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Abstract— We consider networks the nodes of which are
interconnected via directed edges, each able to admit a flow
within a certain interval, with nonnegative end points that
correspond to lower and upper flow limits. The paper proposes
and analyzes a distributed algorithm for obtaining admissable
and balanced flows, i.e., flows that are within the given intervals
at each edge and are balanced (the total in-flow equals the
total out-flow) at each node. The algorithm can also be viewed
as a distributed method for obtaining a set of weights that
balance a digraph for the case when there are upper and lower
limit constraints on the edge weights. The proposed iterative
algorithm assumes that communication among pairs of nodes
that are interconnected is bidirectional (i.e., the communication
topology is captured by the undirected graph that corresponds
to the network digraph), and allows the nodes to asymptotically
(with geometric rate) reach a set of balanced feasible flows, as
long as the circulation conditions on the given digraph, with
the given flow/weight interval constraints on each edge, are
satisfied.

I. INTRODUCTION

We consider a system comprised of multiple nodes that
are interconnected via some directed links through which a
certain commodity can flow. We assume that the flow on each
link is constrained to lie within an interval the end points
of which are nonnegative, corresponding to link upper and
lower capacity limits. The objective is to find a feasible flow
assignment i.e., find flows on all the links that are within the
corresponding capacity limits and balance each node, i.e.,
the sum of in-flows must be equal to the sum of out-flows.
In this paper, we propose a distributed algorithm that allows
the nodes to compute a solution to this feasibility problem.

The problem of interest in this paper is a particular case
of the standard network flow problem (see, e.g., [1]), where
there is a cost associated to the flow on each link, and the
objective is to minimize the total cost subject to the same
constraints in the flow assignment problem described above.
In this regard, it is common to assume that the individual
costs are described by convex functions on the flow, which
makes the optimization problem convex. Then, its solution
can be obtained via the Lagrange dual, the formulation of
which is well suited for algorithms that can be executed, in
a distributed fashion, over a network that conforms to the
same topology as that of the multi-node system (see, e.g.,
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[2]); however, recovering the optimal primal solution from
the dual one might not be straightforward [3].

By contrast, the distributed algorithm proposed in this
paper does not exploit duality notions, and instead acts
directly on the primal variables, i.e., the flows. In this
regard, it can be shown that the algorithm is a gradient
descent algorithm for a quadratic optimization program. In
this program, the flows are constrained to lie within the
corresponding link upper and lower capacity limits; and the
cost function is the two-norm of the projection of the balance
vector (the entries of which are the differences of the nodes
in- and out-flows) onto the positive orthant. Here is important
to note that finding a feasible flow assignment is equivalent to
finding a zero-cost solution to this quadratic program. Also,
if the solution of the quadratic program has a non-zero cost,
then there is no solution to the flow assignment problem.
[The quadratic program is always feasible as long as the set
defined by lower and upper capacity limits is non-empty.] In
terms of establishing convergence of our proposed algorithm,
one could attempt to utilize off-the-shelf convergence results
for optimization problems (see, e.g., [4]). However, with
these results one can only establish optimality of all limits
points of the sequence generated by our algorithm, but one
cannot establish convergence; to address this issue, we utilize
an alternative proof technique.

The problem we deal with in this paper can also be viewed
as the problem of weight balancing a given digraph. A
weighted digraph is a digraph in which each edge is associ-
ated with a real or integer value, called the edge weight. A
weighted digraph is weight-balanced or balanced if, for each
of its nodes, the sum of the weights of the edges outgoing
from the node is equal to the sum of the weights of the
edges incoming to the node. Weight-balanced digraphs find
numerous applications in control, optimization, economics
and statistics (see, e.g., [5]-[11]). Recently, quite a few
works have appeared dealing with the problem of designing
distributed algorithms for balancing a strongly connected
digraph, for both real- and integer-weight balancing, for the
case when there are no constraints on the edge weights in
terms of the nonnegative values they admit [9]-[13]. Thus,
the main difference in this paper is the presence of interval
constraints on the link weights.

