arXiv:2004.08998v1 [cs.LG] 20 Apr 2020

Study of Diffusion Normalized Least Mean M-estimate Algorithms

Yi Yu, Member, IEEE, Hongsen He, Member, IEEE, Tao Yang, Xueyuan Wang, Rodrigo C. de Lamare, Senior Member, IEEE

Abstract—This work proposes diffusion normalized least mean M-estimate algorithm based on the modified Huber function, which can equip distributed networks with robust learning capability in the presence of impulsive interference. In order to exploit the system’s underlying sparsity to further improve the learning performance, a sparse-aware variant is also developed by incorporating the l0-norm of the estimates into the update process. We then analyze the transient, steady-state and stability behaviors of the algorithms in a unified framework. In particular, we present an analytical method that is simpler than conventional approaches to deal with the score function since it removes the requirements of integrals and Price’s theorem. Simulations in various impulsive noise scenarios show that the proposed algorithms are superior to some existing diffusion algorithms and the theoretical results are verifiable.

Index Terms—Diffusion networks, Impulsive interference, Mestimate, Performance analysis, Sparse regularization.

I. INTRODUCTION

I^{N the last decade, distributed adaptive estimation over}

networks with numerous sensing agents/nodes has been studied frequently [1], [2], and applied to many areas such as spectrum estimation in cognitive radios [3], [4], [5] and beamforming [6]. In distributed adaptive estimation, the nodes cooperate with each other through the network links, to estimate parameters of interest using the streaming measurements. In the light of different cooperation strategies among interconnected nodes, distributed adaptive algorithms can be categorized into incremental [7], consensus [8], [9], [10], [11], and diffusion [12], [13], [14], [15], [16], [17] strategies.

The incremental strategy requires a cyclic communication path that covers all nodes, which is prone to link and node failures [7]. For both consensus and diffusion strategies, the nodes exchange local information with their neighboring nodes without the need for such a cycle. The consensus strategy enforces an agreement constraint among the nodes. To solve the global mean-square-error (MSE) minimization problem under this constraint, the alternating-direction method of multipliers (ADMM) [8] and the stochastic gradient descent (SGD) [9,

This work was partially supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (NSFC) (Nos. 61901400, 61571376, and 61771411), and the Doctoral Research Fund of Southwest University of Science and Technology in China (No. 19zx7122).

Y. Yu, H. He, T. Yang, and X. Wang are with School of Information Engineering, Robot Technology Used for Special Environment Key Laboratory of Sichuan Province, Southwest University of Science and Technology, Mianyang, 621010, China (e-mail: yuyi xyuan@163.com, hongsenhe@gmail.com, yangtao@swust.edu.cn, 121053406@qq.com).

R. C. de Lamare is with CETUC, PUC-Rio, Rio de Janeiro 22451-900, Brazil, and also with the Department of Electronics, University of York, York YO10 5DD, U.K. (e-mail: rcdl500@ohm.york.ac.uk).

Section 5.13.4] methods were used and different distributed consensus algorithms were presented. The work in [10] has proved that the stability of the SGD-based consensus algorithm is dependent of the network topology, while the diffusion algorithm does not have this limitation and has better performance. It has been shown in [15] that the diffusion algorithm slightly outperforms the ADMM-based consensus algorithm in terms of the steady-state performance for ideal communication links. So, the focus of this work is on diffusion-based distributed algorithms, among which the adapt-then-combine (ATC) implementation is of particular interest, since it usually outperform the combine-then-adapt (CTA) implementation [15], [1]. Moreover, the CTA implementation can also be obtained straightforwardly from the ATC one. For brevity, we would leave out ’ATC’ in the following texts.

In signal processing, the measurement noise is usually assumed to be Gaussian. In this case, the MSE criterion is widely used for developing many algorithms such as diffusion least mean-square (DLMS) [12] and normalized DLMS (DNLMS) [18]. In real-world applications, however, the measurements may be corrupted by the non-Gaussian noise including Gaussian and impulsive components. Its probability density function (pdf) has heavier tail than that of Gaussian noise. Such noise may be natural or from man-made, e.g., biological noise, pulse electromagnetic interference, and keyboard clicking or pen dropping in teleconferences [19], [20], [21], [22], [23], [24]. Although the realization of impulsive noise in the time domain is sparse, its amplitude is much higher than that of the nominal measurement; thus, it severely leads to the performance degeneration of the above algorithms, or even divergence. Especially due to the cooperation between nodes, impulsive noise that occurs even at one of the nodes could be propagated over the entire network.

In order to obtain good estimation performance over networks disturbed by impulsive noise, several robust diffusion algorithms have been proposed [25], [19], [26], [27], [28], [29], [30], [31], [32], [33], [34], [35], [36], [37], [38], [39], [40], [41], [42], [43], [44], [45], [46], [47], [48], [49], [50], [51], [52], [53], [54]. Specifically, some examples based on different robust minimization criteria are the diffusion least mean p-th error (DLMP) where 1 ≤ p < 2 [49], diffusion sign error LMS (DSE-LMS) [50], diffusion error-nonlinearity LMS (DEN-LMS) [51], and diffusion least logarithmic absolute difference (D-LLAD) [52] algorithms. However, the robustness of DLMP against impulsive noise depends on the value of p and the parameters in the α-stable impulsive noise. The DSE- LMS is a particular case of the DLMP when p = 1, which is usually a good performance benchmark as compared to other algorithms in impulsive noise. As shown in [51], the DEN- LMS converges more slowly than the DSE-LMS in Laplacian noise environments. The D-LLAD achieves faster convergence than the DSE-LMS [52]. Owing to the capability of Huber M-estimate function for removing outliers, references [53] and [54] proposed the diffusion Huber LMS and NLMS algorithms, respectively, and their estimation performance in impulsive noise relies on an empirical threshold. Also, the theoretical behaviors of both Huber-based algorithms have not been studied.

On the other hand, the parameter vector of interest may be sparse, which means only a fraction of elements in the parameter vector are relatively large and the remaining coefficients are small enough to be negligible or zero. Such sparsity is often encountered in many situations; to name just a few, spectrum estimation [3], [4], compressed sensing [55], and Digital TV transmission channels [56]. Thus, exploiting the underlying sparsity is able to improve the estimation performance. A costeffective approach is to add a sparse regularization constraint (e.g., the l_1-norm or the l_0-norm) on the estimated vector into the cost function, known as the sparsity-aware technique [57], [58], [59], [60], [61]. Recently, the merit of sparsity has also been extended to distributed estimation, and several sparsityaware diffusion algorithms were developed [62], [63], [64], [65], [66]. Nevertheless, it should be remarked that distributed estimation with sparsity in impulsive noise has not yet drawn much attention.

This work focuses on developing and analyzing the Mestimate based diffusion algorithms over distributed networks in the presence of impulsive noise. The main contributions are:

1) We propose a novel diffusion normalized least mean M-estimate (D-NLMM) algorithm by applying the modified Huber (MH) function with adaptive thresholds, which is robust against impulsive noise. For scenarios with sparse parameter vectors, we further develop the sparsity-aware D-NLMM (D- SNLMM) algorithm by incorporating the l_0-norm based regularization technique.

2) Based on the contaminated-Gaussian (CG) noise model, the mean and mean-square behaviors of the proposed algorithms are analyzed and then supported by simulations. These analyses are addressed in a unified manner from the D-SNLMM update. In particular, we provide a closed-form expression for predicting the steady-state performance of the D-NLMM algorithm. The analysis results show that the stability conditions for both D-NLMM and D-SNLMM algorithms are independent of the powers of input regressors.

3) We also present proximal variants of the D-SNLMM algorithm which exploits the sparsity by virtue of the forwardbackward splitting method.

4) Simulation results in various noise environments demonstrate the superiority of the proposed algorithms.

The paper is organized as follows. Section II introduces the signal model and the DNLMS algorithm. In Section III, we present the derivations of the D-NLMM and the D-SNLMM algorithms. In Section IV, we carry out a stochastic analysis of the proposed algorithms. Simulation results are given in Section V. Section VI draws some conclusions.

Notations: We use the subscript on the time index i to denote matrices and vectors, and the parentheses on the time index i to denote scalars. Operators (·)^T, ‖·‖_2, E{·}, col{· · ·}, diag{· · ·}, Tr(·), λ_{max}(·), and ⊗ represent the transpose, l_2- norm of a vector, mathematical expectation, deployment of a vector by successively staking its arguments, diagonal or block diagonal operation over its arguments, trace of a matrix, maximum eigenvalue of a matrix, and Kronecker product of two matrices, respectively. vec(·) stacks the columns of an L × L matrix to form an L^2 × 1 vector, and vec^{−1}(·) is its inverse operator. Also, I_L is an L × L identity matrix, and 1_N is a N × 1 vector with 1’s value.

II. SIGNAL MODEL AND DNLMS ALGORITHM Consider a connected network consisting of N sensor nodes geographically distributed. Every node k communicates only with its single-hop neighbors and the communication between interconnected nodes is bidirectional. The set of single-hop neighbors to node k (including itself) is denoted by N_k. At every time instant i, every node k acquires a desired output scalar d_k(i) and an L × 1 input regressor u_{k,i}, in which d_k(i) and u_{k,i} are related by the linear model:

d_k(i) = u^T_{k,i}w^o + v_k(i), (1)

where w^o is an L × 1 sparse parameter vector and v_k(i) is the additive noise at node k independent of u_{m,j} for any m and j. The model (1) can be found in many applications [1], [67].

The objective of the network nodes is to use the streaming data {d_k(i), u_{k,i}}^N_{k=1} to perform the estimation of the vector w^o in a recursive way. To this end, the commonly used global MSE minimization problem^1 is stated as

min_w N∑ k=1 E { (d_k(i) − u^T_{k,i}w)^2 } . (2)

Based on the diffusion strategy that every node fuses linearly its own information and the received information from its neighbors, (2) is equivalent to minimizing the local MSE cost functions for all the nodes k = 1, ..., N [1], [15]: min_{wk} J^{loc}_k (i), J^{loc}_k (i) = ∑ m∈N_k c_{m,k}E { (d_m(i) − u^T_{m,i}w_k)^2 } , (3)

where c_{m,k} represents a weight that node k assigns to the information coming from node m, also called the combination coefficients. Note that {c_{m,k}} requires c_{m,k} ≥ 0, c_{m,k} = 0 if m /∈ N_k, and ∑ m∈N_k cm,k = 1 [69]. By using the SGD rule to solve (3), the DLMS algorithm [12] is obtained as ψ_{k,i+1} = w_{k,i} + μ_ku_{k,i}e_k(i), (4a) w_{k,i+1} = ∑ m∈N_k c_{m,k}ψ_{m,i+1}, (4b)

1Another popular criteria is the exponentially weighted least squares in the

network: min_w { λ^{i+1}δ‖w‖^2 +^i ∑ j=0 λ^{i−j N} ∑ k=1 ( d_k(j) − u^T_{k,j} w )_2 } [68].

where at node k,

e_k(i) = d_k(i) − u^T_{k,i}w_{k,i} (5)

denotes the output error and μ_k > 0 is a constant step size. Specifically, in the adaptation step (4a), each node k updates from the current estimate w_{k,i} to the intermediate estimate ψ_{k,i+1}. Then, in the combination step (4b), each node k fuses all the intermediate estimates of nodes m ∈ N_k to yield an innovative estimate w_{k,i+1}. To make the step size range independent of the covariance matrices of input regressors, the DNLMS algorithm [18] modifies (4a) to ψ_{k,i+1} = w_{k,i} + μ_k u_{k,i}e_k(i) ‖u_{k,i}‖^2 . (6)

where 0 < μ_k < 2 is to guarantee the algorithm convergence.

For the scenario that v_k(i) contains impulsive noise, the measurements of d_k(i) have many outliers with large amplitudes. However, the MSE criterion can not distinguish these outliers. Moreover, the impulsive noise appears randomly with a small probability or appears with a short duration of times. In this case, the DLMS and DNLMS algorithms will experience poor convergence or even divergence.

III. PROPOSED DIFFUSION M-ESTIMATE ALGORITHMS

In this section, we present the derivations of the D-NLMM and D-SNLMM algorithms.

A. Derivation of D-NLMM

To estimate w^o in impulsive noise, we define the robust minimization problem for nodes k = 1, ..., N: min_{wk} J^{loc}_k (i), J^{loc}_k (i) = ∑ m∈N_k c_{m,k}g^{−1}_m E { φ(d_m(i) − u^T_{m,i}w_k) } , (7)

where g_m > 0 is a free-specified parameter, and φ(x) is an M-estimate function on variable x. To ensure that J^{loc}_k (i) converges to the minimum, φ(x) is a continuous even function with the property φ(x_1) ≥ φ(x_2) > φ(0) ≥ 0 for |x_1| > |x_2| > 0 and is sub-differentiable at least [70]. Moreover, to prevent from outliers, there is a positive number ξ^∗, and after |x| > ξ^∗, the score function φ^′(x) ≜^{∂φ(x)}_{∂x} holds that |φ^′(x)| ≤ |φ^′(ξ^∗)|, e.g., the below MH function for such φ(x). In other words, φ(x) is convex but may not be strictly convex at the points |x| = ξ^∗. Additionally, φ^′(x) may also equal a positive number multiplied by sign(x), where sign(·) is the signum operator^2; as an example, the well-known sign strategy is φ(x) = |x| so that φ^′(x) = sign(x), which leads to the DSE-LMS algorithm [50].

At time instant i, the instantaneous sub-gradient of (7) with respect to w_k is formulated as ▽_wJ^{loc}_k (i) ⋍ − ∑ m∈N_k c_{m,k}g^{−1}_m u_{m,i}φ^′(d_m(i) − u^T_{m,i}w_{k,i}). (8) 2sign(x) = 1, 0, and −1 for x > 0, x = 0, and x < 0.

