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On Conditions for Convergence to Consensus

Jan Lorenz, Dirk A. Lorenz

Il. CONVERGENCE RESULT

We consider a dynamical system of the form

z(t+1) = fi(z(t)) 1)

Abstract—A new theorem on conditions for convergence to consensus of With discrete time € N. Dynamics take place in @x n-dimensional

a multiagent time-dependent time-discrete dynamical sysm is presented.
The theorem is build up on the notion of averaging maps. We copare

this theorem to results by Moreau (IEEE Transactions on Autanatic

Control, vol. 50, no. 2, 2005) about set-valued Lyapunov tlwy and

convergence under switching communication topologies. Wgive exam-
ples that point out differences of approaches including exaples where
Moreau’s theorem is not applicable but ours is. Further on, ve give
examples that demonstrate that the theory of convergence toonsensus
is still not complete.

Index Terms—consensus protocol, averaging map, set-valued Lyapunov
theory, multiagent systems.

. INTRODUCTION

space: We consider a set of agents= {1,...,n} where each of
them has coordinates in @&dimensional setS ¢ R?. Hence, the
solutions of [1) have the form : N — S™ ¢ R* ™. The individual
coordinates of agent at timet € N is labeledz’(t) € S, and
z(t) € S™ is called theprofile at timet¢ € N. Finally, the mappings
ft which govern the dynamics are of the forfp: S™ — S™. We
denote the component functions 1.
To state our main result on convergence of such systems to
consensus we introduce the following notations. An elemeatS™
is calledconsensusf all d-dimensional coordinates’ have the same
value, i.e. there exists a vectgre S such thatz® = « for i € n.
By convic,, x° we define the convex hull of the vectars, . .., z".
The core notion in this note is an ‘averaging map’. We build
the definition of an averaging map on a generalized convek hul

In this technical note we analyze discrete dynamical syster@onsider a continuous functiap: S™ — S™ which maps a profile

of consensus formation as presented in the context of lolisénd
computing [[1], [2], flocking (e.g. of unmanned aerial veb&) [3]-5]
and general as multi-agent coordination problems [6]-48htention

to a certain set ofm vectorsy(z) = (yl(a;),...7y7”(:c)) such
that for allz € S™ and alli € n it holds z° € convjem ¥’ ().
We call such a functiony a generalizedbarycentric coordinate

just a few). The dynamical system may also be called ‘agreemamap and we callconv;em v’ (z) the y-convex hullof the vectors

algorithm’ or ‘consensus protocol’. The convergence thew of
Moreau [6] together with the extensions of Angeli and Blin{8@h

zt, ... ,z". (We call y ‘generalized’ because it needs not be a
bijective transformation.) So, gconvex hull is a set-valued function

are the most general ones. The main theorem of Moreau stafiesn S™ to the compact and convex subsets $f We call a set

conditions for convergence to consensus under switchimgnoo
nication topologies. Convergence to consensus is therdeidhpy
‘global asymptotic stability of the set of equilibrium stiins with
consensus as equilibrium points’. Conditions are on the twered
on the communication topologies in their time-evolutiond aon
the other hand on the updating maps. Moreau applied a sgtd/al
Lyapunov theory, which uses a set-valued function on thie sfaace
which is contractive with respect to the updating map. Thiplies
convergence of the set to a singleton.

y-convex, if it is the union of they-convex hulls of alln of its
points. Examples for-convex hulls include the convex hull itself,
and the multidimensional intervain;c,, «*, max;e,, 2] (with min
and max applied componentwise). For the first it holds = n for
the secondn = 2¢. Many other examples fit into this setting: the
smallest interval for any basis @&? [0 Example 2], or smallest
polytope with faces parallel to a set & > d + 1 hyperplanes
[9l Example 3] containings!,...,z" (the generalized barycentric
coordinates are then the extreme points of the polytopéapsrwith

We contribute a similar but new approach based on the notidultiples to have a constamt). Now, we define the central notion

of an averaging map. Moreau deals with communication tapet

of this paper.

by defining conditions on how many successive communicationDefinition 2.1: Let S ¢ R?, y : S — S™ be a generalized

topologies must be regarded until the composition of themiating
maps fulfills the contraction properties used to apply thevakied

Lyapunov theory. We skip the issue on changing communigatio

topologies and deal directly with maps which fulfill a comtian
property which is different from Moreau’s.

