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ABSTRACT. This paper introduces two incentive schemes to control peer-to-peer
(P2P) data storage systems. One is a symmetric scheme that imposes a rule in
which the contribution level of each peer (storage space offered by each peer) is
equal to its use of the service (storage space used for storing its own data). The
other is a profit-oriented pricing scheme that allows an operator, who manages
the whole system, to buy and sell storage space from and to peers so as to max-
imize its profit. We show that the storage allocation problems entailed by these
schemes can be formulated as convex minimization problems. We propose two
optimization algorithms, based on distributed convex optimization techniques,
for solving these problems. One algorithm works when all peers act on the basis
of the symmetric scheme and finds an optimal storage allocation that maximizes a
performance measure, called social welfare, in the whole system. The other algo-
rithm works when the operator and all peers act on the basis of the profit-oriented
pricing scheme and finds an optimal allocation that maximizes the weighted mean
of the social welfare and the operator’s profit. We give numerical results proving
that the algorithms converge to the solutions to the storage allocation problems.

1. INTRODUCTION

Peer-to-Peer (P2P) network models have attracted a great deal of attention. The
concept of the P2P network model is completely different from that of a conventional
client-server network model. While a conventional server-client network model ex-
plicitly distinguishes hosts providing services (servers) from hosts receiving services
(clients), a P2P network model does not assign fixed roles to hosts. Hosts compos-
ing P2P networks, referred to as peers, can be both servers and clients, and as a
result, P2P networks function as autonomous, distributed systems.

In a P2P data storage system, each peer offers some of its memory capacity as a
service to others and benefits from storing its own data on the system. An online
storage service is valuable only if it gives users reliable access to their data. Hence,
the system needs to cope with disk failures and with peers disconnecting their disk
from the system. This implies that data replicates must be spread over several,
reliable peers. Accordingly, the system requires peers to offer a sufficient part of
their disk space to the system and remain online often enough. However, both of
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these requirements are costly to peers. Therefore, the system is at risk of collapse
when peers do not offer enough storage capacity, i.e., when peers behave selfishly.

In this paper, we focus on incentives [21] to make peers contribute to P2P data
storage systems. There are many incentive schemes that are applicable to the
economics of P2P file sharing networks (e.g., wireless local area networks (WLANS)
[13]), and they can be generally categorized as symmetric or payment-based scheme
(see, e.g., [1, 13] and references therein). However, these schemes cannot be applied
to P2P data storage systems because their economic implications are essentially
incompatible.

To resolve this issue, reference [21] presented two incentive schemes to control P2P
data storage systems. One is a symmetric scheme [21, subsection II.C 1)] based on
the idea that every peer should contribute to the system in terms of service at least
as much as it benefits from others. The other is a profit-oriented pricing scheme [21,
subsection II.C 2)] based on monetary exchanges where peers can buy storage space
and sell some of their disk capacity. Reference [21] analyzed whether it is socially
better to impose the symmetric scheme or the profit-oriented pricing scheme. The
performance measure is social welfare, defined by the sum of the utility functions
of all peers and an operator, who manages the P2P data storage system.

The main objective of storage allocation in P2P systems is to find optimal storage
capacities of all peers which maximize the social welfare as much as possible. The
analyses in [21] assumed the existence of central authority to supervise the peers’
behavior; i.e., the central authority knows the private information of all peers, such
as the explicit forms of all peers’ utility functions and strategies. In contrast to such
a centralized system control, this paper discusses distributed system control for P2P
systems. Our distributed mechanisms can be applied to any P2P network without
a central authority (e.g., a pure P2P network such as Winny and Gnutella), and
they enable each peer to find a maximizer of the social welfare without using the
private information of other peers, such as their utility functions and strategy sets.

In this paper, we first show that the storage allocation problems (problems of
maximizing the social welfare) caused by the two incentive schemes can be formu-
lated as convex minimization problems over the fized point sets of nonexpansive
mappings. We then propose two distributed convex optimization algorithms, based
on fized point theory [2], [3, Chapter 4], [14, Chapter 3], [15, Chapter 1], for solving
them.

A number of distributed convex optimization algorithms have been presented
(see [7, Subchapter 8.2], [8, 9, 11, 12, 16, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 27, 30] and
reference therein). However, the literature does not seem to have any algorithm
for solving convex minimization problems over the fixed point sets. While the
previously reported results in [21] presented useful mathematical models of P2P data
storage systems, to our knowledge, there are no references on distributed control
algorithms for controlling these systems.

Our main contribution is to devise distributed convex optimization techniques
to solve storage allocation problems of P2P data storage systems through incentive
schemes. We believe that our distributed approach is good for optimal control
problems [10, 17, 26], network flow problems [5, 6, 20, 29], and resource allocation
problems [28, Chapters 4 and 5]. This is because it can be applied to the more
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general problem of minimizing the sum of strongly convex objective functions over
the intersection of fixed point sets of nonexpansive mappings. Therefore, we believe
that the results in this paper will provide a glimpse into the inherent connection
between distributed algorithms and control problems in networked systems.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 gives the mathematical preliminaries.
Section 3 shows that the storage allocation problems entailed by the two incentive
schemes (symmetric scheme and profit-oriented pricing scheme) can be formulated
as convex minimization problems over the fixed point sets of certain nonexpansive
mappings. Section 4 discusses the distributed control under the symmetric scheme.
Section 5 discusses the distributed control under the profit-oriented pricing scheme.
We show that the algorithms presented in sections 4 and 5 converge to the solutions
to the storage allocation problems under realistic assumptions. Section 6 applies the
algorithms to concrete storage allocation problems and provides numerical results
showing they converge to the solutions. Section 7 concludes the paper.

2. PRELIMINARIES

This section describes the basic model of a P2P data storage system studied in
[21], which was the first study to propose incentive schemes for controlling P2P data
storage systems.

