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Average Consensus on Arbitrary Strongly Connected

Digraphs with Time-Varying Topologies

Kai Cai and Hideaki Ishii

Abstract

We have recently proposed a “surplus-based” algorithm whadves the multi-agent average consen-
sus problem on general strongly connected and static digrdfhe essence of that algorithm is to employ
an additional variable to keep track of the state changeadti agent, thereby achieving averaging even
though the state sum is not preserved. In this note, we exteéscpproach to the more interesting and
challenging case of time-varying topologies: An extendaglsis-based averaging algorithm is designed,
under which a necessary and sufficient graphical condigoderived that guarantees state averaging.
The derived condition requires only that the digraphs bétrary strongly connected in @int sense,
and does not impose “balanced” or “symmetric” propertiegt@network topology, which is therefore

more general than those previously reported in the liteeatu

Index Terms

Surplus-based averaging, distributed consensus, jasirthyngly connected dynamic topology.

. INTRODUCTION

The average consensus problem of multi-agent systems tnastetl much attention in the literature
(e.g., [1]H3]). The problem can be described as followsn&der a network of. agents whose state
is 2(k) = [z1(k) -+ 2,(k)]T € R™ at discrete timek = 0,1,2,.... Every agenti € [1,n] interacts
locally with its neighbors for the exchange of state infotior® and based on the obtained neighbors’

states it updates its owry (k) to a new valuer;(k + 1) according to a prescribed algorithm. One aims at
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designing distributed algorithms by which agents may iteely update their states such thgtc) = z,1
asymptotically, wherer, := 172(0)/n is the average of the initial states afbc= [1 --- 1]7 € R™.

In [4] we proposed a novel algorithm which provably achiesesrage consensus generalstrongly
connected, static networks. This result extends[[2], [3hat it does not require the “balanced” property on
the network topology which can be restrictive as every ageets to maintain exactly equal amounts for
incoming and outgoing information. This is realized by aegiing for each agent an additional variable
si € R, which we call “surplus”. Each surplus (k) at time k& keeps track of the state changgk) —
z;(k—1) of agenti, in such a way that” (z(k)+s(k)) is time-invariant (here(k) = [s1(k) --- s,(k)]")
despite that the state suid'z(k) is in general not. The idea was originated [in [5] for dealinighva
guantized averaging problem.

A more interesting, yet more challenging, scenario is whieeeagents’ network topology is dynamic,
as opposed to static. In real networks, many practical faatould result in a dynamic topology. There
can be unpredictable communication issues like randomgtdeks, link failure, and node malfunction.
There might also exist deterministic, supervisory switglsi among different modes of the network. A
gossip-type randomized dynamic topology has been comsider[4], where we proved that an arbitrary
strongly connected topology iexpectationis necessary and sufficient for our surplus-based algorithm
to achieve average consensusniean-squareand almost surely In this note, we focus on dynamic
network topology varying in some deterministic fashiond @esign an extended surplus-based algorithm
to achieve state averaging in a uniform sense (defined befavjs of the results here are contained in
the conference precursar [6].

Our main contribution is that the required connectivity dition on time-varying network topology is
weakened, as compared to those previously reported intératlire. In[[2], it was shown that a sufficient
connectivity condition for average consensus is that tieark topology at every time (possibly different)
should be both strongly connected and balanced. By consagported by surplus variables, we justify
that average consensus can be uniformly achieved if andibtilg dynamic network igointly strongly
connected (the precise definition is given in Secfidn Il)u3Hor one, the “balanced” requirement at
every instant is dropped; for the other, “strongly connétis needed only in a joint sense. As to the
convergence proof, we use a Lyapunov-type argument, in givé¢ of [[7]. Extending the algorithm in
[4], we introduce a new switching mechanism, which gives tsa suitable Lyapunov function for state
evolution. Finally, when the derived result is specializedhe static network case, we effectively relax
a conservative requirement on a parameter of the algorithf#]i

There are well-known results (existence of a spanning tiedly, e.g., [7], [8]) for achieving a general



consensus over dynamic networks, as well as new conditiboatebalanced in[]9]. To further achieve
the special average consensus on the initial state, etibestate sum is kept invariant or there is a way
of tracking the changes of the state sum. We consider anpistaongly connected dynamic topologies
where the state sum is time-varying in general, and propddii@nal surplus update dynamics to keep
track of the state changes of individual agents. The sundlises are used in turn to influence the state
update dynamics, thereby forcing the states to converganid,only to, the initial average value.

