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Abstract

In this paper we develop accelerated first-order methods for convex optimization with
locally Lipschitz continuous gradient (LLCG), which is beyond the well-studied class of con-
vex optimization with Lipschitz continuous gradient. In particular, we first consider uncon-
strained convex optimization with LLCG and propose accelerated proximal gradient (APG)
methods for solving it. The proposed APG methods are equipped with a verifiable termi-
nation criterion and enjoy an operation complexity of O(¢~/?loge~!) and O(loge™?!) for
finding an e-residual solution of an unconstrained convex and strongly convex optimization
problem, respectively. We then consider constrained convex optimization with LLCG and
propose an first-order proximal augmented Lagrangian method for solving it by applying one
of our proposed APG methods to approximately solve a sequence of proximal augmented
Lagrangian subproblems. The resulting method is equipped with a verifiable termination
criterion and enjoys an operation complexity of O(s~!loge~!) and O(¢~'/?loge~!) for find-
ing an e-KKT solution of a constrained convex and strongly convex optimization problem,
respectively. All the proposed methods in this paper are parameter-free or almost parameter-
free except that the knowledge on convexity parameter is required. In addition, preliminary
numerical results are presented to demonstrate the performance of our proposed methods.
To the best of our knowledge, no prior studies were conducted to investigate accelerated
first-order methods with complexity guarantees for convex optimization with LLCG. All the
complexity results obtained in this paper are new.
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1 Introduction
In this paper we first consider unconstrained convex optimizatio
F* = min {F(2) = [(x) + P(x)}, 1)

where F* € R, f, P : R" — (—o0, 00| are proper closed convex functions, f is differentiable on
cl(dom(P)), and Vf is locally Lipschitz continuoudd on cl(dom(P)), where dom(P) denotes the
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We refer to problem (@) as an unconstrained optimization problem just for convenience. Strictly speaking,
it can be a constrained optimization problem. For example, when P is the indicator function of a closed convex
set, it reduces to the problem of minimizing f over this set.

2See Subsection [l for the definition of locally Lipschitz continuity.
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domain of P and cl(dom(P)) denotes its closure. It shall be mentioned that dom(P) is possibly
unbounded. Problem () is beyond the well-studied class of problems in the form of () yet
with V f being (globally) Lipschitz continuous on cl(dom(P)) or R™. For example, the problem
of minimizing a convex high-degree polynomial function over a closed unbounded convex set
is a special case of (Il), but it does not belong to the latter class in general. In addition,
it is sometimes easier to verify local Lipschitz continuity than Lipschitz continuity of V f on
cl(dom(P)). For example, when f is twice differentiable in an open set containing cl(dom(P)),
it is straightforward to see that Vf is locally Lipschitz continuous on cl(dom(P)); however,
verifying Lipschitz continuity of V f may require exploring the expression of V f and can be a
nontrivial task.

The well-known special case of problem (II) with V f being Lipschitz continuous on cl(dom(P))
or R™ has been extensively studied in the literature. In particular, accelerated proximal gra-
dient (APG) methods [3] [16] and their variants [4, O, 20] were proposed for solving it. From
theoretical perspective, these methods enjoy an optimal iteration complexity of (’)(8*1/ 2) for
finding an e-gap solution of (Il), namely, a point z satisfying F'(x) — F* < e. However, since
F* is typically unknown, there is a lack of a verifiable termination criterion for them to find
an e-gap solution of (Il) in general. To overcome this issue, a nearly optimal proximal gradient
method was recently proposed in [6] for solving such a special case of (). This method is
equipped with a verifiable termination criterion based on the norm of a gradient mapping of
(@ and enjoys an iteration complexity of @(e~/?loge~!) for finding an e-norm solution of (),
namely, a point at which the norm of a gradient mapping of () is no more than e. It shall
be mentioned that these methods [3| [4, [6, [0 16, 20] and their analysis rely on the Lipschitz
continuity of Vf on cl(dom(P)) or R™. Indeed, they require either an explicitly known global
Lipschitz constant of V f [4], @, 20] or an estimated one obtained by a backtracking line search
scheme [3] [6] 16]. When V f is merely locally Lipschitz continuous, a global Lipschitz constant
of Vf clearly does not exist and also the sequence of estimated Lipschitz constants in [3] [6, [16]
can blow up because the solution sequence is possibly unbounded. If the latter case occurs,
the methods may not converge and the complexity analysis of the methods in [3| [6] [16] will no
longer hold. As a result, these methods are not applicable to () or lack complexity guarantees
in general when V f is merely locally Lipschitz continuous on cl(dom(P)).

To handle the challenge of the local Lipschitz continuity of V f, we modify [9, Algorithm
1 with a single block] by incorporating a backtracking line search scheme and an adaptive
update strategy on the algorithm parameters to propose an APG method (see Algorithm [J) for
solving problem (l). Interestingly, the solution sequence and the sequence of estimated (local)
Lipschitz constants obtained by the proposed APG method can be proved to be bounded, which
overcome the aforementioned issues of the methods in [3] [6, 16]. Moreover, this method is shown
to enjoy a nice iteration complexity of O(e~1/2?) and O(loge~!) for finding an e-gap solution of
(@) when f is convex and strongly convex, respectively. Yet, since F™* is typically unknown, it
is difficult to come up with a verifiable termination criterion for this method to find an e-gap
solution of (). To circumvent this issue, we further propose an APG method with a verifiable
termination criterion (see Algorithm [2) for ({l) with a strongly convex f, and show that it enjoys
an iteration and operation complexityt} of O(loge™!) for finding an e-residual solution of (),
namely, a point z satisfying dist(0,0F(x)) < el We also propose an APG method with a
verifiable termination criterion (see Algorithm M) for (Il) with a convex but non-strongly convex
f by applying Algorithm 2l to a sequence of strongly convex optimization problems arising from

3The operation complexity of a proximal gradient method for problem () is measured by the amount of its
fundamental operations consisting of evaluations of V f and proximal operator of P.

4dist(z, Q) = ming{||z —y| : y € Q} for any z € R™ and closed set Q C R™. In addition, an e-residual solution
z of () satisfying ||z|] < A for some A > 0 independent on ¢ is an O(e)-gap solution, because F'(z) — F* <
|z — z*||dist(0, 0F (z)) < (A + ||z*||)e for any optimal solution z* of ({l). However, the converse may not be true.



a perturbation of (), and show that it enjoys an operation complexity of 0(6_1/ 2loge™!) for

finding an e-residual solution of (). All the proposed APG methods are parameter-free or

almost parameter-free except that the knowledge on convexity parameter of f is required.
Secondly, we consider constrained convex optimization in the form of

F*=min {F(x):= f(z)+ P(z)}

st. —g(z) € K, @)

where L C R™ is a closed convex cone, f, P : R"™ — (—o0,0o0] are proper closed convex func-
tions, f and g are differentiable on cl(dom(P)), V f and Vg are locally Lipschitz continuous on
cl(dom(P)), and g is K-convex, that is,

ag(z) + (1 —a)gly) —glaz+ (1 —a)y) € K, Va,y e R", a €]0,1].

It shall be mentioned that dom(P) is possibly unbounded.

Problem (2)) includes a rich class of problems as a special case. For example, when K =
R x {0}™2 for some my and ma, g(z) = (g1(2),- .., Gmy (2), h1(2), . . ., Ay ()T with convex
gi’s and affine h;’s, and P(x) is the indicator function of a simple convex set X C R", problem
() reduces to an ordinary convex optimization problem

;rél)r(l{f(x) cgi(x) <0, i=1,...,my;hj(x) =0, j=1,...,ma}.

Numerous first-order methods were developed for solving some special cases of ([2]) in the
literature. For example, a variant of Tseng’s modified forward-backward splitting method was
proposed in [14] for () with g being an affine map, K = {0}, and V f being Lipschitz continu-
ous on cl(dom(P)). Also, first-order penalty methods were proposed in [7] for (@) with g being
an affine map, P being the indicator function of a simple compact convex set, and V f being
Lipschitz continuous on this set. In addition, first-order augmented Lagrangian (AL) methods
were developed in [I} [15] for (2] with g being an affine map, P having a bounded domain or being
the indicator function of a simple compact convex set, and V f being Lipschitz continuous on
R™. Also, first-order AL methods were proposed in [8] [I0, 17] with = {0}"", g being an affine
map, P having bounded domain or being the indicator function of a simple compact convex
set, and V f being Lipschitz continuous on this set or R™. For these special cases, first-order
iteration complexity was established for the methods [Il 15, I7] for finding an e-gap Solutionﬁ
of @) and for the methods [7), [8 [14] for finding an e-KKT type solution, which is similar to
the one introduced in Definition 2] in Section Bl Since F™* is typically unknown, there is a lack
of a verifiable termination criterion for the methods [I], 15l [I7] to find an e-gap solution of (2))
in general. In contrast, e-KKT type of solutions can generally be verified and the methods
[7, 8 [14] are equipped with a usually verifiable termination criterion for finding an e-KKT type
solution of the aforementioned special cases of (2)).

In addition to the above methods, a first-order proximal AL method was recently proposed
in [12] Algorithm 2] for solving a special case of problem (2] with P having a compact domain
and V f and Vg being Lipschitz continuous on dom(P). At each iteration, this method applies
a variant of Nesterov’s optimal first-order method [12 Algorithm 3] to approximately solve a
proximal AL subproblem and then updates the Lagrangian multiplier by a classical scheme. This
method enjoys two nice features: (i) it is equipped with a verifiable termination criterion; (rl‘llé
it achieves a best-known operation complexity of O(¢~1loge™!) for finding an e-KKT solutio
of such a special case of (2I).

®An e-gap solution of problem (@) is a point x satisfying |F(z) — F*| < ¢ and dist(g(x), —K) < e.
6An e-KKT solution of (@) is generally an O(e)-gap solution of (@) (see Theorems 3 and 6 of [12]). However,
the converse may not be true.



It shall be mentioned that the aforementioned methods in [I1 [7}, 8, 10}, 12, 141 [15] 17] and their
analysis rely on boundedness of dom(P) and/or Lipschitz continuity of V f and Vg on cl(dom(P))
or R™. Indeed, these methods use the APG method [16] or its variant as a subproblem solver.
Based on the above discussion, such a subproblem solver is not applicable or lacks complexity
guarantees in general when dom(P) is unbounded or Vf and Vg are merely locally Lipschitz
continuous on cl(dom(P)), because the gradient of the smooth component in the objective
function of the subproblems is merely locally Lipschitz continuous. As a result, these methods
are not applicable or lack complexity guarantees in general when dom(P) is unbounded or V f
and Vg are merely locally Lipschitz continuous on cl(dom(P)).

In this paper we propose a first-order proximal AL method for solving problem (2) by
following the same framework as [12 Algorithm 2] except that the proximal AL subproblems
are approximately solved by our APG method, namely, Algorithm [Pl Though the gradient of the
smooth component in the objective function of these subproblems is merely locally Lipschitz
continuous, their approximate solutions can be found by our APG method with complexity
guarantees. As a result, our first-order proximal AL method overcomes the aforementioned
issue faced by the methods in [II, [7, 8, 10, 12| [14] 15 17]. Besides, our method is equipped
with a werifiable termination criterion and almost parameter-free except that the knowledge
on convexity parameter of f is required. Moreover, we show that it achieves an operation
complexity of O(s~'loge~!) and O(s~1/?loge =) for finding an e-KKT solution of (@) when f
is convex and strongly convex, respectively.

