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Abstract

We revisit the problem of finding the shortest path between two selected vertices of a graph
and formulate this as an ¢;-regularized regression — Least Absolute Shrinkage and Selection
Operator (lasso). We draw connections between a numerical implementation of this lasso-
formulation, using the so-called LARS algorithm, and a more established algorithm known as
the bi-directional Dijkstra. Appealing features of our formulation include the applicability of
the Alternating Direction of Multiplier Method (ADMM) to the problem to identify short paths,
and a relatively efficient update to topological changes.

Keywords: Graph Theory, static optimization problems, routing algorithms, control over networks, trans-
portation.

1 Introduction

The problem of finding the shortest path between two vertices of a graph has a long history [19,24]
and a wide range of applications [14,23]. A classical algorithm to determine a shortest path is
due to Dijkstra [10]. Since Dijkstra’s early work, a variety of alternative methods have been
developed to reduce complexity and address variants of the problem [2,4,8,12,22]. A salient issue
in applications involving graphs of considerable size, which motivated the present work, is that
identifying a shortest path is not absolutely essential, whereas identifying a reasonably short path
may suffice [16,23].

Driven by such considerations and inspired by the effectiveness of convex optimization techniques to
address large-scale problems [5,7], we introduce a formulation of the shortest path problem as an ¢;-
regularized regression, known as the Least Absolute Shrinkage and Selection Operator (lasso) [20].
This type of regularization/relaxation is ubiquitous in inverse problems throughout engineering,
statistics, and mathematics, with a rich library of numerical implementations for high-dimensional
problems — an added incentive for the approach that we advocate.
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Thus, a main contribution of this work is to formulate the shortest path problem as ¢;-regularized
regression, a convex optimization problem [20,21]. This formulation is, to the best of the authors’
knowledge, original.

A second contribution stems from exploring at depth a popular ¢;-regularized regression solver,
known as Least Angle Regression (LARS), as applied to the shortest path problem. Specifically, we
have shown (Theorem 8) that the LARS implementation of our “lasso-shortest-path” formulation
replicates a defining feature of the so-called bi-directional Dijkstra algorithm, to iteratively build two
shortest-path trees, starting from the two specified vertices and until the two trees connect. Through
this connection, we present a new perspective of Dijkstra’s algorithm that is completely different
than the common presentation as a greedy algorithm or a dynamic programming viewpoint [18].

Lastly, we explore the Alternating Direction of Multiplier Method (ADMM) [5,7], and a variant
(InADMM) [26], for reducing the computational cost in identifying an approximate shortest path
for very large graphs. The benefits of ADMM and its variants include: (i) it admits distributed
implementation, initialized with any suitable path (warm-start), if one is available. Such a fea-
ture speeds up convergence, is especially useful when a short path needs to be updated following
topological changes in the graph. (ii) it can be adopted as a solver for the parallel lasso (19),
whereby multiple-pair and all-pair shortest path problems can be considered and formulated in the
same manner. The ADMM algorithm proposed here is completely different than earlier proposals
on the subject, e.g., the self-stabilizing approach in [8]. The proposed algorithm aims at identify-
ing an (approximate) shortest path between specified vertices, allowing for better computational
complexity and relatively efficient updates to topological changes.

The present work builds on our earlier conference publication [11], where we first presented the idea
of relaxing the search for a shortest path via ¢;-regularized regression, and pointed out analogies
to the bi-directional Dijkstra algorithm. In [11], in particular, we sketched the LARS-Dijkstra
connection and illustrated the idea via small synthetic examples. The present work aims to bring
out the significance of the approach, sharpen the link between the two viewpoints, and provide
detailed streamlined justification of points of contact. To this end, we herein provide detailed
analysis of crossing/joining times (in the parlance of the LARS algorithm) and how/when these are
manifested in the present setting (Section 4), explore uniqueness of shortest path under both strong
and weak regularity assumptions (Section 3), examine scalability, and discuss links to practical
Dijkstra implementations from the new perspective (Section 6). A focus in our exposition is on
how to capitalize on fast numerical solvers to improve on speed and robustness. In particular,
we detail insights in utilizing proximal lasso solvers (ADMM and an inexact variant based on
sparse Cholesky and preconditioned conjugate gradients, including warm starts, over-relaxation,
and stopping criteria). We report results on image grids, road networks, and random geometric
graphs at scales from 10% to 10* nodes, with all parameters listed for reproducibility (Section 6).

The outline of the work is as follows. Section 2 introduces notation along with basic concepts and
a brief account of Dijkstra’s algorithm. Section 3 casts the search for short paths in a network as
a convex optimization problem as discussed. Section 4 details the algorithmic steps for updating
state-values on edges, that turn out to coincide with the so-called lasso solution in the LARS
algorithm. Section 5 highlights the commonality of features between the LARS algorithm and bi-
directional Dijkstra algorithm. Finally, Section 6 explores the application of the ADMM method to
our lasso formulation, and highlights its relevance in identifying short, but not necessarily shortest,
paths in very large graphs.



2 Preliminaries

2.1 Graph theoretic notations and definitions

Throughout, we consider a weighted undirected graph G that is connected and has no self-loops
or multi-edges. We write G = (V,E,W), where V = {vy,...,v,} is the set of vertices/nodes,
E = {e1,...,en} is the set of edges, and W = {wy,...,wn,} a set of weights corresponding to
the edges. We will consistently use n = |V| and m = || for the cardinality of these two sets.
When labeling edges, we also use the notation (v;,v;) for the edge that connects vertices v; and vj,
without significance to the order.

However, as is common, in defining the incidence matriz of the graph, denoted by D(G) an arbitrary
but fixed orientation is assigned to edges that has no bearing on the results. To this end, the
incidence matrix is defined as the n x m matrix with (4, j)th entry

+1  if the ith vertex is the tail of edge e;,

[D];j = ¢ —1  if the ith vertex is the head of edge e},
0 otherwise.
It is convenient to define the weight matrizc W = diag(ws, ..., w,,) as the diagonal matrix formed

by the weights in W, consistent with the ordering in £.

