arXiv:2405.07791v1 [cs.LG] 13 May 2024

Decentralized Kernel Ridge Regression Based on Data-dependent Random Feature

Ruikai Yang, Fan He, Mingzhen He, Jie Yang, Senior Member, IEEE and Xiaolin Huang^∗, Senior Member, IEEE

Abstract—Random feature (RF) has been widely used for node consistency in decentralized kernel ridge regression (KRR). Currently, the consistency is guaranteed by imposing constraints on coefficients of features, necessitating that the random features on different nodes are identical. However, in many applications, data on different nodes varies significantly on the number or distribution, which calls for adaptive and data-dependent methods that generate different RFs. To tackle the essential difficulty, we propose a new decentralized KRR algorithm that pursues consensus on decision functions, which allows great flexibility and well adapts data on nodes. The convergence is rigorously given and the effectiveness is numerically verified: by capturing the characteristics of the data on each node, while maintaining the same communication costs as other methods, we achieved an average regression accuracy improvement of 25.5% across six real-world data sets.

Index Terms—Kernel methods, decentralized learning, random feature, data-dependent algorithm.

I. INTRODUCTION

K^{ERNEL methods are widely applied and insightfully}

investigated for their ability to handle complex nonlinear problems into simple linear problems [1]–[3]. For a compact data set X ⊂ R^d in kernel methods, there is usually a nonlinear mapping ϕ : X → R^P (P can be infinite) to transform data from the sample space to a high-dimensional space. Suppose that ϕ belongs to a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) H_k that is endowed with a positive definite kernel function k(·, ·) : R^d × R^d → R, where d is the dimension of data. Thanks to the kernel trick, one can compute the inner product in the RKHS with a given kernel function without knowing the explicit expression of ϕ. Kernel ridge regression (KRR, [4]) is an important non-parametric kernel-based learning method. Given a data set D = {(x_i, y_i)}^N_{i=1} and x_i ∈ X ⊆ R^d , y_i ∈ Y ⊆ R, KRR considers the following optimization problem, min f ∈H_k 1 N N∑ i=1 ℓ (f(x_i), y_i) + λ ‖f‖^2_{Hk} , (1)

This work is jointly supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (No. 62376153 and No. 62376155) and the Research Program of Shanghai Municipal Science and Technology Committee (No. 22511105600).

R. Yang, M. He, J. Yang, and X. Huang are with Institute of Image Processing and Pattern Recognition, and the MOE Key Laboratory of System Control and Information Processing, Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Shanghai 200240, China. E-mail: {ruikai.yang, mingzhen he, jieyang, xiaolinhuang}@sjtu.edu.cn.

F. He is with Department of Electrical Engineering (ESAT), and STADIUS Center for Dynamical Systems, Signal Processing and Data Analytics, KU Leuven, B-3001 Leuven, Belgium. E-mail: fan.he@esat.kuleuven.be.

∗Corresponding author.

where λ > 0 is the regularization parameter and ℓ : R×R → R is a given loss function.

In today’s large-scale settings, distributed computing frameworks [5]–[8] have attracted much attention in many areas. Massive distributed sensors and devices, for example, collect data in wireless communication networks [9] and the Internet of Things [10]. To protect patients’ privacy, some biological big data must be dispersed across institutions and intentionally isolated [11]. The advantages and necessity of distributed computing frameworks have prompted research into distributed KRR (DKRR). Let J be the number of machines or nodes and D = ∪^J_{j=1}D_j be divided into J mutually disjoint subsets, where each subset D_j = {(x_{j,i}, y_{j,i})}^{Nj}_{i=1} (1 ⩽ j ⩽ J). DKRR considers the following optimization problem, min {f_j ∈H_k }^J_{j=1} J∑ j=1 1 N N_j∑

i=1 ℓ (f_j (x_{j,i}), y_{j,i}) + λ_j ‖f_j ‖^2_{Hk} s.t. f_1 = f_2 = . . . = f_J . (2) Distributed algorithms can be categorized as centralized and decentralized ones. Compared to centralized KRR algorithms [12]–[15], decentralized algorithms do not require a fusion center and thus are more suitable for applications that care about privacy. But since the local function learned from KRR is supported by local data, namely {k(·, x_{j,i})}^{Nj}_{i=1}, imposing constraints on combination coefficients is almost impossible and in fact unreasonable. To address the aforementioned difficulty, researchers introduced random features (RFs, [16]) into decentralized frameworks recently [17]–[21]. For a kernel function k(x_i, x_j ), RF constructs an explicit mapping z : R^d → R^D to approximate k(x_i, x_j ) ≈ z(x_i)^⊤z(x_j ), where the explicit mapping is obtained by sampling from a certain data-independent distribution. Furthermore, since the RF mapping is not bijective, it can ensure the security of x_i even when nodes communicate z(x_i). Compared to some decentralized methods that require transmitting raw data [22]– [24], this approach will provide crucial assistance in domains where data privacy protection is necessary and prohibits crossnode transmission of raw data [25]–[28]. A typical decentralized KRR with RF, namely decentralized kernel learning via ADMM (DKLA) [20], can be written as below, min {θ_j ∈R^D}^J_{j=1} J∑ j=1 1 N N_j∑

i=1 ℓ ( θ^⊤_j z(x_{j,i}), y_{j,i} ) + λ_j ‖θ_j ‖^2 s.t. θ_j = θ_p, p ∈ N_j , ∀j, (3) where N_j denotes one-hop neighbors of the j-th node.

There has been significant progress on RF in the past ten years; see, e.g., a recent survey [29]. Nowadays, one can generate RF adaptive to data, i.e., for specific data, one can use fewer features to achieve better kernel approximation or performance on subsequent tasks. Typically, these datadependent RF (DDRF) methods sample D_0 features from a given probability density, score these features by a predefined metric, and then directly select D (D < D_0) features with the highest scores [30], [31] or resample those features with higher probability [32], [33]. The advantages of these methods come from the fact that the features are data-dependent, from which it follows that the corresponding RFs could be different on different nodes. But this does not apply to the current RF-based decentralized algorithms [34]–[37], which share the same premise as the model proposed in [20], relying on consensus on feature coefficients. For these algorithms to work, features on different nodes must be identical. Moreover, when algorithms deal with imbalanced data, it is preferable to use variable D_j because it can improve communication efficiency without damaging the approximation ability. Due to the requirement mentioned before, such a setting also cannot be adopted to current decentralized algorithms.

