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Abstract—This paper studies distributed convex optimization
with both affine equality and nonlinear inequality couplings
through the duality analysis. We first formulate the dual of the
coupling-constraint problem and reformulate it as a consensus
optimization problem over a connected network. To efficiently
solve this dual problem and hence the primal problem, we design
an accelerated linearized algorithm where, at each round, a look-
ahead linearization of the separable objective is combined with a
quadratic penalty on the Laplacian constraint, a proximal step,
and an aggregation of iterations. On the theory side, we prove
non-ergodic rates for both the primal optimality error and the
feasibility error. On the other hand, numerical experiments show
a faster decrease of optimality error and feasibility residual than
the state-of-the-art algorithms under the same communication
budget.

Index Terms—Distributed constrained optimization, acceler-
ated algorithm, coupling constraints

I. INTRODUCTION

Distributed optimization seeks to minimize a global objec-

tive across a multi-agent system via localized computation

and communication and finds many applications, including

smart grids, sensor networks, and distributed learning [1]. A

particularly challenging class of distributed optimization prob-

lems is the coupling-constraint problem (CCP), where agents

must coordinate local decisions subject to global coupling

constraints. Such couplings increase the complexity of the

problem, especially in decentralized settings where no central

coordinator exists and each agent has only local information.

A classical distributed optimization problem is the economic

dispatch problem, also referred to as resource allocation [2].

It is typically formulated as a CCP, where the goal is to

minimize the total cost while meeting the demand and sat-

isfying both the individual and the global limitations. Among

these constraints, a global affine equality constraint commonly

represents the power balance condition in smart grids, ensuring

that total generation meets total demand [3]. Other physical

limitations are modeled as coupling inequality constraints,

such as emission constraints or network capacity limits, which

capture interdependent physical relationships among different

units [4], [5].

A lot of efforts have aimed to handle the coupled equality

constraint, for instance, via the alternating direction method
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of multipliers (ADMM) [6], [7], mirror-based approaches [8],

and gradient-tracking of dual problem [9]. Besides, there are

some works that focus on distributed optimization problems

with coupling affine inequality constraints [10]–[12]. However,

these works are not suitable for optimization problems subject

to nonlinear inequality constraints.

In particular, to address the challenging problems involv-

ing globally coupled nonlinear inequality constraints, formed

by aggregating all local constraints across the nodes, var-

ious distributed algorithms have been developed [13]–[18].

In [13], smooth convex programs with globally coupled in-

equalities are solved via a dual subgradient method with

iterate-averaging feedback. The follow-up [14] introduces an

operator-splitting primal–dual framework that handles both

equality and inequality couplings. Ref. [15] develops a dis-

tributed subgradient scheme combining dual methods with

dynamic average consensus to iteratively minimize local dual

models, and extends it via dual decomposition to handle

functionally coupled constraints. In [16], the sparsely coupled

and densely coupled constraints are efficiently handled using

different techniques, respectively. Ref. [17] introduces an Aug-

mented Lagrangian Tracking (ALT) distributed algorithm to

handle both affine equality and nonlinear inequality coupling

constraints and provides an asymptotic convergence result un-

der the assumption of convexity. Their convergence properties

have also been established, ranging from asymptotic conver-

gence [13], [17], [18] to explicit rates such as ergodic O( lnN√
N
)

[14], nonergodic O(1/
√
N) [15], and ergodic O(1/N) [16],

where N is the total number of iterations.

It is noted that a majority of existing distributed algorithms

for solving the CCP do not consider accelerated convergence

and therefore exhibit relatively slow ergodic convergence rates.

Motivated by this limitation, this work aims to develop a

distributed algorithm with a provable accelerated non-ergodic

convergence rate, extending the theoretical guarantees of clas-

sical first-order methods to the CCP framework with general

(possibly nonsmooth) cost functions. Nesterov introduced a

fast first-order method for unconstrained convex optimization

to enhance the efficiency of first-order methods, significantly

accelerating the convergence rate to O(1/N2) [19]. Later,

numerous algorithms adapted Nesterov’s acceleration idea

for different optimization problems, such as the Fast Iter-

ative Shrinkage-Thresholding Algorithm (FISTA) [20], fast

Lagrangian-based algorithms [21], [22], and distributed opti-

mization algorithms [23], [24]. Nevertheless, these algorithms

do not apply to the distributed CCP.

This paper proposes an algorithm for the distributed op-

timization problems with coupling equality and inequality

constraints over an undirected communication network, sig-
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nificantly improving the nonergodic convergence rate, where

the nonergodic rate reflects the convergence performance of in-

dividual iteration and does not rely on averaging. Specifically,

we first transform the CCP into a dual problem. Given the

separable nature of the objective function, this dual problem

can be interpreted as a consensus optimization problem. By

leveraging the linearized method of multipliers, we develop

an accelerated distributed algorithm to solve the dual problem,

thereby enabling an efficient distributed solution to the original

CCP. In particular, we establish that at the N th iteration,

the proposed algorithm achieves a non-ergodic convergence

rate of O(1/N2) + O(1/N) for the primal optimality error,

while the constraint violation decreases at a non-ergodic rate

of O(1/N2) +O(1/N). These results improve upon existing

prior works, where only ergodic or asymptotic convergence

guarantees have been established, as in [13]–[18].