A path from vertex vs to vertex v; is a sequence of connected edges

p= {(Uiovvil)ﬂ (Ui17vi2)7 SR (viz_uviz)}

that “starts” at v;, = vs and “terminates” at v;, = v;. An alternative representation of the path,
which now encodes edge-orientation that is consistent with that in specifying D, is in terms of
the incidence vector xP). This is an m-dimensional vector defined as follows: the ith entry (z());
is +1, or —1, depending on whether an edge (v;, ,,v;,) (for some k € {1,...,¢}) in the path is
the ith edge in £ and is listed with orientation consistent or not with the tail/head designation in
specifying D, respectively; if the ith edge is not in the path, (z(P)); = 0. The length of the path is
defined as the sum of edge-weights, i.e.,

length(p) £ > " w; = |[WaP) |y,

e;EP

where || - ||; denotes the ¢;-norm.

A connected graph is said to be a tree if it has no cycle, i.e., it has no path where s = ¢. If G is
connected, there is always a subgraph which is a tree. When G is a tree, m = n — 1 and there
is a unique path from any given vertex to any other. Any vertex can be designated as root, and
the structure of graph is encapsulated by all paths connecting vertices to the root (n — 1 paths).
The (n — 1) x (n — 1) matrix of incidence vectors of all such paths is referred to as path matriz
(often with reference to the root) and denoted by P,,, or simply P, when the root is clear from the
context. Interestingly, P is closely connected to the incidence matrix D. This is the content of the
following lemma, which is key for results in Section 5 but also of independent interest.

Lemma 1. Let G be a tree rooted at v with n vertices and P its path matriz. The pseudoinverse
of its incidence matriz D, denoted as D, is !

1
Dt = [—Pﬂn_l, PJ] ,
n

!Throughout, 1 denotes the k-column vector with entries equal to 1, and I the k x k identity matrix.
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where J = (In—1 — ﬁ]ln,lllz_l).
Proof. See [3, Theorem 2.10 & Lemma 2.15]. O

2.2 Shortest path problem and Dijkstra’s algorithm

Let Ps; denote the set of all paths between v, and v;. This set is non-empty because the graph is
connected. The shortest path problem is to find a path with minimum length over all the paths
between v and vy, i.e.,

in length(p). 1
arg min leng () (1)

The minimum value is known as the distance between vs and v;. A well-known search algorithm -
Dijkstra’s algorithm, has been proposed for this problem.

Dijkstra’s algorithm [10] begins with the “starting” vertex vy, and initially assigns a distance of
0 to vs and 400 to all other vertices. It iteratively labels the vertex with the lowest distance
estimate as wvisited and updates the distance estimates of its neighbors that have not yet been
visited (unvisited). The distance estimates are updated by summing up the distances of visited
vertices and the weights of the edges linking these vertices to their unvisited neighbors. Dijkstra’s
algorithm terminates when v, is visited and produces the shortest path from source vertex vs to
others vertices in the form of shortest-path tree.

The essential feature of Dijkstra’s algorithm is that it iteratively constructs the shortest-path tree
rooted at v, to all the visited vertices before reaching the target v;. Similarly, bi-directional Dijkstra
algorithm constructs two shortest-path trees rooted at vy and v; and terminates when the two trees
connect.

Later on in Section 5, we will point out analogies between the bi-directional Dijkstra algorithm and
properties of the LARS algorithm applied to the shortest-path problem advocated herein.

3 Linear programming formulation

We now cast the shortest path problem (1) as a linear program. To this end, we will use a well-
known technique for finding sparse solutions to linear equations by minimizing the ¢; norm of a
vector as a surrogate for the count of its non-vanishing entries [20].

In our setting, constraints are expressed in terms of D (incidence, also constraint matrix) and x,
the incidence vector of a sought path p from wvg to v, in that,

pePy = Dz =y, (2)

Here, yz(s’t) = 15} — 1y is the indicator vector in R™ of a virtual edge directly connecting vs to vy

the path together with the virtual edge form a closed cycle. Throughout, 1} denotes the indicator
function of set {-}. Note that linear combinations z = az®) + (1 — a)z?) with a € (0,1) of
incidence vectors of two distinct paths p; and ps between v, and v, also satisfy the constraint
Dz =yt That is, although an exact correspondence between the two sides of (2) does not hold,
it does hold between the shortest path and a corresponding integer vertex of the polytope defined
by the constraint matrix D. Thus, we propose

arg min [Walls, st. Dr =y (3a)



as a way to solve the shortest path problem.

To gain insight as to the nature of the minimizer, problem (3a) can be recast as the linear program:

m
arg mit Z;w (af +a;), st DE=yY (3b)
“

+
with D := [D,—D] and ¢ € R?™. The solutions to (3a) and (3b) correspond via ¢ = [‘;_} >0,
where x4 (x_, resp.) is the vector of positive (negative, resp.) entries of x, setting zero for the
negative (positive, resp.) entries, i.e.,

+

" = max(z,0), x~ :=max(—z,0), r=2z"

—27, and |z|=2" +2".

The constraint matrix D in (3b) is totally unimodular (i.e., all minors have determinant in {0, +1})
[3, Lemma 2.6], and therefore, application of [1, Theorem 11.11 (Unimodularity Theorem)] guaran-
tees that there exists an integral optimal solution; if the shortest path is unique, then the optimal
solution is unique and {0, +1}-valued. Thus, x in (3a) corresponds to a valid incidence vector.

3.1 Lasso formulation

Returning to (3a), rewritten in the form
argmin {[18]11 | @8~y =0} (34)

in new variables 8 = Wz, y = y®%, and Q = DW !, leads us a relaxation as the ¢;-regularized
regression

1
B() i=arg min Slly — QBI2 + MBI, (4)

with (regularization parameter) A > 0. The formulation (4) is known as lasso [21].

The limit B, := limy_0B()\) from (4), for A > 0, provides the indicator vector ¢y = W13,
of a path under uniqueness and regularity (non-degeneracy) of the shortest path. Under these
conditions, there exists A > 0 such that supp(ﬁ(/\)) = supp(,@o) for all A € (0,\). For A > 0,
B(\) may not correspond to a path. However, due to continuity and the fact that xp in the limit
must be {0, +-1}-valued, for sufficiently small A, &(\) = W~13()\) reveals the shortest path (e.g.,
by rounding the values to the nearest integer). In practice, applying a small threshold to @(\)
followed by a connectivity check reliably recovers the path.

