
ar
X

iv
:2

31
2.

00
64

6v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

O
C

] 
 1

 D
ec

 2
02

3
1

Distributed Asynchronous Discrete-Time Feedback Optimization

Gabriel Behrendt, Matthew Longmire, Zachary I. Bell, Matthew Hale, Member, IEEE

Abstract— In this article, we present an algorithm that drives
the outputs of a network of agents to jointly track the solutions of
time-varying optimization problems in a way that is robust to asyn-
chrony in the agents’ operations. We consider three operations that
can be asynchronous: (1) computations of control inputs, (2) mea-
surements of network outputs, and (3) communications of agents’
inputs and outputs. We first show that our algorithm converges
to the solution of a time-invariant feedback optimization problem
in linear time. Next, we show that our algorithm drives outputs to
track the solution of time-varying feedback optimization problems
within a bounded error dependent upon the movement of the
minimizers and degree of asynchrony in a way that we make pre-
cise. These convergence results are extended to quantify agents’
asymptotic behavior as the length of their time horizon approaches
infinity. Then, to ensure satisfactory network performance, we
specify the timing of agents’ operations relative to changes in the
objective function that ensure a desired error bound. Numerical
experiments confirm these developments and show the success of
our distributed feedback optimization algorithm under asynchrony.

Index Terms— Multi-agent systems, Asynchronous opti-

mization algorithms, Time-varying optimization.

I. INTRODUCTION

Time-varying optimization problems arise in machine learning,

robotics, power systems, and others [1]–[3]. These problems can

model time-varying demands in power distribution systems [4] and

robot navigation in cluttered dynamic environments [5], among other

engineering problems. Time-varying optimization problems have

been studied in both continuous-time [6]–[8] and discrete-time [9]–

[12], and methods for tracking their solutions include correction-only

methods [9], [13] and prediction-correction methods [14], [15]. For

a survey of time-varying optimization see [16], [17].

Time-varying optimization problems have been combined with

control by embedding optimization algorithms into feedback loops.

This setup often uses the measured output of a dynamical system

as the input to an optimization algorithm. Then the optimization

algorithm computes new control inputs for the system that drive

its outputs to track the time-varying solution of a time-varying

optimization problem. The actual measured outputs of a system can

be subject to disturbances, e.g., measurement noise, and the use

of measured outputs in this setup can provide robustness to such

disturbances without needing to explicitly estimate or model those

disturbances [18]. In discrete time, measuring an output leads to a

new optimization problem whose solution is the optimal input at the

next timestep. In some cases, the calculation of optimal inputs cannot

be run to completion due to practical constraints, e.g., a low-power

computer may not have enough time to exactly reach a solution before
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a new input is needed by the system. In such cases, sub-optimal inputs

to the control system are used. These types of feedback optimization

methods have been used in various settings such as optimal power

flow and human-in-the-loop control, among others [13], [19]–[22].

In this paper, we develop and analyze a distributed algorithm

for multi-agent feedback optimization. In centralized feedback opti-

mization, all output measurements are fed into a single optimization

algorithm, which computes all inputs for the system. However, some

modern control applications consist of interacting decision-makers,

such as buildings on the smart power grid, and we therefore develop

a multi-agent feedback optimization framework. In this framework,

different agents measure different system outputs and compute dif-

ferent system inputs, and they communicate to collaborate. Many

multi-agent systems face asynchrony in agents’ communications,

computations, and sensor measurements. For example, asynchronous

communications can arise from adversarial jamming, asynchronous

computations can stem from heterogeneous hardware, and asynchrony

in sensor measurements can be due to intermittent feedback [23].

Therefore, the goal of this article is to design a decentralized

feedback optimization algorithm that enables a network of agents

to drive system outputs to track the time-varying solutions of time-

varying optimization problems, even when agents’ communications,

computations, and sensor measurements are subject to asynchrony.

In particular, we use a block-based gradient optimization algorithm.

Asynchronous block-based algorithms were first established in semi-

nal work in [24]–[26], and recent developments have extended these

results to constrained problems [27], problems that satisfy the Polyak-

Łojasiewicz condition [28], and others [29], [30]. These successes

motivate their use here as well. To the best of our knowledge, our

work is the first to consider decentralized feedback optimization with

asynchrony in computations, communications, and sensing.

To summarize, this paper makes the following contributions:

• We provide the first block-based asynchronous algorithm for

distributed feedback optimization problems (Algorithm 1).

• We show that this algorithm converges toward the global mini-

mizer for time-invariant and time-varying feedback optimization

problems, and we derive a convergence rate (Theorems 1 & 2).

• We show that our algorithm asymptotically tracks the global

minimizer to within an explicit error bound (Theorem 3).

• We provide timing specifications for computations, communi-

cations, and sensor measurements to achieve desired network

tracking performance (Theorem 4, Corollary 1).

• We empirically demonstrate the ability of our algorithm to track

the solutions of feedback optimization problems by applying it

to networks of agents in two simulations (Section V).

Feedback optimization and time-varying optimization have been

studied in the centralized setting [19], [31], as well as in the

distributed setting [20], [32], [33]. The most closely related works

to the current article are [20], [32]–[35]. Results in [34] studied

decentralized feedback optimization problems where agents’ com-

munications are subject to asynchrony, and [35] considers time-

varying optimization problems with asynchrony in agents’ com-

putations and communications, while [20] develops a primal-dual

method utilizing feedback for the optimal power flow problem.

Efforts in [32] developed a distributed saddle-flow algorithm to

achieve consensus over a connected graph considering a feedback

http://arxiv.org/abs/2312.00646v1
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optimization problem, and finally we mention that [33] proposes a

distributed feedback algorithm for the optimal power flow problem,

and they consider asynchrony in agents’ computations. This article

differs from all of these works in that we address asynchrony in

agents’ computations, communications, and sensor measurements

simultaneously. This article extends our previous work [36] on convex

time-varying optimization problems, and the current paper differs

from [36] because it considers the feedback optimization setting.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. Section II gives

a problem statement, and Section III presents our asynchronous

feedback optimization algorithm. Convergence rates are derived in

Section IV, Section V presents simulations, and Section VI concludes.

Notation Let N = {1, 2, 3, . . . } denote the natural numbers and

let N0 = N ∪ {0} denote the non-negative integers. For N ∈ N,

define [N ] = {1, . . . , N}. We use ‖·‖ for the Euclidean norm. For

a ∈ R
n and b ∈ R

m we denote the stacking of these vectors

as (a, b) ∈ R
n+m. The diameter of a compact set X ⊂ R

n

is denoted diam(X ) := supx,y∈X ‖x − y‖. We use ΠZ for the

Euclidean projection of a point onto a closed, convex set Z, i.e.,

ΠZ [v] = argminz∈Z ‖v−z‖. We define ∇x := ∂
∂x and ∇y := ∂

∂y .

We denote In as the n× n identity matrix and ⊗ is the Kronecker

product. We also use 1n as the n-dimensional ones vector.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

This section states the problem that is the focus of this paper.

A. Problem Statement

Suppose the output of a dynamical system is given as y = h(x),
where h : R

n → R
m is a map from some controllable in-

puts x ∈ X ⊆ R
n to outputs y ∈ Y ⊆ R

m for sets X and Y . In

this article, we consider systems where h is a linear map of the

form y(k) = Cx(k), where C ∈ R
m×n. Our goal is to regulate

the outputs of such a system to the solution of a time-varying

optimization problem. We consider a network of agents doing so, and

this setup models settings in which computations of new inputs and/or

measurements of outputs are done in a parallelized fashion. That is,

while the relationship y(k) = Cx(k) may hold, measurements of

each entry of y may happen onboard different embedded sensors,

and their embedded processors may compute new values for different

entries of x. This can be seen, e.g., in the real-time control of power

distribution systems, which measures active and reactive powers from

a network to regulate voltages and power flows [20]. It can be difficult

to synchronize agents’ operations, and thus all agents are permitted to

operate asynchronously as they compute new inputs, measure outputs,

and communicate to work together.

Formally, we consider problems of the following form.

Problem 1: Given f : R
n × N0 → R, g : R

m × N0 → R,

using N ∈ N agents that asynchronously compute, communicate,

and measure outputs, drive x and y to track the solution of

minimize
x∈X

J
(

x, y; tℓ
)

:= f
(

x; tℓ
)

+ g
(

y; tℓ
)

subject to y = Cx,

where tℓ ∈ T := {t0, . . . , tT } and T ∈ N. ♦

Problem 1 can model the scenario of sampling from a continuous-

time objective function that was considered in [10], [14], though we

model problems simply as occurring in discrete time.

Remark 1: Problem 1 is an aggregated form of the problem that

will be solved by N agents. However no single agent will always

know the most recent values of all entries of y as it is written in

Problem 1, and the same is true for x. Instead, different agents will

measure different entries of y, and different agents will compute

new values for different entries of x (discussed in Section III).

Under asynchronous communications, agents will send and receive

different entries of x and y at different times, causing agents to have

disagreeing local copies of x and y onboard. These disagreements

are disturbances in x and y, in the sense that each agent’s local copy

of x and y can be viewed as a perturbed version of the actual values

of x and y. When x and y are used in local computations, their

attendant perturbations enter these computations as well. Feedback

optimization has been shown to be robust to various forms of

perturbations, and in Section IV, we show that it is robust to the

perturbations that result from asynchrony as well. �

B. Assumptions on Problem 1

We make the following assumptions about Problem 1.

Assumption 1: For all tℓ ∈ T , the functions f
(

·; tℓ
)

and g
(

·; tℓ
)

are twice continuously differentiable and p-strongly convex. ♦

Assumption 1 guarantees the existence and continuity of both

the gradient and Hessian of J
(

·, ·; tℓ
)

. Additionally, it implies

that J
(

·, ·; tℓ
)

is p-strongly convex for all tℓ ∈ T .

Assumption 2: The constraint set X can be decomposed via

X = X1 × X2 × · · · × XN , where Xi ⊆ R
ni , ni ∈ N, is non-empty,

compact, and polyhedral for all i ∈ [N ]. ♦

Assumption 2 permits constraints such as box constraints, which

are common in multi-agent problems. Because y = Cx we also

have y ∈ Y , where Y = {y = Cx : x ∈ X}, and under

Assumption 2 the set Y is non-empty, compact, and convex.

We decompose x ∈ X via x =
[

xT1 . . . xTN
]T

, where for

all i ∈ [N ] we have xi ∈ Xi ⊆ R
ni and n =

∑N
i=1 ni. We

decompose y ∈ Y via y =
[

yT1 . . . yTN
]T

, where yi ∈ R
mi

and m =
∑N
i=1 mi. For notational simplicity, we consider the case

where every agent measures at least one output, i.e., at least one entry

of y, though all of our developments directly apply to problems in

which this is not the case. Under this decomposition of y, agent i
measures the block of outputs yi and performs computations to

determine subsequent values of xi. We note that, for all i ∈ [N ],
Assumption 2 allows agent i to project values of xi onto Xi, and,

when done by all agents, this projection ensures that x ∈ X .

It will be helpful in the forthcoming analysis to partition the

matrix C as C =
[

C1 C2 . . . CN
]

, where we have defined

the matrix Ci ∈ R
m×ni for all i ∈ [N ]. Here, C1 is the first n1

columns of C, then C2 is the next n2 columns, etc. We also denote

the rows of C via C =
[

CT1∗ CT2∗ . . . CTN∗

]T
, where C1∗ is

the first m1 rows, then C2∗ is the next m2 rows, etc.

Assumptions 1 and 2 ensure the existence and uniqueness of the

minimizer of J(·, ·; tℓ). For tℓ ∈ T we denote this minimizer as

x∗(tℓ) := argmin
x∈X

f
(

x; tℓ
)

+ g
(

Cx; tℓ
)

, y∗(tℓ) = Cx∗(tℓ).

Assumptions 1 and 2 also give the following lemma.

Lemma 1 (Error Bound Condition): Let Assumptions 1 and 2

hold. Then for every ̟ > 0 and for each tℓ ∈ T , there exist υ, λ > 0
such that for all x ∈ X and y ∈ Y with (i) J

(

x, y; tℓ
)

≤ ̟ and

(ii)
∥

∥x−ΠX

[

x−γℓ∇xJ
(

x, y ; tℓ
)]∥

∥ ≤ υ, we have the upper bounds

‖x− x∗(tℓ)‖ ≤ λ
∥

∥x−ΠX

[

x −∇xJ
(

x, y ; tℓ
)]
∥

∥ and

‖x−x∗(tℓ)‖ ≤ λmax{1, γ−1
ℓ }

∥

∥x−ΠX

[

x−γℓ∇xJ
(

x, y ; tℓ
)]
∥

∥

for all γℓ > 0. �

Lemma 1 (in its original form without outputs) holds for a number

of problem classes as discussed in [37]–[41], [41], [42, Section 2].

In this article, J
(

·, ·; ttℓ
)

satisfies the error bound condition for

each tℓ ∈ T because it is strongly convex (by Assumption 1) and
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defined over a polyhedral set (by Assumption 2), which is established

in [38]. The convergence proofs of this article therefore use Lemma 1

and draw in part on the work in [37], which derives a linear

convergence rate for asynchronous projected gradient iterations for a

class of time-invariant problems (that are not feedback optimization)

that satisfy Lemma 1.

For the time evolution of Problem 1, we assume the following.

Assumption 3: For all x ∈ X , y ∈ Y , and tℓ ∈ T , there

exist Lt,∆, σℓ > 0 such that (i)
∥

∥x∗(tℓ+1)− x∗(tℓ)
∥

∥ ≤ σℓ+1,

(ii)
∣

∣J
(

x, y; tℓ+1

)

− J
(

x, y; tℓ
)∣

∣ ≤ Lt
∣

∣tℓ+1 − tℓ
∣

∣, and

(iii)
∣

∣tℓ+1 − tℓ
∣

∣ ≤ ∆. ♦

The first condition in Assumption 3 ensures that successive mini-

mizers are not arbitrarily far apart. Without such an assumption it may

be impossible for an algorithm to track time-varying solutions, and

therefore we enforce this condition here to ensure that Problem 1 is

solvable. The second condition establishes a Lipschitz continuous-like

condition in time. The last condition in Assumption 3 simply states

that the time between changes in the objective function is bounded.

III. ASYNCHRONOUS UPDATE LAW

In this section we develop the proposed asynchronous algorithm

we use to drive agents’ outputs to track the solution of Problem 1 over

time. In this section, we use the term “operations” to collectively refer

to agents’ computations, communications, and output measurements.

