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A Convex-Nonconvex Framework for Enhancing
Minimization Induced Penalties
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Abstract—This paper presents a novel framework for noncon-
vex enhancement of minimization induced (MI) penalties while
preserving the overall convexity of associated regularization mod-
els. MI penalties enable the adaptation to certain signal structures
via minimization, but often underestimate significant components
owing to convexity. To overcome this shortcoming, we design
a generalized Moreau enhanced minimization induced (GME-
MI) penalty by subtracting from the MI penalty its generalized
Moreau envelope. While the proposed GME-MI penalty is non-
convex in general, we derive an overall convexity condition for the
GME-MI regularized least-squares model. Moreover, we present
a proximal splitting algorithm with guaranteed convergence to
a globally optimal solution of the GME-MI model under the
overall convexity condition. Numerical examples illustrate the
effectiveness of the proposed framework.

Index Terms—Regularization, minimization induced penalty,
convex-nonconvex strategy, Moreau enhancement, optimization.

I. INTRODUCTION

Regularization is a key technique for estimation problems
in signal processing and machine learning. In particular, ℓ1
regularization is widely used for sparse estimation [1]–[5].
While computationally tractable, ℓ1 regularization often under-
estimates large-magnitude components since the value of the
ℓ1 penalty increases with magnitude, owing to convexity. To
mitigate this underestimation tendency, nonconvex penalties,
e.g., [6], [7] among many others, have been proposed as better
approximations of the ℓ0 pseudo-norm that counts the number
of nonzero components. However, nonconvex penalties usually
introduce undesirable local minima, and their over-reliance on
initial values of optimization algorithms is problematic.

Recently, to resolve the aforementioned trade-off, the so-
called convex-nonconvex strategy [8]–[21], which uses a non-
convex penalty that preserves convexity of the overall regular-
ization model, has garnered significant attention. After the pio-
neering works of [8], [9] and recent case studies by [10]–[15],
several general frameworks [16]–[19] have been developed to
remedy the underestimation tendencies of convex prox-friendly
penalties (i.e., whose proximity operators can be computed
with low complexity), including the ℓ1 penalty. More precisely,
these frameworks construct nonconvex penalties by subtracting
the generalized Moreau envelopes of the convex prox-friendly
penalties from them, and provide proximal splitting algorithms
to compute optimal solutions of the associated regularized
least-squares models under overall convexity conditions. Ex-
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tensions to handle additional convex constraints have also been
studied in [20], [21].

As another important direction for improving regularization,
advanced convex penalties have been designed via minimiza-
tion to incorporate certain signal structures flexibly. We refer
to this class of penalties as minimization induced (MI) penal-
ties. For example, to resolve the problem of unknown block
partition in block-sparse estimation, which is encountered in
various applications [22]–[28], the latent optimally partitioned
(LOP)-ℓ2/ℓ1 penalty [29] has been designed to minimize the
mixed ℓ2/ℓ1 norm [30] over the set of candidate block parti-
tions. Another prominent example is the total generalized vari-
ation (TGV) penalty [31], which is defined by minimization
for computing and penalizing the magnitudes of discontinuous
jumps of high-order derivatives. The TGV penalty is a sound
high-order extension of the total variation penalty [32] and
is widely used in image processing applications [33]–[39].
MI penalties are capable of automatically adapting to certain
signal structures; however, analogous to the ℓ1 penalty, they
often underestimate the magnitudes of significant components.
In particular, the LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1 penalty and the TGV penalty tend
to underestimate blocks of large-magnitude components and
large jumps of derivatives, respectively.

Unfortunately, existing convex-nonconvex frameworks can-
not be directly used to remedy the underestimation tendencies
of MI penalties. Even the most general frameworks [17], [19],
[21] rely on the assumption that the convex penalty to be
enhanced can be decomposed into a sum of linearly-involved
prox-friendly functions. This assumption does not hold for MI
penalties because the involved minimization makes their prox-
imity operators difficult to compute. Thus, a major question
arises: Can we remedy the underestimation tendencies of MI
penalties while keeping computation of optimal solutions of
associated regularization models tractable?

To address this question, this paper presents a novel convex-
nonconvex framework to enhance MI penalties. The main
contributions of this paper are summarized as follows.

1) After introducing a class of MI penalties defined by
minimization of seed functions, we construct general-
ized Moreau enhanced minimization induced (GME-MI)
penalties by subtracting from MI penalties their gener-
alized Moreau envelopes. This procedure yields novel
nonconvex enhancements of the LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1 penalty and
the TGV penalty.

2) By applying the proposed GME-MI penalty to regular-
ized least-squares estimation, we design the GME-MI
model and present its overall convexity condition, where
a mild technical assumption is imposed on the seed
function. We prove that this assumption automatically
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holds for the seed functions used to define the LOP-
ℓ2/ℓ1 penalty and the TGV penalty.

3) We present a proximal splitting algorithm which is
guaranteed to converge to a globally optimal solution
of the proposed GME-MI model under the overall con-
vexity condition. We derive the proposed algorithm by
carefully designing an averaged nonexpansive operator
that characterizes the solution set of the GME-MI model.
The proposed algorithm is composed only of simple
operations: matrix-vector multiplication, the proximity
operators of component functions of the seed function,
and the projection onto an additional convex constraint
set. All the assumed conditions are shown to be valid in
the scenarios for enhancement of the LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1 penalty
and the TGV penalty.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Mathe-
matical preliminaries are presented in Section II. In Section III,
we design the GME-MI model and derive its overall convexity
condition. In Section IV, we present the proposed algorithm
for computing an optimal solution of the GME-MI model.
Numerical examples for the enhancement scenarios of the
LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1 and TGV penalties are presented in Section V.
Finally, the paper is concluded in Section VI.

A preliminary short version of this paper is to be presented
at a conference [40].

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Notations

Let N, R, R+, and R++ denote the sets of nonnegative
integers, real numbers, nonnegative real numbers, and pos-
itive real numbers, respectively. For p ≥ 1, the ℓp norm
of x ∈ Rn is defined by ∥x∥p := (

∑n
i=1 |xi|p)1/p. The

cardinality of a set S is denoted by |S|. For x ∈ Rn

and I ⊂ {1, . . . , n}, the subvector of x indexed by I is
denoted by xI := (xi)i∈I ∈ R|I|. Let G = (Ik)mk=1

be a partition of {1, . . . , n}, i.e.,
⋃m

k=1 Ik = {1, . . . , n},
Ik ̸= ∅ (k = 1, . . . ,m), and Ik1 ∩ Ik2 = ∅ (k1 ̸= k2).
Then, we define the mixed ℓ2/ℓ1 norm of x ∈ Rn with
G by ∥x∥G2,1 :=

∑m
k=1

√
|Ik|∥xIk

∥2. For L ∈ Rm×n, its
transpose is denoted by LT. For L ∈ Rm×n and S ⊂ Rn,
L(S) := {Lx | x ∈ S}. The range space of L ∈ Rm×n is
denoted by ran(L) := L(Rn). We denote the identity matrix
by I and the zero matrix by O.

Throughout this paper, a Euclidean space Rn is equipped
with the standard inner product ⟨·, ·⟩ and the associated norm
∥ · ∥. For S ⊂ Rn, ri(S) denotes the relative interior of S
(see, e.g., [41, Fact 6.14(i)]). We define the operator norm of
L ∈ Rm×n by ∥L∥op := max{∥Lx∥ | x ∈ Rn, ∥x∥ ≤ 1}.
The positive definiteness and positive semidefiniteness of a
symmetric matrix L ∈ Rn×n are expressed by L ≻ O and
L ⪰ O, respectively. Unless otherwise stated, we regard the
product space X :=×m

k=1
Rnk as a Euclidean space with the

standard inner product and the associated norm. In part of this
paper, with a positive definite matrix P ∈ RdimX×dimX , we
use another inner product ⟨x,y⟩P := ⟨x,Py⟩ for x,y ∈ X ,
and denote its associated norm by ∥ · ∥P .

B. Tools in Convex Analysis and Optimization

A function f : Rn → R ∪ {∞} is said to be proper if
its effective domain dom(f) := {x ∈ Rn | f(x) < ∞}
is nonempty, lower semicontinuous if its lower level set
{x ∈ Rn | f(x) ≤ a} is closed for every a ∈ R, and
convex if f(αx + (1 − α)y) ≤ αf(x) + (1 − α)f(y) for
every x,y ∈ Rn and α ∈ (0, 1). The set of all proper lower
semicontinuous convex functions from Rn to R ∪ {∞} is
denoted by Γ0(Rn). A function f : Rn → R∪ {∞} is said to
be coercive if lim∥x∥→∞ f(x) = ∞.

