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Abstract

In this paper, a sparsity-aware adaptive algorithm for distributed learning in diffusion networks is developed.

The algorithm follows the set-theoretic estimation rationale. At each time instance and at each node of the network,

a closed convex set, known as property set, is constructed based on the received measurements; this defines the

region in which the solution is searched for. In this paper, the property sets take the form of hyperslabs. The goal is

to find a point that belongs to the intersection of these hyperslabs. To this end, sparsity encouraging variable metric

projections onto the hyperslabs have been adopted. Moreover, sparsity is also imposed by employing variable metric

projections onto weightedℓ1 balls. A combine adapt cooperation strategy is adopted. Under some mild assumptions,

the scheme enjoys monotonicity, asymptotic optimality andstrong convergence to a point that lies in the consensus

subspace. Finally, numerical examples verify the validityof the proposed scheme, compared to other algorithms,

which have been developed in the context of sparse adaptive learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

Sparsity, i.e., the presence of a few number of non-zero coefficients of a signal/parameter vector to be estimated,

has been attracting, recently, an overwhelming interest under the Compressed Sensing (CS) framework [1], [2].

However, most of the efforts, so far, have been invested in CS-based signal recovery techniques, which are appropriate

for batch mode operation. Accordingly, the estimation of the signal parameters can be achieved only after a fixed

number of measurements has been collected and stored. If a new measurement becomes available, the whole

estimation process has to be repeated from scratch. As the number of measurements increases, the computational

burden becomes prohibitive for real time applications. On the contrary, time-adaptive/online updating succeeds in

improving the current estimate dynamically as new measurements are obtained. Moreover, batch methods are not

directly suited for time varying scenarios, where the parameter vector changes, as time evolves. Online, learning
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techniques overcome the previously mentioned limitations. Online techniques for sparsity-aware learning have

recently become the focus of intense research activity, e.g., [3]–[5].

In this paper, the task of sparsity-aware learning is treated in the context of distributed processing [6]–[9]. To

be more specific, we consider the typical setup of a distributed network, in which the estimate of the unknown

parameter vector is based on noisy measurements sensed by a number of spatially distributed nodes. This task can

be fulfilled following several approaches, with the centralized solution being one of them. In such a scenario, the

nodes transmit the measured information to a central node, called fusion center, which carries out the full amount

of computations. Nevertheless, the existence of a fusion center is not always feasible due to power or geographical

constraints. Furthermore, this approach lacks robustness, since if the fusion center is malfunctioning then the network

collapses. Hence, in many applications, a decentralized philosophy has to be followed, in which the nodes themselves

take part in the computation task. The most celebrated examples of such networks are:

• The incremental, in which each node is able to communicate with only one neighbouring node and, henceforth,

the nodes are part of a cyclic pattern, e.g., [10], [11]. Thistopology requires small bandwidth, albeit it is not

robust when a number of nodes are malfunctioning, since, when a node fails, the network collapses.

• The diffusion, where each node shares information with a subset of nodes. Despite the fact that the diffusion

topology requires larger bandwidth, compared to the incremental one, it is robust to cope with node failures,

and it’s implementation turns out to be easier when large networks are involved [6], [7], [9], [12].

Although there are a few sparsity-aware methods for batch processing in distributed learning, e.g., [13], [14], to the

best of our knowledge there is no algorithm, yet, capable fortime-adaptive/online processing to operate in diffusion

networks.

The algorithm, to be presented here, handles the requests for sparsity-awareness and operation in diffusion

networks, simultaneously. It follows the set-theoretic estimation rationale [15], that is, instead of seeking for a

(unique) optimum vector, we search for a set of points that are in agreementwith the received set of measurements.

To this end, at each time instance, a closed convex set, namely a hyperslab, is defined by the currently received

input-output training data pair, andany point that lies within this set is considered to be in agreement with the

current measurements. Moreover, following similar philosophy as in [3], in order to exploit the a-priori knowledge

concerning the sparsity of the unknown vector, we constrainthe search for a possible solution within sparsity-

promoting weightedℓ1 balls. The goal becomes that of finding a point that lies in theintersection of theinfinite

number of hyperslabs with the previously mentioned constraint sets; this is successfully solved (see for example

[16]–[18]) by employing a sequence of projections onto the hyperslabs and the weightedℓ1 balls. In the current study,

the previous scheme is enchanced by reformulating the projection operators appropriately so as to exploit further the

a-priori information with respect to the sparsity of the unknown vector. This can be achieved (see for example [19]),

by adopting thevariable metric projectionsrationale. As a consequence, the variable metric projections improve

the convergence speed, when seeking for a sparse vector, since different weights are assigned at each coefficient of

the updated vector, and, through this procedure, small coefficients are forced to diminish faster. The reasoning of

assigning different weights at each coefficient, is also metin the so called proportionate algorithms [20], [21].
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The paper is organized as follows. In section II the general problem is described and in the next section, adaptive

strategies for estimating sparse signals are provided. In section IV, we shed light on basic concepts regarding adaptive

distributed learning and in section V the proposed algorithm, together with its theoretical analysis, is discussed.

Finally, in section VI the performance of the proposed algorithm is validated and in the Appendices the theoretical

background is discussed, and full proofs of the theorems aregiven.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

The set of all real numbers and the set of all non-negative integers are denoted byR andZ≥0, respectively. Given

two integersj1, j2, with j1 ≤ j2, we definej1, j2 = {j1, . . . , j2}. The stage of discussion will be the Euclidean

spaceRm, wherem is a positive integer. We denote vectors by boldface letters, e.g.,h, and matrices with upper-

case boldfaced letters. Furthermore, we define the weightedinner product as follows:∀h1,h2 ∈ R
m, 〈h1,h2〉V :=

hT
1 V h2, and the weighted norm∀h ∈ R

m, ‖h‖V =
√

〈h,h〉V , where them×m matrix, V , is positive definite,

and the notation(·)T stands for the transposition operator. The Euclidean norm,i.e., ‖·‖, is a special case of the

previously mentioned norm, and occurs ifV = Im, whereIm is the m × m identity matrix. Moreover, the2-

norm of a matrix, sayA, is denoted by‖A‖. Given a vectorh = [h1, . . . , hm]T ∈ R
m, the ℓ1 norm is defined

‖h‖1 :=
∑m

i=1 |hi|, and the support set,supp(h) := {i ∈ 1,m : hi 6= 0}. Finally, theℓ0 "norm" is the cardinality

of the support set, i.e.,‖h‖0 := |supp(h)|, where given a set, sayS, the notation|S| stands for it’s cardinality.

Consider the problem of estimating an unknown parameter vectorh∗ ∈ R
m, exploiting measurements(dn,un)n∈Z≥0

∈

R× R
m, which are related via the linear system

dn = uT
nh

∗ + vn, ∀n ∈ Z≥0, (1)

wherevn is the noise process. We assume thath∗ is sparse, i.e.,‖h∗‖0 ≪ m, or, in other words, it has a few

number of non-zero coefficients. Suppose that a finite numberof measurements, sayN , is available. In that case,

(1) can be written as

d = Uh∗ + v,

where the regression matrixU = [u1, . . . ,uN ]T ∈ R
N×m, d = [d1, . . . , dN ]T ∈ R

N , v = [v1, . . . , vN ]T ∈ R
N ,

and N < m. Classical techniques, as for example the celebrated least-squares method, fail to produce a good

estimate of the unknown parameters, since the sparsity ofh∗ is not taken into consideration and, consequently,

there is no guarantee, for a finite number of measurements, that the estimate will predict the support, i.e., the set

of non-zero components, and force the rest to become zero. This results at an increased misadjustment between the

true and the estimated values, [22]. Nevertheless, one can resort to a sparsity promoting technique, namely Least

Absolute Shrinkage and Selection Operator (Lasso), and overstep the previously mentioned problem. Analytically,

the Lasso estimator promotes sparsity, by solving the following optimization task

ĥ = argmin‖h‖1≤δ‖d−Uh‖2,
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where the term‖d − Uh‖ accounts for the error residual in the estimation process, and the ℓ1 norm promotes

sparsity by shrinking small coefficient values towards zero, e.g., [23]. Most of the emphasis in solving the Lasso

problem has been given on batch techniques, see, e.g., [24].However, such techniques are inappropriate for online

learning, where data arrive sequentially and/or the environment is not stationary but it undergoes changes as time

evolves.

