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Abstract

We consider a fully distributed constrained convex optation problem over a multi-agent (no
central coordinator) network. We propose an asynchronassig-based random projection (GRP)
algorithm that solves the distributed problem using onigalocommunications and computations. We
analyze the convergence properties of the algorithm for regoordinated diminishing stepsize and a
constant stepsize. For a diminishing stepsize, we provethigaiterates of all agents converge to the
same optimal point with probability 1. For a constant stepsiwe establish an error bound on the
expected distance from the iterates of the algorithm to fhtém@l point. We also provide simulation

results on a distributed robust model predictive controbfem.

I. INTRODUCTION

A number of important problems that arise in various apfilbca domains, including dis-
tributed control[[6], large-scale machine learning [fH][2vired and wireless networks|[9], [110],
[22], [23] can be formulated as a distributed convex comsd minimization problem over a

multi-agent network. The problem is usually defined as a sfirmoovex objective functions
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over an intersection of convex constraint sets. The goahefagents is to solve the problem
in a distributed way, with each agent handling a componenthefobjective and constraint.
This is useful either when the problem data are naturallyridiged or when the data are too
large to be conveniently processed by a single agent. Comimtrese distributed optimization

problems are the following operational restrictions: 1)@anponent objective function and a
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constraint set is only known to a specific network agent (treblem is fully distributed); 2)
there is no central coordinator that synchronizes actionshe network or works with global
information; 3) the agents usually have a limited memorynpotational power and energy;
and 4) communication overhead is significant due to the esiperstart-up cost and network
latencies. These restrictions motivate the design ofildigtd, asynchronous, computationally
simple and local communication based algorithms.

The focus of this paper is the development and analysis offfamieat distributed algorithm
whereby only a pair of agents exchanges local informatioth @pdates in an asynchronous
manner. We propose a gradient descent wétidom projections which uses gossip scheme as a
communication protocol. Random projection-based algori have been proposed in [11] (see
also its extended version [12]) for distributed problemshwa synchronous update rule, and
in [14] for centralized problems. Synchronous algorithme aften inefficient as they create
bottlenecks and waste CPU cycles, while centralized agpesaare inapplicable in situations
where a central coordinator does not exist. Asynchronagarithms based on a gossip scheme
have been proposed and analyzed for a scalar objectivedarantd a diminishing stepsize [26],
and a vector objective function and a constant stepsizZe d]asynchronous broadcast-based
algorithm has also been proposed [in|[17]. The gradienteptign algorithms proposed in the
papers [[3], [[15], [[1i7], [[214], [[26],[130] assume that the aigeshare a common constraint set
and the projection is performed on the whole constraint sefaah iteration. To accommodate
the situations where the agents have local constraint thetgjistributed gradient methods with
distributed projections on local constraint sets have lwesisidered in[[16],[29] (see also [28]).
However, even the projection on the entire (local) constraet often overburdens agents, such
as wireless sensors, as it requires intensive computatiamghermore, in some situations, the
constraint set can be revealed only component-wise in tand,the whole set is not available
in advance, which makes the existing distributed methoddeaquate. Our proposed algorithm
is intended to accommodate such situations.

In our algorithm, we efficiently handle the projection at leateration by performing a
projection step on the local constraint set that is randoselgcted (by nature or by an agent
itself). For asynchrony, each agent uses either a dimimgskiepsize that is uncoordinated with
those of the other agents or a constant stepsize. Our mals g@ato establish the convergence

of the method with a diminishing stepsize, to estimate tmerdvound for a constant stepsize,
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and to provide simulation results for the algorithm.

To the best of our knowledge, there is no previous work on @symous distributed op-
timization algorithms that utilize random projectionsnéfing probabilistic feasible solutions
through random sampling of constraints for optimizationlpems with uncertain constraints
have been proposed inl[1],/[5]. Also, the related work is tbenfralized) random projection
method proposed by Polyak [20] for a class of convex feasibfroblems and the random
projection algorithm[[113] for convex set intersection geshs. On a broader scale, the work in
this paper is related to the literature on the consensuderotsee for examplée [8]._[10]. [18]).

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Sectionmé, describe the problem of
interest, propose our gossip-based random projectiorritigg and state assumptions on the
problem and the network. Sectignllll states the main resflthe paper, while in Sections1V
and[M, we provide the proofs of the results. We present theilsition results on a distributed
model predictive control problem in Sectién]VI and conclwdiéh a summary in Sectiop VMII.
Appendix contains the proofs of the lemmas given in Sedidmand Sectiori V.

Notation. A vector is viewed as a column. We writé to denote the transpose of a vector
The scalar product of two vectorsandy is (z,y). We usel to denote a vector whose entries
are 1 and||z| to denote the standard Euclidean norm. We wdite (x, X') for the distance of
a vectorz from a closed convex set, i.e, dist(z, X)) = min,cx ||v — z||. We uselly[z] for
the projection of a vector on the setY, i.e, MNy[z] = argmin,cx |v — z||?. We useE[Z] to

denote the expectation of a random variabBleWe often abbreviataith probability 1 asw.p.1.

[I. PROBLEM SET-UP, ALGORITHM AND ASSUMPTIONS

We consider an optimization problem where the objectivectionm and constraint sets are
distributed amongn agents over a network. Let an undirected grépk- (V, E) represent the
topology of the network, with the vertex sét= {1,...,m} and the edge sef C VV x V. Let
N (i) be the set of the neighbors of ageni.e., N'(i) = {j € V | {i,j} € E}. The goal of the
agents is to cooperatively solve the following optimizatjgroblem:

min f(z) £ fi(z)  strzeXx £(A, 1)
=1 =1
wheref; : R* — R is a convex function, representing the local objective @frdg, andX; C R?

is a closed convex set, representing the local constraimfsagent:. The functionf; and the
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setX; are known to agent only.

We assume that problernl (1) is feasible. Moreover, we assatie setX; is defined as the
intersection of a collection of simple convex sets. Thakis;an be represented a5 = ﬂjen Xl.j,
where the superscriptis used to identify a component set afds a (possibly infinite) set of
indices. In some application&; may not be explicitly given in advance due to online constgai

or uncertainty. For example, consider the case whers given by
X ={z cR| (a+& 2) <b},

wherea € R?, b € R are deterministic and € R? is a Gaussian random noise. In such a case,
a projection-based distributed algorithm cannot be diyeapplied to solve problenil1) since
|I;] is infinite and the projection of a point on the uncertain &gtis impossible. However, a
componentXf can be realized from a random selectior¢aind the projection onto the realized
component is always possible. Our algorithm is based on samtiom projections.

We propose a distributed optimization algorithm for probll) that is based on the random
projections and the gossip communication protocol. Goaskjprithms robustly achieve consen-
sus through sparse communications in the network. Thanig,ane edge{i, j} in the network
is randomly selected for communication at each iteratiod,agents and;j simply average their
values. From now on, we refer to our algorithm@gssip-based Random Projection (GRP).

GRP uses an asynchronous time model aslin [4]. Each agent loasleaclock that ticks at
a Poisson rate of 1. The setting can be visualized as havinggée svirtual clock that ticks
whenever any of the local Poisson clock ticks. Thus, thestiwkthe virtual clock is a Poisson
random process with ratex. Let 7, be the absolute time of theth tick of the virtual clock.
The time is discretized according to the intervgls_,, Z;) and this time slot corresponds to
our discrete timek. Let I, denote the index of the agent that wakes up at timand J,
denote the index of a neighbor of agdptthat is selected for communication. We assume that
only one agent wakes up at a time. The distribution by whighs selected is characterized
by a nonnegative stochastic x m matrix [II];; = m;; that conforms with the graph topology
G=(V,E), ie.,m; >0onlyif {i,j} € E. At iteration k, agent/,, wakes up and contacts one
of its neighbors/,, with probability 7;, ;, .

Let z;(k) denote the estimate of agentt time k. GRP updates these estimates according

to the following rule. Each agent starts with some initiattee ;(0), which can be randomly
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selected. Fok > 1, agents other thah, and.J, do not update:
zi(k) =a;(k—1) forall i ¢ {I, Ji}. 2)

Agents/; and J, calculate the average of their estimates, and adjust thagedy using their
local gradient information and by projecting onto a randps#lected component of their local

constraint sets, i.e., fare {I;, J;}:
oi(k) = (g, (k — 1) + 2 (k — 1))/2,
zi(k) = Mo [wi(k) — i (k)V fi(vi(k))] 3)

where o;(k) is a stepsize of agent and Q;(k) is a random variable drawn from the skt
The key difference between the work in [15], [16], [29] andsthaper is the random projection

") is selected

step. Instead of projecting on the whole constraint sgta component seﬁ?igi(
(or revealed by nature) and the projection is made on thatveeich reduces the required
computations per iteration.

