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Stochastic Proximal Gradient Consensus Over

Random Networks
Mingyi Hong and Tsung-Hui Chang

Abstract

We consider solving a convex, possibly stochastic optimization problem over a randomly time-varying

multi-agent network. Each agent has access to some local objective function, and it only has unbiased

estimates of the gradients of the smooth component. We develop a dynamic stochastic proximal-gradient

consensus (DySPGC) algorithm, with the following key features:i) it works for both the static and certain

randomly time-varying networks;ii) it allows the agents to utilize either the exact or stochastic gradient

information; iii) it is convergent with provable rate. In particular, we show that the proposed algorithm

converges to a global optimal solution, with a rate ofO(1/r) (resp.O(1/
√
r)) when the exact (resp.

stochastic) gradient is available, wherer is the iteration counter.

Interestingly, the developed algorithm bridges a number of(seemingly unrelated) distributed op-

timization algorithms, such as the EXTRA (Shiet al. 2014), the PG-EXTRA (Shiet al. 2015), the

IC/IDC-ADMM (Chang et al. 2014), and the DLM (Linget al. 2015) and the classical distributed

subgradient method. Identifying such relationship allowsfor significant generalization of these methods.

We also discuss one such generalization which accelerates the DySPGC (hence accelerating EXTRA,

PG-EXTRA, IC-ADMM).

I. INTRODUCTION

A. The Global Consensus Problem

Consider the following classical problem

min
y∈RM

f(y) :=

N∑

i=1

fi(y), (1)

wherefi(y) : RM → R is a convex and possibly nonsmooth function, fori = 1, · · · , N . Consider a

collection ofN agents connected by a network defined by anundirectedgraphG = {V, E}, with |V| = N

vertices and|E| = E edges. Each agent can communicate with its immediate neighbors, and it can only

optimize its local component functionfi. This problem has found applications in various domains such

as distributed consensus [1], [2], distributed and parallel machine learning [3], [5], [33] and distributed
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signal processing [6], [7]; see [8] for a recent survey. The key research question is: how to distributedly

compute an optimal solution of (1), using the agents’ local (possibly inexact and stochastic) gradient

information about the objective.

Let each agenti keep a local copy ofy, sayyi. The well-known distributed subgradient (DSG) method

[9] is given by

yr+1
i =

N∑

i=1

wr
ijy

r
j − γrdri , ∀ i ∈ V, (2)

where r denotes the iteration counter;dri ∈ ∂fi(y
r
i ) denotes a subgradient of the local functionfi

evaluated atyri ; wr
ij ≥ 0 denotes the weight for the linkeij at iterationr; and γr > 0 denotes some

stepsize parameter. Letȳri = 1
r

∑r
t=1 y

t
i .

The convergence of the DSG iteration (2) was first analyzed in[9] by Nedić and Ozdaglar. It was

shown that if the subgradient vector is bounded, and that theweights {wij} and the graphG satisfy

certain regularity assumptions, then eachȳri converges to a neighborhood of the optimal solution (resp.

the exact optimal solution) ifγr is a constant (resp. a diminishing sequence). As a special case, when

f(x) ≡ 0 (only the consensus among the agents is sought for), then theconvergence of the iteration (2)

was first studied by Tsitsiklis [1]. The DSG iteration has been extended to scenarios where there is a

local constraint for each agent [10], or the messages exchanged among the agents are quantized [11],

or the communication among the agents is noisy [12]. Also see[13]–[18] for other related methods for

solving (1) under various different assumptions.

The rate of convergence analysis of the DSG-type method has been a central research issue. In its most

general form, it is known that when appropriate diminishingstepsizes are chosen, DSG converges with a

rate ofO(ln(r)/
√
r) [15], for both static and time-varying networks. Duchiet al. propose a distributed

dual-averaging algorithm and show that it converges with a rate ofO(ln(r)/
√
r). Jakoveticet al. [16]

show that when the objective has Lipschitz continuous and bounded gradient, and when the graph is

static, it is possible to accelerate the DSG to achieve anO(1/r2) rate, but at the expense of solving more

complicated subproblems, each of which involves multiple rounds of communication and computation.

If only simple computation/communication steps are performed, the rate becomesO(ln(r)/r). A related

acceleration scheme has also been proposed in [15], which further works for time-varyingB-connected

graphs. Under the smoothness assumption onf , Shi et al. [13] propose an interesting algorithm called

EXTRA, which adds certainerror-correctionterms to the DSG (2). By adding such correction, EXTRA

uses constant stepsize and achieves anO(1/r) rate for smooth convex problem and linear convergence
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for certain smooth strongly convex problems. This method has also been generalized to solve nonsmooth

problems [14], but both algorithms in [13], [14] can only work for static networks.

Another popular approach for distributed optimization is to use the alternating direction method of

multipliers (ADMM) [19]–[21]. Applying the ADMM to distributed optimization has been first sug-

gested in [19], and subsequently popularized in [6], [20]. The O(1/r) sublinear rate of convergence

for decentralized consensus ADMM (C-ADMM) has been shown byWei and Ozdaglar [22], where it

is assumed that the underlying graph is generated accordingto certain stochastic mechanism. When

the problem is smooth, the linear convergence of C-ADMM is shown in [23]. However the C-ADMM

usually requires solving local optimization problems exactly (cf. [6], [7], [20], [24], [25]), which can

be expensive in certain applications. This requirement hasbeen relaxed by two recent works [26] and

[27]. In particular, Changet al. [26] develop an inexact C-ADMM (IC-ADMM) algorithm, which under

additional assumptions ofgi(·), uses a simple (proximal) gradient step at each ADMM iteration. Ling

et al. [27] also propose to replace the exact minimization by certain proximal gradient steps. Recently,

Honget al. [28] show that the ADMM-based method (with exact or inexact update) can be used to solve

certainnonconvexglobal consensus problem, with a convergence rate ofO(1/
√
r).

We briefly compare the two types of algorithms.

• (Problem types). The DSG can solve convex problems with only subgradient information about the

objective, while to our best knowledge the ADMM does not workfor this case.

• (Gradient Information). The DSG only needs (possibly stochastic) subgradients of the objective [29],

while the ADMM either solves subproblems exactly [6], [20],or requires gradient information of the

smooth part [27], [30].

• (Convergence rates). When the objective functionf has certain additional structures (e.g., smooth

or a smooth plus a simple nonsmooth function), the distributed ADMM generally converges faster (with

a rate ofO(1/r)) than its DSG counterpart (with a rate ofO(ln(r)/
√
r)). However, in this setting it is

also possible to modify the iteration of the latter algorithm to match the rateO(1/r) (cf. the EXTRA

algorithm [13]), or to accelerate it to achieve similar rate(cf. [15], [16]).

• (Network structures). The DSG generally works when the underlying network is time-varying and

follows the so-calledB-connected structure [31]. However the ADMM-based method only works for

static network, except for the recent variants proposed in [22], [30], both of which work for certain

randomized networks.

November 24, 2018 DRAFT



4

B. Contribution of This Work

In this work, we consider the following structured version of the global consensus problem (1)

min
y∈RM

f(y) :=

N∑

i=1

fi(y) =

N∑

i=1

(gi(y) + hi(y)) , (3)

where eachgi : RM → R is a smooth convex function; eachhi : RM → R is a convex possibly lower

semi-continuous function. We propose an ADMM based method,named dynamic stochastic proximal-

gradient consensus (DySPGC), that has the following key features:

• When only an unbiased estimate of each∇gi is known, the algorithm converges with a rateO(1/
√
r);

• When the exact∇gi is known, the rate becomesO(1/r);

• The algorithm works for both the static and certain random time-varying networks.

What is more interesting is our insight on the connection between the C-ADMM-type methods and a few

DSG-type methods. In particular, we show that the EXTRA/PG-EXTRA [13], [14], despite being posed

as error-corrected DSGs, can be viewed as special cases of the proposed DySPGC (for static network

with symmetric weights and exact gradients). This observation explains the relative fast convergence

performance of these two algorithms compared with the DSG (for structured problems (3)). Further, we

also establish a close connection between the DSG (2) and theproposed DySPGC. Additionally our

method generalizes other distributed ADMM-type methods such as the DLM [27] and the IC-ADMM

[26].

The connection we established in this work offers a unifyingperspective for a family of distributed

methods. It also allows significant generalization of thesemethods based on existing theories such as the

primal-dual methods. As an example, we develop an accelerated DySPGC (inspired by a recent work

[32]), which is capable of reducing the convergence rate in terms of its dependency on the Lipschitz

constant of the∇gi’s.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

A. Problem Setup

We consider optimizing problem (3), and make the following blanket assumptions.

Assumption 1.

1) The optimal solution set of (3), denoted asX∗ ⊆ R
M is nonempty; The Slater condition holds;
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2) Let g(y)=
∑N

i=1 gi(y), andh(y)=
∑N

i=1 hi(y). Thehi’s prox operators

proxβhi
(u) := min

y
hi(y) +

β

2
‖y − u‖2, (4)

are easy to compute;

3) Each∇gi is Lipschitz continuous (with constantPi > 0)

‖∇gi(y)−∇gi(v)‖ ≤ Pi‖y − v‖, ∀ y, v ∈ dom(h). (5)

As have been mentioned in the introduction, we consider a collection ofN agents defined over a connected

undirectedgraphG = {V, E}, with |V| = N vertices and|E| = E edges. Define a companionsymmetric

directed graph given byGd = {V,A,W}, whereA is a set of directed arcs with|A| = 2E, and for

every edge inE which connects nodesi, j, we haveeij , eji ∈ A; W ∈ R
N×N
+ is a weight matrix. Let us

useNi to denote the neighborhood of nodei, i.e.,

Ni := {j | eij ∈ A}. (6)

Generally we will assume that the weight matrixW satisfies the following two conditions:

1) W is a row stochastic matrix, i.e.,{W [i, j] ≥ 0},
∑

j W [i, j] = 1, ∀ i;

2) The diagonal elements ofW are all positive, and its off-diagonal elements all satisfy

W [i, j] > 0, if eij ∈ A, W [i, j] = 0, otherwise. (7)

Later we will provide explicit expressions forW .