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section

II introduces the problem formulation. Section III develops

our accelerated distributed algorithm. Section IV carries out

the convergence analysis. Section V provides numerical ex-

periments to validate our algorithm. Section VI concludes the

paper.

Notation: For a differentiable function f : R
p → R,

its gradient at x ∈ R
p is denoted by ∇f(x). For

a non-differentiable function f : R
p → R, ∂f(x)

represents a subgradient at x ∈ R
p. A convex function

f : X → (−∞,+∞] is called proper if f(x) > −∞ for

all x ∈ X and f(x) is not trivially equal to +∞. The

relative interior of a set S, ri(S), is defined as ri(S) =
{x ∈ S : there exists ǫ > 0 such that Bǫ(x) ∩ aff(S) ⊆ S},

where aff(S) is the affine hull of S and Bǫ(x) is a ball of

radius ǫ centered on x. Let PY be the projection operator

onto the convex set Y . We denote by R
p
+ the nonnegative

orthant in R
p, i.e., R

p
+ = {x ∈ R

p | xi ≥ 0, ∀i = 1, . . . , p}.

The projection of a vector y ∈ R
p onto R

p
+ is denoted by

[y]+. The symbols 0p, 1p, Op, and Ip are used to denote

the p-dimensional all-zero vector, all-one vector, zero matrix,

and identity matrix, respectively. Let ⊗ be the Kronecker

product, 〈·, ·〉 be the Euclidean inner product, and ‖ · ‖ be the

ℓ2 norm. For a positive semidefinite matrix A � Op and a

vector x ∈ R
p, ‖x‖2A = xTAx, A† is the pseudoinverse of A,

and λ2(A) is the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of matrix A.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Consider the CCP for a distributed network of multiple

agents. These agents can communicate with each other through

a communication network. The communication network is

modeled by a connected undirected graph G = (V , E), where

V = {1, 2, . . . , n} is the set of nodes and E ⊆ {(i, j) ⊆
V × V | i 6= j} is the set of edges. For each agent i ∈ V , the

set of its neighbors is denoted by Ni = {j ∈ V | (i, j) ∈ E}.

The objective of the CCP is to minimize the summation of

the costs of all agents in the network while satisfying both

the global coupling constraints and individual constraints. To

be more specific, the formulation of CCP considered in this

paper is defined as follows,

min
x∈X

f(x) =

n
∑

i=1

fi(xi), (1)

s. t.

n
∑

i=1

Bixi =

n
∑

i=1

bi,

n
∑

i=1

hi(xi) ≤ 0,

where x = [xT
1 xT

2 . . . xT
n ]

T ∈ R
np, Xi ⊆ R

p is the local

constraint set for each xi, and X = X1 ×X2 × . . .×Xn. In

the constraints, Bi ∈ R
d×p and bi ∈ R

d, while hi is a possibly

nonlinear function.

Assumption 1. For each i ∈ V , we assume that

1) fi(xi) : R
p → (−∞,+∞] is a proper and µf−strongly

convex function, and

2) hi(xi) : R
p → R

m is convex and lh−Lipschitz continu-

ous on the convex set Xi, i.e., there exists lh > 0 such

that,

‖hi(xi,2)− hi(xi,1)‖≤ lh‖xi,2 − xi,1‖, ∀xi,2, xi,1 ∈ Xi.

Assumption 2. The set Xi is compact and convex. Further-

more, the Slater condition is satisfied, that is, there exists at

least one point x in the relative interior ri (X) of X such

that both
∑n

i=1 Bixi =
∑n

i=1 bi and
∑n

i=1 hi(xi) < 0 are

satisfied.

III. ALGORITHM DEVELOPMENT

In this section, we first transform problem (1) into a dual

problem. Building upon classical primal–dual frameworks, we

further embed an acceleration mechanism, combining extrap-

olation, adaptive scaling, and averaging steps, to achieve an

accelerated rate.

