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Abstract—With the growth of magnitude of multi-agent net-
works, distributed optimization holds considerable significance
within complex systems. Convergence, a pivotal goal in this
domain, is contingent upon the analysis of infinite products of
stochastic matrices (IPSMs). In this work, convergence properties
of inhomogeneous IPSMs are investigated. The convergence
rate of inhomogeneous IPSMs towards an absolute probability
sequence π is derived. We also show that the convergence rate is
nearly exponential, which coincides with existing results on er-
godic chains. The methodology employed relies on delineating the
interrelations among Sarymsakov matrices, scrambling matrices,
and positive-column matrices. Based on the theoretical results
on inhomogeneous IPSMs, we propose a decentralized projected
subgradient method for time-varying multi-agent systems with
graph-related stretches in (sub)gradient descent directions. The
convergence of the proposed method is established for convex
objective functions, and extended to non-convex objectives that
satisfy Polyak-Lojasiewicz conditions. To corroborate the theo-
retical findings, we conduct numerical simulations, aligning the
outcomes with the established theoretical framework.

Index Terms—Distributed consensus, distributed optimization,
nonconvex optimization, multiagent systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

As multi-agent systems become increasingly prevalent in

various domains ranging from social networks to industrial

production lines, the need for efficient and adaptable decen-

tralized optimization techniques has increased in importance

[1]–[5]. Among various fields, multi-agent systems with time-

varying topologies have garnered significant attention in the

area of decentralized optimization. Traditional centralized

optimization techniques often struggle to adapt to dynamic

environments due to their reliance on centralized decision-

making and static network structures. In contrast, decentralized

approaches leverage the collective intelligence and autonomy

of individual agents within a network, enabling robustness,

scalability, and adaptability to evolving graph structures.

The fusion of decentralized multi-agent systems and time-

varying topologies presents both theoretical and practical chal-

lenges in the field of optimization. Firstly, a notable theoretical
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gap persists in understanding the exceptional efficacy exhibited

by first-order sampling, or by an abuse of terminology, dis-

tributed stochastic (sub)gradient descent (DSG), within time-

varying graphs. In addition, how to develop an effective

topology-dependent decentralized algorithm that ensures con-

vergence and superior performance remains a challenge.

This paper addresses these challenges by revisiting the

theory related to inhomogeneous infinite products of stochastic

matrices (IPSMs). Additionally, topology-dependent variations

of gradient descent directions are introduced within the de-

centralized algorithm to promote both convergence and sat-

isfactory performance. Based on ergodic theory, our method

investigates the links between optimization objectives and

mechanics of gradient descent.

A distinctive contrast between centralized and decentral-

ized optimization methodologies prominently emerges in the

critical phase known as consensus. In the centralized setting,

a common center is responsible for disseminating current

optimization parameters to all agents. Conversely, within

the decentralized framework, each agent is tasked with au-

tonomously achieving consensus throughout the progression

of the algorithm. Indeed, the essential condition for achieving

consensus with respect to DSG methods fundamentally hinges

on the specific attributes of the time-varying topology, which is

in turn a subject related to ergodic theory. Since each weighted

directed graph can be associated with a (row-)stochastic matrix

by normalizing, understanding the asymptotic properties of

inhomogeneous IPSMs stands as a significant area of in-

vestigation. Although characteristics of homogenous products

of stochastic matrices are straightforward to obtain with the

help of the Perron-Frobenius theorem and spectrum theory,

analyzing their inhomogeneous counterpart revokes the more

complex mathematical tool known as coefficients of ergodicity

developed in [6]. Extensive work on inhomogenous products

of stochastic matrices has focused on the exponential conver-

gence of scrambling matrices [7] and positive-column matrices

[8] in the context of weak ergodicity, i.e., in the form of

limk→∞ A(k) · · ·A(2)A(1). However, a deeper understanding

of the truncated product represented as A(k) · · ·A(s+1)A(s)
for any s < k is in need to study the convergence property

of corresponding decentralized algorithms, which calls for

explicit estimates of ΦA(s, k) = A(k) · · ·A(s+ 1)A(s).

The classical form of a standard projected DSG (PSG)

method generates iterates (xi,k)i∈V,k∈N through xi,k+1 =

PX

[

∑n
j=1 Aij(k)xj,k − αkv(xi,k)

]

, where X is the projec-

tion space and v(xi,k) is a descent direction at xi,k for the lo-
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cal objective function fi. As a typical decentralized algorithm,

such standard PSG method does not introduce any topological

variation in the descent direction. As a consequence, an

intuitive motivation arises suggesting that leveraging graph

information within desent directions could potentially acceler-

ate convergence rates. Within the realm of machine learning,

introducing topology-variant stretches to the gradient direction

substantiates the rationale behind incorporating a topology-

related regularization term into the optimization objective. This

perspective, from a geometrical standpoint, effectively trans-

forms the topology-invariant solution space into a dynamic,

time-varying space.

Based on the analysis and motivation above, we summarize

our contributions of this work as follows:

• We present results on the convergence of inhomogeneous

IPSMs under weaker conditions than [7], [9]. Specifically,

the stochastic matrices neither are selected from any

compact set P nor belong to the S(δ) category1.

• The convergence rate for the truncated product Φ(s, k) =
A(k) · · ·A(s + 1)A(s) towards an absolute probability

sequence π(s) is derived. We also show that the conver-

gence rate is nearly exponential, which paves the way for

stronger conclusions in the vanishing step size regime.

• We investigate the asymptotic behavior of the absolute

probability sequence when the stochastic matrix sequence

tends to the identity matrix. Theoretical analysis shows

that the absolute probability sequence π(k) tends to 1
n1

T .

• A decentralized projected subgradient method is devel-

oped which adds graph-related stretches to the desent

directions. The convergence to the global minima of non-

smooth convex objective functions is established based

on the results on inhomogeneous IPSMs. Moreover, we

generalize the convergence results to the case where ob-

jective functions are non-convex and satisfy the Polyak-

Lojasiewicz (PL) conditions.

• Numerical simulations are conducted to validate the the-

oretical findings established in this study. Moreover, the

outcomes of these simulations affirm that the incorpora-

tion of graph-related stretches into the descent directions

leads to notably enhanced performance compared to

employing the standard decentralized PSG method.

The rest of this article is organized as follows: we first

review related works on inhomogeneous IPSMs and DSG

over time-varying graphs in Section II, then present our

theoretical results in Section III. Based on these results, we

propose a decentralized subgradient method and establish its

convergence in Section IV. Numerical simulation results are

presented in Section V, and Section VI concludes this article.

II. RELATED WORKS

Considerable research efforts have been dedicated to explor-

ing inhomogeneous IPSM. In contrast, there are notably fewer

studies focusing on DSG within the scope of time-varying

graphs. In the subsequent discussion, we aim to provide an

overview of pertinent literature concerning these themes.

1A matrix A ∈ S(δ) means that all nonzero elements are larger than or
equal to δ for some constant δ > 0.

