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A cutting-surface consensus approach for
distributed robust optimization of multi-agent
systems
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Abstract— A novel and fully distributed optimization
method is proposed for the distributed robust convex
program (DRCP) over a time-varying unbalanced directed
network under the uniformly jointly strongly connected
(UJSC) assumption. Firstly, a tractable approximated DRCP
(ADRCP) is introduced by discretizing the semi-infinite
constraints into a finite humber of inequality constraints
and restricting the right-hand side of the constraints with
a positive parameter. This problem is iteratively solved
by a distributed projected gradient algorithm proposed in
this paper, which is based on epigraphic reformulation
and subgradient projected algorithms. Secondly, a cutting-
surface consensus approach is proposed for locating an
approximately optimal consensus solution of the DRCP
with guaranteed feasibility. This approach is based on iter-
atively approximating the DRCP by successively reducing
the restriction parameter of the right-hand constraints and
populating the cutting-surfaces into the existing finite set
of constraints. Thirdly, to ensure finite-time termination
of the distributed optimization, a distributed termination
algorithm is developed based on consensus and zeroth-
order stopping conditions under UJSC graphs. Fourthly,
it is proved that the cutting-surface consensus approach
terminates finitely and yields a feasible and approximate
optimal solution for each agent. Finally, the effectiveness
of the approach is illustrated through a numerical example.

Index Terms— Distributed robust convex program, time-
varying unbalanced directed graphs, semi-infinite con-
straints, finite-time termination

[. INTRODUCTION

ISTRIBUTED optimization refers to an optimization

strategy for multi-agent systems in which agents agree
on a consensus and feasible decision that guarantees the
optimality of the global objective through local computation
and agent communication. Distributed optimization has been
extensively studied [1]-[3] and has been applicated in a wide
range of fields such as multi-robot system scheduling [4],
unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) formation flight [5], coop-
erative localization in sensor networks [6], network resource
allocation [7], and economic dispatch of smart grids [8].
Uncertain distributed optimization is considerably important,
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e.g., to guarantee stability or to ensure safety [9]. Uncertain-
ties considered in distributed optimization include inaccurate
gradient information [10], [11], communication noise [12],
[13], communication time delay [14], data packet loss [15],
constraints affected by uncertainty, etc. This article focuses on
distributed optimization problems with uncertain constraints.

Techniques for dealing with distributed optimization with
uncertain constraints have been widely researched. In the
early work, Lee and Nedic [16], [17] introduced distributed
random projection algorithms by designing random projec-
tions to ensure almost sure feasibility of the solution and
using a distributed subgradient algorithm [18] to cooperatively
minimize the global objective. In [19]-[25], some scenario-
based algorithms were proposed, which are based on ex-
tracting a large number of scenarios from the uncertainty
set to obtain a scenario problem (SP), and then applying
existing constrained distributed optimization methods to solve
the SP. These algorithms provide probabilistic feasibility of
the resulting solutions. The above two algorithms require
that the uncertainty parameters be randomly sampled from
an underlying distribution. Thus, they unavoidably fail to
find a feasible solution for all values of the uncertainty but
can provide feasibility assurance in a probabilistic sense.
However, in some practical applications, all agents need to
locate guaranteed feasible and optimal consensus solutions for
a given range of uncertainty, regardless of the distribution,
to ensure that the multi-agent system has a good robustness
performance.

To address such issues, this paper considers a distributed ro-
bust convex program (DRCP) where the inequality constraints
are influenced by bounded uncertainty. According to the treat-
ment of uncertainty, the existing methods are categorized into
two main types: the robust counterpart method [26]-[28] and
the cutting-plane consensus algorithm [29], [30]. The former
presents a direct strategy by transforming the DRCP into an
equivalent and computationally tractable problem based on
duality theory, which is then solved by an existing distributed
algorithm [26]. This method asymptotically converges to a
feasible optimal solution, whereas it is primarily used for
uncertain linear and conic quadratic programs (see the preface
of [9]). Moreover, this method requires the global information
of constraints and uncertainty sets, and thus, the system
considered by this method is not fully distributed. The later is
a fully distributed algorithm that relies on iteratively extending
cutting-planes into the finite set of constraints to approximate
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the DRCP, thereby enabling the algorithm to asymptotically
converge to the optimal solution of the DRCP. However,
this polyhedral approximation framework results in an outer
approximation [29], which does not guarantee the feasibility
of the solution. To the best of our knowledge, none of the
existing fully distributed algorithms guarantee the feasibility of
the solution in the DRCP. Besides, these algorithms for solving
the DRCP fail to achieve finite-time termination, which is
essential for practice. Therefore, the motivation of this article
is to propose a novel and fully distributed approach for finding
a feasible and approximate optimal consensus solution for the
DRCP within a finite number of iterations.

From the aforementioned motivation, a cutting-surface con-
sensus approach is proposed based on the centralized cutting-
surface method [31] and the right-hand restriction approach
[32], [33] for solving the DRCP. Firstly, an approximated
DRCP (ADRCP) is constructed by discretizing the semi-
infinite constraints into a finite number of inequality con-
straints and restricting the right-hand side of the constraints
with a positive parameter to retrieve computational tractability.
Secondly, the ADRCP is solved by the distributed projected
gradient algorithm, which is based on epigraphic reformulation
[34] and the subgradient projected algorithm [35], and the
resulting optimal solution is used to approximate that of the
DRCP. Thirdly, a lower level program (LLP) is introduced
to determine whether the obtained solution of the ADRCP
is feasible to the original problem (DRCP). If infeasible, the
ADRCEP is tightened by populating the uncertain parameter
corresponding to the maximum constraint violation into the
existing finite set; otherwise, a feasible point of the DRCP
is located and used to update the optimal solution candidate.
Finally, if the stopping criterion is satisfied, the optimal
solution candidate is taken as the desired approximate optimal
solution of the DRCP; otherwise, the restriction parameters
is reduced and then the routine is performed again with
updated information based on the explored solution of the
ADRCP until the desired solution is located. Based on the
above procedures, a cutting-surface consensus approach has
been formulated to converge to an optimal solution of the
DRCP. The main contributions of this paper are summarized
as follows.

1) The DRCP with nonidentical constraints and noniden-
tical uncertainty sets is considered over a time-varying
unbalanced directed network under the uniformly jointly
strongly connected (UJSC) assumption since such a prob-
lem is more favorable in practical applications.

2) A novel and fully distributed cutting-surface consensus
approach is proposed for solving the DRCP. Unlike
the above-mentioned methods in [26]—[30], the proposed
approach terminates finitely and yields a feasible solution
for each agent satisfying consensus and zeroth-order
stopping conditions to certain tolerances.

3) A distributed projected gradient (DPG) algorithm is
developed for solving the ADRCP problem. Besides,
we prove its convergence and convergence rate of
O(Int/+/t). Unlike the D-RFP algorithm in [34] that
reaches almost sure feasibility of the solution, the DPG

algorithm adopts Euclidean projection that ensures the
feasibility of the solution to prevent infinite iterations of
the cutting-surface consensus approach.

4) Based on the zeroth-order stopping conditions [36] and
finite-time consensus algorithm [37], a distributed termi-
nation algorithm is developed and applied to the process
of solving the ADRCP and the DRCP. Unlike the finite-
time consensus technique [37]-[39] that only guarantees
approximate consensus of the resulting solutions under
strongly connected graphs, our algorithm can be used
in UJSC networks and introduces zeroth-order stopping
conditions to ensure all agents obtain approximate op-
timal solutions for convergent distributed optimization
algorithms in the discrete-time setting.

5) It is mathematically proven that the cutting-surface con-
sensus approach terminates within finite iterations.

The remaining parts of the paper are organized as follows.
Section 2 presents the distributed robust convex optimization
problem and network topology. Section 3 states the math-
ematical description and stopping criterion of the ADRCP
and presents the associated algorithms. Section 4 presents
the cutting-surface consensus approach for locating a feasible
solution of the DRCP that reaches consensus and zeroth-
order stopping conditions to certain tolerances within finite
iterations, and it also presents a mathematical proof of this
result. Section 5 analyzes the effect of the algorithm with a
numerical example and compares it with existing methods.
Section 6 provides conclusions and an outlook on future work.

Notation: R™ denotes the set of all m dimensional real
column vector; Z denotes the set of all nonnegative integers;
2" and AT denote the transpose of the vector z and the
matrix A; I represents an identity matrix with compatible size;
1,,, denotes the m-dimensional column vector with all entries
equal to 1; e; is a column vector where the i-th element equals
to 1 and the remaining elements equal to 0; ||«|| represents the
Euclidean norm of the vector z; |a| denotes the absolute value
of a scalar a € R; dist(X, X) denotes the Euclidean distance
from a vector T to a set X, i.e. dist(X, X) = infyex||X — x|
Px[z] denotes the Euclidean projection of a vector T on a
closed convex set X, i.e. Py [Z] = argminyex ||X — x|

I[I. PROBLEM STATEMENT

We consider a multi-agent system of m agents in which the
objective of all agents is to cooperatively solve a distributed
robust convex program (DRCP) with nonidentical semi-infinite
constraints of the form:

min  F(z) = ; fi(z) (DRCP)

st. gi(z,y) <0 Yy, €Y i=1,2,..m

where x is a decision vector of agents, y; is an uncertainty
parameter of agent ¢, the global constraint set X C R” is a
non-empty and compact convex set, ¥; C R is a nonempty and
compact convex set for all ¢ € V, fi(z) : R™ — R is the local
cost function of agent ¢, F'(x) : R™ — R is the global objective
function, g;(x,y;) : R® x ¥; — R is the local constraint of
agent 7. Both f; and g; are assumed to be convex functions
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with respect to x. Besides, g; is assumed to be continuous on
X xY; for all i € V. We set z* as an optimal solution of
DRCP, and z* belongs to the optimal solution set F*.

Each agent only knows its local cost function f;, constraints
g;, and uncertainty set Y;, and this information can be different
for each agent. It is defined that the local feasible set of agent
iis Fi = {x € Xlgi(x,y;) <0,Vy; € Y;}. To ensure the
solvability of the DRCP, we make the following assumptions.

Assumption 1 (Solvability and Interior Point): JF is not an
empty set, and there is a point & € F satisfying

gi(jvyi) <0,Vy;€Y; 1=1,....m
where F is the intersection of local feasible sets of all agents,
iLe. F =N F.

Remark 1: Since an optimization problem with uncertain
local cost functions can be transformed into an epigraph
reformulation problem with the same form as the (DRCP),
it is without loss of generality that this paper only considers
the uncertainty appearing in the local constraints.

The communication among agents is represented by time-
varying directed graphs G(¢t) = (V,E(t)), where V =
{1,...,m} denotes the vertex set, and £(t) = {1, ...,m}> is the
edge set in the time slot ¢ € Z. A directed edge (i,7) € £(t)
indicates that agent 7 can directly transmit information to agent
j in the time slot ¢. (¢,4) represents the self-loop of agent 4.
G(t) is strongly connected if every agent is reachable by all
other agents. For any agent ¢, 7 € VV, the minimum number of
edges between two agents is called the distance from i to j,
denoted as dist(7,j). The diameter of the graph is denoted
as diam(G(t)) = vrl_njaexv dist(é, 7). In the time slot ¢, for

agent i, its out-neighbors set is N7“'(t) = {j|(4,7) € E(t)},
and its in-neighbors set is N/"(t) = {j|(j,i) € £(t)}. Define
the weight matrix A(t) = [a;;(t)] € R™*™, which satisfies
that a;;(t) > 0 if j € N/™(t) and a;;(t) = 0, otherwise. If
> a(t) = 1forany j € V, then the matrix A(¢) is column
stochastic. If Z;”:l a;;(t) =1 for any 7 € V, then the matrix
A(t) is row stochastic. The matrix A(t) is doubly stochastic
if it satisfies both the column and row stochastic conditions.
In order to ensure that the information from any agent can
be directly or indirectly transmitted to all other agents within
finite time slots, the following assumption is made.