A. Dual Problem

By introducing the Lagrangian multipliers µ ∈ R
d and δ ∈

R
m
+ , the Lagrangian function associated with problem (1) is

defined as

L(x, µ, δ) =

n
∑

i=1

Li(xi, µ, δ)

=

n
∑

i=1

(Fi(xi) + 〈µ,Bixi − bi〉+ 〈δ, hi(xi)〉) ,

(2)

where Fi , fi + 1Xi
: Rp → (−∞,+∞], i ∈ V , 1Xi

(xi)
is the indicator function associated with the convex set Xi,

i ∈ V , i.e., 1Xi
(xi) = 0 if xi ∈ Xi and 1Xi

(xi) = +∞,

otherwise. The dual problem of problem (1) is then given as

max
µ∈Rd, δ∈R

m
+

min
x

L(x, µ, δ) = min
µ∈Rd, δ∈R

m
+

n
∑

i=1

gi(µ, δ),

where for each i ∈ V , gi(µ, δ) is defined as

gi(µ, δ) := −min
xi

{Li(xi, µ, δ)} .
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Keep a copy of the variables µ and δ at each agent i ∈ V as

µi and δi to each node i ∈ V and then compact them into

yi := [µT
i δTi ]

T ∈ Y , where Y := R
d × R

m
+ . To simplify

notation, we do not distinguish between gi(µi, δi) and gi(yi).
We have the dual optimization problem as follows,

min
yi∈Y

n
∑

i=1

gi(yi), (3)

s. t. y1 = y2 = · · · = yn.

We denote the Laplacian matrix by H , where

[H ]ij =







∑

s∈Ni
His, i = j,

−Hij , j ∈ Ni,
0, otherwise,

i, j ∈ V ,

with Hij = Hji > 0 being the weight of edge {i, j} ∈ E .

Since G is a connected undirected graph, the null space

of H is span {1n}. Define y :=
[

yT1 yT2 . . . yTn
]T ∈

Y , Y := Y n and W := H ⊗ Id+m � On(d+m).

Then, we obtain that the range spaces of the matrices

W , W
1
2 , W † and (W †)

1
2 are the same and equal to

{

y ∈ R
n(d+m) | y1 + · · ·+ yn = 0d+m

}

, which is the orthog-

onal complement of
{

y ∈ R
n(d+m) | y1 = · · · = yn

}

. Hence,

the consensus constraint y1 = · · · = yn can be replaced with

W
1
2 y = 0n(d+m). In this way, we reformulate problem (3)

into the following compact form:

min
y∈Y

G(y) =

n
∑

i=1

gi(yi) (4)

s. t. W
1
2 y = 0n(d+m).

Proposition 1. Suppose Assumption 1 holds. Then the function

gi : Y → R is Lipschitz smooth with a constant lg, i.e., for

any z1, z2 ∈ Y ,

‖∇gi(z1)−∇gi(z2)‖ ≤ lg‖z1 − z2‖, (5)

where lg =
√

2
µ2
f

(‖Bi‖2 + l2h) ·max{‖Bi‖2, l2h}.

Proof. For any i ∈ V , the strong convexity of Fi and the

convexity of hi imply that the Lagrangian function Li(xi, µ, δ)
is strongly convex in xi. Hence, for any z1 = [µT

1 δT1 ]
T ∈ Y

and z2 = [µT
2 δT2 ]

T ∈ Y , the optimal solutions

xi,1 := argmin
xi

Li(xi, µ1, δ1),

xi,2 := argmin
xi

Li(xi, µ2, δ2)

are uniquely defined.

By Danskin’s Theorem [25, Proposition B.22], the gra-

dient of gi with respect to (µ, δ) is given by ∇gi :=
[(∇µgi)

T (∇δgi)
T]T, where ∇µgi(µ1, δ1) = −Bixi,1 + bi,

∇µgi(µ2, δ2) = −Bixi,2 + bi, and ∇δgi(µ1, δ1) = −hi(xi,1),
∇δgi(µ2, δ2) = −hi(xi,2).

By the definition of strong convexity, for any subgradient

∇̃xi
Li(xi,1, µ1, δ1) ∈ ∂xi

Li(xi,1, µ1, δ1), it holds that

Li(xi,2, µ1, δ1)− Li(xi,1, µ1, δ1)

≥
〈

∇̃xi
Li(xi,1, µ1, δ1), xi,2 − xi,1

〉

+
µf

2
‖xi,2 − xi,1‖2.

Since 0 ∈ ∂xi
Li(xi,1, µ1, δ1), the above simplifies to

Li(xi,2, µ1, δ1)− Li(xi,1, µ1, δ1) ≥
µf

2
‖xi,2 − xi,1‖2. (6)

Similarly, we obtain

Li(xi,1, µ2, δ2)− Li(xi,2, µ2, δ2) ≥
µf

2
‖xi,2 − xi,1‖2. (7)

Adding equations (6) and (7), we obtain

µf‖xi,2 − xi,1‖2
≤ (Li(xi,2, µ1, δ1)− Li(xi,1, µ1, δ1))

+ (Li(xi,1, µ2, δ2)− Li(xi,2, µ2, δ2))

= 〈µ1 − µ2, Bi(xi,2 − xi,1)〉+ 〈δ1 − δ2, hi(xi,2)− hi(xi,1)〉
≤ (‖Bi‖‖µ1 − µ2‖+ lh‖δ1 − δ2‖) ‖xi,2 − xi,1‖,

where the last inequality uses the Lipschitz continuity of hi.

