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ABSTRACT
The Extreme Learning Machine (ELM) technique is a machine learning approach
for constructing feed-forward neural networks with a single hidden layer and their
models. The ELM model can be constructed while being trained by concurrently
reducing both the modeling errors and the norm of the output weights. Usually, the
squared loss is widely utilized in the objective function of ELM, which can be treated
as a LASSO problem and hence applying the fast iterative shrinkage thresholding
algorithm (FISTA). However, in this paper, the minimization problem is solved
from a variational inequalities perspective giving rise to improved algorithms that
are more efficient than the FISTA. A fast general extra-gradient algorithm which
is a form of first-order algorithm is developed with inertial acceleration techniques
and variable stepsize which is updated at every iteration. The strong convergence
and linear rate of convergence of the proposed algorithm are established under mild
conditions. In terms of experiments, two experiments were presented to illustrate
the computational advantage of the proposed method to other algorithms.

KEYWORDS
Extreme learning machine, variational inequalities, acceleration technique,
adaptive algorithm, extragraident algorithms, regression problems.

1. Introduction

The extreme learning machine (ELM) [24] concept is a widely used machine learning
method for constructing single-hidden layer feed-forward neural networks (SLFNNs).
ELM networks and models are employed in many applications, namely control
systems, image denoising, signal processing, classification problems, and regression
problems [18]. The concept explored in the ELM techniques involves feeding-forward
input data to the network’s output. The ELM network transforms the input data into
new features in another space using randomly generated weights and biases. In the
ELM concept, an activation function then processes these new features, allowing for
the extraction of non-linear features which can then be used by Output weight for
making prediction
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As aforementioned, in [24] extreme learning machine (ELM) is proposed as
a solution for constructing single-hidden layer feedforward networks (SLFNs). It
has the capacity to approximate nonlinear functions of input data of various data
representations. Unlike traditional methods, ELM randomly generates the parameters
of hidden nodes, the weight, and the bias between the input layer and the hidden
layer, and once the parameters are generated, they are left untunned throughout the
training of the ELM network/model and only the output weights are learned. It has
been proven that ELM exhibits the universal approximation capability [25]. ELM offers
several merits, these include easy and fast implementation, fast training speed, and
generalization performance. As a result, ELM has gained significant interest in various
regression problems, such as stock market forecasting [52], price forecasting [15], wind
power forecasting [49], and affective analogical reasoning [10].

Despite the popularity of the classical ELM network/model, the training of the
classical ELM can easily overfit if proper care is not taken. To address this issue,
several versions of classical algorithms to train ELM networks were proposed. For
instance, Deng et al. [17] proposed a regularized ELM with weighted least squares to
enhance robustness. Their algorithm consists of two stages of reweighted ELM. Zhang
et al. [53] introduced an outlier-robust ELM utilizing the l1-norm loss function and
the l2-norm regularization term. They employed the augmented Lagrange multiplier
algorithm to effectively reduce the influence of outliers. Horata et al. [23] adopted the
Huber function to enhance the robustness and utilized the iteratively reweighted least
squares (IRLS) algorithm to solve the Huber loss function without a regularization
term. However, models without regularization are prone to overfitting.

Furthermore, despite the advancements made by existing robust ELM regression
methods, namely, utilizing l1-norm or Huber function, they are still susceptible to
outliers with large deviations due to the linearity of these loss functions with respect
to deviations. Besides, existing methods employ only l2-norm regularization or lack a
regularization term altogether. When the number of hidden nodes is large, the l2-norm
regularization tends to train a large ELM model due to the non-zero output weights
of the network.

Also, it should be noted that in the Extreme Learning Machine (ELM) approach,
the output weights can be determined analytically using a Moore-Penrose generalized
inverse. Conversely, the input weights and biases are randomly generated. However, if
the output matrix is problematic, it can result in issues such as overfitting, inaccurate
estimation, and unstable behavior. To overcome these challenges, a regularization term
and the squared loss of prediction errors are often incorporated, forming a regularized
objective function. This approach effectively addresses the problems associated with
overfitting and ill-posed situations, thereby enhancing the predictive capability of
ELM. Commonly employed regularization terms include the L2 norm and L1 norm-
based terms. Generally, the latter proves more advantageous when dealing with ill-
posed problems since it tends to produce sparser and more resilient output weights.

Therefore, this study addresses this gap by focusing on the robust ELM regression
problem with the l2 loss function and l1regularization term. Considering the challenges
posed by outliers and the need for appropriate regularization techniques, we formulated
the problem as a variational inequality problem and proposed a new learning algorithm
that can enhance the performance of the ELM network/model under outlier situations.
In the paper, we consider non-linear regression problems as case studies to validate
the performance of the proposed algorithm and approach. Further details are given in
the remaining body of this article.

The remaining sections of the papers are as follows, Section 1 presents an
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introduction and general background detail of the work. Section 2 describes the
ELM concept and model development. Furthermore, presents variational inequality
and formulation. Section 3, presents the proposed algorithm. Besides, the convergence
results and analysis of the proposed algorithm are detailed in this section. Similarly,
Section 4 details numerical experiments which include comparisons of algorithms, and
details of data use to mention a few. The conclusion is presented in Section 5.

2. Extreme learning machine (ELM)

The classical Extreme learning machine network is a three-layer feed-forward neural
network (FFNN). It is widely used for many applications ranging from regression
tasks, classification tasks, feature extraction, and dimensional reduction among others.
Figure 1 shows the structure of a single-hidden layer feed-forward neural network. It
consists of an input layer, a hidden layer, and the output layer. Also, between the input
layer and the hidden layer are the weight and bias denoted by W and b respectively.
Similarly, between the hidden layer and the output layer is the output weight β. The
input layer takes the input data set represented by X and transforms it using the
randomly generated weight and bias. The transformed input is given by

X̄ = XW + b. (1)

The transformed input X̄ is passed to the hidden layer which contains an activation
function such as the Sigmoid function which is given by

σ(x) =
1

1 + exp−x
. (2)

Note that the activation function introduces non-linearity to its input. Thus, the
output of the hidden layer is given by

H = σ(X̄). (3)

The output layer computes the output of the network using the output of the hidden
layer and the output weight. The output of the network o is given by

o = Hβ. (4)