Thus, the lasso formulation represents a viable and attractive approach for solving the shortest
path problem. Interestingly, as we show in Section 5, the LARS algorithm — a popular solver
for lasso (4), shares features of the bi-directional Dijkstra algorithm. Most importantly, the lasso
formulation (4), as discussed in Section 6, allows the use of proximal optimization methods for
obtaining satisfactory approximations of the shortest path in large graph settings.

3.2 Uniqueness of the lasso solution

A sufficient condition for uniqueness of solution to (4) is that rank(Q) = m, the size of 5 and
number of edges [21, Lemma 2]. However, recall that W@ = D, the incidence matrix. It follows
that rank(@Q)) = m only holds when the graph is a tree (or possibly, a disjoined set of trees,



cf. [3, Theorem 2.3]). Evidently, such an assumption is too restrictive, also since the shortest path
problem in this case becomes trivial.

Herein, we introduce a fairly general sufficient condition for the uniqueness of solution to (4) (as
we claim next), that is in fact generic, for generic weights.

Assumption 1 (Strong (terminal-to—all) uniqueness). The shortest path between vertex v
and any other vertex is unique, and the same applies to vy.

We note that B(\) from (4) turns out to be piece-wise linear (see Section 4). The values of A
where the slope changes are referred to as breakpoints. With this in place, the implications of the
assumption to our problem can be stated as follows.

Lemma 2 (Uniqueness). Under Assumption 1, Problem (4) admits a unique solution for all
A>0.

It is important to note, in general, that the quadratic expression in (4) may not be strictly convex
— when rank(Q) <n —1 < m, @ has a nontrivial null space, whereas on trees where rank(Q) = m,
strict convexity is ensured. The key idea in proving uniqueness under the conditions of the lemma
requires a discussion of the LARS algorithm that is explained next. Hence the proof is deferred to
Appendix C.

Assumption 2 (Weak (s—t) uniqueness). The shortest s—t path is unique, whereas shortest
paths from s (or from t) to other vertices may be non-unique.

Remark 1 (Consequences under Assumption 2). Under Assumption 2, problem in (4) has a
minimaizer for every A > 0. For almost all X\ the minimizer is unique. Non-uniqueness can occur
only at parameter values where ties create multiple geodesics from s ort to intermediate vertices. At
such values, LARS may admit simultaneous edge arrivals and the active set can exhibit crossings.

4 The LARS algorithm

4.1 Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions
The solution B(\) of (4) must satisfy the KK T condition [21, Section 2.1]

Q" (y—QBMN) = X, (5)
where the vector v is in the sub-differential of ||3(\)[|1, with jth component given by
{sien(8,00)} 80 #0,

~1,1] if B;(\) = 0.

Vi€

The KKT condition in (5) motivates us to divide the indices {1, 2,...,m} into two set: an active
set (also, equicorrelation set [21]) A and, a non-active set A°, i.e.,

as{ilBm#0) a2 {j8,0 =0} (©)

Let B 4()) denote the vector B(\) with the non-active (or equivalently, zero) entries removed and,
likewise, @ 4 be the matrix ) with the columns corresponding to the non-active set removed, and



thus fully depends on 3(\). Then, the KKT condition (5) can be expressed as

Qf (v—QuBaN) =0 Vie A (7a)
Q7 (y-@uBaW)| <A viea, (7b)

where Q; denotes the jth column of @) and the sign vector

s i=sign (Q% (v~ QaBAN) ) =sign (B.), (8)

with jth element the sign (1) of the jth entry of 8 4.

4.2 The LARS algorithm

The LARS algorithm, as formulated in [21, Section 3.1] to solve lasso, finds the solution path of
B(A) that meets the KKT condition (5) for all A > 0. The algorithm is initialized with Ay = oo,
Ag = 0, and sy = 0. The solution path B 4()), in (9) below, is computed for decreasing A, and is
piece-wise linear and continuous with breakpoints A\g > A1 > ... > 0. Breakpoints are successively
computed at each iteration of the algorithm, and the linear segment of ,Bj()\) is determined to
satisfy the element-wise KKT condition as detailed in (7). As A crosses breakpoints, the active
(non-active) set (6) and the sign vector (8) are updated accordingly.

We now detail the kth iteration of the LARS algorithm, initializing A = Ag, A = Ag, s = s, and
seeking the next breakpoint A\x;1. The lasso variable 3 4, (A), as a function of A, is calculated as
the minimum #5-norm solution of (7a), and is given by:

BN = (5,04 (Qhy—Asi) =a® —b®, ()

where (-) denotes the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse? and

o8 (QﬁkQAk)+Q£ky,

k) . (QakQAk>+Sk- (10)

The next breakpoint A\;;1 is determined as the largest value at which the KK'T condition (Q;‘F(y —

Qua,B4,(N) = Avyj) is violated by A. Such a violation occurs in two circumstances (“cross-
ing/joining” in the language of [21]), either (7a) or (7b) fails.

1) The “joining” case is when condition (7b) is violated for some j € A¢, i.e.,
Q7 (5 - QaBa, V)| <2

= ti.om given by

no longer holds. For each index j € Af, this happens at A

tjoin Qf (QAka(k) B y)
R QIQa b £1

(11)

*Herein, W is positive diagonal and D has full column rank (the incidence on a tree). Then we have (DW 1" =
(WH='DT =w D*.



where the choice + is the one for which t;o,ign € [0, \x]. We set “joining time”

join | join
Apy1 i= max {tjjyk }

JEAS

13) The “crossing” case is when condition (7a) is violated for some j € Ay so that one of the

elements of 3 4, (A) crosses zero (changes its sign), i.e. a§k) — Ab§k) = 0 for some A < ). For each

index j € Ay, the crossing happens at A = £57O% given by

cross __ ¢, (k) ;7. (k) .
gk = (a5 /b7 1{0<(a§.k>/b;k))<)\k}' (12)
We set “crossing time”
Cross — HlaX{ QFOSS}'
R A R
The next breakpoint is
Aep1 = max {Alk‘f;, A;;ﬁS}. (13)

If the joining occurs, the joining index is added to the active set, and the sign vector is updated.
If a crossing happens, the crossing index is removed from the active set. The overall algorithm is
summarized as follows .