Assumption 2 (Uniformly Jointly Strongly Connectivity [35]):

The time-varying graphs {G(¢)} are uniformly jointly strongly
connected (UJSC), i.e. for all £ > 0, there is an interger
S > 0 making G(t : ¢t + .5) strongly connected.

Gt:t+95)=(m,gt)U..UGt+S-1)

The objective of our work is to propose an approach to
solve the (DRCP) within a finite number of iterations under
time-varying unbalanced directed graphs while guaranteeing
the feasibility of the approximate optimal solution.

[11. APPROXIMATION PROBLEM AND FINITE-TIME
TERMINATION METHOD

This section introduces an approximation problem of the
(DRCP) and proposes a distributed projected gradient (DPG)
algorithm for solving this problem, which can be used in time-
varying unbalanced directed networks under UJSC assump-
tion. Then, we present the convergence of the DPG algorithm

and discuss its convergence rate. Besides, we develop a
distributed finite-time termination algorithm. By combining it
with the DPG algorithm, all agents obtain approximate optimal
and consensus solutions of the ADRCP within finite time slots.

A. Approximation Problem

Motivated by the upper bounding problem in [32], an
approximation problem of the (DRCP) is introduced by
discretizing the compact sets Y; into the finite sets Y;* and
restricting the right-hand sides of the constraints with positive
parameters €. The mathematical description of the approxi-

mation problem is as follows.

; (ADRCP")
st gi(w,y) < —€f
where ef is a restriction parameter of agent ¢, and ef > 0,
Y/ is a finite set of agent 4, and Y;* C Y;. We set 2%* as an
optimal solution of the (ADRCPk), and P belongs to the
optimal solution set F*+*,

Remark 2: In the subsequent distributed cutting-surface
consensus algorithm, the (ADRCPk) denotes the distributed
optimization problem constructed by the finite sets Y;* and the
restriction parameters €¥ of all agents at the iteration k. Here,
€F represents the restriction parameter of the agent i at the
k-th iteration of the cutting-surface consensus algorithm, and
Y/ C Y; is a finite set containing values of the uncertainty
parameter explored by agent ¢ within the previous k iterations
of this algorithm.

The problem (ADRCP") is a standard distributed opti-
mization problem with a finite number of local inequality
constraints and a global constraint set over time-varying un-
balanced directed graphs. In order to solve the (ADRCPY),
we propose a distributed projected gradient (DPG) algorithm
under the UJSC assumption and prove the convergence and
convergence rate of this algorithm. To show these results, we
first introduce the following assumptions.

Assumption 3 (Solvability, Interior Point for (ADRCPX)):
Let FF = {z € X|gi(z,y;) < —€¥,Vy; € Y} for any i € V,
and F* = N, FF. Assume that F* is not an empty set, and
there exists a point & € F* satisfying

gz(iayz) < _vavyi € va i= ]-7 ey MM

Under Assumption 3, the (ADRCP¥) has a nonempty set
of optimal solutions, i.e., F** # (). Note that a nonempty
optimal solution set is the sufficient and necessary condition
for the convergence of the distributed subgradient projected
algorithm [40].

Assumption 4: The assumptions of row stochastic and
weights rule are as follows:

(i) The weight matrix A(t) = [a;;(t)] associated with G(t)
is row stochastic, i.e. 37" a;;(t) = 1 for any i € V and
teZ.

(ii) There are self-loops in all G(¢). Besides, there exists a
constant 0 < v < 1 such that a;;(t) > v if a;;(t) > 0,
and a;;(t) > for Vi, j € V and Vt € Z.
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Assumption 4(i) says that each agent employs a convex
combination of all agents’ states in the distributed optimization
algorithms. Assumption 4(ii) ensures the agents’ information
interacts at a nonvanishing rate. Without this assumption,
information from some agents may gradually lose its impact
over time, and in the limit, leading to loss of information from
these agents [35].

Assumption 5 (Stepsize Rule): The stepsize «(t) > 0 satis-
fies the following conditions:

o0 o0
a(t) = oo, Zaz(t) < 00,
t=0 =0

at) < a(l) vt >1>0.

Assumption 5 ensures the convergence of the distributed
optimization algorithms to the optimal point.

Then, we start to design an optimization algorithm for
solving the (ADRCP¥). In order to coordinate with the
subsequent distributed cutting-surface consensus algorithm, we
consider two main aspects in the algorithm design: One is
that the algorithm can be applied to time-varying unbalanced
directed networks under the UJSC assumption, same as the
cutting-surface consensus algorithm, which will not affect
the applicability and practical value of the cutting-surface
consensus algorithm. The other is that the algorithm is capable
of solving the (ADRCP¥) with nonidentical local constraints,
and the resulting solution of each agent is feasible to its local
constraints. To the best of our knowledge, existing distributed
optimization algorithms (e.g. [35], [40]-[44]) are unable to
take both of these requirements into account (see Table I),
therefore, we propose a new distributed projected gradient
(DPG) algorithm based on the following two steps:

Step (i): Proceed the following epigraphic reformulation for
the (ADRCPk) to handle the unbalancedness of the distributed

network:
. 1)
min —n
(z,u)€O ; m
- | (1)
st. filz)—e; u<0,i=1,2,...,m,

gi(z,y) < —€f Wy eYF i=1,2,..

where © C R"*™ is the Cartesian product of X and R™.

Local objective function of agent ¢ is replaced with a linear

ot
function fo(u) = 1*"7“ while the local feasible set is Q; =

{(z,u) € Ofi(x) — e/ u < OA g;(w,y;) < —€F,Vy; € Y}
To simplify the problem form of (1), we consider the
following equivalent form:

’m7

: _ T
min fo(@)=c'0
st fi(0) <0, i=1,2,...m (2)
gi(0) <0, 1=1,2,....m

where § = (z,u) € O, the local feasible set of agent i is
Q, = {0 €0|fi(8) <0Ag;(0) <0}, and the global feasible
set is Q0 = NI, ;.

Step (ii): Utilize the subgradient projection algorithm in
[35] to resolve (2):

m

ei(t + 1) = PQi |:Z aij (t)9j (t) — a(t)c (3)

TABLE |
COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE PROPOSED DPG ALGORITHM AND THE
EXISTING SUBGRADIENT PROJECTED ALGORITHMS

Literature Time Unbalanced UJISC Nonidenitical Convergence
varying constraints property
v X v X sum
(351 X X X v sum
[40] v v v X weighted sum
[41] v X X v sum
[42] v X X v sum
[43] v X v X sum
[44] v v v X sum
our work v v v v sum

Remark 3 (Dealing with Unbalancedness): The techniques
for handling unbalancedness have been extensively studied.
In the seminal work, [45] proposed a reweighting technique
to address fixed unbalanced networks, but the Perron vectors
of the graph and global information were required. [41]
developed an additional adaptive algorithm that estimates the
Perron vectors, and then employs a reweighting technique
without the need for global information. Nonetheless, this
algorithm cannot be applied to time-varying graphs. [46], [47]
proposed a push-sum consensus protocol to handle the unbal-
ancedness of time-varying graphs, but this algorithm appears
to be complicated. Recently, [34] used an epigraph form of a
constrained optimization problem to deal with unbalancedness,
which is applicable to UJSC networks. Inspired by [34], we
construct an epigraphic reformulation of the (ADRCPY) in
Step (i) of our algorithm. Different from the D-RFP algorithm
in [34], at each time slot, we adopt the Euclidean projections to
ensure that the update state of each agent lies within the local
feasible set, ensuring the feasibility of the solution instead of
almost sure feasibility in [34].

Finally, we prove the convergence and convergence rate of
the DPG algorithm (see Appendix). Here are the results we
obtained:

Theorem 1 (Convergence of DPG Algorithm): Let 6* be
an optimal solution of the (ADRCPY), and 6* belongs to
the optimal solution set 2*. Under Assumptions 2, 3, 4, 5,
the distributed projected gradient algorithm reaches conver-
gence to an optimal consensus solution, i.e., 3% € Q* :
lim; o 0;(t) = 0%, Vi e V.

Theorem 2 (Convergence Rate of DPG Algorithm): Let
Assumptions 2, 3, 4 be satisfied. If {«(¢)} is nonincreasing
and a(t) = O(1/v/t), then for the distributed projected
gradient algorithm, we have |fo(0:(t)) — fi| = O(Int/\/%),
where 8;(t) = S0 a(r)8i(r) /S5 _y (7).

B. Finite-Time Termination Algorithm

In Section III-A, we developed a DPG algorithm to solve
the (ADRCPY) and proved that the sequence {f;(t)}; of each
agent converges at a sublinear rate towards 6*. However, in
practical applications, we cannot make the algorithm iterate
infinitely to obtain the optimal solution 6*. Therefore, it is
essential to design an effective termination algorithm such
that the DPG algorithm terminates after a finite number
of time slots while all agents obtain approximate optimal
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solutions of the (ADRCPX). Currently, the most commonly
used termination method in distributed optimization is to set a
maximum number of iterations, which is always a conservative
consideration as it is affected by the network structures, the
initial values of the decision variables, and the convergence
rate of the recursive algorithm [37]. In [37]-[39], finite-time
consensus algorithms were proposed, equipped with the DPG
algorithm, to obtain the approximate consensus solutions in
finite time slots under strongly connected directed graphs.
Nevertheless, this finite-time consensus algorithm is not suf-
ficient for all agents to obtain approximate optimal solution.
Specifically, if ||6;(t) —0;(¢)|| < € for any ¢, j € V, there may
exist the case that for any agent ¢ € V that [|0;(t) — 6*|| > e.

Therefore, based on finite-time consensus algorithm [37]
and the zeroth-order stopping conditions [36], we develop
a finite-time termination algorithm for convergent distributed
consensus algorithms in the discrete-time setting, which en-
sures that all agents obtain approximate optimal consensus so-
lutions. Moreover, our algorithm is applicable to time-varying
unbalanced directed graphs under the UJSC assumption.

Our aim is to make the approximation solution of each agent
satisfy the consensus and zeroth-order stopping conditions to
certain tolerances. The following is the stopping criterion: for
any two agents ¢ = j and i,j € V

10:(t) — 0;()[| < e (4a)
10:() — 0i(t = 1)|| < €2 (4b)
|fi(0:(t)) — fi(0s(t — 1))| < es, (40)

where (4a) refers to the consensus stopping condition, while
(4b) and (4c) denote the zeroth-order stopping conditions
based on the states §; and function values f;(6;) respectively.
Note that combining conditions (4b) and (4c) prevents the
DPG algorithm from terminating prematurely on a very steep
slope or a flat plateau.