The main contributions of our paper are summarized as follows.

e We propose and analyze APG methods for solving problem (Il) under local Lipschitz
continuity of Vf on cl(dom(P)) for the first time. Our proposed methods are almost
parameter-free, equipped with a verifiable termination criterion, and enjoy an operation
complexity of O(s=/2loge™!) and O(loge™!) for finding an e-residual solution of ()
when f is convex and strongly convex, respectively.

e We propose and analyze a first-order proximal AL method for solving problem () under
local Lipschitz continuity of Vf and Vg on cl(dom(P)) and possible unboundedness of
dom(P) for the first time. Our proposed method is almost parameter-free, equipped with
a verifiable termination criterion, and enjoys an operation complexity of O(c~!loge™!)
and O(e=1/21loge~!) for finding an e-KKT solution of (@) when f is convex and strongly
convex, respectively.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Subsection [[LT] we introduce some notation
and terminology. In Section[2we propose accelerated proximal gradient methods for problem ()
and study their worst-case complexity. In Section[3we propose a first-order proximal augmented
Lagrangian method for problem (2)) and study its worst-case complexity. In addition, we present
some preliminary numerical results and the proofs of the main results in Sections@andBl Finally,
we make some concluding remarks in Section [6

1.1 Notation and terminology

The following notation will be used throughout this paper. Let R™ denote the Euclidean space
of dimension n, (-,-) denote the standard inner product, and || - || stand for the Euclidean norm
or its induced matrix norm. For any w € R, let w; = max{w,0} and [w| denote the least
integer number greater than or equal to w. Let Z,; denote the set of positive integers. For any
t,M € Z, mod(t, M) denotes the remainder of ¢ when divided by M.

For a closed convex function P : R" — (—o00, 00|, let 0P and dom(P) denote the subdiffer-
ential and domain of P, respectively. The proximal operator associated with P is denoted by



proxp, that is,

1
proxp(z) = arg min {—Hx — 2|+ P(:c)} Vz e R™.
zeRn | 2

Since evaluation of prox,p(z) is often as cheap as that of proxp(z), we count evaluation of
prox,yp(z) as one evaluation of proximal operator of P for any v > 0 and z € R™. For a
mapping h : R® — R!, VA denotes the transpose of the Jacobian of h. Vh is called L-Lipschitz
continuous on a set € for some constant L > 0 if ||Vh(z) — Vh(y)|| < L||z — y|| for all z,y € Q.
In addition, Vh is called locally Lipschitz continuous on € if for any = € 2, there exist L, > 0
and an open set U/, containing x such that Vh is L,-Lipschitz continuous on U,.

Given a nonempty closed convex set Q C R™, dist(x,2) stands for the Euclidean distance
from z to Q, and Ilg(x) denotes the Euclidean projection of x onto C. The normal cone of €2
at any = € Q is denoted by Nq(z). For a closed convex cone K C R™, we use £* to denote the
dual cone of K, that is, L* = {y € R™ : (y,z) > 0, Vz € K}.

2 Accelerated proximal gradient methods for unconstrained con-
vex optimization
In this section we consider problem ([I]) and propose accelerated proximal gradient (APG) meth-

ods for solving it. In particular, we aim to find an e-residual solution of (), which is defined
below.

Definition 1. Given any ¢ > 0, we say x € R" is an e-residual solution of problem () if it
satisfies dist(0,0F (z)) < e.

To proceed, let u > 0 denote the convexity parameter of f on dom(P), that is,
H n
f(y) 2f(.%')+<Vf(1’),y—1’>—|—§H$—yH2, VZ’EdOm(P),yER : (3)

Clearly, f is strongly convex on dom(P) when p > 0. In addition, we assume that the proximal
operator associated with P can be exactly evaluated and problem () has at least one optimal
solution. Let z* be an arbitrary optimal solution of (1) and fixed throughout this section.

2.1 An APG method without a termination criterion for problem ()

We propose an APG method for () as follows, which is a modification of [9, Algorithm 1 with
a single block] by incorporating a backtracking line search scheme and an adaptive update
strategy on the algorithm parameters.



Algorithm 1 An APG method without a termination criterion for problem ()
Input: v € (0,1/u]JZ| 0 < oo € [0, 1], 6 € (0,1), and 2! = 2! € dom(P).

1: fort=1,2,... do

2:  Compute

yt = (1- o)t 4+ o (1 — ﬁt)zt) /(1 —aufy), (4)
4 = argmin {3 [(VF),2) + P@)]+ e = Bl == B0}, (9)
2= (1 — o)t + oyt (6)

where 7; = 706™ and f; = pyray ! with a; € (0,1] being the solution of
yi-10f = (1= ap)ai_1 v + pa i1, (7)
and n; being the smallest non-negative integer such that
29 (f(2) = f(y") = (VF(y"), et =) < a1 = ') ®)

3. end for

Remark 1. (i) Algorithm 1 is almost parameter-free except that the convexity parameter p of
f s required.

(ii) One can observe that the fundamental operations of Algorithm [l consist of evaluations
of Vf and proximal operator of P. Specifically, at iteration t, Algorithm [ requires ny + 1
evaluations of V f and prozimal operator of P for finding x'T! satisfying ().

(iii) Notice from Algorithm [l that 0 < ag € [\/l0, 1], which implies ag € (0, 1] regardless
of w =20 or p> 0. Suppose that a;—1 € (0,1] and v—1,v € (0,7%] are given for some t > 1.
Then oy € (0,1] is well defined by the equation (). Indeed, let ¢(a) = y—102 — (1 —a)a? v —
payye—1. Observe that ¢(0) = —ai_ 1y < 0 and ¢(1) = 1 (1 — py) > ve—1(1 — pyo) > 0 due
tovo € (0,1/p]. Hence, @) has a solution in (0,1] and oy is well-defined.

We next study well-definedness of Algorithm [ and also its convergence rate in terms of
F(xt) — F(x*). To proceed, we define

o
270

ro = \/F(xl)—F(x*)—i— |zt —2z*|]?, S= {medom(P) e =2t < @}. (9)

The following lemma establishes that V f is Lipschitz continuous on § and also on an
enlarged set induced by ag, Y0, 70, *, f and S, albeit V f is locally Lipschitz continuous on
cl(dom(P)). This result will play an important role in this section.

Lemma 1. Let 1o and S be defined in (), and let vy and ag be the input parameters of
Algorithm . Then the following statements hold.

(i) Vf is Ls-Lipschitz continuous on S for some constant Ls > 0.

(ii) Vf is Lg-Lipschitz continuous on S for some constant Lg > 0, where

~ \/2
S= {x € dom(P) : ||z — 2*|| < (1 +~oLs) %} . (10)
0

"By convention, we define 1/0 = co. Consequently, when u = 0, 0 can be any positive number.



Proof. Notice that S is a convex and bounded subset in dom(P). By this and the local Lipschitz
continuity of V f on cl(dom(P)), it is not hard to observe that there exists some constant Lg > 0
such that V f is Ls-Lipschitz continuous on S. Hence, statement (i) holds and moreover the set
S is well-defined. By a similar argument, one can sce that statement (ii) also holds. 0

The following theorem shows that Algorithm [Iis well-defined at each iteration. Its proof is
deferred to Subsection [B.1]

Theorem 1. Algorithm [ is well-defined at each iteration. Moreover, z',yt, 2t € S and ny < N
for allt > 1, where S is defined in (@) and

~ [log(voLg)
V= [ los(1/0) L' (D)

The next theorem presents a result regarding convergence rate of Algorithm [II whose proof
is deferred to Section

Theorem 2. Let {z'} be generated by Algorithm . Then for all t > 1, it holds that

—2

t—1
F(z')~F(z*) < min (1—\/,umin{’yo,6L§1} ) , 4<2+(t—1)(10\/min{1,5701[/§1} ) 7“8.

(12)

Remark 2. (i) Despite only assuming local Lipschitz continuity of V f on cl(dom(P)), Algo-
rithm [l enjoys a similar convergence rate as the optimal APG method [9, Algorithm 1 with a
single block] which was proposed and analyzed for solving a special case of problem () with V f
being Lipschitz continuous on R™.

(ii) An adaptive gradient method was recently proposed in [13, Algorithm 1] for solving a
special case of problem (@) with P = 0. It is a variant of classical gradient methods without
acceleration and enjoys a much worse convergence rate than the one given in (I2). In particular,
when f is convex, it has a convergence rate of O(1/t) (see [13, Theorem 1]).

From theoretical perspective, it follows from Theorem [2that Algorithm [Ilenjoys an iteration
complexity of O(¢~/2) and O(log ') for finding an e-gap solution z* of (I) satisfying F'(z*) —
F* < ¢ when f is convex and strongly convex, respectively. However, since F™*, L§1 and
ro are typically unknown, it is difficult to come up with a verifiable termination criterion for
Algorithm [ to find an e-gap solution of (). To circumvent this issue, we propose some variants
of Algorithm [I] with a verifiable termination criterion in the next two subsections.

2.2 An APG method with a termination criterion for problem (1) with ¢ > 0

In this subsection we propose an APG method with a verifiable termination criterion for finding
an e-residual solution of problem ([II) with p > 0, namely, f being strongly convex on dom(P).
It is a slight variant of Algorithm [0 by incorporating a termination criterion that is checked
only periodically.



Algorithm 2 An APG method with a termination criterion for problem (Il) with x> 0
Input: € >0, v € (0,1/4], 0 < oo € [\/i70,1], 6 € (0,1), M € Z, and 2" = 2! € dom(P).
1: fort=1,2,... do
2:  Compute

Y= ((1—ap)a’ + (1 = B)2") /(1 — aufr),
1 = argmin {[(VF ('), ) + P@)] + Sl = By’ = (1= B!}

2= (1 — o)t + oyt
where 4 = v0™ and B¢ = pyay U with oy € (0,1] being the solution of

'Yt—lOé% =(1- at)ag—l% + poyeve—1,

and n; being the smallest non-negative integer such that

29 (f (@) = f(") — (Vf(), 2 — o) < 2" = o>

3:  if mod(¢, M) =0 then
4: Call Algorithm B with (z'*1,~9,68) as the input and output (Z+1, 3,11).
5: Terminate the algorithm and output #/*1 if
155 (2 =) + V(@) = V] <e (13)
6: end if
7: end for

Algorithm 3 Adaptive proximal gradient iteration
Input: v € § and Ay,6 > 0.
1: Compute

- - - 1
5 = angimin {391 (0),2) + 3P(a) + gl — ol }. (14)
where 7 = 590" with 7 being the smallest non-negative integer such that

27(f(0) = f(v) = (Vf(v),0 = v)) < [[o = v]*. (15)

2: Terminate the algorithm and output (v,7).

