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ABSTRACT
In this paper, we present two stepsize rules for the extended Golden Ratio primal-
dual algorithm (E-GRPDA) designed to address structured convex optimization
problems in finite-dimensional real Hilbert spaces. The first rule features a nonin-
creasing primal stepsize that remains bounded below by a positive constant and is
updated adaptively at each iteration, eliminating the need for the Lipschitz con-
stant of the gradient of the function and the norm of the operator involved. The
second stepsize rule is adaptive, adjusting based on the local smoothness of the
smooth component function and the local estimate of the norm of the operator. In
other words, we present an adaptive version of the E-GRPDA algorithm. Impor-
tantly, both methods avoid the use of backtracking to estimate the operator norm.
We prove that E-GRPDA achieves an ergodic sublinear convergence rate with both
stepsize rules, evaluated using the primal-dual gap function. Additionally, we estab-
lish an R-linear convergence rate for E-GRPDA with the first stepsize rule, under
some standard assumptions and with appropriately chosen parameters. Through nu-
merical experiments on various convex optimization problems, we demonstrate the
effectiveness of our approaches and compare their performance to the existing ones.

KEYWORDS
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1. Introduction

Let X and Y be finite-dimensional real Hilbert spaces. In this paper, we consider the
following structured optimization problem

min
x∈X

f(x) + g(Kx) + h(x), (1)

where f : X → (−∞,∞] and g : Y → (−∞,∞] are convex, proper, and lower semi-
continuous (lsc) functions, K : X→ Y is a linear operator, and h : X→ R is a convex,
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differentiable function with L̄-Lipschitz continuous gradient, i.e.,

∥∇h(x)−∇h(y)∥ ≤ L̄∥x− y∥, ∀x, y ∈ X.

The Fenchel dual problem of (1) is given by

max
u∈Y
−(f + h)∗(−K∗u)− g∗(u), (2)

where g∗(y) = supz∈Y{⟨y, z⟩ − g(z)} denotes the Legendre–Fenchel conjugate of g and
K∗ is the adjoint of the linear operator K.

A notable example of a problem in the form of (1) is the Fused LASSO problem
[35,41], which is commonly used in areas such as genomics, signal processing, and
image segmentation. This problem takes the form

min
x∈Rn

F (x) := λ1∥x∥1 + λ2∥Dx∥1 +
1

2
∥Ax− b∥2, (3)

which corresponds to (1) with f(x) = λ1∥x∥1, g(x) = λ2∥x∥1, K = D, and
h(x) = 1

2∥Ax − b∥2, where A ∈ Rm×n, b ∈ Rm, and D ∈ R(n−1)×n is the differ-
ence operator [39]. Here, λ1, λ2 > 0 are regularization parameters. Furthermore, when
λ2 = 0, (3) reduces to the well-known LASSO problem [34], which is a particular case
of (1) when h = 0. Another relevant example of (1) is the Elastic Net regularization
[45], which combines both ℓ1 and ℓ2 penalties. This approach is particularly effective
for high-dimensional data where predictors are highly correlated or outnumber the ob-
servations, as it balances sparsity and grouping effects to enhance predictive accuracy
and interpretability. Given f(x) = ∥x∥1, g(x) = 1

2∥x− b∥
2, and h(x) = λ2∥x∥2, where

K ∈ Rm×n, b ∈ Rm, and λ1, λ2 > 0 are regularization parameters, the Elastic Net
problem can be written as

min
x∈Rn

F (x) := λ1∥x∥1 +
1

2
∥Kx− b∥2 + λ2∥x∥2. (4)

In addition to these, optimization problems of the form (1) are prevalent in various
other fields, such as image denoising, machine learning, game theory, operations re-
search, and many more, see, [4,6,12,16,26,40,44] and references therein.

The convex minimization problem (1) can be solved using the Forward-Backward
type splitting methods [1,20,27], provided that the proximal operator of f + g ◦ K
can be computed efficiently. However, in practice, this can be challenging even for
simple nonsmooth function g. For instance, consider the case where g(x) = ∥x∥1, and
f = 0. It is well known that the proximal map of g is given by the soft thresholding
operator, while there is no closed-form solution for the proximal operator of g ◦ K
when K is not an orthogonal or diagonal matrix, see [28, Section 2.2]. To overcome
this difficulty, we can decouple g and K by introducing g∗ into (1). This gives the
saddle point formulation of the problem as

min
x∈X

max
y∈Y

L (x, y) := f(x) + h(x) + ⟨Kx, y⟩ − g∗(y). (5)

Under strong duality, the saddle point formulation (5) represents a framework for
simultaneously solving both the primal problem (1) and the dual problem (2). We
begin by reviewing the literature when the smooth term h = 0 and then proceed to
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discuss the scenario when h is nonzero.

Case 1 (h = 0): To solve (1) and (2), a classical primal-dual approach is the
alternating direction methods of multipliers (ADMM); see, for example, [14,15,20].
Although ADMM can directly be applied to solve minx f(x) + (g ◦K)(x), it requires
knowledge of the proximal operator of g ◦K, which can be challenging, as highlighted
in the example mentioned earlier. To utilize the proximal operators of f and g
separately, we can introduce a new variable z and reformulate minx f(x) + g(Kx) as

min
x,z

f(x) + g(z) subject to Kx− z = 0. (6)

Now, applying ADMM to (6) results in the following iterative updates
xn+1 = argminx f(x) +

δ′

2 ∥Kx− zn + un∥2,
zn+1 = argminz g(z) +

δ′

2 ∥Kxn+1 − z + un∥2,
un+1 = un +Kxn+1 − zn+1,

(7)

where δ′ > 0. Although the z-update of (7) can be computed easily if the proximal
operator of g is known, solving the x-update requires an iterative approach and the
assumption that K has a full rank. Under the assumption rank K = dim Y, the x-
update can be written as xn+1 = proxK

∗K
1

δ′ f
((K∗K)−1K∗(zn − un)), where proxK

∗K
1

δ′ f
is

the generalized proximal operator [29,42], which restricts the possible choices for K.
Moreover, when g(x) = 1

2∥x− b∥
2 and f = 0, solving the z-update in (7) is equivalent

to solving the linear system

(K∗K + δ′I)zn+1 = K∗b+ δ′un + δ′Kxn+1.

For large, dense matrices, efficiently solving such systems becomes challenging due
to the substantial memory required to store the matrix during computation. These
limitations can be circumvented by employing a simple primal-dual approach known
as the Arrow–Hurwicz method [36]. This method leverages the proximal operators of
f and g∗ individually, which removes the need to solve subproblems or handle systems
involving the operator K. Given (x0, y0) ∈ X× Y, the iteration scheme for n ≥ 1 is{

xn = proxτf (xn−1 − τK∗yn−1),

yn = proxσg∗(yn−1 − σKxn),
(8)

where τ, σ > 0 are the primal and dual stepsize parameters, respectively. The conver-
gence of the Arrow–Hurwicz method [36] heavily depends on the choice of objective
functions, their domains, and the appropriate selection of stepsizes τ and σ. For ex-
ample, when the domain of g∗ is bounded, the convergence of the method has been
established with a convergence rate of O(1/

√
N), where N is the number of iterations,

measured by the primal-dual gap function; see [6,26]. However, the sequence generated
by this method does not converge in general; see [17,18] for a series of counterexam-
ples in both one and higher dimensions. To achieve convergence of (8) in more general
cases, Chambolle and Pock [6] introduced an extrapolation step in (8) following the
computation of the primal variable xn. For (x0, y0) ∈ X×Y, δ ∈ [0, 1], and n ≥ 1, the
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Chambolle–Pock primal-dual algorithm iterates as
xn = proxτf (xn−1 − τK∗yn−1),

x̃n = xn + δ(xn − xn−1),

yn = proxσg∗(yn−1 − σKx̃n).
(9)

For δ = 0, the primal-dual algorithm (9) reduces to the Arrow-Hurwicz algorithm (8).
Chambolle and Pock proved the convergence of (9) for δ = 1, commonly known as the
Primal-Dual Hybrid Gradient (PDHG) method. They demonstrated that this method
achieves a convergence rate of O(1/N), measured by the primal-dual gap function,
provided that the stepsize condition τσ∥K∥2 < 1 is satisfied, see, [6, Theorem 1].
Additionally, convergence is also guaranteed when τσ∥K∥2 = 1, see, [13, Theorem 3.3],
which simplifies stepsize selection by reducing it to the tuning of a single parameter.
More recently, Chang and Yang introduced a modified version of the Arrow-Hurwicz
algorithm called the Golden Ratio primal-dual algorithm (GRPDA) [8, Algorithm 3.1].
This algorithm allows for larger primal-dual stepsizes compared to PDHG, with its
benefits demonstrated through experimental results [8]. For (x0, y0) ∈ X × Y, with
z0 = x0 and n ≥ 1, the GRPDA iteration scheme is given by

zn =
ψ − 1

ψ
xn +

1

ψ
zn−1,

xn = proxτf (zn − τK∗yn−1),

yn = proxσg∗(yn−1 − σKxn).

