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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.

[. 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-
Lojasiewicz 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:

e We provide the first block-based asynchronous algorithm for
distributed feedback optimization problems (Algorithm [T).

e 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 & D).

e We show that our algorithm asymptotically tracks the global
minimizer to within an explicit error bound (Theorem [3).

e We provide timing specifications for computations, communi-
cations, and sensor measurements to achieve desired network
tracking performance (Theorem F] Corollary [T)).

o 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
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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 [ gives
a problem statement, and Section [[IIl presents our asynchronous
feedback optimization algorithm. Convergence rates are derived in
Section[[V] Section[V]presents simulations, and Section[VI] concludes.

Notation Let N = {1,2,3,...} denote the natural numbers and
let Ng = NU {0} denote the non-negative integers. For N € N,
define [N] = {1,...,N}. We use ||-|| for the Euclidean norm. For
a € R" and b € R™ we denote the stacking of these vectors
as (a,b) € R™™. The diameter of a compact set X C R"
is denoted diam(X) = sup, ycx |z — y|. We use Iz for the
Euclidean projection of a point onto a closed, convex set Z, i.e.,
II7[v] = argmin_¢ 7 ||v—z||. We define V := 3% and Vy = 3%
We denote I, as the n X n identity matrix and ® is the Kronecker
product. We also use 1, as the n-dimensional ones vector.

[I. 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(z),
where h : R"™ — R™ is a map from some controllable in-
puts z € X CR" to outputs y € Y C R™ for sets X and Y. In
this article, we consider systems where h is a linear map of the
form y(k) = Cz(k), where C € R™*"™. 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) = Cxz(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 z. 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 I: Given f : R" x Ng — R, g : R x Ng — R,
using N € N agents that asynchronously compute, communicate,
and measure outputs, drive x and y to track the solution of

minimize J(z,y;t) = f(z;te) + g(yite)
reX
subject to y = Cx,

where ty € T :== {tg,...,tr} and T € N. O

Problem [I] 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 [Il 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 [1l and the same is true for z. Instead, different agents will

measure different entries of y, and different agents will compute
new values for different entries of = (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 « 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 [Vl we show that it is robust to the
perturbations that result from asynchrony as well. ¢

B. Assumptions on Problem[d]

We make the following assumptions about Problem [I

Assumption 1: For all t; € T, the functions f(-;t;) and g(-;t,)
are twice continuously differentiable and p-strongly convex. O

Assumption [1 guarantees the existence and continuity of both
the gradient and Hessian of J(-,-;¢;). Additionally, it implies
that J(~, 3 tg) is p-strongly convex for all ty € T.

Assumption 2: The constraint set X can be decomposed via
X =X x Xy x -+ x Xy, where X; C R, n; € N, is non-empty,
compact, and polyhedral for all ¢ € [N]. O

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 = Cz : = € X}, and under
Assumption [2] the set ) is non-empty, compact, and convex.

. T
We decompose * € X via x = [m?wqj\” , where for

all i € [N] we have z; € X; C R™ and n = Zfil n;. We
[y?...y%}T, where y; € R™
and m = vazl m,. 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 %
measures the block of outputs y; and performs computations to
determine subsequent values of x;. We note that, for all i € [N],
Assumption [2] allows agent ¢ to project values of z; onto X, 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 = [Cl Co C N], where we have defined
the matrix C; € R™*™ for all i € [N]. Here, C is the first ng
columns of C, then C5 is the next no columns, etc. We also denote
the rows of C via C' = [C{‘F* C’;k C’]:\F,,JT, where C1, is
the first mq rows, then Cs, is the next mo rows, etc.

Assumptions [1l and 2] ensure the existence and uniqueness of the
minimizer of J(-,-;ty). For t, € T we denote this minimizer as

¥ (ty) = argen;in f(zite) +g(Casty), y*(te) = Cz™(ty).
xT

decompose y € Y via y =

Assumptions [I] and 2] also give the following lemma.

Lemma 1 (Error Bound Condition): Let Assumptions [I and
hold. Then for every o > 0 and for each t, € T, there exist v, A > 0
such that for all z € X and y € Y with (i) J(z,y;t,) < w and
(ii) Hx—HX [:c —WVIJ(x, Y; tg)] H < v, we have the upper bounds
|z —2*(to)|| < Ao — My [z — VaJ (z,y;5t,)]|| and

2 —a*(to)]| < Amax{1,7; Y|z —TTx [z =7, Vad (z,y;t0)]|

for all v, > 0. |

Lemma [Tl (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(-,-;ts,) satisfies the error bound condition for
each t;, € T because it is strongly convex (by Assumption [I) and



defined over a polyhedral set (by Assumption2]), which is established
in [38]. The convergence proofs of this article therefore use Lemmal[T]
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 [1l

For the time evolution of Problem [1l we assume the following.

Assumption 3: For all z € X,y € ), and t, € T, there
exist Ly, A,0p > 0 such that (i) H:c*(tg_H) —x*(tg)H < 0py1,
() |J(z,yster1) — J(wyste)| < Lifterr — te|. and
(iii) [top1 — to| < A

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 [l is
solvable. The second condition establishes a Lipschitz continuous-like
condition in time. The last condition in Assumption [ simply states
that the time between changes in the objective function is bounded.

[1l. ASYNCHRONOUS UPDATE LAW

In this section we develop the proposed asynchronous algorithm
we use to drive agents’ outputs to track the solution of Problem [ 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[Dis indexed by the discrete time index g,
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 ¢, to ¢, 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 [Il for each ¢, € T, there are x, > 1
ticks of k& when minimizing J (-, -; /). O

This assumption is one of technical feasibility rather than con-
veience; without Assumption [ 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 1y € N to denote the total number of ticks of £ that have
elapsed from t( to the moment before t, increments to ¢, 1, i.e.,

ne=Y ki )

=0

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 { (z*(t,),y*(t/)) }teeT' Each
agent updates only a subset of the entries of the input vector, z,
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 « 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 ¢ has a
local copy of the network input and output vectors, denoted as xz(k)
and y°(k), respectively. Due to asynchrony, we allow z* (k) # 27 (k)
and y'(k) # y’(k) for j # 4. Within the vector z’(k), agent i
computes new values only for its own sub-vector of inputs, which
is xj(k) € R™. Similarly, within the vector y*(k), agent 4 measures
only a sub-vector of outputs, denoted y; (k) € R, At any time k,
agent ¢ has onboard (possibly old) values for agent j’s sub-vector of
the inputs and outputs, denoted by x; (k) € R™ and y§ (k) e R™J,
respectively. These values onboard agent ¢ only change when agent ¢
receives a communication from agent j. In particular, agent ¢ does
not perform any computations on (k) and does not measure y; (k)
at any point in time; only agent j does these operations.

At time k, if agent ¢ computes an update to :cﬁ(k) then it performs
these computations with its onboard input vector xl(k) and onboard
output vector yl(k) because these are all that it has access to. As
noted in the preceding paragraph, the entries of x; (k) and y§ (k)
for j#i are obtained by communications from agent j, which may
be subject to delays. Therefore, agent ¢ may (and often will) compute
updates to z§ (k) using outdated information from other agents.

To formalize an algorithm statement, let KC* be the set of times at
which agent 7 computes an update to xz Similarly, let M be the set
of times at which agent 4 takes measurements of y.. Let C! be the
set of times at which agent ¢ receives transmission of m; and y;-
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 K¢, M, and CZJ are only defined to simplify discussion;
agents do not know (and do not need to know) ICi, M, and Cf .

We define T;(k) to be the time at which agent j originally
computed the value of m;(k) that agent 7 has onboard at time k.
We define ,ué» (k) to be the time at which agent j originally measured
the value of yj(k) that agent 7 has onboard at time k. Using this
notation, at any time k, agent ¢ stores onboard

o (k) = (b)) eV o)) @
y' (k) = (

In Section [V we will also analyze the “true” state of the network,
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where y, (k) = Cj.x (k). Here z(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 [I] asynchrony causes disturbances
in agent ¢’s local copy of x and y. In particular, the disturbances
in 2*(k) and y'(k) are % (k) — z(k) and y*(k) — y(k), respectively.
These disturbances are not known to agent ¢, though we show in
Section [[V] 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 K* be the set of times at
which agent ¢ computes an update to :cz:, and let ./\/lZ be the set
of times at which agent ¢ takes measurements of y;. Let T;(k) be
the time at which agent j originally computed the value of :cz (k)
that agent ¢ has onboard at time k, and let u;(k) to be the time at



which agent j originally measured the value of y;(k) that agent &
has onboard at time k. Then there exists B € N such that:

1) For every ¢ € [N] and for every k > 0, at least one of the
elements of the set {k,k +1,...,k + B — 1} belongs to K°
For every 4 € [N] and for every k > 0, at least one of the
elements of the set {k,k +1,...,k+ B — 1} belongs to M"
It holds that max {0,k — B + 1} < 7/ (k) < k forall i € [N],
j € [N], and k£ > 0.