III. SPARSITY-AWARE ADAPTIVE ALGORITHMS

Although sparsity promoting adaptive algorithms have drawn the attention of the signal processing community

for many years, see, e.g., [20], [21], it is only recently that the topic is being treated in a more theoretically sound

framework, within the spirit ofℓ1 regularization, e.g., [3]–[5], [25], [26]. The a-priori information concerning the

underlying sparsity is provided via a constraint built around theℓ1 norm. Providing this a-priori information, the

convergence rate is improved significantly, and the associated error floor in the steady state is reduced, as well.

As it is often the case, most of these efforts evolve along thethree main axes in adaptive filtering. One is

along the gradient descend rationale, as this is represented in the adaptive learning by the LMS [4], [26]. The other

direction follows Newton-type arguments, as represented by the RLS [5]. The other route is more recent and builds

upon recent extensions of the classical Projections Onto Convex Sets (POCS) theory, which allow for applications

in the online time-adaptive setting, e.g., [16]–[18], [27]. Our new algorithm belongs to this last category and it

exploits its potential to allow for convex constraints to beefficiently incorporated within the algorithmic flow.

A. Set-theoretic estimation approach and variable metric projections

In this paper, the set-theoretic estimation rationale e.g., [15], [18], [28], will be adopted. The philosophy behind

this family of algorithms is that instead of adopting a loss function to be optimized, in order to obtain an estimate

of the unknown target parameter vector, one obtains an estimate that lies in the intersection of an infinite number

of convex sets. Each one of the (convex) property sets, is constructed using the information that is provided by the

respective measurement pair(dn,un), and basically defines, in turn, a region where the unknown vector lies with a

high probability, based on the received information and theassumed nature of the noise source. We say that such a

convex set is “in agreement” with the received measurement pair. Moreover, in the presence of convex constraints,

each of them defines a convex region and the solution is searched in the intersection of all the involved sets, those

associated with the measurements as well as those with the constraints.

The strategy used in order to achieve the previously mentioned goal of finding a point that lies in the intersection

of the infinite number of convex sets was presented in [16]. This algorithmic scheme can be seen as a generalization

of the POCS theory [15], [29], [30]. The difference lies in the fact that in the classical POCS theory, a finite number

of convex sets is involved. On the contrary, in its adaptive version, an infinite number of sets are involved. In the

adaptive setting, the task of identifying a point in the intersection of convex sets, is accomplished by projecting in

parallel, the currently available estimate over theq most recently “received” sets. This provides the new estimate. If

constraints are present, e.g., [17], further projections are performed one for each of the constraint sets (the definition



5

of the projection is given in Appendix A). Under some mild assumptions, the estimates converge to a point that lies

in the intersection of all the involved convex sets.

It has been pointed out (see, for example, [19]), that the sparsity-related a-priori knowledge can be “embedded”

in the projection operators to the benefit of the algorithm’sperformance. To this end, the notion of thevariable

metric projectionis introduced. The result of a variable metric projection ofa certain vector, onto a closed convex

set (see also Appendix A), is determined by: a) a positive definite matrix, which defines the induced inner product,

b) the convex set, onto which the projection takes place, c) the vector, which is projected. The difference with the

classical standard metric projections (Appendix A) is thatin the latter the matrix, that defines the weighted inner

product, is the simplest case of a positive definite matrix, i.e., the identity one. As it will become clear later on,

for a properly chosen matrix, which is time-dependent and itis constructed via the current estimate at each time

instance, the variable metric projection pushes small coefficients to diminish faster. In other words, by employing

at each time instance a different inner product in our Euclidean space, we manage to change the topology of the

space in order to favour sparse solution vectors.

In the current paper, the adopted property sets, in which oneseeks for a candidate solution, take the form of

hyperslabs, i.e.,

Sn := {h ∈ R
m : |dn − uT

nh| ≤ ǫ}, (2)

whereǫ ≥ 0 is a user-defined parameter. The parameterǫ serves as a threshold and it takes into consideration the

noise, as well as possible inaccuracies in the adopted model. In this setting, any point that lies within this hyperslab

is in agreement with the current measurement. The choice of ahyperslab, in order to define the property sets, is

in line with criteria that have been proposed in the context of the robust statistics rationale, e.g., [18], [31]. The

variable metric projection onto the respective hyperslabsis defined as [32]:

∀h ∈ R
m, P

(Gn)
Sn

(h) = h+ βnG
−1
n un, (3)

where

βn =







dn − uT
nh+ ǫ

‖un‖2
G

−1
n

, if dn − uT
nh < −ǫ,

0, if |dn − uT
nh| ≤ ǫ,

dn − uT
nh− ǫ

‖un‖2
G

−1
n

, if dn − uT
nh > ǫ.

Note that ifGn = Im, then (3) is the standard metric projection onto a hyperslab. The positive definite diagonal

matrix G−1
n is constructed following similar philosophy as in [19], [21]. The i-th coefficient of its diagonal equals

to g−1
i,n = 1−α

m + α
|h

(n)
i

|
‖hn‖1

, whereα ∈ [0, 1) is a parameter, that determines to which extend the sparsitylevel of

the unknown vector will be taken into consideration, andh
(n)
i denotes thei-th component ofhn. Now, in order to

grasp the reasoning of the variable metric projections, consider the ideal situation, in whichG−1
n is generated by the

unknown vectorh∗. It is easy to verify thatg−1
i,n > g−1

i′,n, if i ∈ supp(h∗), and i′ /∈ supp(h∗). Hence, employing

the variable metric projection, the amplitude of each coefficient of the vector used to constructG−1
n determines the
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Sn

h
∗

h

PSn
(h)

P
(Gn)
Sn

(h)

h2

h1

Fig. 1. Illustration of a hyperslab, the standard metric projection of a vectorh onto it, denoted byPSn(h), and the variable metric
projection onto it.

weight that will be assigned to the corresponding coefficient of the second term of the right hand side in (3). That

is, components with larger magnitude are weighted heavier than those of lower magnitude. Loosely speaking, the

variable metric projections accelerate the convergence speed when tracking a sparse vector, due to the fact that the

procedure of assigning different weights makes the coefficients of the estimates with small amplitude, to diminish

faster. The geometric implication of it is that the projection is made to “lean” towards the direction of the more

significant components of the currently available estimate. Obviously, sinceh∗ is unknown, in order to assign the

previously mentioned weights, we rely on the available estimate of it, i.e.,hn, at each time instance. These concepts

are depicted in Fig. 1.

Remark 1: The variable metric projections rationale is in line with the so calledproportionatealgorithms [20],

[21], [33]. At the heart of these algorithms lies the fact that at every time instance different weights are assigned to

the coordinates of the vector, which produces the next estimate.

