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Abstract

This study investigates a decentralized linear-quadratic optimal control problem, and several
approximate separable constrained optimization problems are formulated for the first time based
on the selection of sparsity promoting functions. First, for the optimization problem with weighted
{1 sparsity promoting function, a two-timescale algorithm is adopted that is based on the BSUM
(Block Successive Upper-bound Minimization) framework and a differential equation solver. Sec-
ond, a piecewise quadratic sparsity promoting function is introduced, and the induced optimization
problem demonstrates an accelerated convergence rate by performing the same two-timescale al-
gorithm. Finally, the optimization problem with ¢y sparsity promoting function is considered that
is nonconvex and discontinuous, and can be approximated by successive coordinatewise convex
optimization problems.

Keywords: decentralized linear-quadratic optimal control, separable optimization problem,
two-timescale algorithm, ¢y sparsity promoting function.

1 Introduction

During the last few decades, the concept of decentralized control has gained significant attention due
to its appealing characteristics, such as the potential to lower communication costs and parallelizable
processing. In particular, decentralized linear-quadratic (LQ) optimal control is also a hot topic, which
has been extensively investigated [25, 26, 7, 29]. Nevertheless, decentralized LQ problems present a
significant challenge, as obtaining a closed solution is exceedingly difficult, with the exception of highly
specific cases [46]. Optimization, an “end-to-end” method allowing us to optimize the performance
criterion directly, has significantly contributed to the centralized LQ problems [11, 35, 16, 9, 8, 38,
10, 53] and decentralized LQ problems [52, 13, 28, 49], respectively. However, the question of how to
design a controller with a general sparsity structure has yet to be resolved. Here, the term “sparsity
structure” in this context pertains to the presence of zero elements within the stabilizing linear feedback
gain matrix. Motivated by recent achievements in optimization-based LQ controls, the objective of this
study is to establish a convex optimization framework for decentralized control incorporating a sparsity
promoting penalty, which allows us to obtain an feedback gain with arbitrary sparsity structure.

1.1 Related Works

1) Optimization-based LQ control. LQ optimal control is a landmark problem in the field of
optimal control theory, and direct policy gradient is a hot topic of centralized L.Q problems in recent
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years. If the full state is measured, the LQ performance criterion satisfies the Polyak-Lojasiewicz (PL)
condition [10]. Hence, gradient-based methods can be ensured the convergence to the global optimal
linear feedback gain exponentially in both model-based and model-free settings [11, 35, 38]. The
challenge of LQ problems is significantly amplified when the state cannot be fully measured, mostly
due to the absence of the PL condition and the resulting disconnection of feasible set [16, 9, 8, 53, 14].

On the other hands, a canonical decentralized L(Q optimal control can be cast as a centralized
problem where the stabilizing feedback gain matrix is restricted to lie in a particular subspace K. If
K denotes the block-diagonal matrix space, classic convex parametrization methods can be utilized to
obtain an approximate convex problem [9], and ADMM (Alternating Direction Method of Multipliers)
based method is shown to converge to the global optimizer of the abovementioned approximate convex
problem [52, 49, 24]. If K possesses general sparsity structure, the SDP (Semidefinite Programming)
relaxation perspective is of concern. If the SDP relaxation has a rank-1 solution, a globally linear
optimal distributed controller can be recovered from the solution of SDP [13]. Additionally, zero-order
policy optimization algorithm is utilized to optimize the decentralized LQ cost directly, and it can
converge to a stationary point with a PAC (Probably Approximately Correct) guarantee [28].

2) Sparse optimization. Sparse optimization, a task that is intrinsically NP-hard, is a fundamental
challenge in the fields of optimization, machine learning, image processing, and control theory. One
popular method is the relaxed approximation method, for example, convex relaxed method [4, 51,
44], nonconvex relaxed method [48, 15] and DC (difference of convex functions) relaxed method [21,
27]. Due to an enhanced comprehension of the variational characteristics associated with the £
norm, numerous studies have addressed sparse optimization by directly optimizing the ¢y norm [30, 2].
Additionally, successive coordinatewise convex problem can approximate £y norm penalty problem [42].

3) Separable constrained optimization. It aims to solve the optimization problem (12) below. The
most classic method to solve this problem is the ADMM method [17], which is based on the primal-dual
framework. Additionally, there exists a wide range of variations of ADMM; see, for example, the work
[20, 19, 37]. Currently, some dynamical system based methods are proposed to solve optimization
problem (12), for instance, first-order dynamical system [3, 5, 6], second-order dynamical system
[50, 23]. In particular, [31] introduces a new primal-dual splitting algorithms with provable nonergodic
convergence rates based on differential equation solver approach, which is utilized in this paper.

1.2 Contributions

This paper examines decentralized LQ optimal control with general sparsity structure. If compared
with existing results, the main contributions of the presented paper are as follows.

1. Via the well-established concept of classic parameterization, we formulate a constrained opti-
mization problem with a sparsity promoting penalty for the first time. Under our framework,
the optimal linear feedback gain of a general decentralized LQ problem can be represented by
the global minimizers of this issue in a certain sense.

2. Convex optimization framework introduced in [31] is feasible for the formulated optimization
problem, provided that the sparsity promoting function is weighted ¢; norm. However, the
framework of [31] cannot be utilized directly due to the presence of two distinct subproblems.
The closed form solution of one subproblem is easily derived, while the remaining subproblems is
complicated, necessitating the development of an iterative algorithm based on BSUM framework
(see Algorithm 4). Observe that the process of BSUM entails the sequential resolution of various
optimization issues, which have predefined structures yet, necessitating the need for individual
design. Via the special and ingenious construction, each issue in BSUM possesses a closed
form solution and BSUM exhibits O (%) convergence rate indeed.



3. Next, it is established a direct relationship between the acceleration of solving decentralized LQ
problems and the design of a strongly convex sparsity promoting function. To our best knowledge,
this phenomenon has not been reported in the filed of sparse optimization.

4. The variational properties of £y-penalty is firstly studied for decentralized LQ problem. Motivated
by the convex relaxation framework of [42], we show that the ¢;-penalty induced problems can be
seen as approximations of £y-penalty induced problem in the context of decentralized LQ optimal
control. Noting that [42] studies an unconstrained smooth optimization problem, the considered
problem of this paper is constrained and nonsmooth. Hence, the conclusion and techniques of
proof presented in our analysis do not exhibit parallel generalizations of those of [42].

The interconnection between the proposed optimization problems is illustrated in the diagram

below.
weighted ¢1-sparisty promoting quadratic sparisty promoting
acceleration
min 71(W) + 9 (V2 © 1)W) min 71(W)+90 ((Va @ Vi)WV )
1% w
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Figure 1: Interconnection between the proposed optimization problems

Notation. Let || - || and || - ||, be the spectral norm and Hy norm of a matrix. S™ is the set of

symmetric matrices of n x n; S (S}) is the set of positive (semi-)definite matrices of n x n; I,, is
identity matrix of n x n. A > B(A > B) means that the matrix A — B is positive (semi-)definite
and A < B(A = B) means that the matrix A — B is negative (semi-)definite. Given A € R™*" AT
denotes the Moore-Penrose generalized inverse of A. Given a function h : R™ — RU{oo}, the proximal
mapping of x with respect to h is defined as

1
prox; () = argmin {h(u) + §||u - x||§} .
For any proper closed convex function f on X', we say f € Sg()( ) with p > 0 if
Fla) = flwa) = (poa1 = w2) = Sllar — o, W, w2) € X x A,

where p € Of(x2) with df (x2) the subdifferential of f at xo € X. We write f € 8;1¢:}:(X) if feSHX)
has L-Lipschitz continuous gradient:

f(@1) = f(z2) — (Vf(22), 21 — 22) < gllm — 32|, Y(21,72) € X x X.



Given
(% S Vin

v = : - : g R™x"
Um1 Umn
the function vec(v) : R™*™ — R™" is introduced as
_ T
vec(v) = (V11,-« oy Vlny e« sUmls -« -y Umn) -
For any « € R, the a-level set of a function f : R™ — [—o00, o0] is the set

leveof ={z e R": f(z) < a}.

We introduce the notation M < N, meaning M < CN with some generic bounded constant C' > 0
that is independent of A, B, 15, tbg, Y0, Bo (see Section 5) but can be different in each occurrence.

2 Formulation

Consider a linear time-invariant system

(t) = Az(t) + Bou(t) + Brw(t),

(1)
z(t) = Cz(t) + Du(t)

with state z(t) € R", input u(t) € R™, exogenous disturbance input w(t) € R!, controlled output
z(t) € R? and matrices A € R"*" B, € R™*™ By € R™*! ¢ € R?*" D € R?*™. The infinite-horizon
LQ problem of this paper is to find a linear static state feedback gain K € R™*™ such that

u(t) = —Kuz(t)

minimizes the following performance criterion

J = /OOO 2(t) T 2(t)dt. (2)
By [43], to optimize (2), it is equivalent to minimize the Ha-norm of the transfer function
H(s) = (C — DK)(sI, — A+ ByK)™'B;
from w to z, and the performance criterion can be reformulated as
J(K) = |H(s)[3,, = Tr ((C — DE)W.(C — DK)T),

where W, is the controllability Gramian associated with the closed-loop system. In this paper, the
stabilizing controller below refers to stabilizing system (1) internally; see Section 14 of [54] for details.
The following assumption is introduced in [32, 28, 18].