Remark 3. It is clear to see that Algorithm [2 is well-defined at each iteration and equipped
with a verifiable termination criterion. In addition, it is almost parameter-free except that the
convexity parameter i of f is required.

The following theorem presents an iteration and operation complexity of Algorithm [2 for
finding an e-residual solution of problem (Il) with a strongly convex f on dom(P), whose proof
is deferred to Subsection

Theorem 3. Suppose that p > 0, i.e., f is strongly convex on dom(P). Let e, M, 0, cg and
Yo be the input parameters of Algorithm[2, ro and Lg be given in @) and Lemma [ respectively,



and let

\/2 max{'ygl,Lg.(g_l }+\/2'\/0L§)

log (1 — \/,umin {70, 5L§1} >

2log
o (

2log
o (

T=M+

+

€

\/ mexlnbst s o} -
log (1 2\/:;1:{;’;:?;) ( {%L) (17)

Then Algorithm [A terminates and outputs an e-residual solution of problem () in at most
T iterations. Moreover, the total number of evaluations of V f and proximal operator of P

N=0Q+M"Y| M+

+

performed in Algorithm[@ is no more than N, respectively.

Remark 4. It can be seen from Theorem [3 that Algorithm[d enjoys an operation complexity of
O(loge™Y) for finding an e-residual solution of problem () with a strongly convex f on dom(P).

2.3 An APG method with a termination criterion for problem (1) with x =0

In this subsection we propose an APG method with a verifiable termination criterion for finding
an e-residual solution of problem () with p = 0, namely, f being convex but not strongly
convex on dom(P). In particular, the proposed APG method applies Algorithm [2]to a sequence
of strongly convex optimization problems arising from a perturbation of problem ().

Algorithm 4 An APG method with a termination criterion for problem ([Il) with =0
Input: ¢ > 0, g € dom(P), M € Z4, 0 < d <1, po > 1,0 < v < po, @y € [\/70/po, 1],
0<n0<1,¢>1,0<0<1/¢, pr = poCF, m = noo® for all k > 0.
1: for k=0,1,... do

2:  Call Algorithm Rl with F' <+ Fy, f < fi, € < Mg, |t ,0,;1 , xt = 2! « 2F and the
parameters o, Yo, 0 and M, and denote its output by z¥*1, where
1
fr(@) = f(z) + Q—MHOC — 2P, Fi(2) = fu(e) + P(x). (18)
3. Terminate the algorithm and output zF*1 if
k- ab < < S (19)
P 2 ey

4: end for

Remark 5. Algorithm[{] is parameter-free and equipped with a verifiable termination criterion.
In addition, by the monotonicity of {px}, one has

0<w<p<pn o<y <an<t.

Consequently, the choice of ag and o in Algorithm [] satisfies the requirements specified in
Algorithm [ It then follows from Theorem [3 that at the kth outer iteration of Algorithm [,
zF 1 must be successfully generated by Algorithm [3, which is an ny-residual solution of the
problem ming{Fy(x) = fr(z) + P(x)}. Thus, it holds that

dist (0, dF, (F+1)) < . (20)



We next study iteration and operation complexity of Algorithm Ml for finding an e-residual
solution of problem () with f being convex but not strongly convex on dom(P). Before
proceeding, we introduce some notation that will be used subsequently. We define

[o.¢]

* o070

ro = [|2° — "], HZZPz‘nizl_U<7 (21)
i=0

To = max {\/2’)/00[02(F($0) — F(a*)) + g, \/270062(7“0 +0) (1m0 + py (1o + 0)) + (ro + 9)2} .
(22)

Also, we define
Q={zedom(P): ||z —a"|| <rog+ro+0}. (23)

Let Ly be the Lipschitz constant of Vf on Q and

L=Lys+p', Q@={zedom(P):|z—a"|| < (1+L)fo+ro+0}, L=Lys+p",

(24)

where Ev ¢ is the Lipschitz constant of Vf on Q. By the local Lipschitz continuity of Vf on

cl(dom(P)) and a similar argument as in the proof of Lemma [I], one can easily observe that L,
E, Lyy, va, Q, and Q are well-defined.

The following theorem presents an iteration and operation complexity of Algorithm [ for

finding an e-residual solution of problem ([Il) with f being convex but not strongly convex on

dom(P), namely, a point = satisfying dist(0,0F(z)) < e, whose proof is deferred to Subsection

Theorem 4. Suppose that i = 0, i.e., f is convex but not strongly convexr on dom(P). Let e,
M, 0, po, @, Yo, Mo, ¢ and o be the input parameters of Algorithm 3, and let rq, 8, 7o and L

be given in [ZI), @2)) and [24), respectively. Define

~ -1 10g(’Y0E
Ci=01+M )<1+[710g(1/5)—‘+>7 (25)
. agfg max{'\/O_Q,'yO_IA -1} )’
p— (V : Lo 141) ~
62 _ + 63 _ 2\//?(01 log(l/a) .
(\/Z—l)min{\/y_o, \/5E*1} (\/Z—l)min{\/w—,véifl}
(26)

~—

Then the following statements hold.

(i) Algorithm [J] outputs an e-residual solution of problem () after at most K + 1 outer

iterations, where
2rg + 20> log(2n0/¢) }-‘
K = |max<log (| —— | /log(, ———= . 27
ma 1o (2252 oac, R | 0

(ii) The total number of evaluations of Vf and prozimal operator of P performed in Algo-
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rithm [{] is no more than N , respectively, where

_ ~ . o + 2
N=M+1)Ci+(M+1)C4 {max {log <TO€7+0>

log ¢
~ og(1/0)
+Cgmax{ 72<(T0+6),\/E (—QZ())QI = ,1}

/log ¢,

€p0

et
L G {max{log (27"0”0) /logg,wH m{ 2(ro+0) ﬁ@) ) ,1},
+

€p0 log(1/0) €Po
(28)

Remark 6. Since 1 < ¢ < 1/o, it can be seen from Theorem [J] that Algorithm [ enjoys an
operation complexity of 0(6_1/2 loge™Y) for finding an e-residual solution of problem () with
f being convex but not strongly convexr on dom(P).

3 A first-order proximal augmented Lagrangian method for con-
strained convex optimization

In this section we consider problem (2]) and propose a first-order proximal augmented Lagrangian
(AL) method for solving it. Let u > 0 denote the convezity parameter of f on dom(P), that
is, @) holds for f and u. Before proceeding, we make the following additional assumptions for

problem ().

Assumption 1. (a) The proximal operator associated with P and the projection onto K* can
be exactly evaluated.

(b) Both problem [2l) and its Lagrangian dual problem

sup inf {f(z) + P(z) + (A, g(x))} (29)
AeK* ¥

have optimal solutions, and moreover, they share the same optimal value.

Under the assumptions on problem (), it can be observed that (z,A) is a pair of optimal
solutions of () and ([29)) if and only if it satisfies the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) condition

Vf(z)+ Vg(z)\A+ 0OP(x)
ve < o) + New (V) > |

In general, it is difficult to find an exact optimal solution of ([2) and (29). Instead, for any given
e > 0, we are interested in finding an e-KKT solution (z,\) of problems (2)) and ([29) that is
defined below.

Definition 2. Given any e > 0, we say (x,\) € R” x R™ is an e-KKT solution of problems (2])

and 29) if
dist(0, Vf(x) + OP(x) + Vg(x)\) <e, dist(g(z),Nix(N)) <e.

We next propose a first-order proximal AL method with a verifiable termination criterion
for solving problem (2)), which follows the same framework as [12, Algorithm 2| except that
the proximal AL subproblems are approximately solved by our newly proposed APG method,
namely, Algorithm @l Specifically, at the kth iteration, our method applies Algorithm [ to
approximately solve the proximal AL subproblem

1
min £(z, \*; pp) + — || — =*||?
@ 2pp

11



for some \* € K* and pj, > 0, where £ is the AL function associated with problem (2]) defined
as

Lz, p) = f(z) + P(x) + % (dist® (A + pg(x), =KC) — [IA[1?) - (30)

Algorithm 5 A first-order proximal augmented Lagrangian method for problem (2))

Input: ¢ > 0, (29, \g) € dom(P) x K*, M € Z+, 0 < §d <1, po > (u+/p?2+4)/2, ag €
[/ (e +1/p0)/po, 1], 0<mo <1,(>1,0< 0 < 1/¢, px = poC¥, mp = noa® for all k > 0.
1: for k=0,1,... do

2:  Call Algorithm Rl with F < Fy, f < fr, € < ng, Y0 < plzl, W=+ pgl , T
k+1

L 1 ok

and the parameters ag, 6 and M, and denote its output by """, where

i) = F(2) + 5 (dist® (V4 pugle), ~K) — [N + e = aHP) Fle) = fila) + Pla).

Pk
(31)
3. Set Al = T+ ()\k + pkg(mkﬂ)).
4:  Terminate the algorithm and output (z*+1 \k+1) if
1
) @ < 5 me< g (32)
Pk 2 2

5. end for

Remark 7. (i) Algorithm [0 is equipped with a wverifiable termination criterion and almost
parameter-free except that the convexity parameter p of f is required.

(i) Since po > (p + \/p2+4)/2, it follows that py' < 1/(u + pyt). By this, ag €
[V (e +1/po)/po, 1], and the monotonicity of {pi}, one has

1 1
— =< >
K+ po K+ py,

0<pil <pyl < Vit oo < 403 ept < a0 < L.
Consequently, the choice of ag and ~yy in Algorithm [A satisfies the requirements specified in
Algorithm [2 It then follows from Theorem [3 that at the kth outer iteration of Algorithm [3,

zF 1 must be successfully generated by Algorithm [B, which is an ny-residual solution of the
problem ming{Fy(x) = fr(z) + P(x)}. Thus, it holds that

dist (0, DFy (zF+1)) < . (33)

We next study iteration and operation complexity of Algorithm [ for finding an e-KKT
solution of problems (2)) and ([29). Before proceeding, we introduce some notation that will be
used subsequently.

Let (z*,\*) be an arbitrary pair of optimal solutions of problems ([2) and ([29) and fixed
throughout this section. We define

* oy ok - o7 ~ *
ro = [[(@%A%) = @A), 0= pimi = ﬁ Q= {z € dom(P) : [l — a™|| <o + 0}
=0

(34)

12



Let Eg be the Lipschitz constant of g on Q and

Fo = maX{\/ZOElOéEQ(F(wO) — F(a%)) + pg g ([T (A0 + pog () |2 + ] = A[|2 = [|]A0]2) + 15,

205200 +8) (10 + 55”0 +0) + 2Ly (¢ + 1IN + 70+ 0) + puairo + e))} .
(35)

We define
Q={zxedom(P): ||z —a"|| <7Fo+ro+0}. (36)

Let Lyy, Lyy and Ly be the Lipschitz constants of Vf, Vg and g on Q, respectively, and let

C'= Ly, sup lg(@)||+ Ly, B = Ly+Lyg(IX*|[+V2r0), L=C+py' B+py' Lyg+py*. (37)
xe

We define
={r edom(P) : ||z —z*|| < (1 + L)fop+ 10+ 0}. (38)

Let Zv I Evg and Eg be the Lipschitz constants of Vf, Vg and g on @, respectively, and let

C = Lygsup |g(@)||+ Ly, B = Lys+Lyy([X[|+v2r0), L=C+py' B+py ' Lygb+p5°. (39)
z€Q

By the local Lipschitz continuity of Vf and Vg on cl(dom( )) and a similar argument as in
the proof of LemmaIII, one can easily observe that Lg, Lyy, Lvg, Ly, va, ng, Lg, B, C, L,
B, C, L, Q, and Q are well-defined.

