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EXTENDED ALTERNATING STRUCTURE-ADAPTED PROXIMAL
GRADIENT ALGORITHM FOR NONCONVEX NONSMOOTH PROBLEMS

YING GAO, CHUNFENG CUI, WENXING ZHANG, AND DEREN HAN

ABSTRACT. Alternating structure-adapted proximal (ASAP) gradient algorithm (M. Nikolova
and P. Tan, STAM J Optim, 29:2053-2078, 2019) has drawn much attention due to its efficiency
in solving nonconvex nonsmooth optimization problems. However, the multiblock nonsepa-
rable structure confines the performance of ASAP to far-reaching practical problems, e.g.,
coupled tensor decomposition. In this paper, we propose an extended ASAP (eASAP) algo-
rithm for nonconvex nonsmooth optimization whose objective is the sum of two nonseperable
functions and a coupling one. By exploiting the blockwise restricted prox-regularity, eASAP
is capable of minimizing the objective whose coupling function is multiblock nonseparable.
Moreover, we analyze the global convergence of eASAP by virtue of the Aubin property
on partial subdifferential mapping and the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz property on the objective.
Furthermore, the sublinear convergence rate of eASAP is built upon the proximal point algo-
rithmic framework under some mild conditions. Numerical simulations on multimodal data
fusion demonstrate the compelling performance of the proposed method.

1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper, we focus on the structured optimization problem

(1) min _ J(z,y) = F(x1,...,xs) + G(y1,...,y:) + H(z,y),
(x,y)ER™ xR™

where & = (1,...,x;) € R” and y = (y1,...,y:) € R™ are variables with subvector x; € R™
(t=1,...,5) and y; € R™ (j = 1,...,t), respectively; F' : R" — Ry = R U {+o0},
G:R™ — Ry and H : R" x R™ — R, are proper closed functions. Problem (1) captures a
plethora of models in diversified applications, such as candidate extraction in image colorization
[30,36], blind source separation in signal processing [3,11], and coupled tensor decomposition

in multimodal data fusion [10, 33].

Over the past decades, we have witnessed a flurry of research activities on structured opti-
mization problem (1) with two blocks, i.e., s = ¢ = 1. A canonical method for solving (1) is

the block coordinate descent method (BCD), which minimizes J alternatively over & and y.
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The convergence of BCD can be guaranteed under some conditions [4], e.g., strict convexity
of the objective J or boundedness of its level set. Particularly, when J is continuously dif-
ferentiable, Bertsekas [5] stated that the subproblems of BCD admit unique optima and the
sequence {(mk,yk)}iozo generated by BCD converges to the critical point of (1). To weaken

the convergent requirements of BCD, Auslender [2] proposed the following proximal BCD

(2a) 21 € argmin{ J(2, y*) + |l — 23},
rcR" 2
. g
(2b) y* ! e argmin{J(@ 1 y) + Ty — vFI3 .
yeR'm

where 7 > 0 and o > 0 are stepsizes. Therein, the convergence of (2) was analyzed when J
is convex. By exploiting the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL) property, Attouch et al. [1] studied
the global convergence of (2) when J is nonconvex nonsmooth. Thereby, the rationale of KL
property motivates a great deal of theoretical and algorithmic advances for solving nonconvex

nonsmooth optimization (see e.g., [8,9,23,24,41] and references therein).

Practically, the subproblems in (2) are nontrivial to admit closed-form solutions. When
the component function, e.g., F', G or H is continuously differentiable, the linearization on
these differentiable component functions facilitate the development of efficient numerical al-
gorithms. For instance, Bolte et al. [7] proposed the following proximal alternating linearized

minimization (PALM) algorithm when H is continuously differentiable

k

(32) 2 € argmin{ F(@) + (@, VaH(2",y") + o — a3},

xrcR"

k
. o

(3b) y' e argﬁnn{G(y) + (y, Vy H @ y) + Ty — yF I3

yeR™
where 7% > 0 and o* > 0 are the varying stepsizes determined by the Lipschitz constants

of VH(-,y*) and VH(x**1,.), respectively. With the KL property, it was verified that any
bounded sequence {(z*,y*)}°, generated by (3) can converge globally to the critical point
of (1). Afterwards, we have witnessed numerous ameliorations of PALM by deploying inexact
approximation, inertial acceleration, and stochastic strategies (see, e.g., [13, 16,25, 31] and
references therein). Alternatively, Nikolova and Tan [29] devised an alternating structure-

adapted proximal (ASAP) gradient descent algorithm when F'; G admit Lipschitz continuous
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gradients
(42) 2! € argmin{ H(z, y") + (@ Vo F(2") + Tl — 2" |3},
reR?
. g
(4b) y*! € argmin{ H(a", ) + (4, V,6") + Sy — 1.
yeR™

In contrast to PALM (3), the stepsizes (7,0) in ASAP (4) involve the Lipschitz constants of
VF and VG. The global convergence of ASAP was analyzed in [29, Theorem 5.15] under
the assumptions: (C1) H can be split as the sum of a nonsmooth function and a partially
differential function in variable x; and (C2) the objective J admits the KL property at the
critical point. Thenceforth, variants of ASAP were developed by deploying inertial accelera-
tion, extrapolation techniques, and stochastic strategies (see e.g., [15,17,36,42] and references
therein). It is worth noting that assumptions (C1)-(C2) are indispensable for the convergence

analysis of these ASAP variants.

PALM and ASAP can be easily extended to solve (1) with

(5) Fxy,...,xs) =Y F(z), Gyi,...,y) =Y Gjy).
=1

j=1
The interested reader can refer to, e.g., [29,40], for more discussions on the applications of
PALM and ASAP to (1) with separable F' and G as in (5). However, to the best of our knowl-
edge, few literature were devoted to solving (1) with nonseparable F' and G, particularly, the
case of H is nonseparable (possibly nonconvex and nonsmooth) whilst F', G are continuously

differentiable.

In this paper, pursuing the track of ASAP in [29], we focus on an extended ASAP algorithm
(“eASAP” for short) to solve (1) with the multiblock nonseparable structure. The Gauss-Seidel
algorithmic framework is exploited to minimize ;- and y;-subproblems cyclically. Besides, the
aforementioned assumption (C1) for guaranteeing the global convergence of ASAP is weaken
by deploying some novel analytical techniques. The contributions of this paper are summarized

as follows:

1. Nonseparable extension. Compared to the traditional separable extension (5), we gen-
eralize the ASAP to solve (1) with multiblock nonseparable structure, which subsumes

a variety of models in, e.g., coupled tensor decomposition. As a peculiarity, the pro-
posed eASAP can reduce to ASAP (4).
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2. Weaker assumption. The global convergence of ASAP (4) requires the splitting prop-
erty on the component function H. However, under the blockwise restricted prox-
regularity (see Definition 2.7) on H in (1), we verify that eASAP can be applicable
to diversified nonconvex nonsmooth optimization, even if H is nonseparable. Further-
more, we prove that any limit point of the sequence generated by eASAP is a critical
point of (1).

3. Novel analytical techniques. Essentially, there are two difficulties in the convergence
analysis of ASAP (4): (i) closedness of the partial subdifferentials of J; and (ii) bound-
edness of subdifferentials. Under the Aubin property on partial subdifferential mapping
and the KL property on objective, we establish the global convergence of eASAP. More-
over, we build upon the sublinear convergence rate of eASAP by virtue of the proximal

point algorithmic framework.

The applications of (1) to coupled tensor decomposition are recently gaining much attention
in multimodal data fusion [10,19,26]. A large number of practical models fall into the form of
(1). For instance, the Bayesian framework based coupled tensor decomposition model in [14]

reads

1 2 1.y 2
(6) min o||Y - [41 Ao, sl + 5|3 - [B1. Bo, Bl + uH (4. B),

where Y € RIx2XIs and ' € R/1*/2%J3 are three-order tensors; A; € R (I = 1,2,3)
and B; € R7*" (I = 1,2,3) are factor matrices from the CANDECOMP/PARAFAC (CP)
decomposition of tensors Y and )Y’, respectively; A = [A1; Ag; As] and B = [By; By; Bs]
denote the stacked matrices; H is a nonseparable function in variables A, B, which quantifies
the statistical dependence between A and B; and p > 0 accounts for the trade-off among
objectives; Some preliminaries of tensor are elaborated in section 5. Table 1 lists several
canonical coupling functions for H in (6). Therein, the “vec” denotes the vectorization of
a matrix. P and @ are given structured matrix and positive definite matrix, respectively.
Actually, (6) falls into the form of (1) with nonseparable (possibly nonconvex nonsmooth)
coupling function H. Accordingly, it is desirable to develop an efficient and provably convergent

algorithm for (1) by extending ASAP algorithm.
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TABLE 1. Several choices of H in (6).

