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Abstract—This paper studies the problem of distributed classi-
fication with a network of heterogeneous agents. The agents seek
to jointly identify the underlying target class that best describes
a sequence of observations. The problem is first abstracted
to a hypothesis-testing framework, where we assume that the
agents seek to agree on the hypothesis (target class) that best
matches the distribution of observations. Non-Bayesian social
learning theory provides a framework that solves this problem
in an efficient manner by allowing the agents to sequentially
communicate and update their beliefs for each hypothesis over
the network. Most existing approaches assume that agents have
access to exact statistical models for each hypothesis. However, in
many practical applications, agents learn the likelihood models
based on limited data, which induces uncertainty in the likelihood
function parameters. In this work, we build upon the concept of
uncertain models to incorporate the agents’ uncertainty in the
likelihoods by identifying a broad set of parametric distribution
that allows the agents’ beliefs to converge to the same result
as a centralized approach. Furthermore, we empirically explore
extensions to non-parametric models to provide a generalized
framework of uncertain models in non-Bayesian social learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

Non-Bayesian social learning provides a scalable approach
for distributed inference of boundedly rational agents with het-
erogeneous sensing modalities interacting over a network [/1]].
In this setting, agents receive a stream of partial observations
conditioned on true state of the world. Each agent uses its
private observations and network communications to construct
a set of beliefs on a finite set of possible states of the world or
hypotheses. The agents’ goal is to jointly identify a hypothesis
that best explains the set of observations, resulting in an
estimate of the true state of the world.

Collaboration happens when an agent combines its neigh-
bors’ beliefs (a normalized aggregated likelihood of the state
of the world) at each time step via a fusion step. The agent
then updates the combined beliefs (prior) with the likelihood
of their most recent private observation, resulting in a posterior
belief. This enables a scalable learning approach that does not
require a priori knowledge of the network structure or the
agents’ past observations, which avoids the “double counting”
problem faced in Bayesian social learning [2]]—[5].

Several social learning (fusion) rules have been proposed
in the literature, including weighted averages [1]], [6], ge-
ometric averages [7]-[9], constant elasticity of substitution
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models [[10], and minimum operators [11]], [12]. These learning
rules have been applied to undirected/directed graphs, time-
varying graphs [13]], [14], weakly-connected graphs [[15], [16],
agents with increasing self-confidence [17]], compact hypoth-
esis sets [18]], and under adversarial attacks [19]-[22]. Each
approach presents a variation of one of the above learning
rules and provides theoretical guarantees (asymptotically) that
the agents will learn the true state of the world.

The fundamental assumption in these approaches is that
the parameters of the likelihood models for each hypothesis
are known precisely. For example, each agent may collect
a large set of labeled training data or prior evidence for
each hypothesis, which allows them to identify the precise
parameters. However, collecting prior evidence is costly, and
often training happens with limited data, which can lead to
inaccurate inferences [23]].

Incorporating uncertainty into the statistical models has
been studied from a non-Bayesian perspective in the fields of
possibility theory [24], probability intervals [25], and belief
functions [26]], [27]] by expanding beyond probability theory
to identify fixed intervals of uncertainty for each parameter
of the likelihood function. Other modeling approaches follow
a Bayesian perspective, which models the uncertainty in the
parameters as a second-order probability density function [28]].
This second-order probability density function is typically a
conjugate prior of the likelihood model, allowing for a mathe-
matically convenient approach to computing the posterior dis-
tribution of the parameters conditioned on the prior evidence.
Then, the uncertain likelihood function can be computed as
the posterior predictive distribution [29]], which marginalizes
the likelihood over the unknown parameters.

Recently proposed approaches have incorporated uncer-
tainty into non-Bayesian social learning theory through the
concept of uncertain models [22], [30]-[33]. An uncertain
model consists of an uncertain likelihood ratio as the like-
lihood model of each agent, which tests the consistency of the
prior evidence with a stream of private observations collected
in the testing phase. This ratio aims to identify whether the
prior evidence and the private observations are drawn from the
same/different distributions and consists of a posterior predic-
tive distribution normalized by a prior predictive distribution.

Initially, uncertain models were developed to handle cate-
gorical observations and prior evidence drawn from multino-
mial distributions [[30] and were later extended for data drawn
from univariate Gaussian distributions [32]. These models
were implemented into a non-Bayesian social learning rule and
studied for static and time-varying graphs [31]. Additionally,
the social learning rule with uncertain models was adjusted to
handle communication constrained environments [33]] and ad-
versarial agents [22]. These works showed that the asymptotic



beliefs of each agent in the network converge to a weighted
geometric average of their uncertain likelihood ratios when
using a geometric average social learning rule, resulting in a
one-to-one relation with the centralized solution. Furthermore,
when the agents become certain in their models, i.e., know the
likelihood parameters precisely, the agents can learn the true
state of the world, providing a consistent result with traditional
social learning.

In this work, we build upon [30], [32]] by identifying a
broad set of parametric distributions that enable learning with
uncertain models. Additionally, we identify conditions that
allow the agents to include model uncertainty 34|, i.e., the
true statistical model is not within the parametric family of
distributions. The uncertain models are implemented into a
non-Bayesian social learning rule and show that the results are
consistent and that the works presented in [30], [32] are special
cases of the uncertain models presented herein. Additionally,
we provide an algorithmic representation of how to implement
uncertain models in a practical setting for continuous and
discrete observations. Finally, we extend the uncertain models
to handle data drawn from non-parametric distributions and
empirically show that the main results hold.

This paper is organized as follows. Section [lI| provides the
problem formulation, while Section presents the general
uncertain models. Section [[V]implements the uncertain models
into non-Bayesian social learning and provides the asymptotic
properties of the beliefs. Section[V]shows the algorithmic steps
to implement uncertain models with examples of data drawn
from both discrete and continuous distributions. Section
provides a non-parametric framework for uncertain models and
Section includes a numerical analysis of both parametric
and non-parametric models. Finally, we conclude the paper in
Section and discuss future work.

Notation: Bold symbols represent a vector/matrix, while
non-bold symbols represent its element. All vectors are col-
umn vectors unless specified. The indexes ¢ and j represent
agents and ¢ represents time. We abbreviate the terminology
independent identically distributed as i.i.d.. We use [A];; to
represent the entry of matrix A’s ith row and jth column. The
empty set is denoted as ©.We denote the Kullback-Liebler
(KL) divergence as

Dicu(p(o)a(2) = [ ple)tog (z@) dr, ()

where p(z) and ¢(z) are two probability distributions over .

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION
A. Classification as a Non-Bayesian Learning Problem

We consider a group of m heterogeneous agents connected
over a network with the task of classifying a source of
information into one of M possible classes @ = {61, ..., 0 }.
An agent ¢ collects sensor measurements about the source
modeled as a sequence of realizations of a random variable
distributed according to an unknown probability distribution
Q*, conditioned on the source being of a class 6*. Note
that heterogeneity of sensor modalities available at the agents
implies that measurements of different agents could be drawn

from different random distributions, i.e., Qi might be different
from @7 for j # i due to different sensing phenomenology.

This classification problem can be abstracted into a dis-
tributed hypothesis testing framework, where each target class
0 € © for each agent ¢ is represented as a parametrized
distribution P’ (-|¢}), where ¢}, is the set of parameters known
by the agentﬂ For example, if the agent considers that each
class 0 is a Gaussian distribution, the set of parameters are
oy = {mib, (\y)~'}, where mj and X, are the mean and
precision, respectively. Under this setup, the common objective
of the set of agents is to solve the following optimization
problem jointly

0 = arg minZDKL QP (-l¢)), 2)
be® =

where Q¢ is the unknown distribution of the observations
conditioned on the target class. Later in the next subsection we
will describe the sources of uncertainty for the non-Bayesian
social learning problem.

Indeed, finding a solution of implies finding a class
whose conditional likelihood function is statistically similar
to the distribution of the observations conditioned on the true
class. To achieve this objective, each agent ¢ utilizes their
sensing device to receive a stream of i.i.d. observations over
discrete time ¢ > 1, w!, = {wi,...,w!}, where each w’ for
7€ {1,...,t} is drawn from the ground truth distribution Q°.
In order to achieve a unique solution to (2, we impose the
following assumption.