Consider an equivalent reformulation of problem (3) (equivalent whenG is connected)

min
{xi},{zij}

f(x) :=

N∑

i=1

(gi(xi) + hi(xi)) ,

s.t. xi = zij , xj = zij , ∀ (i, j) ∈ A,

(8)

where we have introducedN auxiliary variables{xi ∈ R
M}, and2E auxiliary variables{zij ∈ R

M}.

Definex := {xi} ∈ R
NM×1, andz := {zij} ∈ R

2EM .

To compactly represent the constraint set of problem (8), let us define the following two matrices

A :=


 A1

A2


 , B :=


 −I2EM

−I2EM


 , (9)

where eachA1, A2 ∈ R
2EM×NM is composed of2E × N blocks ofM ×M matrices. Ifeij ∈ A and
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zij is the qth block of z, then (q, i)th block of A1 and (q, j)th block of A2 are bothIM , an M × M

identity matrix; otherwise, the corresponding block is anM ×M zero matrix0M . Note that the matrix

B stacks two identity matrices because each link variablezij only appears once in the constraint.

Using the above matrix notation, problem (8) is equivalent to the following problem [6], [8], [26], [27]

min
x,z

f(x) :=

N∑

i=1

(gi(xi) + hi(xi))

s.t. Ax+Bz = 0.

(P)

Define the gradient of the smooth part of the objective asG(x) := [∇g1(x1); · · · ;∇gN (xN )].

B. Randomly Time-Varying Graph Structure

In this work, we assume that the edges and/or the nodes of the graph G are activated according to

certain time-varying dynamic patterns. To describe such dynamic pattern, at a given timer, define a new

graphGr = {Vr, Er}, and its companion graphGr
d = {Vr,Ar,W r} whereVr ⊆ V, Er ⊆ E andAr ⊆ A,

and each weight matrixW r is a stochastic matrix satisfying (7). AgainGr
d is symmetric, meaning ife

connects nodesi and j with e ∈ Er, theneij , eji ∈ Ar. The precise specification of the random graphs

{Gr} is given below [12], [17], [22], [30].

Definition 2.1: (Randomly Activated Graph) At each timer, each link pair(i, j), (j, i) ∈ A has a

probability pij = pji ∈ (0, 1] of being active. The set of active nodesVr is given by:

Vr = {i | ∃eij ∈ Ar, ∀ j ∈ V}.

Effectively at each timer a nodei ∈ V has a probabilityαi > 0 of being active, while suchαi is a

function of {pij | j ∈ Ni}. Define

Ψ = diag{αi} ∈ R
N×N , Φ = diag{pij} ∈ R

2E×2E. (10)

Further, assume thatG is connected, and realizations of the graphsGr andGt are independent for all

r 6= t. �

In practice, the randomly activated network pattern can be used to model communication and/or node

failures [12], [17], [22], [30]. It is the stochastic variant of the so-calledB-strongly connected network

which has been widely considered in the literature, under very different context [1], [7], [18], [31]. The

connection between such randomly generated graph and popular communication protocols such as the

gossip protocol and asynchronous protocols has been explored in [12], [17], [22]. Note the graphG
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is required to be connected, butGr ’s are not necessarily so. At a given iterationr, we can define the

neighborhoodN r
i for each nodei similarly as in (6), and define the matricesAr andBr similarly as in

(9), making all quantities conforming to the instantaneousgraph structure.

Define a vector of positive constantsρ := {ρij > 0 | eij ∈ A}, i.e., eachρij corresponds to a link

variablezij. According to the above time-varying structure, for a givengraphGr
d at each iterationr, we

can construct a time-dependent diagonal matrixΓr � 0 by

Γr =


 Ξr ⊗ IM 0

0 Ξr ⊗ IM


 ∈ R

4EM×4EM , (11)

whereΞr ∈ R
2E×2E is a diagonal matrix induced by the graphGr

d: Ξ
r[q, q] = ρij if link if (i, j) ∈ Ar

and zij is the qth block of z; otherwiseΞr[q, q] = 0. Also define matricesΓ ≻ 0 andΞ ≻ 0 similarly,

but over the original graphGd.

C. The Gradient Information

Assume that only an estimate of∇gi(xi), denoted bỹgi(xi, ξi), is available for each agenti, which

satisfies

E[g̃i(xi, ξi)] = ∇gi(xi), E
[
‖g̃i(xi, ξi)−∇gi(xi)‖2

]
≤ σ2, (12)

whereξi is a random variable following an unknown distribution;σ2 is the variance of the error.

III. T HE PROPOSEDALGORITHMS

Our proposed algorithm is based on the ADMM. Let us first writethe augmented Lagrangian of (P):

LΓ(x, z, λ) =

N∑

i=1

fi(xi) + 〈λ,Ax+Bz〉+ 1

2
‖Ax+Bz‖2Γ, (13)

whereλ ∈ R
4EM is the dual variable. Our definition of the augmented Lagrangian is slightly different

from the standard definition due to the use of a positive semidefinite penalty matrixΓ ∈ S
4EM×4EM
++ .

Such modification turns out to be crucial in modeling some graph specific properties.

To proceed, we need the following definitions. For eachi ∈ V and someωi ≥ 0, defineΩi := ωiIM ,

Ω := blkdiag{Ω1, · · · ,ΩN} andΩr := blkdiag{Ωr
1, · · · ,Ωr

N}, i.e., theith diagonal block ofΩr equals

to zero if i /∈ Vr. Let

M+ := AT
1 +AT

2 , M− := AT
1 −AT

2 . (14)

Define ρ̂i,j =
ρij+ρji

2 . By this definition, one can verify the following identities
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M+(Ξ ⊗ IM )z =




∑
j∈N1

(ρj1zj1 + ρ1jz1j)
∑

j∈N2
(ρj2zj2 + ρ2jz2j)

...
∑

j∈NN
(ρjNzjN + ρNjzNj)



, (15a)

M+(Ξ⊗ IM )MT
+x =




∑
j∈N1

2ρ̂j1x1 +
∑

j∈N1
2ρ̂j1xj

∑
j∈N2

2ρ̂j2x2 +
∑

j∈N2
2ρ̂j2xj

...
∑

j∈NN
2ρ̂jNxN +

∑
j∈NN

ρ̂jNxj



, (15b)

M−(Ξ⊗ IM )MT
−x =




∑
j∈N1

2ρ̂j1x1 −
∑

j∈N1
2ρ̂j1xj

∑
j∈N2

2ρ̂j2x2 −
∑

j∈N2
2ρ̂j2xj

...
∑

j∈NN
2ρ̂jNxN −∑

j∈NN
2ρ̂jNxj



. (15c)

A. Algorithms

In this section we propose consensus algorithms over the randomly activated graphs. To model the time-

varying node activation pattern, let us defineG̃r+1(xr, ξr+1) ∈ R
MN as a vector consists the gradients

of the active component functions at timer + 1

G̃r+1(xr, ξr+1) := [a1; a2; · · · ; aN ]

with ai =





g̃i(x
r
i , ξ

r+1) if i ∈ Vr+1

0 otherwise
.

Definehr+1(x) :=
∑

i∈Vr+1 hi(xi). Let {ηr ≥ 0} denote a sequence of iteration-dependent parameters,

whose values will be given shortly.

Using these definitions, we present in the table below our algorithm in its most general form, named

the dynamic stochastic proximal-gradient consensus (DySPGC) algorithm.
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Algorithm 1. DySPGC Over Random Graphs

At iteration 0, let BTλ0 = 0, z0 = 1
2M

T
+x

0.

At each iterationr + 1, update the variable blocks by:

xr+1 = argmin
x

〈
G̃r+1(xr , ξr+1), x− xr

〉
+ hr+1(x)

(16a)

+
1

2

∥∥Ar+1x+Br+1zr + Γ−1λr
∥∥2
Γ
+

1

2
‖x− xr‖2Ωr+1+ηr+1IMN

xr+1
i = xr

i , if i /∈ Vr+1 (16b)

zr+1 = argmin
z

1

2

∥∥Ar+1xr+1 +Br+1z + Γ−1λr
∥∥2
Γ

(16c)

zr+1
ij = zrij , if eij /∈ Ar+1 (16d)

λr+1 = λr + Γ
(
Ar+1xr+1 +Br+1zr+1

)
(16e)

Algorithm 2. PGC Over Static Graphs

At iteration 0, let BTλ0 = 0, z0 = 1
2M

T
+x

0.

At each iterationr + 1, update the variable blocks by:

xr+1 = argmin
x

〈G(xr), x− xr〉+ h(x) + 〈λr, Ax+Bzr〉

+
1

2
‖Ax+Bzr‖2Γ +

1

2
‖x− xr‖2Ω (17a)

zr+1 = argmin
z

1

2

∥∥Axr+1 +Bz + Γ−1λr
∥∥2
Γ

(17b)

λr+1 = λr + Γ
(
Axr+1 +Bzr+1

)
(17c)

Let us make a few comments about DySPGC. First, the penalty parameter used for thex-update for the

proximal term‖x−xr‖2 is given by the matrixΩr+1+ηr+1IMN , whereΩr+1 is used as the conventional

proximal regularizer, whileηr+1 is used to mitigate the stochasticity in the gradient. Second, when the

gradients are precisely known, we can setηr+1 = 0 for all r, then thex-update rule (16a) reduces to the

following

xr+1 = argmin
x

〈
Gr+1(xr), x− xr

〉
+ hr+1(x)

+
1

2

∥∥Ar+1x+Br+1zr + Γ−1λr
∥∥2
Γ
+

1

2
‖x− xr‖2Ωr+1

whereGr+1(xr) is defined similarly asG̃r+1(xr, ξr+1) (with inexact gradients replaced by the exact
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gradients).

When we assume that the graph is static and the exact gradients are known, i.e.,Gr
d = Gd and

G̃r+1(xr, ξr+1) = G(xr) for all r, then the DySPGC reduces to the following proximal gradientconsensus

(PGC) algorithm.

