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Abstract

We develop a unified theory of augmented Lagrangians for nonconvex
optimization problems that encompasses both duality theory and con-
vergence analysis of primal-dual augmented Lagrangian methods in the
infinite dimensional setting. Our goal is to present many well-known con-
cepts and results related to augmented Lagrangians in a unified manner
and bridge a gap between existing convergence analysis of primal-dual
augmented Lagrangian methods and abstract duality theory. Within our
theory we specifically emphasize the role of various fundamental dual-
ity concepts (such as duality gap, optimal dual solutions, global saddle
points, etc.) in convergence analysis of augmented Lagrangians meth-
ods and underline interconnections between all these concepts and con-
vergence of primal and dual sequences generated by such methods. In
particular, we prove that the zero duality gap property is a necessary
condition for the boundedness of the primal sequence, while the exis-
tence of an optimal dual solution is a necessary condition for the bound-
edness of the sequences of multipliers and penalty parameters, irrespec-
tive of the way in which the multipliers and the penalty parameter are
updated. Our theoretical results are applicable to many different aug-
mented Lagrangians for various types of cone constrained optimization
problems, including Rockafellar-Wets’ augmented Lagrangian, (penalized)
exponential/hyperbolic-type augmented Lagrangians, modified barrier func-
tions, etc.

1 Introduction

Augmented Lagrangians play a fundamental role in optimization and many
other closely related fields [2, 5, 19, 25, 34], and there is a vast literature on
various aspects of augmented Lagrangian theory and corresponding methods.
A wide range of topics that is studied within the more theoretically oriented
part of the literature includes such important problems as analysis of the zero
duality gap property [17, 31, 32, 39, 72, 79, 86], exact penalty representation [9,
12,24,31,32,72,85–87], existence of global saddle points [22,43,68,70,76,77,84],
existence of augmented Lagrange multipliers [18, 21, 61, 62, 88], etc.
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In turn, more practically oriented papers are usually devoted to convergence
analysis of primal-dual augmented Lagrangian methods and do not utilise any
theoretical concepts or results from duality theory, except for the zero duality
gap property [1,8,10,14,16]. Very few attempts have been made to connect con-
vergence analysis of such methods with fundamental results from duality theory.
Paper [7], in which the equivalence between primal convergence and differen-
tiability of the augmented dual function for the sharp Lagrangian for equality
constrained problems was established, is perhaps the most notable among them.

In addition, papers dealing with convergence analysis of primal-dual aug-
mented Lagrangian methods typically consider only one particular augmented
Lagrangian for one particular type of constraints. As a consequence of that,
very similar results have to be repeated multiple types in different settings (cf.
convergence analysis of augmented Lagrangian methods based on the Hestenes-
Powell-Rockafellar augmented Lagrangian for mathematical programming prob-
lems [5], nonconvex problems with second order cone constraints [40, 41], non-
convex semidefinite programming problems [45,65,74], as well as similar conver-
gence analysis of augmented Lagrangian methods based on the exponential-type
augmented Lagrangian/modified barrier function for nonconvex problems with
second order cone constraints [81] and nonconvex semidefinite programming
problems [38]). Some attempts have been made to unify convergence analysis of
a number of primal-dual augmented Lagrangian methods [42, 44, 71], but only
for finite dimensional inequality constrained optimization problems.

Thus, there are two fundamental challenges within the theory of augmented
Lagrangians and corresponding optimization methods. The first one is con-
nected with a noticeable gap that exists between more theoretically oriented
results dealing with duality theory and more practically oriented results on
convergence analysis of primal-dual methods. Often, the duality theory plays
little to no role in convergence analysis of primal-dual methods, and theoretical
results from this theory are almost never utilised to help better understand con-
vergence of augmented Lagrangian methods. The second challenge is connected
with unification of numerous similar results on duality theory and augmented
Lagrangian methods that are scattered in the literature.

The main goal of this article is to present a general theory of augmented La-
grangians for nonconvex cone constrained optimization problems in the infinite
dimensional setting that encompasses both fundamental theoretical concepts
from duality theory and convergence analysis of primal-dual augmented La-
grangian methods, and also highlights interconnections between them, thus at
least partially solving the two aforementioned challenges.

Our other aim is to correct for the bias that exists in the literature on aug-
mented Lagrangians, in which a disproportionate number of papers is devoted to
analysis of Rockafellar-Wets’s augmented Lagrangian [58, Section 11.K] and cor-
responding numerical methods, while very little attention is paid to other classes
of augmented Lagrangians. In particular, to the best of the author’s knowledge,
many concepts (such as exact penalty map [12], exact penalty representation,
and augmented Lagrange multipliers) have been introduced and studied exclu-
sively in the context of Rockafellar-Wets’ augmented Lagrangian. Our aim is to
show that these concepts can be defined and be useful in a much more broad set-
ting and to demonstrate that many results from duality theory and convergence
analysis of primal-dual methods can be proved for Rockafellar-Wets’ augmented
Lagrangian and many other augmented Lagrangians in a unified way.
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To achieve our goals, we adopt an axiomatic augmented Lagrangian setting
developed by the author in [22] and inspired by [39]. Within this setting, one de-
fines an abstract augmented Lagrangian without specifying its structure, while
all theoretical results are proved using a set of axioms (basic assumptions). To
demonstrate the broad applicability of this approach, we present many particu-
lar examples of well-known augmented Lagrangians and prove that they satisfy
these axioms.

We also develop a general duality theory for augmented Lagrangians that
compliments the results of the author’s earlier papers [22, 23] and, in particu-
lar, provide simple necessary and sufficient conditions for the zero duality gap
property to hold true, from which many existing results on this property can be
easily derived. Finally, we present a general convergence analysis for a model
augmented Lagrangian method with arbitrary rules for updating multipliers and
penalty parameter. Under some natural assumptions, that are satisfied in many
particular cases, we study primal and dual convergence of this method, mak-
ing specific emphasis on the role of various fundamental concepts from duality
theory in convergence analysis of augmented Lagrangian methods. In particu-
lar, we points out direct connections between primal convergence and the zero
duality gap property, as well as direct connections between dual convergence,
boundedness of the penalty parameter, and the existence of optimal dual solu-
tions/global saddle points.

The paper is organized as follows. An abstract axiomatic augmented La-
grangian setting for cone constrained optimization problems in normed spaces,
including a list of basic assumptions (axioms) on an augmented Lagrangian, is
presented in Section 2. Many particular examples of augmented Lagrangians
for various types of cone constrained optimization problems and the basic as-
sumptions that these augmented Lagrangians satisfy are discussed in details in
Section 3. Section 4 is devoted to duality theory. In this section we analyse
the zero duality gap property for the augmented Lagrangian, and also study
interconnections between global saddle points, globally optimal solutions of the
augmented dual problem, augmented Lagrange multipliers, and the penalty
map. Finally, a general convergence theory for a model augmented Lagrangian
method, that encompasses many existing primal-dual augmented Lagrangian
methods as particular cases, is presented in Section 5.

2 Axiomatic augmented Lagrangian setting

We start by presenting an axiomatic approach to augmented Lagrangians that
serves as a foundation for our duality and convergence theories. Let X and
Y be real normed spaces, Q ⊆ X be a nonempty closed set (not necessarily
convex), and K ⊂ Y be a closed convex cone. Suppose also that some functions
f : X → R∪{+∞} and G : X → Y are given. In this article we study augmented
Lagrangians for the following cone constrained optimization problem:

min f(x) subject to G(x) ∈ K, x ∈ Q. (P)

We assume that the feasible region of this problem is nonempty and its optimal
value, denoted by f∗, is finite.

The topological dual space of Y is denoted by Y ∗, and let 〈·, ·〉 be either
the inner product in Rs, s ∈ N, or the duality pairing between Y and its dual,
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depending on the context. Recall that K∗ = {y∗ ∈ Y ∗ | 〈y∗, y〉 ≤ 0 ∀y ∈ K} is
the polar cone of the cone K.

Denote by � the binary relation over Y ×Y defined as y1 � y2 if and only if
y2 − y1 ∈ −K. We say that this binary relation is induced by the cone −K. As
one can readily check, this binary relation is a partial order on Y if and only if
K ∩ (−K) = {0}. In this case � is called the partial order induced by the cone
−K. Note that the cone constraint G(x) ∈ K can be rewritten as G(x) � 0.

We define an augmented Lagrangian for the problem (P) as follows. Choose
any function Φ: Y ×Y ∗× (0,+∞) → R∪{±∞}, Φ = Φ(y, λ, c). An augmented
Lagrangian for the problem (P) is defined as

L (x, λ, c) = f(x) + Φ(G(x), λ, c)

if Φ(G(x), λ, c) > −∞, and L (x, λ, c) = −∞, otherwise. Here λ ∈ Y ∗ is a
multiplier and c > 0 is a penalty parameter. Note that only the constraint
G(x) ∈ K is incorporated into the augmented Lagrangian.

Unlike most existing works on augmented Lagrangians and corresponding
optimization methods, we do not impose any assumptions on the structure of the
function Φ. It can be defined in an arbitrary way. Instead, being inspired by [39]
and following the ideas of our earlier paper [22], we propose to use a set of axioms
(assumptions) describing behaviour of the function Φ(y, λ, c) for various types
of arguments (e.g. as c increases unboundedly or when y ∈ K). This approach
allows one to construct an axiomatic theory of augmented Lagrangians and
helps one to better understand what kind of assumptions the function Φ must
satisfy to guarantee that the augmented Lagrangian L (x, λ, c) and optimization
methods based on this augmented Lagrangian have certain desirable properties.
As we will show below, most well-known augmented Lagrangians satisfy our
proposed set of axioms, which means that our axiomatic theory is rich enough
and can be applied in many particular cases.

In order to unite several particular cases into one general theory, we formu-
late axioms/assumptions on the function Φ with respect to a prespecified closed
convex cone Λ ⊆ Y ∗ of admissible multipliers. Usually, Λ = Y ∗ or Λ = K∗.

We grouped the assumptions on Φ according to their meaning. If the function
Φ(y, λ, c) is viewed as a black box with input (y, λ, c) and output Φ(y, λ, c), then
assumptions (A1)–(A6) describe what kind of output is produced by this black
box with respect to certain specific kinds of input. Assumptions (A7)–(A11)
describe general properties of the function Φ, such as monotonicity, differentia-
bility, and convexity. Assumptions (A12)–(A15) impose restrictions on the way
the function Φ(y, λ, c) behaves as c increases unboundedly or along certain se-
quences {(yn, λn, cn)}. Finally, the subscript “s” indicates a stronger, i.e. more
restrictive, version of an assumption.

Denote dist(y,K) = infz∈K ‖y − z‖ for any y ∈ Y , and let B(x, r) be the
closed ball with centre x and radius r > 0. Below is the list of basic assumptions
on the function Φ that are utilised throughout the article:

(A1) ∀y ∈ K ∀λ ∈ Λ ∀c > 0 one has Φ(y, λ, c) ≤ 0;

(A2) ∀y ∈ K ∀c > 0 ∃λ ∈ Λ such that Φ(y, λ, c) ≥ 0;

(A3) ∀y /∈ K ∀c > 0 ∃λ ∈ Λ such that Φ(y, tλ, c) → +∞ as t→ +∞;

(A4) ∀y ∈ K ∀λ ∈ K∗ ∀c > 0 such that 〈λ, y〉 = 0 one has Φ(y, λ, c) = 0;

4



(A5) ∀y ∈ K ∀λ ∈ K∗ ∀c > 0 such that 〈λ, y〉 6= 0 one has Φ(y, λ, c) < 0;

(A6) ∀y ∈ K ∀λ ∈ Λ \K∗ ∀c > 0 one has Φ(y, λ, c) < 0;

(A7) ∀y ∈ Y ∀λ ∈ Λ the function c 7→ Φ(y, λ, c) is non-decreasing;

(A8) ∀λ ∈ Λ ∀c > 0 the function y 7→ Φ(y, λ, c) is convex and non-decreasing
with respect to the binary relation �;

(A9) ∀y ∈ Y ∀c > 0 the function λ 7→ Φ(y, λ, c) is concave;

(A9)s ∀y ∈ Y the function (λ, c) 7→ Φ(y, λ, c) is concave;

(A10) ∀y ∈ Y the function (λ, c) 7→ Φ(y, λ, c) is upper semicontinuous;

(A11) ∀y ∈ K ∀λ ∈ K∗ ∀c > 0 such that 〈λ, y〉 = 0 the function Φ(·, λ, c) is
Fréchet differentiable at y and its Fréchet derivative satisfies the equality
DyΦ(y, λ, c) = Φ0(λ) for some surjective mapping Φ0 : K

∗ → K∗ that
does not depend on y and c, and such that 〈Φ0(λ), y〉 = 0 if and only if
〈λ, y〉 = 0;

(A12) ∀λ ∈ Λ ∀c0 > 0 ∀r > 0 one has

lim
c→+∞

inf
{
Φ(y, λ, c)− Φ(y, λ, c0)

∣∣∣

y ∈ Y : dist(y,K) ≥ r, |Φ(y, λ, c0)| < +∞
}
= +∞;

(A12)s ∀c0 > 0 ∀r > 0 and for any bounded subset Λ0 ⊆ Λ one has

lim
c→+∞

inf
λ∈Λ0

inf
{
Φ(y, λ, c)− Φ(y, λ, c0)

∣∣∣

y ∈ Y : dist(y,K) ≥ r, |Φ(y, λ, c0)| < +∞
}
= +∞;

(A13) ∀λ ∈ Λ and for any sequences {cn} ⊂ (0,+∞) and {yn} ⊂ Y such that
cn → +∞ and dist(yn,K) → 0 as n→ ∞ one has lim inf

n→∞
Φ(yn, λ, cn) ≥ 0;

(A13)s for any sequences {cn} ⊂ (0,+∞) and {yn} ⊂ Y such that cn → +∞ and
dist(yn,K) → 0 as n → ∞ and for any bounded subset Λ0 ⊆ Λ one has
lim inf
n→∞

inf
λ∈Λ0

Φ(yn, λ, cn) ≥ 0;

(A14) ∀λ ∈ Λ ∀{cn} ⊂ (0,+∞) such that cn → +∞ as n → ∞ there exists
{tn} ⊂ (0,+∞) such that tn → 0 as n → ∞ and for any {yn} ⊂ Y with
dist(yn,K) ≤ tn one has lim

n→∞
Φ(yn, λ, cn) = 0;

(A14)s ∀{cn} ⊂ (0,+∞) such that cn → +∞ as n → ∞ and for any bounded
sequence {λn} ⊆ Λ there exists {tn} ⊂ (0,+∞) such that tn → 0 as
n→ ∞ and for any {yn} ⊂ Y with dist(yn,K) ≤ tn the following equality
holds true lim

n→∞
Φ(yn, λn, cn) = 0;

(A15) for any bounded sequences {λn} ⊂ Λ and {cn} ⊂ (0,+∞) and for any
sequence {yn} ⊂ Y such that dist(yn,K) → 0 as n → ∞ one has
lim sup
n→∞

Φ(yn, λn, cn) ≤ 0;
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Remark 1. In the case of assumptions (A13), (A13)s, (A14), (A14)s, and (A15),
we say that the function Φ satisfies the restricted version of the corresponding
assumption, if one replaces “any sequence {yn} ⊂ Y ” in the formulation of
corresponding assumption with “any bounded sequence {yn} ⊂ Y ”. Note that
the validity of a (non-restricted) assumption implies that its restricted version
also hold true.

Remark 2. It should be noted that assumption (A13)s can be reformulated as
follows: for any sequences {cn} ⊂ (0,+∞) and {yn} ⊂ Y such that cn → +∞
and dist(yn,K) → 0 as n → ∞ and for any bounded sequence {λn} ⊆ Λ one
has lim inf

n→∞
Φ(yn, λn, cn) ≥ 0.

Below we will often use the following corollary to assumptions (A13) and
(A13)s that can be readily verified directly.

Lemma 1. If Φ satisfies assumption (A13), then for any λ ∈ Λ one has

lim inf
c→+∞

inf
y∈K

Φ(y, λ, c) ≥ 0.

If Φ satisfies assumption (A13)s, then for any bounded subset Λ0 ⊆ Λ one has

lim inf
c→+∞

inf
λ∈Λ0

inf
y∈K

Φ(y, λ, c) ≥ 0.

In the following section we will give many particular examples of augmented
Lagrangians for different types of cone constrained optimization problems (e.g.
equality constrained problems, inequality constrained problems, problems with
semidefinite constraints, etc.). If an optimization problem has several different
types of constraints simultaneously, it is convenient to represent them as cone
constraints of the form Gi(x) ∈ Ki for some mappings Gi : X → Yi and closed
convex cones Ki in real Banach spaces Yi, i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, with m ∈ N. Then
one can define Y = Y1 × . . .× Ym and

G(·) = (G1(·), . . . , Gm(·)), K = K1 × . . .×Km

to formally rewrite such optimization problems as the problem (P). The space Y
is equipped with the norm ‖y‖ = ‖y1‖+ . . .+ ‖ym‖ for all y = (y1, . . . , ym) ∈ Y .

In order to define a function Φ(y, λ, c) in this case, one can define corre-
sponding functions Φi(yi, λi, c) for each constraintGi(x) ∈ Ki individually (here
yi ∈ Yi and λi ∈ Λi ⊆ Y ∗

i ) and then put

Φ(y, λ, c) =

m∑

i=1

Φi(yi, λi, c), y = (y1, . . . , ym), λ = (λ1, . . . , λm), (1)

if Φi(yi, λi, c) > −∞ for all i, and Φ(y, λ, c) = −∞, otherwise. Most (if not
all) existing augmented Lagrangians for problems with several different types
constraints are defined in this way. Let us show that, roughly speaking, if Λ =
Λ1×. . .×Λm and all functions Φi, i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, satisfy some basic assumption
simultaneously, then the function Φ also satisfies this basic assumption.

Theorem 1. Let Λ = Λ1 × . . .×Λm. Then the following statements hold true:

1. if all functions Φi, i ∈ I := {1, . . . ,m}, satisfy one of the basic as-
sumptions simultaneously, except for assumptions (A5), (A6), (A12), and
(A12)s, then the function Φ defined in (1) satisfies the same basic assump-
tion;
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2. if all functions Φi, i ∈ I, satisfy assumptions (A1) and (A5) (or (A1)
and (A6)) simultaneously, then the function Φ defined in (1) also satisfies
assumption (A5) (or (A6));

3. if all functions Φi, i ∈ I, satisfy assumptions (A7) and (A12) (or (A7) and
(A12)s) simultaneously, then the function Φ defined in (1) also satisfies
assumption (A12) (or (A12)s).

Proof. Assumption (A1). If y ∈ K and λ ∈ Λ, then yi ∈ Ki and λi ∈ Λi for
all i ∈ I. Therefore, Φi(yi, λi, c) ≤ 0 by assumption (A1), which implies that
Φ(y,λ, c) ≤ 0.

Assumption (A2). Choose any y ∈ K and c > 0. By assumption (A2) for
any i ∈ I there exists λi ∈ Λi such that Φi(yi, λi, c) ≥ 0. Put λ = (λ1, . . . , λm).
Then Φ(y, λ, c) ≥ 0.

Assumption (A3). Choose any y ∈ K and c > 0. By assumption (A3) for
any i ∈ I there exists λi ∈ Λi such that Φi(yi, tλi, c) → +∞ as t → +∞. Put
λ = (λ1, . . . , λm). Then Φ(y, tλ, c) → +∞ as t→ ∞.

Assumption (A4). Let y ∈ K and λ ∈ K∗ be such that 〈λ, y〉 = 0. It
is easily seen that the condition λ ∈ K∗ implies that λi ∈ K∗

i for any i ∈ I
and, therefore, 〈λi, yi〉 ≤ 0 for all i ∈ I. Hence 〈λi, yi〉 = 0 for all i ∈ I and by
assumption (A4) one has Φi(yi, λi, c) = 0, which yields Φ(y, λ, c) = 0.

Assumption (A5). If y ∈ K and λ ∈ K∗ are such that 〈λ, y〉 6= 0, then
there exists k ∈ I such that 〈λk, yk〉 6= 0. Therefore, Φk(yk, λk, c) < 0. In turn,
for any i 6= k one has Φi(yi, λi, c) ≤ 0 by assumption (A1). Hence Φ(y, λ, c) < 0.

Assumption (A6). If y ∈ K and λ ∈ Λ \K∗, then λk ∈ Λk \K∗
k for some

k ∈ I. Therefore, Φk(yk, λk, c) < 0, while Φ(yi, λi, c) ≤ 0 for any i 6= k by
assumption (A1). Consequently, Φ(y, λ, c) < 0.

Assumption (A7). The function Φ(y, λ, c) is non-decreasing in c as the
sum of non-decreasing in c functions.

Assumption (A8). Note that if the function Φi(·, λi, c) is non-decreasing
with respect to the binary relation induced by the cone −Ki, then the function
y 7→ Φi(yi, λi, c) is non-decreasing with respect to the binary relation induced
by the cone −K. Therefore the function Φ(y, λ, c) is convex and non-decreasing
with respect to the binary relation induced by the cone −K as the sum of convex
and non-decreasing functions.

Assumptions (A9) and (A9)s. The function Φ(y, λ, c) is concave in λ
(or (λ, c)) as the sum of concave functions.

Assumption (A10). The function Φ(y, λ, c) is upper semicontinuous as
the sum of a finite number of upper semicontinuous functions.

