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Primal-Dual Strategy (PDS) for Composite
Optimization Over Directed graphs

Sajad Zandi and Mehdi Korki, Member, IEEE

Abstract—We investigate the distributed multi-agent sharing
optimization problem in a directed graph, with a composite
objective function consisting of a smooth function plus a convex
(possibly non-smooth) function shared by all agents. While
adhering to the network connectivity structure, the goal is to
minimize the sum of smooth local functions plus a non-smooth
function. The proposed Primal-Dual algorithm (PD) is similar to
a previous algorithm [43], but it has additional benefits. To begin,
we investigate the problem in directed graphs, where agents can
only communicate in one direction and the combination matrix is
not symmetric. Furthermore, the combination matrix is changing
over time, and the condition coefficient weights are produced
using an adaptive approach. The strong convexity assumption,
adaptive coefficient weights, and a new upper bound on step-sizes
are used to demonstrate that linear convergence is possible. New
upper bounds on step-sizes are derived under the strong convexity
assumption and adaptive coefficient weights that are time-varying
in the presence of both smooth and non-smooth terms. Simulation
results show the efficacy of the proposed algorithm compared to
some other algorithms.

Index Terms—Primal-Dual algorithm (PD), directed graph,
adaptive coefficient weights.

I. INTRODUCTION

IN a decentralized approach, N agents, which only exchange
information with their immediate neighbors, are connected

to form a multi-agent cooperative network for estimating
an unknown parameter through in-network processing. The
goal of this work is to modify and utilize the multi-agent
sharing optimization problems [43], in a distributed approach.
In recent years, there has been a surge of interest in distributed
optimization. It is also a solution to minimize the average/sum
of n convex functions by a network of n nodes, where
a single agent i has only access to a private function fi.
This problem frequently arises in formation control [13] and
non-autonomous power control [14]. The coupled multi-agent
sharing optimization problem includes two functions [43]: the
sum of smooth local functions plus a convex (possibly non-
smooth) function coupling all agents in the network. Agents
aim to find the solution w⋆k ∈ RQk to the following problem:

min
w1,....,wN

N∑
k=1

Jk(wk) + D(w), (1)

where function Jk(wk) : RQk → R is only known to agent
k, and non-smooth function D(w) is known by all agents.
Note that D(w) = g(

∑N
k=1 Ckwk) : RM → R ∪ (+∞) is

a convex (possibly non-smooth) function, where the matrix
Ck ∈ RM×Qk is known by agent k only. The coupled
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multi-agent optimization problem of (1) represents the sharing
formulation, where the agents (with their various variables)
are coupled through D(w). The applications of problem (1)
include regression over distributed features [1], [2], dictionary
learning over distributed models [3], clustering in graphs [4],
smart grid control [5], and network utility maximization [6],
to name a few.

The authors in [43] proposed a decentralized algorithm for
(1) and established its linear convergence to the global solu-
tion. They derived their algorithms based on reformulating (1)
into an equivalent decentralized solution using an equivalent
saddle-point problem. In this work, we use a similar technique
to develop and derive a novel decentralized algorithm in a
directed graph based on adaptive coefficient weights and a
new convergence rate. Weight balance is usually not possible
in real-world scenarios. As a result, we aim to improve the
optimization and learning algorithms that are suitable for and
applicable to directed graphs. The main challenge in dealing
with directed graphs is the substitution of construction of
doubly-stochastic to either row-stochastic or column-stochastic
matrix, which are used as weighted adjacency matrices, in
directed graphs. The row-stochasticity of the weight matrix
guarantees that all agents reach consensus, while the column-
stochasticity ensures optimality [7]. Most of the methods
for optimization over directed graphs are used to combine
the average-consensus methods with optimization algorithms
designed for undirected graphs. In contrast to undirected
graphs, the applications of a directed graph topology [50] are
wider, and it may also result in lower communication costs and
simpler topology. Combining average-consensus techniques
created for directed graphs with optimization algorithms made
for undirected graphs serves as the inspiration for the current
methods for optimization over directed graphs. For example,
subgradient-push method, described in [8] and extensively
investigated in [9], combines push-sum consensus [10] and
distributed gradient descent (DGD). Directed-Distributed Gra-
dient Descent (D-DGD) [7], [12], is a linear technique over
directed graphs that is based on surplus consensus [11] and
DGD. However, due to the diminishing step-size, such DGD-
based algorithms converge relatively slowly for general convex
functions and strongly convex functions.

A. Related Works

Information exchange within a multi-agent cooperative net-
work (through coupled neighbors) aims to estimate an un-
known parameter. The applications of this cooperative learning
and estimation are in various fields such as signal processing,
optimization, and control [30], [31]. Information exchange can
happen in a distributed or central approach. In the central
method, data is collected from the whole network and is
processed in the fusion center, then it is sent back to the

ar
X

iv
:2

40
6.

14
01

1v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

O
C

] 
 2

0 
Ju

n 
20

24



2

agents. This method is powerful, however, it still has some
limitations such as limited bandwidth and vulnerability of
the fusion center to failure. Decentralized methods refer to
fully distributed solutions. As an application, the distributed
solution method enables parallel processing and the distribu-
tion of computational load across multiple agents. When the
bandwidth around the central agent is low, the performance
of network methods degrades. On the other hand, one ad-
vantage of decentralized methods is that convergence occurs
quickly while bandwidth is limited. Furthermore, in some
sensitive applications, privacy and confidentiality are barriers
that prevent sending information to fusion centers. On the
other hand, in a distributed model, the agents are only allowed
to share information with their immediate neighbors. This can
be applied in social, transportation, and biological networks
[30], [51].

