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Metric Selection in Douglas-Rachford Splitting and ADMM

Pontus Giselssdnand Stephen Boyd

Abstract—Recently, several convergence rate results for time for these methods. Recently, however, many works have
Douglas-Rachford splitting and the alternating direction method  shown linear convergence rates for Douglas-Rachfordisyijt
of multipliers (ADMM) have been presented in the literature. Peaceman-Rachford splitting and ADMM in different setting

In this paper, we show linear convergence rate bounds for ¢ ) _ o .
Douglas-Rachford splitting under strong convexity and smoth- (28], [36], [13], [12], [14], [19], [34], [27], [28], [6], [4D], [3],

ness assumptions. We show that these bounds generalize and/ [37], [32]. The works in [[26], [[13], [[6], [[36] concern local
improve on similar bounds in the literature and that the bounds linear convergence under different assumptions. The wiorks
are tight for the class of problems under consideration. For [27], [28], [40] consider distributed formulations, whitbe
finite dimensional Euclidean problems, we show how the rate \,ks in [12], [12], [19], [34], [30], [3], [37], [32] considr

bounds depend on the metric that is used in the algorithm. ; .
We also show how to select this metric to optimize the bound. global convergence. The work inl[3] shows linear convergenc

Many real-world problems do not satisfy both the smoothness for the Douglas-Rachford splitting when solving a subspace
and strongly convexity assumptions. Therefore, we also pppse intersection problem. The work ih [37] (which appeared ali

heuristic metric and_parameter selection methods tC_) i_mproe the during the submission procedure of this paper) shows linear
performance of a wider class of problems. The efficiency of th convergence for equality constrained problems with upper a

proposed heuristics is confirmed in a numerical example on a | b d iabl Th . I 19T] 114
model predictive control problem, where improvements of mee ~ |OWer bounds on variables. The remaining works| [12]) [14],

than one order of magnitude are observed. [19], [34], [3]], [32], show linear convergence under sgon
convexity and smoothness assumptions. In this paper, we gen

eralize and/or improve on these convergence rate estinfates
|. INTRODUCTION detailed description on the improvements and generaiaati
Optimization problems of the form made is found in Sectidn 1I[B.
Besides improving on existing results, we also provide
(1) an example that shows that the convergence rate bounds
in this paper are tight for the classes of problems under
where z is the variable,f and g are convex, andA is consideration. We also provide explicit upper bounds on the
a bounded linear operator, arise in numerous applicatiopiger-relaxation parameter in generalized Douglas-Rachford
ranging from compressed sensing [8] and statistical esitima splitting. We show that this can be greater than one in the
[24] to model predictive control [38] and medical imagindinearly convergent case (in the general case, the retaxati
[31]. There exist a variety of algorithms for solving convefactor is limited toa € (0, 1)). A similar finding was reported
problems of the form[{1), many of which are treated iin [32] in the ADMM case. We supplement this finding in [32]
the monograph[[33]. The methods include primal and duly stating explicit upper bounds an
forward-backward splitting method$ [10] and their acceler When solving problems of the forrl(1) in finite dimensional
ated variants[]4], the Arrow-Hurwicz method] [1], DouglasEuclidean settings, we can choose a Hilbert space with inner
Rachford splitting[[15] and Peaceman-Rachford splitt®6]] product (z,y)y; = z? My and induced norm on which
the alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) [R3 to apply the generalized Douglas-Rachford algorithm. The
[18], [[7] (which is Douglas-Rachford splitting applied tbet algorithm behaves differently for different choices &f and
dual problem[[1]7],[[16]), and linearized ADMM[9]. an appropriate choice can significantly speed up the algorit
In this paper, we focus on generalized Douglas-Rachfobdth in theory and in practice. Another contribution of this
splitting, which includes as special cases Douglas-Radhfgaper is that we show how to select a metticto optimize
splitting and Peaceman-Rachford splitting when applied tbe linear convergence rate factor for problems whgres
the primal problem, and under- and over-relaxed ADMMmooth and strongly convey; is any proper, closed, and
when applied to the dual problem. These methods have lotgnvex function, andA is surjective, i.e., has full row rank.
been known to converge under very mild assumptidns, [19]hese results are applied to both the primal and dual prahlem
[30], [16]. However, the rate of convergence in the generahd therefore apply both to Douglas-Rachford splitting and
case has just recently been shown to(@ /%), [25], [13], ADMM (which is Douglas-Rachford splitting applied to the
[IT]. For a restricted class of problems, Lions and Merciglual problem). This generalizes, in several directiores yibrk
showed in[[30] that the Douglas-Rachford algorithm enjoysia [19] in which corresponding results for ADMM applied to
linear convergence rate. To the authors’ knowledge, this wsolve quadratic programs with linear inequality constisaare
the sole linear convergence rate results for a long period @fvided, see Sectidn 1B for a detailed comparison betwe
the results.
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tic metric and parameter selection methods for cases wherDefinition 4 (Cocoercivity):A mappingA : D — H is
some of these assumptions are not met. The heuristics cogezocoercive withg > 0 if

most optimization problems that have a quadratic part wisich 9

not necessarily strongly convex. Such problems arise, ie.g. (Az — Ay, —y) 2 Az — Ay|
model predictive contro[[38], statistical estimation[24ing, holds for allz,y € D.

e.g., lassol[41], and compressed sensing [8] which can Bigppings that are 1-cocoercive (or equivalenthaveraged)
used, e.g., in medical imaging [31]. A numerical example ogye alsofirmly nonexpansive

a model predictive control problem is provided that shows Definition 5 (Strong convexity)A function f € To(H) is
the efficiency of the proposed metric selection heuristmr Fq-strongly conveswith o > 0 if f — 2| -||? is convex.
the considered problem, the execution time is decreasdd wit A strongly convex function has a minimum curvature that
about one order of magnitude compared to when applyiRg decided byo. If f is differentiable, strong convexity can
the algorithm on the Euclidean space with the standard inn&juivalently be defined as that
product and induced norm.

This paper extends and generalizes our conference papers /(%) 2 f(y) + (Vf(y).z —y) + §llz — yI* )

[21], [20]. holds for allz,y € #. Functions with a maximal curvature

are called smooth. Next, we present a smoothness definition
A. Notation for convex functions.

We denote byR the set of real number®" the set of  Definition 6 (Smoothness for convex functions):
real column-vectors of length, and R™*" the set of real function f € T'o(H) is S-smooth with 3 > 0 if it is
matrices withm rows andn columns. Furthel® := R U differentiable andZ || - |> — f is convex, or equivalently that
oo} denotes the extended real line. Throughout this p&per 8 2
éen}otes a real Hilbert space. Its inner product is denoted by F@) < f) + (VIw)z -y + 5z -yl 3)
(-,+), the induced norm by - ||, and the identity operator by holds for allz,y € H.
Id. We specifically consider finite-dimensional Hilbert-segc  Remark 1:It can be seen from[{2) and](3) that for a
Hy with inner product(z,y) = 27 Hy and induced norm function that iso-strongly convex ang-smooth, we always
lz|| = VaTHz. Sometimes we denote these by-)y and haves > o.
|| -||z. We also sometimes denote the Euclidean inner-product

by (z,y)2 = 2Ty and the induced norm by || for clarity. I1l. GENERALIZED DOUGLAS-RACHFORD SPLITTING

i ion i ; A
The conjugate function is denoted and defined fify) = The generalized Douglas-Rachford algorithm can be applied

sup, {(y,z) — f(x)}. The power set of a set, i.e., the set . L
of all subsets ofY, is denoted by2¥. The graph of an (set- to solve composite convex optimization problems of the form

valued) operatord : X — 2Y is defined and denoted by minimize  f(z) + g(x) 4)

phA = {(z,y) € X x Y | y € Az}. The inverse operator . . .
i—l is di(fineé through it|s graph %)gphA*l _ (y’z) c where f, g € To(#H). The solution to[(4) is characterized by