Coupling distribution H(A,B) Properties
Hybrid Gauss |vec(A — PB) H; convex and smooth
Joint Gauss Hvec([A; B])HZ convex and smooth
Laplacian Hvec(A — PB) Hl convex and nonsmooth
Uniform |vec(A — PB)HOO convex and nonsmooth
Cauchy-type |vec(A — PB)Hi (0 < p< 1) nonconvex and nonsmooth

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we summarize some preliminaries
for the upcoming discussions. We present the iterative scheme of eASAP in section 3, followed
by its global convergence and convergence rate analysis under some prerequisites in section 4.
In section 5, we test a class of coupled tensor decomposition problems on both synthetic and
real data to demonstrate the numerical performance of the proposed method. Finally, some

concluding remarks are drawn in section 6.

2. PRELIMINARIES

For  := (z1,%2,...,2,)" € R", let |lz|, := (0 |z:|P)? (1 < p < 00) and ||| :=
maxj—i . n |2;| denote the (P- and ¢*°- norm of x, respectively. Particularly, ||z| = |||2
for brevity. Let I (resp., 0) denote the identity matrix (resp., zero vector/matrix) whose
dimension can be clear from the context. The distance from x € R" to a set (2 C R" is defined
by dist(x, () := infycq ||z — y[|. By(x) :={z’ € R" |||z’ — x|, < r} denotes the (P-norm ball
centered at x with radius r > 0. For brevity, we abuse B"(x) or B(x) as the neighborhood of

@ regardless of its metric and/or radius.

The function f : R” — Ry is proper if dom(f) := {x € R" | f(x) < +oo0} is nonempty,
f is closed if epi(f) := {(z,7) € R" xR | f(x) < r} is closed, and f is lower bounded if
infzedom(s) f(x) > —o0o. The proximity of a proper closed function f, denoted by prox;, is
defined by

(7) prox () := (I +9f) () = argmin { f(a’) + %Hm’ 2’} veeR,

x’' €R"
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where 0f : R” — 28" is the subdifferential of f as follows.

2.1. Subdifferential and partial subdifferential. The definitions of (partial) subdifferen-
tial can be referred to, e.g., [29, 34].

Definition 2.1 ( [34]). Let f : R™ — Ry be proper closed.

(i) The Fréchet subdifferential of f at x € dom(f) is defined by

Of(@) ={d e R" | f(y) > f(z) + (d.y — @)+ o(|ly — =||)}.
(ii) The limiting subdifferential of f at © € dom(f) is defined by

of()={deR"|Iz" >z, fa") — f(x), d* € df(z") — d, as k — oo}.

Notationally, df (z) = df(x) = 0 for all ¢ dom(f). It follows from Definition 2.1 that
df(x) C of (x) for all € dom(f). Moreover, df(x) is closed convex whilst 8f(x) is merely

closed. Particularly, if f is convex, then
Of(x) = 0f(x) ={d € R" | f(y) > f(x) + (d,y —x) Yy eR"}.

The partial subdifferential plays a crucial role in nonsmooth analysis. The partial subdif-
ferential of a proper closed function h : R™ x R™ — R, with respect to @ (or equivalently, the
subdifferential of h(-,y)) is denoted by dzh. The parametric closedness of partial subdifferen-

tial is defined as follows.

Definition 2.2 ( [29]). Let h : R"xR™ — Ry, be proper closed and let {(x*, y*)}2° , C dom(h)
be a sequence converging to (Z,y). The partial subdifferential Oxh is said to be parametrically
closed at (Z,7y) with respect to {(x*,y*)}32, if., for any sequence {dE}, satisfying df €
Ozh(x®, y*) and klir{:o dt = d, there is dy € Oxh(Z, 7).

The parametric closedness of dyh can be defined accordingly. Note that the parametric
closedness of partial subdifferential is possibly invalid for generic function, even if the subdif-
ferential is closed (see, e.g., [29, Example 4.5] for counterexample). We now present a class of

functions with parametrically closed partial subdifferential.
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2.2. Restricted prox-regularity. Let ¢ > 0 and f : R" — R, be proper closed. We define

the exclusion set by
Si={x edom(f)|||d]| >c Vd e df(zx)},

which contains the points in dom( f) that the norms of subgradients are greater than a threshold

c. For all ¢1 > ¢o > 0, we have S]fl C 8;2.

Definition 2.3 ( [38]). A proper closed function f : R™ — Ry is said to be restricted proz-
regular if, for any ¢ > 0 and bounded set Q0 C dom(f), there exists v > 0 such that

fw) =2 f@)+(dy—a)— Ly -’ vae\S;, yeq deof(e). |ld| <c

A large amount of functions are restricted prox-regular, e.g., convex function, semiconvex
function, smooth function with Lipschitz continuous gradient, (P-quasi-norm function (0 < p <
1), Schatten-p quasi-norm function (0 < p < 1), and indicator function of compact smooth

manifold (see [38] for more details).

Definition 2.4 ( [6]). A proper closed function f : R™ — Ry is said to be semiconvex with

modulus v > 0 if f+ 2| -||* is convez, i.e.,

) @z i@+ (dy-2) -y’ Veycdom(f) and d € df(@).

In contrast to Definition 2.3, the semiconvexity is essentially a special case of restricted

prox-regularity with S¢ = 0.

Let Cf’p (R™) denote the set of k times continuously differentiable functions on R™ whose
pth order derivatives are L-Lipschitz continuous. The following lemma warrants a sufficient

descent property of the functions in Ci’l(R”) (see, e.g., [5]).

Lemma 2.5. Let f € C’ifl(]R") Then

)~ F@) ~ (V@) y —a)| < Ly -2l oyeR"

Lemma 2.6. For a bounded set 0 C R™, let fi : R™ — Ry, be restricted prox-reqular on )
and let fo € C'Ill’l(Q). Then f = f1+ fo is also restricted prox-reqular on €.

Proof. Since fy € Ci’l(Q), it follows from Lemma 2.5 that

9 Poy) > B(@) + (Vhalw)y )~ Ly —2l? vayeo
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Since {2 is bounded, there exists ca > 0 such that ||V fa(x)|| < ¢z for all & € . Since f; is
restricted prox-regular on €2, then, for all ¢; > co, there exist 77 > 0 and an exclusion set S;ﬁi

such that
(10) 1Y) = i) +{dyy — @) — e —y|” Ve e ASE yeq,
for all dy € dfi(x) with [|di[| < c1. For any & € O\SP = {z € Q| [[di + Vfo(x)| < 3}, by
letting c3 = ¢1 — co, we derive
ldi]| = lldi + Vfo(z) = Va(2)|| < [|di + Vo(z)]| + [V 2(2)]| < e,
which indicates Q\S7* € Q\S§,. Thus, summing (9)-(10) yields

fB) > f@) + (di+ Vhale)y — o)~ (5 + Dl —yl* VoS, yen

Namely, f = fi1 + f2 is a restricted prox-regular function on 2. O

We define blockwise restricted prox-regular and blockwise semiconvex functions as follows.

Definition 2.7. A proper closed function h : R™ x R™ — Ry, is said to be blockwise restricted
proz-reqular if h(-,y) and h(x,-) are restricted prox-regular. Particularly, h is said to be

blockwise semiconver if h(-,y) and h(x,-) are semiconvex.

The following lemma states the parametric closedness of partial subdifferentials for blockwise

restricted prox-regular functions.

Lemma 2.8. Let h: R" x R™ — Ry, be blockwise restricted proz-reqular and let {(z*, y*)}32,
be the sequence converging to (%,y) € dom(h). For any ¢ > 0, d¥ € O h(z*,y*) and dzk; €
ayh(wk7yk)7 Zf

lim dj =dg and lim dj =d

Jm di = dy and lim dj = dy
with ||dz|| < ¢ and ||dy|| < ¢, then dy € Oxh(Z,9) and dy € Oyh(Z,y). Namely, Oxh and Oyh

are parametrically closed at (&,y) with respect to the sequence {(x*, yk)}gozo.

