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Decentralized Implicit Differentiation
Lucas Fuentes Valenzuela, Robin Brown, Marco Pavone

Abstract—The ability to differentiate through optimiza-
tion problems has unlocked numerous applications, from
optimization-based layers in machine learning models to
complex design problems formulated as bilevel programs. It
has been shown that exploiting problem structure can yield
significant computation gains for optimization and, in some
cases, enable distributed computation. One should expect
that this structure can be similarly exploited for gradient
computation. In this work, we discuss a decentralized
framework for computing gradients of constraint-coupled
optimization problems. First, we show that this framework
results in significant computational gains, especially for
large systems, and provide sufficient conditions for its
validity. Second, we leverage exponential decay of sensitiv-
ities in graph-structured problems towards building a fully
distributed algorithm with convergence guarantees. Finally,
we use the methodology to rigorously estimate marginal
emissions rates in power systems models. Specifically, we
demonstrate how the distributed scheme allows for accu-
rate and efficient estimation of these important emissions
metrics on large dynamic power system models.

I. INTRODUCTION

The possibility of computing gradients of arbitrary con-

vex optimization programs with respect to their parame-

ters has recently opened the door to many applications.

Beyond sensitivity analysis, it allows for gradient-based

optimization of an outer objective in bi-level optimiza-

tion problems, e.g. in hyperparameter optimization [1]

and meta-learning [2]. The representation power of op-

timization problems has even led researchers to use

them as models [3], trained via common gradient-based

techniques.

In many cases, e.g. in dynamic programs or network-

flow problems, the optimization program can be inter-

preted as multiple subproblems interconnected through

coupling constraints. This structure can be leveraged

to design distributed solution methods [4], which are

relevant for enabling parallel computation and reducing

the computational burden on individual cores. They are

also necessary in contexts where data is distributed

and cannot be centralized for privacy reasons as is the

case in the federated learning setting [5]. One should

expect that differentiation of a structured optimization

program benefits from similar potential for decentralized

computation; however, this remains largely unexplored.

In this paper, we propose an efficient framework to

compute gradients of separable optimization problems

with arbitrary coupling constraints.

A. Related Work

a) Differentiable Optimization: Differentiating through

an optimization program is usually achieved in two main

ways. One method consists of backpropagating through

the iteration sequence in an optimization program [6],

and is commonly referred to as unrolling or iterative

differentiation. It has been used to estimate Stein’s

Unbiased Risk Estimator for large problem instances [7]

and to compute hyperparameter gradients in hyperparam-

eter optimization [8, 9], among others. This approach

has the advantage of not requiring an exact solution

and permits differentiation at any stage in the solution

procedure. While it is readily compatible with auto-

matic differentiation frameworks, it requires the solver

to be differentiable. Moreover, storing all computation

can be expensive for large numbers of iterations; to

address this limitation, truncation methods have been

proposed [10].

In the second approach, gradients of the solution are

computed via implicit differentiation. While obtaining a

closed-form solution is typically not possible, one can

represent it implicitly via optimality conditions such as

stationarity conditions for unconstrained problems [1],

KKT conditions for Quadratic Programs [11, 12] or

self-dual homogeneous embeddings for generic cone

programs [13, 14]. This method is attractive because it

is agnostic to the solution procedure and is therefore

compatible with any type of solver, even those that are

not differentiable.

The flexibility of implicit differentiation has enabled the

learning of convex optimization programs representing

predictive models [3] or control policies [15]. It has

also allowed the integration of convex optimization pro-

grams [11, 16], MILPs [17, 18], physics simulators [19]

or MPC control policies [20] as layers in neural net-

works, potentially enriching the representational power

of these models. Other applications include gradient

computation in meta-learning [21], automatic hyperpa-

rameter optimization in data-fitting problems [22] and

solution refinement in conic solvers [23].

This approach usually requires an optimal solution and

solving a linear system, which can become prohibitive

for very large problems. Approximate Implicit Differen-

tiation (AID) methods have been developed to deal with

this limitation [24] by approximating the solution to the

http://arxiv.org/abs/2403.01260v1
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linear problem via truncated conjugate gradients [25] or

Neumann series [26]. Recent implementations leverage

automatic differentiation to compute gradients through

user-defined optimality conditions, thereby allowing the

use of any specialized solver of interest [27].

b) Decentralized Differentiation: The development of

distributed optimization has been motivated by the dis-

tributed nature of problem data and parameters in many

contexts, e.g. in multi-agent systems or in machine learn-

ing settings where privacy is a concern. If those types of

problems are to benefit from the numerous applications

above, gradient computation needs to be performed in a

way that preserves this distributed structure.

Interestingly, only a few recent studies have tackled

decentralized gradient computation, usually motivated

by bilevel optimization in machine learning settings. A

bilevel program [28] typically consists of two nested

optimization problems: the outer-level problem depends

on a variable which is a solution to the lower-level

problem. The gradient-based methods common in bilevel

optimization require computation of the hypergradient

(i.e. the gradient of the outer-level problem). When the

lower-level problems are unconstrained, which is often

the case in machine learning applications, computing the

hypergradient necessitates inverting the full Hessian of

the objective function, which can be both computation-

ally costly for large-scale problems and difficult to ob-

tain in fully distributed settings. Gradient-tracking meth-

ods [29, 30, 31] or truncated Neumann series [32, 33, 34]

are recent suggestions to circumvent those limitations.

However, these studies usually consider a restricted set

of lower-level problems, where they all share the same

optimization variables and are unconstrained.

c) Locality: Many decision-making problems have a

graph as underlying structure. For instance, in dynamic

optimization (e.g. optimal control), the graph is linear

and links two consecutive timesteps together. In multi-

stage stochastic programming, the graph corresponds to

a scenario tree, while in network optimization the graph

represents a physical network. This problem structure

can be actively exploited for efficient solution methods.

Indeed, in graph-structured problems, the sensitivity of

a subproblem with respect to another subproblem’s pa-

rameters decreases as the distance on the graph between

those problems increases. Rebeschini and Tatikonda [35]

proposed a notion of correlation between variables in

network optimization and show that this metric decays

exponentially as a function of the graph distance on

the network. This so-called locality has been used to

develop efficient solution methods for multi-agent opti-

mization problems [36, 37]. While these works focus

on a particular definition of correlation, Shin et al.

proved that exponential decay in sensitivities is a general

feature of graph-structured optimization problems [38]

and developed decentralized solution schemes that rely

on this property [39].