An important step in any machine learning problem is the training of the model. In the
classical ELM concept, the output weight is obtained using the least square method.
In other words, in the traditional ELM, to obtain optimal output weight β∗, the least
square method was employed. In the next subsection, we dive deep into the details
of the problem this paper considered and the classical way to obtain optimal output
weight β∗.
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Figure 1. The figure of a Single Layer based ELM

Figure 2. Caption

2.1. Prediction problem to be considered

In this paper, we consider a non-linear regression problem. Given training data sets
denoted as Xtrain = {(xn, yn) : xn ∈ RD, yn ∈ R, n = 1, . . . , N}, Here, D
represents the number of input features, N represents the number of training samples,
and xn and yn represent the inputs and target outputs, respectively, for the kth sample.
Similarly, the test set is denoted as follows Xtest = {x′

n′ , y′n′) : x′
n′ ∈ RD′

, y′n′ ∈
R, n′ = 1, . . . , N ′}. In this case, N ′ represents the number of samples in the test
set. When considering a neural network with m hidden nodes, the output of a Single
Layer Feed-forward Network (SLFN) can be expressed as follows

gm(xn) =

m∑
j=1

βjhj(xn), (5)

where βj is the jth output weight and hj(·) is the output of the jth hidden node or
activation function. By grouping all the weights and hidden nodes, then (5) can be
written in a compact form as

gm(xn) = hm(xn)β, (6)

where β = {β1, β2, · · · , βm}, hm(xn) = {h1(xn), h2(xn), · · · , hm(xn)}. There are
several activation functions, for instance, in the case of the sigmoid activation function,
hj(·) is given by

hj(xn) =
1

1 + exp−(aT
j xn+bj)

=
1

1 + exp(−wT
j o)

, (7)
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where wj = [aT
j , bj ]

T denotes grouped input weight (aj), and bias (bj), at the jth

hidden node. o = [xT
n , 1]

T representing input sample. Given all training data sets, the
output of the activation function is given by

H =

 h1(x1) · · · hm(x1)
...

. . .
...

h1(xN ) · · · hm(xN )

 . (8)

For notation simplification, throughout the rest of the discussion, we would refer to
gm(xn) as gm. Also, hm(xn), hj(xn) as hm and hj respectively. The training set error
(the difference between the network output and training target) is given by

ξ =

N∑
n=1

(yn − gmβm)2 = ∥y −Hβ∥22 (9)

where y = {y1, y2, · · · , yN}. As aforementioned, ELM uses the least square approach
to obtain its output weight, hence, the optimal output weight that minimizes the
training set error ξ is given by

β∗ =
(
HTH

)−1
HTT . (10)

Nevertheless, achieving a sparse optimal output weight requires a reformulation of
the objective function 9 due to the dense nature of the optimal weight 10. This
reformulation aims to effectively handle the sparse weight provided by the new
objective function and it is given by

Jelm = min
β

∥y −Hβ∥22 + λ∥β∥1. (11)

where λ is a regularization parameter. The ELM task thus becomes solving the
optimization problem (11) to obtain the output weight β. In the next subsection,
we approach solving the optimization problem (11) via the variational inequalities
technique which is a general framework and classical method in the literature.

2.2. A variational inequalities approach

In this subsection, we lay some foundation for the proposed learning algorithm. The
algorithm is then developed and employed to train an extreme learning machine
network in the further section. The algorithm is developed based on a variational
inequalities model formulated via standard convex optimization.

For a given hidden layer output matrix H ∈ RN×m, output weight β ∈ Rm and
target output y ∈ RN , the model (11) can be reformulated as optimization problem
of the form

min
β

E(β) := ιK(β) + ∥y −Hβ∥22, (12)

where ιK is the indicator function on the set K defined by {β ∈ RN | ∥β∥1 ≤ 1}.
Denote by β∗ := infβ∈K E(β), the optimal objective value of (12). Notice that E is a
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convex objective function with continuous gradient ∇E(β) = H⊤(Hβ − y), which is
Lipschitz continuous. In order to solve the optimization from (12), we adopt a generic
framework using the concept of variational inequalities. The variational inequalities
is a classical and general framework that encompasses a wide variety of optimization
problems such as convex minimization, equilibrium problems, convex-concave saddle
point problems, and inclusion problems, which are ubiquitous in machine learning and
optimization ( [29,30,36]). Given a convex subset K of RN , these inequalities are often
desgined from a monotone operator F : K → RN such that for any (x, y) ∈ K × K,
(F (x)−F (y))⊤ ·(x−y) ≥ 0. The goal is then to find a solution x† ∈ K to the variational
inequalities, that is, such that

∀x ∈ K, F (x†)⊤ · (x− x†) ≤ 0. (13)

For the case of the reformulated problem (12), the operator F is simply the gradient
of E . While our motivation is to solve the convex minimization arising in (12), the
variational inequalities framework is more general (see, e.g., [5,36] and reference
therein). In this paper, we are interested in the algorithm to solve the inequality in
(13), while only accessing an oracle for F (x) for any given x ∈ K, or only an unbiased
estimate of F (x). We also assume that we may efficiently project onto the set K (which
we will assume is nonempty, closed, and convex throughout this paper). In terms of
complexity bounds, this problem is by now well understood with matching upper and
lower bounds in a variety of situations. In particular, the notion of smoothness (i.e.,
Lipschitz-continuity of F vs. simply assuming that F is bounded) and the presence of
noise are two important factors influencing the convergence rate. For example, in the
projection gradient algorithm of [19,21,22], the convergence of the method depends
heavily on the parameter of strong monotonicity of F which in general yields a weak
convergence iterate. Also in the extragradient methods of [11,12,31], the algorithms
depend heavily on a prior estimate of the Lipschitz constant of F while requiring two
projections onto the set K. Both requirements make the algorithms not to be best
suitable for solving variational inequalities in complex cases. Other modifications of
the above-listed methods can be found in [13,34,40,51] and references therein. Let us
mention in particular, the method due to Tseng [48] which requires a single projection
onto the set K per each iteration. This method exploits the value of F at the previous
and current iterations of the algorithm. Although the original method depends on the
prior estimate of the Lipschitz constant of F , other improved versions of the method
have been introduced in, for instance, [9,41,44,45].

