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Abstract

In networked control applications, event-triggering mechanisms (ETMs) reduce the communication load while ensuring
performance guarantees. However, the design of ETMs is becoming increasingly complex, particularly for decentralized multi-
agent and consensus setups, where the condition used to trigger communication might incorporate the agent’s local information
and the information received from neighbors. This typically results in ad-hoc solutions, which may only work for the consensus
protocols under consideration. In this work, we aim to safely incorporate neural networks in the ETM to provide a general
and flexible solution while ensuring guaranteed performance. To decouple the stability analysis of the consensus protocol from
the abstraction of the neural network in the ETM, we first derive design criteria for the consensus and ETM pair, which
allow independent analysis of each element under mild constraints. As a result, we propose NN-ETM, a novel ETM featuring
a neural network, which provides an all-purpose solution to optimize communication in consensus problems while preserving
the stability guarantees of the consensus protocol.
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1 Introduction

Decentralized consensus problems have been widely
studied in recent years due to their interest in multi-
agent control and cooperation applications [21]. Gen-
erally, consensus algorithms require frequent communi-
cation amongst agents in order to achieve the desired
performance, which can be prohibitive in resource-
constrained networked control applications. To alleviate
the communication load, event-triggering mechanisms
(ETMs) have been proposed to reduce the number of
necessary transmissions in networked and multi-agent
systems, and their application to consensus problems has
received considerable attention [3]. In event-triggered
schemes, transmissions are only performed when a cer-
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tain condition is complied with. This condition is care-
fully designed to ensure a performance guarantee for the
algorithms despite the reduction in communication [23].

More recently, dynamic event-triggering mechanisms
(DETMs) have been developed, which incorporate an
auxiliary dynamic variable to reduce the number of
events further [9]. DETMs have been exploited in var-
ious control and estimation problems [7] and extended
to multi-agent setups [6]. Particularly, several works
consider the application of DETMs for static consen-
sus problems [18], dynamic average consensus [8,25,31],
leader-follower control [4,33], leaderless consensus con-
trol [12,34,2], and resilient consensus under attacks
[17,11]. Note that, in a multi-agent setup, the amount
of information each agent can exploit to construct a
triggering condition is greater than in the single-agent
case since the information shared by neighboring agents
can also be used. This leads to an increasingly complex
design of DETMs: the auxiliary variable’s dynamics can
depend jointly on the event-triggered error and the dis-
agreement with neighbors, for example. Advantageously
combining these pieces of information is not trivial, as
can be observed in the referenced works. Moreover, the
ETM design is typically tailor-made for a particular
consensus algorithm, providing an ad-hoc solution that
may not generalize well to other cases.
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Unlike hand-crafted approaches, data-driven methods
such as Neural Networks (NNs) have been used to work
around standard feature engineering in favor of auto-
mated design, achieving less conservative results. Its flex-
ibility is currently being exploited for event-triggered
control to learn complex system dynamics or optimal
control policies [26]. A few works also address the prob-
lem of learning communication jointly with the control
actions in multi-agent setups [13,27,28]. The main draw-
back of incorporating this kind of data-driven technique
is the difficulty in providing stability guarantees for the
setup due to the abstraction introduced by NNs.

In addition, there are reasons to advocate for more gen-
eral frameworks in which solutions may be applied out-
side the concrete problems and assumptions for which
they were designed. In this context, systems are often
divided into interconnected elements that must work to-
gether in a control stack, so hierarchical approaches that
decouple the design of each block can be beneficial [5,29].
Such a decoupled approach could also be of interest for
event-triggered consensus, motivating a block-wise de-
sign strategy that complies with the requirements to en-
sure boundedness of the consensus error, regardless of
the particular characteristics of each block.

Motivated by this discussion, we are interested in ex-
ploiting NNs in ETMs for consensus problems to take
advantage of their flexibility and abstraction in contrast
to ad-hoc designs. Moreover, we aim to incorporate them
safely, providing guarantees of boundedness for the con-
sensus error. To do so, we propose the following contri-
butions. First, we derive consensus and ETM pair design
criteria to ensure a bounded consensus error. These crite-
ria allow separate analysis of each block under mild con-
straints, decoupling the design of one element from the
other. Particularly, they allow us to analyze the input-to-
state stability of the consensus error under an arbitrary
ETM within a general class of triggers. Given that the
stability analysis under this framework does not depend
on the choice of ETM, we propose the NN-ETM, a novel
ETM featuring a NN, which provides a general solution
to optimize communication in consensus problems while
preserving the stability of the consensus protocol.

Notation: Let the n× n identity matrix be denoted as
In and 1 = [1, . . . , 1]⊤ for appropriate dimension. The
operator ∥•∥ denotes the Euclidean norm. Let sign(x) =
1 if x > 0, sign(x) = −1 if x < 0 and sign(0) = 0 and let
the element-wise application of this operator to vectors
or matrices. Let ⊗ denote the Kronecker product. We
use the classes of functions K∞,KL from [14, Page 144].