Assumption (A11). If y ∈ K and λ ∈ K∗ are such that 〈λ, y〉 = 0, then,
as was noted above, yi ∈ Ki, λi ∈ K∗

i , and 〈λi, yi〉 = 0 for all i ∈ I. Then each
of the functions Φi(·, λi, c) is Fréchet differentiable at yi and its derivative has
the form Dyi

Φi(yi, λi, c) = Φi0(λi) for some function Φi0 : K
∗
i → K∗

i such that
〈Φi0(λi), yi〉 = 0 if and only if 〈λi, yi〉 = 0. Therefore, the function Φ(·, λ, c)
is Fréchet differentiable at the point y and its Fréchet derivative is equal to
Φ0(λ) = (Φ10(λ1), . . . ,Φm0(λm)). Clearly, one has

〈Φ0(λ), y〉 = 0 ⇔ 〈Φi0(λi), yi〉 = 0 ∀i ∈ I ⇔ 〈λi, yi〉 = 0 ∀i ∈ I

⇔ 〈λ, y〉 = 0,

which implies the required result.
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Assumption (A12). Fix any λ ∈ Λ, c0 > 0, and r > 0. Choose some
α > 0. Let y ∈ Y be such that |Φ(y, λ, c0)| < +∞ and dist(y,K) ≥ r. Then
there exists i ∈ I such that dist(yi,Ki) ≥ r/m. By assumption (A12) for
the functions Φj , for any j ∈ I there exists cj(r/m, α) ≥ c0 such that for all
c ≥ cj(r/m, α) one has

inf
{
Φj(zj , λj , c)− Φj(zj , λj , c0)

∣∣∣ zj ∈ Yj : dist(zj ,Kj) ≥ r/m,

|Φj(zj , λj , c0)| < +∞
}
≥ α.

Let c(r, α) := max{cj(r/m, α) | j ∈ I}. Then with the use of assumption (A7)
one gets that for any c ≥ c(r, α) the following inequalities hold true:

Φ(y, λ, c)− Φ(y, λ, c0) =

m∑

i=1

(
Φi(yi, λi, c)− Φi(yi, λi, c0)

)

≥ Φi(yi, λi, c)− Φi(yi, λi, c0) ≥ α.

Since y ∈ Y such that |Φ(y, λ, c0)| < +∞ and dist(y,K) ≥ r were chosen
arbitrarily, one can conclude that for any α > 0 and r > 0 there exists c(r, α) ≥
c0 such that

inf
{
Φ(y, λ, c)− Φ(y, λ, c0)

∣∣∣ y ∈ Y : dist(y,K) ≥ r, Φ(y, λ, c0) < +∞
}
≥ α

for all c ≥ c(r, α). Consequently, the function Φ satisfies assumption (A12).
Assumption (A12)s. Choose some c0 > 0 and let Λ0 ⊂ Λ be a bounded

set. Clearly, one can find bounded sets Λi0 ⊂ Λi such that Λ0 ⊆ Λ̂0, where
Λ̂0 := Λ10 × . . .× Λm0.

By assumption (A12)s for the functions Φi, for any i ∈ I, r > 0, and α > 0
one can find ci(r, α,Λi0) ≥ c0 such that

inf
λ∈Λi0

inf
{
Φi(yi, λi, c)− Φ(yi, λi, c0)

∣∣∣ yi ∈ Yi(r,Φi)
}
≥ α ∀c ≥ ci(r, α,Λi0),

where Yi(r,Φi) := {yi ∈ Yi | dist(yi,Ki) ≥ r, |Φi(yi, λi, c0)| < +∞}.
Denote Y (r,Φ) = {y ∈ Y | dist(y,K) ≥ r, |Φ(y, λ, c0)| < +∞}. Fix some

r > 0 and choose any y ∈ Y (r,Φ). Then dist(yi,Ki) ≥ r/m for some i ∈ I.
Hence with the use of assumption (A7) one gets that

inf
λ∈Λ0

inf
{
Φ(y, λ, c)− Φ(y, λ, c0)

∣∣∣ y ∈ Y (r,Φ)
}

≥ inf
λ∈Λ̂0

inf
{
Φ(y, λ, c)− Φ(y, λ, c0)

∣∣∣ y ∈ Y (r,Φ)
}

≥ inf
λ∈Λi0

inf
{
Φi(yi, λi, c)− Φ(yi, λi, c0)

∣∣∣ yi ∈ Yi(r/m,Φi)
}
≥ α

for any c ≥ c(r, α,Λ0) := max{cj(r/m, α,Λi0) | j ∈ I}. Since α > 0 was chosen
arbitrarily, one can conclude that the function Φ satisfies assumption (A12)s.

Assumption (A13). If sequences {cn} ⊂ (0,+∞) and {yn} ⊂ Y are such
that cn → +∞ and dist(yn,K) → 0 as k → ∞, then dist(yin,Ki) → 0 as
n → ∞ and lim infn→∞ Φi(yin, λ, cn) ≥ 0 for all i ∈ I. From these inequalities
it obviously follows that lim infn→∞ Φ(yn, λ, cn) ≥ 0 as well.
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Assumption (A13)s. The proof is essentially the same as the proof for
assumption (A13).

Assumption (A14). Fix any λ ∈ Λ and a sequence {cn} ⊂ (0,+∞) such
that cn → +∞ as n → ∞. By our assumption for any i ∈ I there exists a
sequence {tin} ⊂ (0,+∞) converging to zero and such that for any {yin} ⊂ Yi
with dist(yin,Ki) ≤ tin for all n ∈ N one has Φi(yin, λ, cn) → 0 as n→ ∞.

Define tn = min{t1n, . . . , tmn} and choose any sequence {yn} ⊂ Y such
that dist(yn,K) ≤ tn for all n ∈ N. Then for any i ∈ I and n ∈ N one
has dist(yin,Ki) ≤ tin, which implies that Φi(yin, λ, cn) → 0 as n → ∞ and,
therefore, Φ(yn, λ, cn) → 0 as n→ ∞.

Assumption (A14)s. The proof is the same as the proof for assumption
(A14).

Assumption (A15). If {λn} ⊂ Λ and {cn} are bounded sequences and
a sequence {yn} ⊂ Y is such that dist(yn,K) → 0 as n → ∞, then the se-
quences {λin} are also bounded and dist(yin,Ki) → 0 as n → ∞ for all i ∈ I.
Consequently, one has

lim sup
n→∞

Φi(yin, λin, cn) ≤ 0 ∀i ∈ I.

Applying these inequalities one can readily check that lim sup
n→∞

Φ(yn, λn, cn) ≤ 0.

The proof of the claim of the theorem for the restricted versions of assump-
tions (A13)–(A15), (A13)s, and (A14)s is essentially the same as the proofs for
the non-restricted versions of these assumptions.

Remark 3. Let us note that assumptions (A1) and (A7) are satisfied for all
particular augmented Lagrangians presented in this paper and all augmented
Lagrangians known to the author.

Thus, the previous theorem allows one to analyse augmented Lagrangians
for each particular type of cone constraints separately and then simply define
an augmented Lagrangian for problems with several different types of cone con-
straints as in (1). Then the basic assumptions will be satisfied for this augmented
Lagrangian by Theorem 1.

3 Examples of augmented Lagrangians

Let us present some particular examples of augmented Lagrangians for various
types of cone constraints and discuss which of the basic assumptions are satisfied
for these augmented Lagrangians. Our aim is to show that the basic assumptions
are not restrictive and satisfied for most augmented Lagrangians appearing in
the literature.

Many examples of augmented Lagrangians were already presented in the
author’s previous paper [22]. However, many of the basic assumptions from
this paper are completely new and were not used in [22] (e.g. assumptions
(A9), (A10), and (A13)–(A15), as well as their stronger and restricted versions).
Therefore, for the sake of completeness we will present detailed descriptions of all
examples, even though they partially overlap with the contents of [22, Section 3].
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3.1 Augmented Lagrangians for problems with general

cone constraints

First, we consider an augmented Lagrangian that is defined for any cone con-
strained optimization problem of the form (P). Since particular versions of this
augmented Lagrangian are apparently studied and used in optimization meth-
ods more often than any other augmented Lagrangian, we will discuss it in more
details than other examples.

Example 1 (Rockafellar-Wets’ augmented Lagrangian). Let σ : Y → [0,+∞]
be such that σ(0) = 0 and σ(y) 6= 0 for any y 6= 0. In particular, one can set
σ(y) = ‖y‖ or σ(y) = 0.5‖y‖2. Define

Φ(y, λ, c) = inf
p∈K−y

(
− 〈λ, p〉+ cσ(p)

)
. (2)

The augmented Lagrangian with the term Φ defined in this way was first in-
troduced by Rockafellar and Wets [58, Section 11.K] (see also [21, 31, 32, 62]).
Various generalizations of this augmented Lagrangian were studied in [9,70,72].

Lemma 2. Let Λ = Y ∗. Then the function Φ defined in (2) satisfies:

1. assumptions (A1)–(A4), (A7), (A9), (A9)s, and (A10) in the general case;

2. assumptions (A5) and (A6), if σ(ty) = o(t) as t→ 0 (that is, σ(ty)/t → 0
as t→ 0) for any y ∈ Y ;

3. assumption (A8), if the function σ is convex;

4. assumption (A11) with Φ0(λ) ≡ λ, if σ(y) = 0.5‖y‖2 and Y is a Hilbert
space;

5. assumptions (A12) and (A12)s, if σ has a valley at zero, that is, for any
neighbourhood U of zero in Y there exists δ > 0 such that σ(y) ≥ δ for all
y ∈ Y \ U ;

6. assumptions (A13) and (A13)s, if σ(y) ≥ ω(‖y‖) for all y ∈ Y and some
continuous function ω : [0,+∞) → [0,+∞) such that ω(t) = 0 if and only
if t = 0, and lim inft→+∞ ω(t)/t > 0;

7. assumptions (A14) and (A14)s, if σ is continuous at zero and there exists
a continuous function ω : [0,+∞) → [0,+∞) such that σ(y) ≥ ω(‖y‖) for
all y ∈ Y , ω(t) = 0 if and only if t = 0, and lim inft→+∞ ω(t)/t > 0;

8. assumption (A15), if the function σ is continuous at zero.

Proof. We divide the proof of the lemma into several parts corresponding to its
separate statements.

Part 1. Assumptions (A1) (set p = 0), (A2) (set λ = 0), and (A7) are
obviously satisfied. Assumption (A3) is satisfied for λ ∈ Y ∗ from the separation
theorem for the sets {y} and K. Assumption (A4) is satisfied, since if 〈λ, y〉 = 0
and λ ∈ K∗, then

Φ(y, λ, c) = inf
p∈K

(
− 〈λ, p〉+ cσ(p− y)

)
≥ c inf

p∈K
σ(p− y) ≥ 0,
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which along with assumption (A1) implies that Φ(y, λ, c) = 0. Assumptions
(A9), (A9)s, and (A10) are satisfied by virtue of the fact that the function
(λ, c) 7→ Φ(y, λ, c) is the infimum of a family of linear functions.

Part 2. Let y ∈ K and λ ∈ K∗ be such that 〈λ, y〉 6= 0. For any t in a
sufficiently small neighbourhood of zero one has z(t) = (1+ t sign(〈λ, y〉))y ∈ K,
which implies that for p = z(t)− y ∈ K − y the following inequalities hold true:

Φ(y, λ, c) ≤ −〈λ, p〉+ cσ(p) = −t
∣∣〈λ, y〉

∣∣+ cσ
(
t sign(〈λ, y〉)y

)
.

The last expression is negative for any sufficiently small t, since σ(ty) = o(t),
that is, assumption (A5) holds true.

Let now y ∈ K and λ ∈ Λ \ K∗. For any such λ one can find p0 ∈ K for
which 〈λ, p0〉 < 0. Then putting p = tp0 for t > 0 (note that tp0 + y ∈ K, since
y ∈ K and K is a convex cone, which yields p ∈ K − y) one gets

Φ(y, λ, c) ≤ −t〈λ, p0〉+ cσ(tp0) < 0

for any sufficiently small t, thanks to the fact that σ(tp0) = o(t).
Part 3. Fix any α ∈ (0, 1) and y1, y2 ∈ Y . Choose any Mi > Φ(yi, λ, c), i ∈

{1, 2}. By definition one can find pi ∈ K − yi such that Mi > −〈λ, pi〉+ cσ(pi),
i ∈ {1, 2}. Then for p(α) = αp1 + (1− α)p2 ∈ K − (αy1 + (1− α)y2) one has

Φ(αy1 + (1− α)y2, λ, c) ≤ −〈λ, p(α)〉 + cσ(p(α))

≤ α
(
− 〈λ, p1〉+ cσ(p1)

)
+ (1− α)

(
− 〈λ, p2〉+ cσ(p2)

)

< αM1 + (1− α)M2.

Hence by [54, Theorem I.4.2] one can conclude that the function Φ(·, λ, c) is
convex. Let us now show that it is non-decreasing with respect to the binary
relation induced by the cone −K.

Indeed, fix any y1, y2 ∈ Y such that y1 � y2, i.e. y2 − y1 ∈ −K. One can
obviously suppose that Φ(y2, λ, c) < +∞. By definition for any M > Φ(y2, λ, c)
one can find p ∈ K− y2 such that M ≥ −〈λ, p〉+ cσ(p). Let z ∈ K be such that
p = z − y2. Note that z− (y2 − y1) ∈ K due to the fact that −(y2 − y1) ∈ K by
our assumption. Then p = z − (y2 − y1)− y1 ∈ K − y1, which yields

Φ(y1, λ, c) ≤ −〈λ, p〉+ cσ(p) ≤M.

SinceM > Φ(y2, λ, c) was chosen arbitrarily, one can conclude that the function
Φ(·, λ, c) is non-decreasing with respect to the binary relation �.

Part 4. The proof of this statement of the lemma can be found in [62].
Part 5. Fix any c0 > 0. For any y ∈ Y and λ ∈ Λ such that Φ(y, λ, c0) is

finite one has

Φ(y, λ, c) = inf
p∈K−y

(
− 〈λ, p〉+ (c− c0 + c0)σ(p)

)

≥ inf
p∈K−y

(
− 〈λ, p〉+ c0σ(p)

)
+ (c− c0) inf

p∈K−y
σ(p)

for any c ≥ c0. If dist(y,K) ≥ r, then ‖p‖ ≥ r for any p ∈ K − y. Therefore
by our assumption there exists δ > 0, independent on λ ∈ Λ, c ≥ c0, and
y ∈ {z ∈ K | dist(z,K) ≥ r}, such that

Φ(y, λ, c)− Φ(y, λ, c0) ≥ (c− c0)δ.
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With the use of this inequality one can easily prove that assumptions (A12) and
(A12)s hold true.

Part 6. Let {cn} ⊂ (0,+∞) be an increasing unbounded sequence. Fix any
bounded set Λ0 ⊂ Λ. Then for any y ∈ Y and λ ∈ Λ0 one has

Φ(y, λ, cn) ≥ inf
p∈K−y

(
− ‖λ‖‖p‖+ cnω(‖p‖)

)
≥ inf

t≥0

(
−Rt+ cnω(t)

)
,

where R > 0 is such that ‖λ‖ ≤ R for all λ ∈ Λ0. By applying the assumptions
on the function ω one can readily check that

lim inf
n→∞

inf
t≥0

(
−Rt+ cnω(t)

)
≥ 0,

which yields
lim inf
n→∞

inf
λ∈Λ0

inf
y∈Y

Φ(y, λ, cn) ≥ 0. (3)

Consequently, assumptions (A13) and (A13)s hold true.
Part 7. Let {λn} ⊂ Y ∗ be a bounded sequence and a sequence {cn} ⊂

(0,+∞) be such that cn → +∞ as n → ∞. Due to the continuity of σ at
zero, for any n ∈ N one can find δn > 0 such that for all p ∈ B(0, δn) one has
σ(p) ≤ 1/(cnn). One can obviously suppose that δn → 0 as n→ ∞.

Define tn = δn/2 for all n ∈ N. Then for any sequence {yn} ⊂ Y such that
dist(yn,K) ≤ tn for all n ∈ N one can find a sequence {zn} ⊂ K such that
‖zn − yn‖ ≤ δn for all n ∈ N. Observe that for pn = zn − yn ∈ K − yn one has

Φ(yn, λn, cn) ≤ −〈λn, pn〉+ cnσ(pn) ∀n ∈ N, (4)

and the right-hand side of this inequality converges to zero, since pn → 0 as
n→ ∞ and the sequence {λn} is bounded. Combining this fact with inequality
(3) one obtains that we have found a sequence {tn} for which assumptions (A14)
and (A14)s hold true.

Part 8. Let {λn} ⊂ Y ∗ and {cn} ⊂ (0,+∞) be bounded sequences, and a
sequence {yn} ⊂ Y be such that dist(yn,K) → 0 as n→ ∞. Then thanks to the
continuity of σ at zero one can find a sequence {zn} ⊂ K such that ‖pn‖ → 0
and σ(pn) → 0 as n→ ∞, where pn = zn−yn. Now, applying inequality (4) and
taking into account the fact that the right-hand side of this inequality obviously
converges to zero one can conclude that assumption (A15) is valid.

Thus, all basic assumptions are satisfied for σ(y) = 0.5‖y‖2. In the other
important case of the sharp Lagrangian [1, 8, 10, 16, 27], that is, the case when
σ(y) = ‖y‖, all assumptions, except for (A5), (A6), and (A11), hold true. It
should be noted that these assumptions are not used in the main results pre-
sented in this article and needed only to strengthen some of these results in the
convex case.

Remark 4. Note that neither assumption (A5) nor assumption (A6) are satisfied
for σ(y) = ‖y‖ due to the fact that in this case Φ(y, λ, c) ≥ 0 for all y ∈ Y , if
c > ‖λ‖. Thus, if σ(ty) 6= o(t) for some y ∈ Y , then assumptions (A5) and (A6)
might not hold true.
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3.2 Augmented Lagrangians for problems with equality

constraints

Let us now consider the following equality constrained problem:

min f(x) subject to G(x) = 0, x ∈ Q.

The constraint G(x) = 0 can obviously be rewritten as the cone constraint
G(x) ∈ K, if one puts K = {0}. The binary relation � in this case coincides
with the equality relation “=”, and all functions are non-decreasing with respect
to this relation.

Example 2 (Hestenes-Powell’s augmented Lagrangian). Define Λ = Y ∗ and

Φ(y, λ, c) = 〈λ, y〉+ c

2
‖y‖2.

Then the corresponding augmented Lagrangian is a particular case of the aug-
mented Lagrangian from Example 1 with σ(y) = 0.5‖y‖2. Therefore, this func-
tion Φ satisfies all basic assumptions, except for assumption (A11), in the general
case, and it satisfies assumption (A11) with Φ0(λ) ≡ λ, if Y is a Hilbert space.
Note that in the case Y = Rm the corresponding augmented Lagrangian L (·)
coincides with the Hestenes-Powell augmented Lagrangian [5, 29, 52].

Example 3 (sharp Lagrangian). Define Λ = Y ∗ and

Φ(y, λ, c) = 〈λ, y〉+ c‖y‖.

Then the corresponding augmented Lagrangian is a particular case of the aug-
mented Lagrangian from Example 1 with σ(y) = ‖y‖. Therefore, this function
Φ satisfied all basic assumptions, except for assumptions (A5), (A6), and (A11).

In the case of equality constrained problems of the form

min f(x) subject to gj(x) = 0, i ∈ I, x ∈ Q,

where I = {1, . . . ,m} and gi : X → R are given function, one can define a more
general class of augmented Lagrangians. This problem can be written as the
problem (P) with Y = Rm, G(·) = (g1(·), . . . , gm(·)), and K = {0}. Note that
in this particular case the dual space Y ∗ can be identified with Rm.

Example 4 (Mangasarian’s augmented Lagrangian). Let φ : R → R be a twice
differentiable strictly convex function such that φ(0) = φ′(0) = 0 and φ′(·) is
surjective. Define

Φ(y, λ, c) =

m∑

i=1

1

c

(
φ(cyi + λi)− φ(λi)

)

for all y = (y1, . . . , ym) ∈ Y and λ = (λ1, . . . , λm) ∈ Λ. Then the corre-
sponding augmented Lagrangian L (·) coincides with Mangasarian’s augmented
Lagrangian from [46] (see also [76]). In the case φ(t) = 0.5t2, this augmented
Lagrangian coincides with the Hestenes-Powell augmented Lagrangian. One can
also put, e.g. φ(t) = |t|t2n/(2n+ 1) or φ(t) = t2n/2n for any n ∈ {1, 2, . . .}.
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Let Λ = Y ∗ ∼= Rm. Then one can readily check that all assumptions, except
for assumptions (A9) and (A9)s, are satisfied in the general case (assumption
(A11) holds true with Φ0(λ) ≡ (φ′(λ1), . . . , φ

′(λm))). Assumptions (A9) and
(A9)s are satisfied if and only if φ(t) = at2 for some a > 0. The validity of these
assumptions in the case when the function φ is quadratic can be readily verified
directly. Let us prove the converse statement.

Suppose that the function λ → Φ(y, λ, c) is concave. Then applying the
second order derivative test for concavity one gets that φ′′(λi) ≥ φ′′(cyi + λi)
for all λi, yi ∈ R and c > 0 or, equivalently, φ′′(·) is a constant function. Hence
bearing in mind the conditions φ(0) = φ′(0) = 0 one gets that φ(t) = at2 for
some a > 0.