B. Statement of Contributions and Organization

In this paper, we develop a decentralized framework for

differentiating through separable optimization problems

with arbitrary coupling constraints. The approach pro-

vides a significant computational advantage, particularly

when the number of coupling constraints is small relative

to the size of the entire problem. We extend these

results further in the case of graph-structured constraints.

By leveraging exponential decay of sensitivities, we

enable fully distributed differentiation with convergence

guarantees.

This document is structured as follows. In Section II, we

derive the differentiation framework, analyze its compu-

tational complexity and provide sufficient conditions for

the validity of the approach. In Section III, we gener-

alize the analysis of existing distributed schemes [39]

and demonstrate that these algorithms can be applied,

with convergence guarantees, to our problem setting. In

Section IV, we validate the computational gains and the

fully decentralized scheme via simulation on randomly

generated problems. In Section V, we apply the fully

decentralized scheme to the computation of marginal

emissions in power systems models. We conclude in

Section VI.

C. Notation

We denote by ei the canonical ith basis vector and In the

identity matrix of dimensions n×n. For a set of indices

I = {i1, ..., iN}, we define {vi}i∈I = [vi1 , ..., viN ].
Consider a multivariate function F (x) : R

M → R
N .

We let DF (x) ∈ R
N×M denote the Jacobian matrix of

F evaluated at x; the entry DFnm(x) is the derivative

of Fn with respect to xm. For functions with multi-

ple arguments F (x, y) : R
N × R

L → R
L, we use

∂xF (x, y) ∈ R
L×N and ∂yF (x, y) ∈ R

L×L to denote

the partial Jacobians of F with respect to its first and

second arguments, respectively.

II. DECENTRALIZED IMPLICIT DIFFERENTIATION

In this section, we lay out the generic differentiation

framework proposed in this paper, discuss the associ-

ated computational gains and provide conditions for the

validity of the approach.

A. Problem Statement

We consider constraint-coupled problems consisting of

N subproblems coupled via both equality and inequality
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constraints [40, 41]. We will assume the coupling con-

straints are themselves separable, i.e. they can be written

as a sum where each term depends on a single subprob-

lem. This is the case for any affine constraint.

Problem 1 (Separable constraint-coupled problem).

minx
∑N

i=1 f
0
i (xi, θi),

s.t. xi ∈ Ci(θi), i = 1, ..., N,
∑N

i=1 Hi(xi, θc) = 0,
∑N

i=1 Fi(xi, θc) ≤ 0.

We will refer to this generic problem as the global or

centralized problem. The N local convex optimization

problems, indexed by i ∈ {1, . . .N}, are defined by

the local variables, xi ∈ R

ni , objectives f0
i : Rni ×

R

ti → R, and constraint sets Ci(θi) ⊆ R

li . Both the

objectives, f0
i (·, θi), and constraint sets, Ci(θi), depend

on local parameters θi ∈ Rti and are specific to each

subproblem. All N subproblems are jointly constrained

by ΛH coupling equality constraints, Hi(xi, θc) : R
ni ×

R
tc → R

ΛH , and ΛF coupling inequality constraints,

Fi(xi, θc) : R
ni ×R

tc → R
ΛF , where θc ∈ R

tc parame-

terizes those coupling constraints. Finally, we will denote

the vector of all primal variables by x = [xT
1 , ..., x

T
N ]T

and all parameters by θ = [θT1 , ..., θ
T
N , θTc ]

T .

The aim of this paper is to develop a method that

leverages the inherent structure in the above problem

to compute the Jacobian Dθx
⋆
i , for all i. Associating

dual variables ν ∈ RΛH and λ ∈ RΛF to the equality

and inequality coupling constraints, respectively, we will

assume we have a solution (x⋆(θ0), ν⋆(θ0), λ⋆(θ0)) to

the optimization problem for parameters θ0 via any

appropriate solution method. The problem structure is

particularly amenable to distributed algorithms [40]. We

also make the following technical assumptions.

Assumption 1 (Differentiability). The functions defining

the problem are twice continuously differentiable with

respect to both x and the parameters θ in a neighborhood

of x⋆(θ0).

Assumption 2 (First order conditions). The solution

(x⋆(θ0), ν⋆(θ0), λ⋆(θ0)) satisfies the first order KKT

conditions.

Assumption 3 (Second order conditions). The solution

to Problem 1 satisfies the second order optimality con-

ditions uT∇2L(x⋆, λ⋆, ν⋆, θ0)u > 0, ∀u 6= 0 s.t.

uT∇gi(x
⋆, θ0) ≤ 0, for all i where gi(x

⋆, θ0) = 0,

uT∇gi(x
⋆, θ0) = 0, for all i where λ⋆

i > 0,

uT∇hj(x
⋆, θ0) = 0, j = 1, ...,m,

where gi (i = 1, ..., n) and hj (j = 1, ...,m) represent

all the inequality and equality constraints of the global

problem—including the local constraints— respectively,

and L denotes the Lagrangian.

Assumption 3 is always satisfied if the problem is strictly

convex. However, for linear programs (LPs), it requires

that the solution x⋆ lie on a vertex of the constraint

set, and that all the binding constraints be linearly inde-

pendent. Those conditions are sufficient to ensure that,

locally, a minimizing point is unique. Note that while

the first order KKT conditions are sufficient to ensure

that the problem has been solved to optimality, they do

not imply the uniqueness of the solution point.

Assumption 4 (Linearly independent binding con-

straints). A solution to the optimization problem is such

that the gradients of the binding constraints are linearly

independent.

Assumption 5 (Strict complementary slackness). The

dual variable associated to inequality constraints is

strictly positive for every binding inequality constraint.

B. Differentiation Framework

The main idea in this paper consists of decomposing

the Jacobian Dθx
⋆
i in a local component and a cor-

rection term emanating from the coupling between all

subproblems. The former is obtained by differentiating

each subproblem independently, while the latter results

from differentiating through the KKT conditions asso-

ciated with the coupling constraints. Combining both

components yields the expected total sensitivity, and

accounts for both local and coupling effects across

subproblems.