Y x X | y € Az). Finally, the class of cIoseTj, proper, anahe following optimality conditions/[2, Proposition 25.1

convex functionsf : H — R is denoted byl'o(H). 2= Ry fRy,2, x = prox, ;(z)

1. BACKGROUND where~y > 0, and the prox operatgsrox, ; and the reflected

. . . . roximal operatoiR., ; are defined as
In this section, we introduce some standard definitions tl%t P v

can be found, e.g. in[2]39]. prox, ;(z) = arg min {7f(z) + L]z — 2|}
Definition 1 (Strong monotonicity)An operatord : H — *
2™ is g-strongly monotonavith o > 0 if Ryy = 2prox,; —Id
respectively. In other words, the solution {d (4) is found by
applying the proximal operator on wherez is a fixed-point
for all (x,u) € gph(A) and(y,v) € gph(A). to R, R,,. One approach to find a fixed-point &, s R, is
The definition ofmonotonicityis obtained by setting = 0 in  to iterate the composition
the above definition. In the following definitions, we suppos b1 K
that D C H is a nonempty subset 6{. 27T = RypRyg2”
Definition 2 (Lipschitz continuity)A mappingA : D —  This algorithm is known as Peaceman-Rachford splitting,
H is S-Lipschitz continuousvith § > 0 if [35]. However, sinceR.; and R,, are nonexpansive in the
| Az — Ay|| < Bllz — y| ggneral case, so is their compositiqn, and convergence of
this algorithm cannot be guaranteed in the general case. The
holds for allz,y € D. If 3 =1 then A is nonexpansivand generalized Douglas-Rachford splitting algorithm is died
if 8 € (0,1) then A is g-contractive by iterating the averaged map of the nonexpansive Peaceman-
Definition 3 (Averaged mappingsp mappingA : D —  Rachford operatoR. ; R.,. That is, it is given by the iteration
‘H is «-averagedif there exists a nonexpansive mapping b1 k
B : D— Handa € (0,1) such thatd = (1 — «)Id + aB. 2 = (1 - a)ld + aRyfRyg)z ®)

(w—v,z—y) >0z -yl



where « € (0,1) to guarantee convergence in the genertdwards az € fix(R,sR+4) at least with rate]l — of +
case. (We will, however, see that when additional regwarit, ;ax (vﬂ—l l—y0) je.

. . ; YB+1’ 1+~0 )’
assumptions are introduced to the problem,= 1, i.e.
Peaceman-Rachford splitting, and even same 1 can be
used and convergence can still be guaranteed.) The algorit
known as Douglas-Rachford splitting is obtained by letting
o = % in (@), but we will use the term Douglas-Rachford Remark 2:One interesting consequence of this results is
splitting for all values ofo. that o > 1 can be chosen in the Douglas-Rachford algorithm
in (8), when solving problems that satisfy Assumptidn 1. To
get a linear convergence, the rate factor in Thedrém 2 should
be less than 1, i.e.

k
k . -1 1- -
Jl4+ — 2 < (|1—a| +amax(gg+1, 1+1§)) 120 — 2.

A. Linear convergence
Under some regularity assumptions, the convergence of the

Douglas-Rachford algorithm is linear. We will analyze the I1 — a| + amax (3@;}, };3;) <1
convergence under the following set of assumptions: 2
. = a < s . (7
Assumption 1:Suppose that: 1+max<§ﬁ+1 : 1+3Z>

(|(3 ji an_gs t?cryigﬁ)r/oc?c?r:’vg?:?\%-:rq]dog?hnvex. Thi_s is an explicit upper _bou_nd fo_az which is greater th_an_
_ ' 1 since the max-expression is strictly less than 1. A similar

To show linear convergence rates of the Douglas-Rachfgiflding is reported in[[32], but no explicit expression far
algorithm under these regularity assumptions forwe need s provided. To the authors’ knowledge, our result is thet firs
to characterize some properties of the proximal and retlectgypjicit bound on the relaxation facter that allows it to be
proximal operators tgf. Specifically, we will show that the greater than 1.
reflected proximal operator of is contractive (as opposed t0 \we can choose the algorithm parameterand o to opti-
nonexpansive in the general case) and we will also providg#;e the bound on the convergence rate in Thedrem 2. This
tight contraction factor. The key to arriving at this comtian s qone in the following proposition.
factor of the reflected proximal operator is the followirmftie Proposition 3: Suppose that Assumption] 1 holds. Then
authors’ knowledge, novel (but straightforward) intetat®n  the optimal parameters for the generalized Douglas-Ragdhfo

of the proximal operator. algorithm in [5) are given by = 1 andy = . F
" ) = v = . Further,
Proposition 1: Assume thatf € I'y(#) and definef, as 5o 1 vop
the optimal rate is given b))L.
= L2 6) VB/o+1
fw =f+ 2” H : ( . . .
Proof. It is straightforward to verify that|]l — o +
Thenprox, ((y) = V5 (y). amax (2821 1=29) s 3 decreasing function of for o < 1

X . : A8+ 140 . -
Proof. Since the proximal operator is the resolvent ofind increasing fow > 1. Therefore the rate factor is optimized

v0f, see [2, Example 23.3], we haveox, ,(y) = (Id + by a = 1. They parameter should be chosen to minimize the
VOf) "ty = (9f,)"'y. Since f € To(H) also f,, € To(H). max-expressiomax (75_1 1_7”). This is done by setting

2 . . B+17 14+~0
Therefore [[2, Corollary 16.24] implies thairox. ,(y) = e S .
(9f,) "'y = V(y), where differentiabilty off;v follows the arguments equal, which gives= 1/1/03. Inserting these

> ANTe! - S/
from [2, Theorem 18.15], sincg, is 1-strongly convex, and values into the rate factor expression gi JETRE

sincef = (f*)* for proper, closed, and convex functions, see Remark 3:Note that in Propositiofi]3q = 1 is optimal.

