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AN EFFICIENT ALGORITHM FOR THE ℓp NORM BASED

METRIC NEARNESS PROBLEM

PEIPEI TANG, BO JIANG, AND CHENGJING WANG

Abstract. Given a dissimilarity matrix, the metric nearness problem is to
find the nearest matrix of distances that satisfy the triangle inequalities. This
problem has wide applications, such as sensor networks, image processing, and
so on. But it is of great challenge even to obtain a moderately accurate solution
due to the O(n3) metric constraints and the nonsmooth objective function
which is usually a weighted ℓp norm based distance. In this paper, we propose
a delayed constraint generation method with each subproblem solved by the
semismooth Newton based proximal augmented Lagrangian method (PALM)
for the metric nearness problem. Due to the high memory requirement for the
storage of the matrix related to the metric constraints, we take advantage of
the special structure of the matrix and do not need to store the corresponding
constraint matrix. A pleasing aspect of our algorithm is that we can solve
these problems involving up to 108 variables and 1013 constraints. Numerical
experiments demonstrate the efficiency of our algorithm.

In theory, firstly, under a mild condition, we establish a primal-dual error
bound condition which is very essential for the analysis of local convergence
rate of PALM. Secondly, we prove the equivalence between the dual nondegen-
eracy condition and nonsingularity of the generalized Jacobian for the inner
subproblem of PALM. Thirdly, when q(·) = ‖ · ‖1 or ‖ · ‖∞, without the strict
complementarity condition, we also prove the equivalence between the the dual
nondegeneracy condition and the uniqueness of the primal solution.

1. Introduction

In many fields, such as sensor networks, image processing, metric-based indexing
of databases, computer vision and machine learning, quantities which measure the
distances amongst points in a metric space should be given for further process (see
e.g., [2, 16, 44]). These distance measurements often need to satisfy the properties
of a metric, especially the triangle inequality. However, the measurements may end
up with a set of values that do not represent the actual distance values due to the
noise of the data and errors of measurements, primarily because of the violation
of the triangle inequality. Another related challenging problem is the one called
correlation clustering (see e.g., [1]). Correlation clustering is an NP-hard problem
which aims to identify a weighed graph characterized by pairwise similarity and
dissimilarity into groups and cluster the nodes in a way that minimizes the total
quantity of mistakes. The mistake at the pair (i, j) is w+

ij if the i-th and j-th nodes
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are separated but w−
ij if the i-th and j-th nodes are clustered together. Let Sn be

the set of real symmetric matrices of order n. A matrix M = (mij) ∈ Sn is called
a distance matrix if it is a zero-diagonal matrix and satisfies the following triangle
inequalities

mij ≤ mik +mjk, ∀ 1 ≤ i < j < k ≤ n.

Denote Mn be the set of distance matrices of order n. The correlation cluster-
ing problem can be written formally as the following integer linear programming
problem

min
X∈Mn

∑

1≤i<j≤n

(
w+

ijxij + w−
ij(1− xij)

)

s.t. xij ∈ {0, 1}, ∀ 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n.

Input a set of distances, the metric nearness problem is to find the nearest set
of distances satisfying the triangle inequalities in a high dimensional space. The
metric nearness problem is a kind of matrix nearness problem (see e.g., [21]) which
aims to find a nearest member of some given class of matrices with some given
property such as symmetry, positive definiteness, orthogonality, normality, rank-
deficiency and instability. For inferring a metric, Xing et al. [45] proposed a
method for learning a Mahalanobis distance. Roth et al. [38] applied the constant-
shift embedding method (see e.g., [37]) to metricize and subsequently construct a
positive semidefinite matrix for denoising and clustering purposes. An alternative
way to derive metric measures is to solve a metric multidimensional scaling problem
(see e.g., [24]) with its purpose of approximating the input distances by the distances
between these points derived from a prescribed metric space, which is usually an
Euclidean space.

In order to capture the confidence in individual dissimilarity measures, especially
for the case of altogether missing distances, it is usually adopted as a strategy to use
a weight matrix in the metric nearness problem. The approximation error which
is called nearness is quantified by a weighted norm function that measures distor-
tion between the input and output distances. There are many kinds of distortion
functions including the vector ℓp norms (p ≥ 1) and Kullback-Leibler divergence.
In this paper, we treat the strict upper triangular part of our matrices as vectors
and consider the weighted ℓp norm as the distortion function. As shown in [43],
the aforementioned correlation clustering problem can be relaxed to an ℓ1 norm
based metric nearness problem. Given a nonnegative symmetric zero-diagonal dis-

similarity matrix X̃ = (x̃ij), the ℓp norm based metric nearness problem takes the
following form

min
X∈Mn


 ∑

1≤i<j≤n

|wij(xij − x̃ij)|
p




1/p

,(1.1)

where W = (wij) is a weight matrix and its values reflect the relative confidence in

the entries of the matrix X̃.
During the last two decades, a lot of research has been done for the metric

nearness problem. Based on the triangle inequality structure, Dhillon et al. [8]
presented a triangle fixing algorithm due to the inherent structure for efficiency
gains. Several years later, the implementing details for the ℓp (p = 1, 2,∞) norm
based metric nearness problem were presented by Brickell et al. [5]. They tried to
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remove the triangle inequality violations in order to improve the computational ef-
ficiency. Each iteration of the triangle fixing algorithm takes O(n3) operations and
it depends on a parameter which may influence the convergence of the algorithm
and it is hard to obtain such a parameter with convergence guarantee. Veldt et al.
[43] applied Dykstra’s projection method [10] to solve a regularized linear program-
ming that is closely related to the original ℓ1 norm based metric nearness problem
and also extended the algorithm to solve any metric constrained linear or qua-
dratic programming problems. Due to the low memory requirement, the projection
method can solve problems involving up to 11 thousand nodes, 6 × 107 variables,
and 7 × 1011 constraints. It is known from [12] that Dykstra’s projection method
is linearly convergent. A parallel projection method [39] was derived to speed up
the convergence in implementation. In order to find a faster scheme to remove the
triangle inequality violations, Gabidolla et al. [15] used deep learning to remove
the violations by minimally modifying the input distance matrix. Based on Floyd’s
shortest path algorithm and the Bregman projection, an active set algorithm was
proposed in [42], PROJECT AND FORGET, to solve the metric nearness problem.

Although the metric nearness problem (1.1) is convex, it is of great challenge
to solve it efficiently due to the nonsmooth objective function and O(n3) involving
constraints. As stated in [43], the ℓ1 norm based metric nearness problem (1.1)
can be solved by an interior point method solver such as Gurobi and Mosek when
n is not too large. However, the memory cost of the interior point method may
quickly become unacceptable when n is large due to the large number of constraints
(n(n− 1)(n− 2)/2 constraints). As we know, the parallel projection method [39] is
one of a few algorithms that successfully solve the ℓ1 norm based metric nearness
problem (1.1) with n up to 104, however, many iterations have to be taken with the
computational cost O(n3) for each iteration. As for the PROJECT AND FORGET
algorithm, the memory requirements of the initial few iterations are usually very
large for a large n.

For simplicity, let n1 = n(n − 1)/2, n2 = n(n − 1)(n − 2)/2 and trivec : Sn →
Rn1 be the vectorization operator defined by stacking the columns of the upper
triangular part of an input matrix with trivec(X) = [x12, x13, x23, . . . , x1n, . . . ,

xn−1,n]
T . By introducing an auxiliary vector y = trivec(X − X̃), we can rewrite

the metric nearness problem (1.1) to the following convex composite optimization
problem

min
y∈Rn1

{
h(Ay − b) + q(Dy)

}
,(1.2)

where h(·) = δC(·) and C = Rn2
− , A is the constraint matrix corresponding to the

triangle inequalities, b = −Atrivec(X̃), D = diag(trivec(W )) and δC is the indicator
function of the set C, q(·) = ‖ · ‖p. All the diagonal entries of the weight matrix D
are positive. The dual problem related to problem (1.2) takes the following form

min
u,v

{
h∗(u) + q∗(v)

∣∣∣ATu+DT v = 0
}
.(1.3)

As for the convex composite problem (1.2), there are many existing traditional
algorithms available to obtain an approximate solution with a given accuracy. One
of these algorithms is the augmented Lagrangian method (ALM) which dates back
to [20, 31] and has been extensively studied for the general convex optimization
problem in [34]. It is also known from [34] that for convex programming ALM
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applied to the primal problem is equivalent to the proximal point algorithm (PPA)
applied to its dual form. Although ALM and its inexact variants such as the inexact
PPAs proposed by [40, 41] possesses a fast local linear convergence property under
some mild conditions, it is usually difficult to solve the corresponding inner sub-
problems exactly or to a high accuracy, especially for high dimensional composite
nonsmooth problems. By introducing some slack variables, an alternative approach
to solve problem (1.2) is the alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM)
(see e.g., [14, 18]) which deals with the corresponding variables alternately in each
inner subproblem. One may refer to [17] for the historical development of ADMM.
The main challenge for these algorithms lies in two aspects. In one aspect, the
memory requirement is huge when n is large. Although there are only 3 nonzeros
in each row of the constraint matrix, the storage needed for the matrix and the dual
variable if necessary is still O(n3), which may be unacceptable when n is greater
than 104. In another aspect, the scale of each subproblem corresponding to those
algorithms such as ALM and ADMM is O(n2). The computational cost is very
high, therefore how to find a highly accurate solution of each subproblem efficiently
is a tricky problem we need to face. In theory, given the existence of primal and
dual solutions, it is already known (see, e.g., [4]) that the nondegeneracy condition
of the primal problem implies a unique dual solution and the nondegeneracy con-
dition of the dual problem implies a unique primal solution. However, the primal
and dual nondegeneracy conditions do not imply the strict complementarity con-
dition, which is necessary for the validation of the converses, except in the case of
linear programming. Does this result still holds in some polyhedral setting such as
problem (1.2) with p = 1,∞?

In this paper, We take into account the special structure of the constraints and
apply a delayed constraint generation method (DCGM) to deal with the O(n3)
constraints. We aim to design an asymptotically superlinearly convergent proximal
augmented Lagrangian method (PALM) to solve each subproblem of DCGM. The
inner subproblem of PALM is solved by the semismooth Newton (SsN) method,
which fully takes advantage of the sparse structure of the corresponding Hessian
matrix. DCGM, which is known as the cutting plane method [3], is a famous ap-
proach to handle linear programming problems with a large number of constraints.
During the implementation, the feasible set is approximated by a subset of the
constraints and more constraints are added into the subset if the resulting solution
is infeasible. Choosing a good initial subset of constraints also plays an important
role in practical computation. Lin et al. [28] successfully applied DCGM to solve
the shape constrained regression problems, and they randomly generate an initial
subset of constraints. In our implementation, we use the zero vector as the initial
iteration to generate an initial subset and also remove some constraints which may
probably inactive, which reduces the computational cost greatly. Since the con-
straint matrix is very sparse with each row only 3 nonzero elements and not all of
the variables are involved in each subset of constraints, especially for the first few
iterations, we only need to solve an inner subproblem of PALM with the number of
variables less than n1. Numerically, as far as we know, it is the first time that nu-
merical experiments on the ℓ∞ norm based metric nearness problem are conducted
in this paper with n greater than 104. In theory, firstly, under a mild condition,
we establish a primal-dual error bound condition which is very essential for the
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analysis of local convergence rate of PALM. Secondly, we prove the equivalence be-
tween the dual nondegeneracy condition and the nonsingularity of the generalized
Jacobian for the inner subproblem of PALM, which gives us a guidance of how to
choose a proper proximal term of PALM. Thirdly, for the ℓ1, ℓ∞ norm based metric
nearness problems, we prove that the nondegeneracy condition is equivalent to the
strict Robinson constraint qualification (SRCQ) for the dual problem, which also
implies that the critical cone of the primal problem contains only a zero element.

The remaining parts of this paper are organized as follows. In Section 2, we
introduce some basic concepts and preliminary results on variational analysis. In
Section 3, the details of PALM based on DCGM are introduced with each inner
subproblem solved by the SsN method. In Section 4, the equivalence of the nonde-
generacy condition of the dual problem and the nonsingularity of the corresponding
Hessian matrix of the primal problem is obtained. In the case of q(·) = ‖ · ‖1 and
‖ · ‖∞, the equivalence between the nondegeneracy condition of the dual problem
and the SRCQ is also given. In Section 5, we present some computational issues
related to our algorithm. In Section 6, we implement the numerical experiments to
compare our algorithm with some existing algorithms to demonstrate the efficiency
of the proposed algorithm. We conclude our paper in Section 7.