The subdifferential of f ∈ Γ0(Rn) at x ∈ Rn is defined by

∂f(x) := {u ∈ Rn | (∀y ∈ Rn) ⟨y − x,u⟩+ f(x) ≤ f(y)}.

We have the relation x⋆ ∈ argminx∈Rn f(x) ⇔ 0 ∈ ∂f(x⋆).
If f is differentiable at x ∈ Rn with a gradient ∇f(x) ∈ Rn,
then ∂f(x) = {∇f(x)}.

Fact 1 (Subdifferential calculus [41, Theorem 16.47]).

a) (Sum and chain rule). Let f ∈ Γ0(Rn), g ∈ Γ0(Rm),
and L ∈ Rm×n. Assume 0 ∈ ri[dom(g)−L(dom(f))].
Then, for every x ∈ Rn,

∂(f + g ◦L)(x) = ∂f(x) +LT(∂g(Lx)).

b) (Sum rule). Let f ∈ Γ0(Rn) and g ∈ Γ0(Rn). Assume
dom(g) = Rn. Then, for every x ∈ Rn,

∂(f + g)(x) = ∂f(x) + ∂g(x).

c) (Chain rule). Let g ∈ Γ0(Rm) and L ∈ Rm×n. Assume
0 ∈ ri[dom(g)− ran(L)]. Then, for every x ∈ Rn,

∂(g ◦L)(x) = LT(∂g(Lx)).

The conjugate of f ∈ Γ0(Rn) is defined by

f∗ : Rn → R ∪ {∞} : u 7→ sup
x∈Rn

[⟨x,u⟩ − f(x)] , (1)

and f∗ ∈ Γ0(Rn) [41, Corollary 13.38]. For any f ∈ Γ0(Rn),
(∂f)−1 = ∂f∗ [41, Theorem 16.29], i.e.,

u ∈ ∂f(x) ⇔ x ∈ ∂f∗(u). (2)

The proximity operator of f ∈ Γ0(Rn) is defined by

proxf : Rn → Rn : x 7→ argmin
y∈Rn

[
f(y) +

1

2
∥x− y∥2

]
.

Let Id denote the identity operator. For any f ∈ Γ0(Rn),
proxf = (Id + ∂f)−1 [41, Proposition 16.44], i.e.,

p = proxf (x) ⇔ x ∈ (Id + ∂f)(p). (3)

We say that f ∈ Γ0(Rn) is prox-friendly if proxγf is available
as a computational tool for any γ ∈ R++. Note that, if f ∈
Γ0(Rn) is prox-friendly, then f∗ is also prox-friendly because
the following relation holds for any γ ∈ R++ and x ∈ Rn

[41, Theorem 14.3(ii)]:

proxγf∗(x) = x− γprox 1
γ f (x/γ).

The indicator function of a nonempty closed convex set C ⊂
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Rn is defined by

ιC : Rn → R ∪ {∞} : x 7→

{
0, if x ∈ C;

∞, otherwise,

and ιC ∈ Γ0(Rn). For any γ ∈ R++, the proximity operator
of γιC reduces to the projection onto C, i.e.,

proxγιC (x) = PC(x) := argmin
y∈C

∥x− y∥.

C. Fixed Point Theory of Nonexpansive Operators

Let (H, ⟨·, ·⟩H, ∥ · ∥H) be a finite-dimensional real Hilbert
space. The fixed point set of an operator T : H → H is denoted
by Fix(T ) := {x ∈ H | T (x) = x}. An operator T : H → H
is called nonexpansive if

(∀x,y ∈ H) ∥T (x)− T (y)∥H ≤ ∥x− y∥H.

A nonexpansive operator T : H → H is α-averaged if there
exist α ∈ (0, 1) and a nonexpansive operator R : H → H such
that T = (1− α)Id + αR, where Id is the identity operator.

Fact 2 (Composition of averaged operators [41, Proposition
4.44]). Let Ti : H → H be αi-averaged nonexpansive for each
i = 1, 2. Then, T1 ◦ T2 is α-averaged nonexpansive with α =
(α1 + α2 − 2α1α2)/(1− α1α2) ∈ (0, 1).

Fact 3 (Krasnosel’skiı̆-Mann Iteration [41, Theorem 5.15]).
Let T : H → H be a nonexpansive operator with Fix(T ) ̸= ∅.
For any (µk)k∈N ⊂ [0, 1] satisfying

∑
k∈N µk(1 − µk) = ∞

and an initial point x0 ∈ H, (xk)k∈N generated by

(∀k ∈ N) xk+1 = (1− µk)xk + µkT (xk)

converges1 to a point in Fix(T ). In particular, if T is α-
averaged nonexpansive, (xk)k∈N generated by

(∀k ∈ N) xk+1 = T (xk)

converges to a point in Fix(T ).

A set-valued operator A : H → 2H is called monotone if

(∀x,y ∈ H)(∀u ∈ A(x),∀v ∈ A(y)) ⟨x− y,u− v⟩H ≥ 0.

A monotone operator A : H → 2H is maximally monotone
if there exists no monotone operator whose graph strictly
contains the graph of A. A set-valued operator A : H → 2H

is maximally monotone if and only if its resolvent (Id +
A)−1 : H → 2H is single-valued and 1

2 -averaged nonexpansive
[41, Proposition 23.10]. An important example of a maximally
monotone operator is the subdifferential ∂f of f ∈ Γ0(H) [41,
Theorem 20.25]. The proximity operator proxf is the resolvent
of ∂f (see (3)), and thus is 1

2 -averaged nonexpansive.

III. DESIGN OF GME-MI MODEL

Consider the estimation of an original signal xorg ∈ C from
the observed vector y := Axorg +ε ∈ Rd, where C ⊂ Rn is a
known nonempty closed convex constraint set, A ∈ Rd×n is
a known measurement matrix, and ε ∈ Rd is a noise vector.

1Since this paper focuses on finite-dimensional real Hilbert spaces, weak
convergence and strong convergence are equivalent.

seed MI penalty

GME-MI penalty

ü remedy underestimation by subtracting generalized Moreau envelope

GME-MI model

ü convexity condition of overall cost     (Theorem 1)
ü iterative algorithm converging to a global minimizer  (Theorem 2)

apply to regularized least-squares estimation

Fig. 1. Overview of the proposed framework.

As outlined in Fig. 1, we design the GME-MI model as
follows. In Section III-A, we introduce a class of MI penalties,
which covers the important existing examples: the LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1
and TGV penalties. Then, in Section III-B, to remedy the
underestimation tendencies of MI penalties, we design the
GME-MI penalties as differences between MI penalties and
their generalized Moreau envelopes. Finally, in Section III-C,
we design the GME-MI model by applying the GME-MI
penalty to regularized least-squares estimation, and derive its
overall convexity condition.

A. Class of MI Penalties

Before defining the MI penalty function for u = Lx ∈ Rm

with a known matrix L ∈ Rm×n, we introduce a seed function
φ ∈ Γ0(Rm × Rl) satisfying the following mild condition.

Assumption 1. For every u ∈ Rm, φ(u, ·) is proper and
coercive.

Lemma 1. For every u ∈ Rm, argminσ∈Rl φ(u,σ) ̸= ∅.

Proof. The properness of φ(u, ·) and φ ∈ Γ0(Rm×Rl) imply
φ(u, ·) ∈ Γ0(Rl), and thus its coercivity yields the claim by
[41, Proposition 11.15].

Definition 1. Given a seed φ ∈ Γ0(Rm × Rl) satisfying
Assumption 1, we define the MI penalty by

ψ : Rm → R : u 7→ min
σ∈Rl

φ(u,σ). (4)

Lemma 2. ψ ∈ Γ0(Rm) and dom(ψ) = Rm.

Proof. Lemma 1 implies that minσ∈Rl φ(u,σ) is finite for
every u ∈ Rm, and thus dom(ψ) = Rm holds by (4). Since ψ
is defined by the partial minimization of φ, the convexity of ψ
follows from the convexity of φ by [41, Proposition 8.35]. The
convexity of ψ and dom(ψ) = Rm imply that ψ is continuous
by [41, Corollary 8.40]. Altogether, we have ψ ∈ Γ0(Rm).

The introduced class of MI penalties covers the important
existing penalties given in Example 1 below, where Assump-
tion 1 is automatically satisfied (see Appendix A-1).

