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On Ergodicity, Infinite Flow and Consensus in

Random Models
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Abstract

We consider the ergodicity and consensus problem for a discrete-time linear dynamic model driven
by random stochastic matrices, which is equivalent to studying these concepts for the product of such
matrices. Our focus is on the model where the random matrices have independent but time-variant
distribution. We introduce a new phenomenon, the infinite flow, and we study its fundamental properties
and relations with the ergodicity and consensus. The central result is the infinite flow theorem establishing
the equivalence between the infinite flow and the ergodicity for a class of independent random models,
where the matrices in the model have a common steady state in expectation and a feedback property.
For such models, this result demonstrates that the expected infinite flow is both necessary and sufficient
for the ergodicity. The result is providing a deterministic characterization of the ergodicity, which can

be used for studying the consensus and average consensus over random graphs.

Index Terms

Ergodicity, random consensus, linear random model, product of random matrices.

I. INTRODUCTION

There is an evidence of growing number of applications in decentralized control of networked
agents, as well as social and other networks where the consensus is used as a mechanism for
decentralized coordination of agent actions. The focus of this paper is on a canonical consensus
problem for a linear discrete-time dynamic system driven by a general model of random matrices,

where the matrices are row-stochastic. Currently, investigating whether the model reaches a
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consensus or not is often done by exploring the conditions that ensure the ergodicity of the
model, which in turn always guarantees the consensus.

In this paper, we propose an alternative approach by introducing a concept of the model with
infinite flow, which can be interpreted as infinite information flow over time between a group
of agents and the other agents in the network. We show that the infinite flow property is closely
related to the ergodicity and, hence, to the consensus. In particular, we show the equivalence
between the infinite flow and the ergodicity for a class of independent random models.

We start by a comprehensive study of the fundamental relations and properties of the ergodicity,
consensus and infinite flow for general random models, independent models and independent
identically distributed (i.i.d.) random models. We then investigate the random models with a
feedback property and the models with a common steady state for the expected matrices. Both of
these properties have been used in the analysis of consensus models, but a deeper understanding
of their roles has not been observed. We classify feedback property in three basic types from weak
to strong and show some relations for them. We then study the models that have a common steady
state in expectation. By combining all the pieces together, we show that the ergodicity of the
model is equivalent to the infinite flow property for a class of independent random models with
feedback property and a common steady state in expectation, as given in infinite flow theorem
(Theorem [7). The infinite flow theorem also establishes the equivalence between the infinite flow
property of the model and the infinite flow property of the expected model. Furthermore, the
theorem also establishes the equivalence between the ergodicity of the model and the ergodicity
of the expected model. As such, this theorem provides a novel deterministic characterization of
the ergodicity, thus rendering another tool for studying the consensus over random networks and
convergence of random consensus algorithms.

The main contributions of this paper include: 1) the equivalence of the ergodicity of the model
and the expected model for a class of independent random models with a feedback property and a
common steady state in expectation; 2) the new insights and understanding of the ergodicity and
consensus events over random networks brought to light through a new phenomena of infinite
flow event, which to the best of our knowledge has not been known prior to this work; 3) novel
comprehensive study of the fundamental properties of the consensus and ergodicity events for
general class of independent random models; 4) new insights into the role of feedback property

and the role of a common steady state in expectation for the ergodicity and consensus.



The study of the random product of stochastic matrices dates back to the early work in [32]
where the convergence of the product of i.i.d. random stochastic matrices was studied using
the algebraic and topological structures of the set of stochastic matrices. This work was further
extended in [22], [23]], [10] by using results from ergodic theory of stationary processes and
their algebraic properties. In [33], the ergodicity and consensus of the product of i.i.d. random
stochastic matrices was studied using tools from linear algebra and probability theory, and a
necessary and sufficient condition for the ergodicity was established for a class of i.i.d. models.
Independently, the same problem was tackled in [13]], where an exponential convergence bound
was established. Recently, the work in [33] was extended to ergodic stationary processes in [34].

In all of the works [32]], [22], [23], [10], [33], [13]], [34], the underlying random models are
assumed to be either i.i.d. or stationary processes, both of which imply time-invariant distribution
on the random model. Unlike these works, our work in this paper is focused on the independent
random models with time-variant distributions. Furthermore, we study ergodicity and consensus
for such models using martingale and supermartingale convergence results combined with the
basic tools from probability theory. Our work is also related to the consensus over random
networks [14], optimization over random networks [21], and the consensus over a network with
random link failures [29]. Related are also gossip and broadcast-gossip schemes giving rise to a
random consensus over a given connected bi-directional communication network [6]], [L1], [1],
[30]. On a broader basis, the paper is related to the literature on the consensus over networks
with noisy links [[13)], [16]], [18], [35] and the deterministic consensus in decentralized systems
models [36]], [37], [38], [2], [20], [L7], [27], [28], [31] including the effects of quantization and
delay [19], [24], [8], [71, [4], [30].

The paper is organized as follows. In Section [lI, we describe a discrete-time random linear
dynamic system of our interest, and introduce the ergodicity, consensus and infinite flow events.
In Section we explore the relations among these events and establish their 0-1 law and
other properties by considering general, independent and i.i.d. random models. In Section
we discuss models with feedback properties and provide classification of such properties with
insights into their relations. We also consider independent random model with a common steady
state in expectation. In Section |V, we focus on independent random models with infinite flow
property. We establish necessary and sufficient conditions for ergodicity, and briefly discuss some

implications of these conditions. We conclude in Section



Notation and Basic Terminology. We view all vectors as columns. For a vector x, we write x;
to denote its ¢th entry, and we write > 0 (x > 0) to denote that all its entries are nonnegative
(positive). We use x” to denote the transpose of a vector x. We write ||z|| to denote the standard

|z|| = \/>_, z7. We use e; to denote the vector with the ith entry

Euclidean vector norm i.e.,
equal to 1 and all other entries equal to 0. We write e to denote the vector with all entries
equal to 1. A vector a is stochastic when a > 0 and ) . a, = 1. We write {z(k)} or {z(k)}r>0
to denote a sequence x(0),z(1),... of some elements, and we write {x(k)},>; to denote the
truncated sequence x(t),z(t+1),... for ¢ > 0. For a given set C' and a subset S of C, we write
S C C to denote that S is a proper subset of C'. A set S C C' such that S # () is referred to as
a nontrivial subset of C. We write [m] to denote the integer set {1,...,m}. For a set S C [m],
we let S denote the complement set of S with respect to [m], i.e., S = {i € [m]|i ¢ S}.

We denote the identity matrix by /. For a vector v, we use diag(v) to denote the diagonal
matrix with diagonal entries being the components v; of the vector v. For a matrix W, we
write W;; to denote its (i, 7)th entry, W' to denote its ith column vector, and W7 to denote its

transpose. For an m x m matrix W, we use > ._.W,; to denote the summation of the entries

i<j
W;; over all 4,5 € [m] with ¢ < j. A matrix W is row-stochastic when its entries are nonnegative
and the sum of the row entries is 1 for each row. Since we deal exclusively with row-stochastic
matrices, we will refer to such matrices simply as stochastic. We let S™ denote the set of m xm
stochastic matrices. A matrix W is doubly stochastic when both W and W7 are stochastic.
We write E[X] and Var(X) to denote, respectively, the expected value and the variance of a
random variable X. For an event <7, we use Pr(.</) to denote its probability and . to denote

its characteristic function. If Pr(e/) = 1, we say that the event </ happens almost surely. We

often abbreviate “almost surely” by a.s.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND TERMINOLOGY

Throughout this article, we deal exclusively with the matrices in the set S™, the set of m x m
stochastic matrices. We consider the topology induced by the open sets in S” with respect to
the Euclidean norm and the Borel sigma-algebra .%g= of this topology. We assume that we are
given a probability space (€2, %, Pr(-)) and a measurable function W : Q — II2 ;S™. To every
w € (, the function W(-) is assigning a discrete time process {W(k)}(w) in the countable

product measurable space II3° (S™, %sm), where W (k) € S™ is the random matrix of the



process at time k. We refer to the process {W(k)}(w) interchangeably as a random chain or
a random model and, when suitable, we suppress the explicit dependence on the variable w.
We say that the chain {WW(k)} is independent if the sigma algebra generated by the W (k)s for
different & > 0 are independent. Furthermore, if 1/ (k)s are identically distributed, we say that
the model is independently identically distributed (i.i.d.).