The pioneering work of Hajnal [10] shows that a Markov

chain is weakly ergodic if the set of transition matrices is

compact and Markov. Wolfowitz [7] extended the result to

a category of matrices known as SIA2 matrices, thereby es-

tablishing a fundamental connection between weak ergodicity

and the left convergence of matrix products. The result of

Wolfowitz states that if all finite products of matrices in a

given finite set are SIA, then the Markov chain with transition

matrices in this set is weakly ergodic. The finiteness condition

for the set can be replaced with compactness according to

the latter result [8]. Since the condition is not easy to check

in practice, further studies have focused on S(δ) stochastic

matrices with nonzero diagonal elements. In [9], a uniform

bound N on the matrix product lengths is set such that if every

N products of S(δ) matrices is SIA, then the Markov chain is

weakly ergodic. The uniform bound is then removed in [11],

[12] by introducing disjoint strongly connected components

and directed spanning trees. It is worth noting that the method

called infinite flow introduced in [13]–[15] can be viewed as

a graph-level implementation of the property of recurrence of

a measure-preserving transformation in the domain of ergodic

theory according to Poincaré’s recurrence theorem. The most

recent works include consideration of generalized stochastic

matrices [16] and generalized Sarymsakov matrices [17].

Most recent studies of DSG within time-varying graphs

depend on dual problem formulation [18], [19], proximal

gradient algorithms [5], [20] or gradient tracking [21]–[23].

An underlying assumption of dual problem formulation is

that the graph should be undirected and connected to ensure

that the graph Laplacian is symmetric and positive semidef-

inite. The formulation of dual problems naturally introduces

minimization problems involving the local objective functions

in the generation of iterates, which complicates the update

of local iterates especially when local objectives are non-

convex. The essence of proximal gradient algorithms lies in

dividing the objective function into two parts: a smooth non-

convex part and the other non-smooth regular part. Gradient

tracking enables agents to reconstruct a progressively estimate

of the whole gradient of the local objective functions, while

it doubles the computation needed to record an auxiliary

variable for each agent. In this article, we will discuss the

most general form of DSG which allows further extensions to

the aforementioned approaches.

Distinguished from existing studies, our attention is directed

towards S(δt) matrices, which allow the nonzero elements to

asymptotically tend to 0 as time increases. We will show, in

Section III, that the consideration of such time-varying lower

bounds is necessary for establishing the convergence of the

decentralized algorithm with graph-related gradient stretches.

III. THEORETICAL RESULTS ON INFINITE PRODUCTS OF

STOCHASTIC MATRICES

Throughout the article, our discussion focuses on a multi-

agent system composed of n agents with time-varying topol-

ogy. We specifically examine scenarios in which the pro-

gression of the corresponding weighted directed graph is

2A matrix A is said to be stochastic, indecomposable and aperiodic (SIA)
if limn→∞ An = 1cT where 1 is the vector of all 1’s.
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Fig. 1. The evolution of inhomogeneous IPSM.

Markovian, and each transition of the system’s topology is rep-

resentable through a left matrix product. Hence, the asymptotic

behavior of the graph is directly linked with the convergence

properties of inhomogeneous IPSMs as depicted in Fig. 1.

A. Convergence of Inhomogeneous IPSMs

To begin with, we introduce the definitions of the Sarym-

sakov matrix and the scrambling matrix to be used later:

Definition 1 (Sarymsakov Matrix [24]). Given a non-negative

r × r matrix A and a set S ⊂ {1, 2, . . . , r}, the consequent

function FA(S) is given by

FA(S) , {j : ∃i ∈ S,Aij > 0} . (1)

A non-negative matrix A is called a Sarymsakov matrix if for

any two disjoint set S and S′,

FA(S)∩FA(S
′) 6= ∅ or |FA(S)∪FA(S

′)| > |S|+ |S′|. (2)

Definition 2 (Scrambling Matrix [7]). A non-negative matrix

A is called scrambling if for any pair of rows (i, j), there is

a column k such that Aik > 0 and Ajk > 0.

Our methodology employed relies on the underlying con-

nections among Sarymsakov matrices, scrambling matrices,

and positive-column matrices. In this article, we adopt the

following assumption on the transition matrices:

Assumption 1. {A(t)} is a sequence of n × n stochastic

matrices that satisfy

a) The diagonal elements of A(t) are positive, i.e., Aii(t) >
0, ∀i for all t.

b) For each A(t), the following statement holds: ∀S (

{1, 2, . . . , n}, ∃(i, j) ∈ S × S̄ such that Aij(t) > 0.

c) Denote the shortest communication interval by B = (n−
1)⌈log2 n⌉. There exists a positive sequence {βt}, 0 <
βt < 1 and a constant δ > 0 satisfying

min
(s−1)B≤t<sB

βt ≥
(

δ

(s+ 1)λ

)1/B

, s ∈ N, 0 < λ < 1,

(3)

such that Aij(t) ≥ βt whenever Aij(t) > 0 for all t.

Remark. Note that Assumption 1b) is equivalent to the irre-

ducibility of A(t). To see this, consider the associated digraph.

When a stochastic matrix A is irreducible, the associated

digraph with respect to A is strongly connected. Hence for

any set S of nodes in the graph, there exists an edge from

some node in S to a node in S̄ and vice versa. As for the

other direction, we use contradiction. Under Assumption 1b),

suppose A is reducible. Then there exists some permutation

matrix P such that PAPT is block upper-triangular with a

K× (n−K) zero block. Denote the permutation with respect

to P by σP . Letting S = {σ−1
P (1), σ−1

P (2), . . . , σ−1
P (K)}, we

have ∀(i, j) ∈ S × S̄, Aij = 0, which contradicts Assumption

1b). Therefore, the equivalence is established.

To derive further results, a lemma on the convergence rate

of
∏k

t=1(1− xt)-type sequence is useful.

Lemma 1. Let {xk} ∈ R be a non-summable sequence and

0 < xk < 1, ∀k. Then
∏∞

k=1(1−xk) = 0. Moreover, assuming

limk→∞ kxk = ∞, we obtain

1)
∑∞

k=1

∏k
t=1(1− xt) < ∞.

2)
∑∞

k=1

∑∞
r=k

∏r
t=1(1− xt) < ∞.

3) limk→∞ kµ
∑∞

r=k

∏r
t=1(1− xt) = 0, for any µ ∈ R.

Proof. Let yk =
∏k

t=1(1−xt). By the monotone convergence

theorem, there exists 0 ≤ ε < 1 such that yk ↓ ε as k → ∞.

We then prove by contradiction. Suppose ε > 0. We have

ln ε ≤ ln yk =

k
∑

t=1

ln(1− xt) ≤ −
k
∑

t=1

xt, ∀k,

which contradicts the fact that {xk} is non-summable. To

show the corresponding series is convergent, we use a standard

methodology of real analysis. Denote the Euler-Mascheroni

constant by γ. Since limk→∞ kxk = ∞, we have for ε = 3
and a constant F = γ + 1/ε, there exists a natural number

M = M(ε, F ) such that txt ≥ ε and |∑t
i=1 1/i− ln t| ≤ F

for all t ≥ M . Thus

∞
∑

k=M

k
∏

t=1

(1− xt) ≤
∞
∑

k=M

exp

{

−
k
∑

t=M

xt

}

=
∞
∑

k=M

exp

{

−
k
∑

t=M

txt

t

}

≤
∞
∑

k=M

exp {ε(lnM + 2F − ln k)}

= M3e6F
∞
∑

k=M

k−3 < ∞.

