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Abstract. We study the performance of the linear consensus algorithm on strongly connected
graphs using the linear quadratic (LQ) cost as a performance measure. In particular, we derive
bounds on the LQ cost by leveraging effective resistance. Our results extend previous analyses—
which were limited to reversible cases—to the nonreversible setting. To facilitate this generalization,
we introduce novel concepts, termed the back-and-forth path and the pivot node, which serve as
effective alternatives to traditional techniques that require reversibility. Moreover, we apply our
approach to geometric graphs to estimate the LQ cost without the reversibility assumption. The
proposed approach provides a framework that can be adapted to other contexts where reversibility
is typically assumed.
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1. Introduction. The analysis of multiagent networks is applied to a variety of
subjects, such as multi-robot systems [16], wireless sensor networks [10], and large
language models [15]. In information processing of multiagent networks, one of the
most simple and fundamental algorithms is linear consensus, also known as average
consensus. The linear consensus algorithm is used when each agent has a scalar value,
and agents have to match their values to the weighted average of their initial value with
limited and decentralized communications. Despite its simplicity, linear consensus
algorithm is the basis for many different tasks related to network coordination, such
as formation control [20, 25], distributed optimization [29], and cooperative leader
following [17, 28].

The performance measurement of linear consensus algorithm has been studied in
a various way. Linear consensus network can be understood as a linear discrete-time
dynamical system, which is closely related to Markov chain [4], so Markov chain is
an important tool for analysis. In fact, the performance of linear consensus algorithm
has been analyzed by the speed of convergence using spectral analysis of a transition
matrix of a Markov chain [3, 27]. On the other hand, recent studies often adopt
approaches from a control theoretic point of view, such as linear quadratic (LQ) cost,
which is classical in control. The LQ cost is derived by the summation of L2-norm of
the difference between the state in each moment and the final state. Moreover, the
LQ cost also appears in the error estimation of noisy consensus, a variant of linear
consensus with additive random noise. With such background, there are some studies
using the LQ cost or similar functions as a performance measure [4, 13, 19]. In these
studies, various approaches are employed:

• Eigenvalue calculation: Eigenvalue are calculated for special graph types,
including Cayley graphs, grid graphs, and random geometric graphs [4, 13].

• Effective resistance: The concept, which bridges electrical networks with
Markov chains [9], has been employed in several recent studies [22, 24]. No-
tably, previous research has estimated the LQ cost using the effective resis-
tance [19], enabling the assessment of LQ cost based on the network’s graph
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topology.
• Hitting time of a Markov chain (see [1]): Recent research [18] has pro-
vided an exact formulation of a variant of the LQ cost by leveraging hitting
times.

In this paper, we analyze bounds on the LQ cost for nonreversible cases using
effective resistance. This generalizes the estimation of the LQ cost for reversible linear
consensus networks, as studied in [19], to nonreversible networks. A key advantage
of nonreversible Markov chains is its applicability to directed networks. While the
reversibility is a useful assumption, it does not hold when communications within
the network are directed. Therefore, investigating nonreversible cases is beneficial for
understanding linear consensus in directed networks. Discussions on nonreversible
Markov are also present in recent studies [5, 26, 6]. In the research of a nonreversible
Markov chains, a technique called reversiblization of the transition matrix is used to
exploit results of studies on reversible Markov chains [12].

Our main contribution is the establishment of an upper bound on the LQ cost for
nonreversible cases, and a lower bound under an assumption weaker than reversibility
using the effective resistance of reversiblization of the underlying Markov chain. To
obtain these bounds on the LQ cost, we use the following methods:

1. Although the analogy between the effective resistance and Markov chain does
not hold for nonreversible cases, we demonstrate that through the reversib-
lization of a nonreversible chain, the effective resistance can be applied to a
nonreversible linear consensus system.

2. We relate the reversiblization and the original nonreversible Markov chain
by introducing new notions named the back-and-forth path and pivot node.
These concepts serve as alternatives to the notion of 2-fuzz of an undirected
graph [2], which is instrumental in reversible cases, but cannot directly apply
to nonreversible cases.

The differences between our approach to upper and lower bounds and those of previous
studies are summarized in Table 1. In all methods except our own, reversibility is
typically assumed in the analysis of linear consensus, owing to the availability of
numerous results pertaining to reversible Markov chains. In addition, we apply our
main results to random geometric graphs, which model real-world communication
networks and have been extensively studied in the literature (see [11]). For linear
consensus on geometric graphs, we derive asymptotic bounds on the LQ cost, yielding
results analogous to those in [19] for reversible cases.

Table 1: Approaches on the LQ cost

Method Target class Main tool Key technique

[4]
Cayley, grid,
and random
geometric graphs

Calculation of
eigenvalues

Defining an appropriate
trigonometric polynomial

[19] Reversible Effective resistance 2-fuzz of a graph

[18] Reversible
Hitting time of
a Markov chain

Markov’s inequality

Proposed
method

Nonreversible Effective resistance
“Back-and-forth path”
and “Pivot node”
of a graph
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The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we introduce the
mathematical formulation of linear consensus algorithm, effective resistance, and the
relationship between them. In Section 3, we present our main result on the estimation
of the LQ cost, along with its proofs. Section 4 demonstrates the application of our
result to geometric graphs, and Section 5 concludes the paper.

Notations. Let R be a set of real numbers, Rn be a set of n-dimensional real
vectors, and Rn×m be a set of n ×m real matrices. We denote i-th entry of v ∈ Rn

by vi, and (i, j) entry of A ∈ Rn×m by Aij . Let ei ∈ Rn be a vector whose i-th entry
is 1 and other entries are 0, and 1 ∈ Rn be a vector with all entries equal to 1. We
denote an identity matrix by I and zero matrix by O. For a vector v ∈ Rn, let vT be
a transpose of v, span{v} be a vector space spanned by v, and diag(v) ∈ Rn×n be
a diagonal matrix satisfying diag(v)ii = vi for all i = 1, 2, . . . , n and diag(v)ij = 0 if
i ̸= j. For a matrix A, let AT be a transpose of A, trA be a trace of A, kerA be a
kernel of A, and A† be a Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of A. For two matrices A and
B, A ≥ B means Aij ≥ Bij for all i and j. We denote a graph with a set of node V
and a set of edge E by (V, E). For an undirected graph, we denote an edge between
nodes u and v by {u, v}, while for a directed graph, we denote an edge from node u
to node v by (u, v).

