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Distributed Subgradient-based Multi-agent Optimizatvaith
More General Step Sizes

Peng Wang, and Wei Ren

Abstract—A wider selection of step sizes is explored for the distribted
subgradient algorithm for multi-agent optimization probl ems, for both
time-invariant and time-varying communication topologies. The square
summable requirement of the step sizes commonly adopted inhé
literature is removed. The step sizes are only required to beositive,
vanishing and non-summable. It is proved that in both unconsained and
constrained optimization problems, the agents’ estimateseach consensus
and converge to the optimal solution with the more general cbice of step
sizes. The idea is to show that a weighted average of the ageh¢stimates
approaches the optimal solution, but with different approaches. In the
unconstrained case, the optimal convergence of the weigliteaverage
of the agents’ estimates is proved by analyzing the distancehange
from the weighted average to the optimal solution and showig that
the weighted average is arbitrarily close to the optimal salition. In the
constrained case, this is achieved by analyzing the distaechange from
the agents’ estimates to the optimal solution and utilizinghe boundedness
of the constraints. Then the optimal convergence of the agési estimates
follows because consensus is reached in both cases. Theseilts are valid
for both a strongly connected time-invariant graph and timevarying
balanced graphs that are jointly strongly connected.

I. INTRODUCTION

With the emergence of large scale networks and complex lar

systems, distributed optimization arises in many areas siscdis-
tributed model predictive control|[1], distributed sigr@alocessing
[2], optimal network flow [[3] and network utility maximizatn [4]
and has attracted significant attention. The distributetihipation
problems can be roughly classified into two categories. &first
category, each agent has a local objective function and thoes a
local constraint, both unknown to others, but differentrageshare
the same optimization variable. This means that differeyents’
estimates of the optimizer should be the same at [ast/[5]-[He
problems in this category can be regarded as a distributeshtial
problem. In the second category, every agent has a locattilge
function unknown to others, the constraints of the ager@saupled,

and every agent knows only a part of the coupled constrdits [

[3l, [4], [12]. The problems in this category can be regardeda
distributed network flow problem. In this paper we will focois the
problems in the first category.

Various algorithms have been developed to solve the prable

in the first category. In[]5], a distributed subgradient aifdpon

is designed for an unconstrained distributed optimizapooblem,
with the assumption of uniformly bounded subgradients, ambn-
degenerate, time-varying and balanced communicationldgpolin

[6], a distributed optimization problem with identical Elconstraints
or non-identical local constraints in the context of a costglgraph is
considered through a projected distributed subgradigatrigthm. Ref.
[7] considers non-identical local constraints for balahesd state-
dependent switching graphs. Thén [8] proves the conveggehthe
distributed subgradient algorithm with non-identicaldbconstraints

under time-varying balanced and fixed unbalanced graphmeSo

accelerated algorithms are proposed[ih [9], in which twarithisted
Nesterov gradient methods are designed and these algeriginen

Peng Wang and Wei Ren are with the Department of Electrical a

Computer Engineering, University of California, RivemsidRiverside, CA,
92521. Emailspwang033@ucr.edu andrenfece.ucr.edu

shown to converge faster than the distributed subgradigerithm

in [5]. A zero-gradient-sum algorithm is developed in |[13f
which each agent starts from its local minimizer and the sdm o
the gradients is kept at zero. On the other hand, some dual or
primal-dual subgradient algorithms are developed for rithsted
optimization problems with equality and inequality coasits. Ref.
[10] proposes a distributed primal-dual subgradient étigor to deal
with identical affine equality and convex inequality comsits. A
projected subgradient method is designed to find the sadiife pf

the Lagrangian of the primal problem. Then(in][11], a simithea is
adopted to develop a distributed dual subgradient alguartthsolve a
non-convex problem approximately, with the consensusirespent
relaxed.

In the above papers on subgradient-related distributadisns to
the optimization problem [5][[6][8].110][[11], the steyiwes for the
subgradient should be positive, vanishing, non-summabiesduare
summable. Intuitively, the positiveness makes the algoritravel in
the descent direction, and the non-summablity makes thgradient
a persistent factor in the optimization process finally iegdo the
optimal solution. But there seems to be no obvious meaningh®

Suare summability of the step size.