For an alternative representation of GRP we define a nonmegagtrix 1 (k) as follows:

1
Wi(k)=1- 5(% —ey)(er, —ey) fork>1,

where! is them-dimensional identity matrixg; € R™ is a vector whoséth entry is equal to 1
and all other entries are equal to 0. Edéhk) is doubly stochastic by construction, implying
that E[WW (k)] is also doubly stochastic. Using/(k), algorithm [2)4(B) can be equivalently

represented as

vi(k) = Z[W(k?)]ijxj(k - 1), (4a)
pi(k) = ﬂXiQM) [vi(k) — a;(k)V f(vi(k))] — vi(k), (4b)
zi(k) = vi(k) + pi(k)Xtier,.7335 (4c)

where x is the characteristic-event function, i.gs = 1 if & happens, ang» = 0 otherwise.
From here onward, we will shorteB[IV (k)] = W since the matrice$V (k) are identically

distributed. Let\ denote to the second largest eigenvalu&ofif the underlying communication

network is connected, the incidence graph associated Wttpositive entries in the matri/

is also connected, with a self-loop at each node. Hence, we ha 1.

April 8, 2013 DRAFT



In the convergence analysis of the algorithhnl (4a)-(4c), setwo different choices of stepsize.
For a diminishing stepsize, we useg(k) = F#(k) whereT’;(k) denotes the number of updates
that agenti has performed until timé. Since every agent has access to a locally defined
quantity I';(k), the stepsize of ageritis independent of every other agent and no coordination
is needed for its update. Another choice that we considerdsrstant deterministic stepsize
a;(k) = a; > 0.

We next discuss our assumptions, the first of which deals thighnetwork.

Assumption 1: The underlying grapiG = (V, E) is connected. Furthermore, the neighbor
selection process i8d, whereby at any time agefitis chosen by its neighbor € N (i) with
probability ;; > 0 (7;; = 0 if j ¢ N(¢)) independently of the other agents in the network.

We use the following assumption for the functiofyjsand the sets’(ij.

Assumption 2: Let the following conditions hold:

(@ The sets?(ij , j € I;, are closed and convex for everyg V.

(b) Each functionf; : R? — R is convex oveiR?,

(c) Each functionf; is differentiable and hakipschitz gradients with a constant.; over R,
IV fi(x) = Vi)l < Lillz —y|| for all 2,y € R%.
(d) The gradientsv f;(x) are bounded over the sét, i.e., there is a constaiit; such that

IVfi(z)]| <Gy forallze X andalliecV.

For example, Assumptidd 2(d) is satisfied when the condtssnY’ is compact.
The next assumption states set regularity, which is crucialur convergence analysis.

Assumption 3: There exists a constant> 0 such that for alli ¢ V andx € R¢,
dist?(z, X) < cE [distQ(x, XE®Y 0, (8),t € [1,k), Le V],

Assumptior B holds if each sét/ is affine, or the constraint set has a nonempty interior.

[Il. MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we state the main results of this paper. Htaileéd proofs of these results are
given later on in Sectiorls 1V aridl V. We introduce the folloginotation regarding the optimal

value and optimal solutions of problei (1):

f[f=min f(z), X" ={reX|[f(x)=["}

reX
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Ouir first result shows the convergence of the method withadyity 1 for a diminishing stepsize.

Proposition 1 (Convergence w.p.1): Let Assumption§]1i3 hold. Assume that problém (1) has
a nonempty optimal set* and the iterategx;(k)} are generated by algorithrih {4&)-(4c) with
a;(k) = 1/I';(k). Then, the sequencds;(k)}, for i € V, converge to some random point
in the optimal sett* with probability 1, i.e.limy_,., z;(k) = z* w.p.1 for alli € V.

Propositior ] states that the agents asymptotically reacyeeement on a random point in the
optimal setX*. To get some insights into the convergence rate, we conaidenstant stepsize
a;(k) = a; > 0 for i € V, and establish a limiting error bound assuming that e&éh strongly
convex over the se’ with a constants; > 0. The bound will depend on the probabilities
of agent updates, which we formally describe as follows. Edtt) = {i € {I, Ji}} be the
event that agent updates at time:, and let; be the probability of the evenk;(k). Then,
Vi = % + % ZjeN(i) w;; for all i € V, wheren;; > 0 is the probability that agentis chosen by
its neighborj to communicate.

For the constant stepsize, we will also use the followingiamggion.

Assumption 4: Let the convexity requirement fof; in Assumption2(b) be replaced by the
requirement that each functigfi is strongly convex with a constant > 0 overR?. In addition,
assume that the stepsizesare such that for all € V:

(@) 0 < ajo; —4(2+c)a?l? < 1;
(b) 0 <, (@ioi — 42+ c)a?L?) — 222 < 1, where A, = max;{y,0;} — min;{v;;}.

We have the following result for the asymptotic error bound.

Proposition 2 (Error bound): Let Assumptionsl1i4 hold. Then, for the iterate sequedegs)},
i € V, generated by algorithni_(Ud)-{4c) with a constant stepsijze) = «; > 0, we have

Ve
11—V

1 & 1
lim sup p- Z E[||lzs (k) — 2*||?] < §4§6¢2ch (
i=1

k—o00

+%1+@>+$AWG%
wherez* is the (unique) solution to problernl (1),

q= mz_in{%pi} —Ao/m,  pi= oo, —8(1+ c)all?, foralli eV,
8y(1+a2L2)(1+c) n 1)_

min; {7;p;}
Proposition 2 provides an asymptotic error bound for theaye of the expected distances

¥ = max; y;, @ = max; oy, andC =4 (

between the iterates of GRP algorithm and the optimal swiuti. The first error term is an

error term due to a combined effects of the distributed cdatmns over the network, which
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is controlled by the spectral gap— /A of the matrix 7/, and the non-diminishing stepsize
(common to gradient descent algorithms). The last termlwegan error termﬁmef due to
the different values fory;«; for different agents. We note that ifa; = v for somerv € (0,1)
and for all agentsg, then this error would be 0. The conditiaf; = v will hold when the graph

is regular (ally; are the same) and all agents use the same stepsizea. There is another
more interesting case whenq; = v holds for allz, which is as follows: the agents that update
more frequently use a smaller stepsize, while the agentsufidate les frequently use a larger

stepsize, i.e., ify, > v; thena; < o, and vice versa.

V. CONVERGENCEANALYSIS

In this section, we prove Propositidh 1. We start with som&deesults from the literature,
which will be used later on. The analysis relies on the noaagwe projection property (seé [2]
for its proof), stating that: for a closed convex SetC R¢, the projection mappinfly : R¢ — X

is strictly nonexpansive,
INx[z] —yl|* < ||z —y||*> = [Nxfz] — 2||* for all 2 € R? and for ally € X, (5)
and, therefore, it is continuous. As an immediate consempiehthe preceding relation, we have
IMx[z] — Nx[v]]| < ||z —v| forall z,v € R% (6)

We also make use of the following convergence result (seeljédma 11, p. 49-50]).

Lemma 1: Let{v:}, {ux}, {ar} and{b,} be non-negative random sequences suchihat ; |
Fr] < (14 ag)vr — ug + by, for all & > 0 w.p.1, whereF, = {{v;,u;,a;,b;},0 < i < k}. If
Yoreoar < ooandd y by < oo w.p.l, thenlimy_,, vy = v for a random variable > 0 w.p.1,
and 7, up < oo W.p.1.

The GRP algorithm has three random elements: random gossipnanications, random
stepsizes and random projections, which are all independéery will be handled as follows.
Random Gossip Communications: At each iteration of the algorithm, a gossip communication
matrix W (k) is realized independently of the past. In the analysis, wenzak with the expected
matrix 1/ instead ofl¥’ (k) due to the following properties of the matrics(k): (1) Eachiv (k)
is a symmetric projection matrix; hen¢&’IV = W and (W — %11’)2 =W - 111" (2) Since

W is doubly stochastic, the largest eigenvaluélofis 1. Therefore, the largest eigenvalue of the
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matrix W — %11’ is the same ag (the second largest eigenvalueldf). These two properties

immediately yield the following relation for any € R™,

1 2
(W — —11') Y
m

< Allyl*. (7)
Furthermore, in view of the connectivity of the underlyinggh (Assumptiohll), we have< 1.

Random Stepsizes: Since the underlying communication gragh= (V, F) is static, due to the
gossip-based communications, the random diminishingsgtep; (k) = ﬁ exhibits the same
behavior as the deterministic stepsizé: in a long run. This enables us to handle the cross
dependencies of the random stepsizes and the other randsnmtie GRP method.

Random Projections: A projection error is incurred at each iteration of the aitjon since the
GRP projects onto one randomly selected set from the cmlledefining the overall constraint
setX. However, due to the regularity property in the expectedsgas given in Assumptidn 3,
the random projections drive the iterates toward the caimgtsetX’” w.p.1 (cf. Lemmad.DR).

Our convergence analysis is guided by the preceding olsmmsga and it is constructed
along the following main lines: (1) the estimategk) are approaching the constraint s&t
asymptotically w.p.1; (2) the distancés; (k) — x;(k)|| diminish with probability 1; and (3) the
agents’ estimates;(k) eventually arrive at a consensus point that lies in the cgitiset ™.
For this, we first establish a basic relation for the iteraitshe GRP algorithm (Lemma@l 2),
which allows us to apply the (almost) supermartingale cagesece result of Lemnid 1, by letting
vp = Yo, ||lzi(k) — 2*||* for some optimal point:*. To accommodate the use of the (almost)

supermartingale convergence result, we use several ayxigesults.

