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Abstract In this paper, we develop a unified convergence analysis framework
for the Accelerated Smoothed GAp ReDuction algorithm (ASGARD) intro-
duced in [20, Tran-Dinh et al]. Unlike [20], the new analysis covers three
settings in a single algorithm: general convexity, strong convexity, and strong
convexity and smoothness. Moreover, we establish the convergence guarantees
on three criteria: (i) gap function, (ii) primal objective residual, and (iii) dual
objective residual. Our convergence rates are optimal (up to a constant factor)
in all cases. While the convergence rate on the primal objective residual for the
general convex case has been established in [20], we prove additional conver-
gence rates on the gap function and the dual objective residual. The analysis
for the last two cases is completely new. Our results provide a complete picture
on the convergence guarantees of ASGARD.
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1 Introduction
We consider the following classical convex-concave saddle-point problem:

min max { £(,y) i= £(2) + (Ka,) — ")}, M

where f : RP — RU {+oc0} and g : R — R U {+o0} are proper, closed, and
convex, K : RP — R™ is a linear operator, and ¢g*(y) := sup, {{(y, z) — g(x)} is
the Fenchel conjugate of g.

Quoc Tran-Dinh

Department of Statistics and Operations Research
The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
333 Hanes Hall, UNC-CH, Chapel Hill, NC27599.
E-mail: quoctd@email.unc.edu


http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.01314v1

2 Q. Tran-Dinh

The convex-convex saddle-point problem (Il) can be written in the primal
and dual forms. The primal problem is defined as

F* .= ;rel%lgj {F(ac) = f(x) —l—g(Kx)}. (2)

The corresponding dual problem is written as

D* = ;Ielﬁ{I}L {D(y) = f*(*KTy) JFQ*(YJ)}- (3)

Clearly, both the primal problem (@) and its dual form (@) are convex.

Motivation. In [20], two accelerated smoothed gap reduction algorithms are
proposed to solve [2]) and its special constrained convex problem. Both algo-
rithms achieve optimal sublinear convergence rates (up to a constant factor)
in the sense of black-box first-order oracles [I3}[14], when f and g are convex,
and when f is strongly convex and g is just convex, respectively. The first
algorithm in [20] is called ASGARD (Accelerated Smoothed GAp ReDuction).
To the best of our knowledge, except for a special case [21], ASGARD was the
first primal-dual first-order algorithm that achieves a non-asymptotic optimal
convergence rate on the last primal iterate. ASGARD is also different from the
alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) and its variants, where
it does not require solving complex subproblems but uses the proximal op-
erators of f and g*. However, ASGARD (i.e. [20, Algorithm 1]) only covers
the general convex case, and it needs only one proximal operation of f and
of g* per iteration. To handle the strong convexity of f, a different variant is
developed in [20], called ADSGARD, but requires two proximal operations of
f per iteration. Therefore, the following natural question is arising:

“Can we develop a unified variant of ASGARD that covers three settings:
general convexity, strong convexity, and strong convexity and smoothness?”

Contribution. In this paper, we affirmatively answer this question by devel-
oping a unified variant of ASGARD that covers the following three settings:

Case 1: Both f and ¢* in (] are only convex, but not strongly convex.
Case 2: Either f or g* is strongly convex, but not both f and g*.
Case 3: Both f and g* are strongly convex.

The new variant only requires one proximal operator of f and of ¢* at each
iteration as in the original ASGARD and existing primal-dual methods, e.g., in
[BL4L6L 7L TOL T TTL25]. Our algorithm reduces to ASGARD in Case 1, but uses
different update rule for 7, (see StepBlof Algorithm[I) compared to ASGARD.
In Case 2 and Case 3, our algorithm is completely new by incorporating the
strong convexity parameter piy of f and/or pg« of g* in the parameter update
rules to achieve optimal O (1/k?) sublinear and (1 — O (1//kF)) linear rates,
respectively, where k is the iteration counter and rp := || K|/ (pfpg+)-

In terms of convergence guarantees, we establish that, in all cases, our
algorithm achieves optimal rates on the last primal sequence {z*} and an
averaging dual sequence {gjk} Moreover, our convergence guarantees are on
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three different criteria: (i) the gap function for (), (ii) the primal objective
residual F(z%) — F* for (@), and (iii) the dual objective residual D(g*) — D*
for ([@)). Our paper therefore provides a unified and full analysis on convergence
rates of ASGARD for solving three problems (), [)), and (@) simultaneously.
We emphasize that primal-dual first-order methods for solving (), (@),
and (@), and their convergence analysis have been well studied in the litera-
ture. To avoid overloading this paper, we refer to our recent works [20,22] for a
more thorough discussion and comparison between existing methods. Hitherto,
there have been numerous papers studying convergence rates of primal-dual
first-order methods, including [3I4L5L618]T2124]. However, the best known and
optimal rates are only achieved via averaging or weighted averaging sequences,
which are also known as ergodic rates. The convergence rates on the last iterate
sequence are often slower and suboptimal. Recently, the optimal convergence
rates of the last iterates have been studied for primal-dual first-order meth-
ods, including [20,22,24]. As pointed out in [QLI9I20/22], the last iterate
convergence guarantee is very important in various applications to maintain
some desirable structures of the final solutions such as sparsity, low-rankness,
or sharp-edgedness in images. This also motivates us to develop ASGARD.

