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Abstract

We consider a resource allocation problem over an undirected network of agents,
where edges of the network define communication links. The goal is to minimize
the sum of agent-specific convex objective functions, while the agents’ decisions are
coupled via a convex conic constraint. We derive two methods by applying the
alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) for decentralized consensus
optimization to the dual of our resource allocation problem. Both methods are fully
parallelizable and decentralized in the sense that each agent exchanges information
only with its neighbors in the network and requires only its own data for updating
its decision. We prove convergence of the proposed methods and demonstrate their
effectiveness with a numerical example.

1 Introduction

Solving optimization problems in a distributed fashion has attracted increased attention
in many research areas. This is mainly motivated by the rapid growth in size and com-
plexity of modern datasets, which makes them hard (or even impossible) to process on a
single computational unit [BPC*11]. On the other hand, optimization problems arising in
multi-agent systems usually have a separable structure making distributed optimization
methods a natural choice for solving them [BMG18]. Even if such problems were solvable
in a centralized fashion, the agents would need to share their local data and objective
functions with the central coordinator, which would then raise information privacy issues

[DMP16].

Distributed optimization methods are based on an iterative procedure in which the agents
perform local computations and share information with other agents through a communi-
cation protocol which is often defined on a connected graph (network) [XB06]. While in
some methods the agents require global information about the graph, such as the overall
number of nodes or the graph Laplacian [XB04|, we will focus on those in which the
agents do not require a central coordinator or any global information about the graph.



Problem description

Let G = (N, &) denote a graph of N € N agents, where N := {1,..., N} is the set of
nodes, and £ C N x N is the set of edges. Suppose that node i € N can send information
to node j € N only if (i,7) € &.

Consider the following resource allocation problem:

minimize Z fi(ws)
* iEN
P
subject to Z(Alx, —b;) € K, 7
1eEN

where z; € R™, z € R" is obtained by vertically concatenating vectors x; for all i € N/,
and n = ) ..\ n;. Problems of this form arise in numerous research areas including net-
work flow control [Ber98], communication networks [SCW12], signal processing [CDS98|,
and economics [Hea69).

We are interested in solving P in a parallel and decentralized fashion so that only
neighbor-to-neighbor communications are allowed. Each node i € N has access only
to its local objective function f; : R™ — R, as well as A, € R™™, b, € R™, and
K C R™. We make the following assumptions throughout the paper:

Assumption 1.

(i) f; is convex, closed, and proper for all i € N.

(ii) K is a nonempty, closed, and convex cone.
(iii) A primal-dual solution exists and the duality gap is zero.
(iv) G is a connected undirected graph.

We make no additional assumptions on the problem such as differentiability of the ob-
jective functions, or full rank of the constraint matrices. Note that we allow each agent
to have individual convex constraints of the type x; € X;, where X; C R™ is a nonempty,
closed, and convex set, which can be incorporated in the objective by adding the indica-
tor function Zy, to f;. Also, observe that P allows for multiple constraints with possibly
different cones, which can be cast as a single constraint using the Cartesian product of
the cones. Since the graph is undirected, (i,7) € £ implies (j,7) € &.

Related work

The alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) was shown to be very effective
for solving large-scale optimization problems in a distributed fashion [BPC*11], and
many variations of the algorithm have been proposed [BT97, WO12, WO13, Chal6]. The
authors in [DLPY17] use a Jacobi-like ADMM for solving a variant of P in which the
computations are decomposed into N smaller subproblems. The algorithm is centralized
because each node in the graph shares its decision vector with a central coordinator which
then broadcasts updated information back to the nodes. However, the existence of such
a central coordinator may be undesirable in some applications.



The authors in [CHW15] use the dual consensus ADMM for solving a subclass of P
in which = {0}. The algorithm is fully decentralized and each node updates its
decision vector based only on its own data and neighbor communications, but can handle
only coupling constraints described by linear equalities, which limits applicability of the
method. The authors in [AH16b, AH16a] propose the distributed primal-dual algorithm
(DPDA), which is based on an algorithm studied in [CP16]. The algorithm consists of
simple iterations and converges under certain choices of algorithm parameters, which can
be computed based on local information from each agent.

In this paper we propose two methods based on ADMM which can be seen as extensions
of [CHW15, Alg. 3] for solving P with K being a general nonempty, closed, and convex
cone. We prove convergence of the proposed methods and demonstrate via a numerical
example that both methods outperform DPDA in terms of the iteration complexity.

