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Abstract

This paper introduces a systematic methodological framework to design and analyze distributed algorithms for optimization
and games over networks. Starting from a centralized method, we identify an aggregation function involving all the decision
variables (e.g., a global cost gradient or constraint) and introduce a distributed consensus-oriented scheme to asymptotically
approximate the unavailable information at each agent. Then, we delineate the proper methodology for intertwining the identified
building blocks, i.e., the optimization-oriented method and the consensus-oriented one. The key intuition is to interpret the obtained
interconnection as a singularly perturbed system. We rely on this interpretation to provide sufficient conditions for the building
blocks to be successfully connected into a distributed scheme exhibiting the convergence guarantees of the centralized algorithm.
Finally, we show the potential of our approach by developing a new distributed scheme for constraint-coupled problems with a
linear convergence rate.

I. INTRODUCTION

Increasing attention has been devoted in the last years to turning centralized (or parallel) architectures into distributed ones,
since distributed algorithms offer many benefits: e.g., preserve privacy and avoid a single point of failure, see Fig. [T}
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Fig. 1. Centralized (left) and distributed (right) architectures.

In distributed optimization, agents cooperate to minimize a common performance index, while, in the context of games over
networks, they compete with each other to minimize individual costs. See the recent surveys on distributed optimization [|1]—[_8]]
and aggregative games [9]—[11]] for a comprehensive overview of the existing frameworks, algorithms, and application scenarios.
The use of tools from system theory in these settings is a recent successful trend [12]. The advantages of this approach
have been already shown in the context of both distributed optimization [[13]-[[16]] and games [17], [18]. The work [[19]
(see also [20]) proposes a control-theoretic approach to systematically decompose distributed optimization algorithms into a
centralized optimization method and a second-order consensus estimator. Other systematic decompositions based on system
theory are proposed in [21]], [22]], where also time-varying graphs are considered. A first attempt of a systematic design for
distributed continuous-time optimization schemes is proposed in [23] by relying on nonlinear observation theory. Our key
idea is to formalize an intuition of most distributed algorithms that try to mimic a centralized algorithm by combining an
approximated optimization part with a consensus scheme to agree on global information. Specific distributed settings have
been addressed under the lens of singular perturbations in both optimization [24]]-[29]] and game theory [30]—[34]. Singular
perturbations (or timescale separation) are a powerful tool for analyzing systems characterized by the interconnection of a slow
subsystem with a fast one [35], [36]]. In order to deal with agreement on global information in our schemes, we resort to the
formalism of a-consensus [37]], [38], modeling problems in which N agents endowed with local quantities si,...,sy aim to
reach consensus at a(sy,...,SN).

The main contribution of this paper is a methodological framework for both the design and analysis of distributed algorithms
for optimization and games over networks. We develop a procedure that (i) systematically prescribes how to get a distributed
version of an inspiring centralized method and (ii) provides analytical guarantees that the resulting distributed scheme achieves the
same convergence properties of the centralized one. Inspired by the mentioned successful examples using singular perturbations,
we adopt them as a foundational tool to develop our systematic approach. Specifically, our procedure takes a centralized
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algorithm and identifies a so-called aggregation function, i.e., a global quantity depending on all the network variables and, thus,
requiring a central unit to be computed. Then, the global information is substituted by a local proxy that is updated according
to a so-called consensus-oriented dynamics. Our framework formally establishes how to interlace the optimization- and the
consensus-oriented parts leading to a distributed algorithm with suitable convergence guarantees. We interpret the obtained
interconnected dynamics as a Singularly Perturbed (SP) system, usually decomposed into fast and slow subsystems derived from
the optimization-oriented part and the consensus-oriented one, respectively. Based on this structure and by using tools from
system theory, we provide convergence guarantees for the resulting distributed algorithm based on proper conditions on the
optimization-oriented part and the consensus-oriented one separately considered. We consider general cases, possibly involving
multiple solutions (e.g., nonconvex scenarios) and guarantee convergence in a LaSalle sense. When the solution is unique, we
establish conditions for its exponential stability or, equivalently, for linear convergence. Our main result stands on a general
theorem for SP systems with LaSalle-type properties (Theorem [3]in Appendix [A) extending [26, Th. 1] and, thus, representing a
contribution per se. Another side contribution is Proposition [I] (in Appendix [B): it establishes sufficient conditions for designing
distributed schemes solving dynamic average consensus problems with composite functions. Finally, we showcase the potential
of the proposed approach with a concrete example. Specifically, we design a novel distributed algorithm for constraint-coupled
optimization scenarios and, under mild problem assumptions, we prove its linear convergence properties. To the best of our
knowledge, such a novel algorithm is the first distributed scheme exhibiting a linear convergence rate in solving optimization
problems with coupling inequality constraints. This example highlights how novel distributed algorithms can be designed thanks
to our framework by means of simple steps. Thus, it shows that our approach paves the way for systematically obtaining a wide
variety of distributed algorithms (and their analysis) across several existing and potentially new scenarios. As for the existing
attempts for systematic approaches (see the mentioned references [19]—[23]]), we note that they all restrict to unconstrained
convex consensus optimization and all but [23]] focus only on the analysis neglecting the design phase. The work [23|] offers
also design arguments but it is restricted to gradient-flow continuous-time schemes. Let us then summarize the peculiarities of
our methodology. First, it offers not only the analysis but also a systematic algorithm design. Second, thanks to the inherent
generality of system theory, it provides a unified perspective across different viewpoints. Indeed, it allows us to encompass a
wide range of scenarios (e.g., constraint-coupled optimization or aggregative games), algorithms (e.g., augmented primal-dual
or projected gradient methods), and assumptions (e.g., nonconvex costs or unbounded feasible sets).

The paper is organized as follows. In Section |lI, we formulate the problem and present the more popular frameworks arising
in distributed optimization and games. Section [l presents our systematic approach and the main result of the paper. Section
provides an overview of optimization- and consensus-oriented algorithms matching the assumptions made in Section Finally,
in Section [V] we apply our approach to synthesize a novel distributed scheme and numerically test its effectiveness.

Notation: col[z1,...,xy] denotes the column stacking of the vectors x1,...,zx. In R™*™ [ and 0,, are the identity
and zero matrices. The symbol 1, denotes the vector of N ones while 1y,4 := 1y ® I3, where ® denotes the Kronecker
product. Dimensions are omitted when they are clear from the context. Given v € R™, we denote as [v]; its i-th component. Given
z € R" and S C R", we define ||z[|g := infyes ||z — y|. Given f : R"* xR" =R, we define V; f(z,y):= %f(s,y) 1, and
Vaf(z,y):=2f(x,s)|_,. R is the positive orthant in R".

s=y-*

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND PRELIMINARIES

Our aim is to develop a comprehensive design and analysis approach for various scenarios in distributed optimization and
games over networks. To achieve this unification, we begin by introducing the concept of Variational Inequality (VI), as it offers
a unified view on both distributed optimization and games [39], [40]. In detail, given a subset X C R™ and a vector-valued
function F': X — R", a finite-dimensional VI problem VI(X, F') consists in finding * € X such that

(x—2*)TF(z*) >0, VoeX. (1
A wide range of problems arising in optimization and games over networks can be modeled as particular instances of (I referred
to as multi-agent VI problem VI(X, F'). More in detail, in the multi-agent case, given Z := {1,..., N}, the decision variable
x can be written as z := col [z1,...,2xy]| with z; € R™ and Zfil n; = n, while the feasible set reads as X =X x...x Xy
with X; CR™ for all ¢ € Z, and F is
-
F(z) = [Fl(fzr)T FN(m)T] ,
where F; : R™ — R™ for all ¢+ € Z. Hence, a multi-agent VI reads as
T
1 ¥ Fy(x*)
o : >0, VzeX, )
TN x}‘\, FN (I*)
where z* := col[z7,...,x}] € R™ with 7 € R™ for all i € Z. We denote as X* C X the set containing all (possible)

solutions to problem (2). In this paper, we focus on a comprehensive development of distributed strategies to address problem (2)).
Specifically, we focus on networks of N agents communicating according to a graph G = (Z, ), where Z is the set of agents



and & C T x T is the set of edges. The symbol N; denotes the in-neighbor set of agent i, namely N; := {j € Z | (j,i) € £}.
Finally, the in-degree of agent i is the cardinality of A; and we use deg; := |\V;] to denote it.

In the next, we provide an overview of popular frameworks addressed in the context of optimization and games over networks
and we cast them in the form of the VI ().

Distributed Consensus Optimization: N agents aim at cooperatively minimizing the sum of functions all depending on a
common variable. Formally, this kind of problem reads as

min Z filz 3

z€ERL 4

where, for all i € Z, f; : R? — R is the cost function associated to agent i. We cast problem (3)) in the form of (2) by setting

Flo)=|YX Vi) ... SE Vfian)T | x=R

Distributed Constraint-Coupled Optimization: in this setup, the coupling among the agents’ variables occurs in the constraints
rather than in the objective functions. Indeed, it reads as

N
min Z filzs)

(z1,...,xN)ER™ i1

N N
subj. to ZAiJUi < me
=1 i=1

where each f; : R™ — R is the local cost function of agent 7 depending on the associated decision variable x; € R™¢, while the
elements A; € R™*™ and b; € R™ model the feasible set. The whole decision variable is denoted as x := col [x1,...,2x] € R™
with n := ZN 1 - This problem structure does not necessarily impose consensus among the agents’ estimates. However, as we
will show also in Section [[V] because of the coupling in the constraints, every single agent cannot 1ndependently solve a local
problem with local information. We note that problem (@) can be cast in the form () with X = {z € R”‘ 21 WAz —b;) <0}
and

“

T
F(z) = [Vfl(arl)T . VfN(a:N)T}
We recall that we want to satisfy the constraint formalized by the feasible set X in an asymptotic sense.

