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Abstract—Recently, several nonconvex sparse regularizers
which can preserve the convexity of the cost function have
received increasing attention. This paper proposes a general class
of such convexity-preserving (CP) regularizers, termed partially
smoothed difference-of-convex (pSDC) regularizer. The pSDC
regularizer is formulated as a structured difference-of-convex
(DC) function, where the landscape of the subtrahend function
can be adjusted by a parameterized smoothing function so as to
attain overall-convexity. Assigned with proper building blocks,
the pSDC regularizer reproduces existing CP regularizers and
opens the way to a large number of promising new ones.

With respect to the resultant nonconvexly regularized convex
(NRC) model, we derive a series of overall-convexity conditions
which naturally embrace the conditions in previous works. More-
over, we develop a unified framework based on DC programming
for solving the NRC model. Compared to previously reported
proximal splitting type approaches, the proposed framework
makes less stringent assumptions. We establish the convergence
of the proposed framework to a global minimizer. Numerical
experiments demonstrate the power of the pSDC regularizers
and the efficiency of the proposed DC algorithm.

Index Terms—sparse recovery, nonconvex penalties, convexity-
preserving regularizers, nonconvexly regularized convex models,
DC programming

I. INTRODUCTION

HE last two decades have witnessed a flourish of studies

in sparsity-aware processing [1]-[4]. A prominent ap-
proach to estimate sparse signals is the variational method
which pursues a minimizer of the following cost function:

minei%lgze J(x) = F(x) + \¥(x), (1)

where ' : R™ — R is the data fidelity term, A > 0 is a tuning
parameter, and ¥ : R” — R U {+o0o} is a regularizer that
promotes sparseness of the solution.

The ideal choice for W is the [y pseudo-norm, i.e., the
number of nonzero components in the input vector. However,
this leads to a discontinuous nonconvex optimization problem
which is known to be NP-hard [5]]. Accordingly, one usually
resorts to continuous approximations of [y pseudo-norm to
circumvent this difficulty. Conventional studies usually have
adopted convex regularizers (e.g., {;-norm [6], Huber function
[7]), which ensure efficient and reliable solution of (1. Never-
theless, since most convex regularizers are coercive (i.e., ¥(x)
goes to +oo if ||x||, goes to 4+00), they usually overpenalize
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the ith component x; when |z;| is large, which causes under-
estimation of the true solution [8]]. To overcome this problem,
continuous nonconvex regularizers (e.g., SCAD [9]], MCP [8])
have been proposed to accomplish less biased estimation.
Although they yield much more tractable nonconvex programs
than the original [y pseudo-norm, when adopted in application,
existing algorithms may get stuck in local minima, which
poses a concern on the reliability of nonconvex models.

To resolve this dilemma, particular convexity-preserving
(CP) regularizers have been proposed to achieve debiased
convex sparse regularization (see Sec. [[I-Bl for details). The
so-called CP regularizer is a special parameterized regularizer.
Although the CP regularizer itself is nonconvex, its shape
can be adjusted by certain tuning parameter so as to induce
the overall-convexity of the cost functiorﬂ Therefore, CP
regularizers enjoy both improved estimation accuracy and
reliability of solution. Due to such favourable properties, there
is an increasing need to design CP regularizers for more
general regularization problems than sparse regularization, and
to develop unified solution methods for the resultant noncon-
vexly regularized convex (NRC) models, which constitutes the
motivation of the current study.

Earlier CP regularizers are mostly case-specifically designed
for the sparse least-squares problem [10], the low rank matrix
recovery problem [11] or particular variants of them [12],
[13]. To further exploit the power of CP regularizers, more
general formulations of CP regularizers [[14], [15] have been
proposed, and solution algorithms [16] for NRC models with
split feasibility type constraints [17] have been developed.
However, the existing studies have the following limitations:

1) Previous CP regularizers [1Q], [[14], [15] mainly consider
quadratic data fidelity terms, which do not cover general
observation systems such as computed tomography [18].

2) Existing proximal splitting type algorithms [10], [14]—
[16] for NRC models rely heavily on the proximability@
of the component functions, which may fail in practice.

3) Existing proximal splitting type algorithms [10], [14]-
[L6] for NRC models deal with multiple regularizers [14,
Example 3] and convex constraint [16] by lifting the
problem to a higher-dimensional space.

The current paper is devoted to generalizing prior arts as
well as tackling the difficulties above. Our major contributions
can be summarized as follows:

'More precisely, given any data fidelity term F and weight parameter
A satisfying suitable conditions, one can always find some proper tuning
parameter value so that the resultant cost function is convex.

2See Sec. for the definition of “proximable” functions.
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1) We propose a general class of CP regularizers termed
partially smoothed difference-of-convex (pSDC) regu-
larizer. The pSDC regularizer enjoys remarkable power
of representability. Assigned with proper building block
functions, the pSDC regularizer reproduces existing CP
regularizers [10], [14], [15] and opens the way to a large
number of promising new ones.

2) We study an abstract NRC model which takes general
convex data fidelity terms, general convex constraint
and multiple regularizers into account. With respect to
this NRC model, we derive a series of overall-convexity
conditions which naturally embraces the conditions pro-
posed in previous works [10], [11]], [L3]-[15].

3) We develop a unified framework for solving the pro-
posed NRC model. This DC programming [19] based
framework does not assume component functions to be
proximable, thus is less stringent. Moreover, it does not
necessarily enlarge the dimension of the problem when
additional regularizers and constraints are involved.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section
introduces the necessary mathematical preliminaries and
provides a brief introduction on the conventional studies of
CP regularizers. In Section we formally propose the pSDC
regularizer, and demonstrate its powerful representability by
concrete examples. In Section we study an abstract NRC
model which incorporates multiple pSDC regularizers along
with general convex data fidelity terms and general convex
constraint, and we present a series of overall-convexity con-
ditions with respect to this NRC model. In Section we
develop a DC type solution algorithm for the proposed NRC
model and establish its convergence to a global minimizer.
Section[VIlprovides results of numerical experiments, followed
by conclusion in Section A preliminary short version of
this paper was presented at a conference [20].

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Mathematical Preliminaries

Let N, R, Ry be the sets of nonnegative integers, real num-
bers and positive real numbers. For n-dimensional Euclidean
space R™, (-,-) and |||, (p > 1) denote respectively the stan-
dard inner product and the /,,-norm in R". 0,, stands for the
nx 1 zero vector and O,,,«,, denotes the m xn zero matrix. I,
denotes the n x n identity matrix. diag (d1, da, . . ., d,,) denotes
the diagonal matrix with diagonal entries d;,ds, ..., d,. For
A e Rm*n AT € R™ ™ denotes its transpose. For a square
matrix A € R™"*", tr(A) denotes its trace. For A € R™*™,
||A|l and ||Al|, respectively denote its Frobenius norm and
spectral norm, and [[Al], ; = Z?Zl lajl|, is the I3 1-norm,
where a; is the jth column vector of A.

For f : R™ — [—o00, +00], the lower level set of f at height
¢ € R is defined as leveef = {& € R" | f(z) <&}, and
the domain of f is dom f = {x € R" | f(x) < +oc}. For
a differentiable function f : R™ — R, Vf(x) denotes its
gradient at * € R”. For a twice differentiable function f :
R" — R, V2f(x) € R"™" denotes its Hessian matrix at

x € R"™. For a convex function f : R* — R U {400}, the
subdifferential of f at x € R™ is

Of (@) ={ueR" [ (Vz €R") (z —z,u) + f(x) < f(2)},

ifu € df(x) # 0, then w is called a subgradient of f at . We
denote T'y(R™) as the set of all proper lower semicontinuous]
convex functions from R™ to RU{+oco} [22]. For f in T'o(R™),
the proximity operator of f is defined as

1
Proxs(x) = argmin [f(Z) + 5 lle— Z”g] :
2CR™ 2

We say that f is proximable if Prox,; can be computed
to high precision efficiently for every v > 0. For mappings
Fy : R" - R™ and F; : R™ — RP, F5 o F; denotes their
composition. For a nonempty closed convex set C' C R", the
indicator function of C' is defined as

0, if zeC,

to i R" = [—o00,+00] : {+OO

otherwise.

