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Abstract

This paper deals with convex nonsmooth optimization problems. We introduce
a general smooth approximation framework for the original function and apply
random (accelerated) coordinate descent methods for minimizing the correspond-
ing smooth approximations. Our framework covers the most important classes of
smoothing techniques from the literature. Based on this general framework for
the smooth approximation and using coordinate descent type methods we derive
convergence rates in function values for the original objective. Moreover, if the
original function satisfies a growth condition, then we prove that the smooth
approximations also inherits this condition and consequently the convergence
rates are improved in this case. We also present a relative randomized coordi-
nate descent algorithm for solving nonseparable minimization problems with the
objective function relative smooth along coordinates w.r.t. a (possibly nonsepa-
rable) differentiable function. For this algorithm we also derive convergence rates
in the convex case and under the growth condition for the objective.

Keywords: Convex optimization, growth condition, nonsmooth and nonseparable
objective, coordinate descent, convergence analysis.



1 Introduction

In this paper we study (accelerated) random (block) coordinate descent methods for
solving nonsmooth convex optimization problems of the form:

F* = min F(z), (1)

where I : R” — R is a general proper closed convex function (possibly nonseparable).
First order methods for nonsmooth optimization, e.g. subgradient type methods, have
convergence rates of order O(1/€2), where € is the desired accuracy for the approxi-
mate solution. In order to improve convergence, smooth approximations of the original
function can be considered and gradient type methods [1] can be used for solving these
smooth approximations. Some examples of smoothing techniques are Moreau envelope
[2], Forward-Backward envelope [3, 4], Douglas-Rachford envelope [3, 5], Nesterov’s
smoothing [6] and Gaussian smoothing [7]. General properties for these smoothing
techniques can be found in [2-9]. Moreover, in e.g., [6-9] gradient type methods are
considered for solving the smooth approximation. However, in large-scale problems
the computation of the full gradient of the smooth approximation can be prohibitive.
In this case one can use coordinate descent algorithms [10-13] for solving the smooth
approximation, as it was done e.g., in [12, 14, 15]. On other hand, if the original func-
tion is still nonsmooth, but relative smooth w.r.t. a differentiable function, coordinate
descent type methods still converge (sub)linearly [16]. Some examples of convex rela-
tive smooth functions were given in [16]. Relative coordinate descent algorithms were
also considered in [17-19]. However, in all these papers the original function is relative
smooth along coordinates with respect to a separable function.

Previous work: In [6] the following problem is considered
F(z) = f(2) + max {(Az, u) — é(u)}, (2)

with the gradient of f assumed Lipschitz and a smooth approximation was proposed
for this problem, which we call in this paper Nesterov’s smoothing. Moreover, [6] also
presents an accelerated gradient descent method for solving the smooth approximation
for which sublinear rate is obtained in the convex case. In the context of coordinate
descent algorithms, [12] presents an accelerated coordinate descent algorithm for solv-
ing the Nesterov’s smooth approximation. Paper [15] considers the problem (2) with
f being separable, i.e., f(x) = Zf\; fi(z;), and considers the Nesterov’s smoothing
for the second term of the objective. Finally, a coordinate descent algorithm is used
for solving the smooth approximation and rates of order O (6% log (%)) are derived
in the convex case and improved to O (11log (1)), when the smooth approximation is
strongly convex. Moreover, in [14] an objective function of the form

F(z) = %mTAa? + T2 4+ () (3)
is considered, with b € R™", A € R™*" is a symmetric positive semidefinite matrix and
1 is a proper closed convex function (possibly nonsmooth and nonseparable) which is



proximal easy. Then, the Forward-Backward envelope is employed as a smooth approx-
imation for the objective and a modified accelerated coordinate descent algorithm is
used for solving this smooth approximation (in each iteration it is necessary to com-
pute two proximal operators). Rate of order O (63%) is obtained in function values at
some point gomy (x), where Ilgomy () is the projection onto the domain of ¢, pro-
vided that 1 is Lipschitz in any bounded subset. Finally, when the function is relative
smooth along coordinates in [18] a relative randomized coordinate descent is proposed
and sublinear rates are obtained in the convex case and linear rates for an objective
that is relative strong with respect to a separable function.

Contributions. In this paper we first introduce a general smoothing framework for
the convex objective function F' in problem (1) and we use random (accelerated)
coordinate descent methods from the literature to solve the smooth approximation.
We also present a relative randomized coordinate descent algorithm for minimizing
convex objective functions that are relative smooth along coordinates w.r.t. a (possibly
nonseparable) differentiable function. More precisely, our main contributions are:

(i) We introduce a novel smoothing framework for general nonsmooth and nonsep-
arable convex objective functions (Assumption 1), which covers in particular the most
important smooth approximations from the literature (Moreau envelope, Forward-
Backward envelope, Douglas-Rachford envelope and Nesterov’s smoothing). In the
Moreau envelope, we assume that F' is a proper closed convex function and proximally
easy. In the Forward-Backward and Douglas-Rachford envelopes our results are valid
when F has the form (3). In the Douglas-Rachford envelope, matrix (I, + 'yA)f1 must
be computed easily, where v > 0 is the parameter of the smoothing and I,, is the iden-
tity matrix. Finally, for Nesterov’s smoothing our framework covers the case when f
has coordinate-wise Lipschitz gradient in the problem (2). Then, we consider random
(accelerated) coordinate descent algorithms for solving this smooth approximation.
Under this general framework we derive sublinear convergence rates in function values
for the original problem (1).

(ii) Moreover, the rates are improved (to even linear) if the original objective
function satisfies a g-growth condition (Assumption 3). We prove that Moreau enve-
lope, Forward-Backward envelope and Nesterov’s smoothing inherits such a ¢-growth.
Table 1 summarizes the main convergence results from this paper for each smoothing
technique, where & is the constant in Assumption 3.

(iii) We also consider nonsmooth objective functions (possibly nonseparable), but
relative smooth along coordinates with respect to a given function (possibly also non-
separable). For this problem a relative randomized coordinate descent algorithm is
introduced, for which we derive sublinear rate when the objective F' is convex. More-
over, if the function F satisfies a g-growth condition, we prove that the algorithm
converges linearly with high probability.

The major difference between our result corresponding to the Forward-Backward enve-
lope and the result in [14] is that a rate of order O(1/k') is obtained in [14] in
function values at the point Ilqomy (), Where xy, is the iterate of the accelerated algo-
rithm in [14], while we derive an improved rate of order O(1/k?) in function values at
the point prox.,, (zx — YV f(xx)), where zy is the iterate of our Algorithm 2. Another



major difference is that the modified accelerated coordinate descent algorithm consid-
ered in [14] requires computation of two proximal operators of ¢ per iteration, while
in the algorithm considered in this paper only one proximal operator of v is com-
puted at each iteration. Moreover, in [14] an extra assumption that ¢ is Lipschitz in
any bounded subset is required, while we do not need this assumption to obtain our
convergence rates.

Smoothing | ypy FB DR NS Result
Property
Coordinate Descent Method
Convex 1/e 1/e 1/e 1/€2 Thm 4
g-growth In(1/e) | In(1/e) - (1/e)In(1/€) Thm 8
Accelerated Coordinate Descent Method
Convex [ 1/Ve T 1/V/e [1/V/e] 1/e [ Thm 6
Restart Accelerated Coordinate Descent Method knowing a lower bound &
g-growth [In(1/e) [ In(1/e) [ - ] (1/+/€)In (1/€) [ Cor2
Restart Accelerated Coordinate Descent Method not knowing &
g-growth | n(Doga (n (1)) | - [ (&) m(2)logs (n(2)) [ Thm g

Table 1 Convergence rates derived in this paper for Moreau envelope (ME), Forward-Backward
(FB) envelope, Douglas-Rachford (DR) envelope and Nesterov’s smoothing (NS) in the convex
and g-growth cases.

Content. The paper is organized as follows. In Section 1.1 we present some definitions
and preliminary results. We introduce our general smoothing framework in Section
2. In Section 3 we analyze the g-growth condition. Then, in Section 4, we consider
random (accelerated) coordinate descent algorithms and derive convergence rates in
function values of the original objective in the convex and g-growth cases. In Section
5, we present a relative smooth coordinate descent algorithm and derive convergence
in the convex and g-growth cases. Finally, in Section 6 we provide detailed numerical
simulations.

1.1 Preliminaries

In this section we present some notations, definitions and some preliminary results.
Let U € R™ ™ be a column permutation of the n x n identity matrix and further
let U = [Uy,...,Un] be a decomposition of U into N submatrices, with U; € R™"*™i
where ZJ.\;O n; = n. Any vector x € R™ can be written uniquely as x = Zi\;o Uz,
where :17("6 = Ul'z € R™. For spaces R", let us fix some norms | - Gy, i=1,---,N.
Moreover, ||z||? = Zf\;l |[(]|2 is defined as the Euclidean norm and || - ||, is the £,
norm, for p # 2. We consider dg the indicator function of the set B and e; is the i-th
component vector of the canonical basis. We denote with X* the set of minimizers of
problem (1) and with Z = [z]x~, the projection of 2 onto X* (all the letters with bar
above denote the projection of a point onto X*). For a given function F' and y € domF
its level set is defined as

Lr(y) ={z € domF: F(x) < F(y)}.



Next, we present the definition of convexity along coordinates.
Definition 1. For any firzed x € R" andi=1,--- ,N denote ¢7 : R"* — R as:

¢i (d) = ¢ (x + Usd). (4)

We say that 1 : R™ — R is (strictly) convex along coordinates if the partial functions
¢7 - R™ — R are (strictly) convez for allx €e R" andi=1,--- ,N.

Let us define the notion of block coordinate-wise Lipschitz gradient [13].