Consider a P2P data storage system network in which peer i (i € Z :=

{1,2,...,K}) offers a storage capacity cgi) that is to be shared with other peers

and demands a storage capacity cgz) that is to be used for storing its own data.

The supply and demand functions of peer i are defined as follows: there exist
al, b(i)7pr(lll)ax (> 0), and p@ (> 0) such that, for all p > 0,

(2.1) s"(p) :=a® [p - pﬁfﬂnr, d? (p) = p" [ O —p]+ :

where z1 := max{0,z} (z € R). Peer i is entirely described by four parameters,

a® p@ pl. and pl) . ) and pll)

The two price parameters, p Jax, respectively
represent the minimum value of the unit price p, that peer ¢ will sell some of its
own disk space and the maximum value of the unit price ps that it will pay for
storage space, and( ?(i) and b(® correspond to the increase in sold capacity with the
(2

min

unit price p, (> p, ;) and the decrease in bought storage space with the unit price

ps (< pgfl)ax). For a given p (> 0), s%)(p) (resp. d@(p)) is the amount of storage
capacity that peer ¢ would choose to sell (resp. buy) if peer i were paid (resp.
charged) a unit price p for it.

When the supply and demand functions are defined as in (2.1), the utility function
U® of peer i is of the following form (see [21, Section II] for the details),

i MOR%
Dy _(cgmb;)p&?w) o0 (0 n 550

) ‘ 1 (Cgi))g . . . ) N
0 (cu)) - P (Cgp) — oW (Cgp) +p® 0

min-o
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(2.2) e® .= pscg) — poc?,

o

7@ <Cg>7cg),€(i>> — @) (C@) _ pl) (cg)> O
where z A y := min{z,y} (z,y € R), V(¥ (cgi)) is peer i’s valuation obtained when
it uses cgl) (i.e., the price that it is willing to pay to store an amount of data cgl)),

o (cgi)) is the opportunity cost of offering cg) for other peers without using c((f) for

@ (

niincoi) is the data transfer cost, P() (c,(f)) stands for the overall non-monetary
cost of peer ¢ for offering CE,Z), and £ is the monetary price paid by peer i.
On the other hand, the operator (denoted by peer 0), which manages the P2P

data storage system, tries to maximize its revenue, which is the total amount that
the peers are charged. Since the monetary price paid by peer i is e = pscgl) —

poc((f), cgi) = d® (ps), and cgi) = s (po), the utility function of the operator can be

represented by

(2.3) u© (ps,po) = Z e® = Ps Z ) (ps) — Po Z s (po) .

i€l 1€l 1€l

itself, p

We define a performance measure, called social welfare, as the sum of the utility
functions of all peers and the operator. From (2.2) and (2.3), social welfare can be

expressed as, for all ¢g := (cgl),cg2), A ch))T, co = (cgl),cf), R CS;K))T € RK,
W (cs, ¢o) := Z u® (cg),cgi),z-:(i)> + U (pg, po)
(2.4) i€T

— @ (@) _ pQ) ()
= 1 (&) - ()]

where ! denotes the transpose of the vector . It is desirable to maximize W
defined by (2.4) because it makes the whole system stable and reliable. We call

W®: R x R — R defined for all (c{,cl”) € R x R by
w@ (cgn,c((j)) — @) (ng)) _ pl@ (Cg»)
the welfare of peer 1.

3. MAIN PROBLEMS

Here, we describe the two incentive schemes [21, Sections IT and I1I], a symmetric
scheme and a profit-oriented pricing scheme, for controlling the P2P data storage
system and point out their storage allocation problems.

3.1. Symmetric scheme. The symmetric management scheme is based on the
idea that every peer should contribute to the system in terms of service at least as
much as it benefits from others. It imposes a rule that the contribution of each peer
(the storage space offered by each peer) should be equal to its use of the system
(the storage space it uses to store its own data). This scheme can work without
an operator, and hence, does not use monetary transactions. Here, peer i tries to

choose cgi) and c,(j) so as to maximize its welfare W subject to c((,i) > cgi) (> 0).
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Therefore, the constrained set, denoted by C® (c RX x RX), and the objective
function, denoted by f®: R x RE — R, of peer i (1 € Z) can be expressed as,

(3.1)  C9:=RExREn {(cs,cg) e RE x R : o) > cgw}’
62 S = w0 () = PO () -0 ()

for all ¢ := (cgl),cg), ch)) ,C (co ,co ,..., (()K))T e RE, where V() and
P are defined as in (2. 2) and ]RK {(@®, 2@ DT ¢ RE: 20 >0 (i =
1,2,...,K)}. fO (i € I) defined by (3.2) satlsﬁes the strong convezity condition?

because V) and P® have quadratic forms.
Let 70 : RX x RK — RX x RK (i € Z) be a mapping defined for all ¢4, ¢, € RE
by

, 1
(33) T(Z) (657 CO) = 5 (CS7 CO) + PR_‘I_(XR{E {Pé(l) (Cs, CO)}] 5

where O = {(cy,¢,) € RE x RE: > cgi)} and Pp stands for the metric
projection onto a closed convex set D (C RX x RK).2 PRfXRIf and Pp;) can be

easily computed within a finite number of arithmetic operations because Rf X Rf

and C') are half-spaces of R x RX [2, p. 406], [3, Subchapter 28.3]. T (i € T)

defined by (3.3) satisfies the firm nonexpansivity condition® because Ppr pr and
+ X8B3

Py, are nonexpansive.* Moreover, C® (i € T) defined by (3.1) can be represented
as the fized point set of T() defined by (3.3); i.e.,

Fix (T(i)) = {(cs,co) e RE x RE: 7O (¢, ¢,) = (cs,co)} =,

This is because Fix(T) = Fix(Ppic p Pew) = RE x RE 0 CW = ),
The constrained set and objective function of the operator (peer 0) can be ex-
pressed as,

00 .= RX x R¥ = Fix (Id) =: Fix (T<0>) L f Oy, o) =0

for all (cs, c,) € RE xRX | because the operator does not directly control the system.
This means that control algorithms of the symmetric scheme must be implemented
without the operator so as to maximize the social welfare.

