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Abstract

This paper provides a self-contained ordinary differential equation solver approach for separable con-
vex optimization problems. A novel primal-dual dynamical system with built-in time rescaling factors is
introduced, and the exponential decay of a tailored Lyapunov function is established. Then several time dis-
cretizations of the continuous model are considered and analyzed via a unified discrete Lyapunov function.
Moreover, two families of accelerated proximal alternating direction methods of multipliers are obtained, and
nonergodic optimal mixed-type convergence rates shall be proved for the primal objective residual, the feasi-
bility violation and the Lagrangian gap. Finally, numerical experiments are provided to validate the practical
performances.
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1 Introduction
Consider the separable convex optimization problem:

in F = t. Az + By =50 1
Lonin (z,y) == f(z) +g(y) st. Az + By =b, (1)

where XY C R™ and ) C R"™ are two closed convex sets, A € R"*™ and B € R"*" are linear operators,
b € R"isagiven vector,and f : R™ — RU{+o00} and g : R" — RU{+0o0} are two properly closed convex
functions. We are mainly interested in first-order primal-dual methods for (1) based on the Lagrange function

L(z,y,\) = F(z,y) + dxxy(z,y) + (\, Az + By — b), )

where (x,y,\) € R™ x R™ x R" and §x xy denotes the indicator function of X x ). Throughout, assume
(x*,y*, A*) € X x Y x R" is a saddle-point of £, which means

L(z*,y" A) < L(z,y", ") < Lz, y, A7) V(z,5,A) € R™ x R" x R".
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Then (z*, y*) is a solution to (1) and for simplicity we set F** = F'(z*, y*).

In this work, we propose new accelerated primal-dual splitting methods for the separable optimization prob-
lem (1) via a unified differential equation solver approach. To be more specific, we shall first introduce a novel
continuous dynamical system

2 =v-—ux,
’7’0/ S /Lf(fE - U) - awﬁ(xayu /\)7
ON = VaL(v,w, \), (3)
ﬁw/ S ,Mg(y - ’LU) - ay‘c('rvya A)v

y/ =w-—-Y,

where Oy £ means the subdifferential (cf.(14)) with respect to X = x or y, and ¢, g > 0 correspond to the
strong convexity parameters of f and g. Moreover, v, 5 and 6 are three time scaling factors and governed by
v =pp—n, B = pg — B and § = —0, respectively. We equip (3) with a tailored Lyapunov function

E(t) = Llz.y X) = L* 5" ) + 5 o —2*° + Sl =y + 5 A= X%, )

and establish the exponential decay £(t) < £(0)e~* under the assumption that both f and g have Lipschitzian
gradients. Note that our previous accelerated primal-dual flow model in [56, Section 2] can also be applied to
the separable case (1) but it treats (x, y) as an entire variable and only involves a single time scaling parameter
for F'. However, the current one (3) adopts different scaling factors vy and 3 respectively for f and g. This not
only allows us to handle the partially strongly convex case j.y + 1y > 0 but also paves the way for designing
new primal-dual splitting algorithms.

Indeed, based on proper numerical discretizations of the continuous model (3), we propose several families
of accelerated primal-dual splitting methods for the original optimization problem (1). Using a discrete analogue
of (4), we establish the corresponding nonergodic, mixed-type and optimal convergence rates for the quantity

L(zg, yr, ) — L(z", 9", \e) + |F(zg, yx) — F*| + ||Azg + Byr — b]| . 5)

Here, we note that (i) “nonergodic" means the estimate is proved for the last iterate (2, yx, A ) instead of its his-
toric average (cf.(10)); (ii) “mixed-type" says the decay rate provides explicit dependence on || A||, | B||, pr, g
and the Lipschitz constant of V f (and/or Vg) (cf.(9)); (iii) by “optimal” we mean the iteration complexities
achieve the lower bounds of first-order primal-dual methods for problem (1); see [50, 66, 86, 90].

1.1 Outline

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In the introduction part, we shall complete the literature review of
existing methods for (1). Then in Section 2, we introduce our continuous model and establish the exponential
decay of the Lyapunov function (2) under the smooth setting. After that, we propose two classes of methods
in Sections 3 and 4, respectively, and prove nonergodic mixed-type convergence rates via a unified discrete
Lyapunov function. Finally, we provide several numerical experiments in Section 5 and give some concluding
remarks and discussions in Section 6.

1.2 Brief review of the one block case

Let us start with one-block setting:
min f(z) s.t. Az =b. (6)

reX

The augmented Lagrangian method (ALM) reads as [68]

, o
Tpy1 = argmin {E(:z:, Ak) + ) |Az — b||2} ;A1 = Mg+ o(Axger — D), @
reEX



where ¢ > 0 denotes the penalty parameter and £(x, \) is defined by (2) without y, g and B. Combining
Nesterov’s extrapolation technique [62, 82], ALM can be further accelerated, and faster rate O(1/ kz) for the
dual objective residual has been proved in [43, 45, 47, 48, 74]. The accelerated linearized ALM in [87] and
some quadratic penalty methods [49, 81] can achieve the nonergodic rates O(1/k) and O(1/k?) respectively
for uy = 0 and py > 0, in terms of the primal objective residual | f(zx) — f(2*)| and the feasibility violation
||[Azy — b]|. Moreover, primal-dual methods in [17, 58, 63, 88] possess optimal mixed-type convergence rates.

1.3 State-of-the-art methods for two-block case
When applied to (1), the classical ALM (7) has to minimize the augmented Lagrangian

Lolw,y,N) = Llx.y,\) + 3 [ Az + By ~b]]°,

which is not separable for any ¢ > 0. Hence, the original ALM (7) is further relaxed as the alternating direction
method of multipliers (ADMM) [29]

g1 = argmin L, (2, Yk, Ak), (8a)
TEX

Yk+1 = argmin Lo (Tr41,Y, Ak)s (8b)
yey

)\k+1 =i + U(A:Ek+1 + Byk41 — b), (8¢c)

which minimizes £, (-, -, \) with respect to  and y successively (like the Gauss-Seidel iteration).

So far, there are vast variants of ADMM, with proximal preconditioning [26, 44], symmetrization [39, 52],
over-relaxation [22, 23] and parallelization [16, 33]. As showed in [22, 28], the Douglas—Rachford splitting [21]
and the Peaceman—Rachford splitting [67] lead to equivalent forms of ADMM for solving the dual problem of
(1). The primal-dual hybrid gradient framework [9, 10, 24, 42, 93] for bilinear saddle-point problems provides
linearized versions of ADMM. Besides, accelerated ADMM with extrapolation can be found in [30, 31, 65].

The convergence rates O(1/k) and O(1/k?) of ADMM and its variants have been proved in [20, 31, 44, 60,
71,75, 87]. In [65], Ouyang et al. proposed an accelerated linearized ADMM and established the mixed-type

Convergence rate
Ly 4]
o) ( ot ) )

where L denotes the Lipschitz constant of V f. Although this yields the final O(1/k) rate, it does make sense
because the dependence on Ly and || A|| is optimal [66]. However, we mention that most existing works provide
only ergodic convergence rates. In other words, the error is not measured at the last iterate X, = (g, yr, \k)

but its average Xy = (T, Uk, X;C) (cf. [50, Definition 1]):
N k k
Xp =) aX;, with» a;=1, a;>0. (10)
i=1 i=1

As mentioned in [50, 80], this might violate some key properties such as sparsity and low-rankness. To achieve
nonergodicrates for the primal objective residual | F'(z, yi,) — F*| and the feasibility violation || Az, + Byx — b||,
Li and Lin [50] and Tran-Dinh et al. [76, 80, 81, 78] proposed new accelerated ADMM. It should be noticed
that, in each iteration, the methods of Tran-Dinh et al. require one more proximal calculation than ADMM, and
the final rates become ergodic if the extra proximal step is replaced by averaging.

Recently, we were aware of the works of Sabach and Teboulle [69] and Zhang et al. [91]. Both two proposed
accelerated ADMM, and their ingredients are the so-called primal algorithmic map and the prediction-correction
framework [44], which are different from our differential equation solver approach. They also established
nonergodic rates O(1/k) and O(1/k?) respectively for convex and (partially) strongly convex objectives, but
have not derived delicate mixed-type estimates.