(10)

The main difference between the Chambolle-Pock primal-dual algorithm (9) and
GRPDA (10) is that, instead of the extrapolation term, a convex combination based
on the Golden Ratio is added in the x-subproblem of (8). This convex combination
allows GRPDA to converge when the stepsize condition τσ∥K∥2 < ϕ is satisfied,
where ϕ is the Golden Ratio. The authors also demonstrated that GRPDA achieves
a convergence rate of O(1/N), measured by the primal-dual gap function, see [8,
Theorem 3.2]. Furthermore, it was shown that a form of (9) with δ = 1 and (10)
are equivalent when GRPDA is interpreted as a preconditioned ADMM, see, [8,
Section 3] for detailed calculations. When the primal-dual algorithm (9) is interpreted
as preconditioned ADMM, the preconditioned matrix must necessarily be positive
definite to prove global convergence, which is guaranteed by the stepsize condition
τσ∥K∥2 < 1. However, in the case of GRPDA, the preconditioned matrix is allowed to
be indefinite, offering a broader choice of parameters for practical applications. Never-
theless, all the above-mentioned algorithms require the knowledge of the norm of the
operatorK during the application, which is a disadvantage when the norm is unknown.

Case 2 (h ̸= 0): When the smooth term is nonzero i.e., (h ̸= 0), all the
aforementioned methods can still be applied by replacing f with f + h. However,
in this case, computing the proximal operator of f + h could be more challenging
than that of f alone. To address this shortcoming, the authors [13,38] extended the
PDHG algorithm by incorporating the first-order approximation of the gradient of the
differentiable function h into the primal variable updates during the iterations of (9),
resulting in the Condat–Vũ algorithm. Starting from an initial point (x0, y0) ∈ X× Y
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and for n ≥ 1, the steps of the Condat–Vũ algorithm proceed as follows
xn = proxτf (xn−1 − τK∗yn−1 − τ∇h(xn−1)),

x̃n = xn + δ(xn − xn−1),

yn = proxσg∗(yn−1 − σKx̃n).
(11)

In this case, the sequences generated by (11) converge under the stepsize condition
τσ∥K∥2 + τL̄/2 ≤ 1. In recent years, various three-operator primal-dual algorithms,
akin to the Condat—Vũ algorithm, have been developed to address the problem (1).
These algorithms ensure global convergence by requiring a stepsize inequality that
depends on both the ∥K∥ and the Lipschitz constant L̄. Notable examples include the
primal-dual fixed point algorithm (PDFP) [11], the primal-dual three-operator splitting
(PD3O) [39], and the primal-dual Davis-Yin splitting (PDDY) [31], all of which share
the stepsize condition τσ∥K∥2 < 1 and τL̄ < 2, ensuring convergence to a saddle point
under the assumptions of convexity and global Lipschitz continuity of the gradient
of the smooth function. More recently, Malitsky and Tam [25] developed a three-
operator primal-dual algorithm, also known as the primal-dual twice reflected (PDTR)
method, which converges globally under the stepsize condition τσ∥K∥2 + 2τL̄ < 1.
Since GRPDA (10) can be seen as an extension of the PDHG algorithm for h = 0, Zhou
et al. [43] similarly extended GRPDA (10) to the three-operator splitting (i.e., h ̸= 0)
settings, referred to as the extended Golden Ratio primal-dual algorithm (E-GRPDA).
Given (x0, y0) ∈ X× Y with z0 = x0, E-GRPDA iterates as

zn =
ψ − 1

ψ
xn +

1

ψ
zn−1,

xn = proxτf (zn − τK∗yn−1 − τ∇h(xn−1)),

yn = proxσg∗ (yn−1 + σKxn) .

(12)

The sequence generated by (12) converges, as measured by the function value residual
and constraint violation, provided the stepsize condition τσ∥K∥2 + 2τL̄(1 − µ) ≤
ψ(1− µ) is satisfied with µ ∈ (0, 1) and ψ ∈ (1, ϕ].

Nonetheless, in all the aforementioned primal-dual algorithms and their extensions,
prior knowledge of the operator norm of K and the Lipschitz constants L̄ is required
to select appropriate values for τ and σ to achieve the desired numerical performance
within a given number of iterations. These requirements are often impractical or ex-
pensive to compute for many optimization problems. For example, in CT image recon-
struction [32], the exact spectral norm of K is typically large, dense, and expensive to
compute. Therefore, for scenarios like this, we need stepsizes that do not depend on
the parameters L̄ and ∥K∥. To avoid this setback, Malitsky and Pock [24] incorporate
a backtracking linesearch strategy into a version of the Condat–Vũ algorithm (11).
However, it still requires global Lipschitzness of ∇h. In a similar manner, Chang et
al. [10] also introduced the linesearch technique into (10) to remove the dependency
on ∥K∥. While linesearch enables the algorithm to adaptively determine appropriate
stepsizes during execution, it requires an inner loop within each outer iteration to run
until a stopping criterion is met, which can be time-consuming.

To mitigate the limitations of linesearch, adaptive methods offer effective alterna-
tives by refining poor initial stepsizes and eliminating dependence on global Lipschitz
continuity by exploiting the approximation of the inverse local Lipschitz constant.
In light of this idea, several authors have developed adaptive methods for different
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cases of (1). In 2019, Malitsky and Michenko [22] proposed an adaptive stepsize rule
for (1) when f = g = 0, using the local information of the gradient of h. More re-
cently, Vladarean et al. [37] introduced an adaptive primal-dual algorithm (APDA)
for a special case of (1) when f = 0, which also uses the local information of ∇h
around the current iterates but still requires the knowledge of ∥K∥. Building on sim-
ilar concepts, Latafat et al. [19] introduced a fully adaptive three-operator splitting
method (adaPDM+) to solve (1) by leveraging the local Lipschitz continuity of ∇h
and incorporating a linesearch technique to remove the reliance on ∥K∥ as a parame-
ter. Independently, Malitsky and Mishchenko [23] extended their works from [22] and
proposed the adaptive proximal gradient method (AdaProxGD) for the special case of
(1) when g = 0. Given the limitations of linesearch, we aim to develop an adaptive
algorithm for (1) that utilizes both the local estimates of the Lipschitz constant L̄ and
the operator norm of K.

In 2020, Malitsky [21, Algorithm 1] proposed an adaptive Golden Ratio algorithm
(aGRAAL) for solving mixed variational inequality problems (MVIP) that adapts
to local smoothness similarly to the methods in [32,37]. This method addresses the
following MVIP for a given monotone, locally Lipschitz continuous function F on a
finite-dimensional Hilbert space V

Find u∗ ∈ V such that ⟨F (u∗), u− u∗⟩+ θ(u)− θ(u∗) ≥ 0, ∀u ∈ V. (13)

The framework of (13) can be recovered by writing the optimality conditions of (1) and
taking u = (x, y) with F (u) = (∇h(x)+K∗y,−Kx) and θ(u) = f(x)+g∗(y). However,
as pointed out in [8,37], if aGRAAL is applied to this derived variational inequality
framework of (1) with u = (x, y), v = (z, w) ∈ V = X × Y, and the inner product
⟨(x, y), (z, w)⟩ = ⟨x, z⟩+ ⟨y, w⟩, the following primal-dual algorithm is obtained

Algorithm 1 aGRAAL

1: Step 0: Let x0, x1 ∈ X, y0, y1 ∈ Y, (x̄0, ȳ0) = (x0, y0). Set λ0 > 0, ψ ∈ (1, ϕ],
where ϕ is the Golden Ratio, ρ = 1

ψ + 1
ψ2 , θ0 > 0, and λ̄≫ 0.

