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Metric Selection in Douglas-Rachford Splitting and ADMM

Pontus Giselssdnand Stephen Boyd

Abstract—Recently, several convergence rate results for authors’s knowledge, this was the sole linear convergestee r
Douglas-Rachford splitting and the alternating direction method  results for a long period of time for these methods. Recently
of multipliers (ADMM) have been presented in the literature. however, many works have shown linear convergence rates for

In this paper, we show linear convergence of Douglas-Rachio - -
splitting and ADMM under certain assumptions. We also show Douglas-Rachford splitting, Peaceman-Rachford spgtand

that the provided bounds on the linear convergence rates genal- ADMM in different settings [[25], [[377], [18],[[12],[[14],[T1P
ize and/or improve on similar bounds in the literature. Further, [35], [26], [27], [6], [41]. The works in [[25], [[18], 18], I3}

we show how to select the algorithm parameters to optimize concern local linear convergence under different assumsti
the provided linear convergence rate bound. For smooth and The works in[26], [27],[41] consider distributed formuitats,

strongly convex finite dimensional problems, we show how the - . : .
linear convergence rate bounds depend on the metric that is while the works in[[12],[[14],[[19],[[35],[[29] consider glab

used in the algorithm, and we show how to select this metric to convergence. The works in_[12], [14]. [19], [35]. 29] are
optimize the bound. Since most real-world problems are notbth  the only ones that provide explicit convergence rate factor

smooth and strongly convex, we also propose heuristic metri that can be optimized by selecting the algorithm parambter.
and parameter selection methods to improve the performancef this paper, we generalize the settings and/or improve on the

a much wider class of problems that does not satisfy both thes . v
assumptions. These heuristic methods can be applied to prigms  CONVErgence rate estimates compared to the works [12], [14]

arising, e.g., in compressed sensing, statistical estinian, model [19], [35], [28]. We highlight the improvements compared to
predictive control, and medical imaging. The efficiency of he [29] in several places in the manuscript, and in Sedfion IV-B

proposed heuristics is confirmed in a numerical example on a we discuss and compare the generalizations and convergence
model predictive controllproblem, where improvements of moe rate improvements compared o [12], [14]. [19].[35].1[29].
than one order of magnitude are observed. . o .
During the submission procedure of this paper, alsg [38]
and [32] that show linear convergence rate bounds of ADMM
. INTRODUCTION were published online. In_[38] linear convergence is shown
under more general assumptions than in the current paper and
the other papers mentioned above. The assumptions, hqwever
minimize  f(z) + g(y) (1) are more difficult to verify. The rate bounds in_[38] are
subjectto Az =y also difficult to compare to since other assuptions are used
than in the current paper. 10 [32] the linear convergence rat
bounds are obtained by using the ICQ-framework CITE! The
Younds are obtained by solving a small-scale semi-definite
o - L _ program. Also these bounds are slightly more conservative
[23] to model predictive contro[[39] and medical imagin han the ones presented in the current paper. This is shown

[30]. There exist a variety of algorithms for solving conve . B] it
problems of the form[{1), many of which are treated i% Section[IV:B. In [32] it is also shown through examples

h W T241. Th thods includ imal and d at an over-relaxation with a factar> 1 can be used in the
e monographl|34]. _ Ne metho s\mcu € prima’ and du early convergent case (in the general case, the retaxati
forward-packward splitting methoq:> [10] and their aCC"elefactor is limited toa € (0, 1)). No explicit upper bounds on
?zt:gh;:)argasngﬁn%% [tlhse] :r:;ogégg;vrvr:;-g::;?]?grcgls]hlﬁ)t%éj]}asa are given. Such upper bounds are provided in this paper.
the alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) [R2 When solving problems of the forrfil(1) in finite dimensicnal

= - | Euclidean settings, we can choose a Hilbert space with inner
18], [7] (which is Douglas-Rachford splitting applied thet ; :
Ejua]il érl)lglem [1in [16]? and IinearizedpADl\%M FES] product {-,-)» and induced norm on which to apply the

. X lized Douglas-Rachford algorithm. The algorithra b
In this paper, we focus on generalized Douglas—Rachfoﬂcineralze ougias-achiord aigorram © aigorrhm be

spliting, which includes Douglas-Rachford  splitting an% ves differently for different choices aff and an appropriate
Peaceman-Rachford splitting when applied to the primal a amce can significantly speed up the algorithm, both in teo

) d in practice. Another contribution of this paper is tovgho

_Lll_?]der- andthO\éer-Lelaxeld ADEAM Wten appt)hed to the du ow to select a metrid/ to optimize the linear convergence

€se methods have O?g. een known to converge unqglre factor for problems wher¢ is smooth and strongly
very general assgmpnonf,, [18]. [29]. [16]. However, thee raconvex,g is any proper, closed, and convex function, ahds
of convergence in the general case has just recently bes jective, i.e., has full row rank. These results are &plplo

shown to b_eO(l/k:), (241, [_13]’ 111]. qu a restricted class Ofboth the primal and dual problems, and therefore apply both
problems Lions and Mercier showed in [29] that the Dougla % Douglas-Rachford splitting and ADMM (which is Douglas-
Rachford algorithm enjoys a linear convergence rate. To t

chford splitting on the dual). This generalizes, in salver
* Electrical Engineering Department, Stanford Universitgmail: directions, the Work n [19] n WhICh correspondlr!g r.esu“S
{pontusg, boyd}@stanford.edu for ADMM applied to solve quadratic programs with linear

Optimization problems of the form

wherex € H is the variable,f and g are convex, and4
is a bounded linear operator, arise in numerous applicati
ranging from compressed sensihg [8] and statistical esitima
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inequality constraints are provided. Definition 2 (Operators):An operator (or mapping
Real-world problems rarely have the properties needed : X — ) maps each point itt’ to a point in).
to ensure a linear convergence of the generalized DouglasWe denote bydx and A(z) the point in)’ that results from
Rachford algorithm or ADMM. Therefore, we provide heurisapplying the operatod on .
tic metric and parameter selection methods for cases wherDefinition 3 (Set-valued operatorsp set-valued operator
some of these assumptions are not met. The heuristics coder X — 2¥ maps each element i’ to a set in).
most optimization problems that have a quadratic part wisich  For set-valued operators, we denoteAlr) and Ax the set
not necessarily strongly convex. Such problems arise, ia.g. in ) that results from applying the operatdron z. This set
model predictive contro[[39], statistical estimation[2@ing, might be the empty-set sindec 2Y. If Az is a singleton or
e.g., lasso[[42], and compressed senslng [8] which can the empty-set for alk € X, the operatord is at mostsingle-
used, e.g., in medical imaging [30]. A numerical example oralued In such cases, by lettingg C X be a subset oft,
a model predictive control problem is provided that showtbe set-valued operatot can be associated with an operator
the efficiency of the proposed metric selection heuristar. FB : D — Y that satisfiesBx = Ax for all z € D and
the considered problem, the execution time is decreaséd withere Az = () for the remainingr € X'\ D. With slight abuse
about one order of magnitude compared to when applyid notation, we treat the at most single-valued operat@nd
the algorithm on the Euclidean space with the standard inntsr associated operatd? to be the same. That is, we lgtr
product and induced norm. and A(z) denote the point iy that results from applyingl
This paper is an extended version bf1[20]. It extends then = € D as well as the singleton set #¥ that contains the
results in [20] in that we provide convergence rate resuats fpoint Bz.
general Hilbert spaces, as opposed to Euclidean space@]in [2 Definition 4 (Graph of an operator)The graph of a set-
Also, we provide a much more detailed analysis that shedslued operatord : X — 2Y is defined as
light on why our linear convergence rates are better thart mos eph(A) = {(z.u) € X x Y | ue A(x)} .

other rates available in the literature.
Any set-valued operator is (uniquely) characterized by its
A. Notation graph.

We denote byR the set of real numberR"™ the set of r_eaI A D?f"}t'f glfl?sviszeonpoigto&?gﬁ |n've3r)se_>o§§rztrc]>(;oifs
column-vectors of length, andR"™*" the set of real matrlcesOI j ied th hit h :
with m rows andn columns. FurtheR := RU {co} denotes escribed through 1S grap
the e_xtended real line. We use _n_otatBihfqrsymmetrimx_n- gph(A™Y) == {(u,z) € Y x X | (z,u) € gph(A)}.
matrices andS’y, [S'}] for positive [semi] definite matrices.
Throughout this papel denotes a real Hilbert space. Its inner o ) _
product is denoted by-,-), the induced norm by - ||, and This definition |mplles t.hat for any palr;)f poins, u), we
the identity operator byid. We specifically consider finite- have thatu € A(x) is equivalent tar € A~ (u).

dimensional Hilbert-spacel; with inner product(z,y) = Definition 6 (Fixed-points).-The set of fixed-points for a
2THy and induced normi|z|| = vzTHz. Sometimes the MappingA : X — X' is defined as
notation (-,-)y and|| - || is used, while sometimes we use fixA={zeX|z=Az}.

the generic notation where the space they refer to should

be clear from the context. We also sometimes denote theDefinition 7 (Strong convergenceft sequence of points
Euclidean inner-product by-,-)» and the induced norm by {zx}72, convergesstrongly to a pointz if [zF — z|| — 0
|I-]|2 for clarity. Finally, the class of closed, proper, and conveask — occ.

functionsf : H — R is denoted byl'o(H). In this paper, the term convergence always refers to strong
convergence.
Il. OPERATOR THEORY Next, we state some properties for operators. Graphical

. . . — representations of these properties are provided in F[fure

In this section, we introduce some definitions and pre- L L g

o . X Definition 8 (Monotonicity):An operatorA : H — 2™ is

liminary results in operator theory that will be used later :

mé)notonef

to prove convergence rate results for the Douglas-Rachfor

algorithm. The definitions stated here are standard and ean b (u—v,2—y) >0

found, e.g. in([3],[[40]. We supplement many definitions with

graphical representations with the intention to clarifpoepts for a"_(fcj u) € gph(A) and(y, ”)_E_ gph(A).

and provide intuition to the obtained results. Definition 9 (Strong monotonicity)An operatorA : # —
2" is g-strongly monotonéf

A. Operator definitions and properties (u—v,z—y) >ollz—yl?
Throughtout this section, we suppose thl¥tand ) are for gl (z,u) € gph(A) and(y,v) € gph(A).
nonempty sets. Strong monotonicity is depicted in Figurgl 1(a). For

Definition 1 (Power set).The power setof A" is the set of the graphical representation, we assume that the operator
all subsets oft and is denoted bg*. A : R? = R?is at most single-valued and has a fixed-point.