For f,g : R* — R U {+o0}, (fOg) stands for the infimal
convolution [22] of them:

(fOg)(x) =
and the infimal convolution is exact at * € R" if

(Bz e R") (fUg)(x) = f(2) + g(x — 2) € (—o0, +0];

inf (f@+ge-2), @

(fOg) is exact if it is exact at every point of its domain.
In the sequel, we introduce the inf-smoothing technique
which play a critical role in the proposed pSDC regularizer.

Definition 1. Let f € I'o(R") and let w : R — R be a
differentiable convex function with Vw being Lipschitz con-
tinuous with constant 1/0 (o > 0). Suppose that (fOw)(x)
is finite for every € R™. Then we call fOw the inf-conv
smooth approximation of f by w.

The definition above is a slightly modified version of [23|
Def. 4.2]. It implies that given a convex function f and a
smooth convex function w, f[w is a smooth approximation
of f, as summarized in the following proposition.

Proposition 1. Let f{w be the inf-conv smooth approximation
of [ by w. Then the following holds:

1) fOw is differentiable and with gradient ¥V ( fOw) which
is Lipschitz with constant %
2) let © € R", and suppose that z, satisfies that
Zy € argmin f(z) + w(x — z),
z€R™
then V(fOw)(x) = Vw(x — 2),
3) (f0w) € To(R™).

Proof. The results 1) and 2) follows from [23, Thm. 4.1].
Combining the finite-valuedness, continuity of (fCw) with
[22, Prop. 12.11] yields 3). O

3For f : RV — R U {400}, f is referred to as proper if dom f :=
{z e RN | f(x) < +oo} # 0, and lower semicontinuous if lev<ef is
closed for every £ € R [21, Thm. 2.6].



From Proposition[Il one can imagine that fCw is a smooth
convex approximation of f, and its shape can be adjusted by
the smoothing function w. As will be shown in Section [l and
by equipping w with a shape-controlling tuning parameter
P, a part of the pSDC regularizer would be deformable. And
when the pSDC regularizer is adopted as ¥ in (), one can
adjust P to attain the overall-convexity of .J in ().

B. Related Works

1) Primitive CP Regularizers: The idea of CP regularizers
and NRC models dates back to over three decades ago [24]-
[26]. However, earlier studies [L1], [13], [24]-[26] usually
assume the presence of a strongly convex term (e.g., a strongly
convex data fidelity or the [o regularization term), hence
are fundamentally limited. For example, in [25], the author
proposed the following nonconvex regularizer:

1\ 2
Vgt (z;0) = Zﬁm‘m — @l - az (wl - 5) ©

i~ g 4

for estimating binary imagesﬂ, where x = [:101, . ,ZC,JT €
R™ is the estimate of the unknown binary image, ¢ ~ j means
that x; and z; are neighbouring pixels, 3 := (Bm—)iwj C Ry,
o > 0 is the shape controlling tuning parameter.

Since the first term in (B) is convex and the second is
concave, Wy is the difference between two convex functions,
i.e., Upr is a difference-of-convex (DC [19]]) function. We
consider the quadratic data fidelity Fyuaa(x) == 5 [ly — AmHg
and the following cost function

Jp1(x; @) = Fyyaa(x) + AU (x; @).
It has been proved in [23] that if « satisﬁe
Amin(ATA) > Aa > 0, 4)

then the concave second term of AUp; would be overpowered
by Fquad, Whereby the cost function Jgi(-; ) is convex.

This example reveals an important fact, that is: if there
exists a strongly convex term in the cost function J, then
we can introduce some concave terms into the regularizer ¥
to improve its regularizing properties while maintaining the
overall-convexity of the cost function. However, @) implies
the nonsingularity of AT A, which usually fails to hold in
applications such as sparse recovery problems.

2) The Generalized Minimax Concave Penalty: The first
CP regularizer that does not require strong convexity of F,ad
(i.e., nonsingularity of AT A) is the generalized minimax
concave (GMC) penalty [10] defined as follows:

\IJGMc(m; B) = ll (ilt) — (lquB)(:v), (5)

where Ii(z) = [|z|, is the l;-norm, gg(z) = L| Bzl
is a quadratic smoothing function with B € RP*™ being
the shape controlling tuning parameter. The GMC penalty is

4One can verify that the first term of Wy is a convex term which promotes
the correlated structure of the image, and the second term is a concave term
which promotes the binarity of pixels.

3Amin(+) is the smallest eigenvalue of the input matrix.

the difference between the [;-norm and its inf-conv smooth
approximation by ¢g, hence as Uy, Ugnc is a DC function.

We note that the GMC penalty is a nonseparable multi-
dimensional generalization of the minimax concave penalty
(MCP [8]), more precisely, if BTB is diagonal, then ¥gnic
reproduces a weighted sum of MCP, which accounts for the
name of the GMC penalty. In contrast to the standard MCP,
the shape of Ugmc(+; B) can be adjusted flexibly via changing
B. For the following cost function

Jamc(z; B) = Fyuad(x) + A\Wamc(z; B),
it is proved in [10] that if B satisfies
ATA - \B"B, (6)

then the concave term —A(l10q¢p)(x) is overpowered by
Fquad(), and the cost function Jowmc(-; B) is convex.

Remarkably, () does not require A7 A to be nonsingular
as (@) does. Instead, by (6), ¥gnmc is able to exploit the
“partially strong convexity” of Fyyaq, more precisely, if the
data fidelity term is strongly convex in certain direction (e.g.
the eigenvectors of AT A with nonzero eigenvalues), then one
can introduce concavity into Ve in this direction to achieve
better approximation of the ly pseudo-norm.

3) Extensions of the GMC Penalty: Certain efforts have
been made to broaden applicability of ¥gyc. One notable ex-
tension is the linearly involved generalized Moreau enhanced
(LiGME) model [14], [27]:

Yricme(x; B) = o (Lx) — (vOgp)(Lx), 7

where L € R?*™ is the analysis matrix which encodes the
sparsifying domain of the interested signal; ¢ € T'o(R?) is a
kernel function which is no longer restricted to the [;-norm,
but can be any proximable function. Accordingly, the LIGME
model allows applying the construction technique of GMC to
more general convex kernel functions. A variant of the LiIGME
model with split feasibility type constraints is studied in [16].

Another useful extension of GMC is the sharpening sparse
regularizers (SSR) framework [13]:

\IJSSR(CB; B) = ll(:v) - ((ll o) L)D((I) @) B))(w), (8)

where L € R?7*™ is the analysis matrix which is embedded
at a different position from the LiGME model, ®(z) =

L1 ¢(z;) with ¢ € To(R) is an isotropic smoothing function
which is not restricted to the lo-norm. While the SSR model
does not consider variability of the kernel function, it allows
adopting different smoothing function ®, thus can adjust the

shape of the regularizer more delicately.
So far, overall-convexity conditions and proximal splitting

type [28] algorithms have been developed independently with
respect to the GMC [10], LiGME [14] and SSR [[15] models.



TABLE I: Prior arts as special instances of the pSDC regularizers

1 () P2(2z) op(z) M | P

Upr (- a) Sy Biglei— x| | g quyey(z) | alzll; | In | @
Yamc(; B) R =l sIBz|3 | In | B
ViiamE(; B) Y(Lx) P(2) 3 |Bzl3 | L | B
Yssr(+; B) llll; | Lzl ®Bz) | In | B

ITII. THE PARTIALLY SMOOTHED
DIFFERENCE-OF-CONVEX REGULARIZERS

A. Abstract Formulation

The proposed pSDC regularizer is formulated as followsd:
Up(x; P) = i (x) — (V2ldp) (M), ©)

where ¢ € To(R™) and 2 € I'o(RY) are kernel functions,
M € R?7*™ is an analysis matrix, P is the shape controlling
tuning parameter (which may be a number, a vector or a ma-
trix) and the corresponding smoothing function ¢p € I'y(R?)
is differentiable with V¢p being Lipschitz continuous on
R? with constant 1/0p. In contrast to the LIGME and SSR
models introduced above, the pSDC regularizer permits at the
same time the presence of analysis matrix, the variability of
both the kernel functions and the smoothing function, thus its
construction is very flexible (see Table [I).