Many studies have made decentralized optimization al-
gorithms in large-scale networks an interesting topic. For
instance, consider [15], [16] with one agent at the center
of a centralized topology that may fail or violate privacy
requirements. The incremental algorithm [17], [20] may be
considered as a replacement for a non-centralized topology
based on a directed ring network topology. Furthermore, to
manage a time-varying network, [21] proposes a distributed
subgradient (DSG) algorithm with slow speed due to a decay-
ing step-size that is required to obtain a consensus and optimal
solution.

In this paper, we propose a new convergence rate for
a primal-dual algorithm in a directed graph with adaptive
coefficient weights.

Moreover, if D(w) in (1) is a non-smooth regularizer across
all the agents, a proximal decentralized algorithm structure
with a fixed point fits with the desired global solution. On the
other hand, if D(w) = 0, then decentralized primal methods
can only converge to a biased solution. As a solution, primal
methods are required with a decaying step-size to slow down
the convergence rate [43]. As a result, one of the difficulties
in this field is the speed of convergence, for which some
methods are affected by decreasing step sizes. To acceler-
ate convergence, we proposed a solution that utilizes strong
convexity and the Liptschiz-Continuous gradients case. Some
methods employed a constant step size that geometrically
converges to an error ball centered on the optimal solution
[34]. The authors in [22] achieve geometric convergence with
the help of symmetric weights. In [23], the authors combine
inexact gradient methods and a gradient estimation technique
according to dynamic average consensus, where the underlying
graphs must be undirected or weight-balanced according to the
proposed methods. The convergence rate of some methods can
be limited by decreasing step size, depending on whether the
objective function is generally convex or strongly convex.

Recently, the authors in [24] proposed a fast distributed
algorithm, called DEXTRA, where they have chosen an appro-
priate step-size which resulted in a linear convergence of the
algorithm, while the objective functions are strongly convex
with Liptschiz-Continuous gradients. In this method, if we
choose a decreasing step-size, the convergence behavior is
slow. However, if the step-size is determined by an interval and
the objective functions are strongly convex with the Lipschitz-
Continuous gradient, the convergence rate geometrically re-
sults in a global optimal point [48]. In ADD-OPT/push-DIGing
[25], the improvement of [24] provides a geometrical conver-

gence with a sufficiently small step size. In DEXTRA [24]
and ADD-OPT/push-DIGing [25] algorithms, each node needs
to know its out-degree in order to build a column-stochastic
weights matrix. In [26], the authors eliminate this requirement
by using row-stochastic weights and the need for out-degree
knowledge, as each agent locally decides the weights assigned
to incoming information. Fast methods over directed graphs
share one thing in common: they are all based on push-sum
type techniques. This results in a nonlinear algorithm since
an independent algorithm is required to asymptotically learn
either the right or the left eigenvector, which corresponds to
the eigenvalue of 1 [49]. It does, however, result in additional
computations and communications among the agents.

This work focuses on the case where communication be-
tween nodes is directed and time-varying. We analyze the
convergence rate with a decreasing step-size for the non-
smooth function. First, we discuss the problem when D(w) is
smooth. Decentralized primal methods in [32]– [35] can not
achieve an exact solution for the convergence rate unless a de-
graded step-size is applied. In [36], to improve the convergence
rate, a decentralized method based on the alternating direction
method of multipliers (ADMM) technique has been utilized.
To simplify the implementation of the convergence rate, a
gradient tracking method was applied in [37]– [38], then, dual-
domain and accelerated dual gradient descent were utilized
in [39]. In case, D(w) is non-smooth, a proximal gradient
method is useful to compute the convergence rate, however,
the increasing number of inner loops makes it computationally
expensive [40]. If the non-smooth function is replaced by the
indicator function of zero, then, a good convergence rate is
attained [41], [42]. For the proximal decentralized algorithm,
an asymptotic linear convergence exists even though all the
functions are piece-wise linear-quadratic (PLQ). Since both
large number of iterations and PLQ [47] are considered, a
good convergence rate can be obtained.

B. Contribution
In this paper, we develop a modified version of proximal-

dual (PD) strategy [43], [44] over a distributed network, in a
directed graph with adaptive coefficient weights. The purpose
of this work is to reach the new convergence rates in a directed
graph.

The contributions of this paper are summarized as follows:
• In contrast to the proposed methods in the literature [43],

[44], which use uniform combination coefficients, the
proposed PD algorithm employs adaptive combination
coefficients with new step sizes.

• To have both a good convergence and a good perfor-
mance, we optimize the adaptive combination coeffi-
cients, in a directed graph, to reduce the load of the
communications and the energy of each agent.

• Consequently, we derive new bounds for step sizes which
result in a lower squared error. (See Theorem 1)

Simulation results also show that the proposed algorithm
achieves a faster convergence rate.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section II,
we present the problem formulation of the diffusion strategy
and proposed primal-dual diffusion algorithm, and saddle
points reformulation. We also provide the implementation
of proximal adaptive-then-combine (ATC) for dual-diffusion
algorithm and diffusion tracking method. In Section III, we
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present the proposed proximal dual diffusion Method, i.e.,
PD-dMVC and we derive the new theorem to find the new
step-sizes. In Section IV, we provide the simulation results
to evaluate the performance of the proposed algorithm. We
conclude the paper in Section VII.