3.3 Augmented Lagrangians for problems with inequality

constraints

Next we will present several examples of augmented Lagrangians for the in-
equality constrained problem

min f(x) subject to gi(x) ≤ 0, i ∈ I, x ∈ Q, (5)

where I = {1, . . . ,m} and gi : X → R are given functions. This problem can
be written as the problem (P) with Y = Rm, G(·) = (g1(·), . . . , gm(·)), and
K = Rm

− , where R− = (−∞, 0]. The dual space Y ∗ can be identified with Rm,
while K∗ can be identified with R

m
+ , where R+ = [0,+∞). The binary relation

� in this case is the coordinate-wise partial order.
All particular augmented Lagrangians for problem (5) used in optimiza-

tion methods and known to the author are separable (except for nonlinear La-
grangians; see [17,60,72]), that is, the corresponding function Φ(y, λ, c) has the
form

Φ(y, λ, c) =

m∑

i=1

Φi(yi, λi, c) ∀y = (y1, . . . , ym), λ = (λ1, . . . , λm) (6)

for some functions Φi : R
2 × (0,+∞) → R ∪ {±∞}. Although one can can

choose different functions Φi for different i ∈ I (that is, for different inequality
constraints), to the best of the author’s knowledge, only the case when Φi are
the same for all i ∈ I is considered in the vast majority of papers on augmented
Lagrangians for inequality constrained problems.

Example 5 (essentially quadratic/Hestenes-Powell-Rockafellar’s augmented La-
grangian). Let φ : R → R be a twice continuously differentiable strictly convex
function such that φ(0) = φ′(0) = 0, and the derivative φ′(·) is surjective.
Following Bertsekas [2, Section 5.1.2, Example 1], for any y, λ ∈ R define

P (y, λ) =

{
λy + φ(y), if λ+ φ′(y) ≥ 0,

mint∈R

(
λt+ φ(t)

)
, otherwise

(note that the minimum is finite and attained at any t such that λ+ φ′(t) = 0,
which exists due to the surjectivity of φ′(·)) and put

Φi(yi, λi, c) =
1

c
P (cyi, λ) ∀i ∈ I.
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The corresponding augmented LagrangianL (·) is called the essentially quadratic
augmented Lagrangian for problem (5) (see [39,68,71]). In the case φ(t) = t2/2
one has

Φi(yi, λi, c) = λimax

{
yi,−

λi
c

}
+
c

2
max

{
yi,−

λi
c

}2

,

and L (·) is the well-known Hestenes-Powell-Rockafellar augmented Lagrangian
[5, 29, 52, 55–57], which is a particular case of the augmented Lagrangian from
Example 1 with σ(y) = ‖y‖2/2 and ‖ · ‖ being the Euclidean norm.

Let λ = Y ∗ = Rm. Then one can readily verify that all basic assumptions,
except for assumption (A9)s, hold true in the general case (assumption (A11) is
satisfied with Φ0(λ) ≡ λ). Assumption (A9)s is satisfied for φ(t) = at2, a > 0.

Example 6 (cubic augmented Lagrangian). Let

Φi(yi, λi, c) =
1

3c

(
max

{
sign(λi)

√
|λi|+ cyi, 0

}3 − |λi|3/2
)

∀i ∈ I.

Then L (·) coincides with the cubic augmented Lagrangian [36]. One can easily
check that all basic assumptions, except for assumptions (A9) and (A9)s, are
satisfied in this case with Λ = Y ∗ = Rm (assumption (A11) is satisfied with
Φ0(λ) ≡ λ). Assumption (A9) holds true, provided Λ ⊆ K∗, while assumption
(A9)s is not satisfied for any choice of Λ.

Example 7 (Mangasarian’s augmented Lagrangian). Let φ : R → R be a twice
continuously differentiable strictly convex function such that φ(0) = φ′(0) = 0
and the function φ′(·) is surjective. Define

Φi(yi, λi, c) =
1

c

(
φ
(
max{cyi + λi, 0}

)
− φ(λi)

)
∀i ∈ I. (7)

Then L (·) coincides with the augmented Lagrangian introduced by Mangasar-
ian [46] and studied, e.g. in [76]. Let Λ = Y ∗ = Rm. Then all basic assumptions,
except for assumptions (A9) and (A9)s, hold true (assumption (A11) is satis-
fied with Φ0(λ) = (φ′(max{λ1, 0}), . . . , φ′(max{λm, 0}))). Assumptions (A9)
and (A9)s are satisfied for φ(t) = at2 with a > 0.

Example 8 (exponential-type augmented Lagrangian). Let φ : R → R be a
twice differentiable strictly increasing function such that φ(0) = 0. Define

Φi(yi, λi, c) =
λi
c
φ(cyi) ∀i ∈ I.

If φ(t) = et − 1, then L (·) coincides with the exponential penalty function
[2,39,68,69,71]. In turn, if φ(t) = 2(ln(et +1)− ln 2), then L (·) is the Polyak’s
log-sigmoid Lagrangian [50, 51]. In the general case we call the corresponding
function L (·) the exponential-type augmented Lagrangian.

Let Λ = K∗ = Rm
+ . Then assumptions (A1)–(A6), (A9), (A10), and (A15)

are satisfied in the general case. Assumptions (A7) and (A8) hold true, provided
the function φ is convex. Assumption (A11) is satisfied with Φ0(λ) ≡ φ′(0)λ if
and only if φ′(0) 6= 0. Restricted versions of assumptions (A13), (A13)s, (A14),
and (A14)s (see Remark 1) are satisfied if and only if φ(t)/t → 0 as t → −∞,
while non-restricted versions of these assumptions are satisfied if and only if the
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function φ is bounded below. Finally, assumptions (A9)s, (A12), and (A12)s
(put λ = 0) are never satisfied for the exponential-type augmented Lagrangian.

Thus, all basic assumptions, except for assumptions (A9)s, (A12), and (A12)s,
are valid for the exponential penalty function and the log-sigmoid Lagrangian.

Example 9 (penalized exponential-type augmented Lagrangian). Suppose that
φ : R → R is a twice differentiable strictly increasing function such that φ(0) = 0,
and ξ : R → R is a twice continuously differentiable non-decreasing function such
that ξ(t) = 0 for all t ≤ 0 and ξ(t) > 0 for all t > 0 (for example, one can set
ξ(t) = max{0, t}3). Following Bertsekas [2, Section 5.1.2, Example 2] define

Φi(yi, λi, c) =
λi
c
φ(cyi) +

1

c
ξ(cyi) ∀i ∈ I.

Then the function L (·) is called the penalized exponential-type augmented La-
grangian [39, 68, 71], since it is obtained from the augmented Lagrangian from
the previous example by adding the penalty term ξ(cyi)/c.

Let Λ = K∗ = Rm
+ . Then assumptions (A1)–(A6), (A9), (A10), and (A15),

are satisfied in the general case. Assumptions (A7) and (A8) hold true, provided
the functions φ and ξ are convex. Assumption (A11) is satisfied with Φ0(λ) ≡
φ′(0)λ if and only if φ′(0) 6= 0. Assumptions (A12) and (A12)s are valid,
provided ξ(t)/t → +∞ as t → ∞ and φ is either bounded below or convex.
Restricted assumptions (A13), (A13)s, (A14), and (A14)s, hold true if and only
if φ(t)/t → 0 as t → −∞, while non-restricted versions of these assumptions
hold true if and only if φ is bounded below.

Thus, if φ(t) = et − 1 or φ(t) = 2(ln(et + 1) − ln 2) and ξ(t) = max{0, t}3,
then all basic assumptions, except for assumption (A9)s, hold true.

Example 10 (p-th power augmented Lagrangian). Let b ≥ 0 and a continuous
non-decreasing function φ : R → R+ be such that φ(t) > φ(b) > 0 for all t >
b. For example, one can set φ(t) = et with b ≥ 0 or φ(t) = max{0, t} with
b > 0. By our assumption the inequality gi(x) ≤ 0 is satisfied if and only if
φ(gi(x) + b)/φ(b) ≤ 1. Furthermore, φ(gi(x) + b) ≥ 0 for all x ∈ X . Define

Φi(yi, λi, c) =
λi
c+ 1

((
φ(yi + b)

φ(b)

)c+1

− 1

)
∀i ∈ I.

Then L (·) coincides with the p-th power augmented Lagrangian [37, 39, 75].
Let Λ = K∗ = Rm

+ . Then assumptions (A1)–(A7), (A9), (A10), (A13)–
(A15), (A13)s, and (A14)s hold true. Assumption (A8) is satisfied, if the func-
tion φ is convex. Assumption (A11) is satisfied with Φ0(λ) ≡ φ′(b)λ, provided
φ is differentiable and φ′(b) 6= 0. Finally, assumptions (A9)s, (A12), and (A12)s
are not satisfied for the p-th power augmented Lagrangian.

Remark 5. Let φ be as in the previous example and ξ be as in Example 9. Then
by analogy with the penalized exponential-type augmented Lagrangian one can
define the penalized p-th power augmented Lagrangian as follows:

Φi(yi, λi, c) =
λi
c+ 1

((
φ(yi + b)

φ(b)

)c+1

− 1

)
+

1

c
ξ(cyi) ∀i ∈ I.

If the function φ is convex and differentiable, φ′(b) 6= 0, ξ is convex, and ξ(t)/t→
+∞ as t → ∞, then one can verify that the penalized p-th power augmented
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Lagrangian satisfies all basic assumption, except for assumption (A9)s. Let us
also mention that one can apply this trick of adding the penalty term ξ(cyi)/c to
any other augmented Lagrangian for inequality constrained problems, if it does
not satisfy assumptions (A12) and (A12)s, in order to construct the penalized
version of this augmented Lagrangian satisfying assumptions (A12) and (A12)s
and having all other properties of the non-penalized version.

Example 11 (hyperbolic-type augmented Lagrangian). Let φ : R → R be a
twice differentiable strictly increasing convex function such that φ(0) = 0. De-
fine

Φi(yi, λi, c) =
1

c
φ(cλiyi) ∀i ∈ I.

If φ(t) = t +
√
t2 + 1 − 1, then L (·) coincides with the hyperbolic augmented

Lagrangian [53, 78]. In the general case we call such function L (x, λ, c) the
hyperbolic-type augmented Lagrangian.

Let Λ = K∗ = Rm
+ . Then assumptions (A1)–(A8), (A10), (A11), and (A15)

are satisfied in the general case (assumption (A11) is satisfied with Φ0(λ) ≡
φ′(0)λ). Assumption (A9) is satisfied if and only if φ is a linear function. Re-
stricted assumptions (A13), (A13)s, (A14), and (A14)s, hold true if and only if
φ(t)/t → 0 as t→ −∞, while non-restricted versions of these assumptions hold
true if and only if φ is bounded below. Finally, assumptions (A9)s, (A12), and
(A12)s are never satisfied for the hyperbolic-type augmented Lagrangian.

Example 12 (modified barrier function). Let φ : (−∞, 1) → R be a twice
differentiable strictly increasing function such that φ(0) = 0 and φ(t) → +∞ as
t→ 1. Define

Φi(yi, λi, c) =

{
λi

c φ(cyi), if cyi < 1,

+∞, otherwise
∀i ∈ I.

Then augmented Lagrangian L (·) coincides with the modified barrier function
introduced by R. Polyak [49]. In particular, in the case φ(t) = − ln(1 − t) the
augmented Lagrangian L (·) is the modified Frisch function, while in the case
φ(t) = 1/(1 − t) − 1 the augmented Lagrangian L (·) is the modified Carrol
function [49] (see also [39, 68, 71]).

Let Λ = K∗ = Rm
+ . Then assumptions (A1)–(A6), (A9), (A10), (A12),

(A12)s, and (A15) are satisfied in the general case. Assumptions (A7) and
(A8) hold true, if the function φ is convex. Assumption (A11) is satisfied with
Φ0(λ) = φ′(0)λ if and only if φ′(0) 6= 0. Restricted assumptions (A13), (A13)s,
(A14), and (A14)s hold true if and only if φ(t)/t → 0 as t → −∞, while non-
restricted versions of these assumptions are valid if and only if the function φ
is bounded below. Finally, assumption (A9)s cannot hold true for the modified
barrier function.

Thus, the modified Carrol function satisfies all basic assumptions, except for
assumption (A9)s, while the modified Frisch functions satisfies all assumptions,
except for (A9)s and non-restricted assumptions (A13), (A13)s, (A14), and
(A14)s.

Example 13 (He-Wu-Meng’s augmented Lagrangian). Let

Φi(yi, λi, c) =
1

c

∫ cyi

0

(√
t2 + λ2i + t

)
dt ∀i ∈ I.
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Then L (·) coincides with the augmented Lagrangian introduced by He, Wu,
and Meng [28]. Let us note that

Φi(yi, λi, c) =
yi
2

√
(cyi)2 + λ2i +

cy2i
2

+
λ2i
2c

ln
(√

(cyi)2 + λ2i + cyi
)
− λ2i

2c
ln |λi|,

if λi 6= 0, and Φi(yi, 0, c) = cyi(yi + |yi|)/2.
Let Λ = Y ∗ = Rm. Then assumptions (A1)–(A5), (A7), (A8), (A10),

(A11) with Φ0(λ) ≡ λ, (A12), (A12)s, (A15), and restricted assumptions (A13),
(A13)s, (A14), and (A14)s are satisfied in the general case. Assumption (A6)
holds true if and only if Λ ⊆ K∗, since Φ(0, λ, c) = 0 for all λ ∈ Y ∗. Finally,
assumptions (A9), (A9)s, (A13), (A13)s, (A14), and (A14)s are not satisfied for
He-Wu-Meng’s augmented Lagrangian in the general case. Let us note that the
non-restricted versions of the last 4 assumptions are not satisfied due to the fact
that Φi(y, λ, c) → −∞ as y → −∞.

Remark 6. Many more particular examples of augmented Lagrangians for in-
equality constrained optimization problems can be found in [3].

3.4 Augmented Lagrangians for problems with second or-

der cone constraints

Let us now consider nonlinear second order cone programming problems:

min f(x) subject to gi(x) ∈ Kℓi+1, i ∈ I, x ∈ Q, (8)

where gi : X → Rℓi+1, i ∈ I := {1, . . . ,m}, are given functions,

Kℓi+1 =
{
y = (y0, y) ∈ R× R

ℓi
∣∣∣ y0 ≥ ‖y‖

}

is the second order (Lorentz/ice cream) cone of dimension ℓi+1, and ‖ · ‖ is the
Euclidean norm.

Problem (8) can be rewritten as the problem (P) with

Y = R
ℓ1+1 × . . .× R

ℓm+1, K = Kℓ1+1 × . . .×Kℓm+1,

and G(·) = (g1(·), . . . , gm(·)). Note that the dual space Y ∗ can be identified with
Y , while the polar cone K∗ can be identified with (−Kℓ1+1)× . . .× (−Kℓm+1).

Example 14 (Hestenes-Powell-Rockafellar’s augmented Lagrangian). For any
y = (y1, . . . , ym) ∈ Y , λ = (λ1, . . . , λm) ∈ Y ∗, and c > 0 define

Φ(y, λ, c) =
c

2

m∑

i=1

[
dist2

(
yi +

1

c
λi,Kℓi+1

)
− 1

c2
‖λi‖2

]
.

This function Φ is a particular case of the function Φ from Example 1 with
σ(y) = (‖y1‖2 + . . .+ ‖ym‖2)/2 (see [40, 41, 84]). Therefore it satisfies all basic
assumptions with Λ = Y ∗ (assumption (A11) holds true with Φ0(λ) ≡ λ).

To define another augmented Lagrangian for optimization problems with
nonlinear second order cone constraints, recall (see [26, 64]) that in the context
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of such problems Löwner’s operator associated with a function ψ : R → R is
defined as follows:

Ψ(y) =
1

2

(
ψ(y0 + ‖y‖) + ψ(y0 − ‖y‖)(

ψ(y0 + ‖y‖)− ψ(y0 − ‖y‖)
)

y
‖y‖

)

for any y ∈ (y0, y) ∈ R× Rl with y 6= 0, and Ψ(y) = (ψ(y0), 0) for y = (y0, 0) .
One can readily verify that if ψ(0) = 0 and the function ψ is strictly increasing,
then −Ψ(−y) ∈ Kℓ+1 for any y ∈ Kℓ+1, while −Ψ(−y) /∈ Kℓ+1 for any y /∈ Kℓ+1.

Example 15 (exponential-type augmented Lagrangian/modified barrier func-
tion). Let ψ : R → R ∪ {+∞} be a non-decreasing convex function such that
domψ = (−∞, ε0) for some ε0 ∈ (0,+∞], ψ(t) → +∞ as t → ε0 in the case
ε0 < +∞ and ψ(t)/t → +∞ as t → +∞ in the case ε0 = +∞. Suppose also
that ψ is twice differentiable on domψ, ψ(0) = 0, and ψ′(0) = 1. For any
y = (y1, . . . , ym) ∈ Y and λ = (λ1, . . . , λm) ∈ Y ∗ define

Φ(y, λ, c) = −1

c

m∑

i=1

〈
λi,Ψ(−cyi)

〉
,

if −y0 + ‖y‖ < ε0/c, and Φ(y, λ, c) = +∞ otherwise. The corresponding aug-
mented Lagrangian, which can be viewed as an extension of augmented La-
grangian from Examples 8 and 12 to the case of nonlinear second order cone
programming problems, was introduced in [81].

Let Λ = K∗. Then assumptions (A1)–(A7), (A9)–(A11), and (A15) hold
true in the general case (assumption (A11) is satisfied with Φ0(λ) ≡ λ by [81,
Lemma 3.1]). Assumptions (A12) and (A12)s are satisfied if and only if ε0 <
+∞. Restricted assumptions (A13), (A13)s, (A14), and (A14)s hold true if
and only if ψ(t)/t → 0 as t → −∞, while non-restricted versions of these
assumptions hold true if and only if ψ is bounded below. Finally, assumptions
(A8) and (A9)s are not satisfied for the function Φ from this example.

3.5 Augmented Lagrangians for problems with semidefi-

nite constraints

Let us now consider nonlinear semidefinite programming problems of the form:

min f(x) subject to G(x) � Oℓ×ℓ, x ∈ Q, (9)

where G : X → Sℓ is a given function, Sℓ is the space of all real symmetric
matrices of order ℓ endowed with the inner product 〈A,B〉 = Tr(AB) and the
corresponding norm ‖A‖F =

√
Tr(A2), A,B ∈ Sℓ, which is called the Frobenius

norm, Tr(·) is the trace operator, Oℓ×ℓ is the zero matrix of order ℓ× ℓ, and �
is the Löwner partial order on the space Sℓ, that is, A � B for some A,B ∈ Sℓ

if and only if the matrix B −A is positive semidefinite.
Problem (9) can be written as the problem (P) with Y = Sℓ and K being

the cone of negative semidefinite matrices Sℓ−. Note that the binary relation
induced by the cone −K coincides with the Löwner partial order. The dual
space Y ∗ in this case can be identified with Sℓ, while the polar cone K∗ can be
identified with the cone of positive semidefinite matrices Sℓ+.
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Example 16 (Hestenes-Powell-Rockafellar’s augmented Lagrangian). For any
y, λ ∈ Sℓ and c > 0 define

Φ(y, λ, c) =
1

2c

(
Tr
(
[cy + λ]2+

)
− Tr(λ2)

)
,

where [·]+ is the projection of a matrix onto the cone Sℓ+. This function Φ is
a particular case of the function Φ from Example 1 with σ(y) = ‖y‖2F/2 and,
therefore, it satisfies all basic assumptions with Λ = Y ∗ (assumption (A11)
holds true with Φ0(λ) ≡ λ). The corresponding augmented Lagrangian and
optimization methods for nonlinear semidefinite programming problems utilising
this augmented Lagrangian were studied in [33, 45, 65–67,73, 74, 77, 80, 83].

One can also extend the exponential-type augmented Lagrangian/modified
barrier function for inequality constrained problems to the case of nonlinear
semidefinite programming problems. To define such extension, recall that the
matrix function/Löwner’s operator [30,64] associated with a function ψ : R → R

is defined as follows:

Ψ(y) = E diag
(
ψ(σ1(y)), . . . , ψ(σℓ(y))

)
ET ∀y ∈ Y,

where y = E diag(σ1(y), . . . , σℓ(y))E
T is a spectral decomposition of a matrix

y ∈ S
ℓ, while σ1(y), . . . , σℓ(y) are the eigenvalue of y listed in the decreasing

order. Note that if the function ψ is non-decreasing and ψ(0) = 0, then Ψ(y) ∈
Sℓ− for any y ∈ Sℓ−.

Example 17 (exponential-type augmented Lagrangian/modified barrier func-
tion). Let a function ψ : R → R∪{+∞} be as in Example 15. For any y, λ ∈ Sℓ

and c > 0 define

Φ(y, λ, c) =
1

c

〈
λ,Ψ(cy)

〉
,

if cσ1(y) < ε0, and Φ(y, λ, c) = +∞ otherwise. The corresponding augmented
Lagrangian L (·) is an extension of augmented Lagrangians for inequality con-
strained optimization problems from Examples 8 and 12. It was studied in
details in [38, 43, 47, 63, 82].

Let Λ = K∗ = Sℓ+. Then assumptions (A1)–(A7), (A9)–(A11), and (A15)
hold true in the general case (assumption (A11) is satisfied with Φ0(λ) ≡ λ
by [43, Proposition 4.2]). Assumption (A8) is satisfied, if the matrix function
Ψ(·) is monotone and convex (see, e.g. [30]). Assumptions (A12) and (A12)s
are satisfied if and only if ε0 < +∞. Restricted assumptions (A13), (A13)s,
(A14), and (A14)s hold true if and only if ψ(t)/t → 0 as t → −∞, while non-
restricted versions of these assumptions hold true if and only if ψ is bounded
below. Finally, assumption (A9)s is not satisfied for the function Φ from this
example.