Based on the SGD rule, the update equation for estimating w^o is established: w_{k,i+1} = w_{k,i}+ μ_k ∑ m∈N_k c_{m,k}g^{−1}_m u_{m,i}φ^′(d_m(i) − u^T_{m,i}w_{k,i}). (9) Following the diffusion cooperation [15], [3], at iteration i, the current estimate w_{k,i} and new estimate w_{k,i+1} are given by w_{k,i} = ∑ m∈N_k c_{m,k}ψ_{m,i} (10) and (4b), respectively. By plugging them into (9), we obtain ψ_{m,i+1} = ψ_{m,i} + μ_mg^{−1}_m u_{m,i}φ^′(d_m(i) − u^T_{m,i}w_{k,i}). (11) In (11), although w_{k,i} is unavailable for node m, we can approximate it with w_{m,i} because both are estimates of w^o. Also, we replace ψ_{m,i} with w_{m,i}, since the latter contains more information through (10). Under these considerations, we arrive at the recursion for the D-NLMM algorithm^3:

ψ_{k,i+1} = w_{k,i} + μ_k u_{k,i}φ^′(e_k(i)) ‖u_{k,i}‖^2 , (12a) w_{k,i+1} = ∑ m∈N_k c_{m,k}ψ_{m,i+1}. (12b) where we also choose g_k = ‖u_{k,i}‖^2 to yield (12a).

In adaptive filters, several M-estimate strategies have been studied for φ(x) such as the Huber function [53], [54], the MH function [71], and the Hampel’s three-part redescending function [72], to develop robust adaptive algorithms in impulsive noise. Due to the MH’s simplicity, we focus on it for presenting the D-NLMM algorithm in distributed estimation^4. Interestingly, the algorithm using the MH function has also a comparable performance to that using either the Huber function or the Hampel’s three-part redescending function, as can be seen in Fig. 3.

The MH is a piecewise continuous function:

φ(e_k) = { e^2_k/2, if |e_k| < ξ_k ξ^2_k /2, if |e_k| ≥ ξ_k, (13)

and its score function is

φ^′(e_k) = { e_k, if |e_k| < ξ_k 0, if |e_k| ≥ ξ_k, (14)

where ξ_k is a threshold. By combining (12) and (14), it turns out that, at time instant i, when the magnitude of e_k(i) is smaller than ξ_k, φ^′(e_k(i)) is equal to e_k(i), and the proposed algorithm performs the DNLMS update. When |e_k(i)| ≥ ξ_k (which means the appearance of impulsive noise), φ^′(e_k(i)) will become zero, thereby stopping the adaptation of the algorithm. Towards this goal, the threshold ξ_k is adaptively adjusted by ξ_k = κσ_{e,k}(i), (15) 3By exchanging the order of steps (12a) and (12b), the CTA-based D- NLMM algorithm can be naturally obtained.

4Other robust strategies summarized in [73] can also be extended in a way that they can become different distributed algorithms.

where σ^2_{e,k}(i) is the variance of e_k(i) excluding impulsive noise. Typically, κ = 2.576 for the suppression of impulsive noise, which means, under the assumption that e_k(i) is Gaussian distributed except when being polluted accidentally by impulsive noise, the confidence level of preventing e_k(i) from contributing to the update is 99% when |e_k| ≥ ξ_k [72]. And, σ^2_{e,k} (i) can be estimated by the following recursion:

σ̂^2_{e,k}(i) = ζσ̂^2_{e,k} (i − 1) + (1 − ζ)med(A^e_{k,i}), (16)

where 0 < ζ ≲ 1 is a forgetting factor except ζ = 0 at the starting time i = 0, med(·) is the median operator of the error data sliding window A^e_{k,i} = [e^2_k(i), e^2_k(i − 1), ..., e^2_k(i − N_w + 1)] which helps to avoid the effect of impulsive noise on σ̂^2_{e,k}(i). The window length N_w is usually chosen between 5 and 9; also, it should be increased appropriately when the occurrence probability of impulsive noise is high.

B. Derivation of D-SNLMM

In order to enforce the sparsity of w^o, we propose to incorporate a real-valued sparse regularization F (w_k) on w_k into (7) and obtain: min_{wk} J^{loc}_k (i), J^{loc}_k (i) = ∑ m∈N_k c_{m,k}g^{−1}_m E { φ(d_m(i) − u^T_{m,i}w_k) } + βF (w_k)

(17) for nodes k = 1, 2, ..., N, where the regularization parameter β > 0 controls the intensity given to F (w_k).

By following the derivation procedure in the above subsection to (17), the D-SNLMM algorithm for estimating w^o is formulated as ψ_{k,i+1} = w_{k,i} + μ_k u_{k,i}φ^′(e_k(i)) ‖u_{k,i}‖^2 − μ_kβf(w_{k,i}), (18a) w_{k,i+1} = ∑ m∈N_k c_{m,k}ψ_{m,i+1}, (18b) where f(w_{k,i}) is referred to as the zero attractor: f(w_{k,i}) ≜ ∂F (w_{k,i}) ∂w_{k,i} = [f([w_{k,i}]_1), ..., f([w_{k,i}]_L)]^T

(19) where [w_{k,i}]_l is the l-th element of the vector w_{k,i}.

For a sparse vector w^o, only a few elements have large magnitudes while the remaining ones are zero. Intuitively, the l_0-norm should be a good metric for the sparsity of w^o, namely, ||w^o||_0 which denotes the number of nonzero elements. Although we can not know the location of the nonzero elements beforehand, in some applications, we may have the priori knowledge on the upper bound of ||w^o||_0, i.e., ||w^o||_0 ≤ s_{up}. Unfortunately, since the l_0-norm is neither continuous nor differentiable, the l_0-norm based minimization is a NP-hard problem. As such, much literature has studied several functions approximating the l_0-norm as summarized in Table I, and developed different sparsity-aware algorithms. Among them, the approximation functions (a), (b), and (c) are probably the most widely used, due to their relative simplicity. The approximation function (a) is also called the l_1-norm. As reported in the literature [62], [65], [66], using the function (c) can make the algorithm better performance than using the function (a) or (b). Hence, we also consider the function (c) in the D-SNLMM algorithm, i.e.,

F (w) = L∑ l=1 ( 1 − exp^{−υ|[w]l|} ) . (20)

Note that, (20) is strictly equivalent to the l_0-norm when υ → ∞. Thus, the zero attractor f(w) is given by

f([w]_l) = υsign([w]_l)exp^{−υ|[w]l|}, l = 1, ..., L. (21)

Furthermore, by taking advantage of the first-order Taylor expansions of the exponential function, the low complexity version of (21) is obtained:

f([w]_l) =

− υ^2[w]_l − υ, if − 1 υ ≤ [w]_l < 0

− υ^2[w]_l + υ, if 0 < [w]_l ≤ 1 υ 0, elsewhere.

(22)

Remark 1: The zero attractor f(w_{k,i}) imposes an attraction towards zero on small elements of the vector w_{k,i} and those elements are in the majority, thereby bringing about a performance improvement of the D-SNLMM algorithm when estimating a sparse vector w^o. As can be seen from (22) that the elements attracted are within a range of [a^1/υ, 1/υ], and the attraction intensity will be greater if the element is closer to zero. It is worth noting that as υ increases, the attraction intensity will become strong but the attraction range will become narrow. Also, the proper choice of β will be explained later on in the analysis.

Remark 2: The proposed D-NLMM and many existing robust diffusion algorithms can be described in a unified recursion (12), but the main difference is the score function φ^′(e_k(i)) to resist impulsive noise, which depends on the specific robust strategy shown in Table II. In the DEN-LMS algorithm, the score function is a weighted combination of preselected sign-preserving basis functions and the weights need to be optimized. In comparison, the D-NLMM algorithm is simpler in implementation, since φ^′(e_k(i)) only originates from the MH function. Moreover, the D-NLMM algorithm considers the normalization of input regressors in the adaptation. Based on the Huber function, when |e_k(i)| ≥ b, the DNHuber algorithm performs the adaptation ψ_{k,i+1} = w_{k,i} + μ_k^{uk,isign((ek (i))} ‖u_{k,i} ‖^2 rather than the freezing like the D-

NLMM algorithm. However, the D-NLMM algorithm uses an adaptive threshold instead of the constant one in the DNHuber algorithm so that the former outperforms the latter in practice. Importantly, the D-SNLMM algorithm further improves the D-NLMM performance in sparse parameter vector scenarios. Particularly, if we set g_k = 1, the non-normalized versions, i.e., the D-LMM and D-SLMM algorithms are obtained; they can be considered as extensions of the MH function to the existing DLMS and ATC l_0-LMS [62] algorithms, respectively. The proposed algorithms are summarized in Table III, where we highlight the D-NLMM and D-SNLMM algorithms. We note that the proposed algorithms can also be considered in the context of detection problems [28], [74], [75], [76], [37],

TABLE I EXISTING FUNCTIONS FOR APPROXIMATING THE l_0 -NORM.

regularization function: F (w) zero attractor: f ([w]_l), l = 1, ..., L

(a) [62], [57]^L ∑ l=1 |[w]_l| sign([w]_l)

(b)[62], [57]^L ∑ l=1 |[w]l| ε+|[w]l| sign([w]l) ε+|[w]l| (c) [58], [59]^L ∑ l=1 ( 1 − exp^{−υ|[w]l|} ) υsign([w]_l)exp^{−υ|[w]l|}

(d) [60]^L ∑ l=1 |[w]_l|^p with a variable p in 0 < p < 1^{psign([w]l)}_{ε+|[w]l|1−p}

(e) [61]^L ∑ l=1 ( 1 − exp^{− 1}2^{υ2 |[w]l|2} ) υ^2[w]_lexp^{− 1}2^{υ2|[w]l|2}

(f) [64]^L ∑ l=1 |[w]_l| (1 + |[w]_l|)^υ , if |[w]_l| ≤ 1 υ − 1 |υ − 1|^{υ−1} |υ|^υ , elsewhere, sign([w]_l)[1 − (υ − 1)|[w]_l|] (1 + |[w]_l|)^{υ+1} , if |[w]_l| ≤ 1 υ − 1 0, elsewhere,

TABLE II φ(e_k(i)) AND φ^′(e_k(i)) FOR EXISTING ROBUST DIFFUSION ALGORITHMS.

robust cost function: φ(e_k (i)) the score function: φ^′(e_k (i)) DSE-LMS [50] |e_k (i)| sign(e_k (i)) DLMP [49] |e_k (i)|^p, where 1 < p < 2 |e_k (i)|^{p−1} sign(e_k (i)) D-LLAD [52] |e_k (i)| − ln(1 + α|e_k (i)|), where α > 0^{α|ek (i)|}_{1+α|ek (i)|} DEN-LMS [51] − h_k (i)

DNHuber [54] |e_k (i)|^2 , if |e_k (i)| < b b|e_k (i)| − 1 2 b^2, elsewhere { e_k (i), if |e_k (i)| < b bsign(e_k (i)), elsewhere

Note that: 1) h_k (i) is a linear combination of preselected sign-preserving basis functions {ϕ_{k,b}(e_k (i)), b = 1, ..., B_k }, where B_k ≥ 1. 2) the parameters’ notations (i.e., p, α, b, and B_k ) are the same as the ones in references.

TABLE III PROPOSED D-SNLMM ALGORITHM AND ITS SPECIAL VERSIONS.

Initializations: w_{k,0} = 0, σ̂^2_{e,k} (0) = 0 Parameters: 0 ≪ ζ < 1 , 0 < μ_k < 2, and β ≥ 0 D-SNLMM algorithm: g_{k,i} = ‖u_{k,i}‖^2, β > 0 D-SLMM algorithm: g_{k,i} = 1, β > 0 D-NLMM algorithm: g_{k,i} = ‖u_{k,i}‖^2, β = 0 D-LMM algorithm: g_{k,i} = 1, β = 0 for iteration i ≥ 0 do for each node k do e_k (i) = d_k(i) − u^T_{k,i}w_{k,i} A^e_{k,i} = [e^2_k (i), e^2_k (i − 1), ..., e^2_k (i − N_w + 1)] σ̂^2_{e,k} (i) = ζσ̂^2_{e,k} (i − 1) + (1 − ζ)med(A^e_{k,i}) ξ_k = 2.576σ_{e,k} (i)

f ([w_{k,i}]_l) =

− υ^2 [w_{k,i}]_l − υ, if − 1 υ ≤ [w_{k,i}]_l < 0 − υ^2 [w_{k,i}]_l + υ, if 0 < [w_{k,i}]_l ≤ 1 υ 0, elsewhere. f (w_{k,i}) ≜ [f ([w_{k,i}]_1), ..., f ([w_{k,i}]_L)]^T if |e_k | < ξ_k ψ_{k,i+1} = w_{k,i} + μ_k g^{−1}_{k,i} u_{k,i} e_k (i) − μ_k βf (w_{k,i}) else ψ_{k,i+1} = w_{k,i} − μ_k βf (w_{k,i}) end end for each node k do w_{k,i+1} = ∑ m∈Nk c_{m,k} ψ_{m,i+1} end end

[77], [78], [79], [80], [81], [82], [83], [84], [85], [86], [87], [88], [89], [90], [91], [92] and might be further enhanced by exploitation of low-rank techniques [93], [94], [26], [95], [96], [30], [97], [98], [99], [35], [100], [32], [39], [101], [102], [103], [104], [105], [106], [44], [107], [108], [109], [110], [43], [111], [47], [46], [48], [112], [113], [114], [115], [116], [117], [118].

