arXiv:2402.03174v1 [eess.SY] 5 Feb 2024

Decentralized Event-Triggered Online Learning for Safe Consensus of Multi-Agent Systems with Gaussian Process Regression

Xiaobing Dai^{∗1}, Zewen Yang^{∗2}, Mengtian Xu^1, Fangzhou Liu^3, Georges Hattab^{2,4} and Sandra Hirche^1

Abstract— Consensus control in multi-agent systems has received significant attention and practical implementation across various domains. However, managing consensus control under unknown dynamics remains a significant challenge for control design due to system uncertainties and environmental disturbances. This paper presents a novel learning-based distributed control law, augmented by an auxiliary dynamics. Gaussian processes are harnessed to compensate for the unknown components of the multi-agent system. For continuous enhancement in predictive performance of Gaussian process model, a dataefficient online learning strategy with a decentralized eventtriggered mechanism is proposed. Furthermore, the control performance of the proposed approach is ensured via the Lyapunov theory, based on a probabilistic guarantee for prediction error bounds. To demonstrate the efficacy of the proposed learning-based controller, a comparative analysis is conducted, contrasting it with both conventional distributed control laws and offline learning methodologies.

I. INTRODUCTION In recent decades, multi-agent systems (MASs) have garnered considerable interest due to their versatile applications, encompassing domains such as aerial drones, ground vehicles, and underwater crafts [1]–[3]. Given the inherent challenges associated with uncertainties arising from environmental disturbances and inaccurate system dynamics, learning-based control approaches have emerged as a promising avenue for mitigating these issues. These approaches harness machine learning methodologies to estimate unknown components in the system dynamics, drawing from observed data. Subsequently, these data-driven models are seamlessly integrated into the control systems to enhance their adaptability.

The substantial progress witnessed in the field of deep learning, particularly its capacity to model intricate mappings from data, has unequivocally propelled the adoption of neural networks (NNs) for regression tasks. It is evident that the widespread success of NNs in diverse applications

*Equal contribution.

This work has been financially supported by the Federal Ministry of Education and Research of Germany in the programme of “Souverän. Digital. Vernetzt.” under joint project 6G-life with project identification number: 16KISK002 and by the Germany Federal Ministry of Health (BMG) under grant No. 2523DAT400 (project “AI-assisted analysis and visualization of pandemic situations” — AI-DAVis-PANDEMICS).

1Chair of Information-oriented Control, TUM School of Computation, Information and Technology, Technical University of Munich, 80333 Munich, Germany. xiaobing.dai; mengtian.xu; hirche@tum.de^2Center for Artificial Intelligence in Public Health Research (ZKI-PH), Robert Koch Institute, Berlin, Germany. yangz; hattabg@rki.de^3National Key Laboratory of Modeling and Simulation for Complex Systems, Harbin Institute of Technology, 150001, China. fangzhou.liu@hit.edu.cn^4Department of Mathematics and Computer Science, Freie Universität Berlin, Berlin, Germany.

has instigated their integration into the domain of consensus control in MASs [4], [5]. For instance, an adaptive protocol that incorporates data-driven models acquired through NNs has been proposed in [6], [7]. Furthermore, research efforts have delved into security-related issues, including scenarios involving attacks and actuator faults within compromised networks [8], [9]. However, as the number of hidden layers and neurons in deep learning models increases, the adjustment of model weights becomes a time-consuming process. This poses a significant practical challenge for real-time implementation in control systems, primarily because the time delay associated with the learning process adversely affects control performance [10]. Additionally, the integration of NNs does not inherently provide precise prediction guarantees, a limitation that hinders their application in safety-critical domains.

In contrast, Gaussian process (GP) regression has emerged as an alternative approach that carries certain advantages in the context of MAS control. GP provides a probabilistic framework that facilitates principled uncertainty quantification, offering a valuable tool for modeling uncertainties within the MAS and enabling safer control strategies [11]. GP regression is first introduced for cooperative learningbased control in MASs in [12]–[15], which conceives the novel idea of treating each agent as an individual GP model. However, the aggregation strategy requires the computation of the predictions for neighbor agents, resulting in a larger demand for local computational resources. To reduce the computational burden, subsequently, a dynamic average consensus algorithm [16] is integrated to enhance the posterior mean and variance of GPs with only prediction on the local states for each agent [17]. But the aforementioned works overlook the imperative consideration of online learning with MAS control, leading to a deficiency in the ability to update GP models and a restricted efficacy in prediction. To address this issue, an online learning approach by adding new training samples was proposed for MAS flocking control in [18]. However, it only considers the data collection in a fixed frequency with the deletion strategy for data storage management and lacks the consideration of the different importance of the data. To tackle this problem, an eventtriggered learning approach for formation control of MASs is presented in [19] to choose only valuable data for GP-based control. Nevertheless, each agent requires access to global information such as communication topologies, which may not be feasible in certain circumstances.

In this paper, we consider the average consensus for a multi-agent system with unknown dynamics. A novel distributed learning-based consensus controller featuring an auxiliary dynamics is proposed, which isolates the influence of the dynamics uncertainties from the estimation of the average states. Moreover, Gaussian process regression is employed to compensate for the unknown dynamics. For better control performance by using the GP-based controller, a decentralized event-triggered online learning strategy is introduced for control performance improvement with efficient data storage management. Furthermore, a stability analysis of the MAS is included with the probabilistic prediction guarantees for average consensus error, further enhancing its operational effectiveness for safe learning-based control tasks. To underscore the superiority of the proposed approach, numerical simulations are carried out demonstrating its effectiveness through a comparative analysis against conventional control and learning strategies.

II. PROBLEM SETTING AND PRELIMINARIES In this paper, a MAS with N ∈ N_+ homogeneous agents is considered, whose dynamics is expressed by

ẋ_i = h(x_i) + f(x_i) + g(x_i)u_i, ∀i = 1, · · · , N, (1)

where x_i ∈ X ⊂ R with a compact domain X and u_i ∈ R denote the system state and control input, respectively. For notational simplicity, we focus on scalar agent dynamics, whose results can be directly extended to multi-dimensional cases by using multi-input-output machine learning tools and the Kronecker operator. The functions h : X → R and g : X → R describe the known parts of the individual dynamics of the agents, while the function f : X → R is regarded as unknown components such as unmodeled dynamics and environmental uncertainties. To ensure the controllability for each agent, the following assumption on g(·) is required.

