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Abstract

In the realm of gradient-based optimization, Nesterov’s accelerated gradient method (NAG)
is a landmark advancement, achieving an accelerated convergence rate that outperforms the
vanilla gradient descent method for convex function. However, for strongly convex functions,
whether NAG converges linearly remains an open question, as noted in the comprehensive review
by Chambolle and Pock [2016]. This issue, aside from the critical step size, was addressed
by Li et al. [2024a] using a high-resolution differential equation framework. Furthermore, Beck
[2017, Section 10.7.4] introduced a monotonically convergent variant of NAG, referred to as M-NAG.
Despite these developments, the Lyapunov analysis presented in [Li et al., 2024a] cannot be
directly extended to M-NAG. In this paper, we propose a modification to the iterative relation by
introducing a gradient term, leading to a new gradient-based iterative relation. This adjustment
allows for the construction of a novel Lyapunov function that excludes kinetic energy. The linear
convergence derived from this Lyapunov function is independent of both the parameters of the
strongly convex functions and the step size, yielding a more general and robust result. Notably,
we observe that the gradient iterative relation derived from M-NAG is equivalent to that from NAG
when the position-velocity relation is applied. However, the Lyapunov analysis does not rely on
the position-velocity relation, allowing us to extend the linear convergence to M-NAG. Finally, by
utilizing two proximal inequalities, which serve as the proximal counterparts of strongly convex
inequalities, we extend the linear convergence to both the fast iterative shrinkage-thresholding
algorithm (FISTA) and its monotonic counterpart (M-FISTA).

arXiv:2412.13527v1 [math.OC] 18 Dec 2024

1 Introduction

Over the past few decades, machine learning has emerged as a major application area for opti-
mization algorithms. A central challenge in this field is unconstrained optimization, which involves
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minimizing a convex objective function without constraints. Mathematically, this problem is for-
mulated as:
min, f(z).

At the heart of addressing this challenge are gradient-based methods, which have driven signif-
icant advancements due to their computational efficiency and low memory requirements. These
advantages make them particularly well-suited for large-scale machine learning tasks. As a result,
gradient-based methods have not only propelled theoretical progress but also facilitated practical
breakthroughs, establishing them as indispensable tools in both machine learning research and
real-world applications.

One of the simplest and most foundational gradient-based methods is the vanilla gradient de-
scent, which dates back to Cauchy [1847]. Given an initial point z¢ € R?, the vanilla gradient
descent method is implemented recursively as:

Tpy1 = o — sV f(xy),

where s denotes the step size. While this method is effective, it can be slow to converge for convex
functions. In the mid-1980s, Nesterov [1983] introduced a two-step accelerated algorithm, now
known as Nesterov’s accelerated gradient method (NAG). Given any initial zg = yo € R?, NAG
employs the following update rules:

The1 = Yk — sV (yr), (1.1a)

Yk+1 = Thp1 + (Thg1 — Tk), (1.1b)

k+r+1
where s is the step size, and r > 2 is the momentum parameter. Compared to the vanilla gradient
descent method, NAG achieves accelerated convergence rates. However, it does not guarantee mono-
tone convergence, that is, the function values f(zx) do not necessarily decrease at every iteration.
As a result, oscillations or overshoots may occur, especially as iterates approach the minimizer,
as illustrated in Figure 1. This lack of stability and predictability makes it difficult to monitor
progress and ensure reliable convergence. To address this issue, Beck [2017, Section 10.7.4] pro-
posed a variant that achieves both acceleration and monotonicity, referred to as the Monotone
Nesterov’s accelerated gradient method (M-NAG). This method incorporates a comparison step to
stabilize convergence while maintaining the acceleration properties of NAG. Starting with any initial
zo = yo € R?, the recursive update rules of M-NAG are as follows:

2k =Yk — sV f(yk), (1.2a)
2y lff Zk < f Tk),
Tpa1 = ) (2) (k) (1.2b)
Tk, lff(zk) > f(xk)v
k k+r
Yrat = Trt o (B — @) + e (e — k), (1.2¢)

where s is the step size and r > 2 is the momentum parameter. Unlike NAG, M-NAG ensures
that the function values are non-increasing at each iteration, thereby providing a more stable
convergence path. As illustrated in Figure 1, M-NAG effectively mitigates oscillations while preserving
the acceleration characteristic of NAG, leading to more stable and predictable convergence behavior.
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Figure 1: Numerical comparison of the iterative progression of function values for NAG and M-NAG.
The momentum parameter is set to r = 2, and the step size is s = 0.4. Both optimization algorithms
are applied to the quadratic function f(z1,72) =5 x 10732? + 22.

A notable advantage of NAG is that it does not require prior knowledge of the modulus of
the strong convexity. For strongly convex functions, Li et al. [2024a] utilized the high-resolution
differential equation framework [Shi et al., 2022] to establish linear convergence, thereby addressing
an open problem posed by Chambolle and Pock [2016]. The natural next step is to generalize
the Lyapunov analysis proposed in [Li et al., 2024a] from NAG to M-NAG. However, due to the
introduction of the comparison step, the phase-space representation that works for NAG cannot
be directly applied to M-NAG, making such a generalization quite challenging. This leads to the
following question:

e Does M-NAG converge linearly for strongly convex functions?

1.1 Two key observations

In this paper, we make two key observations for NAG, which allow us to answer the above question
through Lyapunov analysis.

