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On the Learning Behavior of Adaptive Networks —
Part II: Performance Analysis

Jianshu Chen, Member, IEEE, and Ali H. Sayed, Fellow, IEEE

Abstract—Part 1 [2] of this work examined the mean-square
stability and convergence of the learning process of distributed
strategies over graphs. The results identified conditions on the
network topology, utilities, and data in order to ensure stability;
the results also identified three distinct stages in the learning
behavior of multi-agent networks related to transient phases I
and II and the steady-state phase. This Part II examines the
steady-state phase of distributed learning by networked agents.
Apart from characterizing the performance of the individual
agents, it is shown that the network induces a useful equalization
effect across all agents. In this way, the performance of noisier
agents is enhanced to the same level as the performance of agents
with less noisy data. It is further shown that in the small step-size
regime, each agent in the network is able to achieve the same
performance level as that of a centralized strategy corresponding
to a fully connected network. The results in this part reveal
explicitly which aspects of the network topology and operation
influence performance and provide important insights into the
design of effective mechanisms for the processing and diffusion
of information over networks.

Index Terms—Multi-agent learning, diffusion of information,
steady-state performance, centralized solution, stochastic approx-
imation, mean-square-error.

[. INTRODUCTION

In Part I of this work [2], we carried out a detailed
transient analysis of the global learning behavior of multi-
agent networks. The analysis revealed interesting results about
the learning abilities of distributed strategies when constant
step-sizes are used to ensure continuous tracking of drifts
in the data. It was noted that when constant step-sizes are
employed to drive the learning process, the dynamics of
the distributed strategies is modified in a critical manner.
Specifically, components that relate to gradient noise are not
annihilated any longer, as happens when diminishing step-sizes
are used. These noise components remain persistently active
throughout the adaptation process and it becomes necessary
to examine their impact on network performance, such as
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examining questions of the following nature: (a) can these
persistent noise components drive the network unstable? (b)
can the degradation in performance be controlled and mini-
mized? (c) what is the size of the degradation? Motivated by
these questions, we provided in Part I [2] detailed answers to
the following three inquiries: (i) where does the distributed
strategy converge to? (ii) under what conditions on the data
and network topology does it converge? (iii) and what are the
rates of convergence of the learning process? In particular, we
showed in Part I [2] that there always exist sufficiently small
constant step-sizes that ensure the mean-square convergence
of the learning process to a well-defined limit point even in
the presence of persistent gradient noise.

We characterized this limit point as the unique fixed
point solution of a nonlinear algebraic equation consisting of
the weighted sum of individual update vectors. The scaling
weights were shown to be given by the entries of the right-
eigenvector of the network combination policy corresponding
to the eigenvalue at one (also called the Perron eigenvector;
its entries are normalized to add up to one and are all
strictly positive for strongly-connected networks). The analysis
from Part I [2] further revealed that the learning curve of
the multi-agent network exhibits three distinct phases. In the
first phase (Transient Phase I), the convergence rate of the
network is determined by the second largest eigenvalue of
the combination policy in magnitude, which is related to the
degree of network connectivity. In the second phase (Transient
Phase II), the convergence rate is determined by the Perron
eigenvector. And, in the third phase (the steady-state phase)
the mean-square error (MSE) performance attains a bound on
the order of step-size parameters.

In this Part II of the work, we address in some detail two
additional questions related to network performance, namely,
iv) how close do the individual agents get to the limit point
of the distributed strategies over the network? and v) can the
system of networked agents be made to match the learning
performance of a centralized solution where all information
is collected and processed centrally by a fusion center? In
the process of answering these questions, we shall derive
a closed-form expression for the steady-state MSE of each
agent. This closed-form expression turns out to be a revealing
result; it amounts to a non-trivial extension of a classical
result for stand-alone adaptive agents [3]-[6] to the more
demanding context of networked agents and for cost functions
that are not necessarily quadratic or of the mean-square-error
type. As we are going to explain in the sequel, the closed-
form expression of the steady-state MSE captures the effect
of the network topology (through the Perron vector of the
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combination matrix), gradient noise, and data characteristics
in an integrated manner and shows how these various factors
influence performance. The derived results in this paper ap-
plies to connected networks under fairly general conditions
and for fairly general aggregate cost functions.

We shall also explain later in Sections V and VI of this

part that, as long as the network is strongly connected, a
left-stochastic combination matrix can always be constructed
to have any desired Perron-eigenvector. This observation has
an important ramification for the following reason. Starting
from any collection of N agents, there exists a finite number
of topologies that can link these agents together. And for
each possible topology, there are infinitely many combination
policies that can be used to train the network. Since the
performance of the network is dependent on the Perron-
eigenvector of its combination policy, one of the important
conclusions that will follow is that regardless of the network
topology, there will always exist choices for the respective
combination policies such that the steady-state performance
of all topologies can be made identical to each other to first-
order in pmax, Which is the largest step-size across agents.
In other words, no matter how the agents are connected to
each other, there is always a way to select the combination
weights such that the performance of the network is invariant
to the topology. This will also mean that, for any connected
topology, there is always a way to select the combination
weights such that the performance of the network matches that
of the centralized stochastic-approximation (since a centralized
solution can be viewed as corresponding to a fully-connected
network).
Notation. We adopt the same notation from Part T [2]. All
vectors are column vectors. We use boldface letters to denote
random quantities (such as wy ;) and regular font to denote
their realizations or deterministic variables (such as uy ;). We
use diag{zy,...,zn} to denote a (block) diagonal matrix
consisting of diagonal entries (blocks) zi,...,zx, and use
col{z1,...,zn} to denote a column vector formed by stack-
ing x1,...,xny on top of each other. The notation x <X y
means each entry of the vector x is less than or equal to
the corresponding entry of the vector y, and the notation
X =X Y means each entry of the matrix X is less than or
equal to the corresponding entry of the matrix Y. The notation
2 = vec(X) denotes the vectorization operation that stacks
the columns of a matrix X on top of each other to form a
vector z, and X = vec™!(z) is the inverse operation. The
operators V,, and V,,r denote the column and row gradient
vectors with respect to w. When V,,r is applied to a column
vector s, it generates a matrix. The notation a(p) ~ b(pu)
means that lim,,oa(p)/b(1) = 1, a(p) = o(b(n)) means
that lim,,_,o a(u)/b(p) = 0, and a(p) = O(b(r)) means that
there exists a constant C' > 0 such that a(u) < C- b(u). The
notation a = O(b) means there exist constants C; and Co
independent of @ and b such that C; - b < a < Cs - b.

II. FAMILY OF DISTRIBUTED STRATEGIES

A. Distributed Strategies: Consensus and Diffusion

We consider a connected network of N agents that are
linked together through a topology — see Fig. 1. Each agent

Fig. 1. A network representing a multi-agent system. The set of all agents
that can communicate with node & is denoted by N}, The edge linking any two
agents is represented by two directed arrows to emphasize that information
can flow in both directions.

k implements a distributed algorithm of the following form to
update its state vector from wy ;1 t0 wy ;:

N
Bri1= Y a1xWii 1 (1)

=1

N
Vi = Zao,md)l,iq — 1k8k,i (Prim1) 2)

=1

N
Wy, = Za2,lk'¢l,i 3)

=1

where wy,; € RM s the state of agent k at time ¢, usually
an estimate for the solution of some optimization problem,
or.i—1 € RM and Y € RM are intermediate variables gen-
erated at node k before updating to wy, ;, 1 is a non-negative
constant step-size parameter used by node k, and §j ;(-) is an
M x 1 update vector function at node k. We explained in Part
I [2] that in deterministic optimization problems, the update
vectors 8y ;(-) can be selected as the gradient or Newton steps
associated with the individual utility functions at the agents
[7]. On the other hand, in stocastic approximation problems,
such as adaptation, learning and estimation problems [8]-
[26], the update vectors § ;(-) are usually computed from
realizations of data samples that arrive sequentially at the
nodes. In the stochastic setting, the quantities appearing in (1)—
(3) become random variables and we shall use boldface letters
to highlight their stochastic nature. In Example 1 of Part I [2],
we illustrated various choices for §j, ;(w) in different contexts.

The combination coefficients a1 i, ao,x and az i in (1)-(3)
are nonnegative convex-combination weights that each node &
assigns to the information arriving from node [ and will be zero
if agent [ is not in the neighborhood of agent k. Therefore, each
summation in (1)—(3) is actually confined to the neighborhood
of node k. We let A1, Ag and A, denote the N x N matrices
that collect the coefficients {a1 i1}, {@o,x} and {az,x}. Then,
the matrices A1, Ay and A, satisfy

Af1=1, Af1=1, Aj1=1 (4)

where 1 is the IV x 1 vector with all its entries equal to one.
Condition (4) means that the matrices {Ap, A1, A2} are left-
stochastic (i.e., the entries on each of their columns add up to
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TABLE 1
DIFFERENT CHOICES FOR A1, Ag AND A2 CORRESPOND TO DIFFERENT
DISTRIBUTED STRATEGIES.

Distributed Strategeis | Aj Ag Ao A1ApAs
Consensus I A I A
ATC diffusion I I A A
CTA diffusion A I I A

one). We also explained in Part I [2] that different choices for
Aj, Ag and A, correspond to different distributed strategies,
such as the such as the traditional consensus [7], [8], [11]-
[14], [27] and diffusion (ATC and CTA) [17]-[22], [25], [26]
algorithms — see Table 1. In our analysis, we will proceed
with the general form (1)-(3) to study all three schemes, and
other possibilities, within a unifying framework.

B. Review of the Main Results from Part I [2]

Due the coupled nature of the social and self-learning steps
in (1)—(3), information derived from local data at agent k
will be propagated to its neighbors and from there to their
neighbors in a diffusive learning process. It is expected that
some global performance pattern will emerge from these
localized interactions in the multi-agent system. As mentioned
in the introductory remarks, in Part I [2] and in this Part II,
we examine the following five questions:

« Limit point: where does each state wy, ; converge to?

« Stability: under which condition does convergence occur?

o Learning rate: how fast does convergence occur?

« Performance: how close does wy, ; get to the limit point?

o Generalization: can wy; match the performance of a

centralized solution?

In Part I [2], we addressed the first three questions in detail and
derived expressions that fully characterize the answer in each
case. One of the main conclusions established in Part 1 [2]
is that for general left-stochastic matrices {A1, Ag, A2}, the
agents in the network will have their iterates wy, ; converge, in
the mean-square-error sense, to the same limit vector w® that
corresponds to the unique solution of the following algebraic
equation:

N
> prsk(w) =0 )
k=1

where the update functions sy (-) are defined further ahead in
(17) as the conditional means of the update directions §y, ;(-)
used in (1)—(3), and each positive coefficient p; is the kth
entry of the following vector:

p:col{mm,...,mm\/} (6)

Nmax max
Here, pmax is the largest step-size among all agents, 7y, is the
kth entry of the vector m £ A0, and @ is the right eigenvector
of A& A AgA, corresponding to the eigenvalue at one with
its entries normalized to add up to one, i.e.,

A =0, 179 =1 (7

We refer to 6 as the Perron eigenvector of A. The unique
solution w° of (5) has the interpretation of a Pareto optimal
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Fig. 2. A typical mean-square-error (MSE) learning curve includes a transient
stage that consists of two phases and a steady-state phase. The plot shows
how the learning curve of a network of agents compares to the learning curve
of a centralized reference solution. The analysis in this work, and in the
accompanying Part I [2] characterizes in detail the parameters that determine
the behavior of the network (rate, stability, and performance) during each
phase of the learning process.

solution corresponding to the weights {py} [2], [21], [28]. By
selecting different combination policies A, or even different
topologies, the entries {py} can be made to change (since 6
will change) and the limit point w® resulting from (5) can be
steered towards different Pareto optimal solutions.

The second major conclusion from Part I [2] is that, during
the convergence process towards the limit point w®, the
learning curve at each agent exhibits three distinct phases (see
Fig. 2): Transient Phase I, Transient Phase II, and Steady-State
Phase. These phases were shown in Part I [2] to have the
following features:

o Transient Phase I:
If the agents are initialized at different values, then the
iterates at the various agents will initially evolve in such
a way to make each wy; get closer to the following
reference (centralized) recursion w, ;:

N
We; = Wei—1 — Mmax Zpksk(wc,ifl) ¥
k=1
which is initialized at
N
We,0 = Z 0w o &)
k=1

where wy, o is the initial value of the distributed strategy
at agent k. The rate at which the agents approach @, ;
is geometric (linear) and is determined by |A2(A)|, the
second largest eigenvalue of A in magnitude. If the agents
are initialized at the same value, say, e.g., wy o = 0, then
the learning curves start at Transient Phase II directly.
o Transient Phase II:

In this phase, the trajectories of all agents are uniformly
close to the trajectory of the reference recursion; they
converge in a coordinated manner to steady-state in
geometric (linear) rate. The learning curves at this phase
are well modeled by the same reference recursion (8)
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since we showed in (145) from Part I [2] that:
Bl |* = [[de.ill* + O(ualZe) - i + Opimax) (10)

where the error vectors are defined by wy, ; = w° —wy;
and W.; = w® — W,;. Furthermore, for small step-sizes
and during the later stages of this phase, w, ; will be close
enough to w’ and the convergence rate » was shown in
expression (114) from Part I [2] to be given by

r=[p(In — umaXHC)}z + O((Mmaxe)zwlgfn) (1)

where p(-) denotes the spectral radius of its matrix
argument, € is an arbitrarily small positive number, and
H, is defined as the aggregate (Hessian-type) sum:
N
HC = Zpkvask(wo)
k=1
o Steady-State Phase:
The reference recursion (8) continues converging towards
w® so that |[w.;||*> will converge to zero (—oo dB in
Fig. 2). However, for the distributed strategy (1)-(3),
the mean-square-error E|jwy ;||* at each agent k will
converge to a finite steady-state value that is on the order
of O(tmax):
lim sup E|[@y,i [ < O(tmax)
71— 00

Note that the bound (13) provides a partial answer to
the fourth question we are interested in, namely, how close
the wy,; get to the network limit point w°. Expression (13)
indicates that the mean-square error is on the order of pimax-
However, in this Part II, we will examine this mean-square
error more closely and provide a more accurate characteriza-
tion of the steady-state MSE value by deriving a closed-form
expression for it. In particular, we will be able to characterize

this MSE value in terms of the vector p as follows':

Jim B[y il|* = pimmax - Tr { X (p"@Las) - R - (p@1nr) }
(14)

(12)

(13)

+ O(MmaX)

where X is the solution to a certain Lyapunov equation
described later in (41) (when X = I), R, is a gradient noise
covariance matrix defined below in (27), and o(ptmax) denotes
a strictly higher order term of fi;,.x. Expression (14) is a most
revealing result; it captures the effect of the network topology
through the eigenvector p, and it captures the effects of
gradient noise and data characteristics through the matrices R,
and X, respectively. Expression (14) is a non-trivial extension
of a classical and famous result pertaining to the mean-square-
error performance of stand-alone adaptive agents [3]-[6] to the
more demanding context of networked agents. In particular,
it can be easily verified that (14) reduces to the well-known
uMao? /2 expression for the mean-square deviation of single
LMS learners when the network size is set to N = 1 and
the topology is removed [3]-[6]. However, expression (14)
is not limited to single agents or to mean-square-error costs.
It applies to rather general connected networks and to fairly
general cost functions.

IThe interpretation of the limit in (14) is explained in more detail in Sec.
IVv.

C. Relation to Prior Work

As pointed out in Part I [2] (see Sec. II-B), most prior works
in the literature [7]-[14], [29]-[33] focus on studying the
performance and convergence of their respective distributed
strategies under diminishing step-size conditions and for
doubly-stochastic combination policies. In contrast, we focus
on constant step-sizes in order to enable continuous adaptation
and learning under drifting conditions. We also focus on left-
stochastic combination matrices in order to induce flexibility
about the network limit point; this is because doubly-stochastic
policies force the network to converge to the same limit point,
while left-stochastic policies enable the networks to converge
to any of infinitely many Pareto optimal solutions. Moreover,
the value of the limit point can be controlled through the
selection of the Perron eigenvector.