Example 1 (Instances of MI penalties).
a) (LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1) Consider the problem of estimating xorg

that is block-sparse in the range space of W ∈ Rm×n.
To leverage block-sparsity without the knowledge of
concrete block partition, the LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1 penalty [29]
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is designed as a tight convex approximation of the
combinatorial penalty that minimizes the mixed ℓ2/ℓ1
norm of Wx over the set of possible block partitions. By
setting L = W , the LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1 penalty is reproduced
by (4) for φLOP

α ∈ Γ0(Rm × Rm) defined by2

φLOP
α (u,σ) :=

m∑
i=1

h(ui, σi) + ιBα
1
(Dσ), (5)

where h ∈ Γ0(R×R) is the perspective [42] of 1
2u

2+ 1
2 ,

ιBα
1
∈ Γ0(Rp) is the indicator function of the ℓ1 norm

ball, D ∈ Rp×m is the first-order discrete difference
operator, i.e.,

h(u, σ) :=


u2

2σ + σ
2 , if σ > 0;

0, if u = 0 and σ = 0;

∞, otherwise,
(6)

ιBα
1
(ξ) :=

{
0, if ∥ξ∥1 ≤ α;

∞, otherwise,
(7)

Dσ := (σi1 − σi2)(i1,i2)∈I ,

I is the set of indices of neighboring pairs, p = |I|,
and α ∈ R+ is a tuning parameter related to the
number of blocks. See [29, Section II] for how block
partition is optimized with the latent vector σ using the
minimization (4) for φ = φLOP

α .
b) (TGV) Consider the problem of estimating piecewise

smooth xorg. The TGV penalty [31] is introduced to
leverage piecewise smoothness by penalizing the magni-
tudes of discontinuous jumps of high-order derivatives.
Since second-order TGV is commonly used [33]–[39],
we focus on it to simplify the presentation. The second-
order TGV penalty is defined for x ∈ Rn by

TGVα(x) := min
σ∈Rm

[
α∥Dx− σ∥G1

2,1 + (1− α)∥D̃σ∥G2
2,1

]
,

where D ∈ Rm×n is the first-order discrete difference
operator, D̃ ∈ Rp×m is the symmetrized version [31],
[38] of D, G1 and G2 are partitions of {1, . . . ,m} and
{1, . . . , p}, respectively, and α ∈ (0, 1) is a tuning
parameter. Examples of G1 and G2 are provided below.

i) (Anisotropic TGV) Set G1 = ({i})mi=1 and G2 =
({i})pi=1, i.e., ∥ · ∥G1

2,1 = ∥ · ∥1 and ∥ · ∥G2
2,1 = ∥ · ∥1.

ii) (Isotropic TGV) For multi-dimensional signals
such as images, the isotropic version is often
preferred [39], where the groups in G1 and G2 are
designed by collecting the directional differences.

By setting L = D, the TGV penalty is reproduced by
(4) for φTGV

α ∈ Γ0(Rm × Rm) defined by

φTGV
α (u,σ) := α∥u− σ∥G1

2,1 + (1− α)∥D̃σ∥G2
2,1. (8)

See [31, Section 3.2] for how the jumps of the zeroth
derivative (i.e., the signal itself) and the first derivative
of x are computed and penalized using the minimization
(4) for φ = φTGV

α , where u = Lx with L = D.

2While extension to complex-valued signals is straightforward, we focus
on the real-valued signals to simplify the presentation.

(a) TGV penalty                                                               (b) GME-TGV penalty

jump of signal
jump of first d

erivative 

jump of signal
jump of first d

erivative 

Fig. 2. Values of TGV and GME-TGV penalties for u = Dx are plotted with
respect to discontinuous jumps of a piecewise linear signal x ∈ R50 defined
by xi = 0 (i = 1, 2, . . . , 25) and xi = s(i− 26)+ r (i = 26, 27, . . . , 50),
where the parameters are set to be α = 0.2 and B = I .

As illustrated by Example 1, the MI penalty is able to au-
tomatically incorporate a certain signal structure (e.g., blocks
and derivatives) by the minimization involved in its definition;
however, it often underestimates the magnitudes of significant
components because the value of the MI penalty usually
increases with magnitude. In particular, the LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1 penalty
tends to underestimate blocks of large-magnitude components
because its value increases as the magnitude of components
increases, owing to its coercivity [29, Theorem 1]. Similarly,
the TGV penalty tends to underestimate large jumps of deriva-
tives because it is a semi-norm [31], i.e., its value increases as
the magnitude of discontinuous jumps increases (see Fig. 2(a)
for an example).

B. Design of GME-MI Penalty

To remedy the underestimation tendency of the MI penalty
ψ, we design the GME-MI penalty by subtracting from ψ its
generalized Moreau envelope. Our design is inspired by recent
studies [14]–[21] on non-MI penalties (i.e., those defined
without minimization) that have demonstrated that subtraction
of the generalized Moreau envelopes from the respective
penalties mitigates the increase of the penalty values, and thus
remedies underestimation tendencies.

Definition 2. Based on the MI penalty ψ in Definition 1, we
define the GME-MI penalty ΨB : Rm → R ∪ {∞} by

ΨB(u) := ψ(u)− inf
v∈Rm

[
ψ(v) + 1

2∥B(u− v)∥2
]
, (9)

where B ∈ Rq×m can be tuned to adjust the shape of ΨB .

Applying the construction (9) to the MI penalties considered
in Example 1, we derive novel nonconvex enhancements of the
LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1 and TGV penalties.

Example 2 (Instances of GME-MI penalties).

a) (GME-LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1) Applying (9) to the LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1
penalty ψLOP

α defined by (4) for the seed φLOP
α in (5), we

derive a novel GME-LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1 penalty ΨLOP
B,α. While it

is difficult to express ΨLOP
B,α in a closed form in general,

to illustrate how the underestimation is remedied, we
provide an approximate relation with B = 1√

γ I and
γ ∈ R++ as follows. Since ψLOP

α is an approximation
of the mixed ℓ2/ℓ1 norm with the optimized block par-
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tition [29], we expect ψLOP
α (u) ≈

∑K⋆
α

k=1

√
|B⋆

k|∥uB⋆
k
∥2,

where (B⋆
k)

K⋆
α

k=1 denotes the optimized block partition.
By further assuming a similar approximation ψLOP

α (v) ≈∑K⋆
α

k=1

√
|B⋆

k|∥vB⋆
k
∥2 in (9), the block minimax concave

penalty [7], [43] using the optimized block partition is
approximately reproduced as a special instance of the
GME-LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1 penalty, i.e.,

ΨLOP
1√
γ I,α(u) ≈

K⋆
α∑

k=1

ργ,|B⋆
k|
(
∥uB⋆

k
∥2
)
,

ργ,b : R+ → R+ : t 7→

{√
bt− t2

2γ , if t ≤ γ
√
b;

γb
2 , otherwise.

Based on this example, as the value of the GME-LOP-
ℓ2/ℓ1 penalty does not increase once the magnitudes
of nonzero blocks exceed certain thresholds, the under-
estimation of blocks of large-magnitude components is
considered to have been resolved (see also numerical
examples in Section V-A). Note that, since ψLOP

0 (u) =√
m∥u∥2 and ψLOP

∞ (u) = ∥u∥1 by [29, Theorem 2], the
equalities hold for the coarsest block partition and the
finest block partition, which are optimal choices when
α = 0 and α = ∞, respectively:

ΨLOP
1√
γ I,0(u) = ργ,m(∥u∥2),

ΨLOP
1√
γ I,∞(u) =

m∑
i=1

ργ,1(|ui|).

b) (GME-TGV) Applying (9) to the TGV penalty ψTGV
α

defined by (4) for the seed φTGV
α in (8), we derive a novel

GME-TGV penalty ΨTGV
B,α. To illustrate how the underes-

timation is remedied, we present numerically computed
values of ΨTGV

B,α in Fig. 2(b). It is clear from Fig. 2(b) that
the curve of the GME-TGV penalty becomes flat when
the magnitudes of jumps of derivatives exceed certain
thresholds, and thus the underestimation of large jumps
is considered to have been resolved (see also numerical
examples in Section V-B).

C. Design of GME-MI Model and Its Convexity Condition

We apply the GME-MI penalty to regularized least-squares
estimation of xorg ∈ C from y = Axorg + ε as follows.

Definition 3. Using the GME-MI penalty ΨB in Definition
2, we define the GME-MI model by

minimize
x∈C

J(x) :=
1

2
∥y −Ax∥2 + λΨB(Lx), (10)

where λ ∈ R++ is the regularization parameter.

While ΨB is nonconvex in general as it is the difference
of convex functions, we show that a suitable choice of B can
ensure convexity of the overall cost function J .