A. Timescale Separation

The objective in Problem 1 is indexed by the discrete time index tℓ,
and we index agents’ operations over a different discrete time index,

namely k, because the timing of agents’ operations can differ from

the timing of changes in their objective functions. In fact, [43]

notes that for correction-only algorithms, namely, algorithms that do

not predict future objective functions, some timescale separation is

required between the changes in objective functions and the agents’

operations. That is, between the change from tℓ to tℓ+1 there must

be some non-zero number of ticks of k. We consider a correction-

only algorithm since it may be difficult to predict discrete jumps in

agents’ objective function, and we therefore assume the following.

Assumption 4: In Problem 1, for each tℓ ∈ T , there are κℓ ≥ 1
ticks of k when minimizing J

(

·, ·; tℓ
)

. ♦

This assumption is one of technical feasibility rather than con-

veience; without Assumption 4, agents may not be able to track

solutions at all, and this assumption at least makes it possible to track

a solution with bounded error. Such tracking is not guaranteed, and

we still must devise an algorithm and characterize its performance.

We use ηℓ ∈ N to denote the total number of ticks of k that have

elapsed from t0 to the moment before tℓ increments to tℓ+1, i.e.,

ηℓ =
ℓ
∑

i=0

κi. (1)

B. Formal Algorithm Statement

We consider a block-based gradient projection algorithm with asyn-

chronous computations, communications, and output measurements

to make x and y approximately track
{(

x∗(tℓ), y
∗(tℓ)

)}

tℓ∈T
. Each

agent updates only a subset of the entries of the input vector, x,

and each agent measures only a subset of the entries of the output

vector, y. Over time, each agent locally computes new values for its

entries of x and then communicates these new values and values of y
that it has measured to other agents.

Asynchrony implies that agents receive different information at

different times, and thus we expect them to have differing values for

network inputs and outputs onboard. At any time k, agent i has a

local copy of the network input and output vectors, denoted as xi(k)
and yi(k), respectively. Due to asynchrony, we allow xi(k) 6= xj(k)
and yi(k) 6= yj(k) for j 6= i. Within the vector xi(k), agent i
computes new values only for its own sub-vector of inputs, which

is xii(k) ∈ R
ni . Similarly, within the vector yi(k), agent i measures

only a sub-vector of outputs, denoted yii(k) ∈ R
mi . At any time k,

agent i has onboard (possibly old) values for agent j’s sub-vector of

the inputs and outputs, denoted by xij(k) ∈ R
nj and yij(k) ∈ R

mj ,

respectively. These values onboard agent i only change when agent i
receives a communication from agent j. In particular, agent i does

not perform any computations on xij(k) and does not measure yij(k)
at any point in time; only agent j does these operations.

At time k, if agent i computes an update to xii(k), then it performs

these computations with its onboard input vector xi(k) and onboard

output vector yi(k) because these are all that it has access to. As

noted in the preceding paragraph, the entries of xij(k) and yij(k)
for j 6= i are obtained by communications from agent j, which may

be subject to delays. Therefore, agent i may (and often will) compute

updates to xii(k) using outdated information from other agents.

To formalize an algorithm statement, let Ki be the set of times at

which agent i computes an update to xii. Similarly, let Mi be the set

of times at which agent i takes measurements of yii . Let Cji be the

set of times at which agent i receives transmission of xij and yij
from agent j; due to communication delays, these transmissions

can be received at some time after they are sent, and they can be

received at different times by different agents. We emphasize that

the sets Ki, Mi, and Cji are only defined to simplify discussion;

agents do not know (and do not need to know) Ki, Mi, and Cji .

We define τ ij(k) to be the time at which agent j originally

computed the value of xij(k) that agent i has onboard at time k.

We define µij(k) to be the time at which agent j originally measured

the value of yij(k) that agent i has onboard at time k. Using this

notation, at any time k, agent i stores onboard

xi(k) =
(

x11(τ
i
1(k))

T , . . . , xii(k)
T , . . . , xNN (τ iN (k))T

)T
(2)

yi(k) =
(

y11(µ
i
1(k))

T , . . . , yii(k)
T , . . . , yNN (µiN (k))T

)T
. (3)

In Section IV, we will also analyze the “true” state of the network,

x(k) =
(

x11(k)
T , x22(k)

T , . . . , xNN (k)T
)T

(4)

y(k) =
(

y1(k)
T , y2(k)

T , . . . , yN (k)T
)T

, (5)

where yi(k) = Ci∗x(k). Here x(k) and y(k) contain all of the most

recent values of inputs and outputs; no agent knows these vectors

and they are used only for analysis.

Remark 2: As noted in Remark 1, asynchrony causes disturbances

in agent i’s local copy of x and y. In particular, the disturbances

in xi(k) and yi(k) are xi(k)−x(k) and yi(k)− y(k), respectively.

These disturbances are not known to agent i, though we show in

Section IV that feedback optimization is robust to them, despite not

having an explicit model for them, and this robustness is in line with

the existing feedback optimization literature [18], [19]. �

We assume that computation, communication, and measurement

delays are bounded, which is called partial asynchrony.

Assumption 5 (Partial Asynchrony): Let Ki be the set of times at

which agent i computes an update to xii, and let Mi be the set

of times at which agent i takes measurements of yii . Let τ ij(k) be

the time at which agent j originally computed the value of xij(k)

that agent i has onboard at time k, and let µij(k) to be the time at
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which agent j originally measured the value of yij(k) that agent i
has onboard at time k. Then there exists B ∈ N such that:

1) For every i ∈ [N ] and for every k ≥ 0, at least one of the

elements of the set {k, k + 1, . . . , k +B − 1} belongs to Ki

2) For every i ∈ [N ] and for every k ≥ 0, at least one of the

elements of the set {k, k + 1, . . . , k +B − 1} belongs to Mi

3) It holds that max {0, k −B + 1} ≤ τ ij (k) ≤ k for all i ∈ [N ],
j ∈ [N ], and k ≥ 0.

4) It holds that max {0, k −B + 1} ≤ µij (k) ≤ k for all

i ∈ [N ], j ∈ [N ], and k ≥ 0. ♦

Assumptions 5.1 and 5.2 ensure each agent updates their assigned

decision variables and measures their assigned outputs at least once

every B time steps. Assumptions 5.3 and 5.4 ensure that agents

communicate those updates and measurements at least once every B
time steps. We will use this assumption to prove that for each tℓ ∈ T
our algorithm will provably make progress toward

(

x∗(tℓ), y
∗(tℓ)

)

across each interval of B time steps. For simplicity, for each tℓ ∈ T
we consider κℓ = rℓB for some rℓ ∈ N0. Furthermore, we adopt

the convention that κ−1 = 0 and η−1 = 0.

We seek to develop a distributed feedback optimization algorithm

that is robust to asynchrony. It has been shown that gradient-

based methods are robust to asynchrony for static optimization

problems [24]–[26], and we therefore we propose the update law

xii(k + 1) =

{

ζi
(

xi(k), yi(k)
)

k ∈ Ki

xii(k) k /∈ Ki

xij(k + 1) =

{

xjj(τ
i
j(k)) k ∈ Cji

xij(k) k /∈ Cji ,

where

ζi
(

xi(k), yi(k)
)

= ΠXi

[

xii(k)− γℓ

(

∇xif
(

xi(k); tℓ
)

+ CTi ∇yg
(

yi(k); tℓ
)

)]

and γℓ > 0 is the step size used to minimize J(·, ·; tℓ). In addition

to agents’ computations, we consider the output law

yii(k + 1) =

{

yi(k) k ∈ Mi

yii(k) k /∈ Mi

yij(k + 1) =

{

yjj (µ
i
j(k)) k ∈ Cji

yij(k) k /∈ Cji ,

where we define yi(k) = Ci∗x(k).
This update law only requires agents to perform computations with

their local copies of the network inputs and outputs. Algorithm 1

provides pseudocode for agents’ update law, and the remainder of

this paper focuses on analyzing the execution of Algorithm 1.

IV. CONVERGENCE OF ASYNCHRONOUS FEEDBACK

OPTIMIZATION ALGORITHM

In this section we prove the approximate convergence of Algo-

rithm 1. First, we establish the following properties of the objective

function. For all tℓ ∈ T , from Assumptions 1-2 both ∇2
xf
(

·; tℓ
)

and ∇2
yg
(

·; tℓ
)

are continuous and both X and Y are compact.

Therefore ∇xf
(

·; tℓ
)

and ∇yg
(

·; tℓ
)

are Lipschitz on X and Y ,

respectively. For each tℓ ∈ T , we use Lx,ℓ and Ly,ℓ to denote upper

bounds on ‖∇2
xf
(

·; tℓ
)

‖ and ‖∇2
yg
(

·; tℓ
)

‖ over X and Y , respec-

tively. These Lx,ℓ and Ly,ℓ are the Lipschitz constants of ∇xf
(

·; tℓ
)

and ∇yg
(

·; tℓ
)

over X and Y , respectively. Thus, for each tℓ ∈ T ,

and for all x1, x2 ∈ X and y1, y2 ∈ Y , we have
∥

∥∇xf
(

x1; tℓ
)

−∇xf
(

x2; tℓ
)∥

∥ ≤ Lx,ℓ
∥

∥x1 − x2
∥

∥

∥

∥∇yg
(

y1; tℓ
)

−∇yg
(

y2; tℓ
)∥

∥ ≤ Ly,ℓ
∥

∥y1 − y2
∥

∥.

Algorithm 1 Asynchronous Feedback Optimization Algorithm

Input: xij(0) and yij(0) for all i, j ∈ [N ]

1 for tℓ ∈ T do

2 for k = ηℓ−1 + 1 : ηℓ do

3 for i=1:N do

4 for j=1:N do

5 if k ∈ Cji then

6 xij(k + 1) = xjj(τ
i
j(k))

yij(k + 1) = yjj (µ
i
j(k))

7 end

8 else

9 xij(k + 1) = xij(k)

yij(k + 1) = yij(k)

10 end

11 end

12 if k ∈ Ki then

13 xii(k + 1) = ζi
(

xi(k), yi(k)
)

14 end

15 else

16 xii(k + 1) = xii(k)
17 end

18 if k ∈ Mi then

19 yii(k + 1) = yi(k)
20 end

21 else

22 yii(k + 1) = yii(k)
23 end

24 end

25 end

26 end

By an analogous argument, for all x ∈ X , y ∈ Y , and tℓ ∈ T , there

exist Mx,ℓ > 0 and My,ℓ > 0 such that

‖∇xf
(

x; tℓ
)

‖ ≤ Mx,ℓ and ‖∇yg
(

y; tℓ
)

‖ ≤ My,ℓ. (6)

Since ∇J
(

·, ·; tℓ
)

is continuous over the compact set X × Y , it is

bounded on X × Y . Thus, the function J
(

·, ·; tℓ
)

is Lipschitz for

each tℓ ∈ T , and there exists a Lipschitz constant LJ,ℓ > 0 such

that
∣

∣J
(

x1, y1; tℓ
)

−J
(

x2, y2; tℓ
)∣

∣ ≤ LJ,ℓ‖
(

x1, y1
)

−
(

x2, y2
)

‖ for

all x1, x2 ∈ X and y1, y2 ∈ Y . By a similar argument, continuity

of ∇2
xJ
(

·, ·; tℓ
)

over X×Y implies that ∇xJ
(

·, ·; tℓ
)

is Lipchitz, and

for each tℓ ∈ T there exists a Lipschitz constant Lℓ > 0 such that

‖∇xJ
(

x1, y1; tℓ
)

− ∇xJ
(

x2, y2; tℓ
)

‖ ≤ Lℓ‖
(

x1, y1
)

−
(

x2, y2
)

‖
for all x1, x2 ∈ X and y1, y2 ∈ Y .

To keep track of computations, we define

si(k) :=

{

xii(k + 1) − xii(k) k ∈ Ki

0 k /∈ Ki,
(7)

and to track output measurements we define qi(k) as

qi(k) :=

{

yii(k + 1) − yii(k) k ∈ Mi

0 k /∈ Mi,

where we note yii(k+1)− yii(k) = yi(k)− yi(µ
i
i(k)) for k ∈ Mi.

We concatenate terms in s(k) :=
(

s1(k)
T , . . . , sN (k)T

)T
∈ R

n,

and q(k) :=
(

q1(k)
T , . . . , qN (k)T

)T
∈ R

m. We also define the
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following terms for all tℓ ∈ T and for all k such that ηℓ−1 ≤ k ≤ ηℓ:

α (k; tℓ) := J
(

x(k), y(k); tℓ
)

− J
(

x∗(tℓ), y
∗(tℓ); tℓ

)

β (k) :=

k−1
∑

τ=k−B

‖s(τ )‖2, δ (k) :=

k−1
∑

τ=k−B

‖q(τ )‖2. (8)

The next theorem establishes a convergence rate for the first, static

objective function that agents minimize. After that, we will extend

our analysis to a sequence of time-varying objectives in Theorem 2.

Theorem 1: Let Assumptions 1, 2, and 5 hold. Then, for fixed t0,

a stepsize γ0 ∈ (0, γmax,0), iterates x(k) and y(k) as defined in (4)

and (5), and any r0 ∈ N, the sequence {x(k), y(k)}k∈N0
generated

by N agents executing Algorithm 1 satisfies

α (r0B; t0) ≤ a0ρ
r0−1
0 (9)

β (r0B) ≤ b0ρ
r0−1
0 (10)

δ (r0B) ≤ d0ρ
r0−1
0 ,

where D0 and E0 are from (11), F0 is from (12), G0 is

from (13), γmax,0 is from (15), c0, ρ0, b0, and d0 are from (16),

a0=max

{

LJ,0
(

1+‖C‖
)

diam(X ),
8E0

(

G0
F0

+
E0
D0

)

F0

D0
Bdiam (X )2

}

and b0 = D0

8E0

(

G0
F0

+
E0
D0

)

F0

a0.

Proof: See Appendix B. �

Theorem 1 generalizes standard linear convergence results using

asynchronous projected gradient descent on functions that satisfy the

error bound condition in [37] to time-invariant feedback optimization

problems that satisfy the same error bound condition.

Theorem 1 establishes that linear convergence is attained for static

feedback optimization problems, though the constants and overall

convergence rate are different from those in the static case. That

is, linear convergence carries over from conventional optimization to

static feedback optimization. To the best of our knowledge this is

the first convergence result for time-invariant feedback optimization

problems where agents’ computations, communications, and state

measurements are subject to asynchrony.

Motivated by Theorem 1, we next present a convergence result for

Algorithm 1 for time-varying feedback optimization problems.

