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Probabilistic Verification of Approximate
Algorithms with Unstructured Errors:
Application to Fully Inexact Generalized ADMM

Anis Hamadouche, Yun Wu, Andrew M. Wallace, and Jodo F. C. Mota

Abstract—We analyse the convergence of an approximate, fully
inexact, ADMM algorithm under additive, deterministic and
probabilistic error models. We consider the generalized ADMM
scheme that is derived from generalized Lagrangian penalty
with additive (smoothing) adaptive-metric quadratic proximal
perturbations. We derive explicit deterministic and probabilistic
convergence upper bounds for the lower-C> nonconvex case as
well as the convex case under the Lipschitz continuity condition.
We also present more practical conditions on the proximal
errors under which convergence of the approximate ADMM to
a suboptimal solution is guaranteed with high probability. We
consider statistically and dynamically-unstructured conditional
mean independent bounded error sequences. We validate our re-
sults using both simulated and practical software and algorithmic
computational perturbations. We apply the proposed algorithm
to a synthetic LASSO and robust regression with k-support
norm regularization problems and test our proposed bounds
under different computational noise levels. Compared to classical
convergence results, the adaptive probabilistic bounds are more
accurate in predicting the distance from the optimal set and
parasitic residual error under different sources of inaccuracies.

Index Terms—Numerical Linear Algebra; Numerical Op-
timization, ADMM; Douglas-Rachford method; Approximate
Computing.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Alternating Direction of Multiplier Method (ADMM)
originally emerged from the early works of Peaceman and
Rachford [2 |1} 3| 4], Glowinski and Marrocco [§]], and Gabay
and Mercier [10] on applying numerical procedures to solve
partial differential equations arising in heat conduction and
continuum mechanics problems. Due to its simple implemen-
tation and efficiency in solving large-scale optimization prob-
lems encountered in statistics, and more recent machine learn-
ing problems, ADMM has evolved into different forms and
has been applied to solve more general nonconvex problems
that cannot be solved using conventional methods. ADMM is
also a popular method for online and distributed optimization
[22]. ADMM can be viewed as a decomposition procedure that
exploit the separability of the objective function to reduce the
difficulty of joint minimisation arising from classical methods
of multiplier [5} |6 |7, |9] at the cost of increased number of
iterations [39]]. However, this procedure yields efficient local
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solutions to subproblems that are coordinated via constraints to
find the global solution [[10} [8]. The subproblems are typically
easier to solve than the original problem, and as a matter of
fact, closed-form solutions are often available. For instance,
in the following LASSO problem

minimize f(x) := ||Az — b||3 + || 2|1,
z€R™ ,zeR™ (1)

subjectto x — 2z =0,

when the data matrix A has some circulant structure as those
in signal/image processing, the system can be solved via fast
Fourier transform with insignificant computation cost [21}
26, [30]. However, when the ADMM subproblems do not
possess closed-form solutions, the solution is obtained (or
approximated) iteratively which can lead to increased compu-
tation cost with additional incurred truncation (computational)
errors. This motivates the need for new computationally-aware
variants of the classical ADMM with inexpensive auxiliary
subproblems.

Another feature that makes ADMM technique practically
appealing is its robustness to poorly selected algorithm param-
eters, i.e., the method is guaranteed to converge independently
from the selected parameter. For instance, if the objective
functions are strongly convex and have Lipschitz-continuous
gradients, then the iterates produced by the ADMM algorithm
converge linearly to the optimum in a certain distance metric
no matter which parameter value is selected [39, 32, |41} 38, |40}
43,146, |62]]. For an extensive review of ADMM, the interested
reader is referred to the survey papers by [22, |36l 33].

Before we delve into the details of composite optimization,
ADMM technique and proximal calculus, let us first recall
some basic definitions from the theory of optimization and
proximal calculus.

A. Background

Definition 1 (Convex and Concave functions). A function f :
R™ — R U {+o00} is convex if

fBr+(1=PB)y) < Bf(x)+(1=F)f(y), Vr,y eR". (2)

with § € (0,1). If f is convex then —f is concave.

Definition 2 (Proper function). A function is proper of its
value is never —oo and it is finite somewhere.



Definition 3 (lower semicontinuous function). A function f :
R™ — RU{+o0} is lower semicontinuous at a point y € R"
if and only if

liminff(z) < f(y) 3)

T—Y

Definition 4 (Closed function). A convex and proper function
is closed if and only if it is lower semicontinuous.

Definition 5 (Saddle point). Ler L(z,y) : R® x R™ :— R U
{£o0} be a convex-concave function. The tuple (x*,y*) is
said to be a saddle point of L if

L(x*,y) < L(x*,y*) < L(z,y") 4)
forall x € R, y € R™,
Definition 6 (subgradient). Let w € f(z), then Vy € R™, we

have
fy) = f(@) + (w,y —z). )
Definition 7 (e-subgradient). Let w € O, f(x), then Yy € R™,
we have
fy) =z f(@) + (w,y —z) —e. (6)

Definition 8 (Proximal operator). For all y € R™ we have

. 1
prox, (y) := argmin u(z) + 7 |1z = yll3. (7

z

Definition 9 (Approximate Proximal operator).

1
proxs(y) = {w € R" : u(@) + 5llo —yl}} < N
1
e+ inf u(z) + 5=~y

Definition 10 (lower-C2? functions [19]). The function f is
lower-C? on an open set V if for each T € V there is a
neighbourhood Vi of T upon which a representation f(x) =
max fi(x) holds for x in Vg, where T is a compact set and

the functions f; are twice continuously differentiable jointly in
both z and t.

