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Abstract

Primal-dual algorithms for the resolution of convex-concave saddle point problems usually come with
one or several step size parameters. Within the range where convergence is guaranteed, choosing well
the step size can make the difference between a slow or a fast algorithm. A usual way to adaptively set
step sizes is to ensure that there is a fair balance between primal and dual variable’s amount of change.
In this work, we show how to find even better step sizes for the primal-dual hybrid gradient. Getting
inspiration from quadratic problems, we base our method on a spectral radius estimation procedure and
try to minimize this spectral radius, which is directly related to the rate of convergence. Building on
power iterations, we could produce spectral radius estimates that are always smaller than 1 and work
also in the case of conjugate principal eigenvalues. For strongly convex quadratics, we show that our
step size rule yields an algorithm as fast as inertial gradient descent. Moreover, since our spectral radius
estimates only rely on residual norms, our method can be readily adapted to more general convex-concave
saddle point problems. In a second part, we extend these results to a randomized version of PDHG called
PURE-CD. We design a statistical test to compare observed convergence rates and decide whether a step
size is better than another. Numerical experiments on least squares, sparse SVM, TV-L1 denoising and
TV-L2 denoising problems support our findings.

1 Introduction

Primal-dual algorithms for the resolution of convex-concave saddle point problems, like for instance
Primal-Dual Hybrid Gradient [CP11], usually come with one or several step size parameters. Within the
range where convergence is guaranteed, choosing well the step size can make the difference between a
slow or a fast algorithm. Common knowledge states that good step sizes should lead to a fair balance
between primal and dual variable’s amount of change.

However, if this kind of expert tuning works well when routinely solving similar problems, it has
obvious limits. First, the meaning of a fair balance is not quantitatively defined. Second, this does not
help much when designing a general purpose solver like . A natural solution is to set the step
sizes adaptively by monitoring key quantities about the iterates. A notable example is given by [GLY15]
where the step sizes are modified in order to balance the size of primal and dual residuals. However,
despite indisputable numerical experiments, they could only prove convergence of the adaptive algorithm
using an artificial slow down of the step size updates. In particular they do not theoretically show that
the adaption is useful, even for a given restricted class of problems. This work has been extended recently
to the case of stochastic PHDG in . When the Lagrangian function is strongly convex-concave,
[[E22] developed a method that provably adapts the step size. However, it requires the knowledge of the
strong convexity constant, which is quite restrictive in the context of primal-dual methods.

We propose here new insights for the adaptive setting of step sizes. We show that on quadratic
problems, it is possible to find better step sizes than Goldstein et al.’s [GLY15]. We base our method on
a spectral radius estimation procedure and try to minimize this spectral radius, which is directly related
to the rate of convergence. Building on power iterations [Hag2I], we could produce spectral radius
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estimates that are always smaller than 1, work in the case of conjugate pairs of principal eigenvalues and
induce a minor computational overhead.

For strongly convex quadratics, we show that our step size rules yields an algorithm as fast as inertial
gradient descent [Nes03|]. Moreover, since our spectral radius estimates only rely on residual norms, our
method can be readily adapted to more general convex-concave saddle point problems.

Other contributions include an adaptation of Goldstein et al.’s adaptive step sizes to Tri-PD [LPI§]|
and the combination of Goldstein et al.’s step sizes with ours. Indeed, the former is effective from the
first iterations while ours takes some time before being able to decide a change in step sizes.

In order to solve large scale problems, it is much more efficient to rely on a randomized algorithm,
like S-PDHG [CERSI§| or PURE-CD [AFC20]. These algorithms only update one primal and some
of the dual variables yielding much cheaper iterations. Moreover, the conditions on the step sizes are
quite favorable and after seeing all the data, much more progress has been done towards the solution
set. However, like their deterministic counterpart, current theory is not giving much insight on how to
precisely set their step sizes.

We first revisit the residual balance strategy proposed in [CDE"23| for S-PDHG and adapt it to
PURE-CD. Then, we propose a way to monitor the convergence of the algorithm despite the stochastic
nature of the algorithm. We propose two models for the observed instantaneous rate: either independent
and identically distributed or autoregressive of order 1. In both cases, we design a statistical test and
accept to change the step size only if the new one gives a statistically significant improvement in the
rate.

Like previous works [GEB13] ICDE" 23], our convergence results only provide conditions under which
convergence can be retained with adaptive steps. However, our results allow an asymptotically unbounded
change in the amplitude of the step sizes, which was not possible with previous approaches. Our proof
technique bases on the smoothed duality gap [TDFCIS|, [WE24], which allowed us to show convergence
of the feasibility gap and optimality gap without basing on a given constant norm to measure distances.

We conclude the paper with numerical experiments on least squares, sparse SVM, TV-L1 denoising
and TV-L2 denoising. In the four cases, we make similar conclusions. Residual balance techniques for
deterministic or randomized versions of PDHG very quickly identifies good step sizes. Indeed, they
usually outperform a general purpose initialization that we set before observing the data. However,
although convergence monitoring takes more time to identify good step sizes, the final value is much
better than with residual balance. The challenge is to find accurate estimates of the convergence rate by
observing only a few iterations in order to be able to discriminate between two set of step sizes.

2 Problem, notation and primal-dual algorithm

We consider the composite optimization problem mingern f(x)+ f2(z)+g(Azx) where A is a m X n matrix,
f and g are convex lower semi-continuous functions whose proximal operator is easily computable and fa
is a convex differentiable function whose gradient is L s-Lipschitz continuous. To solve it, we shall resort
to the equivalent saddle point problem
min max f(z) + f2(z) + (Az,9) — 9" (¥) 1)

where ¢g* is the Fenchel conjugate of g. The qualification condition 0 € ri(dom g — A(dom f)), that we
shall assume throughout, is enough to guarantee that the values of both problems are equal [BCII].

Primal-Dual Hybrid Gradient is an algorithm that is able to solve this problem by using only matrix-
vector products, proximal operators and gradients as elementary operations. We shall consider two
versions of PDHG, that are equivalent when fo = 0 [CKCH23]. We will use the letter x for primal
variables, y for dual variables and z = (z,y) when working in primal and dual space together.

2.1 Vu-Condat algorithm

For step size parameters oy, > 0 and 75, > 0 that satisfy op7||A||% + 7 Ls/2 < 1 for all k, the algorithm
is given by

Denote Tv¢ the operator such that zx11 = Tvc(zk). It has been shown in [Vil3] and [Conl3] that
Tvc is an averaged operator when considering the norm | - ||v, defined by [z||3, = inHQ + 2(Az,y) +

L HyH2 This implies the convergence of the algorithm in the constant step size case.
Ok



Algorithm 1 Vi-Condat algorithm

xo € R™, yo € R™ and for all k£ > 0:

Ykt1 = ProX,, o« (yx + orAzy)

Tht1 = pTOXka(xk — 16V fa(zg) — TkAT(2yk+1 — Yk))

2.2 Latafat et al.’s Tri-PD algorithm

For step size parameters o > 0 and 7, > 0 that satisfy aka||A||2 < 1 and 7Ly < 2, the algorithm is
given by

Algorithm 2 Tri-PD algorithm

zo € R™, yp € R™ and for all £ > 0:

Tpp1 = prox,, ¢(ovx — 7V fa(zk) — A y)
Ykt1 = Yk+1 = ProXy, g+ (& + 0k AZk1)

- T
Th1 = Thr1 — "o A (Yet1 — Yr)

Denote T, the operator such that zx41 = Tr(2x). It has been shown in [LP18| that 77, is an averaged
operator when considering the norm || - ||y, defined by |z[|f, = inHQ + éHyHQ, which implies the
convergence of the algorithm in the constant step size case.

In the case fo = 0 and 7, = 7, both algorithms are equivalent (up to a change of indices) because
Tk — TATyk = Tr — TAT(Q’gk — gkfl).

