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Distributed Optimization Over Markovian Switching Random Network

Peng Yi*", Li Li*®

Abstract—In this paper, we investigate the distributed
convex optimization problem over a multi-agent system with
Markovian switching communication networks. The objective
function is the sum of each agent’s local objective function,
which cannot be known by other agents. The communication
network is assumed to switch over a set of weight-balanced
directed graphs with a Markovian property. We propose a
consensus sub-gradient algorithm with two time-scale step-
sizes to handle the uncertainty due to the Markovian switching
topologies and the absence of global gradient information.
With a proper selection of step-sizes, we prove the almost sure
convergence of all agents’ local estimates to the same optimal
solution when the union graph of the Markovian network’
states is strongly connected and the Markovian network is
irreducible. Simulations are given for illustration of the results.

I. INTRODUCTION

There is an increasing research interest in distributed
optimization over multiagent systems due to its broad
applications in engineering networks, such as distributed
parameters estimation in sensor networks [1], [2], resource
allocation in communication networks, [3], [4], and optimal
power flow in power grids, [5], [6]. Due to the privacy
of each agent’s local data and the burden of data cen-
tralization, in distributed optimization problems each agent
can only manipulate its local objective function without
knowing other agents’ objective functions, while the global
objective function to be optimized is usually taken as the
sum of agents’ local objective functions. Many significant
distributed optimization algorithms have been proposed and
analyzed, including (sub)gradient algorithms [4], [7], [8],
dual averaging algorithms [9], primal-dual methods [2],
[6], [10], gradient tracking methods [11], [12]. Please refer
to [13]-[17] for the survey of recent developments in
distributed optimization.

In distributed optimization, the agents must cooperatively
find a consensual optimal solution by sharing informa-
tion locally with network neighbors, hence, communication
plays a vital role in the design and analysis of distributed
optimization algorithm. Different communication models
and graph connectivity assumptions, either deterministic
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or stochastic, have been discussed for different algorithms
including uniformly joint strongly connected graphs [7],
[9], quantized communication [18], random graphs [10],
[19], broadcasting [20] and gossip communication [21]. In
fact, the practical communication networks are essentially
random and stochastic due to link failure, uncertain quanti-
zation, packet dropout or node recreation. Random commu-
nication networks with temporal independence assumptions
have been investigated in distributed optimization. [20]
established the almost sure convergence of the consensus
subgradient algorithm to an optimal point when the agents
share information through independent broadcast communi-
cations. [8] provided the almost sure convergence results for
distributed subgradient algorithm when the communication
link failures are independent and identically distributed
over time. [19] investigated the asynchronous distributed
gradient method with a linear convergence rate for strongly
convex functions when the graph weights are independently
and identically drawn from the same probability space.
[22] proved the optimal convergence rate of distributed
stochastic gradient methods for strongly convex functions
over temporally independent identically distributed random
networks. [10] investigated the asymptotic normality and
efficiency of distributed primal-dual gradient algorithm for
independent and identically random communication net-
works. [23] gave a primal-dual algorithm for distributed
resource allocation, also with independent and identically
random communication networks.

Nevertheless, the practical communications over multia-
gent systems are usually random but with temporal corre-
lation. Markovian switching graphs have been adopted for
modelling the random communication with one-step tempo-
ral dependence. For example, [24]-[26] have investigated
the performance of averaging consensus algorithm with
Markovian switching communication networks, [1] have
considered the distributed parameter estimation problem
over Markovian switching topologies, and [27] investigated
the Kalman filter with Markovian packet losses when trans-
mitting the measurements to the filter. However, to the best
of our knowledge, how to achieve distributed optimization
with Markovian switching graphs is not fully investigated,
because distributed optimization is a fundamentally different
task from consensus or parameter estimations, except that
[28] have studied distributed optimization over a switching
state-dependent graphs. We also note that [29] investigated
the distributed optimization through the fixed points itera-
tion of random operators derived from a general class of



random graphs.