IV. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS In this section, the mean and mean-square behaviors of the proposed algorithms in impulsive noise are studied. As stated in Remark 2, we will start the analysis from the D-SNLMM algorithm.

From (18), we know that the difficulty of the performance analysis is how to evaluate the score term φ^′(e_k(i)). Although the literature has studied the performance of the MH-based algorithms for adaptive filters [71], [119], the extension to diffusion algorithms is not straightforward owing to the cooperation of interconnected nodes. More importantly, the existing analysis method for dealing with φ^′(e_k(i)) is complicated, which involves the conditioned expectation, Price’s theorem, and three complicated integrals. Therefore, we propose to move the score function φ^′(·) out of (18), which makes the analysis simpler. Specifically, since the D-SNLMM algorithm performs the update of the estimate at node k when |e_k(i)| < ξ_k, we denote the probability of the update as P_{u,k}(i) = P {|e_k(i)| < ξ_k }, (23) whose calculation will be discussed in Section IV. C. Accordingly, we can equivalently express (18) in the mean as ψ_{k,i+1} = w_{k,i} + μ_kP_{u,k}(i) u_{k,i}e_k(i) ‖u_{k,i}‖^2 − μ_kβf(w_{k,i}), (24a) w_{k,i+1} = ∑ m∈N_k c_{m,k}ψ_{m,i+1}. (24b) It is noticed that (24) does not contain the score function φ^′(·), which is absorbed into the evaluation of P_{u,k}(i). This approach can also be extended to simplify the analyses of adaptive filtering algorithms in [71], [119].

Subtracting w^o from both (24a) and (24b), respectively, which yields

~ψ_{k,i+1} = ~w_{k,i} − μ_kP_{u,k} (i) u^{k,i}e^k(i) ||u_{k,i}||^2 + μ_kβf(w_{k,i}), (25a) ~w_{k,i+1} = ∑ m∈N_k c_{m,k} ~ψ_{m,i+1}, (25b)

where ~w_{k,i} ≜ w^o − w_{k,i} and ~ψ_{k,i+1} ≜ w^o − ψ_{k,i+1} indicate the error vector and the intermediate error vector, respectively. The relation (25) will be the starting point of performance analysis. For convenience of analysis, we make the following assumptions.

Assumption 1: The regressors u_{k,i} are zero-mean with correlation matrices R_k = E{u_{k,i}u^T_{k,i}} in spatial independence.

Assumption 2: The regressors u_{k,i} are independent of the estimation deviation ~w_{m,i} for j ≤ i and all k, m. This is the well-known independence assumption in the performance analyses of adaptive filtering algorithms [67], [120], [121] and distributed algorithms [1].

Assumption 3: At every node k, the additive noise v_k(i) includes the background noise θ_k(i) and the impulsive noise η_k(i), namely, v_k(i) = θ_k(i) + η_k(i). The background noise θ_k(i) is drawn from a zero-mean white Gaussian process with variance σ^2_{θ,k}.

Assumption 4: The impulsive noise η_k(i) is modelled by the Bernoulli-Gaussian (BG) process: η_k(i) = b_k(i) · g_k(i), where b_k(i) is a Bernoulli process whose pdf is expressed as P [b_k(i) = 1] = p_k and P [b_k(i) = 0] = 1 − p_k, and g_k(i) is drawn from a zero-mean white Gaussian process with variance σ^2_{g,k}, with σ^2_{g,k} ≫ σ^2_{θ,k}. Note that, p_k also stands for the probability of occurrence of impulsive noise.

According to assumptions 3 and 4, it is seen that the additive noise v_k(i) is a CG process^5 with zero-mean and variance σ^2_{v,k} = p_kσ^2_{s,k} + (1 − p_k)σ^2_{θ,k}, where σ^2_{s,k} = σ^2_{g,k} + σ^2_{θ,k}. The CG model is used frequently for analyzing the algorithms in impulsive noise [71], [50], [119].

Under the condition of P_{u,k}(i), we can use assumption 3 to get the relation e_k(i) = u^T_{k,i} ~w_{k,i} + θ_k(i). Hence, (25a) becomes ~ψ_{k,i+1} =(I_L − μ_kP_{u,k}(i)A_{k,i}) ~w_{k,i}− μ_kP_{u,k}(i)b_{k,i} + μ_kβf(w_{k,i}), (26)

where A_{k,i} =^{uk,iuTk,i}_{||uk,i||2} and b_{k,i} =^{uk,iθk (i)}_{||uk,i||2} . Some global quantities on all the nodes are defined as

5In practice, the Alpha (α)-stable process may be more efficient than the CG process for describing impulsive noise [20], [122], but it has no explicit expression for the pdf so that it is very difficult for performance analysis.

follows: ~w_i ≜ col{ ~w_{1,i}, ..., ~w_{N,i}} ~ψ_i ≜ col{ ~ψ_{1,i}, ..., ~ψ_{N,i}} b_i ≜ col{b_{1,i}, ..., b_{N,i}} A_i ≜ diag{A_{1,i}, ..., A_{N,i}} M ≜ diag{μ_1I_L, ..., μ_N I_L} P_i ≜ diag{P_{u,1}(i)I_L, ..., P_{u,N} (i)I_L} f(w_i) ≜ col{f(w_{1,i}), ..., f(w_{N,i})} C ≜ C ⊗ I_L,

(27)

where the matrix C collects all the combination coefficients {c_{m,k}}, thus each column of C sums up to one (i.e., C^T 1_N = 1_N ). Using the above quantities, we rearrange (26) and (25b) in a compact form:

~w_{i+1} =C^T ~ψ_{i+1}

=C^T(I_{NL} − MP_iA_i) ~w_i − C^TMP_ib_i+ βC^TMf(w_i) (28)

which shows how the network error vector evolves over time.

A. Mean Behavior

By taking the expectation of both sides of (28) under assumptions 2 and 3, we obtain that the mean of w_{k,i} evolves according to the recursion on the time instant i: E{ ~w_{i+1}} = Γ_iE{ ~w_i} + βC^TME{f(w_i)}, (29) where Γ_i = C^T(I_{NL} − MP_iE{A_i}). (30)

From (29), we have the following statement. Theorem 1: The D-SNLMM algorithm converges in the mean if the step sizes are chosen to satisfy 0 < μ_k < 2 P_{u,k}(i)λ_{max}(E{A_{k,i}}) , k = 1, ..., N. (31) Furthermore, in the steady-state, the estimates across all nodes for this algorithm are biased with respect to w^o, i.e., E{w_{k,∞}} = w^o − β(I_{NL} − Γ_i)^{−1}C^TME{f(w_∞)} bias

(32) for k = 1, ..., N. Proof: Repeatedly iterating (29), we have E{ ~w_{i+1}} = i∏ j=0 Γ_j E{ ~w_0} + y_i, (33)

where

y_i = β i∑ j=0 i∏ s=i−j+1 Γ_s C^TME{f(w_{i−j} )}. (34) Let us introduce the block-maximum-norm of the MN ×MN matrix Ψ with block entries of size M × M each, which is defined as [1]: ‖Ψ‖_{b,∞} ≜ max_{x≠0} ‖Ψx‖_{b,∞} ‖x‖_{b,∞} , ‖x‖_{b,∞} ≜ max_{1⩽k⩽N} ‖x_k‖_2 , (35) where x = col{x_1, ..., x_N } is an MN × 1 vector with block entries {x_k} of size M × 1 each. Thus, ||C^T ||_{b,∞} = 1 holds. Then, enforcing the block-maximum-norm on both sides of (33) yields: ||E{ ~w_{i+1}}||_{b,∞} ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ i∏ j=0 Γ_j E{ ~w_0} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{b,∞} + ||y_i||_{b,∞}, (36) where ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ i∏ j=0 Γ_j E{ ~w_0} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{b,∞} ≤ i∏ j=0 ||Γ_j ||_{b,∞} · ||E{ ~w_0}||_{b,∞} ≤ (max_i ||Γ_i||_{b,∞})^i · ||E{ ~w_0}||_{b,∞}, (37)

and ||y_i||_{b,∞} ≤ β i∑ j=0 ( max i−j+1≤s≤i ||Γ_s||_{b,∞})^j × ||C^T ||_{b,∞} · ||ME{f(w_{i−j} )}||_{b,∞} ≤ β i∑ j=0 (max_i ||Γ_i||_{b,∞})^j · ||ME{f(w_{i−j} )}||_{b,∞}. (38)

If we can ensure ||Γ_i||_{b,∞} < 1 for any i, it is easy to check that as i → ∞, (37) will approach to zero so that (36) will converge to ||E{ ~w_{i+1}}||_{b,∞} ≤ ||y_i||_{b,∞} (38) ≤ β ( max 1≤k≤N μ_k) · max_i ||E{f(w_i)}||_{b,∞} 1 − (max_i ||Γ_i||_{b,∞}) , (39) where the term max_i ||E{f(w_i)}||_{b,∞} is finite, because f(w_{k,i}) given by (22) has bounded elements. Equation (39) means that the algorithm is mean stable under the condition that ||Γ_i||_{b,∞} = ‖ ‖C^T(I_{NL} − MP_iE{A_i}) ‖ ‖_{b,∞} ≤ ‖ ‖C^T ‖ ‖_{b,∞} · ‖I_{NL} − MP_iE{A_i}‖_{b,∞} = ‖I_{NL} − MP_iE{A_i}‖_{b,∞} (a) = max 1⩽k⩽N ‖I_L − μ_kP_{u,k}(i)E{A_{k,i}}‖_2 ≤ 1,

(40)

where the rationale behind (a) is the block diagonal property of the matrices I_{LN} , M, P_i, and E{A_i}. It follows from (40) that the step sizes are bounded by (31). Also, when i → ∞, we have E{ ~w_{i+1}} = E{ ~w_i} so that (32) can be deduced from (29), thereby completing the proof of Theorem 1.

From Theorem 1 and by setting β = 0, we know that the mean convergence condition of the D-NLMM algorithm is also shown in (31), and this algorithm is unbiased for estimating w^o across all nodes in impulsive noise, i.e., E{w_{k,∞}} = w^o, k = 1, ..., N. B. Mean-Square Behavior

Let us define the covariance matrix of the network error vector ~w_i as W_i ≜ E{ ~w_i ~w^T_i } (41) where the k-th L × L diagonal block, denoted as W_{k,i} ≜ E{ ~w_{k,i} ~w^T_{k,i}}, is the covariance matrix of the error vector ~w_{k,i} at node k. Then, post-multiplying (28) by its transpose, and then taking the expectation on both sides of the equation under assumptions 2 and 3, we find the recursive relation:

W_{i+1} = C^TE{(I_{NL} − MP_iA_i)W_i(I_{NL} − MP_iA_i)^T}C + C^TMP_iBP_iMC + βΓ_iE{ ~w_if^T(w_i)}(C^TM)^T + βC^TME{f(w_i) ~w^T_i }Γ^T_i + β^2C^TME{f(w_i)f^T(w_i)}(C^TM)^T, (42) where

B ≜ E{b_ib^T_i } =

diag { σ^2_{θ,1}E { u_{1,i}u^T_{1,i} ||u_{1,i}||^4_2 } , ..., σ^2_{θ,N} E { u_{N,i}u^T_{N,i} ||u_{N,i}||^4_2 }} . (43) Enforcing the vectorization operation on both sides of (42) and applying the Kronecker product property vec(XΣY ) = (Y^T ⊗ X)vec(Σ) for any matrices {X, Σ, Y } of compatible dimensions [67], we can establish that

vec(W_{i+1}) = F_ivec(W_i)+

((C^TMP_i) ⊗ (C^TMP_i))vec(B)+ β(C^TM ⊗ Γ_i)vec(E{ ~w_if^T(w_i)})+ β(Γ_i ⊗ C^TM)vec(E{ ~w_if^T(w_i)}^T)+ β^2(C^TM ⊗ C^TM)vec(E{f(w_i)f^T(w_i)}),

(44)

where

F_i =(C^T ⊗ C^T) [I_N 2_L2 − I_{NL} ⊗ (MP_iE{A_i})− (MP_iE{A_i}) ⊗ I_{NL}+ ((MP_i) ⊗ (MP_i))E{A_i ⊗ A_i}] . (45)

The mean-square-deviation (MSD) at node k is defined as MSD_k(i) ≜ Tr{W_{k,i}}, and the network MSD over all the nodes is defined as MSD_{net}(i) =^1_N ∑_N k=1 MSD_k(i) = Tr{W_i}/N [1]. Naturally, by giving β = 0 and performing the inverse operator vec^{−1}(·), (44) will model the MSD evolution behavior of the D-NLMM algorithm^6. However, when this model is used for describing the MSD evolution behavior of the D-SNLMM algorithm, it still requires knowing the moments E{f^T(w_i)}, E{w_if^T(w_i)}, and E{f(w_i)f^T(w_i)} beforehand. To calculate them, we resort to two assumptions:

Assumption 5: All entries in ~w_i are Gaussian. The assumption is widely used and can be verified by the central limit theorem [57], [58], [59]. Interested readers for its studies can refer to [123], [124]. For the l-th entry of ~w_i, its mean and variance can be calculated by x_l(i) = [E{ ~w_i}]_l and σ^2_{x,l}(i) = [W_i]_{l,l} − [E{ ~w_i}]^2_l , respectively, where [·]_{l,l} denotes the l-th diagonal entry of a matrix. Thus, the mean and variance of [w_i]_l are obtained as x̄_l(i) = [1_N ⊗ w^o]_l − x_l(i) and σ^2_{x,l}(i), respectively.