Example 18 (penalized exponential-type augmented Lagrangian). Let a func-
tion ψ : R → R be a twice continuously differentiable non-decreasing convex
function such that ψ(t)/t → +∞ as t→ +∞, ψ(0) = 0 and ψ′(0) = 1. Let also
ξ : R → R be a twice continuously differentiable non-decreasing convex function
such that ξ(t) = 0 for all t ≤ 0 and ξ(t) > 0 for all t > 0. Denote by Ξ(·) the
Löwner’s operator associated with ξ(·). For any y, λ ∈ S

ℓ and c > 0 define

Φ(y, λ, c) =
1

c

〈
λ,Ψ(cy)

〉
+

1

c
Tr
(
Ξ(cy)

)
.
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The corresponding augmented Lagrangian L (·) was introduced in [43] and is
an extrension of the penalized exponential-type augmented Lagrangian from
Example 9 to the case of nonlinear semidefinite programming problems.

Let Λ = K∗ = Sℓ+. Then assumptions (A1)–(A7), (A9)–(A11), and (A15)
hold true in the general case (assumption (A11) is satisfied with Φ0(λ) ≡ λ
by [43, Proposition 4.2]). Assumption (A8) is satisfied, provided the matrix
functions Ψ(·) and Ξ(·) are monotone and convex. Assumptions (A12) and
(A12)s are satisfied, if ξ(t)/t → +∞ as t→ +∞. Restricted assumptions (A13),
(A13)s, (A14), and (A14)s hold true if and only if ψ(t)/t→ 0 as t→ −∞, while
non-restricted versions of these assumptions hold true if and only if ψ is bounded
below. Finally, assumption (A9)s is not satisfied, regardless of the choice of ψ
and ξ.

3.6 Augmented Lagrangians for problems with pointwise

inequality constraints

Let (T,A, µ) be a measure space and X be some space of functions x : T → Rm.
For example, X can be defined as Lp(T,A, µ) or as the Sobolev space, when
T is an open subset of Rd. Let us consider problems with pointwise inequality
constraints of the form:

min f(x) subject to g(x(t), t) ≤ 0 for a.e. t ∈ T, x ∈ Q, (10)

where g : X × T → R is a given function such that g(x(·), ·) ∈ Lp(T,A, µ) for
some fixed p ∈ [1,+∞) and all x ∈ X .

One can rewrite problem (10) as the problem (P) with Y = Lp(T,A, µ), K
being the cone of nonpositive function Lp

−(T,A, µ), and G(x)(·) = g(x(·), ·) for
all x ∈ X . In this case the dual space Y ∗ can be identified with Lq(T,A, µ),
where q ∈ (1,+∞] is the conjugate exponent of p, that is, 1/p + 1/q = 1
(q = +∞, if p = 1). In turn, the polar cone K∗ can be identified with the cone
of nonnegative functions Lq

+(T,A, µ).
For the sake of shortness we will consider only an augmented Lagrangian for

problem (10) based on the Hestenes-Powell-Rockafellar augmented Lagrangian.
However, it should be mentioned that one can define an augmented Lagrangian
for this problem based on any other augmented Lagrangian for inequality con-
strained optimization problems.

Example 19 (Hestenes-Powell-Rockafellar augmented Lagrangian). Suppose
that either p = 2 or p ≥ 2 and the measure µ is finite. For any y ∈ Y :=
Lp(T,A, µ), λ ∈ Y ∗ ∼= Lq(T,A, µ), and c > 0 define

Φ(y, λ, c) =

∫

T

(
λ(t)max

{
y(t),−λ(t)

c

}
+
c

2
max

{
y(t),−λ(t)

c

}2
)
dµ(t).

Observe that

∣∣∣∣∣λ(t)max

{
y(t),−λ(t)

c

}
+
c

2
max

{
y(t),−λ(t)

c

}2
∣∣∣∣∣

≤ 1 + c

2
|y(t)|2 +

(
1

2
+

1

2c

)
|λ(t)|2.
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Therefore, the value Φ(y, λ, c) is correctly defined and finite for any y ∈ Y ,
λ ∈ Y ∗, and c > 0, if p = 2 or p ≥ 2 and the measure µ is finite.

Let Λ = Y ∗. Then one can readily verify that all basic assumptions hold
true in the general case, except for assumptions (A12) and (A12)s. Assumptions
(A12) and (A12)s are satisfied in the case p = 2, since

Φ(y, λ, c)− Φ(y, λ, c0) ≥ (c− c0)

∫

T

max{0, y(t)}2dµ(t) = (c− c0) dist(y,K)2

for all y ∈ Y , λ ∈ Λ, and c ≥ c0 > 0 (see the proof of the validity of assumptions
(A12) and (A12)s for the Rockafellar-Wets’ augmented Lagrangian).

3.7 Some comments on particular augmented Lagrangians

Before we proceed to the analysis of the augmented dual problem and primal-
dual augmented Lagrangian methods, let us make a few general observations
about the presented examples:

1. All basic assumptions, except for assumption (A9)s, are satisfied for all
particular augmented Lagrangians presented above (under appropriate
additional assumptions), except for the exponential-type augmented La-
grangian (Examples 8, 15, and 17), the p-th power augmented Lagrangian
(Example 10), the hyperbolic-type augmented Lagrangian (Example 11),
and He-Wu-Meng’s augmented Lagrangian (Example 13). The exponential-
type augmented Lagrangian (the case ε0 = +∞ in Examples 15 and 17)
and the p-th power augmented Lagrangian do not satisfy assumptions
(A12) and (A12)s, the hyperbolic-type augmented Lagrangian does not
satisfy assumptions (A9), (A12), and (A12)s, while He-Wu-Meng’s aug-
mented Lagrangian does not satisfy assumption (A9) and non-restricted
versions of assumptions (A13), (A13)s, (A14), and (A14)s.

2. Assumption (A9)s is satisfied only for the Hestenes-Powell-Rockafellar
augmented Lagrangian (Examples 2, 5, 14, 16, and 19) and its gener-
alization, Rockafellar-Wets’ augmented Lagrangian (Example 1.

3. For assumptions (A1), (A6)–(A8), (A12)–(A15), and (A12)s–(A14)s to be
satisfied for the exponential-type augmented Lagrangian (Examples 8, 15,
and 17), the penalized exponential-type augmented Lagrangian (Exam-
ples 9 and 18), the modified barrier function (Example 12), and the p-th
power augmented Lagrangian (Example 10), and the hyperbolic-type aug-
mented Lagrangian (Example 11) it is necessary that Λ ⊆ K∗. In contrast,
for all other paritcular augmented Lagrangians presented in this section
these assumptions are satisfied for Λ = Y ∗ (in the case of the He-Wu-
Meng’s augmented Lagrangian only the restricted versions of assumptions
(A13), (A13)s, (A14), and (A14)s are satisfied for Λ = Y ∗).

4. Our theory of augmented Lagrangians encompasses penalty functions of
the form Fc(·) = f(·) + c dist(G(·),K)α with α > 0. One simply needs to
define Φ(y, λ, c) := c dist(y,K)α. This function Φ satisfied assumptions
(A1), (A2), (A4), (A7), (A9), (A9)s, (A10), (A12)–(A15) and (A12)s–
(A14)s for any choice of the set Λ (assumption (A8) is satisfied, if α ≥ 1,
while assumption (A6) is satisfied, if Λ ⊆ K∗), which means that the main
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results of this paper on the zero duality gap and convergence of augmented
Lagrangian methods can be applied to the penalty function Fc(·).

4 Duality theory

One of the central concepts of the theory of augmented Lagrangians and corre-
sponding optimization methods is the (augmented) dual problem:

max
(λ,c)

Θ(λ, c) subject to λ ∈ Λ, c > 0, (D)

where
Θ(λ, c) := inf

x∈Q
L (x, λ, c) ∀λ ∈ Λ, c > 0 (11)

is the (augmented) dual function. As is well-known and will be discussed in de-
tails below, convergence of augmented Lagrangian methods is interlinked with
various properties of the dual problem. Therefore, before turning to augmented
Lagrangian methods, we need to analyse how standard duality results are trans-
lated into our axiomatic augmented Lagrangian setting.

Remark 7. Note that if assumption (A9)s is satisfied, then the dual function Θ is
concave and the augmented dual problem (D) is a concave optimization problem,
even if the original problem (P) is nonconvex. Furthermore, assumption (A10)
ensures that the dual function is upper semicontinuous, as the infimum of the
family {L (x, ·)}, x ∈ Q, of upper semicontinuous functions.

4.1 Zero duality gap property

Let us first study how optimal values of the problems (P) and (D) relate to each
other. We start by showing that under an essentially nonrestrictive assumption
the optimal value of the augmented dual problem does not exceed the optimal
value of the primal problem.

Proposition 1 (weak duality). Let assumption (A1) hold true. Then

Θ(λ, c) ≤ f(x) ∀x ∈ Ω, λ ∈ Λ, c > 0,

where Ω is the feasible region of the problem (P). In pacritular, Θ∗ ≤ f∗, where
Θ∗ is the optimal value of the problem (D) and f∗ is the optimal value of the
problem (P).

Proof. By assumption (A1) for any point x ∈ Ω and all λ ∈ Λ and c > 0 one
has L (x, λ, c) ≤ f(x). Hence applying the definition of Θ (see (11)) and the
fact that Ω ⊆ Q one obtains the required result.

As is well-known, the optimal values of the primal and dual problems might
not coincide, especially for nonconvex problems. In this case Θ∗ < f∗ and the
quantity f∗ −Θ∗ > 0 is called the duality gap.

Definition 1. One says that there is zero duality gap between the primal prob-
lem (P) and the dual problem (D) (or that the augmented Lagrangian L (·)
has the zero duality gap property, or that the strong duality with respect to the
augmented Lagrangian L (·) holds true), if Θ∗ = f∗.
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Our aim now is to understand what kind of assumptions one must impose
on the function Φ to ensure that the corresponding augmented Lagrangian
L (x, λ, c) := f(x)+Φ(G(x), λ, c) has the zero duality gap property. To this end,
we extend the standard result (see, e.g. [59]) connecting the optimal value of the
dual problem with the behaviour of the optimal value (perturbation) function

β(p) = inf
{
f(x)

∣∣ x ∈ Q : G(x) − p ∈ K
}

∀p ∈ Y

of the problem (P) to our case. Denote by domλ Θ the effective domain of Θ in
λ, that is, domλ Θ = {λ ∈ Λ | ∃c > 0: Θ(λ, c) > −∞}. Note that λ ∈ domλ Θ
if and only if the function L (·, λ, c) is bounded below on Q for some c > 0.

Theorem 2 (optimal dual value formula). Let assumptions (A1), (A7), and
(A12)–(A14) hold true. Then

Θ∗ := sup
λ∈Λ,c>0

Θ(λ, c) =

{
−∞, if domλ Θ = ∅,
min {f∗, lim infp→0 β(p)} , if domλ Θ 6= ∅.

In addition, Θ∗ = lim
c→+∞

Θ(λ, c) for all λ ∈ domλ Θ.

Proof. Note that Θ(λ, c) = −∞ for all λ ∈ Λ and c > 0, and Θ∗ = −∞, if
domλ Θ = ∅. Therefore, below we can suppose that domλ Θ 6= ∅.

By assumption (A7) the function Φ(y, λ, c) is non-decreasing in c. Therefore
the functions L (x, λ, c) and Θ(λ, c) are non-decreasing in c for all x ∈ X and
λ ∈ Λ. Hence, as is easy to see, one has

sup
λ∈Λ,c>0

Θ(λ, c) = sup
λ∈Λ

sup
c>0

Θ(λ, c) = sup
λ∈Λ

lim
c→+∞

Θ(λ, c) = sup
λ∈domλ Θ

lim
c→+∞

Θ(λ, c).

Consequently, it is sufficient to check that

Θ∗(λ) := lim
c→+∞

Θ(λ, c) = min

{
f∗, lim inf

p→0
β(p)

}
∀λ ∈ domλ Θ. (12)

Let us prove this equality.
Fix any λ ∈ domλ Θ and any unbounded strictly increasing sequence {cn} ⊂

(0,+∞) such that the function L (·, λ, c0) is bounded below on Q (such c0 exists
by the definition of domλ Θ). Then by Proposition 1 one has

f∗ ≥ Θ∗(λ) ≥Θ(λ, cn) ≥ Θ(λ, c0) > −∞ ∀n ∈ N,

lim
n→∞

Θ(λ, cn) = Θ∗(λ).
(13)

Let {xn} ⊂ Q be a sequence such that L (xn, λ, cn) ≤ Θ(λ, cn) + 1/(n+ 1) for
all n ∈ N. Observe that from (13) it follows that

lim
n→∞

L (xn, λ, cn) = Θ∗(λ) ≤ f∗. (14)

Note also that due to assumption (A7) for all r > 0, n ∈ N, and x ∈ Q such
that dist(G(x),K) ≥ r one has L (x, λ, cn) = +∞, if Φ(G(x), λ, c0) = +∞, and

L (x, λ, cn) = L (x, λ, c0) + Φ(G(x), λ, cn)− Φ(G(x), λ, c0) ≥ Θ(λ, c0)

+ inf
{
Φ(y, λ, cn)− Φ(y, λ, c0)

∣∣∣ y ∈ Y, dist(y,K) ≥ r, |Φ(y, λ, c0)| < +∞
}
,
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if Φ(G(x), λ, c0) < +∞ (note that Φ(G(x), λ, c0) > −∞, since λ ∈ domλ Θ).
Therefore, by assumption (A12) for any r > 0 one has L (x, λ, cn) → +∞ as
n → ∞ uniformly on the set {x ∈ Q | dist(G(x),K) ≥ r}, which with the use
of (14) implies that dist(G(xn),K) → 0 as n→ ∞. Let us consider two cases.

Case I. Suppose that there exists a subsequence {xnk
} that is feasible for

the problem (P). Then with the use of Lemma 1 one gets

lim
k→∞

L (xnk
, λ, cnk

) ≥ lim inf
k→∞

(
f(xnk

) + inf
y∈K

Φ(y, λ, cnk
)
)

≥ lim inf
k→∞

f(xnk
) ≥ f∗.

Case II. Suppose now that G(xnk
) /∈ K for some subsequence {xnk

} Then
with the use of assumption (A13) one gets

lim
k→∞

L (xnk
, λ, cnk

) ≥ lim inf
k→∞

f(xnk
) ≥ lim inf

k→∞
β(pk) ≥ lim inf

p→0
β(p),

where {pk} ⊂ Y is any sequence such that G(xnk
) − pk ∈ K and ‖pk‖ → 0 as

k → ∞ (note that such sequence exists, since dist(G(xn),K) → 0 as n→ ∞).
Combining the two cases and inequalities (13) and (14) one obtains that

f∗ ≥ Θ∗(λ) ≥ min{f∗, lim inf
p→0

β(p)}. (15)

To prove equality (12), suppose that f∗ > lim infp→0 β(p) =: β∗.
Let {pk} ⊂ Y be any sequence such that pk → 0 and β(pk) → β∗ as k → ∞.

Let also {tn} be the sequence from assumption (A14). Clearly, there exists a
subsequence {pkn

} such that ‖pkn
‖ ≤ tn for all n ∈ N. By the definition of

the optimal value function β for any n ∈ N one can find xn ∈ Q such that
G(xn) − pkn

∈ K (i.e. dist(G(xn),K) ≤ tn) and f(xn) ≤ β(pkn
) + 1/(n + 1)

in the case when β∗ > −∞, and f(xn) → −∞ as n → ∞ in the case when
β∗ = −∞.

If β∗ > −∞, then thanks to assumption (A14) one has

Θ∗(λ) = lim
n→∞

Θ(λ, cn) ≤ lim
n→∞

L (xn, λ, cn) = lim
n→∞

f(xn) = lim
n→∞

β(pkn
)

= lim inf
p→0

β(p),

which along with (15) implies the required result. In turn, if β∗ = −∞, then
due to assumption (A14) one has

Θ∗(λ) = lim
n→∞

Θ(λ, cn) ≤ lim
n→∞

L (xn, λ, cn) = lim
n→∞

f(xn) = −∞ = lim inf
p→0

β(p),

which implies that equality (12) holds true.

Corollary 1 (duality gap formula). If under the assumptions of the previous
theorem one has domλ Θ 6= ∅, then

f∗ −Θ∗ = max

{
0, f∗ − lim inf

p→0
β(p)

}
.

In particular, if the duality gap is positive, then it is equal to f∗−lim infp→0 β(p).
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Remark 8. Although in the proof of Theorem 2 we considered the case β∗ = −∞,
in actuality, the assumptions of this theorem ensure that β∗ > −∞. Namely, if
assumptions (A7) and (A14) are satisfied and L (·, λ, c) is bounded below on Q
for some λ ∈ Λ and c > 0, then β∗ = lim infp→0 β(p) > −∞. Indeed, suppose
by contradiction that β∗ = −∞. Then there exists a sequence {pn} ∈ Y such
that pn → 0 and β(pn) → −∞ as n → ∞. By the definition of the optimal
value function one can find a sequence {xn} ⊂ Q such that G(xn) − pn ∈ K
for all n ∈ N and f(xn) → −∞ as n → ∞. Note that dist(G(xn),K) → 0 as
n→ ∞, since pn converges to zero.

Let {cn} ⊂ (c,+∞) be any increasing unbounded sequence and {tk} be the
sequence from assumption (A14). Clearly, one can find a subsequence {xnk

}
such that dist(G(xnk

),K) ≤ tk for all k ∈ N. Then by assumption (A14) one
has Φ(G(xnk

), λ, cnk
) → 0 as k → ∞, which implies that

lim
k→∞

L (xnk
, λ, cnk

) = lim
k→∞

f(xnk
) = −∞,

which due to assumption (A7) contradicts the fact that L (·, λ, c) is bounded
below on Q.

Remark 9. The claim of Theorem 2 remains to hold true, if only restricted ver-
sions of assumptions (A13) and (A14) hold true, and one additionally assumes
that the projection of the set G(Q) onto the cone K is bounded. If this projec-
tion is bounded, then one can show that the sequences {G(xnk

)} appearing in
the proof of the theorem are also bounded. Therefore, only restricted versions
of assumptions (A13) and (A14) are needed to prove the theorem in this case,
which makes the theorem applicable, for example, to He-Wu-Meng’s augmented
Lagrangian (Example 13).

Let us note that the assumption on the boundedness of the projection of
G(Q) onto K is not uncommon in the literature on augmented Lagrangians
and primal-dual augmented Lagrangian methods (see, e.g. [44, Assumption 2],
[39, Assumption 2], [71, Assumption 2], [70, condition (2)], etc.). In many
particular cases this assumption is not restrictive from the theoretical point of
view. For example, one can always guarantee that this assumption is satisfied
for inequality constrainted problems by replacing the constraints gi(x) ≤ 0 with
egi(x) − 1 ≤ 0.

As a simple corollary to Theorem 2 we can obtain necessary and sufficient
conditions for the augmented Lagrangian L (x, λ, c) to have the zero duality
gap property.

Theorem 3 (zero duality gap characterisation). Let assumptions (A1), (A7),
and (A12)–(A14) be valid. Then the zero duality gap property holds true if and
only if the optimal value function β is lower semicontinuous (lsc) at the origin
and there exist λ ∈ Λ and c > 0 such that the function L (·, λ, c) is bounded
below on Q.

Proof. Suppose that the zero duality gap property holds true. Then the op-
timal value of the dual problem is finite, which implies that domλ Θ 6= ∅ or,
equivalently, there exist λ ∈ Λ and c > 0 such that the function L (·, λ, c) is
bounded below on Q. Moreover, f∗ = Θ∗ = min{f∗, lim infp→0 β(p)} by Theo-
rem 2, which means that lim infp→0 β(p) ≥ f∗ = β(0), that is, the optimal value
function β is lsc at the origin.
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Conversely, suppose that β is lsc at the origin and domλ Θ 6= ∅. Then by
Theorem 2 one has Θ∗ = f∗, that is, there is zero duality gap between the
primal and dual problems.

Remark 10. Let us note that one can prove the zero duality gap property for
L (·) under slightly less restrictive assumptions on the function Φ than in the
previous theorems. Namely, instead of assuming that the claims of assumptions
(A12)–(A14), (A16) are satisfied for all λ ∈ Λ, it is sufficient to suppose that
there exists λ0 ∈ domλ Θ satisfying these assumptions (in the case of the coer-
civity assumption one must suppose that the function L (·, λ, c) is coercive for
λ = λ0). Then arguing in the same way as in the proof of Theorem 2 one can
check that

f∗ ≥ sup
λ∈Λ,c>0

Θ(λ, c) ≥ lim
c→+∞

Θ(λ0, c) = min
{
f∗, lim inf

p→0
β(p)

}
.

This inequality obviously implies that the zero duality gap property holds true,
provided the optimal value function β is lsc at the origin. Although such small
change in the assumptions of the theorem might seem insignificant, in actual-
ity it considerably broadens the class of augmented Lagrangians to which the
sufficient conditions for the validity of the zero duality gap property can be ap-
plied. For example, Theorems 2 and 3 are inapplicable to the exponential-type
augmented Lagrangian (Example 8), since this augmented Lagrangian does not
satisfy assumption (A12). However, it satisfies the claim of assumption (A12)
for any λ ∈ Rm

+ that lies in the interior of Rm
+ (i.e. that does not have zero

components) and, therefore, one can conclude that the zero duality gap prop-
erty holds true for the exponential-type augmented Lagrangian, provided the
optimal value function is lsc at the origin and there exists λ0 ∈ domλ Θ∩intRm

+ .

Remark 11. Theorem 3 implies that under suitable assumptions the zero dual-
ity gap property depends not on the properties of the augmented Lagrangian
L (·), but rather properties of the optimization problem (P) itself. Similarly,
by Corollary 1 the duality gap f∗ −Θ∗ does not depend on the augmented La-
grangian or even some characteristic of the dual problem (D). It is completely
predefined by the properties of the optimization problem under consideration.
Thus, in a sense, the absence of the duality gap between the primal and dual
problems, as well as the size of the duality gap, when it is positive, are properties
of optimization problems themselves, not augmented Lagrangians or augmented
dual problems that are used for analysing and/or solving these problems.