Dividing both sides by ‖xi,2−xi,1‖ (nonzero since otherwise

the conclusion is trivial), we obtain

‖xi,2 − xi,1‖ ≤ ‖Bi‖
µf

‖µ1 − µ2‖+
lh
µf

‖δ1 − δ2‖. (8)

With the additional assumption of Lipschitz continuity of

hi, we have

‖∇δg(µ1, δ1)−∇δg(µ2, δ2)‖ ≤ lh‖xi,1 − xi,2‖,

which, in view of (8), results in

‖∇g(µ1, δ1)−∇g(µ2, δ2)‖2
= ‖∇µg(µ1, δ1)−∇µg(µ2, δ2)‖2

+ ‖∇δg(µ1, δ1)−∇δg(µ2, δ2)‖2

≤ (‖Bi‖2 + l2h)‖xi,1 − xi,2‖2

≤ 2

µ2
f

(‖Bi‖2 + l2h)
(

‖Bi‖2‖µ1 − µ2‖2 + l2h‖δ1 − δ2‖2
)

≤ l2g(‖µ1 − µ2‖2 + ‖δ1 − δ2‖2).

This establishes the Lipschitz smoothness of gi and completes

the proof.

Under Assumptions 1 and 2, the strong duality holds.

The optimal solution of problem (1), denoted by x∗ =
[(x∗

1)
T (x∗

2)
T . . . (x∗

n)
T]T, is unique. In addition, we regard

x∗ and y∗ as the optimal pair if and only if

1) x∗ is feasible, i.e.,
∑n

i=1 Bix
∗
i =

∑n
i=1 bi and

∑n
i=1 h(x

∗
i ) ≤ 0.

2) y∗ = [(y∗1)
T (y∗2)

T . . . (y∗n)
T]T ∈ Y is an optimal

solution to the dual problem (4), and G(y∗) = −F (x∗).

B. Accelerated Distributed Algorithm

In this subsection, we aim to develop a distributed algo-

rithm for solving problem (4) by introducing an accelerated

linearized method of multipliers. To this end, we define the

augmented Lagrangian function as follows,

Lρ(y, v) = G(y)−
〈

v,W
1
2 y
〉

+
ρ

2

∥

∥

∥
W

1
2 y
∥

∥

∥

2

,
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where v = [vT1 vT2 . . . vTn ]
T ∈ R

n(d+m) and ρ > 0. Recall the

method of multipliers [26], where updates are given by

yk+1 = argmin
y∈Y

{

G(y)−
〈

vk,W
1
2 y
〉

+
ρ

2

∥

∥

∥
W

1
2 y
∥

∥

∥

2
}

, (9a)

vk+1 = vk − ρW
1
2 yk+1, (9b)

where k is the iteration index. Note that G(y) is a function

that contains the operator argmin. In this case, we consider to

linearize G(y) using its first-order Taylor expression G(yk)+
〈∇G(yk), y−yk〉. In addition, although G(y) is separable, the

linear function 〈vk,W 1
2 y〉 and the quadratic term ρ

2‖W
1
2 y‖2

are not suitable for distributed computation. To deal with this

issue, we define

λk = W
1
2 vk (10)

for distributed implementation. In view of (9b), we have

λk+1 = λk − ρWyk+1.

With a proximal term η
2 ‖y − yk‖2, the linearized inexact

updates of the method of multipliers are given by

yk+1 =argmin
y∈Y

{

〈∇G(yk), y〉 − 〈λk, y〉+ ρ〈Wyk, y〉

+
η

2
‖y − yk‖2

}

=PY{yk −
1

η
(∇G(ỹk)− λk − ρWyk)}, (11a)

λk+1 =λk − ρWyk+1, (11b)

where the gradient of G(y) is defined as

∇G(y) =
[

∇gT1 (y1) ∇gT2 (y2) . . . ∇gTn (yn)
]T

.

We introduce the variables ỹk = [ỹT1,k ỹT2,k . . . ỹ
T
n,k]

T ∈ R
np

and ŷk = [ŷT1,k ŷT2,k . . . ŷ
T
n,k]

T ∈ R
np. Then, we propose the

following accelerated distributed algorithm for problem (4),

ỹk = (1− αk) ŷk + αkyk, (12a)

yk+1 =PY{yk −
1

ηk
(∇G(ỹk)− λk − θkWyk)}, (12b)

ŷk+1 = (1− αk) ŷk + αkyk+1, (12c)

λk+1 =λk − βkWyk+1, (12d)

where αk, ηk, θk, βk ∈ R are design parameters to be specified

later, and ∇G(ỹk) = [∇gT1 (ỹ1,k) ∇gT2 (ỹ2,k) . . . ∇gTn (ỹn,k)]
T,

∇gi(ỹi,k) in (12b) can be obtained as follows,

∇gi(ỹi,k) = −
[

Bixi,k − bi
hi(xi,k)

]

, (13)

where

xi,k = argmin
x

{

Fi(x) +

〈[

Bixi − bi
hi(xi)

]

, ỹi,k

〉}

. (14)

Specifically, the algorithm maintains a triplet that plays the

roles of extrapolation and aggregation. ỹk serves as an ex-

trapolated prediction used for gradient evaluation, introducing

a momentum-like effect that captures the trend of previous

iterations, and yk performs the proximal correction ensuring

stability. In addition, ŷk smooths the trajectory and enables

optimal convergence analysis. These variables can affect the

trajectory of updates and provide a kind of foresight about

where the updating direction is heading. By properly selecting

the parameters, the algorithm achieves the accelerated rate

typical of Nesterov-type acceleration methods [19].