The following theorem presents an iteration and operation complexity of Algorithm [ for
finding an e-KKT solution of problems () and (29), whose proof is deferred to Subsection B4

Theorem 5. Let e, M, 0, pg, oo, 1o, ¢ and o be the input parameters of Algorithm 3, and let
ro, 0, 7o and L be given in (B4), (B38) and [B9), respectively. Define

~ _ logf
_ 1
Cr=(01+M1 <1+ L‘)g(l/(s)L) : (40)
o (e T A
0
Cy = + Cy = 2Ch log(C/U) ) (41)

(v/C — 1) min {1, 52—1} ’ (v — 1) min {1, 52—1}
Then the following statements hold.

(i) Algorithm [A outputs an e-KKT solution of problems @) and 29) after at most K + 1
outer iterations, where

(ii) If p =0, i.e., f is convex but not strongly convex, the total number of evaluations of V f,
Vg, proximal operator of P and projection onto K* performed in Algorithm [3 is no more
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than N , respectively, where

N=1+(M+1)C+ (1 + (M + 1)61) [max {10g<

log ¢
~ 2 2 log(1/0)
+C2p0CmaX{M7C<ﬂ> et 71}

2T0—|—29
_ I
- >/ 0g ¢,

eelm/Il]

€P0 €
i
ot [ e () o GBI 2 (32) 7
+
(43)

(iii) If p > 0, i.e., f is strongly convex, the total number of evaluations of Vf, Vg, proxi-
mal operator of P and projection onto KC* performed in Algorithm [ is no more than N,
respectively, where

e /_ { /7%9 (22) i ’1}
log ¢
~ | poC 2ro + 26 log log(2mo/¢) 2¢(ro + 0) 2n0 '\ 21os(1/7)
C ST idiy
- Now {max{ ( > “ o log(1/0) +max £P0 Ve €

(44)

Remark 8. Since 1 < ( < 1/o, it can be seen from Theorem [A that Algorithm [A enjoys an
operation complexity of O(e~tloge™!) and (’)(5*1/2 loge™t) for finding an e-KKT solution of
problems [2) and (29) when f is convex and strongly convex on dom(P), respectively.

4 Numerical results

In this section we conduct some preliminary experiments to test the performance of our proposed
method (Algorithm []), and compare it with a first-order proximal AL method (FPAL) [12], the
forward-reflected-backward splitting method (FRBS) [13] and the modified forward-backward
splitting method (MFBS) with an Armijo-Goldstein-type stepsize [19], respectively. All the
algorithms are coded in Matlab and all the computations are performed on a desktop with a
3.60 GHz Intel i7-12700K 12-core processor and 32 GB of RAM.

4.1 Quadratically constrained quadratic programming with box constraints

In this subsection we consider quadratically constrained quadratic programming (QCQP) with
box constraints

1
min —z7 Az + b'z
2
1
s.t. §mTB,~x+ciTm+d,~ <0, i=1,...,m, (45)
—1<x<1, 1=1,...,n,

where A, By, ..., By, € R" ™ are positive semidefinite matrices, b,c1,...,cn € R", and dy,...,d, €
R.

For each dimension n, we set m = [0.05n] and randomly generate 10 instances of problem
(@5). In particular, we first generate z* € [—1,1]™ whose entries are first independently chosen
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from the standard normal distribution and then projected to [~1,1], and A* € R} whose
entries are first independently chosen from the normal distribution with mean 1 and standard
deviation 1 and then projected to R;. We then randomly generate an orthogonal matrix U by
performing U = orth(randn(n)), an n x n diagonal matrix D whose diagonal entries are first
independently chosen from the normal distribution with mean 0 and standard deviation 100
and then projected to R, , and set A = UDU?T. Also, we randomly generate an orthogonal
matrix U by performing U = orth(randn(n)), an n x n diagonal matrices D whose diagonal
entries are first independently chosen from the normal distribution with mean 0 and standard
deviation 0.01 and then projected to Ry. We set By = ﬁﬁﬁT, and generate B;, i = 2,...,m
in a similar vein. In addition, we generate ¢;, i = 1,...,m independently according the normal
distribution with mean 0 and standard deviation 0.01. We finally choose b and d;, i =1,...,m
so that the KKT conditions of (@3] are satisfied at (z*, \*), namely (z*, \*) is a KKT point of
(5.
Notice that (5] is a special case of @) with f(z) = 2T Az/2 + bTx, P(z) = Ij_y 1jn (),
gi(x) = 2TBiz/2 + 'z +d;, i = 1,...,m, and K = R7, where Zi_14)»(+) is the indicator
function of [—1,1]". Moreover, f and P are convex, g is K-convex, dom(P) is compact, and
V f and Vg are (globally) Lipschitz continuous on dom(P). Consequently, (@3] can be suitably
solved by Algorithm Bfland FPAL [12]. It shall be mentioned that FPAL [12] is only applicable to
@) with dom(P) being compact. Our aim is to find a 10~2-KKT solution of (5] by Algorithm [l
and FPAL, and compare their performance. Due to this, we terminate them once a 1072-KKT
solution is found. Besides, for both methods, we choose zero vector as the initial point and set
their parameters as follows.

e (5,M,6, po,0,m0,(,0) = (1072,500,0.9,10,1,0.1,2,0.4) for Algorithm G}
® €= 1072’ Pk = POCk, Nk = 7700k with (pO’UOaC,O-) = (10501’2504) for FPAL m

The computational results of Algorithm [l and FPAL for the instances generated above are
presented in Table Il In detail, the value of n is listed in the first column. For each n, the
average number of gradient evaluations and the average CPU time (in seconds) of Algorithm
and FPAL over 10 random instances are given in the rest of the columns. One can observe that
our method, namely Algorithm [, significantly outperforms FPAL in terms of average number
of gradient evaluations and average CPU time. This phenomenon is not surprising because
Algorithm [f] uses a local Lipschitz constant of the gradient of the smooth component of the AL
functions, while FPAL uses its global Lipschitz constant that can be excessively conservative.

Gradient evaluations CPU time (seconds)

n Algorithm FPAL Algorithm il FPAL
100 || 4.97 x 10 3.96 x 103 || 0.20 0.21
200 | 4.57 x 103 5.37 x 10 || 6.35 12.07
300 || 4.47 x 10> 6.23 x 10° || 12.53 27.88
400 || 4.18 x 103 8.00 x 103 || 33.12 93.04
500 || 4.18 x 103  9.75 x 103 || 22.65 248.28
600 || 4.18 x 103 1.32 x 10* || 58.65 617.72
700 || 4.08 x 10° 1.22 x 10* || 122.52 889.71
800 || 4.08 x 10° 1.57 x 10* || 186.23 1551.13
900 || 4.08 x 10? 1.94 x 10* || 305.97 2737.96
1000 || 4.08 x 10° 2.30 x 10* || 429.38 4398.44

Table 1: Numerical results for problem (5]
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4.2 Quadratically constrained quadratic programming

In this subsection we consider the quadratically constrained quadratic programming (QCQP)
1

min §xTA3: + bl

2 (46)
s.t. §$TBZ'£C—|—CZTCC+di <0, i=1,...,m,

where A, By, ..., B, € R"™™ are positive semidefinite matrices, b,c1,...,¢, € R", and dy,...,d,, €

R.

For each dimension n, we set m = [0.05n] and randomly generate 10 instances of problem
([@@)). In particular, we first generate z* € R™ with all the entries independently chosen from the
standard normal distribution, and \* € R!" whose entries are first independently chosen from
the normal distribution with mean 1 and standard deviation 1 and then projected to R.. We
then generate A and B;,¢;, ¢ = 1,...,m in the same manner as described in Subsection EI]
We finally choose b and d;, i = 1,...,m so that the KKT conditions of (6] are satisfied at
(z*, A*), namely (z*, \*) is a KKT point of ({@g]).

Notice that (@8] is a special case of @) with f(x) = 2T Azx/2 + bT'z, P(z) = 0, g;i(v) =
2T Bix /2 + ciTx +d;, t=1,...,m, and £ = R". Clearly, f and P are convex, g is K-convex,
Vf and Vg are Lipschitz continuous, while dom(P) = R™ is unbounded. As a result, (46]) can
be suitably solved by Algorithm [l but not FPAL [12], since the latter method is only applicable
to @) with dom(P) being compact. On the other hand, it is not hard to observe that problem
(6] and its dual can be solved as the monotone inclusion problem

0€ F(z,\) + B(z,\), (47)

where

ra = (VL) pa - (NRE(A)) |

One can also observe that F' is monotone and locally Lipschitz continuous on cl(domB) and B
is maximal monotone. As a result, problem (47]) and hence (@) can be suitably solved by FRBS
[13] and MFBS [19]. Our aim is to find a 1072-KKT solution of (@8] by Algorithm B, FRBS
and MFBS, and compare their performance. Due to this, we terminate them once a 107 2-KKT
solution is found. In addition, for all the methods, we choose zero vector as the initial point
and set their parameters as follows.

e (5,M,6, po,0,m0,¢,0) = (1072,500,0.9,10,1,0.1,2,0.4) for Algorithm G}
e (N\,0,0) =(0.1,0.5,0.9) for FRBS [13];
o (0,0,5) = (0.1,0.5,0.9) for MFBS [19].

The computational results of Algorithm B, FRBS and MFBS for the instances generated
above are presented in Table 2l In detail, the value of n is listed in the first column. For each
n, the average number of gradient evaluations and the average CPU time (in seconds) for these
methods over 10 random instances are given in the rest of the columns. One can observe that
our method, namely Algorithm Bl significantly outperforms the other two methods in terms of
average number of gradient evaluations and average CPU time. This phenomenon may not be
surprising because our method enjoys a nearly optimal operation complexity while the other
two methods lack complexity guarantees.
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Gradient evaluations CPU time (seconds)

n Algorithm FRBS MFBS Algorithm FRBS  MFBS
100 || 5.02 x 103 1.89 x 10°  1.62 x 10° || 0.17 1.80 1.40
200 || 5.01 x 10° 1.38 x 10° 1.36 x 10° || 7.16 80.49 77.47
300 || 4.68 x 103 1.11 x 10> 1.02 x 10° || 12.10 147.19  132.95
400 || 4.28 x 10°  9.76 x 10* 8.33 x 10* || 32.52 387.91  323.89
500 || 4.08 x 103 7.12 x 10*  6.16 x 10* || 23.18 147.25  125.38
600 || 4.18 x 103 7.37 x 10*  6.07 x 10* || 53.51 427.64  346.31
700 || 4.08 x 103  6.59 x 10* 5.33 x 10* || 101.14 637.33  518.73
800 || 4.08 x 10° 5.69 x 10*  4.72 x 10* || 152.60 782.77  629.80
900 || 4.09 x 10° 5.46 x 10*  4.54 x 10* || 236.99 1359.02 1138.14
1000 || 4.08 x 10° 4.63 x 10*  3.92 x 10* || 384.96 1854.11 1568.45

Table 2: Numerical results for problem (48]

5 Proof of the main results

In this section we provide a proof of our main results presented in Sections [2] and Bl which are
particularly Theorems [Tl

5.1 Proof of the main results in Subsection [2.1]

In this subsection we first establish several technical lemmas and then use them to prove Theo-
rems [I] and 21

Lemma 2. Suppose that oy, By and vy are generated by Algorithm [l for some t > 1. Then the
following statements hold.