For the sake of completeness, let us also present a simple characterisation of
the lower semicontinuity of the optimal value function β, from which one can
easily derive a number of well-known sufficient conditions for this function to
be lsc at the origin.

Proposition 2. For the optimal value function β to be lsc at the origin it is
necessary and sufficient that there does not exist a sequence {xn} ⊂ Q such that
dist(G(xn),K) → 0 as n→ ∞ and lim infn→∞ f(xn) < f∗.

Proof. Necessity. Suppose that β is lsc at the origin. Let {xn} ⊂ Q be any
sequence such that dist(G(xn),K) → 0 as n → ∞. Denote pn = G(xn). Then
pn → 0 as n → ∞ and due to the lower semicontinuity of β at the origin one
has

lim inf
n→∞

f(xn) ≥ lim inf
n→∞

β(pn) ≥ β(0) = f∗.
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In other words, there does not exist a sequence {xn} ⊂ Q satisfying the condi-
tions from the formulation of the proposition.

Sufficiency. Suppose by contradiction that the function β is not lsc at the
origin. Then there exist ε > 0 and a sequence {pn} ⊂ Y converging to zero
and such that β(pn) ≤ β(0) − ε for all n ∈ N. By the definition of the optimal
value function for any n ∈ N one can find xn ∈ Q such that G(xn) ∈ K + pn
and f(xn) ≤ f∗ − ε/2 (recall that β(0) = f∗). Therefore dist(G(xn),K) → 0
as n → ∞ and lim infn→∞ f(xn) < f∗, which contradicts the assumptions of
the proposition that there does not exist a sequence {xn} ⊂ Q satisfying these
conditions.

Corollary 2. Let the space X be reflexive, the set Q be weakly sequentially
closed (in particular, one can suppose that Q is convex), and the functions f
and dist(G(·),K) be weakly sequentially lsc on Q. Then for the optimal value
function β to be lsc at the origin it is necessary and sufficient there does not
exist a sequence {xn} ⊂ Q such that ‖xn‖ → +∞ and dist(G(xn),K) → 0 as
n→ ∞, and lim infn→∞ f(xn) < f∗.

Proof. The necessity of the conditions from the formulation of the corollary for
the lower semicontinuity of the function β follows directly from the previous
proposition. Let us prove that they are also sufficient for the lower semiconti-
nuity of β.

Taking into account Proposition 2 it is sufficient to prove that there does not
exists a bounded sequence {xn} ⊂ Q such that dist(G(xn),K) → 0 as n → ∞
and lim infn→∞ f(xn) < f∗. Suppose by contradiction that such bounded se-
quence exists. Replacing this sequence with a subsequence, if necessary, one can
assume that the sequence {f(xn)} converges. Since the space X is reflexive, one
can extract a subsequence {xnk

} that weakly converges to some point x∗ that
belongs to the set Q, since this set is weakly sequentially closed. Furthermore,
G(x∗) ∈ K, i.e. x∗ is feasible for the problem (P), since dist(G(xn),K) → 0 as
n → ∞ and the function dist(G(·),K) is weakly sequentially lsc. Hence taking
into account the fact that f is also weakly sequentially lsc one gets that

f∗ > lim
n→∞

f(xn) = lim
k→∞

f(xnk
) ≥ f(x∗),

which is impossible by virtue of the fact that the point x∗ is feasible for the
problem (P).

Corollary 3. Let the assumptions of the previous corollary be satisfied and one
of the following conditions hold true:

1. the set Q is bounded;

2. the function f is coercive on Q;

3. the function dist(G(·),K) is coercive on Q;

4. the penalty function f(·)+c dist(G(·),K)α is coercive on Q for some c > 0
and α > 0.

Then the optimal value function β is lsc at the origin.
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Thus, by Theorem 3 and Corollary 2, in the case when the space X reflexive
(in particular, in the finite dimensional case), under some natural lower semi-
continuity assumptions the duality gap between the problems (P) and (D) is
positive if and only if there exists an unbounded sequence {xn} ⊂ Q such that
dist(G(xn),K) → 0 as n → ∞ and the lower limit of the sequence {f(xn)}
is smaller than the optimal value of the problem (P). Furthermore, one can
verify that the infimum of all such lower limits is equal to lim infp→0 β(p) and,
therefore, defines the value of the duality gap f∗ −Θ∗.

Remark 12. Many existing results on the zero duality gap property for var-
ious augmented Lagrangians are either particular cases of Theorems 2 and 3
combined with Corollaries 2 and 3 or can be easily derived directly from these
theorems and corollaries, including [31, Theorem 4.1], [32, Theorem 2.2], [8, The-
orem 3], [39, Theorem 2.1], [86, Theorem 4.1], [87, Theorem 2.1], the claims
about the zero duality gap property in Theorems 7, 9, and 11 in [79], etc.

4.2 Optimal dual solutions and global saddle points

As we will show below, dual convergence of augmented Lagrangian methods
(that is, the convergence of the sequence of multipliers) is directly connected
with the existence of globally optimal solutions of the dual problem (D). There-
fore, let us analyse main properties of optimal dual solutions that will help us
to better understand dual convergence of augmented Lagrangian methods. For
the sake of shortness, below we use the term optimal dual solution, instead of
globally optimal solution of the dual problem (D).

First, we make a simple observation about the role of the penalty parameter
c in optimal dual solutions.

Proposition 3. Let assumption (A7) hold true and (λ∗, c∗) be an optimal dual
solution. Then for any c ≥ c∗ the equality Θ(λ∗, c) = Θ(λ∗, c∗) holds true and
the pair (λ∗, c) is also an optimal dual solution.

Proof. Under the assumption (A7) the augmented Lagrangian L (x, λ, c) is
non-decreasing in c, which obviously implies that the augmented dual func-
tion Θ(λ, c) = infx∈Q L (x, λ, c) is non-decreasing in c as well. Therefore, for
any c ≥ c∗ one has Θ(λ∗, c) ≥ Θ(λ, c∗), which means that (λ∗, c) is a globally
optimal solution of the dual problem and Θ(λ∗, c) = Θ(λ∗, c∗).

With the use of the previous proposition we can describe the structure of
the set of optimal dual solutions, which we denote by D∗. Define

c∗(λ) = inf
{
c > 0

∣∣ (λ, c) ∈ D∗

}
∀λ ∈ Λ.

Note that by definition c∗(λ) = +∞, if (λ, c) /∈ D∗ for any c > 0. In addition,
if c∗(λ) < +∞ and assumption (A7) holds true, then according to the previous
proposition (λ, c) ∈ D∗ for any c > c∗(λ). Following the work of Burachik et
al. [12], we call the function c∗(·) the penalty map.

Let us prove some properties of the penalty map and describe the structure
of the set of optimal dual solutions with the use of this map.

Corollary 4. Let assumptions (A7), (A9), and (A10) be valid and the dual
problem (D) have a globally optimal solution. Then the set dom c∗(·) is convex,
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the penalty map c∗(·) is a quasiconvex function and

D∗ =
{
{λ} × [c∗(λ),+∞)

∣∣∣ λ ∈ dom c∗(·) : c∗(λ) > 0
}

⋃{
{λ} × (0,+∞)

∣∣∣ λ ∈ dom c∗(·) : c∗(λ) = 0
}
.

Proof. Let us first show that the set dom c∗(·) is convex. Indeed, choose any
λ1, λ2 ∈ dom c∗(·), α ∈ [0, 1], and c > max{c∗(λ1), c∗(λ2)}. Then by Proposi-
ton 3 both (λ1, c) ∈ D∗ and (λ2, c) ∈ D∗. Hence taking into account the fact
that the dual function Θ(λ, c) is concave in λ by assumption (A9) one gets

Θ(αλ1 + (1− α)λ2, c) ≥ αΘ(λ1, c) + (1− α)Θ(λ2, c) = αΘ∗ + (1− α)Θ∗ = Θ∗.

Therefore (αλ1+(1−α)λ2, c) ∈ D∗, which means that αλ1+(1−α)λ2 ∈ dom c∗(·)
and the set dom c∗(·) is convex. Moreover, since c > max{c∗(λ1), c∗(λ2)} was
chosen aribtrarily, one has c∗(αλ1 + (1 − α)λ2) ≤ max{c∗(λ1), c∗(λ2)}, that is,
the penalty map is a quasiconvex function.

As was noted above, for any λ ∈ dom c∗(·) and c > c∗(λ) one has (λ, c) ∈ D∗.
Hence bearing in mind the fact that the augmented dual function Θ is upper
semicontinuous (usc) by assumption (A10) one can conclude that

{λ} × [c∗(λ),+∞) ⊆ D∗ ∀λ ∈ dom c∗(·) : c∗(λ) > 0,

{λ} × (0,+∞) ⊆ D∗ ∀λ ∈ dom c∗(·) : c∗(λ) = 0.

The validity of the converse inclusions follows directly from the definition of the
penalty map and Proposition 3.

Remark 13. Note that we need to consider the case c∗(λ) = 0 separately due
to the fact that many particular augmented Lagrangians are not defined for
c = 0 (see examples in Section 3). However, if a given augmented Lagrangian is
correctly defined for c = 0 and assumptions (A7), (A9), and (A10) are satisfied
for c ∈ [0,+∞), then

D∗ =
⋃

λ∗∈dom c∗(·)

{λ∗} ∪ [c∗(λ∗),+∞) = epi c∗(·),

where epi c∗(·) is the epigraph of the penalty map. This equality holds true, in
particular, for Rockafellar-Wets’ augmented Lagrangian from Example 1. Let
us also note that in the case when assumption (A9)s is satisfied (e.g. in the case
of Rockafellar-Wets’ augmented Lagrangian) the penalty map is convex, since
in this case the dual function Θ is concave and, therefore, the set of optimal
dual solutions D∗ is convex.

Optimal dual solutions can be described in terms of global saddle points of
the augmented Lagrangian.

Definition 2. A pair (x∗, λ∗) ∈ Q × Λ is called a global saddle point of the
augmented Lagrangian L (·), if there exists c∗ > 0 such that

sup
λ∈Λ

L (x∗, λ, c) ≤ L (x∗, λ∗, c) ≤ inf
x∈Q

L (x, λ∗, c) < +∞ ∀c ≥ c∗. (16)

The infimum of all such c∗ is denoted by c∗(x∗, λ∗) and is call the least exact
penalty parameter for the global saddle point (x∗, λ∗).
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Remark 14. It is worth noting that inequalities (16) from the definition of global
saddle point are obviously satisfied as (and, therefore, can be replaced with)
equalities.

The following theorem, that combines together several well-known results
(cf. [58, Theorem 11.59], [62, Theorem 2.1, part (v)], [88, Theorem 2.1], etc.),
shows how optimal dual solutions are interconnected with global saddle points.
We present a complete proof of this theorem for the sake of completeness and
due to the fact that, to the best of the author’s knowledge, all three claims
of this theorem cannot be derived from existing results within our axiomatic
augmented Lagrangian setting.

Theorem 4. Let assumptions (A1)–(A3) and (A7) be valid. Then the following
statements hold true:

1. if a global saddle point (x∗, λ∗) of L (·) exists, then the zero duality gap
property holds true, x∗ is a globally optimal solution of the problem (P),
and for any c∗ > c∗(x∗, λ∗) the pair (λ∗, c∗) is an optimal dual solution;

2. if (λ∗, c∗) is an optimal dual solution and the zero duality gap property
holds true, then for any globally optimal solution x∗ of the problem (P)
the pair (x∗, λ∗) is a global saddle point of L (·) and c∗(x∗, λ∗) ≤ c∗;

3. if (x∗, λ∗) is a global saddle point of L (·), then

f∗ = L (x∗, λ∗, c) = inf
x∈Q

sup
λ∈Λ

L (x, λ, c) = sup
λ∈Λ

inf
x∈Q

L (x, λ, c) = Θ∗

for all c > c∗(x∗, λ∗).

Proof. Part 1. Let (x∗, λ∗) be a global saddle point of L (·) and some c >
c∗(x∗, λ∗) be fixed. Let us first show that x∗ is feasible. Indeed, assume that
G(x∗) /∈ K. Then by assumption (A3) there exists a multiplier λ0 ∈ Λ such
that Φ(G(x∗), tλ0, c) → +∞ as t→ +∞, which contradicts the inequalities

L (x∗, tλ0, c) ≤ sup
λ∈Λ

L (x∗, λ, c) ≤ L (x∗, λ∗, c) < +∞ ∀c > c∗(x∗, λ∗)

that follow from the definition of the global saddle point. Thus, G(x∗) ∈ K,
that is, x∗ is feasible.

By assumption (A2) there exists λ̂ ∈ Λ such that Φ(G(x∗), λ̂, c) ≥ 0, which
by the definition of global saddle point implies that

f(x∗) ≤ L (x∗, λ̂, c) ≤ sup
λ∈Λ

L (x∗, λ, c) ≤ L (x∗, λ∗, c) ≤ f(x∗) ∀c > c∗(x∗, λ∗),

where the last inequality is valid by assumption (A1). Consequently, one has

L (x∗, λ∗, c) = f(x∗), Φ(G(x∗), λ∗, c) = 0 ∀c > c∗(x∗, λ∗).

Hence applying the definition of global saddle point and assumption (A1) once
more one gets that

f(x∗) = L (x∗, λ∗, c) ≤ inf
x∈Q

L (x, λ∗, c) ≤ inf
x∈Q : G(x)∈K

L (x, λ∗, c) ≤ f(x)
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for any feasible x, which means that x∗ is a globally optimal solution of the
problem (P). Furthermore, one has

Θ(λ∗, c) = inf
x∈Q

L (x, λ∗, c) = L (x∗, λ∗, c) = f(x∗) = f∗ ∀c > c∗(x∗, λ∗).

Thetefore, by Proposition 1 the zero duality gap property holds true and the
pair (λ∗, c) is an optimal dual solution for any c > c∗(x∗, λ∗).

Part 2. Let (λ∗, c∗) and x∗ be globally optimal solutions of the problems (D)
and (P) respectively, and suppose that the zero duality gap between property
holds true. Fix any c ≥ c∗. Then applying assumption (A1) and Proposition 3
one obtains that

L (x∗, λ∗, c) ≤ f(x∗) = f∗ = Θ∗ = Θ(λ∗, c) = inf
x∈Q

L (x, λ∗, c) ∀c > c∗.

Consequently, L (x∗, λ∗, c) = f(x∗), and applying assumption (A1) once again
one gets

sup
λ∈Λ

L (x∗, λ, c) ≤ f(x∗) = L (x∗, λ∗, c) = inf
x∈Q

L (x, λ∗, c) ∀c > c∗,

which obviously means that (x∗, λ∗) is a global saddle point of the augmented
Lagrangian and c∗(x∗, λ∗) ≤ c∗.

Part 3. Let (x∗, λ∗) be a global saddle point. Choose any c > c∗(x∗, λ∗).
From the proof of the first statement of the theorem it follows that

L (x∗, λ∗, c) = f∗ = Θ∗ = Θ(λ∗, c) = inf
x∈Q

L (x, λ∗, c) = sup
λ∈Λ

inf
x∈Q

L (x, λ, c),

where the last equality and the fact that Θ∗ = Θ(λ∗, c) follow from the fact that
(λ∗, c) is an optimal dual solution.

By the definition of global saddle point L (x∗, λ∗, c) = supλ∈Λ L (x∗, λ, c),
which implies that

L (x∗, λ∗, c) ≥ inf
x∈Q

sup
λ∈Λ

L (x, λ, c).

On the other hand, by the same definition one also has

L (x∗, λ∗, c) = inf
x∈Q

L (x, λ∗, c) ≤ inf
x∈Q

sup
λ∈Λ

L (x, λ, c).

Thus, L (x∗, λ∗, c) = infx∈Q supλ∈Λ L (x, λ, c), and the proof is complete.

Remark 15. Note that assumption (A7) is not needed for the validity of the
first and third statements of the theorem, since it is not used in the proofs of
these statements. In turn, assumptions (A2) and (A3) are not needed for the
validity of the second statement of the theorem.

Combining the first and second statements of the previous theorem one ob-
tains the two following useful results.

Corollary 5. Let assumptions (A1)–(A3) and (A7) hold true. Then a global
saddle point of L (·) exists if and only if there exist globally optimal solutions
of the primal problem (P) and the dual problem (D) and the zero duality gap
property holds true.
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Corollary 6. Let assumptions (A1)–(A3) and (A7) be valid and (x∗, λ∗) be
a global saddle point of L (·). Then for any globally optimal solution z∗ of
the problem (P) the pair (z∗, λ∗) is also a global saddle point of L (·) and
c∗(x∗, λ∗) = c∗(z∗, λ∗) = c∗(λ∗).

Thus, the least exact penalty parameter c∗(x∗, λ∗) does not depend on a
globally optimal solution x∗ of the problem (P) and is equal to the value of the
penalty map c∗(λ∗).

Remark 16. As was shown in [22, Proposition 9], if the functions f and G
are differentiable, then under some natural assumptions on the function Φ any
global saddle point of the augmented Lagrangian L (·) is a KKT-point of the
problem (P). This result implies that if there are two globally optimal solutions
of the problem (P) having disjoint sets of multipliers satisfying KKT optimality
conditions (note that problems having such optimal solutions are necessarily
nonconvex), then there are no global saddle points of the augmented Lagrangian
L (·) and by Corollary 5 either the duality gap between the primal and dual
problems is positive or the dual problem has no globally optimal solutions.
As we will show below, this fact leads to the unboundedness of the sequence
of multipliers or the sequence of penalty parameters generated by augmented
Lagrangian methods for problems having optimal solutions with disjoint sets of
Lagrange multipliers.

Let us give an example illustrating the previous remark.

Example 20. Let X = Y = R. Consider the following optimization problem:

min f(x) = −x2 subject to g1(x) = x− 1 ≤ 0, g2(x) = −x− 1 ≤ 0. (17)

This problem has two globally optimal solutions: 1 and −1. The corresponding
Lagrange multipliers are (2, 0) and (0, 2). Thus, the sets of Lagrange multipliers
corresponding to two different globally optimal solutions are disjoint.

The optimal value function for problem (17) has the form:

β(p) = inf
{
− x2

∣∣∣ x− 1− p1 ≤ 0, −x− 1− p2 ≤ 0
}

=

{
−max

{
|1− p1|, |1 + p2|

}2
, if p1 − p2 ≤ 2,

+∞, if p1 − p2 > 2.

The function β is obviously continuous at the origin. Therefore, under the
assumptions of Theorem 3 the zero duality gap property holds true. In particu-
lar, it holds true for the Hestenes-Powell-Rockafellar augmented Lagrangian for
problem (17):

L (x, λ, c) = −x2 + λ1 max

{
x− 1,−λ1

c

}
+
c

2
max

{
x− 1,−λ1

c

}2

+ λ2 max

{
−x− 1,−λ2

c

}
+
c

2
max

{
−x− 1,−λ2

c

}2

.

(18)

However, the corresponding augmented dual problem has no globally optimal
solutions.

Indeed, if an optimal dual solution (λ∗, c∗) exists, then by Theorem 4 for
any globally optimal solution x∗ of problem (17) the pair (x∗, λ∗) is a global
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saddle point of the augmented Lagrangian and c∗(x∗, λ∗) ≤ c∗. Therefore by
the third statement of Theorem 4 and the definition of global saddle point for
any c > c∗ one has

f∗ = −1 = L (1, λ∗, c) = L (−1, λ∗, c) = inf
x∈R

L (x, λ∗, c). (19)

Hence applying assumption (A1) one gets that

0 = Φ(G(1), λ∗, c) = (λ∗)2 max

{
−2,− (λ∗)2

c

}
+
c

2
max

{
−2,− (λ∗)2

c

}2

0 = Φ(G(−1), λ∗, c) = (λ∗)1 max

{
−2,− (λ∗)1

c

}
+
c

2
max

{
−2,− (λ∗)1

c

}2

Clearly, there exists c0 > 0 such that (λ∗)1/c < 2 and (λ∗)2/c < 2 for any
c ≥ c0. Therefore, by the equalities above for any c ≥ c0 one has

0 = − (λ∗)
2
1

2c
, 0 = − (λ∗)

2
2

2c

or, equivalently, λ∗ = 0. However, as one can easily check,

inf
x∈R

L (x, λ∗, c) = inf
x∈R

L (x, 0, c) = −1− 2

c− 2
< f∗ ∀c > 2,

which contradicts (19). Thus, the augmented dual problem has no globally
optimal solutions. In the following section we will show how a standard primal-
dual augmented Lagrangian method behaves for problem (17) (see Example 22).

Another object in the augmented duality theory, that is directly connected
with optimal dual solutions and global saddle points, is augmented Lagrange
multiplier, which we introduce below by analogy with the theory of Rockafel-
lar-Wets’ augmented Lagrangians [18, 21, 61, 62, 88].

Definition 3. A vector λ∗ ∈ Λ is called an augmented Lagrange multiplier (of
the augmented Lagrangian L (·)), if there exists x∗ ∈ Q such that the pair
(x∗, λ∗) is a global saddle point of the augmented Lagrangian. The set of all
augmented Lagrange multipliers is denoted by A∗.

Remark 17. (i) Our definition of the augmented Lagrange multiplier is equiva-
lent to the one used in the context of Rockafellar-Wets’ augmented Lagrangians
by [62, Theorem 2.1].

(ii) By Theorem 4, in the case when the zero duality gap property is satisfied
and there exists a globally optimal solution of the primal problem, a vector
λ∗ ∈ Λ is an augmented Lagrange multiplier if and only if there exists c∗ > 0
such that (λ∗, c∗) is an optimal dual solution. Consequently, A∗ = dom c∗(·).

