]lz, < error vector for the whole network can be written as follows

D, can be rewritten as ) )
hic(n = 1) + i (n) (Be(n) — R (m)hi(n = 1)) fim) = P (B(n 1) = MD(h(n ~ 1) + G(n))) . (26)

= (Im — fic(n)R(n)) hi(n — 1) + fu(n)pr(n)  (20) where M = diag{p L, ..., unIm},
and if [[h(n — 1)|ls, > D: D(n) = diag{ai(n)af (n),... an(n)a’k(n)},

G(n) = [aT(n)vi(n),... a(n)on(n)]T and P is the
hi(n—1) - _ B hip(n—1) Nm x N'm consensus matrix, which contains the combination
The(n — D, + fix(n) (pk(”) — Ry (n) [P (nn — 1)||Z2) coefficientsc, ., Yk € N,Vr € Ny, e.g., [22].
B _ hie(n —1) 3 _ Taking expectation if(26) and taking into consideratiaa th
= (In — fir(n) Ry (n)) CES + i ()P, (n) assumptions we have that

@D Blh(n)] = P (Inm — MD) Elh(n = 1)}, ¥n = ny (27)

_ Let usf_irst Stl_de the case whejfky (n—1)[|¢, < D. Taking where Iy, is the identity matrix of dimensioWm x Nm
into consideration[(19) and_{R0) and the fact thiai,(n — ,,qp .— diag{Ry, ..., Ry?}. According to [30, Lemma 1]
Dlle. < D, we have that the matrix P (In,, — MD) is a stable matrix, i.e., all its

nh_{%o (hi(n — 1) + fir(n)(By,(n) — Ri(n)hy(n — 1))) eigenvalues lie inside the unit circle. Iteratingl(27) weait

22) IERM)]lle; < Amax (P (Inm — MD)) | E[R(n — 1)]e,

1 _ n—no 7
— lim ﬂk(n)ﬁk} (n) _ Zﬁka (23) < )\max (P (INm MD)) ”E[Q(nO)]Héz — 07 n — X
n—oo
Tk The last relation completes our proof.
where 77 = Y . n; br koi and p, = > ren, brkpi-
Obviously, if |k (n— 1)||¢2 > D and if we combmel]]g) with APPENDIXD
1), g si\nl::ekljlmltho;:curs From the Wiener—Hopf equation, STEADY STATE ANALYSIS
e.g., , it holds tha . . . .
g ] Fix an arbitrary nodek € N, by employing the triangle
_12 D = _2 Z bk Ryh. (24) inequality, it holds for the local error that
£ e _ lr(n) = hulle, < || (Yr(n) —hs) 5, |l
Nevertheless, from the diagonality of the matrides, Vk € + || (hr(n) )e || 28)
N (Assumption 3.2), it can be readily obtained frdml(24) that F 5%
1 Let us analyse each individual term of the right hand side of
supp ( ka) =S (25) ([@3). We obtain the following cases:

e [lhi(n—1)| < D:
Following identical steps as in_[28, Thm. 3.8] it holds
that

Equations[(ZB) and (25) complete our proof, since the proxy
converges to a vector, which has the same support shkf, as
and obviously, after a finite number of iterations thdargest
in magnitude coefficients of these two vectors will coincide | (5 (n) — h*)\§§ e, < V20351, n)|[g(n — 1)
Intuitively, the fact that the proxy converges to a vectoithw -

Rl + [Tl (29)

2All the results from now on, hold (w.p.X. To avoid repetition this
statement is omitted. o ||he(n—1)|| > D.
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Again, following similar steps as in_[28, Thm. 3.8] wewhereeq ;(n) := yr(n) — al(n)h. in the adaptive filtering

obtain that: literature is referred to as the estimation error of theroptn
1 () — h*)\gg e, < Wiener solutionh, to the normal equations
n Rih =py (33)
V2 {sm) | 28D | el | wi
A |y ||, Tl with Ry = Elag(n)af(n)] andp. := Efyi(n)ax(n)]. The
2 (30) recursion of Eq.[(32) can be written in terms of the weight—
error-vectors
Recall that ||hx(n — 1) > D 1
> 2||h.|ls, + 1. Exploiting the triangle inequality, & (n) = [[we(n) = h|le, (34)
it holds that P (n) = ||hr(n) — bl (35)
H —h.|| <1+ |hslle,. Additionally we invoke theDirect—Averagingmethod [39],
Ak (n £ provided that the step size, is small, where the regression
and correlation termsay(n)al (n) in Eq. (32) are approximated
with its average (the autocorrelation matit;). Hence, Eq.
[hr(n —1) = hlle, = [[Pr(n = 1)]e (32) becomes
Hh*le > Hh*Hb + 1. El(cllgk (TL) < (1 _ ,U,]g)\mm)él(jgk (n _ 1) I Mk”azlgk anz (n)|eo,k(n)|
The previous inequalities imply that " r ’
turlays,  (May g5 Mlelh, s, o
[tz =, <m0 -k oo
t2 and \,.;, is the minimum eigenvalue oR; [39, p. 168],
and combining this with[{30), we obtain that assuming that that it is non singulare( \,,;, > 0). Note
| (r(n) — ha)iae |l that unlike the batch variants of the proposed algorithrto(in
IS : their centralized formi.e. [28], [41]), the proposed algorithm
< \/5[5357,6(,\, n)||hi(n —1) — ke, is not applied to a fixed block of measurements. Therefoee, th
analysis of the proposed algorithm needs to take into adcoun
+ 4/ 1+ das (A, n)||ﬁk(n)||z2} . time dependencies at the supportgf(n). The changes in the