With a given random chain {W(k)}, we associate a linear discrete-time dynamic system of

the following form:
x(k+1)=W(k)x(k) for k=0,1,2,..., (1)

where z(k) € R™ is a state vector at time k£ and z(0) is the initial state vector. We will often
refer to the system in as the dynamic system driven by the chain {W (k)}.

We are interested in providing conditions guaranteeing that the dynamic system reaches a
consensus almost surely. Since reaching the consensus is closely related to the ergodicity of the
chain, we are also interested in studying the ergodicity on the fundamental level. In our study
of the random consensus and ergodicity, we use another property of the chain, an infinite flow
property. We start by providing these basic notions for a deterministic chain.

Definition 1: Given a deterministic chain {G(k)} C S™, we say that:

The system z(k + 1) = G(k)z(k) reaches a consensus if for any initial state z(0) € R™, there
exists a scalar ¢(z(0)) such that limy_, ||2(k) — c¢(2(0)) e]| = 0.

The chain {G(k)} is ergodic if for any ¢t > 0 and j € [m], there is a scalar g;(¢) such that
klim ;i (k,t) = g;(t) for all i € [m],
—00

where ®(k,t) = G(k)G(k—1)---G(t) for k >t and ¢t > 0.
The chain {G(k)} has infinite flow property if > 7> q ic5(Gij(k) + Gji(k)) = oo for any
nontrivial subset S C [m].

In the definition of the infinite flow property, the quantity > (Gij(k) + Gji(k)) can

be interpreted as a flow between the subset S and its complement S in a weighted graph. In

i€S,jes

particular, consider the undirected weighted graph G(k) with the node set [m], the edge set
induced by the positive entries in G(k) + GT(k), and the weight matrix G(k) + G* (k). In this

case, the quantity » (Gi;(k) + G,i(k)) represents the flow in graph G(k) across the cut

i€S, jES

(S,S) for a nontrivial node set S C [m] and its complement S. For the graphs G(k) induced



by the matrices G(k), the infinite flow property requires that the total flow in time across any
nontrivial cut (S, S) is infinite, which could be viewed as infinite information exchange between
the nodes in S and S.

The ergodicity is equivalent to the following condition [9]: for any ¢ > 0 and z € R™,
there is a scalar y(¢,z) such that limy_,, ®(k,t)x = ~(¢,x)e. Since the matrices G(k) have
finite dimension, the ergodicity is also equivalent to the following condition: for any ¢ > 0 and
any ¢ € [m], there is a scalar ~y,(t) such that limg_,., ®(k,t)e, = 7,(t) e. Similarly, due to the
linearity and finite dimension of the system z(k + 1) = G/(k)z(k), the consensus can be studied
by considering only the initial states 2(0) = e, with ¢ € [m] rather than all z(0) € R™.

Clearly, the ergodicity of the chain implies reaching a consensus. However, a consensus may
be reached even if the chain {G(k)} is not ergodic, as seen in the following example.

Example 1: Let G(0) = ev” for a stochastic vector v, and let G(k) = I for all k£ > 1. Then,
we have ®(k,0) = ev” for all k£ > 1, implying that the system z(k + 1) = G(k)z(k) reaches a
consensus. However, the chain {G(k)} is not ergodic since ®(k,t) = I for any £ >¢ > 1. O

Using Definition I} we now introduce the corresponding events of consensus, ergodicity and
infinite flow. Given a random chain {IW(k)}, let € denote the event that the system in (1)
reaches a consensus for any initial state z(0). Let & denote the event that the chain {IW(k)} is
ergodic, and let .# denote the event that the chain has the infinite flow property. We refer to ¢,
& and % as the consensus event, the ergodicity event and the infinite flow event, respectively.
We say that the model is ergodic if the ergodicity event & occurs almost surely. The model
admits consensus if the consensus event 4 occurs almost surely. The model has infinite flow
if the infinite flow event .# occurs almost surely. The model has expected infinite flow if its

expected chain {E[WW (k)]} has infinite flow.

III. INFINITE FLOW, ERGODICITY AND CONSENSUS

In this section, we further study the ergodicity event &, the consensus event % and the
infinite flow event .% under different assumptions on the nature of the randomness in the model.
In particular, in Section we establish some fundamental relations among &, ¢ and .%. In
Section we investigate the 0-1 law properties of these events, while in Section we

provide some relations for a random model and its expected model.



Throughout the rest of the paper, we use the following notation. For a stochastic matrix W
and a nontrivial subset S C [m], we define Wy as follows:
W= > (Wy+Wy). )
i€S,j€8

Note that for a given a random model {I¥(k)}, the infinite flow event .% is given by

SARPLECEY ®
Sc[m]

Note that the infinite flow event requires that, across any nontrivial cut (S, S), the total flow in

the random (undirected) graphs induced by the matrices W (k) + W7 (k), k > 0, is infinite.

A. Basic Relations

As discussed in Section [[I, we have & C ¢ for any random model. We here show that the
ergodicity event is, also, always contained in the infinite flow event, i.e., & C .%. We establish
this by using the following result applicable to a deterministic dynamic system.

Lemma 1: Let {A(k)} C S™ be a deterministic sequence, and let {z(k)} be generated by
z(k +1) = A(k)z(k) for all k£ > 0 with an initial state z(0) € R™. Then, for any nontrivial
subset S C [m| and k > 0, we have

max z(k + 1) < max z,(0) + d(2(0)) > As(),

ies
min z;(k +1) > mip (0) — d(=(0) ;As(t)7
where d(y) = maxyc)m) Y¢ — Min, ¢y, for y € R™.

Proof: Let S C [m] be an arbitrary nontrivial set and let k£ > 0 be arbitrary. Let 2y, (k) =
Min,¢fm) Zr AN Zmax (k) = Maxsepm) 25(k). Since z;(k +1) = >, Ay(k)z(k), by the stochas-
ticity of A(k) we have z;(k) € [zmin(0), 2Zmax(0)] for all i € [m] and all k. Then, we obtain for
i €S,

1) =Y Au(k)ze(k) + > Aw(k)ze(k) <> Awlk (max zs(k;)> + Zmax(0) Z Ai(k),

lesS es lesS

where the inequality follows by A;/(k) > 0. By the stochasticity of A(k), we also obtain

zi(k+1) (1 — ZAM > max 25(k) + Zmax (0 ZAM

teS Les



— max z,(k) + (zmaxm) — max zs(k)) > Aulk).

seS

By the definition of Ag in (), we have 0 < >~ , s Ai(k) < Ag(k). Since zpax(0)—max,eg zs(k) >

0, it follows

zi(k+1) < max 2s(k) + (Zmax(0) — max z4(k))Ag(k) < max zs(k) + d(=(0))As(k),

ses
where the last inequality holds since 2z, (0) — maxses 25(k) < Zmax(0) — 2min(0) = d(2(0)).
By taking the maximum over all 7 € S in the preceding relation and by recursively using the

resulting inequality, we obtain
k
» < << .
max zi(k+1) < max zs(k) + d(2(0))As(k) < --- < max 25(0) + d(2(0)) ; Ag(t)

The relation for min;cg z(k 4 1) follows from the preceding relation by considering {z(k)}
generated with the starting point —z(0). u
Using Lemma I, we now show that the ergodicity event is contained in the infinite flow event.
Theorem 1: Let {A(k)} C S™ be an ergodic deterministic chain. Then ) - Ag(k) = oo for
any nontrivial S C [m]. In particular, we have & C .% for any random model.
Proof: To arrive at a contradiction, assume that there is a nontrivial set S C [m] such
that >~ , Ag(k) < oo. Since the matrices A(k) are stochastic, we have Ag(k) > 0 for all k.