Theorem 1. Under Assumption 1, we have

J(x) = 1
2 ⟨x,Qx⟩ − ⟨y,Ax⟩+ 1

2∥y∥
2

+ λψ(Lx) + λ
(
ψ + 1

2∥B · ∥2
)∗
(BTBLx),

(11)

and J ∈ Γ0(Rn) if

Q := ATA− λLTBTBL ⪰ O. (12)

Proof. By Definitions 2 and 3, since

∥B(Lx− v)∥2 = ∥BLx∥2 − 2⟨BTBLx,v⟩+ ∥Bv∥2,

and ∥BLx∥2 is independent of v, we obtain

J(x) = 1
2 ⟨x,Qx⟩ − ⟨y,Ax⟩+ 1

2∥y∥
2 + λψ(Lx)

− λ inf
v∈Rm

[
ψ(v) + 1

2∥Bv∥2 − ⟨BTBLx,v⟩
]
,

where we use the equality ⟨x,Qx⟩ = ∥Ax∥2 − λ∥BLx∥2
by the definition of Q in (12). Moreover, since

− inf
v∈Rm

[
ψ(v) + 1

2∥Bv∥2 − ⟨BTBLx,v⟩
]

= sup
v∈Rm

[
−ψ(v)− 1

2∥Bv∥2 + ⟨BTBLx,v⟩
]

=
(
ψ + 1

2∥B · ∥2
)∗
(BTBLx)

due to the definition (1) of the conjugate, we have the
expression (11). From ψ ∈ Γ0(Rm) by Lemma 2, we have
ψ+ 1

2∥B·∥2 ∈ Γ0(Rm), and thus
(
ψ + 1

2∥B · ∥2
)∗◦BTBL ∈

Γ0(Rn). Meanwhile, ψ ∈ Γ0(Rm) and dom(ψ) = Rm by
Lemma 2 and the condition (12) yield

1
2 ⟨x,Qx⟩ − ⟨y,Ax⟩+ 1

2∥y∥
2 + λψ(Lx) ∈ Γ0(Rn),

dom
[
1
2 ⟨x,Qx⟩ − ⟨y,Ax⟩+ 1

2∥y∥
2 + λψ(Lx)

]
= Rn.

(13)

Altogether, J ∈ Γ0(Rn) is guaranteed.

Remark 1 (Design of B satisfying (12)). While this paper
constructs the novel GME-MI model from the MI penalty ψ
defined via minimization in (4), the condition (12) is common
with existing studies [17], [20], [21], [44] on enhancement
of linearly involved prox-friendly penalties defined without
minimization. This allows using the results of the existing
studies to set B satisfying (12). In particular, by [44, Theorem
1], we can set B for any pair of A and L in the closed form
via LU decomposition (see also Section V for the specific
configurations in experiments).

IV. OPTIMIZATION ALGORITHM FOR GME-MI MODEL

We present the proposed proximal splitting algorithm with
guaranteed convergence to a globally optimal solution of the
GME-MI model in Definition 3 under the overall convexity
condition (12). Although the expression (11) represents the
cost function J in (10) as the sum of convex functions under
the condition (12), its minimization is still challenging because
it involves non-prox-friendly functions that are difficult to
handle: ψ defined by minimization in (4) and the conjugate of
the sum of ψ and 1

2∥B · ∥2. As a result, the standard proximal
splitting algorithms (see, e.g., [45], [46]) as well as the special
algorithms [16]–[21] for GME models of (linearly involved)
prox-friendly penalties are not applicable to the GME-MI
model. We resolve this challenge by carefully designing a
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computable averaged nonexpansive operator TGME-MI whose
fixed point set characterizes the solution set

S := argmin
x∈C

J(x) = argmin
x∈Rn

[J(x) + ιC(x)] . (14)

After introducing technical assumptions and lemmas in Sec-
tion IV-A, in Section IV-B, we derive TGME-MI via careful
reformulation of x⋆ ∈ S ⇔ 0 ∈ ∂(J + ιC)(x

⋆) and establish
its averaged nonexpansiveness, which yields the convergence
of the proposed algorithm based on the Krasnosel’skiı̆-Mann
iteration (Fact 3) of TGME-MI to an optimal solution in S.

A. Technical Assumptions and Lemmas

We adopt rather simple assumptions to reduce technical
complexity, although these assumptions could be relaxed. We
first impose the following condition on the seed function φ
and the constraint set C.

Assumption 2. The seed function φ can be represented as

φ(u,σ) = f(u,σ) + g(Mσ), (15)

where f ∈ Γ0(Rm × Rl) and g ∈ Γ0(Rp) are prox-friendly,
and M ∈ Rp×l. We also assume that ιC is prox-friendly, i.e.,
the projection PC onto C is computable.

While the form (15) may seem rather specific, it covers the
seed functions used for the important instances of the GME-
MI penalty presented in Example 2.

Example 3.
a) The seed function in (5) for the GME-LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1

penalty can be represented in the form of (15) by setting
f(u,σ) =

∑m
i=1 h(ui, σi), g = ιBα

1
, and M = D.

b) The seed function in (8) for the GME-TGV penalty can
be represented in the form of (15) by setting f(u,σ) =
α∥u− σ∥G1

2,1, g = (1− α)∥ · ∥G2
2,1, and M = D̃.

Appendix A-2 shows that these f and g are prox-friendly. Note
that the constraint set C is independent of the seed function,
and can be chosen based on the application.

To use the formulas of subdifferential calculus (Fact 1) in
the derivation of the proposed algorithm, we further adopt the
following assumption, which automatically holds for the seed
functions used for Example 2 with their representations in
Example 3 (see Appendix A-3).

Assumption 3. Define

L̄ :=

[
L O
O I

]
∈ R(m+l)×(n+l), (16)

M̄ :=
[
O M

]
∈ Rp×(m+l), (17)

and assume that the following conditions hold.
i) φ is bounded below.

ii) One of the following conditions holds:
a) (∀(u,σ) ∈ Rm × Rl) φ(−u,σ) = φ(u,σ).
b) (∀(u,σ) ∈ Rm × Rl) φ(−u,σ) = φ(u,−σ).

iii) 0 ∈ ri
[
dom(φ)− ran(L̄)

]
.

iv) 0 ∈ ri
[
dom(g)− M̄(dom(f))

]
.

Lemma 3. Assumptions 3(i) and (ii) respectively imply

(i) dom
[(
ψ + 1

2∥B · ∥2
)∗ ◦BTBL

]
= Rn,

(ii) 0 ∈ ri
[
dom

((
ψ + 1

2∥B · ∥2
)∗)− ran(BTBL)

]
.

Proof. Claim (i) holds because, for any x ∈ Rn, we have(
ψ + 1

2∥B · ∥2
)∗ (

BTBLx
)

= sup
v∈Rm

[
−ψ(v)− 1

2∥Bv∥2 + ⟨BTBLx,v⟩
]

= sup
v∈Rm

[
−ψ(v)− 1

2∥Bv −BLx∥2 + 1
2∥BLx∥2

]
≤ sup

v∈Rm

[−ψ(v)] + 1
2∥BLx∥2 <∞,

where the last inequality holds because ψ is bounded below
due to Assumption 3(i) and Definition 1.

Next, we prove claim (ii). Assumption 3(ii) and Definition
1 imply ψ(−u) = ψ(u) for every u ∈ Rm. Thus, for any
w ∈ Rm, we have(

ψ + 1
2∥B · ∥2

)∗
(−w) =

(
ψ + 1

2∥B · ∥2
)∗

(w),

which implies that A := dom
[(
ψ + 1

2∥B · ∥2
)∗]

is symmet-

ric, i.e., A = −A. Since
(
ψ + 1

2∥B · ∥2
)∗ ∈ Γ0(Rm) is

proved by Theorem 1, A is nonempty and convex by [41,
Proposition 8.2]. Altogether, A− ran(BTBL) is a nonempty
symmetric convex set, and thus claim (ii) holds by [41,
Example 6.10].

We also use the following lemma, which is a refinement of
[41, Proposition 16.59] for our scenario.

Lemma 4. For any (u, ς) ∈ Rm × Rl and r ∈ Rm,r ∈ ∂ψ(u)

ς ∈ argmin
σ∈Rl

φ(u,σ) ⇔ (r,0) ∈ ∂φ(u, ς). (18)

Similarly, for any (x, ς) ∈ Rn × Rl and s ∈ Rn,s ∈ ∂(ψ ◦L)(x)

ς ∈ argmin
σ∈Rl

φ(Lx,σ) ⇔ (s,0) ∈ ∂(φ ◦ L̄)(x, ς). (19)

Proof. First, we prove the relation (18).
(⇒) The condition ς ∈ argminσ∈Rl φ(u,σ) and Definition

1 imply ψ(u) = φ(u, ς). Thus, since ψ is proper by
Lemma 2 and φ ∈ Γ0(Rm × Rl), the claim follows
from [41, Proposition 16.59].