(i) /iy: < ap <1 and 04%%_1 < 04371%__11-
(ii) By = M’Ytoét_l € [0,1].

Proof. (i) We first prove by induction that \/p7y; < a; <1 for all 1 < ¢ < t. Indeed, notice from
Algorithm [ that /uy9 < ag < 1. Suppose that /v, 1 < ;1 < 1 for some 1 < ¢ < t. By
this, (), and o; € (0, 1], one has

%71%2 =(1- 042‘)0412—1%' + poyivier > (1 — ou) pyic1yi + RoGyiYi—1 = WYiYi-1,

which together with v;—1 > 0 yields /py; < a; < 1. Hence, the induction is completed and
Viye < ap < 1 holds as desired.
We next show that a?wfl < 0@717;11. Indeed, by /71 < a1, ve—1,7 > 0, and (@), one
has
Yee10f = (1= oq)ai 1y + poyye—1 < (1 — ap)ai gy + ovmai ) = nai g,
which implies that the conclusion holds.
(ii) Notice from Algorithm [l that f; = pya;, ! By this and statement (i), one has

0< B = ppayt < Vi < 1.
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Lemma 3. Suppose that 271, y* and 2'T1 are generated by Algorithm [ for some t > 1. Then
for all x € dom(P) and P'(z**1) € OP(2'*1), we have

1 1 1
W(P'(z), 21T —a) < %(Vf(yt),w—zt+1>+§atﬁtHfﬂ—yt||2+§04t(1—ﬁt)IIl“—ZtHQ—iOétIIHJ—ZtH||2+Rt,
(48)

where

1 _ 1
Re = Gponlop ' = Dllat =!I — 5 —[la+ = . (49)
t

Proof. By the optimality condition of (&), one has
VI + 7P () + a2 = By’ = (1= Br)z'), o — 271 > 0
for all z € dom(P) and P’'(z*1) € 9P(z'*1). Tt follows from this relation that

WP (21, 2 — ) < (V) z — 2 + (T = Byt — (1= By)2h o — 2
= (V)2 — 2 + B (2 =y x — 2T+ (1= B) (M = 2t — 2T

1
= w(VIW),z =20 + S (lr = |I* = llo = 21" = [y = 27)%)
1
+ 51— B) (llr = 2[° = [lz = 2 = [l = 271)%)

1 1
= W(VI), 2 — 2 + SaubBelle —y'|P + Sl = By)llw — 27

2 2
1
= gatlle = 2P + @y, (50)
where 1 )
Q= —§atﬁt\|yt — 22 - 50%(1 — B2t = 22 (51)

We next show that Q¢ < R;. Indeed, it follows from () that
o' =y = a1l —a) 7 (1= By = 2, (52)
which together with (@) implies that
ot — yt =(1- Oét)wt + OétZHl - yt = (1 - Oét)(xt - yt) + OétZHl - Oétyt
& (1= By — 2) + 2™ — oyt = (z2th1 — Byt — (1 — ﬁt)zt) . (53)
Using this relation, 8; € [0, 1], and the convexity of || - ||?, we obtain
o ?le =y P B - Byt — (1= B < Bill= — R+ (1 - Bl — 2.
By this, (@9), (&1), and oy € (0, 1], one has

20,1 (Qe = Re) = = Blly’ = 2P = (1= Bo)lle" = 2P + o 2|2 = P — pyeai* (1 = a2t — o)
< = Bellyt = 2P = (= B)llet = 2P + ol - )P < 0,

which along with a; > 0 implies that Q; < Ry.
The conclusion of this Lemma directly follows from (B0) and Q; < R;. O

Lemma 4. Suppose that 2T, 4t and 2'T1 are generated by Algorithm [ for some t > 1. Then
for any x € dom(P), we have

2 t 2
Ft*) = Flo) + 5o - 0 < [T - 0 (Fh) - F@) + 2o - a'P). 60
t Fai 0
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Proof. By (@), (@), and the convexity of P, one has that for all P'(z/*t!) € 9P(z!*!),

oy P < mapt (1= a)P(af) + e P(z")) = m(ay ! = D)P(af) + %Pz

< '715(04;1 — 1)P(xt) +’7tP($) + ’)/t<P,(Zt+1),Zt+1 _ $>

@)

< mlart = DP) + 3P (@) + w(V (), @ — =)
1

By @), @), ot € (0,1], and = > 0, one has that for all € dom(P),

oy F ) + o (VY ED, 2T =) + w(V YY), — 2

@ veo L F(y") + o (VY (1 - Oét)x + o2t =yt + (V') z — 2T
=y ' F W)+ (o = DV EN), 2t =yt + 7 (VE), 2 — o)
= yla; ' = 1) (") +(VFW). 2" —y") + % (f&) + (VI 2 — o))

@)
< et =0 (1) = pulat = 5117) +0 (70 - gulle o117

= Yoy ! 5

Using ([®), (55) and (56), we have

N ® _ B 1
Yooy 'F (2" < o () + ey NV EY, 2T =yt + — 2T — o) + e P2

20[t
D - 1
< e W)+ (VI 2 = o) £ (VI 2 - 2 + 5t
_ 1 1
+ (gt = 1)P(x") + 3 P(a) + 2at(1 — By)llw — 2H|* - atHx 2

1
+ §at,8tH1' — ytHQ + Rt

1 1 -
Yeloy ' = 1)F (") + wF(z) + 5 (0B — ) — ' - k(e L—1)af

1 1 1
+ o lla™ =y P+ a1 = Be)lle — 217 = Saulle — 2P+ Ry
20, 2 2

1 1
= mla; ' = DF(") +yF(e) + gat(l = Byl — 2P = gaullz = 2T, (57)
where the equality follows from @J) and B; = pyio; !

. In addition, it follows from (7] and
B = pyoy ' that

@
Y107 (1= Br) = Yeo10] = y-107 B = y-10f — paryy-1 = (1 — a)ai_ 1y (58)
In view of (B7) and (58]), one has

o’ a?(1— t t
F) = Pl@) + 2L~ S (1 a0 (P6) - Plo) + LB ot
a2
B 1 - ) (F(xt) — F(z) + 27'5—1 |z — th2> .

The conclusion of this lemma immediately follows from the above inequality and z!' = z'. O
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~ 17 + @) — gl = Dllat o2 = Splle — o1 (56)
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Suppose that 2! and 2! are generated by Algorithm [ for some ¢ > 1. For any 0 < v < o,
we define

y') = (1= al)at +a()(1 = B)=1) /(1 - a(1)5(1) (59)
241(3) = angn { (90 ()o2) +2P@) + S e = B9 0) = (1= B | (60)
2 (y) = (1 —a(y)z’ +aly)"(v), (61)

where 8(v) = pya(y)~! and a(y) € (0, 1] satisfies
Hor0(1)? = (L= al)ad_ 1y + pr-ra(y). (62)

Lemma 5. Let S and S be defined in @) and ([@Q). Suppose that z' 2t € S, and y'(y) and
2'(y) are defined in (B9) and (GI) for some t > 1. Then y*(y) € S and 271 (y) € S for all
0 <v <.

Proof. Fix any 0 < v < . By the optimality condition of problems (Il) and (&0), one has

(V) + 7P ) + a() () = BY (v) — (1= B())2h), a* — 27T (y)) > 0,
(Y f(a*) +~P'(x*), 2T () — 2*) > 0,

where P'(2171(v)) € OP(2**1(y)) and P'(2*) € OP(x*). Letting w = B(y)y () + (1 — B(7))z!
and using the above two inequalities and the convexity of P, we obtain

(@M ETH M) =w) (VY () =VE(a"), 2" == () 2 7 (P (= (7)) =P’ ("), 2T (1) —a") > 0,

which yields

a2 () = 2| < ()@ —w) + (VY () = V@), 2" = 2T (7))
< Jla(y)(@* —w) + v (V@) = V)T () — ¥ (63)

In addition, recall from Lemma Bl that \/uy;—1 < oy—1 < 1. By this, a(y) € (0,1], ([62), and a
similar argument as in the proof of Lemma [2[(ii), one can see that 3(v) € [0,1]. It then follows
from this, (59)), the expression of w, and zt, 2! € S that y'(y),w € S. By these, a(y) > 0, (@),
([63), and Lemma [I], one has

@3
a1 ) — 2l < e w —2*) + 4 (VI () = VI < a()llw — e[| + 1V F(5H() - V()]
< a()lw — o] + 1 Lsly' () — =*]| < (ar) +7Ls) @TO.

Using this, @), 1), a(y) € (0,1], 2 € S, and v < 7y, we obtain that

D

Iz (7) = 2| < (1= a(M)lla’ = 2" + a(y) ] (7) - 27|
)
<

V27070 V27070
(1 —=a()) +(a(7) +7Ls)
(o) Qg
V2
< (1+70Le) 000,
1))
It then follows from the last relation and () that 21 () € S. O

For the convenience of our subsequent analysis, we define

t

=1, N=]J00-a). (64)

i=1
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Lemma 6. Let S and N be defined in @) and (). Suppose that xt,z' € S for some t > 1.
Then 2ttt yt and 2!t are successfully generated by Algorithm O at iteration t with ny < N,
and moreover, !t yt, 2 € S.

Proof. Let v = 76" and y'(y) and 2'*!(y) be defined in (53) and (@I)). By 6 € (0,1) and (I,
one can observe that 0 < v <~y and v < Lgl. Using these, 2!, 2! € S, and Lemma B we see
that 27 (y) € S and y'(y) € S C S, where & is defined in (I0). It then follows from ~ < L;
and Lemma [I](ii) that

2y (f(="1 () = fy' () = (V' ().« () =" () < vLgllz"™ () =y NI < |2 ()= ()1

This together with the definition of n; in Algorithm [l implies that n; < N. It then follows that

t+1 are successfully generated by Algorithm [

2yt and 2
Since 2!, 2! € S and y' = y'(;) for some 0 < ;4 < 7, it follows from Lemma [ that y* € S.