In this paper, we will show that the square summability is not
necessary for the distributed subgradient method. We wallgthat a
positive, vanishing and non-summable step size can makagiets’
estimates converge to the optimal solution in both the usitaimed
and constrained distributed optimization problems. Thep ssize
selection is actually the same as that required by the dizea
subgradient method_[14]. Our results are valid for both ftineet
varying balanced and time-invariant unbalanced netwdtks.worth
mentioning that[15] solves the distributed optimizatiagnigem with
a continuous-time algorithm, where a feedback term instdatthe
projection operator is used to drive the agents’ estimateshé
constraint set. In[[15], the step size is required to be pesind

vanishing and to have infinite integral. While the results[15]

are interesting and relax the step size requirement, owdtseare
different from and complement those [n [15] in the followiagpects:

first, the results in this paper are valid for the problem witin-
Mentical constraints, while those i [15] only deal withathwith

identical constraints; second, both time-varying baldngeaphs and

fixed unbalanced graphs are considered in this paper, while @
fixed undirected graph is taken into account(in|[15]; thitg tocal

objective functions are only required to be convex in thipgra

while they are required to be strictly convex and differabke in

[15]; fourth, the algorithms are different (discrete-tirakgorithm in
this paper versus continuous-time algorithm[in][15]) andas® the
analysis approaches. The discrete-time algorithm is ptioje based,
ensuring that the agents stay in their constraint sets dt éae
instant while the continuous-time algorithm only ensurbat tthe
agents approach their constraint sets eventually.

In this paper, we show that with the more general selectiostep

sizes, the agents’ estimates can still reach a consensusraned
At an optimal solution using the distributed subgradienthoe: For
the unconstrained optimization problem, we first show thénucgd

convergence of a sub-sequence of a weighted average oftimaes
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of different agents by investigating the distance changenfithe An optimization problem
weighted average to the optimal set. Then we show that asgoes
by, the weighted average stays in the neighborhood, vangshith
step size, of arbitrary sublevel sets of the global objecfiinction. is a convex optimization problem if the objective functidix) is
Next, with consensus, we prove that the estimates of all tage@onvex and the constraint s¥tis also convex.

approach the optimal solution. For the constrained optition A vector g is a subgradient of a functiofh at the pointxg if for
problem, we first prove the optimal convergence of a subeagtpl all x in the domain off,

of the weighted average of the agents’ estimates by studhieg T

distance change from the estimates of different agentset@ptimal f(x) = f(x0) 2 9" (x—x0)- @

solution. Then the convergence of the corresponding sgbesee The set of subgradients df at xg is called subdifferential, denoted
of the agents’ estimates follows from consensus. Next, wavsh by g (xy). The concept of subgradients (or subdifferential) is a gen-
the convergence to the optimal solution of the estimatesiftérent  eralization of that of gradients. When the functibris differentiable
agents with the boundedness of the constraints. The absuits@old  at x,, the gradient off atxg is the subgradient.

for both a strongly connected fixed graph and time-varyingrii@ed  For a projection operator onto a closed convex set, we hawe th

graphs that are jointly strongly connected. following non-expansiveness property.
a) Notations: We useR for the set of real number&" for the

set ofnx 1 real vectors anR™" for the set ofn x n real matrices.
The symbolNT represents the set of positive integers, ', =
{1,2,3,---}, and the symboN represents the set of natural numbers,
i.e. N={0}UNT. A sequence of real numbers or vectack), k=
1,2,---,is represented byx(k)}. The distance between a poinand For a multi-agent system witim agents, we regard each agent
some seX is d(x,X) = |nf IIx—p||, and the distance between twoas a vertex. There is an edd¢ i) if agenti receives information
from agentj. The corresponding entrg; in the adjacency matriA
denotes the weight assigned by agemd the received information
of a vectora is represented byT. We let1n be thenx 1 vector of from agent;.