Notation

Let N denote the set of natural numbers, R the set of real numbers, R := R U {400}
the extended real line, and R"™ the n-dimensional real space equipped with an inner
product (-, -) and induced norm ||-||. We denote by R™*" the set of real m-by-n matrices.
The adjoint to a linear operator A : R" — R™ is defined as the unique operator A* :
R™ — R" that satisfies (Az,y) = (x, A*y). We denote by (z;);cn the vector obtained
by vertical concatenation of vectors x;, and by [A;];ear the matrix obtained by horizontal
concatenation of matrices A; for all i € N.

The conjugate of a convex, closed, and proper function f : R® — R is given by f* (y) =
sup, {{y,x) — f(z)}, the subdifferential of f by 0f(x) :={u e R" | (Vy € R") (y — =, u)+
f(x) < f(y)}, and the prozimal operator of f by prox/(x) = argmin, {f(y) + §[ly — x||?}
where p > 0 is a parameter.

For a nonempty, closed, and convex set C C R" we denote its indicator function by
Zc (which takes value 0 if its argument z € R" belongs to C and +o0o otherwise), the
distance of x € R" to C by diste(z) = minyec||z — yl|, the projection of x € R" onto C
by I¢(z) = argmin, .||z — y|[, and the normal cone of C at x € C by Ne(z) = {u €
R" | sup,cc (u,y —z) < 0}. Note that IIo and N¢ are the proximal operator and the
subdifferential of Z¢, respectively. For a convex cone L C R", we denote its polar cone
by K° = {y € R" | sup,x (z,y) <0}.

For a graph G = (W,&), let N; == {j € N | (i,j) € £} denote the set of neighboring
nodes of node i € N, and d; := |N;] its degree.

2 Dual consensus ADMM

ADMM is an operator splitting method that can be used to solve structured optimization
problems [BPC*11]. Due to its relatively low per-iteration computational cost and ability



to decompose an optimization problem into a sequence of smaller problems, the method
is suitable for distributed and large-scale optimization [BPC*11, IBCH16].

The authors in [MBG10] propose two variants of ADMM that can be used to solve the
following consensus optimization problem over a connected undirected graph:

minimize Z »i(y), (1)
ieN
where 1); is a convex, closed, and proper function for all i« € N. In order to update its
decision, each node i € N shares its own decision vector with its neighbors and uses only
its own objective function. Both methods are referred to as consensus ADMM and are
outlined in Alg. A.1 and Alg. A.2 in Appendix A.

The structure of our problem P is not suitable for applying the consensus ADMM directly
since it cannot be cast in the form of problem (1). However, as we will show in the sequel,
the dual of P has the same structure as (1). A similar approach was used in [CHW15]
for solving a subclass of P in which I = {0}.

To this end, we rewrite P as

minimize Z fi(x;) + Iic(w)

(@) ieN
subject to Z(Azx, —b) =w,
1eEN

then form its Lagrangian,

Llw,w,y) =D filw) + Te(w) + (g, 3o (Aws = b) = w), (2)
ieN ieN

and derive the dual function,

9(y) = (ing)ﬁ(x,w,y)

= inf { 3 () + {y, Asw)) 4+ inf (Tew) = ()} = 3 ()

ieN ieN
== > sup{ (2, —Afy) — filw)} —sup (y,w) = > (y,b;)
ieN T wek ieN
==Y (=AY = Teo(y) = > (. i)
iEN 1EN

The dual problem is then to maximize the dual function, i.e.
maximize  — Y (f7(=Afy) + (y,0:) + Ie- (v). (D)
Y ieN
where we used the fact that Zice = |[N|Zx.. Due to Assumption 1, the optimal values
of P and D are finite and equal, and thus the function (f; o (—A}) 4+ Zx-) is proper for

all ¢ € N. This property of the objective functions will be used in the derivation of the
algorithms.

