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Abstract
In this paper, we develop a splitting algorithm incorporating Bregman distances to solve a broad class of

linearly constrained composite optimization problems, whose objective function is the separable sum of possibly
nonconvex nonsmooth functions and a smooth function, coupled by a difference of functions. This structure
encapsulates numerous significant nonconvex and nonsmooth optimization problems in the current literature
including the linearly constrained difference-of-convex problems. Relying on the successive linearization and
alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM), the proposed algorithm exhibits the global subsequential
convergence to a stationary point of the underlying problem. We also establish the convergence of the full
sequence generated by our algorithm under the Kurdyka–Łojasiewicz property and some mild assumptions. The
efficiency of the proposed algorithm is tested on a robust principal component analysis problem and a nonconvex
optimal power flow problem.

Keywords: Alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM), Bregman distance, composite optimization prob-
lem, difference of functions, splitting algorithm, linear constraints, linearization, multi-block structure, nonconvex
optimization.
Mathematics Subject Classification (MSC 2020): 90C26, 49M27, 65K05.

1. Introduction
Throughout this paper, the set of nonnegative integers is denoted by N, the set of real numbers by R, the set
of nonnegative real numbers by R+, and the set of the positive real numbers by R++. We use Rd to denote the
d-dimensional Euclidean space with inner product ⟨·, ·⟩ and Euclidean norm ∥ · ∥. For a given matrix M , Im(M)
denotes its image.

We consider the linearly constrained composite optimization problem

min
xi∈Rdi ,y∈Rq

F (x, y) :=
m∑
i=1

fi(xi) +H(y) + P (x) −G(x) s.t.
m∑
i=1

Aixi +By = b, (1)

where x = (x1, . . . , xm); for each i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, fi : Rdi → (−∞,+∞] is a proper lower semicontinuous function;
H : Rq → R is a differentiable (possibly nonconvex) function whose gradient is Lipschitz continuous; P : Rd1 ×
· · · × Rdm → R is another differentiable (possibly nonconvex) function whose gradient is Lipschitz continuous;
G : Rd1 × · · · ×Rdm → R is a continuous (possibly nonsmooth) weakly convex function, Ai ∈ Rp×di , B ∈ Rp×q, and
b ∈ Rp. Problem (1) covers two important models in the literature. Firstly, when G ≡ 0, problem (1) reduces to
the form

min
xi∈Rdi ,y∈Rq

m∑
i=1

fi(xi) +H(y) + P (x) s.t.
m∑
i=1

Aixi +By = b, (2)
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which is studied in [27]. This class of problems, together with its special cases considered in [28, 11], has a broad range
of useful applications in image processing, matrix decomposition, statistical learning, and others [27, 29]. In [27], the
author studied the multi-block alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) in the nonconvex nonsmooth
setting, and they introduced new assumptions such as restricted prox-regularity and Lipschitz subminimization
path to establish the global convergence. A special case of (2) in which P ≡ 0 was considered in [30], and proximal
terms and dual stepsize were incorporated into the ADMM to solve the problem. An inertial proximal splitting
method was also developed in [26] to revisit that problem. Other simpler special cases of (2) can be addressed by
variants of the three-block ADMM [28, 15, 14], or two-block ADMM [11, 25, 13], and their convergence are well
studied in the literature. Secondly, when P ≡ 0, m = 1, x1 = x ∈ Rd, and A1 = A ∈ Rp×d, problem (1) reduces to

min
x∈Rd,y∈Rq

f(x) −G(x) +H(y) s.t. Ax+By = c. (3)

This is known as the linearly constrained difference-of-convex problem [23, 24], in which f , H, and G are all assumed
to be convex. Problem (3) arises from the use of the difference-of-convex regularization terms, which has shown very
promising performance [10, 31]. One practical engineering problem that can be solved via problem (3) is the total
variation image restoration problem [20, 23, 24], which is one of the most fundamental issues in imaging science.
The authors of [23] developed a variant of the ADMM which incorporates the Bregman distance in updating steps
for solving problem (3) in the case when f , G, and H are convex functions, with H being differentiable with a
Lipschitz continuous gradient. A hybrid Bregman ADMM was then proposed in [24] to revisit problem (3) with the
same assumptions on f , G, and H. This version introduces an additional step to evaluate the convex conjugate of
G, allowing the flexibility in choosing the subgradient step or proximal step to update the solution by choosing a
control parameter to either activate or deactivate the additional step. By this strategy, this algorithm can include
the one in [23] as a special case. However, further research on more general form of problem (3) is still not available
in the literature, to the best of the authors’ knowledge.

Inspired by the success of those previous studies, we aim to study a class of problems that can cover both (2)
and (3). We develop a splitting algorithm based on ADMM to solve problem (1), which not only includes problem
(2) as a special case, but also extends problem (3) into a multi-block, nonsmooth, and nonconvex setting. Bregman
distances are also incorporated into the algorithm, making it more general and allowing the flexibility in choosing
the appropriate proximal terms to solve the subproblems efficiently. The sequence generated by our algorithm is
bounded and each of its cluster points is a stationary point of the problem. We also prove the convergence of the
full sequence under the Kurdyka––Łojasiewicz property of a suitable function.

Compared to the two closely related works in [23, 24], the convexity of fi is not required, H can be nonconvex,
and G can also be weakly convex. In other words, the convexity requirement in our work is weaker, allowing a more
general class of structured optimization problems. For the convergence of the full sequence, we do not require the
restricted prox-regularity assumption on fi which was used in [27]. Also, although we need the assumption that B
has full column rank, we do not require any assumptions on the column rank of any matrices Ai.

In the following examples, we present two practical problems which motivate our research.

Example 1.1 (Robust principal component analysis (RPCA)[14]). The RPCA problem is formulated as

min
L,S∈Rm×d

∥L∥∗ + τ∥S∥1 + γ

2 ∥L+ S −M∥2
F ,

where M is a given m×d observation matrix, ∥·∥∗ is the nuclear norm, ∥·∥1 is the component-wise L1 norm (defined
as the sum of absolute values of all entries) which controls the sparsity of the solution, and ∥ · ∥F is the standard
Frobenius norm which controls the noise level, where τ and γ are positive penalty constants. By introducing a new
variable T = L+ S, the problem is rewritten as

min
L,S,T∈Rm×d

∥L∥∗ + τ∥S∥1 + γ

2 ∥T −M∥2
F s.t. T = L+ S.

This problem can be addressed by using the three-block ADMM as shown in [14]. Recently, L1 −L2 regularization
has been shown to have better performance than L1 alone (see [17] and references therein). That motivates us to
investigate the effects of ∥ · ∥1 − ∥ · ∥ on this problem, where ∥ · ∥ is the spectral norm. By using this modified
regularization term, the optimization problem fits into the structure of (1). We will later solve this problem using
our proposed algorithm in Section 4.

Example 1.2 (Direct current optimal power flow (DC-OPF) [2]). Optimal power flow is an important
problem in power system engineering [1]. The problem’s simple formulation is given as follows. Let xi ∈ Rdi be the
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variable associated with the ith node in the network. The mathematical model is then given by

min
xi∈Rdi

m∑
i=1

(
1
2x

⊤
i Qixi + q⊤

i xi

)
s.t.

m∑
i=1

Aixi ≤ b,

where Qi, Ai, qi, and b are coefficient matrices and vectors. The authors of [2] have successfully used multi-block
ADMM to solve this problem with promising results. As modern electrical grids require the integration of renewable
energy resources such as photovoltaic (PV) systems, it is necessary to find their optimal locations in the network
while satisfying the power flow. This leads to the introduction of binary variables into the OPF formulation.
Binary relaxation and reformulation into difference-of-convex program have been successfully used to address this
problem [21]. However, the algorithm proposed in [21] has to rely on solvers for the subproblems. Therefore, it
is tempting to investigate whether using ADMM-based algorithms can further decompose the problem and reduce
the computational complexity. In Section 4 we will also give the detailed formulation to show how it fits into the
structure of (1), and address it with our algorithm.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, the preliminary materials used in this work are
presented. In Section 3, we introduce our algorithm, and prove the subsequential and full sequential convergence
of the proposed algorithm under suitable assumptions. Section 4 presents the numerical results of the algorithm.
Finally, the conclusions are given in Section 5.

2. Preliminaries
Let f : Rd → (−∞,+∞]. The domain of f is dom f := {x ∈ Rd : f(x) < +∞} and the epigraph of f is
epi f := {(x, ξ) ∈ Rd ×R : f(x) ≤ ξ}. The function f is said to be proper if dom f ̸= ∅ and it never takes the value
−∞, lower semicontinuous if its epigraph is closed, and convex if its epigraph is convex. The function f is said to
be α-strongly convex (α ∈ R+) if f − α

2 ∥ · ∥2 is convex, and β-weakly convex (β ∈ R+) if f + β
2 ∥ · ∥2 is convex. We

say that f is coercive if f(x) → +∞ as ∥x∥ → +∞.
Let x ∈ Rd with |f(x)| < +∞. The regular (or Fréchet) subdifferential of f at x is defined by

∂̂f(x) :=
{
x∗ ∈ Rd : lim inf

y→x

f(y) − f(x) − ⟨x∗, y − x⟩
∥y − x∥

≥ 0
}

and the limiting (or Mordukhovich) subdifferential of f at x is defined by

∂Lf(x) :=
{
x∗ ∈ Rd : ∃xn

f→ x, x∗
n → x∗ with x∗

n ∈ ∂̂f(xn)
}
,

where the notation y
f→ x means y → x with f(y) → f(x). In the case where |f(x)| = +∞, both regular

subdifferential and limiting subdifferential of f at x are defined to be the empty set. The domain of ∂Lf is given
by dom ∂Lf := {x ∈ Rd : ∂Lf(x) ̸= ∅}. We now collect some important properties of the limiting subdifferential.

Lemma 2.1 (Calculus rules). Let f, g : Rd → (−∞,+∞] be proper lower semicontinuous functions, and let
x ∈ Rd.

(i) (Sum rule) Suppose that f is finite at x and g is locally Lipschitz around x. Then ∂L(f + g)(x) ⊆ ∂Lf(x) +
∂Lg(x). Moreover, if g is strictly differentiable at x, then ∂L(f + g)(x) = ∂Lf(x) + ∇g(x).

(ii) (Separable sum rule) If f(x) =
∑m
i=1 fi(xi) with x = (x1, . . . , xm), then ∂Lf(x) = ∂Lf1(x1)×· · ·×∂Lfm(xm).