We note that[[100],[[11] also addressed average consensusraraj dynamic networks by employing
auxiliary variables. In[[10], an auxiliary variable is asmded to each agent and a linear “broadcast
gossip” algorithm is proposed; however, the convergendeatfalgorithm is not proved. Reference[[11]
also uses extra variables, and a nonlinear (division imajh\algorithm is designed and proved to achieve
state averaging on non-balanced digraphs. The idea is masedmputing the stationary distribution
for the Markov chain characterized by the agent network, @nthus different from consensus-type
algorithms [1]-[3]. Moreover, the dynamic networks coms&t are of randomized type; consequently
the algorithms and results are not directly applicable éodaterministic time-varying case studied in this
note.In addition, [12] presents distributed algorithms whidrétively update a column-stochastic matrix
into a doubly-stochastic one, and then embeds this matiibatepinto a standard consensus state update
to achieve average consensus. Since the time-varying elpatrices used are all column-stochastic, the
state sum is invariant iri_[12]; this is different from the easf time-varying state sum we study here.
Finally, centralized and distributed algorithms are desdyin [13] to make a general static topology
balanced. The algorithm may in principle be used also foradyic networks, which would require a
complete execution at each time for different topologidss Tequirement might be strong for applications
where networks vary fast.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. First, in $adfi we formulate the average consensus
problem for deterministic time-varying networks. Then atteaded surplus-based algorithm is designed
in Sectior{Ill, and the corresponding convergence resekgmted and proved in Section IV. A numerical

example is shown in Sectidnl V, and finally in Sectiod VI we estatir conclusions.

Il. AVERAGE CONSENSUSPROBLEM

First, a review of graph notions relevant to this note is jed; and then, the average consensus
problem on deterministic time-varying networks is forntath
For a network ofn agents, we model their time-varying interconnection st at timek by a

dynamic digraphG (k) = (V,€(k)): Each node inV = {1,...,n} stands for an agent, and each directed



edge(j,7) in £(k) €V x V represents that agefitcommunicates to agertat time k. For each node
i€V, let N (k) :== {j € V: (ji) € E(k)} denote the set of its “in-neighbors”, and; (k) :=
{j €V:(ij) € E(k)} the set of its “out-neighbors”. Also we adopt the conventian) ¢ £(k) and
i ¢ N (k), N (k).

For the dynamic digrap8(k), we introduce a notion gbint connectivityover some finite time interval.
In G(k) a nodei is reachablefrom a nodej if there exists a sequence of directed edges fjam: which
respects the direction of the edges. We §&¥) is strongly connected every node is reachable from
every other node. For a time intenjal , k2] define theunion digraphgG ([k1, k2]) := (V, Usep ] 8(k));
namely, the edge set @f([k1, k2]) is the union of those over the intervgl, k2]. A dynamic digraph
G(k) is jointly strongly connected there isk; such that for every, the union digraptG([ko, ko + k1])
is strongly connected.

The “joint” type connectivity notions have appeared in mamgvious works, e.g. [7]/[8]/114]. In
particular, to achieve a general consensus (where the tens@alue need not be the initial averagg,
the following joint connectivity is essential. A nodec V is called aglobally reachable nod& every
other node is reachable from A dynamic digraphG(k) jointly contains a globally reachable node
(or a spanning tree)f there is k; such that for every, the union digraphg([ko, ko + k1]) contains a
globally reachable node. It is shown [n [7]] [8],_[14] that engral consensus can be uniformly achieved
on a dynamic digrapl@ (k) if and only if G(k) jointly contains a globally reachable node. This joint
connectivity notion is weaker than the above “jointly sgnconnected” notion, because a strongly
connected union digrap@([ko, ko + k1]) is equivalent to that every node &f [k, ko + k1]) is globally
reachable. This notion is, however, too weak to achieveaaeconsensus, as we will see in the necessity
proof of our main result; there we show that the “jointly sigty connected” notion is, indeed, a necessary
and sufficient condition for uniformly achieving averagensensus.