[2, Theorem 13.32]. This concludes the proof. U That is, the Peaceman-Rachford algorithm gives the best

Using this interpretation of the proximal operator, we caove bound on the convergence rate under Assumpiion 1, even

the following proposition which is proven in AppendiX A. though the Peaceman-Rachford algorithm is not guaranteed
Proposition 2: Assume thatf € I'o(H) is o-strongly con- to converge in the general case. The reason why we get

vex andg-smooth. Therprox, , — ! _1d is ——21——- convergence under the additional assumptions in Assunifitio

B _r 1 " .
o . 7 I+y0 ~ 1+98 is that the one of the reflected proximal operators becomes
cocoercive if3 > o and O-Lipschitz if5 = o. contractive

This result can be used to show the following contraction

properties of the reflected proximal operator. A proof tcs thi

result, which is one of the main results of the paper, is fourst Comparison to other methods

in Appendix(B. In this section, we discuss in what ways our result in
Theorem 1:Suppose thaf € I'y(H) is o-strongly convex Propositior[ B generalizes and/or improves on the prewousl

and 3-smooth. ThernR,, ; is max(zg;}, i;r{)-Lipschitz con- known linear convergence rate results[inl [12],] [14]] [188]}

tinuous. [30] and the linear convergence ratel[32] that appearedenli

This result lays the foundation for the linear convergenahiring the submission procedure of this paper. Since Daugla

rate results in the following theorem, which is proven iRachford splitting and ADMM are equivalent in the case

Appendix[C. where A = Id (that is, Douglas-Rachford is self-dual in the
Theorem 2:Suppose that Assumptidd 1 holds. Then thsense that it gives equivalent algorithms if applied to thmal

generalized Douglas Rachford algoritHmh (5) convergeslige and the dual wheml = Id) we can compare Douglas-Rachford




to a function named the Douglas-Rachford envelope. The
smoothness and strong convexity parameters for the eraelop
function can be computed from the corresponding values of
the original functionf. Convergence rate estimates follow

from the convergence results for the gradient method. Since
the Douglas-Rachford envelope is smooth, they also propose
an accelerated Douglas-Rachford algorithm (under the same

rate

0.4 assumptions, i.ef quadratic andy < 1/3). The convergence
/  Prp3, [19] B4, Th. 4] rate estimates of this also follow from the convergence rate
0_21 ——- [30] [34, Th. 6] estimates of fast gradient methods. In Figlie 1, we plot
I B [12] — B2 the convergence rate estimates for the standard Douglas-
""""" [L4] Rachford algorithm[[34, Theorem 4] and the fast Douglas-
o 5 3 7 5 6 = s s 10 Rachford algorithm in[[34, Theorem 6], both with parameter
ratio 5/ v = (V2 — 1)/B (which is proposed in[[34]). We see that

Fig. 1. Comparison between bounds on the linear convergeatee for PI’OpOSitiOID gives better- .rate bqunds for all plOtted Vall-'le
Doﬁglés-Rachford splitting provided in_[12], [14], 119]34], [30] and in of the I’_a.tIO ﬁ/a. Proposmon[B is also more general in
Proposition[3 for different conditioning of the data. Prsjpion[3 provides applicability.
the tightest bound on the rate for all ratiégo. The convergence rate estimates provided'in [19] coincide
with the results provided in Propositidd 3. However, the
generality of our analysis makes Proposifion 3 applicable t
convergence rate results with ADMM convergence rate resuthuch wider class of problems than the results id [19]. Specif
by letting A = Id. The convergence rate result in [30] iscally, [19] considers ADMM applied to Euclidean quadratic
provided in the case of solving monotone inclusion problemgoblems with linear inequality constraints. We genegaliz
using Douglas-Rachford splitting, while the otherl[12]4]1 these results to arbitrary real Hilbert spaces (even iefinit
[19], [34], [32] are for the convex optimization case treatedimensional), to both Douglas-Rachford splitting and ADMM
here (which is a subclass of the monotone inclusion proble@ general smooth and strongly convex functiofis and,
class). We will compare to the results in [12], [14], [19]4]3 perhaps most importantly, to any proper, closed, and convex
[32] that hold under Assumptidd 1. In the monotone inclusiofynction g.
problem case considered [n [30], Assumpfion 1 correspands t Finally, we compare our rate bound to the rate boundin [32].
that one of the two maximal monotone operators-istrongly  Figure[d shows that our bound is indeed tighter for all ptbtte
monotone ang-Lipschitz continuous. values of the rati@/o. As opposed to all the other rate bounds
In [30, Proposition 4, Remark 10], the linear converin this comparison, the rate bound in_[32] is not explicit.
gence rate for Douglas-Rachford splitting when solvinRather, a sweep over different rate bound factors is needed.
monotone inclusion problems with one operator being For each guess, a small semi-definite program is solved to
strongly monotone ang-Lipschitz continuous is shown to assess whether the algorithm is guaranteed to converge with
be /1 — (142]7%)2 This rate is optimized by, = 1/, which that rate. The quantization level of this sweep is the cafise o
. p : . . . the steps in the plot in Figuig 1.
gives a rate of, /1 28 Th|s_was g(_anerahzed, in the setting We have shown that our results generalize the applicability
of the operators being subdifferentials to proper, closeWl ang/or improve on the the linear convergence rate factor
convex functions, to any (not onlya = 3 as in [30]) in [12, compared to existing results in the literature. In the next
Theorem 6]. The rate il [12, Theorem 6] {'?1 - (fﬂf‘%‘)z. section, we show that the bounds provided in Theofém 2
The optimal parameters are= 1 and~ = 1/4, and the opti- and Propositio 13 are tight for the class of problems under

mal rate bound becongl — %. Compared to Propositidd 3, consideration.

we see in FigurEll that Propositioh 3 gives a better bound than
[12, Theorem 6] (and consequently also comparef o [30]) f6r Tightness of bounds

the plotted ratios3/o. To show tightness of the linear convergence rate bounds in
The optimal convergence rate boundini[14, Corollary 3.6G]heoreni®, we consider a problem of the fofth (4) with

is given by \/1/(1 +1/4/B/0), and the optimal parameter %

coincides with our choice in Propositién 3. Figle 1 shows f(z) Xz, 1), 8)

that the convergence rate bound in Proposition 3 is betgar th P

the one provided in[14, Corollary 3.6] for all values of the g(z) =0, 9)

ratio 3/c. Proposition B also generalizés [14, Corollary 3.6]

since [14, Corollary 3.6] is stated in the Euclidean setting where {¢i}ﬁ‘l is an orthonormal basis fot, |#H| is the
In [34], a new interpretation to Douglas-Rachford splitin dimension of the spac#l (possibly infinite), and\; is either

is presented. The authors show that~ifis small enough o > 0 or 5 > 0, where > o. We denote the set of indices

(v < 1/B) and if f is a quadratic function, then Douglas- with A\; = ¢ by Z, and the set of indices with A; = 8 by

Rachford splitting is equivalent to a gradient method aapli Zs and require thaf, # () andZgz # 0.




First, we show thaf in (8) is finite for allx € H. Obviously proximal operator off is given by:

f(z) > 0 for all z € H. We also have for arbitrary € H ™

that . v
prox, ;(y) = argmin ¢ 7 [ > 3 (6i,0)* | + 3lle —
i=1
|#H] |#| 2
Ai < B 2 i |#]
floy =D e i) < Zm =—Hw||<oo . A
s _min LR g Ll b
z=370; aidi i=1 i=1
where the last equality follows from Parseval’s identithete- 1 kil
f dgi d ively have full domains. That= a1 i —Z(Wau(ai—bi)z)
or_ef andg in (8) and [9) respectively ave full domains. That S ] 2 - i
f is proper, closed, and convex holds trivially sinkg> 0 e =1
for all 4, and sincef is finite everywhere and differentiable. %
Next, we show thaf € T'o(H) satisfies Assumptidnl 1(ii), i.e., = Z arg mm 5 {7)\ aj; + ( } oy
that f is 8-smooth andr-strongly convex. i=1
Proposition 4: The functionf, as defined in[{8) with\, = L 1 B ad 1
o forieZ, and\;, = g for i € Zg, is o-strongly convex and — Z Troa; idi = Z TTyn ¥ Pi
-smooth.