We next show that x'™! 21 € S. Indeed, by () and (64]), one has

2 2
)\t (EZED (1 - Oét))\tfl @ Y19 5 Mat')/t')’t—l)\til < Vtz_lat >\t71,
17t Q17

which along with \g = 1 implies that v\;/a? < v9/ad. Using this, (54]) and (64), we obtain
that

9 2
41 =P < 2 (Pt - Pt + 2t o))

Qi 2
29 A 2
< 20 (P - Fla) + 520 - o)
Q; 270
2'70 < 1 * ch 1 * 2)
< —<(Flx)—-F@)+—|z —«x ,
o2 (') — F(z") 270” |

which together with (@) implies that z'*! € S. It then follows from this and (@) that xz'*! €
S. O

We are now ready to prove Theorems [l and 2

Proof of Theorem [1. We prove this theorem by induction. Indeed, notice from Algorithm [I]
that 2! = 2! € S. It then follows from Lemma [ that x2, ! and 2?2 are successfully generated
with ny < N and 22, y',22 € S. Now, suppose that z!, 4! and 2! are already generated
with n_1 < N and zt,y*~1, 2t € S. It then follows from Lemma [ that z'*1, y* and 2**! are
successfully generated with n; < N and z/*! ¢!, 2!+ € S. Hence, the induction is complete

and the conclusion of this theorem holds. O

Proof of Theorem [2. Observe from (@) that \; = (1 — a;)A\i—1 < Aj—q for all i > 1. In
addition, recall from the proof of Lemma [ that y;\;/a? < 70/a3 for all i > 1. By these
relations, one has

1 1 Aic1 — A Aic1— N a; 1 .
— = > = > saoV /v o Vil
VAL Vo VoAV A V) T 20V 2V T 2 /
Summing up the above inequalities for ¢ = 1,2,...,¢ and using A\g = 1, we obtain

t t —2

1 1

ﬁ—lzifJZOZ\/%/% = >\t§4<2+aozv%/%> : (65)
¢ i=1 =1
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Also, observe from (64]) and Lemma l(i) that

t t
At = H 1—w) < H VIVYi) - (66)
i=1

i=1

In addition, recall from Theorem [ that n; < NN, which together with (LI implies that ~; =
700" > min{yp,d/Lg} for all 7 > 1. By this, (65) and (G8]), one has

¢ -2
At < min <1 — \/,umin {70,5[%1} ) , 4 <2+ta0\/min{1,5701[/§1} ) Vi > 1.

The conclusion of Theorem [2 then directly follows from this relation, ([64]) and (B4]) with z =
x*. O

5.2 Proof of the main results in Subsection
In this subsection we first establish two technical lemmas and then use them to prove Theorem [Bl

Lemma 7. Let vy, § be given in Algorithm[2 and N be defined in (). Suppose that (v,~g,0)
is the input for Algorithm[3 for any v € S. Then (0,7) is successfully generated by Algorithm[3
withn < N, 0 € S and ¥ > min{yp,6/Lg}.

Proof. For any 0 < v < 7, let

- . 1
o(0) = argmin {2(V ()2 o) +2P(@) + e =0l | (67)
By the optimality condition of (Il) and (67]) and a similar argument as for (63]), one has

[0(7) = ™| < [lo = 2" = y(Vf(v) = V()]
Using this, v € S, (@), and Lemma [I}(i), we obtain

[0(7) = 2*|| < lv = 2" +vLsllv — 27| < (1 +0Ls) V0 <7 < 0.

V27070
Qg

This along with the definition of S in () implies that o(v) € S for all 0 < v < 9. Now, let
v =70". By 6 € (0,1) and (), one can observe that 0 < v < v and v < Lél. It then follows

that #(y) € S. By these, v € S C § and Lemma [I[(ii), one has

29(f(8(7)) = f(v) = (Vf(),5(7) = v)) SvL5l5(7) = v]|* < [[o(7) —v]*.

These together with ([I]) and the definition of 7 in Algorithm Blimplies that (o,7) is successfully
generated by Algorithm [ with 7 < IV, and moreover,

%0 >4 ="00" > 700" > min{y0,d/Lg}, #=0(7) €S,
Ol

Lemma 8. Suppose that x'*' and (Z**1,7,11) are generated in Algorithm @ for some t > 1.
Then we have

dist(0, 0F (3'1)) < |37 (a7 — 371) + V(@) — V()|

< <\/2 max{wal,L§5*1} + 270L§> \/F(l"tﬂ) — F(x*), (68)

where Lg is given in Lemmall, and vo and & are the input parameters of Algorithm [
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Proof. Notice that (#*!,7,,1) is the output of Algorithm B with (z!*!,~,6) as the input. By
Lemma [7 one has that Z'*1 € S and 49 > F441 > min{yo,6/Lg}. Also, it follows from ()
and (@) with v = 2+, o = 7+ and 5 = 54,1 that

1
= arg mmin {’ytH(Vf(xt“), x) + Y41 P(x) + 5“36 - xtHH?} , (69)
2,~Yt+1(f(£,t+1) o f(m‘tJrl) o <Vf(1’t+1),.f't+1 o xt+1>) < H.f'tJrl o xt+1H2. (70)

By the optimality condition of (69]), it can be easily shown that

5/;’»11(3:254’1 _ jf‘i’l) + Vf(jt+1) _ Vf(xt+1) 6 (9F(ft+1), (71)
’N)/t+1<Vf(.%'t+1),i't+1> + :Yt-i—lp(i'tJrl) < ,?t+1<vf(xt+1)7xt+1> + :Yt—l—lp(xtJrl) o Hi‘tJrl o xt+1H2'
(72)

By (@) and (72)), one has

@ 1
’%JrlF(ftJrl) < ,%Jrlp(jtJrl) + ,?tJrlf(xtJrl) + ’%+1<Vf($t+1),jt+1 _ xt+1> + §Hjt+1 _ xt+1H2

1
~ t+1) _ §H£,t+1 _ xt+1H27

which yields ||+ — 2t < /2,1 (F(z"71) — F(ZF1)). This together with (TI), #t! € S,
Y0 > Vvl > min{*yo,é/Lg}, and Lemma [I}(ii) implies

dist(0, 0F (1)) < |75 (2™ =3 + VFET) = V| < G4 + Ll — 2™
< ( 291 + \/%ng) VE(z1) — F(EH1)

< <\/2 max{’yo_l, Lot} + 270L§> VF(zt+1) — F(z¥).

We are now ready to prove Theorem [Bl

Proof of Theorem [3. Suppose for contradiction that Algorithm 2] does not terminate within
T iterations. It then follows that x'*! and #'*! must be generated in Algorithm [ for some
T — M <t <T with mod(¢, M) = 0. In addition, observe that (I2]) also holds for Algorithm 2

By t>T — M, (12)), ([I6) and (68]), one has

©3)
| <

T @ = EH) + Vf(ET) = V() W 2max{vy ', Lgé 1} + 270L§> VE(@tH) — F(z¥)

12
@
< 1 (\/2 maX{Wal,L§6*1} + 270L§> (1 - \/,umin {70,5L§1}>

(T—M)/2 @
< 719 <\/2 max{’yo_l,Lg(S_l} + 270L§> (1 — \/,u min {70,5L§1} ) < e

which implies that Algorithm [2] terminates at iteration ¢ and leads to a contradiction. Conse-
quently, Algorithm Bl must terminate at some iteration ¢t < 7" and output #'7! that satisfies (I3).
By this and Lemma [ one can see that dist(0,0F('*1)) < e and hence #'*! is an e-residual
solution of problem ().

In addition, one can observe from Algorithm [2] that (i) evaluations of Vf and proximal

operator of P are performed in the backtracking line search procedure (see step 2) and Algorithm
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(see step 4); (ii) the total number of iterations of Algorithm [2lis at most T; (iii) n; backtracking
trials are performed in each iteration ¢ and each of them requires one evaluation of Vf and
proximal operator of P; (iv) the total number of calls of Algorithm Blin Algorithm [2]is at most
T/M and each call requires at most N evaluations of Vf and proximal operator of P (see
Algorithm [B]and Lemmal[T)), where N is given in ([I]). By this observation and Theorem [I] one
can see that the total number of evaluations of V f and proximal operator of P performed in
Algorithm [ is no more than N, respectively. O

5.3 Proof of the main results in Subsection

In this subsection we first establish several technical lemmas and then use them to prove Theo-
rem [l

Let {2"}rck denote all the iterates generated by Algorithm E, where K is a subset of con-
secutive nonnegative integers starting from 0. We define K — 1 = {k —1: k € K}. For any
0<kecK-—1,let fr and Fy be defined in (I¥]). Also, let z¥ be defined as

2% = arg min F, (z). (73)

Recall that ag, 79 and {px} are the input parameters of Algorithm [ and Ly ; and Ev ; are the
Lipschitz constant of Vf on Q and @, respectively. Let

Ly=Lyv,+p;", Li=Lv, +p;, (74)
02

Tp = || Fr(ah) — Fy(ah) + 2 ||ak — 22, (75)
27

Sk = {x € dom(P) : ||z — 2%|| < ay? 2707%} , (76)

8= {w e dom(P) : o — 25|l < (1+70La) 05" V2907 } - (77)

Since Ly, and Ev ; are respectively the Lipschitz constant of Vf on Q and Q, it then follows
from (I8) that V fi is Li- and Ek—Lipschitz continuous on Q and @, respectively. In addition,
by the definition of L and L in (24)) and the monotonicity of {py}, one has

Ly=Ly, +p,' <L, Ly=Ly,+p;' <L (78)

Lemma 9. Let ¥ be defined in (T3). Then the following statements hold.

2% = 2f|? + (|2 — 2*)? < [la* —2*)* Vo<keK -1, (79)
k—1 k-1

lz* — &M < 2 =2+ D pims, N2t — | < (2% 2|+ Y i VI<keEK. (80)
i=0 i=0

Proof. One can observe that Algorithm [ is an inexact proximal point algorithm (PPA) [I§]
applied to the monotone inclusion problem 0 € 7T (z), where 7 : R = R" is a maximal
monotone set-valued operator defined as

[ OF(x) if x € dom(P), n
T(@) = { 0 otherwise, Vo R

In addition, one can observe from (Z0) and (73) that dist(0, 7 (zF+1) + p, H(aF 1 — 2F)) <
and 2F = (I + pxT)~'(2¥). Tt then follows from [I8, Proposition 3] that

[|eF = (I + ppT) L) || < ppe VE €K — 1. (81)
By this, 0 € T(2*), ¥ = (I + pT)~'(2*) and [I8] Proposition 1], one can see that (Z9) holds.
In addition, (80) follows from (81 and [12) Lemma 3. O
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As a consequence of Lemma [0 and the definition of 7y and € in (2I]), one has that

|20 — 20| < 7o, ||l2F —a*|| <ro+0, ||2F—2aF|| <ro+0, ||zF -2 <ro+6, VI<keKk.
(82)

Lemma 10. Let 7y and 7 be defined in 22) and ([T5). Then for all 0 < k € K — 1, we have
i < g7/ (270)- (83)

Proof. We first prove that (83]) holds for k = 0, that is, 73 < ad73/(27). By (@), (@8) and the
definition of z*, one has

1 *
Fo(2) = F(a2) + %ng =P > F(a"), Fp(2°) = F(a°).