Assumption 1. Assume that C'D = 0,D"D = 0,B,B] = 0, (A, By) is stabilizable and (A,C) has
no unobservable modes on the imaginary azis.

We introduce the following notation

A B 0
F= RPXP, G = RPX™
b wfemmasp)em

BiB] 0

0 0

Q:[ 0 DD

.
|esr n= |7 iy e



Assumption 2. The parameter F is unknown but convex-bounded, i.e., F' belongs to a polyhedral
domain, which is expressed as a convex combination of the extreme matrices, where F' = Zi\il &FL & >

A; B,
O’Zij\il &E=1,and F; = |: ! 2

0 0 } € RP*P denotes the extreme vertex of the uncertain domain.

Let block matrix
Wi Wy

W =
[WzT W3

] e s?,
where W1 € ST, Wy € R W3 € ™. Regard ©;(W) = F;W + WFE," +Q as a block matrix, i.e.,

©;1(W) ©,2,(W)

O:ilW) = [@I2<W> 0,5(W)

} e s,
The following theorem introduces a subset of stabilizing controller gains, and find a upper bound of
performance criterion (2).

Theorem 1. One can define the set
C={WeS:W=>00,(W)=0,Vi=1,2,..., M},

and let
H ={K =W, W W ez}

Then,

1. K € X stabilizes the closed-loop system in the presence model uncertainties

2. K € X gives
(R,W) > | Hi(s)|131,

where ||H;(s)||n, represents the Ho-norm with respect to the i-th extreme system.

Proof. The proof is familiar with that of Theorem 1 of [32], but for the sake of completeness, we will
include short proof here. For statement 1, ©; ; < 0 implies that

(A; — Bo ;W) Wy YWy + Wy (A; — By ;W W, H)T + BB <0. (3)

It is obvious that K = W, W, ' stabilizes the extreme system. To ensure the stability over the
entire uncertain domain that is convex, it suffices to check the stability at the vertices of the convex
polyhedron. Since, for all i = 1,..., M, stability of extreme system i is guaranteed, the stability of (1)
holds.

For statement 2, we have
—+oo
W(:i _ / e(AfBZ"iK)tBlBlTe(AfBinK)Ttdt.
0

Hence, by (3), Wy = W, holds. Then, based on Schur complement lemma, W > 0 implies that

Wa = W) W Wy = KW KT = KW, ;K.
Thus, combining with the assumption CTD = 0, it follows that
(R,W) = Tr(CW,CT +DWsD") > Tr(CW,,CT + DKW.;K"'D") = Tr((C — DK)W.,(C—DK)").

The proof is complete. O



Remark 1. The above theorem introduce a subset £ of stabilizing feedback gain matrices and the
upper bounded of performance criterion (2) in the presence of parameter uncertainties. Let us denote
all the stabilizing feedback gain matrices as S, and the we intend to solve the following optimization

problem originally
min J(K) = Tr ((C = DK)We(C = DK)"), (4)

which is a constrained nonconvex problem. However, by the above theorem, we can solve the following
optimization problem to approximate a “good” solution of (4)

Inin (R, W), (5)
which is a convex problem since € is a convex set and objective function is linear. Thus, it seems that
we obtain a “good” solution of a nonconvex problem by solving a convex optimization problem, and we
have achieved substantial advancements. However, it is known that J(K) is L-smooth and satisfies PL
condition, so the gradient-based method can be utilized to obtain global minimum of (4) [10]. But if
there are some sparsity constraints on K, the transformation of optimization problem from (4) to (5)
is revolutionary, since the current state of scholarly knowledge remains uncertain regarding whether
the gradient-based method could converge to the global minimum for the PL function with equality
constraints.

In this study, we focus on a broad decentralized control problem, assuming that the feedback gain
exhibits sparsity rather than a block diagonal structure [32]. The fundamental concept underlying our
proposal is that the sparse stabilizing feedback gain, regardless of its structure, can be achieved by the
design of a diagonal matrix Wj and a sparse matrix W5 with some sparse structure. Then, feedback
gain K = W, W ! can preserve the sparsity structure of W, and stabilizes the closed-loop system.

Definition 1. Let f: R™ — R be proper and lower semi-continuous function. Then f is said to be a
sparsity promoting function provided that:

1. f(0) =0 and f achieves its global minimum at origin;

2. the set 0f(0) contains at least one nonzero element.

In this paper, we will use the weighted-¢; norm, a piecewise quadratic function, and the 5 norm
as sparsity promoting functions, which correspond to distinct optimization problems. First, for the
weighted-f; norm of a matrix F

g(F) = ZwiﬂFijL (6)

introduce the following optimization problem

min (R, W) +74(P)

st. WeSst,
—V(FEW +WE' +Q)V, eS" Vi=1,..., M, (7)
-1
— VW Ve = 0,Y) = 1%

ViWV, —P=0
with v > 0, Vi = [0, I,,], Va = [I,,,0]. Denote
U, = —Vo(FEW +WE +Q)Vy" ,Vi=1,..., M.
Then, optimization problem (7) can be equivalently expressed in a compact form
min (R,W) +9(P)
st. GW) ek, (8)
ViWV, — P =0,



where
GW) =W, ¥y,..., Uy, ViiWVia, ..., Vi W Vh2),

and convex cone K is defined as
_Qp
K=8 xS} x---x8 x0x---x0.
Since the positive semi-definite cone is self-dual, it is straightforward to express the dual cone K* as
Kr=8SE xS x--- xS} xRx--- xR,

Assumption 3. Problem (8) is strictly feasible, i.e., Slater’s condition is satisfied and strong duality
holds.

Remark 2. This assumption is popular in solving decentralized LQ problems via optimization landscape
[32, 49, 52]. The question of when the aforementioned assumption is valid remains unresolved, and [52]
offers some insights from the standpoint of block-diagonal strategy when (A, Bs) is known. Specifically,
let D be the feasible set of optimization problem (8), and denote

D = {Wy € R™™: W, = blocdiag{Wa.1,..., Wan}}

with Wa ; € RYDi for all j = 1,...,n. It is demonstrate that, if system (1) is fully actuated or weakly
coupled in terms of topological connections or weakly coupled in terms of dynamical interactions
(see Definition 4, Definition 5 and Definition 8 of [52]), then D N D (a subset of D) is nonempty (see
Proposition 1-3 of [52]). Hence, if system (1) is fully actuated or weakly coupled in terms of topological
connections or weakly coupled in terms of dynamical interactions, problem (8) is feasible. Combining
with the fact that B;B; = 0 and W3 is a free variable to be chosen such that W = 0 (utilizing
Schur complement lemma), problem (8) is strictly feasible, i.e., Assumption 3 holds. It is important
to note that the feasible set of (8) is larger than the ones in [32, 49, 18, 52|, since there is no structural
constraints on Ws in this paper.

Remark 3. In fact, let

n(n=1)

then the ™5

equality constraints

ViiWVa=0,j=1,..., ———
can be converted into n — 1 equality constraint:
exVaWVy' Dy =0,k=1,...,n—1

with e, = (0,...,1,...,0). For the convenience and simplicity of formulas’ deducing, we still use
% equality constraints (i.e., (9)) to describe the diagonal property of matrix Wj.

In Section 3, we will introduce a two-timescale algorithm framework based on differential equation
solver approach to address optimization problem (8), which encompasses two distinct subproblems with
one possessing closed form solution. The other subproblem is investigated in Section 4, and Section 5
provides the convergence analysis of the proposed algorithm and studies an acceleration optimization
problem. In Section 6, we will study an ¢y sparsity promoting optimization problem that differs from
(8), and propose some theorems to characterize its theoretical features.



3 Two-Timescale Optimization Algorithm Framework

Review the problem (8)
min (R, W) +9(P)

)

st. GW) ek
ViWV, —P=0.

Let W = vee(W), P = vec(P), then (8) is equivalent to the following optimization problem

min  (vec(R), W) + dpr (W) + dry (U1) + -+ + 0rn (Var) + 79 (P)
W ,P

st. (Vg @V)W=0, i=1,...,M, (10)
(Ve ® V)W — P =0,
where U; = vec(¥;) and
It = {vec(W): W e i }.

If denote A € RM+mn)xp® B ¢ RIM+mn)xmn with

Vl—g ® Vi1 0
A= : , B= : ,
Vire ® Van 0
Vo® Wy —Inn

then optimization problem (10) is summarized in the following form
min f(W) + h(P)
w,pP . (11)
st. AW +BP =0,

where
FOV) = (vec(R), W) + dpr (W) + dry (1) + -+ + 0 (V)
h(P) = vg(P).