Proof. (i) follows from [18, Proposition 1.107(ii) and Theorem 3.36], while (ii) follows from [22, Proposition 10.5]. ■

Lemma 2.2 (Upper semicontinuity of subdifferential). Let f : Rd → [−∞,+∞] be Lipschitz continuous
around x ∈ Rd with |f(x)| < +∞, and consider sequences (xn)n∈N and (x∗

n)n∈N in Rd such that xn → x and, for
all n ∈ N, x∗

n ∈ ∂Lf(xn). Then (x∗
n)n∈N is bounded and its cluster points are contained in ∂Lf(x).

Proof. This follows from [21, Lemma 2.2]. ■

We recall the concept of the well-known Bregman distance in a real Hilbert space H, which was introduced in
[7]. Given a differentiable convex function ϕ : H → R, the Bregman distance associated with ϕ is defined as

∀u, v ∈ H, Dϕ(u, v) = ϕ(u) − ϕ(v) − ⟨∇ϕ(v), u− v⟩,
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When ϕ(x) = ∥x∥2, then Dϕ(u, v) = ∥u − v∥2. When ϕ(x) = x⊤Mx, where M is a positive semidefinite matrix,
then Dϕ(u, v) = ∥u− v∥2

M := (u− v)⊤M(u− v). When H = Rp×d and ϕ(X) = ∥X∥2
F , then Dϕ(U, V ) = ∥U − V ∥2

F

[9]. Some useful properties of the Bregman distance are listed in the following proposition.

Proposition 2.1. Let ϕ : H → R be a differentiable convex function and Dϕ is the Bregman distance associated
with ϕ. Then the following hold:

(i) For all u, v ∈ H, Dϕ(u, v) ≥ 0, and Dϕ(u, v) = 0 if and only if u = v.

(ii) For each v ∈ H, Dϕ(·, v) is convex.

(iii) If ϕ is α-strongly convex, then, for all u, v ∈ H, Dϕ(u, v) ≥ α
2 ∥u− v∥2.

(iv) If ∇ϕ is ℓϕ-Lipschitz continuous, then, for all u, v ∈ H, Dϕ(u, v) ≤ ℓϕ
2 ∥u− v∥2.

Proof. (i) is given in [7, Section 1]. (ii), (iii), and (iv) can be easily verified by using the definitions. ■

We end this section by the following lemma which will be instrumental in proving the convergence results in the
next section.

Lemma 2.3. Let h : Rd → R be a differentiable function with ℓ-Lipschitz continuous gradient. Then the following
hold:

(i) For all x, y ∈ Rd, |h(y) − h(x) − ⟨∇h(x), y − x⟩| ≤ ℓ
2 ∥y − x∥2.

(ii) If h is bounded below and ℓ > 0, then

inf
x∈Rd

(
h(x) − 1

2ℓ∥∇h(x)∥2
)
> −∞.

Proof. (i): This follows from [19, Lemma 1.2.3].
(ii): Let x ∈ Rd. Following the argument of [19, Equation (1.2.19)], we apply (i) with y = x− 1

ℓ∇h(x) to obtain
that

h

(
x− 1

ℓ
∇h(x)

)
≤ h(x) + ⟨∇h(x), y − x⟩ + ℓ

2∥y − x∥2

= h(x) − 1
ℓ

∥∇h(x)∥2 + 1
2ℓ∥∇h(x)∥2

= h(x) − 1
2ℓ∥∇h(x)∥2,

which together with the boundedness of h implies the conclusion. ■

3. Proposed algorithm and convergence analysis
We first fix some notations which are used throughout the paper from now on. Let A = [A1|A2| . . . |Am] and let
Iq×q be the q × q identity matrix. Then Ax =

∑m
i=1 Aixi. We also denote by ∂xL the limiting subdifferential with

respect to the x-variable, and by ∇if the ith block of the gradient vector ∇f . Given a matrix M , λmin(M) denotes
its smallest eigenvalue while λmax(M) denotes its largest eigenvalue. The following assumptions are used in our
convergence analysis

Assumption 3.1 (Standing assumptions).

(i) ∇H is ℓH -Lipschitz continuous, ∇P is ℓP -Lipschitz continuous, and G is β-weakly convex.

(ii) Im(A)
⋃

{b} ⊆ Im(B).

(iii) λ := λmin(B⊤B) > 0 (equivalently, B has full column rank).
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We note from [27, Section 4.1] that Assumption 3.1(ii) is crucial for the convergence of ADMM methods in
nonconvex settings and generally cannot be completely removed. For this assumption to hold, a sufficient condition
is that B has full row rank.

Recall that the augmented Lagrangian of problem (1) is given by

Lρ(x, y, z) =
m∑
i=1

fi(xi) +H(y) + P (x) −G(x) + ⟨z,Ax +By − b⟩ + ρ

2∥Ax +By − b∥2,

where z ∈ Rp and ρ ∈ R++. Now, we present our splitting algorithm with guaranteed global convergence to a
stationary point (x, y, z) of Lρ, i.e., 0 ∈ ∂LLρ(x, y, z), or equivalently,

0 ∈ ∂L

(
m∑
i=1

fi −G

)
(x) + ∇P (x) + A⊤z,

0 = ∇H(y) +B⊤z,

0 = Ax +By − b.

(4)

Algorithm 3.1 (Bregman proximal linearized ADMM (BPL-ADMM)).
▷ Step 1. Set n = 0. Choose x0 = (x1,0, . . . , xm,0) ∈ Rd1 × · · · × Rdm , y0 ∈ Rq, and z0 ∈ Rp. Let ϕi : Rdi → R,
i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, be differentiable α-strongly convex functions with α ∈ (0,+∞), and let ψ : Rq → R be a
differentiable convex function with ℓψ-Lipschitz continuous gradient. Let

µ ∈
(
ℓP + β

α
,+∞

)
, ν ∈ [0,+∞) , and ρ ∈

(
ℓH +

√
ℓ2
H + 8(ℓH + 2νℓψ)2

2λ ,+∞

)
.

▷ Step 2. Calculate ∇P (xn) = (∇1P (xn), . . . ,∇mP (xn)) and gn = (g1,n, . . . , gm,n) ∈ ∂LG(xn). Let µn ∈
[µ,+∞) and νn ∈ [0, ν]. For each i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, define ui,n+1 : Rdi → Rd1 × · · · × Rdm by ui,n+1(xi) =
(x1,n+1, . . . , xi−1,n+1, xi, xi+1,n, . . . , xm,n), and find

xi,n+1 ∈ argmin
xi∈Rdi

(
fi(xi) + ⟨∇iP (xn) − gi,n, xi⟩ + ⟨zn, Aixi⟩ + ρ

2∥Aui,n+1(xi) +Byn − b∥2 + µnDϕi(xi, xi,n)
)
,

yn+1 ∈ argmin
y∈Rq

(
H(y) + ⟨zn, By⟩ + ρ

2∥Axn+1 +By − b∥2 + νnDψ(y, yn)
)
,

zn+1 = zn + ρ(Axn+1 +Byn+1 − b),

where xn+1 = (x1,n+1, . . . , xm,n+1).
▷ Step 3. If a termination criterion is not met, set n = n+ 1 and go to Step 2.

Remark 3.1 (Discussion of the algorithm structure). Some comments on Algorithm 3.1 are in order.
(i) For each n ∈ N and gn ∈ ∂LG(xn), we define the linearized augmented Lagrangian as

Lρ,n(x, y, z) =
m∑
i=1

fi(xi) +H(y) + ⟨∇P (xn) − gn,x⟩ + ⟨z,Ax +By − b⟩ + ρ

2∥Ax +By − b∥2.

Then the updating scheme given in Step 2 of Algorithm 3.1 can be written as
xi,n+1 = argmin

xi∈Rdi
(Lρ,n(ui,n+1(xi), yn, zn) + µnDϕi(xi, xi,n)) ,

yn+1 = argmin
y∈Rq

(Lρ,n(xn+1, y, zn) + νnDψi(y, yn)) ,

zn+1 = zn + ρ(Axn+1 +Byn+1 − b).

(ii) In the case that P ≡ 0, m = 1, x1 = x ∈ Rd, A1 = A ∈ Rp×d, and µn = νn = 1 for all n ∈ N, the updates in
Step 2 of Algorithm 3.1 becomes

xn+1 ∈ argminx∈Rd
(
f(x) − ⟨gn, x⟩ + ⟨zn, Ax⟩ + ρ

2 ∥Ax+Byn − b∥2 +Dϕ(x, xn)
)
,

yn+1 ∈ argminy∈Rq
(
H(y) + ⟨zn, By⟩ + ρ

2 ∥Axn+1 +By − b∥2 +Dψ(y, yn)
)
,

zn+1 = zn + ρ(Axn+1 +Byn+1 − b).
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In turn, Algorithm 3.1 reduces to the one introduced in [23], in which f , H, G are all convex, and both ϕ and
ψ are also assumed to be strongly convex functions and have Lipschitz continuous gradients.

(iii) It is also worth noting that since the problems considered in [30, 28, 15, 25, 26, 11, 13] are all special cases of
(2), they can also be solved by our proposed algorithm.

(iv) The performance of the ADMM heavily relies on whether the xi−updates and the y−update can be efficiently
solved or not. The ideal situation is that those updates can be written into tractable forms, such as quadratic
forms or closed-form proximal operators (see Section 4 for two examples). In such cases, the ADMM can
converge faster than some algorithms which need external solvers. For further discussion on the various
closed-form proximal operators, we refer the readers to [21, Remark 3.1]. Incorporating Bregman distance
into ADMM also has many benefits in terms of flexibility and performance, as shown in [13, 23, 24, 25], when
appropriate choices of Bregman distance are used.

The following lemmas will be useful for our convergence analysis.

Lemma 3.1. Let L be a symmetric matrix in Rd×d and let M be a matrix in Rp×d. Then the following hold:

(i) For all x ∈ Rd,
√
λmin(M⊤M)∥x∥ ≤ ∥Mx∥.

(ii) For all x ∈ Rd, γ(x⊤Lx) ≤ ∥Lx∥2, where γ = min{|λ| : λ is a nonzero eigenvalue of L}. Consequently, for
all z ∈ Im(M),

√
λ∗(M⊤M)∥z∥ ≤ ∥M⊤z∥, where λ∗(M⊤M) is the smallest strictly positive eigenvalue of

M⊤M .