Assumption 1. The intersection of the optimal hypotheses for
each individual agent has a unique element 0%, i.e., the set
Nicas @7 = {07}, where

®; = argmin Dycr, (Q°[| P*(:|5))- 3)
0e®
is the set of indistinguishable hypotheses of agent 1.

Assumption [1| states that each agent could potentially solve
a local problem using local information only. However, there
is no guarantee that the solution to the local problem is unique,
i.e., one individual agent might not have the capability to
identify 6*. However, we assume that collectively the network
can collaborate to identify a unique hypothesis that represents
the ground truth. Therefore, 8 is the unique solution to (2.

We assume agents interact over a graph G = {M,E},
where M is the set of agents and &£ is the set of edges
connecting the agents. If (¢,7) € &, then agents ¢ and j
can communicate to each other. We denote agent i’s set of
neighbors as M* = {j|(i,7) € £,Vj € M} and each edge
is assumed to be weighted and modeled as an adjacency
matrix A. Furthermore, we assume the following properties.

Assumption 2. The graph G and matrix A are such that:
1) A is doubly-stochastic with [A]ij =a;; >0 fori#jif
and only if (i,7) € E.
2) A has positive diagonal entries, a;; > 0 for all i € M.
3) The graph G is connected.

'We assume that the parametrized distribution for each agent may vary due
to their heterogeneous sensing capabilities.



Assumption [2] states that the adjacency matrix is ergodic,
i.e., aperiodic and irreducible, and it is a common assumption
in the literature [|14]]. This allows every agent to aggregate their
local information throughout the entire network. Note that our
assumptions are applicable for either directed or undirected
graphs G.

The theory of non-Bayesian social learning provides a
framework that enables the agents to jointly solve (Z) in a
distributed fashion. Here, each agent i holds a belief y(6)
at each time step ¢, which represents the probability that
the target class 6 is the ground truth. We denote the set of
beliefs for each agent i at time t as p: = {ui(0)}voceo.
As seen in Figure El, at each time ¢t > 1, each agent @
updates their beliefs using a social learning rule that consists
of fusing their neighbors beliefs from the previous time step,
piy = {11 }vjem:, and scaling the combined beliefs with
the likelihood of a new observation P?(w?|¢}). One common
belief update rule in non-Bayesian social learning is based on
a geometric average of the beliefs and is defined as follows,

pi(0) o< Pl(wildp) [T wi_.(0)). )
jEMI

Once the beliefs are updated, the agent transmits ! to their
neighbors and the process is repeated. The update rule in (@)
has the property that the belief of the target class 6 that solves
the optimization problem will converge to 1 almost surely
for every agent, while the remaining beliefs converge to 0,
allowing for the agents to learn the ground truth [35].

B. Uncertainty in Non-Bayesian Social Learning

The current framework of non-Bayesian social learning
theory does not account for two types of uncertainty that
are commonly found in practical applications: 1) Epistemic
uncertainty in the parameters gb?, of the likelihood models for
each 0, and 2) Model uncertainty associated with the family
of distributions P*(-|¢by).

Recall that in the non-Bayesian social learning setup, each
agent is assumed to have a parametric family of distributions
corresponding to the conditional distributions for each possible
target class. However, such models are usually built from train-
ing data. Epistemic uncertainty arises when the agents have a
limited/finite amount of training data, vy = {rj; }r—1,. ri|,
for each target class § € ©. If the agent estimates the
parameters of the likelihood model using r), there is a
probability greater than O that a belief for a hypothesis 0 # 0"
updated using @) will converge to 1, while the ground truth
belief converges to 0. Therefore, it is necessary to adjust the
belief update rule @) to account for the epistemic uncertainty
in the parameters of the likelihood models by incorporating
uncertain models (see Section [III).

Model uncertainty arises naturally when the underlying
physics or background knowledge of the ground truth distribu-
tion is unknown or partially known to the agents, resulting in
misspecified likelihood models [34]]. Additionally, when the
agents have finite prior evidence, the uncertain models may
be within a family of distributions such that there is not be
a 0 € © such that Q° = P'(-|¢}) [36] [37, p. 88], requiring
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Fig. 1. Example of social learning for hypothesis testing. The world
selects a state 0*, and each agent sequentially observes realizations wé of
a random variable whose probability distribution is conditioned on 6*. Each
agent constructs and shares a set of beliefs p,; over a social network to
cooperatively select the hypothesis that best describes the set of observations.

the agents to adjust the belief update rule to handle this
uncertainty.

For example, after acquiring a finite number of samples r},
for each hypothesis 0, it is reasonable that the agent i may
assume that the data is distributed according to a Normal
distribution with unknown mean mj, and standard deviation
ol such that ¢y = {m}, o} }. However, it is entirely possible
that the underlying ground truth distribution Q? is a student-t
distribution or some otherwise arbitrary distribution with mean
and variance given by d)f,. Nevertheless, as long as there is a
unique set of parameters ¢j. = {mj.,cb.} that minimizes the
KL divergence between the ground truth distribution Q% and
the parameterized distribution P?(-|¢}) for hypothesis 6 = 6*,
learning can occur/}

The overall goal of this work is to incorporate both
epistemic and model uncertainties into non-Bayesian social
learning theory and provide theoretical guarantees on the
convergence properties of the uncertain beliefs.

III. GENERAL UNCERTAIN MODELS

In this section, we present a general class of uncertain
models and their asymptotic properties for a single agent
that has collected a limited amount of training data for each
class [30]-[32]. For simplicity and ease of presentation, we
drop the subscript ¢ in our notation for the remainder of this
section. Later in Section [[V] we extend this to the distributed
setup.

A. The Uncertain Likelihood Ratio

The first step in deriving the uncertain likelihood ratio is to
identify the parameters ¢, of the likelihood model P(-|¢).
Consider that the agent has collected a set of prior evidence
ro = {rko}ti—=1,.,r, (training data) for each hypothesis
0 € O, which consists of a set of i.i.d. samples drawn
from the distribution Qé, where the amount of prior evidence
|rg| collected for each hypothesis may vary. Then, we make
the following assumption about the likelihood models that
allows the agent to model their epistemic uncertainty in the
parameters ¢g.

Assumption 3. The set of sufficient statistics of the family of
distributions P(-|¢) is finite.

2The parameters ¢¢l9* associate to the Maximum Likelihood estimate of the
parameters given an infinite amount of observations w®.



Assumption [3] implies that there exists a conjugate distribu-
tion to P(-|¢) that models the distribution of the parameters
¢ [38]]. Therefore, we can take a Bayesian approach to mod-
eling the epistemic uncertainty in the parameters by utilizing
the prior evidence ry to compute the posterior distribution

F(Blib(xs)) = %P(mw@(d)), )

where Z(rg) = [ P(rg|®)fo(p)de is the normalization
factor; P(rg|¢) is the assumed family of distributions; and
fo(e) = f(@|v(2)) is the conjugate prior of P(:|¢p) with
hyperparameters (<) chosen s.t. the prior is uninformative
with full support over the parameter space ®. Note that
conjugate distributions allow for the agent to simply update the
hyperparameters of the posterior as a function of the amount
of data present, for example the prior evidence ry as in ().
Examples of the update equations for specific parametric
distributions are presented in Section

Then, because the parameters are only known within a
distribution f(¢|¢(rg)), the agent must use a posterior pre-
dictive distribution in lieu of the likelihood model to form the
uncertain likelihood, i.e., the uncertain likelihood of a set of
measurements wi.; for t > 1 is defined as

Blwialrs) = A Plwidl®) f(Bli(re)dp.  (6)

Normally, the agent would then construct a likelihood ratio
test by normalizing the uncertain likelihood over the set of
hypotheses. However, when the amount of prior evidence
varies between hypotheses, i.e.,
the uncertain likelihoods become incommensurable since they
do not have a common standard of measurement, as shown
in [30]]. Instead, the agents evaluate each hypothesis indepen-
dently and normalize the uncertain likelihood by the model of
complete ignorance to form the uncertain likelihood ratio as
follows

P(wi.|re)
P(wi.t|rg = 2)
where ﬁ(w1:t|r9 = 0) = [3 P(w1.|®) fo($)de. The model
of complete ignorance is defined as a prior predictive distri-

bution of the measurement sequence conditioned on the agent
collecting zero prior evidence.