C. Notation and Symbols

All over the paper, all vectors are column vectors, with
exception of the regression vector denoted by u, which is a
row vector. IM denotes the identity matrix of size M ×M
and 1N denotes the N × 1 vector with all entries equal to
one. Lowercase letters denote vectors and uppercase letters
denote matrices. X ≥ Y and X > Y implies that X − Y
is positive definite matrix ( X and Y are both symmetric
matrices with the same dimension). col{.} denotes a column
vector that is structured by stacking the elements on top
of each other. ∥x∥2C = xTCx, for a vector x ∈ RM
and a squared matrix C ≥ 0. The subdifferential ∂f(x)
of a function f at x is the set of all subgradients. The
proximal operator of a function f(x) with step-size µ is
proxµf (x) = argmin

u
f(u) + 1

2µ∥x − u∥2. The conjugate of

a function f is defined as f∗(v) = supx v
⊤x− f(x). A

differentiable function f is δ-smooth and ν-stronglyconvex
if ∥∇f(x) − ∇f(y)∥ ≤ δ∥x − y∥ and (x − y)⊤(∇f(x)−
∇f(y)) ≥ ν∥x− y∥2, respectively, for any x and y.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

A. Problem Reformulation

1) Primal dual decentralized algorithms: According to
some studies, adaptive then combined methods such as
primal-dual recursion have larger step-size stability ranges
than non-ATC methods. The primal-dual framework was
the first primal-dual interpretation of ATC gradient tracking
methods[ref-ref]. When the step-size is kept constant, dif-
fusion methods solve optimization problems in the form of
approximate problems that converge to biased solutions. To
converge to an optimal solution, primal-based methods require
the use of decaying step-size; however, decaying step-size
slows down the convergence rate. As a result, primal-dual
methods are proposed to obtain unbiased problem-solving
and converge to exact minimizers while communications are
limited. There are two kinds of problems: those with penalties
and those without. The benefit of using a penalty term is that
it improves the convergence rate of a decentralized algorithm
while aggregate cost is conditioned and strongly convex but
individuals are not. An equivalent approach is to reformulate
some problems through a network and try to find interested
unknown parameters. In fact, while studying a network with
a general algorithmic framework as a solution to the decen-
tralized optimization problem, minimizing a sum of local cost
functions is an interesting topic. Furthermore, saddle points
as a solution structure include primal-descent, dual ascend,
and combine equations. In addition, the cooperation between
equations is as follows: gradient-descent followed by gradient-
ascend, followed by a combination step.

In this section, we consider some saddle-point problems
that can reformulate (1). A decentralized algorithm cannot
be obtained by directly solving the first equivalent saddle
point. As a result, more reformulation is required to derive

a decentralized solution in a decentralized approach to solve
the problem. The network quantities are introduced as follows:

W ≜ col{w1,w2, ....,wN} ∈ RQ, Q ≜
N∑
k=1

Qk, (2)

J (W) ≜
N∑
k=1

Jk(wk), (3)

C ≜ [C1, · · · , CK ] ∈ RM×Q. (4)

Then, the problem (1) can be written as follows:

min
W

J (W) + g(CW). (5)

Assumption 1: (Objective Function) [43]
Problem (5) has a solution W⋆, and the function J : RQ → R
is δ-smooth and ν-strongly-convex with 0 < ν ≤ δ. Moreover,
the function g : RE → R ∪ {+∞} is a proper lower semi-
continuous and a convex function, and there exists W ∈ RQ
such that CW belongs to the relative interior domain of g.

Remark 1: Because the objective function in (5) is strongly
convex, the global solution W⋆ is unique.

Problem (5) is equivalent to the following saddle-point
reformulation under strong-duality and Assumption (1).

min
W

max
y

J (W) + yTCW − g∗(y), (6)

where g∗ is the conjugate function of g and y is the dual vari-
able. Due to the coupling effect of all agents by dual variable
y, which requires a fusion center to compute the dual update,
solving (6) directly does not lead to a decentralized algorithm.
As a result, additional reformulations are required. A local
copy of dual variable y at agent k, i.e., yk, is introduced to
solve (6) in a decentralized manner. The following quantities
are introduced as part of the network:

Y ≜ col{y1, y2, ...., yN} ∈ RMN ,G∗(Y) ≜
1

N

N∑
k=1

g∗(yk),

Cd ≜ blkdiag{Ck}Nk=1 ∈ RMN×Q. (7)

If we define D ∈ RMN×MN as a symmetric matrix, we can
write:

DY = 0 ⇔ y1 = .... = yN . (8)

The saddle-point type-2 problem is written as:

min
W,X

max
Y

J (W) + YTCdW + YTDX − G∗(Y). (9)

The problem formulation of (9) can be solved in a decentral-
ized manner by using an optimal-point (W∗,X ∗,Y∗).

Lemma 1: (Optimal Point) Subject to assumption .1 and (8),
a primal-dual pair (W∗, y∗) and a fixed point (W∗,X ∗,Y∗)
are optimal if, and only if, they satisfy the optimality conditions
for saddle-point 1 and saddle-point 2 as below, respectively.
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Saddle-Point .1:(W∗,Y∗)

−CT y∗ = ∇J (W∗), (10)
CW∗ ∈ ∂g∗(y∗), (11)

Saddle-Point .2:(W∗,X ∗,Y∗)

−CTd Y∗ = ∇J (W∗), (12)
DY∗ = 0, (13)

CdW∗ +DX ∗ ∈ ∂G∗(Y∗). (14)

Lemma 2: if (W∗,X ∗,Y∗) fulfills the optimality condition
(12), (13), and (14), then it holds that Y∗ = 1K ⊗ y∗ with
(W∗, y∗) satisfying optimality condition (10) and (11).

