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Abstract—In this work, we consider solving a distributed opti-
mization problem in a multi-agent network with multiple clusters.
In each cluster, the involved agents cooperatively optimize a
separable composite function with a common decision variable.
Meanwhile, a global cost function of the whole network is con-
sidered associated with an affine coupling constraint across the
clusters. To solve this problem, we propose a cluster-based dual
proximal gradient algorithm by resorting to the dual problem,
where the global cost function is optimized when the agents
in each cluster achieve an agreement on the optimal strategy
and the global coupling constraint is satisfied. In addition, the
proposed algorithm allows the agents to only communicate with
their immediate neighbors with heterogeneous step-sizes. The
computational complexity of the proposed algorithm with simple-
structured cost functions is discussed and an ergodic convergence
with rate O( 1

T
) is guaranteed (T is the index of iterations).

Index Terms—Multi-agent network; distributed optimization;
proximal gradient method; dual algorithm.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Background and Motivation

Distributed optimization problems (DOPs) have drawn
much attention in the recent few years due to their wide
applications in practical problems, such as task assignment in
multi-robot networks [1], machine learning problems [2], and
economic dispatch in power systems [3]. In those problems,
each agent usually maintains an individual decision variable,
and the optimal solution of the whole network is achieved
through multiple rounds of local communication and decision
making.

To adapt to the arising computational burden and privacy
preservation issues in the practical implementations with large-
scale data sets, DOPs with multiple agent clusters were
discussed recently [4]. Generally speaking, a multi-cluster
network corresponds to the conventional multi-agent network
where each node is broken into a cluster of sub-nodes such
that the overall computation task for the node can be separated
effectively [5]. In a multi-cluster-based DOP, to achieve the
respective objective of each cluster and the whole network, the
state updates and information exchanges are usually analyzed
at two levels: cluster level and system level, which brings
more complications into the algorithm development than the
single-level counterparts. In addition, existing research works
in this field expose a significant gap in considering coupling
constraints across the clusters, which limits their usages in
various coupling constrained problems [6–8]. Therefore, in this
work, we aim to develop a distributed optimization algorithm

for multi-cluster networks with general affine coupling con-
straints.

B. Literature Review

Existing research works on DOPs usually assume that the
communication graph of multi-agent networks is incomplete
due to the inadequate communication infrastructures or com-
munication failures among the agents. To tackle this issue, a
valid alternative is applying graph theory in modeling the com-
munication links, by which each agent only needs to access
the state information from its immediate neighbors [9–11].
In addition, to deal with the coupling constraints, consensus
protocol was applied in [12, 13], where certain agreement on
the state of the network can be achieved only through local
communications. To further minimize the requirement on the
acquisition of the global information, some more distributed
algorithms were proposed by [14–16], where the step-size
of the agents can be determined by local information. Some
DOPs dealing with time-varying networks were discussed
in [17, 18]. Some distributed algorithms with accelerated
convergence rates can be referred to in [19, 20].

However, when we extend the conventional multi-agent
networks to the multi-cluster cases, the algorithms in the
aforementioned works fail to illuminate the realization mech-
anisms within and across the clusters. Regarding this, an
unconstrained DOP with multiple clusters was investigated
in [4], where the agreement of the agents in each cluster
is achieved by the consensus protocol. Then, the optimal
solution of the whole network is achieved when the leader
of a cluster executes update in a sequential order by commu-
nicating with the leader of neighbor clusters. With a similar
network setting, the authors of [21] further proposed a gossip-
based communication mechanism among the leaders with a
supermartingale convergence guarantee. Then, a random-sleep
updating strategy was proposed in [5], where the followers in
each cluster can be in an active or inactive mode based on
Bernoulli distribution.

In contrast with the existing works with similar problem set-
ups, the new features of this work are summarized as follows.
• We newly consider a DOP in a multi-cluster network

with affine coupling constraints across the clusters, which
has a significant gap in both algorithm development and
application potential from the cluster-based unconstrained
DOPs studied in [4, 5, 21]. In addition, the proposed
multi-cluster network model is more distributed than
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those in [4, 5, 21] in the sense that we do not set any
leader agent who is designed to access the information
of other leaders directly.

• Our considered cluster-based DOPs involve two levels of
optimization objectives: intra-cluster consensus and extra-
cluster optimization. Specifically, the agreement of each
cluster is achieved by the consensus protocol among the
agents involved. Then, the optimal solution of the whole
network is achieved with the presence of the coupling
constraint. Therefore, it can be technically challenging to
directly apply the existing algorithms without clusters, as
studied in [12–18, 22, 23], due to the heterogeneity of the
optimization objectives within and across the clusters.

• To solve the DOP of interest, we propose a cluster-
based dual proximal gradient (CDPG) algorithm. As an
advantage of the algorithm, if the cost functions are
with some simple structures (can be non-smooth), one
only need to update the dual variables by some simple
operations without any costly inner-loop optimizations,
which leads to the reduction of the overall computational
complexity. This benefit is closely based on the dual
proximal gradient method, as also studied in [16, 24–27].
But differently, we focus on solving DOPs with general
affine coupling constraints, which are not considered in
[24–27]. In addition, the proposed CDPG algorithm can
avoid the bias error of a near-optimal convergence in [16]
with the same convergence rate guarantee.

The overall contributions of this work are summarized as
follows.

• We consider a class of DOPs in multi-cluster networks
with composite cost functions and general affine coupling
constraints. In this problem, the decision of each cluster
is based on the consensus of the agents involved. The
optimal solution of the whole network is achieved when
all the agents only communicate with their immediate
neighbors.

• A CDPG algorithm is proposed by resorting to the dual
problem. Provided that the cost functions in the primal
problem are simple-structured, the overall computational
complexity can be reduced without any costly inner-
loop optimization. In addition, the agents can update
with heterogeneous step-sizes and an ergodic conver-
gence rate O( 1

T ) can be guaranteed. The feasibility of
the proposed algorithm is verified by solving a social
welfare optimization problem in commodity market and
an economic emission dispatch problem in energy market
in the simulation.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section
II presents some frequently used definitions and properties
employed by this work. Section III formulates the optimization
problem of interest and provides the basic assumptions. Sec-
tion IV presents the main result of this work, including the dual
problem formulation, the proposed distributed optimization
algorithm, and the convergence analysis. The feasibility of the
proposed algorithm is numerically verified by two motivating
applications in Section V. Section VI concludes this paper.