2 Problem Statement

Consider a network of N interconnected agents. The
network is described by an undirected connected graph
G = (V, E), where the agents form the vertex set
V = {1, . . . , N} and the edge set E ⊆ V × V represents
the communication links between agents. The network

topology is characterized by its adjacency matrix AG ,
equivalently by its Laplacian QG = diag(AG1) − AG
and incidence matrix DG complying QG = DGD

⊤
G . The

neighbors of an arbitrary agent i ∈ V are denoted by
Ni ⊆ V and N ′

i = Ni ∪ {i}.

Several consensus solutions can be written in terms of
differential equations of the form:

żi(t) = fi(t, zi(t), {mj(zj(t))}j∈N ′
i
) (1)

for each agent i and some appropriate fi(•), which
may correspond to the actual dynamics of a physical
system with state zi(t) ∈ Rn, or the description of an
iterative algorithm executed in a computing platform
[5]. In (1), local interaction between agents occurs due
to the terms {mj(zj(t))}j∈N ′

i
which correspond to in-

formation that is communicated between neighbors,
for some appropriate output message function mj(•).
The goal for the agents is to reach an agreement as
limt→∞ ∥zi(t) − zj(t)∥ = 0,∀i, j ∈ V. The simplest ex-
ample is fi(t, zi, {mj(•)}j∈N ′

i
) = −∑j∈Ni

(zi −mj(•))
with mj(•) = (•) resulting in the standard consensus
iteration żi(t) = −

∑
j∈Ni

(zi(t)− zj(t)).

In event-triggered consensus, each agent evaluates a lo-
cal event-triggering condition to decide when to commu-
nicate with its neighbors. Thus, agent i only has access
to mj(zj(t)), j ∈ Ni at event instants t ∈ {τ jk}∞k=0, with

τ jk being the kth event triggered by agent j. In these
conditions, (1) is replaced by:

żi(t) = fi(t, zi(t), {mj(zj(τ
j
t ))}j∈N ′

i
) (2)

where τ jt = max{τ jk ≤ t} represents the last event trig-
gered by agent j, in which it has broadcast its state.

In the following, we aim to design a NN-ETM for con-
sensus problems. Note that the introduction of NNs typ-
ically hinders formal analysis, due to their high level of
abstraction. Thus, we start by proposing some design
criteria for the ETM and consensus pair, which allow to
decouple the design for the ETM from the consensus pro-
tocol. This decoupling is necessary in order to analyze
the stability of the consensus protocol under the ETM
without relating it to the NN itself. Using the proposed
criteria, we design and test the NN-ETM to ensure the
boundedness of the consensus error.

3 Design Criteria for ETM in Consensus

3.1 Input-to-State Stability

Before introducing our framework to design the NN-
ETM, recall the definition of input-to-state (practical)
stability, adapted from [20]:
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Fig. 1. The event-triggered consensus problem can be glob-
ally viewed as the interaction between two interconnected
blocks. We derive design criteria for each block to ensure
stability guarantees for the interconnection.

Definition 1 A system ẋ(t) = h(t,x(t),u(t)) ∈ Rn

is said to be uniformly input-to-state practically stable
(ISpS) with respect to the origin if there exist a class KL
function β, a class K∞ function γ and a constant c such
that, for any initial state x(0) and bounded input u(t),
the solution x(t) satisfies

∥x(t)∥ ≤ β(∥x(0)∥, t) + γ

(
sup

s∈[0,t]

∥u(s)∥
)

+ c (3)

If the ISpS property holds for c = 0, then the system is
input-to-state stable (ISS).

3.2 Interconnection of ISS consensus and ETM

Consider system (1) with continuous-time communica-
tion, in compact form as ż(t) = f ′(t, z(t),m(z(t)) with
the definitions z(t) = [z1(t)

⊤, . . . , zN (t)⊤]⊤, m(z) =
[m1(z1)

⊤, . . . ,mN (zN )⊤]⊤ and appropriate f ′(•). Sim-
ilarly, the event-triggered protocol (2) is expressed as:

ż(t) = f ′(t, z(t),m(z(t)) + u(t)) =: f(t, z(t),u(t))
(4)

where u(t) = [u1(t)
⊤, . . . ,uN (t)⊤]⊤ and uj(t) =

mj(zj(τ
j
t ))−mj(zj(t)) describes the mismatch between

the current values of mj(zj(t)) and the actual transmit-

ted information mj(zj(τ
j
t )). Therefore, the combined

effect of the ETMs at the agents is written as a block

u(t) = g(t, z(t)) (5)

for g = [g⊤
1 , . . . ,g

⊤
N ]⊤, with gj(t, z(t)) = mj(zj(τ

j
t )) −

mj(zj(t)). The interconnection of the blocks (4) and (5)
is illustrated in Figure 1.