The reflected resolvent foy > 0 is given by:

Proof. We have that
R’Yf( ) - 2pI‘OXVf (y) Y

|| |H]
|H]| —9 ;bi@_ _ bii
Yal = 7lax) = 3 A w0 = Y 252w, 2 b= Y
=1 i€L, et |
- Z 1+'y>\ z¢z - 1+’Y>\ <1j, ¢z>¢z
=1

which is convex since3 > o. Therefore f is S-smooth
according to Definitio ]6. We also have U
The proximal and reflected proximal operatorgycE 0 are
| trivially given by prox,, = R, = Id.
- o ( Next, these results are used to show that the convergence
fl@) = §lll*~ ZA (z,0)? :Zﬁ—w J
[S]

rate estimates in Theordm 2 are tight for the class of problem

under consideration for many choices of algorithm pararsete

« and~. Before we state this result, we need a help lemma.
which is convex sincg > o. Thereforef is o-strongly convex ~ Lemma 1:For « > 0, the functiony(x) := }jr—i satisfies
according to Definitiofi]5. O +(z) < —9(y) if and only if y > 1/x.

To show that the provided example converges exactly WI? joof. We have

the rate given in Theoreml 2, we need expressions for the ¥(z)=(1-2)/(1+2z)<(y—1)1+y) = —v(y)
proximal operators and reflected proximal operatorg @ind ., 1-2)1+y) < (y—1)1+z
gin @ a_n_d [€)] respecuvejly. _ _ - 9 < 2y,
Proposition 5: The proximal operator of in (@) is
0
| Theorem 3:The generalized Douglas-Rachford splitting al-
B 1 N gorithm [B) when applied to solvE](4) withandg in (8) and
prox, (y) = Z T (W P10 (10) (9 respectively, converges exactly with the theoretigabar
bound rate
1 o 1
and the reflected proximal operator is 1 —al+amax (1+:yya’ 1J€'yﬁ) (12)
in the following cases: (i € (0, 1] andv € (0, ] (i)
| a €l —2 ) andy € [—=,00) for some
A\ ’ —vo yB—1 VaopB’
Roly) = 3 220y, 606 (11) rmax (15223555
i1 algorithm initial conditionz°.

Proof. For algorithm initial conditionz = ¢; the Douglas-
Rachford algorithm evolves according to
%]

Proof. We decompose: = Y., a;¢; wherea;, = (z, ;) k_ (1 Cadt ) &
andy = Y°1™| big; whereb; = <y, ¢;). Then, fory > 0, the T ot arE) ¢




where )\; is eithero or 8 depending on ifi € Z, or i € us in choosing a space on which to perform the Douglas-
Zs. This follows immediately from the algorithm ifl(5), theRachford algorithm when solving finite-dimensional probe
expression of?, s in Propositior[ 5, and sinc&,, = Id. The By selecting the space appropriately, this can signifigantl

convergence factor is exactly improve the convergence properties of the algorithm, both
1o in theory and in practice. This is the topic of the following
1—a+aist (13)  section.

We need to show thal (IL3) is equal fo](12) for the cases (i)
and (ii). This holds ifl — o andai+ ”l have the same sign D- Metric selection
and if L= — max(_v_ 3_) Flrst note that Lemmpa]1 In this section, we consider finite-dimensional composite

|mpl|eletrh§t 14707 1495 convex optimization problems of the foril (4), wheffeand g
e 4B-1 satisfy:
max(lﬂga 1+75) = max(y(y0)), —¢(v8)) Assumption 2:
Y(yo)  ify < \/%Ta () The function f € Ty(Hy) is 1-strongly convex if
=91 _ if > L defined onHy and 1-smooth if defined oH .
vOB) ity 2 7 (ii) The functiong € To(Hay).
l1—vo H . . . .
_ 1+;YU if v < \/% (14) Examples of functiong’ that satisfy Assumptioh]2(i) are
T 2L iy > A piece-wise quadratic functions with Hessiafl that are
| . - 1478 N _‘/% differentiable on the boundary between the regions. Theixnat
where is defined in Lemma&]l. This implies that H satisfies) < H < Q; for all i and L satisfiesL = Q; for
190 38-1y 5 all i. Obviously, in the general case we have- H and for a
max(H = ﬁ) 0 (15) . 1 i ;

v 7 standard quadratic function with Hessiéh we havel = H.
sincel +’m > 0wheny < — and ﬁ é > 0 wheny > Depending on which spadé),, the functionsf andg are de-
(since 3 > o). Next, we Usé these observations to sﬁ;v tHftned, the algorithm will have different convergence prajesr
results for the two cases. PI’OpOSItIOI’EB SuggeStS that to Optlmlze the ConVer.gen% rat

First, for case (i) witha € (0,1] and~ € (0, %] we bound, we should select a spdfig; on which the ratio3/o
choosep; with i € Z, to get that the ratd (13) in the exampldS @s small as possible, i.e., on which the conditioning ef th
reduces to fﬁnctltr)]n f |sh av?ﬁgoodd as possﬂ;leszNe);:t[ we present a result

that shows hows ando vary wit in Ha.
l1—a+ ochm ’1 —a+al HW Propositio_n 6: Suppose thatf g To (IH]W) satisfies As-
—1—a+amax(l2e %3) sumptl(_)n[jz(l) and thatM = (D*D)~'. Then the strong
1Jlr yo’ convexity modulusoy,(f) and the smoothness parameter
— 1ol + amax(i2e, L28)  Bu(f) are given by
where the second equality follows fromi {14) singe € Br(f) = Amax(DLDT)
(0, ﬁ]_’ from (I5), and sincea € (0,1]. That is, 21 (f) = Amin(DHDT).
(I3) coincides with [(112). For the second case with e _ _
1, 1_270_ 5 )yand~y € [\/%_700) we choosep; Proof. Denote byVMf the gradient offlwhen defined on
1+ma><(1+w-,1,w Hy; and Vs f the gradient off when defined orR™. Then
with ¢ € Zg to get that the raté_(13) in the example reduces @,, f = M 'V, f since
‘1—04—1— A ’1—a+a1+7g f@) = fly) + (Vmf(2), 2 —y)u
> -
—a—14+ amax( iJrzZ? }J—r’zg) g f(ZC) = f(y) + <MV1\{f(£C),ZC y>2
—vo 1- where MV f = Vaf. Therefore
= |1 - af + amax(1322, 128 mf=Vaf

where the second equality follows froni {14) singe (V)2 =y = (V). 2 = v)a (16)

[W’ o), from (I5), and sincex > 1. That is, [1B) coincides for any M;, M, = 0. Further, by lettingM, = (DI D)1,

with (I2) also in this second case. This concludes the proofe have
| . 135, > Awin(D224, D0 2, an

The convergence rate for the example givenfbgnd g in 9 T N

(8) and [9) respectively coincides with the upper bound @n th 12130, < Amax(D2M1D3 )l|2|as, (18)

convergence rate in Theordm 2. The bound in Thedrem 2Tige first inequality holds since

therefore tight for the class of problems under considenati

and for the combination of algorithm parameters specified in ||$HM > Amin(D2 M1 D )H‘T”Mz