Precisely, we construct the Lagrangian by dualizing only

the coupling constraints as

L(x, θ, ν, λ) =

N∑

i

(
f0
i (xi, θi)

+ νTHi(xi, θc) + λTFi(xi, θc)
)
.

Given the optimal dual variables, the optimal primal

solution x⋆ satisfies the following equation

x⋆ = argmin
xi∈Ci(θi), i=1,...,N

L(x, θ, ν⋆, λ⋆).

As the Lagrangian is itself separable, we can optimize

each subproblem independently,

x⋆
i = argmin

xi∈Ci(θi)

f0
i (xi, θi)+ν⋆THi(xi, θc)+λ⋆TFi(xi, θc).

While subproblem i explicitly involves only the parame-

ters θi and θc, it is implicitly dependent on all parameters

θ via the coupling constraints. This dependence can

be made explicit by expressing the optimal solution

as x⋆
i = x⋆

i (θi, θc, ν
⋆(θ), λ⋆(θ)). Our key insight is
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that when the dependence of ν, λ on θ is ignored,

their interpretation as dual variables can be temporarily

disregarded. This allows us to treat them as independent

parameters in each subproblem. The local component in

decentralized differentiation then consists of computing

the Jacobians of local optimal variables x⋆
i with respect

to θi, θc, ν⋆ and λ⋆. The correction term, on the other

hand, comes from applying the implicit function theorem

to deduce the sensitivities of ν⋆, λ⋆ with respect to θ.

Finally, the total sensitivities are computed by applying

the chain rule.

Specifically, we define an augmented local parameter

vector θ̄i = [θi, θc, ν, λ] that includes both the original

parameters and local copies of the dual variables. This

disentangles all subproblems for the purposes of differ-

entiation. Let zi denote the vector of local primal and

dual variables and Gi(zi, θ̄i) = 0 the KKT conditions

that zi must satisfy at optimality [22, 11]. We can

then compute the local Jacobian with respect to the

augmented local parameters via the implicit function

theorem [42]

∂θ̄ix
⋆
i = −

[
Ini

0
]
(∂ziGi)

−1
∂θ̄iGi. (1)

We note that (1) only depends on local information,

and thus can be computed in a fully distributed fashion,

without any exchange of information between subprob-

lems.

While the above derivations treat ν⋆, λ⋆ as fixed pa-

rameters, in reality they depend on the entire parameter

vector θ. Therefore, a change in any parameter θj of

subproblem j may impact the optimal value of any other

subproblem i 6= j. Indeed, the subproblems are related

through the KKT conditions associated with the coupling

constraints:

C (x⋆(θ), λ⋆(θ), θc) =
[

∑

i Hi(x
⋆
i , θc)

diag(λ⋆)
∑

i
Fi(x

⋆
i , θc)

]

= 0. (2)

Differentiating this expression with respect to θ and

using DθC = 0 results in the following linear sys-

tem:

∂C

[
Dθν
Dθλ

]

= q,

∂C = −
[
∂xC∂νx ∂xC∂λx + ∂λC

]
,

q =
[
∂xC∂θx + ∂θC

]
.

(3)

The above equation expresses that local gradients are

coupled across subproblems, similarly to primal vari-

ables. We will refer to the variable y := [Dθν
T Dθλ

T ]T

as the coupling Jacobian. Computing the coupling Ja-

cobian therefore requires solving a system of equations

involving local gradients from all subproblems. In a fed-

erated setting, a central computing node can aggregate

local gradients and solve (3). In Section III, we discuss

a fully distributed scheme to solve (3).

The separability of Problem 1 makes (3) decomposable

in local terms. Indeed, it is equivalent to

∑

i

∂Ci

[
Dθν
Dθλ

]

=
∑

i

qi, (4)

where1

∂Ci = −
[

∂xi
Hi∂νxi ∂xi

Hi∂λxi

diag(λ⋆)∂xi
Fi∂νxi diag(λ⋆)∂xi

Fi∂λxi + diag(Fi)

]

and qi =
[

∂xi
Hi∂θxi + DθHi

diag(λ⋆)(∂xi
Fi∂θxi + DθFi)

]

.

To obtain the sensitivity of optimal solutions with respect

to parameters, one only needs to combine the local and

coupling Jacobians for all subproblem via the chain

rule

Dθx
⋆
i (θ, ν, λ) = ∂θx

⋆
i + ∂νx

⋆
iDθν + ∂λx

⋆
iDθλ, (5)

where ∂θx
⋆
i is non zero only for the blocks correspond-

ing to the local parameters θi and the coupling parame-

ters θc. We see that the Jacobian naturally decomposes

into a local and a coupling component. The former can

be associated with the direct impact of a parameter

change on the optimal variable, while the latter reflects

an indirect impact. We note that the approach proposed

here can be interpreted as a block inversion of the global

Jacobian. Indeed, the coupling Jacobian ∂C in (3) is the

Schur complement of the block diagonal matrix whose

blocks are the local Jacobians.

C. Conditions for validity

We now present conditions for the proposed differenti-

ation scheme to be well-defined. Conditions for the Ja-

cobian of the solution to a convex optimization program

to exist and be invertible have been detailed in previous

work [43]. Instead of evaluating a single Jacobian for

the full problem, the approach proposed in Section II-B

relies on evaluating N + 1 Jacobians, all of which need

to exist and be invertible. Building on results in [43],

we state sufficiency conditions for all Jacobians involved

in the framework of this paper to exist, be unique and

invertible.

Theorem 1 (Decentralized implicit differentiation).

Consider a constraint-coupled optimization problem in

the form of Problem 1. If Assumptions 1, 2, 4, 5 hold

for the global problem and if Assumption 3 holds for

each subproblem individually, then all N local Jacobians

and the coupling Jacobian in decentralized implicit

differentiation exist, are unique and invertible.

The proof is provided in Appendix A. The main differ-

ence between Theorem 1 and the original result in [43]

1We write Hi = Hi(x⋆
i , θc) (and similarly for Fi) to lighten the

notation.
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is that local subproblems also need to satisfy the second

order conditions. This is because these do not necessarily

hold locally, even if they hold globally. As an illustration,

consider the problem minx1,x2

1
2 (x1−θ)2, s.t. x1 = x2.