The pSDC regularizer is the difference between v (-) and
(¥oO¢p)(M-), where the former is a kernel function and
the latter is a linearly involved smooth approximation of
another kernel function. By Proposition [Il both );(-) and
(o0¢p) (M -) are convex functions, hence similar to existing
CP regularizers introduced in Section [I=Bl W,(:;P) is a
parameterized DC function whose subtrahend part can be
adjusted by the tuning parameter P.

In applications, we expect 11,19 to determine the basic
landscape of the pSDC regularizer such that ¥, (-;P) serves
as a qualified regularizer (which is the reason we call 91, ¥
kernel functions). On the other hand, we adjust the shape
of ¥,(-;P) by the smoothing function ¢p to attain overall-
convexity. More precisely, if P satisfies the overall-convexity
conditions specified in Section [[V] the cost function in is
convex despite nonconvexity of U, (-;P).

We note that the pSDC regularizer is a unification and
generalization of prior arts (cf. Example [I). In the sequel, we
demonstrate the powerful representability of pSDC regulariz-
ers by presenting concrete examples. The convexity-preserving
property of the pSDC regularizer will be studied in Section[[V}

B. Concrete Examples of the pSDC Regularizers

First, we show that all of the existing CP regularizers
introduced in Section [[I-Bl can be regarded as special instances
of the pSDC regularizer. See the following example.

The formulation of the pSDC regularizer was previously reported in [20].
In this paper we newly add Example 2] to illustrate the applicability of
the pSDC regularizer to more general regularization problems. Besides, the
overall-convexity conditions discussed in Section are more general.

Example 1 (Existing CP regularizers). Assigned with proper
building blocks, ¥, reproduces V¥gr [25], ¥gmc [10],
Uriame [14] and Wgsr [15], as summarized in Table [Il

Moreover, since (12J¢p) is a smooth approximation of ),
V,spc can be regarded as a partially smoothed approximation
of the function ¢ (x) — ¥2(Ma). Thus for every DC-type
nonconvex regularizer, we can build a pSDC regularizer as its
partially smoothed approximation. We note that the class of
DC functions is a very broad class such that every continuous
function can be approximated to arbitrary precision by a DC
function [29, Prop. 2.3 (ii)]. In particular, it has been known
that many nonconvex sparse regularizers are in this class [30].
Accordingly, the pSDC regularizer certainly encompasses a
large number of promising new regularizers.

In the following, we present an illustrative example to
show how one can construct the pSDC version of a DC-
type nonconvex sparse regularizer. Although our example is
for sparse regularization, we note that the same technique can
be applied for constructing general purpose CP regularizers (if
given a DC-type regularizer as prototype).

Example 2 (The pSDC version of a DC type regularizer). We
consider the capped-/; penalty [31], which is a DC-type sparse
regularizer formulated as follows:

Weapped () = ], = Y max {|z;| — 1,0}
i=1

To construct the pSDC version of W¢apped, We adopt M = I,
and the following setting in (9):

Pi(z) = [l ,
Ya(x) = Zmax{|xi| - 1,0},
i=1

op(x) =
The resulting pSDC regularizer is depicted in Fig. [l with

1
3 |Bz||} with P == B.

2 1
1 2

B"B =

From the figure, one can verify that the pSDC version of
Weapped 1 a deformable approximation of the original reg-
ularizer, and has similar sparseness-promoting property as
Weapped- One can imagine that the shape of the pSDC version
of Weapped 18 close to the original regularizer ¥ ,ppeq if BTB
is close to I,,. However, such a matrix BT B usually does
not satisfy the overall-convexity condition specified in Section
[Vl In practice, one has to trade off the sparseness-promoting
performance against the overall-convexity.



(a) \Ilcappcd

(b) the pSDC version of Wcapped

Fig. 1: 2D surface and contours of W.up,peq and its pSDC version.

IV. A GENERAL NONCONVEXLY REGULARIZED CONVEX
MODEL AND ITS OVERALL-CONVEXITY CONDITIONS

In this section, we consider a general nonconvexly regular-
ized convex (NRC) model which incorporates multiple pSDC
regularizers along with general convex data fidelity terms and
convex constraints, and we conduct a thorough discussion on
its overall-convexity conditions.

A. The Proposed NRC Model

As shown in Section [[I=B] the overall-convexity of the NRC
model relies on the presence of “partially strongly convex”
terms. Hence to derive the overall-convexity condition, we
must take the whole cost function into account. Without loss
of generality, we can assume that the cost function of the
interested signal estimation problem is composed of:

1) a convex data fidelity term Fy € I'o(R"),

2) a number of convex constraints, and we assume that
their intersection is a nonempty closed convex feasible
set (denoted by Cy C R"™),

3) a number of pSDC regularizers defined as

Ui (x5 ;) = i () — (‘/’éi)m(bgz) (M),

where ¢ = 1,...,r, M; € R%*" w(i) Lo (R™),
S € To(R%), ¢4 O e 1y (R%) with P; being the shape
controlling tuning parameter In addition, we assume that
the weight parameter \; for \I!,(,Z) is positive.
Especially, we note that by setting z/zél)(-) = g)() =0, we
have U (z; P;) = \" (x) € Ty(R"), hence every proper,
lower semicontinuous convex regularizer can be regarded as a
special instance of pSDC regularizer.
Taking all the terms above into account yields the following
regularization problem:

) + Z AT
(:c P;) into (I0) yields

ZA (v8700%),) (M

One can verify that if we define z; € R?%,

mmlmlze Fy(x (10)

Substituting the expression of \I/

xeC + Z )\ldjll

mlmmlze Fo(z

T

T
z = [z? zT} e Rlat+ar) —. Ra

and the following:

Fi(x) +Zw1 ) + 1oy (), (11)
Z A (z1), (12)
Z)\ zl ) with P == (Py,...,P,), (13)
T
= = [MIT,MQT,...,MTT : (14)
then (I0) can be transformed into a more compact form:

minimize F;(z) — (F>00p)(Ex). (15)

xeR™

For simplicity of discussion and superior representability,
hereafter we consider the abstract cost function of (13):

Jp(z; P) = Fi(x) — (F200p)(BEx), (16)

where we assume F; € T'o(R™), Fy € Th(R?), E € RI*™,
®p € T'h(RY) is differentiable with V®p being Lipschitz
continuous on RY with constant 1/0p. Comparing (I6) with
(@D, one can verify that .J,(-; P) has a similar structure to the
pSDC regularizer, and is also a DC function.

B. The Overall-Convexity Conditions

In this section, we formally establish the overall-convexity
conditions with respect to J,,(-; P). In a specific regularization
problem, Fy and Cy in (I0) are usually given in advance. In
addition, to ensure certam regularlzmg properties of the pSDC
regularizer, 1/11 and 1/)2 in \IJ() are assigned in advance,
hence F; and F5 in (I6) are fixed. In this case, for a fixed set
of the weight parameters {)\;};_,, one need to find a proper
value of P, say P, (where “0” means overall-convexity), so
that J,,(-;P,) is convex. In the sequel, we discuss about the
conditions that P, must satisfy.

Before presenting the results, we make the following as-
sumption to ensure that in (&), (F>(0®p) is an inf-conv
smooth approximation (cf. Definition [[) of F5.

Assumption 1. For every s € RY, (F5,0®%p,)(s) is finite, i.e.,
(Fo0®p,)(¢) is real-valued.

We note that if F» and ®p  are both bounded from
below, then Assumption [I] is satisfied, hence the assumption



is not limiting. Under Assumption[Il we present the following
overall-convexity condition, from which one can develop a
number of more easily verifiable conditions.