Proof. (i): This follows from the fact that ∥Mx∥2 = x⊤(M⊤M)x.
(ii): The first assertion follows from [6, Lemma 4.5] and its proof. Now, let z ∈ Im(M). Then there exists

x ∈ Rd such that z = Mx. Since M⊤M is a symmetric matrix in Rd×d with all eigenvalues being nonnegative, we
have from the first assertion that

λ∗(M⊤M)∥z∥2 = λ∗(M⊤M)(x⊤M⊤Mx) ≤ ∥M⊤Mx∥2 = ∥M⊤z∥2,

which completes the proof. ■

We move on to prove the main results of the paper, starting with the guaranteed subsequential convergence.

Theorem 3.1 (Subsequential convergence). Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. Let (xn, yn, zn)n∈N be the
sequence generated by Algorithm 3.1 and, for each n ∈ N∗, define

Ln = Lρ(xn, yn, zn) + c∥yn − yn−1∥2, where c = (ℓH + 2νℓψ)νℓψ
λρ

.

Then the following hold:

(i) For all n ∈ N∗,

Ln+1 + δx∥xn+1 − xn∥2 + δy∥yn+1 − yn∥2 ≤ Ln, (5)

where δx = µα−ℓP−β
2 > 0 and δy = λρ

2 − (ℓH+2νℓψ)2

λρ − ℓH
2 > 0.

(ii) Suppose that z0 ∈ Im(B), that
∑m
i=1 fi(xi) +P (x) −G(x) is coercive, and that H is bounded below. Then the

sequence (xn, yn, zn)n∈N is bounded and xn+1 − xn → 0, yn+1 − yn → 0, zn+1 − zn → 0, and Axn +Byn → b
as n → +∞. Furthermore, for every cluster point (x, y, z) of (xn, yn, zn)n∈N, it holds that

Ax + by = b and lim
n→+∞

F (xn, yn) = lim
n→+∞

Lρ(xn, yn, zn) = Lρ(x, y, z) = F (x, y),

and that if G is strictly differentiable and, for each i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, ∇ϕi is ℓϕ-Lipschitz continuous, then
(x, y, z) is a stationary point of Lρ.

Proof. (i): Let n ∈ N. The update of zn+1 yields

zn+1 − zn = ρ(Axn+1 +Byn+1 − b). (6)

6



By the optimality condition for the update of yn+1 in Step 2 of Algorithm 3.1,

0 = ∇H(yn+1) +B⊤zn + ρB⊤(Axn+1 +Byn+1 − b) + νn(∇ψ(yn+1) − ∇ψ(yn)),

which combined with (6) yields

B⊤zn+1 = −∇H(yn+1) − νn(∇ψ(yn+1) − ∇ψ(yn)). (7)

From the definition of the augmented Lagrangian, we have that

Lρ(xn+1, yn+1, zn+1) − Lρ(xn+1, yn+1, zn) = ⟨zn+1 − zn,Axn+1 +Byn+1 − b⟩

= 1
ρ

∥zn+1 − zn∥2 (8)

and that

Lρ(xn+1, yn+1, zn) − Lρ(xn+1, yn, zn) = H(yn+1) −H(yn) + ⟨zn, B(yn+1 − yn)⟩

+ ρ

2(∥Axn+1 +Byn+1 − b∥2 − ∥Axn+1 +Byn − b∥2).

Writing Axn+1 +Byn − b = (Axn+1 +Byn+1 − b) − (Byn+1 −Byn), we obtain that

∥Axn+1 +Byn+1 − b∥2 − ∥Axn+1 +Byn − b∥2

= −∥B(yn+1 − yn)∥2 + 2⟨Axn+1 +Byn+1 − b, B(yn+1 − yn)⟩

= −∥B(yn+1 − yn)∥2 + 2
ρ

⟨zn+1 − zn, B(yn+1 − yn)⟩,

and so

Lρ(xn+1, yn+1, zn) − Lρ(xn+1, yn, zn) = H(yn+1) −H(yn) + ⟨zn+1, B(yn+1 − yn)⟩ − ρ

2∥B(yn+1 − yn)∥2.

In view of (7),

⟨zn+1, B(yn+1 − yn)⟩ = ⟨B⊤zn+1, yn+1 − yn⟩
= −⟨∇H(yn+1), yn+1 − yn⟩ − νn⟨∇ψ(yn+1) − ∇ψ(yn), yn+1 − yn⟩

≤ −H(yn+1) +H(yn) + ℓH
2 ∥yn+1 − yn∥2,

where the last inequality is from the ℓH -Lipschitz continuity of ∇H and Lemma 2.3(i), and from the monotonicity
of ∇ψ. We therefore obtain that

Lρ(xn+1, yn+1, zn) − Lρ(xn+1, yn, zn) ≤ ℓH
2 ∥yn+1 − yn∥2 − ρ

2∥B(yn+1 − yn)∥2. (9)

Next, by the update of xi,n+1 in Step 2 of Algorithm 3.1, for all i ∈ {1, . . . ,m} and all xi ∈ Rdi ,

fi(xi,n+1) + ⟨∇iP (xn) − gi,n, xi,n+1⟩ + ⟨zn, Aixi,n+1⟩ + ρ

2∥Aui,n+1(xi,n+1) +Byn − b∥2 + µnDϕi(xi,n+1, xi,n)

≤ fi(xi) + ⟨∇iP (xn) − gi,n, xi⟩ + ⟨zn, Aixi⟩ + ρ

2∥Aui,n+1(xi) +Byn − b∥2 + µnDϕi(xi, xi,n). (10)

Letting xi = xi,n, using Proposition 2.1(i)&(iii), and summing up over i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, we derive that
m∑
i=1

fi(xi,n+1) + ⟨∇P (xn) − gn,xn+1⟩ + ⟨zn,Axn+1⟩ + ρ

2∥Axn+1 +Byn − b∥2 + µα

2 ∥xn+1 − xn∥2

≤
m∑
i=1

fi(xi,n) + ⟨∇P (xn) − gn,xn⟩ + ⟨zn,Axn⟩ + ρ

2∥Axn +Byn − b∥2. (11)

On the other hand,

Lρ(xn+1, yn, zn) − Lρ(xn, yn, zn)
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=
m∑
i=1

fi(xi,n+1) −
m∑
i=1

fi(xi,n) + P (xn+1) − P (xn) −G(xn+1) +G(xn)

+ ⟨zn,Axn+1 − Axn⟩ + ρ

2∥Axn+1 +Byn − b∥2 − ρ

2∥Axn +Byn − b∥2

≤
m∑
i=1

fi(xi,n+1) −
m∑
i=1

fi(xi,n) + ⟨∇P (xn),xn+1 − xn⟩ + ℓP
2 ∥xn+1 − xn∥2 − ⟨gn,xn+1 − xn⟩ + β

2 ∥xn+1 − xn∥2

+ ⟨zn,Axn+1 − Axn⟩ + ρ

2∥Axn+1 +Byn − b∥2 − ρ

2∥Axn +Byn − b∥2

≤ −µα− ℓP − β

2 ∥xn+1 − xn∥2 = −δx∥xn+1 − xn∥2, (12)

where the first inequality is obtained by using Lemma 2.3(i) on the ℓP -Lipschitz continuity of ∇P and [5, Lemma 4.1]
on the β-weak convexity of G, while the last inequality follows from (11). Summing up three relations (8), (9), and
(12) yields

Lρ(xn+1, yn+1, zn+1) − Lρ(xn, yn, zn)

≤ −δx∥xn+1 − xn∥2 + ℓH
2 ∥yn+1 − yn∥2 − ρ

2∥B(yn+1 − yn)∥2 + 1
ρ

∥zn+1 − zn∥2. (13)

Now, since Im(A) ∪ {b} ⊆ Im(B), it follows from (6) that

zn+1 − zn ∈ Im(B) (14)

which, by Lemma 3.1(ii), yields

∥zn+1 − zn∥ ≤ 1√
λ

∥B⊤zn+1 −B⊤zn∥.

Let n ∈ N∗. We derive from (7) and the Lipschitz continuity of ∇H and ∇ψ that

∥B⊤zn+1 −B⊤zn∥ ≤ ∥∇H(yn+1) − ∇H(yn)∥ + νn∥∇ψ(yn+1) − ∇ψ(yn)∥ + νn−1∥∇ψ(yn) − ∇ψ(yn−1)∥
≤ (ℓH + νℓψ)∥yn+1 − yn∥ + νℓψ∥yn − yn−1∥, (15)

and thus,

∥zn+1 − zn∥ ≤ 1√
λ

∥B⊤zn+1 −B⊤zn∥ ≤ 1√
λ

((ℓH + νℓψ)∥yn+1 − yn∥ + νℓψ∥yn − yn−1∥). (16)

Applying Cauchy–Schwarz inequality to two vectors u = (
√
ℓH + νℓψ,

√
νℓψ) and v = (

√
ℓH + νℓψ∥yn+1−yn∥,

√
νℓψ∥yn−

yn−1∥), we obtain that

∥zn+1 − zn∥2 ≤ ℓH + 2νℓψ
λ

((ℓH + νℓψ)∥yn+1 − yn∥2 + νℓψ∥yn − yn−1∥2).

By combining this with (13) and using Lemma 3.1(i),

Lρ(xn+1, yn+1, zn+1) − Lρ(xn, yn, zn)

≤ −δx∥xn+1 − xn∥2 +
(

(ℓH + 2νℓψ)(ℓH + νℓψ)
λρ

+ ℓH
2

)
∥yn+1 − yn∥2

− ρ

2∥B(yn+1 − yn)∥2 + (ℓH + 2νℓψ)νℓψ
λρ

∥yn − yn−1∥2

≤ −δx∥xn+1 − xn∥2 −
(
λρ

2 − (ℓH + 2νℓψ)(ℓH + νℓψ)
λρ

− ℓH
2

)
∥yn+1 − yn∥2

+ (ℓH + 2νℓψ)νℓψ
λρ

∥yn − yn−1∥2,

or equivalently,

Lρ(xn+1, yn+1, zn+1) + (ℓH + 2νℓψ)νℓψ
λρ

∥yn+1 − yn∥2 + δx∥xn+1 − xn∥2 + δy∥yn+1 − yn∥2
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≤ Lρ(xn, yn, zn) + (ℓH + 2νℓψ)νℓψ
λρ

∥yn − yn−1∥2,

which proves (5). Here, we note that δx = µα−ℓP−β
2 > 0 since µ > ℓP+β

α and that δy = λρ
2 − (ℓH+2νℓψ)2

λρ − ℓH
2 > 0

since ρ > ℓH+
√
ℓ2
H

+8(ℓH+2νℓψ)2

2λ .
(ii): Let n ∈ N∗. As z0 ∈ Im(B), we have from (14) that zn ∈ Im(B). Using Lemma 3.1(ii), (7), and the

Lipschitz continuity of ψ yields
√
λ∥zn∥ ≤ ∥B⊤zn∥ ≤ ∥∇H(yn)∥ + νn∥∇ψ(yn) − ∇ψ(yn−1)∥ ≤ ∥∇H(yn)∥ + νℓψ∥yn − yn−1∥.