Motivated by the above, we investigate the consensus
subgradient algorithm to achieve optimal consensus with
Markovian switching topologies. The communication graph
among the agents switches within a finite graph set fol-
lowing a Markovian chain. Note that [28] assumed that the
random link failure is dependent on the node state rather
than the previous step communication, hence, it considered
a different Markovain model from the Markovain random
graph considered here. We propose to select two different
step-sizes for the consensus term and the gradient term to
balance the speed of consensus and innovation. We find a
sufficient choice of step-sizes to ensure that the consensus
term is slightly “faster” than the innovation gradient term,
and then we can give a mean consensus error bounds under
the Markovian assumption. With these error bounds, we
prove that all the agents converge to the same optimal
solution with probability 1.

The paper is organized as follows. We give the formula-
tion of the distributed optimization problem and Markovian
switching communication model in Section II. We give the
algorithm and sketch the main results in Section III. We give
the proofs of main theorems with an illustrative numerical
example in Section IV, and present the conclusions in
section VI. The proof of a key lemma is given in the
Appendix.

Notations: Denote 1,, = (1,...,1)T € R™ and 0,, =
(0,...,00T € R™. For a column vector z € R™, 2T
denotes its transpose. I, denotes the identity matrix in

R" " For a matrix A = [a;;] € RY*N| q;; stands
for the (i,j)¢, entry in A. A matrix A is nonnegative if
a;; > 0,Yi,j = 1,---,N. A nonnegative matrix A is

called row stochastic iff A1 = 1, and column stochastic
matrix iff 15 A = 1%, while A4 is doubly stochastic iff A
is both row and column stochastic matrix. ® stands for the
Kronecker product of two matrixes. For a probability space
(B, F,P), Z is the sample space, F is the o-algebra and P is
the probability measure. For k = 0,1,2,--- , (vg, Fk) is an
adapted sequences if o(vy) € Fy, for all k. The expectation
of a random variable is denoted as E[-].

A directed graph G = {V, &g, Ag} is defined with node
set V = {1,..., N}, edge set & C V x V, and adjacency
matrix Ag = [a;;] € RV*N. (j,i) € &g if and only if
agent ¢ can get information from agent j. Ag = [a;;] is
nonnegative and row stochastic, and 0 < a;; < 1 if (j,4) €
&g, and a;; = 0, otherwise. Denote by N; = {j|(j,7) € &g}
the neighbor set of agent 7. A path of graph G is a sequence
of distinct agents in V such that any consecutive agents
in the sequence corresponding to an edge of the graph G.
Agent j is said to be connected to agent ¢ if there is a
path from j to 4. Graph G is strongly connected if any two
agents are connected. Graph G is called weighted-balanced
if adjacency matrix A is doubly stochastic , i.e., 15 4g =
15 AZ. Denote by Dg = diag{E:?]:1 aij, ...,Z;V:l an;},

called the in-degree matrix of G. Then, the (weighted)
Laplacian matrix of G is Lg := Dg — Ag. When graph G
is strongly connected, 0 is a simple eigenvalue of Laplacian
Lg with the eigenspace {aly|a € R}.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this section, we formulate the distributed optimization
problem.

Consider a multi-agent network with agent (node) set
VY = {1, ..., N}, where agent i has its own objective function
fi(x) unknown to any other agents. The task is to find
the optimal solution of the sum of all the local objective
functions, that is,

N

f(@), f(z) = Zfi(x), (1)

min

zER™

where f;(-) : R™ — R, as a lower semicontinuous ( possible

nonsmooth) convex function, is the local objective function

of agent 4, and f(-) is the global objective function. We give
the following assumption on the objective functions.

Assumption 1: 1) The optimization problem in (IJ) is

solvable, i.e., there exists a finite £* € R"” such that

N
" € X" 2 argmin f(2), f(z) = 3 fi(a)
=1

2) The sub-gradient sets of f;(x), are uniformly bounded
for all 7 € V, i.e., there exists a constant [ such that
Vg(x) € 9fi(z), || g(x) ||< I, Vz € dom(f;), Vi € V.