2) Decentralized Strategy : Let Y−1 and W−1 take any
arbitrary value and X−1 = 0.

Wi = Wi−1 − µω∇J (Wi−1)− µωCTd Yi−1, (15)
Zi = Yi−1 + µyCdWi +DXi−1, (16)
Xi = Xi−1 −DZi, (17)
Yi = proxµyG∗(ĀZi), (18)

where Ā = Ā ⊗ IM and Ā ∈ RN×N is left-stochastic or
right-stochastic combination matrix.

3) Implementation of proximal ATC for dual-diffusion algo-
rithm: By rewriting (16)-(18) and removing the variable Xi,
we obtain:

Zi −Zi−1 = µyCd(Wi −Wi−1) + Yi−1 − Yi−2

+D(Xi−1 −Xi−2)

= µyCd(Wi −Wi−1) + Yi−1 − Yi−2

+D(−DZi−1). (19)

Rearranging (19) yields

Zi = (I −D2)Zi−1 + Yi−1 − Yi−2

+ µyCd(Wi −Wi−1), (20)

Wi = Wi−1 − µw∇J (Wi−1)− µwCTd Yi−1

Zi = (I −D2)Zi−1 + Yi−1 − Yi−2 + µyCd(Wi −Wi−1),
(21)

ϕi = ĀZi, (22)
Yi = ProxµyG∗(ϕi).

4) Diffusion Tracking Method: Let D = I−Ā and Ā = A,
then, substituting these new variables into (21) results in:

Zi = A(2I −A)Zi−1 + Yi−1 − Yi−2

− µyCd(Wi −Wi−1). (23)

Multiplying (23) by Ā and using (22), we have

ϕi = Ā(ϕi−1 + Yi−1 − Yi−2 − µyCd(Wi −Wi−1)),

Hence, the final expressions for the diffusion tracking method
are:

Wi = Wi−1 − µw∇J (Wi−1)− µwCTd Yi−1 (24)
ϕi = Ā(ϕi−1 + Yi−1 − Yi−2 − µyCd(Wi −Wi−1)) (25)

5) Adaptive Combination Matrix: We consider the follow-
ing definitions and assumptions of the combination matrix:

A = [al,k] ∈ RN×N ,

A = A⊗ IM , (26)

where al,k is zero if there is no edge connection between
agents k and ℓ. Matrix A is assumed to be a primitive sym-
metric and left/right-stochastic matrix. Ā = A, which is also
a primitive symmetric left/right-stochastic matrix. D = I−A.
if the eigenvalues of Ā belong to (-1,1], many choices for D
exist.

Assumption 2: (Combination Matrix) Matrix D satisfies
condition (8) and then below condition yield:

I −D > 0.

6) Theorem (Convergence-rate):
Theorem 1: Subject to assumption .1 and .2, if Cd is full

row rank and the step-sizes µω and µy are strictly positive
and satisfy

µω ≤ 1

2δ
(27)

µy <
ν

2σ2
max(Cd)

(28)

it holds for all i ≥ 0 and some Co ≥ 0 that:

∥w̃i∥2 ≤ γiCo (29)

where

γ =Max{ 1− µων(1− µωδ)

1− µyµωσ2
max(Cd)

, 1− µωµyλmin(CdCTd ),

σ2(A)∥x̃i−1∥2} < 1

See Appendix A.
Remark 2: λmin(CdCTd ) is the smallest eigenvalue of CdCTd ,

σ(A) denotes the smallest non-zero singular value of A and
σmax(A) is the largest singular value of A.

Remark 3: According to Theorem .1, PD algorithm has fast
convergence for non-smooth g if Ck has full row rank.

7) Data Model :
1) If we assume that cost function J(w) is δ-smooth ,then,

following inequality is established,

∥∇J(w(i− 1))−∇J(w∗)∥2

≤ δwT (i− 1)
(
∇J(w(i− 1))−∇J(w∗)

)
(30)

2) Strong-convexity is often proposed in adaptation and
streaming data to help algorithms against ill-condition
by introducing a guard, as well as facilitating conditions
to obtain a unique global minimum [45] - [46]. If J(w)
is differentiable, the strong-convexity bound is obtained
as

w̃T (i− 1)(∇J(w(i− 1))−∇J(w∗)) ≥ ν∥w̃(i− 1)∥2
(31)

III. PROXIMAL DECENTRALIZED ALGORITHM

To manage the non-smooth term D(w), it is defined as

D(w) ≜
1

N

N∑
k=1

D(wk) (32)



5

TABLE I: Convergence Properties of Distributed Algorithms

Algorithm Support prox.operators Rate(convex) Step-size(upper bound)

EXTRA( [22]) Yes O( 1
K ) O

(
υ(1−ρ)
L2

)
Aug-DGM( [27]) Yes converges min

{
(1−ρ)2

10Lρ
√
n
√
κ
, 1
2L

}
DIGing( [38]) Yes − O

(
(1−ρ)2
υκ1.5

√
n

)
NIDS( [28]) Yes O( 1

K ) 2
L

Exact Diffusion( [29]) Yes κ2

1−ρ O( υL2 )