1.1. Additional notations. Let Rn be the Euclidean space with the standard
inner product 〈·, ·〉 and the norm ‖ · ‖. For a given self-adjoint positive semidefinite
matrix M ∈ Rn×n, we denote λmin(M) and λmax(M) as the smallest and largest

eigenvalues of M , respectively, and define ‖x‖M :=
√
〈x,Mx〉 for any x ∈ Rn.

Given a set C ⊆ Rn, linC denotes the lineality space with linC := C ∩ (−C), the
relative interior of the set C is denoted by ri(C), the indicator function δC of the
set C is defined by δC(x) = 0 if x ∈ C, otherwise δC(x) = +∞. The weighted
distance of x to C is defined by distM (x,C) := infy∈C{‖y − x‖M}. If C = ∅, we
have distM (x,C) = +∞ for all x ∈ Rn. In denotes the identity matrix of order
n. If M is an identity matrix, we just omit the subscript matrix M . For any cone
C ⊆ Rn, the polar of C is defined to be the cone C◦ := {v | 〈v, w〉 ≤ 0, ∀ w ∈ C}.

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we introduce some basic preliminaries that will be used later.
Let X, Y and Z be finite dimensional Hilbert spaces and f : X → [−∞,+∞] be

an extended real-valued function with its epigraph epif defined as the set

epif :=
{
(x, c)

∣∣∣ x ∈ dom(f), c ∈ R, f(x) ≤ c
}

and its conjugate at x ∈ X defined by

f∗(x) := sup
u∈dom(f)

{
〈x, u〉 − f(u)

}
.

The function f is said to be proper if its epigraph is nonempty and contains no
vertical lines, i.e., there exists at least one x ∈ X such that f(x) < +∞ and
f(x) > −∞ for all x ∈ X, or in other words, f is proper if and only if dom(f)
is nonempty and f is finite in its domain; otherwise, f is improper. For a proper
lower semicontinuous function f , recall the Moreau envelope function eσf and the
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proximal mapping Proxσf corresponding to f with a parameter σ > 0 as follows

eσf (x) := inf
u∈X

{
f(u) +

1

2σ
‖u− x‖2

}
,

Proxσf (x) := argmin
u∈X

{
f(u) +

1

2σ
‖u− x‖2

}
.

Furthermore, if f is convex, it follows from Theorem 2.26 of [36] that the Moreau
envelope function eσf is also convex and continuously differentiable with

∇eσf (x) =
1

σ

(
x− Proxσf (x)

)

and the proximal mapping Proxσf is single-valued and continuous with the following
Moreau identity (see e.g., Theorem 31.5 of [33]) holds

Proxσf (x) + σProxf∗/σ(x/σ) = x, ∀ x ∈ X.

A multifunction F : X ⇒ Y is locally upper Lipschitz continuous at x ∈ X if
there exist a parameter κ which is independent of x and a neighbourhood U of x
such that F(y) ⊆ F(x) + κ‖y − x‖BX holds for any y ∈ U , where BX is a unit ball
of the space X. The multifunction F is said to be piecewise polyhedral if its graph
gphF := {(x, y) | y ∈ F(x)} is the union of finitely many polyhedral convex sets.
Furthermore, the inverse of a piecewise polyhedral multifunction is also piecewise
polyhedral (see [32]). It has also been shown in [32] that a piecewise polyhedral
multifunction is locally upper Lipschitz continuous everywhere.

The property of locally upper Lipschitz continuity has a fundamental relationship
with the error bound condition. A multifunction F is said to satisfy the error bound
condition if for any δ > 0 there exists κ > 0 such that

dist(x,F−1(0)) ≤ κdist(0,F(x))

holds for any x ∈ {x | dist(x,F−1(0)) ≤ δ}. It has been proven in Theorem 3H.3 of
[9] that a multifunction whose inverse is locally upper Lipschitz continuous at the
origin satisfies the error bound condition.

Let S be a subset of X and x ∈ S. The inner tangent cone and the contingent
cone are defined as

T i
S(x) := lim inf

t↓0

S − x

t

and

TS(x) := lim sup
t↓0

S − x

t
,

respectively. If S is convex and x ∈ S, it is known from Proposition 2.55 of [4] that
T i
S(x) = TS(x) and it can be written equivalently as

TS(x) =
{
d ∈ X

∣∣∣ dist(x+ td, S) = o(t), t ≥ 0
}
.

The polar cone of the contingent cone is called the normal cone to S at x, which
can be defined as

NS(x) := (TS(x))
◦
.

Therefore, if S is convex and x ∈ S we have

NS(x) =
{
d ∈ X

∣∣∣ 〈d, z − x〉 ≤ 0, ∀ z ∈ S
}
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and NS(x) = ∅ if x /∈ S.
Consider an extended real-valued function f : X → R and a point x ∈ X such

that f is finite. The upper and lower directional derivatives of f at x are defined
as

f ′
+(x; d) := lim sup

t↓0

f(x+ td)− f(x)

t

and

f ′
−(x; d) := lim inf

t↓0

f(x+ td)− f(x)

t
,

respectively. The function f is said to be directionally differentiable at x in the
direction d if f ′

+(x; d) = f ′
−(x; d) and we denote it by f ′(x; d). The upper and lower

directional epiderivatives of f at x are defined as

f↓
+(x; d) := sup

tn∈S

(
lim inf
n→∞
d′→d

f(x+ tnd
′)− f(x)

tn

)
,

and

f↓
−(x; d) := lim inf

t↓0

d′→d

f(x+ td′)− f(x)

t
,

respectively, where S is the set of all real positive sequences {tn} converging to

zero. We say f is directionally eipdifferentiable at x in the direction d if f↓
+(x; d) =

f↓
−(x; d) and we denote it by f↓(x; d). Note that if f is Lipschitz continuous near

x, then f ′
+(x; d) = f↓

+(x; d) and f ′
−(x; d) = f↓

−(x; d) for all d ∈ X. Furthermore, if

f is convex and x ∈ X with f(x) finite, then the epiderivative f↓(x; ·) exists and is
convex.

Consider a convex composite problem which takes the following form

min
x∈X

{
ĥ(Ax − b̂) + q̂(Wx)

}
,(2.1)

where A : X → Y and W : X → Z are linear mappings, b̂ ∈ Y is a given data,

ĥ : Y → (−∞,+∞] and q̂ : W → (−∞,+∞] are two closed proper convex func-

tions. Let F (x) = (Ax − b,Wx) and ĝ(y, z) = ĥ(y) + q̂(z), problem (2.1) can be
reformulated as the following form

min
x∈X

ĝ(F (x)).(2.2)

The above problem (2.2) is equivalent to

min
(x,c)∈X×R

{
c
∣∣∣ (F (x), c) ∈ epiĝ

}
.(2.3)

The Lagrangian function of (2.3) is

L((x, c), (w, γ)) = 〈w,F (x)〉 + c(1 + γ).

Let K := epiĝ. The Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) system takes the following form

∇F (x)w = 0, γ = −1, (w, γ) ∈ NK(F (x), ĝ(F (x)).

Let (x̄, c̄) be an optimal solution of problem (2.3) with (w̄,−1) as the corresponding
dual solution. Since the Slater condition always holds for the function f(x, c) :=
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ĝ(F (x))− c, it is known from Proposition 2.61 of [4] that the tangent cone to K at
the point (F (x̄), c̄) is given by

TK(F (x̄), c̄) =
{
(dw, dc)

∣∣∣ ĝ↓−(F (x̄); dw) ≤ dc
}
.(2.4)

The Robinson constraint qualification (RCQ) is said to hold at (x̄, c̄) of problem
(2.3) if

(F ′(x̄), 1) (X×R) + TK(F (x̄), c̄) = X×R.(2.5)

It follows from Theorem 3.9 and Proposition 3.17 of [4] that the RCQ (2.5) holds
at a solution (x̄, c̄) if and only if its related dual solution set is a nonempty, convex
and compact set. The SRCQ is said to hold at (x̄, c̄) for (w̄,−1) if

(F ′(x̄), 1) (X×R) + TK(F (x̄), c̄) ∩ (w̄,−1)⊥ = X×R.(2.6)

If the SRCQ (2.6) holds at (x̄, c̄), then the corresponding dual optimal solution set
is a singleton (see e.g., Proposition 4.50 of [4]).

By (2.4), we have

TK(F (x̄), c̄) ∩ (w̄,−1)⊥ =
{
(dw, dc) | ĝ↓−(F (x̄); dw) ≤ dc, 〈w̄, dw〉 − dc = 0

}

=
{
(dw, dc) | ĝ↓−(F (x̄); dw) ≤ 〈w̄, dw〉, 〈w̄, dw〉 − dc = 0

}
.

(2.7)

Note from Corollary 2.4.9 of [6] that

(w̄,−1) ∈ NK(F (x̄), c̄) ⇔ w̄ ∈ ∂ĝ(F (x̄)),(2.8)

then we have

ĝ↓−(F (x̄); d) ≥ 〈w̄, d〉, ∀ d ∈ Y.(2.9)

By combing (2.7) and (2.9), we conclude that

TK(F (x̄), c̄) ∩ (w̄,−1)⊥ =
{
(dw, dc)

∣∣∣ ĝ↓−(F (x̄); dw) = 〈w̄, dw〉 = dc
}

and the SRCQ of problem (2.2) at x̄ for w̄ takes the following form

F ′(x̄)X+
{
dw

∣∣∣ ĝ↓−(F (x̄); dw) = 〈w̄, dw〉
}
= Y.

The nondegeneracy condition of problem (2.3) is said to hold at (x̄, c̄) if

(F ′(x̄), 1)(X×R) + lin(TK(F (x̄), c̄)) = Y.

Due to the formulation of TK(F (x̄), c̄), the nondegeneracy condition of problem
(2.2) at x̄ takes the following form

F ′(x̄)X+
{
d
∣∣∣ ĝ↓−(F (x̄); d) ≤ −ĝ↓−(F (x̄);−d)

}
= Y.

The critical cone related to problem (2.3) at (x̄, c̄) takes the following form

C(x̄, c̄) =
{
(dx, dc)

∣∣∣ ĝ↓−
(
F (x̄), F ′(x̄)dx

)
= 0, dc = 0

}
,

which can be written equivalently as

C(x̄, c̄) =
{
(dx, dc)

∣∣∣ (F ′(x̄)dx, dc) ∈ TK(F (x̄), c̄) ∩ {(w̄,−1)}⊥
}
.(2.10)

The critical cone of problem (2.2) at x̄ can be written in the form

C(x̄) =
{
dx
∣∣∣ ĝ↓−

(
F (x̄), F ′(x̄)dx

)
= 0
}
.
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Proposition 2.1. The critical cone C(x̄) is a linear subspace if and only if

w̄ ∈ ri(∂ĝ(F (x̄))).

Proof. The critical cone C(x̄) is a linear subspace if and only if the critical cone
C(x̄, c̄) is a linear subspace. Combining the equivalent form (2.10) of the critical
cone C(x̄, c̄) with (w̄,−1) ∈ NK(F (x̄), c̄), the critical cone C(x̄, c̄) is a linear subspace
if and only if

(w̄,−1) ∈ ri (NK(F (x̄), c̄)) ,

due to Proposition 2.4.1 of [13]. The desired result follows from (2.8) and Theorem
6.8 of [33]. �

Assumption 2.2. Assume that zero is not an optimal solution of problem (1.2).

Assumption 2.2 makes sense due to the basic fact that zero is the unique solution
of problem (1.2) if all the elements of b are nonnegative.

Now we state some basic results for further use. First, we present a known
proposition as below, which can be seen in Theorem 6.46 of [36].

Proposition 2.3. For a polyhedral set C = {x | Âx − b̂ ≤ 0}, where Â ∈ Rm̂×n̂

and b̂ ∈ Rm̂, we have

TC(x) =
{
d
∣∣∣ 〈ÂT

i , d〉 ≤ 0, for i ∈ I(x)
}
,

NC(x) =
{
ÂT d

∣∣∣ di ≥ 0, for i ∈ I(x), di = 0, for i /∈ I(x)
}
,

where I(x) =
{
i
∣∣∣ 〈ÂT

i , x〉 − b̂i = 0
}
, Âi is the ith row of the matrix Â.