It holds that max {0,k — B +1} < % (k) < k for all
it € [N], j € [N], and k > 0. O

Assumptions 311 and 312 ensure each agent updates their assigned
decision variables and measures their assigned outputs at least once
every B time steps. Assumptions 313 and [314 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 t;, € T
our algorithm will provably make progress toward (z*(t,),y" (t/))
across each interval of B time steps. For simplicity, for each ¢, € T
we consider ky = ryB for some 7y € Ng. Furthermore, we adopt
the convention that k1 = 0 and n_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

2)
3)

4)

i G (k)Y (k) keK
nlbr = {:cﬁ(k) kg K
;  [2l(ri k) kec!
xj(k+1){x§(kj) kg?Cf,

where
Gi(2' (k),y' (k)
= I, [2§(k) = 3¢ (Ve S (2 (R); ) + CF Vg (v ()5 0) )|

and vy > 0 is the step size used to minimize J(-,-;t,). In addition
to agents’ computations, we consider the output law

; Jyi (k) keM
yz(’““)‘{y;'(k) kg M
; i) kec]

where we define y; (k) = Cj.xz(k).

This update law only requires agents to perform computations with
their local copies of the network inputs and outputs. Algorithm [
provides pseudocode for agents’ update law, and the remainder of
this paper focuses on analyzing the execution of Algorithm [T

IV. CONVERGENCE OF ASYNCHRONOUS FEEDBACK
OPTIMIZATION ALGORITHM

In this section we prove the approximate convergence of Algo-
rithm [I First, we establish the following properties of the objective
function. For all ¢, € 7T, from Assumptions both V2 f(~;tg)
and V%g(-;tg) are continuous and both X and ) are compact.
Therefore Vi f(-;t¢) and Vyg(-;tg) are Lipschitz on X and Y,
respectively. For each ¢y € T, we use L, ¢ and L, ; to denote upper
bounds on ||V§f(~;tg)|\ and vag(gtg)ﬂ over X' and ), respec-
tively. These L, o and L, , are the Lipschitz constants of V f (-; tg)
and Vy g(-; tg) over X' and ), respectively. Thus, for each ¢, € T,
and for all z1,2x9 € X and y1,y2 € ), we have

Vaf(z15te) — Vaf (z2;te)
1Vya(yiste) — Vg (yaste)|| < Ly.ellvr — v2)-

| < Lyg|x1 — x|

1

2
3
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Algorithm 1 Asynchronous Feedback Optimization Algorithm
Input: x; (0) and y;-(O) for all ¢, 5 € [N]

for t; € T do
for k=ny_1+1:1n, do
for i=/:N do
for j=1:N do
if k € C} then ‘
#(k + 1) = & (7] (k)
yi(k + 1) =y (4 (k)
end
else
zj(k+1) = z5(k)
y;(k+1) = y;(k)
end
end

if k € _ICi then _ _
| @ik + 1) = G2 (k), y (k)
end
else . ‘
| ai(k+1) = ai(k)
end _
if k e_./\/ll then
| yi(k+1) = y;(k)
end
else ‘ ‘
|yl +1) = yi(k)
end

end

end
end

By an analogous argument, for all x € X', y € ), and ty € T, there
exist M, o > 0 and M, , > 0 such that

IV f(z5te) || < Mg and IVyg(y;te)ll < My . (6)

Since V.J(-,-;t,) is continuous over the compact set X' x ), it is
bounded on X x Y. Thus, the function J(, ;) is Lipschitz for
each t, € T, and there exists a Lipschitz constant L, > 0 such

that | J (@1, y1;5te) — J (w2, y25 )| < Lyell(z1,y1) — (w2,y2)|| for
all 1,20 € X and y1,y2 € V. By a similar argument, continuity
of V%J(~, 5 tg) over X' x ) implies that VIJ(-, 5 tg) is Lipchitz, and
for each ty € T there exists a Lipschitz constant L, > 0 such that

IVad (w1, y15t0) — Vad (z2,y2; )| < Lol (z1,91) — (w2, 92) ||
for all 1,22 € X and y1,y2 € ).

To keep track of computations, we define

{

and to track output measurements we define g; (k) as

q; (k) = {

where we note y!(k+ 1) — yi (k) = y; (k) — y; (ui(k)) for k € M".
We concatenate terms in s(k) == (sl(k)T, e sN(k)T)T €R",
and q(k) = (qu(k)7,.. .7qN(k)T)T € R™. We also define the

ik +1) —zi(k) kek
0 k¢ Kt

si(k) (7

yi(k+1) —yi(k) ke M
0 k¢ M,



following terms for all £, € 7 and for all k£ such that ny_1 < k < np:
o (kitg) = J(x(k),y(k)ite) — J(a"(te), y™ (te); te)

k-1 k—1
B (k)

S sl S eI ®

T=k—B T=k—B

0 (k) =

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

Theorem 1: Let Assumptions [Tl 21 and 3 hold. Then, for fixed ¢,
a stepsize o € (0, Ymax,0). iterates (k) and y (k) as defined in (@)
and (@), and any 7o € N, the sequence {z(k),y(k)}ren, generated
by N agents executing Algorithm [I] satisfies

a (roB;to) < agp? ™ ©
B(roB) < bop? (10)
§ (roB) < dopy®~ ",

where Dy and Ey are from (), Fy is from (I2), Gq is
from (M3), Ymax,0 is from (@3, co, po, bo, and dy are from (6,

8B Goy o) gy
aozmax{LJ70(1+|C’|)diam(X)7F0D—ODOBdiam (X)?
and bo = D aq.
8 (%3+%g) o
Proof: See Appendix B. |

Theorem [1] generalizes standard linear convergence results using
asynchronous projected gradient descent on functions that satisty the
error bound condition in [37] to time-invariant feedback optimization
problems that satisfy the same error bound condition.

Theorem [I] 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 [1l we next present a convergence result for
Algorithm [I] for time-varying feedback optimization problems.

Theorem 2: Let Assumptions hold. Fix T € N and
fix 7 ={to,...,tr}. Suppose that m—) < 1. Then,
for all t, € T, a stepsize 74 € (0, vmax_[g, and iterates x (k)
and y(k) as defined in @) and (@), the sequence {x(k),y(k)}ren,
generated by IV agents executing Algorithm [I] satisfies

1 —1
o (ne—1 +1eBite) < appy)t B (me—1 +1eB) <bep,t ",

§(ng—1 +reB) < dz/);efa

where 7, is from (), Dy and E, are from (), F; is from (@2, G,
is from (T3), a, is from (M), yyax ¢ is from (@3, and c;, py, by,
and dy are from (I6).
Proof: See Appendix C. |

Theorem 2] shows that the iterates of Algorithmﬂ]track solutions to
time-varying feedback optimization problems to within an error ball.
We bound errors at time 7y_1 + rpB because this is the last tick of
agents’ iteration counter k before ¢y increments to ¢, . Thus, for
each t;, € T, Theorem 2l bounds errors after agents have made all of
the progress that they are going to make towards (z*(t,),y"(t¢)).

Remark 3: Although the results in Theorems [0 and ] bear some
superficial resemblance, the meanings of these results differ substan-
tially. Specifically, Theorem [2] bounds « using ay, which is defined
in (I4), where it can be seen that a; depends on ay_1. Through this

recursive dependence, we see that ay depends on ay_1,ay_o, ..
Similarly, the value of a, depends on py_1,..., po, which encode
convergence rates attained for past objective functions, and also
depends on ry_1,...,rg, which account for the numbers of agents’
computations, communications, and sensor measurements executed
for past objectives. The remaining terms in the definition of a, in (I4))
account for how J(+,-;t;) has changed over time. Thus, Theorem [2]
presents a bound that must quantify the effects of the entire time
history of Algorithm [ so far, including all operations completed
by all agents, and the timing and magnitude of changes in agents’
objective function. Conversely, Theorem [ 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 r, = 1 for
all 7, then agents may not make any progress towards a solution in
the sense that «, 8, and § 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(-, -; t7), agent %
may send z(k) and y!(k) to other agents. Before that message is
received by other agents, the cost may change to J (-, -; t¢4.1). Then, if
agent ¢’s message is received by other agents after this change in cost,
those agents receive iterates that do not help it minimize J (-, -;tp41).
It can take up to B timesteps for all outdated iterates to be received,
and the value 7 = 1 means that agents only minimize J(-,-;y)
for B timesteps total. It is therefore possible to communicate only
older iterates during that time, and thus the value r, = 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 [I] 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 [3] we consider r; > 2 for this result.
Theorem 3: Let Assumptions hold. Let

., aq.