We note that PGC is aproximal version of the conventional C-ADMM [6], [20], [33], where wehave

used the second order approximation〈G(xr), x − xr〉 + 1
2‖x − xr‖2Ω of the smooth functiong(x) in

the x-step. Moreover, a matrix penaltyΓ is used rather than a scalar one, as has been popular in the

existing ADMM-based methods. More detailed comparison with existing consensus-based algorithms will

be provided in Section V.

B. Distributed Implementation

Clearly both algorithms can be implemented in a distributedmanner, in which the information needed

for updating each variable can be obtained from its immediate neighbors. This is because in the original

formulation (8) each nodei is only coupled with its neighboring links{eij , eji}j∈Ni
, and each link pair

eij , eji ∈ A is only related to its two neighboring nodes{i, j} ∈ V. In this section we illustrate the

distributed implementation of the PGC algorithm, because it takes a very simple form.

To write the algorithm compactly, define thestepsize parameterβi as [recallρ̂ij := 1/2(ρij + ρji)]

βi := 2

( ∑

j∈Ni

ρ̂ij + ωi/2

)
, ∀ i ∈ V . (18)

Let us specialize the weight matrixW ∈ R
N×N and define a newstepsize matrixΥ ∈ R

MN×MN as

follows

W [i, j]=





ρji+ρij∑
ℓ∈Ni

(ρℓi+ρiℓ)+ωi
= ρji+ρij

βi
, if eij ∈ A,

ωi∑
ℓ∈Ni

(ρℓi+ρiℓ)+ωi
= wi

βi
, ∀ i = j, i ∈ V

0, otherwise,

(19)

Υ := diag{β1, · · · , βN} ⊗ IM ≻ 0. (20)

Clearly W is a row stochastic matrix and it satisfies (7). However, generally eachW is not symmetric

nor doubly stochastic, except when allβi’s are identical.

Surprisingly, Algorithm 2 admits a single-variable characterization, as we show in the following result.

Proposition 3.1: The iteration(17a) – (17c) of Algorithm 2 (PGC) has the following compact char-
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acterization:

xr+1 − xr +Υ−1(ζr+1 − ζr) = Υ−1
(
−G (xr) +G

(
xr−1

))

+ (W ⊗ IM )xr − 1

2
(IMN +W ⊗ IM )xr−1, ∀ r ≥ 1, (21)

whereζr+1 ∈ R
MN is a vector of subgradients withζr+1

i ∈ ∂hi(x
r+1
i ), ∀ i. In particular, each agenti

implements the following iteration

xr+1
i − xri +

1

βi
(ζr+1

i − ζri ) =
1

βi

(
−∇gi(x

r
i ) +∇gi(x

r−1
i )

)
+

1∑
j∈Ni

ρ̂ij + ωi/2

( ∑

j∈Ni

ρ̂ijx
r
j +

ωi

2
xri

)

− 1

2

(
xr−1
i +

1∑
j∈Ni

ρ̂ij + ωi/2

( ∑

j∈Ni

ρ̂ijx
r−1
j +

ωi

2
xr−1
i

))
:= cr+1

i , ∀ r ≥ 1. (22)

The proof is relegated to Appendix A. Let us comment on how (21) can be carried out in practice. If

h ≡ 0, thenζr = 0, ∀ r. To perform (21) each agenti needs its past iteratexri , x
r−1
i the stepsizeβi, the

gradients∇gi(x
r
i ), ∇gi(x

r−1
i ), as well as the weighted sum ofxr over its neighbors at the current and

past iterations,
∑

j∈Ni
ρ̂ijx

r
j and

∑
j∈Ni

ρ̂ijx
r−1
j . At iteration r + 1, a given agenti only communicates

with its neighborsNi.

Whenh 6= 0, the implementation of (21) is also simple. Assume thatx0 = x−1 = 0 and ζ0 = 0 for

initialization. Then according to (22) we havex1i +
1
βi
ζ1i = 0, sox1i andζ1i can be obtained by solving

the following problem

x1i = argmin
xi

hi(xi) +
β

2
x2i .

To obtain(xr+1
i , ζr+1

i ), r ≥ 1, supposeζri is available, then according to (22), we have

xr+1
i +

1

βi
ζr+1
i = cr+1

i + xri +
1

βi
ζri ,

wherecr+1
i is defined in (22). Findingxr+1

i is equivalent to solving the following

xr+1
i := proxβi

hi

(
cr+1
i + xri +

1

βi
ζri

)
. (23)

Oncexr+1
i is obtained, we can computeζr+1

i by

ζr+1
i = βi

(
xri + cr+1

i − xr+1
i

)
+ ζri . (24)

Clearly, as long as problem (23) can be solved easily, iteration (21) can be implemented efficiently in a

distributed manner. The required information is the same asthat of the smooth case discussed just now.
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TABLE I: Main Convergence Results.

Scenario Convergence Condition Convergence Rate

Network Type Gradient Type

Static Exact Ω+ 1
2M+(Ξ ⊗ IM )MT

+ − P̃ /2 ≻ 0 O(1/r)

Static Stochastic Ω+ 1
2M+(Ξ⊗ IM )MT

+ − P̃ ≻ 0 O(1/
√
r)

Random Exact Ω ≻ P̃ /2 O(1/r)

Random Stochastic Ω ≻ P̃ O(1/
√
r)

IV. CONVERGENCEANALYSIS

We begin analyzing the (rate of) convergence of the proposedmethods. Let us define a diagonal matrix

of Lipschitz constants by

P̃ := diag{P1, · · · , PN} ⊗ IM ∈ R
MN×MN . (25)

Let w := [x; z;λ] denote the vector of primal-dual iterates generated by PGC/DySPGC, and letw∗ denote

a vector of optimal primal-dual solutions for problem (P). Our main convergence results are summarized

in Table I. All the proofs of this section are relegated to theAppendix.

A. Analysis for Static Graphs

We begin with analyzing the PGC algorithm (static graph and exact gradients). We have the following

result.

Theorem 4.1: Suppose Assumption 1 holds. SupposeGr = G for all r and G is connected. Then we

have the following.

(1) Algorithm 2 converges to a primal-dual optimal solutionof problem(P) if:

2Ω +M+(Ξ⊗ IM )MT
+ = Υ(W ⊗ IM ) + Υ ≻ P̃ . (26)

(2) Assume that dom(h) is bounded, i.e., there exists a finiteC > 0 such that

dx := sup
x̂, x̃∈dom(h)

‖x̂− x̃‖ ≤ C.

Supposewr is generated by Algorithm 2. Define

w̄r+1 :=
1

r + 1

r∑

t=0

wt, dz := sup
x̂, x̃∈dom(h)

√ ∑

ij:eij∈A
2ρij‖x̂i − x̃j‖2.
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Suppose the stepsize matrix satisfies

2Ω +M+(Ξ⊗ IM )MT
+ = Υ(W ⊗ IM ) + Υ ≻ 2P̃ . (27)

Then at a given iterationr, we have

f(x̄r)− f(x∗) + ρ‖Ax̄r +Bz̄r‖ ≤ 1

2r

(
d2z + d2λ(ρ) + max

i
ωid

2
x

)
(28)

wheredλ(ρ) := supλ∈Bρ
‖λ− λ0‖2Γ−1 , Bρ := {λ | ‖λ‖ ≤ ρ}.

A sufficient condition for (26) is that2Ω ≻ P̃ , which is equivalent toωi > Pi/2 for all i ∈ V.

Compared with the existing convergence results on proximal-based ADMM such as [34] and [32], our

bound for the proximal parameterωi is reduced by half. More importantly, no global informationis

needed at each agent to verify such condition. It is also interesting to note that the condition (26) is

weaker than the condition (27) which guarantees the sublinear rate.

Next we analyze the algorithm for static graph and stochastic gradient (i.e., Algorithm 1 applied for a

static graph).

Theorem 4.2: Suppose Assumption 1 holds, and the graph is static and connected (withGr = G for

all r). Supposewr is generated by Algorithm 1, and all the assumptions made in part (2) of Theorem

4.1 hold true. If additionally the penalty parameterηr satisfies

ηr+1 =
√
r + 1, ∀ r,

then we have the following rate estimate

E [f(x̄r)− f(x∗)] + ρ‖Ax̄r +Bz̄r‖

≤ σ2

√
r
+

d2x
2
√
r
+

1

2r

(
d2z + d2λ(ρ) + max

i
ωid

2
x

)
.

Remark 4.1: In the previous two results, we have used

P (x̄r, z̄r) := f(x̄r)− f(x∗) + ρ‖Ax̄r +Bz̄r‖

to measure the quality of the solution. This is a reasonable measure: according to [34, Lemma 2.4], when

ρ is large enough,P (x̄r, z̄r) ≤ ǫ implies that

|f(x̄r)− f(x∗)| ≤ O(ǫ), ‖Ax̄r +Bz̄r‖ ≤ O(ǫ).

That is, both the constraint violation and the objective gapare small. �
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Remark 4.2: The complexity bounds derived in Theorems 4.1 – 4.2 are dependent onmaxi wi, which

in turn depends on the network structure as well as the Lipschitz constants of the local gradients through

(27). When the problem is badly scaled or the network is poorly connected []the largest eigenvalue of

M+(IM ⊗ Ξ)MT
+ is small], thenmaxiwi could be large. It is therefore of great interest to reduce the

effect ofwi in the complexity bounds. �

B. Analysis for Random Graphs

In this section we analyze the convergence properties of Algorithm 1 (DySPGC) for random graphs

defined in Definition 2.1. The convergence claims are similarto those given in the previous section, but

in the sense of convergence in expectation or with probability 1 (w.p.1).

We first analyze the simple case with exact gradient. Letw := [x; z;λ] denote the iterates generated

by DySPGC, and define a new functionJ(x, z, λ) as

J(x, z, λ) :=

N∑

i=1

1

αi
fi(xi) + 〈λ,AΨ−1x+BΦ−1z〉. (29)

Define the following quantities

d̃x : = min
x̂,x̃∈dom(x)

(x̃− x̂)TΨ−1(x̃− x̂)

dz : = sup
x̂, x̃∈dom(h)

√ ∑

ij:eij∈A
2ρij/pij‖x̂i − x̃j‖2

d̃λ(ρ) : = sup
ρ∈Bρ

(λ0 − λ)TΦ−1/2Γ−1Φ−1/2(λ0 − λ),

whereΨ andΦ are given in (10).

