
Distributed Convex Optimization with

State-Dependent (Social) Interactions over

Random Networks

Seyyed Shaho Alaviani1* and Atul Kelkar2

1*Department of Mechanical Engineering, University of Minnesota,
Minneapolis, Minnesota, USA.

2Dean, Thomas J. Watson College of Engineering and Applied Science,
Binghamton University, Binghamton, New York, USA.

*Corresponding author(s). E-mail(s): salavian@umn.edu;
Contributing authors: akelkar1@binghamton.edu;

Abstract

This paper aims at distributed multi-agent convex optimization where the com-
munications network among the agents are presented by a random sequence
of possibly state-dependent weighted graphs. This is the first work to consider
both random arbitrary communication networks and state-dependent interac-
tions among agents. The state-dependent weighted random operator of the graph
is shown to be quasi-nonexpansive; this property neglects a priori distribution
assumption of random communication topologies to be imposed on the operator.
Therefore, it contains more general class of random networks with or without
asynchronous protocols. A more general mathematical optimization problem than
that addressed in the literature is presented, namely minimization of a convex
function over the fixed-value point set of a quasi-nonexpansive random opera-
tor. A discrete-time algorithm is provided that is able to converge both almost
surely and in mean square to the global solution of the optimization problem.
Hence, as a special case, it reduces to a totally asynchronous algorithm for the
distributed optimization problem. The algorithm is able to converge even if the
weighted matrix of the graph is periodic and irreducible under synchronous pro-
tocol. Finally, a case study on a network of robots in an automated warehouse
is given where there is distribution dependency among random communication
graphs.
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1 Introduction

Distributed multi-agent optimization has been an attractive topic due to its applica-
tions in several areas such as power systems, smart buildings, and machine learning to
name a few; therefore, several investigators have paid much attention to distributed
optimization problems (see Surveys [1]-[4]). Switched dynamical systems are divided
into two categories: arbitrary (or state-independent) and state-dependent (see [5] and
references therein for details and several examples). Many references, cited in Surveys
[1]-[4], have investigated distributed optimization over arbitrary networks.

On the other hand, state-dependent networks have been shown in practical systems
such as flocking of birds [6], opinion dynamics [7]-[15], mobile robotic networks [16],
wireless networks [17], and predator-prey interaction [18]. For example, an agent in
social networks weighs the opinions of others based on how much its opinion is close
to theirs (see Section I in the preliminary version, i.e., [31], for more details).

In state-dependent networks, coupling between algorithm analysis and information
exchange among agents impose significant challenge because states of agents at each
time determine the weights in the communication networks. Hence, distributed algo-
rithms’ design for consensus and optimization over state-dependent networks is still a
challenge.

Consensus problem for opinion dynamics has been investigated in [7]-[15]. Existence
of consensus in a multi-robot network has been shown in [19]. Distributed consensus
[21]-[26] and distributed optimization [20], [27]-[29] over state-dependent networks with
time-invariant or time-varying1 arbitrary graphs have been considered. Hence, the gap
in the literature is to consider distributed multi-agent optimization problems with
both state-dependent interactions and random arbitrary (see footnote 1) networks.

This paper aims at distributed multi-agent convex optimization over both state-
dependent and random arbitrary networks, that has not been addressed in the
literature. Assuming doubly stochasticity of weighted matrix of the graph with respect
to state variables for each communication network and strong connectivity of the union
of the communication networks allows this result to be applicable to periodic and
irreducible weighted matrix of the graph in synchronous2 protocol. We show that state-
dependent weighted random operator of the graph is quasi-nonexpansive3; therefore,
imposing a priori distribution of random communication topologies in not required.
Thus, it contains random arbitrary networks with/without asynchronous protocols
for more general class of switched networks. As an extension of the the distributed
optimization problem, we provide a more general mathematical optimization problem
than that defined in [30], namely minimization of a convex function over the fixed-
value point set of a quasi-nonexpansive random operator. Consequently, the reduced

1The underlying communication graph is a priori known in a time-varying arbitrary network at each time
t, whereas it is a priori unknown in a random arbitrary network.

2In a synchronous protocol, all nodes activate at the same time and perform communication updates.
On the other hand, in an asynchronous protocol, each node has its concept of time defined by a local timer,
which randomly triggers either by the local timer or by a message from neighboring nodes. The algorithms
guaranteed to work with no a priori bound on the time for updates are called totally asynchronous, and
those that need the knowledge of a priori bound, known as B-connectivity assumption, are called partially
asynchronous (see [32] and [33, Ch. 6-7]).

3It has been shown in [30] that state-independent weighted random operator of the graph has
nonexpansivity property.
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optimization problem to distributed optimization includes both state-independent and
state-dependent networks over random arbitrary communication graphs with/with-
out asynchronous protocol (see footnote 3). We prove that the discrete-time algorithm
proposed in [30] is utilized for quasi-nonexpansive random operators (which include
nonexpansive random operators as a special case). The algorithm converges both
almost surely and in mean square to the global optimal solution of the optimization
problem under suitable assumptions. For the distributed optimization problem, the
algorithm reduces to a totally asynchronous algorithm (see footnote 2). It should be
noted that the distributed algorithm4 is totally asynchronous but not asynchronous
due to synchronized diminishing step size. The algorithm is able to converge even if
the weighted matrix of the graph is periodic and irreducible under synchronous pro-
tocol. We provide a numerical example where there is distribution dependency among
random arbitrary switching graphs and apply the distributed algorithm to validate
the results, while no existing references can conclude results (see Example 1). This
version provides proofs, mean square convergence of the proposed algo-
rithm, a numerical example, and larger range of a parameter (i.e., β) in the
algorithm, that have not been presented in the preliminary version (i.e.,
[31]).

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, preliminaries on convex analysis
and stochastic convergence are given. In Section 3, formulations of the distributed
optimization problem and the mathematical optimization are provided. Algorithm and
its convergence analysis are presented in Section 4. Finally, a numerical example is
given in order to show advantages of the results in Section 5, followed by conclusions
and future work in Section 6.