We assume the agents exchange information locally
through a Markovian switching random communication
network. All the possible communication topologies form a
set of a finite number of graphs: {G1,-- ,G,,} with each
graph endowed with an adjacency matrix Ag,. The time
is slotted as k = 1,2,---,. And then, we use a random
process 0(k), which is a Markovian chain on a finite index
set Z = {1,...,m} with a stationary transition matrix P =
[pij] € R™*™, to indicate the communication graph at time
k, ie., G(k) = G; when (k) = i. The markovian property
of 0(k) implies that given the graph at time k being G;, the
probability of the communication graph at time k4 1 being
G, is p;j. The works about average consensus in [1], [24],
[25] have provided detailed descriptions and motivations
for using Markovian switching communication networks in
distributed computation over multi-agent systems, including
wireless sensor networks and UAV swarms.

Here is the assumption on the Markovian communication
graphs:

Assumption 2: 1) The adjacency matrixes Ag, of each

graph in the set {G1,---,G,,} is a doubly stochastic
matrix, and the union graph

gc = ng - {Vv USQM%ZA@}
i=1 i=1 =1




is strongly connected.
2) The Markovian chain 6(k) is irreducible.

III. DISTRIBUTED ALGORITHM AND MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we provide the algorithm with the main
results.

Denote by z;(k) € R™ the estimate of agent ¢ for the
optimal solution z* at time k. The random variable 6(k)
evolves as a markovian chain. The communication graph
takes G(k) £ Gory = (V. €Gyn)> Ado,,) at time k. Agent
i can get the estimates of its neighboring agents N;(k) =
{41(4,7) € &gy, } With Gg(ry. And then, each agent updates
its estimate with the following algorithm

Algorithm 1 Consensus subgradient algorithm

Initialize: Agent i € V picks an initial state z;(0) € R™.
Iterate until convergence

At time k, each agent ¢ € ) gets its neighbour states
{a:j(k)}jeM(k) through the random graph G(k), and up-
dates its local state as follows

N
il + 1) = ai(k) + o e (W) (k) ~wi(k)

where o, > 0 and By > 0 are the step-sizes, a;;(k)
is (4,7)wn entry of Ag,, ., and d;(k) € Ofi(xi(k)) is a
(sub)gradient vector of f;(x) at x;(k).

Algorithm|[T]is an extension of the distributed subgradient
algorithm in [7], [8] by adding an additional step-size. In
equation (2), the first consensus term drives each agent’s
state towards the averaging of all agents’ states, while the
second term provides the innovative gradient information to
search for the optimal solution x*.

To guarantee the algorithm convergence even with a
randomly switching network, we have two different step-
sizes oy, and [y to control the speed of consensus and
innovation. In fact, we require that “consensus” speed is
a bit of faster than “innovation” term as specified by the
following assumption.

Assumption 3: We take the step-sizes in (2)) as

A =

(k+ 1) (k+1)%"

where a; >0, az > 0,0 <8 <d2 <1, and d — & > 3.

3

A —

Now we are ready to present the main analysis results
for Algorithm [T}

Theorem 1 (Almost sure consensus): Suppose Assump-
tions and 3| hold. Let z;(k), i € V be generated by (2),
and y(k) = & Zi\;l x;(k). Then the following statements
hold.

1) The agents’ states reach consensus and track the
averaging of all the agents’ states asymptotically with

probability 1, i.e.,

lim || zi(k) —y(k) =0, VieV, as. ()
k—o0

2) The accumulation of the norm of track error y(k) —
x;(k) weighted by the step-sizes i is bounded for each
agent, i.e.,

Zﬂk | y(k) —zi(k) [[< o0, Vi€V, as. (5)
k=1

Remark 1: Theorem |l shows that all the agents almost
surely reach consensus asymptotically. In fact, we can
also show the convergence rate for reaching consensus is
dominated by the difference between 47, 5. Specifically, ,

we can find a 7 < 6o — % such that

(k+1)7 || y(k) — zi(k) [|= 0 a.s.,¥ieV

lim
k—o0
Theorem 2 (Almost sure converge to a consensual solution):
Suppose Assumptions [T]2] and [3| hold. Then with Algorithm
[T} all the agents’ states almost surely converge to the same
optimal solution of (), i.e.,
lim z;(k) =z*,Vi €V, a.s.
k—o0
IV. THE PROOF OF MAIN RESULTS
In this section, we give the proofs of the main results.
Denote X (k) = (af(k),---,2% (k)T € R™™ and
d(k) = (df (k),--- ,d% (k)T € R™N, and we can rewrite