In the following, we introduce some facts related to the functions h and q. It is
easy to compute the conjugate function of h as

h∗(u) = δC1(u),

where C1 = Rn2
+ . Then Proxh∗(u) = ΠC1(u). Based on Example 2.67 of [4], for

d ∈ Rn2 we have

h∗↓
− (u; d) = δTC1(u)

(d)

with

TC1(u) =
{
d
∣∣∣ di ≥ 0, if ui = 0

}
,

linTC1(u) =
{
d
∣∣∣ di = 0, if ui = 0

}
,

due to Proposition 2.3. Given σ > 0, some basic results related to the function q
are presented in the following form.

(1) q(·) = ‖ · ‖1 or q(·) = ‖ · ‖∞.
There exists C2 = {v | Āv ≤ b̄} with Ā ∈ Rm1×n1 and b̄ ∈ Rm1 (the

dependence of Ā, b̄ with p is dropped out here) such that for any v ∈ Rn1 ,
we have

q∗(v) = δC2(v),

Proxσq∗(v) = ΠC2(v).
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For more details, if q(·) = ‖ · ‖1, we have

(ΠC2(v))i =

{
vi, if |vi| ≤ 1,
sign(vi), otherwise.

If q(·) = ‖ · ‖∞, we have

ΠC2(v) =

{
v, if ‖v‖1 ≤ 1,
PvΠ△(Pvv), otherwise,

where Pv = diag(sign(v)), △ = {v | v1 + . . . + vn1 = 1} and Π△(Pvv) can
be computed in O(n1 logn1) operations. One may see Appendix A of [28]
for more details.

It is known from Proposition 2.3 that

TC2(v) =
{
d
∣∣∣ 〈ĀT

j , d〉 ≤ 0, j ∈ J2

}

with J2 := {j | Ājv = b̄j}. Hence we have

linTC2(v) = ∩j∈J2{Ā
T
j }

⊥.

(2) q(·) = ‖ · ‖.
Let C2 = {v | ‖v‖ ≤ 1}. We have

q∗(v) = δC2(v),

Proxq∗(v) = ΠC2(v) =

{
v, if ‖v‖ ≤ 1,
v

‖v‖ , otherwise,

and

TC2(v) =

{
{d | 〈d, v〉 ≤ 0}, if ‖v‖ = 1,

Rn1 , if ‖v‖ < 1,

linTC2(v) =

{
{v}⊥, if ‖v‖ = 1,
Rn1 , if ‖v‖ < 1.

3. A DCGM based PALM for the primal problem

In this section, we introduce PALM for the primal problem (1.2) with DCGM to
improve the efficiency. PALM is an efficient algorithm to solve the metric nearness
problem due to its superlinear convergence which will be proved later. Although
we can apply PALM directly to the original primal problem (1.2), it is of great
challenge to obtain a desired approximate solution of the corresponding large scale
subproblem when n is huge. DCGM approximates the feasible set by only a subset
of the constraints with more constraints added if the resulting solution is infeasi-
ble. We apply PALM to each reduced problem generated by DCGM, which reduces
the computational cost greatly. Taking advantage of the special structure of these
problems, an SsN method is used to find an approximate solution for each sub-
problem of PALM. An interesting thing we need to mention is that we do not need
to store the corresponding constraint matrix. The implementation details will be
introduced in the following sections.



AN ALGORITHM FOR THE METRIC NEARNESS PROBLEM 11

3.1. PALM. Before introducing PALM, we first write out the Lagrangian function
for the composite problem (1.2).

l(y;u, v) = inf
s∈Rn2 ,t∈Rn1

{
h(Ay − b − s) + q(Dy − t) + 〈u, s〉+ 〈v, t〉

}

= −h∗(u)− q∗(v) + 〈u,Ay − b〉+ 〈v,Dy〉.

The KKT condition for the composite problem takes the following form

ATu+DT v = 0, Ay − b ∈ ∂h∗(u), Dy ∈ ∂q∗(v).(3.1)

Given σ > 0, the augmented Lagrangian function for the composite problem (1.2)
is

Lσ(y;u, v) = sup
s∈Rn2 ,t∈Rn1

{
l(y, s, t)−

1

2σ
‖s− u‖2 −

1

2σ
‖t− v‖2

}

= σ−1eσh∗(u + σ(Ay − b)) + σ−1eσq∗(v + σDy)

+〈u,Ay − b〉+
σ

2
‖Ay − b‖2 + 〈v,Dy〉+

σ

2
‖Dy‖2.

Now we are ready to introduce the following PALM.

Algorithm 1 (PALM): Let {νk} be a nonnegative summable sequence and
{Hk} be a sequence of positive definite matrix satisfying Hk+1 � (1+ νk)Hk, Hk �
λminIn1 for k ≥ 0 and lim supk→∞ λmax(Hk) = λ∞ with 0 < λmin ≤ λ∞ < +∞.
Given σ0 > 0, choose y0 ∈ Rn1 , u0 ∈ Rn2 , v0 ∈ Rn1 . Set k = 0 and iterate:

Step 1.: Find an approximate solution

yk+1 ≈ argmin
y∈Rn1

{
φk(y) := Lσk

(y;uk, vk) +
1

2σk
‖y − yk‖2Hk

}
.(3.2)

Step 2.: Update

uk+1 = uk + σk(Ay
k+1 − b− Proxσ−1

k
h(Ay

k+1 − b+ σ−1
k uk))

= Proxσkh∗(σk(Ay
k+1 − b) + uk),

vk+1 = vk + σk(Dyk+1 − Proxσ−1
k

q(Dyk+1 + σ−1
k vk))

= Proxσkq∗(σkDyk+1 + vk).

Step 3.: If a desired stopping criterion is satisfied, terminate; otherwise, up-
date σk+1 ↑ σ∞ ≤ ∞ and return to Step 1.

3.2. The convergence results of PALM. In this subsection, we introduce the
convergence results of PALM mentioned above. One may see [26] for more details.
Let Mk := Diag(Hk, I, I), Ω be the solution set of the KKT system (3.1) and Tl be
a maximal monotone operator with

Tl(y, u, v) :=
{
(y′, u′, v′)

∣∣∣ (y′,−u′,−v′) ∈ ∂l(y, u, v)
}
.
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Let {ǫk} and {δk} be two given summable sequences with ǫk ≥ 0 and 0 ≤ δk < 1 for
all k ≥ 0. There are two general stopping criteria for the inner subproblem (3.2).

(A′) ‖∇φk(y
k+1)‖ ≤

ǫk

√
λk
min

σk
,

(B′) ‖∇φk(y
k+1)‖ ≤

δk

√
λk
min

σk
‖(yk+1, uk+1, vk+1)− (yk, uk, vk)‖Mk

,

where λk
min = min

{
λmin(Hk), 1

}
. Now we present the convergence results of PALM.

Theorem 3.1. Let {(yk, uk, vk)} be the sequence generated by PALM with the
stopping criterion (A′). Then the sequence {(yk, uk, vk)} is bounded with {yk} con-
verging to an optimal solution of the primal problem (1.2) and {(uk, vk)} converging
to an optimal solution of the dual problem (1.3).

Theorem 3.2. Let δ be a real number with δ >
∑∞

k=0 ǫk. Assume that there exists

κ > 0 such that for any (y, u, v) satisfying dist((y, u, v), T −1
l (0)) < δ it holds that

dist((y, u, v), T −1
l (0)) ≤ κdist(0, Tl(y, u, v)).(3.3)

Let {(y0, u0, v0)} be an initial point with distM0((y
0, u0, v0), T −1

l (0)) < δ−
∑∞

k=0 ǫk.

Then the sequence {(yk, uk, vk)} generated by PALM under the criteria (A′) and
(B′) has the following property

distMk+1
((yk+1, uk+1, vk+1), T −1

l (0)) ≤ µkdistMk
((yk, uk, vk), T −1

l (0)), ∀ k ≥ 0,

where

µk =
1 + νk
1− δk

(
δk +

(1 + δk)κλ
k
m√

σ2
k + κ2(λk

m)2

)
→ µ∞ =

κλm√
σ2
∞ + κ2λ2

m

< 1,

λk
m = max{λmax(Hk), 1} and λm = max{λmax(H∞), 1}.

Remark 3.3. It is interesting that if Hk ≡ In1 , then the above PALM becomes
the classical PALM which dates back to [34, 35]. The proximal term 1

2σk
‖y −

yk‖2Hk
added in each subproblem not only guarantees the nonsingularity of the

corresponding Hessian matrix but also improves the efficiency of PALM. However,
the convergence rate of PALM also depends on {Hk} and we need to balance these
two counterparts. It is usually difficult to choose an appropriate proximal term in
advance. Fortunately, we prove an equivalent condition in Section 4 to measure
the nonsingularity of the corresponding Hessian matrix without the proximal term
1

2σk
‖y − yk‖2Hk

. Therefore, we can update Hk adaptively, which helps to improve
the performance of the algorithm.

From Theorem 3.2, an error bound condition for the maximal monotone Tl is
needed for the local convergence rate of PALM. As mentioned in Section 2, every
polyhedral multifunction is upper Lipschitz continuous at every point of its domain,
therefore it also satisfies the error bound condition (3.3). Hence, for the case of
p = 1,∞, the error bound condition for the maximal monotone Tl automatically
holds. As for the case of p = 2, we can prove the corresponding error bound
condition based on a similar proof idea from [23] as follows.
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Proposition 3.4. For the ℓ2 norm based metric nearness problem (1.2), let (ȳ, ū, v̄)
be a solution of the KKT system (3.1). Suppose that Assumption 2.2 holds. Then
the desired error bound condition (3.3) is valid at (ȳ, ū, v̄).

Proof. LetM(ȳ) be the set of dual solutions associated with ȳ. In order to prove the
error bound condition of Tl at (ȳ, ū, v̄), we first claim that there exists a neighbor-
hood U of (ȳ, ū, v̄) such that for any solution (y(t), u(t), v(t)) ∈ U of the perturbed
KKT system

ATu+DT v − t1 = 0, Ay − b− t2 ∈ ∂h∗(u), Dy − t3 ∈ ∂q∗(v),

it satisfies the following estimation

‖y(t)− ȳ‖ = O(‖t‖),(3.4)

where the norm of t = (t1, t2, t3) is sufficiently small. We first suppose that the
claim is not true. Therefore we can find some sequences {tk := (tk1 , t

k
2 , t

k
3)} and

{(yk, uk, vk)} such that tk → 0, (yk, uk, vk) → (ȳ, ū, v̄), (yk, uk, vk) is a solution of
the perturbed KKT system for t = tk and

‖yk − ȳ‖ > γk‖t
k‖(3.5)

for some γk > 0 with γk → ∞. In the following proof, we may pass to the sub-

sequence if necessary. From the above assumption, we can see that
{

yk−ȳ
‖yk−ȳ‖

}

converges to some d with ‖d‖ = 1. Let sk = ‖yk − ȳ‖. Since h∗(u) = δ∗C(u) with
C = Rn2

− , for each k by the perturbed KKT system we have,

Ayk − b− tk2 = ΠC(Ay
k − b− tk2 + uk).

It follows from Theorem 4.1.1 of [13] that

Ayk − b− tk2 = ΠC(Aȳ − b+ ū) + ΠD(A(y
k − ȳ)− tk2 + uk − ū)

= Aȳ − b+ΠD(A(y
k − ȳ)− tk2 + uk − ū)(3.6)

with D = TC(Aȳ − b) ∩ {ū}⊥. Since D is a polyhedral cone, it follows from Propo-
sition 4.1.4 of [13] that there exist l orthogonal projectors E1, E2, . . . , El such that

ΠD(y) ∈ {E1y, E2y, . . . , Ely}, ∀ y ∈ Rn2 .

Therefore, we may further assume that there exists 1 ≤ i ≤ l such that for all k ≥ 1,

ΠD(A(y
k − ȳ)− tk2 + uk − ū) = Ei(A(y

k − ȳ)− tk2 + uk − ū)

= ΠRange(Ei)(A(y
k − ȳ)− tk2 + uk − ū).(3.7)

Let L = Range(Ei) and we obtain from (3.6) and (3.7) that

L ∩D ∋ (A(yk − ȳ)− tk2) ⊥ (uk − ū) ∈ L⊥ ∩ D◦.