Definition 1 (Local €1-consensus [37]): Given ¢; > 0, if
the state 0; of agent i € V satisfies max;e yin(yyu(ay 16 (t) —
6;(t)|| < €1, the agent ¢ is deemed to reach local €;-consensus.

Based on the stopping criterion (4), we propose a distributed
finite-time termination algorithm. Firstly, each agent sends
four-bit data to its out-neighbors between the time slots ¢ and
t+ 1. The data is [h}(t), el (t),e?(t), e} (t)]. The first bit b (t)
is used to judge whether the stopping criterion (4) is satisfied
which will be shown later. The second bit e}(¢) is used to
count the latest number of consecutively attaining local €;-
consensus in the time slot ¢. The remaining two bits e?(¢) and
e3(t) record the latest number of consecutively satisfying (4b)
and (4c) for agent ¢ and its in-neighbors in the time slot ¢.

Then, each agent calculates (5)-(8) in the time slot ¢ 4 1
according to its and its in-neighbors’ information.

hi(t+1)=  min hE(t), el (t),e2(t), et (1) +1, (5
(t+1) jeN;n(t)U{i}{ ORAORAGRAGY
ei(t)+1, 6:(t) = 0;()| < ex
e (t+1) = vj e Nj*(t)u{i}, (6)
0, otherwise,

e;(t)+ 1, [10;(t) = 0;(t —1)]| < e
ef(t+1) = vj e Ni™(t) Ui},
0, otherwise,
(7)
e} (t) + 1, [f5(0;(8) — f(0;(t —1))| < €3
e(t+1) = vj e Ni(H)U {i},
0, otherwise,

®)

where h1(0) =0, e}(0) =0, €2(0) = 0, 3(0) = 0.

Proposition 1: Let D denote the diameter of the graph
Gt :t+59),ie, D = diam(G(t : t + S)). Consider the
distributed finite-time termination algorithm given by (5)-(8)
under Assumption 2. If there is an agent ¢ € V satisfying
hi(t) > SD + 1, all agents meet the stopping criterion (4) in
the time slot .

Proof: 'We use the proof idea in [37] to prove this
proposition. Under Assumption 2, there exists a directed path
(i,41), (i1,92), ..., (iq,4) from ¢ to j with ¢ < SD — 1 for
any i¢,7 € V. Since there is an agent j € V satisfying
hj(t) > SD+1 at time slot t, then at time slot (t—1), it follows
that hj (t —1) > SD, ¢j (t —1) > SD, €} (t —1) > SD,
efq (t — 1) > SD. Similarly, when the time slot is (¢t — 2), it
holds that h;  (t—2) > SD—1,¢; (t—2)>SD—1,
elzqil(t -2)>8D -1, e?qil(t —2) > SD — 1. Repeat the
same steps, it follows that hl(t — ¢ —1) > SD — ¢ > 1,
eft—q—1)>8D—q>1,e}(t—q—1)>SD—q>1,
e;t—q—1)>8D—q>1.

Since the agent i is arbitrary, the system has already satisfied
the stopping criterion (4) at time slot (t—g—1) and consistently
satisfies (4) afterwards. Therefore, if there exists ¢ € V such
that hl(t) > SD + 1, the network reaches the stopping
criterion (4) in the time slot ¢. |

If the diameter D is unknown, we can replace it with m—1,
where m is the number of the agents in the distributed network.

Corollary 1: Under Assumptions 2, 3, 4, 5, the DPG algo-
rithm terminates finitely by equipping it with the distributed
finite-time termination algorithm given by (5)-(8). Besides,
each agent obtains a feasible solution satisfying consensus and
zeroth-order stopping conditions to certain tolerances.

Proof: Tt is straightforward to derive from Theorems 1,
2 and Proposition 1. [ ]

IV. ALGORITHM DEVELOPMENT AND ANALYSIS

Since the constraints of the (DRCP) are semi-infinite con-
straints, which means that an infinite number of inequality
constraints are imposed on finite-dimensional decision vari-
ables, solving this problem is NP-hard. We cannot solve it by
the existing distributed constrained algorithms (e.g., distributed
projected subgradient algorithms [35]) since they can only
address optimization problems with finite constraints. This
section proposes a distributed cutting-surface consensus algo-
rithm to solve the (DRCP), which locates feasible solutions
satisfying consensus and zeroth-order stopping conditions to
certain tolerances within a finite number of iterations. Besides,
the main result of finite-time termination is established.
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A. Distributed Cutting-Surface Consensus Approach

This paper refers to the algorithms of [31]-[33] to pro-
pose the cutting-surface consensus approach for solving the
(DRCP), which contains three nested selection structures. The
pseudocode and graphic illustration of the algorithm are shown
in Algorithm 1 and Figure 1, respectively.

Algorithm 1 Distributed cutting-surface consensus algorithm
for the distributed robust convex program (DRCP)

Initialization: For any i € V), restriction parameter ¢! > 0;
finite or empty set Y, C Y;; optimal solution candidate 2,
|29]] = + inf; decision parameter ¥ = 0 € R™; iteration
counter k£ = 0; reduction parameter r > 1.
Repeat:
1: Solve (ADRCP¥) by the DPG algorithm equipped with
distributed termination algorithm proposed in Section III.
2: if solvable then
3. e Set 2% equal to the (ADRCP") approximate optimal
solution point for agent i.
4. e Solve (LLP;) to global optimality for agent ¢, and
obtain g"**(z¥) and ymax.
g (@) =gilal, i
50 if gm*(2k) <0 then
+ Update the local feasible point of agent ¢ for the
(DRCP) problem: zF = z¥.
7: + Execute Algorithm 2 to check whether the follow-
ing stopping criterion is satisfied or not: for any two

agents ¢ # j, and 7,5 € V

)=max g;(z},y;)  (LLP))

i i

2 = 271l < e (%)
e =27 M < & (9b)
R (%)
: if stopping criterion (9) is satisfied then

9: Output z¥ for all i € V and Terminate.

10: end if

11: * Optimality cuts: set YT« Y}, F+lo by

12:  else

13: * Set the point 2 = 2!

14: « Feasibility cuts:set V"1 YFU{ymax} el ek

15:  end if

16: else

17: e Solvability cuts: set Y1« Y/ F e b /r vicy
18: end if
19: Set k«+ k+1

1) The first selection structure: The (ADRCPk) is neither a
relaxation nor a restriction of the (DRCP) in general. In the
initialization process, we choose any initial finite or empty set
Y C Y; and any initial restriction parameter €) > 0 for each
agent. Since there are relatively large restriction parameters €¥
in the first few iterations of Algorithm 1, the global feasible
set F* of the (ADRCP¥) may be an empty set, in which case,
specifically, there exist two situations for the (ADRCP"): one
is that the local feasible set of a certain agent is empty, and the
other is that the local feasible sets of all agents are non-empty

e, v Output zf
| passed |
Update the Reduce
| r—> information of restriction by r ré(;tsszﬁfed l
| agent i for agent i |
l Solve solvable | Check the feasibility Check the |
| (ADRCP¥) by of x{‘ by solving the stopping criterion
| DPG algorithm (LLP) problem (10) l
unsolvable |
| Reduce Case |
restriction by r |
| for all agents |
l Add point y"* infeasible feasible Update the optimal
| L—— into the finite Case 1T solution candidate |
| set YX ase 7E l
Fig. 1. Graphic illustration of Algorithm 1. The steps in yellow and

blue only require computation, information update and storage within
the agent. The green steps require information exchange between each
agent on this basis.

while their intersection is empty. We use the DRG algorithm
to solve the (ADRCPX). For the first situation, each agent
is forced to terminate and cannot obtain a solution. For the
second situation, all agents update their states infinitely since
the consensus stopping condition (4a) fails to be satisfied.

In Section III-B, we combine the DPG algorithm with
the finite-time termination method to enable each agent to
find an approximate optimal and consensus solution of the
(ADRCP¥) within finite time slots under Assumption 3. In
order to terminate the DPG algorithm for any combinations of
Y} and €¥ in finite time slots without Assumption 3, we set
a maximum number of time slots 7" on the basis of the above
algorithm. When the DPG algorithm cannot yield a solution or
fail to reach the stopping criterion (4) within the time slot 7',
we can determine that the (ADRCPY) is unsolvable. There-
fore, we relax the (ADRCP) by proportionally decreasing the
restriction parameters €¥ for all agents (Solvability cuts). If the
DPG algorithm terminates by satisfying the stopping criterion
(4) within the time slot 7', then we obtain the approximate
optimal solution point for the (ADRCPY) and update zk.

2) The second selection structure: When the (ADRCPk) is
solvable, the obtained solution xf of agent ¢ has two cases.
One is that xf is in its local feasible region of the (DRCP),
i.e., #¥ € F;, the other is that 2% is not in agent i’s feasible
region of the (DRCP), i.e., z¥ ¢ F;. To judge whether z¥
belongs to F;, we introduce the lower level program (LLP;).

If gme®(z¥) < 0, it indicates that =¥ € F;. Then, we assign
the value of xf to the (DRCP) optimal solution candidate
2F, and reduce €¥ proportionally to relax the (ADRCPY)
problem which is aimed to obtain a solution that is closer
to the optimal solution point of the (DRCP) in later iterations
(Optimality cuts). If ¥ ¢ F;, the obtained x¥ has no practical
significance and needs to be discarded. At this time, we expand
the point y® = argmaxy,cy;9;(zF,y;) to Y/ to tighten
the (ADRCP"), aiming to make z¥ locally feasible for the
(DRCP) in later iterations (Feasibility cuts). This process is



FU AND WU: A CUTTING-SURFACE CONSENSUS APPROACH FOR DISTRIBUTED ROBUST OPTIMIZATION OF MULTI-AGENT SYSTEMS 7

x(1)

Fig. 2. Grahpic illustration of the process in the second selection
structure. The region enclosed by the red dashed line represents the
(DRCP) feasible region. The three regions enclosed by the solid lines
correspond to the (ADRCPF) feasible regions formed by three con-
secutive iterations of Algorithm 1. ¥ is the approximate optimal solution
of the (ADRCPF). m} is feasible to the (DRCP), thus an optimality cut
is performed to reduce the restriction parameter €2 = €} /r = 0.1. 2
is infeasible to the (DRCP), thus a feasibility cut is performed to expand
the finite set Y;2 = Y2 U {y™>*} = {1,0.3}. At the third iteration
of Algorithm 1, the resulting solution 3 of the (ADRCP¥) returns to
feasible for the (DRCP).

illustrated by a numerical example!, as shown in Figure 2.

Remark 4: Given that z¥ is fixed for each agent i € V), the
(LLP;) is a standard optimization problem with a set constraint
Y;, where y; is the decision variable. In order to ensure the
local feasibility of the solutions generated by Algorithm 1,
each agent needs to solve its (LLP;) at global optimality by
local computation. [30], [48] used convex numerical methods
to locate the maximum violation for the convex (LLP;).
When the (LLP;) is nonconvex, [33] presents an effective
numerical method under the assumption that g; is continuously
differentiable. Specifically, we first introduce an additional
function x(y;):

0, x(yi) > gi(2F, y;)
or gi(zF,y;) <0, (10)

Gi(xF,y:),  otherwise,

where z¥ is fixed, y; € Yi, x(y;) represents the derivative
of the function x(y;), and g;(x¥,y;) represents the derivative
of the function g;(z¥,y;) with respect to y;. Set the compact
set YV; = {wilyo <wi <wyy} and x(yo) = gi(xF,y0). Then,
adopting an adaptive step-size solver with rigorous state-
event location, we obtain the maximum constraint violation
maxy,ey; gi(2F,y;) = x(ys). Moreover, y®* is obtained
from the last event triggered in the integration process.