For ω ∈ R++ to be chosen later, invoking Cauchy–Schwarz inequality with two vectors u = (
√
ω,
√
νℓψ) and

v = ( 1√
ω

∥∇H(yn)∥,
√
νℓψ∥yn − yn−1∥), we have that

∥zn∥2 ≤ ω + νℓψ
λ

(
1
ω

∥∇H(yn)∥2 + νℓψ∥yn − yn−1∥2
)

= 1
λ

(
1 + νℓψ

ω

)
∥∇H(yn)∥2 + (ω + νℓψ)νℓψ

λ
∥yn − yn−1∥2. (17)

Combining this with the fact that

⟨zn,Axn +Byn − b⟩ + ρ

2∥Axn +Byn − b∥2 = ρ

2

∥∥∥∥znρ + Axn +Byn − b

∥∥∥∥2
− 1

2ρ∥zn∥2,

we deduce that

Ln = Lρ(xn, yn, zn) + c∥yn − yn−1∥2

≥
m∑
i=1

fi(xi,n) +H(yn) + P (xn) −G(xn)

+ ρ

2

∥∥∥∥znρ + Axn +Byn − b

∥∥∥∥2
− 1

2λρ

(
1 + νℓψ

ω

)
∥∇H(yn)∥2 +

(
c− (ω + νℓψ)νℓψ

2λρ

)
∥yn − yn−1∥2

=
(

m∑
i=1

fi(xi,n) + P (xn) −G(xn)
)

+
(
H(yn) − 1

2ℓH
∥∇H(yn)∥2

)
+ ρ

2

∥∥∥∥znρ + Axn +Byn − b

∥∥∥∥2

+
(

1
2ℓH

− 1
2λρ

(
1 + νℓψ

ω

))
∥∇H(yn)∥2 + νℓψ

2λρ (2ℓH + 3νℓψ − ω)∥yn − yn−1∥2.

Now, we note that

ρ >
ℓH +

√
ℓ2
H + 8(ℓH + 2νℓψ)2

2λ ≥
ℓH +

√
ℓ2
H + 8ℓ2

H

2λ = 2ℓH
λ
,

and so 1
2ℓH > 1

λρ . Choosing ω = 1 if νℓψ = 0, and ω = νℓψ if νℓψ > 0, it holds that

θ := 1
2ℓH

− 1
2λρ

(
1 + νℓψ

ω

)
≥ 1

2ℓH
− 1

2λρ (1 + 1) > 0 and

νℓψ
2λρ (2ℓH + 3νℓψ − ω) ≥ νℓψ

2λρ (3νℓψ − ω) =
ν2ℓ2

ψ

λρ
.

This together with (i) yields

L1 ≥ Ln ≥

(
m∑
i=1

fi(xi,n) + P (xn) −G(xn)
)

+
(
H(yn) − 1

2ℓH
∥∇H(yn)∥2

)
+ ρ

2

∥∥∥∥znρ + Axn +Byn − b

∥∥∥∥2

+ θ∥∇H(yn)∥2 +
ν2ℓ2

ψ

λρ
∥yn − yn−1∥2, (18)
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in which the first term on the right hand side is bounded below since
∑m
i=1 fi(xi)+P (x)−G(x) is coercive, the second

term is bounded below due to the assumption on H and Lemma 2.3(ii), while the remaining terms are nonnegative
due to their positive coefficients. Therefore, all the terms are bounded. Again, as

∑m
i=1 fi(xi) + P (x) − G(x) is

coercive, the boundedness of the first term implies that (xn)n∈N is bounded. Since the last two terms are bounded,
it follows from (17) that (zn)n∈N is bounded. Since zn+1 = zn+ρ(Axn+1 +Byn+1 − b) and B has full column rank,
we also obtain that (yn)n∈N is bounded. Consequently, the sequence (xn, yn, zn)n∈N is bounded.

On the other hand, since all the terms on the right hand side of (18) are bounded below, so is the sequence
(Ln)n∈N. Combining with the nonincreasing property of (Ln)n∈N due to (i), it follows that (Ln)n∈N is convergent.
By rearranging (5) and performing telescoping, we then have that

+∞∑
n=1

δy∥yn+1 − yn∥2 + δx

+∞∑
n=1

∥xn+1 − xn∥2 ≤
+∞∑
n=1

(Ln − Ln+1) = L1 − lim
n→+∞

Ln < +∞,

which implies that
∑+∞
n=1 ∥xn+1 − xn∥2 < +∞,

∑+∞
n=1 ∥yn+1 − yn∥2 < +∞, and by (16),

∑+∞
n=1 ∥zn+1 − zn∥2 < +∞.

As a result, xn+1 − xn → 0, yn+1 − yn → 0, zn+1 − zn → 0, and Axn + Byn = (zn − zn−1)/ρ + b → b as
n → +∞. It then follows from the definition of Ln that the sequence (Lρ(xn, yn, zn))n∈N is also convergent with
limn→+∞ Lρ(xn, yn, zn) = limn→+∞ Ln.

Let (x, y, z) be a cluster point of the sequence (xn, yn, zn)n∈N. Then there exists a subsequence (xkn , ykn , zkn)n∈N
that converges to (x, y, z). In view of (10), letting n = kn and using Proposition 2.1(iii)&(iv), we obtain that, for
all i ∈ {1, . . . ,m} and all xi ∈ Rdi ,

fi(xi,kn+1) + ⟨∇iP (xkn) − gi,kn , xi,kn+1 − xi⟩ + ⟨zkn , Aixi,kn+1 −Aixi⟩ + ρ

2∥Aui,kn+1(xi,kn+1) +Bykn − b∥2

− ρ

2∥Aui,kn+1(xi) +Bykn − b∥2 + µα

2 ∥xi,kn+1 − xi,kn∥2 − νℓϕ
2 ∥xi − xi,kn∥2 ≤ fi(xi). (19)

Since ∇P is continuous, ∇P (xkn) → ∇P (x) as n → +∞. As G+ β
2 ∥ · ∥2 is a continuous convex function, it follows

from [22, Example 9.14] that G is locally Lipschitz continuous. Since xkn → x as n → +∞, using Lemma 2.2 and
passing to a subsequence if necessary, we can and do assume that gkn → g ∈ ∂LG(x) as n → +∞. Now, for each
i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, letting xi = xi and n → +∞ in (19) with noting that xi,kn+1 → xi, ykn → y, and zkn → z, we have
that lim supn→+∞ fi(xi,kn+1) ≤ fi(xi), which together with the lower semicontinuity of fi yields

lim
n→+∞

fi(xi,kn+1) = fi(xi).

As H, P , and G are continuous, it follows that limn→+∞ Lρ(xkn+1, ykn+1, zkn+1) = Lρ(x, y, z). Since the sequence
(Lρ(xn, yn, zn))n∈N is convergent, we deduce that

lim
n→+∞

Lρ(xn, yn, zn) = Lρ(x, y, z).

We next show that (x, y, z) is a stationary point of Lρ. In (6) and (7) with n replaced by kn − 1, letting
n → +∞ and using the coninuity of ∇H and the Lipschitz continuity of ∇ψ, we obtain that 0 = Ax +By − b and
0 = ∇H(y) +B⊤z. In turn, letting n → +∞ in (19), we have for all i ∈ {1, . . . ,m} and all xi ∈ Rdi that

fi(xi) + ⟨∇iP (x) − gi, xi − xi⟩ + ⟨z,Aixi −Aixi⟩

+ ρ

2∥A1x1 + · · · +Ai−1xi−1 +Aixi +Ai+1xi+1 + · · · +Amxm +By − b∥2

− ρ

2∥A1x1 + · · · +Ai−1xi−1 +Aixi +Ai+1xi+1 + · · · +Amxm +By − b∥2 − νℓϕ
2 ∥xi − xi∥2 ≤ fi(xi),

which can be written as

hi(xi) ≤ hi(xi),

where hi(xi) = fi(xi) + ⟨∇iP (x) − gi, xi⟩ + ⟨z,Aixi⟩ + ρ
2 ∥A1x1 + · · · +Ai−1xi−1 +Aixi +Ai+1xi+1 + · · · +Amxm +

By − b∥2 + νℓϕ
2 ∥xi − xi∥2. It follows that, for all i ∈ {1, . . . ,m},

0 ∈ ∂Lhi(xi) = ∂L(fi)(xi) + ∇iP (x) − gi +A⊤
i z + ρA⊤

i (Ax +By − b).

Since Ax +By − b = 0, we obtain that

0 ∈ ∂L(f1)(x1) × · · · × ∂L(fm)(xm) + ∇P (x) − g + A⊤z,

which completes the proof due to Lemma 2.1(i)&(ii) and the strict differentiability of G. ■
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Remark 3.2 (Conditions for the boundedness of the generated sequence). In order to establish the
boundedness of the sequence (xn, yn, zn)n∈N, authors in [11, 23, 24] require that there exists σ ∈ (0,+∞) such that

inf
y∈Rq

(
H(y) − σ∥∇H(y)∥2) > −∞.

This makes it challenging to verify the existence of σ in practice. In our analysis in Theorem 3.1(ii), we replace this
condition with the requirement that H is bounded below, which is much easier to verify.

We now establish the convergence of the full sequence generated by Algorithm 3.1. Recall that a proper
lower semicontinuous function F : H → (−∞,+∞] satisfies the Kurdyka–Łojasiewicz (KL) property [12, 16] at x ∈
dom ∂LF if there are η ∈ (0,+∞], a neighborhood V of x, and a continuous concave function φ : [0, η) → R+ such
that φ is continuously differentiable with φ′ > 0 on (0, η), φ(0) = 0, and, for all x ∈ V with F(x) < F(x) < F(x)+η,

φ′(F(x) − F(x)) dist(0, ∂LF(x)) ≥ 1.

We say that F is a KL function if it satisfies the KL property at any point in dom ∂LF . If F satisfies the KL
property at x ∈ dom ∂LF , in which the corresponding function φ can be chosen as φ(t) = ct1−λ for some c ∈ R++
and λ ∈ [0, 1), then F is said to satisfy the KL property at x with exponent λ. The function F is called a KL
function with exponent λ if it is a KL function and has the same exponent λ at any x ∈ dom ∂LF . Now we will
present the proof of the full sequential convergence in the following theorem.