all ones. We usé(x) to denote the projection of a poistonto a  We will focus on the first kind of distributed optimizationgimems
closed convex seX: Px(x) = arggg(d\x— pll. The convex hull of a described in Sectiofll I. Each agent has a private local dgect
setX is denoted by corfX). function unknown to the other agents, and shares the sarisbhear
with the other agents. Also it has its private local constraihe goal

of the multi-agent system is to cooperatively figure out theimizer

of the weighted sum of all local objective functions in theraoon
In this section, we introduce some preliminary results oaphr part of all local constraints:

theory and convex optimization.

minimize f(x) subject to xe X

Lemma 1. [6] Let X c R™ be a closed convex set. For any pair of
points x and y inlR™, we have||Px(X) — Px (Y)|| < [[x—Y[-

Ill. PROBLEM STATEMENT

setsX andY is defined asj(X Y)= in YHx y||. The transpose
xeX, ye

Il. PRELIMINARIES

n
minimize f(x Ziql [ subject to xe X=X, (2

A. Graph Theory i=1

An nth order directed graph, denoted &YV, E. A), is composed of
a vertex se¥ = {1,---,n}, an edge seE CV xV and an adjacency
matrix A. We use the paifj,i) to denote the edge from vertex
to vertexi. We suppose thal,i) € E, Vi € V. The adjacency matrix
A= (aij)nxn € R™" associated with the graj# is defined such that
aj is positive if (j,i) € E andg;j = 0 otherwise. We assume théat

wherex is the variable of the multi-agent systerfy, i €V, are the
local objective functions; CR™, i €V, are the local constraints, and
the positive weightsy;, i € V, are to be specified later. The problem
@) is equivalent to the following problem

n
minimize Zqi fi(xi)subject to X € X, VieV,x =xj, Vi,j eV,

is row stochastic, i.e. z gj =1, Vi € V. The graph? is balanced

= where x; € R™ is the variable of agent. For an unconstrained

problem, we lefX; = R™, i € V. Consensus is necessary for this kind

if Z &j = Z aji, Vi € V. The neighbor set of vertexis defined ¢ ontimization problem, because the variables of differagents
aS]N| {] (J |) c E} A directed path from to ] is a sequence of should be the same and different agents should figure out amoom
edges(i,iy), (i1,i2),-- , (ip, ]), Starting from vertex and sinking at solution of the problemi{2).
vertex j. The dlrected grap¥ is strongly connected if for any pair For the multi-agent network, we have some assumptions on its
of verticesi and j, there is a directed path frointo j. Intuitively ~connectivity and the weights in the adjacency matrices.
speaking, every vertex in a strongly connected graph cae same  agsumption 1. There exists an infinite sequencg, K, --- Kp, -
influence on the whole network. The union of a collection s Kpi1—1
is a graph with the vertex and edge sets being the unions ofitiex With 0 < kp,1 —kp < B, B NT, such that the UnlonkUk g(k) is
and edge sets of the graphs in the collection. strongly connected, for all g N. P

The essence behind Assumptibh 1 is that the emerging edges
should form a strongly connected graph and these edgesdshlza
appear sufficiently often to guarantee consensus and gemnves to
the optimizer.

B. Convex Optimization

A setC is convex ifvx, ye C, ax+ (1—a)y e C, Va € [0,1].
That is, the line segment is in the $&if the two endpoints are. The
convex hull of a seD, denoted by coniD) is the smallest convex
set that contain®, i.e., a) convD) is convex,b) D c conyD), and Assumption 2. The adjacency matrices(R), k=1,2,---, share a
¢) for arbitrary convex se€ that contain, conD) C C. A function €ommon positive left eigenvector associated with eigelvil That
f is convex if its domain is convex and for allandy in its domain, IS, there exists a constant stochastic vector @dy,---,qn)" with

flax+(1—a)y) < af(x)+(1—a)f(y), Ya € [0,1]. g >0,ieV, and1lq= 1, such that for all k, JAk) =q.



Remark 1. Under Assumptiof]l, whe# (k) is fixed and hence Remark 2. Assumption[18 allows a wider selection of the step
strongly connected q |s the positive Ieft elgenvector efahjacency sizes for the dlstrlbuted subgradient algorithin (3) by oping the

time-varying graph? (k) is balanced, g~ ”l” (6], [8], [1OI, [].1]‘ Also, Assumption[8 is the same as thatr fthe
Assumption 3. The graph is non-degenerate. That is, there exist®ntralized subgradient method [14], which might implytthis is
n >0, such that for all ke N, if aj(k) >0, then gj(k) > n, and among the widest range of step sizes for the distributedradiEnt
gjj (k) = 0 otherwise. algorithm.