1.1.1 Gradient iterative relation

Recall the high-resolution differential equation framework presented in [Chen et al., 2022a, Li et al.,
2022b], where Lyapunov analysis based on the implicit-velocity scheme has been shown to outper-
form the gradient-correction scheme. Accordingly, we adopt the phase-space representation derived



from the implicit-velocity scheme. To facilitate this approach, we introduce a new iterative velocity
sequence {vy}3, such that xj —x3_1 = \/sv;. Using this formulation, NAG can be reformulated as
follows:

Th1 — Th = V/SUg41, (1.3a)
Vg1 — Vg = _Zj—_lvk — VsV (yk) (1.3b)

where the sequence {y;}7°, satisfies the following relationship:
Yk = T) + k— V5. (1.4)

This phase-space representation allows for a more refined analysis of NAG’s convergence properties.
The key idea behind constructing a Lyapunov function, based on the high-resolution differential
equation framework [Shi et al., 2022], is the mixed energy, which is derived from the velocity iter-
ative relation. By substituting (1.3a) into (1.3b), we obtain the following iterative relation as

kv/svgs1 + 11 = (K — D)Vsvp +rag — (k+71) sV f(yg) (1.5)
Riq1 Ry

where we denote a new iterative sequence Ry = (k — 1)y/svy — rxy, which generate the mixed
energy as shown in [Li et al., 2024a]. As demonstrated in [Li et al., 2024a], a Lyapunov function is
used to derive the linear convergence for NAG. However, due to the existence of kinetic energy, we
cannot directly generalize the Lyapunov analysis from NAG to M-NAG.

For convex functions, as shown in [Chen et al., 2022a, Li et al., 2022b], the iterative sequence
Ry in (1.5) is used to construct a Lyapunov function, given by:

E(k) = sk(k+7) (f(xx) - 20k = D) Vaus (a2 (1.6)

By utilizing the fundamental inequality for strongly convex functions, we can derive the iterative
difference satisfying the following inequality:

E(k+1) = £(k) < —ps [C1(k + 1) (Flansn) = F(@*) + Calh)s fogl[2 + Co(h) oy — 2], (17)

where C1 (k) = ©(k?), Ca(k) = ©(k?), and C3(k) = O(k).! However, comparing (1.6) and (1.7), it
is impossible to align the right-hand side of the inequality (1.7) with the Lyapunov function (1.6)
to be proportional, due to the misalignment relationship between the potential energy involving
Zr+1 and the mixed energy involving vy and xy.

To eliminate the kinetic energy, we introduce a new gradient term, transforming the iteration
into a gradient-based iterative form:

kv/svppr +rapp — (k4174 1) sV f(yry1)

Sk+1

= (k—1)Vsvp+rag — (k+7)sVflyp) — (k+r+1)sVf(yks1), (1.8)
Sk

n detail, * is the unique global minimum, and the fundamental inequality for strongly convex functions is
rigorously shown in (2.3).



where the new iterative sequence is given by Sy = Ry — (k + ) sV f(yx). The first key observation
is this gradient iterative relation (1.8), which enables us to construct a novel Lyapunov function
and derive linear convergence. Notably, the convergence rate does not depend on the parameters,
except for the momentum parameter r, in contrast to[Li et al., 2024a], as detailed in Section 3.

1.1.2 Monotonicity implicitly embedded in NAG

The second key observation pertains to the connection between NAG and M-NAG. By substitut-
ing (1.2a) into (1.2¢) and reformulating, we derive the following iterative relation:

(k+7r+Dyky1 — (B + Dagsr = (K + 1)y — kxg — (K +7)sV f(yx), (1.9)

Next, by incorporating the gradient term, we can transform the iterative relation (1.9) into a
gradient-based form, yielding:

(k+7+Dypsr — (k+ Dapypr — (k+7r+1) V(g

Trt1
=(k+r)yy — kxg — (k+7r)sVf(yr) — (E+7r+1) Vf(yps1). (1.10)

Ty

Substituting the position iteration (1.4) into the sequence Sy, we find that the two iterative se-
quences are identical, i.e., S, = Tj. The detailed calculation is as follows:

Sk = (k — D)Vsvp +rar — (k+7) sV f(yr) = (k+7r)yx — by — (k+7)sV f(yr) = Tp.

Thus, the relationship between the two gradient iterative relations, (1.8) and (1.10), relies solely
on the position-velocity relation (1.4). Since the position-velocity relation (1.4) introduces a new
iterative sequence vy, which is free to choose. Hence, the two gradient iterative relations, (1.8)
and (1.10), are essentially identical and can be used interchangeably.

With this key observation, we can extend the Lyapunov analysis from NAG to M-NAG. Therefore,
it is sufficient to employ Lyapunov analysis to establish the linear convergence for NAG involving the
gradient iterative relation (1.10) and the position-velocity relation (1.4), without needing the posi-
tion iteration (1.3a), as detailed in Section 4.1. This insight reveals that the underlying philosophy
of the M-NAG iteration, (1.2a) — (1.2¢), is to focus on the iterative sequence {x}}32, to track the
monotonicity of function values, while allowing the sequence {y}3, to adjust correspondingly.
In fact, in addition to the freely chosen position-velocity relation (1.4), NAG still consists of two
relations: the position iteration (1.3a) and the gradient iterative relation (1.10). With the position-
velocity relation (1.4) alone, we cannot directly transform the gradient iterative relation (1.10)
into the velocity iteration (1.3b), which still requires the position iteration (1.3a). For M-NAG, we
know that it only involves the free-chosen position-velocity relation (1.4) and the gradient iterative
relation (1.10).