Definition 11 (lower-C? functions [20])). The function f is
lower-C? on an open set V if at any point x in V , the sum
of f with a quadratic term is a convex function on an open
neighbourhood V' of .

Definition 12. Weighted norm Given a PSD matrix M, we
say that ||z||3; = (z, Mz) = (M, ) is an M-weighted norm

of x.

B. Problem statement

The category of problems that ADMM solves is
minimize f(z) := g(z) + h(z),
reR™ zeR™ (9)
subject to Ax + Bz = ¢,

where g and h are lower-C2, possibly convex and nondiffer-
entiable functions, A € RP*™ and B € RP*™,

The augmented Lagrangian for problem (9) is constructed
as follows

Ly(z,z,y) = g(x)+h(z)+yT(Aa:+Bz—c)+g |Az + Bz — CHS

(10)

where y is the Lagrange multiplier associated with the linear
constraint in (9), and p is a positive scalar parameter. The
ADMM iteration is obtained by minimizing the augmented
Lagrangian (I0) with respect to 2 and z variables, and updat-
ing the dual variable y as follows

" = argmin L,(x, 2P 4P (11a)
21 = argmin Ep(xkﬂ, z,%) (11b)
YR = oF 4 p(AzFt 4 B2RT — o). (11¢)

The equivalent scaled proximal ADMM is given by

1
2F T = argmin  g(z) + ﬁHAx + BzF —c+ 8|2 (12a)

1 ) .
T — argmin  h(z) + 5||Aack+1 + Bz —c+v"|?
(12b)

P = ok 4 (A2 4 B2 () .
(12¢)

where v* = (1/p)y* and \ = 1/p.

Consider the case where both ADMM subproblems
and (I2a) are solved inexactly and/or using iterates with
additive perturbations (r® and r¥); ie., 2 = " + rF and
2% = ZF 4+ vk, where Z¥ and ZF are the exact iterates.
Classical convergence guarantees cannot be easily extended
to the inexact case since they completely ignore the presence
and propagation of computational errors during iterations.
Therefore, a more rigorous treatment of such errors is needed
to verify the convergence, reliability and portability of the
ADMM (and its variants) to different computational environ-
ments.

Before we analyse the convergence of the inexact ADMM,
let us introduce some other variants of the original scheme
and focus our analysis to the most generalized form.

C. WL-ADMM approximation

The approximate WL-ADMM is formulated by approximat-
ing the euclidean norm by some positive definite (PD) Ly-
weighted norm (||||%k) in the z and z updates as follows:

k+1

1
o argmin g(e) + gyllAe+ B2 — o+,

(13a)
1
A — argmin  h(z) + ﬁﬂAka +Bz—c+ vk||2Lk
(13b)

VP = oF 4 (A 4 B ) .
(13¢)

where v¥ = (1/p)y*, A =1/p.



D. WLM-ADMM approximation

Adding quadratic perturbations to (T3a) and (I3b) yields the
approximate WLM-ADMM

k+1

1
o = agmin g(e) + gfdv+ B2 - e+t

1
+ 5l = 2* i (142)

1
2Fl — argmin  h(z) + ﬁHAxk+1 + Bz —c+0"|3,
z

1
+ 5llz = 2"l (14b)
P = oF 4 (At £ B ) .
(14¢)

where MF¥ and MP are positive definite matrices. Note that in
the case of convex function f, adding quadratic terms (prox-
imal terms) makes the objective functions strongly convex
which improves the condition number of the problem being
solved at the expense of yielding approximate solutions.

(14) can be written as

. 1 _
okt = argfnn g(z) + §HA¥2$ — Alkl/QI‘lk > (15a)
. 1 2 —1/2
Pag argzmm h(z) + §||Aé{ z— Ay, / Ty || (15b)
,Uk+1 — Uk + (A.I?kJrl + BZkJrl _ C) (ISC)
Or in generalized norms form as follows
k+1 : 1 -1 2
T = argmin  g(z) + 5”33 — ATy, ||A1k (16a)
xT
. 1 -
S =argmin A(z) + gl — Ay To IR, (16D)
,Uk:-‘rl _ Q}k + (Axk'H + sz—i-l _ C) (160)
where
LT k
Ay, = XA LA+ M, (17a)
1
Iy, = MEak — XATLk(BZk —c+0b) (17b)
1
Ay, = XBTLkB + M*E (17¢)
1
Dy, = MF2F — XBTLk(Aka —c+ o) (17d)

E. Related work

A new ADMM variant of was proposed in [34] that
yields simple proximal evaluations of the objective functions

according the following scheme

G = %(siﬁ‘l — a*) € 9g(a*) (18a)
eo(a®,0%) = 2 — Px[a® — p(¢" —ATyF)]  (18b)
sk =2k 4 pck — yare (zF, y*) (18c¢)
k! :arg;nin g(z) + QflpﬂzzzfsfHQ (18d)
= (et =) € on( (18¢)
e (2F,y") = 28 — Pz[z" —p(¢t = BTyM)] (8D
sk = 2" + p¢l —yare.(2F,y) (18g)
2kl = argzmin h(z)+ 2%)\\2 — 5712 (18h)
P = F 4 p(AhT 4 B2 — o). (181)

where Py and Pz denote the orthogonal projections into sub-
spaces X and Z, respectively. The stepsize sequence { } x>0
is chosen with convergence guarantees. Note that and
are both proximal evaluations of g and h at s¥ and s,
respectively.