(a) 5-strong monotonicity  (d) S-Lipschitz continuity (c) a-averaged operator (b) 1/3-cocoercivity

Fig. 1. Graphical representations for (a) strong monottynih) Lipschitz continuity, (c)a-averaged nonexpansiveness with= 0.25,0.5,0.75, and (d)
cocoercivity. We suppose that the operatbr: R? — R2 has a fixed-point and thdtxA denotes any of these fixed-points in the figures. This fixddtpo
is in the middle of each figure (even though not explicitly ket in (c)). We also assume thatis on the unit-circle. The point/setz is located somewhere
inside the gray shaded area in each figure.

Any of these fixed-points is the mid-point in Figdrk 1(a) andiz = ((1 — «)Id 4+ aB)x is strictly inside the unit circle, i.e.,
is denoted byfixA. The circle in Figuréll(a) is the unit circle,the distance to the fixed-point froriz is strictly smaller than
and the pointr is the point on which the operater operates. the distance from:. It can be showri[11] that when iterating an
The gray area depicts the region within which the dét) averaged nonexpansive operator according‘td! = A(x*),
is contained. The graphical representation of monotgnisit then {Bz* — z*} converges towards 0 with @(1/k)-rate.
obtained by letting the vertical line defining the borderteét  Definition 13 (Cocoercivity):A mappingA : D — H is
gray region intersect with the poifitkA (i.e., whens = 0).  3-cocoercive if

Definition 10 (Maximal monotonicity)A monotone opera-

2
tor A : H — 2 is maximal monotonéf gph(A) is not (Az) = Ay), & —y) = BllA(z) — A)|
a proper subset of the graph of any other monotone operaigigs for allz,y € D.
B . H— 2" Cocoercivity is depicted in Figurkl 1(d). A 1-cocoercive

A way to guarantee maximal monotonicity is to ensure tha{apping is equivalent to 4-averaged mapping. This can be
no pair of points can be added tph(A) without violating  seen in Figur€]1 for the two-dimensional case. Mappings that

the monotonicity definition in Definitiohl8. are 1-cocoercive (or equivalentlyaveraged) are callefirmly
In the following definitions, we suppose th& C H is a nponexpansive
nonempty subset of.
H Ii?seg?lltilggcﬁz(tfjt?::(z)u(;(‘)ntlnu|ty)A mapping4 : D — B. Function definitions and properties
In this section, we introduce some functions and list differ
|A(z) — A(y)|| < Bllz — |l ent function properties. We start with convexity.
Definition 14 (Convexity)A function f : H — R is

holds for allz,y € D. If 5 =1 then A is nonexpansivand .
convexif

if 3 € (0,1) then A is S-contractive

_ Lipschitz continuity is dgpicted in Figu 1(b). Fr_om the flx) > f(y) + (u,z — )

figure, we see that faf < 1, i.e., for contractions, the distance

to a fixed-point fromAz is strictly smaller than the distancehold for allz,y € # and allu € of ().

to the fixed-point fromz. It can be shown that when iterating Convex functions that are also closed and proper (i.e., not

a contraction mapping, we get a linear convergence towarfs €verywhere) play an important role in optimization. One

the fixed-point. For non-expansive mappings, i.e., with= reason is that the subdifferenti@)f of a proper, closed, and

1, the distance is non-increasing, but there are no decre§88vex function/ : # — R is a maximal monotone operator

guarantees. Thus, when iterating a nonexpansive opevetor,[3: Theorem 21.2]. In this paper, we denote the class of prope

are not guaranteed to reach a fixed-point. To find a fixed-pofipsed, and convex function$ : # — R by I'¢(#).

of a nonexpansive operator, averaged operators can be usedPefinition 15 (Strong convexity)A function f € T'o(H) is
Definition 12 (Averaged mappingsi mapping4 : D —  A-strongly convexf

‘H is «-averagedif there exist a nonexpansive mapping _ Bl o112

B : D— Handa € (0,1) such thatd = (1 — o)Id + aB. f@) 2 fy) + e —y) + 3lle —yl
An averaged mapping (or operator) is depicted in Fidrolds for allz,y € H and allu € 0f(y).

ure[1(c) for differentr. In an averaged operator, the poifit A strongly convex function has a minimum curvature that is

ends up somewhere on the straight line between the pointslecided byg. Functions with a maximal curvature are called

and Bz (which can be at the unit circle) where the fractiosmooth. Next, we present smoothness definitions for general

of the distance is decided by the scatar Thus, the point (non-convex) functions and for convex functions.



Definition 16 (Smoothness for general function8): gen- Note thatA—! is defined as an operatet~! : D — H
eral (nonconvex), closed functigh : H# — R is f-smooth instead ofA=! : H — 2%. This is done for convenience
if it is differentiable and since cocoercivity and Lipschitz continuity implies thatet

operator is at most single-valued. Also note that the impli-
[F(@) = ) = (V) e =)l < Sllz=yl* @) cation (ii)=(iii) can be seen to hold in the two-dimensional
holds for allz,y € H. Euclidean case in Figuké 1, since the g?y,ocoercivity circle

For convex functions, this definition can be stated as falovin Figure[1(d) fits inside the grag-Lipschitz continuity circle
by noting that the expression inside the absolute value ifsFigure[1(b).

always nonnegative, see Definitibn] 14. In the following proposition, we show an implication of
Definition 17 (Smoothness for convex function&): func-  Lipschitz continuity.
tion f € T'o(H) is S-smooth if it is differentiable and Proposition 3: Suppose thatd : D — H is S-Lipschitz

continuous. Therd—! : H — 2% satisfies
f@) < f) +(Vf@),z—y) + Sl —yl>  (3)

holds for allz, y € H.
We conclude this section by defining the conjugate functio]r(l).r all (

lu =l = 5llz -yl

x,u) € gphA~1 and (y,u) € gphA~1.

Definition 18 (Conjugate functions)'rhe Conjugate func- Proof. This result follows direCtly by the definition of the

tion to f € To(#) is defined as inverse operator (Definitionl 5) and the definition of Lipgehi
A continuity (Definition[T1). O
Fro) = Sgp{@’@ J@)}- This property, which we calinverse Lipschitz continuity

The conjugate function will play an important role wherf@n be graphically represented using the representation of
analyzing properties of the proximal operator that will b&iPschitz continuity in Figure[l(b). In the figure, the set
introduced in SectiofTIl. Note also that the definition o&thA ™ (z) ends upoutsidethe gray Lipschitz circle, where the
conjugate function is dependent on which space the functi§fy Lipschitz circle has radius.

# is defined since the conjugate depends on the inner product!he properties in Propositioris 2 ahil 3 can be sharpened
when A is the subdifferential of a proper, closed, and convex

function.

c. Dua.lllty res_ults ) ) Proposition 4: Suppose thaf € I'o(#). Then the follow-
In this section, we will state some duality results that kg are equivalent:

instrumental in proving the linear convergence rate redolt
Douglas-Rachford splitting. We start with some propertas
the conjugate function that are proven|in [3, Corollary B3.

(i) f is B-strongly convex.
3 (i) of is B-strongly monotone.

Corollary 16.24] (i_ii) Vf* ?s [f-cqcoerpive. _
Proposition 1: Assume thaff € T'o(#). Then the following (V) V.f* is g-Lipschitz continuous.
holds: (v) f*is %-smooth.
(i) The conjugate functiorf* € T'o(H). A proof is provided in[[3, Theorem 18.15].
(i) The bi-conjugate(f*)* satisfies(f*)* = f. Corollary 1: The converse statement (i.e., withand f*
(i) The subdifferential of the conjugate function satsfi interchanged) also holds fgr € T'o(H) since f = (f*)*, see
af* = (0f)~ L. Propositior{IL.

The first property implies thaf* is a maximal monotone ~ This result shows that the subdifferential operator is Epec
operator if f € T'o(#). The third property says that thissince Lipschitz continuity implies cocoercivity, i.e. Y (iii)

maximal monotone operator is the inverse operatod if in Proposition[#. This result, which is due to Baillon and
Next, we state some duality results fdr and its inverse Haddad in [[2], is not true for general, i.e. (iii)#(ii) in
AL Propositiod 2. The implication (i¥)-(iii) in Proposition[4 will

Proposition 2: Consider the following list of properties for be the key when we in this paper improve the convergence rate
A : H— 2" andits inversed~! : D — H, whereD C H estimates when minimizing the sum of two convex functions

is a subset of{: using Douglas-Rachford splitting, compared to when finding
(i) A is B-strongly monotone. zero of the sum of two ge_neral maximgl monotone operators,
(i) A~! is B-cocoercive. a convergence rate of which was providedlin| [29].
(i) A~ tis %-Lipschitz continuous. _ The fir_lal result_c_)f this section is that the equivalence
We have (i) (ii) and (ii)= (iii). ]EN)@_(V) in Proposition # holds also for general nonconvex
unctions.

Proof. The equivalence (&(ii) follows directly from the def-
initions of strong monotonicity (Definitioln] 9) and cocoeity
(Definition[I3) and the definition of the inverse operatorftDe ) ) ) )
inition [5). The implication (i} (iii) follows directly from the ~ () Vf is A-Lipschitz continuous.
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the definitions of cocodciv (i) f is /-smooth.

(Definition[I3) and Lipschitz continuity (DefinitidnJl1). 0 A proof to this is provided in Appendix]A.