3) The third selection structure: To ensure finite-time ter-
mination of Algorithm 1, we adapt the distributed finite-time
termination algorithm in Section III-B to verify the stopping
criterion (9), where (9a) refers to the consensus stopping

'Example: minge 7, —(2) subject to: g;(z,y;) <0, Vy; € Y5,
where z = [z(1),z(2)] T, F; = [0,22] % [0,1], Y; =[0,2], and g;(x,y;) =
z(2) + [2(1)2 —22(1)]e~ (D +vi" 22Dy

Algorithm 2 Distributed termination algorithm for cutting-
surface consensus approach

Initialization: time slot ¢t = 0; parameter e} (t) = 0; e?(t) =
0; e9(t) = 0; h2(t) = 0.

Input: optimal solution candidate z for all agents; parameter
S of the UJSC network; the diameter D of G(¢ : ¢t + 5);
certain tolerances €4, €5, €g.

Repeat:

1: Local information exchange: send 2, 2F 7%, e4(t), €3 (1),
€%(t) and hZ(t) to the out-neighbors of agent i between
the time slot ¢ and ¢ + 1.

2: Local variable calculate:

h? t+1)= min h?t,e?tmft,e?t +1,
(+1)= _omin {8200, e/(0), €E(0), 200}
(11)
ei(t)+1, |2 — zfl|<es
e (t+1)= vj € Ni*(t) Ui}, (12)
0, otherwise,
)+, - <es
e¥(t+1)= veNmUL},  (3)
0, otherwise,
S)+1, [fi(ZF)—fi(z Y <es
ed(t+1)= vj € Nin(t) U{i},
0, otherwise.
(14)

3: Sett«+t+1

4 if t > SD & h2(t) > SD + 1 then

5:  stopping criterion (9) is satisfied, exit

6: end if

Until: a predefined stopping rule (e.g. the time slot number
that is greater than SD + 1) is satisfied.

condition, while (9b) and (9c) denote the zeroth-order stopping
conditions based on the candidate approximate solution z¥ and
function values f;(2¥) respectively. The pseudocode is shown
in Algorithm 2.

Proposition 2: Consider Algorithm 2 under Assumption 2.
If at the (SD+1)-th time slot, there exists an agent ¢ € V) that
satisfies hZ(t) > SD + 1, then all agents meet the stopping
criterion (9).

Proof: According to Proposition 1, the above result is
straightforward. [ ]

Algorithm 2 provides Algorithm 1 with termination detec-
tion. If there exists an agent satisfying ¢g™**(z¥) < 0 in
Step 5 of Algorithm 1, Algorithm 2 will start to execute.
When the network satisfies the stopping criterion (9), all agents
spontaneously issue an exit command to terminate Algorithm
1. Besides, an approximate optimal solution zf of the (DRCP)
is output for each agent.

Different from the distributed finite-time termination algo-
rithm introduced in Section III-B, Algorithm 2 serves primarily
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to judge the satisfaction of the stopping criterion (9) of the
candidate approximate optimal solutions z¥ for all agents at
the k-th iteration, where the value of zf does not change with
respect to the time slots ¢, but it is affected by the iterations
k. Besides, Algorithm 2 requires only a fixed number of time
slots (SD + 1) to determine whether Algorithm 1 needs to be
terminated or not.

B. Convergence Analysis

This subsection presents the main result of Algorithm 1.
At first, to ensure convergence of Algorithm 1, we make the
following assumption.

Assumption 6 (Strict convexity): The global objective func-
tion F'(z) of the (DRCP) is strictly convex, i.e., for any two
point x1 # x4, 0 < 8 < 1, there is

F(Bz1+ (1= B)zz) < BF(21) + (1 — B)F(22)

For the case that F'(x) is a convex function, we can adopt
a tie-break rule in solving the (ADRCP¥) to ensure the
uniqueness of the solution.

Proposition 3 (Convergence): Let Assumptions 1, 2,4,5,6
hold. For Algorithm 1, the sequence {z**} consisting of the
optimal solution of the (ADRCP") converges to the optimal
solution of the (DRCP), i.e., limy_,o0 z** = z*.

Proof: In the loop of Algorithm 1, €¥ is a positive
parameter that leads to restriction, while Y}* is a set consisting
of a finite number of points obtained from the compact set Y;
that results in relaxation. Therefore, the (ADRCPYX) is neither
a relaxation nor a restriction of the (DRCP) in general. It is
difficult for us to directly analyze the relationship between the
solutions of the two problems (ADRCP¥) and (DRCP). To
prove this proposition, we first make the following settings:

F={z e X|gi(z,y;) <0, Vyiquv, 1€V},

F¥={z € X|gi(z,y;) < —€F, Yy, €Y}, i eV},
:{$€X|gi(x,yl)§ k oYy eV, ZEV}
:{x€X|gi(:c,yL)§ yleY , ZEV},

where € and Y} are the parameters corresponding to the
(ADRCP¥) at the k-th iteration of Algorithm 1. Taking F'(x)
as the objective function and each of the above four sets as
the constraint, we obtain the corresponding optimal solutions
x*, xk*, g% kb by solving them in turn. Since the relation
Yik - Yi]H'1 holds for any £ > 0 and i € V, Y; and B* are
compact, and g; are continuous on X x Y; for any ¢ € V, by
Lemma 2.2 in [32], it holds that

lim F(z™b) = F(z). (15)

Since the positive sequence {€} }, is nonincreasing for i € V,

it holds that for any k£ > 0
AFc AL c o A%,

In addition, since ef — 0 as k — oo for all agents, it follows

that A = F. Based on the this result, we obtain that
lim F(z") = F(z*). (16)
k—o0

According to the definitions of the sets 7%, A* and BF, we
can obtain that A*¥ C F* C BF. Therefore, the following
relation holds for any k£ > 0,

F(a*?) < F(ah*) < F(a®?) (17)

By the squeeze theorem (see [49], P124) as well as the
relations (15), (16) and (17), it holds that

lim F(z

k—o0

by = F(a*). (18)
By (18) and the strict convexity of the function F(z) (cf.
Assumption 6), Proposition 3 is proved. [ ]

Proposition 4 (Finite-time Termination): Take any initial
restriction parameters €} > 0, any initial finite or empty
sets Y, C Y;, and any reduction parameter r > 1. Under
Assumptions 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, the distributed cutting-surface
consensus algorithm terminates finitely and obtain solutions
for all agents that satisfy consensus and zeroth-order stopping
conditions to certain tolerances.

Proof: By Proposition 3, we obtain the convergence
result of the distributed cutting-surface consensus algorithm.
To prove the finite-time termination of the algorithm, we only
need to exclude three possible infinite cases (Case I-III), which
are presented in Figure 1.

1) Inexistence of infinite Case I: By Assumption 1, there
exists at least one interior point & for the (DRCP), we have

#eF=){reXlgi(z,y:) < (19)

i=1

_Ef7vyi € )/Z}v

where €; is a positive scalar parameter for agent 7 sat-
isfying 0 < € < mingey; —¢i(2,y;). Assume that
the (ADRCP¥) is unsolvable at the k-th iteration, i.e.,
Fk = {Jc € Xlgi(w,y;) < —€b, Yy, e YF i = 1,...,m} =
(). Then, after at most K; = max;ey [log, ¥ /e] updates of
restriction parameters €¥, the relations 0 < ekl < € and
YZK1 C Y; hold. According to this result and (19) we have
FEKi 5 F # (). Therefore, after at most K; executions of
Case I in Algorithm 1, the (ADRCP¥) becomes solvable.

2) Inexistence of infinite Case II: Referring to the proof
idea in [32], we prove that the infinite Case II does not exist
for any agent in the loop of Algorithm 1. For any 7 € V),
we first consider a sequence of solutions of this agent in the
(ADRCP¥). Since X is a compact set and Proposition 3 holds,
we can select a converging subsequence for agent ¢ satisfying
ok — % as kK — oo. Assume that at the k-th iteration, the
point z¥ does not satisfy its local constraints F; and 7™
is obtalned through solving the (LLP;). Thus, the following

relation holds:
gi(z, ") > 0.

In step 15 of Algorithm 1, the point 7;"** is added into the
finite set of agent 7. Hence, for any [ > k > 0, it follows that
7yax ¢ V6. In Section III-A, the DPG algorithm guarantees
the local feasibility of the solution due to the adoption of the
Euclidean projection. Therefore, for any [,k (I > k > 0), it
holds that

gi (2, 7)) < —€l.

— (2
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Due to the compactness of X x Y; and continuity of g;(x,y;),
gi(x,y;) is uniformly continuous and hence

36>0 gi(x, 7)< —€/2<0 |lz—zl <6 VI>k>0
(20)
As a result of ¥ — Z, for any § > 0 there is

3Ky |zl — a2k <8 Vik: I>k>Ky  (21)

Combine with (20) and (21), we can conclude that,

Ky ¢ gi(al, g™ < =€ /2 <0 Vk: k> K,

Therefore, we can conclude that for any agent ¢ € )/, after at
most K5 iterations of Algorithm 1, the approximate optimal
point leg of the agent i obtained by solving the (ADRCPX?)
satisfies its local constraints F; in the (DRCP).

3) Inexistence of infinite Case III: Suppose that the
(ADRCPY) is solvable at the k-th iteration of Algorithm 1.
By using DPG algorithm equipped with distributed finite-time
termination algorithm, each agent can obtain an approximate
optimal solution z¥ of the (ADRCPX) (cf. Corollary 1).

Moreover, for any agent ¢ € V), we have
k

k,*
i T

| =0

2 (22)

where k& > 0. §¥ is a positive scalar satisfying 0 < §F <
min {e4, €5,¢66} as the DPG algorithm is fully iterated by
setting small parameters €1, €2, €3, where max {€1, €2, €3} <
min {ey, €5, €6 }. Then, we can set ¥ = 2%* + 65 . vF, where
vF is a unit vector equals to (z¥ — 2%*)/||z¥ — 2%*||. For any
ki _kj
>z by Step

two agents ¢, j € V, suppose that they update z;", z;
6 at the k;-th and k;-th iterations of Algorithm 1, respectively.

Therefore, we have

s

k.
i "l

kil — |1k :
_ZjJH = ||z; -y
= [l 4 0 ot —ahe 5|
S R DA

< flaerr — b + 68 + 6y

(23)

where the two inequalities hold based on the triangle inequal-
ity. Next, we discuss the limit on both sides of (23) as k; — oo
and k; — co. According to the convergence of {z**} (cf.
Proposition 3), it follows that

lim ||z** —2*|| = 0.
k—o0

By the triangle inequality, there is for any k;, k; > 0,

b = @b < b ) + R a2

Take the limit on both sides of the inequality (24) as k; — oo
and k; — oo, it holds that

lim  ||2¥* — zhor|
k,;,kj—>oo
: ks . k. (25)
< lim ||z"* —2*||+ lim ||z"* —a*| = 0.
k;—o00 kj—o0

Next, take the limit on both sides of the inequality (23) and
combine the relation (25), we can get:

lim

lim ¥~ <
k}i,k)j*)OO

i
ki,kjﬂoo

lim  6F+0)

ki ]?9' —
- m 4

° \>J :
Fig. 3.  Network Topology: time-varying unbalanced directed graphs,

where the black and blue arrows denote the communication among
agents attime slot t and ¢t + 1. G(¢ : t 4+ 1) is strongly connected.