A. Basic Results for GRP

We define the history of the algorithm as follows. LEt be theo-algebra generated by the

entire history of the algorithm up to time inclusively, i.e., for allk > 1,
Fr =A{x;(0);i € VIU{Ly, Jo, Q(0);0 € {1y, Jo}, 1 < € <k},

and Fy = {z;(0);1 € V}.

We provide several important relations for GRP method. At five provide a relation for
the iterates obtained after one step of algorithn (4d)-é4w) a point in the constraint s&f.
The lemma relies on the fact that the event that agaemdates at any time is independent of

the past.
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Lemma 2: [Basic Iterate Relation] Let Assumptiof$[2-3 hold. Let;(k)} be the iterates
generated by the algorithfi {4&)[4c). Then, for ang (0,1/2) there is a sufficiently largé,
such that with probability 1, for alt € X, k > k andi € V,

E [Jles(k) = [ | Fior] < (1+75) E [losth) = 2] | Fies] - %E () = F:(5) | Fo]
—%E[distzm(k),?f)|fk_1}+ 2 b B E[alk) — &) | Faal.

k2= k271

wherez; (k) = My[vi(k)], a; > 0 are some constants,is the scalar from Assumptidd 3, and
is the probability that agentupdates.
The proof of the lemma is in Appendix] A, where the constantare also defined.

In the next lemma, we show that the distances between theatssv; (k) and the constraint
setX’ go to zero for alli, with probability 1 ask — oo. We also show that the erroeg(k) =
x;(k) — v;(k) converge to zero with probability 1.

Lemma 3: [Projection Error] Let Assumptiorid[2-3 hold. Then, with pability 1, we have

(@) >opo, E[dist?*(vi(k), X) | Fr_i1] < co andlimy_,o dist(v;(k), X) =0 for all i € V.

(b) D22 Elllei(B)|1? | Fro1] < oo and limy_,o |le;(k)|| = 0 for all ¢ € V, wheree;(k) =
xi(k) —vi(k) foralli € V andk > 1.

Lemmal[3(a) and Lemm@ 3(b) imply thhtn;_, ., dist*(z;(k), X) = 0 with probability 1 for
all i € V. However, the lemma does not imply that the sequengés) converge, nor that
their differenceg|z;(k) — z;(k)|| are vanishing. A step toward this is provided by the follagvin
lemma, which shows a relation for the agent disagreementi@nectorsy; (k).

Lemma 4: [Disagreement] Let Assumptios[1-2 hold. Lgt;(k)} be generated by method
(43d)-(4¢) withe; (k) = 1/T;(k) andT;(k) being the number of updates that agehas performed
until time k. Then, foro(k) = L 3" v;(k) we have} ", 2E[||vi(k) — 0(k)|| | Fr-1] < o0
with probability 1 for alli € V.

The proofs of Lemma&l3 and Lemrh& 4 are, respectively, in AppeBthnd AppendiX_C.

B. Proof of Proposition I

We assert the convergence of methiod (4a)-(4c) using the éenastablished in Section TVA.
Note that Lemma&l3 allows us to infer thatk) approaches the sét, while Lemmad 4 allows us to
claim that any two sequenc¢s;(k)} and{v;(k)} have the same limit points with probability 1.

To claim the convergence of the iterates to an optimal swiutit remains to relate the limit

April 8, 2013 DRAFT



11

points of {v;(k)} and the solutions of problenil(1). This connection is prodithy the iterate
relation of Lemmd12, supported by the convergence resulteimmall. We start the proof by

invoking Lemmd R stating that for anye (0,1/2), and alli € X andk > k, w.p.1 we have
§ a g 2 §
E [flas (k) — 212 | Fica] < (14 55 ) E [Josk) = 2l1* | Fioa] = ZE[fi(z(k) = £i(@) | Faa
i . a2 as -
—%E [dlstz(vi(k), X) | fk_ﬂ + ﬁ + ]{;% [HZZ( ) - SL’||2 | fk—l],

where z;(k) = Tlx[v;(k)]. Since||z; (k) — z|| < ||vi(k) — &| by the non-expansive projection

property in Eq.[(6), we obtain

E [les(k) — 2l1° | Fir] < (
Fi8) | Fia] = 22 [dist(u1(), &) | Fi] +

ORI e
b ®)

3 I
274

= ZE[f(a(k) —

wherea, = a; +az. Further, by the definition of;(%) in (43), the convexity of the squared-norm
function and the doubly stochastic matridég k), we have
D Elllvik) = 2" |* | Fie] SZZ illzi(k —1) —a"||* = ZH% 1) =" (9)

i=1
Summing relations in{8) overand using Eq.[{9), yields w.p.1 for all € X and allk > k

ay e 4 o a2
g_q);na(k -l

> (k) — & | Fia] < (1 '

2 S B - ) | Fal + S (10)
i=1
L5~ z(k). Using z(k) and f, we can rewrite

Recall thatf(z) = >, fi(x). Letz(k) & L
the termf;(z;(k)) — fi(&) as follows:

Z(fi(zz-(k‘)) — fi(2)) = Z(fi(zz-(k‘)) — fi(z(k))) + (f(2(k)) — f(2))- (11)

Furthermore, using the convexity of each functignwe obtain

Z IV iR [ =i(k) —

it follows that z(k) € X'. Using z(k) € X

Z(k)-

Z(fz(zz( ) z > Z sz

Since z(k) is a convex combination of;(k) €
and the uniform bound- for the normsHVfi(:c)H on the setY (Assumptior2(d)) we obtain

(12)

> (filz(k) = filz(k))) = sz Iz (K

i=1
DRAFT
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We next consider the ternhz; (k) — z(k)||, for which by usingz(k)

=3 alh) — (k)
(=1

where the first inequality is obtained by the convexity of therm and the last inequality

1z (k) = 2(k)|| =

< 3 lailh) = 20 < S k) = walh)
(=1

follows by the projection property in EQ.](6). Further, bytileg v(k) = L >, vi(k) and using
[0i(k) —ve(k) || < llvs(k) = v(k) ||+ lve(k) —0(k)||, we obtain||z;(k) — z(k)|| < [|lvi(k) —o(k)] +

L5 loe(k) — v(k)| for everyi € V. Upon summing these relations oviee V', we find

lezz’(k) -2k < 22”%(’6) —o(R)]. (13)

Combining relations{13) an@(12), and substituting theiltawy relation in Eq.[(I1), we obtain

m

Y (filzlk) = fil@) = 2GfZ||Uz R+ (f(2(k)) = f(2)). (14)

=1
Finally, by using the preceding estimate in inequalityl (8@¢ lettingi = z* for an arbitrary
z* € X*, we have w.p.1 for any* € X* andk > F,

> E (o)~ Fi) < (14 ?iq) S ket 1) -

2

—TE[f(2()) = £) | Fin +—ZE BN Fia] +

aom

f3—a
Sincez(k) € X, we havef(z(k))— f* > 0. Thus, in the light of Lemm@l4, relatioh (15) satisfies

all the conditions of Lemmi 1. Hence, the sequefite (k) —z*||?} is convergent for any € V'

(15)

andz* € X* w.p.1, andy_;" £ (f(2(k)) — f*) < co w.p.1. Sinced ;7 + = oo, it follows that

liminf(f(2(k)) — f) =0 w.p.1. (16)

k—o0

By Lemmal[3(a), noting that;(k) = Mx[v;(k)], we have
klim |vi(k) — 2z (k)| =0 forallieV wp.l (17)

Since the sequencf|z;(k) — x*||} is convergent with probability 1 for any € V' and every
x* € X*, in view of the relationg(4a) and (IL7), respectively, sotaeesequencef§||v;(k) —z*||}
and {||z;(k) — z*||}, as well as their average sequendds (k) — z*||} and {||z(k) — z*||}.
Therefore, the sequencds(k)} and {z(k)} are bounded with probability 1, and they have

accumulation points. From relatioh (16) and the continufyf, the sequencdz(k)} must

April 8, 2013 DRAFT



13

have one accumulation point iti* with probability 1. This and the fact thdt|z(k) — z*||} is
convergent with probability 1 for every* € X* imply that for a random point* € A,

lim z(k) =2* w.p.l (18)

k—o0

Now, from z(k) = L 37" z(k) and o(k) = L 3", v(k), using relation [(II7) and the

convexity of the norm, we obtaitim;,_,« [|0(k) — z(k)|| < = )% limyoo [Jve(k) — 2¢(k)|| = 0

w.p.1. In view of relation[(18), it follows that

klim o(k) =2 w.p.l (29)
By Lemmal4, we have
ligninf |vi(k) —o(k)|]| =0 forallieV wp.1l (20)

The fact that{||v;(k) — z*||} is convergent with probability 1 for alland anyz* € X'*, together
with (19) and [(2D) implies that

lim [jv;(k) —2*[| =0 forallieV wp.l (21)

k—o0

Finally, by LemmdB(b), we haviém,_, . ||z;(k)—v;(k)|| = 0 for all i € V w.p.1, which together
with the limit in (21) yieldslimy_,., z;(k) = 2* for all i € V' with probability 1. H

V. ERRORBOUND

Here, we prove Propositidn 2. We start by providing some lesithat are valid for a constant
stepsizen; (k) = a; > 0. The first result shows a basic iterate relation.