2.3 Linear convergence rate

Suppose that the Lagrangian function L defined by L(z,y) = f(z)+ fz(z) + (Az,y) — g* (y) satisfies that
(x — L(z,y)) is strongly convex for all y with constant s and (y — L(x,y)) is strongly concave for all
x with constant pg=. In that case, both versions of PDHG converge linearly (see [FB19] for Vu-Condat
and [Fer22] for Tri-PD). Yet, the rate depends on the strong convexity constants: there exists ¢ > 0 that
depends only on the algorithm such that for all &,

Iz — 2l < (1 — emin(ras, opge)) o — 2 - (2)

Hence, if we know the values of iy and pg«, we can choose the step sizes o and 7 that would maximize
min(7py, opg) while satisfying the constraints guaranteeing convergence.
Note that the resulting algorithm is indeed quite good. In the case where fo = 0, the only constraint

is o7||A||* < 1, so that we may choose o = ,/HZ“‘W and T =, /;Jﬁiix*u? for v < 1 but close to 1. We
g

THfHg* Bfhg*
=~
A2 anz -

Yet, PDHG does converge linearly for much more general classes of problems. In particular, for
all piecewise linear-quadratic problems, which include linear programs and quadratic programs, PDHG
enjoys linear convergence. However, the constants are usually unknown and the influence of the step size
on the rate is not well understood.

obtain min(7pys, oug-) = which is optimal for this class of problems [Nes03].

3 Adaptive step sizes based on residual balance

3.1 Goldstein et al.’s adaptive step sizes

In [GEB13| and [GLY15], Goldstein, Li, Yuan, Esser and Baraniuk proposed an adaptive way of setting
the step sizes for Chambolle and Pock’s algorithm, i.e. Algorithm [I| in the case fo = 0. Their intuition



is that good primal and dual step sizes should balance the progress between the primal and dual space.
Our goal is to find a saddle point of L, that is a point 2. = (z«, y«) such that

0€df(z.)+ ATy,
0 € 99" (y«) — Axx
Said otherwise, if for z = (x,y), we denote F(z) = (0f(z) + ATy) x (dg* (y) — Azx), our goal is to find

z such that ||F(z)|o = min{||q||,q € F(z)} is as small as possible [LY22]. Goldstein et al. first remarked
that one can easily find a point in F'(zx41). From the definition of Algorithm [I} we have

0 € 009" (Yk+1) + Yrt+1 — Yk — oAz
0 € TkOf (Trs1) + Thos1 — i + To A (20041 — Y)
so that

1 *
drt1 =;k(yk = Yk+1) + Ak — Tht1) € 09" (Yrt1) — ATrpa

1
Pht1 :g(fﬂk —@kg1) + A Yk — Yrt1) € Of (Trg1) + A yrsa

Then, we can compare ||di+1|l1 and ||pet1ll1. I ||pet1llt > Alldk+1]]: for some A > 1, this means
that the primal space is given too much importance and we should decrease 7, (and increase o, accord-
ingly). Similar considerations hold if the unbalance is opposite. The choice of the 1-norm is motivated
experimentally. In the end, we obtain Algorithm @

Algorithm 3 Goldstein et al.’s adaptive steps — Goldstein(z, zk+1, Tk, Ok, Q%)

Parameters: o = 1074, 7 =0.95,A = 1.5
if o, < o then
Skip step size adaptation: Tpy1 = T, Ok+1 = Ok, Qg1 = O
else
De+1 = ,(901@ — k1) = AT (Yo — Yrr1)
dit1 = 5-(Yk — Ynt1) — ATk — Tpt1)
if [[pe+1llt = Allde+1[lr then
Trt1 = Tk/(1 — ak), opp1 = ok (1 — ag), agr1 = agxn
else if ||dg+1]l1 = Allpg+1]1 then
Tep1 = Te(l — o), Opg1 = ok /(1 — ar), app1 = agn
else

==~

Tk+1 = Tky Ok+1 = Ok, Qg1 = Qf
return 741, 0k41, Ok41

The algorithm includes a geometric slow-down in the updates. This ensures that the adaptive step
size rule will not prevent convergence because the step sizes will eventually be nearly constant. Moreover,
we can show that Vk,

T < T()(kI:[l(l - ai))_l = To(lﬁ(l - aoni))_l = To exp ( - killog(l - aoni))
i=0 i=0 i=0

= k log(1
< 7o €xXp ( - Zlog(l - ao)ni) = To exp ( —log(1 — ap) 117 7777 ) < 10 €xp ( - M)
i=0

L—=n
<7o(l— ao)_ﬁ

where we used the inequality log(1 — 2) > ;= log(1 — zo) valid for all € [0,z0] by concavity of the
logarithm. We can prove similarly that 7, > 70(1 — ao)l%" and similar results for ox. With ag = 0.5

_1 - .
and 1 = 0.95, we obtain (1 — ap)” T=7 ~ 10°. Hence, this gives a large updating power to the method
but at the same time prevents a race without end if we ever encounter a pathological cases.
Let us now give an example where we can show optimality of Goldstein et al.’s adaptive step sizes.



Proposition 1. Consider the toy problem

. * 0 0.0 0
min max x) — +¢ r)+x -t
z€R™,z0€R yeRm,yOeRf( ) =9 W) {0}( ) Y (o} ")
where f in pg-strongly convex and g~ is pg» -strongly convexr and suppose we are solving it with Algorithm
with constant step sizes T and o such that ot = v < 1.

Whatever the value of A, if T > 75;* , then eventually Allpkllr < ||dk|l1 and if T < ’YZ;* , then

eventually Alldi||1 < ||pxll1-

Proof. The convex-concave function has a first part where primal and dual contributions are completely
decoupled and a second part which is trivially solved with (z°,y°) = (0,0) but constrains the step sizes
to satisfy o = v < ||A||> = 1. Hence, on this problem, Algorithm [1|is equivalent to the proximal point
method run in parallel on f and ¢*. This implies that ||pg||1 will converge to 0 with a rate equal to
(1 — 7uy) and ||dk || will converge to 0 with a rate equal to (1 — opg=).

This means that, if 7 > 75?* , then there will be some k such that Al/px|l1 < ||/dk|/1 and then 7

W;* , then there will be some k such

should be decreased according to Algorithm |3} Similarly, if 7 <
that A||ldk|l1 < ||px||x and then 7 should be increased according to Algorithm O

As we will see in numerical experiments, Goldstein et al.’s adaptive step size is very efficient to detect
big discrepancies between primal and dual residuals. However, when the sequence of iterates oscillates
between the primal and dual space, it cannot keep track of these oscillations and its damping factor
automatically stops the adaptation of the step sizes. Moreover, the step sizes we obtain are usually
rather good but far from being optimal in the long run.

3.2 Generalization to the case f; # 0

We now consider Algorithm [1| with f> # 0. In this case, we want to find a zero of the opertor F(z) =
(Of (z) + Va(x) + ATy) x (dg*(y) — Az). To estimate residual balance, we need a point in F(zx11).
From the definition of Algorithm [} we have

0 € 099" (Yk+1) + Yrt+1 — Y — OxAxy
0 € TOf(xht1) + 76V fa () + Thi1 — 2k + TR AT (2y641 — Uk

so that

dir1 =— (Y — Yrt1) + ATk — Tt1) € 09" (Ynt1) — ATptr

o

1
Pht1 :;(rk — @kg1) + Via(es1) — Via(ze) + AT (e — yrs1) € Of (@hs1) + Va(zrer) + Ay

With this new definition of primal and dual residuals, the rest of Algorithm [3|can be kept identical.