1.4 Dynamical system approach

As we can see, continuous dynamical system approaches [2, 3, 15, 12, 13, 46, 53, 55, 59, 72, 73, 83, 84, 85]
for the unconstrained convex optimization have been extended to linearly constrained problems. Zeng et al.
[89] generalized the continuous-time model of Nesterov accelerated gradient method [62] derived by Su et al.
[73] to the one block case (6), and established the decay rate O(1/ t2) via a new Lyapunov function. Further
extensions with Bregman divergence and perturbation are given in [36, 92]. Based on time discretizations of
proper continuous models, Luo [56, 57, 58], He et al. [37, 38] and Bot et al. [7] proposed the corresponding
accelerated ALM with nonergodic rate O(1/k?), and Chen and Wei [14] obtained linear convergence without
strong convexity assumption.

Continuous dynamical systems for the separable problem (1) can be foundin [1, 5, 6,27, 35], and for general
saddle-point systems, we refer to [18, 54, 70]. However, it is rare to see new primal-dual splitting algorithms
with provable nonergodic convergence rates based on dynamical models.

2 Continuous Dynamical Systems

2.1 Preliminaries

Let (-,-) and ||| be the usual inner product and the Euclidean norm, respectively. For any properly closed
convex function f on X, we say f € 82(2( ) with g > 0 if

F(@) = f@2) = {prar —w2) 2 5 lan = wa® ¥ (r,20) € X x X, an

where p € Of(x2) with df(x2) denoting the subdifferential of f at zo € X. We write f € SlilL(X) if
fe 82()( ) has L-Lipschitz continuous gradient:

f(,Tl) — f(l‘g) — <Vf($2),$1 — ,TQ) < g ||$1 — ,TQHQ V(,Tl,,fg) ceX x X. (12)

The function classes Sp(Y) and S;IL()/) are defined analogously. When X'())) becomes the entire space
R™(R"™), it shall be omitted for simplicity.

Clearly, if f € SBf(X) and g € SBy (Y) with pyg, pg > 0, then for all (z1,y1,A) and (z2,y2,A) €
X x Y x R", we have

% w1 — @2||” + % lyr — yoll* < L(z1,51,N) = L(22, 92, ) — (P, 21 — 22) — (g, 91 — 2) , (13)
where p € 0, L(x2,y2, ) and g € 9, L(x2, y2, A). Above and in what follows, we set
0 L(x,y,\) :=0f (x) + AN+ Nx(z), 0yL(z,y,\) = 0g(y) + BT+ Ny(y), (14)

with Ny (2) and Ny (y) being the norm cone of X’ and ) at = and y, respectively.

We also introduce the notation M < N, which means M < CN with some generic bounded constant
C > 0 that is independent of A, B, i, tig, o and Sy (the initial conditions to (16)) but can be different in each
occurrence.

2.2 Continuous-time model and exponential decay

Motivated by the accelerated primal-dual flow [56], we consider the following differential inclusion
0 €z + (v+ pp)r’ + 0. L(x,y, N,
0=0\N -V L(z+2,y+y,]N), (15)
0€BY" + (B+pg)y' +0yLlx,y,N),



where the parameters (6, v, 3) are governed by

9I: _97 ’YI:Nf_77 Blzug_ﬁu (16)

with positive initial conditions: #(0) = 1, v(0) = v > 0 and 8(0) = Sy > 0. Here, the new model (15)
utilizes the separable structure of (1) and adopts different rescaling factors for z and y, respectively.
It is not hard to obtain the exact solution of (16):

0t)=e™", () =r0e " +ur(l—e"), Bt) =Poe™" +py(1—e™).

Besides, as introduced in (3), an alternative presentation of (15) reads as

¥ =v-—uz, (17a)
' € pp(x —v) = . L(x,y, N), (17b)
ON = VaL(v,w,\), (17¢)
pw' € pg(z —v) — 9y L(x,y,\), (17d)
y =w—y. (17e)

This seems a little bit complicated but for algorithm designing and convergence analysis, it is more convenient
for us to start form (17) and treat (6, 7, ) as unknowns that solve (16).
Let©® = (0,v,06) and X = (z,y,v,w, \) and define a Lyapunov function

£(0,X) = L(x,y,\") = L(z",y", \) + —II/\ NP+ 5 IIw yIP+ 5 IIU )%, (18)

where (z*,y*, \*) is a saddle-point of (2). We aim to establish the decay rate of £, by taking derivative with
respect to t. However, we have to mention that (i) solution existence of (17) (or (15)) in proper sense has not
been given and (ii) smoothness property of the solution is also unknown. We set those aspects aside as they are
beyond the scope of this work. For more discussions, we refer to Section 6.1.

To show the usefulness of our model, we prove the exponential decay under the smooth assumption: f €
S Ly L and g € S sy Ly . In this setting, the differential inclusion (17) becomes a standard first-order dynamical
system with subgradients being Lipschitzian gradients, and it is not hard to conclude the well-posedness of a
classical C' solution by standard theory of ordinary differential equations.

Theorem 2.1. Assume [ € SlflLf and g € Sl L, With pug,pg > 0. Let © = (0,7, 8) solve (16) and

X = (z,y,v,w, \) be the unique C* solution to (17) then it holds that
d Bf o2 Hg oy o2
— < — - — =
Ce(0,X) < —£(0,X) — EL || - e )7, (19

which yields the exponential decay

2¢'€(O(t), X (1)) + / e* (s 11/ () > + g 1y ()] ) ds < 2€(©(0), X (0)), (20)

forall0 <t < oo.

Proof. As (20) can be obtained directly from (19), it is sufficient to establish the latter. Let us start from the
identity %5 (0,X)=(Ve&,0") + (Vx&, X'). By (16) and (18), it is trivial that

-7
Jv

* (12 1% B %112
oo+ B g

0
(Vol,6) = — Sl = AP + &L
and according to (17), a direct computation gives

<VX85 X/> = </\ - A*a v)\‘c(vvwv )\)> + <’U — T, Vxﬁ(:zr, Y, )‘*)> + <’LU - Y, Vy‘c(xa Y, )‘*)>
+(w—a" up(x —v) = Vo L(x,y, ) + (w — y*, ug(y —w) — Vy, L(x,y,\)) .



Shifting A to \* yields

- <’U - .’L'*, vmﬁ(fb,y,)\» - <w - y*u v’ljﬁ(‘r7y7)\)>
— (v =",V L(z,y, \")) — (w—y*, V, L(x,y, \")) — (A= A", Av + Bw — b) ,

where we have used the optimality condition Az* + By* = b. It follows from (13) that

(Vx&E, X"y = (x* — 2,V L(z,y, \*)) + (y* —y, V, L(z,y, \"))

g —v,0—2%) + pg (y —w,w —y")
< Ly N ~ LGy X)L =P B2y ) ey
+pg (=, v—:v*>+uq<y w,w =y >
In view of the trivial but useful identity of vectors
Qu—z,z—a)=lu—a|’ = ||lz—a|® = u—2z|*> Vu,za, (22)
we rearrange the last two cross terms in (21) and put everything together to get
L£(0.%) < ~£0,X) ~ o — o]~ 12y — w]*.
Observing that z — v = 2’ and y — w = ¥, we obtain (19) and complete the proof. [

Remark 2.1. Thanks to the three scaling parameters introduced in (16), the exponential decay of the Lyapunov
function (18) holds uniformly for (i, 11y > 0. In discrete level, it allows us to treat convex and (partially)
strongly convex cases in a unified manner and obtain automatically changing parameters by implicit discretiza-
tion of (16), which is the key for our delicate mixed-type estimates.

Remark 2.2. From (20) we have the exponential decay rate of the Lagrangian duality gap:
L((t),y(t),A") — L{&",y", A1) = O(e™).
Invoking the proofs of [56, Lemma 2.1] and [57, Corollary 2.1], we can further establish
| Az (t) + By(t) = bl| + [F(x(t),y(t)) — F*| = O(e™").
Moreover, by (13) and the above estimates, we conclude that
up () = 2*|* + g ly(8) = y7|I* = Oe™),

which means strong convergence x(t) — x* (or y(t) — y*) follows if uy > 0 (or pg > 0).

3 The First Family of Methods

We now turn to the numerical aspect of our continuous model (17). In view of (14), the ways to discretize (x, \)
in (17b) and (y, A\) in (17d) are crucial, and A plays an important role of decoupling z and y. In this work, we
always use the same discretization for A in (17b) and (17d), and for the case of different choices, we refer to the
discussion in Section 6.3.

In this section, we impose the following assumption:

Assumption 1. f € ng (X) with uy > 0and g € 82g (V) with pg > 0.