As a second step, in order to exploit the sparsity of the unknown vector, sparsity promoting constraints, which

take the form ofℓ1 balls, are employed. In order to enhance convergence speed,the notion of the weightedℓ1 ball

will be adopted [2]. A sparsity-aware adaptive scheme, based on set-theoretic estimation arguments, in which the

constraints are weightedℓ1 balls, was presented in [3]. Given a vector of weightswn = [w
(n)
1 , . . . , w

(n)
m ]T , where

w
(n)
i > 0, ∀i = 1, . . . ,m, and a positive radius,ρ, the weightedℓ1 ball is defined as:Bℓ1 [wn, ρ] := {h ∈ R

m :
∑m

i=1 w
(n)
i |hi| ≤ ρ}. Notice, that the classicalℓ1 ball occurs ifwn = 1, where1 ∈ R

m is the vector of ones. The

projection ontoBℓ1 [wn, ρ], is given in [3, Theorem 1], and the geometry of these sets is illustrated in Fig. 2.

It was shown, that the estimates of the algorithm proposed in[3] converge asymptotically to a point, that lies

arbitrarily close to the intersection of the hyperslabs with the weightedℓ1 balls, with the possible exception of a

finite number of outliers. In this paper, a generalized version of the algorithm presented in [3], will be developed

in the next section.

Remark 2: The weightedℓ1 ball is determined by the vector of weights, and the radius. Strategies of constructing

the weights have been proposed in [2], [3]. More specifically, w(n)
i = 1/(|h(n)

i |+ ǫ̃n), i = 1, . . . ,m , whereǫ̃n is a

sequence of positive numbers, used in order to avoid divisions by zero. It has been shown, e.g., [3], that by choosing
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Bℓ1
[wn, ρ]

Bℓ1
[1, ρ]

h2

h1

Fig. 2. Illustration of a weightedℓ1 ball (solid line magenta) and an unweightedℓ1 ball (dashed line blue).

the weights according to the previously mentioned strategy, a necessary condition that guarantees convergence of

the algorithm to the unknown parameter is to setρ ≥ ‖h∗‖0, since then it holds thath∗ ∈ Bℓ1 [wn, ρ].

Here we should note that in [3], standard metric projectionsonto the hyperslabs and the weightedℓ1 balls take

place. However, as it will become clear in Appendix C, since we use variable metric projections onto the hyperslabs,

the induced inner product, which will be used in the analysisof the algorithm, is time varying and it is determined

by the matrixGn. This fact forces us to employ variable metric projections onto the respectiveℓ1 balls too.

Claim 1: Recall the definition of the diagonal matrixGn. The variable metric projection ontoBℓ1 [wn, ρ] is

given byP (Gn)
Bℓ1

[wn,ρ]
= G

− 1
2

n P
Bℓ1

[G
− 1

2
n wn,ρ]

G
1
2
n .

Proof: The proof is given in Appendix B.

IV. A DAPTIVE DISTRIBUTED LEARNING

We now come to the main point of this paper. Our task is to estimate the sparse, unknown parameter vector

h∗ ∈ R
m, exploiting measurements collected at theK nodes of a network obeying the diffusion topology. An

example of such a network is illustrated in Fig. 3. The node set is denoted byN = {1, . . . ,K} and we assume that

each node is able to communicate, i.e., to exchange information, with a subset ofN , namelyNk, k = 1, . . . ,K.

This set, hereafter, will be called theneighbourhood ofk. Moreover, each node has access to the measurement

pair (dk,n,uk,n)n∈Z≥0
, k ∈ N , whereuk,n ∈ R

m anddk,n ∈ R, and the measurements are related according to

dk,n = uT
k,nh

∗ + vk,n, wherevk,n stands for the additive noise at each node. In a nutshell, what differentiates the

adaptive distributed learning from the classical adaptivecounterpart is the fact that in the former case, each node,

besides the locally received measurement pair, also exploits information received by its neighboring nodes. For a

fixed node, sayk, and at every time instance, this extra information comprises the estimates of the unknown vector,

which have been obtained, at the previous time instance, from the nodes with which communication is possible,

i.e., ∀l ∈ Nk. The use of this extra information results in a faster convergence speed, as well as a lower steady

state error floor, compared to the case where the measurementpair is solely used, e.g., [6], [9]. One more objective,

which makes the exchange of the estimates crucial, is that the distributed “nature” of our problem imposes the need
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Node 1
d1,n, u1,n

Node 2
d2,n, u2,n

Node 3
d3,n, u3,n

Node 7
d7,n, u7,n

Node 5
d5,n, u5,n

Node 4
d4,n, u4,n

Node 6
d6,n, u6,n

Fig. 3. Illustration of a diffusion network withK = 7 nodes.

for consensus; this means that the nodes will have to converge to the same estimate. It has been shown, that this

information exchange can lead asymptotically to consensus[7], [8], [34], [35].

Depending on the way with which the estimates are exploited,the following cooperation strategies have been

proposed:

• Combine Adapt, in which, at every node, the estimates from the neighborhood are fused under a certain protocol,

and then the aggregate is put into the adaptation step [6], [8], [36].

• Adapt Combine, where prior to the combination step, comes the adaptation one [9], [35].

• Consensus based, where the computations are made in parallel and there is no clear distinction between the

combine and the adapt step [7], [34].

Now, let us shed light on the combination of the estimates coming from the neighbourhood of each node. Recall the

previous discussion; an arbitrary node,k, is able to communicate with every node that belongs toNk. We assume

that the following hold true:k ∈ Nk, ∀k ∈ N and l ∈ Nk ⇔ k ∈ Nl, ∀k, l ∈ N . Moreover, we consider that the

network is strongly connected, i.e., there is a, possibly multihop, path that connects every two nodes of the network.

These assumptions are very common in adaptive distributed learning (see for example [6], [7]). As stated earlier,

the estimates, received from the neighborhood, are fused under a certain protocol. The most common strategy is to

take a linear combination of the estimates. To be more specific, we define the combination coefficients, for which

we have thatck,l(n) > 0, if l ∈ Nk, ck,l(n) = 0, if l /∈ Nk and
∑

l∈Nk
ck,l(n) = 1. From the previous definition,

it can be readily seen that every node assigns aweight to each one of the estimates which are received from the

neighborhood. Two well known examples of combination coefficients are: the Metropolis rule, where

ck,l(n) =







1
max{|Nk|,|Nl|}

, if l ∈ Nk and l 6= k,

1−∑l∈Nk\k
ck,l(n), if l = k,

0, otherwise,
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and the uniform rule, in which the coefficients are defined as

ck,l(n) =







1
|Nk|

, if l ∈ Nk,

0, otherwise.

Collecting all the coefficients for a network, we define the combination matrixCn, in which thek, l-th component

is ck,l(n). This matrix gives us information about the network’s topology, as if thek, l-th entry is equal to zero, this

implies that the nodesk, l are not connected. The opposite also holds true, since a positive coefficient implies that

the nodes are connected. Finally, we define theKm×Km consensus matrix,Pn = Cn ⊗ Im, where the symbol

⊗ stands for the Kronecker product. Some very useful properties of this matrix are [35]:

1) ‖Pn‖ = 1.

2) Any consensus matrixPn can be decomposed as

Pn = Xn +BBT ,

whereB = [b1, . . . , bm] is anKm×m matrix, andbk =
(1K ⊗ ek)√

K
, ek is am× 1 vector of zeros except the

k-th entry, which is one andXn is anKm×Km matrix for which it holds that‖Xn‖ < 1.

3) Pnh̆ = h̆, ∀h̆ ∈ O := {h ∈ R
Km : h = [hT , . . . ,hT ]T , h ∈ R

m}. The subspaceO is the so called consensus

subspace of dimensionm, andbk, k = 1, . . . ,m, constitute a basis for this set. Hence, the orthogonal projection

of a vector,h, onto this linear subspace is given byPO(h) := BBTh, ∀h ∈ R
Km.