Therefore, we can describe the storage allocation problem of the symmetric
scheme as follows.

1 f: R™ — R is called a strongly convex function with « (a-strongly convex function) if a > 0
exists such that, for all €,y € R™ and for all A € [0,1], f(Az + (1 - Ny) < Af(x)+ (1 -N)f(y) —
(1/2)ar(1 — )|l — yl||?, where || - || stands for the norm of R™.

The metric projection onto a closed convex set D (C R™) is defined as follows: Pp(x) € D and
|l —Pp(x)|| = infyep ||x—y|| (x € R™). Pp satisfies the nonexpansivity condition [2, Proposition
2.10]; i.e., ||Pp(x) — Po(y)|| < ||l — y|| for all ,y € R™.

37:R™ - R™ is called a firmly nonexpansive mapping if, for all ¢,y € R™, ||T(x) — T(v)||*> <
(z—y,T(x)—T(y)), where (-, -) stands for the inner product of R™. Fix(T) := {& € R™: T'(x) = =}
is closed and convex when T is nonexpansive [15, Proposition 5.3].

AT .= (1/2)(1d + S) satisfies the firm nonexpansivity condition when S is nonexpansive [3,
Definition 4.1, Proposition 4.2], where Id stands for the identity mapping.



2164 HIDEAKI IIDUKA

Problem 3.1 (storage allocation problem under symmetric scheme).

Maximize W (es, ¢,) = E f (es,¢o)
i€

subject to (cs,¢,) € ﬂ {(cs,co) € RE x RE: i) > ) } ﬂ le( )
i€l i€l

where f): REK x RE - R and T : RF x RX — RX x RX (i € 7) are defined as
n (3.2) and (3.3), respectively.

Problem 3.1 is one of maximizing the social welfare W defined in (2.4) under the
condition that each peer offers a storage capacity larger than the capacity used for
storing its own data.

Under the symmetric scheme, each peer can communicate with a neighbor peer
via the network. Hence, Problem 3.1 can be solved by incremental optimization
algorithms (see, e.g., [7, Subchapter 8.2], [8, 18, 19, 22]) that allow each peer to use
only its own private information® and the transmitted information from the neighbor
peer. Moreover, peer i (i € T) tries to minimize only f() (i.e., maximize only its own
welfare W) over its own constraint Fix(T(*) = C). Accordingly, each peer never
uses information including other peers’ objective functions and constrained sets.
Therefore, none of the peers can use the metric projection Po onto the polytope
C =Nz FiX(T(i)). In this paper, we present an algorithm for solving Problem 3.1
that is different from the conventional incremental optimization algorithms which
use Po. We will show that the algorithm converges to the solution to Problem 3.1
under certain assumptions (Section 4).

3.2. Profit-oriented pricing scheme. A payment-based management scheme is
based on monetary exchanges where peers can buy storage space in the system for
a unit price ps and sell some of their disk capacity for a unit price p,. Assuming
that the operator knows that peer i (i € Z) will sell s)(p,) and buy d®(ps), it
tries to choose ps and p, so as to maximize its profit U (ps, o). Accordingly,
the constrained set and objective function of the operator (peer 0) are defined as
follows.

(3.4) CO =R, xR N {(ps,po) ERxR: > s (p) > d? (ps)} :

€L €L
35) O ps,po) = ~U (ps,po) = — [ps > dD (ps) —po Y s (po)]
1€L 1€T
for all (ps,po) € R x R.

C©) defined in (3.4) is an absolute set in which conditions are needed to control

the system. This is because ), 7 D = Sier dD(ps), Which is used for storing

data, must not exceed the sum offered by peers, i.e., ZzeI =>, EIS D (o).

5Peer z 1n Problem 3.1 has its own private fm defined by (3.2) because the four parameters,
a® p® pl).  and pmm7 are its own private information.



DISTRIBUTED STORAGE ALLOCATION ALGORITHMS 2165

Here, let us define a mapping 7 : R x R — R x R for all (ps,po) € R x R by

1
(3.6) 7 (Ps, o) = 9 [(psapo) + Pry xRy {PC'(O) (psapo)}] )

where C©) := {(ps,p,) € R x R: Sier 89 (po) > 3 icr dW(ps)}. Since s and d
defined as in (2.1) are affine, CO is a half-space, which means that Pz can be

casily computed within a finite number of arithmetic operations. 7© defined in
(3.6) satisfies the firm nonexpansivity condition (see Footnotes 3 and 4), and

Fix (TO) i= {(ps. 7o) € R X R: TO(ps, o) = (ps,p0) | = O

because Fix(T(®) = Fix(Pg, xR Paoy) = Ry xRy N CO) = CO (see also the
discussion in (3.3)). Moreover, since s®) and d*) in (2.1) are affine, f(*) in (3.5)
satisfies the strong convexity condition.

Meanwhile, peer i (i € 7) selfishly chooses strategies that maximize its welfare
W® . Accordingly, the constrained set and objective function of peer i (i € Z) can
be expressed as

(37 Y= [Pg)imp%x} X [pg)in’P%x} = Fix (Fgw) =: Fix (T(i)) ;
(83) D popo)i= = [VO (4D (b)) = PO (59 ()]

for all (ps,p,) € R x R. Since s) and d® in (2.1) are affine, and V® and P®
have quadratic forms, f) (i € Z) in (3.8) satisfies the strong convexity condition.
T := Py (i € I) in (3.7) is firmly nonexpansive [2, Facts 1.5].