Since 6f + (5;-” < ¢4 holds for any k > 0, the consensus
stopping condition (9a) can be met in finite iterations of
Algorithm 1. Similarly, we can verify that the last two condi-
tions in the stopping criterion (9) can also be satisfied within
finite iterations. Therefore, we can obtain that Algorithm 1
terminates finitely and the solutions for all agents satisfy
consensus and zeroth-order stopping conditions to certain
tolerances. [ ]
Proposition 5 (Local Feasibility): If Assumptions 1, 2, 4,
5, 6 are satisfied, then the distributed cutting-surface consensus
algorithm generates local feasible solutions for the (DRCP),
ie., 2f € Fi, Vi€ V.
Proof: Since (LLP;) is solved at optimality for each
agent ¢ € V, this result is straightforward. [ ]
Theorem 3: Under Assumptions 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, the distributed
cutting-surface consensus algorithm terminates finitely and
generates locally feasible solutions for all agents satisfying
consensus and zeroth-order stopping conditions to certain
tolerances. This holds for any initial restriction parameters
€? > 0, any initial finite or empty sets Y C Y;, and any
reduction parameter r > 1.
Proof: This result follows from Proposition 4 and 5.

V. NUMERICAL CASE STUDIES

In this section, a numerical case is presented to validate the
effectiveness of the cutting-surface consensus algorithm (i.e.,
Algorithm 1). Firstly, we analyze and verify the finite-time
termination of Algorithm 1 and confirm the effectiveness of
the distributed termination algorithm developed in this paper
by comparing it with the finite-time consensus termination
algorithm in [37]. Then, we verify the local feasibility of
the solutions obtained by Algorithm 1 and compare it with
the state-of-the-art methods [29], [30]. Finally, we analyze
the impacts of the restriction parameter ¢ and the reduction
parameter r on Algorithm 1. The implementation is carried
out in MATLAB Version 9.5.0.944444 (R2018b, win64) and
runs on an Intel(R) Core (TM) i7-7700HQ CPU @ 2.80GHz,
256GB terminal server.

Consider a distributed system comprised of six agents.
The network topology of this system consists of time-varying
unbalanced directed graphs, as shown in Figure 3. The opti-
mization problem is formulated as follows.

in F(z) = - gil? 26
mig ) =3 —ai 26)
st gi(z,y;) = (@(1) —pi)* + 2y2(2) —y,> =1 <0

Yy; € [—1,1] 1€V,
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TABLE Il Agent 1 Agent 4 |
PARAMETERS OF THE PROBLEM 18 Agent 2 Agent 5
Agent 3 Agent 6
Agent Agent 1 Agent2 Agent 3 Agent 4 Agent5 Agent 6 1.5 1
i [0,6] [0,0] (L1 [-L-11 0 [ [-L1] _
pi -0.75 0.5 -0.25 0.25 0.5 0.75 12 i ]
| i
= 0.9 ! —
+Inf =2 !
& 8 |
—F =31 fie) T 06 &a— i
a8t - = =F =" fi(z)| 10'6 o
0.3 \ ]
B a6t 1
£ O —— = =TS
B 38.68778 L L L L 1
ﬁ% 44r 38.68777 1 10° 102 10% 10* 10° 10° 107
° time slot ¢
g 38.68776
é’ 2t 38.68775( . Fig. 5. lterative process of the DPG algorithm, when the (ADRCPX)
38.68774 is solvable (e = 0.1 and Y’c = [1] for all agents). The six solid lines
nor o Bouon indicates the evolution of ||m’“(t) a®*|| with the time slot ¢, where
4or \ ] xk(t) is agent 4's state in the time slot ¢ of the DPG algorithm. The red
___________ dashed line presents the value ||a:k(t) a®*|| = 0. The horizontal
ag L s ‘ ‘ ‘ coordinates of the black and red dotted- dashed lines represent the
2 4 6 8 10 12 14 number of iterations required by the finite-time consensus termination
iteration k algorithm in [37] and the proposed termination algorithm, respectively.
. . . o The zoomed-in part shows our optimality gap is smaller than that
Fig. 4. lterative process of Algorithm 1. The blue solid line indicates  gchieved by [37].

the evolution of F = ST, f;(2¥) with respect to iteration k. The red
dashed line presents the global optimal value of the problem (26), where
x* = [0,4/7/4]7. The horizontal coordinates of the black and red
dotted-dashed lines represent the number of iterations required by the
finite-time consensus termination algorithm in [37] and the termination
algorithm developed in this paper, respectively.

where z = [z(1),2(2)]T, X = {z e R} -2 <x(1) <2,
—1 < 2(2) <1}, ¢; € R? and p; € R are agent i’s parameters
for the local cost function and local constraint, respectively
(see Table II for specific values).

A. Analysis of Finite-Time Termination

For Algorithm 1, we initiate the restriction parameter €’ =
100 and the initial set Y, = ) for each i € V), along with
the reduction parameter » = 10. For Algorithm 2, we set the
termination parameters as €4 = 0.1, e5 = 0.1 and €5 = 0.1.
Moreover, for the DPG algorithm equipped with the distributed

termination method, we set the stepsize as a(t) = %, and the
termination parameters as ¢; = 1072, e; = 1076, e3 = 1076,

For this example, the distributed cutting-surface consensus
algorithm terminates after eight iterations. Figure 4 shows the
iterative process of Algorithm 1, from which it can be seen
that with the iteration of Algorithm 1, the global objective F'=
S fi(2F) converges to the optimal value F* of the problem
(26). Note that in the first three iterations of Algorithm 1, since
there exists at least an agent ¢ € V that fails to execute Step 6
in Algorithm 1, its candidate point z¥ satisfies ||2F| = ||2?| =
+00. Therefore, we have Y1 | fi(2F) = +oo0.

In addition, we discuss the iterative process of the DPG
algorithm when the local constraints F¥ of all agents in
the (ADRCPX) are nonempty. Figure 5 presents that the
DPG algorithm reaches convergence when the (ADRCPYX) is
solvable, i.e. F¥ =N, FF # (. Figure 6 illustrates that the
DPG algorithm fails to reach consensus and optimality when
the (ADRCPX) is unsolvable, i.e. F* = (). As described in

2.4 T T
Agent 1 Agent 4
21 Agent 2 Agent 5 |
Agent 3 Agent 6
181 q
= 15F J
&
T
| 1.2 4
o9 8
0.6 1
03y 10° 108 107 |
0 . . . . . .
10° 10* 102 10° 10* 10° 106 107

time slot t

Fig. 6. Iterative process of the DPG algorithm, when the (ADRCPX)
is unsolvable (e¥ = 5 and Y;* = [1] for all agents). The six solid lines
indicates the evolution of ||a:"’(t) — x®(T)|| with the time slot ¢, where
xk(t) denotes agent i's state in the time slot t of the DPG algorithm,
T=10""andz*(T) = L Y7, «¥(T).

Section IV-A, to ensure finite-time termination of Algorithm
1, we set the maximum number of time slots 7' = 107 to force
the termination of the DPG algorithm for this situation.
Moreover, we compare our termination algorithm with the
finite-time consensus algorithm in [37]. In solving the (DRCP),
the finite-time consensus algorithm achieves termination in
the fourth iteration of Algorithm 1, as shown in Figure
4. However, the resulting solution is not the approximate
optimal solution for the (DRCP). In contrast, our distributed
termination algorithm not only ensures the consensus of the
solutions but also guarantees their approximate optimality
upon termination of Algorithm 1. Besides, when solving the
(ADRCPY), our solution is more accurate than that of the
finite-time consensus algorithm [37] under the same consensus
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cutting-plane consensus

cutting-surface consensus

2+ — = =gily:) =0 1

9i(yi)

058 06 062 064 066 068 0.7 0.72 0.74 0.76
Yi

Fig. 7. Comparison of Algorithm 1 with the cutting-plane consensus
algorithm in [29], [30] in terms of solution feasibility of the agent 1. The
blue curve indicates the profile of g1 (£¥, y) regarding the uncertainty
parameter y, where 2% is the resulting solution of the cutting-plane
consensus algorithm. Similarly, the black curve is the profile obtained
according to the cutting-surface consensus approach.

TABLE Ill
FEASIBILITY OF THE SOLUTION OF AN AGENT TO ITS OWN CONSTRAINT

Agent Agent 1 Agent 2 Agent 3 Agent 4 Agent5 Agent 6
cutting-surface v v v v v v
cutting-plane X v v v v X

accuracy €;. This stems from the introduction of the zeroth-
order stopping conditions (4b) and (4c), enabling the DPG
algorithm to generate a more approximate optimal solution
for each agent, as shown in Figure 5.

B. Analysis of Local Feasibility of The Solutions

In this subsection, we compare Algorithm 1 with the
cutting-plane consensus algorithms in [29], [30] to present the
superiority of our algorithm in terms of feasibility assurance of
the resulting solutions. The cutting-plane consensus algorithms
are based on successively populating cutting-planes into the
finite set of constraints to externally approximate the (DRCP),
which fails to ensure the feasibility of the resulting solutions.
By comparison, Algorithm 1 is based on iteratively approxi-
mating the (DRCP) by successively reducing the restriction
parameters € of the right-hand constraints and expanding the
finite sets Yik, which enables each agent to obtain a feasible
solution within a finite number of iterations. This result is
illustrated by Figure 7 and Table III.

Additionally, compared with the cutting-plane consensus
algorithms in [29], [30], our approach possesses the following
three characteristics : 1) Our approach can handle optimiza-
tion problems with different local cost functions; 2) Our
approach eliminates the need to exchange local constraints
with neighboring agents, which reduces communication costs
and protects the privacy of each agent; 3) The constraints
updated by our approach at each iteration are non-polyhedral,
which allows us to deal with optimization problems with high-
dimensional decision variables more efficiently [31].
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Fig. 8. Effect of turning parameter €2. The reduction parameter is » = 2.
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Fig. 9. Effect of turning parameter r. The initial restriction parameter is
€? =100 forany i € V.

C. Computational Performance of Adjusting ¢° and r

Similar to [32] and [33], the parameters ¢! and r have a great
influence on the computational performance of Algorithm 1.
In this optimization problem, we set all the € to equal values
and YV to the empty set.

For a fixed reduction parameter r» = 2, the effect of turning
parameter €) is shown in Figure 8, where 107% < ¢? < 10°.
When the parameter €) is small (¢! < 1), the number of
solvability cuts remains zero as the (ADRCPX) is solvable
throughout the iterations of Algrithm 1. Besides, the number
of optimality cuts sees a steady increase as €’ rises in this
stage. Conversely, when the parameter € is large (e > 1),
the (ADRCP¥) becomes unsolvable in the initial iterations of
Algorithm 1, leading to a growth in the number of solvability
cuts with €Y. However, the number of optimality cuts remains
basically unchanged in this stage. In addition, the number of
feasibility cuts is basically unchanged regardless of the value
of e?. To sum up, as e? rises, the number of iterations of
Algorithm 1 increases due to the increase in optimality cuts
(for small e?) and solvability cuts (for large e?).