We present several additional graph notions, which will beded in the necessity proof of our main
result. ForG(k) = (V,£(k)) and a nonempty subsét of V, we sayl/ is closedif every nodeu in U is
not reachable from any nodein V — U at time k. Also, the digraphG(k)y = (U, E(k) N (U x U)) is
called theinduced subdigrapby /. Lastly, astrong componertf G(k) is a maximal induced subdigraph
of G(k) which is strongly connected.

The average consensus problem on deterministic timengunygtworks is formulated as follows.

Definition 1. A network of agents achievamiform average consensifsfor all ¢1,co > 0 there exists



k1 such that for everyy,
[(z(ko), s(ko)) — (2aL,0)[|oc <1 = (VK = ko + k1) [[(z(k),s(k)) — (241,0)[[c < c2.

The above definition of average consensus is in a “unifornmiseewith respect td,. For studying
consensus on deterministic time-varying networks, thifomm consensus notion is typical, e.d.] [7]] [8].
Problem: Designa distributed algorithmand find a necessary and sufficient connectivity condition on

dynamic digraphs such that the agents achieve uniform geeransensus.

[1l. SURPLUS-BASED AVERAGING ALGORITHM

In this section, we present a surplus-based averagingitlggrwhich is an extension of the one I [4].
Implementation issues of the algorithm are discussed, asit Iproperties of the algorithm are shown.

In the algorithm, there are three operations that everytageerforms at timek. First (sending stage),
agent: sends its state;(k) and weighted surplus;, (k)s;(k) to each out-neighbadk € N, (k) (weights
bin(k) are specified below)Second (receiving stage), agenteceives state; (k) and weighted surplus
bji(k)s;(k) from each in-neighboy € A" (k). Third (updating stage), agemtupdates its own state

x;(k) and surpluss;(k) as follows:

vk 1) = k) k) Y ag )y (R) — (k) + ei(hysiCh) "
JENT (K)
si(k+1) Z bm Y biilk)si(k) — (ke + 1) — () )
heN; ( FEN (k)

where the parameteeg(k), aij(k;), bih(k),ci(k;) used in[(1) and(2) satisfy the following items, for every
i,7,h € V and everyk:

(P1) The parametes;(k) € (0, 1), which specifies the amount of surplus used for state update.

(P2) The updating weights (k) € (0,1) if j € N;"(k), a;;(k) = 0 otherwise, and_ e+ iy @ij (k) <
1.

(P3) The sending weights;,(k) € (0,1) if h € N (k), bin(k) = 0 otherwise, and ;e v i)
bin(k) < 1 —¢;(k). The last inequality means that the amount of surplus seattameighbors
should be strictly less thatie total surplus subtracted by the part used for state apdat

(P4) The switching parameters(k) = 1 if > o) aij(k)(z;(k) — zi(k)) < 0, and¢;(k) = 0
otherwise. This means that whenever an agent determineake apositivestate update based

on the information from in-neighbors, it may use only itspdus for that update.



(P1)-(P4) will enable desired properties of the proposemrihm. In particular, (P3) and (P4) will
establish that all the surpluses ar@ennegativesee Lemmall below. Note also that at the sending stage
of the algorithm, each agent should know its out-neighbotiee &, namely the members oY (k).

We discuss the implementation of the above protocol in apptins of sensor networks. L&t(k) =
(V,E(k)) represent a dynamic network of sensor nodes. Our proto@i$ gerticularly with scenarios
where information flow among sensors is directed and timgivg. A concrete example is using sensor
networks for monitoring geological areas (e.g., volcargtivities), where sensors are fixed at certain
locations. At the time of setting them up, the sensors may ibengdifferent transmission power for
saving energy (such sensors must run for a long time) or owdngeological reasons. Once the power
is fixed, the neighbors (and their IDs) can be known to eackaemt timek, each sensor may choose
to broadcast its information to all neighbors, or to comrnoate with a random subset of neighbors, or
even not to communicate at all (saving power). Thus, a dickeind time-varying topology can arise in
this sensor networks application. To implement states amplisses, we see fronil(1),]1(2) that they are
ordinary variables locally stored, updated, and exchantpes they may be implemented by allocating
memories in sensors. Similarly, since the values of the-trarging weightsu;; (k), b;, (k) and parameters
¢i(k), €;(k) can all be locally determined, these variables may be impfged as sensors’ memories as
well.