Our theorem generalizes a result of Krause] [10] by allowin

arbitrary switching between different averaging maps lbollofv the
same line of compactness, continuity and convexity argtsnen

Sectior]] presents the convergence result and possibéagrns.
Section[ll discusses the relations to two of Moreau’s tkews in
more detail. Sectiop IV gives examples and counterexaniplehow
existing gaps in the theory of consensus algorithms. Allofscof
lemmas and theorems are collected in Appeiidix A.
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barycentric coordinate map such th#itis y-convex. A mappingf :
S™ — S™ is called ay-averaging mapif for every x € S™ it holds
convy'(f(x)) C convy'(x). @)
g]urthermore, groper y-averaging maps a y-averaging map, such

at for everyx € S™ which is not a consensus, the above inclusion
is strict.

A y-averaging map maps a profile into its y-convex hull.
Furthermore, they-convex hull of the new profilef(z) lies in the
y-convex hull of the vectors', ..., z". Hence, we may also work
with the y-convex hull of the initial profiler(0) instead of the sef'.
Sometimes it is useful to look at the contraposition of théniteon
of proper: If equality holds in[{2) this implies thatis a consensus.

In the following we may omit ¢’ when we mention an averaging
map, but for an averaging map the definitioniofs a prerequisite.
The best proxy for the mind ig = id.

Since we are going to consider families of averaging maps we

introduce the concept of equiproper averaging maps. To éhi

and Al e need the Hausdorff distance on the set of compact subsets o
Hhetric spac€ X, d). The distance of a point € X and a nonempty

compact seC' C X is defined asi(z,C) := mincec d(z,c). Let
B,C C X be nonempty and compact, then tHausdorff distance
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is defined as barycentric coordinate map : S — S™ we define they, ¢-hull

- as¢ *(conviem y'(o(x))). Now, ay, ¢-averaging mag is defined
du(B,C) = max{‘;“eaé‘ d(b,C), max d(c, B)}. analogous to Definitioh 2} 1:

Equivalently, one can say that the Hausdorff distance issthall-

est ¢ such that thes-neighborhood ofB containsC' and thee- ¢*1(Qonvyi(¢(g(x)))) C ¢*1(Qonvyi(¢(m))),
neighborhood ofC containsB. It is easy to see thaty (B,C) =0 em em
holds if and only if B = C. In the special cas@& ¢ C c S C R?
it holds Note, that they, ¢-hull is not necessarily convex, seée [9, Example 6].
The extension of the notions ‘proper’ and ‘equiproper’ imshtfor-
du(B,C) = maxd(b,C) = maxmin||b— | . ) ward
beB beB ceC )

Definition 2.2: Let y be a generalized barycentric coordinate map Theorem 2.7:Let ¢ : T — S be continuous with Lipschitz
and let F be a family of propery-averaging mapsF is called continuous inverse and Igtbe a generalized barycentric coordinate
equiproper if for every z € S™ which is not a consensus, thereMap such thats is y-convex. LetG be a family of equicontinuous,

is §(z) > 0 such that for allf € F equipropery, ¢-averaging maps od™™. Then it holds for any se-
; ; quence(g:):en With g: € G and anyz(0) € T that the solution of
du (Cz.%lgy (f(x)), convy (z)) > d(z). (4)  2(t+1) = g:(x(t)) converges to a consensus.

Now we state a lemma which says that the family of equiproper
y-averaging maps is closed under pointwise limits.

Lemma 2.3:Let f;: be a sequence afaveraging maps forming an
equiproper family ofy-averaging maps such th#t — g pointwise.
Theng is a propery-averaging map.

Now we are able to state our main theorem.

Theorem 2.4:Let S C R?, y be a generalized barycentric coor- Theorem[Z} has similarities to Moreau's set-valued Lyapun
dinate map such tha$ is y-convex, andF" be an equicontinuous Thegrem [[6, Theorem 4]. This theorem implies global asymipto
family of equipropery-averaging maps os™. Then it holds for any gapility of the set of equilibrium solutions when therestsia set-
sequence fi):en With f; € I and anyz(0) € S™ that the solution yajyed function” on the state space, a measure for these/setsd
of (I)) converges to a consensus, i.e. there existsS such that for 4 positive definite functiors on the state space. Essentially it has to
all ¢ € n it holds lime o 27() = . hold V (fi(2)) C V(x) andpu(V (f())) — p(V (2)) < —B(x). The

Notice that the limity depends not only on the initial valug0) pest example to imagine & = conv, and . is the diameter of a
but also on the realization of the sequencg):cn, however, v set

depends continuously on the intial value if the sequeffegis fixed
as the following lemma and corollary show.