Theorem 2: Let Assumptions 1-5 hold. Fix T ∈ N and

fix T = {t0, . . . , tT }. Suppose that 2
B(Lx,ℓ+Ly,ℓ‖C‖2)

≤ 1. Then,

for all tℓ ∈ T , a stepsize γℓ ∈ (0, γmax,ℓ), and iterates x(k)
and y(k) as defined in (4) and (5), the sequence {x(k), y(k)}k∈N0

generated by N agents executing Algorithm 1 satisfies

α (ηℓ−1 + rℓB; tℓ) ≤ aℓρ
rℓ−1
ℓ

, β (ηℓ−1 + rℓB) ≤ bℓρ
rℓ−1
ℓ

,

δ (ηℓ−1 + rℓB) ≤ dℓρ
rℓ−1
ℓ

,

where ηℓ is from (1), Dℓ and Eℓ are from (11), Fℓ is from (12), Gℓ
is from (13), aℓ is from (14), γmax,ℓ is from (15), and cℓ, ρℓ, bℓ,
and dℓ are from (16).

Proof: See Appendix C. �

Theorem 2 shows that the iterates of Algorithm 1 track solutions to

time-varying feedback optimization problems to within an error ball.

We bound errors at time ηℓ−1 + rℓB because this is the last tick of

agents’ iteration counter k before tℓ increments to tℓ+1. Thus, for

each tℓ ∈ T , Theorem 2 bounds errors after agents have made all of

the progress that they are going to make towards
(

x∗(tℓ), y
∗(tℓ)

)

.

Remark 3: Although the results in Theorems 1 and 2 bear some

superficial resemblance, the meanings of these results differ substan-

tially. Specifically, Theorem 2 bounds α using aℓ, which is defined

in (14), where it can be seen that aℓ depends on aℓ−1. Through this

recursive dependence, we see that aℓ depends on aℓ−1, aℓ−2, . . . , a0.

Similarly, the value of aℓ depends on ρℓ−1, . . . , ρ0, which encode

convergence rates attained for past objective functions, and also

depends on rℓ−1, . . . , r0, which account for the numbers of agents’

computations, communications, and sensor measurements executed

for past objectives. The remaining terms in the definition of aℓ in (14)

account for how J(·, ·; tℓ) has changed over time. Thus, Theorem 2

presents a bound that must quantify the effects of the entire time

history of Algorithm 1 so far, including all operations completed

by all agents, and the timing and magnitude of changes in agents’

objective function. Conversely, Theorem 1 is about a single static

objective and hence has no dependence on the past. �

Remark 4: Theorem 2 addresses an open problem identified in

the literature, namely the problem in Remark 3 in [34], because, in

the setting of feedback optimization, we account for agents exhibit-

ing different computational capabilities by allowing asynchronous

computations, communications, and output measurements. That is,

agents with different abilities to compute, communicate, and sense

may execute these operations at different rates and different times,

and Theorem 2 analyzes their convergence. �

Remark 5: The bounds in Theorem 2 show that if rℓ = 1 for

all ℓ, then agents may not make any progress towards a solution in

the sense that α, β, and δ may not get smaller. This occurs because

agents’ objective is time-varying. Specifically, due to delays in agents’

communications, as agents minimize one cost, say J(·, ·; tℓ), agent i
may send xii(k) and yii(k) to other agents. Before that message is

received by other agents, the cost may change to J(·, ·; tℓ+1). Then, if

agent i’s message is received by other agents after this change in cost,

those agents receive iterates that do not help it minimize J(·, ·; tℓ+1).
It can take up to B timesteps for all outdated iterates to be received,

and the value rℓ = 1 means that agents only minimize J(·, ·; tℓ)
for B timesteps total. It is therefore possible to communicate only

older iterates during that time, and thus the value rℓ = 1 means that

progress towards a minimizer is not guaranteed. �

Theorem 2 analyzes convergence for agents operating over a fixed

time horizon. One may also ask what performance to expect if

Algorithm 1 were run indefinitely over an unbounded time horizon.

To answer this, we next present an asymptotic tracking error result for

infinite horizon time-varying feedback optimization problems, and, in

light of Remark 5, we consider rℓ ≥ 2 for this result.

Theorem 3: Let Assumptions 1-5 hold. Let

Vℓ := 2∆Lt+LJ,ℓσℓ
(

1+‖C‖
)

+
(

Mx,ℓ+My,ℓ‖C‖
)

Bdiam
(

X
)

+
8Eℓ

(

Gℓ
Fℓ

+
Eℓ
Dℓ

)

FℓB
2diam (X )2

2Dℓ

(

Lx,ℓ + Ly,ℓ‖C‖2
)

,

V∞ := max

{

a0, sup
ℓ≥0

Vℓ

}

, ρ∞ := sup
ℓ≥0

ρℓ ∈ (0, 1).

Then, the sequence {x(k), y(k)}k∈N0
generated by N agents exe-

cuting Algorithm 1 with rℓ ≥ 2 for all tℓ ≥ 0 satisfies

lim sup
ℓ→∞

α (ηℓ; tℓ) ≤ V∞
ρ∞

1− ρ∞
, (17)

where ηℓ is from (1).

Proof: For any ηℓ where ℓ ≥ 0, Theorem 2 gives us the upper bound

α (ηℓ; tℓ) ≤ a0
∏ℓ
θ=0 ρ

rθ−1
θ

+
∑ℓ
τ=1 Vτ

∏ℓ
ψ=τ ρ

rψ−1

ψ
. Then, us-

ing Vτ ≤ V∞, ρτ ≤ ρ∞ for all τ ≥ 0, and the fact that rℓ ≥ 2 for

all tℓ ∈ N results in α (ηℓ; tℓ) ≤ V∞

(

∏ℓ
θ=0 ρ∞ +

∑ℓ
τ=1 ρ

τ
∞

)

.

For ℓ → ∞, using
∑∞
k=1 ν

k = ν
1−ν for |ν| < 1 gives the result. �

Theorem 3 shows that agents’ long-run performance can be

bounded using certain worst-case constants, namely V∞ and ρ∞.
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Dℓ =
2− γℓ

((

1 +B
)

Lx,ℓ +
(

1 +BN
)

‖C‖2Ly,ℓ
)

2
, Eℓ = NB

Lx,ℓ + Ly,ℓN‖C‖2

2
(11)

Fℓ =
1

2

(

(1 + λ2)
[

36B3‖C‖6L2
ℓL

2
y,ℓN

2m+ 72B3‖C‖4L2
ℓLx,ℓLy,ℓN

2m+ 36BL2
ℓL

2
x,ℓN

2 + 36B3‖C‖2L2
ℓL

2
x,ℓN

2m

+ 36B‖C‖4L2
ℓL

2
y,ℓN

2 + 18‖C‖2Lx,ℓLy,ℓN + 72B‖C‖2L2
ℓLx,ℓLy,ℓN

2 + 9‖C‖4L2
y,ℓN

]

+ 3B2‖C‖6L2
ℓL

2
y,ℓN

2m

+ ‖C‖4
[

72B3L2
ℓLy,ℓN

2m+ 6B2L2
ℓLx,ℓLy,ℓN

2m+ 6B2L2
ℓLy,ℓN

2m+ 3L2
ℓL

2
y,ℓN

2 + 3B2L2
y,ℓNm

]

+ ‖C‖2
[

96B3L2
ℓN

2m+ 72B3L2
ℓLx,ℓN

2m+ 72BL2
ℓLy,ℓN

2 + 60B3L2
ℓN

2λ2m+ 18Ly,ℓN + 8B2L2
ℓN

2m

+ 6B2L2
ℓLx,ℓN

2m+ 6L2
ℓLx,ℓLy,ℓN

2 + 6L2
ℓLy,ℓN

2 + 3B2L2
ℓL

2
x,ℓN

2m
]

+ 3L2
ℓL

2
x,ℓN

2 + 96BL2
ℓN

2 + 6L2
ℓLx,ℓN

2

+ 8L2
ℓN

2 + 60BL2
ℓN

2λ2 + 72BL2
ℓLx,ℓN

2 + 12L2
x,ℓN + 9L2

x,ℓNλ2 + 18Lx,ℓN + 15Nλ2 + 24N + 2

)

(12)

Gℓ =
N

2

(

(1 + λ2)
[

72B3‖C‖4L2
ℓLx,ℓLy,ℓNm+ 72B‖C‖2L2

ℓLx,ℓLy,ℓN + 36B3‖C‖6L2
ℓL

2
y,ℓNm+ 36B3‖C‖2L2

ℓL
2
x,ℓNm

+ 36B‖C‖4L2
ℓL

2
y,ℓN + 36BL2

ℓL
2
x,ℓN

]

+ 3B2‖C‖6L2
ℓL

2
y,ℓNm+ ‖C‖4

[

72B3L2
ℓLy,ℓNm+ 6B2L2

ℓLx,ℓLy,ℓNm

+ 6B2L2
ℓLy,ℓNm + 3B2L2

y,ℓm+ 3L2
ℓL

2
y,ℓN

]

+ ‖C‖2
[

96B3L2
ℓNm+ 72B3L2

ℓLx,ℓNm+ 72BL2
ℓLy,ℓN + 60B3L2

ℓNλ2m

+ 8B2L2
ℓNm+ 6B2L2

ℓLx,ℓNm+ 6L2
ℓLx,ℓLy,ℓN + 6L2

ℓLy,ℓN + 3B2L2
ℓL

2
x,ℓNm+BLy,ℓN

]

+ 96BL2
ℓN + 72BL2

ℓLx,ℓN

+ 60BL2
ℓNλ2 + 8L2

ℓN + 6L2
ℓLx,ℓN + 3L2

x,ℓ + 3L2
ℓL

2
x,ℓN +BLx,ℓ

)

(13)

aℓ = aℓ−1ρ
rℓ−1−1

ℓ−1 + 2∆Lt+LJ,ℓσℓ
(

1+
∥

∥C
∥

∥

)(

Mx,ℓ+My,ℓ‖C‖
)

Bdiam (X ) +
8Eℓ

(

Gℓ
Fℓ

+
Eℓ
Dℓ

)

FℓB
2diam (X )2

(

Lx,ℓ+Ly,ℓ‖C‖2
)

2Dℓ
(14)

γmax,ℓ = min

{

2
(

3N + 1
)

BLx,ℓ +
(

3N2 + 1
)

B‖C‖2Ly,ℓ
,

2
(

1 +B
)

Lx,ℓ +
(

1 +BN
)

‖C‖2Ly,ℓ
,
Dℓ
Eℓ

,

(

Gℓ
Fℓ

+
Eℓ
Dℓ

)−1

,
1

2cℓ
,

Dℓ

8Fℓ

(

Gℓ
Fℓ

+
Eℓ
Dℓ

)

cℓ
,

aℓ
bℓ

+ 2Eℓ +Dℓcℓ −
√

(aℓ
bℓ

+ 2Eℓ +Dℓcℓ
)2

− 4DℓEℓcℓ

2Eℓcℓ
,
1

2

}

, (15)

cℓ =
Dℓ

2Fℓ + 2Dℓ
∈

(

0,
1

2

)

, ρℓ = 1− γℓcℓ ∈ (0, 1), bℓ = Bdiam (X )2 , dℓ = B2m‖C‖2bℓ, (16)

In particular, suppose for some fixed tℓ that agents make little

to no progress towards the minimizer of J(·, ·; tℓ). This can be

captured mathematically through larger values of V∞ and ρ∞. Then

Theorem 3 reveals that this lack of progress for a single objective may

negatively impact long-term performance by making V∞ and ρ∞
larger. Conversely, consistently high performance (in the sense of

agents making significant progress towards the minimizer of J(·, ·; tℓ)
for each tℓ) produces long-term high performance in a predictable,

quantifiable way by ensuring that both V∞ and ρ∞ are smaller.

Remark 6: Bounds similar to (17) appear in [9], [34] for cer-

tain centralized and decentralized discrete-time correction-only time-

varying optimization methods. Thus, Theorem 3 shows that we can

obtain similar asymptotic tracking performance when considering a

more general problem formulation that allows asynchrony in agents’

computations, communications, and sensor measurements. �

In some cases, networks are able to complete their operations with

predictable timing. For example, agents may complete their opera-

tions at certain frequencies dependent upon onboard computation and

communication hardware. In these situations, it can be of interest to

design or select certain specifications, e.g., computational hardware

or a network topology, such that the network yields some desired

performance. For such cases, we next provide bounds on the number

of operations agents must execute to attain a certain cost.

Theorem 4: Let Assumptions 1-5 hold and let φ > 0. Fix T ∈
N and fix T = {t0, . . . , tT }. Suppose N agents are executing

Algorithm 1 with rℓ ≡ r for all tℓ ∈ T and r ∈ N with r ≥ 2.

Let Vmax = max
{

a0,max
tℓ∈T

Vℓ
}

and ρmax := max
tℓ∈T

ρℓ ∈ (0, 1). If

r ≥ 1 +
ln
(

Vmaxρ
(T+2)(r−1)
max +φ
Vmax+φ

)

ln(ρmax)
,

then α (ηℓ; tℓ) ≤ φ for all tℓ ∈ T , where ηℓ is from (1).

Proof: For any ηℓ where ℓ ≥ 0, Theorem 2 gives us the

bound α (ηℓ; tℓ) ≤ a0
∏ℓ
θ=0 ρ

rθ−1
θ

+
∑ℓ
τ=1 Vτ

∏ℓ
ψ=τ ρ

rψ−1

ψ
.

Setting rτ = r for all τ ≥ 0, and using the facts Vτ ≤ Vmax

and ρτ ≤ ρmax for all τ ≥ 0 we can derive the upper bound

α (ηℓ; tℓ) ≤ Vmaxρ
r−1
max

∑ℓ
τ=0 ρ

τ(r−1)
max . To upper bound α (ηℓ; tℓ)

by φ it is sufficient to have Vmaxρ
r−1
max

∑ℓ
τ=0 ρ

τ(r−1)
max ≤ φ. From

the fact that
∑n−1
m=0 aq

mc = a q
cn−1
qc−1 when q < 1, boundedness by φ

holds if and only if Vmaxρ
r−1
max

ρ
(ℓ+1)(r−1)
max −1

ρ
r−1
max−1

≤ φ. Setting ℓ = T

maximizes the left-hand side. Solving for r completes the proof. �

Theorem 2 quantifies agents’ performance based on how many

operations they complete, and Theorem 4 essentially inverts this

analysis to determine how many operations agents must execute to

attain a desired level of performance. Theorem 4 is for the finite-

horizon case, and next we extend it to the asymptotic case.