Proposition 5: Suppose thatf : #H — R. Then the
following are equivalent:



(a) General monotone operator (b) Subdifferential operator

Fig. 2. Graphical representatlons for the resolvent andatft resolvent for &/9- strongly monotone and-Lipschitz continuous general maximal monotone

operatoryA : R? — 2R in (@) and subdifferential operaterdf : R? — 2R? in (b), wherey = 1 in both cases. The gray regions show where the
resolvent/proximal operator can end up, and the dashedneghow where the reflected resolvent/reflected proximetadpr can end up. The contraction
factors for the reflected resolvent and the reflected prdxoparator are 0.991 and 0.8 respectively.

I1l. | MPORTANT OPERATORS shows in which area (the gray area) the resolvent can end up.
In this section, we will introduce some operators that aree figure is obtalned by intersecting tfie— o)-cocoercivity
used in the Douglas-Rachford algorithm. We will also stafércle and theq— 5 -inverse Lipschitz region. N
properties of these operators that will allow us to showdme In the speC|aI case where the operator is a positive scalar

convergence of the algorithm. times the subdifferential of a proper, closed, and convex
Definition 19 (Resolvents).et D be a subset of{. Then function, the resolvent is called the proximal operator.

theresolvent/4 : D — H of a monotone operatot : H — Definition 20 (Proximal operators)Theproximal operator

2" is defined as of a functionf € T'o(H) is given by

Ja = (I—i—A)*l

Since(I+ A) is 1-strongly monotone, Propositibh 2 implies

thatJ, = (I+A)~!is 1-cocoercive, i.e., firmly nonexpansive, o
and, as such, at most single-valued. Therefore the reddlen To see that the prox operator is indeed the resolventy

defined onJ, : D — H instead of.J4 9 s oM |f We letz* = prox. ,(y) and state the optimality conditions:

in adqnpnA is maximally monotone, the reso’Ivent has full 0€df(z*) +v L a* — )

domain, i.e. D = H andJs : H — H, seel3, Theorem Id 9z

21.1]. This property is crucial when using the resolvent in < y€Id+y f)xl

an algorithm, since the resolvent can operate on any point & z* € (Id+~9f) "y

and give a unique point back. Next, we state properti

for the resolvent under strong monotonicity assumptiorss a%

Lipschitz continuity assumptions. 3, Theorem 21.1] shows that the proximal operator has full
domain, i.e.prox.; : H — H.

Proposition 6: Suppose thatd : H — 2" is a o- We will al her d fth !
strongly monotone and maximal operator. Then the resolvent 'c Wil &S0 Us€ another deseription of the proximal op-

Ja : H — His (1 + o)-cocoercive, andl+a Lipschitz erator, namely that it is the gradient of the conjugate of the
continuous. function f, : H — R defined as

Proof. This follows directly from Propositionl2 by noting that fyi=7f+ %H 12 (4)
I+ Ais (1 4+ o)-strongly monotone. O
Proposition 7: Suppose thatd : H — H is a f- wherev > 0. The functionf, is the scaled original function

Lipschitz continuous and maximal operator. Then the resuly With quadratic norm regularization. That the prox operasor
Ja : H — H satisfies indeed the gradient of the conjugate 6f is shown in the

) following proposition.
[Ja(z) = Ja)l = 75l =yl Proposition 8: Assume thatf € I'o(H), thenprox. ;(y) =
for all z,y € H. Vfi(y), wheref, is defined in[(4).

Proof. This follows directly from Proposition]3 and by notingProof. We haveprox. ;(y) = (Id +~9f) "'y = (0f,) 'y =
that A + I is (1 + B)-Lipschitz continuous. O ij;(y), where the last step follows from Propositldn 1. Since
The cocoercivity property is graphically represented if IS 1-Strongly convex, Propositiopl 4 implies th#f is
Figure[1(d) and the inverse Lipschitz property is graphjcalSMooth, hence differentiable. O
represented as the regiontsidethe Lipschitz circle in Fig-  This relation between the proximal operator and the gradien
ure [A(b). If the maximal monotone operatdr is both o- of the conjugate of a strongly convex function can be used to
strongly monotone, and-Lipschitz continuous, Figurgl 2(a) derive properties of the proximal operator. This is donetnex

prox, s (y) = argmin {f(2) + 5l — y|*} .

ince the subdifferential is a maximal monotone operator,



Proposition 9: Assume thatf € I'o(H) is o-strongly con- Proof. We have
vex. Thenprox.,; : H — H is (1 + ~o)-cocoercive and
o ontracted ) |Baz — Rayll? = |22z — 209 — (z ~ )
= 4| Jaz = Jayl]® = 4(Jaz — Jay,z — y) + |z — y|?

14+~yo
Proof. By noting thatydf is ~o-strongly monotone, this ) ) )
follows directly from Propositiofil8 and Propositibh 4. 0 < 4[|Jaz — Jay|" — 4(1 + 0)|[Jaz — Jay[|" + [lz — y||

Proposition 10: Assume thaif € To(#) is 8-smooth. Then = —4o|[Jaz — Jayl* + ||z — y||?
prox.; : H—His ﬁ—strongly monotone. <(1- 4o -
Proof. Since f is g-smooth, f, is (1 + v3)-smooth. Apply (1+23)?
Propositions B ant] 4 to get the result. U where the first inequality comes from Propositldn 6 and the
Next, we state a result that shows properties of the prégcond from Propositidn 7. O
operator if f is both strongly convex and smooth. This is essentially the result on which the linear convecgen
Proposition 11: Assume thatf € T'o(H) is o-strongly rate in [29] is based. The region within which the reflected
convex and3-smooth. Themprox, ; — 1351 is ———1—- resolvent can end up whe is both strongly monotone and

I+yo 1478 | jpschitz continuous is shown in dashed in Figlite 2(a). This
region is obtained by multiplying the gray resolvent region
the figure by two and shifting by-7. The contraction factor

cocoercive.

Proof. Since f is o-strongly convex ands-smooth, Propo-
sitions[8,[9,[ID, andl4 imply that; is —L__smooth and

. ! T+yo is given by the distance between the intersection of the two
Tr55-Strongly convex. Multiply the equality dashed circles and the fixed-point.
%HCCHQ _ %||y||2 iy, z—y) + %”x —y|? Finally, we introduce the reflected proximal operator as a
o _ _ special case of the reflected resolvent.
by 1=5, add to the smoothness definition ff in (3) using  Definition 22: The reflected proximal operatoto f &
smoothness parametef—, and define = [ — 525 |-[|I>  To(#) is defined as
to get
g R,y :=2prox,; — Id.
$(x) < dy) + D),z — ) + Ly — =p) e — yll*.
That is, ¢ is (ﬁ — ﬁ)—smooth and Propositidd 4 givesWith slight abuse of notation, we uge,; = R, sy, i.e., both
the result. O refer to the reflected proximal operator. In the general case

The region of points for which the prox operator cathe reflected proxi_mal _operatorand the reﬂecteql resol\mmh
end up if f is B-smooth ands-strongly convex is depicted the same properties, i.e., they are nonexpansive. Howidver,
in Figure[2(b). This region is strictly smaller than the cord/ iS both strongly monotone and Lipschitz continuous, the
responding region for general maximal monotone operatdi@ntraction factor of the reflected proximal operator is- sig
in Figure[2(a). This decrease in region size is due to tfgicantly smaller. This is shown in the following proposii
sharpening in Propositidi 1.0 compared to Proposffion 7, ahfich is proven in AppendikB.
enables for improved convergence rate estimates in thiegett Proposition 13: _Suppose;at_hlaflts a-strongly convex and-
of minimizing the sum of two proper, closed, and conveXMoOth. Them, s is max(J577, 7237 )-Lipschitz continuous.
function, as we will see later.

Next. we introduce the reflected resolvent. The dashed region in Figukré 2(b) shows where the reflected
Definition 21 (Reflected resolventThe reflected resolvent €Solvent can end up ig is strongly convex and Lipschitz
of an operatord : H — 2% is defined as continuous. The contraction factor is given by the distance
between the part of the dashed circle that is farthest away
Ra:=2Jy4—1d. from the fixed-point and the fixed-point itself. We see that

If A is maximally monotone, the®.4 has full domain, i.e. for the same values of ando, the contraction factor in the

R, : H — H, since the resolvent, has full domain in that subdifferential case in Figufé 2(b) is significantly smathean

case. in the general monotone operator case in Figure 2(a). This is
In the general case, the reflected resolvent is nonexpansif} réason why we can significantly improve the convergence

see [3, Proposition 4.2]. Intuition of this can be gained bhRte estimates compared to the results irj [29].

the graphical representations in Figufés 1(c), Bhd 1(dg Th

reason is that the resolvent is 1-cocoercive, or equiviglent V- GENERAL'ZED DOUGLAS'RACHFOR? SPLITTING

1-averaged. By multiplying the corresponding circles by two The ge.nerall.zed Douglas-Rachford algorithm can be applied

(radially outward from the fixed-point) and shifting byl to solve inclusion problems of the form

gives a gray C|rcle tha_t covers the unit circle. In the case of 0 € A(x) + B(x) (5)

A being Lipschitz continuous and strongly monotone, we get

the following tighter result. wheredA : H — 2" andB : H — 2" are maximal
Proposition 12: Suppose thatA : H — H is o- monotone operators. The solution {d (5) is characterized by

strongly monotone ang-Lipschitz continuous. TheR, is the following optimality conditions, [3, Proposition 2%.1

/(1 = 22 )-contractive.

1+A)2 z=RyaR Bz, x=J,pz



(a) General monotone operator (b) Subdifferential operator

Fig. 3. Graphical representations for the resolvent andatftl resolvent for &/9-strongly monotone and-Lipschitz continuous general maximal monotone
operatoryA : R? — 2R? in (@) and subdifferential operatofdf : R? — 9R? in (b), with ~ that optimizes the respective contraction factors, i.e.,
v =1/8 =1/4in (@) andy = 1/v/oB = 1/4/4/9 in (b). The gray regions show where the resolvent/proximzérator can end up, and the dashed
regions show where the reflected resolvent/reflected pr@ixaperator can end up. The contraction factors for the tefliesolvent and the reflected proximal

operator are 0.986 and 0.7 respectively.

where~ > 0. In other words, the solution t§](5) is found byz € fix(R,4R+p) with rate|1 — of + a/1 — (1?#’ ie.
applying the resolvent ot on z, wherez is a fixed-point to

R,4R,p. One approach to find a fixed-point #®, 4R is szﬂ _ 2l < (|1 —al+ a\/l—i‘”“)k Hzo _a
to iterate the composition: - (1+vB8)? 10)

PR R,YARVBZIC.
For a proof, see AppendixIC.
This algorithm is known as Peaceman-Rachford splitting. Remark 1:As we will see, this result implies that > 1 can
However, sincel?, 4 and R, are nonexpansive, so is theirbe chosen. A similar finding is reported in [32], but no exiplic

composition, and convergence of this algorithm cannot k&pression for is provided. To get a linear convergence, the
guaranteed in the general case. The generalized Douglage factor should be less than 1, i.e.