This assumption shows that if ageinteceives information from
agentj, then the edge weighg;j is uniformly bounded away from IV. MAIN RESULTS
zero. This assumption ensures that the influence of an thdiviagent

| " ) _ g In this section, we prove that all agents’ estimates of thaimizer
on the network, if there is any, is persistent and does noishaas

of the convex optimization probleri](2) generated by therithisted

time goes by. subgradient algorithmi13) converge to the optimal solutid
For the optimization probleni}2), we have the following aspt . g ) .g ® 2) 9 . P "2,
tions: without requiring > a(k)c < «. Even without the square summable

gfssumptlon the existing results can still ensure that thents’
estimates reach a consensus in both the unconstrained astdacoed
cases, as summarized in the next lemma.

Lemma 2. [6], [8] For a graph sequence¥(k), k=0,1,2,---,
satisfying Assumptiorid @] 2 ahfl 3 and the optimization prokf2)
From [14] we know that a convex function is continuous in theatisfying Assumptioms B[4, 8 with eithgr=XR™, i €V, or Assump-
interior of its domain, but Assumptioh] 5 only requirds to be tion[d, the agent's estimates, x € V, in the distributed subgradient
continuous in its local constraint s&. algorithm [3) reach a consensus, |l;dzin 1% (k) —xj (K)|| =0, Vi, j €

Assumption 4. The problem[{R) has a bounded nonempty set
optimal points, denoted by*X

Assumption 5. Each local objective function; fi €V, is convex and
continuous in its local constraint sef.X

Assumption 6. Each local constraint set;Xi €V, is bounded, closed V.
and convex if X#R™. However, it is not clear whether the agents’ estimates wifiverge

As the sum of convex functions is also convex, the globalabje t© the optimal solution. Next, we will prove the convergentq3) to

function f is convex from Assumptiofil5. With Assumptl(o]h 6, thdhe optimal solution of({2) in both the unconstrained andst@ined

cases.
constraint sek; is convex and so is the intersectidn= ﬂ Xi. Then

i=1
the problem[(R) is a convex optimization problem. g
One of the distributed ways to solve the convex optlmlzatloﬁ‘ Unconstrained Case

problem [[2) is to use the distributed subgradient method|[8p] In this section, we will prove that the global weighted ageraf
the agents’ estimates converges to the global optimal st thie
xi(k+1) = Z ajj (K —a(k)gi(k)), (3) step size in Assumptiof] 8 by analyzing the distance change fr

the weighted average to the optimal solution. Then as ccuseis
where x(k) is agenti’s estimate of the minimizer of the global shown in Lemmd12, all agents reach a common minimizer for the
objective functionf at thekth iteration, a;j (k) is the (i, j)th entry Problem [(2). The rigorous statement is as follows:
o_f the adjecency math(!() at the kth |terat|or_1,a_(k) is the StP  Theorem 1. For a graph sequenc(k), k= 0,1,2,---, satisfying
ste, gi (k) is the subgradient of the local objective functidp at Assumption§]T]2 arfd 3 and the optimization problEn (2) fyatis
z gj (K)xj (k), and Py, is the projection operator onts. AssumptionBl4]5] 7, and 8 with XR™ i €V, the agents’ estimates
Xi, i €V, in the distributed subgradient algorithri](3) converge to a
In @), the row stochastic property, |ez gj = 1, makes each common point in the optimal set>of (2).

agent reach a consensus and converge tO a point minimizing <’Proof Let x* be some point in the optimal sit". Also lety(k) =
weighted sum of the Iogal objective functions [8], while tt@umn

stochastic property, i.ey aji = 1, makes all agents converge to the=1

Z g% (k) be the global weighted average of the estimates of all

= agents and
optimizer of the sum of the local objective functions [6]].[8 n
Assumption 7. The subgradients of fi €V, are uniformly bounded, vi(k) = _Zla” (k)x; (k) “)
i.e., there exists G- 0 such that for all ge dfi(x), ||g]| <G, Vxe =
Xi, VieV. be the local weighted average of the estimates of agentighbors.