Proof. Recall that h is blockwise restricted prox-regular. Accordingly, for any ¢ > 0, bounded
set  C dom(h(-,y)) and exclusion set Shiw) = {x € dom(h(-,y)) | ||d|| > ¢ Vd € Ozh(x,y)},
there exist 41 > 0 and a sequence {(z*t,y*)}°, such that

(1) bz, y™) > b, y") + (d @ — 2*) — %Hw —ah|? vat e Q\Sf ),
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where € Q and ||| < c. The limit points dg, d, are bounded by c. Hence, the se-
quence {(x*,y")}> satisfying (11) is a subsequence of {(z*,y*)}?°,,. By the fact that all
subsequences of a convergent sequence admit identical limit point, we pass [ — oo in (11) to

yield
7] = 3 7 — 71 — 12
h(@,9) > h(@,y) + (da, @ - 2) - [z — 2|
By Definition 2.1 (i), we have dg € émh(iz,gj) C Ogh(Z,y). Hence, Oph is parametrically

closed at (&,y) with respect to the sequence {(z*,y*)}2° ;. The above deduction can also be

extended for the y block, which completes the proof. O

Note that although the blockwise restricted prox-regularity in Lemma 2.8 is described for h
with two block variables « and y, the statement can be easily generalized to h with multiblock

variables.

2.3. KL property. The KL property is a powerful tool for analyzing nonconvex nonsmooth

optimization (see, e.g. [7]). For any —oo < ¢1 < c2 < 00, a sublevel set of f is defined by
1 < f<ec] ={xeR"|c < f(x) < ca}.

For any 7 € (0, 00|, let ®, denote the class of continuous concave functions ¢ : [0,7) — R

satisfying

(i) ¢ is continuous at origin and ¢(0) = 0;
(ii) ¢ is continuously differentiable on (0, 7);
(iii) ¢'(t) > 0 for all t € (0, 7).

Definition 2.9 ( [1]). A proper closed function f : R™ — Ry, admits the KL property at
x € dom(0f) := {x € R" | df(x) # 0} if there exist n € (0,00], p € @, and a neighbourhood
of © (denoted by B(&)) such that

(12) ¢'(f(x) — f(x))dist(0,0f (x)) > 1
forallxz € B(x)N|[f(x) < f(x) < f(x) +n]. Moreover, f is called a KL function if it admits
the KL property for all & € dom(9f).

The following lemma states the uniformized KL property on the compact set [7].

1R+ denotes the positive scalar set.
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Lemma 2.10. Let 2 C R” be compact and let f : R™ — Ry be proper closed with KL property
on Q. If f is a constant for all x € §2, then there exist e >0, n > 0 and ¢ € ®,, such that (12)
holds for all & € {x € R™ | dist(x, Q) < e} N {f(x) < f(x) < f(&) +n}.

2.4. Aubin property. Let T : R® — 2" be a set-valued function. The graph of 7" is defined
by gph(T) := {(z,y) € R" x R™ [y € T(x)}.

Definition 2.11 ( [34]). For any X C R" and Y C R™, a set-valued function T : R™ — 28"
is said to be Lipschitz-like on X relative to Y if there exists LT > 0 such that
(13) T(x)NY C T(x') + Lr|jx — 2'|B" Va',x c X.

For any (z,y) € gph(T), T admits Aubin property (or locally Lipschitz-like) around (Z,y) if
(13) holds with X = B(x) and Y = B(y), whilst T is said to be Lp-Lipschitz continuous on
X if (13) holds with Y = R™. Particularly, if T is a single-valued function, the Lp-Lipschitz

continuity on X reduces to
|T(x) — T(z)|| < Lr||x — x| Vx,z' € R™
For the clarity of description, the above definitions can be presented under the distance metric.

Concretely, T' admits Aubin property around (&,y) € gph(T) if there exist B(x), B(y) and
L+ > 0 such that

dist(y, T(z)) < Lydist(z,x') Vx € B(z),y € B(y)NT(z).

3. EXTENDED ASAP ALGORITHM

We now present the extended ASAP (eASAP) for solving (1). For notational convenience,
we denote z := (x,y) € R"™. Furthermore, let the symbols, e.g.,
(14) ZESZ' = (321, ey $i), L>; i — (mi+1, e ,CCS) and r_; = ($<i7 ar;>i)
be the truncations of & by index ¢« = 1,...,s. Extremely, we denote £.1 = z~, = 0. Given
x_; € R"™ and y_; € R, let F; : R" — Ry (i = 1,...,s) and G; : R™ — Ry
(j =1,...,t) be the “partial” functions of F' and G, which are defined by
(15> E() = F(w<i7 '7x>i> and Gj() = G(y<]7 y y>])

Throughout, we make the following assumptions on the proposed eASAP method.
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Algorithm 1 eASAP for solving (1) with multiblock nonseparable structure.

Input: Choose the stepsizes and the initial points 20 = (2%, y°) € R*"*™. Set ¢ > 0.

1: repeat
22 fori=1,...,sdo
k
3: xhtl ¢ argflrgin{H(cc'Zl, zi, zh, y*) + (z; — 2, VmiF(:cIZI, zh )+ |l — a:fHQ}
x; ER™ -
4: end for
5. forj=1,...,tdo
. ok
6: Yt e argg}gln{ﬂ(w’““,y’gl?yj,yij)+<yj—y§,vij(y’2§17y’ij)>+5||yj—yfll2}-
y;eER™I

7. end for
8: until ||2F! — 2F| <e.

Assumption 3.1.
(i) F; € Cpl(R™) foralli=1,...,s, and Gj € C’i]’.l(Rmi) forallj=1,...,t.
(ii) H : R" x R™ — R is proper closed and lower bounded.

(iii) J : R™ x R™ — Ry is lower bounded.

Remark 3.1. By the definitions of F; and G; in (15), the Lipschitz constants p; and v;
in Assumption 3.1 (i) should be relevant to _; and y_;, respectively. For instance, given
x_; e R"™ F; € C;;I(R”i) implies

IVEi(xi) — VE()| < pi(z-i)||zi — x| Vi, € R™.
Hereafter, for notational convenience, we denote

(16a) fi = sup{pi(x—;) Ve_; e R"™},  p =inf{p(z_;) Ve, e R" ™}

(16b) vj = sup{vj(y—;) Vy—; € R} vy = inf{yi(y-;) Yy e R"TTY,

By deploying the algorithmic framework of Gauss-Seidel, we present the pseudo codes of

eASAP for solving (1) in Algorithm 1. Some remarks on eASAP are provided as follows.

Remark 3.2.

(i) Thex;- and y;-subproblems in Algorithm 1 are involved in the prozimity of H(x <, -, >, Y)

and H(x,y<j, -, Y>;), respectively. Accordingly, by the definition of proximity in (7),
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the x;- and y;-subproblems can be reformulated as

1 -1 1
(178’) merl = [I + ﬁawzH( ’ierl? awiz?y )] (mf - TTszF( ’itl7$]§z)>
) )
1 -1 1
k+1 _ k4+1 , k+1 k k+-1
(17b) y] {I—i— O' a H(:l: M 7y<] ) 7y>j):| (yj - gv G(y<3 7y>])> :
J J

In practice, the proximity of H(-,y) and H(x,-) may be nontrival to attainable. How-
ever, the blockwise proximity of H(x <, -, ®>s,y) and H(x,y<j, -, y>;) may admit closed
closed-form solutions or can be solved efficiently by some subroutines.

(ii) As an ad hoc instance, the eASAP (i.e., Algorithm 1) reduced to ASAP (4) with varying
stepsizes as s =t = 1.

(iii) By the optimality conditions of x;- and y;-subproblems in Algorithm 1, we have

(18a) — 7l (@™ - 2y) - Vo (el 2t) € 0p, H(2Z] 28y,
(18b) (y;H_l ) vng(yi—;lvy>j) 8yjH(wk+1ayg—;17y>j)

4. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

We now analyze the convergence of eASAP under some mild conditions. Firstly, the de-
scent property of the sequence generated by Algorithm 1 will be discussed in subsection 4.1.
Secondly, by the blockwise restricted prox-regularity of H, we shall prove that any limit point
of the sequence generated by eASAP is a critical point of (1). Furthermore, with the Aubin
property of partial subdifferential mappings 0, J and dy,J, we shall prove the global conver-
gence of Algorithm 1 with the KL property in subsection 4.3. Finally, in subsection 4.4, we
shall analyze the sublinear convergence rate of Algorithm 1 by the error function (see (42) for

the definition) under some peculiar conditions on stepsizes.

4.1. Descent property of Algorithm 1. To facilitate the upcoming analysis, we present
some properties involving the proximal gradient descent method. For the separable optimiza-
tion problem

(19) min p(z) + (@),
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where ¢ € C}J’: (R™) and ¥ : R™ — Ry is proper closed, the recursion of proximal gradient

descent method for solving (19) reads
1
(20) Tc proxw/T(ac - ;VW(x))a T > 07

where & is a new iterate point from previous point & € R™. The following lemma can be

referred to, e.g., [7].