Paper outline. The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section[2recalls
some basic concepts, states our assumptions, and characterizes the optimality
condition of (). Section Bl presents our main results on the algorithm and its
convergence analysis. Some technical proofs are deferred to the appendices.

2 Basic Concepts, Assumptions, and Optimality Condition

We are working with Euclidean spaces, RP and R", equipped with the standard
inner product (-,-) and the Euclidean norm | - ||. We will use the Euclidean
norm for the entire paper. Given a proper, closed, and convex function f,
we use dom (f) and Of(z) to denote its domain and its subdifferential at =,
respectively. We also use V f(x) for a subgradient or the gradient (if f is dif-
ferentiable) of f at 2. We denote by f*(y) := sup {{y,z) — f(x) : € dom (f)}
the Fenchel conjugate of f. We denote by ri(X) the relative interior of X’.

A function f is called M -Lipschitz continuous if | f(z)— f(Z)]| < M|z —Z||
for all z,Z € dom (f), where My € [0, +00) is called a Lipschitz constant. A
proper, closed, and convex function f is M-Lipschitz continuous if and only
if 0f(-) is uniformly bounded by M; on dom (f). For a smooth function f,
we say that f is Ly-smooth (or Lipschitz gradient) if for any =, % € dom (f),
we have ||V f(z) — Vf(Z)| < Lyllx — Z||, where L; € [0,+00) is a Lipschitz
constant. A function f is called pf-strongly convex with a strong convexity
parameter py > 0 if f(-) — & - ||? remains convex. For a proper, closed, and
convex function f, prox. ¢(z) := argmin { f(Z) + %Hj —z||?: & € dom (f) } is
called the proximal operator of v f, where v > 0.

2.1 Basic assumptions and optimality condition

In order to show the relationship between (), () and its dual form (@), we
require the following assumptions.
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Assumption 1 The following assumptions hold for ().

(a) Both functions f and g are proper, closed, and convex on their domain.
(b) There exists a saddle-point z* := (z*,y*) of L defined in (), i.e.:

L(z*,y) < L(z*,y*) < L(x,y"), Y(z,y) € dom(f) x dom(g*). (4)
(¢) The Slater condition 0 € ri(dom (g) — Kdom (f)) holds.

Assumption [Tl is standard in convex-concave saddle-point settings. Under As-
sumption [Tl strong duality holds, i.e. F* = L(z*,y*) = —D*.
To characterize a saddle-point of (), we define the following gap function:

Gxxy(x,y) :=sup {E(:E,gj) —L(Z,y): T € X, g€ y}, (5)

where X C dom(f) and Y C dom (¢g*) are nonempty, closed, and convex
subsets such that X x Y contains a saddle-point (z*,y*) of (). Clearly, we
have Gxxy(z,y) > 0 for all (x,y) € X x Y. Moreover, if (z*,y*) is a saddle-
point of () in X x Y, then Gxxy(a*,y*) = 0.

2.2 Smoothing technique for g
We first smooth ¢ in (2) using Nesterov’s smoothing technique [I5] as

93(u.9) = max { (w.) — " () ~ §ly 911’} (6)

where g* is the Fenchel conjugate of g, 8 > 0 is a smoothness parameter, and
¥ is a given proximal center. We denote by V,gs(u) = ProX,. /g (¥ + %u) the

gradient of gg w.r.t. u.
Given gg defined by (@), we can approximate F in @) by

Fg(z,9) := f(x) + gp(Kz,5). (7)
The following lemma provides two key inequalities to link Fj3 to £ and D.

Lemma 1 Let F be defined by ([@) and (x*,y*) be a saddle-point of ().
Then, for any x,T € dom (f) and 4,7,y € dom (g*), we have

D(j) — D(y*) < Fa(z,9) — L(Z,9) + Slly* —9lI>, Vi € df*(—KT§).

Proof Using the definition of £ in () and of Fp in (@), we have £(Z,y) =
F@)+(KZ,y)~g"(y) < f(@)+sup, {(KZ,y)—g"(y) — 5lly =3l }+ 5 ly—g1° =
F5(Z,9) + 2|y — 9|/, which proves the first line of (8.

Next, for any & € df*(—K "), we have f*(—K'§) = (-K '§,%) — f(%)
by Fenchel’s equality [1]. Hence, D(§) = f*(=K ") + g*(§) = —L(Z,7). On
the other hand, by ), we have L(Z,y*) > L(z*,y*) = —D(y*). Combining
these two expressions and the first line of (), we obtain D(g) — D(y*) <
L@ 57) — £(E,5) < Fo(@,9) — £(E,5) + El3 — o> 0
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3 New ASGARD Variant and Its Convergence Guarantees

In this section, we derive a new and unified variant of ASGARD in [20] and
analyze its convergence rate guarantees for three settings.

3.1 The derivation of algorithm and one-iteration analysis

Given 5y € R™ and #* € RP, the main step of ASGARD consists of one primal
and one dual updates as follows:

k+1 . © L opak
{y +1.— ProXg« g, (y+ EK.T ), (©)

xk—i—l

= proXs/p, (fck — LLkKTyk"‘l),
where 8 > 0 is the smoothness parameter of g, and L; > 0 is an estimate
of the Lipschitz constant of Vgg,. Here, (@) serves as basic steps of various
primal-dual first-order methods in the literature, including [4[12.20]. However,
instead of updating ¢, ASGARD fixes it for all iterations.