II. MATHEMATICAL BACKGROUND AND NOTATION

A distributed system the components of which can ex-
change a certain commodity via (possibly directed) links,
can conveniently be captured by a digraph (directed graph).
A digraph of order n (n > 2), is defined as G4 = (V, &),



where V = {v1,vs,...,v,} is the set of nodes and £ C
V xV—{(vj,v;) | v; € V} is the set of edges. A directed
edge from node v; to node v; is denoted by (v;,v;) € &,
and indicates a nonnegative flow from node v; to node v;.
We will refer to the digraph G4 as the flow fopology.

We assume that a pair of nodes v; and v; that are
connected by an edge in the digraph G4 (ie., (vj,v;) €
& and/or (v;,v;) € &) can exchange information among
themselves. In other words, the communication topology
is captured by the undirected graph G, = (V,&,) that
corresponds to a given directed graph G, = (V, &), where
Eu = U(iji)eg{(vj,vi),(vi,vj)} =E&U¢E , with & =
{(vi,v5) | (vj,v:) € €}

A digraph is called strongly connected if for each pair of
vertices vj,v; € V, v; # v;, there exists a directed path
from v; to v; i.e.,, we can find a sequence of vertices v; =
Uiy, Vi, ---, v, = v; such that (v, v, ) € € for 7 =
0,1,...,t — 1. All nodes from which node v; can receive
flows are said to be in-neighbors of node v; and belong to
the set N7 = {v; € V| (vj,v;) € £}. The cardinality
of /\/;7 is called the in-degree of j and is denoted by D; .
The nodes that receive flows from node v; comprise its out-
neighbors and are denoted by N+ ={v e V| (u,v;) €&}
The cardinality of N * s called the out-degree of v; and is
denoted by D+ We also let D; = D+ +D; denote the total
degree of node vj.

Given a digraph G; = (V, ), we can associate nonneg-
ative flows (sometimes, also viewed as weights) f;; € R
on each edge (vj,v;) € €. In this paper, these flows will
be restricted to lie in a real interval [[;;,u;;] where 0 <
Lz < fjs < uj;. We will also use matrix notation to denote
(respectively) the flow, lower limit, and upper limit matrices
by the n x n matrices F' = [f};], L = [lj;], and U = [uj;],
where L(j,i) = lj;, F(j,1) = fji, and U(j,i) = uj; (and
fji = lji = Uj; = 0 when (Uj,Ui) ¢ g)

Definition 1: Given a digraph G4(V, E) of order n along
with a flow assignment F' = [f;;], the total in-flow of node
v; is denoted by f;, and is defined as f;” = Zvle/\f fiis

whereas the total out-flow of node v; is denoted by f * and

is defined as f =2 et fi5-

Definition 2: Given a digraph G4(V, E) of order n, along
with a flow assignment F' = [f;], the flow balance of node
v; is denoted by b; and is defined as b; = f;” — fj*.

Definition 3: Given a digraph G4(V, E) of order n, along
with a flow assignment F' = [f;;], the fotal imbalance (or
absolute imbalance) of digraph G, is denoted by ¢ and is
defined as ¢ = =7, [bj].

Definition 4: A digraph G4(V, E) of order n, along with

a flow assignment F' = [f;;], is called weight-balanced if
its total imbalance (or absolute imbalance) is 0, i.e., € =
Z;L:I |bj | =0.

Flow Assignment Problem: We are given a strongly
connected digraph G4 = (V, £), as well as lower and upper
bounds l;; and u;; (0 < l;; < wuj;) on each each edge
(vj,v;) € €. We want to develop a distributed algorithm
that allows the nodes to iteratively adjust the flows on their

outgoing edges so that they eventually obtain a set of flows
{fji | (vj,v;) € E} that satisfy the following:

1) 0<1; < fji <uj; for each edge (vj,v;) € &;

2) f+ f; for every v; € V.