II. PRELIMINARIES

Some frequently used notations, definitions, and relevant
properties of proximal mapping and Fenchel conjugate are
provided in this section.

A. Notations

N and N+ denote the non-negative and positive integer
spaces, respectively. Let | A | be the cardinality of set A.
Rn+ denotes the n-dimensional Euclidian space only with non-
negative real elements. Operator (·)> represents the transpose
of a matrix.

∏
n∈B An and

⋂
n∈B An denote the Cartesian

product and interaction of sets A1 to A|B|, respectively.
relintA represents the relative interior of set A. ‖ · ‖1
and ‖ · ‖ refer to the l1- and l2-norms, respectively. Define
‖u‖2X = u>Xu with X a square matrix. ⊗ is Kronecker
product. τmax(A) denotes the largest eigenvalue of a positive
semi-definite matrix A. In is an n-dimensional identity matrix
and On×m is an (n × m)-dimensional zero matrix. 1n and
0n denote the n-dimensional column vectors with all entries
being 1 and 0, respectively. Let diag[Xn]A be a diagonal-like
matrix with Xn placed on the diagonal according to index

n = 1, 2, ..., |A|, i.e., diag[Xn]A =

 X1 O
. . .

O X|A|

.

B. Proximal Mapping

A proximal mapping of a proper, convex, and closed
function ψ : Rn → (−∞,+∞] is defined by proxαψ[v] =

arg minu(ψ(u)+ 1
2α‖u−v‖

2), α > 0, v ∈ Rn. A generalized
version of proximal mapping can be defined as

proxX
ψ [v] = arg min

u
(ψ(u) +

1

2
‖u− v‖2X−1), (1)

with X ∈ Rn×n a positive definite matrix [24].

C. Fenchel Conjugate

ψ : Rn → (−∞,+∞] is a proper function. Then, the
Fenchel conjugate of ψ is defined by ψ�(v) = supu{v>u −
ψ(u)}, which is convex [28, Sec. 3.3].

Lemma 1. (Extended Moreau Decomposition [29, Thm. 6.45])
ψ : Rn → (−∞,+∞] is a proper, convex, and closed
function. ψ� is its Fenchel conjugate. Then for some v ∈ Rn
and α > 0, we have

v = αprox
1
α

ψ� [
v

α
] + proxαψ[v]. (2)

Lemma 2. [24, Lemma V.7] Let ψ : Rn → (−∞,+∞] be
a proper, closed, σ-strongly convex function and ψ� be its
Fenchel conjugate, σ > 0. Then,

arg max
u

(v>u− ψ(u)) = ∇vψ
�(v) (3)

and ∇vψ
�(v) is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant

1
σ .

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

The considered network model, problem formulation, and
relevant assumptions are introduced in this section.
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A. Network Model

Consider a multi-agent network G, which is composed
of cluster set V = {1, ..., N}. Cluster i ∈ V is defined
by Gi = {Vi, Ei} with agent set Vi = {1, ..., ni} and
undirected edge set Ei = {e1, e2, ..., e|Ei|} ⊆ {(j, l)|j ∈
Vi, l ∈ Vi, j 6= l} (no self-loop). Then G can be described
by agent set V̄ = {1, ...,

∑N
l=1 nl} and undirected edge set

E = {ē1, ē2, ..., ē|E|} ⊆ {(i, j)|i ∈ V̄ , j ∈ V̄ , i 6= j} (no
self-loop). In V̄ , the index of the jth agent in cluster i is
relabeled by nij =

∑i−1
l=0 nl + j, i.e., the agents are relabeled

from cluster 1 to N according to the index in each respective
cluster. Let V ji = {l|(j, l) ∈ Ei} and V̄ k = {l|(k, l) ∈ E} be
the neighbor sets of the jth agent in Gi and the kth agent in
G, respectively. Let Li ∈ Rni×ni be the Laplacian matrix of
Gi, where the (j, l)th entry is defined by [30]

[Li]jl =

 |V
j
i | if j = l ∈ Vi
−1 if (j, l) ∈ Ei
0 otherwise

. (4)

With a given indexing protocol of the vertices in Vi, the
index of edges can be decided as follows. For any two distinct
edges ek = (k1, k2) ∈ Ei and ev = (v1, v2) ∈ Ei, if
min{k1, k2} > min{v1, v2}, then k > v, and vice versa.
For the case min{k1, k2} = min{v1, v2}, if max{k1, k2} >
max{v1, v2}, then k > v, and vice versa.

Example 1. Based on the vertex indexing protocol in Fig.
1, the edge indices are given by e1 = (1, 2), e2 = (2, 4),
e3 = (2, 5), e4 = (3, 4), and e5 = (4, 5).

Fig. 1. A network example.

The graph Gi can also be described by an incidence matrix
Gi ∈ Rni×|Ei|, where the rows and columns are indexed
by vertices and edges, respectively [31]. Based on the above
indexing protocol of edges, the incidence matrix of Gi is
defined by

[Gi]jk =

 1 if ek = (j, l) ∈ Ei and j > l
−1 if ek = (j, l) ∈ Ei and j < l
0 otherwise

. (5)

Similarly, we define an incidence matrix Ḡ ∈ R|V̄ |×|E| for G,
where

[Ḡ]jk =

 1 if ēk = (j, l) ∈ E and j > l
−1 if ēk = (j, l) ∈ E and j < l
0 otherwise

. (6)

B. The Optimization Problem

Let H(x) =
∑
i∈V Hi(xi) be the global cost function of

network G and Hi(xi) =
∑
j∈Vi(fij(xi)+gij(xi)) be the cost

Fig. 2. An illustrative communication topology of the network.

function of cluster i, where fij+gij is the cost function of the
jth agent in cluster i, xi ∈ RM , x = [x>1 , ...,x

>
N ]> ∈ RNM .

The optimization problem of the whole network is formulated
as

(P1) min
x

∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

(fij(xi) + gij(xi))

subject to Ax ≤ b, (7)

with A ∈ RB×NM , b ∈ RB . An illustrative communication
topology of the network is shown in Fig. 2.

Remark 1. The composite cost function fij + gij is a gen-
eralization of many cost functions in practical problems, such
as resource allocation problems [25], regularization problems
[32], and support vector machines [33]. For instance, gij
can be a regularization penalty term, such as l1- and l2-
norms. Alternatively, we can consider a local feasible region
Xij ⊆ RM for the jth agent in cluster i, where Xij is non-
empty, convex, and closed. Then, we can let gij be an indicator

function IXij , where IXij (xi) =

{
0 if xi ∈ Xij

+∞ otherwise [24].