The derivation of the following result is mostly based on that of Theorem 4.1.

Theorem 4.3: Suppose Assumption 1 holds, andG̃(xr, ξr+1) = G(xr), ∀ r. Suppose{Gr} is gener-

ated according to Definition 2.1. Then we have the following.

(1) If the following holds true

2Ω ≻ P̃ , (30)

then Algorithm 1 generates a sequencewr that converges w.p.1. to a primal-dual solution of problem

(P).
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(2) Definedx, dz and w̄r similarly as in the statement of Theorem 4.1. Suppose the following holds true

Ω ≻ P̃ , (31)

then Algorithm 1 generates a sequencew̄r that satisfies

f(x̄r)− f(x∗) + ρ‖Ax̄r +Bz̄r‖ ≤ 1

2r

(
2dJ + d̃2z + d̃2λ(ρ) + max

i
ωid̃

2
x

)

wheredJ := supλ∈Bρ
J(x0, z0, λ).

It is interesting to note that the stepsize rules (30) and (31) are both implied by their respective counterparts

(26) and (27), but the new rules are no longer related to the network structure.

Finally we analyze the case where the gradients are stochastic [i.e., Algorithm 1 (DySPGC) in its most

general form].

Theorem 4.4: Definew̄r similarly as in the statement of Theorem 4.1. Suppose that

ηr+1 =
√
r + 1, ∀ r, and Ω ≻ P̃ .

Then Algorithm 1 generates a sequencew̄r that satisfies

E [f(x̄r)− f(x∗) + ρ‖Ax̄r +Bz̄r‖]

≤ σ2

√
r
+

maxi ωi(d
2
x + 2d̃2x)

2
√
r

+
1

2r

(
2dJ + d̃2z + d̃2λ(ρ) + max

i
ωid

2
x

)

wheredJ is defined in Theorem 4.3 -(2).

V. COMPARISON WITH EXISTING ALGORITHMS

Our proposed DySPGC as well as its special case PGC is closelyrelated to a few existing algorithms.

In this section we provide a detailed account of such relations; see Table II for a summary.

TABLE II: Comparison of Different Algorithms with DySPGC.

Algorithm Connection to DySPGC Special Setting

IC-ADMM Special Case Static,̃G = ∇g, g composite
DLM Special Case Static,h ≡ 0, W = W T , G̃ = ∇g

EXTRA Special Case Static,h ≡ 0, W = W T , G̃ = ∇g

PG-EXTRA Special Case Static,W = W T , G̃ = ∇g

DSG Differentx-step N/A (not special case)
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A. Connection with the IC-ADMM

Recently, an IC-ADMM algorithm is proposed in [26], which solves the following problem in a

distributed manner

min
y∈RM

N∑

i=1

ℓi(Aiy) + hi(y), (32)

where ℓi(·) is a strongly convexfunction, and eachAi is a given matrix not necessarily having full

column rank. Clearly, this problem is a special case of our consensus problem (3), with the additional

requirement that the smooth part of the objective has the composite form (strongly convex plus linear

mapping) given in (32). The IC-ADMM algorithm is a special case of our Algorithm 2 (PGC) applied

to solve problem (32), with constant penalty parameterρij = ρ > 0, for all i, j. The analysis provided

in [26, Theorem 1] requires that the stepsize1/βi to be proportional to the strong convexity constant

of the functionℓi(·), which can be tiny for badly scaled functions. In our analysis, no such condition is

necessary.

B. Connection with the DLM algorithm

The Decentralized Linearized Alternating Direction Method of Multipliers (DLM) proposed in [27] is

closely related to IC-ADMM. The DLM solves (3) withhi ≡ 0. Its basic iteration is again Algorithm

2 (PGC) with parametersρij = ρ > 0 andωi = ω ≥ 0 for all i, j. The convergence condition in [27,

Theorem 1] is given by (described using our notation)

βλmin

(1
2
M+M

T
+

)
+ ω > max

i
Pi/2.

This condition is an immediate consequence of the condition(26) (with uniformρij ’s and uniformωi’s).

C. Connection with EXTRA

We show that the DySPGC can be viewed as a generalization of the EXTRA [13]. Consider applying

Algorithm 2 (PGC) to problem (P) with a smooth objective (i.e., hi ≡ 0 for all i). According to Proposition

3.1, the resulting iterates become

xr+1 = xr +Υ−1
(
G(xr−1)−G(xr)

)
+ Ŵxr − W̃xr−1 (33)

with Ŵ := W ⊗ IM , W̃ :=
1

2
(IMN +W ⊗ IM ). (34)

Eq. (33) is precisely the EXTRA update developed in [13], except for the two relatively minor points:
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1) In (33) a slightly more generalmatrix stepsizeΥ−1 is used instead of the scalar stepsize used in

EXTRA.

2) The EXTRA allows a slightly wider choice of̃W , i.e.,1/2(IMN +W⊗IM) � W̃ � W , null{W −
W̃} = span{1} and null{IMN − W̃} ⊇ span{1}, where1 is an all 1 vector of appropriate size.

However except for the common choice (34), these conditionsare difficult (if not impossible) to

verify in a fully distributed network.

When a single scalar stepsize is used (as was done in EXTRA), say β = βi = βj > 0 for all i, j,

then we can perform either one of the following procedures toidentify the parameters of the algorithm

(depending on whether the weight matrixW is knowna priori):

From Algorithm Parameters to Weight Matrix. Suppose the agents can select{ωi} and{ρij}. Then

for any set of fixed{ρij}’s, pick β andωi’s such that

ωi = β −
∑

j∈Nj

(ρij + ρji) ≥ 0, ∀ i.

Further, pickβ large enough such that convergence conditions such as (26) are satisfied. Note that the

weight matrix induced by such choice of parameters must be symmetric and doubly stochastic.

From Weight Matrix to Algorithm Parameters. Suppose the weight matrixW is given and fixed,

and it is a symmetric doubly stochastic matrix. The symmetryof W implies βi = βj = β. For any

fixed β > 0, one can easily find the parameters{ρij} and {ωi} by letting ρij + ρji = β × W [i, j],

ωi = β × W [i, i] for all ij such thateij ∈ A. Again one should pickβ large enough such that the

convergence conditions (e.g.,(26)) are satisfied. Note that such construction implies that
∑

ℓ∈Ni
(ρℓi +

ρiℓ) + ωi =
∑

ℓ∈Ni
βW [i, ℓ] + βW [i, i] = β (since

∑
j∈Ni

W [i, j] + W [i, i] = 1), which recovers its

original definition in (18).

To compare the convergence result in Theorem 4.1 and that of [13, Theorem 3.3], note that when the

scalar stepsize is used, we haveΥ = βIMN . Therefore a sufficient condition to guarantee the condition

in Theorem 4.1 is that

βλmin (IMN +W ⊗ IM ) > max
i

Pi.

This is precisely the condition set forth in [13, Theorem 3.3].

From the above expression it is clear thatβ depends onall the local functions, therefore it has to be

decided in a centralized manner. In contrast, the stepsize parameters in PGC can be chosen as:βi ≥ Pi/2

(cf. the remarks made after Theorem 4.1). The latter choice is simple, distributed implementable, and
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more importantly it results in improved convergence speed in practice, especially when the curvatures of

gi’s vary significantly, i.e.,maxi Pi ≫ mini Pi.

D. Connection with PG-EXTRA

One can also show that the proposed Algorithm 2 (PGC) generalizes the PG-EXTRA [14].

Let us consider Algorithm 2 (PGC). According to the argumentleading to (23), one can explicitly

express (21) by

xr+1
i

(23)
= proxβi

hi

(
cr+1
i + xri +

1

βi
ζri
)

(24)
= proxβi

hi

(
cr+1
i + cri + xr−1

i +
1

βi
ζr−1
i

)

= proxβi

hi

( r+1∑

t=2

cti + x1i +
1

βi
ξ1i
)
.

By the definition ofci in (22) we have

r+1∑

t=2

cti =
1

βi

(
−∇gi(x

r
i ) +∇gi(x

0
i )
)
+ Ŵix

r +

r∑

t=2

(Ŵi − W̃i)x
t−1 − W̃ix

0

whereŴi andW̃i denote theith row of Ŵ andW̃ (as have been defined in (34)), respectively. Again

by (22), and assume thatx0 = 0 and∇gi(x
−1
i ) = 0, we can check that

x1i +
1

βi
ξ1i = − 1

βi
∇gi(x

0
i ).

Combining the above three equalities we have

xr+1
i = proxβi

hi

(−1

βi
∇gi(x

r
i ) + Ŵix

r +

r∑

t=1

(Ŵi − W̃i)x
t−1

)
. (35)

This is the PG-EXTRA proposed in [14, Algorithm 1].

E. Connection with the DSG Method

Below we show that Algorithm 2 (PGC) is closely related to theDSG iteration (2). Assume for

simplicity thathi ≡ 0 for all i. Suppose that thez andλ steps of the PGC remain the same while the

x-step (17a) is replaced by

xr+1= argmin
x

〈G(xr), x− xr〉+ 1

2
‖Ax+Bzr‖2Γ +

1

2
‖x− xr‖2Ω.
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That is, in thex-step we letλr = 0. The claim is that by such modification one recovers the DSG iteration

(2). To argue this, we write down the optimality condition ofthe modified iteration as

G(xr) +ATΓ(Axr+1 +Bzr) + Ω(xr+1 − xr) = 0,

BTλr +BTΓ(Axr+1 +Bzr+1) = 0,

λr+1 − λr − Γ
(
Axr+1 +Bzr+1

)
= 0.

Following the derivation of Proposition 3.1 until (44), we have

G(xr) + αr+1 − αr +
1

2
M+(Ξ⊗ IM )MT

+ (xr+1 − xr) + Ω(xr+1 − xr) = 0,

αr+1 = αr +
1

2
M−(Ξ⊗ IM )MT

−xr+1.