the overall updating equations in Algorithm [I]in a compact
form as

X(k+1) = X(k) — ar(Lgy(, @ In) X (k) — Brd(k), (6)

where Lg,, is the Laplacian of Gp(x). With abuse of

notation, we also use A(k) to denote the random matrix

Ag,,, for simplicity. Since A(k) is doubly stochastic, (6)

can also be written as:

X(k+1)=X(k)+ar((Ak) — In) @ I,) X (k) — Brd(k).
(N

To investigate the consensus of all agents’ states, we

define
1
(%)
VN

with Q115 = 0 and Q1 QT = Ix_1. Then we have QQT =
Iy, i.e. @ is an orthogonal matrix. Denote

1y1%
I=1Iy-— fij
as the disagreement matrix. Since A(k) is a doubly stochas-
tic matrix,
r_ [ QAK)QT On-: _ [ @
QA(k>Q - ( ON—l 1 7QF - 0 ’



and therefore,

arag = (% Yar (@AW ) < 9 >
_ ( @A(k&@?czl >.0 A

Therefore, by multiplying both sides of (7) with QT'® I,,,

( o )@I,LX(kH): ( o >®I’"X(k)

s < o ) ® Ld(k).

Denote &(k) = (Q1 ® I,) X (k) and H(k) = Qi A(K)QT —
In_1, and we have the reduced recursion of (E) as

§(k+1) = &(k) + ar(H(k) @ In)§(k) — Br(Q1 @ In)d(k).
©)

Define a state transfer matrix ®(k, s) for k > s as
O(k,s) = (In-1+arH(k)) - (In-1+asH(s)),

and ®(k,k+1) = In_1.

The state transfer matrix ®(k, s) is a random matrix that
plays a key role in the convergence analysis, and we have
the following Lemma [T}

Lemma 1: Suppose Assumptions [T} 2] and [3| hold. For the
state transfer matrix ®(k, s) defined in (I0), we have:

(i) There exist positive constants cg, c; such that

(10)

k+1
E[l| @(k,s) ||] < coexp[—c1 Z%‘LWC > s.

i=s

(i) ZS o BE[|| ®(k,s+1) [|] = 0 as k — oo.

(i) 3120 A1 B[] 2(k,0) [ < co.

(W) Yo B S BEl| @(ks + 1) [] < oo.

The proof of Lemma [I] is given in the Appendix, which
could have an independent interest since it is not related
to the gradient part of the algorithm. Next we give a
martingale convergence result from [30], and a lemma for
the convergence analysis.

Proposition 1: Let (vg, Fr), (g, Fr) be two nonnega-
tive adapted sequences.

(1) If E[vg41|Fi] < v+ o and E[Y 0 a;] < oo, then
vy, converges a.s. to a finite limit.

(ii) If Efvg41|Fr] < vk —ou, then D2 a; < 00,  a.s..

Lemma 2: Let (vg, Fi), (dk, Fi), and (ay, Fr) be three
nonnegative adapted sequences. If E[vg1|Fi] < vp +ag —
di and E[>°7° ;] < oo, then Y ;2 d; < co a.s., and
vy, converges a.s. to a finite limit.

Proof: Since E[vy11|Fx] < vip+ag, and E[>°, ai] < o0,
from (i) of Proposition [I] we know that v, converges a.s.
to a finite limit.

Set Uk+1 = Vk41 + E[szJrl Oéi|]:k+1]- Then

Elugr1|Fr] < vk + ar — dy

o

+E( Y il Fr) = up — di,
i=k+1

and hence, we have > i~ d; < oo a.s. from (ii) of
Proposition [T} O
Proof of Theorem [T}
1) It follows from (@) that
Ek+1) = ( (k,0) ® I,)§(0)

—Zﬁs

(11)
(k,5+1) @ 1,)(Q1 @ I,)d(s).