The choice of an adequate stepsize for an algorithm for solving the variational
inequalities has attracted effort from many researchers in recent years. Apart from the
stepsize depending on the Lipschitz constant of F as mentioned earlier, an initial guess
can be too small or too large which slows down the convergence rate of the algorithm.
In order to overcome this challenge, a universal approach which is determined via a
self-adaptive process has been considered in many instances, see, e.g. [26–28]. This
universal approach is bounded by a lower and an upper bound which is updated
at every iteration. Furthermore, the choice of inertial term which originated from
heavy ball discretization of a second-order dynamical system has been considered as
an acceleration technique for several algorithms [6,14,35,39]. This approach updates
the next iterate by using a memory of the previous two iterates of the algorithm, see,
e.g. [26–28,41]. In this paper, we make the following contributions in terms of the
proposed algorithm:

6



• We present a general adaptive accelerated method for variational inequalities
based on the extragradient method in [48]. Our method employs a simple self-
adaptive choice of stepsize that leads to an improved rate of convergence for the
algorithm. Moreover, our algorithm does not require prior knowledge regarding
the Lipschitz constant of F .

• We accelerate the performance of the algorithm by incorporating double inertial
extrapolation steps which helps to speed up the convergence rate of the
algorithm.

• We also include a relaxation parameter that tunes the iteration of the algorithm
towards the solution of the variational inequalities.

• On the technical side, we provide the convergence analysis and linear convergence
rate of the proposed algorithm.

2.3. Mathematical tools

In this subsection, we recall some mathematical tools and notations needed in this
paper. We denote by ∥ · ∥, the induced norm on Rn and ⟨·, ·⟩, the inner product on
Rn × Rn. The weak convergence of a sequence {xn} to x as n → ∞ is denoted by
xn ⇀ x and the strong convergence of {xn} to x as n→ ∞ by xn → x. More so, ω(xn)
denotes the set of weak accumulation point xn. For each x, y ∈ Rn, it is clear that

• ∥x+ y∥2 ≤ ∥x∥2 + 2⟨y, x+ y⟩,
• ∥x− y∥2 = ∥x∥2 − 2⟨x, y⟩+ ∥y∥2.

Also for any t ∈ [0, 1], we have

∥tx+ (1− t)y∥2 = t∥x∥2 + (1− t)∥y∥2 − t(1− t)∥x− y∥2. (14)

For a nonempty, closed and convex subset K ⊂ Rn, the nearest point of x ∈ Rn to K
(called projection onto K) is the unique vector PKx satisfying

∥x− PKx∥ ≤ ∥x− y∥ ∀y ∈ K. (15)

It is well known that PK is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant 1 and satisfies
the following identity:

u = PKx⇔ ⟨x− u, u− w⟩ ≥ 0 ∀w ∈ K. (16)

In addition, PK is characterized by the following inequality:

∥PKx− u∥2 ≤ ∥x− u∥2 − ∥x− PKx∥2 u ∈ K. (17)

Lemma 2.1. [2] Let {ϕn}, {αn} and {ψn} be sequences of nonnegative real number
satisfying

ϕn+1 ≤ ϕn + αn(ϕn − ϕn−1) + ψn, ∀n ≥ 1,

+∞∑
n=1

ψn < +∞, (18)

and such that 0 ≤ αn ≤ α < 1 for all n ≥ 1. Then the limit limn→+∞ ϕn ∈ R exists.

7



Lemma 2.2. [43] Let K be a nonempty, closed and convex subset of RN . Suppose that
F : K → Rn is continuous and monotone. Then for any p ∈ K, we have

p ∈ V I(F,K) ⇔ ⟨Fx, x− p⟩ ≥ 0, ∀x ∈ K. (19)

We recall two notions of linear convergence, which will be used in our convergence
analysis. For a sequence {sn}, we say that {sn} converges Q-linearly to s∗ if there exist
α ∈ (0, 1), ρ > 0 and n0 > 0 such that

∥sn+1 − s∗∥ ≤ α∥sn − s∗∥ ∀n ≥ n0,

and we say that {sn} converges R-linearly to s∗ if

∥sn − s∗∥ ≤ ραn ∀n ≥ n0.

3. Proposed algorithm and convergence results

In this section, we propose our algorithm and investigate the convergence analysis of
the proposed method. In the sequel, we assume that the following assumptions hold
on the cost operator F .

Assumption 1. The operator F : Rn → Rn is monotone and Lipschitz continuous,
i.e.,

⟨Fx− Fy, x− y⟩ ≥ 0 and ∥Fx− Fy∥ ≤ L∥x− y∥ ∀x, y ∈ Rn and L > 0.

Assumption 2. The solution set V I(F,K) is nonempty.

Note that Assumption 1 is satisfied by the cost operator ∇E(·) = H⊤(H(·)− y) from
problem (12). In particular ∇E is ∥H⊤H∥-Lipschitz continuous. More so, Assumption
2 is typical for solving variational inequalities. Now we present our algorithm as follows.

3.1. Proposed algorithm

Before we start the convergence analysis, we first check for a possible stopping
criterion which will be used in Step 3 of the proposed method. In particular, we used
∥bn − cn∥ = 0 as a possible stopping condition which guarantees that the sequence
{sn} generated by Algorithm 3.1 converges to a solution of the variational inequalities.

Lemma 3.1. Let cn = bn for some n ≥ 0 in Algorithm 3.1 happened, then bn is a
solution of the variational inequality problem, i.e., bn ∈ V I(F,K).

Proof. From the characterization inequality of the projection mapping in (16) (noting
that cn = bn = PK(bn − λnF (bn))), then we have

⟨bn − u, bn − λnF (bn)− bn⟩ ≥ 0, ∀u ∈ K.

Hence

λn⟨F (bn), u− bn⟩ ≥ 0, ∀u ∈ K.
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Algorithm 1 A general adaptive accelerated method (GAME)

Inputs: Given starting points x0, x−1 ∈ Rn, sequence {αn}, {βn} ⊂ (0, 1), a
relaxation parameter ρ ∈ [0, 1], µ ∈ (0, 1), λ0 > 0 and {ζn} ⊂ (0,∞).
Main iterate: Set n = 1, 2, . . . , do:
Step 1: Compute

an = sn + αn(sn − sn−1)

bn = sn + βn(sn − sn−1)

cn = PK(bn − λnF (bn))

sn+1 = (1− ρ)an + ρ(cn − λn(F (cn)− F (bn))).