Distributed Aggregative Optimization: N agents still cooperate to minimize the sum of /N functions, but now they also
depend on a so-called aggregative variable. Formally, we have

N
min i(z;,0(x)), 5)
o T 2 i)
in which x := col[z1,...,zxy] € R™ is the global decision vector, with each z; € R™ and n = Zfil n;. Each function
fi : R™ x R — R represents the local objective function of agent i, while the aggregative variable o(z) has the form
N
= N;(bi(xi)a (6)

where each ¢ : R™ — R? is the i-th contribution to o(z). We cast problem (§) in the form of by setting X = R" and

N T
P=[PEE o) | 0L Aewo)]

8.131 (933‘]\/

Aggregative Games over Networks with Linear Coupling Constraints: N agents compete with each other with the aim of
minimizing their own costs depending on the strategies of all the other agents. Formally, agent 7 aims at solving

wf%ﬁ%gv Ji(zi,0(x))

N N
S.t. ZA]'JZJ‘ < ij
j=1

@)

where the elements A; € R™*™ and b; € R™ model the set of feasible strategies, while the cost function J; : R™ x RY - R
depends on the i-th individual strategy z; € R™, as well as on the aggregative variable o(z) € R? defined as in (6)), with z :=
col[zy,...,xzn] ER™", n:= Zfil n;. We define the constraint functions ¢;(x;) := A;z;—b;, c—i(x_;) := Zjez\{i}(ijj_bj),
and c(z) := ¢;(z;) +c—i(x—;) = Ax—b, where x_; :=col [x1,...,&i—1,Tit1,...,&N] E R"™™, A:=[A; ... Ay] € R™*",



and b := Zi\; b;. Then, the collective vector of strategies x must belong to the feasible set C := {z € R" | ¢(z) < 0} C R".
We refer to any equilibrium solution to the set of inter-dependent optimization problems as aggregative Generalized Nash
Equilibrium (GNE) [41]] (or simply GNE), which is formally defined as follows.

Definition 1 (GNE [41]]). A collective vector of strategies x* € C is a GNE of if, for all i € Z, we have:
Ji(xi,o(x")) < Iéll(n )J,;( i 3 Gi(wi) +oi(ary)),

i AT S

with Ci(x_;) == {x; € X; | Aix; < bj—c_i(x_;)}, ¥, := col [x‘{, T T g ,:cjv}, and o_;(z* ;) = Z;VZLJ.# o; ().
|
By addressing a VI in the form of @) in which X = C and
GG dJn(zn, o))"
F(z) = .. ;
Oz, ox N

one finds a subset of the GNEs of problem named variational GNEs (v-GNEs). As in the constraint-coupled setup, the
constraint formalized by the feasible set X must be satisfied in an asymptotic sense.

Remark 1. Many existing works focus on games in which each cost function J; depends on all the single strategies x;, namely
each agent aims at minimizing J;(x;,x_;) (see, e.g., [[11], [42)], [43|]]). However, we remark that the aggregative game
recovers this class of games by setting o(x) := x, i.e., players need to access the whole vector of strategies. |

III. UNIFYING THEORY FOR DISTRIBUTED ALGORITHMS: SYSTEMATIC DESIGN AND FORMAL GUARANTEES

In this section, we provide a comprehensive approach to design an iterative distributed algorithm aimed at solving problem (2).
In Section [[II-Al we start from a centralized algorithm (for optimization or games) run by N agents aided by a central
unit named aggregator (or master). The aggregator collects/spreads data from/to all the agents of the network and performs
computations involving all variables. Then, in Section we develop a naive version of a fully distributed algorithm in
which we interlace the original optimization-oriented scheme with an inner, consensus-oriented one. Specifically, we introduce
local proxies that asymptotically work as the aggregator. Finally, in Section we suitably modify this naive version to
simultaneously run, in a distributed fashion, both the optimization- and consensus-oriented schemes.

A. Centralized Meta-Algorithm for Optimization and Games

We introduce a generic centralized method to address problem (2). This scheme serves as an inspiring algorithm that we aim
to replicate in a distributed manner. It is intentionally kept generic and does not represent a specific methodology. Hence, we
refer to it as the centralized meta-algorithm. In detail, given the iteration index ¢ € N and n,, € N, each agent 7 € Z, at iteration
t, maintains a local algorithmic state x! € R™x: and a local output x! € R™ representing the current estimate of the i-th block
of a solution to problem (2). Although the variables x! and x! are usually related, they do not necessarily coincide. Indeed, the
algorithmic state x! may also contain, e.g., local multipliers A! to enforce local and/or global constraints (see, e.g., [31]), as
well as local momentum terms m! to improve the convergence features of the algorithm (see, e.g., [44]). Agent i iteratively

updates (x!,x!) according to a specific protocol implementable in a centralized manner. Posing x* := col [\, ..., xy] € R™
with n, :=%"." | n,,, we generally describe this centralized meta-algorithm as

X =g a(x) (8a)

X = mi(xi), (8b)

where g; : R™ x R* — R"x: represents the local algorithm dynamics, n; : R™xi — R™¢ represents the local output map,
while a : R"x — R® is an aggregation function that couples all the local quantities x‘. Specifically, «() represents a solution
to a a-consensus problem, i.e., the problem of finding the collective information (e.g., the mean, the maximum, the minimum,
etc...) encoded in « about the local quantities X1, ..., xn. The specific form of g; is motivated by the distributed paradigm
we aim at aligning with. Indeed, we explicitly identified the dependency on the local (and available) information x! and the
global (and unavailable) one encoded in «(x*), which needs to be computed by the aggregator. In Section for each setup
presented in Section |[I, we provide a centralized algorithm that effectively solves the considered setup and we explicitly show
that it matches the general form considered in (8). The column-stacked version of (8) reads as

X =g 1a(x")) (%)
x'=n(x"), (9b)
in which x' := col [x},...,x%] € R", while g : R"x x RN® — R"x and 7 : R™ — R" read as
T
g(x,v) :== [91(X1,U1)T gN(XNavN)T]
T
n(x) = [mx)" nv(xn) ']

where v := col [vy,...,vx] € RN® with v; € R® for all i € T.



B. Naive Double Loop Distributed Algorithm

In a network of peer-to-peer agents, the central aggregator is not available and, thus, the update cannot be implemented.
To compensate for this lack of knowledge, we equip each agent 7 with an auxiliary variable z! € RP* providing a local
proxy &;(x!,z!) € R* about the unavailable, aggregate quantity «(). In other words, each z! is the local state variable of a
consensus-oriented mechanism that we need to embed in the overall algorithm to make its execution possible in a distributed

fashion. We do that by modifying the local update (8a) as

X = gi(xd da(xd, 7). (10)
S —

proxy for a(x?)

Next, we show a naive distributed algorithm, including an inner loop for the update of z!, that helps to understand the rationale
of the actual distributed algorithmic framework and the line of proof that we will present in the following sections. To this end,
we introduce an inner iteration index 7 € N and, for each ¢ € Z, we consider the double-loop algorithm

fort=1,2,...
XE—H :gi(XE’di(ngz?oc)) (11a)
for r=1,2,...
720" = hi(X 23, (11b)

where zﬁ’oc = lim, 0o zE’T, h;: R2ZGen: ™ x RZ5en; Pi s RPi is a generic description of the consensus-oriented dynamics,
while Xj\/i € R>ien: ™ and Z;\Z € R>ieN; P collect the quantities maintained by the in-neighbors of agent ¢, namely

Xj\/i := col [Xﬂje/\/i , zﬁf := col [Z?T}je/\& ’

for all ¢ € Z. In Section we will provide explicit examples of this consensus-oriented dynamics in the case in which the
a-consensus problem reconstruction coincides with an average consensus problem, i.e., in the case in which a(y) represents
the mean of local quantities (e.g., gradients, solution estimates, or constraints). To generalize, as it will be clear in the sequel,
the inner update must be designed to asymptotically solve the a-consensus problem, i.e., the trajectories of (I1b) must satisfy

1 A t ?’T e t
Jimai(x;,27") = alx),
for all x* € R™ and i € Z. We conclude this part by providing the column-stacked version of (I1b), namely
2T = h(x', 2, (12)
where, given p := Zf\; pi,» we introduced h(x,z) := [h1(xa7,20) " hN(XNN,zNN)T}T € RP. We point out that

algorithm (IT) is not practically implementable since agents should run the inner loop forever or share a common iteration
index to switch between the inner and outer loops.