To solve optimization problem (11), we briefly review the basic setup of primal-dual splitting
method based on differential equation approach; see [31] for a comprehensive review. The following
separable convex optimization problem is considered in [31]:

mer)r(n?e F(z,y) = f(z)+g(y) st. Az + By =1, (12)

where X C R™ and Y C R"™ are two closed convex sets, and f and g are two properly closed convex
functions (not necessary differential). Assume that g € 829 (Y) with gy > 0 and f = f1 + f2 with
f2€8(X), f1 € SlflLf (X) and 0 < py < Ly < oco. Then, the following scheme is proposed to solve
the above equality constrained optimization problem

up = (2 + o)/ (1 + o), di = Vfl(uk) + AT,
Vg1 = argfgin {fz(v) + (di,v) + HAU + Buwy, — b|? +t5 nfk Hv — O] }
IS
Tpr1 = (Tr + agvrs1) /(1 + ag),
5\/€+1 =\; + ak/ek(Aka + Bwj, — b),
Ye+1 = PI‘OXq)-},Cg@k - TkBTS\kH)» Tk = ai/ng,k,
W1 = Yea1 + (Yrs1 — Yr)/ s
Aetr1 = Mg + g /0 (Avg g1 + Bwgyr — b),

(13)




where (Uk, Uk, f,ks Mg,k) i given by

N,k = (e + 1)Bk + pgok, (14)
_ g B
Uk = Yk + (wk — Yk), (15)
9,k
Nk = Yk + Hfo, (16)
- 1
Uk = = (VUk + pragug). (17)
f.k
To emphasis, ay, > 0 is the step size and the parameter system is discretized implicitly by
Ok+1 — Ok Ve+1 — Vi Br+1 — B
kAl TR _9k+17 Sl R Hf — Ve+1, AR R Mg — /Bk+1 (18)
(a3 (673 €75

with initial conditions 6y = 1,79 > 0 and 5y > 0.

Remark 4. In fact, the following differential inclusion

0¢€ ’Yxll + (7 + ,u’f)xl + az‘c(xa Y, )‘)a
OZGA,—V)\E(JI+I/,y+y/,)\), (19>
0€By" + (B+ gy’ + 0yLlx,y,A)
is the continuous-time version of algorithm (13), where £ is defined in (39) below (see Section 5). It
can be observed that differential inclusion (19) encompasses two Nesterov-type differential inclusions
(studied in [47]) pertaining to primal variables = and y, as well as a gradient flow about the dual
variable . Besides, an alternative presentation of (19) reads as
=v—uz,

’YU, S ,U/f(if - 'U) - am»c(xvyvA)v

ON = VL (v, w, \), (20)
ﬁw’ S ,U/g(ﬂf - U) - 5@/5(%7% )‘)7
y =w-y.

Therefore, (13) represents the semi-implicit Euler discretization of differential inclusion (20), which
justifies its classification as a differential equation solver approach.

Remark 5. In this study, we refer to optimization problem (12) as the outer layer (optimization)
problem, while the algorithm framework (13) is denoted as the outer layer solver. At the meantime,
inner layer (optimization) problem refers to the subproblem that is comprised within the outer layer
solver (for example the update of vi11 and yg4+1 in (13)). In general, inner layer problem may even
be more challenging than outer layer problem. Hence, (13) cannot be directly used, and necessitates
the development of an appropriate inner layer solver (means the algorithm for inner layer problem),
which is a crucial and imperative task.

Back to our topic (optimization problem (11)), denote
f1(W) = (vec(R), W),
(W) = 5F1(W) + 5r1(‘f’1) +oe 5F1(@M)-

We first consider the iteration of variable P € R™"*1. By (13),

= mnx1 ~ 8] /8 ~ _
Pyt1 = prox,, , (Pk + nk : (w — Pr) — TkBT)\k+1> (21)
g,
. Pk 2
ig € ..
& mnx1



where pg = % and
o Bk

Mg,k

OF = matrix <13k + (wk - ﬁk) - TkBTS\kJrl) . (23)

Letting 0(P) = >ij (’ywij\PZﬂ + 2 (P — Q,’fj)2), it is obvious that

ywi;[—1,1] + py (P — QF) , if Py =0,

ij
ywigsign(Pyy) + pr (Pij — Qf;), otherwise.

9p,,0(P) = {

: I e
Denoting ax = S Wi, We have

@k k k
1- QF, Q7% > ag,
P = ( Iﬂfj> LS (24)

ij
0, |QZ| < ag.

Hence, P has naturally sparsity structure.

4 Solving Inner Layer Optimization Problem

Algorithm (13) consists of two subproblems: updating vgy1 and ygy1. The solution to the latter can
be obtained explicitly using equation (24), while the solution to the former will be discussed in this
section. We first deduce the Lagrange dual problem of the above subproblem due to the appealing
structure of dual problem. Then, the BSUM framework is utilized to address the dual problem.
Observe that the process of BSUM entails the sequential resolution of various optimization issues.
However, each problem has a predefined structure, necessitating the need for individual design. Via
the special and ingenious construction, each issue possesses a closed form solution and BSUM exhibits
@) (%) convergence rate.

The update of vj41 is given by

« 7 _
Vkr = argmin 4 fo(v) + {di, v) + oo [|Av + Buy, — b]* + 22 o — 5 * | (25)
20, 200,

veEX

and when employing the symbol system of this paper, optimization problem (25) is transformed to

lvec(W) — |

Jmin (di vee(W) + 2"‘7’; | Avec(W) + Bug|® + ZQ:

s.t. vee(W) € T% |
vee(W;) eI, i=1,...,M,

(26)

where

vec(U;) = vec(~VFE,WVT —VWEFE'VT —vQVT)
=—(VeVE)+ (VF,eV))vec(W) — (V& V)vec(Q).
By Assumption 3, for all k, problem (26) satisfies Slater’s condition and strong duality holds. Since

. . . . p(p+1) 2 n(n+1) 2
W, ¥, are symmetric matrices, there exist matrices T} € Rz *P" and 7o, € R~ 2 *™ such that

svec(W) = Tyvec(W) with ThT," = Lo
svec(W;) = Tyvec(¥;) with ToT, = Latmen)
2

where svec is the vectorization operator on S™ defined by

n(ntl)
svec(S) = [s11,812, ** ,Sn1, - »Snn]T eR™z

10



Remark 6. We partition the identity matrix Innt1) as follows
2
In<n2+1> = (U11, U215 -+ Unls U2, - - oy Un2y -+ s Unp)-

Then, for every matrix A € S™, the elimination matrix L (which performs the transformation svec(A4) =
Lvec(A)) can be explicitly expressed as

L= Zuij(vecEij)T = Z(UU & e;r by ezT)
i>j 127

with E;; = eiejT. By Lemma 3.2 of [33], LT = LT, and naturally LLT = I .(at1) -
2

. . ( ) n(n+1)
Remark 7. Inversely, there exist matrix Dy € RP* X5 and Dy € R "5 guch that

vec(W) = Dysvec(W), vec(¥;) = Dasvec(¥;).
In addition, D; can be explicitly expressed as

D1 = Z UijVGC(T’Z‘j)T,

i>j
where T;; is a p x p matrix with 1 in position (4, j), (4,¢) and zero elsewhere.
Then, by utilizing svec operator and denoting (fi is defined analogously)
7 = {svec(W): W e S% },

optimization (26) can be readily converted into the subsequent problem

min_ {dy, Disvec(W)) + il | ADysvec(W) + Buwy||> + 11k | Dysvec(W) — Ui ||?
svec(W) 20y, 20,

s.t. svec(W) e T%.
svec(;) € I::L_, 1=1,...,M,

(27)

where svec(U;) = Tavec(¥;). The prime problem of (27) presents a level of difficulty that warrants
exploration of its dual problem. The Lagrangian of (27) is defined as

L(svec(W); X) =(d, Dysvec(W)) + 2%’“ | ADsvec(W) + Buwy|| + ’2%’“ || Dysvec(W) — o2
k k

— (Xo,svec(W)) + (X1 4+ - + Xn), To(V @ V)vec(Q)) (28)

+Y (T (Ve VE) + (VF, @V)) Dysvec(W), X;)

i=1

where X = (Xo, X1,...,Xn) € fi X fi X oo X ffﬁ is the Lagrange multiplier. Define

M

dy =Dl d,—Xo+D] > [(VRVE) +(VFeV)'|T) X; = Li(Xo, X1,..., Xu),
=1

o1 = gy = IR G — Buy,

:E7 72 = 204]@

and by rearranging (28) we can derive

~ ~ 112
L(svec(W); X) =(dy, svec(W)) + o1 HADlsvec(W) + by H + 03 || Disvec(W) — &2
(X1 4+ X, To(V @ V)vee(Q)).
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It may be inferred that the Lagrange dual function 6(X) is derived by
0(X) = m%IVlV) L(svec(W); X) = (X1 4+ 4+ X, To(V @ V)vec(Q)) + m%rvlv) O(svec(W)) (29)
. - ~ 2
O(svec(W)) = (dy, svec(W)) + o1 HADlsvec(W) + ka + 03 || Dysvec(W) — 1%

Let
Vl(svec(W)) = di + 201 (AD1) T (ADysvec(W) + b) + 202D (Dysvec(W) — o) = 0.