Primal-Dual Yes O( 1
K ) O( 1

K )
Primal-Dual Diffusion Yes O( 1

K ) O( 1
K )

A. Proximal Dual Diffusion Method

Following recursion suggested based on the (39), for i =
0, 1, ...., and each agent k, if Ā = A,D = (I −A), then

wk,i = wk,i−1 − µw∇Jk(wk,i−1)− µwC
T
k yk,i−1 (33)

ψk,i = yk,i−1 + µyCkwk,i (34)
zk,i = ϕk,i−1 + ψk,i − ψk,i−1 (35)

ϕk,i =
∑
l∈Nk

āl,kzl,i (36)

yk,i = proxµk/Kg∗
(ϕk,i) (37)

Algorithm 1 Proximal-Dual diffusion with adaptive coefficient
weights-Main Algorithm
Require: Ck , κ

Initialize: Choose ϕk(−1) = ψk(−1) = θk(−1) = 0, for all k =

1, 2, ...., N

1: for Repeat i ≥ 0 do
2: set wk(i) = wk(i− 1) − µw∇Jk(wk(i− 1)) − µwC

T
k yk(i− 1),

3: set ψk(i) = yk(i− 1) + µyCkwk(i),

4: set zk(i) = ϕk(i− 1) + ψk(i) − ψk(i− 1),

5: set ϕk(i) =
∑

ℓ∈Nk
aℓ,kzℓ(i),

6: set yk(i) = Proxµy/kg∗ (ϕk(i))

Proximal Computation :
7: set yk(i) = Proxµy/kg∗ (ϕk(i))

8: set ϖ = |ϕk(i)| − µy/k

9: set ϖ
′
= max(ϖ,κ)exp(−ϖ)

10: if ∥ϕk(i)∥2 < ϖ
′

then
11: set θ1 = Fk(i)

√
∥ϵk(i)∥2,

12: set θ2 = ∥ϕk(i)∥2,

13: set θk(i) =
θ1

1+θ2
sign(ϕk(i))

14: else
15: set θk(i) = ϖ

′
sign(ϕk(i))

16: end if
17: end for

The desired variance can be estimated iteratively, and the
factor parameter estimated by agent ℓ by running the following
smoothing filter:

γℓ,k(i) = (1− ζ)γℓ,k(i− 1) + ζ∥wℓ(i− 1)∥2, (38)

where {wℓ(i − 1)}, which is needed to run the recursion at
agent k, is computed by agent k at iteration i. In order to
remove the necessity of transmitting γℓ,k(i) from agent ℓ to
its neighbors, the estimation of γℓ,k(i) designed into neighbors
of agent ℓ. It gives the advantage of not sharing the value and
overcomes the difficulty of accessing agent k to wℓ(i−1) in the
ATC diffusion implementation. This works by the mechanism

of receiving from its neighbor ℓ, we replaced wℓ(i − 1) by
wk(i − 1) since for i ≫ 1. Note that the iterates at various
agents approach to an optimal point. With this substitution,
agent k can now estimate the variance γ2ℓ (i) of its neighbor
locally by running a smoothing filter of the following form:

γℓ,k(i) = (1− ζ)γℓ,k(i− 1) + ζ∥wk(i− 1)∥2. (39)

The above expression provides part of an adaptive construction
for the combination weights al,k. Besides, adaptive weights are
factors to evaluate wk(i).

The proposed Proximal-Dual diffusion algorithm along with
its adaptive coefficient weights are described in Algorithm 1
and Algorithm 2, respectively.

Algorithm 2 Algorithm for Adaptive Coefficient Weights
Require: ζ

Initialize: Choose γℓ,k(−1) = 0, for all k = 1, 2, ...., N and ℓ ∈ Nk

1: for Repeat i ≥ 0 do
2: set χ2

ℓ,k(i) = (1 − ζ)χ2
ℓ,k(i − 1) +

ζMax{ 1−µων(1−µωδ)

1−µyµωσ2
max(Cd)

, 1−µωµyλmin(CdCT
d ), σ2(A)∥x̃i−1∥2}×

∥w̃k(−1)∥2
I−µyµωCT

d Cd
+am∥ỹk(−1)∥2

I−µyµwCdCT
d

+am∥x̃k(−1)∥2

1−µyµwσ2
(
Max)(Cd)

, ℓ ∈

Nk

3: set aℓ,k(i) =
exp(χ

−2
ℓ,k

(i))∑
j∈Nk

exp(χ
−2
j,k

(i))
, ℓ ∈ Nk

4: end for

IV. FAST CONVERGENCE

If X−1 = 0, then X1 = −DZ1 belongs to range space
of D. As a result, {Xi}i≥0 will always remain in the range
space of D. The iterates (Wi,Yi,Zi) converge to this point
(W∗,Y∗,Z∗). The error quantities are as follows:

W̃i ≜ Wi −W∗ (40)

Ỹi ≜ Yi − Y∗ (41)

Z̃i ≜ Zi −Z∗ (42)

X̃i ≜ Xi −X ∗ (43)
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TABLE II: Performance comparison of algorithms for directed and undirected graphs

Algorithm Total time (second) Number of iterations
EXTRA( [22]) 19.80 500
Aug-DGM( [27]) 18.58 500
DIGing( [38]) 18.45 500
NIDS( [28]) 18.31 500
Exact Diffusion( [29]) 25.62 500
Primal-Dual 18.01 500
Primal-Dual Diffusion 17.15 500