Remark 2. For the comparison purpose, we consider a
conventional composite DOP

(P1+) min
x

∑
i∈V

(fi(xi) + gi(xi))

subject to Ax ≤ b, (8)

where fi + gi is the cost function of agent i. Then, compared
with Problem (P1+), the new features of the multi-cluster
based Problem (P1) are explained as follows.

• Problem (P1) can be viewed as a generalization of
Problem (P1+) by expanding the agent who manages xi
into cluster i with distributed agents. In case there is only
one agent in each cluster, Problem (P1) is equivalent to
Problem (P1+).

• To optimize the global cost function, the agents in each
cluster need to generate a consensual decision, e.g., xi,
which is involved by the coupling constraint Ax ≤ b.
Therefore, in the distributed setup, the interactions among
the agents within each cluster and across different clus-
ters should be considered simultaneously.
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Assumption 1. The edges in G and Gi are undirected; Any
two distinct vertices in G and Gi are linked by at least one
path, ∀i ∈ V .

Assumption 2. Both fij : RM → (−∞,+∞] and gij :
RM → (−∞,+∞] are proper, convex, and closed extended
real-valued functions; fij is σij-strongly convex, σij > 0,
∀i ∈ V, j ∈ Vi.

The assumptions in Assumption 2 are often discussed in
composite optimization problems [16, 24, 25, 34–37].

Assumption 3. (Constraint Qualification [38]) There exists an
x̆ ∈ relintD such that Ax̆ ≤ b, where D =

∏
i∈V

⋂
j∈Vi Dij

with Dij the domain of fij + gij , ∀i ∈ V , j ∈ Vi.

IV. MAIN RESULT

In this section, we propose a CDPG algorithm for solving
the problem of interest, discuss the computational complexity
with simple-structured cost functions, and further conduct the
convergence analysis.

A. Dual Problem

To realize distributed computation, we decouple the variable
of clusters by defining yij ∈ RM as the estimate of xi by the
jth agent in cluster i. Then, the collection of the estimates
in cluster i can be yi = [y>i1, ...,y

>
ini

]> ∈ RniM and the
collection of the overall estimates can be y = [y>1 , ...,y

>
N ]> ∈

R
∑
i∈V niM .

Based on Problem (P1), the estimates in each cluster should
reach a consensus. Then by the consensus protocol in cluster i:
xi = yi1 = ... = yini , the global constraint can be represented
by

Ax ≤ b⇔
∑
i∈V

Aixi ≤ b⇔
∑
i∈V

1>ni ⊗Ai

ni
yi ≤ b

⇔
∑
i∈V

Aiyi ≤ b⇔ Ay ≤ b, (9)

where Ai =
1>ni
⊗Ai

ni
∈ RB×niM and A = [A1, ...,AN ] ∈

RB×
∑
i∈V niM with Ai ∈ RB×M the ith column block of A

(i.e., A = [A1, ...,Ai, ...,AN ]). Essentially, (9) reconstructs
the coupling constraint in (P1) with the augmented variables
without affecting the nature of the constraint when certain
consensus is achieved in each cluster.

Note that the consensus constraint of yij in cluster i can
be equivalently written as Liyi = 0, where Li = Li ⊗ IM ∈
RniM×niM is the augmented Laplacian matrix of Gi [31].
Then the consensus-based optimization problem of the whole
network can be formulated as

(P2) min
y

∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

(fij(yij) + gij(zij))

subject to yij = zij , ∀i ∈ V, j ∈ Vi, (10)

Liyi = 0, ∀i ∈ V, (11)
Ay ≤ b, (12)

where zij ∈ RM is a slack variable.

The Lagrangian function of Problem (P2) can be given by

L(y, z,µ,ν,φ)

=
∑
i∈V

(
∑
j∈Vi

(fij(yij) + gij(zij) + µ>ij(yij − zij))

+ ν>i L
iyi) + φ>(Ay − b)

=
∑
i∈V

(
∑
j∈Vi

(fij(yij) + gij(zij) + µ>ij(yij − zij))

+ ν>i L
iyi + φ>Aiyi − κiφ>b)

=
∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

(fij(yij) + gij(zij) + µ>ij(yij − zij)

+ ν>i L
i
jyij + φ>Aijyij − κiηijφ>b), (13)

where µij ∈ RM and νi ∈ RniM and φ ∈ RB are Lagrangian
multipliers,

zi = [z>i1, ..., z
>
ini ]
>, z = [z>1 , ..., z

>
N ]>,

µi = [µ>i1, ...,µ
>
ini ]
>,µ = [µ>1 , ...,µ

>
N ]>,

ν = [ν>1 , ...,ν
>
N ]>,

∑
i∈V

κi = 1,
∑
j∈Vi

ηij = 1,

Aij ∈ RB×M is the jth column block of Ai (i.e., Ai =
[Ai1, ...,Aij , ...,Aini ]), and Lij ∈ RniM×M is the jth column
block of Li (i.e., Li = [Li1, ..., L

i
j , ..., L

i
ni ]).

Then the dual function can be obtained by

W (µ,ν,φ)

= min
y,z

∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

(fij(yij) + gij(zij) + µ>ij(yij − zij)

+ ν>i L
i
jyij + φ>Aijyij − κiηijφ>b)

= min
y,z

∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

(fij(yij) + (µij + Li>j νi + A>ijφ)>yij

− κiηijb>φ+ gij(zij)− µ>ijzij)

=
∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

(−f�ij(−µij − Li>j νi − A>ijφ)

− κiηijb>φ− g�ij(µij))

=
∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

(−f�ij(Hijϑij)−Eijϑij − g�ij(Fijϑij)), (14)

where

Hij = [−IM ,−Li>j ,−A>ij ],Eij = [0>M ,0
>
niM , κiηijb

>],

Fij = [IM ,OM×niM ,OM×B ],ϑij = [µ>ij ,ν
>
i ,φ

>]>.