Note that compared with (44), the first equality above has an additional term−αr. Plugging the second

equality into the first one, we obtain

G(xr) +
1

2
M−(Ξ⊗ IM )MT

−xr+1 +
1

2
M+(Ξ⊗ IM )MT

+(x
r+1 − xr) + Ω(xr+1 − xr) = 0.

Utilizing (15), and by the definition ofβi (18) and the definition of the weight matrixW in (19), we

can write the above iteration compactly as

xr+1 = −Υ−1G(xr) +
1

2
(IMN +W ⊗ IM ) xr.

After picking a uniform scalar stepsizeβi = βj = β > 0 (cf. Section V-C for how this can be done), we

immediately get the DSG iteration (2) [with a weight matrix given by W̃ = 1
2 (IMN +W ⊗ IM )].

Obviously, our convergence analysis does not work for this variant, as thex-update is no longer related

to the dual variableλ. Indeed, to prove convergence of the DSG, an iteration-dependent and increasing

β is needed, and such convergence is usually slower thanO(1/r); see [13], [15], [16], [31] and the

references therein. Nevertheless, the above observation reveals a fundamental connection between the

ADMM-based method and the classical DSG method.

VI. EXTENSION TO ACCELERATED DYSPGC

The relationship identified between the DySPGC and the EXTRA, PG-EXTRA, IC-ADMM etc. pro-

vides a systematic way to analyze and generalize various existing algorithms. In this section, we provide

one such generalization which accelerates the DySPGC (hence the EXTRA, PG-EXTRA, IC-ADMM,

etc). The algorithm is inspired by [32].
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Algorithm 3. Accelerated DySPGC Over Static Graphs

At iteration 0, let BTλ0 = 0, z0 = z0,ag = 1
2M

T
+x

0.

At each iterationr + 1, update the variable blocks by:

xr+1,md = (1− νr)xr,ag + νrxr (37a)

xr+1 = argmin
〈
G̃(xr+1,md, ξr+1), x− xr

〉
+ h(x) (37b)

+
1

2

∥∥Ax+Bzr + Γ−1λr
∥∥2
Γ
+

1

2
‖x− xr‖2θrΩ+ηr+1IMN

xr+1,ag = (1− νr)xr,ag + νrxr+1 (37c)

zr+1 = argmin
1

2

∥∥Axr+1 +Bz + Γ−1λr
∥∥2
Γ

(37d)

zr+1,ag = (1− νr)zr,ag + νrzr+1 (37e)

λr+1 = λr + Γ
(
Axr+1 +Bzr+1

)
(37f)

λr+1,ag = (1− νr)λr,ag + νrλr+1 (37g)

For simplicity, we will restrict ourselves to the static graphs in this section. Let{ηr, θr, νr ≥ 0} denote a

sequence of iteration-dependent parameters, whose valueswill be given shortly; Let{xr,md, xr,ag, zr,ag, λr,ag}
denote a sequence of auxiliary variables. The proposed accelerated algorithm is given in the table above.

First note thatxr,ag, zr,ag, λr,ag are convex combinations of all previous iterates{xt}rt=1, {zt}rt=1,

{λt}rt=1, respectively. Second,xr+1,md is an intermediate point on which the stochastic gradient is

evaluated. Therefore in total there are three sequences related to thex update, resembling the Nestrov’s

acceleration scheme [35].

The convergence rate of Algorithm 3 can be analyzed similarly as in [32], we include the proof in the

Appendix for completeness. Compared with the bound given inTheorem 4.2, the accelerated version is

able to significantly reduce the scaling with respect tomaxi wi.

Theorem 6.1: Suppose that the assumptions made in Theorem 4.2 are true. Further let

νr =
2

r + 1
, θr =

2

r
, ηr =

√
r, ̟r =

2

r(r + 1)
. (38)

Assume that the stepsize matrix satisfies

2Ω +M+(IM ⊗ Ξ)MT
+ = ΥW +Υ ≻ 2P̃ . (39)
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Then the iterates generated by Algorithm 3 satisfy

E
[
f(xr+1,ag)− f(x∗) + ρ‖Axr+1,ag +Bzr+1,ag‖

]

≤ 1

r

(
d2z + d2λ(ρ) +

1

r + 1
max

i
ωid

2
x

)
+

2σ2

3

√
r + 1

r
+

√
r + 1

r
d2x.

wheredλ(ρ) := supλ∈Bρ
supλ̃ ‖λ− λ̃‖2Γ−1 , Bρ = {λ | ‖λ‖ ≤ ρ}, andρ > 0 is any finite constant.

APPENDIX

A. Proof of Proposition 3.1

Let us splitλr by λr = [δr ; γr] whereδr, γr ∈ R
2EM×1. The optimality conditions of (17a) – (17c)

are

G(xr) + ζr+1 +AT (λr + Γ(Axr+1 +Bzr))

+ Ω(xr+1 − xr) = 0 (40a)

BT (λr + Γ(Axr+1 +Bzr+1)) = 0 (40b)

λr+1 − λr − Γ
(
Axr+1 +Bzr+1

)
= 0 (40c)

whereζr+1 ∈ R
NM is a subgradient vector satisfyingζr+1

i ∈ hi(x
r+1
i ), ∀ i. First we show that

δr+1 = −γr+1, ∀ r ≥ 0. (41)

At iteration 0 this is true due to the initializationBTλ0 = 0. At iteration r ≥ 0, by (40b) and (40c) we

haveBTλr+1 = 0. This immediately impliesδr+1
ij = −γr+1

ij , ∀ eij ∈ A.

Applying (41) to (40b), we have

zr+1 =
1

2
(A1 +A2)x

r+1 =
1

2
MT

+x
r+1, ∀ r ≥ 0. (42)

Using the above identity, we have

Axr+1 +Bzr+1 =
1

2


 A1 −A2

A2 −A1


xr+1.
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This implies that

δr+1 = δr +
1

2
(Ξ⊗ IM )MT

−xr+1

αr+1 = αr +
1

2
M−(Ξ⊗ IM )MT

−xr+1. (43)

By (41), (42), we have (note, a new variableα is defined)

ATλr = M−δ
r := αr, ATΓBzr+1 =

1

2
M+(Ξ ⊗ IM)MT

+xr+1.

Utilizing the initial conditionsBTλ0 = 0, andz0 = 1
2M

T
+x0, the x-step optimality condition (40a) can

be written as

G(xr) + ζr+1 + αr+1 +
1

2
M+(Ξ⊗ IM )MT

+ (xr+1 − xr) + Ω(xr+1 − xr) = 0. (44)

Plugging in the identities in (15b) and utilizing (43), the previous condition becomes

2

( ∑

j∈Ni

ρij + ρji
2

+
ωi

2

)
xr+1
i + ζr+1

= −∇gi(x
r
i ) +

( ∑

j∈Ni

ρji + ρij
2

+
ωi

2

)
xri +

∑

j∈Ni

ρji + ρij
2

xrj +
ωi

2
xri − αr

i , ∀ i (45a)

αr+1
i = αr

i +
∑

j∈Ni

ρji + ρij
2

xr+1
i −

∑

j∈Ni

ρji + ρij
2

xr+1
j , ∀ i. (45b)

Next we remove the sequence{αr} from the x iterations. This is the key step towards obtaining a

single-variable characterization. To this end, we subtract (45a) by the same update for iterationr. By the

definition of βi in (18) we can derive the following update rule for nodei at iterationr + 1:

xr+1
i − xri +

1

βi
(ζr+1

i − ζri )−
1

βi

(
−∇gi(x

r
i ) +∇gi(x

r−1
i )

)

=
1

βi

∑

j∈Ni

ρ̂ij(x
r
j − xr−1

j ) + (
1

2
+

ωi

2βi
)(xri − xr−1

i ) +
1

βi
(−αr

i + αr−1
i )

(43)
=

1

βi

∑

j∈Ni

ρ̂ij(x
r
j − xr−1

j ) + (
1

2
+

ωi

2βi
)(xri − xr−1

i )− 1

βi

( ∑

j∈Ni

ρ̂ijx
r
i −

∑

j∈Ni

ρ̂ijx
r
j

)

= −1

2
xr−1
i +

ωi

2βi
(xri − xr−1

i ) +
1

2
∑

j∈Ni
ρ̂ij + ωi

∑

j∈Ni

ρ̂ij(x
r
j − xr−1

j ) +
1

2
∑

j∈Ni
ρ̂ij + ωi

( ∑

j∈Ni

ρ̂ijx
r
j +

ωi

2
xri

)

=
1∑

j∈Ni
ρ̂ij + ωi/2

( ∑

j∈Ni

ρ̂ijx
r
j +

ωi

2
xri

)
− 1

2

(
xr−1
i +

1∑
j∈Ni

ρ̂ij + ωi/2

( ∑

j∈Ni

ρ̂ijx
r−1
j +

ωi

2
xr−1
i

))
.
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Note that by the definition ofW in (19), we have

1∑
j∈Ni

ρ̂ij + ωi/2


∑

j∈Ni

ρ̂ijx
r
j +

ωi

2
xri


 = [(W ⊗ IM ) xr]i

which is simply a weighted average ofxr over all the neighbors of nodei (including itself).

Writing in vector form and utilizing the definition ofW in (19), we have

xr+1 − xr +Υ−1(ζr+1 − ζr)−Υ−1
(
−G(xr) +G(xr−1)

)

= (W ⊗ IM )xr − 1

2
(IMN +W ⊗ IM ) xr−1, ∀ r ≥ 1.

This proves the claim.

B. Preliminary Results

We present a few preliminary results and definitions that will be used later for proof of convergence.