Furthermore, the performance of distributed strategies has
usually been characterized in terms of bounds on their steady-
state mean-square-error performance — see, e.g., [7]-[10],
[271, [29], [31], [33]. In Part I [2] of the work, as a byproduct
of our study of the three stages of the learning process, we
were able to derive performance bounds for the steady-state
MSE of a fairly general class of distributed strategies under
broader (weaker) conditions than normally considered in the
literature. In this Part II, we push the analysis noticeably
further and derive a closed-form expression for the steady-state
MSE in the slow adaptation regime, such as expression (14),
which captures in an integrated manner how various network
parameters (topology, combination policy, utilities) influence
performance.

Other useful and related works in the literature appear in
[11]-[13], [30]. These works, however, study the distribution
of the error vector in steady-state under diminishing step-size
conditions and using central limit theorem (CLT) arguments.
They established a Gaussian distribution for the error quan-
tities in steady-state and derived an expression for the error
variance but the expression tends to zero as ¢ — oo since,
under the conditions assumed in these works, the error vector
wy,,; approaches zero almost surely. Such results are possible
because, in the diminishing step-size case, the influence of
gradient noise is annihilated by the decaying step-size. How-
ever, in the constant step-size regime, the influence of gradient
noise is always present and seeps into the operation of the
algorithm. In this case, the error vector does not approach
zero any longer and its variance approaches instead a steady-
state positive-definite value. Our objective is to characterize
this steady-state value and to examine how it is influenced
by the network topology, by the persistent gradient noise
conditions, and by the data characteristics and utility functions.
In the constant step-size regime, CLT arguments cannot be
employed anymore because the Gaussianity result does not
hold any longer. Indeed, reference [34] illustrates this situation
clearly; it derived an expression for the characteristic function
of the limiting error distribution in the case of mean-square-
error estimation and it was shown that the distribution is not
Gaussian. For these reasons, the analysis in this work is based
on alternative techniques that do not pursue any specific form
for the steady-state distribution and that rely instead on the
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use of energy conservation arguments [20], [22], [35]. As the
analysis and detailed derivations in the appendices show, this
is a formidable task to pursue due to the coupling among
the agents and the persistent noise conditions. Nevertheless,
under certain conditions that are generally weaker than similar
conditions used in related contexts in the literature, we will
be able to derive accurate expressions for the network MSE
performance and its convergence rate in small constant step-
size regime.

We finally remark that the analysis in this paper and
its accompanying Part I [2] is not focused on the solution
of deterministic distributed optimization problems, although
algorithm (1)—(3) can still be applied for that purpose (see
future Sec. VI-B). Instead, we consider a stochastic setting
where each individual cost Ji(w) is generally expressed as
the expectation of some loss function, say, as

Je(w) = EQr(w; g ;)

and the objective is to minimize the aggregate stochastic cost:

(15)

N
TEP (w) =" T (w) (16)
k=1

In such problems, we usually do not know the exact form of
the cost function because we do not have prior knowledge
about the exact statistical distribution of the data xj ;. What
is generally available to each agent k is a stream of data
points &y 0, xx,1,. .. that arrives at agent k£ sequentially over
time. The agents in the network then use stochastic gradients
constructed as VQ(w;xy,;) (or from variations thereof), in
place of the the actual gradients, VJi(w), to learn from the
streaming data. Because of the stochastic nature of the learning
algorithms, they will exhibit different convergence behavior
than deterministic optimization algorithms. For example, even
with a constant step-size, stochastic gradient distributed strate-
gies can still converge at a geometric rate towards a small
MSE in steady-state, whereas diminishing step-sizes of the
form (i) = po/i, ensure a slower almost sure convergence
rate of O(1/1).

IIT. MODELING ASSUMPTIONS

In this section, we first recall the assumptions used in Part
I [2] and then introduce two conditions that are required to
carry out the MSE analysis in this part. We already explained
in Sec. IIT of Part I [2] how the assumptions listed below relate
to, and extend, similar conditions used in the literature.

Assumption 1 (Strongly-connected network): The N x N
matrix product A £ A;AgA, is assumed to be a primitive
left-stochastic matrix, i.e., AT1 = 1 and there exists a finite
integer j, such that all entries of A% are strictly positive. W

Assumption 2 (Update vector: Randomness): There exists
an M x 1 deterministic vector function s;(w) such that, for
all M x 1 vectors w in the filtration F;_; generated by the
past history of iterates {wy, ;} for j <i—1 and all k, it holds
that

E {85,i(w)|Fi-1} = sp(w) (17)

for all i, k. Furthermore, there exist o > 0 and 03 > ( such
that for all ¢,k and w € F;_1:

E {1814 (w) = s (w) |* | Fic } < o]+ 02

holds with probability one. [ ]

(18)

Assumption 3 (Update vector: Lipschitz): There exists a
nonnegative \y; such that for all =,y € RM and all k:

19)

where the subscript “U” in Ay means “upper bound”. [ ]

[sk(x) = sk ()| < Av - [lz =yl

Assumption 4 (Update vector: Strong monotonicity): Let
pi denote the kth entry of the vector p defined in (6). There
exists Az, > 0 such that for all z,y € RM:

N
(= )" Y pi[sn(@) = sew)| = Ar-llz =yl @O)
k=1

where the subscript “L” in A, means “lower bound”, and Ay
may depend on {py}. |

Assumption 5 (Jacobian matrix: Lipschitz): Let w® denote
the limit point of the distributed strategy (1)—(3), which was
defined earlier as the unique solution to (5) and was character-
ized in Theorem 1 of Part I [2]. Then, in a small neighborhood
around w®, we assume that s, (w) is differentiable with respect
to w and satisfies

vaTsk(wo + 5w) - VwTSk(wo)” < >‘H ' H(Sw” (21)

for all ||0w|| < ry for some small rg, and where Ay is a
nonnegative number independent of dw.
|

The following lemma gives the equivalent forms of Assump-
tions 3—4 when the {sy(w)} happen to be differentiable.

Lemma 1 (Equivalent conditions on update vectors):
Suppose {s;(w)} are differentiable in an open set S C R,
Then, having conditions (19) and (20) hold on S is equivalent
to the following conditions, respectively,

Ve se(w)] < Au (22)
1

5 He(w) + HI (w)] > Ap - Ing (23)
for any w € S, where ||-|| denotes the 2-induced norm (largest

singular value) of its matrix argument and

n
He(w) £ ppVrsi(w) (24)
k=1

Proof: See Appendix B in Part I [2]. ]

Next, we introduce two new assumptions on §y, ;(w), which
are needed for the MSE analysis of this Part II. Assumption
6 below has been used before in the stochastic approximation
literature — see, for example, [36] and Eq. (6.2) in Theorem
6.1 of [37, p.147]. Before we state the assumptions, we first
introduce some useful quantities. Let v;(x) denote the M N x 1
global vector that collects the statistical fluctuations in the
stochastic update vectors across all agents:

, Snvi(en) —sn(zn)}
(25)

vi(z) £ col{8y i(w1) — s1(z1), ...
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where we are using the vector x to denote a block vector
consisting of entries xj of size M x 1 each, ie., x £
col{z1,...,zny}. For any ¢, € F;_1, 1 < k < N, we

introduce the covariance matrix:

Roi(x) 2 E {vl(w)vZT(m) |]-"i_1} (26)

where, again, we are using the notation « to refer to the block
vector = col{xy,...,xy} with stochastic entries of size
M x 1 each. Note that R, ;(x) generally depends on time 4.
This is because the distribution of §j;(+) given F;_1 usually
varies with time. The following assumption requires that, in
the limit, this second-order moment of the distribution tends
to a constant value.

Assumption 6 (Second-order moment of gradient noise):
We assume that, in the limit, R, ;(x) becomes invariant and
tends to a deterministic constant value when evaluated at
x = 1 ® w® with probability one (almost surely):

lim R, (1 ® w°) 2R, 27
11— 00

Furthermore, in a small neighborhood around 1 ® w?°, we
assume that there exists deterministic constants A, > 0,
ry > 0, and k € (0, 4] such that for all 4 > 0:

Ry,i(1 ®w®+dx) — Ry i (L@ w?)|| < Ay - ||0z||®  (28)

for all ||dz|| < ry with probability one. [ |

Example 1: We illustrate how Assumption 6 holds au-
tomatically in the context of distributed least-mean-squares
estimation. Suppose each agent %k receives a stream of data
samples {uy;,dj(i)} that are generated by the following
linear model:

dk(l) = ukﬂvwo + ’I’lk(l) 29)

where the 1 x M regressors {uy;} are zero mean and
independent over time and space with covariance matrix
Rux = E{ugluk,} > 0 and the noise sequence {7n;(j)}
is also zero mean, white, with variance o2 ;, and independent
of the regressors {uy;} for all I, k,1,j. The objective is to
estimate the M x 1 parameter vector w® by minimizing the

following global cost function

JEP (w) = (30)

N
> Jk(w)
k=1

where
Jr(w) = Eldg (i) — ug 0 (31)

In this case, the actual gradient vector when evaluated at an
M x 1 vector xj, is given by
sk(zk) = VuEldi (i) — ug ize]? (32)
and it can be replaced by the instantaneous approximation
Sk.i(zk) = —Quﬁ- [di(3) — i 2k] (33)

(Recall from (2) that the stochastic gradient at each agent & is
evaluated at ¢y ;—1 and in this case z; = ¢y ;—1.) It follows

that the gradient noise vector vy, ;(z) evaluated at xy, at each
agent k is given by

Vki(ar) = 2(Rup — uf k) (0° — k) — 2ug ny(i)
(34)
and it is straightforward to verify that
Ro,i(1 @ w) = diag{4op  Ry1,- -+ 40, yRun} (35)

which is independent of ¢ and, therefore, condition (27) holds
with R, given by (35). Furthermore, condition (28) is also
satisfied. Indeed, let = col{z1,...,an} € RMN | and from
(34) we find that

Ry,i(z) = diag{G1,...,Gn} + Ry (1 @ w°)
where each G, is a function of w® — zj, and is given by
Gp,24- IEZ{(RM,;C — ugiuk,i)(wo —xy)
(w® = 2)" (Ruk — uf up) " }

Note that

Gk < 4-E||Rus — uf s - w® — ax))?

so that
HRv’z(fﬂ) — vai(]l & w°)||
= s Gu
< max (4B Rue —uf il - o — el?}
_ T‘ 121 . o __ 2
< max {4- B Ruy —wpunill*} - max [lw® — i
N
< max {4 B[Ry — i uil|”} D lw® — a?
=r= k=1
= max {4 . E||Ruk—uflukz||2} 1 wo—x||2 (36)

1<k<N

In other words, condition (28) holds for the least-mean-squares
estimation case with k = 2. |

Assumption 7 (Fourth-order moment of gradient noise):
There exist nonnegative numbers a4 and o2, such that for
any M x 1 random vector w € F;_1,

E {||vki(w)|[*|Fic1} < as - [Jw]* + oy, (37

holds with probability one. [ ]
This assumption will be used in the analysis for constant
step-size adaptation to arrive at accurate expressions for the
steady-state MSE of the agents. By assuming that the fourth-
order moment of the gradient noise is bounded as in (37),
it becomes possible to derive MSE expressions that can be
shown to be at most O(;LE;X(?’/Q’H“/Q)) away from the actual
MSE performance. When the step-sizes are sufficiently small,
the size of the term O(pm®/217%/2)y {5 even smaller and, for
all practical purposes, this term is negligible — see expressions
(39)—(40) in Theorem 1 (and also (43)).

Example 2: 1t turns out that condition (37) is automatically
satisfied in the context of distributed least-mean-squares es-
timation. We continue with the setting of Example 1. From
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expression (34), we have that for any M x 1 random vector
w e Fi_1,

ok (w)II* =16 | (R — uf s 5) (w = w) = wf i ()|

(a)

< 16 x 8( | Ruge — ul il | — ]!
+ il eI )

® T 4 4

< 128(8 ||Ru,k - uk,i”k,i” JJwl|
+ 8| Ry b — uf |- flo”)?
el i) (38)

where steps (a) and (b) use the inequality ||z +y||* < 8]|z||*+
8|y, which can be obtained by applying Jensen’s inequality
to the convex function ||-||*. Applying the expectation operator
conditioned on F;_1, we obtain

E {{|vk,i(w)||*| Fi=1}

1024 -E { [ Ruk — ul g |-7:i—1} -Jlw|*+

INS

4
1024 - E { | Rue — uf | |]:i—1} w1+
128 B { gl 1Fics | B { I ()] 171 }

1024 - ]E{HRu,k - uf,iuk,i||4} e+

—~
=

4
1024 -E { [ Ruwe — uf | } w4+
128 - E [|uy, i ||* - E [Jng (8) ] *

= oy wl* + 03y

where step (a) uses the fact that w € F,_; and is thus
determined given F;_1, and step (b) uses the fact that uy ;
and vy, ;(4) are independent of F;_;. []

IV. PERFORMANCE OF MULTI-AGENT LEARNING
STRATEGY

A. Main Results

In this section, we are interested in evaluating E||wy, ;||% as
i — oo for arbitrary positive semi-definite weighting matrices
3. The main result is summarized in the following theorem.

Theorem 1 (Steady-state performance): When
Assumptions 1-7 hold and the step-sizes are sufficiently
small so that the distributed strategy (1)—(3) is mean-square
stable’, the weighted mean-square-error of (1)—(3) (which
includes diffusion and consensus algorithms as special cases)
satisfies

S HMmax * TI‘{X(pT®I]y[) 'R’U : (p®IM)}
+ O(u$;1(3/2,1+l€/2)) (39)
> fimax - Te{X (0" @ Ing) - Ry - (p© Ing) }

_0 (‘uﬁian(S/Z,H»n/m) (40)

lim sup E ||y ;|3
71— 00

1iminfE||lbk,i||22
71— 00
X

2The explicit condition for mean-square stability is given by (129) in Part
I[2].

@ Centroid of {ws,;} @ Reference ‘

(up, e @ In)we,;

‘ @ Wy ;atagentk

Converges to 0

.| Converges to O(u2,,.)

-
oy
-

Fig. 3. Decomposition of the error quantity wyg ; (best viewed in color).
The error quantity y, ; (solid red line) can be decomposed into three terms
(the solid back lines): (i) the offset of wy, ; from the centroid of {wy ;},
denoted by (ur,  ®Inr)we,i, (ii) the offset of the centroid from the reference
recursion (8), denoted by ab.;, and (iii) the error between the reference
recursion and the optimal solution w?, denoted by . ;.

where ¥ is any positive semi-definite weighting matrix, and X
is the unique positive semi-definite solution to the following
Lyapunov equation:

HI'X + XH. =% 41)

where H. was defined earlier in (12). The unique solution of
(41) can be represented by the integral expression [38, p.769]:
X = / e Ht y e Hetgy (42)
0
Moreover, if ¥ is strictly positive-definite, then X is also
strictly positive-definite.
Proof: The argument is nontrivial and involves several steps.
The details are provided in Appendix A. We briefly describe
the main steps of the proof here:

1) By following the network transformation introduced in
Part I [2], we decompose the error vector wy, ; into three
terms, as illustrated in Fig. 3: (1) (upx ® Ins)we ;. the
offset of wy, ; from the centroid of {wy, ;}, defined as

N
We,; = E Orwi
=1

where 0 is the kth entry of the Perron vector defined
in (7), (ii)) W, , the offset of the centroid from the
reference recursion (8), and (iii) w.. ;, the error between
the reference recursion and the optimal solution w®°.
Only the second term, by ;, contributes to the steady-
state MSE, which we already know from (13) (see also
(146) in Part I [2]) that it is O(umax). For the other
two terms, W, ; converges to zero and (ur k ® In)we ;
converges to a higher-order term in pi,.x. In Sections
A and B of Appendix A, we make this argument rig-
orous by deriving the gap between the error covariance
matrices of wy, ; and w,.; and showing that it is indeed
a higher-order term.