Lemma 4.1. Let ¢ € C’}J’: (R™), 1 : R — Ry be proper closed, and T be produced by (20)

with some 7 > 0. Then

0(@) +0(@) < (@) + ole) ~ T Ee — x|’ Ve R

Lemma 4.2. Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. Then for alli=1,...;s and j =1,...,t,
the sequence {2 := (wk,yk)},‘?:o generated by Algorithm 1 satisfies

k k k k
H(x<—l_lvw>wy )+F(w<—l_17w>z) <H( <—r17x>wy )+F( <—l_17w];z)

1
(21&) - 2( Mz)“xk+1 ]?H27
H(@H gyt gk )+ GEt ol ) <H(@F B gk ) + Gkt k)
1
(21b) =5 (07 =)l =i,

k+1

where pf and Vj’-“ are the Lipschitz constants of Ve, F(xZ]", 2, >l) and Vij(yzfl,yj, yij),

respectively.

Proof. Essentially, the x;-subproblem in Algorithm 1 is a special case of (20) with 7 := Tf,

x = xzF Y() = H(azlgl,~,m’§i,yk) and ¢(-) = F(azlgl,,m’;) Accordingly, (21a) can

be derived tractably from Lemma 4.1. Analogously, by setting 7 := af, T = yf, P(-) =
H(:ckﬂ,y]g]rl, ,y>]) and ¢(-) = G(yzrl, ,y>J) in (20), we can derive (21b) from Lemma

4.1. (]

The descent properties of the sequence generated by Algorithm 1 can be readily attainable

from Lemma 4.2.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. Let {zF = (wk,yk)},iozo be the sequence

k ok) satisfying

produced by Algorithm 1 with the stepsizes (17",
(22a) mF =ik with v > 1, i=1,...,s,

(22b) af = 7;-1/;C with fy; >1, j=1,...,t,
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where uf and V]l-“ are as in Lemma 4.2. Then, the following statements hold.

(1) The sequence {J(2%)}2, is nonincreasing and there exists ¢ > 0 such that
(23) J(ZFY) < J(2F) — ¢| M = 2F)2 vk >o.

(i) D052, |25 — 2K < +oo, hence limg o |28 — 2F| = 0.

Proof. By summing (21a) over i = 1,..., s and recalling the notations in (14), we have

S

1
(24)  HE@"y") + ™) < H(aby) + F@b) = 2 3 (=)l — 7>
=1

Analogously, by summing (21b) over j = 1,...,¢, we have

~+

(25)  H(" ¢y + G < HaM yh) + A T

Ny}

[Eﬂl—l

:1

Furthermore, by summing (24)-(25) and using the definition of J in (1), we derive

1S 1<
J(2F) < J(2F) - 3 > =)t - 2| - 3 > (of —v)lys T =y
i=1 j=1
1 S 1 t
(26) < J(z") - 3 > (i = Dp bt — 2l — 3 > () = Dyllyitt = ybI?,
i=1 j=1

where the last inequality is due to (16) and (22). By defining ¢ := § min{(v; — Dy, (v =Dy |
i=1,...,s, j=1,...,t}, we derive (23) from (26). Furthermore, it follows from (22) that
¢ > 0, which implies the statement (i) holds. With the lower boundedness of J in Assumption

3.1 (iii), the sequence {J(2*)}2°, converges to some finite value, denoted by J*.

By summing (23) over k =0,1,---, 00, we have
. 1
Dol =P < S [I(2%) - ] < oo,
which indicates the statement (ii). U

4.2. Subsequetial convergence. Let z := (&,9) € R"™ be a critical point of (1), i.e.,
0 € 0J(2). The critical point set of (1) is denoted by crit(J). It follows from the objective of
(1) that

27 {aw,]( y) = Vo F(x)+ 0y H(z,y), i=1,...,s

ay]J( ) Vy]G(y)+ayjH(w7y)a J=1...,t
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We shall verify that all the cluster points of the sequence generated by Algorithm 1 fall into

crit(J). Let us start with a preliminary lemma on the boundedness of partial subdifferentials.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. Let {(wk, yk)}zozo be the sequence generated
by Algorithm 1 and denote

ML _ gk, =1,

(28&) £k+l V%F<$i—i—l,$§l) szF( Z—tlﬁm];z) Tik(m' - mi yS)
(28b) &t = Vy, Gyt ol ) — Vo, G Wt — o (i =), =1, .t

Then Eijl € 8;,31.J(93]2'1, z? . y*) and 53]3;"1 € 3ij(mk+1,y§';l,y>]) Particularly, for the

constants fi;, vj in (16), and ~;, ’y;- in (22), the following inequalities hold.

(292) €21 < (v + Dl — 2],

(29b) €511 < () + Dzjlly; - yf -

Proof. We limit our discussion to (29a). The (29b) can be derived analogously. By summing
VmiF(a:]Zfl, z” ) to both sides of (18a), we obtain

vmiF(wi—:lvwm) Vo, F(x ]iilawliz) Tz‘k(xi'H_I - xf) € 8miH(xliJ{17$>zvy ) + VmiF(xi—:lﬂw];z)-

By (27) and the definition of €& in (28a), the inclusion reduces to £ € 8;,;#(3:'21, zk . yh).

Furthermore, it follows from (28a) and the Lipschitz continuity of VF; in Assumption 3.1
(i) that

k k k k k
&g 1< (uf + m)llaef ™ = afll < (i + D™ — a2l

where the last inequality can be deduced by the fi; in (16) and the stepsizes 7F in (22a). O

We now present some assumptions on H in (1) for the convergence analysis of Algorithm 1
(see also [29]).

Assumption 4.1.
(i) The dom(H) is closed and the partial subdifferential of H satisfies

®f:18:1:iH(','ca y) X ®§':18yjH($7 y) - 8H(ZU, y) V(ZE, y) € dOHl(H),

where ® denotes the Cartesian product of sets.
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(ii) H is blockwise restricted proz-regular on any bounded set. More precisely, for any
(z,y) in a bounded set, the partial functions H(x<;, -, x~i,y) (i = 1,...,s) and
H(x,y<j,-,y>j) (1 =1,...,t) are restricted proz-regular.

Remark 4.5. Since F; € C}L;I(R"i) and G € C’ij’.l(]RmJ’) (see Assumption 3.1 (i)), Assumption
4.1 (1) implies that

(30) R, 00, J (2, y) X ®5_10y, J(x,y) C 0J(z,y) V(x,y) € dom(J).

Therefore, Z* := {2 | 0 € 0y, J(2), 0 € 0y, J(2), i = 1,...,5, j = 1,...,t} is the subset of
crit(J).

For a sequence {zk}zozo generated by Algorithm 1 with some initial point 2% € R"+™  let

S(2°) be the set of cluster points of {2} . i.e.,
(31) S(2% := {z* € R"*"™ | 3 a subsequence {2Fy20, c {2F)22, satisfying llim 2k = z*}.
—00

Moreover, as stated in [7], S(z°) is a nonempty compact set when {z¥}2°  is bounded. By

the boundedess of partial subgradients in Lemma 4.4, we now verify that S(z%) C crit(.J).

Lemma 4.6. Suppose that Assumptions 3.1-4.1 hold, and the stepsizes (Tf,af) satisfy (22).
If the sequence {zk}zozo generated by Algorithm 1 is bounded, then the following statements
hold.

(i) J is finite and constant on S(2°).
(ii) S(z°) C crit(J).
(iil) limy_sqo dist(2¥, S(20)) = 0.

kl: *

Proof. (i) For any 2* € S(2%), there exists a subsequence {2}, such that lim;_, 2 z*.

By the closedness of J, we have lim;_,o, J(2*) > J(z*).

(ii) We have from Lemma 4.3 (i) that lim_, [|[2¥ 7! — 2| = 0 and lim;_, |y —y¥ | =
0. Tt follows from (29) that
lim € —0, i=1,...,s, and limé&" -0, j=1,.... ¢t
l—oo ~®i l—o0 Y5

By the blockwise restricted prox-regularity on H (see Assumption 4.1 (ii)) and gradient Lips-
chitz continuity of Fj, G; (see Assumption 3.1 (i)), we have from Lemma 2.6 that J is blockwise

restricted prox-regular on any bounded set. Furthermore, it follows from Lemma 2.8 that the
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partial subdifferentials of J are parametrically closed at z* with respect to the subsequence

{z*1}2°,. Accordingly, we obtain
0€0zJ(2") and 0€ dy,J(2").
Finally, we have from (30) that 0 € 9.J(z*), which implies z* € crit(J) and S(2°) C crit(.J).