For this nonsmooth setting, we adopt implicit discretizations (zx1, Aet1) and (yx11, My 1) for (17b) and
(17d), where Aj1 is to be determined. That is, given the initial guess (xq, vo, Yo, Wo, Ao), consider an implicit
discretization for (17):

M = 'Uk+1 —_ xk+17 (233)
ag
V41 — Uk _
L 1 (@r1 = Vkt1) = Qo L(Tt1s Yot 1, A1), (23b)
A - A
91@]”‘;7]6]“ = VAL(Vk41, W1, Met1),s (23¢)
w — w B
B’“% € tg(Urr1 — Wrt1) = OyL(Trt1s Yht1, Aet1), (23d)
Ittt Z I8 st — Ykt (23e)
Qg

where oy, > 0 is the step size and the parameter system (16) is discretized implicitly by

k1 — Yk Br+1 — Br
= — Okt Dol 7Ok B — Vk+1, Peyl o tg — B, (24)
(675 (077 (677

Orr1 — O

with initial conditions: 8y = 1, 79 > 0 and 5y > 0.
Rearrange (23) in the usual primal-dual formulation:

Vg1 = Tht1 + (Thpr — Ti) [ ou, (25a)

Tyl = argmin {E(xayk+17)\k+l) + HLS |z — EEkHZ} ; (25b)
reX 20%

/\k-',-l =M\ + Oék/ek (A’Uk_;,_l + Bwk+1 — b), (25¢)

Yk+1 = argmin {£($k+17y, Akt1) + gq—l; ly — §k||2} ; (25d)
yey ay

Wit1 = Ykt1 + (Yer1 — Yr)/ o, (25¢)

where 17, 1= (ar + 1)k + pro, Mgk = (o + 1)Bk + pgou and

@ _ agf
Gl (v — k), Uk =Y+ Wk (wr — Yr)- (26)
Nfk Mg,k

Ty = T +

Note that (25) is an informal expression since the term \; 1 has not been determined yet. It brings hidden
augmented terms for (25b) and (25d) with possible linearization and decoupling, and different choices lead to
our first family of methods. Specifically, we shall adopt two semi-implicit candidates (39) and (52) and the
explicit one (54); see Sections 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 for more details.

Below, we give a one-iteration analysis for the implicit scheme (23). Then the nonergodic mixed-type
convergence rates of our first family of methods can be obtained.

3.1 A single-step analysis

For the sequence {(xx, Uk, Yi, Wk, Ak) 72, generated by (23) and the parameter sequence {(6x, vk, Br) 52,
defined by (24), we introduce a discrete Lyapunov function

0
1= Ll g A%) — L6y M) + 2 o= 2+ 2 oy =124 -2, @)

which is the discrete analogue of (18) and will be used for all the forthcoming methods.



Lemma 3.1. Let k € N be fixed. For the implicit scheme (23) with Assumption I and the step size o, > 0, we

have that
O, 3 2 Yk 2 Bk 2
Eky1 — Ek < — aply1 + 5 [ Aes1 — Mg || = 3 lve+1 — vgl]” — =) lwi41 — wl|”
Proof. Let us calculate the difference Ex41 — & = 11 + Iz 4 I3 + Iy, where

I := L(Tps1, Yhr1, A") = LTk, Y, A7),

Ok . O
I o= =0 [Aker = NJ* = s = X
k k *
Iy i= B oy — 22 = 2 oy — 2%,
2 2
Br+1 2 Bk 2
L i= =52 s = yl1° = 5 o — o)1

In what follows, we aim to estimate the above four terms one by one.
In view of (25b) and (25d), it is clear that (241, yr+1) € X x V. By (23b) and (23d), we have

Vk4+1 — Vg N
Pk+1 = Mf(ﬂﬁk-i-l - Uk+1) - ’YkT € 5z£($k+17yk+1, )\k+1),
k
W41 — Wk

€ Oy L(Trt1, Yrt1, Met1)-
o

Qr+1 = Pg(Ykt1 — Wet1) — B
Thanks to the inequality (13), it follows that

I = L(Zrr1, Yrt1s A1) — LTk, Yy A1)
+ (N = X1, A(@r — k) + B(yrr1 — yr))

< (Ph41, Tht1 — Th) + (Dot 15 Yo — Y)
+ (N = M1, A(xr — k) + Byker — yr)) -

By the equation of the sequence {6}, }7° , in (24), there holds

0
o= PO X 4 2 (e = I = e = X P)

al 0
_ %% k+1 ”)\ 1 /\*H2 + 6 <)\k+1 — /\k,/\kJrl — /\*> - 7]6 ”/\kJrl - )‘k||2'

To match the term ;1 in (32), we use (23c) to rewrite the last two terms

0
= HAk+4 Ael|”

Ok

O (Met1 — Aoy A1 — A™) —

=0k (Me+1 — Ay A1 — Akt + 5\1@+1 -\ — ||)\k+1 Ak

< 0 _ 0 _
= o (Avpq1 + Bwiy1 — b, Agy1 — A*) + fk H)\k-',-l - )\k+1H2 - Ek [| Ak — )\k+1||2-

This implies the estimate

_ 0 . 0
Ir < ap (Avksr + Bwpgr — b, A1 — A*) + ?k [| Akt — )\k+1||2 ok kH

Similarly, using the equation of {7}, in (24), we have

k — Tk k * *
I = 2 ops =2 + 2 (llowss =) = flow —a*]1°)
ol
= QU 1) ot B T gy gl (ks — st — )

i = A7

(28)

(29)

(30)

€29

(32)

(33)

(34)



In view of (30), we rewrite the last cross term by that

Vi (k1 = Uk, Ukg1 — ) = ppag (Tpp1 — Ukg1, U1 — T°) — Ok (Dhg1, Vhg1 — 7).

Using (22) and (25a) and summarizing the above decompositions yield that

O+ 2k 2 HfOg 2
Iy =— 9 vk1 —2*]|" — b} [vk+1 — vell” — B [Zh+1 — Vk1]|
Mk (12 * (35)
=g ok = 27 = (Prrr Torr — &) = {prrs Terr — 2k) -
Analogously, by (24), (31) and (25e), we have
o agBrq w2 B 2 fgQl 2
Io == == llwksr =97 1" = 5 lwwr —wrll” = =5= g+ — wera |
(36)
Mg * (12 *
=5 lyk+1 — ¥ 1" — ok (Qr1s Yrrr — ¥) — (@t 1, Yr1 — Yi) -
Now, collecting (33), (35), (36) and (13), we arrive at the upper bound
0 < 2
I+ T34+ L < — aplpq1 + ?k | Aks1 = Mg || — % lwsr — wi
Yk 2
= (Prr1, T = @) = (@1, Yrn = ) = 5 ok — vk
— (N = Xey1, A@pg1 — 2k) + B(Yrs1 — k) ) -
Plugging (32) into the above estimate gives
0 < 2
Ekt1 — &k < — a1 + ?k | Akt = A || = l; k41 — vr))* = % Jwisr — wl®.
This establishes (28) and finishes the proof of this lemma. |

3.2 A semi-implicit choice

According to the single step estimate (28), it is evident that the implicit choice Apy1 = Apy1 indicates the
contraction

Ekt1 — & < —ag€iya, (37
which holds for any oy, > 0, even for iy = s = 0. This together with the fact (cf.(24))
k-1

0 1
e I k g T o (38)

implies that &, < 6,.&) and the linear rate 6, < (1 + amin)’k follows immediately if o, > amin > 0. But this
does not lead to a splitting method since by (25¢), Ax+1 depends on vy and wg1. In other words, z41 and
yr+1 are coupled with each other; see Section 6.2 for more discussions.