Alternatively, it may be derived that
(201(AD1) " (ADy) + 202D] Dy) svec(W) = —201(AD1) "by, + 202 D] o — dy.

Denoting
M = 20’1(AD1)T(.AD1) + 20’21)1TD17 qr = —QUl(ADl)Tbk + 20’2D1T1~}k,

we can obtain

svec(W) = M~ (qx — dy). (30)
Substituting (30) into (29), it could potentially inferred that

0(X) = (X1 +++ Xar, To(V @ V)vee(Q)) + (e, M~ (gx — dy) )
2

~ ~ 112 ~
+ 01 H-ADlel(Qk —di) + bk” + o2 HDlel(Qk —dy) — U
= (X1 4+ X, (V@ V)vee(Q)) + dj} (01(ADIM )T (AD1M™Y) + 0o M™% = M) dj,
+ (di, M7 qi + 200 (ADy M) b+ 200(DiM )T ) + Ik + 1F 12,
where
& = —ADIM gy — by, & =0 — D1 M gy

Denoting . .
Q= M g + 200 (AD1 M) T &} + 205(Dy M) T €7,

U =0 (ADIM YT (ADM ™) + ooM ™2 — M7,

the formulation of the dual problem is presented in the subsequent manner:

X et X T ~ 0 *T\I/~
X:()I(I;?.},{,XM)< 1+ + X, 2(V®V)V8C(Q)>—|—<dk’ k>+dk dy,

s.t. Xg € fi, (31)
X, el i=1,...,M.

In the following text, the sGS (symmetric Gauss-Seidel) semi-proximal ALM (Augmented La-
grangian Method) is presented to solve dual problem (31). Define

@(Xo, Xq,... ,XM) = 7<X1 + -+ X]\/],TQ(V X V)VGC(Q)> — <£k(X0, ey X]y[), Qk>
2
o [VERLL (Ko Xan) |+ B (Xo) + by (X0) -+ 6, (X),
and dual problem (31) can be equivalently expressed as

min  O(Xo, X1,..., Xar). 32
x_(pin (Xo, X1 M) (32)
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Fori=1,..., M, we can compute that
8Xi@(X0, Xl, N 7)(]\4) = 7T2 14 & V)VGC(Q) — T2 [(V ® VFl) + (VFZ X V)] Dlgk
+2L[(VRVE)+ (VE, V) Di(—=Y)Li(Xo, ...y Xic1, Xit1y - X )
12, (VO VE) + (VFE,®@ V)| Di(—-0)D] (Ve VE)+ (VF o V) T,) X;
+ (%fi (X5).
Define
Hi(Xo, e Xim1, Xy, e ,XM) = TQ(V (%9 V)VGC(Q) + T [(V ® VFZ) + (VFZ X V)] D1Qy,
2L [(VRVE)+ (VE, V) Di1(—=U)Lr(Xoy ..., Xic1, Xit1, s X0M),
L =2T [(VOVFE)+ (VE V) D (-V)D] [(VeVE)+(VE e V)] T,

then we have

0x,0(Xo, X1,...,Xnm) = —Hi(Xo,..., Xic1, Xig1, .-, X)) + Li X + 0%, (X5).

i
The subproblem in terms of the variable X; in the backward sGS sweep is given by

_ . - . 1 2
Xkt — argmin OXy, Xt .., XF L X X LX) + 3 1% — XF|5, »

where S; is a positive linear operator given by
Si(X) = piZ(X) — LiX, p; = max{eig(L;)}

with an identity operator Z.
The optimality condition implies that

0€ —H;(X§, XF, ..., XF L XERL LX) + LiXa + 007, (X;) + Si(Xi — XF)

= piXi + aéfi(Xl) - Hi(X(IJCaXfa .. aXik—laszjllﬁ <o 7XJI\CJ+1) - piXik + Lzsz
Denoting

A']f = p;l(Hl(X(I)CaXfa R 7Xik71’XikJ:r11>' .- aXII\C/IJrl) +pZsz - L’LXf)7

upon careful observation, it may be noted that

X = (14 71065, )1 (AF) =TI, (AD), (33)
where the second equality is justified by the lemma provided.
Lemma 1 ([32]). The projection operator ¢ (-) with respect to the convexr cone C can be expressed as

Ile = (I +adéc)™?,
where 9(-) denotes the subdifferential operator, and o € R can be an arbitrary number.
For i = 0, we can compute that
0x,09(Xo, ..., Xn) = LoXo + 6(51:1(X0) — Ho(X1,..., Xnm),

with
Lo=-20, Hy(X1,...,Xp) = —20L(X1,..., Xpn) — Q.

Similarly, the subproblem in terms of the variable X in the backward sGS sweep is given by

) _ 1
Xp+! = argmin ©(Xo, X{, . XN + 3 [|1X0 - X5,

Xo

13



where the positive linear operator Sy is given by
So(X) = poZ(X) — Lo X, po = max{eig(Lo)}.
Then, by the same token, we have
XU = (14 py 065 )71 (AF) = Tiy (A1) (34)

with
Ak = po{(Ho(XFH o XY 4 poXE — LoX{E).

For forward sGS sweep, for alli =1,..., M, Xf“ is given by

X =Ty, (AF), (35)
where AF is defined as

AF = o VH (XY XP XX XY + e X - LX),

Remark 8. The update of Xik‘Irl requires the projection onto the convex cone fi fori=1,...,M.
Obviously,

ok k NN

X =Tlg, (A7) = Ty (svec™ (A])),

and obtaining an explicit solution appears to be challenging. However, the subsequent lemma provides
a computationally efficient method for calculating the aforementioned projection.

Lemma 2. Let X =Y " | \iv;v; € S™ be the eigenvalue decomposition of matriz X with the eigen-
values satisfying \1 > --- > A, where v; denotes the eigenvector corresponding to the i-th eigenvalue.
Then, the projection onto the positive semi-definite cone of matriz X can be expressed by

s (X) = Z max{\;, 0}v;v;| .
i=1

Introducing the proximal term is first proposed in [12], and the convergence analysis has been
considered in [22]. By utilizing the proximal term || X; — X}||% , it is possible to derive the closed form
expression for the optimization variable X’f“. However, a fuller understanding of the proximal term
can be achieved by examining it from the perspective of auxiliary functions [22].

Definition 2. Consider the following optimization problem
K
min f(x) = g(x1,...,2K) +th‘($z‘) st.x; € X, i=1,..., K,
i=1

where g(-)is a smooth conver function and h; is a closed convex function. We call that {u;(-,)} is
strict auziliary function, if

1oy y) =g(y) Vye X =2 x - x Xk, Vi,
2. ui(xiay) > g(y17' s Yi—15Tis Yit1y - - - 7yn) vxl € levy S va’i)

4. ui(xi,y) is continuous in (x;,y),Vi. Further, for any giveny € X, it is proper, closed and strongly
convex function of x;, satisfying

ui(zi,y) > wi(®s,y) + (Vui(2i,y), v — i) + %lei — &|°, Vi, & € X,

where v; > 0 is independent of the choice of y.
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5. For any given y € X, ug(x;,y) has Lipschitz continuous gradient, i.e.,
Vi (i, y) — Vui (2, y) | < Liller — Zil|, Vi, x; € &, Vi,
where L; > 0 is some constant. Further, we have
(|Vui(zi,y) — Vui(zs, 2)|| < Gilly — 2|, Vo, € &3, Vi, Vy,z € X.
Define L.y = max; L;, Gax = max; G;.
Denote
9(Xo, ..., Xar) = Hﬁﬁk(Xo, . ,XM)H2,

ho(Xo) = (Xo, ),
hi(X;) = —(X;, (VT @ V)vee(Q) + T (VR VE) + (VE @ V)T Qu), i=1,..., M,

then optimization problem (32) is equivalent to

M
in O(Xo,.... X)) =9(Xo,. .., Xar)+ > hi(X;
XOI‘I_I_I,IJI(M ( 0 M) 9( 0 M) ; ( )

s.t. XOXX1~~-XXM€X:fﬁxfixmxfi.

Hence, ignoring the forward sGS sweep (i.e., regard algorithm 1 as BSUM algorithm with G-S (Gauss-
Seidel) rule), let

1
ui(Xs, X*) = g(XF, ..., Xy, .., XE) + §||XZ- —XH%,i=0,...,M

with X* = (XF,..., X%). It is evident that function u; serves as a strictly auxiliary function, leading
us to derive the subsequent theorem.