Notations: ℜ denotes the set of all real numbers. For any vector z ∈ ℜn, ∥z∥2 =√
zT z, and for any matrix Z ∈ ℜn×n, ∥Z∥2 =

√
λmax(ZTZ) = σmax(Z) where ZT

represents the transpose of matrix Z, λmax represents maximum eigenvalue, and σmax

represents largest singular value. Sorted in an increasing order with respect to real
parts, λ2(Z) represents the second eigenvalue of a matrix Z. Re(r) represents the
real part of the complex number r. For any matrix Z ∈ ℜn×n with Z = [zij ],
∥Z∥1 = max1≤j≤n{

∑n
i=1 |zij |} and ∥Z∥∞ = max1≤i≤n{

∑n
j=1 |zij |}. In represents

Identity matrix of size n × n for some n ∈ N where N denotes the set of all natural
numbers. ∇f(x) denotes the gradient of the function f(x). ⊗ denotes the Kronecker
product. × represents Cartesian product. E[x] denotes Expectation of the random
variable x.

2 Preliminaries

A vector v ∈ ℜn is said to be a stochastic vector when its components vi, i = 1, 2, ..., n,
are non-negative and their sum is equal to 1; a square n× n matrix V is said to be a

4We require to clarify that the distributed algorithm in this paper is the randomized version of the
algorithm presented in [29]. In [29], the convergence under deterministic arbitrary switching (see footnote
1) is provided, while we prove here its stochastic convergence (both almost sure and mean square) under
random arbitrary switching. Furthermore, quasi-nonexpansivity property of the state-dependent weighted
operator of the graph (defined in [29]) has not been shown in [29], whereas we show it here.
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stochastic matrix when each row of V is a stochastic vector. A square n×n matrix V
is said to be doubly stochastic matrix when both V and V T are stochastic matrices.

Let H be a real Hilbert space with norm ∥.∥ and inner product ⟨., .⟩. An operator
A : H −→ H is said to bemonotone if ⟨x−y,Ax−Ay⟩ ≥ 0 for all x, y ∈ H. A : H −→ H
is ρ-strongly monotone if ⟨x−y,Ax−Ay⟩ ≥ ρ∥x−y∥2 for all x, y ∈ H. A differentiable
function f : H −→ ℜ is ρ-strongly convex if ⟨x − y,∇f(x) −∇f(y)⟩ ≥ ρ∥x − y∥2 for
all x, y ∈ H. Therefore, a function is ρ-strongly convex if its gradient is ρ-strongly
monotone. A convex differentiable function f : H −→ ℜ is L-strongly smooth if

⟨x− y,∇f(x)−∇f(y)⟩ ≤ L∥x− y∥2,∀x, y ∈ H.

A mapping B : H −→ H is said to be K-Lipschitz continuous if there exists a
K > 0 such that ∥Bx−By∥ ≤ K∥x− y∥ for all x, y ∈ H. Let S be a nonempty subset
of a Hilbert space H and Q : S −→ H. The point x is called a fixed point of Q if
x = Q(x). And, Fix(Q) denotes the set of all fixed points of Q.

Let ω∗ and ω denote elements in the sets Ω∗ and Ω, respectively, where Ω =
Ω∗×Ω∗ . . .. Let (Ω∗, σ) be a measurable space (σ-sigma algebra) and C be a nonempty
subset of a Hilbert space H. A mapping x : Ω∗ −→ H is measurable if x−1(U) ∈ σ for
each open subset U of H. The mapping T : Ω∗×C −→ H is a random map if for each
fixed z ∈ C, the mapping T (., z) : Ω∗ −→ H is measurable, and it is continuous if for
each ω∗ ∈ Ω∗ the mapping T (ω∗, .) : C −→ H is continuous.
Definition 1. A measurable mapping x : Ω∗ −→ C,C ⊆ H, is a random fixed point
of the random map T : Ω∗ × C −→ H if T (ω∗, x(ω∗)) = x(ω∗) for each ω∗ ∈ Ω∗.
Definition 2. [30] If there exists a point x̂ ∈ H such that x̂ = T (ω∗, x̂) for all ω∗ ∈ Ω∗,
it is called fixed-value point, and FV P (T ) represents the set of all fixed-value points
of T .
Definition 3. Let C be a nonempty subset of a Hilbert space H and T : Ω∗×C −→ C
be a random map. The map T is said to be

1) nonexpansive random operator if for each ω∗ ∈ Ω∗ and for arbitrary x, y ∈ C
we have

∥T (ω∗, x)− T (ω∗, y)∥ ≤ ∥x− y∥, (1)

2) quasi-nonexpansive random operator if for any x ∈ C we have

∥T (ω∗, x)− ξ(ω∗)∥ ≤ ∥x− ξ(ω∗)∥

where ξ : Ω∗ −→ C is a random fixed point of T (see Definition 1).
Note that if ∥T (ω∗, x)−T (ω∗, x)∥ ≤ γ∥x−y∥, 0 ≤ γ < 1, holds in (1), the operator

is called (Banach) contraction.
Remark 1. If a nonexpansive random operator has a random fixed point, then it
is a quasi-nonexpansive random operator. From Definitions 2 and 3, if a quasi-
nonexpansive random operator has a fixed-value point, say x∗, then we have for any
x ∈ C that

∥T (ω∗, x)− x∗∥ ≤ ∥x− x∗∥. (2)

Proposition 1. [34, Th. 1] If C is a closed convex subset of a Hilbert space H and
T : C −→ C is quasi-nonexpansive, then Fix(T ) is a nonempty closed convex set.
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Definition 4. A sequence of random variables xt is said to converge
1) pointwise (surely) to x if for every ω ∈ Ω,

lim
t−→∞

∥xt(ω)− x(ω)∥ = 0,

2) almost surely to x if there exists a subset A ⊆ Ω such that Pr(A) = 0, and for
every ω /∈ A,

lim
t−→∞

∥xt(ω)− x(ω)∥ = 0,

3) in mean square to x if

E[∥xt − x∥2] −→ 0 as t −→∞.

Lemma 1. [35, Ch. 5] Let W ∈ ℜm×m. Then ∥W∥2 ≤
√
∥W∥1∥W∥∞.

Lemma 2. [36] Let {at}∞t=0 be a sequence of nonnegative real numbers satisfying
at+1 ≤ (1 − bt)at + btht, t ≥ 0 where bt ∈ [0, 1],

∑∞
t=0 bt = ∞, and lim sup

t−→∞
ht ≤ 0.

Then lim
t−→∞

at = 0.

Lemma 3. Let the sequence {xt}∞t=0 in a real Hilbert space H be bounded for each
realization ω ∈ Ω and converge almost surely to x∗. Then the sequence converges in
mean square to x∗.
Proof: See the proof of Theorem 2 in [30].

The Cucker-Smale weight [6], which depends on distance between two agents i and
j, is of the form

Wij(xi, xj) =
Q

(σ2 + ∥xi − xj∥22)β
(3)

where Q, σ >, and β ≥ 0.