The purpose of this paper is to develop a decentralized KRR algorithm that allows different nodes to use different RFs. We propose to align decision functions on different nodes and iteratively solve the problem with a primal-only method, the convergence of which is proven to be controlled by the local penalty parameter. Most of the computations and communications can be done before the iteration, and only the {θ_j } needs to be communicated in iterations. Because decision functions rather than coefficients are used to reach consensus, RFs could adapt to the data on nodes. This can greatly improve the performance, especially when the data size, data distribution, noise intensity, etc., are different among different nodes. For example, a heterogeneous setting of responses {y_{j,i}}^{Nj}_{i=1} on each node is tested. For the houses data set, we run tests on a network of 10 nodes and each node has 4 neighbors. When DKLA [20] and our algorithm follow the same convergence rate, DKLA uses D_j = 100 and our algorithm uses only D_j = 20 to attain a similar error, which significantly reduces the communication costs. All of the scenarios above are possible, and the suggested algorithm is promising in actual practice.

The main contributions of this paper are:

• We propose a decentralized algorithm named DeKRR- DDRF, which allows the features on each node to be inconsistent. It thus provides the possibility for each node to apply data-dependent RF techniques to benefit in both accuracy and efficiency.

• In DeKRR-DDRF, we give a fast and communicationefficient solving method, where the analytical solution can be directly obtained at every step in iterations. We also prove the convergence of our solving method.

• Several numerical experiments with non-IID and imbalanced data are conducted to test DeKRR-DDRF. The results show that our algorithm outperforms others because it can select features based on the node data characteristics and alter the number of node features.

Organization and Notations. This paper is organized as follows. In Section II, after reformulating the decentralized KRR problem and introducing RF methods, we propose our decentralized algorithm with DDRF. In Section III, we present the convergence conditions of our solving method. In Section IV, we conduct several experiments to demonstrate that our algorithm is more flexible and efficient than other algorithms with the same communication costs. In Section V, we give a brief conclusion of our work.

In this paper, R denotes the set of real numbers. E[·] denotes the expectation operator. ‖·‖_2 denotes the Euclidean norm of a vector. Tr(·), λ_{max}(·) and λ_{min}(·) denote the trace, the largest eigenvalue and the smallest eigenvalue of a square matrix, respectively. Given a matrix A, (A)_{i,j} denotes (i, j)-th entry of A. A ⪰ B denotes that A − B is a positive semi-definite (PSD) matrix.

II. DECENTRALIZED KRR WITH DATA-DEPENDENT RANDOM FEATURES

A. Problem Formulation

Consider a connected network with J nodes which can be described as a symmetric undirected graph G = {V, E}, where V is the set of nodes and its cardinality |V| = J, and E ⊂ V×V is the set of edges. For the j-th node in the network, N_j ⊂ V is the set of its one-hop neighbors and N̂_j = N_j ∪ {j}, where (j, p), (p, j) ∈ E, ∀p ∈ N_j . In decentralized settings, a node can only communicate with its one-hop neighbors. In addition, we assume that each node j has a data set D_j = {X_j , Y_j } which is drawn from a data distribution ρ_j on X_j × Y_j . Here X_j = [x_{j,1} x_{j,2} . . . x_{j,Nj} ] ∈ R^{d×Nj} , Y_j = [y_{j,1} y_{j,2} . . . y_{j,Nj} ] ∈ R^{1×Nj} . And we assume a potential total data set D = ∪_j D_j = {X, Y }. Here X = [X_1 X_2 . . . X_J ] ∈ R^{d×N} , Y = [Y_1 Y_2 . . . Y_J ] ∈ R^{1×N} and we let N = ∑_J j=1 N_j . Throughout, we suppose the decision function f belongs to a RKHS H_k that is equipped with a positive definite kernel function k(·, ·) : R^d × R^d → R, and we use ⟨·, ·⟩_{Hk} and ‖ · ‖_{Hk} to denote the inner product and the norm in H_k, respectively.

In general, decentralized learning solves the following expected risk minimization problem, min {f_j ∈H_k }^J_{j=1} J∑ j=1 E_{(xj ,yj )∼ρj} [ℓ (f_j (x_j ), y_j )] s.t. f_1 = f_2 = . . . = f_J . (4)

It is impractical to know every distribution ρ_j . Thus, we usually consider the empirical risk with a given data set, i.e., min {f_j ∈H_k }^J_{j=1} J∑ j=1 N_j N 1 N_j N_j∑

i=1 ℓ (f_j (x_{j,i}), y_{j,i}) + λ_j ‖f_j ‖^2_{Hk} s.t. f_1 = f_2 = . . . = f_J , (5) where the task-dependent loss function ℓ(f(x), y) measures the difference between the prediction f(x) and the response y, and the local regularization parameter λ_j is used to control the model’s complexity and prevent over-fitting. Typically, we choose the squared loss ℓ(f(x), y) := (f(x) − y)^2 in KRR.

According to the representer theorem [38], the optimal decision function of (5) can be represented as follows,

f^∗_j (·) = α^⊤K(·, X), (6)

where α ∈ R^N and K(·, X) = [k(·, x_{1,1}); . . . ; k(·, x_{J,NJ} )]. Using the reproducing property ⟨k(·, x), k(·, x^′)⟩_{Hk} = k(x, x^′), we have ‖f‖^2_{Hk} = α^⊤Kα with (K)_{i,j} = k(x_i, x_j ) (1 ⩽ i, j ⩽ N). Then with the squared loss, the problem (5) can be rewritten as below, min {α_j ∈R^N}^J_{j=1} J∑ j=1 1 N ‖ ‖ ‖α^⊤_j K̃j − Y ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + N_j N λ_j α^⊤_j Kα_j

s.t. α_1 = α_2 = . . . = α_J , (7)

where K̃_j := [K(x_{j,1}, X) K(x_{j,2}, X) . . . K(x_{j,Nj} , X)] ∈ R^{N×Nj} . In decentralized settings, however, it will face two main problems. Firstly, solving (7) requires constructing the matrix K on each node j, which calls for the node to receive raw data sets {D_i}_{i∈V\{j}} from all other nodes. This is impractical in today’s privacy-conscious world. Moreover, because the dimension of α_j is related to the total amount of data, the high computation, storage, and communication costs are unacceptable for large-scale problems.

B. Random Features in Decentralized Settings

The main idea of RF methods is sampling Ω = {ω_i}^D_{i=1} in a pre-given probability density p(ω) to construct an explicit mapping z : R^d → R^D to approximate a kernel function: k(x, x^′) = ⟨ϕ(x), ϕ(x^′)⟩_{Hk} ≈ ⟨z(Ω, x), z(Ω, x^′)⟩ , (8) where z(Ω, x) := [ψ(ω_1, x); ψ(ω_2, x); . . . ; ψ(ω_D, x)]. The feature mappings ψ(ω, x) and the probability densities p(ω) for some common kernel functions are summarized in [39]. For example, given the Gaussian kernel function k(x, x^′) = exp (_{‖x−x′‖2} 2σ^2 ) , we sample ω from N (0,^1_{σ2} I_d), and there are two ways to construct the real-valued mapping ψ(ω_i, x): ψ(ω_i, x) = 1 √ D [cos(ω^⊤_i x); sin(ω^⊤_i x)] (9) or ψ(ω_i, x) = √ 2 D cos(ω^⊤_i x + b_i), (10)

where b_i is sampled uniformly from [0, 2π]. These ways of building the mapping are also called random Fourier features (RFFs, [16]).