Hence, the dual problem of Problem (P2) is

(P3) min
ϑ,φ≥0

∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

(f�ij(Hijϑij) + Eijϑij + g�ij(Fijϑij)),

where ϑ = [ϑ>1 , ...,ϑ
>
N ]>,ϑi = [ϑ>i1, ...,ϑ

>
ini

]>. Since con-
sidering the constraint φ ≥ 0 is equivalent to accommodating
indictor function IRB+ (φ) = IRB+

(Nijϑij) into the cost func-
tion with Nij = [OB×(M+niM), IB ], then Problem (P3) can
be rewritten as

(P4) min
ϑ

∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

pij(ϑij) +
∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

qij(ϑij),
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where

pij(ϑij) = f�ij(Hijϑij) + Eijϑij , (15)

qij(ϑij) = g�ij(Fijϑij) + IRB+ (Nijϑij). (16)

Note that ϑij is coupled among the agents with the common
components νi and φ. To construct a separable structure for
the cost function in (P4), we define λij = [µ>ij ,γ

>
ij ,θ

>
ij ]
>,

where γij and θij are the local estimates of νi and φ by the
jth agent in cluster i, respectively. In addition, we define

γi = [γ>i1, ...,γ
>
ini ]
>,γ = [γ>1 , ...,γ

>
N ]>,

θi = [θ>i1, ...,θ
>
ini ]
>,θ = [θ>1 , ...,θ

>
N ]>,

λi = [λ>i1, ...,λ
>
ini ]
>,λ = [λ>1 , ...,λ

>
N ]>,

Mij = [OniM×M , IniM ,OniM×B ],

Mi = Ini ⊗Mij ,M = diag[Mi]V ,

Ni = Ini ⊗Nij ,N = diag[Ni]V .

Then we have γij = Mijλij , θij = Nijλij , γi = Miλi, γ =
Mλ, θi = Niλi, and θ = Nλ. For convenience purposes, we
relabel θij by defining θ̄nij = θij . Then the consensus of γij
in Vi and θ̄nij in V̄ can be characterized by

γil − γij = 0, ∀l ∈ Sij , (17)
θ̄k − θ̄nij = 0, ∀k ∈ S̄ij , (18)

respectively, where Sij = {l|(j, l) ∈ Ei, l > j}, S̄ij =
{k|(nij , k) ∈ E, k > nij}, ∀i ∈ V , j ∈ Vi.

Example 2. Assume that the cluster setting in Example 1
follows V̄ = {1, 2, 3, 4, 5}, V1 = {1}, V2 = {1}, V3 = {1},
V4 = {1, 2}. Then S11 = ∅, S21 = ∅, S31 = ∅, S41 = {2}, and
S42 = ∅. In addition, S̄11 = {2}, S̄21 = {4, 5}, S̄31 = {4},
S̄41 = {5}, and S̄42 = ∅. An empty set of Sij or S̄ij means
no consensus constraint exists in (17) or (18), respectively.

Note that (17) and (18) can be written in compact forms
with the help of the incidence matrix [31]. By defining Gi =
G>i ⊗IniM , (17) can be represented by Giγi = GiMiλi = 0.
In addition, one can construct Gγ = GMλ = 0 by including
all clusters with G = diag[Gi]V . Similarly, (18) can be rep-
resented by Ḡθ̄ = ḠNλ = 0, where θ̄ = [θ̄>1 , ..., θ̄

>∑N
l=1 nl

]>

and Ḡ = Ḡ>⊗IB . Then, by defining Z = [M>G>,N>Ḡ>]>,
(17) and (18) can be jointly represented by Zλ = 0.

Consider a quadratic term

‖Zλ‖2D[π] =
∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

πij
∑
l∈Sij

(γil − γij)2

+
∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

πij
∑
k∈S̄ij

(θ̄k − θ̄nij )2,

where

D[π] =

[
diag[Vi]V O

O diag[V̄i]V

]
,

Vi =


πi1I|Si1|niM O

πi2I|Si2|niM
. . .

O πiniI|Sini |niM

 ,

V̄i =


πi1I|S̄i1|B O

πi2I|S̄i2|B
. . .

O πiniI|S̄ini |B

 ,
with πij > 0 a weighting factor, i ∈ V , j ∈ Vi.

Then, a consensus-based penalized dual problem of Problem
(P2) can be given by

(P5) min
λ

Φ(λ) +
1

2
‖Zλ‖2D[π]

subject to Zλ = 0, (19)

where

Φ(λ) = P (λ) +Q(λ), (20)

P (λ) =
∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

pij(λij), (21)

Q(λ) =
∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

qij(λij), (22)

pij(λij) = f�ij(Hijλij) + Eijλij , (23)

qij(λij) = g�ij(Fijλij) + IRB+ (Nijλij). (24)

Φ is convex based on the definition of Fenchel conjugate.

B. Distributed Optimization Algorithm Development

The Lagrangian function of Problem (P5) can be given by

L(λ,ω) =P (λ) +Q(λ) +
1

2
‖Zλ‖2D[π] + ω>Zλ

=
∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

pij(λij) +
∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

qij(λij)

+
1

2

∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

πij
∑
l∈Sij

(γil − γij)2

+
1

2

∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

πij
∑
k∈S̄ij

(θ̄k − θ̄nij )2

+
∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

∑
l∈Sij

ξ>ijl(γil − γij)

+
∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

∑
k∈S̄ij

ζ>ijk(θ̄k − θ̄nij ), (25)

where

ξijl ∈ RniM , ξij = [ξ>ijl1 , ..., ξ
>
ijl|Sij |

]>, l(·) ∈ Sij ,

ζijk ∈ RB , ζij = [ζ>ijk1
, ..., ζ>ijk|S̄ij |

]>, k(·) ∈ S̄ij ,

ξi = [ξ>i1, ..., ξ
>
ini ]
>, ξ = [ξ>1 , ..., ξ

>
N ]>,

ζi = [ζ>i1, ..., ζ
>
ini ]
>, ζ = [ζ>1 , ..., ζ

>
N ]>,ω = [ξ>, ζ>]>.

Here, ω is the collection of the Lagrangian multipliers. Se-
quence {l1, ..., l|Sij |} is decided by: ∀lm, ln ∈ Sij , if lm > ln,
then m > n, and vice versa. Similarly, in {k1, ..., k|S̄ij |},
∀km, kn ∈ S̄ij , if km > kn, then m > n, and vice versa.

Example 3. Based on the graph in Example 1 and the cluster
setting in Example 2, we have ξ41 = ξ412, ζ11 = ζ112, ζ21 =
[ζ>214, ζ

>
215]>, ζ31 = ζ314, and ζ41 = ζ415.