Since A(yk − ȳ)− tk2 = skAd+ o(sk) and L ∩D is a closed convex cone, we obtain
Ad ∈ L ∩D.

In addition, by Assumption 2.2 we know that for tk sufficiently small, Dyk−tk3 6=
0 and we denote

vk = ∇q(Dyk − tk3) and v̄ = ∇q(Dȳ).
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It follows that

∇q(Dyk − tk3)−∇q(Dȳ) = ∇q(Dȳ + skDd)−∇q(Dȳ) +∇q(Dyk − tk3)−∇q(Dȳ + skDd)

= sk(∇q)′(Dȳ;Dd) + o(sk) +O(‖Dyk −Dȳ − skDd− tk3‖)

= sk(∇q)′(Dȳ;Dd) + o(sk).

Therefore, we have

0 = sk(∇q)′(Dȳ;Dd) + o(sk)− (vk − v̄)

= sk(∇q)′(Dȳ;Dd) + o(sk) +D−TAT (uk − ū)−D−T tk1

= sk(∇q)′(Dȳ;Dd) + o(sk) +D−TAT (uk − ū).

Since L⊥ ∩ D◦ is a polyhedral cone, we know from Theorem 19.3 of [33] that
D−TAT (L⊥ ∩D◦) is still a polyhedral cone. There exists η ∈ L⊥ ∩D◦ such that

〈Dd, (∇q)′(Dȳ;Dd)〉 = −〈Dd,D−TAT η〉 = −〈Ad, η〉 = 0.(3.8)

Note that

0 = 〈Dd, (∇q)′(Dȳ;Dd)〉 =
‖Dd‖2

‖Dȳ‖
−

[(Dȳ)T (Dd)]2

‖Dȳ‖3
,

thus it is obvious that (3.8) holds if and only if there exists λ ∈ R such that d = λȳ.
Since

0 = 〈Ad, ū〉 = 〈d,AT ū〉 = −〈d,DT v̄〉 = −〈Dd, v̄〉 = −λ〈Dȳ, v̄〉 = −
λ

‖Dȳ‖
〈Dȳ,Dȳ〉,

we have λ = 0, which is a contradiction with ‖d‖ = 1.
We have already proven that there exists a neighborhood U of (ȳ, ū, v̄), the

equality (3.4) is valid for any solution (y(t), u(t), v(t)) of the perturbed KKT system
with (y(t), u(t), v(t)) ∈ U .

Next we define the following two mappings

ΘKKT (y, u, v, t) :=




ATu+DT v − t1
u− Proxh∗(Ay − b− t2 + u)

v − Dy−t3
‖Dy−t3‖


 ,

∀ (y, u, v, t) ∈ Rn1 ×Rn2 ×Rn1 ×R2n1+n2 ,

θ(u, v) := ΘKKT (ȳ, u, v, 0), ∀ (u, v) ∈ Rn2 ×Rn1 .

Then we have θ(u, v) = 0 if and only if (u, v) ∈ M(ȳ). Since Proxh∗(·) is piecewise
affine, θ(u, v) is a piecewise affine function and thus a polyhedral multifunction,
therefore the error bound condition holds. Besides, f(y) = y

‖y‖ is Lipschitz contin-

uous if y 6= 0. Hence, we can see that for any t with its norm closely enough to zero
and any solution (y(t), u(t), v(t)) ∈ U associated with the perturbed KKT system,
we have

dist((u(t), v(t)),M(ȳ))

= O(‖θ(u(t), v(t))‖)

= O(‖ΘKKT (ȳ, u(t), v(t), 0)−ΘKKT (y(t), u(t), v(t), t)‖)

= O(‖y(t)− ȳ‖) +O(‖t‖).

Together with the estimation (3.4), there exists a constant κ > 0 such that

‖y(t)− ȳ‖+ dist((u(t), v(t)),M(ȳ)) ≤ κ‖t‖.
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Therefore the desired result follows. �

3.3. An SsN method for solving the subproblem (3.2). Note that it is essen-
tially important to solve the subproblem (3.2) of PALM with a desired accuracy. In
this subsection, we discuss how to apply the SsN method to obtain an approximate
solution of the corresponding subproblem efficiently. For simplicity, we omit the
superscript or subscript k. Given σ > 0, ỹ ∈ Rn1 , ũ ∈ Rn2 , ṽ ∈ Rn1 , we can rewrite
the subproblem (3.2) as the following form

min
y∈Rn1

φ(y),(3.9)

where

φ(y) := ϕ(y) +
1

2σ
‖y − ỹ‖2H ,

ϕ(y) := Lσ(y; ũ, ṽ) = σeσ−1h(Ay − b+ σ−1ũ) + σeσ−1q(Dy + σ−1ṽ).

Since the function φ is strongly convex and smooth, finding the solution of problem
(3.9) is equivalent to solving the following system of equations

∇φ(y) = ∇ϕ(y) + σ−1H(y − ỹ) = 0,

where

∇ϕ(y) = ATProxσh∗(σ(Ay − b) + ũ) +DTProxσq∗(σDy + ṽ).

Since the two mappings Proxσ−1h(·) and Proxσ−1q(·) are Lipschitz continuous if
q(·) = ‖ · ‖1, ‖ · ‖ or ‖ · ‖∞, the following multifunction

∂̂2ϕ(y) := σAT ∂Proxσh∗(σ(Ay − b) + ũ)A+ σDT ∂Proxσq∗(σDy + ṽ)D

is well defined. It is known from [22] that

∂2ϕ(y)d = ∂̂2ϕ(y)d, ∀ d ∈ Rn1

holds with ∂2ϕ(y) being the Clarke generalized Jacobian of ϕ at y. We choose
U ∈ ∂Proxσh∗(σ(Ay−b)+ũ) and V ∈ ∂Proxσq∗(σDy+ṽ), then σATUA+σDTV D+

σ−1H ∈ ∂̂2φ(y) := ∂̂2ϕ(y) + σ−1H .
Now we are ready to describe the SsN method and list the details as follows.

Algorithm 2 (SsN): Input σ > 0, ỹ ∈ Rn1 , ũ ∈ Rn2 , ṽ ∈ Rn1 , µ ∈ (0, 12 ), η̄ ∈
(0, 1), τ ∈ (0, 1], and δ ∈ (0, 1). Choose y0 ∈ Rn1 . Set j = 0 and iterate:

Step 1.: Let U j ∈ ∂Proxσh∗(σ(Ayj − b) + ũ), V j ∈ ∂Proxσq∗(σDyj + ṽ) and
Hj = σATU jA+ σDTV jD + σ−1H . Solve the following linear system

Hj∆y = −∇φ(yj)

by a direct method or the preconditioned conjugate gradient method to
obtain an approximate solution ∆yj satisfying the condition below

‖Hj∆yj +∇φ(yj)‖ ≤ ηj := min(η̄, ‖∇φ(yj)‖1+τ ).(3.10)

Step 2.: Set αj = δmj , where mj is the first nonnegative integer m such that

φ(yj + δm∆yj) ≤ φ(yj) + µδm〈∇φ(yj),∆yj〉.

Step 3.: Set yj+1 = yj + αj∆yj . If a desired stopping criterion is satisfied,
terminate; otherwise set j = j + 1 and go to Step 1.
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We need to mention that the proximal mappings Proxσ−1h(·) and Proxσ−1q(·)
are strongly semismooth if q(·) = ‖ · ‖1 or ‖ · ‖∞ due to Proposition 7.4.7 of [13].
So is the proximal mapping of ‖ · ‖ base on Theorem 4 of [30]. It follows easily that
the gradient function ∇φ is strongly semismooth. This is crucial to guarantee the
second order convergence rate of the SsN method. One may see e.g., [26] for more
details. We just give the result below without proof.

Theorem 3.5. Given σ > 0, ỹ ∈ Rn1 , ũ ∈ Rn2 and ṽ ∈ Rn1 , the sequence {yj}
generated by the SsN method converges to the unique solution ȳ of ∇φ(y) = 0 and
it holds that

‖yj+1 − ȳ‖ = O(‖yj − ȳ‖1+τ ).

3.4. The computational details of ∂̂2ϕ(·). In this subsection, we discuss how

to compute ∂̂2ϕ(·). In the implementation of the SsN method, for a given σ > 0,
we need to compute the generalized Jacobian matrices of the proximal mappings
Proxσh∗(u) and Proxσq∗(v), respectively.

Each element Σ of ∂Proxσh∗(u) is a diagonal matrix with

Σii ∈





{1}, if ui > 0,
[0, 1] , if ui = 0,
{0}, otherwise.

As for the set ∂Proxσq∗(v), we discuss it for different q.

(1) q(·) = ‖ · ‖1 or q(·) = ‖ · ‖∞
As is known from Section 2, the function Proxσq∗(v) is a metric projec-

tion function of a polyhedral convex set C2 = {v | Āv − b̄ ≤ 0}. From
[19, 27], we know that for any v ∈ Rn1

In − ĀT
J

(
ĀJĀ

T
J

)†
ĀJ ∈ ∂Proxσq∗(v)(3.11)

with J := {j | Ājv = b̄j} and (·)† being the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse.
For more details, if q(·) = ‖·‖1 and Σ ∈ ∂Proxσq∗(v), then Σ is a diagonal

matrix with

Σii ∈





{1}, if |vi| < 1,
[0, 1] , if |vi| = 1,
{0}, otherwise.

If q(·) = ‖ · ‖∞, then we can choose V ∈ ∂Proxσq∗(v) such that

V =

{
IN , if ‖v‖1 ≤ 1,

PvṼ Pv, otherwise

with Ṽ = diag(s)− ssT

sT s ∈ ∂Π△(v) and si = 1 if (Π△(Pvv))i 6= 0, otherwise
si = 0.

(2) q(·) = ‖ · ‖
We have

∂Proxσq∗(v) =





{In1}, if ‖v‖ < 1,{
In1 −

tvvT

‖v‖2 , 0 ≤ t ≤ 1
}
, if ‖v‖ = 1,{

1
‖v‖ In1 −

vvT

‖v‖3

}
, if ‖v‖ > 1.
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3.5. DCGM. In this subsection, we discuss how to deal with the large scale O(n3)
constraints. Since the number of the rows is so large that it is impossible to generate
and store the entire matrix A. We apply DCGM to improve the efficiency of
the implementation. The basic fact for the primal problem is that most of the
constraints are not active at the solution point and therefore we can afford not to
include those inactive constraint rows. Instead of dealing with all the constraints,
the idea of DCGM is that we only consider a subset of the constraints and solve a
reduced problem at each iteration.

We present DCGM below. One can see [3] for more details.

Algorithm 3 (DCGM PALM): Choose S as a subset of {1, 2, . . . , n2} with at
least one element of bS is negative, where bS is the vector derived by b with rows
indexed by S. Iterate

Step 1.: Find an approximate solution y∗ of the following reduced problem

min
y∈Rn1

{
h(ASy − bS) + q(Dy)

}
(3.12)

by applying Algorithm 1, where AS denotes the matrix derived by A with
rows indexed by S.

Step 2.: Check the feasibility of the remaining constraints and denote

S′ =
{
j
∣∣∣Ajy

∗ − bj > 0, j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n2} \ S
}
.

Step 3.: If S′ = Ø, terminate; otherwise update the set S and go to Step 1.

Remark 3.6. In the above algorithm, we add the first min{|S|, |S′|} biggest values
of violated constraints into the constraint set S. As mentioned in [3], we also take
the idea of dropping some of the elements of S, i.e., we drop those constraints
that are not active. In our implementation, we use the zero vector as the initial
iteration to generate an initial subset S. We remove the constraints corresponding
to the smallest 50% values of Ajy

∗ − bj if |S′| > |S| and |S| > n(n − 1)/4. Due
to the aforementioned strategy, the number of the elements in the constraint set S
increases during the iteration. Since the number of the total constraints is finite,
DCGM can be terminated in a finite number of iterations.

4. Theoretical results

Let (x̄, ū, v̄) be the solution of the KKT system (3.1). In this section, we intro-
duce some theoretical results on the SRCQ and the nondegeneracy condition of the

dual problem at (ū, v̄), and the nonsingularity of ∂̂2ϕ(ȳ).