Rachford splitting algorithm is obtained by introducing- av

eraging to the nonexpansive Peaceman-Rachford operator 1 —a|l+ay/1— 1‘177”6 <1
R,4R,p. That is, it is given by the iteration a>1 9
é ﬁ >«
2 = ((1 - )ld + aR,aR,5)z" (6) /11543
wherea € (0,1), or more explicitly Th>is(;s an explicit upper bound far which is > 1 whenever
g .
a* = J,a(z") (7) The rate bound in Propositign]14 depends explicitly on the

k_ (22% — 2% ®) parametersy and «. Thus, the parameterg and o can be

kzl zB . . chosen to optimize the bound. This is done in the following
2 =2 20(y” — a”) (9 proposition.

. : : . . . Proposition 15: Suppose thatl : H - H andB : H —

Since [®) is an averaged iteration of a nonexpansive mappi are maximal monotone operators and tHais o-strongly

(see Figurd]l(c) for a graphical representation of avera . ) .
operators), the sequen¢e” — R, 4 R, 52"} converges to 0, if tmhotnotcz[ne_ an?ﬁ-LlpfchEcgntmuogs. Tgen 1the dparfr‘r}eters
a fixed-point toR, 4 R g exists, see[[3, Theorem 5.14]. The at optimize the rate 1 ) are given By=1 andy = B

algorithm known as Douglas-Rachford splitting is obtaibgd Further, the optimal rate becomsél -5

) ey _ _ _ _
letting o = 5 in (@). Proof. It is straightforward to verify that the expression

1= a| + ay/1 - 73255 is decreasing inv for o < 1
A. Linear convergence and increasing i for « > 1 for any choice ofy > 0.

For some problem classes, the convergence rate of ge{é?pce,a = 1 optimizes the rate. The optimal is obtained

P PR 4,)/0- . . . .
alized Douglas-Rachford splitting is linear. This is shoimn y minimizing 757 W.rt 7. Differentiation gives

the following proposition, which is a slight improvementdan 10 _ 8oy _

generalization of the corresponding result[in![29, Projmsi (+9B)*  (+96)?

4]. which implies v = +1/5. Since v > 0, we
Proposition 14: Suppose thatl : H —H andB : H — have v = 1/8. Inserting these into the rate factor

2% are maximal monotone operators and tHais o-strongly (1 _ (1 _ 1= (13%)2 gives the optimal rate factor

monotone ands-Lipschitz continuous. Then the generalize

Douglas Rachford algorithnil(6) converges linearly to a poi L= %- 0



When we restrict ourselves to solve inclusion problems ¢ !
the form [3) for maximal monotone operatafs= df and
B = 0g, wheref € T'o(H) andg € T'o(H), these complexity ;4
bounds can be significantly improved. Finding a painthat
solves the inclusion

0€df(x)+ dg(x)

0.6

rate

is equivalent to solving the following composite convexiopt 04[]

mization problem j — Prp.[I8, 19— [85, Th. 4]
0zl —— - [29] [B5, Th. 6]
minimize  f(x) + g(z). (11) Y 2] — 2]
rrrrrrrrr [

This implies that generalized Douglas-Rachford splittaam

be applied to solve composite optimization problems. In th 1 2 3

following theorem, we present the improved linear conver-

gence rate results for generalized Douglas-Rachfordisglit Fig. 4. comparison between bounds on the linear convergetee for

in the context of composite convex optimization. DougIaS-Rr%f?rd dsglitting prO(\j/ided in [f12r]]- [341- [19139], [Lﬁ] anddin
. ; _ Propositio or different conditioning of the data. Rvsiion provides

Theorem 1:Suppose thaIf,g < FO(H) and th_atf IS o the tightest bound on the rate for all ratiégo.
strongly convex angi-smooth. Then the generalized Douglas

Rachford algorithm [{6) converges linearly towardszae
; -1 1- ; .
fix(Ry s Ryq) with rate[1 — a| + amax (zgﬂa 1+§§). i.e.  B. Comparison to other methods

e\ o - In this section, we discuss in what ways our result in
)) 127 — Z]|. Proposition[I6 generalizes and/or improves on previously
known linear convergence rate results[in|[12],I[14].] [19B]]
) , ) [29] and the linear convergence ratel[32] that appearedenli
Proof. The proof is almost identical to the proof to Propoyving the submission procedure of this paper. Since Dstgla
sition [ﬂ in Appendix[C. The only difference is that thes,chforg spliting and ADMM are equivalent in the case
contraction factord of R, shold be maX(lZ;}, 1;32% where A = Id (that is, Douglas-Rachford is self-dual, i.e.,
instead, according to Propositipnl 13. it gives equivalent algorithms if applied to the primal and

Also in this case, the parameter can be chosen greaterthe dual whend = Id) we can compare DR convergence

5 6
cond. nbr.g/o

|51 — 7| < (|1 — al + amax (%, e

than1. Similarly to in Remark1L, we get far > 1 that rate results with ADMM convergence rate results by letting
A = Id. The underlying assumption for all rate bounds in
y8—1 1—no . . . .
|1 — a| + amax (75“, 1+W) <1 this comparison is that one of the two maximal monotone
2 12) Operators in the inclusion probleid (5)dsstrongly monotone
< @= -1 170" (12) and j-Lipschitz continuous. Some results hold for problems
1+max(7ﬁ+1,1+70> P . P

with general maximal monotone operators, while other tesul
Again, the parameters and o can chosen to optimize theno|ds for the restricted class of composite convex optitivza
bound on the convergence rate. This is done in the following |, [29, Proposition 4, Remark 10], the linear convergence
DFODOSIUQF}- ~rate for Douglas-Rachford splitting, i.€] (6) with= % when
Proposition 16: Suppose thalf, g € I'o(#) and thatf is  solving the general inclusion problerl] (5) is shown to be

o-strongly convex ang-smooth. Then the optimal parameters [1— _21° _ This rate is optimized bw — 1 which
for the generalized Douglas-Rachford algorithm are given (+95)*" P 4 /B

a = 1andy = —— and the optimal rate is given |13_v46/0_1 gives a rate of, /1 — %’. This was generalized, in the setting
VB B/e+1 of the operators being subdifferentials to proper, closex]
convex functions, to any in [12, Theorem 6]. The rate in

[12, Theorem 6] is /1 — %. The optimal parameters

Proof. It is straightforward to verify that|]l — «| +

o max (ngr}, }jr””) is a decreasing function af for o < 1 :
.\l I4yo . imized©® = 1 andy = 1/3, and the optimal rate becomes

and increasing fon: > 1. Therefore the rate factor is optimize ~ ) )

by o = 1. The~ parameter should be chosen to minimize thg/ 1 — 5- It can be shown that the resuit in Propositior 15

max-expressiomax ( 22=L 1=32) This is done by setting IS @ Slight improvement (except for the case= 1 when

YB+1 THro ; o ;
; . . the estimates coincide) to the result in|[12, Theorem 6].
the argL.Jments equal, which g|ves_.1/ v frﬂ' I/r;s_e;rtmg these Propositio 1b is also a generalization since it holds foregal
values into the rate factor expression gi Sl L} maximal monotone operators and for a wider rangeaof

values. Compared to Propositibn] 16, we see in Fi@lire 4 that

Note that in Propositions_15 andl]16, = 1 is optimal. " :
I positions 15 arid] 'S op pposmodIB gives a better bound than![12, Theorem 6] for

That is, the Peaceman-Rachford algorithm gives the fastgﬁ .
convergence rate under the strong monotonicity and Lipsch‘?1 ratlosB_/a. i o

continuity assumptions, even though the Peaceman-Remt:hforThe optimal convergence rate in [14, Corollary 3.6] is given
algorithm is not guaranteed to converge in the general caséy \/1/(1 +1/4/B/c), and the optimal parameter coincides