Hence, let us consider other semi-implicit choices that decouple x; and yx41. Recall again the estimate
(28), which says if we want to maintain the contraction property (37), then the positive gain ||Ari1 — A1 ||?
shall be controlled by additional two negative square norm terms — ||vg41 — vg||” and — ||wpg1 — wi . To do
this, the relation

[Met1 = A || = O([wpr — wil]) or [ Ak = At || = O(l|vks1 — v )
is important to be satisfied. In view of (25¢), we are suggested to consider

Akt1 = Ak + o /0 (Avgqr + Buwy — b), 39



which gives the desired identity
)\k-i—l — ;\k-',-l = ak/HkB(wkH — wk) (40)
Then by (28), the contraction (37) follows directly, provided that

O

2
3 2 Q. 2 _ Bk 2
B) Aot = A ||* = 2, [ B(wkt1 — wr)||” < 5 lwg 1 —wl]]”, 41)

which can be easily promised if a7 IB|I? < 6B
For 7 > 0, introduce the proximal operator of g by that

1
prox, (2) i= argmin {gf) + 3 Iy~ 2|} vz R" “2)
b yey 2T

With the choice (39), we reformulate (25) as the following iteration

Ak = Ap — 0, ' (Azy, + Byy, — b) + ag /0, B(wi — yx),

o = arguin { £ (e R0 + 2 o =T o= 17600,
reX 20ék

Vkt1 = Tpg1 + (Tpy1 — or) /g,

Met1 = A + ag /0 (Avky1 + Bwy — b)),

Yki1 = ProxY, (U — 7B Aes1), Tk = 0F /1g ks

Wit1 = Ykt1 + WYkt1 — Yr)/ Ak,
A]g_;,_l = Ak + Oék/ek (Avk-i-l + Bwk-l—l - b)7

(43)

where (7, yx) are defined by (26) and (7., 7,,%) are the same as that in (25). As A1 depends only on vj41
and wy, we see that (i) 41 and y1 are weakly coupled with each other, in the sense that they can be updated
sequentially; (ii) the augmented term is used for computing x4 but it has been linearized for updating yx+1,
which involves only the proximal calculation of g.

For simplicity, in the rest of this paper, we set

Yo = py for py >0, and By = pgy for pg > 0. (44)

Then by (24), both {v,}32, and {5k }72, are decreasing, and it is clear that y1; < vy, < 0 and pg < B < Bo
for all £ € N. Moreover, we claim that

Br = 0:Po, & = k0. (45)

Theorem 3.1. If A\ 1 is chosen from (39), then (25) reduces to (43). Under Assumption 1, the initial setting (44)
and the condition o} | BII* = 018, it holds that E1 — Ex < —xExyr. Moreover, we have {(xy, Ye) 2, C

X x Y and
HAZEk + Byk — bH < okRo,

ﬁ(xkuyka)\*) _£($*7y*7)‘k) S 9/6807 (46)
[F (k) — F*[ < 0k(E0 + |A[| Ro)-
Above, Rg :=/2E + || Ao — X*|| + || Azo + Byo — b|| and

. Q 4Q?
Okgmln{Q_’_\/Ek, (2Q+\/,u_gk)2}7 47

where Q = || B|| + v/Bo.
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Proof. Based on the above discussions, to get the contraction Ex41 — & < —axEx+1, we only need to verify
(41) under the condition o3 HBH2 = B0k, which is trivial. By (38), this gives & < 0o and also implies that

‘C(Ika Yk /\*) - E(ZC*, y*v )\k) < 0.
Following the proof of [55, Theorem 3.1], we can establish
Az + By — bl < 0xRo, and |F'(zy,yx) — F*[ < 0x(Eo + [ A*]| Ro),

which yields (46).
It remains to verify the decay estimate (47). Since o2 || B||> = 03,3, we obtain
Or+1 1 | Bl

o = BB/ Bl < VB 1Bl = = =g > s

By (24) and (45), it holds that
V Bk 0Ok 11 - vV B00kOk+1

Ok+1 — O = —agblpi1 = — < ; (48)
I Bl I Bl
and using Lemma C.1 implies
B
o< IBI-VE )
1Bl + /o + v/Bok
On the other hand, since 8 > p4, (48) becomes
9 9 emma C. 4 B 2
9k+1_9k§_7\/ugkk+l byLemmaCl (I B]l + v/Bo) .
I Bl (Bl + vBo) + /iigh)

Note that this estimate and the previous one (49) hold true simultaneously. This yields (47) and concludes the
proof of this theorem. |

In Theorem 3.1, we have established the same convergence rate for the objective residual and the feasibility
violation. For the special case: B = —I, b = 0, the separable problem (1) is equivalent to the unconstrained
composite optimization

min P(z) := f(z) + g(Az), (50)

where P(z) = F(x, Az) and the minimal value is P* = F™*. As a corollary of Theorem 3.1, we can derive the
convergence rate with respect to the composite objective in (50).

Corollary 3.1. Assume B = —I, b = 0and let {x}}7°, C X be generated by (43) under the assumptions of
Theorem 3.1. If g is M 4-Lipschitz continuous, then

0 < P(ax) — P <0k (& + (A1 + Myg)Ro) , )]
where 0y, satisfies the decay estimate (47).
Proof. It follows that
P(ar) — P* = F(ar, Avy) — F* = g(Azy) — g(ye) + F(@r, ye) — F*

< lg(Azk) — g(yr)| + |F(xr, ye) — F7|

< My [[Azg — yll + |F(zk, ye) — F7|

< Ok (Eo + ([[A*]] + Mg)Ro) -
In the last step, we used (46). This concludes the proof. |

Remark 3.1. Observing the proof of Corollary 3.1, the estimate (51) depends solely on ||Axy — yi|| and
|F(xk,yr) — F*|. Hence, we claim that it holds true for all the rest methods with the corresponding decay
rate of .

11



3.3 Another semi-implicit choice

As the roles of (z, f, A) and (y, g, B) are symmetric in (25), the previous choice (39) is also equivalent to
Met1 = A + ag/0k (Avg + Bwyyq — b)), (52)

which leads to

Xk =\ — 9;1 (Azy, + Byr — b) + ag /0 A(vi — xk),

esr = argnin { Lo (o )+ 225 Iyl | o= 1/6kin
yey 204,

W1 = Y1 + (Yks1 — Yr)/ ks

A+l = A\ + Oék/ek (Avk + Bwg41 — b) ,

X ~ Ty 2
Tpp1 = Proxy, ¢ (Tk — skA Ait1), Sk = i /npk,

(33)

Vg1 = Thy1 + (Thg1 — ox) /o,
Aot1 = A + ar/0k(Avg1 + Bwgyr — b),

where (Zy, Uk, 1f.k, Mg,k) are the same as that in (43) and the proximal operator proxf}c 7 of f can be defined
similarly as (42).

Below, we state the convergence rate of (53) but omit the detailed proof, which is almost identical to that of
Theorem 3.1.

Theorem 3.2. Applying the choice (52) to (25) gives (53). In addition, under Assumption 1, the initial setting
(44) and the condition ai ||A||2 = YOk, we have {(zi, yr) 172, C X x Y, and the estimate (46) holds true

with
Q 4Q? }
Q+ ok’ (2Q + \/iigk)* )’

0, < min{
where Q = || Al| + \/70.

3.4 The explicit choice

Now, let us consider the explicit one:

Met1 = Mg + ag/0k (Avg, + Bwy, — b)), (54)
which yields the following method

Met1 = Mg + ar/0k (Av, + Bwy, — b)), (55a)
Tha1 = Proxy ((Tr — skA Aes1), sk = i /1f ks (55b)
Ukl = Try1 + (Te1 — 1) /O, (55¢)
Yrs1 = Prox (e — B Aey1), Tk = Q7 /Ng.ks (55d)
Wet1 = Y1 + (Yk1 — Yr)/ ok, (55e)
Aet1 = Ak + o /O (Avg 41 + Bwgy1 — b), (55%)

where (T, Uk, 17,k g,k ) are the same as that in (43). Note that (55) is a parallel linearized proximal ADMM
since the two proximal steps in (55b) and (55d) are independent.

Recall that M < N means M < C'N with some generic bounded constant C' > 0 that is independent of
A, B, 15, i1y, 70 and By but can be different in each occurrence.
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Theorem 3.3. Applying the explicit choice (54) to (25) leads to (55). Under Assumption 1, the initial setting
(44) and the condition

202 (Bx | Al + v |1 BII*) = B0k, (56)

we have {(x, yr)}72, C X x YV and Ep1 — Ex < —apEry1. Moreover, if vofo < 20 HAH2 + 270 || B 2
then the estimate (46) holds true with

1 2 Bl B
O Smin{ ———, ——— > +min{ ———, . 57)
* {mk urk? VBok p1gh?