2: Step 1: Update

λn = min

{
ρλn−1,

ψθn−1

4λn−1

∥un − un−1∥2

∥F (un)− F (un−1)∥2
, λ̄

}
.

3: Step 2: Compute

x̄n =
(ψ − 1)xn + x̄n−1

ψ
, xn+1 = proxλnf (x̄n − λnK

∗yn − λn∇h(xn)) ,

ȳn =
(ψ − 1)yn + ȳn−1

ψ
, yn+1 = proxλng∗ (ȳn + λnKxn) .

(14)

4: Step 3: Update

θn = ψ
λn
λn−1

.

5: Step 4: Let n← n+ 1 and return to Step 1.

The Algorithm 1 presented above is a Jacobian-type algorithm that does not lever-
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age information from the current iterate. More precisely, the immediate primal update
xn+1 is not used in calculating the subsequent dual update yn+1. Furthermore, in both
the x- and y- subproblems of (14), the primal and dual stepsizes are equal, which can
be limiting as it may result in poorer convergence bounds. Therefore, a fully adap-
tive method that performs updates in a Gauss–Seidel fashion at each iteration would
be beneficial, allowing for efficient resolution of (12) while leveraging the problem’s
inherent structure.

1.1. Motivations and Contributions

Our main motivation is to propose new stepsize rules for the extended Golden Ratio
primal-dual algorithm (12), where the primal-dual stepsizes are independent of the
parameters ∥K∥ and L̄. Broadly speaking, our motivations are twofold: Firstly, we
propose a new stepsize rule for E-GRPDA (12), where the primal stepsize τn is non-
increasing and separated from zero. The existence of the global Lipschitz constant L̄
is sufficient to prove the global convergence of our proposed Algorithm 2. However,
verifying the global smoothness property can be challenging, particularly when h is a
complex nonsmooth function. Additionally, Algorithm 2 may experience slower con-
vergence and require more iterations to reach a specified error bound, as the stepsize
τn is nonincreasing. Secondly, to mitigate the above difficulties, we propose an adap-
tive method (Algorithm 3) for (12), where the primal stepsize τn adapts to the local
geometry around the norm of the operator and the gradient of h, thereby eliminating
the dependency on ∥K∥ as well as global smoothness of h. In Algorithm 3, the step-
size τn is allowed to adaptively increase and decrease while preserving all the favorable
convergence properties.

The rest of this paper outlines the following contributions:

• In Section 2, we discuss some useful lemmas and blanket assumptions that apply
to the proposed algorithms throughout the paper. We also define the primal-dual
gap function needed for convergence analysis.
• In Section 3, we analyze the extended GRPDA (12) with a new stepsize rule
proposed in Algorithm 2, which, unlike traditional approaches, does not require
knowledge of L̄ and eliminates the need for backtracking by using the estimates
of ∥K∥ around the current iterates. We establish both global iterate convergence
and an ergodic O(1/N) rate of convergence, where N is the iteration count, as
measured by the primal-dual gap function. By carrying out refined analysis, we
extend the region of convergence of Algorithm 2 from (1, ϕ] to (1, 1 +

√
3) as it

was done for GRPDA (10) in [9]. Furthermore, we show that when the initial

primal stepsize τ0 is less than or equal to the positive constant min{ µ√
β∥K∥ ,

µ′

L̄
},

the stepsize condition for (12) can still be recovered, which is an advancement
for the E-GRPDA algorithm.

• In Section 4, we demonstrate nonergodic R-linear convergence rate of Algo-
rithm 2 when both g∗ and h are strongly convex functions under some appropri-
ate parameter choices.

• In Section 5, we introduce an adaptive stepsize rule to solve (12) as formulated
in Algorithm 3, where the stepsize τn can increase in flatter regions, unlike in
Algorithm 2. This method, like Algorithm 2, does not require backtracking to
eliminate the need for knowledge of the norm of K and further improves upon
Algorithm 2 by using the local Lipschitz information of ∇h instead of relying
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on global Lipschitz continuity. Moreover, it can readily adjust to poor initial
stepsizes by adapting to the local geometry of the smooth function h. We estab-
lish the global convergence of the method and demonstrate an O(1/N) rate of
convergence, similar to other adaptive primal-dual methods such as APDA and
adaPDM+, etc.

• Section 6 presents numerical experiments on various problems, including LASSO,
Non-negative least squares, Fused LASSO, and Elastic Net regularization. We
demonstrate the applicability and performance of the proposed strategies, show-
ing that they outperform existing methods.

2. Preliminaries and Assumptions

Throughout this paper, we denote the Golden Ratio by ϕ = 1+
√
5

2 . The norm of a
linear operator K : X→ Y is defined by ∥K∥ = sup{∥Kx∥ : ∥x∥ = 1, x ∈ X }.

Given a proper, convex and lsc function f : X→ (−∞,∞], the effective domain of
f is given by dom(f) = {x ∈ X : f(x) < +∞}. The subdifferential of f at x∗ ∈ dom(f)
is denoted by ∂f(x∗), and ∂f : X→ 2X is defined as

∂f(x∗) = {v ∈ X : f(x) ≥ f(x∗) + ⟨v, x− x∗⟩ ∀x ∈ X} .

For β > 0, the proximal operator [30, Example 2.5.1] of f with the parameter β is
given by

proxβf (x) = argmin
y∈X

{
f(y) +

1

2β
∥y − x∥2

}
.

For any β > 0, the proximal operator proxβh is well defined, see [30, Section 1.3.11].
Now, we are ready to state the following lemma.

Lemma 2.1. [2, Proposition 12.26] Suppose that f : X → (−∞,∞] is a proper,
convex and lsc function. Then, for any x ∈ X and λ > 0, we have q̃ = proxλf (x) if
and only if

λ(f(q̃)− f(y)) ≤ ⟨q̃ − x, y − q̃⟩, ∀y ∈ X.

Given a non empty set D, the indicator function iD is defined as iD(x) = 0 if x ∈ D,
and iD(x) =∞ otherwise.

Next, we make the following blanket assumptions.

Assumption 2.2. We assume that the set of solutions of (5) is non-empty. Moreover,
it holds that 0 ∈ ri(K(dom(f)− dom(g))

Here, “ ri ” denotes the relative interior [2, Definition 6.9] of a convex set. Under
Assumption 2.2, it follows from [13, Section 2] and [2, Definition 19.16] that a pair
(x̄, ȳ) is a solution of (5) if and only if x̄ and ȳ is a solution to the primal problem
(1) and the dual problem (2), respectively, which is equivalently characterized by the
following inequality

L (x̄, y) ≤ L (x̄, ȳ) ≤ L (x, ȳ), ∀(x, y) ∈ X× Y. (15)
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Throughout the paper, we denote Ω as the set of all saddle points of L , which is
nonempty under Assumpton 2.2, and is given by

Ω = {(x̄, ȳ) ∈ X× Y : −K∗ȳ ∈ ∂f(x̄) +∇h(x̄), 0 ∈ ∂g∗(ȳ)−Kx̄} . (16)

Let (x̄, ȳ) ∈ Ω. Then, for any (x, y) ∈ X×Y, the primal-dual gap function G is defined
as

G(x, y) = L (x, ȳ)−L (x̄, y). (17)

Note that G(x, y) depends on (x̄, ȳ), which does not need to be mentioned explicitly as
it is clear from the context. Moreover, we can rewrite (17) as G(x, y) = P(x) +D(y),
where P(x) and D(y) are given by

P(x) = L (x, ȳ)−L (x̄, ȳ) = (f + h)(x)− (f + h)(x̄) + ⟨K(x− x̄), y − ȳ⟩,
D(y) = L (x̄, ȳ)−L (x̄, y) = g∗(y)− g∗(ȳ)− ⟨Kx̄, y − ȳ⟩.