1.2 Overview of contributions

In this study, building upon the two key observations outlined above, we make the following con-
tributions for the forward-backward accelerated algorithms.



(I) In contrast to the previous work [Li et al., 2024a], we introduce the gradient term to the
iterative relation (1.5), resulting in a new gradient-based iterative relation (1.8). This adjust-
ment facilitates the construction of a novel Lyapunov function. Unlike the Lyapunov function
developed in [Li et al., 2024a], our new Lyapunov function not only eliminates the kinetic en-
ergy, but also guarantees linear convergence for NAG. Moreover, the convergence rate derived
from this Lyapunov function is independent of both the parameters of the strongly convex
functions and the step size, offering a more general and robust result.

(IT) Through some simple substitution, we derive the gradient iterative relation (1.10) for M-NAG.
We further observe that this gradient iterative relation (1.10) is equivalent to the one in (1.8)
when the position-velocity relation (1.3a) is applied. Additionally, we find that the derivation
of linear convergence requires only the gradient iterative relation (1.10), and is independent of
the position-velocity relation (1.3a). As a result, we extend the linear convergence from NAG
to M-NAG.

(III) Finally, building on the two proximal inequalities for composite functions derived in [Li et al.,
2024a,b|, which are the proximal counterparts of the two strongly convex inequalities, we
extend the linear convergence to the two proximal algorithms, the fast iterative shrinkage-
thresholding algorithm (FISTA) and its monotonic counterpart (M-FISTA).

1.3 Related works and organization

In the history of gradient-based optimization algorithms, a significant milestone was the intro-
duction of NAG, a two-step forward-backward algorithm originally proposed by Nesterov [1983].
This pioneering work revolutionized optimization techniques by incorporating acceleration into
the vanilla gradient descent method, leading to substantial improvements in convergence rates.
Building upon this breakthrough, Beck and Teboulle [2009] introduced a proximal version of the
fundamental inequality, which paved the way for the development of FISTA. This new algorithm
extended the power of NAG to handle composite objective functions, making it a more efficient tool
for a wide range of applications, including signal processing and image reconstruction. Further ad-
vancing the field, Beck [2017] proposed a monotonically convergent version of the forward-backward
accelerated gradient algorithms, ensuring that the algorithm’s performance would steadily improve
over time. Simultaneously, adaptive restart strategies were explored to maintain monotonicity
and enhance the robustness of forward-backward accelerated algorithms, with some contributions
from Giselsson and Boyd [2014] and O’Donoghue and Candes [2015] .

Over the past decade, there has been increasing interest in understanding the acceleration phe-
nomenon in optimization algorithms through the lens of differential equations. This exploration
began with works [Attouch et al., 2012, 2014], which sparked a surge of research into the dynamics
underlying accelerated methods. The topic gained further prominence with the development of a
low-resolution differential equation for modeling NAG [Su et al., 2016], a variational perspective on
acceleration [Wibisono et al., 2016], and studies focusing on the faster convergence rate of func-
tion values [Attouch and Peypouquet, 2016]. The acceleration mechanism was ultimately clarified
through comparisons between NAG method with Polyak’s heavy-ball method, with pivotal insights
emerging from the high-resolution differential equation framework introduced by Shi et al. [2022].
This framework revealed that gradient correction is effectively achieved through an implicit veloc-
ity update, providing a more comprehensive understanding of how acceleration arises. Subsequent
works [Chen et al., 2022a,b] further demonstrated that this framework is particularly well-suited



for NAG. Buildling on this, progress was made by extending the framework to address composite op-
timization problems, encompassing both convex and strongly convex functions [Li et al., 2022b,a].
This extension was achieved by refining the proximal inequality and generalizing the framework to
accommodate a wider range of optimization scenarios, including the overdamped case, as shown
in [Chen et al., 2023]. These advancements have significantly deepened our understanding of ac-
celeration mechanisms and paved the way for more efficient, robust, and versatile optimization
algorithms.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the foundational
definitions and inequalities for strongly convex functions and composite functions, which serve as
preliminaries for the analysis. Section 3 outline the construction of the Lyapunov function and
establishes the linear convergence for NAG and FISTA. Section 4 extends the linear convergence to
the monotonically accelerated forward-backward algorithms, M-NAG and M-FISTA, leveraging the
novel Lyapnov function that excludes the kinetic energy. Finally, Section 5 concludes this papers
and proposes potential avenues for future research.

2 Preliminaries

In this paper, we adopt the notations that are consistent with those used in [Nesterov, 2018,
Shi et al., 2022, Li et al., 2024b], with slight adjustments tailored to the specific context of our
analysis. Let F°(R?) denote the class of continuous convex functions defined on R¢. Specifically,
g € FO(RY) if it satisfies the convex condition:

g(az+ (1 —a)y) < ag(z) + (1 - a)g(y),

for any z,y € R? and « € [0,1]. A subclass of FO(R?), denoted F} (R%), consists of functions that
are continuously differentiable and have Lipschitz continuous gradients. Specifically, f € ]:i (RY) if
f € FO(RY) and its gradient satisfies:

IVf(z) = VIl < Lz —yll, (2.1)

for any x,y € R% Next, we introduce the function class Si . (RY), a subclass of F}(RY), where

each function is p-strongly convex for some 0 < p < L. Specifically, f € S}h (R if f e FLHRY)
and satisfies the p-strongly convex condition:

1
fly) = f(w)+<Vf(y),y—m>+§|!y—w|!27 (2.2)
for any x,y € R For any f € S}L’ L(Rd), the following fundamental inequality can be derived:

82
Fo=sVF) - £0) < (V) -0~ Gl =l - (s= 55 ) IFWIE @3

for any x,y € R%. Additionally, we denote z* as the unique minimizer of the objective function.
Furthermore, for any f € S}h L(]Rd), we have the following inequality

IVFI? > 20 (fly — sVF(y)) — f(zh), (2.4)

for any y € RY.