The original process of RFF is data-independent and quite straightforward. Data-dependent RF methods could further improve the performance, i.e., lower approximation error with fewer features. Successful attempts include re-weighted RFF [30], [40], [41] and leverage score based RFF [32], [33]. A typical way, e.g., energy-based RFF [30], is first to generate D_0 random features and then introduce a score function S(ω) to select good features. Since S(ω) is calculated on data, the features selected on each node will differ, resulting in a different explicit mapping. This renders requiring consensus on the combination coefficients meaningless.

C. Algorithm Development

With the features selected by DDRF methods, the local decision function f_j (·) can be written as follows,

f_j (·) = α^⊤_j Z^⊤_j (X)z_j (·) := θ^⊤_j z_j (·), (11)

where Z_j (X) := [z(Ω_j , x_1) z(Ω_j , x_2) . . . z(Ω_j , x_N )] ∈ R^{Dj ×N} . Then we propose the following decentralized KRR model to get consensus among decision functions on different nodes,

min {θ_j ∈R^{Dj} }^J_{j=1} J∑ j=1 N_j N { 1 N_j ‖ ‖θ^⊤_j Z_j (X_j ) − Y_j ‖ ‖^2 + λ_j ‖θ_j ‖^2 }

s.t. θ^⊤_j z_j (·) = θ^⊤_p z_p(·), p ∈ N̂_j , ∀j. (12) When all nodes utilize the same features, that is, D_j = D_p and z_j (·) = z_p(·), the constraint is equal to pursuing the consistency of {θ_j }. In that case, (12) reduces to the model in [20]. When the feature mappings are data-dependent, they differ between nodes, causing the equality constraint θ^⊤_j z_j (·) = θ^⊤_p z_p(·) to be excessively strict to satisfy all x ∈ X . Thus, we consider the following relaxed problem with an objective function L (θ_1, θ_2, . . . , θ_J ), where we use the data on each node and its neighbors to pursue the consistency of decision functions,

min {θ_j ∈R^{Dj} }^J_{j=1} J∑ j=1 { 1 N ‖ ‖θ^⊤_j Z_j (X_j ) − Y_j ‖ ‖^2 + N^j N λ_j ‖θ_j ‖^2 + ∑ p∈N̂_j c_{j,p} N|N̂_j | ‖ ‖θ^⊤_j Z_j (X_j ) − θ^⊤_p Z_p(X_j ) ‖ ‖^2 } . (13) Here the penalty parameters c_{j,p} control the alignment of decision functions on different nodes, and different quadratic terms can be multiplied by different c_{j,p}. In the detailed solution and theoretical analysis later, we use two values:

c_{j,p} ⇒ { c_{j,self} , j = p, c_{j,nei}, j ≠ p. (14)

Roughly, the objective function L is convex w.r.t. Θ := [θ_1; θ_2; . . . ; θ_J ] and easy to solve with a fusion center, e.g., using the analytical formulation. In decentralized frameworks, however, this would be unfeasible. Furthermore, L cannot be decoupled to each node, which complicates algorithm design in decentralized frameworks. By “decouple”, we mean that the objective function can be represented as L = ∑_J j=1 L_j , where L_j only depends on the information of the j-th node. In the following, we establish a decentralized iterative method to solve (13).

Considering that each node can only get information about itself and its one-hop neighbors, we extract the following terms from L and merge them as S_j ( θ_j , {θ_p}_{p∈Nj} ) := 1 N ‖ θ^⊤_j Z_j (X_j ) − Y_j ‖_2 2 + N_j λ_j N ‖θ_j ‖^2 + ∑ p∈N̂_j c̃_{j,p} ‖ ‖θ^⊤_j Z_j (X_j ) − θ^⊤_p Z_p(X_j ) ‖ ‖^2

+ ∑ p∈N̂_j c̃_{p,j} ‖ ‖θ^⊤_j Z_j (X_p) − θ^⊤_p Z_p(X_p) ‖ ‖^2 ,

(15)

where c̃_{j,p} := c_{j,p}/(N|N̂_j |). The first two terms in (15) are only related to the local information, and the last two are coupled with neighbors. In iterations, each node locally optimizes the following sub-problem, where {θ_p}_{p∈Nj} are known and are viewed to be constants,

min_{θj} S_j ( θ_j ; {θ_p}_{p∈Nj} ) . (16)

To well describe the details, we define Z_{i,j} := Z_i(X_j ) ∈ R^{Dj ×Nj} , λ_j :=^{λN}_{JNj} and the following local auxiliary matrices,

G_j := [ (1/N + 2c̃_{j,self} + |N_j |c̃_{j,nei}) Z_{j,j} Z^⊤_{j,j} + λ J I_{Dj} + ∑ p∈N_j c̃_{p,nei}Z_{j,p}Z^⊤_{j,p} ]_{−1} ∈ R^{Dj ×Dj} , d_j := 1 N Z_{j,j} Y^⊤_j ∈ R^{Dj} , S_j := 2c̃_{j,self} Z_{j,j} Z^⊤_{j,j} ∈ R^{Dj ×Dj} , P_{j,p} := c̃_{j,nei}Z_{j,j} Z^⊤_{p,j} + c̃_{p,nei}Z_{j,p}Z^⊤_{p,p} ∈ R^{Dj ×Dp} . (17) Note that these auxiliary matrices can be constructed by a finite number of communications with one-hop neighbors before the iteration and remain unchanged throughout our algorithm, which is helpful to simplify the calculation process. Due to the use of RF methods, the communication only involves Z_i(X_j ) ((i, j) ∈ E), which ensures data privacy. Assuming that at time k, the j-th node has received {θ^k_p }_{p∈Nj} . And then we locally update θ_j by solving ∇_{θj} S_j = 0 in (16), which yields

θ^{k+1}_j = [ ( 1 N + 2c̃_{j,self} + |N_j |c̃_{j,nei} ) Z_{j,j} Z^⊤_{j,j} + λ J I_{Dj} + ∑ p∈N_j c̃_{p,nei}Z_{j,p}Z^⊤_{j,p} ]_{−1} • [ 1 N Z_{j,j} Y^⊤_j + 2c̃_{j,self} Z_{j,j} Z^⊤_{j,j} θ^k_j

+ ∑ p∈N_j ( c̃_{j,nei}Z_{j,j} Z^⊤_{p,j} + c̃_{p,nei}Z_{j,p}Z^⊤_{p,p} ) θ^k_p ] . (18) By the local auxiliary matrices in (17), equation above can be further reduced to

θ^{k+1}_j = G_j ( d_j + S_j θ^k_j + ∑ p∈N_j P_{j,p}θ^k_p ) . (19)

The above algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1.