Given that the goal of the consensus protocol is to
achieve agreement between the agents of the network,
convergence is typically analyzed through the dynamics
for the disagreement, which is given by

ẋ(t) = h(t,x(t),u(t)) := (H⊗ Im)ż(t) (6)

where H = IN − (1/N)11⊤ is projection matrix in the
space orthogonal to consensus. Note that x(t) = 0 for

some t ∈ R means that consensus zi(t) = zj(t) for all
i, j ∈ V is complied for that instant.

In the following theorem, we summarize general design
criteria for the ETM and consensus blocks in order to
guarantee the boundedness of the consensus error under
event-triggered communication. Subsequently, we pro-
vide additional results to show general cases of designs
where these criteria can be complied with.

Theorem 1 (Design Criteria) Consider an event-
triggered consensus protocol (4) with disagreement dy-
namics (6). Then, there exist ξ ≥ 0 such that for all
initial conditions x(0), the consensus error is bounded
∀t ≥ 0 with lim supt→∞ ∥x(t)∥ ≤ ξ, if the following
design conditions are fulfilled:

(i) The functions {fi,mi}i∈V ensure existence of solu-
tions of (1) for all t ≥ 0.

(ii) The ETM guarantees a minimum inter-event time.
(iii) The disagreement dynamics (6) are ISpS.
(iv) The disturbance u(t) produced by the ETM has a

uniformly bounded Euclidean norm for all t ≥ 0.

PROOF. First, we show that trajectories x(t) exist for
all t ≥ 0. Item (i) ensures the existence of solutions be-
tween events. Item (ii) ensures the absence of Zeno be-
havior, excluding an infinite amount of events to be trig-
gered in a finite time interval, so that limk→∞ τ ik =∞ for
all i ∈ V [32]. Hence, solutions of (6) exist ∀t ≥ 0. Item
(iii) implies lim supt→∞ ∥x(t)∥ ≤ γ

(
supt≥0 ∥u(t)∥

)
+

c ≤ γ(U) + c =: ξ with U being the uniform bound of
∥u(t)∥ from item (iv), completing the proof.

Notice that items (i) and (iii) in Theorem 1 relate to the
design of the consensus protocol, while items (ii) and (iv)
are restrictions for the design of the ETM. Particularly,
note that item (iii) implies that the consensus protocol
can be analyzed with respect to a generic communica-
tion disturbance, without assuming a particular ETM.
This provides freedom to introduce data-driven tech-
niques such as NNs in the ETM under some mild con-
straints (namely, the boundedness of u(t)), without hin-
dering formal analysis of the consensus protocol. These
requirements can be relaxed for concrete choices of con-
sensus protocols and ETMs. In the following proposi-
tion, we study the standard ETM choice:

τ ik+1 = inf{t > τ ik : ∥mi(zi(t))−mi(zi(τ
i
k))∥ ≥ δ(t)}

(7)
where δ(t) ≥ 0 may have additional dynamics. Item (iv)
of Theorem 1 can be relaxed as follows.

Proposition 1 (Performance of the ETM in (7))
Consider a consensus protocol (4) complying items (i)
and (iii) in Theorem 1. Then, solutions to (6) fulfill:

∥x(t)∥ ≤ β(∥x(0)∥, t) + γ′

(
sup

s∈[0,t]

δ(s)

)
+ c (8)
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for all t in which the trajectory x(t) exist, for some β ∈
KL, γ′ ∈ K∞. Moreover, if (6) is ISS, limt→∞ δ(t) = 0,
and x(t) exist for all t ≥ 0, then limt→∞ ∥x(t)∥ = 0.

PROOF. The design of the ETM in (7) ensures
∥ui(t)∥ = ∥mi(zi(t)) −mi(zi(τ

i
t ))∥ ≤ δ(t) for all t in

which solutions exist and therefore ∥u(t)∥ ≤
√
Nδ(t).

Moreover, note that the ISpS property in (3) is complied,

from which (8) follows by picking γ′(•) := γ(
√
N•).

For the last part of the proposition, recall that
ISS implies that c = 0 in (3) and (8), so that the
steady-state consensus error is uniquely determined
by the input. As a result, if solutions exist for all
t ≥ 0, then limt→∞ ∥x(t)∥ ≤ γ′(limt→∞ δ(t)) = 0 if
limt→∞ δ(t) = 0, completing the proof.

As mentioned in the previous result, convergence may
only occur if solutions exist for all t ≥ 0, which is only
prevented if Zeno behavior occurs. For this purpose, the
following result establishes the existence of a minimum
inter-event time for (7) under very mild conditions:

Proposition 2 (Minimum inter-event time for (7))
Let the consensus protocol (2) with ETM in (7) under
the following conditions:

(i) Items (i) and (iii) in Theorem 1 are complied.
(ii) The functions fi(•) have bounded outputs and

mi(•) are differentiable for all values of the argu-
ments for all i ∈ V.

(iii) There exist 0 < δ ≤ δ such that δ(t) ∈ [δ, δ], ∀t ≥ 0.
(iv) For every initial condition of (2), there ex-

ist Z̄ > 0 such that the consensus trajectory

z̄(t) = (1/N)
∑N

i=1 zi(t) satisfy ∥z̄(t)∥ ≤ Z̄ for all
t in which z̄(t) exist.