n
T _ ol i A (k) — i ;
The assumption of uniformly bounded subgradients can bedfouThen note thatq' A(k) = q', i.e. iglq'a‘l(k) =qj, Vj €V with

in many references [5][6][[8]=[11], and plays an impottesie in  Assumptior 2, we have

the consensus and convergence of the distributed subgtadethod. n n

But with Assumption[b when the local constraint sé§s Vi eV,  y(k+1) = Zlq.xl (k+1) = Zqi( > aij (K)xj (k) — a(k)gi (k)
are compact, i.e., closed and bounded, Assumgilon 7 is dedhtin i= =1

because the boundedness of the subgradients can be dedowed f

the compactness of the constraint sets. & .Z\qla” (k) —a(k) i;qgi(k)

Assumption 8. The step sizex (k) is positive, vanishing and non- aixi (K —a(k) S aa () =y —ak) S g K
) ) 00 — X _ - (Y: — _ - (Y-
summable, i.e.qr(k) > 0, kImrclwor(k) =0 and kZoa(k) = 0o, ]-; 17 i; e y i; '



Then the distance between the global weighted averg@ge
and the point x* in the optlmal

Iy(k + 1) = x> = [ly(k) — a ()qugj()—x\lzz lly(k) —

X2+ a (k)] Z a;g; (K)||? —2a (k) Z 9;9; (k) (y(k) —x*). Accord-

ing to Assumptlon[]7 the subgradlerg (k) < G. Note that

9; (k) (y(k) —vj(k)) = —ng( K [I[ly(k) = vi(K)[| = —Glly(k) — vj(K)|
and fj (v (k) — fj(y(k)) > g] (y(k))(vj (k) — y(k)) from the definition
of subgradients in{1), we have

> 9ig;(K)(y(k) —x7)

=3 a8 MO0 -0+ 3 ag KK -x)

2
> 3 Galy9 —vi(k)]|+ z (1 f(x))
== 3 Gay ) v + z ) (F5(v3 () — £ (y(K))

K+ Z a;9; (Y(K) (v (K) —y(Kk))

=}

)+ z a)(f f(x)-

Combining with the fact that]| Z ajgj (K)[|2 < Z ajllgj(k)[? <
=1 =1

G?% we have |ly(k + 1) — X2 < [ly(k) — x| + a(k)*G? +

4a (k) jZlGQj [[y(K) = v (K)[| — 2a (k) jZle(fj(Vi(k)) — ;).

Next we prove that kIiminfg g;j(fj(y(k)) — fj(x*)) <0 by con-
—0 =1

>-2 z a;lly()

tradiction. Ifnnot, there exist > 0 and K, € NT, such that for
all k> Ke, 3 gj(fj(y(k) — fj(x*)) > €. Then [y(k+1) —x*||> <
=1

ly(k) = x*[|2 + a (k)?G? +4Gj§1QJ'Hy(k) —vj(K)la(k) —2a(kje =
4G 3 oylly(k)—v; ()| —
Hy(k)—x*\|2—a(k)e+Gz(a(k)2+ = = a(k)). From
LemmaD,kEmei(k) —xj(K)|| =0. We have
Jim fjvi (k) —y(K)|
= Jim || Z aij (k y(K)l| < lim Zlau )1%j (k) = y(K)||
l
:M)”Z aij (k) [1xj (k Zlqm Z 2 Jim {1 (k) = (k)|
=0.
(5)