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumption || holds, and that P,
satisfies that for every z € dom Fp C RY,

Mz (5Po) = F1(-) — @p, (B~ —2) a7
is convex, then J,(-;P,) € I'o(R™).
Proof. See Appendix O

Theorem [l indicates that the convexity of J,(+; P,) in (L16)
only depends on the relation between the minuend kernel
function F; and the smoothing function ®p,, and is inde-
pendent of the subtrahend kernel function F>. More precisely,
if ®p_ is “flat” enough so that for every displacement z € RY,
the convexity of ®p_ (E - —z) is overpowered by that of F},
then the smoothed subtrahend function (F>0®p )(E-) in (16)
is “flat” enough and is overpowered by Fj, which in turn
guarantees the convexity of J,(-;P,).

Especially, we note that the overall-convexity condition
described in Theorem [ is a sufficient condition but not a
necessary one. See the following 1d counter example.

Example 3. Let Fi(z) = 2%/2, Fa(z) = 2%, = = 1,
®p,_(z) == 22, then one can verify that for z = 0,

2 £C2

x
My(z;P,) = — — (x — 0)* = -~

2 2
is nonconvex. However, substituting the expressions of

F, Fy, =, &p, into (I6) yields

2
Ip(x;Po) = % - Inellg (22 + (z — 2)?)
2 2
= — — — = O
2 2 ’

which implies that J,(-; P,) is convex although the convexity
of M,(-;P,) does not hold for z = 0 € dom F5.

Theorem[I]naturally implies the following overall-convexity
condition, which is easier to verify compared to the condition
proposed in Theorem

Corollary 1. 1) Suppose that in ([6), ®p, is twice continu-
ously differentiable on RY and Fy can be expressed as
Fi(z) = FY (z) + F{' () (18)

with F§, FI* € To(R™). In addition, suppose that there exists
an open set C{ O dom Fy such that Fy is twice continuously
differentiable on C3. In this case, if P, satisfies that

(Vo € C5,Vz € RY) V2F(x) = BT V?®p, (2)E,
then Jp(-;P,) € To(R™).

2) Moreover, suppose that F} is expressed as

Fi(e) =Y &lalw),
i=1

T
where A = |aq, a9, -, Q| €R™™ & €o(R) is twice
continuously differentiable on dom &; satisfying:

(Ve e Cf) &'(alx) >~ >0,i=1,2,...,m;

In this case, let g)p(z) =Y b_ n(b] z), where P == B =
Lbl’ b, -+ ,b,| €RPX% ;€ To(R) is twice continuously

ifferentiable on domn); satisfying

(VzeR) 0<nj(z) <wj, j=1,2,...,p

Then if P, .= B, € RP*1 satisfies the following inequality:

ATdiag (1, .,Ym) A = BT Bl diag (k1, .. ., kp) BoE,
we have J,(-;P,) € T'o(R™).
Proof. See Appendix [ O

We note that Corollary [l does not only embrace the overall-
convexity conditions in prior arts [10], [14], [15], but also
extends the applicability of existing CP regularizers. In partic-
ular, as will be shown in Section[VI-=C] Corollary [l permits the
pSDC regularizer to be applied in more general observation
systems such as measurement under Poisson noise.

V. A DC-TYPE SOLUTION ALGORITHM

Using the overall-convexity conditions provided in Section
[Vl we can find a proper tuning parameter P, such that the
cost function J,(-;P,) in (L6) is convex. However, despite
convexity, the minimization of the possibly nonsmooth cost
function J,(+; P,) is not easy. This is because most algorithms
for solving (convex or nonconvex) nonsmooth composite
minimization problems (e.g., the forward-backward splitting
algorithm [32]) require the cost function to be the sum of
simple functions whose gradients or proximity operators can
be computed in closed-form, whereas the presence of the
involved term —(F>00®p, )(Z-) hinders the direct application
of such algorithms to the proposed NRC model (13).

To solve special classes of the NRC model (I3), previous
works [10], [14]-[16] mostly transform (I0) into monotone
inclusion problems [22] and develop various proximal splitting
[28] type algorithms for solving it. However, these algorithms
usually make stringent assumptions on the component func-
tions in (I0) (see Sec. for details). To develop a unified
solution algorithm which is applicable to a more general
subclass of (I3)), in this paper, we exploit the DC structure
of J,(+;P,) and propose a novel solution algorithml] for
minimizing it based on DC programming [19].

A. Selected Elements of DC Programming

The goal of DC programming [19] is to find a global
minimizer of a (possibly nonsmooth nonconvex) DC function.
Consider a DC program of the following form:

minimize J(x) = g(x) — h(x), (19)
zeR”

where g, h € T'o(R) with domh = R™. A standard approach

for solving (I9) is the simplified DCA [34].

"The idea of applying DC programming to NRC models was previously
reported in [20], [33]. But in this paper, the considered NRC model is
more general and the convergence analysis is improved (see Theorem [2)).



Algorithm 1: The simplified DCA for solving (19)
Initialization: £ = 0, xy € R™.
Repeat the following steps.
Step 1: obtain uy € Oh (xy).
Step 2: compute x;1 by

Ty € argmin g(z) — (uy, @),
xzeR™

and update k < k + 1.

As summarized in Algorithm [I in every iteration, the
simplified DCA finds a subgradient uy, € Oh(xy). According
to the definition of Oh(xy) (cf. Section [I=A), uy, satisfies that

(Ve € R") h(xz) > hi(x) == h(zk) + (ug, z — z), (20)

hence the affine function h, is an affine minorant of A which
coincides with h at . Substituting hy, for h in (19), we define
the convex surrogate cost function Ji(x) = g(x) — hi(x).
According to (20), the following holds:

(Ve e R"™) Ji(x) > J(x),

thus Jx(x) is a majorant of J(x). The new estimate @y is
selected as a global minimizer of this majorant:

Tp41 € argmin Ji(x) = g(x) — h(xr) — (ug, © — o))

TeR"”
= x4 € argmin g(x) — (ug, ).
zeR"

Since J in is possibly nonconvex and nonsmooth, the
convergence of Algorithm [T to a global minimizer of (T9) is
not guaranteed. Instead, it has been proved in [34] that the
sequence generated by Algorithm [Tl subsequentially converges
to a “critical point” of g — h(=: J), i.e., a point x, satisfying

Og(x.) NOh(x,) # 0.

However, in general, being a critical point of g — h is a
necessary but insufficient condition for being a local minimizer
of J. Especially, even if the cost function J is overall-convex,
a critical point of g — h may not be the global minimizer of
J; see the following 1d counter example.

Example 4. We define g and h as follows:

_ ],
g@%—{ﬂﬂ_L

h@y:{&%4

Then one can verify the following:
1) g,h € T'h(R).
2) 9g(1) =[1,2], h(1) = [0, 1].
3) J(z) == g(x)—h(z) = |z| is convex, and it has a unique
global minimizer at x = 0.

if —1<z<1,

otherwise.

if —1<x<1,
otherwise.

80ne may notice that the underlying idea of the simplified DCA is similar
to that of the majorization minimization (MM) algorithm [35]. However, we
remark that the simplified DCA is not an implementation of MM since it does
not necessarily satisfy (A2.2) in [35].

From 2), we have dg(1) N Oh(1) = {1} # 0, which implies
that z, = 1 is a critical point of g — h. However, z,. =1 # 0
is not the global minimizer of J.

B. Derivation of the Algorithm

Since Jy,(+;P,) is a DC function, (I3) can be regarded as a
special instance of with overall-convexity, which admits
the following decomposition:

g(x) = Fi (=),

h(zx) = Fy(z;P,) = (F,0®p, ) (Ex). 21

Nonetheless, the simplified DCA cannot be applied directly
to Jp(+; Po). This is because h does not have a closed form
expression for its function value, not to mention its subdiffer-
ential, which poses a difficulty in computing uj, € dh(xy). To
overcome this obstacle, we show in Lemma [1] that u; can be
computed through solving a common convex program. Before
presenting the result, we make the following assumption (note
that Assumption 2] implies Assumption [T)).