C. Distributed Meta-Algorithm for Optimization and Games

We follow a key intuition based on singular perturbations to transform (L)) in a fully distributed algorithm without an inner
loop. To do that, we suitably modify (L1a) and to create an interconnected system with a fast and a slow dynamics.
To this end, we introduce a parameter 6 > 0 allowing for an arbitrary tuning of the variations of x*, so that (I0) becomes

X = x4 (g0 da(xdL ) — ). (13)

By simultaneously running (T3) and a single step of (TIb), we obtain our distributed meta-algorithm for optimization and
games and we report it in Algorithm [I] We remark that (I4) only uses variables locally available for agent ¢ and, thus,

Algorithm 1 Distributed Meta-Algorithm (Agent %)
fort=1,2,... do

X =+ 8(gi(xk Gl 7)) — ) (142)
7t = hi(Xy, 7v,) (149
= mi(x) (4o

end for

can be implemented in a fully distributed manner. Although our primary objective is to provide a tool for developing and
analyzing novel distributed methods, it is noteworthy that the general form of the generic distributed meta-algorithm reported
in Algorithm [I] encompasses several existing methods. Just to name a few, we mention ADMM-Tracking Gradient [29]] for



Optimization-oriented dynamics
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2+ = h(x',2")

A

Consensus-oriented dynamics

Fig. 2. Block diagram of (T3).

consensus optimization (3)), Distributed Aggregative Gradient Tracking [45] for aggregative optimization (3, and Primal
TRADES [31] for aggregative games with local constraints (7).
By collecting all the local updates (T4), the stacked-column description of our distributed meta-algorithm reads as

X =t el alx' 2%) — x) (152)

2T = h(xt, 2" (15b)

x'=n(x"), (15¢)

where a(x,z) := [a1(x1,21)" ... éan(xn,zn)'] " The obtained distributed method interconnects the optimization-oriented

subsystem (I5a)) and the consensus-oriented one (I5b), see Fig. 2] for a schematic view. Intuitively, with a sufficiently small
d, the consensus-oriented scheme deals with a “quasi-static” x?, so that &(x?,z") ~ 1a(x"). Then, the optimization-oriented
scheme mimics a low-pass filter of the desired and centralized meta-algorithm (9). Based on this intuition, we formalize as
follows the necessary properties of the centralized optimization meta-algorithm (9) and the consensus-oriented scheme (12)
separately considered. We start from the required properties about the centralized method (). Then, in Section for each
setup considered in Section [lI, we provide a centralized method that satisfies these assumptions.

Assumption 1 (Centralized method (9) equilibria). X* is non-empty and there exist non-empty sets X*,S, CR"x such that
D &% ={x* e R"™ | x* = g(x*, 1a(x)), n(x*) € X*}.

2) The set S, D X* is convex and, for all (x,v) € S, x RN%, it holds g(x,v) € Sy. [ |

Assumption (1] introduces the set X'* containing the equilibria x* of the centralized method (9) whose output z* = n(x*) is
a solution to the variational inequality (Z). As for the set S,, we clarify its role as follows.

Remark 2. We introduced the forward-invariant set S, to include optimization-oriented methods requiring a proper initialization
(e.g., projection-based algorithms) and, thus, to enhance the class of setups and methods that can be captured by our framework.
To further stress that this is not a limitation, we note that in the case of initialization-free methods (e.g., in unconstrained
programs), since we do not require the boundedness of S, we can simply set S,, = R™x, ]

The next assumption characterizes the convergence properties of the centralized method (9) by introducing a suitable
descent-like function W. Such a function W may be, e.g., the overall cost function in the case of unconstrained programs
(see [26]) or the so-called gap function (see [46]) in the case of games.

Assumption 2 (Convergence of centralized method (9)). There exist a radially unbounded, differentiable function W : R™ — R,
a function D : R"™ — R, and ¢y, co,c3,cq4 > 0 such that

VIV(x) " (9(x, 1a(x)) = x) < —e1D(x)? (16a)

IVIW () < e2D(x) (16b)

IVW(x) = VIVO < esllx = Xl (16¢)

lg(x: Le(x)) = xII < eaD(x), (16d)

for all x,x' € Sy. Moreover, x* € {x € R"x | D(x) = 0} = x* € X*. Further, g and n are [34- and (,-Lipschitz
continuous over S, x RN® and S, for some B, 3, >0. |

The next assumption focuses on variational inequalities (Z) with a unique solution =* and centralized methods (@) with
exponential stability guarantees or, equivalently, a linear convergence rate. These stronger guarantees are commonly achieved in
the case of strongly convex cost functions (optimization) or strongly monotone pseudo-gradients (game theory).



Assumption 3 (Exp. stability for centralized method (). Given x* € R"x such that ©* = n(x*) € X*, it holds

clx =P < W) <ellx— x| (17a)
D(x)* zelx—x"I7, (17b)
for all x € S, and some c,¢,c > 0. [ |

Remark 3. The role of Assumptions [2| (resp. |3) is to frame convergence results of given centralized methods within a system
theory interpretation based on LaSalle’s Invariance Principle (resp. Lyapunov’s stability theory). Indeed, we recall that our
goal is to develop a systematic approach to designing and analyzing distributed versions of existing optimization-oriented
methods. Hence, we require convergence results of these inspiring methods to be available. |

Analogously, we will now formalize the necessary features of the consensus-oriented scheme (12). Section provides an
overview of existing schemes satisfying these assumptions.

It is possible to decompose the most popular consensus-oriented dynamics (see the tutorial [47] about dynamic average
consensus) into two suitable components, one of which has a forward-invariant set, while the other has a stable equilibrium
parametrized in . In turn, c-consensus is achieved in configurations where the first part lies on the mentioned set and the
other one in this equilibrium. To make these schemes eligible in our systematic procedure, we introduce a change of variables
T : RP — RP that transforms z according to

z| [ T(z)
7 — LJ ="T(z) = {ﬁ(z)} ) (18)
with 7 : R — R? and 7, : R? — RP+ with p+ p, = p. The transformation 7 allows us to rewrite system (T3) as
X ="+ 0(g(x alx, T (col [7,71]))) — x) (19a)
74 = T(h(x', T~ (col [#,7]))) (190)
2 = L, T (ol [2,71])) (1)
X = (') (190

In these new coordinates, we suppose the following invariance and orthogonality conditions. We note that these conditions are
common to the most widely used consensus-oriented schemes and, among others, to those presented later in Section
which serve as building blocks for our systematic methodology.

Assumption 4. (Invariance and orthogonality) There exists a forward-invariant set S, C R? for (19b). Moreover, there exist
) R xRPL RN gnd b : R™ x RPL - RPL such that

a(x, T~ (col [7,21])) = a1 (x,71) (20a)

Ti(h(x, T~ (col [7,2.1]))) = h(x. 20), (20b)

SJor all xeR™, z€S;, and z, € RPL. Further, &, and h, are Lipschitz continuous with constants s, Br >0, respectively.l
Now, we guarantee the existence of an equilibrium of parametrized in y in which the a-consensus is solved.

Assumption 5. (Parametrized equilibrium) There exists z‘! : R™x — RPL such that, for all x € R™x, it holds

ay(x, 27 (x) = 1a(x) (21a)
20(x) = h (621 (X)) (21b)
Further, zef is Lipschitz continuous with constant 3., > 0. |

Conditions (20a) and (21a) ensure that if z € S;and z, = ZT(X), the a-consensus problem is solved. Since S; is forward-
invariant for (I9b), the set S, := {z € R? | T(z) € S;} turns out to be forward-invariant for the whole consensus-oriented
part (T3B). Hence, by initializing system (T3) with z € S,, one ensures 7z’ € S, for all ¢ > 0. Thus, to assess the attractiveness
of the entire a-consensus locus {(z,z,) € RP x RP+ |z € S;,z, = z'(x)}, we now impose asymptotic stability properties
for the equilibrium 2 ().

Assumption 6 (Stability of consensus-oriented dynamics). There exist U : RP- — R and by, b, b3, by > 0 such that

billzo)|? < UzL) < balzs|? (222)
Uho(x, 21 +27(x)) =27 (x)) = U(zL) < b3 ||2L||” (22b)
|U@zL) = U@ ) <ballze =7 (2L + 11ZL1]), (22c)

forall x € R™ and z, ,7/| € RP+. |



Assumption |§| ensures that if Z € S; and x were fixed, the point z7'() would be a globally exponentially stable equilibrium
uniformly in x € R"™x of dynamics (I9¢). The following remark provides insights on S, and the transformation (I8).

Remark 4. The purpose of S, is to enlarge the class of schemes usable in our design procedure. Indeed, as we will see also later,
some popular consensus-oriented schemes (see [47]) widely adopted in distributed optimization (see, e.g., [48]-[50)]) require
initialization in a subset S,. We remark that this choice does not represent a limitation. Indeed, in the case of initialization-free
protocols, since no boundedness of S; has been required, one may simply set S; = RP = S, = RP. Analogously, we also
note that requiring stability properties only on a portion of the dynamics of z (see Assumption [6) is not restrictive: for schemes
exhibiting these stability properties on their whole dynamics, one can set p =0 and p, = p. |

Once these assumptions have been enforced, we are ready to provide the following theorem showing that the state of the
distributed method (T3) converges to a proper set associated to the solutions of the variational inequality (2). Moreover, under
the additional Assumption [3| we also ensure exponential stability properties and, in turn, linear convergence of x* toward the
unique 2* € X* solving the variational inequality (2).