The expressions in (33)-(37) produce following error recur-
sions:

W̃i = W̃i−1 − µωFk(i)(∇J (Wi−1)−∇J (W∗))

− µωCTd Ỹi−1 (44)

Z̃i = Ỹi−1 + µyCdW̃i +DX̃i−1 (45)

X̃i = X̃i−1 −DZ̃i (46)

Ỹi = ProxµyG∗(ĀZi)− ProxµyG∗(ĀZ∗) (47)

The network mean-square deviation is:

MSD = lim
i→∞

1

N
Tr

(
E
{
ỸiỸTi

})
(48)

V. CONVERGENCE PROPERTIES AND PERFORMANCE
COMPARISON OF ALGORITHMS

Table I compares the convergence properties of distributed
algorithms in term of supporting prox operators, the rate, and
upper bound of the proposed primary-dual diffusion (PDD)
and primal-dual(PD) algorithms with those of NIDS, EXTRA
and DIGing-ATC, Aug-DGM, Exact diffusion algorithms. As
it is seen, the proposed primal-dual diffusion algorithm has
the same upper bound of step size as that of the primal-
dual algorithm. However, the convergence rate for both PD
diffusion and PD is higher than those of the NIDS, EXTRA,
DIGing-ATC, Aug-DGM, and Exact diffusion algorithms. Due
to the fact shown in Table I, PDD and PD require fewer
parameters than DIGing, EXTRA and Aug-DGM algorithms,
therefore, their upper bounds are simpler. Table II compares
the performance of the algorithms for directed and undirected
graphs in terms of total time and number of iterations. All
algorithms were assumed to have the same number of itera-
tions. As shown, the total time per second is different for all
algorithms with the same number of iterations. It can be seen
that PDD algorithm outperforms the other algorithms.

VI. SIMULATION RESULTS

On distributed parameter estimation, simulation for a net-
work with N = 20 nodes are presented. Figure 1 (a) depicts
the directed network topology used in all simulations. For
computing the combination coefficients, the Metropolis rule
is used.

A. Decentralized compressed sensing
Consider a decentralized compressed sensing problem in-

volving some network agents. Each agent i ∈ 1, ...., n has
its own measurement via yi = Mix + ei, where yi ∈ Rp is
an unknown sparse signal and ei ∈ Rmi is an i.i.d Gaussian

(a) Network topology

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400

number of iterations

10
-3

10
-2

10
-1

10
0

(b) Network squared error curve of Primal-dual algorithm without non-
smooth function

Fig. 1: Network topology and network squared error curve of
Primal-dual algorithm without non-smooth function.

noise vector. We consider λ∥x∥ as a non-smooth function and
to simplify the problem, λ value is 1. To estimate x as the
sparse vector, we use the decentralized algorithm.

1) The case without non-smooth function: Consider the
decentralized problem of solving for an unknown signal x ∈ R
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number of iterations

0.4
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0.8
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1

(a) without nonsmooth function

20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180

number of iterations

10
-1

10
0

EXTRA

Primal-Dual Diffusion

Primal-Dual

(b) with nonsmooth function

Fig. 2: Network Squared error curves of Primal-dual algorithm.

in the absence of a non-smooth function.
2) The case with nonsmooth function: A non-smooth func-

tion was considered to solve a decentralized compressed
sensing problem.
The comparison of the simulation results for the proposed
primal-dual diffusion (PDD) and primal-dual (PD) algorithms
with those of NIDS-adaptive, NIDS, EXTRA, and DIGing-
ATC algorithms are shown Fig. 1 (a). Note that in this
scenario, we ignored the non-smooth function. It is seen that
the proposed PDD outperforms the other algorithms in terms
of square error.

In Fig 1 (b), we have compared the performance of the
proposed PDD algorithm with those of EXTRA and PD algo-
rithms, where we have a non-smooth function. As it is seen
the proposed PDD outperforms EXTRA and PD algorithms.

VII. CONCLUSION

We have studied the distributed multi-agent sharing op-
timization problem in a directed graph, with a composite

objective function consisting of a smooth function plus a
non-smooth function shared through all agents in a network.
To solve the problem, some reformulations were applied. A
new upper bound on step sizes are obtained, from which a
linear convergence can be achieved under the strong convexity
assumption. Further, we proposed the adaptive coefficient
weights that are time-varying. We show that the proposed algo-
rithm develops the linear convergence to the global minimizer
with adaptive coefficient weights and new bound of step sizes.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF THEOREM .1

To solve (44, 45, 46, 47) problems, First, we need to
define some assumptions, then, square both sides of them to
reach optimal step-sizes of PD algorithm and convergence rate
equation:

w̃k(i) ≜ wk(i)− w∗ (49)

ỹk(i) ≜ yk(i)− y∗ (50)

z̃k(i) ≜ zk(i)− z∗ (51)

x̃k(i) ≜ xk(i)− x∗ (52)