We can now apply the consensus ADMM for solving the dual problem. We present in
the sequel two variants based on Alg. A.1 and Alg. A.2.
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2.1 Aggregate variant

The first method for solving P is obtained by applying Alg. A.1 to D where

Vily) = fi (=A7y) + (. bi) + Tico ()
In step 6 of Alg. A.1 each agent needs to solve the following subproblem:

x Pty
rr;m{f (= AFyi) + Tice (i) + (wi, bi + ] +1>+PZH%—%H2}
JEN;

= min{ £ (= Afy) + Te- () + pdily: — 5277511,

where
P =0 Y C(F 4 b) — (0 P,
JEN;
Due to Lemma B.1 (in Appendix B), the solution to the optimization problem above can

be characterized as
k+1 _ k+1 k+1
Y; _2pd o (Agy ™ + 1),

where
(zF L 5+ € argmin {fz(xz) + T (t;) + ﬁHAi% 4k ti||2} :
(zisti) '
Notice that, if the projection onto K can be evaluated efficiently, then the same holds for
its polar cone. Indeed, due to the Moreau decomposition [BC17, Thm. 6.30], we have

o (2) = 2 — Ui (2).

The proposed method is summarized in Alg. 1 and can be seen as an extension of [CHW15,
Alg. 3] since the two algorithms coincide when I = {0}. Note that in this case steps 7
and 8 of Alg. 1 reduce to

¥« argmin {fl(xz) o, 1Aizs + L2 }

Zs

k+1 k1 | ktl
Y 2pd (Ajx; ™ + ).

Even though the algorithm solves the dual of P, it also generates a primal solution to
the problem, as stated in the following proposition which we prove in Appendix C.

Proposition 1. For all i € N the sequence {y¥}ren generated by Alg. 1 converges to y*
which is a maximizer of D. Moreover, any limit point of the sequence {(2¥);cn }ren is a
minimizer of P.

2.2 Decomposed variant
In some cases the conic constraint in step 7 of Alg. 1 makes the subproblem hard to

solve. We therefore propose another method for solving P which is obtained by applying
Alg. A.2 to D with

ei(y) = f7(=Ajy) + (y,b;) and  VU;(y) = Lo (y).

>



Algorithm 1 Aggregate dual consensus ADMM for P.

1: given parameter p > 0 and initial value y? for each node i € N/
2: Set k=0 and p? =0

3: repeat

4:  Exchange y¥ with nodes in A

5 Py pE e (W —uh)

6 i e p Yo (WY — (b )

T (@l ¢ argmin {filws) + Te(t) + izl A+ — )2}
8yt de L [Te (At 4 )

9: k+—k+1

10: until termination condition is satisfied

Algorithm 2 Decomposed dual consensus ADMM for P.

sY for each node i € N

1%

1: given parameters o > 0, p > 0 and initial values 7?, 2!
2: Set k=0 and p) =0
3: repeat

4:  Exchange y¥ with nodes in A
I R pf + 03 en, W — )
s 4 si oyl — )

)
6:
oot e ozt o3 W ) — (P 4 s
8

2! argmin { fi(w:) + gz A+ 11 |

$z

) K+l k41 k41
0y g (AT )

10: zf“ — Ijo (yf’Jrl + %sf’“)
11: E—k+1
12: until termination condition is satisfied

In step 7 of Alg. A.2 each agent solves the following subproblem:

* o l+
mind f7 (—Ap0) + (g, b+ PE 55+ Gl — 2P+ 0 Y s — 51
JEN;

= min{ f7 (= Afy) + 23y — gt

where
et = oaf 4 p Y () — (T ST,
JEN;
Due to Lemma B.1, the solution to the problem above can be characterized as

k+1

y! — M(A £L'k+1 + ,r,k—i-l)

where
k+1 € argmin {fl(:xz) WHA T + rk+1|| }

Ty



The proposed algorithm is summarized in Alg. 2. The following proposition, proven in
Appendix D, states the convergence result.

Proposition 2. For all i € N the sequences {y¥}ren and {zF}ren generated by Alg. 2
converge to the same vector y* which is a maximizer of D. Moreover, any limit point of
the sequence {(2%);cnr}ren is @ minimizer of P.

In both proposed methods each agent communicates only with its neighbors and requires
no global information about the graph. Also, the agents can update their decision vectors
in parallel since they only use their neighbors’ information from the previous iteration.
Finally, the methods converge for any positive values of their parameters, making them
robust against noisy and unreliable problem data. Although Alg. 2 has simpler iterations
than Alg. 1, it is expected to converge slower due to additional regularization terms in
the augmented Lagrangian associated with the method; see Appendix A for more details.

Observe that in both algorithms each agent solves a sequence of optimization problems
parameterized in rf“. Provided that optimization solvers used by the agents can be

warm-started (see e.g. [FKPT14, SBG*18, GCG19]), the computational burden of the
proposed algorithms can be reduced significantly.