Assumption 1: For any x_i ∈ X, it has g(x_i) ≠ 0. The non-singularity of g(·) is a common prerequisite for the controller non-autonomous system, such that the control input u_i is effective at any state. While this assumption induces restrictions on the system class, the focus of this paper is on the design of event-triggered learning-based controllers. The extension to other system classes is left in the future work.

The agents communicate through a network, whose topology is presented by a time-invariant undirected connected graph G = {V, E}, where V = {1, · · · , N} is the vertex set representing the indices of agents and E ∈ V ×V denotes the edge set. The topology of G is characterized by an adjacency matrix A = [a_{ij} ]_{i,j∈V} ∈ R^{N×N} . The entry a_{ij} = a_{ji} = 1, when there exists a communication channel such that the agent i can send and receive the information from agent j, i.e., (i, j) ∈ E, otherwise a_{ij} = a_{ji} = 0, ∀i, j ∈ V. The set N_i of agent i contains all the neighboring agents j ∈ V indicating a_{ij} = 1. The Laplacian matrix of G is defined as L = [l_{ij} ]_{i,j∈V} ∈ R^{N×N} with l_{ii} = ∑_N j=1 a_{ij} and l_{ij} = −a_{ij} for j ≠ i.

The control task is to achieve average consensus, i.e., the agent’s state x_i tends to reach x̄^∗ = N^{−1}1^T_N x(0) for i = 1, · · · , N, where x = [x_1, · · · , x_N ]^T denotes the concatenated state. However, due to the unknown function f(·), the asymptotic stability of the MAS is not expected. Therefore, in this paper, we investigate ϵ-average consensus instead, whose definition is given as follows.

Definition 1: If there exists a well-defined constant ϵ ∈ R_{0,+} , such that lim_{t→∞} ‖x(t)−1_Nx̄^∗‖ ≤ ϵ. Then, the multiagent system achieves ϵ-average consensus.

To achieve such a control task, we firstly consider the conventional controller using consensus law r_i from [20] as

u_i = − 1 g(x_i) ( h(x_i) + f̂_i(x_i) + cr_i ) , (2a)

r_i = ∑ j∈N_i (x_i − x_j ), (2b)

where c ∈ R_+ and f̂_i(x_i) is the prediction of unknown f(x_i) from agent i. While the controlled system achieves consensus by using (2) under dynamics uncertainties from unknown f_i(·) proven in [21], the state of each agent is not guaranteed in the compact domain X and not close to x̄^∗. Without rigorous proof, an example is shown in Appendix reflecting the potential instability of the controlled system with (2). To address this problem, a novel distributed control law is proposed integrating an auxiliary dynamics as follows

u_i = − 1 g(x_i) ( h(x_i) + f̂_i(x_i) + cr_i − ˙x̄_i ) , (3a)

r_i = ∑ j∈N_i (x̃_i − x̃_j ) + x̃_i, (3b)

where c is the control gain and the error between the current state x_i and auxiliary state x̄_i is denoted by x̃_i = x_i − x̄_i. The auxiliary state x̄_i of the agent i is obtained by solving the following dynamics as

˙x̄_i = −c̄ ∑ j∈N_i (x̄_i − x̄_j ), ∀i = 1, · · · , N, (4) with gain c̄ ∈ R_+ and the initial condition x̄_i(0) = x_i(0).

The estimation function f̂_i(·) of the unknown function f(·) in (3) associated with the agent i is obtained from data-driven method using the individual data set D_i = {x^{(ι)}_i , y^{(ι)}_i }_{ι∈N} of each agent i ∈ V, which satisfies the following assumption.

Assumption 2: The data pair {x^{(ι)}_i , y^{(ι)}_i } is available on each agent i ∈ V at any time instance t^{(ι)}_i ∈ R_{0,+} with (ι) ∈ N, where the measured output denotes y^{(ι)}_i = ẋ_i(t^{(ι)}_i )− h(x_i(t^{(ι)}_i ))−g(x_i(t^{(ι)}_i ))u_i(t^{(ι)}_i )+w^{(ι)}_i . The measurement noise w^{(ι)}_i ∈ R follows a zero-mean, independent and identical Gaussian distribution with variance σ^2_n and σ_n ∈ R_+ . Assumption 2 indicates each agent can collect the data individually. Additionally, this assumption accommodates the Gaussian noise in y^{(ι)}_i , which often stems from the numerical approximation of ẋ_i(t^{(ι)}_i ), such as the utilization of finite difference methods. The relaxation of the noise distribution exists as discussed in works such as [22], [23]. Moreover, Assumption 2 provides the possibility for the continuous enhancement of f̂_i(·) through ongoing online data collection.

In order to collect the necessary data pairs individually on each agent with high data efficiency, we introduce a decentralized event-triggered online learning strategy. This strategy ensures that the pair x^{(ι)}_i , y^{(ι)}_i will be incorporated into the training dataset D_i of agent i at time t^{(ι)}_i in accordance with the following condition

t^{(ι)}_i = min { t_i : t_i > t^{(ι−1)}_i ∧ ρ(x_i(t_i), x̄_i(t_i)) > 0 } , (5)

where ρ(·) : X × X → R indicates the universal trigger function for all agents by evaluated by using individual state information including the auxiliary state x̄_i. The detailed expression of ρ(·) will be presented in Section III.

III. DECENTRALIZED EVENT-TRIGGERED ONLINE LEARNING WITH GAUSSIAN PROCESSES A. Gaussian Process Regression

To infer the unknown f(·), Gaussian process regression is adopted, which induces a distribution of f(·) by the prior mean m(·) : X → R and kernel function κ(·, ·) : X × X → R_{0,+} , i.e., f(·) ∼ GP(m(·), κ(·, ·)). The prior mean m(·) reflects the known part of f(·), which for the dynamics in (1) is encoded in h(·). Therefore, m(·) = 0 is set. The kernel function κ(·) indicates the covariance between two sample points and satisfies the following assumption.