The distributed algorithm needs to respect the communica-
tion constraints imposed by the undirected graph G, that
corresponds to the given directed graph G,. g

Remark 1: One of the main differences of the work in
this paper with the works in [9]-[13] is that the algorithm
developed in this paper requires a bi-directional communi-
cation topology, whereas most of the aforementioned works
assume a communication topology that matches the flow
(physical) topology. We should point out, however, that
there are many applications where the physical topology is
directed but the communication topology is bi-directional
(e.g., traffic flow in an one way street is directional, but
communication between traffic lights at the end points of
the street will, in fact, be bi-directional). More generally,
in many applications, the communication topology does not
necessarily match the physical one; in our future work, we
plan to enhance the algorithm proposed here to allow for
different communication topologies (including the one that
matches the physical topology).

If the necessary and sufficient conditions in the theorem
below hold, obtaining a set of admissible flows (i.e., balanced
and within the given constraints) can be accomplished via a
variety of centralized algorithms [1].

Theorem 1: (Circulation Theorem [1]) Consider a
strongly connected digraph G; = (V,€), with lower
and upper bounds [;; and wu;; (l;; < wuj;) on each edge
(vj,v;) € €. The necessary and sufficient condition for the
existence of a set of flows {fj; | (vj,v;) € £} that satisfy
1. Interval constraints: 0 < 1;; < fj; < uj;, Y(vj,v;) € €,
2. Balance constraints: f;‘ =f, Y €V,
is the following: for each S, S C V, we have

Z lj; < Z Uy (D

(vjvi)EES (v1,v;)€ESL
where
Es = {(vj,vi)e€|v,eS, v eV-S8}, (2
& = {lwv) €€l €S, ueV-8. @)

In the remainder of this paper, we assume that the above
circulation conditions hold for a given directed graph and
aim at developing a distributed algorithm for allowing the
nodes to assign flows, such that both the interval constraints
and the balance constraints are satisfied. We believe that the
algorithm we develop can also be used to distributively check
whether or not the above conditions hold, but this is not
something we explicitly address in this paper.

III. DISTRIBUTED FLOW ALGORITHM

The distributed algorithm we develop is iterative, and we
use k to denote the iteration. For example, fj' [k] will denote
the value of the total out-flow of node v; at iteration k,
k € INg. A pseudocode description of the algorithm is not
included due to space limitations.



Overview. The algorithm is iterative and operates by
having, at each iteration, nodes with positive imbalance
attempt to change the flows on both their incoming and
outgoing edges, so as to get closer to being balanced. In the
process, since the flow on each edge affects the balance of
two nodes (both of which may be simultaneously attempting
to adjust the edge flow), the nodes need to coordinate with
the corresponding neighbor (whether an in-neighbor or an
out-neighbor) in order to reach an agreement on the flow
for that particular edge. Naturally, the nodes need to assign
flows that respect the lower and upper limits on each edge.

Initialization. At initialization, each node is aware of the
feasible flow interval on each of its incoming and outgoing
edges, i.e., node v; is aware of [;;,u;; for each v; € N~
and [;;,u;; for each v; € /\/j*. Furthermore, the flows are
initialized at the middle of the feasible interval, i.e., f;;[0] =
(1j; +uj;)/2. (This initialization is not critical and could be
any value in the feasible flow interval [[;;, uj;].)

Iteration. At each iteration k£ > 0, node v; is aware of

the flows on its incoming edges {f;[k] | v; € N} and
outgoing edges { fi;[k] | v € /\f;r}, and updates them using
the following three steps:
[Step 1.] Each node v; attempts to change the flows in both
its incoming edges and its outgoing edges. The way this is
done depends on whether the node has a positive imbalance
or not. We discuss both cases below and then describe how
to concisely capture both.

1. Nodes with positive imbalance: If bj[k] > 0, node v;
attempts to change the flows at both its incoming edges
{fjilk+1] | v; € N}, and outgoing edges { fi;[k+1] | v €
J\/ } in a way that drives its balance b;[k + 1] to zero (at
least if no other changes are inflicted on the flows). More

specifically, since node v; is associated with D; = D —t—D;r

edges, it attempts to change each incoming flow by —b’b—m

and each outgoing flow by + 7[ ] , i.e., from the perspective
J
of node v;, the desirable flows at the next iteration are

b;[k]

LU+ = Lkl =52, weNT @)
j b;lk
ﬁ%+u=mm+gﬂ,wewﬂ 5)

where b;[k] > 0. Note that if the above changes on the flows
were adopted, then the new balance of node v; would be

b§j)[k +1] = Zmé/\/ Eule/\ﬁ fl] [k +1]
:qule/\/;(fjl[ ] sze./\/_;*'(flj[ ] bg:c])
= b;[k] — Dj—bgf] —prt [f] _0.