This problem satisfies the second order conditions. In-

deed, we have ∇2L =
[
1 0
0 0

]

, and uT∇2Lu > 0, for all

u = α[1, 1]T , α ∈ R0. However, the local second order

conditions for the second subproblem minx2
0 − νx2

is 0 > 0, which cannot be true. Therefore, for this

example, decentralized implicit differentiation would not

be applicable as the second local Jacobian would be

singular.

Remark: If a subproblem is a Linear Program (LP) with

primal variable xi ∈ R
ni , Assumption 3 implies that xi

lies at the vertex of ni local constraints. Therefore, that

subproblem cannot be involved in additional tight global

coupling constraints as it would otherwise be overcon-

strained. While gradients would still be well-defined,

we will not discuss such examples as the subproblem

i would virtually be uncoupled from the others. In the

remainder of this text, we will therefore assume each

subproblem to be strictly convex.

D. Complexity analysis

Both the centralized and decentralized differentiation

schemes require solving linear systems (see [42] and

Eqs. (1), (3)). In general, solving a linear system of

dimension m requires O(m3) operations. For a problem

in the form of Problem 1, with N subproblems each

with n local variables and l local constraints, and with

Λ coupling constraints, centralized gradient computation

requires O((N(n + l) + Λ)3) operations. On the other

hand, the decentralized approach decomposes it in N
problems of size n+ l and one problem of dimension Λ.

In that case, the complexity is O(Λ3+N(n+l)3). There-

fore, decentralized computation can prove advantageous

whenever Λ is small compared to other dimensions in

the system. We define the coupling ratio ρ = Λ
N(n+l) as

a measure of how strongly coupled all the subproblems

are with each other. Intuitively, one expects the compu-

tational benefit of the decentralized computation scheme

to grow as ρ decreases. Indeed, we can write the ratio

of expected compute times as

η =
Λ3 +N(n+ l)3

(Λ +N(n+ l))3
=

ρ3 + 1/N2

(1 + ρ)3
. (6)

From this equation, we deduce that when the number

of subproblems N is large and ρ is small, the ratio

of compute times grows as ρ3. In settings where the

coupling between subproblems is weak (i.e. ρ is small),

one can therefore expect significant speedup compared

to centralized computation. Let us note that the above

considerations do not factor in the possibility to conduct

local operations in parallel. In this case, total compute

time could be further decreased by computing the local

gradients concurrently.

III. DISTRIBUTED IMPLICIT DIFFERENTIATION IN

GRAPH-STRUCTURED PROBLEMS

In graph-structured problems, the graph explicitly mod-

els the coupling relationships between subproblems.

Such structure results in locality, i.e. an exponential

decay of sensitivities. In this section, we discuss how

this feature of graph-structured problems allows for a

fully distributed scheme for implicit differentiation, and

provide associated theoretical guarantees.

A. Distributed solution to coupling system

The scheme derived thus far requires a central computing

node to solve the coupling problem in (3), as it involves

gradient information from all subproblems. However,

locality results imply that, in a graph-structured opti-

mization program, the sensitivity of the optimal variables

x⋆
k of subproblem k with respect to parameters θj of

subproblem j decays exponentially with the distance

between subproblems k and j in the graph—the more

distant they are, the smaller the sensitivity of one with

respect to the other’s parameters. If each subproblem is

attributed to an individual computing node, one might

expect that a reasonable local approximation of the

coupling problem can be obtained by considering infor-

mation from the nearest nodes in the graph only.

In this section, we formalize this intuition and propose

a distributed scheme—adapted from the synchronous

coordination scheme in [39]—for gradient computation

where each node solves a local approximation of the

original problem, iteratively. Those approximations are

effectively local projections of the original problem,

and simply consist of an appropriate selection of rows

and columns corresponding to subsets of the coupling

constraints in the original system.

In order to describe the distributed algorithm, we first

need to define some terminology specifying the restric-

tion of the system in Equation (3) to subsets of its

rows and columns. Formally, we model the structure

of Problem 1 as a bipartite graph Gb, whose nodes are

split between those that represent the subproblems, Vp

(|Vp| = N ), and those that represent the constraints, Vc

(|Vc| = ΛH + ΛF ). An edge (k, j), k ∈ Vp, j ∈ Vc, is

present if subproblem k is directly involved in constraint

j. For a given subproblem k, the local projection of

the coupling problem is obtained by keeping the rows

and columns in (3) corresponding to constraints that are

within a given distance from node k in Gb. Specifically,
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Fig. 1: Illustrative bi-partite graph linking subproblems in
orange and coupling constraints in blue.

we associate to node k a restricted set of constraint nodes

in the bipartite graph

Vω
k = {c ∈ Vc | dGb

(c, k) ≤ 2ω + 1},

where dG(i, j) is the distance between nodes i, j on a

graph G and the parameter ω ∈ Z sets the distance of

interest. For instance, V0
k is the set of constraints that

subproblem k is directly involved in. In the example in

Fig. 1, subproblem 1 is one hop away from constraint

5, so V0
1 = {5}. However, the large connectivity of

subproblem 2 results in V1
1 = {5, 6, 7} = V0

2 .

These sets are used to define projection operators for

each subproblem k and value of ω as follows: (a)

Tk := {ei}:,i∈V0
k

projects on the set of constraints

that subproblem k is directly involved in; (b) Tω
k :=

{ei}:,i∈Vω
k

projects on the set of constraints that are

within a distance of 2ω+1 away from subproblem k; (c)

Tω
−k := {ei}:,i∈Vc\V0

k
projects on the set of constraints

that are beyond a distance of 2ω + 1 from subproblem

k. These projection operators are used to define

∂Cω
k := (Tω

k )
T ∂CTω

k ,
∂Cω

−k := (Tω
k )

T ∂CTω
−k,

qωk := (Tω
k )

T q.
(7)

These matrices correspond to sub-matrices obtained by

selecting appropriate rows and columns. Note that con-

structing them does not require constructing the full

∂C matrix or q vector. Indeed, ∂C, q are a sum of

local components as shown in (4), and only a limited

number of terms are required to construct a given local

projection.2

Now that we have defined these restricted systems, we

are in a position to present the distributed algorithm

for approximating the coupling Jacobian (i.e., finding

ŷ such that ∂Cŷ ≈ q). The objective, however, is not

for each computing node to estimate the entire coupling

Jacobian; instead, at iteration t, the k-th computing

node maintains an estimate of only the components of

ŷ(t) corresponding to the constraints in V0
k (i.e. those

it directly participates in), which we denote ŷ
(t)
k . In

the following, all operations are localized based on

these restricted subsets. This is sufficient for computing

2Rigorously, each subproblem k collects data from nodes in Pω
k

=
{i ∈ Vp | dG(i,V

ω
k
) ≤ 1}, the set of subproblems that are directly

involved in at least one of the constraints in Vω
k

.