with our choice in Propositiof 16. Figufé 4 shows that thaifferentiable on the boundary between the regions. Theixnat
convergence rate bound in Propositfod 16 is tighter than tie satisfies0 < H < Q; for all 7+ and L satisfiesL = Q; for
one provided in[[14, Corollary 3.6] for all values of the aati all . Obviously, in the general case we have- H and for a
B/o. Propositiori 16 also generalizés[14, Corollary 3.6] sincgtandard quadratic function with Hessiah we havel = H.
[14, Corollary 3.6] is stated in the Euclidean setting. Depending on which spadé,; we define the functiong and
In [35], a new interpretation to Douglas-Rachford spligtin ¢ we will get different algorithms and different convergence
is presented. They show that+fis small enough~ < 1/3) properties. Proposition 16 suggests that we should select a
and if f is a quadratic, then the Douglas-Rachford splitting ispaceH,; on which the ratio8/c is as small as possible,
equivalent to a gradient method applied to a function named., on which the conditioning of the functighis as good as
the Douglas-Rachford envelope. The Lipschitz continuitgl a possible. Next, we present a result that shows and o
strong convexity parameters for the envelope function caaries with A/ under Assumptiofll.
be computed from the corresponding values of the original Proposition 17: Suppose thatf € T'o(H,,) satisfies As-
function f. Convergence rate estimates follow from the corsumption[(i) and that = (DT D)~!. Then the strong
vergence results for the gradient method. Since the Douglasnvexity modulusoj(f) and the smoothness parameter
Rachford envelope is smooth, they also propose an acaatderat,,(f) are given by
Douglas-Rachford algorithm (under the same assumptions,
i.e., f quadratic andy < 1/3). The convergence rate estimates B (f)
of this also follow from the convergence rate estimates sf fa om(f)
gradient methods. In Figuid 4, we plot the convergence rate
estimates for the standard Douglas-Rachford algorithn) [38roof. Denote byV,,f the gradient off when defined on
Theorem 4] and the fast Douglas-Rachford algorithm’in [38]s, and V. f the gradient off when defined orR™. Then
Theorem 6], both with parameter = (/2 — 1)/3. We see Vaf = MV, f since
that Propositiof 16 gives better rates for all values of tier
3/c. Propositior 1B is also more general in applicability. f@) = f) + (Vuf(@), 2 —y)u
The results provided in[]19] coincide with the results =3 flx) > fly) + MV f(x),z —y)
provided in Propositiof_16. However, the generality of our
analysis makes Propositidn]16 applicable to a much wid&pereMVy f = Vs f. Therefore,
class of problems than the finite-dimensional quadratidpro
lems with linear inequality constraints considered[inl [19] (V@) = Vi) =y = (V@) = VIim),2 — v,
Finally, we compare our rate bound to the rate bounih [32]. IVf(z) = VfWlm = V(@)= Vi),
Figure[4 shows that our bound is indeed tighter for all values ) N
of the ratio3/c. As opposed to all the other rate bounds izor any M, Mz - 0. Further, by lettingMz = (Dz D2)™",
this comparison, the rate bound in [32] is not explicit. Rath we have
a sweep over different rgte pc_;und factors_ are needed. For 12l a6, > Amin (Do My DY) 2]ty
each guess, a small semi-definite program is solved to assess
whether the algorithm is guaranteed to converge with that ra
This is also the cause of the steps in the plot in Fi§lire 4, evhelth
the size of the steps are due to the quantization levels of our

Amax (DLDT)
/\min (DHDT )

2] a7, < Amax(D2M1DY) ||| ars -

e first inequality holds since

Sweep. . . . L 2]l a1, > Amin(D2M1D3)||2|| s,
Besides generalizing and/or improving on existing results T T

the results in Propositidn 116 can guide us in choosing a space 192 llary = Amin (D2 M1 D5 )| D ]| as,

on which to perform the Douglas-Rachford algorithm when < €l p, a1, p7 = Amin(D2M1D3 )22

solving finite-dimensional problems. By selecting the spac N Dy My DT = Ain (D2 My DI

appropriately, this can significantly improve the convecge
properties of the algorithm, both in theory and in practic&.he second inequality is proven similarly. Sintes 1-strongly
This is the topic of the following section. convex if defined o g, we get

(V@) =Vfy),z—y)m

In this section, we consider finite-dimensional composite B <vf(x)2_ Vi), - y>1; )
convex optimization problems of the forin {11), whefeand 2 |lz =yl = Amin(DHD" )|z = yl[3-

g satisfy: Thatis,oa;(f) = Amin(DHDT). Further, sincef is 1-smooth

Assumption 1: . .
. . . _ if defined onHp, we get
(i) The function f € To(H,s) is 1-strongly convex if

) defined o_nIHIH and 1-smooth if defined oHl;,. IVf(x) =Vl =IVF(x) - Vi)
(iiy The functiong e_FO(HM). _ _ . <z = yllz < Amax(DLDT) ||z — yl 2.
Examples of functiong’ that satisfy Assumptiofi] 1(i) are
piece-wise quadratic functions with Hessiafg that are Thus, 8 (f) = Amax(DLDT) and the proof is completeld

C. Metric selection



This result indicates that, to optimize the rate in Propodunctionsf andg are defined orfl;,, we get
tion[I8, we should select a metrdd = (D” D)~! that solves 0 . . 0
Tpe = ProX, ¢ (2,c) = arg;nln {fD(x) + §||:v — Zpell }
B (f)

minimize === = minimize M
OM (f) )\min (DHDT) '

(13) = D T argmin {f(v) + %HD_TU - ngHQ}
:D*Targmin{f(v)—l-iHv—DTzo Ik }

In accordance with Propositidn]16, the algorithm parameter v al pellDtD

_ 1 _ .

~ should be chosen ag = S PLPTHDT)" To - D Targinln{fHM (v) + %”v _Z?WHQ}

select a metric according tb (13) can significantly imprdwe t

convergence rate bound compared to applying the algorithm

in the standard Euclidean space. This is suggested by & same thing can be shown for thepdates, i.e. tha}% _

following example. Suppose that we minimize a proble@_:ryo . Finally LT

with a quadratic functionf with Hessian H, and run the M ’

generalized Douglas-Rachford algorithm on the Euclidean — zp. = zp. + 260(yp. — 25,

space withM = D = [I. Then Propositiori_16 guaran- = DT, +20(y%, — 2%,)) = D121

-T 0 ~T..0
=D~ prox,, - (zp) = D™ 2y

Tz
tees the rateV mexF)/Anin( =1 1t \ye instead apply the . _— :
] V Amasx (H)/ Amin (H)+1 ] ) PPl Recursive application of these statements shows the equiva
generalized Douglas-Rachford algorithm #h, with M = |gnce.

H_and 1?1/2: I{;;/Q (WhiCJ‘ll/:)ptiTj/ZQGS [(IB)), we get rate The conceptual difference between the Douglas-Rachford
V Amax (HV2HH—V2) [ Awin(H_V2HH-V2) -1 0. That is, we algorithm applied oriH,; to solve the original problem, and

\/)‘max(H71/.2HH71/2)/>\min(H71/2HH71/2)+1 . . . .
get super-linear convergence. The more ill-conditioneel th® Douglas-Rachford algorithm applied & to solve the

original problem is, the more we improve the rate bound Wecondition_ed pr_oblem, is that_in the former case, theime'gr
selecting a better metric for the problem. However, often tl the algorithm is chosen to fit the problem data, while in
functions f and/org are separable down to the componenfhe seconql case, th_e problem data is preconditioned to fit the
In such cases, choosing a non-diagah&ivould significantly ixed algorithm metric.

increase the computational complexity when evaluating the

prox-operator. Therefore, to get an efficient algorithmhbiot V. ADMM

terms of convergence rate and in terms of complexity within |n this section, beside® being a real Hilbert space, also

each iteration, the metric matrix/ = (D" D)~' should be [ denotes a real Hilbert space. Here, we consider solving
chosen to minimize[[(13), subject td/ being diagonal. In problems of the form

[21, Section 6] methods to minimize_(13) exactly as well as o
computationally cheap methods to reduce the rati@ ih (18) ar minimize  f(z) + g(Az) (15)
presented.

that satisfy the following assumptions:
Assumption 2:
(i) The function f € T'o(H) is B-smooth ando-strongly

D. Preconditioning convex.
(i) The functiong € T'x(K).
To apply the Douglas-Rachford algorithm on the spac@ii) The bounded linear operatod : H — K is surjective.
) is equivalent to apply Douglas-Rachford splitting on thghe assumption of4 being a surjective bounded linear op-

Euclidean spac®" to the preconditioned problem erator reduces tod being a real matrix with full row rank
in the Euclidean case. Problems of the fofm] (15) cannot be
minimize  fp(x) + gp(z) (14) directly efficiently solved using generalized Douglas-Racd

splitting. Therefore, we instead solve the (negative) Rehc

where M = (DT D)~! and dual problem, which is given by (seel [3, Definition 15.19])

minimize  d(p) + g* (1) (16)
fo(x) == f(D;x) whereg* € Ty(K) andd € T'y(K) is
gp(z) = g(D" ) d(p) == f (—A*n) 17)

andf, fp, g, andgp are defined on the Euclidean spd&R&. where A* : K — H is the adjoint operator ofd, defined
This can be seen as follows. Lét:r }, {y~.}, and {zF.} as the unique operator that satisfieér, 1) = (x, A*u) for

be the Douglas-Rachford iterates (Z)-(9) when solving tral z € H and . € K. Applying Douglas-Rachford splitting
preconditioned problen{(14) oR" and let {z%,}, {y%,}, (i.e. generalized Douglas-Rachford splitting with= 3) to
and {z%,} be the Douglas-Rachford iteratels (7)-(9) whethe dual is well known to be equivalent to applying ADMM
solving the original problem orH,,. Further assume thatto the primal, see [17]/[16]. To apply generalized Douglas-
z0. = D72}, Then, using notatiorfy,, and gu,, when Rachford splitting to the dual for other choicescofs known



as ADMM with over-relaxation fora € (%, 1] and ADMM The convergence rate bounds in Corollaty 2 depend both
with under-relaxation forx € (0, %) (here we show that also on the conditioning of the functiofi and the conditioning of
a > 1 is possible under Assumptigh 2). Therefore, the resulise linear operatoid*. The better the conditioning, the faster

we obtain in this section applies to relaxed ADMM. the rate. However, some of the parameters might be hard to
compute or estimate, especiaflyln the following section, we
A. Linear convergence show how to compute this in finite-dimensional Hilbert sace

Hpy. We also show how to select the spddig (i.e., select

To optimize the bound on the linear convergence rate N trix K) to optimize the bound on the convergence rate
Propositior_’16 when applied to solve the dual probleni (1(51, P 9 '

we need to quantify the strong convexity and smoothness
parameters fotl. This is done in the following proposition. B. Metric selection

Proposition 18: Suppose that Assumptidd 2 holds. Then , yhis section, we still consider problems of the foiml (15)

. A*|12 2
d € T'o(K) is ”_T”-smooth and’ -strongly convex, where and we suppose that the following assumptions hold:
6 > 0 always exists and satisfigst*n|| > 6| forall u € K. Assumption 3:

) . N . (i) The function f € To(Hus) is 1-strongly convex if
Proof. Since f is o-strongly convex, Propositidd 4 gives that ~ gefined onH; and 1-smooth if defined oH, .

f*is %—smooth. Therefore] satisfies (i) The functiong € To(Hj).
[Vd(n) — Vdw)|| = || AV f*(—A*p) — AV f*(—A*V)| (iii) The_ bqunded linear operatod : Hy — Hg is
< MHA*(/L ) su.rjectwe." .
S Items (i) and (ii) are the same as in Assumptidn 1, and the
< @HM = assumption on the bounded linear operator is added due to the
. B . . . . a7z Mmore general problem formulation treated here.
since ||A|| = [lA*l. This is equivalent to thail is 2==- Also here, we solve[{15) by applying Douglas-Rachford

smooth, see Propositidni 4. o - .
' ) splitting on the dual probleni (16), or equivalently by appty
Next, we show the strong convexity res_u_lt. The Propertypm directly on the primal [Ib). In this case, we have
tlhat /s Iﬂ-smooth mp“‘?s tlr_lrou?]r;iProp?_mu@ 4 thtt is the possibility to select the spaé&kx on which to define the
z-strongly convex. This implies that satishies dual problem and apply the algorithm. To aid in the selection
(Vd(p) — Vd(v), p — v) of such a space, we show in the following proposition how
AV (—A™ ) — V(= A )), i — ) the strong convexity modulus and smoothness constant of
H £l d € Ty(Hg) depend on the space on which it is defined.