Assumption 2. The infimal convolution F>[J®p, is exact, i.e.,
for every s € RY, there exists zs € R? such that

Fy(zs)+Pp,(s—2s) = zienngq {F2(2) + Pp, (s —2)}. (22)

Lemma 1. Suppose that Assumption 2] holds. Then:
1) Fy(P,) in (Z1) is in To(R™) and is continuously
differentiable.
2) let z5 be the point satisfying:

zp € argmin Fy(2) + Op, (Bx — 2), (23)

z€R4
then VFy(z;P,) = ETV®p, (BEx — 24).

Proof. The result 1) follows from Proposition [IFH). Applying
the chain rule to Proposition [[}2) yields the result 2). O

Lemma [1}2) indicates that we can obtain uy € dh(xy) =
{VFy(xy;P,)} via solving the convex program (23). Apply-
ing this idea to Algorithm [1] yieldsﬁ the proposed Algorithm
21 Therefore, we can solve the involved NRC model by
solving a sequence of simpler convex programs (24) and 23).

C. Convergence Properties

As shown in Section (k) ey generated by Algorithm
is only guaranteed to converge to a critical point of g — h,
which may not be a global minimizer even if the overall-
convexity condition holds. Since Algorithm [2] is essentially
the same algorithm as Algorithm[Il one may concern that Al-
gorithm [2] yields worse convergence guarantee in comparison
with existing proximal splitting type methods [10], [[14]-[16].

Fortunately, the cost function J,(-;P,) to be solved by
Algorithm [2| has a favourable property in addition to the

9We should note that using Lemmal[ll it is also possible to apply the noncon-
vex forward-backward splitting algorithm to by setting —(Fo0®p ) (E-)
as h and setting F7 as g (cf. [32) Eq. (50)]). However, one can verify that
the resultant algorithm is essentially equivalent to the so-called proximal
linearized DC algorithm [36], which can be regarded as an alternative for
the proposed Algorithm 2] but does not make an essential difference.



Algorithm 2: Proposed DC algorithm for solving
Initialization: £ = 0,y € R"™.
Repeat the following steps until convergence.
Step 1: obtain z; by

zj € argmin Fy(2) + ®p_ (Bxy — 2), (24)

z€R4
_ =T =}
and compute u, = 2 VOp, (BEx) — 21).

Step 2: compute ;1 by

Ty+1 € argmin Fy(z) — (ug, x), (25)

TeR™
and update k < k + 1.

overall-convexity, that is, the subtrahend function Fg(-;Po)
is differentiable. Exploiting this property, we have proved in
Theorem [ that every critical point of Fy(-) — Fa(+;Pp) is
a global minimizer of J,(-;P,) (cf. Appendix D), whereby
we can prove the convergence of Algorithm [2f to a global
minimizer of J,(-;P,). Accordingly, the reliability of the
proposed Algorithm [2] is ensured.

Before presenting the result, since J,(-; P,) is supposed to
be the cost function of a signal estimation problem, we assume
that the solution set of (I3) is nonempty and bounded.

Assumption 3. The set of global minimizers of J,(; P,), i.e.,
arg ming cpn Jp(; Po) is nonempty and bounded.

The convergence properties of Algorithm [2]is as follows.

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumption[I) 2] Bl and the overall-
convexity condition specified in Theorem[Il hold. Let (xr)ken
and (uy)ren be sequences generated by Algorithm 2l and let

a = min Jy(@;P,),

then the following holds:

1) for every k € N, Jp(xrt1;Po) < Jp(xi; Po)-

2) (xk)ken and (ug)gen are bounded.

3) every limit point of (xy)ken, denoted by &, is a global
minimizer of Jp(+; P,), i.e.,

Ip(Z;P,) = a.

4) limp—s4oo Jp(xr; Po) = .

Proof. See Appendix O

One may be interested in the convergence rate of Algorithm
2l We note that if J,(-;P,) is a very simple cost function
such that its so-called Lojasiewicz exponent 6 is known, the
convergence rate analysis is possible. More precisely, let
be the limit point of (xy),cy. then if 6 € (1/2,1), the
convergence of ||x) — ||, is sublinear; if § € (0,1/2],
the convergence of |}, — ||, is linear (see [38, Thm. 3.3]
for details). However, we note that in general the Lojasiewicz
exponent of a given function is unknown, hence it is difficult
to determine the convergence rate of Algorithm [2]in practice.

D. Implementation Details

In practice, when implementing Algorithm 2] one usually
needs to invoke some iterative algorithms to solve the convex
subproblems (24) and (23), which leads to two inner loops.
With respect to these inner loops, several points need to be
discussed; see the following remarks.

Remark 1 (Stopping criteria of the inner loops). In general,
it takes an infinite number of inner iterations to obtain an
exact solution to (24) or 23), which leads to non-terminating
inner loops. To resolve this impracticality, in practice we often
adopt certain stopping criteria to obtain high-quality inexact
solutions to the subproblems. Let 2z ; be the ith inner loop
estimate for zj in 24), and let x4 ; be the jth inner loop
estimate for x;,1 in 23). In this paper, we recommend the
following stopping criteria which require the update caused by
the current inner iteration to be sufficiently small compared to
the last inner estimate. More precisely, we suggest terminating
the inner loop for 24) and set zy := Zp 41 if

2k,5+1 = 2k,5lla < ezl + 61),

and we suggest terminating the inner loop for (25) and set
Tp41 = Thi1,j41 i

|Zk+1,5+1 — Trr1,5lly < (| @kt1,51l, + 02),
where €1, €2 > 0, 51,52 > 0.

Applying the stopping criteria above leads to an inexact
version of Algorithm[2l We note that although the convergence
of this inexact DC algorithm has been verified by extensive
experiments (cf. Section [V1)), it is difficult to prove it theoreti-
cally. Some recent works [36], [39]], [40] have proposed other
inexact versions of DC algorithms, with respect to which the
convergence to critical points can be guaranteed. Nevertheless,
the stopping criteria proposed in these studies usually do not
possess implementability (i.e., the stopping criteria should be
easily verifiable) and achievability (i.e., the stopping criteria
should be satisfied within finite inner iterations) at the same
time, hence are not qualified for solving (13).

Fortunately, during the reviewing process of this paper, we
have developed a novel inexact DC algorithm [41] which can
tackle the aforementioned difficulties for a certain class of DC
functions 1. However, to extend this new algorithm to a more
general class of the NRC model (13) requires more effort, and
we would like to leave it for future research.

Remark 2 (Initialization of the inner loops). Every time we
invoke an inner iterative algorithm for solving @4) (or 23)),
we need to reassign the initial guess 2z ¢ (or Tx11,0). In this
paper, to make full use of the past iterations, we recommend
adopting the warm start strategy, i.e., we set 25 o ‘= zp—1 and
Ti+1,0 = @y, for every k > 0. In this case, the initialization of
the inner loops ultimately reduces to the initialization of z_;
and xo. As will be shown in Section [VI-Bl in the standard
sparse recovery problem, assigning z_; = 0, and x¢y = 0,,

10Ty be more precise, we mean the class of DC functions whose minuend
part can be decomposed as the pointwise maximum of finitely many convex
smooth functions.



TABLE II: Parameter settings for each algorithm.