V. PROPOSEDALGORITHMIC SCHEME

The goal is to bring together the sparsity promoting "tools", which where discussed in section III, and to

reformulate them in a distributed fashion by adopting the combine adapt strategy, which was presented in the

previous section. The main steps of the algorithm, for each nodek, at time instancen, in order to produce the next

estimate, can be summarized as follows:

Algorithm:

1) The estimates from the neighbourhood are received and combined with respect to the adopted combination

strategy, in order to produceφk,n =
∑

l∈Nk
ck,l(n)hl,n, ∀k ∈ N .

2) Exploiting the newly received measurementsdk,n,uk,n the following hyperslab is defined:Sk,n = {h ∈ R
m :

|dk,n − uT
k,nh| ≤ ǫk}, where the parameterǫk is allowed to vary from node to node. The aggregateφk,n is

projected, using variable metric projections, onto theq most recent hyperslabs, constructed locally, and a convex

combination of them is computed. Analytically, the slidingwindow Jn := max{0, n− q + 1}, n is defined, and

it determines the hyperslabs that will be considered at timeinstancen. Given the set of weights∀j ∈ Jn,

ωk,j , where
∑

j∈Jn
ωk,j = 1, ∀k ∈ N , the convex combination of the projections onto the hyperslabs, i.e.,

∑

j∈Jn
ωk,jP

(Gn)
Sk,j

(φk,n) is computed. The effect of projecting onto aq > 1 number of hyperslabs is to speed

up convergence [3].
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3) The result of the previous step is projected onto the sparsity constraint set, i.e., the weightedℓ1 ball.

The previous steps can be encoded in the following mathematical formula:

hk,n+1 = P
(Gn)
Bℓ1

[wn,ρ]



φk,n + µk,n




∑

j∈Jn

ωk,jP
(Gn)
Sk,j

(φk,n)− φk,n







 , (4)

whereµk,n ∈ (0, 2Mk,n), and

Mk,n :=







∑

j∈Jn
ωk,j

∥
∥
∥P

(Gn)
Sk,j

(φk,n)− φk,n

∥
∥
∥

2

∥
∥
∥
∑

j∈Jn
ωk,jP

(Gn)
Sj

(φk,n)− φk,n

∥
∥
∥

2 , if
∑

j∈Jn
ωk,jP

(Gn)
Sk,j

(φk,n) 6= φk,n

1, otherwise.

(5)

The algorithm has an elegant geometrical interpretation which can be seen in Fig. 4. It turns out that the weighted

ℓ1 ball, as well asGn have to be the same for every node of the network, which yieldsthat this information

cannot be constructed locally. This fact, as it will be established in the theoretical analysis of the algorithm, is

essential in order to guarantee consensus. Hence, a reasonable strategy, which will be adopted here, is to construct

wn andGn, using the methodology described in section III, viahkopt,n, wherekopt is the node with the smallest

noise variance. It is obvious that this requires knowledge,in every node, ofhkopt,n, something that is in general

infeasible. However, it is not essential to update the parameters at every time instance; instead,wn andGn can

be updated at every, sayn′ ≥ 1, time instances, wheren′ are the time steps required forhkopt,n to be distributed

over the network. Experiments regarding the robustness of the proposed algorithm with respect ton′ are given in

the Numerical Examples section. Moreover, as it will becomeclear in the Numerical Examples section, it turns out

that the algorithm is robust in cases where the knowledge of the less noisy node is not available, and/or in cases

where the assumption that these quantities must be common toall nodes is violated and each node uses the locally

available values.

Regarding the complexity of the algorithm, it has been shownin [3], that if standard metric projections take place,

then the complexity of the respective algorithm isO(qm) coming from the projection operators andO(mlog2m)

occurring from the projection onto the weightedℓ1 ball. If we employ the variable metric projections, at each node,

it is obvious that the termG−1
n uk,j , j ∈ Jn has to be computed, and this addsqm multiplication operations.

Remark 3: The algorithm presented in [3] is a special case of the schemein (4), if K = 1 andGn = Im. The

same also holds for the IPNLMS [21] if we letK = 1, q = 1, ǫk = 0 andP (G)
Bℓ1

[wn,ρ]
= I, whereI stands for the

identity operator.

As it will be verified in Appendix C, the algorithm in (4) enjoys monotonicity, asymptotic optimality and strong

convergence to a point that lies in the consensus subspace. The assumptions under which the previous hold are the

following.

Assumptions.

(a) Define∀n ∈ Z≥0, Ωn = Bℓ1 [wn, ρ] ∩
(
⋂

j∈Jn

⋂

k∈N Sk,j

)

. Assume that there existsn0 ∈ Z≥0, such that
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Ω :=
⋂

n≥n0
Ωn 6= ∅.

(b) There existsn1 ∈ Z≥0, such thatGn = Gn1 =: G, ∀n ≥ n1. In other words, the update of the matrixGn pauses

after a finite number of iterations1.

(c) Assume a sufficiently smallε1, such that∀k ∈ N ,
µk,n

Mk,n
∈ [ε1, 2− ε1].

(d) Assume∀k ∈ N ω̃k := inf{ωk,j : j ∈ Jn, n ∈ Z≥0} > 0.

(e) DefineC := Ω∩O, where the cartesian product spaceΩ := Ω× . . .× Ω
︸ ︷︷ ︸

K

. We assume thatriOΩ 6= ∅, where this

term stands for the relative interior ofC with respect toO (see Appendix A).

Theorem 1: Under the previous assumptions, the following hold:

(1) Monotonicity. Under assumptions (a), (b), (c), it holds that∀n ≥ z0, ∀ĥ ∈ C, ‖hn+1 − ĥ‖G ≤ ‖hn − ĥ‖G,

wherez0 := max{n0, n1}, G is theKm×Km block-diagonal matrix, with definitionG := diag {G, . . . ,G}
︸ ︷︷ ︸

K

,

andhn = [hT
1,n, . . . ,h

T
K,n]

T ∈ R
Km, ∀n ∈ Z≥0.

(2) Asymptotic Optimality. If assumptions (a), (b), (c), (d) hold true thenlimn→∞ max{d(hk,n+1, Sk,j) : j ∈

Jn} = 0, ∀k ∈ N , whered(·, Sk,j) denotes the distance ofhk,n+1 from Sk,j (see Appendix A). The previous

implies that the distance of the estimates from the respective hyperslabs will tend asymptotically to zero.

(3) Asymptotic Consensus. Consider that assumptions (a), (b), (c), (d) hold. Thenlimn→∞ ‖hk,n−hl,n‖ = 0, ∀k, l ∈

N .

(4) Strong Convergence. Under assumptions (a), (b), (c), (d), (e), it holds thatlimn→∞ hn = ĥ∗, ĥ∗ ∈ O. So, the

estimates for the whole network, converge to a point that lies in the consensus subspace.

Proof: The proof is given in Appendix C.

VI. N UMERICAL EXAMPLES

In this section, the performance of the proposed algorithm is validated within the system identification framework.

Due to the fact that the online algorithmic schemes, proposed in the literature, cover non-distributed learning

scenarios, in the first experiment we compare the proposed algorithm against others in the context of a non-

distributed system identification task. This essentially allow us to evaluate the variable metric projections scheme,

since this is one of the contributions of this paper. More specifically, we compare the proposed algorithm with

the Adaptive Projection based algorithm using Weightedℓ1 Balls (APWL1) [3], with the Online Cyclic Coordinate

Descent Time Weighted Lasso (OCCD-TWL), the Online Cyclic Coordinate Descent Time and Norm Weighted

LASSO (OCCD-TNWL), both proposed in [5], and with the LMS-based, Sparse Adaptive Orthogonal Matching

Pursuit (Spadomp) [26]. The unknown vector is of dimensionm = 512 and the number of non-zero coefficients,

equals to20. Moreover, the input samplesun = [un, . . . , un−m+1]
T are drawn from a Gaussian distribution, with

zero mean and standard deviation equal to1. The noise process is Gaussian with variance equal toσ2 = 0.01.