3 Problem Formulation

In social networks, an agent weighs the opinions of others based on how close its opinion
(or state) and theirs are, that motivates consideration of state-dependent networks.
Vehicular platoon can be modeled as both position-dependent (or state-dependent by
considering the position as state) and random arbitrary networks, that is a practical
example for motivation of this work. Therefore, there are two combined networks:
1) a network induced by states’ weights, and 2) the underlying random arbitrary
network (see Section III in the preliminary version, i.e., [31], for details). The combined
state-dependent & random arbitrary network is formulated as follows.

A network of m ∈ N nodes labeled by the set V = {1, 2, ...,m} is considered.
The topology of the interconnections among nodes is not fixed but defined by a set
of graphs G(ω∗) = (V, E(ω∗)) where E(ω∗) is the ordered edge set E(ω∗) ⊆ V × V
and ω∗ ∈ Ω∗ where Ω∗ is the set of all possible communication graphs, i.e., Ω∗ =
{G1,G2, ...,GN̄}. We assume that (Ω∗, σ) is a measurable space where σ is the σ-algebra
on Ω∗. We write N in

i (ω∗)/N out
i (ω∗) for the labels of agent i’s in/out neighbors at

graph G(ω∗) so that there is an arc in G(ω∗) from vertex j/i to vertex i/j only if
agent i receives/sends information from/to agent j. We write Ni(ω

∗) when N in
i (ω∗) =
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N out
i (ω∗). It is assumed that there are no communication delay or communication

noise in the network.
It should be noted that in our formulation, the in and out neighbors of each agent

i ∈ V at each graph Gi ∈ Ω∗, i = 1, . . . , N̄ , are fixed, and we will consider that the
weights of links are possibly state-dependent. For instance, an agent pays attention
arbitrarily at each time to its friends while it weighs the difference between its opinion
and others for decision (see [29, Sec. III] for more details).

We associate for each node i ∈ V a convex cost function fi : ℜn −→ ℜ which is only
observed by node i. The objective of each agent is to find a solution of the following
optimization problem:

min
s

m∑
i=1

fi(s)

where s ∈ ℜn. Since each node i knows only its own fi, the nodes cannot individually
calculate the optimal solution and, therefore, must collaborate to do so.

The above problem can be formulated based on local variables of the agents as

min
x

f(x) :=

m∑
i=1

fi(xi)

subject to x1 = . . . = xm

(4)

where x = [xT
1 , x

T
2 , . . . , x

T
m]T , xi ∈ ℜn, i ∈ V, and the constraint set is reached through

state-dependent interactions and random (arbitrary) communication graphs. The set

C := {x ∈ ℜmn|xi = xj , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ m,xi ∈ ℜn} (5)

is known as consensus subspace which is a convex set. Note that the Hilbert space
considered in this paper for the distributed optimization problem is H = (ℜmn, ∥.∥2).

We show W (ω∗, x) :=W(ω∗, x)⊗In andW(ω∗, x) = [Wij(ω
∗, xi, xj)] for the state-

dependent weighted matrix of the fixed graph ω∗ ∈ Ω∗ in a switching network having
all possible communication topologies in the set Ω∗. For instance, if nodes are not
activated at some time t̃ for communication updates in asynchronous protocol, and/or
there are no edges in occuring graph at the time t̃, then W(ω∗

t̃
, xt̃) = Im.

Now we impose Assumptions 1 and 2 below on W(ω∗, x).
Assumption 1. For each fixed ω∗ ∈ Ω∗, the weightsWij(ω

∗, xi, xj) : Ω
∗×ℜn×ℜn −→

[0, 1] are continuous, and the state-dependent weighted matrix of the graph is doubly
stochastic for all ω∗ ∈ Ω∗, i.e.,

i)
∑

j∈N in
i (ω∗)∪{i}Wij(ω

∗, xi, xj) = 1, i = 1, 2, ...,m,

ii)
∑

j∈Nout
i (ω∗)∪{i}Wij(ω

∗, xi, xj) = 1, i = 1, 2, ...,m.

Assumption 1 allows us to remove the couple of information exchange with the
analysis of our proposed algorithm and to consider random graphs together. The state-
dependent weight Wij(ω

∗, xi, xj) between any two agents i and j in Assumption 1 is
general and may be a function of distance or other forms of interactions. Note that
any network with undirected links and continuous weights Wij(ω

∗, xi, xj) satisfies
Assumption 1 since the weighted matrix of the graph is symmetric (and thus doubly
stochastic).
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Assumption 2. The union of the graphs in Ω∗ is strongly connected for all x ∈ ℜmn,
i.e.,

Re[λ2(
∑

ω∗∈Ω∗

(Im −W(ω∗, x)))] > 0, ∀x ∈ ℜmn. (6)

Assumption 2 guarantees that the information sent from each node is eventually
received by every other node. The set C defined in (5) (which is the constraint set of
(4)) can be obtained from the set

{x|W (ω∗, x)x = x, ∀ω∗ ∈ Ω∗,with Assumptions 1 and 2} (7)

(see [29, Appendices A and B] by setting G = Ω∗ for the proof). This allows us to
reformulate (4) as

min
x

f(x) :=

m∑
i=1

fi(xi)

subject to W (ω∗, x)x = x,∀ω∗ ∈ Ω∗.

(8)

Thus, a solution of (4) can be attained by solving (8) with Assumptions 1 and 2.
The random operator T (ω∗, x) := W (ω∗, x)x is called state-dependent weighted

random operator of the graph (see [30, Def. 8], [29, Def. 4]). From Definition 2 and
(7), we have FV P (T ) = C with Assumptions 1 and 2.

Now we show that the random operator T (ω∗, x) := W (ω∗, x)x with Assumption
1 is quasi-nonexpansive in the Hilbert space H = (ℜmn, ∥.∥2). Let z ∈ FV P (T ) = C.
Since z ∈ C and W (ω∗, x) is a stochastic matrix (see Assumption 1) for all ω∗ ∈
Ω∗, x ∈ H, we have W (ω∗, x)z = z. Therefore, we obtain

∥T (ω∗, x)− z∥2 = ∥W (ω∗, x)x−W (ω∗, x)z∥2
≤ ∥W (ω∗, x)∥2∥x− z∥2.