Pk +1) -
b [k])

2. Nodes with non-positive imbalance. If node v; has
balance b;[k] that is negative or zero (b;[k] < 0), then node
v; does not attempt to make any flow changes.

Note that no desirable change on the flows can also be
captured by (4)-(5) with bj[k] = 0. Thus, regardless of
whether node v; has positive imbalance or not, we can
capture the desirable new flows on each incoming and

outgoing edge as

k
k1= L -0 weny ®
i
&) _ o bilk] +
fl_j [k+1] fl][k]—’_ D. (% E./\fj s )
J
where b;[k] is defined as
= blk], i bk >0
bj[k] = { OJ, othérwise.

[Step 2.] Since the flow f;; on each edge (v, v;) € € affects
positively the balance b;[k] of node v; and negatively the
flow of node v;, we need to account for the possibility of
both nodes attempting to inflict changes on the flows. Thus,
the new flow on each edge (vj,v;) € € is taken to be

s (F9W + 19m)

1 (b[k]  b;[k]

== -=1. 8
+2<Di D ®)
[Step 3.] If the ~above value is in interval [l;;,u;;], then
fiilk + 1] fjilk + 1]; otherwise, if it is above wj;
(respectively, below [j;), it is set to the upper bound wu;;
(respectively, to the lower bound ;;):

sz’[k‘f' 1] =

fyilk]

‘]Eji[k‘—‘rl], 1flzl§fﬂ[k‘+1]§uﬂ,
fji[k + 1] = Ui, if ]i'ﬂ[k + 1] > Ujg ,
lji; if fﬂ[k + ].] < l]‘i .

€))
Once the values { f;;[k +1] | (vj,v;) € £} are obtained, the
iteration is repeated.

Example 1: In this example, we illustrate the operation of
the algorithm described by (4)—(9) for a randomly generated
(strongly connected) digraph of n = 7 nodes with interval
constraints on its edges. It was verified that the circulation
conditions in Theorem 1 were satisfied. On the left of Fig. 1,
we plot the flow balance, b;[k], j = 1,2,...,7, of each of
the seven nodes against the iteration k (notice that the sum
2]7.:1 b;[k] is identically zero for all k as expected—this is
established in the next section). We observe that nodes with
a positive flow balance retain a positive flow balance as k
increases and in the end only one node retains a negative
balance, with all flows asymptotically going to zero (this
is also something we establish in the next section). In the
middle of Fig. 1 we plot the evolution of the total imbalance
e[k] against the iteration k. Notice that [k] monotonically
goes to zero (this is a key result in our proof of convergence
in the next section). Finally, on the right of Fig. 1, we plot
the values of the flows f;;[k] for each (v;,v;) € £. O

IV. PROOF OF CONVERGENCE

Setting. We are given a strongly connected digraph G4 =
(V,€) of order n > 2, with lower and upper bounds lj;
and u;; (I;; < uj;) on each edge (vj,vi) € &, such that the
necessary and sufficient condition in (1) holds. The algorithm
described by (4)—(9) is executed iteratively for steps k =
0,1,2,....
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Fig. 1: Shown as a function of the iteration %k for the digraph used in the example: (i) Left: node flow balances b;[k],
j=1,2,..,7, Middle: total imbalance [k]; Right: flow values f};[k], for (v;,v;) € £.

Definition 5: The flow change incurred at the flow of
edge (vj,v;) € € at iteration k is denoted by Af;;[k], i.e.,

Afjilkl = filk +1] = filk]

a variable that captures the combined effect of both (8) and
(9). Similarly, we define the changes in the flow balances at
each node v; € V and the total imbalance of the network:

(10)

Abj[k] = bj[k + ].] — bj[k] s V’Uj cy s
Aclk] = elk+ 1] —¢€lk].