Algorithm 1 (LARS algorithm for the lasso (4))

Input: matrix Q = DW ™!, vector y = y(&1).

Output: incidence vector xo=W 13, distance ||B]|1.
1: k=0, )\OZOO,AZQ’,S:O’ a(o):()andb(o):().
2: while \; > 0 do

3:  Compute the joining time )\J}foj_nl (11) for j € Af.
4:  Compute the crossing time A7} (12) for j € Ay.
5. Compute Ay according to (13) and

i) if join happens, i.e., \p11 = )\Loinl, add the joining index j to Ay and its sign to sg;
ii) if cross happens, i.e., Agp41 = AZLT, remove the crossing index j from Ay and its sign from

Sk
6: k=k+1.
7. Update Q4,. according to Aj and Aj.
8. Compute a'®) and b(*) according to (10).
9. Set By, = a® —\b® and B 4e = 0.
10: end while

4.3 Numerical example

We consider Nicholson’s graph [15, p. 6] and seek the shortest path between vertex v; and vg. The
iterations of the LARS algorithm (with breakpoints A\g = +o00, A\ = 1/2, Ay = 1/3, A3 = 1/5,
A4 = 0.1489) are depicted in Fig. la. It is observed that, at each iteration, edges highlighted in the
same color as the corresponding A are added to the active set and are never removed prior to the
last step A5 = 0, as we prove later on in Lemma 6. The algorithm terminates after four iterations
when A5 = 0 and a path between vertex vy and vg is formed. The element-wise path of the lasso
solution B()\) as A decreases, is drawn in Fig. 1b.



(a) Nicholson’s graph: Edges are added according to breakpoints A in the same color as in Fig. 1b.
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(b) Entries (8()\))(i) (corresponding to edges) drawn as functions of A. Values of A, where the active edge-set
changes, are marked with dashed vertical lines.

Figure 1: The LARS algorithm successively identifies a set of active edges while reducing the
tuning/control parameter A. A vector S(A) with information of the length-contribution of the
active edge-set is also successively being updated.

Example 1 highlights the correlation between the LARS algorithm and Dijkstra’s algorithm. Specif-
ically, the LARS algorithm builds two shortest-path trees, with roots at vertices v; and vg. This
echoes the steps in the bi-directional Dijkstra algorithm discussed in Section 2.2. In Theorem 8,
we highlight similarities between the LARS and Dijkstra’s algorithms.

5 Relationship between lasso and Dijkstra

Both the LARS as well as the bi-directional Dijkstra algorithm iteratively construct shortest-path
trees with roots at vs; and v, and terminate when the two trees meet. We prove our main result
below by induction. The induction hypothesis is specified next.

Assumption 3 (Induction hypothesis). At (k— 1)th iteration of LARS, the edges in the active
set Ap_1 = A,gs_)l U A,(ctzl, where Aés_)l and .A,(ctzl are disjoint subsets of edges forming trees on
vertices T,gs_)l,Tlgt_)l C V, rooted at vs and vy, respectively. The two trees are the shortest-path trees
from the roots. Moreover, crossing does not occur at this iteration, i.e., no edges are removed from
the active set.



Our induction starts with the base case k = 1, where the active set is empty and both trees consist
of a single root vertex, TO(S) = {s} and To(t) = {t}. The crossing does not occur since the active set
is empty. The proof is based on the following two propositions that provide simplified expressions
for the joining and crossing times, derived from Lemma 1 and Assumption 3 that the graph is a
tree. The proofs are given in Appendices A and B. Throughout this section and throughout the
Appendices, we use D, D, @, and Q" to mean D4, Dj{k, Q4,, and Qj‘k on the active edge set

Ay of the current trees T,gs) and T,Et) , with Q := DW ™!, Since each active component is a tree, the
incidence has full column rank. Hence, for any tree 1", we have (DTWIT 1)+ = WTD;, where W is
diagonal with positive entries.

5.1 Joining and crossing times

Proposition 3 (Joining time). For the edge e; = (v1,v2) where e; € Ajf, the element-wise
joining time is

2 2
(0 if (v1,02) € FUTY LT
-1
(170 - > 1) if (v1,02) € T x
t;o}zn _ UETISS)
-1
(SR if (v1,v2) € T x O
veTét)
\ (|T,§S)\ n \T,@D/A if (v1,v2) € T 5 TV

where Qi = V '\ ( U T( )) lz(,s) and ll(,t) denote the distance of verter v to the root s and t

respectively, and
A= |TONLO Y 1m0 Y W) -y

veTy () veTét)

Proposition 4 (Crossing time). For an edge e; = (v1,v2) where e; € Ay, the expression ag-k)/b;k)
that appears in the definition of crossing time (12) is

s s s s\ L . 5)2
(ITRID S -5 i), if (or,0) € T

b VeRD  ver

((TONRADE 10 1) i @) T

UGRS.t) veT), ()

where R§s) and Rj(.t) are the subsets of vertices in the tree T,gs) and T,E,t) respectively, whose path to
the root contains the edge e;.

5.2 Main result

Assuming the induction hypothesis in Assumption 3 holds, we show that the hypothesis also holds
at iteration k through the following lemmas.
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Lemma 5 (Edge adding). At iteration k, either the edge connecting Ufszn to tree T,E,s), or the edge

( ) (t) (s) (t) . . -
Vppin L0 tree Ty will be added to the active set, where v, and v, are vertices with minimum

distance to roots vs and vy among all other vertices outside the two trees, respectively.