Then, every trajectory of (2) exist for all t ≥ 0, and for
each trajectory there exist τ > 0 such that τ ik+1 − τ ik ≥ τ
for all i ∈ V, k ≥ 0.

PROOF. Let a trajectory of (2) along with the trigger
(7) for arbitrary initial conditions. Let T ∈ R ∪ {∞}
be the greatest possible time such that x(t) exist for all
t ∈ [0, T ). Henceforth, Theorem 1 is used as well as the
arguments in the first part of the proof of Proposition 1
to conclude that x(t) complies with the bound (8) for all
t ∈ [0, T ). Moreover, setX := β(∥x(0)∥, 0)+γ′(δ)+c so
that ∥x(t)∥ ≤ X for all t ∈ [0, T ). Define p(t) := m(z(t))
and note that z(t) = (1⊗ Im)z̄(t) + x(t). Henceforth,

ṗ(t) =
∂m

∂z
((1⊗ Im) ˙̄z(t) + ẋ(t)) =: q(t, z̄(t),x(t))

where q(•) is obtained from the dynamics of z̄(t) and
x(t) directly from (2). Note that q(•) is bounded due
to item (ii). Moreover, the uniform bound for ∥x(t)∥ ob-
tained before in conjunction with the uniform bound

for ∥z̄(t)∥ in item (iv) allows to ensure the existence of
Q = sup{q(t, z̄,x) : t ∈ [0, T ), ∥z̄∥ ≤ Z̄, ∥x∥ ≤ X}
such that ∥ṗ(t)∥ ≤ Q for all t ∈ [0, T ). Note that Q de-
pends on the particular trajectory of the system. Inte-
grating over an arbitrary [τ ik, t] ⊂ [0, T ), p(t)− p(τ ik) =∫ t

τ i
k
r(s, z̄(s),x(s))ds. Moreover, note that

∥mi(zi(t))−mi(zi(τ
i
k))∥ ≤ ∥m(z(t))−m(z(τ ik))∥

= ∥p(t)− p(τ ik)∥ ≤ Q(t− τ ik) < δ ≤ δ(t)

for all t ∈ [τ ik, τ
i
k + τ ] with τ = δ/Q > 0. Therefore,

τ ik+1 ≥ τ ik + τ , which implies limk→∞ τ ik = T = ∞ for
all i ∈ V, completing the proof.

Given the decoupled design conditions for the ETM and
the consensus protocol, we are now ready to introduce
our proposal for a NN-ETM.

4 NN-ETM: Neural Network-Based Event-
Triggering Mechanism

4.1 NN-ETM Structure

We propose that each agent i decide its own event in-
stants according to the ETM (7) in conjunction with:

δ(t) = σηi(t) + ε (9)

where the variable ηi(t) ∈ [0, 1] is determined by a lo-
cal NN, such that an appropriate form of the trigger is
learned from data, aiming to optimize the behavior of
the setup according to a certain cost function. The pa-
rameters σ ≥ 0, ε > 0 are user-defined constants. We
refer to this strategy as NN-ETM. The NN-ETM fulfills
item (iv) of Theorem 1 by construction. Besides, item
(ii) for the avoidance of Zeno behavior, is complied due
to Proposition 2 by setting δ = σ + ε and δ = ε. Then,
due to Theorem 1, this ETM design is admissible, inde-
pendent of the consensus protocol.

Therefore, the NN-ETM can be used alongside any con-
sensus protocol that fulfills the ISpS requirement (iii),
providing a generic solution to achieve a bounded con-
sensus error with performance guarantees of the form
(8). Additionally, depending on the NN architecture and
training, different behaviors may be learned for ηi(t).

4.2 Neural Network Architecture

We set ηi(t) as the output of a NN, defining a nonlinear
map between input information located at agent i ∈ V
to the interval [0, 1]. To specify such input information,
we distinguish between:

• Local data: Agent i’s local variable {zi(t′) | t′ ∈
[0, t]}, its sequence of events τ i0, τ

i
1, . . . , τ

i
t and the

transmitted information {zi(τ ik) | τ ik < t}.
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• Data from neighbors: The number of neighbors
|Ni|, their sequence of events τ j0 , τ j1 , . . . , τ jt and the

received information {zj(τ jk) | j ∈ Ni, τ
j
k < t}.

These two pieces of information are the only ones that
each agent can use to maintain a distributed solution.
Under the proposed framework, there is freedom of de-
sign for the internal details of the NN architecture. As an
illustrative example, the numerical experiments of Sec-
tion 7 use amulti-layer perceptron. However, other archi-
tectures are possible. Additionally, such general struc-
ture of the NN-ETM subsumes different ETMs in the
literature: (i) Learning a fixed value of ηi(t) regardless
of the input would be equivalent to a fixed threshold ap-
proach. (ii) Recurrent neural NNs can emulate a DETM
since the internal state held by these networks resembles
the behavior of the auxiliary dynamics in DETMs.