Definition 2. Given a closed convex set X C R"™ and a differentiable function f :
R™ — R. The gradient of f is block coordinate-wise Lipschitz continuous on X, with
constants L; > 0, if for all z,x + Uh € X andi=1,--- N, the following inequality
holds

IUF(V f(z + Ush) = V f(2))ll @) < Lillhllp)- (5)
If (5) holds, then we have the following relation [13]:

7+ Ui) = f () — (UF V1), B < 2R, (6)

When N = 1 in the inequality above, we say the function f has Lipschitz gradient.
Next result was proved for the case N = 1, see for example [1, Thm 2.1.5]. We adapt
this result for the (block) coordinate case.

Lemma 1. Consider f : R® — R a function and X C R™ a closed convex set.
Assume that f is convex along coordinates and the following inequality holds for all
z,x+Uhe X andi=1,--- /N

Fla +Uih) = f(x) — {UFV 1), ) < 20l 7)

Then, we have:

f(x +Ush) — (U f(z + Ush), h) +

5 0T (V5G4 Uih) = V@) < (o),

and
UL (V f (@ + Ush) = V () |l) < Lillhll -

Proof. See appendix for a proof. O

2 Smooth approximations for convex problems

In this section we introduce a general smoothing framework for convex functions. Our
framework covers the most important smoothing techniques from literature: Moreau,
Forward-Backward, Douglas-Rachford envelope and Nesterov’s smoothing.
Assumption 1. Consider F,(x), a smooth approzimation for the function F (with
parameter v > 0). Assume that:

A.1 Consider F; = min F,(z). We have that F; < F*.



A.2 There exist operators B and C and some constant D > 0 such that
F(B(z)) —vD < Fy(z) < F(C(x)), VYa € domF.

A.8 The gradient of F is block coordinate-wise Lipschitz continuous on R™, with
constants L;(Fy) > 0, see Definition 2.
A.4 Fy(x) is convez.

Next, we give some examples of smooth approximations that satisfy Assumption 1.
The reader may find others examples of smoothing techniques that fit our framework.

2.1 Moreau envelope

As a first example of a smoothing technique we have the Moreau Envelope [2]. The
Moreau envelope of a function F' with v > 0 is defined as

Py (o) = iy {F0) + 5= ol ). ®)

while the minimizer of the problem above, called proximal mapping, is

. 1 2
prox, p(z) := arg min {F(u) + %Hu -z } . (9)

Below, we show that the Moreau Envelope satisfies Assumption 1:
A.1 Tt is well-known that [2]:

F* = min F(z) = min F,(x) = F, and arg m%{n F(z) = arg m]iRn F,(z). (10)
: : T€R™ EASIING

A.2 Consider @ = prox, r(z). A direct implication from the definition of F, is that
F(a) < Fy(r) < F(x), for all v > 0. Hence B(z) = prox,p(z), C is the identity

operator and D = 0.
A3 1f F is a proper closed convex function, then F is differentiable and its gradient [2]

VE,(z) =~"" (z — prox, p(z)) (11)

is v~ !-Lipschitz continuous. Moreover, note that the coordinate-wise Lipschitz con-
stant of VF, is also L;(F,) = v~ '. In fact,

U (VEy (2 + Uih) = VE, ()|l ) < [VFy (2 + Ush) = VE, ()] <97 I7] ).
A4 If F is convex, then F, is also convex (see for example [2]).

2.2 Forward-Backward envelope

Consider the problem (1) defined as the following composite problem

F* = min F(z) = f(z) +6() (12)



where v is a proper closed convex function. Moreover, v is proximal easy and f has
Lipschitz gradient with constant L > 0. The Forward-Backward envelope of the pair
(f,%) with a smooth parameter vy > 0 is the function [3, 4]:

By (x) = f(z) - %va(l’)HQ + 97 (@ =V f(2)), (13)

where 17 is the Moreau envelope of the function ¢ defined in (8). Note that the
Forward-Backward envelope can also be defined as

Fy(x) = min f(z) +(Vf(z),u —2) + %IIU = [* + 4 (u). (14)

Now, we summarize the results obtained in [3, 4] that fits in our framework. If f
is twice differentiable and has Lipschitz gradient, and ¢ is a proper closed convex
function, then F is continuously differentiable with

VE, () = (I - /V2(@)) [ — prox, ,(z — 7V ()] (15)

Moreover, Forward-Backward envelope satisfies Assumption 1 when f is quadratic:
A.1 For all vL € (0,1], we have

arg min F(z) C arg min F,(x) and F*= min F(z) = min Fy(z)=F;. (16)

Moreover, if vL € (0, 1), we have

arg min F(z) = arg min F,(z). (17)
A.2 Consider @ = prox,,, (xr —yV f(x)), recall that F(a) < F,(z) for yL € (0,1].
Moreover, from the definition of F,, we have F,(z) < F(z), for all v > 0. Hence,
B(z) = prox.,, (xr —yV f(z)), C is the identity operator and D = 0.
A.3 Consider 1

F(z) = f(2) + () = 52" Ax + bl + (), (18)

for A € R™*"™ a symmetric positive semidefinite matrix and b € R™ and v is a proper
closed convex function. Then, (15) becomes

VFy(z) ="' (I —=vA) [z — prox,,(z — vV f(2))] . (19)

If yL € (0,1), then the gradient (19) is Lipschitz continuous with constant y~1(1 —
YAmin(A)), where Apin(A) is the smallest eigenvalue of A. Moreover, for vL € (0,1),
using Proposition 4.3 in [3] and Lemma 1, we get that the ith coordinate-wise Lipschitz
constant of VF, in (19) is

U n =y A Uil _ |, —WAn‘H.

Li(F
(£) 5 5




Note that the gradient, VF,, from (19) is in fact Lipschitz and block coordinate-wise
Lipschitz for all v > 0. However, the Lipschitz and coordinate-wise Lipschitz constants
take larger values when vL > 1 than when vL < 1. In fact, a more general result holds,
i.e., the gradient, VF.,, given in (15) is Lipschitz (coordinate-wise Lipschitz) on a set
X C R™ when f is convex, the hessian of f is Lipschitz (coordinate-wise Lipschitz)
and there exists a constant R > 0 such that ||z —prox.,(z =7V f(2))| < R Vze X.
However, in our analysis we consider vL € (0,1) and f quadratic, since under these
conditions convexity is also preserved, see the next statement.

A.4 When L € (0,1) and F' is defined as in (18), we have F, also convex, see [3,
Proposition 4.4].

2.3 Douglas-Rachford envelope

Let us present the results obtained in [3, 5] that are relevant in this paper. Consider the
problem (12) where 1 is a proper closed convex function and f has Lipschtz gradient
with constant L > 0. The Douglas-Rachford envelope for the problem (12) is defined
as:

Fy(z) = f7(2) =71V (@) + ¢ (z = 29V (2)), (20)
where 7,17 are the Moreau Envelopes of the functions f and v, defined in (8). The
Douglas-Rachford envelope can also be expressed as

F,(x) = min f (P,(x)) + (V] (Py(x)) ,u— P, (x)) + %nu — Py(@) 2 + w(u),

u€ER™?

with P, (z)=prox, ¢(z). Moreover, Douglas-Rachford envelope satisfies Assumption 1
when f is quadratic:

A11If+L € (0,1) we have:

= ;gﬁng( x) = ;12]%}1 F,(z)=F; and arg;ré]iRr}mF(x) = Prox.; (arg ngﬁg}b F( > .
<

A.2 Consider @ = prox, ;(z) and ¥ = prox,,, (24 — ), if yL € (0,1) we have F(?)
F,(z). Moreover, I, (z) < F(a), for all v > 0. Hence B(z) = prox,,, (Qprox,yf —x),
C(z) = prox, ;(z) and D = 0.

A.3 Consider F defined as in (18). If vL € (0, 1) we have VF, is Lipschitz continuous:

vr =1 (20747 - 1) 6l

with
G(z) = (’Y_lln + A)il (v o —b) — Prox.., (2 (fy_lln + A)f1 (v lz—b) - a:) i

Matrix (I, +vA)~" can be computed easily e.g., when A is block diagonal. For (18),
using Proposition 4.5 in [3] and Lemma 1, we get that the coordinate-wise Lipschitz
U (P +P?) Ui

, with P=2(I, +vA) "' —
5

constant of VF, is L;(F,) =




A4 When vL € (0,1) and F is defined as (18), we have F, also convex, see |3,
Proposition 4.6].

2.4 Nesterov’s smoothing

Consider the function
F(z) = f(x) +I3eac>2<{<A:v,U> —o(u)}, (21)

where () C R™ is a closed convex bounded subset, ¢ a continuous convex function on
Q, and f a convex function having a coordinate-wise Lipschitz gradient, with constants
L;(f) >0, for i =1,---, N. Examples of function that satisfies (21) can be found in
[6]. Let us recall the main properties of Nesterov’s smoothing [6, 12]:

Fy(z) = f(2) + max {{Az, u) — $(u) —yd(u)}, (22)

where d is strongly convex function on @ w.r.t. some norm | - ||y with parameter
o >0 and d(u) > 0 for all u € Q. Then, Nesterov’s smoothing satisfies Assumption 1:

A.1 Defining D = max, d(u), we have that:

F,(z) < F(z) < F,(x) +vyD, Vze€R", (23)

Hence ijk < F*. -
A.2 From (23), we have D = D. Moreover, B and C are the identity operators.
A.3 The gradient of F is

VE,(x) = Vf(2) + ATu, (@), (24)

where u. (z) is the unique solution of the optimization problem in (22). Moreover, the
gradient of F, is coordinate-wise Lipschitz with constant

1 . .
Li(Fy) = Li(f) + S (| Aeillfr)*  where [| Aei[|f; = max{{Ae;,u) : Jully <1} (25)

A.4 Note that F, is a maximum of linear functions in z, hence it is convex.

Based on the previous examples, we can see that our framework is general and covers
a wide range of smoothing techniques.

3 Functional g-growth

Strong convexity type conditions, such as g-growth property, allow to derive linear
rates for first order methods, see [20]. In this section we prove that smooth approxima-
tions of objective functions satisfying some g-growth condition inherits such a property.
Recall that X* is the set of minimizers of problem (1) and Z = [z]x~ is the projection
of x onto X ™. In this section we consider the following additional assumption on F'.