Finally, the adopted performance metric, which will be used, is the average Mean Square Deviation (MSD), given

1Notice that the matrixGn is constructed viahkopt,n, hence∀n ≥ n1, the variable metric projections is determined byhkopt,n1 . In
practice, for sufficiently largen1, the algorithm has converged and the fact thatGn is not updated does not affect the performance of the
algorithm.
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φk,n

Sk,n

Sk,n−1

h∗

hk,n+1

h2

h1

Fig. 4. Geometrical interpretation of the algorithm. The number of hyperslabs onto whichφk,n is projected, using variable metric projections,
is q = 2. The result of these two projections, which are illustratedby the dash dotted black line, is combined (red line) and the result is
projected (solid black line) onto the sparsity promoting weighted ℓ1 ball, in order to produce the next estimate.
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Fig. 5. MSD for the experiment 1.

by MSD(n) = 1/K
∑K

k=1 ‖hk,n−h∗‖2, and the curves occur from an averaging of100 realizations for smoothing

purposes.

In the projection-based algorithms, i.e., the proposed andthe APWL1, the number of hyperslabs used per

time update equals toq = 55, the width of the hyperslabs equals toǫ = 1.3 × σ, and the step-size equals to

µn = 0.2×Mn, whereMn is given in (5), and the node subscript is omitted. Moreover,for the weights we choose

ωn = 1/q. These choices are not necessarily optimal, albeit they lead to a good trade-off between the convergence

speed and the steady state error floor. The radius of the weighted ℓ1 ball equals toρ = ‖h∗‖0, the weights are

constructed according to the discussion in section III, andǫ̃n = 10−2. Furthermore, the weighting matrixGn is

defined according to the strategy presented in section III. Regarding the parameterα, we observed that a value

close to1 leads to a fast convergence speed but it increases the steadystate error floor, and vice versa. So, at the

beginning of the adaptation, we chooseα = 0.99 and at every250 time instances, we setα = α/2. Finally,wn and

Gn are updated at every time instance, i.e.,n′ = 1. In the OCCD-TWL and the OCCD-TNWL, the regularization
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Fig. 6. MSD for the experiment 2.

parameter is chosen to beλTWL =
√

2σ2nlogm,λTNWL =
√

2σ2n4/3logm, respectively, as adviced in [5]. The

step size, adopted in the Spadomp, equals to0.2, due to the fact that this choice gives similar steady state error

floor with the projection-based algorithms2. The forgetting factor of OCCD-TWN, OCCD-TNWL and Spadomp

equals to 1 since, in the specific example, the system under consideration does not change with time. From Fig.

5, it can be seen that the proposed algorithm exhibits fasterconvergence speed compared to the APWL1 to the

common error floor. Moreover, the proposed algorithm outperforms the Spadomp, since it converges faster and the

steady state error floor is slightly better. We should point out, that the complexity of the Spadomp isO(m), which

implies that for the previously mentioned choice ofq, the proposed algorithm is of larger complexity. Compared

to the OCCD-TWL, we observe that its performance is slightlybetter, compared to the proposed one, albeit the

complexity of the algorithm isO(m2). Finally, the OCCD-TNWL outerforms the rest of the algorithms, at the

expense of a higher complexity, which is approximately twice that of OCCD-TWL.

In the second experiment, we consider a network consisted ofK = 10 nodes, in which the nodes are tasked to

estimate an unknown parameterh∗ of dimensionm = 256. The number of non-zero coefficients, of the unknown

parameter equals to20 and each node has access to the measurements(dk,n,uk,n), where the regressors are defined

as in the previous experiment. The variance of the noise at each node isσ2
k = 0.01ςk, whereςk ∈ [0.5, 1], following

the uniform distribution. We compare the proposed algorithm with the distributed APWL1, i.e., the proposed if we

let Gn = Im, and the distributed Lasso (Dlasso) [14]. The Dlasso is a batch algorithm, which implies that the data

have to be available prior to start the processing. So, here we assume that at every time instance, in which a new

pair of data samples becomes available, the algorithm is re-initialized so as to solve a new optimization problem.

For the projection-based algorithms,q = 20 and the rest of the parameters are chosen as in the previous experiment.

Moreover, the combinersck,l(n) are chosen with respect to the Metropolis rule. Finally, theregularization parameter

in the Dlasso is set via the distributed cross-validation procedure, which is proposed in [14]. From Fig. 6 we observe

that the Dlasso outperforms the projection-based algorithms and that the proposed algorithm converges faster than

APWL1. However, forq = 20, the complexity of the proposed algorithm is significantly lower than that of the

2Extensive experiments have shown that a choice of a smaller step-size, results in a slower convergence speed, without significant
improvement in the steady state error floor.
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Fig. 8. MSD for the experiment 4.

Dlasso. Dlasso, at every time instance, requires the inversion of am×m matrix.

In the third experiment, we study the sensitivity of the proposed algorithm to choice of the parametern′, i.e., the

frequency at whichwn andGn are updated. To this end, the parameters are the same as in theprevious experiment,

but we set different values ton′. Fig. 7 illustrates that the algorithm is relatively insensitive to the frequency of the

updates, since even in the case wheren′ = 20 the algorithm exhibits fast convergence speed. This is important, since

the robustness of the proposed scheme to choice of the parameter n′ makes it suitable to be adopted in distributed

learning.

In the fourth experiment, we validate the performance of thealgorithm in a non-stationary environment. It is by

now well established that a fast convergence speed does not necessarily imply a good tracking ability [37]. More

specifically, we consider that a sudden change in the unknownparameter takes place. So, untilh∗ changes, the

parameters remain the same as in the second experiment, and after the sudden change, we have that‖h∗‖0 = 15.

The radius of the weightedℓ1 ball is set equal to23, due to the fact that through experiments we observed relative

insensitiveness of the performance of the proposed algorithmic scheme to choices ofρ, as long as it remains larger

than‖h∗‖0. Furthermore, we assume the algorithm is able to monitor sudden changes of the orbit(hk,n)n∈Z≥0
, in

order to reset the value ofα when the channel changes. To be more specific, we reset the value of α, if the ratio
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Fig. 9. Squared distance from the consensus subspace, for experiment 5.

‖hk,n+1 − hk,n‖/‖hk,n − hk,n−1‖, ∀k ∈ N , is greater than a threshold, which is chosen, here, to be equal to

10. This strategy is adopted since we observed that if the algorithm has converged, the previously mentioned ratio

takes values close to1, whereas if an abrupt change takes place in the unknown parameter, then the value of the

ratio increases significantly. From Fig. 8, it can be observed that both the projection-based algorithms enjoy good

tracking ability, when a sudden change occurs. Moreover, asin the previous experiments, the proposed algorithm

converges faster than the APWL1 to a similar error floor.

Finally, in the fifth experiment, we study the robustness of the proposed scheme, with respect to adopting

different strategies in order to constructwn and Gn. To this end, we consider the following strategies: a) the

previously mentioned quantities are constructed using thenode with the smallest noise variance (Proposed a), b)

wn andGn are generated via the node with the largest variance (Proposed b) and c)wn andGn are constructed

locally at every node (Proposed c). Obviously, the latter one violates the theoretical assumption of having common

weights to all nodes. In order to verify whether the nodes reach consensus, we plot the squared distance ofhn from

the consensus subspace, i.e.,‖hn−PO(hn)‖2. As in the previous experiments, the curves occurs from an averaging

of 100 independent experiments. From Fig. 9, it can be readily seenthat the distance ofhn from the consensus

subspace, is decreasing as time steps increase. It is interesting, that even in the Proposed c where the assumption,

under which asymptotic consensus is achieved, is violated the estimates for the whole network tend asymptotically

to the consensus subspace.