(18)

From (15), (17) and (18), it follows that P(x), D(y), and G(x, y) are all convex func-
tions in their respective variables. Additionally, we have P(x) ≥ 0, D(y) ≥ 0, and
G(x, y) ≥ 0 ∀x, y. The primal-dual gap function has been used in the analysis of
GRPDA and other primal-dual algorithms; for instance, see, [6–8,10,24,37].

Assumption 2.3. The proximal operators of f and g are “proximal friendly”; that
is, the proximal operators of f and g can be evaluated efficiently.

Both Assumption 2.2 and Assumption 2.3 are common in literature, see [8,10,37].
Note that, under Assumption 2.3, the proximal operator of the conjugate g∗ can be
computed using the Moreau decomposition [3, Theorem 6.45].

We end this section with the following useful lemmas.

Lemma 2.4. [2] For any a, b, c ∈ X and α ∈ R, we have

⟨a− b, a− c⟩ = 1

2
∥a− b∥2 + 1

2
∥a− c∥2 − 1

2
∥b− c∥2, (19a)

∥αa+ (1− α)b)∥2 = α∥a∥2 + (1− α)∥b∥2 − α(1− α)∥a− b∥2. (19b)

Lemma 2.5. [9] Suppose that (pn) and (qn) are two nonnegative real sequences and
that there exists a natural number n0 such that pn+1 ≤ pn − qn, ∀n ≥ n0. Then,∑∞

n=1 qn <∞ and lim
n→∞

pn exists.

Lemma 2.6. For m1,m2 ∈ R, p ≥ 0, and q > 0, we have pq
p+q (m1+m2)

2 ≤ pm2
1+qm

2
2.

3. GRPDA with partially adaptive stepsize

In this section, we introduce a partially adaptive stepsize rule for E-GRPDA (12)
that neither requires prior knowledge of the norm of the operator K nor the Lipschitz
constant L̄ as inputs of the algorithm. We refer to this algorithm, which is presented
in Algorithm 2, as the partially adaptive Golden Ratio primal-dual algorithm (P-
GRPDA). By “partially adaptive,” we indicate that the stepsize τn is constrained
from increasing at any iteration.
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Assumption 3.1. Suppose that f and g are proper, convex and lsc, and h is convex
and L̄-smooth.

Algorithm 2 Partially Adaptive GRPDA (P-GRPDA) for (12)

1: Step 0: Let x0 ∈ X, y0 ∈ Y, z0 = x0, β > 0, 0 < 2µ′ < µ < ψ/2, ψ ∈ (1, ϕ].
Suppose τ0 > 0 and n = 1.

2: Step 1: Compute

zn =
ψ − 1

ψ
xn−1 +

1

ψ
zn−1, (20)

xn = proxτn−1f (zn − τn−1K
∗yn−1 − τn−1∇h(xn−1)). (21)

3: Step 2: Update

τn = min

{
τn−1,

µ∥xn − xn−1∥√
β∥Kxn −Kxn−1∥

,
µ′∥xn − xn−1∥

∥∇h(xn)−∇h(xn−1)∥

}
,

σn = βτn.

(22)

4: Step 3: Compute

yn = proxσng∗ (yn−1 + σnKxn) . (23)

5: Step 4: Let n← n+ 1 and return to Step 1.

Before turning our attention to the convergence analysis, some comments regarding
Algorithm 2 are in order.

Remark 3.2. Here, β > 0 is an algorithmic parameter to maintain the balance in
convergence by scaling the dual steps. In (22), when Kxn = Kxn−1 or ∇h(xn) =
∇h(xn−1) holds for some n, we adopt the convention that 1/0 = ∞. Under this
convention, the stepsize τn is chosen as the minimum of τn−1 and the value of the
last two terms in (22) whose denominator is nonzero. Additionally, if xn = xn−1, we
adopt the convention 0

0 =∞, and set τn = τn−1. Moreover, when Kxn = Kxn−1 and

∇h(xn) = ∇h(xn−1) simultaneously hold for some n, the convention 1
0 = ∞ ensures

that τn defaults to the previous primal stepsize τn−1.

Remark 3.3. From (22), it follows that (τn) is nonincreasing, which may slow down
Algorithm 2 for a given convergence bound. However, larger µ and µ′ for a given ψ
play a crucial role in estimating ∥K∥ and L̄. Therefore, in practice, the largest pair
(µ, µ′) is selected for a given ψ. In Theorem 3.8, we extend the allowable values of
µ and µ′ for 1 < ψ < 1 +

√
3, and the selection of the largest pairs for a given ψ is

illustrated in Figure 1.

Next, we present the following proposition.

Proposition 3.4. Let (τn) be the stepsize sequence generated by Algorithm 2. Then,

(τn) is bounded below by η = min
{
τ0,

µ√
β∥K∥ ,

µ′

L̄

}
and limn→∞ τn ≥ η > 0.

Proof. We use induction to prove our first claim. First note that, from the definition of
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τn in (22), we have τn ≤ τn−1, ∀n ≥ 1. Noting the conventions described in Remark 3.2,
the definition of ∥K∥ together with Lipschitz continuity of ∇h yields the following
inequality for all n ≥ 1

τn = min

{
τn−1,

µ∥xn − xn−1∥√
β∥Kxn −Kxn−1∥

,
µ′∥xn − xn−1∥

∥∇h(xn)−∇h(xn−1)∥

}
≥ min

{
τn−1,

µ√
β∥K∥

,
µ′

L̄

}
.

(24)

Now, for n = 1, from (24), we have τ1 ≥ η, where η = min
{
τ0,

µ√
β∥K∥ ,

µ′

L̄

}
. Suppose

τn ≥ η holds for some n. Then, by induction and (24), we have

τn+1 ≥ min

{
τn,

µ√
β∥K∥

,
µ′

L̄

}
≥ η. (25)

Therefore, we conclude the first claim of our proof. For the second claim, note that
the sequence (τn) is nonincreasing and bounded below by η > 0. Consequently, this
implies that (τn) is convergent and limn→∞ τn = τ ≥ η > 0 for some τ > 0.

3.1. Convergence analysis

In this section, we establish the convergence of Algorithm 2.

Lemma 3.5. Let (x̄, ȳ) ∈ S. Under Assumptions 2.2, 2.3 and 3.1, let {(zn, xn, τn, yn)}
be the sequence generated by Algorithm 2. Then, there exists a natural number n2 such
that, ∀n ≥ n2, the following holds

2τnG(xn, yn) +
ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn+2∥2 +

1

β
∥y − yn∥2 + µ′∥xn − xn+1∥2

≤ ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn+1∥2 +

1

β
∥ȳ − yn−1∥2 + µ′∥xn − xn−1∥2 − ψθ̄n∥xn − zn+1∥2, (26)

where θ̄n =
τn
τn−1

.

Proof. Using (21), (23), Lemma 2.1, and the fact σn = βτn from (22), we obtain the
following inequalities

τn(f(xn+1)− f(x̄)) ≤ ⟨xn+1 − zn+1 + τnK
∗yn + τn∇h(xn), x̄− xn+1⟩,

τn (g
∗(yn)− g∗(ȳ)) ≤

〈
1

β
(yn − yn−1)− τnKxn, ȳ − yn

〉
.

(27)

Similarly, using the fact that xn − zn = ψ(xn − zn+1), we get

τn−1(f(xn)− f(xn+1)) ≤ ⟨xn − zn + τn−1K
∗yn−1 + τn−1∇h(xn−1), xn+1 − xn⟩

= ⟨ψ(xn − zn+1) + τn−1K
∗yn−1 + τn−1∇h(xn−1), xn+1 − xn⟩.