Corollary 1: Let Assumptions 1-5 hold and let φ > 0. Suppose N
agents execute Algorithm 1 with rℓ ≡ r for all tℓ ≥ 0 and r ∈ N

with r ≥ 2. Consider the constants V∞ and ρ∞ from Theorem 3. If
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r ≥ 1 +
ln

(

φ
V∞+φ

)

ln(ρ∞)
, then α (ηℓ; tℓ) ≤ φ for all tℓ ≥ 0.

Proof: In Theorem 3, use limT→∞ q
(T+2)c
∞ = 0. �

Both Theorem 4 Corollary 1 relate agents’ desired performance

bound (in φ), the time-varying nature of the problem (through Vℓ),
and agents’ rate of convergence (through ρℓ) to quantify how the rate

at which they complete their operations (codified in r) affects long-

term performance. We next explore related questions numerically.

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section we consider two examples using Algorithm 1. The

first is a time-varying quadratic program utilizing feedback, and the

second is a network of aircraft modeled with F-16XL dynamics.

A. Time-Varying Quadratic Program with Feedback

We consider N = 10 agents executing Algorithm 1 as the objective

changes. The problem takes the form

minimize
x∈X

1

2
xTQ(tℓ)x+ q(tℓ)

Tx+
1

2
yTP (tℓ)y + p(tℓ)

T y

subject to y = Cx,

where Q(tℓ) ≻ 0 ∈ R
20×20, P (tℓ) ≻ 0 ∈ R

10×10, q(tℓ) ∈ R
20,

p(tℓ) ∈ R
10, and C ∈ R

10×20 are randomly generated. We use the

set X = [−10, 10]20 . The objective function changes every 1, 000
iterations of k. Each agent is assigned to update two entries of x,

measure one entry of y, and communicate with other agents. At

each k, agent i computes an update with probability pi,u(k) =
0.01, measures its output with probability pi,m(k) = 0.01, and

communicates with probability pi,c(k) = 0.01. The stepsize γℓ =
0.001 was used for all tℓ ∈ T , and we set B = 5. In Figures 1 and

2, Algorithm 1 operates on the “Iterations (k)” timescale (bottom

axes), while the objective function changes on the “Time Index (tℓ)”
timescale (top axes). In Figure 1, the increases in error are due to

the changes in the objective function. Moreover, we observe that

the values of α (k; tℓ) , β (k), and δ (k) trend toward zero between

changes in the objective function for all tℓ ∈ T , which agrees with

the result of Theorem 2.

We demonstrate the effects of the maximum delay length B in

Figure 2. As the value of B decreases, the agents are able to track

the minimizers more closely at each time index tℓ. Intuitively, as B
shrinks, we expect Algorithm 1 to approach a synchronous feedback

optimization algorithm, from which we expect better tracking perfor-

mance, which we indeed see in Figure 2.

B. Aircraft Altitude Tracking

In this section, Algorithm 1 is implemented on a network of N =
8 F16-XL aircraft to: (1) track a time-varying desired altitude

denoted by Φ(tℓ) ∈ R, (2) maintain a specified altitude sep-

aration ωi ∈ R for all i ∈ [N ], and (3) track a time-varying

desired acceleration denoted by Ψi(tℓ) ∈ R for all i ∈ [N ].
This goal is representative of tracking a target with an a priori

unknown trajectory while maintaining safe levels of acceleration for

the aircraft and avoiding inter-agent collisions. The state vector of

agent i is denoted xi =
[

vi, ϑi, ϕi, ϕ̇i, ξi
]T

∈ R
5 for all i ∈ [N ],

where ξi ∈ R is the altitude, vi ∈ R is the velocity, ϑi ∈ R is

the angle of attack, ϕi ∈ R is the pitch, and ϕ̇i ∈ R is the pitch

rate. Furthermore, we consider yi =
[

v̇i, ξi
]T

as the outputs for

all i ∈ [N ], where v̇i ∈ R is the acceleration of the aircraft. By

linearizing the aircraft longitudinal dynamics [44] about the operating

0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000
Iterations (k)

10−7

10−5

10−3

10−1

101

103 α(k; tℓ) ℓ(k) δ(k)

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Time Index (tℓ)

Fig. 1. Plot of α (k; tℓ), β (k), and δ (k) as a function of k and tℓ ∈ T

for N = 10 agents executing Algorithm 1 with B = 5. We see
that α, β, and δ abruptly increase when agents’ objective function
changes, then gradually decrease between these changes as agents
complete more computations, communications, and sensor readings,
which agrees with Theorem 2.

0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000
Iterations (k)

100

101

102

103

α(
k;

t ℓ)
ℓ=5 ℓ=25 ℓ=50

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Time Index (tℓ)

Fig. 2. A plot of α (k; tℓ) as a function of k and tℓ ∈ T for N = 10
agents executing Algorithm 1 with differing values of B. As B shrinks,
Algorithm 1 more closely approximates a synchronous algorithm, and
convergence to a minimizer occurs faster, which agrees with Theorem 2.

point x̄ =
[

500 ft/s, 0°, 0°, 0°/s, 15, 000 ft
]T

∈ R
5 we formulated

the input-output relationship yi = Cixi, where

Ci =

[

−0.0133 −7.3259 −3.17 −1.1965 0.0001
0 0 0 0 1

]

.

We denote the actual altitude separation between aircraft

as ξ̃ = [ξ1 − ξ2, . . . , ξi − ξi+1, . . . , ξ7 − ξ8]
T ∈ R

7 and the desired

separation vector ω = [ω1, . . . , ω7]
T ∈ R

7. We stack the aircraft

states and outputs into the vectors x = (xT1 , . . . , x
T
8 )
T ∈ R

40

and y = (yT1 , . . . , yT8 )T ∈ R
16, respectively, to compactly write the

network-wide output model as y = Cx. Here, C ∈ R
16×40

is a block diagonal matrix with Ci on its diagonal for

all i ∈ [N ]. Lastly, we stack the desired outputs in a

vector Θ(tℓ) = [Φ(tℓ),Ψ1(tℓ), . . . ,Φ(tℓ),Ψ8(tℓ)] ∈ R
16.

Agents attempt to satisfy the three goals of this section by tracking
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the solution of the following problem:

minimize
x∈X

J
(

x, y; tℓ
)

:=
1

2
xTQx+

1

2
(y −Θ(tℓ))

TP (y −Θ(tℓ))(18)

+
1

2
(ξ̃ − ω)TR(ξ̃ − ω)

subject to y = Cx,

where Q = 100 · I40 ∈ R
40×40, P = I8 ⊗

[

103 0; 0 5 × 104
]

∈

R
16×16, and R = 106 · I7 ∈ R

7×7. We designed the desired

altitude as Φ(tℓ) = 15000 + 1500 sin
( tℓ·ts·π

24

)

ft, where ts = 5s is

the sampling time for the desired altitude, and desired separation

as ωi = 1500ft for all i ∈ [N ].
The desired accelerations for each agent are updated according

to Ψi(tℓ) =
0.1
ts

(

Φ(tℓ)−
1
N

∑N
j=1 ξ

i
j(ηℓ)

)

. In this example, desired

outputs are updated every 500 iterations of k and they are updated 20
times. We define xmax = [556.2664 ft/s, 1.5°, 25°, 60°/s, 40, 000 ft]
and xmin = [443.7336 ft/s,−13°,−25°,−60°/s, 1000 ft] so that we

have Xi = {x ∈ R
5 | xmin,j ≤ xj ≤ xmax,j , j = 1, . . . , 5} for

all i ∈ [8]. This yields X = X1 × · · · × X8. Agent i computes

an update to xii(k) with probability pi,u(k) = 0.5, measures yii(k)
with probability pi,m(k) = 0.5, and communicates its desired state

and measured altitude with probability pi,c(k) = 0.5. The maximum

delay is B = 50.

Figure 3 shows the optimal altitudes of each agent along with

the actual agent altitudes as agents track the solution of (18). Note

that the optimal altitudes are not equal to the desired altitude Ψ(tℓ)
because we include the altitude separation term ω in the objective

function. Even under a high degree of asynchrony (i.e., large B) we

observe that the agents are able to track the optimal altitudes closely.

Figure 4 shows the agents’ actual accelerations alongside the optimal

accelerations. As with altitudes, agents are able to track the optimal

accelerations, even under asynchrony. We show the errors between

the optimal and actual altitudes and accelerations in Figure 5.
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Fig. 3. Plot of the optimal agent altitudes (red) and the actual agent
altitudes (blue) produced by agents executing Algorithm 1. As agents
complete more operations their actual altitudes approach the optimal
altitudes for all tℓ ∈ T .

VI. CONCLUSION

We presented a decentralized asynchronous algorithm for tracking

the solution of time-varying feedback optimization problems, and we

derived tracking error bounds for a class of problems. This work

extended the feedback optimization concept to distributed problems

with asynchrony, and it showed the viability of feedback optimization
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Fig. 4. Plot of the optimal agent accelerations (red) and the actual agent
accelerations (blue) produced by agents executing Algorithm 1. Similar
to Figure 3 agents’ accelerations track the optimal accelerations better
as agents complete more operations, which is intuitive.
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Fig. 5. Plot of the error between the optimal outputs and actual outputs.
Specifically, at k = 3999, the altitude error is equal to 850.7ft and
the acceleration error is 2.30ft/s2. These values are the errors that
result both from the time-varying nature of the agents’ problem and the
asynchrony in their operations.

as a means to provide robustness to disturbances that result from

asynchrony. Future work will explore analogous results for problems

with more complex observation maps and problems in which agents

asynchronously sample an objective function.

APPENDIX

A. Technical Lemmas

This section provides lemmas used in Appendices B and C.

Lemma 2 (Descent Lemma): [26, Proposition A.32]

If f : Rn → R is continuously differentiable and has the

property ‖∇f(x)−∇f(y)‖ ≤ K‖x − y‖ for every x, y ∈ R
n, then

f (x+ y) ≤ f (x) + yT∇f (x) + K
2 ‖y‖2. �

Lemma 3: For all tℓ ∈ T , all i ∈ [N ], and all k ≥ 0 we have the

bound si(k)
T∇x

i
J
(

xi(k), yi(k); tℓ
)

≤ − 1
γℓ

‖si(k)‖
2.

Proof: For v ∈ X ⊂ R
n, x ∈ R

n\X , and z = ΠX [x], a

property of orthogonal projections [45] is 0 ≥ (z − x)T (z − v).
Define z := ΠXi

[

xii(k)− γℓ∇xiJ
(

xi(k), yi(k); tℓ
)]

. Then we find
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that 0 ≥
(

z −
(

xii(k) − γℓ∇xiJ
(

xi(k), yi(k); tℓ
)))T (

z − xii(k)
)

.

Expanding the inner product and combining like terms then gives

us 0 ≥ ‖z − xii(k)‖
2 +

(

z − xii(k)
)T

γℓ∇xiJ
(

xi(k), yi(k); tℓ
)

.

Using si(k) = z − xii(k) and rearranging completes the proof. �

Lemma 4 ([26, Section 7.5.1]): For all tℓ ∈ T , all i ∈ [N ], and

all k ≥ 0, we have ‖xi(k)− x(k)‖ ≤
∑k−1
τ=k−B‖s(τ )‖. �

Lemma 5: For all tℓ ∈ T , all i ∈ [N ], and all k ≥ 0, we have

‖yi(k)− y(k)‖ ≤ N‖C‖
∑k−1
τ=k−B‖s(τ )‖.

Proof: We define s(τ ) = 0 for τ < 0. For any i ∈ [N ], the triangle

inequality gives ‖y(k) − yi(k)‖ ≤
∑N
j=1 ‖yj(k) − yjj (µ

i
j(k))‖.

Using yj(k) = Cj∗x(k) and yjj (µ
i
j(k)) = Cj∗x(µ

i
j(k)),

where Cj∗ ∈ R
mj×n, we then find the upper bound

‖y(k)− yi(k)‖ ≤
∑N
j=1

∥

∥Cj∗x(k)−Cj∗x(µ
i
j(k))

∥

∥. From

‖AB‖ ≤ ‖A‖‖B‖ and the fact that ‖Cj∗‖ ≤ ‖C‖ for all j,

we have ‖y(k) − yi(k)‖ ≤ ‖C‖
∑N
j=1 ‖

∑k−1
τ=µi

j
(k)

s(τ )‖. By

partial asynchrony k − B ≤ µij(k), and using this and the triangle

inequality gives ‖y(k)− yi(k)‖ ≤ ‖C‖
∑N
j=1

∑k−1
τ=k−B‖s(τ )‖. �

Lemma 6: For all tℓ ∈ T and k ∈ {ηℓ−1, . . . , ηℓ −B}, we have

J
(

x(k +B), y(k +B); tℓ
)

− J
(

x(k), y(k); tℓ
)

≤

−

(

2− γℓ
(

(1 +B)Lx,ℓ + (1 +BN)‖C‖2Ly,ℓ
)

2γℓ

)

k+B−1
∑

τ=k

∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

2

+NB
Lx,ℓ + Ly,ℓN‖C‖2

2

k−1
∑

τ=k−B

∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

2
.

Proof: We first bound f
(

x(k + 1); tℓ
)

− f
(

x(k); tℓ
)

. By

definition, f
(

x(k+1); tℓ
)

= f
(

x(k)+s(k); tℓ
)

. Then, by Lemma 2,

f
(

x(k+1); tℓ
)

≤f
(

x(k); tℓ
)

+s(k)T∇xf
(

x(k); tℓ
)

+
Lx,ℓ
2 ‖s(k)‖2.

Expressing the inner product as a sum, adding ∇x
i
f
(

xi(k); tℓ
)

−

∇x
i
f
(

xi(k); tℓ
)

inside the sum, and rearranging, we find

f
(

x(k + 1); tℓ
)

≤ f
(

x(k); tℓ
)

+

N
∑

i=1

si(k)
T∇x

i
f
(

xi(k); tℓ
)

+
N
∑

i=1

si(k)
T (∇x

i
f
(

x(k); tℓ
)

−∇x
i
f
(

xi(k); tℓ
))

+
Lx,ℓ
2

‖s(k)‖2.

In the second sum, we apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the

Lipschitz property of ∇xf
(

·; tℓ
)

, and the result of Lemma 4 to find

f
(

x(k + 1); tℓ
)

≤ f
(

x(k); tℓ
)

+

N
∑

i=1

si(k)
T∇x

i
f
(

xi(k); tℓ
)

+ Lx,ℓ

N
∑

i=1

∥

∥si(k)
∥

∥

k−1
∑

τ=k−B

∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥+
Lx,ℓ
2

‖s(k)‖2.