The main objective of the profit-oriented pricing scheme is to determine optimal
prices ps and p, so as to maximize the operator’s profit U(®. Meanwhile, it is
desirable to maximize the social welfare W to make the whole system stable and
reliable. As such, we can pose the storage allocation problem under the profit-
oriented pricing scheme as one of maximizing the weighted mean of the operator’s
profit and social welfare, AU + (1 — \)WW, for some weight parameter A (€ (0,1)).

Problem 3.2 (storage allocation problem under profit-oriented pricing scheme).

Maximize AU? (ps, po) + (1 = )W (ps, po) = — [)\ FfO+a-0) f(”] (Ps» Do)
€L

subject to (ps,po) € {(ps,po) eRy xRy Z 5@ (po) > Zd(i) (ps)}

1€ i€
0 ) 0 0 ] = e (T
n QI D P ¢ [Pl Pl zeQuzle (79),

where A\ € (0,1) is a parameter chosen in advance, and f®: R x R — R and
TO:RxR—=R xR (i € {0} UT) are defined as in (3.5), (3.6), (3.7), and (3.8).

Problem 3.2 can be solved if one assumes the operator can communicate with
all peers and has access to a point computed by f& and T of peer i (1 € 7).
This implies that the operator can use broadcast optimization algorithms (see, e.g.,
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[11, 12]). In this paper, we will present a broadcast optimization algorithm for
solving Problem 3.2 that is different from the conventional broadcast optimization
algorithms [11, 12] which use the proximity operator of f(*), and show that the pro-
posed algorithm converges to the solution to Problem 3.2 under certain assumptions
(Section 5).

The following propositions will be used to prove the main theorems.

Proposition 3.3. [31, Lemma 3.1] Suppose that f: R™ — R is a-strongly convex
and differentiable, Vf: R™ — R™ is L-Lipschitz continuous,® u € (0,2a/L?), and
S :=1d — pAVf, where X € [0,1]. Then, for all x,y € R™, ||S(x) — S(y)|| <
(1 —7N) |z — yl|, where 7 :=1— /1 — p(2a — uL2) € (0, 1].

Proposition 3.4. [4, Lemma 1.2] Assume that (an)nen C Ry satisfies apy1 < (1—
Qn)an + By (n € N), where (an)nen C (0,1] and (Bn)nen C R with > 02 | oy = 00
and limsup,,_, Bn < 0. Then, lim, o a, = 0.

Suppose that T: R™ — R™ is firmly nonexpansive; i.e., |T(x) — T(y)|]* < (z —
b, T(x) ~ T(y) (2,9 € B"). From {z,) = (1722l + [yI? = o~ y]P}, we
have [IT() ~ T()|? < (& —y, T(x) - T() = (1/2){ ]}z - y||* + | T(x) - T(w)|]> -
I(z —y) — (T(x) — T(y))||*} (x,y € R™). This leads us to the following.

Proposition 3.5. Suppose that T: R™ — R™ is firmly nonexpansive. Then, for
adlz,y € R™, |T(x) - Ty)|” < |z -yl - (. —y) - (T(x) - T(y))|.

4. DISTRIBUTED CONTROL UNDER THE SYMMETRIC SCHEME

This section considers the following problem.

(4.1) Minimize Z 9 (¢) subject to ¢ € ﬂ Fix (T(i)) ,

i€ i€
where f): R™ 5 R (i € T := {1,2,...,K}) is o)-strongly convex and differen-
tiable, V£ : R™ — R™ is L()-Lipschitz continuous, and T7("): R™ — R™ (i € T) is
firmly nonexpansive with ;.7 Fix(7®) # (. Subsection 3.1 tells us that Problem
3.1 coincides with problem (4.1) when m := 2K and f® and T(" are defined by
(3.2) and (3.3). Moreover, since >, 7 f(¥) is strongly convex and Lipschitz contin-

uous, and (;cz Fix(T®™) is closed and convex, problem (4.1) has a unique solution
[31, Proposition 2.7].
Here, we assume the following.

Assumption 4.1. Peer i (i € ) uses p € (0, minjez 2a® /L®%) and the sequence
(An)nen C (0,1) satisfying”

1 1

. - i 1
(C1) lim Ay =0, (C2) Y An=o00, (C3) lim Aot1l Anl|

n=0

The following algorithm can be used to solve problem (4.1).

6A: R™ — R™ is said to be L-Lipschitz continuous if |A(z) — A(y)| < Ll — y|| (z,y € R™).
"Example of (An)nen satisfying (C1)—(C3) is A, := 1/(n+ 1) (a € (0,1/2)).
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Algorithm 4.2 (incremental gradient algorithm).

Step 0. Peer K sets ¢y € R™ arbitrarily and transmits c(()o) = ¢y to peer 1.

Step 1. Given ¢, := c%) € R™, peer i computes c%) € R™ cyclically by

) .= 7 (cgg—w AV f ( i~ 1>)) (i=12... K).

Step 2. Peer K sets ¢,+1 € R™ by ¢,41 1= C;K) and transmits 07(10421 ‘= Cp+1 tO

peer 1. Put n:=n+ 1, and go to Step 1.

We are in the position to perform the convergence analysis on Algorithm 4.2.

Theorem 4.3. Under Assumption 4.1, the sequence (cg))neN (i € Z) generated by

Algorithm 4.2 converges to the solution to problem (4.1).

Theorem 4.3 means that each peer that uses Algorithm 4.2 with f(i)(c) =
(e, ¢,) and TO(e) := T (e, ¢,) defined by (3.2) and (3.3) can solve the stor-
age allocation problem 3.1 under the symmetric scheme. It would be difficult for all
peers to set u € (0, min;er 2a(i)/L(i) ) in advance because y depends on all a(9s and
L@Ws. Even if p > mingez 20 /L (C1) guarantees that ng € N exists such that
Uy, < mingez 204(")/L(i)2 for all n > ng. Hence, Theorem 4.3 ensures that (cg))nzno
(1 € 7) in Algorithm 4.2 converges to the unique solution to problem (4.1). This
implies that Algorithm 4.2 can solve problem (4.1) without depending on the choice
of pu. See Section 6 for the behaviors of Algorithm 4.2 with different values of u.