Equation (5), as the local Jacobian with respect to the

dual coupling variables ∂νx
⋆
k, ∂λx

⋆
k are nonzero only

for the coupling constraints in V0
k .

At the beginning of the algorithm, it is assumed that

each node has computed its local Jacobian according

to Equation (1). The first estimate ŷ(0) is initialized at

random and shared across the network. Each node builds

the above matrices and updates its local estimate of the

coupling Jacobian according to

ŷ
(t+1)
k = Sω

k ŷ
(t) + Uω

k q. (8)

where

Sω
k := −(Tk)

TTω
k (∂C

ω
k )

−1∂Cω
−k(T

ω
−k)

T , (9)

Uω
k := (Tk)

TTω
k (∂C

ω
k )

−1(Tω
k )T . (10)

The local step (8) can be interpreted as a block-Jacobi

iteration. In other words, it consists of solving the

coupling system (3) only for the constraints in Vω
k while

keeping the estimates of the coupling Jacobian constant

for other constraints, and then as mapping the final

result to V0
k . We will show in the next section that the

local projections ∂Cω
k are indeed invertible under mild

assumptions, guaranteeing that (9) and (10) are well

defined.

At this point, different subproblems may have different

estimates of the coupling Jacobian corresponding to the

same constraints. The results of iteration (8) thus need

to be aggregated for every constraint. This is performed

in three steps. First, nodes send their current estimates

of the coupling Jacobian to nodes involved in the same

constraint, i.e. to nodes that are two hops away in the

bipartite graph Gb. Then, coupling Jacobian estimates

associated with a given constraint are averaged locally

so that it is the same across all nodes involved in that

constraint. Finally, results are broadcast throughout the

network so that each node has a local copy of the

entire vector ŷ(t). The resulting scheme is the same as

the synchronous coordination algorithm in [39] except

for the presence of the aggregation step via message

passing.

From a global perspective, the entire scheme can be

written compactly as

ŷ(t+1) = Γ(Sω ŷ(t) + Uωq), (11)

where the aggregation matrix Γ ∈ R
Λ×

∑

k |Vω
k | sim-

ply averages the results over the nodes involved in

each constraint3 and where we define the matrices

Sω, Uω as Sω =
[
(Sω

1 )
T , ..., (Sω

N )T
]T

, Uω =
[
(Uω

1 )
T , ..., (Uω

N )T
]T

.

3A formal definition of Γ is deferred to the Appendix C for
notational simplicity.
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B. Theoretical Guarantees

We now turn to the theoretical properties of the pro-

posed scheme, namely the well-posedness of the update

equations and the convergence rate of the overall algo-

rithm.

For the iteration in (8) to be well-defined, the local

projections ∂Cω
k need to be invertible. Note that, if ∂C

is positive definite, its local projections are automatically

positive definite and therefore invertible [44]. However,

in general, Jacobians of KKT matrices are not positive

definite. Indeed, in the presence of inequality constraints,

the complementary slackness conditions imply that ∂C is

not even symmetric. With the following result, we show

that these local projections are nonetheless invertible

under mild conditions.

Lemma 1. Consider a constraint-coupled problem in the

form of Problem 1 and an associated optimal solution

z⋆ = (x⋆, λ⋆, ν⋆). If the problem is strictly convex and

satisfies Assumptions 1, 2, 4 & 5, then the projections

∂Cω
k are invertible for all k ∈ Vp, ω ∈ Z.

The proof is provided in Appendix D. The significance

of this result is that the iteration in Equation (8) is well-

defined and applicable to our problem setting. Under

these conditions, the following result proves the conver-

gence of the proposed algorithm.

Theorem 2 (Adapted from [39, Theorem 2]). Con-

sider (3) and the decentralized scheme in (11) for a

given set of node-associated constraint sets {Vω
k }k∈Vp

and ω ≥ 0. Assume that the conditions of Lemma 1 are

verified. Then the sequence generated by (11) satisfies

‖y(t) − y⋆‖∞ ≤ αt‖y(0) − y⋆‖∞, (12)

where the convergence rate α is defined by

α := max
k∈Vp

Rkσ̄k

¯
σ2
k

(
σ̄2
k − ¯

σ2
k

σ̄2
k + ¯

σ2
k

)
⌈

ω
2B∂Cω

k

−1

⌉

+ , (13)

with σ̄2
k and

¯
σ2
k the largest and smallest singular values

of ∂Cω
k , respectively, Rk :=

∑

i∈Vω
k
,j∈V\Vω

k
|(∂Cω

−k)i,j |
and B∂Cω

k
the bandwidth of matrix ∂Cω

k induced by the

bipartite graph4.

The proof is provided in Appendix E. In contrast to [39,

Theorem 2], Theorem 2 does not require the system to be

positive definite. The main difference between the proofs

is that the result in this paper relies on a generic theorem

in [38, Theorem 3.6] that extends exponential decay of

sensitivities to non-positive definite systems.

The consequence of Theorem 2 is that the sequence (11)

converges linearly to a solution of Equation (3). The

4See Definition 3.3 in [38].

convergence rate, α, explicitly decreases exponentially

with ω, and further depends implicitly on ω through

the conditioning and graph-induced structure of the local

projections. While larger values of ω will decrease α, it

comes at a cost of more expensive communication, as

more data needs to be exchanged both for constructing

the projection matrices ∂Cω
k , ∂C

ω
−k, q

ω
k and synchroniz-

ing the updates at every iteration. The computational cost

of one iteration of (11) also increases with ω due to the

increased size of Sω
k .