Vi = 2L+ Ly o0 (1+]|Cll) + (My ¢+ M,y || C|) Bdiam (X)
8E, (%{ + g—ﬁ) F,B%diam (X)?
2D,

+ (Lo + Ly lICIP),

Voo = max {amsup W}7 Poc ==sup py € (0,1).
>0 >0

Then, the sequence {x(k),y(k)}recn, generated by N agents exe-
cuting Algorithm [I] with r, > 2 for all ¢, > 0 satisfies
Poo

_poo7

limsup a (ng;tp) < Voo 7 a7

{—r00
where 7, is from (D).
Proof: For any 7, where £ > 0, Theorem 2] gives us the upper bound
¢ -1 ¢ ‘ Ty =1
o (WQ té) < ag H@:O Pge + ZT:]. Vr H'[/j:T pwUJ . Then, us-
ing Vr < Voo, pr < poo for all 7 > 0, and the fact that r, > 2 for
all tp € N results in « (np;ty) < VOO<H§:0 Poo + Zf—:l pgo>

For ¢ — oo, using Y 7, vk = 1= for [v] < 1 gives the result. B

Theorem shows that agents’ long-run performance can be
bounded using certain worst-case constants, namely Voo and pec.
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ag = az-1ﬂ7_11 + 2L+ Ly g0 (14| C||) (M ¢+ M, ¢||C|[) Bdiam (X) +
v, = min{ 2 2 Dy
max, (3N +1)BL, ,+ 3N2 + 1)B|C|PLy " (14 B)Ly s+ (L + BN)|C|?Ly¢ E¢’
D,
8F (Gt + 5t )er 2E ey
Cg:LG 0 1 pe=1—"pcs € (0,1) bg:Bdiam()()2 dy
2FZ + QDE ) 2 9 9 9 )

Z—f +2Ey + Dycy — \/(z—f +2E, + DgCg) —4DyEpcy } )
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= B*m||C|*by, (16)

In particular, suppose for some fixed ¢, that agents make little
to no progress towards the minimizer of J(-,-;ty). This can be
captured mathematically through larger values of Vo and poo. Then
Theorem Bl reveals that this lack of progress for a single objective may
negatively impact long-term performance by making Voo and poo
larger. Conversely, consistently high performance (in the sense of
agents making significant progress towards the minimizer of J(-, -; ty)
for each ty) produces long-term high performance in a predictable,
quantifiable way by ensuring that both Vo and poo are smaller.

Remark 6: Bounds similar to (IZ) 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 hold and let ¢ > 0. Fix T' €
N and fix 7 = {tg,...,t7}. Suppose N agents are executing

Algorithm [Tl with 7, = r for all t, € 7 and » € N with r > 2.
Let Vinax = Vyt and = € (0,1). If
max = max {ag, nax 7} and pmax max pr (0,1)

max +

r>1+

)

In(pmax)

then o (np;tp) < ¢ for all ty € T, where 7, is from (I).

Proof: For any 7, where ¢ > 0, Theorem [ glves us the
1

bound 04(7767"12) < ao HG OPTQ + Z‘r 1VT Hq[; P d’

Setting 7+ = r for all 7 > 0, and using the facts Vr < Vmax

and pr < pmax for all 7 > 0 we can derive the upper bound
1

(ne,te) < dexpmax ZT 0P 7r;1(£x ) . To upper bound O‘(nfatf)
by ¢ it is sufﬁ01ent to have dexpmdx ZT 0 me(dX b < ¢. From

the fact that Z ,0 aq™ 1 when ¢ < 1, boundedness by ¢

N ) ) _— p(Z+1)(r by B
olds if and only if Vimaxpmax 222 —1—— < ¢. Setting { =
maximizes the left-hand side. Solving g Yor r completes the proof. |
Theorem [2] quantifies agents’ performance based on how many
operations they complete, and Theorem [H] essentially inverts this
analysis to determine how many operations agents must execute to
attain a desired level of performance. Theorem M is for the finite-
horizon case, and next we extend it to the asymptotic case.
Corollary 1: Let Assumptions 3l hold and let ¢ > 0. Suppose N
agents execute Algorithm [ with 7, = r for all {, > 0 and r € N
with 7 > 2. Consider the constants Voo and poo from Theorem 3 If



In (—¢ )
r>1+ ﬂ, then « (ng;tp) < ¢ for all ¢y > 0.

In(poo)
Proof: In Theorem [3] use limy_, o, qurQ)c =0. [ ]

Both Theorem @] Corollary [I] relate agents’ desired performance
bound (in ¢), the time-varying nature of the problem (through V),
and agents’ rate of convergence (through py) 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 [I] 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[[]as the objective
changes. The problem takes the form

T T

) )"y

o1 1
minimize §xTQ(tg)x +q(te) =+ inP(tg)y +p(te

reX
subject to y = Cz,

where Q(tg) = 0 € RZ°*20 P(t,) = 0 e R1*10 4(1,) € R%,
p(ty) € R1Y and C € R19%2Y are randomly generated. We use the
set X = [—10,10]%°. The objective function changes every 1,000
iterations of k. Each agent is assigned to update two entries of z,
measure one entry of y, and communicate with other agents. At
each k, agent i computes an update with probability p; (k) =
0.01, measures its output with probability p; ,,(k) = 0.01, and
communicates with probability p; .(k) = 0.01. The stepsize v, =
0.001 was used for all t, € 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 (¢y)”
timescale (top axes). In Figure [Il the increases in error are due to
the changes in the objective function. Moreover, we observe that
the values of a(k;ty), 5 (k), and 0 (k) trend toward zero between
changes in the objective function for all ¢, € 7, which agrees with
the result of Theorem

We demonstrate the effects of the maximum delay length B in
Figure 2l As the value of B decreases, the agents are able to track
the minimizers more closely at each time index ¢,. Intuitively, as B
shrinks, we expect Algorithm [I] to approach a synchronous feedback
optimization algorithm, from which we expect better tracking perfor-
mance, which we indeed see in Figure

B. Aircraft Altitude Tracking

In this section, Algorithm [Tlis implemented on a network of N =
8 F16-XL aircraft to: (1) track a time-varying desired altitude
denoted by ®(t;) € R, (2) maintain a specified altitude sep-
aration w; € R for all ¢ € [N], and (3) track a time-varying
desired acceleration denoted by VU;(t;) € R for all ¢ € [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 x; = [vi719i7<pi7¢i,§i]T e R® for all i € [N],
where §; € R is the altitude, v; € R is the velocity, J; € R is
the angle of attack, ¢; € R is the pitch, and ¢; € R is the pitch
rate. Furthermore, we consider y; = [0;,&;]" as the outputs for
all i € [N], where v; € R is the acceleration of the aircraft. By
linearizing the aircraft longitudinal dynamics [44] about the operating
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Fig. 1. Plotof e (k;ts), B (k),and d (k) asafunctionof kandt, € T
for N = 10 agents executing Algorithm [{] with B = 5. We see
that e, 3, and & 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
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Fig. 2. A plot of a (k3 t¢) as a function of k and t, € T for N = 10
agents executing Algorithm [{] with differing values of B. As B shrinks,
Algorithm [{] more closely approximates a synchronous algorithm, and
convergence to a minimizer occurs faster, which agrees with Theorem[2l

point Z = [500 ft/s,0°,0°,0°/s, 15,000 ft]T € R® we formulated
the input-output relationship y; = C;x;, where

C = —-0.0133 —7.3259 —3.17 —1.1965 0.0001
v 0 0 0 0 1

We denote the actual altitude separation between aircraft
as€=[& — &, & —Eigts .-, 67 — &8]T € R and the desired
separation vector w = [wi,...,wr]? € R”. We stack the aircraft
states and outputs into the vectors z = (z1,...,23)T € R
and y = (y{, RN yg)T € RIS, respectively, to compactly write the
network-wide output model as y = Cx. Here, C' € R16x40
is a block diagonal matrix with C; on its diagonal for
all ¢ € [N]. Lastly, we stack the desired outputs in a
vector O(tg) = [®(tg), Ui(te),..., D), Us(ty)] € RO

Agents attempt to satisfy the three goals of this section by tracking



the solution of the following problem:

migrclierr}(ize J(@,y;t0)= %mTQac —l—%(y — @(te))TP(y — O(ty))(18)
+ 3~ w) RE-w)

subject to  y = Cuz,

where Q = 100 - Ig9 € R***4 P = I3 @ [10% 0;0 5 x 10*] €
R16X16 and R = 10° - I; € R™*7. We designed the desired
altitude as ®(t,) = 15000 + 1500 sin (%437 )ft, where ts = 5s is
the sampling time for the desired altitude, and desired separation
as w; = 1500ft for all ¢ € [N].