(⇐) Suppose (r,0) ∈ ∂φ(u, ς). Then, for any (v,σ) ∈
Rm × Rl, we have

⟨(v,σ)− (u, ς), (r,0)⟩+ φ(u, ς) ≤ φ(v,σ)

⇔ ⟨v − u, r⟩+ ⟨σ − ς,0⟩+ φ(u, ς) ≤ φ(v,σ)

⇔ ⟨v − u, r⟩+ φ(u, ς) ≤ φ(v,σ).

In particular, by setting v = u, we obtain

(∀σ ∈ Rl) φ(u, ς) ≤ φ(u,σ),

i.e., ς ∈ argminσ∈Rl φ(u,σ), and thus φ(u, ς) = ψ(u).
This equality and (r,0) ∈ ∂φ(u, ς) imply r ∈ ∂ψ(u)
by [41, Proposition 16.59].
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The relation (19) can be derived similarly, since the definition
of L̄ in (16) yields (ψ ◦ L)(x) = minσ∈Rl φ(Lx,σ) =
minσ∈Rl

(
φ ◦ L̄

)
(x,σ).

B. Design of Proposed Algorithm and Its Convergence

Now we derive the averaged nonexpansive operator TGME-MI
that characterizes the solution set S in (14) and establish the
convergence of Algorithm 1 to a globally optimal solution of
the GME-MI model in Definition 3.

Theorem 2. Set κ > 1 and γ1, γ2, γ3, γ4 ∈ R++ satisfying3
(1/γ1)I − (κ/2)ATA− λLTL ≻ O,

(1/γ2)I − I −MTM ≻ O,

(1/γ3) ≥ (κ/2 + 2/κ)∥B∥2op,
(1/γ4)I − γ3MMT ≻ O.

(20)

Let H := Rn × Rl × Rm × Rl × Rm × Rl × Rp × Rp,
and define TGME-MI : H → H : (x,σ,v, τ , r,η, ξ, ζ) 7→
(x̂, σ̂, v̂, τ̂ , r̂, η̂, ξ̂, ζ̂) by

x̂ := PC [x− γ1(Qx−ATy + λLTBTBv + λLTr)],

σ̂ := σ − γ2(η +MTξ),

(v̂, τ̂ ) := proxγ3f (v + γ3B
TB(L(2x̂− x)− v),

τ − γ3M
Tζ),

(r̂, η̂) := proxf∗(r +L(2x̂− x),η + 2σ̂ − σ),

ξ̂ := proxg∗(ξ +M(2σ̂ − σ)),

ζ̂ := proxγ4g∗(ζ + γ4M(2τ̂ − τ )).

(21)

Then, under Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 and the condition (12),

x⋆ ∈ S ⇔

{
∃(σ⋆,v⋆, τ ⋆, r⋆,η⋆, ξ⋆, ζ⋆) such that
(x⋆,σ⋆,v⋆, τ ⋆, r⋆,η⋆, ξ⋆, ζ⋆) ∈ Fix(TGME-MI),

(22)

and TGME-MI is κ
2κ−1 -averaged nonexpansive in H with ⟨·, ·⟩P

and ∥ · ∥P , where P ∈ RdimH×dimH is the positive definite
matrix defined by

P



x
σ
v
τ
r
η
ξ
ζ


:=



(1/γ1)x− λLTBTBv − λLTr
(λ/γ2)σ − λη − λMTξ
(λ/γ3)v − λBTBLx
(λ/γ3)τ − λMTζ
λr − λLx
λη − λσ
λξ − λMσ
(λ/γ4)ζ − λMτ


. (23)

In conjunction with Fact 3, these properties yield that (xk)k∈N
generated by Algorithm 1 converges to a point in S , i.e., a
globally optimal solution of (10), if S is nonempty4.

3For any κ > 1, the condition (20) is satisfied by, e.g., using δ ∈ R++,
γ1 = 1/(∥(κ/2)ATA + λLTL∥op + δ), γ2 = 1/(∥M∥2op + 1 + δ),
γ3 = 1/((κ/2 + 2/κ)∥B∥2op + δ), and γ4 = 1/(γ3∥M∥2op + δ).

4S ≠ ∅ is automatically guaranteed in many scenarios, e.g., if C is
bounded. The expression (11), (13), and Lemma 3(i) yield dom(J) = Rn,
and thus dom(J) ∩ C ̸= ∅. If C is bounded, then S ̸= ∅ holds by [41,
Proposition 11.15] under the condition (12) guaranteeing J ∈ Γ0(Rn).

Algorithm 1: Solver for model (10) with (4), (9), and (15)
Input: B satisfying (12), γ1, γ2, γ3, γ4 satisfying (20),

x0 ∈ Rn, σ0 ∈ Rl,v0 ∈ Rm, τ0 ∈ Rl,

r0 ∈ Rm,η0 ∈ Rl, ξ0 ∈ Rp, ζ0 ∈ Rp.

for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . do
xk+1 = PC [xk−γ1(Qxk−ATy+λLT(BTBvk+rk))];

σk+1 = σk − γ2(ηk +MTξk);

uk+1 = L(2xk+1 − xk);

(vk+1, τk+1)

= proxγ3f
(vk + γ3B

TB(uk+1 −vk), τk − γ3M
Tζk);

(rk+1,ηk+1) = proxf∗(rk + uk+1,ηk + 2σk+1 − σk);

ξk+1 = proxg∗(ξk +M(2σk+1 − σk));

ζk+1 = proxγ4g∗(ζk + γ4M(2τk+1 − τk));

Proof. First, we derive the relation (22). Under the condition
(12), applying Fact 1(b) to ∂(J + ιC)(x) with the expression
(11) repeatedly by the differentiability of the first three terms
on the right-hand side of (11) on Rn, dom(ψ ◦ L) = Rn by
Lemma 2, and Lemma 3(i), we obtain

∂(J + ιC)(x) = Qx−ATy + λ∂(ψ ◦L)(x) + ∂ιC(x)

+ λ∂
((
ψ + 1

2∥B · ∥2
)∗ ◦BTBL

)
(x).

Furthermore, Lemma 3(ii) and Fact 1(c) yield

∂
((
ψ + 1

2∥B · ∥2
)∗ ◦BTBL

)
(x)

= LTBTB
(
∂
(
ψ + 1

2∥B · ∥2
)∗
(BTBLx)

)
.

In addition, by the property (2), we obtain

v ∈ ∂
(
ψ + 1

2∥B · ∥2
)∗
(BTBLx)

⇔ BTBLx ∈ ∂
(
ψ + 1

2∥B · ∥2
)
(v)

⇔ BTBLx ∈ ∂ψ(v) +BTBv,

where the last equivalence holds since 1
2∥B·∥2 is differentiable

on Rm. Thus, we have

x⋆ ∈ S (⇔ 0 ∈ ∂(J + ιC)(x
⋆))

⇔


0 ∈ Qx⋆ −ATy + λ∂(ψ ◦L)(x⋆) + λLTBTBv⋆ + t⋆

BTBLx⋆ ∈ ∂ψ(v⋆) +BTBv⋆

t⋆ ∈ ∂ιC(x
⋆).

Since Lemma 1 guarantees argminσ∈Rl φ(Lx⋆,σ) ̸= ∅
and argminσ∈Rl φ(v⋆,σ) ̸= ∅, we can introduce auxiliary
variables σ⋆ and τ ⋆ as follows:

x⋆ ∈ S

⇔



−Qx⋆ +ATy − λLTBTBv⋆ − t⋆ ∈ λ∂(ψ ◦L)(x⋆)

σ⋆ ∈ argmin
σ∈Rl

φ(Lx⋆,σ)

BTBLx⋆ −BTBv⋆ ∈ ∂ψ(v⋆)

τ ⋆ ∈ argmin
σ∈Rl

φ(v⋆,σ)

t⋆ ∈ ∂ιC(x
⋆).
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Using Lemma 4, we further obtain

x⋆ ∈ S

⇔


(−Qx⋆ +ATy − λLTBTBv⋆ − t⋆,0)

∈ λ∂
(
φ ◦ L̄

)
(x⋆,σ⋆)

(BTBLx⋆ −BTBv⋆,0) ∈ ∂φ(v⋆, τ ⋆)

t⋆ ∈ ∂ιC(x
⋆).

Applying Fact 1(c) under Assumption 3(iii) and Fact 1(a)
under Assumption 3(iv) with the definitions of φ, L̄, and M̄
in (15), (16), and (17), we obtain

∂
(
φ ◦ L̄

)
(x⋆,σ⋆) = L̄T[∂φ(Lx⋆,σ⋆)]

= L̄T
[
∂
(
f + g ◦ M̄

)
(Lx⋆,σ⋆)

]
= L̄T

[
∂f(Lx⋆,σ⋆) + M̄T(∂g(Mσ⋆))

]
,

and similarly,

∂φ(v⋆, τ ⋆) = ∂f(v⋆, τ ⋆) + M̄T(∂g(Mτ ⋆)).