Assumption 3: The continuous function f(·) is a sample from a Gaussian process GP(0, κ(·, ·)) with a Lipschitz kernel κ(|x − x^′|) = κ(x, x^′) w.r.t |x − x^′|.

From this assumption, the prior distribution of the unknown function f(·) is defined. Moreover, the assumption on the kernel κ(·, ·) can be achieved by choosing any continuous function reflecting the continuity of f(·), and then its Lipschitz continuity is derived by considering the compact input domain X. And the commonly used kernels, such as square exponential kernel, satisfy the Lipschitz condition. Therefore, this assumption is practically not restrictive.

Consider an individual data set D_i on agent i ∈ V containing M ∈ N training samples and satisfying Assumption 2, the posterior mean μ_i(·) and variance σ_i(·) are obtained by using the Gaussian process model with Assumption 3 as

μ_i(x_i) = k^T_{X,i}(K_i + σ^2_nI_M )^{−1}y, (6) σ^2_i (x_i) = κ(0) − k^T_{X,i}(K_i + σ^2_nI_M )^{−1}k_{X,i}, (7)

where k_{X,i} = [κ(x_i, x^{(1)}_i ), · · · , κ(x_i, x^{(M)}_i )]^T , K_i = [κ(x^{(p)}_i , x^{(q)}_i )]_{p,q=1,··· ,M} and y = [y^{(i)}_i , · · · , y^{(M)}_i ]^T . While the obtained posterior mean μ_i(·) is adopted as the compensation of the unknown function f(·) in (3), i.e., f̂_i(·) = μ_i(·), the posterior variance σ_i(·) is used to quantify the prediction error shown as follows.

Lemma 1 ( [24]): Consider the Gaussian process model on agent i for the inference of an unknown function f(·) satisfying Assumption 3, which is based on a data set under Assumption 2. Choose δ ∈ (0, 1) ⊂ R and τ_i ∈ R_+ such that γ_i ≤ min_{xi∈X} √ βσ_i(x_i) with

β = 2 log ( 1 2δτ_i ( max_{x∈X} x − min_{x∈X} x ) + 1 δ ) , (8)

γ_i = (L_f + L_{μ,i} + √ βL_σ)τ_i, (9) where L_f , L_{μ,i}, L_σ are the Lipschitz constants for f(·), μ_i(·), σ_i(·), respectively. Then, the prediction error is uniformly bounded by

|f(x_i) − μ_i(x_i)| ≤ η_i(x_i) = 2 √ βσ_i(x_i), ∀x_i ∈ X, (10) with probability of at least 1 − δ.

Although with conservatism, Lemma 1 provides a numerical way to probabilistically bound the prediction error, which is commonly used for the control in safety-critical scenarios. Note that Lemma 1 requires the Lipschitz continuity of the unknown function f(·) represented by L_f , which is easily shown by considering the continuity of f(·) in Assumption 3 and the compact domain X. The approximation of L_f can be obtained by using the data-driven methods as in [24]. Moreover, the Lipschitz constants L_{μ,i} and L_σ exist due to the Lipschitz kernel function κ(·) in Assumption 3, whose explicit computation follows [25].

B. Decentralized Event-Triggered Learning

Since the performance of a learning based controller incorporated with the data-driven model f̂(·) in (3) is contingent upon the precision of its predictions [24], it is common to employ online learning techniques to enhance prediction accuracy for better control performance. To facilitate effective and efficient online learning, a decentralized event-trigger mechanism is designed to improve the efficiency of the learning process. This mechanism induces a careful selection of the training data relying on a trigger function denoted as ρ(·) in (5). The specific choice of this trigger function is a vital aspect of our approach, aimed at achieving data efficiency and improving the prediction performance of the system during real-time operation.

ρ(x_i, x̄_i)=η_i(x_i)−max { c|x_i −x̄_i|− √ N − 1η, η } , (11)

where η = 2 √ βσ_n. The trigger function ρ(·) is composed of three parts, namely the current local prediction error η_i(x_i) defined in Lemma 1, the constant term √ N − 1η and the error between actual state x_i and auxiliary state x̄_i, i.e., x̃_i. Note that the time stamp t_i in the trigger function ρ(·) in (5) is dropped in (11) for notational simplicity.

Remark 1: While based on the distributed control as in (3), the operations for GP models on each agent, including prediction and online learning, are only based on the local information, i.e., x_i and x̄_i. Therefore, the proposed eventtrigger is decentralized similarly as in [26]. Moreover, the distributed control law (3) with auxiliary dynamics (4) and the decentralized event-trigger (5) only require the exchange of system state x_i and x̄_i among agents, which reduces the communication burden in network compared with [27]. Furthermore, it requires no computation for the predictions of the neighbors, decreasing the local computational demand on each agent compared to [12].

Remark 2: The constant √ N − 1η is introduced, due to the lack of information about actions of online learning on other agents. Moreover, by considering its non-negativity because of N ≥ 1 and σ_n > 0 as in Assumption 2, the event-trigger becomes more conservative than single agent case in [10], i.e., inducing more trigger events. Moreover, the conservatism grows with the number of agents N, which is intuitive due to more unknown actions on more agents. In particular for a single agent system as in [28], the trigger function ρ(·) in (11) is degenerated to ρ(x_i, x̄_i) = η_i(x_i) − max{c|x̃_i|, η}. The degenerated form indicates the conditions ρ(x_i, x̄_i) > 0 and {η_i(x_i) > c|x̃_i| ∨ η_i(x_i) > η} are equivalent and identical as in [10], [28], [29], whose effects on the learning-based control are proven with ultimately bounded error.