The desired accelerations for each agent are updated according
to W, (ty) = Ot—'sl (P(te) — % Zj\le f; (n¢))- In this example, desired
outputs are updated every 500 iterations of k and they are updated 20
times. We define zmax = [556.2664 ft/s, 1.5°, 25°,60°/s, 40, 000 ft]
and xin, = [443.7336 ft/s, —13°, —25°, —60°/s, 1000 ft] so that we
have X; = {z € R® | Zmin; < 2j < Tmax,j»J = 1,...,5} for
all ¢ € [8]. This yields X = &7 x --- x Ag. Agent i computes
an update to }(k) with probability p; ,,(k) = 0.5, measures y; (k)
with probability p; ,, (k) = 0.5, and communicates its desired state
and measured altitude with probability p; (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 (I8). Note
that the optimal altitudes are not equal to the desired altitude W (¢y)
because we include the altitude separation term w 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 @ 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
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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 t, € 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 [ Similar
to Figure [Blagents’ 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 850.7 ft 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 [Bl and

Lemma 2 (Descent Lemma): [26, Proposition A.32]
If f:R™ — R is continuously differentiable and has the
property |V f(z) — Vf(y)|| < K|z — y|£for every z,y € R", then
fle+y) < f@+y"VF@) + 5 yl*. ]

Lemma 3: For all t; € T, all i € [N], and all & > 0 we have the
bound s;(k)7 Ve, J (2 (k), ' (k); ) < — |3 (k)].
Proof: For v € X C R", «z € R"X, and z = y|[z], a
property of orthogonal projections [45] is 0 > (z — )T (z = v).
Define z = Iy, [;(k) — 7 Va, J (' (k), y"(k); t¢)]. Then we find



that 0 > (z — (xz(k) — fygVIiJ(xi(k),yi(k);tg)))T(z — xz(k))
Expanding the inner product and comb}ning like terms then gives
us 0 > |z = zi(k)|> + (= — 2}(k))" % Va,J (' (k),y' (k); te).
Using s;(k) = z — zj(k) and rearranging completes the proof. W
Lemma 4 ([26, Section 7.5.1]): For all tg €T, alie [N], and
all £k > 0, we have [|z'(k) — z (k)| < ZT w_plls(m)]. |
Lemma 5: For all t, € T, all i € [N], and all £k > 0, we have
i k—1
ly* (k) =y (R)ll < NIICN 7=k glls (DIl
Proof: We define s(7) = 0 for 7 < 0. For any ¢ € [N], the triangle
. o ; N i
inequality gives ly(k) — y* (k) < 3252 lly; (k) — w3 (5 (k)]
Using y;(k) = Coz(k) and yl(ui(k)) = Chum(ul (k).
where  Cj, € R™J X" we then find the upper bound
ly(k) =y (k)| < 2754 [|Cue (k) — Cliar (1 (k)| From
||[AB]| < A B| and the fact that HC’]*H < HC’H for all j,
YR < oIS I i (k) s(r)ll. By

partial asynchrony £ — B < ,uj(k), and usmg this and the triangle

inequality gives [y (k) — " (k)|| < [C]| 0, 24 _plls(r)). m
Lemma 6: For all t, € ’T and k € {ny_1,...,m¢ — B}, we have

we have |ly(k)

J(x(k+ B),y(k+ B);te) — J(x(k),y(k);ty) <

(2=%((+B)Lsy+ (14 BN) HC’H Ly.) \ &

( ) S
k—1

Lw ¢+ Ly,éN”CH

2
5 > sl

T=k—B
Proof: We first bound f(z(k + 1);ts) — f(x(k);ts). By
definition, f(z(k+1);ts) = f(x(k)+s(k);te). Then, by LemmaIZI,
P (e 1)st0) < F (k) te) +5(0) TV £ (2 ()s ) + =5 2 £l (k)|
Expressing the inner product as a sum, adding Va_f(z"(k);te) —
szf(xl(k), t¢) inside the sum, and rearranging, we find

+ NB

N

Fle(k+1)te) < fw(k)ite) + > si(k) Va, £ (2" (k) te)

=1
+Zsz T(Va, £ (k)3 te) =V, f (2 (k)s o) )+

L
s ()2,

In the second sum, we apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the
Lipschitz property of V f(-;t,), and the result of Lemma M to find

N
F@ (et 1)5te) < F(k)ite) + 3 si(k)" Vi, f (" (R);te)

=1
N kfl Lmé )
+ Lo ) [lsik)] s (Il + =5~ s (k).
i=1 T=k—B
Using [[si ()| [ls ()] < & (ls: (R[> + [|s(n)]*) gives

L,
) —Ells®)*. a9)

—9g(y(k); t¢) using the same

L,
+ ——|( BJ|s(
‘rkB

Next, we can bound g (y(k+1);t,)

steps with Lemma [3]in place of Lemma @] This leads to

tg +Zsl

2
BN S s >|2>+Wns<k>n2.

T=k—B

g(y(k+ 1)) <

Ly N[C|?
+LuIC] (B”S(k)

e Vyg( “(k); ty)

(20)

Adding (I9) and 20) and applying Lemma [3] gives

J(@(k+1),y(k+1);te) — J(2(k),y(k);te) <
1 Lyo+LyCl? L, o+ L, (N|C|?
<__+ x,l 2y,€” H +B x,l g,l H H ||S(k)||2
Ve
Ly¢+ Ly N[C)? &R 2
PNt > sl
T=k—B

We apply this to k,k+1,...,k+ B — 1 and sum to conclude. H
Lemma 7: Define x(v¢) = 2v,(1 + ~¢) L7 BN. For each t, € T
and all k € {ny_1,...,m¢ — B} we have

1 k+B—-1
Hx(k+1>—x(k>u2g%f$) > s
Xt (O 2

+ X223 el + Z (s + a1
R r=k—B

Proof: Fix some k € {ng_1,...,m¢}. For each i € [N] let k' be
the smallest element of K* that exceeds k. Then, for each i € [IV],

i (k') =z(k) 1)
ik ) =T [ (K =70V, T (2 (), ' (K1) ) |~ (7). 22)

Using the triangle inequality and the non-expansive property of the
projection operator we have

[T, [25 (k) = 70V, J (2 (k), y (k)i te)] — 2i(k)|| <
Ve[V, T (2 (k), y (k)i te) — Va, J (2" (K"), 4 (k") -tl |l
|, [3 () = eV, T (2 (1), 4" (K)s )] = i ()]
Subtracting the vy, term from both sides and using 1) and @2) gives
si )| = [T, [ (k) = 70V, T (2 (R), y (k)i te) = 25 (k)]
J(z(k),y(k);te) — Vo, J («' (), y' (k)i t0) |-
Using the Lipschitz property of V. J (-, ;t,) and using (a —yb)* >
(1 —7)a® — 4(1 + )b on the right-hand side then gives us
5 ()17 = = (1 +30) L7 || ( (k) () — (&' (K1), 5" (k) |

(1 — ) || T, [} (k) — (“f’(k%y(k);te)] —mé(k)HQ«
(23)

_WHV%

2

’Ylvwi

By definition, k < ki < k+ B —1. By partial asynchronism, we also
have k—B < 7(k') <k+B-1land k—B < p;(k') < k+B-1.