Assumption 6: When k ≠ m and l ≠ j, the approximations E{[w_{k,i}]_l[f(w_{m,i})]_j } ≈ E{[w_{k,i}]_l}E{[f(w_{m,i})]_j } and E{[f(w_{k,i})]_l[f(w_{m,i})]_j } ≈ E{[f(w_{k,i})]_l}E{[f(w_{m,i})]_j } are 6The excess MSE (EMSE) evolution behavior of the algorithm can also be described by (44) according to the definition EMSE_k(i) ≜ Tr{W_{k,i}R_k }.

made [125], [59], [57]. Although this is a strong “separable assumption”, it leads to the simplification of the analysis.

Note that, the above two assumptions hold in simulations, see Figs. 12 and 13.

Rewriting E{ ~w_if^T(w_i)} yields

E{ ~w_if^T(w_i)} = w^oE{f^T(w_i)} − E{w_if^T(w_i)}. (46)

Based on (22) and assumption 5, E{[f(w_i)]_l} can be computed as E{f(x)} = 1 √ 2πσ_x ∫_∞ −∞ f(x)exp(− (x − x̄)^2 2σ^2_x )dx = υ^2σ_x √ 2π (a_1 − a_2) − υ^2x̄ 2 (b_1 + b_2) + υ 2 (b_1 − b_2 + 2b_3),

(47)

where erf(x) ≜^{2√}_π ∫_x 0 exp(−t^2)dt, a_1 = exp(−^{(1/υ−x̄)2}_{2σ2x} ),

a_2 = exp(−^{(1/υ+x̄)2}_{2σ2x} ), b_1 = erf(^{1/υ−x̄√}_{2σx} ), b_2 = erf(^{1/υ+x̄√}_{2σx} ), and b_3 = erf(^{x̄√}_{2σx} ).

We define the block matrices Ξ_i ≜ E{w_if^T(w_i)} and Π_i ≜ E{f(w_i)f^T(w_i)} which have N^2 blocks with every block size of L × L, where Ξ_{k,m,i} ≜ E{w_{k,i}f^T(w_{m,i})} and Π_{k,m,i} ≜ E{f(w_{k,i})f^T(w_{m,i})} are the (k, m)-th block of the Ξ_i and Π_i, respectively.

For the k-th diagonal block matrices Ξ_{k,k,i} and Π_{k,k,i} with k = 1, ..., N, their off-diagonal entries can be directly given using assumption 6; based on assumption 5, their the l-th diagonal entries are computed respectively as follows: E{[w_{k,i}]_l[f^T(w_{k,i})]_l} ≜ E{xf(x)} = 1 √ 2πσ_x ∫_∞ −∞ xf(x)exp(− (x − x̄)^2 2σ^2_x )dx = υ^2σ^2_x √ π ( 1/υ − x̄ √ 2σ_x a_1 + 1/υ + x̄ √ 2σ_x a_2 ) + √ 2υ^2σ_xx̄ √ π (a_1 + a_2) − υσ_x √ 2π (a_1 + a_2 − 2a_3)−

υ^2σ^2_x + υ^2x̄^2 2 (b_1 + b_2) + υx̄ 2 (b_1 − b_2 + 2b_3),

(48)

E{[f(w_{k,i})]_l[f^T(w_{k,i})]_l} ≜ E{f^2(x)} = 1 √ 2πσ_x ∫_∞ −∞ f^2(x)exp(−

(x − x̄)^2 2σ^2_x )dx = − υ^4σ^2_x √ π ( 1/υ − x̄ √ 2σ_x a_1 + 1/υ + x̄ √ 2σ_x a_2 ) − √ 2υ^4σ_xx̄ √ π (a_1 − a_2) + √ 2υ^3σ_x √ π (a_1 + a_2 − 2a_3)−

υ^4σ^2_x + υ^4x̄^2 + υ^2 2 (b_1 + b_2) − υ^3x̄(b_1 − b_2 + 2b_3), (49) where a_3 = exp(−^{x̄2}_{2σ2x} ).

For the (k, m)-th off-diagonal block matrices Ξ_{k,m,i} and Π_{k,m,i}, where k ≠ m ∈ {1, ..., N}, we can also use assumption 6 to compute their off-diagonal entries. Nevertheless, the “separable assumption” can not be used for computing the l-th diagonal entries E{[w_{k,i}]_l[f^T(w_{m,i})]_l} and

E{[f(w_{k,i})]_l[f^T(w_{m,i})]_l}^7, since w_{k,i} and w_{m,i} are of significant similarity for estimating w^o. In view of the difficulty for obtaining the joint probability density function of [w_{k,i}]_l and [w_{m,i}]_l, we propose the following symmetric approximations:

E{[w_{k,i}]_l[f^T(w_{m,i})]_l} = E{[w_{m,i}]_l[f^T(w_{k,i})]_l} ≈ E{[w_{k,i}]_l[f^T(w_{k,i})]_l} + E{[w_{m,i}]_l[f^T(w_{m,i})]_l} 2 , (50)

E{[f(w_{k,i})]_l[f^T(w_{m,i})]_l} = E{[f(w_{m,i})]_l[f^T(w_{k,i})]_l} ≈ E{[f(w_{k,i})]_l[f^T(w_{k,i})]_l} + E{[f(w_{m,i})]_l[f^T(w_{m,i})]_l} 2 . (51) Theorem 2: Both D-NLMM and D-SNLMM algorithms in impulsive noise are mean-square stable if the step sizes satisfy 0 < μ_k < 2 P_{u,k}(i) , k = 1, ..., N. (52) Proof: See Appendix A.

Choosing the step sizes based on Theorem 2 and assuming the existence of (I_L2_N 2 − F_∞)^{−1}, we can take the limits of both sides of (44) at i → ∞ to yield

vec(W_∞) = (I_L2_N 2 − F_∞)^{−1}× [ ((C^TMP_∞) ⊗ (C^TMP_∞))vec(B)+ β(C^TM ⊗ Γ_∞)vec(E{ ~w_∞f^T(w_∞)})+ β(Γ_∞ ⊗ C^TM)vec(E{ ~w_∞f^T(w_∞)}^T)+ β^2(C^TM ⊗ C^TM)vec(E{f(w_∞)f^T(w_∞)}) ] , (53)

which represents the steady-state MSD of the D-SNLMM algorithm. In addition, applying the relation Tr(XY ) = vec(X^T)^Tvec(Y ), the steady-state network MSD of the algorithm is also expressed as

MSD_{net}(∞) = 1 N vec(I_{LN} )^T(I_L2_N 2 − F_∞)^{−1}×

((C^TMP_∞) ⊗ (C^TMP_∞))vec(B) + Δ_∞,

(54)

where

Δ_∞ = 1 N vec(I_{LN} )^T(I_L2_N 2 − F)^{−1}× [ β(C^TM ⊗ Γ_∞)vec(E{ ~w_∞f^T(w_∞)})+ β(Γ_∞ ⊗ C^TM)vec(E{ ~w_∞f^T(w_∞)}^T)+ β^2(C^TM ⊗ C^TM)vec(E{f(w_∞)f^T(w_∞)}) ] (55) is the result of the zero attractor characterizing the sparsity of w^o. Note that, if β = 0 so that Δ_∞ = 0, (54) will reduce to the steady-state network MSD of the D-NLMM algorithm. Thus, by letting Δ_∞ < 0, we find the following theorem.

Theorem 3: For estimating sparse systems, the D-SNLMM algorithm has lower MSD than the D-NLMM algorithm only if the regularization parameter β is in the range 0 < β < β^∗ ≜ 1 N β_a β_b , (56)

7Similar problem appeared in the l_1-norm based sparse distributed algorithm [126], but it directly applies “separable assumption”.

where

β_a = − vec(I_{LN} )^T(I_L2_N 2 − F)^{−1}× [ (C^TM ⊗ Γ_∞)vec(E{ ~w_∞f^T(w_∞)})+ (Γ_∞ ⊗ C^TM)vec(E{ ~w_∞f^T(w_∞)}^T) ] , (57)

β_b =vec(I_{LN} )^T(I_L2_N 2 − F)^{−1}× (C^TM ⊗ C^TM)vec(E{f(w_∞)f^T(w_∞)}).

(58)

Remark 3: As shown in (56), the accuracy range of β depends on the true w^o, but it can reveal the feasibility of the D-SNLMM algorithm outperforming the D-NLMM algorithm in sparse estimation problem. This phenomenon can also be observed in Figs. 6 and 7. For the D-SNLMM algorithm, (54) is an implicit equation on the steady-state MSD, but we may obtain its numerical solution by running the transient model (44) to the steady-state.

C. Calculation of P_{u,k} (i)

To implement the above mean and mean-square models, now we will show how to compute the probability P_{u,k}(i) defined in (23). Recalling the CG noise model and applying the law of total probability, we obtain P_{u,k}(i) =p_kP {|e_{s,k}(i)| < ξ_k}+ (1 − p_k)P {|e_{θ,k}(i)| < ξ_k}, (59)

where e_{s,k}(i) ≜ u^T_{k,i} ~w_{k,i} + θ_k(i) + g_k(i) and e_{θ,k}(i) ≜ u^T_{k,i} ~w_{k,i} + θ_k(i). It has been pointed out in [127] that based on the central limit theorem, u^T_{k,i} ~w_{k,i} can be assumed to be Gaussian for L ≫ 1. Therefore, we are able to assume that e_{s,k}(i) and e_{θ,k}(i) are zero mean Gaussian variables so that P {|e(i)| < ξ} ≜ 1 √ 2πσ_e ∫_ξ −ξ exp(− e^2 2σ^2_e )de = erf(ξ/ √ 2σ_e), (60)

where the subscripts k, s and θ are omitted for concision. Subsequently, (59) can be rewritten as

P_{u,k} (i) =p_kerf ( ξ_k √ 2σ_{es,k} (i) ) + (1 − p_k)erf ( ξ_k √ 2σ_{eθ,k} (i) ) , (61) where σ^2_{es,k} (i) ≜ Tr(W_{k,i}R_k) + σ^2_{s,k} and σ^2_{eθ,k} (i) ≜ Tr(W_{k,i}R_k)+σ^2_{θ,k}. Similar to (15), ξ_k is computed according to ξ_k = κσ_{eθ,k} (i). (62) In the steady-state, we introduce two approximations:

σ^2_{eθ,k} (∞) ≈ σ^2_{θ,k} and σ^2_{es,k} (∞) ≈ σ^2_{s,k} , due to Tr {W_{k,i}R_k} < σ^2_{θ,k} ≪ σ^2_{s,k} for small step sizes. Consequently, P_∞ in (53) can be computed:

P_{u,k}(∞) =p_kerf ( κσ_{θ,k} √ 2σ_{s,k} ) + (1 − p_k)erf ( κ √ 2 ) . (63)

D. Some Insights

Remark 4: From (31) and (52), the step size range that guarantees the convergence of both the D-NLMM and D- SNLMM algorithms in both mean and mean-square senses is formulated as 0 < μ_k < 1 P_{u,k}(i) min { 2 λ_{max}(E{A_{k,i}}) , 2 }

DNLMS (b) ⇒ 0 < μ_k < 2 P_{u,k}(i) (64)

for all nodes k = 1, ..., N. It should be stressed that the term (b) stems from λ_{max}(E{A_{k,i}}) ≤ 1. This is also because E{A_{k,i}} can also be considered as the normalized covariance matrix of input regressors, i.e., E{A_{k,i}} ≈ R_k /Tr(R_k) when L ≫ 1 [53]. If P_{u,k}(i) = 1, then (64) reduces to the convergence condition of the DNLMS algorithm in the absence of impulsive noise. Because of 0 < P_{u,k}(i) ≲ 1, one can infer from (64) that the step size range of the D-NLMM algorithm is slightly wider than that of the DNLMS algorithm. More importantly, the convergence condition (64) for the proposed algorithms is derived in the presence of impulsive noise.

Remark 5: The previous analysis focuses on both the D- NLMM and D-SNLMM algorithms. However, following the previous analysis procedures, their non-normalized forms: the D-LMM and D-SLMM algorithms can also be easily analyzed, except the following differences:

1) In terms of the mean convergence condition, transient MSD, and steady-state MSD, we only need to replace E{A_i} with R, E{A_i ⊗ A_i} with R ⊗ R, and B with

B = diag { σ^2_{θ,1}R_1, ..., σ^2_{θ,N} R_N } , (65)

where R = diag{R_1, ..., R_N }.

2) On the mean-square convergence condition, Σ_k becomes

Σ_k ≈ (I_L − μ_kP_{u,k}(i)R_k )^T(I_L − μ_kP_{u,k}(i)R_k ). (66)

From (66), then we derive the bounds on step sizes that 0 < μ_k < 1 P_{u,k} (i) · 2 λ_{max}(R_k)

DLMS , k = 1, ..., N. (67)

Assuming P_{u,k}(i) = 1, (67) degrades into the step size range of the DLMS algorithm [10]. From (64) and (67), the convergence conditions of the D-NLMM and D-SNLMM algorithms do not depend on the maximum eigenvalues of the covariance matrices of input regressors, as opposed to the D- LMM and D-SLMM algorithms.

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

Computer simulations are conducted over a distributed network with N = 20 nodes (shown in Fig. 1(a), unless otherwise specified). The network MSD is used as a performance metric. All diffusion algorithms only consider the cooperation of the estimates in the combination step, and the combination coefficients {c_{m,k}} are computed by the Metropolis rule [69]:

c_{m,k} = 1/ max(n_m, n_k), if m ∈ N_k, m ≠ k 1 − ∑ m≠k c_{m,k}, if m = k 0, otherwise,

where n_k is the number of neighbors of node k including itself. All results are the average of 100 independent trials.

Fig. 1. (a) Topology of network with 20 nodes, and values of (b) σ^2_{ε,k} (c) τ_k and (d) σ^2_{θ,k} at different nodes.