Since W (ω∗, x) is doubly stochastic by Assumption 1, we have from Lemma 1 (where
∥W (ω∗, x)∥1 = ∥W (ω∗, x)∥∞ = 1) that ∥W (ω∗, x)∥2 ≤ 1,∀ω∗ ∈ Ω∗. Hence,

∥T (ω∗, x)− z∥2 ≤ ∥W (ω∗, x)∥2∥x− z∥2 ≤ ∥x− z∥2 (9)

which implies that the random operator T (ω∗, x) is quasi-nonexpansive (see Remark
1).

Problem (8) is a special case of the general class of problem presented in Problem
1 below where T (ω∗, x) := W (ω∗, x)x. It is to be noted that Problem 3 in [30] is
defined for nonexpansive random operator, while we define Problem 1 below for quasi-
nonexpansive random operator which contains nonexpansive random operator as a
special case (see Remark 1).
Problem 1: Let H be a real Hilbert space. Assume that the problem is feasible, namely
FV P (T ) ̸= ∅. Given a convex function f : H −→ ℜ and a quasi-nonexpansive random
mapping T : Ω∗ ×H −→ H, the problem is to find x∗ ∈ argmin

x
f(x) such that x∗ is a

fixed-value point of T (ω∗, x), i.e., we have the following minimization problem

7



min
x

f(x)

subject to x ∈ FV P (T )
(10)

where FV P (T ) is the set of fixed-value points of the random operator T (ω∗, x) (see
Definition 2).
Remark 2. A fixed-value point of a quasi-nonexpansive random mapping is a com-
mon fixed point of a family of quasi-nonexpansive non-random mappings T (ω∗, .) for
each ω∗. From Preposition 1, the fixed point set of a quasi-nonexpansive non-random
mapping T (ω∗, .) for each ω∗ is a convex set. It is well-known that the intersection of
convex sets (finite, countable, or uncountable) is convex. Thus, FV P (T ) is a convex
set, and Problem 1 is a convex optimization problem.

4 Algorithm and Its Convergence

Here, we present that the proposed algorithm in [30] (which works for nonexpansive
random operators) is applicable for solving Problem 1 with quasi-nonexpansive random
operators. Thus, we propose the following algorithm for solving Problem 1:

xt+1 = αt(xt − β∇f(xt)) + (1− αt)T̂ (ω
∗
t , xt), (11)

where T̂ (ω∗
t , xt) := (1− η)xt+ ηT (ω∗

t , xt), η ∈ (0, 1), αt ∈ [0, 1], and ω∗
t is a realization

of the set Ω∗ at time t. The challenge of extending the result in [30] is to use weaker
property (2) which is valid for all x ∈ H and x∗ ∈ FV P (T ), instead of stronger
property (1) which is valid for all x, y ∈ H.

Let (Ω∗, σ) be a measurable space where Ω∗ and σ are defined in Section 3. Consider
a probability measure µ defined on the space (Ω,F) where

Ω = Ω∗ × Ω∗ × Ω∗ × . . .

and F is a sigma algebra on Ω such that (Ω,F , µ) forms a probability space. We denote
a realization in this probability space by ω ∈ Ω. We have the following assumptions.
Assumption 3. f(x) is continuously differentiable, ρ-strongly convex, and ∇f(x) is
K-Lipschitz continuous.
Assumption 4. There exists a nonempty subset K̃ ⊆ Ω∗ such that FV P (T ) = {z̃|z̃ ∈
H, z̃ = T (ω̄, z̃),∀ω̄ ∈ K̃}, and each element of K̃ occurs infinitely often almost surely.

Assumption 4 is weaker than existing assumptions for random networks as
explained in details in Remark 3 below.
Remark 3. [30] If the sequence {ω∗(t)}∞n=0 is mutually independent with∑∞

t=0 Prt(ω̄) =∞ where Prt(ω̄) is the probability of (a particular element) ω̄ occurring
at time t, then Assumption 4 is satisfied. Moreover, any ergodic stationary sequences
{ω∗(t)}∞t=0, P r(ω̄) > 0, satisfy Assumption 4. Consequently, any time-invariant
Markov chain with its unique stationary distribution as the initial distribution satisfies
Assumption 4.

8



4.1 Almost Sure Convergence

Before we give our theorems, we need to extend Lemma 5 in [30] (which is for nonex-
pansive random operators) to quasi-nonexpansive random operators. Hence, we have
the following lemma.
Lemma 4. Let H be a real Hilbert space, T̂ (ω∗, x) := (1−η)x+ηT (ω∗, x), ω∗ ∈ Ω∗, x ∈
H, with a quasi-nonexpansive random operator T , FV P (T ) ̸= ∅, and η ∈ (0, 1]. Then

(i) FV P (T ) = FV P (T̂ ).
(ii) ⟨x− T̂ (ω∗, x), x− z⟩ ≥ η

2∥x− T (ω∗, x)∥2,∀z ∈ FV P (T ),∀ω∗ ∈ Ω∗.

(iii) T̂ (ω∗, x) is quasi-nonexpasnive.
Proof. See Appendix A.

We present the main theorem in this paper as follows.
Theorem 2. Consider Problem 1 with Assumptions 3 and 4. Let β ∈ (0, 2

K ) and
αt ∈ [0, 1], t ∈ N ∪ {0} such that

(a) lim
t−→∞

αt = 0,

(b)
∑∞

t=0 αt =∞.
Then starting from any initial point, the sequence generated by (11) globally

converges almost surely to the unique solution of the problem.
Note that the range of β in Theorem 1 in [31] (i.e., the preliminary version of this

paper) is β ∈ (0, 2ρ
K2 ) which is enlarged to β ∈ (0, 2

K ) in Theorem 1 above. This is due
to the fact that according to definitions of strong convexity and strong smoothness of
a differentiable convex function f (see also parts (5)-(6) in [43, p. 38]), we always have
ρ ≤ K. Hence, 2ρ

K2 ≤ 2
K . An advantageous of this enlargement is to have more choice

to select the parameter β. An example of αt satisfying (a) and (b) in Theorem 1 is
αt :=

1
(1+t)ζ

where ζ ∈ (0, 1].

Remark 4. As seen from the proof of Theorem 1, an advantage of the proposed
technique in [30] (and thus here) is that we are able to analyze stochastic processes in
a fully deterministic way (see Remark 12 in [30] for details).
Proof of Theorem 1. We prove Theorem 1 in three steps, i.e.

Step 1: {xt}∞t=0,∀ω ∈ Ω, is bounded (see Lemma 5 in Appendix B).
Step 2: {xt}∞t=0 converges almost surely to a random variable supported by the

feasible set (see Lemma 6 in Appendix C).
Step 3: {xt}∞t=0 converges almost surely to the optimal solution (see Lemma 7 in

Appendix D).