When the trigger condition (5) is satisfied on agent i, the GP model and the prediction μ_i(x_i) on agent i will be updated by adding new training data. We denote the updated posterior mean, variance, and the corresponding prediction error by μ^+_i (x_i), σ^+_i (x_i), and η^+_i (x_i), respectively, using the updated data set satisfying

|f(x_i) − μ^+_i (x_i)| ≤ η^+_i (x_i) ≤ η, ∀x_i ∈ X, (12)

with a probability of at least 1 − δ, which is proven by considering the 1-point upper bound σ^+_{i,1pt} of variance [30] as

(σ^+_{i,1pt})^2 = κ(0) − κ(0)^2 κ(0) + σ^2_n = κ(0)σ^2_n κ(0) + σ^2_n

≤ σ^2_n (13)

and the fact that more data results in smaller posterior variance [29], i.e., σ^+_i (x_i) ≤ σ^+_{i,1pt} ≤ σ_n. Combining with the definition of the prediction error bound in Lemma 1, the upper bound of η^+_i (x_i) is derived as in (12). For notational simplicity, define μ̂_i(x_i) = μ_i(x_i) and η̂_i(x_i) = η_i(x_i) for all agent i with ρ(x_i, x̄_i) ≤ 0, as well as μ̂_i(x_i) = μ^+_i (x_i) and η̂_i(x_i) = η^+_i (x_i) for all agent i with ρ(x_i, x̄_i) > 0. Note that only the prediction error bound without model update, i.e., μ_i(x_i), is used for the evaluation of ρ(·) in (11). Then, f̂_i(x_i) = μ̂_i(x_i) and the following properties can be derived by considering the event-trigger (5) with (11).

Property 1: For any agent i ∈ V using the event-trigger (5) with (11), the following statements hold.

a) If c|x̃_i| ≤ ( √ N − 1 + 1)η, then η̂_i(x_i) ≤ η.

b) If c|x̃_i| > ( √ N − 1 + 1)η and ρ(x_i, x̄_i) > 0, then η̂_i(x_i) ≤ η.

c) If c|x̃_i| > ( √ N − 1 + 1)η and ρ(x_i, x̄_i) ≤ 0, then

c^2|x̃_i|^2 ≥ η^2_i (x_i) + (N − 1)η^2. (14) Proof: To prove the first statement, two cases with different sign of ρ(·) are considered. The case with ρ(x_i, x̄_i) > 0 activates the data collection on agent i and then results in η̂_i(x_i) = η^+_i (x_i) ≤ η by comparing the posterior variance as in (13). For the case with ρ(x_i, x̄_i) ≤ 0, no model update occurs on agent i, and from the design of ρ(·) in (11) it holds

η̂_i(x_i) = η_i(x_i) ≤ c|x̃_i| − √ N − 1η ≤ η. (15) Combining the results from these two cases, the first statement is proven.

The second statement is directly obtained by considering that the model update is activated at agent i, since ρ(x_i, x̄_i) > 0. Therefore, the boundness of the prediction error η̂_i(x_i)= η^+_i (x_i) by η is derived by using (13).

The proof of the third statement considers the nonpositivity of ρ(x_i, x̄_i), where max { c|x̃_i| − √ N − 1η, η } = c|x̃_i| − √ N − 1η. Then, ρ(x_i, x̄_i) < 0 is reformulated as

c^2|x̃_i|^2 ≥(η_i(x_i)+ √ N −1η)^2 ≥η^2_i (x_i)+(N −1)η^2, (16)

where the second inequality is derived by considering the positivity of η_i(x_i) and η under N ≥ 1.

Remark 3: The maximum operator in (11) ensures the online learning only occurs when η_i(x_i) > η, which saves the unnecessary data collection and induces high data efficiency.

Note that Property 1 only shows necessary statements for further derivation, i.e., the analysis of control performance, which is shown in Section III-C.

C. Consensus Performance Analysis

To analyze the control performance under distributed control law (3) with auxiliary dynamics (4) and event-triggered online learning (11), the error between the state x_i of agent i and their ideal average x̄^∗ defined in Definition 1 is studied, which is shown as follows.

Theorem 1: Consider a MAS containing N agents under a connected undirected topology G with individual dynamics (1) satisfying Assumption 1, which is controlled by (3) with (4). To infer the unknown function f(·) in (3), a GP model satisfying Assumption 3 is employed for each agent with a data set under Assumption 2. Moreover, each agent adopts the decentralized event-trigger (5) and (11) for online learning by adding new data pairs into the individual data set. Choose δ ∈ (0, 1/N), then the system achieves probabilistic ϵ-average consensus with ϵ = 2c^{−1}Nη, i.e., Pr { lim_{t→∞} ‖x(t) − 1_N x̄^∗‖ ≤ ϵ } ≥ 1 − Nδ. (17) The proof of Theorem 1 is divided into two parts, namely the consensus of the auxiliary state (4) in Lemma 2 and the ultimate boundness of the consensus error in Lemma 3.

Lemma 2: Consider a multi-agent system with N agents under a connected undirected graph G, whose auxiliary dynamics is designed as in (4), such that ˙x̄ = −c̄Lx̄ with x̄ = [x̄_1, · · · , x̄_N ]^T . Then, all the observed auxiliary states x̄_i for ∀i ∈ V converge to the average state x̄^∗ recalled from Definition 1 as x̄^∗ =N^{−1}1^T_N x(0), i.e., lim_{t→∞} x̄(t)=1_N x̄^∗/N.

Proof sketch: The proof of Lemma 2 follows [31] by showing the negative semi-definite of V̇_o for the positive definite Lyapunov function V_o = x̄^T x̄. Combining with the LaSalle’s invariance principle, the asymptotic stability is shown with the equilibrium point of x̄_i as x̄^∗ by considering 1^T_N ˙x̄ = 0 for the connected undirected graph. ■ Remark 4: Considering the auxiliary state x̄_i is approaching the average state x̄^∗ due to (4), x̄_i can be regarded as the estimated average state for each agent.

Next, we prove the boundness of the consensus error related to x̃ = [x̃_1, · · · , x̃_N ]^T , which is shown as follows.

Lemma 3: Let all assumptions in Theorem 1 hold and choose δ ∈ (0, 1/N), then it holds lim_{t→∞} ‖x̃(t)‖ ≤ 2c^{−1}Nη with probability of at least 1 − Nδ.