Assumption 2. Consider X C domF. We assume that the function F' satisfies a
functional g-growth on X, i.e., there exists a constant k > 0 and q € [1,2] such that:



Fl@)—F*>Zz -zt veeX
q

Below, we prove that Moreau envelope, Forward-Backward envelope and Nesterov’s

smoothing satisfy also a g-growth like condition. Let us introduce some notations that

will be used in the sequel. We define L. = max L;(F,). We consider the following
1=1:

norms, for a € R: N

lzl2 = D (La(E))* D).

i=1

3.1 Moreau and Forward-Backward envelopes

Theorem 1. Let Assumption 2 hold for a given function F and X = Lp(xg). Forq €
[1,2) assume additionally that the level set of the smooth approximation F, satisfies:

le —2]| <R VxeLlp(ro) andsome R >O0.

If F' is a proper closed convex function and F, is the Moreau envelope, then it satisfies
the following inequality:

R
Fy(z)— F: > 5||gg —z||} Vz € Lp,(z0), (26)
with Ky L
) (vs +1) Ta=2
k= K22 . (27)
(o L R0 ifq€1,2).

If F = f+ 1, such that f has Lipschitz gradient with constant L > 0, ¥ is a proper
closed convex function and F., is the Forward-Backward envelope with vL € (0,1),
then it satisfies (26) with

k(1 —~L) .
f= OF = D Ll F5) e (28)
K1 = L) ifq €1,2).

(ky 4+ R?79(1 — yL))? Linax (F)

Proof. Let us first prove the case of Moreau envelope. Consider z € Lg (20) and
z = prox, p(z). Note that 2 € Lr(2¢). Since F is a proper closed convex function and
satisfies the g-growth condition, then we have:

1 K 1
Fz)—F'=F2)+ —|lz—z|?=F*">2|lz— 2|19+ — ||z — z||?
y(z) (2) 27” [ qll | 27|| |

Y

. K _ 1
min —|lu — Z||9 + —|ju — gc||2
u€R™ ¢ 2y

For ¢ = 2, from the optimality condition (considering w the optimal point of the
previous problem), we get:

TR
x + z
Ky +1 vk +1

i

H(U75)+%(U*$):O = u=

10



and we obtain

[ — LS -

12
= x —z|5.
2(yk +1) ~ 2(7k 4+ 1) Liax(Fy) I Iy

. K g 1
min —|u—Z|*+ —|lu—=z
ueR™ 2 2y

Since L;(Fy) = ~~!, for i = 1,---, N, in the Moreau envelope, then F, is 2-growth
el

w.r.t. the norm || - |1, with constant K = ————.
(ye+1)

For ¢ € [1,2), considering u = Z, we get

1 1 1 1
muin S — 29 4 = ol = e -l 2 o - o = g - ol

On other hand, considering u # z, from the optimality conditions there exists w:

1
Kllu— 2|72 (u — 2) + 5 (u—2x)=0.

1
Define a = k|lu — 2||9~2 and B = —, then from equality above we get
Y

a B
alu—2)+plu—2)=0 (a+Plu=az+bxr & u= zZ+ xT.
(u=2)+Blu—2) =0 (a+ ) 5 e

This implies that
1
min = lu— 217+ o u — a||*
u€R™ ¢ 2y
K « 7 4+ I5) ik 1 «@ 7 4+ 2
= — Z r—Z — Z r—x
qglla+p  a+p 2y fla+pB  a+p
Kﬁq —11q Oé2 — 2
=—z-zZ|"+ ————= ||z — z||". 29)
gy I A e el (

Since u is the minimizer of the problem above, we get
K _ K _ 1 K _ _ _
~llu— 2|7 < =Jlu =2l + —llu—2|® < =|lz = 2| = [lu - 2| < ||lz - 2]|.
q q 2y q

From the boundedness assumption of the level set we have that there exists R > 0
such that ||y — 2z|| < R, for all y € Lg, (x0). Using the fact that z € Lr, (7o) and the
inequality above, we obtain ||u — Z|| < R. Moreover,

a & Auw—z*7 Ky o mY
at+ B Ju—z71 yr+u—z271 gkt flu— 2270 T ey + R

Hence, we obtain

K 1 I€2’)/2

min —||u — z||? fU*$2>—Z*$2 30

Inin qll 17+ 27|| = 27(erRg_q)Qll H (30)
KZZ’Y

> T —z|}.
Z 2(H’Y+R27q)2Lmax(F»y)”x x|y

11



Since L,;(F,) = 4~! in the Moreau Envelope, then F, satisfies 2-growth condition
K2~2

(ky + R2—9)2°

Now, let us prove for Forward-Backward envelope. Consider x € Lp (z0) and z =

prox., (z —yVf(x)). Note that, if vL € (0,1), then z € Lp(zo). Since F satisfies

functional g-growth, v is a proper closed function and f has Lipschitz gradient, for

~L € (0,1), we have

w.r.t. norm || - ||; with the constant & =

auw%w@=f@»HVﬂmw—m+5§v—mP+wa—F*

1 L 1/1 K
>(—)u—wW+F@w4”>(—L)w—ﬂﬁ+w—aw
2v 2 2 \y q
1/1
> min = < - L) lu— ) + =l — 2|12
u€R" 2 Y q

where in the first equality we use (16), (17) and the definition of F.,. Following a
similar analysis as in the Moreau envelope case we can get the results. O

Note that, in the Forward-Backward case we do not need to assume the function f to
be convex. Since in this paper the function F' is convex, we have that Assumption 2
is equivalent to Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL) inequality with p = q;—l and p > 0 [21]:

p(F(z) = F7)P < |[VF(z)]| Vo e X. (31)

In [22, Theorem 3.4], if the original function F satisfies KL with p € (0,1/2], then
the Moreau Envelope satisfies KL with p = 1/2, i.e., Moreau envelope satisfies 2-
growth condition. We have obtained similar results in Theorem 1. Further, considering
F = f+4+, with f a twice continuously differentiable function with Lipschitz gradient
and 1 proper closed convex function, [23, Theorem 3.2] and [24, Theorem 5.2] prove
that if F' satisfies KL with p € (0,1/2], then the Forward-Backward is a KL function
with exponent 1/2, i.e., Forward-Backward envelope satisfies 2-growth property, which
confirms our results from Theorem 1. However, in Theorem 1 we give an explicit
expression for the constant x and we provide a proof that does not need the assumption
of twice differentiability for f in the Forward-Backward case.

3.2 Nesterov’s smoothing
For the next theorem, for some « > 0, consider the following level set of a function F":
Lp(zo,7) ={z: F(x) < F(xo) + 7D} (32)

and the following (nonconvex) set
X =L, (x0) N{z € R": F,(x) — F* > +D}. (33)
Theorem 2. Let assumption 2 hold for a given function F and X = Lp(xo,7).

Considering F defined as in (21) and F, the Nesterov’s smoothing. Then, the following
inequality holds

12



Fy(z) — Ff > &lle — z|{ —vD Va € Lp (zo) with &=

q
qu2naX
Moreover, F., satisfies
Fy(2) - Fr > illz —2|! VeeX, with i=—g. (34)
2qLinax
Additionally, assume that for the level set of F,, Lr. (x0), we have
|lr —z|| <R Vo e Lp (x0), (35)
then F also satisfies
F (z) - F > ﬁux—fnf VoeX, with h=— (36)
i 7 =2 ’ qLmax >4

Proof. Assume the function F satisfy the g-growth condition. Since
F() < Fy(2) + 7D,
then

2
Fy(x) - F*+wD>f||x—x||Q> = <Z||x<“ (“2)
q Inax
%

p (ZL |x<i>—w<i>||2> > L Je—z.  (37)
2

z L
q max qLmax

Since Iy < F, the first statement follows. From the last inequality, for z € X:

2(F,(x) — F*) > Fy(z) = F* +~D >

o — z||{. (38)
qLmax

Using the fact that £y < F*, the second statement also follows. Moreover, using the

additional assumption in (35) and the first inequality in (37), for z € X, we have

K
qR?~4

2(Fy(x) = F7) = gl\w—l‘llq 2 o — 2] > le =27 (39)

-
qR27quax

From F;‘ < F*, the statement follows O

An immediate consequence of Theorems 1 and 2 is the following corollary.
Corollary 1. Given a function F' and X C R"™. Consider the following inequality for
a smooth approzimation of I, F, and some k > 0:

Fy(z) — F* > Q%Hx —Z|? VzeX and 7= [z]x-. (40)
Then, we have:
(i) If F, is the Moreau or Forward-Backward envelopes satisfying the assumptions in
Theorem 1, then F., satisfies (40) with ¢ =2, X = Lg (xq). Moreover k = &, with &
defined in (27) and (28) for Moreau and Forward-Backward envelopes, respectively.

13



(ii) Let Assumption 2 hold with X = Lp(zo,7), with Lp(xo,7) defined in (32). More-
over, consider F' and X defined as in (21) and (33), respectively. If F., is the Nesterov’s
smoothing, then F., satisfies (40) with = q, X = X and 7 = ng%, where Rk is defined
n (34). Additionally if F. satisfies (35), then F, satisfies (40) with § =2, X = X
and K = Rk, where & is defined in (36).

Proof. (i) In the Moreau and Forward-Backward envelopes, from (10), (16) and (17),

we have I, (7) = Fy = I"* = F'(7). Hence, the statements follows from Theorem 1.
(ii) The statement follows from (38) and (39). O

It is still an open question if similar results can be derived for the Douglas-Rachford
envelope. Note that for the Nesterov’s smoothing we have L;(F,) = O (7_1), see
(25), hence &k = O (yg) Based on the previous corollary, we impose the following
assumption for a smooth approximation.

Assumption 3. Given a function F and X C R™. Assume that the smooth approz-
imation of F, F,, satisfies the following inequality for some & > 0 and § € [1,2]

F

7(9:)—F*2%Hx—a§\\‘f Ve X and 7= [2]x-.
2

4 (Accelerated) coordinate descent methods

In this section we analyze the convergence of (accelerated) coordinate descent methods
for minimizing the smooth approximation and consequently the original objective
function in the convex and g-growth cases.