A. Performance of Algorithms

Let Q denote the number of non-zero entries in the vector w^o of length L = 32, and a smaller Q means sparser w^o. We set randomly values of non-zero entries from a Gaussian distribution, and then w^o is normalized by ‖w^o‖_2 = 1. The input regressor of node k is given by u_{k,i} = [u_k(i), u_k(i − 1), ..., u_k(i−L+1)]^T [7], [50], with u_k(i) being drawn from a first-order autoregressive model, u_k(i) = τ_ku_k(i − 1) + ε_k(i), where ε_k(i) is a zero mean white Gaussian process with variance σ^2_{ε,k} and τ_k controls the correlation of u_k(i) over time. Fig. 1(b) and (c) illustrate values of σ^2_{ε,k} and τ_k at the nodes. The additive noise v_k(i) interfering the desired output d_k(i) at node k is drawn from a CG process described in assumptions 3 and 4, where Fig. 1(d) illustrates values of σ^2_{θ,k} for the Gaussian background noise.

To begin with, we compare the stability of the D-LMM algorithm with that of the D-NLMM algorithm on step sizes. For conveniently calculating the maximum eigenvalue of the correlation matrix R_k, we set Gaussian white input regressors for all k, i.e., u_k(i) = ε_k(i), which makes λ_{max}(R_k) = σ^2_{ε,k}. As shown in (67), the stability of the D-LMM algorithm is controlled by λ_{max}(R_k ) for all k. Thus, in this algorithm, we set the same step size at all the nodes to μ = t·(2/ max{σ^2_{ε,k}|k = 1, ..., N}), where 0 < t < 1. For the D-NLMM algorithm, we choose the same step size in the range 0 < μ_k < 2 at all the nodes owing to P_{u,k} (i) ≲ 1 in (64). The results for estimating non-sparse w^o are shown in Fig. 2. It is seen that unlike D-LMM, the stability range of D-NLMM on step sizes is not affected by the maximum eigenvalue of R_k because it normalizes the adaptation process by the energies of input regressors. The D-NLMM with ’non-coop’ is that every node runs independently an NLMM algorithm [119], i.e., no cooperation among nodes. As we know, NLMM diverges when μ = 2. However, D-NLMM still converges when μ = 2, since (52) is derived based on the relaxed inequalities (A.7) and (A.12). Thanks to the cooperation of interconnected nodes, D-NLMM has much better performance than NLMM.

Fig. 2. Stability comparison of D-LMM and D-NLMM algorithms under CG noise with p_k = 0.01 and σ^2_{g,k} = 10^4 σ^2_{θ,k}. Parameters setting of Mestimator is N_w = 9, ζ = 0.99.

Fig. 3 shows the performance of the D-NLMM algorithm using different M-estimate functions. Unlike the Huber function used in the DNHuber algorithm, here all M-estimate functions are equipped with adaptive thresholds. It is clear that the MH and Hampel functions lead to similar but slightly superior performance to that of the Huber function. Among these M-estimators, the MH function is preferred due to its simplicity.

Fig. 3. Comparison of different M-estimate functions under CG noise with p_k = 0.01 and σ^2_{g,k} = 10^4σ^2_{θ,k} . [Sparse w^o with Q = 2, p_k = 0.01]. Parameters of M-estimate functions use their typical values in the literature.

Then, Fig. 4 examines the effect of the regularization parameter β on the steady-state performance of the D-SNLMM algorithm, where the D-NLMM algorithm (β = 0) is used as a comparison benchmark when estimating the sparse vector w^o. The results are obtained by averaging over the last 100 MSD values after convergence to steady-state. As one can see, there is a region describing the choices of β so that D- SNLMM has better steady-state performance than D-NLMM in the estimation of parameters with sparsity, as also indicated in (56). According to Fig. 4(a), a proper range of υ can be determined as υ ∈ [15, 40]. Moreover, in Fig. 4(b), as the sparsity degrees of w^o decrease (i.e., values of Q increase), the superiority region on β for the D-SNLMM algorithm becomes narrow as compared to the D-NLMM algorithm, until it becomes null when w^o is non-sparse. That is to say, the D- SNLMM and D-NLMM algorithms are suitable for sparse and non-sparse scenarios, respectively.

Fig. 4. Steady-state network MSDs of the D-SNLMM algorithm versus the parameter β, under CG noise with p_k = 0.01 and σ^2_{g,k} = 10^4σ^2_{θ,k} . (a) different values of υ and the fixed Q = 2, (b) different sparsity degrees and the fixed υ = 20.

Fig. 5 compares the performance of the DNLMS, l_0- DNLMS, DSE-LMS, and proposed D-NLMM and D-SNLMM algorithms in the case of no impulsive noise, where the l_0- DNLMS is the normalized version of the ATC l_0-LMS in [62]. For a fair comparison, the parameters of algorithms are chosen based on the rule that the algorithms hold the same steadystate or convergence performance. As we can see from Fig. 5, the DSE-LMS algorithm is the slowest in the convergence. The D-NLMM and D-SNLMM algorithms keep almost the same performance as the DNLMS and l_0-DNLMS algorithms, respectively.

In Fig. 6, we investigate the performance of the proposed algorithms in the presence of impulsive noise, where the occurrence probability of impulsive noise is set to p_k = 0.01 and 0.05. The DLMP, D-LLAD, and DNHuber [54] algorithms are also required to a performance comparison. In this situation, the DNLMS and l_0-DNLMS algorithms have degraded performance, or even are of divergence in Fig. 6(b), yet other algorithms are insensitive to impulsive noise. For the DLMP algorithm, its performance is better when setting a smaller parameter p in a strong impulsive noise case, as it becomes the DLMS and DSE-LMS algorithms when p = 2 and p = 1, respectively. The D-LLAD performs better than DSE-LMS but worse than DNHuber. Since D-NLMM employs the adaptive rule (15) to select the threshold, it exhibits faster convergence rate than DNHuber using the fixed threshold. From Figs. 5 and 6, one can also see that when identifying a

Fig. 5. Network MSD curves of diffusion algorithms under Gaussian noise. [Sparse w^o with Q = 2]. Parameters of algorithms are set as follows: μ_k = 0.7 (DNLMS); μ_k = 0.006 (DSE-LMS); μ_k = 0.7, α = 20, ρ = 6 × 10^{−5} (l_0-DNLMS); μ_k = 0.7, N_w = 9, ζ = 0.99 (D-NLMM), υ = 20, β = 8.6 × 10^{−5} (D-SNLMM).

sparse parameter vector w^o, the D-SNLMM reduces about 7 dB in the steady-state MSD as compared to that of D- NLMM, as the former takes advantage of the sparsity of w^o.

Fig. 6. Network MSD curves of diffusion algorithms under CG noise with σ^2_{g,k} = 10^4σ^2_{θ,k} and (a) p_k = 0.01, (b) p_k = 0.05. [Sparse w^o with Q = 2]. Parameters of some algorithms are chosen as follows: μ_k = 0.0058 (DSE-LMS); (a) μ_k = 0.01 (b) 0.005, p = 1.4 (DLMP); (a) μ_k = 0.042, α = 0.5 (b) μ_k = 0.018, α = 1.4 (D-LLAD); μ_k = 0.7, (a) b = 0.4 (b) b = 0.3 (DNHuber); (a) N_w = 9 (b) N_w = 16 (D-NLMM, D-SNLMM), and the remaining parameters are chosen as in Fig. 5.

In Fig. 7, we reset the CG noise parameters when the impulsive probability is increased to p_k = 0.1 and the impulsive component g_k(i) follows from the zero mean Laplacian distribution with variance σ^2_{g,k} = 10^3σ^2_{θ,k}. As in [51], the DEN-LMS algorithm uses the basis functions φ^{tanh}_k = {ϕ_{k,1} = x, ϕ_{k,2} = tanh(x)} and other parameters are chosen as μ_k = 0.018, ν_k = 0.99, and ϵ = 10^{−6}. The parameters of other algorithms are re-tuned to reach the same convergence or steady-state MSD as the DEN-LMS algorithm, except that both DNLMS and l_0-DNLMS algorithms have poor convergence in impulsive noise. As can be seen from Fig. 7, the convergence performance of DEN-LMS is superior to that of the DLMP and D-LLAD algorithms and approaches that of the DSE-LMS algorithm in the presence of Laplacian noise. However, the D-NLMM algorithm has faster convergence than than the DEN-LMS algorithm. Due to the use of sparsity, the D-SNLMM further improves the D-NLMM’s steady-state performance.

Fig. 7. Network MSD curves of diffusion algorithms under CG noise. [Sparse w^o with Q = 2]. Parameters of algorithms are chosen as follows: μ_k = 0.008 (DSE-LMS); μ_k = 0.007, p = 1.5 (DLMP); μ_k = 0.024, α = 0.8 (D-LLAD); N_w = 16, ζ = 0.95 (M-estimator). The same step size μ_k = 1 is used for the DNLMS, l_0-DNLMS, D-NLMM, and D-SNLMM algorithms. The sparsity parameters of l_0-DNLMS and D-SNLMM are the same ρ = β = 1 × 10^{−4}.

On the other hand, the α-stable process is used to model the additive noise v_n with impulsive behavior, also called the αstable noise, whose characteristic function is expressed as [20]

Φ(t) = exp(−γ|t|^α). (68)

The characteristic exponent α describes the impulsiveness of the noise (smaller α leads to more outliers) and γ > 0 represents the dispersion degree of the noise. Specifically, when α = 1 or 2, it becomes the Cauchy noise or the Gaussian noise, respectively. In this example, we set α = 1.3 and γ = 2/15. Fig. 8 compares the performance of the previous algorithms. As we have known, in α-stable noise environments, the least p-th (Lp) moment (where p < α) is a proper criterion to devise the DLMP algorithm, and here we set p = 1.25. Accordingly, we should reselect the basis functions for the DEN-LMS algorithm as φ^{Lp}_k = {ϕ_{k,1} = x, ϕ_{k,2} = |x|^{p−1}sign(x)} and set the step size to μ_k = 0.009. It can be seen that the DEN- LMS version with the tanh basis exhibits poor convergence, like the DNLMS and l_0-DNLMS algorithms. By using the Lp basis, the DEN-LMS version can converge as fast as the DLMP algorithm and outperforms the DSE-LMS and D- LLAD algorithms. However, among these robust algorithms, the proposed D-NLMM and D-SNLMM still achieve better estimation performance.

Fig. 8. Network MSD curves of diffusion algorithms in α-stable noise. [Sparse w^o with Q = 2]. Parameters of some algorithms are as follows: μ_k = 0.006 (DSE-LMS); μ_k = 0.009 (DLMP); μ_k = 0.03, α = 0.6 (D- LLAD); N_w = 16, ζ = 0.95 (M-estimator). The other parameters of the DNLMS, l_0-DNLMS, D-NLMM, and D-SNLMM algorithms are the same as Fig. 5.

B. Verification of Analysis

In this subsection, the simulation setup is the same as in the above Fig. 6, unless otherwise specified. The distributed network has N = 10 nodes and the length of w^o is L = 5.

In Figs. 9 and 10, we check the analysis results of the D- NLMM algorithm for estimating the non-sparse vector w^o with Q = 5. The theoretical transient results are computed by (44), and the theoretical steady-state results are computed by (53) and (63), where β = 0. Some expectations associated only with input regressors (e.g., R_k) in the analyses are obtained by the ensemble average. Fig. 9 shows the network MSD performance, and Fig. 10 shows the steady-state MSDs at every node. As one can see, the theoretical results have a good agreement with the simulated results. For the node-wise steady-state results in Fig. 10(b), there is a small discrepancy when μ_k = 0.5 and 1, thanks mainly to the fact that (63) is derived under small step sizes.

Fig. 9. Network MSD curves of the D-NLMM algorithm under CG noise with σ^2_{g,k} = 10^4σ^2_{θ,k}. (a) p_k = 0.01, (b) p_k = 0.05.

Fig. 10. Node-wise steady-state MSDs of the D-NLMM algorithm under CG noise with σ^2_{g,k} = 10^4σ^2_{θ,k} . (a) p_k = 0.01, (b) p_k = 0.05.

To test the theoretical model in (44) for the D-SNLMM algorithm, the sparse vector is set as w^o = [0 0 0 1 0]^T. The comparison results in impulsive noise are shown in Fig. 11. As can be seen, the difference between the theoretical results and the simulated results in the convergence stage of curves is relatively large, and it is negligible in the steady-state. The mechanism behind this difference is that assumptions 5 and 6 hold well in the steady-state. Furthermore, based on 500 independent trials, Fig. 12 takes the simulated pdfs of the 1st and 4-th entries of the estimation error vector ~w_{k,i} for this algorithm, at nodes k = 2, 6 and at iteration i = 100 (transient). It is clear to see that for both zero and large coefficients in the sparse vector w^o, the corresponding entries’ estimation error approximately follow the Gaussian distribution. In the steady-state, the corresponding distribution is more like Gaussian, but here the figure is omitted. Fig. 13 gives a simulated verification for assumption 6. From Figs. 12 and 13, it is concluded that assumptions 5 and 6 can be applied to simplify the analysis of sparsity-aware algorithms.

Fig. 11. Network MSD curves of the D-SNLMM algorithm under CG noise with p_k = 0.01 and σ^2_{g,k} = 10^4 σ^2_{θ,k}.

Fig. 12. Simulated pdf of the l-th entry in ~w_{k,i} at iteration i = 100. (a) l = 1, k = 2, (b) l = 4, k = 2, (c) l = 1, k = 6, (d) l = 4, k = 6. [The D-SNLMM algorithm chooses the parameters μ_k = 0.2, β = 3 × 10^{−4}].