Algorithm

Hyperparameters ‘

L1 (ISTA [37, Sec. 2.1])

ty = 1.99/ || AT A]|,

GMC [10, Prop. 15]

w=1.99/max{1,p/(1—p)} ||ATA||2

LiGME [14} Alg. 1]

x = 1.01, and o, 7 are defined as [14] Footnote 7]

SSR [15 Alg. 1] (Quad/Log)

o =0.99/2L with L == /(1 +4p?) || AT A]|,

Inner loop of Algorithm ] for (Quad/Log)

ty = 1.990/p || AT Al|,, e1 = 1073, 61 = 10710

Inner loop of Algorithm 2l for (Quad/Log)

ty =1.99/ || AT Al|,, ea = 1073, 5, = 10710

leads to empirically fast convergence, of which an intuitive
interpretation is given in Remark 3

E. Comparison with Proximal Splitting Type Algorithms

Conventional studies [[10], [[14]—[16]] which adopt proximal
splitting type algorithms usually assume the following in (T0):

1) the data fidelity Fp is quadratic. ‘

2) the kernel functions ¢\” 4$" in W are proximable
functions or their compositions with linear operators.
the constraint Cj is of split feasibility type [17], i.e., Co
can be rewritten as

3)

Co={xeR" | AxeC, fori=1,...,s}.

where fori =1,...,s, A; is a linear operator and Cj; is
a “simple” closed convex set (by “simple”, we mean the
projection onto C; can be computed to high precision
efficiently).

Due to these assumptions, existing proximal splitting type
algorithms [[10], [[14]-[16] are applicable to a limited subclass
of the proposed NRC model (13).

In contrast, Algorithm [2] is applicable to as long as
and (23) can be solved by some iterative algorithms.
In particular, substituting into and 23) yields
Algorithm [3] for solving (IQ), and one can verify that if the
assumptions made in proximal splitting type algorithms hold,
then 26) and can be solved efficiently via primal-dual
splitting algorithms [42], [43]. Moreover, various advanced
optimization techniques can be easily incorporated into the
implementation of Algorithm 3] to handle difficult terms or to
yield faster convergence, for example:

1) Nesterov acceleration [44] or Anderson acceleration [45]]
can help achieve faster convergence of the inner loops.
Line search techniques such as Wolfe conditions [46]
can be used to handle differentiable data fidelity term Fj
whose Lipschitz constant of the gradient is unknown.
Adopting interior point methods [47, Ch. 11] as the
inner algorithm for (27), in principle we can deal with
certain non-split-feasibility type constraints such as the
following type:

Co={xeR"| fi(x) <c¢,i=1,...,c},

2)

3)

where f; is convex and twice continuously differentiable.

In addition, proximal splitting type algorithms [14], [16]
deal with the convex constraint and multiple regularizers by
lifting the original problem to a higher dimensional space. In

contrast, Algorithm 3] does not handle constraints and multiple
regularizers directly in a single monotone inclusion problem,
but can deal with them in the simpler convex subproblem (26)
and (7). Hence by employing proper inner algorithms (e.g.,
three-operator splitting scheme [48])), Algorithm [ does not
necessarily increase the problem dimension.

Algorithm 3: Proposed DC algorithm for solving (10)
Initialization: £ = 0, (o € R™.
Repeat the following steps until convergence.
Step 1: fori=1,...,r, obtain z,(;) by

z) € argmin o (2) + o) (Mizi — 2),  (26)

z€RY%

and compute
we= MV, (Moo o).
i=1

Step 2: compute ;1 by

Tpy1 € argmin Fy(x) + Z )\iwgi) () — (ug, x),
i=1

xzeCy
27)
and update k < k + 1.

VI. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

This section evaluates the proposed pSDC regularizer and
the proposed DC algorithm for solving in numerical
experiments. All experiments were performed using MATLAB
(R2020b) on a computer with Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-6700T
CPU 2.80, 16GB (RAM), under Windows 10, 64Bits.

A. Standard Sparse Recovery

We first conduct numerical experiments in a scenario of
standard sparse recovery problems. Through this simplest ex-
ample, we can understand many properties of CP regularizers
and NRC models, and we can verify their superiority over
conventional convex regularization models.

We generate the synthetic data as follows: the sparse signal
to be estimated =, € R19% is generated by ’sprandn” function
in MATLAB, where S out of 1000 components are nonzero.
The observed signal is y = Ax, + €, where the entries of
A € R200x1000 fy]low the standard normal distribution, € is
additive white Gaussian noise. The signal-to-noise ratio (SNR)
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Fig. 4: MSE vs SNR with different sparseness level S.

is defined as SNR = 20log,, (|| Ax.|, /|l€lly) (dB). We
estimate x, from y by solving the following NRC model:

minimize
£ cR1000

1
5 Iy — A} + 20, (@)

1
=5 lly — Ang +Allzll; = AL Ogp) (), (28)

where the sparseness-promoting pSDC regularizer U, (-; p) is
constructed by setting ¢1(-) = () = |-|;, M = I, in
(@@, and we consider two types of smoothing functions ¢,:
1) the quadratic function (Quad): ¢,(-) := & || B,-||3,
2) the logarithmic function (Log): ¢,(-) = ®(B,-) with
200

Z|Zl| - 1Oge(|zi| + 1)7

i=1

D(2) :

where B, = \/p/AA is the steering matrix. Applying the
transformation introduced in Section [[V-A]l one can rewrite
28) in the form of (13D, and one can verify by Corollary [l
that if p € [0,1], then (28) is convex [,

For every fixed group of hyperparameters (i.e., the smooth-
ing function type, the values of \ and p) of (28), we repeat 500
Monte Carlo runs, and evaluate the quality of the recovered
signals via the mean square error (MSE):

500 5
MSE = Z H:céi)t — 2" ‘2 ,
t=1

For the ”Log” smoothing function, one can verify that dp(2)
?0:01 n(szz), \fvhere n(z) = |z| —log.(|z| + 1), by,; is the jth row
vector of B),. Notice that "/ (z) < 1 for every z € R (see [49, Table III]),
Corollary [1}2) can be applied to derive the overall-convexity condition.

where :céi)t and :v,(f) are respectively the recovered signal and

the true signal in the tth trial.

Fig. 2| shows the dependency of MSE on the hyperparame-
ters, where we set the sparseness level .S of x, to be 20, and set
SNR to be 20 dB. Especially, we note that for both smoothing
functions ”Quad” and “Log”, setting p = 0 reproduces the
conventional [;-regularization model, which is depicted as
the ”L1” curve and is considered as a baseline for sparse
recovery. From Fig. 2l one can verify the superior performance
of CP regularizer over conventional /;-norm regardless of the
smoothing function type and the value of p.

Moreover, Fig. [2| dispels a possible concern on CP regu-
larizers: since the overall-convexity of the NRC model (28)
requires the concave part A(||-||; O¢,)(x) to be overpowered
by the ”partially strongly convex” term %Hy - A:c||§ (cf.
Section and [[V), one may concern that the scale of
A(||-l; D¢p)(x) is limited to a very weak level and cannot
lead to significant performance improvement. However, Fig.
shows that for both smoothing functions and all nonzero
values of p, (28) consistently leads to a MSE gain of around
3dB (using the optimal regularization weight \), which verifies
the promising advantage of CP regularizers.

Fig. @ shows MSE versus SNR with different sparseness
level S. For the NRC model (28), we set p = 0.5 for both
smoothing functions. For each regularization model, we set
the regularization weight as

A=\, x 10(207SNR)/20,
where A, is the optimal regularization weight of the corre-

sponding regularization model in Fig. [2l From Fig. 4, one can
verify that the MSE gain of the NRC model (28) compared to



the /;-regularization model increases with SNR and decreases
with sparseness level S.

B. Performance Comparison of Algorithms

Under the same experimental settings as Fig. [2| we com-
pare the performance of the proposed Algorithm [2| with
existing proximal splitting type algorithms. When choosing
the quadratic smoothing function, (28) amounts to the GMC
model, hence can be solved by Algorithm[2] and the algorithms
proposed for the GMC [10], LiGME [14] and SSR [15]
models. On the other hand, when choosing the logarithmic
smoothing function, (28) can be solved by Algorithm 2] and
the algorithm proposed for the SSR [[15] model. We solve the
l1-regularization model by ISTA [37], [50].