4.1 Coordinate descent: convex case

In the framework of smoothing as given in Assumption 1, the smooth approximation F,
has coordinate-wise gradient. Therefore, we can use (accelerated) coordinate descent
algorithms [10, 12, 13] for solving the smooth approximation of problem (1):

F; = erel]g}z F,(z). (41)

In the next algorithm, we consider a random counter R, with o € R, which generates
an integer number ¢ € {1, ..., N} with probability [13]:

N
> Li(Ey)

Thus, R, is a discrete random variable over {1, ..., N} and its distribution is specified
by probabilities as in (42). Note that R generates a uniform distribution. Let us recall
the algorithm proposed in [13].

-1

Py = LY(F,) - (42)

14



Algorithm 1:
Given a starting point ¢ € domF,. For k£ > 0 do:

1. Sample i; from R,.
2. Compute h(¥) (z),) = ~ULVF, (zy).
3. Update:

Tht1 = T + Ui b0 (2,).

1
Lik (F’Y)

From inequality (2.4) in [13], we have for all k£ > 0 the descent:
F (wns1) < F (o) (13)

Denote the set of optimal solutions of (41) by X; and let z, be an element of this set.
Define also:

N
= i — . d Sa(v) =S Lo(E).
Ro = max min_[lzi — o fla < oo and Sa(7) Zl 2 (Fy)

Theorem 3. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then, the iterates of Algorithm 1 satisfy
. 28.(v)Ri_,
]E[ny(xk)} — F’Y S W
Proof. The result follows using Theorem 1 in [13] and Assumption 1 [A3-A4]. O

Next, we can also provide the convergence rate for the original function in problem (1).
Theorem 4. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then, the iterates of Algorithm 1 satisfy

28, R?
E[F(B(zx))] — F* < 250 o +4D. (44)

k+4
Proof. By Assumption 1[A.1-A.2] we have F* > F} and E[F(B(xx)] < E[F, (zx)]+7D.
Using Theorem 3, the result follows. O

If we want to get e accuracy, since in the Nesterov’s smoothing D > 0, we need to

take v = O (%) Additionally, we have (see (25))
Li(Fy) =0 (y7"), then S.(7)=0(y""),

and
N N

R}, =g — 2} o =Y LB )2l — 22 = S0 (o) o) — 202,

i=1 i=1

for some k > 0 and for some z, € X;. Therefore,

N
Sa(MR_, =0 () 2 — 2|2
=1

Hence, inequality (44) becomes (recall that in this case B is the identity operator):
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E[F(z))] - F* < O (M) ++D. (45)

Since v = O (%), it implies that the complexity is of order O (6_2). On other

hand for the Moreau, Forward-Backward and Douglas-Rachford envelopes we have
F(B(zy)) < Fy(xy), i.e., D = 0. Hence in these cases, we obtain

2
BlF(B()] - < e e

N
Then, in the Moreau envelope, we have S, (y) = — for some v > 0 (see Section 2.1);
,-Ya

— Al
a7 ” for some v € (0,1/L) (see

N
L, xn,
in the Forward-Backward, S, (v) = E [ £: %
; v

i=1

: . U (P +P2) Ui
Section 2.2); and in the Douglas-Rachford we have S, (v) = @)
fy [e3

some v € (0,1/L) and P = 2(I,, + yvA) " — I, (see Section 2.3). Since the constant ~
does not depend on €, the complexity in these cases is of order O (6_1).

for

Below we discuss the computation cost of Ug; VF,(z}) at each iteration for the previous
four examples.
Example 1: Consider the Moreau envelope. In this case we have

UI'VFE,(z) =~7" (1'(i) — U;TpI"OX,yF(ZL')> .

Hence, this smoothing is efficient in the context of coordinate descent when a block of
components of the prox of F' can be evaluated easily based on the previously computed
prox, given that only a block of coordinates is modified in the prior iteration. For
example:

1. F(z) = vazl F;(Ul'z), with prox of F; computed in O(n;) operations.
2. F(x) = g(Ax +b), with b € R™ and A € R™*", such that AA” = 1/al. Then:
proxg(z) =z — aA” (Az +b— prox,-1,(Az +b)).

As explained in [12] the computational cost of updating Az in each iteration is
given by O(mn;) operations. If prox of ¢ is computed in O(n) operations, then the
complexity of updating U VF, (x) is given by O(mn;+n) operations. One example
of such g whose prox can be computed in O(n) operations is g(z) = ||z||¢, -

Ezample 2: Consider the Forward-Backward envelope, for problem (18), we have
UIVFE,(z) =~y UL (I —~A) [ — prox,,(z — v(Az +b)))] .

The computational cost of Az in each iteration is of order O(nn;) = O(n) . In this
case, it is interesting to apply Algorithm 1 for solving the Forward-Backward envelope
when the prox of ¢ can also be computed in O(n) operations, such as:

1. ¢(x) = A||z||. Then, the prox of ¢ is given by
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A
proxy () = 1—) T.
i) = (1= )

2. P(x) = X s llws|l, where S is a partion of {1,---,n}. This function serves as
regularizer to induce group sparsity. For s € S, the components of the proximal
mapping indexed by s are

(proxs s (2))s = (1 A )x

s

3. ¥ =0B,[0,1) = O{a:|x||<r} for some r > 0. The projection onto By is given by:

x if |z|| <r
PTOXs 5, 10,01 (x) = { T otherwise.
[
4. = 0B jer] = 5{m;\|z—c|ul§r} for some ¢ > 0. Then, the prox can be computed in
O(n) operations, see [25].
5.9 = ¢, where C = {x € R" : Tz = b,l < x < u}. Then, the prox can be
computed in O(n) operations.
6. v = ¢ where C = {z : Az = b} with a full row rank A € R™*"
and b € R™. Assuming that m < n, then for any v > 0, prox,,(z) =

1
Po(z) = S (x — AT(AAT)"1(Az —b)). After a preprocessing step in which AA”

is computed, we can compute Po(x) in O(n) operations.

7. Y(x) = ATV (zx), where A > 0, the total variation regularization. In this case one
can also compute the prox in O(n) operations, see [26-28].

8. ¢(x) = ||z||"*2, where r > 0. Then, computing the prox is equivalent to solving a
polynomial of degree r+1, i.e., prox,,, (x) = —0c, where 0 is a root of the polynomial
1—0—|c]|"0"! = 0 (when ¢ # 0) . See also [16] for other examples.

Ezample 8: Consider the Douglas-Rachford envelope, for problem (18), we have
UI'VFE,(z) =U! (2H — I,)vH ((x — ¥b) — prox. ., (2H (z — yb) — x)) (46)

with H = (I, + 'yA)*l. In this case, we assume that H can be computed easily, e.g.,

the matrix A is diagonal. Note also that in this case the computation of the vector
Hz can be done in O(nn;) = O(n) operations and consequently Algorithm 1 can
be efficiently implemented for minimizing the Douglas-Rachford envelope when the
prox of 1 can be also computed in O(n) operations, see examples for the Forward-
Backward envelope.

Ezample 4: Consider the Nesterov’s smoothing. As explained in [12], if the set @ and
function ¢ in (22) are simple and the product Az is known (in the coordinate descent
methods this vector can be updated at each iteration in O(mn;) operations), then
the vector u~(x) is computed in O(m) operations. Moreover, one component of the
second term of the gradient in (24), Ul ATu,(z), is computed in O(mn;) operations.
The following examples satisfy this structure:
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1. Consider F(z) = || Az — b||oo = max,cq{(Az,u) — (b,u)}, where

A 2mxn _ B
 cxmen o2

AeRm”;BeRm,A[ B}emm
and Q := {u; € R®™ : 3", u; = 1,u; > 0} is the unit simplex in R*™. The smooth

approximation of F' is given by

2m T
1 er Ax — b;
F,(z) =~vlog <2m E exp (jy])) .
=1

2. Consider F(z) = || Az — b|ls, = max,eq{(Az,u) — (b,u)}, where Q = [-1,1]". The
smooth approximation of F' is given by

2
m
leT Az — b, —, 0<t<n
Fy(x)=) llef Al ¢y | g |, o) =4 27
’ 2 B ” p

1
3. Consider the total variation problem F(z) = 3 | Bx—c||?+\||Dz||¢, , with B € RP*™,

D € R"™ ™ and ¢ € RP. We can use the smoothing function described above for the
nonsmooth term, || Dz||, .

1
4. Consider the function F(z) = [|z|| = max|,<i{(z,u). Choosing d(u) = §||u||2, the

smooth approximation is given by:

1 2

—||z z|| <
Foe) = QJHD ]l <~
el -3, v <
Next, let us discuss the computational cost of B(zy). Note that, in the Forward-
Backward and Douglas-Rachford envelopes, B(zy) is computed at each iteration since
we need this vector for updating U] VF, (z)). Moreover, in the Nesterov’s smoothing
B is the identity operator, which obviously has no additional computational cost. On
other hand, in the Moreau envelope we have an additional cost since B is the full prox,
ie., B(zy) = prox,p(zx) and in U VFE,(x)) we only need to compute one block of
components of the full prox. However, it is not necessary to compute B(z) at each
iteration, we only need this computation when the algorithm stops.

4.2 Accelerated coordinate descent: convex case

In this section we consider the algorithm proposed in [12]. In the next algorithm,
01— > 0 is the strong convexity parameter of F, with respect to the norm || - ||1_4.
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Algorithm 2
Define vy = z9 € domF,, 29 = 29, Ag =0, Bg =1 and 3 = %.
For k > 0 do:

1. Sample i; from R,.
2. Find parameter ayx41 > 0 from equation a%HS’% = Ag11Bk11,
where Ak+1 = A, + ag+1 and Bg41 = By + 01-0G5+41-
Apt1 O1—alki1 (1 —ag)zr + ap(l — Br)vw
3. Define oy, = , B = and y = .
Akt By 1 — 0B
4. Compute h(*) (y;,) = ~ULVE, (yk).