Proof: Apply the control law (3) with (4) into (1), the concatenated dynamics of the controlled system denotes

˙x̃ = ẋ − ˙x̄ = −c(L + I_N )x̃ + f(x) − μ̂(x), (18)

where the concatenated unknown function and its prediction denote f(x) = [f(x_1), · · · , f(x_N )]^T and μ̂(x) = [μ̂_1(x_1), · · · , μ̂_N (x_N )]^T respectively with μ̂_i(·) defined in Section III-B. Consider the controlled system with eventtriggered learning as a switching system, and then the control performance is proven using the common Lyapunov theory. Choose the common Lyapunov candidate V_c as

V_c = x̃^T x̃, (19)

whose time derivative using (18) is written as

V̇_c = −2cx̃^T (L + I_N )x̃ + 2x̃^T (f(x) − μ̂(x)). (20)

Consider the fact that λ(L+I_N ) = 1 [31], where λ(·) returns the minimal eigenvalue of the matrix. Then, the derivative V̇_c is bounded by V̇_c ≤ −2c‖x̃‖^2 + 2‖x̃‖‖f(x) − μ̂(x)‖ (21) ≤ −2‖x̃‖(c‖x̃‖ − ‖η̂(x)‖) with a probability of at least 1 − Nδ by using the union bound, where η̂(x) = [η̂_1(x_1), · · · , η̂_N (x_n)]^T . Note that the negativity of V̇_c is achieved when c‖x̃‖ > ‖η̂(x)‖ ⇔ c^2‖x̃‖^2 > ‖η̂(x)‖^2. (22) Next, according to the value of x̃_i and ρ(x_i, x̄_i), the agents are divided into 3 sets defined as S_1 ={i∈V :c|x̃_i|≤( √ N −1+1)η}, (23) S_2 ={i∈V :c|x̃_i|>( √ N −1+1)η ∧ ρ(x_i, x̄_i)>0}, (24) S_3 ={i∈V :c|x̃_i|>( √ N −1+1)η ∧ ρ(x_i, x̄_i)≤0}. (25) satisfying ⋃ i=1,2,3 Si = V and Si ∩ Sj = ∅ for i, j = 1, 2, 3 and i ≠ j. Considering √ N − √ N − 1 is monotonically decreasing with respect to N ∈ N_+ , it has √ N − √ N − 1 ≤ √ 1 − √ 1 − 1 = 1 indicating √ N ≤ √ N − 1 + 1. This also means when i ∈ S_2∪S_3, it is easy to see c|x̃_i| > √ Nη. Using the results in Property 1, the value of ‖x̃‖^2 is bounded as

c^2‖x̃‖^2 = c^2 3∑ j=1 ∑ i∈S_j |x̃_i|^2 ≥ ∑ i∈S_2 c^2|x̃_i|^2 + ∑ i∈S_3 c^2|x̃_i|^2 > ∑ i∈S_2 Nη^2 + ∑ i∈S_3 ( η̂^2_i (x_i) + (N − 1)η^2 ) (26)

= |S_2 ∪ S_3|Nη^2 + ∑ i∈S_3 ( η^2_i (x_i) − η^2 ) . Similarly, the value of ‖η̂(x)‖^2 is written as

‖η̂(x)‖^2 = 3∑ j=1 ∑ i∈S_j η̂^2_i (x_i) ≤ ∑ i∈S_1∪S_2 η^2 + ∑ i∈S_3 η̂^2_i (x_i)

= Nη^2 + ∑ i∈S_3 ( η̂^2_i (x_i) − η^2 ) . (27)

Apply the inequalities (26) and (27) into (21), and then due to the positive c, (21) is bounded by V̇_c ≤ − 2‖x̃‖ c‖x̃‖ + ‖η̂(x)‖ (c^2‖x̃‖^2 − ‖η̂(x)‖^2) < − 2‖x̃‖ c‖x̃‖ + ‖η̂(x)‖ (|S_2 ∪ S_3|Nη^2 − Nη^2). (28)

Now, we consider the case with ‖x̃‖ > 2c^{−1}Nη. This indicates at least one agent satisfying |x̃_i| > 2c^{−1} √ Nη, which is proven by considering the contradiction with all agents having c|x̃_i| ≤ 2 √ Nη and ‖x̃‖^2 ≤ ∑ i∈V 4c^{−2}Nη^2 = (2c^{−1} √ Nη)^2. (29)

Note that 2 √ N ≥ √ N − 1 + 1 for N ∈ N, therefore at least one agent belongs to S_2 ∪ S_3. This also means when ‖x̃‖ > c^{−1}Nη the inequality |S_2 ∪ S_3| ≥ 1 holds, which is then applied in (28) such that V̇_c is bounded as V̇_c < − 2‖x̃‖Nη^2 c‖x̃‖ + ‖η̂(x)‖ (|S_2 ∪ S_3| − 1) ≤ 0. (30)

This results in the decay of Lyapunov function V when ‖x̃‖ > 2c^{−1}Nη, indicating 2c^{−1}Nη is the ultimate bound for ‖x̃‖, which concludes the proof.

Remark 5: The proof for Lemma 3 also indicates the conventional control law (2) cannot achieve average consensus under non-vanishing prediction error f(x)−μ̂(x), since the minimal eigenvalue of L is zero inducing infinite large ϵ by considering ϵ = (cλ(L))^{−1}Nη → ∞ from (21) with L + I_N replaced by L.

Apply the intermediate result from Lemma 2 and Lemma 3, the proof of Theorem 1 is ready.

Proof of Theorem 1: Using the triangular inequality, the average consensus error ‖x−1_Nx̄^∗‖ is ultimately bounded by

lim_{t→∞} ‖x − 1_Nx̄^∗‖ ≤ lim_{t→∞} ‖x̃‖ + lim_{t→∞} ‖x̄ − 1_Nx̄^∗‖

= lim_{t→∞} ‖x̃‖ ≤ 2c^{−1}Nη = ϵ, (31)

inherited the probability of at least 1 − Nδ from Lemma 3 by considering the probability of Lemma 2 as 1. ■ Theorem 1 shows the ultimate boundness of the consensus error with high probability, where the consensus error bound ϵ is increasing with the number of agents N. This relationship is intuitive, because in the worst case the prediction errors of the individual Gaussian process model on each body are superimposed, leading to a larger prediction error η̂(x) with more agents. Moreover, the error ϵ is also related to the quality of the collected data reflected by η, which is proportional to the variance of measurement noise σ_n considering Lemma 1 and (13). While using more accurate sensors or processing methods reduces measurement noise, the variance σ_n will not vanish in practice. To achieve arbitrary small consensus error ϵ, a high gain c is necessary. The size of the ultimate bound ϵ only depends on the control gain c, while the auxiliary gain c̄ determines the convergence speed [31]. This means larger c̄ results in faster convergence, which is obtained by considering the convergence speed of the auxiliary state in Lemma 2 with [31] and the fact that Lemma 3 only considers x̃_i = x_i −x̄_i. The decoupled effects of c and c̄ provide us more flexibility to design the controller for desired performance in the steady state, i.e., for smaller ultimate average consensus errors, and the transition phase, i.e., for faster convergence, separately.