First we discuss the optimality condition for problem (P). Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. Let

y∗ ∈ X∗ denote an optimal solution of (3). Letz∗ij = y∗, (i, j) ∈ A and x∗i = y∗, for all i. Due to

equivalence of problems (3) and (8),(z∗, x∗) is an optimal solution of (P). From the assumed Slater

condition we know that problem (P) has a saddle point(x∗, z∗, λ∗) satisfying (whereL0(·) is given by

(13) with Γ ≡ 0)

L0(x
∗, z∗;λ) ≤ L0(x

∗, z∗;λ∗) ≤ L0(x, z;λ
∗), ∀ x ∈ dom(h), ∀ z, λ. (46)

Let us define the following vectors

w := [x; z;λ], F (x) := [ATλ,BTλ,−(Ax+Bz)T ]T .

The second inequality in (46) is equivalent to the following

Q(w,w∗) := f(x)− f(x∗) + 〈w − w∗, F (w∗)〉 ≥ 0. (47)

It also implies that the following (for someζ∗ ∈ ∂h(x∗))

U(w,w∗) := 〈x− x∗,∇g(x∗) + ζ∗〉+ 〈w − w∗, F (w∗)〉≥0. (48)

It is easy to observe that for allx ∈ dom(h) and allz, λ,

〈w − w∗, F (w∗)〉 = 〈w − w∗, F (w)〉. (49)
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Using the above identity, (47)–(48) are equivalent to the following two inequalities, respectively

Q(w,w∗) = f(x)− f(x∗) + 〈w −w∗, F (w)〉 ≥ 0, (50a)

U(w,w∗) = 〈x− x∗,∇g(x∗) + ζ∗〉+ 〈w − w∗, F (w)〉 ≥ 0. (50b)

Let us characterize the optimality condition for the iterates. Define a block diagonal matrixHr+1(η):

Hr+1(η) := blkdg
{
Ωr+1 + ηIMN , (Br+1)TΓBr+1,Γ−1

}
.

Let H(η) denote its time-invariant counterpart. Also define

F r(xr) := [(Ar)Tλr, (Br)Tλr,−(Arxr +Brzr)T ]T .

Using the fact thatλr+1 = λr + Γ(Axr+1 + Bzr+1), the optimality conditions for the subproblems of

Algorithm 1 are given by [for allx ∈ dom(h) and allz, λ]

〈
G̃r+1(xr, ξr+1) + ζr+1 + (Ar+1)T

(
λr+1 + ΓBr+1(zr − zr+1)

)

+
(
Ωr+1 + ηr+1IMN

)
(xr+1 − xr), x− xr+1

〉
≥ 0, (51a)

〈
(Br+1)Tλr+1, z − zr+1

〉
≥ 0, (51b)

〈
Γ−1(λr+1 − λr)−

(
Ar+1xr+1 +Br+1zr+1

)
, λ− λr+1

〉
≥ 0. (51c)

Adding these conditions we obtain

〈
x− xr+1, G̃r+1(xr, ξr+1) + ζr+1)

〉
+ 〈w − wr+1, F r+1(wr+1)〉

+ 〈(Br+1)TΓAr+1(x− xr+1) + (Br+1)TΓBr+1(z − zr+1), zr − zr+1〉

− (w − wr+1)THr+1(ηr+1)(wr − wr+1) ≥ 0, ∀ x ∈ dom(h), ∀ z, λ.

Note that(Br+1)Tλr = (Br)Tλr = 0 becauseλr = [δr;−δr], and eachBr+1 and Br stacks two

identical matrices. Using this fact and the optimality condition of the z-step (51b), the following is true

for any optimal solution(z∗, x∗)
〈
(Br+1)TΓAr+1(x∗ − xr+1) + (Br+1)TΓBr+1(z∗ − zr+1), zr − zr+1

〉
≤ 0. (52)
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Combining the above two inequalities and rearranging terms, we obtain, for anyw̃ := (x∗; y∗;λ)

〈
x∗ − xr+1, G(xr) + ζr+1

〉
+ 〈w̃ − wr+1, F r+1(wr+1)〉+ 〈τ r+1, x∗ − xr+1〉

≥ (w̃ − wr+1)THr+1(ηr+1)(wr − wr+1), (53)

where we have defined thegradient erroras

τ r+1 := G̃r+1(xr, ξr+1)−∇G(xr). (54)

C. Proof of Theorem 4.1

We only prove the first part of the theorem. The second part is the consequence of Theorem 4.2.

As ηr = 0 for all r, andGr = G for all r, we denoteH := H(0). Applying the static version of (53)

and letw∗ := (x∗, z∗, λ∗), we have

〈
x∗ − xr+1, G(xr) + ζr+1

〉
+ 〈w∗ − wr+1, F (wr+1)〉 ≥ (w∗ − wr+1)TH(wr −wr+1).

By using the convexity ofh twice, we obtain

〈
x∗ − xr+1, ξr+1

〉
=

〈
x∗ − xr+1, ξr+1 − ξ∗ + ξ∗

〉
≤

〈
x∗ − xr+1, ξ∗

〉
, (55)

whereξ∗ ∈ ∂h(x∗). Similarly, we have

〈x∗ − xr+1, G(xr)〉

= 〈x∗ − xr+1, G(xr)−G(x∗)〉+ 〈x∗ − xr+1, G(x∗)〉

= 〈x∗ − xr, G(xr)−G(x∗)〉+ 〈xr − xr+1, G(xr)−G(x∗)〉+ 〈x∗ − xr+1, G(x∗)〉
(i)

≤ −‖G(x∗)−G(xr)‖2
P̃−1

+ ‖xr − xr+1‖2
P̃ /4

+ ‖G(xr)−G(x∗)‖2
P̃−1

+ 〈x∗ − xr+1, G(x∗)〉

≤ ‖xr − xr+1‖2
P̃ /4

+ 〈x∗ − xr+1, G(x∗)〉 (56)

where in (i) we have used the Young’s inequality:〈a, b〉 ≤ ‖a‖2/(2ǫ) + ǫ‖b‖2/2 whereǫ > 0, and a

key property due to Nestrov [35, Theorem 2.1.5]. Namely, ifgi(xi) is convex with Lipschitzian gradient

(constantPi), then

1

Pi
‖∇gi(xi)−∇gi(yi)‖2 ≤ 〈∇gi(xi)−∇gi(yi), xi − yi〉, ∀ xi, yi ∈ X.
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Combining the optimality condition (50b) and the above two inequalities, we obtain

1

4
‖xr − xr+1‖2

P̃
≥ (w∗ − wr+1)TH(wr − wr+1),

which is equivalent to

‖w∗ − wr+1‖2H ≤ 1

2
‖xr − xr+1‖2

P̃
+ ‖w∗ −wr‖2H − ‖wr − wr+1‖2H . (57)

For time-invariant graph, (42) is true, which implies

(zr+1 − zr)TBTΓB(zr+1 − zr) =
1

4
(xr+1 − xr)TM+B

TΓBMT
+(x

r+1 − xr) (58)

Plugging this relation into (57) we obtain

‖w∗ − wr+1‖2H ≤ ‖w∗ − wr‖2H − ‖xr − xr+1‖Ω − Γ−1‖λr − λr+1‖2

− 1

4
(xr+1 − xr)TM+

(
BTΓBMT

+ − 2P̃
)
(xr+1 − xr). (59)

Therefore, as long as

Ω+
1

4
M+B

TΓBMT
+ − 1

2
P̃ ≻ 0

or equivalently2Ω +M+(Ξ ⊗ IM )MT
+ − P̃ ≻ 0, we will havexr+1 → xr, λr+1 → λr. By a standard

argument (cf. the derivation in [26, (A2.22)-(A2.25)]), wecan argue that every limit point of the sequence

xr andλr is a primal dual optimal solution of problem (P).

By noticing the following identity, which can be verified by using the definitions ofW,Υ andM+,

the theorem is proved

2Ω +M+(Ξ⊗ IM )MT
+ = Υ(W ⊗ IM + IMN ).

D. Proof of Theorem 4.2

Note that the assumption of boundedness ofx implies the boundedness of iterates{zr}. This is because

from the identity (42) we havezr+1
ij = 1

2 (x
r+1
i + xr+1

j ) for all r. Therefore

‖zr − z∗‖2BTΓB =
∑

ij:eij∈A
2ρij

∥∥∥∥
xri + xrj

2
−

x∗i + x∗j
2

∥∥∥∥
2

≤ d2z , ∀ r.
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By the convexity ofh andg we have

〈x∗ − xr+1, ζr+1〉 ≤ h(x∗)− h(xr+1)

〈x∗ − xr+1, G(xr)〉 = 〈x∗ − xr, G(xr)〉+ 〈xr − xr+1, G(xr)〉

≤ g(x∗)− g(xr) + g(xr)− g(xr+1) +
1

2
‖xr+1 − xr‖2

P̃
.

For any givenλ, plugging inw̃ := (x∗, z∗, λ) into (53) and use the previous two inequalities, we have

−Q(wr+1, w̃) = f(x∗)− f(xr+1) + 〈w̃ − wr+1, F (wr+1)〉

≥ (w̃ − wr+1)TH(ηr+1)(wr − wr+1)− 〈τr+1, x∗ − xr+1〉

− 1

2
‖xr − xr+1‖2

P̃

(i)

≥ (w̃ − wr+1)TH(ηr+1)(wr − wr+1)− 〈τr+1, x∗ − xr〉 − ‖τr+1‖2
2ηr+1

− ηr+1

2
‖xr+1 − xr‖2 − 1

2
‖xr − xr+1‖2

P̃

≥ 1

2
‖zr+1 − z∗‖2BTΓB − 1

2
‖zr − z∗‖2BTΓB +

1

2
‖λr+1 − λ‖2Γ−1

− 1

2
‖λr − λ‖2Γ−1 − 〈τr+1, x∗ − xr〉 − ‖τr+1‖2

2ηr+1

+
1

2

(
‖xr+1 − x∗‖2Ω+ηr+1IMN

− ‖xr − x∗‖2Ω+ηr+1IMN

)
(60)

where in(i) we have again used the Young’s inequality; in the last inequality we have used the assumption

(27) (cf. the derivation in (59)). Evaluating the LHS based on the average of the iterates̄wr+1, and using

convexity, we have

−Q(w̄r+1, w̃) = f(x∗)− f(x̄r+1) + 〈w̃ − w̄r+1, F (w̄r+1)〉 (61)

≥ 1

r + 1

r∑

t=0

(
f(x∗)− f(xt+1) + 〈w̃ − wt+1, F (wt+1)

)
〉

≥ − 1

2(r + 1)
‖z0 − z∗‖2BTΓB − 1

2(r + 1)
‖λ0 − λ‖2Γ−1

+
1

2(r + 1)

r∑

t=0

ηt+1

(
‖xt+1 − x∗‖2 − ‖xt − x∗‖2

)

− 1

2(r + 1)
‖x0 − x∗‖2Ω − 1

r + 1

r∑

t=0

(
〈τ t+1, x∗ − xt〉+ ‖τ t+1‖2

2ηt+1

)
.