Uz'k- h(lk) (yk) and

Ak+1
(Liy (Fy)) =2 Bryamplik]

1
5. Update zp41 =y + ——=—~
Lik (F’Y)

Vi1 = (1 — Br)vk + Bryw +

Theorem 5. Let Assumption 1 hold and x. be a minimizer of problem (41). Then,
the iterates of Algorithm 2 satisfy

o 255()llwo — i o
E[F, (x1)] — F < =5 :
Proof. The result follows from [12, Theorem 2] and Assumption 1[A.3-A.4]. O

Next theorem presents the convergence rate for the original function.
Theorem 6. Let Assumption 1 hold and x. be a minimizer of problem (41). Then,
the iterates of Algorithm 2 satisfy

253 (Vllzo — x4l
k2

Proof. By Assumption 1[A.1-A.2] we have F* > F¥ and E[F(B(zy)] < E[F, (zg)]+7D.

Using the Theorem 5, it follows the result. O

E[F(B(w1))] - F* < +D.

Note that we need to take v = O (%), when D > 0. Making a similar analysis as

in the non-accelerated case, we have that the complexity for Nesterov’s smoothing is
of order O (6_1). On other hand for the Moreau, Forward-Backward and Douglas-

Rachford envelopes we get that the complexity is of the order O (e_%), since D =0

and v does not depend on e.

4.3 Coordinate descent: g-growth case

Under the additional g-growth condition from Assumption 3 we derive below improved
convergence rates for the previous algorithms. Recall that X™* is the set of minimizers
of the original problem (1), & = [x]x~ is the projection of z onto X* and C is the
identity operator for Moreau envelope, Forward-Backward envelope and Nesterov’s
smoothing. For simplicity, let us define

Q[

1
n=min {54}, R=maxllon =2l Bo=Fy(ao) = F*+ R, (47)
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_ _Mgf .
Cl—max{l N(l—i—/%)’l N(l—f—/{)}'

Theorem 7. Let Assumptions 1 and 3 hold with C being the identity operator. Assum-
ing also that iy is chosen uniformly at random, then the iterates of Algorithm 1 satisfy

1
E [l — aulk] + E1F () - 7] < CF (Glleo — 2ol + 7y o) ~ ).
Proof. We have that

Slloks — ol

1 7 7 ) 1 ( ) ?

= S llan = allf + Loy (), — 2 o)) —2@) + ekl =211
1 7 7 i L’L (F ) i

= Sllew =2l + Lo (B) (e, - 2 2, —2®) - 222 e, - oI,

1 i i L, (Fy), @
= 5llwe — 2|} = (ULVE, (e), o)y —2) - =22 ), — |1

1 7
= 5llzx — 2|} = (ULVE, (@), 7)) — =)

~WEVE (), afly — af?) - Fx)

‘) 2
Trt1 k [

()
1 i i
s5mwwﬁ—aﬁvauwwy—ﬂ»+a@w—awﬂn

iy -

Taking expectation with respect to i; and using the convexity of F,, we obtain

1 1 1
SBix ks — 1] < Sllow —all? + - (VP (@), & — o) + Fy ) — Ba, [Fy ()

< Sllen = 2l + (@) = Fy ) + Fy o) = B, [Fy(open)].

Moreover, taking expectation with respect to ig, - - - , 4,1 and using Assumption 1[A2],

with C being the identity operator, we have

1 1 1

SE [loks — o] < 5E [llon — 2l3] + LE[F (&) — Fy (@0)] + EF (1) = Fy(on4)]
1 1

< SE[lax — 2l3] + EIF(@) = Fy(a)] + E[Fy (@) — Fy (0r41)

38 [l — 1% + (1= ) EIFy () — F(@)] + BIF(0) = (o).

Hence for x = Zj, we obtain

1 = *
§E [||33k+1 - $k+1\|ﬂ +E[Fy(zg41) — F7]
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< 3B [k — 23] + E[F (a) — F*] — LE[F (@) — F*].

N | —

First, consider ¢ = 2, from Assumption 3, we have

* K * K *
Py = F* = e () = )+ (1= T ) (Bl = F7)
R R R
> Fo(zg) — F) 4 (1= =2 ) Ejap — 22
714_,%( (k) )+< 1+K)2|$k 7|7
K 1
= (F N P NTAN
1+R< Y (@) + 5l $k||1>

Combining (48) and (49), we obtain

1 _ *
§E [||$Ck+1 — .ka+1H%] +E [Fy(warl) - F }

< (1- 75 ) (3B Do - 2] + LR ) - 7).

Unrolling the recurrence we obtain the statement.

Then, consider g € [1,2) and F,(z;) — F* <1, we have

Py~ F* = 2 (o) - )+ (1= ) (o) = )
> (B - P+ (1= ) (B (o) - 1)

On other hand, from Assumption 3, we have

1o

K1 = (12 2
5 llzk = zulli < (Fy(ze) — F7) 7

Combining the two inequalities above, we get

2

N R « K Ra _
Py~ F* 2 e (o) - ) + (1= ) Sl - ol
n * 1 = 2
> (P (xx) - F* + = |2y, — ,
> s (o) - 7 o - )

Hence, from (48) and the inequality above, we get

1 _ *
§E [||$Ck+1 — wk+1‘|%] +E [Fy(warl) —F }

< (1- vaks) (5Bl - aelf] + B1F, (00 - 1)

Finally, for ¢ € [1,2) and F,(x) — F* > 1, using Assumption 3, we get
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* R _ * _ R _ *
K a R R =
> F _ )2 1_ : I
2 1+R( (k) ) +( 1+H> Q%HJ% Tl

(SIS

1 -
+ pllon - aulf).

— s (A - )

Using the following inequality
(a+b)P <a?+b” for a,b>0 0<p<l,

in the previous relation for p = §/2, we have

[SIS]

(51)

* K * 1 =
P~ F* 2 T (B o) = P+ gl

Moreover, since ¢ € [1,2), using (47) and the fact that F, (zy) < Fy(zo) for all K >0
(see (2.4) in [13]), we obtain

[N

1
(o) - P + Sl -2

1 1 i1
= (Bo) = 7+ gl - ul?) (Bl - £+ o - )
1 a_
> (B (o) = B + o= 0] ) (B (o)~ B + R
Hence, from (47), (51) and last inequality, we get
g—2
A L1 _
P = 7> 52 (B o) = P+ o - o).
Combining (48) and the inequality above, we have
E [||:ck+1 — fk+1||%] +E[F,(xp41) — F]
g—2
< (1 120 (B [y mull] + B[P (m0) — F) (52)
= N(1+F) ! K :

Hence, from (50) and (52), we get for all k£ > 0 that
E[lzrs1 = Zerallf] + E[F (@e41) — F*] < O (B [[lan — ZellF] + B[, (2x) — F*]) .

Unrolling this relation, the statement follows. O

Next theorem presents the convergence rate for the original function
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Theorem 8. Let Assumptions 1 and 3 hold with C being the identity operator. Assum-
g i, 1s chosen uniformly at random, then the iterates of the Algorithm 1 satisfy

E [|lzr — #||}] + E[F(B(ax)) — F*] < CF (|lxo — Zol|} + Fy(x0) — F*) +yD. (53)

Proof. By Assumption 1[A.2] we have E[F(B(z)] < E[F,(zx)] +vD. Using Theorem
7, the result follows. O

Recall that, C is identity operator for the Moreau envelope, Forward-Backward enve-
lope and Nesterov’s smoothing. Hence, in these cases the complexity results are:

(i) For Moreau and Forward-Backward envelopes we have D = 0. Assume that the
distances between the points in the level set of F, and their projection onto the opti-
mal set of the original function are bounded. Then, if F' satisfies a g-growth condition
with ¢ € [1,2], from Corollary 1 it follows that also the smooth approximations inher-
its such a condition, and consequently we get linear convergence, i.e., O (In(1/€)).

(ii) For Nesterov’s smoothing, we need to take v = O (%) Note that from Corol-

lary 1, if F,(z_1) — F* > 4D, then z;,_; € X, where X is defined in (33). Hence,
Assumption 3 and (53) hold. On other hand, if F(z;) — F* < D for some k>0,
from (23) and (43) , we get for all k > k

F(xy) = F* < Fy(oy) = F* +9D < Fy(x;) — F* +9D <2yD < O (e).

Since & = (9(7%) = (’)(eg), then in the worst case we have the constant C) =
€

1 1
O |1—- ——— ) and then the convergence rate is of order O [ —In | — | ).
N1+e¢)

€ €

4.4 Restart accelerated coordinate descent: g-growth case

In this section we consider Algorithm 2 with o = 0, i.e., iy is chosen uniformly at
random. For the sequence Ay, we have (see Theorem 1 in [12]):
k2
A > ——. 54
b2 (54)

Next result was derived in Theorem 1 in [12]. The result was proved for x. € X;, where

X7 is the set of optimal points of the smooth problem (41). However, the result is also

valid for * € X*, where X* is the set of optimal points of the original problem (1):
2AKE[F, (21) = Fy (2)] + BrE[l|ve — 2*[[7] < [lwo — 2”I7. (55)

Let us also introduce a restarting variant of Algorithm 2 (see [10]):
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Algorithm 3:

Choose zg € domF,, and set Zg = .

Choose restart periods {Kg, -+, K,,---} C N.
For r > 0, iterate:

1. 2,41 = Algorithm 2(F,, &,, K,.)

2. Trp1 = Tralp 3,00 < P @) T TrLE, (2> By ()

Following similar arguments as in [10], we get a condition for restarting xj, when the
original problem has a ¢-growth property, with 1 < ¢ < 2.

Lemma 2. Let (vx)r>0 be generated by Algorithm 2 and Assumptions 1 and 3 hold
with C being the identity operator. Denote:

T = T Lp, (o) <P, (20) T T0LE, (20)>F, (o)

We have

(Fy(z0) — F*)'T (Fy () — F*). (56)

Moreover, given o € (0,1), if

k> \/ AN (Plao) = F1) T (57)

then E[F,(Zr) — F*] < o (Fy(zo) — F*).