It then follows from these, [22]), ([[3), and (82]) that

2 2.2 22
@ "0 @ED "0

72 Foa) ~ Foa) + 50 [ 2l < P — (o)

_l’_

We next show that (83) holds for all 1 < k € K— 1. It follows from (I8)) and (20) that there
exists P'(z*) € OP(2*) such that

Fyy(2%) = V(") + oty (2" = 2" + Pl(ab) € 9F i (ab),  IF 1 (@) <mer (84)

Also, we have

Vf(zF) 4+ P'(a*) € 0F, (),
which together with ([84]) yields
Fi_ (2" = ppt (2% — 2*71) € OF,(a%). (85)

By the convexity of F', np_1 < no, pr—1 > po, (82) and (8H), one has

Fola®) — Fy(at) = (FL_y(a%) — ity (@ — 1), 2 — 28) < (IFL_, () + gy lla — a2l — o]
()

< 1o(ro +6) + py ' (ro + 6)%.

This together with (73 and (82)) yields

of
270

ag(ro +6)?

=2 k k
o = Fp(z%) — F(x)) +
2= Fi(e) - Fi(ah) .

2% = 2Z|* < no(ro +0) + pg " (ro + 0)* +
By this relation and the definition of 7y in ([22]), one can see that (B3] holds for all 1 < k €

K—-1. O

Lemma 11. Let fy,, Ly, Ly, Sy and S), be respectively defined in (IR), (@), ([[0) and (7).
Then for all 0 < k € K—1, Vfi is Lipschitz continuous on S and Sy with Lipschitz constants
Ly, and Ly, respectively.

Proof. Let Q and @ be defined in (23] and ([24]). We first show that Sy C Q and S\k - @ for all
0 <k e K-—1. To this end, fix any 0 < k € K— 1. By (@), (82) and (83]), one has that for all
T € Sk,

m - ~
Iz = a*)) < llo =2l + fla = 2" '< v/ + ok = 2|l < Fo+ 1o+,
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where the last inequality follows from (82) and (83]). This together with (23)) implies that
Sk C Q. In addition, using (1), ([8), (82) and (83]), we obtain that for all = € S,

()

< (1+y0L) o /2707 + |l2f — 27|
@)
<

lz —2*|| < o —a¥|l + ok — 2|

< (1—|—70Lk)’l:0—|—’l“0+9 (1 +’70L)7:0+""0+9a

which along with () implies that S C O.

Recall that V fi is Lg- and Lg-Lipschitz continuous on Q@ and Q, respectively. The conclusion
of this lemma then follows from this fact and the relations S, € Q and S, C Q for all 0 < k €
K-—1. O

Lemma 12. Let Nj denote the number of evaluations of V f and proximal operator of P per-
formed by Algorithm[2 at the kth outer iteration of Algorithm[f Then for all0 <k e K—1, it
holds that

2
adr? (\/max{'y(;Q,ﬂ/alZ(S_l}qLZ)
i

Ny <Cp | M+1+ + (86)

\/ka min {70, 62}1}

where M, 6, o, Y0, {pr} and {nk} are the input parameters of Algorithm[j, and 7o, L and Cy
are given in (22), @24)) and 25), respectively.

Proof. Notice that at the kth outer iteration of Algorithm [, Algorithm []is called to find an
ne-residual solution 2**1 of the problem min, { fx(x) + P(z)} with the inputs € <y, p < p;. "
and 2! = 2! « 2F. In view of (@), (@), ([7), Lemma [II and Theorem [ one can replace
(0, s €, Lg) in (IT) by (Fk,pgl,nk,ik) respectively and obtain that

log

2log

Ne < +M Y| M+

Nk
F'“(V Qmax{%_l’fkéflﬁmn) (1 + ro—gﬁofk—)—‘ >
+

~ log(1/6
log (1 — \/plzl min {*yo, 5LI;1} > 8(1/9)
+
— . 2
277 (,/max{»ygl,Lka—l}Jr\/%Lk)
log

<A+ MY | M4 . ' (1 [M})
+ +1+ e <1_\/pk1min{70’5fk1}> + log(1/6) |,

2
2v077 (\/maX{Vo_Qﬁo_lLk&l}'i‘Lk)

log

;. ~
] L
<A+M Y[ M+1+ - (1+[%} )
\/pﬁlmin {70,512,;1} +

where the last inequality follows from the fact that —log(1 — &) > £ for any £ € (0,1). By the
above inequality, ([20]), (78]) and (83]), one can see that (86]) holds. O

We are now ready to prove Theorem [l
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Proof of Theorem [J} (i) Let K be defined in (27]). We first show that Algorithm @] terminates
after at most K + 1 outer iterations. Indeed, suppose for contradiction that it runs for more
than K + 1 outer iterations. It then follows that (I9) does not hold for k¥ = K. On the other

hand, by @), B2), px = po¢* and g = noo™, one has
1

€D
K K < 0 +K9 e
PK po¢ 2
and hence (I9) holds for £k = K, which leads to a contradiction. Hence, there exists some

0 < k < K such that (I3) holds and Algorithm [ terminates and outputs z**!. We next show
that z¥+1 is an e-residual solution of problem (). Indeed, it follows from (I8]) and (I3) that

dist(0, 0F (z"1)) < dist(0, OF (1) + p, L™ — a®)) + pp 2Tt — 2F||
@
D dist(0,0F («*1) + oy k! — 2P|l <+ ot - 2F] < e,

and hence the output z**! of Algorithm @ is an e-residual solution of problem (II).

(ii) Let K and N be defined in @) and @), and let N, denote the number of evalua-
tions of Vf and proximal operator of P performed by Algorithm [2] at the kth outer iteration
of Algorithm Fl By this and statement (i) of this theorem, one can observe that the total
number of evaluations of V f and proximal operator of P performed in Algorithm M is no more
than ZLK:‘E > Ni. As a result, to prove statement (ii) of this theorem, it suffices to show that

Lﬂiaz Nj, < N. Indeed, in view of (Z8), @2), &), |K| -2 < K, pi = po¢* and n;, = noo*, one
has

2
a2 (\/max{762,75125—1}+2)
VP | log .
k

M+1+ +

min {\/fy_, vV 52—1}

M=

K| -2
Z N, < Cy
k=0

b
Il
o

2
252 -2 —17s—11.T
” agTy (\/max{'yo Yo Lo }+L)
VpoC | —2klogo + log 7

M+1+ +

min{\/'y_, \/52}1}

Il
Al
M=

i
)

_ N2
a2r? (\/max{752,y61L6*1}+L)

%

K+1

VPoV/< —2K log o + log

<G | 1)K 1)+ -

(V¢ — 1)min{\/7_, \/62}1}

where the first inequality follows from (@), the second inequality is due to ZkK:o \/Zk <

VET (VT = 1) and S, /T < KT (/T = 1), and the last inequality follows from
@a), @70) and 28). O

5.4 Proof of the main results in Section

In this subsection we first establish several technical lemmas and then use them to prove Theo-
rem [Bl
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Let {(z", \*)} ek denote all the iterates generated by Algorithm B where K is a subset of
consecutive nonnegative integers starting from 0. We define K —1 = {k — 1 : k € K}. For any
0<kecK-—1,let f, and Fy be defined in @I). In addition, let (¥, \¥) be defined as

2% = arg min F(z), M= I ()\k + pkg(xf)) . (87)

Recall that g, {px} and {n;} are the input parameters of Algorlthm B 9, B, C, Q B
and C are respectively given in @), @), B8) and [BI), and Ly, and ng are the Lipschitz
constant of Vg on Q and Q respectively. Let

k—1 k—1
Ly =Cpy+ B+ Ly, Zﬂmi vt Ln=0Cpu+ B+ Ly, mei + o1, (88)
i=0 1=0
1
o=\ Filah) — Fi(eb) + Spnadlet b (59
Sk = {x e dom(P) : ||z — 2| < a01\/2,0k177k} , (90)
S = {o e dom(P) s o — ot < (14 Lur) oy 20, | oy

The following lemma states some properties of the function fi, whose proof is similar to
that of [I2, Lemma 7] and thus omitted.

Lemma 13. Let fi, O, O, Lj, and Ly, be respectively defined in @&I), @0), @) and &R).
Then fi is convex and continuously differentiable on dom(P), and moreover, V fy. is Lipschitz
continuous on Q and Q with Lipschitz constants Ly and Ly, respectively.

The next lemma establishes some properties of (¥, A¥) and (¥, \F).

Lemma 14. Let (2%, \¥) be defined in [&T). Then the following statements hold.

I(2®, X%) = (@2, A0 + 22, AD) = (@, AP < I, 0F) = (@ AP Yo<keK—1, (92)

k—1
I(®, NF) = @ E A< 1@ 00) = @A)+ ) pin V1< keEK, (93)
1=0
k-1
IG®, N%) = @ A< 1@ A% = @A)+ Y pimi V1< keK. (94)
1=0

Proof. Tt is well-known (e.g., see [I8] [12]) that Algorithm [l is an inexact proximal point algo-
rithm (PPA) applied to the monotone inclusion problem 0 € 7;(x, \), where [ is the Lagrangian
function of problem (), and 7; is a maximal monotone set-valued operator defined as

Ti: (2, A) = {(v,u) € R" x R™: (v, —u) € Jl(z,\)}, V(z,\) €R" xR™
It then follows from ([B3), (87), and [I2] Lemma 5] that
(:Cf, Af) = jﬂk(xk’ )‘k)’ H(karl’ )\k+1) - jpk(xk’ )‘k)H < PENk, Vke K—-1. (95)

where J,, = (T + pxTi)~!. By the first relation in @), 0 € 7;(z*,A\*), and the maximal
monotonicity of 7, it follows from [I8, Proposition 1] that ([@2) holds. In addition, (@3]) and
@) follow from the second relation in (@) and [I2, Lemma 3]. O

As a consequence of Lemma [I4] and the definition of rg and 6 in (B4]), one has that

20— < 7o, [|2¥—a*|| < o408, NN < ro+0, |lzF—2zF|| < 146, [|aF—2FT <ro+8 VI<EeK
(96)
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Lemma 15. Let 7y and 7* be defined in BH) and 8Y). Then for all 0 < k € K — 1, we have
7 < apFgpr/2- (97)
Proof. We first prove that (@1) holds for k = 0, that is, 73 < a373po/2. Indeed, let | be the
Lagrangian function of problem (2)). By (30), (3I]) and (87), one has
1 1
Foa) = L2, N5 o) + 5l = 2P 2 (a2 3% ) = e {12, = 5 = 2

> I(xg, A )—%”)\0—)\ 1> F(z )—%”)\0—)\ 1%,

where the second equality follows from [12, Lemma 2]. Also, we have
1
Fola®) = L6 X5 o) = () + 50 (MMl X+ pog @I = A7) -