Proof. By (54) and (55f), we have

Met1 — M1 = ok /O A(Vg 1 — Vi) + ag/0k B(wi11 — wi). (58)
Taking this into the one-iteration estimate (28) gives

202 || A|I* — i
20,

202 || B|I” — Bub

2
i e = w

Erp1 —Ex < — g1 + vkt — ve | +

and invoking the relation (56), we obtain the contraction &1 — & < —aiEr+1. By using the proof of
Theorem 3.1, the estimate (46) can still be verified.
Let us prove the mixed-type estimate (57). Since B < 8o, 7r < Yo and 0 < 1, by (56), we have

ap < V7080 o<1
V260 [ AP + 270 1B

and it follows that 0,41 /0, = 1/(1 + ) > 1/2. Analogously to (48), one has

by (45) and (56)

by Lemma C.1
Ok+1 — Ok = —aOp41 < —0010541 -

< 1AL 1B

0, < + .
M~ ok V/Bok

On the other hand, as 35 > 14, We obtain

by (56) 0,8 _ A B
O — O _ \/70/:;; kOk1 : byLemmacz o < I ||k I ]L|2 '
V200 I + 24001 1 B] IOkt
Consequently, we have
Al Bl B
< + min . (59)
kS )
ok VBok” 11gh?
Moreover, since v, > fif, repeating the above discussions and using Lemmas C.1 and C.2, we conclude
that
All® B| |B|?
oo < AL | (0B B
prk VBok  pgk
Therefore, combining this with (59) leads to (57) and completes the proof. |

Remark 3.2. Our method (55) is close to the parallel type ADMM, such as the predictor corrector proximal
multipliers (PCPM) method [16], the proximal-center based decomposition method (PCBDM) [61] and the
decomposition algorithms in [79]. However, it is rare to see mixed-type estimates like (57), especially for
partially strongly convex case (15 + g > 0.
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4 The Second Family of Methods

We then focus on the second class of primal-dual splitting methods that apply semi-implicit and implicit dis-
cretizations to x and y, separately, and also consider different discretizations for A as before.
To do this, let us start from the following scheme

Te4+1 — Tk

= Uk T Tk (60a)
Qg
Vg+1 — Vg _
kT S /Lf(IkJrl - karl) — 8I£(Ik+1,yk+1, /\kJrl)’ (60b)
A1 — A
leﬁ;ikk = V)\E(Uk+1, Wk+1, Ak+1), (60C)
Wey1 — W _
B’“% € pg(Urr1 — Wrt1) = OyL(Trt1; Yht1, Aet1), (60d)
w = Wk+1 — Yk+1, (606)
Qg

where 5\k+1 is to be determined and the parameter system (16) is still discretized by (24). Note that xy41
is calculated easily from (60a), and to update vg4; via (60b), one has to compute the subgradient py1 €
Of(xk+1). However, as a convex combination of ; and vy, xr4+1 might be outside the constraint set X since
(60b) cannot promise {vy }7°; C X.

To avoid this, we apply implicit discretization to 0 f. Or more generally, we consider the composite case
f=fi+ fowith f; € 8;11}17 L (X) and fo € SJ(X). Therefore, in this section, we impose the following
assumption.

Assumption 2. g € Sfjg (V) with pug > 0 and f = fi + fo where fo € SQ(X) and f1 € Sllt"l

Assumption 2. fny(X) with
<pp <Ly <oo

To utilize the separable structure of f, we adopt the operator splitting technique and to promise the con-
traction of the Lyapunov function &, we borrow the correction idea from [59, Section 7.3] and propose the
following modified scheme

Uk — Tk

= Vb Uk (61a)
Qaf
Vk+1 — Uk _
kT E/Lf(Uk—UkJrl) —gz(uk,karl,/\kJrl), (61b)
Tk — T
L = Vk+1 — Tht1, (61C)
g
Akt1 — g
ek-i_?T = V)\ﬁ(vk+1,’u)k+1, Ak+1), (61d)
Wi+1 — Wk _
Bk-kiT € Mg(yk+1 - wk+1) — 5y£(£6k+1,yk+1, )\k+1)7 (61e)
LI — w1 — g, 610
Qg

where G, (up, Vi1, Mer1) = Vfi(ur) + Ofa(vies1) + AT Agr1 + Na(vis1). Above, we replaced 41 in
(60a) and (60b) by uj and updated it by (61c), which is an extra correction step. Similarly with (25), we have
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an informal primal-dual formulation:

up = (zr + opvr) /(1 + o), (62a)

V41 = argmin {fz(v) + <Vf1(uk) + ATj\k+1,v> + y lv — 5k||2} , (62b)
veX O

Try1 = (r + apvrg1)/ (1 + o), (62¢)

Yp+1 = argmin {g(y) + (By, Aes1) + 7279—"5 ly — 37k|2} ) (62d)
yeYy Qg

Wit 1 = Y1 + (Yer1 — Yx)/ o, (62¢)

Met1 = Ak + ag /0 (Avgq + Bwgyr — b)), (62f)

where (J, 74,5 ) are the same as that in (25) and

vy = ;('}%Uk + ppogug)  with 7y = + ppag.
To compute V f1 (ug,), the step (62b) needs uy, € X. In view of (62a), this is true if (zy,vy) € X x X. Thanks
to the correction (62c¢), we conclude that {(xy, ug, vi)}5>,; C X x X aslong as (zo,v) € X x X.

Similarly with the previous section, different choices of A,y1 (cf. (39), (52) and (54)) result in our second
family of methods. One thing that we shall emphasis is, the first class of methods in Section 3 require no
correction step since both z and y are discretized implicitly. However, all the methods in this section consider
semi-implicit discretization for x and thus need proper correction (cf.(61c)) to promise the contraction property
of the discrete Lyapunov function (27). By symmetry, the second class of methods can be easily rewritten and
applied to the case F(z,y) = f(x) + (91(y) + g2(y)). For simplicity, we omit the detailed presentations.

4.1 The one-iteration estimate

Analogously to Lemma 3.1, we establish the one-iteration analysis in Lemma 4.1, which helps us prove the
nonergodic rates of the second family of methods.

Lemma 4.1. Ler k be fixed. For the scheme (61) with Assumption 2 and (xp,vr) € X x X, we have
(Uky Tgt1, Vkt1) € X X X X X and

L2011 — Y0k

2
20, vk+1 — vl

Eht1 — & < — a1 +

9 5 (63)
< 2
5 s = AP = 5 s —
Proof. As before, we calculate the difference £ — & = 11 4+ Is + I3 + Iy with [, I, I3 and 14 being defined
in (29).
Expand the first term [[; as follows
I = fzes1) = flzw) + 9(Wrs1) — 9(ye) + (A", A(@es1 — k) + B(Ye+1 — Yk))
and then duplicate the estimate (33):

a1 I

et — N7
2 k+1 H

~ 9 B
I < ay (Avggr + Bwggr — b, A1 — A*) + 7]6 | Akt — /\k+1H2 -

In addition, we claim that the relation (36) holds true here:

L — g Br+1 a2 P 2 PgOtk 2
1=y lwe+1 —y*l|” — > lwi+1 — wkl]” — ) Yk+1 — wrt1]|
Mgl 2
+ 92 lyer1 =717 = ar (@rs1, Yerr — ¥") — (@1, Y1 — Yi)
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where g1 € 8y£(:z:k+1 s Yk+1s 5\k+1) has been defined by (31). By (13) and the fact yx41 € Y (cf. (62d)), we
obtain that

Hg Ok w12
q2 Ik =y 17 — ok (@rs1, Yerr — ¥7) = (@1, Yrs1 — Yn)

<o [9(y*) — 9(Wrs1) + et BO" = yrr1))] + 9wr) — 9(wis1) + M1, Blye — yrs1)) -

Dropping the negative square term — ||yx41 — we41||> and shifting Ag41 to A*, we get

arfrit

* (12
Sy —l

I < o [g(y") — g(Wrs1) + (N By* — ys1)) | —

Bk Ay * *
Y lwe+1 — wkHQ +ag <)\k+1 -\, By — yk+1)>
+ 9(k) = 9(yrs1) + Mes1 Blyk — yrr1)) -
The estimate for I3 starts from (34) but is more subtle. We list the desired result below:

Ak Vk+1
2

+ fi(zr) = fi(@esr) — au(fo(vis1) — fa(Tr41)) — % [ver1 — vel|? (64)
+ (1 + o) (fr(@rsr) — fir(uw)) — ar (Vfi(ug), vipr — vi)
+ ok <5\k+1 — A", A(:Z?* — xk+1)> + </_\k+1, A(:Z?k — :Ek+1)> .