Next, we show that the recursion for . ; can be viewed
as a perturbed version of a linear dynamic system driven
by the gradient noise term. In Section C of Appendix
A, we bound the gap between these two recursions and
show that it is also a higher-order term. This would

2)

3)
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require us to bound the fourth-order moments of the
error quantity wy;, which are derived in Appendices
B-E.

4) Then, in Section D of Appendix A, we examine the
covariance matrix of the linear dynamic model and find
a closed-form expression for it.

5) Finally, in Section E of Appendix A, we combine all
results together to obtain the closed-form expression for
the steady-state MSE of the network.

|

Strictly speaking, the limit of E|jwy ;||% may not exist as

it requires the limsup and the liminf of E||wy ;||% to be
equal to each other. However, note from (39) and (40) that
the first-order terms of pmax in both limsup and liminf
expressions are the same. When the step-size fimax 1S small,
the lim sup and the lim inf bounds will be dominated by this
same first-order term, and the steady-state MSE will be tightly
sandwiched between (39) and (40).3 For this reason, with
some slight abuse in notation, we will use the traditional limit
notation for simplicity of presentation and will write instead:

(p" ®In) - Ry - (p©1nr)}
—|—0( rmn(3/2 1+’€/2)) (43)

Zgr& El|wy.; H%] = fmax " IT {X

Remark: Note from (43) that the steady-state MSE consists of
two terms: a first-order term, and a higher-order term. We will
show in Sec. V that the first-order term is the same as that of
the centralized MSE.

B. Useful Special Cases
Example 3: (Distributed stochastic gradient-descent: Gen-

eral case) When stochastic gradients are used to define the
update directions Sy ;(-) in (1)—=(3), then we can simplify
the mean-square-error expression (43) as follows. We first
substitute si(w) = V4, Ji(w) into (12) to obtain

N

He =Y piViJi(w®)

k=1
Now the matrix H. is the weighted sum of the Hessian
matrices of the individual costs {Ji(w)} and is therefore

symmetric. Then, the Lyapunov equation (41) becomes
HX+XH. =% (44)

We have simple solutions to (44) for the following two choices
of X:

1) When ¥ = I, we have X = 1 H! and

lim E|jwy, ; ||?
11— 00

- % T {H (" @ In) Ry (p® Ing)}
+ O(M$;1(3/271+n/2)) (45)

2) When ¥ = 1H,, we have X = 1)/ and

lim E ||y, ;|| %.
71— 00 2

3Recall that we always have lim inf E||2by, ;|2 < limsup E||wy, ;|| %.
100 i— 00

~(p®In)}
(46)

= e {7 L) R,
+ O(Mmin(3/2,l+n/2))

max

|

Example 4: (Distributed stochastic gradient descent: Un-

correlated noise) In the special case that the gradient noises

at the different agents are uncorrelated with each other, then
R, is block diagonal and we write it as

RU = diag{Rv,17 ttt Rv,N}

where R, j is the M x M covariance matrix of the gradient
noise at agent k. Then, the MSE expression (45) at each agent
k can be written as

lim E|wy||*
11— 00

1 N
_ :U’max . <Zpkv Jk )) . (Zpika)
k=1
+O(N$$c$/2 1+I€/2))

and expression (46) for the weighted MSE becomes

hm Eljwy, zH Mmax : {ZPkRU k}

+ O(u$;$(3/2,1+/1/2))

V. PERFORMANCE OF CENTRALIZED STOCHASTIC
APPROXIMATION SOLUTION

We conclude from (43) that the weighted mean-square-error
at each node £ will be the same across all agents in the network
for small step-sizes. This is an important “equalization” effect.
Moreover, as we now verify, the performance level given by
(43) is close to the performance of a centralized strategy that
collects all the data from the agents and processes them using
the following recursion:

N

= Wecent,i—1 — Mmax E pkék,i(wcent,ifl)
k=1

47

Weent,i

To establish this fact, we first note that the performance of the
above centralized strategy can be analyzed in the same manner
as the distributed strategy. Indeed, let Weent,s £ Weent,i — We,i
denote the discrepancy between the above centralized recur-
sion and reference recursion (8). Then, we obtain from (8) and
(47) that

= Tc(wcent,i71> - Tc(wc,ifl)

— Hmax * (pT (24 I]VI)vi (wccnt,i—l)

wcent,i
(48)
where the operator T, (w) is defined as the following mapping
from RM to RM:

N

Tc(w) = W — Mmax Zpksk(w)
k=1
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Comparing (48) with expression (103) from Part I [2]
peated below):

(re-

We; = Tc(wc,i—l)_Tc(wc,i—l)_Mmax'(pT®I]M) [Zi—1+v]
(49)

we note that these two recursions take similar forms except
for an additional perturbation term z;_; in (49). Therefore,
following the same line of transient analysis as in Part I [2]
and steady-state analysis as in the proof of Theorem 1 stated
earlier, we can conclude that, in the small step-size regime, the
transient behavior of the centralized strategy (47) is close to
the reference recursion (8), and the steady-state performance
is again given by (43).

Theorem 2 (Centralized performance): Suppose Assump-
tions 2—7 hold and suppose the step-size parameter fimax in
the centralized recursion (47) satisfies the following condition

AL

2
Ipl - (% +20)
Then, the MSE term E||wcent i||* converges at the rate of

"= [p(IM N Mmach)]Q + O((umaxe)m)

where € is an arbitrarily small positive number. Furthermore,
in the small step-size regime, the steady-state MSE of (47)
satisfies

0 < fhmax < (50)

(51

S ,umax'Tr {X(pT®IILI) : R'u : (p@ll\f)}
+O(u§g;r;((3/2,1+ﬁ/2)) (52)
Z ,U/maux'rI‘r {X(pT®IM) . Rv : (P®IM)}
_O(M$;1(3/2,1+H/2)) (53)

lim supIEHﬁ)cean%
11— 00

lim inf E||Weent || %
71— 00

|
Remark: Similar to our explanation following (39)—(40), ex-
pressions (52)—(53) also mean that, for small step-sizes, the
steady-state MSE of the centralized strategy will be tightly
sandwiched between two almost identical bounds. Therefore,
we will again use the traditional limit notation for the central-
ized steady-state MSE for simplicity, and will write instead:

% = Mmax'rI\r {X(pT®IM) : RU : (p®IM)}
+O(umin(3/2,1+lﬁ/2)) (54)

max

lim E||Weent, i
1—00

which is the same as (43) up to the first-order of fax.

VI. BENEFITS OF COOPERATION

In this section, we illustrate the implications of the main
results of this work in the context of distributed learning and
distributed optimization. Consider a network of N connected
agents, where each agent k receives a stream of data {xy ;}
arising from some underlying distribution. The networked
multi-agent system would like to extract from the distributed
data some useful information about the underlying process.
To measure the quality of the inference task, an individual
cost function Ji(w) is associated with each agent k, where w
denotes an M x 1 parameter vector. The agents are generally

interested in minimizing some aggregate cost function of the
form (16):

N

JEP (w) =" Ty (w) (55)
k=1

Based on whether the individual costs {.J(w)} share a com-

mon minimizer or not, we can classify problems of the form

(55) into two broad categories.

A. Category I: Distributed Learning

In this case, the data streams {xj;} are assumed to be
generated by (possibly different) distributions that nevertheless
depend on the same parameter vector w° € R . The objective
is then to estimate this common parameter w® in a distributed
manner. To do so, we first need to associate with each agent k
a cost function Ji(w) that measures how well some arbitrary
parameter w approximates w®. The cost Ji(w) should be such
that w® is one of its minimizers. More formally, let YW} denote
the set of vectors that minimize the selected Jj(w), then it is
expected that

w® € Wy £ {w : argmin Jk(w)} (56)
w

for k = 1,..., N. Since J&°P(w) is assumed to be strongly

convex, then the intersection of the sets VW7 should contain

the single element w?:

N
w® €W = (\Wg (57)
k=1

The main motivation for cooperation in this case is that the
data collected at each agent k£ may not be sufficient to uniquely
identify w® since w® is not necessarily the unique element
in Wy; this happens, for example, when the individual costs
Ji(w) are not strictly convex. However, once the individual
costs are aggregated into (55) and the aggregate function is
strongly convex, then w® is the unique element in W°. In
this way, the cooperative minimization of .J&°P(w) allows the
agents to estimate w°.

1) Working under Partial Observation: Under the scenario
described by (57), the solution of (5) agrees with the unique
minimizer w® for J&8°P(w) given by (55) regardless of the
{pr} and, therefore, regardless of the combination policy A.
Therefore, the results from Sec. II-B (see also Sec. IV of Part
I [2]) show that the iterate wy, ; at each agent k converges to
this unique w® at a centralized rate and the results from Sec.
IV of this Part II show that this iterate achieves the centralized
steady-state MSE performance. Note that Assumption 4 can
be satisfied without requiring each J(w) to be strongly
convex. Instead, we only require J2°P(w) to be strongly
convex. In other words, we do not need each agent to have
complete information about w®; we only need the network to
have enough information to determine w® uniquely. Although
the individual agents in this case have partial information
about w?, the distributed strategies (1)—(3) enable them to
attain the same performance level as a centralized solution.
The following example illustrates the idea in the context of
distributed least-mean-squares estimation over networks.
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Example 5: Consider Example 1 again. When the covari-
ance matrix R, j = ]E[u{zu;“} is rank deficient, then Jy (w)
in (31) would not be strongly convex and there would be
infinitely many minimizers to Jj(w). In this case, the informa-
tion provided to agent k via (29) is not sufficient to determine
w? uniquely. However, if the global cost function is strongly
convex, which can be verified to be equivalent to requiring:

N

Zka%k >ApIy >0
k=1

(58)

then the information collected over the entire network is rich
enough to learn the unique w°. As long as (58) holds for
one set of positive {pg}, it will hold for all other {ps}. A
“network observability” condition similar to (58) was used in
[11] to characterize the sufficiency of information over the
network in the context of distributed estimation over linear
models albeit with diminishing step-sizes. ]

2) Optimizing the MSE Performance: Since the distributed
strategies (1)—(3) converge to the same unique minimizer w®
of (55) for any set of {py}, we can then consider selecting
the {py} to optimize the MSE performance. Consider the case
where Hyp, = H and pj; = p and assume the gradient noises
vy,i(w) are asymptotically uncorrelated across the agents so
that R, from (27) is block diagonal with entries denoted by:

R, =diag{Ry1,..., Ry N} (59)
Then, we have 8, = 1, pr, = 0 and
He=H=V,Ji(w) = =VyJy(w’)  (60)
in which case expression (45) becomes
N
lim Eljy|* = % : Ze,zTr (H™'R,})
+Oo(um mln(3/2 1+n/2)) 61)

The optimal positive coefficients {6;} that minimize (61)
subject to Z,ivzl 0, = 1 are given by

T —1

egzir( R )] . k=1,....N (62
ZTY 1Rve]
=1

and, substituting into (61), the optimal MSE is then given by

a 1
. l; T‘T<H_1R'u,€>

The optimal Perron-eigenvector 6° = col{6{,...,0%} can be
implemented by selecting the combination policy A as the
following Hasting’s rule [19], [39], [40]:

-1
+ O(Iulgi;r;(d/2 1+H/2))

Hmax

MSE°P! =

o)
S AN R TAR s MR
ag, =
1= ) al (=k

mENk\{k}

Tr(H_lRmk)
max {|Ny |- Tr(H 'Ry 1), |Ne|-Tr(H

_1RU,Z)} )

@ Le N\ {k}

D DR
meN\{k}
{=k

(63)

where || denotes the cardinality of the set A}, and step
(a) substitutes (62). From (63), we note that the above com-
bination matrix can be constructed in a decentralized manner,
where each node only requires information from its own
neighbors. In practice, the noise covariance matrices {R, ¢}
need to be estimated from the local data and an adaptive
estimation scheme is proposed in [19] to address this issue.

3) Matching Performance across Topologies: Note that the
steady-state mean-square error depends on the vector p, which
is determined by the Perron eigenvector 6 of the matrix A. The
above result implies that, as long as the network is strongly
connected, i.e., Assumption 1 holds, a left-stochastic matrix
A can always be constructed to have any desired Perron
eigenvector # with positive entries according to (63). Now,
starting from any collection of NV agents, there exists a finite
number of topologies that can link these agents together. For
each possible topology, there are infinitely many combination
policies that can be used to train the network. One important
conclusion that follows from the above results is that regard-
less of the topology, there always exists a choice for A such
that the performance of all topologies are identical to each
other to first-order in fimax. In other words, no matter how
the agents are connected to each other, there is always a way
to select the combination weights such that the performance of
the network is invariant to the topology. This also means that,
for any connected topology, there is always a way to select the
combination weights such that the performance of the network
matches that of the centralized solution.

Example 6: We illustrate the result using the diffusion least-
mean-square estimation context discussed earlier in Example
1. Consider a network of 30 agents (N = 30), where each
agent has access to a stream of data samples {wy ;, di(i)}
that are generated by the linear model (29). As assumed in
Example 1, the 1 x M regressors {uy ;} are zero mean and
independent over time and space with covariance matrix R, j,
and the noise sequence {m;(j)} is also zero mean, white,
with variance o2 ;, and independent of the regressors {uy ;}
for all I, k,1,j. In the simulation here, we consider the case
where M = 10, R, = Iy. In diffusion LMS estimation,
each agent k uses (31) as its cost function Ji(w) and (33)
as the stochastic gradient vector §y, ;(-). Therefore, each agent
k adopts the following recursion to adaptively estimate the
model parameter w®, which is the minimizer of the global
cost function (16):

Vi = wii + 2wl ;[di (i) — wp, W i—1]

Wi = Y art

1ENY,
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Comparing the performance of a 30-node diffusion LMS network with that of the centralized strategy (47), where M = 10, p; = 0.0005 for all

agents, and Hasting’s rule (63) is used as the combination policy. The result is obtained by averaging over 1000 Monte Carlo experiments. (a) A randomly
generated topology. (b) The noise profile across the network, and the steady-state MSE of diffusion LMS, centralized strategy, and the theoretical value (the
first-order term in (43)). (c) The learning curves for different agents in the diffusion LMS network, the centralized strategy, and the theoretical steady-state
MSE (the first-order term in (43)). (d) The centralized strategy, the steady-state MSE of diffusion strategy at all agents, and the theoretical value (the first-order

term in (43)) for different values of step-sizes.

We randomly generate a topology as shown in Fig. 4 (a) and
noise variance profile across agents as shown in Fig. 4 (b).
We choose pr = p = 0.0005 to be the step-size for all
agents and Hasting’s rule (63) as the combination policy. In the
simulation, we assume the noise variances are known to the
agents. Alternatively, they can also be estimated in an adaptive
manner using approaches proposed in [19]. The results are
obtained by averaging over 1000 Monte Carlo experiments.
In Fig 4(b), we also show the steady-state MSE of all agents,
respectively, and compare them to the theoretical value (the
first-order term in (43)) and to the following centralized LMS
strategy:
N
Weent,; = Weent,i—1 T QMZPk . ulj;z[dk(z) - uk,iwcent,ifl]
k=1
where p, = 07 is given by (62). Fig. 4(b) illustrates the
equalization effect over the network; each agent in the network

achieves almost the same steady-state MSE that is close to the
centralized strategy although the noise variances in the data
are different across the agents. Furthermore, In Fig. 4 (c), we
illustrate the learning curves of all agents, and compare them
to the theoretical value and the centralized LMS strategy. We
observe from Fig. 4 (c) that the learning curves of all agents are
close to each other and to the centralized strategy. Finally, we
show in Fig. 4 the steady-state MSE of the diffusion strategy
at all agents for different values of the step-sizes, and compare
them to the MSE of the centralized strategy and against the
theoretical values (the first-order term in (43)). It is seen in the
figure that, for small step-sizes, the steady-state MSE values at
different agents approach that of the centralized strategy and
the first-order term in (43) since the higher-order term in (43)
decays faster than the first-order term. [ ]
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B. Category II: Distributed Optimization

In this case, we include situations where the individual costs
Jix(w) do not have a common minimizer, i.e., W° = (). The
optimization problem should then be viewed as one of solving
a multi-objective minimization problem

min {J;(w), ... J (w)} (64)
where Jj(w) is an individual convex cost associated with each
agent k. A vector w® is said to be a Pareto optimal solution
to (64) if there does not exist another vector w that is able to
improve (i.e., reduce) any individual cost without degrading
(increasing) some of the other costs. Pareto optimal solutions
are not unique. The question we would like to address now
is the following. Given individual costs {J(w)} and a com-
bination policy A, what is the limit point of the distributed
strategies (1)—(3)? From Sec. 1I-B (see also Theorem 4 in Part
I [2]), the distributed strategy (1)—(3) converges to the limit
point w° defined as the unique solution to (5). Substituting
sp(w) = Vi Ji(w) into (5), we obtain

N
> peVaudk(w®) =0
k=1

In other words, w® is the minimizer of the following global
cost function:

N
JEP (w) =" prJi(w) (65)
k=1

It is shown in [28, pp.178-180] that the minimizer of (65) is
a Pareto-optimal solution for the multi-objective optimization
problem (64). And different choices for the vector p lead to
different Pareto-optimal points on the tradeoff curve.