Therefore, we conclude that
∑∞

k=1

∏k
t=1(1 − xt) < ∞. To

prove the Part 2), it is sufficient to observe that

M
∑

k=1

∞
∑

r=k

r
∏

t=1

(1 − xt) ≤ M

∞
∑

k=1

k
∏

t=1

(1 − xt) < ∞,

and in addition, for all k ≥ M + 1 we have

∞
∑

r=k

r
∏

t=1

(1− xt) ≤
∞
∑

r=k

exp

{

−
k−1
∑

t=M

xt −
r
∑

t=k

xt

}

≤ k3e6F
∞
∑

r=k

r−3 exp

{

−
k−1
∑

t=M

xt

}

≤ M3e12F
k2

(k − 1)4
.

(4)
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Then we obtain

∞
∑

k=M+1

∞
∑

r=k

r
∏

t=1

(1− xt) ≤ M3e12F
∞
∑

k=M+1

k2

(k − 1)4
< ∞.

The last part follows the observation that it is sufficient to

consider the case where µ > 0 and we can always set ε = µ.

By repeating the argument of (4), the proof is completed.

Corollary 1. Let {xk} ∈ R be a non-summable sequence and

0 < xk < 1, ∀k and limk→∞ kxk = ∞. If {yk} ∈ R+ is a

summable sequence, we have

∞
∑

k=1

∞
∑

r=k

r
∏

t=1

(1− xt+k)yk < ∞. (5)

Proof. Note that (5) can be rearranged as

∞
∑

k=1

∞
∑

r=k

r
∏

t=1

(1− xt+k)yk =

∞
∑

r=1

r
∏

t=1

∞
∑

k=r

yk(1 − xt+k). (6)

It is sufficient to consider the case xt → 0. Firstly, for any

vanishing positive sequence {βt,r} with βt,r → 0 as t → ∞
and r ≥ t, we have

∑∞
r=1

∏r
t=1 βt,r < ∞ by Lemma 1. The

conclusion is straightfoward since we can always choose a

sufficiently large M such that βt,r ≤ 1−xt for all r ≥ t ≥ M .

Since yk is summable, we have for r ≥ t,

lim sup
t→∞

∞
∑

k=r

yk(1− xt+k) ≤ lim sup
r→∞

∞
∑

k=r

yk = 0. (7)

Hence, it follows that

∞
∑

r=1

r
∏

t=1

(

∞
∑

k=r

yk(1− xt+k)

)

< ∞, (8)

which completes the proof.

Indeed, any matrix satisfying Assumption 1 is a Sarymsakov

matrix based on the following lemma:

Lemma 2. If a non-negative r × r matrix A with positive

diagonal entries satisfies that ∀S ( {1, 2, . . . , r}, ∃(i, j) ∈
S × S̄ such that Aij > 0, then A is a Sarymsakov matrix.

Proof. Consider any two disjoint sets S and S′, where S, S′ ⊂
{1, 2, . . . , r}. Since the diagonal entries of A are positive, we

have S ⊂ FA(S) and hence |FA(S)| ≥ |S| for any S. If

FA(S)∩FA(S
′) 6= ∅, then Condition (2) is satisfied. Otherwise

we suppose FA(S) ∩ FA(S
′) = ∅. Since ∀S ( V , ∃(i, j) ∈

S× S̄ such that Aij > 0, we obtain |FA(S)| > |S|. Therefore,

|FA(S) ∪ FA(S
′)| = |FA(S)|+ |FA(S

′)| > |S|+ |S′|,

which completes the proof.

The following lemma establishes our main result on the con-

vergence rates of inhomogeneous IPSMs under Assumption 1:

Lemma 3. Consider a sequence {D(k)} of r × r stochas-

tic matrices for which there exists a positive non-summable

sequence {γk} satisfying limk→∞ kγk = ∞ such that

∀k, ∃j∗, s.t. Dij∗(k) ≥ γk, ∀i. (9)

Then limk→∞ D(k) · · ·D(2)D(1) exists. Moreover, the con-

vergence rate can be expressed by sum of products of 1− γk.

Proof. Given an arbitrary vector x ∈ Rr, we can decompose

it into x = y+ c1, where c = minxk is a scalar representing

the minimum of the components of x, and hence y is a non-

negative vector with at least one zero entry. For any x0 ∈ Rr,

we consider the following iteration for any s ≤ k:

xk = D(k) · · ·D(2)D(1)x0.

Decompose xk into xk = yk + ck1. We have

ck+1 = min
i

xi
k+1 = min

i

r
∑

j=1

Dij(k + 1)xj
k

≥ min
i

r
∑

j=1

Dij(k + 1)ck = ck,

where the last equality uses the fact that D(k+1) is stochastic.

Denoting the index of a zero entry of yk+1 by p, we have

ck+1 = ck +

r
∑

j=1

Dpj(k + 1)yj
k.

Relying on this property of {ck}, we obtain

yi
k+1 =

r
∑

j=1

(Dij(k + 1)−Dpj(k + 1))yj
k.

To proceed, we need two useful sets:

S1 = {j|Dij(k + 1)−Dpj(k + 1) ≥ 0}, S2 = S̄1.

Since D(k + 1) is a stochastic matrix, we have
∑

j∈S1

Dij(k+1)−Dpj(k+1) =
∑

j∈S2

Dpj(k+1)−Dij(k+1).

If j∗ ∈ S2, then we obtain

yi
k+1 ≤ ‖yk‖∞

∑

j∈S1

Dij(k + 1) ≤ (1 − γk+1)‖yk‖∞;

otherwise if j∗ ∈ S1, we consider

yi
k+1 ≤ ‖yk‖∞

∑

j∈S2

Dpj(k + 1) ≤ (1− γk+1)‖yk‖∞,

where the inequalities hold according to (9). Since i is arbi-

trary, it follows that

‖yk+1‖∞ ≤ (1− γk+1)‖yk‖∞. (10)

By Lemma 1, we conclude that yk → 0. Next we show the

convergence of {ck} to some c = c(x0). Clearly, we have

ck+1 ≤ ck + ‖yk‖∞.

Unrolling the iterates, we obtain

ck+1 ≤ c0 +

k
∑

j=0

‖yj‖∞

≤ c0 + ‖y0‖∞ +

k
∑

j=1

j
∏

i=1

(1− γi)‖y0‖∞,
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which by Lemma 1 is uniformly upper bounded. Hence {ck}
is convergent by the monotone convergence theorem, and the

limit depends on x0. In summary, for any x0, xk converges

to c(x0)1, i.e., limk→∞ D(k) · · ·D(2)D(1) exists.

To derive the convergence rate, it is sufficient to investigate

the evolution of xk when x0 = ej . Denote the backward

product of {D(t)} from 1 to k by ΦD(k) and represent the

limit of ck by c∗ as k → ∞. We have

‖ΦD(k)x0 − c∗1‖∞ ≤ ‖yk‖∞ + c∗ − ck. (11)

According to (10) and x0 = ej , we obtain

|ΦD
ij(k)− c∗| ≤

k
∏

t=0

(1 − γt) +

∞
∑

t=k

t
∏

s=0

(1− γs), (12)

which completes the proof.

This lemma shows that the lower bound on A(k) is transitive

through products.