We now shift focus to a composite function ® = f + ¢, where f € S}L’ 1 (RY) and g € FO(RY).
Building upon the methodologies established in [Beck and Teboulle, 2009, Su et al., 2016], we in-
troduce the concept of the s-proximal value, which plays a pivotal role in our analysis.



Definition 2.1 (s-proximal value). Let the step size satisfy s € (0,1/L). For any f € S}L’L(Rd)
and g € FO(RY), the s-proximal value is defined as

) 1
P = argmin {5y~ (2 = SV 400) ) (2.5)

for any € R% The s-proximal value P,(z) in (2.5) minimizes a weighted sum of the squared
Euclidean distance between y and the gradient-based update x — sV f(x), along with the regular-
ization term ¢(y). The introduction of the s-proximal subgradient offers the flexibility to handle
composite objective functions, enabling efficient minimization of the form f(z) + g(x), where g(x)
may be non-smooth but proximally simple. When g is specified as the ¢;-norm, i.e., g(x) = Az,
a closed-form expression for the s-proximal value can be derived. Specifically, for any x € R?, the
i-th component of s-proximal value is given by:

Py(z)i = ((z = sVf(x));| = As) sen((z — sV f(2));),

where i = 1,...,d and sgn(-) denotes the sign function. This closed-form expression is particularly
useful, as it provides an efficient way to compute the s-proximal value for the f;-regularization
term, which is widely used in sparse optimization problems.

Definition 2.2 (s-proximal subgradient). For any = € R?., the s-proximal subgradient is defined

as: P
x — Ps(x
Gs(r) = f() (2.6)
where the s-proximal value Ps(y) is given by (2.5). The subgradient G4(z), as defined in (2.6),
captures the direction of improvement for the composite function ®, based on the s-proximal
update. It can be viewed as a generalization of the traditional gradient, incorporating the proximal

step with respect to the regularizer g.

With the definition of s-proximal subgradient (Definition 2.2), we extend the two key inequali-
ties, (2.3) and (2.4), to the proximal cases. We now present a proximal version of the fundamental
inequality (2.3) for a composite function ®. This result, rigorously established in [Li et al., 2024b],
is stated as follows:

Lemma 2.3 (Lemma 4 in [Li et al., 2024b]). Let ® = f 4 g be a composite function with f €
8;7 1 (RY) and g € FO(R?). Then, the following inequality

Ls?

By 5C5) ~ ) < (Gul)y o)~ Gly—alP - (s- 55 ) IGWIE @D

holds for any z,y € R%.

Finally, we present a key inequality for the s-proximal subgradient, which will be used in the
subsequent sections. This result, previously established in [Li et al., 2024a], is stated as follows:

Lemma 2.4 (Lemma 4.3 in [Li et al., 2024a]). Let f € SﬁL(Rd) and g € FY(R?). Then, the
s-proximal subgradient, as defined in (2.2), satisfies the following inequality:

IGsW)IIP = 20 (D(y — 5Gs(y)) — (), (2.8)

for any y € RY.



3 Lyapnov analysis for NAG and FISTA

In this section, we first outline the process of constructing a novel Lyapunov function, following
the principled way presented in [Chen et al., 2022b]. Specifically, we introduce the iterative se-
quence Si in (1.8), which generates the mixed term that plays a pivotal role in the construction
of this Lyapunov function.Building on this, we then derive the linear convergence rate for NAG
applied to strongly convex functions and formulate a theorem to characterize the result. Finally,
we apply Lemma 2.3 and Lemma 2.4 to extend the linear convergence rate to the proximal setting,
focusing on the FISTA.

3.1 The construction of a novel Lyapunov function

Following the principled way outlined in [Chen et al., 2022b], we construct a novel Lyapunov func-
tion in two main steps: first, by introducing the iterative sequence Sj for the mixed energy, and
then by adjusting the coefficient of the potential energy to align with this mixed energy.

(1) Construction of mixed energy Recall the iterative relation (1.8). In the context of con-
vergence analysis, it is not the iterative point xj, itself that matters, but rather its difference
from the optimal solution, x; — x*. To account for this, we introduce a term —rz* to both
sides of the gradient iterative relation (1.8), yielding:

kvsvgir +r(zper — %) — (k+7r+1) sV F(ype1)
= (k—1Dsvp +r(xg —a*) — (k+71)sVflye) — (k+7r+1)sVf(yer1). (3.1)
This relation naturally leads to the mixed energy, which is given by:

Emiz(k) = % | (k = 1)/sv + r(zp — a*) — s(k + T)Vf(yk)H2 . (3.2)

Next, we examine the iterative difference of this mixed energy using the iterative relation (3.1):