The following lemma serves as a key step for our analysis in the sequel.
Since its statement and proof are rather different from [20, Lemma 2|, we
provide its proof in Appendix [B.1l

Lemma 2 ([20]) Let (2%, y**1) be generated by @), Fs be defined by (),
and L be given by ([{). Then, for any = € dom (f) and 1 € [0, 1], we have

Fg, (2" 4) < (1 — ) Fp,_, (2%, ) + me L,y +)

72 ~ 2 — TR )T,
+ P R — (1 -] - a]” - B - ok 2
7'2 2
= 5 (L + pyp) || 5[ = (1 = mi)at] — 2 (10)
= Bl = 27+ g K (@ - 2R

LT (738 — (Be—1 — Br)] | Vg, (Kz*, ) — 92

Together with the primal-dual step (@), we also apply Nesterov’s accelerated
step to #* and an averaging step to 7* as follows:

S 1. 1 1
{$k+ = P g (a5 - 2F),

_ _ (11)
gF = (1 — 7)) 7% + myF Y
where 7, € (0,1) and 741 > 0 will be determined in the sequel.
To analyze the convergence of the new ASGARD variant, we define the
following Lyapunov function (also called a potential function):

Vk(x) = FBk—l(‘rk’g) - ‘C(xa gk)
(Lk,1+,u,f)‘l')?71 H (12)
2

%[wk — (1 = 7pp) 21 — 2|2

+

The following lemma provides a key recursive estimate to analyze the conver-
gence of (@) and (IIJ), whose proof is given in Appendix [B:2
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Lemma 3 Let (z*, 2% y* §*) be updated by (@) and (). Given By > 0,

Ty Tht1 € (0,1], let Bi, Lk, and N1 be updated by

_ Br— I IK|°

= k= —
1+ 7% B + g

(1 — Tk)Tk
, and Mgy = 54—, 13
+ Tg + MEk+1Tk+1 ( )

Br

Liy1tpy
Ly+py

(L1 +pp) (L =)0y + pp (1= 7o) Tk
(L1 + pp) (L + pp)mri_y + (i + pp)?m72 > (L1 + pp) Loy

where my41 == . Suppose further that 7, € (0,1] satisfies

v

Lyt2,
. (14)
Then, for any x € dom (f), the Lyapunov function Vy, defined by ([I2)) satisfies
Vi1 (@) < (1 = 7) V(). (15)

The unified ASGARD algorithm. Our next step is to expand (@), (1), and
(@) algorithmically to obtain a new ASGARD variant (called ASGARD+) as
presented in Algorithm [

Algorithm 1 (New Accelerated Smoothed GAp ReDuction (ASGARD+))
1: Initialization: Choose z° € dom (f), " € dom (g*), and y € R™.
2
2: Choose 19 € (0,1] and By > 0. Set Ly := % and £0 := 20,
3: For k:=0,1,- -, kpax do

4:  Update 7i4+1 as in Theorem [ 2 or 3] and update fi+1 := HﬁT—’;H
. — K . Ligatpy e (=TT

5. Let Ly := figs TBrg1 TRAL T LR and 741 = TR+Mp1Tht1
6: Update

Yy = proxg. s, (5 + 5 KEY),

o - 1

gkt .= ProXy (zk - I KTykJrl),

FRHL = Rl o (2R — k),

gt = (1 — ) g* + myF T
7. EndFor

Compared to the original ASGARD in [20], Algorithm [ requires one addi-
tional averaging dual step on §* at Step[@to obtain the dual convergence. Note
that Algorithm [l also incorporates the strong convexity parameters py of f
and g+ of g* to cover three settings: general convexity (s = pg+ = 0), strong
convexity (py > 0 and pg+ = 0), and strong convexity and smoothness (15 > 0
and pg- > 0). More precisely, Ly and the momentum step-size 7,41 are also
different from [20] by incorporating pg- and py. The per-iteration complexity
of ASGSARD+ remains the same as ASGARD except for the averaging dual
update 7*. However, this step is not required if we only solve (). We highlight
that if we apply a new approach from [22] to (), then we can also update the
proximal center y at each iteration.
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3.2 Case 1: Both f and g¢* are just convex (u; = ug- =0)

The following theorem establishes convergence rates of Algorithm [ for the
general convex case where both f and ¢g* are just convex.

Theorem 1 Suppose that Assumption Ol holds and both f and g* are only
conver, i.e. puy = pg = 0. Let {(z*,§%)} be generated by Algorithm [ for
solving @), where 19 :== 1 and T41 s the unique solution of the cubic equation
4124127 — 77 =0 in 7, which always exists. Then, for all k > 1, we have:

(a) The gap function Gxxy defined by () satisfies

b gty < LK &

Gxxy(a",j sup lly — 11 (16)

0 _ 212 4 Bo
< ook Sl =l e

(b) If g is My-Lipschitz continuous on dom (g), then for @), it holds that

Sy e (Y VAR
= 2Bk k+1 g
(c) If f* is My« -Lipschitz continuous on dom (f*), then for @), it holds that
D) - p* < B ooy a2+ Loy )
= 28k kot 1
&2

Proof First, since pif = pg= =0, Ly, =
conditions of ([4]) respectively reduce to

-, and (14 7%)Br = Br—1, the two

(1- 'rk)T,f_l >(1+ Tk)’l']? and (1+ Tk)’l']? > 'r,?_l(l — Tk).