Step 2: Update the stepsize via

λn+1 =

{
min

{
µ∥bn−cn∥

∥F (bn)−F (cn)∥ , λn + ζn

}
if F (bn) ̸= F (cn),

λn + ζn, otherwise.

Step 3: If a stopping criterion is not met, then set n := n+ 1 and goto Step 1.
Output: sn+1 ∈ K, which is the approximate weight β of the ELM network in (11).

Let limn→∞ λn = λ > 0, then we obtain ⟨F (bn), u− bn⟩ ≥ 0 for all u ∈ K. This implies
that bn ∈ V I(F,K).

In the proof of Lemma 3.1, we used the fact that limn→∞ λn = λ > 0.We justify this
fact in the next result and show that indeed, this limit exists and {λn} is nonincreasing.

Lemma 3.2. The sequence {λn} generated in Step 2 of Algorithm 3.1 is nonincreasing
and limn→∞ λn = λ ∈

[
min

{
λ0,

µ
L

}
, λ0 + ζ0

]
, where L is the Lipschitz constant of F.

Proof. It is clear from the definition of {λn} that λn+1 ≤ λn for all n ≥ 0. Hence, λn
is nonincreasing. From the Lipschitz continuity of F , we obtain

µ∥bn − cn∥
∥F (bn)− F (cn)∥

≥ µ

L
, if F (bn) ̸= F (cn).

Hence, λn+1 ≥ min
{
λ0,

µ
L

}
for all n ≥ 0. This implies that the limit exists and

limn→∞ λn = λ ∈
[
min

{
λ0,

µ
L

}
, λ0 + ζ0

]
.

Remark 1. Now we justify the term ‘general ’ used in naming Algorithm 3.1. The
following is the relation of the proposed algorithm with other related works in the
literature.

- Note that if we remove the relaxation parameter in the update step by setting
ρn = 1, we obtain the double inertial extragradient method (DIEM) which is
related to the algorithms proposed in [41].

- Also if one of the inertial terms is removed in Algorithm 3.1 by setting αn = 0,
we obtain an inertial relaxed extragradient method (IREM) which is related to
the algorithms proposed in [7,9,44,45].

- If both inertial terms are removed in Algorithm 3.1, we obtain a relaxed
extragradient method (REM) which is related to the methods studied in [1,8]
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- Finally, if both the double inertial terms and the relaxation parameter are
removed from Algorithm 3.1, we obtain the extragradient method (EM) studied
in [48,50].

Note that despite the relationship of the proposed Algorithm 3.1 with the above
literature, the proposed algorithm uses a self-adaptive technique for selecting the
stepsize which is updated at every iteration. This approach is more simple and
efficient for solving the variational inequality problem than most of the methods in
the literature.

3.2. Convergence results

We shall discuss the convergence behavior of Algorithm 3.1. First, we note that it is
immediate from the definition of sn-update that

sn+1 = (1− ρ)an + ρen and
1

ρ
(sn+1 − an) = en − an (20)

where en = cn − λn(Fcn − Fbn). Let s
∗ be a solution of the variational inequalities,

i.e., s∗ ∈ V I(F,K). For n ≥ 0, we denote

Hn = ∥sn − s∗∥2 − ((1− ρ)αn + ρβn) ∥sn−1 − s∗∥2 + 1− ρ

ρ
(1− αn)∥sn − sn−1∥2.

We will study the convergence properties of {Hn} in the next subsection. The results
will then be used to establish the convergence of {sn}. The following result can easily
be proved from available literature, e.g. [33].

Lemma 3.3. Let {sn} be the sequence generated by Algorithm 3.1 and s∗ ∈ V I(F,K).
Then for n ≥ 0,

∥en − s∗∥2 ≤ ∥bn − s∗∥2 −
(
1− µ2λ2n

λ2n+1

)
∥bn − cn∥2.

We start by showing that {Hn} is non-increasing and convergent.

Lemma 3.4. Let {sn} be the sequence generated by Algorithm 3.1. Then the following
statements hold:

(i) the sequence {Hn} is monotonically non-increasing and in particular, for n ≥ 0,

Hn+1−Hn ≤ −
(
1− ρ

ρ
(1− αn)

2 + ρ(αn(1 + αn)− βn(1 + βn))− (1 + αn)αn

)
∥sn−sn−1∥2.

(ii)
∑∞

n=0 ∥sn − sn−1∥ <∞.

Proof. We first prove (i). Let s∗ ∈ V I(F,K). Then, from the definition of sn+1, we
have

∥sn+1 − s∗∥2 ≤ (1− ρ)∥an − s∗∥2 + ρ∥bn − s∗∥2 − ρ(1− ρ)∥an − en∥2.
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Also from (20), we get

∥sn+1 − s∗∥2 ≤ (1− ρ)∥an − s∗∥2 + ρ∥bn − s∗∥2 − (1− ρ)

ρ
∥sn+1 − an∥2. (21)

Now let us estimate each of the terms on the LHS of (21). Clearly

∥an − s∗∥2 = ∥sn + αn(sn − sn−1)− s∗∥2

= ∥(1 + αn)(sn − s∗)− αn(sn−1 − s∗)∥2

= (1 + αn)∥sn − s∗∥2 − αn∥sn−1 − s∗∥2 + αn(1 + αn)∥sn − sn−1∥2.

Similarly

∥bn − s∗∥2 = (1 + βn)∥sn − s∗∥2 − βn∥sn−1 − s∗∥2 + βn(1 + βn)∥sn − sn−1∥2.

Also

∥sn+1 − an∥2 = ∥sn+1 − sn∥2 + α2
n∥sn − sn−1∥2 − 2αn⟨sn+1 − sn, sn − sn−1⟩

≥ ∥sn+1 − sn∥2 + α2
n∥sn − sn−1∥2 − αn(∥sn+1 − sn∥2 + ∥sn − sn−1∥2)

= (1− αn)∥sn+1 − sn∥2 + (α2
n − αn)∥sn − sn−1∥2.