VII. C ONCLUSIONS

A sparsity-aware adaptive algorithm for distributed learning has been proposed. The algorithm builds upon set-

theoretic estimation arguments. In order to exploit the sparsity of the unknown vector, variable metric projections

onto the hyperslabs within which we seek for a possible solution take place. Moreover, extra projections onto sparsity

promoting weightedℓ1 balls are employed in order to enhance further the performance of the proposed scheme.

Full convergence analysis has been derived. Numerical examples, within the system identification task, demonstrate

the comparative performance of the proposed algorithm against other recently published algorithms.
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APPENDIX A

BASIC CONCEPTSOF CONVEX ANALYSIS

The stage of discussion will beRm and the induced inner product, given a positive definitem×m matrix V ,

is 〈h1,h2〉V = hT
1 V h2. A setC ⊆ R

m, for which it holds that∀h1,h2 ∈ C and ∀t ∈ [0, 1], th1 +(1− t)h2 ∈ C,

is called convex. Moreover, a functionΘ : R
m → R will be called convex if∀h1,h2 ∈ R

m and∀t ∈ [0, 1] the

inequalityΘ(th1+(1− t)h2) ≤ tΘ(h1)+ (1− t)Θ(h2) is satisfied. Finally, the subdifferential ofΘ at an arbitrary

point,h, is defined as the set of all subgradients ofΘ at h ([38], [39]), i.e.,

∂(V )Θ(h) := {s ∈ R
m : Θ(h) + 〈x− h, s〉V ≤ Θ(x), ∀x ∈ R

m}.

The distance of an arbitrary pointh from a closed non-empty convex setC, with respect toV , is given by the

distance function

d(V )(·, C) : Rm → [0,+∞)

: h 7→ inf {‖h− x‖V : x ∈ C},

and if we let V be the identity matrix, the Euclidean distance is given. This function is continuous, convex,

nonnegative and is equal to zero for every point that lies inC [39]. Moreover, the projection mapping,P (V )
C onto

C, is defined asP (V )
C (h) := argminx∈C‖h− x‖V , and as in the distance function, ifV = Im the standard metric

projection is obtained.

Finally, the relative interior of a nonempty set,C, with respect to another one,S, is defined as

riS(C) = {h ∈ C : ∃ε0 > 0 with ∅ 6= (B(h0,ε0) ∩ S) ⊂ C},

whereB(h0,ε0) is the open ball with definitionB(h0,ε0) := {h ∈ R
m : ‖h−h0‖ < ε0} (see for example [40]), with

centerh0 and radius equal toε0.

APPENDIX B

VARIABLE METRIC PROJECTION ONTO THEWEIGHTED ℓ1 BALL

The variable metric projection ofh, ontoBℓ1 [wn, ρ], is given by

min
x∈Bℓ1

[wn,ρ]
‖h− x‖2Gn

s.t.
m∑

i=1

w
(n)
i |xi| ≤ ρ,

wherex := [x1, . . . , xm]T . However,‖h−x‖2Gn
= ‖G

1
2
n (h− x) ‖2 = ‖G

1
2
nh− ξ‖2, whereξ := G

1
2
nx. Moreover,

x = G
− 1

2
n ξ ⇔ xi =

√

g−1
i,nξi, i = 1, . . . ,m, whereξi are the coefficients ofξ. From the previous, it holds that
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∑m
i=1 w

(n)
i |xi| =

∑m
i=1

√

g−1
i,nw

(n)
i |ξi|. Hence the initial optimization problem, is equivalent to

min
ξ

‖G
1
2
nh− ξ‖2

s.t.

m∑

i=1

√

g−1
i,nw

(n)
i |ξi| ≤ ρ.

The solution of the previous optimization, is the standard metric projection ofG
1
2
nh ontoBℓ1 [G

− 1
2

n wn, ρ] and it can

be found in [3]. So, from the previousξopt = P
Bℓ1

[G
− 1

2
n wn,ρ]

(G
1
2
nh) ⇔ P

(Gn)

Bℓ1
[G

− 1
2

n wn,ρ]
(h) = G

− 1
2

n P
Bℓ1

[G
− 1

2
n wn,ρ]

(G
1
2
nh).

APPENDIX C

PROOF OFTHEOREM 1

A. Monotonicity

Lemma 1: Define the following non-negative loss functions,∀k ∈ N :

∀n ∈ Z≥0, ∀h ∈ R
m, Θk,n(h) :=







∑

j∈Ik,n

ωk,jd(G)(φk,n,Sk,j)

Lk,n
d(G)(h, Sk,j), if Ik,n 6= ∅,

0, if Ik,n = ∅,
(6)

whereIk,n := {j ∈ Jn : φk,n /∈ Sk,j} andLk,n :=
∑

j∈Jn
ωk,jd(G)(φk,n, Sk,j). Then (4) is equivalent to3

∀n ∈ Z≥0, ∀k ∈ N , hk,n+1 =







P
(G)
Bℓ1

[wn,ρ]

(

φk,n − λk,n
Θk,n(φk,n)

‖Θ′
k,n(φk,n)‖2G

Θ′
k,n(φk,n)

)

, if Ik,n 6= ∅,

P
(G)
Bℓ1

[wn,ρ]
(φk,n) , if Ik,n = ∅,

(7)

whereΘ′
k,n(φk,n) is the subgradient of the function andλk,n ∈ (0, 2).

Proof: First of all, notice that ifIk,n 6= ∅, then there existsj0 ∈ Jn such thatφk,n /∈ Sk,j0 ⇔ d(G)(φk,n, Sk,j0) >

0. Hence,Lk,n ≥ ωk,j0d(G)(φk,n, Sk,j0) > 0, which implies that the denominator in (7) is positive and the cost

function is well defined. Now, a subgradient of the distance function, i.e.,d(G)(·, Sk,j), is the following [41]:

d′(G)(h, Sk,j) =







h− P
(G)
Sk,j

(h)

d(G)(h, Sk,j)
, if h /∈ Sk,j

0, otherwise.

(8)

Recalling basic properties of the subdifferential (see forexample [39]), we have that

∂Θk,n(h) =







∑

j∈Ik,n

ωk,jd(G)(φk,n,Sk,j)

Lk,n
∂d(G)(h, Sk,j), if Ik,n 6= ∅,

{0}, if Ik,n = ∅.
(9)

3The time dependence onGn is omitted for simplicity in notation.



18

So, combining (8), (9) and ifIk,n 6= ∅ we have

Θ′
k,n(φk,n) =

∑

j∈Ik,n

ωk,jd(G)(φk,n, Sk,j)

Lk,n

φk,n − P
(G)
Sk,j

(φk,n)

d(G)(φk,n, Sk,j)

=
1

Lk,n

∑

j∈Ik,n

ωk,j

(

φk,n − P
(G)
Sk,j

(φk,n)
)

=
1

Lk,n

∑

j∈Jn

ωk,j

(

φk,n − P
(G)
Sk,j

(φk,n)
)

. (10)

Nevertheless, sinceIk,n 6= ∅, then there existsj0 ∈ Jn such thatφk,n /∈ Sk,j0 ⇔ P
(G)
Sk,j

(φk,n) 6= φk,n. So, if

Ik,n 6= ∅ thenΘ′
k,n(φk,n) 6= 0. Following similar steps as in [3], it can be proved that∀n ≥ z0, ∀j ∈ Jn, ∀k ∈

N , Θ′
k,n(φk,n) = 0 ⇔ φk,n =

∑

j∈Jn
ωk,jP

(G)
Sk,j

(φk,n). From this fact, if we defineµk,n := Mk,nλk,n, and if we

substitute (10) in (7) the lemma is proved.