4.1. The nondegeneracy condition and the nonsingularity of ∂̂2ϕ(ȳ). In
this subsection, we give a result about the equivalence between the dual nonde-

generacy condition at (ū, v̄) and the nonsingularity of ∂̂2ϕ(ȳ). It is known that
the nondegeneracy condition of the dual problem (1.3) at (ū, v̄) takes the following
form

AT linTC1(ū) +DT linTC2(v̄) = Rn1 .(4.1)

We present the theorem below.
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Theorem 4.1. Let (ȳ, ū, v̄) be the solution of the KKT system. Then the nonde-

generacy condition (4.1) of the dual problem at (ū, v̄) holds if and only if ∂̂2ϕ(ȳ) is
nonsingular.

Proof. The nondegeneracy condition (4.1) is equivalent to
{
AT linTC1(ū) +DT linTC2(v̄)

}⊥

= {0},

which is also equivalent to
{
AT linTC1(ū)

}⊥

∩
{
DT linTC2(v̄)

}⊥

= {0}.

Therefore, we have

∀w1 ∈ linTC1(ū), w
2 ∈ linTC2(v̄), d ∈ Rn1 , 〈d,ATw1〉 = 0, 〈d,DTw2〉 = 0

⇒ d = 0,

which can be written equivalently as

∀w1 ∈ linTC1(ū), w2 ∈ linTC2(v̄), d ∈ Rn1 , 〈Ad,w1〉 = 0, 〈Dd,w2〉 = 0

⇒ d = 0.

According to the structure of q, we separate our proof into two parts.

(1) q(·) = ‖ · ‖1 or q(·) = ‖ · ‖∞.
Let J1 = {j | ūj > 0}, J2 = {j | Āj v̄ = b̄j}, AJ1 and ĀJ2 are the matrices

derived from A and Ā, respectively. Since Aȳ−b ∈ ∂h∗(ū), we have AJ1 ȳ−
bJ1 = 0. Based on the structure of TC1(ū) and TC2(v̄), the nondegeneracy
condition (4.1) is equivalent to

AJ1d = 0, Dd ∈ span
{
ĀT

j , j ∈ J2

}
⇒ d = 0.(4.2)

Furthermore, based on the Moreau identity we have

Proxσ−1q(Dȳ + σ−1v̄) = Dȳ + σ−1v̄ −Πσ−1C2
(Dȳ + σ−1v̄).

By (3.11), we have In1 − ĀT
J2
[ĀJ2Ā

T
J2
]†ĀJ2 ∈ ∂Proxσq∗(σDȳ + v̄). For any

U ∈ ∂Proxσh∗(σ(Aȳ − b) + ū), let d ∈ Rn1 such that

dTATUAd+ dTDT (In1 − ĀT
J2
[ĀJ2Ā

T
J2
]†ĀJ2)Dd = 0.

By the formulation of ∂Proxσh∗(σ(Aȳ − b) + ū), we have

AJ1d = 0.(4.3)

For any vector w ∈ Rn1 , it is known from the singular value decom-
position of ĀJ2 and the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse of ĀJ2Ā

T
J2

that

ΠRan(ĀT
J2

)(w) = ĀT
J2
[ĀJ2Ā

T
J2
]†ĀJ2w and (In1−ĀT

J2
[ĀJ2Ā

T
J2
]†ĀJ2)w ∈ Ran(ĀT

J2
)⊥ =

Null(ĀJ2). There exist a unique w1 ∈ Ran(ÂT
J2
) and w2 ∈ Null(ĀJ2) such

that w = w1 +w2 with 〈w1, w2〉 = 0. It follows that 〈w,w2〉 = 0 is equiva-
lent to w ∈ Ran(ĀT

J2
). Then we have the conclusion that the nonsingularity

of ∂̂2ϕ(ȳ) is equivalent to

AJ1d = 0, Dd ∈ Ran(ĀT
J2
) ⇒ d = 0,

which is the same as that in (4.2). The desired result follows.
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(2) q(·) = ‖ · ‖.
Firstly, we know that ‖v̄‖ ≤ 1 due to v̄ ∈ ∂q(Dȳ). If ‖v̄‖ < 1, then the

nondegeneracy condition (4.1) is equivalent to

AJ1d = 0, Dd = 0 ⇒ d = 0,

which is natural since D is nonsingular. Then the Hessian of ϕ at ȳ is
σAT

J1
AJ1 + σDTD, which is nonsingular.

If ‖v̄‖ = 1, the nondegeneracy condition (4.1) holds if and only if

AJ1d = 0, Dd//v̄ ⇒ d = 0.(4.4)

Note that Dȳ = λv̄, λ > 0 due to the third equation of the KKT condition
(3.1) and Assumption 2.2. Hence, for any t ∈ [0, 1],

V :=
1

‖σDȳ + v̄‖
In1 −

(tσDȳ + v̄)(Dȳ + σ−1v̄)T

‖σDȳ + v̄‖3

=
1

‖σDȳ + v̄‖
In1 −

tv̄v̄T

‖σDȳ + v̄‖
∈ ∂Proxσq∗(σDȳ + v̄).

For any U ∈ ∂Proxσh∗(σ(Aȳ − b) + ū), we can write an element in ∂̂2ϕ(ȳ)
as

σATUA+ σDTV D = σATUA+
1

‖Dȳ + σ−1v̄‖
DT

(
In1 − tv̄v̄T

)
D.(4.5)

Combining (4.3), the matrix (4.5) is nonsingular if and only if

∀ t ∈ [0, 1], AJ1d = 0, dTDT (In1 − tv̄v̄T )Dd = 0 ⇒ d = 0,

which implies the result (4.4).

This completes the proof. �

Remark 4.2. One point we need to mention is that the nondegeneracy condition
(4.1) holds naturally in the case q(·) = ‖ · ‖ under Assumption 2.2. It is obvious

that ‖v̄‖ = 1 and v̄ = Dȳ
‖Dȳ‖ due to the condition Dȳ ∈ ∂q∗(v̄). From the above

proof, we know that the nodegeneracy condition (4.1) is equivalent to

AJ1d = 0, Dd//v̄ ⇒ d = 0.

Therefore, if the left-hand side of the above condition holds, there exists γ ∈ R
such that d = γȳ and 0 = 〈Ad, ū〉 = γ〈Aȳ, ū〉. Since

〈Aȳ, ū〉 = 〈ȳ, AT ū〉 = −〈ȳ, DT v̄〉 = −

〈
Dȳ,

Dȳ

‖Dȳ‖

〉
= −‖Dȳ‖ 6= 0,

we obtain γ = 0 and the Hessian of ϕ at ȳ is nonsingular under Assumption 2.2 if
q(·) = ‖ · ‖.

4.2. The equivalence between the SRCQ and the nondegeneracy condi-
tion when q(·) = ‖·‖1 or q(·) = ‖·‖∞. As is known from the previous subsection,
we should give a good description about the dual nondegeneracy condition when
q(·) = ‖·‖1 or q(·) = ‖·‖∞. In this subsection, we consider the equivalence between
the SRCQ of the dual problem (1.3), which has the following form

AT
{
d
∣∣∣ h∗↓

− (ū, d) = 〈Aȳ − b, d〉
}
+DT

{
d
∣∣∣ q∗↓− (v̄, d) = 〈Dȳ, d〉

}
= Rn1 ,(4.6)

and the nondegeneracy condition (4.1) in the case of q(·) = ‖ · ‖1 or ‖ · ‖∞. We first
present some basic results for further use.
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Proposition 4.3. For h(·) = δC(·), q(·) = ‖ · ‖1 or q(·) = ‖ · ‖∞, we have

{
d
∣∣∣h∗↓

− (ū, d) = 〈Aȳ − b, d〉
}◦

=
{
d
∣∣∣ h↓

−(Aȳ − b, d) = 〈ū, d〉
}
,(4.7)

{
d
∣∣∣ q∗↓− (v̄, d) = 〈Dȳ, d〉

}◦

=
{
d
∣∣∣ q↓−(Dȳ, d) = 〈v̄, d〉

}
.(4.8)

Proof. We only need to prove (4.8), since the validity of (4.7) follows easily. For
q(·) = ‖ · ‖1 or q(·) = ‖ · ‖∞, we have

{
d
∣∣∣ q∗↓− (v̄, d) = 〈Dȳ, d〉

}
= TC2(v̄) ∩ {Dȳ}⊥

and

{
d
∣∣∣ q∗↓− (v̄, d) = 〈Dȳ, d〉

}◦

= TC2(v̄)
◦ + {Dȳ} = NC2(v̄) + {Dȳ},

which shows that for any d ∈
{
d
∣∣∣ q∗↓− (v̄, d) = 〈Dȳ, d〉

}◦

, there exist α ∈ R and

λi ≥ 0 for i ∈ I(v̄) such that d =
∑

i∈I(v̄)

λiĀ
T
i + αDȳ.

Since Dȳ ∈ NC2(v̄), there exists βi ≥ 0 for i ∈ I(v̄) such that Dȳ =
∑

i∈I(v̄)

βiĀ
T
i .

From

d ∈ ∂δ∗C2
(Dȳ) ⇔ d ∈ argmax

z

{
〈Dȳ, z〉 − δC2(z)

}

⇔ d ∈ argmax
z

{
〈Dȳ, z〉

∣∣∣ Āz − b̄ ≤ 0
}
,

we obtain

∂δ∗C2
(Dȳ) = argmax

z

{
〈Dȳ, z〉

∣∣∣ Āz − b̄ ≤ 0
}

=

{
z

∣∣∣∣
〈ĀT

i , z〉 − b̄i = 0, if i ∈ I(v̄) ∩ {j | βj > 0},
〈ĀT

i , z〉 − b̄i ≤ 0, if i /∈ I(v̄), or i ∈ I(v̄) ∩ {j | βj = 0}.

}
.(4.9)

Therefore, it follows that

(δ∗C2
)↓−(Dȳ, d) = sup

z

{
〈d, z〉

∣∣∣ z ∈ ∂δ∗C2
(Dȳ)

}

= sup
z

{
〈d, z〉

∣∣∣∣
〈ĀT

i , z〉 − b̄i = 0, i ∈ I(v̄) ∩ {j | βj > 0}
〈ĀT

j , z〉 − b̄i ≤ 0, i /∈ I(v̄), or i ∈ I(v̄) ∩ {j | βj = 0}.

}
.

(4.10)

By the KKT condition of the optimization problem (4.10), there exists a β̃ with

β̃i ∈ R if i ∈ I(v̄) ∩ {j | βj > 0}, β̃i ≥ 0 if i /∈ I(v̄) or i ∈ I(v̄) ∩ {j | βj = 0} such

that d = ĀT β̃. Then we can obtain

q↓−(Dȳ, d) = (δ∗C2
)↓−(Dȳ, d) =

{
〈β̃, b̄〉, if d = ĀT β̃,
+∞, otherwise.
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Therefore,
{
d
∣∣∣ q↓−(Dȳ, d) = 〈v̄, d〉

}
=

{
d
∣∣∣ 〈β̃, b̄〉 = 〈v̄, d〉

}

=
{
d
∣∣∣ 〈β̃, b̄〉 = 〈v̄, ĀT β̃〉, d = ĀT β̃

}

=

{
d

∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

i=1

β̃ib̄i =
n∑

i=1

β̃i〈Ā
T
i , v̄〉, d = ĀT β̃

}

=



d

∣∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

i=1

β̃ib̄i =
∑

i∈I(v̄)

β̃ib̄i +
∑

i/∈I(v̄)

β̃i〈Ā
T
i , v̄〉, d = ĀT β̃





=



d

∣∣∣∣∣∣
d =

∑

i∈I(v̄)

β̃iĀ
T
i





=



d

∣∣∣∣∣∣
d = γ̃Dȳ +

∑

i∈I(v̄)

˜̃
βiĀ

T
i





= span(Dȳ) +NC2(v̄),

where
˜̃
βi ≥ 0 for i ∈ I(v̄), γ̃ = min

i∈I(v̄)
{i | βi>0}

{
β̃i

βi

}
, and the fifth equality of the above

formula is because
∑

i/∈I(v̄)

β̃i(〈ĀT
i , v̄〉 − b̄i) = 0 implies β̃i = 0 (i /∈ I(v̄)). Then we

obtain
{
d
∣∣∣ q∗↓− (Dȳ, d) = 〈v̄, d〉

}◦

= NC2(v̄) + {Dȳ} =
{
d | q↓−(Dȳ, d) = 〈v̄, d〉

}
.(4.11)

This completes the proof. �

Theorem 4.4. For h(·) = δC(·), q(·) = ‖ · ‖1 or q(·) = ‖ · ‖∞, the SRCQ (4.6) of
the dual problem holds if and only if the critical cone of the primal problem (1.2)

C(ȳ) =
{
d
∣∣∣ h↓

−(Aȳ − b, Ad) + q↓−(Dȳ,Dd) = 0
}

contains only the zero element.