1) The inexact proximal ADMM: For the method to
be implementable, it is important for numerical optimisa-
tion algorithms to handle approximate solutions. Consider-
ing error-resilient applications which involve optimization
problems that do not require highly accurate solutions,
more computationally-friendly inexact (approximate) ADMM
schemes can be used instead of the original scheme.

Motivated by Rockafellar’s proximal method of multipliers,
which involves an augmented Lagrangian with an additional
quadratic proximal term, [13} 29, [16] proposed inexact semi-
proximal ADMM with added proximal terms as follows

) 1
2"~ argmin £, (z, 27, yF) + 2|z — 33k||§wf

! 5 (19a)

1
2" ~ argmin Ep(:rk+1,z,yk) + §||z — zkH?wk (19b)
h X

P = F 4 ap(Azht 4 B2 — () (19¢)
with Fortin and Glowinski’s relaxation factor o € [0, (1 +
v/5)/2] proposed by [29]. This algorithm is shown to preserve
the good features of the primal proximal method of multipliers,
with the additional advantage that it leads to a decoupling of
the constraints. M* and MF are selected to be PSD matrices
in [29] and in [16] they are selected to have some positive
minimum spectral radius. Note that the inexact semi-proximal
ADMM reduces to the classical ADMM when M = MF =0
and to the proximal ADMM [ 13]] when both proximal matrices
are PD and a = 1. Global convergence of the semi-proximal
ADMM was proved in [39] and the iteration complexity
(convergence rate) of O(1/k) was derived in [28]]. Faster rates
can be achieved with varying o and better selection of p,
Mg’j and M;‘ [139]. For instance, [[16, |39, 29} 37|] considered
indefinite self-adaptive M?¥ and MY and an optimal self-
adaptive scheme is presented in [60]]. M, and M, are typically



selected to obtain a closed-form solution of the subproblems

(194) and (19b). For instance, if we update
MFE = k1 —pAT A
MF = 4*1 - pBTB.

(20a)
(20b)

with p® > p||AT A|| and u¥ > p||B" B then the quadratic
terms in @I) are linearized, and the linearized subproblems
admit closed-form solutions in terms of resolvent operators
of g and Oh, respectively [37]]. Relaxing the PSD condition
on the proximal matrices M¥ and MF, [39] proved global
convergence under sufficient conditions and derived explicit
linear rates for different scenarios assuming strong convexity,
a gradients Lipschitz continuity and/or full rank conditions on
the matrices A and B.

2) The generalized ADMM: Using a variable penalty in the
augmented Lagrangian, [14] proposed the following modified
ADMM iterative scheme

2" ~ arg min Lr, (z, 2%, y%) (21a)
x

21 ~ arg min Lr, (xk+1,z,yk) (21b)
z

y* = oF 4 L (AR 4 BZRT — ). )

where the generalized augmented Lagrangian Ly, (x, z,y) is
given by

1
Lr, (x,z,y)= g(x)—i-h(z)—l—yTLk(Ax+Bz—c)+§ |Az + Bz —:crfu

(22)
with symmetric positive definite matrices {Ly} that satisfy
some spectral properties. A relaxed variant of (23) can be
obtained by relaxing the multiplier updates as follows

2F T~ argmin Lo, (x, 25, y) (23a)
M xargmin L, (25 2, 4%) (23b)
g+l =y aLk(Aka + Bk 0). (23¢)

where a € [0,(1 + +/5)/2] is the Fortin and Glowinski’s
relaxation factor. The authors in [16] also consider 23) for
a sequence of bounded PD matrices {Lj}r>1 and prove
the convergence of the semi-proximal Algorithm restricted to
a = 1 for differentiable functions f and g. In [25], « is
replaced by a general positive definite matrix C; i.e., the dual
update becomes

yP = gk 4 C(AxPT 4 BT — ). (24)

and convergence is established assuming C has a maximum
spectral radius of 1.

By using a constant penalty matrix Ly = H and linearizing
the quadratic term 3 ||Az + Bz — c||fq, the authors in [24]
proposed three modifications of the generalised scheme in
and established sufficient conditions for their convergence but
without deriving explicit rates.

Remark 1. The objective of adding generalised proximal
terms or using adaptive penalty is to improve the
convergence speed of the original algorithm (11)). Adding gen-
eralised proximal terms (19) improves the condition number of

the subproblems and can also yield closed-form solutions. Us-
ing adaptive penalty matrix (23) can be viewed as performing
a constraint preconditioning step, which was shown to improve
the convergence speed in quadratic programming [31]].

3) Termination criteria for ADMM: By exploiting the link
between the ADMM, the proximal point algorithm (PPA) [12]
and Douglas—Rachford (DR) splitting for maximal monotone
operators [1, |4], along with a relative approximation error
of the hybrid proximal projection (HPP) [15]], [45] presented
convergence guarantees for partially inexact ADMM based on
some relative error criterion (in one subproblem); which is an
extension of the absolute error criterion of [11]]. More recently,
the weak convergence of relaxed inertial and inexact ADMM
variants was established in [48| |59, [57]] using same relative
error criteria of [45] but with additional projection correction
step [[17, |15, |18]]. Weak convergence of the fully inexact
ADMM with summable error and relative error tolerances can
be found in [23]] and [53], respectively.