Thus,

ZﬁkHE [Ek+1) ] <

k=0

+ Zﬂm ZBSE[

> BrraEl| 2(k,0) ] 11£(0) |
k=0

(ks + 1) (I Qu Il dls) |l

<|| &(0) || ZﬂkHE | ®(k,0) ||
k=0
%) k
+VNL Qi 1Y Besr > BE[| ®(k,s +1) ||

k=0 s=0
(12)

Hence, with the results in Lemma || and || Q1 ||= 1,

ZﬁkHE[H §k+1) |l] <oo

Therefore, by the monotone convergence theorem ( [31]),

E[Y B €k +1) ] < o0

k=0

13)

Since (QT' ® I,)X (k) = (£(k)T,0)T and Q is an
orthogonal matrix, we get | (' ® I,,)X ( ) =l €k) |-
With (T3)),

S BT @ L)X(k) < oo as. (14)
k=1
Note that
y(k) — z1(k)
(& L)X (k) = ; ,
y(k) —an (k)
and with (T4), we have
S Bl y(k) —wi(k) <o VieV, as. (15
k=1



2) By @ and y(k) = & >y wi(k),

N
y(k+1) = y( Z

Therefore, for any i € V),
y(k+1) = ik + 1)

(16)

(k _33@ +akzazg _xl(k)))
1 N
= By D di(k) = di(k)
j=1
N 1 N
=y(k) =Y ai;(k) k(NZdj(k)
j=1 j=1

where a;;(k) = aga;;(k),
Note that we have >,
the Jensen’s inequality,

i # jand a;(k) = 1 — ay.
a;j(k) = 1, and therefore, with

Il y(k+1)—z;(k+1)

|Mz

Denote by e;(k) —H ( ) — zi(k) |, and e(k) =
Z?;l e; (k). Then taking square of above equations and by
the convexity of || - ||?,

(k+1)2 SZ

j=1
Hence,
N N
Z e;(k +1)2 Z (k) +ANPBY + 4161 Y ei(k),
i=1 j=1 i=1
and
oo N N o]
;263 ) <> el +4N12;6,§
=1i= i=1 1

a7

+4125kz

i=1

Because Yp°, 37 < oo, SN ei(k)? converges with
probability 1 as k& — oo following from (13) and (17).

Meanwhile, with (T3) and Y77, (k) = oo, we have
liminfy_,o e(k) = 0. Since e(k) is a.s. bounded, there
exists a subsequence ny, such that e(ny) = 0. Take

any € > 0, and then there exists a r such that e(n,) < e,
Yoy, Bre(k) < e, >0, Bi < e Therefore,

Z (nm) <Z (nr) +4Nl226k+412ﬂke

=1 k=n, k=n,
gNe +4I(N? +1)e
(13)

k) |y (k)= (k) || +-26%1-

k)2 4412 B2 +41 6y Z aij(k)e; (k).

N =n+ 1, +2---

Therefore, we conclude

lim e;(k) =0, a.s.

k—o0

Vie V. (19)

O

Next, we prove that all the agents almost surely converge
to the same optimal solution.

Proof of Theorem 2} From (T6) it follows that, for any

T e X*,
N
ly(k+1) —a [|°=] y(k) -z — Br— Z k) |1?
gk~ | - %Z Bz Q)
k)%
Note that
di (k) (y(k) — ) > f; (2 (k) = f;(x) + d; (k)" (y(k) — z;(K))
_fj(xj(k)) Fi(y(k)) + fi(y(k)) — fi(=)
dj (k)" (y(k) — x;(k))
> =20 || y(k) —z;(k) || +£5(y(k)) — fi().