= (Vf*(=A"p) = VI (-A"v), A" p+ A™v)) Proposition 19: Suppose that Assumptionl 3 holds, that
> %HA*(N— v)|? > %HH — v A € R™*" satisfies Ax = Ax for all z, and that
K = ETE. Thend € Hg is ||[EAH 'ATET|-

which by Propositioi4 is equivalent i being £ -strongly smooth and Amin(FAL=*AT ET)-strongly convex, where
convex. That > 0 follows from [3, Fact 2.18 and Fact 2.19]. )\ ,,;,(FAL=*ATET) > 0.
Specifically, Fact 2.18 says thiatrA™ = (rand)* =0, since ¢ First, we related* : Hyx — Hy to A, M (f is
A is surjective. SinceanAd = K (again by surjectivity), it defined onH,,), and K. We have
is closed. Then Fact 2.19 states that there exists0 such ' '
that || A* ]| > 6]|l] for all p € (kerA®): = (0)* = K. This  (Az, )i = (Az, Kp)s = (a0, ATK u)s = (2, H AT K 1) i1
concludes the proof. O = (H'ATKp,2) g = (A, 2) .
This result gives us the following immediate corollary. L or
Corollary 2: Suppose that Assumptidd 2 holds and thathus, A" = H™" A" Ky for all pe Hy. _
generalized Douglas-Rachford is applied to solve the dualNext, we show that the spad), on which f (and f*) is
pr0b|em KIB) (Or equiva|ent|y ADMM is app“ed to So|vedef|ned does not |nﬂl:lence. the Shap%ODenOte bde =
the primal [I%)). Then the algorithm converges at least witff; © —Aj where fx is defined onHy and Ay, : Hx —
the rate|1 — a| + amax (22=L 122) where 8 = _”A;“z Hpy, by dy, := ff o —A7 where fy, is (%efmed onH;, and
L LtyB " 2y As + Hg — Hp, and byd, = f* o — AT, where f* and A
and¢ = 7. Further, the algorithm parametevsan(?/a_that are defined on the Euclidean space. By these definitions both
L — Be__ 4, anddy are defined oy, while d. is defined onR™.
Vie A (k a o

o . _ Next we show thatl;, anddy are identical for anyu:
The optimized linear convergence rate bound factoﬁf@f L " W

~+1"7

optimize the rate bound are= 1 andy =

wherer = & = 1415, A (1) = iy (~Ajzs) = sup {{~Ajgp ) — ()}
Proof. This follows directly from Propositioris 18 andl16 and = sup {(—HH AT Kp,z)s — fo(z)}
Theoren{l. O e
- — T
Remark 2:Also in the dual case, the-parameter can be = sup {(~LL™' A" Ky, )2 — fe(x)}

x

chosen greater than one. The upper bound @éngiven in [12)

~ (12 2 . = _.A* 5 - = d
with 5 ando replaced bys = @ andsé = % respectively. Sgp“ pps o) = Ju(@)} L(¥)



where A3 = H 1 AT Ky is used. This implies that we canestimates of these parameters are instead computed and we
show properties offl € Hx by definingf on any spacél,,. show how these depend on the sp&te on which the dual
Thus, Propositioi 18 gives that 1-strong convexity fof problem is defined. Since the dual problem actually changes
when defined orfl; implies ||.A*||2-smoothness ofl, where with the space on which it is defined, the choicetigf affects
) ) both the shape of the dual problem and the metric used in the
[A*] = SEP{HA pll [ llell < 13 algorithm. Therefore, the interpretation made for the ptim
14T that the algorithm metric is chosen to well estimate thelleve
- Sﬁp{HH A Kpll | e < 1} sets of problem is not exactly true in this case. When we
select a spacélx for the dual, instead we simultaneously
manipulate the level-sets of the dual problem and the metric
in the algorithm such that the metric well approximates the
manipulated level sets of the functiah

—sup {| H=/2ATET Byl | || Bull2 <1}
"

= sup { |24 B vy | |lv]l2 < 1}
| I2 C. Preconditioning
To show the strong-convexity claim, we use that 1-smoothines Similarly to in the primal Douglas-Rachford case, it is

of f when defined orf, implies §°-strong convexity ofd  equivalent to apply Douglas-Rachford splitting on the dual
where® > 0 satisfies||A*p| > 0||u[| for all € Hg, see problem on the spacH x and to solve the following precon-

Propositior IB. Such & is given by ditioned dual problem defined on the Euclidean space:
A" 7 = | L7 AT K plf7, = ||[L72ATET (Ep)13 minimize  dp(v) + g5 (v) (19)
= |Bullyap-1arpr where K = ETE,

> Amin(EAL™'ATET)|| Ep3

— T
= Amin(EALYATET)|| |2 dp(v) = d(E"v)
— 7\min M K-

95(v) = g"(E"v),

The smallest eigenvalugy,i,(EAL™' AT ET) > 0 sinceA is  andd, dg, g*, andg}, are defined on the Euclidean spaRe.

surjective, i.e. has full row rank, anfi and L are positive g distinguish on which spacgandg are defined, we denote

definite matrices. This concludes the proof. O the functionsd and g* by du, and g3, respectively when
This result shows how the Lipschitz constant and strorgfined onHy. We will also need the equalityp, (1) =

convexity modulus ofl € I'y(Hx ) changes with the spad®x  d(Kpu) and gy, (n) = d(Kp) which holds since

on which it is defined. Combining this with Propositibnl 16, diy (1) = [ (A" 1)

we get that the bound on the convergence rate for Douglas- Hi W)= JHa f

Rachford splitting applied to the dual probleml(16), or egqui Sup {(-A"w, 2)i — fu, (2)}

alently ADMM applied to the primal[{15), is optimized by Sup{<—HH71ATK,LL,x>2 B f(a:)}

sup {(—ATKu,x)g — f(:v)}

choosingK = ETE where E solves

Amax(EAHTATET)

minimize (18)

. —1 AT BT *
Amin(FAL=TATET) = f*(—ATKp) = d(Kp)
and by choosing = —~— (EAH*IATE;)AM(EALAATET)- where A*, = H-'AT K i has been used.

As for Douglas-Rachford splitting applied to the primal To see the equivalence, we IétF }, {3k}, and {2} }
problem, using a non-diagon& usually gives prohibitively be the Douglas-Rachford iterate§ (7)-(9) when solving the
expensive prox-evaluations. Therefore, we propose tocselpreconditioned probleni (19) dR™ and let{z%.}, {y%.}, and
a diagonalK = ETE that minimizes [(I8). The reader is{z%} be the Douglas-Rachford iteratés (7)-(9) when solving
referred to [[211, Section 6] for different methods to achievée original dual problem[(16) ofill . Further assume that
this exactly and approximately. Ez), = z}. Then

The procedure of selecting the metric for the dual Douglas-, 0 _ . 1 0 12
Rachford splitting is slightly different compared to thénpal ~ “pc = PT%%vdy, (2pc) = argimn {dHK (1) + 55 |7 = 2l }
version. In the primal, we assume that we are given matiites ) . 0 12
and L that define spacedy andH;, on which the functionf = Mginm {d(Kﬂ) + ﬁ”“’ - chHK}
is 1-strongly convex and 1-smooth respectively. To getropti . ) r ) o 12
convergence behaviour, we suppose that these matrices are a = E~" argmin {d(E v) + ﬂHV - EZPCHQ}
tight as possible. Then a diagonal met#ic (that definedH ’
on which the problem is defined) is chosen that optimizes the
bound on the convergence rate. This metric affects only tiiée same thing can be shown for theipdates, i.e., that), =
algorithm, while the problem is the same for any choice df~'y9},. Finally,
metric matrix M. 1 0 0 0
In the dual formulation, we are not given matrices on which Fpe = chl—i_ 209(pr - CSPC) 0 -
the dual is3-strongly convex and-smooth respectively. Tight = E7 (2x +20(yx — o)) = B 2k

= E_lproxvdE (z?() = E_lx?(



Recursive application of these statements shows the equiganot applicable to the primal case (sinde= I there), but

lence. in the dual formulation this results in loss of strong corityex
The primal problem that gives rise to the preconditioned We first discuss the primal formulation and assume that the
dual problem[{I9) is given by assumptions that give linear convergence are violatedgusin
minimize  f(z) + g(y) both (i) and (ii). Then, we have quadratic curvature_ only in
(20) the range space @. In the null space of), the functionf

subjectto EAx = Ey. is governed by the functiori (which is either 0 ofxo if it is

Since solving the probleni_(I19) using generalized Douglathe indicator function of a convex constraint set). Therefo
Rachford splitting is equivalent to solving the primal plerbh  we propose to select a diagonal methit = (D7 D)~! that

(20) using ADMM, the result presented for dual Douglassptimizes the conditioning on the range spacé)fi.e., that

Rachford splitting holds when applying ADMM to the presolves

conditioned primal, which is given by the iterations: Amax(DTQD)
. . . minimize ———————~
y* ! = argmin {g(y) + 1|Ey — EAz" + X2 ||} Amin>0(DTQD)
y .
where,; denotes the smallest non-zero eigenvalue. Also
k+1 __ k+1 k min>0 y
v"T = 2aDy" + (1 - 20) DAz we propose to select theparameter to reflect the curvature on
R — i T|EAz — oF T — %2 the range space @, i.e.,y = L :
x arginln{f(:v) + 3|EAx — v YA } ge sp a, i.e.,y o (DTaD) hamea(DT QD)

For the dual case, i.e., the ADMM case, we propose to
select the metric as if = 0 (which it is if the assumptions
Thus, the optimal preconditione in ADMM under to get linear convergence are not violated by point (ii)).dbo
Assumption[B is computed by solving_{18), subject tthis, we define the quadratic part fin (21) to befy.(z) :=
E diagonal, and the optimal choice of is v = 327Qz+¢"z and introduce the functiod,. = f;. o —A”.