In summary, the proposed accelerated distributed algorithm

is detailed in Algorithm 1, where N denotes the number of

iterations.

Algorithm 1 Accelerated Distributed Algorithm for Economic

Dispatch

1: Initialization:

2: For each node i ∈ V , set ŷi,1 = yi,1 ∈ Y and λi,1 = 0.

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

4: Each node i ∈ V sends the variable yi,k to its neighbors

j ∈ Ni.

5: Each node i ∈ V updates the variable ỹi,k =

(1− αk) ŷi,k + αkyi,k and further updates the variable

xi,k according to (14).

6: After receiving the information from its neighbors, each

node i ∈ V computes the aggregated information ti,k =
∑

j∈Ni
Hij(yi,k − yj,k).

7: Each node i ∈ V updates

yi,k+1 = PY {yi,k −
1

ηk
(∇gi(ỹi,k)− λi,k − θkti,k)},

where ∇gi(ỹi,k) is defined in (13), and then updates

ŷi,k+1 = (1− αk) ŷi,k + αkyi,k+1.

8: Each node i ∈ V updates λi,k+1 = λi,k − βkti,k.

9: end for

xi,N+1 = argmin
x

{

Fi(x) +

〈[

Bixi − bi
hi(xi)

]

, ŷi,N+1

〉}

and takes it as the final result.

IV. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

In this section, we carry out the convergence analysis for the

proposed algorithm. Specifically, we provide the convergence

rates of the primal optimality error and the feasibility error.

A. Convergence Rate

Theorem 1. Consider the accelerated distributed algorithm in

Algorithm 1 under Assumptions 1 and 2. Assume ‖∇G(y∗)‖ ≤
ξ. Let N be the number of iterations and the design parameters

of Algorithm 1 be αk = 2
k+1 , θk = ρN

k
, βk = ρk

N
, and ηk =

2lg+ρN‖W‖
k

. Then, the convergence rates of the primal opti-

mality error and the violation error of the constraints are as

follows,
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

n
∑

i=1

Bixi,N+1 − bi

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

+

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

n
∑

i=1

hi(xi,N+1)

]

+

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ εc, (15)

−εp ≤ f(xN+1)− f(x∗) ≤ ε̄p, (16)
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where

εc =

(

2lg
N(N + 1)

+
ρ

(N + 1)
‖W‖

)

‖y1 − y∗‖2

+
1

ρ(N + 1)λ2(W )
,

εp =

(

2lg
N(N + 1)

+
ρ

(N + 1)
‖W‖

)

‖y1 − y∗‖2

+
1

ρ(N + 1)
‖∇G(y∗)‖2W † + ‖y∗‖εc,

and ε̄p = 1
lg

(

(‖∇G(y∗)‖+ lg‖y∗‖) εc + ε2c
)

.

Proof. For any λ ∈ R
n(d+m), we have

G (ŷk+1)−G (y∗)− 〈λ, ŷk+1 − y∗〉
− (1− αk) [G (ŷk)−G (y∗)− 〈λ, ŷk − y∗〉]

= G (ŷk+1)− (1− αk)G (ŷk)− αkG (y∗)

− αk 〈λ, yk+1 − y∗〉 . (17)

By Proposition 1, G(y) is convex and lg-smooth, and hence

G (ŷk+1) ≤ G (ỹk) + 〈∇G (ỹk) , ŷk+1 − ỹk〉

+
α2
klg
2

‖yk+1 − yk‖2

=(1− αk) [G (ỹk) + 〈∇G (ỹk) , ŷk − ỹk〉]
+ αk [G (ỹk) + 〈∇G (ỹk) , y

∗ − ỹk〉]

+αk 〈∇G (ỹk) , yk+1−y∗〉+α2
klg
2

‖yk+1−yk‖2

≤ (1− αk)G (ŷk) + αkG(y∗)

+αk 〈∇G (ỹk) , yk+1−y∗〉+α2
klg
2

‖yk+1−yk‖2 ,
(18)

where the second equality has been derived using (12a) and

(12c). Substituting (18) into the right-hand side of (17), we

obtain the upper bound of (17) as

G (ŷk+1)−G (y∗)− 〈λ, ŷk+1 − y∗〉
− (1− αk) [G (ŷk)−G (y∗)− 〈λ, ŷk − y∗〉]

≤ αk 〈∇G (ỹk) , yk+1 − y∗〉+ α2
klg
2

‖yk+1 − yk‖2

− αk 〈λ, yk+1 − y∗〉 . (19)