6

Let C be the set of the saddle points of L(λ,ω). Then, any
saddle point (λ∗,ω∗) ∈ C satisfies [39]

L(λ,ω∗) ≥ L(λ∗,ω∗) ≥ L(λ∗,ω). (26)

We aim to seek a saddle point of L(λ,ω), which can be
characterized by Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions [40]

0 ∈ ∇λP (λ∗) + ∂λQ(λ∗) + Z>ω∗ + Z>D[π]Zλ∗, (27)
Zλ∗ = 0. (28)

Then the proposed CDPG algorithm for solving Problem (P5)
is designed as

λt+1 =prox
S[c]
Q [λt − S[c](∇λP (λt) + Z>ωt

+ Z>D[π]Zλt)], (29)

ωt+1 =ωt + D[π]Zλt+1, (30)

where

S[c] = diag[Ci]V , (31)

Ci =


ci1 O

ci2
. . .

O cini

⊗ IM+niM+B . (32)

Based on (24), we have

qij(λij) = g�ij(µij) + IRB+ (θij)

= g�ij(µij) + IRniM (γij) + IRB+ (θij). (33)

Then one can have [29, Thm. 6.6]

proxcijqij =prox
cij
g�ij
× prox

cij
I
RniM

× prox
cij
I
RB

+

. (34)

Based on (34), (29) and (30) can be decomposed into

µt+1
ij =prox

cij
g�ij

[µtij − cij∇µijpij(λtij)], (35)

γt+1
ij =γtij − cij(∇γijpij(λtij)−

∑
l∈Sij

ξtijl

+
∑
l′∈S]ij

ξt
il′ j

+ πij
∑
l∈Sij

(γtij − γtil)

+
∑
l′∈S]ij

πil′ (γ
t
ij − γtil′ )), (36)

θt+1
ij =PRB+ [θtij − cij(∇θijpij(λtij)−

∑
k∈S̄ij

ζtijk

+
∑
k′∈S̄]ij

ζt
ik′ j

+ πij
∑
k∈S̄ij

(θ̄tnij − θ̄
t
k)

+
∑
k′∈S̄]ij

π̄k′ (θ̄
t
nij − θ̄

t
k′

))], (37)

ξt+1
ijl =ξtijl + πij(γ

t+1
il − γ

t+1
ij ), ∀l ∈ Sij , (38)

ζt+1
ijk =ζtijk + πij(θ̄

t+1
k − θ̄t+1

nij ), ∀k ∈ S̄ij , (39)

due to the separability of P and Q, where π̄ is the relabeled
π by formula π̄nij = πij , S

]
ij = {l|(j, l) ∈ Ei, l < j},

S̄]ij = {k|(nij , k) ∈ E, k < nij}, and PRB+ [·] is a Euclidean
projection onto RB+, ∀i ∈ V, j ∈ Vi. (36) and (37) hold since

the proximal mapping of an indicator function is equivalent to
a Euclidean projection (the projection onto RniM in (36) is
omitted) [41, Sec. 1.2].

Remark 3. To apply (35) to (37), one needs to compute
∇µijpij(λij), ∇γijpij(λij), and ∇θijpij(λij). By Lemma 2,
we have

∇λijpij(λij) = [∇>µijpij(λij),∇
>
γijpij(λij),∇

>
θijpij(λij)]

>

=H>ij∇Hijλijf
�
ij(Hijλij) + E>ij

=H>ij arg max
u

((Hijλij)
>u− fij(u)) + E>ij , (40)

which can be completed by some numerical methods only with
local information. On the other hand, if the proximal mapping
of gij is easier to obtain, the computation of (35) can be
further simplified by employing Lemma 1, which gives

%tij = µtij − cij∇µijpij(λtij), (41)

µt+1
ij = prox

cij
g�ij

[%tij ] = %tij − cijprox
1
cij
gij [

%tij
cij

], (42)

where we use g��ij = gij since gij is convex and lower semi-
continuous, and g��ij is the biconjugate of gij [38, Sec. 3.3.2].
Specifically, if gij = IXij (see Remark 1), (42) is equivalent

to µt+1
ij = %tij − cijPXij [

%tij
cij

].

Remark 4. The considered inequality-constrained DOP can
cover the equality-constrained scenarios by removing the
constraint φ ≥ 0 in Problem (P3) based on KKT conditions,
which leads to qij(λij) = g�ij(Fijλij) in Problem (P5) by
removing the indicator function IRB+ (Nijλij) from the cost
function. Then, the updating law (37) becomes

θt+1
ij =θtij − cij(∇θijpij(λtij)−

∑
k∈S̄ij

ζtijk +
∑
k′∈S̄]ij

ζt
ik′ j

+ πij
∑
k∈S̄ij

(θ̄tnij − θ̄
t
k) +

∑
k′∈S̄]ij

π̄k′ (θ̄
t
nij − θ̄

t
k′

))

by removing the Euclidean projection.

In the following, we discuss how to recover the optimal
primal solution y∗. By the saddle point property

L(y∗, z∗,µ,ν,φ) ≤ L(y∗, z∗,µ∗,ν∗,φ∗)

≤ L(y, z,µ∗,ν∗,φ∗), (43)

the optimal primal variable can be obtained by the second
inequality in (43): y∗ = arg miny L(y, z,µ∗,ν∗,φ∗). Then
by decomposing y and omitting the constant terms in L, we
have

y∗ij = arg min
yij

fij(yij) + (µ∗ij + Li>j ν
∗
i + A>ijφ

∗)>yij

= arg min
yij

fij(yij) + (µ∗ij + Li>j γ
∗
ij + A>ijθ

∗
ij)
>yij ,

(44)

where we use γ∗ij = ν∗i and θ∗ij = φ∗ since γ∗ij and θ∗ij are
the optimal local estimates of ν∗i and φ∗, respectively, i ∈ V ,
j ∈ Vi. The detailed computation procedure of the CDPG
algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1.
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Algorithm 1 CDPG algorithm
1: Initialize λ0, ω0. Determine step-sizes cij , πij > 0, ∀i ∈
V, j ∈ Vi.

2: for t = 0, 1, 2, ... do
3: for i = 1, 2, ..., N and j = 1, 2, ..., ni do (in parallel)
4: Update ∇µijpij(λtij), ∇γijpij(λtij), and
∇θijpij(λtij) based on (43).

5: Update µt+1
ij based on (35) or (41)-(42).