Fig. 13. Simulated results of assumption 6. (a) left = E{[w_{2,i}]_1[f(w_{6,i})]_4}, right = E{[w_{2,i}]_1}E{[f(w_{6,i} )]_4}, (b) left = E{[f(w_{2,i})]_1[f(w_{6,i})]_4}, right = E{[f(w_{2,i})]_1}E{[f(w_{6,i})]_4}.

C. Comparison with Proximal Variants

Finally, Fig. 14 compares the performance of the D- SNLMM algorithm with that of the proximal (prox.) variants with l_1-norm and l_0-norm (presented in Appendix B) in αstable noise. These algorithms are employed to solve the distributed sparsity-aware minimization problem (17). The simulation setting is the same as Fig. 8, except β = 2 × 10^{−4} for the ’prox. with l_1’ variant and β = 6 × 10^{−5} for the ’prox. with l_0’ variant. As illustrated in Fig. 14, due to the l_0-norm based sparsity-regularization, both D-SNLMM and ’prox. with l_0’ algorithms works better than the ’prox. with l_1’ algorithm in terms of convergence and steady-state performance. Although the ’prox. with l_0’ algorithm could slightly outperform the D-SNLMM algorithm, its complexity is slightly high. In particular, the additional complexity of the proximal algorithm originates from (B.11), i.e., prox_{μk β||·||0} (Ψ_{k,i+1}) = max(|Ψ_{k,i+1}|−z), 0)⊙sign(Ψ_{k,i+1}) which costs 4L additions per each iteration at every node, where the comparisons required are counted as additions. Also, the ’prox. with l_0’ algorithm requires an extra memory of size L for storing Ψ_{k,i+1} at node k.

Fig. 14. Comparison of the D-SNLMM algorithm and the proximal variants under α-stable noise. [Sparse w^o with Q = 2].

VI. CONCLUSION

We have derived the D-NLMM algorithm over distributed networks by applying the MH function, which is robust against impulsive noise. Furthermore, considering the underlying sparsity for parameters of interest, the D-SNLMM algorithm was proposed by incorporating the l_0-norm based zero-attractor into the D-NLMM recursion. The mean and mean-square behaviors of the proposed algorithms including the transient and steady-state were analyzed. This analysis does not require the integrals on the score function and the Price’s theorem, which is more simple than the conventional approach for dealing with the score function. The theoretical expression has shown that D-SNLMM outperforms D-NLMM in sparse systems. Simulations in various noise environments have shown the advantages of our proposed algorithms over some existing diffusion algorithms. The theoretical models are also supported by simulations.

APPENDIX A PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Recalling that the elements in f(w_{k,i}) given by (22) are bounded and usually β is a small positive number, we may neglect the effect of some terms associated with βf(w_{k,i}) on the stability condition of the D-SNLMM algorithm (see [63], [62], [65], [64] for similar paradigms). In other words, the bounds on step sizes of the D-SNLMM are the same as those of the D-NLMM algorithm. Therefore, we will deduce the convergence condition in the mean-square from the D-NLMM algorithm for simplicity.

By resorting to the squared Euclidean norms of both sides of (26), setting β = 0, and taking the expectation, we arrive at: E{|| ~ψ_{k,i+1}||^2} =E{|| ~w_{k,i}||^2_{Σk} }+ μ^2_kP^2_{u,k}(i)σ^2_{θ,k}E { 1 ||u_{k,i}||^2 } , (A.1)

where E{|| ~w_{k,i}||^2_{Σk} } ≜ E{ ~w^T_{k,i}Σ_k ~w_{k,i}}, Σ_k = I_L − μ_kP_{u,k}(i) (2 − μ_kP_{u,k} (i)) E{A_{k,i}}. (A.2)

Recalling that E{A_{k,i}} is the normalized covariance matrix of input regressor at node k, so it is symmetric and nonnegative definite. Thus, using the eigenvalue decomposition of E{A_{k,i}}, namely, E{A_{k,i}} = U_k Λ_kU^T_k with Λ_k = diag{λ_{k,1}, ..., λ_{k,L}} collecting the eigenvalues and U_k being the corresponding orthogonal matrix, then we rewrite (A.1) and (A.2) as follows: E{|| ~ψ_{k,i+1}||^2} = E{|| ~w_{k,i}||^2_{ΣΛ,k} }+ μ^2_kP^2_{u,k}(i)σ^2_{θ,k}E { 1 ||u_{k,i}||^2 } , (A.3)

where

Σ_{Λ,k} = I_L − μ_kP_{u,k}(i) (2 − μ_kP_{u,k}(i)) Λ_k (A.4)

is also a diagonal matrix. If (52) holds, i.e., (2−μ_kP_{u,k}(i)) > 0, we can use (A.4) to obtain the following inequality: δ_{k,min}(i)E{|| ~w_{k,i}||^2} ≤ E{|| ~w_{k,i}||^2_{ΣΛ,k} } ≤ δ_{k,max}(i)E{|| ~w_{k,i}||^2}, (A.5)

where δ_{k,min}(i) = 1 − μ_kP_{u,k}(i) (2 − μ_kP_{u,k}(i)) λ_{max}(E{A_{k,i}}), δ_{k,max}(i) = 1 − μ_kP_{u,k}(i) (2 − μ_kP_{u,k}(i)) λ_{min}(E{A_{k,i}}). (A.6) In view of (25b) being a linear convex combination of {ψ_{m,i+1}}, by taking advantage of Jensen’s inequality [16], [17], the following inequality holds E{|| ~w_{k,i+1}||^2} ≤ ∑ m∈N_k c_{m,k}E{|| ~ψ_{k,i+1}||^2}. (A.7) Introducing the following vectors:

X_i ≜ col { E{|| ~ψ_{1,i}||^2}, ..., E{|| ~ψ_{N,i}||^2} } Y_i ≜ col { E{|| ~w_{1,i}||^2}, ..., E{|| ~w_{N,i}||^2} } Z_i ≜ col { μ^2_1P^2_{u,1}(i)σ^2_{θ,1}E { 1 ||u_{1,i}||^2 } , ..., μ^2_N P^2_{u,N} (i)σ^2_{θ,N} E { 1 ||u_{N,i}||^2 }} , (A.8)

and the diagonal matrix

δ_i ≜ diag {δ_{1,max}(i), ..., δ_{N,max}(i)} , (A.9)

then gathering (A.3), (A.5), and (A.7) at all nodes implies that

X_{i+1} ⪯ δ_iY_i + Z_i, (A.10a) Y_{i+1} ⪯ C^TX_{i+1}, (A.10b)

where ⪯ denotes the entry-wise comparison. Since the entries of the matrix C are nonnegative, (A.10a) and (A.10b) further lead to Y_{i+1} ⪯ C^Tδ_iY_i + C^TZ_i. (A.11)

Taking the ∞-norm of both sides of (A.11) and again using ||C^T||_∞ = 1, we obtain ||Y_{i+1}||_∞ ≤ ||C^T||_∞ · ||δ_i||_∞ · ||Y_i||_∞ + ||C^T||_∞ · ||Z_i||_∞ = ||δ_i||_∞ · ||Y_i||_∞ + ||Z_i||_∞. (A.12)

Given that ||Z_i||_∞ = max_{1≤k≤N} μ^2_kP^2_{u,k}(i)σ^2_{θ,k}E

{_1 ||u_{k,i}||^2 } is bounded, (A.12) converges if and only if ||δ_i||_∞ < 1, which is equivalent to requiring |1 − μ_kP_{u,k}(i) (2 − μ_kP_{u,k}(i)) λ_{min}(E{A_{k,i}})| < 1 (A.13) for k = 1, ..., N. From (A.13), the inequality (52) is acquired.

APPENDIX B PROXIMAL VARIANTS OF THE D-SNLMM ALGORITHM In Section III. B, we have derived the D-SNLMM algorithm for solving the distributed estimation problem (17) by virtue of the known SGD rule. In this appendix, we will show briefly how to deduce the distributed proximal solution. Accordingly, we recast (17) as min_{wk} J^{loc}_k (i), J^{loc}_k (i) = G_k(i) + βF (w_k ),

(B.1)

where

G_k(i) = ∑ m∈N_k c_{m,k}g^{−1}_m E { φ(d_m(i) − u^T_{m,i}w_k) } . (B.2)

The forward-backward splitting method [128], [129] to get the minimizer of (B.1) consists of two steps. It firstly performs the forward step to minimize G_k(i) according to the SGD rule (also see the derivation in Section III. A):

ψ_{k,i+1} = w_{k,i} + μ_kg^{−1}_k u_{k,i}φ^′(e_k(i)), (B.3a)

Ψ_{k,i+1} = ∑ m∈N_k c_{m,k}ψ_{m,i+1}. (B.3b) where g_k = 1 and g_k = ‖u_{k,i}‖^2 correspond to the nonnormalized and normalized types, respectively. Subsequently, it performs the proximal step:

w_{k,i+1} = prox_{μk βF} (Ψ_{k,i+1}), (B.4)

where prox(·) is referred to as the proximal operator of index μ_kβ ∈ (0, +∞), defined by

prox_{μk βF} (Ψ_{k,i+1}) = min_{wk} βF (w_k) + 1 2μ_k ||Ψ_{k,i+1} − w_k||^2, (B.5) For ease of implementation, a closed-form solution of (B.5) is necessary. Benefited from the subdifferential feature of the function [130], we can solve (B.5) to 0 ∈ β∂F (w_k) − 1 2μ_k (Ψ_{k,i+1} − w_k). (B.6)

If the sparse regularization F (w_k) =^L ∑ l=1 |[w]_l| (the l_1-norm

in Table I) is used, then (B.6) will become

0 ∈ βsign(w_k) − 1 2μ_k (Ψ_{k,i+1} − w_k), (B.7)

which leads to a popular proximal operator, called the softthreshold [131]: prox_{μk β||·||1} (Ψ_{k,i+1}) = max(|Ψ_{k,i+1}| − μ_kβ, 0)⊙ sign(Ψ_{k,i+1}),

(B.8) where ⊙ denotes the element-wise product of two vectors. To significantly utilize the sparsity, we still consider the l_0-norm approximation in (20) for F (w_k) so that

0 ∈ βf_w(w_k) ⊙ sign(w_k) − 1 2μ_k (Ψ_{k,i+1} − w_k), (B.9)

where the column vector f_w(w_k) consists of L entries f_w([w]_l) = υexp^{−υ|[w]l|}, l = 1, ..., L. (B.10) It is clear that (B.9) can be considered as a weighted variant of (B.7), and then the associated proximal step with the l_0- norm is represented by the weighted soft-threshold below:

prox_{μk β||·||0} (Ψ_{k,i+1}) = max(|Ψ_{k,i+1}| − μ_kβf_w(Ψ_{k,i+1}), 0)⊙ sign(Ψ_{k,i+1}). (B.11) In the algorithm’s implementation, we also employ the first order Taylor series of the exponential function which helps to reduce the complexity of (B.11), namely,

f_Ψ([Ψ]_l) = υ^2[Ψ]_l + υ, if − 1 υ ≤ [Ψ]_l < 0

− υ^2[Ψ]_l + υ, if 0 < [Ψ]_l ≤ 1 υ 0, elsewhere.

(B.12)

Note that other sparse regularization criteria in Table I can also be extended under this weighted proximal formalism. Moreover, these distributed proximal algorithms have also the same stability condition (64) as the D-NLMM algorithm, with the aid of references [63], [131]. However, the detailed proof is omitted due to lack of space. In fact, because of involving the proximal step (B.11), the theoretical analysis of the proximal algorithm will also be more complicated than that of the D- SNLMM algorithm.

REFERENCES

[1] A. H. Sayed, “Adaptation, learning, and optimization over networks,” Foundations and Trends in Machine Learning, vol. 7, no. 4-5, pp. 311– 801, 2014.

[2] A. H. Sayed, S.-Y. Tu, J. Chen, X. Zhao, and Z. J. Towfic, “Diffusion strategies for adaptation and learning over networks: an examination of distributed strategies and network behavior,” IEEE Signal Processing Magazine, vol. 30, no. 3, pp. 155–171, 2013.

[3] P. Di Lorenzo, S. Barbarossa, and A. H. Sayed, “Distributed spectrum estimation for small cell networks based on sparse diffusion adaptation,” IEEE Signal Processing Letters, vol. 20, no. 12, pp. 1261–1265, 2013.

[4] T. G. Miller, S. Xu, R. C. de Lamare, and H. V. Poor, “Distributed spectrum estimation based on alternating mixed discrete-continuous adaptation,” IEEE Signal Processing Letters, vol. 23, no. 4, pp. 551– 555, 2016.

[5] S. Xu, R. C. de Lamare, and H. V. Poor, “Distributed estimation over sensor networks based on distributed conjugate gradient strategies,” IET Signal Processing, vol. 10, no. 3, pp. 291–301, 2016.

[6] X. Zhao, J. Chen, and A. H. Sayed, “Beam coordination via diffusion adaptation over array networks,” in IEEE 13th International Workshop on Signal Processing Advances in Wireless Communications (SPAWC), June 2012, pp. 105–109.

[7] L. Li, J. A. Chambers, C. G. Lopes, and A. H. Sayed, “Distributed estimation over an adaptive incremental network based on the affine projection algorithm,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 58, no. 1, pp. 151–164, 2010.

[8] I. D. Schizas, G. Mateos, and G. B. Giannakis, “Distributed LMS for consensus-based in-network adaptive processing,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 57, no. 6, pp. 2365–2382, 2009.

[9] S. Theodoridis, Machine learning: a Bayesian and optimization perspective. Academic Press, 2015.

[10] S.-Y. Tu and A. H. Sayed, “Diffusion strategies outperform consensus strategies for distributed estimation over adaptive networks,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 60, no. 12, pp. 6217–6234, 2012.