Remark 1. The objective function in step 7 of Alg. 1 is not necessarily strongly convex,
and thus the set of minimizers is not a singleton in general. However, as the function
(ff o (—AF) + Zxo) is proper, the optimization problem in Alg. 1 has at least one solution

due to Lemma B.1. The same holds for the optimization problem in step 8 of Alg. 2.

3 Numerical example

Consider the basis pursuit denoising problem:

minimize  ||uly
u

(3)

subject to [|[Ru — 7| < ¢,

with decision variable © € R? and problem data R € RP*? r € RP, and ¢ > 0. The
problem arises in compressed sensing where the goal is to recover a sparse vector u from
noisy measurements r ~ Ru [Don06].

The dimensions of (3) can be very large, making it challenging to solve on a single
computational unit. To solve the problem in a distributed fashion, we partition u into
IN| blocks so that u = (u;);enr. We then interpret each of these blocks as nodes and
connect them through a communication graph G = (N, ). The resulting problem is

minimize Y [|ui;
“ iEN
subject to H D ien (Riu; — Ti)Hz <e,

where R = [R;ien, and 7, = r/|N| for all i € N. Note that the problem above can be



reformulated in the form of P, i.e.

mi?grr)lize Z (walls + Zge vy (v2)

7/U .
iEN
subject to Z(Rlul —1,0;) €S,
ieN

where v = (v;)ien, vi € R, and § = {(2,t) € R’ x R | ||z]|2 < t} is the second-order
cone whose projection can be evaluated in a closed form [PB13, §6.3.2].

We generate the problem data as described in [AH16al, i.e. we set p = 20, ¢ = 120, each
element of R is i.i.d. drawn from the standard normal distribution, » = Ru* + n where
u* is generated by choosing k = 20 of its elements, uniformly at random, drawn from the
standard normal distribution, and the rest of the elements are set to zero, while 7 is a
noise vector whose elements are i.i.d. drawn from N (0, 107%), and € > 0 is chosen so
that the probability that ||n||2 < ¢ is equal to 0.95. Finally, we generate G as a random
small-world network with |[N] = 10 nodes and || = 15 edges so that |N| edges create
a random cycle over nodes, and the remaining |E| — |NV| edges are selected uniformly at
random. We partition u into || blocks of the same dimensions, so that R; € RP*(@/ D
for all i € V.

We compare our methods to DPDA [AH16b, AH16a] which is a decentralized and par-
allelizable algorithm that has recently been proposed for solving P. Figure 1 shows
numerical performance of Alg. 1, Alg. 2 and DPDA for solving (3). As performance
metrics, we consider the mean values of relative suboptimality, infeasibility, distance to
a solution, and consensus violation over 10 different problem instances. For each of these
instances we randomly generate both the network and the problem data. The parameters
of DPDA are chosen depending on the problem data as suggested in [AH16al, while the
parameters appearing in Alg. 1 and Alg. 2 are set to 0 = p = 1.

It can be seen that Alg. 1 and Alg. 2 require a smaller number of iterations than DPDA
for attaining the same accuracy. However, the computational complexity of performing
each iteration of DPDA is lower. More specifically, DPDA only evaluates the proximal
operator of the ¢;—norm, which has a closed-form solution [PB13, §6.5.2]. In contrast,
in each iteration Alg. 1 and Alg. 2 solve a second-order cone program and a quadratic
program, respectively. This means that Alg. 1 and Alg. 2 are preferred over DPDA when
the cost of agent-to-agent communication outweighs the cost of computations performed
by the agents. Since the convergence rates of Alg. 1 and Alg. 2 with respect to the
number of iterations are very similar, the latter method is more efficient due to simpler
optimization problems solved by the agents.

Note that the time complexity of the algorithms depends not only on the iteration com-
plexity, but also on communication delays and properties of optimization solvers used by
the agents such as precision, whether they support warm-starting etc.
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Figure 1: Numerical performance of Alg. 1, Alg. 2 and DPDA [AH16b, AH16a] for
solving the basis pursuit denoising problem (3), where u* denotes its optimal solution,
and g* = ﬁ D oieN ylk We show the mean results over 10 randomly generated instances
of the problem.

4 Conclusion

We propose two methods based on ADMM for solving resource allocation problems over a
network of computational agents. Both methods are fully parallelizable and decentralized
in the sense that each agent exchanges information only with its neighbors in the network
and requires only its own data for updating its decision. We prove convergence of both
methods for any positive values of the algorithm parameters. Our methods are compared
numerically against a competing method, and were shown to require a smaller number
of iterations to attain the same accuracy.