6: Intra-cluster interaction:
7: Update γt+1

ij and ξt+1
ij based on (36) and (38),

respectively.
8: Extra-cluster interaction:
9: Update θt+1

ij and ζt+1
ij based on (37) and (39),

respectively.
10: end for
11: end for
12: Obtain the output of dual variables µij , γij , ξij , θij , and

ζij , ∀i ∈ V, j ∈ Vi. Calculate the primal solution based
on (44).

C. Convergence Analysis

Lemma 3. With Assumption 2, the Lipschitz constant of
∇λijpij(λij) is given by hij =

‖Hij‖2
σij

, ∀i ∈ V , j ∈ Vi.

See the proof in Appendix A.
In the following, we let D̄[π] and S̄[c] be the inverse

matrices of D[π] and S[c], respectively. In addition, define

S[h] = diag[Wi]V , (45)

Wi =


hi1 O

hi2
. . .

O hini

⊗ IM+niM+B . (46)

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumptions 1-3 hold. Let 0 <
cij ≤ 1

hij+τmax(Z>D[π]Z)
, ∀i ∈ V, j ∈ Vi. By Algorithm 1,

for any (λ∗,ω∗) ∈ C, we have

|Φ(λ̄T+1)− Φ(λ∗)| ≤ Θ

T + 1
, (47)

‖ω∗‖‖Zλ̄T+1‖ ≤ Θ

T + 1
, (48)

where Θ = ‖ω∗‖2
4D̄[π]

+ ‖ω0‖2
D̄[π]

+ ‖λ∗ −
λ0‖21

2 S̄[c]− 1
2Z
>D[π]Z

, λ̄T+1 = 1
T+1

∑T
t=0 λ

t+1, T ∈ N+.

See the proof in Appendix B.

D. Computational Complexity with Simple-Structured Cost
Functions

By the proposed CDPG algorithm, (35) to (37) may require
some inner-loop optimizations to compute ∇pij as discussed
in Remark 3 and the proximal mapping of g�ij . In the following,
we will discuss the CDPG algorithm with some simple-
structured cost functions, where the computational complexity
can be reduced. For the gradient-based iterative algorithms,
the computational complexity is dominated by iteration com-
plexity and computational cost per iteration [42].

First, we consider the iteration complexity of (35) in the
following cases.
• If fij is a simple-structured smooth function (e.g., fij

is quadratic), ∇f�ij (also ∇pij by (43)) can be obtained
efficiently [38, Sec. 3.3.1]. Widely discussed optimization
problems with smooth + nonsmooth cost functions can be
referred to in [25, 32, 33].

• In (35), the proximal mapping of g�ij can be efficiently
obtained if gij is simple-structured. For example, consider
a regularization problem, where the penalty is a Euclidean
e-norm: gij(xij) = ‖xij‖e (e.g., it can be an LASSO
problem if e = 1 [32]). Then, we can have

g�ij(µij) = IYij (µij) =

{
0 if µij ∈ Yij
+∞ otherwise , (49)

where Yij = {v ∈ RM |‖v‖∗e ≤ 1} with ‖ · ‖∗e being the
dual norm of ‖·‖e. The first equality holds by computing
the conjugate of an e-norm [38, Sec. 3.3.1]. Then in (35),
the proximal mapping of g�ij is a Euclidean projection
onto Yij [41, Sec. 1.2].

Based on the above discussion, provided that fij and gij
are some simple-structured functions, (35) only requires some
simple operations (e.g., addition, multiplication, and Euclidean
projection) with iteration complexity O(1) without any costly
inner-loop optimization. Then the overall iteration complexity
of (35) can be O( 1

ε ) with ε being the convergence error (see
Thm. 1). Note that for gradient-based iterative algorithms, the
computational cost per iteration is linear in dimension [42].
Then, the overall computational complexity of (35) can be
O(Mε ).

Meanwhile, given that fij is simple-structured, (36)-(39)
can also be computed efficiently only with some simple
operations with iteration complexity O(1). Then the over-
all computational complexity of the CDPG algorithm can
be obtained by counting the overall dimension of (35)-
(39), which gives O(M |V̄ |ε ) + O(

∑
i∈V n

2
iM

ε ) + O(B|V̄ |ε ) +

O(
∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

|Sij |niM
ε ) +O(

∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

|S̄ij |B
ε ).

V. MOTIVATING APPLICATIONS AND NUMERICAL
SIMULATION

A. Social Welfare Optimization in Commodity Market

In this simulation, we consider a social welfare optimization
problem in a commodity market [43]. In this market, we aim
to supply certain amount of commodities to multiple consumer
regions such that the utility function of the whole consumer
community is optimized (the transportation cost is assumed to
be negligible).

The utility function of different regions can be obtained
by some learning machines based on the regional information
[44]. Due to the possibly large-scale data sets and privacy
perseveration issues, it can be inefficient or even infeasible to
transmit the whole data sets among the machines. Therefore,
distributed learning framework can be employed [45], as
introduced as follows.
• Distributed learning machines are established, who col-

lect the data in different areas and generate the utility
functions based on the local data and learning algorithms.
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TABLE I
PARAMETERS OF SIMULATION A

Region i 1 2 3
Machine j 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 1 2
$ij -0.1 -0.2 -0.3 -0.2 -0.5 -0.45 -0.55 -0.8 -0.9
ςij 2.1 2.2 2 1.9 0.2 0.25 0.5 3.3 4.1
xij 0
xij 10.5 5.5 3.33 4.75 0.2 0.27 0.45 2.06 2.27

TABLE II
PARAMETERS OF SIMULATION B

Cluster i xi xi αi,1 αi,2 βi,1 βi,2 ρi,1 ρi,2 ρi,3
1 0.05 5 100 200 6.490 -2.000 0.255 0.012 -3.554
2 0.05 10 120 150 5.638 -3.000 0.250 0.012 -4.047
3 0.05 10 40 180 4.586 -2.000 0.255 0.012 -3.094

• The utility function of each region can be settled by
ensemble method [46], e.g., take the average of all the
generated functions in each region.

Then, the machines decide the optimal commodity supply
strategy in a distributed manner to optimize the utility function
of the whole community.

Fig. 3. Communication typology of learning machines.

Based on the above discussion, we let fij(xi) be the
utility function generated by the jth machine in region i.
Then, the utility function of region i is settled as fi(xi) =
1
ni

∑
j∈Vi fij(xi) [47]. Hence, the social welfare optimization

problem can be formulated as

(P6) max
x∈X

H(x)

subject to Ax ≤ b.