Now define theadjacency matrixA(k) of the digraphG(k) by A(k) := [c;(k)a;j(k)]. Then the
Laplacian matrixL(k) is defined ad.(k) := D(k) — A(k), where D(k) = diag(d; (k), ..., dy,(k)) with
di(k) =377, ci(k)a;; (k). Itis easy to see thdt(k) has nonnegative diagonals, nonpositive off-diagonal
entries, and zero row sums. Consequently the mdtrixL(k) is nonnegative (by ;¢ v+ k) aij(k) <1
in (P2)), and every row sums up to one; namé&ly L(k) is row stochastic

Also, let B(k) := [bin(k)]T (note that the transpose in the notation is needed bedauseV; (k)
for b, (k)). Define the matrixS (k) := (I — D(k)) + B(k), where D(k) = diag(dy (k), ..., d.(k)) with
di(k) = S°7_, bin(k). ThenS(k) is nonnegative (bY - hen (k) bin < 1—€i(k) in (P3) ande;(k) € (0,1)
in (P1)), and every column sums up to one; that9¢k) is column stochasticAs can be observed
from (@), S(k) captures the part of the update induced by sending and negesurpluses. Finally, let
E(k) :=diag(e1 (k), ..., en(k)).

With the above matrices defined, the iteration of stafés () surpluses[{2) can be written in the



following matrix form:
[x(k: + 1)] . {x(k)] where (1) o {1 Lk E(k)
s(k+1) s(k) L(k)  S(k)— E(k)

Notice that the matrix\/ (k) has negative entries due to the presence of the Laplacianxnigt:) in

c Rzn X2n . (3)

the (2, 1)-block. Note also that the column sums &f (k) are equal to one (herg(k) being column
stochastic is crucial), which implies that the quantity(z(k) + s(k)) is a constant for alk.
Some other useful implications derived from this algorit(@ are collected in the following lemma.

Define the minimum and maximum states(x) andm(z), respectively, by

= ™m = 3 4
m(z) :=minz;, m(z) = max 4)

Lemmal. In the algorithm[(B), the following properties hold:
0] The surplus is nonnegative;(k) > 0, for everyi € V andk.
(i)  The minimum staten(z) is non-decreasing, i.em(z (k1)) < m(x(ka)) if k1 < ks.
(i)  The minimum state satisfiesy(x(k)) < =z, for everyk € Z; and m(z(k)) = z, implies
(Vi € V) z;(k) = z, ands;(k) = 0, i.e., average consensus.

(iv)  The unique equilibrium of((3) igx,1,0).

Proof. (i) We show this property by induction on the time indexFor the base case= 0, we have

$;(0) = 0 for all .. Now suppose that;(k) > 0, k& > 0, for all <. According to [(1) and[{2) we derive

stk +1) =(1= 3" bun(h) = (k) )si(k)

heN; (k)
+ Y buk)sitk) — D cilk)ag (k) (w (k) — @i(k)).
JEN (k) JEN (k)

It then follows from (P3), (P4), and the induction hypotisethiats;(k + 1) > 0 for all . This completes
the induction.

(i) Let k& be arbitrary. First consider a nodec V such thatz;(k) = m(xz(k)). It must hold that
> jen k) @i (k) (zj(k) — @i(k)) = 0. Thus by [1) and (P4), the state update of nadie z;(k +
1) = xi(k) + €i(k)s;(k) > x;(k) = m(x(k)). Next consider a nodé such thatz;(k) > m(z(k));
there are two cases. Case d(k) = 0. Thenz;(k + 1) = x;(k) + €;(k)si(k) > x;(k) > m(xz(k)).
Case 2ici(k) = 1. Thenw(k + 1) = zi(k) + 3 nr+ k) @ij (k) (2 (k) — @i(k)) + €i(k)si(k). Notice
that the first two terms of the above summation consist of a/eomombination ofx;(k) and z;(k),
j € N7 (k), and hencer;(k) + 3= e prt i) @ij (k) (2 (k) — 2i(k)) > minje gy p+ g 25(k) > m(z(k)). In
turn z;(k + 1) > m(x(k)). Therefore, the minimum state cannot decrease.