Lemma 2.5:Let (X, d) be a metric space anft : X — X be
such that the solution af(t 4 1) = fi(«(t)) converge to some limit
for every initial valuex(0) € X. Then the limit depends continuously
on the initial value if{f;} is an equicontinuous family.

The following corollary is a direct consequence.

I1l. COMPARISON WITHMOREAU’S SEFVALUED LYAPUNOV
THEORY AND MAIN THEOREM

The set of equilibrium solutions for the dynamical systdny (1
under the conditions of Theorefn_R.4 contains only all cortsta
solutions on consensus vectors, due to the equiproperrfeds. o
Given this set of equilibrium solutions, “global asympeogiability of
the set of equilibrium solutions” implies convergence tmsEnsus.
Convergence to consensus is thus a special case of thelsetiva

Corollary 2.6: Let the sequencéf;) in the situation of Theo- Lyapunov .Theofem In{6]. To the best of our knowledge, it ie th
rem[2.4 be fixed. Then the consensus vaju@vhich exists due to only case in which the theorem has been used so far.
TheorenZ}4) depends continuously on the initial value. Compared with our Theorem 2.4 the role of the set-valued Wiap

Theorem[Z4 is a generalization of a theorem of Krause [10f taken by they-convex hull. So, we also deal with a general class
Krause's theorem is the special case wheris the identity and Of functions due to the various possible coordinate mapss™ —

F contains only one proper averaging map. Notice that 'equi’ S —we only assume that is finite. However, we do not need a
equiproper and equicontinuous can be omitted i a finite set. An general measurg on these maps. The assumptiptV'(f:(z))) —
easy extension is to allow to contain also non-proper averaging(V (z)) < B(x) corresponds taly (V' (fi(x)),V (x)) > 6(x). This
maps (but at least one proper averaging map). Then the mueiﬁ a different condition and often weaker, as for examplehn dase
(f+)ren has to contain a subsequen(gg, ).cy of equiproper averag- where Moreau specifies it to proof his main Theoréin [6, Thea2¢
ing maps to ensure convergence to consensus. This holdsseetteen 1herey is the diameter ot/ () (which he specifies as thenv(z)).
{9s|gs = fr.0---ofr,,, } is an equiproper set of averaging maps for Theorem[ 2} has also similarities to Moreau’s main theor&m [
s € N. Notice that it is possible that a sequence of averaging mapheorem 2]. This theorem is more specific than Thedret 2.sby i
contains a subsequence as above such that subcompogitibmsn corporating switching communication topologies. Its mdiawback
an equiproper set, even when ifpis proper. The easiest exampleis that it relies very much on convex hulls (sée [9] for a mdtho
is when F' contains only one linear map which is determined byo overcome this drawback). Our result generalizes to cotels

a row-stochastic square matrix which is regular but notrebtang of generalized coordinate maps. Further on, in Moreau'srdra
(see Seneta [11]). For linear systems ‘row-stochastictjisvalent to agents are forced to move into the relative interior of thevea hull
‘being an averaging map’ (witly the identity) and ‘scrambling’ is (respecting the communication topology). Specificallys timplies
equivalent to ‘proper’. From the theory of nonnegative ncas we that agents have to leave all extreme points of the convelx (bl
know that for each regular matrix there is an integer suchhlgier agents in its neighborhood) after one iteration. Our th@oreeds
powers are scrambling. only agents at one arbitrary extreme point (of the glopaonvex

In the spirit of [9] we state another generalization of Tleeoi2.4 hull) to leave it towards the interior after one iteratioig'is implied
which deals with deformations of the hull. To this end,$e” ¢ R? by properness of averaging maps. The assumption ‘equipriopeur
be compact and : T — S be a homeomorphism. For a generalizetheorem finds its analog in Moreau’s theorem by assumingttieat



setsey, (A(t))(x) are chosen independently df is strictly positive. We chosé,(y) := e (8" as a sequence of
Summarizing the above one can say that both Moreau’s theoréunctions which has the cutoff function as pointwise limin€tion.