Lemma 5: Let Assumption§]2i4 hold, where the stepsize satisfies Agsani4(a). Then, for
the iterates;; (k) of the method we have w.p.1 for anyc X, and for allk > 1 and: € {/, Ji},

E [||xz(k:) —z|* | Fuzr, I, Jk} < (1= py)|lvi(k) — z||* — 205(V f;(2), zi(k) — x) + 8(1 + )’ G2,

wherep; = o;a; — 4(2 + ¢)a?L? and z;(k) = Ty [v;(k)].
The proof of the preceding lemma is in Appendik D.
Next, we provide an asymptotic estimate for the disagre¢raerong the agents.
Lemma 6: Let Assumptiondg1134 hold. Let(k) = L3> x;(k) for all k. Then, for the
iterates{z;(k)} generated by method (4d)-{4c), we have
4m6z2ch

lim sup ; Efllzi (k) — 2(k)|1°] < m@

k—o0
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8y(14+a2L?)(1+4c)

where C = &=
mlnj{'Yij}

L = max L;.

The proof of the lemma is given in AppendiX E. The bound in Lemincaptures the variance

+1, pi = o0 — 42+ ¢)a?L?, ¥ = max;y;, @ = max;q;, and

of the estimates;(k) in terms of the number of agents, the maximum stepsize andptbetral
gapl — v\ of the matrixV.

We are now ready to prove Propositibh 2. In the proof we uselaioa implied by the
convexity of the squared-norm. In particular, by the definitof v;(%) in (43), the convexity of
the squared-norm function and the doubly stochastic weightk), we have for anyr € R,

> Elllvik) = @[* | Far <ZZWUII% —1) -z = lex] 1) -zl (22)
i=1 i=1 j=1
Proof of Proposition 2 The function f is strongly convex with a constamt = ) .", 0; and
therefore, problem {1) has a unique optimal solution The proof starts with the relation of
Lemmal® where we let = z*. Definez(k) = =3, z(k), so thatz(k) € X. We have
(Vfi(z"), zi(k) — %) = (Vfi(z*), Z2(k) — 2*) + (V fi(2"), z;(k) — Z(k)), which in view of the
gradient boundedness (Assumptidn 2(d)) implies that

(Vfi(z"), zi(k) — 2%) = (V[i(z7), 2(k) — 27) — Gyllzi(k) — Z(k)]].
Using the preceding relation and Lemima 5, we have fokall 1 w.p.1,
Eflli(k) — 2| | Frmrs I o] < (1= pi)ui(k) — 27| = 20(V fi(a"), 2(k) — )
+20,;G ||z (k) — Z2(k)|| + 8(1 + c)oszff.

Taking the expectation with respect #._; and using the fact that the preceding inequality
holds with probabilityy;, and otherwise we have;(k) = v;(k) with probability 1 — ~;, we
obtain w.p.1 for allk > 1 andi € V,

Efllwi (k) — 2" |I* | Faor] < (1= vapi) Elllvi(k) — 27[|* | Fra]
— 270G E[(V fi(a™), 2(k) — ) | Fia] + 27i04G fE[[[23(k) — Z(R)I| | Frea] + 8(1 + €)7i0; G}

We note that under the assumption that a;0; —8(1+c)a?L? € (0, 1) for all 4, we also have
vip; € (0,1) for all ¢ sincey; € (0, 1). By adding and subtractirymin,; {~;«; }E[(V f;(2*), Z2(k)—
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x*) | Fr-1], we find that
Elllzi(k) — 2*[1* | Faca) < (1= yips) Elflui(k) — 2*|* | Fri]
— 29aE[(Vfi(27), 2(k) — 2%) | Fr—1] + 28, E[[|V fi(2") [ |2(k) — 2| | Fie—1]
+ 270G E[||zi(k) — (k)| | Fei] +8(1 + ¢)7a°GY, (23)

where A, = max;{v;a;} — min;{y;a;}, @ = min; a;, ¥ = min; g;, @ = max; o; andy =

max; ;. We can further estimate
A= a o Gr o a - Gr .
IV z(k) — 2™ < — > IMxfos (k)] — 27| < - > lvik) — 27,
i=1 i=1

where the first inequality follows by Assumptibh 2(djk) = L >~ | M[v;(k)] and the convex-
ity of the norm function, while the second inequality follsvirom the projection property](6).

Also, from relationab < %(a2 +1?) and the convexity of the square-function, we obtain
IV fi(a)|z(k) — 2™ < G2 +5 Z lvi(k) — =*||*. (24)

Summing relations in Eq_(23) ovérand using estimates (22)), {24) apd” , (V fi(x*), z2(k)—
x*) > f(2(k)) — f(«*) > 0 (which holds by the optimality ot*), we have

> Elllzs(k) = 2"|* | Fiea] < (1 - q) ZE e (k = 1) = 27" | Fiea] + AyamGF

i=1

+ 274Gy Z Elllzi(k) — 2(k)|| | Fr-a] + 8(1 + c)m7ya*G.

1=1

whereq = min;{v;p;} — A,o/m. Sincey;p; — € (0,1) by Assumptiori #(b), it follows that

€ (0,1), and therefore

1 m
lim sup Z E[|jz:(k) — z*|?] < macfg lirkn sup Y E[||zi(k) — (k)]
i=1 —00 i=1

k—o0
+ é (A,amG7F + 8(1 + c)mya*GY) (25)
We now consider the sum, [||zi(k) — z(k)||]. Using Holder’s inequality, we have
> Elllzitk) = 2(R)]] < J m Y Elllzi(k) = 2(k)]2). (26)
i=1 i=1
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Sincez(k) = - >, Mx[vi(k)], it follows that foro(k) = - >, v;(k),

m

ZEHz, Z [1=5(k) = Mae[o(R)I%] < D Elllui(k) = o(R)IP], (27)

=1 =1

3

where the last inequality is obtained from the projectiooperty [6). Sincev(k) is the average
of v;(k) for j € V, it follows that forz(k — 1) = L 37", ;(k — 1),

D E [loith) = k)|’ <ZE lvi(k) — z(k — 1)|17].

From the preceding relation, and using Hq.](22) with= Z(k — 1) (where we take the total

expectation), we find that

> Elluitk) = o(k) P < D_E [flay(k = 1) = 2(k = IP]. (28)
i=1 Jj=1
From Egs.[(26)£(28) and Lemnia 6, we obtain
hin_)s;jpz E[||z (k) — 2(k)||] < 2mVC OiG\]}_

The result follows from Eq.[(25) after dividing by.. W

VI. SIMULATIONS: DISTRIBUTED ROBUST CONTROL

In this section, we apply our GRP algorithm to a distributedust model predictive control
(MPC) problem[[6]. A linear, time-invariant, discrete-gnsystem is given by the following state
equation fort =1,...,T,

x(t) = Az(t — 1) + Bu(t), (29)

where

with initial statexz(0) = [7, 0]. The goal of the agents on the network is to find an optimal
controlu = [u(1),...,u(T)] of system[(2P) over time= 1,..., T, with some random terminal

constraints. The distributed optimization problem is gi\sy/

min f(u Z filu) stued, (30)
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where -
fiw) = la(t) = zl” + ru(t), fori=1,...,m,
t=1

is the local objective of agemtandr > 0 is a control parameter. Hence, the agents on the network
jointly find a controlu such that the resulting trajectorny(t), for ¢t = 1,...,7, minimizes the
deviations from the points; € R? together with the control effort. The information about the
pointsz;, for i = 1,...,m, are private and only agemtknows the locatiorr;.

The constraint sef’ is a set of control inputs that satisfies the following coasts.

lu(t)]oo <2, fort=1,...,T, (31a)
z(t) = Ax(t — 1) + Bu(t), fort=1,...,T, (31b)
Jax {(ag +00)x(T) —be} < 0. (31c)

The system is initiated in state(0) = [7, 0]. The constraint[(31a) is just a box constraint,
while the constraints in_(31b) describe the system dynanibe constraints i (31c) describe
the random terminal conditions given by the linear inediedi(a, + 6,)'z(T) < b, and the
perturbations), are uniform random vectors in boxé$,|. < S, for some given scalarg,.
Note thatu(t), for ¢t = 1,...,T, are the only variables here sineét), fort = 1,...,T, are
fully determined by state equatioris (81b) onde), for t = 1,...,T, is given.