I < ap [f(2*) = flansr) + NV, Al — i) ] — e

The detailed proof can be found in Appendix A. Consequently, combining these estimates from I; to I gives

i1 — &k < — a1 + (L + ar) fo(@ryr) — fa(an) — ar fo(vit)
+ (1 + ar) (fi(zrs1) — fr(ur)) — o (V fi(ur), ve+1 — k) (65)

O 5 2 Yk Bk
+ = Ak = A || — T [k — vell® = 55 llwrgs — wie®.
2 2 2
Notice that by (62¢), xx41 1s a convex combination of x, and vi41 and

(1 + o) fa(why1) = fa(z) — arfo(vesr) < 0. (66)
By (12) and Assumption 2, it follows immediately that
Funen) = Faluw) < (Va(ue), 2 — )+ 2 s —
Besides, by (62a) and (62c) we have

Th+1 — Uk = ak(vk+1 — vk)/(l + Oék), (67)

which implies

Lea?2
(Ut ) (awnn) = fi(uw)) = o (Vi (s, 0ken =) < 525 o el (69)
+ 20ék

Therefore, plugging (66) and (68) into (65) gives

Lyog — (1 + o)

Erv1 — & < — €
k+1 kS — Qplry1 + 5+ %0n

0 < 2
[ ?k | Akt = At || = % whs1 — wi]|”

In view of the relation 0, = 611 (1 + ), we obtain (63) and finish the proof. [ |
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4.2 The semi-implicit choice (39)

By Lemma 4.1, if Lya? < (1 + ay), then Met1 = Ay leads to (37). However, this does not give a splitting
algorithm. Thus, as before, we consider other semi-implicit and explicit choices.

Different from the first class of methods in which (39) and (52) are equivalent, the scheme (62) loses this
symmetric property. In this part, we consider the first one (39), which gives

up = (z + apor) /(1 + ag), di = Vii(ug)+ AT\,

Vst _arggn{fg(v) + (dg, ) + 20‘7’; | Av + Buwy, — b|® + %Z v — ak||2},
Tpt1 = (zr + agvrr1) /(1 + ag),

Ait1 = Mg + o /0y (Avig1 + Bwyg — b)), .
ki1 = prox (U — B Aks1),  Th = o /1g.ks

Wit 1 = Y1 + Yer1 — Yr)/ o,
M1 = Mk + o /Ok (Avgyr + Bwgyq — b)),

where (U, Uk, 717.k, Mg, k) are the same as that in (62) and (xg, vg) € X x X. According to Lemma 4.1, we have
{(@k, yx)}72, C X x Y, and the following result should appear natural.

Theorem 4.1. If A\, is chosen from (39), then (62) reduces to (69). Besides, under the initial setting (44),
Assumption 2 and the condition
(L1Bk6k + v | BII* ) = 1 Br0r, (70)

we have {(zx, yr) 172, C X x Y and
[Azk + By — bl| < 0xRo,  [F(zk,yr) — F*| < 0k (€0 + [[A*]| Ro) - (71)

Above, R is defined in Theorem 3.1 and 0y, satisfies

< —_— + ex —_— —_— 72
9/€ ~ min { \/_k, k2 min k2 ) P Lj ) ( )

provided that voBo < L¢Bo + Yo HB||2

Proof. In view of Lemma 4.1 and the relation (40), it follows that

o} | B|I? — Bubr
20,

LyaiOii1 — Y0k

Err1 — & < — €
k+1 kS —plry1 + 20,

orsr — vel® + [whs1 — wi])?

Thanks to the condition (70) and the fact 61 < 6y, the above two square terms can be dropped. This promises
Er < 61&y and thus implies (71), by repeating the proof of (46). Then using Lemmas C.1, C.2 and C.3, the
proof of the mixed-type estimate (72) is in line with that of (57). |
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4.3 The semi-implicit choice (52)
We then apply another one (52) to (62) and obtain

U = (Ik + Otkvk)/(l + Oék),
/):k = A\ — 9;1 (A,Tk + By — b) + Oék/ekA(Uk — xk),

. ~ & ~
Yk+1 = argmin {Eak (Th, Y, Ak) + nq—z ly — yk|2} y o 0k =1/0k41,
yey 20,

Wet1 = Y1 + (Ykt1 — Yk)/ ks (73)
Net1 = A + o /0k (Avg + Bwgg1 —b),

Uks1 = Proxy s, [Ur — sk (Vfi(ue) + AT Mes1)] s sk = o /T ks

Trr1 = (T + agvrs1) /(1 + o),

Aet1 = Ak + ok /O (Avgr + Bwg1 — b)),

where (Ux, Uk, 711,k, 1g,k) are the same as that in (62) and (zo,vo) € X x X. By (52) and the last equation of
(73), we have -
Akl — M1 = /O A(vgp1 — vg).

Plugging this into Lemma 4.1, one finds that

1
Ekr1 — &k < —ap€it1 + E((Lfekﬂ + HAHz)ai — "Ykok) Hkarl - 'Uk||2 .

Thus under the condition (74), the contraction follows easily. As the mixed-type estimate (75) of 6, can be
proved by using Lemma C.2 and a similar argument as before, we conclude the following.

Theorem 4.2. If 5\k+1 is chosen from (52), then (62) becomes (73). Under the initial setting (44), Assumption 2
and the condition
(L g6k + | AII*)a7 = 10, (74)

we have {(xp, yr)} 72y C X x Y and & < 6iE. Moreover, if vo < Ly + ||A

true with )
. | Al Ly Al k[py
0, < + + —— = . 7
p S min { =k k2 fk2 exp 1\ I, (75)

2, then the estimate (71) holds

4.4 The explicit choice (54)

To the end, we adopt the explicit one (54) and obtain

up = (g + agvr) /(1 + o),

Aet1 = A + ar/0x(Avg + Bwg, — b),

k1 = proxg, g, [Uk — sk(Vf1(ur) + AT X)), sk = an/Tk,

Tr1 = (T + agpvrr) /(1 + o), (76)
Yri1 = proxy  (Ux — B Xeg1), T = Qi /ng.k,

Wet1 = Ykt1 + WYkt1 — Y&)/ ks
A]g_;,_l = Ak + ak/ek (Avk-i-l + Bwk+l - b) )

where (U, Uk, 77f,k, Mg, k) are the same as that in (62) and (zg,v9) € X x X.
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By (54) and the last equation of (76), we see that (58) still holds true and invoking Lemma 4.1, we obtain
the estimate )
203 || B|I” — Bibr

2
20, ||wk+1 wk||

1 — Ep < — aplrqr +

1
+ E((Lﬂkﬂ + 2| AI*)ad — k) [[vrsr — il

Hence, it is not hard to conclude the following result from this. By using Lemmas C.2 and C.3, the proof of the

mixed-type estimate (77) is a little bit tedious but similar with the spirit of (75).

Theorem 4.3. Applying (54) to (62) leads to (76). In addition, under the initial setting (44), Assumption 2 and
the condition

(L 1Bk + 285 | A7 + 29 || BII? ) a2 = 718485,

we have { (1, yx) 132, C X x YV and & < 04E0. If v0B0 < LtBo + 260 ||A|I* + 270 | B
(71) holds true with

Bl 1B AL Ly JAP? ( k M)
Op S min § ——-, —= » + min + , +exp|——,/— . )
" {\/_Bok Jigh? Aok ok? wpk? T P\ T 1\ Iy

Remark 4.1. Based on the discretization (61), one can further apply the operator splitting technique to 0, L(z, y, X)
and replace (61e) and (61f) by that

2, then the estimate

2k — Yk

= Wk — Zkv
ag
Wg+1 — Wk N
ﬁkT € tg(zk — Wit1) — Gy (Zks Wht1, Aet1),
k
Yk+1 — Yk
——— = Wg+1 — Yk+1,
QL

where G (up, Vg1, Aes1) is the same as that in (61) and

Gy (21 Wit 1, Met1) = Vg1(zi) + 0g2(wit1) + BT Ae1 + Ny (wis1).

This yields the third family of methods by considering different choices of /_\k+1 (¢f-(39), (52) and (54)).
Impose the following condition:

Assumption 3. f = fi+ fo where fo € S3(X) and f, € Si}l_’Lf

where ga € SQ(Y) and g1 € S;’;Lg (V) with0 < pg < Ly < oo

(X)with0 < puy < Ly < 00, and g = g1+92

Analogously to Lemma 4.1, the one step analysis reads as follows

LyaiOki1 — 0
204

[vks1 — vr)?

Loz b1 — Brbr
20,

1 — Ep < — g1 +

kg1 — wi])? .

0 _
+ Ek H/\k-i-l - )\k+1H2 +

Then, nonergodic optimal mixed-type convergence rates can be established as well. For simplicity, we omit the
detailed presentations of these methods and their proofs as well.
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S Numerical Experiments

In this part, we investigate the practical performances of our methods on the least absolute deviation (LAD)
regression and the support vector machine (SVM), both of which admit the following form

in  F = 4. Az —y =0. 7
peddin  F@y):=f(2) +9(y) stAr—y=0 (78)

For all cases in the sequel, f and g are nonsmooth but have explicit proximal calculations. Hence, we focus
only on the semi-implicit scheme (53) (denoted by Semi-APD) and report the detailed comparisons with related
algorithms:

* the standard linearized ADMM (LADMM) [71, Algorithm 2],

* the accelerated linearized ADMM (ALADMM) [87, Algorithm 2],

* the fast alternating minimization algorithm (Fast-AMA) [31, Algorithm 9],

* the accelerated LADMM with nonergodic rate (ALADMM-NE) [50, Algorithm 1],
* the new primal-dual (New-PD) algorithm [81, Scheme (39)],

¢ the Chambolle—Pock (CP) method [9].