support of the local estimate across differerdre considered
via the following expression:

(1)
€k|§k,n(n)

Hence, the inequality if (30) holds for both the proxy setect
vectors.

Remark 5: The proxy noise disturbancg,(n) involves a
double averaging (across neighbour and exponential agerag< (1 = peAmin)
on each time instant) of two independent variables.

+ (h* - hk(n - 1))|§k’n71

+ (hk(n - 1) - h*)

’(h’k(n - 1) - h*)\gk,n |Shn—1

+mllals leleorn)
2 |

Next we analyse the first term of the right hand side of +Hk||ak|§k,n ("wa\gk n(n)|\g2|\h*‘5\§m||z2

Eq. (Z8). At each iteration, the Least-Mean-Square regeirsi : 37)
relation (restricted at the local estimated support%et) a . o
Y5, (M) =hyg, (n—1) KISk, e {Ek\gk,n(n -+ 2€k‘§k,n71(n a 1)}
k,n k,n
- +urllags  (0)lleleor(n)]
+pkays, () [ye(n) —als (Mg (n—1)
| k,n k‘sk,n | k,n + ||a = (TL)G,T (n)H Hh R ||
(31) PrllQy S, ., E|S\Sk.n L2115\, 1162
(38)

updates the coefficient vector. Next we rewrite the regict )
LMS iteration in term of the error vectdupy.(n) — h.), s Ngw we want to express the fourth term of Hg.1(38) in terms of
to obtain e e,(c )(n—l). From Theorem 3.8 of[28] and the direct-averaging

method, one can write
(¥r(n) —hi)y s, = (h(n—1) —ha)g,
+ urayg,  (n) [yk(n) - a;;F|§k,n (n)hy,s, , (0= 1)}
= (hg(n—1)— h*)|§km + HEG S, (n) [yk(n) - af(”)h*]
+pays, (1) [af (b, —al  (Whys, (01— 1)] V2o [ O35k (A m)elS) (0 = 1) + /14 62 (A, n>||m<n>|ez]
= (In — mays,, (Malis () (hu(n—1) = ha)s, (39)

+ :Ufkak‘é\k,n (”)eo,k (TL) + :Ufkak‘@c,n (n)aas\gk)n (n)h*|$\§k)n
(32)

T
lays, . (Male s Mlelhss,, |

< [ Rilles| (1(n) = i), les = Amaxeyys, (n)
g k,n



By combining Eqgs.[(38),[(39)[(29) in EJ._(28) we obtain[g]
the following recurrence

0
e,(cl)(n) < (1 = pAmin) {el(flgkn(" -1+ 26;2“),;,6)%1(" - 1)} 1ol
+ \/§63s,k(/\7 n) (1 + pikAmax) 61(3) (n—1) [11]

+V2y/1+ 6257[€(A7 n) (1 + Mk Amax) Hﬁk(n)”fz
+ukllags,  (m)lleleon(n)] (40) 12
Note that, the following two inequalities holdgjg (n—

[13]

kyon—1

(2)
and Ek\§k,n

& (n) < [301 = Avmin)
V2835 1A 1) (1 4+ fi Amax) ] D(n-1)
+2

tuillalls, (0)lesleo(n)]

1) <ePn-1) (n—1) < e (n—1) so that

[14]

[15]

1+ 525,k(/\7 n) (1 + prAmax) [|75(1) | e,
(41)

[16]

Finally, for the whole network we have 7]

(18]

N

(1 fedmae) } D e (0= 1)

k=1

[19]

N [20]
2 VBT s (1 )} 3 0

[21]

N
T
+ 2N max {elaflg, ()l } Z eos(m)] (42)

[22]
We arrived at Eq.[{42) by recalling Remark 3. The second
term on the right hand side of the E.{42) reminds us t

steady-state error of the HTP algorithm1[28] (mainly beeaus
we are using an exponentially weighted average proxy varian
of [28]), whereas the first and second term are introduced dad
to the usage of the diffusion LMS algorithm instead of the LS

estimator. [25]
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