5 ISS Consensus

Regarding the design requirement for the consensus pro-
tocol given in item (iii) of Theorem 1, note that it does
not depend on the particular choice of ETM. This is, the
stability of the consensus error can be analyzed with re-
spect to a communication disturbance u(t), without as-
suming a certain ETM. Thus, this enables the analysis
of consensus protocols under complex triggering condi-
tions, possibly including data-driven techniques like the
neural network in our NN-ETM. In the following, we
present two cases of such analysis, with different choices
of fi,mj for linear and nonlinear protocols in the litera-
ture, adapted to event-triggered communication.

5.1 Case I: ISpS Linear Consensus

Consider a linear dynamic consensus algorithm [16],
adapted to event-triggered communication:

żi(t) = ṙi(t)− κ
∑
j∈Ni

(zi(τ
i
t )− zj(τ

j
t )) (10)

where n = 1, mi(•) = (•), ri(t) ∈ R is a local reference
signal for agent i. To obtain an ISpS, write

żi(t) = ṙi(t)− κ
∑
j∈Ni

(zi(t) + ui(t)− zj(t)− uj(t))

with ui(t) = zi(τ
i
t )−zi(t). Set r(t) = [r1(t), . . . , rN (t)]⊤,

and write (4) in vector form as:

ż(t) = f(t, z(t),u(t)) = ṙ(t)− κQGz(t)− κQGu(t)

Then, recalling that x(t) = Hz(t) and HQG = QG , the
dynamics for the disagreement as in (6) are given by

ẋ(t) = h(t,x(t),u(t)) = Hż(t)

= Hṙ(t)− κQGx(t)− κQGu(t)
(11)

Theorem 2 Assume that |ṙi(t)| ≤ R, ∀t ≥ 0, for some
R ≥ 0. Then. the disagreement dynamics (11) are ISpS.

PROOF. It can be verified that the disagreement’s dy-
namics have the following explicit solution:

x(t) = exp(−κQGt)x(0)

+

∫ t

0

exp(−κQGs)(Hṙ(t− s)− κQGu(t− s))ds

Since x(t) = Hz(t) = Hx(t) due to H = H2, then:

∥x(t)∥ ≤ ∥H exp(−κQGt)x(0)∥

+

∫ t

0

∥H exp(−κQGs)(Hṙ(t− s)− κQGu(t− s))∥ds

For the first term, we have that

∥H exp(−κQGt)x(0)∥ ≤ λmax(H exp(−κQGt))∥x(0)∥
= exp(−κλ2(G)t)∥x(0)∥ =: β(∥x(0)∥, t)

where λmax(•) represents the largest eigenvalue of a ma-
trix and λ2(QG) denotes the algebraic connectivity of
the graph, given by the smallest non-zero eigenvalue of
QG . Moreover, for the second term, we have∫ t

0

∥H exp(−κQGs)(Hṙ(t− s)− κQGu(t− s))∥ds

≤ sup
s∈[0,t]

∥ṙ(s)∥
∫ t

0

∥H exp(−κQGs)H∥ds

+ κλmax(QG) sup
s∈[0,t]

∥u(s)∥
∫ t

0

∥H exp(−κQGs)H∥ds

≤ 1

κλ2(G)
(1− exp(−κλ2(G)t)

(
sup

s∈[0,t]

∥ṙ(s)∥

+ κλmax(QG) sup
s∈[0,t]

∥u(s)∥
)

≤ 1

κλ2(G)

(
sup

s∈[0,t]

∥ṙ(s)∥+ κλmax(QG) sup
s∈[0,t]

∥u(s)∥
)

Henceforth, it follows that:

γ

(
sup

s∈[0,t]

∥u(s)∥
)

:=
λmax(QG)

λ2(G)
sup

s∈[0,t]

∥u(s)∥)

Finally, ∥ṙ(t)∥ ≤
√
NR is complied by assumption.

Hence, (3) follows with c :=
√
NR/(κλ2(G)).

5.2 Case II: ISS Nonlinear Consensus

Consider the following nonlinear consensus protocol
using mth order sliding modes from [1]. Here, we set
n = m+ 1, zi(t) = [zi,0(t), . . . , zi,m(t)]⊤, mi(zi) = zi,0.
While [1] considers continuous-time communication,
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here we consider event-triggered communication:

żi,µ(t) = zi,µ+1(t)− kµ
∑

j∈Ni

⌈
zi,0(τ

i
t )− zj,0(τ

j
t )
⌋m−µ

m+1

for 0 ≤ µ < m

żi,m(t) = r
(m+1)
i (t)− km

∑
j∈Ni

⌈
zi,0(τ

i
t )− zj,0(τ

j
t )
⌋0
(12)

for appropriate design parameters {kµ}mµ=0. Here,
ri(t) is a reference signal for agent i. Moreover,
⌈x⌋α := |x|αsign(x) for α > 0 and ⌈x⌋0 := sign(x).