4.2 Mean Square Convergence

Due to the fact that almost sure convergence in general does not imply mean square
convergence and vice versa, we show the mean square convergence of the random
sequence generated by Algorithm (11) in the following theorem.
Theorem 3. Consider Problem 1 with Assumptions 3 and 4. Suppose that β ∈ (0, 2

K )
and αt ∈ [0, 1], t ∈ N ∪ {0}, satisfies (a) and (b) in Theorem 1. Then starting from
any initial point, the sequence generated by (11) globally converges in mean square to
the unique solution of the problem.
Proof. From Step 1, Theorem 1, and Lemma 3, one can prove Theorem 2.
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4.3 Distributed Optimization

Distributed optimization problem with state-dependent interactions over random arbi-
trary networks is a special case of Problem 1 (see Section 3). Hence, Algorithm (11) is
directly applied to solve (8) in a distributed manner under the consideration that each
fi(xi) is ρ-strongly convex and ∇fi(xi) is K-Lipschitz. Thus, we give the following
corollary of Theorems 1 and 2.
Corollary 1. Consider the optimization (8) with Assumptions 1, 2, and 4. Assume
that each fi(xi) is ρ-strongly convex and ∇fi(xi) is K-Lipschitz for i = 1, . . . ,m.
Suppose that β ∈ (0, 2

K ), η ∈ (0, 1), and αt ∈ [0, 1], t ∈ N ∪ {0} satisfies (a) and (b)
in Theorem 1. Then starting from any initial point, the sequence generated by the
following distributed algorithm based on local information for each agent i

xi,t+1 = αt(xi,t − β∇fi(xi,t)) + (1− αt)((1− η)xi,t

+ η
∑

j∈N in
i (ω∗

t )∪{i}

Wij(ω
∗
t , xi, xj)xj,t), (12)

globally converges both almost surely and in mean square to the unique solution of the
problem.

Algorithm (12) is totally asynchronous algorithm (see footnote 2) without requir-
ing a priori distribution or B-connectivity (see footnote 2) of switched graphs.
B-connectivity assumption satisfies Assumption 4. The algorithm is not asynchronous
due to synchronized diminishing step size αt. The algorithm still works in the case
where state-dependent/state-independent weighted matrix of the graph is periodic and
irreducible in synchronous protocol. Detailed properties of Algorithm (12) for time-
varying (see footnote 1) networks has been studied in [29] and can be induced for
random networks (see also footnote 4).
Remark 5. The convergence rate of a totally asynchronous algorithm in general
cannot be established. Determining rate of convergence of (12) based on suitable
assumptions is left for future work. An asynchronous and totally asynchronous
algorithm for distributed optimization over random networks with state-independent
interactions has recently been proposed in [37]. As a special case of distributed optimiza-
tion over state-independent networks, asynchronous and total asynchronous algorithms
have been given for average consensus and solving linear algebraic equations in [38]
and [39], respectively (see [37, Sec. I] for details).

5 Numerical Example

We give a practical example of distributed optimization with state-dependent inter-
actions of Cucker-Smale form [6] with random (arbitrary) communication links where
there are distribution dependencies among random arbitrary switched graphs. We
mention that the following example has been solved over time-varying (see footnote
1) networks in [29], while we solve it here over random arbitrary networks, where
there are distribution dependency among switched communication graphs, to show the
capability of Algorithm (12).

10



Fig. 1 Variables x1
i , i = 1, . . . , 20, of the robotic agents with weights of the form (14). This figure

shows that the variables are getting consensus when the robots communicate for one realization of
random network with distribution dependency.

Example 1. (Distributed Optimization over Random Arbitrary Networks for an Auto-
mated Warehouse): Consider m robots on the shop floor in a warehouse. Assigning
tasks to robotic agents is modeled as optimization problems in an automated ware-
house [40], that are solved by a centralized processor and are neither scalable nor can
handle autonomous entities [40]. Moreover, due to large number of robots, the robots
must handle tasks in collaborative manner [40] due to computational restriction of a
centralized processor. If we assume that the communications among robots are carried
out via a wireless network, then the signal power at a receiver is inversely proportional
to some power of the distance between transmitter and receiver [41]. Therefore, if we
consider the position as the state for each robot, then the weights of the links between
robots are state-dependent.

Assume that m = 20 robots bring some loads from different initial places to a
place for delivery. The desired place to put the loads is determined to minimize the
pre-defined cost as sum of squared distances to the initial places of the robots as

min
s

20∑
i=1

∥s− di∥22 (13)

11



Fig. 2 Variables x2
i , i = 1, . . . , 20, of the robotic agents with weights of the form (14). This figure

shows that the variables are getting consensus when the robots communicate for one realization of
random network with distribution dependency.

where s ∈ ℜ2 is the decision variable, and di is the position of the initial place of the
load i on the two-dimensional shop floor. The above problem is reformulated as the
following problem based on the local variables of the agents:

min
x

f(x) :=

20∑
i=1

0.5∥xi − di∥22

subject to x1 = x2 = . . . = x20

where xi = [x1
i , x

2
i ]

T , and the constraint set is reached via distance-dependent network
with random communication graphs.

The topology of the underlying undirected graph is assumed to be a line graph,
i.e., 1 ←→ 2 . . . ←→ 20, for minimal connectivity among robots. Based on weighing
property of wireless communication network mentioned eralier, the weight of the link
between robots i and j is modeled to be of Cucker-Smale form (see Section 2)

Wij(xi, xj) =
0.25

1 + ∥xi − xj∥22
. (14)

One can see that the weight of each link at each time t is only determined by the states
of the agents, and hence no local property is assumed or determined a priori for all t in

12



Fig. 3 Two-dimensional (2D) plot of variables x1 and x2, in Figures 1 and 2, where the initial
positions of agents are shown with ’o’, and the final position is shown with ’x’.

Algorithm (12) (see [29] for details). It is easy to check that fi(xi) := 0.5∥xi−di∥22, i =
1, 2, ..., 20, are 1-strongly convex, and ∇fi(xi) are 1-Lipschitz continuous.