Thus, using the relations

(r⋆,η⋆) ∈ ∂f(Lx⋆,σ⋆) ⇔ (Lx⋆,σ⋆) ∈ ∂f∗(r⋆,η⋆),

ξ⋆ ∈ ∂g(Mσ⋆) ⇔ Mσ⋆ ∈ ∂g∗(ξ⋆),

ζ⋆ ∈ ∂g(Mτ ⋆) ⇔ Mτ ⋆ ∈ ∂g∗(ζ⋆),

since L̄T[(r⋆,η⋆) + M̄Tξ⋆] = (LTr⋆,η⋆ + MTξ⋆) and
M̄Tζ⋆ = (0,MTζ⋆), we deduce

x⋆ ∈ S

⇔



0 ∈ Qx⋆ −ATy + λLTBTBv⋆ + λLTr⋆ + ∂ιC(x
⋆)

0 = λη⋆ + λMTξ⋆

(0,0) ∈ λ∂f(v⋆, τ ⋆) + λ(BTB(v⋆ −Lx⋆),MTζ⋆)

(0,0) ∈ λ∂f∗(r⋆,η⋆)− λ(Lx⋆,σ⋆)

0 ∈ λ∂g∗(ξ⋆)− λMσ⋆

0 ∈ λ∂g∗(ζ⋆)− λMτ ⋆.

By using the notation z = (x,σ,v, τ , r,η, ξ, ζ), the last
expression can be rewritten as

x⋆ ∈ S ⇔ 0 ∈ H(z⋆) +D(z⋆) +Nz⋆

⇔ Pz⋆ −H(z⋆) ∈ Pz⋆ +D(z⋆) +Nz⋆, (24)

where H : H → H is the affine operator, D : H → 2H

is the set-valued operator consisting of subdifferentials, and
N ∈ RdimH×dimH is the skew-symmetric matrix, respectively
defined by

H(z) := (Qx−ATy,0, λBTBv,0,0,0,0,0), (25)
D(z) := ∂ιC(x)× {0} × λ∂f(v, τ )

×λ∂f∗(r,η)× λ∂g∗(ξ)× λ∂g∗(ζ),
(26)

N := ΠT

N1

N2

N3

Π, (27)

N1 := λ

 O LTBTB LT

−BTBL O O
−L O O

 ,

N2 := λ

 O I MT

−I O O
−M O O

 ,
N3 := λ

[
O MT

−M O

]
,

where Π ∈ RdimH×dimH is the permutation matrix defined as

Π : (x,σ,v, τ , r,η, ξ, ζ) 7→ (x,v, r,σ,η, ξ, τ , ζ). (28)

Meanwhile, since the proximity operator is the resolvent of
subdifferential (see (3)), we derive from (21) that

TGME-MI(z) = ẑ

⇔



x− γ1(Qx−ATy + λLTBTBv + λLTr)

∈ (Id + ∂ιC)(x̂)

σ − γ2(η +MTξ) = σ̂

(v + γ3B
TB(L(2x̂− x)− v), τ − γ3M

Tζ)

∈ (Id + γ3∂f)(v̂, τ̂ )

(r +L(2x̂− x),η + 2σ̂ − σ) ∈ (Id + ∂f∗)(r̂, η̂)

ξ +M(2σ̂ − σ) ∈ (Id + ∂g∗)(ξ̂)

ζ + γ4M(2τ̂ − τ ) ∈ (Id + γ4∂g
∗)(ζ̂)

⇔ Pz −H(z) ∈ P ẑ +D(ẑ) +Nẑ.

This relation for z = ẑ = z⋆ and (24) yield the claim (22).

Next, we prove that TGME-MI is κ
2κ−1 -averaged nonexpansive

in (H, ⟨·, ·⟩P , ∥ · ∥P ). The positive definiteness of P is
shown in Appendix B-1. Since D in (26) is the product of
subdifferentials, it is maximally monotone in (H, ⟨·, ·⟩, ∥·∥) by
[41, Theorem 20.25 and Proposition 20.23]. Since N in (27)
is skew-symmetric, it is maximally monotone in (H, ⟨·, ·⟩, ∥·∥)
by [41, Example 20.35]. Thus, since the domain of N is
H, D + N is maximally monotone in (H, ⟨·, ·⟩, ∥ · ∥) by
[41, Corollary 25.5]. The positive definiteness of P and the
maximal monotonicity of D+N imply that P−1◦(D+N) is
maximally monotone in (H, ⟨·, ·⟩P , ∥·∥P ) by [41, Proposition
20.24]. Thus, its resolvent (Id+P−1 ◦ (D+N))−1 is single-
valued and 1

2 -averaged nonexpansive in (H, ⟨·, ·⟩P , ∥ · ∥P ).
Since (Id + P−1 ◦ (D +N))−1 is single-valued, we have

TGME-MI(z) = ẑ

⇔ Pz −H(z) ∈ P ẑ +D(ẑ) +Nẑ

⇔ z − P−1H(z) ∈ ẑ + P−1(D +N)(ẑ)

⇔ [(Id + P−1 ◦ (D +N))−1 ◦ (Id− P−1 ◦H)](z) = ẑ,

i.e.,

TGME-MI = (Id + P−1 ◦ (D +N))−1 ◦ (Id− P−1 ◦H).

In (H, ⟨·, ·⟩P , ∥ · ∥P ), the 1
2 -averaged nonexpansiveness of

(Id+P−1◦(D+N))−1 and the 1
κ -averaged nonexpansiveness

of Id−P−1 ◦H , proved in Appendix B-2, yield that TGME-MI
is κ

2κ−1 -averaged nonexpansive by Fact 2. Finally, since Algo-
rithm 1 is designed to have zk+1 = TGME-MI(zk), the averaged
nonexpansiveness of TGME-MI and the relation (22) yield that
(xk)k∈N converges to a point in S by Fact 3.
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V. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

To demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed frame-
work, we present numerical examples of the GME-MI model
corresponding to the scenarios in Examples 1–2.

A. Estimation of Block-Sparse Signals

We conduct numerical experiments corresponding to the
scenario in Examples 1–2(a) for block-sparse estimation with
unknown block partition. More precisely, we consider the
estimation of a block-sparse signal xorg ∈ C := Rn from
noisy compressive measurements y = Axorg +ε ∈ Rd, where
the entries of A ∈ Rd×n are drawn from i.i.d. Gaussian
distribution N (0, 1), ε ∈ Rd is the white Gaussian noise,
and d < n. The block-sparse signal xorg with 4 nonzero
blocks, 80 nonzero components, and n = 256 is randomly
generated by the scheme used in [29]. Note that the block
partition is randomly generated for each trial to investigate the
average performance for various block partitions. Amplitudes
of nonzero components are drawn from i.i.d. N (0, 1).

As an instance of the GME-MI model, the GME-LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1
penalty ΨLOP

B,α presented in Example 2(a) is used in Definition
3. Since xorg itself is block-sparse in the experiments, we set
L = I . Due to L = I , we can set B satisfying (12) by
B =

√
θ/λA with any θ ∈ [0, 1].

We compare the proposed GME-LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1 penalty with
the LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1 penalty given in Example 1(a) as well as the
GME penalty RB(x) := R(x)−minv∈Rn [R(v) + 1

2∥B(x−
v)∥2] [17] for convex prox-friendly penalties: R = ∥ · ∥2,1 for
block-sparsity with fixed blocks (proposed in [20], [47]) and
R = ∥·∥1 for non-structured sparsity (proposed as GMC [14]).
We also consider the ℓ2/ℓ1 and ℓ1 penalties for reference. All
the penalties are combined with the square error 1

2∥y−Ax∥2.
The GME-LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1 model is solved by Algorithm 1 with

the representation given in Example 3(a), the GME models for
R = ∥ · ∥2,1 and R = ∥ · ∥1 are solved by the iterative algo-
rithm given in [17], and the convexly regularized models are
solved by the iterative algorithm given in [29]. We terminate
the iteration when the norm of the differences between the
variables of successive iterates is below the threshold 10−4 or
the number of iterations reaches 10000. For the GME-LOP-
ℓ2/ℓ1 model, the computational complexity of Algorithm 1
per iteration is O(dn) for matrix-vector multiplication and
O(n) for the proximity operators (see Appendix A-2a). This
complexity is identical to those of the other algorithms.