The rest of the proof follows the similar argument in the second part of the proof in [34, Theorem 2.2]

[Eq. (25) – Eq. (30)]. We include it here for completeness.
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First let us take the supremum ofQ(w̄r+1, w̃) over the ballBρ. We have

sup
λ∈Bρ

[
f(x̄r+1)− f(x∗) + 〈w̄r+1 − w̃, F (w̄r+1)〉

]

= sup
λ∈Bρ

[
f(x̄r+1)− f(x∗) + 〈x̄r+1 − x∗, ATλ〉

+ 〈z̄r+1 − z∗, BTλ〉+ 〈λ̄r+1 − λ,Ax̄r+1 +Bz̄r+1〉
]

= sup
λ∈Bρ

[
f(x̄r+1)− f(x∗) + 〈λ,Ax̄r+1 +Bz̄r+1〉

]

= f(x̄r+1)− f(x∗) + ρ‖Ax̄r+1 +Bz̄r+1‖. (62)

Further, we have the following series of inequalities

r∑

t=0

√
t+ 1

(
‖xt − x∗‖2 − ‖xt+1 − x∗‖2

)

≤
r∑

t=0

‖xt+1 − x∗‖2(
√
t+ 1−

√
t)

≤ d2x
√
r + 1. (63)

Taking the supreme of both sides of (61), we obtain

f(x̄r+1)− f(x∗) + ρ‖Ax̄r+1 +Bz̄r+1‖

≤ 1

2(r + 1)

(
d2z + d2λ(ρ) + max

i
ωid

2
x

)
+

1

2
√
r + 1

d2x −
1

r + 1

r∑

t=0

(
〈τ t+1, x∗ − xt〉+ ‖τ t+1‖2

2ηt+1

)
(64)

Taking the expectation on both sides of the above inequalityand utilize the assumption made in (12)

about the stochastic gradient, and the fact that

r∑

t=0

1√
t+ 1

≤ 2
√
r + 1

we arrive at the desired bound.

E. Proof of Theorem 4.3

Our proof is motivated by [22], [30]. Suppose at iterationr we have iteratewr = (xr, zr, λr) and

we are about to execute Algorithm 1. Consider thevirtual sequence(x̂r+1, ẑr+1, λ̂r+1) generated by

Algorithm 1 (based onwr) with all nodes and edges being active (i.e., withAr+1 = A andVr+1 = V).
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Then from (57) in the proof of Theorem 4.1, we must have

‖w∗ − ŵr+1‖2H ≤ 1

2
‖xr − x̂r+1‖2

P̃
+ ‖w∗ −wr‖2H − ‖wr − ŵr+1‖2H . (65)

Define the following auxiliary sequences

Dx(x
r+1, x∗) : = (x∗ − xr+1)TΨ−1/2ΩΨ−1/2(x∗ − xr+1)

Dz(z
r+1, z∗) : = (z∗ − zr+1)TΦ−1/2BTΓBΦ−1/2(z∗ − zr+1)

Dλ(λ
r+1, λ∗) : = (λ∗ − λr+1)TΦ−1/2Γ−1Φ−1/2(λ∗ − λr+1),

whereΨ andΦ are given in (10). Also defineFr = {xt, zt, λt,Gt
d, t = 1, · · · , r} as the filtration up to

iterationr. The following is easy to verify

E
[
Dx(x

r+1, x∗)|Fr
]
= E

[
N∑

i=1

ωi

αi
‖xr+1

i − x∗‖2
]

=

N∑

i=1

wi‖x̂r+1
i − x∗‖2 +

N∑

i=1

(1− αi)
ωi

αi
‖xri − x∗‖2

= Dx(x
r, x∗) + ‖x∗ − x̂r+1‖2Ω − ‖x∗ − xr‖2Ω. (66)

Using the same argument, we have

E
[
Dz(z

r+1, z∗)|Fr
]
= Dz(z

r, z∗) + ‖z∗ − ẑr+1‖2BTΓB − ‖z∗ − zr‖2BTΓB (67)

E
[
Dλ(λ

r+1, λ∗)|Fr
]
= Dλ(λ

r, λ∗) + ‖λ∗ − λ̂r+1‖2Γ−1 − ‖λ∗ − λr‖2Γ−1 . (68)

Summing up (66) – (68) and utilizing (65), we obtain

E
[
Dx(x

r+1, x∗)|Fr
]
+ E

[
Dz(z

r+1, z∗)|Fr
]
+ E

[
Dλ(λ

r+1, λ∗)|Fr
]

≤ Dx(x
r, x∗) +Dz(z

r, z∗) +Dλ(λ
r, λ∗) +

1

2
‖xr − x̂r+1‖2

P̃

− (wr − ŵr+1)TH(wr − ŵr+1)

≤ Dx(x
r, x∗) +Dz(z

r, z∗) +Dλ(λ
r, λ∗)− (x̂r+1 − xr)T

(
Ω− P̃ /2

)
(x̂r+1 − xr)− ‖λr − λ̂r+1‖2Γ−1

where in the last inequality we have removed the term(ẑr+1 − zr)TBTΓB(ẑr+1 − zr) � 0. Using the

assumption (30), we conclude that the sequenceDx(x
r, x∗) +Dz(z

r, z∗) +Dλ(λ
r, λ∗) is a nonnegative

almost supermartingale, which is convergent by the nonnegative almost supermartigale convergence
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theorem [36, Theorem 1]:

Dx(x
r, x∗), Dz(z

r, z∗), Dλ(λ
r, λ∗) are bounded and converges w.p.1.

∞∑

r=1

‖λr − λ̂r+1‖2 ≤ ∞,

∞∑

r=1

‖xr − x̂r+1‖2 ≤ ∞.

Then again by a standard argument (cf. [22]) we conclude that(xr, zr, λr) as well as(x̂r, ẑr, λ̂r) converge

with probability one to a primal-dual solution of problem (P).

F. Proof of Theorem 4.4

Again we prove by utilizing the full iterateŝw := (x̂r+1, ẑr+1, λ̂r+1). Definew̃ := (x∗, z∗, λ) for any

fixed λ. From the derivation leading to (60) we known that under the conditionΩ ≻ P̃ , the full sequence

satisfies

−Q(ŵr+1, w̃) = f(x∗)− f(x̂r+1) + 〈w̃ − ŵr+1, F (ŵr+1)〉

≥ 1

2
‖ẑr+1 − z∗‖2BTΓB − 1

2
‖zr − z∗‖2BTΓB +

1

2
‖λ̂r+1 − λ‖2Γ−1

+
1

2

(
‖x̂r+1 − x∗‖2Ω+ηr+1IMN

− ‖xr − x∗‖2Ω+ηr+1IMN

)

− 1

2
‖λr − λ‖2Γ−1 − 〈τ r+1, x∗ − xr〉 − ‖τ r+1‖2

2ηr+1
. (69)

Notice that the following is true

〈w̃ − ŵr+1, F (ŵr+1)〉 = 〈w̃ − ŵr+1, F (w̃)〉 = −〈λ,Ax̂r+1 +Bẑr+1〉. (70)

Then it is easy to verify that

E

[
〈w̃ − ŵr+1, F (ŵr+1)〉|Fr

]
= −〈λ,AΨx̂r+1 +BΦẑr+1〉 − 〈λ,Axr +Bxr〉+ 〈λ,AΨxr +BΦzr〉.

(71)

Similarly, we have

E

[ N∑

i=1

fi(x
r+1
i )

∣∣Fr

]
=

N∑

i=1

αifi(x̂
r+1
i ) +

N∑

i=1

(1− αi)fi(x
r
i ). (72)
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Using (71) – (72) and the definition ofJ(·) in (29), the conditional expectation ofJ(·) can be expressed

as below

E[J(xr+1, zr+1, λ)|Fr]

= J(xr, zr, λ) +

N∑

i=1

fi(x̂
r+1
i ) + 〈λ,Ax̂r+1 +Bẑr+1〉 −

( N∑

i=1

fi(x
r
i ) + 〈λ,Axr +Bzr〉

)
(73)

(70)
= J(xr, zr, λ) +

N∑

i=1

fi(x̂
r+1
i )− 〈w̃ − ŵr+1, F (ŵr+1)〉 −

( N∑

i=1

fi(x
r
i )− 〈w̃ − wr, F (wr)〉

)

= J(xr, zr, λ) +Q(ŵr+1, w̃)−Q(wr, w̃).

Let us define

D̃x(x
r+1, x∗) : = ηr+1(x∗ − xr+1)TΨ−1(x∗ − xr+1),

then its conditional expectation is given by

E

[
D̃x(x

r+1, x∗)|Fr

]
= E

[ N∑

i=1

ηr+1

αi
‖xr+1

i − x∗‖2
]

= D̃x(x
r, x∗) + ‖x∗ − x̂r+1‖ηr+1IMN

− ‖x∗ − xr‖2ηr+1IMN
+ (

√
r + 1−√

r)‖xr − x∗‖2Ψ−1 .