Proof. Computing the polar cone of both sides of (4.6), we obtain that
(
AT
{
d
∣∣∣ h∗↓

− (ū, d) = 〈Aȳ − b, d〉
}
+DT

{
d
∣∣∣ q∗↓− (v̄, d) = 〈Dȳ, d〉

})◦
= {0}.

Since
(
AT
{
d
∣∣∣h∗↓

− (ū, d) = 〈Aȳ − b, d〉
}
+DT

{
d
∣∣∣ q∗↓− (v̄, d) = 〈Dȳ, d〉

})◦

=
(
AT
{
d
∣∣∣h∗↓

− (ū, d) = 〈Aȳ − b, d〉
})◦

∩
(
DT
{
d
∣∣∣ q∗↓− (v̄, d) = 〈Dȳ, d〉

})◦

and

∀ d ∈
(
AT
{
d
∣∣∣h∗↓

− (ū, d) = 〈Aȳ − b, d〉
})◦

⇔ Ad ∈
{
d
∣∣∣h∗↓

− (ū, d) = 〈Aȳ − b, d〉
}◦

,

∀ d ∈
(
DT
{
d
∣∣∣ q∗↓− (v̄, d) = 〈Dȳ, d〉

})◦
⇔ Dd ∈

{
d
∣∣∣ q∗↓− (v̄, d) = 〈Dȳ, d〉

}◦

,
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it follows from Proposition 4.3 that (4.6) is equivalent to
{
d
∣∣∣h↓

−(Aȳ − b, Ad) = 〈ū, Ad〉
}
∩
{
d
∣∣∣ q↓−(Dȳ,Dd) = 〈v̄, Dd〉

}
= {0}.

By the KKT condition (3.1) and the property of the directional derivative (since h
and q are Lipschitz continuous), we have

{
d
∣∣∣ h↓

−(Aȳ − b, Ad) + q↓−(Dȳ,Dd) = 0
}

=
{
d
∣∣∣ h↓

−(Aȳ − b, Ad) = 〈ū, Ad〉, q↓−(Dȳ,Dd) = 〈v̄, Dd〉
}
.(4.12)

The desired result follows. �

Proposition 4.5. Suppose Assumption 2.2 holds. For h(·) = δC(·), q(·) = ‖ · ‖1
or q(·) = ‖ · ‖∞, let (ȳ, ū, v̄) be a solution of the KKT system. Then

ū ∈ ri(∂h(Aȳ − b)) ⇔ Aȳ − b ∈ ri(NC1(ū)),

v̄ ∈ ri(∂q(Dȳ)) ⇔ Dȳ ∈ ri(NC2(v̄)).

Proof. We only give a proof for the second equivalence and the first one can be
proved similarly. Since Dȳ ∈ NC2(v̄), there exists βi ≥ 0 for i ∈ I(v̄) such that
Dȳ =

∑
i∈I(v̄)

βiĀ
T
i by Proposition 2.3. Assumption 2.2 implies that I(v̄) 6= ∅. Due

to (4.9) we have that

ri(∂q(Dȳ))

= ri

({
z

∣∣∣∣
〈ĀT

i , z〉 − b̄i = 0, if i ∈ I(v̄) ∩ {j |βj > 0},
〈ĀT

i , z〉 − b̄i ≤ 0, if i /∈ I(v̄), or i ∈ I(v̄) ∩ {j | βj = 0}.

})

=

{
z

∣∣∣∣
〈ĀT

i , z〉 − b̄i = 0, if i ∈ I(v̄) ∩ {j | βj > 0},
〈ĀT

i , z〉 − b̄i < 0, if i /∈ I(v̄), or i ∈ I(v̄) ∩ {j | βj = 0}.

}
,

which implies that v̄ ∈ ri(∂q(Dȳ)) is equivalent to I(v̄)∩{j | βj = 0} = ∅. Therefore,
the desired result follows from the fact that Dȳ ∈ ri(NC2(v̄)) is equivalent to Dȳ =∑
i∈I(v̄)

βiĀ
T
i with βi > 0 for all i ∈ I(v̄). �

Proposition 4.6. Suppose that Assumption 2.2 is valid. For h(·) = δC(·), q(·) =
‖ · ‖1 or q(·) = ‖ · ‖∞, the SRCQ (4.6) is the same as the nondegeneracy condition
(4.1) for the dual problem (1.3).

Proof. If the SRCQ (4.6) holds, we have Aȳ− b ∈ ri(NC1(ū)) and Dȳ ∈ ri(NC2(v̄))
due to Theorem 4.4, Proposition 2.1 and Proposition 4.5. Based on Proposition
4.73 of [4], we obtain

lin(TC1(ū)) = TC1(ū) ∩ {Aȳ − b}⊥,

lin(TC2(v̄)) = TC2(v̄) ∩ {Dȳ}⊥,

and complete the proof. �

Proposition 4.7. For h(·) = δC(·), q(·) = ‖ · ‖1 or q(·) = ‖ · ‖∞, the critical cone
C(ȳ) = {0} if and only if the solution ȳ of the primal problem (1.2) is unique.

Proof. We first prove that the critical cone C(ȳ) = {0} implies the solution of the
primal problem is unique by contradiction. Let ȳ and y′ be two different solutions
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of the primal problem (1.2), and u′, v′ are the dual solutions corresponding to y′.
Then by the KKT condition (3.1), we have

AT ū+DT v̄ = 0, ū ∈ ∂h(Aȳ − b), v̄ ∈ ∂q(Dȳ),

ATu′ +DT v′ = 0, u′ ∈ ∂h(Ay′ − b), v′ ∈ ∂q(Dy′).

Let dy = y′ − ȳ, du = u′ − ū and dv = v′ − v̄, we have

AT du+DTdv = 0.(4.13)

Since

ū = ΠC1(Aȳ − b+ ū), v̄ = ΠC2(Dȳ + v̄),

u′ = ΠC1(Ay
′ − b + u′), v′ = ΠC2(Dy′ + v′),

by Theorem 4.1.1 of [13], it follows that

du = ΠTC1 (ū)∩{Aȳ−b}⊥(Ady + du), dv = ΠTC2 (v̄)∩{Dȳ}⊥(Ddy + dv),(4.14)

which is equivalent to

Ady = ΠNC1 (ū)+{Aȳ−b}(Ady + du), Ddy = ΠNC2 (v̄)+{Dȳ}(Ddy + dv).(4.15)

Combing (4.14), (4.15), (4.11) and (4.12), we obtain that dy ∈ C(ȳ) and therefore
dy = 0, which is a contradiction.

Conversely, assume the solution of the primal problem (1.2) is unique. Let ȳ
be this unique solution. Suppose that there exists a vector dy ∈ C(ȳ) but dy 6= 0.
Therefore, we obtain

Ady ∈
{
d
∣∣∣ h↓

−(Aȳ − b, d) = 〈ū, d〉
}
= NC1(ū) + {Aȳ − b},

Ddy ∈
{
d
∣∣∣ q↓−(Dȳ, d) = 〈v̄, d〉

}
= NC2(v̄) + {Dȳ}.

Furthermore, due to the fact that ΠE(z) = 0 if E is a cone and z ∈ E◦, we have

ΠC1(A(ȳ + dy)− b+ ū) = ΠC1(Aȳ − b+ ū) + ΠTC1 (ū)∩{Aȳ−b}⊥(Ady) = ū,

ΠC2(D(ȳ + dy) + v̄) = ΠC2(Dȳ + v̄) + ΠTC2(v̄)∩{Dȳ}⊥(Ddy) = v̄,

which implies that

A(ȳ + dy)− b ∈ ∂h∗(ū), D(ȳ + dy) ∈ ∂q∗(v̄),

and (ȳ + dy, ū, v̄) is also a solution of the KKT system. This is a contradiction of
the uniqueness of the primal solution. The desired result follows. �

Now we conclude the following result.

Theorem 4.8. Suppose that Assumption 2.2 is valid. For h(·) = δC(·), q(·) = ‖·‖1
or q(·) = ‖ · ‖∞, the nondegeneracy condition (4.1) of the dual problem holds if and
only if that the solution of the primal problem (1.2) is unique.

5. The computational issues of DCGM PALM

In this section, we discuss some important computational issues related to our
algorithm.
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(1) One of the difficulties we need to conquer is how to deal with the storage
problem of the constraint matrix and the dual variable. Due to the special
structure of the constraint matrixA, we only need to know the column index
triple of the three nonzeros for each row. For a given row index, we can
find the column index triple of the corresponding nonzeros and the column
index whose coefficient takes −1, while others take 1. We do not need to
store the constraint matrix A at all. As the number of active constraints
is much less than n2 and most elements of the dual variable are zeros due
to the complementary condition, the memory requirement is acceptable for
sparse restoration. As for large sparse graphs, we also store the vectors b
and trivec(W ) in a sparse way.

(2) Before the iteration of DCGM PALM, it is important to choose an initial
violated constraints set which is as small as possible but covers the true
active constraints with high probability. Let X be a feasible solution of
the original problem (1.1). Given indices 1 ≤ i < j < k ≤ n, it is easy to
know that xij ≥ 0 and there is only one violated constraint related to the
triple (xij , xik, xjk) if it exits. Fortunately, y = 0 is a natural guess solution
and we can find an initial violated constraint set including the constraints
whose corresponding components of b are less than 0.

(3) At the k-th iteration, we apply PALM to solve the reduced optimization
problem with n1 variables and |Sk| constraints, which is still a huge problem
when n is large. Let Ik be the set of the indices of variables involved in the
constraints and yk be the approximate optimal solution of the subproblem
(3.12). Since each constraint involves only three variables, for the variables
which are not involved in the constraints we set yk

Īk = 0. The corresponding
subproblem (3.12) can be replaced by solving the following problem

ykIk ≈ argmin
y
Ik

∈RIk

{
h(ASk,IkyIk − bSk) + p(DyIk)

}
,

which can reduce the computational cost rapidly for each subproblem (3.12)
if |Ik| << n1.

(4) Another point we need to mention is the computational cost of checking
feasibility. In the implementation, we divide the constraints into different
groups and check the feasibility in parallel.

(5) Due to Remark 3.3 and the results in Section 4, we set Hk ≡ 10−3I for the
ℓ1 and ℓ∞ norm based problems and Hk ≡ 10−6I for the ℓ2 norm based
problem in the numerical implementation.

6. Numerical experiments

In this section, we implement some numerical experiments to demonstrate the
efficiency of our DCGM PALM for the ℓp norm based metric nearness problems.
All of the numerical experiments are implemented on a Windows workstation (two
16-core, Intel Xeon E5-2667 @3.20GHz CPU, 64GB RAM). In the implementation,
all of these algorithms are written in C++ except the PROJECT AND FORGET
algorithm1 which is originally written in Julia.

1https://www.dropbox.com/sh/lq5nnhi4je2lh89/AABUUW7k5z3lXTSm8x1hhN1Da?dl=0
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At each iteration of DCGM PALM, we adopt the following relative KKT residual

ηkkt := max

{
‖AT

SuS + v‖

1 + ‖v‖
,
‖ASy − bS −Π

R
|S|
−

(ASy − bS + uS)‖

1 + ‖ASy − bS‖
,

‖Dy − Proxq(Dy + v)‖

1 + ‖Dy‖

}

and the relative gap

Rg :=
|pobj− dobj|

1 + |dobj|

to measure the accuracy of PALM. It is terminated if the desired relative KKT
residual ηkkt < tol := 10−4 and the relative gap Rg < tol, or the number of
the iterations of PALM reaches the maximum of 1000. For the consistency of
the stopping criteria of these algorithms, we also adopt the constraint feasibility
max{ASy − bS} < 10−2 as the stopping criterion for PALM. The outer iteration
of DCGM PALM is stopped if the the constraint feasibility of all the constraints
ηf := max{Ay− b} < 10−2 and the relative KKT residual of the problem with the
whole constraints is less than tol.