These conditions hold if 7 + 77 + 77_, 7% — 77_; = 0. We first choose 79 := 1,
and update 7 by solving the cubic equation 73 + 7 + 'r,f_l'r — 'r,f_l = 0 for
k > 1. Note that this equation has a unique positive real solution 7, € (0,1)
due to Lemma [Bb). Moreover, we have Hle(l —7) < k%‘_l and B < if‘;

Next, by induction, [IH) leads to Vi (z) < [Hi:ll(l — )| Vi(z) < tVi(2),
where we have used Hf;ll(l —73) < 7 from Lemma B(b). However, from (@4)

in the proof of LemmaBland 79 = 1, we have V;(z) < (1—79)Vo(z)+ L"TT‘? [|2°—

x|]? = g;ll |2° — z||%. Hence, we eventually obtain
Vete) < B0 2 (19
= 9Bk

Using ([®) from Lemma [l and B;_1 < kf"l from Lemma [Bl(b), we get

Fay (2%, 9) — Lz, 7%) + 252 |y — 92

L(z*,y) — L(x,5¥) <
™@
< Vi <x>+%uy—yn2
(UE)
<

+ 25 19— yl*
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Taking the supreme over X and ) both sides of the last estimate and using

B, we obtain (I6]).

@ @
Now, since Fg, , (z%,9) — F* < Fs,_, (2%, 9) — L(2*,7%) < Vi(2*), com-
bining this inequality and ([[J), we get

Fﬂk—l(zkay)iF*< H—

On the other hand, since g is My-Lipschitz continuous, we have
sup {||y — 9ll - y € dg(Ka®)} < |5 +sup{llyll - lyll < My} = [|9ll + M.

Hence, by @0) of Lemmall we have F(z*) < Fp, _, (2, y')Jr%(HquLMg)2 <

Fg,_, (2%, 9) + ,ffl (llg]l + My)?. Combining both estimates, we obtain (7).

Finally, using (8), we have

D(g*) — D* < Fp, ., (a%,9) — L&, 5%) + 252 g — v*||

<

@ ,

< V(@) + B llg - v*1?
@

<

K|? .
Lo (2 + M) + 2l — |2,

which proves (IX]). Here, since ¥ € 9f*(—K "§"), we have ||2° — 2| < ||2*|| +
|29 < Mg+ + ||2°||, which has been used in the last inequality. O

3.3 Case 2: f is strongly convex and g¢* is convex (us > 0 and ug- = 0)
Next, we consider the case when only f or g* is strongly convex. Without
loss of generality, we assume that f is strongly convex with a strong convexity
parameter iy > 0, but g* is only convex with pg- = 0. Otherwise, we switch
the role of f and g* in Algorithm [

The following theorem establishes an optimal O (1 / k2) convergence rate
(up to a constant factor) of Algorithm [lin this case (i.e. uy > 0 and pg« = 0).

Theorem 2 Suppose that Assumption [l holds and that f is strongly convex
with a convexity parameter py > 0, but g* is just convex (i.e. pg- =0). Let us

choose 19 := 1 and By > w. Let {(2*, %)} be generated by Algorithm 1

using the update rule Tj41 = %’“( T2 +4— Tk) for 1. Then, we have:
(a) The gap function Gyxy be defined by (B satisfies
~ 2||K||2 2 10650 : 2
g xk, k < ——=su 20—zl + ———su — . (20

(b) If g is My-Lipschitz continuous on dom (g), then for @), it holds that

< KPR — ) 108l + M,)?

F(a*) - F* < Bo(k +1)2 (k + 3)2

(21)
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(c) If f* is My«-Lipschitz continuous on dom (f*), then for @), it holds that

2 KPP (l2°l + Mg-)* | 10Bollg — y* |

D(§*) - D* < 22

(7") = Bo(k +1)2 (k +3)2 (22)

Proof Since pg« = 0 and 72 = 77_, (1—7%) by the update rule of 75, B = 'fj_;;,
and L = ”ﬂK—k”, the first condition of ([I4)) is equivalent to Bx_1 > %

2
However, since By_1 > ﬁ:% due to Lemma [Bla), and 7, = 0.6180, 851 >
1

K272 . K|%72 0.382|| K || 0.382]| K ||
% holds if By > I Jlf o= IKIZ | Thus we can choose By > 0.382|| K7

Kr Hr
to guarantee the first condition of (I4)).
Similarly, using my, = —2 > 1. the second condition of () is equiva-
y) g k= Lk—l"l‘ﬂf - q
2
2,2 2 Lty . Ly .-
lent to my7; + mrTRTi_1 > pr— Since Trriy < my, the last condition

holds if mi7? + myme7s_, > my7i_,. Using again 77 = 77_,(1 — 7¢), this
condition becomes myr¢ > 72 (1 — 7%) = 7. This always holds true since
my, > 1. Therefore, the second condition of (I4]) is satisfied.

As a result, we have the recursive estimate ([I3)), i.e.:

Vit (z) < (1 — 7)) Vi (2). (23)
From (27), Lemma [B(a), @), and noting that % := 2° and 7 := 1, we have

Vi(w) <[5 (1= m)]Vi(a) = O Vi(@) < gt Ro(@).

where Ro(x) = %on — z||%. Similar to the proof of Theorem [ using
2

the last inequality and fi_1 < 2 [70%51710) 5 < (;%32 from Lemma Bla), we

obtain the bounds (20), 1)), and (22]) respectively. O

Remark 1 The variant of Algorithm [I] in Theorem [ is completely different
from [20, Algorithm 2] and [22] Algorithm 2], where it requires only one
prox; . (+) as opposed to two proximal operations of f as in [2022].