From (20), we have

ly(k+1) =2 |2<| y(k) =z |* —5s

2 k) ~ (@)
4
+ By 2 wk) = (k) | +B(R)*1
j=1

By the result 1) in Theorem I E re, B || y(k) —

z;(k) |]] < oo. Since > p— 0B,€<ooandf( (k) > f*,
the condition in Lemma 2] is satisfied. Thus, ||y(k) — z||

converges a.s., and
2D

It follows from Y -, B(k) = oo and (2I) that

liminf f(y(k)) — f(z) =0. a.s.
k— o0
With a similar argument of (I8), we obtain
lim y(k) =z*,2* € X*, a.s.
k— o0

Therefore, all the agents almost surely converge to the same
optimal solution of problem (TJ). O



A. Simulation

Example 1: We give an example to illustrate the algo-
rithm. Consider five agents with the local objective func-
tions as follows:

fi(x) = In(e1*1 + €02%2) 4 5min,cq ||z — 2||;

_ %4_0.1(3:14-%2)2?

()
() = 3(z1 — 10)2 + 0.2(z2 — 8)% + 2|21 | + 2|22[;
() 2(z1)2+1
(z)

+4dmax{z; + z2, (11 + x2)?},

with a decision variable as x = (z1,22) € R? and a set §2
as Q= {zr e R?z? + 23 < 1}.

The five agents share information with three graphs
{G1,G2,G3}, whose weighted adjacency matrices are
Ay, Ay, Ag € RPX5, respectively. The transition matrix of
the stationary Markovian chain 0(k) is P € R3*3, We let
P, Ay, Ay, A3 to be the following matrices:

0 0 0 05 05
05 05 O 1 0 0 0 O
0 06 04 |, 0 05 05 0 0 ,

02 0 08 0 056 0 05 O

05 05 O 0 0
05 0 05 0 0

cor~roo
cooro

o

o

o

e

ot

<

ey
orocooco

o

o

= W and B, =
ﬁm. The (sub)gradients are normalized to 1. We per-
orm the simulation for 100 times, and the estimations of
the five agents always reach the same optimal solution. (The
optimal solution is unique in this case.) The simulation

results are shown in Figure [T] and 2]

We choose the step-sizes as oy

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we proposed a consensus subgradient
algorithm to solve a distributed optimization problem with
Markovian switching random communication networks. The
algorithm was given with two time-scale step-sizes, different
from most existing ones. We showed the almost sure conver-
gence with a proper connectivity assumption and step-size
choices. In the future, we will work on the mean-square
convergence rate analysis.

APPENDIX: PROOF OF KEY LEMMAS

Proof of Lemma [1]

(i): Denote Fj, = 0{0(t),0 <t < k}.

Take h = (m — 1)? 4+ 1 where m is number of states in
Z. We first prove that V¢, 6(k) will visit all the states in Z
with a positive probability during [t,t 4+ h — 1].

600

—agent 1
ol agent 2
3 400, oo
; 300 agent y
é 200, 7agent :
£ 100,
0 N
20
_—
O ) ‘/
777W”””ﬁ”””"7””” B 20
o 20 -20 10 0 10
)
Fig. 1: The trajectories of the five agents’ states
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S
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Fig. 2: The figure shows the trajectories of
three  performance index: the consensus error,
S0 (k) — %25:1 z;(k)||, the distance to optimal
solution, || Zle x;(k) — 2*|| and the optimal value gap,

(20 (k) — f7I.



With the transition matrix P € R"*™ being a stochastic
matrix, there exists a ¢ > 0 such that p;; > ¢ when p;; > 0.
Assume 0(t) = i1, and then Vi € 7\ i1 we conclude that

P(6(k) visits i during [t,t +m — 1]) > ™!
because (k) is irreducible. Hence,
P(6(k) visits all states in Z during [t,t + h — 1]) > ¢".

Secondly, with the union graph of {Gi,...,G,,} being
strongly connected, we prove that there exists a constant
Yo > 0 such that

t+h—1

E[( Y Hk)"+H

k=t

(B)|F)] < —voln-1,Yt.  (22)

Since A(k) is a doubly stochastic matrix, we get

21N — A(k}) — A(k) ng(k) + Lg9<k) Lgs(k),
where C;g(k) is the undirected mirror graph of Gg(ry. As a
Laplician matrix of an undirected graph, Lg};(k) is positive
semi-definite, i.e., xTng(k)x > 0,Vz € RV,