- <_ (k+7+1) sV (Y1) kvsoppr + 7z — 27) = (trtl)s

. -Vf<yk+1>>. (3:3)

Substituting (1.4) into (3.3), we derive the following result for the iterative difference:

gmzm(k + 1) - gmwv(k) — _k(k + 1)5\/g (Vf(yk-l—l)y Uk+1>
I
—r(k+7r+1)s(Vf(Yr+1): Ye+1 — %)

r 2.2
B9 ) . (3.4

(2) Construction of potential energy In contrast to the Lyapunov function (1.6), previously
used for convex functions in [Chen et al., 2022a, Li et al., 2022b], we now modify the poten-
tial energy by replacing f(zy) with f(xgy1). This adjustment aligns the formulation of the



potential energy with the mixed energy given in (3.2). Additionally, we introduce a dynamic
coefficient to the potential energy, which is expressed as:

Epot (k) = s7(k) (f (w+1) — f(27)). (3.5)
The iterative difference of this potential energy is then given by:

Epot(k+1) — Epor (k)
= s7(k) (f(Tr12) = f(@r41)) + 5 (r(k + 1) = 7(k)) (f(zr42) — f(27)) . (3.6)

Next, by substituting z;,o and x4 into the fundamental inequality (2.3), we obtain the
following inequality

f(@rr2) = f(xre1) <(VFWrha1)s Yrr1 — Trrr)

7 Ls?
Bl —onlP - (5= 5 ) ISP )

Substituting (3.7) into the iterative difference (3.6), we derive the following bound on the
iterative difference of the potential energy:

Epot(k+ 1) — Epor (k)
7 2 L82 2
< s7(k) ( (Vf(Yr+1), Y1 — Tieg1) — 9 [ T e 9 IV (Y1)l
+s (T(k +1) = 7(k) (f (zrr2) = f(z7)) - (3.8)
Substituting (1.3a) into (3.8), we refine the above inequality (3.8) as:

Epot(k+1) — Epor (k)

S v 23 v 2 82
= sr(py | D) sl (B 19 s
II
Fa(r(k+1) = 7(8) (F(arss) — 1) 39

To ensure that the term I+ (k+ 1)(k + 7+ 1)s - II = 0, we choose a dynamica coefficient as
T(k)=(k+1)(k+r+1).

With the mixed energy defined in (3.2) and the potential energy defined in (3.5), we construct
the Lyapunov function as follows:

Ek) = s(k+ Dk +7+1) (f(@re1) — (7))
+ % | (k = 1)/sv + r(zy, — 2*) — s(k + T)Vf(yk)H2. (3.10)

This Lyapunov function encapsulates both the mixed and potential energies and is a key tool for
analyzing the linear convergence of the iterative process.
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3.2 Linear convergence of NAG

Using the Lyapunov function (3.10), we can rigorously establish the linear convergence of NAG. The
result is formally presented in the following theorem:

Theorem 3.1. Let f € SiL(Rd). Given any step size 0 < s < 1/L, there exists a positive

2 _Ap—
07 3re—4r—12

integer K := max { 5 } such that the iterative sequence {x}72, generated by NAG, (1.1a)

and (1.1b), with any initial point zg = yo € R?, satisfies the following inequality
(r+1) (f(z1) — f(=%) + r°L|zy — 2*|?
k(k+7) [1+ (1 - Ls) - 2]

flag) = f(2") < : (3.11)

for any k > max {1, K'}.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. We begin by deriving an expression for the change in the Lyapunov function
E(k) across iterations. By combining the inequalities for the iterative differences, (3.4) and (3.9),
we derive the iterative difference for the Lyapunov function (3.10) as follows:

(k+7r+1)%s?

Elk+1) = (k) = — 1k + -+ 1 (¥ F(yesn). o — o)+ S o e
82 2 82
5 T P s 0 1) (5 5 ) IV ) P
4 5(2h 4 3) (Flape) — £(). (312

Next, by substituting zx,2 and x* into the fundamental inequality (2.3) and rearranging, we obtain:
—(Vf(Yr+1), Yr+1 — %) < = (f(zr42) — f(27))
Ls?

Bl == (5= ) VS Ga13)

Substituting the inequality (3.13) into (3.12), we arrive at the following estimate for the iterative
difference as:
27.2
. uwo s*ke(k+1
Ek+1) ~ ) < — 5 [(r = Dk + (2 = 3] (Flanr) — F@0) — 5 ZEEED e
(k+7+1)2s%(1 — Ls)
2

s(2k+r+3)p

A S L) k12
E lysr — 2

IV Fyes)l” (3.14)

To further simplify this expression, we use the strongly convex inequality (2.4) to derive the lower
bound on ||V f(yx+1)||* as:

IV £ (rs)I” = 20 (f (wr42) = f(a)). (3.15)

Substituting this inequality (3.15) into (3.14), we further estimate the iterative difference as

£t +1) — £ <~ LI 12 (Flange) - F0)
_ /‘_32 . w N vpgr]?
2 ktr+1 TFH

11



s2k+1r+3)u

- f”yk+l -

2.2(1 _
- MBI gy )R (316)

Finally, we estimate the Lyapunov function (3.10) using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality:

3s KXk +1)?