Theorem 2. Let { X"} be the sequence generated by the BSUM algorithm with G-S rule. Then it holds

O(xH -6 <
g

L VE > 1,

H
I =

where v = %mink Vi

= —X*: © < O(X°
R = max max {|X - X"|: 6(x) <8(X")},

¢1 = max{4o] — 2, (:)(XO) — é*a 2},

_ v
ST M DGR
Proof. Based on the above discussion, this theorem is a direct corollary of Theorem 1 of [24]. O

In algorithm 1 below, the symmetric G-S rule is employed instead of the G-S rule in order to
enhance the algorithm’s performance using empirical means. Review the optimality condition of (32):

0e 8XO@(X0, . 7)(]\4) =—Hy+ Lo Xo + 86Fi (Xo),
0e 8X1@(X0,X1, . ,X]w) =-—H{+ L1 X1+ 65f1(X1),

0e 8XM®(X0,X17...,XA1) = —HM +LMXM +861:1(XM),
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which are equivalent to
Xo— Hfi (Xo — LoXo + Hy) =0,

X1 — Hfﬁr (Xl —I1X; —|—H1) = O,

Xm — Hfi (X — Ly X+ Hy) = 0.

Then, the relative residual error can be defined as

o[ ey (X - oxt + )|
err’y, = . - ,
1+ || X5 + | LoX§ — Hol| (36)
fo M, (XF— LiXE+ H) ‘
ko= - i=1,...,M
err’y, - - , 0 e, M.
L+ ([ XTI+ L X — Hl
Let
errt = max{errljfo, errh ... etk 1, (37)
and the inner layer optimization process will terminate if err* < e. By (30),
svec(W) = M~ (gx — L(X, X, X3p)) (38)

is the optimal solution to (26).

Algorithm 1 Coordinate Descent with Proximal Term (Inner Layer Solver)

1: Given : Initial point (X§, XY,..., XY%,), stopping criterion parameter €
2: Result : vec(W)
3: for k=0,1,2,... do

4 Update )_(]’\“/[H, L XL X by (33), (34)
5. Update XFF1 . XFF! by (35)

6: Compute err’;’('gl, err’;‘;l, e ,errﬁg\; by (36)
7 Determine err®*+! by (37)

8 if err*t! < ¢ then

9 Compute svec(W) by (38)

10: return vec(W) = Dysvec(W)

11: end if

12: end for

5 Discussion of Convergence Rate and Acceleration

Algorithm 2 ALM based Decentralized LQ (Outer Layer Solver)

1: Given : Initial point Wo eIPyy € Fp,f’o € R™ wy € R™ Ag € R™ 0y = 1,8y > 0,7 > 0,
smoothness parameter Ly

2: Result : W}c, ﬁk

3: for k=0,1,2,... do

Compute oy, by (40)

Compute 1y x, Uk, N5k, Ux by (14), (15), (16), (17)

Determine u, = (1 + ak)_l(wk +agvr), dp = Vfi(ug) + AT

Update vg41 <Inner Layer Solver

Update Wip1 = (1 + o)~ (Wi + avps1)

Update S\k-&-l = A + ai/0k(Avk1 + Bwy)

© TS o
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10: Update Py 1 by (24)

11: Update w41 = ﬁk+1 + a;l(ﬁkﬂ — ﬁk)

12: Update Ag11 = A\p + ak/ek(Aka + Bwk+1)
13: Update 9k+17’7k+175k+1 by (18)

14: if Stopping griterign::True then

15: return Wy 1, Py
16: end if
17: end for

Algorithm 2 is the outer layer solver of optimization problem (11). Let the Lagrange function
associated to problem (11) be

LW, P,\) = f(W) + h(P) + <)\, AW + 313> , (39)

and let the discrete Lyapunov function be

Br

e D * N* ~>k N* N* 9 *
€ = LW, P X*) = LOV, P* ) + o = W2 4 Sl = PP + v = A2,

where (AW/*,ﬁ*, A*) is a saddle point of L, i.e.,
LOV*, P* ) < L(W*, P* \*) < L(W, P, \*), Y(W, P, \).
The convergence analysis of Algorithm 2 can be derived, as stated in the following theorem.
Theorem 3. Under the initial condition
Yo >0, and By >0

and the condition
IB[*a = Brbk, (40)

it holds that {Wy, Py} C RP” x R™ and
| AW, + BR[| < 6xRo,  [F(Wi, Bi) = F*| < 04 (60 + N[ Ro),

with F(W,P) = f(W) + h(P). Above, Ry = v/2& + || Ao — A*|| + || AW, + BPy|| and 6, satisfies

I1B]l
Or S )
k ~S ﬁﬁok

provided that By < ||B|)°.

Proof. Noticing that f; (W) is a linear function, V f; is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz parameter
Ly, = 0. Then, this theorem is a direct corollary of Theorem 4.1 of [31]. O

The subsequent proposition elucidates the asymptotic behavior of optimization problem (8) when
the parameter v approaches zero. Therefore, it is possible to achieve a near-optimal centralized con-
troller by selecting a sufficiently small value for v and utilizing Algorithm 2.

Proposition 4. Assume that CTC = 0, and denote

Fin(W) = F(W) +79((Ve ® V)W) + 8 255y (W),

FW) = f(W)+ 6 z57_(W),
where A is defined in (46). Then it holds

inf F7» — inf I
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Proof. Obviously, F’ V(W) - F (W) (the epigraph convergence given below in Section 6). Based on
the fact -
(vec(R), W) = (R, W) = Amin(R)tr(W) = Amin (R)[|W |2,

F (W) is level-bounded. Additionally, all F7 are closed convex function, and thus all the sets lev<, F "
is connected. Then, {F7"},cn is eventually level-bounded by 7.32 (c) of [41]. Hence

inf F"» — inf I

by Theorem 7.33 of [41]. O

Above, our choice of sparsity promoting function is the weighted-l; norm, i.e., g(P) = Zi,j wi;| Pijls
which is a convex but not a strongly convex function. Hence, regretfully, iy, = 0, and algorithm (13)
exhibits O (%) convergence rate. Alternatively, designing a strongly convex sparsity promoting function
is one approach to resolving the issue described above. For instance, let go(z) : R — R be

1
—ayz? + bz, if <0,
_ )2
5@2332 + box, if z >0,
and go(P) =), ; Wijg2 (pij) called a weighted piecewise quadratic function. The proof of the following
lemma is straightforward.

Lemma 3. go(P) is sparsity promoting if and only if

a1 >0, ap >0, by <0<by, and by — by > 0.

Obviously, by choosing aj,as > 0,b; < 0 < bs, go(P) becomes a strongly convex sparsity promoting
function. Hence, there comes a surprising result that designing an algorithm with an accelerated
convergence rate is equivalent to designing a strongly convex sparsity promoting function. If we
consider the piecewise quadratic function gg(P), the primal optimization problem becomes

min f(W) +v9o(P)
w,P

st. AW +BP =0.

Similarly, by (13), we have

jag Rmnxl ~ T~
Piy1 =prox; .. (P — 7B Apt1)

= | argmin Z (’YwijQQ(Pij) 2 (P — ij)Q) '

Pu€R bJ 2 mnx1
where QF is given by (23). Focus on the following subproblem
. pk k 2
foin, ywisg2(Piy) + 5 (2~ ) (42)
with i
ialpizj + bIPij7 if Pij S 0
92(Pij) = 4 1
5@2135 + by Py, if Py >0

given by (41), and let P be the global minimizer of optimization problem (42).
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Theorem 5. Provided that a1 > 0,az2 > 0,b1 <0 < b, then the existence and uniqueness of P}; holds.
Moreover,

)
0, if Qf < X52 ok >,
Pk
i
0, if Qf > T8 ok <,
P = " B 43
J kaij _7w1]b27 it Qfg > ’szjbz QZ >0, (43)
YWi;Q2 + Pk Pk
Pk i Y Jl7 foj_’szg 17Q7{gj<0
YWija1 + Pk

Proof. Noticing the fact that for all z,y € R and « € [0, 1]
oz + (1 = a)y|* = alz]* + (1 - a)|y* — a(l - a)lz -y,

it is obvious that optimization problem (42) is strongly convex. Thus, P} exists and is unique. Denote
©(Pij) = ywi;jg2(Pyj) + & ( i Qk) When ij > 0, we can obtain

(W) P+ (ywigbi — puQy) Py + 27, if Py <0,
#lPy) = Yywijag + pr Pk
(‘32) P2 + (’ywwbg kafj) P + ij , if P;; > 0.

’le] bo

Hence, ¢(P;;) monotonously decreases on (—oo, 0]. Moreover, if ij , ©(P;;) will monotonously

. b . QF —~yw; b .
increase on [0, +00), and if Qk > Ww” =022 o P;;) will monotonously decrease on {0, W} , while
: >

Pkaj —yw; ;b2

increase on {
Ywijaz+pk

,—i—oo). Consequently, when ©; > 0, we have

0, if QF < M7

. _ ! P
v pkﬂfj — ’}/wijbg i Qk 'ywijbg
ywijaz +pr YT e
When ij < 0, by the same token, we have
_ yw; by
0, if Q> #,
P —
* pkﬂfj - fywijbl i Qk 'ywijbl
ywijar + pr YT e
Here, we finish the proof. O

Remark 9. Under abovementioned discussion, go () is strongly convex with parameter p4, = min{aq, as}.
It is not hard to show that go(P) = ), ;wi;g2(P;) is strongly convex with parameter iy, =
minmv Wij gy, if for all i,j, Wi 7é 0.