Here, H(x) =
∑
i∈V fi(xi), x = [x1, ..., x|V |]

>, A =
1>|V |, b is total quantity of commodities in store. X =∏
i∈V

⋂
j∈Vi Xij with Xij = [xij , xij ], where xij and xij

are the lower and upper bounds of demand, respectively. In
addition, the utility function obtained by the machines is
assumed to be in a quadratic form fij(xi) = $ijx

2
i + ςijxi

[43]. b is set as 5. The detailed communication typology of
the machines and other parameter settings are shown in Fig.
3 and Table I, respectively.

By some direct calculations, the optimal solution to Problem
(P6) is x∗ = [3.33, 0, 1.67]> (the lower bound of x2 is
activated). To characterize the relative convergence error, we

define o =
∣∣∣L(λ,ω)−H(x∗)

H(x∗)

∣∣∣ with certain non-zero H(x∗). The
simulation result is shown in Fig. 4. Fig. 4-(a) shows that λ
tends to the steady state asymptotically. Fig. 4-(b) depicts the
trajectory of ω. The trajectory of convergence error is shown
in Fig. 4-(c).

B. Economic Emission Dispatch Optimization in Energy Mar-
ket

In this simulation, we consider an economic emission dis-
patch problem in an energy market. In this market, we consider
multiple energy generation companies (GENCOs) and regula-
tion entities (REs), where the latter ones can be some policy
makers for the environment’s benefit and are responsible for
regulating the pollutant emissions [48]. Specifically, two sorts
of emissions are considered: sulfur dioxide (SO2) and oxides
of nitrogen (NOx), which are regulated by possibly different
REs. Certain GNECO and its REs are assumed to jointly make
decisions to optimize the output of the GNECO. Hence, we
treat the GENCO and its REs as a cluster.

In this problem, the objective function of cluster i is
designed as fi(xi) = χiCi(xi)+(1−χi)δi(ES

i (xi)+EN
i (xi))

[49]. Here, xi ∈ Xi = [xi, xi] is the quantity of energy
generation with xi and xi being the lower and upper generation
limits, respectively. Ci, ES

i , and EN
i are the fuel cost, emission

quantity of SO2, and emission quantity of NOx, respectively.
δi > 0 and χi ∈ (0, 1) are the penalty price of emission
and weighting factor, respectively. The detailed fuel cost and
emission quantity functions are given by

Ci(xi) = αi,1x
2
i + αi,2xi + αi,3, (50)

ES
i (xi) = βi,1x

2
i + βi,2xi + βi,3, (51)

EN
i (xi) = ρi,1exp(ρi,2xi) + ρi,3xi + ρi,4, (52)

where αi,1, αi,2, αi,3, βi,1, βi,2, βi,3 ρi,1, ρi,2, ρi,3, and ρi,4
are parameters. The communication typology of the market
is designed in Fig. 5. Then, the economic emission dispatch
problem of the whole market can be formulated as

(P7) min
x∈X

∑
i∈V

fi(xi)
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Fig. 4. Result of Simulation A.

Fig. 5. Communication typology of GENCOs and REs.

subject to Ax = b,

where A = 1>|V |, x = [x1, ..., x|V |]
>, X =

∏
i∈V Xi, and

b is the total energy demand. The parameters of Problem
(P7) are set in Table II [49]. Note that EN

i (xi) is strongly
convex with a compact Xi. The settings of αi,3, βi,3, and
ρi,4 are omitted since they are some constants in the objective
functions. Without losing the generality, we let χi = 0.5 and
b = 5. δi is set as Ci(xi)

ES
i (xi)+EN

i (xi)
as suggested by [49].

By some direct calculations, the optimal solution to Problem
(P7) is x∗ = [2.38, 2.57, 0.05]> (the lower bound of x3 is
activated). The simulation result is shown in Fig. 6. Fig. 6-
(a) shows that λ tends to the steady state asymptotically. Fig.
6-(b) depicts the trajectory of ω. With a similar definition of
convergence error as in Simulation A, the trajectory of o is
obtained in Fig. 6-(c).

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we considered a DOP in a multi-cluster net-
work with an affine coupling constraint. In this problem, each
cluster can make its decision based on the consensus protocol
among the agents involved. To achieve the optimal solution of
the whole network, a CDPG algorithm was proposed, where
each agent can make updates with local communications.
The computational complexity with some simple-structured
cost functions were discussed. The performance of the CDPG

algorithm was demonstrated by two motivating applications in
the simulation.

APPENDIX

A. Proof of Lemma 3

By Lemma 2, ∇f�ij is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz
constant 1

σij
, which means

‖∇vf
�
ij(Hijv)−∇uf

�
ij(Hiju)‖

=‖H>ij∇Hijvf
�
ij(Hijv)−H>ij∇Hijuf

�
ij(Hiu)‖

≤‖Hij‖‖∇Hijvf
�
ij(Hijv)−∇Hijuf

�
ij(Hiu)‖

≤‖Hij‖
σij

‖Hijv −Hiju‖

≤‖Hij‖2

σij
‖v − u‖ = hij‖v − u‖. (53)

(53) implies ∇λijf�ij(Hijλij) is Lipschitz continuous
with constant hij , which means ∇λijpij(λij) =
∇λijf�ij(Hijλij) + E>ij is also Lipschitz continuous with
constant hij .

B. Proof of Theorem 1

By the first-order optimality condition of (29) in terms of
(1), we have

0 ∈∂λQ(λt+1) + S̄[c](λt+1 − λt) +∇λP (λt)

+ Z>D[π]Zλt + Z>ωt

=∂λQ(λt+1)− S̄[c](λt − λt+1) +∇λP (λt)

+ Z>D[π]Zλt + Z>ωt+1 − Z>D[π]Zλt+1. (54)

From the convexity of Q(λ), we have

Q(λ)−Q(λt+1) ≥ (λ− λt+1)>S̄[c](λt − λt+1)

− (λ− λt+1)>∇λP (λt)− (λ− λt+1)>Z>ωt+1

+ (λ− λt+1)>Z>D[π]Z(λt+1 − λt). (55)

From the convexity and Lipschitz continuous differentiability
of pij , we have

(λ− λt+1)>∇λP (λt) =
∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

(λij − λtij)>∇λijpij(λtij)
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Fig. 6. Result of Simulation B.