Proof. First, assume no edge connects the two trees, i.e., the last case of joining time does not
happen (the case when it does is studied in Lemma 7). The joining time )\Jﬁn now reads

max{(|T |l (s) — Z lS)) 71 <|T]§t)|lv$i)n_ Z lq(,t))l}a

mll’)
vETlst)

where the first expression is achieved by the edge that connects USi)n to tree T,gs) and the second is

achieved by the edge that connects UI(HEH to tree T( ) Hence, one of these two edges is joined to the

active set, if crossing does not occur. O

Remark 2 (No cycles). Cycles may be created in the following two scenarios: (i) An edge that
connects two vertices of a tree is joined; (i) Two edges that connect the tree to a single vertex,
say v, are joined simultaneously. Scenario (i) can not happen because t;om = 0 for such edges
(first case of joining time). Scenario (ii) can not happen, because in order for two edges to join
stmultaneously, we must have two distinct shortest paths from v to the root, which is not possible
according to Assumption 1.

Lemma 6 (No edge removed). At iteration k and if A > 0, crossing does not take place.

Proof. To prove that crossing does not take place before the algorithm terminates, we show that
(k)/b(k) > Ai—1 and hence a(lC /b > A, for all e; in the active set, so that crossing time is zero
accordmg to its definition (12)

First, we obtain an expression for \; and then compare it to crossing times. The value A\ is
determined by the maximum of joining time and crossing time at (k — 1)th iteration according
o (13). Under Assumption 3, the breakpoint Ay is the maximum joining time, which takes two
possible values, corresponding to the edge that connects to either tree T,gs_)
in Lemma 5.

| or tree T,gt_)l as proved

Without loss of generality, we now assume the joining happens to the tree T,E‘i)l. Then,

1
A1 = <|T;§s)1|lv<s> — Z lfjs)) - (14)

vET,ii)l

Next, we show ag-k) / bg-k) > Ai—1 for all e; that belong to the tree TIES). From Proposition 4, we can
write (ag»k)/bgk)) as

(k) (s) -1
a 1+ \T \
g k 1 8) _ _
J ] GR(S) ’UGT(S>
-1
> (\T,ﬂm > sz>) ,
UGTISSJI

11



where we used

T = M1 3 W =1+ 0 I and Lo >0

min min

veT!™ veT)

for all v € T, ,is). The inequality above holds because v®) s the latest vertex that is added to the

min
tree, and other vertices that have already been added have a shorter distance to the root.
The proof of aﬁk) / bﬁk) > A1 for all e; that belong to the other tree T,gt) is conceptually similar.
One needs to compare ag-k)/ bg-k) with the joining time of the last edge that has been added to the

tree TV at a certain past iteration, say &’ < k, and use the fact that A\, < Air. The details are
k p Y
omitted on account of space. ]

Recall from Section 4.2, that the LARS path yields a strictly decreasing sequence of breakpoints
Ao > A1 > -+ > Ag = 0. Hence, once the two trees connect at iteration k, it suffices to verify that
all remaining candidate joining and crossing times are zero, which forces A1 = 0.

Lemma 7 (Termination criteria). The LARS algorithm terminates when the two trees connect.

Proof. Assume the two trees T,gs) and T, ]Et) become connected at iteration k. This happens when
the last expression of joining achieves the maximum joining time, hence Ay, = (|T,§S)| + |T,§t) )/A, as
depicted in Fig. 2. The objective is to show that the algorithm terminates after this, i.e. Ay = 0.
We show this by proving that the joining time and crossing time are both zero.

The derivation of element-wise joining time in Proposition 3 reveals that t;‘Zil =0, Vej € A} ;-

For the crossing time, the derivation of Proposition 4 yields that for all e; € Ag41,

k+1) 0, if ej & pst

—n = () 1 (5) -
pk+1) ( Z ly 0 ® Z ly ) , otherwise
vER, T + 1T veT® U

where ps; C A4 is the path from vs to vs. Therefore, it remains to show that the crossing time
for the edges in Ayy1 N ps; are zero. We show this by proving a§k+1)/b§-k+1) > A for all edges
ej € Apy1 Npst. Considering the edges that belong to the tree .A,(:), we have

T + 1)

_ (s) (s) _1p) (s) _1®) (t) (s) ()
J J

veRS) veT!? veR veT!

where RE-S) are the vertices in the tree T, ]gs) such that their path to the root v, contains e;. Because

15 <1y and 1Y > 1ff) for all v € R\, we have the inequality

R

eRre

A< er|(|T,£S>|z£z>— SO T + 3 zw).

veT veT!

12



We claim that the expression in parentheses is negative

TG~ 30 1 IR+ Y 1P <o, 19)
ver?

and if the claim is true, we have

Q) D > (m&% . \T,i”\)/A Y

so that the crossing time is zero for edges e; € AS).

epm € = Cs
@ --O0—O—0O—@--®

Figure 2: Path Py,

Finally, we show the claim (15) is true by considering the two possible orders of edge-adding:
i) The edges are added in the order e;—e,—ve;, the joining time for e, and e; are:

joi s s s -1
By =(mn - 1Y)

(s) )
veTy

- ~1
gy = (1m0 - 1)
vGTét) '
The assumption that e, is added before e; implies tjli)ozn_l > tJlolin_l concluding the claim (15).
1) The edges are added in the order e,—es,—e;, the joining time for e, and e are:

joi s s s -1
By = (T - 1)

(s) )
veTy

. -1
o, = (I -5 i)
(t) :

veTkt
The order e, is added before e, concludes the claim (15) because tifj}cn_l > tf,l:l_l

The proof that the crossing times for the edges that belong to the tree A,(:) is by symmetry and
interchanging s and t. O

We now establish a parallel between the LARS algorithm and the bi-directional Dijkstra algorithm,
in that they share the defining feature, terminating when two trees built from opposite directions
meet.

Theorem 8 (Equivalence). The LARS algorithm iteratively builds two shortest-path trees, start-
ing from roots vs and vy, and terminates when these two trees connect.

13



Proof. Assuming the induction hypothesis in Assumption 3 holds true, we have shown that in the
kth iteration: i) edges connecting to vertices with the shortest distance to vs and v; are added to
the active set (Lemma 5); ii) crossing, where edges are removed from the active set, does not occur
when A > 0 (Lemma 6). Finally, iii) the algorithm terminates when the two shortest-path trees
connect and A = 0 (Lemma 7). O

6 Proximal algorithm for large-scale graph

The LARS algorithm may provide a computational advantage if the desired path only contains
a few edges. For large graphs, the number of breakpoints (proportional to the number of edges
in the active set), tends to be very large, rendering (\) intractable. The ADMM algorithm, on
the other hand, is particularly well-suited for solving large-scale convex optimization problems in
a distributed manner due to its scalability [5,7,26].