A Consensus ADMM

The authors in [MBG10] propose two decentralized methods for solving the consensus
optimization problem (1) over a connected undirected graph. The first method assumes
that the proximal operator of ¢; can be evaluated efficiently, and is outlined in Alg. A.1.



Algorithm A.1 Consensus ADMM for (1).

given parameter p > 0 and initial value ¢! for each node i € N’
Set k=0 and p? =0
repeat

Exchange y¥ with nodes in N;

Pt =+ Y e (0F — o)

Eyyh
6 y; " < argmin {%(yi) + (Ui D)+ 0 e i — 25 Hz}
Yi

7 k+—k+1
8: until termination condition is satisfied

Algorithm A.2 Consensus ADMM for (1) where ¢; = ¢; + 9.

1: given parameters o0 > 0, p > 0 and initial values y?, 2?9, s? for each node i € N/
2: Set k=0 and p{ =0
3: repeat
4:  Exchange y¥ with nodes in A

k+1 K k_ ok
5 P D +PZjeM(yi y;)
6: s sk oyl - 2f)

. - Yy (12

7 yf“ {— argmin {gpi(yi) + <y¢,pf+1 + Sf+1> + 5”% - sz||2 + ijeM Yi— —5 ” }

Yi
8 M < argmin {ﬁi(zi) — (2, STy + 2|2 — nyHQ}

2

9: k+—k+1
10: until termination condition is satisfied

The second method assumes that 1); can be represented as the sum of two functions, i.e.

Vi(y) = @ily) + %iy),

where both ¢; and ¥J; are convex, closed, and proper. It is often the case that the proximal
operator of ¢; is much harder to evaluate than the proximal operators of ; and ¢J;. This
is the reason for introducing another method that evaluates the proximal operators of ¢;
and 1J; instead. The method is outlined in Alg. A.2.

Derivations of both algorithms can be found in [MBG10], but we also include them here
for the sake of completeness.

A.1 Derivation of Alg. A.1
Since (N, €) is a connected undirected graph, (1) can be reformulated as

minimize Zwl(yz)
ieN

subject to y; =t;;, 1 €N, jEN,
yj:tiju iGN,jEM.

10



The augmented Lagrangian associated with the problem above has the form

ieN JEN; )
(Vig, i — tig) + §lly; — tisl )]

ADMM then consists of the following iterations [BPC*11]:

Y argmln {1/,1 () + > (Cwauly + 05 ) + Lllys — 1% + 2lly: — t5]) } (4)

JEN;
by« argmm{ (tigo ks + vl + Bllts — P+ Bl — w1 (5)
Lij
wtt g+ (y =) (6)
vy vy +p(y§““ ) (7)

The minimization problem in (5) has the following closed-form solution:

tit =5 (W ) + g (ug o)

Summing (6) and (7), and plugging tffl from the equality above, we obtain

witt + ot =0, (8)
which then implies
=5 (T ) (9)
and
ulftt =l 4+ 8 (Yt — it (10)
Note from (9) that if tf; = t?z, then tk = ¥, for all ke N Also, 11; follows from (8) and
(10) that if u; = O and uy; =0, then uf; = —vf; and uf; = —uf; for all k € N.
Defining
k. k kY _ k
b = Z (uij - Uij) =2 Z Uij
JEN; JEN;
we have
piﬁ-l — pz +p Z k+1 k+1 (11)
JEN;

Finally, iterations (4)—(7) reduce to
. Fryk
gt e angmin {i(y) + (o) + 3 s — 2521}
Yi

jen:
k+1 k+1 k+1
e+ (v :
JjEN;

Alg. A.1 is obtained by starting the iteration from the p,-update. Note that summing
(11) over i € N/, we obtain

Zpk—H sz+p22 l<:+1 k+1 :0’ (12)

ieEN ieEN 1€EN JEN;

where the second equality follows from p? = 0 and the symmetry in the double sum.