L , and the optimah, = The heuristic metric selection will be based on this functio
The function f,. is given by

AL = 2 4y (* ! — BAH)

V ax (BEAH=TAT ET)\oin (EAL=1ATET)
1. Note that they-parameter in ADMM is in the numerator,
yvh_lle the same/-_parameter in dual Douglas-Rachford splitting froly) = sup {(y,z) — fpo(z)}
is in the denominator. x

Remark 3:This preconditioning result is a generalization Ty—a)"Q (y—q) if (y—q) € R(Q)
of the result in [[19] where the restricted case ffr) = Vo else
22T Hx + h"z andg(y) = I,<a(y) is considered.

whereQ' is the pseudo-inverse ¢ andR denotes the range
VI. HEURISTIC METRIC SELECTION space. This gives

when some of the assumptions needed to have linear con -

gence are not met. We focus here on quadratic problems of
the form The quadratic part of the approximated ddgl is given by

R AQTAT, and is defined on a sub-space only @f is not
minimize 127 Qx + ¢"x + f(z) +g(Ax) (21) positive definite). As in the primal case, we propose to selec

o) diagonal metrick = ET E such that the quadratic part of the,

. in some cases approximate, dual function is well conditione
where@ € S, ¢ € R", f € Th(R"), g € T'o(R™) and on its domain. That is, we propose to select a metric such that
A € R™*™. One set of assumptions that guarantee linedite pseudo condition number @fQt A” is minimized, i.e., a
convergence for Douglas-Rachford splitting applied to th#éiagonal metricE that is computed by solving
primal or the dual is that) is positive definite,f = 0, N (BAQTATET)
and thatA has full row rank. Here, we consider situations minimize max .
in which some of these assumptions are not met. Specifically, Amin>0(EAQTATET)
we consider situations where (some of) the following iteniBhis reduces to the optimal metric choice in the case where

In this section, we discuss metric and parameter selection {%(ATM +)TQT (AT —q) if (ATp+q) € R(Q)
00 else

violate the linear convergence assumptions: linear convergence is achieved, i.e., where none of itejns (i
(i) Q € S" is not positive definite, but positive semi-(ii), or (iii) are met, and can be used as a heuristic when dny o
definite. the points (i), (ii), and/or (iii) violates the assumptiomseded

(i) f# 0, butinstead the indicator function of a convex cont0 get linear convergence. Theparameter is also chosen to
straint set (or some other non-smooth function withoifd accordance with the above reasoning and Corollary 2 as

_ 1
curvature). T e (BAQI AT BT a0 (BAQ ATET)

(i) A € R™*" does not have full row rank. In the particular case wher¢ in (@) is the indicator
In the first case, we loose strong convexity in the primalinction for an affine subspace, i.e., Whﬁn: Igo—s. Then
formulation and smoothness in the dual formulation. In the can be written as

second case, we loose smoothness in the primal formulation - T T

and strong convexity in the dual formulation. The third case d(p) = 30" APL AT+ i+ x




whereé € R™, x € R, and 10°

. AN [ —— ADMM on Hi with o = 1
[Q BT] _{Pll Plﬂ N -~ — ADMM on Hy with o = }
B 0 Po1 Py’ 104\\ "~ | - - ADMM on R™ with o = } A
Then we can choose metric by minimizing the pseudo conc ¢ N R 7
tion number ofAP;; AT, which is the Hessian af, and select 2 1} R PP
1 N NS -
VS = e BAPL AT BT s (BAPL ATET) * O o
Minimization of the pseudo condition NUMBEK, . / Amin>0 102k BA s
can be posed as a convex optimization problem and o BN = -
solved exactly, se€ [21, Section 6]. Also computationaigap . ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
heuristics to seleck that reduce the pseudo condition numbe e 107 10° 10! 10° 10°
can be found there. v

Fig. 5. Average number of iterations for differeptvalues, different metrics,
VII. NUMERICAL EXAMPLE and different relaxations.

In this section, we evaluate the metric and parameter selec-

tion method by applying ADMM to the (small-scale) aircrafi,e Apmm algorithm for different values of and for different
control problem f_rom [28],[[5]- '_A‘S in[[5], the continuous M o jcg i presented. Since the numerical example treaed h
model from [28] is sampled using zero-order hold every 0.Gg 5 model predictive control application, we can spend much
s. The system has four states= (z1, 22, 3, 74), WO OUPULS o0y itational effort offline to compute a metric that will be
y = (y1,42), two inputsu = (u1, u2), and obeys the following \seq in all samples in the online controller. We compute a
dynamics metric K = ETE that minimizes the condition number of
o — %@Z(zéo 7(;8%038 ’(1)(_)8}01133 O;OEJ%:} - [_§j§§§ _§;§zg} ECH*CTgT :(Fmir_limization of the pseudo condition number
. . . —0. —0.868 —0. ) of ECP,;C* E* gives about the same performance and is
therefore omitted) that defines the spétg. In Figurel®, the

0.000 0.053 0.050 1.000 —0.022 —0.002
0100 . ) ]
performance of ADMM when applied di i with relaxations

?/:[0001]17
1

wherezt denotes the state in the next time step. The system= 3 anda = 1, and ADMM applied onR™ with a = 3
is unstable, the magnitude of the largest eigenvalue of tlseshown. In this particular example, improvements of about
dynamics matrix is 1.313. The outputs are the attack anti pitene order of magnitude are achieved when appliedHgn
angles, while the inputs are the elevator and flaperon anglesmpared to when applied dR”. Figure[$ also shows that
The inputs are physically constrained to satigy] < 25°, ADMM with over-relaxation performs better than standard
i = 1,2. The outputs are soft constrained to satisfy; — ADMM with no relaxation. The empirically best average
0.5 < y1 < 054 sy and —s3 — 100 < 3o < 100 + s4 iteration count for ADMM onHg with o = 1 is 15.9

respectively, where = (s1, s2, s3, 54) > 0 are slack variables. iterations, for ADMM onHpg with o = % is 24.9 iterations,

The cost in each time step is and for ADMM on R™ with o = % (which is essentially the
1 algorithm proposed i [33]), is 446.1 iterations. The pregub
U, u,8) = 5 ((z - 2.)"Q(z — x,) + u Ru+ s*Ss) ~-parameter selection is denoted by in Figure[B E or C

is scaled to get* = 1 for all examples). Figurgl5 shows that

Wh_e;exr is a refereGnceQ = diag(107,10%,107%,10%), R ~ 7 does not coincide with the empirically found bestbut
10721, andS = 10°1. This gives a condition number a0™" g gives gives a reasonable choice-pin all cases.

of the full cost matrix. Further, the terminal cost@s and the
control and prediction horizon & = 10. The numerical data
in Figure[® is obtained by following a reference trajectory o
the output. The objective is to change the pitch angle f6l6m  We have presented methods to select metric and parameters
to 10° and then back t®° while the angle of attack satisfiesfor Douglas-Rachford splitting, Peaceman-Rachford tipdjt

the output constraints-0.5° < ¢; < 0.5°. The constraints on and ADMM. We have also provided a numerical example to
the angle of attack limits the rate on how fast the pitch angévaluate the proposed metric and parameter selection deetho
can be changed. The full optimization problem can be writtdar ADMM. Performance improvements of about one order
on the form of magnitude, compared to when ADMM is applied on the
Euclidean space, are reported.
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f(z) g(z")
subjectto Cz =2’ REFERENCES

. . e[1] K. J. Arrow, L. Hurwicz, and H. UzawaStudies in Linear and Nonlinear
wherez; andr; may change from one sampling instant to th€™" pogramming Stanford University Press, 1958.

next. [2] J.-B. Baillon and G. Haddad. Quelques proprits des eprat angle-
This is the optimization problem formulation discussed borns etn-cycliguement monotoneslsrael Journal of Mathematics

in Section[V] wh " i violates th " h 26(2):137-150, 1977.

In section - where item (") vio a. es the assumptions aEs] H. H. Bauschke and P. L. Combette€onvex Analysis and Monotone

guarantee linear convergence. In Figure 5, the performahce = Operator Theory in Hilbert SpacesSpringer, 2011.



(4]

(5]

(6]

(7]

(8]

El

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

(14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

(18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

(23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

(28]

A. Beck and M. Teboulle. A fast iterative shrinkage-tsinelding
algorithm for linear inverse problems.SIAM J. Imaging Sciences

2(1):183-202, 2009. [29]
A. Bemporad, A. Casavola, and E. Mosca. Nonlinear cdntb
constrained linear systems via predictive reference mamnagt. IEEE
Transactions on Automatic Contyol2(3):340-349, 1997. [30]

D. Boley. Local linear convergence of the alternatingedtion method
of multipliers on quadratic or linear programsSIAM Journal on
Optimization 23(4):2183-2207, 2013.

S. Boyd, N. Parikh, E. Chu, B. Peleato, and J. Ecksteinstributed
optimization and statistical learning via the alternat@igection method
of multipliers. Foundations and Trends in Machine Learnjng(1):1—
122, 2011.

E. J. Candes, J. Romberg, and T. Tao. Robust uncertaiiygiples: ex-
act signal reconstruction from highly incomplete frequeimformation.
IEEE Transactions on Information Theor§2(2):489-509, Feb 2006.