Thgorem[B. Especial_ly, the convergence rflte_ bo_und for the < D3 2|37, = Amin(D2M1D3)|| D3 2|3y,

optlma_ll parameter; glven by = 1 andy_: 75 |s_t|ght. o Hx”%leDT > )\mm(DzM1D2 )HfCHz
Besides generalizing and/or improving on existing results

from the literature, the results in Propositiph 3 can guide < DaMiD3 = Awmin(D2 My D)1



The inequality [(IB) is proven similarly. Singéis 1-strongly Douglas-Rachford splitting on the Euclidean sp&teto the
convex if defined orHy, the definition of strong convexity preconditioned problem
for differentiable functions{2) gives

> — e — o2
f((E) - f(y) + <Vf(y),x y>H + i”x (Dfl”DIi) , where M = (DTD)fl and
> f(y) + (V). z —y)m + =z —yll3,
| oo o folz) = [(DTx)
where [I6) and (17) are used in the second inequality. There- go(z) = (D)
fore f, when defined onH,, with M = (DTD)7!, is DA
Amin (DH DT)-strongly convex. Similarly, sincé is 1-smooth and £, fp,g,9p € To(R"™). Showing this equivalence is

if defined onH, the definition of smoothnes(3) gives omitted for space considerations, but it follows readily by
comparing the results form the respective proximal opesato
@) < f)+ (V) e —yu+3llz —ylh

T
< Fy) + (V). — y)ar + 2mex@ED )0 )12 IV. ADMM
where [I6) and{18) are used in the second inequality. Thereln this section, beside® being a real Hilbert space, also
fore f, when defined onH,, with M = (DTD)7!, is K denotes a real Hilbert space. Here, we consider solving
Amax (DLDT)-smooth. This concludes the proof. O problems of the form

This result indicates that, to optimize the rate in Proposi- minimize  f(z) 4+ g(Az) (21)
tion[3, we should select a metri = (DT D)~ that solves

minimize  fp(z) + gp(z) (20)

that satisfy the following assumptions:

T H .
minimize Bulf) - _ minimize MLDT) (19)  Assumption 3:
om(f) Amin(DHDT) (i) The function f € To(H) is B-smooth ando-strongly
In accordance with Propositidd 3, the aIgonthm parameter convex.
~ should be chosen ag = To (i) The functiong € T'x(K).

T T . . .
select a metric according t57] Qflga(ﬁLs%rii?‘fga%lilg?m)p)rd\et (i) The bounded linear operatod : H — K is surjective.
convergence rate bound compared to applying the algoritifie assumption of4 being a surjective bounded linear op-
in the standard Euclidean space. This is suggested by gfator reduces tod being a real matrix with full row rank
following example. Suppose that we minimize a problerift the Euclidean case. Problems of the foiml (21) cannot be
with a quadratic functionf with HessianH, and that the directly efficiently solved using generalized Douglas-acd
generalized Douglas-Rachford algorithm is run on the Egplitting. Therefore, we instead solve the (negative) Rehc
clidean space withM = D = 1. Then Propositioni]3 dual problem, which is given by (see€l [2, Definition 15.19])
guarantees the ra*;./i::g;;i::EH;H If we instead apply minimize  d(u) + g* (1) (22)
the generalized Douglas-Rachford algorithm @h, with X -
M = H and D = H~'/2? (which optimizes [(19)), we get whereg” € Io(K) andd € To(K) is
rate \/>‘max(Hi]/2HH*l/z)/)‘min(Hﬁl/zHHi]/z)_l — 0. That d(,u) = f*(—A*u) (23)
V A (H=1/2HH=1/2) [ Ayin (H=1/2HH-1/2)+1
is, the algorithm converges in one iteration. The more illvhere A* : K — H is the adjoint operator ofd, defined
conditioned the original problem is, the more we improvas the unique operator that satisfigéz, ) = (x, A*p) for
the rate bound by selecting a better metric for the problemll x € # and . € K. Applying Douglas-Rachford splitting
However, often the functiong and/org are separable down (i.e. generalized Douglas-Rachford splitting with= %) to
to the component. In such cases, choosing a non-diagotie dual is well known to be equivalent to applying ADMM
M would significantly increase the computational complexitio the primal, see[ [17]/[16]. To apply generalized Douglas-
associated with evaluating the prox-operator. Thereftwe, Rachford splitting to the dual for other choicesmfs known
get an efficient algorithm both in terms of convergence rats ADMM with over-relaxation fora € (1 1] and ADMM
and in terms of complexity within each iteration, the metrivith under-relaxation forx € (0, ) (here we show that also
matrix M = (DTD)~! should be chosen to minimizE{19),« > 1 is possible under Assumpu@l 3). Therefore, the results
subject toM being diagonal. In[[22, Section 6] methods tave obtain in this section applies to relaxed ADMM.
minimize [19) exactly (it is shown thdt (IL9) can be formuthte
as a convex semi-definite program) as well as computat'wna]&' Linear convergence
cheap methods to reduce the ratio[in] (19) are presented. o ) ]
Remark 4:Note that the metric selection does not change 1° ©Ptimize the bound on the linear convergence rate in
the problem to be minimized. It only changes the way di&/OPositioniB when applied to solve the dual problén (22),
tances are measured in the algorithm. So the same optiff& N€ed to quantify the strong convexity and smoothness
point (up to numerical accuracy) is returned from the attoni parameters forl. This is done in the following proposition.
independent of on which space the algorithm is run. ProposnLon 7: Suppose that Assumptigh 3 holds. Thea
Remark 5:1t can be shown that to apply the Douglasl'o(K) is L4717 _smooth andZ; -strongly convex, wheré > 0
Rachford algorithm on the spad®,; is equivalent to apply always exists and satisfigsd* || > 0| for all € K.



Proof. Sincef is o-strongly convex/[2, Theorem 18.15] gives Assumption 4:
that f* is %-smooth and thaV/ f* is %-Lipschitz continuous. (i) The function f € To(Hjus) is 1-strongly convex if

Therefore,Vd satisfies defined onHy and 1-smooth if defined oHl;,.
. ) . . ii) The functiong € I'y(Hx).
[Vd(p) = Vd@)| = AV (=A ) — AV f* (= A™v)|| (i(ii)) The boundeg Iinea(r opZeratouZl . Hy — Hg is
< LA A* (1 =) surjective.
< MHM ] Items (i) and (ii) are the same as in Assumptidn 2, and the
- assumption on the bounded linear operator is added due to the
since | A|| = |.A*||. This is equivalent to thai is 1A*I> . more general problem formulation tregted here.
smooth, se€ ]2, Theorem 18.15]. 7 Also here, we solve[(21) by applying Douglas-Rachford

Next, we show the strong convexity result. The property thaP!itting on the dual problend (22) (or equivalently by apply
f is -smooth implies through[2, Theorem 18.15] thatis ADMM directly on the primal[(211)). In this case, we can select

1 _strongly convex and thaf f* is L-strongly monotone. This the spacélx on which to define the dual problem and apply
implies thatvd satisfies the algorithm. To aid in the selection of such a space, we show

in the following proposition how the strong convexity modisi
(Vd(p) = Vd(v),u —v) and smoothness constantdE I'g(Hg ) depend on the space
= <_-A(Vf*(—.,4*,u) _ Vf*(—A*V)),M _ y> onPWhiCh d is dSEfgWed. H A ) E] 4 hold o
P « roposition 8: Suppose that Assumptio olds, that
(VI (=Aw) sz( Av), =Ap+ A'v)) A € R™" satisfies Ar = Az for all z, and that
SIA (= v)|1? > Gl —v|*. K = ETE. Thend € Hg is |[EAH 'ATET|-
, . _ _ __,» smooth and Apin (EAL=*ATET)-strongly convex, where
This, by [2, Theorem 18.15], is equivalent tbbeing - Amin(BAL"TATET) > 0.

strongly convex. Tha# > 0 follows from [2, Fact 2.18 and Proof. First lated* : H Ha to A M. and K
Fact 2.19]. Specifically,[]2, Fact 2.18] says thHatr.A* = roof. First, we related” : Hy — Hy to 4, M, and K.