Therefore, there exists large enough ¢ > 0 such that
- 1
S As(h) < 7. )
k=t

Now, define the vector z = (Zy,...,Z,)" as follows:

0 ifies,
1 ifies,

Z; =

and consider the dynamic system
z2(k+1) = A(k)z(k) for k > t,

which is started at time ¢ in state z(¢) = z. Note that Lemma [I] applies to the case where the time

t =t is taken as initial time, in which case d(0) corresponds to d(f) = max; z;({) — min; z;(?).



Also, note that d(¢) = 1 by the definition of the starting state z. Thus, by applying Lemma

we have for all k& > ¢,

E+1) < t As(
I?SGXZZ( +1) maxzsy—l-z s(t

min z;(k 4+ 1) > min 2, () — ZAS

jES res 7
Since max,egs zs(t) = 0 and min, 5 2,.(¢f) = 1, it follows
(E+1) < Ag( (k+1)>1- Ag(
I?E%XZ + Z s(t r]rgél zj +1 Z s(t

From the preceding relations and Eq. @) we have

liggglf (zj(k) — zi(k)) > 1 — 2§:Ag(t) = % for any j € S and i € S,
thus showing that the chain {A(k)} is not ergodic - a contradiction. Therefore, we must have
Y oo As(t) = oo for any nontrivial S C [m).

Based on the preceding argument, and the definitions of & and .#, for any random model
{W(k)} we conclude that w € & implies w € .#. Hence, & C .# for any random model. H

Theorem (1| shows that an ergodic model must have an infinite flow property. In other words,
the infinite flow property of any random model is necessary for the ergodicity of the model.
Later in Theorem [6] for a certain class of random models, we will show that the infinite flow is
also sufficient for the ergodicity.

Figure [I] illustrates the inclusions & C ¥ and & C % for a general random model. The

inclusion & C ¥ N .% in Figure [I| can be strict as seen in the following example.

Example 2: Consider the 2 x 2 chain {A(k)} defined by

01
and A(k) = for k > 1.
10

A(0) =

NI—= NI
N= N

For any stochastic matrix B, we have BA(0) = A(0) and hence, the model admits consensus.

Furthermore, the model has infinite flow property. However, the chain { A(k)};>1 does not admit

consensus. Therefore, in this case 4 N.# = (Q (the entire space of realizations) while & = (). [J
Next, we provide a sufficient condition for the ergodicity and consensus events to coincide.
Lemma 2: Let {WW(k)} be a (not necessarily independent) random chain such that each matrix

W (k) is invertible almost surely. Then, we have & = % almost surely.
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Ergodicity

Fig. 1. The relations among the ergodicity, consensus, and infinite flow events for a general random model.

Proof: The inclusion & C % follows from the definition, so it suffices to show 4 C &
almost surely. In turn, to show 4 C & almost surely, it suffices to prove that ¥ N R C & for
a set R such that Pr(R) = 1. For each k > 0, let Ry be the set of instances w such that the
matrix W (k)(w) is invertible. Define R = N2 Ry. We have Pr(Ry;) = 1 for each k£ > 0 by our
assumption that each matrix W (k) is invertible almost surely. In view of this and the fact that
the collection { Ry} is countable, it follows that Pr(R) = 1.

We next show that ¥ N R C &. Let w € € N R so that W (k)(w) has full rank for all £ > 0.
To simplify notation, let W (k) = W (k)(w). Consider an arbitrary starting time s > 0. We show
that the consensus is reached for the dynamic z(t) = W (t — 1)z(t — 1) with t > s, i.e., for
any z(s) € R™, we have lim; ., 2(t) = ce for some ¢ € R. For a given z(s) € R™, define
#(0) = [W(s—1)---W(1)W(0)]'2(s) and consider the dynamic #(k) = W (k — 1)&(k — 1)
started at time ¢, = 0 with the initial vector #(0). By the definition of Z(0), we have Z(s) =

W(s—1)---W(1)W(0)Z(0) = z(s). Therefore, for all t > s,

) =Wt —1)- W)W (s —1)- - WOW(0)E(0) = W(t— 1) W(s)z(s) = 2(1).

Since w € €, by the definition of T (k) we have lim,_,, Z(t) = ce for some ¢ € R. In view of
the preceding relation, it follows that lim, ,,, z(t) = ce, thus showing that the dynamic system
2(t) = W(t —1)z(t — 1), t > s, reaches a consensus. Since this is true for arbitrary s > 0 and
z(s) € R™, the chain {W(k)}(w) is ergodic, which implies w € &. u

In general, there may be no further refinements of inclusion relations among the events &', %

and ¥ even when the model is independent, as indicated by the following example.

Example 3: Consider an independent random model where for p € (0, 1], we have
W(0) = L ee” with probability p and W (0) = I with probability 1 — p,

and W (k) = I with probability 1 for all £ > 1. In this case, the consensus event 4" happens

with probability p > 0. However, the infinite flow and the ergodicity events are empty sets. [
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Example [3 shows that we can have ¥ N& = () and € N.# = (), while € # (). Thus, even for
an independent model the consensus event need not be contained in either & or .%. However,
if we further restrict our attention to i.i.d. models, we can show that & = ¥ almost surely. To
establish this, we make use of the following lemma.

Lemma 3: Let A € S™ and x € R™, and let [Az], denote the (th component of the vector
Azx. Assume that A is such that max;cp,[Aeg]; — minjepm[Aes]; < :n for any ¢ € [m|. Then,
we have max;[Az]; — min;[Az]; < 1 for any z € [0, 1]™.

Proof: Let x € R™ with x, € [0, 1] for any ¢ € [m]. Then, we have for any i, j € [m],

yi_?/j—Z( it — ]e$z<Z!Aw— gz!—Z\Aee [Aeg);] -

(=1

L
T

By the assumption on A, we obtain |[Ae/]; — [Aes];| < maxiem[Ae]; — minjepm)[Ael]; < 5=
Hence, y; —y; < > ", 5= = 3, implying max; y; — min; y; < 1. n
We now provide our main result for i.i.d. models, which states that the ergodicity and the
consensus events are almost surely equal. We establish this result by using Lemma [3] and the
Borel-Cantelli lemma (see [12], page 50).
Theorem 2: We have & = % almost surely for any i.i.d. random model.
Proof: Since & C %, the assertion is true when consensus occurs with probability 0.

Therefore, it suffices to show that if the consensus occurs with a probability p other than 0, the

two events are almost surely equal. Let Pr(%) = p with p € (0, 1]. Then, for all w € €,

klim d(z(k))(w) =0 where d(r) = maxz; — minz;,
—00 i 7

and {z(k)}(w) is the sequence generated by the dynamic system (I)) with any z(0) € R™.
For each ¢ € [m)], let {z*(k)} be the random sequence that is generated by the dynamic system
in (T) with 2(0) = e,. Then, for any w € %, there is the smallest integer K‘(w) > 0 such that

d(zt (k) () < QL for all & > K'(w).

T 2m
Note that d(z(k))(w) is a nonincreasing sequence (of k) for each ¢ € [m]. Hence, by letting
K (w) = maxefn) K‘(w) we obtain d(z*(k))(w) < 5 for all £ € [m] and k > K (w). Thus, by

applying Lemma [3| we have for almost all w € €,

d(z(k))(w) < for all £ > K(w) and z(0) € [0, 1]™. 5)

2
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By the definition of consensus, we have limy_,o, Pr(K < N) > Pr(%) = p. Thus, by the
continuity of the measure, there exists an integer N; such that Pr(K < N;) > L.

Now, let time 7' > 0 be arbitrary, and let l,:f denote the N;-tuple of the matrices W (s) driving
the system (1)) for s =7 + Nik,..., T+ Ni(k+1)—1 and k£ >0, i.e.,

IF'= (W(T + Nik),W(T + Nik +1),..., W(T + Ny(k+1) — 1)) for all & > 0.