In the original paper [45[, the author derived a partially
inexact (only one subproblem is solved inexactly) version of
ADMM with the following relative-error termination criterion

[ < Klly™t = y* = p("! = =) (25)
where v € 9,L,(z*!, 28, y*) and [ is the iteration counter
the inner loop of the first subproblem of (TT)). 2% and y*'!
Lapdated as in (TI) by using the inner (being improved)
iterate 2% instead of the exact 2*. A quadratic variant of this
criterion is used in [57]] with the additional effect of inertia as
follows

[R42 < B2 [l = g = p(R T = Y2 Pt — ).
(26)
Although both criteria are applicable, the following criterion
manifested better numerical performance [57]]
M2 < A2 [l = g = p(R = )2 Pl — R,
(27)
The outer loop termination criterion used in [45] |S7[] is given
by
inf(|| = 9:[f (@) + 9(@)]s=ar [loc) < &

e>0, (28)

F. Our approach
In this work, we use the WLM-ADMM variant (T4) which

combines both proximal features of (I9) and generalized
penalty of (23) but with scalar relaxation and with a specific
choice of the proximal matrices as to yield proximal operations
in the solution of ADMM subproblems as follows

ME =\, T~ %ATLA (29)

and

1
MF=M\.I--B"LB.

3 (30)



Substituting M¥* and MF in yields the following scaled
proximal WLM-ADMM iterative scheme

k+1

zF T = prox ¢ (I'1,) = prox 1 (I'1,) (la)
P} Aed
k41
PR proxaih (T'g,,) = prox 1, (I'z,) (31b)
pye =
P (AT B 0. Gl
where
1
Iy, =52" - /\ATL<BZk o Uk> e
1
1
Ty, = Ng2* — XBTL(Aka —etdt) (20
1
5, (AZI)\BTLB)' (32d)

and proxy’(.), proxg’(.) are the approximate proximal opera-
tors with respect to g and h, respectively (see Definition [9).

We noticed that the errors considered in most analyses of
inexact ADMM variants so far are due to early termination of
inner iterations (truncation errors); and therefore, deterministic
by design. In this work, we analyse both the deterministic and
the probabilistic scenarios to account for both truncation error,
loop perforation error arising from approximate computing,
as well as round-off error that may arise from finite preci-
sion representations and operations. Closed-form mathematical
models of practical computational error sequences are hardly
available. In practical scenarios, the only available information
is the error upper bound, which motivates the use the proposed
probablistic analysis since they only depend on this bound-
edness property in addition to the relaxed conditional mean
independence property between error sequences that will be
explained later. The probabilistic analysis is generic and can be
extended to any algorithm with bounded approximation errors.

Regarding the termination criteria, we adopt the same stop-
ping criteria of [22] but with minimum absolute and relative
feasibility tolerances for longer simulation period.

G. Applications

ADMM-type algorithms have a wide spectrum of applica-
tions in machine learning [35} 50,61} 63|, artificial intelligence
[47, 51], MIMO detection [55]], image reconstruction [47],
compressed sensing [55] and model predictive control [44), |49}
52,58}, 142, |54]]. In this paper, we apply the proposed algorithm
to a synthesized LASSO problem using randomly generated
data and to a synthesized k-support-norm regularized robust
regression using real solver’s inaccuracies combined with
algorithmic loop approximation errors. In order to validate
our results, we consider the injected truncated Gaussian error
sequences (for LASSO) as well as the unstructured real
errors from solver and loop perforation inacurracies (for k-
support-norm regularized robust regression) at the x and z-
subproblems of the WLM-ADMM scheme at every iteration
and use the derived error bounds to estimate the rate of
convergence in the presence of errors as well as asymptotic
suboptimal residuals.

H. Contributions

Error bounds of numerical algorithms estimate the distance
to the solution set of a given problem. Convergence rate
analyses and iteration complexity both depend on the quality
of the estimated error bounds. Assuming stochastic bounded
error sequences (Assumptions M.1 and M.1), we propose
new bounds that are probabilistically sharper without stronger
assumptions other than error boundedness; i.e., relaxing the
classical (idealistic) assumption of absolute summability. Sec-
ondly, following a new line of proof, we extend the obtained
results to nonconvex lower-C2 objective functions without
further assumptions on the constraints of problem (9). Finally,
we apply our proposed algorithm and verification technique
to LASSO and a k-support-norm regularized robust regression
problem.

1. Organization

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section
is dedicated to the main findings. The results are experi-
mentally verified and validated in Section We conclude
our work and suggest future improvements in Section

II. MAIN RESULTS

Before we introduce our main findings, let us list the
assumptions and error models that will be used later in the
main theorems.

A. Assumptions

In this subsection we list all assumptions that we are going
to refer to when deriving the main convergence results in
Sections and Note that some assumptions may only
apply in specific cases.

Assumption 1 (Assumptions on the problem).

P1 The functions g,h : R® — R U {+o0} are lower-C?
functions.

P2 The functions g, h : R" — RU{+o00} are closed, proper,
and convex.

P3 MPF, MF¥ and L are positive definite matrices. We implic-
itly require \\, > |ATLA| and A\, > | BT LB||.

Assumption 2 (Error models).
M.1

(33)

rk
rk (34)

where T" and Z" are the exact error-free iterates, r*
and % are are additive residual error vectors in ADMM
updates due to proximal errors €4 and €y, respectively.

We assume noise-free initial conditions r9 = r9 = (.
M.2

xfy = b +rk (35)
2 =28 ok (36)



where Tk and rk are additive residual error vectors

in ADMM updates due to random proximal errors 5’“
and Eh , respectively. The Q) (sample probability space)
subscript refers to the random variability in the corre-
sponding quantities.