According to (12b), we have the optimality condition

0 ∈ ∇G (ỹk) + ∂1Y(yk+1)

− ηk (yk − yk+1)− θkWyk − λk,

where ∂1Y(yk+1) is a subgradient of the indicator function

at yk+1. Then, we can further express the right-hand side of

(19) as

αk 〈∇G (ỹk) , yk+1 − y∗〉+ α2
klg
2

‖yk+1 − yk‖2

− αk 〈λ, yk+1 − y∗〉
=αk 〈ηk (yk − yk+1) , yk+1 − y∗〉+ αk 〈λk, yk+1 − y∗〉
+ αkθk 〈Wyk, yk+1 − y∗〉 − αk 〈λ, yk+1 − y∗〉

+ 〈∂1Y(yk+1), yk+1 − y∗〉+ α2
klg
2

‖yk+1 − yk‖2

≤ αk 〈ηk (yk − yk+1) , yk+1 − y∗〉
+ αk 〈λk − λ, yk+1 − y∗〉

+ αkθk 〈Wyk, yk+1 − y∗〉+ α2
klg
2

‖yk+1 − yk‖2

= αk

[

〈ηk (yk − yk+1) , yk+1 − y∗〉+〈λk+1 − λ, yk+1 − y∗〉

+

〈(

θk
βk

− 1

)

(λk − λk+1) , yk+1 − y∗
〉

+ θk 〈W (yk+1 − yk) , yk+1 − y∗〉

+
αklg
2

‖yk+1 − yk‖2
]

, (20)

where the inequality is due to the convexity of the indica-

tor function. Next, by transforming inner-product terms into

norms, we have

〈ηk (yk − yk+1) , yk+1 − y∗〉
=

ηk
2

(

‖yk − y∗‖2−‖yk+1 − y∗‖2−‖yk − yk+1‖2
)

, (21a)

〈λk+1 − λ, yk+1 − y∗〉 =
〈

λk+1 − λ,
W †

βk

(λk − λk+1)

〉

=
1

2βk

(

‖λk − λ‖2W † − ‖λk+1 − λ‖2W † − ‖λk − λk+1‖2W †

)

,

(21b)

θk 〈W (yk+1 − yk), yk+1 − y∗〉

=
θk
2

(

‖yk−yk+1‖2W+‖yk+1−y∗‖2W−‖yk−y∗‖2W
)

. (21c)

By the update rule (12d), we obtain that
〈(

θk
βk

− 1

)

(λk − λk+1) , (yk+1 − y∗)

〉

=

〈(

θk
βk

− 1

)

(λk − λk+1) ,W
† (λk − λk+1)

〉

=
θk − βk

β2
k

‖λk − λk+1‖2W † . (22)

Combining the relations (19)-(22) yields

G (ŷk+1)−G (y∗)− 〈λ, ŷk+1 − y∗〉
− (1− αk) [G (ŷk)−G (y∗)− 〈λ, ŷk − y∗〉]

≤ αk

[

ηk
2

(

‖yk − y∗‖2 − ‖yk+1 − y∗‖2 − ‖yk − yk+1‖2
)

+
1

2βk

(

‖λk − λ‖2W † − ‖λk+1 − λ‖2W † − ‖λk − λk+1‖2W †

)

− θk − βk

β2
k

‖λk − λk+1‖2W †

+
θk
2

(

‖yk − yk+1‖2W + ‖yk+1 − y∗‖2W − ‖yk − y∗‖2W
)
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+
αklg
2

‖yk+1 − yk‖2
]

.

Since αk = 2
k+1 , by multiplying k(k+1) on both sides of the

above inequality, we have

k(k + 1) [G (ŷk+1)−G (y∗)− 〈λ, ŷk+1 − y∗〉]
− k(k − 1) [G (ŷk)−G (y∗)− 〈λ, ŷk − y∗〉]

≤ 2k
[ηk
2

(

‖yk − y∗‖2 − ‖yk+1 − y∗‖2 − ‖yk − yk+1‖2
)

+
1

2βk

(

‖λk − λ‖2W † − ‖λk+1 − λ‖2W † − ‖λk − λk+1‖2W †

)

+
θk
2

(

‖yk − yk+1‖2W + ‖yk+1 − y∗‖2W − ‖yk − y∗‖2W
)

+
αklg
2

‖yk+1 − yk‖2 −
θk − βk

β2
k

‖λk − λk+1‖2W †

]

. (23)

Summing both sides of (23) from k = 1 to k = N leads to

N(N + 1) [G (ŷN+1)−G (y∗)− 〈λ, ŷN+1 − y∗〉]
≤ (2lg + ρN‖W‖) ‖y1 − y∗‖2

+
N

ρ

(

‖λ1 − λ‖2W † − ‖λN − λ‖2W †

)

.