Remark 6: Note that only with x_i(t) ∈ X, ∀t ∈ R_{0,+} , the boundness of the prediction error in Lemma 1 and thus in Theorem 1 holds. Moreover, it is easily to prove the trajectories to x̄^∗ for each agent are in X due to the convex domain of X and x_(0) ∈ X for ∀i ∈ V. Therefore, Theorem 1 holds with safety guarantee for the controlled system, if the neighbor domain of trajectories to x̄^∗ is a subset of X. This can be easily realized by restraining the initial condition x_i(0) to a smaller subset X_0 ⊂ X such that the domain of x(∞), i.e., {x ∈ R : |x − x̄^∗| ≤ ϵ}, is a subset of X with ϵ = 2c^{−1}Nη̄ defined in Theorem 1 and η̄ = max_{i∈V,xi∈X} η_i(x_i) from [12].

Remark 7: With the definition of ϵ in Theorem 1, the trigger condition in (11) can be relaxed as

η_i(x_i) > c^{−1} max { |x̃_i| − ϵ/ √ N, 0 } + η, (32)

which is composed of individual consensus error x̃_i, best prediction performance η and overall consensus error bound ϵ. This formulation indicates a general event-trigger design for online learning in multi-agent system, namely comparison of the current prediction error η_i(x_i), the deviation of the control error to its bound |x̃_i| − ϵ/ √ N, and the guaranteed best prediction performance η, which is also suitable for cooperative learning with different hyperparameters for each Gaussian process model as in [12].

IV. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

A. Simulation Setting

To evaluate the designed control law (3), (4) with eventtriggered online learning with (5), (11), we consider a multiagent system with N = 4 agents under dynamics (1) with h(x_i) = 0, g(x_i) = 1 satisfying Assumption 1 and

f(x_i) = sin(10x_i) + 1 2 exp(−x_i/10)

+ 5 (33)

for each agent i ∈ V = {1, · · · , 4} with the compact domain X = [−1.5, 1.5]. The communication topology among the agents is defined by a connected undirected graph G with the edge set E = {(1, 2), (2, 3), (3, 4), (4, 1)}. To infer the unknown function f(·), each agent i ∈ V employs a Gaussian process model using the kernel function satisfying Assumption 3 as

κ(x, x^′) = σ^2_f exp ( − |x − x^′|^2 2l^2 ) (34)

with σ_f = 1, l = 0.05 and the individual data set D_i satisfying Assumption 2 with the variance of the measurement noise as σ_n = 0.01. The simulation time is set as 10.

−0.6 −0.4 −0.2 0 (a)

State

(b) x_1 x_2 x_3 x_4 x̄^∗

2468 −0.6 −0.4 −0.2 0 (c) 1t

State

2468(d) 1t

Fig. 1. The average state x̄^∗ and the actual state x_i for each agent over time using different controllers and learning strategies, which are corresponding to the 4 cases in Section IV-A.

To show the effectiveness of the proposed controller with event-triggered online learning, the following cases with different controllers and learning strategies are compared:

a) Use the conventional distributed control law (2) for average consensus similarly as in [31] with merely offline learning;

b) Use the conventional distributed control law (2) with event-triggered online learning using naive trigger function ρ_{naive}(·) for all i ∈ V with

ρ_{naive}(x_i, x̄_i) = η_i(x_i) − η; (35)

c) Use the proposed controller (3) and (4) with merely offline learning;

d) Use the proposed controller (3) and (4) with eventtriggered online learning using (5) and (11);

Note that the control gains c in (3) and (2) are set as c = 1, and the auxiliary gain c̄ = 1 for (4). Moreover, for online learning, the data sets D_i are initialized with 0 samples. For the offline learning cases, each agent employs an individual data set D_i including 150 training samples evenly distributed in the compact domain X. Note that the number 150 for the size of the offline data set is chosen, such that the number of overall collected data using event-triggered online learning in cases (b) and (d) is below 150 with high probability, as shown in Fig. 4.

B. Performance among Difference Controllers

First, we show the performance for each cases with x(0) = [−0.52, 0.15, −0.06, −0.71]^T resulting in x̄^∗ = −0.285.

The state evolution for each agent over time is shown in Fig. 1. The performance by using the conventional controller (2) is shown in subfigures (a) and (b), where the states almost achieve consensus with some errors but do not converge to the average states x̄^∗. The bias between the actual converge state x̄_∞ = lim_{t→∞} 1^T_N x(t) and the average states x̄^∗ can hardly be quantified. Therefore, it is not suitable for safety critical scenarios, since the actual converge state x̄_∞ may

−50 5·10^{−2}

ρ(xi, x̄i)

ρ(x_1 , x̄_1) Triggers ·10^{−2} ρ(x_2 , x̄_2) Triggers

2468 −50 5·10^{−2}

1111t ρ(xi, x̄i)

ρ(x_3 , x̄_3) Triggers

2468 ·10^{−2}

1111t^{ρ(x4 , x̄4)}

Triggers

Fig. 2. The value of trigger function ρ(x_i, x̄_i) and the time of the trigger events for each agent i ∈ V for case (d).

2468 10^{−2} 10^{−1} 10^0101 t

‖x(t) − 1N x̄^∗‖

(a) Variance (b) Variance (c) Variance (d) Variance

Fig. 3. Average consensus error over time with variance.

not in the pre-defined domain X. Moreover, it is intuitive that with online learning the actual converge state is closer to the average states, because of the smaller prediction error compared to the offline learning. With the proposed control using (3) and (4), the bias between x̄_∞ and x̄^∗ is guaranteed to be reduced and shown in subfigures (c) and (d) in Fig. 1, guarantee the effectiveness of Theorem 1 as in Remark 6. While the states x_i tend to close x̄^∗ in (c), the bias to x̄^∗, i.e., |x̄_∞ − x̄^∗|, is obvious due to the poor prediction under offline learning. Additionally, with online learning as in (d), the controlled system achieves a smaller average consensus error compared to case (c).