Using
∥

∥si(k)
∥

∥ ·
∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥ ≤ 1
2

(∥

∥si(k)
∥

∥

2
+
∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

2)
gives

f
(

x(k + 1); tℓ
)

≤ f
(

x(k); tℓ
)

+

N
∑

i=1

si(k)
T∇x

i
f
(

xi(k); tℓ
)

+
Lx,ℓ
2

(

B‖s(k)‖2 +N
k−1
∑

τ=k−B

∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

2

)

+
Lx,ℓ
2

‖s(k)‖2. (19)

Next, we can bound g
(

y(k+1); tℓ
)

− g
(

y(k); tℓ
)

using the same

steps with Lemma 5 in place of Lemma 4. This leads to

g
(

y(k + 1); tℓ
)

≤ g
(

y(k); tℓ
)

+
N
∑

i=1

si(k)
TCTi ∇yg

(

yi(k); tℓ
)

+
Ly,ℓN‖C‖2

2

(

B‖s(k)‖2+N

k−1
∑

τ=k−B

‖s(τ )‖2
)

+
Ly,ℓ‖C‖2

2
‖s(k)‖2.

(20)

Adding (19) and (20) and applying Lemma 3 gives

J
(

x(k + 1), y(k + 1); tℓ
)

− J
(

x(k), y(k); tℓ
)

≤
(

−
1

γℓ
+

Lx,ℓ + Ly,ℓ‖C‖2

2
+B

Lx,ℓ + Ly,ℓN‖C‖2

2

)

‖s(k)‖2

+N
Lx,ℓ + Ly,ℓN‖C‖2

2

k−1
∑

τ=k−B

∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

2
.

We apply this to k, k + 1, . . . , k +B − 1 and sum to conclude. �

Lemma 7: Define χ(γℓ) = 2γℓ
(

1 + γℓ
)

L2
ℓBN . For each tℓ ∈ T

and all k ∈ {ηℓ−1, . . . , ηℓ −B} we have

∥

∥x(k + 1)− x(k)
∥

∥

2
≤

1 + χ(γℓ)

1− γℓ

k+B−1
∑

τ=k

‖s(τ )‖2

+
χ(γℓ)

1− γℓ





k+B−1
∑

τ=k

‖q(τ )‖2 +

k−1
∑

τ=k−B

(

‖s(τ )‖2 + ‖q(τ )‖2
)



 .

Proof: Fix some k ∈ {ηℓ−1, . . . , ηℓ}. For each i ∈ [N ] let ki be

the smallest element of Ki that exceeds k. Then, for each i ∈ [N ],

xii(k
i)=xii(k) (21)

si(k
i)=ΠXi

[

xii(k
i)−γℓ∇xiJ

(

xi(ki), yi(ki); tℓ
)

]

−xii(k
i). (22)

Using the triangle inequality and the non-expansive property of the

projection operator we have
∥

∥ΠXi

[

xii(k)− γℓ∇xiJ
(

x(k), y(k); tℓ
)]

− xii(k)
∥

∥ ≤

γℓ
∥

∥∇x
i
J
(

x(k), y(k); tℓ
)

−∇x
i
J
(

xi(ki), yi(ki); tℓ
)∥

∥

+
∥

∥ΠXi

[

xii(k)− γℓ∇xiJ
(

xi(ki), yi(ki); tℓ
)]

− xii(k)
∥

∥.

Subtracting the γℓ term from both sides and using (21) and (22) gives
∥

∥si(k
i)
∥

∥ ≥
∥

∥ΠXi

[

xii(k)− γℓ∇xiJ
(

x(k), y(k); tℓ
)

− xii(k)
]∥

∥

− γℓ
∥

∥∇x
i
J
(

x(k), y(k); tℓ
)

−∇x
i
J
(

xi(ki), yi(ki); tℓ
)∥

∥.

Using the Lipschitz property of ∇xJ
(

·, ·; tℓ
)

and using (a−γb)2 ≥

(1− γ)a2 − γ(1 + γ)b2 on the right-hand side then gives us

∥

∥si(k
i)
∥

∥

2
≥ −γℓ

(

1+γℓ
)

L2
ℓ

∥

∥

(

x(k), y(k)
)

−
(

xi(ki), yi(ki)
)
∥

∥

2

(

1− γℓ
)∥

∥ΠXi

[

xii(k)− γℓ∇xiJ
(

x(k), y(k); tℓ
)]

− xii(k)
∥

∥

2
.

(23)

By definition, k ≤ ki ≤ k+B−1. By partial asynchronism, we also

have k−B ≤ τ ij(k
i) ≤ k+B−1 and k−B ≤ µij(k

i) ≤ k+B−1.

Then, for all j,
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

xjj(k)

yj(k)

]

−

[

xjj(τ
i
j(k

i))

yjj (µ
i
j(k

i))

]∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤

(

k+B−1
∑

τ=k−B

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

sj(τ )
qj(τ )

]

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

)2

.

Using the inequality (a1 + · · · + a2B)
2 ≤ 2B(a21 + · · · + a22B),

summing over all j ∈ [N ], and using (2) and (3) then gives
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

x(k)
y(k)

]

−

[

xi(ki)

yi(ki)

]

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ 2B

k+B−1
∑

τ=k−B

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

s(τ )
q(τ )

]

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

. (24)
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Applying (24) to (23) gives

∥

∥si(k
i)
∥

∥

2
≥ −2γℓ

(

1 + γℓ
)

L2
ℓB

k+B−1
∑

τ=k−B

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

s(τ )
q(τ )

]

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

+

(

1−γℓ
)∥

∥ΠXi

[

xii(k)− γℓ∇xiJ
(

x(k), y(k); tℓ
)]

−xii(k)
∥

∥

2
. (25)

Next, we sum the left-hand side over i ∈ [N ] to find

N
∑

i=1

∥

∥si(k
i)
∥

∥

2
≤

N
∑

i=1

k+B−1
∑

τ=k

∥

∥si(τ )
∥

∥

2
=

k+B−1
∑

τ=k

∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

2
. (26)

Summing over i ∈ [N ] in (25) and applying (26) gives

k+B−1
∑

τ=k

∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

2
≥
(

1− γℓ
)∥

∥x(k + 1)− x(k)
∥

∥

2

−2γℓ
(

1 + γℓ
)

L2
ℓBN

k+B−1
∑

τ=k−B

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

s(τ )
q(τ )

]

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

.

The result follows by taking γℓ ∈ (0, 1), and dividing by 1− γℓ. �
Lemma 8: Define Kℓ = Lx,ℓ + Ly,ℓ‖C‖2. For all tℓ ∈

T , x ∈ R
n, y ∈ R

m, x̄ ∈ X with ȳ = Cx̄ ∈ Y , x1, . . . , xN ∈ R
n,

and y1, . . . , yN ∈ R
m, we have

J
(

a, b; tℓ
)

− J
(

x̄, ȳ; tℓ
)

≤
(

N

(

3

2

(

Kℓ +
1

γℓ

)2
+

5

2

)

γ2ℓL
2
ℓ +

3

2
L2
x,ℓ

) N
∑

j=1

‖x− xj‖2

+

(

N

(

3

2

(

Kℓ +
1

γℓ

)2
+

5

2

)

γ2ℓL
2
ℓ +

3

2
L2
y,ℓ‖C‖2

) N
∑

j=1

‖y − yj‖2

+N

(

3

2

(

Kℓ+
1

γℓ

)2
+
5

2

)

‖ā−x‖2+N

(

3

2

(

Kℓ

)2
+
5

2

)

‖x̄−x‖2,

where ā := ΠX

[

x − γℓ∇xJ
(

x, y; tℓ
)]

and a is a vector with

components ai := ΠXi

[

xi − γℓ∇xiJ
(

xi, yi; tℓ
)]

for all i ∈ [N ],

along with b̄ = Cā and b = Ca.

Proof: For each i ∈ [N ], since we define ai to be the orthogonal

projection of xi−γℓ∇xiJ
(

xi, yi; tℓ
)

onto Xi and x̄i ∈ Xi, we have

0 ≤
〈

ai − x̄i, xi − γℓ∇xiJ
(

xi, yi; tℓ
)

− ai
〉

, or, equivalently,

0≤
〈

ai−x̄i,−∇x
i
f
(

xi; tℓ
)

−CTi ∇yg
(

yi; tℓ
)

+
1

γℓ
(xi − ai)

〉

. (27)

The definition of J
(

·, ·; tℓ
)

gives J
(

a, b; tℓ
)

− J
(

x̄, ȳ; tℓ
)

=
f
(

a; tℓ
)

−f
(

x̄; tℓ
)

+g
(

b; tℓ
)

−g
(

ȳ; tℓ
)

. By the Mean Value Theorem

there exists a point (φ, ν) between (a, b) and (x̄, ȳ) such that

J
(

a, b; tℓ
)

−J
(

x̄, ȳ; tℓ
)

=
〈

a−x̄,∇xf
(

φ; tℓ
)〉

+
〈

b−ȳ,∇yg
(

ν; tℓ
)〉

.

Using ȳ = Cx̄ and b = Ca and simplifying we have

J
(

a, b; tℓ
)

−J
(

x̄, ȳ; tℓ
)

=
N
∑

i=1

〈

ai−x̄i,∇xif
(

φ; tℓ
)

+CTi ∇yg
(

ν; tℓ
)〉

.

Using (27) we add −
(

∇x
i
f
(

xi; tℓ
)

+CTi ∇yg
(

yi; tℓ
)

)

+ 1
γℓ

(xi−ai)

inside the second argument of the inner product. Then

J
(

a, b; tℓ
)

− J
(

x̄, ȳ; tℓ
)

≤
N
∑

i=1

‖ai − x̄i‖ ·
∥

∥

∥
∇x

i
f
(

φ; tℓ
)

+CTi ∇yg
(

ν; tℓ
)

−∇x
i
f
(

xi; tℓ
)

−CTi ∇yg
(

yi; tℓ
)

+
1

γℓ
(xi−ai)

∥

∥

∥
.

Using the triangle inequality, ‖Ci‖ ≤ ‖C‖, the Lipschitz property

of ∇xf
(

·; tℓ
)

and ∇yg
(

·; tℓ
)

, and
∥

∥∇x
i
f
(

φ; tℓ
)

−∇x
i
f
(

xi; tℓ
)
∥

∥ ≤
∥

∥∇xf
(

φ; tℓ
)

−∇xf
(

xi; tℓ
)∥

∥ for all i ∈ [N ], we find

J
(

a, b; tℓ
)

− J
(

x̄, ȳ; tℓ
)

≤

N
∑

i=1

‖ai − x̄i‖ ·
(

Lx,ℓ‖φ− xi‖

+ Ly,ℓ‖C‖‖ν − yi‖+
1

γℓ

∥

∥xi − ai
∥

∥

)

.

We have both ‖ai − x̄i‖ ≤ ‖a − x̄‖ and
∥

∥xi − ai
∥

∥ ≤
∥

∥x− a
∥

∥ for

all i ∈ [N ], which give us

J
(

a, b; tℓ
)

− J
(

x̄, ȳ; tℓ
)

≤

N
∑

i=1

‖a− x̄‖ ·
(

Lx,ℓ‖φ− xi‖

+ Ly,ℓ‖C‖‖ν − yi‖+
1

γℓ

∥

∥x− a
∥

∥

)

. (28)

We continue by bounding terms on the right-hand side of (28)

separately. Since φ lies between the points a and x̄, we have

‖φ− x‖ ≤ ‖a− x‖+ ‖x̄− x‖ for all x ∈ R
n. Then

‖φ− xi‖ = ‖φ− x+ x− xi‖ ≤ ‖φ− x‖+ ‖x− xi‖

≤ ‖a− x‖+ ‖x̄− x‖+ ‖x− xi‖. (29)

Similar reasoning gives

‖ν − xi‖ ≤ ‖b − y‖+ ‖ȳ − y‖+ ‖y − yi‖. (30)

Applying (29) and (30) to (28), substituting in b = Ca, y = Cx,

and ȳ = Cx̄, and combining like terms, we find

J
(

a, b; tℓ
)

− J
(

x̄, ȳ; tℓ
)

≤
N
∑

i=1

‖a− x̄‖·

(

(

Lx,ℓ + Ly,ℓ‖C‖2 +
1

γℓ

)

‖a− x‖+
(

Lx,ℓ + Ly,ℓ‖C‖2
)

‖x̄− x‖

+ Lx,ℓ‖x− xi‖+ Ly,ℓ‖C‖‖y − yi‖
)

.

By adding zero and using the triangle inequality we reach

J
(

a, b; tℓ
)

− J
(

x̄, ȳ; tℓ
)

≤
N
∑

i=1

(

‖a− ā‖+ ‖ā− x‖+ ‖x− x̄‖
)

·

(

(Lx,ℓ+Ly,ℓ‖C‖2)‖x̄−x‖+Lx,ℓ‖x−xi‖+Ly,ℓ‖C‖‖y−yi‖+

(

Lx,ℓ + Ly,ℓ‖C‖2 +
1

γℓ

)

(‖a− ā‖+ ‖ā− x‖)

)

.

Expanding, using ab ≤ 1
2

(

a2 + b2
)

, and simplifying, we get

J
(

a, b; tℓ
)

− J
(

x̄, ȳ; tℓ
)

≤

N

(

3

2

(

Lx,ℓ + Ly,ℓ‖C‖2 +
1

γℓ

)2
+

5

2

)

(

‖a− ā‖2 + ‖ā− x‖2
)

+N

(

3

2

(

Lx,ℓ + Ly,ℓ‖C‖2
)2

+
5

2

)

‖x̄− x‖2

+
3

2
L2
x,ℓ

N
∑

i=1

‖x− xi‖2 +
3

2
L2
y,ℓ‖C‖2

N
∑

i=1

‖y − yi‖2. (31)

We bound ‖a − ā‖2 by plugging in the definitions of a and ā
and using the non-expansive property of the projection operator to

find ‖a− ā‖2 ≤
∑N
j=1 γ2ℓ ‖∇xjJ

(

x, y; tℓ
)

−∇x
j
J
(

xj , yj ; tℓ
)

‖2.