2. Preliminaries.

2.1. Definition of linear consensus algorithm. We model a communication
network of n agents labeled 1 to n. Each pair of agents can communicate according
to the directed graph G = (V, E), where V = {1, 2, . . . , n} represents the label of
each agent, and (i, j) ∈ E means that i can get information from j. We call G a
communication graph. In this paper, the information is represented by a real number.

The linear consensus algorithm ensures that all agents converge to the weighted
average of their initial real numbers by exchanging information according to a pre-
defined graph. In this algorithm, at each iteration, each agent transmits its current
number to all connected agents and subsequently updates its own number to a convex
combination of the received numbers using predetermined coefficients. More precisely,
the linear consensus algorithm repeats the following update:

x(t+ 1) = Px(t),

indicating that

x(t) = P tx(0),(2.1)

where P ∈ Rn×n is a row stochastic matrix, namely, satisfying P1 = 1, and x(t) ∈ Rn

represents the number held by each agent at time t. In this paper, we refer to row
stochastic matrices simply by stochastic matrices.

The constraint that agents can only communicate according to the communication
graph G is reflected to the place of nonzero elements in P , which defines the directed
graph Gdir(P ) = (V, E), letting (u, v) ∈ E if and only if Puv ̸= 0. Due to the constraint,
Gdir(P ) should be a subgraph of the communication graph G. In this paper, we assume
Gdir(P ) = G for simplicity. Furthermore, we define the undirected graph associated
with matrix P , Gundir(P ) = (V, E), letting {u, v} ∈ E if and only if Puv ̸= 0 or Pvu ̸= 0.

Throughout this paper, we assume two properties: P is irreducible, and the diag-
onal elements of P are positive, where P is irreducible if and only if Gdir(P ) is strongly
connected. The positive diagonal assumption leads to the aperiodicity of P , which
means that the greatest common divisor of the lengths of all cycles in Gdir(P ) is 1.
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By these two assumptions, Perron-Frobenius theorem [23] implies that P has
the eigenvalue 1 with the multiplicity 1, the corresponding right eigenvector is 1,
and corresponding left eigenvector is a strictly positive vector. We denote the right
eigenvector by π normalized so that

∑
u πu = 1, and call it the invariant measure of

P . It also holds that, when t grows to infinity, P t converges to 1πT. Because of (2.1),
we obtain limt→∞ x(t) = 1πTx(0). We also use a diagonal matrix Π := diag(π).

In this paper, we call a stochastic and irreducible matrix whose diagonal elements
are strictly positive, a consensus matrix.

2.2. Performance measure of linear consensus algorithm. As a perfor-
mance measure, we use the linear quadratic (LQ) cost [19]:

J(P ) :=
∑
t≥0

∥P t − 1πT∥2F =
1

n
tr

∑
t≥0

(I − π1T)(PT)tP t(I − 1πT)

 ,(2.2)

where ∥ · ∥F means the Frobenius norm of a matrix.

The cost (2.2) is obtained by evaluating E
[∑

t≥0 ∥x(t)− x(∞)∥2
]
, where E[·]

means the expected value, under the assumption that x(0) is a random vector with
covariance E

[
x(0)x(0)T

]
= I [13, 19]. In addition, the cost (2.2) also appears in the

noisy consensus [13, 19, 18]. The noisy consensus repeats the following update:

x(t+ 1) = Px(t) + n(t),

where n(t) is an independent and identically distributed process with the average
E [n(t)] = 0 and the covariance E

[
n(t)n(t)T

]
= I. Assume that x(0) is a random

vector with covariance E
[
x(0)x(0)T

]
= I and is not correlated with n(t). To measure

the distance between x(t) and its weighted average 1πTx(t), we define ẽ(t) := (I −
1πT)x(t). Then, we can show that

1

n
lim
t→∞

E
[
∥ẽ∥2

]
= J(P ).(2.3)

From the context of noisy consensus, we also use another variant [18]:

Jw(P ) := tr

∑
t≥0

(I − π1T)(PT)tΠP t(I − 1πT)

 ,(2.4)

which is obtained by substituting ∥ẽ∥2 in (2.3) by
∑

i πiẽ
2
i . Different from (2.2), which

sums up the errors uniformly, (2.4) sums up the errors with weights according to π.

2.3. Effective resistance. We consider a resistor network as an undirected
connected graph G = (V, E) and each edge represents the resistor that connects both
nodes of the edge. A resistor network with n nodes is determined by assigning a matrix
C = (Cab) ∈ Rn×n whose element Cab means the conductances of the edge between
a and b if Cab ̸= 0, or that a and b are not connected by an edge if Cab = 0. We
call C = (Cab) a conductance matrix if C is a symmetric, nonnegative and irreducible
matrix.

We consider a voltage vector of the nodes v, where va represents the voltage of
the node a, and a current vector i, where ia represents the current flowing out of (or
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into when negative) the node a. By Ohm’s law, the current from a to b through an
edge {a, b} is Cab(va − vb). Therefore, by Kirchhoff’s law, ia is determined by:

ia =
∑
b∈V

Cab(va − vb) or i = L(C)v,(2.5)

where L(C) := diag(C1)−C is the Laplacian of C. Notice that the diagonal elements
of C are not concerned with L(C).

Because the current injection and extraction are balanced, we can assume iT1 = 0.
Under this condition, we can show the following lemma.

Lemma 2.1. If iT1 = 0, then (2.5) has a unique solution for v up to the funda-
mental solution term 1. That is, for each current vector i, the potential difference
between nodes a and b is unique.

Proof. Notice that diag(C1) is nonsingular and(
I − diag(C1)−1C

)
= diag(C1)−1L(C).