M.3 For all k > 1, the proximal errors e’gfn and eZQ are
bounded almost surely. Specifically, we have
0<er, <eo (37a)
0< e, <eo (37b)
both hold with probability 1.
M4 ¢y, and ey, are stationary. Specifically, we have
E {659} =E {egn} = const. (38a)
E |:EZQ:| =E [egn} = const. (38b)

B. Scenario 1: Approximate ADMM with deterministic errors

In this scenario, we assume additive and deterministic error
models M.1. We present suboptimal convergence results for
the nonconvex case as well as the convex case under assump-
tions P.1 and P.2. We show that for the deterministic case,
suboptimal convergence is only achieved under summability
assumption on the proximal errors.

Theorem 1 (General case with additive errors). Assume P.1,
P.3 and M.1, then for any x and z such that Ax + Bz = ¢,
the sequence generated using the WLM-ADMM scheme (31))
with A\ = A, = 1 satisfies the following

f(xi+17’zi+1) - f(I,Z)

H
.
i Mw
o

k
+ %—!—1 Z(%Lu”l,/m”l + Bz — (Ax + Bz)) <
i=0

1
Ty ARt S EE
1 L LI
n I [ZEzH + Zgzﬂ (S (R =), 2R )
=0 =0
— (rEH 2 ) (39)
For (', 2"f) = (x*, 2*) we have
1 F . _
) Z fla™h 27 = f(a*,2%) (40)
; 1,
Z X 7,+1 ,U +1 7'Uk> S (41)
[Hx - x*nzl + 120 = |7 “2)
k
[Zs i1 §7 gL kel gkl gy (43)
=0 i= O
- <r’;“7 2= 2] (44)

where we have used the fact r = r} = 0.

Proof. From Lemma [T] we have

Iy, — 2" € dg(a*t) (45)
Ty, — 2+ € On(F+) (46)
P = oF 4 (Agh L 4 B — ) 47
and from Definition [6] the following inequalities hold:
g(z" ) —g(x) < Ty, — 2™ " —2)  @8)
h(2*TY) — h(z) < (Tg, — 2"F1, 2FHL — 2) (49)
VP = oF 4 (AR 4 B ) (50)

Using Definition [7] (48) can be extended to the approximate
WLM-ADMM algorithm as follows

g(@") — g(x) < Ty, — 2T 2P —a) 4 it (51)
R(Z*T1) — h(z) < (Ty, — 2FHL 2FHL — 2) 4 ek‘H (52)
P = oF 4 (A2 4 B ) (53)

Expanding I';, and I'y, and using ¥; = (I — lATLA) and
Yo = (I — 1BTLB) we obtain

g(z* ) = g(z) < (Ba(a® — 2t 2t —2) (54
_ <lATLuk+1’ Py ek (55)
h(2P1) — h(2) < (Zp(2% — 2FTh), 2F L — %) (56)
. <§BTka+17 SRl 2) + E1~c+1 (57)
P = o 4 (APt B2 — o) (58)

where uFtl = P+l 4 B(ZF
the last inequalities we obtain

2#+1). Adding both sides of

<E1(.13k _ $k+1),$k+1 _ JJ>

f(xk+17 Zk+1) - f(x7 Z) <

(59)
o+ (Sa(P — 2P, 2T ) 4 b g gt (60)
1
- <XLuk+1, Az*tl 4 B2 (Az 4 Bz)) (61)
1
+ <XBTLB(Z’€ ALY 2R %) (62)
(63)
Substituting for 3o with (I — %BTLB) yields
f(l‘k+1,zk+1) _ f(m,z) < <21(.’L'k xk+1)’xk+1 _ $>
(64)
+ (28— 2L AL ) 4 Ek"H + €k+1 (65)
1 ,
_ <X LuF Akt 4 B2FTY — (Az 4 Bz)) (66)



Adding error terms from inexact iterates and using error model
M.1

F@ 2R — f(x, 2) (67)
1

+ <XLuk+1, APt 4 B2 — (Az + Bz)) < (68)

1
st = 2l%, = Sl =23, (69)
1
Sl =2l = SllM =2+ egt et (70)
<E1T ab —x) + (rF 2F — 2y — (ST R )

(71)

— (rEH A z) (72)
1

+ §(||217"’“||2 + PEIP = ISy TP = ) 33)

Summing both sides of the inequality from O to & yields

k
Zf(xi+1’zi+1) _

(k+1)f(z,2) (74)
=0
oo A .
+ Z<XLUHI’ Az 4 B2 — (Az + Bz)) < (75)
i=0
1 1
Sl =2l = Sl - 2l (76)

k k
T et Sy S
=0 =0 (77)
+ (B0, a® —2) + (12, 20 — 2) = (Torp T 2t —a)
(79)
<7JZ<J-&-17 SRl z) (79)
+ %(HEMEHQ 207 = IS TP = 1) (80)

where we have chosen L = L = constant. Using the initial

conditions of error model M.1; i.e., 7 = rY = 0, we obtain

k
Zf LY (k1) f(x, 2) (81)
i=0

b L,
+ Z (FLu'tt Azt 4 B2 — Az + Bz)) < (82)

1

= [nx = alg, 1120 = 2l = e - 2], - 15— 2]
(83)

+Z€’L+1+Z€l+l HZ Tk+1||2+ ||,r,k)+1H ) (84)

f<21rm o, ’““fx>f< e (85)

Dividing both sides by k + 1 completes the proof.