Ao(t) = , )

B. The Uncertain Likelihood Update

Thus far, we have derived the uncertain likelihood ratio
based on an agent collecting a set of measurements w?., up
to time ¢ > 1. However, in the typical setting, the agent will
sequentially collect a single measurement at each time step,
requiring that uncertain likelihood ratio to be decomposed into
a recursive function.

This is achieved by first expressing the uncertain likeli-
hood (6) as follows,

Plusdlra) = | Plarl$) ] Pleor|) £ (l6(x0))deb

~

= P(wi_1lrs) [p P(wr|) f( Sl (w1, 0 }))deb,
(8)

where the first line is due to the i.i.d. observations, while the
second line is achieved from Bayes’ rule by substituting the
following

t—1
1 P(w- 1) f(#le(re))

= f(plv({wit-1,70})) P(wl:t—1|¢)f(¢\¢(r9))d¢
= f(plY({wrt-1,10})) P (wlt 1|ro), ©)

and the fact that P(wlzt_l\rg) is a constant for a given
sequence of observations wi.;—1. Similarly, we can write the
model of complete ignorance as follows,

P(wiy|re = @)
— Plwiiilrg = @) A Plwr|d)f(dlt(wi_1))d. (10)

Then, we can rewrite the uncertain likelihood ratio in the
following recursive form,

Ag(t) = Lo(wi) Ao (t — 1), (1D
where we define the uncertain likelihood update as
o) — J2 PElBS @ (wrerodds

J5 P(wil@) f(@lih(wi-1))ded

C. Asymptotic Properties of the Uncertain Likelihood Ratio

Next, we compute the asymptotic properties of the uncertain
likelihood ratio. First, we must state the following assumptions
regarding the statistical models for each hypothesis 6.

Assumption 4. For each agent and all § € ©, the following
properties hold:

o The distributions Q) and P(w|¢y) are bounded, i.e., Q) <
o0 and P(w|¢y) < oo for all values of w, and
o The distribution Q is absolutely continuousf’j with respect

to P(w|dy).

Assumption [4] ensures that both distributions @ and P(-|¢)
for all § € ® do not include any singularities and that the
support of ) is within the support of P(:|¢y).

Assumption 5. There exists a unique set of parameters @g-
and ¢y for each agent and 6 € © such that

bo- = arg;ninDKL(QllPCI(ﬁ)), and

bp = al”g;niIlDKL(QGHP('ld)))v (13)

where ¢g could equal pg~.

Assumption [5] means that the set of parameters that min-
imize the KL divergence between the ground truth and the
likelihood models for 6* is unique. Furthermore, the set of
parameters that minimize the KL between the underlying
models Qg and the likelihood model for 6 is unique

3A measure g is dominated by (or absolutely continuous with respect to)
a measure X if A\(B) = 0 implies u(B) = 0 for every measurable set B.

“Note that when the KL divergence is greater than 0, the likelihood models
are misspecified and model uncertainty is present.



Assumption 6. For each agent and all 6 € ©, the likelihood
function P(:|¢y) and the conjugate prior fo(¢p) abide by the
regularity conditions as stipulated in [39)], [40].

Assumption [6] holds when the distributions are sufficiently
smooth and Assumption [5] hold. For a detailed list of the
regularity conditions, please see Appendix

Next, we make the following proposition regarding the
asymptotic properties of the conjugate distributions.

Proposition IIL.1. Let Assumptions hold. Then, the pos-
terior distribution of ¢ has the following properties:

(a) When prior evidence is finite, i.e.,
of observations grows unboundedly, i.e., t — oo, the
posterior distribution f(p|({w1.,r9})) converges in
probability as

Jim f(@lv({wit, 10})) = dg,. ()

where g, is the Kronecker delta function centered at ¢
and ¢y. is defined in (13).

(b) When an agent is certain, i.e.,
distribution f(p|1(re)) computed before collecting ob-
servations converges in probability as

i F(@1(x0) = 8, (6).

where ¢y is defined in (13).

Proposition follows from the Bernstein-Von Mises
theorem [23]], [37]], [39]-[44]], where the posterior distributions
are asymptotically normal with a covariance decaying to O
asymptotically. Moreover, the mean is the maximum likelihood
estimate that minimizes the KL divergence. This indicates that
there exist families of parametric distributions that allow for
the posterior (or prior) predictive distribution to asymptotically
converge to the likelihood function evaluated at the exact
parameters. Now, we are ready to analyze the asymptotic
properties of the uncertain likelihood ration in (7).

Theorem IIL.2. Let Assumptions hold, and assume that
the amount of prior evidence for each hypothesis 0 € © is
finite, i.e., |rg| < 0o. Then, the uncertain likelihood ratio ().
converges in probability as

(14)

(15)

Ag = lim Ag(t) = it (r ))

t—00 f0(¢0*) (10
Proof. First, the uncertain likelihood ratio is written as
Ap(t) = J& P(w1:t|®) P(r|9) fo(¢)dep
Jo P(wit|®) fo(@)de [4 P(re|d)fo(d)ded
_ Jo Pold) (9l (wr.n))ds -
Jo P(rold)fo(d)dp

by simply applying Bayes’ rule to update the posterior dis-
tribution f(¢|¥(w1.¢)). Then, using property (a) of Proposi-
tion the posterior distribution converges in probability
to a delta function as t — oo, i.e., lim;_o0 f(P|tV(w1t)) =
0,. (¢). This results in converging in probability to

Ag(t) — P(r9|¢9*)7

.l (18)
P(rp)

where P(ry) = [ P(ro|®) fo(¢)dep. Then, if we multiply the
right hand side of (I8) by fo(¢y«)/fo(¢y-) and apply Bayes
rule (see @), (16) follows directly.

O

Following the same logic as in Theorem [[II.2] we now
provide a consistency result.

Corollary IIL2.1. Let Assumptions @} [6|hold and assume that
the agent is certain for each hypothesis 6 € ©, i.e., |rg|=00
Then, the uncertain likelihood ratio has the following

property:

lim
t—00,|rg|—o00

Ao (t)=00, if ¢y =
Ag(t) =0, if Py # Py-.

Proof. First, noting that the prior evidence ry and private
observations wi.; are i.i.d, the order in which the data is
received is also independent, allowing the limiting operations
to be interchanged such that Theorem [[IL.2] can be leveraged.
Thus,

¢y, and

lim
t—00,|rg|—00

19)

[ (g |1(ra))
fo(g-)

Noting from Proposition [[IL1] that f(¢-|1)(rg)) converges in
probability to dg,(¢), the numerator in ([20) either diverges

to oo if ¢y. = ¢, or converges to 0 otherwise. Then, our
result is achieved since fo(¢y-) to be strictly positive and
bounded. Note that this result is also achieved when the limit
as |rp| — oo is applied first, thus justifying the interchange of
operations. O

lim
\r9|~>oo

lim Ag =
\r9|~>oo

‘ l‘im Ag(t) =
[‘9 — o0

. (20)

Theorem shows that the uncertain likelihood ratio
eventually converges to a finite value when the amount of
prior evidence is finite, and the number of observations grows
without bound. When the ground truth parameters ¢,. lie
near the mode of the distribution f(¢|w(ry)), the ratio will
converge to a value greater than 1, indicating that the prior
evidence and the observations are consistent. However, when
the parameters ¢. lie within the tail of f(¢|w(rg)), the
ratio will converge to a value much less than 1, indicating
that the distributions are inconsistent with each other. Then,
Corollary shows that as the amount of prior evidence
grows without bound, only the hypothesis with parameters
Py = Pp = argmingg Drr(Q||P(-[¢)) will have a ratio
> 0, allowing the agents to learn the set of hypotheses
indistinguishable with the ground truth, i.e., ®. These results
are consistent with but more general than the uncertain models
presented in [30]], [32].