Because G is connected, diag(C1)−1C is an irreducible stochastic matrix. Therefore,
Perron-Frobenius theorem [23] ensures that diag(C1)−1C has an eigenvalue 1 with
multiplicity 1, so the rank of I −diag(C1)−1C is n− 1, which means that the rank of
L(C) is also n − 1. Because L(C)1 = 0, L(C) has an eigenvalue 0 with multiplicity
1. Therefore, l1, . . . , ln−1 are linearly independent, where lTk is the k-th row of L(C).
Taking into account only i1, . . . , in−1 and lT1 , . . . , l

T
n−1 in (2.5), we can obtain the

unique solution v for (2.5) up to the fundamental solution term 1. This v automati-
cally satisfies in = lTnv, because in = −(i1 + · · ·+ in−1) and ln = −(l1 + · · ·+ ln−1).

Consider the situation that a voltage source is connected between nodes a, b, and
adjust the voltage so that a unit current flows through the source. In this setting, the
currect vector i is ea − eb, and va − vb, the potential difference between nodes a, b, is
unique. Thus, we can define effective resistance between a, b:

Definition 2.2 ([19]). Let G = (V, E) be an undirected graph with the conduc-
tance matrix C. The effective resistance between nodes a and b, denoted by Rab(C),
is defined by va − vb = (ea − eb)

Tv, where v is an arbitrary solution of (2.5) when
i = ea − eb.

The effective resistance Rab(C) can also be expressed as

Rab(C) = (ea − eb)
TL(C)†(ea − eb),(2.6)

because v = L(C)†i [8].
In our paper, we also consider resistor networks whose resistors have a unit con-

ductance. For such networks, we only have to indicate the unweighted graph G, so
we denote the effective resistance between a, b for such networks by Rab(G), which is
the property determined only by the graph topology.

In addition, we define

R̄(C) :=
1

2n2

∑
u,v∈V

Ruv(C)

as the average effective resistance and R̄(G) is defined using Ruv(G) in the same way.
R̄(G) is also determined only by the graph topology.
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2.4. The relationships between linear consensus algorithm and effec-
tive resistance. In this section, we summarize some relationships between reversible
consensus matrices and conductance matrices.

A consensus matrix P can be treated as the transition matrix of a discrete time
Markov chain with the stationary distribution π. A Markov chain with the transition
matrix P is called reversible if and only if πxPxy = πyPyx holds for all x, y, that is, the
matrix ΠP is symmetric. Analogously, we call a consensus matrix P reversible if and
only if ΠP is symmetric. For reversible P , we can associate P with a conductance
matrix C:

Lemma 2.3. Let Scs ⊆ Rn×n be the set of reversible consensus matrices, and for
α > 0, let

Sα = {C ∈ Rn×n | CT = C, C ≥ 0, Cii > 0 (∀i), 1TC1 = α, C is irreducible}

be the set of conductance matrices whose sum of all elements is α. Then, Φα(P ) :=
αΠP is a bijection between Scs and Sα, and the inverse is Ψ(C) := diag(C1)−1C.

The proof is analogous to [19].
Let Φ(P ) := Φn(P ) = nΠP , where n denotes the number of rows of P . Then,

we can see a clear relationship between the effective resistance and the random walk
with the transition matrix P [9].

Lemma 2.4. Let G be a resistor network with the conductance matrix C := Φ(P ).
Consider the Markov chain with the transition matrix P , and let pesc be the probability
that the walker on the Markov chain starting at a returns a before reaching b. Then
pesc =

1
Rab

∑
x Cax

.

There are also random walk interpretations of the electrical network other than
resistance, such as the voltage and the current of the network (see [9]). In the analogy
of random walk, a matrix called Green matrix [19] plays an important role. The
Green matrix of consensus matrix P is defined as:

G(P ) :=
∑
t≥0

(P t − 1πT).(2.7)

This matrix is also called the fundamental matrix [1]. For a consensus matrix P , this
matrix is well defined (see Chapter 11.4 in [14]).

Remark 2.5. Because P t − 1π = (P − 1π)t for t ≥ 1, (2.7) can be reformulated
as follows:

G(P ) + 1π = I +
∑
t≥1

(P − 1πT)t.(2.8)

Moreover, since (I −A)−1 =
∑

t≥0 A
t if the sum is well defined, we obtain

G(P ) + 1π = (I − P + 1πT)−1.(2.9)

A fundamental matrix often refers not to G(P ), but to the right hand of (2.8) or (2.9)
(e.g. [14, 18]).

Now we show another representation of effective resistance using the Green matrix
G(P ).



CONSENSUS ALGORITHM ON SC GRAPH 7

Lemma 2.6. For a reversible consensus matrix P , let C = Φ(P ). Then,

Rab(C) =
1

n
(ea − eb)

TG(P )Π−1(ea − eb).

The proof can be found in [19]. If we start the discussion from a conductance matrix
C, we can obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 2.7. For a conductance matrix C, let P = Ψ(C). Then,

Rab(C) = (ea − eb)
TG(P ) diag(C1)−1(ea − eb).

The proparties in this section will be used to relate J(P ) and the effective resistance
of the graph. In particular, G(P ) plays an important role in evaluating J(P ).

3. Performance analysis of linear consensus algorithm using effective
resistance. In this section, we give upper and lower bounds for J(P ) using the
concept of effective resistance. A bound for J(P ) has been known for reversible P
[19, 18], but not for nonreversible cases. To provide bounds for nonreversible P , we
use a reversible matrix P ∗P , where P ∗ := Π−1PTΠ. Our result is a generalization
of [19], which relates J(P ) and R̄(Φ(P 2)).

3.1. Properties of P ∗P . We show some properties of P ∗P . For every consensus
matrix P , P ∗P is a reversible consensus matrix with the same invariant measure as P ,
so it is called a multiple reversiblization of P [12]. When P is a reversible consensus
matrix, we have P ∗ = Π−1(ΠP )T = Π−1(ΠP ) = P and P ∗P = P 2.

The following lemma plays an important role in this paper.