It then follows from these, (33]), (89), and (@6]) that

o €D 1
76 = Foa?) = Fo(al) + 5poag|a” — a3

* 1 * 1 G2 ~
< F(a%) = F(a*) + 0 (1= (X% + pog (@I + IA" = N2 = [IA")%) + Spoagrs < afigpo/2.
We next show that (@7) holds for all 1 < k € K — 1. Indeed, observe that ||A\*|| = dist(A\*~! 4
pr—19(a*), =KC) and [[Tc- (A" + prg(a®))[| = dist(A* + prg(a*), —K). Using these, p = poC*,
and (@6]), we have
k

. . A
s (A" + prg(a®)) = N¥|| < dist(A* + prg(a®), =) + |A*]| = prdist (Pk +g(z"), —/C> +IA¥]

Ak Akfl Akfl
< prdist <— - ,—/C> + prdist ( +g(a"), —/C> + A
Pk Pk-1 Pk—1

Ak Akfl

<o |5 = 2 P dist (M g yg(a®), —K) + A
Pk Pk—1 Pk—1
Moo Nkl -

= o= 2 (2 1) I < a4 (2 )
Pk Pr—1 Pk—1 Pk—1 Pr-1

< 2(C+ (A + 70 +6). (98)

It follows from (BI)) and (B3) that there exists P'(x*) € 9P (x*) such that

Fi_1(a%) = V(") +Vg(a") e A o1 g(2®)+pp L (0P =214 P/(a%) € 9F 1 (a),  [|Fi_y(a®)]| < -
(99)
Also, we have

V(") + Vg(a®) - (A" + prg(a®)) + P'(2%) € 0F (),
which together with ([@9) yields
F,gfl(wk)—p,:_ll(xk—xkfl)—i-Vg(xk) (H,C*()\k + peg(xF)) = Tie- (N1 + pk,lg(xk))) € OF;,(z").
(100)

In addition, observe from (34) and ([@8) that =¥ € Q. Also, note that Fj, is convex and g is
Lg-Lipschitz continuous on Q. By these, ([@8), (@9), (I00), and the monotonicity of {p;} and

29



{nk}, one has

File) — File) 'S (R (), 2% — ob) — gy — o o — o)
+(Vg(a®) (e (AF + prg(a®)) — e W71+ pr_rg(a®))), 2* — 2f)
< | Foa @) lla® = 2f)] + oty ll2* — 2 fla® — 2|
[V g(@®) T (VF + prg(@h)) — Tee (1 + py_yg(ab)) [l — 28]
= |1 (@) lla* — k]| + ppty |a* — 2| [la* — 2]
+ Vg (@®) [T (A" + preg(a®)) — N[l — 2|
< m0(ro +6) + py ' (ro + )% + 2Ly (¢ + 1 (IX*[| + 70 + ) (ro + 6),
where the last inequality follows from (@) and ([@8]). Then we have
2771% 2 k 2k _ ok 2 k k 5 kg
oo = ooy (Frla®) = Fiel) + praflle” = ati?) < -5 (Fulah) = Fital)) + 2o ol

= (m(ro+6) + 05" (0 + 67 + 2Ly (C+ DN |+ 70+ 0)(r0 +6)) + 2(r0 + 0)°
0

2(rg + 0 B - .
:% (0 + 25" (ro + 6) + 2Z4(C + D)X + 70+ 6) + pood(ro +9))
0
By this relation and the definition of 7y in (B3], one can see that (@7) holds for all 1 < k €
K—-1. -

Lemma 16. Let f,, Ly, Ly, Sp and S), be respectively defined in 1), &%), @) and (@I).
Then for all0 < k € K—1, Vfi is Lipschitz continuous on S and Sy with Lipschitz constants
Ly, and Ly, respectively.

Proof. Let Q and @ be defined in ([Ba) and ([B8]). We first show that Sy C Q and S\k - @ for all
0 <k e K-—1. To this end, fix any 0 < k € K— 1. By ([@0), (@6) and (@7), one has that for all
r € Sy,

* k m -1 k * ~
lz — 2| < [l — 2% + ]2 —2*|| < ag'y/ 20 T + |2k — 2| < Fo + 7o + 6,
where the last inequality follows from (@6) and (@7). This together with (B6) implies that
Sk C Q. In addition, by 34), (37), (88]) and pr > po, one has

k—1
(B2
i L B O o Bt g ey S pimi+ o < C g Bty Ly 40y 2L
=0

Using this, (@) and (@7), we obtain that for all z € S,

() -
lo — ™| <l — ]| + |25 —2*| < (14 Lipg ') ag /205 T+ laf — 2™ < (1+ L) + 19 +96.

which along with (@) implies that S C O.
The conclusion of this lemma then follows from Lemma and the fact that S, € Q and
S, CQforall0<keK-—1. O

Lemma 17. Let Ny denote the number of evaluations of V f, Vg, proximal operator of P and
projection onto KC* performed by Algorithm [2 at the kth outer iteration of Algorithm [3. Then

for all0 < k e K—1, it holds that
| pia%ﬁ%( max{l,z5_1}+z>2
og 7
+

Ny <Ci | M+1+ (101)

\/(M + o H)p t min {1, 53*1}
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where M, 6, ag, {pr} and {nx} are the input parameters of Algorithm[3, and T, L and C; are

given in (B8), B9) and [@Q), respectively.

Proof. By (&), ©3), €F) and pi > po, one has
k—1

e @A aa . e LE

prli = C+p'B+py ' Lvg > pimi+pp° < C+pg'B+py ' Lvgb + py
i=0

2@ 7 (102)

Notice that at the kth outer iteration of Algorithm [ Algorithm [ is called to find an n-
residual solution zF*! of the problem min, {fx(x) + P(x)} with the inputs € « ng, v ,0,;1,
W+ plzl and 2! = 2! < 2*. Moreover, when applied to this problem, the proximal step (G
of Algorithm 2] requires one evaluation of V f, Vg, proximal operator of P and projection onto
KC*, respectively. In view of this, (89), ([@0), (@), Lemma [I6] and Theorem Bl one can replace
(0,70, i1, €, Lg) in ([IT) by (7, plzl, o+ plzl, Mhes Zk) respectively and obtain that

21o Tk
ng(l—i—M*) M + 1+ W
log (1 - \/(u + o ymin {pr L} )
+
2
| 2pk7”i(\/max{l,pglszg_l}er;lzk)
0og v
M ~
log(p, 'L
R | O )
—log <1 - \/(u+pk1)pk1 min{l,&pkLk1}> +

2
201,72 (\/max{l,p,glLké-l}+p,;1Lk)
log

e ~
log(p, 'L
IR i (H{%w )
. ~ og
\/(u+pk1)pk1mm{1,5pkLkl} +

where the last inequality follows from the fact that —log(1 — &) > £ for any £ € (0,1). By the
above inequality, (@7) and (I02]), one can see that (I0T]) holds. O

We are now ready to prove Theorem [l

Proof of Theorem [4. (i) Let K be defined in ([42]). We first show that Algorithm [l terminates
after at most K + 1 outer iterations. Indeed, suppose for contradiction that it runs for more
than K + 1 outer iterations. It then follows that (32]) does not hold for £k = K. On the other

hand, by @4), (3), @2), px = po¢™ and 7k = oo™, one has

L@ AR (K AR <

(z9)
K<
PK po¢

Nk = Moo

)

| ™

and hence (32)) holds for & = K, which leads to a contradiction. In addition, the output of
Algorithm [Bl is an e-KKT solution of problems () and ([29) due to [I2, Theorem 4].

(ii) Suppose that g = 0, i.e., f is convex but not strongly convex on dom(P). Let K and N
be defined in ([#2]) and ([43]). Also, let Ny denote the number of evaluations of V f, Vg, proximal
operator of P and projection onto * performed by Algorithm ] at the kth outer iteration of
Algorithm In addition to these evaluations, one projection onto K* is performed at step 3
of Algorithm [ each iteration. By these and statement (i) of this theorem, one can observe
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that the total number of evaluations of V f, Vg, proximal operator of P and projection onto

K* performed in Algorithm [l is no more than ZLHEEQ(NR +1). As a result, to prove statement

(ii) of this theorem, it suffices to show that ZLK:‘EQ(Nk +1) < N. Indeed, in view of (@I)), @),

(@@@), K| -2 < K, n=0, pp = po¢* and ng = noo®, one has

pia%ﬁ%( max{l,f&*l}—l—E)Q
pi | log
+

K| -2 K
SN+ ) SK+14+C ) | M+1+

k=0 k=0 min {1, V 52_1}

i

= ~\ 2
20272 x{1,L6 1 }+L
K poCF <2k log g + log pOaOTO( mang ) )
=K+1+C) | M+1+ =
. /\71
k=0 min {1, oL }

poC K+ (2[( logg + log

= N\ 2

pialrd ( max{l,Lé*l}—l—L)
s

+

IA
=

<SK+14C | (M+1)(K+1)+

(¢ — 1) min {1, 52—1}

where the first inequality follows from (I0I]) and p = 0, the second inequality is due to Zf:o ¢k <
¢EH1/(¢—1) and ZkK:O k¢F < K¢EF1/(¢ —1), and the last equality follows from (@), @2) and
).

(iii) Suppose that p > 0, namely, f is strongly convex on dom(P). Similar to the proof of
statement (ii) of this theorem, it suffices to show that Zgiofz(]\fk +1) < N. Indeed, in view of

ED), @), @), K| -2 < K, u> 0, pr. = po¢* and n, = noo”, one has

= 2
2252 -1
% <log pkaor()( max{1,L§ }+L> )
Jr

|K|72 K w nz
SN+ D) <K+14+C ) | M+1+

k=0 k=0 min {1, V 52_1}

5

L p%a%?é( max{l,f5_1}+z>2
1/%O\/Z leogg—i-log
+

K
=K+1+C ) [M+1+

=0 min{l, Y 55*1}

= ~\ 2

20272 (/max{1,L6~1}+L

p_:\/ZK+1 <2Klog§+log Poaoro< ané[ } ) )
Jr

<SK+1+C | (M+1)(K +1) + <

(v — 1) min {1, 52—1}

where the first inequality follows from ([I0I) and p > 0, the second inequality is due to
S \/Zk < \/ZKH/(\/Z —1) and Y1, k\/zk < K\/ZKH/(\/Z — 1), and the last equality
follows from (@I, (@2)) and (@4). O
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6 Concluding remarks

The development and analysis of accelerated first-order methods in this paper are based on
the assumption that the proximal subproblems associated with P can be exactly solved. Nev-
ertheless, it is not hard to modify them by using a suitable inexact solution of the proximal
subproblems instead.

Recently, a class of problems in the form of ([Il) with f being relatively smooth convex was
considered in the literature (e.g., see [2, 5], [I1]). Interestingly, this class consists of some problems
in which V f is not locally Lipschitz continuous on cl(dom(P)), for example, the problem with
P being the simplex and f containing the entropy function and being relatively smooth to the
entropy function. It shall however be mentioned that this class generally does not include the
problems considered in this paper. For example, it does not contain problem (1) with f being a
convex high-degree polynomial function and P being the indicator function of the nonnegative
orthant. Yet, this problem belongs to the class considered in this paper. As future research, it
would be interesting to investigate whether the methods studied in this paper can be extended
to relatively smooth convex optimization.
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