3.3 Residual balance for Tri-PD

Goldstein et al’s primal and dual residual balance algorithm can also be defined for Algorithm [2| Since
0 € ThOf (Trt1) + eV f2(2r) + Top1r — 2 + A Yk
0 € 0k9g" (Yk+1) + Yk+1 — Y — Ok ATt

we can choose

1

Pr+1 I;k(l‘k — @pp1) + VoZhs1) — Va(zr) € 0f (Zosr) + Via(Zrer) + A Grpa
1 . _

dit1 :;k(yk — Yrt1) € 09" (Ur+1) — ATpta

where we use the identities zp+1 = Tpyr1 — TkAT(ka — yr) and Yr4+1 = Gr+1. Hence (prt1,dr+1) €
F(Zr4+1) and we can proceed with the primal and dual residual balance method. Note that in the case
f2 # 0, we need to compute V f2(Zx+1), whereas when using Algorithm |1} all the quantities involved in
the formula of the residuals are already required in order to run the algorithm.



4 Quadratic case

4.1 Minimization of the spectral radius

If the Lagrangian function is a quadratic function

1 1
L(z,y) = imTQx +c' o4y Az —by— §yTSy
then the saddle point problem is equivalent to the resolution of a linear system of equations and PDHG

can be written as
Yrr1 = (I +09) " (yx + o(Azk — b))
tri1 = +7Q) N(wx — T(AT (2yrs1 — yr) +¢))
— ([ +7Q)" (xk —7(AT QI + 8) " [yk + o(Azy, — b)] — i) + c))
Hence the algorithm is the fixed point algorithm
Zp+1 = Rz +d
where the matrix R is given blockwise by

R |:(I+TQ)71(I— 210 AT (I+08)"'A) 7(I+7Q)*AT(I - 2(1+JS)71):|

o(I +0S)"'A (I+08)"! (3)

and the vector d is
d— |:—7'(.I+TQ)71(—20'AT(I+O'S)715+C) (4)
- —o(I+0S5)"'b
The speed of convergence of the algorithm is governed by the spectral radius of the matrix R. In
order to get a faster algorithm, we need to find step sizes 7 and o that minimize this spectral radius.
Even though this procedure is more costly than solving the original problem, it will consist in a goal for
what can be expected from good step sizes.

4.2 Estimation of the spectral radius using the power method
4.2.1 Unique principal eigenvalue

If the spectral radius |A1| of a matrix B is supported by one single eigenvalue, then the power iteration
lzgrall

[EN
Note that when running PDHG on a quadratic problem, we have zx4+1 — zx = R(zr — 2x—1). Hence,

PDHG is producing a power sequence on zix+1 — 2zx. Moreover, if 1 is an eigenvalue of R (which may
happen if d = 0), this procedure automatically discards the associated eigenvectors. We propose to use
of the norm || - ||v, for which nonexpansiveness is proved. This implies that the estimate of the spectral

radius given by
— k
N
Iz — zk—1llv A1
will always be smaller than 1. As we can see in Figure[T} this leads to much more stable estimates of the

spectral radius, especially when the assumption of a single principal eigenvector is not true, a case that
will be treated below.

method zgy1 = Bzxy satisfies |A1] = limg_4oo where the result is true for any norm [Hag21].

4.2.2 Conjugate pair of principal eigenvalues
llzp4+1—2kllv
Iz —2z—1llv
converge. As explained in [Hag21], we can still use the power sequence to determine several eigenvalues,
by a kind of Krylov method using zx, Azs and A%zy instead of just zx and Axy. However, this is quite
sensitive to the actual number of principal eigenvalues: searching for a conjugate pair when |A1| > |A2| =
[A3z] will lead to numerical issues. Moreover, there is no reason for the estimates to be always smaller
than 1, even if they will be asymptotically.

We propose here a method to estimate the absolute value of a conjugate pair of principal eigenvalues
using quantities computed using || - ||v.

When the spectral radius is supported by a conjugate pair of eigenvalues, the ratio may not
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Figure 1: Comparison of norms for the computation of spectral radius estimates. The problem under
consideration is a least squares problem min, max, i, /2||z||*> + (Az,y) — p,/2||y||> where each line of A is
such that A;x = (1 +n)z; — zi41. We took p, = 0.01, u, = 0.1 and n = 0.001. The step sizes are constant
with 7 = 10/||A||. We can see that using the norm for which nonexpansiveness is guaranteed reduces a lot
the amplitude of oscillations.

Proposition 2. Suppose that the spectral radius of a matriz R is supported by a pair of conjugate
eigenvalues A1 and A2 = A1 associated with their (complez) eigenvectors (1 and (2 = (1. We assume that
[A1] = |A1| > |Aj] for all j > 3. Let (ur) be a sequence defined by ury1 = Rui. Then for any Hilbertian

norm,
s l® _ O( (O /20)F
THE = ¢(k) + O( (A3/A\a)
where the function ¢ is defined by ¢(x) = |A1]? (1 + bCOS(Q(in)bgclgggz;Tfff)wl-W)), 01 is the argument of

A1 and ¢, a and b are real numbers.
¢ is periodic and, denoting x and T one of its minimum and maximum, we recover the spectral radius

by || = \/$(557).
Proof. We write uo in the base of eigenvectors of R:

m—+n

Up = Z ;G
j=1
Since RG; = i, we have ugp = 74" a;Af¢;. Denote A1 = |A1] exp(if1). Then
up, = |>\1|k(2§ﬁ‘f(0¢0 exp(ik61)C1) +T§O((%)k>)
=3 !
lJur|| = |)\1\k(2||§R(oco exp(ik01)C)|| + O((%)k))

Note that
4”%(0(0 exp(ikt%)@) H2 = <O(o exp(ik@l)Cl —+ Qo exp(—ik@l)fl, [a7)) exp(ik&l)Q —+ Qo exp(—ikﬁl)é)
= |l exp(ik61)¢1||* + [| @0 exp(—ik61)C1 || + 2R((owo exp(ik61)C1, ao exp(—ik61)C1))
= 2[laoCi[|* + 2R(exp(2ik61) (@01, @oC1))



We now consider the function

0G1l* + [{@0Cr, @G| cos(2(k + 1)61 + )
[looC||? + \(aocl,o‘co@ﬂ cos(2k61 + ¢)

sa—+bcos(2(k+1)01 + ¢)

_ 2 ||a
$(k) = Al a + bcos(2k61 + @)

= M|

where ¢ is the argument of {(ao(i, 07051) and a and b are two nonnegative real numbers. We have

lwesa|l® _ o(k) + O((As/Al)k) .

[ |2

Extending ¢ to the set of real numbers, we can see that it is a periodic function with period %. Moreover

cos(2(z + 1)01 + ¢) — cos(2z0: + ga))
a + bcos(2z01 + ¢)
sin((2z + 1)01 + ) sin(@l))
a + beos(2z01 + ) ’

o(x) = |/\1|2(1 +b

- |>\1|2(1 — 2

where we used the formula cos(a) — cos(b) = —2sin(%%) sin(252). Differentiating ¢ with respect to z,
we get:
’ —2bSin(91)|A1|2
= 2 5((2 1 5(2
) = s beos(3atr £ 7)) ( 01 cos((2z + )01 + @) (a + beos(2z61 + ¢))

+ 2b61 sin((2x + 1)01 + ¢) sin(226, + go))

—4b91 sin(91)|)\1|2
" (a+bcos(2x61 + p))

3 (acos((Qx + 161 +¢)+ bcos(@l))

We can see that the maximum and minimum are attained when cos(2z61 + 61 + ¢) = —bc%(el). Let z

be a minimizer and Z a maximizer of ¢. These are two different numbers such that cos(2z61 + 61 + ¢) =

cos(2z01 + 61 + ). Hence, z* = ZIZ satisfies sin(2z61 + 01 + ¢) = 0 and so ¢(z*) = [\1]%. O