Lemma 3.1. For every consensus matrix P and nonnegative integer t,

tr
(
(P ∗)tP t

)
≤ tr

(
(P ∗P )t

)
.(3.1)

Proof. Let Q := Π1/2PΠ−1/2. Then tr ((P ∗)tP t) = tr
(
(Qt)TQt

)
=

∑
i σ

2
i (Q

t),

where σi(Q) is the i-th singular value of Q. Moreover, tr ((P ∗P )t) = tr
(
(QTQ)t

)
=∑

i σ
2t
i (Q), because (QTQ)t is symmetric. Using σi(Q

t) ≤ σt
i(Q), as shown in 9.H.2.a

of [21], we obtain (3.1).

The equality of (3.1) holds not only for reversible matrices. For example, normal
consensus matrices satisfy the property P ∗P = PP ∗. The class of normal consensus
matrices includes Cayley graphs, and J(P ) on Cayley graphs have been studied (e.g.
[4]).

Proposition 3.2. If P is a normal consensus matrix, then P ∗P = PP ∗.

Proof. Because P is normal, (I − P )(I − PT) = (I − PT)(I − P ). Multiplying 1
from the right, we obtain (I−P )(I−PT)1 = 0, which means (I−PT)1 ∈ ker(I−P ).
Therefore, there exists some real value a that satisfies (I − PT)1 = a1, because
ker(I − P ) = span{1}. Then we multiply 1T from the left and obtain 0 = an. This
means that a = 0 and (I −PT)1 = 0. Thus, P is doubly-stochastic and the invariant
measure π is 1

n1. Therefore, we obtain P ∗ = P and P ∗P = PTP = PPT = PP ∗.

Inclusion properties among classes of consensus matrices are shown in Figure 1.
Notice that there are also a matrix P which is not reversible, nor normal, but satisfies
P ∗P = PP ∗, such as the following example (3.2). Thus, the condition P ∗P = PP ∗



8 T. YONAIYAMA AND K. SATO

Figure 1: Inclusion properties among classes of consensus matrices.

is a weeker assumption than reversibility or normality.

P =
1

2 +
√
10


2 1 −1 +

√
10 0

1 2 0 −1 +
√
10

0 1 +
√
10 1 0

1 +
√
10 0 0 1

 .(3.2)

3.2. A bound for J(P ) and Jw(P ) using R̄(C). In this section, we prove
the following Theorem 3.3 that provides upper and lower bounds for J(P ) using the
effective resistance of Φ(P ∗P ). Theorem 3.3 is a generalization of Theorem 3.1 in [19]
for reversible P .

Theorem 3.3. Let P be a consensus matrix with invariant measure π, and let
CP∗P := Φ(P ∗P ) = nPTΠP be the conductance matrix. Then,

J(P ) ≤ π3
maxn

2

πmin
R̄(CP∗P ), Jw(P ) ≤ π3

maxn
3R̄(CP∗P ),

where πmin and πmax are, respectively, the minimum and maximum entries of π.
Moreover, if PP ∗ = P ∗P , then

J(P ) ≥ π3
minn

2

πmax
R̄(CP∗P ), Jw(P ) ≥ π3

minn
3R̄(CP∗P ).

To prove Theorem 3.3, in the same manner as the approach in [19], we define the
weighted average effective resistance

R̄w(C) :=
1

2
πTR(C)π =

1

2

∑
(u,v)∈V×V

Ruv(C)πuπv,(3.3)

where π is the invariant measure of reversible P and C := Φ(P ).

Lemma 3.4. For a reversible consensus matrix P , let C := Φ(P ) and π be the
invariant measure of P . Then,

n2π2
minR̄(C) ≤ R̄w(C) ≤ n2π2

maxR̄(C).
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Proof. Because πmin ≤ πu ≤ πmax,

R̄w(C) ≤ 1

2
π2
max

∑
(u,v)∈V×V

Ruv(C) = n2π2
maxR̄(C),

and

R̄w(C) ≥ 1

2
π2
min

∑
(u,v)∈V×V

Ruv(C) = n2π2
minR̄(C).

Lemma 3.5. For a reversible consensus matrix P , let C := Φ(P ). Then,

R̄w(C) =
1

n
trG(P ),

where G(P ) is the Green matrix of P defined in (2.7).

Proof. The similar statement appears in the proof of Lemma 5.8 of [19]. By
changing P 2 to P in [19], we obtain the lemma.

Using R̄w(C), we prove Theorem 3.3.

Proof of Theorem 3.3. First, we show the upper bound of Jw(P ) in Theorem 3.3.
Let Gw :=

∑
t≥0(I − π1T)(PT)tΠP t(I − 1πT). Because Gw is positive semidefinite,

its diagonal elements are nonnegative. Therefore, the matrix Π−1Gw satisfies

π−1
max(Gw)ii ≤ (Π−1Gw)ii ≤ π−1

min(Gw)ii.

By summation from i = 1 to n, we obtain

π−1
maxJw(P ) ≤ tr

(
Π−1Gw

)
≤ π−1

minJw(P ),(3.4)

because J(P ) = trGw by definition. Since

tr
(
Π−1Gw

)
= tr

Π−1
∑
t≥0

(
(PT)tΠP t − ππT

) = tr

∑
t≥0

(
(P ∗)tP t − 1πT

) ,

(3.4) yields

π−1
maxJw(P ) ≤ tr

∑
t≥0

(
(P ∗)tP t − 1πT

) ≤ π−1
minJw(P ).(3.5)

By Lemma 3.1, we obtain

Jw(P ) ≤ πmax tr

∑
t≥0

(
(P ∗)tP t − 1πT

) ≤ πmax trG(P ∗P ).(3.6)

Since P ∗P is a reversible consensus matrix, Lemmas 3.4 and 3.5 imply that

Jw(P ) ≤ nπmaxR̄w(CP∗P ) ≤ n3π3
maxR̄(CP∗P ).