Thennit follows that there existh € NT, such that for allk >

Ke, 3 djlly(K) —vj(K)| < g5- Then we havelly(k+ 1) —x*||? <
=1

lly(K) —x*]|2 — a(k)s+GZ(a(k) — 5520 (K)). As a(k) vanishes from

Assumption[8, there exist&, € N*, such that for allk > Kg,

a(k) < 5&. Then it follows thata (k)% — >0 (k) <0 and

Iy(k+2) =x* |12 < [ly(k) —x"[|> — ar (ke (6)

set evolves as follows

DenoteKg = max{Ke, Kc, Ky }. We havel|y(Ko+m) —x*[|2 < [|ly(Ko+
Ko+m—1

D-x|P-¢ "5 "a
=Ko+

2 2 Ko+m-1
=< lly(Ko+1) —x[|*—¢ 5 )

a(t). As kzla( k) = o0, we havel|ly(Ko+m) —

a(t) <0 whenm s sufficiently

large. This contradicts with the fact thiy(Ko+m) —x*||2 > 0. It
follows that
n
liminf S (;(y(k)) - f;(x")) <O. )
k—00 =1

Next w% show the optimal convergence of the agents’ estenate
Note that 3 ¢ (fj(y(k))— fj(x*)) > 0 because* is in the optimal set
=1

X*. Combing with[[T), we have thatklimini (fj(y(k) — fj(x))=0.
—o0 =1
Then there exists a sub-sequenfgkp)} of {y(k)}, such that
n
f(x*), wheref = Z g fi as in

=
). It follows that for alld > 0, there exist&5 € NT, such that for all
kp > Ks, f(y(kp)) — f(x*) < o. DefineUs = {y: f(y)— f(x*) =0}
as the level curve of the global objective function. Ld{d) =
%S?Qgiﬁ”y_ p|| be the maximum distance from the level curve

kLl:nmy(kp) =x* and kplm f(y(kp)) =

Us to the optimal setX*. From a(k) — 0 and [[3), there exists

Kg € N* and K¢ € N*, such that for allk > Ky, a(k) < 52, and
’ n

for all k> K, ,Zlfhﬂ)’(k) Vi) < g5 If F(y(k) < F(x) +
]:

i —_pl < . i —pl| <
o, then pr&p”y(k) p/| < d(3). We have pg;(lﬂ‘)/(k-‘r 1)—p| <

d(6) +a(k)| élfhgj (K[l < d(8) +

f(y(k)) > f(x*)+ 9, it follows from (@) that wherk > max{K; K¢},
ly(k+ 1) —x[2 < [ly(k) = x*[> — a (k)3 < [[y(k) — x*[|°. Taking
into consideration of both cases, we have wiken max{Kch}
ggg(q\ly(k+ 1)—pl < gg;(ql\y( K) = pll + max{a(k)}G < d(3) + g

As d is arbitrary andi(5) — 0 whend — 0, we get rr)](inHy(k) —
peXx*

a(k)G. On the other hand, if

pl| —

0, which means that the global weighted average of all agents

estimates converges to some point in the optimakset=inally with

Lemmal2, we obtain that linmin ||x;(k) — p|| < lim min(|ly(k) —
k—o0 pEX* k—s00 peX*

pll+ 1% (k) —y(k)|) = 0, which means that the estimates of all agents

converge to the optimal sef]

Remark 3. A similar analysis can be applied to the push-sum sub-
gradient algorithm in [16] to prove that the more general [stsizes
that are positive, vanishing and non-summable can also antae
the optimal convergence of the push-sum subgradient dlgoriAs
there is no significant difference in the proof, we omit ithistpaper.

B. Constrained Case

In this section, we prove that the distributed subgradiéyaréhm
(@) under Assumptiofi]l8 without the square summable reqeneém
can drive every agent to the optimal solution of the optinidza
problem [2) with constraints.

Theorem 2. For a graph sequenc&’(k), k=0,1,2,---, satisfying
Assumption§]1]2 arld 3 and the optimization problEm (2) fyatip
Assumption§l4.]13.] 6] 7] 8, the agent estimates & V, in the dis-
tributed subgradient algorithn13) converge to a commonimizer

of ).



Proof: Let x* be some point in the optimal s¥t of the problem
@). Letvi(k) be defined in[{4). Then we have

Xiq.\lxt k+1)—x*|?
= Zq.HPx

si;qiu z a1 (k)% (K
:ém 5 aulk
)iqj'gj (k)

where the inequality is obtained from Lemnid 1. As || is
n

convex andq'Ak) =q', i.e., T gaj(k) = gj, under Assumption
iZ1

X (K) — a(k)gi (k) —x*||?

a(k)gi (k) —x*?