If we denote ur = zk4+1 — 2k, since ux+1 = Ruyp with R defined in , we can apply the proposition
to PDHG and get the following algorithm to estimate for |A1| with precision |A1| = |A1] + O(min(6; +
As/A0)%, (Aa/An)E7/0)):

Algorithm 4 Algorithm to estimate ||
Set 6§ = 0.6, ¢; = 1073 and e = 107°

_ lzrgr—zkllv,
T ze—zre—1llvs
if [|ze41 —2xllv, < Olzs — 251
then
Return |[A| = rp =

Monitor 7
vy and |[(1—=rpy1)/(1—7r) —1| < ey and |rpyq —2rp +7re1|/(1—71)% < e

Hzks1—2xllve
2k —zk—1]lv,
if ||zg+1 — 2kllv, < 6llzs — zs—1]|v._, and a local minimum and a local maximum are visible, respectively

at k and k£ then

Return |A1| = rg-, where k* = [(k + k)/2].
else

Continue

We can make the estimation a bit more precise by fitting a quadratic around the local extrema
and a linear function around the point where we think sin(2z6; + 61 + ¢) = 0. We get a precision
O(01 4+ (A\3/A1)*) if no period has been fully observed (case 6; = 0 or 6; < 1) and we get a precision
O((A3/M1)*~™/%1) when we have observed a full period.
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Figure 2: Comparison of several estimates of the spectral radius. The true value is in dotted red line, the
instantaneous estimate ||[ugy1||v/||ug||v is in solid green line, the long run estimate (||ug||v/||us_s||v)*
is in orange dash-dotted line and the estimate proposed in this paper based on the study of cycles is in
blue dashed line. The problem under consideration is the same as for Figure On the left plot, the step
sizes are constant with 7 = 10/||A]|. The instantaneous estimate fails because it oscillates. One can remark
that the oscillations are far from being negligible. The long run and cycle based estimates behave similarly
in this context. On the right plot, 7 is modified online by monitoring the convergence rate, starting from
7o = 100/||A|, as will be explained in Section [4.4]
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Figure 3: Zooms on two cases for rate estimation. When the matrix is changing, we may encounter either
the case where the principal eigenvalue is unique (left plot) or the case where there is a conjugate pain of
principal eigenvalues. In both cases, the cycle based estimate is the most accurate, and is able to take profit
of warm start when we modify the step sizes. Hence one single cycle is enough to get a precision allowing
us to discriminate between a better and a worse rate.



4.3 Goldstein warm-up

If the step sizes are very far from the optimum, estimating the rate is very expensive because the algorithm
is very slow. In the other hand, balancing the residuals can be done at each iteration without waiting for
glimpses of convergence. Hence, we propose to combine Goldstein’s adaptive steps [GLY15] with our step
size adaptation based on rate estimation. Moreover, we can use the automatic stopping of Goldstein’s
adaptive steps, implemented by the geometric decrease of ay, to switch to rate estimation only when
primal-dual oscillations are encountered.

4.4 The adaptive algorithm
Our proposed adaptive step size algorithm for PDHG is given in Algorithm

Algorithm 5 Adaptive stepsizes for PDHG based on rate estimate with Goldstein warm-up

20 € R"™ 14,09 such that Tgo9 < ||A]|%, uo =1, p2 =1, =0.6, 7 = 1.5, g = 0.5, [ =0, s_1 = 50 = 0

for k € Ndo
zp+1 = PDHG(2g, 75, 05) Run one iteration of PDHG
(7,0, @) = Goldstein(zk, 241, Ts, 05, Qs) Try Goldstein et al.’s step size adaptation
if 7 # 7, then
s=k+1, as41 =a When ag becomes too small, we skip Goldstein et al.’s rule
Ts =T, 05 =0
Compute |A;|(k) using Algorithm |4 on iterates {s,...,k+ 1} Estimate convergence rate

if Algorithm [4] has returned a value then
if |A1](k) < |A1](s) then

Uk4+1 = —Us Revert gear
Thal = Tortk+1 Update step sizes
—Uk+1

Ok41 = OsT
s=k+1

In order to prove the convergence of the adaptive algorithm, we shall use the following result.

Lemma 1 (Lemma 1 in [TDAFC20]). Suppose that g is M,-Lipschitz on its domain (which means it
is the sum of a Lipschitz continuous function and the indicator of a convex set). Let z, = (Z«,y«) be a
saddle point of . Define the smoothed gap as

Gs(z,2) = £(@) + fale) + (An,y) — 6" () — Iy~ P

max
I’ER"’,y’GRm
= f(@') = fa(a) = (A2",y) + g7 (y) — %y Iz —&[* (5)

and Sp(x,y) = Gp,p)((®,yx), (z«,9)). Define also w as the projection of Az on domg and P* =
f(zs) + fa(zs) + g(Azy). Then we have

f(@) + fa(2) + g(w) = P* > —|ly.|| dist(Az, dom g")

F(@) + fo(@) + g(w) = P* < Sa(@,9) + BN, + [1911) (Il5 — v- 1| + \/ 5= w12 + 5oz, )

. . . 2 .
dist(Az, domg) < (15—l + 13 = - + 5 5(.0)

This lemma shows that if ¢ is close to y. and Sg(z,¥) is small, then the feasibility and optimality
gaps are both small. We shall now prove the convergence theorem for Algorithm [5| We will do the proof
using Algorithm [2] version of PDHG but one can also use similar arguments for Algorithm [T}
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Figure 4: Comparison of adaptive step algorithms on the toy quadratic problem of Figure [T where we
initialized 79 = %. Left: distance to the saddle point. Right: value of 7 for each iteration (same
line colors). We had chosen an initial step size value which is far from the optimal one. Thus the base
algorithm is quite slow. Moreover, when trying to estimate the rate, we need many iteration before being
able to discriminate between two slow rates. Residual balance yields a very quick update of the step sizes
to something reasonable. We can see an actual decrease on the left plot. However, the algorithm is not
able to deal with the oscillating behavior of the residuals: it quickly drains its updating budget and stalls.
Combining both methods gives the solid green line. Residual balance gives a sufficiently good step size allow
accurate rate estimates. After a few updates, we obtain a rate nearly as good as what can be obtained if we
directly optimize the spectral radius using Oth-order optimization.

Theorem 1. Let (zi) be the sequence generated by Algom'thm@ with ag = 0. If we update the residuals
when the squared residuals have decreased by at least a factor 6 and multiply them by a factor r and 1/r
respectively where r > 1 and 8r < 1, then the feasibility and optimality gaps defined in Lemmal[]] converge
to 0.

Proof. Let k € N and s1,...,sr the iterations where a change in step sizes has occurred, such that
sp < k < sp4+1. We will start by upper bounding ||zk4+1 — zkH%/sL.
By construction in Algorithm [4 for all I,

2 2
”Zsz+1 — sy HVql < 5||ZSZ71+1 — Rsi_a HVSL,I :

Hence,
lzs 41 = 28, V., < 87Il21 — 20ll% -

Moreover, by firm nonexpansiveness of the PDHG operator [Fer22|, we know that there exists A > 0
such that for all j € sz,...,k and z. € Z,,

2 2 2
Mzier = zillv,, +1lzivr — zllv,, <z — 2y,
and forall j € sp +1,...,k,
2 2 2
Mlzjtr =225 + zj-allv,, +11zi41 = z5llv,, <z = zi-allv,, -

We deduce from this that ||z — zk_1||%/SL < |lzsp+1 — 2sp, ||%/<L and

k—1
1
(k= su)llze = 2elll, < D7 Nz = 203, < 5 (lon = 203, = o = 2013, ) (6)
Jj=sL

11



Similarly,
(si41 = s)llzk — ze-1llVn, < (511 = s0)l|zsp+1 = 2o, [V, < (5001 = 80)6l|2sp 41— 26, 4 [0,