For this problem, we havé; = X for all i. The constraint set’ is uncertain and not exactly
known in advance since the perturbations are uniform randeators in boxes. To apply the
GRP algorithm [(4a)E(4c) in solving this robust optimal qohtproblem, at iterationk, each
agent/; and.J, draws a realization of one of the linear inequality termic@ahstraints, and each
of them projects its current iterate on the selected constr&ubsequently, they perform their
projections onto the box constrainf (31a).

Since the uncertainty exists in a box, the probléni (30) hascanvalent Quadratic Program-
ming (QP) formulation. Note that the following represeitias are all equivalent:

(ac+00)'x(T) < be, V(b [|0¢lloe < Be) (32a)
& |\5;ﬁlj§m §px(T) < by — apz(T) (32b)
& agr(T) + Bollz(T)]1| + Bel[2(T)]a] < be. (32c)
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Therefore, the inequality (3lL.c) admits an equivalent regméation of[(32c) by a system of linear

inequalities with additional variables andt,:

max {apz(T) + Betr + Bota — b} <0. (33b)

This alternative representation is only available sinceaveeconsidering simple box uncertainty
sets for the sake of comparison. Note that our GRP algorithrapplicable not just to box
uncertainty but to more complicated perturbations such @ss&an or other distributions.

In the experiment, we use = 4 andm = 10 agents with" = 10 andr = 0.1. We solve the
problem on three different network topologies, namelguodi, cycle and star (see Figlide 1). For
the agent selection probability, we use uniform distribafii.e., at each iteration, one of the
agents is uniformly selected and the selected agent urlifjaetects one of its neighbors. Table |
shows the second largest eigenvaluef 1V for the three network topologies when = 4 and
m = 10. Whenm is larger, we can see thatis very close to one for all of the three cases.

We evaluate the algorithm performance by carrying out 10htédCarlo runs, each with
40,000 iterations forn = 4 and 100,000 iterations farn = 10. For the stepsize, we use either
a diminishing one {/T";(k)) or a constanty, = 1075 for m =4 and; = 107° for m = 10.

In Figures[2 and13, we depict >, |lu;(k) — u*||? over 40,000 and 100,000 iterations
when the diminishing and constant stepsize are used, asggcThe optimal solution1* was
obtained by solving the equivalent QP problem (i.e., pnob{80) with constraints (31a)-(3lLb)
and [338){(33b)) using a commercial QP solver.

We can observe for both cases that the errors go down fasmt&resting observation is that
the network topology does not affect the algorithm perfaraegawhen the diminishing stepsize
is used. When the constant stepsize is used fomthe 4 case, star network converges much
slower than the other two networks. This is because the agdettion probabilityy; is different
for the center node and the peripheral nodes. As the boundoipoBition[2 captures, a more
aggressive stepsize; should have been used for the peripheral nodes. Forithe 10 case,
however, the difference is not as clearly visible as in#the- 4 case. This can be explained by

the almost the same spectral gap- v/ (as shown in Propositidnl 2 and Taffle ).
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TABLE |

NUMBER OF AGENTS ANDA

m | Clique | Cycle star
4 | 0.6667 | 0.7500 | 0.8333
10 | 0.8889| 0.9809 | 0.9444

<> <> A

Fig. 1. Clique (left), cycle (center) and star (right) grajpged for communication topologyn(= 4)

VII. CONCLUSIONS

We have considered a distributed problem of minimizing tia sf agents’ objective functions
over a distributed constraint s&t. We proposed an asynchronous gossip-based random projec-
tion algorithm for solving the problem over a network. Wedséw the convergence properties
of the algorithm for a random diminishing stepsize and a taonisdeterministic stepsize. We
established convergence with probability 1 to an optimaltszn when the diminishing stepsizes
are used and an error bound when constant stepsizes ar@\Nesbdve also provided a simulation

result for a distributed robust model predictive contrablgem.

REFERENCES

[1] T. Alamo, R. Tempo, and E. Camacho, “Randomized stratedor probabilistic solutions of uncertain feasibilitydan
optimization problems,|EEE Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 54, no. 11, pp. 2545 —2559, Nov 2009.

[2] D. P. Bertsekas, A. Nedi¢, and A. E. Ozdagl@gnvex analysis and optimization. Athena Scientific, 2003.

[3] P. Bianchi and J. Jakubowicz, “Convergence of a muldrag projected stochastic gradient algorithm,” 2012,
http://arxiv.org/abs/1107.2526.

[4] S. Boyd, A. Ghosh, B. Prabhakar, and D. Shah, “Randomiessip algorithms,1EEE Trans. Inform. Theory, vol. 52,
no. 6, pp. 2508-2530, June 2006.

[5] G. C. Calafiore, “Random convex program§’AM J. Optimiz, vol. 20, no. 6, pp. 3427-3464, Dec. 2010.

[6] E. Camponogara, D. Jia, B. Krogh, and S. Talukdar, “Diistied model predictive controlControl Systems, |EEE, vol. 22,
no. 1, pp. 44-52, February 2002.

[7]1 N. Cesa-Bianchi and G. LugodPrediction, learning, and games. Cambridge University Press, 2006.

April 8, 2013 DRAFT



20

10 : : : : : : : 10" :
= Clique
v Cycle
: : : = = =Star

o o
_ *_

= =}

| |

3 <

= =

g pr

S} S}

3] (]

o =)

g s

g ; 2

z = Clique z

1 Cycle
== =Star
100 i i i i i i i 10[l i i
0 0.5 1 15 2 25 3 3.5 4 0 2 4 i 6 8 10
Iteration x10* Iteration x 10"

Fig. 2. Iteration vsL > |lu;(k) — u*||* with a diminishing stepsize whem = 4 (left) andm = 10 (right)

Fig.

(8]

9]

[10]

[11]

[12]
[13]

[14]

April 8, 2013

10 . . . . . . : 10"
= Clique = Clique
1 Cycle 1 Cycle
= = =Star

o o
*_ *_

> >

= 2

< =~

En =

= ey

S S

© ©

(o) [=2)

IS IS

< o

9] 9]

> >

< <

100 L L L L L L L 100 L L L L
0 0.5 1 15 2. 25 3 35 4 0 2 4 G 8 10
Iteration x10° Iteration *

3. lteration vsL > ||u;(k) — u*||* with a constant stepsize when = 4 (left) andm = 10 (right)

A. Jadbabaie, J. Lin, and A. Morse, “Coordination of goewf mobile autonomous agents using nearest neighbor, rules
IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 48, no. 6, pp. 988 — 1001, June 2003.

B. Johansson, “On distributed optimization in netwatleystems,” Ph.D. dissertation, Royal Institute of Tecbggl(KTH),
tRITA-EE 2008:065, 2008.

S. Kar and J. Moura, “Distributed consensus algoritimsensor networks: Quantized data and random link faifures
IEEE Transactions on Sgnal Processing, vol. 58, no. 3, pp. 1383 —1400, March 2010.

S. Lee and A. Nedic, “Distributed random projectioga@iithm for convex optimization,TEEE Journal of Selected Topics

in Sgnal Processing, vol. 7, pp. 221-229, April 2013.

——, “Distributed random projection algorithm for caew optimization,” 2013, http://arxiv.org/abs/1211.5611

A. Nedi¢, “Random projection algorithms for convex s&tersection problems,” ifroc. of the 49th |EEE Conference on

Decision and Control, 2010, pp. 7655—-7660.

A. Nedi¢, “Random algorithms for convex minimizatipnoblems,”Mathematical Programming - B, vol. 129, pp. 225-253,
2011.

DRAFT



[15]

[16]

[17]

(18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]
(23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]
(28]

[29]

[30]

21

A. Nedit and A. Ozdaglar, “Distributed subgradientthmls for multi-agent optimization/EEE Transactions on Automatic
Control, vol. 54, no. 1, pp. 48-61, 2009.

A. Neditc, A. Ozdaglar, and A. Parrilo, “Constrained nsensus and optimization in multi-agent networkEZEE
Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 55, no. 4, pp. 922-938, 2010.

A. Nedi¢, “Asynchronous broadcast-based convexmojaition over a network,IEEE Trans. Automat. Contr., vol. 56,
no. 6, pp. 1337-1351, 2011.

A. Olshevsky and J. N. Tsitsiklis, “Convergence speedlistributed consensus and averagirdAM J. Control Optim.,,
vol. 48, no. 1, pp. 33-55, Feh. 2009.

B. Polyak,Intro. to optimization. Optimization software, Inc., Publications division, N&ferk, 1987.

——, “Random algorithms for solving convex inequalijein Inherently Parallel Algorithms in Feasibility and Optimiza-
tion and their Applications, ser. Studies in Computational Mathematics, Y. C. Dan Butrna@nd S. Reich, Eds. Elsevier,
2001, vol. 8, pp. 409 — 422.

J. L. R. Bekkerman, M. BilenkoScaling Up Machine Learning: Parallel and Distributed Approaches.  Cambridge
University Press, 2011.

M. Rabbat and R. D. Nowak, “Distributed optimization Sensor networks,” inPSN, 2004, pp. 20-27.

S. S. Ram, V. V. Veeravalli, and A. Nedi¢, “Distributatbn-autonomous power control through distributed convex
optimization,” in IEEE INFOCOM, 2009, pp. 3001-3005.