For a distributed method, we care about the computation and communication costs. Due to the simplicity of our solving method, the costs can be easily given below,

Algorithm 1 Decentralized KRR with Data-dependent RF Input: the data set {D_j }^J_{j=1}, the shift-invariant kernel k, the number of random features {D_j }^J_{j=1}, the regularization parameter λ, and the penalty parameters c_{j,p}.

Output: the decision function {f_j (·) = θ^⊤_j Z_j (·)}^J_{j=1}. 1: Initialize: θ^{(0)}_j = 0.

2: For all local nodes j = 1, · · · , J, do in parallel: 3: Utilize a data-dependent random feature method to select D_j features.

4: Send {ω_{j,i}}^{Dj}_{i=1} (using (9)) or {ω_{j,i}, b_{j,i}}^{Dj}_{i=1} (using (10)) and Z_j (X_j ) to one-hop neighbors . 5: Receive {ω_{p,i}}^{Dp}_{i=1} or {ω_{p,i}, b_{p,i}}^{Dp}_{i=1} and {Z_p(X_p)}_{p∈Nj} from one-hop neighbors.

6: Compute {Z_p(X_j )}_{p∈Nj} and send them to one-hop neighbors.

7: Construct G_j , d_j , S_j , {P_{j,p}}_{p∈Nj} by (17). 8: Set k = 0. 9: repeat 10: Send θ^k_j to one-hop neighbors.

11: Receive {θ^k_p }_{p∈Nj} from one-hop neighbors. 12: Update θ^{k+1}_j by (19). 13: k = k + 1.

14: until the stop criteria is satisfied.

1) The main computational costs arise from calculating (17) and (19). For the former, the computational complexities of constructing the four types of auxiliary matrices G_j , d_j , S_j , and {P_{j,p}}_{p∈Nj} on each node, are O(D^3_j ), O(D_j N_j ), O(D^2_j N_j ), and O(D_j D_p max{N_j , N_p}), respectively. As for the latter, the required computational complexity is O(max{D^2_j , D_j max_{p∈Nj} {D_p}}). For the sake of simplification, we assume that the mean of all {D_j }^J_{j=1} is D̄. Therefore, the overall computational complexity is dominated by O ( max {¯ D^3, D̄^2N_j }) . 2) In iterations, our method only needs to communicate {θ_j }. For the whole network, the communication costs are proportional to J∑ j=1 |N_j |D_j . When the network topology is fixed, reducing D_j on each node can lower total communication costs, which reflects the benefit of adopting DDRF.

III. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS In this section, we give the convergence analysis for Algorithm 1. The challenge stems from the fact that the update to each θ_j is performed in parallel instead of sequentially as in [42]. For a coupled objective function, updating θ_j by (16) intuitively only ensures L(θ^{k+1}_j , {θ^k_i }_{i∈V\{j}}) ⩽ L(θ^k_j , {θ^k_i }_{i∈V\{j}}). However, when the {θ^k_i }_{i∈V\{j}} on the left side are replaced by their updates {θ^{k+1}_i }_{i∈V\{j}}, it is not clear whether the objective function value is still decreasing.

Therefore, we present the following proposition.

Proposition 1. Supposing that

c̃_{j,self} ⩾ |N_j |c̃_{j,nei} 2 + λ_{max} (∑ p∈N_j c̃p,neiZj,pZ ⊤ j,p ) 2λ_{min} ( Z_{j,j} Z^⊤_{j,j} ) (20)

on each node, the objective value of (13) is decreasing, i.e., L ( θ^{k+1}_1 , θ^{k+1}_2 , . . . , θ^{k+1}_J ) −L ( θ^k_1 , θ^k_2 , . . . , θ^k_J ) ⩽ 0. (21)

Proposition 1 points out that when penalty parameters c̃_{j,self}

are chosen large enough, the value of the objective function

decreases monotonically. Since L(Θ) is a convex function, it

follows that {L(Θ^k)} possesses a lower bound and converges.

On the other hand, the right-hand side of (20) is a theoretical

lower bound. In practice, one can start c̃_{j,self} with a small value

and gradually increase it as the number of iterations increases.

Proof of Proposition 1. First, recalling the definition of S_j ( θ_j ; {θ_p}_{p∈Nj} ) in (15) and L (θ_1, θ_2, . . . , θ_J ) in (13), we

can get the following two expressions: J∑ j=1 S_j ( θ^{k+1}_j ; {θ^k_p }_{p∈Nj} )

= J∑ j=1 ( 1 N ‖ ‖ ‖ ( θ^{k+1}_j )_⊤ Z_{j,j} − Y_j ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + λ J ‖ ‖θ^{k+1}_j ‖ ‖^2 )

+ J∑ j=1 ∑ p∈N̂_j c̃_{j,p} ‖ ‖ ( θ^{k+1}_j )_⊤ Z_{j,j} − ( θ^k_p )_⊤ Z_{p,j} ‖ ‖^2

+ J∑ j=1 ∑ p∈N̂_j c̃_{p,j} ‖ ‖ ( θ^{k+1}_j )_⊤ Z_{j,p} − ( θ^k_p )_⊤ Z_{p,p} ‖ ‖^2

(22)

and L ( θ^{k+1}_1 , θ^{k+1}_2 , . . . , θ^{k+1}_J )

= J∑ j=1 ( 1 N ‖ ‖ ‖ ( θ^{k+1}_j )_⊤ Z_{j,j} − Y_j ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + λ J ‖ ‖θ^{k+1}_j ‖ ‖^2 )

+ J∑ j=1 ∑ p∈N̂_j c̃_{j,p} ‖ ‖ ‖ ( θ^{k+1}_j )_⊤ Z_{j,j} − ( θ^{k+1}_p )_⊤ Z_{p,j} ‖ ‖ ‖^2 .