We compare the models in terms of normalized mean
square error (NMSE) ∥xorg − x⋆∥2/∥xorg∥2, where x⋆ is an
optimal solution of each regularization model. Note that the
regularization parameter λ and other tuning parameters are
adjusted to obtain the best estimation accuracy for each pair
of models and experimental conditions. The tuning parameters
other than λ are as follows: α for GME-LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1 and LOP-
ℓ2/ℓ1, block-size for GME-ℓ2/ℓ1 and ℓ2/ℓ1, and θ for the
overall convexity conditions of GME-LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1, GME-ℓ2/ℓ1,
and GME-ℓ1. In Figs. 3(a) and (b), NMSE is plotted with
respect to the number, d, of measurements and the SNR
E[∥Axorg∥2]/E[∥ε∥2], respectively, where the results are av-
eraged over 100 independent trials. As is clear from Fig. 3, the
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Fig. 3. Average NMSEs for estimation of block-sparse signals.
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Fig. 4. Original block-sparse signal and the estimates for a trial, where the
number of measurements is 160 and the SNR is 40dB.

GME-LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1 model achieves the best estimation accuracy,
representing a significant improvement over the LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1
model.

We also discuss an example involving the original block-
sparse signal and the estimates for a trial in Fig. 4. The GME-
LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1 model certainly remedies the underestimation ten-
dency of the LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1 model. Meanwhile, the ℓ1 and ℓ2/ℓ1
models yield multiple incorrect nonzero components, possibly
due to their fixed structures in contrast to the (GME-)LOP-
ℓ2/ℓ1 model that automatically optimizes the block structure.
This drawback is not resolved by the GME-ℓ1 and GME-ℓ2/ℓ1
models, while mitigating the underestimation tendency.

B. Estimation of Piecewise Linear Signals

We conduct numerical experiments for the scenario in
Examples 1–2(b) to illustrate the estimation of piecewise
smooth signals. In particular, as a simple example of piecewise
smooth signals, we set xorg ∈ C := [−1, 1]n as the piecewise
linear signal indicated by the dotted line in Fig. 5, where
n = 128. Measurements are generated in the same way as
in the previous section.

As an instance of the GME-MI model, the (second-order)
GME-TGV penalty ΨTGV

B,α presented in Example 2(b) is used
in Definition 3, where we set L = D1d with D1d ∈ R(n−1)×n

defined as D1d : x 7→ (xi+1 − xi)
n−1
i=1 . In this case, D̃ in the

seed function φTGV
α in (8) becomes DT

1d. Since only BTB is
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the number of measurements is 100 and the SNR is 20dB.
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Fig. 6. Average NMSEs for estimation of piecewise linear signals.

used in Algorithm 1, we set BTB satisfying (12) for L = D1d
as follows. We have the equality−1 1

. . . . . .
−1 1


︸ ︷︷ ︸

=D1d∈R(n−1)×n


1
1 1
...

...
. . .

1 1 · · · 1


︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:S1d∈Rn×n

=
[
0 I

]
.

Thus, based on [44, Theorem 1] (see also Remark 1), letting
h ∈ Rd and H ∈ Rd×(n−1) such that

[
h H

]
:= AS1d, we

can show that

BTB = (θ/λ)HT(I − hh†)H ∈ R(n−1)×(n−1)

with any θ ∈ [0, 1] satisfies (12), where h† = hT/∥h∥2 if
h ̸= 0 and h† = 0T if h = 0.

We compare the proposed GME-TGV penalty with the TGV
penalty given in Example 1(b) as well as the GME-TV penalty
(∥ · ∥1)B ◦ D1d presented in [17]. We also consider the TV
penalty ∥·∥1◦D1d for reference. All the penalties are combined
with the square error 1

2∥y −Ax∥2.
The GME-TGV model is solved by Algorithm 1 with the

representation in Example 3(b), the GME-TV model is solved
by the iterative algorithm given in [17] with an extension [20]
to handle the constraint [−1, 1]n, and the TGV and TV models
are solved as the special cases with B = O of the GME-TGV
and GME-TV models, respectively. We terminate the iteration
in the same way as in the previous section. For the GME-
TGV model, the computational complexity of Algorithm 1 per
iteration is O(dn) for matrix-vector multiplication, O(n) for
the projection P[−1,1]n , and O(n) for the proximity operators

(see Appendix A-2b). This complexity is identical to that of
the algorithm for GME-TV.

In Fig. 6, we compare the models in terms of NMSE, where
the results are averaged over 100 independent trials, and the
regularization parameter λ and other tuning parameters are
adjusted to yield the best estimation accuracy for each pair of
models and experimental conditions. The tuning parameters
other than λ are as follows: α for GME-TGV and TGV, and θ
for the overall convexity conditions of GME-TGV and GME-
TV. As is apparent from Fig. 6, the GME-TGV model exhibits
the best estimation accuracy, with a remarkable improvement
over the TGV model.

We also discuss examples of the estimates for a trial in
Fig. 5. In Fig. 5(a) for the TV model, we observe the so-called
stair-casing effect. The GME-TV model does not resolve
the stair-casing effect in the slanted segments in Fig. 5(b),
while recovering signal discontinuity more effectively than
the TV model. The TGV model depicted in Fig. 5(c) mostly
does not exhibit the stair-casing effect, but underestimates the
discontinuous jumps of the signal and its first derivative. In
Fig. 5(d), we observe that the GME-TGV model significantly
mitigates the underestimation of the jumps of the signal and its
first derivative, while being free from the stair-casing effect.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper presented a convex-nonconvex framework to
mitigate the underestimation tendencies of MI penalties. We
designed the GME-MI penalty, where the generalized Moreau
envelope of the MI penalty is subtracted from it. While the
GME-MI penalty is nonconvex in general, we derived an
overall convexity condition for the GME-MI regularized least-
squares model. Moreover, we presented a proximal splitting
algorithm guaranteed to converge to a globally optimal so-
lution of the GME-MI model under the overall convexity
condition. Numerical examples considered in the enhancement
scenarios of the LOP-ℓ2/ℓ1 and TGV penalties demonstrate
the effectiveness of the proposed framework.

APPENDIX A
VALIDITY OF ASSUMPTIONS

We prove that the assumptions adopted while designing the
proposed framework automatically hold for the seed functions
in Example 1 and their representations in Example 3.

1) Validity of Assumption 1

a) Example 1(a): Since D is the discrete difference oper-
ator, for any constant vector c = (c, c, . . . , c) ∈ Rm, we have
Dc = 0, and thus ιBα

1
(Dc) = 0 holds for any α ∈ R+ by the

definition (7). Meanwhile, by the definition (6),
∑m

i=1 h(ui, c)
takes a finite value for any u ∈ Rm and c ∈ R++. Altogether,
φLOP
α (u, ·) in (5) is proper for every u ∈ Rm and α ∈ R+.
Since h is coercive by [29, Lemma 1] and ιBα

1
is bounded

below for any α ∈ R+, φLOP
α (u, ·) is coercive for every u ∈

Rm and α ∈ R+.
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b) Example 1(b): For every u ∈ Rm and α ∈ (0, 1),
φTGV
α (u, ·) in (8) is proper due to dom(∥ · ∥G1

2,1) = Rm and
dom(∥ · ∥G2

2,1) = Rp. Since ∥ · ∥G1
2,1 is a norm, we have

∥u− σ∥G1
2,1 ≥

∣∣∥σ∥G1
2,1 − ∥u∥G1

2,1

∣∣,
which implies that ∥u−·∥G1

2,1 is coercive for any fixed u ∈ Rm.
Thus, since ∥D̃ ·∥G2

2,1 is bounded below, φTGV
α (u, ·) is coercive

for every u ∈ Rm and α ∈ (0, 1).

2) Validity of Assumption 2
We show that efficient exact methods are available for

computing the proximity operators of f and g in Example
3 used to represent the seed functions in the form of (15).

a) Example 3(a): Since f(u,σ) =
∑m

i=1 h(ui, σi) is the
separable sum of h in (6), based on [48, Example 2.4], for any
(u,σ) ∈ Rm × Rm and γ ∈ R++, we have proxγf (u,σ) =
(proxγh(ui, σi))

m
i=1 with

proxγh(ui, σi)

=


(0, 0), if 2γσi + u2i ≤ γ2;(
0, σi − γ

2

)
, if ui = 0 and σi > γ

2 ;(
ui − γti

ui

|ui| , σi + γ
t2i−1
2

)
, otherwise,

where ti ∈ R++ is the unique positive root of

t3i +
(

2
γσi + 1

)
ti − 2

γ |ui| = 0,

which can be solved using Cardano’s formula as follows [29],
[49]. Let pi = 2σi/γ + 1 and ∆i = u2i /γ

2 + p3i /27. Then,

ti =

 3

√
|ui|
γ +

√
∆i +

3

√
|ui|
γ −

√
∆i, if ∆i ≥ 0;

2
√
−pi

3 cos
(

arctan(γ
√
−∆i/|ui|)
3

)
, if ∆i < 0,

where 3
√
· denotes the real cubic root.