Lemma 4. Denote the backward product of {A(t)} from s to

k by Φ(s, k) = A(k) · · ·A(s + 1)A(s) for any s ≤ k. Under

Assumption 1c), if Φij(s, k) > 0, then Φij(s, k) ≥
∏k

r=s βr.

Proof. We prove by induction. For any s, we have Aij(s) ≥
βs if Aij(s) > 0 by Assumption 1c). Next we assume the

statement holds for any k ≥ s. If Φij(s, k + 1) > 0, there

exists some l such that Ail(k + 1) > 0 and Φlj(s, k) > 0.

Then by Assumption 1c), we have

Φij(s, k + 1) ≥ Ail(k + 1)Φlj(s, k) ≥
k+1
∏

r=s

βr,

which completes the proof.

Based on the above lemmas, we conclude that the stochastic

matrix sequence {A(t)} is strongly ergodic.

Theorem 1. Under Assumption 1, the stochastic matrix se-

quence {A(t)} is strongly ergodic.

Proof. We first show that any inhomogeneous product of B =
(n−1)⌈log2 n⌉ matrices in {A(t)} has a positive column. This

argument is established based on the following three facts: 1)

by Lemma 2, each A(t) is a Sarymsakov matrix; 2) a product

of n − 1 Sarymsakov matrices is scrambling [6, Section 4];

and 3) a product of ⌈log2 n⌉ scrambling matrices has a positive

column [25, Proposition 2.1].

We continue to consider the limiting behavior of the back-

ward product Φ(s+ (k− 1)B, s+ kB− 1) for any s. Denote

Φ(s+(k− 1)B, s+kB− 1) by Ds(k). We obtain a sequence

of stochastic matrices of which each has a positive column.

By Lemma 4, the elements in the positive column are all

larger than or equal to γs
k =

∏s+kB−1
r=s+(k−1)B βr. We proceed

to show that {γs
k} is non-summable with respect to k and

limk→∞ kγs
k = ∞ for all s. Represent s by s = mB+ r, 0 ≤

r < B. Then based on Assumption 1c), we have

∞
∑

k=1

γs
k ≥ δ

∞
∑

k=1

1

(k +m+ 2)λ
= ∞,

lim
k→∞

kγs
k ≥ lim

k→∞

δk

(k +m+ 2)λ
= ∞.

By Lemma 3, limk→∞ Ds(k) · · ·Ds(2)Ds(1) exists, i.e.,

lim
k→∞

A(k) · · ·A(s+ 1)A(s) exists for all s,

which is the definition of strong ergodicity.

Definition 3 (Absolute Probability Sequence [26], [27]). Let

{A(t)} be a sequence of stochastic matrices. A sequence

of stochastic row vectors {π(t)} is an absolute probability

sequence for {A(t)} if

π(t) = π(t+ 1)A(t), ∀t. (14)

It has been shown by Kolmogorov [26] that every strongly

ergodic sequence {A(t)} has an absolute probability sequence

{π(t)} with non-negative elements, i.e.,

lim
k→∞

A(k) · · ·A(t+ 1)A(t) = 1π(t), ∀t. (15)

Based on the absolute probability sequence, it is natural to

infer through Lemma 3 that the following proposition holds:

Proposition 1. Denote the backward product of {A(t)} from

s to k by Φ(s, k) = A(k) · · ·A(s + 1)A(s) for any s ≤ k.

Under Assumption 1, the convergence rate is given by

|Φij(s, k)− πj(s)| ≤ Γ(s, k), ∀i, j, (16)

where Γ(s, k) is expressed as

Γ(s, k) =

⌊ k−s
B

⌋
∏

t=0

(1− γs
t ) +

∞
∑

t=⌊ k−s
B

⌋

t
∏

r=0

(1 − γs
r), (17)

and γs
t is written as

γs
t =

δ

(⌊s/B⌋+ t+ 1)λ
. (18)

Moreover, we define Γ(l, k) = Γ(k, k) if l > k.

Next we present a lemma on a useful property of Γ(s, k).
The following lemma reveals the fact that Γ(s, k) shares

some similarities in terms of the limiting behavior with an

exponential function of the form βs−k , where β is a constant.

Lemma 5. Let Γ(s, k) be given by (17), then

1) ∀µ > 0, s, limk→∞ kµΓ(s, k) = 0;

2) Letting {αt} ∈ R be a positive sequence and αt → 0 as

t → ∞, we have limk→∞

∑k
t=1 αtΓ(t, k) = 0;

3) Let {αt} ∈ R be a positive and square summable

sequence. We have
∑∞

k=1 αk

∑k
t=1 αtΓ(t, k) < ∞.

Proof. Part 1) is a direct result of Lemma 1. We focus on the

proof of Part 2) and Part 3).

Proof of Part 2): Since limk→∞ αk = 0, we have ∀ε > 0,

and there exists some M such that αk ≤ ε for any k ≥ M .

Then ∀k > M ,

k
∑

t=1

αtΓ(t, k) ≤
M
∑

t=1

αtΓ(t, k) + ε

k
∑

t=M+1

Γ(t, k).

Since limk→∞ Γ(t, k) = 0 for all t, we obtain

lim sup
k→∞

M
∑

t=1

αtΓ(t, k) ≤ M sup
1≤t≤M

αt lim sup
k→∞

Γ(t, k) = 0.
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To derive the second part, it is sufficient to verify that
∑k

t=M+1

∑∞
s=⌊ k−t

B
⌋

∏s
r=0(1− γt

r) is uniformly bounded ∀k.

To establish this, we have

k
∑

t=M+1

∞
∑

s=⌊ k−t
B

⌋

γt
(s) ≤

⌊ k−1−M
B

⌋
∑

m=0

k−1−mB
∑

t=k−1−(m+1)B

∞
∑

s=m

γt
(s)

≤ B lim sup
k→∞

k
∑

m=0

∞
∑

s=m

γ
k−1−(m+1)B
(s)

< ∞,
(19)

where γt
(s) is short for

∏s
r=0(1 − γt

r), and the last inequality

holds by Lemma 1. Since ε is selected arbitrarily, we have

lim sup
k→∞

k
∑

t=1

αtΓ(t, k) = 0 =⇒ lim
k→∞

k
∑

t=1

αtΓ(t, k) = 0,

which completes the proof of Part 2).

Proof of Part 3): Based on the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

we obtain

∞
∑

k=1

αk

k
∑

t=1

αtΓ(t, k) ≤
∞
∑

k=1

α2
k

k
∑

t=1

Γ(t, k)+

∞
∑

k=1

k
∑

t=1

α2
tΓ(t, k).

According to (19), we conclude that
∑k

t=1 Γ(t, k) is uniformly

bounded ∀k. Since {αk} is square summable, we have

∞
∑

k=1

α2
k

k
∑

t=1

Γ(t, k) < ∞.

In addition, we have by Corollary 1

∞
∑

k=1

k
∑

t=1

α2
tΓ(t, k) =

∞
∑

t=1

α2
t

∞
∑

k=t

Γ(t, k) < ∞, (20)

which completes the proof.