We consider that each link has independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.)
Bernoulli distribution with Pr(failure) = 0.5 in every Ñ -interval, and at the iteration
kÑ, k = 1, . . . , the link that has worked the minimum number of the times in the
previous Ñ -interval occurs. If some links have the same number of occurrences in the
previous Ñ -interval, then one is chosen randomly. Here, we have the graphs ω∗ ∈ Ω∗ =
{G1, . . . ,G19}. Thus the sequence {ω∗

t }∞t=0 is not independent. It has been shown in [30]
that the each graph Gi, i = 1, . . . , 19, occurs infinitely often almost surely. Moreover,
the union of the graphs is strongly connected for all x ∈ ℜ40. Therefore, Assumption
4 is fulfilled. Thus the conditions of Theorems 1 and 2 are satisfied.

We use η = 0.8, αt =
1

1+t , t ≥ 0, β = 1
K =

1

1
for simulation. The initial position of

agent i is chosen to be xi,0 = [10cos( (i−1)2π
22 ), 10sin( (i−1)2π

22 )]T . The optimal solution
of (13) in centralized way can be computed as mean of di, i = 1, . . . , 20, and is s∗ =
[−0.9002, 0.4111]T . The results given by Algorithm (12) are shown in Figure 1-4. The
error et := ∥xt − s∗ ⊗ 120∥2, where xt = [xT

1,t, . . . , x
T
20,t]

T , is given in Fig. 4. The two-
dimensional (2D) plot is shown in Figure 3. Figures 1-4 show that the positions of
robotic agents are approaching the solution of the optimization (13) for one realization
of random network with distribution dependency. Note that no existing result can
solve this problem since the weights of links are both position-dependent and randomly
arbitrarily activated.

13



Fig. 4 The error in Example 1 with weights of the form (14) for one realization of the random
network with distribution dependency.

We also simulate the above example with different weights than Cucker-Smale
form, i.e.,

Wij(xi, xj) =
0.25

1 + log2(1 + ∥xi − xj∥2)
, (15)

and the results are shown in Figures 5-6. The figures show that the variables of agents
are getting consensus on the optimal solution of the problem.

6 Conclusions and Future Work

Distributed optimization with both state-dependent interactions and random (arbi-
trary) networks is considered. It is shown that the state-dependent weighted random
operator of the graph is quasi-nonexpansive; thus, it is not required to impose a pri-
ori distribution of random communication topologies on switching graphs. A more
general optimization problem than that addressed in the literature is provided. A
gradient-based discrete-time algorithm using diminishing step size is provided that
is able to converge both almost surely and in mean square to the global solution
of the optimization problem under suitable assumptions. Moreover, it reduces to a
totally asynchronous algorithm for the distributed optimization problem. Relaxing
strong convexity assumption of cost functions and/or doubly stochasticity assumption
of communication graphs opens problems for future research.
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Fig. 5 Variables x1
i , i = 1, . . . , 20, of the robotic agents with weights of the form (15). This figure

shows that the variables are getting consensus when the robots communicate for one realization of
random network with distribution dependency.

Appendix A

Proof of Lemma 4.
(i) The proof is the same as the proof of part (i) of Lemma 5 in [30].
(ii) We have from quasi-nonexpansivity of T (ω∗, x) for arbitrary x ∈ H that

∥T (ω∗, x)− z∥2 ≤ ∥x− z∥2,∀z ∈ FV P (T ),∀ω∗ ∈ Ω∗. (A1)

In a Hilbert space H, we have

∥u+ v∥2 = ∥u∥2 + ∥v∥2 + 2⟨u, v⟩,∀u, v ∈ H. (A2)

From (A2), we obtain for all z ∈ FV P (T ) and for all ω∗ ∈ Ω∗ that

∥T (ω∗, x)− z∥2 = ∥T (ω∗, x)− x+ x− z∥2

= ∥T (ω∗, x)− x∥2 + ∥x− z∥2

+ 2⟨T (ω∗, x)− x, x− z⟩. (A3)

Substituting (A3) for (A1) yields

2⟨x− T (ω∗, x), x− z⟩ ≥ ∥T (ω∗, x)− x∥2. (A4)

15



Fig. 6 Variables x2
i , i = 1, . . . , 20, of the robotic agents with weights of the form (15). This figure

shows that the variables are getting consensus when the robots communicate for one realization of
random network with distribution dependency.

From the definition of T̂ (ω∗
t , xt) (see (11)), substituting x− T (ω∗, x) = x−T̂ (ω∗,x)

η for

the left hand side of the inequality (A4) implies (ii). Thus the proof of part (ii) of
Lemma 4 is complete.

(iii) We have from quasi-nonexpansivity of T (ω∗, x) for z ∈ FV P (T ) and arbitrary
x ∈ H that

∥T̂ (ω∗, x)− z∥ ≤ (1− η)∥x− z∥+ η∥T (ω∗, x)− z∥
≤ (1− η)∥x− z∥+ η∥x− z∥
= ∥x− z∥,∀ω∗ ∈ Ω∗.

Therefore, T̂ (ω∗, x) is a quasi-nonexpansive random operator, and the proof of part
(iii) of Lemma 4 is complete.

Appendix B

Lemma 5. The sequence {xt}∞t=0,∀ω ∈ Ω, generated by (11) is bounded with
Assumption 3.
Proof. Since the cost function is smooth and strongly convex and the constraint set is
nonempty and closed, the problem has a unique solution. Let x∗ be the unique solution
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of the problem. We can write x∗ = αtx
∗+(1−αt)x

∗,∀t ∈ N∪{0}. Therefore, we have

∥xt+1 − x∗∥ = ∥αt(xt − β∇f(xt)) + (1− αt)T̂ (ω
∗
t , xt)− x∗∥

= ∥αt(xt − β∇f(xt)− x∗) + (1− αt)(T̂ (ω
∗
t , xt)− x∗)∥

≤ αt∥xt − β∇f(xt)− x∗∥+ (1− αt)∥T̂ (ω∗
t , xt)− x∗∥.