IV. NON-BAYESIAN SOCIAL LEARNING WITH UNCERTAIN
MODELS

In this section, we switch back to the networked setting
and present a belief update rule that adjusts to handle both
epistemic and model uncertainties (c.f. Section [[I-B).

Consider that each agent 4 collects prior evidence rj) and
constructs a belief ;4(6) = 1 for each hypothesis § € ©
at time ¢t = 0.Then, for each time step ¢ > 1, each agent se-
quentially (i) communicates their beliefs to their neighbors, (ii)



receives a new observation, and (iii) updates their beliefs using
a social learning rule. This results in each agent 7 having access
to the information v}, ,(0) = {wj 1, rh, {u](0)}vjemi} for
each hypothesis # € © at each time step ¢ + 1. Then, agent ¢
updates their belief 1! +1(0) using the following update rule:

pi1(0) = Ch(wipy) T wd (@),
JEM?

21

where the product on the right hand side of (21)) represents a
geometric average of their neighbors beliefs and ¢} (w} 41) is
the uncertain likelihood update defined in (I2)). Note that the
social learning rule (21I) differs from (2).

With the proposed social learning rule stated, we now
present the convergence properties of the beliefs with uncertain
models. Note that auxiliary lemmas and proofs are provided
in the appendix for ease of presentation.

Theorem IV.1. Let Assumptions [2] and hold and assume
that the amount of prior evidence for each agent i and
each hypothesis 0 € © s finite, i.e., |r| < oco. Then, the
beliefs generated with the update rule have the following

property;

1
m

(22)

t—o0

lim pf(0) = | [] A
j=1

in probability for each i € M, where KZ) is defined in (16).

Theorem [[V1] states that the beliefs reach consensus and
converge to the geometric average of the agents’ asymptotic
uncertain likelihood ratios. In fact asymptotically, the beliefs
have a one-to-one relation with the centralized uncertain
likelihood ratio defined as follows

lim Po(wi.py ooy W |Th, oy ThY) :ﬁj\é 23)
t=oo Py(wiy, o, w9, ..., @) %

The centralized solution follows from the fact that the ob-
servations of each agent are i.i.d. and independent over the
network.

Since each of agent i’s uncertain likelihood ratios converge
to a finite value when |rg| < oo, V8 € O, every agents’
beliefs will converge to a value between (0,00) and are
interpreted in the same fashion as discussed in Section [II|
after Corollary Informally, a much greater belief than
1 provides evidence that the prior evidence and observations
are consistent, i.e., drawn from the same distribution, while a
value much less than 1 provides evidence that the data sets are
inconsistent. Just as before, the agents cannot decide on the
hypothesis that exactly matches the ground truth with finite
evidence. However, when all of the agents become certain,
ie., |r§\ — oo Vi € M,0 € O, learning the ground truth
hypothesis is possible, as captured by the following theorem.

Theorem IV.2. Let Assumptions hold and assume that
every agents is certain, i.e., |vh| — oo Vi € M. Then, the
beliefs for each agent i € M generated using the update rule
have the following property:

oo if 8 =06%

HOOHEJHQO p(0) = { 0 otherwise (24)

in probability.

Theorem indicates that the collective group of agents
can uniquely identify the ground truth hypothesis since the
agents’ beliefs for every § # 6* will converge to 0 and
only the hypothesis § = 8* will diverge to co. This result is
consistent with traditional non-Bayesian social learning theory,
indicating that general uncertain models allow agents to learn
asymptotically.

V. IMPLEMENTATION OF UNCERTAIN MODELS

This section provides the computational steps required to
determine the uncertain models for implementation. Once the
steps are formalized, the policies for multinomial and Multi-
variate Gaussian likelihood models are presented to provide
examples of discrete and continuous uncertain models.

A. Steps to identify the Uncertain Likelihood Update

Step 1: Select n a family of probability distributions. The
first step requires identifying a reasonable family of parame-
terized distributions suitable for the particular application, i.e.,
Pi(-|@). First, the sensing device dictates whether a discrete
or continuous distribution family describes the measurements.
For instance, photon counts of an infrared detector are Poisson
distributed, while pressure measurements of an acoustic sensor
lead to a continuous distribution. The underlying physics of the
phenomenon observed provides insights into a proper family
of parametric distributions to model the measurements for dif-
ferent world states. One should be conscious of balancing the
dimensionality of the parameters with the ability to distinguish
between the various world states. Furthermore, note that the
family of the likelihood model must abide by Assumption [6]

Step 2: Determine the natural conjugate prior. Next, it
is well known that when the likelihood model has a fixed-
dimensional set of sufficient statistics, there ‘exists a conju-
gate prior distribution [38], fo(¢") = f(¢'|¥(2)), where
(@) = 1} are the natural hyperparameters and are chosen
such that the prior is uninformative. The conjugate prior is
chosen based on the parameters that are unknown to the agent.
For example, if the family of likelihoods is Gaussian with
unknown mean and known variance, the conjugate prior is also
a Gaussian distribution. A detailed list/discussion of conjugate
prior distributions can be found in [38]], [45].

Step 3: Determine how to update the hyperparameters.
The benefit of using conjugate priors is that they are closed
under multiplication, which enables the posterior distribution
f(¢'1(x)) computed based on a set of data (observations
and/or prior evidence) x to be in the same family of distri-
butions as fo(qbi), with hyperparameters that are updated in a
simple recursive form. Consider that the agent has previously
collected data points x, which lead to the hyperparameters
¥*(x). Next, the agent collects a new set of measurements
xt. Then, there exists a function g(x*, % (x)) s.t.

U ({xF x}) = g(x T, 9 (x)).

Initially, the agent collects a set of prior evidence rj), which
leads to the prior hyperparameters '(rj)) = g(r}, 1)),

(25)



where 1§ are the set of vacuous hyperparameters that pro-
vide a noninformative prior. Then, the agent sequentially
collects observations wé at time ¢ > 1 and updates the
hyperparameters of the uncertain likelihood (6) according to
U({rh, wi ) = glwi, 0 ({rh, i, 1}). At the same time,
the agent also keeps track of the hyperparameters of the
model of complete ignorance (defined below (7)) according
0 ¥i(wh,) = g(wh ¥ (W, ). Examples of g(x*,v/(x))
can be found in the following subsections.

Step 4: Compute the normalization factor Z(x*,x).
When the agent collects a new data point x™ and has
previously collected the data set x, the posterior conjugate
distribution is computed as follows

Pi(x*|¢") Pi(x|¢") fo(¢")

P& 0 (1, x)) = e 7

(26)
where

263 = [ POIO0P I fo( @0 @)
is the normalization factor. In many situations, Z(x*,x) can
be analytically computed, see [38]. However, if Z(x™, x) does
not have a closed form, the agents must use numerical meth-
ods to compute the normalization factor, which significantly
increases the runtime performance.

Step 5: Compute the uncertain likelihood update. Next,
the agent can simply compute the uncertain likelihood up-
date @I) as a ratio of normalization factors. In this case, x*
is substituted with the measurement w;_ ;. Then, if we expand
the priors in (12)), as shown in (26), and replace the data set x
with {w?.,,r}} and w?,, for the numerator and denominator,
respectively, the uncertain likelihood update becomes,

Z(w§+17 {‘*’li:tv ré})Z(wizt)
Z(wiy,wi)Z({wiy,Th))

ly(wiyy) = (28)

B. Multinomial Uncertain Models

The first example consists of the multinomial uncertain
models presented in [30]. Here, we assume that the prior
evidence ry = {rjy,...,r,} for each hypothesis § € ©
represent a set of counts and each observation w} € {1, ..., K}
is categorical where K > 2. This results in the agents assum-
ing the family of multinomial distributions as their likelihood
functions with parameters ¢y =7y = {m},|Vk = 1,..., K},
where 7, is the probability that an observation is drawn
from the k-th category and Zlew}'w = 1. The natural
conjugate prior of the multinomial distribution is the Dirichlet
distribution

P ) = Sy TLEDAEL @9

k=

_

where the normalization factor Z(¢'(x)) = B(y(x)) =
(T, T(¥i(x)))/T(C e, i(x)) is the multivariate beta
function. Initially, the hyperparameters ¥§ = (i, ..., %)
are vacuous and set to ¢, = 1 for each category k, which
applies a uniform distribution over the probability simplex of
the parameters 7r’.