B. Limit of the Absolute Probability Sequence

In general, there is no more explicit conclusion on the evolu-

tion of the absolute probability sequence {π(k)}k∈N+ without

additional assumptions. In this work, we provide insight into

the asymptotic behavior of π(k) when the stochastic matrices

{A(t)} tend to an identity matrix as stated in the following

assumption:

Assumption 2. 1) The stochastic matrix sequence tends to

the identity matrix with rate O(1/ ln k), i.e.,

∞
∑

k=1

1

k
‖I −A(k)‖ < ∞. (21)

Therefore, (
∑n

i=1 1/Aii(k))
2

is uniformly bounded by

some constant χ2 for all k.

2) There exists a natural number N > 1 and a positive real

sequence {ωk}k∈N+ satisfying
∑∞

k=1 ωk ln k < ∞ such

that

1− Φii(k, k +N − 1) ≤ ωk (22)

holds ∀k. Therefore, it follows that

Φij(k, k +N − 1) ≤ ωk, ∀k, i 6= j. (23)

Remark. Indeed, it is straightfoward to verify that Assumption

2 conflicts with any S(δ) matrix sequence for a fixed δ > 0.

In addition, it can be conluded that

∞
∑

n=1

∞
∑

m=n

1

n
ωm =

∞
∑

k=1

k
∑

n=1

1

n
ωk < ∞. (24)

This follows directly the fact that the growth of the harmonic

series is asymptotic to O(ln k).

Before proceeding to reveal the asymptotic behavior of π(k)
under Assumption 2, we need the following simple lemma:

Lemma 6. Letting {xt} be a summable positive real sequence

with 0 ≤ xt < 1, ∀t, we have lims→∞

∏∞
k=0(1 − xs+k) = 1.

If further assuming
∑∞

k=1 xk ln k < ∞, we have

∞
∑

n=1

1

n

[

1−
∞
∏

k=0

(1− xn+k)

]

< ∞. (25)

Proof. As {xt} is summable and 1 − xt 6= 0, we have
∏∞

k=1(1 − xk) > 0. Since
∏∞

k=0(1 − xs+k) = cs for all s
and 1 ≥ cs+1 > cs > 0, {cs} converges as s → ∞ according

to the monotone convergence theorem. Therefore, we have

cs =
c1

∏s
t=1(1− xt)

. (26)

Taking s → ∞ on both sides, we obtain lims→∞ cs = 1.

To proceed, we assume xt ≤ 1
2 for all t without loss of

generality (there are only finitely many points xk > 1/2). For

any 0 ≤ x ≤ 1
2 , we have e−2x ≤ 1− x. Hence,

1−
∞
∏

k=0

(1− xn+k) ≤ 1− e−2
∑

∞

k=0
xn+k . (27)

Since limx→0
1−e−x

x = 1, it is sufficient to consider

∞
∑

n=1

∞
∑

k=0

1

n
xn+k =

∞
∑

n=1

∞
∑

k=n

1

n
xk < ∞, (28)

which holds by a derivation similar to that for (24).

Theorem 2. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, the absolute prob-

ability sequence {πk} tends to the uniform distribution 1
n1

T

and the convergence rate satisfies

∞
∑

k=1

1

k

∣

∣

∣

∣

πi(k)−
1

n

∣

∣

∣

∣

< ∞, i = 1, 2, . . . , n. (29)

Proof. According to Assumption 2, it can be directly seen that

Φ(k, k + N − 1) is a strictly diagonally dominant stochastic

matrix for sufficiently large k, and hence invertible. Here we

apply a trick to decompose the matrix into

Φ(k, k +N − 1) = (1− ωk)I + ωkφk, (30)

where φk is a stochastic matrix. Consider a matrix norm

‖A‖∞ = maxi,j |Aij | such that ‖I‖∞ = 1. By the Banach

lemma, we obtain

‖Φ−1(k, k +N − 1)‖∞ = ‖((1− ωk)I + ωkφk)
−1‖∞

≤ 1− ωk

1− ωk‖φk‖∞/(1− ωk)

≤ 1 +
ω2
k

1− 2ωk
,

(31)
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for sufficiently large k. Moreover,

‖Φ−1(k, k +N − 1)− I‖∞
≤ ‖Φ−1(k, k +N − 1)‖∞‖Φ(k, k +N − 1)− I‖∞

≤ ωk

(

1 +
ω2
k

1− 2ωk

)

.

(32)

Therefore, we conclude that, for sufficiently large k,

Φ−1
ii (k, k +N − 1) ≤ 1 +

ω2
k

1− 2ωk
, ∀i, (33a)

Φ−1
ij (k, k +N − 1) ≤ ωk

(

1 +
ω2
k

1− 2ωk

)

, ∀i 6= j. (33b)

For any k and sufficiently large m ∈ N, we have

π(kNm+1) = π(kNm)Φ−1(kNm , kNm+1 − 1), (34)

where kNm is short for k +mN . Hence for any i,

πi(k
N
m+1) ≤ πi(k

N
m)

(

1 +
ω2
k

1− 2ωk

)

+nωk

(

1 +
ω2
k

1− 2ωk

)

.

By the convergence theorem for supermartingales [28], we

conclude that πi(k
N
m) converges as m → ∞, i.e.,

lim
m→∞

πi(k
N
m) = θki , ∀i, k. (35)

Moreover, we have θki = θk+N
i , which means that the limit is

a periodic function with respect to k. We observe that

πi(k
N
m) =

n
∑

j=1

πj(k
N
m + 1)Aji(k

N
m)

≤ πi(k
N
m + 1)Aii(k

N
m) +

∑

j 6=i

Aji(k
N
m).

(36)

Taking m → ∞ at both sides, we obtain by Assumption 2

θki ≤ θk+1
i , ∀k ∈ N+. (37)

Therefore, it follows that for any k

θki ≤ θk+1
i ≤ · · · ≤ θk+N

i , (38)

which indicates that θki = θi as θki = θk+N
i .

Next we show that θi is independent of i by applying

Proposition 1. We consider the difference between πi(k) and

πj(k), ∀i 6= j as follows:

|πi(k)− πj(k)| ≤ |Φii(k, k
N
m)− 1|+ |1− Φjj(k, k

N
m)|

+|Φii(k, k
N
m)− πi(k)|+ |Φjj(k, k

N
m)− πj(k)|.

(39)

Taking m → ∞ at both sides, we obtain by Lemma 4

|πi(k)− πj(k)| ≤ 2

[

1−
∞
∏

m=0

(1− ωk+mN )

]

. (40)

Taking k → ∞ at both sides, it follows that by Lemma 6

|θi − θj| = 0. (41)

Since
∑n

i=1 θi = 1, we conclude that θi =
1
n , ∀i. If π(k) 6=

1
n1

T , then ∀p with πp(k) > 1/n there must be some q 6= p
such that πp(k) > 1/n > πq(k). By (40),

πp(k)−
1

n
< πp(k)−

1

n
+

1

n
− πq(k)

= πp(k)− πq(k)

≤ 2

[

1−
∞
∏

m=0

(1− ωk+mN )

]

.

(42)

The same argument still holds for any p with πp(k) < 1/n.

Therefore, it follows ∀i that

∣

∣

∣

∣

πi(k)−
1

n

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2

[

1−
∞
∏

m=0

(1− ωk+mN )

]

. (43)

By Lemma 6, we conclude that

∞
∑

k=1

1

k

∣

∣

∣

∣

πi(k)−
1

n

∣

∣

∣

∣

< ∞, i = 1, 2, . . . , n, (44)

which completes the proof.