Since x∗ is the solution, we have that x∗ ∈ FV P (T ) = FV P (T̂ ) (see part (i) of
Lemma 4). Due to the fact that T̂ (ω∗, x) is a quasi-nonexpansive random operator
(see part (iii) of Lemma 4), the above can be written as

∥xt+1 − x∗∥ ≤ αt∥xt − β∇f(xt)− x∗∥+ (1− αt)∥T̂ (ω∗
t , xt)− x∗∥

≤ αt∥xt − β∇f(xt)− x∗∥+ (1− αt)∥xt − x∗∥. (B5)

Since ∇fi(xi) is K-Lipschitz, fi(xi) is K-strongly smooth (see [42, Lem. 3.4]).
When fi(xi) is ρ-strongly convex and K-strongly smooth, the operator H(x) := x −
β∇f(x) where β ∈ (0, 2

K ) is a contraction (see [43, p. 15] for details). Indeed, there
exists a 0 < γ ≤ 1 such that

∥x− y − β(∇f(x)−∇f(y))∥ ≤ (1− γ)∥x− y∥,∀x, y ∈ H. (B6)

We have that

∥xt − β∇f(xt)− x∗∥ = ∥xt − x∗ − β(∇f(xt)−∇f(x∗))− β∇f(x∗)∥
≤ ∥xt − x∗ − β(∇f(xt)−∇f(x∗))∥+ β∥∇f(x∗)∥. (B7)

Therefore, (B6) and (B7) imply

∥xt − β∇f(xt)− x∗∥ ≤ ∥xt − x∗ − β(∇f(xt)−∇f(x∗))∥+ β∥∇f(x∗)∥
≤ (1− γ)∥xt − x∗∥+ β∥∇f(x∗)∥. (B8)

Substituting (B8) for (B5) yields

∥xt+1 − x∗∥ ≤ (1− γαt)∥xt − x∗∥+ αtβ∥∇f(x∗)∥

= (1− γαt)∥xt − x∗∥+ γαt(
β∥∇f(x∗)∥

γ
)

which by induction implies that

∥xt+1 − x∗∥ ≤ max{∥x0 − x∗∥, β∥∇f(x
∗)∥

γ
}

that implies ∥xt−x∗∥, t ∈ N∪{0},∀ω ∈ Ω, is bounded. Therefore, {xt}∞t=0 is bounded
for all ω ∈ Ω.
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Appendix C

Lemma 6. The sequence {xt}∞t=0 generated by (11) converges almost surely to a random
variable supported by the feasible set.
Proof. From (11) and xt = αtxt + (1− αt)xt, we have

xt+1 − xt + αtβ∇f(xt) = (1− αt)(T̂ (ω
∗
t , xt)− xt), (C9)

and thus

⟨xt+1 − xt + αtβ∇f(xt), xt − x∗⟩ = −(1− αt)⟨xt − T̂ (ω∗
t , xt), xt − x∗⟩. (C10)

Due to x∗ ∈ FV P (T ), we have from part (ii) of Lemma 4 that

⟨xt − T̂ (ω∗
t , xt), xt − x∗⟩ ≥ η

2
∥xt − T (ω∗

t , xt)∥2. (C11)

We get from (C10) and (C11) that

⟨xt+1 − xt + αtβ∇f(xt), xt − x∗⟩ ≤ −η

2
(1− αt)∥xt − T (ω∗

t , xt)∥2 (C12)

or

−⟨xt − xt+1, xt − x∗⟩ ≤ −αt⟨β∇f(xt), xt − x∗⟩ − η

2
(1− αt)∥xt − T (ω∗

t , xt)∥2.
(C13)

In a Hilbert space H, we have for any u, v ∈ H that

⟨u, v⟩ = −1

2
∥u− v∥2 + 1

2
∥u∥2 + 1

2
∥v∥2. (C14)

We obtain from (C14) that

⟨xt − xt+1, xt − x∗⟩ = −Ct+1 + Ct +
1

2
∥xt − xt+1∥2 (C15)

where Ct :=
1
2∥xt − x∗∥2. We get from (C13) and (C15) that

Ct+1 − Ct −
1

2
∥xt − xt+1∥2 ≤ −αt⟨β∇f(xt), xt − x∗⟩ − η

2
(1− αt)∥xt − T (ω∗

t , xt)∥2.
(C16)

From (C9) and (A2) we obtain

∥xt+1 − xt∥2 = ∥ − αtβ∇f(xt) + (1− αt)(T̂ (ω
∗
t , xt)− xt)∥2

= α2
t ∥β∇f(xt)∥2 + (1− αt)

2∥T̂ (ω∗
t , xt)− xt∥2
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− 2αt(1− αt)⟨β∇f(xt), T̂ (ω
∗
t , xt)− xt⟩. (C17)

We know that ∥T̂ (ω∗
t , xt)−xt∥ = η∥xt−T (ω∗

t , xt)∥. Since αt ∈ [0, 1], we have also that
(1−αt)

2 ≤ (1−αt). Using these facts and multiplying both sides of (C17) by 1
2 yield

1

2
∥xt+1 − xt∥2 =

1

2
α2
t ∥β∇f(xt)∥2 +

1

2
(1− αt)

2η2∥T (ω∗
t , xt)− xt∥2

− αt(1− αt)⟨β∇f(xt), T̂ (ω
∗
t , xt)− xt⟩

≤ 1

2
α2
t ∥β∇f(xt)∥2 +

1

2
(1− αt)η

2∥T (ω∗
t , xt)− xt∥2

− αt(1− αt)⟨β∇f(xt), T̂ (ω
∗
t , xt)− xt⟩. (C18)

We obtain from (C16) and (C18) that

Ct+1 − Ct ≤
1

2
∥xt+1 − xt∥2 − αt⟨β∇f(xt), xt − x∗⟩

− η

2
(1− αt)∥xt − T (ω∗

t , xt)∥2

≤ −(1
2
− η

2
)η(1− αt)∥xt − T (ω∗

t , xt)∥2

+ αt(
1

2
αt∥β∇f(xt)∥2

− ⟨β∇f(xt), xt − x∗⟩

− (1− αt)⟨β∇f(xt), T̂ (ω
∗
t , xt)− xt⟩). (C19)

We claim that there exists t0 ∈ N such that the sequence {Ct} is non-increasing for
t ≥ t0. We use proof by contradiction and assume that this is not true. Then there
exists a subsequence {Ctj} such that Ctj+1 − Ctj > 0 which with (C19) implies

0 < Ctj+1 − Ctj

≤ −(1
2
− η

2
)η(1− αtj )∥xtj − T (ω∗

tj , xtj )∥2

+ αtj (
1

2
αtjβ

2∥∇f(xtj )∥2 − ⟨β∇f(xtj ), xtj − x∗⟩

− (1− αtj )⟨β∇f(xtj ), T̂ (ω
∗
tj , xtj )− xtj ⟩). (C20)

Since {xt} is bounded, ∇f(x) is continuous, and η ∈ (0, 1), we get from (C20) and
Theorem 1 (a) that

0 < lim inf
j−→∞

[−(1
2
− η

2
)η(1− αtj )∥xtj − T (ω∗

tj , xtj )∥2

+ αtj (
1

2
αtj∥β∇f(xtj )∥2 − ⟨β∇f(xtj ), xtj − x∗⟩

− (1− αtj )⟨β∇f(xtj ), T̂ (ω
∗
tj , xtj )− xtj ⟩)] ≤ 0 (C21)
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that is a contradiction. Hence, there exists t0 ∈ N such that the sequence {Ct} is
non-increasing for n ≥ t0. Since {Ct} is bounded below, it converges for all ω ∈ Ω.