(23)

We suppose S_j ( θ_j ; {θ_p}_{p∈Nj} ) is a μ_j -strong convex function

w.r.t θ_j , and then the following inequality holds: S_j ( θ^{k+1}_j ; {θ^k_p }_{p∈Nj} ) − S_j ( θ^k_j ; {θ^k_p }_{p∈Nj} ) ⩽ − μ_j 2 ‖ ‖θ^k_j − θ^{k+1}_j ‖ ‖^2 ⩽ 0. (24)

Summing the expressions for all nodes on both sides of (24)

and substituting in (22) and (23), we obtain the following inequality: J∑ j=1 S_j ( θ^{k+1}_j ; {θ^k_p }_{p∈Nj} ) − J∑ j=1 S_j ( θ^k_j ; {θ^k_p }_{p∈Nj} )

= L ( θ^{k+1}_1 , θ^{k+1}_2 , . . . , θ^{k+1}_J ) − L ( θ^k_1 , θ^k_2 , . . . , θ^k_J ) { − J∑ j=1 ∑ p∈N̂_j c̃_{j,p} ‖ ‖ ‖ ( θ^{k+1}_j )_⊤ Z_{j,j} − ( θ^{k+1}_p )_⊤ Z_{p,j} ‖ ‖ ‖^2

+ J∑ j=1 ∑ p∈N̂_j c̃_{j,p} ‖ ‖ ‖ ( θ^{k+1}_j )_⊤ Z_{j,j} − ( θ^k_p )_⊤ Z_{p,j} ‖ ‖ ‖^2

+ J∑ j=1 ∑ p∈N̂_j c̃_{p,j} ‖ ‖(θ_{k+1j} )^⊤ Z_{j,p} − (θ_{kp} )⊤ Z_{p,p} ‖ ‖^2 2 − J∑ j=1 ∑ p∈N̂_j c̃_{p,j} ‖ ‖(θ_{kj} )⊤ Z_{j,p} − (θ_{kp} )⊤ Z_{p,p} ‖ ‖^2 2 }

⩽ J∑ j=1 − μ_j 2 ‖ θ^k_j − θ^{k+1}_j ‖_2 2 ⩽ 0.

(25)

Referring to the operation in (14), we split c̃_{j,p} into terms w.r.t.

p = j and terms w.r.t. p ∈ N_j and define them as c̃_{j,self} and

c̃_{j,nei}, respectively. Hence the terms between the two braces

in (25) can be rewritten as − J∑ j=1 c̃_{j,nei} ∑ p∈N_j ‖ ‖ ‖ ( θ^{k+1}_j )_⊤ Z_{j,j} − ( θ^{k+1}_p )_⊤ Z_{p,j} ‖ ‖ ‖^2

+ J∑ j=1 c̃_{j,nei} ∑ p∈N_j ‖ ‖ ‖ ( θ^{k+1}_j )_⊤ Z_{j,j} − ( θ^k_p )_⊤ Z_{p,j} ‖ ‖ ‖^2

+ J∑ j=1 ∑ p∈N_j c̃_{p,nei} ‖ ‖ ( θ^{k+1}_j )_⊤ Z_{j,p} − ( θ^k_p )_⊤ Z_{p,p} ‖ ‖^2

− J∑ j=1 ∑ p∈N_j c̃_{p,nei} ‖ ‖ ‖ ( θ^k_j )_⊤ Z_{j,p} − ( θ^k_p )_⊤ Z_{p,p} ‖ ‖ ‖^2

+ J∑ j=1 2c̃_{j,self} ‖ ‖(θ_{k+1j} )^⊤ Z_{j,j} − (θ_{kj} )⊤ Z_{j,j} ‖ ‖^2 2 .

(26)

We know from the symmetry of undirected graphs that if there

is a term w.r.t. (j, p), then there must also be a term w.r.t. (p, j)

(j, p ∈ [J]). By expanding and merging terms w.r.t. (j, p) and

(p, j), (26) is transformed into ∑ (j,p)∈Ẽ ( Δθ^k_p )_⊤ ( 2c̃_{j,nei}Z_{p,j} Z^⊤_{j,j} + 2c̃_{p,nei}Z_{p,p}Z^⊤_{j,p} ) ( Δθ^k_j )

+ J∑ j=1 ( Δθ^k_j )_⊤ ( 2c̃_{j,self} Z_{j,j} Z^⊤_{j,j} ) ( Δθ^k_j )

= ∑ (j,p)∈E ( Δθ^k_p )_⊤ ( c̃_{j,nei}Z_{p,j} Z^⊤_{j,j} + c̃_{p,nei}Z_{p,p}Z^⊤_{j,p} ) ( Δθ^k_j )

+ J∑ j=1 ( Δθ^k_j )_⊤ ( 2c̃_{j,self} Z_{j,j} Z^⊤_{j,j} ) ( Δθ^k_j ) , (27) where Ẽ is the set of edges when graph G is assumed to be a directed graph and Δθ^k_j := θ^{k+1}_j −θ^k_j is defined for brevity. To further simplify the expression, we introduce a block matrix A and a diagonal block matrix U. The (m, n)-th block ((m, n) ∈ V × V) of A is defined as

[A]_{m,n} := c̃_{n,nei}Z_{m,n}Z^⊤_{n,n} +c̃_{m,nei}Z_{m,m}Z^⊤_{n,m} , (m, n) ∈ E, 0, otherwise,

(28)

and each diagonal block of U is defined as [U]_{j,j} := 2c̃_{j,self} Z_{j,j} Z^⊤_{j,j} , j ∈ V. (29) With (28) and (29), we can reduce (27) to the following, ( Θ^{k+1} − Θ^k )_⊤ (A + U) ( Θ^{k+1} − Θ^k ) , (30)

where Θ^k := [θ^k_1 ; θ^k_2 ; ... ; θ^k_J ] ∈ R^{Ds} and D_s := ∑_J j=1 D_j .

Substituting (30) into (25) yields L ( θ^{k+1}_1 , θ^{k+1}_2 , . . . , θ^{k+1}_J ) − L ( θ^k_1 , θ^k_2 , . . . , θ^k_J ) ⩽ − ( Θ^{k+1} − Θ^k )_⊤ (A + U) ( Θ^{k+1} − Θ^k ) . (31)

To prove (21), we only need to show that A + U is a PSD matrix, i.e., A + U ⪰ 0. We rearrange the terms in A + U and split them into two parts:

A + U = J∑ j=1 c̃_{j,nei}W_j W^⊤_j + S. (32) For the first part, each block of W_j is defined as

[W_j ]_{m,n} := Z_{j,j} , m = j and n ∈ N_j , Z_{m,j} , m = n and m ∈ N_j , 0, otherwise.