E(k+1) ss(k+2)(k +r+2) (f(ers2) = f@7)) + 5 - Grr1g (e
3T2 w12 382 9 9
+ 5 gk =27+ = (R + D7 IV F (e[ (3.17)

By comparing the coefficients of the right-hand sides of the two inequalities, (3.12) and (3.17), we
deduce the following estimate as:

1—-Ls 1 2k4+r+4+3 1—1Ls
1) — < —us - mi - 1
E(k+1) — E(K) < —ps mm{ R et }s<k+>
1—-L
S—,us-< - S)-g(k+1), (3.18)

where the last inequality follows from the definition of the integer K, and the fact that 0 < us <
u/L < 1. Thus, by applying standard inequalities for the gradient Lipschitz condition (2.1), we
complete the proof. O

3.3 Linear convergence of FISTA

We now extend the linear convergence of NAG, as established in Theorem 3.1, to include its proximal
variant, FISTA. As specified in Definition 2.1, FISTA utilizes the s-proximal value (2.5) and follows
the iterative scheme below, starting from any initial point 3o = zg € R%:

Tr+1 = Ps (Yk) (3.19a)

k
(Tht1 — Tk), (3.19b)

Yk+1 = Tga1 + e

where s > 0 denotes the step size. As formulated in Definition 2.2, we can rewrite FISTA using the
s-proximal subgradient (2.6), resulting in a new iterative scheme similar to NAG as:

Try1 = Yk — sGs(yr), (3.20a)

Yk+1 = Tga1 + (Th+1 — Tk), (3.20b)

[
where the s-proximal subgradient G(yx) serves as a natural generalization of the classical gradient
V f(yx) used in NAG. This formulation highlights the structural resemblance between M-FISTA and
M-NAG, while accounting for the non-smooth nature of ®. Furthermore, by defining the velocity
iterative sequence as vp = (xx — xx_1)/\/s, we can express the FISTA updates in a manner akin
to NAG, (1.3a) and (1.3b). This leads to the implicit-velocity phase-space representation:

Tpi1 — Tk = V/SUp1, (3.21a)
r+1
Vg1 — Vg = Th Tvk —V/sGs (yr) (3.21b)

12



where the sequence {y;}7°, satisfies the following relationship:

k—1
Yo = Tk T T Vsup. (3.22)

To derive the linear convergence for FISTA, we still need to establish a suitable Lyapunov
function. In this context, we generalize the one (3.10), previously used for smooth functions, as
shown in Section 3.2, by replacing the smooth function f with the composite function ® = f + g.
This modification leads to the following Lyapunov function:

Ek)y=s(k+1)(k+7r+1)(P(zrer1) — P(z))
b 0= VR (o a%) — sk + G| (323

As detailed in Section 3.2, the linear convergence for smooth functions predominantly hinges on
three key inequalities, (3.7), (3.13), and (3.15). These inequalities serve as the foundation for ana-
lyzing the linear convergence of NAG, encapsulating how it approaches the optimal solution. Addi-
tionally, Lemma 2.3 and Lemma 2.4 extend the two strongly convex inequalities, (2.3) and (2.4),
to the proximal setting. Consequently, we can generalize these three key inequalities, (3.7), (3.13),
and (3.15), to account for the proximal components, effectively addressing the challenges posed by
the non-smooth components of the objective function. Thus, we can establish the linear convergence
for FISTA, as formally stated in the following theorem:

Theorem 3.2. Let & = f+g with f € S}hL(]Rd) and g € FO(R?). Given any step size 0 < s < 1/L,

2_pp—
0’ 3re—4r—12

there exists a positive integer K := max{ 3 } such that the iterative sequence {x}}32,

generated by FISTA, (1.1a) and (1.1b), with any initial 2y = yo € RY, satisfies the following
inequality:
(r +1) (®(a1) = B(*) + r2Lljas — o

P(xy) — P(z*
o) ) e Tt (- L) 5]

, (3.24)

for any k£ > max {1, K'}.

4 Monotonicity and linear convergence

In this section, we extend the linear convergence for NAG and FISTA, as established in Section 3,
to their corresponding proximal variants, M-NAG and M-FISTA. Specifically, we use the iterative
sequence Sy in the gradient iterative relation (1.10), which only depends on the variables xj and
Yk, rather than the full NAG iterative relations, (1.3a) and (1.10), to construct the Lyapunov function.
In deriving the linear convergence, we show that it fundamentally relies on the gradient iterative
relation (3.1), specifically, the information from M-NAG, as described in (1.2a) — (1.2c), rather than
the full NAG information from (1.1a) and (1.1b). Finally, we generalize the linear convergence to
include the proximal variant, M-FISTA.

4.1 Smooth optimization via M-NAG

Using the iterative sequence Sy from the gradient iterative relation (1.10), we write down a new
form of the Lyapunov function (3.10), which depnends only on the variables, zj and yx, as follows:

E(k) = s(k+1)(k+r+1)(f(zp1) — f(z7))
Epot (k)

13



45 Ik — ) + vl — %) — (k£ )V Tl (a.1)

This form of the Lyapunov function plays a critical role in deriving the linear convergence for M-NAG.
The result is rigorously stated in the subsequent theorem:.

Theorem 4.1. Let f € 8;7 L(Rd). Given any step size 0 < s < 1/L, there exists a positive integer
K = maX{O, 372_4%”} such that the iterative sequence {x;}7°, generated by M-NAG, (1.2a)
— (1.2¢), with any initial point zg = yo € R?, satisfies the following inequality

(r+1) (f(z1) = f(a*)) + r?Ljzs — 2|

flzr) — f(a¥) < k(k+r) [1+(1—L3)'%]k

, (4.2)

for any k > max {1, K'}.