(iii) Suppose for contradiction that limy_, dist(2¥, S(2%)) # 0. Then there exist the strictly

increasing sequence {2 }%°_, and a constant ¢ > 0 such that
(32) |2Fm — 2*|| > dist(zF, S(2%) > & Vz* e S(20).
Since {zFm}%°_ is a subsequence of the bounded sequence {z¥}2° . then it has a convergent

subsequence {z*m}°¢ with the limit point in S(2°). Hence, lim;_, dist(2m,S(2%)) = 0,

which is a contradiction to (32). This completes the proof. O

4.3. Convergence of the iterative sequence. We now present several stronger convergence

results of Algorithm 1 under the following extra assumption.

Assumption 4.2. Foralli=1,...,s5,7=1,...,t, and 2 € Z*, the set-valued functions Oy, J
and Oy, J admit Aubin property around (2,0) with moduli n; > 0 and 77;- > 0, respectively.

Lemma 4.7. Suppose that Assumptions 3.1, 4.1 and 4.2 hold, and the stepsizes (Tik, af) satisfy
(22). If the sequence {zk’}zozo generated by Algorithm 1 is bounded, then there ewists k' > 0

such that
dist(0,0.J(2%)) < o||2* — 2871 VEk >k and klim dist(0,9.J(2%)) = 0,
— 00

where

0= \/2<s 1) (max{n?, (s + 122 |1 = 1,...., s} + max{(n)2, () + 1257 | j = 1,...,}).

Proof. By the definitions of (5’;31,,553_) in (28), we denote

(33) C_ﬁl = argmin ||{g, —SSIZZH and C:“yj = argmin ||y, —5;”
Co; €0, I (2F) Cy; €0y, J(24)

We have from Lemma 4.4 that &% € amiJ(zc’%i,wl;l,ykfl) and EZ]- € Gij(cck,ygj,y';;l).
Since {z"}72, is bounded, it follows from Lemma 4.6 that, for the critical point 2 € S(2°) C
crit(J), there exists k' > 0 such that 2% € B(2), &k € B%(0), 53133- € B%2(0) for all k > k’. By
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the Aubin property of dg,J and 9y, J in Assumption 4.2, we have
dist (&5, 9z, T (21)) = IIC5, — &5, 1| < mill(@",y") — (2%, 251 o)
(34a) = nill (e, y") — (@5 "I,
(34b) dist(&y , 0y, J (")) = [1Gy, — &y, I < mll(@", y*) — (@, 9%, D] = nfll9E; — v
We have from (29a) and (34a) that
1Ca. 1% < 201€5,1I* + 211z, — &, 117
<2(rf 7 )l — 2P 2 (e yR) - (@ )P
<20y + 1@ ey — 2P+ 207 (22, y7) — (25 D)1
(35) < 20°%||(2%;,9") — (@51, "I,
where ¥ := max {n;, (y;+ 1) | i = 1,...,s}. Analogously, we have from (29b) and (34b) that
I3, 117 < 211&g, 11° + 211¢y, — &, 117
<200y 2 lyf -y P+ 200)7 s - P
<20y + D’ lyf =yl P+ 200))2 0 — oI

(36) <200k, — yE 1,

where 9 := max {77;-, (V+Dlj=1,... ,t}. Therefore,

(aist(0.0(=5)) " < D71k \|2+Zuc 12 < 25+ ) (97 + (9)?) 124 = 2112 = ?ll" - 2
=1

Furthermore, it follows from Lemma 4.3 (ii) that limy_, dist(0,9.J(2¥)) = 0. O

Remark 4.8. For Assumption 4.2, it is typically difficult to check the Aubin property of
set-valued functions in Assumption 4.2 because z is unknown. However, as discussed in [22,
section 5], the proz-regularity can guarantee the Aubin property of the subdifferential mappings
holds. Actually, it follows from Lemma 4.6 that any subsequence of the bounded sequence
{zk}z"zo converges to a critical point 2 € Z*. Hence, given z € Z*, there exists k' > 1 such
that 2% € B(2), EI; € B%(0) and E’;J € B%2(0) for all k > k'. It implies that J admits the
blockwise prox-regularity around zZ. Namely, Assumption 4.2 holds logically from Assumptions

3.1-4.1. The interested readers can refer to, e.g., [18,21,27], for more details.

k71H2'
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Theorem 4.9. Suppose that J is a KL function, Assumptions 3.1, 4.1 and 4.2 hold, and the
stepsizes satisfy (22). If the sequence {zk}zozo generated by Algorithm 1 is bounded, then the

following statements hold.

(i) The sequence {z*}32, has finite length, i.e., S 7o, |28 — 2| < o0.

i) The sequence {zF1° = converges to a critical point of J.
q k=0 9 D

Proof. By the boundedness of {2¥}° . there exists a subsequence {1} such that lim;_, 2 =

z*. Since {J(2")}3°, is nonincreasing and limy_,o. J(2%) > J(2*) = J*, there exists integer

ko > 0 such that
J(z*) < J(zF) < J(z") +d Vd >0,

ie., 2¥ € [J(2*) < J(2%) < J(2*) +d] for all k > kg. On the other hand, it follows from
Lemma 4.6 (iii) that limg_,o dist(z*,S(2°)) = 0. Therefore, for any € > 0, there exists integer
k1 > 0 such that dist(z*,S(2°)) < € for all k > k;. Additionally, for the &’ in Lemma 4.7, we
deduce that z* belongs to the intersection for all k > [ := max{ko, k1, &'} + 1.

(i) By Lemma 2.10, there exists a concave function ¢ € ®, such that
@' (J(2F) — J(z*))dist(0,0J(2F)) > 1 Vk > 1.
Furthermore, it follows from Lemma 4.7 that

(37) (IR = J(z%) > (dist(O, BJ(zk))>

—1
> (oll" = 2*71))

By the concavity of ¢, we have

p(J(2") = J(2)) = (I (M) = J(2%) 2 (I (2F) = J(z*) (I (2*) = T (=)

C”zk-i-l _ Zk||2

38 _—
%) = o
where the last inequality is due to Lemma 4.3 (i) and (37). By defining 7y := ¢(J(2¥) —J(2*)),
we have {r;}72, is nonincreasing since ¢'(t) > 0. Let r := inf>q 7 and ¢/ = p/c. Then, (38)
can be rewritten as
1/2

2+ = 202 < (= mea)llZE = 2E7)

By the identity 2v/ab < a + b for all a, b > 0, we deduce

(39) 20| 2MH — 2F| < (e — i) + (128 = 25
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By summing (39) over k =1+ 1,..., K, it yields

K
Do =2 < — i) + 25T =25
k=I+1

K+1 K”

<d(rg1—r)+ ||z z

By letting K — oo, we have from Lemma 4.3 that 33 [|2**! — 2¥|| < co. This implies that

km—1 00
b e < 37 2 < 3 ] Vi > ka2
k=ky, k=ky,

By taking k,, — oo, we obtain ||z¥m — z*»|| — 0 from Lemma 4.3 (ii). It implies that {z*»}2°
is a Cauchy sequence, and hence a convergent sequence. It follows from Lemma 4.6 that

zk1% converges to a z* € crit(J). O
{ k=0 g

Theorem 4.10. Supposed that Assumptions 3.1, 4.1 and 4.2 hold. Let {zk}zozo be a sequence

generated by Algorithm 1 with initial point z°

o(t) = 5t% with § € (0,1] and ¢ > 0. Then the following statements hold.

. Assume that J admits the KL property and

(i) If 6 = 1, Algorithm 1 terminates in a finite number of iterations.

i) If 6 € [3,1), then there exist ko > 1, w > 0 and q € [0,1) such that
2
J(ZF) = T <wg®* VE > ke,

where J* = J(z*) for all z* € S(2Y).
(iii) If 0 € (0, %), then there exists an integer ks > 0 and a constant w > 0 such that

J(zF) —J* < <(k_k3)(1_20)> Yk > ks.

Proof. The above theorem is an immediately consequence of [7, Remark 6]. Herein, we omit

the proof for brevity. O

4.4. Convergence rate of the iterative sequence. Now we analyze the sublinear conver-
gence rate of Algorithm 1 under the mild conditions on stepsizes. Compared to the x;- and
y;-subproblems in Algorithm 1, we define the auxiliary iterate 2* := (z*, y*) by
_ . 7;
(10) | @} € argmin{ H(wk, i 2k y") + (i — 2l Vo F@h) + T o b},
x; ER™

~k

on
(40b) | g} € argggn{H(wk,y’ij,yj, viy) + (w5 — y), Vi, GU) + S llys - yﬁ-‘Hz},
y;eR™Y
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where %ik > (0 and 6;? > 0. Note that the auxiliary iterate Z* is essentially futile for numerical

computation but is merely used to establish the convergence rate.