[11] X. Wang, J. Zhou, S. Mou, and M. J. Corless, “A distributed algorithm for least squares solutions,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 2019.

[12] C. G. Lopes and A. H. Sayed, “Diffusion least-mean squares over adaptive networks: Formulation and performance analysis,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 56, no. 7, pp. 3122–3136, 2008.

[13] S. Xu, R. C. de Lamare, and H. V. Poor, “Distributed compressed estimation based on compressive sensing,” IEEE Signal Processing Letters, vol. 22, no. 9, pp. 1311–1315, 2015.

[14] L. Lu, H. Zhao, W. Wang, and Y. Yu, “Performance analysis of the robust diffusion normalized least mean p-power algorithm,” IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems II: Express Briefs, vol. 65, no. 12, pp. 2047–2051, 2018.

[15] F. S. Cattivelli and A. H. Sayed, “Diffusion LMS diffusion strategies for distributed estimation,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 58, no. 3, pp. 1035–1048, 2010.

[16] J. Chen and A. H. Sayed, “Diffusion adaptation strategies for distributed optimization and learning over networks,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 60, no. 8, pp. 4289–4305, 2012.

[17] J. Chen and A. H. Sayed, “Distributed pareto optimization via diffusion strategies,” IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in Signal Processing, vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 205–220, 2013.

[18] S. M. Jung, J.-H. Seo, and P. Park, “A variable step-size diffusion normalized least-mean-square algorithm with a combination method based on mean-square deviation,” Circuits, Systems, and Signal Processing, vol. 34, no. 10, pp. 3291–3304, 2015.

[19] K. L. Blackard, T. S. Rappaport, and C. W. Bostian, “Measurements and models of radio frequency impulsive noise for indoor wireless communications,” IEEE Journal on selected areas in communications, vol. 11, no. 7, pp. 991–1001, 1993.

[20] P. G. Georgiou, P. Tsakalides, and C. Kyriakakis, “Alpha-stable modeling of noise and robust time-delay estimation in the presence of impulsive noise,” IEEE transactions on multimedia, vol. 1, no. 3, pp. 291–301, 1999.

[21] M. A. Chitre, J. R. Potter, and S.-H. Ong, “Optimal and near-optimal signal detection in snapping shrimp dominated ambient noise,” IEEE Journal of oceanic engineering, vol. 31, no. 2, pp. 497–503, 2006.

[22] B. Chen, L. Xing, X. Wang, J. Qin, and N. Zheng, “Robust learning with kernel mean p-power error loss,” IEEE transactions on cybernetics, vol. 48, no. 7, pp. 2101–2113, 2017.

[23] B. Chen, X. Wang, N. Lu, S. Wang, J. Cao, and J. Qin, “Mixture correntropy for robust learning,” Pattern Recognition, vol. 79, pp. 318– 327, 2018.

[24] Y. Yu, H. Zhao, W. Wang, and L. Lu, “Robust diffusion Huber-based normalized least mean square algorithm with adjustable thresholds,” Circuits, Systems, and Signal Processing, vol. 39, pp. 2065–2093, 2020.

[25] R. C. de Lamare and R. Sampaio-Neto, “Adaptive reduced-rank mmse filtering with interpolated fir filters and adaptive interpolators,” IEEE Signal Processing Letters, vol. 12, no. 3, pp. 177–180, March 2005.

[26] R. C. de Lamare and R. Sampaio-Neto, “Reduced-rank adaptive filtering based on joint iterative optimization of adaptive filters,” IEEE Signal Processing Letters, vol. 14, no. 12, pp. 980–983, Dec 2007.

[27] M. Yukawa, R. C. de Lamare, and I. Yamada, “Robust reduced-rank adaptive algorithm based on parallel subgradient projection and krylov subspace,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 57, no. 12, pp. 4660–4674, Dec 2009.

[28] R. C. D. Lamare and R. Sampaio-Neto, “Minimum mean-squared error iterative successive parallel arbitrated decision feedback detectors for ds-cdma systems,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 56, no. 5, pp. 778–789, May 2008.

[29] R. C. de Lamare and P. S. R. Diniz, “Set-membership adaptive algorithms based on time-varying error bounds for cdma interference suppression,” IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technology, vol. 58, no. 2, pp. 644–654, Feb 2009.

[30] R. C. de Lamare and R. Sampaio-Neto, “Adaptive reduced-rank processing based on joint and iterative interpolation, decimation, and filtering,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 57, no. 7, pp. 2503–2514, July 2009.

[31] M. Yukawa, R. C. de Lamare, and R. Sampaio-Neto, “Efficient acoustic echo cancellation with reduced-rank adaptive filtering based on selective decimation and adaptive interpolation,” IEEE Transactions on

Audio, Speech, and Language Processing, vol. 16, no. 4, pp. 696–710, May 2008.

[32] R. Fa, R. C. de Lamare, and L. Wang, “Reduced-rank stap schemes for airborne radar based on switched joint interpolation, decimation and filtering algorithm,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 58, no. 8, pp. 4182–4194, Aug 2010.

[33] L. Wang and R. C. D. Lamare, “Constrained adaptive filtering algorithms based on conjugate gradient techniques for beamforming,” IET Signal Processing, vol. 4, no. 6, pp. 686–697, Dec 2010.

[34] R. C. de Lamare and R. Sampaio-Neto, “Reduced-rank space-time adaptive interference suppression with joint iterative least squares algorithms for spread-spectrum systems,” IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technology, vol. 59, no. 3, pp. 1217–1228, March 2010.

[35] R. C. de Lamare and R. Sampaio-Neto, “Adaptive reduced-rank equalization algorithms based on alternating optimization design techniques for mimo systems,” IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technology, vol. 60, no. 6, pp. 2482–2494, July 2011.

[36] P. Clarke and R. C. de Lamare, “Transmit diversity and relay selection algorithms for multirelay cooperative mimo systems,” IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technology, vol. 61, no. 3, pp. 1084–1098, March 2012.

[37] R. C. de Lamare, “Adaptive and iterative multi-branch mmse decision feedback detection algorithms for multi-antenna systems,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 12, no. 10, pp. 5294–5308, October 2013.

[38] R. Fa and R. C. D. Lamare, “Reduced-rank stap algorithms using joint iterative optimization of filters,” IEEE Transactions on Aerospace and Electronic Systems, vol. 47, no. 3, pp. 1668–1684, July 2011.

[39] Z. Yang, R. C. de Lamare, and X. Li, “Sparsity-aware space-time adaptive processing algorithms with l1-norm regularisation for airborne radar,” IET Signal Processing, vol. 6, no. 5, pp. 413–423, July 2012.

[40] Z. Yang, R. C. de Lamare, and X. Li, “l_1-regularized stap algorithms with a generalized sidelobe canceler architecture for airborne radar,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 60, no. 2, pp. 674–686, Feb 2012.

[41] L. Landau, R. C. de Lamare, and M. Haardt, “Robust adaptive beamforming algorithms using the constrained constant modulus criterion,” IET Signal Processing, vol. 8, no. 5, pp. 447–457, July 2014.

[42] L. Wang, R. C. de Lamare, and M. Haardt, “Direction finding algorithms based on joint iterative subspace optimization,” IEEE Transactions on Aerospace and Electronic Systems, vol. 50, no. 4, pp. 2541– 2553, October 2014.

[43] H. Ruan and R. C. de Lamare, “Robust adaptive beamforming using a low-complexity shrinkage-based mismatch estimation algorithm,” IEEE Signal Processing Letters, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 60–64, Jan 2014.

[44] Y. Cai, R. C. de Lamare, B. Champagne, B. Qin, and M. Zhao, “Adaptive reduced-rank receive processing based on minimum symbolerror-rate criterion for large-scale multiple-antenna systems,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 63, no. 11, pp. 4185–4201, Nov 2015.

[45] S. D. Somasundaram, N. H. Parsons, P. Li, and R. C. de Lamare, “Reduced-dimension robust capon beamforming using krylov-subspace techniques,” IEEE Transactions on Aerospace and Electronic Systems, vol. 51, no. 1, pp. 270–289, January 2015.

[46] L. Qiu, Y. Cai, R. C. de Lamare, and M. Zhao, “Reduced-rank doa estimation algorithms based on alternating low-rank decomposition,” IEEE Signal Processing Letters, vol. 23, no. 5, pp. 565–569, May 2016.

[47] H. Ruan and R. C. de Lamare, “Robust adaptive beamforming based on low-rank and cross-correlation techniques,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 64, no. 15, pp. 3919–3932, Aug 2016.

[48] S. F. B. Pinto and R. C. de Lamare, “Multistep knowledge-aided iterative esprit: Design and analysis,” IEEE Transactions on Aerospace and Electronic Systems, vol. 54, no. 5, pp. 2189–2201, Oct 2018.

[49] F. Wen, “Diffusion least-mean p-power algorithms for distributed estimation in alpha-stable noise environments,” Electronics letters, vol. 49, no. 21, pp. 1355–1356, 2013.

[50] J. Ni, J. Chen, and X. Chen, “Diffusion sign-error LMS algorithm:

formulation and stochastic behavior analysis,” Signal Processing, vol. 128, pp. 142–149, 2016.

[51] S. Al-Sayed, A. M. Zoubir, and A. H. Sayed, “Robust distributed estimation by networked agents,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 65, no. 15, pp. 3909–3921, 2017.

[52] F. Chen, T. Shi, S. Duan, L. Wang, and J. Wu, “Diffusion least logarithmic absolute difference algorithm for distributed estimation,” Signal Processing, vol. 142, pp. 423–430, 2018.

[53] S. Kumar, A. K. Sahoo, and D. P. Acharya, “Robust estimation in distributed wireless sensor network,” in 2015 Annual IEEE India Conference (INDICON). IEEE, 2015, pp. 1–4.

[54] Z. Li and S. Guan, “Diffusion normalized Huber adaptive filtering algorithm,” Journal of the Franklin Institute, vol. 355, no. 8, pp. 3812– 3825, 2018.

[55] J. Jin, Y. Gu, and S. Mei, “A stochastic gradient approach on compressive sensing signal reconstruction based on adaptive filtering framework,” IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in Signal Processing, vol. 4, no. 2, pp. 409–420, 2010.

[56] W. F. Schreiber, “Advanced television systems for terrestrial broadcasting: Some problems and some proposed solutions,” Proceedings of the IEEE, vol. 83, no. 6, pp. 958–981, 1995.

[57] Y. Yu, H. Zhao, R. C. de Lamare, and L. Lu, “Sparsity-aware subband adaptive algorithms with adjustable penalties,” Digital Signal Processing, vol. 84, pp. 93–106, 2019.

[58] Y. Gu, J. Jin, and S. Mei, “l_0-norm constraint LMS algorithm for sparse system identification,” IEEE Signal Processing Letters, vol. 16, no. 9, pp. 774–777, 2009.

[59] K. d. S. Olinto, D. B. Haddad, and M. R. Petraglia, “Transient analysis of l_0-LMS and l_0-NLMS algorithms,” Signal Processing, vol. 127, pp. 217–226, 2016.

[60] F. Wu and F. Tong, “Gradient optimization p-norm-like constraint lms algorithm for sparse system estimation,” Signal Processing, vol. 93, no. 4, pp. 967–971, 2013.

[61] M. V. Lima, W. A. Martins, and P. S. Diniz, “Affine projection algorithms for sparse system identification,” in IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing (ICASSP). IEEE, 2013, pp. 5666–5670.

[62] Y. Liu, C. Li, and Z. Zhang, “Diffusion sparse least-mean squares over networks,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 60, no. 8, pp. 4480–4485, 2012.

[63] P. Di Lorenzo and A. H. Sayed, “Sparse distributed learning based on diffusion adaptation,” IEEE Transactions on signal processing, vol. 61, no. 6, pp. 1419–1433, 2013.

[64] K. S. Kumar and N. V. George, “Polynomial sparse adaptive estimation in distributed networks,” IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems II: Express Briefs, vol. 65, no. 3, pp. 401–405, 2018.

[65] Z. Liu, Y. Liu, and C. Li, “Distributed sparse recursive least-squares over networks.” IEEE Trans. Signal Processing, vol. 62, no. 6, pp. 1386–1395, 2014.

[66] Z. Zheng, Z. Liu, and M. Huang, “Diffusion least mean square/fourth algorithm for distributed estimation,” Signal Processing, vol. 134, pp. 268–274, 2017.

[67] A. H. Sayed, Adaptive filters. John Wiley & Sons, 2011. [68] Y. Chu and C. M. Mak, “A variable forgetting factor diffusion recursive least squares algorithm for distributed estimation,” Signal Processing, vol. 140, pp. 219–225, 2017.

[69] N. Takahashi, I. Yamada, and A. H. Sayed, “Diffusion least-mean squares with adaptive combiners: Formulation and performance analysis,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 58, no. 9, pp. 4795–4810, 2010.

[70] W. Li and J. Swetits, “The linear L1 estimator and the huber Mestimator,” SIAM Journal on Optimization, vol. 8, no. 2, pp. 457–475, 1998.

[71] Y. Zhou, S. C. Chan, and K. L. Ho, “New sequential partial-update least mean M-estimate algorithms for robust adaptive system identification in impulsive noise,” IEEE Transactions on Industrial Electronics, vol. 58, no. 9, pp. 4455–4470, 2011.

[72] Y. Zou, S. Chan, and T. Ng, “Least mean m-estimate algorithms for robust adaptive filtering in impulse noise,” IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems II: Analog and Digital Signal Processing, vol. 47, no. 12, pp. 1564–1569, 2000.