and Theoreni 214 are similar. However, the assumptions asawsel Hence,D; is continuous bu{D; |t € N} is not equicontinuous. For

the methods of proof are different. On the one hand we do net0) = (0,8), ¢ = 1 the process:(t) = f+(x(t)) does not converge

incorporate switching communication topologies exglicibut on to consensus although only proper averaging maps are Edolv

the other hand we need weaker conditions for the updatingsmaRough estimates show that' (¢) — 2*(t)| > 4.

Jt- Further on, we generalized gpconvex hulls and are also able For other settings convergence under vanishing confideace i

to incorporate the extensions of Moreau's theorem by Angall possible, as numerical examples [in][12] show.

Bliman [9] to overcome the restriction to convex sets. Meggpthe The following examples are to show limitations of Moreau’s

notion of a (equi-)propey-averaging map allows a systematic andrhegrem 2 and how Theordm .4 can be applied to show comagen
structured treatment of consensus algorithms (see e.ge#dts in 5 consensus.

LemmalZ.B and Lemnia_2.5). Hence, Theofen 2.4 togetherwith 2.
give an alternative approach to the analysis of consensteqmis
whose applicability is illustrated by examples in the nesgtmon.

Example 4.4 (Rendezvous problem with watergun sensive):
consider a version of the Rendezvous Problem [14] wheegents
are to locate themselves decentralized at the same posdition
twodimensional space. Each agent has three watergurastiaation
IV. EXAMPLES AND COUNTEREXAMPLES gun and twosearch gunsAgents can perceive from which kind of

In this section we present counterexamples (Exaniplé$ ZB)ltgt gun they were hit and can respond (e.g. acoustically). Tlaecke
point that the existing theory, including our TheorEm 2 dlj\éérs no gun is used as a sensor to check if there is at least one othat ag
sharp results on convergence to consensus. We also givepbmmin directiona € [0, 27[. The activation gun is used to activate other
which show cases, where our theorem is applicable but The@re agents. When another agent responds to a shot by the amtivati
of Moreau is not (Examplds 44=4.6). gun, the shooting agent switches to standby (only respgniflinit).

Continuity, for instance, is not necessary for convergetme With two search guns an agent can particularily perform aemov
consensus since there are discontinuous proper averagipgwhich into direction € [0, 27| under
converge to consensus (one may take different averaging map Rule ¢): Move until either the position of an other agent is reached
different subdomains of). On the other hand discontinuity mayOr until there is an agent in the directiopis+ 5 or 8 — 3. (Move
destroy convergence to consensus even for proper averawipg while constantly shooting left and right with search gunilunt

(see [[12, Section 3.1] for examples for this phenomenon). someone is hit.) _ o
The next two examples illustrate the role of equipropemess  Initially the n agents are located at different positions in space and
Example 4.1 (Non-equiproper not leading to consensusk the multi-agent protocol is started form the outside by vating
1 1 1 1 one agent. Whenever an agent is activated it executes tloaviiod
fe(zt, 2?) = ((1 - E)ml + EmQ , Ezl +(1- E)ﬁ) program:

search gun all around shot, detettas set of all directions where
It is easy to see that fot > 1 and z(1) = (0,1) it holds that agents are
z'(t) < & andz?(t) > 2. Obviously,{f: |t € N} is not equiproper  selecta,~ such that for all-1 < ¢ < 1 it holds (a + ¢v)

becausef: converges to the identity das— co. mod 27 ¢ A and~y maximal
Example 4.2 (Non-equiproper leading to consensust if v> %+ = then
1 tie agents at same position to move together
fe(z' %) = ((1 - D)zt + Ez2 , z2) move direction8 = a + 27 mod 27 with rule (x)
end if

This example is not equiproper, becayseconverges to the identity  activation gun all around shot (random start) until somekbite
for t — oo. Thus, Theorer 214 does not apply, butfor 2 and any  if no one hitthen

z(2) € (R)” the system(t +1) = f¢(x(t)) has the solution:(t) = give signal ‘consensus found!’
(L52'(2) + £=227(2) , 2°(2)) and thus converges to consensus at end if

x?(2). Note that the convergence is not at an exponential rate.
Convergence to consensus in the last example can also nosbeed
by Moreau’s theorems.