Theorem 1. Consider @ and let Assumptions @ and@ hold for a suitable T as in @) Then, there exists 0 € (0,1],
such that, for all § € (0,0) and (X°,7°) € Sy x S, the trajectories of (I3) satisfy

lim [|x‘||,. =0 (23a)
t—o0

Jim [|72(") =27 =0 (23b)
lim HXtHX* =0. (23¢)

t—o00

If further Assumption [3| holds true, then there exist 1,719,735 > 0 such that, for all § € (0,6) and (x°,z°) € Sy x S,, the

trajectories of (IE) satisfy
T Zt) Z (Xt) ] (ZO) Z (XO)

th - :c*” < rgexp(—rit), (24b)

exp(—r1t) (242)

where * = n(x*).

Proof. First of all, since S, and S, are forward-invariant for (9) and (T5b) (cf. Assumptions [I] and [), S, is convex (cf.
Assumption , § € (0,1], and (x°,2°) € S, x S,, we note that S, x S, if forward-invariant forward invariant for system (T3).
Now, we use the change of variables (]ED and, thus, the equivalent formulation provided in (ﬂ;g[) Since z9 € S,, it holds 79 € S,
by construction. Being S; is forward-invariant for (T95) (cf. Assumption , it holds 7' € S; for all ¢ € N. Thus, in light of the
orthogonality condition (20) in Assumption 4] z* does not affect the other system states. Thus, we completely ignore it and

use (20) to rewrite (T9) as

Xt =x"+ g a(x', 7)) — XY (25a)
2 =hy (X 2. (25b)

After this preliminary phase, we analyze (23] by applying Theorem [3] (in Appendix [A), i.e., we interpret it as an SP system,
see their generic formulation provided in (32). In particular, x* and (25a) are the slow state and subsystem, while z/ and (23b)
are the fast ones. We then proceed by checking that all the assumptions required by Theorem [3] are fulfilled. In light of (21b),
we note that zef provides the equilibrium function of the fast part (25b) parametrized in x*. Then, the so-called boundary layer
system associated to (23), i.e., the fast dynamics (23b) written using the error coordinates z/ := z‘ —z7!(x") and an arbitrarily
fixed x* = x € R™x, reads as

7 =ho (2 + 27 () — 27 (%) (26)

The Lyapunov function U (cf. Assumption [6) ensures that the origin is globally exponentially stable for (26) as required by

Theorem [3] in (56). We proceed by studying the so-called reduced system associated to (23), i.e., the slow dynamics (25a) with

z', =z}(x") for all ¢ € N. This auxiliary system reads as

X =x"+0(g(x", a1 (X 2 () — x). (27)

The reconstruction property (2Ta) ensures & (x*,z7(x")) = 1a(x"). Hence, we introduce g (x) := g(x, La(x)) to lighten up
the notation and equivalently rewrite system (27) as

X=X+ 6(galx’) — XY (28)

To apply Theorem [3| we need a function satisfying the LaSalle conditions encoded in (37). To this end, we pick the function
W introduced in Assumption 2} Thus, in light of (T6b),(I6c), and (I6d), the regularity conditions (37b), (37c), and (57d) are



guaranteed. As for the remaining condition (57a), we evaluate AW (x?) := W (x'™!) — W(x") along the trajectories of the
reduced system (28)), thus obtaining

AWK =WK" + 0(gax) — X)) = W)
(%) W) + VIV (xH) T (ga(xH) — xH)
+62% [lga(x) = X||F = W
Y (1 - 525) D(x)2, (29)

where in (a), in light of the Lipschitz continuity of VIV (cf. in Assumption 2), we bound W (x* + 6(ga(x") — x*)) via
Descent Lemma [51, Prop. 6.1.2], while in (b) we use (T6a) and (T6d). Now, we arbitrarily set &; € (0,¢;). Let 81 := —25(c; —é1).

— C3C2
Then, for any ¢ € (0,47), we bound (29) as ’

AW(x") < =6¢1D(x)?,
namely, W also satisfies (57a). Further, Assumptions [2] and [f] guarantee that the Lipschitz continuity of the dynamics of (23)
and the function 2% and the invariance conditions asked in (33)) are achieved into S, and RP+. Thus, we are in the position to
apply Theorem B] Namely, we use U and W to define V : R"x x R — R as in (39) and Theorem [3] guarantees there exist
6 € (0,61) and ) > 0 such that, by evaluating AV (x*, 2 —z(x")) := V2 = 2 () = Vi, 24 — 2 ()
along the trajectories of system (23), for all § € (0,4), it holds
2
AV (x' 24 =27 (") < = (D()? + [z = 2P 0) (30)
for all ¢>N. The inequality (30) ensures AV (x*,z" — z7(x")) < 0 for all ¢ € N. In detail, the right-hand side of (30) is null
when (x*,z ) € E C R™ P+ in which
E:={(x,z1) e R™ x RP* | D(x) = 0,2z, =z, (x)}. (31)
Thus, by LaSalle’s invariance principle [52, Theorem 3.7], for all & € (0,), the trajectories of system (23) satisfy
: tot] _ _
tli{glo HCOI [X 7ZJ_] f”/\/{ 0) (32)

for all (XO, z(i) € S, x RP+, where M C E denotes the largest invariant set for system @ contained in F (cf. (]3;1'[)). Since
x*€{xeR™ |D(x)=0} = x* € X™* (cf. Assumption , we have M = {(x,z,1) € R™ x RPL | x € X*,z, =z (x*)}. In
turn, x* € X* = n(x*) € X* by construction (cf. Assumption [1)) and, thus, also (23) is achieved. As regards the additional
results (24), we use (T7b) to further bound (30) as

AV =P 00) < (el = x|+ [l - 220 ). (33)
By using the quadratic bounds (T7a) and (22a)), we get

* 2 *
X=X eq X=X
<V(x,z, — <

[ZL _ ZT(X)] <V(x,zL Z) (x) < [ZL _ ZT(X):|
for all (x°,29) € S, x RP+, where ¢ := min{c, b; } and ¢ := max{¢, b }. In light of these quadratic bounds and inequality (33),
we invoke [53, Th. 13.2] to claim that (x*,z7!(x*)) is exponentially stable for (23) and, thus, result (24a) is achieved (see the
proof of [53, Th. 13.2] to quantify the constants 71 and ro in (24a)). The proof of (24b) follows by recalling that z* = n(x*)
and setting r3 = 3,72 ||col [x*—x*, 25 —z7'(x")]|]- O

We note that the bound ¢ on the parameter § in Theorem [1]is uniform in (x°,7°) € S, x S, (see Remarks [2] and [4] to recall
the purpose of these sets). Hence, using blocks having S, = R™x and S, = RP, Theorem [I] provides global results.

2

R

¢
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IV. BUILDING BLOCKS FOR
DISTRIBUTED OPTIMIZATION AND GAMES SETUPS

In this section, we provide implementations of the meta-algorithm (9) and consensus-oriented protocols (12)) for the scenarios
considered in Section [[Il This section, combined with the systematic design and analysis offered in Section [[TI} paves the way
for designing a large variety of distributed algorithms in the form (T3) for optimization and games.

First, for each setup introduced in Section [} we provide a centralized method matching Assumptions [T] and [2] (and, some of
them, the additional Assumption [3). The considered centralized methods involve aggregation functions that can be computed via
dynamic average consensus. Thus, we then provide a set of dynamic average consensus schemes that satisfy Assumptions [] [5]
and



A. Centralized Methods for Optimization and Games

For each setup considered in Section [[, we now provide a centralized method satisfying Assumptions [T] and [2}
Consensus Optimization: we now present a centralized method for problems in the form @).
First, we introduce an augmented cost function f : RN¥4 — R defined as

v 17 SRS e
¢ e — T . E— .
fla)=7 (IN)IJrN;fz(NZl:EJ), (34)
1= j=
where z := col [x1,...,2x] € RV? and v > 0 can be arbitrarily chosen. Such an augmented cost allows us to equivalently
rewrite problem (3)) as
min _ f(x), (35)

(xl,...,arN)E]RNd
namely, * € R is a stationary point of problem (3) if and only if 12* € R is a stationary point of (33). Hence, by applying
the gradient method to problem @, each agent ¢, at iteration ¢, maintains an estimate Xf € R? about the i-th block of a

solution to (33) and explicitly updates it according to

1 N N 1 N
W =xt (v - g ) + X a5 ) 36)
j=1 j=1 k=1

where v > 0 is the step size. Method (36) can be cast in the form of the meta-algorithm (B) by setting

ni(Xi) = Xi
1 N
at = [ | 8 i X
001 S VG )
9i(xi-a(x)) == xi =7 ((xi — a1(x)) + a2(x)) -
Given x':=col[x},..., x%] €RY, we note that the stacking dynamics arising from the local one (36) compactly reads as
X = =V ). (37)

Further, by assuming that Zfil fi() is radially unbounded with Lipschitz continuous gradients, these properties apply to f(z)
too by construction (cf. (34)). Hence, by using the Descent Lemma [51} Prop. 6.1.2], algorithm (37) satisfies Assumptions [I]
and [2] with sufficiently small v and by setting

Sy =RY" W(x) = f(x)-
In the case of strong convexity of vazl fi(x), given its unique minimizer z*, it also satisfies the additional Assumption [3| with
W(x) = f(x) - f(1z*).

Constraint-Coupled Optimization: we now focus on problems in the form @). Let A:= [A; ... Ay], b:= > b;, and
H,:R xR — R be defined as

- [wleXe + Z(010)? if p(fe]e) + e > 0
H ( Ve, A g) = 1 .