Given ¢_; = (T<;, >;) € R"™™ and y_; = (y<;,¥y>;) € R™™™, by using the proximity of

H(xj, ,x>i,y) and H(x,y<;, ,y>;), we define the error function by

1 1
Ex;(2) =i — (I + ;(%iH)_l <ac2 - 7_‘VmiF(ar;)> , i=1,...,s,

1 _ 1 .
Ey;(z) =y; — (I + —0y;H) ! (yj - 4Vij(y)) ., J=1,...,t
9j 9j

Accordingly, by the optimality conditions of (40), we have

Furthermore, we denote
(42) E(z) = ®j_1&,(2) X ®§-:18yj(z).

It follows from (40) that £(z*) = 2% — 2*. Let 2 be a critical point of (1). By the optimality
condition, we have 0 € £(2). Hence, £(2") essentially quantifies the violation of stationary of

2k,

Lemma 4.11. Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. Then, the sequence {ZF = (ﬁik,gk)}?;o
defined by (40) satisfies

_ _ 1
(432) H(xl;, @}, a%; y") + F(al, @f at;) < H(a", y*) + F(a") - S (7 - i) |lzf — «f|%,

- 2
_ _ 1
(43b) H(x",y%; 97 9%)) + Gyl 95 95)) < H(x".y") + G") — 5 (6] - 7)llyy — vy
foralli=1,...;sandj=1,...,t, where ﬂf and ﬂj’? are the Lipschitz constants ofVmiF(acQ, ° ZBI;Z)

and Vij(ylii, Y ygj), respectively.

Proof. Indeed, (40a) is a special case of (20) with 7:= 7, & := a¥, (:) :== H(z",, -, 2%, y*)
and () := F(x* x?,, ,:l:];) Accordingly, (43a) can be deduced by Lemma 4.1. Analogously,
by setting 7 := 6%, @ := yF, ¥(-) == H(=", 9y, y%;) and () :== G(yE;, -, ¥E,) in (20), we
can derive (43b) by Lemma 4.1. O

We now define a Lyapunov sequence by

(44) RM:=J(=M)+ Z el - P+ Z =l -y
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Besides, we denote

(45) m:=max{n; |[i=1,...,s}, 7 :=max{n;|j=1,...,t},

where 7; and 773- are defined in Assumption 4.2, and let

1 . . . _
(46) oF = 5(107‘!“ —2F — oy — 20pFY), p? = (100’}g - 21/}g - B — 201/;g D,

1
2
where uf and I/J’»C are as in Lemma 4.2, ﬁf and ﬁé? are as in Lemma 4.11, «; and §; are blockwise

semiconvex constants of H (more details can be seen in the following lemma).

Lemma 4.12. Suppose that Assumptions 3.1, 4.1 (i) and 4.2 hold. For alli=1,...,s and
j=1,...,t, assume H(x<;, -, T>i,y) and H(x,y<j, ,y>;) are semiconvex with moduli o; and
Bj, respectively. Let {z*}3°, be the bounded sequence generated by Algorithm 1 and {ZF}%°
be the sequence defined in (40). If the stepsizes (TF,a%) of Algorithm 1 satisfy

1777
27k .
(47a) 4pf > 7F > max {7 — pf, M@TW +2uf 1},
_ 20} + B _
(47b) 47/;? > U;? > max {7 — VJ’»“, ]170 + 21/;? s

Then for 5f > 0 and ,0;? > 0, we have

RM < RE —of||2f — =7 |” - pf g} — yy I

Proof. By summing (43a)-(43b) and using the definition of J in (1), we have

E =k k k kE =~k ok k k =k .k k =k ok
H(m<ia mi’m>ia Y ) + F(m<ia Z;, m>i) + H(m ay<j7yj7y>j) + G(y<]7ijy>])
1, e 1, . el —
(18)  <J(M) + Hakyb) - 57— et - b2 - (6% — )k - o
Since H is blockwise semiconvex with with moduli o;(i = 1,...,s) and 8;(j = 1,...,t), it

follows from Assumption 3.1 (i) that J is also blockwise semiconvex. Hence,

H(miz’ £f7ml;i’ yk) + F(miz’ :Ek xiz) ZH(mkvyk) + F(mk) + <C_!;aa_3£€ - mk>

7 %
a; + ik
(499) - G gk ke,

&
B Bj + v;

(49D) 5

g5 —y5 1%,
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where ¢* € 0, J(2"%) and ff € Oy, J(z"). Summing (49a) and (49b), we get
2 ;

k =k .k k k =k .k k ,k =k k k =k k
H(xl;, @, @2, y") + Fol;, &, ;) + H(x ay<jayjay>j) + G(y<jayjay>j)

>J(25) + H(z", y*) + (¢F & — 2 kook ok _ai+ﬂ§ kK2 Bi+ ] k k)2
> Y zi — i) +(C, Y] —Yj) SR H- vl

z;) 2 Y
1S 1<
2 I 4 L3l - b LSk - - P H by
i=1 j=1
(50)
~k
18— )+ (@ o) — S o e - B g e

where the last inequality is obtained by (26). Combining (48) and (50) yields

s t

1 1
e R S G A R W G ] Aol
i=1 j=1
1 1, - _
() — 5 (FF = 201 — )@k - 22— S(6% — 258 - By)llgk — oI
(51) — (& ak—ak) - (€ gk -y,

Furthermore, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, for all a*~ > 0, b*~1 > 0, we have

k 1
—(Ceml - al) = (G g ) <5 1||<”“|y2 T Eh k2
NS
2b’f—1 Yj g 1Y

2.

<

Since {2*} is bounded and J is blockwise semiconvex, it follows from Lemma 4.6 that, for
the critical point 2 € S(2°) C crit(J), there exist d; > 0 and 2 > 0 such that 2 € B(2),
gk, € B"(0), &5 € B%(0) for all k > 0. By (35) and (36), we have

S

P DD willel -2+l -y
l1=i+1

(k7 Pt -

Iz
Sy ICE 117 <

t
T 1 k- k- k- k—
STt O v G 7 i | i S W [ Tl
la=j+1
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Hence, we deduce from (51) that

k k k k
M+ Z — )| — | + 5 Z Myttt -yl
S

k—1 k—1 k k—1 77' k
(4 P |l — H2+akil > laf, —
l1=i+1

(77/')2 ! "72 k k—
D DN [ s il Y 2.

L r k—1\2)(, k k—12
S G B 7 Bl T/ gl v e
la=j+1
Lk k2 Lok ook PR k2
— 5 (7 =2 — a; — ") || B — af|? - (05 =205 = B =0 )lgy — 5~
Consequently, it follows from the definition of R* in (44) that
Rk-i—l
1 AT |
k k— H k— k k—
<R —52(%1 Ve Dl — P - ( T e AR T B N [E i
=1
s k—1 k—1 =1 / k-1 k—1
_ Z e [ 771‘2 Hx gk H2 Z 9, Y, 771’2 [ ko k:—lHQ
2 ak’—l Iy ll 2 ak_l le yl2
l1=i1+1 lo=1
k—1 k—1
o T — VU 1 2
J J k-1 k—1y2 Ui k
- ( ) - pk—1 (Uj +Vj ) akll> Hyj - H
t k—1 k—1 2
9, — Y, (m,) k—112
- Z 9 k1 ak 1 IIle—yb |
la=j+1

(52)

1
~ (7 — 241 — a; — a® R

1
k ~k K k—1\ |~k
@k - af|? - 505 =205 = B; = b Hllg; -

For all k > 0, choosing (a¥,b*) := (20uf,20y]’?) and (7F ,Uf) = (107’!“,100?’) in (40) such

that
Lok ok Lok k2o 1
5(7'1‘ — i) = J(Tz‘ + ;)" > prt
14 1 o 1 @) 7
(J]_V)>b?(a +V) gz bk +g7
-2 —o— a1 >0, &F —20F — B, — b >0,
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where 77 and 77’ are denoted in (45). Hence, we have

a 1 _ ~
(53a) S R B L >E(k Loy + 210
bk k k —/ k k—1
(53b) Tz ko 0 o)