Proof. From (55), Assumption 1[A2] with C being the identity operator and Assump-
tion 3, we have

E[F, (@) ~ F*) < EIF, (o1) — P (30)] < g lloo — ol
< o (Pl = P = (P ) = )% (P o) = ),

where in the first inequality we used the fact that F(Zo) = F*. Additionally, with
probability one F,(Z) — F* < F,(x}) — F*, which yields (56). Moreover, from (57)
and Assumption 1[A2] with C being the identity, we get

4N? ((Fv(l"o) - F)) <a

k2

a

=

Hence, from (54), (56) and the inequality above, we obtain
EIF, (3x) — F*] < a (Fy (z0) - F*).

This proves the second statement. O

In the next corollary we derive the convergence rate for the restart algorithm when a
fixed restart period is considered.
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Corollary 2. Let Assumptions 1 and 3 hold, with C being the identity operator. Denote

2-gq

K(o) = \/4N2(F(z0)—F*)q | (58)

Riq

QN

If the restart periods { Ky, - - - , K.} are all equal to K (), then the iterates of Algorithm
3 satisfy
E[Fy(Z,) — F*] < o (Fy (o) — F7) (59)
and
E[F(B(3,)) — F*] < a” (Fy(z0) — F*) +D. (60)

Proof. By the definition of Z,, we know that for all r, F|(Z,) < F(x¢). Using Lemma 2
recursively, (59) follows. From Assumption 1[A.2] we have E[F(B(z,)] < E[F,(Z,)] +
~D. Using (59), the other result also follows. O

Recall that C is identity operator for the Moreau envelope, Forward-Backward envelope
and Nesterov’s smoothing. Moreover, for the Moreau and Forward-Backward envelopes
we obtain a linear rate for Algorithm 3, since D = 0. On the other hand, in the

Nesterov’s smoothing we have D = D. Hence, we need to take v = O (%) Since

7 1 C
E = O(y2), then we have K(a) = 7 This implies that the convergence rate of
€

1 1
Algorithm 3 in the Nesterov’s smoothing is of order O (\[ In ())
€ €

Next we present some conditions to choose the restart periods.
(i) If F* > 0, then we can choose the restart periods as

R

(ii) If Rmin is a lower bound for &, then we can choose the restart periods [10]

2-q

) -

AN? (F(x

=)

K(a) =

Qi

Rmina

(iii) If Assumption 2 holds with ¢ € [1,2], then for Moreau envelope, Forward Back-
ward envelope and Nesterov’s smoothing, from Corollary 1 we can conclude that if
the distances between the points in the level set of F., and their projections onto
the optimal set of the original function are bounded, then we have that F., satisfies

Assumption 3 with ¢ = 2. Hence, K («) becomes

[AN2
K(a){ % .

As showed in [10], if we do not have any knowledge of %, the restart periods can be
chosen as follows:

25



Assumption 4. Define: Ko € N*; Ko; 1 = 20Kq forallj € N; |[{0 <r <2/ -1|K, =
2 Ko} =277 for all j € {0,1,---,J — 1} and J € N.

Although next theorem was derived in [10] for a different algorithm, it can be also
applied for Algorithm 2. Consider o = exp(—2), then from (58) we have

K* = K(e—Q) — 6\/4N2 (F('rO) — F*) gq ) (61)

Q0

Theorem 9. Let Assumptions 1, 8 and j hold with C being the identity operator.
Then, Algorithm 3 satisfies

E[Fy(Z27_1) = F*] <€ and E[F(B(Iy1_1)) — F*] <€+7D, (62)

where J = [max(log,(K*/Ky),0)] + [logy(In(do/€)/2)], 6o = Fy(x0) — F* and K*
is defined as in (61). To obtain (62), the total number of iterations of Algorithm 2,
Ko+ -+ Kyr_q, is bounded by

([max(logy(K™/Ko),0)] + [logy(In(do/€))] + 1) In(do /€) max (K™, Ko).

If we do not know the value of F* and &, but we know an upper bound for g, let us
say Fmax, then we can take in Assumption 4

From Theorem 9, the complexity of Moreau envelope, Forward-Backward envelope
and Nesterov’s smoothing becomes:

(i) Moreau and Forward-Backward envelopes:

K

5 Relative smoothness along coordinates

In the previous sections we have considered nonsmooth (possibly nonseparable) objec-
tive functions F. In this section we still assume nonsmooth functions (possibly
nonseparable), but relative smooth along coordinates with respect to a given function
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(possibly also nonseparable). Consider ¢ : R — R a strictly convex differentiable
function. Then, the corresponding Bregman distance is defined as [29]:

Dy(y, x) := ¢(y) = o(x) = (Vo(a),y — x).

Note that Dy(y,x) > 0 and Dg(y,z) = 0 if and only if y = z. However, Dy(y, z) is
not necessarily symmetric. Recall that a function F' is L-smooth (or F' has Lipschitz
gradient) when it satisfies Definition 2 with N = 1 and L; = L. As a generalization
of a smooth function, papers [29] and [16] introduced the definition of relative smooth
functions. Function F' is smooth relative to a function ¢ if there exists L > 0 such that

F(y) < F(z) + (VF(z),y — z) + LDy(y,xz) Vz,y € R™. (63)

Note that in relative smooth coordinate descent methods [17-19], the function ¢ is
considered separable, i.e, ¢(x) = Zf\;l ¢i(2)) and inequality (63) is defined accord-
ingly, as a generalization of the inequality (7). In this section, we define the notion of
Bregman distance along coordinates for ¢ possibly nonseparable.

Definition 3. Consider ¢ : R™ — R a differentiable function that is strictly convex
along coordinates as given in Definition 1. We define Dy : R™ — R as the Bregman
distance along coordinates associated to the kernel function ¢ as follows

Dy(x + Uid, x) := ¢(x + Uid) — ¢(z) — (U Vé(z),d) Vi=1,---,N.

Since ¢ is strictly convex along coordinates, then Dy(z + U;d,z) > 0 for all d # 0.
Next, we introduce the notion of relative smoothness along coordinates.
Definition 4. We say that the function F' : R™ — R is relative smooth along coordi-

nates with respect to the function ¢ : R™ — R, when it satisfies the following inequality,
forallz e R",de R™ andi=1,---,N,

F(x +Uid) < F(2) + (U'VF(z),d) + LiDg(z + Uid, z).

In this section, we again consider the following probabilities for ¢ = 1,--- | N:
Lo ol
Pl = 55 with S, = > Ly, (64)

* i=1

and the following norms, for a € R:
N N
«a i *\2 —« %
=% = > LellzNFy and - (lelz)® =Y L=,
i=1 i=1

Next, we introduce a relative randomized coordinate descent algorithm.
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Algorithm 4 (RRCD):

Given a starting point xy € R™.

For k£ > 0 do: _
1. Choose i, € {1, ..., N} with probability pg’“).
2. Solve the following subproblem:

d, = arg min F(zy) + (UL VF(xy,),d) + Li, Dy (z + Uz, d, z1) . (65)

3. Update zp41 = 21 + U, di.

Throughout this section the following assumptions are valid:

Assumption 5. Assume that:

A.1 F is convex and relative smooth along coordinates with respect to the function ¢,
with constants L; >0 for allt=1,--- | N.

A.2 ¢ is strictly convex along coordinates, see Definition 1.

A.8 The gradient of ¢ is block coordinate-wise Lipschitz continuous on the level set of
F, Lr(xg), with constants H; > 0, for alli=1,--- | N, where xq is the starting point
of the algorithm RRCD, see Defintion 2.

A.4 A solution exists for (1) (hence, the optimal value F* > —o0).

Note that in Algorithm RRCD we do not need to know the constants H; > 0. For the
proof of next lemma let us define

Hymax = max H;. (66)

Lemma 3. Let the sequence (zx)x>0 be generated by RRCD and Assumption 5 hold.
Then, xy, € Lr(xg) a.s. for all k > 0 and the iterates of RRCD satisfy the descent

1

. N2
35 Hp (IVF(zi)li_a)”- (67)

E[F (z541) | @] < F(ag) —

Proof. From the optimality condition of the subproblem (65), we have
ULV F(x) + Ly, ULV (xy + Ui, di) — Ly, ULV (ax) = 0. (68)
Hence, using Assumption 5[A1], we obtain
F($k+1) < F(xk) -+ <U3;VF(£L‘]€), dk> —+ szDri) (xk + Uikdk7zk)
= F(xx) — Liy, (UL (Vo(zy, + U dy) — Vo(ar)) , di) + Li, Dy (x + Uy, dig, ) -

Moreover,
Dy (zk + U di, x1) = ¢(x + Usodi) — () — (UL V(xr), dy).
Hence,

(x1) = Liy, (U5 Vo(wr + Ui di), di) — ¢(ax + Uy dy) + ¢(x1))
(zk) = Liy Dy (1, v + Uy dy) - (69)

From Assumption 5[A2-A3] and Lemma 1, we have
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1

Dy (zk, xr + Ui di) > S0,

UL ¢(xk + U, di) — ULV o (i) G-

Using (66), (69) and the inequality above, we get
L;,

F(rps1) < F(ar) — oM,

U7V (wr + Ui di) = Uy Vo(zi) 7,y (70)

Hence, F(x) < F(xzg) for all £ > 0 and the first statement follows. On the other
hand, from (64) we have
1 T 2 - PS) T 2 1 )2
E| UL VE (@)l | 2x| = > 7 MUZVE@)lG) = - (IVE@ili—a)”
1k i=1 7 «

Hence, from (68), we obtain

1
o (IVF@-a)" = EILi [UL V(i + Usde) = UL V(@) [, | el (7)

«
Taking expectation with respect to xj in (70) and using (71), we get (67). O

5.1 Relative coordinate descent: convex case

Our convergence analysis from this section follows similar lines as in [30]. In particular,
Lemma 3 implies the inequality (6.1) in [30], with
1