(33)

Apparently, the first part is PSD because x^⊤ J∑ j=1 c̃_{j,nei}W_j W^⊤_j x = J∑ j=1 c̃_{j,nei}x^⊤W_j W^⊤_j x

= J∑ j=1 c̃_{j,nei}‖W^⊤_j x‖^2 ⩾ 0, ∀x ∈ R^{Ds} . (34)

The second part S is a block diagonal matrix, and each of its blocks is [S]_{j,j} := [U]_{j,j} − |N_j |c̃_{j,nei}Z_{j,j} Z^⊤_{j,j} − ∑ p∈N_j c̃_{p,nei}Z_{j,p}Z^⊤_{j,p} = (2c̃_{j,self} − |N_j |c̃_{j,nei}) Z_{j,j} Z^⊤_{j,j} − ∑ p∈N_j c̃_{p,nei}Z_{j,p}Z^⊤_{j,p}, j ∈ V. (35)

All that remains is to determine when S is also PSD. We consider its sufficient condition that every diagonal block [S]_{j,j} is PSD. When the following condition is satisfied,

(2c̃_{j,self} − |N_j |c̃_{j,nei})λ_{min} ( Z_{j,j} Z^⊤_{j,j} )

⩾ λ_{max} ∑ p∈N_j c̃_{p,nei}Z_{j,p}Z^⊤_{j,p} , (36) which is equivalent to

c̃_{j,self} ⩾ |N_j |c̃_{j,nei} 2 + λ_{max} (∑ p∈N_j c̃p,neiZj,pZ ⊤ j,p ) 2λ_{min} ( Z_{j,j} Z^⊤_{j,j} ) , (37)

[S]_{j,j} ⪰ 0 is established and consequently A + U ⪰ 0 holds. From (31) we have L ( θ^{k+1}_1 , θ^{k+1}_2 , . . . , θ^{k+1}_J ) − L ( θ^k_1 , θ^k_2 , . . . , θ^k_J ) ⩽ − ( Θ^{k+1} − Θ^k )_⊤ (A + U) ( Θ^{k+1} − Θ^k ) ⩽ 0. (38)

This completes the proof that the objective value is decreasing with each iteration.

IV. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS In this section, we will evaluate our algorithm in non- IID and imbalanced data settings, which are the two main scenarios where the features on different nodes should differ. All experiments are implemented in MATLAB and run on a machine with Intel^® Core^{TM} i7-11700KF CPU (3.60 GHz) and 32GB RAM. The source code is available in https://github.com/Yruikk/DeKRR-DDRF.

A. Experimental Settings Metric. In our experiments, algorithms are evaluated by the relative square error (RSE) defined below,

RSE = ∑_N i=1 (f(x_i) − y_i)^2 ∑_N i=1 (y_i − ȳ)^2 , where y_i is the observation, ȳ is the mean of {y_i}^N_{i=1}, and f(x_i) is the prediction. All experiments are repeated 10 times and the mean RSE is reported.

Data sets and preprocessing. We choose six real-world data sets from libsvm [43] and UCI [44], including houses, air quality, energy, twitter, Tom’s hardware, and wave. The details of the data sets are shown in Tab. 1. For preprocessing, we normalize the data such that x_i are scaled to [0, 1] and y_i are scaled to [−1, 1]. Each node is trained with half of the local data and tested with the remaining half (N_{j,train} = N_{j,test} = N_j /2).

TABLE 1 DATA SETS STATISTICS: d AND N DENOTE THE NUMBER OF DATA

DIMENSIONS AND TOTAL DATA, RESPECTIVELY.

Data sets d N

Houses 8 20640 Air Quality 13 9357 Energy 27 19735 Twitter 77 98704 Tom’s Hardware 96 29179 Wave 148 63600

Parameter settings.

Centralized KRR: We choose the shift-invariant Gaussian kernel k(x, x^′) = exp (_{‖x−x′‖2} 2σ^2 ) for all experiments. For the regularization parameter λ and the bandwidth σ, we

(a) Houses (b) Air Quality (c) Energy

(d) Twitter (e) Tom’s Hardware (f) Wave

Fig. 1. The RSE (mean±std) on six test sets versus the average number of features used by each node (D̄) in the first non-IID data setting (different |y_{j,i}|). J = 10, |N_j | = 4, and ten nodes contain the same amount of data N_j and the same number of features D_j .

(a) Houses (b) Air Quality (c) Energy

(d) Twitter (e) Tom’s Hardware (f) Wave

Fig. 2. The RSE (mean±std) on six test sets versus the average number of features used by each node (D̄) in the second non-IID data setting (different ‖x_{j,i}‖_2). J = 10, |N_j | = 4, and ten nodes contain the same amount of data N_j and the same number of features D_j .

select them by 5-fold cross-validation from candidate sets λ ∈ {10^i, i = −8, −7, . . . , −2}, σ ∈ {2^i, i = −2, −1, . . . , 2}. DKLA [20]: For the augmented coefficient ρ, we set it as 10^{−4} and double it after every 200 iterations.

DeKRR-DDRF (Ours): For the penalty parameters {c_{j,nei}}^J_{j=1}, we select them by 5-fold cross-validation: c_{j,nei} ∈ {2^iN, i = −1, 0, . . . , 3}, ∀j ∈ V, and we set c_{j,self} = 5c_{j,nei} = 5c_{p,nei}, ∀(j, p) ∈ E. For the ratio of D_0 to D_j , we follow the settings in [30] and set D_0/D_j = 20.

B. Experimental Results

1) Non-IID data: We consider an undirected connected graph with 10 nodes, where each node has 4 neighbors.

Since each node has the same number of neighbors, that is |N_1| = . . . = |N_J |, the total communication costs will be proportional to D_{all} := JD̄ = ∑_J j=1 D_j . By following the approach outlined in [36], we simulate the non-IID scenario by making the mean value of {|y_{j,i}|}^{Nj}_{i=1} or {‖x_{j,i}‖_2}^{Nj}_{i=1} of the data on each node different. We centrally compute {|y_i|}^N_{i=1} or {‖x_i‖_2}^N_{i=1}, sort them in descending order, and assign N_j data to the j-th node in that order. In these settings, all nodes have the same amount of data and use the same number of random features.

In order to verify that our algorithm can fully exploit the characteristics of each node’s data in the non-IID setting, we

Fig. 3. Each node’s RSE performance on twitter data set in the imbalanced data setting when D̄ = 100. J = 10, |N_j | = 4, λ = 10^{−6}, σ = 4, and ∑_J j=1 N_j = N. The number of data from node 1 to node 10 gradually increases, following the setting N_j =^{2j−1}_{100} N. Set D_{j,Ours} = D̄ for the equal D_j setting and D_{j,Ours} = √ N_j JD̄/ ∑_J j=1 √ N_j for the different D_j setting. By selecting the features and adjusting D_j for each node, the accuracy of big data nodes (j = 6, 7, . . . , 10) is further improved, while the total number of features used by the network remains unchanged.

TABLE 2 RSE COMPARISON RESULTS OF DIFFERENT ALGORITHMS IN THE FIRST NON-IID DATA SETTING (DIFFERENT |y_{j,i}|). THE BOLD VALUES INDICATE

THAT OUR METHOD IS SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER THAN OTHER METHODS VIA PAIRED T-TEST AT THE 1% SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL.