’ 5, Wi if p([e]e) + e <0,
where p > 0, while [v], € R denotes the ¢-th component of v. Then, let the function #, : R™ x R"™ — R be defined as

Ho(v,A) = > Hy ([v]e, [\e) - (38)
/=1

By slightly adapting the approach in [54], we use H, to introduce an Augmented Lagrangian function £ : R™ x R¥™ — R
associated to problem (@) and defined as

N N
E(.’lﬁ, )\) = Zfl(aﬁl) + Hp <ALE —b, % Z)w) - %/\T (I — %111—))\,
=1 =1



in which A := col [A1,..., A\y] € RY™ with \; € R™ for all i € Z and v > 0 can be arbitrarily chosen. Finding saddle points
of L allows for solving problem (E[) with linear rate [54]]. Hence, for all ¢ € Z, agent ¢ maintains a local solution estimate
x! € R™ and a local multiplier A} € R™ and updates them with a descent and an ascent step based on £, namely

N
1
= xt = Vi) = vAT Vi, (Axt —b A?) (3%2)
j=1
1 1 <
ML= AT 4 'yz/<N Z A — )xf) + 7+ VaoH, (Axt —b, N Z A;), (39b)
j=1 j=1
where v > 0 is the step size. We cast method (39) in the meta-algorithm form (8) by setting
Ty
Xi = {A} o mil) = [In, Om] i (40a)
N
a1(x) > i1 (Aii — bi)
a(y) = as()| L <N (40b)
N i1 A

—Vfi(zi) — Al Vit (a1 (x), a2(x)) } ’ (40c)

gi(xi>a(x)) = xi +7 [V(az(x) =) + & VaoH,(a1(x), a2(x))

for all ¢ € Z. The local update (39) allows for a parallel implementation of the augmented primal-dual method proposed in [54]]
to deal with generic ojgtimization problems with linear inequality constraints. Based on this observation, by assuming that A is
full-row rank and ) ;" , fi(x;) is strongly convex with Lipschitz continuous gradients, for sufficiently small ~, the stacking
dynamics arising from (39) satisfies Assumptions [I] 2 and [3| by adapting [54, Lemma 5] and setting

.
X —a* kI AT1T] [x—a*
W) = [)\— 1/\*] [1A wl } {)\— 1)\*]
Sy =R x RY™

where z* € R™ and A\* € R™ are the unique solution to problem (@) and the corresponding multiplier, while x > 0 needs to
be sufficiently large [54, Th. 2]. In the case of nonlinear constraints, we refer to [55] to get semi-global exponential stability
properties for the centralized algorithm (39).

Aggregative Optimization: we now report a centralized method tailored for problems in the form (3). Given a step size
v > 0, agent 4, at iteration ¢, updates an estimate x! € R" about the i-th block of a problem solution via

N
41t (ot tyy Voi(x}) ot t
X == Vil o () - D Va0 (). (41)
j=1
We cast method (@I) in the meta-algorithm (8) form by setting
mi(Xs) = Xi
1 N
Q(X) — [al(X>:| — N N Zi:l ¢1(X§\),
a2(x) % > iz Vafilxi, % Zj:l ¢ (x;))

gi(xi> (X)) = xi =7 (Vifilxi, a1(x)) + Vo(x)az(x)),

for all i € 7. Let f, : R® — R be defined as f,(z) := Zfil fi(z;,o(x)). Then, by computing the gradient of f,, we note
that the stacking update of (@I)) reads as

X=X =V (X, (42)

Namely, system (@2)) corresponds to a parallel implementation of the gradient descent method applied to problem (3)). Thus, if
fo is radially unbounded with Lipschitz continuous gradients, for sufficiently small v, system ([@2) satisfies Assumptions [I]
and [2] via Descent Lemma [51| Prop. 6.1.2] and setting

Sy =R", W(x):= f-(x)-

In case of strong convexity of f,, given its unique minimizer 2*, Assumption [3|is satisfied too with W (x) := fo(x) — fo(2*).



Aggregative Games: we now provide an equilibrium-seeking scheme for games in the form (7). Inspired by [54], the local
constrained problem of agent i can be treated by resorting to the Augmented Lagrangian £; : R” x RN™ — R defined as

N
1 VT 1447
Li(z, ) = Ji(x,0(z)) + H, (Az ~b. % Z;A) — oA (- {1,
where H,, is defined in (38) and v > 0 can be arbitrarily chosen. As already mentioned above, differently from standard

Lagrangian functions, this choice allows for devising algorithms with linear rate [54]. In particular, at each ¢t € N, agent ¢
maintains an estimate x; € R™ about the i-th block of a v-GNE of (7)), a multiplier \! € R™, and updates them via

N

1
xH = xt —yGi(xt o (xh) — AT ViH, (Axf —b > A§.> (43a)

j=1
1Y 1 1
41yt t t t t

ALHL — ) +W<N;Aj —)\i) +157 V2K, (Ax —b,N;Aj), (43b)

where v > 0 is the step size, while, for all i € Z, G; : R™ x R? — R™ reads as

Voilx;
Gi(-f(/'i7 Zz) = V1Ji($i, Zz) + 7(25;\& Z)VQJL‘(Ii, Zz)

We cast method (@3) in the meta-algorithm (8) form by setting

xi == col[xi, Al mi(xi) == [In, Om] X

a1(x) L i(xs)
alx) = [aa()| =] 2NN
a3(x) S (A — by)

v aly) = s —Gi(zi,01(x)) = A ViH,(az(x), a2(x))
gz(Xz, (X)) =X+ |: V(QQ(X) — /\z) —+ %VQHP(OL:;?X),OKQ(X)) :| .

By adapting [54, Lemma 5], it can be shown that, for sufficiently small -, dynamics (#3) matches Assumptions [T} [2] and [3] by
assuming that col [G1(z1,0(2)),...,Gn(xN,0(x))] is strongly monotone, the gradients of J; and ¢; are Lipschitz continuous
for all 4 € Z, A is full-row rank, and setting

-
X —a* kI AT1T] [ x—a2*
W) = [A 1)\*] [1A Kl } {)\ 1/\*]
Sy =R" x RY™,

where z* € R™ and \* €R™ are the unique v-GNE and multiplier of (7), and x>0 must be large enough [54, Th. 2].

B. Dynamic Average Consensus
For the centralized algorithms (39) and @3)), it holds
N
a(x) = N Z ©i(Xi), (44)
i=1
where each ¢; : R™: —R? gives agent ¢ contribution. Namely, «(x) is the solution to dynamic average consensus problems
(see the tutorial [47]). In the centralized schemes (36) and @), a(x) is the solution to dynamic average consensus problems
with composite functions, namely

[ et 1| Ziienta)
() '—[aE(x, 1a1(x))} TN [zf_l <p,517i(xi,oz1()())‘|. )

In detail, we split « into «; : R™ — R* and ay : R™x x RNer 5 ReE which, in turn, depend on the local contributions
encoded in each ¢, : R"x: — R and ¢, : R™i x R — R*", This “composite” structure makes a distinction between the
“internal” aggregation function «, (e.g., the mean of x1, ..., x ) and the “external” one «ay (e.g., a global gradient computed
at the mean «,). In Appendix [B] we formally show (cf. Proposition [T) that a cascade structure of suitable dynamic average
consensus schemes constitutes a consensus-oriented dynamics satisfying Assumptions [ [5] and [f] in the case of composite
functions as in @3). For this reason, we now present a set of dynamic average consensus schemes satisfying Assumptions [4] [3
and [6] and, thus, representing possible candidates to constitute the consensus-oriented part (I3b) of the overall distributed
algorithm. Nonetheless, we recall that our approach is not limited to dynamic average consensus. As long as Assumptions [] [5



and [6] are verified, if required by the definition of the specific «, our approach may also include different consensus protocols,
e.g., the leader-follower schemes widely used in game theory [30]. The schemes are presented by introducing u; :=; (),
up = col[uy],  €RYE for all i€ Z, u = col [ug, ..., un] € RN, and a weighted adjacency matrix W e R"*Y whose
entries w;; match the sparsity of G.

Perturbed Consensus Dynamics: this scheme [47], [56]] has been extensively used in distributed optimization [45]], [49],
[57]1-[59] and games [11]], [31]. In the so-called causal form (see [26], [60]), agent 7 sets the approximation function as
&;(ug,2t) = u; + 2z with z¢ € R updated according to

Z£+1 = Z Wi j (Z; + Uj) — Uyj. (46)
JEN;
System (#6) matches Assumptions {4 5] and [l when G is strongly connected and W is doubly-stochastic [47, Th.5].

Proportional Integral Action for Dynamic Average Consensus: the distributed method ([@6) requires a specific initialization
into {z € RN® |17z =0} [47]]. To overcome this limitation, one can discretize the continuous-time scheme in [61] obtaining

Pt = (L= )ph —kp > wi(pf —ph) + kY wig(af — qf) +yus (47a)
JEN JEN:
a7 =al +kr Y wig(ph - ), (47b)
JEN;

where p!, ¢! € R and v, kp, k;r > 0 are tuning parameters. In this scheme, the approximation function is &;(u;, col [pt, ¢!]) = pt.
If G is strongly connected and WV is doubly-stochastic, the result [61, Th. 5], adapted to discrete-time, ensures that matches
Assumptions and [6] with suitable kp, kr, 7.