Let us point out some interesting properties of augmented Lagrange multi-
pliers.

Proposition 4. Let assumption (A1) and the zero duality gap property hold
true, and there exist a globally optimal solution of the problem (P). Then a
vector λ∗ ∈ Λ is an augmented Lagrange multiplier if and only if there exists
c∗ > 0 such that

Θ(λ∗, c∗) := inf
x∈Q

L (x, λ∗, c∗) = f∗. (20)

Furthermore, if this equality and assumptions (A2), (A3), and (A7) are satisfied,
then the following statements hold true:
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1. Θ(λ∗, c) = f∗ for all c ≥ c∗;

2. the infimum of all c∗ for which (20) holds true is equal to c∗(λ∗);

3. for all c∗ > c∗(λ∗) the infimum in (20) is attained at every globally optimal
solution of the problem (P);

4. if the function c 7→ Φ(y, λ∗, c) is strictly increasing on domΦ(y, λ∗, ·) for
any y /∈ K and on T (y) := {c ∈ (0,+∞) : −∞ < Φ(y, λ∗, c) < 0} for any
y ∈ K, then for all c∗ > c∗(λ∗) the infimum in (20) is attained at some
x ∈ Q if and only if x is a globally optimal solution of the problem (P).

Proof. Part 1. Let λ∗ be an augmented Lagrange multiplier. Then by Theo-
rem 4 there exists c∗ > 0 such that (λ∗, c∗) is an optimal dual solution. Hence
with the use of the fact that the zero duality gap property holds true one can
conclude that equality (20) is valid.

Suppose now that equality (20) is satisfied for some λ∗ ∈ Λ and c∗ > 0.
Then by Proposition 1 the pair (λ∗, c∗) is an optimal dual solution, which by
Theorem 4 implies that λ∗ is an augmented Lagrange multiplier.

Part 2.1. Suppose that that equality (20) is satisfied for some λ∗ ∈ Λ
and c∗ > 0, and assumptions (A2), (A3), and (A7) hold true. Then, as was
noted earlier, the function Θ(λ, c) is non-decreasing in c, which along with
Proposition 1 imply that Θ(λ∗, c) = f∗ for all c ≥ c∗.

Part 2.2. The fact that the infimum of all c∗ for which (20) holds true is
equal to c∗(λ∗) follows directly from the definition of the penalty map.

Part 2.3. If a pair (λ∗, c∗) satisfies equality (20), then it is an optimal dual
solution. Consequently, by Theorem 4 for any globally optimal solution x∗ of
the problem (P) the pair (x∗, λ∗) is a global saddle point of the augmented
Lagrangian. By the definition of global saddle point it means that the infimum
in (20) is attained at x∗ (see (16)).

Part 2.4. Suppose finally that the function c 7→ Φ(y, λ∗, c) is strictly in-
creasing on domΦ(y, λ∗, ·) for any y /∈ K and on T (y) for any y ∈ K, and the
infimum in (20) is attained at some x ∈ Q. If x is feasible and Φ(G(x), λ∗, c∗) < 0
or x is infeasible, then for any c∗(λ∗) < c < c∗ by our assumption on the function
Φ one has f∗ = L (x, λ∗, c∗) > L (x, λ∗, c) ≥ f∗, which is obviously impossible.
Therefore, x is feasible and Φ(G(x), λ∗, c∗) = 0, which means that f(x) = f∗,
that is, x∗ is a globally optimal solution of the problem (P).

Thus, if λ∗ ∈ Λ is an augmented Lagrange multiplier, then under some
additional assumptions the problem (P) has the same optimal value and the
same globally optimal solutions as the problem

min
x

L (x, λ∗, c) subject to x ∈ Q

for any c > c∗(λ∗). That is why in [58] augmented Lagrange multipliers were
called multipliers supporting an exact penalty representation (see [58, Defini-
tion 11.60] and [9, 12, 31, 32, 72, 86, 87]).

Remark 18. The assumption that the function c 7→ Φ(y, λ∗, c) is strictly in-
creasing on domΦ(y, λ∗, ·) for any y /∈ K and on T (y) for any y ∈ K is very
mild and satisfied in many particular cases. For example, it is satisfied for any
λ∗ ∈ Λ for Rockafellar-Wets’ augmented Lagrangian (Example 1), provided the
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function σ has a valley at zero and is continuous at this point, the Hestenes-
Powell-Rockafellar augmented Lagrangian (Examples 2, 14, 16, 19), the sharp
Lagrangian (Example 3), Mangasarian’s augmented Lagrangian(Examples 4 and
7), the essentially quadratic augmented Lagrangian (Example 5), the cubic aug-
mented Lagrangian (Example 6), the penalized exponential-type augmented
Lagrangian (Examples 9 and 18), provided the function ξ is strictly convex on
(0,+∞), and He-Wu-Meng’s augmented Lagrangian (Example 13). This as-
sumption is also satisfied for any λ∗ ∈ Λ that does not have zero components
for the exponential-type augmented Lagrangian (Example 8), the hyperbolic-
type augmented Lagrangian (Example 11), and the modified barrier function
(Example 12), provided the function φ is strictly convex in these examples, and
for the p-th power augmented Lagrangian (Example 10).

Remark 19. To the best of the author’s knowledge, the penalty map, aug-
mented Lagrange multipliers, and an exact penalty representation have been
introduced and studied earlier only in the context of Rockafellar-Wets’ aug-
mented Lagrangians. In this section we demonatrated (see Corollary 4 and
Proposition 4) that there is nothing specific in these concepts that is inherently
connected to Rockafellar-Wets’ augmented Lagrangians. They can be naturally
introduced and studied for any other augmented Lagrangian, including the (pe-
nalized) exponential-type augmented Lagrangian, modified barrier functions,
Mangasarian’s augmented Lagrangian, etc., that are typically not considered in
the theory of Rockafellar-Wets’ augmented Lagrangians.

4.3 Optimal dual solutions for convex problems

In the case when the problem (P) is convex, optimal dual solutions, roughly
speaking, do not depend on the penalty parameter c (more precisely, the penalty
map c∗(λ∗) does not depend on λ∗ ∈ A∗), and one can give a very simple (and
well-known) description of the set of optimal dual solutions in terms of Lagrange
multipliers.

Let the function f and the set Q be convex, and the mapping G be convex
with respect to binary relation �, that is,

G(αx1 + (1 − α)x2) � αG(x1) + (1− α)G(x2) ∀x1, x2 ∈ X, α ∈ [0, 1].

Then the problem (P) is convex. Moreover, in this case under assumption (A8)
the augmented Lagrangian L (x, λ, c) is convex in x. Indeed, by applying first
the fact that Φ(·, λ, c) is non-decreasing with respect to � and then the fact
that this function is convex one obtains that for any x1, x2 ∈ X and α ∈ [0, 1]
the following inequalities hold true:

L (αx1 + (1− α)x2, λ, c) = f(αx1 + (1− α)x2) + Φ(G(αx1 + (1− α)x2), λ, c)

≤ αf(x1) + (1− α)f(x2) + Φ(αG(x1) + (1− α)G(x2), λ, c)

≤ αf(x1) + (1− α)f(x2) + αΦ(G(x1), λ, c) + (1− α)Φ(G(x2), λ, c)

= αL (x1, λ, c) + (1− α)L (x2, λ, c),

which means that the function L (·, λ, c) is convex for any λ ∈ Λ and c > 0 (in
the case when Φ(αG(x1)+ (1−α)G(x2), λ, c) = −∞, instead of the inequalities
above one should apply [54, Theorem I.4.2]).
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Denote by L(x, λ) = f(x)+ 〈λ,G(x)〉 the standard Lagrangian for the prob-
lem (P), where λ ∈ K∗. It is easily seen that the function L(·, λ) is convex.
Recall that a vector λ∗ ∈ K∗ is called a Lagrange multiplier of the problem (P)
at a feasible point x∗, if 0 ∈ ∂xL(x∗, λ∗) +NQ(x∗) and 〈λ∗, G(x∗)〉 = 0, where
∂xL(x∗, λ∗) is the subdifferential of the function L(·, λ∗) at x∗ in the sense of
convex analysis and NQ(x∗) = {x∗ ∈ X∗ | 〈x∗, x−x∗〉 ≤ 0∀x ∈ Q} is the normal
cone to the set Q at x∗ (see, e.g. [6, Definition 3.5]). The existence of a Lagrange
multiplier at x∗ is a sufficient, and in the case when 0 ∈ int(G(Q) −K) neces-
sary, global optimality condition, and the set Λ∗ of Lagrange multipliers of the
problem (P) is a nonempty, convex, weak∗ compact set that does not depend
on an optimal solution x∗ (see [6, Theorem 3.6]). Furthermore, λ∗ is a Lagrange
multiplier at x∗ if and only if (x∗, λ∗) is a saddle point of the Lagrangian L(·):

sup
λ∈K∗

L(x∗, λ) ≤ L(x∗, λ∗) ≤ inf
x∈Q

L(x, λ∗).

Note finally that if L(·, λ∗) is directionally differentiable at x∗, then λ∗ is a La-
grange multiplier at x∗ if and only if [L(·, λ∗)]′(x∗, h) ≥ 0 for all h ∈ TQ(x∗) and
〈λ∗, G(x∗)〉 = 0, where [L(·, λ∗)]′(x∗, h) is the directional derivative of L(·, λ∗)
at x∗ in the direction h, and TQ(x∗) is the contingent cone to the set Q at the
point x∗ (cf. [6, Lemma 3.7]).

Let us now present a complete characterisation of the set optimal dual solu-
tions in terms of Lagrange multipliers in the convex case. Roughly speaking, this
result shows that under suitable assumptions there is essentially no difference
between standard duality theory, based on the Lagrangian L(·), and augmented
duality theory, based on the augmented Lagrangian L (·). For the sake of sim-
plicity we will prove this result under the assumption that the functions f and G
are directionally differentiable at a globally optimal solution of the problem (P),
although in various particular cases (e.g. in the case of inequality constrained
problems) this result can be proved without this assumption.

Theorem 5. Let the following conditions hold true:

1. f and Q are convex, G is convex with respect to the binary relation �;

2. assumptions (A1), (A4), (A5), (A7), (A8), and (A11) hold true;

3. K∗ ⊆ Λ;

4. f and G are directionally differentiable at a globally optimal solution x∗
of the problem (P).

Then a Lagrange multiplier of the problem (P) exists if and only if the zero du-
ality gap property holds true and there exists a globally optimal solution (λ∗, c∗)
of the augmented dual problem (D) with λ∗ ∈ K∗.

Moreover, if a Lagrange multiplier of the problem (P) exists, then (λ∗, c∗)
with λ∗ ∈ K∗ is an optimal dual solution if and only if Φ0(λ∗) is a Lagrange
multiplier of the problem (P) and c∗ > 0, where Φ0 is from assumption (A11).

Proof. Suppose that a Lagrange multiplier λ∗ ∈ K∗ exists. Then, as was noted
above, [L(·, λ∗)]′(x∗, h) ≥ 0 for all h ∈ TQ(x∗). By assumption (A11) the func-
tion Φ(·, λ, c) is Fréchet differentiable and its Fréchet derivative DyΦ(y, λ, c) =
Φ0(λ) is a surjective mapping fromK∗ ontoK∗. Therefore, there exists µ∗ ∈ K∗
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such that Φ0(µ∗) = λ∗. Applying the chain rule for directional derivatives one
gets

[L (·, µ∗, c)]
′(x∗, h) = f ′(x∗, h) + 〈Φ0(µ∗), G

′(x∗, h)〉 = [L(·, λ∗)]′(x∗, h) ≥ 0

for any c > 0 and h ∈ TQ(x∗). As was noted above, under the assumptions
of the theorem the function L (·, µ∗, c) is convex. Consequently, the inequality
above implies that x∗ is a point of global minimum of L (·, µ∗, c) on the set
Q. Recall that 〈λ∗, G(x∗)〉 = 0, since λ∗ is a Lagrange multiplier. Hence by
assumption (A11) one has 〈µ∗, G(x∗)〉 = 0, and with the use of assumption (A4)
one gets

f∗ = f(x∗) = L (x∗, µ∗, c) = inf
x∈Q

L (x, µ∗, c) = Θ(µ∗, c) ∀c > 0,

which by Proposition 1 means that the zero duality gap property is satisfied
and (µ∗, c) with any c > 0 is an optimal dual solution.

Suppose now that the zero duality gap property holds true and there exists an
optimal solution (µ∗, c∗) of the problem (D) with µ∗ ∈ K∗. Then by Theorem 4
(see also Remark 15) the pair (x∗, µ∗) is a global saddle point of the augmented
Lagrangian and c∗(µ∗) ≤ c∗. Therefore, by the definition of global saddle point
x∗ is a point of global minimum of L (·, µ∗, c) on the set Q and

L (x∗, µ∗, c) = Θ(µ∗, c) = Θ(µ∗, c∗) = Θ∗ = f∗ ∀c > c∗ (21)

(here we used Proposition 3). Hence with the use of assumption (A11) one
obtains that

0 ≤ [L (·, µ∗, c)]
′(x∗, h) = f ′(x∗, h) + 〈Φ0(µ∗), G

′(x∗, h)〉 = [L(·, λ∗)]′(x∗, h)

for any h ∈ TQ(x∗), where λ∗ = Φ0(µ∗). Moreover, 〈µ∗, G(x∗)〉 = 0 and,
therefore, 〈λ∗, G(x∗)〉 = 0 by assumption (A11), since otherwise by assumption
(A5) one has L (x∗, µ∗, c) < f(x∗) = f∗, which contradicts (21). Thus, λ∗ is a
Lagrange multiplier.

It remains to note that, as was shown above, if λ∗ is a Lagrange multiplier,
then for any c > 0 and µ∗ ∈ K∗ such that Φ0(µ∗) = λ∗ the pair (µ∗, c) is an
optimal dual solution. Conversely, if (µ∗, c∗) with µ∗ ∈ K∗ is an optimal dual
solution, then λ∗ = Φ0(µ∗) is a Lagrange multiplier.

Corollary 7. Let f and Q be convex, G be convex with respect to the binary
relation �, f and G be directionally differentiable at an optimal solution x∗ of
the problem (P), K∗ ⊆ Λ, and suppose that assumptions (A1)–(A8) and (A11)
hold true. Then a Lagrange multiplier of the problem (P) exists if and only if the
zero duality gap property holds true and there exists an optimal dual solution.
Moreover, if a Lagrange multiplier of the problem (P) exists, then (λ∗, c∗) is
a globally optimal solution of the dual problem (D) if and only if Φ0(λ∗) is a
Lagrange multiplier of the problem (P) and c∗ > 0.

Proof. Let (λ∗, c∗) be an optimal dual solution. Then by Theorem 4 the pair
(x∗, λ∗) is a global saddle point, and with the use of [22, Proposition 2] one can
conclude that λ∗ ∈ K∗. Thus, for any optimal dual solution (λ∗, c∗) one has
λ∗ ∈ K∗ and the claim of the corollary follows directly from Theorem 5.
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With the use of the previous corollary we can finally describe the structure
of the set of optimal dual solutions D∗, the penalty map c∗(·), and the set of
augmented Lagrange multipliers A∗ in the convex case.

Corollary 8. Let the assumptions of the previous corollary be valid. Then
A∗ = Φ−1

0 (Λ∗), c∗(λ∗) = 0 for any λ∗ ∈ A∗, and the following equality holds
true:

D∗ = Φ−1
0

(
Λ∗

)
× (0,+∞). (22)

Remark 20. The fact that optimal dual solutions for convex problems do not
depend on the penalty parameter motivates one to consider a slightly different
augmented dual problem in the convex case:

min
λ

Θc(λ) subject to λ ∈ Λ. (23)

Here Θc(λ) = Θ(c, λ) and c > 0 is fixed, that is, the penalty parameter is not
considered as a variable of augmented dual problem, but rather as a fixed ex-
ternal parameter. Note that the function Θc(·) is concave, provided assumption
(A9) holds true, which is satisfied for most particular augmented Lagrangians,
in contrast to the much more restrictive assumption (A9)s, which is satisfied,
to the best of the author’s knowledge, only for Rockafellar-Wets’ augmented
Lagrangian and, in particular, the Hestenes-Powell-Rockafellar augmented La-
grangian. Taking into account the concavity of the function Θc(·) one can
consider primal-dual augmented Lagrangian methods based on solving problem
(23), instead of the augmented dual problem (D), i.e. augmented Lagrangian
methods with fixed penalty parameter. Convergence analysis of such methods
is always based on the use of a particular structure of an augmented Lagrangian
under consideration (see the survey of such methods in [35]), which makes it
difficult to extend such analysis to the general axiomatic augmented Lagrangian
setting adopted in this article.

Let us show that in the case when assumptions (A5), (A6), and (A11) are
not satisfied, equality (22) might be no longer valid and the penalty map might
not be identically equal to zero on dom c∗(·), even when the problem (P) is
convex.

Example 21. Let X = Y = R. Consider the following optimization problem:

min f(x) = −x subject to g(x) = x ≤ 0. (24)

Let L (·) be the sharp Lagrangian for this problem (i.e. the augmented La-
grangian from Example 1 with σ(y) = ‖y‖). Then

L (x, λ, c) = f(x) + inf
p∈(−∞,−g(x)]

(
− λp+ c|p|

)

= −x+





λx + c|x|, if λ > c

(λ+ c)max{0, x}, if |λ| ≤ c

−∞, if λ < −c,

and, as one can readily verify by carefully writing down all particular cases,

Θ(λ, c) =

{
0, if c ≥ |λ− 1|,
−∞, otherwise.
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Consequently, one has

D∗ =
{
(λ, c) ∈ R

2
∣∣∣ c ≥ |λ− 1|

}
, c∗(λ) = |λ− 1| ∀λ ∈ R,

that is, the claims of Corollary 8 do not hold true for the sharp Lagrangian (recall
that this Lagrangian does not satisfy assumptions (A5), (A6), and (A11)).

5 Convergence analysis of augmented Lagrangian

methods

The goal of this section is to prove general convergence theorems for a large
class of augmented Lagrangian methods and to analyse interrelations between
convergence of augmented Lagrangian methods, zero duality gap property, and
the existence of global saddle points/optimal dual solutions. We aim at pre-
senting such results that explicitly highlight this kind of interrelations, instead
of implicitly using them within the proofs, as it is usually done in the literature.

5.1 Model augmented Lagrangian method

We present all theoretical results for the following model augmented Lagrangian
method given in Algorithm 1. In order to include various particular cases into
the general theory, we do not specify a way in which multipliers and the penalty
parameter are updated by the method, that is, they can be updated in any way
that satisfies certain assumptions presented below. It makes our results applica-
ble to the vast majority of existing augmented Lagrangian methods, including
methods with nonmonotone penalty parameter updates as in [4], methods based
on maximizing the augmented dual function with the use of bundle methods as
in [48], etc. However, one should underline that our convergence analysis is by
no means universal and there are augmented Lagrangian methods to which it
cannot be applied. We will briefly discuss some such methods further in this
section (see Remark 21 below).

Algorithm 1: Model augmented Lagrangian method

Initialization. Choose an initial value of the multipliers λ0 ∈ Λ, a
minimal value of the penalty parameter cmin > 0, an initial value of
the penalty parameter c0 ≥ cmin, and a sequence {εn} ⊂ (0,+∞) of
tolerances. Put n = 0.
Step 1. Solution of subproblem. Find an εn-optimal solution xn of
the problem

min L (x, λn, cn) subject to x ∈ Q,

that is, find xn ∈ Q such that L (xn, λn, cn) ≤ L (x, λn, cn) + εn for all
x ∈ Q.
Step 2. Multiplier update. Choose some λn+1 ∈ Λ.
Step 3. Penalty parameter update. Choose some cn+1 ≥ cmin. Set
n→ n+ 1 and go to Step 1.
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Let us comment on Step 1 on Algorithm 1. For the purposes of theoretical
analysis of primal-dual augmented Lagrangian methods it is often assumed that
the augmented Lagrangian subproblem

min L (x, λn, cn) subject to x ∈ Q,

is solved exactly, i.e. that xn is a globally optimal solution of this problem [5,8,
13,27,38,40,41,50,69]. Moreover, even when it is assumed that this subproblem
is solved only approximately as in [7, 10, 11, 14–16, 44, 71], one almost always
assumes that εn → 0 as n → ∞, and the case when εn does not tend to zero
is not properly analysed (papers [45, 48] are very rare exceptions to this rule).
However, from the practical point of view the assumption that εn → 0 as n→ ∞
cannot be satisfied, especially in the infinite dimensional case, due to round off
errors, discretisation errors, etc. The value εn > 0 should be viewed as an
unavoidable error reflecting the overall precision with which computations can
be performed that does not tend to zero with iterations. To take this unavoidable
error into account, below we present a detailed analysis of the model augmented
Lagrangian method without assuming that εn → 0 as n → ∞, and then show
how corresponding convergence theorems can be clarified and strengthened by
imposing this additional purely theoretical assumption.

It should also be noted that practical augmented Lagrangian methods must
include stopping criteria. We do not include a stopping criterion in our for-
mulation of the model augmented Lagrangian method, because we are inter-
ested only in its theoretical (asymptotic) analysis, that is, in the analysis of
the way sequences {(xn, λn, cn)} generated by this method behave as n → ∞.
This asymptotic analysis can be used to devise appropriate stopping criteria for
practical implementations of augmented Lagrangian methods.