Now we take the limit of both sides of (C19) and utilize the convergence of {Ct},
continuity of ∇f(x), Step 1, η ∈ (0, 1), and Theorem 1 (a) to obtain

lim
t−→∞

∥xt − T (ω∗
t , xt)∥ = 0, pointwise (surely)

which implies that {xt}∞t=0 converges for each ω ∈ Ω since FV P (T ) ̸= ∅. Moreover,
this together with Assumption 4 implies that {xt} converges almost surely to a random
variable supported by FV P (T ).

Appendix D

Lemma 7. The sequence {xt}∞t=0 generated by (11) converges almost surely to the
optimal solution.
Proof. Here we prove that {xt}∞t=0 converges almost surely to the optimal solution.
Since x∗ ∈ FV P (T ) is the optimal solution, we have

⟨x̄− x∗,∇f(x∗)⟩ ≥ 0,∀x̄ ∈ FV P (T ). (D22)

From (A2), we have that

∥xt+1 − x∗∥2 = ∥xt+1 − x∗ + αtβ∇f(x∗)− αtβ∇f(x∗)∥2

= ∥xt+1 − x∗ + αtβ∇f(x∗)∥2 + α2
t ∥β∇f(x∗)∥2

− 2αt⟨β∇f(x∗), xt+1 − x∗ + αtβ∇f(x∗)⟩. (D23)

We have that x∗ = αtx
∗+(1−αt)x

∗,∀n ∈ N∪{0}; We get from this fact and (11) that

∥xt+1 − x∗ + αtβ∇f(x∗)∥2 = ∥αt[xt − x∗ − β(∇f(xt)−∇f(x∗))]

+ (1− αt)[T̂ (ω
∗
t , xt)− x∗]∥2. (D24)

Furthermore, we have

⟨β∇f(x∗), xt+1 − x∗ + αtβ∇f(x∗)⟩ = ⟨β∇f(x∗), xt+1 − x∗⟩+ αt⟨β∇f(x∗), β∇f(x∗)⟩
= ⟨β∇f(x∗), xt+1 − x∗⟩+ αt∥β∇f(x∗)∥2.

(D25)

Substituting (D24) and (D25) for (D23) implies

∥xt+1 − x∗∥2 = ∥xt+1 − x∗ + αtβ∇f(x∗)∥2 + α2
t ∥β∇f(x∗)∥2

− 2αt⟨β∇f(x∗), xt+1 − x∗ + αtβ∇f(x∗)⟩
= ∥αt[xt − x∗ − β(∇f(xt)−∇f(x∗))]

+ (1− αt)[T̂ (ω
∗
t , xt)− x∗]∥2
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− 2αt⟨β∇f(x∗), xt+1 − x∗⟩ − α2
t ∥β∇f(x∗)∥2

= α2
t ∥xt − x∗ − β(∇f(xt)−∇f(x∗))∥2

+ (1− αt)
2∥T̂ (ω∗

t , xt)− x∗∥2

+ 2αt(1− αt)⟨xt − x∗

− β(∇f(xt)−∇f(x∗)), T̂ (ω∗
t , xt)− x∗⟩

− 2αt⟨β∇f(x∗), xt+1 − x∗⟩ − α2
t ∥β∇f(x∗)∥2.

From (B6), quasi-nonexpansivity property of T̂ (ω∗, x), and Cauchy–Schwarz inequal-
ity, we have

⟨xt − x∗ − β(∇f(xt)−∇f(x∗)), T̂ (ω∗
t , xt)− x∗⟩ ≤ (1− γ)∥xt − x∗∥2. (D26)

We get from (B6) that

∥xt − x∗ − β(∇f(xt)−∇f(x∗))∥2 ≤ (1− γ)2∥xt − x∗∥2. (D27)

We obtain from (D26), (D27), and quasi-nonexpansivity property of T̂ (ω∗, x) that

∥xt+1 − x∗∥2 = α2
t ∥xt − x∗ − β(∇f(xt)−∇f(x∗))∥2

+ (1− αt)
2∥T̂ (ω∗

t , xt)− x∗∥2

+ 2αt(1− αt)⟨xt − x∗ − β(∇f(xt)−∇f(x∗)), T̂ (ω∗
t , xt)− x∗⟩

− 2αt⟨β∇f(x∗), xt+1 − x∗⟩ − α2
t ∥β∇f(x∗)∥2

≤ (1− 2γαt)∥xt − x∗∥2

+ αt(γ
2αt∥xt − x∗∥2 − 2⟨β∇f(x∗), xt+1 − x∗⟩)

= (1− γαt)∥xt − x∗∥2 − γαt∥xt − x∗∥2

+ αt(γ
2αt∥xt − x∗∥2 − 2⟨β∇f(x∗), xt+1 − x∗⟩).

We obtain from γαt∥xt − x∗∥2 ≥ 0 that

(1− γαt)∥xt − x∗∥2 − γαt∥xt − x∗∥2

+ αt(γ
2αt∥xt − x∗∥2 − 2⟨β∇f(x∗), xt+1 − x∗⟩)

≤ (1− γαt)∥xt − x∗∥2

+ αt(γ
2αt∥xt − x∗∥2 − 2⟨β∇f(x∗), xt+1 − x∗⟩)

or finally

∥xt+1 − x∗∥2 ≤ (1− γαt)∥xt − x∗∥2 + γαt(
γ2αt∥xt − x∗∥2 − 2⟨β∇f(x∗), xt+1 − x∗⟩

γ
).

(D28)
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From Step 1, Step 2, (D22), and the condition in Theorem 1 (a), we get

lim
t−→∞

(γ2αt∥xt − x∗∥2 − 2β⟨∇f(x∗), xt+1 − x∗⟩) ≤ 0 almost surely. (D29)

Setting at, bt, ht in Lemma 2 as

at = ∥xt − x∗∥2,
bt = γαt,

ht = (
γ2αt∥xt − x∗∥2 − 2β⟨∇f(x∗), xt+1 − x∗⟩

γ
),

we get from (D28), (D29), and the condition in Theorem 1 (b) that

lim
t−→∞

∥xt − x∗∥2 = 0 almost surely.

Therefore, {xt}∞t=0 converges almost surely to x∗.
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