Equation (13) suggests that the algorithm converges

rapidly if ω is large compared to the bandwidth B∂Cω
k

of the local projections. Therefore, it is particularly

effective for problems that have a naturally small band-

width, i.e. highly structured problems. In Lemma 2 in

Appendix B, we show that the structure of the cou-

pling Jacobian is directly determined by that of the

coupling constraints. Indeed, ∂C can be interpreted as

the Lagrangian of the graph underlying the coupling

constraints.

IV. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we validate our claims on the complexity

and convergence rate of the proposed scheme.

A. Validation of the complexity model

Two different experiments were designed to test the sim-

ple scaling model of Eq. (6). For these experiments, data

are generated at random according to input dimensions,

and each subproblem is given the same size.

In the first experiment, the number of coupling con-

straints Λ and the size of local problems n + l are

kept constant and only the number of subproblems N is

increased (see Fig. 2a). This results in a speedup (η−1)

that increases rapidly with N and with subproblem size

– this is consistent with Eq. (6).

In the second experiment, we keep the coupling ratio ρ
constant while increasing the number of subproblems N
by adjusting the number of coupling constraints Λ. The

size of the local problems (n+ l) is kept fixed. Results

are reported in Fig. 2b. In this case, we do not expect

an exponential increase in speedup because the number

of coupling constraints itself increases. According to

Eq. (6), when ρ is small enough, η(1 + 1/ρ)3 ∼ ρ−3.

This expectation is validated in Fig. 2b. We also observe

a deviation from this scaling as N increases. This is

consistent with the expectation that η → (1+1/ρ)−3 as

N → ∞, and is due to the increasing relative weight of

local gradient computation.

These experiments are in agreement with the scaling

model of Eq. (6). The computational gains provided by
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(a) Speedup as a function of number of subproblems, for a fixed
number of coupling constraints Λ = 2. Each curve represents a
problem with a different subproblem size. Each point is the ratio
of the minimum compute times over 20 trials for each method.

(b) Rescaled ratio of compute times, for different numbers of sub-
problems while keeping ρ constant. For small ρ, the scaling is as
ρ−3. All curves are normalized by their value at ρ = 0.02 to extract
the scaling behavior.

Fig. 2: Numerical experiments testing the complexity model of (6). The decentralized scheme delivers significant computational
gains in comparison to centralized differentiation, especially for weakly coupled problems (i.e. small ρ).

the distributed framework in this paper are significant,

especially when the number of subproblems is large and

when the coupling ratio ρ is small.

B. Distributed gradient computation

The empirical convergence properties of the distributed

scheme on a randomly generated problem are illustrated

in Fig. 3. In Fig. 3a, we report the relative ∞-norm error

between the estimate of the coupling Jacobian and its

true value, as a function of the number of iterations for

ω = 1. We also report the theoretical upper bound on

the convergence rate from Theorem 2. We see that linear

convergence is observed for every subproblem. We note

that convergence is much faster than the bound indicates,

hinting at potential for improvement. Empirical errors

for different values of ω are reported in Fig. 3b. From

Theorem 2, we expect the convergence rate to increase

with ω, which is seen clearly in Fig. 3b.

V. RIGOROUS APPROXIMATION OF MARGINAL

EMISSIONS IN DYNAMIC POWER SYSTEMS MODELS

Dynamic problems, i.e. optimization problems solved

over time, are one general problem class that can benefit

substantially from the proposed approach. Indeed, a time

horizon corresponds to a linear graph where each node

represents a snapshot in time of the system at hand. Each

node is only connected to the timesteps immediately

preceeding or succeeding it, resulting in a constant band-

width of 1 regardless of the time horizon the problem

is solved over. As shown in the previous section, a

good approximation of gradients can be obtained by

considering only a small and localized window centered

at each time t.

In dynamic power system models, accurate quantifi-

cation of the emissions impacts of electricity demand

relies on the ability to compute gradients efficiently. In

particular, marginal emissions rates are defined as the

sensitivity of emissions to electricity demand in power

systems [45, 46] and are an important emissions metric

in the context of policies that aim to shift electricity

demand or supply. Recent work has demonstrated the

applicability of centralized differentiable optimization

techniques to compute marginal emissions rates in power

system models [47]. However, those methodologies do

not scale well to large networks solved over long time

horizons. Rather than computing those emissions rates

jointly for the entire time horizon, the results in this

paper justify computing an approximation relying only

on local information.

In this section, we apply one iteration of the algorithm

in (11) for different values of the horizon parameter ω
on network models of the U.S. Western Interconnect.

We model the power system under the DC-OPF ap-

proximation [47], with network data generated using the

PyPSA USA model. The nodes in the network can be

clustered to between 30 and 4786 nodes as needed. In

our experiments, we configure the number of batteries

and storage penetration, adding batteries to the nodes

with the highest peak renewable generation. In particular,

we consider three different levels of storage penetration,

defined as a function of the average daily load: 1%, 10%

and 25%. We solve each problem for a total horizon of

120 hours, and analyze the marginal emissions estimates.

We report results for a 50-node aggregation in Fig. 4.

Similar results were obtained with both smaller and

larger networks.

As expected, the marginal emissions approximation error

decreases exponentially with the horizon parameter ω
for all three scenarios, albeit at different rates. Indeed,

the time horizon necessary to achieve a given level of

accuracy increases with storage penetration. As storage

capacity increases, batteries have an increasing ability
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(a) Relative error as a function of the iteration number for ω = 1.
Gray lines: relative error for ŷk. Blue line: relative error for the full
coupling Jacobian (i.e. y(t) in (11)).

(b) Relative error as a function of the iteration number for different
values of the overlap parameter ω.

Fig. 3: Relative error between the coupling Jacobian estimate and its true value for a randomly generated problem with the
following parameters: each of the N = 50 subproblems is constrained by l = 2 inequality and k = 2 equality constraints, and
is involved in 2 equality coupling constraints. The distributed scheme converges linearly, at a rate that increases with ω.

Fig. 4: Approximation error of the marginal emissions rates as
a function of the horizon parameter ω, under different storage
penetration scenarios for a 50-node network. Full line: median
over all nodes in the network. Ribbons indicate the 10th and
90th percentiles. The approximation error decreases exponen-
tially with ω, at a rate that depends on storage penetration.

to act as buffers over long time horizons. These results

clearly illustrate the dynamic, i.e. time-dependent, nature

of marginal emissions rates. It is consistent with previous

work demonstrating that a static approximation is often

not appropriate [47]. The methodology developed in this

paper thus offers a rigorous and efficient approach to

estimate marginal emissions in a dynamic setting without

using all of the problem data.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a framework for efficiently

differentiating through separable optimization programs.