Below we will utilise the following natural assumptions on the model aug-
mented Lagrangian method and sequences generated by this method that are
satisfied in many particular cases:

(B1) for any n ∈ N the function L (·, λn, cn) is bounded below on Q;

(B2) the sequence of multipliers {λn} is bounded;

(B3) if the sequence of penalty parameters {cn} is bounded, then one has
dist(G(xn),K) → 0 as n→ ∞; if, in addition, some subsequence {λnk

} is
bounded, then Φ(G(xnk

), λnk
, cnk

) → 0 as k → ∞;

(B4) if the sequence of penalty parameters {cn} is unbounded, then cn → +∞
as n→ ∞.

The assumption (B1) is a basic assumption for all primal-dual augmented
Lagrangian methods, which is needed to ensure that the sequence {xn} is cor-
rectly defined. The assumption (B2) is often imposed for the purposes of con-
vergence analysis of augmented Lagrangian methods and, as is noted in [5], is
usually satisfied in practice for traditional rules for updating multipliers. More-
over, various techniques can be used to guarantee the validity of assumption
(B2), such as safeguarding and normalization of multipliers [5, 42, 44].

We formulate (B3) as an assumption due to the fact that we do not impose
any restrictions on the way in which the penalty parameter cn is updated. For
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many augmented Lagrangian methods, penalty parameter updates are specifi-
cally designed to ensure that assumption (B3) is satisfied by default (see the
rules for updating the penalty parameter and corresponding convergence anal-
ysis in [5,42,44,71] and other aforementioned papers on augmented Lagrangian
methods). Finally, assumption (B4) is needed only in the case of methods with
nonmonotone penalty parameter updates. It excludes the undesirable situation
of unboundedly increasing oscillations of the penalty parameter (e.g. c2n = n
and c2n+1 = 1 for all n ∈ N), which cannot be properly analysed within out
general augmented Lagrangian setting.

Remark 21. (i) Assumption (B3) plays one of the key roles in our convergence
analysis of the model augmented Lagrangian method. Therefore, this analysis is
inapplicable to those methods for which assumption (B3) is not satisfied, such
as the modified subgradient algorithm (the MSG) proposed by Gasimov [27]
(the fact that assumption (B3) is not satisfied for the MSG in the general case
follows from [8, Example 1]).

(ii) The convergence analysis of the model augmented Lagrangian method
presented below heavily relies on the assumption on boundedness of the se-
quence of multipliers and cannot be applied in the case when the sequence {λn}
does not have at least a bounded subsequence. However, there are primal-dual
augmented Lagrangian methods for which one can prove convergence of the se-
quence {xn} to the set of globally optimal solutions of the problem (P) even in
the case when the norm of the multipliers λn increases unboundedly with itera-
tions. Augmented Lagrangian methods with the so-called conditional multiplier
updating (see [20], [44, Algorithm 3], [42, Algorithm 3], [45, Algorithm 3]) and
the algorithms from [71] are examples of such methods. The main idea behind
these methods consists in designing multiplier and penalty parameter updating
rules in such a way as to ensure that an increase of the norm of the multipliers
‖λn‖ is compensated by a sufficient increase of the penalty parameter cn, so
that one can prove that

lim
n→∞

dist(G(xn),K) = 0, lim
n→∞

Φ(G(xn), λn, cn) = 0 (25)

even if ‖λn‖ → +∞ as n→ ∞. It is possible to extend convergence analysis of
these methods to our axiomatic augmented Lagrangian setting by either impos-
ing some restrictive assumptions on the function Φ or directly assuming that
relations (25) hold true. We do not present such extension here and leave it as
a problem for future research.

5.2 Convergence analysis of the method

Let us now turn to convergence analysis. We start with two simple observations.
The first one can be viewed as a generalization of some existing results (e.g.
[27, Theorem 5] and [48, Theorem 1]) to the case of general cone constrained
problems and arbitrary augmented Lagrangians satisfying a certain assumption.

Lemma 3. Let the function y 7→ Φ(y, λ, c) be non-decreasing with respect to
the binary relation � for any λ ∈ Λ and c > 0, and let {(xn, λn, cn)} be the
sequence generated by the model augmented Lagrangian method. Then for any
n ∈ N the point xn is an εn-optimal solution of the problem

min f(x) subject to G(x) � G(xn), x ∈ Q, (26)
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Moreover, if G(xn) = 0, then xn is an εn-optimal solution of the problem (P).

Proof. Suppose by contradiction that the claim of the lemma is false. Then one
can find a feasible point x of problem (26) such that f(xn) > f(x) + εn. Hence
by our assumption on the function Φ one gets

L (x, λn, cn) = f(x) + Φ(G(x), λn, cn) < f(xn)− εn +Φ(G(xn), λn, cn)

= L (xn, λn, cn)− εn,

which contradicts the definition on xn.
Suppose now that G(xn) = 0. Recall that the inequality G(x) � G(xn)

means that G(xn) − G(x) ∈ −K or, equivalently, G(x) ∈ K + G(xn) = K.
Therefore the feasible region of the problem (P) coincides with the feasible
region of problem (26), which implies that an εn-optimal solution of this problem
is also an εn-optimal solution of the problem (P).

Remark 22. The assumption that the function y 7→ Φ(y, λ, c) is non-decreasing
is satisfied for all particular augmented Lagrangians presented in this paper,
except for the one from Example 15.

The second observation is connected with the augmented dual function. Re-
call that if the function Φ satisfies assumption (A1), then L (x, λ, c) ≤ f(x) for
any feasible point x. Therefore, the following result holds true.

Lemma 4. Let assumption (A1) be valid. Then

Θ(λn, cn) ≤ L (xn, λn, cn) ≤ Θ(λn, cn) + εn ≤ f∗ + εn ∀n ∈ N.

Thus, if the sequence {Θ(λn, cn)} is bounded below, then the corresponding
sequence {L (xn, λn, cn)} is bounded. Let us analyse how these sequences be-
have in the limit. As we will see below, this analysis is a key ingredient in the
global convergence theory of augmented Lagrangian methods.

The following cumbersome technical result, which can be viewed as a partial
generalization of Theorem 2, plays a key role in our convergence analysis of the
model augmented Lagrangian method. The proof of this result is very similar
to the proof of Theorem 2, and we include it only for the sake of completeness.

Lemma 5. Let assumptions (A1), (A13)s, and (A14)s hold true. Suppose also
that a sequence {(xn, λn, cn)} ⊂ Q× domΘ is such that:

1. dist(G(xn,K) → 0 as n→ ∞,

2. the sequence {λn} is bounded,

3. cn → +∞ as n→ ∞,

4. the sequence {L (xn, λn, cn)−Θ(λn, cn)} is bounded above.

Let finally ε∗ = lim supn→∞(L (xn, λn, cn)−Θ(λn, cn)). Then

ϑ∗ − ε∗ ≤ lim inf
n→∞

Θ(λn, cn) ≤ lim sup
n→∞

Θ(λn, cn) ≤ ϑ∗ (27)

ϑ∗ ≤ lim inf
n→∞

L (xn, λn, cn) ≤ lim sup
n→∞

L (xn, λn, cn) ≤ ϑ∗ + ε∗ (28)

ϑ∗ ≤ lim inf
n→∞

f(xn) ≤ lim sup
n→∞

f(xn) ≤ ϑ∗ + ε∗. (29)

where ϑ∗ = min
{
f∗, lim infp→0 β(p)

}
.
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Proof. Note that the upper estimate for the limit superior in (29) follows di-
rectly from the upper estimate in (28) and assumption (A13)s. In turn, the
lower estimate for the limit inferior in (29) follows directly from the fact that
dist(G(xn),K) → 0 as n→ ∞.

Indeed, if some subsequence {xnk
} is feasible for the problem (P), then

obviously lim infk→∞ f(xnk
) ≥ f∗. In turn, if each member of a subsequence

{xnk
} is infeasible for the problem (P), then f(xnk

) ≥ β(pk) for any pk ∈ Y
such that G(xnk

) − pk ∈ K. Since dist(G(xnk
),K) → 0 as k → ∞, one can

choose pk ∈ Y , k ∈ N, such that pk → 0 as k → ∞. Consequently, one has

lim inf
k→∞

f(xnk
) ≥ lim inf

k→∞
β(pk) ≥ lim inf

p→0
β(p),

which obviously implies that the the lower estimate in (29) holds true.
Thus, we need to prove only inequalities (27) and (28). Let us consider two

cases.
Case I. Suppose that there exists a subsequence {xnk

} that is feasible for
the problem (P). Then with the use of Lemma 1 one gets

lim inf
k→∞

L (xnk
, λnk

, cnk
) ≥ lim inf

k→∞

(
f(xnk

) + inf
λ∈B(0,η)∩Λ

inf
y∈K

Φ(y, λ, cnk
)
)

≥ lim inf
k→∞

f(xnk
) ≥ f∗,

where η = supk ‖λnk
‖.

Case II. Suppose now that there exists a subsequence {xnk
} such that

G(xnk
) /∈ K for all k ∈ N. Then with the use of assumption (A13)s one gets

lim inf
k→∞

L (xnk
, λnk

, cnk
) ≥ lim inf

k→∞
f(xnk

) ≥ lim inf
k→∞

β(pk) ≥ lim inf
p→0

β(p),

where {pk} ⊂ Y is any sequence such that G(xnk
) − pk ∈ K for all k ∈ N and

‖pk‖ → 0 as k → ∞ (clearly, such sequence exists, since dist(G(xn),K) → 0 as
n→ ∞).

Combining the two cases one gets that the lower estimates for the limit
inferiors in (27) and (28) hold true. Let us now prove the upper estimates for
the limit superiors. Note that the upper estimate in (28) follows directly from
the upper estimate in (27) and Lemma 4. Therefore, it suffies to prove only the
upper estimate for the limit superior of {Θ(λn, cn)}.

By Proposition 1 one has Θ(λn, cn) ≤ f∗ for all n ∈ N, which implies that
lim supn→∞ Θ(λn, cn) ≤ f∗. If β∗ := lim infp→0 β(p) ≥ f∗, then the proof is
complete. Therefore, suppose that β∗ < f∗.

By the definition of limit inferior there exists a sequence {pk} ⊂ Y such that
pk → 0 and β(pk) → β∗ as k → ∞. Let {tn} be the sequence from assumption
(A14)s. Since pk → 0 as k → ∞, there exists a subsequence {pkn

} such that
‖pkn

‖ ≤ tn for all n ∈ N.
By the definition of the optimal value function β for any n ∈ N one can find

xn ∈ Q such that G(xn) − pkn
∈ K (which implies that dist(G(xn),K) ≤ tn)

and f(xn) ≤ β(pkn
) + 1/n, if β(pkn

) > −∞, and f(xn) ≤ −n otherwise. By
applying assumption (A14)s, one gets that

lim sup
n→∞

Θ(λn, cn) ≤ lim sup
n→∞

L (zn, λn, cn) = lim sup
n→∞

f(zn)

= lim
n→∞

β(pkn
) = lim inf

p→0
β(p),
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which means that the upper estimate in (27) holds true.

Remark 23. The claim of the lemma above (as well as the claim of Theorem 6
based on that lemma) remains to hold true, if only restricted versions of as-
sumptions (A13)s and (A14)s are satisfied, and one additionally assumes that
the projection of the set G(Q) onto the cone K is bounded (see Remark 9).

Corollary 9. Let assumptions (A1), (A13)s, and (A14)s hold true. Let also
a sequence {(λn, cn)} ⊂ domΘ be such that the sequence {λn} is bounded and
cn → +∞ as n → ∞. Suppose finally that there exists a sequence {zn} ⊂ Q
such that dist(G(zn),K) → 0 and (L (zn, λn, cn) − Θ(λn, cn)) → 0 as n → ∞.
Then

lim
n→∞

Θ(λn, cn) = min
{
f∗, lim inf

p→0
β(p)

}
(30)

Proof. Apply the previous lemma to the sequence {(xn, λn, cn)} with xn = zn
for all n ∈ N.

Remark 24. The corollary above strengthens Lemma 5. Namely, it states that
if there exists a sequence {zn} satisfying the assumptions of the corollary, then
one can actually replace the lower and upper estimates (27) with equality (30).
Note also that by the definition of augmented dual function there always exists
a sequence {zn} ⊂ Q such that (L (zn, λn, cn)−Θ(λn, cn)) → 0 as n→ ∞. The
main assumption of the corollary is that one can find a sequence {zn} not only
satisfying this condition, but also such that dist(G(xn),K) → 0 as n→ ∞.

Let us also provide necessary and sufficient conditions for the sequence
{dist(G(xn),K)} to converge to zero.

Lemma 6. Let assumptions (A1), (A7), and (A12)s hold true and a sequence
{(xn, λn, cn)} ⊂ Q × domΘ be such that:

1. the sequence {λn} is bounded,

2. cn → +∞ as n→ ∞,

3. the sequence {L (xn, λn, cn)−Θ(λn, cn)} is bounded above,

4. there exists τ > 0 such that the function infn Φ(G(·), λn, τ) is bounded
below on Q.

Then for the sequence {dist(G(xn),K)} to converge to zero it is sufficient that
the sequence {f(xn)} is bounded below. This condition becomes necessary, when
lim infp→0 β(p) > −∞.

Proof. If only a finite number of elements of the sequence {xn} is infeasible
for the problem (P), then the claim of the lemma is trivial, since in this case
G(xn) ∈ K and f(xn) ≥ f∗ for any sufficiently large n. Therefore, replacing, if
necessary, the sequence {xn} with its subsequence one can suppose that G(xn) /∈
K for all n ∈ N.

Sufficiency. Denote εn = L (xn, λn, cn)−Θ(λn, cn) and

ε = sup
n
εn < +∞, f = inf

n
f(xn) > −∞, Φ = inf

n
inf
x∈Q

Φ(G(·), λn, τ) > −∞.
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By Lemma 4 one has

L (xn, λn, cn) ≤ Θ(λn, cn) + εn ≤ f∗ + ε ∀n ∈ N, (31)

that is, the sequence {L (xn, λn, cn)} is bounded above.
Fix any r > 0. Due to the boundedness of the sequence {λn} and assumption

(A12)s there exists t(r) ≥ τ such that for any c ≥ t(r), n ∈ N, and x ∈ En one
has

Φ(G(x), λn, c)− Φ(G(x), λn, τ) ≥ f∗ − f + ε+ 1− Φ,

which implies that Φ(G(x), λn, c) ≥ f∗ − f + ε+ 1, where

En :=
{
x ∈ Q

∣∣∣ dist(G(x),K) ≥ r, Φ(G(x), λn, τ) < +∞
}

Therefore, for any n ∈ N such that cn ≥ t(r) and dist(G(xn),K) ≥ r one has

L (xn, λn, cn) = f(xn) + Φ(G(xn), λn, cn) ≥ f∗ + ε+ 1,

which contradicts (31). Consequently, for any n ∈ N such that cn ≥ t(r) one
has dist(G(xn),K) < r, which implies that dist(G(xn),K) → 0 as n→ ∞.

Necessity. Suppose by contradiction that dist(G(xn),K) → 0, but the
sequence {f(xn)} is unbounded below. Then for any sequence {pn} ⊂ Y such
that G(xn)− pn ∈ K and pn → 0 as n→ ∞ (at least one such sequence exists,
since that dist(G(xn),K) → 0 as n→ ∞) one has

−∞ = lim inf
n→∞

f(xn) ≥ lim inf
n→∞

β(pn) ≥ lim inf
p→0

β(p),

which contradicts our assumption.

Remark 25. (i) The last assumption of the lemma is satisfied, in particular,
if for any bounded set Λ0 ⊂ Λ there exists τ > 0 such that the function
infλ∈Λ0

Φ(·, λ, τ) is bounded below on Y . This assumption is satisfied for all
particular examples of augmented Lagrangians from Section 3, except for He-
Wu-Meng’s augmented Lagrangian (Example 13) under appropriate additional
assumptions. Namely, in the case of Rockafellar-Wet’s augmented Lagrangian
(Example 1) one needs to additionally assume that σ(·) ≥ σ0‖ · ‖α for some
σ0 > 0 and α ≥ 1, while in the case of the (penalized) exponential-type aug-
mented Lagrangians (Examples 8, 9, 15, 17, and 18) and the hyperbolic-type
augmented Lagrangian (Example 11) one needs to additionally assume that
the function φ/ψ is bounded below. In all other example the assumption on
the boundedness below of the function Φ is satisfied without any additional
assumptions.

(ii) The last assumption of the lemma is satisfied for He-Wu-Meng’s aug-
mented Lagrangian and the (penalized) exponential/hyperbolic-type augmented
Lagrangians with unbounded below functions φ/ψ, if the projection of the set
G(Q) onto K is bounded. In particular, in the case of inequality constrained
problems it is sufficient to suppose that the functions gi, defining the constraints
gi(x) ≤ 0, are bounded below. As was noted in Remark 9, this assumption is
not restrictive from the theoretical point of view.

(iii) It should be noted that we used the last assumption of the lemma in
order to implicitly prove that assumption (A12)s implies that

lim
c→∞

inf
n∈N

inf
{
Φ(y, λn, c)

∣∣∣ y ∈ Y : dist(y,K) ≥ r
}
= +∞ (32)
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for any r > 0. Therefore one might wonder whether it would be better to
formulate (32) as a basic assumption and use it instead of assumption (A12)s
and the assumption on the boundedness below of the function Φ(G(·), λn, τ).
Note, however, that in most particular cases the boundedness below of the
function Φ is a necessary condition for (32) to hold true. In particular, one
can easily check that if a separable augmented Lagrangian (see (6)) satisfies
condition (32), then each function Φi is bounded below. That is why we opted
to use assumption (A12)s along with the assumption on the boundedness below
of the function Φ instead of condition (32).

Now we are ready to estimate the limit of the sequence {L (xn, λn, cn)} and
the corresponding sequences {Θ(λn, cn) and {f(xn)} of the augmented dual and
objective functions’ values for sequences {(xn, λ, cn)} generated by the model
augmented Lagrangian method. Recall that Θ∗ is the optimal value of the
augmented dual problem.

Theorem 6 (main convergence theorem). Let {(xn, λn, cn)} be the sequence
generated by the model augmented Lagrangian method, and suppose that the
following conditions are satisfied:

1. assumptions (A1), (A7), (A12)s–(A14)s, and (A15) hold true;

2. assumptions (B1)–(B4) hold true;

3. the sequence {εn} is bounded and lim supn→∞ εn = ε∗;

4. for any bounded set Λ0 ⊂ Λ there exists τ > 0 such that the function
infλ∈Λ0

Φ(G(·), λ, τ) is bounded below on Q.

Then in the case when the sequence {cn} is bounded one has dist(G(xn),K) → 0
as n → ∞, and in the case when the sequence {cn} is unbounded one has
dist(G(xn),K) → 0 if and only if the sequence {f(xn)} is bounded below. Fur-
thermore, if the sequence {f(xn)} is bounded below, then

Θ∗ − ε∗ ≤ lim inf
n→∞

Θ(λn, cn) ≤ lim sup
n→∞

Θ(λn, cn) ≤ Θ∗, (33)

Θ∗ ≤ lim inf
n→∞

L (xn, λn, cn) ≤ lim sup
n→∞

L (xn, λn, cn) ≤ Θ∗ + ε∗ (34)

Θ∗ ≤ lim inf
n→∞

f(xn) ≤ lim sup
n→∞

f(xn) ≤ Θ∗ + ε∗. (35)

Proof. If the sequence {cn} is unbounded, then by assumption (B4) one has
cn → +∞ as n → ∞, and the claim of the theorem follows directly from
Lemmas 5 and 6 (the fact that limp→0 β(p) > −∞ follows directly from Re-
mark 8). Therefore, suppose that the sequence of penalty parameters {cn} is
bounded. Note that inequalities (33) in this case follow from the first inequality
in (34) and the definition of Θ∗. Note further that by assumption (B3) one has
dist(G(xn),K) → 0 and Φ(G(xn), λn, cn) → 0 as n → ∞. Consequently, one
has

lim inf
n→∞

L (xn, λn, cn) = lim inf
n→∞

f(xn), lim sup
n→∞

L (xn, λn, cn) = lim sup
n→∞

f(xn).

Thus, it is sufficient to prove either of the inequalities (34) and (35). We divide
the rest of the proof into two parts.
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Part 1. Lower estimate. Let {xnk
} be any subsequence such that

lim
k→∞

f(xnk
) = lim inf

n→∞
f(xn)

(at least one such subsequence exists by the definition of limit inferior). Suppose
at first that there exists a subsequence of the sequence {xnk

}, which we denote
again by {xnk

}, that is feasible for the problem (P). Then f(xnk
) ≥ f∗ for

all k ∈ N and the lower estimate for the limit inferior in (35) holds true by
Proposition 1.

Suppose now that xnk
is infeasible for the problem (P) for all k greater than

some k0 ∈ N. Since dist(G(xn),K) → 0 as n → ∞, for any k ∈ k0 one can
find pk ∈ Y such that G(xnk

) − pk ∈ K and pk → 0 as k → ∞. Consequently,
f(xnk

) ≥ β(pk) for all k ≥ k0 and

lim
k→∞

f(xnk
) ≥ lim inf

k→∞
β(pk) ≥ lim inf

p→0
β(p),

which by Theorem 2 implies that the lower estimate for the limit inferior in (35)
is valid.

Part 2. Upper estimate. Suppose at first that f∗ ≤ lim infp→0 β(p).
Then by Lemma 4 and Theorem 2 one has

lim sup
n→∞

L (xn, λn, cn) ≤ f∗ + ε∗ = Θ∗ + ε∗,

that is, the upper estimate for the limit superior in (34) holds true.
Let us now consider the case f∗ > lim infp→0 β(p) =: β∗. By the definition

of limit inferior there exists {pn} ⊂ Y such that pn → 0 and β(pn) → β∗ as
n→ ∞. Note that β∗ > −∞ by Remark 8 and, therefore, one can suppose that
β(pn) > −∞ for all n ∈ N.