IV. APPLICATION TO SUBGRADIENT METHODS

The standard distributed optimization is formulated as find-

ing the solution to the following problem:

min
x∈X

f(x) =
n
∑

i=1

fi(x), (45)

where each fi is a private objective function only available to

agent i, and X is a non-empty closed convex set bounded by

η, i.e., sup
x,y∈X ‖x − y‖ ≤ η. We assume that the solution

set X ∗ of (45) is not empty.

In practical multi-agent networks, it is not always feasible

to transform a weighted graph into a doubly-stochastic matrix.

Therefore, the problem of unbalanced graphs arises.

In this section, we propose the following unbalanced dis-

tributed projected subgradient (UDPSG) method to cope with

cases of unbalanced weighted graphs where the time-varying

matrix sequence {A(t)} satisfies Assumptions 1 and 2:

xi,k+1 = PX





n
∑

j=1

Aij(k)xj,k − αk
gi,k

Aii(k)



 , (46)

where xi,k ∈ Rm is the raw data vector of agent i maintained

at iteration k, gi,k ∈ ∂fi(xi,k) represents the subgradient of

fi evaluated at xi,k , and the positive real sequence {αk} is not

summable but square summable. Represent the matrix com-

posed of stacked vectors {xT
i,k} ∈ Rm and {gT

i,k/Aii(k)} ∈
Rm by X(k) ∈ Rn×m and G(k) ∈ Rn×m, respectively.

Denote the projection error by ξi,k which is written as

ξi,k = xi,k+1 − vi,k, (47)

where vi,k is expressed by

vi,k =

n
∑

j=1

Aij(k)xj,k − αk
gi,k

Aii(k)
. (48)
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Denoting the projection error matrix by Ξ(k), we obtain

X(k + 1) = A(k)X(k)− αkG(k) + Ξ(k). (49)

The following result on projection errors will be helpful:

Lemma 7 (Lemma 1, [29]). Let X be a nonempty closed

convex set in Rd. Then we have ∀x ∈ Rd and y ∈ X
〈PX [x]− x,x− y〉 ≤ −‖PX [x]− x‖2, (50a)

‖PX [x]− y‖2 ≤ ‖x− y‖2 − ‖PX [x]− x‖2. (50b)

Based on this lemma, we obtain

E‖Ξ(k)‖2 =

n
∑

i=1

E‖ξi,k‖2

≤
n
∑

i=1

E

∥

∥

∥

∥

αk
gi,k

Aii(k)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤
n
∑

i=1

α2
k

E‖gi,k‖2
(Aii(k))2

.

(51)

Unrolling the iterates (49), we obtain ∀s ≤ k,

X(k + 1) = Φ(s, k)Xs −
k
∑

t=s

Φ(t+ 1, k)(αtG(t)− Ξ(t)),

where we define Φ(k+1, k) = I for convenience. To study the

limiting behavior of {xi,k}, we consider an auxiliary sequence

{yk} with the initial value as

y0 =
n
∑

i=1

πi(0)xi,0, (52)

and the sequence updates according to

yk+1 = yk +

n
∑

i=1

πi(k + 1)ui,k, (53)

where ui,k = vi,k −∑n
j=1 Aij(k)xj,k + ξi,k.

Adopting a similar notation to X(k) and Ξ(k), we have

Y (k) = 1yT
k . Furthermore, a common assumption on the

boundedness of subgradients (equivalent to Lipschitz conti-

nuity) is introduced as follows:

Assumption 3. For all i, all subgradients of fi are uniformly

bounded by L, i.e., ‖g‖ ≤ L for all g ∈ ∂fi, ∀i.
Under Assumptions 1-3, we have the following lemma on

the association between xi,k and yk.

Lemma 8. Let {xi,k} be generated by (46) and {̺k} be a

square summable positive real sequence. Then under Assump-

tions 1-3, it follows that

(a) limk→∞ E‖xi,k − yk‖ = 0, ∀i;
(b)

∑∞
k=1 ̺kE‖xi,k − yk‖ < ∞, ∀i;

(c)
∑∞

k=1 ̺kE‖xi,k+1 − xi,k‖ < ∞, ∀i.
Proof. Proof of Part (a): According to the definition of X(k)
and Y (k), we have

X(k + 1)− Y (k + 1) = (Φ(0, k)− 1π(0))X(0)

−
k
∑

t=1

(Φ(t+ 1, k)− 1π(t+ 1))(αtG(t) − Ξ(t)).

By Proposition 1, we obtain

‖(Φ(0, k)− 1π(0))X(0)‖ ≤ nΓ(0, k)‖X(0)‖∞, (54)

and by Assumption 3 and (51), it follows that

E‖(Φ(t+ 1, k)− 1π(t+ 1))G(t)‖ ≤ nΓ(t+ 1, k)χL, (55)

E‖(Φ(t+1, k)−1π(t+1))Ξ(t)‖≤2αtχLnΓ(t+1, k). (56)

According to Lemma 5 item 2) and Assumption 2, we have

lim
k→∞

E‖X(k + 1)− Y (k + 1)‖ = 0, (57)

which indicates limk→∞ E‖xi,k − yk‖ = 0, ∀i.
Proof of Part (b): By Lemma 5 item 3) and Assumption

2, we obtain
∞
∑

k=0

̺k+1Γ(0, k) < ∞, (58a)

∞
∑

k=0

̺k+1

k
∑

t=1

̺tΓ(t+ 1, k) < ∞. (58b)

Therefore, it follows that

∞
∑

k=1

̺kE‖X(k)− Y (k)‖ < ∞. (59)

Hence we conclude that
∑∞

k=1 ̺kE‖xi,k − yk‖ < ∞, ∀i.
Proof of Part (c): From the proof of Part (a) and Part (b),

we conclude that
∑∞

k=1 ̺k‖xi,k+1 − yk+1‖ < ∞. Moreover,

E‖yk+1 − yk‖ ≤
n
∑

i=1

E‖ui,k‖3αkLχ. (60)

By dividing ‖xi,k+1 − xi,k‖ into three parts, i.e., ‖xi,k+1 −
yk+1‖, ‖yk+1 − yk‖, and ‖xi,k − yk‖, we obtain
∑∞

k=1 ̺kE‖xi,k+1 − xi,k‖ < ∞.

In the following analysis, we restrict our discussion to the

case in which αk ∈ O(1/k).

A. Convex Local Objective Functions

We proceed to reveal the iteration relation between yk+1

and yk which is critical to the convergence of {yk}, regarding

the cases where each fi is convex.