Next, the agent computes the initial hyperparameters due to
the prior evidence as ¢ (r}) = rj+¢§ = (riy+1, ..., riy+1).
Then, when the agent collects a new observation wi = k at
time ¢ > 1, the hyperparameters are updated as follows

V' ({wi = k,a}) = ' () + Ok,

where J;, is a vector of zeros with a 1 located in element k, i.e.,
the hyperparameters represent a set of counts of the combined
data set {w!, x}.

Then, utilizing the fact that

(30)

Z(x) B($7(x)) X+ K
the uncertain likelihood update becomes,
P nt,+rig+ 1)+ K
gg(wt_i_l — k') _ ( kt k6O )( ) (32)

(gl +t+ K)(ng, +1)

where n}, is the set of counts of category k from data set
wj.;. For a detailed derivation, please see [30].

C. Multivariate Gaussian Uncertain Models

Next, we consider that the prior evidence and observations
for agent ¢ are drawn from a d-dimensional Multivariate
Gaussian distribution with unknown mean and variance, i.e.,
¢' = {m’ X'}. The natural conjugate prior of the Multi-
variate Gaussian distribution is the Normal Inverse Wishart
distribution [46) p. 133] defined as

(@) = N (mﬂw(x), &F) W (218(x), v(x)

v(x)F+d42
—rle)tdt2

1 1 i—1
= 20 exp (—2257" (=" S(x))) X

exp (—K(ZX) (m1 — w(x))/ (Ei)_l (ml — w(x))) ,
(33)

=

where

2 (x)) = 2°F°Tp <v(2x)) (f(i)) . ’S(X)\_$
(34)

is the normalization factor and T'y(«) =
pd@=DATT T((2a + 1 — 4)/2) is the multivariate
gamma function. The initial hyperparameters are defined
as ¥y = {w0,ko,v0,S0}, wWhere woy is the prior mean,
ko and vg are factors of how strongly we believe in the
priors, and Sy is the prior mean for X°. A noniformative
prior [37] (suggested by Jeffery’s) would suggest selecting
the parameters oy = 0, kg — 0, v9p — —1, and |Sg| — 0,
which results in an improper prior. However in practice, it
is suggested to use a weakly informative prior [46], where
Ko 1S set to some small number, vg = d + 2, and oy and
So are set based on some intuition of the data. In this work,
weset ko =1, 19 =d+2, wwg =0, and Sy = I to be the
hyperparameters of the model of complete ignorance, where
I is the identify matrix.
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Fig. 2. Various partition structures tested

Next, the agent computes the initial hyperparameters due to
the prior evidence as follows

K(ry) = wo + [rpl;  v(rh) = vo + [ry;
Koo + |Th|T)
K(rp)
S(ry) = So + S(rp) + kowowy — H(ré)w(ré)w(ré)/%
(35)

w(ry) =

where S(r}) = STr i, (ri,) and 7 is the sample mean of
the prior evidence.

Then, when the agent collects a new observation w® at time
t > 1, the hyperparameters are sequentially updated using the
following recursive functions

(i xh) = 00 + 1 vt x)) = vl) + 1
oy K09 () Tl
et = e
S({w} ) = 8(0) + wi(wl) + KGO x)eo(00
— rl{utx) (s x) (. x)) GO

such that the data sets x are x = {wi,,_;,rj} and x = wi,,_,
respectively.

Next, we exploit the fact that a multivariate Student ¢-
distribution can be written as a Gaussian mixture [46] resulting
in the ratio of normalization factors (34) taking the following
form

xt,x N
Z<Z(>£)) =t (xT, w(x),S(x)), 37)
where 7(x) = v(x) —d + 1 and
S(x) = K(x) +1 S(x).

K(x)(v(x) —d+1)
Finally, the uncertain likelihood update is computed as,
ta({w;t,r;})(wiﬂ’W({wli:t’ rp}), S{wi.i,rh}))

to(wi,,) (w§+1, wi(wi,), SH(wi,))

%(“’iﬂ) =
(38)

VI. NONPARAMETRIC FRAMEWORK FOR GENERAL
UNCERTAIN MODELS

Thus far, we have restricted the parametric family of dis-
tributions P*(+|¢}) for each agent i to meet the regularity
conditions of Assumption @ However, the best parametric
family of distributions may not be known a priori. While any
distribution can be modeled by multimodal distributions, such

< y=3 < » y=3
: S
Ay =1 2 V=13
y=-3 < y=-3
v v 4 vvvvy v
x=-3 Ax =1 x=3 x=-3 Ax = 6/13, x=3

(c) 8x8 Grid (d) 16x16 Grid

as a mixture of Gaussians, the complexity of the resulting
conjugate prior grows exponentially with more observations.
Furthermore, it can be the case that the natural conjugate prior
does not lead to an analytically computable normalization
factor Z(x*|)?(x)). Therefore, this section presents a non-
parametric approach to simplify the problem by modeling
these challenging distributions as histograms with multinomial
likelihoods.

A. Modeling Uncertainty in Nonparametric Data using Multi-
nomial Uncertain Models

In this setting, we assume that each agent collects a set of
prior evidence for each hypothesis, where each observation lies
in a d-dimensional Euclidean space. Our goal is to partition
the Euclidean space into a set of finite rectangular cuboids
that allow prior evidence and future private observations to be
mapped to a histogram. This then allows the agent to model
the data as a multinomial distribution, which abides by the
regularity conditions.

Consider that each agent i defines a rectangle R’ =
[elyel, 1% o x [ef consisting of all x € R? such that

d
Cl,le X [Cl7cmd]
< alh < _ for all h = 1,...,d, which represents the

m
space that conta}ins majority of the prior evidence of every
hypothesis. Then, let agent ¢ define a set of hyperplanes c¢;, =
{ch,ch, ...,k }forall h =1,...,d such that the rectangle R;
is partitioned into a rectilinear grid, which is a tessellation
of the space into rectangular cuboids. We assume that the
rectangular cuboids in R’ are congruent. Now, consider that
each hyperplane | = 1,...,m; in dimension h = 1,...,d,
ie., clh, extends beyond the rectangle R' to partition the
entire Euclidean space into a set of K = HZ:1(mh +1)
rectangular cuboids. This results in rectangular cuboids outside
of the rectangle R; that are not congruent with the inner
cuboids. An example of a 2D Euclidean space partitioned into
a rectilinear grid is shown in Figure 2] where the black dotted
lines represent the hyperplanes along each dimensionE]

Once the Euclidean space is partitioned, the prior evidence
for each hypothesis is mapped to a histogram where each
bar represents the number of times the prior evidence falls
within the specific rectangular cuboid. Now, we can represent
the prior evidence as a vector of counts r§j = (ri, ..., 7%,),
where k = 1, ..., K is the index of the rectangular cuboid. This

5In general, the dimension of the Euclidean space d, number of rectangular
cuboids K, and location of hyperplanes cj, in each dimension h could vary
between agents. However, for ease of presentation, we assume in this work
that they are the same for all agents.
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transformation allows the observations to be analogous to data
being drawn from a multinomial distribution parameterized by
a vector of probabilities 7} = (7i,,...,m%,). The posterior
distribution of the parameters, i.e., f(m§|r}) defined in (29),
are modeled according to a Dirichlet distribution, which abides
by the regularity conditions, allowing our main results to
hold [30], [31]. Therefore, the agents can implement the
multinomial uncertain models, as presented in Section
The main challenges associated with approximating a non-
parametric distribution are as follows:
1) How to design grids to distinguish the hypotheses, and
what are the effects on the general beliefs as K increases?
2) Should the hyperplanes be uniformly spaced inside R?, or
should they be selected based on the sample distribution
of the prior evidence, e.g., a Voronoi cell?
In this preliminary study, we initiate the investigation of the
first challenge above and leave a complete analysis of both
challenges for future work.