Thus, the upper bound of Theorem 3.3 is obtained.
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Then we show the lower bound of Jw(P ) in Theorem 3.3. When PP ∗ = P ∗P , we
can rewrite (3.5) as below:

Jw(P ) ≥ πmin tr

∑
t≥0

(
(P ∗)tP t − 1πT

) = πmin trG(P ∗P ).(3.7)

Lemmas 3.4 and 3.5 implies that

Jw(P ) ≥ nπminR̄w(CP∗P ) ≥ n3π3
minR̄(CP∗P ).

Thus, we obtain the bound of Jw(P ).
Finally, we give a bound J(P ) by Jw(P ). Comparing (2.2) and (2.4), we obtain

1

nπmax
Jw(P ) ≤ J(P ) ≤ 1

nπmin
Jw(P ).(3.8)

Applying (3.6) and (3.7) to (3.8), the proof is completed.

Remark 3.6. It seems to be hard to give a lower bound for tr ((P ∗)tP t) using
tr(P ∗P )t, because tr(P ∗P )t can be much larger than tr(P ∗P )t. Let us consider the
following consensus matrix:

Pε =

ε 1− ε 0
0 ε 1− ε
1
2 0 1

2

 .

P t − 1π converges exponentially with respect to the second largest eigenvalue of P .

The eigenvalues of Pε are 1 and α± := −
(
1
4 − ε

)
± i

2

√
7
4 − 2ε. The eigenvalues of P ∗

ε

are the same due to similarity. Therefore, (P ∗
ε )

tP t
ε − 1π converges exponentially to

some real matrix with respect to the rate near 1/2.
On the other hand, P ∗P has the eigenvalue 1 − O(ε). This means that if ε is

small enough, the convergence of (P ∗P )t is very slow, and its trace can be far larger
than tr(P ∗

ε )
tP t

ε .

3.3. A bound for J(P ) using the graph structure of network. In this
section, we establish bounds for J(P ) using the structure of undirected associated
graph G(P ), the maximum and minimum elements of π, and the minimum element
of P . Notice that we do not consider the edge weights of G(P ) and focus only on its
graph topology of G(P ).

Although Theorem 3.3 provides bounds when all elements of P are known, The-
orem 3.7 offers bounds even if complete information about the elements of P and π
is unavailable.

Theorem 3.7. Let P be a consensus matrix with invariant measure π, and let
G(P ) be the associated undirected graph with P . Then it holds that

J(P ) ≤ π3
maxn

p2minπ
2
min

R̄(G(P )), Jw(P ) ≤ π3
maxn

2

p2minπmin
R̄(G(P )),

where πmin and πmax are respectively the minimum and maximum entries of π, pmin is
the minimum nonzero entry of P , and R̄(G(P )) is the average effective resistance of a
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network, associated with G(P ), such that each edge has a unit conductance. Moreover,
if PP ∗ = P ∗P , then

J(P ) ≥ π3
minn

4p2maxδ
2
inπ

2
max

R̄(G(P )), Jw(P ) ≥ π3
minn

2

4p2maxδ
2
inπmax

R̄(G(P )).

where pmax is the maximum nonzero entry of P , and δin is the maximum indegree
(excluding self loops) of the associated directed graph Gdir(P ).

By Theorem 3.3, it is enough for the proof to show the following lemma, which
is the generalization of Lemma 5.9 in [19].

Lemma 3.8. Let P be a consensus matrix with invariant measure π and CP∗P :=
Φ(P ∗P ) = nPTΠP . Then

R̄(CP∗P ) ≤
1

nπminp2min

R̄(G(P )).

Moreover, if PP ∗ = P ∗P , then

R̄(CP∗P ) ≥
1

4nπmaxδinp2max

R̄(G(P )).

Since the associated graph of the consensus matrix P can be directed, we evaluate
R̄(CP∗P ) using the maximum indegree δin of the graph nodes of Gdir(P ), unlike pre-
vious research [19].

We employ the undirected graph G(P ) instead of the directed graph Gdir, because
the following property is essential for proving Theorem 3.7.

Lemma 3.9 (Rayleigh’s monotonicity law). Let C and C ′ be conductance matri-
ces such that C ≤ C ′. Then, R(C) ≥ R(C ′).

In plain words, if the resistance of any edge increases, then the resistance between
any pair of nodes also increases. The proof can be found in [9].

Using Lemma 3.9, we will compare R̄(CP∗P ) and R̄(G(P ∗P )). Recall that R̄(G(P ∗P ))
is decided only by the graph topology of G(P ∗P ), and is independent of each element
of P ∗P . In contrast, R̄(CP∗P ) is affected by each element of CP∗P , which can vary
to each other.

Therefore, we first consider the range of the elements of CP∗P . When (CP∗P )uv ̸=
0, there is an index w such that Pwu and Pwv are both positive, so it holds that
(CP∗P )uv = n

∑
w πwPwuPwv ≥ nπminp

2
min. Moreover, the number of nonzero entries

of Pwu for any fixed u does not exceed δin + 1. Therefore, we obtain (CP∗P )uv ≤
nπmax(δin + 1)p2max. Applying Lemma 3.9 to (CP∗P )uv, we obtain

1

nπmax(δin + 1)p2max

R̄(G(P ∗P )) ≤ R̄(CP∗P ) ≤
1

nπminp2min

R̄(G(P ∗P )).(3.9)

Next, we evaluate R̄(G(P ∗P )) using R̄(G(P )), both of which are determined by
the positions of the nonzero elements in P . Because (P ∗P )uv =

∑
w π−1

u πwPwuPwv,
(P ∗P )uv is positive if and only if there exists an index w which Pwu and Pwv are
positive. From a graph theoretic perspective, this means that G(P ∗P ) has an edge
{u, v} if and only if there exists a node w with edges (w, u) and (w, v) in Gdir(P ).

To compare the places of edges in G(P ∗P ) and G(P ), we introduce the novel con-
cepts of a back-and-forth path and its pivot node. A back-and-forth path between u and
v is a path which consists of {u,w}, {w, v} ∈ G(P ) where (w, u) and (w, v) are edges
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Figure 2: Notions of back-and-forth path, pivot, and new edge.

in Gdir(P ). We refer to w as the pivot node of the path (see Figure 2). When Gdir(P )
is symmetric, namely, Pij ̸= 0 if and only if Pji ̸= 0, back-and-forth paths reduce
to paths of length 2 in G(P ). In such cases, including when P is reversible, G(P ∗P )
has the same graph topology as G(P 2). Generally, the graph G(Ph) is called h-fuzz,
and previous research has shown the relationship between R̄(G(P )) and R̄(G(Ph))
[2]. However, for nonreversible P , it is worthwhile to compare G(P ) and G(P ∗P ).