Proof. We first show that (cg))neN and (Vf0 ( G- 1)))n€N (1 € Z) are bounded.
Choose ¢ € ),z Fix(T™) arbitrarily, and put 7% := 1 — /1 — p(2a() — uL®?),
7 = min;ez 7, and M := max;ez |V (c)]. The nonexpansnnty of T() guar-
antees that, for all ¢ € Z and for all n € N,

e e = 9 a0 4] -1 ]
<€) = anvs @ (i) — <

= [ (i = ira T (1)) = (= 0V FD (€)= pra VSO (o)
< (cﬁ—”—mw@( ) = (e = mnaVFD (@) + udidn,

which from p < 2L0 /a , 7 < 7@ and Proposition 3.3 implies that, for all i € Z

and for all n € N,
e (-0

<(1—=7A\p) cg_l) — CH + uMi .

= _ cH + uMi,

n

(4.2)

Therefore, for all n € N,

lensi—ell = ||ef) — ¢

< (1—7An)|JetE1 cH+uM1An
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IN

(=) {(1=7A0) Hc,gK—2> - cH M |+ M

< (1—7Ap)? ‘

cE=2) _ CH + 2uMi Ay,

n

<(1—7Ap)

0 _ cH + KMy,
KuM
a 1)7)\”.
.

< (1=7A0) llew -l + (

Induction shows that, for all n € N,

KuM,
Jen — el < maax { oo = e, 1}

This means (¢,)nen (= (c%o))neN) is bounded. Hence, from (4.2) when i = 1,
(c L)) is also bounded Accordingly, induction shows that (c G )) (1 € 7) is bounded.
Moreover, from ||V f()( Y )—Vf @(e)| < L® ch —cH (¢ € Z,n € N) and the
boundedness of (c,(f)) (iel), (VfO (cg_l)))neN (i € Z) is bounded.

The nonexpansivity of T¥) guarantees that, for all i € Z and for all n € N,

BOIP0)
10 () = iana V7O (7)) = O (e = ina w9 (i) )|
(o5 = shuaa® 10 (5)) = (e s ()|
<[ (e~ a5 ()~ (Y — e 99 (7))

b7 (40)]

which from Proposition 3.3 means that, for all ¢ € Z and for all n € N,

<q —mw)\

IN

c@) ()

el el = eliD|| + Mz ha = Al

n+1

where My := max;cz(Sup,en uHVf(i)(c,(f_l))H) < 0. Therefore, we find that, for
all n € N,
(K) H
-1

< (1= 7o) el = S0 + M 1 = Al

S( C(_)lH‘i‘KMZ‘)\n_An—ll
< (1 - T>\n) ch - Cn—lH + KMQ ‘)\n - An—l’ )

ch+1 —

which from Ms :=sup,ey||cn — cn—1|| < 00 and 1 < 1/A,_; implies

[en+1 — el < (1—7An) len — enl| + KM, [An = An—i]
An An An

len — enil| len — enl| llen — enl|
=(1-7\) ————— 1—7)\, —
( ’ ) )\n—l + ( T ) >\n )\n—l
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+ KMQ |An - )\n—1|
An
len — en| 1 1 [An = An—1]
<(1l—-7\) ————— 4+ M3|— — —| + KM
o ( T ) )\nfl * ’ )\n )\nfl * )\n
len — en—il] 1 1 [An = An—1]
<(l—ma) M =Gt | | = - 2 |y KM
a ( 7 ) )\nfl * ’ )\n )\nfl * )\n)\nfl
— (=g e el gy gy | 2 -
)\n—l )\n )\n—l
ch — Cn—l” Ms + KMo 1 1 1
=(1—-7A\, Ap— —
( ’ ) An—1 * T ’ An | An An—1

Hence, from (C2), (C3), and Proposition 3.4, we have

. lens1 — | N
(4.3) nl;rglo T =0.

Accordingly, (C1) guarantees that

(4.4) lim |[ent1 — en| = 0.
n—oo

Choose ¢ € (;cr Fix(T®) arbitrarily; i.e., ¢ = TW(e) (i € 7). From e =
T(i)(cgfl) — u)\an(i)(chfl))) and the firm nonexpansivity of 79, Proposition 3.5
ensures that, for all : € Z and for all n € N,

2

(- e () e - ) o ()
which from [z — yl? = 2 — 2(a.y) + [yl* (zy € B™) mplies
‘2 — 20\, <c§f*1) — e, VW (cg71)>> _ ‘
+ 20\, <c£f_1) — ) v (Cg—1)>>

i—1)
n

. 112
4 off

o o < e -

. 2 12
<ol - - e

where My := max;ez(Sup,cy 2,u\<c—c£f), Vf(i)(c,(ffl))ﬂ) < 00. Accordingly, we find

that, for all n € N,
lenn —el® = [lef) — ]|
el e -
o -5
i€T

. A 112
cg_l) - cgf) + KMy,

<
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— llen = el? = 37 |l ef) — €

1€

2
+ KM4)\TL7

which means

Q)

2 2 2
<llen —ell” = llents — el + KMaA,

_]_)_c

€T
= (llen — el + llent1 —¢l) (len — el = [lent1 — el]) + KMy,
< M;s ch - Cn+1“ + KMy,

where My := supneN(ch - cH + ch+1 —cl|) < . Equatlon (4. 4) and (C1) lead us

to that llmn_>oo ZZGI Hc ||2 0; ie., limy o0 ch i 1)|| 0(iel).
Since ||c, — e V| = [ — ; n <y ||c<ﬂ Y _ el (i € T,n € N), we have
(4.5) lim ch - ch‘UH —0 (ieT).

n—oo

Moreover, since ||¢, — cq(f)H <|len — CS_I)H + Hcg_l) - CS)H (1 € Z,n € N), we also
find that lim, . ||€, — eV |=0(¢€ I) The nonexpansivity of T ensures that,
for allzGIand for all n € N, ||c(” T0(c,)|| = ||T(Z( N V8 l>( =Ly —
T0(e,)] < e~ POl ) el < el e+l 91Ol )],
Equation (4.5), the boundedness of (V@ (cy, (- 1)))n€N, and (C1) guarantee that
im0 e = T0(eq)]| = 0 (i € T). From ey = TO(e)]| < fleg — e + e

TO(c,)| (i € Z,n € N), and lim,, o ||cn — el H = limy 00 ch) —TW(c,)| =0
(1 €I), we get
(4.6) im |le, — T (¢,) (ieT).