Taking 2 = QT u,u # 0, we have
ul' Q1 (2Iy — A(k) — A(k)T)QTu

= —uT(H(k) + HE))u>0, @)
and thereby, H (k) + H (k)T is negative semi-definite.
Similarly,
t+h—1
E[u"Qu(2hIx — > [A(k) + A(K)T)QT ulF]
k=
t+h—1 t
= B[ (Y (HE) + HE Dl 2
k=t
Therefore, E[ fj}z*l[H(k) + H(k)T)|F] is also

negatlve semi-definite. With Assumption 2] we have
ElzT (2hIn—S i [A(K)+A(K)T])z| F,] = 0 if and only
ifz=cly,c# O We conclude QT u # cly,Ve # 0 since
otherwise ¢ = 0 can also be concluded from 15QTu =
clT 15 = 0. Therefore,

t+h—1
Elu"Q1(2hIn— Y [A(k)+A(k)"])
k=t

ie, B M HK)T + H(K))|F] is negative definite.

Hence, there exists a constant v, > 0 to make (22)) hold.
As a result,

Oh+t—1,0)T®(h+t—-1,t) =
(In-1+ argn 1 HEt+h—1)7)

(UIN—1+apn 1 H(t+h—=1))---

t+h—1

<In-a+ Z i (H (k)T
k=t

Tu|F) >0 (24)

(In-1+ CYtH(t)T) T

(InN—1+ o H(t))

+ H(k)) 4+ coa?In_1,

with ¢, > 0 as a constant. Combined with 22),

E[®h+t—1,0)T®(h 4+t —1,t)|F]

25
< (1 —yhogyn—1 + csha?)In_1, =
where 7, = 3 >0, c3 = ? > 0.
In fact, Vk : t <k <t+h-—1,
kE+1 k+1—t—nh
( + )61:(1+ + 01
t+h t+h (26)
71+5k+1—t7h+0( h )2
B Yt h t+h’"
Therefore, when ¢ is large enough
o — . am a
PO DS (G4 k)%
CL1 k+15
(k+1)51( (t+h)) .
<a1(h+0(h)2)< a 27
“(k+1D)n i+ h t+h’ 7~ Ak +1)%
_alk)
4
We also have:
R T (28)
aki (t+1)2 t—oo

Thereby, with and (28), we conclude that 3k, when
t > ko,

1 —yihagyp-1+ @,haf

t+h—1 t+h—1
=l-m Z art+y > (k= argno1)
k=t
t+h 1
+c3 Z ak*
t+h 1 t+h 1 t+h,1
D SRS S
k=t k=t
t+h—1
= (1 — 264 Z ak)
k=t
with a constant ¢y = 3+ > 0.
By (23), when t > ko,
t+h—1
E[®(h+t—1,6)"®(htt—1,8)|F] < (1-2¢4 Y ap)In-1.
k=t

Now given another integer s > 1, we have the following



estimation by recursions,

E[®(sh — 1 +t,6)T®(sh — 1+ ,t)]

=E[®((s— 1)h—1+t,t)"E[®(sh+t—1,(s — 1)h + 1)
P(sh+t—1,(s = Dh+ )| Fs—nyne) ®((s — 1)h — 1+ ¢, t)]

sh+t—1
<=2 Y alk)
k=(s—1)h+t
E[@((s — 1)h —1+t,)T®((s — 1)h — 1 +t,1)]
sh+t—1
< eXp[—2(34 Z Oék)}IN_l, t> k‘g,
= (29)
based on the inequality 1 —x < e™%, Vx > 0.
Therefore,
sh+t—1
E[|| ®(sh —14t,t) ||] < cgexp[—c Z ar)]  (30)
k=t

with cg = 1 and c5 = 2¢4 as positive constants.