5 ala

—X|2+a(

~2a(k (v (k) —x"),

n n n n
@, we have glOIiH 2 @i (k)X (k) —x? < 22 aij (K)|[xj (k) —

ij ()1 (k) —x*|2 = Z a; 1% ( ) x*||2. Because

<= 33 a0

llgi (K) || < G under Assumptiofi]7, it foIIows that

3 ol D-x 17 < 3 alx

K zlqjgkk) (vj (k) = X").
=

10) < gf 09w (K — ).

X [2< 5 alx(o -2+

09 2,0((49) ~ 1506))

Next, we prove that kIimim‘g gj(fj(vj(k)) — fj(x*)) < 0 by
e j=1

— x>+ a(k)*G?
(®)

—2a(

As fj, j €V, are convex,fj(vj(k)) —

n
As a result, we havey q;|xi(k+1)
i=1

a(k)2G2 —2a

contradictiren. If not, there exist > 0 and K¢ € N, such that
vk > Ke, z gj (fj(vj(k)) — fj(x)) > €. Then we havey g;||x(k+
i=1

n
1)- X*HZ < Z qi [[%i (k) — X*H2+G(k)2(32*20’(k)€=_leiHXi(k)*
X% — (k)s + (a(K)2G? — a(k)e). I
ists Kg € N*, such thatvk > Kq, 0 < a(k) < G% which im-
plies thatcr(k)zG2 —a(ke < 0. Hencer > K = maxKe,Kq),
we have Z Gif[xi (k+ 1) —x*[|? < Z Gi[[x (k) —x[|2 — a(k)e. Be-

As lim a(k) = 6 there ex-
k—o0

cause ¥ a(k) = o, it follows that whenk is sufficiently large
k=1

4 2 < 2
2 Gilatkt 1) =x " < 5 (K1) =" -
1= =
This contradicts with|x; (k+ 1) —x*||2 > 0. It can thus be conclude

n
that Iiminf Z aj(fj(vj(k) —fj(x*)) <0.
j=

k
y a(t)e <O.
t=K+1

Next we show the optimal convergence of the agents’ estenate

Definey(k) = ﬁ_z Px(xi(k)). Note thaty(k) € X because& is convex.
We have =
I 00—y = (k) — = z 5% X; (k)|
n& n&
Z [[xi (k) = (k) | + 1] (k) = P (xj (K))])-

From LemmdR, we know thalt(t lirfix; (k) — xj (k)| = 0. So we have
—00

40, we have Ilmsupz aillx(k+1) —x|? <

kIim d(xj(k),X) < kIim 1% (K) = xj(K)|| =0, ¥i €V. Then it follows

—00 — 00

that I(Iim [I%; (K) = Px (xj (K)|| = I!im d(xj(k),X) = 0. Hence we have
—00 —00

-y =0 9)

lim (k)

= <

and

Jmivi(k) = y(k)] Jim || § aij (K)xj (k) — y(k)||
—00 —00 =1

= 0. As fj, i € V, are convex, and

n

3 Jim 1 (1) = (0
continureus in the constraints undrer Assumptibh 5, we have
liminf 5 ¢i(fi(y(k)) — fi(x*)) = liminf 5 qi(fi(vi(k)) - fi(x*)) < 0.

k—oo =1 k—oo =1

fi(

0. Therefore, there exists a

Also asy(k) € X, it follows that E ai(fi(y(k)) — fi(x)) > 0. Then
iZ1

we have I|m|nfz ai(fi(y(k)) — fi(x*)) =
sub- sequencéy(kp)} of {y(k)}, such that

)) = liminf S

_ZiCIi(fi(y(kp))*fi(X* = liminf >

—500
=0.

lim
kp—ro0

ai(fi(y(k)) — fi(x"))

(10)

As {y(kp)} € X is uniformly bounded from Assumptidd &y(kp)}
has a convergent sub-sequence. Without loss of generstippose
that the convergent sub-sequenceyigkp)} itself, with y being its
limit point. We also know thay., € X* from (I0). Without loss of
generality, letx* = y». Then we get from[{9) that