The boundedness of (¢,,),en guarantees the existence of an accumulation point of
(cn)nen- Let ¢* € R™ be an arbitrary accumulation point of (¢, )nen. Accordingly,
a subsequence (¢, )ren of (€, )nen exists such that (¢, )ken converges to ¢*. Hence,
the continuity of () and (4.6) imply that

c* — T(z) (C*)

cn, — T7 (cny) (i€I);

0= lim
k—o0

Le., ¢* € ez Fix(TW).
The nonexpansivity of 7() guarantees that, for all i € Z and for all n € N,

=
= |7 (e — prnv s (i) - 70
<[ (v~ €) — paav £ (c“—l)) H2

b ¢l 2ra (e = 0D (DY) 4 a9 (V)

Since the gradient of f) (i € I) at a: e R™ satisfies fO(y) > fO(x) + (y —
2, V(@) (y € B™), we have (¢ — ¢/, V(e ™) < fO(e) - fO(ei™)

2
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(i € Z,n € N). Thus, for all i € Z and for all n € N,

o ff <t 01 10 )]
Hence, for all n € N,

et —el® < [l — ]+ 201, [f 5 (KDY + M2

< flen — el +2ur0 Y |19 ( f( (cg; D]+ rngx2
€L

= llen = ef” + 20, [Z )= 1% (cn>]
€L €L

2000 0 [F9 (en) = 1O (V)] + KMERL,

1€

Therefore, for all n € N,

o2 2
24 [Zf(i) Zf ] len — )\JL’CHH c|l + KM2),
(47) i€l i€l
+ 203 [£9 (e) = £ ()]

1€l
Since (1/An)(llen — €ll? — a1 — €l?) < (Ms/An)llen — ensal (n € N) and (4.3)
we have limsup,,_,..(1/\n)(len — ¢||?> = |lens1 — ¢]|?) < 0. Moreover, from

(e ) f(i)(c(Z 1)) < {ep — iy V@ (e,)) (i € T,n € N), we have f@(c,) —
@ (cn (- 1)) <|len — Y HHVf(l 2)|| (i € Z,n € N), which from (4.5) means that
limsup,, o0 > ierlf P (en) — FD(en ( 1))] < 0. Accordingly, (4.7) and (C1) guarantee
that, for all ¢ € ;.7 le(T( ),

lim sup Zf( - Z F9(e)| <0; ie., lim supz @ (e,) < Zf(i) (c)

n=oe ez ieT N0 eT i€l

Therefore, the convergence of (¢, )ken to ¢* € (e Fix(7() and the continuity of
Siez [ ensure that, for all ¢ € ;o7 Fix(T®),

Zf(i) (c*) = hm Zf (cn,) = hmsupi (cn,) < Zf(i) (c)

ieT k—oo T ieT

This implies that ¢* € ;o7 le(T( )} is the solution to problem (4.1). Since problem
(4.1) has a unique solution, denoted by ¢*, (¢, )ren converges to the unique solution
c*. Let ¢, € R™ be an accumulation point of (¢,)nen. Then, there exists (cp,)ien
(C (en)nen) converging to c,. A discussion similar to the one above leads us to
conclude that ¢, is the solution to problem (4.1). Accordingly, since any subsequence
of (cn)neN converges to ¢*, we can conclude that (¢,)peny = (cﬁfi)l)neN converges to

. This implies from (4.5) that (¢p, (-1 ))neN (1 € T) also converges to c¢*. Therefore,

(c%))neN (i € Z) generated by Algorithm 4.2 converges to the solution to problem
(4.1). O
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5. DISTRIBUTED CONTROL UNDER THE PROFIT-ORIENTED PRICING SCHEME

This section presents a broadcast optimization algorithm for solving the following
problem that includes Problem 3.2.

(5.1) Minimize Z f9 (p) subject to p € ﬂ Fix (T(i)> ,

1e{0}uT 1€{0}UT
where f): R™ - R (i € {0} UZ,T := {1,2,...,K}) is aY-strongly convex and
differentiable, Vf(®: R™ — R™ is L(®-Lipschitz continuous, and 7 : R™ — R™
(i € {0} UT) is firmly nonexpansive with ;¢ oz Fix(T®) # 0.

Algorithm 5.1 (broadcast optimization algorithm).

Step 0. The operator (peer 0) sets p, € R arbitrarily and transmits p, to all
peers.

Step 1. Given p,, € R™ peer i (i € {0} UZ) computes pgll € R™ by

and transmits pszrl to the operator.
Step 2. The operator computes p,, ;1 € R™ by

1 (4)
Ppt1 = Kl ie%ulpn—‘rl

and transmits p,,; to all peers. Put n :=n + 1, and go to Step 1.

Now let us conduct a convergence analysis on Algorithm 5.1.

Theorem 5.2. Under Assumption 4.1, the sequence (p,,)nen generated by Algo-
rithm 5.1 converges to the solution to problem (5.1).