S. S. Ram, A. Nedic, and V. V. Veeravalli, “Asynchromsogossip algorithm for stochastic optimization: Constaepsize
analysis,” inRecent Advances in Optimization and its Applications in Engineering, M. Diehl, F. Glineur, E. Jarlebring,
and W. Michiels, Eds. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2010, pp-60.

——, “Distributed Stochastic Subgradient Projectiolgdrithms for Convex OptimizationJournal of Optimization Theory
and Applications, vol. 147, pp. 516-545, 2010.

——, “Asynchronous gossip algorithms for stochastidimyzation,” in 48th |EEE Conference on Decision and Control,
2009, pp. 3581-3586.

H. L. Royden,Real Analysis, 3rd ed. Prentice Hall, 1998.

K. Srivastava, “Distributed optimization with appditons to sensor networks and machine learning,” Ph.D ed&sson,
ISE Department, University of lllinois at Urbana-Champai@011.

K. Srivastava and A. Nedic, “Distributed asynchrosotonstrained stochastic optimizatiomZEE Journal of Selected
Topics in Sgnal Processing, vol. 5, no. 4, pp. 772-790, 2011.

K. I. Tsianos, S. Lawlor, and M. G. Rabbat, “Consensasdu distributed optimization: Practical issues and egfdins in
large-scale machine learning,” Rroceedings of the 50th Allerton Conference on Communication, Control, and Computing,
2012.

APPENDIX

A. Proof of Lemmal[Z

We begin with a lemma which provides some basic relationafeectorz € ), an arbitrary

point = € R? and two consecutive iterates and y of a projected-gradient algorithm. The
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auxiliary pointz will be used to accommodate the iteration$k) of the GRP method which
may not belong to the constraint s&t while & will be a suitably chosen point iA’.

Lemma 7: Let Y C R be a closed convex set. Let the functipn R? — R be convex and
differentiable oveiR? with Lipschitz continuous gradients with a constdntlLet y be given by
y = Ny[z — aVe(z)] for somexr € R? anda > 0. Then, for allz € Y andz € R?, we have:
(a) For any scalars;, » > 0,

ly — 2" < (1+8a”L%)|lz — 2|* — 2a (¢(2) — ¢(7)) — ley —a?

1 1
+ B+ )V +ra? L — 2+ (++ 2 o =3I
1 2
(b) In addition, if ¢ is strongly convex oR? with a constant > 0, then for anyr,, 7 > 0,
3
ly = #[]* < (1 — a0 +8a’L?) ||z — &||* — 2a(V(i), 2 — T) — 2y = z|®

1 1
+ (8 + 1)a?|Vo(2)|* + ma?L?||z — &||* + (T— + T—) |z — 2|2
1 2
Proof. For part (a), from the relation defining and the strictly non-expansive projection
property in [5), we obtain for any € ),

ly = 2l* < llo — 2|I* = 2a(V(2), 2 — &) — |y — 2]|* + 20{V (), 2 — y). (34)

We next estimate the terraa(Vo(z), x — y). By using Cauchy-Swartz inequality we obtain
2a(V(z), 2 —y) < 2a|[V(2)l[|z—y|. By writing 2a[|Ve () |||z —yl| = 22| V()| ([l —
y||/2), we find that

20(Vo(z).z - 4) < 407 |Vo(a) |2 + + |z — o] (35)

Furthermore, we havgVo(z)[]? < ||(Vo(z) =V (2)) + V(i)
property (a + b)? < 2(a® + b?) yields |[Vo(z)[]? < 2||Vo(z) — Vo(2)||* + 2||Vo(2)|>. The
preceding relation and the Lipschitz gradient property)ofmply

2, which by the square-function

IVo(2)I* < 2Lflz — 2||* + 2| Ve (2)||*. (36)
Therefore, from[(34)£(36) we obtain

3
ly — 2l* < (1 + 8a”L?)||lz — &]* — 20(V(2), 2 — &) — 2y - z||* + 8a®|[Vo(2)|*.  (37)
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Next, we estimate the tern(Vo(z), x — ) using the convexity o,

(Vo(x),x — &) = ¢(x) — o(Z) = (¢(x) — 6(2)) + ((2) — &(1)) (38)

where z € R? is some given point. It remains to bound the tefifx) — ¢(z), for which by

convexity of ¢ we further have

¢(x) = ¢(2) 2 (Vo(2),2 — 2) = =[[Vo(2)| |z — =]

By writing ||[V¢(2)|| < ||[Vo(z) — Vo(Z)| + || Ve(Z)| and using the Lipschitz-gradient property

of ¢, we obtain
¢(x) — ¢(2) = —Lllz — Z| [|lv — 2| = [Vo(D)| |z — z]].

Multiplying the preceding relation witlka and using2aL||z — Z|| [z — 2| = 2(ay/71 L]z —
2 (lz—=2ll/y71) < e L2|lz=|*+ ||z —z[* /71, 20| VO (@) || [lo—2[| = 2(ayT] Ve(@) ) (|l2—
z|l//72) < a?||[Vé(E)|]? + || — z||?/m for somer;, » > 0, we obtain

20 (6(z) — 6(2)) >~ L2z — |2 — ma? [ Vo(H)|? — (i n 1) le— 2l (39)

Thus, from Eqs.[(37)E(39) it follows that
. y 3 3
ly=2l* < (1+8a”L) e — 2|]* — 2a (¢(2) — 6(2)) — Zlly — =

1 1
+ (84 1)?|Vo(@)|” + ma’L2||z — &]” + (? - ?) lz— |2, (40)
1 2

S

thus proving the relation in part (a). The relation in pajtf@@lows similarly by using the strong
convexity of¢ in Eq. (38), i.e.(Vo(x), z — &) > ¢(x) — ¢(Z) + §|lz — &||* for all z,& € R%. m

The proof of Lemmal2 relies on Lemrh 7(a) and the fact thatwbatd”; (k) = {i € {I}, Jx}}
that agenti updates at any time is independent of the past. Due to thesntimber of updates
that any agent has performed until timé behaves almost as/k whenk is large enough. The
long term estimates for the stepsiagk) = ﬁ in terms of the probabilityy; that agent;
updates are given in the following lemma.

Lemma 8: (see[17]) Leto,; (k) = 1/T;(k) for all k > 1 andi € V. Let mpi, = ming jyep mij.
Also, let ¢ be a constant such that< ¢ < 1/2. Then, there exists a large enough(which

depends oy andm) such that with probability 1 for alk > & andi € V,

9 4m?
(@) ai(k) < o (b) af(k) < (1 + o)
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2
a5 k) — S — .
( ) k% k%—q(l +7Tmin)2
According to this lemma, the stepsizes(k) exhibit the same behavior as the deterministic

stepsizel /k in a long run. The result is critical for dealing with the csadependencies of the
random stepsizes and the other randomness in the GRP method.

Proof of Lemma[2 Consider: € {I}, J,}, and use LemmAl 7(a) with the following identifi-
cation:y = X" andz € X € AWy = z,(k), © = v;(k), 2 = (k) £ Nxfvi(k)], ¢ = fi,
anda = «;(k). Then, for anyi € X andk > 1,

i (k) = Z[|* < (1 + 8ag (k) L) |vi(k) — &1 = 204(k) (fi(z:(k)) — fi(2)) — ZHxi(k) — (k)|

8+ maWIVADI + (DL (k) — alP + (5 + L ) ) = (0,

By AssumptioriP(d), we havéV f;(z)|| < G;. Further, we letr, = 7, = 45 for somen > 0,
and by using Lemmal 8(b) we find that w.p.1 for allarge enough,

i) = 312 < (1+55) llo(k) = 311 = 204(k) (FiC=i(0)) — fi(a))

B (kY (R[22 a2 () — ()12
4||~”Cz(k?) vi(k)||” + R kQHZz( ) —&|° + 277!\%(7@) zi(k)|I%, (41)
where ¢; = (f’i’;rif; L = max; L;, ¢co = % and c; = % Next, consider
20 (k) (fi(z:i(k)) — fi(%)), for which we can write
. 2 3 3
20 (k) (fi(zi(k)) — fi(®)) > o (fi(zi(k)) = fi(2)) — 2 |u(k) — 2 | fi(z:(k)) — fi(®)] .

Since f; has bounded gradients over the gétit is Lipschitz continuous ove’. Thus, since
zi(k),z € X, it follows that|f;(z;(k)) — fi(Z)| > Gy||zi(k) — Z||. This and Lemm&l&) imply

2ai(k) (fizi(k)) — fi(£)) = ]j% (filzi(k)) — fi(2)) — 2k%‘q(1 i )2 Gyllzi(k) — 2
2 3 9 ) ) Al
= o (fi(zi(k)) — fi(%)) — 0 m)? (GF + [|z:(k) — 2|P),

where the last inequality follows by the Cauchy-Schwarzjusadity. Combining the preceding
relation with Eq. [(411), we obtain w.p.1 fdr large enough

Jilh) - 2] < (1+k2)!\vz< )=l = — () = @) = Jlaslk) = w(b)|?