The next example illustrates the role of equicontinuity dad

The protocol ensures that always only one agent is activatesh
an agent finishes its action unless consensus is found.oltadlgays
leads to the movement of an agent after some time unless rmnrse
o - is found, because for every configuration there is alwaysatione
inspired ?y bounded chqnfldencfgd[13]. . " with agent whose position is an extreme point of the convex huthsu
Example 4.3 (Vanishing confidence)et f; : R — R™ wit that the exterior angle of the convex hull is larger than- 27” and

; Py Dy (|z* — 27|)a? thusy > Z + Z. This is becauser + 2= is the exterior angle of a
fi(@) == S Di(lz —2i)) _regular polygon withn edges, which is the ‘worst cas_e’-polygon. It
Jf . _Is ‘worst case’, because it has from all polygons wittedges the
and D; : R>o — R>o. Now, f; is an averaging map for any choicejargest minimal exterior angle. Thus, the random searctafoagent
of D,. Further on,f; is continuous ifD; is, and f; is proper if D;  which finds a directionx always ends successfully unless consensus

is reached. So, the protocol leads to a series of actionshwditber

IHere the matrixA(t) is the arbitrarily chosen communication topology a ; ; : -
time ¢ and is a given state. The sef, (A(t))(z) is a subset of the relative ‘continues forever including movements forever or finishimgen

interior of the convex hull of the neighbors &f(including k) in the current CONSeNsuUs is reached. We group actions to form a serie§ ati[]g.d
communication topology, and it determines the set wheresthte of node mapsf;. We group by the following rule: Starting with the first actio
k has to remain in after one iteration. S, has to be fixed for a given we collect actions in the same group until an agent is founithvh
communication topology and a certain state regardlesseofliiosen updating moves. The next updating map is formed analog starting with the

map f(t,---). This is in analogy to equiproper which implies the existenc . .
of a minimal Hausdorff distancé(z) after one iteration for a given state but NEXt action, and so on. Thus we have a series of update maps.

all possible averaging maps. It is simple to see that the series of updating mdpsf., ...




fulfills the conditions of Theorefn 2.4 with the identity. Everyf; is

We show thatg is proper. To this end, let € S™ be not a

an averaging map because by definition the movement of ageats consensus. We have to show that there’isc convie.m y'(z) but

into the convex hull or along its border and stops before tra/ex

2* ¢ conviem y'(g(z)). (Note thatz*

€ S, while x € S™ and

hull is left. It is equiproper, because for eaclhere are only as many y(z) € S™.) We know that there is for each € N an z(t) €

possible updating maps as their convex hull has extremeaspdihus,

conviem y'(z) with

2(t) ¢ conviem y'(fi(x)). According to the

there is ad(z) > 0 by taking the minimum over this finite set of equiproper property it can be chosen such that the distaneé pto

S(x)

possible updating maps. Evefy is continuous in: when we regard convien v (f:(z)) is bigger than=3~ > 0 for all t € N. Further on,
all agents which have the same position as one agent. Eqnoity ~ we know that the set dlfferena@nvleﬂy (fi(2))\ conviem v' (z)
at x again follows from finiteness of the possible updating maps. is non empty and bounded, thus there is a subsequenceich
Thus, the protocol in Example 4.4 leads to convergence tegen that z(t;) converges to &* € convien y'(x). Because of the
sus. This can not be shown by applying Moreaus’s Theoremausec construction it also holds* ¢ conviem y*(g(x)). [ ]

the movements cannot be easily encoded in terms of commiianica

Proof of Theoreni_2]4:The idea of the proof is the following:

topologies. One could try to specify it in terms of commutima We defineC (t) := conviem v (z(¢)) which is convex and compact.
topologies by stating that the moving agent has agents ateteeted It holds C(¢t + 1) C C(t) because of the averaging property and

directions inA as its set of neighbors. But even then the conditionS := ;2
will show thatC' is a singleton, and that for alle n the sequences
x'(t) converge to it. This will be done in three main steps, but first
we note that because of compactnes€'¢d)™ there is a subsequence
ts andc :=