Substituting the above identities in (21), we get

∥sn+1 − s∗∥2

≤ (1− ρ)
(
(1 + αn)∥sn − s∗∥2 − αn∥sn−1 − s∗∥2 + αn(1 + αn)∥sn − sn−1∥2

)
+ ρ

(
(1 + βn)∥sn − s∗∥2 − βn∥sn−1 − s∗∥2 + βn(1 + βn)∥sn − sn−1∥2

)
− 1− ρ

ρ

(
(1− αn)∥sn+1 − sn∥2 + (α2

n − αn)∥sn − sn−1∥2
)

= (1 + αn − ρ(αn − βn)) ∥sn − s∗∥2 − (αn − (αn − βn)ρ)∥sn−1 − s∗∥2

+

(
(1 + αn)αn − ρ(αn(1 + αn)− βn(1 + βn))−

(1− ρ)

ρ
(α2

n − αn)

)
∥sn − sn−1∥2

− (1− ρ)

ρ
(1− αn)∥sn+1 − sn∥2. (22)

Hence

∥sn+1 − s∗∥2 − (αn − ρ(αn − βn)) ∥sn − s∗∥2 + 1− ρ

ρ
(1− αn)∥sn+1 − sn∥2

≤ ∥sn − s∗∥2 − (αn − (αn − βn)ρ) ∥sn−1 − s∗∥2 + 1− ρ

ρ
(1− αn)∥sn − sn−1∥2

+

(
(1 + αn)αn − ρ(αn(1 + αn)− βn(1 + βn))−

1− ρ

ρ
(αn − 1)2

)
∥sn − sn−1∥2.

(23)
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Now choose ρ and αn such that

0 < ρ <
1

1 + δ
and 0 ≤ βn ≤ αn < 1−

√
2

δ
, for some δ > 2.

Then (
(1− ρ)αn(1 + αn) + ρβn(1 + βn)−

1− ρ

ρ
(αn − 1)2

)
≤

(
2 ((1− ρ)αn + ρβn)−

1− ρ

ρ
(αn − 1)2

)
≤ 2− 1− ρ

ρ
(αn − 1)2 ≤ 2− δ(αn − 1)2 ≤ 0.

It follows from (23) that

Hn+1 −Hn ≤ 0. (24)

This implies that Hn is monotonically non-increasing. The second conclusion follows
from (23). In addition, we get

Hn+1 −Hn ≤ −θn∥sn − sn−1∥2, (25)

where θn =
(
1−ρ
ρ (1− αn)

2 + ρ(αn(1 + αn)− βn(1 + βn))− (1 + αn)αn

)
. Note that

lim infn→∞ θn > 0, hence, summing up (25) from 1 to N , we see further that

0 ≤
N∑

n=1

θn∥sn − sn−1∥2 ≤
N∑

n=1

θn(Hn −Hn+1) = θN (H1 −HN+1) <∞. (26)

This completes the proof.

The next result shows that any accumulation point of the sequence {sn} generated
by Algorithm 3.1 belongs to V I(F,K).

Theorem 3.5. Let {sn} be a sequence generated by Algorithm 3.1 and ∥bn− cn∥ → 0
as n→ ∞. Then the sequence {sn} converges weakly to an element s̃ ∈ V I(F.K).

Proof. Let s̃ ∈ ω(sn). Our aim is to show that s̃ ∈ V I(F,K. Since F is monotone,
then ⟨Fbn, x− bn⟩ ≤ ⟨Fx, x− bn⟩. It follows from (16) that for all x ∈ K

0 ≤ ⟨cn − bn − λnFbn, x− cn⟩
= ⟨cn − bn, x− cn⟩+ λn⟨Fbn, bn − cn⟩+ λn⟨Fbn, x− bn⟩
≤ ⟨cn − bn, x− cn⟩+ λn⟨Fbn, bn − cn⟩+ λn⟨Fx, x− bn⟩.

Passing limit to the above inequality, noting that limn→∞ λn > 0, then

⟨Fx, x− s̃⟩ ≥ 0∀x ∈ K. (27)

Hence, using Lemma 2.2, we obtain that s̃ ∈ V I(F,K).

12



In the prove of Theorem 3.5, we used the fact that lim ∥bn − cn∥ = 0. We shall
establish this claim in the appendix.

Next, we show the convergence rate of Algorithm 3.1 with the assumption that F
is L-Lipschitz continuous on Rn and κ-strongly pseudomonotone, i.e., there exists a
constant κ > 0 such that ⟨Fx, y−x⟩ ≥ 0 ⇒ ⟨Fy, y−x⟩ ≥ κ∥x−y∥2, for any x, y ∈ Rn.

3.3. Linear convergence result

Theorem 3.6. Let {sn} be the sequence generated by Algorithm 3.1 and F is κ-
strongly pseudomonotone and Lipschitz continuous on Rn. Let 0 ≤ ρ ≤ 1

2 with 0 ≤
βn ≤ αn ≤ min

{
1−2ρ
1−ρ ,

ρ
1−ρ ,

ρϵ
1−ρϵ

}
where ϵ = min

{
1−µ2

2 , µκL

}
. Then {sn} converges

strongly to a solution s∗ of VIP with a R-linear rate.

Proof. Let s∗ ∈ V I(F,K), then ⟨Fs∗, p− s∗⟩ ≥ 0 for all p ∈ K. Hence ⟨Fp, p− s∗⟩ ≥
κ∥p− s∗∥2 for all p ∈ K. Consequently

⟨Fcn, s∗ − en⟩ = ⟨Fcn, s∗ − cn⟩+ ⟨Fcn, cn − en⟩
≤ −κ∥cn − s∗∥2 + ⟨Fcn, cn − en⟩.

From Lemma 3.3, we see that

∥en − s∗∥2 ≤ ∥bn − s∗∥2 −
(
1− µ2λ2n

λ2n+1

)
∥cn − bn∥2 − 2κλn∥cn − s∗∥2.