Let Ly denote the collection of all N-tuples (Ay, ..., Ay) of matrices A; € S™, i=1,...,N
such that for z(N) = AyAn_1--- A12(0) with 2(0) € [0,1]™, we have d(z(N)) < 3. By the
definitions of [} and Ly, relation (3) and relation Pr(K < N;) > & state that Pr({{{ € Ly,}) >
£. By the i.i.d. property of the model, the events {il"€ Ly,}, k >0, are i.i.d. and the probability
of their occurrence is equal to Pr({l{ € Ly, }), implying that Pr({l{ € Ly, }) > & for all k > 0.
Consequently, > o, Pr({l{} € Ly,}) = oco. Since the events {I} € Ly,} are i.i.d., by Borel-
Cantelli lemma Pr({w € Q |w € {II € Ly,} i.0.}) = 1, where i.0. stands for infinitely often.
Observing that the event {w € Q | w € {I]' € Ly,} i.0.} is contained in the consensus event for
the chain {W (T + k) } x>0, we see that the consensus event for the chain {W (7 + k) };>0 occurs
almost surely. Since this is true for arbitrary 7" > 0 it follows that the chain {IW(k)} is ergodic
a.s., implying ¢ C & a.s. This and the inclusion & C ¥ yield ¢ = & a.s. [ ]

Theorem [2] extends the equivalence result between the consensus and ergodicity for i.i.d. mod-
els given in Theorem 3.a and Theorem 3.b of [33] (and hence Corollary 4 in [33]]), which are
established there assuming that the matrices have positive diagonal entries almost surely. The

relations among %, &, and .% for i.i.d. case are illustrated in Figure

B. 0-1 Laws

In this section, we discuss 0-1 laws for the events &, .% and ¢ for independent random models.
The 0-1 laws specify the trivial events, which are the events occurring with either probability 0
or 1. The ergodicity event is a trivial event, as show in [33], Lemma 1. Since the ergodicity
event is always contained in the consensus event, the ergodicity event & occurs with probability
0 whenever the consensus event ¢’ occurs with a probability p € (0, 1). In other words, we may

have Pr(&) = 1 only if Pr(%) = 1.

"Even though the result there was stated assuming a more restrictive random model, the proof itself relies only on the

independence property of the model.
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Infinite Flow
0-1 event

Consensus = Ergodicity
0-1 events

Fig. 2. The ergodicity and consensus coincide a.s., and all three events assume 0-1 law for an i.i.d model.

We next show that the infinite flow event is also a trivial event.

Lemma 4: For an independent random model, the infinite flow event .%# occurs with either
probability zero or one.

Proof: For a nontrivial set S of [m], the sequence {Wg(k)} of undirected flows across the
cut (S,S) (see Eq. ) is a sequence of independent (finitely valued) random variables. The
event {Y .- Ws(k) = oo} is a tale event and, by Kolmogorov’s 0-1 law ([12], page 61), it
has either probability 0 or 1. Since there are finitely many nontrivial sets S C [m], the event
T = Nscm 12_re0 Ws(k) = oo} also has either probability 0 or 1. [

While both events & and .% are trivial for an independent model, the situation is not the
same for the consensus event ¢. In particular, by Example [3| where p € (0,1), we see that the
consensus event need not assume 0-1 law since it can occur with a probability p € (0, 1).

However, the situation is very different for i.i.d. models. In particular, in this case the consensus
event is also a trivial event, as seen in the following lemma.

Lemma 5: For an i.i.d. random model, the consensus event % occurs with either probability
ZEro or one.

Proof: The result follows from the fact that & is a trivial event and Theorem [2} which states
that & = € almost surely for i.i.d. models. [ |

Figure 2| illustrates the 0-1 laws of &, ¥ and .# for an i.i.d. model. Our next example
demonstrates that the inclusion relation in Figure [2| can be strict.

Example 4: Consider the independent identical random model where each W (k) is equally
likely to be any of the m x m permutation matrices. Then, in view of the uniform distribution,
we have E[W (k)] = L ee” for all k. Hence, by Theorem [3| it follows that the infinite flow
event .% is happening almost surely. But, since the chain {1V (k)} is a sequence of permutation

matrices, the consensus event 4 never happens. [J
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C. Random Model and Its Expected Model

Here, we investigate the properties of an independent random model and its corresponding
expected model. We establish two results in forthcoming Theorems [3| and {4 that later on play
an important role in the establishment the Infinite Flow Theorem in Section [V| The first result
shows the equivalence of the infinite flow property for a random chain {WW (%)} and the expected
chain {E[W (k)]}. The result is stated in the following theorem.

Theorem 3: Let {W(k)} be an independent random model. Then, the model has infinite flow
property if and only if the expected model has infinite flow property, i.e., > .-, E[Wg(k)] = oo
for every nontrivial S C [m].

Proof: Let S C [m] be nontrivial. Since the model is independent, the random vari-
ables Wg(k) are independent. By the definition of Wg(k) and the stochasticity of W (k), we
have 0 < Wg(k) < 77, 570 Wij(k) = m for all & > 0. Thus, by monotone conver-
gence theorem ([12]], page 225), the infinite flow property of the model implies the infinite
flow property of the expected model. On the other hand, since the model is independent and
0 < Wg(k) < m, by Kolmogorov’s three-series theorem ([12]], page 64) it follows that if
Y reo E[Ws(k)] = oo, then Pr (3 ,-, Ws(k) = 00) > 0. Since >, , Ws(k) is a trivial event,
we have Pr (372 Ws(k) = co) = 1. This holds for any S C [m], implying that the model has
infinite flow property. [ ]

There is no analog of Theorem 3| for the ergodicity or consensus event, unless additional
assumptions are imposed. However, a weaker result is available as given in the following lemma.

Lemma 6: Let {W (k)} be an independent model and assume that the model admits consensus
(is ergodic). Then, the expected model {E[W (k)]} reaches a consensus (is ergodic).

The prooiﬂ of Lemma @ can be found in [33]], [I13].

The following theorem states another important result for later use. In particular, as a con-
sequence of Lemma [6] Theorem [I] and Theorem [3| we establish an equivalent deterministic
characterization of the ergodicity event for a class of independent random models.

Theorem 4: Let {W(k)} be an independent random model such that & = .# almost surely.

Then, the model is ergodic if and only if the expected model is ergodic.

2Assuming more restrictive assumptions on the model, the result of the lemma was stated in [33] (Theorem 3, (a) = (b))

and [13]] (Remark 3.3). However, the proofs in these references rely only on the independence of the model.
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Proof: If the ergodicity event is almost sure, then by Lemma [6] the expected model is
ergodic. For the converse statement, assume that the expected chain {E[IW (k)]} is ergodic. Then,
by Theorem |1| the chain {E[WW(k)]} has infinite flow. Therefore, by Theorem [3| the infinite flow

event .# is almost sure, and since & = .# a.s., the ergodicity event is almost sure. [ ]

IV. MODEL WITH FEEDBACK PROPERTY AND STEADY STATE IN EXPECTATION

In this section, we discuss two properties of a random model that are important in the
development of our main results in Section In particular, we introduce and study a model
with feedback properties and a model with a common steady state in expectation. Stronger forms
of these properties have always been used when establishing consensus both for deterministic

and random models. Here, we provide some new fundamental insights into these properties.

A. Feedback Properties

We define several types of feedback property. Recall that W denotes the ith column vector
of a matrix W.
Definition 2: A random model {WW(k)} has strong feedback property if there exists v > 0
such that
Wii(k) >~ almost surely for all £ > 0 and all i € [m].

The model has feedback property if there exists 7 > 0 such that
E[Wi (k)W (k)] > v E[W;; (k)] for all £ > 0, and all 7,5 € [m] with ¢ # j.
The model has weak feedback property if there exists v > 0 such that
E[(W@'(k))TWﬂ‘(k)} >~ (E[Wi; (k)] + E[Wyi(k)]) for all k> 0, and all i, j € [m] with i # j.
The scalar ~y is referred to as a feedback constant.
While the difference between feedback and strong feedback property is apparent, the difference
between weak feedback and feedback property may not be so obvious. The following example

illustrates the difference between these concepts.