Furthermore, from a*~! = 20,uk Lh= 20uk !'and (53), we obtain (47). It follows from (46)
and (47) that 6¥ > 0 and pj > 0. Finally, by the definition of R¥ in (44) and inequality (52)

we obtain the desired result, which completes the proof. O

Remark 4.13. Actually, the sets about stepsizes in (47) are nonempty if the moduli (Hz” i),
(vj,v;) defined in (16), (m;, 77;) defined in Assumption 4.2, and (o, Bj) defined in Lemma 4.12
satisfy

(5— VB <1< SHt 0’ < 6p.v;,

(54) 0 < a; <40p, — 224, 0 < Bj <40y, — 227,

1 2
517j—g~—51/o 'l

5
J — 30V,u<n<y

Theorem 4.14. Suppose Assumptions 3.1, 4.1 (i) and 4.2 hold and H is blockwise semiconvex
with muludi o; and Bj foralli =1,...,sandj=1,---,t. Let {zk}zozo be the bounded sequence

generated by Algorithm 1 and {ZF}32 ) be the sequence defined in (40). If (54) holds and the

stepsizes satisfy (47), for any iterative point 2 = (x®,y®) from Algorithm 1, there exists

5 > 0 such that

~

) J(2%) —J _ o
dist O <2 = th A i= —.
ist(0,&(27))” < VR G1i?
Proof. Let 6 := min{&¥ ,,0] li=1...,s, j=1,...,t} > 0. From Lemma 4.12, we get that

REFT <RF - 61||m — b~ 2 - )
N k Sk =k k
<R* —*|\zf — =f |1 — 6%y — )P
which indicates that
(55) o ||k — xF||? + o || gk — y¥|? < RF — R*TL

Summing (55) over i =1,...,s and j = 1,...,t, we obtain

ok . too
(56) =2 Zé’“\lw 2|2+ 3 8F gk - yhI? < (s + 6)(RF — R*).
L
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Likewise, setting 6 := min{é6* | k =0,..., K —1} > 0 and summing (56) over k =0,..., K —1
yield
K-

(57) dist (0, £(2%))? <
k=0

,_.

(54 1t)? (s +t)?

(R — RF) < (R°— ).

By taking 2! := 20, it follows from (44) that R® = J(2°). For any iterative point 2® from
Algorithm 1, the equality (57) reduces to the desired result, which completes the proof. O

5. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we shall conduct some numerical simulations of (1) on synthetic and real data
to demonstrate the performance of eASAP. All codes for the upcoming numerical experiments
are written in MATLAB and implemented on a Lenovo portable computer with Intel Core

(TM) CPU 4800 MHZ and 16G memory.

We now present briefly the tensors for the upcoming numerical simulations. The interested
reader can refer to, e.g., [20,28,32,37], for more details about tensor and tensor decomposition.
For an N-order tensor 7~ € R *IN the CANDECOMP/PARAFAC (CP) decomposition of
T is defined by

T = [[Al,...,AN]] :ZA1(27i)o...oAN(2,i),

where r is the CP rank of T, A, € RI»"*" (n = 1,...,N) are factor matrices, and o de-
notes the outer product of vectors. The mode-n unfolding of T, denoted by T, is a I,-
by-Jp, matrix (Jp = It X -+ X In_1 X Ingq X --- x Iy) satisfying Ty (4, in) = T (i1, .., in),
where j = 1 + Ziv:l’k#n(ik —1)J, and J, = Hﬁz_ll men Im- An equivalent reformulation
of CP decomposition reads (see, e.g., [20]) T(,) = A H(n), where H(,) = Ay © -+ ©
A1 ©A, 1O A; € R"*" with ® denoting the Khatri-Rao product of matrices. Let
\TF = (21111:1 - ngzl t?lw’iN)l/2 denote the Frobenius norm of tensor 7. Accordingly,

the minimization of CP decomposition is

(58) i (A Ay = -4 AN]]H;

The objective of (58) is continuously differentiable, and

T
vAnf:AnH(n)H(n)—T(n)H(n), for n=1,...,N.
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5.1. Synthetic data. We first consider the Laplacian stochastic coupling model (6) for multi-
modal data fusion. Specifically, let Y and Y’ denote the required fusion tensors. By assuming
that coupling occurs between A3 and Bj. Accordingly, the model can be formulated as

1 2 1 2
in =|y—74,, 4, 4 H ’H ' _[B,,B,,B H As — By,
(59 wmin oY -4 40 4|| +5[¥ - 1B B B[ + ullvec(4s - Byl

)

where 1 is a trade-off parameter. It falls into the abstract model (1) with

1 2 1 2
F(A) = 5|[¥ ~ [A1, A5, Ad] |, G(B) = 5||¥ ~ [B1. B2, Bel| . H(A, B) i= ullvec(4s — By,
where A := [Al;AQ; Ag], and B := [Bl;BQ; Bg]

We now synthesize the noisy tensors ) € R30x40x50 apd 37 e ROO*60X70  Pirstly, we
generate the ideal tensors X € R30%40X50 and X7 € R50X60X70 et rank,,(X) = ranke,(X’) =
5. The ideal factor matrices A; € R39%% Ay € R10%5 A5 € R9%5 By € R0%5 By ¢ R70%5
can be generated by MATLAB syntax rand with related dimension and By = A3 +I'; ; with
7i,; ~ Laplace(0,0.1). Furthermore, let X = [A;, A3, A3] and X’ = [By, By, B3]. Both
of them are ground truth of (59). Then adding noise tensor N with entries drawn from a

standard normal distribution as follows,

—sy20 I X lF
Y=Xx+10"%% N,
IV F

where s denotes the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR). Let s = 14 dB, we can obtain tensors Y, Y’

directly.

Throughout this numerical simulation, we take the trade-off parameter p = 0.01 for (59)
and random initial points by MATLAB syntax rand/randn (i.e., A}, BY, BY generated by
rand and A, AY, BY generated by randn) for all test methods. We compare Algorithm 1
with ASAP in [29] (i.e., the recursion (4) with two blocks A, B) and accelerated ASAP with
extrapolation in [42]. The stepsizes are taken as (77, 0}“) = (trace(HAi_g)—l—k, trace(HB;_c)—i—k) for

Algorithm 1, (7%, %) = (trace(H 4x ), trace(H gr)) for ASAP and accelerated-ASAP. Herein,

the matrices for calculating stepsizes are listed as follows
Hye = A0 A5, Hy = A0 ATM, Hy = AST o AY
Hpy = BY©Bj, Hp =BioB", Hp =B 0B,

Al o Af B} © B
Hyw=|AkoAY |, Hpg.=|Byo B!
Al o A% B} ® B
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[—o—ASAP  —s—accelerated-ASAP  —A—eASAP (Ours) |

Obj-Fun-Val
Obj-Fun-Val

104 10

A

.
10° 10" 102 10° 1072 107" 10° 10!
Iteration No. CPU times (s)

FIGURE 1. The objective function values with respect to iterations (left) and
CPU time (right) for solving problem (59).

[—o—ASAP  —s—accelerated-ASAP  —A—eASAP (Ours) |

10°
1.2
= »
3 =
o [T
0.1
10° 10" 102 10° 10° 10" 102 10°

Iteration No. Iteration No.

FIGURE 2. The relative error (Relerr) and factor match score (FMS) with
respect to iterations for solving problem (59).

Moreover, the extrapolation parameter for accelerated-ASAP is given by ocf = BJ]? =1-
(tho1 —1)/ty for i = 1,2,3 and j = 1,2,3, where t; := (1 + V1 4 4t7_,)/2 with t_; = tg = 1.
Particularly, let f(x) := ||l —blj;1 = > ., |&;—b;| and the closed-form proximity of f involving
the Asz- or Bi- subproblem is
x+t, x <b —t
prox; ¢ () = (soft[_y (wl))1<l<n, with  soft|_(x;) = b, by —t <@ < b+ 1;

x; —t, otherwise.

Figure 1 displays some evolutions of objective function values in (59) with respect to iter-
ations and computing time in seconds. Those evolutions illustrate that Algorithm 1 renders

fast decays of objective function values (always with little perceptual modifications after 10
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iterations), which demonstrate that Algorithm 1 outperforms accelerated-ASAP and ASAP
to reach stable evolutions. To quantify the numerical performances of test methods, we adopt

the measurements relative error (“Relerr”) and factor match score (“FMS”) as in [35,40]

1 / /
Relerr := (Hy - ﬂAl,AQ,AgﬂH;/HyH% + [ - [[31,32,331}\»2/”3) %)

‘ ), Atrue(: 1 5 3 r), Bime(: r))
e “( ZHHA a5 S imaliam >||>

r=1i=1 r=1i=1

Higher FMS value and lower Relerr value indicate a more preferred reconstruction performance.
Figure 2 displays the evolutions of Relerr and FMS with respect to iterations. Visually, the
Gauss-Seidel algorithmic framework of eASAP facilitates more accurate numerical solution at
the initial stage of iterations and our eASAP also outperforms the other two algorithms in

solution quality.