€ L% Y 1k — 2124 (k) — 24 (h)
o () ) =l o) - s, @2

k2

G7 andc; = 7=

Wher664 = m

2
(1+7Tm n)2
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By the definition of the projection, we havJe; (k) — z;(k)|| = dist(v;(k), X), and

(k) = w2 || g [es()] = ()| = cise (), &)

Taking the expectation in_(#2) conditioned jointly @a_,, I, and J,, we obtain for anyi € X,

i € {Iy, Ji} w.p.1 for all & large enough we can see that

(fz( zi(k)) = fi(2))

_§ s 2(0 Qi (k) , AR — %+
4E[d1st (0s(k), X, )|v,(k:)}+k%_q+k%_q||zl(k) x|| dlst( J(k), X),

wherecg = ¢y + ¢4 andc; = ¢3 + ¢5. Using the regularity condition (Assumptlﬁh 3), we have

7

E [dist?(ui(k), X0 | v (k)] > L dist2(v(k), ).
C
Thus, by lettingn = ¢, from the preceding two relations we have w.p.1 forfalarge enough

2 §

E [aalk) = 2l | Foor, T Ji] < (14 53) k) = 2P -

L2
1., Coé cr =112
—4—Cdlst (v;(k), X) + e + k%_qHZi(k) —Z|°

The preceding inequality holds with probability (when agent updates), and otherwise(k) =
v;(k) with probability 1 — ~; (when agent does not update). Hence, w.p.1 for any X, all

i €V, and allk large enough we have

E [llea(k) — 2% | Foa] < (14 ”%Zl) os(h) = &l | Fer] — ZELiCaa(h) — (@) | Fid]
B[St (wu(h), X) | Fioa] + 57 + S E [la(k) — 2l | Fia]

ka—a
Since~; < 1, the relation of Lemmal2 follows by letting, = ¢, a; = ¢ andas = ¢;. B

B. Proof of Lemma[3

The proof of this lemma and the proofs of the other lemmasneftely on the relations
implied by the convexity of the squared-norm. In particulay the definition ofv;(k) in (4d),
the convexity of the squared-norm function and the doubbgtsastic weightdV' (k), we have

for any z € RY,

> Elllvik) = 2l | Fr-i] SZZ il (k= 1) — 2l|* = ZII% —1) -zl (43)
i=1 i=1 j=1
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Similarly, by the convexity of the distance functian— dist*(x, X) (see [2, p. 88]), we have

ZE [dist? (vi(k), X) | Frs <Zdlst (z;(k — 1), ). (44)

7=1
Proof of Lemma[3 To prove part (a), we start with Lemni& 2, where weidet z;(k) =

Mx[v;(k)]. Then, for allk large enough and all€ V, we obtain w.p.1,

E [les(k) = MR | Fea] < (1+ 75 ) E [dist®(vs(h), X) | Fea]
—2E [dist(vi(k), ) | Fia] + k‘;‘;q, (45)

where ¢ € (0,1/2). By the definition of the projection, we hawéist(x;(k), X) < |x;(k) —
Mx[v;(k)]||. Using this relation in EqL(45) and, then, summing the résgltelations over and
applying Eq. [(44), we find that w.p.1 for all large enough and alle V,

ZE [dist?(z;(k), X) | Fooa] < (1+ %) Zdist2(xj(k— 1), X)

a2m

ZE [dist®(v;(k), X) | Frei] + P (46)

—-q

wherey = min, ;. Therefore, for alk large enough, the conditions of Lemira 1 are satisfied (for
a time-delayed sequence), so we conclude ¥igt , E [dist*(v;(k), X) | Fr_1] < oo for all 4.
Taking the total expectation in relation {46), it also felthaty ;" | E [dist*(v;(k), X)] < oo
for all i € V, which by the Monotone Convergence Theorem [27, p.92] gigld,, , . dist(v;(k), X) =
0 for all i w.p.1, showing the result in part (a).
For part (b), note that folle;(k)||, using z;(k) = Mx[v;(k)], we can write fori € {1, J;},
lei(R) | < [lzi(k) — zi(R)I| 4[|z (k) — vi (k)]
= ([ fosth) = @) fiwi ()] = z200)|| + 1zi(h) = wi (R
SinceX C Xiﬂi(k) andz;(k) € X, we havez; (k) € Xiﬂi(k). Using the projection non expansive-
ness property of EqL{6), we obtain
lei(R)|| < [lvi(k) — ai(k)V fi(vi(k)) — zi(R)[| 4 || 2:(k) — vi (k)]
< 2fjvi(k) = zi(k)[| + i (R) ||V fi(wi(F))].
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Further, from the Lipschitz gradient property ¢f and the gradient boundedness property
(Assumption$2(c) and 2(d)) it follows that

ei(B)|| < 2[jvi(k) — 2:(B)|| + cui(k) (IV fi(vi(k)) = V filzi(R)|| + [V fi(zi(R))])
< (24 a;(1)L;) dist(vi(k), X) + (k) G, (47)

where the last inequality follows by; (k) < a;(1) and ||v;(k) — z;(k)|| = dist(v;(k), X). Using
the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and Lemfa 8(a) @gk) < 2/(kv;)), we have for alli €
{I, J,} andk > Fk,

8m?

lea(B)||? < 2(2 + ay(1)L;)*dist? (vs(k), X) + ?Gz, (48)

where we also use; > % Taking the expectation i (#8) conditioned &Q_, I, J,, and noting
that the preceding inequality holds with probability andz; (k) = v;(k) with probability 1 —~;,
we obtain with probability 1 for alk > k andi € V,

k2
where L = max; L;. By part (a) of this lemma, we havg ;= E[dist*(vi(k), X) | Fx_1] < oo

Ellles (k)|1* | Frei] < 27:(2 4 o (1)L)?E[dist?(vi(k), X) | Fri] + G2,

w.p.1 for alli. As Y7, % < oo, we conclude thad ;| E[[le;(k)||* | Fr_1] < oo forallieV
w.p.1. Furthermore, by relatioh (48) and part (a) of the lemme find thatimy .. ||e;(k)|| =0
forall i wp.l1. H

C. Proof of Lemma [

The proof of this Lemma makes use of an additional resultciviis given below.
Lemma 9: Let {W(k)} be an iid sequence af: x m symmetric and stochastic matrices.

Consider a sequend®(k)} C R™ generated by the following dynamics
O(k) =W (k)0(k — 1)+ e(k) for k > 1. (49)
Then, we have with probability 1 for alt > 1,
EAR) | Freoa] < VAIAGK = D)l +E[lle(®)]] | Fr-i].

where A(k) £ 6(k) — £1176(k) and X < 1 is the second largest eigenvalueldf= E [W (k)].

m

Proof: Define the sequences of averaged coordinate valuegas= L 3" 6,(k) and

epe £ LS €(k). From relation [(49), by taking averages over the coords)atee have
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o = 0, + €°. Using 1 € R™, a vector with all its elements 1, we can wrifg1 =
0,1 + €;°1, or equivalently,

i11T9(k) = i11T9(k: —1)+ i11Te(k:). (50)
m m

m

From equationd (49) an@ (50), we have:

o(k) — 1170 (k) = (W(k) _ %11T) ok — 1) + (1 _ %11T) (k).

m
Since (W (k) — £117) L1179(k — 1) = (W (k) — L117) 6371 = 0, by letting A(k) = 6(k) —
L11760(k), Dy & W(k)—L117 andM £ 1—L117, it follows thatA(k) = Dy A(k—1)+Me(k)
for all £ > 1. By taking the norm and the expectation conditioned on tisohy 7, 4, from
the preceding relation we have w.p.1 for> 1,

ENAR | Fra] = B[l DeAE = D | Fra] + E[|Me(R)[| | Fr-a]- (51)

From Eq. [T) and the fact th&t’(k) is independent of the pagi._,, we obtainE[|| D, A(k —
D2 | Fro1] < A|A(k—1)]]2, where )\ is the second largest eigenvalue of the mat¥ix Using
Elllzll] < E[]=[]?], we obtainE[| D Ak — 1)|| | Feei] < VA|A(k — 1)| for all k > 1. For
the second term on the right hand side[ofl (51), we Hal@/¢e(k)|| | Fr—1] = E[||le(k)|| | Fr-1],
sinceM = I — 1117 is a projection matrix and, thug M| = 1. u

Proof of Lemma[d. We consider coordinate-wise relations by defining the wvegtt:) € R™
for ¢ =1,...,d such thatly,(k)]; = [z;(k)], for all i. From algorithm[(4da)E(4c), we have

ye(k) = W(k)ye(k — 1) + 6¢(k) for k > 1,
whered, (k) € R™ is a vector whose coordinates are defined by
Be(k)i = |Myeuw [vik) — ci(R)V foi(k))] —wilk) |~ if @ € {Ly, Ji}, (52)

and otherwisgo,(k)]; = 0. Since the matrice$l’ (k) are doubly stochastic for af > 1, from
Lemmal9 we obtain

Elllye(k) — [Z(0)leL]| | Fiea] < VAllge(k = 1) = [2(k = DL || +E[|5e(B)]| | Fiema],  (53)

where[z(k)], = 217y,(k) and X < 1 by AssumptioriIL.
We next consideb,(k) as given by[(BR), for which we have for &l> 1,

2

[8:()? < D0 || oo (k) = (R)(V Awi (kD)) = (k)

April 8, 2013 DRAFT



29

Letting z; (k) £ Nx[v;(k)], observing that; (k) € X “*) and using the projection property in
Eq. (8), we obtain

ok W<§;wnamw%»wm>vm%<m—aww+wa@—w@wf

Z F) IV fivs(R)) | + 21| z:(k) = vi(R)])*
Applying the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we can obtain
8¢ (R)[I* < Z (207 (&) IV fiwi(RD)I” + 4]l z:(k) = v (R)]?) -

The term||V f:(v;(k))||* can be further evaluated by using the Lipschitz propertythedounded
gradient assumption (Assumptibh 2(d)),

IV fiCwi(RDI1? < 201V filwi(k)) = V iz ()P + 2]V fi(z:(R)* < 2L7|lvi(k) — z:(K)|* + 2G7F.