of Moreau’s Assumption 1 (especialy number 3) need not éléal

and a node connected to all other nodes across time interfiaisgth

T need not exist as necessary for Moreau’s Theorem 2.
Example 4.5 (Nonlinear proper averaging map)et

fi(z) = x1, fo() =

wherel = dist(zs, line passing through:; andz2) anda is contin-
uous and decreasing frogto 0 in [0, 1] and zero otherwise. In this

al)zr + (1 — a(l))z2, fa(x) = s+ 323

example agent 3 moves towards agent 2 while agent 2 movesd®wa

agent 1 only if agent 3 is close to a stripe around the lineutjino
agent 2 and agent 1.
Examples of this kind can be formulated in terms of commuidoa
topologies as Moreau’s Theorem 2 needs them, but the egéstain
a uniform bound for the length of intercommunication in#sI” is
not easily at hand.

Example 4.6 (Non-arithmetic means)Ve define g1, g2, g3, g4

(RY)? = R? by g1 () := max{z',2°,2°}, g2(2) == 2(z' +2° +
z3), gs(z) = Vala223 and ga(z) := min{z', 2% 23} with all

computations componentwise. Further on f&to293 . (R%)3
(R%)3 with

f010203 = (90179027903)‘
It is easy to verify, that the family of alf“'?2°3 where 1 and 4
are not both in(o1,02,03) € {1,2,3,4} is an equicontinuous
set of y-averaging maps, when thg-convex hull is the interval

[min;en =, max;e, z*]. Equiproper is implied by finiteness. Thus

convergence to consensus is ensured by Thedrein 2.4. Msreau’

theorem is not applicable becaugé?2°3 is not a convex hull
averaging map if some; is 1, 3 or 4 (since the componentwise

min or max and the geometric mean are in general not contained in

the convex hull).

Krause [10] shows another example where Moreau’s theoreza do
not imply convergence: Assume three agents in two dimeasion
space. In each iteration every agent takes the mean valubeof t

two other agents. Hence, no agent moves into the relatieridnt
of the convex hull but these maps are still proper averagiaganm
and Theoreni 2]4 applies.

APPENDIXA
PROOFsS

Proof of Lemm&2]3:First we show thay is an averaging map.
Takex € S™ and lete > 0. Due to the pointwise convergence of
(ft): to g; and uniform continuity ofy there isto such that for all
t > to it holds |ly'(fi(x)) — y'(9(x))|| < e. Due toy'(fu(x)) €
conviem y' () it follows that the maximal distance of (¢(z)) to
conviem y'(z) is less thare, and thusy’(g(z)) € conviem y'(z)
becauseconv;c.,, v'(z) is closed.

C(t) # 0 because of compactness. In the following we

(c*,...,c") € C(0)™ such thaflims_,c z(ts) = c.

1) We show thatC' = conviem y*(c). To accept »” see that for
all t; > t there isz’(t;) € C(t) and thusc® € C(t). This
implies ¢* € C because all the(t) are closed.

To show "C” let € C ande > 0. Because of uniform
continuity of y there isyp > 0 such that for everyr’ € S
with ||c — 2’| < 7 it holds ||y(c) — y(z')|| < e. Further on,
there isso such that for alls > s it holds Ha:(ts) —c|l <.
This implies for everyi € m that ||y’ (z(ts)) — y'(c)|| < e.
Obviously, z € C(ts,). Thus, there exist convex coefficients
ai,...,am € REy such thate = -7 | aiy’ (z(ts,)). Now we
can conclude

[l — Zmy = Zaz
o =1
<y

i=1

AG)

z(tso)) = y'(c)|| = me.
It follows that z € conviem y'(c) becauseconviem y'(c) is
closed.
2) The next step is to show thatis a consensus, i.el = --- =
c". The family F' is uniformly equicontinuous and for all €
X it holds that{f(xz) | f € F'} is bounded (and thus relatively
compact) because all theare averaging maps. So, due to the
theorem of Arzela-AscoliF is relatively compact. Thus, there
is a subsequenceg,. such thatf;, converges uniformly to a
continuous limit functiory for » — co. Due to Lemm&2]13 we
also know thay is a proper averaging map. In two substeps we
show thatconv;em, y*(g(c)) = convienm y*(c) which implies
that c is a consensus:
a) We show that for all € n it holdslim,—ec fe, (21, ) =
g(c). We know that f;, — g uniformly and that
z'(ts,) — c. Now we estimate