5.2. Real image data. For the numerical experiments on real data, we focus on the hyper-
spectral super-resolution problem. Concretely, it refers to fusing a hyperspectral image (HSI)
and multispectral image (MSI) to produce a super-resolution image (SRI) with good spatial

and spectral resolutions. This task is illustrated in Figure 3. Based on coupled tensor CP

F1GURE 3. Illustration of the hyperspectral super-resolution task [19].

decomposition, Charilaos et al. [19] developed a model for hyperspectral super-resolution as

follows

2 2
i - PAvav H H m Aanpm H )
(60 it [~ a2 Cl| 9 - 14,8, Pl

where Y}, € RInnxK and y,, € RIXI*Em are the given HSI and MSI, respectively. Py, P,
P,, are the known degradation operators. The fusion SRI is obtained by Vs = [A, B, C].
n [19], the alternating minimization method is adopted to solve (60). However, there is no

guaranteed convergence for this method and it is heavily dependent on the initial point. Hence,
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we modify (60) to a joint Gauss coupling model for hyperspectral super-resolution problem.

More concretely, the modified model is

2 2
1 : _ Ay, Ay A H Hm—B,B,B H A:BI|2.
o0 yig[¥ - 14 a Asl 4 A¥n - 181 Ba Bal |+ ulls B
where
P,
R PEIPT —le o o B
@:= <_21P—r 21-1-22)’ P= P , Xpi=o1l, 3X9:=oal.

P,
As a comprehensive description, we expand the last term in (61) by
2
u[[4; Bl|| =01l A1 — PuB1|[% + 01]| A2 — PoBol|% + 01| Bs — P As| %
+ 02| Bl + 02| B2|| % + 02| As| 7,

where A; € RIWXE A, ¢ R/WXE and Az € REXE: and B; € RI*E By, € R/*E and

9

Bj; € REm*E_ Obviously, it falls into the abstract model (1) with
2 2
F(A) = |9~ [A1, Az, As]| . G(B) = A| ¥~ [B1. Bo Bil| . H(A,B) = ul|[4; B[,

where A := [Al;Ag;Ag], B = [Bl,BQ,B;;].

Salinas Indian Pines Pavia Centre

FIGURE 4. Testing hyperspectral images. (a) 80 x 80 x 204 subscene of Salinas
datasets. (b) 144x144x220 subscene of Indian Pines dataset. (c¢) 300x300x102
subscene of Pavia Centre dataset.

The testing hyperspectral images® are shown in Figure 4. We follow the convention in [19]
that these hyperspectral images act as target SRIs. Hence, the recovery performance can
be measured. The degradations from SRI to HSI and MSI are as follows: (i) SRI is first
blurred by a 9 x 9 Gaussian kernel and then downsampled every 4 pixels along each spatial

dimension, then degradation matrices P;, P» and HSI are obtained; (ii) According to spectral

2https ://www.ehu.eus/ccwintco/index.php/Hyperspectral_Remote_Sensing_Scenes
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degradation sensors LANDSAT® and QuickBird*, we can form the spectral degradation matrix
P,, and MSI; (iii) Zero-mean white Gauss noise is added to HSI and MSI with SNR being 20
dB and 30 dB, respectively.

To evaluate the quality of recovered SRIs, we adopt several metrics: reconstruction signal-
to-noise (R-SNR), structural similarity (SSIM), cross correlation (CC), root mean square error
(RMSE), spectral angle mapper (SAM). The interested reader can refer to, e.g., [12,19,39], for
definitions. Additionally, higher R-SNR, SSIM, CC, and lower RMSE, SAM indicate better

reconstruction performance.

We now compare the numerical performance of Algorithm 1 with FUSE [39] and STEREO
[19] on solving (61). Note that STEREO is used to solve minimization (60), and FUSE

contributes to solving the Sylvester equation. The step sizes in Algorithm 1 are taken as

Tf = trace(HAf) for 1 =1,2,3, and af = trace(HB;;) for j =1,2,3,

where
HA’f = AI§ © A]2§7 HA’; = A§ © A]f+17 HA’g = A’2€+1 © Alf+17
Hpy = Bio B, Hpy=BioBI™, Hpy = Bi* o Bi*.

The initial point (A%, BY) is chosen by the initialization technique of STEREO (see e.g., [19]
for more details). The model parameters A, o1, o2 and rank, for (61); A, and rank,, for (60);

the number of endmembers (model rank) F' for FUSE; and all data scales are listed in Table

2.

Figure 5 exhibits the 32-th band of the estimated SRIs, corresponding residual images
Y — 375, and SAM maps on Salines data. Those figures illustrate that Algorithm 1 has small
residues across all pixels, while other algorithm’s residuals maps are less smooth. Meanwhile,
the SAM map of our algorithm is relative closer to the ideal one, which is displayed in the
last column. The results on Indian Pines data and Pavia Centra data are displayed in Figures
6 and 7, respectively. More details for numerical comparisons under the five aforementioned
metrics can be seen in Table 3. Therein, numbers in bold indicate the best performance. In
conclusion, our proposed Algorithm 1 outperforms the baseline FUSE entirely and performs
better than STEREO.

3https ://landsat.gsfc.nasa.gov
“https://www.satimagingcorp.com/satellite-sensors/quickbird/
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TABLE 2. Data scale and model settings for solving problem (61).

Data Scale Ours STEREO FUSE
Y Ym P /P, P, X (01,02) ranky A rank, F

Salines 20x20x204 80x80x6 20x80 6x204 0.1 (1,1) 30 1 30 6
Indian Pines 36 x 36 x 220 144 x 144 x 6 36 x 144 6 x 220 10 (10,100) 80 1 80 16
Pavia Centre 75 x 75 x 102 300 x 300 x 4 75 x 300 4 x 102 10 (1,1) 300 1 300 9

TABLE 3. Performance of all test algorithms on three real image data for solv-
ing problem (61).

Salines Indian Pines Pavia Centre
Method (Ideal) FUSE STEREO Ours FUSE STEREO Ours FUSE STEREO Ours
R-SNR (c0) 23.658 24.536 25.606 21.777 23.564 24.485 21.455 21.877 22.450
SSIM (1) 0.8937 0.9132 0.9359 0.2789 0.3361 0.3777 0.8304 0.8329 0.8481
CC (1) 0.8008 0.8075 0.8308 0.5872 0.6172 0.6448 0.9835 0.9850 0.9981
RMSE (0) 0.0131 0.0119 0.0105 0.0241 0.0196 0.0136 0.0131 0.0124 0.0907
SAM (0) 0.0619 0.0557 0.0492 0.0749 0.0636 0.0511 0.1228 0.1197 0.0977

6. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we developed an extended ASAP (eASAP) for solving nonconvex nonsmooth
optimization problem with the multiblock nonseparable structure. Under some mild assump-
tions, we analyzed the convergence (rate) of eASAP. Concretely, by the blockwise restricted
prox-regularity of H in Assumption 4.1, we proved that any limit point of the sequence gener-
ated by eASAP is a critical point of (1). Furthermore, we established the global convergence
when the objective fulfills Assumption 4.2 and the KL property. Finally, we built upon the
sublinear convergence rate based on the error function. Our novel convergence analysis covers
a variety of nonconvex nonsmooth nonseparable coupling functions, which further extends the
range of the model. Besides, as a peculiarity, eASAP can be reduced to ASAP when s =t = 1.
Numerical simulations on multimodal data fusion demonstrate the compelling performance of

the proposed method.
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‘A

FUSE STEREO Ours

FIGURE 5. Results of Salinas reconstructions by solving (61). The first row: the
32-th band of recovered SRIs. The second row: the 32-th band of corresponding
residual images. The last row: the SAM maps.

STEREO | Ours

FIGURE 6. Results of Indian Pines reconstructions by solving (61). The first
row: the 125-th band of recovered SRIs. The second row: the 125-th band of
corresponding residual images. The last row: the SAM maps.
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FUSE STEREO Ours

FIGURE 7. Results of Pavia Centre reconstructions by solving (61). The first
row: the 100-th band of recovered SRIs. The second row: the 100-th band of
corresponding residual images. The last row: the SAM maps.
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