For a fixed restriction parameter e? = 100, the effect of
turning parameter r is shown in Figure 9, where 1 < r <
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1000. When 7 is small (r < 10), increasing r leads to a sharp
decrease in the quantities of optimality cuts and solvability
cuts. Conversely, for larger values of » (r > 10), the number
of optimality cuts and solvability cuts decreases gradually and
eventually stabilizes. Regardless of the value of r, the number
of feasibility cuts remains virtually unchanged. In summary, as
r increases, the number of iterations of Algorithm 1 decreases
along with the reduction in the quantities of optimality cuts
and solvability cuts.

Remark 5: 1t is worth noting that there is a limit to the
computational accuracy of MATLAB. Therefore, we cannot
set € too small (&) < 1077), or 7 too large (r > 10%), as
this would lead to the number of feasibility cuts and iterations
tends to infinity, thus preventing Algorithm 1 from terminating
within a finite number of iterations.

VI. CONCLUSION

A cutting-surface consensus approach is proposed for solv-
ing the distributed robust convex optimization problems of
multi-agent systems with guaranteed both feasibility and con-
vergence, which is applicable to time-varying unbalanced
directed graphs under the assumption of uniformly jointly
strong connectivity. Then, it is proved that this approach
converges to a feasible solution satisfying consensus and
zeroth-order stopping conditions to certain tolerances within
a finite number of iterations. Moreover, we use a numerical
example to illustrate the effectiveness of the approach.

Direct extensions may lie in the following two aspects.
First, in the current cutting-surface consensus approach, we
use the distributed projected gradient (DPG) algorithm to
solve the approximate problem (ADRCPX). We could also
design other constrained distributed optimization algorithms
to solve the problem, ensuring that the resulting solutions of
these algorithms are feasible to the (ADRCPY). In addition,
this paper mainly studies robust optimization with bounded
uncertainty, and future research may consider studying more
general distributionally robust optimization (DRO) problems
with moment uncertainty in multi-agent systems.

APPENDIX

In this Appendix, referring to the proof idea of the dis-
tributed projected subgradient algorithm under fixed unbal-
anced graphs [41], we prove the convergence and convergence
rate of the proposed DPG algorithm in Section III-A.

A. Proof of Theorem 1

Lemma 1 ( [34] Lemma 2): Let {G(t)} and {A(t)} satisfy
Assumptions 2, 4. For any s > t, define A(s:t) = A(s—1)-
-~ A(t) where A(t : t) = I and a;;(s : t) denote the entries of
A(s: t) For any ¢t > 0, there exists a normalized vector 7 (),
ie., 1) m(t) = 1, such that

m

(a) there exist B > 0 and 0 < A < 1 such that |a;;(s
t) — mj(t)] < BA*~* for any i,j € V and s > t.

(b) there is a constant 7 > ~(™~1S such that m;(t) > 7 for
any ¢ € Vand t > 0.

© (7(t)" = (x(t+1))TA®).

Lemma 2 ( [50] Corollary 2): Let U be the convex hull of
Uiep$l, ie. U = conv( Uiey 4 ) Suppose that Assumption
3 holds and €; is a compact set, then there exists a constant
R > 1 such that

dist(z, Niep ) < Rr‘nag(dist(ac,Qi)7 Vo € U.
1€
Lemma 3 ( [41] Lemma 4): Let {v(t)}, {b(t)}, {u(t)} and

{e(t)} be nonnegative sequences, where Y ,° b(t) < oo,
Yo ge(t) < oo and
v(t+1) < (1 +b()v(t) —u(t)+e(t), VE>0. (27)

Then, the sequence {v(¢)} is convergent, and Y ;2 u(t) < oc.

Proposition 6: Let Assumptions 2, 3, 4 be satisfied. Then
for the algorithm (3), the following holds for any v € €2 and
t>0:

S mlt+ DI+ 1) — o]

i=1
Z 010:(t) — v|)* — 2a(t)e" (B(t) — v) + C2a2(t)

+2Ca(t)z i (£)110:(t) — O(1)]| *Zm D)l (t)]?
=1 (28)
where C' = | c[|, 0(t) = 7", 7r] (t)HJ(t) Vt > 0,and ¢;(t) =

Proof: Let 0;(t) = Z]—1 a;j t)Hj( ) and v € Q. By
Lemma 1(b) in [35], it holds that

6 +1) = ol* =18:0) = v —a@e+ 6O o
<I16:(t) = v — a()el = 6 (1))
The first term on the right-hand side of (29) is equal to
16:(8) — ol* +2a(t)eT (v — Bi(1)) + 2(H)C®. (30)

Next, we establish an upper bound for each term in (30). Since
the matrix A(t) is row stochastic, it holds that 6;(t) — v =

>ty aij(t)(0;(t) —v). By the convexity of | - [, we have
~ 2 m
16:() = ol” <Y ai (DN1(6;(2) — )] 31
j=1
Disregarding 2«/(t), the second term in (30) meets
¢ (v — G:(t)) = ¢ — B(t) + () — (1)
<cT(w—0(t) + |c"6;(t) — c"B(t
<c (v | ( )| (32)

+02am )16;(8) — 0L,

where the first inequality derives from the triangle inequality,
and the last inequality follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality and the convexity of || - ||. Using the relations of
(31) and (32), we can obtain the upper bound of (30). Then,
we take this upper bound into (29) and execute a weighted
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sum on both sides of the (29), yielding:

Do mlt+ D)6t +1) - of?

i=1

<D omt+ 1)y ai(0)]6;() — vl
i=1 j=1
- Z mi(t 4 1)2a(t)c (0(t) — v) (33)

—&—th—i—l )2a(t C’Zaw M0 (t) — o)

+Z7Tlt+1 Zﬂ'zt"r ||¢z )H :

By Lemma I(c), it holds that >, m;(¢ —&—1)2] 1 aij(t)

16,() —o* = S m@O6:i) —o)*, S mt +
1) 30 ai(0N10;() — 0l = 3232, mi()[10:() — O()]l-
Taking this result and » " m;(t + 1) = 1 into (33), we can
obtain (28) as desired. [ |
Proposition 7: Let Assumptions 2, 3, 4 be satisfied. Then
for the algorithm (3), the following relations hold.
@ Let B(t) = X7, s For any ¢ > 0, B2(t) <
mY o (0.
Let Dy = B 72, [|0;(0)] and Do = mBC. For any i €
v, 6:(t) - ()||<Dv\t+2t o AT BB(r+Dsa(r)].
Let (t) = aft )Z /\t " 1ﬁ( ) with ¢(0) = 0. If the
stepsize sequence {a( )} is nonincreasing, then (¢ +
1) < Mp(t) + a(t)B(1).
Proof: Parts (a) and (c) are straightforward. Here,
we only prove that part (b) holds. Firstly, we write (3)
as 0;(t +1) = Y70, ai;(1)0;(t) + €i(t), where ¢(t) €
R™ represents an error term. Hence, it holds that 6;(t) =

(b)

©)

SALA(E  0)]i56,(0) + 3020 ST [AGE 1 v 4 D]ge; ().
Due to 0(t) = Zm_l T (t)ﬁj( ) and Lemma 1(c), we obtain
0(t) = 37, m(0)6;(0)+>2,Zg S7my 7 (r+1)e; (r). There-
fore, Ht%(t) @) = 112272, ([ ( 1 0)]3; —7;(0))0;(0) +
Yo ([A(t T+1)]m WJ(TH))Q(T)IISZT:l |[A(t:
0)]i; =5 (0)]116; (0) 1+ 27 =6 Xy [[A(E : v+ )i = (r +

1)][le;( )H By Lemma 1(a), we have

||At+BZAt - 1Z|\ej

(34
Consider the algorithm (3), it satisfies that €;(t) = ¢;(t) —
a(t)c. By utilizing the triangle inequality, it holds that
le;(B)]] < ||¢:(t)]| + a(t)C, Vi € V. Using the bound into
(34), the result in part (b) is proved. [ |
Corollary 2: In Proposition 7, if lim;_, ., 8(¢) = 0, then
lim; 00 ¥(t) = 0. In addition, if lim; o, a(t) = 0, then
limy o0 Y0, i (6)]16:() — O(0)]| = 0.
Proof: 1Tt is straightforward to derive from Lemma 7 in
[35]. [ |
Based on Propositions 6 and 7. we obtain the following
important result, which is crucial for proving the convergence
of the distributed projected gradient algorithm.

16:(¢) — Ot ||<BZH9

Proposition 8: Let Assumptions 2, 3, 4 be satisfied. If
{«a(t)} is nonincreasing, then for the algorithm (3), we have

zm:m(t +1)[|6:(t + 1) — v|*+aby(t + 1)

i=1

< Zﬂ'i(t)uei(t)
-1

—Day_[[6i(®)|*+Disa(t)A’ + Dasa(t) Y A" a(r)

i=1 r=0

(35)

where w(t) = Po[f(t)], b= /2, a = (1 k)b, Ds =2C(1+
%)’ Dy=1,Ds= 02+7, D3 = D1D3 and Dy3 = D> Ds3.

Proof: By adding and subtracting ¢’ w(t) and using
Lipschitz continuity of the function fo, = c'h, we have
cT(v=0(t)) < c"(v—w(t))+Cllw(t) - O(t)|. Subsequently,
we find an upper bound for the term ||w(¢) —0(t)||. According
to Lemma 2, it follows that

Jw(t) = B(8)]| = dist (B(¢), ) < R max dist(B(1), )

- Rmt — - RTr7 —
<> a0, 00 <3 0610000,
=1 =1

where the second inequality follows from m;(t)/n > 1
(cf. Lemma 1(b)), and the last inequality is satisfied as

—|* +abu(t)—

(36)

dist(0(2), ) < [|6:(t) —0(t)]] (cf. formula (2) in [35]). Thus,
cT(v=0(t) < cT(v—w(t)+ B2 3T, mi(1)[|6:(t) — 6(2)])-
Using this bound for (28), we obtaln

Y o mlt+ 1))t +1) — of?

i=1

<Y m@)10:(t) — v]|* = 2a(t)e" (w(t) — v) + C2a?(2)

i=1
+ Dsa(t) Zm(t)lwi(t) -0l - Z mit +1)[|0i(6)]1%,

(37)
where D3 = 2C(1 + £). Then, adding aby(t 4 1) to both
sides of (37) and combining the results in Proposition 7(b),
(c), we further have

Zm:m(t +1)]10:(t + 1) — v||* + aby(t + 1)

Z £)]10: () — vl +abip (t) +ab(A— 1)1 (t) +aba(t) B(t)

m

—2a(t)e’ (w(t)—v)+C%a*( —Zm(t+1)ll¢i(t)l\2

t—1
+Dia(t)\ +Dasa(t) Y - N a(r)+DsBy(t).
r=0
(38)
where D13 = D1D3, D23 = D2D3. Since a = %, the

two terms ab(A — 1)1 (t) and D3 B (t) cancel out. Moreover,
we can also obtain 2aba(t)B(t) < a’a?(t) + b?B%(t) <
2a2(t) + b*m > i~ ||#i(t)]|?, where the last inequality fol-

lows from Proposition 7(a). Therefore, with [ — %, it
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can be veriﬁed that aba(t)B(t) — S mi(t + 1)]|g:(0)]* <
“—;az(t) — 257 [l¢i(t)]|>. By applying the above relations
to (38), we get (35). [ |

Finally, we prove the convergence of the algorithm (3),
which relies on the results of Proposition 8 and Lemma 3.