Plugging (69) and (66) – (68) into (73), we obtain a bound on the conditional expectation ofJ(·), given

below

E[J(xr+1, zr+1, λ)|Fr]

≤ J(xr, zr, λ)−Q(wr, w̃) +
1

2

(
Dz(z

r, z∗)− E[Dz(z
r+1, z∗)]

)
+ (

√
r + 1−√

r)‖xr − x∗‖2Ψ−1 (74)

+
1

2

(
Dλ(λ

r, λ)− E[Dλ(λ
r+1, λ)]

)
+

1

2

(
Dx(x

r, x∗)− E[Dx(x
r+1, x∗)]

)

+
1

2

(
D̃x(x

r, x∗)− E[D̃x(x
r+1, x∗)]

)
+ 〈τ r+1, x∗ − xr〉+ ‖τ r+1‖2

2ηr+1
.

Let us definēxr+1 = 1
r+1

∑r
t=0 x

t and z̄r+1 similarly. Taking expectation wrtFr and summing overt,
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(74) becomes

E [Q(w̄r, w̃)] ≤ 1

r + 1
E[J(x0, z0, λ)] +

1

2(r + 1)
E[Dz(z

0, z∗)] +
1

2(r + 1)
E[Dλ(λ

0, λ)]

+
1

r + 1

r∑

t=0

(
√
t+ 1−

√
t)‖xt − x∗‖2Ψ−1 +

1

2(r + 1)
E[Dx(x

0, x∗)] +
1

2(r + 1)
E[D̃x(x

0, x∗)]

+
1

r + 1

r∑

t=0

(
〈τ t+1, x∗ − xt〉+ ‖τ t+1‖2

2ηt+1

)
. (75)

By taking the superior of both sides overBρ := {λ | ‖λ‖ ≤ ρ}, and plugging in the definition of

Q(w̄r, w̃), we obtain

E
[ N∑

i=1

fi(x̄
r
i )− f(x∗) + ρ‖Ax̄r +Bȳr‖

]

≤ 1

r + 1
sup
λ∈Bρ

J(x0, z0, λ) +
1

2(r + 1)
Dz(z

0, z∗) +
1

2(r + 1)
sup
λ∈Bρ

Dλ(λ
0, λ) +

1

r + 1
Dx(x

0, x∗)

+
1

2(r + 1)
E[D̃x(x

0, x∗)] +
1

r + 1

r∑

t=0

(
〈τ t+1, x∗ − xt〉+ ‖τ t+1‖2

2ηt+1

)

+
1

r + 1

r∑

t=0

(
√
r + 1−√

r)‖xr − x∗‖2Ψ−1 (76)

The rest of the proof follows the last part of the proof of Theorem 4.2.

G. Proof of Theorem 6.1

We first provide a lemma that bounds the quantityQ(·, ·) defined in (47).

Lemma A.1: Let w̃ := (x∗, y∗, λ) for any givenλ. We have the following estimate forQ(wr+1,ag, w̃)

Q(wr+1,ag, w̃)− (1− νr)Q(wr,ag, w̃)

≤ νr
(
〈∇g(xr+1,md) + ζ∗, xr+1 − x∗〉+ νr

2
‖xr+1 − xr‖2

P̃
+ 〈wr+1 − w̃, F (w̃)〉

)
(77)

for someζ∗ ∈ ∂h(x∗).

Proof. From the definition ofxr+1,ag, xr+1,md we have

xr+1,ag − xr+1,md = νr(xr+1 − xr). (78)
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First it is easy to show that for any feasiblex, we have (cf. [32, 2.16])

g(xr+1,ag)− (1− νr)g(xr,ag)

≤ νrg(x∗) + νr〈∇g(xr+1,md), xr+1 − x∗〉+ (νr)2

2
‖xr+1,ag − xr+1,md‖2

P̃
. (79)

Using this result, we have the following series of inequalities

Q(wr+1,ag, w̃)− (1− νr)Q(wr,ag, w̃)

= (f(xr+1,ag)− f(x∗))− (1− νr)(f(xr,ag)− f(x∗))

+ 〈Axr+1,ag +Bzr+1,ag, λ〉 − (1− νr)〈Axr,ag +Bzr,ag, λ〉

≤ νr(h(xr+1)− h(x∗)) + νr〈∇g(xr+1,md), xr+1 − x∗〉

+
(νr)2

2
‖xr+1,ag − xr+1,md‖2

P̃
+ νr〈Axr+1 +Bzr+1, λ〉

where the inequality uses (79), the convexity ofh(·) and the update rule ofxr+1,ag.

We then proceed to prove Theorem 6.1. Let us define̟ = 2
(r+1)r . From (38) one can check that the

following two identities hold

̟r = (1− νr)̟r−1, νr/̟r = r.

Let us define

H(θ, η) := blkdg
{
θΩ+ ηIMN , (B)TΓB,Γ−1

}

Similarly as in (53), we can derive (for someζr+1 ∈ ∂h(xr+1))

〈
x− xr+1,∇g(xr+1,md) + ζr+1

〉
+ 〈w − wr+1, F (wr+1)〉+ 〈τ r+1, x− xr+1〉

≥ (w − wr+1)TH(θr, ηr+1)(wr − wr+1), ∀ x ∈ dom(h), ∀ z, λ.

Utilizing the fact that〈w̃ − wr+1, F (wr+1)〉 = 〈w̃ − wr+1, F (w̃)〉 and that〈x∗ − xr+1, ζr+1 − ζ∗〉 ≤ 0

for any ζr+1 ∈ ∂h(xr+1), we plugging inw̃ := (x∗, y∗, λ) and obtain

〈
x∗ − xr+1,∇g(xr+1,md) + ζ∗

〉
+ 〈w̃ −wr+1, F (w̃)〉+ 〈τ r+1, x∗ − xr+1〉

≥ (w̃ − wr+1)TH(θr, ηr+1)(wr − wr+1).
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Applying Lemma A.1, we can obtain

Q(wr+1,ag, w̃)− (1− νr)Q(wr,ag, w̃)

≤ νr(w̃ − wr+1)TH(θr, ηr+1)(wr+1 −wr) +
(νr)2

2
‖xr+1 − xr‖2

P̃
+ νr〈τ r+1, x∗ − xr+1〉. (80)

From the assumptionΩ should satisfy (39). Using such assumed bound, the definition of νr andθr, and

the fact thatνr < 1 andM+(IM ⊗ Ξ)MT
+ � 0, we have

θr

2
Ω +

1

4
M+(IM ⊗ Ξ)MT

+ ≻ νr

2
P̃ . (81)

Applying the same derivation as in (60), and divide both sides of (80) by̟r, we obtain

1

̟r
Q(wr+1,ag, w̃)− 1− νr

̟r
Q(wr,ag, w̃)

=
1

̟r
Q(wr+1,ag, w̃)− 1

̟r−1
Q(wr,ag, w̃)

≤ νr

̟r

(
(w̃ − wr+1)TH(θr, ηr+1)(wr+1 − wr) +

νr

2
‖xr+1 − xr‖2

P̃
+ 〈τr+1, x∗ − xr+1〉

)

≤ νr

2̟r

(
−‖zr+1 − z∗‖2BTΓB + ‖zr − z∗‖2BTΓB

)
+

νr

2̟r

(
−‖λr+1 + λ‖2Γ−1 + ‖λr − λ‖2Γ−1

)

− νr

2̟r

(
‖xr+1 − x∗‖2θrΩ+ηr+1IMN

+ ‖xr − x∗‖2θrΩ+ηr+1IMN

)
+

νr

̟r
〈τr+1, x∗ − xr〉+ νr

̟r

‖τr+1‖2
2ηr+1

. (82)

Let us then analyze the successive sum of the RHS of the above inequality. Note that the sequences

{ νr

2̟r ,
νrηr+1

2̟r } are both increasing sequences, and the sequenceνrθr

2̟r is non-increasing. Thus from [32,

Lemam 2.4] we have

r∑

t=1

νt

2̟t

(
−‖zt+1 − z∗‖2BTΓB + ‖zt − z∗‖2BTΓB

)
≤ νr

2̟r
d2z,

r∑

t=1

νt

2̟t

(
−‖λt+1 + λ‖2Γ−1 + ‖λt − λ‖2Γ−1

)
≤ νr

2̟r
sup
λt

‖λ− λt‖2Γ−1 ,

r∑

t=1

νtηt+1

2̟t

(
−‖xt+1 − x∗‖2 + ‖xt − x∗‖2

)
≤ νrηr

2̟r
d2x,

r∑

t=1

νtθt

2̟t

(
−‖xt+1 − x∗‖2Ω + ‖xt − x∗‖2Ω

)
≤ ν1θ1

2̟1
max

i
ωi‖x1 − x∗‖2 = max

i
ωid

2
x.
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Combining these results, we obtain

Q(wr+1,ag, w̃) ≤ ̟rQ(w1,ag, w̃) +
νr

2

(
d2z + sup

λt

‖λ− λt‖2Γ−1 + ηrd2x

)
+̟r max

i
d2xωi

+̟r
r∑

t=1

(
νt

̟t

‖τ t+1‖2
2ηt+1

+
νt

̟t
〈τ t+1, x∗ − xt〉

)
. (83)

Notice that from the derivation in (62) we have

sup
λ∈Bρ

Q(wr+1,ag, w̃) = f(xr+1,ag)− f(x∗) + ρ‖Axr+1,ag +Bzr+1,ag‖, ∀ ρ ≥ 0. (84)

Therefore we obtain (noting the fact that̟0 = (1− ν1)̟1 = 0)

f(xr+1,ag)− f(x∗) + ρ‖Axr+1,ag +Bzr+1,ag‖

≤ νr

2

(
d2z + d2λ(ρ) + ηrd2x

)
+̟r max

i
ωid

2
x +̟r

r∑

t=1

(
νt

̟t

‖τ t+1‖2
2ηt+1

+
νt

̟t
〈τ t+1, x∗ − xt〉

)
. (85)

Taking expectation on both sides of the above inequality andutilizing

̟r
r∑

t=1

E

[
νt

̟t

‖τ t+1‖2
2ηt+1

]
= σ2̟r

r∑

t=1

νt

2̟tηt+1
=

σ2

r(r + 1)

r∑

t=1

t√
t+ 1

≤ 2σ2

3

√
r + 1

r
,

E

[
νr

̟r
〈τ r+1, x∗ − xr〉

]
= 0, ∀ r. (86)

we can obtain the desired bound.
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