VII. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS

This section presents two numerical studies to validate
the network’s convergence properties with uncertain models
empirically. First, we consider that the underlying ground truth
distribution is Gaussian to verify that the results hold for well-
specified likelihood models. Then, we consider that the ground
truth distribution could be multimodal, non-parametric, or have
a normalization factor that is hard to compute, to verify that
the results hold for misspecified likelihood models.

Fig. 4. Social network structure considered in the numerical examples.

A. Well-specified likelihood models

We begin by considering a network of 4 agents connected
according to a directed cycle graph with self-loops, as seen in
Figure[d] In this example, we assume that the possible states of
the world lead to three possible observation distributions, ()1,
(2, and Q3. Each distribution is modeled as a multivariate

TABLE I
DEFINITION OF MULTIVARIATE GAUSSIAN PARAMETERS
, 1 0
@ | m=[ o 21:{0 J
1.1 0
Q2 | me=[0 O] =]
N 1.5 01,
@ | mz=[0 0 Xs=)¢" g
TABLE II

DEFINITION OF HYPOTHESES FOR EACH AGENT

| Agent 1 | Agent2 | Agent3 | Agent 4

01 Q1 Q1 Q1 Q1
02 Q1 Q2 Q1 Q1
03 Q1 Q1 Qs Q1

Gaussian distribution, i.e., Q. ~ N(m,,,X,,), where the
mean and variance for each model is provided in Table [I|
Furthermore, We assume that the observations for each agent
¢ are drawn from the first distribution, i.e., wﬁzt ~ Q1.

Each agent is assumed to possess three hypotheses about the
state of the world, i.e., ® = {60,05,03}, such that 6; = 6*.
The underlying distribution for each hypothesis seen by each
agent 4 is one of the three distributions given in Table [[I] It is
easy to see that social learning via the rule (21) is needed for
the agents to collectively identify the true state of the world.

We conducted five experiments, where each simulation
consists of each agent collecting a random amount of prior
evidence for each hypothesis drawn from a uniform ran-
dom variable within the following ranges, [1,500], [500, 10?],
[103,10%], [10%,105], and oo, respectively. The first 4 ranges
are used to validate the results of Theorem numerically
and present the effects of how the amount of prior evidence
changes the overall point of convergence, while the final
experiment is used to validate the results of Theorem |[IV.

We conducted 10 Monte Carlo simulation for each exper-
iment, where the observations w?., were regenerated during
each run. Here, we assume that the agents’ likelihood models
are well-specified, i.e., the likelihoods are Gaussian. Therefore,
the agents implement the uncertain likelihood update (38)),
presented in Section [V-C|

Figure [3] shows the ensemble average beliefs of each agent
for each hypothesis. The first result seen is that the agents’
beliefs are converging to the asymptotic point of convergence
(H?:l Aip)M/Y for each experiment and hypothesis, numeri-
cally indicating the correctness of Theorem [[V.1] Additionally,



108————————————;—'—‘-r
e
—1 1 —
) > )
= = < 10°F
3 3 3
. . 10—10
10° 102 10* 108 10° 102 104 108
t t
(@) 01 = 0* (b) 02 (c) O3
| Ir)| € [1,500] rh] € [500,10°] |r)| € [10°,10Y] == |r}| € [10%,107] [rjl = oo

-

Fig. 5. Belief evolution of Gaussian uncertain models. The solid lines represent the beliefs ui(@), while the dashed lines represent the asymptotic point of

convergence (1_[;1 7\@)(1/4)_

TABLE III
DEFINITION OF MIXTURE MODELS.
Mixture Q1 Mixture Q2 Mixture (3
my; = [-1.5 —1.5] my; = [-1 —1] m3; =mi;’
mio = |[—1.5 1.5]° 5, = 0.12 0 mos = [—1 1|’ 5, — 1.37 0 ms2 = mi2 S = 0.25 0
miz = [1.5 —1.5] =10 012 mos = |1 —1]° 2710 137 | mg3 =ms 371 0 02
miy = |1.5 1.5}’ moyg = |1 1]’ ms3q = mjg
p1 = [0.25 0.25 0.25 0.251 P2 = p1 p3 =p1
Gaussian Fit of Mixture Q1 Gaussian Fit of Mixture Q2 Gaussian Fit of Mixture Q3
- R = 2.37 0 - , = 2.37 0 - R = 25 0
= [0,0] B = [ 0 2.37} 2 = [0,0] B2 = [ 0 2.37} s = [0,0] B3 = { 0 2.5}

as the amount of prior evidence grows, the beliefs for 6; are
diverging toward infinity, while the beliefs on 6, and 63 are
decaying to O at a rate of the average KL divergence, indicating
the correctness of Theorem

Figure [3] also shows that when the agents have a low
amount of evidence, the beliefs converge to value > 1 and are
considered consistent with the ground truth hypothesis and
cannot be ruled out. When the agents acquire enough prior
evidence for 6 # 0*, the beliefs eventually converge to a value
< 1 allowing them to identify hypotheses that are inconsistent
with the ground truth.

An attractive property of the beliefs generated by the
uncertain likelihood ratio can be seen in Figure [3[b). For prior
evidence \ré| < 102, the beliefs monotonically increase to the
asymptotic point of convergence. Then, when |r}| > 103, the
agents have acquired enough evidence such that the beliefs
“peak-out” and reach a maximum value before decreasing.
Even though they reach this peak value, it is still possible
that the beliefs will converge to value > 1, as indicated by
the experiment with |r}| € [10%,10%]. This property is also in
Figure Ekc), except here, as the KL divergence increases, the
amount of prior evidence needed to evolve to the peak value
decreases. This property indicates that the hypothesis with the
largest peak value is the closest to 6*. This will be explored
further with active learning approaches as future work.

B. Misspecified likelihood models

In this experiment, we followed the same setup as be-
fore, however, we assume that the three possible states
of the world, @1, @2, and Q)3 are distribution according
to a four-component Gaussian mixture model, i.e., @Q,, =
23:1 PN (M, o, By ), Where p,, . is the mixture prob-
abilities. The parameters of the mixture models considered
are defined in Table First, we consider that the agents

make a naive assumption that the observations are drawn
from the family of Gaussian parametric models, although the
possible hypotheses are multi-modal. The Gaussian fit of each
mixture is shown in Table and represents the parameters
that minimize the KL divergence between the underlying
mixture and a Gaussian distribution. In this setting, the agents
implement the uncertain likelihood update (38) presented in
Section [V-C

The belief evolution for the misspecified Gaussian models
is shown in Figure [5] As seen, all of the properties discussed
for well-specified Gaussian models hold here, numerically
indicating that Theorems and hold. However, due
to the abstraction of the underlying distribution, the agents
cannot distinguish between #; and 6, for any amount of prior
evidence because both hypotheses exhibit the same mean and
covariance. Therefore, when the assumed parametric family of
distributions is misspecified, modeling uncertainty may result
in confusion between hypotheses with a probability of > 0.

To overcome this issue, we then implemented the non-
parametric approach presented in Section where we par-
tition the observation space and treat the cell occupants as
samples drawn from an unknown multinomial distribution.
We varied the number of rectangular cuboids between K =
{4,16,64,256} by constructing a 2 x 2, 4 x 4, 8 x 8, and
16 x 16 grid as shown in Figure 2} Here, we set the center of
the grid to (0,0) and the rectangle R* = [—3, —3] x[3, 3] for all
i € M. The boundary hyperplanes were chosen to encompass
most of the samples generated from the distribution for each
hypothesis. Then, the agents utilize the uncertain likelihood
update (32).

Figure [6] presents the evolution of the beliefs for each
hypothesis and each grid. The rows represent a single hy-
pothesis, while the columns represent the grid size. Starting
from the left, we can see that the beliefs with the coarsest
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grid size for all hypotheses, i.e., 2 X 2, result in the agents not
distinguishing the ground truth. Then, as one increases the
number of grids, the maximum value of the beliefs increases
for each experiment. This is because of the slope increases as
the dimension of the multinomial distribution increases.