Y

We h
(ranA)L = 0, since A is surjective. SinceranA = K ¢ have ] N
(again by surjectivity), it is closed. Thehl[2, Fact 2.19tes (Az, 1)k = (Az, Kp)o = (x, A" Kp)o = (2, M A" Kp)m
that there exist®) > 0 such that||A*u|| > 6|y for all MVATE ) g = (A 2
*\L 1 _ .
% 6 (ker.A*) = M+ =K. Th|§ co-nclude.s the proof. O Thus, A% — M-V AT K for all 1 € Hle.
This result gives us the following immediate corollary. Next, we show that the spacé, on which f and f*

Corollary 1: Suppose that Assumptidd 3 holds and thajre defined does not influence the shapel.oiVe denote by
generalized Douglas-Rachford is applied to solve the duﬁb fr, and f. the function f defined onHy, H; and R™
problem [22) (or equivalently ADMM is applied to solverespectively and bydr, : Hyg — Hy, A5 : Hg — Hp,
the primal [21)). Then the algorithm converges at least wihd 47 : R™ — R" the operatotd* defined on different

A~ ~ * (12
the rate|l — a| + amax (Yf;é, };gg) where 8 = @ spaces. Further, lety := f}j; o — A}, dp := ff o —Aj, and

andé = %2. Further, the algorithm parametefsand o that e = fe © —AT. By these definitions botl;, anddy are

imize th bound landy— L — > defined onHp, while d. is defined onR™. Next we show
optimize the rate bound are= I andy = VBs  /IA-pez”  thatd, anddy are identical for anyu:
The optimi%ed linear convergence rate bound factoﬁg}}, dy () = (= Asp) = sup {(— Ay 2) g — fu(z)}
wherer, = 2 = LATI%5 :

7 oo . =sup {(~HH 'ATKp, )2 — fo(x)}

Proof. This follows directly from Propositions] 7 arid 3 and z
TheorenD. O =sup {(—LL'ATKp,z)s — fe(z)}

Remark 6:Also in the dual case, the-parameter can be

chosen greater than one. The upper bound.@mgiven in [T) - Sgp“_ALM’ 2= fr(@)} = de()
02

with 8 ando replaced by = 1211 andg = Z respectively. where A3, = H-*AT Ky is used. This implies that we can
The convergence rate bounds in Corollaty 1 depend bajRow properties ofl € Hy by defining f on any spacél,;.

on the conditioning of the functioif and the conditioning of Thys, Propositiofil7 gives that 1-strong convexityfofvhen
the linear operatord*. The better the conditioning, the fastejefined onHy implies ||.4*||>-smoothness ofl, where

the rate. However, some of the parameters might be hard to

compute or estimate, especiaflyln the following section, we 1A% = Sﬁp{”A pll | el < 13
show how to compute this in finite-dimensional Hilbert sgace 14T
. =s HA'K <1
Hg. We also show how to select the spdie (i.e., select bﬁp{H wlla el < }
matrix K) to optimize the bound on the convergence rate. _ Sup{”H*l/?ATETEuIIz | 1Epll2 < 1}
"
B. Metric selection - sup{H]rjrl/?ATETV”2 | lv]l2 < 1}
v

In this section, we still consider problems of the fofml(21) _1/2 4T £
and we suppose that the following assumptions hold: = [IH ATE" |2



Taking the square gives the smoothness claim. To show the V. HEURISTIC METRIC SELECTION
strong-convexity claim, we use that 1-smoothnesg efhen

defined orlH;, implies #2-strong convexity ofl whered > 0 In this section, we discuss metric and parameter selection

satisfies|[A*u|| > 6||u| for all 1 € Hg, see Proposition] 7. When some of the assumptions needed to have linear conver-

Such af is given by gence are not met. We focus here on quadratic problems of
the form

A"l = ILT AT K pl|7 = | L7V ATET (B3 N »
t g ? minimize 32" Qz + ¢"z + f(z) +g(Ax) (27)

= ”E,LLHQEAL*lATET
> Amin(EAL'ATET)|| Epl|3 f(x)

= Amin(BAL ATET)[| ]| where Q € R"™ " is positive semi-definitegq € R™,
. _ ~ f e Iy(R™), g € Ty(R") and A € R™ ", One set of
The smallest eigenvalutyin(EAL™'ATET) > 0 sinceA is  assumptions that guarantee linear convergence for Douglas
surjective, i.e. has full row rank, anff and L are positive Rachford splitting applied to the primal or the dual is ttis
definite matrices. This concludes the proof. U positive definite,f = 0, and thatd has full row rank. Here, we
This result shows how the smoothness constant and strégisider situations in which some of these assumptionsare n
convexity modulus ofl € To(Hx ) change with the spadéi, ~met. Specifically, we consider situations where (some &) th
on which d is defined. Combining this with Propositidn 3,following items violate the linear convergence assumpstion

we get that the bound on the convergence rate for Douglasi) ¢ is not positive definite, but positive semi-definite.
Rachford splitting applied to the dual problem(22), or equi (jiy f = 0, but instead the indicator function of a convex con-
alently ADMM applied to the primall(21), is optimized by straint set (or some other non-smooth function without
choosingK = ETE whereE solves curvature).

N (EAH -1 AT ET) (i) A does not have full row rank.

minimize N (EALTATET) (24) In the first case, we loose strong convexity in the primal
e formulation and smoothness in the dual formulation. In the
and by choosingy = 1 . second case, we loose smoothness in the primal formulation

Amax (BAH -1 ATET) Amin (BEAL™ ATET) and strong convexity in the dual formulation. The third case

Arsot:cl(()arm Dggglaiﬁi%ﬁg?;d oz%tt&r;%aﬁpplz\e/gs torotr?if)itil\a/gr]a's not applicable to the primal case (sinde= I there), but
P ’ 9 g y 9 P Y _in the dual formulation this results in loss of strong corityex

expensive prox-evaluations. Therefore, we propose tcctsele ! ) . )
b b hrop We first discuss the primal formulation and assume that the

a diagonalK = ETE that minimizes [[24). The reader is : B ) .
referred to [[22, Section 6] for different methods to achie\@Ssumptions that give linear convergence are violatedgusin

this exactly and approximately. both (i) and (ii). Then, we have quadratic curvature only in

Remark 7:Also in this dual case, the Douglas-RachforctJhe range space dp. In the null space of), the function/

algorithm applied on the spady is equivalent to solving a is governed by the functioii (which is either 0 ofxo if it is

reconditioned problem on the Euclidean space. namely: the indicator function of a convex constraint set). Therefo
P P pace, Y we propose to select a diagonal methit = (D7 D)~ that

minimize  dg(v) + g% (v) (25) optimizes the conditioning on the range space)ofi.e., that
B solves
where K = ETE, L maX(DTQD)
minimize  ———————~
dE(V) = d(ETV) )\min>0(D QD)
gu(v) =g (E™v), whereAmin>o denotes the smallest non-zero eigenvalue. Also,
we propose to select theparameter to reflect the curvature on

andd, dg, g%, g5 € To(R™). Note that the matrix that definesthe range space @, i.e.,y = L

\/)\max(DTQD))\min>0(DTQD) '

AP i : o
the space satisfieR = E* E, whereFE is the preconditioner For the dual case, i.e., the ADMM case, we propose to

matrix, while in the primal case the corresponding relai®n select the metric as iff = 0 (which it is if the assumptions

— T -1 H i i
M = (D"D)"". The reason is that in the dual formulatlonto get linear convergence are not violated by point (ii)).dto

the shape ofl andg* change depending on which space thegf1iS we define the quadratic part #fin (Z7) to bef,.(z) :—
are defined. This is not the case in the primal formulation. la:T,Qa: + ¢z and introduce the functior,. = f* pg AT
pPc — Jpc .