6.1 ADMM and InADMM algorithm

Application of the ADMM to the lasso, as presented in [5, Section 6.4], is based on the reformulation

of the lasso problem (4) as follows:

.1
min —

p
Jmin iy = Q813+ Alall + 518 = af}3, st a=p, (16)

where a € R™ is an additional optimization variable, and p is a positive constant.

The Lagrangian L,(f3,c,u) corresponding to the constrained optimization problem (16) is
_ 1 2 T P 2
Ly = 3 lly— Q813 + Nlal +u7 (5 — ) + 215 — a3,

where u € R™ is the Lagrange multiplier. Let v = u/p, the ADMM algorithm consists of the a, 3-
minimization steps and the step updating the dual variable v. Specifically, the optimal variables
B, a,v is computed as

gk = argmﬁin Lp(ﬂ,akfl,kal)

= (@Q"Q+ D) (QTy+ pla™ ! vk )) (17)
o = argrr}xian(ﬁk,a,yk—l) = SA/p(ﬁk + fl)vk—1>
vF =" p(BF — o),

in the (k—1)th iteration.The S-update can be found in [5, Section 4.2] and Sy, is the element-wise
interpreted proximity operator of the ¢; norm, known as the soft-thresholding operator in [5, Section
4.4.3].

To reduce the size and complexity of ADMM, we replace the matrix inversion (Q7Q + pI)~! by

_ 1 -1
@Q+pn™ = (1-QT(@Q" +p) Q). (18)
using the matriz identity, which instead involves (QT Q+ pI)~!. We will show this step significantly
reduces the complexity of the algorithm in the next section. To further reduce the complexity of

14



ADMM for large-scale graphs, we use the InADMM algorithm introduced in [26] whose key idea
is to approximately solve a system of linear equations instead of evaluating the matrix inversion
exactly, using the matrix identity (18) to replace the 8 update in (17) with

hk*l — QTy + p(akfl . ,kal)
"= (QQ" + pI) QR T,
Bk — }(hkfl . QTnk)

p

and computes 7* approximately using the conjugate gradient (CG) method [13].

Remark 3 (Stopping criteria). Both ADMM and InADMM use the standard primal-dual resid-
ual test. With ry, = Br — oy and sy = o — ag—_1, a stopping criterion is when ||rilla < eapsv/m +
erel maxy || Bell2, lawll2}, or when ||sklla < €absv/M + erelllvklla. We use (aps, erel) = (1078,107),
with m the number of edges. In InADMM, the inner CG solver uses relative residual 1078 (up to
2 x 103 iterations).

6.2 Warm-start, Parallel lasso, and complexity

The lasso formulation and the ADMM solvers admit remark features that can not be found in A*
search algorithm. We postulate two key features that are brought into the shortest path problem.

Firstly, distinguished from Dijkstra’s algorithm, the ADMM allows the input of any initializer
(potential-path), that may be used in tracking the graph topological changes. The problem then
becomes correcting/updating the shortest path with an initial guess/prior as inputs. Our approach
shows a fast convergence under such circumstances, see Fig. 4.

Notably, the problem can be generalized through parallel lasso, addressing the multi-pair/all-pair
shortest path problem defined as:

) 1
arg min { > Cllyi — QB I3 + Mol } (19)
perm L _ 2
where the i-th column of y is the indicator vector of path, and thus we defined y1,__ n = [y(1), - - - Y(3)]

and 8 = [B(1); - - -, Byl The framework (17) is thus solves a multi-pair shortest path problem. The
optimal variables in ADMM can be easily extended vector-wise while the dominated matrix inverse
only needs to be computed once for all. Specifically, when y characterizes all pairs of vertices,
Problem (19) becomes the lasso formulation of all-pairs shortest path problem.

We use worst-case complexity (denoted as O(-)) to evaluate the algorithms’ performance. It quan-
tifies the operations of the algorithm in the worst case, see [7, Appendix C], [9]. The complexity of
ADMM is dominated by the matrix inversion (QTQ + pI),,%.,., which is of order O(m?) (e.g. using
Cholesky decomposition). However, by utilizing the matrix identity (18), this complexity is reduced
to O(n3). The most costly step in the CG method is the matrix-vector multiplication (QQT + pI)x
where z € R™. This has a complexity of O(m) because the weighted incidence matrix @ has 2m
nonzero elements. Assuming the CG algorithm terminates in Te iterations, the complexity of the
CG step in InADMM algorithm is of order O(mT¢g). Noticing the complexity of other operations

in InADMM is at most O(m), we summarize the complexities in Table 1 as below.

5Per iteration, both methods converge within 40 steps for a graph with 17291 edges, see Fig. 4.
"Toe < n and scalable with respect to the size of the graph. Empirically, we have Tog = 350 for graph with 4422
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Variables n B(Cholesky) o' v
ADMMS® O(nm) O(n?) O(m) O(
InADMM” O(mTeq) O(m) O( O(

Table 1: Complexities of ADMM and InADMM per iteration.

6.3 Example 1: Intelligent scissors on image

We first consider “intelligent scissors”, an image segmentation technique that is commonly used in
computer vision [14]. It creates a grid graph over the image with each pixel represented by a vertex,
and is connected to its 8 neighboring pixels through edges. The edge weights are assigned by a cost
function [14, Section 3] based on image features. The objective is to identify a boundary between the
portraits and the background, which turns out to be equivalent to finding the shortest path between
selected pixels (marked in green) over the generated graph. The segmentation is obtained by identi-
fying the edges in the shortest path. Herein, we use an image with 4422 pixels. The edges, detected
by constructing shortest paths using three different methods and colored in red, are drawn in Fig. 3
(The code used in the paper is available at github.com/dytroshut/Lasso-shortest-path.git;
functions in the code can be found in [6]).For the InADMM, we utilized the CG method from [13,26].
The convergence rates of ADMM, InADMM, and Basis Pursuit® [5, Section 6.1], are shown in Fig. 4.
Further, to highlight the efficiency of lasso’s distributed implementation, we used InADMM (with
a pre-specified path as input).