Similarly as before, we write (12) in terms of a disturbed
version of the ideal system with continuous time com-
munication. Hence, write the system in vector form as:

żµ(t) = zµ+1(t)− kµDG
⌈
D⊤

G (z0(t) + u(t))
⌋m−µ

m+1

żm(t) = r(m+1)(t)− kmDG
⌈
D⊤

G (z0(t) + u(t))
⌋0

with zµ(t) = [z1,µ(t), . . . , zN,µ(t)]
⊤ and u(t) with

ui(t) = zi,0(τ
i
t ) − zi,0(t). As in [1], since D⊤

GH = D⊤
G ,

it can be verified that the disagreement dynamics
xµ(t) = Hzµ(t) satisfy the differential inclusion

ẋµ(t) = xµ+1(t)− kµDG
⌈
D⊤

G (x0(t) + u(t))
⌋m−µ

m+1

ẋm(t) ∈ [−L,L]N − kmDG
⌈
D⊤

G (x0(t) + u(t))
⌋0

(13)

Theorem 3 Assume that there exist R ≥ 0 such that

|r(m+1)
i (t)| ≤ R,∀t ≥ 0. Set the parameters {kµ}mµ=0 as

in [1]. Then, the disagreement dynamics in (13) are ISS.

PROOF. Given arbitrary bound U ≥ 0 for ∥u(t)∥, the
results from [1, Lemma 9] imply that the solutions of
(13) for the system converge to the regions

∥xµ(t)∥ ≤ cµU
m−µ+1
m+1

with constants cµ ≥ 0, for t ≥ T (x(0)) and some finite
time T (x(0)) ≥ 0. Therefore, we have that

∥x(t)∥ ≤

√√√√ m∑
µ=0

c2µU
2m−µ+1

m+1

≤
√
N max

0≤µ≤m
cµU

m−µ+1
m+1 =: γ(U)

for all t ≥ T (x(0)). Denote with x(t;x(0)) the solution
of (13) given an initial condition x(0). Then, set the
functions

B(x) := sup{∥x(t;x(0))∥ : ∥x(0)∥ = x, t ∈ [0, T (x(0))]}
T (x) := sup{T (x(0)) : ∥x(0)∥ = x}

such that

∥x(t)∥ ≤ B(∥x(0)∥) exp(T (∥x(0)∥)− t) =: β(∥x(0)∥, t)

for all t ∈ [0, T (x(0))]. Henceforth, the inequality (3)
follows for this choice of γ, β for all t ≥ 0, with c := 0,
completing the proof.

Remark 1 Besides complying with the ISpS property re-
quired in Theorem 1, the previously described Cases I and
II for the problem of dynamic consensus also ensure item
(i) in Theorem 1 as per the analysis in [16] and [1] respec-
tively, for the case with continuous-time communication.
Moreover, the same analysis in such works ensures item
(iv) of Proposition 2 for the consensus trajectory is com-
plied with in both cases under appropriate initialization.
Therefore, either of the two protocols presented in this
section used in conjunction with our NN-ETM will com-
ply with all the design criteria in Section 3.2, ensuring
predictable performance and stability guarantees.

6 Discussion

While we have developed and applied the design criteria
in Theorem 1 to design a safe NN-ETM, note that this
framework applies to a wide range of works in the lit-
erature. In regards to producing a bounded disturbance
u(t), designs similar to the ETM in Proposition 1 can
provide this assurance, both for fixed-threshold [30,24],
adaptive [19] or dynamic [8] approaches. In terms of the
ISpS requirement for the consensus protocol, we have al-
ready shown detailed examples of fulfillment in the cases
from Section 5. In addition, note that the ISpS result
is achieved by other consensus protocols in the litera-
ture, under different ETMs, e.g. [18,25,30,15]. Even the
cases of [8,19], which achieve asymptotic convergence
to the desired value with their proposed ETMs, can be
analyzed under this framework, noting that their event
thresholds vanish over time and thus the perturbation
caused by it does as well, recalling Proposition 1.

These examples serve not only to validate our proposed
design criteria but also to highlight that they can be used
to check that different combinations of ETMs and con-
sensus protocols, not necessarily designed ad-hoc, can be
connected while guaranteeing a bounded consensus er-
ror. Decoupling the conditions for each block facilitates
the analysis of different combinations by checking their
relevant requirements.

7 Experiments

We test our NN-ETM in simulation examples, and detail
the training process and results. 1

1 Our code is available at: https://github.com/
ireneperezsalesa/NN-ETM/
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7.1 Setup

For our proof of concept, we have chosen a multi-layer
perceptron architecture for the NN in the NN-ETM (9),
in order to produce an adaptive threshold ηi(t). This
simple architecture is commonly used to approximate
unknown functions and consists of an input and out-
put layer, as well as one (or more) hidden layers. We
have used ReLU activation functions for the non-output
layers and a sigmoid activation at the output ensur-
ing ηi(t) ∈ [0, 1]. As inputs to an agent’s NN, we have
chosen its disagreement with respect to its neighbors,∑

j∈Ni
(zi(t)− zj(τ

j
t )), and the time since the last event

triggered by the agent, ∆i(t) = t−τ it , so that ηi(t) adapts
accordingly to these values. For the other parameters in
the ETM, we set σ = 0.1, ε = 0.001.