As for the Gurobi package, we also apply the same DCGM for the triangle in-
equalities constraints as that used in our algorithm to improve the efficiency of
Gurobi (DCGM Gurobi), while the constraints related to the reformulations of
the ℓ1 or ℓ∞ norm are always in the constraint set. We use the barrier algo-
rithm (without presolve and crossover) with the tolerances BarConvTol < tol and
FeasibilityTol < 10−2 to solve each subproblem. The same stopping criterion as
that of DCGM PALM is adopted for the outer iteration of DCGM.

For consistency, we make a minor modification of the stopping criterion in [43]
and adopt

max {Rg, ηf} < 10−2

as the stopping criterion for Dykstra’s projection method. As the original code2

for Dykstra’s projection method is for the ℓ1 norm based problem, we rewrite it in
C++ for the ℓ1, ℓ2, ℓ∞ norms based problems and the same parallelization technol-
ogy mentioned in [39] is applied to improve the efficiency of Dykstra’s projection
method. The parameters for the PROJECT AND FORGET algorithm are set as
default.

In our experiments, we make the comparisons on some graphs with dissimilarity
matrices derived from real-world networks which are from the SuiteSparse Matrix
Collection [7] and the SNAP repository [25]. Before experiments, the edge weights
are removed such that the networks are undirected. Then we find the largest
connected component for further use. We follow the same approach in [43] to

obtain the dissimilarity matrix X̃ and the corresponding weight matrix W with
each element being nonzero.

In the following subsections, we report the name of data (Graph), the parameters
(n, ne) for the numbers of vertices and edges, the relative KKT residual ηkkt (for
DCGM PALM), the relative gapRg and the constraint feasibility ηf for the problem
with the whole constraints, the primal objective value (pobj), the iteration number
(iter) and the computing time (time) in the format of hours:minutes:seconds.

2https://github.com/nveldt/ParallelDykstras



26 P.P. TANG, B. JIANG, AND C.J. WANG

Table 1. The performances of PALM, DCGM PALM, Gurobi,
DCGM Gurobi for the metric nearness problem.

Graph PALM DCGM PALM Gurobi DCGM Gurobi
(n, ne) time pobj time(iter) pobj time pobj time(iter) pobj
ℓ1 norm based problems
jazz

0:04:48 2.46e+02 0:00:18(2) 2.46e+02 0:07:44 2.46e+02 0:01:13(2) 2.46e+02
(198, 2742)
SmallW

0:09:48 7.88e+02 0:01:40(4) 7.88e+02 0:14:45 7.87e+02 0:06:02(4) 7.88e+02
(233, 994)
celegansneural

0:16:43 7.14e+02 0:01:47(3) 7.14e+02 0:54:33 7.14e+02 0:22:37(3) 7.14e+02
(297, 2148)
USAir97

0:22:59 7.32e+02 0:01:05(3) 7.32e+02 0:43:34 7.32e+02 0:11:54(3) 7.32e+02
(332, 2126)
ℓ2 norm based problems
jazz

0:04:35 1.19e+01 0:00:20(4) 1.19e+01 1:08:25 1.17e+01 8:38:29(4) 1.19e+01
(198, 2742)
SmallW

0:07:48 1.74e+01 0:00:48(5) 1.74e+01 out of memory out of memory
(233, 994)
celegansneural

0:15:37 1.73e+01 0:00:42(2) 1.73e+01 out of memory 17:39:14(2) 1.73e+01
(297, 2148)
USAir97

0:22:09 1.80e+01 0:00:33(2) 1.80e+01 out of memory out of memory
(332, 2126)
ℓ∞ norm based problems
jazz

0:04:24 7.49e-02 0:00:26(4) 7.49e-02 0:05:30 7.45e-02 0:32:21(10) 7.50e-02
(198, 2742)
SmallW

0:07:13 8.31e-02 0:00:38(5) 8.32e-02 0:08:41 8.29e-02 0:14:42(5) 8.31e-02
(233, 994)
celegansneural

0:15:36 7.60e-02 0:01:01(4) 7.60e-02 0:23:43 7.57e-02 3:17:53(17) 7.60e-02
(297, 2148)
USAir97

0:21:50 8.31e-02 0:00:51(5) 8.32e-02 0:39:49 8.30e-02 3:02:28(11) 8.31e-02
(332, 2126)

We first test the efficiency of DCGM. The performances of PALM,
DCGM PALM, Gurobi, and DCGM Gurobi are listed in Table 1. All of the ex-
periments in Table 1 achieve the specified accuracy requirements unless being out
of memory. From the comparison, for the ℓ1 norm based problem, we see that
the DCGM based algorithms are more efficient and we will only adopt the DCGM
based algorithms for comparisons in the following numerical experiments. For the
ℓ2 norm based problem, both Gurobi and DCGM Gurobi run out of memory when
n > 300. Therefore we only compare DCGM PALM with Dykstra’s projection
method in the numerical experiments of the ℓ2 norm based metric nearness prob-
lem. For the ℓ∞ norm based problem, the computing time of DCGM PALM is
much less than that of PALM and we will only implement DCGM PALM in the
numerical experiments. Although Gurobi runs better than DCGM Gurobi, we still
adopt DCGM Gurobi for comparison due to the fact that the memory requirement
of Gurobi grows quickly with the increasing of n.

6.1. Numerical experiments for the ℓ1 norm based metric nearness prob-
lem. In this section, we perform some numerical experiments of Dykstra’s pro-
jection method, Gurobi and our proposed algorithm for the ℓ1 norm based metric
nearness problem. It is known from [43] that the linear programming relaxation for
correlation clustering is equivalent to the ℓ1 norm based metric nearness problem.

6.1.1. Solving the ℓ1 norm based metric nearness problem (1.2) by linear program-
ming. The ℓ1 norm based metric nearness problem is a polyhedral problem and
can be rewritten as a linear programming problem. By introducing some slack
variables, we can reformulate problem (1.2) to the following form.

min
z∈R2n1

{
〈c, z〉

∣∣∣ Ãz ≤ b̃
}
,(6.1)
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where z = [y; ỹ], c = [0n1 ; trivec(W )], 0n1 denotes an n1-dimensional zero column
vector and

Ã =




A 0
In1 −In1

−In1 −In1


 , b̃ =




b
0n1

0n1


 .

The KKT condition of problem (6.1) takes the following form

ÃTu+ c = 0, u ∈ N
R

2n1+n2
−

(Ãz − b̃).

As we know, there exist many optimization software packages, e.g., Gurobi,
which is an ideal solver to deal with the above linear programming problem. Hence,
we use the Gurobi package for comparison.

6.1.2. Dykstra’s projection method. Dykstra’s projection methods cannot be ap-
plied directly to solve linear programming problems and we need to add an ap-
propriate regularization term to the objective function of the linear programming
problem (6.1). Consider the following quadric programming problem

min
z∈R2n1

{
〈c, z〉+

1

2γ
zT D̃z

∣∣∣ Ãz ≤ b̃

}
,(6.2)

where γ > 0, D̃ = diag([trivec(W ); trivec(W )]). The dual problem of (6.2) is

min
u∈R

2n1+n2
+

{γ
2
(ÃTu+ c)T D̃−1(ÃTu+ c) + 〈̃b, u〉

}

and the corresponding KKT system takes the following form

1

γ
D̃z + ÃTu+ c = 0, Ãz − b̃ ≤ 0, u ≥ 0, 〈u, Ãz − b̃〉 = 0.

As proved in [29], there exists γ0 > 0 such that for all γ > γ0 the optimal solution
of the quadratic programming problem (6.2) is the minimum ℓ2 norm solution

of the original linear programming problem (6.1) when D̃ = I2n1 . The function

f(z) = δ
R

2n1
−

(Ãz− b̃)+ 〈c, z〉 is polyhedral. For a convex closed polyhedral function

f , its subdifferential has an interesting property called the staircase property (see
e.g., Section 6 of [11]), i.e, there exists δ > 0 such that

t ∈ ∂f(z), ‖t‖ ≤ δ ⇒ 0 ∈ ∂f(z).

Let z̄ be an optimal solution of problem (6.2), then we have 1
γ D̃z̄ ∈ ∂f(z̄). It is

known that both solution sets of (6.1) and (6.2) are bounded. Therefore for a general
weight matrix, there also exists γ1 > 0 such that for all γ > γ1 the solution of the
quadratic programming problem (6.2) is also a solution of the original problem.

Due to the difficulty of determining the parameter γ1 exactly and the unknown
dual variables u and v such that the KKT residual of the original problem is un-
determined, we set γ = 1, which is the same as that in [43], in the numerical
experiments.
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Table 2. The performances of DCGM PALM, DCGM Gurobi, Dykstra’s projection method and
PROJECT AND FORGET for the ℓ1 norm based metric nearness problem.

Graph DCGM PALM DCGM Gurobi Dykstra’s projection method PROJECT AND FORGET
(n,ne) ηkkt Rg ηf pobj time(iter) ηkkt Rg ηf pobj time(iter) Rg ηf pobj time(iter) pobj time(iter)

caGrQc
6.39e-05 2.74e-06 4.38e-03 2.88e+03 0:12:38(4) out of memory 7.23e-05 9.80e-03 3.07e+03 1:13:15(270) 4.04+03 1:28:23(99)

(4158,13422)
power

9.05e-05 1.74e-07 2.38e-03 2.01e+03 0:03:29(5) 2.57e-07 5.54e-05 1.12e-04 2.01e+03 0:05:16(4) 4.62e-05 8.62e-03 2.15e+03 1:03:24(150) 2.59+03 0:39:30(26)
(4941,6594)
caHepTh

8.80e-05 2.44e-06 9.24e-03 7.05e+03 1:12:05(4) out of memory 6.05e-05 9.26e-03 7.39e+03 14:25:46(310) out of memory
(8638,24806)
caHepPh

6.51e-05 2.10e-06 5.60e-03 1.39e+04 7:21:37(6) out of memory 8.10e-05 9.80e-03 1.39e+04 34:26:56(320) out of memory
(11204,117619)
caAstroPh

3.40e-05 3.24e-06 8.31e-03 2.93e+04 19:56:56(4) out of memory 8.08e-05 8.44e-03 3.11e+04 180:15:39(370) out of memory
(17903,196972)

Table 3. The performances of DCGM PALM and Dykstra’s projection
method for the ℓ2 norm based metric nearness problem.

Graph DCGM PALM Dykstra’s projection method
(n,ne) ηkkt Rg ηf pobj time(iter) Rg ηf pobj time(iter)

caGrQc
9.49e-05 1.04e-06 2.95e-03 3.65e+01 0:02:40(2) 1.99e-04 9.78e-03 3.65e+01 0:14:43(60)

(4158,13422)
power

5.58e-05 6.99e-07 7.70e-03 2.92e+01 0:01:24(2) 5.99e-04 5.64e-03 2.92e+01 0:16:46(40)
(4941,6594)
caHepTh

8.30e-05 1.04e-06 2.85e-03 5.68e+01 0:11:09(2) 5.72e-05 9.60e-03 5.68e+01 2:48:32(60)
(8638,24806)
caHepPh

6.83e-05 3.73e-06 2.20e-03 8.35e+01 0:48:02(3) 6.94e-04 6.90e-03 8.35e+01 8:12:45(70)
(11204,117619)
caAstroPh

8.34e-05 5.62e-07 4.91e-03 1.20e+02 2:00:26(3) 5.66e-05 8.92e-03 1.20e+02 66:43:53(120)
(17903,196972)
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6.1.3. Numerical results for the ℓ1 norm based metric nearness problem. In this
subsection, we make the comparisons of DCGM PALM, DCGM Gurobi, Dykstra’s
projection method and PROJECT AND FORGET. It can be shown from Table 2
that although DCGM PALM and Dykstra’s projection method can obtain the de-
sired results with the corresponding stopping criteria, The objective value obtained
by DCGM PALM is less than that obtained by Dykstra’s projection method for al-
most all the data sets. The basic reason lies in the extra proximal term. Although
the cost of checking feasibility of the whole constraints is O(n3), the number of
the constraint generation iterations of DCGM PALM is much less than that of
Dykstra’s projection method.

Furthermore, we can solve each subproblem of DCGM PALM efficiently due to
the structure of the problem. Since there are only 3 nonzero elements in each row
of the constraint matrix, the number of the variables involved in the constraint set
S is less than n1 in each subproblem. We take the data set caHepPh as an exam-
ple. The sizes of the constraint sets of the subproblems are 18877829, 37755658,
56648464, 84998076, 169656800 and 171628352, respectively. While the numbers
of the variables involved in the corresponding subproblems are 3304117, 3600822,
4105644, 4896376, 6164352 and 6208620, respectively, which are much less than
n1 = 62759206.