Data sets D̄ DKLA (RFF) DKLA-DDRF Ours

Houses 70 0.334 0.290 0.244 Air Quality 80 0.167 0.103 0.088 Energy 100 0.827 0.822 0.816 Twitter 130 0.067 0.063 0.054 Tom’s Hardware 150 0.076 0.069 0.059

Wave 200 0.033 0.028 0.022

compare DeKRR-DDRF to a data-independent algorithm that uses the plain RFF (DKLA) and an algorithm that only utilizes data from one node (named DKLA-DDRF). The mean RSEs are reported in Tab. 2, where our method is highlighted in bold, indicating its significant superiority over other methods at the 1% significance level based on paired t-tests conducted across repeated experiments. Across six real-world datasets, DeKRR-DDRF exhibited average improvements of 25.5% and 13.6% in terms of RSE compared to DKLA and DKLA- DDRF, respectively. The results clearly illustrate that the datadependent algorithms can achieve lower regression errors than the data-independent one. Additionally, previous algorithms that require consistent features on all nodes can only use a portion of data for feature selection, making them less effective than our algorithm which can utilize data on all nodes.

Next, we evaluate DeKRR-DDRF with DKLA and DKLA- DDRF at different communication costs. Fig. 1 and Fig. 2 show that as the communication costs increase, our DeKRR- DDRF outperforms the other two algorithms in terms of both mean regression error and deviation. Although DKLA-DDRF leverages information from a subset of the data and shows some improvement in the mean regression error compared to DKLA, our algorithm considers the characteristics of all the data comprehensively. Particularly, the DeKRR-DDRF

Fig. 4. The RSE (mean±std) on twitter data set versus the average number of features used by each node (D̄) in the imbalanced data setting, where the jth node has N_j =^{2j−1}_{100} N data ( ∑_J j=1 N_j = N). J = 10, |N_j | = 4, λ = 10^{−6}, and σ = 4. Set D_{j,Ours} = D̄ for the equal D_j setting and D_{j,Ours} = √ N_j JD̄/ ∑_J j=1 √ N_j for the different D_j setting.

demonstrates superior performance on the houses, twitter, Tom’s hardware, and wave data sets. Furthermore, because a set of data always has some good features that correspond to it, our data-dependent algorithm can select these features before communication, resulting in more stable results.

2) Imbalanced Data: We consider an undirected connected graph with 10 nodes, each with 4 neighbors. And we set the number of data on each node to N_j =^{2j−1}_{100} N, making the N_j of each node significantly different and ∑_J j=1 N_j = N.

Because DKLA requires the same number of features on each node, it is evident that D_{j,DKLA} = D̄. In DeKRR-DDRF, the setting of D_{j,Ours} is more flexible. An intuitive idea is to assign more features to nodes that have more data, from which we set D_{j,Ours} = √ N_j JD̄/ ∑_J j=1 √ N_j . However, in reality, it can also be flexibly adjusted according to specific needs to prevent the regression ability from being excessively reduced due to a lack of features in small data nodes or the occurrence of redundancy caused by an excessive number of features in big data nodes. In this way, the total communication costs are consistent with DKLA, but the feature numbers are more appropriate.

To investigate the benefits, we conduct experiments on the twitter with imbalanced data. For our algorithm, we test two settings: equal D_j and different D_j , and compare them with DKLA and DKLA-DDRF. In the case of DKLA-DDRF, we utilized the node with the largest amount of data (node 10) for feature selection and broadcast the selected features to all other nodes. As shown in Fig. 4, when the total number of features used by the four methods is the same, i.e., under the condition of equal communication costs during iterative optimization, our algorithm outperforms DKLA and its DDRF version in terms of regression performance in both settings of D_j . And by using different D_j , our DeKRR-DDRF achieves adaptive adjustment of the number of features for each node, resulting in further improvement in regression performance. Additionally, user’s data is more likely to appear on nodes with more data in reality. Fig. 3 illustrates that when the communication costs are unchanged, our algorithm can use the selected features to improve overall regression performance and, in particular, the performance of big data nodes (j = 6, 7, . . . , 10) by assigning these nodes additional features.

V. CONCLUSION In this paper, a novel decentralized KRR algorithm is proposed. Unlike the constraint of aligning parameter vectors in previous works, we instead pursue the consistency of the decision function on each node. This makes our algorithm more flexible because nodes are no longer required to adhere to the RF consistency premise. When dealing with more general data types, such as non-IID or imbalanced data, our algorithm can adjust the number of features that each node uses based on the node’s computational ability, communication capacity, or data size. In addition, our algorithm can leverage wellbehaved DDRF methods on all nodes to improve the kernel function approximation ability or generalization performance. The numerical experimental results demonstrate that, under the condition of using the same number of RFs at each node in the network, our DeKRR-DDRF exhibits lower regression errors compared to other algorithms. Furthermore, because of the feature selection, our algorithm outperforms other algorithms in terms of stability across multiple experiments.

REFERENCES

[1] X. Xu, I. W. Tsang, and D. Xu, “Soft margin multiple kernel learning,” IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks and Learning Systems, vol. 24, no. 5, pp. 749–761, 2013.

[2] Y. Mohsenzadeh and H. Sheikhzadeh, “Gaussian kernel width optimization for sparse Bayesian learning,” IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks and Learning Systems, vol. 26, no. 4, pp. 709–719, 2015.

[3] S. Hong and J. Chae, “Active learning with multiple kernels,” IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks and Learning Systems, vol. 33, no. 7, pp. 2980–2994, 2022.

[4] B. Schölkopf, A. J. Smola, F. Bach et al., Learning with Kernels: Support Vector Machines, Regularization, Optimization, and Beyond. MIT Press, 2002.

[5] Y. Zhang, Q. Gao, L. Gao, and C. Wang, “iMapReduce: A distributed computing framework for iterative computation,” Journal of Grid Computing, vol. 10, no. 1, pp. 47–68, 2012.

[6] S. Li, Q. Yu, M. A. Maddah-Ali, and A. S. Avestimehr, “A scalable framework for wireless distributed computing,” IEEE/ACM Transactions on Networking, vol. 25, no. 5, pp. 2643–2654, 2017.

[7] S. Li, M. A. Maddah-Ali, Q. Yu, and A. S. Avestimehr, “A fundamental tradeoff between computation and communication in distributed computing,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 64, no. 1, pp. 109–128, 2018.

[8] Q. Jiang, S. Yan, H. Cheng, and X. Yan, “Local–global modeling and distributed computing framework for nonlinear plant-wide process monitoring with industrial big data,” IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks and Learning Systems, vol. 32, no. 8, pp. 3355–3365, 2021.

[9] J. Polo, G. Hornero, C. Duijneveld, A. García, and O. Casas, “Design of a low-cost wireless sensor network with UAV mobile node for agricultural applications,” Computers and Electronics in Agriculture, vol. 119, pp. 19–32, 2015.

[10] J. Xu, W. Du, Y. Jin, W. He, and R. Cheng, “Ternary compression for communication-efficient federated learning,” IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks and Learning Systems, vol. 33, no. 3, pp. 1162–1176, 2022.