Lemma 9. Under Assumptions 1-3, for any vector x ∈ X ,

the following iteration holds:

E‖yk+1 − x‖2 ≤ E‖yk − x‖2+2αk

n
E[f(x) − f(yk)]

+4ζ2k + 4ζk

n
∑

i=1

(2E‖yk − xi,k‖+ E‖xi,k+1 − xi,k‖)

+2ζk

[

η +

n
∑

i=1

‖yk − xi,k‖
]

∣

∣

∣

∣

πi(k + 1)

Aii(k)
− 1

n

∣

∣

∣

∣

,

where ζk = αkχL. Furthermore, it follows that

∞
∑

k=1

αkE [f(yk)− f(x)] < ∞. (61)

Proof. Unrolling the iterates of yk, we obtain

E‖yk+1−yk‖2 = E

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

n
∑

i=1

πi(k + 1)ui,k

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ 4α2
kL

2χ2. (62)
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Moreover, by Lemma 7 it follows that

E〈ξi,k,yk − xi,k〉 ≤ E‖ξi,k‖E‖yk − xi,k‖, (63a)

E〈ξi,k,xi,k − xi,k+1〉 ≤ E‖ξi,k‖E‖xi,k − xi,k+1‖, (63b)

E〈ξi,k,xi,k+1 − vi,k〉 = E‖ξi,k‖2, (63c)

E〈ξi,k,vi,k − x〉 ≤ −E‖ξi,k‖2. (63d)

Combining the equations above, we obtain

E〈ξi,k,yk − x〉 ≤ E‖ξi,k‖E(‖yk − xi,k‖+ ‖xi,k − xi,k+1‖).
(64)

Next we analyze the critical term which contains the factor

1/Aii(k). First, it follows directly from the boundedness of

the subgradients that

αk

n
∑

i=1

πi(k + 1)

〈

gi,k

Aii(k)
,yk − xi,k

〉

≤αkχL

n
∑

i=1

‖yk − xi,k‖.

Since each fi is convex, we have

〈gi,k,x− xi,k〉 ≤ fi(x) − fi(yk) + fi(yk)− fi(xi,k). (65)

To derive f(x)− f(yk), a little trick is applied:

n
∑

i=1

πi(k + 1)

Aii(k)
(fi(x)− fi(yk)) ≤

1

n
[f(x)− f(yk)] +

n
∑

i=1

L

∣

∣

∣

∣

πi(k + 1)

Aii(k)
− 1

n

∣

∣

∣

∣

‖yk − x‖.
(66)

Considering the boundedness of X , we have

‖yk − x‖ ≤ η +
n
∑

i=1

‖yk − xi,k‖. (67)

Divide ‖yk+1 − x‖2 into three parts as ‖yk − x‖2, ‖yk+1 −
yk‖2, and 〈yk+1 − yk,yk − x〉. We obtain the following

iteration between ‖yk+1 − x‖2 and ‖yk − x‖2:

E‖yk+1 − x‖2 ≤ E‖yk − x‖2+2αk

n
E[f(x) − f(yk)]

+4ζ2k + 4ζk

n
∑

i=1

(2E‖yk − xi,k‖+ E‖xi,k+1 − xi,k‖)

+2ζk

[

η +

n
∑

i=1

‖yk − xi,k‖
]

∣

∣

∣

∣

πi(k + 1)

Aii(k)
− 1

n

∣

∣

∣

∣

,

where ζk = αkLχ. Since we have
∣

∣

∣

∣

πi(k + 1)

Aii(k)
− 1

n

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ ‖I −A(k)‖ +
∣

∣

∣

∣

πi(k + 1)− 1

n

∣

∣

∣

∣

, (68)

it follows from Lemma 5, Lemma 8 and Theorem 2 that

∞
∑

k=1

αkE [f(yk)− f(x)] < ∞, (69)

which completes the proof.

On the foundation of the lemmas above, the next theorem

establishes the main convergence result for UDPSG.

Theorem 3. Let Assumptions 1-2 hold and {xi,k} be gen-

erated by (46). Then there exists a solution x∗ ∈ X ∗ to the

optimization problem (45) such that for all i,

lim
k→∞

xi,k = x∗ a.s. (70)

Proof. Since αk is non-summable, (61) indicates that

lim inf
k→∞

E [f(yk)− f(z)] = 0, (71)

for any z ∈ X ∗. Then there exists a subsequence {ykℓ
} and

a point x∗ ∈ X ∗ such that limℓ→∞ ‖ykℓ
− x∗‖ = 0.

Applying the result in [30, Theorem 1], we conclude that

‖yk − z‖2 converges for any z ∈ X ∗ and hence for x∗. Since

the limit of a convergent sequence coincides with the limit

of any convergent subsequence, we obtain limk→∞ ‖yk −
x∗‖ = 0, i.e., limk→∞ yk = x∗. By Lemma 8, we have

limk→∞ xi,k = x∗ a.s. ∀i.

B. Non-Convex Local Objective Functions

In practical multi-agent networks, the local functions are

not necessarily convex. One of the most significant problems

is to determine whether the decentralized algorithm converges

when the local objective functions are smooth and non-convex,

which are widely used in neural networks for deep learning

applications. In this part, we will investigate the convergence

behavior of UDPSG when the local objective functions are not

convex but have several additional properties.

We will start with the Polyak-Lojasiewicz (PL) inequality

[31]. Let h be a smooth function defined in a real Hilbert

space. h is said to satisfy the PL inequality if for some µ > 0,

the following holds:

1

2
‖∇h(x)‖2 ≥ µ (h(x)− h∗) , ∀x, (72)

where h∗ is the global minimum of h(x). Based on (72), we

conclude that UDPSG remains to be convergent if each local

function satisfies the PL inequality:

Lemma 10. Assume that each local function fi has an L-

Lipschitz continuous gradient and satisfies PL inequality (72).

Letting Assumptions 1-2 hold, we have

lim
k→∞

E[fi(xi,k)− f∗
i ] = 0, (73)

where f∗
i is the global minimum of fi.

Proof. We first analyze each term of 〈∇fi(xi,k),xi,k+1−xi,k〉
by using the iteration in (47) and (48):

〈∇fi(xi,k), ξi,k〉 ≤ ‖ξi,k‖, (74a)
〈

∇fi(xi,k),

n
∑

j=1

xj,k − xi,k

〉

≤ 2L

n
∑

i=1

‖xi,k − yk‖, (74b)

− αk

Aii(k)
‖∇fi(xi,k)‖2 ≤ − 2µαk

Aii(k)
(fi(xi,k)− f∗

i ). (74c)

Since each fi has an L-Lipschitz continuous gradient, we have

fi(xi,k+1) ≤fi(xi,k) +
L

2
‖xi,k+1 − xi,k‖2

+ 〈∇fi(xi,k),xi,k+1 − xi,k〉.
(75)
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From the derivation above, we conclude

fi(xi,k+1)− f∗
i ≤

(

1− 2µαk

Aii(k)

)

fi(xi,k)− f∗
i + λk, (76)

where λk denotes the remainder. Unrolling the iteration and

taking expectation at both sides, we have

E[fi(xi,k+1)− f∗
i ] ≤

k
∏

t=1

(

1− 2µαt

Aii(t)

)

E[f0
i − f∗

i ]

+
k
∑

t=1

k−t
∏

r=1

(

1− 2µαr

Aii(r)

)

Eλt,

(77)

where f0
i = fi(xi,0) is the initial value of fi. Since λk → 0

as k → ∞, we obtain by Lemmas 1, 5, and 8

lim
k→∞

E[fi(xi,k)− f∗
i ] = 0, ∀i, (78)

which completes the proof.

Since each xi,k converges to the global minima of fi, we

conclude that the global minimum of f is obtained as follows:

n
∑

i=1

lim
k→∞

fi(xi,k)= lim
k→∞

f(yk)≥min f(x) ≥
n
∑

i=1

min fi(x).