11



A.2 Derivation of Alg. A.2
Problem (1) in which ; = ¢p; + 9; can be reformulated as

minimize Z (i (i) + V()
1eEN

subject to y; =z, 1 €N,
yi:tija iEN,jEMa
yj:tiju ZEN,]EM

The augmented Lagrangian associated with the problem above has the form

Lop(y, (2,1), (5,u,0)) = [%(%’) +0i(2) + (si, 9 — 2i) + §llyi — 2+
ieN
Z ((uij, yi — tig) + Gl — tig >+
JEN;

(w135 — tig) + 8llgs — t5]%)] -

ADMM then consists of the following iterations:

yit « argmin {soi(yi) + (Y, SEY + 2|y — 2

Yi
£ (ool o) + Sl — 50+ 8l — £51P) }
JEN;

k+1 <+ argmin {191(22) — <Zu 3f> + 2|z — k+1|| }

Zi

kH2

e argmin { — (b + o) + Bllts — o + Bl — o
ij

k+1 — S to (yichl Z/CJrl)

k+1 - uzy +p(yf+1 tfj—l—l)
Z‘H ij +p (yfﬂ tffl) '

We can eliminate ¢;; and introduce a variable p; in a similar fashion as in Section A.1.
Iterations above then reduce to

P Py
Yt argmm {QOZ i) + (i, st + 05+ 2llys — 2F )P+ p Z ly: — * Qyj ||2}
JEN;

k“ < argmin {191(22) - <Zi; 8f> + %HZz - yf+1”2}

£

k+1 — 8 +o (ylkJrl Z{chl)

k:+1 kJrl kJrl
o) (Ul
JEN;

Alg. A.2is obtained by replacing the order of s;- and p;-updates, and starting the iteration
from the p;~update.

12



B Supporting results

Lemma B.1. Let g : R" — R be a convex, closed, and proper function, C a nonempty,
closed, and convex cone, and £ € R™*". Consider the following function:

d(y) =g (=E"y) + Zc(y),
and suppose it is proper. Then the proximal operator of d can be computed as

prox)(z) = e (Ex* + v2),

]
where (x*,t*) is a minimizer of the following problem:

mirgirtr)lize g(x) + Zeo (1) + %HE{L’ + vz —t|?,

which has at least one solution.

Proof. From the definition of d, prox)(z) can be computed as the minimizer of the fol-
lowing problem:

minimize  Ze(y) + 39"(=E"y) + 3lly — = (13)

Due to [BC17, Prop. 19.5], a solution to the problem above can be characterized as

y* - HC(Z + Ep*)7

where
pr € argmin {32+ Bp|* — min {3 s — (= + Ep)|’} + Lg(p) }
P S
= argmin {%Hz + Ep||* — %distg(z + Ep) + %g(vp)}
p
= argmin {%distgo(z + Ep) + %g(’yp)}
p

— argmin {2dist%(z + Ep) + g(7p)},
p

where we used the Moreau decomposition [BC17, Thm. 6.30] in the second equality.
Introducing the variable x = yp, we can write

J = (B 4 72)
x* € argmin {g(m) + %distgo(E:p + 72)} :

Note that, since the minimization in (13) involves a strongly convex function, y* is unique
even when z* is not.

Finally, the minimization over x can be written as
mir(lin)lize g(z) + %HEx + vz —t))?
t

subject to t € C°.

This concludes the proof. O

13



Lemma B.2. The first-order optimality conditions for P are given by

weK (14a)

0€of(x)+Aly, Yie N (14b)

y € Ni(w) (14c)

0= Z(Alxl —b;) —w. (14d)
ieN

Proof. A primal-dual solution to P can be characterized via a saddle point of its La-
grangian given by (2). Therefore, the first-order optimality conditions can be written as
[RW98, Thm. 11.50]

we K
0€ 0, L(v,w,y) = 0fi(x;) + Aly, VieN
0 € 0Lz, w,y) = 0Tx(w) —y

0= Vyﬁ(xa w, y) = Z(Alxz - bl) - w,
1EN

where the third inclusion is equivalent to y € Ni(w). O
Lemma B.3. Let C be a nonempty, closed, and convex cone, and suppose that y € N¢(t;)
fori=1,...,m. Theny € Ne(3_ ", t:).

Proof. We show below that the result holds for m = 2. The general result then holds by

induction.