Since H(k) = Q1Lg,,, @1 and Gy switches among a
finite set of graphs, there exists a constant C, 4, > 0, such
that || H(k) ||< Chax, Yk > 1. Therefore, Yk, s > ko, we
have 93¢ > 0,0 < r < h—1 such that kK —s = ¢h+r. Then

B[l ®(k, ) [[] <E[| ®(k,k —ch+1) [} [| (r+s,5) |

r+s k
< H(l + @;Crnaz )6 €XP[—C5 Z o]
i=s 1=s+r+1
r+s r4+s
< H 1+ az max CG eXP Cs Z O% eXp —Cs Z az
k+1

< ¢ expl—cs Z a;l,
) 31

with ¢y = cg szJrh(l + @;Craz) €xplcs fi;h «;] and
c1 = ¢5 as positive constants.
When s < ko, without loss generality we assume k > ko,

and then
E[l ‘P(k s) [} < E[|| @(k, k2) [[] || D(k2,s) |

<H1+az max COGXP CSZaz

= k‘z
k2 k
< H(l + @;Cmaz)Co €xples Z a;) exp[—es Z ;]
i=s i=s i=s
k+1
< égexp[—c1 Z o),
i=s

(32)

With é() = é(] Hfio(]. +aicma:r) exp[c5 Zfio O[i] and c1 =
cs as constants. Taking ¢y > max{é, o}, Lemma [1] (i)

holds from (3I)) and (32).

(i) Because

k+1 k+1

ar k+1 a
PR o G S R E—
ZO& ZZ Z + 1)51 - L:s (Jj + 1)51 z

a1 1-s, k1 (33)
> 1 L
21 s (x+1) | .
> S [(k+2)170 — (s + 1)1,
1—94;
we have
Zﬂs (| ®(k,s+1) ]
s=0
b as aic
161 1-6
< 70 ex s+ 2 b
Sz:( 1) 0 p[lfél( ) (34)
aici 1-6
. 2 1
=4, (k+2)"]
1 & 1 c
< 161 2 1—01
< gy 2 G iy P T
with ¢(k) = exp[{25-(k + 2)1=%],

It is easy to verify that there exists a k1 > 0, such that

Vo > ki, 52 exp[+1%L z1791] is a monotonically increasing
function. Then we obtaln
b 1 aic
161 1-6
exp s+2 !
5
il 1 aic
161 1-6
< 2 1
) Zo CER AT
101
2)1-% (35)
+zk: s/2+1) eXpH—al( s +2)'7]
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2 1 aic
_ 1 L 4101 15
=7+ 2% Z g exp[l_(sls 1]
s=ki1+2
k+3
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§T+252/ — exp|———z %],
o=k1+2 02 [1 — 01 ]

with 7 = Zkl ! (s+1)<‘2 exp[{5-(s + 2)1=%]. Tt follows

s=0

from equation (34) that

k

Bk, s+ 1) |] < ageo(2%2 P 36
with p(k) = f::1+2 x§2 exp[ {15 a:l %],

Even though both p(k) and q(k) tend to infinity as k —
00, they are not increasing at the same order. In fact, we
can the derivative of them as

r_ 1 ac 1-6,
p(l‘) - (x + 3)52 exp[l _ 51 (l‘ + 3) ]
o aici aicy 1-6;
a(e) = gy ol g @+ D]



According to 6o > 1, limy o % = 0, and hence, by

p(z
)—O

the well-known L’Hopital’s rule, we get lim,_, o, 2 e

Therefore, it follows from (36) that

k

> BRE[[| ®(k, s + 1) |[] = 0,k — oo

s=0
(iii) Note that 279 exp[—c32!~%] is a monotonically
decreasing function when c3 is positive, and then with

equations (32) and (33), we have

> BBl ®(k,0) ||
k=0

- aicy aicy s
< 1
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CQ 1751 o0
= e °
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08
37
with ¢7 = ascy exp[{5 5 L] cg = laif;l as positive constants.

(iv) Since (z + 2)~"
with L'Hopital’s rule,

q(z) tends to infinity as x — oo,

i p(x)
im
A @+ 2) 1)
~ p(z)’
= lim
v—o0 (x4 2)7q(x)" —n(z +2)""11q(z)
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with n = dg — d7.
Therefore, by (36),
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From 6 > §7, we have k% < k51 , and hence, by a similar

argument in (37) we get
oo

m eXp[—Cg(k? + 2)1761] < Q.
k=0

Finally, we conclude that
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Z exp[ cs(k +2)17%1]
+
k=0
kZ k;+2252 5 < 0
with ¢y, c1¢ as positive constants. O
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