Using the concept of a back-and-forth path, we can obtain an upper bound by
a simple way. For each edge (u, v) in Gdir(P ), we can choose a back-and-forth path
between u and v, because there are edges (u, u) (a self loop) and (u, v) in Gdir(P ).
Therefore, any edge appearing in G(P ) also appears in G(P ∗P ). By this property, we
can obtain the following upper bound for R̄(G(P ∗P )):

Lemma 3.10. Ruv (G(P )) ≥ Ruv (G(P ∗P )) .

Proof. Because all edges in G(P ) appear in G(P ∗P ), this lemma is a direct result
from Rayleigh’s monotonicity law.

We can also obtain a lower bound for R̄(G(P ∗P )). The following lemma is a
variation of an argument for h-fuzz shown in Lemma 5.5.1. of [2].

Lemma 3.11. Let G(P ) and G(P ∗P ) be the associated undirected graph with P
and P ∗P , respectively. Then, it holds that

1

4(δin − 1)
Ruv (G(P )) ≤ Ruv (G(P ∗P )) ,

where δin is the maximum indegree of the graph nodes of Gdir(P ).

Proof. Let G(P ) = (V, E) and G(P ∗P ) = (V, E∗). Observe that all the edges
in E are also present in E∗. We refer to the edges that are in E∗ but not in E as
‘new edges’ (see Figure 2). Consider replacing each new edge in G(P ∗P ) with a
series of two edges and an intermediate node, resulting in a modified graph Ḡ =
(V̄ , Ē). In this transformation, the resistances of the new edges are doubled. By
Rayleigh’s monotonicity law, the resistance of every pair of two nodes in V becomes
equal to or greater than the original value and at most twice the original value, that
is, Ruv(G(P ∗P )) ≤ Ruv(Ḡ) ≤ 2Ruv(G(P ∗P )) holds for every pair of nodes u, v ∈ V .
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Figure 3: Graphs used to evaluate R̄(G(P ∗P )).

Next, focus on an intermediate node xuv added when replacing a new edge {u, v}.
For every new edge {u, v} in G(P ∗P ), there exists a back-and-forth path in G(P ). We
then short-circuit the connection between xuv in Ḡ and the pivot of the back-and-
forth path. To short-circuit a connection means to reduce the resistance of a pair of
nodes from infinity to zero. Applying Rayleigh’s monotonicity law again, we obtain
Rūv̄(G′) ≤ Rūv̄(Ḡ) for every pair of nodes ū, v̄ ∈ V̄ , where G′ is the resulting graph
after shortening (see Fig. 3).

The graph G′ differs from G(P ) only in the multiplicity of the edges, so we compare
edges of both graphs. Notice that G′ has one self loop for each node, which is the
same as G(P ). The number of edges between u, v ∈ V (u ̸= v) in G′ is bounded
by the number of back-and-forth paths through {u, v} in G(P ). Let η be the upper
bound of the number of such paths. Because an n-multiple edge is equivalent to a
single edge of resistance 1

n , we can use Rayleigh’s monotonicity law for G′ and obtain
Ruv(G′) ≥ 1

ηRuv(G(P )). Combining the inequalities, we have

1

η
Ruv(G(P )) ≤ Ruv(G′) ≤ Ruv(Ḡ) ≤ 2Ruv(G(P ∗P ))

for all u, v ∈ V.
Finally, we evaluate η. For a back-and-forth path through {u, v} in G(P ), the

pivot is u or v. If u is the pivot, then the possible choices of the other end of the
path except v are at most δin − 1. The same is true for v. Therefore, we obtain
η ≤ 2(δin − 1) and 1

2(δin−1)Ruv(G(P )) ≤ 2Ruv(G(P ∗P )), which proves the lemma.

We are now in a position to prove Theorem 3.7.

Proof of Theorem 3.7. Applying Lemmas 3.10 and 3.11 to (3.9), we obtain

1

4nπmax(δin − 1)(δin + 1)p2max

R̄(G(P ∗P )) ≤ R̄(CP∗P ) ≤
1

nπminp2min

R̄(G(P ∗P )).

Using Theorem 3.3 and (δin + 1)(δin − 1) ≤ δ2in, the proof is completed.

4. Application and numerical experiment. In this section, we apply the
bound obtained in Theorem 3.7 to geometric graphs. Geometric graphs model the
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position in a d-dimensional space, so the result can be useful for controlling objects
in the real world. This is a generalization of the result shown in [19].

A geometric graph is a connected, undirected, and unweighted graph G(V, E) such
that V ⊆ Q, where Q := [0, l]d ⊆ Rd and |V | = n. Notice that there are no constraint
on E at first, but the distances between connected pairs of two nodes are used to
define parameters.

For such graphs, we can define the following parameters [19]:
1. the minimum node distance

s = min
u,v∈V, u̸=v

dE(u, v),

where dE denotes Euclidean distance;
2. the maximum connected range

r = max
(u,v)∈E

dE(u, v);

3. the maximum uncovered diameter

γ = sup {r > 0 | ∃x ∈ Q, B(x, r) ∩ V = ∅ ∈ E} ,

where B(x, r) is a d-dimensional ball centered in x ∈ Rd and with radius r;
4. the minumum ratio between Euclidean distance and graphical distance

ρ = min

{
dE(u, v)

dG(u, v)
| u, v ∈ V, u ̸= v

}
,

where dG is the length of the shortest path in G.
There are some relationships among these parameters as follows:

s ≤ r, s ≤ 2γ, ρ ≤ r, δ ≤
(
3r

s

)d

.(4.1)

Inequalities s ≤ r and s ≤ 2γ can be easily checked by definition. The third inequality
comes from

ρ ≤ dE(u, v)

dG(u, v)
≤ dE(u, v)

1
≤ r.