Jm [x(kp) ~ Yoo

= Y(kp) |l +ly(kp)

x| — i 2
K= Jm_ [ k)

< Jim ([jxi(kp) —VYel) (11)

=0

and, lim §qi fi(x (kp)) = F(x").
We then prove the convergence of the estlma{m{k)} Vi e
V to x*. For the last term in[{8), we havez aigl (K)(vi(k) —
n

X)Z

illgi (K)[[[[vi (k) — x| < GiZIQinglaij( k)xj (k) — x| <

n
G_Zl_ZlQiaij( K)lIxj (k) = x| = G_ZlQiHXi(k) =X, where the last
J=11= 1=
equality is obtained from the fact thaf’ A(k) = q' under As-
n
sumption[2. Then[{8) can be transformed inf® q||xi(k+ 1) —
i=1

X7 < 3 %K) — x|+ a(k?nG? + 2a(K) 3 Ggx(K)

i=1 i=1
As [[xi(K)) —x*|| < |[x(K)|| + ||x*]|, i €V, and both the optimal set
X* and the constraint seb§, i €V, are bounded under Assumptions
4 and[®, ||x (k)) — x*||, i €V, are also bounded. Wittkl lira (k) =
— 00

— x4

iminf( 3 ailx () -
—o =1

k—oo i=1

X2+ a(k)2nG+2a(k) T Gaglx (k) —x*||) = liminf S i 1% (k) —
'Zl G ||%i mi 'zlql Xi
1= ® =
x||%. So Z aqillx (k) — x*[|?> is convergent. From[{11) we have

lim Z q.Hxl( k) =2 = lim zlq.\lx.(kp) x*|[2=0.Asq >0, i€

V under AssumptlonEll arﬁ 2, it follows that I||tt|x.( k) —x*|=0

f(x*). O

and lim z qgi fi(xi (k)
k—e0 i

Remark 4. We can see from Theorelmh 1 apd 2 that for both the
unconstrained and constrained distributed optimizatiombpems [2),
the positive, vanishing and non-summable step sizes caramjee



the optimal convergence of the distributed subgradienordigm (3). K; € N+ such that for all k> K1, we have q52+2q.a <lVvieV,
The square summabmt)z a(k)?2 < oo is not necessary. Whefi(k) is  and Z 03 < z£g- Then it follows thatz ailxi(k+1) — x| =

is

balanced, we can get the minimizer of the sum of the localctiage ' 2 5

functions. Wher# (k) is unbalanced and fixed, we can obtain thez Gil[x (k) =~ ea (k) +2nGa (k) ~ Sa(k). Asa (k) — 0, there

minimizer of a weighted average of the local objective fiamst, exists K € NT, such that for all k> Ky, we havea (k) < ﬁz. Then

with the weights being the elements in the positive leftreigetor it follows that E I (k+1) —x* HZ _ E I (k) — Hz—ea(k) The
=1

of the adjacency matrix associated with eigenvalue
rest part is very similar to the proof ‘of Theordrth 2 and is oeaitt
Remark 5. Sometimes we can transform an unconstrained dis-

tributed optimization problem with unbounded subgradieinto one V. CONCLUSIONS

with compact constraints, when the graph is balanced. Ss®po We proved the convergence to a common optimal solution of the
every local objective function; fs bounded below, i.e., there existsdistributed subgradient method for a distributed convetinuipation

B € R, such that f(x) > B. Without loss of generality, supposeproblem for both the unconstrained and constrained caseselked
that fi(x) > 0 (optimizing f(x) and f(x) —B is the same). Also the requirement on the step size by removing the square shlema
assume that the sublevel set of each local objective fund8o requirement, and showed the positive, vanishing and nomble
compact. Then the transformation can be achieved in theviiig step sizes were sufficient for the optimal convergence of dise

steps. First, initialize all agents’ estimates at the sanau®, i.e., tributed subgradient algorithm, when the topology is fixedime-
x(0) = xj(0),Vi,j € V. Then each agent runs a consensus algozarying but balanced.

rithm to compute (fx( )) Z fi(x(0)). Next, denote the sublevel
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