(28)
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Multiplying (28) by θ̄n =
τn
τn−1

followed by adding two inequalities in (27) gives

τn
(
f(xn)− f(x̄) + g∗(yn)− g∗(ȳ)

)
≤ ⟨xn+1 − zn+1, x̄− xn+1⟩

+ ⟨ψθ̄n(xn − zn+1), xn+1 − xn⟩+
1

β
⟨yn − yn−1, ȳ − yn⟩+ τn⟨K∗yn−1, xn+1 − xn⟩

+ τn⟨K∗yn, x̄− xn+1⟩ − τn⟨Kxn, ȳ − yn⟩+ τn⟨∇h(xn−1), xn+1 − xn⟩
+ τn⟨∇h(xn), x̄− xn+1⟩. (29)

By adding τn(h(xn)−h(x̄)) to both sides of (29) and performing some straightforward
calculations, we obtain

τn(L (xn, ȳ)−L (x̄, yn)) ≤ ⟨xn+1 − zn+1, x̄− xn+1⟩

+ ψ⟨θ̄n(xn − zn+1), xn+1 − xn⟩+
1

β
⟨yn − yn−1, y − yn⟩

+ ⟨K(xn − xn+1), yn − yn−1⟩+ τn⟨∇h(xn−1), xn+1 − xn⟩
+ τn(h(xn)− h(x̄) + ⟨∇h(xn), x̄− xn+1⟩). (30)

Now, by using the convexity of h and the definition of G, we obtain

τnG(xn, yn) ≤ ⟨xn+1 − zn+1, x̄− xn+1⟩+ ψ⟨θ̄n(xn − zn+1), xn+1 − xn⟩

+
1

β
⟨yn − yn−1, ȳ − yn⟩+ τn⟨K(xn − xn+1), yn − yn−1⟩

+ τn⟨∇h(xn)−∇h(xn−1), xn − xn+1⟩. (31)

Furthermore, using (19b) on the first three terms of the RHS of (31), we obtain

τnG(xn, yn) +
1

2
∥x̄− xn+1∥2 +

1

2β
∥ȳ − yn∥2 ≤

1

2
∥x̄− zn+1∥2 +

1

2β
∥ȳ − yn−1∥2

− 1

2
∥xn+1 − zn+1∥2 −

ψθ̄n
2
∥xn − zn+1∥2 −

ψθ̄n
2
∥xn − xn+1∥2

+
ψθ̄n
2
∥xn+1 − zn+1∥2 −

1

2β
∥yn − yn−1∥2 + τn⟨K(xn − xn+1), yn − yn−1⟩

+ ⟨∇h(xn)−∇h(xn−1), xn − xn+1⟩. (32)

Now, using equation (22) along with the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain

τn⟨∇h(xn)−∇h(xn−1), xn − xn+1⟩ ≤ τn∥∇h(xn)−∇h(xn−1)∥∥xn − xn+1∥
≤ µ′∥xn − xn−1∥∥xn − xn+1∥

≤ µ′

2
∥xn − xn−1∥2 +

µ′

2
∥xn − xn+1∥2.

(33)
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In a similar manner, from (22), we have

τn⟨K(xn − xn+1), yn − yn−1⟩ ≤ τn∥Kxn −Kxn+1∥ ∥yn − yn−1∥

≤ µ√
β
∥xn − xn+1∥∥yn − yn−1∥

≤ µ

2
∥xn − xn+1∥2 +

µ

2β
∥yn − yn−1∥2.

(34)

Also, from equation (20), see that

∥x̄− xn+1∥2 =
ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn+2∥2 −

1

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn+1∥2 +

1

ψ
∥xn+1 − zn+1∥2. (35)

Combining (32), (33), (34) and (35), we get

2τnG(xn, yn)+
ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn+2∥2+

1

β
∥ȳ− yn∥2 ≤

ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn+1∥2+

1

β
∥ȳ− yn−1∥2

+ (ψθ̄n − 1− 1

ψ
)∥xn+1 − zn+1∥2 − ψθ̄n∥xn − zn+1∥2 + µ′∥xn − xn−1∥2

− (ψθ̄n − µ− µ′)∥xn − xn+1∥2 −
(
1

β
− µ

β

)
∥yn − yn−1∥2. (36)

Noting the fact that (τn) is nonincreasing, we have

ψθ̄n − 1− 1

ψ
≤ ψ − 1− 1

ψ
≤ 0, ∀ψ ∈ (1, ϕ]. (37)

From Proposition 3.4, we have limn→∞ ψθ̄n−µ−µ′ = ψ−µ−µ′ > 2µ−µ−µ′ = µ−µ′.
So, there exists a natural number n2 such that

ψθ̄n − µ− µ′ > µ− µ′, ∀n ≥ n2. (38)

Also, notice that µ <
ψ

2
< 1 =⇒

(
1

β
− µ

β

)
> 0. Combining equations (36), (37) and

(38), ∀n ≥ n2, we obtain

2τnG(xn, yn) +
ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn+2∥2 +

1

β
∥ȳ − yn∥2 + (µ− µ′)∥xn − xn+1∥2

≤ ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn+1∥2 +

1

β
∥ȳ − yn−1∥2 + µ′∥xn − xn−1∥2 − ψθ̄n∥xn − zn+1∥2. (39)

Since µ > 2µ′, it follows that µ− µ′ > µ′. Combining this result with (39), we derive
Lemma 3.5.

Theorem 3.6. Under Assumptions 2.2, 2.3, and 3.1, let {(zn, xn, τn, yn)} be the se-
quence generated by Algorithm 2. Then {(xn, yn)} converges to a solution of (5).

Proof. Let (x̄, ȳ) be a saddle point of L . Then, from (17), it follows that
2τnG(xn, yn) ≥ 0 ∀n. Now, by Lemma 3.5, there exists a natural number n2 such
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that, ∀n ≥ n2, we have pn+1 ≤ pn − qn, where

pn =
ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn+1∥2 +

1

β
∥ȳ − yn−1∥2 + µ′∥xn − xn−1∥2,

qn = ψθ̄n∥xn − zn+1∥2.
(40)

From Lemma 2.5, we obtain limn→∞ pn ∈ R and limn→∞ qn = 0. This implies that
limn→∞ ψθ̄n∥xn− zn+1∥2 = 0. Furthermore, in Proposition 3.4, following the fact that
limn→∞ τn = τ ≥ η, we obtain

lim
n→∞

∥xn − zn+1∥2 = lim
n→∞

1

ψ2
∥xn − zn∥2 = 0. (41)

Again, using (41) and the triangle inequality, we obtain

lim
n→∞

∥xn − xn−1∥2 = 0. (42)

Combining the fact that limn→∞ pn is finite with (41), we obtain that all the se-
quences {xn}, {yn} and {zn} are bounded. Now suppose that (x̃, ỹ) is a cluster point
of {(xn, yn)} and {(xnk

, ynk
)} is a subsequence of {(xn, yn)} that converges to (x̃, ỹ),

i.e., limn→∞ xnk+1
= x̃, and limn→∞ ynk

= ỹ. Then, from equation (41), we obtain
limn→∞ znk+1

= x̃. Using (21), (23), (27), (28) and, Lemma 2.1, ∀(x, y) ∈ X × Y, we
have

⟨xnk
− znk

+ τnk−1K
∗ynk−1 + τnk−1∇h(xnk−1), x− xnk

⟩ ≥ τnk−1(f(xnk
)− f(x)),〈

1

β
(ynk

− ynk−1) + τnk
Kxnk

, y − ynk−1

〉
≥ τnk

(g∗(ynk
)− g∗(y)).

Recalling that both f, g∗ are lower-semi continuous and letting k →∞, we derive

⟨K∗ỹ +∇h(x̃), x− x̃⟩ ≥ f(x̃)− f(x) and ⟨Kx̃, y − ỹ⟩ ≥ g∗(ỹ)− g∗(y). (43)

Both the inequalities in (43) imply that (x̃, ỹ) is a saddle point of (5). Now, putting
x̄ = x̃ and ȳ = ỹ in (40), we obtain limn→∞ pnk

= 0. Furthermore, limn→∞ pn exists,
this implies that limn→∞ pn = 0. Thus, we have limn→∞ zn = x̃ and limn→∞ yn = ỹ.
Again, by observing (41), we obtain limn→∞ xn = x̃. This completes the proof.

Remark 3.7. Since (τn) is a nonincreasing sequence, if τ0 ≤ min{ µ√
β∥K∥ ,

µ′

L̄
}, then

τn = τ0, ∀n, i.e. (τn) is constant. Let τn = τ0 = τ . Then ∀ψ ∈ (1, ϕ], we have

τσ∥K∥2 + 2τL̄ = βτ2∥K∥2 + 2τL̄ ≤ µ2 + 2µ′ < ψ2

4 + ψ
2 < ψ. Thus, we get the

stepsize condition required for the global convergence of extended GRPDA [43] with
fixed stepsize.