6.4 Example 2: Route planning on road networks

Next, we study “route planning” on urban road maps, a standard task in transportation. This
induces an undirected road graph with intersections as vertices and street segments as edges. Edge
weights are travel times, computed from segment length and nominal speed, with turn costs at busy
junctions. The minimum-time trip between two addresses is then the shortest path on this weighted
graph. To highlight contrasting geometries, we use city-scale OpenStreetMap [25] extracts for
Athens (n=1009, m=2340) and Amsterdam (n=1031, m=2037). The recovered routes, computed
by Dijkstra (yellow), ADMM (red), and InADMM (green), are shown in Fig. 5. These graphs are
sparse and close to planar, so effective routes rise to arterial and return to local streets near the
destination.

We build the signed incidence from the road graph and use travel-time edge weights. The reg-
ularization is set to A = 10™*Anax, Where A\pmax is the standard lasso threshold. ADMM uses a
penalty p = 1 and over-relaxation o = 1.8 with a sparse Cholesky solver. InADMM keeps the same
splitting and replaces the direct solver with a preconditioned conjugate-gradient step on the normal
equations (diagonal preconditioner, relative tolerance 10, maximum 2000 iterations). To avoid
degeneracies and ensure a unique s—t route, we apply a one-time strictly positive perturbation to
all edge weights and use the same perturbed weights for Dijkstra, ADMM, and InADMM.

Then, for scalability, we repeat the experiment on the Amsterdam map with finer segmentation at
two larger sizes, n = 4699, m = 8270 and n = 9379, m = 14571 (see Fig. 6). With the same settings

vertices and Toe = 320 for graph with 5694 vertices. To reach e accuracy, using O(1/€) iteration complexity [26,
Theorem 4.1], we conclude overall O(nm/¢) and O(n®/e) complexity for update of 5 in InADMM and § in ADMM,
respectively.

8Basis Pursuit is a technique to obtain sparse solution to an underdetermined system of linear equations.
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(a) Dijkstra (b) ADMM (¢) InADMM

Figure 3: “Edge detection” in an image as a short path, highlighted in red, and obtained using

Dijkstra’s algorithm (Fig. 3a), as well as using the lasso solution § in ADMM and InADMM
in Fig. 3b and Fig. 3c, respectively.

200
—— InADMM

£ 150 — Initialized INnADMM
o ADMM
92 100 ——— Basis Pursuit
< = = Shortest Path
©
o 50

20 25 30 35 40
iter (k)

Figure 4: Example based on the image (n = 4422 and m = 17291): “Edge in image” identified via
InADMM, InADMM with initializer, ADMM, and Basis pursuit. These converge in 36, 34, 29, 47
steps, respectively, with running times 1.7308, 1.7618, 4.0249, 35.7527 seconds in MATLAB clock.
Also, the running times for solving the linear program (3b) using three methods (dual-simplex and
interior-point(-legacy)) are 26.6145, 29.3866, 32.2845 seconds.

as in Fig. 5 and A = 1075\ ,ax, the INADMM lasso path remains efficient and robust, recovering
essentially the same minimum-time corridor on the higher-resolution graphs. A complementary
effect appears when we decrease the penalty to A = 107" A\pax. The solution begins to place
nonzero weights on several nearly equivalent routes, so the highlighted support widens to reflect
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Figure 5: “Minimum-time trip” planning on Athens and Amsterdam road networks. Shortest
paths from Dijkstra (yellow) and supports of the lasso solution 8 recovered by ADMM (red) and
InADMM (green) are overlaid.

multiple plausible arterials. The phenomenon is more pronounced at higher resolution, where finer

segmentation introduces additional near-equivalences between the same source and destination, as
in Fig. 6.

6.5 Example 3: Multi-hop shortest-path routing on random geometric networks

Lastly, we build random geometric graphs for “multi-hop routing”. We take the node set from the
largest weakly connected component of the CiteSeerX network (IDs only, citation edges ignored)
[17], place each node uniformly at random in [0, 1]?, and connect pairs whose Euclidean distance
is at most a radius r. We increase r until the giant component contains at least 98% of the nodes,
then keep that component (n = 2997, m = 14149).
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(c) A =10""Apax, 1 = 4699 (d) A =10""Apax, 7 = 9379

Figure 6: Scalability and robustness on the same Amsterdam road map under finer segmentation.
For n = 4699, m = 8270 and n = 9379, m = 14571, the INnADMM lasso path with A = 1075\ ..«
recovers essentially the same minimum-time corridor. With A = 10~7 Apax, the support broadens,
reflecting several nearly equivalent alternatives. All runs use identical weight jitter/tie—break and
the same source—destination.

Edge costs model transmit effort as squared Euclidean distance (o = 2). To avoid degeneracies and
ensure a unique s—t route, we apply a one-time strictly positive perturbation to all edge weights and
use the same perturbed weights for Dijkstra, ADMM, and InADMM. The source s is the left-most
node; the target ¢ is the node with the largest finite weighted distance from s under these weights,
which yields a long left-to-right route that threads dense patches and skirts voids. All remaining
solver settings (choice of A, ADMM/InADMM parameters, and stopping criteria) match Example 2.
We then repeat the same construction at two larger scales, yielding (n,m) = (5997, 30918) and
(n,m) = (8989, 48819). As before, s is chosen as the left-most node and t as the node with the
largest finite weighted distance from s. Across both sizes, the recovered lasso support (InADMM)
coincides with the Dijkstra shortest path at our display thresholds, no side branches appear, and
the route remains unique by construction.

7 Concluding remarks

The main contribution in this work is to point out that short paths in graphs, sought via formulation
as a lasso problem, has computational and implementation advantages. Specifically, the use of
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(a) Dijkstra (b) ADMM (¢) InADMM
Figure 7: Multi-hop routing on random geometric graphs. Shortest path from Dijkstra (yellow)
and supports of the lasso solution J recovered by ADMM (red) and InADMM (green) are overlaid.