(31]

[32]

(33]

A. Chambolle and T. Pock. A first-order primal-dual alom for [34]
convex problems withapplications to imagingpurnal of Mathematical
Imaging and Vision40(1):120-145, 2011. [35]

P. L. Combettes and V. R. Wajs. Signal recovery by pratiforward-
backward splitting.SIAM journal on Multiscale Modeling and Simula-
tion, 4(4):1168-1200, 2005.

D. Davis and W. Yin. Convergence rate analysis of sdvspditting
schemes. Availablz http://arxiv.org/abs/1406.4834, usig?014.

D. Davis and W. Yin. Faster convergence rates of relaRedceman-
Rachford and ADMM under regularity assumptions.  Available[37]
http://arxiv.org/abs/1407.5210, July 2014.

L. Demanet and X. Zhang. Eventual linear convergence ¢88]

[36]

the Douglas-Rachford iteration for basis pursuit. Avdiab
http://arxiv.org/abs/1301.0542, May 2013.
W. Deng and W. Yin. On the global and linear convergentehe [39]

generalized alternating direction method of multipli€fechnical Report
CAAM 12-14, Rice University, 2012.

J. Douglas and H. H. Rachford. On the numerical solutidrheat
conduction problems in two and three space variabl€gns. Amer.
Math. Soc. 82:421-439, 1956.

J. Eckstein.Splitting methods for monotone operators with applicagion
to parallel optimization PhD thesis, MIT, 1989.

D. Gabay. Applications of the method of multipliers tariational
inequalities. In M. Fortin and R. Glowinski, editorddugmented
Lagrangian Methods: Applications to the Solution of Bouyedalue
Problems North-Holland: Amsterdam, 1983.

D. Gabay and B. Mercier. A dual algorithm for the solatiof nonlinear
variational problems via finite element approximaticdBomputers and
Mathematics with Application2(1):17-40, 1976.

E. Ghadimi, A. Teixeira, I. Shames, and M. Johansson. tinGg
parameter selection for the alternating direction methédnaltipli-
ers (ADMM): Quadratic problems. 2013.
http://arxiv.org/abs/1306.2454.
P. Giselsson and S. Boyd.
splitting and ADMM.
Control, Los Angeles, CA, December 2014. Accepted for publication.
P. Giselsson and S. Boyd. Metric selection in fast duatigznt methods.
2014. Submitted.

R. Glowinski and A. Marroco. Sur I'approximation, paléments
finis d’ordre un, et la résolution, par pénalisation-itéat’une classe

[41]

Diagonal scaling in Douglaskord

of the IFAC Symposium on Nonlinear Control System Desigmes
302-307. Pergamon Press, 1990.

P. L. Lions and B. Mercier. Splitting algorithms for tleam of two
nonlinear operatorsSIAM Journal on Numerical Analysi46(6):964—
979, 1979.

M. Lustig, D. Donoho, and J. M. Pauly. Sparse MRI: The lmagion
of compressed sensing for rapid MR imagiridagnetic Resonance in
Medicine 58(6):1182-1195, 2007.

Y. Nesterov. Introductory Lectures on Convex Optimization: A Basic
Course Springer Netherlands, 1st edition, 2003.

R. Nishihara, L. Lessard, B. Recht, A. Packard, and Mddn. A general
analysis of the convergence of ADMM. February 2015. Avadab
http://arxiv.org/abs/1502.02009.

B. O’'Donoghue, G. Stathopoulos, and S. Boyd. A splittimethod for
optimal control. IEEE Transactions on Control Systems Technaglogy
21(6):2432-2442, 2013.

N. Parikh and S. Boyd. Proximal algorithmBoundations and Trends
in Optimization 1(3):123-231, 2014.

P. Patrinos, L. Stella, and A. Bemporad. Douglas-Rachfsplitting:
Complexity estimates and accelerated variants.Ploceedings of the
53rd IEEE Conference on Decision and Contrdlos Angeles, CA,
December 2014.

D. W. Peaceman and H. H. Rachford. The numerical saiutid
parabolic and elliptic differential equationdournal of the Society for
Industrial and Applied Mathematic$(1):28—-41, 1955.

H. M. Phan. Linear convergence of the Douglas-Rachimethod for
two closed sets. Available: http://arxiv.org/abs/1460%, October 2014.
A. Raghunathan and S. Di Cairano. ADMM for convex quédra
programs: Linear convergence and infeasibility detectiddovember
2014. Available: http://arxiv.org/abs/1411.7288.

J. B. Rawlings and D. Q. MayneModel Predictive Control: Theory
and Design Nob Hill Publishing, Madison, WI, 2009.

] R. T. Rockafellar and R. J-B. WetsVariational Analysis Springer,

Berlin, 1998.

W. Shi, Q. Ling, K. Yuan, G. Wu, and W. Yin. On the linear
convergence of the ADMM in decentralized consensus opéitita.
IEEE Transactions on Signal Processjr&2(7):1750-1761, April 2014.
R Tibshirani. Regression shrinkage and selection valdasso.J. Royal.
Statist. Soc B.58(1):267-288, 1996.

APPENDIXA
PROOF OFPROPOSITIONS

Proof. The direction (i}=(ii) follows, without any changes,
by stating [31, Lemma 1.2.3] on general real Hilbert spaces
Submitted. Avaitabl instead of in an Euclidean setting.

To show (ii}=(i), we add two copies of the smoothness
In 53rd IEEE Conference on Decision and d€finition in [2) witha andy interchanged to get:

[f(@) = f(y) = (V)= —y)

(22)
+1f () = f(2) = (Vf(@),y — )] < Bllz —yl*.

For each pair of pointgz,y), the possible combinations of
signs of the expressions inside the absolute valueg-aret),

(+,-), (=, +), or (—,-). For (+,4+), and(—, —), we get
2009.

de problémes de dirichlet non linéaireESAIM: Mathematical Mod-
elling and Numerical Analysis - Modélisation Mathématiget Analyse
Numeérique 9:41-76, 1975.

T. Hastie, R. Tibshirani, and J. FriedmaiThe elements of statistical
learning: data mining, inference and predictiospringer, 2nd edition,

2
(V@) = V), z—y)l < Blz -yl
B. He and X. Yuan. On the(1/n) convergence rate of the Douglas- . . . .
Rachford alternating direction methodSIAM Journal on Numerical IN the situations where the signs are, —), the expression
Analysis 50(2):700-709, 2012. (22) reduces to:

R. Hesse, D. R. Luke, and P. Neumann. Alternating ptimes and

Douglas-Rachford for sparse affine feasibilityfeEE Transactions on ) —9 _ _ < 2

Signal Processing62(18):4868-4881, September 2014. f(z) F) = (V) + V@), 2 —y) < Bllz —yl) 2'3

M. Hong and Z.-Q. Luo. On the linear convergence of therahting di- ( )
rection method of multipliers. Availablé: http://arxivggabs/1208.3922, . .

March 2013, Since, by assumptioffi(z) — f(y) = (Vf(y),z —y) > 0 (the

F. lutzeler, P. Bianchi, P. Ciblat, and W. Hachem. Eaiplconvergence expression in the first absolute value [n](22) is nonnegative
rate of a distributed alternating direction method of npuliirs. Avail- ; ; ; _ .

able:| http://arxiv.org/abs/1312.1085, December 2013. since we treat the situatiofi-, —)) we have:

P. Kapasouris, M. Athans, and G. Stein. Design of feekbeontrol

systems for unstable plants with saturating actuatorsProteedings 2(f(x) - f(y)) z 2<Vf(y), T = y>
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Thus Now, letT = (1—a)I +«aR4 Rp be the generalized Douglas-
Rachford operator if{6). Sinceis a fixed-point ofR 4 Rp it
(VI(y) = Vf(2), 2 —y) is also a fixed-point off’, i.e., z = T'z. Thus
< 2f(x) = 2f(y) = (Vf(y) + Vf(2),2 —y) < Blle - y|? . k i}
=[[(1-a)(z" —2)+ a(RaRpz" — RARpZ)|

where the last inequality is due tb{23). The situation with [ k _
. : . ; . <|1- - -
(—,+) gives the same inequality by interchanging the place <1 -aflz" = 2l + o RaRpz" — RaRpZ|

of z andy. Thus, for any of the four scenarios, we have < (1 —al+ad) % - 2|
_ 4yo k =

(VF(2) = V()o— )| < Bl — ol = (11— el +0y/00— ) 12 2

Now, apply Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to get where [(2b) is used in the second inequality. This concludes
the proof. O
IVf(z) =Vl < Bllz—yl.
This completes the proof. O
APPENDIX B

PROOF OFPROPOSITIONIZ

Proof. Define f = 2fy — LI+ |I> (where £, is defined in

@)). Through Propositionl8, we get thetf = 2V f: — I =
2prox,; — I = Ryy. We get

(Vf(y),:v— > = <2Vf*( )—y,x—y>
< 2(f5(@) = 15) — s lle — vl
— (zlle]* - 5Hy|\2 — sl —yl*)
= f(z) = F) + sl — l?
where Propositiorf _10 and Propositioh 4 are used in the
inequality. We also have
(Vi) z—y) = 2Vfi(y) —y,z —y)
> 2(f5(2) ~ £1W) — sl — wl?)
= Glll? = 3lyl* = 5llz = ylI*)
= f(x) — F) + sl — l?
where Proposition]9 and Propositidn 4 are used in the inequal
ity. This implies that
st lle = yl* < (Vi) e —y) + fly) - flo)

— 2
< WHUC -yl

or equivalently (by negating the first inequality)

(VF(y)z =) + fly) = f(2)]

1 1—
< %max(ngﬂv 'yg+1)||x - sz (24)

SinceVf = R,;, the result follows from Propositidd 5. []

APPENDIXC
PROOF OFPROPOSITIONIZ

Proof. By [3, Corollary 23.10]Rp is nonexpansive and by
Propositio IPR 4 is § = /(1 W) -contractive. Thus
the compositionR 4 Rp is alsod-contractive since

HRARB,Zl — RARBZQH < 5HRBZ1 — RBZQH < 5”,21 — ZQH
(25)
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