3.2. Extended convergence region of P-GRPDA

In [9, Theorem 2.1], the authors showed that the upper bound of the region of con-
vergence for GRPDA (10) can be extended from the Golden Ratio ϕ to 1 +

√
3.
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Furthermore, they established the convergence of GRPDA under the following step-

size condition: τσ∥K∥2 < ψ(2+2ψ−ψ2)
ψ+1 , where ψ ∈ (1, 1 +

√
3). This stepsize is more

relaxed compared to those required for both GRPDA (10) and the Chambolle–Pock
primal-dual algorithm (9). In the following theorem, we also extend the convergence
region of Algorithm 2 from (1, ϕ] to (1, 1 +

√
3).

Theorem 3.8. Under Assumptions 2.2, 2.3, and 3.1, let the sequence
{(zn, xn, τn, yn)} be generated by Algorithm 2, where the parameters µ, µ′ satisfy

0 < 3µ′ < µ <
ψ

2
+
ψ(1 + ψ − ψ2)

2(ψ + 1)
, ∀ψ ∈ (1, 1 +

√
3). (44)

Then, {(xn, yn)} converges to a solution of (5).

Proof. To prove this theorem, we proceed with the calculations as outlined in
Lemma 3.5 up to the inequality (36). From this point, we claim the following in-
equality holds

ψθ̄n(1 + ψ − ψ2θ̄n)

ψ + 1
∥xn+1 − xn∥2 ≤ (1 +

1

ψ
− ψθ̄n)∥xn+1 − zn+1∥2 + ψθ̄n∥xn − zn+1∥2.

(45)
To show this, we distinguish two cases based on the value of ψ: (i) ψ ∈ (1, ϕ] and
(ii) ψ ∈ (ϕ, 1 +

√
3). In the first case, using the fact that (τn) is nonincreasing, we

have 1 + 1
ψ − ψθ̄n ≥ 1 + 1

ψ − ψ ≥ 0, ∀ψ ∈ (1, ϕ]. Now, by taking p = 1 + 1
ψ − ψθ̄n,

q = ψθ̄n, m1 = ∥xn+1−zn+1∥ and m2 = ∥xn−zn+1∥ in Lemma 2.6, and by noting that
∥xn+1−xn∥2 ≤ (m1+m2)

2, we obtain (45). Before proving the second case, notice that
the extended bounds on µ, µ′ and ψ in (44) do not change the result in Proposition 3.4,
which indicates that (τn) is bounded below by η and that limn→∞ τn ≥ η > 0, ∀ψ ∈
(1, 1 +

√
3). Thus, for the second case ψ ∈ (ϕ, 1 +

√
3), we have

lim
n→∞

ψθ̄n(ψ
2θ̄n − ψ − 1)

ψ + 1
=
ψ(ψ2 − ψ − 1)

ψ + 1
> 0.

Hence, there exists a natural number k3 such that ψθ̄n(ψ2θ̄n−ψ−1)
ψ+1 > 0, ∀n ≥ k3. Now,

by setting p = ψθ̄n(ψ2θ̄n−ψ−1)
ψ+1 , q = ψθ̄n with m1 = ∥xn+1 − xn∥ and m2 = ∥xn − zn+1∥

in Lemma 2.6, and by noting the facts that ∥xn+1 − zn+1∥2 ≤ (m1 + m2)
2, and

pq
p+q = ψ2θ̄n−ψ−1

ψ , we obtain

ψ2θ̄n − ψ − 1

ψ
∥xn+1 − zn+1∥2 ≤

ψθ̄n(ψ
2θ̄n − ψ − 1)

ψ + 1
∥xn+1 − xn∥2 + ψθ̄n∥xn − zn+1∥2.

(46)

Rearranging (46) gives us (45). Therefore, ∀n ≥ k3, substituting inequality (45) into
(36), and from (44), observing the fact that 0 < µ < 1, ∀ψ ∈ (1, 1 +

√
3), we obtain
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2τnG(xn, yn)+
ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn+2∥2+

1

β
∥y− yn∥2 ≤

ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn+1∥2+

1

β
∥y− yn−1∥2

−
(
ψθ̄n(1 + ψ − ψ2θ̄n)

ψ + 1
+ ψθ̄n − µ− µ′

)
∥xn+1 − xn∥2 + µ′∥xn − xn−1∥2 (47)

Recalling that Proposition 3.4 holds for ψ, µ, µ′ > 0, we deduce that limn→∞ θ̄n = 1.
Furthermore, from (44) and (47), we have

lim
n→∞

(
ψθ̄n(1 + ψ − ψ2θ̄n)

ψ + 1
+ ψθ̄n − µ− µ′

)
=
ψ(1 + ψ − ψ2)

ψ + 1
+ ψ − µ− µ′

> 2µ− µ− µ′

= µ− µ′ > 2µ′ as 3µ′ < µ.

Therefore, there exists a natural number k4 such that, ∀n ≥ k4, the following holds

ψθ̄n(1 + ψ − ψ2θ̄n)

ψ + 1
+ ψθ̄n − µ− µ′ > 2µ′. (48)

Let k5 = max{k3, k4}. Then, ∀n ≥ k5, combining (47) and (48), we get

2τnG(xn, yn) +
ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn+2∥2 +

1

β
∥ȳ − yn∥2 + µ′∥xn+1 − xn∥2

≤ ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn+1∥2 +

1

β
∥ȳ − yn−1∥2 + µ′∥xn − xn−1∥2 − µ′∥xn − xn+1∥2. (49)

Let (x̄, ȳ) be a saddle point of L . Then, from (17), we have 2τnG(xn, yn) ≥ 0 ∀n.
Again, inequality (49) can be written as pn+1 ≤ pn − qn, ∀n ≥ k5, where

pn =
ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn+1∥2 +

1

β
∥ȳ − yn−1∥2 + µ′∥xn − xn−1∥2,

qn = µ′∥xn − xn+1∥2.
(50)

From (49), (50), and using Lemma 2.5, we obtain
∑∞

n=1 ∥xn−xn−1∥2 <∞. To complete
the proof, it remains to show that limn→∞ ∥xn− zn∥ = 0. Once this is established, the
rest of the proof follows from Theorem 3.6. By using (20), we have

∥xn − zn∥ ≤
ψ − 1

ψ
∥xn − xn−1∥+

1

ψ
∥xn − zn−1∥

≤ ψ − 1

ψ
∥xn − xn−1∥+

1

ψ
∥xn − xn−1∥+

1

ψ
∥xn−1 − zn−1∥

=
1

ψ
∥xn−1 − zn−1∥+ ∥xn − xn−1∥.

(51)

Again, using the facts
∑∞

n=1 ∥xn−xn−1∥2 <∞ and 1
ψ < 1 ∀ψ ∈ (1, 1+

√
3), it follows

from (51) that
∑∞

n=1 ∥xn − zn∥2 <∞. Consequently, we have limn→∞ ∥xn − zn∥ = 0.
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Hence, the proof is concluded.

Remark 3.9. Figure 1 shows the largest values of µ and µ′ that satisfies 0 < 3µ′ <

µ < f1(ψ), where f1(ψ) =
ψ
2 + ψ(1+ψ−ψ2)

2(ψ+1) , and ψ ∈ (1, 1 +
√
3).

(a) (b)

Figure 1. (a) Largest values of µ and µ′ for a given ψ. (b) Valid pairs of µ and µ′ and some best pairs for

ψ = 1.618, 1.90, 2.0, 2.20, 2.50 and 2.70.

4. Convergence rate

In this section, we establish the ergodic sublinear rate of convergence of Algorithm 2
and R-linear convergence rate when h and g∗ are strongly convex functions.