By the definition of the optimal value function one can find a sequence
{zn} ⊂ Q such that G(zn) − pn ∈ K and f(zn) ≤ β(pn) + 1/n for all n ∈ N.
Hence, in particular, dist(G(zn),K) → 0 as n→ ∞, which by assumption (A15)
implies that lim supn→∞ Φ(G(zn), λn, cn) ≤ 0. Consequently, one has

lim sup
n→∞

Θ(λn, cn) ≤ lim sup
n→∞

L (zn, λn, cn) ≤ lim
n→∞

f(zn) = lim
n→∞

β(pn) = β∗.

Recall that by the definition of xn one has L (xn, λn, cn) ≤ Θ(λn, cn) + εn.
Therefore the inequality above along with Theorem 2 imply that the upper
estimate for the limit superior in (34) holds true.

Remark 26. (i) The previous theorem can be slightly generalized in the follow-
ing way. Namely, suppose that assumption (B2) does not hold true, but there
exists a bounded subsequence {λnk

}. Then the claim of Theorem 6 holds true
for the corresponding subsequence {(xnk

, λnk
, cnk

)}. In the case when the se-
quence {cn} is unbounded, one simply needs to apply Lemmas 5 and 6 to this
subsequence. In the case when the sequence {cn} is bounded, one just needs
to repeat the proof of the theorem with the sequence {(xn, λn, cn)} replaced by
the subsequence {(xnk

, λnk
, cnk

)}.
(ii) Note that from the proof of Theorem 6 it follows that the sequence

{f(xn)} is always bounded below in the case when the sequence {cn} is bounded.
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(iii) In many papers on augmented Lagrangians and augmented Lagrangians
methods, it is assumed by default that the function f is bounded below on the
set Q (see [44, Assumption 1] [42, Assumption 2.3], [39, Assumption 1] [71, As-
sumption 1], [45, Assumption 1], [70, Assumption (1)], etc.). From the theo-
retical point of view this assumption is not restrictive, since one can always
replace the objective function f with ef(·). This assumption ensures that
dist(G(xn),K) → 0 as n → ∞ for sequences {(xn, λn, cn)} generated by the
model augmented Lagrangian method, regardless of whether the sequence of
penalty parameters is bounded or not. Furthermore, in the case when the se-
quence {cn} increases unboundedly, this assumptions guarantees that estimates
(33) can be replaced with equality (30) by Corollary 9 and Lemma 6.

Corollary 10. Let the assumptions of Theorem 6 hold true, and suppose that
εn → 0 as n→ ∞. Then

lim
n→∞

Θ(λn, cn) = lim
n→∞

L (xn, λn, cn) = lim
n→∞

f(xn) = Θ∗.

5.3 Primal convergence

Now we are ready to prove general theorems on convergence of the sequence
{xn} generated by the model augmented Lagrangian method. Denote by ∆∗ =
f∗ − Θ∗ the duality gap between the primal problem (P) and the augmented
dual problem (D).

Theorem 7 (primal convergence vs. duality gap). Let the assumptions of
Theorem 6 be valid, the sequence {f(xn)} be bounded below, and the functions
f and dist(G(·),K) be lsc on Q. Then the sequence {xn} has limit points, only
if ∆∗ ≤ ε∗ (that is, the duality gap is smaller than the tolerance with which the
augmented Lagrangian subproblems are solved). Furthermore, all limit points of
the sequence {xn} (if such points exist) are (ε∗ −∆∗)-optimal solutions of the
problem (P).

Proof. Suppose that there exists a limit point x∗ of the sequence {xn}, i.e. there
exists a subsequence {xnk

} that converges to x∗. Recall that dist(G(xn),K) → 0
as n→ ∞ and

lim sup
n→∞

f(xn) ≤ Θ∗ + ε∗

by Theorem 6. Hence taking into account the semicontinuity assumptions one
can conclude that dist(G(x∗),K) = 0, i.e. x∗ is feasible for the problem (P),
and

f∗ ≤ f(x∗) ≤ Θ∗ + ε∗ ≤ f∗ + ε∗ −∆∗.

Therefore, ∆∗ ≤ ε∗ and x∗ is an (ε∗ − ∆∗)-optimal solution of the problem
(P).

Corollary 11 (primal convergence vs. zero duality gap). If under the assump-
tions of the previous theorem εn → 0 as n → ∞, then for the sequence {xn} to
have limit points it is necessary that there is zero duality gap between the primal
problem (P) and the augmented dual problem (D). Furthermore, in this case
all limit points of the sequence {xn} (if such points exist) are globally optimal
solutions of the problem (P).
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In the case when the space X is reflexive (in particular, finite dimensional),
we can prove a somewhat stronger result. Namely, we can show that if the zero
duality gap property is not satisfied, then the sequence {xn} necessarily escapes
to infinity as n→ ∞.

Theorem 8 (boundedness vs. duality gap). Let the assumptions of Theo-
rem 6 be valid, the space X be reflexive, the set Q be weakly sequentially closed,
the functions f and dist(G(·),K) be weakly sequentially lsc on Q, the sequence
{f(xn)} be bounded below. Then the following statements hold true:

1. for the sequence {xn} to have a bounded subsequence it is necessary that
∆∗ ≤ ε∗;

2. all weakly limit points of the sequence {xn} (if such points exist at all) are
(ε∗ −∆∗)-optimal solutions of the problem (P);

3. if εn → 0 as n → ∞, then for the sequence {xn} to have a bounded
subsequence it is necessary that the zero duality gap property holds true;
furthermore, in this case all weakly limit points of the sequence {xn} are
globally optimal solutions of the problem (P).

Proof. Bearing in mind the fact that any bounded sequence in a reflexive Banach
space has a weakly convergent subsequence and arguing in the same way as in
the proof of Theorem 7 one can easily verify that all claims of this theorem hold
true.

5.4 Dual convergence

Let us now turn to analysis of dual convergence, that is, convergence of the
sequence of multipliers {λn} or, more precisely, convergence of the dual sequence
{(λn, cn)}. Although convergence of multipliers for some particular augmented
Lagrangian methods can be studied, even in the case when the sequence of
multipliers {cn} increases unboundedly, with the use of optimality conditions,
only convergence of the whole sequence {(λn, cn)} is apparently connected with
some fundamental properties of the augmented dual problem. Such connection
might exist in the case when the penalty parameter increases unboundedly, but
an analysis of such connection is a challenging task, which we leave as an open
problem for future research.

We start our study of the dual convergence with a simple auxiliary result that
provides an important characterisation of limit points of the sequence {(λn, cn)}.
Lemma 7. Let all assumptions of Theorem 6 be valid, except for assumption
(B2). Suppose also that assumption (A10) holds true and the sequence {cn} is
bounded. Then any limit point (λ∗, c∗) of the sequence {(λn, cn)} (if such point
exists) is an ε∗-optimal solution of the dual problem.

Proof. Let a subsequence {(λnk
, cnk

)} converge to some (λ∗, c∗) ∈ Λ× (0,+∞).
Then, in particular, the sequence {λnk

} is bounded and by Theorem 6 (see also
Remark 26) one has

lim inf
k→∞

Θ(λnk
, cnk

) ≥ Θ∗ − ε∗.

Hence bearing in mind the fact that the function Θ is upper semicontinuous by
assumption (A10) (see Remark 7) one can conclude that Θ(λ∗, c∗) ≥ Θ∗ − ε∗,
that is, (λ∗, c∗) is an ε∗-optimal solution of the dual problem.

50



Corollary 12. Let the assumptions of Lemma 7 be valid and suppose that the
functions f and dist(G(·),K) are lsc on Q, while the augmented Lagrangian
L (·) is lsc on Q×Λ×(0,+∞). Then any limit point (x∗, λ∗, c∗) of the sequence
{(xn, λn, cn)} is an 2ε∗-saddle point of the augmented Lagrangian, that is,

sup
λ∈Λ

L (x∗, λ, c∗)− 2ε∗ ≤ L (x∗, λ∗, c∗) ≤ inf
x∈Q

L (x, λ∗, c∗) + ε∗. (36)

Proof. Suppose that a subsequence {(xnk
, λnk

, cnk
)} converges to some triplet

(x∗, λ∗, c∗) ∈ Q × Λ × (0,+∞). Then by Theorem 6 (see also Remark 26) one
has dist(G(xnk

),K) → 0 as k → ∞ and

lim sup
k→∞

f(xnk
) ≤ Θ∗ + ε∗, lim sup

k→∞
L (xnk

, λnk
, cnk

) ≤ Θ∗ + ε∗.

Therefore, by the lower semicontinuity assumptions one has G(x∗) ∈ K and

f(x∗) ≤ Θ∗ + ε∗, L (x∗, λ∗, c∗) ≤ Θ∗ + ε∗.

On the other hand, Proposition 1 and Lemma 7 imply that

Θ∗ ≤ f(x∗), Θ∗ − ε∗ ≤ Θ(λ∗, c∗) ≤ L (x∗, λ∗, c∗).

Hence with the use of assumption (A1) one gets that

sup
λ∈Λ

L (x∗, λ, c∗) ≤ f(x∗) ≤ L (x∗, λ∗, c∗) + 2ε∗,

that is, the first inequality in (36) is satisfied.
By the definition of xn one has

L (xnk
, λnk

, cnk
) ≤ L (x, λnk

, cnk
) + εnk

∀k ∈ N ∀x ∈ Q,

which implies that

lim inf
k→∞

L (xnk
, λnk

, cnk
) ≤ lim sup

k→∞
L (x, λnk

, cnk
) + ε∗ ∀x ∈ Q.

Hence with the use of assumption (A10) and the fact that the function L (·) is
lsc one obtains

L (x∗, λ∗, c∗) ≤ L (x, λ∗, c∗) + ε∗ ∀x ∈ Q,

that is, the second inequality in (36) is satisfied.

Remark 27. (i) It should be noted that the augmented Lagrangian is lsc on
Q × Λ × (0,+∞) for all particular examples of the function Φ from Section 3,
except for Rockafellar-Wets’ augmented Lagrangian, if the function f is lsc on
Q and the function G is continuous on this set. In the case of Rockafellar-
Wets’ augmented Lagrangian (Example 1) one needs to impose some additional
assumptions, such as σ(·) = 0.5‖ · ‖2 or K = {0} and σ(·) = ‖ · ‖. Let us also
mention that in the case of inequality constrained problems, instead of assuming
that G is continuous, it is sufficient to suppose that the functions gi defining
the constrained gi(x) ≤ 0 are only lower semicontinuous.

(ii) If the augmented Lagrangian L (·) is continuous on Q × Λ × (0,+∞),
then one can replace 2ε∗ in the first inequality in (36) with ε∗. Indeed, in
this case by Theorem 6 one has L (x∗, λ∗, c∗) ≥ Θ∗ and, therefore, f(x∗) ≤
L (x∗, λ∗, c∗) + ε∗, which implies the required result.
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With the use of Lemma 7 we can easily show how dual convergence is con-
nected with existence of optimal dual solutions/global saddle points of the aug-
mented Lagrangian.

Theorem 9 (dual convergence vs. existence of optimal dual solutions). Let
{(xn, λn, cn)} be the sequence generated by the model augmented Lagrangian
method, and suppose that the following conditions are satisfied:

1. assumptions (A1), (A7), (A10), (A12)s–(A14)s, and (A15) hold true;

2. assumptions (B1), (B3), and (B4) hold true;

3. εn → 0 as n→ ∞;

4. for any bounded set Λ0 ⊂ Λ there exists τ > 0 such that the function
infλ∈Λ0

Φ(G(·), λ, τ) is bounded below on Q.

Then for the sequence of penalty parameters {cn} to be bounded and the sequence
of multipliers {λn} to have a limit point it is necessary that a globally optimal
solution of the dual problem (D) exists.

Proof. By Lemma 7, under the assumptions of the theorem any limit point
of the sequence {(λn, cn)} is a globally optimal solution of the dual problem.
Therefore, for the existence of such limit (or, equivalently, for the sequence {cn}
to be bounded and the sequence {λn} to have a limit point) it is necessary that
a globally optimal solution of the dual problem exists.

Theorem 10 (full convergence vs. existence of global saddle points). Let
all assumptions of Theorem 9 be valid and suppose that the functions f and
dist(G(·),K) are lsc on the set Q. The for the sequence of penalty parame-
ters {cn} to be bounded and the sequence {(xn, λn)} to have a limit point it is
necessary that there exists a global saddle point of the augmented Lagrangian
L (·). Moreover, for any limit point {(x∗, λ∗, c∗)} of the sequence {(xn, λn, cn)}
(if such point exists) the pair (x∗, λ∗) is a global saddle point of the augmented
Lagrangian and c∗ ≥ c∗(x∗, λ∗).

Proof. Let (x∗, λ∗, c∗) be a limit point of the sequence {(xn, λn, cn)}. Then by
Lemma 7 the pair (λ∗, c∗) is an optimal dual solution. In turn, by applying
Theorem 6 (see also Remark 26) one can readily verify that the zero duality gap
property is satisfied and x∗ is a globally optimal solution of the problem (P).
Therefore, by Theorem 4 the pair (x∗, λ∗) is a global saddle point of L (x, λ, c)
and c∗ ≥ c∗(x∗, λ∗). Consequently, for the existence of a limit point of the
sequence {(xn, λn, cn)} it is necessary that there exists a global saddle point of
the augmented Lagrangian.

In the case when the space Y is reflexive one can prove somewhat stronger
versions of the previous theorems that uncover a connection between the bound-
edness of the sequences of multipliers and penalty parameters and the existence
of optimal dual solutions/global saddle points.

Theorem 11 (boundedness vs. existence of optimal dual solutions). Suppose
that {(xn, λn, cn)} is the sequence generated by the model augmented Lagrangian
method, and let the following conditions be satisfied:
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1. the space Y is reflexive;

2. assumptions (A1), (A7), (A9)s, (A10), (A12)s–(A14)s, and (A15) hold
true;

3. assumptions (B1), (B3), and (B4) hold true;

4. the sequence {εn} is bounded and lim supn→∞ εn = ε∗.

5. for any bounded set Λ0 ⊂ Λ there exists τ > 0 such that the function
infλ∈Λ0

Φ(G(·), λ, τ) is bounded below on Q.

Then the following statements hold true:

1. any weakly limit point of the sequence {(λn, cn)} (if such point exists) is
an ε∗-optimal solution of the problem (D);

2. if εn → 0 as n→ ∞, then for the boundedness of the sequence {(λn, cn)} it
is necessary that there exists a globally optimal solution of the augmented
dual problem (D);

3. if, in addition, X is reflexive, Q is weakly sequentially closed, the func-
tions f and dist(G(·),K) are weakly sequentially lsc on Q, and εn → 0
as n → ∞, then for the boundedness of the sequence {(xn, λn, cn)} it
is necessary that there exists a global saddle point of the augmented La-
grangian; furthermore, for any weakly limit point (x∗, λ∗, c∗) of the se-
quence {(xn, λn, cn)} the pair (x∗, λ∗) is a global saddle point of L (x, λ, c)
and c∗ ≥ c∗(x∗, λ∗).

Proof. The proof of this theorem almost literally repeats the proofs of Lemma 7
and Theorems 9 and 10. One only needs to use the facts that (i) any bounded
sequence from a reflexive Banach space has a weakly convergent subsequence,
(ii) the augmented dual function Θ(λ, c) is usc and concave by assumptions
(A9)s and (A10), and (iii) any usc concave function defined on a Banach space
is also weakly sequentially usc.

Remark 28. It should be underlined that the previous theorem provides nec-
essary conditions for the boundedness of sequences {(xn, λn, cn)} generated by
the model augmented Lagrangian method irrespective of the way in which the
sequences of multipliers {λn} and penalty parameters {cn} are updated. As
long as the assumptions of the theorem are satisfied, the existence of a global
saddle point is a necessary conditions for the boundedness of the sequence
{(xn, λn, cn)}. Similarly, the existence of an optimal dual solution is a necessary
condition for the boundedness of the sequences {λn, } and {cn}, regardless of
the way in which they are updated.

Let us finally return to Example 20 in order to demonstrate how one can
apply general convergence results obtained in this seciton to better understand
and predict behaviour of primal-dual augmented Lagrangian methods.

Example 22. Let X = Y = R. Consider the following optimization problem:

min f(x) = −x2 subject to g1(x) = x− 1 ≤ 0, g2(x) = −x− 1 ≤ 0. (37)
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Let L (·) be the Hestenes-Powell-Rockafellar augmented Lagrangian for this
problem (see (18)). As was shown in Example 20, the zero duality gap property
holds true in this case, but the augmented dual problem has no globally optimal
solutions.

Let the multipliers and the penalty parameter be updated in accordance
with the classic augmented Lagrangian method (see, e.g. [5, Algorithm 4.1]),
that is,

λ(n+1),1 = max
{
λn1+cng1(xn), 0

}
, λ(n+1),2 = max

{
λn2+cng2(xn), 0

}
(38)

and

cn+1 =

{
cn, if n = 0 or ‖Vn‖ ≤ τ‖Vn−1‖,
γcn, otherwise,

(39)

where τ ∈ (0, 1) and γ > 1 are fixed parameters and

Vni := min

{
−gi(xn),

µni

cn

}
, i ∈ {1, 2}.

One can readily check that assumptions (B1), (B3), and (B4) hold true in this
case, if cmin ≥ 2. Hence with the use of Theorem 11 one can conclude that
the sequence {(λn, cn)} has no bounded subsequence, which means that either
cn → +∞ or ‖λn‖ → +∞ as n → ∞. Let us provide a numerical example to
illustrate this claim.

Table 1: First 10 iterations of the model augmented Lagrangian method for
problem (37).
n 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
xn 2 -3 1.5 -1.5 1.2 -1.2 1.0909 -1.0909 1.0435 -1.0435
λn1 1 4 0 3 0 2.4 0 2.1818 0 2.087
λn2 1 0 6 0 3 0 2.4 0 2.1818 0
cn 3 3 6 6 12 12 24 24 48 48

Let τ = 0.9, γ = 2, c0 = 3, and λ0 = (1, 1). First 10 iterations of the model
augmented Lagrangian method with multiplier updates (38) and penalty pa-
rameter updates (39) are given in Table 1. Let us note that the points of global
minimum of the augmented Lagrangian were computed analytically. The results
of computer simulation have shown that cn → ∞, λ2n → (2, 0), λ2n+1 → (0, 2),
x2n → 1, and x2n+1 → −1 as n → ∞ (this fact can be proved analytically, but
its proof is rather cumbersome, which is why we do not present it here). Thus,
the iterations of the method oscillate between gradually shrinking neighbour-
hoods of two globally optimal solutions of problem (37) and the KKT multi-
pliers corresponding to these solutions, while the penalty parameter increases
unboundedly.

Remark 29. The convergence theory for the model augmented Lagrangian me-
thod presented in this paper generalizes and unifies many existing results on
convergence of augmented Lagrangianmethods. In particular, many such results
either directly follow from Theorems 6, 7, and 10 and Lemma 7 or can be
easily deduced from them, including [2, Proposition 2.1], [50, Theorem 6.1, part
(1)], [44, Theorems 1–3 and 7], [42, Theorems 2.4 and 3.1], [45, Theorems 4 and
7], [5, Theorem 5.2], [48, Theorem 5, part (iii)], etc.
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duals. Math. Program., 196:235–277, 2022.

[49] R. Polyak. Modified barrier functions: theory and methods. Math. Pro-
gram., 54:177–222, 1992.

[50] R. A. Polyak. Log-sigmoid multipliers method in constrained optimization.
Ann. Oper. Res., 101:427–460, 2001.

[51] R. A. Polyak. Nonlinear rescaling vs. smoothing technique in convex opti-
mization. Math. Program., 92:197–235, 2002.

[52] M. J. D. Powell. A method for nonlinear constraints in minimization prob-
lems. In R. Fletcher, editor, Optimization, pages 283–298. Academic Press,
London, 1969.

[53] L. M. Ramirez, N. Maculan, A. E. Xavier, and V. L. Xavier. Dislocation
hyperbolic augmented Lagrangian algorithm for nonconvex optimization.
RAIRO Oper. Res., 57:2941–2950, 2023.

[54] R. T. Rockafellar. Convex Analysis. Princeton University Press, Princeton,
1970.

[55] R. T. Rockafellar. The multiplier method of Hestenes and Powell applied
to convex programming. J. Optim. Theory Appl., 12:555–562, 1973.

[56] R. T. Rockafellar. Augmented Lagrange multiplier functions and duality
in nonconvex programming. SIAM J. Control Optim., 12:268–285, 1974.

[57] R. T. Rockafellar. Lagrange multipliers and optimality. SIAM Review,
35:183–238, 1993.

[58] R. T. Rockafellar and R. J.-B. Wets. Variational Analysis. Springer-Verlar,
Berlin, 1998.

[59] A. M. Rubinov, X. X. Huang, and X. Q. Yang. The zero duality gap
property and lower semicontinuity of the perturbation function. Math.
Oper. Res., 27:775–791, 2002.

[60] A. M. Rubinov and X. Q. Yang. Lagrange-type functions in constrained
nonconvex optimization. Kluwer Academic Publishers, Boston, 2003.

[61] J. J. Rückmann and A. Shapiro. Augmented Lagrangians in semi-infinite
programming. Math. Program., 116:499–512, 2009.

[62] A. Shapiro and J. Sun. Some properties of the augmented Lagrangian in
cone constrained optimization. Math. Oper. Res., 29:479–491, 2004.

[63] M. Stingl. On the solution of nonlinear semidefinite programs by aug-
mented Lagrangian methods. PhD thesis, Institute of Applied Mathematics
II, Friedrech-Alexander University of Erlangen-Nuremberg, Erlangen, Ger-
many, 2006.

58
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