z+l z+1

— flz,2) (86)

k
1 1. . )
+— Z<7Lu”‘1, Az 4+ B2 — (Az + Bz)) <
F+140)
(87)
1
ey ARt e z||2} (88)
1
Yiri [Z o Ze’“ kLt ) (89)
— (rhAL R z)} (90)

where we have dropped negative terms from the right hand
side. O

Theorem 2 (Deterministic bounds for the nonconvex case).
Assume P1, P.3 and M.1, then the sequence generated using
the WLM-ADMM scheme (B1) with A, =\, =1 and L =L
satisfies the following

k
Z z+l 'Hrl f(SU*,Z*) (91)
1=0
b 1,
Z X witt Uk+1 ,Uk> < (92)
sy I I + 1 = 93)

k k
el DL AR Dt ol DT [ i

i=0 i=0
94
o an | Easrl] 95)
Proof Applying Cauchy-Schwarz to (39) with (2", z"f) =
(x*, 2*) yields
Lk
i+1 +1 * *
m;f(x ) = et 2) (96)
1 1
-y +1  k+1 k < 7
+7k+1;</\u U 7)< o7
1 0 2 0 2
] LR S (98)
k
1
il ] +Zsl+1 S et~
99)
oo ek | Eater] (100)
which completes the proof. O

Corollary 1 (Deterministic bounds for the convex case).
Assume P2, P3 and M.1, then the sequence generated using



the WLM-ADMM scheme (1) with A\, =X\, =1and L =L
satisfies the following

k k
1 i1 1 i+l x %
f(kHZx ’k+1§Z ) fla*,2) 0D

=0
1 a1
o= Y (SLutt o — k) < (102)
F+14)
1
m [la” = a* 3, + 12" = =* ] (103)
k
k - [Z€;+1 + Z€1+1 + k+1||zk+1 7 Z*H
+ 1=0 1=0
(104)
/2D (ST Er)eb 2k — 2 (105)

Proof. Applyimg Lemma [2] yields

IS5 < IS0/ 265 < /2 (ST SR, (106)

and
[r5 ) < \/2zs’gi (107)
Using these inequalities we obtain
k
D> fE ) = 2 (108)
1=0
+ k12’“:<1L LR k) < (109)
140 =
s 1o — = B + 12 = 1] (10)
k
+ ki Lz(:)s”l + ;s“’l + 4/ 26T - 2|
(111)
+ /2 (ST S0 )b+ — o (112)

Using Jensen’s inequality (Lemma[5) completes the proof. [J

C. Scenario 2: Approximate ADMM with random errors

In this scenario, we assume additive random error models
M.2, M.3 and M.4. We present probabilistic suboptimal con-
vergence results for the nonconvex case as well as the convex
case under assumptions P.1 and P.2. For the convex case, we
show that suboptimal convergence is only guaranteed under
boundedness assumption on the proximal errors M.3. For the
nonconvex case, additional boundedness assumption on the
residuals is required to guarantee suboptimal convergence.

The next two results will be proved together after Corol-

lary

Theorem 3 (Probabilistic bounds for the nonconvex case).
Assume P1, P.3, M.3 and M.4, then the sequence generated

using the WLM-ADMM scheme (B1) with A\, = A\, = 1 and
L = L satisfies the following

k
Z erl z+l f($*,z*) (113)
i=0
1 - 1 i+1 | k+1 k
+m;<xLu 0T — Ry < Elegg] + Eleng)
(114)
1 . ) :
LRI LAt R Eiy BN (Bl
(115)
Izt 254 - 2] + —E=<o (116)
kE+1

holds with probability at least 1 — 4 exp(—g) for any v > 0.

Corollary 2 (Probabilistic bounds for the convex case). As-
sume P2, P.3, M.3 and M.4, then the following holds

k k
1
f(z 1 Z ) (z*, 2*) (117)
e+l v
LA
+ m Z<XLUZ+1’UIC+1 Uk> S ]E[ggsz} + ]E[ghsz]
i=0
(118)
1 . X ,
+ m[”xo — a3, 4 1120 — 272 + 24 26|
(119)
20/ 20 (BT S0 )b Ll — 2| (120)
/:+ -0 (121)

holds with probability at least 1 — 4 eXp(—“’;) for any v > 0.

Proof. Here ¢4, and €j,, are bounded almost surely and have
stationary means. Specifically, we have 0 < 559 < gp and
0< efm < gp both hold with probability 1. Applying Lemma

E] to both error sequences, we can write,
k
i+l
Z € —E

Pr >t] <2 ( il )
>t) <2exp| 7—5 |
— (k+1)ed

for all
(122)

k
Ze&i]

=0

t>0.

where Pr is a probability measure in the sample space (2, (.)
stands for either g or h.
Defining the constant mean E[ e ]

tuting in (122) yields
k

Pr( el

0
forall ¢ > 0.

E [6( )Q] and substi-

—2t2
>t | <2exp m )

(123)

E[E(-)sz}

—Zz

il



vV k‘+1€o fOr

By choosing ¢ = Y2 =<0 some v > 0, we obtain

k
k+1 —~2
(|36, — kEfen]] > A0} e (220,
=0 2 2
for all ~>0.
(124)
Equivalently,
k
; Wk + 1gg
e S K+ DE[e(p] + —5— (129

=0

holds with probability at least 1 — 2 eXp(—'Y;) for any v > 0.