Note that λn

λn+1
→ 1, then 1 − µ2λ2

n

λ2
n+1

→ 1 − µ2 > 0 and κλn → κλ. Also, since λ ≥

min
{
λ0,

µ
L ,

}
and ϵ = 1

2 min
{
1− µ2, 2µκL

}
, then for some n ≥ N, we get

∥en − s∗∥2 ≤ ∥bn − s∗∥2 − ϵ(∥cn − bn∥2 + ∥cn − s∗∥2)
≤ ∥bn − s∗∥2 − ϵ∥bn − s∗∥2 = (1− ϵ)∥bn − s∗∥2. (28)

Hence

∥sn+1 − sn∥2 ≤ (1− ρ)∥an − s∗∥2 + ρ(1− ϵ)∥bn − s∗∥2 − 1− ρ

ρ
∥sn+1 − an∥2

≤ ((1− ρ)(1 + αn) + ρ(1− ϵ)(1 + βn)) ∥sn − s∗∥2

− ((1− ρ)αn + ρ(1− ϵ)βn) ∥sn−1 − s∗∥2 + ((1− ρ)(1 + αn)αn +

ρ(1− ϵ)(1 + βn)βn − (α2
n − αn)

1− ρ

ρ
)∥sn − sn−1∥2

−1− ρ

ρ
(1− αn)∥sn+1 − sn∥2.

13



This implies that

∥sn+1 − s∗∥2 + 1− ρ

ρ
(1− αn)∥sn+1 − sn∥2

≤ ((1− ρ)(1 + αn) + ρ(1− ϵ)(1 + βn)) ∥sn − s∗∥2

+ ((1− ρ)(1 + αn)αn + ρ(1− ϵ)(1 + βn)βn − (α2
n − αn)

1− ρ

ρ
)∥sn − sn−1∥2.

(29)

Let ξn = ((1− ρ)(1 + αn) + ρ(1− ϵ)(1 + βn)) and γn = ((1−ρ)(1+αn)αn+ρ(1−ϵ)(1+
βn)βn − (α2

n − αn)
1−ρ
ρ ). Observe that ξn < 1 and γn

ξn
< 1. Also, since 0 < αn ≤ 1−2ρ

1−ρ ,

thus 1−ρ
ρ (1− αn) > 1. Then, from (29), we have

∥sn+1 − s∗∥2 + ∥sn+1 − sn∥2 ≤ ∥sn+1 − s∗∥2 + 1− ρ

ρ
(1− αn)∥sn+1 − sn∥2

≤ γn(∥sn − s∗∥2 + ∥sn − sn−1∥2) ∀n ≥ N.

This implies that

∥sn+1 − s∗∥2 ≤ ∥sn+1 − s∗∥2 + ∥sn+1 − sn∥2

≤ γn(∥sn − s∗∥2 + ∥sn − sn−1∥2)
...

≤ γN+1(∥sN+1 − s∗∥2 + ∥sN+1 − sN∥2)
≤ γN+1C,

for some C > 0, which implies that {sn} converges R-linearly to s∗.

Remark 2. (Inertial versus relaxation) The inequality 0 ≤ βn ≤ αn ≤
min

{
1−2ρ
1−ρ ,

ρ
1−ρ ,

ρϵ
1−ρϵ

}
illustrates the essential balance between the inertial and

relaxation parameters. This expression closely resembles the one derived by Attouch
and Cabot [3, Remark 2.13], with the only distinction being the inclusion of an

additional factor that incorporates the parameter ϵ = 1
2 min

{
1− µ2, 2µκL

}
. To clarify

this concept, let’s temporarily set βn = αn = α. In this case, the upper bound for

the inertial parameter becomes ᾱ(ρ, ϵ) = min
{

1−2ρ
1−ρ ,

ρ
1−ρ ,

ρϵ
1−ρϵ

}
. The smallest value

for the limit of the sequence of inertial parameters is achieved when ρ = {0, 0.5} and
αmin = 0. However, ᾱ(ρ, ϵ) ↗ αmax ∈ (0, 1) as it depends on the specific values of ρ
and ϵ. You can observe the trade-off between the inertial and relaxation parameters
for two particular choices of ϵ in Figure 3.

4. Numerical experiments

In this section, in order to illustrate the computational performance of Algorithm 3.1,
we divided the numerical experiments into two subsections. The first subsection gives
a simulation test for a particular example of a variational inequality problem and the
second subsection is devoted to an application of the algorithm to regression problems.
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Figure 3. Trade-off between inertial and relaxation parameters for ϵ = 0.3 (Left) and ϵ = 0.9 (Right).

The code for the first experiment is written by MATLAB 2022b and the code for the
second experiment is implemented using a Jupyter notebook on a PC with Intel Core
i7, 3.3 GHz Dual-Core processor, and 16GB RAM. The performance of Algorithm 3.1
is compared with DIEM, IREM, REM and EM which were derived from Algorithm 3.1
(see Remark 1) corresponding to instances of the proposed method in the literature.

4.1. Comparison of algorithms

In the experiment, we would like to investigate the effect of the parameters on
the performance of the proposed Algorithm 3.1. To do this, we consider the
following classical academic example of variational inequalities and apply the proposed
algorithm.

Experiment 4.1. Let F : RN → RN be defined by F (x) = M̄x + ξ, with M̄ =
RR⊤ +S +D, where R is a N ×N matrix, S is a N ×N skew-symmetric matrix and
D is a N ×N diagonal matrix whose diagonal entries are positive. Consequently, M̄
is a positive define matrix, and ξ is any vector in RN . We define the set K by

K := {x ∈ RN : Ax ≤ b},

where A is a matrix of size L×N and b ∈ RL
+. It is easy to show that F is monotone

and Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant ∥M̄∥. Also, for ξ = 0, the unique
solution of the corresponding variational inequalities is x† = 0.

Now, we generate the matrix N,S,D randomly such that S is skew-symmetric and
D is a positive definite diagonal matrix. The starting points as well as A and b are
also generated randomly. Since our intention is to investigate the effect of the inertial
parameters on the algorithm, we consider different values of ρ, αn and βn corresponding
to algorithm GAME, DIEM, IREM, REM and EM discussed in Remark 1 (see Table
4.1). More so, the method is tested using four different values of N and L. We choose
µ = 0.4, λ0 = 0.01 and ζn = 1

10n+9 . The algorithm is terminated when ∥bn−cn∥ < 10−6.
The computational results are shown in Table 2 and Figure 4.