The bulk of this section will be devoted to proving the
following theorem.

Theorem 2: Consider the setting described above (where,
in particular, the circulation conditions in Theorem 1 hold).
During the execution of the algorithm described by (4)—
(9), it holds that e[k +n] < (1 —c)ek] , VE > 0,
where ¢[k] > 0 is the total imbalance of the network at
iteration k (refer to Definition 3), with ¢ = 2~ ( L ) ,

2n 2Dmax
where Dyax = maxy, ey D;. [Note that Dy ax necessarily

satisfies 1 < Dax < 2(n —1).]

Corollary 1: Consider the setting described at the be-
ginning of this section. The execution of the algorithm
described by (4)—(9) asymptotically leads to a set of flows
{f5i | (vj,v;) € &} that satisfy the interval constraints
and balance constraints, i.e., we have limy_, o fjilk] =
7 V(vj,vi) € €, where the set of flows {f7; | (vj,v;) €
&} satisfy

D) L < £ < ugi, Y(vj,v:) €°E;

2) Z’U,;E./\fjf f]"k’i = Z’ULEN;' f[;" VUJ eV.

Proof: From Theorem 2, we have that
limy, 00 €[k] = limg—00 37, [bj[k]| = 0, which implies
that limy_,o bj[k] = 0, Vv; € V. From the flow updates
in (8) and (9), the flow f;;[k] on each edge (v;,v;) € &
stabilizes to a value f7;, ie., f}; = limp oo fiilk] exist
for all edges (vj,v;) € £. Clearly, the algorithm described
by (4)-(9) results in flows f7; that are within the upper

i
and lower bounds on each edge (i.e., Ij; < Jf“,; < ugp).

Furthermore, since limj_, bj[k] = 0, we easily obtain that
Zvie‘/\/ji fj*l = Z’ULEN;E fl’;' u

We next state some propositions that are useful for proving
the main result in Theorem 2; we do not provide proofs for
these propositions due to space limitations.

Proposition 1: Consider the setting described at the be-
ginning of this section. At each iteration k during the
execution of the algorithm described by (4)—(9), it holds that

1) For any subset of nodes S C V), let £5 and E; be de-
fined by (2) and (3) respectively. Then, > b;k] =
Z(Ujﬂh')egg f]z[k} - Z(ul,vj)eg;' flj [k] ;

2) >y bilk] = 0;

3) elk] = 230, cyepy bslk] where VT[] = {v; €
V| bj[k] > 0}.

v; ES

Proposition 2: Consider the setting described in the be-
ginning of this section. Let VT [k] C V be the set of nodes
with positive flow balance at iteration k, i.e., VT [k] = {v, €
V | bj[k] > 0}. During the execution of the algorithm
described by (4)—(9), we have the following:

1) bilk+1] > 1b;[k] > 0, for all v; € VT [k];
2) VT[k] CVTk+1].

Proposition 3: Consider the setting described at the be-
ginning of this section. During the execution of the algorithm
described by (4)—(9), it holds that 0 < e[k + 1] < ¢[k].

Proposition 4: Consider the setting described at the be-
ginning of this section. At time step k of the execution of the
algorithm described by (4)—~(9), let S = VT [k] C V be the
set of nodes with positive flow balance at iteration & (i.e.,
VF[k] = {v; € V| bjlk] > 0}) and let S =V — S be the
remaining nodes (with zero or negative flow balance). Define
&g and 6’; as in (2) and (3) respectively, and let 7 C S
be the subset of nodes in S directly connected to nodes in
S (e., T = {Uj €S | Ju; s.t. (Ui,’Uj) S gg or (vj,vi) €



ELD. We have

Aclk] = 2| > Afulkl- D Afylk] | +
(vj,vi)EES (vi,v5)€ES
+ > (bi[k + 1]] + b,k + 1) (11)
v; €T
= Z Ae; k], (12)
v; €T
where
— Y 28k Y 2AfylK
v, ENT NS v eN NS
< 0. (13)