Example 5: Consider a static deterministic model {A(k)} given by:

o 1 1
2 2

Alk)=A= %0% for &k > 0.
5 30
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Since A;;A;; =0 and A;; # 0 for all 7 # j, the model does not have feedback property. At the
same time, since A;; + Aj; = 1 for i # j, it follows (A))T A7 = 1 = 1(A;; + Aj;). Thus, {A(k)}
has weak feedback property with v = }1. UJ

It can be seen that strong feedback property implies feedback property, which in turn implies
weak feedback property. The deterministic consensus and averaging models in [36], [38], [28],
[24] deal with the matrices that have non-zero diagonal entries and have non-zero entries
uniformly bounded. This requirement is more restrictive than the strong feedback property.

We next establish a relation showing that feedback property of model {W (%)} implies strong
feedback property for the expected model {E[W (k)]}.

Lemma 7: Let a random model {W (k)} have feedback property with constant ~. Then, the
expected model {E[IW(k)]} has strong feedback property with L.

Proof: Let the model have feedback property with constant v > 0. Then, by the definition

of the feedback property, for any time £ > 0 and any i, € [m] with ¢ # j, we have
E[Wii(k)W;;(k)] > v E[W;;(k)]. Since W;;(k) < 1, it follows that

E[Wi(k)] > E[Wi (k)W (k)] > ~ E[W;; (k)] for all i,j € [m],i # j.

The matrices W (k) are stochastic, so that we have ) 7" | E[W;;(k)] = 1. Hence, for every k > 0

and i € [m], there exists an index j* (the dependence on k and i is suppressed) such that
E[Wij- (k)] =

for all 4 € [m]. Hence, the expected chain has the strong feedback property with constant .

L _If j* = i, then we are done; otherwise we have E[W;;(k)] > v E[W;;- (k)] > 2
|
We now focus on an independent model. We have the following result.

Lemma 8: Consider an independent model {WW (k)}. Suppose that the model is such that there

is an 1 > 0 with the following property: for all £ > 0 and i, j € [m] with 7 # j,
EWy(k)] >0 = E[Wiu(k)Wi;(k)] = n,
or the following property: for all k£ > 0 and ¢, 5 € [m| with i # j,
E[W,(k)] >0 = E[(Wi(k))TWf(k)] >,

Then, respectively, the model has feedback property with constant 77 or weak feedback property
with constant 7/2.
Proof: We prove only the case of feedback property, since the other case uses the same line

of argument. If E[WW;;(k)] = O for some k and 4, j with ¢ # j, then the relation E[W;(k)W,;(k)] >
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n E[W;;(k)] is satisfied trivially (with both sides equal to zero). If E[W;;(k)] > 0, then by the
assumption of the lemma, we have E[W;;(k)W;;(k)] > n. Furthermore, since 1 > W;;(k) for all
i,7 and k, it follows that E[W;;(k)W;; (k)] > n > nE[W;;(k)], thus showing that the model has
feedback property with constant 7. [ ]
The i.i.d. models { IV (k)} with almost surely positive diagonal entries W;; (k) have been studied
in [13], [33]], [34]. These models have feedback property, as seen in the following corollary.
Corollary 1: Let {W (k)} be an i.i.d. model with almost surely positive diagonal entries. Then,
the model has feedback property with constant y = ming;jgw,, )0y E[Wii(k)Wi;(k)].
Proof: Since Wi;(k) > 0 a.s., it follows Wi (k)Wi;(k) Iyw,, x>0y > O a.s., implying that
E[Wii(k)Wi;(k)] > 0 whenever E[W;(k)] > 0. Define 7 = mingisjjgw,, xk)>01 E[Wii(k)Wi;(k)].
Since the model is i.i.d., the constant 7 is independent of time. Hence, by Lemma (8| it follows

that the model has feedback property with constant 7. [ ]

B. Steady State in Expectation

Here, we consider a model with another special property. Specifically, we discuss a random
model {W(k)} such that its expected chain {E[WW(k)]} has a common steady state.

Definition 3: A random model has a common steady state in expectation if there is a stochastic
vector m € R™ such that 77 E[W (k)] = 7T for all k.
For example, the m x m matrices that are doubly stochastic in expectation satisfy the preceding
definition with m = % e, such as the matrices arising in a randomized broadcast or gossip over
a connected (static) network [1], [6].

Consider the function given by

V(z) = Z i (2 — 7TT£B)2 for x € R™. (6)

i=1
The function V' (z) measures the weighted spread of the vector z entries with respect to the
weighted average value 77 x. It can also be viewed as a weighted distance between = and 77z e.
We at first study the behavior of the weighted averages w7z (k) along the sequence {z(k)}
starting with any initial state (0) € R™. The main observation is that the random scalar sequence
{nTz(k)} is a bounded martingale, which leads us to the following result.
Lemma 9: Let the random model be independent with a common steady state 7 in expectation.

Then, the sequence {n7x(k)} converges almost surely for any x(0) € R™.
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Proof: By the independence of the model and the property 77 E[W (k)] = =7, it follows
that, for any initial z(0) € R™, the process {7”z(k)} is a martingale with respect to the natural
filtration of the process. Since the matrices IV (k) are stochastic, the sequence {z(k)} is bounded,
thus implying that {77z (k)} is a bounded martingale. By the martingale convergence theorem
(see [3], Theorem 35.5), the sequence {nz(k)} converges almost surely. [

We next characterize the limiting value of the martingale {77z (k)}. Let \; . € R be the limit

of the martingale {772 (k)} for the initial state (0) = e;, and let A\, be the vector defined by

A= Mooy Amr)  with N = lim 77 W(k)---W(0)e; for i€ [m]. (7

k—o0

In the following theorem, we provide some properties of the random vector .
Lemma 10: Let the random model be independent with a common steady state 7 in expecta-
tion. Then, the random vector A, has the following properties:
(@) limy_o 77 z(k) = AT2(0) almost surely for any z(0) € R™.
(b) A, is a stochastic vector, i.e., A, > 0 and )\Ze =1.
©) EN]=m
(d) For a given z(0) € R™, the limit points of the sequence {z(k)} lie in the random
hyperplane . \r,0) = {z € R™ | 772 = Al x(0)} almost surely.
Proof: By Lemma |§] and the definition of \;;, we have limy_,.. 77 (k) = \;» almost surely

for initial state e;. Using the linearity of the system in (I]), we obtain for any z(0) € R™,

lim 77 ( Zmz (hm Wk —1)--- W(O)ei) = in(O))\i,7r = \L2(0),

hroo i=1
thus showing part (a).

Since z(k) = W(k—1)---W(0)z(0), by part (a) it follows limy, o 72 W (k — 1) --- W (0) = AL,
The matrices W (k) and the vector 7 have nonnegative entries implying that the vector A, also has
nonnegative entries. By letting 2(0) = e and using the stochasticity of W (k), we have z(k) = e
for all k, implying 1 = 77z (k) for all k. Thus, we have 1 = lim ., 77 z(k) = M\2(0) = e,
where the second equality holds by part (a). Hence, A\, is a stochastic vector.

To show part (c), we note that by the martingale property of the process {7’ xz(k)}, we have
E[x"z(k)] =x"2(0)  for all k>0 and any z(0) € R™.
By the boundedness of the martingale for any z(0) € R™, we have

lim E[n"2(k)] = E[AL]z(0)  for any 2(0) € R™.

k—o0
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The preceding two relations imply E[\,| = 7.

For the part (d), we note that by the stochasticity of W (k), the sequence {x(k)} is bounded
for every initial state x(0). Thus, {z(k)} has some limit points. By part (a), each limit point z*
of the sequence satisfies 77 x* = AI'z(0) almost surely. ]

We now focus on the sequence {V'(z(k))} and we show that it is a convergent supermartingale.
In fact, this indicates that V' (x) is a stochastic Lyapunov function for the random system in (I).