In this case, as the grids become finer, the non-parametric
approach can distinguish the ground truth from 65, unlike the
naive Gaussian assumption presented in Figure[5] However, the
beliefs of 63 require sufficient prior evidence and finer grid size
to distinguish it from the ground truth. With a 4 x 4 grid and
finite prior evidence, the beliefs converge to a value of > 1 or
close to 1, indicating that the hypothesis may be consistent
with the ground truth. Once we move to the 8 x 8 grid,
the agents can distinguish 63 for the case when |r})| > 103,
indicating that a finer grid size might result in the beliefs
converging to a smaller number. However, when we implement
the 16 x 16 grid for 63, more prior evidence is required to
distinguish the hypothesis from the ground truth. The grid
size must be fine enough to distinguish the prior evidence but
not too fine to require more than the available prior evidence.
Furthermore, the computational complexity increases for finer
grids. The selection of best grid size in terms of type I and II
errors will be investigated as future work.

VIII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

This paper generalizes earlier work on uncertain mod-
els [30], which utilizes the theory of non-Bayesian social
learning to provide a distributed hypothesis testing framework
with a network of heterogeneous agents receiving a stream
of observations from a general class of measurement distri-
butions. We assume that the agents have limited amounts of

training data to learn the parameters of the likelihood models
for each hypothesis, requiring uncertain models to act as their
surrogate likelihood function. We first present the general
uncertain models and identify a set of regularity conditions
that guarantee that the agents will learn the true likelihood
model asymptotically, while accurately encompassing their
epistemic uncertainty when training data is limited. Then, we
implemented the uncertain models into non-Bayesian social
learning and showed that the agents could infer the true
state of the world asymptotically. Additionally, we show that
as the agents become certain about the parameters of the
likelihood models, the beliefs are consistent with traditional
non-Bayesian social learning, and the network learns the
ground truth hypothesis. We then provided a detailed road map
to guide the network designer to implement uncertain models
and examples for continuous and discrete measurement distri-
butions. Finally, we provided an initial study on extending the
uncertain models to non-parametric measurement distributions
and showed numerically that our framework provides the same
properties as the parametric case.

As future work, we will expand upon the non-parametric
framework to further study the main challenges presented at
the end of Section [VI] This includes identifying the trade-offs
in grid design and the number of bins based on Type I and
Type II errors and providing error bounds. Additionally, we
will investigate active learning approaches that utilize these
error bounds to determine if an agent must collect more prior
evidence to distinguish the ground truth hypothesis.
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APPENDIX A
PROOF OF THEOREM [[V.1]

First, we present the following lemma to show that the
general models have the same properties as the multinomial
and Gaussian uncertain models presented in [30], [32]

Lemma A.l. Let Assumption hold. Then, the uncertain
likelihood update for each hypothesis 6 € ® and each agent
i € M have the following properties:

o 1 if | < oo,
A o(@lwie—) = 715&%% otherwise, (39

in probability.



Proof. The first condition when |rj| < oo is easily obtained
since the uncertain likelihood update converges in probability
to

Ja: P'(@i16")dg;. (64" Pi(wi|p.)
Joi Pi(wilg")og;. (#')dg"  Pi(wildp.)’

according to Proposition [[ILI] property (a). Similarly, the
second condition is trivially obtained due to property (b) of

Proposition [[TL.] O

Next, we include the following lemmas to help prove
Theorem Finally, we include the following two lemmas.

lim KZ( f)

t—o0

Lemma A.2 (Lemma 5 in [14]). For a stationary doubly
stochastic matrix, we have for all t > 0

1
At — —11'|| < V2m\

m

(40)

where || - || is the spectral norm, A = 1 —
positive constant s.t. if [A];; > 0, then [Al;;

Lemma A.3 (Lemma 3.1 in [47])). Let {vx} be a scalar
sequence. If limyg_ ooy = v and 0 < [ < 1, then
. k z

limy o0 g 811 = 125

Proof of Theorem[I[V1] We start by taking the standard 2-
norm between the log-beliefs and the log-average asymptotic
uncertain likelihood ratios, i.e.,

;glog(l\ie(t + )1
:H<1_;>Ibg%@+1»+

> (AtT - 771111'> 1og(eg(f))H

T=1

< [oses(t + 1) + 3

T=1

47712, and nis a
2 1.

H 10g(ﬂt+1(9)) -

Atf'r o

- esteacen

t

<V2m (Z AT || log (Lo (T

T7=0

DI =X Los(es (O] ]
(1)

where I is the identity matrix and £o(7) =
(03 (wh), ..., 05 (wm™)]’. The first inequality follows since
the norm of (1 — (1/m))I is less than 1, while the the final
inequality is achieved using Lemma Furthermore, since
lim;_, o |[log (€o(t))]] = O in probability from Lemma
then

t
. t—T1 —
Jim §_O>\ [[log (£o(7))]| = 0

in probability from Lemma Finally, since A < 1
from Lemma and ||log (£4(0))]| is bounded according to

Lemma [B.2]
lim A" ||log (€4(0))|| = 0 in probability.
t—o0

Then, by the continuity of the logarithmic function, this
i 1/
implies that lim; o, p,(0) @ ((H;nl A{g(t)) )1 =1

in probability and the desired result is achieved, where @
indicates the Hadamard division.
O

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF THEOREM [[V.2]

Next, we prove Theorem where |r})| — oo Vi € M.
First, we present the following corollary and lemmas that
show that the general uncertain models are consistent with

multinomial and Gaussian uncertain models presented in [30],
[32]].

Corollary B.0.1. Let Assumptions hold and agent i is
certain for every hypothesis 0 € O}, ie., |ri
the uncertain likelihood update % (w?) converges in probability
tolast— oo.

Lemma B.1. Let Assumptions hold and the agent i is
certain about a hypothesis 0 € O, ie., |ré| — oo. Then, the
expected value of the log-uncertain likelihood update has the
following properties,

Eq:flog(¢5(wi)] = Dicr (@[ P (wilwi1))) -
Dt (Q'| P (@il
in probability, where Pi(wilwt, ) =

Jpi Pi(wi|¢") f(@'|9(wh., |))d¢ is the denominator of
the uncertain likelihood update (12)), and

Jim Egllog(65(w}))] = Dicr (/]| P*(15.)))

— D (Q')|P' (1)), @3)

(42)

in probability.

Proof. First, using condition (b) of Proposition|III.1} as |r§| —

o0, the uncertain likelihood update converges in probability to
P* (wi|¢p)

lim £} (w)) = =——1- .
Pz(w“wll:tfl)

v} |—o0

(44)

Then, taking the expected value of {@4) results in
Pl
= [ e < (I¢t)) ) o
P (wilwiy—1)

After adding and subtracting Q'(w)log(Q*(w)) inside the
integral, we achieve

Eq: [log((5(w))]

o llog(£h(w}))

= Dict(Q 1P (Wit 1)~
Dic1(Q 1P/ (wI6)))

Then, from conditioAn (a) of Proposition|lII.1] our desired result
is achieved since P'(wj|w].; ;) converges in probability to
Pi(-|¢py-) as t — <. O

Lemma [B.T|indicates that as time ¢ becomes very large, the
accumulation of likelihood updates log(¢j(w)) can be approx-
imated as exp(t(Dx L (Q']| P (:|¢p-) — DrL(Q'l| P (|¢p)) +
€)) for some ¢ > 0, where ¢ — 0 as t — oo. This
means that if D7, (Q!|P'(-|dy)) > € + D (Q| P (-|dgy-),



then the beliefs will decrease exponentially based on the KL
divergence.

Next, we provide the final property of the uncertain likeli-
hood update that is necessary to prove our main result.

Lemma B.2. Let Assumptions 4 and [ hold. Then, the uncer-
tain likelihood update is finite and strictly positive value with
probability 1 for any t > 1 and all 0 € © and i € M, i.e.,
0 < 04 (wh) < oo.