Using the fact that for all j ∈ [N ] we have
∥

∥∇x
j
J
(

x, y; tℓ
)

−

∇x
j
J
(

xj , yj ; tℓ
)∥

∥ ≤
∥

∥∇xJ
(

x, y; tℓ
)

− ∇xJ
(

xjx, y
j ; tℓ

)∥

∥ and the

Lipschitz property of ∇xJ
(

·, ·; tℓ
)

, we then reach the upper bound
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‖a − ā‖2 ≤ γ2ℓL
2
ℓ

∑N
j=1 ‖

(

x, y
)

−
(

xj , yj
)

‖2. The result follows

by applying this to (31), using ‖
(

x, y
)

−
(

xj , yj
)

‖2 = ‖x− xj‖2 +

‖y − yj‖2, and combining like terms. �

Lemma 9: For all tℓ ∈ T and for all k ≥ 0, we have

δ (k) ≤ B2m‖C‖2β (k).

Proof: Suppose agent i measures its output at time k and suppose

that its most recent prior measurement was taken at time µii(k).
Then yii(k) = yi(µ

i
i(k)). We know that yi(k) = Ci∗x(k), and

thus yi(k) − yi(µ
i
i(k)) = Ci∗x(k) − Ci∗x(µ

i
i(k)). Taking the

norm squared of both sides and using ‖Ci∗‖
2 ≤ ‖C‖2 leads to the

bound ‖yi(k)− yi(µ
i
i(k))‖

2 ≤ ‖C‖2
∑N
j=1

∥

∥

∥

∑k−1
τ=µi

i
(k)

sj(τ )
∥

∥

∥

2
.

Using the triangle inequality and
(

∑N
i=1 zi

)2
≤ N

∑N
i=1 z

2
i

next gives us the bound ‖yi(k) − yi(µ
i
i(k))‖

2 ≤

‖C‖2
∑N
j=1

(

k − µii(k)
)
∑k−1

τ=µi
i
(k)

‖sj(τ )‖
2. By partial

asynchrony k − µii(k) ≤ B and k − B ≤ µii(k), and thus

‖yi(k) − yi(µ
i
i(k))‖

2 ≤ ‖C‖2B
∑N
j=1

∑k−1
τ=k−B‖s(τ )‖

2, where

we have used
∑N
j=1‖sj(τ )‖

2 = ‖s(τ )‖2. By definition of β (k)

and qj(k) we can rewrite this as ‖qj(k)‖
2 ≤ ‖C‖2Bβ (k).

Taking the sum over the m outputs on both sides we arrive at
∑m
j=1 ‖qj(τ )‖

2 = ‖q(τ )‖2 ≤ m‖C‖2Bβ (τ ). The result follows

by taking the sum from τ = k −B to τ = k − 1 on both sides. �

Lemma 10: Take γℓ ∈ (0, 1) for all ℓ ≥ 0. For all tℓ ∈ T and k ∈
{ηℓ−1, . . . , ηℓ −B} we have

J
(

x(k +B), y(k +B); tℓ
)

− J
(

x∗(tℓ), y
∗(tℓ); tℓ

)

≤

(

A1 + A3 + A6
(

A2 + A4
)

+ 1
)

k+B−1
∑

τ=k

‖s(τ )‖2

+
(

A1 + A4 + A5 + A6
(

A2 + A4
))

k−1
∑

τ=k−B

‖s(τ )‖2,

where we define the constants A1 = N2Mℓγ
2
ℓL

2
ℓ + 3

2NL2
x,ℓ

and A2 = N2Mℓγ
2
ℓL

2
ℓ +

3
2NL2

y,ℓ‖C‖2, in addition to

A3 = NMℓ +N

(

3

2
K2
ℓ +

5

2

)

λ2

γ2
ℓ

·
1 + 2γℓ

(

1 + γℓ
)

L2
ℓBN

1− γℓ

A4 = NMℓ +N

(

3

2
K2
ℓ +

5

2

)

λ2

γ2
ℓ

·
2γℓ
(

1 + γℓ
)

L2
ℓBN

1− γℓ

A5 = NB
Lx,ℓ + Ly,ℓN‖C‖2

2

Kℓ = Lx,ℓ + Ly,ℓ‖C‖2, Mℓ =
3

2

(

Kℓ +
1

γℓ

)2

+
5

2
.

Proof: Fix any k ≥ 0. For each i, let ki denote the smallest element

of Ki exceeding k. Then we can write the equation xii(k
i + 1) =

ΠXi

[

xii(k)−γℓ∇xiJ
(

xi(ki), yi(ki); tℓ
)]

. Next we apply Lemma 8

with x = x(k), xi = xi(ki) for i ∈ [N ], y = y(k), yi =
yi(ki) for i ∈ [N ], x̄ = x∗(tℓ), ȳ = y∗(tℓ) = Cx∗(tℓ), a ∈ R

n

with ai = xii(k
i + 1) for i ∈ [N ], b = Ca and ā(k) =

ΠX

[

x(k)− γℓ∇xJ
(

x(k), y(k); tℓ
)]

. Then

J
(

a, b; tℓ
)

− J
(

x∗(tℓ), y
∗(tℓ); tℓ

)

≤
(

NMℓγ
2
ℓL

2
ℓ +

3

2
L2
x,ℓ

) N
∑

i=1

‖x(k)− xi(ki)‖2

+

(

NMℓγ
2
ℓL

2
ℓ +

3

2
L2
y,ℓ‖C‖2

) N
∑

i=1

‖y(k)− yi(ki)‖2

+N

(

3

2
Mℓ+

5

2

)

‖ā(k)−x(k)‖2+N

(

3

2
K2
ℓ+

5

2

)

‖x∗(tℓ)−x(k)‖2.

Applying Lemma 1, using 0 < γℓ < 1, and simplifying gives

J
(

a, b; tℓ
)

− J
(

x∗(tℓ), y
∗(tℓ); tℓ

)

≤
(

NMℓγ
2
ℓL

2
ℓ +

3

2
L2
x,ℓ

) N
∑

i=1

‖x(k)− xi(ki)‖2

+

(

NMℓγ
2
ℓL

2
ℓ +

3

2
L2
y,ℓ‖C‖2

) N
∑

i=1

‖y(k)− yi(ki)‖2

+

(

NMℓ +N

(

3

2
K2
ℓ +

5

2

)

λ2

γ2
ℓ

)

‖ā(k)− x(k)‖2. (32)

We note that ‖x(k) − xi(ki)‖2 =
∑N
j=1 ‖xj(k) − xij(k

i)‖2 and

similar for y. Assumption 5 gives us both k−B ≤ τ ij(k
i) ≤ k+B−1

and k − B ≤ µij(k
i) ≤ k + B − 1 for all i, j ∈ [N ]. Using these

facts and the definitions in (2) and (3), we rewrite (32) as

J
(

a, b; tℓ
)

− J
(

x∗(tℓ), y
∗(tℓ); tℓ

)

≤ A1

k+B−1
∑

τ=k−B

‖s(τ )‖2

+ A2

k+B−1
∑

τ=k−B

‖q(τ )‖2 +NMℓ

(

1 +
λ2

γ2
ℓ

)

‖ā(k)− x(k)‖2. (33)

We also know that xi(k +B)− xi(k
i + 1) =

∑k+B−1
τ=ki+1

si(τ ). By

definition of ai = xi(k
i + 1) we have

x(k +B) = a+









∑k+B−1
τ=k1+1

s1(τ )

.

..
∑k+B−1
τ=kN+1

sN (τ ).









Then we have f
(

x(k + B); tℓ
)

= f
(

a + v; tℓ
)

, where we have

used v :=
(

∑k+B−1
τ=k1+1

s1(τ )
T . . .

∑k+B−1
τ=kN+1

sN (τ )T
)T

.

From Lemma 2, we find

f
(

x(k +B); tℓ
)

≤

f
(

a; tℓ
)

+

N
∑

i=1

k+B−1
∑

τ=ki+1

si(τ )
T∇xif

(

a; tℓ
)

+
Lx,ℓ
2

∥

∥v
∥

∥

2
.

Adding ∇x
i
f
(

xi(τ ); tℓ
)

−∇x
i
f
(

xi(τ ); tℓ
)

and rearranging we get

f
(

x(k+B); tℓ
)

≤ f
(

a; tℓ
)

+
N
∑

i=1

k+B−1
∑

τ=ki+1

si(τ )
T∇x

i
f
(

xi(τ ); tℓ
)

+

N
∑

i=1

k+B−1
∑

τ=ki+1

si(τ )
T
(

∇xif
(

a; tℓ
)

−∇x
i
f
(

xi(τ ); tℓ
)

)

+
Lx,ℓ
2

∥

∥v
∥

∥

2
.
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Using the Lipschitz property of ∇xf
(

·; tℓ
)

f
(

x(k+B); tℓ
)

≤ f
(

a; tℓ
)

+
N
∑

i=1

k+B−1
∑

τ=ki+1

si(τ )
T∇x

i
f
(

xi(τ ); tℓ
)

+ Lx,ℓ

N
∑

i=1

k+B−1
∑

τ=ki+1

∥

∥si(τ )
∥

∥

∥

∥a− xi(τ )
∥

∥+
Lx,ℓ
2

∥

∥v
∥

∥

2
. (34)

By the triangle inequality and partial asynchrony we next find that
∥

∥a− xi(τ )
∥

∥ ≤
∑N
j=1

∑k+B−1
ζ=τ−B

∥

∥sj(ζ)
∥

∥. Using this in (34) gives

f
(

x(k+B); tℓ
)

≤ f
(

a; tℓ
)

+
N
∑

i=1

k+B−1
∑

τ=ki+1

si(τ )
T∇x

i
f
(

xi(τ ); tℓ
)

+ Lx,ℓ

N
∑

i=1

k+B−1
∑

τ=ki+1

k+B−1
∑

ζ=τ−B

N
∑

j=1

∥

∥si(τ )
∥

∥

∥

∥sj(ζ)
∥

∥+
Lx,ℓ
2

∥

∥v
∥

∥

2
.

Using ‖si(τ )‖ · ‖sj(ζ)‖ ≤ 1
2

(

‖si(τ )‖
2 + ‖sj(ζ)‖

2), along

with k ≤ ki + 1 for all i ∈ [N ] and k ≤ τ , we have

f
(

x(k+B); tℓ
)

≤ f
(

a; tℓ
)

+
N
∑

i=1

k+B−1
∑

τ=ki+1

si(τ )
T∇x

i
f
(

xi(τ ); tℓ
)

+
Lx,ℓ
2

(

2BN

k+B−1
∑

τ=k

∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

2
+BN

k+B−1
∑

ζ=k−B

∥

∥s(ζ)
∥

∥

2

)

+
Lx,ℓ
2

∥

∥v
∥

∥

2
,

(35)

where we have also used
∑N
i=1‖si(k)‖

2 = ‖s(k)‖2.

Next, we continue by bounding g
(

y(k + B); tℓ
)

in a simi-

lar manner. Using bj = Cj∗a and yjj (µ
i
j(τ )) = Cj∗x(µ

i
j(τ ))

where Cj∗ ∈ R
mj×n, we follow the same steps used to

bound f
(

x(k +B; tℓ
)

. Doing this gives

g
(

y(k+B); tℓ
)

≤ g
(

b; tℓ
)

+
N
∑

i=1

k+B−1
∑

τ=ki+1

si(τ )
TCTi ∇yg

(

yi(τ ); tℓ
)

+
Ly,ℓN‖C‖2

2

(

2BN

k+B−1
∑

τ=k

∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

2
+BN

k+B−1
∑

ζ=k−B

∥

∥s(ζ)
∥

∥

2

)

+
Ly,ℓ‖C‖2

2
‖v‖2. (36)

Adding together Equations (35) and (36) we obtain

J
(

x(k +B), y(k +B); tℓ
)

− J
(

a, b; tℓ
)

≤

N
∑

i=1

k+B−1
∑

τ=ki+1

si(τ )
T∇x

i
J
(

xi(τ ), yi(τ ); tℓ
)

+
2BNLx,ℓ + 2BLy,ℓN

2‖C‖2

2

k+B−1
∑

τ=k

∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

2

+
BNLx,ℓ +BLy,ℓN

2‖C‖2

2

k+B−1
∑

ζ=k−B

∥

∥s(ζ)
∥

∥

2

+

(

Lx,ℓ + Ly,ℓ‖C‖2

2

)

∥

∥v
∥

∥

2
. (37)

By definition of v we have
∥

∥v
∥

∥

2
=
∑N
j=1

∥

∥

∑k+B−1
τ=kj+1

sj(τ )
∥

∥

2
.

Using the triangle inequality and
(

∑N
i=1 zi

)2
≤ N

∑N
i=1 z

2
i gives

∥

∥v
∥

∥

2
≤
∑N
j=1

(

(

k+B− 1
)

−
(

kj +1
)

+1
)

∑k+B−1
τ=kj+1

∥

∥sj(τ )
∥

∥

2
.

By partial asynchrony, for each j ∈ [N ], we have the inequalities

(

k + B − 1
)

−
(

kj + 1
)

+ 1 ≤ B and k ≤ kj + 1. Thus,

we may write
∥

∥v
∥

∥

2
≤ B

∑N
j=1

∑k+B−1
τ=k

∥

∥sj(τ )
∥

∥

2
. Next, us-

ing
∑N
i=1‖si(k)‖

2 = ‖s(k)‖2 gives
∥

∥v
∥

∥

2
≤ B

∑k+B−1
τ=k

∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

2
.

Applying this to (37) and using Lemma 3 yields

J
(

x(k +B), y(k +B); tℓ
)

− J
(

a, b; tℓ
)

≤

(

−
1

γℓ
+

3BNLx,ℓ + 3BLy,ℓN
2‖C‖2

2

+
BLx,ℓ +BLy,ℓ‖C‖2

2

)

N
∑

i=1

k+B−1
∑

τ=ki+1

∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

2

+
BNLx,ℓ +BLy,ℓN

2‖C‖2

2

k−1
∑

ζ=k−B

∥

∥s(ζ)
∥

∥

2
+

N
∑

i=1

∥

∥si(k
i)
∥

∥

2

≤ NB
Lx,ℓ + Ly,ℓN‖C‖2

2

k−1
∑

ζ=k−B

∥

∥s(ζ)
∥

∥

2
+

N
∑

i=1

∥

∥si(k
i)
∥

∥

2
,

which follows from γℓ < 2
(

3N+1
)

BLx,ℓ+
(

3N2+1
)

B‖C‖2Ly,ℓ
.