Then, for all 7,
; Ry 2 k+B 1
- T
T= k B
2
+ asp)” < 2B(a1 -+ a2B

y; (k) yi (15 (k"))
summing over all j € [N], and using @) and @) then gives

Using the inequality (aj + ---

R R e \T-




Applying @4) to 23) gives

2 HE 1o |
TSR Sl ||
B q(7)
T=k—B
(1=70) [T, [ (k) = 70V J (2 (k) y (k)i te) | =i (B[ 25)
Next, we sum the left-hand side over ¢ € [N] to find
N , N ktB-l , kBol )
SsEOT <D D2 s = D [s@)°. @6
i=1 i=1 7=k 7=k
Summing over i € [N] in (23) and applying 26) gives
k+B—1 ) )
> sz (=) et +1) -2
7=k
k+B—1 s(7) 2
2y, (1 +¢)L{BN [ }
'7@( 'YZ) ¢ T:;B q(T)
The result follows by taking -y, € (0,1), and dividing by 1 — ~,. B
Lemma 8: Define Ky = Ly + Ly, ,||C||*. For all t, €
T.zeR", ycR™, zec X withj=Cze Y, z,...,2N e R",

and y', ...,y € R™, we have

J(a,bste) = J(Z,75te) <

N(5(ke+ o)+ 5 )ofed+ §L2 ENZHx—:cJ’W
5\ e ” 5 )vele T 5ha 2
3 1\2 5) 2,2 N -
5 — = _J
+<N<2(Ké+7g) +2>WL€+2 yl”CH );W vl
3 1 2 5 _ 2 3 2 5 B 9

11 [x — WVmJ(:c y;tg)]_ and a is a vector with
components a; ‘= Iy, [z; — ¥ Vz, J(:cl,yl;tg)} for all ¢ € [N],
along with b = Ca and b = Ca.

Proof: For each i € [N], since we define a; to be the orthogonal
projection of x; —wvmiJ( ,y tg) onto X; and z; € X;, we have
0 < (ai — &, ; — v Va,J (ac ,y'ite) — a;), or, equivalently,

where a =

0<(a;—%;, —inf(ffl;té)—CiTvyg(yl;tf)"'%(sz‘ —a;)). (27)

The definition of J(-,-;tg) gives J(a,bjty) — J(Z,7;ts) =
f(a; tg) —f(a?; tg) —|—g(b; tg) —g(g; tg). By the Mean Value Theorem
there exists a point (¢, ) between (a,b) and (T, ) such that

J(a7 b; tg) —J(:Tc7 7; tg) = <a—i’7 me(qﬁ; tg)>+<b—17, Vyg(l/; tg)>.

Using § = Cz and b = C'a and simplifying we have

J(a,bite) —J(Z,7;te) Z(al %3, Va, [ ($:e) +CIVyg(vity)).
Using 27) we add —(Vm f(ac ;tg) C?Vyg(yi;tg))—&-,%e(mi—ai)

inside the second argument of the inner product. Then

J(a, b; tg) — J(:f, Y; Ty

N
) <D llai = @il - |V, £ (@510)
1=1

+OiTvyg(V;te)—Vmif($z;té)—CiTVyg(yl§té)+%

(w;—a3)||-

Using the triangle inequality, NCill < ||C ||, the Lipschitz property

of sz(';tg) and Vyg( tg and HVI d), tg) f(:ci;tg) H <
Vaf(dite) — Vaf(a'ste) ], we find
J(a7 b; tl) 7y7tl ZHG’Z _xZH (Lzl”(b_xll‘

1
+ Ly dlClly = o'l + = [l = ).

We have both ||a; — Z;|| < [la — Z|| and ||z; — a;|| < ||z — a| for
all ¢ € [N], which give us

J(a7 b;tf) :17 y7tf

Zna—xn (Lesllo - o'l

1
+ Lyl yzl\+%H:c—aH). (28)

We continue by bounding terms on the right-hand side of (28)
separately. Since ¢ lies between the points a and Z, we have
l¢ —z|| < |la — z|| + ||z — || for all z € R™. Then

¢ =2l =llg—z+a—a' <|¢—a|+ |z -
<la—zl+lz —zf + |z — 2" (29)

Similar reasoning gives

v =2 < Ib—yll+ 17—yl + lly — "l (30)

Applying 29) and @3Q) to (28), substituting in b = Ca, y = Chx,
and g = CZ, and combining like terms, we find

Zl\a—xl\

2 _
a0+ Ly flICII7) 12 — 2]

J(a7 b;tf) :17 y7tf

(Bt + LyalCIP + -l =2l + (£

+ L elle = o' + Ly dClllly - o).

By adding zero and using the triangle inequality we reach

N

Jabite) = (@ 5ite) <> (la—al +lla— o + o - 7]))

=1
(ot Lyl O o=l + Lo o=+ Ly Iy~ 1+
2 1 _ _
(B + LN + 2 )(la—al + la =)

Expanding, using ab < % (a2 + b2), and simplifying, we get

J(a,b;tg) = J(Z,5;t0) <
N(3(Laetr ||C||2+i)2+§ (o= all* + Jla - =|*)
2 x, b y,l 7 2

3 2\ 2
+N(§(Lm,g+Ly,e||C|| )+

3 N
2
+ §Lz,l ZH:C - xz
i=1

We bound |la — @||?> by plugging in the definitions of a and @
and using the non- Npanswe property of the projection operator to

find [la —al|* < Y3501 V71 Va, J (2, yste) = Ve J (@ ‘7yj;te)||2-
Using the fact that for all j 6 [N] we have HVJE (z,y;tp) —
V;Ej (m]7y3 to)|| < ||Vad (z,y3te) — Vad (mm,y ;t)|| and the
Lipschitz property of VuJ(-,+;t;), we then reach the upper bound

5Y, - 2
—) Iz — 2

yeHCH Zny y'I°. 3D



la —a|®> <~7L3 ZJ 1 =z y) — ( )H2 The result follows

by applying this to 1), using || (z,y) — (1:371/ )||2 |z — 272 +
lly — %7 /%, and combining like terms. [ ]

Lemma 9: For all t, € 7T and for all £k > 0, we have
8 (k) < B*ml||C|[*B (k).

Proof: Suppose agent i measures its output at time k and suppose
that its most recent prior measurement was taken at time (k).
Then y!(k) = y; (ug(k)). We know that y,;(k) = Cj.x(k), and
thus y; (k) — y;(14(k)) = Couw(k) — Cru(ul(k)). Taking the
norm squared of both sides and using ||Cj.||? < ||C||? leads to the
bound [y, (k) — v (R)I” < ICI2 S, || 2t i)
2
Using the triangle inequality and (Zf\;1 zl) < N Zi:l z2
next gives us the bound |ly;(k) — w;(ui(k))|? <
N ] k—1 .
ICIP Sy (k= p) S o s ()2 By partal
asynchrony k — pf(k) < B and k: — B < pi(k), and thus
ly; (k) = ; (i (k ))H2 <[CIPBYL, Sizi pls()]? where
we have used 27, ||s;(7)|[> = ||s(7)|*. By definition of 3 (k)
and ¢;(k) we can rewrite this as qu(k:)H2 < ||C|I*BB (k).

Taking the sum over the m outputs on both sides we arrive at
Z;‘n:1 ||qj(7')|\2 = |lg(7)||* < m||C||>Bg (r). The result follows
by taking the sum from 7 = k — B to 7 = k — 1 on both sides. W

Lemma 10: Take v, € (0,1) forall £ > 0. Forallt; € T and k €

{n¢e_1,...,m¢ — B} we have
J(:c(k + B),y(k + B); t[) - J(x*(tg)7y*(tg); tg) <
k+B-1
(A1 + A+ Ag (A2 + Ag) +1) D [s(0)I?
7=k
k—1
+ (A1 + Ag+ A5+ As (A2 + A1) D s,
T=k—B

where we define the constants Ay = N2My2L7 + 3NL?M
and Ay = N’ Myy2L3 + gNL; , in addition to

A2 1+ 2v(1+)LiBN

% =

A2 2y (1+7,)L;BN
1=

As INMg+N<3Kg + g)

A4=NME+N< Kg+ >—2
2 v

Lw,f + Ly,éN”CH
2

As = NB

5 3 1\? 5
Kp=Lg o+ Ly |IC|I7, My = B (Kz + —> + -

Ve 2
Proof: Fix any k > 0. For each i, let k' denote the smallest element
of K* exceeding k. Then we can write the equation x; fki4+1) =
Iy, [z}(k) — ’yngZJ( (kzz) Ykt ¢)]. Next we apply Lemmal§]
with z = z(k), ' = = Yk for i€ [N], y = y(k), v' =
y' (k') for i € [N], T =z (ty), y—y *(tg) = Cz*(ty), a € R"
with a; = zi(k* + 1) for ¢ € [N], b = Ca and a(k) =

My [z (k) = 7 Vad (x(k), y(k);

J(a, b; tg) — J(x

tg)}. Then
“(te),y" (te)ite) <

N
3
(Merdnd+3020) 3 ot -
1=1

N . .
(WM 4 GO ) St o

2! (k"))

3

4 (M a8 (35343 ) o )=

Applying Lemma Il using 0 < v, < 1, and simplifying gives

J(a7 b; t[) - J(x*(tg)7y*(tg); tg) <

N

3
(NMm?L% + §L92c,e> > lle(k) —
i=1

N
+ (NMN%L% + 382 )0l ) S (k) — ()2

' (k)2

2
4 <NMg+N( K2 +g)§ >||a(k)—x(k)|2. 32)
4

We note that ||z(k) — z'(k")|? = Zjvzl |z (k) — x;(kzl)H2 and
similar for y. Assumption[5gives us both k—B < 77 (k') < k+B—1
and k — B < pj(k') < k+ B —1 forall 4,5 € [N]. Using these
facts and the definitions in @) and (@), we rewrite (32) as

k+B-1

—J( (). y (te)ite) < Ar Y ls(n)I?