-
< (Sl+1 - Sl)(SL 1||Zsl+1+1 — Zsiq H%/SHI

< (sem = SZ)T6L7FI||ZSL+1+1 T Rt ||%/Sl < (s141 = Sl)rLil”ZSHHl — Zs;4q ||%/3l

sip1-l FLt
L—-1

<Y Mz = wlit, < 5 (e — 2R, =l — 201, )

J=sy
L—1 L—1-1
T 2 T 2
< b\ (2 _Z*HVsl - f“zsl“ —Z*HVSZ+1 . (7)

Summing for 0 <1 <L —1 with @ and using the fact that updating the step sizes changes the
norm || - ||v, by a factor at most \/r, we get

2 r 2 1 2
kllzk = 21l < llzo = 2ellve = S llan — 2l
2 r 2
ll2x — Zk—l”vsL = E”ZO = 2l -
Combining both upper bounds on ||z — zk,1||‘2/SL7 we get

L
. T
lon = 2ol < min (5% — 20l T ll20 = 2% ) - (®)

Following Theorem 1], for all 8 > 0,

Gg/rp)o(Zryr, 2x) < ! +2a; llzk+1 — Z*H%/k = +2a3— llz — Z*H%/k + %”Zk-‘—l — z|?
< 1 +2a§r (<Zk+1 = Zk, Zk+1 T 2k — 2z*>vk) + %szﬂ -z
<(1+ a;)sz-H = zkllvi l(zrt1 + 2) /2 — 2e|lvi + %”zkﬂ B ZkHQ
< (1+a3) 201 = 26llvic 126 — 2ellvi + %H%H - =l

Note that this proof technique is reminiscent to [DY16]. Inserting (8], we obtain

L
. T
G oo (Bt 20) < (1o = 2 vy min (6r) 2|21 = 2oy, ——llao = 2.1lva)

max (7o, 00)

B

In order to get a bound independent of L, we consider its maximum with respect to L. Let ¢ defined
by

: L 2 r2t 2
min ((67)" |21 — 20l% S 20 — 2. 1%, )

»(z) = min (abz, cdz)

_lzo—zl3,

where a = ||z1 — 20|}, b= 0r, c = ——;—2 and d = r*. We have that b < 1 and d > 1 and

_ max (7o, 00)
) < + — 2, EM10, 70/
G/rpso(Zntt, ze) < (L az)ll20 = 2ullvo, fmaxp(e) + == maxo(z)

Now, (z — ab®) is decreasing and (x +— c¢d®) is increasing. Hence, if a < ¢, then ab® < ¢d® for all

xz > 0 and the maximum of ¢ is attained for z = 0 with value max, ¢(z) = ©(0) = a. Note that since

12



limg— 400 ¢ = 0, this first case will happen only in the beginning of the run. Otherwise, a > ¢ and the

maximum of ¢ is attained when ab” = cd”, that is for x = }Zigg?;; In this second case,
log(a/c)
= 1 )
max ¢(e) = aexp (log(d/b) ogb
— exp (log(a) log(b) — log(c) log(b) + log(a) log(d) — log(a) log(b))
log(d) — log(b)
Cex (log(a) log(d) — log(c) log(b))
- log(d) — log(b)
 exp (18 0B los07)) ol — Iy ) o)
log(r/d) log(r/d)
= - el kA — T
= |l21 — zolly; T
120 — 2«13,
Since % > 0, this ensures that limg—, 100 maxz>0 ¢(z) = 0 and thus for any 8 > 0,

lim G,B/T,B/a(szrl,Z*) =0.

k—+o00

We now use the fact that Gg/r g/o(Zk+1, 2¢) > Sg(Zry1,yx) [Fer22, Prop. 8] and ¢ =y« in Lemmato
get

diSt(Ai'lvl*l,domg) S \/26(15/"—713/‘7(ZkJrl7 Z*) k~>—+>oo 0.
Similarly,
f(@rt1) + f2(Tryr) + g(Projdomg (AZj41)) kjw 0. -

Remark 1. The proof gives a sublinear convergence speed but it is in fact quite pessimistic. Like the
convergence proof of [GLY15], the theorem only says that even if the algorithm chooses completely crazy
step sizes, the safe guard dr? < 1 will ensure that convergence still holds. Yet, the novelty of Theorem
is that we allow the step sizes to be updated even in an asymptotic regime whereas Goldstein et al.
forced an arbitrary slow down that implies that step size adaption only occurs in the first iterations of
the algorithm.

5 More general convex-concave saddle point problems

In [LFP18|, Liang, Fadili and Peyré showed that PDHG enjoys finite-time activity identification under a
natural non-degeneracy condition. Their result is proved for constant step sizes but I conjecture that it
holds for varying step sizes as soon as the condition of Theorem [I}is satisfied. In particular, they showed
that there exists a matrix R and a saddle point z. such that

Zkt1 — 2« = R(zi — 24) + o2k — 24) -

Moreover, the matrix R corresponds to an averaged operator. Hence, the analysis in the quadratic case
describes the behavior of PDHG when activity identification has taken place and the iterates are close
enough to a saddle point. Since Algorithm E| uses only residual norms to estimate the rate, we can run
it even if the problem is not quadratic and it will eventually give sensible results.

Finally, it is shown in Section 4.1 of [LEPIS8| that for linear programs, the asymptotic rate depends
only on the product o7. Hence none of the methods presented in this paper will have an influence on
the convergence rate when solving linear programs with PDHG.

6 PURE-CD

In order to solve problems in large dimensions, a very efficient technique is to use coordinate update
versions of PDHG. A generalization of Goldstein et al’s update rule for SSPDHG has been proposed
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in [CDE"23]. In this section, we propose a residual balance and a convergence monitoring solution for
PURE-CD [AFC20]. The advantage of this algorithm when compared to S-PDHG is its ability to leverage
sparsity in the matrix A when choosing which primal and dual variables are going to be updated.

The algorithm is based on the dual version of Algorithm At each iteration, a primal coordinate
ir+1 is selected at random together with all the dual coordinates j such that A;,_,,; # 0. We shall denote
J@)={je{l,...,m} : Ai; #0}and I(j) = {i € {1,...,n} : A;; # 0}. We obtain Algorithm [f]
below.

Algorithm 6 Primal-dual method with random extrapolation and coordinate descent (PURE-CD)

Input: Diagonal matrices 6, 13,0 > 0, chosen according to @[)
for k=0,1...do
Ukt+1 = ProX,, o« (yr + opAzy)
Tht1 = prox, (xk — Tk (Vfg(.%'k) + AT:lijrl))
Draw g1 € {1,...,n} with P(ix41 =) = p;
x;ckﬁ = j;ﬁf’ Tj g = T3, Vi F# i
Yirr = Ur1 T 000 (A(@r1 — 2x));5, V5 € J(ikv1), Vi = Yo Vi & J (k1)

The algorithm is guaranteed to converge if the functions are convex and algorithmic parameters satisfy

or=cand 1 =7 < 2pi —p (9)
» Ok = k= Li(Vfa)pi +p ipi S, w0l A2,

m= Y pi, p=minp;, 6=
iE107)

s |3

where L;(V f2) is the ith coordinate-wise Lipschitz constant of the derivative of fs. _ _
In the case p;, = % for all ¢ and fo = 0, [AFC20] suggests setting the free parameters ¢’/ as ¢’ =

1 i __ ymax; HAi/ Il
ey TAT and then set 7" = Az
but we shall try to optimize the ratio between primal and dual step sizes by keeping one free parameter

s > 0, which leads to the step sizes

, where 0 < v < 1. This is working rather well in practice

A
i v(2 —p/pi)
T (S) = Li(Vf2) T SHAZ'HQ/H’]&XZ-/ ||A1/|| (11)

6.1 Residual balance

The following result shows how to construct stochastic estimates of the norm of the residuals. They can
be then used to enforce residual balance without the need to compute expensive quantities.