Adding the last inequality to (33) yields

J
(

x(k +B), y(k +B); tℓ
)

− J
(

x∗(tℓ), y
∗(tℓ); tℓ

)

≤
(

N2Mℓγ
2
ℓL

2
ℓ +

3

2
NL2

x,ℓ

) k+B−1
∑

τ=k−B

‖s(τ )‖2 +
N
∑

i=1

∥

∥si(k
i)
∥

∥

2

+

(

N2Mℓγ
2
ℓL

2
ℓ +

3

2
NL2

y,ℓ‖C‖2
) k+B−1

∑

τ=k−B

‖q(τ )‖2

+

(

NMℓ +NMℓ

(

λmax
{

1, γ−1
ℓ

}

)2
)

‖ā(k)− x(k)‖2

+NB
Lx,ℓ + Ly,ℓN‖C‖2

2

k−1
∑

τ=k−B

‖s(τ )‖2. (38)

Since k ≤ ki ≤ k+B−1 and
∑N
i=1

∥

∥si(τ )
∥

∥

2
=
∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

2
we have

N
∑

i=1

∥

∥si(k
i)
∥

∥

2
≤

N
∑

i=1

k+B−1
∑

τ=k

∥

∥si(τ )
∥

∥

2
≤

k+B−1
∑

τ=k

∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

2
. (39)

Applying Lemma 7 and (39) to (38) yields

J
(

x(k +B), y(k +B); tℓ
)

− J
(

x∗(tℓ), y
∗(tℓ); tℓ

)

≤
(

N2Mℓγ
2
ℓL

2
ℓ +

3

2
NL2

x,ℓ

) k+B−1
∑

τ=k−B

‖s(τ )‖2

+

(

N2Mℓγ
2
ℓL

2
ℓ +

3

2
NL2

y,ℓ‖C‖2
) k+B−1

∑

τ=k−B

‖q(τ )‖2

+NMℓ

(

1 +
λ2

γ2
ℓ

)

1 + 2γℓ
(

1 + γℓ
)

L2
ℓBN

1− γℓ

k+B−1
∑

τ=k

‖s(τ )‖2

+ ǫℓ





k+B−1
∑

τ=k

‖q(τ )‖2 +

k−1
∑

τ=k−B

‖s(τ )‖2 +

k−1
∑

τ=k−B

‖q(τ )‖2





+NB
Lx,ℓ + Ly,ℓN‖C‖2

2

k−1
∑

τ=k−B

‖s(τ )‖2 +

k+B−1
∑

τ=k

∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

2
,

where ǫℓ = NMℓ

(

1 + λ2

γ2
ℓ

)

2γℓ

(

1+γℓ

)

L2
ℓBN

1−γℓ
. We conclude by

applying Lemma 9 and combining like terms. �

Lemma 11: For all tℓ ∈ T and for all k ∈ {ηℓ−1, . . . , ηℓ − B},

we have α (k +B; tℓ) ≤ γ−2
ℓ

Qℓβ (k +B) + γ−1
ℓ

Rℓβ (k), where
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we define Qℓ = Z1+Z3 +A6
(

Z2 +Z4
)

+1 and Rℓ = Z1 +Z4+
A5 + A6

(

Z2 + Z4
)

, where A5 and A6 are from Lemma 10 and

Z1 :=
N

2

(

3
∥

∥C
∥

∥

4
L2
ℓL

2
y,ℓN+6

∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
L2
ℓLx,ℓLy,ℓN+3L2

ℓL
2
x,ℓN

+ 6
∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
L2
ℓLy,ℓN + 6L2

ℓLx,ℓN + 8L2
ℓN + 3L2

x,ℓ

)

Z2 :=
N

2

(

3
∥

∥C
∥

∥

4
L2
ℓL

2
y,ℓN+6

∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
L2
ℓLx,ℓLy,ℓN+3

∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
L2
y,ℓ

+ 6
∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
L2
ℓLy,ℓN + 3L2

ℓL
2
x,ℓN + 6L2

ℓLx,ℓN + 8L2
ℓN
)

Z3 :=
N

2

[

(1 + λ2)
(

36B
∥

∥C
∥

∥

4
L2
ℓL

2
y,ℓN + 9

∥

∥C
∥

∥

4
L2
y,ℓ

+ 72B
∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
L2
ℓLx,ℓLy,ℓN + 18

∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
Lx,ℓLy,ℓ + 36BL2

ℓL
2
x,ℓN

+ 9L2
x,ℓ

)

+ 72B
∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
L2
ℓLy,ℓN + 72BL2

ℓLx,ℓN + 60BL2
ℓNλ2

+ 96BL2
ℓN + 18Ly,ℓ

∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
+ 18Lx,ℓ + 15λ2 + 24

]

Z4 := N2L2
ℓB
(

(

1 + λ2
)(

18
∥

∥C
∥

∥

4
L2
y,ℓ + 36

∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
Lx,ℓLy,ℓ

+ 18L2
x,ℓ

)

+ 36
∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
Ly,ℓ + 36Lx,ℓ + 30λ2 + 48

)

.

Proof: From Lemma 10, for any k ∈ {ηℓ−1, . . . , ηℓ −B} we have

α (k +B; tℓ) ≤
(

A1 + A3 +A6
(

A2 + A4
)

+ 1
)

β (k +B)

+
(

A1 +A4 + A5 + A6
(

A2 +A4
))

β (k) , (40)

where A1, . . . , A6 > 0 are from Lemma 10. Using γℓ < 1 gives

A1 ≤
N

2

(

3
∥

∥C
∥

∥

4
L2
ℓL

2
y,ℓN + 6

∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
L2
ℓLx,ℓLy,ℓN + 3L2

x,ℓ

+ 6
∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
L2
ℓLy,ℓN + 3L2

ℓL
2
x,ℓN + 6L2

ℓLx,ℓN + 8L2
ℓN
)

. (41)

Similarly, using γℓ < 1 lets us upper bound A2 as

A2 ≤
N

2

(

3
∥

∥C
∥

∥

4
L2
ℓL

2
y,ℓN+6

∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
L2
ℓLx,ℓLy,ℓN+3

∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
L2
y,ℓ

6
∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
L2
ℓLy,ℓN + 3L2

ℓL
2
x,ℓN + 6L2

ℓLx,ℓN + 8L2
ℓN
)

.

Taking γℓ < 1
2 we have 1

1−γℓ
< 1 + 2γℓ. Using this inequality

and the fact that max
{

1, γ−1
ℓ

}

= 1
γℓ

yields

A3 ≤
1

2γ2
ℓ

(

N
(

(

1 + λ2
)(

36B
∥

∥C
∥

∥

4
L2
ℓL

2
y,ℓN + 9

∥

∥C
∥

∥

4
L2
y,ℓ

+ 72B
∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
L2
ℓLx,ℓLy,ℓN + 18

∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
Lx,ℓLy,ℓ + 36BL2

ℓL
2
x,ℓN

+ 9L2
x,ℓ

)

+ 72B
∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
L2
ℓLy,ℓN + 72BL2

ℓLx,ℓN + 60BL2
ℓNλ2

+ 96BL2
ℓN + 18Ly,ℓ

∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
+ 18Lx,ℓ + 15λ2 + 24

)

)

.

Lastly, we bound A4. Using γℓ <
1
2 we again have 1

1−γℓ
< 1+2γℓ.

Applying this inequality and the fact that max
{

1, γ−1
ℓ

}

= 1
γℓ

yields

A4 ≤
1

γℓ

(

N2L2
ℓB
(

(

1 + λ2
)(

18
∥

∥C
∥

∥

4
L2
y,ℓ + 36

∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
Lx,ℓLy,ℓ

+ 18L2
x,ℓ

)

+ 36
∥

∥C
∥

∥

2
Ly,ℓ + 36Lx,ℓ + 30λ2 + 48

)

)

. (42)

From (41)-(42) we have A1 ≤ Z1, A2 ≤ Z2, A3 ≤ Z3γ
−2
ℓ

, and

A4 ≤ Z4γ
−1
ℓ

. Using these in (40) with γℓ < 1 gives the result. �

Lemma 12: For t0, we have α (0; t0) ≤ a0 and α (B; t0) ≤ a0,

where a0 ≥ LJ,0
(

1 + ‖C‖
)

diam(X ).

Proof: By definition of α (0; t0) we have

α (0; t0) = J
(

x(0), y(0); t0
)

− J
(

x∗(t0), y
∗(t0); t0

)

. (43)

Using this and the Lipschitz continuity of J
(

·, ·; tℓ
)

we have

α (0; t0) ≤ LJ,0

(

∥

∥x(0) − x∗(t0)
∥

∥ +
∥

∥y(0) − y∗(t0)
∥

∥

)

. Then

using y = Cx next gives α (0; t0) ≤ LJ,0
(

1+‖C‖
)

diam(X ), which

follows from
∥

∥x(0) − x∗(t0)
∥

∥ ≤ diam(X ). The same argument

can be made to bound α (B; t0) by replacing α (0; t) with α (B; t)
in (43). Thus, α (B; t0) ≤ LJ,0

(

1 + ‖C‖
)

diam(X ). Selecting

any a0 ≥ LJ,0
(

1 + ‖C‖
)

diam(X ) gives the result. �

Lemma 13: For all tℓ ∈ T , we have β (ηℓ−1) ≤ bℓ and

β (ηℓ−1 +B) ≤ bℓ, where bℓ ≥ Bdiam (X )2.

Proof : By definition of β (ηℓ−1) in (8) and s(τ ) in (7) we

have β (ηℓ−1) =
∑ηℓ−1−1

τ=ηℓ−1−B

∑N
i=1 ‖x

i
i(τ + 1) − xii(τ )‖

2. We

can bound this as β (ηℓ−1) ≤
∑ηℓ−1−1

τ=ηℓ−1−B
supv,w∈X ‖v − w‖2.

Using supv∈X,w∈X ‖v − w‖ ≤ diam (X ) we then find the

bound β (ηℓ−1) ≤ Bdiam (X )2. An analogous argument shows

that β (ηℓ−1 +B) ≤ Bdiam (X )2.

B. Proof of Theorem 1

For convenience we define s(τ ) = 0 for τ < 0. From Lemma 6

and Lemma 11 for any k such that 0 ≤ k ≤ η0 −B,

α (k +B; t0) ≤ α (k; t0)− γ−1
0 D0β (k +B) + E0β (k) (44)

α (k +B; t0) ≤ γ−2
0 F0β (k +B) + γ−1

0 G0β (k) . (45)

Rearranging (45) gives β (k +B) ≥
α(k+B;t0)−γ

−1
0 G0β(k)

γ
−2
0 F0

. Sub-

stituting this into (44) and rearranging yields
(

1 +
γ0D0

F0

)

α (k +B; t0) ≤ α (k; t0) +

(

D0G0

F0
+ E0

)

β (k) .

(46)

Fix k ∈ {B, . . . , η0 −B} and substitute k−B for k in (44) to find

β (k) ≤ γ0
α (k −B; t0)− α (k; t0) + E0β (k −B)

D0
. (47)

Applying (47) to the right-hand side of (46) and rearranging, we get

α (k +B; t0) ≤

(

1 +
γ0D0

F0

)−1
(

(

1− γ0

(

G0

F0
+

E0

D0

))

· α (k; t0) + γ0

(

G0

F0
+

E0

D0

)

(

α (k −B; t0) + E0β (k −B)
)

)

.

(48)

For any integer d ≥ 2, we iterate (44) to find

α (k + dB; t0) ≤ α (k; t0)−
(

γ−1
0 D0 −E0

)

d−1
∑

j=1

β (k + jB)

− γ−1
0 D0β (k + dB) + E0β (k) .

Using γ0 < D0/E0 and the fact that β (τ ) ≥ 0 for all τ > 0 gives

α (k + dB; t0) ≤ α (k; t0)−
(

γ−1
0 D0 −E0

)

β (k +B) + E0β (k).
Using the nonnegativity of α (k + dB; t0) we can then write

0 ≤ α (k; t0)−
(

γ−1
0 D0 − E0

)

β (k +B) + E0β (k), and thus

β (k +B) ≤
γ0

D0 − γ0E0

(

α (k; t0) + E0β (k)
)

. (49)

Next, we will use (48) and (49) to show linear convergence

of Algorithm 1 for t0. Select a0 ≥ LJ,0
(

1 + ‖C‖
)

diam(X )

and b0 ≥ Bdiam (X )2 according to Lemma 12 and Lemma 13. Then
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α (0; t0) ≤ a0, α (B; t0) ≤ a0, β (0) ≤ b0, and β (B) ≤ b0.

Then (9) and (10) hold for r0 = 0, 1. Next, we will use induction

to show that (9) and (10) hold for all r0 ∈ N0. For the inductive

hypothesis suppose (9) and (10) hold for all r0 up to d ≥ 1. We

obtain from γ0 < 1
/(G0

F0
+ E0
D0

)

and (48) that

α (dB +B; t0) ≤
1

1 + γ0
D0
F0

(

(

1−γ0

(

G0

F0
+

E0

D0

))

α (dB; t0)

+ γ0

(

G0

F0
+

E0

D0

)

(

α (dB −B; t0) + E0β (dB −B)
)

)

. (50)

For γ0 ≤ 1
2c0

we have ρ−1
0 ≤ 1+2c0γ0. Using this and the inductive

hypothesis, we find

α (dB +B; t0) ≤
1

1 + γ0
D0
F0

(

1 + 2γ20c0

(

G0

F0
+

E0

D0

)

+ γ0

(

G0

F0
+

E0

D0

)

(

1 + 2c0γ0
)

E0
b0
a0

)

a0ρ
d−1
0 .

Then, using
b0
a0

= D0

8E0

(

G0
F0

+
E0
D0

)

F0
, γ0 ≤ 1

2c0
, and γ0 ≤

D0

8F0

(

G0
F0

+
E0
D0

)

c0

and simplifying gives

α (dB +B; t0) ≤

(

2F0 + γ0D0

2F0 + 2γ0D0

)

a0ρ
d−1
0 .

Using 1− γ0
D0

2F0+2γ0D0
= 2F0+γ0D0

2F0+2γ0D0
and γ0 < 1, we reach

α (dB +B; t0) ≤ a0ρ
d
0, (51)

and this completes the induction on (9).

To complete the this inductive argument we make a similar

argument for (10). From (49) and the inductive hypothesis we have

the bound β (dB +B) ≤
γ0

(

a0
b0

+E0

)

D0−γ0E0
b0ρ

d−1
0 . Here γ0 < γmax,0

ensures γ0
(a0
b0

+E0

)

≤ (D0 − γ0E0)(1− γ0c0), and we obtain

β (dB +B) ≤
(

1 − γ0c0
)

b0ρ
d−1
0 . The definition of ρ0 gives

β (dB +B) ≤ b0ρ
d
0. Thus, (9) and (10) hold for all r0 ∈ N0. From

Lemma 9 we have δ (dB +B) ≤ d0ρ
d
0, where d0 = B2m‖C‖2b0.