R-ADMM for Dynamic Average Consensus: here, we report the distributed method proposed in [[62] based on Alternating
Dual Multiplier Method (ADMM). In [29]], [63]], [64], this method has been combined with a gradient-based policy to address
consensus optimization. In detail, the original dynamic consensus problem is turned into the quadratic program

N

: 1 2
min Z; 3 IIsi — u;l] 48)

(s1...,8n)ERNa =
s.t.rs; =85, V(i,7) € €.
If graph G is connected, the (unique) optimal solution s* € RV to reads as s* = 1% Z;Y:I u; [62]. From this observation,

the dynamic average consensus is achieved by addressing via Distributed R-ADMM [|65]]. Namely, agent ¢ maintains a
variable zﬁj € R® for each neighbor j € N; and implements

argmin {% llsi — wil|®—s,; Z z%—i—@ sill? }
JEN;

s;ERa

OAéZ' (’U,Z', Zt)

7yt = (1= B)zi; + B (=25 + 2005 (u;,75)

with p > 0 and 3 € (0,1) and z! := col [zﬁj]j . Since the cost 1 ||s; — u;||? is quadratic, the above update reduces to

EN,
1
~ t t
i\Uiy2;) = i+ i 493
& (ug, z;) T+ pdeg, (u jEENin> (49a)
21 = (1= B)zl; + B (—2b; + 2pd;; (u;,2)) . (49b)

If graph G is undirected and connected, system matches Assumptions [4} [5] and [6] (see [62] Prop. 5] or [29, Lemma IV.3]).

V. NOVEL DISTRIBUTED ALGORITHM
FOR CONSTRAINT-COUPLED OPTIMIZATION

In this section, we show the potential of our systematic design by synthesizing a novel distributed algorithm for constraint-
coupled problems (). Then, we provide numerical simulations corroborating the theoretical results. With this example, we
effectively demonstrate the potential of the proposed procedure as it immediately offers both the design and analysis of a
distributed algorithm able to recover the recent result in [54] about (centralized) optimization with inequality constraints.



A. Distributed Algorithm Design

As claimed in Section [[V-A] the constraint-coupled setup (@) can be addressed via the centralized method (39). The execution
of the considered centralized algorithm needs the aggregation function a(y) specified in @0). Once the centralized algorithm
is chosen and its aggregation function has been identified, we follow the systematic design outlined in Section to get
its distributed counterpart. Specifically, for each agent i € Z, we introduce the auxiliary variables z! € R?™ and choose the
perturbed consensus dynamics in the causal form (6) to determine their evolution. Then, by decomposing each z! according to

zt := col [w}, ¢!] with w!, (! € R™, the centralized method (39) gives rise to the distributed one

X =xt — Gy V f;(xh) — ovA] ViH, (N(Axt — b;) + ¢ AL+ wh) (502)

AL = M Gyvw! + 0y VoH, (N (At — b;) + ¢ AL+ wh) (50b)

witt = wij (wi+A5) = A (30¢)
JEN;

G =" wij (¢ + N(Ajxt — b)) = N(Aixt ;). (50d)
JEN;

Next, we ensure that (30) solves problem (@) with a linear rate. As far as we know, existing distributed schemes (see, e.g., [66])
achieve this property only in the case of equality constraints and, thus, this is the first distributed scheme with a linear rate in
problems with coupling inequality constraints.

Theorem 2. Consider (30). Assume that Zfil fi is p-strongly convex, V f; is B-Lipschitz continuous for all i € T, and
kil < AAT < Kol,, for some , 3, k1, ke > 0. Assume that G is strongly connected and VW doubly stochastic. Then, there
exist 6,7, a1,as > 0 such that, for all (x9,\,w?,2?) € R™ x R™ x R™ x R™ with w9 =70 = 0 for all i € Z, § € (0,0),
and v € (0,%), it holds

t

||X - m*” < a; exp(—axst), (5D

where x* is the unique solution to problem (@).

Proof. The proof directly uses Theorem E} Indeed, under the enforced assumptions, there exists 7 > O such that, for all v € 7,
the inspiring centralized scheme (39) satisfies Assumptions and (3| by adapting [[54, Lemma 5]. Further, the perturbed
consensus dynamics (i.e., @6)) of col [w!, ¢f] matches Assumptions and@ [47, Th. 5]. Thus, the requirements of Theorem

are met and (51)) follows by (24Db). O

B. Numerical Simulations

We consider an instance of problem @) with N = 10, m=2, n;=2 for all i €Z, and quadratic costs f; : R? =R defined as
1
fi(zi) = 5502—@1!171 +r i,

where Q; = Q,; € R**? and r; € R?. For all i € Z, we generate random matrices (); with eigenvalues in the set (0,1). We
randomly select the components of r; according to a Gaussian distribution with zero mean and variance 1 and the components
of b; extracting them from the interval (0, 1) with a uniform probability distribution. Besides, we ensure that the matrices A;
guarantee the full-row rankness of A = [Al oA N}. As for the inter-agent communication, we randomly generate an
Erd6s-Rényi graph with connectivity parameter 0.3. As for the algorithm parameters, we empirically tuned them as § = 0.1,
v =0.1, p= 0.9, and v = 1. Fig. [3| shows the evolution of both ||x’ — x*|| and || TL(z") — z°!(x")||, where x* € R**N™
contains both the unique problem solution z* and the associated multiplier A*, the map 7, : R2V™ — R2(N-Dm (gee
Assumption EI) reads as 7 (z) = Tz, where T, € R2(N-1)mx2Nm jg 5 matrix whose columns span the subspace orthogonal
to the span of ].N’Qm/\/ﬁ, while z{(x) := =T col [A\, N(A1x1 — b1),..., An, N(Anxny — bn)] € R2(N=1)m _ Eor further
details about these elements, we point to the reference [47)]. As predicted by Theorem [2] Fig. [3] confirms that (50) exhibits
exponential convergence. Fig. B] also graphically highlights the different convergence rates of the slow and fast parts of (50).

We now give insights on the role of the small parameter §. We consider the same setting of the previous simulation and run
the centralized method (39) with v = 0.1, p = 0.9, and v = 1 as well as its distributed counterpart (30) with y=0.1, p=0.9,
v = 1, and different values of §. Fig. 4| shows the evolution of the optimality error ||x! — 2*| in the described cases. This
simulation confirms the validity of our singular-perturbations-based interpretation, as it shows that the distributed scheme (50)
regains effectiveness only with sufficiently small §. We note that by running (30) with § = 1 and, thus, with the same step size
~ making the centralized scheme effective, we obtain an unstable behavior. Thus, this test suggests that the necessity to
reduce the speed (i.e., to include a sufficiently small ¢) is a fundamental limitation of the feedback interconnection architecture
required to mimic a centralized scheme in a distributed setting.
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Fig. 4. Comparison between the centralized method (39) and its distributed counterpart with different values of §.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We developed a novel systematic approach for designing and analyzing distributed algorithms for optimization and games over
networks. The proposed approach starts from a centralized optimization-oriented method, identifies an unavailable aggregation
function a(y) needed for its execution, and selects a consensus-oriented dynamics to locally reconstruct it in a distributed way.
By considering the optimization- and consensus-oriented parts as building blocks, our method prescribes how to interlace them
and establishes a set of conditions regarding the two schemes separately considered. We have shown that these conditions
allow for claiming the stability of the obtained distributed algorithm by leveraging on singular perturbations arguments. Finally,
following the proposed approach, we developed a novel distributed scheme for constraint-coupled problems and proved its
linear convergence properties.

APPENDIX
A. A LaSalle’s Invariance Principle for SP Systems

Here, we provide a result for a special class of SP system in which the slow subsystem has LaSalle convergence properties.
It slightly extends [26, Th. 1] by allowing assumptions to hold in generic sets S, and S¢ instead in the entire R™ and R™.

Theorem 3. Let x* € R", (t € R™ and consider the system
X=X+ as(x ¢ (52a)
¢ = f(¢h X, (52b)



with s : R x R™ — R", f: R™ x R®™ — R™, and § > 0. Assume that s and f are Lipschitz continuous with parameters
Bs, Bf > 0, respectively. Assume there exist forward-invariant sets S,, C R™ and S¢ C R™ for (52a) and (52b), namely

X+ 0s(x,¢) €Sy forall x € S,,( €S, (53a)
f(¢,x) €Sc forall x € Sy,¢ €Se. (53b)

Further, assume that there exists (1 : R" — S¢ such that f((*(x), x) = ¢“(x) for all x € Sy and that (*1 is Lipschitz
continuous with parameter B., > 0. Let

X ="+ ds(x X)) (54)
be the reduced system and, given an arbitrary x € R", let
¢ = F(C+C00,0) = €10 (55)
be the boundary layer system with (ft € R™. Assume there exist U : R™ — R and by, bs, b3, by > 0 such that
bulCII? < U(C) < balICf? (56a)
U(f(C+¢(x0), ) —¢(x)=U () < =bs]C|I? (56b)
U(C) = U] < ballC = AL+ 111D (56¢)

forall x € Sy, (C+¢%(x)) € S¢, and (C'+C%(x)) € Se. Further, assume there exist 8y, c1, Ca, €3, ¢4 >0, a radially unbounded,
differentiable function W : R® =R, and a function D : R™ =R such that, for all 5 €(0,61), it holds