Proof. First, consider the condition when [rj| < oo and
t < oo. Then, under the regularity conditions, the prior fy(¢*)
has full support over the parameter space &' and the posterior
distributions f(¢9[1/({wn1,70})) and  f(&'|d(wi,_1))
have not converged to a delta function. Given that the
support of the likelihood and the prior are consistent
as stated in Assumption [4} the support of the posteriors
f(@'[Y({wr—1,19})) and f(¢' |w(wu)) remain intact and
the posterior predictive distributions P*(wi[{w1.¢—1,T0}) =
Jo P'(wil¢) (&' [¥({wrs-1,70}))do" ~and
Piwilwhyy) = [p PWiG) (0wl y))d¢' are
finite and nonzero. Thus, 0 < ¢} (wy) < oo for all § € O.
When the number of observation grows unboundedly and
there is a finite amount of prior evidence, ie., t — o0
and |rj| < oo, the uncertain likelihood update converges to
lim¢ o0 €4 (wf) = 1 according to Lemma Furthermore,
when the agent ¢ becomes certain and the number of observa-
tions is finite, i.e., [rj| — oo and ¢ < oo, the uncertain likeli-
hood update is ¢4 (wi) = P! (wi|p) /P (wt|u.:1 +_1). As stated
above, the posterior predictive distribution P (wilwt.,_q) is
finite and non zero and P(w|¢}) is finite and non zero
according to Assumption 4] Thus, combining the above three
conditions indicates that 0 < £} (w}) < oo. O

Now we can prove Theorem

Proof of Theorem [IV2] First, suppose that agent ¢ has col-
lected an infinite amount of evidence for a hypothesis 6. Then,
from Lemma |I1I.1]| condition 2, the numerator of the uncertain
likelihood update (T2) converges in probability to P*(-|¢}) as
Irh| — co. When Pi(-|¢}) = P(-|¢p.), the result is trivially
achieved following the proof of Theorem above since
¢i(-) % 1 in probability and 0 < £4(wi) < oo for all t
and i € M according to Corollary [B.0.1] and Lemma [B.2]
respectively.

Next, suppose that P(-|¢5) # P'(-|¢p. ). Then, if we divide
the log-beliefs by time ¢ we have

t

% Z A" log(£e(T)),

T=1

%log(utw)) = %At log(po(0)) +

where po(0) = 1 as stated at the beginning of Section
Then, breaking the summation up into three parts for any 7" >

0 results in,

%log(qu(e)) =

1 T t—=T
T2 ATTlog(tp(r) + D AT log(Ls(7))
=1 T=T+1
t
+ D A”log(em»] (45)
T=t—T+1

The first term on the right-hand side of the preceding equation
for any finite 7" > 0 is bounded above as follows.

,ZAt log (4o (7 ZHAt 7|, osteo 1
<mcl : (46)
t
where C7 = max;—1,  1iemlog(l(wir)) < oo by

Lemma and ||All2 < 1 since A is doubly stochastic
according to Assumption [2| Thus, for any finite 7', the limit of
the first term on the right-hand side of (@3] deterministically
converges in probability to

(47)

t—oo t

T
lim D AT log(£(r)) = 0.
=1

Similarly, the third term on the right-hand side of is
bounded as follows.

1 t
Y AT log(le(r))
S——
1 mCyT
<7 Y A st < T2 @8y
T=t—T+1
where Co = max,—t—741,.. tiemlog(lh(wir)) < oo by

Lemma [B.2] Thus, the limit of the above deterministically
converges in probability to

hm -
t—oo t

Z A" log(€9(7))=0 (49)

T=t—T+1

Next, we consider the second term on the right-hand side
of (@3). First, we define the following quantities

e/ (1) = log(Ly (1)) — log (L)
ex(r) = AT — 111’, (50)
m
where EZ* = Py @ Py is the likelihood ratio
of P = [P(:|¢(0)),...,P"(-|¢™(#))] and Py =



[PL(-]¢(6%)), ..., P™(-|¢™(6%))); and @ is the Hadamard
division. Then, the second term becomes

| =T
- Z AT log (L (7))
=T+1
1 ti:f Livte (1)) (log (£5.) + ee(7))
t m A o ‘
T=T+1
=T 1
> —V2mA T leg(7)[| + —11es(7)]|
m m
=T+1
+V2mA'T || log (L)) ‘ +11'log (£§.), (51)

where the upper bound is achieved by expanding the second
line and taking the spectral norm of the second third and fourth
terms and applying Lemma

Then, we can take the limit of as t — oo. Since
lim; o0 €5(t) = 0 in probability for all i € M according

to Lemma [AJ] and 0 < A < 1, it follows from Lemma

that the first term on the right-hand side of (51)) converges to
Zero.

Then, let € > 0 be arbitrary. Since lim;_, e};(t) =0Vie
M, there exists a time 7" s.t. for all t > T, e(t) < €l. Thus,
we can bound the second term on the right-hand side of
in probability by

t=T
1 1., e(t—2T)
fim g 2, itlednl < fim === = (2

Additionally, T is chosen sufficiently large s.t. AT < e
allowing the third term on the right-hand side of to be
bounded by

t—T1
tllgof Z V2mAT | log (£5- )H
T=T+1
V2me(t — 2T) <2 & <Pi(.¢i)
<lim ——W—W—~= log W) ‘
e t TZ;Fl; Pi(-[dp.)
= V2meCs, (53)
where

Pi(wlaﬁé*)) ‘

%(Pw%) ?
w)) dw

w|dp)
( Pi(wldy))

Q'(w)
P ™
Pi(wldh.) “’]
by the strong law of large numbers; and € {w €

Q|P'(wlgp) = P'(w|dp.)} and Q_ = {w € QP (w|gp) <
P"(w|¢p.)} are the sets of observations s.t. the log-likelihood

- Q' )log(

Q4

n QWWm(

Q4

ratio log(P*(w|pf)/ P! (w|¢j.)) is positive or negative respec-
tively. Then, by Assumption |4 and since the probability of
agent 7 drawing an w € Q s.t. Q*(w) = 0 is zero, the constant
Cjs is finite for any m < oo. Thus, the third term on the
right-hand side of (51) is finite.

The final term on the right-hand side of (51)) simply con-
verges almost surely to the KL divergence between the two
distributions as follows.

=Ty
. / 6
tlggof Z Ell log (E )
T=T+1
t—27 " — Pi(|¢))
oo mt 121 ¢ Z Og<pz(.¢10*)>

=T+1
ECZ))]

P'(1¢.))) = Dicr (Q'

— Z Eg: [log <
m;Dﬂ@i

P(16p))).
(54

Thus, putting it all together results in
li ! 1 0
Jim —log(pe,(0))

(1 + \fng

Z Dkr (QZ
AfDKL(foﬂu¢wX)

Since, D 1,(Q"||P*(-6p)) > Dir(Q"||P*(-|¢p-)) for at least
one agent ¢ with parameters for hypothesis 8 ¢, # @j..
Therefore, we can select a finite time 7' such that ¢ is
arbitrarily small and (l/m) St D (Q|Pi(-|¢h)) > e(1+
V2mC3)+(1/m) Yo7 D, (Q||PU(-|#5.)). This causes the
log-beliefs to diverge in probability to log(u}(0)) — —oo for
all ¢ € M. Then, by the continuity of the exponential function,
the beliefs converge in probability to lim; o, pi(0) = 0 for
all : € M.

Pi(16).)))

(55)

O

APPENDIX C
REGULARITY CONDITIONS

Assumption 7 (Regularity Conditions [39], [40]). We assume
the following regularity conditions for the likelihood functions
P(:|¢) and the prior distribution fo(p).

(a) The set of possible parameters ® is defined on a compact
set.

(b) If ¢1 and ¢ are two distinct points in ®, then the
distributions P(-|¢1) and P(-|¢2) are different.

(c) The parameters {¢g|0 € O} lie within P.

(d) The prior distribution fo(¢) is continuous everywhere
and nonzero for all {¢pg|0 € O}, i.e., folpg) > 0.

(e) The ground truth parameter ¢g~ uniquely minimizes the
KL divergence, ¢g- = argming Dy 1,(Q|P(:|¢)).

(f) The log-likelihood log(P(-|9)) is twice differentiable with
respect to ¢ in the neighborhood of ¢g~ and ¢yg.



(g) The Fisher information matrices J(pg~) and J(¢py) of the
log-likelihood log(P(:|¢)) evaluated at ¢g~ and ¢g are
strictly positive and bounded.

For a detailed list and discussion of the regularity conditions,
please see [39] for well-specified likelihood models and [40|]
when the likelihood models are misspecified.
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