T=k—B

k+B-1 )\2
+Ay Y ||Q(T)|2+NM2<1+?>||5(’€)—fv(k)lz' (33)

T=k—B 4

J(a, b; tg)

E:k+B 1

i —
We also know that z;(k + B) —z,; (k"' + 1) = repig1

definition of a; = x; (k' +

si(7). By
1) we have
k+B—-1
SR si(r)
z(k+B)=a+
k+B 1
§:T+kN+1 (T)
= f( + ”U'tg), where we have

k+B—-1 T
SEE L sv()T)

Then we have f(z(k + B);ts)
used v == (Ziifl:i Sl(T)T

From Lemma 2] we find
f(x(k: + B); t[)

L
5i(1) " Va, faste) + =25 |Jo]*

Adding Vmif(xi(T); ty) — Vzif(:ci(T); t¢) and rearranging we get

N k+B—1 .
Fl@(k+B)sty) < flast)+y Y s S (7)ite)
=1 7=ki41
N k+B-1 . I
-I-Z Z si(T)T<Vmif(a;tg)—Vmif(:cz(T);tg))—i—%’eHvHQ.
=1 r=ki41



Using the Lipschitz property of Vg f (~; tg)

N k+B-1 _
f(z(k+B);ty) Sf(a;tg)—b-z Z f (@' (7);te)
i=1 r—jig1
N k+B-1 .
+Loed Do [silla -2 @l + == = e
=1 r=ki41

By the trlangle inequality and partial asynchrony we next find that
Ha H <Xt Z?ﬂié Hsj H Using this in (34) gives

N k+B-1
fla(k+B)ity) < flaste)+Y >
i=17=kit1
N k+B—1k+B—1 N

Loy, Do D D llsin)

=1 r=ki41({=7—-Bj=1

(z'(7); te)

Lot )2

I3 +

Using — [lss(7) - 15 (Ol < 5 (Isi(D)I1> + [Is;(O))I?),  along
with k < k' + 1 for all € [N] and k < 7, we have
N k+B-—1 )
f(:c(k+B);tg) < f(a;tg)—t-z Z f(:l?l(’?');tg)
=1 r—kit1
k+B-—1 k+B—1 ' 9
:E
Lot (am3 Y el mn S ) + 5520
(=k—B

(35)

where we have also used SN [|s;(k)[|? = ||s(k)||%.

Next, we continue by bounding g(y(k + B);t,
lar manner. Using b; = Cj.a and y;(uz(r)) =
where Cj, € R™3*",

) in a simi-
s (15 (7))
the same

we follow steps used to

(k+B—1)—(kj+1)+1 < Band k < k7 + 1. Thus,
we may write ||v H < BZJ 1Zk+B |sj(r H2 Next, us-

. N k B 1 2
ing S lsi(K)[12 = [|s(R)|1? gives [[o]|* < BYMEE s ()]
Applying this to (37) and using Lemma [3] yields

J(z(k+ B),y(k+ B);tg) — J(a,b;ty)
2 2
- 1 N 3BNLg +3BLy N?|C|
e 2

N k+B-1

L Bl +BLM|O|2> S

=1 7= k“rl

k—1
BNL, 4+ BL, N?||C|]?
+ 5 >
(=k—B
Lyo+ Ly Nlo|? &

; >

¢(=k—B

) N
O+ 3 st
i=1
2 al iy |2
O+ ).
i=1

<NB

2
N+1)BL, o+ (3N241) B[ C||2 L, ¢
yields

which follows from ~, < 3
Adding the last inequality to dﬁ

J(z(k+ B),y(k+ B);ty) — J(z"(te), y" (te); te) <

k+B-1 N

(Ward+ NI2) Y sl + 3 itk
T=k—B i=1
k+B-1

+ (NMez + INELIC) S
7=k—B

+ (NMZ + NM, ()\ max {1, Wl})2> la(k) — (k)|

k—1

o Ly + Ly N[ C|
bound f(z(k + B;t;). Doing this gives + gzt g*l el ST lsl?. 68)
N k+B-1 TR
+
9(y(k+B);ty) < g(bste) +Z Z TCTVyg( “();t¢) Since k <k'<k+B—1and sz\il H.Sl(T)H2 = ”8(7’)”2 we have
=lr=ki+1 N , N kB ,  kEBol )
2 k+B—1 k+B-1 i
yzNHCH 2 5 STsEOHT <D0 D0 s < D0 lsF 39
2BN Z sF+BN Y s iz i=1 7=k =k
k—
<|| ol ? Applying Lemma [7] and (39) to (B8) yields
+ L2 ey Wy y o
J(z(k+ B),y(k+ B);tg) — J(a"(te),y" (te): te) <
Addi i k+B—1
ing together Equations (33) and (36) we obtain ) a9 3 o + )
N*MpyiLi + 5NLg e ) D2 ls()]
(@ + B),y(h + B)ite) — J(a,bite) < R
N k+B-1 ; ; 3 k+B—1
> > I (@' (1), (7)ite) + (N2MN§L5+§NL§,EHC|F) > el
i=1 r=ki41 T=k—B
2BNL, ;+ 2BL, ;N?||C|]? "E! 2 A2\ 1+ 2y, (1 +~,)L2BN *EBH
= : > sl wnag (14 2 | 2 BEBN A 2
2 —% ¥ L=,
T= £ 7=k
k+B—1
BNL, ¢+ BL, ,N?||C|]? 9 k+B-1 k-1 k-1
: : 2 2 2
+ 5 > sl el S0 la@IF+ Y s+ Y la@ll
(=k—B r=k r=k—B r=k—B
Lme+LyeHOH 2 k-1 k+B—1
+ | == 37 Ly + Ly e N(C|l 2
( o ) pleetbNICE R e N e
) ) T=k—B T=k
. _ N k+B—-1 _.
By definition of v we have H’UH = Zj:l H ZT:kj+1 3](7')H . 32 2’ye(1+w)LZBN
) ) ) ) N 2 N 2 . where ¢, = NMg(l + )ﬁ We conclude by
Using the triangle inequality and (Zizl zl) <N YL,z gives £
applying Lemma [9] and combmmg like terms. |

ol < S0 (k4 B=1) = (¥ +1) + 1) SB[, )2

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

Lemma 11: For all ty € T and for all k € {ny_1,...,n, — B},

we have a (k + B;ty) < v, 2QuB (k+ B) + v, " Ryf3 (k), where



we define Qy = 71 + Z3 +A6(Z2+Z4) +land Ry =Z1+ Z4+
As + Ag (ZQ + Z4), where As and Ag are from Lemma [IQ] and

N
2y = 5 (3[CI*L7Ly N +6[[C|* L Ly oLy o N+3LFLE N

+6]|C||*L7Ly N +6Li Ly oN +8LEN + 3L )

N
Zy = (3l L2 eN+6|C|[* L2 La e Ly e N+3][C] L3 ¢

+6]|C||*LZLy N +3LFLY N + 6L Ly (N +SLEN )
Zs = 2 [(1 4 22) (368 0| 'L L2 N +9||C|* L2
3= 5 |+ X (368 O] L7L5, N + 9|l *L 0
+72B|C||° L3 Ly 4Ly 4N + 18| C||* Ly gLy ¢ + 36 BLFL2 4N
+ 9L§74) +72B||C||* L Ly ¢N + T2BL} L, 4N + 60BL] NA?

+96BLIN + 18Ly ¢|[C[[* +18L,, ¢ + 15X + 24]

Zy = N*LiB((1+23) (18]|C[[ L] ¢ + 36| C[* Ly s Ly 0

+18L2 ;) +36]|C||* Ly ¢ + 36 Ly ¢ + 30A% + 48).