[11] G. M. Weber, K. D. Mandl, and I. S. Kohane, “Finding the missing link for big biomedical data,” Journal of the American Medical Association, vol. 311, no. 24, pp. 2479–2480, 2014.

[12] Y. Zhang, J. Duchi, and M. Wainwright, “Divide and conquer kernel ridge regression: A distributed algorithm with minimax optimal rates,” Journal of Machine Learning Research, vol. 16, no. 102, pp. 3299–3340, 2015.

[13] X. Chang, S.-B. Lin, and D.-X. Zhou, “Distributed semi-supervised learning with kernel ridge regression,” Journal of Machine Learning Research, vol. 18, no. 46, pp. 1–22, 2017.

[14] S.-B. Lin, D. Wang, and D.-X. Zhou, “Distributed kernel ridge regression with communications,” Journal of Machine Learning Research, vol. 21, no. 93, pp. 1–38, 2020.

[15] Y. Liu, J. Liu, and S. Wang, “Effective distributed learning with random features: Improved bounds and algorithms,” in International Conference on Learning Representations, 2021.

[16] A. Rahimi and B. Recht, “Random features for large-scale kernel machines,” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 20, 2007.

[17] P. Bouboulis, S. Chouvardas, and S. Theodoridis, “Online distributed learning over networks in RKH spaces using random Fourier features,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 66, no. 7, pp. 1920–1932, 2017.

[18] X. Miao, Y. Liu, H. Zhao, and C. Li, “Distributed online one-class support vector machine for anomaly detection over networks,” IEEE Transactions on Cybernetics, vol. 49, no. 4, pp. 1475–1488, 2019.

[19] D. Richards, P. Rebeschini, and L. Rosasco, “Decentralised learning with random features and distributed gradient descent,” in International Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR, 2020, pp. 8105–8115.

[20] P. Xu, Y. Wang, X. Chen, and Z. Tian, “COKE: Communicationcensored decentralized kernel learning.” Journal of Machine Learning Research, vol. 22, no. 196, pp. 1–35, 2021.

[21] P. Khanduri, H. Yang, M. Hong, J. Liu, H. T. Wai, and S. Liu, “Decentralized learning for overparameterized problems: A multi-agent kernel approximation approach,” in International Conference on Learning Representations, 2021.

[22] P. A. Forero, A. Cano, and G. B. Giannakis, “Consensus-based distributed support vector machines,” Journal of Machine Learning Research, vol. 11, pp. 1663–1707, 2010.

[23] A. Koppel, S. Paternain, C. Richard, and A. Ribeiro, “Decentralized online learning with kernels,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 66, no. 12, pp. 3240–3255, 2018.

[24] H. Lian and J. Liu, “Decentralized learning over a network with Nyström approximation using SGD,” Applied and Computational Harmonic Analysis, 2023.

[25] E. A. Abbe, A. E. Khandani, and A. W. Lo, “Privacy-preserving methods for sharing financial risk exposures,” American Economic Review, vol. 102, no. 3, pp. 65–70, 2012.

[26] S. Wang, L. Bonomi, W. Dai, F. Chen, C. Cheung, C. S. Bloss, S. Cheng, and X. Jiang, “Big data privacy in biomedical research,” IEEE Transactions on Big Data, vol. 6, no. 2, pp. 296–308, 2020.

[27] H. Zhao, J. Liu, H. Chen, J. Chen, Y. Li, J. Xu, and W. Deng, “Intelligent diagnosis using continuous wavelet transform and gauss convolutional deep belief network,” IEEE Transactions on Reliability, 2022.

[28] X. Li, H. Zhao, and W. Deng, “BFOD: Blockchain-based privacy protection and security sharing scheme of flight operation data,” IEEE Internet of Things Journal, 2023.

[29] F. Liu, X. Huang, Y. Chen, and J. A. K. Suykens, “Random features for kernel approximation: A survey on algorithms, theory, and beyond,” IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, vol. 44, no. 10, pp. 7128–7148, 2021.

[30] S. Shahrampour, A. Beirami, and V. Tarokh, “On data-dependent random features for improved generalization in supervised learning,” in Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, vol. 32, no. 1, 2018.

[31] S. Shahrampour and S. Kolouri, “On sampling random features from empirical leverage scores: Implementation and theoretical guarantees,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1903.08329, 2019.

[32] Z. Li, J.-F. Ton, D. Oglic, and D. Sejdinovic, “Towards a unified analysis of random Fourier features,” Journal of Machine Learning Research, vol. 22, no. 108, pp. 1–51, 2021.

[33] F. Liu, X. Huang, Y. Chen, J. Yang, and J. A. K. Suykens, “Random Fourier features via fast surrogate leverage weighted sampling,” in Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, vol. 34, no. 04, 2020, pp. 4844–4851.

[34] Y. Shen, T. Chen, and G. B. Giannakis, “Random feature-based online multi-kernel learning in environments with unknown dynamics,” Journal of Machine Learning Research, vol. 20, no. 1, pp. 773–808, 2019.

[35] Y. Shen, S. Karimi-Bidhendi, and H. Jafarkhani, “Distributed and quantized online multi-kernel learning,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 69, pp. 5496–5511, 2021.

[36] S. Hong and J. Chae, “Communication-efficient randomized algorithm for multi-kernel online federated learning,” IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, vol. 44, no. 12, pp. 9872–9886, 2021.

[37] S. Hong and J. Chae, “Distributed online learning with multiple kernels,” IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks and Learning Systems, 2021.

[38] B. Schölkopf, R. Herbrich, and A. J. Smola, “A generalized representer theorem,” in International Conference on Computational Learning Theory. Springer, 2001, pp. 416–426.

[39] J. Yang, V. Sindhwani, Q. Fan, H. Avron, and M. W. Mahoney, “Random Laplace feature maps for semigroup kernels on histograms,” in Proceedings of the IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2014, pp. 971–978.

[40] A. Sinha and J. C. Duchi, “Learning kernels with random features,” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 29, 2016.

[41] R. Agrawal, T. Campbell, J. Huggins, and T. Broderick, “Data-dependent compression of random features for large-scale kernel approximation,” in The 22nd International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics. PMLR, 2019, pp. 1822–1831.

[42] P. Tseng, “Convergence of a block coordinate descent method for nondifferentiable minimization,” Journal of Optimization Theory and Applications, vol. 109, no. 3, pp. 475–494, 2001.

[43] C.-C. Chang and C.-J. Lin, “LIBSVM: A library for support vector machines,” ACM Transactions on Intelligent Systems and Technology, vol. 2, no. 3, pp. 1–27, 2011.

[44] M. Kelly, R. Longjohn, and K. Nottingham, “The UCI machine learning repository,” https://archive.ics.uci.edu.