The last inequality is obtained by comparing volumes of spheres. For a node u, let
B
(
u, r + s

2

)
be a d-dimensional ball centered in u and with radius r + s

2 . This ball

includes a ball B
(
v, s

2

)
for all v which is a neighbor node of u. By definition of s,

balls B
(
v, s

2

)
are not crossing with each other. Therefore, the volume of B

(
u, r + s

2

)
is larger than the sum of the volumes of B

(
v, s

2

)
for all v. Then we obtain(

r +
s

2

)d

≥ δ
(s
2

)d

,

and, by s ≤ r,
(3r)d ≥ δsd,

which leads the last inequality of (4.1).
The previous study has shown an asymptotic behavior of J(P ) with respect to n

when P is on geometric graphs and the parameters above are fixed.



CONSENSUS ALGORITHM ON SC GRAPH 15

Proposition 4.1 (Theorem 4.1 in [19]). Let P ∈ Rn×n be a reversible consensus
matrix with invariant measure π, associated with a graph G = (V, E). Assume that all
nonzero entries of P belong to the interval [pmin, pmax]and that G is a geometric graph
with parameters (s, r, γ, ρ) and nodes lying in Q = [0, l]d in which γ < l/4. Then

k1 + q1fd(n) ≤ J(P ) ≤ k2 + q2fd(n),

where

fd(n) =


n if d = 1,

log n if d = 2,

1 if d ≥ 3,

and where k1, k2, q1, and q2 are positive numbers which are functions of the following
parameters only: the dimension d, the geometric parameters of the graph (s, r, γ,and
ρ), the maximum degree δ, pmin,and pmax, and the products πminn and πmaxn.

Proposition 4.1 is useful when we consider a growing family of geometric graphs
whose parameters s, r, γ, ρ are bounded. However, Proposition 4.1 is not for nonre-
versible consensus matrices.

Using Theorem 3.7, Proposition 4.1 can be generalized as follows.

Theorem 4.2. Let P ∈ Rn×n be a consensus matrix with invariant measure π,
and let G(P ) be the undirected associated graph of P . Assume that all the nonzero
entries of P belong to the interval [pmin, pmax]and that G(P ) is a geometric graph with
parameters (s, r, γ, ρ) and nodes lying in Q = [0, l]d in which γ < l/4. Then

J(P ) ≤ k′2 + q′2fd(n),

and particularly, when P ∗P = PP ∗ holds then

J(P ) ≥ k′1 + q′1fd(n),

where

fd(n) =


n if d = 1,

log n if d = 2,

1 if d ≥ 3,

and where k′1, k
′
2, q

′
1, and q′2 are positive numbers which are functions of the following

parameters only: the dimension d, the geometric parameters of the graph (s, r, γ, ρ),
the maximum degree δ of G(P ), pmin and pmax, and the products πminn and πmaxn.

Proof. Theorem 4.1 in [19] has shown that for reversible P ,

clR̄(G) ≤ J(P ) ≤ cuR̄(G)(4.2)

with cl and cu dependent on pmin, pmax, δ, πmaxn, πminn. Using Theorem 3.7 in this
paper, (4.2) can be generalized to

J(P ) ≤ c′uR̄(G(P )),

without the assumption of reversibility of P , where c′u depends on pmin,pmax,δ,πmaxn,
and πminn. Moreover, if P ∗P = PP ∗, then

J(P ) ≥ c′lR̄(G(P )),
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with c′l dependent on pmin, pmax, δ, πmaxn, πminn. Notice that the lower bound of
Theorem 3.7 uses δin, but because δin ≤ δ, we can define c′l as a variable dependent
on δ instead of δin.

The rest of the proof is totally analogous to Section 6 in [19].

Theorem 4.2 is useful for a growing family of geometric graphs Gn = (Vn, En)
where Vn ⊆ [0, ln]

d and with the geometric parameters (sn, rn, γn, ρn) which are
bounded as

sn ≥ s, rn ≤ r, γn ≤ γ, ρn ≥ ρ.

This family of graphs is called a family of geometric graphs with bounded parameters,
including regular grids, R-disks and Delaunay graphs with appropriate parameter
bounds [19]. For a family of geometric graphs which satisfies (4.3), sn, rn, γn, ρn and
the maximum degree δ are lower and upper bounded as

s ≤ sn ≤ rn ≤ r, ρ ≤ ρn ≤ r,
s

2
≤ γn ≤ γ, 1 ≤ δn ≤

(
3r

s

)d

,

which follows from (4.1). In addition to the assumption of (4.3), if the ranges of
nonzero entries of P and nπ are bounded, then all parameters determining k′1, k

′
2, q

′
1

and q′2 in Theorem 4.2 are lower and upper bounded. Therefore, we obtain the
following corollary.

Corollary 4.3. Let Pn ∈ Rn×n be a family of consensus matrices with invariant
measure πn, and let G(Pn) be the undirected associated graph of Pn. Assume that all
nonzero entries of Pn belong to the interval [pmin, pmax] and all entries of nπ belong to
the interval [π̄min, π̄max] and that the family of G(Pn) is a family of geometric graphs
with bounded parameters (sn, rn, γn, ρn) and nodes lying in Q = [0, ln]

d in which
γn < ln/4. Then

J(P ) ≤ k′′2 + q′′2 fd(n),

and particularly, when P ∗P = PP ∗ holds then

J(P ) ≥ k′′1 + q′′1 fd(n),

where fd(n) is the same as in Theorem 4.2, and k′′1 , k
′′
2 , q

′′
1 , and q′′2 are positive numbers

which are functions of the following parameters only: the dimension d, the bound of
geometric parameters (s, r, γ, ρ) which satisfy (4.3), pmin, pmax, π̄min and π̄max.

Remark 4.4. For a family of geometric graphs with bounded parameters, ln must
grow linearly to n1/d in n → ∞ (Lemma 6.3 in [19]). This feature is used for setting
of ln in the following numerical experiment.