Theorem 3.2 (Full sequential convergence). Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds, that
∑m
i=1 fi(xi)+P (x)−G(x)

is coercive, that H is bounded below, that G is differentiable with ℓG-Lipschitz continuous gradient, and that, for
all i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, ∇ϕi is ℓϕ-Lipschitz continuous. Let (xn, yn, zn)n∈N be the sequence generated by Algorithm 3.1
with z0 ∈ Im(B) and lim supn→+∞ µn = µ < +∞. Define

F(x, y, z, t) := Lρ(x, y, z) + c∥y − t∥2, where c = (ℓH + 2νℓψ)νℓψ
λρ

.

(i) Suppose that F is a KL function. Then the sequence (xn, yn, zn)n∈N converges to a stationary point (x∗, y∗, z∗)
of Lρ and

+∞∑
n=0

∥(xn+1, yn+1, zn+1) − (xn, yn, zn)∥ < +∞.

(ii) Suppose that F is a KL function with exponent κ ∈ [0, 1). Then the following hold:

(a) If κ = 0, then (xn, yn, zn)n∈N converges to (x∗, y∗, z∗) in a finite number of steps.
(b) If κ ∈ (0, 1

2 ], then there exist γ ∈ R++ and ζ ∈ (0, 1) such that, for all n ∈ N,

∥(xn, yn, zn) − (x∗, y∗, z∗)∥ ≤ γζ
n
2 ,

∥Axn +Byn − b∥ ≤ γζ
n
2 ,

|Lρ(xn, yn, zn) − Lρ(x∗, y∗, z∗)| ≤ γζn,

and |F (xn, yn) − F (x∗, y∗)| ≤ γζ
n
2 .

(c) If κ ∈ ( 1
2 , 1), then there exists γ ∈ R++ such that, for all n ∈ N,

∥(xn, yn, zn) − (x∗, y∗, z∗)∥ ≤ γn− 1−κ
2κ−1 ,

∥Axn +Byn − b∥ ≤ γn− 1−κ
2κ−1 ,

|Lρ(xn, yn, zn) − Lρ(x∗, y∗, z∗)| ≤ γn− 2−2κ
2κ−1 ,

and |F (xn, yn) − F (x∗, y∗)| ≤ γn− 1−κ
2κ−1 .

Proof. For each n ∈ N, set wn = (xn+1, yn+1, zn+1, yn) and ∆n = ∥xn+2 − xn+1∥ + ∥yn+2 − yn+1∥. Let n ∈ N∗.
According to Theorem 3.1, we have that

F(wn+1) + δx∥xn+2 − xn+1∥2 + δy∥yn+2 − yn+1∥2 ≤ F(wn), (20)
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that wn+1 − wn → 0 as n → +∞, that (wn)n∈N is bounded, that any of its cluster point w = (x, y, z, y) is a
stationary point of (1), and also that F(wn) → F(w) = Lρ(x, y, z) as n → +∞. Notice that

∆2
n ≤

(
1
δx

+ 1
δy

)(
δx∥xn+2 − xn+1∥2 + δy∥yn+2 − yn+1∥2) ,

which together with (20) yields

F(wn+1) + C1∆2
n ≤ F(wn), where C1 = δxδy

δx + δy
.

Next, we have that

∂x
LF(wn) = ∂L

(
m∑
i=1

fi

)
(xn+1) + ∇P (xn+1) − ∇G(xn+1) + A⊤zn+1 + ρA⊤(Axn+1 +Byn+1 − b)

and, for all i ∈ {1, . . . ,m},

∂xiL F(wn) = ∂Lfi(xi,n+1) + ∇iP (xn+1) − ∇iG(xn+1) +A⊤
i zn+1 + ρA⊤

i (Axn+1 +Byn+1 − b).

By revoking the optimality condition for the update of xi,n+1 in Step 2 of Algorithm 3.1,

0 ∈ ∂Lfi(xi,n+1) + ∇iP (xn) − ∇iG(xn) +A⊤
i zn + ρA⊤

i (Aui,n+1(xi,n+1) +Byn − b)
+ µn(∇ϕi(xi,n+1) − ∇ϕi(xi,n)),

which combined with the above equality implies that

(∇iP (xn+1) − ∇iP (xn)) − (∇iG(xn+1) − ∇iG(xn)) +A⊤
i (zn+1 − zn) − µn(∇ϕi(xi,n+1) − ∇ϕi(xi,n))

+ ρA⊤
i (Ai+1xi+1,n+1 + · · · +Amxm,n+1 −Ai+1xi+1,n − · · · −Amxm,n +Byn+1 −Byn) ∈ ∂xiL F(wn).

Therefore,

dist(0, ∂xiL F(wn)) ≤ ∥∇iP (xn+1) − ∇iP (xn)∥ + ∥∇iG(xn+1) − ∇iG(xn)∥
+ ∥A⊤

i (zn+1 − zn)∥ + µn∥∇ϕi(xi,n+1) − ∇ϕi(xi,n)∥
+ ρ∥A⊤

i (Ai+1xi+1,n+1 + · · · +Amxm,n+1 −Ai+1xi+1,n − · · · −Amxm,n +Byn+1 −Byn∥
≤ ℓP ∥xn+1 − xn∥ + ℓG∥xn − xn+1∥ + ∥A⊤

i ∥∥zn+1 − zn∥ + µnℓϕ∥xi,n+1 − xi,n∥

+ ρ

m∑
j=i+1

∥A⊤
i ∥∥Aj∥∥xj,n+1 − xj,n∥ + ρ∥A⊤

i ∥∥B∥∥yn+1 − yn∥

≤

ℓP + ℓG + µnℓϕ + ρ
m∑

j=i+1
∥A⊤

i ∥∥Aj∥

 ∥xn+1 − xn∥ + ∥A⊤
i ∥∥zn+1 − zn∥

+ ρ∥A⊤
i ∥∥B∥∥yn+1 − yn∥. (21)

We now see that

∂yLF(wn) = ∇H(yn+1) +B⊤zn+1 + ρB⊤(Axn+1 +Byn+1 − b) + 2c(yn+1 − yn)

and from the optimality condition for the update of yn+1 in Algorithm 3.1 that

0 = ∇H(yn+1) +B⊤zn + ρB⊤(Axn+1 +Byn+1 − b) + νn(∇ψ(yn+1) − ∇ψ(yn)).

This leads to

∂yLF(wn) = B⊤(zn+1 − zn) − νn(∇ψ(yn+1) − ∇ψ(yn)) + 2c(yn+1 − yn),

and so

dist(0, ∂yLF(wn)) ≤ ∥B⊤(zn+1 − zn)∥ + νn∥∇ψ(yn+1) − ∇ψ(yn)∥ + 2c∥yn+1 − yn)∥
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≤ ∥B⊤(zn+1 − zn)∥ + (νℓψ + 2c)∥yn+1 − yn)∥. (22)

Since ∂zLF(wn) = Axn+1 +Byn+1 − b = 1
ρ (zn+1 − zn) and ∂tLF(wn) = −2c(yn+1 − yn), it holds that

dist(0, ∂zLF(wn)) = 1
ρ

∥zn+1 − zn∥ and dist(0, ∂tLF(wn)) = 2c∥yn+1 − yn∥. (23)

Combining (21), (22), and (23), noting that lim supn→+∞ µn = µ < +∞, and using (15) and (16) in the proof of
Theorem 3.1, we derive that there exists n0 ∈ N∗ and C2 ∈ R++ such that, for all n ≥ n0,

dist(0, ∂LF(wn)) ≤ C2 (∥xn+1 − xn∥ + ∥yn+1 − yn∥ + ∥yn − yn−1∥) ≤ C2(∆n−1 + ∆n−2).

(i): We see that all the conditions in the abstract convergence framework [5, Theorem 5.1] are satisfied with
I = {1, 2}, λ1 = λ2 = 1/2, αn ≡ C1, βn ≡ 1/(2C2), and εn ≡ 0. By [5, Theorem 5.1(i)],

+∞∑
n=0

(∥xn+2 − xn+1∥ + ∥yn+2 − yn+1∥) =
+∞∑
n=0

∆n < +∞,

which implies that
∑+∞
n=0 ∥xn+1 − xn∥ < +∞ and

∑+∞
n=0 ∥yn+1 − yn∥ < +∞. Together with (16), we derive that∑+∞

n=0 ∥zn+1 − zn∥ < +∞, and hence

+∞∑
n=0

∥(xn+1, yn+1, zn+1) − (xn, yn, zn)∥ < +∞,

which yields the convergence of (xn, yn, zn)n∈N to (x∗, y∗, z∗). In view of Theorem 3.1(ii), (x∗, y∗, z∗) is a stationary
point of Lρ.

(ii)(a): This follows from the arguments in the proof of [5, Theorem 5.1] and [4, Theorem 2(i)].
(ii)(b): According to [5, Theorem 5.1(iv)], there exist γ0 ∈ R++ and ζ ∈ (0, 1) such that, for all n ∈ N∗,

∥(xn, yn) − (x∗, y∗)∥ ≤ γ0ζ
n
2 and |F(xn, yn, zn, yn−1) − F(x∗, y∗, z∗, y∗)| ≤ γ0ζ

n.

We derive that, for all n ∈ N∗, ∥xn − x∗∥ ≤ γ0ζ
n
2 and ∥yn − y∗∥ ≤ γ0ζ

n
2 , which yields

∥yn − yn−1∥ ≤ ∥yn − y∗∥ + ∥yn−1 − y∗∥ ≤ (1 + ζ− 1
2 )γ0ζ

n
2 .

By passing to the limit in (7), B⊤z∗ = −∇H(y∗). Following the same steps as in (15) and (16), we obtain that,
for all n ∈ N∗,

∥zn − z∗∥ ≤ ℓH√
λ

∥yn − y∗∥ + νℓψ√
λ

∥yn − yn−1∥ ≤ γ1ζ
n
2 , where γ1 := ℓHγ0 + (1 + ζ− 1

2 )νℓψγ0√
λ

.

Consequently,

∥(xn, yn, zn) − (x∗, y∗, z∗)∥ ≤ ∥xn − x∗∥ + ∥yn − y∗∥ + ∥zn − z∗∥ ≤ (2γ0 + γ1)ζ n2 ,

∥Axn +Byn − b∥ = 1
ρ

∥zn − zn−1∥ ≤ 1
ρ

(∥zn − z∗∥ + ∥zn−1 − z∗∥) ≤ (1 + ζ− 1
2 )γ1

ρ
ζ
n
2 ,

and ∥zn∥ ≤ ∥zn − z∗∥ + ∥z∗∥ ≤ γ1ζ
n
2 + ∥z∗∥.