From Theorem 5.2, Algorithm 5.1 enables the operator to solve Problem 3.2,
i.e., problem (5.1) when f(© := —\U© 0 .= —1 - WO (i € Z,) € (0,1)),
T is defined as in (3.6), and T (i € T) is defined as in (3.7). Hence, all peers
can get the pair of optimal prices (p%, pj) in the sense of maximizing the weighted

mean of the operator’s profit and the social welfare by way of the operator. As a
result, peer i (i € Z) can find the pair of optimal storage capacities (cgl)*, c((f)*) =
(d9(pr), s (p*)) by using its own supply and demand functions.

Proof. We shall prove that (p,)nen is bounded. Choose p € (V;cqo1uz Fix(T®)

arbitrarily. The nonexpansivity of 79 and Proposition 3.3 ensure that, for all
i€ {0} UZ and for all n € N,

( Py — pH = HT“) (pn — AV f O (pn)) —7® (p)H
< H (pn — uA VO (pn)) - pH
< H (pn — A, VO (pn)) - (p AR (p)) H + pAn

< (1 - T(i)kn) 1P, — Pl + e ||V £ (p)H

V9 (p) H
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where 7 < 70 = 1 — /1 —p(2a® —puL®?) (i € {0} UZ) and N; :=
MaX;e(0}uz V£ (p)||. The definition of p, means that, for all n € N,

1 i 1
(62) lPo =Pl =757 2o (plhi — ) <kl 2 |
ie{0}UT ie{0}UT

(@)
Pri1 — pH :

Hence, for all n € N,

|Pnr — Pl| < (1 =7X) Ip, — Pl + N1 A,

A similar argument as in the proof of the boundedness of (¢;,)nen in Algorithm 4.2
leads us to conclude that, for all n € N,

Ny
Ipn — pll < max{npo ol } ,

T

and hence, (p,,)nen is bounded. Moreover, (pgf))neN (1 € {0} UZ) is also bounded
from the definition of p,,. The Lipschitz continuity of V () implies that ||V f® (p,,)—
VD (p)| < LY|p, — p| (i € {0} UZ,n € N), which, from the boundedness of
(P,,)nen, implies that (V¥ (p,))nen (i € {0} UT) is bounded.

The nonexpansivity of T (i € {0} UZ) and Proposition 3.3 guarantee that, for
all i € {0} UZ and for all n € N,

[P0 =22 = |79 (B0 = 100V (0,)) = T (pyy = 100195 (1) )|
< |[(Po = 10 VFD () = (Pt = #0a1V Y (po)) |
< [[(pa =12V ) = (P =12V (2) )|

< (1= 720) [[Pn = Pl + 1Nz [An = Anal

+u |)‘n—1 - )‘n|

where Na := max;c(oyuz(SUP,en IVf@(p,)|) < co. Summing up the above in-
equality over all ¢ and going through a similar argument as in (5.2) we find that,
for all n € N,

‘pn—i—l _an < (1 - T)‘n) Hpn - pn—lH + MNQ ‘)\n - An—l’ :

Therefore, in the same manner as in the proof of limy, o [|€ht1 — €nl|/An = 0 (see
(4.3)), we find that

(5.3) T N

n—00 An

0, lim [|p, 4, —p,[ =0.

Choose p € (N;cqoyuz Fix(T®) arbitrarily; i.e., p = T®(p) (i € {0} UZ). From
pﬁf}rl =T (p, — u\, VD (p,)), the firm nonexpansivity of ("), and Proposition
3.5, we have that, for all i € {0} UZ and for all n € N,

|

o]
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< H (pn — A, VO (m)) — pH2 - H ((pn — pA V1 (pn)) — p) — (pifil - p) H2

= [ w2 12T )| | (P~ 2 L) AT )]

From [ — y!!2 l]|* = 2(z, y) + [ly]|* (=,y € R™), we find that

[P =] < 12 =PI = 207 (2 = 2. 95 ) = 20— 20|
(5.4) + 200 (P~ Pl VIO (p)
< lp, —pl* — ‘ pn+1H + N3An,

where N3 := max;coyuz (SUPnen 20/(P — pfﬁrl, Vi@ (p,))|) < oc. Since the convex-

ity of || - ||? ensures that, for all n € N,
2
2 1 ; 1
(5.5) ||Pps1 —p|” = K1 > (PS)H = P) S > ‘ng+1
e{0}uT 1€{0}UZ
summing up (5.4) over all 7 implies that, for all n € N,
2 1
|Pns1 — 2| < llpn —pI° - yra > Hpn pn+1H + NsAn.

1€{0}UT
Hence, for all n € N,

1
K—i—lZ’

1€{0}uT

. 2
P =P < Ip0 =PI = [P — p[* + N,

= (Ilp, — 2l + [|[Prss — 2|) (IPn =PIl = ||Prs1 — p||)
1 N3\,

< Ny ||py, = Pogr || + Nan,
where Ny := SupneN(Hpn pll + |Pny1 — pl) < oo. From (C1) and (5.3), we find
that lim, o ||P), — anH =0 (i € {0}UZ). The nonexpansnnty of T® (i € {0}UZ)
implies that for all i € {0} UZ and for all n € N, ||pnJrl TO(p,)| < |T9D(p,, —
pAV fD(py)) — TO(p,) || < ol VO (p,)]| < pN2An. Accordingly, (C1) means
that limn_>OO ||pnl_)H 7 (p,)]l =0 (i € {0} UZ). Hence, from ||p,, — (@) (Pl <
1P — Ll + 1P — TO(p,)]| (i € {0} UZ,n € N), we have

@ (p,)

The boundedness of (p,,)nen guarantees the existence of an accumulation point of
(Py)nen. Let p* € R™ be an arbitrary accumulation point of (p,,)nen. Accordingly,
a subsequence (p,,, Jken of (P, )nen exists such that (p,, )ken converges to p*. In

=0 (ie{0}UT).