Using the last inequality in Theorem [2] and Corollary [T and
applying Lemma [ completes the proof of Theorem [3] and
Corollary [2] respectively. O

III. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

In this section, we validate our proposed technique on
regularized inverse problems using the WLM-ADMM scheme
with simulated and practical computational inaccuracies.

A. Experimental setup

Synthetic data matrix A € R™*"™ and vector b € R™ are
randomly generated with m = 500 and n = 100.

To simplify the algorithm verification process, the WL-
ADMM scheme @) is used with L = I, p = 1.2 and
Az = A, = 1 in both experiments. The algorithm is also
randomly intialized for each experiment.

In the LASSO experiment, we inject simulated computa-
tional errors generated from a zero-mean truncated Gaussian
distribution. The parameter ¢ is used as a noise level parameter
that controls the range of the generated error sequences.
0 =~ 30, where o is the standard deviation. The generated error
sequences satisfy |eF| < d|a*], [ef| < 6]2%| for all k> 1, and
for k = 0 we have ¢) =€} = 0.

In the regularized robust regression experiment, two types of
approximation errors are introduced. The first approximation
error corresponds to the early termination of step (31a) which
is introduced via CVX’s cvx_precision parameter. The
second approximation error corresponds to loop perforation in
step (3TB) which is introduced via a skip parameter in both
inner loops of Algorithm 1 in . The error sequences sk
and 5h can be calculated as follows

o = [o(proxg (01,0 + Jlproxs (01,) ~ T

1
= g(prox, (T'1,)) = 5 llprox, (Tv,) =T, ll3|  (126)
k Eh 1 €n 2
e = |hlprox;" (I'z, ) + 5 [lproxj" (2, ) — T2, |12
1
~ h(prox, (1%,) ~ & [prox, (Ts,) ~ T, 3. (127)

We measure the distance from the optimal set using the
suboptimality metric f(z*,2%) — f(x*, 2*) which we simply
refer to it as f*— f* in the plots. The reference f* = f(z*, z*)

10 T

F-F (3 =s0%)
...... Theorem 3 (y = 20,/log(2), § = 80%)
e fE— (= 20%)
e Thcorem 3 (7 = 20,/T0g(2), § = 20%)
Error free

-----......‘p 093)

10° 10 102 108
Tterations, k

Fig. 1: Probabilistic upper bounds based on Theorem 3 vs
error-free bound for problem (T129) (with A = 1), with different
injected noise levels (6 = 20% and § = 80%) and a fixed
probability parameter of v = 204/log(2). The ADMM solver
tolerances are fixed to RELTOL = ABSTOL = 10,

is computed with high accuracy using highly precise solution
for the x-subproblem (g, < 2.2204 x 107'¢) and a skip size
of skip = 1 for the z-subproblem.

In order to validate our probabilistic statement, we have
calculated the empirical probabilities for each experiment. The
empirical probability is given by

_#(F = ) < B(y)]
N

where B(+y) is the y-parameterized probabilistic bound of The-
orem [3] # is the counter operator and N is the experimental
maximum number of iterations k < N.

The simulation period is set to 3000 iterations in both
experiments.

(128)

B. LASSO

In this experiment, we use the approximate WLM-ADMM
scheme of (31) to solve a synthesized LASSO problem with
simulated truncated Gaussian error sequences

minimize = || Az — b||2 + |2
miginize. f(0) = Az =WE e,
subject tox—2=0,

The calculated error bounds are depicted below with their
corresponding empirical probabilities. Figure [T] shows the
automatic adaptation of probabilistic bounds to different noise
levels (6 = 20% and § = 20%). In Figure |2} at a fixed noise
level of 6 = 20%, the probabilistic bounds with v = 24/log(2)
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Fig. 2: Probabilistic upper bounds based on Theorem 3 vs
error-free bound for problem (129) (with A = 1), with an
injected noise level of § = 20% and different values for the
probability parameter (7 = 24/log(2) and v = 201/log(2)).
The ADMM solver tolerances are fixed to RELTOL = 10~* =
ABSTOL = 104,

and v = 20+/log(2) are superimposed on the error-free bound
for comparison. In both figures, the probabilistic error bounds
tend to predict the rate and suboptimal residual (in the objec-
tive function values) with high accuracy. The proposed bounds
are also highly adaptive to different noise levels (Figure [I).
Although we fixed the parameter ~ in Figure 2] this can be
automatically tuned for better accuracy. Both figures suggest
that there is a trade-off between rate and residual estimation,
and a small v always gives better rate estimates at the expense
of degraded residual prediction in the presence of parasitic
computational noise.

The following experiment considers a more practical situa-
tion, where the computational noise comes from a combination
of software tolerance and algorithmic approximation.

10-10
-1
Error free
wem  w Theorem 3 (7 = 24/log(2))
10-15
10° 10 10° 10°

Iterations, k

Fig. 3: Probabilistic upper bounds based on Theorem 3 vs
error-free bound for problem (with Kgupp = 20 and A\ =
1). This is obtained using the exact solver without any loop
perforation, i.e., skip = 1; and the ADMM solver tolerances
are fixed to RELTOL = ABSTOL = 2.2204 x 10716,

C. Robust Regression with k-Support Norm Regularization

In this experiment, we use the WL-ADMM scheme of
to solve a synthesized robust regression problem with
k-support norm regularization

:supp ) 2

S 1
minimize T) = -
zERM,zER™ 1(@) 2

subject to z — 2 =0,

)

A
Az —bll, + =
4z — bl + 5 (12 130

with A\ = 1 and kgp, = 20. Figure [3] below shows the
performance of the WL-ADMM algorithm and the accuracy
of the proposed bounds in the absence of computational noise.
The error-free bound and the proposed probabilistic bound
coincide. As predicted by both convergence bounds, the WL-
ADMM algorithm converges to the optimal solution with high
accuracy at a linear iteration rate complexity O(1/k).