From top to bottom, graph size increases: top row (n,m) = (2997, 14149), middle row (5997, 30918),
bottom row (8989, 48819).

ADMM algorithms for large graphs reduces computational complexity and allows for distributed
implementation. Extension of the framework to one that can cope with negative weights is desirable,
but at present, not available.
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Appendix

A Proof of Proposition 4

For simplicity, we drop the iteration subscript &k in our derivations. D4 is the incidence matrix
formed by the edges in the active set. The graph formed by A consists of two disjoint trees 7), T(®)
and the set of isolated vertices 2. We decompose the rows of matrix D 4 into rows corresponding
to these three subsets and express D4 and D:Z according to

DA(S) O
Dy= 0 0 ,
0 D 40
and
Dt 0 0
Dt — [ A ]
A 0 0 DY,

with D 45, D 4 are the incidence matrix for the tree T®) and T® respectively, and 0 represents
all-zeros matrices of appropriate dimensions. We use this expression and Lemma 1 to compute a
and b by their definition (10)

a = (Q4Q4)*Qhy = Qhy = WaDhy

1
DY 0 0
:WA[ A(s) + ] 0

0 0 Dil|
1
_WWA“’P iz
T Vaol Do

where P() and P®) are the path matrix for tree 7 and T® respectively. Then,

b= (QLQA)"s

= WaD}(D})*Was
_ (5) p(s) _ ()1 1T o (s)
) WA<S>(P L) — g PO )
t t t T t
Wy (POLO - b POLATLO)

where L&) & —(PEYIW (s is a vector of size |T(®)| corresponding to vertices in the tree 7).
The component of £, corresponding to vertex v € T®), is equal to ll(,s), i.e. the length of the path
from v to the root s. The vector L) £ (P(t))TWA(t)S has a similar interpretation, but for vertices
of tree T and the difference of the definitions of £(*) and £® is resulted in the different signs of

the two elements in b.

Putting the results for vectors a and b together, the ratio a;/b; for e; € AL g

aj |T(S)\w]|R |

L s R )
b w;i(Xver, i - |‘T(g)|| 2 ver i§ ))
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where R; is the set of non-zero components of the jth row of P() gince the same edge e;j shares the
same direction along all the paths in a tree. This concludes our proof for e; € A®) The derivation
for e; € A® is similar.

B Proof of Proposition 3

By definition of joining time (11), for all e; € £, reads

oD (Qua—y) DI (Qua—y)
5 DI (Qab)£1 DI (Qab) £ w;’

t:]iom — (20)

with the choice + dictated by t;om taking positive value. We now obtain expressions for the terms
in parentheses. First, the term (Q4a — y) in the numerator equals to

_‘D.A(5> 0 +
Dt 0 0
DuDiy—y=1| 0 0 a7 o Dt }y—y
i 0 .DA(t) A®
B 1
— b L
= 0\19| : (21)
RGO

where we used
DD =1 11T
171
for incidence matrices D 45y and D 4 of the two disjoint trees [3, Lemma 2.15], and 0 de-
notes all-zero (column) vectors of size |2]. Second, the term (Q4b) in the denominator equals to
(DAD(D%)"W4s) and moreover, it equals to

1
—£® 4+ —_1,172®
+\T ’T(S)|
(D)) Ways = ?|Q| (22)
£ Fagl 1,17 £

where £) (resp. £®) collects the root-to-vertex distances 1) on T (resp. 1P on T®).

Evaluating the expression in (20) for edge e; = (v1,v2) € A° and without loss of generality, assume
the assigned direction is from v; to v, the joining time is categorized into three separate cases.

i) If (v1,v2) € Q2 U 76y T(t)z, i.e., the two ends of e; belongs to or isolated from the trees, we
have £ = 0 by the numerator (21) and the definition of D;-F.

i1) If (v1,v9) € (T x Q) U(T® x Q), Without loss of generality, assume v; € T and vy € Q,
using the blocks above, we have

1
|T)]

D (Qaa—y) = gto;, D] (Qab) = 1) -

>,

veT(s)
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The joining now reads
join s -1
2 = (7@ — 17 L) £ [T |wy)

—1
— (|T($)|(l(5) +wy) — 11T5<s>)

(T(S ISt
veT(s)

(The expression is equivalent to using lqu) = ly,’ + w; upon joining.

iid) If (v1,v2) € T x T® then

1 1 —
T )= — s) _ 1(s) ) _ ()
D] (Q_ACL y) |T(S)| + |T(t)|7 (Q.Ab) ( Is T(s )) + (lvz ! T(f))a
where [(5) 1) = ]T(S E l(s and [(®) T = ‘ ’ E l(t At the connection step, for the edge

veT®)

(s)

that realizes the maximum joining time we have Ly, + wj + l(t) lt(s) (i.e., the s—t distance), hence
the denominator in (20) equals

veT(s)

) _ @ _m. A
lt l T(s) l T(t) ‘T(S) ’ |T(t) ’ )
with
A= OO — [0 37l — ) 3 0
veT(s) veT®)
Therefore

1 1
Join _ O] trep  |TO] 4+ |70
Jj A = .
T[T A

C Proof of Lemma 2

The proof is based on the sufficient condition for the uniqueness of the lasso solution [21, Lemma
2], which states that “For any 8, @, and A > 0, if null(Q.4) = {0} (or equivalently if rank(Q4) =
|A|), the lasso solution and the active set A are always unique.” Thus, we prove the lasso solution
B(A) is unique for every A > 0 by showing that rank(Q4) = |A| is true for every Q4.

In Section 5, we showed that the active set forms two disjoint trees (Lemma 5 and 6). Hence,

—1 -1
Qa=[Qa0, Quuv]= [DAM Wier DaoW

with D A0 and D A0 are incidence matrices of two trees positively weighted by the weighted
k k
matrices W A0 The null space (kernel) of the incidence matrix of a tree is empty because there

is no cycle in the tree by its definition, so the rank of its incidence matrix is equal to the number
of columns, i.e., the rank of @4 is equal to |A|. Therefore, the sufficient condition for the unique
lasso solution is satisfied.
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