Proposition 3. Let us consider the iterates of Algorithm[g and define
b2 gk — ) + 720 = DA (@rar — @)

— — —1/2 —
Prk+1 =Ty lp 1/2(33/9 — Tp+1) +pik+/1 (Vik+1 f2(Zet1) = Vi, fQ(xk))eik+1

dkt1 = 0y,

Then E[||di+113]2] = [|d||3_for some d € 9g*(gk+1) — AZw+r and Ell|prta[[3|2] = [|Bl|3 for some p €
Of (Trgr) + V f2(Zhs) + A Grgr.

Proof. Just like for Algorithm [2| but using the notation ab for the element-wise product of two vectors
a and b, we have

0 € 0k99”™ (Yk+1) + Jr+1 — Yk — LAy,
0 € 70f (Try1) + 7V fa(xr) + Trr1 — 2k + A Tra
Now, by the coordinate selection rule,
Elzjt1lzr] = (1 — pi)ak + piThi

Elyh o] = (1= m)yl, + 7 (Fhyy + 000 A(Tkra — 2);)
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Hence,
Zrr1 — o = Elp " (Thsr — 21)|24]
Ukt — Yk + 0k0A(Trpr — 2) = E[r " (Yrs1 — )| 2]
et — gk = Bl (yrs1 — yr)|2] — orOB[A(p ™" (zrr1 — o)) 2]
and we get
Eloy 'n ™ (yk — yrrr) + (0 = DA™ (rr1 — 2x))|2x] € 09" (Grs1) — ATy
Elry 'p7 @k — 2ia1) + 03y (Vi Fo(@ri) = Vi fo(@r)) i iy 28] € OF (Brr1) + V fo(Brr1) + AT Gt

We then need to compare the norms of the residuals. We shall use the following result:
Let d be some fixed vector and let D be a random variable such that D; =
Dj =0if j & J(in1). We have E[|| D||5] = ||d]|3. Indeed, since m; = 3=

ie1(j) Pir We have

EIDIE =Y p 3 W3 S Py S:Z 3 = 1|3 .

i=1  jeJ(i) i J=liel(j) T

We then define d = E[o}, '~ (yx — ykt1) + (0 — 1) A(p~ " (zk41 — z))|2x] and use the previous result
for D = dj41. Similar arguments can be done for the primal residual. O

In this proposition, we need Vi, , fa(Zx+1). If fo is separable, then this requires only xk *1 which
is given by the algorithm. If f> is quadratic, V fs is affine and we can safely replace Tjyy1 by T +
Elp~ (k41 — zx)|2x]. In those two important cases, we obtain an unbiased estimator of an element in
the sub/super-gradient of the Lagrangian. In the general case, we may need to use approximations of
Vik+1f2(ik+1) with some bias.

Using Proposition [3} we can replace the primal and dual residuals in Algorithm [3] by their stochastic
counterparts and obtain a residual balance step size adaptation method. Then, the analysis of stochastic
adaptive step sizes in [CDE™ 23|, which relies mainly on the almost sure slow down of the updates, can be
adapted to ensure that the algorithm retains convergence even with the residual balance based adaptive
step sizes.

6.2 Convergence monitoring

Monitoring convergence of a stochastic algorithm, is more tricky than for a deterministic one. Even if the
Lagrangian is a quadratic function, the update matrix changes at each iteration. Each of these matrix
has no reason to induce a contraction: only their product will convey information on the convergence
rate. Moreover, since 241 = Ri+12k + bi+1, the basic idea of using power iterations on zy11 — 2z, breaks
down: zg41— 2k = Rk+12k — Re2k—1 + b1 — br, and this does not amount to observing a matrix product
any more.

We thus propose here a less precise technique, but which is compatible with a random algorithm. Let
M :R"™ x R™ — R4 be some optimality measure, that is a computable function such that M(z) = 0 if
and only if z is a saddle point of the Lagrangian. One may for instance use the self-centered smoothed
duality gap as an optimality measure [Fer22l [WE24].

Our estimate of the rate will then be constructed from

i = (%)1/0—1& _ ( %)1/(1_1-) .

Our goal is to compare the rates for two different values of the step sizes given by the parameters s' and
s2, where the dependence of the step size on this scalar parameter is given in , . We shall denote
the set of iterations where the step size has been s by K; = {K' @ s = 51} and similarly K2. Even
if it goes in contradiction with what we learnt in Section [d] we will assume that for all k, pr.k+1 is an
independent identically distributed log-normal random variable with parameters log(p) and £2.

We thus have log(pk,) = ﬁ > ek, log(pui+1) so that log(px,) is a normal random variable with

2
mean log(p1) and variance %7 where ¥, can be estimated as the standard deviation of log(pi.i+1),
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2
l € K;. Similarly, we can estimate log(p2) and % By analogy to , we can hope that in favorable

cases, multiplying s by a factor « or 1/a will have an influence on the rate given by

1 - p(a™"s)=emin (jgar(s), - o(s)) € emin (ur7(s), pg-o(s))[a ™" ] = (1 - p(s)[a,al

1 — p(as) = cmin (,ufoflT(s), pgrao(s)) € (1 — p(s)et,a] .

We would like to be able to discriminate between p(s) and p(as) with a sufficiently high probability. We
have two Gaussian models R; for the rate at s = s' and Ry for the rate at s = s?>. We thus design
a statistical test and choose s = s only if we accept the hypothesis that R1 > R». This test will be

designed using the probability p = P(R1 > R2) = 0.5(1 — @(%)) where @ is Gauss’s error
function. Note that if p1 # p2, this probability will signiﬁcantl;lf differ ﬁ%om 0.5 as soon as K and K> are
large enough. We present the full procedure in Algorithm m 5% is our currently trusted step size, s, is
our current tentative step size and si is the currently used step size. If p < 0.45, we reject the proposal
and try another one. If p > 0.55, we accept the proposal and make it our current trusted step size. The
value for rejection or acceptation may look quite close to 0.5 but we experienced that this value balances

well the trade-off between making no mistake and updating faster the step sizes.

Algorithm 7 Convergence monitoring for PURE-CD

50> 0,7 =2 ug=1, 50 = 501" or s, given by a few iterations of residual balance, so = 55, 0 < § < r~!
for k € Ndo

Run PURE-CD (Algorithm [6]) with step sizes set using s; until M (zg41) < M (2)

Set pr, Xk as the mean and standard deviation of K = {py;11 : 07 = o1}

Set p,» 2 as the mean and standard deviation of K ={priy1 : o1 =0}

log(pr) — lo
Setp=1-a _Qg(p’f) f(ﬁk)>
XL/IK|+ E/ K]
if p < 0.45 then
Sk+1 = Sk
Ukt = —Up we revert gear

Sppr = SETUH

Sk41 € {8kt1, 85411 \ {5k}
else if 0.45 < p < 0.55 then

Sk+1 = Sky Sp+1 = Sk Uk4+1 = Uk

Skt1 € {Sk+1, 8541t \ {5k} we try to reduce standard deviation
else if p > 0.55 then

Skl = Spy Uk41 = Uk

Spy1 = SRt we proceed further

Sk4+1 = Sk41

6.3 AR model for convergence monitoring

The model presented in the previous section takes into account the stochastic feature of the algorithm
but does not leverage the fact that the iterate sequence may be spiraling to the saddle point, which
results in the periodic behavior of naive rate estimates.

Instead of assuming that log(pi.1+1) is an i.i.d. Gaussian process, we may rather assume that log(p.141)
is an autoregressive process of order 1. This dependence on the past values is motivated by the fact that
we may have a pair of conjugate eigenvalues. Indeed, if u(k) = sin(6k), we can write u(k + 1) =
sin(0(k + 1)) = cos(0) sin(0k) + sin(0) cos(0k) = a1u(k) + e(k + 1) where |a1]| < 1 and |e(k + 1)| < sin(0).