Theorem 4.1. (Sublinear rate of convergence) Under Assumptions 2.2, 2.3 and
3.1, let {(zn, xn, yn, τn)} be the sequence generated by Algorithm 2, and suppose that
(x̄, ȳ) is a saddle point of L . Then, there exists a natural number n2 such that the
following holds

G(x̃N , ỹN ) ≤
1

2ηN

(
ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn2+1∥2 +

1

β
∥ȳ − yn2−1∥2 + µ′∥xn2

− xn2−1∥2
)
, (52)

where N ≥ 1, η = min
{
τ0,

µ√
β∥K∥ ,

µ′

L̄

}
, and

x̃N =
1

N

n2+N∑
n=n2+1

xn, ỹN =
1

N

n2+N∑
n=n2+1

yn.

Proof. It follows from (26) and the definition of qn that

2τnG(xn, yn) ≤ pn − pn+1, ∀n ≥ n2.

We know that τn ≥ η , ∀n. This implies that

2ηG(xn, yn) ≤ 2τnG(xn, yn) ≤ pn − pn+1, ∀n ≥ n2. (53)
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By taking summation over n = n2 + 1, . . . , n2 +N , we obtain

2η

n2+N∑
n=n2+1

G(xn, yn) ≤ pn2
− pn2+N

≤ pn2
=

ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn2+1∥2 +

1

β
∥ȳ − yn2−1∥2 + µ′∥xn2

− xn2−1∥2.

(54)
Again, using the definition of x̃N , w̃N along with convexity of L (x, y) in x variable
and concavity in y variable, we have

G(x̃N , ỹN ) = L (x̃N , ȳ)−L (x̄, ỹN )

≤ 1

N

n2+N∑
n=n2+1

L (xn, ȳ)−L (x̄, yn)

=
1

N

n2+N∑
n=n2+1

G(xn, yn) ≤
pn2

2Nη
.

(55)

This proves our assertion.

4.1. Nonergodic rate of convergence

In this section, we prove the R-linear rate of convergence for Algorithm 2 when h and g∗

are strongly convex functions. First, let us recall the definition of linear convergence
of a sequence. Given a sequence (vn) ∈ X we say that the sequence (vn) converges
Q-linearly to v ∈ X if there exists q ∈ (0, 1) and a natural number k such that
∥vn+1 − v∥ ≤ q∥vn − v∥ for all n ≥ k. Furthermore, we say (vn) converges R-linearly
to v if there exists a sequence ϵn and a natural number k1 such that ∥vn− v∥ ≤ ϵn for
all n ≥ k1 and ϵn converges Q-linearly to 0.

Given a differentiable function h, we say that h is strongly convex if there exist a
constant γh > 0 such that

h(y)− h(z) ≥ ⟨∇h(z), y − z⟩+ γh
2
∥y − z∥2, ∀y, z ∈ X. (56)

Furthermore, for a nonsmooth function g∗, we call g∗ to be strongly convex if there
exist a constant γg∗ > 0 such that

g∗(y)− g∗(z) ≥ ⟨u, y − z⟩+ γg∗

2
∥y − z∥2, ∀y, z ∈ Y, ∀u ∈ ∂g∗(z). (57)

Assumption 4.2. Suppose that g∗, h are strongly convex functions with constants
γg∗ , γh > 0 respectively.

Theorem 4.3. Under Assumptions 2.2, 2.3 and 4.2, let {(xn, yn)} be the sequences
generated by Algorithm 2. Suppose that {(xn, yn)} converges to the unique primal-dual
solution (x̄, ȳ). Then, there exist constants V1, V2, Z > 0, a scalar ζ ∈ (0, 1), and a
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natural number n4 such that

∥x̄− zn+2∥2 ≤ Zζn, ∥ȳ − yn∥2 ≤ V1ζn, ∥xn − xn+1∥2 ≤ V2ζn, ∀n ≥ n4, (58)

and thus {(xn, yn)} converges R-linearly to zero.

Proof. From the dual update (23) in Algorithm 2, we have

yn−1 − yn + σnKxn ∈ σn∂g∗(yn). (59)

Using (59) along with the definition of strong convexity of g∗ in (57), and the fact
σn = βτn, we obtain

τn(g
∗(yn) − g∗(ȳ)) ≤

〈
1

β
(yn − yn−1)− τnKxn, ȳ − yn

〉
− τnγg∗

2
∥ȳ − yn∥2. (60)

Again, from (30) and (60), we derive

τn(L (xn, ȳ)−L (x̄, yn)) ≤ ⟨xn+1 − zn+1, x̄− xn+1⟩+ ψ⟨θ̄n(xn − zn+1), xn+1 − xn⟩

+ ⟨ 1
β
(yn − yn−1), ȳ − yn⟩+ ⟨K(xn − xn+1), yn − yn−1⟩+ τn⟨∇h(xn−1), xn+1 − xn⟩

+ τn(h(xn)− h(x̄) + τn⟨∇h(xn), x̄− xn+1⟩)−
τnγg∗

2
∥ȳ − yn∥2. (61)

Furthermore, using (56), and the definition of G(xn, yn), we have

τnG(xn, yn) ≤ ⟨xn+1 − zn+1, x̄− xn+1⟩+ ψ⟨θ̄n(xn − zn+1), xn+1 − xn⟩

+
1

β
⟨yn − yn−1, ȳ − yn⟩+ τn⟨K(xn − xn+1), yn − yn−1⟩

+ τn⟨∇h(xn)−∇h(xn−1), xn − xn+1⟩ −
τnγg∗

2
∥ȳ − yn∥2 −

γhτn
2
∥x̄− xn∥2. (62)

Doing similar calculations as in Lemma 3.5, and following (37), (38), there exists a
natural number n2 such that ∀n ≥ n2

2τnG(xn, yn) +
ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn+2∥2 +

1

β
∥ȳ − yn∥2 + (µ− µ′)∥xn − xn+1∥2

≤ ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn+1∥2 +

1

β
∥ȳ − yn−1∥2 + µ′∥xn − xn−1∥2 − ψθ̄n∥xn − zn+1∥2

− γhτn∥x̄− xn∥2−τnγg∗∥ȳ − yn∥2. (63)

Since (x̄, ȳ) is a primal-dual solution of (1). Therefore, from (17), we have G(xn, yn) ≥ 0
for all n. Again, from the fact (τn) is convergent and converges to a positive constant,
it follows that

lim
n→∞

ψθ̄n = ψ > 4µ′.
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Thus, there exists a natural number n3 such that

ψθ̄n > 4µ′, ∀n ≥ n3.

Consequently, taking n4 = max{n2, n3}, from (63), ∀n ≥ n4, we obtain

ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn+2∥2 +

1

β
∥ȳ − yn∥2 + (µ− µ′)∥xn − xn+1∥2 ≤

ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn+1∥2

+
1

β
∥y − yn−1∥2 + µ′∥xn − xn−1∥2 − 4µ′∥xn − zn+1∥2

− γhτn∥x̄− xn∥2−τnγg∗∥ȳ − yn∥2. (64)

The strong convexity of h and Lipschitz continuity of ∇h implies that 0 < γh ≤ L̄.

Consequently, it follws that 0 < 2ηγh ≤ 2L̄
µ′

L̄
= 2µ′, where η = min

{
τ0,

µ√
β∥K∥ ,

µ′

L̄

}
,

as defined in Proposition 3.4. Furthermore, using this fact, we obtain

γhτn∥x̄− xn∥2+4µ′∥xn − zn+1∥2 ≥ ηγh∥x̄− xn∥2+2µ′∥xn − zn+1∥2

≥ ηγh
(
∥x̄− xn∥2+∥xn − zn+1∥2

)
≥ ηγh∥x̄− zn+1∥2.