Claim 2: It holds that‖Ph − h̆‖G ≤ ‖h − h̆‖G, ∀h̆ ∈ O, ∀h ∈ R
Km, whereP is a Km×Km consensus

matrix with ‖P ‖ = 1.

Proof: From the definition of‖ · ‖G, it can be readily seen that‖Ph − h̆‖G = ‖G 1
2

(

Ph− h̆
)

‖ =

‖G 1
2P
(

h− h̆
)

‖, where this holds sincĕh ∈ O. Moreover,h =









h1

...

hK









,hk ∈ R
m, k ∈ N and h̆ ∈ O ⇔

h̆ =









h̆

...

h̆









, h̆ ∈ R
m. Recalling the definition of the consensus matrix, with coefficientsck,l, k, l ∈ N , we have the

following

‖G 1
2P
(

h− h̆
)

‖ =

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥









G
1
2

∑

l∈N1
c1,l

(

hl − h̆
)

...

G
1
2

∑

l∈NK
cK,l

(

hl − h̆
)









∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

=

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥









∑

l∈N1
c1,lG

1
2

(

hl − h̆
)

...
∑

l∈NK
cK,lG

1
2

(

hl − h̆
)









∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

=

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

P









G
1
2

(

h1 − h̆
)

...

G
1
2

(

hK − h̆
)









∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

≤ ‖P ‖

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥









G
1
2

(

h1 − h̆
)

...

G
1
2

(

hK − h̆
)









∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

=
∥
∥
∥h− h̆

∥
∥
∥
G

(11)

From (11), our claim is proved.

First of all, given a convex functionΘ : Rm → R, with non-empty level set, where the level set is defined

lev≤0Θ := {h ∈ R
m : Θ(h) ≤ 0}, let us define the subgradient projection mapping, as follows T

(G)
Θ : Rm → R

m
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[41]:

T
(G)
Θ (h) :=







h− Θ(h)

‖Θ′(h)‖2G
Θ′(h), h /∈ lev≤0Θ

h, h ∈ lev≤0Θ,

whereΘ′(h) is any subgradient ofΘ, at h. Similarly, we define the relaxed subgradient projection mapping,

T
(G)
Θ,λ (h) := I + λ(T

(G)
Θ (h)− I), λ ∈ (0, 2), whereI is the identity mapping.

Now, given a non-empty closed convex set, sayC ⊂ R
m, and a convex functionΘ : Rm → R, such that

C ∩ lev≤0Θ 6= ∅ it holds that [41]:

∀h ∈ R
m, ∀ĥ ∈ C ∩ lev≤0Θ :

2− λ

2
‖h− PCT

(G)
Θ,λ (h)‖2G ≤ ‖h− ĥ‖2G − ‖PCT

(G)
Θ,λ (h) − ĥ‖2G. (12)

Following similar steps as in [3], it can be proved that∀n ≥ z0, φk,n ∈ lev≤0Θk,n ⇔ Ik,n = ∅ and ∀n ≥

z0,φk,n /∈ lev≤0Θk,n ⇔ Ik,n 6= ∅. Moreover,lev≤0Θk,n =
⋂

j∈Ik,n
Sk,j ⊃ Ωn ⊃ Ω. Recall the definition of the

relaxed projection mapping; it can be readily seen thathk,n+1 = P
(G)
Bℓ1

[wn,ρ]
T

(G)
Θk,n,λk,n

(φk,n). Exploiting this fact,

under Assumptions (a), (b), and (12) we have that

∀n ≥ z0, ∀k ∈ N ,∀ĥ ∈ Ω :

0 ≤ 2− λk,n

2
‖φk,n − hk,n+1‖2G =

2− λk,n

2
‖φk,n − P

(G)
Bℓ1

[wn,ρ]
T

(G)
Θk,n,λk,n

(φk,n)‖2G

≤ ‖φk,n − ĥ‖2G − ‖P (G)
Bℓ1

[wn,ρ]
T

(G)
Θk,n,λk,n

(φk,n)− ĥ‖2G. (13)

Recalling the definitionshn = [hT
1,n, . . . ,h

T
K,n]

T ∈ R
Km, Pnhn = [φT

1,n, . . . ,φ
T
K,n]

T ∈ R
Km, and (13), we have

∀n ≥ z0,∀ĥ ∈ C :

0 ≤ min
k

{
2− λk,n

2

}

‖Pnhn − hn+1‖2G

≤ ‖Pnhn − ĥ‖2G − ‖hn+1 − ĥ‖2G. (14)

Nevertheless, from Claim 2, the previous inequality can be rewritten

0 ≤ ‖Pnhn − ĥ‖2G − ‖hn+1 − ĥ‖2G ≤ ‖hn − ĥ‖2G − ‖hn+1 − ĥ‖2G.

Hence,

∀n ≥ z0, ∀ĥ ∈ C : ‖hn+1 − ĥ‖2G ≤ ‖hn − ĥ‖2G, (15)

which completes our proof.

B. Asymptotic optimality

A well known property of the projection operator (see for example [41]), is the non-expansivity, i.e., given a

non-empty setC, ‖P (G)
C (h1)− P

(G)
C (h2)‖G ≤ ‖h1 − h2‖G, ∀h1,h2 ∈ R

m. Recall the definition of the algorithm
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given in (7). Then,∀k ∈ N , ∀n ≥ z0, ∀ĥ ∈ Ω, we have

‖hk,n+1 − ĥ‖G =

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
P

(G)
Bℓ1

[wn,ρ]

(

φk,n − λk,n
Θk,n(φk,n)

‖Θ′
k,n(φk,n)‖2G

Θ′
k,n(φk,n)

)

− ĥ

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
G

=

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
P

(G)
Bℓ1

[wn,ρ]

(

φk,n − λk,n
Θk,n(φk,n)

‖Θ′
k,n(φk,n)‖2G

Θ′
k,n(φk,n)

)

− P
(G)
Bℓ1

[wn,ρ]
(ĥ)

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
G

≤
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
φk,n − λk,n

Θk,n(φk,n)

‖Θ′
k,n(φk,n)‖2G

Θ′
k,n(φk,n)− ĥ

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
G

, (16)

where the equality in the second line holds since, by definition, ĥ ∈ Ω ⊂ Bℓ1 [wn, ρ] and the inequality, from the

non-expansivity of the projection operator. Assuming thatΘ′
k,n(φk,n) 6= 0, ∀k ∈ N , and rewriting (16) for all the

nodes of the network we have

∥
∥
∥hn+1 − ĥ

∥
∥
∥

2

G
≤

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥










φ1,n − λ1,n
Θ1,n(φ1,n)

‖Θ′
1,n(φ1,n)‖2

G

Θ′
1,n(φ1,n)

...

φK,n − λK,n
ΘK,n(φK,n)

‖Θ′
K,n

(φK,n)‖2

G

Θ′
K,n(φK,n)










− ĥ

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

2

G

=

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥









φ1,n − ĥ

...

φK,n − ĥ









∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

2

G

+
∑

k∈N

λ2
k,n

(Θk,n(φk,n))
2

∥
∥
∥Θ′

k,n(φk,n)
∥
∥
∥

2

G

− 2
∑

k∈N

λk,n

Θk,n(φk,n)〈Θ′
k,n(φk,n),

(

φk,n − ĥ
)

〉G
∥
∥
∥Θ′

k,n(φk,n)
∥
∥
∥

2

G

. (17)

Nevertheless, ∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥









φ1,n − ĥ

...