Based on the above discussion, we check the behavior of J(P ) on a family of
geometric graphs with bounded parameters by numerical experiment. The dimension
d is set to 2 or 3. The experiment is conducted in the following way:

• Construct a geometric graph
– We fix the dimension d, the geometric parameters (s, r, γ, ρ), an edge

making probability pe, an edge direction probability pd, and the number
of nodes n.

– We fix a constant c and set ln := cn1/d.
– We choose n nodes in [0, ln]

d in the following way:
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Table 2: n used in the experiment

d n
2 25, 50, 75, 100, 125, 150, 175, 200, 225, 250, 275, 300
3 50, 150, 250, 350, 450, 550, 600, 650, 700, 750, 800

Table 3: Parameters used in the experiment

s r γ ρ pe pd c b π̄min π̄max

0.1 1.0 1.0 0.052 0.8 0.1 0.5 0.8 0.1 3.0

1. We choose the first node in [0, ln]
d according to a uniform distribu-

tion.
2. We repeat selecting the next node in [0, ln]

d according to a uniform
distribution independently to the previous nodes. If the Euclidean
distance between the picked node and any previous node is less than
s, then we discard this node. We stop repeating when the number
of accepted nodes becomes n.

– We construct the edges in the following way: For all pairs of nodes {u, v},
if the distance between u and v is greater than r, we do not draw any
edge between them. Otherwise, we draw an edge between u and v with
probability pe (independently to other edges).

– If the graph is not connected, we discard it.
– We calculate γn and ρn, and if γn > γ or ρn < ρ, we discard the graph.

The method of judgment of γn > γ and ρn < ρ is in Appendix.
• Construct a consensus matrix

– We fix the constants b, π̄min, and π̄max.
– We construct a matrix Pn ∈ Rn×n, where Puv = 1 if u and v are con-

nected by an edge or u = v, and otherwise Puv = 0. This is a symmetric
matrix and not a stochastic matrix.

– For all undirected edges {u, v}, we change Puv to 0 with probability pd,
or Pvu to 0 with probability pd, or do nothing to Puv and Pvu with the
probability 1− 2pd.

– If P is not irreducible, we discard P and return to “construct a geometric
graph” step.

– We change all nonzero entries in Pn to random values chosen by a uni-
form distribution on [b, 1]. Then we normalize each row of Pn so that
Pn becomes a stochastic matrix. By this process, the elements of Pn are
guaranteed to be greater than or equal to b

b+δ .
– We calculate the invariant measure π of P . If nπmin < π̄min or nπmax >

π̄min, we discard P and return to “construct a geometric graph” step.
• Calculate J(P )

– For P constructed by “construct a consensus matrix” step, we calculate
J(P ) by (2.2). The summation ends at t = 104, or the first point where
the change of sum is less than 10−5 for 10 consective t.

We have run the construction and calculation for d = 2 and d = 3. In both cases,
we have constructed 15 consensus matrices for each n listed in Table 2. We also show
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Figure 4: The values of J(P )/ log n in d = 2 (left panel), and J(P )/ log n in d = 3
(right panel). The solid lines in both panels are the average of J(P ) (divided by log n
in the left panel).

the parameters used for the experiment in Table 3 (common in d = 2 and d = 3).
Notice that we only specify γn as equal or less than γ, so γn can be larger than

ln/4 if γ > ln/4. In fact, when n is small, the constraint γn < ln/4 can be violated.
Particularly, in our parameter setting, the results in n ≤ 64 of d = 2 case and n ≤ 512
of d = 3 case are not guaranteed to obey Corollary 4.3.

The result is shown in Fig. 4. In the figure of d = 2, the vertical axis shows J(P )
divided by log n. The results suggest that the asymptotic growth of J(P ) is bounded
as Corollary 4.3. In fact, in small n, it seems that there is a decreasing feature in
d = 2 and an increasing feature in d = 3, but in larger n which satisfies γ < ln/4, the
asymptotic behavior predicted in Corollary 4.3 can be read. In addition, the lower
bound for J(P ) is not guaranteed since our experiment does not assume P ∗P = PP ∗,
but in the results, the value of J(P ) appears not to become much smaller. There may
be some lower bound that holds for a random geometric graph with high probability.

5. Conclusion. In this paper, we presented an estimation of the LQ cost for the
linear consensus algorithm applied to nonreversible matrices. Our approach lever-
ages the reversible matrix P ∗P , which remains reversible even when P is not, to
derive performance bounds using effective resistance. We further introduced novel
concepts—the back-and-forth path and pivot node—to establish a relationship be-
tween the effective resistances of G(P ) and G(P ∗P ). An application to geometric
graphs was also demonstrated, underscoring the practical relevance of our results.

We believe that the methodology based on P ∗P can be extended to existing
research on reversible cases. In reversible settings, since P ∗P = P 2, studies that
employ P 2 can be adapted to nonreversible cases using P ∗P instead. Future work may
focus on establishing a more refined lower bound for the LQ cost in nonreversible cases,
under assumptions that are less restrictive than those used in our current analysis,
by leveraging effective resistance or alternative analytical tools.
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Appendix A. Calculation of γn and ρn in the numerical experiment. In
the numerical experiment in Section 4, we have to judge whether γn > γ, and whether
ρn < ρ. This condition is checked in the following way.

• γn > γ
We take all points in Q = [0, l]d so that each coordinate is an integer multiple
of l̃ := l/30. Notice that the number of points is 31d. For all of these 31d

points, we check if they are more than γ − l̃
√
d/2 away from all the points in

V . If not, it is guaranteed that all the points in Q are within distance γ of
any point in V , so we judge that γn ≤ γ. Otherwise, there may be a point
further than γ from all points in V , so we judge that γn > γ and discard the
constructed graph. It is possible to be discarded even if γn ≤ γ, but if the
graph is not discarded, then γn ≤ γ necessarily holds.

• ρn < ρ
We use Floyd-Warshall (see Section 23.2 in [7]) method to calculate the dis-
tance between all pairs of points. Then we calculate ρn and judge whether
ρn < ρ.
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