Algorithm 3 Accelerated ALM based Decentralized LQ (Outer Layer Solver)

1: Given : Initial point Wy € T'?,vy € TP,y € R™™ wy € R™ A\, € R™™ 6y = 1,8, > 0,70 > 0,
smoothness parameter Ly

2: Result : Wk, ﬁk

3: for k=0,1,2,... do

4: Compute oy by (44)
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Compute 1k, Yk, 71k, Uk by (14), (15), (16), (17)

Determine uy = (1 + Otk)_l(Wk; + Oékvk), dp = Vfl(uk) + ~AT>\]C
Update vg41 <Inner Layer Solver

Update W;H_l =(1+ ak)*l(Wk + QpVk+1)

Update S\k-s-l =\ + ak/ak(Aka + Bwk)

10: Update Py1 by (43)

11: Update Ag+1 = Ax + ak/ek(Aka + Bwarl)

12: Update 0xy1,vk+1, Br+1 by (18)

13: if Stopping Eriterii)n::True then

14: return Wy1, Pyy1
15: end if
16: end for

Interestingly, the only difference between Algorithm 2 and Algorithm 3 is the update of ﬁk_H.
However, the former holds O (%) convergence rate, while the latter holds O (k%) convergence rate. Note
that Nesterov’s accelerated gradient descent is an extension of vanilla gradient descent by introducing
an additional sequence and modifying the fundamental framework; Algorithm 2 and Algorithm 3 have
a completely consistent framework. Specifically, the following theorem is proposed.

Theorem 6. Provided that for all i,j, wi; # 0, and a1 > 0,a2 > 0,by < 0 < by, under the initial
condition
Y >0, and fy = pg, >0

and the condition
IBl[*a = Brbk, (44)

it holds {Wk, P} CRP" x R™ qnd

HAWk + Bf’k” < 0k Ro, ’F(Wkaﬁk) —F"

< Ok (Eo + [|N*]| Ro),

where F(W, P) = f(W) + h(P). Above, Ry = v/2& + || Ao — A+ AW, + BP|| and 6y, satisfies

O <1 <1 }
0r < min , ,
{5

where iy, = ming j w;jig,, provided that Gy < ||B|>.

Proof. Noticing that f; (W) is a linear function, V f; is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz parameter
Ly = 0. In addition, gg is pg,-strongly convex. Then, this theorem is a direct corollary of Theorem
4.1 of [31]. O

6 Directly Optimizing /y-penalty

In the above sections, our primary objective is to minimize the ¢y norm (See Definition 9) of Wy;
and indeed, the ¢;-penalty and the piecewise quadratic penalty function can be considered as a convex
relaxation of the ¢y norm (see Figure 1). In this section, the ¢y sparsity promoting function is considered
directly, which makes the proposed optimization problem nonconvex and discontinuous. We will show
that a series of coordinatewise convex (but nonconvex) problems can serve as an apporximation for
the nonconvex problem at hand. Then, the BSUM framework is employed, allowing for the effective
handling of the coordinatewise convex problem. Finally, some theorems are proposed to illustrate the
variational properties of fp-penalty induced problem. We first introduce some standard definitions
below.
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Definition 3. Let f: D — R be a function where D C R™ is a convex set. The directional derivative
of f at point x in direction d is defined by

ooy g oS (@A) — f(2)
f(a:,d)—hrﬁ%ﬁ 5 .

Definition 4. Let f: D — R be a function where D C R™ is a conver set. The point x is a stationary
point of f(-) if f'(x;d) > 0 for all d such that x +d € D.

Definition 5. z € domf C R™ is the coordinatewise minimizer of f with respective to the coordinates
mR™ O R™ my 4+ my, =moif

f(z+dY) > f(2) Vdy, € R™ with z +d) € domf Yk =1,...,n,
where d = (0,...,dg,...,0).

Definition 6. The function f: R™ — R is regular at the point z € domf with respective to the
coordinates my, ma, ..., Mp,mi+--+my, = mif f'(z;d) >0 for alld = (dy,da, ..., dy) with f'(z;d2) >
0, where d2 = (0,...,dg,...,0) and dx € R™* for all k.

Definition 7. The function is lower semi-continuous and is the greatest of all the lower semi-continuous
functions g such that g < f. It is called the lower closure of f, denoted by clf.

Definition 8. For any sequence {f"},en of functions on R™, the lower epi-limit e-liminf, f¥ is the
function having as its epigraph the outer limit of the sequence of sets epif?:

epi(e-liminf, f*) = limsup, (epif").
The upper epi-limit e-limsup,, f is the function having as its epigraph the inner limit of the sets epif®:
epi(e-limsup,, f*) = liminf, (epif").
When these two functions coincide, the epi-limits function e-limfv is said to exist:
e-limf? = e-liminf, f¥ = e-limsup,, f*.
The subsequent analysis in this section is predicated upon the following assumption.
Assumption 4. CTC > 0.
Definition 9. For z = (z1,...,,2,)" € R", consider the {y-norm function f : R™ — R given by
f(@) = llxllo = #{i: =; # 0}.
That is, ||z||o is the number of nonzero elements in x.

Remark 10. In reality, {y-norm is not a norm, since it does not satisfy the homogeneity property. Note
that fp-norm is a discontinuous and nonconvex function, but can be viewed as a sum of closed functions

n
lzllo =D I(w),
i=1

where I : R — {0,1} is given by
Oa Y= 05
I(y) = {

1, otherwise.

Hence, fy-norm is closed. Whatever, significant challenges arise when ¢p-penalty is introduced into the
optimization problems.
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By the same token with (10), ¢yp-penalty induced optimization problem can be equivalently con-
verted into the following form

min (vec(R), W) + dry (W) + drn (T1) + - + Opn (Tar) + 4[| (Vo ® Vi)W g
w (45)
st. (Vig @Vi)W=0, i=1,...,M.

Denote

A= : , (46)
V&Q @ Van
and let Q = {W AW = 0}. Then, the optimization problem can be expressed in the unconstrained
form, i.e.,
min (vec(R), W) + dpy (W) + 0pn (W1) + -+ + 0rn (Uar) + 00 (W) + 7| (Va @ Vi) Wllo.  (P)
W

The discontinuous nature of optimization problem (P) makes it extremely challenging to design a
suitable algorithm. The work [34] introduces a class of continuous folded concave penalty f, : R — R
with f,(|y|) converging to I(y) as o | 0. Hence, f,(|y|) can be viewed as a class of continuous
approximation of fg-norm. Specifically, Property D is introduced to define the class of folded concave
penalty fo([yl).

Definition 10 ([34]). Let f: R — R and define f,(y) = f(y/o) for any o > 0. The function f is said
to possess Property D, if

~

. [ is real analytic on (yo,00) for some yo <0,

2. Yy >0, f"(y) > —po, where ug > 0 is some constant,
3. f is concave on R,

4- fly) =0 y=0,

5. limy o0 f(y) = 1.

It is obvious that if f possesses Property D, then

0, y=0,
lim fo(ly]) = I(y) = { Y

olot 1, otherwise.

In fact, there are a plenty of functions that satisfy Property D, for instance, f(y) =1 — e Y. For the
record, function f(y) =1 — e ¥ is utilized in this paper without special instructions, and in this case,
fo(y)=1—ev. For x = (x1,...,2,) € R™, denote f,(x)= Sor o).
Based on the fact that lin}r fo(lz]) = ||z|lo, a class of optimization problems are proposed:
al0
min (vec(R), W) -+ drs (W) + 80y (#1) + -« + 60y (¥ar) + 80 (W) + 915 (|2 0 OW]) . (Po)
w

(P,) is a nonconvex optimization problem since the folded concave penalty term f, is introduced. To
avoid optimizing nonconvex penalty term directly, [42] proposes a convex relaxation framework for
solving f, penalty induced optimization problem.

Lemma 4. Let f(x) satisfying Property D, and consider the function fy(x)(x > 0). It holds
fo(x) = inf {—yz +g;(y)},
y<0

where g,(x) = —fo(x) and g% is the conjugate function of g, .
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Proof. By Property D, g,(x) is a proper closed and convex function. Hence, by Theorem 4.3 of

[1], 9%(y) (y < 0) is a closed convex function. By Theorem 4.8 of [1], we have ¢** = g,. Hence,

go = sup{yz — g% (y)}. Equivalently, f,(z) = ig%{—yx + g (y)}. The proof is complete. O
y<0 ys

Hence, f, penalty can be expressed as
—inf {7 w0
fo(l2l) = inf {y |zl + g5 (=y)} .
and optimization problem (P, ) is equivalent to the following problem

_min  (vec(R), W) + dr (W) + orn (1) + -+ 51"3;(‘1"1\/1) + 6o (W)
W,yGRT" (

+y’ )(Vz ® Vl)w‘ + 795 (—y).
Denote
P (W) = (vec(R), W) + 0pn (W) + 0 (U1) + - + dpn (W) + 6 (W),

r2,0(y) = 795 (~y),
h(WJJ) =y’ ‘(Vz @ V)W,

then problem (P’) can be denoted in a compact form:

Cmin Hy(W,y) = (W) + ro.0(y) + h(W, ). (P))
W,yGRT"

It is important to acknowledge that r1,ro are closed convex functions, but A is nonconvex and nons-
mooth. It seems that, compared to optimization problem (P, ), (P)) remains a nonconvex problem but
introduces auxiliary variable y, which even makes (P Z) more challenging to solve. Interestingly, it is
evident that H,, (W y) is closed convex with regard to W and y, respectively. This observation suggests
that by employing block coordinate descent, (P!) can be converted to successive convex optimization
problems. Specifically, given y;_1, update Wk; then given Wk, update yg, i.e.,

Wi, € argmin (W) + h(W,yk_l), (BPo — 1)
W eRp?