I feo, (x(ts,.)) — 9O < fee, (2(ts,)) = feo, ()l
+ e, (€) = g

Both terms on the right hand side can be smaller than
for any ¢ for large enoughr because of the continuity of
ft., and the uniform convergencg, — g.

b) We showconviem ' (g(c)) = conviem y'(c). "C” holds
becauseg is an averaging map (see 2a). To show"”
let = € conviemy'(c). Thus, for all+ it holds z €
C C C(ts, + 1) and thus there exist convex coefficients
with convex combinatiorr = "™ | a;(r)y*(z(ts, +1)).



Now, (a1(r), ..., am(T))ren is @ sSequence in the compactWith this preparation we show equiproperness of ftis:
set of convex coefficients and thus there is a subse-d i i
quencer, such thatlimg e (ai(ry), ..., am(ry)) = H(Cfé&vy (fe(€)), convy ©)
(a1™...am™). Now due to 2c and continuity of it holds, - max m ¢ = wl|
m CEconvem ¥ (f(§)) weconviem y(£)
x = lim a;(ry) lim y'(z(ts, +1)) = max min o(z) — p(w
;q%w I AT ! ¢(z)€conviem v (f1(£) $(w)Econvicm yi(€) () = S0l
L >L max min ||z —w|
=> ai"y'(g(c)). $(2)Econviem y' (f1(£) $(w)Econv;cm yi(€)
= > Ls(¢(€))

Thus,z € conviem y'(g(c)).
This implies thatc is a consensus, becaugeis a proper
averaging map.

3) Finally, we show that for eache n the sequencéz’(t)):en
(and not only subsequences) converges te= ¢ = --- = c"
for ¢t — oco. We know that fore > 0 there is aro such that
for eachi € n it holds Hy’i(m(tsm)) — || < e. Further on, for
t> ta, itholdsa(t) € O() € Gt ). Thus, foreachic n [ 3.0 Tk, Prolems i decenralized decfoming and core
there are convex combinations (¢) = Zﬁl aJyJ(x(tsm)). [2] J. Tsifsiklié, D Bertsekas,,andpM. Athans, “Distrit;dtes;lnchronous dé-
Now, we conclude for alt > bsrg terministic and stochastic gradient optimization aldoris,” Automatic

Control, IEEE Transactions grvol. 31, no. 9, pp. 803-812, Sep 1986.

A. Jadbabaie, J. Lin, and A. Morse, “Coordination of gsewf mobile

autonomous agents using nearest neighbor rukkgtomatic Control,

IEEE Transactions gnvol. 48, no. 6, pp. 988-1001, June 2003.

< Z ||xj (ts, ) — || = me [4 R._ Sa_be_r and R. Mur_ray,_“Flc_)cking yvith obstaclei avoidancooperation

= o : with limited communication in mobile networks,” vol. 2, De2003, pp.

J=1 2022-2028 \ol.2.

whereL is the Lipschitz constant af~*. Now for £(t) = ¢(x(t)) it
follows £(t + 1) = ¢(ge(x(t)) = d(ge(¢~ ' (£(1)))) = fe((¢))- By

virtue of TheoreniZ}4¢(t) — ¢ wherec € S™ is a consensus and
hence,x(t) — ¢~ ' (c) € T™ which is also a consensus. [
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arey-averaging maps are clear. To see equipropernegs we note

first that from equiproperness gf it follows

di (¢~ (convy' (¢(g:(2)))), 6" (conv y'(6(x)))) > d(x)
= du (¢ (convy' (f1(€)), ¢~ (convy'(€))) = 36 (€))

while the second line holds for afl = ¢(z) € S™ andt > 0. Due
to (3) we can express the Hausdorff distance as

di (67" (convy' (£1(€))), 6~ (conv ' (€)))

= max min |z — v
z€¢~ 1 (conviem ¥y (ft(£))) weP™1(conviem y*(£))
= max min |z —wl .

 b(2)Econviem v (F1(€) (w)Econvicpm yi(€)
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