+
∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

(λtij − λt+1
ij )>∇λijpij(λtij)

≤
∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

(pij(λij)− pij(λtij))

+
∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

(pij(λ
t
ij)− pij(λt+1

ij ))

+
∑
i∈V

∑
j∈Vi

hij
2
‖λtij − λt+1

ij ‖
2

=P (λ)− P (λt+1) + ‖λt − λt+1‖21
2S[h]. (56)

By (30), we have

0 = D̄[π](ωt − ωt+1) + Zλt+1. (57)

Therefore, by multiplying the both sides of (57) by (ω −
ωt+1)>, we have

(ω − ωt+1)>D̄[π](ωt − ωt+1)

+ (ω − ωt+1)>Zλt+1 = 0. (58)

By adding (55) and (56) together from the both sides, we have

Φ(λt+1)− Φ(λ) ≤ −(λ− λt+1)>S̄[c](λt − λt+1)

+ (λ− λt+1)>Z>ωt+1 + ‖λt − λt+1‖21
2S[h]

+ (λ− λt+1)>Z>D[π]Z(λt − λt+1)

=− (λ− λt+1)>S̄[c](λt − λt+1)

− (ω − ωt+1)>D̄[π](ωt − ωt+1)

− (ω − ωt+1)>Zλt+1 + (ωt+1)>Zλ

− (ωt+1)>Zλt+1 + ‖λt − λt+1‖21
2S[h]

+ (λ− λt+1)>Z>D[π]Z(λt − λt+1)

=‖λ− λt‖21
2 S̄[c] − ‖λ− λ

t+1‖21
2 S̄[c]

− ‖λt − λt+1‖21
2 S̄[c] + ‖ω − ωt‖21

2 D̄[π]

− ‖ω − ωt+1‖21
2 D̄[π] − ‖ω

t − ωt+1‖21
2 D̄[π]

+ (ωt+1)>Zλ− ω>Zλt+1 + ‖λt − λt+1‖21
2S[h]

− ‖λ− λt‖21
2Z
>D[π]Z + ‖λ− λt+1‖21

2Z
>D[π]Z

+ ‖λt − λt+1‖21
2Z
>D[π]Z

=‖λ− λt‖21
2 S̄[c]− 1

2Z
>D[π]Z

− ‖λ− λt+1‖21
2 S̄[c]− 1

2Z
>D[π]Z

− ‖λt − λt+1‖21
2 S̄[c]− 1

2S[h]− 1
2Z
>D[π]Z

+ ‖ω − ωt‖21
2 D̄[π] − ‖ω − ω

t+1‖21
2 D̄[π]

− ‖ωt − ωt+1‖21
2 D̄[π] + (ωt+1)>Zλ− ω>Zλt+1, (59)

where we use (58) in the first equality and the second equality
holds with v>u = 1

2 (‖v‖2 + ‖u‖2 − ‖v − u‖2).
Note that (59) holds for all λ and ω. The proof is conducted

by discussing the following two scenarios.
1) Scenario 1: If Zλ̄T+1 6= 0, by letting λ = λ∗ and

ω = 2‖ω∗‖ Zλ̄T+1

‖Zλ̄T+1‖ in (59), we have

Φ(λt+1)− Φ(λ∗) + 2‖ω∗‖ (Zλ̄T+1)>

‖Zλ̄T+1‖
Zλt+1

≤‖λ∗ − λt‖21
2 S̄[c]− 1

2Z
>D[π]Z

− ‖λ∗ − λt+1‖21
2 S̄[c]− 1

2Z
>D[π]Z

+ ‖2‖ω∗‖ Zλ̄T+1

‖Zλ̄T+1‖
− ωt‖21

2 D̄[π]

− ‖2‖ω∗‖ Zλ̄T+1

‖Zλ̄T+1‖
− ωt+1‖21

2 D̄[π], (60)

where 0 < cij ≤ 1
hij+τmax(Z>D[π]Z)

is considered such that
S̄[c] − S[h] − Z>D[π]Z is positive semi-definite in (59).
Summing up (60) over t = 0, 1, ..., T gives

(T + 1)(Φ(λ̄T+1)− Φ(λ∗) + 2‖ω∗‖‖Zλ̄T+1‖)

≤
T∑
t=0

(Φ(λt+1)− Φ(λ∗) + 2‖ω∗‖‖Zλ̄T+1‖)

≤‖2‖ω∗‖ Zλ̄T+1

‖Zλ̄T+1‖
− ω0‖21

2 D̄[π]

+ ‖λ∗ − λ0‖21
2 S̄[c]− 1

2Z
>D[π]Z

≤‖ω∗‖24D̄[π] + ‖ω0‖2D̄[π]

+ ‖λ∗ − λ0‖21
2 S̄[c]− 1

2Z
>D[π]Z, (61)

where the first inequality is from the convexity of Φ and the
third inequality is from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Therefore,

Φ(λ̄T+1)−Φ(λ∗) ≤ 1

T + 1
(‖ω∗‖24D̄[π] + ‖ω0‖2D̄[π]

+ ‖λ∗ − λ0‖21
2 S̄[c]− 1

2Z
>D[π]Z)



11

− 2‖ω∗‖‖Zλ̄T+1‖ ≤ Θ

T + 1
. (62)

Based on (25), (26) and (28), we have

Φ(λ)− Φ(λ∗) + ω∗>Zλ ≥ 0. (63)

Letting λ = λ̄T+1 in (63) gives

Φ(λ̄T+1)− Φ(λ∗) ≥ −‖ω∗‖‖Zλ̄T+1‖. (64)

By combining the first inequality in (62) and (64), we have

‖ω∗‖‖Zλ̄T+1‖ ≤ Θ

T + 1
. (65)

By (64) and (65), we have

Φ(λ̄T+1)− Φ(λ∗) ≥ − Θ

T + 1
. (66)

By combining (62), (65) and (66), (47) and (48) are proved.
2) Scenario 2: If Zλ̄T+1 = 0, we let λ = λ∗ and ω = 2ω∗

in (59), which directly gives

Φ(λ̄T+1)− Φ(λ∗) ≤ Θ

T + 1
(67)

by the same derivation process of (60)-(62). Then, con-
sidering that ‖Zλ̄T+1‖ = 0 and Φ(λ̄T+1) − Φ(λ∗) ≥
−‖ω∗‖‖Zλ̄T+1‖ = 0, (47) and (48) hold as well.
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