. . . 2
~ Relating this to ADMM, it can also be shown that solVTha heyristic metric selection will be based on this funttio
ing the dual problem on spadéx using Douglas-Rachford 1o functionf,. is given by
p

splitting is equivalent to solving the preconditioned desb

foc) = Slip{<y, z) — fpe(®)}
_ {%@—@T@*(y—q) it (y— q) € R(Q)

00 else

minimize  f(x) + g(y)

subject to EAx = Ey. (26)

using ADMM. Details are omitted for space considerations.



whereQ' is the pseudo-inverse ¢ andR denotes the range 10° ; ;

H R —— ADMM on Hg with o = 0.99
space. This gives N ~ — —~ ADMM on HI; with Z = %l ]
: RS - —-ADMM R™ with o = = .4
3 AT+ )" QN AT —q) i (ATu+q) € R(Q) S . MRS -
dpc(,u) = [%)] 10°k T~ \'\.\
0 else o S
The quadratic part of the approximated dugl. is given Fk 0%} N
by AQTAT, and is defined on a sub-space only (f is
not positive definite). As in the primal case, we propose ° 0%
select a diagonal metri&’ = ETE such that the quadratic .
part of the, in some cases approximate, dual function is wi o 10 10° 10 10°
conditioned on its domain. That is, we propose to select a v
metrch = ETE such th.at_the pseUdO COI’IdItIO_n number 0liig. 2. Average number of iterations for differeptvalues, different metrics,
AQTAT is minimized. This is computed by solving and different relaxationsr.
_ Amax(EAQTATET
minimize max(EAQ = T) : _ _
Amins>o(EFAQTAT ET) angles, while the inputs are the elevator and flaperon angles

This reduces to the optimal metric choice in the case whel8€ inputs are physically constrained to satigfy| < 25°,
linear convergence is achieved, i.e., where none of itejns (i = 1;2- The outputs are soft constrained and modeled using
(ii), or (iii) are met, and can be used as a heuristic when dny %€ piece-wise linear cost function

the points (), (ii), and/or (iii) violate the as_ssumptioneemed_ 0 ifl<y<u

to get linear convergence. Theparameter is also chosen in

accordance with the above reasoning and Corollary 4 as h(y,liu,8) =< s(y—u) ify>u
1

s(l—y) ify<li
Especially, the first output is penalized using

h(y1,—0.5,0.5,10%) and the second is penalized using
h(y2,—100,100,10°). The states and inputs are penalized

VAmax (BAQTAT ET) Anin>o (BAQTATET)

In the particular case wherg in (27) is the indicator
function for an affine subspace, i.e., Whﬁn: Igz—p. Then
d can be written as

using
d(p) = 2T AP AT i+ €T +
(,LL) 2# 11 M 5 1 X é((E,’U/7S) _ %((l’ _ ZCT)TQ(.T _ xr) 4 ’U,TRU)
where¢ € R™, x € R, and .
¢ X . where z,. is a reference,Q = diag(0,102,0,102%), and
Q BT [P P 28) R = 10721. Further, the terminal cost i), and the control
B 0 T | Py1 Paol| and prediction horizons ar& = 10. The numerical data in

a:ii_gureD is obtained by following a reference trajectory loa t

Then we can choose metric by minimizing the pseudo con
y d P output. The objective is to change the pitch angle fighto

tion number ofAP;; AT, which is the Hessian of, and select . i
I " B W |1 I ! 10° and then back t0° while the angle of attack satisfies the

asy = . _ )

7 _’Y. VAmax(BEAPLATET ) Ain>o (EAP1 ATET) (soft) output constraints-0.5° < y; < 0.5°. The constraints
Minimization of the pseudo condition numbgY..../Amin>0  on the angle of attack limits the rate on how fast the pitcHang

can be posed as a convex optimization problem and Bgn pe changed. By stacking vectors and forming appropriate

solved exactly, see [22, Section 6]. Also computation2llgap matrices, the full optimization problem can be written oe th
heuristics to seleck that reduce the pseudo condition numbegm,

can be found there. m
minimize  327Qz + r{z + Ip.cpe, (2) + Z h(zl,d;,d;, 10%)
VI. NUMERICAL EXAMPLE P i=1
z
In this section, we evaluate the metric and parameter selec- g(2")

tion method by applying ADMM to the (small-scale) aircraft subjectto Cz = 2’
control problem from([[209],[[5]. As in[[5], the continuous t&m
model from [29] is sampled using zero-order hold every 0.

s. The system has four states= (z1, x2, 3, 24), WO OUPULS s o the optimization problem formulation discussed

g: (41, 42), WO inputsu = (u1,u2), and obeys the following ;, gection[y where item (i) violates the assumptions that
ynamics guarantee linear convergence. In Figlie 2, the performance
0.999 —3.008 —0.113 —1.608 —0.080 —0.635 H H
o+ — [ ~0:000 0586 0.048 0000 |, [ o020 001 of the ADMM algorlthm for dlffe_rent values ofy_and for
0.000 2.083 1.009 —0.000 —0.868 —0.092 | ®»  different metrics is presented. Since the numerical exampl
0.000 0.053 0.050 1.000 —0.022 —0.002 . .. . .
_[0100], treated here is a model predictive control application, ae c
Yy=looo1 spend much computational effort offline to compute a metric
wherez™ denotes the state in the next time step. The systehat will be used in all samples in the online controller. We
is unstable, the magnitude of the largest eigenvalue of tbempute a diagonal metri&’ = ETE that minimizes the
dynamics matrix is 1.313. The outputs are the attack anth pitgseudo condition number oECP,;CTE”, where Py, is

wherez; andr; may change from one sampling instant to the



implicitly defined in [28). This matrix< defines the spadé
on which the algorithm is applied. In Figurk 2, the perforgmn
of ADMM when applied onH with relaxations: = 3 and [16]
o = 0.99, and ADMM applied onR™ with oo = 1 is shown.

In this particular example, improvements of about one ordér]
of magnitude are achieved when appliedig compared to
when applied oR™. Figure[2 also shows that ADMM with
over-relaxation performs better than standard ADMM. Th@sl
proposedy-parameter selection is denoted by in Figure[2

(E or C is scaled to gety* = 1 for all examples). Figurgl2 [19]
shows thaty* does not coincide with the empirically found
best~, but still gives gives a reasonable choicefn all
cases.