Since ιBα
1

in (7) is the indicator function of the ℓ1 norm ball,
proxγιBα

1

with any γ ∈ R++ reduces to the ℓ1 ball projection
PBα

1
. There exist algorithms for computing PBα

1
with O(p)

expected complexity (see, e.g., [50]).
b) Example 3(b): We can represent f(u,σ) = α∥u−σ∥G1

2,1

as f = α∥ · ∥G1
2,1 ◦ U with U :=

[
I −I

]
∈ Rm×2m.

Since UUT = 2I , based on [41, Proposition 24.14], for any
(u,σ) ∈ Rm × Rm, γ ∈ R++, and α ∈ (0, 1), we have

proxγf (u,σ) = (u+ σ + prox
2γα∥·∥G1

2,1
(u− σ),

u+ σ − prox
2γα∥·∥G1

2,1
(u− σ))/2.

Since G1 = (Ij)rj=1 is a partition, the proximity operator of
κ∥ · ∥G1

2,1 with κ = 2γα can be computed for any w ∈ Rm by

[prox
κ∥·∥G1

2,1
(w)]Ij

=

(
1− κ

max{κ, ∥wIj
∥2}

)
wIj

for each j = 1, . . . , r. The proximity operator of g = (1 −
α)∥ · ∥G2

2,1 can be computed similarly.

3) Validity of Assumption 3
a) Example 1(a) with Example 3(a): By the definition (5)

with (6) and (7), Assumptions 3(i) and 3(ii)(a) are clear. From

the definitions (5) and (16), we obtain

dom(φLOP
α )− ran(L̄) ⊃ (Rm × Sα)− (ran(L)× Rm),

where Sα := Rm
++ ∩ {σ ∈ Rm | ∥Dσ∥1 ≤ α}. We have

Sα ̸= ∅ for any α ∈ R+ because Dc = 0 holds for any c =
(c, c, . . . , c) ∈ Rm

++, as D is the discrete difference operator.
Thus, for any α ∈ R+, we have dom(φLOP

α ) − ran(L̄) =
Rm × Rm, implying that Assumption 3(iii) holds. From the
definition (17) and the setting of Example 3(a), we obtain

dom(g)− M̄(dom(f)) = Bα
1 −D(Rm

+ ) = Bα
1 − ran(D),

where Bα
1 := {ξ ∈ Rp | ∥ξ∥1 ≤ α}, and the last equality

follows from the relation D(Rm
+ ) = ran(D). This relation

holds because, for any σ ∈ Rm, Dσ = D(σ+c) and σ+c ∈
Rm

+ can be satisfied by setting c = (c, c, . . . , c) ∈ Rm
+ with

c ≥ max{|σi|}mi=1. For any α ∈ R+, since Bα
1 − ran(D) is

a nonempty symmetric convex set, Assumption 3(iv) holds by
[41, Example 6.10].

b) Example 1(b) with Example 3(b): Clear from the defi-
nition (8), dom(∥ · ∥G1

2,1) = Rm, dom(∥ · ∥G2
2,1) = Rp, and the

setting of Example 3(b).

APPENDIX B
SUPPLEMENT FOR PROOF OF THEOREM 2

1) Positive definiteness of P
Using Π in (28), we can represent P in (23) as

P = ΠT

P1

P2

P3

Π, (29)

P1 :=

 (1/γ1)I −λLTBTB −λLT

−λBTBL (λ/γ3)I O
−λL O λI

 ,
P2 := λ

(1/γ2)I −I −MT

−I I O
−M O I

 ,
P3 := λ

[
(1/γ3)I −MT

−M (1/γ4)I

]
.

Since Π is the permutation matrix, we have

P ≻ O ⇔ P1 ≻ O,P2 ≻ O,P3 ≻ O.

The property of the Schur complement [51, Theorem 7.7.7]
yields

P2 ≻ O ⇔ (1/γ2)I − I −MTM ≻ O,

P3 ≻ O ⇔ (1/γ4)I − γ3MMT ≻ O,

and thus P2 ≻ O and P3 ≻ O are guaranteed by the second
and the fourth conditions in (20), respectively. Applying the
property of the Schur complement to P1, we obtain

P1 ≻ O ⇔ (1/γ1)I − λγ3L
T(BTB)2L− λLTL ≻ O

⇔ (1/γ1)I − (κ/2)ATA− λLTL

+ (κ/2)ATA− λγ3L
T(BTB)2L ≻ O.

Since (1/γ1)I − (κ/2)ATA − λLTL ≻ O is guaranteed by
the first condition in (20), it suffices to prove (κ/2)ATA −
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λγ3L
T(BTB)2L ⪰ O. Since the third condition in (20)

implies γ3 ≤ κ/(2∥B∥2op), for any x ∈ Rn, we obtain

⟨x, γ3LT(BTB)2Lx⟩ = γ3∥BTBLx∥2

≤ γ3∥B∥2op∥BLx∥2 ≤ (κ/2)∥BLx∥2.

Thus, we have

(∀x ∈ Rn)
〈
x,

(
(κ/2)ATA− λγ3L

T(BTB)2L
)
x
〉

≥ (κ/2)⟨x, (ATA− λLTBTBL)x⟩ ≥ 0,

where the last inequality follows from the condition (12).

2) Averaged nonexpansiveness of Id− P−1 ◦H

To prove the 1
κ -averaged nonexpansiveness of Id−P−1◦H ,

it suffices to prove that Id − κP−1 ◦ H is nonexpansive, in
(H, ⟨·, ·⟩P , ∥ · ∥P ). Define R ∈ R(n+2m)×(n+2m) by

R :=

ATA− λLTBTBL
λBTB

O

 .
Then, R ⪰ O holds by the condition (12). For z =
(x,σ,v, τ , r,η, ξ, ζ) ∈ H, denote z̆ := (x,v, r) ∈ Rn+2m.
From the definitions of H and Π in (25) and (28), respectively,
and the expression of P in (29), for any z1, z2 ∈ H, we have

H(z1)−H(z2) = ΠT(R(z̆1 − z̆2),0,0,0,0,0),

P−1[H(z1)−H(z2)] = ΠT(P−1
1 R(z̆1 − z̆2),0,0,0,0,0).

Using these expressions, for any z1, z2 ∈ H, we obtain

∥(Id− κP−1 ◦H)(z1)− (Id− κP−1 ◦H)(z2)∥2P
= ∥(z1 − z2)− κP−1[H(z1)−H(z2)]∥2P
= ∥z1 − z2∥2P − 2κ⟨z1 − z2, H(z1)−H(z2)⟩

+ κ2⟨P−1[H(z1)−H(z2)], H(z1)−H(z2)⟩
= ∥z1 − z2∥2P − 2κ⟨z̆1 − z̆2,R(z̆1 − z̆2)⟩

+ κ2⟨P−1
1 R(z̆1 − z̆2),R(z̆1 − z̆2)⟩

= ∥z1 − z2∥2P − 2κ
〈
z̆1 − z̆2, (R− κ

2RP−1
1 R)(z̆1 − z̆2)

〉
.

Thus, Id − κP−1 ◦ H is nonexpansive if and only if R −
κ
2RP−1

1 R ⪰ O. Let R† denote the Moore-Penrose pseudo-
inverse of R. By the property of the generalized Schur
complement [52, Theorem 1.20], since RR†R = R, we have

R− κ
2RP−1

1 R ⪰ O ⇔
[
R R
R 2

κP1

]
⪰ O ⇔ P1 − κ

2R ⪰ O.

We can rewrite P1 − κ
2R as

P1 − κ
2R =

 1
γ1
I − κ

2A
TA O −λLT

O O O
−λL O λI


+ λ

κ
2L

TBTBL −LTBTB O
−BTBL 1

γ3
I − κ

2B
TB O

O O O

 ,
and thus it suffices to prove that each term on the right-
hand side is positive semidefinite. The first term is positive
semidefinite by the first condition in (20) and the property of

the Schur complement. For the second term, we have[κ
2L

TBTBL −LTBTB
−BTBL 1

γ3
I − κ

2B
TB

]
=

[
L

I

]T [ κ
2B

TB −BTB
−BTB 1

γ3
I − κ

2B
TB

] [
L

I

]
,

and by the property of the generalized Schur complement,[ κ
2B

TB −BTB
−BTB 1

γ3
I − κ

2B
TB

]
⪰ O

⇔ (1/γ3)I − (κ/2)BTB − (2/κ)BTB ⪰ O.

Thus, the second term is positive semidefinite by the third
condition in (20).
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