(iiiy Suppose on the contrary that(z(k)) > z, for somek. This implies thatl” z(k) 4 17 s(k) >
nx, + 17 s(k). But sincel” z(k) + 17 s(k) = 17 2(0) = nx,, one obtains” s(k) < 0, a contradiction to
the property (i). Hence we conclude that(z(k)) < z, for all k. And whenm(z(k)) = x,, we must
also havem(z(k)) = z, owing again to (i). Therefore;(k) = x, ands;(k) = 0 for all 4.

(iv) For everyi € V, substitutingr; (k) = z, ands; (k) = 0 into equationd (1) and{2) yields(k+1) =
zi(k) ands;(k + 1) = s;(k). Hence(z,1,0) is an equilibrium of [(B). For uniqueness, suppdses) #
(z41,0) is another equilibrium. Then by;(k+1) = x;(k) in () we havec;(k) 3 nr+ ) @ij (k) (25 (k) —
x;(k)) + ei(k)s;(k) = 0 for all <. Sinces;(k) > 0 according to (i), it must hold that;(¥) = 0 and
zi(k) = z(k), for all i,j € V. So(z,s) is of the form(x;1,0), x;, # =, (otherwise(z, s) = (z,1,0)).
However, 17 (x + s) = nay # nx, = 17(2(0) + s(0)); this contradicts that” (z(k) + s(k)) is a
time-invariant quantity for the algorithml(3). |

IV. CONVERGENCERESULT AND PROOF

In this section, we present our main result and provide it®fr

Theoreml. Using the algorithm[(3), a network of agents achieves unifaverage consensus if and only

if the dynamic digraphi (k) is jointly strongly connected.

Comparing our derived graphical condition with the onelih {2e drop the balanced requirement at
every moment on one hand, and need strongly connected prapgy in a joint sense on the other hand.
Also, for the special case of static digraphs, we can uselguithm (3) with a fixed constant parameter

€ (0,1); there will still be switching in the updates. However, thggimal algorithm in [4] may not
converge because thisvalue might be too large for the algorithm to remain stabidd4l, ¢ is required to
be sufficiently smalconservative bounds available) to ensure convergenceeofi¢signed algorithms).
Finally, the proof techniques in[4] and here are very défer [4] relied on matrix perturbation theory,
while here a Lyapunov-type argument is used, below.

We note that there have been efforts in the literature adurggime-varying consensus/averaging
problems with second order dynamics. [n][15], an “acceéetajossip” algorithm is designed which
relies heavily on symmetry of undirected graphs. The algoristudied in[[14], on the other hand, is
based on the assumption of dwell-time switching of the tiragfing topology. By contrast, we study
general dynamic digraphs that vary at every discrete tinm&irt and each resulting update matfik (3) is
not nonnegative.

We now proceed to the proof of Theorémn 1, for which we rely am fthllowing Lyapunov result (cf.



[7, Theorem 4 and Remark 5]). For any given, let
X(zq) = {(z,5) : 1T (x 4+ 5)/n = x4, s> 0}. (5)

Lemma2. Consider the algorithn13). Suppose that continuous fansti” : X(z,) — R, and§ :
X(z,) — R, satisfy the following conditions:

(i) V is bounded on bounded subsets¥r, ), and positive definite with respect to the average consensus
point (z,1,0) (i.e., V(z,1,0) =0 andV(x,s) > 0 if (z,s) # (z,1,0));

(i) o0 is also positive definite with respect to the average consepsint(z,1,0) (i.e., §(z,1,0) = 0
andd(z,s) > 0if (x,s) # (z,1,0));

(iii) there exists a finite times such that for everyx(k), s(k)) € X(x,),

V(z(k+ k), s(k + k) = V(z(k),s(k)) < —6(z(k), s(k)).
Then, the network of agents achieves uniform average censen

Lemmal2 is an application of the more general result [7, Témo#4 and Remark 5] to the dynamic
system[(B) with the equilibriuriz, 1, 0). Note that the functio” in Lemm&2 corresponds to a compound
wo V' of two functionsV’ and p in [[7, Theorem 4], wheréd’’ is a set-valued function o/’(z,) and
w:ImV’ — R, assigns a nonnegative real number to every element in thgeiml’”’. For the proof
of Lemmal2, refer to that of [7, Theorem 4]; see also [16, ®acki.5]. In the sequel, we will construct
two functions that satisfy the conditions in Lemima 2.