Theorem 5: Let the random model be independent with a common steady state 7 in expec-
tation. Then, we almost surely have for all £ > 0,

E[V (w(k+ 1) | (k)] < V(x(k) = Y Hy(k) (k) = 2;(k))*,
1<j
where H (k) = E[W"(k)DW (k)]. Furthermore, {V (z(k))} converges almost surely.
Proof: By using D = diag(), from the definition of the function V' (z) in (6) we have

V(z)=2"(I —me")D(I — en?)x = 27 (D — 7"z,

where the second equality is obtained by using e’ D = 77, De = m, and n7e = 1. In view of

x(k+1) = W(k)xz(k), it follows that for all £ > 0,
V(z(k+1)) =2k + )T (D —7rDa(k + 1) = 2(B)W(E) (D — ra" )W (k)z(k).  (8)

Since the model is independent, by taking the expectation conditioned on z(k), we obtain almost

surely for all £ > 0,
EV(z(k+1)) | (k)] = (k) "E[W (k)" (D — 7x" )W (k)] z(k).
Since H (k) = E[WT(k)DW (k)], we further have

EV(a(k+ 1) |a(k)] = (k) H(k)a(k) - E| ("W (k)2(k)” | 2(k)]
< a(k)THER)x(k) — (E[xTW(k)z(k) | 2(k)])",

where the inequality follows by Jensen’s inequality (see [12], page 225) and the convexity of
the function s — s% The expected matrices E[IW (k)] have the same steady state 7, implying

that almost surely

E[x"W(k)x(k) | (k)] = 7 E[W (k)] 2(k) = n" (k) for all k£ > 0.
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By combining the preceding two relations, we see that almost surely for all £ > 0,
EV(z(k+1)) | z(k)] < a(k)” (H(k) — 7T7TT) x(k).

By adding and subtracting (k)T Dz (k) to the right hand side of the preceding relation and

using (&), we obtain almost surely
ElV(z(k+1)) | z(k)] <x(k)" (H(k) — D)z(k) + V(x(k)) for all £ > 0. )

We now show that (k)" (H(k) — D) x(k) = >, Hyj(k)(zi(k) —x;(k))*. By the definition
of H(k), we have H;;(k) = >~ E[meW(k)W;(k)], so that for any i € [m)],

Y CHij(k) =E|) > wWa(k)Wey(k) | =E Y mWu(k) Y Wi (k)
=1 =1 (=1 - =
J#L J#L Ve

Since W (k) is stochastic, we have » 7", ., Wy;(k) = 1 — Wy;(k), implying that
> Hy(k)=E [Z mWM(k)] —E|) mwg.(k)] =1 — Hy(k),
i=1 =1 =1

i#i

where the last equality follows from E[z7W (k)] = #”. Since D = diag(r), the preceding

relation yields

Hyi(k) = Dy — > Hy(k). (10)

mxiy it Hij(k)xj, which can be further

written as

where the last equality follows from relation . The matrix H(k) = E[W (k)"DW (k)] is

symmetric, so that

Z”’”ZH' =) = = Hy (k) s — )"
-3

implying that 27 H (k)z =

w(k)" (H(k) = D)w(k) = = > Hij(k) (z:(k) — z;(k))*.

1<J

ie; Hij(k)(2; — x;)* 4+ 27 Da. Therefore, we have
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By combining the preceding relation with (9), we obtain almost surely
EV(x(k+1)) | (k)] < V(x(k) = > Hi(k) (w:i(k) — 2;(k))*  forall k> 0.
i<j

Since W (k) are stochastic matrices and 7 is stochastic vector, the matrix H(k) has non-
negative entries for all k. Hence, from the preceding relation it follows that {V(z(k))} is a
supermartingale. The convergence of {V'(z(k))} follows straightforwardly from the nonnegative
supermartingale convergence (see [12]], (2.11) Corollary, page 236.) [ ]

We conclude this section with another result for the weighted distance function V' (z). This
result plays crucial role in establishing our result in Section

Lemma 11: Let m € R™ be a stochastic vector, and let z € R™ be such that z; < --- < x,,.

Then, for V(x) we have

(m—1)2 T — T1

Proof: We establish two relations

3

m—1
<> (@i —m), (11)
=1

m—1 m—1

1
— Z zin = @) € e 3 (i — @)’ (12)

=1

Observe that the desired inequality follows from relations (TI))—(12).
We now show relation (IT). We have z; < z,, for all 7. Since 7 is stochastic, we also have

7l > x,. Thus,

V(z) = Zm( —7lx) Z — 1) = (2 — 21)%

By writing z,,, — 1 = S (21 — 2;) = (m — 1) (= S N @i — x;)), we obtain

(@ —21)? = (m — 1)? (ﬁ i(flfm - ffi)) Z (Tip1 —

i=1
where the last inequality holds by the convexity of the function s — s2. The preceding two

relations yield V (z) < (m — 1) 3.7, (w441 — ;)?, thus implying relation (TT).
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To prove relation ll we write

= Z(l’jﬂ S+ Z (i1 = 25) (@1 — 0)* + (21 — ) (2500 — 25)%) .

7j=1 1<

To estimate the last term in the preceding relation, we consider scalars o > 0 and § > 0, and

let u = (a,8) and v = (8% &?). Then, by Holder’s inequality with p = 3, ¢ = 2, we have

ulv < ||ul, ||v|l4» where || - ||, is the p-norm. Hence,

af? + Ba® < (a3 + 53)% (ﬁ?’ + a3)

2
3

=o’ + B (13)

By using inequality (I3) with ; = (2,41 —x;) and 3; = (z,41 — z;) for different indices j and

1, 1<j<z'<m—1 we obtain

m— -1

- Z Tip1 — x;)° < (i1 — ;)" + Z (i1 — 25)° + (@41 — 2:)°)
i=1 =1 j<i

3

m—1
E xz—i—l - xz
=1

Relation now follows by dividing with m — 1. [

V. MODEL WITH INFINITE FLOW PROPERTY

We consider an independent random model with infinite flow. We show that this property,
together with weak feedback and a common steady state in expectation, is necessary and sufficient
for almost sure ergodicity. Moreover, we establish that the ergodicity of the model is equivalent

to the ergodicity of the expected model.

A. Preliminary Result

We now provide an important relation that we use later on in Section

Lemma 12: Let {A(k)} € S™ and z(k + 1) = A(k)z(k) for all k£ > 0, starting with some
2(0) € R™. Let o be a permutation of the index set [m] corresponding to the nondecreasing
ordering of the entries z,(0), i.e., o is a permutation on [m] such that z,,(0) < --- < z, (0).

Also, let 7' > 1 be such that

Z Ag(k) >0 for every nontrivial set S C [m], (14)
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where § € (0, 1) is arbitrary. Then, we have

-1

ZZ i (k) + Aji(k)) (2 (k) — z(k))* 2 Lk > (i (0) = 2,(0))°.

k=0 i<j Zo'm(o) - Za'l (0) i=1

Proof: Since relation (14) holds for any nontrivial set S C [m], without loss of generality
we may assume that the permutation o is identity (otherwise we will relabel the indices of the
entries in z(0) and update the matrices accordingly). Hence, we have z;(0) < --- < z,,(0). For
each(=1,...,m—1,1let S, ={1,...,¢} and define time ¢, > 1, as follows:

— 2041(0) — 2¢(0)
fe= artggun {Z As, (k) 20 Zm(0) — 21(0) } '

Since the entries of z(0) are nondecreasing, we have ¢ % <dforal l=1,. -1
Thus, by relation (I4)), the time ¢, > 1 exists and ¢, < T for each /.
We next estimate z;(k) — z;(k) for all i < j and any time £ = 0,--- ,7 — 1. For this, we

introduce the following index sets a;;(k) C [m],
aij(k)y={em]|k<t,—1, £>i, (+1<j} for0<k<T-—1,andi<j.