Y € argmin 79 ,(y) + h(We, y). (BPo — 2)
yeRT’”

It is visible that both (BPo — 1) and (BPo — 2) may be classified as convex optimization problems.
Our objective is then to solve (BPo—1) and (BPo —2) alternatively in order to approximate the global
minimizers of nonconvex problem (P”). Before discussing the relation between (P) and (BPo — 1)
(BPo — 2), we first propose the relation between (P”) and (P). Denote

Ho (W) = (W) + £ (| @ VoW )
H(W) = ry(W) +7|(Va ® Vi)W o,
and the following theorem proves that
(P!)= (P), aso — 0%,
Theorem 7. Let o; | 0, then the following statements hold.

1. inf H, (W)— _inf H(W).
W eRp? W eRp?
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2. Forv in some index set N € N, the sets argminH,, are nonempty and form a bounded sequence
with
lim sup (argminH, ) C argminH.
v
3. For any choice of ¢; | 0 and Wl € ¢;-argminH,,, the sequence {Wi}ieN is bounded and such that
all its cluster points belong to argminH .

Proof. Since for x = (z1,...,2,)" € R"

=Y fola
i=1

we have f,,, () > fo,(x) for every 2 > 0. Hence, for every W € RP’, it follows that Hgi“(ﬁ//) >
Hy, (W), and {Hy, (W)}ien is nondecreasing. By Proposition 7.4 of [41], e-lim; H,, exists and equals
sup,[clH,,]. Based on the fact lijg}r fo(|z]) = ||z|lo, it follows that sup,[clH,,|(W) = H(W). Obviously,

for every o;, Hy, (AW/) > (AW/), and rl(W) is a coercive function based on the fact
(vec(R), W) = (R, W) = Amin(R)tx(W) = Ammin(R)||W 5 (47)

for W e S¥. According to Exercise 7.32 of [1], the sequence {Hy, }ien is eventually level-bounded. By
noticing that H,, and H are lower semi-continuous and proper, we finish the proof by Theorem 7.33
of [1]. O

Hence, theoretically, one can obtain the minimizers of optimization (P) by successively solving
optimization problem (P,) (or, equivalently, (PJ)) with ¢ | 0. As mentioned above, we hope to
solve optimization problem (P!) by block coordinate descent, i.e, finding the global optimal of convex
optimization problems (BPo — 1) and (BPo — 2) alternately. Regretfully, since unseparable term
h(W, y) is nonconvex and nonsmooth, direct block coordinate descent method may cause stable cyclic
behavior, whose gradient is bounded away from zero in the limiting path [39]. Hence, we will then
modify the optimization problems (BPo — 1) and (BPo — 2). Before that, we first introduce the
auxiliary functions.

Definition 11. For a continuous function f : X — R, where X C R™ is the Cartesian product of n
closed conver sets: X = Xy x --- x &,, with X; € R™ and Y, m; = m. We call {u;(x;,x)}}_ are
auziliary functions of f, if

1wy, y) = fly) Vy e X, Vi,

2. Uq mz;y) (yla"'7yi713wiay’i+1>"'ayn) VmZEXZaVyEX7VZa

(
(
ui
(

L, ) _f(y7 ) _(O>adza70)5t yi+di6XiVi;
4. ui(z;,y) is continuous in (x;,y)Vi.

Remark 11. For a continuous coordinatewise convex function f, auxiliary functions always exist. A
trivial choice of auxiliary functions is

uz(x'uy) = f(ylw"vyiflvmivyi‘Fla"'7yn) vxz € X“Vy S X7V7’

Noticing that a convex function is differentiable in any direction at any interior point of its domain
[36], the conditions 1-4 of the above definition naturally hold.
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In [40], an unified algorithm framework is introduced to solve the following optimization problem
min f(z), s.t. € X, (48)

where © = (21,...,2,)" € R™, and X C R™ is the Cartesian product of n closed convex sets:
X =X x - x X, with &; € R™ and ), m; = m.

Algorithm 4 BSUM
1: Given : Feasible initial point 2° € X
2: Result: ="
3: Set r=0
4: for k=0,1,2,... do
5: Let r=r+1,i=(r modn)+1
6: Let X" = argminu;(z;, 2" 1)
T, €X;
Set z} to be an arbitrary element in X"
Set xf = a} ' Vk #£1
if Stopping Criterion==True then

10: return z”
11: end if
12: end for

The above pseudocode of BSUM (Block Successive Upper-bound Minimization) framework intro-
duced in [40] gives methodology for solving the optimization problem (48), where {u;}!, are auxiliary
functions of f. It should be noted that the straight implementation of the BSUM framework is not
viable due to the lack of knowledge on the auxiliary functions and the presence of multiple subproblems
(see line 6 in Algorithm 4) that need to be addressed.

Specifically, back to our topic, optimization problem (BPo — 2) at hand remains unaltered. In
other word, the auxiliary function us (y, Xi) is selected as

u2,o’(ya Xk) = <V€C(R>, Wk> + TQ,a(y) + h(ka y)a (49)
where X}, = (Wk, yx). (BPo — 2) is equivalent to

min g5(~y) +y" (V2@ V)Wl (50)

yeRiLn

Lemma 5. The global minimizer yy, , of optimization problem (50) (equivalently, (BPo—2)) is unique,
and can be expressed as

vio = Vio (|02 0 V)W) (51)
Proof. Optimality condition implies that
0 € ~0g3(~yi0) + | (Ve @ Vi)W
Since g% is a proper, closed and convex function, by Proposition 11.3 of [41], we have
~Yr,o € 0o (’(V2 ® V1)Wk:‘) -

Noticing that g, = —f, is a smooth function on R’", then subgradient operator degenerates to
gradient operator, i.e.,

vio = Vi (|2 @ VW)

The proof is complete. O

25



We then discuss the selection of ul(W, X). The proximal term is introduced, i.e.,

g (52)

_ _ 1 —
u1,0(W, Xp; A) = (vec(R), W) + 125 (yx) + h(W,yx) + BN ‘W — Wk‘

where A € R is a constant. Now, we direct our attention on solving the subsequent optimization
problem rather than (BPo — 1)
min u,o (W, Xi; \)
v (53)
s.t. W e A,
where X; = {W ERP W e I, U, € Fi,ﬁw = 0} which is closed convex set. First, we claim that
{HU(/I/IV/IC)} is monotonically nonincreasing.

Lemma 6. Given an initial feasible point WO, let Wk be the iterative sequence generated by Algorithm
4 with uy,us given by (52), (49). Then

Hy(Wis1) < Ho (W)

Proof. Let F(W,X},) = (vec(R), W) + ro.0(Yr) + h(W,yx). According to the fact that
ue = V1o (|20 V)W),
F(f/[v/, X}) can be equivalently regarded as F(W7 Wk) Obviously, for all W, we have
ut,e (W, Xp; A) > F(W, W) > Hy(W).

Hence, the following inequality holds
Ho(Wig1) < o (Wig1, Xis A) < o (Wi, Xis A) = F(We, We) = Ho (Wg).
The proof is complete. O

Obviously, { H,(W},)} is bounded below by 0. Hence, by basic mathematic analysis, H, (W),) | H®,
where H2® is a positive constant. An inquiry that arises is whether or not H° = H = min H,(W).
Regretfully, the above inquiry remains open, but we have the following result.

Theorem 8. Every cluster point z = (z1,22) of the iterates generated by the Algorithm 4 with uy,us
given by (52), (49) is a coordinatewise minimum of the optimization problem (P.). In addition, if
Hy(-,+) is reqular at z, then z is a stationary point of (P.).