3.4 Case 3: Both f and g* are strongly convex (uy > 0 and pg4- > 0)

Finally, we assume that both f and g* are strongly convex with strong convex-
ity parameters pr > 0 and g« > 0, respectively. Then, the following theorem
proves the optimal linear rate (up to a constant factor) of Algorithm [II

Theorem 3 Suppose that Assumption [l holds and both f and ¢g* in () are
strongly convex with uy > 0 and pg- > 0, respectively. Let {(z*,3%)} be gen-

erated by illgom’thm @ using 7, := 7 = \/JTF € (0,1) and By > 0, where
Kp = Ly Then, the following statements hold:

HfHg*
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(a) The gap function Gxxy defined by (B)) satisfies

_ 1

kghy < (1—1)k S ) — yl? 24
Gaxy(@", 7)) < (1 —=7)"Rp + A+ ilelgl\y yll%, (24)

where R, := SEE{O — 1) [Fpo (2°) — L(z,5°)] + %on — x||2}

(b) If g is My-Lipschitz continuous on dom (g), then for @), it holds that
Fab)— F* < (1= )RS + =L (3]l + M, )? 25
@)= P =Ry + PR )

— - 2_’_2
where Ry = (1 - 7)[Fi (o) — £(a*,5)] + L2 0 — 0 2.
(d) If f* is My~-Lipschitz continuous on dom (f*), then for @), it holds that
g * |2

@) -t < -y + Bl (20)

— N 22 2
where Ry := (1 — 1) [Fp,(2°) — D(3°)] + % (|2°] + Mg+ )".

Proof Since 7, =7 = 1iw = /I\Klﬁfﬁi;ug* € (0,1) and Br_1 = (1 + 7)5x,

after a few elementary calculations, we can show that the first condition of (I4])
automatically holds. The second condition of (I4) is equivalent to my7+m3 >
#’;M. Since my > #’;M, this condition holds if m7 + mi > my, which
is equivalent to 7+my > 1. This obviously holds true since 7 > 0 and my > 1.

From (IH) of Lemma Bl we have Vii1(z) < (1 — 7)Vk(x). Therefore, by

induction and using again (@), we get

Vi(z) < (1= 7)*Vi(z) < (1= 1)"Ro(z). (27)

where Ry (z) = (1 - 7)[Fay (1) — £z, 7°)] + glilom |20 — a2

Now, since Br_1 = (15—3)’“ due to the update rule of 8, by (&), we have

Br-1 19— yll”

2 21+ r)F’
This implies [24)). The estimates (20 and (28] can be proved similarly as in
Theorem [Il and we omit the details here. O

2
Remark 2 Since g* is p14+-strongly convex, it is well-known that go K is (.

Hg*
_ 1Ep®

HfHg*
shows that Algorithm[I]lcan achieve a (1

L(a*,y) — L(z,§") < Vi(a) + g =yl < (1= 7)*Rp(2) +

smooth. Hence, kp : is the condition number of F in (2). Theorem

1
TV
Consequently, it also achieves O (\/ﬁ log (%)) oracle complexity to obtain an
e-primal-dual solution (x*,§*). This linear rate and complexity are optimal
(up to a constant factor) under the given assumptions in Theorem Bl How-
ever, Algorithm [l is very different from existing accelerated proximal gradient
methods, e.g., [2l[16]23] for solving (2) since our method uses the proximal op-
erator of g* (and therefore, the proximal operator of g) instead of the gradient
of g as in [21[16123].

k.
) -linear convergence rate.
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Remark 8 The O (1/k), O (1/k?), and linear convergence rates in Theorem [I]
2l and Bl respectively are already optimal (up to a constant factor) under
given assumptions as discussed, e.g., in [I822]. The primal convergence rate
on {F(z*) — F*} has been proved in [20, Theorem 4], but only for the case
O (1/k). The convergence rates on {Gyxy(z*,7*)} and {D(g*) — D*} are
new. Moreover, the convergence of the primal sequence is on the last iterate
2, while the convergence of the dual sequence is on the averaging iterate 7*.

4 Concluding Remarks

We have developed a new variant of ASGRD introduced in [20, Algorithm 1],
Algorithm[I] that unifies three different settings: general convexity, strong con-
vexity, and strong convexity and smoothness. We have proved the convergence
of Algorithm [l for three settings on three convergence criteria: gap function,
primal objective residual, and dual objective residual. Our convergence rates
in all cases are optimal up to a constant factor and the convergence rates of the
primal sequence is on the last iterate. Our algorithm can be easily extended
to solve composite convex problems with three or multi-objective terms. It
can also be customized to solve other models, including general linear and
nonlinear constrained convex problems as discussed in [T9.20L22].

Acknowledgments. This work is partly supported by the Office of Naval Re-
search under Grant No. ONR-N00014-20-1-2088 (2020 - 2023), and the Nafos-
ted Vietnam, Grant No. 101.01-2020.06 (2020 - 2022).

A Appendix 1: Technical Lemmas

We need the following technical lemmas for our convergence analysis in the main text.