Proof: From Lemma [10] for any k € {ny_1,...,n; — B} we have

a(k+ B;ty) < (Al +A3+A6(A2+A4)+1)ﬂ(k+3)

+ (Al + Ay + A5+ Ag (AQ + A4)),3 (k), (40)

where A1, ..., Ag > 0 are from Lemma [[0 Using v, < 1 gives

A < % (3 LELy N + 6] C| L7 Ly i Ly N + 3L
+6]|C||*LELy N + BLFLE N + 6L Ly (N +8LEN ). (41)
Similarly, using v, < 1 lets us upper bound Ag as
N
Ay < ?(3”CH4L5L12/74N+6HC’H2L§Lw)gLyygN+3HC’H2L12M
6 C|1° L7 Ly,eN +BLFLY pN +6LF Ly N +8LEN ).

1572 < 14 2. Using this inequality
1

and the fact that max {1, 7{1} =3 yields

Taking v, < % we have

v
4% o <N((1 £ A2) (36B|C|*LIL2 N + 9| O L2,
4
+72B||C||* L3 Ly 4Ly N +18||C||* Ly ¢ Ly ¢ + 36BLIL2 4N
+9L2 ) + 72B||C||° L} Ly N + T2BL} L, ;N + 60BLI NA?
+96BLEN + 18L,, 4||C||* + 18L, 0 + 1577 + 24)).

1
= < 142,

Applying this inequality and the fact that max {1, 7[1} = % yields

Lastly, we bound Ay4. Using v, < % we again have

Ay < vi <N2L§B((1 +22) (18]|C||* L2, + 36(|C||° Ly o Ly o
4

+18L2 ) + 36| C||* Ly ¢ + 361, ¢ + 300 + 48)). (42)

From @I)-@2) we have A1 < Z1, Ay < Zo, A3 < Z3W_2’ and
Ay < Z4fy[1. Using these in {@0) with v, < 1 gives the result. W

Lemma 12: For tg, we have « (0;t9) < ag and a (B;tg) < ag,
where ag > Lo (1 + ||C||)diam(X).

Proof: By definition of a (0;tg) we have
a (03t0) = J(x(0),y(0); t0) — J (=" (t0), ™ (to); to) . (43)
Using this and the Lipschitz continuity of J(-,-;t;) we have
a(0;t9) < LJ,o(Hm(O) — z"(to)|| + [jy(0) — y*(to)H)- Then
using y = C'z next gives a (05 t9) < L o(14|C||)diam(X), which
follows from ||z(0) — z*(to)|| < diam(X). The same argument
can be made to bound « (B;tg) by replacing « (0;¢) with o (B;t)
in @3). Thus, a(B;tg) < Ljo(1 + ||C||)diam(X). Selecting
any ag > Ljo(1+ ||C||)diam(X) gives the result. ]
Lemma 13: For all t;, € T, we have B(n,_1) < by and
B (n¢_1 + B) < by, where by > Bdiam (X)?.
Proof: By definition of $(n,_1) in @) and s(7) in @) we
_1—1 N i i
have B(np—1) = S0 SN k(e 4 1) - ai(n)% We

. -1
can bound this as B (n,_1) < ZZZZJFI_B sup, yex v — w||?.
Using sup,ex ywex lv — wl| < diam(X) we then find the

bound B (ny_1) < Bdiam (X )2. An analogous argument shows
that 3 (1y_1 + B) < Bdiam (X)2.

B. Proof of Theorem[l

For convenience we define s(7) = 0 for 7 < 0. From Lemma
and Lemma [Tl for any k such that 0 < k < ng — B,

a(k+ Bito) < a(k;to) — g 'DoB (k+ B) + Eof (k) (44)

a(k+ B;to) < g “FoB (k+ B) + g 'GoB (k). 45)
R
Rearranging @3) gives 8 (k + B) > a(k+B’t0),2’;? GoB®) gup.
Yo ~Fo
stituting this into (@4) and rearranging yields 0
D DoG
<1+ %)MHBJO) < a(k;to) + ( 90 +Eo>ﬂ(k:).
0 0
(46)
Fix k € {B,...,n9 — B} and substitute k¥ — B for k in (@) to find
a(k — B;tg) — a(k;tg) + EoB(k— B

Dy
Applying @7) to the right-hand side of (@6) and rearranging, we get

—1
’YODO GO EO
k+B;tg) < |1+ —— 1-— — 4+ =
ok + ,o)_( R > (( 70(F0+Do>)

. Go |, Eo .
a (ks to) +’YO<FO + Do) (Oé(k B;to) + EofB (k B)) :
(48)
For any integer d > 2, we iterate (@) to find
d—1
a(k+dB;to) < a(kito) = (vg ' Do — Eo) Y B(k+jB)
j=1

— 70 'DoB (k + dB) + Eof (k) .

Using v9 < Do/FEq and the fact that 8 (7) > 0 for all 7 > 0 gives
o (k+dB;to) < a(k;to) — (79 ' Do — Eo) B (k + B) + Eof (k).
Using the nonnegativity of o (k + dB;tg) we can then write
0 < a(kito) — (79 " Do — Eo)B (k + B) + Eof (k), and thus
Doji?yoEo (a(ksto) + Eop (k) ).
Next, we will use @8) and to show linear convergence
of Algorithm [ for to. Select ag > Ljo(1 + [|C|)diam(X)
and by > Bdiam (X)? according to Lemma[I2]and Lemma[I3] Then

B(k+B) < 49)



a(05tg) < ag, a(B;sto) < ag, B(0) < by, and §(B) < bo.
Then (@) and (I0) hold for rg = 0, 1. Next, we will use induction
to show that @) and (I0) hold for all rg € Ng. For the inductive
hypothesis suppose @) and (I0) hold for all rg up to d > 1. We

obtain from g < 1/ (%01 + %&) and @8) that

a(dB+B;to)§;D<<1 (io—k%))a(d&to)
L+yF

+70<@ n %) (a(dB = Bito) + BoB (B — B))). (50)

Forvp < 5~ 0 we have pg L< 1+2cp~p. Using this and the inductive

hypothesis, we find

1 s [(Go B
a(dB + B;ty) £ ——— 1—|—2’y000(—+—>
1+'70%01 F Dq
Go | Eo bo d—1
+’yo<F + DQ)(l-l—Qco’yo)anO)aopo .
. b 1
Then, using % ﬁ(ﬁ 0 < gg. and 90 <

Dg

————0_— and simplifying gives
8F0 ( + == Do )CO

2Fpy +v0Do d—1
a(dB+ Bitg) < | =20 700 ), .
( 0) < (2F0+270D0 0P0
_ 2Fp+v0Dg

Using 1 —

Do
Y02 F255D5 = 2Fo 27000 and yp < 1, we reach

a(dB + Bsto) < aopj, (51)

and this completes the induction on ().
To complete the this inductive argument we make a similar
argument for (I0). From (@9) and the inductive hypothesis we have

the bound 3 (dB + B) < %bopo . Here 70 < Ymax,0
ensures 70( + EO) (Do — v0F0)(1 — yocp), and we obtain
B(dB + B) g (1 — 70¢0)bopd~t. The definition of p, gives
B(dB + B) < bopg. Thus, @) and (I0) hold for all ry € No. From
Lemma [0 we have 6 (dB + B) < dopd, where dy = B%m||C||%bo.

C. Proof of Theorem[4
We first show that for v; € (0, ’ymax’l) and r1 € Ng there holds

-1

a(mo+riB;ty) <aip)t (52)
B (1o +r1B) <bipit " (53)
§ (o +r1B) < dip* " (54)

Following the same steps to reach @8) we find

a(k+B;ty) < <1+’“F?1)1 <(1—’y1 <i1+§1)>a(k;tl)

ﬂl(ﬂ“@_i) (a(k—B;t1)+E15(k—B))>7 (55)

and following the same steps to reach @9), we find

B(k+B) < ——(a(kit1) + E18 (k).

56
Dy —mEs (56)

We will use (33) and (56) to prove the convergence of Algorithm [I]

for tq, i.e., show that (32), (33D, and (34) hold for any r; € Ny.

First, we show that (32) and (33) hold for 1 = 0, 1. Specifically, we
select a1 > 0 and b; > 0 such that

a(noiti) <ar a(no+ Bit) <ax (57)
B(mo) <br B(mo+B) < br. (58)
By definition of « (ng;¢1) we may write
a(noit1) = J(z(no),y(mo);tr) — J(a"(to), " (to); to)
+J (2" (t0), " (to)s to) + J (x(n0), y(no); to)
— J(z(m),y(no)sto) — J(«"(t1),y" (t1); t1).  (59)

Using the triangle inequality, Assumption 3] and Theorem [ gives

a(no;t1) < ALy +agpp®

+ [J (2" (to), y" (to); to) — J(z"(t1), y™ (t1);t1)].