Considering that λ1 = 0(d+m)p and dividing both sides of the

above inequality by N(N + 1), we have

G (ŷN+1)−G (y∗)− 〈λ, ŷN+1 − y∗〉

≤
(

2lg
N(N + 1)

+
ρ

(N + 1)
‖W‖

)

‖y1 − y∗‖2

+
1

ρ(N + 1)
‖λ‖2W † . (24)

If we take λ = ξ(ŷN+1−y∗)
‖ŷN+1−y∗‖ , the above inequality becomes

G (ŷN+1)−G (y∗) + ξ‖ŷN+1 − y∗‖

≤
(

2lg
N(N + 1)

+
ρ

(N + 1)
‖W‖

)

‖y1 − y∗‖2

+
ξ

ρ(N + 1)‖ŷN+1 − y∗‖2 ‖ŷN+1 − y∗‖2W †

≤
(

2lg
N(N + 1)

+
ρ

(N + 1)
‖W‖

)

‖y1 − y∗‖2

+
ξ

ρ(N + 1)λ2(W )
. (25)

By the convexity of G,

G (ŷN+1)−G (y∗) ≥ −‖∇G(y∗)‖‖ŷN+1 − y∗‖. (26)

Plugging (26) into (25) yields

‖ŷN+1 − y∗‖

≤ 1

ξ − ‖∇G(y∗)‖

[

(

2lg
N(N + 1)

+
ρ

(N + 1)
‖W‖

)

‖y1 − y∗‖2

+
ξ

ρ(N + 1)λ2(W )

]

. (27)

Therefore, we get the upper bound for the violation of

constraints
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

n
∑

i=1

Bixi,N+1 − bi

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

+

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

n
∑

i=1

hi(xi,N+1)

]

+

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤‖∇G(ŷN+1)−∇G(y∗)‖
≤lg‖ŷN+1 − y∗‖

≤ 1

ξ − ‖∇G(y∗)‖

[(

2l2g
N(N + 1)

+
ρlg

(N + 1)
‖W‖

)

‖y1 − y∗‖2

+
lgξ

ρ(N + 1)λ2(W )

]

.

As for the optimality error of the primal problem, we have

F (xN+1)− F (x∗)

= −G(ŷN+1) +G(y∗) + 〈∇G(ŷN+1), ŷN+1〉
= −G(ŷN+1) +G(y∗) + 〈∇G(y∗), ŷN+1 − y∗〉

+ 〈∇G(ŷN+1)−∇G(y∗), y∗〉
+ 〈∇G(ŷN+1)−∇G(y∗), ŷN+1 − y∗〉

≤ lg‖y∗‖‖ŷN+1 − y∗‖+ lg‖ŷN+1 − y∗‖2, (28)

where the last inequality is due to the convexity and Lipschitz

smoothness of G. Similarly,

− F (xN+1) + F (x∗)

= G(ŷN+1)−G(y∗)− 〈∇G(ŷN+1), ŷN+1〉
= G(ŷN+1)−G(y∗)− 〈∇G(y∗), ŷN+1 − y∗〉

− 〈∇G(ŷN+1)−∇G(y∗), y∗〉
− 〈∇G(ŷN+1)−∇G(y∗), ŷN+1 − y∗〉

≤
(

2lg
N(N + 1)

+
ρ

(N + 1)
‖W‖

)

‖y1 − y∗‖2

+
1

ρ(N + 1)
‖∇G(y∗)‖2W † + lg‖y∗‖‖ŷN+1 − y∗‖, (29)

where the last inequality is by taking λ = ∇G(y∗) in (24).

Inequalities (29), (28) and (27), together with the fact that

xN+1, x
∗ ∈ X , imply (16).

V. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

We consider the following distributed convex optimization

problem with nonsmooth objective functions and nonlinear

inequality constraints:

min
xi∈Xi

n
∑

i=1

xT
i Aixi + bTi xi + ‖xi‖1

s. t.

n
∑

i=1

Cixi = 0p

n
∑

i=1

‖xi − ri‖1 ≤
n
∑

i=1

di,

where xi ∈ R
p is the local decision variable of agent i, and

Ai ∈ R
p×p, bi, ri ∈ R

p, Ci ∈ R
p×p, and di > 0 are given

problem data.

In our experimental setup, we set the number of agents

to n = 20, and the local dimension to p = 5. Each local
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variable xi ∈ R
p is subject to a box constraint xi ∈ Xi :=

{xi ∈ R
p|xi ≤ xi ≤ x̄i}, where the lower and upper bounds

xi and x̄i are independently generated with their entries drawn

i.i.d. from the uniform distributions U [−10,−9] and U [9, 10],
respectively. Each matrix Ai is constructed as Ai = UiΛiU