Lemma 4 ([20, Lemma 10]) Given 8 > 0, y € R", and a proper, closed, and convex
function g : R™ — RU {400} with its Fenchel conjugate g*, we define

95(u,9) = max { (u,9) — 9" (v) = Slly — 9l1°} - (28)
yERN
Let y/’g(u,y) be the unique solution of ([28]). Then, the following statements hold:

(a) gg(-,9) is conver w.r.t. u on dom(g) and -smooth w.r.t. uw on dom (g), where

1
B+pgx
Vugs(u,y) = png*/ﬁ(y + %u) Moreover, for any u,4 € dom (g), we have

5+ﬂg*
2

98(%, %) +(Vgp(t,9),u — 4) < gg(u,9) — IVugs(@,9) — Vugs(u, )% (29)
(b) For any B >0, y € R™, and u € dom (g), we have
98(u,9) < g(u) < g5(u,9) + 5Dy ()12, where Dy(y) :=sup, g lly — 9l (30)

(¢) Foru e dom(g) and y € R™, gg(u,y) is convex in 3, and for all B> B >0, we have

95(w.9) < 95(u.9) + (552) [ Vugs (. 9) — 1% (31)
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(d) For any B >0, and u, @ € dom (g), we have
98w, 9) + (Vugs(u,9), 4 —w) < Ls(a,9) — 5 Vugs(u,9) =42, (32)

where €5 (1, 9) := (i, Vugs(u, §)) = 9" (Vugs(u, 9)) < g(@) = "4~ Vugs(u, §) = Vg(a)|2
for any Vg(@) € 0g(4).

Lemma 5 The following statements hold.

(a) Let {rx} C (0,1] be computed by Tpq1 := = [(77 + 4)V/2 — 7] for some o € (0,1].
Then, we have

2= (1—mp)7 2 i —r <1- <1
T = (=76 )7 1, S T , o an Tk >
k k-1 k-‘rl/T() k‘+2/7’0 1+7_k:—2 1+Tk 1
Moreover, we also have
k 2 2
T (1= 7o) 4(1 — 70)
or=lla-7m)= - foro<i<k, Op . = k < ,
1k H( i) 2. f <Ii< 0,k 2 S ok +2)?
k 7_2
and l“ <hp=[Ja+m) < 21 for 0 <1< k.
Tk+2 i=l Th+1
If we update By :=
4 2 T T2 4 2
_ BoTg < Bo} k+1 <5 Bo_ < Bo 1;+2 < BoTg .
i [ro(k +1) + 22 72 Flk TS 73 [m0(k + 2) + 2]2
(b) Let {mx} C (0,1] be computed by solving T8 + T2+ 72 T —7T2_, =0 for allk > 1 and
70 := 1. Then, we have k_+1 <7 < %_’_2 and O}, := HZ (1 —m) < 557 Moreover,
if we update By = ’8’“ L then B < %
Proof The first two relations of (a) have been proved, e.g., in [21]. Let us prove the last in-
2
equality of (a). Since ﬁ < 1—7 isequivalent to 7 _o(1—7%) > 7. Using 1—74 = T;k ,

k—1
[(7’371 +4)2 — Tk_ﬂ, this condition is equiv-

we have T, 7,_o > 72_,. Utilizing 7, = Tkgl
alent to 71372 > 7’1371(1 + Tx—2). However, since 7']371 =(1- Tk_1)77372, the last condition
becomes 1 > (1 —7,_1)(1+T—2), or equivalently, 74,1 < T, _2, which automatically holds.

1 . . . .
To prove 1 — 1, < Timoy Ve write it as 7x,_1(1 — %) < 7. Using again T,? =

1- Tk)leil, the last inequality is equivalent to 7, < 73,_1, which automatically holds.

2
The last statements of (a) is a consequence of 1 — 73, = T;’“ and the previous relations.
1

(b) We consider the function ¢(7) := 73 +72+72_ 7—72 . Clearly, p(0) = —72_, <0
and (1) = 2 > 0. Moreover, ¢'(7) = 372 4+ 27 +72_, > 0 for 7 € [0,1]. Hence, the cubic
equation ¢(7) = 0 has a unlque solutlon T, € (0,1). Therefore {Tk k>0 is well-defined.

Next, since 73+ 72+, 72_, —72_, = 0is equivalent to 772_ 1(1 Tk) = 72(1471), we have

2

T,?,l(l —Tg) = Tf; 2(1+7) < 1+Tk . By induction and
70 = 1, we can easily show that Tk 2 k_+1 On the other hand, Tk71(1 Tk) =T 2(14+71y) > Tk.
From this inequality, with a sunllar argument as 1n the proof of the statement (a), we can
also easily show that 7, < k_+2 Hence, we have k_+1 <7, < i forall k> 0.

Finally, since 7, > m’ we have Hizl(l —7) < i:1 (1 — i+1) = k+1 Alter-

natively, Hle(l + 1) > Hf:l (1+ zil) = % However, since 8 = fi;;, we have
_ k 1 28
Br = Bo Hi:1 T+7; < k—_,_UQ O
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Lemma 6 ([26, Lemma 4] and [20]) The following statements hold.
(a) For any u,v,w € RP and t1,t2 € R such that t1 + t2 # 0, we have

2 2 1 2 t1t 2
taflu — wll? + tallo — wl]? = (01 + t2)l|w — g (bru + t20)]|? + A — o] 2.

(b) For any 7 € (0,1), 8,8 > 0, w,z € RP, we have

B(L = )llw — z|* + Brllw|* = (1 = 7)(B = B)lz]I> = Bllw — (1 —7)=|?
+ (L=7)[r8— (8- B)]ll=I*

The following lemma is a key step to address the strongly convex case of f in ().