Based on agent formulation, equations are reformulated as
follows:

wk(i) = wk(i− 1)− µω∇J(w(i− 1))− µωCTd yk(i− 1)
(53)

w̃k(i) = w̃k(i− 1)− µω{∇J(w(i− 1))−∇J(w∗)}
− µωCTd ỹk(i− 1) (54)

zk(i) = yk(i− 1) + µyCdwk(i) +Dxi−1 (55)

z̃k(i) = ỹk(i− 1) + µyCdw̃k(i) +Dx̃k(i− 1) =⇒D=I−A(56)
z̃k(i) = ỹk(i− 1) + µyCdw̃k(i) + (I −A)x̃k(i− 1) (57)

xk(i) = xk(i− 1)−Dzk(i) =⇒D=I−A (58)
x̃k(i) = x̃k(i− 1)− (I −A)z̃k(i) (59)

yk(i) = Prox(Azk(i)) (60)

ỹk(i) = Prox(Azk(i))− Prox(Az∗) =⇒A=A (61)
ỹk(i) = Prox(Azk(i))− Prox(Az∗) (62)

Now, Squaring of (54),(57),(59), and (62),

∥w̃k(i)∥2 = ∥w̃k(i− 1)− µω{∇J(wk(i− 1))−∇J(w∗)}∥2

− 2µωỹ
T
k (i− 1)Cd

(
w̃k(i− 1)

− µω{∇J(wk(i− 1))−∇J(w∗)}
)

(63)

∥z̃k(i)∥2 = ∥ỹk(i− 1) + µyCdw̃k(i)∥2 + ∥(I −A)x̃k(i− 1)∥2

+ 2x̃Tk (i− 1)(I −A)ỹk(i− 1) + µyCdw̃k(i)
(64)

∥x̃k(i)∥2 = ∥x̃k(i− 1)∥2 + ∥(I −A)z̃k(i)∥2

− 2x̃Tk (i− 1)(I −A)z̃k(i)

=(57)∥x̃k(i− 1)∥2 + ∥(I −A)z̃k(i)∥2

− 2x̃Tk (i− 1)(I −A)(ỹk(i− 1)

+ µyCdw̃k(i) + (I −A)x̃k(i− 1)) (65)
= ∥x̃k(i− 1)∥2 + ∥(I −A)z̃k(i)∥2

− 2x̃Tk (i− 1)(I −A)(ỹk(i− 1)

+ µyCdw̃k(i))− 2∥(I −A)x̃k(i− 1))∥2 (66)
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Adding 2x̃Tk (i−1)(I−A)(ỹk(i−1)+µyCdw̃k(i)) and −∥xi∥2
to both sides of (66) :

2x̃Tk (i− 1)(I −A)(ỹk(i− 1) + µyCdw̃k(i))− ∥xi∥2 + ∥xi∥2

= ∥x̃k(i− 1)∥2 + ∥(I −A)z̃k(i)∥2

− 2x̃Tk (i− 1)(I −A)(ỹk(i− 1)

+ µyCdw̃k(i))− 2∥(I −A)x̃k(i− 1))∥2

+ 2x̃Tk (i− 1)(I −A)(ỹk(i− 1) + µyCdw̃k(i))− ∥xi∥2
(67)

2x̃Tk (i− 1)(I −A)(ỹk(i− 1) + µyCdw̃k(i))

= ∥x̃k(i− 1)∥2 + ∥(I −A)z̃k(i)∥2

− 2∥(I −A)x̃k(i− 1))∥2 − ∥xi∥2 (68)

then, we substitute (68) in (64), yields,

∥z̃k(i)∥2 = ∥ỹk(i− 1) + µyCdw̃k(i)∥2

+ ∥(I −A)x̃k(i− 1)∥2 + ∥x̃k(i)∥2

+ ∥(I −A)z̃k(i)∥2 − 2∥(I −A)(x̃k(i− 1)∥2

+ ∥x̃k(i))∥2

= ∥ỹk(i− 1) + µyCdw̃k(i)∥2

+ ∥(I −A)x̃k(i− 1)∥2 + ∥x̃k(i)∥2

+ ∥(I −A)z̃k(i)∥2 − ∥(I −A)(x̃k(i− 1)∥2

+ ∥x̃k(i))∥2 (69)

Both sides of (69) should be deducting of ∥(I − A)z̃k(i)∥2,
then, yields,

∥z̃k(i)∥2A2 = ∥ỹk(i− 1) + µyCdw̃k(i)∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
D

′

−∥x̃k(i)∥2

+ ∥x̃k(i− 1)∥2A2 (70)

Solving (D
′
):

∥ỹk(i− 1) + µyCdw̃k(i)∥2 = ∥ỹk(i− 1)∥2 + ∥µyCdw̃k(i)∥2

+ 2ỹk(i− 1)TµyCdw̃k(i)

=(54)∥ỹk(i− 1)∥2

+ ∥µyCdw̃k(i)∥2

+ 2ỹk(i− 1)TµyCd
×
(
w̃k(i− 1)

− µω{∇J(w(i− 1))

−∇J(w∗)} − µωCTd ỹk(i− 1)
)

(71)

similar to (68), we can have,

2ỹTk (i− 1)Cd(w̃k(i− 1)− µω(∇J(wk(i− 1))−∇J(w∗)))

=
1

µω
(∥w̃k(i− 1)− µω(∇J(wk(i− 1))−∇J(w∗))∥2

− ∥w̃k(i)∥2 + ∥µωCdỹk(i− 1)∥2) (72)

if we put (72) in (D
′
), yields,

∥ỹk(i− 1) + µyCdw̃k(i)∥2 = ∥ỹk(i− 1)∥2 + ∥µyCdw̃k(i)∥2

+
µy
µw

(
w̃k(i− 1)

− µω(∇J(wk(i− 1))−∇J(w∗))