4.2. Training of ELM based on Algorithm GAME 3.1

ELM exhibits exceptionally rapid training speed and possesses superior pattern
reconstruction capabilities compared to backpropagation-based learning. The model’s
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Table 1. Value of parameter ρ, βn and αn used for Example 4.1.

DIEM ρ = 1 αn = 0.5 βn = 0.2
IREM ρ = 0.6 αn = 0 βn = 0.2
REM ρ = 0.6 αn = 0 βn = 0
EM ρ = 1 αn = 0 βn = 0
GAME ρ = 0.6 αn = 0.5 βn = 0.2
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Figure 4. Behaviour of the term “En = ∥cn − bn∥” for four different values of N and L. Top Left: N =
10, L = 5, Top Right: N = 20, L = 10, Bottom Left: N = 30, L = 15 and Bottom Right: N = 50, L = 20.

formulation, as expressed in the optimization problem detailed in (12), can be
effectively tackled through variational inequality techniques. Several approaches are
available for solving the problem (12), including the utilization of the Moore-Penrose
inverse, orthogonal projection, and proper decomposition as mentioned in reference
[42]. However, in practical scenarios, the number of independent variables, denoted
as L, in the linear system Hβ = X typically exceeds the number of data points,
denoted as N , which can lead to issues related to overfitting. Conversely, when the
number of hidden neurons L is limited, the model’s pattern reconstruction capacity
tends to be diminished. Additionally, as the size of the training dataset increases,
the computational burden associated with computing the inverse matrix H† escalates
significantly. To address these challenges, various regularization methods have been
introduced in the literature. Among these, the two most commonly employed classical
techniques are ridge regression, as detailed in reference [46], and sparse regularization,
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Cases EM IREM REM DIEM GAME

N = 10, L = 5 Iter 133 61 118 57 38
Time 0.0157 0.0051 0.0057 0.0042 0.0023

N = 20, L = 10 Iter 254 108 232 58 45
Time 0.0228 0.0071 0.0114 0.0051 0.0039

N = 30, L = 15 Iter 630 259 570 114 77
Time 0.0706 0.0216 0.0415 0.0102 0.0080

N = 50, L = 20 Iter 861 380 753 119 90
Time 0.1134 0.0451 0.0823 0.0153 0.0126

Table 2. Computational results of iteration number and CPU time (sec) for Example 4.1.

as outlined in reference [47]. Sparse regularization plays a pivotal role in feature
selection, a technique that has demonstrated remarkable success in the field of
machine learning. This study introduces an unsupervised feature selection framework
that seamlessly integrates sparse optimization and signal reconstruction into pattern
recognition models. This optimization takes the form

min
β

∥Hβ −X∥22 + ∥β∥1.

From the description given above, we see that the estimation of β and the time
required are the main challenges for training the ELM. Our aim in this subsection
is to implement the proposed algorithm which reduces the computational time and
maintains the accuracy of classical algorithms such as FISTA algorithm [6] for training
neural networks. The optimization approach (12) is also interesting because it can
be extended to other regularization terms, which control the variable selection by
calculating a derivative in the weakest sense through convex envelopes. In addition,
the projection operator PK is computed by the shrinkage operator shrink(s, ρ) [6],
whose i-th element is calculated as follows:

shrink(s, ρ)i = shrink(si, ρ) = sign(si)max{|si| − ρ, 0},

where s is the initial estimation of the weight of the β-output layer and ρ > 0. The
pseudo-code for training of the ELM with the proposed Algorithm 3.1 is written below.

Algorithm 2 Training of the ELM with Algorithm 3.1

Require: training set {si}Ni , maximum number of iterations K, stopping criterion
P, number of neurons L, parameters for Algorithm 3.1.

1. The weights W and biases b in the hidden layer are randomly and
independently assigned, with an orthogonal approach.

2. The matrix H is computed by evaluating the function g using the terms
(si,W,b).

3. while P does not occur do
4. Determine the optimal solution for (12) using the variational inequality

approach with the utilization of Algorithm 3.1.
5. end while
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In each experiment, the training and test data set were standardized to the range
[0,1] using the following equation: In the hidden layer, the weights and biases are
random values generated by means of a uniform distribution in the ranges [-1,1] and
[0,1], and the sigmoid g(x) = 1

1+e−x was used as the activation function. The algorithm
3.1 as well as DIEM, IREM, REM, and EM has the following parameters:

4.2.1. Description of datasets

To examine the performance of Algorithm 3.1, we used the Boston Housing, Autompg,
Bodyfat, Bike sharing and Diabetes datasets which were obtained from different free
online repositories. These datasets are briefly described below.

(1) Boston Housing: This dataset contains 506 rows and 14 columns. The dataset
was obtained from Kaggle website and is derived from information collected by
the U.S. Census Service concerning housing in the area of Boston, MA.

(2) Autompg: This dataset contains 398 rows and 9 columns. The dataset was
obtained from Kaggle website and concerns city-cycle fuel consumption in miles
per gallon.

(3) Bodyfat: This dataset contains 252 rows and 15 columns. The data was
obtained from kaggle, and it estimates the percentage of body fat determined by
underwater weighing for 252 men.

(4) Bike sharing: This dataset contains information about the daily count of rental
bikes between 2011 and 2012. The dataset contains 731 rows and 16 columns,
and it was obtained from UCI machine learning repository.

(5) Diabetes: This dataset contains 768 rows and 9 columns. The dataset was
obtained from Kaggle, and it’s objective is to predict on diagnostic measurements
whether a patient has diabetes.

Table 3 shows the number of training and test data, the number of categories and the
size of the input vectors for each of the datasets.

Dataset # Training # Testing # Features

Boston Housing 404 102 7
Autompg 318 80 7
Bodyfat 201 51 14

Bike sharing 584 147 15
Diabetes 614 154 8

Table 3. Information regarding the datasets

4.2.2. Description of evaluation metrics

To analyze the performance of the proposed algorithm and other comparison
algorithms, we used standard evaluation metrics commonly used to evaluate the
performance of machine learning methods under regression tasks. The metrics include
the root mean square (RMSE), mean absolute error (MAE), R2 score, the ratio
of the sum squared error (SSE) to the sum squared deviation of the sample SST
(SSE/SST ) and the ratio between the interpretable sum deviation SSR and SST
(SSR/SST ). Their mathematical representation is given by Table 4. The RMSE and
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MAE metrics represent the average error between the estimated and actual values. The
lower the values of these measures, the higher the method’s efficiency. The proportion
of the overall variation that the simple linear regression model cannot account for is
represented by the SSE/SST ratio. At the same time, SSR/SST is the proportion of
explained to total variation.