Proof of Theorem 1:

To establish the convergence of the DPG algorithm, we
mainly divide the process into two steps: (i) Applying Lemma
3 to (35); (ii) Proving convergence.

Step (i): Set 6* € Q* (Q* C Q) as an optimal solution and
define the nonnegative sequences {v(t)}, {b(t)}, {u(t)} and
{e(t)} as follows:

=Y m@)le)
=1

u(t) = 2a(t)e’ (w(t) — 6%) + D4 Z g ()11,
= Dyza(t)\' + Dasza(t) Z_: AT ha(r) + Dsa(t).
r=0

= 0"|* +aby(t), b(t) =0,

e(t)

From Proposition 8, we can obtain v(t + 1) < (1 +
b(t))v(t) — u(t) + e(t), ¥t > 0. Then, we demonstrate that
{b(t)} and {e(t)} are summable. Since b(t) = 0, we have
Sor2ob(t) = 0 < oo. Next, consider each term in e(t). Firstly,
Yoo Dsa?(t) < oo by Assumption 5. Secondly, using
the fact 2a(t)A" < a?(t) + A?* yields Y ;o Disa(t)A! <
Dis [y a2(t) + Y2y A*] < oc. Thirdly, by mono-
tomclty of {a(t)}, the second term in e(t) satisfies:
a(t) I o AT a(r) < U102 (r). According to
Lemma 7 in [35], we can obtam >do Zt %i)\t —la2(r) <
oo. Thus, it holds that 7%, Dasa(t) Sy A" ta(r) <
oo. Hence, the sequence {e(t)} is summable By Lemma 3,
there exists a constant 6 > 0 such that

Jlim Zm )0:(t) — 61> + abip(t) = (39)
> [m)a(w(t) 09+ D43 100l <. @0
t=0 =1

Step (ii): Firstly, by (40), we have lim; o Y i, [|¢:(t)||> =
0. Thus, lim; o, 8(t) = 0, which by Corollary 2 yields
lim; o0 ¥(t) = 0. It then follows from (39) that

m

tlggozm N6t

Next, since > ;o a(t) = oo and ¢ (w(t)—6%) > 0,Vt > 0,
it then follows from (40) that lim;_, o, w(t) = 6*.

It now remains to demonstrate that § = 0. By using
the triangle and Cauchy-Schwarz inequalities, it can be con-
firmed that [6;(t) — 6%[* < 3(6:(t) — B(0)||? + 8(t) —
w(t)|? + [Jw(t) — 0*[|*). Next, since [0(t) — w(t)| <
% S m))0:(t) — 2( )| (cf. inequality (36)), we have
10(t) — w®]? < &3 m)llei(t) — 0(t)]* by the
convexity of ||-||%. As aresult M < 10:(t)—0()||>+

2 m *
= mi()[10:(£) —0(8) |2+ [|w(t ) 6*||*. Multiplying both

—0* 2P =9 (41)

sides by m;(t) then summing over ¢ € V yields the follwing,

with R’ = 1+ R?/n*:

% Wz(t) 0. —_p* 2<R/ - ) 9. _? 2 —p* 2
ZT 16:(8) =671 < Ry s (0)]10:(6) =0 () *Hlew(t) —07 .
i=1 i=1

Taking lim;_,., on both sides and using (41) yields:

6

2 < Jim flu(t) - 42)
Here we have use the fact lim; oo > ;o m;(8)[|0:(£) —0(¢)|| =
0 (cf. Corollary 2). Since § > 0 and lim;_, . ||w(t)—0*||* = 0,
it holds that § = 0. Therefore, we can obtain the convergence
of the algorithm (3), i.e., lim;_, . 0;(t) = 0%, Vi € V. |

0" )1%.

B. Proof of Theorem 2

Proposition 9: Suppose that the stepsize sequence {«(¢)} is
nonnegative and ntonincreasing and Assumptlons 2, 3, 4 hold.
Define 0;(t) = %, w(t) = Ztai(;)(z:)m For the

algorithm (3), the followmg holds:
Coll0i(t) — w(t)|| + ¢ (w(t) — 6) <

where E(t) = % Co = m’

DyD i« Do
R1+2(1 /\)a(O)—i— 42mB(0) and = 2(14\)"’ 2 +2m( Bt
1) with By = 337" 7;(0)[|6;(0) — 6| for any 6% € Q*.
Moreover,

E(t), Vt>0, (43)

(1=X\)Dy Cy =

[fo(0:(1)) = fo| < E(t)(1 +C/Cy). (44)
Proof: We proceed in three steps: (i) Using the inequality
(35) in Proposition 8 to give an upper estimate for the sum
S o {2a(r)eT (w(t) — 0°) + Dy [|di(r) ||} in terms
of >'_,a(r) and 3'_,a?(r); (i) Relating the left side
of (43) to this sum by leveraging the convexity of fy(f) =
¢ 6 and Proposition 7; (iii) Proving (44) by using Lipschitz
continuity of fy and (43).
Step (i): Let {v(t)}, {u(t)}, {b6(¢)} and {e(t)} be defined
as in Step (i) of the proof of Theorem 1. Furthermore, set
o(t) =Y, [|¢:(t)||>. By using Proposition 8, we have that
v(t+1) <wo(t)—u(t)+e(t), Vt > 0, which then implies that

t
v(t+1) <0(0) + Z[e(r) - 45)
r=0
By rearranging terms and using v(¢t + 1) > 0, we have
t
Z {a(r)cT( (r)— 9*)+—<I> ] < Ri+- Z ) (46)
r=0
where Ry = £ 37, 7;(0)]|6;(0)—6*||. Next, we will establish
an upper bound for the term Zi:o e(r) from the following
estimates:
! ! a(0)
"< T —Z
D a(rAm <) a(0)a < Y A7)
r=0 r=0
t r—1 t r—1
a(r) Z N 1=5a(s) < Z N 17502 (s)
r=1 s=0 r=1s=0
N e “8)
_ 2 r—1—s
=) a*(s) Z A < T\
s=0 r=s+1 s=0
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Hence, 3, _ge(r) < £4a(0) + (£ + Ds) X, a?(r),

Therefore,
! D
> [O‘(T)CT(W(T)—Q*H;‘P(T)] < Mi+M; Z a(r) (49)
r=0 r=0
with My = Ry + 55450(0) and My = § (£ + Ds).

Step (ii): Then, we derive the lower bound on the left side of
(49). By convexity of fj, it holds that

T 07y <3

r=0

(50)

Next, we relate the term ||, () — w(t)| to ZT o ©(r). By the
triangle inequality, we have

10:t) — @) < 3 “<’“>¥;<r> —( v;(r)H .
r=0 .,_:004 T

We now quantify the numerator of the right side of (51).
Firstly, recall from the result in Proposition 7(b) that

(51

t—1
0(t)| < DiA + ) N BA(s) + Daa(s)]. (52)

s=0

[10:(t) —

Secondly, using Lemma 2 and the properties of the dist(-)
function, we have

lw(r)—0(r)||=dist(0(r), Q) < Rmaxdist(8(r), ;)

i€V
o _ (53)
<R Z dist(6(r), Q
i=1

<RE:IIt9 o(r)ll;

By the triangle inequality and the inequalities (52) and (53),
it follows that

16i(r) —w(r)]]

sl —X“+Zv = (Fai). o9

which yields (see the definition of t(¢) in Proposition 7(c))

r=0
D t D r—1 t
1 T 2 r—1l—s
< = alr)A +§Za(r)z>\ a(s)+ Y w(r)
r=0 r=1 s=0 r=
(47),(48) Dy (0) Dy < ‘

S a-nBTa-NB 2_:"‘2(8) * ;w(r)‘
(55)

The sum Ei:o ¥ (r) can be bounded as follows. Based on
the result in Proposition 7(c) and the fact that ¢)(0) = 0 and
Y(t) >0, Vi > 1, there is

t t—1 t—1
Do) A v+ alr)B(r) (56)
r=0 r=0 r=0
According to a8 < & + 32, Va, 3 € R, it holds that
t LN (20 | g
D) <t ( . +6(r)) (57)

Moreover, by Proposition 7(a), we have 32(r) < m®(r). Thus

t t
> Br)<mY ®(r) (58)
r=0 r=0
Using the inequalities (55), (57) and (58), we obtain
t D t
COZ DB —uO <Mt MY )+ 5 3 20)
N (9
with Cy = 727,1%1%21)5{‘)3, M3 = 7D42Dl%(0) My = g2 (B +7).
Combining the inequality (59) with (49) yields
t
Co Y a(r)]bi(r) —w |+Z w(t) —0%)
=0 (60)
< (My + Ms) + (My + M) Zaz(r),
r=0

where Cy = My + M3, Cy = My + M. Dividing both sides
by Zi:o a(r) and subsequently applying (50) and (51) leads
to (43).

Step (iii): Since 0; (t) € U for V¢t > 0, Vi € V, it follows from
triangle inequality and Lipschitz continuity of fo on U that

T (0:(t) — 07)] < [T (Bi(t) — (1)) + ¢ (w(t) — 67)
< C||0:(t) — ()| + ¢ (w(t) — 6%)

Now, by (43), both Col|6;(t) — w(t)|| and ¢T (@ (t) — 6*) are

bounded above by E(t). Hence, (44) is satisfied. [ |

Proof of Theorem 2:
According to Proposition 9, this result is straightforward. ll

(61)

REFERENCES

[1] T. Yang, X. Yi, J. Wu, Y. Yuan, D. Wu, Z. Meng, Y. Hong, H. Wang, Z.
Lin, and K. H. Johansson, “A survey of distributed optimization,” Annu.
Rev. Control, vol. 47, pp. 278-305, May 2019.

[2] A. Nedi¢ and J. Liu, “Distributed optimization for control,”
Control Robot Auton. Syst., vol. 1, pp. 77-103, May 2018.

[3] D. K. Molzahn, F. Dorfler, H. Sandberg, S. H. Low, S. Chakrabarti, R.
Baldick, and J. Lavaei, “A survey of distributed optimization and control
algorithms for electric power systems,” IEEE Trans. Smart Grid, vol. 8,
no. 6, pp. 2941-2962, Nov. 2017.

[4] X. Fang, D. Pang, J. Xi, and X. Le, “Distributed optimization for the
multi-robot system using a neurodynamic approach,” Neurocomputing,
vol. 367, no. 20, pp.103-113, Nov. 2019.

[5] S. Halder, A. Ghosal, and M. Conti, “Dynamic super round based
distributed task scheduling for uav networks,” IEEE Trans. Wirel.
Commun., 2022, DOL: 10.1109/TWC.2022.3200366.

[6] C. Wan, G. Jing, S. You, and R. Dai, “Sensor network localization via
alternating rank minimization algorithms,” IEEE Trans. Control Netw.
Syst., vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 1040-1051, Jun. 2020.

[7]1 H. Iiduka, “Distributed optimization for network resource allocation with
nonsmooth utility functions,” IEEE Trans. Control. Netw Syst., vol. 6,
no. 4, pp. 1354-1365, Dec. 2019.