Proof. For a feasible Xo = (Wq,yo), by (47), the sublevel set
A0 = {X = (W,y): Ho(X) < Hy(Xo) }

is compact. By lemma 5, optimization problem (BPo—2) has a unique solution for any point X,_; € X.
Then, the proof is complete by Theorem 2 of [40]. O

There exists a significant disparity between coordinatewise minimizer and stationary point (local
minimizer). When the objective function is regular at coordinatewise minimizer, the coordinatewise
minimum becomes a local minimum by the above theorem. In Lemma 3.1 of [45], there is a few
discussion about regularity property of a Gateaux-differentiable function, but H[,(W,y) is generally
not Gateaux-differentiable in this paper. Furthermore, if we assume that H>°* = H} holds, we can
obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 9. If H° = H, then any cluster point of {Wk} belongs to argmian(W),
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Proof. Since f,(|(Va ® V1)W|) > 0, it is obvious that, for all & € R, leVSQHU(W) is compact. Then
the set . . .
{W: H,(W) < H,(Wo) |

is compact. Hence, by HU(Wk) b HX, {Wk}keN is compact. Thus, there exists a subsequence
{Wk,, tnen of {Wy} that converges to Wo.,. Based on the fact that H,(W) is lower semi-continuous,

we have
H: = HS® = liminfH,, (Wk)>H (Woo ) > H.

k—o0

The proof is complete. O

Our focus is now directed towards resolving subproblem (53). Obviously, (53) can be expressed as
the following constrained convex optimization problem:

@1MWDW+WH%®%WM-‘W m”

w

st. We F:_DH (54)
\I/iEF:L_, i=1,....,M,
AW = 0.

By introducing augment variable P = (Vo ® Vi)W, (54) becomes

— 1~ 2
min (vec(R), W) + vy, ’P‘ +ox HW— WkH

w,P
s.t. W € Fﬁ, (55)
Vel i=1,...,M,
AW + BP = 0.

In this section, we use the notation

FW:A) = ma)w+iﬂw—mf,
(W) = bz (W) + 80 (1) + -+ + 3rg (W),
g@)’Y‘P
FOW) = L(W) + f2(W),

and optimization problem (55) is equivalent to

min f1(W; ) + fo(W) + g(P)
we (56)
s.t. AW 4+ BP = 0.

Interestingly, g(]B) is nothing but a weighted-¢; norm with weight values given by y,. Hence, compared
with optimization problem (11), the only difference is the smooth and strongly convex term %HW —

Wk”2 in fy (W, A). Thus, we can utilize optimization scheme (13) by slightly modifying Algorithm 2
(just change w;; to y,(c ), where y( 7) is the (i,7)-th element of yi). The following theorem gives the
convergence rate of optimization scheme (13) to solve (56).

Theorem 10. Under the initial setting

1
%:X>0’ and fBy > 0
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and the condition
(L s Bk + vl BII*) e = B0k,

we have {Wy, Py} C R x R™ and

HAW,H—BECH < 0 R0, ‘F(Wk,ﬁk) ~ P <00 (& + I Ro)

where F(W,P) = f(W) + h(P). Above, Ry = v/2& + ||Xo — A*|| + || AW, + BP,|| and 0y, satisfies
18| (1 k
Ok < NG + min ﬁ,exp ~1 ,

provided that 080 < LB + 70 |1 B|>.

Proof. By noticing that f; (W) is %—strongly convex and %—smooth, this theorem is a direct corollary
of Theorem 4.1 of [31]. O

Algorithm 5 BSUM-based {y-penalty Decentralized LQ

1: Given : Feasible initial point X, = (Wg,yo) € X xR, A>0,7v>0,00 <1,a€(0,1)
2: Result: X = (Wg, yx)
3: fori=1,2,3... do

4: Set 0; = aoj_1

5: Set k=0

6: for k=0,1,2,... do

7: Let k=k+1,i=(k mod2)+1

8: if i == 1 then

9: Wk +ALM based Decentralized LQ
10: Set yr = Yr—1, X = Wi, yr)

11: end if

12: if i == 0 then

13: Update gy, = V /. (’(v2 ® vl)WkD
14: Set Wk = kal,Xk = (Wkayk)

15: end if

16: if Stopping Criterion==True then

17: Break

18: end if

19: end for

20: Set Xo = X},

21: end for

Remark 12. In fact, if u; » (W, X},) is selected as

ut,o (W, Xy) = (vec(R), W) + 72,5 (y) + h(W,yx),

the iterative sequence of the algorithm BSUM can also converge to the coordinatewise minimum
of HU(W,y). However, we introduce the proximal term iHW — /V[v/kHQ into w1, which appears
to be gilding the lily or potentially resulting in a decelerated convergence of the BSUM algorithm.
Empirically, the proximal term makes the objective of (56) be strongly convex and accelerate the
solving for subproblem (56). Therefore, a trade-off exists between the convergence rate of the algorithm
BSUM for optimization problem (P.) and the convergence rate of (13) for subproblem (56).

Remark 13. The algorithm exhibits a significant level of complexity, and there exists no empirical
evidence to support the superiority of Algorithm 5 over Algorithm 2 (or Algorithm 3). Therefore, this
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section mostly focuses on theoretical discourse, particularly about the variational characteristic of the
optimization problem induced by the ¢y-penalty and the relation between ¢;-penalty problem (8) and
lo-penalty problem. It is recommended that, in the pursuit of a decentralized controller, Algorithm 2
(or Algorithm 3) is employed instead of Algorithm 5.

7 Numerical Examples

In this section, a few numerical examples are represented that illustrate the theoretical results of this
paper, where the noise w (see (57)) is characterized by a impulse disturbance vector.

Example 1: Consider # = [z, 22, 73] and a linear system

T — Az + Bou + Bw,

z = Cz + Du, (57)
u=—Kux,
where
0.2220 0.9186 0.7659 0.9315 0.7939 1 00 0 0
A= [0.8707 0.4884 0.5184|,By =13,B2 = [0.9722 0.1061|,C= |0 0 0|,D=1|1 0
0.2067 0.6117 0.2968 0.5317 0.7750 0 0O 0 1

By Algorithm 2, we can obtain the relation between v and N (the number of 0 in feedback gain K; see
Figure 2). Specifically, when v = 10, we can obtain the following result (see Figure 3). The optimal

6

i

number of O
w

N

1 -
0 1 1 1
0 5 10 15 20
Y
Figure 2: Relation between v and N
W is given by
2.1348 0 0 1.3084 0
0 0.2698 0 0.6783 0
W = 0 0 1.0833 0 1.4155 | ,
1.3084 0.6783 0 2.5604 0.0129
0 0 1.4155 0.0129 1.8711

and the optimal decentralized feedback gain K is given by

_[0.6192 25269 0

K 0 0 1.3068]
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The responses of all the state variables are illustrated in Figure 4, and it can be seen that the stability
of system is guaranteed.

Example 2: Consider the linear system (57) with

0.3079 0.1879 0.1797 0.2935 0.6537 0.6196 0.6414
0.5194 0.2695 0.5388 0.9624 0.5366 0.7205 0.9233
A= |0.7683 0.4962 0.2828 0.9132 0.9957|,B> = |0.2951 0.8887
0.7892 0.7391 0.7609 0.5682 0.1420 0.6001 0.6447
0.8706 0.1950 0.2697 0.4855 0.9753 0.7506  0.2956
1000 0 0
0100 0 0 0
Bi=I,C=10 0 0 0 0|,D=1{1 0
0000 0 0 1
0000 0 0 0

Letting v = 10, and by Algorithm 2, the optimal W is given by

[2.5248 0 0 0 0 3.3422  2.2528
0 3.0027 0 0 0 0 5.6741
0 0 4.2745 0 0 0 4.4252
W = 0 0 0 0.9312 0 0 3.5367 |,
0 0 0 0 0.3125 1.7188 0
3.3422 0 0 0 1.7188 14.0092 3.0413
12.2528 5.6741 4.4252 3.5367 0 3.0413  30.9070

and the optimal decentralized feedback gain K is given by

~1.3355 0 0 0 5.5233
~[0.8946 1.8952 1.0401 3.8119 0

The responses of all the state variables are illustrated in Figure 5, and the stability of system is
guaranteed.

0.8f 1

06} X

0.4 AR

Response

0.2

o

0 10 20 30 40
Time

Figure 5: System response

Example 3: Consider the linear system (57) with

010 0.9315 0.7939 1 00 0 0
A=10 0 1|,B1=1I;,B,= [09722 0.1061|,C=10 0 0|,D=[1 0
00 0 0.5317 0.7750 00 0 01
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We utilize Algorithm 2 and Algorithm 3 respectively and the results are shown below (see Figure 6
and Figure 7). We can observe that the Algorithm 2 converges within 800 steps, while Algorithm 3

1.4 T T T T T

1.2r 1

— |

[N
!

feedback gain K
© o
o)) [ee]

o
I

o
[N
\

-

500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000
iterations

o

o

Figure 6: Convergence of Algorithm 2

2.0

=
o

feedback gain K
—

0 50 100 150 200 250
iterations

Figure 7: Convergence of Algorithm 3

converges within only 80 steps.

8 Conclusion

This work investigates a decentralized LQ problem, specifically focusing on the inclusion of a sparsity
constraint on the feedback gain. The formulation of approximate separable constraint optimization
issues is presented, and a convex optimization framework is suggested to achieve the global optimizer
for these problems. In the near future, an examination will be conducted on the decentralized LQ
problem with a fixed sparse topology.
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