Let k£ < t, — 1 for some ¢. Since Sy = {1,...,(}, we have i € Sy and j € S,. Thus, by

Lemma |1| we have for any k£ > 1,

‘ < _
(k) < max z,(0) + (2 (0) = 21(0 ZASe
%i(k) 2 min 2 (0) = (2n(0) = 21(0 Z As, (7
Furthermore, we have max,eg, 25(0) = 2(0) and min,c3, 2-(0) = 241(0) since Sy = {1,...,(}

and 21(0) < --- < 2,,(0). Thus, it follows

zi(k) — 20(0) < (2,(0) — 2z1(0 Z Ag, (T

2041(0) = 2j(k) < (2m(0) — 21(0 ZASI

By the definition of time t,, we have (z,,(0) — 2,(0)) 3204 Ag, (1) < 6 (2011(0) — 2,(0)) for
k <t, — 1. Hence, by using this and the definition of a;;(k), we have

zi(k) — 20(0) < 6(ze11(0) — 24(0)) for any ¢ € a;;(k), (15)
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2041(0) — zj(k) < 0(2041(0) — 2,(0)) for any ¢ € a;;(k). (16)

Now suppose that a;;(k) = {¢1,...,¢,} for some < m — 1, and assume that {; < --- < /{,.
By choosing ¢ = ¢, in (I5) and ¢ = ¢, in (16), and by letting a; = 2;,11(0) — z;(0), we obtain

zj(k) — zi(k) > 24,41(0) — 2¢,(0) — 0(ae, + ).
Since 2;(0) < 2;11(0) for all i = 1,...,m — 1, we have
26,(0) < 24,41(0) < 24,(0) < 24,41(0) < -+ < 24,(0) < 2,41(0),

which combined with the preceding relation yields

r—1

2i(k) — zi(k) > Z(%H(m — 2,(0)) — (e, + ).

=1

3
Using o; = 2;41(0) — 2;(0) and a;;(k) = {¢1, ..., .}, we further have

zj(k)—zi<k)22%—5(%+%)2(1—5)2%:(1—5) >
&=1 £=1

ZEaij (k’)

From the preceding relation it follows that

D (Aij(k) + Aji(k)) (25 (k) = z:(k)* = (1= 8)* ) (Ay(k) + Au(k)) | D e

1<j 1<j Leayj(k)

> (1=02 ) (Ay(k) + Au(k)) | > of |,

1<Jj Leayj(k)
where the last inequality holds by a, > 0. In the last term in the preceding relation, the coefficient
of o2 is equal to (1 — §)?Ag, (k). Furthermore, by the definition of a;;(k), we have ¢ € a;;(k)

only when k < t, — 1. Therefore,
D (Ayk) + Azi(k) (z5(k) — z:(k))> = (1= 6> Y (Ay(k) + Aju(k) | D o
1<J 1<j £€aij(kz)

=(1=07 > Aglk)a].

{k<t,—1}
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By summing the preceding relations over £ = 0,...,7 — 1, we obtain

S5 (408 + A k>><zj<k>—zi<k>>22<1—6>2i S Akl

k=0 i<j k=0 {E|k<t571}

\/

/=1

where the last inequality follows by exchanging the order of summation. By the definition of ¢,

and using ay = zp41(0) — 2(0), we have > ;" 1Asz(k:) > day/(z2m(0) — 21(0)), implying

2_: > (Aij(k) + Aj(k)) (2(k) — 2:(k))* > (1 = 6)° z_: 0 #ﬁz@) o
k=0 i<j ! : 1
(1 —6)* 2.0 . 21(0)

B. Sufficient Conditions for Ergodicity

We now establish one of our main results pertinent to independent random models with infinite
flow property and having a common vector in expectation and weak feedback property.

Let o = 0 and for any ¢ > 1, let

ty = argmin Pr | min Z Ws(k) > 8| >, (17)

ScC
t>tg 141 [m] P

where ¢,6 € (0,1) are arbitrary. For each ¢ > 0, define
tg+1—1

Ay = min Z We(k)(w) >0 p . (18)

Sclm]

Since the model has infinite flow property, the infinite flow event .% occurs almost surely.
Therefore, the time ¢, is finite for all ¢, i.e. £, < oo.

The following result shows that either the infinite flow or expected infinite flow property is
sufficient for the ergodicity of the model.

Theorem 6: (Sufficient Ergodicity Condition) Let {W (k)} be an independent random model
with a common steady state 7 > 0 in expectation and weak feedback property. Also, let the

model have either infinite flow or expected infinite flow property. Then, the model is ergodic. In
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particular, limy,_,, z;(k) = AIz(0) almost surely for all i € [m], where )\, is the random vector
of Eq. (7).

Proof: Consider the case when the model has infinite flow property. Let z(0) € R™ be
arbitrary initial state. Let us denote the (random) ordering of the entries of the vector z(¢,) by
n? for all g. Thus, at time ¢, we have z,q (tg) < -+ < xpa (Lg).

Now, let ¢ > 0 be arbitrary and fixed, and consider the set <7, in (I8). By the definition of
o, we have S Wg(k)(w) > 6 for any S C [m] and w € 7, Thus, by Lemma we
obtain for any w € %,

qZ > (Wis(t) + Wii(1)) (i(t) — 25(8))(w) > o —OF Z_m;“(tq) — 20 (1)) (W),

t=tq i<j d(tq <w) =1
where d(t,) = w3 (t;) — z,2(t;). On the other hand, by Lemma (11} we have
1 = 1

— wy(tg)) (W) =

g, (tg) (W) — g (Lg) H it (m —1)?

Hence, for any w € <7,

Vi(a(ty))(w)-

S ST Wt) + W) (@) — 2,0 > S ) w)

t=tq 1<j
which we can compactly write as follows
tg+1—1
E 5(1 —4)?
D D0 (Wiglt) + W) (aa() — (1)) = ﬁ V(o) Ly (19)
t=tq 1<j
where 1, is the indicator function of the event .27,
Observe that z(t) and W (t) are independent since the model is independent. Therefore, by

Theorem [5] we have
tg—1

E[V (2(t411))] — E[V( <= > Hylh) — ()]

t=t, i<j
with H(k) = E[WT(k)DW (k)] and D = diag(r). Let Ty, = mingep, 7, and note that

Tmin > 0 since m > 0. Thus, we have
Hy(t) = E[(W! ()" DW ()] > monin E[(W' (1)) "W (1)] > rmin v (E[Wi (k)] + E[W;(K)]) -

Therefore,
ty—1

EWV (2(tgi1))] = EIV(@(t)] < =mun v E | Y > (Wis(k) + Wialk)) (2:(t) — 25(t))?

t=tq i<j
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Further, by using relation (19), we obtain

ELV (@ (tgs1))] — EV (@(tg))] < ~min Y E %

01— 8)Y T min .
_ 17 E[14,V(z(ty))]

(1 = 6)*YTmin .
< T (),

where the last inequality follows by Pr(27) > ¢, and the fact that 1, and V(x(t,)) are

ZAqV(aj(tq))

independent (since z(t,) depends on information prior to time ¢, and the set ., relies on
information at time ¢, and later). Hence, it follows
€6(1 — 6)*yTmin
EV(altyr)] < (1 2 ) V()
Therefore, since ¢ > 0 is arbitrary, we see

eV (ot < (1 - 00

(m —1)?
implying that »°E[V/(z(t,))] < oo. In view of the nonnegativity of V'(z), by the mono-

)‘1 E[V (2(0))] for all ¢ > 0,

tone convergence theorem ([3], Theorem 16.6) it follows E[Z;io V(x(tq))] < 0o, implying
lim, oo V(2(t;)) = 0 a.s. According to Theorem |5 we have that the sequence {V (z(k))} is
convergent, which together with the preceding relation implies that limy_,., V' (z(k)) = 0 a.s.

To show the ergodicity of the model, we note that by the convergence result for the martingale
{72 (k)} in Lemma [10[a), we have lim_,o, 77z (k) = AIz(0) almost surely, where the random
vector A, is given by Eq. (7). Now, recalling V' (z) = > mi(x — n’z)?, and using 7’ x(k) —
AM'z(0) and the fact that all norms in R™ are equivalent, we obtain limy . |x;(k) —ALz(0)] = 0
a.s. for all i € [m], thus showing the ergodicity of the model.