Proof of Theorem /.1. To calculate the iterative difference of the Lyapunov function, we separate
the process into two parts, the potential energy and the mixed energy, as shown in (4.1).

(1) For the potential energy, we calculate its iterative difference as

Epor(k+ 1) = Epon(k) =s(k + 1)(k + 1+ 1) (Faps2) — F(wrr1))
+ 52k +r+3)(f(xpso) — f(x9)). (4.3)

Next, substituting 4o and x1 into the fundamental inequality (2.3) and noting from (1.2b)
that f(zri2) < f(2zks1) = f(yke1 — sV f(yrs1)), we obtain the following inequality

f(@rr2) = f(zre1) <(VFWrha1)s Yrr1 — Trrr)

7 Ls?
Gl =l = (5= 50 ISP ()

Then, we substitute the inequality (4.4) into the iterative difference (4.3) to derive the fol-
lowing bound as

gpot(k + 1) - gpot(k) < S(k‘ + 1)(k +r+ 1) <Vf(yk+l)a Yk+1 — $k+1>
I

S
— 5k Dk + 7+ D) lyss — |

Ls?
—s (=5 ) G+ D+ DIV ) P
+ 52k +r+3) (f(xpso) — f(z9)). (4.5)
(2) To account for the difference between the iterative point x; and the optimal solution x*, we
introduce the term —ra* to both sides of the gradient iterative relation (1.10). This results
in the following iterative relation:

(B +D)(yrs1 — Try1) + (Y1 — %) — (B +7+1) sV f(yri1)
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=k(yp —xp) +r(yy —2*) — (k+7)sVf(yr) — (k+r+1)sVf(yrs1). (4.6)

Using this modified gradient iterative relation, we can now derive the following expression for
the iterative difference of the mixed energy between iterations as:

Emiz(k+1) —Emin(k) =—s(k+1)(k+7+ 1) (Vf(Yrs+1)s Ykt1 — Tht1)
—sr(k+7r+ 1) (Vf(Yr+1), Yps1 — %)
2 r 2
+ MHW(%H)H? (4.7)

Next, we substitute xj1 2 and z* into the fundamental inequality (2.3) and rearrange to obtain:

— (V1) Y41 — %) < = (f(zp42) — f(27))
KB * |2 Ls®
Ll =P -

=) IV

Substituting the inequality (4.8) into the iterative difference (4.7) of the mixed energy, we
arrive at the following bound:

Emiz(k +1) = Emiz(k) < — sk + )(k+ 7+ 1) (Vf(Yrt1), Yh+1 — Tht1)
11

—sr(k4+7+1) (f(zre2) — f(29))

us
=5 (e 1) g — 2|

9
—s <s - %s) r(k+ 7+ 1) ||V (yer) |

s2(k+r+1)2
+

IV £ (yrs1) |1 (4.9)

From the iterative differences of the potential energy and the mixed energy, as described in (4.5)
and (4.9), we observe that I = II. This allows us to derive the following bound on the iterative
difference:

Ek+1)—Ek) < —s[(r—2)k+ (r* = 3)] (f (@re2) — f(z¥))

S

ke D+ 1) [l — 2 |
S

— 5 @k 41 +9) g — 2

B s2(1 — Ls)(k + 7+ 1)?
2

To further simplify this expression, we apply the strongly convex inequality (2.4), which provides
a lower bound on ||V f(yx+1)||? as follows:

IV f ()1 (4.10)

IV £ (s )I” = 20 (f (wr42) = f(a)). (4.11)

Substituting this bound (3.15) into (4.10), we arrive at the following estimate for the iterative
difference:
us(1 — Ls)

Ek+1)—Ek) <= ———s(k+r+ 1)? (f(zx42) = f(2¥))
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(k+ D)k +r+1) - [Yprr — T |)?

us
2
S
@k +7+3) - yess — [
3s2(1 — Ls)(k +r +1)2

8

IV f (w1 (4.12)

Next, we estimate the Lyapunov function (4.1) using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality:

2
£ 1) < sl 2)(k 47 +2) (Fonsn) — F) + 2T 2
2 2 2
B e L (a.13

By comparing the coefficients of the right-hand sides of the two inequalities, (4.12) and (4.13), we
deduce the following estimate for the iterative difference:

. 1-Ls 1 2k+r+3 1—Ls
_ < _yus- Z
Ek+1)—E(k) < —us mln{ I3 37 s }S(k:—l—l)
< —pus- <1_4Ls> E(k+ 1), (4.14)

where the last inequality holds due to the definition of the integer K and the fact that 0 < us <
/L < 1. Finally, by applying standard inequalities for the gradient Lipschitz condition (2.1), we
complete the proof. O

4.2 Composite optimization via M-FISTA

We now extend the linear convergence of M-NAG, as established in Theorem 4.1, to include its
proximal variant, M-FISTA. As outlined in Definition 2.1, M-FISTA employs the s-proximal value
defined in (2.5) and follows the iterative scheme below, starting from any initial point 3o = ¢ € R%:

2 = Ps(yr), (4.15a)
if <
oy = 4 f(zr) < flaw), (4.15D)
Tk, lff(Zk) > f(xk)a
k k+r
Yk+1 = Th+1 + m($k+l — ) + m(zk — Tht1), (4.15¢)

where s > 0 denotes the step size. To provide a unified perspective, we introduce M-FISTA, a variant
that mirrors the structure of M-NAG. According to Definition 2.2, M~-FISTA replaces the s-proximal
value with the s-proximal subgradient, as defined in (2.6). This yields a new iterative scheme that
more closely resembles M-NAG, as follows:

2z = Yk — 5Gs(Yr), (4.16a)
M ‘f < )
Tyl = o l Flaw) < flaw) (4.16Db)
xg, if f(zx) > fag),
=Tpp + ———( —a:)—i—ﬂ(z — Thy1) (4.16¢)
Yk+1 = Tk+1 Frral k+1 k R k k+1), .
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where the s-proximal subgradient Gs(yy) replaces the gradient V f(yx) in NAG.
Similarly, to establish the linear convergence for M-FISTA, we generalize the Lyapunov func-
tion (4.1) to its proximal counterpart as follows:

Ek)=sk+1)(k+r+1)(P(zry1) — P(x))

+ % 1k (ye — x1) + 7y — @*) — (k +1)sGs(yi)|1%. (4.17)

In this formulation, we incorporate the proximal structure into the Lyapunov function to account for
the non-smoothness of the objective function. Lemma 2.3 and Lemma 2.4 extend the two strongly
convex inequalities, (2.3) and (2.4), to the proximal setting. Consequently, we can generalize these
three key inequalities, (4.4), (4.8), and (4.11), to o account for the proximal adjustments. With
these extensions, we can generalize the linear convergence from M-NAG to M-FISTA, as formally
stated in the following theorem:

Theorem 4.2. Let ® = f+g with f € S/iL(Rd) and g € FO(R?). Given any step size 0 < s < 1/L,

2_fAp—
07 3rc—4r—12

there exists a positive integer K := max{ s } such that the iterative sequence {z;}32,

generated by M-FISTA, (1.2a) — (1.2c), with any initial zog = yo € R?, satisfies the following
inequality:
(r+1) (®(21) — D(2*)) + rL|zy — 2

®(zp) — ®(a*
() ) < k:(k‘—l—r)[l—l—(l—Ls)'%]k

, (4.18)

for any k > max {1, K'}.

5 Conclusion and future work

In this paper, we introduce an additional gradient term to the iterative relation (1.5), resulting in
a refined gradient-based iterative relation (1.8). This modification paves the way for the develop-
ment of a novel Lyapunov function. Unlike the Lyapunov function presented in [Li et al., 2024a),
our new formulation not only eliminates the kinetic energy but also ensures linear convergence
for NAG. Furthermore, the linear convergence derived from this Lyapunov function is independent
of both the parameters of the strongly convex functions and the step size, thus providing a more
universal and robust result. By performing a series of straightforward substitutions, we derive
the gradient-based iterative relation (1.10) for M-NAG. Interestingly, we observe that this gradient
iterative relation (1.10) coincides with the one in (1.8) when the position-velocity relation (1.3a) is
applied. Additionally, we further demonstrate that the derivation of linear convergence relies solely
on the gradient iterative relation (1.10) and does not require the position-velocity relation (1.3a).
The key observation allows us to extend the linear convergence from NAG to M-NAG. Finally, lever-
aging the two proximal inequalities for composite functions developed in [Li et al., 2024a,b], which
serves as the proximal analogs of the two classical strongly convex inequalities, we extend the linear
convergence to both FISTA) and M-FISTA. This extension broadens the applicability of our results,
providing insights into the convergence behavior of these widely used proximal algorithms.

For p-strongly convex functions, another Nesterov’s accelerated gradient method, referred to

as NAG-SC, was originally proposed by Nesterov [2018]. In NAG-SC, the momentum coefficient is

defined as ;—\/‘/g, in contrast to ﬁ used in the standard NAG. The iterative scheme for NAG-SC
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is given by:

Trr1 = Yk — SV (k) (5.1a)
1—/us
=x + ———(z — Xk), 5.1b
Ykl = Tre1 \/E( k+l — Tk) (5.1b)
where s is the step size. Building on the same idea introduced by Beck [2017], we can propose a
monotonic variant of NAG-SC, which we denote as M-NAG-SC. The iterative scheme for M-NAG-SC is
as follows:

2 =Y — sV f(yk), (5.2a)
- 2k lff(Zk) < f(xk)7

Tet1 = {xk it f(1) > £lan), (>:20)

Ykt1 = Thy1 + %\/g(xk—i—l — o) + (21 — Tpy1), (5.2¢)

\

where s is the step size. We demonstrate the numerical performance of both NAG-SC and M-NAG-SC
in comparison with the vanilla gradient descent method in Figure 2. An intriguing avenue for future

10°

—GD
—NAG-SC
—M-NAG-SC

100 200 300 400 500

Figure 2: Numerical comparison of the iterative progression of function values forthe vanilla gradient
descent method, NAG-SC and M-NAG-SC. The step size is s = 0.01. All optimization algorithms are
applied to the quadratic function f(x1,22) =5 x 107323 + 3.

research is to explore whether M-NAG-SC, as described by (5.2a) — (5.2¢), can retain the accelerated

convergence rate of NAG-SC. However, it is important to note that the Lyapunov function presented
in [Shi et al., 2022], which incorporates the kinetic energy as an essential part of the analysis,

18



complicates the direct generalization from NAG-SC to M-NAG-SC. Thus, extending the Lyapunov
analysis to the monotonic variant requires further exploration.
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