Ly,

Lemma 7 Given Ly > 0, uy > 0, and 7, € (0,1), let my := % and ap =
—Lk__ . Assume that the following two conditions hold:
Lyg_1+uy

(1 —m) [Ty +muTi] > arTk

2 2.2 > 2 (33)

METET),_1 + MyTL > QkTh_q-

Let {a:k} be a given sequence in RP. We define ¥ = zF + ﬁ(a}k — zF1), where wy, is

chosen such that

2 2
Th—1 T 4/ Ti—1 T 4ak apTk < Ti_1 T Mgk

max , <wg < . (34)
2(1 — 7m,-1) Q= 7m)(L = T—1)Th—1 Th—1(1 — Th—1)
Then, wy is well-defined, and for any x € RP, we have
Ll 5 18% — (1= m)ak] — | — pyprie (L= ) a* — 22 (35)

< (1= m) (Biet +ag) 2yl [ — (1= 7)1 — 2

Tk—1

Proof Firstly, from the definition 2% := x¥ + wik(:vk — k1) of &F, we have wy, (&F — aF) =

k

a2k — 2k=1, Hence, we can show that

Tl et = (U= )2 =2l = (1= 1) (@F = 2P+ e (28 - )12

= (1 = mo—)wie(@* — 2%) + 71 (@F — 2)]?
= wp (= me-1)?)|2% — 2* |12 + 77_ [l2* — 2 ?

+ 2w (1 — Tp—1)Tp—1 (2% — aF, 2% — ).

Alternatively, we also have

RIL [ = (1= m)ak] = 2l = [2F = 2H|? + 72 ¥ —al]® + 2mi(aF — 2, aF — a).

Utilizing the two last expressions, (35) can be rewritten equivalently to
Tay = 2 [(Lr—1+pp) 0 =7)(1 = Th—1)Th—1wk — Lg7i] (2% — 2¥, 2 — a¥)
< (k1 + ) (L= 7)1 = 7—1)?w} — L] [|2F — 2|2
+ [(qu +up) (L= m)m2_y = L + ppri(l — Tk)] lla — 2|2
Now, let us denote

c1 = (L1 +pg) (1= 7)1 — Th—1)Th—1wk — LTk
e = (Lp—1 +pf) (1 — ) (1 = mp—1)?w} — Ly,
3 = (Lp—1 +pp) (U= m)77_y = Lt + pyp (1= 70) 7.
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Then, (B5) is equivalent to
2c1 (&% — 2Pz — 2P) < co)|@F — 2F||2 + esl|z — )2 (36)

Secondly, we need to guarantee that ¢; > 0. This condition holds if we choose wy such that

S Ty
Wi > )
1= 71)A — Th1)Th—1

(37)

Thirdly, we also need to guarantee co > c1, which is equivalent to

ca—c1 = (Lp—y+pg) (1 —7m) (1 — 1) [(1 = The1)wp — Th—1wi] — Li(1 — 1) > 0.

This condition holds if

Tr—1+ 7',3_1 + 4ay,

> Y . (38)
2(1 — 7,-1)

Alternatively, we also need to guarantee c3 > c1, which is equivalent to

Wk

ez —c1 = (Lg—1+pp) (1 —7%) [7'13_1 — (1= Th—1)Th—1wk ]| + (L + pp)Te (1 — 75) > 0.

This condition holds if )
T + Mg T,
< ko1 TTRTR (39)
Tr—1(1 — Tp—1)

Combining (&1), (38), and (39), we obtain

/72 2
Tk—1+1 Th—1 + 4dag, ATl <y < Ti—1 + Mg Ty

) > WE > )
2(1 — 13-1) 1= 7m)( = Th1)Th—1 Tr—1(1 = Tp—1)

max

which is exactly (34]). Here, under the condition ([B3]), the left-hand side of the last expression
is less than or equal to the right-hand side. Therefore, wy is well-defined.

Finally, under the choice of wy as in ([B34]), we have c2 > c¢1 > 0 and c3 > c¢1 > 0. Hence,
(B6) holds, which is also equivalent to (35]). O

B Appendix 2: Technical Proof of Lemmas [2] and [3] in Section [3]

This section provides the full proof of Lemma 2l and Lemma [3in the main text.

B.1 The proof of Lemma 2 Key estimate of the primal-dual step ()
Proof From the first line of (@) and Lemmal{(a), we have V. gg, (Kz*,9) = KTy*+1. Now,
from the second line of (@), we also have
0 € af (&) + Li(a* T — 2%) + KT Vugg, (Ki*,9).
Combining this inclusion and the u¢-convexity of f, for any x € dom (f), we get

F@RH) < f(2) + (Vugp, (K*,9), K (z — a* 1)) + L+t — &k 2 — k1)
— Hllz* Tt — 2.

Since gg(-,¥) is ﬁ—smooth by Lemma[d{(a), for any = € dom (f), we have
g

98, (KaF T 9) < gg, (K&%,9) + (Vugg, (Ki*,9), K (* 11 — 2F))

1 k1 _ k(2
t s, K@ H—ah)|

= 98 (Ki‘k7y) + <Vugﬁk (Kik7y)7K(I - i‘k»
- <vug,8k (Ki‘kvy)v I<($ - $k+l)>

1 k+1 ~k\|2
+ oy K@ =)



A Unified Convergence Rate Analysis of The ASGARD Algorithm 15

Now, combining the last two estimates, we get

F@* ) + gg, (K2 H1,9) < f(2) + gg, (K&, 9) + (Vugs, (K5, 79), K (z — %))
+ Li(ahtl — 2% o — 2F) — Ly ||k +! — 2%||2 (40)

1 A I3
+ WHKCBHI —&R)|12 — EL ||z — 2R 2.

Using Lemma [(a) again, we have

g, (%) = g, (K&*,9) + (Vugp, (K&F,9), K(zF — %)) (@)
. B+ . . .
< gp, (Kb, g) — P09 | Vaugs, (K&*,5) — Vugs, (K2F,9)]2.