Adding J(z*(to),y*(to);t1) — J(=*(t0),y"(to);t1), using the
triangle inequality, and again using Assumption [3 yields

a(no;t1) < 2ALg + agpl®

+ | J (2" (o), y™ (to);t1) — J (2™ (t1),y" (t1);: t1)]-

Using the Lipschitz continuity of J(-,-;¢1), the triangle inequality,
and y = Cz, we find

(60)

|J(z"(to), y™ (to); t1) — J (=" (t1), 5" (t1); t1)|

< Lya(+ e (" o) = 2" (t0)]]) < Loaor (1+]|C]),
(61)
where the last inequality uses Assumption[3] Using (61D in (60) yields
YL 2AL + Lo (14 ]|C))).

a(noit1) < aopy’” (62)

Next, we bound « (ng + B;t1). By definition we have

no+B—1
)+ . s(T);tl)

T=10

)— (@ ()" ()i 1),

05(?70+B;t1)=f<1’

ofom

Applying Lemma [2] the bound || vazl zH2 < Nzij\il l|lz]|%, the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and the triangle inequality, we find

no+B—1

ZCS

T=10

a(no+ Bit1) < f(x(no);t1)

770+B—1 B no+B—1 )
+ 3 IslVesmyn) |+ =523 sl
T T=n0
no+B—1
+g(wim)itr) +1Cl > [sM[Vys(ylmo)tr)|]
T="0
L BllC 2 no+B—1 § .
*“f”” S Is@F = I (@ (t). v ()i ta).
T="0
Since 3 (no + B) = Zotu? s ’ , we apply Lemma [[3] to

it, then use the boundedness of me( tl) and Vyg(-; tl) from (&)
and the fact that ||s(-)|| < diam (X) to find

a(no+ Bit1) < a(nost1) + (Mg,1 + My,1]|C||) Bdiam (X)
B2diam (X)*

+ (Lo + Ly €)=



Applying the bound in (62) we get

a(no+ B;t1) < aop8071 +2ALs + Lyio1(14||C]))
+ (Mg,1 + M, 1||C||) Bdiam (X)
B2diam (X)*
2
Next, we modify the right-hand side of (63) to design %.
We observe that 8F3 (% +%) F; > 1. Indeed, we have
the bound 8Ey ($L+ PL)Fi = SE\Gi + sBM >,
which follows by inspection of 8E;G7. We note for all v; €

. <
0, (1+B)Lz,1+(15'BN)”CH2Ly71 < 1. Then
N B <
SEl(%JF%)Fl

G, B
8E1( 7+ ) I
ply w > 1 with the last term in (&3) to yield a new
upper bound to replace (63). Therefore if we select

a1 = aopgofl +2ALs + Lyio1(1+ ||C]))
+ (M1 + My 1(|C]|) Bdiam (X)
8E; (g_; + 5—11) F1 B2diam ()
2D,

+ (Lag + LyallC)?) (63)

, we have D

we have 1 as well. We can multi-

(64)

+ (Lo +LyallCI?),
then we satisfy (37). Furthermore, selecting by = Bdiam (X )2
satisfies (38) due to Lemma[I3] From these selections of a1 and b we

have % < %. These choices of a1, by satisfy (32)
8E1(F71+D71)F1

and (33) for r; = 0,1. Next, we prove that (32) and (33) hold
for all 71 € Ng by induction. For the inductive hypothesis suppose
that (32) and (33) hold for all 71 up to d > 1. Using the same steps
used from (30) to (31, we have « (19 + dB + B;t1) < a1p$, and
this completes induction on (532).

To complete the inductive argument for 8 we make a similar
argument in order to reach (33). From (36) we have

B (no+dB+B) < — (o (no + dB; t1)+E1 8 (no+dB) ).

T Di—-mE

(65)

ay

n(g+E

Next, we have B(no+dB+ B) < %blp?_l
by the inductive hypothesis. We then design

‘%+2E1+D1c1—\/(%+2E1+D101)2_4D1E1c1
71 < SETeT to ensure

that 71(‘;—11 + El) < (D1 — mE1) (1 = yic1) so that we obtain
B(ng+dB+ B) < (1 - ylcl)blpffl. Therefore

B (10 + dB + B) < bipf. (66)

Thus, (33) holds for all 1 € Ng. Then by Lemma [0] we have
8 (o + dB + B) < B%m)||C||%b1 p{. This proves (54).
The preceding establishes the base case for the next inductive

argument in which we show that if o (ny_1 + 1, B;tp) < agpze_l,

B(ne—1+1eB) < by, and § (ng_y + ¢ B) 1§ bepyt”" hold

for a fixed ty, then ¢ (ng + rp41B) < d“_lp;f:ll and
-1
a(ng + o1 Bites1) < aps1py (67)
-1
B (ne +res1B) < bopapgh! (68)
also hold. This will complete our proof of Theorem
From Lemma [6] and Lemma [[1l for any & € {ny,...,n041 — B},
—1
a(k+ Bitoy1) <alkiterr) — v 1 Dep1B8(k+ B) + Eg 18 (k)
(69)
a(k+ Biter1) < v A FeraB (k+ B) + v, 4 GeaB (k) (70)

by taking y,41 < . Rearrang-

2
(14B) Ly g1+ (14 BN) [CI2 Ly 041
ing (Z0) to lower-bound 3 (k + B) we obtain

a (k —+ B; tZJrl) — 7[_:1G6+1ﬂ (k)

B(k+B) > -
’Yg.leZ-i-l

Applying this to (69) and simplifying gives

D
(1 + M)a(k—kB;t“_l) < a(kiter)

Foiq
Dy 1G
n < 041Gt
Fopa
Fix k € {ny+B,...,np+1—B} and replace k— B by k in (69). Then
Vot1 i )
B (k) < m(a (k= Bitgp1) — a(kitepr) + B8 (k= B)).
Applying this to (ZI) gives

D —1
a(k+ Bityyr) < <1+M> <<1—w+1
Foiq
G E G E
( e+l e+1>)a(k;tg+1)+w+1< e+l e+1>
Frq Dyt

D11 Fop
'(a(k—B;teH)+Ee+15(k—3))>- )

+ Ee+1>ﬂ (k). (71

For any d > 2, we iterate to find

a(k+dBsterr) < alkster) — v DB (k+ dB)
d-1

+Ep18 (k) — (’YZ+11D5+1 —Epq1) Z B(k+3jB).
=1

Since vp41 < Dyg1/Ep41 and S (7) > 0 for all 7 > 0, we obtain
a(k+dB;tey1) < a(k;tiyr)
— (V4 Des1 — Bey1)B (k+ B) + Egy1 B (k).
Using a (k + dB;ty11) > 0, we rearrange to find
Ye+1
k+ B) < a(k;t +E k)). (73)
B( ) Dt =B (a(kstoqr)+Ee1B (k)

We will use (72) and (73) to show that (G7) and (G8) hold for
any 7411 € No. First, we show that (67) and (68) hold for rpy 1 =
0, 1. Specifically, we select ay4; > 0 and by4; > 0 such that

a(Meterr) < apqq, a(me+ Bitegr) < apypq (74)

B (ne) < by, B(ne+B) <bpya.

Using the definition of « (ny;te41) we repeat the steps used
from (39) to (64D to find if we select agy1 such that

(75)

-1
app1 = app,’ +2ALt+ L1001 (14 ||C]|)
+ (Mg g1+ My 1| C||) Bdiam (X))
G E 2 - 2
o (Fle + ﬁ) Fyq B2diam (X)
2Dy 41
2
“(Laer1 + Ly e IC)17),
then (Z4) holds. Selecting by, = Bdiam (X )2 satisfies (73) due
to Lemma [[3] From these selections of agy,1 and byy1 we have

+

b D .
the bound -4t £+l . These selections
apy1 Got1 , Eoga
8E¢41 ( o o1

T,
of agi1,bprq satisfy (67) and @) forrpy 1 =0,1.

Next, we prove that (67) and (68) hold for all 7oy € No by
induction. For the inductive hypothesis suppose that (67) and (68))
hold for all 7p4; up to some d > 1. Using the same steps used



from (30) to (3I) we obtain « (ny + dB + B;tpyq) < ag+1pzl+1,
and this completes the induction on (&7).

To complete the inductive argument for 8 we make a similar
argument to reach (68). Following the same steps used to go from (63))
to (66), we find 8 (n, +dB+ B) < bg_,_lpzl_H. Therefore, (G8)
holds for ¢ 4+ 1. We also have ¢ (ny; + dB + B) < dg+1pg+1, from
Lemma [0 where dy | = B*m||C||*byy;.
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