For the approximate WL-ADMM, we use different loop
perforation skip sizes in (3IbB). The resulting ¢, and ¢y
proximal error sequences of ADMM'’s subproblems and
(31D) are plotted below
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Fig. 4: ADMM subproblem’s inner loop solver tolerances (g,
and €p,) for kgpp, = 20 and different loop perforation sizes
(skip = 2 and skip = 50). The outer loop ADMM solver
tolerances are fixed to RELTOL = ABSTOL = 2.2204 x

1016,

We run another experiment by increasing the loop perfora-
tion skip size to skip = 2 in both inner loops of Algorithm
1 in [27]. The probabilistic bound with v = 2/log(2)
is superimposed on the error-free bound for comparison in
Figure [5] We can see that the probabilistic bound, in solid
black, tracks the residual error with high probability (p = 1.00)
while the error-free bound, in red, shows no correlation with
computational noise. The empirically calculated probability
conforms with Theorem [3] which states that the bound holds
with p > 1 — 4exp(—+2/2).

In order to emphasize the accuracy of the proposed proba-
bilistic bounds in suboptimal convergence prediction, we run
another experiment but with increasing the loop perforation
skip size to skip = 50 which corresponds to increased proxi-
mal computational errors. Figure [ depicts the increased noise
level in both ¢, and &}, proximal errors. The function value
iterations and the corresponding error-free and probabilistic
convergence bounds are plotted in Figure [§] As the number of
iterations increases, the probabilistic bound becomes tighter
and more accurate in estimating the noise ball around the
optimum as well as the rate of convergence. The calculated
probability also agrees with the lower bound of Theorem [3]

Although the theoretical lower bound on the probability is
1 — 4exp(—v2/2), we have found that 1 — 2exp(—v2/2) is
empirically tighter in all practical experiments.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this work, we analysed the convergence of a fully inexact
and generalized ADMM version which we referred to as WL-
ADMM. We derived general upper bounds on the algorithm’s
iterations truncation error assuming additive and deterministic
approximation error models. The proposed convergence results
apply to both the nonconvex case as well as to convex case
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Fig. 5: Probabilistic upper bounds based on Theorem 3 vs
error-free bound for problem (130) (with kgp, = 20 and
A = 1). The loop perforation size is skip = 2; and the
ADMM solver tolerances are fixed to RELTOL = ABSTOL =
2.2204 x 10716,
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Fig. 6: Probabilistic upper bounds based on Theorem 3 vs
error-free bound for problem (I30) (with kgp = 20 and
A = 1). The loop perforation size is skip = 50; and the
ADMM solver tolerances are fixed to RELTOL = ABSTOL =
2.2204 x 10716,



under the Lipschitz continuity condition. We also found that
for the deterministic case, the WL-ADMM suboptimal conver-
gence is only guaranteed under summability assumption on the
approximation error sequences of the ADMM'’s subproblems
iterations.

We found that the summability assumption can be relaxed
by using the same additive but also bounded and random
error sequences. We have established probabilistic conver-
gence results for the lower-C? nonconvex case as well as the
Lipschitz continuous convex case under error boundedness and
conditional mean independence conditions.

The proposed probabilistic bounds were validated and tested
on practical software’s (CVX solver) early termination errors
combined with loop perforation error of different sizes. We
also tested the proposed bounds on injected simulated noise.
Based on the presented experimental results from synthetic
LASSO and k-support norm regularized robust regression
problems, the probabilistic bounds predicted the residual error
and the convergence rate (to the suboptimal solution) with
high accuracy without any explicit or implicit assumptions on
the approximation errors statistics nor its dynamics (vanishing
rate).

APPENDIX
SOME KNOWN RESULTS

Lemma 1. Let © € H. Then z+ = prox,(z) if, and only if,
(x —xt) € Og(z™).

Lemma 2. Given a convex function f. For A > 0, define G:
R™ x R™ — (—00, 00| as the proper, closed, and 1/\-strongly
convex function

1 2
Define y* = arg minG(y, x) as the minimizer of G with
respect to y when x is fixed, and y* € {y : G(y,x) —
G(y*,x) < €} as an e-approximate solution of the same

problem. Then,
17" =", < V22e.
Proof. See [64, p. 43]. O

Lemma 3 (Hoeffding bound). Suppose that the random
variables X;, i = 1,...,n are independent, and X; has mean
w; and sub-Gaussian parameter ;. If we define S = Zle X;
then for all t > 0, we have

Pr(S—]E[S]| >t> §2exp(22:_fii2>. (131)
In particular, if X; € [a,b] for all i =1,2,...,n, then
Pr(S—E[SM >t> < 26Xp<k_2t2). (132)
(b—a)?
Proof. See [56, p. 24]. O

Lemma 4. Let (0, F, Pr) be a probability space and T;,i =
1,...,m, events in F. Let t; be some function of a scalar
variable . If we have

Pr<Ti > ti(’)’)) < Pi(v), (133)

forall i =1,...,m, then the following holds

r(ummzem) < pe. A
=1

Equivalently we have
Pr(uz’il T; < tm)) >1-Y P(y). (139
i=1

Lemma 5 (Jensen’s inequality). For a convex function f,
Jensen’s inequality implies
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