From LemmaB(b), there exists a large enodgbuch thato?(k) < 4m?/k*> < 4m?/k* w.p.1
for all & > k. Therefore, noting thaltz (k) — v;(k)|| = dist(v;(k), X), we obtain for allk > k
with probability 1,

6m? .\ 16
sl < (4 002 ) Y dis ), ) + 565
i=1

with L = max; ;. Taking the expectation with respect #._, and usingE|||z||]] < +/E[[|z]|2],
we obtainE[||o,(k)|| | Fr-1] < bk, where

16m2 16m?2
mJ( )ZEdlst 0 k), ) | Fooa] + k—me.

From the preceding and relatidn {53), we obtain forkaft % with probability 1,

LEye(k) — Rl | Fe] € el — 1) — [2(k — 1))
11—

k

Noting that +b, < (1/k* + b7)/2, and that} ;" b7 < oo by LemmalB(a), the ternb, is
summable. From this and the fact that- /X > 0, relation [54) satisfies all the conditions in

Mol 1)~ 5~ D)L+ b (5
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Lemmall. It follows thaty ;> | +E[||y.(k) — [z(k)]¢1]| | Fr—1] < co with probability 1 for any
¢=1,...,d. This and the definition of,(k) implies that with probability 1

3 %E[Hxi(k‘) — 2(k)|| | Fion] < oo for all i € V, (55)
wherez(k) = >0 xj(l; . Next, considef|v;(k) —v(k)||. Sincev;(k) = > 7", [W (k)]ij z;(k—1)

(see [(4h)) andV (k) is doubly stochastic, by using the convexity of the norm, #0k) =
L3 v(k) we can see thal>)", [lui(k) — o(k)|| < S0, |l (k — 1) — 2(k — 1)]|. By using
relation [55), we conclude that;” | 1E[[|vi(k) — v(k)|| | Fr_1] <ooforallic V w.p.l. W

D. Proof of Lemma[8

Let: € {1, Ji}. Then, using the definition of the iteraig(k) in (4d)-[4¢), and Lemmal 7(b)
with the following identification:y = X y = 2;(k), z = vi(k), z = z(k) = Nx[vi(k)],
a=o;, T=x€X,p=f;, L=1L; and, =175 = 8, we obtain

lzi(k) — ]|* < (1 = osai + 8a7LF) ||vik) — [|* — 204(V fi(w), zi(k) — )

3

1
— 7 llzi(k) = vi(B) I + 8(1 + )af |V fi(@)|” + deaf L7||z:(k) — @[ + - lvi(k) — (k)]

By Assumption[2(d), we haveV fi(z)| < G;, while by the non-expansiveness projection
property we have|z;(k) — z|| < ||v;(k) — z||. Furthermore,||v;(k) — z;(k)|| = dist(v;(k), X)
since z;(k) = My[v;(k)]. Therefore, for allk > 1 andi € {I}, Ji},

i (k) — 2l < (1 = gi0i +4(2 + )i L) llvi(k) — x[|* — 20:(V fi(2), 2:(k) — )
+8(1+ c)alGF — %Hxi(k) — v (k) ||* + idisﬁ(vi(lﬁ), X). (56)
By the definition ofz;(k), we havez;(k) € Xiﬂi(k), which implies
Elllvi(k) — 2:(R)|| | Faer, I, Ji] > Eldist(; (k), XYY | Fiy, I, Ji).
By AssumptiorB it follows
dis (v, (k), X) < cE [distz(v,-(k), XE0Y | Foly 1, g for all i,

Therefore, the sum of the last two terms in Hg.|(56) is negadivd by dropping that term, we

obtain the following relation w.p.1 for ak > 1 andi € {1y, J;},
E [llwi(k) = 2l|* | Frer, I, Ji] < (1= po)llvi(k) — 2| = 206(V fi(w), 2i(k) — ) + 8(1 + ¢)aiGF,
wherep; = o;0; — 4(2+ ¢)a?L?. A
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E. Proof of Lemma @

In the proof of Lemmall6, we use the following result (see Len@rain [25] for its proof).

Lemma 10: If lim .. y(k) = v and0 < § < 1, thenlimy_,., S5, 5y (¢) = =

In addition, we also use an asymptotic upper bound for thieanlie between the iterateg(k)
and the sett’, which is given in the following lemma.
Lemma 11: Let Assumption§]244 hold, where the stepsiaesatisfy Assumptiofl4(a). Then,

for the iteratesr;(k) of the method, we have

m

_ ] 8(1+c)m
lim sup E[dist?(z; (k A < ————
moup 3 i), ) < L

wherep; = o;0; — 4(2 + ¢)a? L?.
Proof: We use Lemmal5 with: = My [v;(k)], so that w.p.1 for alk > 1 andi € {I}, Ji},

7o’ Gy,

E [lzi(k) — z(k)||” | Frmt, L Ji] < (1= py)dist®(vi(k), X) + 8(1 + ¢)alG3,
with p; = ;0 — 4(2 4 ¢)a?L7. We note thatist(z;(k), X) < |lz;(k) — z:(k)||. Thus, we have
w.p.1 fori € {I;, J,} andk > 1,
E[dist?(z;(k), X) | Faor, Lo, Ju) < (1= pi) dist®(vi(k), X) + 8(1 + ¢) G
The preceding relation holds with probability and, otherwisez;(k) = v;(k) with probability
1 —~;. Thus, w.p.1 for allt > 1 andi € V,
E[dist®(z;(k), X) | Fucr] < (1 —7ipi) E [dist?(v;(k), X) | Feer] +8(1 + ¢)y:0i G5

By summing over and using relation_(44), we obtain

Z Eldist?(z;(k), X) | Fe_1] < (1 — min{vipi}> Z dist?(z;(k — 1), X) + 8(1 + ¢)mya*G3,

=1
wherey = max; ; and @ = max; ;. Note that \j/vher)oi € (0,1) for all 7, then we also have
vipi € (0,1) sincey; € (0,1) for all <. Taking the total expectation and, then, applying Lerhimja 10
we obtain the desired relation. [ |
Proof of Lemma [6 We consider coordinate-wise relations similar to the praiobEemmal4.
Since the matrice$l’ (k) are doubly stochastic for all > 1, from relation [(51) with||M|| = 1

and Holder’s inequality, we obtain

d d d
> Elllye(k)— [z (k)] 1] (JZEDMZ 1) — [z(k - *JZE@ ,
/=1 /=1 /=1

(57)
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where[z(k)], = 217y, (k), D, = W (k) — £117, and X < 1. From relation[{I7), we know that

d d
D EIDk(ye(k — 1) = [2(k = DI D)P] <A E [llyelk — 1) — [2(k = D)A|?] . (58)
/=1 (=1

The second term i (57) is evaluated similar to that in LerhinBlehce, for allk > 1 w.p.1,

d
JZ E [[10(k)[12) < Br. (59)
/=1

whereg;, = \/(4 +4a2L?) Y E [dist?*(v;(k), X)] + 4maG%, @ = max; o; andL = max; L;.
Letting uy, = \/2?:1 Elllye(k) — [z(k)],1]]?] in (EZ) and using relation§ (58) and {59), we have

we < Vup_1+ B, forall k> 1.
Since\ < 1, by LemmaID we havémsup, .. u; < limsup, .. 5/(1 —v/A), implying that
1
lim sup u? < ———— limsup (2. 60
By relation [44) it follows that

m

hffl sup B2 < (4 +4a%L?) ng: sup > E[dist*(z;(k — 1), X)] + 4ma’G. (61)
j=1

Finally, by the definition ofy,(k), we haveui = > | E[||z:(k) — z(k)||?]. The desired relation
follows from Egs. [(6D) and(61) and Lemrhal 11.1
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