We now deduce from the definition of F that

|Lρ(xn, yn, zn) − Lρ(x∗, y∗, z∗)| =
∣∣F(xn, yn, zn, yn−1) − F(x∗, y∗, z∗, y∗) − c∥yn − yn−1∥2∣∣

≤ |F(xn, yn, zn, yn−1) − F(x∗, y∗, z∗, y∗)| + c∥yn − yn−1∥2

≤ γ2ζ
n, where γ2 := γ0 + c(1 + ζ− 1

2 )2γ2
0

and from the definition of Lρ that

|F (xn, yn) − F (x∗, y∗)| = |Lρ(xn, yn, zn) − Lρ(x∗, y∗, z∗) − ⟨zn,Axn +Byn − b⟩ − ρ

2∥Axn +Byn − b∥2|
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≤ |Lρ(xn, yn, zn) − Lρ(x∗, y∗, z∗)| + ∥zn∥∥Axn +Byn − b∥ + ρ

2∥Axn +Byn − b∥2

≤ γ2ζ
n +

(
γ1ζ

n
2 + ∥z∗∥

) (1 + ζ− 1
2 )γ1

ρ
ζ
n
2 + (1 + ζ− 1

2 )2γ2
1

2ρ ζn

≤

(
γ2 + (3 + ζ− 1

2 )(1 + ζ− 1
2 )γ2

1
2ρ + ∥z∗∥(1 + ζ− 1

2 )γ1

ρ

)
ζ
n
2 ,

where the last inequality follows from the fact that ζn ≤ ζ
n
2 since ζ ∈ (0, 1). By letting

γ = max
{

2γ0 + γ1,
(1 + ζ− 1

2 )γ1

ρ
, γ2 + (3 + ζ− 1

2 )(1 + ζ− 1
2 )γ2

1
2ρ + ∥z∗∥(1 + ζ− 1

2 )γ1

ρ

}

and increasing it if necessary, we arrive at the conclusion.
(ii)(c): Following the arguments in [5, Theorem 5.1(iv)] and [4, Theorem 2(iii)], we find γ0 ∈ R++ such that, for

all n ∈ N∗,

∥(xn, yn) − (x∗, y∗)∥ ≤ γ0n
− 1−κ

2κ−1 and |F(xn, yn, zn, yn−1) − F(x∗, y∗, z∗, y∗)| ≤ γ0n
− 2−2κ

2κ−1 .

Similar to (ii)(b), for all n ≥ 2, since n− 1 ≥ 1
2n and 1−κ

2κ−1 > 0, we derive that

∥(xn, yn, zn) − (x∗, y∗, z∗)∥ ≤ (2γ0 + γ1)n− 1−κ
2κ−1 ,

∥Axn +Byn − b∥ ≤ (1 + 2
1−κ

2κ−1 )γ1

ρ
n− 1−κ

2κ−1 ,

|Lρ(xn, yn, zn) − Lρ(x∗, y∗, z∗)| ≤ γ2n
− 2−2κ

2κ−1 ,

and that

|F (xn, yn) − F (x∗, y∗)| ≤ γ2n
− 2−2κ

2κ−1 +
(
γ1n

− 1−κ
2κ−1 + ∥z∗∥

) (1 + 2
1−κ

2κ−1 )γ1

ρ
n− 1−κ

2κ−1 + (1 + 2
1−κ

2κ−1 )2γ2
1

2ρ n− 2−2κ
2κ−1

≤

(
γ2 + (3 + 2

1−κ
2κ−1 )(1 + 2

1−κ
2κ−1 )γ2

1
2ρ + ∥z∗∥(1 + 2

1−κ
2κ−1 )γ1

ρ

)
n− 1−κ

2κ−1 ,

where γ1 := ℓHγ0+(1+2
1−κ

2κ−1 )νℓψγ0√
λ

, γ2 := γ0 + c(1 + 2
1−κ

2κ−1 )2γ2
0 , and the last inequality follows from the fact that

n− 2−2κ
2κ−1 < n− 1−κ

2κ−1 for κ ∈ ( 1
2 , 1). By setting γ in the same way as in (ii)(b), we obtain the conclusion. ■

In Theorem 3.2, to obtain the convergence of the full sequence generated by Algorithm 3.1, we require that
F(x, y, z, t) := Lρ(x, y, z) + (ℓH+2νℓψ)νℓψ

λρ ∥y− t∥2 is a KL function. It is worthwhile mentioning that if the objective
function F (x, y) is a semi-algebraic function, then so is F(x, y, z, t), and hence F(x, y, z, t) is a KL function with
exponent κ ∈ [0, 1); see, e.g., [4, Example 1].

4. Numerical results
In this section, we provide the numerical results of our proposed algorithm for two case studies: RPCA with
modified regularization, and an DC-OPF problem which considers optimal photovoltaic systems placement. All of
the experiments are performed in MATLAB R2021b on a 64-bit laptop with Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-1165G7 CPU
(2.80GHz) and 16GB of RAM.

4.1. RPCA with modified regularization
We consider the following RPCA model introduced in Example 1.1

min
L,S,T∈Rm×d

∥L∥∗ + τ∥S∥1 + γ

2 ∥T −M∥2
F s.t. T = L+ S. (24)
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We modify the problem (24) as follows

min
L,S,T∈Rm×d

∥L∥∗ + τ∥S∥1 − τ∥S∥ + γ

2 ∥T −M∥2
F s.t. T = L+ S, (25)

where ∥·∥1 −∥·∥ is the modified regularization. In order to use Algorithm 3.1, we let f1(L) = ∥L∥∗, f2(S) = τ∥S∥1,
H(T ) = γ

2 ∥T − M∥2
F , P ≡ 0, G(S) = τ∥S∥, Dϕ1(L,Ln) = α

2 ∥L − Ln∥2
F , and Dϕ2(S, Sn) = α

2 ∥S − Sn∥2
F . The

coefficient matrices are defined by A1 = A2 = Im×m, and B = −Im×m. Note that b = 0 in this case, and for all
n ∈ N we fix µn = 1, νn = 0. The problem (25) can be solved by Algorithm 3.1 with the following steps

Ln+1 = argminL∈Rm×d ∥L∥∗ − ⟨τg1,n, L⟩ + ⟨Zn, L⟩ + ρ
2 ∥L+ Sn − Tn∥2

F + α
2 ∥L− Ln∥2

F ,

Sn+1 = argminS∈Rm×d τ∥S∥1 − ⟨τg2,n, S⟩ + ⟨Zn, S⟩ + ρ
2 ∥Ln+1 + S − Tn∥2

F + α
2 ∥S − Sn∥2

F ,

Tn+1 = argminT∈Rm×d
γ
2 ∥T −M∥2

F − ⟨Zn, T ⟩ + ρ
2 ∥Ln+1 + Sn+1 − T∥2

F ,

Zn+1 = Zn + ρ(Ln+1 + Sn+1 − Tn+1),

where gn = (g1,n, g2,n) ∈ ∂L∥ · ∥((Ln, Sn)). In this case, since G(S) = τ∥S∥, g1,n is a zero matrix with size m× d.
This updating scheme can be rewritten as

Ln+1 = argminL∈Rm×d
1

ρ+α∥L∥∗ + 1
2

∥∥∥L−
(

−Zn−ρSn+ρTn+αLn
ρ+α

)∥∥∥2

F
,

Sn+1 = argminS∈Rm×d
τ

ρ+α∥S∥1 + 1
2

∥∥∥S −
(
τg2,n−Zn−ρLn+1+ρTn+αSn

ρ+α

)∥∥∥2

F
,

Tn+1 = γM+Zn+ρLn+1+ρSn+1
γ+ρ ,

Zn+1 = Zn + ρ(Ln+1 + Sn+1 − Tn+1).

Both of the L and S subproblems have closed-form solutions, which are

Ln+1 = P 1
ρ+α

(
−Zn − ρSn + ρTn + αLn

ρ+ α

)
, Sn+1 = S τ

ρ+α

(
τg2,n − Zn − ρLn+1 + ρTn + αSn

ρ+ α

)
,

where Pc(·) denotes the soft shrinkage operator imposed on the singular values of the input matrix [8], Sc(·)
denotes the soft shrinkage operator imposed on all entries of the input matrix [14], and c is the threshold value.
The subgradient g2,n is given by u1v

⊤
1 , where u1 and v1 are the first left and right singular column vectors which

are obtained via the singular value decomposition of Sn. We randomly generate the ground truth matrices for this
case study by the procedures described in Appendix A. We set τ = 1/

√
max(m, d), α = 10−2 , and γ = 1 for all

test cases. To apply Algorithm 3.1, we choose ρ = 2 + 10−10 (since λ = 1, ℓH = γ). We compare our proposed
algorithm with the three-block ADMM (ADMM-3) used in [14], with their corresponding Lagrangian penalty term
ρ = 2. The ADMM-3 solves problem (24) while our algorithm solves problem (25). The noise parameter Γ is
set to 10−2 and 2 × 10−2, respectively. The algorithms are terminated when the relative change between the two
consecutive iterates is less than 10−6, specifically

∥(Ln+1, Sn+1, Tn+1) − (Ln, Sn, Tn)∥F
∥(Ln, Sn, Tn)∥F + 1 ≤ 10−6.

We denote by (L̂n, Ŝn, T̂n) the solution found at each iteration, and by (LO, SO, TO) the ground truth matrices that
we want to recover by solving the problem (25). The following relative error (RE) with respects to the ground truth
is used to measure the quality of the solution

RE := ∥(L̂n, Ŝn, T̂n) − (LO, SO, TO)∥F
∥(LO, SO, TO)∥F + 1 .

All algorithms are run for 30 times for each test cases with a maximum number of iterations of 4000. At each
time, the initial matrices L and S are created randomly, T is initialized by the value of M , and Z is initialized as
a zero matrix. We perform our experiments on both square (100 × 100 and 1000 × 1000 matrices) and rectangular
matrices (here we arbitrary choose 200 × 100 and 2000 × 1000 matrices). The average CPU time (in seconds), RE,
rank, and sparsity of the solutions are presented in Table 1 and Table 2, respectively. The tuple (r, s) in the tables
shows the rank and sparsity ratio of the randomly-generated ground truth. Although the proposed algorithm takes
more time to run (mainly due to the singular value decomposition process required to compute the subgradient at
each iteration), it outperforms ADMM-3 in terms of solution quality for both test cases. Interestingly, the sparsity
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of the solutions found by our algorithm is also closer to the ground truth values, which indicates the efficiency of
the modified regularization. Our algorithm can successfully recover the rank of the ground truth matrices in all
test cases for Γ = 10−2. Also, our algorithm can still recover better sparsity level in almost all test cases. When
the size of the test matrices is larger, the CPU time of our algorithm is still comparable to that of the ADMM-3,
and it still outperforms the ADMM-3 in terms of solution quality. When Γ = 2 × 10−2 for the larger case, the rank
and sparsity are more challenging to be recovered, and our proposed algorithm can still manage to obtain better
sparsity level in almost all test cases.