O Sy (72)

Following the same argument as in [30], we can get convergence rates when F' is convex.
Define:

Ri_, = max min
k>0 z*eX*

T —x¥|[1—a < oo and Ay = F(zg) — F". (73)

Theorem 10. Let the sequence (xy)k>0 be generated by RRCD. If Assumption 5 hold,
then the following sublinear rate in function values holds:

2SOLH¢ maxR%_
E[F —F < : & . 74
[ (Ik) } — k + 2SQH¢’maXR%_a/AO ( )

Proof. See Theorem 7.1 in [30] for a proof. O

5.2 Relative coordinate descent: g-growth case
In this section we consider

X={zeR":0< F(z) - F* <r}n{z € R":dist(z, X*) < v},
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for some 7,y > 0. We assume that the function F satisfies Assumption 2 with X = X
and ¢ € [1,2]. Since F is convex, we have that Assumption 2 is equivalent to (31), see

[21]. In algorithm RRCD, iy is chosen with the probability pg’“) and the inequality
(31) is valid only in a neighborhood. Using similar arguments as in [30, 31] one can
show that there exists an iteration k > 0 such that inequality (31) holds for all k > k,
with some probability. Next lemma presents some basic properties for X (xg), the limit
points of the sequence (zx)x>0-

Lemma 4. Let the sequence (zg)p>o0 generated by RRCD be bounded. If Assump-
tion 5 holds, then X (xg) is a compact set, F(X(xo)) = F*, F(xx) — F* a.s., and
VF(X(x0)) =0, |[VF(zk)|lj_q — 0 a.s.

Proof. See Lemma 6.4 in [30] for a proof. O

Next theorem presents the convergence rate for the relative smooth algorithm RRCD
when the function F' satisfies the g-growth assumption with ¢ € [1, 2] (i.e., Assumption
2). Consider Cy = Cp2AY ™" and C3 = p2 AP C, with p = q;17 C defined in (72),
Ay defined in (73) and po > 0 being a constant such that

pa(F(z) — FY < |VF(@)|[_, Vz € dist(z, X*) < v, F* < F(z) < F* +r. (75)

Theorem 11. Let the sequence (zi)r>0 generated by RRCD be bounded. If Assump-
tions 2 and 5 hold, with X = X, then for any § > 0 there exist a measurable set s
satisfying P[Qs]) > 1 — 6 and ks~ > 0 such that with probability at least 1 — & the
following statements hold, for all k > ks r:

E[F(zx) — F*] < (1 — Cy)FFor (F(:c,mr) —F* 4 03\/5) + C3V/3. (76)
Proof. Since the function F is convex, Assumption 2 with X = X is equivalent to

(31) with p = % (see [21]). Moreover, (31) is equivalent to (75). From Lemma 4, we

have that F(xy) 3 F* and |[VF(xy)|5_, %3 0, i.e., there exists a set Q such that
P[] =1and forallw € Q: F(ap(w)) = F*(w) and |VF(zr(w))|i_, — 0. Moreover,
from the Egorov’s theorem (see [32, Theorem 4.4]), we have that for any 6 > 0 there
exists a measurable set Q5 C Q satisfying P[Q2s] > 1 — § such that F(z)) converges
uniformly to F* and VF'(zy) converges uniformly to 0 on the set 5. Since F satisfies
inequality (75), there exists a ks, > 0 and Q5 C Q with P[Q25] > 1 — J such that
dist(zx(w), X (z0)) < v, F* < F(zp(w)) < F*+r for all k > ks, and w € Q5, and
additionally:

po(F(zr(w)) — F)P < ||VFE(zr(w)|1_a Yk > ks and w € Q5. (77)
Equivalently, we have:
* % 2
Lo, (o (F(zx) = F*)*) < 1, (IVF(zr)li_a)” Yk = ks
Taking expectation on both sides of the previous inequality and since F(zy) < F(xg),
from [30, Lemma 9.1] we have for all k > ks, ,:

HaBI(F (xx) — F*)*) = up, AT'V6 < ElLg, (ui (F(ax) — F7)*F)]
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<E [1o, (IVF@0li—a)’] E[(IVF@)Ii-0)"] -

Taking expectation in the inequality (67), w.r.t. {zo, -+ ,2_1}, and combining with
the inequality above, we get:

C (HEEI(F(ax) = F*)?"] = j2AV3) < E[(F(ai) — F*)] ~ E[(F(ax41) - F*))

Since (F(zx))r>0 is decreasing and p € [0,1/2], we have that

C (HEE((F () — F)AY™ = g2 AFVG) < E[(F(w) — F)] = BI(F(or11) = F),

Hence,

CoE[(F(xy) — F*)] — C3V/3 < E[(F(ay) — F*)] — E[(F(ar1) — ). (78)

Note that, if E[F(zj) — F*] < C3V/$ for some k > k., ., then the statement holds for
k > k, since (F(xy))r>0 is decreasing. Otherwise, if E[F(xyy1) — F*] > C3v/9, from
(78), we obtain

B{(F(wk41) — F*)] = C3V3 < (1 - C) (EI(F(w) — F7)] - G3v3) |
Unrolling the sequence, we get the linear rate. O

5.3 Implementation details in relative smooth case

Some examples of relative smooth functions and their constant are given in [16]. In
this section we derive the relative smooth constant along coordinates of a function
presented in [16]. Moreover, we present an explicit solution for the subproblem in
RRCD, for two examples of functions ¢.

Example of a function which is relative smooth along coordinates: Consider
the function G(z) = iumn‘* + %HAJ: b+ %ch — d||%. Tn [16] it was proved

1
1
consider a more general function defined as F(z) = f(z) + iHExH4 + %”AZE - bllz,

1
that this function G is relative smooth w.r.t. the function ¢(z) |z||* + 3 l|lz]|?. We

where f is coordinate-wise Lipschitz with constants L;,(f) > 0 for i = 1,--- N,
see Defintion 2. Let us derive the relative smooth constants along coordinates of F'.
Consider D(z) = diag(Ax — b), then we have

UI'V?F(2)U;, = UI'V2 f(2)U; + | Ex|*(EU) T (EU;)
+ 2(EU;)T Exa™ ET EU; + 3(AU;)T D? () AU;.

Hence,

IUFV2F (2)Us|| < |UF V2 f (@)Ul + | EUS 1 B |||
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+ 2| EUIPEI |21 + 3ILAU: P[]l + [-All|=])>
= (Li(f) + 31l AU [1611%) + 6| AT [P Bl All |l + (31 BU:AP )1 + 3L ATz | Al1?) |1

Since
U V26(2)U; = 20 2 Ui + (|2]* + DI, = (l2]* + 1) 1n,,
we have
Li = Li(f) + 3[lAU | [[blI* + 6[LAU: P Bl All + I EU: 1?21 + 3] AU || Al

() + 3| AUL |1 (|6l + AN + 3| EU:|1*| B

Hence, we can use algorithm RRCD for minimizing this function F' and Step 2 of the
algorithm RRCD can be efficiently implemented, i.e., in closed form as we will show
below. On the other hand, if we consider F' = f + ¢, where f has coordinate-wise

1 1
Lipschitz gradient and ¢(z) = = ||Ez||*+ = ||Az —b||? , then one can use the algorithms
g 1 5 04 g

from [30, 33] for minimizing F. However, in these algorithms one needs to solve a
subproblem of the form:

. L’Lk
dy = arg min f(wy) + (U5 V f(ax),d) + = [dI* + v (@x + Uid), (79

which does not have a closed form solution and it is more difficult to solve it.
Efficient solution for subproblem: Note that solving (65) is equivalent to
minimizing

d* = arg min (U'VF(x) — LiUI'V¢(x),d) + Lid(z + U;d). (80)
Next, we show that if a function F is relative smooth along coordinates w.r.t. ¢, (z) =
%Hx”p—i—% |lz||?, with p > 2, or ¢o(x) = %(A:r, x), then the subproblem of RRCD can be

solved in closed form. Moreover, if the level set of the function F, Lr(zg), is bounded,
then Assumption 5[A3] holds for ¢; and ¢2, since both are twice differentiable.

1 1
1. Consider ¢(xz) = =||z||P + 5“93”2 with p > 2. In this case we have, V¢(z) =
p

|z||P~22 + 2. Moreover, the subproblem (80) becomes

L, L,
d* = arg min (U] VF(z) — L;||z||P2U] z,d) + —||d||> + = ||z + U;d||*.
deR™i 2 P
Denoting g;(z) := UT'VF(x) — L;||||P~2U} x, we have

i

. L; L;
@ = arg poin (94(2). )+ | + o+ Uil
From the optimality condition, we have
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gi(z) + Lid* + Li||x + U;d*||P2U (x + Uid*) = 0
= (Li + LZHJ) + Uvid*Hp_Q)dx< = —gi(l‘) — Lle + Uld*Hp_QUZTJT (81)

Note that if the value of ||z + U;d*|| is known, then d* can be computed as:

g = —gi(x) — Lillz + Usd*||P*U] x
L;(1 + ||lx + U;d*||P—2)

Next, in order to get the value of || + U;d*|| we need to find a positive root
of a polynomial equation. Indeed, multiplying the equality (81) by U; and adding
(L; + ||z + U;d*||P~%) x on both sides of the inequality, we have

(Li + Li||z + Ud*||P~2)(x + U;d*)
= —Uigi(z) — Lillx + U;d*|P 20U o + (Li + ||z + Upd*||P72) a.