The stochastic model for the instant rate is then

log(pri+1) = ao(s) + a1(s) log(pr—1:1) + X(s)er+1

where ag(s), a1(s),o(s) are the parameters of the model and €41 is an i.i.d. centered standard Gaussian
noise. All the parameters will depend on the step size parameter s and the estimate of the rate will be
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Initial s 0.001 0.1 1 10
Constant step size 114,784 | 7,057 | 43,146 | 419,381
Residual balance 37,144 | 37,620 | 35,621 37,935
Convergence monitoring (i.i.d model) 17,635 | 23,958 | 34,287 | 197,316
Convergence monitoring (AR1 model) | 20,562, | 8,233 | 17,119 | 140,005
residual balance + i.i.d model 24,371 9,482 | 15,548 14,021

Table 1: Number of iterations to reach a duality gap equal to 1071 on the toy problem of Figure
We performed one single run, so that the figures do not illustrate the stochastic nature of the algorithm.
We can see that combining residual balance and convergence monitoring consistently gives a quick algorithm.

an estimate of E[log(pi.i+1)], which assuming stationarity of the stochastic process, is given by

ao(s)

Eflog(pu:14+1)] = T—a(s)

The cross-covariance is given by

re(s) = a1(s)re—1(s) + 2(s)*

so that the variance satisfies ro(s) = 1—Za<f(>z)2 . We shall estimate the parameters using the least squares
problem
N R 1 . .
(ao(s),a1(s)) = arg min 7 Z (10g(pl;l+1) — a9 — a1 log(pl,u))2
O Tiekal
and define o(s)
N aopl(s
1 =—"—.
0g(A(s)) = 7= 31(5)

By [TT83], we know that this estimate is consistent. Its variance will be estimated by

() fo(s) 14 ay (s)?

TIK 1l —a (K- D)1 —a(s)?

In Table [, we compare the i.i.d. model with the autoregressive model and the residual balance
strategy. We can see that residual balance gives an algorithm which is quite insensitive to the initial step
sizes. However, the speed of convergence that we obtain is not optimal. On the other hand, convergence
monitoring takes time before finding what good step sizes are, and even more time when the initial guess
is far from optimum. We can also see that the autoregressive model looks faster to discriminate rates
than the i.i.d. model. Finally, our combination of residual balance and convergence monitoring is able
to check whether step sizes dictated by residual balance are better than the current one, so that the final
behavior on this problem is quite promising.

6.4 Convergence with varying step sizes

Let us now show that our adaptive step sizes do not prevent convergence. Like for deterministic PDHG,
we have no slow down in the updates, so that the proof of [CDE"23| does not apply. Yet, thanks to
Lemma |1} we know that we just need to control the smoothed gap defined in in order to prove
convergence of the algorithm.
The convergence proof of PURE-CD [AFC20] uses two primal-dual sequences. The plain sequence that
we will denote (zx) and an averaged sequence that we will denote (z,"). However, for a technical reason,
1

the averaged sequence is averaging a modification of the plain sequence: 3" = £ > /0, _; zp but yi" =

% Z:/=1 U for some vector §r. We now prove a technical lemma that shows that z;" does not go too far
away from the initial point of the Ith step, namely Z;. We will need to use the weighted distance to saddle
point introduced in [AFC20] and defined as A;(z) = Dp(zk, 2;) + %ka — a:2||il,1p_1 + %Hyk — yZHi;lW_l.

For the precise meaning of each term, we refer the reader to [AFC20).
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Algorithm 8 PURE-CD with adaptive step sizes

Set sg > 0, g = G6190 7(2’0,20)
for[=0,1...do
k= 0, zZ0 = 21
while GC1SL 1:2 (Zk 7Zk ) > ¢ do
Generate 2k41 and 27| using PURE-CD with step sizes 7(s;), o(s1)
k+—k+1
Set k; = k the number of iterations of the inner loop
Set Ziy1 = zx,
Set €41 = 5G%7%(Z2:’, 2’2;’)

Choose s;;1 such that r—! < TGi1) < poand o1 < 2B <
7(s1) a(s1)

Lemma 2. 3C > 0 independent of s; such that for vy = (p~ 77,77 e™!) > 0,
Ellz" - zl31a] < CAulz).

1

Proof. From Lemma 5 in [AFC20], we know that for vo = 77 'o~! > 0,

Elllgi+1 = ys1llz-10-1126] < 196 = yrllz-10-1 + |1Zhs1 = @kl B(a-10-1)

where B(n™'o™ ') = p; Zm 02 Afz < ¢p7 7! for some ¢, that depends only on p. Hence, by
summing for k € {0, ..., k} and usmg the fact that g0 = yo, we get

k
. _ 2c -
Ell[gk+1 — grs1lla-15-1120] S p Y (Bhrgr — 2221 < SE-Au(2)
ot Crv

where the last inequality follows from (37) in [AFC20]. Here

. ~ Li(V f2)pi
1 2 42 i i
C.y= milnnC’(T)‘ =m » Di X;Wj o;Ti0; A — p Ti
p = £
v(2—p/pi)
Li(Vf2)+s11A; 112/ max;s [[A;/ ]|
independent of s.
Now for the projection of zo = Z; onto the set of saddle points, denoted z5 = (x5, y5),

Using 75 = and o; = we get C_ 5 = (ZP% —1)(1 — +), which is

L
0 max,, [[A/]

wh—‘

i = Zillp-1,-1 + gk = Gillr-1p-1 <

k
I - a2 Z e — &2+ [l — 21y

(lons = B2, + 2000 = w210 + 2l = Gl )

IN
=
M?:-

X
Il
-

Elllz - al31a] < 2 3 (low = @dl3-11 + les = 8311 + g = 5612101 + 1195 = Gll2-10-1)

AN
ESIEN
M=

=
Il
-

4ep
Oy

< (g + éj’;)Al(iz)

+ Ay(Z)

where we used the fact that Dp(zy,2*) > 0 and Dy(zk, 2*) + 5 ||z — a:*||il,11r1 + Sy — y*||il,17r71 is
decreasing in expectation as a function of k for any saddle point z* (34) in [AFC20]. O
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Theorem 2. Suppose that in Algorithm@ we choose § < 1 and multiply or divide by at most r the step

sizes. Assume also that f(x;) + f2(z1) and Z;"Zl(wjfl —1)gj (yl(])) are almost surely uniformly bounded

as functions of I. Then for any probability level 1 — p, we get Gae, 200 (2141, 2141) < 6%€o after a number
kyp * kg

of iterations bounded by

L—-1

—L 2 L
Zkl < LCg 1 —1 + LCE,A()(Z()) (T’ /5) -1

L
~ pep 671 -1 peo r2/6—1 +

=0

were c1, c2, C3 and Cs are problem-dependent constants.
Moreover, for any o > 0, choosing r = §~%/% and neglecting probabilistic arguments, we get a precision
€ in smoothed gap after O(¢~*~ ') iterations.