Now, a useful question to consider is the reverse direction.
Suppose, we are given a set of {p;} (instead of A) and we
want the distributed strategy (1)—(3) to converge to the limit
point w® that is the solution of:

N
> pkVaudk(w®) =0 (66)
k=1

Note that once the topology of the network is given, the
positions of the nonzero entries in the matrix A are known
and we are free to select the values of these nonzero entries.
One possibility is to choose the same step-size for all agents
(i.e., i = ), and to select the nonzero entries of A such that
its Perron vector 6 equals this desired p. This construction can
be achieved by using the following Hasting’s rule [19], [40]:

-1
Py
1 € Nip\{k}
—1 -1’
g — max{\Nk\'pk s M-, } (67)
1-— Amk, I=Fk
meN\{k}

That is, as long as we substitute the desired set of {p;} into
(67) and use the obtained {ag} together with uyx = p, the
distributed strategy will converge to the w® in (66) with the
desired {py}.

VII. CONCLUSION

Along with Part I [2], this work examined in some detail
the mean-square performance, convergence, and stability of
distributed strategies for adaptation and learning over graphs
under constant step-size update rules. Keeping the step-size
fixed allows the network to track drifts in the underlying data
models, their statistical distributions, and even drifts in the
utility functions. Earlier work [41] has shown that constant
adaptation regimes endow networks with tracking abilities
and derived results that quantify how the performance of
adaptive networks is affected by the level of non-stationarity
in the data. Similar conclusions extend to the general scenario
studied in Parts I and II of the current work, which is the
reason why step-sizes have been set to a constant value
throughout our treatment. When this is done, the dynamics
of the learning process is enriched in a nontrivial manner.
This is because the effect of gradient noise does not die out
anymore with time (in comparison, when diminishing step-
sizes are used, gradient noise is annihilated by the decaying
step-sizes). And since agents are coupled through their inter-
actions over the network, it follows that their gradient noises
will continually influence the performance of their neighbors.
As a result, the network mean-square performance does not
tend to zero anymore. Instead, it approaches a steady-state
level. One of the main objectives of this Part IT has been
to quantify this level and to show explicitly how its value
is affected by three parameters: the network topology, the
gradient noise, and the data characteristics. As the analysis
and the detailed derivations in the appendices of the current
manuscript show, this is a formidable task to pursue due to
the coupling among the agents. Nevertheless, under certain
conditions that are generally weaker than similar conditions
used in related contexts in the literature, we were able to
derive accurate expressions for the network MSE performance
and its convergence rate. For example, the MSE expression
we derived is accurate in the first order term of fax. Once
an MSE expression has been derived, we were then able to
optimize it over the network topology (for the important case
of uniform Hessian matrices across the network, as is common
for example in machine learning [42] and mean-square-error
estimation problems [35]). We were able to show that arbitrary
connected topologies for the same set of agents can always
be made to perform similarly. We were also able to show
that arbitrary connected topologies for the same set of agents
can be made to match the performance of a fully connected
network. These are useful insights and they follow from the
analytical results derived in this work.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF THEOREM 1

The argument involves several steps, labeled steps A
through E, and relies also on intermediate results that are
proven in this appendix. We start with step A.
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A. Relating the weighted MSE to the steady-state error co-
variance matrix 11;

LetIl; £ E {'lf)ﬂf]lT } denote the error covariance matrix of
the global error vector

’IIJZ' é COI{’II)LZ‘, e 7'1I)N,i}

where wy, ; £ o — wy, ;. Note that if we are able to evaluate
II; as + — oo, then we can obtain the steady-state weighted
mean-square-error for any individual agent via the following
relation:*

Ellwki& = E{col{ir,i,...., i}
-diag{0,...,%,...,0}
-col{wn ..., sz,}}
= E {@] (Exx ® L) }
=E (Tt {@;w] (Exr ® 2)})
= Tr {E [w;w] ] (B ® 2)}

= Tr {IL;(Ew, ® 2)} (68)

where Fyj is an M x M matrix with (k, k)-entry equal to
one and all other entries equal to zero. We could proceed
with the analysis by deriving a recursion of w; from (1)—(3)
and examining the corresponding error covariance matrix, II;.
However, we will take an alternative approach here by calling
upon the following decomposition of the error quantity wy, ;
from Part I [2] (see Eq. (74) therein):

W = We; — We — (Upk @ Ing)we,; (69)

where w. ; £ o — we,; denotes the error of the reference
recursion (8) relative to w?, the vectors W, ; and w, ; are the
two transformed quantities introduced in Eqgs. (77) and (67) in
Part I [2], and up, i is the kth row of the matrix U, which is
a sub-matrix of the transform matrix introduced in Eq. (61) in
Part I [2]. In particular, w. ; represents the error of the centroid
of the iterates {wy, ;} relative to the reference recursion:

A _
We; = Weg — We,i

where the centroid w..; is defined as

N
A
Wi = E Orwy,i
k=1

and (ur r ® Ipr)we ; represents the error of the iterate wy, ; at
agent k relative to the centroid w, ;. The details and derivation
of the decomposition (69) appear in Sec. V-A of Part I [2].
Relation (69) can also be written in the following equivalent
global form:

w; =1® 'J}c,i -1® ’lIJc,i - (UL & IM)'we,i (70)

The major motivation to use (70) in our steady-state analysis is
that the convergence results and non-asymptotic MSE bounds
already derived in Part I [2] for each term in (70) will reveal
that some quantities will either disappear or become higher

4More formally, the limit of (68) may not exist. However, as we proceed
to show, the limsup and the lim inf of E||wy, ;||% are equal to each other
up to first-order in ftmax-

order terms in steady-state for small step-sizes. In particular,
we are going to show that the mean-square-error of w; is
dominated by the mean-square-error of w, ;. Therefore, it will
suffice to examine the mean-square-error of . ;. We start by
recalling the related non-asymptotic and asymptotic bounds
from Part I [2]. We derived in expression (103) from Part I
[2] the following relation for b, ;:

wc,i = Tc(wc,ifl) - Tc(wc,ifl)

— fmax - (P7 ® Ing) [2ic1 + v5] (71)
where
N
T(x) £ & — pimax D Prsi(x) (72)
k=1
v; £ 3 (¢i—1)*$ ((751‘—1) (73)
zii1 2 5(¢im1)—s(1l @we;-1) (74)

The two perturbation terms v;(¢;—1) and z;_; were further
shown to satisfy the following bounds in Appendix I in Part
I[2].
_ 2
P[Zl'_l] j )\%] . ||P1[A?UL]||OO]l]lTP[weﬂ_l]
(75)
Pls(1®w, i 1)] = 3A\E - Plabe;1]-14+3M% ||[de ol - 1+3g°
(76)
E{P[v;]|Fi—1} = 4a-1- Ple;—1]
+da- | PIATUL]|S - 117 Plw,i1]
+[da - ([@eol*+llwe|*)+a3] -1 (77)
EP[Ul] j 4a -1 -EP[zbc’i,l]
+4da - | PIATUL)|2, - 11TEP[w, ;1]
+[da - ([@eol*+lwe|*)+o3] -1 (78)
where P, ; 1] = || 1% and g° = P[s(1 ® w®)]. We
further showed in Eqgs. (130) and (131) from Part I [2] that

lim supEchﬂ;W < O(fmax) (79
1—>00

lim SupEHwe,iH2 < O(urzrlax) (80)
1—>00

B. Approximation of 1I; by 117 ® IZICTZ-

In order to examine II;, which is needed for the limiting
value of (68), we first establish the result (85) further ahead
using (70): in steady-state, the error covariance matrix of
w; (i.e., II;) is equal to the error covaraince matrix of the
component 1 ®w.; to the first order in [omax- Indeed, let II. ;
denote the covariance matrix of . ;, i.e., I, ; = E{wc,ﬂbzi}.
By (70), we have

I, = E {w,w; }
= ]l]lT ® [ﬂ]cﬂwzl] + ]IILT & ﬁc,i
+EA{[(Ur @ In)we i) [(Ur @ Inr)we]" }
_ (]l X ﬁ}c,i) (]l [ E’lbc,i —+ (UL ® IM)E’UJG’Z')T
— (L ®@Ee,; + (U ® In)Bwe ;) (1 @ )"
+E{(1 @) [(Ur ® Inp)we )" }
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+E{[(UL ® Inp)we i) (1 ® be,i)"}
so that

HH. — 117 @ I 4|

||]1]1T w“w ||

+||E{[(UL ® IM)'we,iH(UL ® Inp)we) " 1|

+ 2L @ Weyl| - |1 @ Eabe; + (Up ® Ing)Bwe |
+ 2||E{(1 @ e, :)[(Ur ® Inr)wei]" }|

H]l]lT [wuw H +E|(Ur ® In)we, z]“

+ 2|1 @ Weq | - ||11 ® B + (UL ® Ing)Ewe,q|
+2||E{(1 @ tbes)[(UL ® Inr)we]" }|

where step (a) uses triangular inequality, and step (b) applies
Jensen’s inequality ||E[-]|| < E|| -] to the convex function |- ||
and the inequality |lzy”|| < ||z|| - ||y||. Taking lim sup of both
sides as ¢ — oo, we obtain
lim sup HHl -117® ﬁcz“
i—>00
< limsupE [[(Ur, @ Ins)wei]|)?
i—00

+ limsup {2||E {(1 @ ..:)[(UL @ Inr)we,]" }[|} (81)

since w.; — 0 as ¢ — 0o according to Theorem 2 in Part I
[2]. We now bound the two terms on the right-hand side of
(81) using (79)—(80) and show that they are higher order terms
of limax- By (80), the first term on the right-hand side of (81)
is O(u2,,,) because

limsup E [|(Ur, @ Inr)we ]|

1—> 00

<limsup Uz @ Ing||* - Ellwei* < O(hiian)

1—00

(82)

Moreover, for any random variables x and y, we have
|[E{zy}|? < E{x?} - E{y?}. Applying this result to the last
term in (81) we have

|E[(1® ) [(Ur @ Inp)weq]" ] ||
< VEIL® el (UL @ Inr)w ]
Using (79) and (80), we conclude that
lim sup B (1 & te,i) (U ® In)we,i] "] || < O(ud2) (84)

(83)

max

Therefore, substituting (82) and (84) into (81), we conclude
that
lim sup HH —117 ® H“H <0 ,u3/2 )

max (85)
71— 00
C. Approximation of lllc,i by lila,i
Now we examine the expression for I:ICJ- at steady-state
(i — o0) to arrive at further expression (109). To do this, we
rewrite expressions (71)—(74) for w, ; as
N
We,j = We,i—1— fhmax Z Dk [Sk(’wc,i—l) _Sk(wc,i—l)]
k=1

— Hmax * (pT ® IM) [zifl + vi]

= [IM - ,Umach] "bc,i—l — Mmax ° (pT & IM)vi

— Hmax * (PT ® IM)Zifl
— Mmax (Sc<wc,i—l) - sc(wc,i—l) - chc,i—l) (86)
where
N
He 2 piVrsi(w®) (87)
k=1
N
w) & Zpksk(w (83)
k=1

Next, we show that the mean-square-error between . ; gener-
ated by (86) and the w, ; generated by the following auxiliary
recursion is small for small step-sizes:

— fmax - (PT @ Ing)vi (89)

Indeed, subtracting (89) from (86) leads to

wa,i = [IM - ,LLmach] wa,i—l

We; — Wq,; = [Ing — — Wgi—1)
- chc,ifl)

(90)

,Umach] (wc,i—l
— Mmax (Sc<wc,i71) - Sc(wc,ifl)
— Mmax * (PT ® IM)zi—l

We recall the definition of the scalar factor v, from Eq. (166)
in Part I [2]:
on

1
§Mrzrlax||p”%/\2U

Now evaluating the squared Euclidean norm of both sides of
(90), we get

Ve £ 1- /J/max)\L +

||'“vjc7i —ﬁ’a,iHQ
1 ~ ~
= ||P)/c : 77 [IM - Mmach] (wc,ifl - wa,ifl)
C
1-— —2lme 5
+ — 270 . . ljﬂ;ix . (Sc(’wcﬂ;l)_Sc(wc,ifl)_chc,ifl)
1-— —2bmax 2
Yo | “4Hmax " @In)zi 1|
2 1-—
(a) 3 3 5
< Ve~ Hi IM Mmach] (wc,ifl_wa,i—l)H
1 -2 max _ . 2
+—27°,H 71 ﬁfyi '(Sc(wc,i—l)_Sc(wc,i—l)_chc,i—l)H
1— -2 b'e 2
+ e || Hmax (pT®IM)Zi_1||
2 1-—
1 ~ ~
< —- ”IM - Nmax};fr:”2 ’ ch,i—l - 'wa,i—1||2
C
202 B 5 9
+ 1Mmax . Hsc(wc,ifl) — Sc(wcyifl) — chc,ile
— Ve
2 2
+ 2B T @ )25
— Ve
b 1 y y
Q= BP - b1 — b i |
C
2max _ . 2
+ AIsc(we,i—1) = Sc(We,i—1) —HeWe i—1
AL = 3 ftmax P13 AE fc(eoes o{os e
2/’1/1'1'13.)(

N @ I)|?- 17 Plzia]  (92)

AL*%UmaXHPH%)‘%J

where in step (a) we used the convexity of the squared norm
|- 1|, and in step (b) we introduced B, = Ips — fimax He. We
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now proceed to bound the three terms on the right-hand side
of the above inequality. First note that

B?Bc - (I - /J'mach)T(I - ,Umach)
=1 — pimax(He + HY ) + piax Ho He (93)
Under Assumption 5, conditions (22) and (23) hold in the ball

||[0w]| < rpg around w®. Recall from (87) that H. is evaluated
at w°. Therefore, from (23) we have

H.+HI >2)\ - Iy (%94)
and by (22), we have
N
[Hell = ||> peVr s (w”)
k=1
N

Prl| V7 s (w?)]|
k=1

<> oA =llplh - Ao
k=1

z2 1

Note further that ||H.||> = Amax(HI H,.), where Amax(*)
denotes the largest eigenvalue of the matrix argument. This
implies that

0 < Ho He < [[pIIAG - Tm (95)
Substituting (94) and (95) into (93), we obtain
BI B < (1 = 2tmax AL + HaaIPITAD) - 1
so that

||BCH2 S 1-— 2MmaxAL + :ufnax”pH%A%/
1 2
< (1= e + gslpE) =22 90

where in the last inequality we used (1—z) < (1—1x)2. Next,
we bound the second term on the right-hand side of (92). To
do this, we need to bound it in two separate cases:
1) Case 1: [[wc ;-1 + |wei-1ll <7
This condition implies that, for any 0 < ¢ < 1, the vector
We,i—1 + tW, ;—1 1S inside a ball that is centered at w®
with radius rg since:

—w°|| = || = We,i—1 + te |
< |[e i1l + tlbe,i—1 |l
< de,imall + [[We,i-1ll
<rg

[[(Wei—1 + e i—1)