First consideV/ (z, s), (z,s) € X(z,) in B), given by

17 (z + 5)
n

V(z,s):= — m(x). (6)

Clearly V' depends continuously ofx, s). Take any finite(z, s) € X(xz,); then both1” (z + s)/n and
m(z) are finite. ThusV is bounded on any bounded subsetsidfz,). Since 17 (z(k) + s(k))/n =
172(0)/n = =z, for all k, we obtain by (ii), (i) of Lemma[dL that/(z,s) is non-increasing (i.e.,
V(x(ky),s(k1)) > V(x(ka),s(ke)) if k1 < ks), and positive definite with respect to the average congensu
point (z,1,0) (i.e., V(z,1,0) =0 andV(z,s) > 0 if (z,s) # (z,1,0)).

Second, for a givem let 6,.(z, s), (z,s) € X(x,) in @), be

5n(x7 5) = inf V(CO) - V(CN)? (7)

07{1?"'7{&
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where the infimum is taken over all sequencgs(y, ..., ¢, € X (z,) satisfying

Co = (z,8)

CH = M(k + kK= 1)(&—1
for a givenk. Thus(;, i € [1, k], are the pairs of states and surpluses possibly reachalte(ft, s) in
i time steps.
Lemma3. The functiond,, : X(z,) — R4 in (@) is continuous inx, s) € X (x,).

Proof. For givenk, x, consider an arbitrary sequenge(k), s(k)), (z(k + 1),s(k + 1)),..., (x(k +
k), s(k + k)) satisfying

0] [w(k:)]

| s(k+1) ] s(k)
z(k + k) Mkt 1) |:$(k7+1€1) ‘
_S(k?+l€)_ s(k+r—1)

First, we show that each/(l), I = k,...,k+ &, is a continuous function dfz, s). According to [(1) and
@), it suffices to show that each of the functians: R>* — R ands; : R>® — R, i € V, is continuous

in (z,s). For this, lety; := 3, aij(z; — ;) and f (vi) == c;y;. By (P4)

fyi) =
0, wy;>0.

Clearly f is continuous iny;. Sincey; is a linear function ofz, function f is continuous inz. Now
substituting the ternfx;(k + 1) — z;(k)) from (@) into [2), we derive that; is continuous in(z, s). It
then follows from[(1) that; is also continuous iz, s).

Second, the sequen¢e(k), s(k)), (z(k+1),s(k+1)),...,(z(k+k),s(k+r)) depends continuously
on (z(k),s(k)). This is because each function (I), | = k,...,k + &, is continuous, and there is only
a finite number of possible switching sequences:of 1 digraphs. Thus, it follows from{6) that the
expressionV (z(k), s(k)) — V(z(k + k), s(k + x)) depends continuously ofx(k), s(k)). Finally, by the
infimum definition of [T), we conclude that the functiop(z, s) is continuous in(z(k), s(k)). [

Now from (), one may easily see that the functiiz,s) = 0 if V(x,s) = 0; s0d,(2,1,0) = 0.

The following result will be vital, which asserts that thexevays exists a finite: such that the function
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d.(x, s) is positive definite with respect to the average consensias 0,1, 0), provided that the digraph

is jointly strongly connected.

Lemma4. Suppose that the dynamic digraglik) is jointly strongly connected. There exists a finite

such that ifV(z, s) is strictly positive, thery,(z, s) is also strictly positive.

In the proof of Lemma&l4, we will derive that a validvalue isx = (n —1)(n + 1)K, whereK is the
period when the dynamic network is jointly strongly conrectThisx value is the one we will use in
the proof of TheorerhllLemmal4 indicates that the function satisfig$x, s) > 0 for (z,s) # (241,0).
We postpone the proof of Lemnia 4, and provide now the prooftefofentL.

Proof of Theoreni]1(Sufficiency) Suppose thaj(k) is jointly strongly connected. Then it follows
from Lemmad B an]4 that the functi@p defined in [¥) and the functiofr defined in [(f) satisfy the
conditions in Lemma&l2. Therefore uniform average conseissashieved.