We split the computation of Jacobians between a local

component and a correction term resulting from the

coupling between subproblems. This approach is compu-

tationally efficient, especially if the number of coupling

constraints is relatively small. We also provide sufficient

conditions for all Jacobians to be well defined. In addi-

tion, we generalize the analysis of a recent decentralized

algorithm and show that it can be readily applied to com-

pute the coupling term in a fully distributed manner, with

theoretical guarantees. Finally, we apply the distributed

algorithm to the computation of marginal emissions rates

in time-coupled power system models. We observe that

the larger the storage penetration the further in time

emissions impacts can be propagated, which stresses

the importance of incorporating dynamic effects in the

computation of marginal emissions rates.

Combined with fully distributed solution methods for

the lower-level problems, the approach in this paper

opens the door to gradient-based distributed bi-level

optimization. This has the potential to accelerate com-

plex bi-level problems like expansion planning [48]. We

see the efficient and scalable implementation of such

methodologies as well as the study of their convergence

properties as exciting avenues for future work.
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APPENDIX

The proofs below are often a result of the structure of

the KKT matrix for generic optimization problems. Let

us consider problems of the form

minx f(x, θ)
s.t. gi(x, θ) ≤ 0, i = 1, ..., l,

hj(x, θ) = 0, j = 1, ...,m,
(14)

and assume we have a solution x⋆(θ0) ∈ R

n with

associated dual variables λ⋆(θ0) ∈ R

l, ν⋆(θ0) ∈ Rm

for parameter values given by θ0. For a problem of the

form of (14), we will write the Jacobian of the KKT

matrix as

∂zG =

[
∇2f ∂xh ∂xg
∂xh 0 0

diag(λ)∂xg 0 diag(g),

]

(15)

where h = [h1(x, θ), ..., hm(x, θ)]T and g =
[g1(x, θ), ..., gl(x, θ)]

T .

A. Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. First, if Assumption 3 holds for each subproblem,
then it holds for the global problem. Let us denote by
Yi the set of all y ∈ Rni that satisfy Assumption 3 for
subproblem i. The set Yg satisfying the conditions for
the global problem is such that Yg ⊆ Y1 × ... × YN

because the global problem contains the global coupling
constraints in addition to local constraints. Therefore,
if that condition is satisfied for every subproblem, it is
satisfied ∀y ∈ Yg and consequently holds for the global
problem.

Second, if the global problem satisfies Assumptions 1-
5, then the Jacobian of the solution is well defined
according to Theorem 2.1 in [43].

Third, if each individual subproblem satisfies the second
order conditions, then the local Jacobians are all unique
and invertible. Indeed, if the first order conditions are
satisfied for the global problem, they also are satisfied
for all local problems individually and each subproblem
then satisfies the conditions of Theorem 2.1 in [43].

Finally, we are left to show that the coupling Jacobian
is invertible. To show this, we observe that the Jacobian

of the full problem is a block matrix Jf =
[
A BT

B 0

]

,

where A is a block diagonal matrix composed of local
Jacobians, and that the coupling Jacobian is the Schur
complement Jf/A of A in Jf [49, 50]. As det(Jf ) =
det(A) det(Jf/A), and as Jf and A are invertible, the
coupling Jacobian Jf/A is invertible.

B. Structure of ∂C

For a problem in the form of Problem (1), let us

write MC =
[
∂xH

T ∂xF
T
]T

, a matrix containing the

gradients of the coupling constraints.

Lemma 2. Consider the graph Gb and define the index
sets I = {Ii}i∈Vc

and J = {Ji}i∈Vp
that partition the

set of constraints {1, ...Λ} and the set of subproblems
{1, ...N}, respectively. If BMC

denotes the bandwidth
of MC induced by (Gb, I,J ) and B∂C the bandwidth
of ∂C induced by (Gb, I, I), then B∂C ≤ 2BMC

.

Proof. We can rewrite the LHS of Eq. (3) as

∂C = −

[

I 0
0 diag(λ)

]

MCḠMT
C −

[

0 0
0 diag(F (x))

]

, (16)

where Ḡ is a block diagonal matrix where the i-
th block Ḡii is (∂ziGi)

−1
1:ni,1:ni

. The block diago-

nal matrix Ḡ has bandwidth 0 induced by the graph
(G,J ,J ). Writing BMC

the bandwidth of MC induced
by (G, I,J ), and applying the bandwidth properties of
graph-structured matrices (see Lemma 3.5 in [38]), we
have that BMCḠMT

C
≤ BMC

+ 0 + BMT
C

= 2BMC

induced by (G, I, I). As the remaining diagonal matrices
have bandwidth zero induced by (G, I, I), we have the
result that B∂C ≤ 2BMC

.

C. Definition of Γ

Define ỹ = [ŷT1 , ..., ŷ
T
N ]T the vector consisting of stacks

of the local estimates of ŷ. Define the index map

m(j) ∈ R → R that maps an index j of ỹ to the index

of the corresponding coupling constraint l ∈ {1, ...Λ}.

The aggregation matrix Γ can be written as

Γi,j =

{
1
δi

if i = m(j),

0 otherwise,
(17)

where δi denotes the degree of constraint i in Gb. There-

fore, each row of Γ collects the components of ỹ that

correspond to the same constraint and averages them. We

note that the rows of Γ sum to 1, i.e. ‖Γ‖∞ = 1.

D. Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. First, note that if the problem is strictly convex,
it automatically satisfies Assumption 3. Then, project-
ing (16) onto Vω

k , we see that

∂Cω
k = −diag(λω

k )M
ω
k − diag(κω

k ), (18)

where Mω
k = (Tω

k )TMCḠMT
CTω

k , λω
k ∈ R

|Vω
k | is the

projection of the first diagonal matrix in (16) on Vω
k ,

and κω
k ∈ R

|Vω
k | is the projection of the second diagonal

matrix in (16) on the same constraint set. As Ḡ is PSD
(see Lemma 3 below), MCḠMT

C is also PSD.