In Table 2, we can see that DCGM Gurobi can only solve the second data prob-
lem, while PROJECT AND FORGET can only solve the first two data problems.
For other data problems, both solvers run out of memory. Although Dykstra’s pro-
jection method can solve all the data problems, its computing time is much more
than that of DCGM PALM.

We also test some graphs with the number of nodes larger than 2 × 104 and
the number of the constraints up to 1013 . The number of the total constraints
(no cons), the largest size of the constraint set (active cons) of DCGM PALM, the
computing time of DCGM and checking feasibility of the constraints (DCGM+FEAS),
the computing time of solving the subproblems (PALM) are also listed in Table 4.
The graphs are sparse and the size of the constraint set in DCGM is much less than
n2. Due to the sparse restoration, the maximum memory requirement for the ℓ1
norm based problems related to these data sets is less than 45G.

Table 4. The performances of DCGM PALM for the ℓ1
norm based metric nearness problem of large data sets.

Graph
no cons active cons iter ηkkt Rg ηf pobj time(DCGM+FEAS | PALM)

(n,ne)
CA-CondMat

4.9e+12 21303932 5 3.21e-05 3.78e-06 9.19e-03 2.48e+04 14:28:09(3:02:52 | 11:25:17)
(21363,91342)
p2p-Gnutella25

5.8e+12 8140970 4 1.06e-05 9.74e-07 2.48e-03 1.98e+04 6:08:29(3:02:36 | 3:05:53)
(22663,54693)
p2p-Gnutella30

2.5e+13 13198004 4 5.62e-05 6.36e-07 7.93e-03 3.15e+04 22:19:22(12:59:35 | 9:19:47)
(36646,88303)

6.2. Numerical experiments for the ℓ2 norm based metric nearness prob-
lem. In this section, we perform some numerical experiments for the ℓ2 norm based
metric nearness problem. Since Dykstra’s projection method and the Gurobi pack-
age can only be applied to solve the quadratic programming problem, we reformu-
late the ℓ2 norm based metric nearness problem equivalently to the problem with the
objective function being the square of the ℓ2 norm. We have tested DCGM PALM
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Table 5. The performances of DCGM PALM for the ℓ2
norm based metric nearness problem of large data sets.

Graph
no cons active cons iter ηkkt Rg ηf pobj time(DCGM+FEAS | PALM)

(n,ne)
CA-CondMat

4.9e+12 185711148 3 7.44e-05 3.58e-07 3.33e-03 1.08e+02 2:31:08(2:06:13 | 0:24:55)
(21363,91342)
p2p-Gnutella25

5.8e+12 7736507 2 9.45e-05 1.31e-06 4.69e-03 9.44e+01 2:15:29(1:54:12 | 0:21:17)
(22663,54693)
p2p-Gnutella30

2.5e+13 12427811 2 9.72e-05 5.16e-07 7.93e-03 1.19e+02 8:32:33(7:56:50 | 0:35:43)
(36646,88303)

on several data sets. The computing time of DCGM PALM for the original problem
is less than that for the squared ℓ2 norm problem. The reason may lie in that the
minimal value of the weight matrix is very small, which may lead to ill-conditioning
of the inner subproblem. Therefore, we only implement the numerical experiments
of DCGM PALM for the original problem in the following implementation. The
corresponding objective values of the original problem are listed in Tables 3 and 5.

As for the Gurobi package, we also apply DCGM and adopt the same stop-
ping criterion as that of DCGM PALM. As shown in Table 1, both Gurobi and
DCGM Gurobi run out of memory for the data sets with n > 200. We only com-
pare our DCGM PALM with Dykstra’s projection method for the ℓ2 norm based
metric nearness problem.

Both of the algorithms can solve the ℓ2 norm based metric nearness problem
with the given corresponding stopping criterion, however, the results in Table 3
demonstrate that our DCGM PALM is much more efficient. The number of iter-
ations for DCGM is small (less than 5), which means we only need to take a few
iterations with each iteration O(n3) cost to check the feasibility of the constraints.

The performance results of DCGM PALM for the ℓ2 norm based metric nearness
problem with other large data sets are listed in Table 5. The computing time of
solving the subproblems is much less than that of the delayed constraint generation
and checking feasibility of constraints reveals that PALM can solve each subproblem
efficiently. The high efficiency is due to DCGM and the SsN based PALM. We take
the data set p2p-Gnutella30 as an example. The numbers of the constraints for the
two subproblems are 12347944 and 12427811, respectively, while the total number
of the constraints is 24604479499740. The numbers of the variables involved in
the corresponding subproblems are 11169993 and 11186321, respectively, while the
total number of the variables is 671446335. The maximum memory requirement is
less than 30G.

6.3. Numerical experiments for the ℓ∞ norm based metric nearness prob-
lem. In this section, we perform some numerical experiments of Dykstra’s projec-
tion method, DCGM Gurobi and our proposed algorithm for the ℓ∞ norm based
metric nearness problem.

We first reformulate the ℓ∞ norm based metric nearness problem as a linear
programming problem. By introducing some slack variables, we can write out the
problem (1.2) as the following form.

min
z∈Rn1+1

{
〈ĉ, z〉

∣∣∣ Âz ≤ b̂
}
,(6.3)

where ĉ = [0n1 ; 1] and
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Table 6. The performances of Dykstra’s projection method for
the ℓ∞ norm based metric nearness problem with different γ.

Graph Gurobi obj γ obj ratio iter time

8.23e-02

1 7.00e-01 849.74% 55 0:00:09
Harvard500 10 5.77e-01 700.62% 115 0:00:19
n = 500 100 3.97e-01 482.19% 1555 0:04:17
ne = 2043 200 3.20e-01 388.40% 3175 0:08:10

500 2.60e-01 316.23% 10560 0:25:39

8.29e-02

1 3.02e-01 364.62% 40 0:00:43
email 10 2.59e-01 312.34% 165 0:02:54
n = 1133 100 2.02e-01 244.12% 1460 0:25:37
ne = 5451 200 1.81e-01 217.06% 3320 0:58:23

500 1.48e-01 178.80% 10330 2:55:34

Â =




A 0n2

In1 −1n1

−In1 −1n1


 , b̂ =




b
0n1

0n1


 ,

where 1n1 is an n1-dimensional column vector with all elements being ones. When
we apply Dykstra’s projection method to solve problem (6.3), we need to approxi-
mate problem (6.3) by the following quadratic programming problem

min
z∈Rn1+1

{
〈ĉ, z〉+

1

2γ
zT D̂z

∣∣∣ Âz ≤ b̂

}
,(6.4)

where D̂ = diag([trivec(W ); 1]).
In order to set an appropriate parameter γ such that the solution of the quadratic

programming problem (6.4) is close enough to the original problem (6.3), we test
several different parameters γ for some small scale data sets. In Table 6, in addition
to some indices introduced previously, we also list the objective value (Gurobi obj),
which is obtained by the Gurobi package with no constraint generation strategy,
the value of the parameter γ (γ), and the ratio of the objective value obtained
by Dykstra’s projection method and that obtained by Gurobi (ratio). We can see
that the parameter γ should be relatively larger (be greater than 500) such that the
original objective value obtained by Dykstra’s projection method is relatively closer
to the true objective value. However the number of the iterations grows rapidly as
γ increases and so does the computing time. For the trade-off, we set γ = 500 in
the following comparison.

We present the performance results of DCGM PALM, DCGM Gurobi and Dyk-
stra’s projection method for the ℓ∞ norm based metric nearness problem in Table
7. As is seen from Table 6, for Dykstra’s projection method, the number of the
iterations is very large and it takes a lot of time. Hence in Table 7, We only
list the computing time of one iteration (time per iter) and the estimated time
(estimated time) for Dykstra’s projection method. We assume that the number of
the iterations for Dykstra’s projection method is 104, though the actual number
may be larger than 104. We observe from Table 7 that DCGM Gurobi cannot
obtain the desired results for these data sets when n > 4000 due to the mem-
ory limitation. The computing time of Dykstra’s projection method grows rapidly
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with the increasing of n and it becomes unacceptable when n is greater than 104.
DCGM PALM can obtain the desired approximate solution with the given accu-
racy for these data sets and the computing time is much less than that of Dykstra’s
projection method.

In Table 8, we only present the performance results of DCGM PALM for the
ℓ∞ norm based metric nearness problem of large data sets. The results in this
table demonstrates that our DCGM PALM can solve the ℓ∞ norm based metric
nearness problem with n up to 3 × 104 and the number of the constraints up to
1013. Since the size of the constraint set is much less than the total number of
the constraints and the number of the variables involved in the constraint set is
much less than the total number of the variables, the SsN based PALM solves the
corresponding subproblems efficiently and the total time cost of DCGM PALM is
satisfactory. Take the data set p2p-Gnutella30 as an example. The numbers of the
constraints for these subproblems are 12347944, 24695888, 49391776, 98783552,
104703160 and 104860475, respectively, while the total number of the constraints
is 24604479499740. The numbers of the variables involved in the corresponding
subproblems are 11169993, 15163073, 18173253, 23562258, 24825734 and 24829265,
respectively, while the total number of the variables is 671446335. The maximum
memory requirement is less than 45G.

7. Conclusion

In this paper, we have introduced an efficient DCGM PALM to solve the ℓp
(p = 1, 2,∞) norm based metric nearness problem. An efficient SsN based PALM
is applied to solve each subproblem of DCGM. We take full advantage of the special
structure of the corresponding problem and overcome the storage difficulty such
that we can solve the metric nearness problem with n up to 3× 104, especially for
sparse graphs. DCGM PALM can solve the ℓp (p = 1, 2,∞) norm based metric
nearness problem efficiently and the memory requirement is acceptable. Numerical
experiments on several real graph demonstrate the efficiency of our algorithm. As
far as we know, it is the first time that numerical implementations on the ℓ∞ norm
based metric nearness problem can be conducted with n greater than 105.

In theory, we have established the primal-dual error bound condition for PALM.
We have also established the equivalence between the dual nondegeneracy condition
and nonsingularity of the generalized Jacobian for the inner subproblem of PALM.
Furthermore, when q(·) = ‖ · ‖1 or ‖ · ‖∞, we have established the equivalence
between the SRCQ and the nondegeneracy condition, and the equivalence between
the dual nondegeneracy condition and the uniqueness of the primal solution.
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Table 7. The performances of DCGM PALM, DCGM Gurobi and Dyk-
stra’s projection method for the ℓ∞ norm based metric nearness problem.

Graph DCGM PALM DCGM Gurobi Dykstra’s projection method
(n,ne) ηkkt Rg ηf pobj time(iter) ηkkt Rg ηf pobj time(iter) time per iter estimated time

caGrQc
7.79e-05 7.68e-06 6.74e-03 8.31e-02 0:11:16(4) out of memory 0:00:16 45h

(4158,13422)
power

3.16e-05 3.10e-06 1.68e-03 8.31e-02 0:04:37(6) out of memory 0:00:25 70h
(4941,6594)
caHepTh

7.75e-05 7.08e-05 4.63e-03 8.32e-02 0:52:27(4) out of memory 0:02:39 441h
(8638,24806)
caHepPh

1.81e-05 6.62e-06 6.10e-03 8.31e-02 11:13:40(8) out of memory 0:06:23 1063h
(11204,117619)
caAstroPh

6.34e-05 5.15e-06 5.92e-03 8.31e-02 63:11:53(7) out of memory 0:29:14 4872h
(17903,196972)

Table 8. The performances of DCGM PALM for the ℓ∞
norm based metric nearness problem of large data sets.

Graph
no cons active cons iter ηkkt Rg ηf pobj time(DCGM+FEAS | PALM)

(n,ne)
CA-CondMat

4.9e+12 52044885 4 3.87e-05 8.34e-05 8.08e-03 8.32e-02 14:10:41(2:36:41 | 11:34:00)
(21363,91342)
p2p-Gnutella25

5.8e+12 67528494 6 3.66e-05 7.47e-05 2.07e-03 8.32e-02 17:07:44(4:29:54 | 12:37:50)
(22663,54693)
p2p-Gnutella30

2.5e+13 104860475 6 1.57e-05 1.55e-05 2.44e-03 8.31e-02 43:56:41(18:25:19 | 25:31:22)
(36646,88303)
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