Consider now the case when the model has expected infinite flow, i.e., > -, E[Ws(k)] = oo
for every nontrivial S C [m]. By Theorem [3| the model {W (k)} has infinite flow property if

and only if it has expected infinite flow, and the result follows by the preceding case. [ ]

C. Necessary and Sufficient Conditions for Ergodicity

Here, we provide the central result of this paper. The result establishes necessary and sufficient
conditions for ergodicity of random models with weak feedback property and a common steady

state m > 0 in expectation. The conditions are reliant on infinite flow, and guarantee that the
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ergodicity of the model is equivalent to the ergodicity of the expected model. The result emerges
as an outcome of several important results that we have developed so far. In particular, we
combine the result & C .% stating that the ergodicity event is always contained in the infinite
flow event (Theorem [I)), the deterministic characterization of the infinite flow of Theorem [3} and
the sufficient conditions of Theorem [6] We also make use of Theorem [ providing conditions
for equivalence of the ergodicity of the chain and the expected chain.

Theorem 7: (Infinite Flow Theorem) Let the random model {W (k)} be independent, and have
a common steady state m > 0 in expectation and weak feedback property. Then, the following
conditions are equivalent:

(a) The model is ergodic.

(b) The model has infinite flow property.

(c) The expected model has infinite flow property.

(d) The expected model is ergodic.

Proof: First, we establish that parts (a), (b) and (c) are equivalent by showing that (a) —
(b) <= (¢) = (a). In particular, by Theorem [I| we have & C .#, showing that (a) —
(b). By Theorem [3] parts (b) and (c) are equivalent. By Theorem [ part (c) implies part (a).
Now, we prove (a) <= (d). Since (a) <= (b), we have & = .# almost surely. Hence, by
Theorem [ the parts (a) and (d) are equivalent. [ |

The infinite flow theorem combined with the deterministic characterization of the infinite flow
model of Theorem [3] leads us to the following result.

Corollary 2: Let {A(k)} C S™ be a deterministic model that has a common steady state
vector 7 > 0 and weak feedback property. Then, the chain {A(k)} is ergodic if and only if
Y reo As(k) = oo for every nontrivial S C [m).

Under the conditions of Theorem [/, the model admits consensus. This follows straightfor-
wardly from relation & C %

Corollary 3: Let the assumptions of Theorem [/| hold. Then, the model admits consensus.

The infinite flow theorem establishes the equivalence between the ergodicity of a chain and
the expected chain for a class of independent random models. The crucial role in this result is
played by the infinite flow and its equivalent deterministic characterization. Another crucial result
is the interplay between the ergodicity and infinite flow of Theorem [ yielding the equivalence

between ergodicity of the chain and the expected chain. The following two examples are provided
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to illustrate some straightforward applications of the infinite flow theorem.

LLD. Models. Consider an i.i.d. model {W (k)}. Then, the expected matrix W = E[W (k)] is
independent of k. Since W is stochastic, we have 7ZW = 7 for a stochastic vector = > 0.
Therefore, i.1.d. model is an independent model with a common steady state 7 in expectation.

In [33], it is shown that for the class of i.i.d. models that have almost surely positive diagonal
entries, the ergodicity of the expected model and the ergodicity of the original model are equiva-
lent. The application of this result is reliant on the condition of the almost surely positive diagonal
entries, which implies that the model has feedback property, as shown in Corollary [I] This
property, however, is stronger than weak feedback property. At the same time, no requirement
on the steady state vector is needed.

The application of the infinite flow theorem to the i.i.d. case would require weak feedback
property and the existence of a steady state vector m > 0. Thus, there is a tradeoff in the
conditions for the ergodicity provided by the infinite flow theorem and those given in [33]]. To
further illustrate the difference in the conditions, we consider the homogeneous deterministic

model {A(k)} of Example |5l The model {A(k)} has weak feedback property and the steady

1

state vector m = 3

e, so the ergodicity of the model can be deduced from the infinite flow theorem.
At the same time, as seen in Example [5] the model does not have positive diagonal entries and,
therefore, the ergodicity of the model cannot be deduced from the results in [33]], [34)]. In the
light of this, the infinite flow theorem provides conditions for ergodicity that complement the
conditions of [33], [34].

Gossip Algorithms on Time-varying Networks. As another application of the infinite flow
theorem, we consider an extension of the standard gossip algorithm to time-varying networks.
In particular, the gossip algorithm originally proposed in [3], [6] is for static networks. Here,
we give a sufficient condition for the convergence of a gossip algorithm for networks with
time-changing topology. Consider a network of m agents viewed as nodes of a graph with the
node set [m]. Suppose that each agent has a private scalar value z;(0) at time & = 0. Now,
let the interactions of the agents be random at nonnegative integer valued time instances k as
follows: At any time k > 1, two different agents 4, j € [m| wake up with probability P;;(k),
where Pj;(k) = Pji(k) and 3, _; P;;(k) = 1. Then, they set their values to the average of their
current values, i.e., z;(k) = 2;(k) = 5(2;(k — 1) +x;(k — 1)). The choices of the pairs {7, j} of
interacting agents at different time instances are independent.
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Based on the agent interaction model, define the independent random model {IW(k)} by:
1
W(k)=1-— E(ei —¢;)(e; — ;)" with probability P;; (k). (20)

Then, the dynamic system (I)) driven by the random chain {WW (k)} describes the evolution of the
vector (k) that has its i-th component value equal to agent ¢ value, z;(k). As seen from (20),
any realization of the model {I¥(k)} is doubly stochastic. Hence, the model has a common
steady state m = %e in expectation. Also, the model has strong feedback property (with v = %).

Lemma 13: For extended gossip algorithm (20), the consensus is almost sure if >~ | Ps(k) =
oo for any nontrivial set S C [m)].

Proof: The extended gossip algorithm satisfies the assumption of the infinite flow Theorem
Since E[W;;(k) + Wj;(k)] = Pi;(k) for all i # j and k& > 0, it follows that the model is ergodic
if and only if > 7 Ps(k) = > 2070 > icsjes Fij(k) = oo, Thus, the model admits consensus if
the preceding condition holds. [ ]

When P(k) = P for all k as in [3], [6], we can consider the graph G = ([m], E/) where the
edge {i,7} € Eiff P,; = P;; > 0. In this case, it is can be seen that the condition of Lemmais
equivalent to the requirement that the graph G is connected. One can further modify the algorithm
in (20) to allow for time-varying weights, i.e., z;(k) = a(k)z;(k — 1)+ (1 —a(k))z;(k —1) and
zj(k) = a(k)xj(k — 1) + (1 — a(k))z;(k — 1) with a(k) € (0,1). Such a scheme is a natural
generalization of the symmetric gossip model proposed in [13]. In this case, it can be verified

that if a(k) € [a,1 — a] for a € (0, 3], then the result of Lemma [13] still holds.

VI. CONCLUSION

We have studied the ergodicity and consensus problem for a linear discrete-time dynamic
model driven by random stochastic matrices. We have introduced a concept of the infinite
flow event and studied the relations among this event, ergodicity event and consensus event.
The central result is the infinite flow theorem providing necessary and sufficient conditions
for ergodicity of independent random models. The theorem captures the conditions ensuring
the convergence of the random consensus algorithms, such as gossip and broadcast schemes
(L], [L1], [6]. Moreover, the infinite flow theorem captures simultaneously the conditions on the
connectivity of the system and the sufficient information flow over time that have been important

in studying the consensus and average consensus in deterministic settings [36], [37], [17], [28],
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[24], [25], [26]. As illustrated briefly on two examples, the infinite flow theorem provides a

convenient tool for studying the ergodicity of a model as well as consensus algorithms. Finally,

we note that the work in this paper is readily extendible to the case when the initial state x(0)

in (I)) is itself random and independent of the chain {W (k)}.
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