In addition, MCḠMT
C is invertible. The matrix

MCḠMT
C is actually the Schur complement of a modi-

fied global Jacobian. Indeed, let us construct the matrix
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∂G̃ =
[

G B
BT 0

]

where G is a block-diagonal matrix with

principal blocks being local jacobians ∂ziGi and where
B is a juxtaposition of ∂xi

H and ∂xi
F at the corre-

sponding indices. We know by Theorem 1 that the local
Jacobians are invertible. Therefore the top left block G
is invertible. Considering all constraints in the problem
are assumed linearly independent, including the coupling
constraints, the matrix above is full row and column rank
as long as the number of coupling constraints is smaller
than the dimensions of G. Therefore it is invertible, and
its Schur complement is invertible, too.

Therefore, MCḠMT
C is PD, as is any of its principal

submatrices [44], implying that Mω
k is PD. Following a

similar argument as in Lemma 3 below, the projection
∂Cω

k is similar to an upper triangular block matrix such
that

P∂Cω
k P

T =
[
∂C1 ∂C2

0 diag(∂C3)

]

.

The block diag(∂C3) is full rank because all the terms
in the diagonal are non-zero. The block [∂C1 ∂C2] is
also full row-rank because it corresponds to the non-
zero rows of diag(λω

k )M
ω
k , and Mω

k is full rank because
it is PD. Therefore, the block ∂C1 is full rank. This
implies that the matrix ∂Cω

k is full rank and therefore
invertible.

Lemma 3. Consider an optimization problem of the
form (14) and an associated optimal solution z⋆ =
(x⋆, λ⋆, ν⋆). If the problem is strictly convex and satisfies
Assumptions 1, 2, 4 & 5, then the n × n block of the
inverse of the Jacobian corresponding to the primal
variables, i.e. (∂zG)−1

1:n,1:n, is PSD.

Proof. The Jacobian of the KKT matrix (15) can be

written in block form as ∂zG =
[
A B
C D

]

, where the

blocks are A = ∇2L, B = [∂xh ∂xg], C = diag(λ̃)BT ,

D =
[
0 0
0 diag(g)

]

and where λ̃ = [1, ..., 1
︸ ︷︷ ︸

m times

, λT ]T .

As the problem is strictly convex by assumption, A ≻ 0
and the Jacobian ∂zG is invertible according to Theorem
2.1 in [43]. Therefore, the Schur complement of A, S =
D − CA−1B is invertible and we can write [50]

(∂zG)−1
1:n,1:n = A

−1
(

I +BS
−1

CA
−1

)

. (19)

Note that the rows of C that are identically zero corre-
spond to the non-tight inequality constraints. Assump-
tion 5 implies that the corresponding rows of D are
nonzero. Therefore, there exists a permutation matrix
P such that the Schur complement S is similar to a

matrix with structure PSPT = S̄ =
[
S1 S2

0 diag(g0)

]

,

with g0 the non-zero elements of D. The top-left block

S1 can be written as S1 = −P̃CA−1BP̃T , where
P̃ = [Im+l0

0]P and l0 is the number of non-tight
inequality constraints. We know that S̄ is invertible
and that its inverse will have a similar structure, i.e.

S̄−1 =
[
S−1

1
S′

2

0 diag(1/g0)

]

.

The second factor in (19) satisfies
(
I +BS−1CA−1

)2
= I + 2BS−1CA−1 +

BS−1CA−1BS−1CA−1. Under the same permutation,

we have that PCA−1BPT = −
[
S1 S2

0 0

]

. Therefore,

PCA
−1

BP
T
PS

−1
P

T = −

[

I 0
0 0

]

.

While this is not the identity matrix, the zero rows
of this matrix correspond to the zero rows of C. This
leads to CA−1BS−1C = −C. We can thus write
(
I +BS−1CA−1

)2
= I + BS−1CA−1. This shows

that I + BS−1CA−1 is idempotent, implying all its
eigenvalues are either 0 or 1 [44], and therefore that
it is PSD.

The two factors in (19) are PSD matrices, as is their
product if and only if their product is normal [51]. This
is the case if the product is symmetric. Equation (19)

amounts to A−1 + A−1BS−1diag(λ̃)BTA−1, which is

symmetric if S−1diag(λ̃) is itself symmetric. We write

S
−1

diag(λ̃) = P
T
PS

−1
P

T
Pdiag(λ̃)P T

P

= P
T
S̄

−1
diag(

¯̃
λ)P =

[

S−1

1
diag(¯̃λ+) 0
0 0

]

,

where
¯̃
λ is the extended dual variable λ̃ under permu-

tation P , and
¯̃
λ+ is the restriction of

¯̃
λ to its nonzero

elements. We note that

S
−1
1 diag(¯̃λ+) = −

(

P̃diag(λ̃)BT
A

−1
BP̃

T
)−1

diag(¯̃λ+)

= −

(

diag(¯̃λ+)P̃B
T
A

−1
BP̃

T
)−1

diag(¯̃λ+)

= −

(

P̃B
T
A

−1
BP̃

T
)−1

diag(¯̃λ+)
−1

diag(¯̃λ+)

= −

(

P̃B
T
A

−1
BP̃

T
)−1

.

The above matrix is symmetric, implying that (19) is
symmetric. As (19) is also a product of two PSD
matrices, then it is itself PSD [51].

E. Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. The proof of this result mainly consists of small
modifications of proofs in [39].

First, for convergence, we need ρ(ΓSω) < 1. As the
spectral radius ρ(·) satisfies ρ(·) ≤ ‖ · ‖∞ [44] and
the ‖ · ‖∞ is a matrix norm, it is submultiplicative
and ρ(ΓSω) ≤ ‖ΓSω‖∞ ≤ ‖Γ‖∞‖Sω‖∞ ≤ ‖S‖∞ as
‖Γ‖∞ = 1. Therefore, the same reasoning as in [39] can
be applied to our setting. Then, the proof of Lemma 3
in [39] can be readily adapted with the result of Theorem
3.6 in [38]. Indeed, the proof remains unchanged in spirit
as long as the projections ∂Cω

k are invertible, which we
have proved in Lemma 1. Equality (48) in [39] only
needs to be replaced with the bound of Theorem 3.6
in [38].
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