C. Proof of Theorem 2

We first show that for γ1 ∈
(

0, γmax,1
)

and r1 ∈ N0 there holds

α (η0 + r1B; t1) ≤ a1ρ
r1−1
1 (52)

β (η0 + r1B) ≤ b1ρ
r1−1
1 (53)

δ (η0 + r1B) ≤ d1ρ
r1−1
1 . (54)

Following the same steps to reach (48) we find

α (k +B; t1) ≤

(

1+
γ1D1

F1

)−1
(

(

1−γ1

(

G1

F1
+
E1

D1

))

α (k; t1)

+ γ1

(

G1

F1
+

E1

D1

)

(

α (k −B; t1) + E1β (k −B)
)

)

, (55)

and following the same steps to reach (49), we find

β (k +B) ≤
γ1

D1 − γ1E1

(

α (k; t1) + E1β (k)
)

. (56)

We will use (55) and (56) to prove the convergence of Algorithm 1

for t1, i.e., show that (52), (53), and (54) hold for any r1 ∈ N0.

First, we show that (52) and (53) hold for r1 = 0, 1. Specifically, we

select a1 > 0 and b1 > 0 such that

α (η0; t1) ≤ a1 α (η0 +B; t1) ≤ a1 (57)

β (η0) ≤ b1 β (η0 +B) ≤ b1. (58)

By definition of α (η0; t1) we may write

α (η0; t1) = J
(

x(η0), y(η0); t1
)

− J
(

x∗(t0), y
∗(t0); t0

)

+ J
(

x∗(t0), y
∗(t0); t0

)

+ J
(

x(η0), y(η0); t0
)

− J
(

x(η0), y(η0); t0
)

− J
(

x∗(t1), y
∗(t1); t1

)

. (59)

Using the triangle inequality, Assumption 3, and Theorem 1 gives

α (η0; t1) ≤ ∆Lt + a0ρ
r0−1
0

+
∣

∣J
(

x∗(t0), y
∗(t0); t0

)

− J
(

x∗(t1), y
∗(t1); t1

)
∣

∣.

Adding J
(

x∗(t0), y
∗(t0); t1

)

− J
(

x∗(t0), y
∗(t0); t1

)

, using the

triangle inequality, and again using Assumption 3 yields

α (η0; t1) ≤ 2∆Lt + a0ρ
r0−1
0

+
∣

∣J
(

x∗(t0), y
∗(t0); t1

)

− J
(

x∗(t1), y
∗(t1); t1

)∣

∣. (60)

Using the Lipschitz continuity of J
(

·, ·; t1
)

, the triangle inequality,

and y = Cx, we find

∣

∣J
(

x∗(t0), y
∗(t0); t1

)

− J
(

x∗(t1), y
∗(t1); t1

)∣

∣

≤ LJ,1(1 + ‖C‖)
(

∥

∥x∗(t0)− x∗(t1)
∥

∥

)

≤ LJ,1σ1
(

1 +
∥

∥C
∥

∥

)

,

(61)

where the last inequality uses Assumption 3. Using (61) in (60) yields

α (η0; t1) ≤ a0ρ
r0−1
0 + 2∆Lt + LJ,1σ1

(

1 +
∥

∥C
∥

∥

)

. (62)

Next, we bound α (η0 +B; t1). By definition we have

α (η0 +B; t1) = f

(

x(η0) +

η0+B−1
∑

τ=η0

s(τ ); t1

)

+ g

(

y(η0) +

η0+B−1
∑

τ=η0

Cs(τ ); t1

)

− J
(

x∗(t1), y
∗(t1); t1

)

.

Applying Lemma 2, the bound
∥

∥

∑N
i=1 z

∥

∥

2
≤ N

∑N
i=1 ‖z‖

2, the

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and the triangle inequality, we find

α (η0 +B; t1) ≤ f
(

x(η0); t1
)

+

η0+B−1
∑

τ=η0

∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

∥

∥∇xf
(

x(η0); t1
)∥

∥+
Lx,1B

2

η0+B−1
∑

τ=η0

∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

2

+ g
(

y(η0); t1
)

+ ‖C‖

η0+B−1
∑

τ=η0

∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

∥

∥∇yg
(

y(η0); t1
)∥

∥

+
Ly,1B‖C‖2

2

η0+B−1
∑

τ=η0

∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

2
− J

(

x∗(t1), y
∗(t1); t1

)

.

Since β (η0 +B) =
∑η0+B−1
τ=η0

∥

∥s(τ )
∥

∥

2
, we apply Lemma 13 to

it, then use the boundedness of ∇xf
(

·; t1
)

and ∇yg
(

·; t1
)

from (6)

and the fact that ‖s(·)‖ ≤ diam (X ) to find

α (η0 +B; t1) ≤ α (η0; t1) +
(

Mx,1 +My,1‖C‖
)

Bdiam (X )

+
(

Lx,1 + Ly,1‖C‖2
)B2diam (X )2

2
.
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Applying the bound in (62) we get

α (η0 +B; t1) ≤ a0ρ
r0−1
0 + 2∆Lt + LJ,1σ1

(

1 +
∥

∥C
∥

∥

)

+
(

Mx,1 +My,1‖C‖
)

Bdiam (X )

+
(

Lx,1 + Ly,1‖C‖2
)B2diam (X )2

2
. (63)

Next, we modify the right-hand side of (63) to design
b1
a1

.

We observe that 8E1

(

G1
F1

+ E1
D1

)

F1 ≥ 1. Indeed, we have

the bound 8E1

(

G1
F1

+ E1
D1

)

F1 = 8E1G1 + 8
E2
1F1
D1

≥ 1,

which follows by inspection of 8E1G1. We note for all γ1 ∈
(

0, 2
(

1+B
)

Lx,1+
(

1+BN
)

‖C‖2Ly,1

)

, we have D1 ≤ 1. Then

we have
D1

8E1

(

G1
F1

+
E1
D1

)

F1
≤ 1 as well. We can multi-

ply
8E1

(

G1
F1

+
E1
D1

)

F1

D1
≥ 1 with the last term in (63) to yield a new

upper bound to replace (63). Therefore if we select

a1 = a0ρ
r0−1
0 + 2∆Lt + LJ,1σ1

(

1 +
∥

∥C
∥

∥

)

(64)

+
(

Mx,1 +My,1‖C‖
)

Bdiam (X )

+
8E1

(

G1
F1

+ E1
D1

)

F1B
2diam (X )2

2D1

(

Lx,1 + Ly,1‖C‖2
)

,

then we satisfy (57). Furthermore, selecting b1 = Bdiam (X )2

satisfies (58) due to Lemma 13. From these selections of a1 and b1 we

have
b1
a1

≤ D1

8E1

(

G1
F1

+
E1
D1

)

F1
. These choices of a1, b1 satisfy (52)

and (53) for r1 = 0, 1. Next, we prove that (52) and (53) hold

for all r1 ∈ N0 by induction. For the inductive hypothesis suppose

that (52) and (53) hold for all r1 up to d ≥ 1. Using the same steps

used from (50) to (51), we have α (η0 + dB +B; t1) ≤ a1ρ
d
1, and

this completes induction on (52).

To complete the inductive argument for β we make a similar

argument in order to reach (53). From (56) we have

β (η0+dB+B) ≤
γ1

D1−γ1E1

(

α (η0 + dB; t1)+E1β (η0+dB)
)

.

(65)

Next, we have β (η0 + dB +B) ≤
γ1

(

a1
b1

+E1

)

D1−γ1E1
b1ρ

d−1
1

by the inductive hypothesis. We then design

γ1 <

a1
b1

+2E1+D1c1−

√

(

a1
b1

+2E1+D1c1

)2
−4D1E1c1

2E1c1
to ensure

that γ1

(

a1
b1

+ E1

)

≤
(

D1 − γ1E1
)(

1 − γ1c1
)

so that we obtain

β (η0 + dB +B) ≤
(

1− γ1c1
)

b1ρ
d−1
1 . Therefore

β (η0 + dB +B) ≤ b1ρ
d
1. (66)

Thus, (53) holds for all r1 ∈ N0. Then by Lemma 9 we have

δ (η0 + dB +B) ≤ B2m‖C‖2b1ρ
d
1. This proves (54).

The preceding establishes the base case for the next inductive

argument in which we show that if α (ηℓ−1 + rℓB; tℓ) ≤ aℓρ
rℓ−1
ℓ

,

β (ηℓ−1 + rℓB) ≤ bℓρ
rℓ−1
ℓ

, and δ (ηℓ−1 + rℓB) ≤ bℓρ
rℓ−1
ℓ

hold

for a fixed tℓ, then δ (ηℓ + rℓ+1B) ≤ dℓ+1ρ
rℓ+1−1

ℓ+1 and

α (ηℓ + rℓ+1B; tℓ+1) ≤ aℓ+1ρ
rℓ+1−1

ℓ+1 (67)

β (ηℓ + rℓ+1B) ≤ bℓ+1ρ
rℓ+1−1

ℓ+1 (68)

also hold. This will complete our proof of Theorem 2.

From Lemma 6 and Lemma 11 for any k ∈ {ηℓ, . . . , ηℓ+1 −B},

α (k +B; tℓ+1) ≤ α (k; tℓ+1)− γ−1
ℓ+1Dℓ+1β (k +B) + Eℓ+1β (k)

(69)

α (k +B; tℓ+1) ≤ γ−2
ℓ+1Fℓ+1β (k +B) + γ−1

ℓ+1Gℓ+1β (k) , (70)

by taking γℓ+1 < 2
(

1+B
)

Lx,ℓ+1+
(

1+BN
)

‖C‖2Ly,ℓ+1

. Rearrang-

ing (70) to lower-bound β (k +B) we obtain

β (k +B) ≥
α (k +B; tℓ+1)− γ−1

ℓ+1Gℓ+1β (k)

γ−2
ℓ+1Fℓ+1

.

Applying this to (69) and simplifying gives

(

1 +
γℓ+1Dℓ+1

Fℓ+1

)

α (k +B; tℓ+1) ≤ α (k; tℓ+1)

+

(

Dℓ+1Gℓ+1

Fℓ+1
+Eℓ+1

)

β (k) . (71)

Fix k ∈ {ηℓ+B, . . . , ηℓ+1−B} and replace k−B by k in (69). Then

β (k) ≤
γℓ+1
Dℓ+1

(

α (k −B; tℓ+1) − α (k; tℓ+1) + Eℓ+1β (k −B)
)

.

Applying this to (71) gives

α (k +B; tℓ+1) ≤

(

1 +
γℓ+1Dℓ+1

Fℓ+1

)−1
(

(

1− γℓ+1

·

(

Gℓ+1

Fℓ+1
+

Eℓ+1

Dℓ+1

))

α (k; tℓ+1) + γℓ+1

(

Gℓ+1

Fℓ+1
+

Eℓ+1

Dℓ+1

)

·
(

α (k −B; tℓ+1) + Eℓ+1β (k −B)
)

)

. (72)

For any d ≥ 2, we iterate (69) to find

α (k + dB; tℓ+1) ≤ α (k; tℓ+1)− γ−1
ℓ+1Dℓ+1β (k + dB)

+Eℓ+1β (k)−
(

γ−1
ℓ+1Dℓ+1 − Eℓ+1

)

d−1
∑

j=1

β (k + jB) .

Since γℓ+1 < Dℓ+1/Eℓ+1 and β (τ ) ≥ 0 for all τ > 0, we obtain

α (k + dB; tℓ+1) ≤ α (k; tℓ+1)

−
(

γ−1
ℓ+1Dℓ+1 − Eℓ+1

)

β (k +B) +Eℓ+1β (k) .

Using α (k + dB; tℓ+1) ≥ 0, we rearrange to find

β (k +B) ≤
γℓ+1

Dℓ+1 − γℓ+1Eℓ+1

(

α (k; tℓ+1)+Eℓ+1β (k)
)

. (73)

We will use (72) and (73) to show that (67) and (68) hold for

any rℓ+1 ∈ N0. First, we show that (67) and (68) hold for rℓ+1 =
0, 1. Specifically, we select aℓ+1 > 0 and bℓ+1 > 0 such that

α (ηℓ; tℓ+1) ≤ aℓ+1, α (ηℓ +B; tℓ+1) ≤ aℓ+1 (74)

β (ηℓ) ≤ bℓ+1, β (ηℓ +B) ≤ bℓ+1. (75)

Using the definition of α (ηℓ; tℓ+1) we repeat the steps used

from (59) to (64) to find if we select aℓ+1 such that

aℓ+1 = aℓρ
rℓ−1
ℓ

+ 2∆Lt + LJ,ℓ+1σℓ+1

(

1 +
∥

∥C
∥

∥

)

+
(

Mx,ℓ+1 +My,ℓ+1‖C‖
)

Bdiam (X )

+
8Eℓ+1

(

Gℓ+1
Fℓ+1

+
Eℓ+1
Dℓ+1

)

Fℓ+1B
2diam (X )2

2Dℓ+1

·
(

Lx,ℓ+1 + Ly,ℓ+1‖C‖2
)

,

then (74) holds. Selecting bℓ+1 = Bdiam (X )2 satisfies (75) due

to Lemma 13. From these selections of aℓ+1 and bℓ+1 we have

the bound
bℓ+1
aℓ+1

≤
Dℓ+1

8Eℓ+1

(Gℓ+1
Fℓ+1

+
Eℓ+1
Dℓ+1

)

Fℓ+1

. These selections

of aℓ+1, bℓ+1 satisfy (67) and (68) for rℓ+1 = 0, 1.

Next, we prove that (67) and (68) hold for all rℓ+1 ∈ N0 by

induction. For the inductive hypothesis suppose that (67) and (68)

hold for all rℓ+1 up to some d ≥ 1. Using the same steps used
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from (50) to (51) we obtain α (ηℓ + dB +B; tℓ+1) ≤ aℓ+1ρ
d
ℓ+1,

and this completes the induction on (67).

To complete the inductive argument for β we make a similar

argument to reach (68). Following the same steps used to go from (65)

to (66), we find β (ηℓ + dB +B) ≤ bℓ+1ρ
d
ℓ+1. Therefore, (68)

holds for ℓ + 1. We also have δ (ηℓ + dB +B) ≤ dℓ+1ρ
d
ℓ+1, from

Lemma 9, where dℓ+1 := B2m‖C‖2bℓ+1.
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