Fig. 2 shows the event times for data collection for online learning with the values of trigger functions ρ in each agent. It is obvious that most data collections occur in the transition status as shown in Fig. 1 before t = 4 , and in the steady states, i.e., t > 4 no trigger is activated indicating the Gaussian process models in each agent is sufficiently accurate to achieve the desired ϵ-average consensus. In particular, totally 82, 100, 71 and 112 trigger events occur on agent 1 to 4 respectively, resulting in smaller training data sets compared to the offline setting with |D_i | = 150.

C. Monte Carlo Test

To show the generalization of the proposed controller with event-triggered learning, a Monte Carlo test is implemented, in which each case in Section IV-A is repeated 100 times with evenly randomly selected initial states x_i(0) ∈ X for ∀i ∈ V and random initial data sets for case (a) and (c).

The average consensus error ‖x − 1_Nx̄^∗‖ for each case is shown in Fig. 3, where the cases (a) and (c) with merely

Agent 1

Agent 2

Agent 3

Agent 4 100200

Maximum Size of the Data Set

Offline learning (a)&(c) Online learning (b) Online learning (d)

Fig. 4. Maximal size of data set, which for offline learning in cases (a) and (c) is 150 from the size of initial data set. With naive event-triggered online learning (35) in case (b), the maximal size of the data set for each agent 1 to 4 denotes 104 ± 42, 98 ± 43, 108 ± 42 and 104 ± 43, respectively. The maximal numbers of training samples in case (d) collected through decentralized event-triggered mechanism with (11) are 102 ± 41, 97 ± 42, 107 ± 41 and 102 ± 42 for agent 1 to 4, respectively.

offline learning induce larger variance, showing strong dependency on the initial training sets. In comparison, two online learning approaches (b) and (d) demonstrate smaller average consensus error with smaller variance, because the training sets created through online data collection have desired prediction accuracy for the average consensus problem, i.e., η̂_i(·) ≤ η as in (13). Moreover, there exists a divergence trend for two cases (a) and (b) with conventional distributed control law by considering the increasing average consensus error, indicating the observations in Fig. 1 (a) and (b) are common. Due to the larger bias between actual convergence state x̄_∞ and x̄^∗ by using (2), it is intuitive that cases (a) and (b) induce larger average consensus errors than case (c) and (d) with the proposed controller.

To show the comparison in Fig. 3 makes sense with similar number of training data, the size of the eventual data set in each agent is shown in Fig. 4. It is shown both event-triggered online learning strategies results in a data set with average near 100 samples and almost bounded by 150 samples. This indicates the predefined size of initial data set for cases (a) and (b) is sufficient large for data efficiency comparison with event-triggered online learning in cases (b) and (d). Combining with the results in Fig. 3, it is demonstrated that with similar number of data sets event-triggered online learning performs better in the control performance with smaller average consensus errors.

Until here, all results derived for the proposed distributed controller with decentralized event-triggered online learning in Section III are observed, indicating the effectiveness of the proposed methods.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose an innovative approach to achieving average consensus in MASs considering unknown dynamics. This approach leverages a distributed consensus control law, which integrates an auxiliary dynamics. Additionally, to enhance control performance in real-time online learning scenarios and ensure high data efficiency, a decentralized event-trigger mechanism is designed for each agent. Remarkably, this mechanism operates solely on local state information, obviating the necessity for knowledge of the global communication topology. The theoretical proof of this work substantiates the stability of the system while guaranteeing an upper bound on the average consensus error making it particularly suitable for safety-critical applications. We conclude by demonstrating the effectiveness of our proposed control and learning strategies through comparative numerical simulation.

APPENDIX In the appendix, an example is given to show the states of the system (1) controlled by (2) are unbounded under bounded disturbance. We observe a simple MAS with only 2 agents under fully connected communication topology. Moreover, let the dynamics of each agent follows (1), which is then controlled by (2). Then, the concatenated controlled system is written as [ ẋ_1 ẋ_2 ] = −c [ 1 −1 −1 1 ] [ x_1 x_2 ] + [ f(x_1) − μ_1(x_1) f(x_2) − μ_1(x_2) ] (36)

with μ_i(x_i) is sufficiently accurate such that only a small constant prediction error ε ∈ R_+ is left, i.e., f(x_i)−μ_i(x_i) = ε for all i = 1, 2. The explicit solution of (36) denotes [ x_1(t) x_2(t) ] = [ 1 1 ] x_1(0)+x_2(0)+2εt 2 − [ 1 −1 ] x_1(0)−x_2(0) 2 exp(−2ct) (37)

For non-zero prediction error ε, the unboundness of the state trajectory is obvious to see by considering

lim_{t→∞} x_i(t) = ( x_1(0) + x_2(0) ) /2 + ε lim_{t→∞} t → ∞, (38)

for i = 1, 2. Therefore, the conventional control law (2) can only stabilize the MAS with (1) for completely known dynamics, i.e., f(x_i) = μ_i(x_i), and not suitable in our setting. There also exists other robust or adaptive control laws for average consensus, which will be regarded as future work due to our main focus on the decentralized event-trigger design for online learning in multi-agent systems.

REFERENCES

[1] D. Chaikalis, N. Evangeliou, A. Tzes, and F. Khorrami, “Decentralized Leader-Follower Visual Cooperative Package Transportation using Unmanned Aerial Manipulators,” in 2023 European Control Conference (ECC), pp. 1–5, IEEE, 2023.

[2] J. Shi, Y. Zheng, Y. Jiang, M. Zanon, R. Hult, and B. Houskal, “Distributed Control Algorithm for Vehicle Coordination at Traffic Intersections,” in 2018 European Control Conference (ECC), pp. 1166– 1171, IEEE, 2018.

[3] Z. Yan, Z. Yang, A. Jiang, Y. Teng, X. Liu, and S. Wei, “Coordinated control for trajectory tracking of multiple uuvs with input saturation,” in OCEANS 2019 - Marseille, pp. 1–5, 2019.