All these methods (including our Semi-APD) linearize the augmented term and thus share the same proximal
operations of f and g and the matrix-vector multiplications of A and AT. We mention that ALADMM-NE is
designed only for convex problems and the convergence rate is O(1/k). Both New-PD and Fast-AMA require
strong convexity and possess the fast rate O(1/k?). Our Semi-APD, ALADMM and CP enjoy the rates O(1/k)
and O(1/k?) respectively for convex and partially strongly convex objectives, but the latter two use ergodic
sequences.

To measure the convergence behavior, we look at three relative errors:

* the objective residual: |F(zx, yx) — F*|/|F(x0, y0)|
* the violation of feasibility: || Az, — |l / | Azo — yoll,
* the composite objective residual: (P(zy) — P*)/|P(x0)|,

where the composite objective is P(z) = f(x) + g(Az), and the minimal value F* = P* is approximated
by running LADMM with enough iterations. Moreover, for the LAD regression problem, we also illustrate the
capability of each algorithm for maintaining the sparsity.

5.1 LAD regression

Consider the LAD regression problem

min P(e) = (o) + 14z~ bl 7

where A € R™*" and b € R™ are given data with m < n, and f is a regularization function. Clearly, problem
(79) is equivalent to (78) with g(y) = ||y — b||,. Here, we choose two types of regularizer:

* Case I: f(x) = M|z,

» Case 2: f(x) = Az|l, + ps/2 ||,
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where the regularization parameter is A = 2 and the strong convexity constantis py = 0.1. Similarly with [81],
we generate the matrix A from the standard normal distribution and set b = Ax™ + e, where 27 is a sparse
vector and e is a Gaussian noise with variance o2 = 0.01.

—LADMM

|— — ALADMM(ergodic)
100 ALADMM-NE
—— ALADMM

—— Semi-APD

107 ——LADMM
— — ALADMM(ergodic)
N ALADMM-NE 10°
10 —— ALADMM
—— Semi-APD
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— — ALADMM(ergodic)

IP(x )P
Sparsity

10° 0%
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 8000 9000 10000 0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 8000 9000 10000

Figure 1: Numerical results of the LAD regression problem (79) under Case 1. The problem size is (m,n) = (400, 4000)
and the sparse vector ¥ has 10% nonzero elements.

Numerical outputs of Case I and Case 2 are displayed respectively in Figs. 1 and 2. In Case 1, our Semi-
APD performs the best for the objective residual | F'(xy, yr) — F*| (top left) and the composite objective residual
|P(x1) — P*| (bottom left). For the violation of feasibility || Az — yx|| (top right), however, Semi-APD is
inferior to ALADMM-NE but still better than others. As the theoretical rates of ALADMM and CP are in
ergodic sense, we also plot the errors in terms of the averaged sequences. It can be seen that ergodic convergence
is much slower than that in nonergodic sense.

In the bottom right part of Fig. 1, we also report the sparsity of all iterative sequences. As we can see, except
ALADMM-NE, all the methods maintain nice sparsity. More precisely, the standard LADMM provides a very
sparse solution, and the sequences of the rest methods are dense in the beginning but become more sparse as
the iteration step grows up. Besides, ergodic sequences perform not well because the average operation breaks
the sparsity.

For Case 2, the objective f is strongly convex. From Fig. 2, we observe that Semi-APD has fast convergence
for the composite objective residual but is not competitive with New-PD for the objective residual and the
violation of feasibility. However, New-PD requires three proximal calculations in each iteration and provides
poor sparsity. As a contrast, our Semi-APD generates almost the same sparsity as ALADMM, Fast-AMA and
LADMM. Again, ergodic sequences are inferior to those in nonergodic sense, for both convergence rate and
sparsity.
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Figure 2: Numerical results of the LAD regression problem (79) under Case 2, with the same problem size and sparsity
setting as Case 1.

5.2 Support vector machine

Given a matrix W &€ R™*™, the bias vector b € R and the classify vector ¢ € R™, consider the SVM

problem

. 1 .

nin F(z):=g(z) + o Zlﬁ(cj,wj x —bj), (80)
J:

where w; is the j-th column of W, ¢(a,b) := max(0, 1 — ab) is the Hinge loss functionand g : R” — R, isa

regularization function. We follow [87] to generate the problem data and consider

* Binary linear SVM : g = p ||-||; with p = 0.2,
* Elastic net regularized SVM : g = p1 /2 ||-|* + pa2 ||-||,, with p; = 0.05 and py = 0.5.

Numerical outputs of two SVM problems are plotted in Figs. 3 and 4. For both two cases, our Semi-APD
outperforms others on the objective residual | F'(x, yi ) — F*| and the composite objective residual | P(zy)— P*|.
In Fig. 3, it provides the smallest violation of feasibility which is comparable with that of ALADMM. While
in Fig. 4, ALADMM is superior than our Semi-APD for the violation of feasibility. In addition, except the
objective residual in Fig. 3, the ergodic sequences of CP and ALADMM provide slow convergence.
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Figure 4: Numerical results of the elastic net regularized SVM with (m,n) = (100, 500).
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6 Conclusions and Discussions

In this work, we present a self-contained differential equation solver approach for separable convex optimization
problems. A novel dynamical system is introduced, and proper time discretizations lead to two families of
primal-dual methods with acceleration, linearization and splitting. Besides, nonergodic optimal mixed-type
convergence rates are established by a unified Lyapunov function.

We also conduct some numerical experiments to validate the practical performances of the proposed method,
regrading the objective residual, the feasibility violation and the capability for sparsity recovering. Although it
does not always outperform existing algorithms on the convergence behavior, it maintains desired sparsity and
does never work significantly worse.

Below, we summarize some discussions and perspectives.

6.1 Well-posedness of the nonsmooth case

To study the differential inclusion (15), the Moreau—Yosida approximation is an effective tool for solution exis-
tence (cf.[55]). In [1], Attouch et al. established the existence of a global C'" solution to a temporally rescaled
inertial augmented Lagrangian system, which is a second order inclusion system for the convex separable prob-
lem (1). However, as mentioned in [1, Section 4], well-posedness under general nonsmooth setting deserves
further study.

6.2 The implicit discretization of \

Among the proposed algorithms in this work, we excluded the implicit choice A\r;1 = Apy1, which makes
Tr+1 and yi41 coupled with each other. Let us take the scheme (25) as an example, which can be formulated
by that

Th+1 = prox;if (fk - SkAT)\k+1) y Sk = O‘i/nf,kv
Yr1 = Proxy , (e — B Aeg1) Tk = 03 /Ng.ks
A+l = A\ + 9,;:1 (Azjy1 + Byk41 —b), A=A — 6‘;1(141';9 + By — b).

Eliminating x4+ and yx41 gives a nonlinear equation in terms of Ag1:
9k+1)\k+1 - ApI'OXSA;f(gk - SkAT)\kJrl) — BpI'OX?.}kg (gk — TkBT)\k+1) = 9k+1xk —b. (81)

In addition, applying A\py1 = Agy1 to (61), we obtain the corresponding nonlinear equation that enjoys a
similar structure with (81). Following the spirit of [51, 56, 57, 64], one can call the semi-smooth Newton
iteration [25] to solve (81) efficiently, provided that the problem itself has nice properties such as sparsity and
semismoothness.

6.3 Successive choice of )\

As announced in Section 3, we restricted ourselves to the same choice A = /_\k+1 for both 9,.L(x,y, \) and
O0yL(x,y, A). Thus, unlike the original ADMM (8) and existing accelerated ADMM [65, 77, 87], our methods
do not involve simultaneously the augmented terms of z and y. This can be recovered if we adopt different
choices for . For example, one can apply (39) and A1 = A\py1 to (25b) and (25d), respectively. However,
this successive way brings more cross terms, and the one-iteration analysis (cf. Lemmas 3.1 and 4.1) deserves
further study.
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6.4 The multi-block case

Consider the multi-block case:
M M
F(z) =) filzi), > Aiwi=b, x= (1,29, 20), M >3. (82)
i=1 i=1

It has been showed in [11] that the direct extension of ADMM is not necessarily convergent unless each f; is
strongly convex (cf. [32]). For general convex case, some variants have been proposed with provable conver-
gence [19, 33, 40] and the sublinear rate O(1/k) [4, 41, 34].