By Assumption 5, the function s (w) is differentiable at
We,i—1 +1W, ;—1 so that using the following mean-value
theorem [43, p.6]:

Sk(Wei—1) = Sk(Wei—1)
1
+ (/ vaSk(U_)c,ifl + twc’il)dt> cWe i1
0
7
Then, we have

||Sc(wc,i71) - Sc(wc,ifl) - chc,i71||2

N

| Zpk[sk(wm—l) — 81(We,i-1)] — chc7i—1H2
k=1

N 1
= H Zpk/ Vot Sk (We,im1 + tWei—1)dt - We i1
_Zpkvask wcz 1”
= H Zpk : / [VwTSk(ch,iﬂ + twei—1)
k=1 0
2
— vaSk(U)O)] dt - ’uvicﬁifl H
N 1
< {Zpk : / vaTSk(U_/c,iﬂ + e i—1)
k=1
°)||dt - [|abei 1||}

- vaSk

<{Zpk / i (e + tibes 1) — w|dt

”wcz 1*wo||+t||wcz 1])dt
. 2
-||wcz-4\|}
<{ S [ o

. 2
a1}

N 2

= { X b st (i 4 i) - [Beima

k=1

“(lwei-1 —w ”JF”wcz 1])dt

2
= {Ipll - At - (el + Beial) - Dol |
= lIpI? - A%y - (De,imall + ei-1]1)? - [lebe,i-1 [
< 2|lpllf - A - (lei-all? + [ei-1]?) - e

(98)
where step (a) uses Assumption 5 and the last inequality

uses (z + y)? < 222 + 292

2) Case 2: ||1Dc,i71|| -+ ||’£DC77;,1H >ry

It holds that

||Sc(wc,i—1) - sc(wc,i—l) - chc,i—IHQ

N
= H Zpk [Sk(wc,iq) — sk(We,i-1)
k=1
— vaSk(’wo) . wcyi,l] H2
N
< { ZpkHSk(wc,i—l) — 5k (We,i—1)
k=1
2
- vaSk(’wo) . 117671;1”}
N

< { D prllsn(weimn) = silwei)|

k=1
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. 2
+ IV ar st ()] - b1l }

Q{5 e O Weicall + h0 - sl

k=1

= {2lplh - A -]}
<AlpllF - A - [Jbe,i—1|?
® U~)‘i—1 + 'UVJ,'_l 2 .
< ||p|1~A%]~<” cimtl F et Ny

TH

© vy ]
S 2||pH1 (”wcz 1H2+chz 1|| ) ||wc,i—1H2

99
where in step (a) we used (19) and (22), in step (b)
we used the fact that ||Wc—1| + ||We,i—1]] > rg in
the current case, and in step (c) we used the relation
lz +yl* < 2f|=l* + 2[|y|1>.
Based on (98) and (99) from both cases, we have

_ . 2
ch(wc,ifl) - Sc(wc,ifl) - chc,ile
< 2pllF- M (10,1 12+ [e,i-1][?) - lbe,i-1 | (100)

4)\2
)\HU = max {)\ }
h

The third term on the right-hand side of (92) can be bounded
by (75). Therefore, substituting (96), (100) and (75) into (92)
and applying the expectation operator, we get

where

Bl ; — Wi
- ’lIJa,i—1||2

Apimax 1P| T Ay
AL = $hmax||DIFAG
(Bl l? - 1 @ei1]l® + Ellwe,i—]|*)
2N pnax [P @ Tna|1*
AL L tmax P3N

S Ye * E"wc,i—l

+

AL I PUAT UL |12 - Bllwe i1 |12
(101)

where in the last term on the right-hand side of (101) we used
17 P[z] = ||z||? from property (157) in Part I [2]. Recall from
Theorem 2 in Part I [2] that w.;—1 — 0, and from (79)—(80)
that Eflte;-1[* < O(pmax) and Eljwe;—1]* < O(ufax)
in steady-state. Moreover, we also have the following result
regarding E||w,;_1||* in steady-state.
Lemma 2 (Asymptotic bound on the 4th order moment):

Using Assumptions 1-7, it holds that

lim supEch,inl < O(u?nax) (102)
71— 00
lim sup E||w, ;||* < O(pt o) (103)
i—00
Proof: See Appendix B. ]

Therefore, taking lim sup of both sides of inequality recur-
sion (101), we obtain

lim supE||w,,; — W,
i—00

< e lir_nsupEH’ch,i—l*vaa,z‘—1||2 + O (i)

71— 00

= Ye - limsup E|[te,i —Waul|* + O(tpax)  (104)

71— 00
As long as 7. < 1, which is guaranteed by the stability
condition (129) from Part I [2], inequality (104) leads to

lim sup || b, — b,
1—> 00
1 3
< — O(p’max)

- 1- Ve
1

1 2y2
- §M12nax||p||1)‘U
Based on (105), we can now show that the steady-state
covariance matrix of w.; is equal to the covariance matrix
of b, ; plus a high order perturbation term. First, we have
- o T
Hc7i = E[ C,iwc,i]
= E[(Wa,i

W z'd’aT,z] + ]E["I]a,i(wc,i

)

O(13 ax) = O(p20)  (105)

Mmax

- wa,i)(wa,i + wc,i - wa,i)T]

- wa,i)T]

+ wc,i

+E[(wc,i_wa,i)wii]+]E[(wc,i_wa7i)(wc,i_wa,i)T]
- ﬁa,i + E[wc,i (wc,i - wa,i)T] + E[(wc,z - ma,i)wzi}
— E[(We,i — Wa,i) (We,i — Wa,i)"] (106)

The second to the fourth terms in (106) are asymptotically
high order terms of f,.x. Indeed, for the second term, we
have as ¢ — oo:

lim sup HE We i (W ;
Z_>OO

'dja,i)T] H
< limsupE H’lecﬂ'(wc,i - ’Uv’a,i)TH
1—> 00

< Tim sup Eff|e,|| - e, — waill]

< lim sup \/E[ae,i[[2 - Eljabe,; — th i
1—00

SO( 3/2)

Mmax

(107)

Likewise, the third term in (106) is asymptotically O(,umax)
For the fourth term in (106), we have as i — oo:

lim sup HE[(wc,z — ’Lbayi)(’li)c’i — ’lIJa’Z')T] H
1—+00
(@) . 7
< limsupE ||(1Dc,i — Wg,i)(We,; — Wa,i) H
1—00
®) 2
< limsupE ||w,; — Wi
i—00
< O(Hmas) (108)
where step (a) applies Jensen’s inequality to the convex
function || - ||, step (b) uses the relation ||zyT || < |z| - ||yl

and step (c) uses (105). Substituting (107)—-(108) into (106),
we get,

lim sup ||1:[“ —

1—>00

Combining (109) with (85) we therefore find that

Mai| < O(uif2) (109)

lim sup [|T1; — 117 & IT, ,

i—00

= lim sup ||II; — 117 ® I:Iw- + 117 ®

1—00

(e = La,0)|
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< lim sup ||T1; 11]1T®H“\|+hmbup||]1117’ ® (e —1,,)||
1—)00

(a) T T

= limsup ||IT; - 11 ®HH||—|—hmsup||]l]1 I|- HH” aiH
’L—}OO

< O(udl2) (110)

where step (a) uses the fact that the 2—induced matrix norm
is the largest singular value and that the singular values of
X ® Y are equal to the products of the respective singular
values of X and Y.

D. Evaluation of f[apc

We now proceed to evaluate ﬂa,i from recursion (89):

Mo; = Bellaio1BY + piax (0" @ Int)ERyi(i—1)(p @ Inr)
= Bcﬁa,i—lBZ +:u’12nax(pT 2 IM)ERv,i(]l@wo)(p@IM)

F o (P @I E[Ry i (i—1) =Ry i (1@w)] (p@ 1)
(111)

We will verify that the last perturbation term in (111) is also
a high-order term in piy,,x. First note that

||N12nax(pT @ In)E[Rui(di—1) — R
<t P17 B[ Rui(Bi-1) = Roi(1 @ w)

Next, we bound the rightmost term inside the expectation of
(112). We also need to bound it in two separate cases before
arriving at a universal bound:
1) Case 1: ||¢~>2,1|| <ry
By (28) in Assumption 6, we have

vi(L®w?)](p @ Ing)||
(112)

[Roi(bi—1) = Roi(1 @ w)|
Mo llpict — L @w||" = Ay - [|dics||®  (113)
2) Case 2: || 1| > rv
In this case, we have
[Rui(bi—1) = Rui(1 @ w)|
< Rui(@iz1)ll + [Roi(1 @ w)| (114)

To proceed, we first bound || R, ;(w)|| as follows, where
w = col{wy, ..., wy}. From the definition of Ry,i(w)
in (26), we have

1Ry s(w)] € Tx[R, ()]
= Te[E{w;(w)o? (w)|Fir)]
= E{Tr[v;(w)v] (w)]|Fi_1}

= E{||vs(w)||*|Fi-1}

N

b

S E{ o (wn)IPIFi- 1}
k=1

(0 N

< Z{a- [wi 2 + 02| Fi 1}

-3

1

2

. Hwk —w° + w°||2 + ng./_‘.z;l}

>~
Z

< Y {2afwi—w’|* 20w | +07| Fioi}
k=1

=2a- |w—1® w’||*+2aN|w’|*+No?
(115)

where in step (a) we used ||X| < Tr(X) for any
symmetric positive semi-definite matrix X, in step (b)
we used the definition of v;(w) in (25), and in step
(c) we used (18). Using (115) with w = ¢;_; and
w = 1 ® w°, respectively, for the two terms on the
right-hand side of (114), we get

[Roi(Piz1) — Rui(1 @ w’)||
<2a-|¢i-1|* + 4aN||w°|? + 2No?2
(@) - S
< 20+ || @i1|® + (4aN|[|w®|* + 2No?) - ”‘1’70721”
%
4aN ||w|* + 2No? _
- (2 ) ldial®  16)

v

where in step (a) we used the fact that ||¢; 4 || > ry in
the current case.

In summary, from (113) and (116), we obtain the following

bound that holds in general:
Rv,i(¢i—1) — R/Uﬂ' (]1 X wo) H
4aN ||w°||*+2No? -
iz ll?
(117)

< max {Av'Héi—lHKa <20‘+ 2
Ty
< Avo - max {13 i1 "}
<avo - {Igil? + Iimal |
where
404N||w"||2 + 2No?
Y

Substituting (117) into (112), we arrive at
T

® IM)E[Rv,i(@‘—l)
~Rua(1@w”)](pe L)

< limsup i - 21> - Ave - {Elldi_lllz +E¢ia]l”

11— 00
(@)

*)

Avou £ max {)\U, 2a0 +

[imax (P

lim sup ‘
i—00

hmsupu?nax : ”pH2 “Avu - [EHA{"I)Z*HF

11— 00
+E|\A1T@i—1||ﬁ]
<Timsup pf, - [Ipll* - Ave - [IAT 17 - ElJd; 1 |?
11— 00

+ AT - Eljtdi-1]"]
= Timsup - 117 - Aver - [JAT )2 Bl |

11— 00

IATI - E{ (i)
(d) . 2 2

< limsup a5 - [IPI1° - Ave

11— 00
+ AT - (B i 4]

()
< Mmax : [O(Mmax) + O(an/fx)]

= O(p3 ) + O(uil2F?)

AT 12 - Eljiia

(118)
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where in step (a) we used the relation 031—1 = Af’d)i_l from
(88) in Part I [2], in step (b) we applied Jensen’s inequality
E(x*/*) < (Ex)*/* since z"/* is a concave function when
0 < k <4, and in step (c) we used the fact that the lim sup of
E||w;_1]|? is on the order of O(fimax)® and that the lim sup
of E|lw;_1||* is on the order of O(u2,,,)®. The bound (118)
implies that recursion (111) is a perturbed version of the
following recursion

ﬂgz = Bcﬁg,i—lBZ+N’r2nax(pT®IM)ERv,i(]l®wo)(p®IJVI)
(119)

We now show that the covariance matrices obtained from these
two recursions are close to each other in the sense that

limsup ||TTq; — 13 ;]| < O(u$;$(271+n/2))

i—00
Subtracting (119) from (111), we get
ﬁa,i_ﬂg,i = Bc(ﬁw‘—l - ﬁgﬂel)BcT
+ 112 (P @I E[Rui(Pim1) —Roi(1@w®) ]| (p®1 1)
Taking the 2-induced norm of both sides, we get
[ Tha,i — 115 4|
< 1Bell? - [ a,i—1 = II5 ;|

(120)

O(210) + O )

)\L - %Mmax”p“l)\%‘

0O fﬁir}l{(?,lJrn/Q)
_ (”1 a )2 (122)
AL — Eﬂmaxnpul)‘U
where in step (a) we are substituting (91).
E. Final expression for 1l
Therefore, by (110) and (120), we have
limsup ||TT; — 117 ® f[ZJH
i—00

= limsup ||II; - 117 @ Iy, + 117 ® (I, — 113 ,)||

1—00
< limsup ||II; — 117 ® ﬂazH

1—00

+limsup 117 @ (I, — 102 ;) |
1—00

= limsup ||II; — 117 ® f[a)i

1—00

+limsup [ 117 - [TT,,; — 17 |
1—00

< O(pf) + O(pmmi 1 /2)
= O(ppmin{3/2:1r/2)) (123)

+ |2 (0T D Ian)E[Ro i (i—1) — R i (L@w®)| (p@1py)|| As @ — o0, the unperturbed recursion (119) converges to

(a) 2 . 1 . — 1 o
S Ve HHaﬂfl Ha,ile

+ H,ufnax(pT(@IM)E[Rv,i(ti)ifﬂ—Rv,i(]l@’wo)] (p1n) H

where in step (a) we are using (96). Taking limsup of both
sides the above inequality, we obtain

1‘[0

a,iH

lim sup Hl:[a’i —
11— 00

< 'yf - lim sup Hf[a,i,l — ﬂg,i_l ||
71— 00
+ Hmsup || 0 (PT @ 100)E[Ru,i(hi-1) — Ry i(10w)]
11— 00

- (p@ 10|

€ 2 timsup i1 T2, | 4+ O(id) + O
11— 00

=42 - limsup ||Tla; — 119 ||+ O (p0) + O (i) (121)
11— 00

where step (a) uses (118). Recalling that . < 1, which is
already guaranteed by choosing (i, according to the stability
condition (129) in Part I [2], we can move the first term on
the right-hand side of (121) to the left, divide both sides by
1 —~2 and get

O3 0e) + Ot *)

lim sup Hﬁm — f[f”H <

K/242
< O(M?nax) + O(:U’m/?ﬂ(Jr )
- 1- Ve

(@ Ot ) + Ol *)

B Mmax)\L - %:U/?naxnp”l)\QU

5This can be derived by using (70), (79), (80) along with the fact that
We,; — 0 (Thm. 2 in Part I [2]) and ||z +y+2||? < 3(||z||2+|ly||?+|2]1?).