W (x +05(x,¢(x))) =W (x) < —de1D(x)? (57a)
||VW( )|l < e2D(x) (57b)
VW (x) = VWO < es llx = X/l (57¢)
s (X COI < eaD(x), (57d)

for all x,x' € Sy. Then, there exist § € (0,81), ¥ > 0 such that, for any § € (0,6), the trajectories of (52) satisfy
VO, ¢ — () — V(i ¢t — C9(x)) < —o (D(Xt)2 4 ||Ct _ Ceq(Xt)HQ) ’ (58)

for all (x°,¢°) €S, xS, and teN, where V: R" xR™ =R is

V(x, Q) = U(C) + W(x). (59)

Proof. We note that (x”,¢") € S, x S¢ and, thus, in light of (33), it holds (x*,(") € Sy x S¢ for all t € N. Now, we define
¢ti= ¢t — ("), and rewrite (32) as

X=X+ ds(x', ¢+ (X)) (60a)
ét-i—l — f(ét + Ceq(Xt), Xt) _ Ceq<Xt+1)- (60b)
Pick the function W satisfying (57). Thus, by evaluating AW (x?) := W (x!*1) — W(x!) along (60a), we get
AW (x') = W(x' +6s(x",¢" + ¢9(x")) = W(x")
W+ s ) = W)
F WX +ds(x', ¢+ I = W' +ds(x', ¢(x1))
(b) -
< e DO + WO+ ds(x, C 4+ C90)) — WO+ 5 C90)), (61)

where in (a) we add and subtract W (x* + ds(x*, ¢%9(x"))) and in (b) we use (37a) to bound W (x* + ds(x*, ¢%(x"))) — W(x").
In light of the Lipschitz continuity of W (cf. (57¢)), Descent Lemma [51} Prop. 6.1.2] and the bound (57b) ensure that

W(x1+x2) — W +x3) < e2D(xa) Ixz — xall + € (Ixell” + Ixsl?), (62)
for all x1, X2, x3 €Sy, which allows us to bound (61} as
AW (x') € =61 D(x")? + deaD(xH)|s(x*, €' + ¢(xh) — s(x!, ¢ ()) |
325 (Jls0, &+ I + s, D)) - (63)



Now, we add and subtract s(x*,(%9(x")) into ||s(x*, {* + ¢*9(x*))||> and use the bound (G7d) in (63) to get
)

AW (x") < —6(cr — 5632*63?13(%)2 +8eaD(x)||s(x", ¢* + ¢(x)) — s(x', ¢l
+ 622 |Is(x', ¢+ ¢x") — s(x ¢U) + s(xE ¢
(@) ~ . i
< —6(c1 — be3cd) D(x')? + SeaBs DX + 62 B2IICH 17 + 62 cseaBsIICH I D(XY), (64)

where (a) exploits the square norm, the Lipschitz continuity of s, and (57d). Now, by evaluating AU(C?):=U ({1 —U((Y)
along the trajectories (60b), we get

AU(C) = U(f(C 4 ¢, x") = ¢ax™) = U
DU+ N ) - U
FUFC+ 0, x") = CUXT)) = UF(C + ¢ (), ") = ¢Hx)
(b) - L.
< bl + O, ©9)
where in (a) we add and subtract the term U(f(C* + ¢*9(x*), x*) — ¢*4(x")) and in (b) we bound U(f(C* + ¢*(x*), x!) —
¢®(x*)) — U(¢") by using (36b) and introduce
U(C x") = U+ ¢ X = IO = UF(C + ¢ x') = ¢
By using (56, we bound the term U((*, x*') as
U(CHx") < ba [[¢00H) = ¢ || 11£(SF + ¢, X" = ¢
+ba [[CHOE) = ¢ IF(C+ ) x) = ¢ |
(a) ~
< b [[¢0H) = ¢+ ba2 [[¢ ) = ¢ I+, XD = ¢ |

() " . .
< 82ba B lls(x"s ¢+ DI + 8b42BeqBr s (X", ¢+ O DINICL (66)

where in (a) we add within the second norm £¢®(x) and use the triangle inequality, while in (b) we use f(¢*(x"),x") =
¢®4(x*) and exploit the Lipschitz continuity of ¢*d and f. Now, add and subtract s(x*, (*(x")) in [[s(x*,¢" 4+ ¢*4(x"))||* and
ls(xt, ¢t + ¢%9(x*))]|, use the triangle inequality, the Lipschitz property of s, and to bound (66) as

U(C x") < 620482 B2ICH 17 + 62c3baBeD(X")? + 62baca2B2, Bs IC I D(X") + 0b42Beq B BslICHI|? + baca2BeqBr D (XIS -
(67)
We then use (67) to further bound (63)) as
AU(C) < —bs||C||? + 67482, B2IIC"|* + 6230482, D(X")?
+ 0%b4ca2B2 BsICT I D(X") + 5b42BeqB7 BslIC* |7 + 6baca2BeqBrD(x")IICI- (68)

Now, let us consider V' as defined in (39). Thus, by evaluating AV (x*,Ct):=V (x't1, () =V (x!, ¢ =AW () + AU (¢)
along the trajectories of (60), we use (64) and (68) to write

s 1225 w0 5]

IN

for all t € N, where ¥(§) = ¥(6)" € R?*2 is defined as
L 581 — 521451 —5k2 — 52k3

V() = [51@ — ks by — ok — 0%ks)
in which the notation has been shortened through the constants

B o= (ba2, + c5), by 1= ool pi20c)

kg = 03/35+b42042,35/362q

ka = ba2BsBrBeqs ks = S B2 4 bafipl,
Being ¥(§) = ¥(§)T, it holds ¥(§) > 0 if and only if

{ (501 > (5)

(70)
501()3 > pg(é),



where we have introduced the polynomials p;(§) := §%k; and
p2(0) :=0%cy(ka+0ks)+0%k1(b3 — ks —6%ks) + (0ka+0%k3)>

Since limg_,o p1(8)/6 =lims_,0 p2(5) /=0, there exists § € (0, ;) such that is met for all § € (0,4). The proof of (58)
follows by letting v >0 be the smallest eigenvalue of ¥(J). O

B. Composite Dynamic Average Consensus

In the case of a-consensus matching (@3), the dynamics (I1b) can be designed as the cascade between two distributed
schemes able to solve standard dynamic average consensus problems. In detail, for all ¢ € Z, given the local aggregation rules
¢, and ¢, and the (fixed) variables x;, we consider the cascade

Z =l (1, () 21 ) (71a)
ZfEJ,ril = hEyi(cpE,Ni (XNi ) &I,N,i (SDI,N}- (XNi)7 Zf,/\fi ))7 Zi?,i)? (71b)

where z?qER"zM and z’;’ieanEvf? are the states, h, , : RI:az X REZien; ™15 s R™1i and hp,. : Rdgiar xRZieN; "B
R™#5.i describe their dynamics. Finally, ¢, , and ¢y ., collect the contributions ¢, ; and ¢ ; of the neighbors of agent i to
a; and ap, while &; ., collects their estimates &;; : R x R™1i — R% of a;, namely
SDI,Ni(XM-) := col [S"I,y‘(Xj)]jeM
PeN; (XA s vNi) := col [(IDE,J' (Xj’ Uj)]jej\/i
Gir v, (XG5 20) 1= col [dl,j(‘PLj(Xj)?Zj)]jgNi ]

with v; €R% and z; e R™*1.3 for all jEN;. We stress that agent ¢ locally approximates «; () using &, ;(¢;,:(Xi), z;,;) into (71D).
By collecting the local updates (71), we get

2 = hi(pr(x), 7)) (72a)
2 = (9 (X, (91 (X), 27)), 25, (72b)
where z;, 1= col[z;,,...,2; 5] € R™1, 25 1= col[2g,,...,25 x| € R™E with n,, := Zf\il Nz, and ng, = Zf\;l Nzg s

while ¢, : R™ — RNer &, : RNer x R™r, and Vg RNee w R™s — RNee p, . RNor x R™r — R™r1, and
hg : RV7e x R™s — R™= are defined as

@1,1()(1) dl,l(‘PI,l(Xl)yzl,l)
v (x):= ) dl(‘PI(X)aZI)::
‘pI,N(XN) dI,N(SDI,N(XN)7Z1,N)_

P (X1, @ (911 (X1)521,1))
90E<X7OA¢1(801(X),ZI)) = .

Po,n (XN Qrn (Pr,n (XN Z1,1)) ]
hia(er1(x1),21,1)
hi(ei(x) 21) =
hI,N(‘PI,N(XN)v ZI,N)
hI,l(UE,1aZE,1)
hp(Vg,25) = ;
hI,N(UE,mZE,N)

We also introduce ¢y, : R*® x R"E.i — R% that locally approximates « . Then, let &, : RNer « R™r — RNoE pe

R R . T
ap(v,w) == [ozEjl(vl,wl)T aE7N(vN,wN)T] .