For the NRC model (28), we set p = 0.5 for both smoothing
functions. For every regularization model, we adopt the opti-
mal value of A\ shown in Fig.[2l In Algorithm 2] we employ
ISTA [37], [50] as the inner iterative algorithm for solving
@4) and 23), and we use the stopping criteria described in
Remark [T} All algorithms are initialized with zero vectors. The
other parameter settings are summarized in Table [l

Fig. Bl shows the dependency of MSE of each algorithm
on the average computation time. In the figure, each marker
denotes 10 iterations of proximal splitting type algorithms and
1 outer iteration of Algorithm [2l The results demonstrate that
for Algorithm 2] the logarithmic smoothing function leads to
faster convergence than the quadratic one, which reveals a po-
tential merit of using different smoothing functions. Moreover,
despite the generality and double-loop structure of Algorithm
Dl it achieves empirically fast convergence.

Especially, for both smoothing functions, Algorithm [2] is
able to obtain a satisfactory estimate with merely two itera-
tions, which can serve as a useful stopping criterion for (the
outer loop of) Algorithm[2]in practice. In the following remark,
we present an intuitive interpretation for this phenomenon.

Remark 3 (Interpretation of empirically fast convergence of
Algorithm [2). We consider the NRC model (28) with the
quadratic smoothing function. Initializing z_; and xg with
zero vectors and substituting B, = \/p/AA into Algorithm
[l the subproblem @24) of the first iteration reduces to

LA 1
zp € argmin — ||z[|; + = ||A(0, — z)||§ .
z€eRn P 2

One can verify that zg = 0, thus up = 0,, and

1
2y € argmin = [ly — A2+ A,
xzcR™ 2

which means «; is a solution to the [/;-regularization problem.
Accordingly, the first iteration of Algorithm [2] produces a
high-quality guess, and can be interpreted as a bit luxurious
preprocessing step. Started from x;, one can expect that o
can possibly be a satisfactory estimate and hence Algorithm
would approach to the true signal rapidly.
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C. Group-Sparsity Based Poisson Denoising

To demonstrate the potential of the proposed pSDC regu-
larizer to be extended to more complicated scenarios, and to
demonstrate the applicability of the proposed Algorithm [2] to
more general NRC models, we conduct numerical experiments
in the problem of recovering jointly piecewise constant signals
(i.e., all of the signals share the same change-points [51])
corrupted by Poisson noise.

Let the group of piecewise constant signals to be esti-

mated be X, = mgl),mg),m@,w&)} € RI128%4 where
:vil),wg),wg?’),wEf) are piecewise constant signals which

share the same change-points. In each segment of wil) (=
1,2, 3,4), the signal value is uniformly distributed on [0, 50],
which implies that the true solution X, lies in the set:

Cx = {X e R |0 < zj; <50 forevery i,5}, (29)

where zj; is the (j,7) entry of X. Consider the discrete
differential operator D defined as

c R127>< 128’ (30)

-1 1

then DX, possesses group sparsity, i.e., DX, has few rows

with nonzero entries. Our goal is to recover X, from its noisy

measurement Y = [y, y) ¢y y@] € RIZ84 where

the jth entry of y(?, say i, follows the Poisson distribution
zh e~ i

P(yji =k |2ji) = ~—5—,

o k=0,1,2,...

(€19
with z;; being the jth entry of z{”. We note that this
measurement model is also widely used in transmission com-
puted tomography (TCT [18]]). With respect to this measure-
ment model, a natural data fidelity term is the negative log-
likelihood function — log(P(Y | X)), i.e.,

128 4 .
Dojm1 2in (@i — yjilog(zji)) . if 2y >0,
+00, otherwise,

FPrer(X) = {

which is proper, lower semicontinuous and convex.

We aim to estimate X, using the regularization technique
described in this paper. We first present the design of the
pSDC regularizer U, (-;P). Since ¥, should promote the
group sparsity of DX and noting that the [ ;-norm is the
counterpart of the /;-norm for promoting group sparsity [52],
we adopt the following pSDC regularizer:

U, (X P) = [(DX)T|,, = ()], Do ) (DX),
where the smoothing function ¢p is defined as:

2

4

1 .

op(Z) =" 3 HBz‘Z(Z)
=1

1=

2

with P := (B;)}_, and z() being the ith column vector of
Z € R¥27*4_ The regularization model we need to solve is

mipinize Frer(X) + A0, (X (Bi)j—,) .  (32)
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Fig. 5: SE vs hyperparameters.

Next we elaborate on the establishment of the overall-
convexity condition of (32). According to Section [V-Al we
can transform (32) into (I3) by setting = := D and

Fi(X) = Frer(X) 4+ A H(DX)T||2)1 + 104 (X),
F(Z) =27,

4
A N2
=Z B,z
2;“ o 2

Moreover, define &;;(z) == z

— y;i log(z), then we have

4 128

=3 &i(r(E[X)),

=1 j=1

Frer(X

where Ej; € R128%4 is the matrix with the (j,i) entry being
one and other entries being zero. One can verify that F; admits
the following decomposition:

F(X)=F)(X)+ Fln(X), where
128
F{(X) = Frer(X ZZgﬂ (r (BT X)),
=1 j=1

FIN(X) = MDX)T|,; + tox (X).

Define Cf = {X € R84 | 0 < x;; < 50.01 for every i,j},

then C{ D domF; and one can verify that §;; is twice
continuously differentiable on dom &;; satisfying:

s " T Yji
(VX € OF) (X)) > L >

In addition, note that ®p can be rewritten as

> 0, for every j,1

4 128

SN nu(w(BLZ)),

i=1 j=1

(I)p(Z) =

where Bj; € R'27%% is the matrix which shares the same
jth column as v/AB; with the other columns being zeros,
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nji(z) = z? € To(R). One can verify that n; is twice
continuously differentiable on dom7);; satisfying

(Vz € R) 0 <nj(z) <1, for every j, i.

Therefore, we can apply Corollary [[12) to the reformulation
above, which yields the following overall-convexity condition
for choosing (B;)i_;:

,y128.:) = ADTB] B;D.

———diag(yi, .. (33)

1
50.012
In our experiment we exploit the technique introduced in [14}
Prop. 2] to obtain such matrices satisfying (33), wherein the
values of (B;)?_, are determined by a hyperparameter 6 €
[0,1]. Especially, when 8 = 0, ¥}, in (m) reduces to the group
total variation (TV) regularizer H( [153]].

We solve the regularization model dﬁﬁ by Algorithm
More precisely, we solve the subproblem (24) by the forward-
backward splitting algorithm [28] and solve (23) by the
augmented Lagrangian method introduced in [54]. We change
the values of A and 6 € [0, 1], and evaluate the quality of each
recovered signal Xeg (), 0) via the square error (SE):

SE = [ Xest(N, 0) — X, |5

Fig. [5] shows the dependency of SE on A and 6. From
Fig. Bl one can verify that for all nonzero values of 6, the
proposed pSDC regularizer consistently defeats the group total
variation regularizer. Fig. [6] plots respectively the original
signals (black), their noisy measurements (cyan) and recovered
signals by group TV (blue) and the pSDC regularizer (red).
From Fig. [@ one can see that the pSDC regularizer tends to
produce recovered signals with fewer change points, hence
leads to more accurate estimation.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have proposed a general class of convexity-
preserving (CP) regularizers termed the pSDC regularizer. We



have shown by presenting concrete examples that assigned
with proper building blocks, the proposed pSDC regularizer
reproduces existing CP regularizers and opens the way to a
large number of new regularizers. With respect to the resultant
nonconvexly regularized convex (NRC) model, we have de-
rived a series of overall-convexity conditions which naturally
embraces the conditions in previous works. We have proposed
a globally convergent DC algorithm for solving the proposed
NRC model. Numerical experiments have demonstrated the
power of the proposed pSDC regularizer and the efficiency of
the proposed DC algorithm.

APPENDIX A
KNOWN FACTS

Fact 1 (Sum of lower semicontinuous functions [22, Lemma
1.27]). Let (f:)iecs be a finite family of lower semicontinuous
functions from R" to RU {+o0}, and let (o;);er be in Ry 4.
Then Zie ; @i f; is lower semicontinuous.