%This can be derived by using (70), (102), (103) along with the fact that
We,; — 0 and ||z +y + z[|* < 27(||z||* + [lyl|* + [|=[|*).

a unique solution ﬁgm that satisfies the following discrete
Lyapunov equation:

lz[g,oo = BCl:‘[Z,OOBZ + p’fnax(pT by IM) : RU ! (p® IJVI)
(124)

where we used (27) from Assumption 6.7 In other words, as
i — oo, IIg ; converges to II7  so that

limsup ||II; — 117 @ 113 ||
1—00
= limsup |II; - 117 @ 112, + 117 ® (113, — 112 )|
i—00
< limsup [[II; — 117 @ 112, |
1—00
+limsup 117 ® (1:[21 - ﬂZoo)H
1—00

< O(ppin{3/2:1n/2)) (125)

Furthermore, using (68) and (125), we also have
lim sup [E[ldyi | — T{ (117 @ 115, ) (B © ) }|
1—00
= limsup | Tr{IL; (Exx ® X)}
7—00

= Te{ (117 @ 117 ) (B, @ X) |
= limsup |Tr{(II; - 117 @ II] ) (Ex @ %) }|
i—00

= lim sup Hvec(Hi —-117 @ ﬂgyoo)}Tvec(Ekk ® Z)‘
i—00
(%) lim sup || vec(IT; — 117 ® f[ZOO)H - ||vec(Err @ 3|

1—00

7The almost sure convergence in (27) implies ER, ; (1 ® w®) — Ry in
(119) and (124) because of the dominated convergence theorem [44, p.44].
The condition of dominated convergence theorem can be verified by showing
that ||R,,;(1 ® w®)]|| is upper bounded almost surely by a deterministic
constant 2N ||w®]|2 + NoZ, which can be proved by following a similar
line of argument in (115) using (18), (25), and (26).
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= limsup [|[I; - 117 ® ﬁgmHF N B @ 2| = [vec(IT4 )] vec() — O(pmin(3/2:141/2)y (128)
1—00
(b) where step (a) adds and subtracts the same term, step (b) uses

<C- linisup HHi ~117® ﬁZOOH x > —|x|, step (c) uses(126), and step (d) uses the property
"y Tr(X®Y) = Tr(X)Tr(Y) for Kronecker products. Note from

(127) and (128) that the first terms in the lim sup and lim inf
where step (a) uses Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and step (b) bounds are the same, and the second terms are high—order
uses the equivalence of matrix norms. The bound (126) is use-  (€rms of Fomax- Therefore, once we ﬁn§l t}'le expression for
ful in that it has the following implications about the limsup 112 00» W€ Will have a complete characterization of the steady-

< O(pupin(3/2:145/2)) (126)

and liminf of the weighted mean-square-error E ||y ;||%: state MSE. 5
Now we proceed to derive the expression for II7 .. Vec-
lim sup E||wy ;|| % torizing both sides of (124), we obtain
71— 00
@ lim sup {Tr{(]l]lT ® ﬂgm)(Ekk ® E)} vec(1I7 o)
oo :Mgnax'(IMz _BC®BC)_1
+ Bl l|3 — Tr{(117 @ I3 ) (B E)}} x vec{(pT @ Ing) Ry - (0@ Inr)}
= Te{(11" @ 1T ) (Brx ® 2)} = ptma (Ing @ Hot- He ® Ing — fmascHe © He) ™
. T
+lim sup [Ellioy, i3 — Te{ (117 @ 112 ) (By @ )} x vee {(p" ® L) - R+ (0 ® In) }
1—>00 (@)

= Hmax * (IJW ® Hc + Hc ® IM)i1
*[Inr2 = ptmax (Ho®@ He) (I @ Ho+ Ho®@ Ing) 7] 7
+limsup’EHﬂfk,ill% *Tr{(MT®HZ,oo)(Ekk®E)}‘ xvee {(p7 @ Ing) - Ry - (p® Ing) } (129)

1—00

(b) .
< Tr{(117 @ 1% ) (B ® %) }

(0) . . where step (a) uses the fact that (X +Y)™! = X~}(I +
T o min(3/2,14k/2)
< Tr{(11" @117 o) (B © ) } + Opimax ) YX~1)~! given X is invertible. Note that the existence of

= Tr{(]lILTEkk) ® (1113002)} + O(u$;1(3/2’1+“/2)) the inverse of Ipy ® H. + H. ® I; is guaranteed by (23)

(d) T . - min(3/2,14+/2) for the following reason. First, condition (23) ensures that all
= Tr(117 Bgp,) - Tr(1IG o0 %) + O(pmax ) the eigenvalues of H. have positive real parts. To see this, let

= Tr(f[ZVOOZ) + O(pmin(3/2,141/2)) A(H.) and zy (x9 # 0) denote an eigenvalue of H. and the
= [vec(IT? )] "vec(S) + O(u%ﬁ“”’”””) (127) corresponding eigenvector®. Then,
_ . * _ . 2
where step (a) adds and subtracts the same term, step (b) Hexo = A(He) - w0 = zgHero = A(He) - [|z0] ) (130)
uses x < |xz|, step (c) uses (126), and step (d) uses the = (zoHcxo)" = N (H,) - [|2o|
property Tr(X ® Y) = Tr(X)Tr(Y) for Kronecker products = afH zo = \*(H.) - ||z ||?

[45, p..142]. Likewise, the liminf of the weighted MSE can = aH 2o = A (H.) - |zol>  (131)
be derived as

o . where (-)* denotes the conjugate transpose operator, and the
hifglong”wk,iHZ last step uses the fact that H, is real so that H = H!.

Summing (130) and (131) leads to
wo(He + He) ' wo = 2Re{A(He)} - [lzo]|?
ry(H.+ H.) Tz

@ Jim inf {Tr{(]l]lT T2 ) (B ® %)}

11— 00
+ Bl |3 — Tr{ (117 @ 13 ) (Erk @ E)}}
= Tr{(117 @ 113 o) (Bx ® %)}

+ lim inf {]E”ﬁ,,””?z — Tr{(]l]lT ® ﬂZ,oo)(Ekk ® E)}} where the last step uses (23). Furthermore, the M? eigenvalues
troo of Iy @ He+ H.® I are Ay, (He) + Ay (He) for my, mg =

(i) Te{(117 @ 1) (B, © B)} 1,..., M, where A\, () denotes the mth eigenvalue of a matrix
e [45, p.143]. Therefore, the real parts of the eigenvalues of

+lim inf { — Bl qlls; — Tr{ (117 @ T3 ) (Brr ® E)}‘}IM ® H. + H, ® Iy are Re {\m, (H.)} + Re {Am, (H.)} >

= 0 so that the matrix Iy ® H. + H. ® Iy is not singular
> Tr{(11" @ I3 ) (B ® Mo e T e & TM
> Tr{( @ 15 00) (Bpr © )} } and is invertible. Observing that for any matrix X where the
— lim sup ‘IE||1Z:;“H% - Tr{(11" ® I ) (Erk ® E)}‘ necessary inverse holds, we have
1—>00

(I - ,uma,xX)il(I - ,uma,xX) =1
<:>(I - :umax)()_1 - Mmax(l - /J/maxX)_lX =1
<:>(I - ,U/maxX)_l =TI+ Nmax(I - ,U/maxX)_lX

(©) T =0 _ min(3/2,1+x/2)
> Tr{(11" @ I1] ) (B ® X) } — O( )

Nmax
= Tr{(11" Ep) ® (113 X) } — O(pmin(3/2,14r/2)y

(d) T 1 in(3/2,14+/2)
2 Tr(117 Egy) - Tr(I° X)) — O(pinB3/2,14x
( ) ( o0 ) ( max ) 8Note that the matrix H. need not be symmetric and hence its eigenvalues

= Tr(f[Z’OOE) — O(u$;1(3/2’1+”/2)) and eigenvectors need not be real.



20 IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON INFORMATION THEORY, VOL. XX, NO. XX, MONTH 2015

and, hence,

[IM2 - ,Ufmax(Hc & Hc)(IM ® Hc + Hc & IM)_I:Iil
= IM2+,U4max [I*/imax(Hc@Hc)(IM®Hc+Hc®IM)71}
X (Hc ® Hc)(IM ® Hc + Hc ® I]M)71

(é) IM2 + O(Mmax)

-1

(132)

where step (a) is because
1
lim
Pmax—0 Umax

X {umax [T —pimax (He @ He) (Ing @ He+ He®Ing ) 7'
(HC®HC)(IM®HC+HC®IM)—1}
= lm [I— pimax(He ® He)(Iny @ He + He @ Iyg) ™'

Hmax—0

x (He® He)(Ing @ He + He @ Ing) ™
= (Hc &® Hc)(IM ® Hc + Hc & I]W)_l
= constant

-1

-1

Therefore, substituting (132) into (129) leads to

Vec(ﬂg,oo) = ,U/max : [(IM ® Hc + HC ® _[]\4)_1
(p" @ In)Ru(p® Ing) }
= Mmax * (IM ® Hc + Hc & IM)_l

x vec{(p" @ In)Ro(p @ Ing) } + O(pil o)

+ O(Nmax)]

x vec {

(133)
Substituting (133) into (127) and(128), we obtain
lim sup IE||1Z7;HH%
1— 00
T
< fmax - (vee {(p" @ Ing) - Ry - (p® Inr) })
X (I ® HT+HT ® IM) vec(Z)
+ O(fiina) + O (i >1/2)
T
= fimax - (vec {(p" @ Inr) - Ry - (p @ Inr)})
X (Iny @ HY + HY @ Iny) " 'vec(X)
+ O( m1n(3/2 1-‘,—&/2)) (134)
liminf B||wy ;|| %
1— 00
T
> fmax - (vec {(p" ® Ing) - Ry - (p® Ing) })
X (I ® HT+HT ® IM) vec(Z)
+ O 1) — O (i ®/214072))
T
7Nmax'(vec{ ®IM) R (p®IM)})
X (Iny @ HY + HY @ Iny) " vec(X)
— O (pan®/2 12 (135)
Note that the term (Ipy ® HI + HI @ Ip)~tvec(X)

in (134) and (135) is in fact the vectorized version of
the solution matrix X to the Lyapunov equation (41) for
any given positive semi-definite weighting matrix ». Us-
ing again the relation Tr(XY) = (Vec(XT))Tvec(Y) =

T\ T T — T T s
((Vec(X ) Vec(Y)> vec(Y)* vec(X*), the limsup

and liminf expressions (134)—(135) for the weighted MSE
become

T'®Iy) R,
+ O (pminG/2 1+n/2))
T ®Iv) R,
_ O(peminta/21+5/2))

limsupE||’LBk7i||22 < frmax - Tr {X (p

1—00

“(p®In)}

(136)
~(p®In)}
(137)

liminfll‘lf||ﬁ;k7i||2Z > Umax - Tr {X
1—> 00

As a final remark, since condition (23) ensures that all the
eigenvalues of H, have positive real parts, i.e., the matrix —H,
is asymptotically stable, the following Lyapunov equation,
which is equivalent to (41),

(-HOHX + X(-H,) = -%

will have a unique solution given by (42) [45, pp.145-146]
and is positive semi-definite (strictly positive definite) if X is
symmetric and positive semi-definite (strictly positive definite)
( see [43, p.39] and [38, p.769]).

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF LEMMA 2

The arguments in the previous appendix relied on results
(102) and (103) from Lemma 2. To establish these results, we
first need to introduce a fourth-order version of the energy
operator we dealt with in Appendices C and D in Part I [2],
and establish some of its properties.

Definition 1 (Fourth order moment operator): Let x =
col{zy,...,zn} with sub-vectors of size M x 1 each. We
define P[] to be an operator that maps from RM% to RV :

PW[a] £ col{|lar||*, 2]l ... lzn ]}

|
By following the same line of reasoning as the one used for
the energy operator P[] in Appendices C and D in Part I [2],
we can establish the following properties for P(*)[].
Lemma 3 (Properties of the 4th order moment operator):
The operator P(4) [[] satisfies the following properties:
1) (Nonnegativity): P¥[z] =0
2) (Scaling): PW[ax] = |a|*- P®)[z]
3) (Convexity): Suppose =V, ... (%) are N x 1 block
vectors formed in the same manner as z, and let

ai,...,ax be non-negative real scalars that add up to
one. Then,
PW [alx(l) 4ot aKx(K)}
< PW[zW] 4+ 4 arPW [250]  (138)
4) (Super-additivity):
PD[z+y] <8- PW[z] + 8. PD[y] (139)
5) (Linear transformation):
PWIQa] < ||P[Q]]% - PlQ] PWz] (140)
< |PQII% - 10" - PWa] (141
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6) (Update operation): The global update vector s(x) =

col{s1(x1),...,sn(xn)} satisfies the following relation
on PW[]:
PW[s(z) = s(y)) <Ay - PP~y  (142)
7) (Centralizd operation):
PO () = Tey) <72 - POle—y]  (143)
with the same factor
Yo 21— fimads + 5 llplEAG (144)

2

8) (Stable Kronecker Jordan operator): Suppose D =
Dy ® Iy, where Dy, is the L x L Jordan matrix defined
by (168)—(169) in Part I [2]. Then, for any LM x 1
vectors x. and y., we have

8
PODrz, +y.] < T s POz ]+ — . PBy,
[ LT +y]7 4 [x}+(1_|d2‘)3 [y]
(145)

where I'c 4 is the L x L matrix defined as

2| =
I (146)
8
(1—|dz])?

|do

|

To proceed, we recall the transformed recursions (103)—-(104)
from Part I [2], namely,

'Lbc,i = T(:(wc,i—l) - Tc(wc,i—l)
— fimax - (p7 @ Ing) [2i—1 + 03] (147)

We,i = DN_1We -1 —URAT M [s(1 @ wei—1)+2i—1+vi]
(148)

If we now apply the operator P(4)[~] to recursions (147)-
(148), and follow arguments similar to the those employed in
Appendices H and I from Part I [2], we arrive at the following
result. The statement extends Lemma 4 in Part I [2] to 4th
order moments.

Lemma 4 (Recursion for the 4th order moments): The

fourth order moments satisfy the following inequality
recursion
Wi < Fs Wiy + HOW_ 4 pk boa (149)
where
Wi, £ col{EPW[w, ], EPD[w, ]} (150)
Wi £ co{EP[w,;], EP[w. ]} (151)
cc\Mmax ce max) * ]]-T
I fee(pmax) — fee(Hmax) (152)
fec(,umax) -1 Fee(,umax)
hcc max hce max) * ]lT
2 (Hmasx) e (pmax) (153)
0 0
by,a 2 col{by,c, bue- 1} (154)

where 7, is defined in (91), and T'c 4 is defined in (146),
Moreover, the entries in (152)—(153) are given by:

fcc(/u’max) £ Ye + /u’fnax : 4320[4Hp||411
+ Hinax - 2007

2 Ar+ %umaprII%)\%)
<AL - %Nmaxup”%)‘%]
(155)

(2+ IPIATL])

=Y+ O(:u’rznax)
— 4
el g - (1 PLATU
()‘L - %/imaxnp”%A%J)s
o+ 432pth el lpll - I PLATUL]
+ 202 el - I PLAT U] 12,
(e 228 IPLATLIIE,
max
Ar — %Nmaxup”%)‘%
)\L + %ﬂmapr||%)‘2U>
Ar — %/imaxup”%)‘%]
= O(Kmax)
Pee(ftmax) 2 1020 - (4allplf3 - [l
+ dallpll3 - llw° ) + 2 - 1pl13)

= O(3hax)
10[[p||INE - ~

A Hli”l U /"Ll’;aXQ -||P[.A1TUL]||
AL— 3 max [Pl T AT

(10 o P+ w? |+ 02 )
= O(fiax)
20pllt - (27 - (ieoll* + w?l) + o)

= constant

A

fce(:uma)c) = MUmax

(156)
2

(157)

2
e}

hee (,urnax)

(158)

[I>

buyc
(159)
216N - (A}, + 21601)
(1—[A2(A)])?
x| PIATUL] IS - [ PURAZ]IS, - 117

= F€’4 + anax :

Fee (Mmax)

= Lea + O (Himax) (160)
5832N - (A} +8ay) | =
ec max é 4 ax = U < Pu -AT :
f (/J, a, ) Hmax (1—|)\2(A)|)‘3 H [ R 2]”00
= O(f1nax) (161)
216N - || PUgAL]||% .
bv e é = 2 )\4 : c 4
4 1 - (A3 { T[(AG + ) - el
1195 oo + - 00)] + 0y }
= constant (162)
Proof: See Appendix C. [ |

Observe from (149) that the recursion of the fourth order
moments are coupled with the second order moments con-
tained in W),_,. Therefore, we will augment recursion (149)
together with the following recursion for the second-order
moment developed in (115) of Part I [2]:

Wi L TW]_| + pil o (163)
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to form the following joint recursion:

Wz/ { 1(71 H“r2nax “by
. e (164)
W4,7J W4,i71 Hmax * bUa4
The stability of the above recursion is guaranteed by the
stability of the matrices I' and F}, i.e.,

r o
H, Fy

p(T) <1 and p(Fy) <1

The stability of I" has already been established in Appendix
J of Part I [2]. Now, we discuss the stability of Fj. Using
(155)—(160) and the definition of . in (96), we can express
Fy as

Ye+ O :u12nax O(pmax) - 17
Fy = i ) Olttma) . (165)
O(Mmax) F€74 + O(:umax)
1 - max)\ O max
[ e OUmad) oz e
0 Fea

which has a similar structure to I' — see expressions (116)—
(117) in Part I [2], and where in the last step we absorb
the factor 17" in the (1,2)-th block into O(pimax). Therefore,
following the same line of argument from (278) to (295)
in Appendix J of Part I [2], we can show that F} is also
stable when the step-size parameter fi,,,x is sufficiently small.
Iterating (164), we get

i

W r ool [l 2 o] [u2u. b
Aol j A /O +Z ’ lfl
Wi Hy Fi| |{Wio iz Hy F, Prmax " bv,4
(167)

When both I'" and F are stable, we have
W!
lim su .