n—oo

(5.6) lim ‘

the same manner as in the proof of ¢* € ;.7 Fix(T®) in Section 4, the continuity
of T® (i € {0} UZ) and (5.6) guarantee that p* € Niegoyuz Fix(TC ))
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From the nonexpansivity of T (i € {0} UZ), we find that, for all i € {0} UZ
and for all n € N,

[~ 2| = 79 (p, — 1AV 50 (9,)) ~ 70 )|
< @ - p) = 120V 19 0,) 2
= Ip — Pl = 200 (P = 2, VI (B,)) + 12X2

which from the differentiability of f® (i € {0} UZ) implies that

[~ o] < o — I + 200 [£9 (B) — £ (9] + 1283

Summing up the above inequality over all i and (5.5) lead to

2uAy, (4) (4) 2A721)2
e aD I IO R RICHI RN 2Y
1€{0}UZ

2

)

V9 (p,)

1Pnsr — 2| < lpn — 2| +

for all n € N, which means

2 i i pn_pQ_ Dy —P ?
i 2 (e -1 m) P 2 AH 2Pl g,
ie{0}uT "

IN

 Nelpun -7l
< N,
for alln € N. Therefore, (C1) and (5.3) guarantee that, for all p € (;c1030z Fix(T®),
(5.7) imswp > [£9 (0,) - £ (9)] <0.

" efoyuT

+ u2N22/\n

In the same manner as in the proof of Theorem 4.3 and (5.7), we find that (p,,)nen
generated by Algorithm 5.1 converges to the solution to problem (5.1). 0

6. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

We conducted numerical experiments comparing the capabilities of the proposed
algorithms with different parameters for solving Problem 3.1 and 3.2 when K = 100.
We used p = 10711073 and A, := 1/(n + 1)°%. We randomly chose a(®,b(®) €
(0, 5], pffl)in € [0,10], pI(IZI)ax € [90,100] (¢ = 1,2,...,100). The computer used in
the experiment had an Intel Boxed Core i7 i7-870 2.93 GHz 8M CPU and 8 GB of
memory. The language was MATLAB 7.13.

In the experiment, we set ¢ := ¢y = ¢ (i € Z) in Algorithm 4.2, selected one
hundred random points ¢ = ¢(k) (k = 1,2,...,100), and executed the algorithm on
these points. Let c(k) (€ R'% x R190) be one of the randomly selected points and let
(n(k))nen (C R0 x R19) be the sequence generated by c(k) and Algorithm 4.2.
We employed D, (k) := |lc,(k) — TUOOTON ...7W (e, (k)| (k =1,2,...,100,n €
N) and their mean value, D,, := (1/100) Y2:°° D,,(k) (n € N), where T® (i € 7) is
defined as in (3.3). If (Dy)nen converges to 0, Algorithm 4.2 converges to a point
in ;o7 Fix(70).
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Figure 1 describes the behaviors of D,, for Algorithm 4.2 when ; = 10~! and
1073, Here, (Dy)nen converges to 0; i.e., Algorithm 4.2 converges to a point in the
constraint set in Problem 3.1. In particular, it converges quickly when p = 1073,
This is because p\, € (0, min;ez 2L(%) / a(i)Q), which is the convergence condition of
the algorithm, is satisfied in the early stages (see Assumption 4.1). Let us define
c%)s = (1/100) ;% c,(f)s(k:) and c(z) = (1/100) 31 c%)o(k:) (1 € Z,n € N), where
n(k) i= (ns(k), €no(k)) € RIOXRIO ¢, (k) := <C;{g<k>, K, ., O (k)T €
RO ¢, (k) = ( <D (k). 2 (k). D (NT € RO (5 = 1,2,...,100,n € N).
Figures 2—4 show the behaviors of c,(1 )5 and c%)o (i = 20,40,60) generated by Algo-
rithm 4.2 with z = 1073. We can see from these figures that the convergent point
c* = (¢}, c}) satisfies c((f)* = cgz)* (1 = 20,40,60); i.e., in the symmetric scheme,
peer i offers co' ' equivalent to its own used amount cgi)*.

Next, we solved Problem 3.2 with A := 1/2 by using Algorithm 5.1. We selected
one hundred random points p, = p(k) (k = 1,2,...,100) and executed the algo-
rithm on these points. Let p(k) (€ R x R) be one of the randomly selected points,
and let (p,,(k))nen = (Pn,s(k), Pno(k)) (C RxR) be the sequence generated by p(k)
and Algorithm 5.1. We employed d, (k) := ||p, (k) — TAOOTO)...7O)(p, (k)|
(k = 1,2,...,100,n € N) and d,, = (1/100) 3;*° dn(k) (n € N), where T©)
and T (i € I) are defined as in (3.6) and (3.7). We also employed p, s :=
(1/100) 332, pp (k) and py o == (1/100) 332 pno(k) (n € N).

Figure 5 indicates the behavior of d,, for Algorithm 5.1 when = 107! and 1073.
Since (dp,)nen converges to 0, we find that Algorithm 5.1 converges to a point in the
constrained set in Problem 3.2. As we pointed out in the above paragraph (Figure
1), Algorithm 5.1 with u = 1073 converges faster than it does with u = 10~!. Figure
6 shows the behavior of p, s and p,, for Algorithm 5.1 when p = 1073, and the
(Pn,s)nen and (pno)nen converge to the same point. This implies that the optimal
prices, p and pj, for maximizing the mean of the operator’s profit and social welfare
are approximately the same.

7. CONCLUSION

We discussed the storage allocation problems caused by incentive schemes (the
symmetric scheme and the profit-oriented pricing scheme) for controlling P2P data
storage systems. We presented two distributed optimization algorithms, called the
incremental gradient algorithm and the broadcast optimization algorithm, for solv-
ing them and performed convergence analyses. The incremental gradient algorithm
can be applied to the symmetric scheme, while the broadcast optimization algo-
rithm is for the profit-oriented pricing scheme. We gave numerical results showing
that the algorithms converge to solutions to the storage allocation problems.
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