We are now ready to move with the proof of Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 2: Consider the execution of the al-
gorithm described by (4)—(9) under the setting described at
the beginning of this section. At iteration k, let ¢[k| be the
total imbalance of the network. Let v, . € VT[k] be the
node with the maximum (positive) flow balance at iteration
k. It follows from the third statement of Proposition 1 that
b K] > % > E[k (a tighter lower bound would
have been e[k]/(2(n — 1) “but it is more convenient to use
the above); therefore, for all ¢ = 0,1, 2, ..., we have (from
the first statement of Proposition 2)

1\" e[k] 1 " elk]
, z\5) 52\~ ) o5 -
b]max [k; + t] - (2 > 2’[’L - <2Dmax ) 2n

Note that there also exists a node v; , with the minimum

(negative) flow balance at iteration k whose flow balance
g [k] elk]

satisfies b [k}} S 72‘])_7]”[“‘ S on *

We recursively define the sets of nodes Vi, Vit1, Vito,

.s Vik4n—1, all of which are subsets of V:

1. Vk = {Ujmax}

Jmin

2. Fort=1,2,....,n — 2, we let
Vitt = Vige—1 U Vk—:t—l U Vit
where
V,:;t 1 = {u €~V | Fvj € Vo1 st (vi,v5) € E
and fi;[k+1t] <w,},
Vigeer = {vi€V[ 3 € Vi1 st (vj,05) €€
and fj;[k+t] > 1} .
Fort =0,1,2,...,n — 1, consider the inequality
t
(35) 3o -0, (14)
where g[t] = e[k] — e[k +t] > 0 is the gain in the total

imbalance after ¢ iterations. Note that if the above inequality
is violated at some ¢ty € {1,2,...n — 1} (without loss
of generality, let ¢y be the smallest such integer when the
inequality is violated for the first time), then we have

glto] = <2D;X)to % ;

which implies that

- ()

1 1\
<1 - % (2Dmax) ) E[k] ’ (16)

which immediately leads to the proof of the theorem (since,
by Proposition 3, e[k + n| < e[k + to] for n > to).

We will argue, by contradiction, that the inequality in (14)
gets violated for the first time at some tg € {0,1,2,...,n—1},
which will establish our proof. Suppose that the inequality
(14) holds for all ¢t € {0,1,2,...,n — 1}. Then, we argue

E[k + to]

IN

15)

IN

below that each node v; in the set Vi1, t € {0,1,2,...,n —
1}, has flow balance that satisfies
1\ e[k]
bilk+t| > ——— ] =— —9¢g[t]| >0 17
itz (o) Bogig>0

(this is established at the end of the proof). Assuming (for
now) that (17) holds, we have

> bilk+1>0,vt€{0,1,..,n—1}. (18)
Vi €EVigt
Since, by construction, we have
Vi CVier1 S V2 €. S Vi 1 CV
and |V| = n, we need to have V4, = V4,1 for some

t € {1,2,...,n — 1}. Then, we have two possibilities, both
of which lead to a contradiction:

(1) Viyt =V, which immediately leads to a contradiction
in (18) (because ZU ey bjlk] = 0 for all k by the second
statement of Proposmon 1)

2) If Vie €V, let S = Viyy = Vi1 and define £5 and
5; as in (2) and (3) respectively. Then, from the recursive
definition of Vi, we have

fiilk+t] =
fijlk +1]

[Note that both E; and £ are nonempty sets; otherwise, the
given graph G, = (V,£) would not be strongly connected.
Furthermore, if the upper (respectively, lower) limits were
not reached for edges in 5;“ (respectively, £g ), the set Vi,
would strictly contain Vj;_;.] Thus, from the first statement
of Proposition 1, we have

Zv eSb [k+t]

- Z vj,vi)EE fﬂ[k + t] - Z(vl vj) 5;’ flj[k +t]
E(ulmj)ef Ugj -

lji ,V(vj,vi) € gg- N
w; V(v v;) € ES .

(U;,Ul)eg

Since, all nodes in Vi, have strictly positive balance,
we have 3 (v; v )ees bit — Z(vl,vj)ngr w;; > 0, which
contradicts the cuculatlon conditions in Theorem 1.