Table 1: RPCA results on random generated square matrices

Case 100 × 100
Γ (r, s) Algorithms Time RE Iteration Rank L̂ Sparsity Ŝ Rank LO Sparsity SO

10−2 (10, 0.05) ADMM-3 0.10 1.3946E-02 74 10 543 10 500
BPL-ADMM 0.18 1.3920E-02 76 10 541 10 500

(10, 0.1) ADMM-3 0.13 1.7108E-02 101 10 1125 10 1000
BPL-ADMM 0.23 1.7068E-02 103 10 1121 10 1000

(15, 0.05) ADMM-3 0.11 1.3751E-02 90 15 755 15 500
BPL-ADMM 0.21 1.3715E-02 93 15 753 15 500

(15, 0.1) ADMM-3 0.18 1.8733E-02 139 15 1443 15 1000
BPL-ADMM 0.33 1.8710E-02 143 15 1434 15 1000

(20, 0.05) ADMM-3 0.22 1.6311E-02 170 20 1199 20 500
BPL-ADMM 0.41 1.6291E-02 179 20 1196 20 500

(20, 0.1) ADMM-3 0.34 2.1198E-02 269 20 1973 20 1000
BPL-ADMM 0.61 2.1191E-02 284 20 1969 20 1000

2 × 10−2 (10, 0.05) ADMM-3 0.10 1.3907E-02 62 10 595 10 500
BPL-ADMM 0.15 1.3884E-02 64 10 591 10 500

(10, 0.1) ADMM-3 0.13 1.7392E-02 103 10 1197 10 1000
BPL-ADMM 0.23 1.7347E-02 107 10 1194 10 1000

(15, 0.05) ADMM-3 0.10 1.3972E-02 83 15 851 15 500
BPL-ADMM 0.19 1.3949E-02 85 15 848 15 500

(15, 0.1) ADMM-3 0.18 1.8635E-02 138 15 1561 15 1000
BPL-ADMM 0.32 1.8633E-02 142 15 1556 15 1000

(20, 0.05) ADMM-3 0.22 1.6348E-02 170 20 1295 20 500
BPL-ADMM 0.41 1.6335E-02 181 20 1291 20 500

(20, 0.1) ADMM-3 0.27 2.1559E-02 215 20 2086 20 1000
BPL-ADMM 0.48 2.1557E-02 225 20 2080 20 1000

Case 1000 × 1000
10−2 (10, 0.05) ADMM-3 23.99 2.5864E-03 59 10 51210 10 50000

BPL-ADMM 35.36 2.5860E-03 60 10 51205 10 50000
(10, 0.1) ADMM-3 26.66 3.6126E-03 66 10 100118 10 100000

BPL-ADMM 38.65 3.6122E-03 67 10 100111 10 100000
(15, 0.05) ADMM-3 23.57 2.2652E-03 60 15 51903 15 50000

BPL-ADMM 36.14 2.2648E-03 61 15 51901 15 50000
(15, 0.1) ADMM-3 27.85 3.0318E-03 67 15 100882 15 100000

BPL-ADMM 38.18 3.0315E-03 68 15 100880 15 100000
(20, 0.05) ADMM-3 25.80 2.0584E-03 61 20 52535 20 50000

BPL-ADMM 36.78 2.0582E-03 62 20 52533 20 50000
(20, 0.1) ADMM-3 27.20 2.6930E-03 68 20 101744 20 100000

BPL-ADMM 38.04 2.6926E-03 70 20 101737 20 100000
2 × 10−2 (10, 0.05) ADMM-3 21.77 3.2703E-03 61 87 151937 10 50000

BPL-ADMM 29.04 3.2700E-03 62 87 151913 10 50000
(10, 0.1) ADMM-3 27.69 4.2791E-03 71 119 190550 10 100000

BPL-ADMM 35.16 4.2786E-03 72 119 190551 10 100000
(15, 0.05) ADMM-3 25.68 2.8604E-03 62 89 153312 15 50000

BPL-ADMM 38.73 2.8600E-03 64 89 153303 15 50000
(15, 0.1) ADMM-3 29.72 3.6509E-03 72 122 192932 15 100000

BPL-ADMM 41.54 3.6505E-03 73 122 192932 15 100000
(20, 0.05) ADMM-3 25.27 2.5759E-03 63 92 154723 20 50000

BPL-ADMM 34.75 2.5755E-03 65 92 154721 20 50000
(20, 0.1) ADMM-3 30.00 3.2693E-03 73 125 194854 20 100000

BPL-ADMM 42.49 3.2690E-03 74 125 194851 20 100000
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Table 2: RPCA results on random generated rectangular matrices

Case 200 × 100
Γ (r, s) Algorithms Time RE Iteration Rank L̂ Sparsity Ŝ Rank LO Sparsity SO

10−2 (10, 0.05) ADMM-3 0.19 9.4198E-03 93 10 1166 10 1000
BPL-ADMM 0.24 9.4045E-03 96 10 1162 10 1000

(10, 0.1) ADMM-3 0.23 1.2068E-02 112 10 2343 10 2000
BPL-ADMM 0.25 1.2055E-02 115 10 2341 10 2000

(15, 0.05) ADMM-3 0.25 1.0152E-02 126 15 1708 15 1000
BPL-ADMM 0.31 1.0142E-02 130 15 1705 15 1000

(15, 0.1) ADMM-3 0.37 1.2684E-02 186 15 2978 15 2000
BPL-ADMM 0.41 1.2681E-02 194 15 2969 15 2000

(20, 0.05) ADMM-3 0.40 1.0112E-02 206 20 2278 20 1000
BPL-ADMM 0.46 1.0104E-02 213 20 2273 20 1000

(20, 0.1) ADMM-3 0.72 1.3707E-02 364 20 4072 20 2000
BPL-ADMM 0.85 1.3693E-02 378 20 4068 20 2000

2 × 10−2 (10, 0.05) ADMM-3 0.19 1.0124E-02 93 10 1495 10 1000
BPL-ADMM 0.21 1.0111E-02 95 10 1488 10 1000

(10, 0.1) ADMM-3 0.26 1.2467E-02 126 10 2625 10 2000
BPL-ADMM 0.28 1.2452E-02 129 10 2624 10 2000

(15, 0.05) ADMM-3 0.25 1.0044E-02 129 15 1998 15 1000
BPL-ADMM 0.31 1.0041E-02 140 15 1994 15 1000

(15, 0.1) ADMM-3 0.31 1.2819E-02 157 15 3415 15 2000
BPL-ADMM 0.35 1.2803E-02 162 15 3410 15 2000

(20, 0.05) ADMM-3 0.39 1.1589E-02 202 20 2860 20 1000
BPL-ADMM 0.45 1.1585E-02 209 20 2856 20 1000

(20, 0.1) ADMM-3 0.59 1.5005E-02 306 20 4585 20 2000
BPL-ADMM 0.68 1.4994E-02 320 20 4582 20 2000

Case 2000 × 1000
10−2 (10, 0.05) ADMM-3 67.14 1.9698E-03 89 10 153310 10 100000

BPL-ADMM 78.36 1.9696E-03 90 10 153288 10 100000
(10, 0.1) ADMM-3 71.03 2.6300E-03 99 10 249807 10 200000

BPL-ADMM 92.44 2.6298E-03 100 10 249800 10 200000
(15, 0.05) ADMM-3 80.06 1.6739E-03 90 15 156377 15 100000

BPL-ADMM 98.49 1.6736E-03 91 15 156374 15 100000
(15, 0.1) ADMM-3 74.23 2.2267E-03 100 15 254688 15 200000

BPL-ADMM 99.27 2.2266E-03 101 15 254683 15 200000
(20, 0.05) ADMM-3 69.10 1.5351E-03 75 20 160409 20 100000

BPL-ADMM 89.65 1.5348E-03 78 20 160387 20 100000
(20, 0.1) ADMM-3 63.80 1.9954E-03 83 20 258402 20 200000

BPL-ADMM 89.43 1.9950E-03 85 20 258383 20 200000
2 × 10−2 (10, 0.05) ADMM-3 61.93 3.2736E-03 78 128 572449 10 100000

BPL-ADMM 78.93 3.2732E-03 80 127 572427 10 100000
(10, 0.1) ADMM-3 62.20 3.8801E-03 86 119 635960 10 200000

BPL-ADMM 81.42 3.8799E-03 87 119 635962 10 200000
(15, 0.05) ADMM-3 64.73 2.7395E-03 95 129 573857 15 100000

BPL-ADMM 83.01 2.7393E-03 96 129 573833 15 100000
(15, 0.1) ADMM-3 57.92 3.3192E-03 87 157 639129 15 200000

BPL-ADMM 74.22 3.3191E-03 89 157 639117 15 200000
(20, 0.05) ADMM-3 48.22 2.5090E-03 97 131 576133 20 100000

BPL-ADMM 61.67 2.5090E-03 98 131 576133 20 100000
(20, 0.1) ADMM-3 61.68 2.9402E-03 109 160 640202 20 200000

BPL-ADMM 76.83 2.9401E-03 110 160 640191 20 200000

4.2. DC-OPF with optimal photovoltaic system placement
We revisit the DC-OPF problem with optimal PV allocation based on the formulations given in [2, 21]. The details
of the variables as well as the parameters are given in Table 4 in the Appendix. The formulation is given as follows

min
(∑
i∈N

Cui +
∑
i∈N

(
ai(PGi )2 + biP

G
i + ci

))
(OPF-1)
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subject to PPVi + PGi −
∑
j∈Mi

bij(Θi − Θj) ≥ Di, ∀i ∈ N (26a)

∑
i∈N

ui ≥
∑
i∈N Di

2PPV
(26b)

bij(Θi − Θj) ≤ P , ∀i ∈ N, j ∈ Mi (26c)
Θi ∈ [0, 2π], ∀i ∈ N (26d)

0 ≤ PPVi ≤ uiPPV , ∀i ∈ N (26e)

0 ≤ PGi ≤ PG, ∀i ∈ N (26f)
ui ∈ {0, 1}, ∀i ∈ N. (26g)

The objective function aims at minimizing the installation cost of PV systems and the operation cost of conventional
generators. Constraint (26a) ensures that the demand is met by the power flow from both conventional generators
and renewable sources. Constraint (26b) makes sure that we have enough PV systems to achieve 50 percent
renewable penetration rate. Constraint (26c) is the limit of the power flow between any two nodes. The remaining
constraints define the boundaries of the decision variables. Using the binary relaxation technique used in [21], we
have that

(∀i ∈ N, ui ∈ {0, 1}) ⇐⇒

(
∀i ∈ N, ui ∈ [0, 1] and

∑
i∈N

(
u2
i − ui

)
≥ 0
)
.