Given u; := col[u,y,..., U n] € RNer and u, := col (U, -UpN] € RNeE with ur,; € R and up, € R forall i € Z,
we consider the “internal” auxiliary system

7 = hy (s, 77), (73)
and the “external” one described by

2 = hg(ug,zt). (74)



We now give the definition of Linearly Converging Dynamic Average Consensus (LCDAC) to formalize the requirements
needed by the subsystems of (separately considered) to make their cascade fit for the role of the consensus scheme (12).
Given N vectors ui, ..., uy € R?, this definition uses u:=col[uy,...,uy] ERY® and uy;, :=col [ jen, e Rdegia

Definition 2 (LCDAC). Let zt € RP" and consider
2t = hi(uns, 7z, (75)
with h; : Rdes:a XREJNGM Pi s RP:, and the stacked form
2T = h(u, z"), (76)

with 2 := col [z}, ..., z%] € RP and h(u,z") := col [h1(up,,2h,), - .. v (uny, 2y, )] € RP with p := ZZV:I p;. We say that
system (7€) is a Linearly Converging Algorithm for Dynamic Average Consensus (LCDAC) if it satisfies Assumptions {) [3]
and |

Proposition 1. Assume that @, and g are Lipschitz continuous with constants [3,,, B, >0, respectively. Assume that (73)

and ([T4) are LCDAC with transformation maps 7'1(21)::[7_',(21)—r 7—17J_(Z1)T]T and Ty(z5) := [7_'E(ZE)T 7VE7J_(ZE)T] ,
invariant sets S;, and S;,,, equilibrium functions z3!, and z% |, approximation functions &, and 6, and Lyapunov functions

U, and Uy, respectively. Then, system satisfies Assumptions || [B] and [6] with

7= [ZZI} s S =85, X Sz (77a)

- L IZZI(ZI) 7) — 7;,L(ZI)

T(z) = {E(ZE)} ;o Ti(z): [7;7L(ZE)} (77b)

eq L Zi‘,]L(X)

27 (x) = L% (X)} (77¢)
o hr(‘PI(X),ZI)

hi2) = [hEuoE(x,w,(x),zI)),zE)} (770

N o &, (0r(X),21)

alon) = [aEwE(x,a,«o,(x),zI»,m] (77¢)

U(ZI,J.,iE,J.) = I(im_) + KUE‘(%E,J_>7 (771)

for a sufficiently large k > 0.

Proof. Given Py, Pg, P1,., Pe,. €N such that n,, =p,+p, , and n,, =ps+ps, ., let z, €ERP!, z, €RPE, 7, | ¢ RP.L, and
Zp, . €RPEL be defined as

2] =me | ] =), 9

where, by Definition [2] 7; and 7, comply with the generic properties in Assumption ] In detail, in light of the invariance
properties of Sz, and S;,, for and (74), respectively, we exploit (20) in Assumption [4] to rewrite the cascade as

2§+1 — | _ ﬁ(hf (ipf (X)? Zi)) (793.)
2?-1 E(hE(SOE(X7aIyl(X7Z§,L))7Z2'))
[Zitl] _ { hI,L(‘PI(X)vzi,L) }
Z?j hE7J~(S0E(X7dI,L(X7ZtIE,L))7ZtE,L) 7
for suitable functions &,,, and d . (see (20a)) and h; , and hy . (cf. (20B)). Further, by Definition [2} it holds (2Tb) (cf.
Assumption [5), namely, there exist z{l, : RN — RP1.L and 75, : RVe? — RPEL such that, for all u, € RV and
ug € R*?, we guarantee the equilibrium conditions
Z?L(“I) = hy, (uyg, Z??L (ur)) (80a)
253 (up) = heo (us, 253 (ux)). (80b)

By Definition [2] also the reconstruction conditions (2Ta)) (cf. Assumption [3) are verified, namely it holds

(79b)

N

A . 1

G, (w23, () = 5 > s (81a)
=1

N

X 1

ap,. (us, 25, (us)) = & > i, (81b)
=1
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for all u; € RV% and u, € R . By noting also the Lipschitz conditions ensured by Definition [2| and looking at (79), (80),
and (8I), we have that the cascade system satisfies the orthogonality, reconstruction, equilibria, and Lipschitz conditions in
Assumptions [ [5] and [f] with the settings detailed in (77). Hence, to conclude the proof, we need to show that the Lyapunov
function U (cf. (77f)) satisfies the conditions detailed in 22) (cf. Assumption [6) along the cascade system (72). Then, we
neglect (79a) and focus on (79b) written in the coordinates z, , :=z,, —z7, (x) and Zg , =2y, — 25 | (X), namely

~t+1 — }~l1 L(X? ~§ L) (823)
”;fi =he (X, 7,25 ), (82b)

where
iLI,L(XaZI,L) = hI,L(‘PI(X)aZI,L + Z??L(X)) - Z??L(X)
b, (XoZ1,052m,0) = =25, (X) + he(@e(X, Q1,0 (01 (X), Zr,0 + 250 (X)) 26,0+ 25 (X))
The Lipschitz properties in Definition [2] and the ones of each ¢, and ¢y, ensure there exist 3; . 1B - >0 such that

hE7L(X7217L72E,L) - BE,L(X/’ZI 102, J_)

EI,L(X@I,L) - EI,L(X/ Z, ) < 5h, J_(HX X[ + Hz, 1= ZII,L||) (83a)

) (83b)

P A 2

for all x,x" € R"x, 7, ,,7; , € R"™r, and 75 ,,7,, , € R"r. By Definition |2 I the two schemes separately considered satisfy
Assumption @ Thus there exists U, :RP7.+ —R such that

bia 12, |I? S Ui(zr,1) < boo 20| (84a)
U (R, (X0 21,0)) = Ui (Zr,2) < —byy 22|12 (84b)
Ui (r,0) = U, )| < ba||2r,, — 7, (84¢)
for all yeS§,, 217l7i/l,L €RPLL | and some b, ,, b, 5, b; 5, by 4 >0. Analogously, there exists Uy : RP2Z.+ — R such that
b, P < UL(7m,0) < i |7, | (852)
Un(hie, (X,0,75,.)) = Us(Zp,.) < ~bes ||, .|| (85b)
Us(Zp,0) = Us(Zy, )| <ba ||7e,. =7, || (|76, | +]|75, (85¢)

for all x € R™x, 7z ,,2}; , € RP1*, and some by ,, bp s bps, bp s > 0, We highlight that the inequality (83b) is written by
considering Z, , = 0 into @ Now let us focus on the Lyapunov function U (cf. (77f)), where « will be suitably fixed in
the next. By evaluating AU(Z! 7!, ) :=U(z41!,z5M]) —U(Zt |,z ) along the trajectories of system (82), we get

AU( Zp 192, L) = UI(ELL(X?ZI,L)) UI( Zr L) + KUE(hE L(X: Zr1s Ni: )) - ‘%UE( Zp, L)
We note that the first two terms of the right-hand side can be bounded by resorting to (84D), thus obtaining

AU( IJ_’ EJ_)S bI?H IJ_H J’_"QUE(hE J—(X7 ju fEJ_)) HUE( ) (86)

As for the second line, the bound (83b) cannot be used since it requires i, evaluated at z; , =0. Thus, we add and subtract
KUpg (g, (x,0, 7%, ,)) to the right-hand side of (86) and obtain

AU( I 1 E,L) < 7b1,2 HZ?LHz + KUE(};’Eyl(X7O7ZfE,L)) - HUE(ZZ“,L) + HUE(}NLE,L(XvZ?LaZi“,L» - HUE(iLE,L(Xa 07ztE,L))

(a) h
< _b1,2 HZI,LH2 - K/bE,2 HZE,LH2 + K/UE(hE L(X? Zy,1o 2 L)) - KUE(h‘E’L(X’ 0, Zg’i))
(b) ~ 2 ~ 2
< —boo |17 |7 — bes |25 |
+K:bEAHhE,L(X?Z?,L’ZtE,L) — ]’),EL(X,O ZE B H(HhEi X Z IJJ E H + Hh’E 1 XaO ZE 1 H
(¢) h
< _bLZ ||ZI,LH2 - "{bE 2 H~E i” + HbE 45’3}34 HZ?LH HhEyi(XVZ?L’Z;L)”

+K'bE,4ﬂsz,L H H ||hE L Xa ) EJ_ H (87)
where in (a) we apply @), while in (b) we use (85d), in (c) we use the Lipschitz continuity of A , (cf. (83B)). Now,

we note that, in light of (80B), it holds BE7L(X,O, 0) =0 for all x € R™x. Thus, we add :thE,L(X,O,O) into both the terms
[he. (x, 7 z, .,z )| and ||hE L(x, z; .,z )| of ®7) and, by using the Lipschitz continuity of h , (cf. (83b)), we get

_ T -
AU, 7)< - {”Z“”] Q(r) P'Z“”] 7 (88)

12, .| 12, .|
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where we introduced Q(x) = Q(r)T € R?*? defined as

~ (FL) . b1,2 - KIbEAB’%E,L _KbEAB;%El
o _’be,4ﬂgE1J_ beE,Q

We know that Q(x) = Q(k)T > 0 if and only if

bI,z > K/bEABQ

hg 1
Kby abiy > K2 (b?m 4y bE,zb“ﬁgm) .
: : br2 br2be 2 . L . -
Then, by setting £ < min boafl " BbaBL  tbpabeaPl, } and denoting with ¢ > 0 the smallest eigenvalue of Q(k), we

bound the right-hand side of @Eai;
AUz 20 ) < —a(llz; 1P + 1125, 1),

which concludes the proof. O
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