We now move to argue that if the inequality (14) holds
for t € {0,1,...,n — 1}, then inequality (17) also holds for
t € {0,1,...,n — 1}. The proof is by induction. Clearly, the



inequality holds for ¢ = 0. Suppose that (17) holds for k£ +¢,
i.e., for all v; € V44, we have

bjlk +1t] = <2D1nax>t 52[7’]2]

where g[t] = e[k] — €[k + t] is the gain in the total balance
after ¢ iterations. We need to argue that

—g[t]>0,

bj[k+t+1]>< glt+1] >0

2Dmax
for all Uj € Vk+t+1-

Since g[t + 1] > g¢[t] > 0 (follows from Proposition 3)
and b;[k + 1] > 1b;[k] for nodes with positive flow balance
(from the first statement of Proposition 2), the above trivially
holds for nodes in the set Vi, (which necessarily belong
in the set Vji444+1). Let us now consider nodes in the set
Vi+t+1 — Vik4t, which (by construction of the set Vi4441)
have to necessarily share edges with nodes in the set V.
Thus, we consider three possibilities:

Case 1: v; € Vigyyr1 — Viyt, such that there exists at least
one v; € Viyy with (vg,v;5) € € and fij[k +t + 1] < s
Case 2: v; € Viget1 — Vite, such that there exists at least
one v; € Viyy with (vj,v;) € € and fj[k +t+ 1] > 1;;
Case 3: A combination of the above two cases.

We focus on Case 1 since Cases 2 and 3 can be treated
similarly. We have two possibilities to consider: (i) b;[k+t] >
0 and (ii) b [k +¢] < 0.

) If by[k+1] > 0, then fij[k+t+1] = fi;[k+¢)+ 2t

- J
b+t and, since fij[k +t+ 1] < w;; (by construction of

2D,
Vk+t+1), we have flj[k + t + 1] Z flj[k =+ t] + %Dtt] -

%D’:t] . Consider the flow balance of node v; at iteration
k+1t+ 1. Using an argument similar to the proof of the first
statement of Proposition 2, but also taking into account the
flow fi;[k+t+ 1], we have

1 bk +t]

bk +¢ ARG |

3 ik +t] + 2D;

1 1 \'e[k] 1 .
ij <2Dmax> on ﬁg[ ]
1 t+1 [k]
<2D1nax) on g M

L\ ek
Do om 7

where in the second line we used the induction hypothesis
and the fact that b;[k + ¢] > 0, in the third line we used the
fact that Diax > D; > 0 and g[t] > 0, and in the fourth
line we used the fact that g[t + 1] > g[t]. Notice that the
last quantity is greater than zero since we are assuming that
inequality (14) holds for ¢t € {0,1,...,n — 1}.

(if) T by[k + ] < 0, then fifk +t+1] = fiy[k+1] + 45
and, since f;[k 4t + 1] < uy; (by construction of Viysy1),

we have fi;[k+t+1] > fi[k+t]+ bg’grt] or, equivalently

Afijlk +1] > bt > o,

J

blk+t+1] >

J

Since v; € T in the proof of Proposition 4, we can use
(13) (and the fact that Ag;[k] < 0 for v; € T) to establish
that
b;[k + 1]

2D;
where the second inequality follows from (13) and the fact
that A fi;[k] > %Dtt]. [Recall that changes in the flows on
edges in the first summation in (13) are nonnegative whereas
changes in the flows on edges in the second summation in
(13) are nonpositive.]

There are two possibilities to consider: (a) b;[k+t+1] < 0
and (b) b;[k +t + 1] > 0, both of which lead to the desired
conclusion (we do not provide the arguments due to space
limitations). This completes the proof of Theorem 2. |

Agik+t] < |b[k+t+1]|+b[k+t+1] -2 , (19)

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we introduced and analyzed a distributed
algorithm for assigning balanced flows, within specified
intervals, in a given digraph. In the future, we plan to explore
methodologies for allowing the nodes to distributively iden-
tify when such flows are not feasible. We also plan to investi-
gate ways of relaxing the assumption regarding the necessity
of bi-directional communication between neighboring nodes
is bi-directional (even though flows might be directional).
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