When each local objective function fi satisfies the PL

inequality, it is direct to verify that the PL inequality holds for

the global objective function f =
∑

fi as well. The following

proposition establishes the convergence of UDPSG when only

the global objective function f satisfies the PL inequality:

Proposition 2. Assume that each local objective function fi
and the global objective function f have L-Lipschitz continu-

ous gradients. Assume further that f satisfies the PL inequality

(72). Letting Assumptions 1-2 hold, we have

lim
k→∞

E[f(xi,k)− f∗] = 0, ∀i, (79)

where f∗ is the global minimum of f .

Proof. Since the objective function f has an L-Lipschitz

continuous gradient, we have

f(yk+1) ≤ f(yk)+ 〈∇f(yk),yk+1 −yk〉+
L

2
‖yk+1−yk‖2.

Using π(k) = π(k + 1)A(k) and (53), we obtain

yk+1 − yk=

n
∑

i=1

πi(k + 1)ξi,k − αk

n
∑

i=1

πi(k + 1)

Aii(k)
∇fi(xi,k).

We analyze each term respectively:

E 〈∇f(yk), ξi,k〉 ≤ Lζk, (80a)

n
∑

i=1

πi(k + 1)

Aii(k)
〈∇f(yk),∇fi(xi,k)〉 = ‖∇f(yk)‖2

+

n
∑

i=1

(

πi(k + 1)

Aii(k)
− 1

)

〈∇f(yk),∇fi(xi,k)〉

+

n
∑

i=1

〈∇f(yk),∇fi(xi,k)−∇fi(yk)〉 .

(80b)

According to the PL inequality in (72), we have

−αk‖∇f(yk)‖2 ≤ −2µαk(f(yk)− f∗), (81)

where f∗ is the global minimum of f . Then it follows that

E〈∇f(yk),yk+1 − yk〉 ≤ Lζk − 2µαkE[f(yk)− f∗]

+L2χ(
√
n‖I −A(k)‖ + Γ(k, k))

+L2
n
∑

i=1

‖xi,k − yk‖.
(82)

Therefore, it is direct to obtain

E[f(yk+1)− f∗] ≤
k
∏

t=1

̺tE[f
0 − f∗] +

k
∑

t=1

k−t
∏

r=1

̺rEλt, (83)

where ̺t = 1−2µαt, and λt stands for the other terms. Similar

to (77), we conclude by the smoothness of f that

lim
k→∞

E[f(xi,k)− f∗] = 0, ∀i, (84)

which completes the proof.

In fact, functions that satisfy PL conditions belong to a

wider category called invex functions. A function is invex if

and only if every stationary point is a global minimum [32].

V. SIMULATION

In our simulation, the emphasis lies in evaluating the

performance of UDPSG across three pivotal aspects: firstly,

convergence for convex global objective functions; secondly,

convergence for non-convex global objective functions, en-

compassing invex functions; and finally, a comparative analy-

sis between UDPSG and standard DSG methods.

As for the generation of inhomogeneous stochastic matrices

that satisfy Assumption 1, it is sufficient to produce a directed

spanning tree at each iteration that is strongly connected,

followed by the random inclusion of additional edges within

the subgraph. Edge weights are uniformly sampled from the

interval (0, 1] and subsequently normalized by row to ensure

the resulting matrix is stochastic. We note that since the

constant δ in Assumption 1c) can be set arbitrarily small

(e.g., δ = 10−64n log2 n), the constraint can be neglected in

practice. In terms of Assumption 2, the constant c can be set

very close to 0 if αk = 1/k such that the constraint on A(k)
is practically negligible as well. Therefore, the time-varying

step size αk = 1/k for convenience in the simulation. The

projection space X is [−1, 1]d where d is determined by case.

We employ the proposed algorithm in addressing regression

problems, a prevalent focus within decentralized machine

learning applications, in a network composed of n = 6 agents.

Given a training set D = {(ai, bi)} for each agent, the objec-

tive of the network is to acquire a parameter x that minimizes

the global objective function f =
∑n

i=1 fi(x; ai, bi), where fi
denotes the local objective function.

With regard to the convex local objective functions, we

consider the following three kinds of functions widely used

in machine learning: squared error (fi(x) = (〈ai, x〉 − bi)
2),

softmax (fi(x) = ai log(
∑

j e
xj )), and absolute error (fi(x) =

|〈ai, x〉 − bi|). In addition, the computation of the average
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Fig. 2. Average consensus errors in the case of local convex objective
functions.
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Fig. 3. Value of the global convex objective functions.

consensus error involves deriving the average norm by mea-

suring the deviation between each agent’s local parameter and

the collective average parameter. As depicted in Fig. 2, the

agents succeed in reaching consensus asymptotically under

time-varying topology. Moreover, the minima of the global

objective function is asymptotically attained in Fig. 3.

While the current study does not explicitly delve into the

theoretical aspects pertaining to general non-convex objec-

tive functions, our interest remains focused on exploring the

convergence behavior of the proposed algorithm in scenarios

where the local objective functions exhibit non-convex charac-

teristics. In the simulation, we test three kinds of non-convex

functions as follows:

Invex Function: fi(x, y) = |aiy|(bix2 − 1)2, (85a)

Log-Sin: fi(x, y) = ai log(1+x2+y2)+sin2(x+bi), (85b)

Linear-Exp: fi(x, y) = (aiy − 1/2)2e(x−bi)
2

. (85c)

It is straightforward to check that (85a) is invex and the other

two functions are “highly” non-convex. As shown in Fig. 4,
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Fig. 4. Value of the aggregated non-convex functions.
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Fig. 5. Average consensus errors with respect to different methods.

the invex function asymptotically tends to its minimum 0.

Moreover, the proposed algorithm demonstrates the capability

to identify, at the very least, a local minimum within a general

non-convex function. Nevertheless, it remains challenging to

ascertain whether a local minimum represents the global mini-

mum due to the inherent complexity involved in analyzing the

progression of a decentralized algorithm concerning general

non-convex objective functions.

Finally, we conduct a comparative experiment between

UDPSG and standard DSG methods. We take the squared error

function as the test case. Three baselines are used to better

demonstrate the superior performance of UDPSG: UDSG (pro-

jection removed from UDPSG), standard distributed subgra-

dient (SDSG), and standard distributed projected subgradient

(SPSG). As deduced from Fig. 5 and Fig. 6, all methods

can reach consensus in terms of limiting behavior, which

implies the universality of the convergence theory of the

inhomogeneous infinite product. In addition, the topology-

variant factor Aii(k) accelerates the convergence of UDPSG

compared to a standard PSG method. The projection is signif-
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methods.

icant in improving the performance of the subgradient method

in speeding up consensus and identifying a global minima.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper has developed novel theoretical results on the

convergence properties of inhomogeneous IPSMs. The asymp-

totic behavior of the absolute probability sequence is analyzed

when the stochastic matrices tend to the identity matrix. Based

on these theoretical findings, we propose a novel decentralized

projected subgradient algorithm for time-varying unbalanced

directed graphs. This algorithm has been proven to converge to

optimal solutions of distributed optimization problems when

the objective functions are either convex or non-convex but sat-

isfy PL conditions. Moreover, the performance of the proposed

algorithm has been verified through numerical simulations.

The theoretical results hold promise for broad applicability

in analyzing a spectrum of decentralized algorithms, with the

proposed algorithm serving as an illustrative instance.
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