(FO
< (1-

—1
M?nax ' bU
H4 F4 :u’érlnax : b’Us4
- :urgnax'(I_F>_1bv
- (I_F4)_1H4'/J’i1ax : (I_F)_lb’ll—'_lu’fnax'(I_F4)_1bv’4

which implies that, for the fourth-order moment, we get

limsupWi,; = (I — F4) "Hy - pia - (I —T) 70y

1—00

+ fmas - (I = Fu) by g (168)

To evaluate the right-hand side of the above expression, we
derive expressions for (I — Fy)~! and (I — I')~! using the
following formula for inverting a 2 x 2 block matrix [45, p.48],
[35, p.16]:

A B
¢ D

A '+ A"'BECA™' —A"1BE
—ECA™! E

(169)

where E = (D—CA~'B)~1. By (166), we have the following
expression for (I — Fy)~1:

(I—Fy)~!

0 (,Ufmax)

-1
Fe74 ( ax))

—O(fmax) — O(M?‘ﬂax)] -

1* max>\
_ (I— [ H L
0

_ |:umax)\L - O(M?nax)

_O(/J’r211ax) I_F€,4_O(/J’12nax)

_ [HlnaxAL - O(,u?nax) O(Iu‘max)

-1
(170)
O(,u?nax) I— F6,4 - O(/”'?nax)]

Applying relation (169) to (170), we have

O (112,5) O (Himax) )
)

B HmaxAL — O(:u’12113.x
—1

E4 = (I - F€74 - O(:U’r2nax)

= (I = Tea+ O(t1ax)) (171)
(I —Fy)!
1 O(1)-E4
———>57 > 5 T O(,urn X) TN O
Imax A _O( 12uax) a A _O( max)
! L_ E/i'o(/l‘max) : 8 (172)
AL —O(ftmax) 4

Furthermore, recall from (116)—(117) of Part 1 [2] for the
expression of I':

T

c maxhc max -1
FZFO ' (l; R AT

+ O(1inay)

1-— lffmax)\L O(Nmax)
0 r,

Observing that I' and Fj have a similar structure, we can
similarly get the expression for (I —T')~! as

r 1 O(1)-E.
(I—T)! = | e=0WTe) T OUhnax) =X =00ime)
_ EQ'O(P'max) E'
L )\L_O(Mmax) 2 (173)
[ O (H7max) O (Himax) ] '
Ey=|I-T.—-0@2,,)— max

? L (Hima) fmax AL — O(fifhax)

= (I =T+ O0(i) (174)

In addition, by substituting (157)-(158) into (153), we note
that

O(113)

H:
4 0 0

(175)

Substituting (172), (173) and (175) into the right-hand side of
(168) and using we obtain

lim sup Wéflz

1i—00
1 __OW)E
=< lu‘IUFLXAL_O(lu’rznax) + O(Mmax) )‘L_O(llx:ax)
- _ E4‘O(/—Lmax) E
AL —O(Hmax) 4
| Olimax)  Olhinax)
0 0

1 o)
— (:u“nl )
mﬁ")\ o xQnax ax
X lu’ilax : [M £=Olleimas)

E2O (max)

_/\Lfo(llmax)

__0(1):Es b
AL—O (Hmax) v,c
Es

1 O(1)-E
ot ,l,wcmm(xﬁr?(ﬂmax) —ALO(M“)H bu,.c
max E4-O(fmax .
Vo] riwen: E4 bye-1
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Taking the conditional expectation of both sides of the above
expression given F;_; and recalling that E[v;|F;_1] = 0 based
on (17), we get

(176)

O(1iax)
O(bmax)

where the last step follows from basic matrix algebra. Recall-
ing the definition of qu in (150), we conclude (102)-(103) IE[ch,i||4|]-"i,1]

from (176).
( ) = E{HTc(wc,ifl)_Tc(wc,ifl)_umax'(pT®I]\/I)zifl ||4 fifl}
APPENDIX C +E({pfnax\|(pT®IM)vi||2—2umax [T(we i 1) —Te(te s 1)

PROOF OF LEMMA 4 - - 5
—ftmax(p" @In)zi—1 | (0" @ In)vi } |]:¢—1>

A. Perturbation Bounds

_ 2
Before pursuing the proof of Lemma 4, we first state a result +2N12nax' HTc(wc,i—l) —Te(We,i—1) = Hmax* (pT®IM)Zi—1 H
that bounds the fourth-order moments of the perturbation terms .k [|| (pT ® In)vi)? | -7:1‘—1]
that appear in (147), in a manner similar to the bounds we .
already have for the second-order moments in (75)—(78). < ||Tc(wm—_1) — To(We,i—1) — Pmax - (pT ® IM)zl-_lﬂ
Lemma 5 (Fourth-order bounds on the perturbation terms): +2ut - E|(pT @ In)v||*

Referring to (147), the following bounds hold for any 7 > 0. 5 B T 9
B 4 +8Mmax'HTc<wc,i71)_Tc(wc,i71)_/J/max'(p ®IM)Z1’71H
PWlzia] 2 NG| PIATUL) 107 - PD e ia] - (177) E[|(07 @ Lu)il2| Fii]
4
POls(L@we) 2422 | Te(Weyi 1) = Te(@ei-1) — frmax (07 @ Tag)Zi1 ||
= 2T e |14 27A o |1 4+27 95 EIG" @ Lol Fis]

(178) . 4
= HTc(wc,i—l) - Tc(wc,i—l) — Mmax * (p & IM)zi—lH

+ 2anax ' E[H(pT by IM)vi”él’]:ifl]
1012 | T i—1) = T (e, i—1) — prme- (P @ Iap) 21 ||
E[(p" @Ins)vi|*| Fiz1] (180)

E{P(4) [’Ui] ‘.7:1‘71}
<2160y -1 - PW | ;_1]
+ 2160 - || PLATU || - 117 - PD faw, 1]
+27au - (||[Weo|*+|lw||*) T+op, 1 (179)
where step (a) uses the inequality (z + )2 < 222 + 2y2. To
proceed, we call upon the following bounds.

Lemma 6 (Useful bounds): The following bounds hold for
arbitrary :

where g3 £ P®[s(1 ® w°)].
Proof: See Appendix D. ]

B. Recursion for the 4th order moment of W ;

. — I . . T . 4
To begin with, note that by evaluating the squared Euclidean HTC(wC’“ﬂ Te(ei1) = pimac - (P7 ® Tn)Zia H

norm of both sides of (147) we obtain: < e Hu?c,i_1||4
e, o Ty I N IPLAT
= || Te(wei 1) = Te(@eim1) — e (07 @ Ing)(zim1 +00)| 1T PO fw, ;1] (181)
= ||Te(we,i—1) — Te(We,i—1) — fimax - (" ® IM)Z1—1||2 E| H(pT ® IM)’UiH4 }]—'i,l}

+ o - | (07 @ D)o < 216cu|p? - [[wei—1*

—2/max - [Tc(wc,i—l)_Tc(wc,i—l)_Mmax'(pT(X)[M)zi—l]T + 21604 pll] - ||P[~'4{UL]||Z;<> 7. pW [We i—1]

(0" @ Iu)oi + 27au|p[|7 - [ @eol* + 27 - [Ipll7 - lw®||*
+ouy ol (182)

By further squaring both sides of the above expression, we get "
HTc(wc,i—l) - Tc(wc,i—l) — Mmax * (pT ® IM)zi—l ||

< e [beioal?
= Tc(wc,ifl) _Tc(’wc,if )_;U/max' (PT®IM)Z2‘— ! max 5
| 1 ! PR Al A - | PLATL)|

JF{,U?nax'H(pT®IM)vi”2*2.UmaX' [TC(wc,i—l)*TC(wqi—l) AL — %Mmax”p'ﬁ)‘%‘
- (T O Ta) 2] (0 © Tt} AT Plw, i) (183)
2
*4Nmax'HTc(wc,i—l)*T(z(wc,i—l)*,umax'(pT®IM)Zi—1||2 E[ H(pT & IM)’()1|| {fi—l}

2 .

NTo(wei—1) — To(Bei-1) — fimax - (07 ® Ing)zioa] " < dallp|ly '7P[?c,i—1}2 .

. (pT (9 IM)’U,L + 4o - HP[";‘l Z/[L]2||oo : ||pH12 1 Pgwe,igl] ,
FAal|de,ol |- |Ipllt +4allpll - [[w | +o5 -l (184)

eI

2
[eS)

_ 2
+2:ur2nax' HTC(wC,i—l) _Tc(wc,i—l) — HMmax* (pT & IM)zi—l H
" @ Ing)vil? Proof: See Appendix E. ™



24 IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON INFORMATION THEORY, VOL. XX, NO. XX, MONTH 2015

Substituting (181)~(184) into (180), we obtain v (C+ dJ;’?C) s + (bd+ dJ;’”) e
E[|[tbc,il|*|Fi-1]

. 4 +e- ||7~Z’c,i71||2+be' ||'we,i—1H2
= Ve - ”wc,i—lH

— (4allpll3 + 2allpll3 - 1| PLATU]|1Z,

Hmax = 4
bl AT 2
R 2 233 PLATUL ) e
']lTP(4) [we,ifl] )‘L_%MmaXHp”%)‘QU > l’
4 YT 4 4 IN2 ek = _
2 {2160l - 101 (2PN Moy py gT24,13, -+ 20| PLATUL 2,
4 =T 4 T (4) )‘L_iumaXHpnl)\U
+ 21604]|p|7 - ||P[-A1 Z/{L]H A7 PV we ;1] ) 452 . _
© alpl[1 AT - Pmax PIATU |12 o4
4~ 4 4 o4, 4 4 1 212 NPIATULNS ) - lwe,i—1]]
+270u]|plli-[[@e,ol|” +27aa|plly - |w?||* + oy [Ipll3 AL = gHmax[PIITA
100200 {3 e 2 + (4allpl?- e o2+ 4alpl3- 1w |2+02- 1pl13) - e, |
Hmax 2 2 >r AT 2 ||pH[11)‘2U * Mmax S0 4T 2
+ Alpllf - A - || PLAT UL + || PlAT UL
Y Y 22 i o smlplg 1A
AT Plwe 1]} (30 [ |2+ e w2402 ) w2 (186)
~{4a||p||f Pl i—1] where inequality (a) is using @ = . < 1, which is guaranteed
_ for sufficiently small step-sizes. Substituting (186) into (185),
o | PLATUL - lpll2 17 Plwe i e set
+Aapl2(|Be ol 2+][w?|?) +o2- 2} 185) )
15 ([[@e,0lI"+[lw]7) Iplly ( B[]t |4 Fi_1]
We further call upon the following inequality to bound the last = Ye - ||We,i-1 |4
term in (185): Hmax _ 4
+ (A _1 a” ”2)\2 )3 '”pHle'/\ZlU"’P[AlTuL]Hoo
(a.x+b.y)(c.z+d.y+6) L 2,U/maxp1 U

AT PDw, ;]

=ac-x? 4+ bd-y* + (ad + be)xy + ae -z + be -y
+ 24Pl - {2160 - i

1
< ac-2®+bd-y* + (ad + bc)i(ac2 +9%) fae-x+be-y
= 4 -
ad+bc\ ad+be\ —|—216a4.||P[,AT1FZ,[L]HOO.]1TP(4) [Wei_1]+2T0y- || el *
= [ ac+ x4 bd+ y“+ae-x+be-y oia 4
2 + 270y - [|w|| +Uv4}
Applying the above inequality to the last term in (185) with

10420 - { (d0lplZ +20lplF - | PLATUL] %

¢ e 2apl|iN - 1 5
Hmax 5 2 =+ C s [|PLAT UL ) We,i—1 4
— e AT P A
L~ §:umaX||pH1 U 4a||pH4 2 i
¢ = dallp|} (P AT
d = 4ollp|? - || PLATUL ]| N s DA
ol ¢
Pin oo + 20l |p|1} - | PLAT U] %

e =allpl - el + dallpl - el + o2 - 5] 20PN - i

/\L - %H’mapr”%)‘?f

+ (dallpll? - ol + dallpl} - )2 + o2 - 3

2= e | NPIATULIZ) - e,

y=1"PWw,; 1] = w1 ]*

we get ) ||1bci—1||2
(e I y PG s gy
1 212 [e%s}
HMmax — 2 )\L_fﬂmax”p” A
+ A 1 252 ’ ”p”? ’ A%] ’ ||P[A¥1Z’[L]HOC 2 ) v ) ) )
£~ stmes PG (10 colP 0w P02 ) e 2}
]lTP We i— } a
e w ’VC'P(4)[7~DC,7J71]
{40 - Plabe ] + 4o | PLATUL - ol 27 Plaoe 1] e AT
4 2005 (12 0|12 2 2 (AL = 3Hmax|[PIITA)? e
+dallpl3 (e o+ 1)+ 1pl13 } AT PO
ad + be . ad + be
< (a0t S Y hweiall (s 0 ) il ool {21600 PO )
- = 4
+ae - [[we,i-1]* + be - [[we i1 + 2160 - [|PLATUL]|| - 17 PP awe 1]
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+ 20pmaxallpl? - [1PLAT UL
. (M 2plE - A - IPIAT UL (12
/\L - %Mmapr”%)‘%]
>\L+%/Lmax”p|ﬁ/\¥]) ~]lT-P(4)[’LU' ]
AL =S ttmax [PIBX?
2 Fmax 17\U

+ 270 - o[ + 2Tan - Ju|* + ol }
+ 10020 { (t0llpI12 + 20l - | PLAT 2]

20‘”17“411)‘%] * MPmax
AL — %MmaprH%)‘%

4a||p||41L ! )‘%J * Hmax
2 2 s 2 2 [, 002
e T 41020 (Al - [0l + dadlpl - 7]

+2allpi - | PLATUL]IIZ +oy HPII?) - Plbe,i—1]

442 B -
It by 2, LO1PING e
L — 3 Hmax|[PIITAG )\L_%NmaXHpH%AQU

AT PW [, i )
. (10 o P +0- P +02) 17 - Pluweioi]
+ 2t |PI1 (270 ([0 "+ 1w M) +0ps) - (187)

NPLATU|) - P 1]

IPLATUL]IS

|| PLAT UL

2
e}

+ (4allpll? - ol + 4alpl} - )2 + o2 - 3
- Pl ;1]

||pH411/\%] * Hmax Br AT
)\Liéﬂmaxnp”%)‘% H H

(10 ol P+ o w407 ) 17 Pl ] |

where step (a) is using the following relations:

2
o0 |wei—1]* =17 - P® [We,i—1]
||we,i—1H2 =1". Plwe,;-1]
[, [[* = PW[abe,i-1]

= {% + 432410004 [pII1 bei1||? = Plabei_i]

+ 1042, - <4a||p||§+2aHp||§ IPIATUL|A, Using the notation defined in (155)-(159) and taking expec-
tations of both sides of (187) with respect to JF;_1, we obtain

QO‘HPH%A%] * MPmax 51 4T 2 4)7 -
NPLATUL|Z) PO e
/\L - %Mmax“p”%)\?j !