Taking into account of the above equivalence, a plausible alternative optimization model for the OPF problem with
PV is as follows

min
(∑
i∈N

Cui +
∑
i∈N

(
ai(PGi )2 + biP

G
i + ci

)
− γ

∑
i∈N

(u2
i − ui)

)
(OPF-M)

subject to (26a) → (26f) (27a)
ui ∈ [0, 1], ∀i ∈ N. (27b)

In order to apply our algorithm, we let x = (x1, x2, . . . , x|N |), in which xi = [PPVi , PGi ,Θi, ui]⊤ denotes the set
of variables associated with bus i, for i ∈ {1, . . . , |N |}. Here we use the notation |N | to denote the cardinality
of the set N . Similarly, let fi = Cui + ai(PGi )2 + biP

G
i + ci be the cost function associated with bus i and

G(x) = γ
∑
i∈N (u2

i − ui), we can reformulate the problem (OPF-M) as follows

min
xi

(∑
i∈N

fi(xi) −G(x)
)

s.t. Ax ≤ b, (OPF-M2)

where Ai are coefficient matrices associated with each xi, and b is the vector form by the right hand side of
the problem (OPF-M). We then introduce slack variables and then penalise the slack variables to transform all
inequalities into equalities as in [2]. Two worth noting points are that our DC-OPF problem is nonconvex due to
the presence of binary variables (and later by the reformulation into difference-of-convex form), while the DC-OPF
problem considered in [2] is convex, and that our algorithm is more general and can also cover their ADMM version.
Let p be the number of inequality constraints, where p = 9|N | +

∑
i∈N |Mi| + 1. By letting y = (y1, y2, . . . , yp) be

the slack variables, the problem (OPF-M2) can be equivalently reformulated as follows

min
xi

(∑
i∈N

fi(xi) −G(x)
)

s.t. Ax + y = b, y ∈ Rp+. (OPF-M2’)

Here, we observe that

y ∈ Rp+ ⇐⇒ dist(y,Rp+) = 0 ⇐⇒ dist2(y,Rp+) ≤ 0

and that y 7→ dist2(y,Rp+) is a differentiable function whose gradient ∇ dist2(y,Rp+) = 2(y−ProjRp+(y)) is 2-Lipschitz
continuous. So, the final relaxed problem is given as follows

min
xi

(∑
i∈N

fi(xi) + η

2 dist2(y,Rp+) −G(x)
)

s.t. Ax + y = b, (OPF-M3)
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where η is a positive parameter. Now, (OPF-M3) is a special case of problem (1), in which fi(xi) = Cui+ai(PGi )2 +
biP

G
i + ci, H(y) = η

2 dist2(y,Rp+), G(x) = γ
∑
i∈N (u2

i −ui), P (x) ≡ 0, B = Ip×p, and Ai is constructed as described
in Appendix C. Each function fi(xi) can be rewritten in quadratic form as fi(xi) = 1

2x
⊤
i Qixi + q⊤

i xi + ci, in which

Qi =


0 0 0 0
0 2ai 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

 , qi =


0
bi

0
C

 .

Using Algorithm 3.1 with Dϕi(xi, xi,n) = α
2 ∥xi − xi,n∥2, where α = 10−2, and we also fix µn = 1, νn = 0 for all

n ∈ N, the updates of the variables are given as follows

xi,n+1 = −
(
Qi + ρA⊤

i Ai + αIp×p
)−1

(
qi − ∇iG(xn) + ρA⊤

i

(∑i−1
k=1 Akxk,n+1 +

∑N
k=i+1 Akxk,n+

yn + zn
ρ − b

)
− αxi,n

)
, i ∈ {1, . . . , |N |},

yj,n+1 = max
{

0,
(

−Axn+1 − zn
ρ + b

)
j

}
+ ρ

η+ρ min
{

0,
(

−Axn+1 − zn
ρ + b

)
j

}
, j ∈ {1, . . . , p},

zn+1 = zn + ρ(Axn+1 + yn+1 − b).

Note that the closed-form update of y can be derived with the same approach used in [2, Theorem 1]. The proposed
algorithm is run for a maximum of 4000 iterations and it is terminated when

∥(xn+1, yn+1, zn+1) − (xn, yn, zn)∥
∥(xn, yn, zn)∥ < 10−5.

The test systems considered here are the 14-bus system used in [21, Case study 4.2], and the 141-bus test case
taken from MATPOWER [32]. We set (η, ρ, γ) = (900, 1800 + 10−10, 80) for the 14-bus case, and then (η, ρ, γ) =
(3000, 6000 + 10−10, 80) for the 141-bus case. We compare the performance of our proposed algorithm with the
generalized proximal point algorithm (GPPA) [3], and the proximal subgradient algorithm with extrapolation (PSAe)
[21]. We run all algorithms for 30 times, initialized at the lower bound of the variables, for a maximum of 4000
iterations. The results are given in Table 3. The objective function values are calculated using (OPF-1).

Table 3: Comparison of GPPA, PSAe, and the proposed algorithm on 30 runs of the DC OPF model

Test case 14-bus 141-bus
Algorithm GPPA PSAe BPL-ADMM GPPA PSAe BPL-ADMM

Mean objective function value 2.4347 2.4346 2.4350 - - 9.8256
Best objective function value 2.4346 2.4346 2.4348 - - 9.8147

Mean iteration number 8 20 404 - - 2105
Mean CPU time (seconds) 0.13 0.17 0.08 - - 640.67

The sign “-” indicates that the algorithm cannot converge after a maximum running time of 2 hours.

The best solution found in the 14-bus case using this proposed BPL-ADMM algorithm is approximately the
same as the one found in [21]. This is due to the relaxation used during the modelling process. However, it can
be seen that the CPU time is shorter, due to the availability of closed-form solutions of the subproblems. This
also makes each iteration of the proposed algorithm less computationally expensive than those of the remaining
algorithms. Moreover, it can be observed that for the larger test case, the proposed algorithm benefits from the
closed-form solutions of the subproblems and can converge to a stationary point within an acceptable running time.
The best solutions found by the proposed algorithm are shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2, respectively.
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Figure 1: Best solution found for 14-bus case (the blue color indicates that there is a PV system at the bus).
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Figure 2: Best solution found for 141-bus case.

5. Conclusion
In this paper, we have proposed a splitting algorithm with linearization based on ADMM to solve a class of
structured nonconvex and nonsmooth optimization problems, which can cover two important classes of problems
in the literature. Our proposed structure and the proposed algorithm impose less restrictions on the convexity
requirements than some algorithms existing in the current literature. The convergence of the whole sequence
generated by our algorithm is proved with some mild additional assumptions and KL property. The efficiency of
the proposed algorithm is illustrated on two important nonconvex optimization problems, and it shows competitive
results in comparison with the existing algorithms.
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A. Data generation for RPCA model
Let M = LO +SO +N , where LO and SO are the ground truth low-rank and sparse matrices, and N is a Gaussian
noise matrix. The following MATLAB code generates the matrix M :

%Change r and s according to Table 1
r = 10; %rank of ground truth matrix
s = 0.05; %sparsity ratio of ground truth matrix
m = 100;
n = 100;
L = randn(m, r) ∗ randn(r, n);
S = zeros(m,n);
temp = randperm(m ∗ n);
S(temp(1 : round(s ∗m ∗ n))) = randn(round(s ∗m ∗ n), 1);
noise = 0.01; % Noise level;
N = randn(m,n) ∗ noise;
T = L+ S;
M = T +N ;

B. Data of Case study 4.2

Table 4: Parameters and variables of the DC-OPF problem

Parameters Description Values
N Set of buses {1, 2, . . . , 14}
Mi Set of buses that are connected to bus i,
Di Active power demand at bus i See [21, Table 7]
bij Susceptance value of the line connecting bus i and bus j See [21, Table 8]
C Unit installation cost of a PV at bus i 1
ai, bi, ci Coefficients associated with the cost of generator installed at

bus i. These coefficients for a diesel generator are derived
from [21]. When there is no generator at bus i, ai = bi =
ci = 0

0.246, 0.084, 0.433

P P V Active power capacity of PVs 800 kW
P G

i Active power capacity of diesel generator at bus i. When
there is no generator attached to bus i, P G

i = 0
5000 kW

P Transmission limits of lines 3000 kW
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γ Relaxation parameter
Variables

P P V
i Active power generated by a PV system at bus i, i ∈ N

P G
i Active power generated by diesel generator at bus i, i ∈ N

ui 1 if there is a PV system needed at bus i, and 0 otherwise,
i ∈ N

Θi Voltage angle of bus i, i ∈ N

The values of the parameters in Table 4 are used for the 14-bus test case. We use the same parameter notations
for the 141-bus test case. The parameters of the 141-bus test case (line configurations, load demand, diesel generator
capacity) can be found within MATPOWER software. Note that we also use 800 kW PV for the 141-bus case. All
calculations are performed on Per Unit (pu) values.

C. Construction of matrices Ai in the DC-OPF problem
We give an example of how the matrices Ai can be constructed. For simplicity, we use a 2-bus example. The
procedures are still the same if there are more buses. Consider the example given in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Two-bus example.

The problem (OPF-M3) in this case reads as

min
xi

( 2∑
i=1

fi(xi) + η

2 dist2(y,Rp+) −G(x)
)

subject to A1x1 +A2x2 + y = b.
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The matrices A1, A2, and vector b are given by

A1 =



−1 −1 b12 0
0 0 −b21 0

−1 0 0 0
0 0 b12 0
0 0 −b21 0
1 0 0 −PPV

−1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 −1 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1
0 0 0 −1
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 −1 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0



, A2 =



0 0 −b12 0
−1 −1 b21 0
−1 0 0 0
0 0 −b12 0
0 0 b21 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
1 0 0 −PPV

−1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 −1 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1
0 0 0 −1
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 −1 0



, b =



−D1

−D2

− 1
2 (D1 +D2)

P

P

0
0
0
0
PG1

0
PG2

0
1
0
1
0

2π
0

2π
0


By this way of construction, Ai has full column rank.
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