We have considered the dynamic average consensus
protocol (10) from Case I in Section 5. Recall that we
have shown that this protocol fulfills the ISpS require-
ment for the consensus error, and thus will guarantee
a bounded error when connected to our NN-ETM. We
have set the consensus gain κ = 5. In this consensus
protocol, agents have access to a local reference sig-
nal. The goal for the agents is to reach agreement as

zi(t) = z̄(t) = (1/N)
∑N

i=1 zi(t). Such consensus tra-
jectory will correspond to the average of the reference

signals (1/N)
∑N

i=1 ri(t) by setting and appropriate

initialization as
∑N

i=1 zi(0) = 0 [16]. In particular, for
the reference signals we have chosen scalar sinusoidals
ri(t) = ai + sinωit, where ai, ωi are chosen at random
in the ranges [1, 5] and [0, 1], respectively, so that agents
have different signals.

7.2 Training the NN-ETM

To learn the weights inside the NN in the NN-ETM, we
use the common approach of backpropagation, which
computes the gradient of a cost function with respect to
the NN’s parameters, in order to optimize them using
gradient descent. To do so, we use Pytorch’s autograd,
which allows the automatic computation of gradients
[22]. The goal of the training process is to find network
weights that minimize a cost function.

As summarized in Algorithm 1, the proposed NN-ETM
is trained by running the event-triggered consensus al-
gorithm over multiple simulations, computing a cost for
the performance for each one, and performing the gradi-
ent backpropagation and weight update for the NN. We
have repeated this process for several iterations (epochs)
until a minimum for the cost function is reached, using
the Adam optimizer with learning rate 5 · 10−2.

Despite the theoretical advantages of a general NN, ap-
propriately training such models requires several heuris-
tics and strategies often used in the literature. In the fol-
lowing, we detail some relevant considerations we used

Algorithm 1 Training

1: Generate batch of sequences for agents’ local ri(t)
2: Set parameters σ, ε for (9)
3: Load NN model and initialize weights
4: Set optimizer and training configuration
5: for each training epoch do
6: cost ← 0
7: for each sequence in the batch do
8: Simulate (10) for t ∈ [0, T ] with current

weights (using fuzzy ETM in Section 7.2.4)
9: Compute cost J (14) for the simulation

10: cost ← cost + J
11: end for
12: Update network weights using backpropagation
13: end for

for the training process, which might be helpful for prac-
titioners. Recall that the stability guarantees provided
earlier are true regardless of this training procedure,
which is only used to improve performance in terms of
accuracy and network usage.

7.2.1 Parameter Sharing and Scalability

While each agent can have its own NN, with possibly
different architecture and individual training, another
interesting option in this work is that all agents have a
copy of the same NN. This perspective is advantageous
since the NN can be trained using a small number of
agents and tested for scalability with a bigger number of
agents when deployed. For this reason, we use parameter
sharing [10] to train the network. This is, the NN for
ηi(t) shares the same weights for all agents i ∈ V during
the training stage. The learning process is done using
the experience of all agents involved. However, at the
execution step, each agent can have a different behavior
due to using its own local information as an input for
the NN. We train the NN-ETM using a network of only
N = 2 agents and then test it on a network with N = 5.

7.2.2 Generation of Agents’ Reference Signals

We generate a batch of sequences of reference signals
prior to the training process, where each batch is of the
form {ri(t)}Ni=1, t ∈ {0, h, 2h, . . . , T} . Here, h > 0 is a
discretization step for the simulation, and T > 0 is the
experiment length, as an integer multiple of h. We have
generated a batch of 10 sequences of length T = 10, with
sampling step h = 10−3. Generating simulations of the
algorithm, one for each sequence, over the whole batch
and back-propagating using the resulting cost consti-
tutes one training epoch.

7.2.3 Cost Function

In event-triggered consensus problems, there is an ev-
ident trade-off between the communication rate of the

7



agents and the overall performance of the consensus al-
gorithm. Therefore, a balance needs to be found between
the consensus error and communication load. For a given
experiment of length T , let the mean square error E of
the consensus variables zi(t) with respect to the average
trajectory z̄(t) and the communication rate C be

E =
h

NT

N∑
i=1

T/h∑
k=0

∥z̄(kh)− zi(kh)∥2, C =
h

NT

N∑
i=1

ei

where ei is the number of events triggered by agent i dur-
ing t ∈ [0, T ] and h is the discretization step, given that
the system needs to be simulated in a computer to train
the network. Note that C is normalized between 0, being
no communication, and 1, representing communication
at each step of the simulation. Moreover, note that some
dynamic consensus algorithms have a non-zero steady-
state error even when run at full communication (e.g.
the linear consensus protocol from Case I in Section 3).
Therefore, we take into account the relative error of the
event-triggered implementation with respect to the full
communication case, since the error cannot be optimized
beyond a certain point. Denoting as Efc the error for the
full communication case and Eev the event-triggered case,
the relative error is given by Er = (Eev − Efc)/Efc. Then,
we design the cost function to be minimized by the NN
as follows, describing the desired trade-off between error
and communication:

J = Er + λC (14)

where λ ≥ 0 is a user-defined parameter to assign rel-
ative weight to the error and communication costs. In-
creasing λ will prioritize reducing the communication
load at the cost of a higher consensus error, and vice
versa. We have repeated the training process for differ-
ent values of λ, to validate the fact that the NN learns
to adapt the behavior of the setup to different require-
ments of the error-vs-communication trade-off.