Substituting « := z* into @), and multiplying the result by 1 — 7, and adding the result
to {@Q) after multiplying it by 7, then using ([@IJ), we can derive

Fg, (zFt1,9) = f(a*H1) + g, (KaFT1,g)
< (1 =) (&R) + g, (Ka*, )] + 75 [ f () + £g,, (z,9)]

— Lyla*+t — 2% + WHK@?’CH —&k)|]?

+ Lk<$k+1 — &k o — k4 1- Tk)l‘k>

— B[ =) lla*tt — k|12 + 7|2 — P2

_ (1—Tk)(5k+ug*)|
2

(42)

IVugs, (K2*,9) — Vugg, (Kz*, ).
From Lemma[6la), we can easily show that
(1= )lla*Ft = 2¥)2 + 7|2 = 2)|? = 72| -l = (1 = m)ak] — a2
+ (1 = )|z — 2F 2.

We also have the following elementary relation

@ ik e — [F — (- m)e]) = B[ — (1 - m)ak] - o2 + 4kt - gk

- FIL M - (- m)ek] - ol
Substituting the two last expressions into ([#2)), we obtain
Fg, (*1,9) < (1 — ) Fg, («%,9) + 71, [f(2) + €3, (z,9)]
+ B 1k~ (1= ek - a)f?

2
= % Lk ) I [ = (1= mi)ah] — 2

43
(1*%)(#9*%316)' (43)
2

L A 1 ~
— SR — k2 + WHK(J»‘Hl —&F)||?

py(l—7g)
_ kBr 2Tk Tk |l — xk||2
One the one hand, by (31) of Lemma [ we have

" (Br—1 — Br)

7 IVugs, (Kb, ) — gl*.

Fg, (2", 9) < Fa,_, (=", 1)

On the other hand, by ([32) of Lemma [ we get

F@)+ Lo, (2,9) < L(z,y" ) = %Ilvugﬁk (K&, 9) = gl1%,
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where L(z,y*t1) := f(z) + (Kz,y*T1) — g*(y**1) is the Lagrange function in ().
Now, substituting the last two inequalities into (@3], and using Lemma [Blb) with w :=
Vugp, (Ki&k,9) — 9 and z := Vuggs, (Kxz*,59) — 9, we arrive at

. . L2 .
Fi, (K41, 9) < (1= 1) Fa,_, (0, 9) + L, y+1) + ZT8 | L[k — (1 = m)ab] — o2
2
> (1—7p
— T (L) R 2 — (1= m)at] - af|? — SRR |y k2

L IS 1 ~
el AR WHK(JJK-H — &0

— Um0 (1 By — (Bt — Bi)] Vg, (Ka*, ) — 3]
— B8 Vugs, (K@%, 9) — 5 — (1 — 1) [Vugs, (Kz*,9) — 3] ||

(1=Tg ) pg* ik - .
— SRV, g, (K2F,9) — Vugg, (K2%, 9)]12.

By dropping the last two nonpositive terms in the last inequality, we obtain (0. O

B.2 The proof of Lemma [Bt Recursive estimate of the Lyapunov function

Proof First, from the last line §¥+1 = (1 — 74)7* + 7, y**+! of (D), and the pg+-convexity
of g*, we have

Lz, g ) o= flz) + (Ko, g" 1) — g*(5")

- * T (1—7g) ~
> (1= ) L(w, §%) + m L, yh+ 1) + Lo ITTE) ket k2,

- - * 1— - . .
Hence, 7 L£(z, y* 1) < L, §51) — (1-7,) £ (, §*) — Lo LT ket _gk |12, Substituting

T (1=7 _ .
this estimate into (I0) and dropping the term 7%7’“#(Tk)||yk"'1 — g%, we can derive

Fg (@*H1,9) < (1= 7o) Fp,_, (2%, 9) + L2, g*T) = (1 = 7o) L(, 7%)
+ LRTT’?H%[ik — (1 —7g)zk] - a:”2
— T (L pp) | 2 - (1= k] - o (44)
= Al = 2 4 gt K @k — k)2
— BT gk — g2,

Now, it is obvious to show that the condition (4] is equivalent to the condition (B3] of
7271+mk7k
Tr—1(1=T—1)’

which is the upper bound of ([B4). Hence, (34]) automatically holds. Using (3E]), we have

Lemma [7 In addition, we choose n;, = i in our update (I3), where wy, :=

Lt} Py 2 prTE(1—78)
Ty o= 255 | L [#% — (1 = m)a*) — 2||* — BT ok — g2

2
< E0 =) (Be 4 ag) |5 18 = (= mee)et ] — o

Tk—1

2
Moreover )||K(:1:’chl — P12 < K" )||zk7L1 —ak|2 = %&Hz’lﬁLl — &*|]2 due

__ 1
' Biige TP S Suge+Br
to the definition of Ly in (I3). Substituting these two estimates into (@4)), and utilizing the
definition ([I2) of Vy, we obtain ([I3). O
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