− ∥wk(i)∥2 + ∥µwCdỹk(i− 1)∥2
)

− 2µyµw∥Cdỹk(i− 1)∥2
(73)

putting (73) in (70),

∥z̃k(i)∥2A2 = ∥ỹk(i− 1)∥2 + ∥µyCdw̃k(i)∥2

+
µy
µw

(
∥w̃k(i− 1)

− µω(∇J(wk(i− 1))−∇J(w∗))∥2

− ∥w̃k(i)∥2 + ∥µwCdỹk(i− 1)∥2
)

− 2µyµw∥Cdỹk(i− 1)∥2 − ∥x̃k(i)∥2

+ ∥x̃k(i− 1)∥2A2 (74)

Multiplying (74) by am = µw

µy
,

am∥z̃k(i)∥2A2 + am∥x̃k(i)∥2 = am∥ỹk(i− 1)∥2I−µyµwCdCT
d

− ∥w̃k(i)∥2I−µwµyCT
d Cd

+ am∥x̃k(i− 1)∥2

+ ∥w̃k(i− 1)− µω(∇J(wk(i− 1))−∇J(w∗))∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
D”

(75)

For solving (D”), data model No.6 and data model No.7
needed to be utilize.

∥w̃k(i− 1)− µω(∇J(wk(i− 1))−∇J(w∗))∥2

= ∥w̃k(i− 1)∥2 + µ2
ω∥∇J(wk(i− 1))−∇J(w∗)∥2

− 2µωw̃
T
i−1(∇J(wk(i− 1))−∇J(w∗))

(76)

Rely on data model No.6

∥w̃k(i− 1)− µω(∇J(wk(i− 1))−∇J(w∗))∥2

≤ ∥w̃k(i− 1)∥2

+ µ2
ωδw̃

T
i−1

(
∇J(wk(i− 1))−∇J(w∗)

)
− 2µωw̃

T
i−1(∇J(wk(i− 1))−∇J(w∗))

(77)

and data model No.7,

∥w̃k(i− 1)− µω(∇J(wk(i− 1))−∇J(w∗))∥2

≤ ∥w̃k(i− 1)∥2 + µ2
ωδν∥w̃k(i− 1)∥2

− 2µων∥w̃k(i− 1)∥2 (78)

∥w̃k(i− 1)− µω(∇J(wk(i− 1))−∇J(w∗))∥2

≤ (1− µων(2− µωδ))∥w̃k(i− 1)∥2 (79)
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then,

∥w̃k(i− 1)− µω(∇J(wk(i− 1))−∇J(w∗))∥2

≤ (1− µων(2− µωδ))∥w̃k(i− 1)∥2

≤ (1− µων(1− µωδ))∥w̃k(i− 1)∥2 − µων∥w̃k(i− 1)∥2

≤ (1− µων(1− µωδ))∥w̃k(i− 1)∥2I−µyµωCT
d Cd

≤ 1− µων(1− µωδ)

1− µyµwσ2
Max(Cd)

∥w̃k(i− 1)∥2I−µyµωCT
d Cd

(80)

For positive step-sizes, am > 0, 1 − µων(1 − µωδ) > 0 ,
then, we have µω < 1

2δ . In addition, 1−µων(1−µωδ)
1−µyµwσ2

Max(Cd)
> 1,

consequently, µy ≤ ν
2σ2

Max(Cd)
. Finally, (75) yields:

∥w̃k(i− 1)∥2I−µyµωCT
d Cd

+ am∥z̃k(i)∥2A2 + am∥x̃k(i)∥2

= am∥ỹk(i− 1)∥2I−µyµwCdCT
d
+ am∥x̃k(i− 1)∥2

+
1− µων(1− µωδ)

1− µyµwσ2
Max(Cd)

∥w̃k(i− 1)∥2I−µyµωCT
d Cd

(81)

Assumption 3: if z̃k(i) and x̃k(i−1) lied in the range space
of A, then,

∥x̃k(i− 1)∥2A2 ≥ σ2(A)∥x̃k(i− 1)∥2 (82)

where σ2(A) is the minimum non-zero singular value of A.
ιmin(CdC

T
d ) is assumed as the smallest eigenvalue of CdCTd

which is positive-definite and ιmin(CdCTd )I ≤ CdC
T
d .

∥ỹk(i− 1)∥2I−µyµwCdCT
d

≤ (1− µyµωιmin(CdC
T
d ))∥ỹk(i− 1)∥2 (83)

Remark 4: Squaring both sides of (62), introduced below
equation,

∥ỹi∥2 = ∥Prox(ĀZi)− Prox(ĀZ∗)∥2

≤ ∥ĀZ̃i∥2 = ∥Z̃i∥2Ā2

≤(Ā=A) ∥Z̃i∥2A2 (84)

Based on Assumption 3. and Remark 6., (81) changed and
yields,

∥w̃k(i− 1)∥2I−µyµωCT
d Cd

+ am∥ỹk(i)∥2 + am∥x̃k(i)∥2

= γ1w̃k(i− 1)∥2I−µyµωCT
d Cd

+ amγ2∥ỹk(i− 1)∥2I−µyµwCdCT
d

+ amγ3∥x̃k(i− 1)∥2 (85)

where

γ1 ≜
1− µων(1− µωδ)

1− µyµwσ2
Max(Cd)

(86)

γ2 ≜ (1− µyµωιmin(CdC
T
d )) (87)

γ3 ≜ σ2(A) (88)
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