]EP(4) ['wc,i] j fcc(:umax) : EP(4) [wc,ifl]
+ fee(ttmax) - 17 . EPW [we,i—l]

— 4
+{ plld AL - [ PLATUL
(AL = Smax[Pl3A)3

+ 43271 accallpl|T - | PIATUL] |

+ hcc(ﬂmax) . Ep[wc,ifl]
+ hce(,ufmax) : ]]-T : Ep[we,ifl]
+ p’ﬁnax ' b’U47C (188)

404 1. )\2 * Mmax
+ 10470 - ( Hpul v MQ v

AL — §NmaX||p||1>‘U
+2allp|f - [|PLATUL] I3

2a||p||‘11>\?] " Bmax 51 AT 2
IPLATU] )
)\L - %Mmdx”pu%/\% '

IPLATUL]IS
C. Recursion for the 4th order moment of we ;

We now derive an inequality recursion for E||w. ;||*. First,
applying P[] operator to both sides of (148), we get

7. p@) [wWe ;1] J20) [we.i]
F10/20c - (40l o >+ 40l - [ I+ 02 [p]}) = PO [Dy ya i1~ Un AT M(s(U @0 1) + 20 1-+07)|
: ch i— (a)
| 7412] 3 < Teu PWwe 1]
4 10Hp”1)‘U * Bmax ||p[ATuL]H2 ' ] '
)\L_%,Umaxnp”%)‘% ' e JFW'PM) [Z/{R.Ag./\/l (S(]l@’wcﬂj_l)Jrzi—lJr’Ui)]
(10 ol +aac [0 P40 ) AT Plwei] )
< Tea PYwe ;1]

2 Il - (2T (ol + ) + o) g 4
+ ————— | PURATM]|| - 117
Gy 17 Ml

= {3+ b - 13204l 1
P( ) [S(]l X wc7i_1)+zi_1 +’Ui]

+ fia - 20 IpI3 (©)
j Fe,4'P(4) [we,ifl]

8 _ 4
Ny pp———— | =/ E ST S
Hmax (1—|)\2(A)|)3 H Ur 2]”00
P& [s(1 ® wei—1)+2zi—1+v;]
=T,y PY|we,; 1]
Sﬂ'fnax HP[Z/[RA%}H
(1= [x2(A4)])3

= >‘L + lﬂmaprH%)‘%]
2+ I PIATU 2, - S22 )
Ap — %ﬂmaXHPH%AzU

- PW b, ;]
— 4
{2 LA
e ()‘L - %ﬂmaxnp”%)‘%)S
+ 432p18 0 al|p 17 - [1PLATUL] 15

4
(e8] 'IL]IT
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. pW [%33(]1 ® wc,i_1)+%-3zi_1+% 30

(g) e PWlwe ;1]
8timax | PURAT] ||
(1 —[A2(A)])?

1 1
x {g POBs(1@we; )] + 5 - PO[32i1]
1
5 PO [30:]}
© | PW [We i—1]

4 8 P 114 T

—— - | P[UrA 11

+:U/max (1 7 |)\2(A)|)3 H [ R 2”‘00
x {27 PY[s(1 ® we,;—1)] + 27 PW[z;_4]
+27- PW[v,]}

4

where step (a) uses (145), step (b) uses (141), step (c) uses
the sub-multiplicative property (152) from Part I [2] and the
sub-multiplicative property of matrix norms:
PlUp A3 M] = PlUg] - PLA7] - PIM]
= [P AT M| <[Pl | PLATI || PL]
= | PR AT M| < | PR PLAT

o0

step (d) uses the convex property (138), and step (e) uses
the scaling property in Lemma 3. Applying the expectation
operator to both sides of the above inequality conditioned on
Fi_1, we obtain

E[P(4) [we ;]| Fi1]
<Teq- PW [We,i—1]
SM?nax ‘}P[URAg]‘|
(1= x2(A)])?
127 PW[z,_ | +27-E{PW [vi]|]-'i_1}}

4
o0 -MT-{27-P<4> [s(1@we_1)]

In the above expression, we are using the fact that w.;—; and
z;—1 are determined by the history up to time ¢ — 1. Therefore,
given F;_1, these two quantities are deterministic and known
so that

E{PW[s(1@we-1)]|Fi-1} = PY[s(1@we,-1)]
E{PW[z;_1]|Fi-1} = PW[zi_1]
Substituting (177)—(179) into the right-hand side of the above

inequality, we get
E[P(4) [we,i”]:i—l]
<Tecy- P [We i—1]

4 8 D 14 T
e || PlURA -11
+ Pmax (17|A2(A)Dd H [ R 2]Hoo

: {27. {27A;§.||mc,i_1|\4~11+27A;5||wc,oH4~]1+27~gg]

4

+27- M- [ PIATUC]|, - 107 PO i
+27- [216a4 1 P,y

+ 216ay - ||15[A1TUL]H;-]I]IT-P(4) [we,i1]

#2700 (ool + 0?91+ ok 1]}
216N - (A, + 21601)
(1= e ()]

NPURATNIL, - 107 ] - PO foe,iy]
L B832N - (\H48ay)

IPLATUL]IS

= |:F€;4 + /J/;lnax :

4 PUrAT)|I2 - PP [we ;1)1
12 (1—|)\2(A)|)3 || [R 2H| [ s 1]
216 || PURAL]|2, N
it IO (07O 40 ol

HITggbar Nwl] +ody - N} 1
216N - (A, + 21601)
(1= Pa(A)]?
NPURATNIL, - 107 | - PO foeiy]
s B832N - (A} +8ay)
e A D (A)])P
. p®) [wc,i—l] 1
« 216N - |PUrAT]L,
e T = Pe(A)?
195 oo+ )] + 0y } - 1

IPLATUL]IS

= |:F€;4 + :u?nax :

IPUrAZ ]IS

-{27[(/\4(] +au) [ deol*
(189)

where the last step uses 17g3 < [17g5| < N||g4|oo- Using the
notation defined in (160)—(161) and applying the expectation
operator to both sides of (189) with respect to F;_1, we arrive
at

]EP(4) [we,i] j Fee(,ufmax) : ]EP(4) [we,i—l]
+ fee(pmax) - 1 - EPW[abe ;1]

s buge - 1 (190)

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF LEMMA 5

First, we establish the bound for P[z;_1] in (177). To begin
with, recall the following two relations from (88) and (69) in
Part I [2]:

(191)
(192)

b; = -AlT’wz'
w, =1Qw. ; + (UL ® In)we;

By the definition of z;_; in (74), we get:

PW[z;_1] = PD[s(h—1) — s(1 @ we,i—1)]

(g) p@ [S(A:fwiA) —-s5(1l® ’wc,ifl)]

b
© p [s(1® wei1+(ATUL ® Inp)we,i—1)

— S(:ﬂ. X wc_,i,l)]

(c)

< )“llj . p@® [(A{UL & IM)'we,ifl]

(d) _

=< N | PIATU)|| L, 117 PO o]

where step (a) substitutes (191), step (b) substitutes (192), step

(c) uses the variance relation (142), and step (d) uses property
(141).
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Next, we prove the bound for P™)[s(1 ® w, ;_1)]. It holds = p@¥ {% B3(1ewe i1+ AT U we ;-1 —1@0;—1)
that
1 _ o 1 .
P(4)[S(]l ®wcﬂ»,1)] +§'3(1®wc,i—1—ﬂ®w )+§3]1®w :|
(a)
= pM E -3(3(]1 @ Wei—1)—s(1® wc,i,l)) < 27. P@ []1 ® wc,i—1+A?Z/{Lwe7i—1 —]1®ﬂ7c,i—1]
1 sy oy s Lo 0 +27- P11 ® de i1 —1 @ w°]
+33(s(L @ e 1) —s(1@w?) +3-3s(1@w )} Jp
( ) 1
3 P(4)[ ( (]l ® 'LUc,ifl) - S(]l (024 ’Ui)c’l‘,l))} (i) 27 . P(4) [1 ® 'd)c,i—l + A,{UL’UJGJ_J
3 POB(s © wei) - s(1 @ w?))] +27- PO[L® ] +27- POL 0 0]
© )
+ é PO 5(1 ®u)] <27 (8-P<4> [1®w,.;_1]+8-PW [AlTuLwe,i_l])

® +27- PW 1@, -1] +27- PP [1ow’]

[ (]1®wcz 1)—8(1@’&10@ 1)] (d)
D 216w, ||*- PA [T ,
+33 P<4) [s(L ® We 1) —s(1 ® w®)] = 216-[|te,i | 4“216 P <£;41 Upwe i—1]
. 7 . . . o
+3%. PO [5(1 ® w)] ()—1—27 [@e,i—1]* - 1427 PP [1 @ w’]
() % 916l .1~
= 27)\4 (4) [IL ® wcz 1— wc,i—l)] - 216 wa,z—l,]” I 4 T @
27N PO (51 —w)]+27 - PD[s(1 @ w)] +216'||P[A1UL]||OO'1ﬂ( ')P [we,i-1]
d . 427 [ Wi |*1427-PW [ @w®
D o7as Weio1|[* - 14 27X - ||We i1 —w®|* - 1 5 ¢ [ ]
+27 - PW[s(1 @ w°)] = 216-||we 1t 1
= 2700 - [ || L+ 27AF - e |- 1 +216-|| P[ATUL ]| 11T - PD o, ;]
+27- PW[s(1 @ w°)] +27 - || o) * 1427 PY [1@we]
(e) —916-llw. 11141
= 270G - ([ || 14277 [0 * -1 6 ”w°j 11 PSSP
+27- PW[s(1 @ w°)] +216-[|P[ATUL] || 117 P awe ;1]
+27 - ([[@e,ol)* +]lw’]*) - 1 (194)

where step (a) uses the convexity property (138), step (b) uses
the scaling property in Lemma 3, step (c) uses the variance Where step (a) uses the convexity property (138) and the
relation (142), step (d) uses the definition of the operator scaling property in Lemma 3, step (b) uses the variance
P@ [], and step (e) uses the bound ||w“||2 < A2 ||u~;c’0||2 relation (142), step (c) uses the convexity property (138),

from (110) of Part I [2] and the fact that v, < 1. step (d) uses the definition of the operator P[], step (e)
Finally, we establish the bound on P [v;] in (179). Intro-  uses the variance relation (140), and step (f) uses the bound
duce the M N x 1 vector x according to (191)—(192): [[e,il|? < 42" ||e,0l|* from (110) of Part I [2] and . < 1.

Substituting (194) into (193), we obtain (179).
T £ 1 & wc,i—l + A?ULwe,i_l = -A,{wi—l = ¢i—1 g ( ) ( ) ( )

We partition x into block form as * = col{xi,...,xzN}, APPENDIX E
where each x; is M x 1. Then, by the definition of v; from PROOF OF LEMMA 6
(73), we have First, we prove (181). It holds that
4 _ 4
E {P( )[UiH}-i—l} | Te(we,im1) = Te(We,i-1) — pmax - (p7 @ Ing)zia |
=E {P(4) [3i(x) — s(x)] |E_1} = PW [T (wei-1) = Te(We,i-1) = pmax - (p7 @ Inr)zi—1]
1 _
— col{E[||814(a1) — s1(21) || Fi 1], - - - =prW [% : W—(Tc(wc,ifl) — To(We,i-1))
c

E[llsn,i(zn) — sn(@n)|*|Fiza] }

+ (1 =) - —Hmax (pT ® IM)Zi—l}

e | + oty —
j . j Ye * P(4) [7 (Tc(wc7i_1) — Tc(wc,i—l))]
as - |en||* + o5y )t —fmax
+ (1 —7) - PO )T @ Tnp)zi
= as-POz]+ 0%, -1 (193) (1 =) [1 i (r" © Inr)zi-1]
(b) 1 B
where step (a) uses (37). Now we bound EP4)[x] to complete =Y - PO [(To(wei—1) — Te(We,i-1))]

the proof: y
— . _max  p4)[,T )
PW(z] = PY [1 © weiy + ATUpwe ;1] + (=) T [(p" @ In)zia]



28 IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON INFORMATION THEORY, VOL. XX, NO. XX, MONTH 2015

(c)
'<'7 P( )[wcz 1_wcz 1}

,u’max (4) T
———max__ . p In)zie
+ (1_7c)3 [(p & M)Z 1]
9 Ve PWai, i—ﬂ
4
:u’max
1 — '7c Zpkzk i—1
=7 PWw, ;- 1}
N 4
,umax Pk
+ Zpl> 12 =z
(1 =7)° <l 1 =1 2i=1 Dl
(e) _
= Ve P(4)['w(' i—l]
4
/J’max Pk 4
e Zm) -Z [Ee
(1 =7)? (l 1 k= 121 1D
1 =
= Yo PO [ 1]+ =22 IplIF- > pellziia [*
(1 =) —
(é) ,u/max”p‘ll

Yo PW [Wei 1]+ plpW [zi_1]

(AL—5tmax [PIFAF)?

(9) B
j Ye P(4) [wc,i—l}

fimax][p][3 .
(AL — %/‘maXHp”%)‘QU)d
117 PO [w
= Ye - [[We,i-1|*
umax/\‘é Ipl4- || PLAT Uz ]|
(AL=gmax|[p[FA)?
where step (a) uses property (138), step (b) uses the scaling
property in Lemma 3, step (c) uses property (143), step (d)
introduces zj;,—1 as the kth M x 1 sub-vector of z1_; =
col{z1,;-1,...,2Nn,—1}, step (e) applies Jensen’s inequality
to the convex function ||-||%, step (f) uses the definition of the
operator P(Y)[], and step (g) uses bound (177).

Second, we prove (182). Let vy ; denote the kth M x 1
sub-vector of v; = col{vy ;,...,vn,;}. Then,

E[||(0" ® L)vi||” | Fica]

N 4
= E[H Zpkvk,i
k=1
XN: Pr
N

) (zijl>4.E[ =D
()<Z”> Zz "

+ T PATUE]

e,ifl]

oo ]lTP(4) [,we i 1]

7]

4

)

S]

IN

E [Jondll* 1Fi-1

®)

= |Ipllf - p" - E{PW[w;]| Fi1 }

(¢)

= Ipl " - {2160 1 PDfabei ]

+ 2160 - || PLATUL||C, 117 - PO faw, ]

+ 270 (Jeoll + lw?)) - 1+ oty - 1}

= 2160 |p||7 - [|we,i—1||*
+216aupl|{ - | PLATUL ]|, - 17 PO uw ]
+2Taulp7 - 1 De,oll* + 27 - [Ipll7 - [w®]*
+oyy - lIplli
where step (a) applies Jensen’s inequality to the convex
function || - ||%, step (b) uses the definition of the operator

P®I], and step (c) substitutes (179).
Third, we prove (183):

_ 2
HT We i— 1) — To(We,i—1) — fmax - (7 @ Ing)zi ||
’LU(~1 1) Tc(wc,i—l))
_ 2
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1- Ve
(a) 1 B 2
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—
1 _ 2
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2
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2
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(120 2 7 & oz
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+
A= lplIEA,
where steps (a) and (c) apply Jensen’s inequality to the convex

function || - ||?, step (b) uses property P[T.(z) — T.(y)] =

APl N | PIAT UL - 17 Plawe,i—1]
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y2 - P[z —y] from (164) in Part I [2], and step (d) substitutes
the bound in (75).
Finally, we prove (184). With the block structure v; =

col{vy ..

.,Un,; } defined previously, we have

E| H(pT ® IM)'UiH2 ’}"—1]

N 2
=[S mona| J]
k=1
~(En) X e ]
- z:1pl = il " h
a N a
Sr) Z gl
N N 2
- (3 n) - Lomefon| 1]
=1 k=1

= [lplh - " - E{Pwi]| Fi-1}
< ol 5" {da-1- Pl
+da- | PIATU I - 107 P, 1]
+ [da (el + w’?) +02] -1}
— 4allp|}? - Plepei-1]
+da- |PIATUL I - Pl - 17 Plwei-1]
a2 [pIF-+4al I |2+02 [p]

where step (a) applies Jensen’s inequality to the convex
function || - ||2, and step (b) substituting (77).
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