7.2.4 Fuzzy Event-Triggering Mechanism

Note that the training process relies on the computation
of gradients, which requires the operations involved to
be differentiable. The if-else event-triggering decision,
however, is non-differentiable: it results in two separate
information updates in case of triggering an event or not
doing so. To overcome this issue, we fuzzify the ETM
during the training stage. Consider a sigmoid function

νi(t) = sigmoid(α (∥zi(t)− zi(τ
i
k)∥ − δ(t))

where α≫ 1 is a constant to make the sigmoid function
steeper. If ∥zi(t) − zi(τ

i
k)∥ ≥ δ(t), an event should be

triggered with νi(t) ≈ 1, and viceversa. Then, the infor-
mation update for an arbitrary variable v(t), that takes
a value vevent(t) if an event is triggered by agent i at

time t and vno event(t) otherwise, can be approximated
in a differentiable fashion as follows:

v(t)← νi(t)vevent(t) + (1− νi(t))vno event(t)

This approximation is only needed for the training pro-
cess. At test time, the regular NN-ETM is used.

7.2.5 Weight Initialization

To facilitate convergence to an advantageous solution
for the network’s weights, we provide a suboptimal so-
lution as the initial condition: a fixed event threshold.
We achieve this by means of a pre-training process, in
which the network learns to output ηi(t) = 0.5 at ev-
ery step regardless of the input values. The pre-training
also follows the process described in Algorithm 1, but
a cost function that penalizes the difference of the out-
puts ηi(t) with respect to the target value is used. Then,
we use the weights learned at this stage as initialization
when training for the correct cost function in (14).

7.3 Simulation Results

As described above, recall that we have trained the NN-
ETM for a small network of N = 2 agents, using a train-
ing batch of 10 sequences of reference signals with length
T = 10, as detailed in Section 7.1. To validate our train-
ing results and the scalability of the proposal, we now
test the trained NN-ETM on a network of N = 5 agents
over a new batch of 1000 sequences. Figure 2 summa-
rizes the results of relative error Er and communication
C (computed as described in Section 7.2.3) for these sim-
ulations. It can be seen that the network is effectively
trained to reduce communication according to the value
of the weight λ in the cost function (14): higher values
of λ cause a decrease in communication. In terms of the
error, it is clear that for λ = 0.001 a smaller error is
achieved, according to the usual trade-off between error
and communication. For λ = 1, the optimization process
for the NN weights has reached a solution where, even
though communication is significantly reduced with re-
spect to the case with λ = 0.1, the resulting error is
similar.

To illustrate that the NN for ηi(t) learns an adaptive be-
havior depending on the information available to each
agent, we include in Figure 3 a simulation of the event-
triggered consensus protocol and the evolution of ηi(t)
for each agent. Note that the value of ηi(t) is different for
each agent, even though they all use the same weights for
the NN-ETM. This is, while all agents share the same de-
cision policy (the trained NN-ETM), the resulting ηi(t)
depends on the local observations of each agent. Due to
the sinusoidal shape of the signals, the evolution of ηi(t)
also behaves similarly, with agents increasing transmis-
sions at some points and decreasing them at others.
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Fig. 2. Error Er and communication rate C for NN-ETMs
trained with different values of λ in the cost function. The
parameter λ decides the trade-off between error and com-
munication.
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Fig. 3. Example of consensus simulation and evolution of the
learned variable ηi(t) in the NN-ETM for each of the agents
i ∈ V. Adaptive behavior of ηi(t) is achieved, which depends
on the local observations of each agent.

8 Conclusions

In this work, we have studied the problem of safely
incorporating neural networks in ETMs for consensus
problems. We have proposed design criteria for event-
triggered consensus, which decouple the ETM and con-
sensus protocol design as separate blocks undermild con-
straints. Under said constraints, namely that the distur-
bance caused by the ETM is bounded and that the con-
sensus protocol is ISpS concerning communication dis-
turbances, we proposed an all-purpose ETM optimized
by a neural network. The NN-ETM exploits the ad-
vantages of neural networks, offering a flexible alterna-
tive to hand-crafted ETMs while providing guarantees
of boundedness for the consensus error. We have tested
the idea in a simple setup as a proof of concept. Optimiz-
ing the architecture and inputs for the neural network
to improve performance is left as future work.
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