[8] Q. Li, Y. Liao, K. Wu, L. Zhang, J. Lin, M. Chen, J. M. Guerrero, and
D. Abbott, “Parallel and distributed optimization method with constraint
decomposition for energy management of microgrids,” IEEE Trans.
Smart Grid, vol. 12, no. 6, pp. 4627-4640, Nov. 2021.

[91 A. Ben-Tal, L. E. Ghaoui, and A. Nemirovski, Robust optimization.

Princeton, NJ, USA: Princeton Univ. Press, 2009.

A. Fallah, M. Gurbuzbalaban, A. Ozdaglar, U. Simsekli, and L. Zhu,

“Robust distributed accelerated stochastic gradient methods for multi-

agent networks,” in arXiv:1910.08701, 2019.

X. Meng and Q. Liu, “A consensus algorithm based on multi-agent

system with state noise and gradient disturbance for distributed convex

optimization,” Neurocomputing, vol. 519, pp. 148-157, Jan. 2023.

Annu. Rev.

[10]

[11]



IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON AUTOMATIC CONTROL

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

(17]

(18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

(28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32

—

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

Y. Zhu, G. Wen, W. Yu, and X. Yu, “Nonsmooth resource allocation
of multiagent systems with disturbances: A proximal approach,” IEEE
Trans. Control Netw. Syst., vol. 8, no. 3, pp. 1454-1464, Sep. 2021.

C. Iakovidou and E. Wei, “S-near-dgd: A flexible distributed stochas-
tic gradient method for inexact communication,” IEEE Trans. Autom.
Contr., vol. 68, no. 2, pp. 1281-1287, Feb. 2023.

C. Zhao, X. Duan, and Y. Shi, “Analysis of consensus-based economic
dispatch algorithm under time delays,” IEEE Trans. Syst. Man Cybern.
Syst., vol. 50, no. 8, pp. 2978-2988, Aug, 2020.

J. Wu, T. Yang, D. Wu, K. Kalsi, and K. H. Johansson, “Distributed
optimal dispatch of distributed energy resources over lossy communica-
tion networks,” IEEE Trans. Smart Grid, vol. 8 no. 6, pp. 3125-3137,
Nov. 2017.

S. Lee and A. Nedi¢, “Distributed random projection algorithm for
convex optimization,” IEEE J. Sel. Top. Signal Process., vol. 7, no. 2,
pp. 221-229, Apr. 2013.

S. Lee and A. Nedi¢, “Asynchronous gossip-based random projection
algorithms over networks,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Contr., vol. 61, no. 4,
pp. 953-968, Apr. 2016.

A. Nedi¢ and A. Ozdaglar, “Distributed subgradient methods for multi-
agent optimization,” [EEE Trans. Autom. Contr., vol. 54, no. 1, pp. 48-
61, Jan. 2009.

K. You, R. Tempo, and P. Xie, “Distributed algorithms for robust convex
optimization via the scenario approach,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Contr., vol.
64, no. 3, pp. 880-895, Mar. 2019.

K. Margellos, A. Falsone, S. Garatti, and M. Prandini, “Distributed con-
strained optimization and consensus in uncertain networks via proximal
minimization,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Contr., vol. 63, no. 5, pp. 1372-1387,
May 2018.

A. Falsone, K. Margellos, M. Prandini, and S. Garatti, “A scenario-based
approach to multi-agent optimization with distributed information,” in
Proc. 21th IFAC World Congr., 2020, pp. 20-25.

L. Carlone, V. Srivastava, F. Bullo, and G. C. Calafiore, “Distributed ran-
dom convex programming via constraints consensus,” SIAM J. Control
Optim., vol. 52, no. 1, pp. 629-662, Feb. 2014.

M. Chamanbaz, G. Notarstefano, and R. Bouffanais, ‘“Randomized
constraints consensus for distributed robust linear programming,” in
Proc. 20th IFAC World Congr., 2017, pp. 4973-4978.

M. Chamanbaz, G. Notarstefano, and R. Bouffanais, “A randomized
distributed ellipsoid algorithm for uncertain feasibility problems,” in
Proc. 56th IEEE Annu. Conf. Decis. Control, 2017, pp. 1305-1310.

G. Pantazis, F. Fele, and K. Margellos, “On the probabilistic feasibility
of solutions in multi-agent optimization problems under uncertainty,”
Eur. J. Control, vol. 63, pp. 186-195, Jan. 2022.

K. Yang, Y. Wu, J. Huang, X. Wang, and S. Verdd, “Distributed robust
optimization for communication networks,” in Proc. IEEE INFOCOM-
27th Conf. Comput. Commun., 2008, pp. 1157-1165.

K. Yang, J. Huang, Y. Wu, X. Wang, and M. Chiang, “Distributed robust
optimization (dro), part i: framework and example,” Optim. Eng., vol.
15, no. 1, pp. 35-67, Mar. 2014.

S. Wang and C. Li, “Distributed robust optimization in networked
system,” IEEE Trans. Cybern., vol. 47, no. 8, pp. 2321-2333, Aug. 2017.
M. Biirger, G. Notarstefano, and F. Allgower, “A polyhedral approxima-
tion framework for convex and robust distributed optimization,” IEEE
Trans. Autom. Contr., vol. 59, no. 2, pp. 384-395, Feb. 2014.

M. Biirger, G. Notarstefano, and F. Allgower, “Distributed robust opti-
mization via cutting-plane consensus,” in Proc. 51st IEEE Conf. Decis.
Control, 2012, pp. 7457-7463.

S. Mehrotra and D. Papp, “A cutting surface algorithm for semi-
infinite convex programming with an application to moment robust
optimization,” SIAM J. Optim., vol. 24, no. 4, pp. 1670-1697, Oct. 2014.
A. Mitsos, “Global optimization of semi-infinite programs via restriction
of the right-hand side,” Optimization, vol. 60, no. 10-11, pp. 1291-1308,
Jun. 2011.

J. Fu, J. M. Faust, B. Chachuat, and A. Mitsos, “Local optimization
of dynamic programs with guaranteed satisfaction of path constraints,”
Automatica, vol. 62, pp. 184-192, Dec. 2015.

P. Xie, K. You, R. Tempo, S. Song, and C. Wu, “Distributed convex
optimization with inequality constraints over time-varying unbalanced
digraphs,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Contr., vol. 63, no. 12, pp. 4331-4337,
Dec. 2018.

A. Nedi¢, A. Ozdaglar, and P. A. Parrilo, “Constrained consensus and
optimization in multi-agent networks,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Contr., vol.
55, no. 4, pp. 922-938, Apr. 2010.

D. M. Himmelblau, Applied nonlinear programming. New York, NY,
USA: McGraw-Hill, 1972.

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

(471

[48]

[49]

(501

P. Xie, K. You, and C. Wu, “How to stop consensus algorithms, locally?”
in Proc. 56th IEEE Annu. Conf. Decis. Control, 2017, pp. 4544-4549.

V. Yadav and M. V. Salapaka, “Distributed protocol for determining
when averaging consensus is reached,” in Proc. 45th Annu. Allerton
Conf., 2007, pp. 715-720.

N. E. Manitara and C. N. Hadjicostis, “Distributed stopping for average
consensus in undirected graphs via event-triggered strategies,” Automat-
ica, vol. 70, pp. 121-127, Aug. 2016.

W. Li, Z. Chen, Y. Lou, and Y. Hong, “On the convergence properties
of a distributed projected subgradient algorithm,” IEEE Trans. Autom.
Contr., vol. 68, no. 12, pp. 7546-7559, Dec. 2023.

V. S. Mai and E. H. Abed, “Distributed optimization over directed graphs
with row stochasticity and constraint regularity,” Automatica, vol. 102,
pp. 94-104, Apr. 2019.

P. Lin, W. Ren, and Y. Song, “Distributed multi-agent optimization sub-
ject to nonidentical constraints and communication delays,” Automatica,
vol. 65, pp. 120-131, Mar. 2016.

S. Liu, Z. Qiu, and L. Xie, “Convergence rate analysis of distributed
optimization with projected subgradient algorithm,” Automatica, vol. 83,
pp. 162-169, Sep. 2017.

H. Li, Q. Lv, and T. Huang, “Distributed Projection subgradient al-
gorithm over time-varying general unbalanced directed graphs,” IEEE
Trans. Autom. Contr., vol. 64, no. 3, pp. 1309-1316, Mar. 2019.

K. I. Tsianos and M. G. Rabbat, “Distributed dual averaging for convex
optimization under communication delays,” in Proc. Amer. Contr. Conf.,
2012, pp. 1067-1072.

A. Nedi¢ and A. Olshevsky, “Distributed optimization over time-varying
directed graphs,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Contr., vol. 60, no. 3, pp. 601-615,
Mar. 2015.

C. Wang, S. Xu, D. Yuan, B. Zhang, and Z. Zhang, “Push-sum
distributed dual averaging for convex optimization in multiagent systems
with communication delays,” IEEE Trans. Syst. Man Cybern. Syst., vol.
53, no. 3, pp. 1420-1430, Mar. 2023.

A. Mutapcic and S. Boyd, “Cutting-set methods for robust convex
optimization with pessimizing oracles,” Optim. Methods Softw., vol. 24,
no. 3, pp. 381-406, May 2009.

M. Petra, M. Nicola, G. David, and L. L. Team, Calculus Early Tran-
scendentals Differential & Multi-Variable Calculus for Social Sciences.
Vancouver, BC, Canada: Simon Fraser Univ. Press, 2018.

A. Hoffmann, “The distance to the intersection of two convex sets
expressed by the distances to each of them,” Math. Nachrichten, vol.
157, no. 1, pp. 361-376, Jun. 1992.

Jun Fu (Senior Member, |IEEE) received the
Ph.D. degree in mechanical engineering from
Concordia University, Montreal, QB, Canada,
in 2009. He was a Postdoctoral Researcher
with the Department of Mechanical Engineering,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT),
Cambridge, MA, USA, from 2010 to 2014. He
is a professor with Northeastern University,
Shenyang, China. His current research is on
dynamic optimization, optimal control, switched
systems and their applications. Dr. Fu received

the 2018 Young Scientist Award in Science issued by the Ministry of Ed-
ucation of China (the first awardee in Chinese Control Community). He
is currently an Associate Editor for the Control Engineering Practice, the
IEEE Transactions on Industrial Informatics, and the IEEE Transactions
on Neural Networks and Learning Systems.

Xunhao Wu received the B.S. degree in
automation from Northeastern  University,
Shenyang, China, in 2021, where he is currently
pursuing the M.S. degree in control theory
and control engineering with the State Key
Laboratory of Synthetical Automation for
Process Industries, Northeastern University,
Shenyang, China. His current research interests
cover robust optimization and its application in
multi-agent systems.



	Introduction
	Problem Statement
	Approximation Problem and Finite-Time Termination Method
	Approximation Problem
	Finite-Time Termination Algorithm

	Algorithm Development and Analysis
	Distributed Cutting-Surface Consensus Approach
	The first selection structure
	The second selection structure
	The third selection structure

	Convergence Analysis

	Numerical case studies
	Analysis of Finite-Time Termination
	Analysis of Local Feasibility of The Solutions
	Computational Performance of Adjusting 0i and r

	Conclusion
	Proof of Theorem 1
	Proof of Theorem 2

	References
	Biographies
	Jun Fu
	Xunhao Wu