[4] R. Olfati-Saber and R. Murray, “Consensus Problems in Networks of Agents With Switching Topology and Time-Delays,” vol. 49, no. 9, pp. 1520–1533, 2004.

[5] W. Zhang, J. Zeng, Z. Yan, S. Wei, J. Zhang, and Z. Yang, “Consensus Control of Multiple AUVs Recovery System Under Switching Topologies and Time Delays,” vol. 7, pp. 119965–119980, 2019.

[6] Zeng-Guang Hou, Long Cheng, and Min Tan, “Decentralized Robust Adaptive Control for the Multiagent System Consensus Problem Using Neural Networks,” vol. 39, no. 3, pp. 636–647, 2009.

[7] M. Cai, Z. Xiang, and J. Guo, “Adaptive Finite-time Consensus Protocols for Multi-agent Systems by Using Neural Networks,” vol. 10, no. 4, pp. 371–380, 2016.

[8] Y. Lv, J. Zhou, G. Wen, X. Yu, and T. Huang, “Fully Distributed Adaptive NN-Based Consensus Protocol for Nonlinear MASs: An Attack-Free Approach,” pp. 1–10, 2020.

[9] X. Jin, S. Lu, and J. Yu, “Adaptive NN-Based Consensus for a Class of Nonlinear Multiagent Systems With Actuator Faults and Faulty Networks,” pp. 1–13, 2021.

[10] X. Dai, A. Lederer, Z. Yang, and S. Hirche, “Can Learning Deteriorate Control? Analyzing Computational Delays in Gaussian Process-Based Event-Triggered Online Learning,” in Learning for Dynamics and Control Conference, pp. 445–457, PMLR, 2023.

[11] C. E. Rasmussen and C. K. I. Williams, Gaussian Processes for Machine Learning. Adaptive Computation and Machine Learning, Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 2006.

[12] Z. Yang, S. Sosnowski, Q. Liu, J. Jiao, A. Lederer, and S. Hirche, “Distributed Learning Consensus Control for Unknown Nonlinear Multi-Agent Systems Based on Gaussian Processes,” in 2021 60th IEEE Conference on Decision and Control (CDC), pp. 4406–4411, IEEE, 2021.

[13] Z. Yang, S. Dong, A. Lederer, X. Dai, S. Chen, S. Sosnowski, G. Hattab, and S. Hirche, “Cooperative learning with gaussian processes for euler-lagrange systems tracking control under switching topologies,” 2024.

[14] Z. Yang, X. Dai, A. Dubey, S. Hirche, and G. Hattab, “Whom to Trust?

Elective Learning for Distributed Gaussian Process Regression,” 2024. [15] Z. Yang, X. Dai, A. Dubey, S. Hirche, and G. Hattab, “Pri-GP: Prior- Aware Distributed Gaussian Process Regression,” 2024.

[16] S. S. Kia, B. Van Scoy, J. Cortes, R. A. Freeman, K. M. Lynch, and S. Martinez, “Tutorial on Dynamic Average Consensus: The Problem, Its Applications, and the Algorithms,” vol. 39, no. 3, pp. 40–72.

[17] A. Lederer, Z. Yang, J. Jiao, and S. Hirche, “Cooperative Control of Uncertain Multiagent Systems via Distributed Gaussian Processes,” vol. 68, no. 5, pp. 3091–3098, 2023.

[18] T. Beckers, G. J. Pappas, and L. J. Colombo, “Learning Rigiditybased Flocking Control Using Gaussian Processes with Probabilistic Stability Guarantees,” in 2022 IEEE 61st Conference on Decision and Control (CDC), pp. 7254–7259, IEEE.

[19] X. Dai, Z. Yang, and S. Hirche, “Cooperative Online Learning for Multi-Agent System Control via Gaussian Processes with Event- Triggered Mechanism: Extended Version,” 2024.

[20] R. O. Saber and R. M. Murray, “Consensus Protocols for Networks of Dynamic Agents,” 2003.

[21] Z. Li, Z. Duan, and F. L. Lewis, “Distributed Robust Consensus Control of Multi-agent Systems with Heterogeneous Matching Uncertainties,” Automatica, vol. 50, no. 3, pp. 883–889, 2014.

[22] S. R. Chowdhury and A. Gopalan, “On kernelized multi-armed bandits,” in International Conference on Machine Learning, pp. 844–853, PMLR, 2017.

[23] E. T. Maddalena, P. Scharnhorst, and C. N. Jones, “Deterministic Error Bounds for Kernel-based Learning Techniques under Bounded Noise,” Automatica, vol. 134, p. 109896, 2021.

[24] A. Lederer, J. Umlauft, and S. Hirche, “Uniform Error Bounds for Gaussian Process Regression with Application to Safe Control,” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 32, 2019.

[25] Z. Yin, X. Dai, Z. Yang, Y. Shen, G. Hattab, and H. Zhao, “Learningbased Control for PMSM Using Distributed Gaussian Processes with Optimal Aggregation Strategy,” 2023.

[26] D. Yang, W. Ren, X. Liu, and W. Chen, “Decentralized Event-triggered Consensus for Linear Multi-agent Systems under General Directed Graphs,” Automatica, vol. 69, pp. 242–249, 2016.

[27] A. Lederer, Z. Yang, J. Jiao, and S. Hirche, “Cooperative Control of Uncertain Multi-Agent Systems via Distributed Gaussian Processes,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 2022.

[28] J. Umlauft and S. Hirche, “Feedback Linearization based on Gaussian Processes with Event-triggered Online Learning,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 65, no. 10, pp. 4154–4169, 2019.

[29] A. Lederer, A. J. O. Conejo, K. A. Maier, W. Xiao, J. Umlauft, and S. Hirche, “Gaussian Process-based Real-time Learning for Safety Critical Applications,” in International Conference on Machine Learning, pp. 6055–6064, PMLR, 2021.

[30] C. K. Williams and F. Vivarelli, “Upper and Lower Bounds on the Learning Curve for Gaussian Processes,” Machine Learning, vol. 40, pp. 77–102, 2000.

[31] C. Godsil and G. F. Royle, Algebraic Graph Theory, vol. 207. Springer Science & Business Media, 2001.