φK,n − ĥ









∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
G

= ‖Pnhn − ĥ‖G ≤ ‖hn − ĥ‖G. (18)

From the definition of the subgradient, we have

〈Θ′
k,n(φk,n),

(

φk,n − ĥ
)

〉G ≥ Θk,n(φk,n)−Θk,n(ĥ) = Θ′
k,n(φk,n), (19)

where the last equation, holds due to the fact thatĥ ∈ Ω ⇔ Θ′
k,n(ĥ) = 0. Taking (18) and (19) into consideration,

we obtain

∥
∥
∥hn+1 − ĥ

∥
∥
∥

2

G
≤
∥
∥
∥hn − ĥ

∥
∥
∥

2

G
−
∑

k∈N

λk,n(2 − λk,n)
Θk,n(φk,n)

‖Θ′
k,n(φk,n)‖2G

. (20)

Here, notice that the sequence
∥
∥
∥hn − ĥ

∥
∥
∥
G

is bounded and monotone decreasing, hence it converges. Thelatter fact

implies that

lim
n→∞

(∥
∥
∥hn − ĥ

∥
∥
∥
G
−
∥
∥
∥hn+1 − ĥ

∥
∥
∥
G

)

= 0. (21)
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Under Assumption (c), (20) can be rewritten

∑

k∈N

ε21
Θk,n(φk,n)

‖Θ′
k,n(φk,n)‖2G

≤
∑

k∈N

λk,n(2− λk,n)
Θk,n(φk,n)

‖Θ′
k,n(φk,n)‖2G

≤
∥
∥
∥hn − ĥ

∥
∥
∥

2

G
−
∥
∥
∥hn+1 − ĥ

∥
∥
∥

2

G
. (22)

Taking limits in (22) and recalling (21) we have that

lim
n→∞

Θk,n(φk,n)

‖Θ′
k,n(φk,n)‖2G

= 0, ∀k ∈ N .

If we follow similar steps as in [3], it can be verified that∀n ∈ Z≥0, ∀k ∈ N , ∀h ∈ R
m : ‖Θ′

k,n(h)‖G ≤ 1. So, if

Θ′
k,n(φk,n) 6= 0

Θk,n(φk,n) ≤
Θk,n(φk,n)

‖Θ′
k,n(φk,n)‖2G

→ 0, n → ∞. (23)

Obviously, recalling the previous discussion,Θ′
k,n(φk,n) = 0 ⇔ Θk,n(φk,n) = 0, ∀n ≥ z0. Combining this fact

together with (23), we have that

∀k ∈ N , lim
n→∞

Θk,n(φk,n) = 0. (24)

Now, following similar steps as in [3], it can be shown that there existsD > 0 such thatLk,n ≤ D, ∀k ∈ N , ∀n ∈

Z≥0. From the definition ofΘk,n, and under Assumption (d), we have∀k ∈ N

D

ω̃k
Θk,n(φk,n) ≥

D

ω̃k

∑

j∈Jn

ωk,j

d2(G)(φk,n, Sk,j)

Lk,n

≥ D

ω̃k

ω̃k

D

∑

j∈Jn

d2(G)(φk,n, Sk,j)

≥ max{d2(G)(φk,n, Sk,j) : j ∈ Jn}.

Taking limits in the previous inequality, we obtain that

lim
n→∞

max{d(G)(φk,n, Sk,j) : j ∈ Jn} = 0. (25)

Combining (14) with the result of Claim 2, we have

∀n ≥ z0,∀ĥ ∈ C :

0 ≤ min
k

{
2− λk,n

2

}

‖Pnhn − hn+1‖2G

≤ ‖hn − ĥ‖2G − ‖hn+1 − ĥ‖2G. (26)

Taking limits in (26) and recalling (21) gives us

lim
n→∞

‖Pnhn − hn+1‖2G = 0 ⇔ lim
n→∞

∑

k∈N

‖φk,n − hk,n+1‖2G = 0. (27)
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Fix an arbitrary pointv ∈ Sk,j , ∀k ∈ N , ∀j ∈ Jn. Then from the triangle inequality we have

‖hk,n+1 − v‖G ≤ ‖hk,n+1 − φk,n‖G + ‖φk,n − v‖G ⇒

inf
v∈Sk,j

‖hk,n+1 − v‖G ≤ ‖hk,n+1 − φk,n‖G + inf
v∈Sk,j

‖φk,n − v‖G ⇒

d(G)(hk,n+1, Sk,j) ≤ ‖hk,n+1 − φk,n‖G + d(G)(φk,n, Sk,j) (28)

If we take limits in (28), from (25) and (27), it can be seen that

lim
n→∞

d(G)(hk,n+1, Sk,j) = 0, ∀k ∈ N , ∀j ∈ Jn ⇔ lim
n→∞

∑

j∈Jn

d(G)(hk,n+1, Sk,j) = 0, ∀k ∈ N . (29)

The definitions of the distance function and the projection operator, yield

d(hk,n+1, Sk,j) = ‖hk,n+1 − PSk,j
(hk,n+1)‖

≤ ‖hk,n+1 − P
(G)
Sk,j

(hk,n+1)‖. (30)

Nevertheless, the Rayleigh-Ritz theorem implies [42]∀h ∈ R
m : ‖h‖ ≤ τ

− 1
2

min‖h‖G, whereτmin is the smallest

eigenvalue ofG. Combining this fact as well as (30) we obtain

d(hk,n+1, Sk,j) ≤ ‖hk,n+1 − P
(G)
Sk,j

(hk,n+1)‖

≤ τ
− 1

2

min‖hk,n+1 − P
(G)
Sk,j

(hk,n+1)‖G → 0, n → ∞, ∀k ∈ N , (31)

where the limit holds from (29). From the previous, it is not difficult to obtain that

lim
n→∞

max{d(hk,n+1, Sk,j) : j ∈ Jn} = 0,

which completes our proof.

C. Asymptotic Consensus

In [35] it has been proved, that the algorithmic scheme achieves asymptotic consensus, i.e.,‖hk,n − hl,n‖ →

0, n → ∞, ∀k, l ∈ N if and only if

lim
n→∞

‖hn − PO(hn)‖ = 0. (32)

Let Assumptions (a), (b), (c), (d), hold true. We define the following quantity

ǫn := hn+1 − Pnhn. (33)

Obviously from (27)

lim
n→∞

ǫn = 0 (34)
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Now, if we rearrange the terms in (33) and if we iterate the resulting equation, we have:

hn+1 = Pnhn + ǫn

= PnPn−1hn−1 + Pnǫn−1 + ǫn = . . .

=
n∏

i=1

Pih0 +
n∑

j=1

n−j
∏

l=0

Pn−lǫj−1 + ǫn

If we left-multiply the previous equation by(IKm −BBT ), whereIKm is theKm × Km identity matrix, and

follow similar steps as in [35, Lemma 2] it can be verified thatlim
n→∞

‖
(
IKm −BBT

)
hn+1‖ = 0 which completes

our proof.

D. Strong Convergence

We will prove, that under assumptions (a), (b), (c), (d), (e), limn→∞ hn = ĥ∗, ĥ∗ ∈ O. Recall that the projection

operator, of an arbitrary vectorh ∈ R
Km onto the consensus subspace equals toPO(h) = BBTh, ∀h ∈ R

Km.

Taking into consideration Assumption (e) together with (15), from [16, Lemma 1] we have that there existsĥ∗ ∈ O

such that

lim
n→∞

PO(hn) = ĥ∗. (35)

Now, exploiting the triangle inequality we have that

‖hn − ĥ∗‖ ≤ ‖hn − PO(hn)‖+ ‖ĥ∗ − PO(hn)‖ → 0, n → ∞, (36)

where this limit holds from (32) and (35). The proof is complete since (36) implies thatlimn→∞ hn = ĥ∗.
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