We claim that the continuous model (15) and Theorem 2.1 can be extended to the multi-block case (82). As
for the discrete level, parallel type methods (cf.(55) and (76)) are more likely to be generalized to this case but
more efforts are needed to study the rest Gauss-Seidel type algorithms.
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A Proof of the Estimate (64)
Recall the identity (34):

g (pf = Ye+1)

Is = 5

lvesr —2*|* - % [vrsr = vkll* + e (er1 — vk, vkg1 — 27 (83)
By (61b), we have pg+1 € Ofa(vg+1) + Na(vg+1) where

Vkt1 — Uk <
Prt1 = frp(uk — Vg1) — %# — Vfi(ur) — A" Xs1.

Rewrite the last term in (83) by that
Vi (Vk+1 — Vs Vg1 — ) = ppog (Ug — Vg1, Vkp1 — T°) — Qk Dkt 1, Vi1 — T°)
— Qg <Vf1 (uk) + AT/_\kJrl, Vi4+1 — :ZT*> .
Invoking (22), the first cross term is estimate as follows

a
ppa (Uk — Vg1, Vg1 — o) < uf2 (Huk —2*|* — [Jops1 — iv*||2) :

For the second term, we have

— o (Prt1, V1 — ) < —ag(fa(visr) — fa(z™))

= — ar(fe(rr41) — fo(z™)) — ar(fe(vit1) — fa(@r41)),

and summarizing the above results gives

* a *
Iy < — ai(fol@rrr) = fa(a®) = FLEE o —
= ak(favr41) = Folwi)) = 5 onen = v (84)
N )
+ ,LLj2 b ||uk - I*HQ - Ozk<Vf1(Uk) + AT/\kJrl,’UkJrl - x*>
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Let us focus on the last term in (84). By (61a), it follows that

— a (Vi (ug) + AT Xey1, v — %)
= — Ok <Vf1 (uk) + AT;\;H_l,U/H_l — Uk> — O <Vf1(uk) + AT;\k+1,uk — $*>
- <Vf1(uk) + ATE\IH_l,uk — $k> .

Using (11), the fact (zy, ux) € X x X and Assumption 2, we obtain
— ap (Vfi(up) + AT N1, ue — %) — (Vfr(ug) + AT Negr, wge — 1)
<ag (fi(@*) = frlur) + Meg1, A™ —ur))) — Hf;k [k
+ filz) — frlug) + N1, Alze — wi)) -

—CC*||2

We then shift uy to x4 to get

« % — «
BIE = & = (9 fauwn) + AT A, v — o)

< ag (fi(@*) = frlzrsr) + Mg, A(@™ — 2541)))
+ fi(zr) = fr(@esn) + Mkpns A(zr — 241))
+ (L + ar) (fi(zrsr) — frlur)) — ar (Vfi(ug), vie1 — vk)
+ (1 + ar) Mgt Al@rrr — ue)) — ar (AT Megr, V1 — o) -

Thanks to the relation (67), the last term vanishes. After switching A 41 to \*, we plug the above estimates into
(84) to obtain

Iy < o (f(a%) = o) + (A% A" = e0))) = =5

+ fi(zr) — fi(zesr) — ax(fo(vitr) — fo(zrs1)) — % lvks1 — vkl

+ (1 + ag) (fi(zr+1) = fi(uk)) — o (V fi(ug), ves1 — vi)
+ o <5\1€+1 — /\*, A(I* — .’L‘]g+1)> + <;\k+1,A(Ik — $k+l)> .

[k

This establishes (64).

B An Auxiliary Differential Inequality

Denote by W1°°(0, 00) the usual Sobolev space [8] consisting of all real-valued functions, which, together
with their generalized derivatives, belong to L>°(0, 00). Assume y € W1°°(0, o0) is positive and satisfies the
differential inequality
o(t)y”(t
i 1 R——) S (#5)
VPyA(t) + Qy(t) + R

where v, P, Q, R > 0 are constants and o € L*(0, 0o) is nonnegative. We shall establish sharp decay estimates
of y(t) under two cases that are particularly interested in this paper, and the corresponding discrete versions will
be presented later in Appendix C.

B.1 Casel

Let us first consider: v > 3/2, P = 0 and @) > 0. For this case, we cite the result from [58, Lemma 5.1].

26



Lemma B.1 ([58]). Lety € W1°°(0, 00) be positive and satisfy (85) withv > 3/2, P = 0 and Q > 0. Then
forallt > 0, we have

y(t) <O, <%>“+<%>_1 ifv>3/2,

where 3(t) := fg o(s)ds and C, > 0 depends only on v.

B.2 Casell

We then move to another case: ¥ = 2 and P > 0.

Lemma B.2. Let y € W1°°(0, 00) be positive and satisfy (85) with v = 2 and P > 0. Then for all t > 0, we

have S\ 36Q  6R
y(t) < exp (—2\/]_3)+22(t)+2(t), (86)
where ¥(t fo
Proof. From (85) we obtain
/ o(t)y*(t)
t) < — :
v =5, t)+/Qut) + R
which implies
[VPy 1) + Ry + Ry ()] v (1) < —o(0).
Since y(0) = 1, integrating over (0, t) gives
¢
\/—ln +2\/_( 2 1)+ Ry~ 1) 2/ o(s)ds = B(t). (87)
0

Define G : (0,00) — [0, o0) as follows

G(w) = \/Flné +2y/Qw ™ ~1)+R(w™ ' -1) Yw>0.
Besides, let

) SR EE 0 e
n) = p( 2\/1_3)’ YQ(t)_(\/@Jr%E(t))z’ L 0]

One observes

VPIn g =8V A0 - 1) =3R (%70 - 1) = 530

and it follows that

G(Y ())<\/_ln +2/Q(Y, P (t) = 1) + R(Yy L) — 1) = B(1),

where Y'(t) = Y1(t) + Ya(t) + Y3(t). As (87) implies G(y(t)) > X(¢) and G(-) is monotone decreasing, we

conclude that »(t) 36Q
y(t) <Y (1) < exp (‘ 2\/1—3) MSEORESO

which leads to (86) and completes the proof. |

1(t)
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C Decay Estimates of Some Difference Equations

Lemma C.1. Let {0.}7° , be a positive real sequence such that
Op+1 — 0 < —0070k41, 0o =1,
where o, v > 0. If O41/0x > 7 > 0 forall k € N, then
O < (1+orvk) " VkeN
Proof. Define a piece-wise continuous linear function y : [0, c0) — (0, c0) by that
y(t) =0k +1—t)+ 01 (t — k), telkk+1) VkeN
Clearly, y € W1°(0, 00) is decreasing and y(0) = 1. In addition, we have

Or+1 _ Okt

0 <qgyt) <8 d
kJrl_y()— ko an y(t) fel ek

>7 Vte[kk+1].

According to (88), we obtain
Yy (t) < —ory!t(t) = yt)<(1+ aTut)_l/U.

Hence, (89) follows immediately from this estimate and the fact 05, = y(k).

(88)

(89)

(90)

oD

We then apply Lemmas B.1 and B.2 to obtain the optimal decay rates of two difference equations.

Lemma C.2. Let {0.}7° , be a positive real sequence such that

09Z9k+1

QO + R?’

where 0,QQ >0, R>0andv > 1/2. If Ox11/0r > 7 > 0 for k € N, then we have

(L) (£ o
ek < CV

k R\?
o (5)* () - v

for k > 1, where C,, > 0 depends only on v.

Okt1— 0 < — o=1,

Proof. Again, we use the piece-wise continuous linear interpolation y(t) defined by (90).

and (92), we find
oryttr(t)

TR

and invoking Lemma B.1 proves (93).

Lemma C.3. Ler {0,.}72, be a positive real sequence such that

Orsr — Op < ——— 060kt b0 = 1,

VPO? + QO + R?’

where 0, P > 0and Q,R > 0. If 0;11/0;, > 7 > 0 for all k € N, then we have

otk 36Q 6R
0, <exp|— + — VE>1.
= p< wﬁ) -

o?r2k? otk
Proof. Similarly with (94), it is not hard to get

y'(t) <

B aTy?(t)
VPYA(t) + Qu(t) + R?
Applying Lemma B.2 gives (95) and completes the proof.
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