T
i ,

where Ui is a random orthogonal matrix generated from the

QR decomposition of a Gaussian matrix, and Λi is a diagonal

matrix with eigenvalues linearly spaced in the interval [1, κ]
with κ = 100, ensuring strong convexity and a controlled

condition number. The linear term coefficients Ci ∈ R
p and

reference vectors bi ∈ R
p are generated independently from

the multivariate standard normal distribution, i.e., Ci, bi ∼
N (0, Ip). Each matrix Ci ∈ R

p×p is of full rank, different

from the identity matrix, and randomly generated to ensure

nontrivial global coupling in the equality constraint. The scalar

thresholds di ∈ R+ are independently sampled from the

uniform distribution U(1, 6). The optimal solution is solved by

using YALMIP with MOSEK, which serves as a benchmark

to evaluate the accuracy and convergence performance of dis-

tributed optimization algorithms. The communication network

for the simulation is constructed as a connected undirected

graph G = (V , E), where V = {1, 2, . . . , 20} represents the

set of nodes (corresponding to buses) and the edge set E is

defined by the rule (i, i+1) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ 19 and includes the

edge (1, 20). This means each node is connected to its nearest

neighbor and the next-nearest neighbor, forming a sparse yet

connected topology.

To evaluate the performance of the proposed algorithm, we

have compared with the state-of-the-art algorithms, the dis-

tributed subgradient algorithm [14] the augmented Lagrangian

tracking algorithm (ALT) [17] and the integrated primal-

dual proximal algorithm (IPLUX) [16]. All algorithms are

initialized with the same primal iterates.

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200

10
-6

10
-4

10
-2

10
0

10
2

Fig. 1: The primal optimal error under the four algorithms.

Figure 1 plots the primal optimality error,
|f(xk)−f(x∗)|2
|f(x1)−f(x∗)|2 ,

under the four algorithms. The optimality error of the proposed

method reaches 10−6 by k = 1200. In comparison, ALT de-

creases monotonically but more slowly, ending near 10−2, and

the distributed subgradient baseline exhibits the smallest decay

and remains in the 10−1−100 range over the horizon. Figure 2

presents the absolute error of the violation of constraints, i.e.,

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200

10
-4

10
-3

10
-2

10
-1

10
0

Fig. 2: The absolute error of the violation of constraints

under the four algorithms.

‖∑n
i=1 Cixi,k‖ + [

∑n
i=1(‖xi,k − ri‖1 − di)]+. As seen, our

algorithm again outperforms the others, reaching a violation

error below 10−4 earlier than all other algorithms. Across both

metrics, the proposed algorithm converges faster and has a

markedly higher accuracy than the two baselines, highlighting

its advantage in both speed and final precision under the same

iterations.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We presented an accelerated distributed algorithm for the

nonsmooth CCP with affine equality and nonlinear inequality

couplings. By reformulating the dual as a consensus objective

and combining a look-ahead linearization with a penalty on

the Laplacian constraint, the algorithm keeps the per-iteration

work simple, one local subproblem per node and one round

of neighbor exchanges, while improving the iteration-wise

rate. The analysis delivers non-ergodic bounds on both the

primal optimality gap and the feasibility residual, closing a

gap with prior methods that are either asymptotic or ergodic

bounds. On representative testbeds, the proposed algorithm

reaches tighter feasibility and lower error within the same

iteration budget than augmented-Lagrangian tracking and dual

subgradient algorithms.
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[8] A. Nedić, A. Olshevsky, and W. Shi, “Improved convergence rates for

distributed resource allocation,” in Proceedings of the IEEE Conference

on Decision and Control (CDC), 2018, pp. 172–177.
[9] J. Zhang, K. You, and K. Cai, “Distributed dual gradient tracking for

resource allocation in unbalanced networks,” IEEE Transactions on

Signal Processing, vol. 68, pp. 2186–2198, 2020.
[10] X. Li, G. Feng, and L. Xie, “Distributed proximal algorithms for

multiagent optimization with coupled inequality constraints,” IEEE

Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 66, pp. 1223–1230, 2019.
[11] K. Du and M. Meng, “Distributed aggregative optimization with affine

coupling constraints,” Neural Networks, vol. 184, p. 107085, 2024.
[12] K. Du, M. Meng, and X. Li, “Linear convergence for distributed

stochastic optimization with coupled inequality constraints,” Journal of

the Franklin Institute, vol. 362, no. 1, p. 107405, 2025.
[13] S. Liang, G. Yin et al., “Distributed smooth convex optimization with

coupled constraints,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 65,
no. 1, pp. 347–353, 2019.

[14] ——, “Distributed dual subgradient algorithms with iterate-averaging
feedback for convex optimization with coupled constraints,” IEEE

Transactions on Cybernetics, vol. 51, no. 5, pp. 2529–2539, 2019.
[15] C. Liu, H. Li, and Y. Shi, “A unitary distributed subgradient method for

multi-agent optimization with different coupling sources,” Automatica,
vol. 114, p. 108834, 2020.

[16] X. Wu, H. Wang, and J. Lu, “Distributed optimization with coupling
constraints,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 68, no. 3,
pp. 1847–1854, 2022.

[17] A. Falsone and M. Prandini, “Augmented Lagrangian tracking for dis-
tributed optimization with equality and inequality coupling constraints,”
Automatica, vol. 157, p. 111269, 2023.
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