(Necessity) Suppose th&i(k) is not jointly strongly connected. Namely for eveky there exists
ko such that the union digrap8([ko, ko + K]) is not strongly connected. Thus during this interval
[ko, ko + K], there are some nodes not globally reachable; denote thberlmgr € [1,n]. Case 1r =n
(i.e., there is no globally reachable node). Thgko, ko + K]) has at least two distinct closed strong
components, say; with n; nodes and’, with ny nodes such that, +n, = n (by [8, Theorem 2.1]).
Consider a state-surplus pdit(ko), s(ko)) such that the nodes iw, have states;, those in), have
statesb, anda # b; all surpluses are zerg;(kg) = 0. In this case, no update of state or surplus
will occur. One computes thaf(z(ko), s(ko)) — (241,0)||cc = max{|(a — b)na/n|,|(b — a)ni/nl|}; let
co = ||(z(ko), s(ko)) — (£41,0)||cc @Ndcy = c2 + A, A > 0. Then||(z(ko), s(ko)) — (241,0)||c0 < 1 but

[|(z(ko + K), s(ko + K)) — (241,0)||cc = c2. Therefore uniform average consensus is not achieved.
Case 2:r < n. We denote by, the set of all globally reachable nodes. Thgn is the unique
closed strong component @([ko, ko + K]) (again by [8, Theorem 2.1]). Consider a state-surplus pair

(x(ko), s(ko)) such that the nodes W, have states, those inV -V, have states, anda # b; all surpluses

are zero,s(ko) = 0. In this case, no update will occur for the states)in Let ¢; = ||(z(ko), s(ko)) —

(241,0)|lcc + A, A > 0, andey = |a — x4| = [(a—b)(n—1)/n|. Then||(z(ko), s(ko)) — (241,0)||oo < &1

but ||(z(ko+ ), s(ko+K)) — (41,0)||sc > co. Therefore uniform average consensus is not achidiled.
In the necessity proof above, Case 2 shows that evel{/f jointly contains a globally reachable

node (e.g.,[[7],[18],[[14]), uniform average consensus carre achieved for certain state and surplus

conditions. In fact, state averaging requires the stromgenectivity notion: jointly strongly connected
G(k).
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Finally we prove Lemmal4By the definitions ofd, in (7) andV in (@), it must be shown that there
exists a finitex such that for every timé, the minimum state satisfies(x (ko)) < m(z(ko + )). The
proof is organized into two steps. First we show that if sorodas have positive surpluses, then all
nodes in the network will have positive surpluses after aditime. Second, we show that using positive
surpluses, the nodes having the minimum state will increase values after a finite time. Although
some other nodes may decrease their state values, it ifigdstiat the minimum state of the whole
network increases. The proof relies mainly on the graphioaldition of jointly strong connectedness as
well as the state and surplus update dynantits (1) [@nd (2).

Proof of Lemmdl4Fix an arbitrary timek,, and denote by, := m(z(ko)) the minimum state at
this time. Assume: < z, (i.e., average consensus is not yet reached); thug ko), s(ko)) is strictly
positive. It must be shown that, (z(ko), s(ko)) is also strictly positive, for some finite. This amounts
to, by the definitions ob, in (@) andV in (@), showing thaty < m(z(ko + «)). We proceed in two
steps.

Step 1. We prove the following claim, which asserts that fpasisurpluses can diffuse across the
network under jointly strongly connected topology.

Claim. Suppose that at time > k( there are- € [1, n—1] surpluses strictly positive, say(k), ..., s, (k) >
0, ands,yi(k) =--- = sp(k) = 0. Thens;(k + (n — r)K) > 0, for everyi € V.

To prove the claim, we introduce a s8tk), k > ko, given by
B(k) :={i eV :si(k)>0}. (8)

By the assumption of the clain§(k) is a proper subset af (namely,B(k) # 0, V). First, owing to the
surplus updatd {2), together with (P1) and (P3), any sfrimtisitive surplus cannot decay to zero in finite
time. This indicated3(k) C B(k+ 1), k > ko. Next, sinceG (k) is jointly strongly connected, there is an
instantk in the interval[k, k + K] such that a directed edde, j) exists, for somé: € B(k) and some
j € V — B(k). Then agenyj receives surplus of the amoubyt (k)s;(k) > 0, and hence3(k) is strictly
contained inB(k+ K). Repeating this argument leads to the conclusionftat+ (n—r)K) =V, which
shows the claim.