Proof. We have E[A;(zx)|Z] < Ai(Z), from which we get
E[Ai(Zi41)]2] = E[A(zr) 2] < Ai(z1) < rA1-a(21) - (12)

For PURE-CD, we can find in [AFC20] that there exists constants ¢; < 2 + 2p,c2 < 2, Cs,Cy that
depend on the step sizes only through the product 7'¢7, and averaged primal-dual iterates z& such that

Cs 4+ CaA (%)

E[Ger e (2, 2)|2] < A
Moreover by [Fer22, Lemma 6],

. 1 -
Gep e (5", 21) 2 Goey 200 (257, 27) = 1267 = Z1llfoer 262 -

Using Lemma 2] we get

Cs 4+ CaA (%)
k

Ai(Z)
k

E[G2¢; 2¢5 (21, 2k )| Z] <
k

—+ max(chpiTi, 2627Tj0’j)c
k ¥

C3 depends on z; but the technical assumption we make ensures that it is uniformly bounded along the
run of the algorithm. We can combine this with (12 to get

21
E[G2ey 2 (A7, 2")] < w .

where Cs = Cy + C max; j(2c1piTi(s0), 2c2m;05(50)).
Hence, by Markov’s inequality,

21
A
PGy 20y (27, 50) > ) < L2057 Bolzo)
kR ke;

21
This implies that, given p > 0, as soon as k; = fLM-\

, we need to have P(G 2¢, 2e (2} 2)) >
T kg

ey o
61) S %
Now, we use € = d'eo and use a union bound to get that with probability larger than 1 — p,
L-1 L-1 2 -L 2 /5\L
C3 + Csr Ao(Zo) LC3 6 -1 LC5A0(Z()) (7‘ /5) -1
ki < L——+1< + + L
; b= ; pdleg = pep 01 —1 peo r2/6—1

Denote G(k) the value of the smoothed gap we have after a total of k inner iterations. We know that
there exists a constant ¢ such that G(c(r?/8)%) < 6L, If r = 67/2, we get G(c(6-2"1)E) < oL,
In(€)
n(3)
at most equal to ¢(§¥)7* 7t = cem 7L, O

Hence, to have 6% < ¢, we need L = outer iterations and thus a total number of inner iterations

19



7 Numerical evaluation

In order to check whether our method has a practical advantage or not, we performed some numer-
ical comparisons. We performed experiments on a computer with 8 11th Gen Intel(R) Core(TM)
i7-1165G7 @ 2.80GHz CPU processors and 16GB RAM. The source code can be found on https:
//perso.telecom-paristech.fr/ofercoq/Software.html. It uses the generic primal-dual coordinate
descent solver developed in [Fer21].

7.1 Regularized least squares

1013 4

1010 4

107 4

104 4

fary

o
-
1

smoothed duality gap

,_.

15)
S
X

0 2500 5000 7500 10000 12500 15000 17500 20000
iteration

Figure 5: Comparison of various adaptive step sizes strategies for PDHG. Quadratic problem: A\ = 1073,
A and b given in the ala dataset [CLII] for min, 1||Az — b[|3 + 2-||z||3. We initialize the step size with a
factor 1000 compared to the optimal step sizes given in Section Dotted blue line: constant step sizes.
Dashed orange line: Alg. [5| based on rate estimation using residual norm and with g = 0. Dash-dotted red
line: Goldstein et al.’s adaptive step sizes (Alg. [3). Solid green line: Alg. [5| combining Goldstein et al’s and
our step size adaptation. Loosely dash-dotted purple line: Restarted FISTA with optimal restart period.

On Figure o} we look at the behavior of Algorithm [5| on a quadratic problem: /> regularized least
squares. Note that Algorithmhas been designed for quadratic problems. We can see that the conclusions
of Figure [] drawn on a toy problem still hold: Goldstein et al.’s step size adaptation rule leads to a fair
convergence rate but it can still be significantly improved. However, trying to monitor the convergence
rate is too slow when step sizes were initially badly set.

7.2 Linear program

On Figure @, we consider a linear program. As expected, the adaptive step size rules have no influence
on the asymptotic rate of convergence. However, they can reduce or increase the length of the active
set discovery phase. We note that in this case, averaging and restarting PDHG (with legend RAPDHG)
greatly improves the speed of convergence [Fer22 [AHLL23].
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Figure 6: Comparison of various adaptive step sizes strategies for PDHG. Sparse SVM problem (linear
program): A and b given in the ala dataset for min, ), max(0,1 — y;(a;w)) + ||w||;. Averaging and
restarting PDHG, with legend RAPDHG and dashed lines, improves significantly the rate [Fer22]. However,
changing the step sizes of PDHG has no influence on the rate. Trying to monitor the rate can even be
detrimental to the transient active set discovery phase (green and red curves). On this problem, it looks like
Goldstein et al.’s adaptive step sizes reduce the length of the transient phase. Moreover, combining both
step size strategies as in Alg. [5] gives two identical convergence profiles.
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Figure 7: Smoothed duality gap as a function of time for the resolution of the TV-L1 problem. We are
comparing constant step-size PURE-CD with versions where we adapt step sizes based on residual balance
or convergence monitoring (i.i.d. model). On this problem, both adaptive step techniques behave similarly,
and they significantly outperform the default constant step size.

7.3 TV-L1

Next, we turn to larger problems and we use PURE-CD (Algorithm @ to solve them. We first consider
a TV-L1 problem which can be written as

min Al — Iy + [ Dzl

where I is an image and D is the 2D discrete gradient, ||z[[2,1 = > cp 1/251 + 25 2 and A = 1.9. We used

the cameraman image (256 x 256 pixels) for the experiment. On Figure |7} we can see that both adaptive
step size techniques significantly outperform the default constant step size ( with s = 1).

74 TV-L2

The second large scale experiment is a T'V-L2 denoising problem. We consider the image I of a hen (574
x 650 pixels) and we solve the optimization problem

min Nz — I3 + [ D2,

We can see on Figure [§] a behavior similar to the previous experiment. Residual balance does help
in choosing good step sizes but they are not optimal. Convergence monitoring may be less reactive but
leads to better step sizes. In particular, initializing convergence monitoring after some iterations where
we try to balance the residuals gives a quite nice solution. We note that the stochastic model for the
rate seems to have a minor influence on the algorithm.
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Figure 8: Duality gap as a function of iteration for the TV-L2 problem. We compare default step sizes
((LO)(I1) with s = 1), residual balance (Prop. [3), convergence monitoring (Alg. [7) and the combination of
both of them.

7.5 Square-root Lasso problem

Finally, we consider a square-root lasso problem

min [| Az — bll2 + All]s
z€R4

We chose A and b from the Leukemia dataset and A = %. We first can see on Figure |§| that

using a randomized algorithm indeed gives a much faster algorithm that deterministic PDHG, even if
Alg. [5|does help. For this problem, the default step size of PURE-CD is already quite good. Convergence
monitoring only validates this step size and does not change it. However, our version of residual balance is
not well set for this problem: it chooses a very step size that leads to a very slow algorithm. Fortunately,
our convergence monitoring method can detect that the initial step size was better and recover the fast
behavior.

8 Conclusion

In this paper, we studied adaptive step sizes for PDHG beyond residual balance. Owur proposal is
to monitor convergence estimates in order to compare tentative step sizes and select the better one.
The challenge lies in designing fast and accurate convergence rate estimates. We showed on numerical
experiments that using an appropriate norm and detecting periodic features in the instantaneous rate
estimate, we obtain an algorithm which is competitive against the state of the art.

We also developed convergence monitoring based adaptive step sizes for a randomized version of the
algorithm, called PURE-CD, with promising results. In the randomized case, we proposed two simple
models for the instantaneous rate estimate and we delay the decision of changing step sizes to the point
where we can see a statistically significant difference in the estimated rates. We could combine it with a
residual balance technique and our technique allows us to compare and choose the best step size between
the initial one and the one that leads to residual balance.
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Figure 9: Comparison of PURE-CD and PDHG together with their adaptive step size versions on a square-
root lasso problem.

Finally, we proposed a new convergence guarantee for adaptive step sizes which allows for significant
changes even after many iterations and does not limit a priori the amount of change in step size magnitude.
Future works may focus on the following aspects:

e Like previous works, we did not prove that our adaptive step size technique indeed leads to a faster
algorithm. We only showed that our methods do not prevent convergence.

e A study of convergence properties beyond the quadratic case may help monitor convergence before
activity identification occurs and thus improve the speed of the algorithm in the initial phases.
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