Table 4. Definition of evaluation metrics for the experiments

Metric Mathematical Expression

RMSE

√∑n
i=1(yi−ȳi)2

n

MAE
∑n

i=1
|yi−ȳi|

n

SSE/SST

∑n
i=1(ŷi − yi)

2∑n
i=1(yi − ȳ)2

SSR/SST

∑n
i=1(ŷi − ȳ)2∑n
i=1(yi − ȳ)2

Note that in Table 4, y and ȳ denote the vectors of actual and estimated values,
respectively, y∗ is the average of the actual values and n is the number of pairs of yi
and ȳi.

4.2.3. Experiment results

In addition to the numerical experiment presented in subsection 4.1, we conduct several
other experiments using real-life datasets from the UCI repository. These experiments
are carried out using a 5-fold cross-validation method, and the average results for
each metric are presented. Additionally, the dataset used for these experiments is
summarized in Table 3. From the experiment, Table 5, 6, 7 and 8 shows the results
obtained by evaluating the RMSE, MAE, SSE/SST, and SSR/SST respectively by the
methods.

After examining the results, it is evident that the proposed GAME demonstrates
performance on par with other state-of-the-art algorithms in terms of RMSE. However,
when we consider the time required for each algorithm to achieve its RMSE value, it
becomes apparent that the proposed GAME outperforms the comparison algorithms
significantly. These findings are presented in Table 9. For example, with the Diabetes

Table 5. Results of RMSE obtained by the Algorithms for five datasets.

RMSE

Dataset GAME FISTA IREM REM

Boston Housing 0.5538 0.3885 0.5220 0.5220
Autompg 0.1116 0.0920 0.1042 0.1042
Bodyfat 0.1039 0.0434 0.1077 0.1077

Bike sharing 0.0857 0.0105 0.0533 0.0533
Diabetes 0.4182 0.4168 0.4081 0.4081
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dataset as an illustration. The proposed GAME achieved an RMSE of 0.3654 within
113 iterations in just 0.07681 seconds. In contrast, FISTA took over 10,000 iterations
and 9.3160 seconds to attain an RMSE score of 0.2716. Additionally, IREM yielded
a 0.3222 RMSE score within 1599 iterations and 2.0488 seconds, while REM also
recorded a 0.3222 RMSE with 1599 iterations, completed in 2.12139 seconds. All the
iterations and times taken by other comparison algorithms are much higher than that
of the proposed GAME algorithms. Similar patterns can be observed in other tables.
These results highlight that the proposed GAME algorithms demonstrate comparable
performance compared with other state-of-the-art algorithms, but the proposed
GAME algorithm outperforms the other comparison algorithms when considering
the number of iterations and the time required to achieve the desired scores of the
evaluation metrics. Detailed information is provided in Table 9.

Table 6. Results of MAE obtained by the Algorithms for five datasets.

MAE

Dataset GAME FISTA IREM REM

Boston Housing 0.2778 0.1791 0.2641 0.2641
Autompg 0.0671 0.0447 0.0615 0.0616
Bodyfat 0.1088 0.0610 0.0781 0.0785

Bike sharing 0.0643 0.0246 0.0300 0.0300
Diabetes 0.3454 0.2716 0.3222 0.3222

5. Conclusion

This paper proposed a general adaptive accelerated method (GAME) for solving the
variational inequalities problems which is reformulated from a structured optimization
problem obtained in the modeling of extreme learning machine network problems. The
algorithm consists of an inertial technique and a self-adaptive stepsize which is updated
at every iteration in order to avoid a prior guess of the Lipschitz constant of the smooth
function of the model. Typically, such a prior guess is too small or too large which

Table 7. Results of SSE/SST obtained by the Algorithms for five datasets.

SSE/SST

Dataset GAME FISTA IREM REM

Boston Housing 0.3125 0.1612 0.2779 0.2779
Autompg 0.2897 0.1853 0.2744 0.2743
Bodyfat 1.5525 0.0918 0.3461 0.3460

Bike sharing 0.3640 0.0323 0.0571 0.0571
Diabetes 0.9250 0.7666 0.7342 0.7342
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Table 8. Results of SSR/SST obtained by the Algorithms for five datasets.

SSR/SST

Dataset GAME FISTA IREM REM

Boston Housing 0.3125 0.1612 0.2779 0.2779
Autompg 0.2897 0.1353 0.2744 0.2743
Bodyfat 1.5525 0.0718 0.3461 0.3460

Bike sharing 0.3640 0.0623 0.0871 0.0871
Diabetes 0.9250 0.7666 0.7342 0.7342

Table 9. Comparison of Number of iterations and time of execution by each
algorithm.

Dataset GAME FISTA IREM REM
Iter Time Iter Time Iter Time Iter Time

Boston Housing 166 0.12957 >10000 5.69053 5826 4.67538 5830 4.80806
Autompg 148 0.08541 >10000 4.89166 150 0.10100 150 0.10033
Bodyfat 141 0.05733 >10000 4.21068 406 0.25426 406 0.21856

Bike sharing 186 0.14609 >10000 8.54421 565 0.65873 565 0.63204
Diabetes 113 0.07681 >10000 9.31650 1599 2.04488 1599 2.12139

affects the rate of convergence in classical algorithms such as the popular fast iterative
shrinkage thresholding algorithm (FISTA). The performance of the proposed method
is tested with the FISTA and other state-of-art algorithms which are obtained from
the GAME algorithm. The numerical results show that the proposed algorithm has
significant advantages over the existing methods in terms of the number of iterations
and CPU time while training the algorithms on five datasets.
Competing interest: The authors declare that there is not competing interest on
the paper.
Authors’ contributions: All authors worked equally on the results and approved
the final manuscript.
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