Inclusions y € Ne¢(t1) and y € Ne(t2) are equivalent to

0>sup(y,t; —t;) and 0> sup(y,ty—ta).
t1eC theC

Summing the inequalities above, we obtain

0 > sup (y, (1] +t35) — (t1 + 12)) .
theC
theC
Since C is a convex cone, we have C + C = C, and the inequality reduces to

0> sup (y,t' — (t1 +t2)),
t'eC

or equivalently, y € N¢(ty + ta). O

C Proof of Prop. 1

Since Alg. 1 is a direct application of Alg. A.1 to D, it follows from [MBG10, Prop. 2]
that
yr =yt VieN,

14



where y* is a maximizer of D. We show in the sequel that the iterates (zF);cpr, w* =

> ienth, and yf satisfy optimality conditions (14) in the limit.
Since (™ t5%1) is a minimizer of the optimization problem in step 7 of Alg. 1, it satisfies

the followmg optimality conditions:

k41 T k+1 k41 k41

0€ 0fi(x;™) + 5r Al (A + 7 = 17)
it = T (A ™ 4 i),

and thus we can write the inclusion above as

0 € 0fi(xi) + gup A (A + 0™ — Iie(Aa ™ + 7))
= afz( ].f—"_l) —+ ﬁATHICO (AZ‘LL’?JFI + Tf+1>
= 0f;(x k+1) + AT k+1
where the first equality follows from the Moreau decomposition [BC17, Thm. 6.30], and
the second from step 8 of Alg. 1. From the definition of w*, we have

wkH = Ztiﬁ_l = Z HK(AZ'ZL’;H_I + Tf—H) S IC,
ieN ieN
which means that (14a) and (14b) are satisfied in each iteration k& by construction.

Using the Moreau decomposition again, we have
R = T (Agah+! + i)
= At F T o (ATt 4 B
= Al = bt p Y (U ) — P — 2pdif T,
JEN;
and therefore
At — by =t = pi T 2pdiyt T —p Y (yF + )
JEN;
kL k+1
=PI 20di (T — ) 0 Y (W -y,
JEN;
Summing the equality above for all i € A and using (12), we obtain
D (At —by) = w = 20d > (T =) 40D D -yl =0
ieEN ieN ieEN jeN;
We can characterize yk“ as
yirl = m ((A kY tf“) € N(th+),
where the inclusion follows from [BC17, Prop. 6.47], and thus
* = lim yf € Ng( lim tF).
v = iy € Ne( Jim )
Due to Lemma B.3, we have
* : E\ : k
v & Ve fim 3 otF) = Ve i ).
ieN
This concludes the proof.
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D Proof of Prop. 2

Since Alg. 2 is a direct application of Alg. A.2 to D, it follows from [MBG10, Prop. 4]
and [BC17, Cor. 28.3] that
yP —y* and 2F —yf, VieWN,

where y* is a maximizer of D. We show in the sequel that the iterates (zF);en, wF ==
> ien SF, and yF satisfy optimality conditions (14) in the limit.
Since xk“ is a minimizer of the optimization problem in step 8 of Alg. 2, it satisfies the
following condition:

= 8fz(xf+ ) g+2pd AT (A k+1 +7,k+1)

:afz(l’ ) AT k+1

which means that (14b) is satisfied in each iteration k& by construction. From step 9 of
Alg. 2, we have

ka+1 _ a+;pd (A k+1 + Tk+1)
= U+;pd (At — b, — pft — 5 4 ozf + p Z(yf +yh),

JEN;
and therefore
At — by — s = i (0 4 20di)yf T — 02— p > (U + )
JEN;

=P ot =) o ) U —yf = o).
jeEN;

Summing the equality above for all i € A/ and using (12), we obtain
D (A =b) =T =0 Y (W =) 4> Y U =y —yh) — 0.
ieN ieN ieN jEN;

Using the Moreau decomposition in step 10 of Alg. 2, we get
Zz{i‘—l—l — %H}CO ( k‘—i—l +0yk+1) _ % |:( k;—‘rl + O_yk+1) H ( k‘-l—l _{_O_yk;-i—l)} (15)

and thus

S§+1 — HIC( k+1 +O_yk+1) —|—O'( k+1 yzk+1)

From the definition of w”, we obtain

ok — b im s + oy
i o= Jim ) st =) The(fim o + o) € K

ieN ieN
Finally, from (15) and [BC17, Prop. 6.47], we have

Zerl c N (HIC( k+1 +O,yk+1)) — NIC (S§+1 _|_O.<y;€+l k+1)) )

'L
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Taking the limit of the inclusion above, we get

v e Vel i o).

and due to Lemma B.3, we obtain

y* e N;C<kh_>r£1025f> = N,C( lim wk).

4 k—o0
ieN

This concludes the proof.
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