Step 2: Applying the above claim, we establish that the mimmstate of the network increases after

a finite timex. To this end, let another set(k), k > kg, be
Ak) :={i eV :aik) = p}. 9)

Then A(k) is the set of agents whose states are equal &t time &k > ky. First, owing to the state

update[(lL), together with (P2) and (P4), any(k) > p cannot decrease 1 in finite time. This implies
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Fig. 1. Periodically time-varying topology: abcdabecd.

Ak + 1) € A(k), k > ko. Next, we will establish that when the topologi(k) is jointly strongly
connected of period, there existsi(K) € Z; such thatA(k + £(K)) is strictly contained inA(k),
k> ko (that is, A(k + #(K)) has strictly less agents thaf(k)).

We distinguish three cases. ) k) = V. Under jointly strongly connected topology, there is a clieel
edge(h,j), h € V — A(k) andj € A(k), for some timek € [k, k + K]. Then by [1) and (P4) we have
zj(k+ 1) = z;(k) + ¢j(k)s;(k) > z;(k) > z;(k). SoA(k + K) is strictly contained inA(k). (i) B(k)
is a proper subset of. It follows from the above claim tha(k + (n — r)K) = V. Then by the same
argument as in case (i) we obtain thétk + (n —r + 1)K) is strictly contained inA(k). (iii) B(k) = 0.
Owing again to jointly strongly connected topology, theseaidirected edgéh, j), with z;,(k) < m(k)
andz;(k) = m(k) (herem(k) is the maximum state at time), for some timek € [k, k + K]. Then
by (@), ), and (P4) we have;(k + 1) = —(z;(k + 1) — z;(k)) = —a;n(k)(zn(k) — 2;(k)) > 0, and
therebyB(k + K) = {j}. Now applying the derivation in case (ii) leads us to the& + (n + 1)K) is
strictly contained in4(k). Summarizing the above three cases, and lettirg (n + 1)K, we obtain that
A(k + k) is strictly contained inA(k).

Finally, since there are at most— 1 agents inA(k), for k := (n — 1)& we haveA(ky + ) = 0.

This impliesu < m(z(ko + k)) with Kk = (n — 1)(n + 1)K. [ ]

V. NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

We provide a numerical example to illustrate the convergemsult of the algorithm{3). Consider
the periodically time-varying digrapti(k) = (V,£(k)), with period K = 4, displayed in Fig[Il. No
single digraph is strongly connected, Igi(tk) is jointly strongly connected. For simplicity, we apply the
algorithm [3) by choosing the parameters and weights to bstaat:e;, = a;; = b;; = 1/4 for all agents
h and all edgesj, ). It is easily verified that this choice satisfies the requiata (P1)-(P3).

For the initial stater(0) = [~10 5 5 10]7 and the initial surpluss(0) = 0, the state and surplus

trajectories are displayed in F{g. 2. Observe that everg stanverges to the desired averéigand every
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Fig. 2. Convergence trajectories of states and surplusesnebl by applying the algorithni](3) for the topology in Hj.

surplus is always nonnegative and vanishes eventuallg. Vs see that there are considerable switchings
in both states and surpluses due to the enforcement of natimegurpluses, which may undesirably
slow down the convergence spedddeed, in a simulation study displayed in Hig. 3, we comphee
algorithm [3) to the one in"[4] (the latter poses no reswitton nonnegative surpluses), and find that
the convergence time of algorithml (3) is approximately avas much as the one inl [4] for a class of
digraphs.An important future study then would be to find appropriatesgbly time-varying) values of

the parameters and weights so as to reduce switchings aetbeste convergence.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have proposed a new surplus-based algorithm which enabte/orks of agents to achieve uniform
average consensus on general time-varying digraphs thairvaome deterministic fashion. Our derived
graphical condition does not require balanced or symme#iwork topologies, and is hence more general
than those previously reported in the literature. Futuseaech will target convergence speed analysis of

the algorithm as well as the design of fast surplus-baserhgirgy algorithms.
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