Taking the norm on both sides of the equality and denoting o = ||z + U;d|| we have
Lia+ Lia?™! = |Uigi(z) + Liac? (U, Uz — ) — Liz||
& (Lia+ Lia?™1)? = ||Usgi () + Lia? 2(U;U x — x) — Liz|?
& L7a®P™Y 4 2L%0P + Li0® = ||gi(z) — LiU] 2|® + (Lia®™ + L;)* )~ a2

J#i
& L2a*P~Y 121207 4 [2a?
= |lgi(z) = LiU]'a|® + (L3P~ 4 2L7alr™ + L3) Y |2
i
& L2P=D) _ [2420-2) Z 2|2 4+ 2L2a? — 2L2a(P~2) Z 2] 4+ L2a?
J#i J#i
= llgi(x) = LUT | + L3 Y 9.
J#i

Hence, the value of ||z + U;d|| is a nonnegative root of the polynomial
ac®P™D — pa?P=D 4 20aP — 200 P 4 aa® — ¢ =0,
with
a=1Li b=L}Y [|zV|? and ¢ = |Uigi(w) — LU a|* + L7 Y ||z,
J#i J#i
In particular, for p = 4 (as in the previous example) we have

aa® 4+ (2a — b)a* + (a — 2b)a® —c = 0. (82)

Note that the polynomial above has only one change of sign when ¢ # 0. Then, using
Descarte’s rule of signs we have that (82) has only one positive root. Moreover, if
¢ =0, then oo = 0 is a root of (82).

33



2. Now consider ¢(z) = (Ax,z). Let us consider the scalar case, i.e., U; = e;. Then,
V¢(x) = Az and the subproblem (80) becomes

d* = arg gliﬂg@?VF(x) — Lie] Az, d) + Li(A(x + e;d), x + e;d).
€

Hence, from the optimality conditions we have

e; VF(x) = Lie; Av + Liej A(w + e;d") = 0.

Then,

g — —el'VF(x)
LAy
where A;; is the ith component of the diagonal of A.

6 Simulations

In this section we consider two applications. In the first problem the objective is
quadratic with an /5 regularization. For this application we test the performance of
the smoothing techniques in the convex case. In the second problem we consider a
quadratic objective with T'V regularization and test the performance of the smoothing
techniques in the g-growth case. All the implementations are in Matlab and only one
component is updated at each iteration, i.e., U; = e; in all the simulations.

6.1 Quadratic objective with £, regularization

We consider the problem .
: 2

min S| Bz — ¢f|” + Allz]]
with B € R™*" and ¢ € R™. We apply Algorithms 1 and 2 using Moreau envelope,
Forward-Backward envelope, Douglas-Rachford envelope and Nesterov’s smoothing.
Matrix B € R™*™ is generated sparse from a normal distribution A(0,1). Vector
c € R™ and the starting point xg € R™ are also generated from a normal distribution
N(0,1). We compared the following algorithms:
. ME-CD: Moreau envelope using Algorithm 1.
. ME-ACC: Moreau envelope using Algorithm 2.
FB-CD: Forward-Backward envelope using Algorithm 1.
FB-ACC: Forward-Backward envelope using Algorithm 2.
DR-CD: Douglas-Rachford envelope using Algorithm 1.
DR-ACC: Douglas-Rachford envelope using Algorithm 2.
NS-CD: Nesterov’s smoothing using Algorithm 1.
. NS-ACC: Nesterov’s smoothing using Algorithm 2.
We stop the algorithms when

90 NS T 0o

IV, ()] <107,

and we report in Table 2 the full iterations and the cpu time in seconds for each
method. Moreover, we plot the function values along time (in seconds) in Figure 1.
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Note that since m < n, then the problem is convex, but the objective function is
not strongly convex and thus the 2-growth condition does not hold in this case. For
Forward-Backward envelope, Douglas Rachford envelope and Nesterov’s smoothing,
we have an explicit expression for e;fFVFw(x). However, for the Moreau envelope, we
do not have a explicit solution for the proximal operator and in this case we use CVX
to compute the prox. As expected, the results from Table 2 and Figure 1 show that
the accelerated coordinate descent algorithm has better performance compared to
the non-accelerated variant. Moreover, as we can see from Table 2, Douglas-Rachford
had a better performance in the norm of the gradient, while in the function val-
ues Forward-Backward and Douglas-Rachford are comparable (see Figure 1). Also
Nesterov’s smoothing has a better performance when A is small.

100 100 100 103 103 103 10% 10% 10%

n
m 50 50 50 500 500 500 | 5-10° | 5-10% | 5-103
A 1 0.5 0.1 1 0.5 0.1 1 0.5 0.1
874 1265 244
ME-CD 18095 | 25900 | 5013 ok ok ok *ok o ok
ME-ACC 2141792 2120388 12?1 kk k3 k3 3k k3% K3k
FB.CD 302 1204 227 3585 6001 | 1240 4070
0.802 1.22 0.227 110 184 37.3 *x ok 18454
FB-ACC 160 99 104 248 209 249 475 382 423
0.228 | 0.144 | 0.149 | 8.96 7.57 | 8.98 2388 1831 2112
DR.CD 1510 2336 453 6732 | 11303 | 2328 7691
0.926 1.38 0.285 71.5 115 24.7 *ok ok 11196
DRACC 215 204 162 456 290 359 658 536 604
0.223 | 0.216 | 0.167 | 8.77 5.8 7.05 | 1600 | 1248 1472
NS-CD 12734 | 10985 440 43253 | 35749 | 1364 4739
7.86 6.84 0.265 337 284 10.4 ok ok 2031
NS.ACC 653 449 151 1175 801 254 2104 1424 459
0.668 | 0.477 | 0.155 15.7 11 3.3 2131 1307 474

Table 2 Comparison of Algorithms 1 and 2 for four different smoothing techniques and
several problem dimensions in terms of number of full iterations and cpu time (sec).

6.2 Quadratic objective with TV regularization

We also consider a quadratic problem with TV regularization:

n—1

1 2 @) _ . (i+1)
min of| Bz — c| —i—/\;\x — ()] (83)

with B € R™*™ and ¢ € R™. Vectors ¢ € R™ and zy € R" are generated from a normal
distribution A(0,1) and the matrix B € R"*" is generated as B = QT C(Q, where
Q@ € R™ ™ is a sparse orthogonal matrix and C' € R™*" is a diagonal matrix such that
C = diag(100, rand(n/2—1, 1), zeros(n/2,1)). Note that this function satisfies g-growth
condition with ¢ = 2. Indeed, consider the function g : R — R such that g(y) =

1
5 lly — c||. We have that g is strongly convex with strong convexity paramenter o, = 1
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Fig. 1 Evolution of Algorithms 1 and 2 for four different smoothing techniques in function values
along time for quadratic objective with ¢ regularization and n = 10%.

and the gradient of g is Lipschitz with constant L, = 1. Moreover Ay ;" |m( i) g (141
is a polyhedral function. Hence, from [20, Theorem 10)), the obJectlve function in
(83) satisfies g-growth condition with ¢ = 2. Thus, we can also apply Algorithm 3 for
solving this problem. We consider the following methods:

. NS-CD: Nesterov’s smoothing using Algorithm 1.

NS-RT: Nesterov’s smoothing using Algorithm 3.

FB-CD: Forward-Backward envelope using Algorithm 1.

FB-RT: Forward Backward evelope using Algorithm 3.

ME-CD: Moreau envelope using Algorithm 1.

ME-RT: Moreau evelope using Algorithm 3.

. PROX: full proximal gradient method.

. APPROX-RT: full restart accelerated algorithm proposed in [10].

In all restart accelerated algorithms we update the restart periods as in Assumption
4. Moreover, the first restart period is chosen Ky = |0.01e - n|. We plot the function
values along time (in seconds) in Figure 2. As we can see from this figure, Algorithms 1
and 3 on Nesterov’s smoothing are the fastest, with restart accelerated variant having
the better performance.

0 NS T 0

A =0.01
10°
w
' 102
= —Ns-CD
i ----NS-RT
——FB-CD \..
~-~-FB-RT i
10"} |—MEe-cD i
--=-ME-RT |
—PROX =
---- APPROX-RT
100 L L L L L L L L n
001 01 1 10 100 1000 5000 001 01 1 10 100 1000 5000

Time (s) Time (s)

Fig. 2 Evolution of Algorithms 1, 3 and their full variants for three different smoothing techniques
in function values along time for quadratic objective with TV regularization and n = 10%.
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7 Conclusions

In this paper we have considered a general framework for smooth approximations of
nonsmooth and nonseparable objective functions, which covers in particular Moreau
envelope, Forward-Backward envelope, Douglas-Rachford envelope and Nesterov’s
smoothing. We have derived convergence rates for random (accelerated) coordinate
descent methods for minimizing the smooth approximation. Moreover, under an addi-
tional g-growth assumption on the original function, we have derived improved rates
(even linear) for (restart accelerated) coordinate descent variants. We have also intro-
duced a relative randomized coordinate descent algorithm when the original function
is relative smooth w.r.t. a (possibly nonseparable) differentiable function. Convergence
rates have been also derived for this algorithm in the convex and g-growth cases. We
have tested our numerical methods on two well-known applications and the numerical
results show their efficiency.
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Appendix A

Proof of Lemma 1: Consider x € X and hg € R™, such that x + U;hg € X, fixed.
Define the function r : R™ — R:

r(h) = f(z + Uih) = (UI'V f(z + Uiho), h). (A1)
Since f is convex along coordinates, it implies that r is convex. Moreover,
Vr(h) = ULV f(z + Ush) — ULV f(z + Uiho).

Hence h* = hg is a optimal point of the function (Al). This implies that

r(ho) < r <:c - ;Uin(0)> .

K2

Combining the inequality above with (7), we obtain:

f(x 4+ Uiho) — (U]'V f(z + Uihg), ho)

< @)+ ULV S (@ + Usho) — UV (), Vr(O) + 5[ 97(0)
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1

_ 1 2 2
= @) = ZIVr O + 5 197(0)]
1 2
= @) = 5191
This implies that:
1

f(x +Usho) — (UIV f(x + Ushg), ho) +

WUV f (@ + Uiho) - UF VI (@) < f(2).

Exchanging = and = + U;hg in the inequality above and summing up, we obtain:

L%IIUiTVf(x +Uiho) = UV f(2)|* < (U (Vf(z + Uiho) = Vf(x)) , ho).

Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we further get:

UV f(x + Uiho) — UV f(@)|| < Li|lhol.

Hence, the statement follows.
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