[15]

[20]

[21]
VII. CONCLUSIONS

We have shown tight linear convergence rate bounds fiel
Douglas-Rachford splitting and ADMM. Based on these r 59
sults, we have presented methods to select metric and algo-
rithm parameters for these methods. We have also provided
a numerical example to evaluate the proposed metric and
parameter selection methods for ADMM. Performance inp4
provements of about one order of magnitude, compared to
when ADMM is applied on the Euclidean space, are reporte[95]
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APPENDIXA
PROOF TOPROPOSITIONZ]

Proof. Since f is o-strongly convex ands-smooth, f., is
(1 + ~o)-strongly convex and1 + ~3)-smooth. Therefore

[2 Theorem 18.15] and |2, Theorem 13.32] directly impl

that f7 i
smoothness def|n|t|on in Defmmdﬁ 6, we get that
2 *
eee=rt B LA (29)
= (strksy — 7)1 12 = (5 = sy 1)
is convex. Further, Definitionl 5 implies thgt — W|| -1

is convex, and thereforg¢ (R9) is the definition —
(1i 7;-Smoothness oﬁ* - |?. Let B = o, and
we get thatfy —

1
2(1+75)”
gzl B

|2 is 0-smooth, or equivalently max(c, 3)-Lipschitz, and the proof is complete.

where we have used thgt> 0. Applying LemmaB toC' =
A-2221d, we get thaC'+2$21d = (A-221d)+2421d =
A+ ﬂId is cocoercwe ThIS concludes the

O

Lemma 5:Suppose thatd + «ld is Tﬁ-cocoercive with
a+ > 0. Then A is max(«, 8)-Lipschitz continuous.

1
,(@tB) +5) = (atB)

proof.

Broof. Let B:= A + ald. Then fora > 3, we havea > 0

and

(Bx — By,xz —y) > |Bx — Byl||> > 5 || Bz — By||>.

= 5+a|

Using LemmaB, this implies that is a-Lipschitz continuous

whena > . Whena < 3, we haveg > 0. Applying

Lemma4 onB A+ aId implies thatA + 81d = B+ (8 —
a)ld is m ﬁ -cocoercive. Therefore, Lemnja 3

implies t<hatA is s-Lipschitz wheng > «a. To conclude A is

O

by applylng [2, Theorem 18.15], tha¥f} — 1551d =  Now, we are ready to show the result. First, we show that
ProX,; — 175 BId is 0- L|psch|tz Whenﬁ > o, [2, The- R,;+ lfvéld is 71 Wl 5T -cocoercive wherg > o:
orem 18 15] implies that; HW) (H'yﬁ) -smoothness of <1+70+1+76>
N I - ||? is equivalent toé-cocoercivity 1 1

1+%8) 1+~y0 ~ 1+48 <(RVf + Yf— BId) (RVf + ’ly-[tj-’YBId)yax - y)
g];tofv — 1755ld = prox,; — y7-51d. This concludes éhe = (R — hzgld) ~(Ryy — M?Id)w —y)

A . = 2<(prox,yf - 1+%8 Id)x (prox,yf 1+%8 Id)y,z —y)
PPENDIX > ——2 | (prox, ;, — +==Id rox., ; — ——=1Id)y||?
PROOF TOTHEOREMI[I] B 1+1w——1+1w IGprox 1“[3 )7 = proxy 1+76 ol
Proof. To show this result, We first need the following = —— [(2prox. ; —Td — 15251d)a
lemmas. <1+70_1+75)
Lemma 2: The functiont)(x) = 1=2 is strictly decreasing — (2prox,; — Id — F221d)y|?
for z > —1. _ 1 H(R 1— v,@Id 1B 2
. L . = T 138 1By — )z — (Ryg Id)y||
Proof. Let's definey) on z > —1. Then it is differentiable 1#{?3% e o
/ _ 2 H

andy’(z) = — g5z <0 forall 2 > —1. This concludes the  — WWR” + Y{i ;Id) —(Ryy + ?ﬁyéld)yHQ
proof. O Trve T1+78

Lemma 3:Assume thats > 0. Then %—cocoercivity of
Bld + A is equivalent tog-Lipschitz continuity ofA.
Proof.

foIIows directly thatld + A is s5-cocoercive if and only

ﬁ

(Bld + A) is 1-cocoercive. This, in turn is equivalent

to that 252 5(Bld + 4) — Id = L A is nonexpansivel]2,
Proposmon 4.2 and Deflnltlon 4. 4]8 Finally, from the detiioin
of Lipschitz continuity, Definitior[ R, it follows directlyhat
%A is nonexpansive if and only il is 5-Lipschitz continuous.
This concludes the proof. O
Lemma 4: Assume thatd is —-cocoercive. The + gId
is a+5 -cocoercive for any3 > 0
Proof. By applying Lemmd[3 taB = A — $1d, we get that
é—cocoercivity of B+ §1d = A is equivalent tog-Lipschitz
continuity of A — $Id. This, in turn implies thaC = A —
2—L1d is “2-Lipschitz due to the triangle inequality:

(A= (§ - 9Id)z — (A-(§ - 5)Id)y|
= (A-$)z—(A-F)y— 5= -y
<(A=$)z— (A=l + 5z —yl
< (§+ D)z —yll = 22z -y

From the definition of cocoercmty, Definition] 4, it 1-+3

where the inequality follows from Propositioh 2. Now, since

~vo < ~B, Lemmal2 implies that—22 + 28=1 — 1-3o

T4+~yo 1+v8 — 1+4~v0

> 0. Therefore Lemmal5 can be applied and it implies

1— B=1Y_Lj i i =
1+357 zﬁﬂ)'l—'pSCh'tZ (sinceRy + YJFW d

1+v8
that R ¢ is max(
1

GJZJFYEV[;) -cocoercive). Wherg = o, we get
[Rypx — Rypyll = [12prox, sz — 2prox. py — (z — y)||
= [|2((prox, ; — 1Jr,yﬁld) — (prox,,; — 1Jr,yﬁld) )
— (- 2@ -yl
< 2H(prox,yf — 1Jr,yﬁld) (prox,yf — 1Jr,mld)yH
+11 = )l — v
= (1 = 25)lllz =yl = max(:25, 3555 ll= — v

where the second last equality follows from Proposifién 2.
Noting thato = 8 concludes the proof. O
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Proof. By [2, Corollary 23.10],R,, is nonexpansive and

by Theorer(L,R,; is § := max({72Z, 25 )-contractive.

Therefore the compositioR,, R ¢ is alsod-contractive since

[RysRygz1 — RypRyg2o|| < 6]|Rygz1 — Rygza| < 0l21 (_ Z)2H
30

for any z1,2, € H. Now, letT = (1 — a)I + aRf R4 be
the generalized Douglas-Rachford operator[in (5). Sinég
a fixed-point toR,fR., it is also a fixed-point tdT’, i.e.,
z=TZz. Thus
|25 — 2| = ||IT=" — Tz|)?
=[(1- a)(zk —Z)+ a(vaRWzk — RypRyg2)||
<1- 0‘|||Zk —z|| + O‘”vaR'vgzk = Ry Ry o7
< (|1 —al+ad) [|l2* - 2|

1— —1 -
_ (|1 — a| + amax(322, ygﬂ)) 125 — 3|

where [[30) is used in the second inequality. This concludes
the proof. O
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