[73] F. D. Mandanas and C. L. Kotropoulos, “Robust multidimensional scaling using a maximum correntropy criterion,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 65, no. 4, pp. 919–932, 2016.

[74] P. Li, R. C. de Lamare, and R. Fa, “Multiple feedback successive interference cancellation detection for multiuser mimo systems,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 10, no. 8, pp. 2434– 2439, August 2011.

[75] K. Zu, R. C. de Lamare, and M. Haardt, “Generalized design of low-complexity block diagonalization type precoding algorithms for multiuser mimo systems,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 61, no. 10, pp. 4232–4242, October 2013.

[76] P. Clarke and R. C. de Lamare, “Transmit diversity and relay selection algorithms for multirelay cooperative mimo systems,” IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technology, vol. 61, no. 3, pp. 1084–1098, March 2012.

[77] R. C. de Lamare, “Massive mimo systems: Signal processing challenges and future trends,” URSI Radio Science Bulletin, vol. 2013, no. 347, pp. 8–20, Dec 2013.

[78] W. Zhang, H. Ren, C. Pan, M. Chen, R. C. de Lamare, B. Du, and J. Dai, “Large-scale antenna systems with ul/dl hardware mismatch: Achievable rates analysis and calibration,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 63, no. 4, pp. 1216–1229, April 2015.

[79] T. Peng, R. C. de Lamare, and A. Schmeink, “Adaptive distributed space-time coding based on adjustable code matrices for cooperative mimo relaying systems,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 61, no. 7, pp. 2692–2703, July 2013.

[80] Y. Cai, R. C. d. Lamare, and R. Fa, “Switched interleaving techniques with limited feedback for interference mitigation in ds-cdma systems,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 59, no. 7, pp. 1946–1956, July 2011.

[81] P. Li and R. C. de Lamare, “Distributed iterative detection with reduced message passing for networked mimo cellular systems,” IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technology, vol. 63, no. 6, pp. 2947–2954, July 2014.

[82] K. Zu and R. C. d. Lamare, “Low-complexity lattice reductionaided regularized block diagonalization for mu-mimo systems,” IEEE Communications Letters, vol. 16, no. 6, pp. 925–928, June 2012.

[83] K. Zu, R. C. de Lamare, and M. Haardt, “Generalized design of low-complexity block diagonalization type precoding algorithms for multiuser mimo systems,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 61, no. 10, pp. 4232–4242, October 2013.

[84] W. Zhang, R. C. de Lamare, C. Pan, M. Chen, J. Dai, B. Wu, and X. Bao, “Widely linear precoding for large-scale mimo with iqi: Algorithms and performance analysis,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 16, no. 5, pp. 3298–3312, May 2017.

[85] L. T. N. Landau and R. C. de Lamare, “Branch-and-bound precoding for multiuser mimo systems with 1-bit quantization,” IEEE Wireless Communications Letters, vol. 6, no. 6, pp. 770–773, Dec 2017.

[86] K. Zu, R. C. de Lamare, and M. Haardt, “Multi-branch tomlinsonharashima precoding design for mu-mimo systems: Theory and algorithms,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 62, no. 3, pp. 939–951, March 2014.

[87] L. Zhang, Y. Cai, R. C. de Lamare, and M. Zhao, “Robust multibranch tomlinson-harashima precoding design in amplify-and-forward mimo relay systems,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 62, no. 10, pp. 3476–3490, Oct 2014.

[88] T. Peng and R. C. de Lamare, “Adaptive buffer-aided distributed spacetime coding for cooperative wireless networks,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 64, no. 5, pp. 1888–1900, May 2016.

[89] A. G. D. Uchoa, C. T. Healy, and R. C. de Lamare, “Iterative detection and decoding algorithms for mimo systems in block-fading channels using ldpc codes,” IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technology, vol. 65, no. 4, pp. 2735–2741, April 2016.

[90] Z. Shao, R. C. de Lamare, and L. T. N. Landau, “Iterative detection and decoding for large-scale multiple-antenna systems with 1-bit adcs,” IEEE Wireless Communications Letters, vol. 7, no. 3, pp. 476–479, June 2018.

[91] J. Gu, R. C. de Lamare, and M. Huemer, “Buffer-aided physicallayer network coding with optimal linear code designs for cooperative networks,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 66, no. 6, pp. 2560–2575, June 2018.

[92] Y. Jiang, Y. Zou, H. Guo, T. A. Tsiftsis, M. R. Bhatnagar, R. C.

de Lamare, and Y. Yao, “Joint power and bandwidth allocation for energy-efficient heterogeneous cellular networks,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 67, no. 9, pp. 6168–6178, Sep. 2019.

[93] R. C. de Lamare and R. Sampaio-Neto, “Adaptive reduced-rank mmse filtering with interpolated fir filters and adaptive interpolators,” IEEE Signal Processing Letters, vol. 12, no. 3, pp. 177–180, March 2005.

[94] R. C. de Lamare and R. Sampaio-Neto, “Adaptive interference suppression for ds-cdma systems based on interpolated fir filters with adaptive interpolators in multipath channels,” IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technology, vol. 56, no. 5, pp. 2457–2474, Sep. 2007.

[95] R. C. de Lamare, M. Haardt, and R. Sampaio-Neto, “Blind adaptive constrained reduced-rank parameter estimation based on constant modulus design for cdma interference suppression,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 56, no. 6, pp. 2470–2482, June 2008.

[96] N. Song, R. C. de Lamare, M. Haardt, and M. Wolf, “Adaptive widely linear reduced-rank interference suppression based on the multistage wiener filter,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 60, no. 8, pp. 4003–4016, Aug 2012.

[97] M. Yukawa, R. C. de Lamare, and R. Sampaio-Neto, “Efficient acoustic echo cancellation with reduced-rank adaptive filtering based on selective decimation and adaptive interpolation,” IEEE Transactions on Audio, Speech, and Language Processing, vol. 16, no. 4, pp. 696–710, May 2008.

[98] R. C. de Lamare, R. Sampaio-Neto, and M. Haardt, “Blind adaptive constrained constant-modulus reduced-rank interference suppression algorithms based on interpolation and switched decimation,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 59, no. 2, pp. 681–695, Feb 2011.

[99] R. C. de Lamare and R. Sampaio-Neto, “Reduced-rank space-time adaptive interference suppression with joint iterative least squares algorithms for spread-spectrum systems,” IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technology, vol. 59, no. 3, pp. 1217–1228, March 2010.

[100] R. Fa and R. C. De Lamare, “Reduced-rank stap algorithms using joint iterative optimization of filters,” IEEE Transactions on Aerospace and Electronic Systems, vol. 47, no. 3, pp. 1668–1684, July 2011.

[101] S. Li, R. C. de Lamare, and R. Fa, “Reduced-rank linear interference suppression for ds-uwb systems based on switched approximations of adaptive basis functions,” IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technology, vol. 60, no. 2, pp. 485–497, Feb 2011.

[102] L. Wang, R. C. de Lamare, and M. Yukawa, “Adaptive reducedrank constrained constant modulus algorithms based on joint iterative optimization of filters for beamforming,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 58, no. 6, pp. 2983–2997, June 2010.

[103] L. Landau, R. C. de Lamare, and M. Haardt, “Robust adaptive beamforming algorithms using the constrained constant modulus criterion,” IET Signal Processing, vol. 8, no. 5, pp. 447–457, July 2014.

[104] N. Song, W. U. Alokozai, R. C. de Lamare, and M. Haardt, “Adaptive widely linear reduced-rank beamforming based on joint iterative optimization,” IEEE Signal Processing Letters, vol. 21, no. 3, pp. 265–269, March 2014.

[105] H. Ruan and R. C. de Lamare, “Low-complexity robust adaptive beamforming algorithms exploiting shrinkage for mismatch estimation,” IET Signal Processing, vol. 10, no. 5, pp. 429–438, 2016.

[106] L. Wang, R. C. de Lamare, and M. Haardt, “Direction finding algorithms based on joint iterative subspace optimization,” IEEE Transactions on Aerospace and Electronic Systems, vol. 50, no. 4, pp. 2541– 2553, October 2014.

[107] S. D. Somasundaram, N. H. Parsons, P. Li, and R. C. de Lamare, “Reduced-dimension robust capon beamforming using krylov-subspace techniques,” IEEE Transactions on Aerospace and Electronic Systems, vol. 51, no. 1, pp. 270–289, January 2015.

[108] R. C. de Lamare and R. Sampaio-Neto, “Sparsity-aware adaptive algorithms based on alternating optimization and shrinkage,” IEEE Signal Processing Letters, vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 225–229, Feb 2014.

[109] S. Xu, R. C. de Lamare, and H. V. Poor, “Distributed compressed estimation based on compressive sensing,” IEEE Signal Processing Letters, vol. 22, no. 9, pp. 1311–1315, Sep. 2015.

[110] T. G. Miller, S. Xu, R. C. de Lamare, and H. V. Poor, “Distributed spectrum estimation based on alternating mixed discrete-continuous adaptation,” IEEE Signal Processing Letters, vol. 23, no. 4, pp. 551– 555, April 2016.

[111] C. T. Healy and R. C. de Lamare, “Design of ldpc codes based on multipath emd strategies for progressive edge growth,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, vol. 64, no. 8, pp. 3208–3219, Aug 2016.

[112] F. G. Almeida Neto, R. C. De Lamare, V. H. Nascimento, and Y. V. Zakharov, “Adaptive reweighting homotopy algorithms applied to beamforming,” IEEE Transactions on Aerospace and Electronic Systems, vol. 51, no. 3, pp. 1902–1915, July 2015.

[113] M. F. Kaloorazi and R. C. de Lamare, “Subspace-orbit randomized decomposition for low-rank matrix approximations,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 66, no. 16, pp. 4409–4424, Aug 2018.

[114] M. F. Kaloorazi and R. C. de Lamare, “Compressed randomized utv decompositions for low-rank matrix approximations,” IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in Signal Processing, vol. 12, no. 6, pp. 1155–1169, Dec 2018.

[115] Y. Zhaocheng, R. C. de Lamare, and W. Liu, “Sparsity-based stap using alternating direction method with gain/phase errors,” IEEE Transactions on Aerospace and Electronic Systems, vol. 53, no. 6, pp. 2756– 2768, Dec 2017.

[116] X. Wu, Y. Cai, M. Zhao, R. C. de Lamare, and B. Champagne, “Adaptive widely linear constrained constant modulus reduced-rank beamforming,” IEEE Transactions on Aerospace and Electronic Systems, vol. 53, no. 1, pp. 477–492, Feb 2017.

[117] Y. V. Zakharov, V. H. Nascimento, R. C. De Lamare, and F. G.

De Almeida Neto, “Low-complexity dcd-based sparse recovery algorithms,” IEEE Access, vol. 5, pp. 12 737–12 750, 2017.

[118] Q. Jiang, S. Li, Z. Zhu, H. Bai, X. He, and R. C. de Lamare, “Design of compressed sensing system with probability-based prior information,” IEEE Transactions on Multimedia, pp. 1–1, 2019.

[119] S. C. Chan and Y. Zhou, “On the performance analysis of the least mean M-estimate and normalized least mean M-estimate algorithms with gaussian inputs and additive gaussian and contaminated gaussian noises,” Journal of Signal Processing Systems, vol. 60, no. 1, pp. 81– 103, Jul 2010.

[120] B. Chen, L. Xing, B. Xu, H. Zhao, N. Zheng, and J. C. Prncipe, “Kernel risk-sensitive loss: Definition, properties and application to robust adaptive filtering,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 65, no. 11, pp. 2888–2901, 2017.

[121] B. Chen, L. Xing, H. Zhao, N. Zheng, and J. C. Prncipe, “Generalized correntropy for robust adaptive filtering,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 64, no. 13, pp. 3376–3387, 2016.

[122] L. Dang, B. Chen, S. Wang, Y. Gu, and J. C. Prncipe, “Kernel kalman filtering with conditional embedding and maximum correntropy criterion,” IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems I: Regular Papers, vol. 66, no. 11, pp. 4265–4277, 2019.

[123] N. J. Bershad and L. Z. Qu, “On the probability density function of the LMS adaptive filter weights,” IEEE Transactions on Acoustics, Speech, and Signal Processing, vol. 37, no. 1, pp. 43–56, 1989.

[124] K. Wagner and M. Doroslovacki, “Probability density of weight deviations given preceding weight deviations for proportionate-type lms adaptive algorithms,” IEEE Signal Processing Letters, vol. 18, no. 11, pp. 667–670, 2011.

[125] K. T. Wagner and M. I. Doroslovacki, “Towards analytical convergence analysis of proportionate-type NLMS algorithms,” in IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing, March 2008, pp. 3825–3828.

[126] L. Shi and H. Zhao, “Diffusion leaky zero attracting least mean square algorithm and its performance analysis,” IEEE Access, vol. 6, pp. 56 911–56 923, 2018.

[127] T. Y. Al-Naffouri and A. H. Sayed, “Transient analysis of adaptive filters with error nonlinearities,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 51, no. 3, pp. 653–663, 2003.

[128] J. Chen, Z. J. Towfic, and A. H. Sayed, “Dictionary learning over distributed models,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 63, no. 4, pp. 1001–1016, 2014.

[129] R. Nassif, C. Richard, A. Ferrari, and A. H. Sayed, “Proximal multitask learning over networks with sparsity-inducing coregularization,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 64, no. 23, pp. 6329–6344, 2016.

[130] N. Parikh, S. Boyd et al., “Proximal algorithms,” Foundations and Trends® in Optimization, vol. 1, no. 3, pp. 127–239, 2014.

[131] W. M. Wee and I. Yamada, “A proximal splitting approach to regularized distributed adaptive estimation in diffusion networks,” in IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing, 2013, pp. 5420–5424.