Fact 2 (Supremum of lower semicontinuous convex functions
[22, Prop. 9.3]). Let (f;)ics be a family of lower semicontin-
uous convex functions from R” to RU {+oc0}, then sup,c; f;
is lower semicontinuous and convex.

Fact 3 (Some useful properties of subdifferential [22, Thm.
16.3 and Corol. 16.48]).

1) Let f:R"™ — RU {400} be proper. Then:
argminf = {x e R" | 0,, € 0f(x)}.
xeR™
2) Let f,g € T'o(R™) and suppose that dom g = R™, then
o(f+g)=0f +dg.
Fact 4 (Twice continuously differentiable convex functions
[55 Thm. 2.1.4]). Let @ C R™ be an open set. A twice

continuously differentiable function f : R® — R is convex
on Q if and only if for every « € Q, V2f(x) = Oyxn.

Fact 5 (Coercive proper lower semicontinuous functions [22|
Prop. 11.12 and 11.13]). Let f € ['o(R™). Then:
1) f is coercive if and only if for every £ € R, the level
set lev<¢ f is bounded.
2) f is coercive if and only if there exists £ € R such that
lev<¢ f is nonempty and bounded.

Fact 6 (Properties of the simplified DCA [34, Thm. 3 (i)(iv)]).
Let ()ren and (ug)ren be sequences defined by Algorithm
[ for (I9). Then the following holds:

J(@p1) < J(2),
Moreover, suppose that J in (I9) is bounded below, i.e.,

inf J(x) > —oo,

xeR™
and suppose that (x)ren and (uy)ren are bounded. Then for
every limit point & of (x)ken, the following holds:

1) there exists a limit point @ of (wg)gen such that u €
dg(x) N Oh(x),
2) limg— 400 J(.’Bk) = J(:i)
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APPENDIX B
PROOF OF THEOREMI]

Proof. We first show that J,(-;P,) is proper. Since F; €
I'o(R™) from assumption, F is proper, lower semicontinuous
and convex. Hence there exists &g € dom Fj, and we have

Jp(wo;Po) = Fl(wo) — (FQD(I)pO)(Ewo) < 400

from Assumption [Il Hence .J,(+; P,) is proper.

Next we prove that J,(-;P,) is lower semicontinuous
and convex. Since ®p_(-) is continuous, —Pp (E - —z) is
continuous (thus is lower semicontinuous). Since Fj is lower
semicontinuous, Fact [Il in Appendix [A] implies that

M,(5P,) = Fi(-) — ®p, (B - —2)
is lower semicontinuous for every z € R9.
We rewrite J,,(x; P,) as follows,
J(@P) = Fi(z) - (B0%p,)(Ee)
= Fi(x) - ziélugq {F2(2) + @p,(Bx — 2)}

= Fif@)—_inl | (Fy(z) + b, (@2~ 2)
=  sup {Fi(z)— Fa(z) — Pp,(BEx —2)}

z€dom F»

=  sup {M.(x;P,) — Fa(2)}.

z€dom F>

Accordingly, J,(-;P,) is the supremum of the following
family of functions:

(Mz(';,PO) - FQ('Z))zedomFg ’

Since we have proved that M (-; P,) is lower semicontinuous
for every z € R? ,and M.(-;P,) is convex for every
z € domF, from assumption in Theorem [1 J,(-;P,) is
the supremum of a family of lower semicontinuous convex
functions, hence is lower semicontinuous convex (Fact [2)).
Combining the discussion above completes the proof. [l

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF COROLLARY 1]

Proof. 1) For a fixed z € RY, we define
My (z;P,) = Fi(x) — ®p, (BEx — 2).
Taking the Hessian of M (z; P,) on Cf yields (cf. [47, A.4.4]
for derivation of V2M,(z;P,))
VEM,(x;P,) = V?F; (x) — BT V?®p, (BEx — 2)E.
The following holds from assumption:

(Va € C,Vz € dom F) V2M_,(x;P,) = Onxn.

Hence Fact [ guarantees that V2M,(-;P,) is convex on C§
for every z € dom F». Moreover, since
M.(3P,) = Fi() — B, (2 —2)
= F{()+ FI'() - @p, (2 —2)
= V(5 Po) + F{ (),
for every z € dom F5, the convexity of F|* and the convexity

of Mz(-;PO) on C§ D domkF; yields the convexity of
M, (-;P,). Thus J,(+;P,) € T'o(R™) from Theorem [1I



2) From the assumption, we have the following:
{(aiz)
V2F}(z) = AT A.
&nlan,@)
Since ¢/ (aXx) > ; for every = € Cf, the following holds
{(a;)
= diag (v1, .-+ Ym)
Enlane)
for every « € C7, which implies the following inequality:

On the other hand, consider the smoothing function

(Ve € Cf) V2F(x) = ATdiag (71, . .. (34)

P
Op(z) = n;(b] 2),
j=1
then for every z € RY, the following holds:
(b1 )
V20p(z) = BT B.
1y (by 2)

Since 77 (2) < r; for every z € R, we have

(b1 2)
=< diag (K1,...,kp),
my (b, z)
which implies the following inequality:
(Vz € R?) V20p(2z) < BTdiag (k1,...,kp) B.
From the assumption that P, := B, satisfies
ATdiag (v1,...,vm) A = E' Bl diag (k1, . .., k) BoE,

we conclude that for every z € RY,
ATdiag (v1,...,7m) A = ETV?®p, (2)E,
combining which with yields the following
(Vo € C5,Vz € RY) V2F{(x) = ETV?Dp, (2)E.

Hence J,(-;P,) € I'o(R™) from the result of 1). O

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF THEOREM 2]

Proof. 1) The result follows from Fact
2) Since the overall-convexity condition holds, we
Jp(:;Po) € To(R™) by Theorem [Il Define

have

az:ziggnjk(w;ﬁz)
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then from Assumption [3]

lev<y Jp(+;Po) = argmin Jp(+; Po)
xeR"

is nonempty and bounded. By Fact 3 J,(-;P,) is coercive,

which implies that for &y == Jp(x0; Po), lev<e, Jp(-;P,) is
bounded. According to the result 1), for every k£ > 1,

Tp(@k; Po) < Jp(®o; Po) = o,

hence (zj)ren C lev<g, Jp(;P,) is bounded.

Since we have up = VFy(xy;P,) and VI, (-;P,) is
continuous from Lemma [1l we can yield the boundedness of
of (ug)gen from the boundedness of (x)gen.

3) Let & be a limit point of (xy)kgen. By Fact[@ there exists
a limit point @ of (uy)ren such that

u € OFy (&) NOFy(x;Po) = OF (@) N {VEFa(2;Po) } -
The inclusion above implies that & = V Fy(Z; P,) and
VFy(z;P,) € OF ().
Hence the following inclusion hold
0, € {u—VF(x;P,) |ucdFi(x)}. (35)
Since J,(Z; P,) = F1 (&) — F»(x; P,), we have
Fi(Z) = Jp(2;Po) + Fa(T; P,).
By Thm. [l and Lemma [l J,(-;P,) and Fy(-;P,) are in
To(R™). In addition, dom F5(+; P,) = R™ by Assumption [1l
Hence Fact ] guarantees the following equality:
OF(z) = 0J,(%; P,) + OFs (25 P,),
The single-valuedness of dF5(%; P,) then yields
OF (z) = {v+ VE(Z;P,) | v € 0Jp(2;Po) }
which implies that
{u—VE(&Z;P,) | u € OF1(Z)} = 0J,(T; Ps).
Substituting the equation above into (33) yields that
0, € 0J,(Z; P,).
Since Jy,(+; P,) € I'o(R™), by Fact [3l we have

Ip(Z;Po) = = Hel]'lRI}l JIp(; Po)
4) Since (xy)ren is bounded from 2), there exists a subse-

quence of (xj)ren converging to some point & € R™. Hence
Jp(Z; Po) = o from the result 3). Fact[6] then yields

lim Jp(xr;Po) = Jp(2;Po) = . O

k—+o0
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