(65)

Combining (64) and (65), we have

ψ

ψ − 1
∥x̄− zn+2∥2 + (

1

β
+ τnγg∗)∥ȳ − yn∥2 + (2µ− µ′)∥xn − xn+1∥2

≤
( ψ

ψ − 1
− ηγh

)
∥x̄− zn+1∥2 +

1

β
∥ȳ − yn−1∥2 + µ′∥xn − xn−1∥2. (66)

Rearranging all the terms, we obtain

∥x̄− zn+2∥2 +
ψ − 1

ψ
(
1

β
+ ηγg∗)∥ȳ − yn∥2 +

ψ − 1

ψ
(µ− µ′)∥xn − xn+1∥2

≤
(
1− ψ − 1

ψ
ηγh

)
∥x̄− zn+1∥2 +

1

β

ψ − 1

ψ
∥ȳ − yn−1∥2 + µ′

ψ − 1

ψ
∥xn − xn−1∥2. (67)

Now, take ζ = max

{
1− ψ − 1

ψ
ηγh,

µ′

µ− µ′
,

1

1 + βηγg∗

}
, then ζ ∈ (0, 1) and it

follows from (67) that, ∀n ≥ n4

∥x̄− zn+2∥2 +
ψ − 1

ψ

( 1
β
+ ηγg∗

)
∥ȳ − yn∥2 +

ψ − 1

ψ
(µ− µ′)∥xn − xn+1∥2

≤ ζ
(
∥x̄− zn+1∥2 +

ψ − 1

ψ

(
1

β
+ ηγg∗

)
∥ȳ − yn−1∥2 +

ψ − 1

ψ
(µ− µ′)∥xn − xn−1∥2

)
.

(68)
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Iterating (68), it follows that

∥x̄− zn+2∥2 +
ψ − 1

ψ

(
1

β
+ ηγg∗

)
∥ȳ − yn∥2 +

ψ − 1

ψ
(µ− µ′)∥xn − xn+1∥2

≤ ζn−n4+1M, ∀n ≥ n4 (69)

where M = ∥x̄− zn4+1∥2 +
ψ − 1

ψ

(
1

β
+ ηγg∗

)
∥ȳ − yn4−1∥2

+
ψ − 1

ψ
(µ− µ′)∥xn4

− xn4−1∥2.

Moreover, setting Z =
M

ζn4−1
, we obtain

∥x̄− zn+2∥2 +
ψ − 1

ψ

(
1

β
+ ηγg∗

)
∥ȳ − yn∥2 +

ψ − 1

ψ
(µ− µ′)∥xn − xn+1∥2

≤ ζnZ ∀n ≥ n4. (70)

Therefore, (70) implies that ∥x̄−zn+1∥2+
ψ − 1

ψ

(
1

β
+ ηγg∗

)
∥ȳ−yn−1∥2+

ψ − 1

ψ
(µ−

µ′)∥xn − xn−1∥2 converges R-Linearly to zero. Furthermore, from (70), ∀n ≥ n4, we
also have

∥x̄− zn+2∥2 ≤ Zζn, ∥ȳ − yn∥2 ≤ V1ζn, where V1 =
β(ψ − 1)Z

ψ(1 + βηγg∗)
.

Since ψ > 1 ∀ψ, it follows that V1 > 0. Furthermore, from (70), we obtain

∥xn − xn+1∥2 ≤ V2ζn, where V2 =
ψZ

(ψ − 1)(µ− µ′)
.

Since µ − µ′ > µ > 0, we have V2 > 0 and thus ∥xn − xn+1∥ ≤
√
V2ζ

n/2. Now, for
m > n ≥ n4, applying the triangle inequality gives

∥xn − xm∥ ≤ ∥xn − xn+1∥+ ∥xn+1 − xn+2∥+ . . .+ ∥xm−1 − xm∥

≤
√
V2

(
ζn/2 + ζn+1/2 + . . .+ ζm−1/2

)
≤
√
V2ζ

n/2
(
ζ + ζ1/2 + . . .+ ζm−n−1/2

)
=
√
V2ζ

n/2 1− ζm−n/2

1− ζ1/2
.

(71)

Since ζ ∈ (0, 1), it follows from (71) that ∥xn − xm∥ ≤
√
V2ζn/2

1−ζ1/2 , ∀m,n ≥ n4. This

proves that (xn) is a Cauchy sequence. Moreover, it follows that (xn) converges to x̄.

Finally, letting m→∞, we obtain ∥xn − x̄∥ ≤
√
V2ζn/2

1−ζ1/2 for all n ≥ n4. This completes

our proof.
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5. The Adaptive extended Golden Ratio primal-dual algorithm

In this section, motivated by [21,37], we propose a fully adaptive version of E-GRPDA,
namely aEGRPDA, which also does not rely on linesearch techniques to remove the
dependency on ∥K∥ and uses the local curvature information of ∇h to prove the global
convergence. It was shown in [21] that aGRAAL for monotone variational inequality
converges at O(1/N) rate. A similar result is also derived in this section. Next, for
n ≥ 1, we define

L̄n =
∥∇h(xn)−∇h(xn−1)∥

∥xn − xn−1∥
and Ln =

∥Kxn −Kxn−1∥
∥xn − xn−1∥

.

Algorithm 3 The aEGRPDA for (12)

1: Step 0: Let x0 ∈ X, y0 ∈ Y, and define z0 = x0. Consider β > 0, ψ ∈ (1, ϕ],

ρ ∈
[
1, 1

ψ + 1
ψ2

]
, θ0 > 0, and τmax ≫ 0. Suppose τ0 > 0 and n ≥ 1.

2: Step 1: Compute:

zn =
ψ − 1

ψ
xn−1 +

1

ψ
zn−1,

xn = proxτn−1f (zn − τn−1K
∗yn−1 − τn−1∇h(xn−1)).

3: Step 2: Update:

τn = min

{
ρτn−1,

ψθn−1

4(L̄2
n + βψLn

2)

1

τn−1
, τmax

}
,

σn = βτn.

(72)

4: Step 3: Compute:

yn = proxσng∗ (yn−1 + σnKxn) .

5: Step 4: Update: θn =
ψτn
τn−1

.

6: Step 5: Let n← n+ 1 and return to Step 1.

Before we delve into the convergence analysis of Algorithm 3, some comments are
in order.

Remark 5.1. In Algorithm 3, τmax is chosen to be a large value. In practice, we
take τmax = 107 and ρ = 1

ψ + 1
ψ2 for a given ψ. As in Algorithm 2, we also adopt

the convention 0
0 = ∞. Under this convention, τn = min{ρτn−1, τmax}, when both

∇h(xn) = ∇h(xn−1) and Kxn = Kxn−1 holds for some n. Again, when xn ̸= xn−1 but
∇h(xn) = ∇h(xn−1) and Kxn ̸= Kxn−1 holds for some n, by adopting the convention
1
0 = ∞, we calculate τn as τn = min{ρτn−1,

θn−1

4βτn−1L2
n
, τmax}. Similarly, for the other

case, following the same convention, τn is computed as τn = min{ρτn−1,
ψθn−1

4τn−1L̄2
n

, τmax}.

Remark 5.2. The E-GRPDA algorithm (12) converges under the stepsize condition
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τσ∥K∥2 + 2τL̄ < ψ for any ψ ∈ (1, ϕ], where σ = βτ . Now, substituting the value of
σ back into the stepsize inequality gives

βτ2∥K∥2 + 2τL̄ < ψ =⇒ β∥K∥2 + 2L̄

τ
− ψ

τ2
< 0.

Solving this, we get, τ ∈

(
0,

ψ

L̄+
√
L̄2 + ψβ∥K∥2

)
.

We show that Algorithm 3 converges when these estimates are satisfied locally

given by τn ∈

(
0,

ψ

2
√
L̄2
n + ψβL2

n

)
for any ψ ∈ (1, ϕ]. In particular, we analyse the

convergence of Algorithm 3 when τnτn−2 ≤
ψ2

4(L̄2
n + ψβL2

n)
. This inequality implies

that

τn ≤
ψ

4(L̄2
n + ψβL2

n)

ψτn−1

τn−2

1

τn−1
=

ψθn−1

4(L̄2
n + ψβL2

n)

1

τn−1
, ∀n ≥ 1, (73)

where τ0, θ0 > 0 and θn =
ψτn
τn−1

.

Remark 5.3. From equation (72), notice that

τn ≤
θnθn−1

4τn

1

L̄2
n + βψLn

2 as
ψθn−1

τn−1
=
θnθn−1

τn
.

Therefore, it follows that τ2nL̄
2
n ≤

θnθn−1

4
or τnL̄n ≤

√
θnθn−1

2
. Similarly, from (72),

we also derive τnLn ≤
1

2

√
θnθn−1

βψ
.

Proposition 5.4. Suppose that h is locally smooth and the sequence (xn) generated
by Algorithm 3 is bounded. Then, the sequences (τn) and (θn) are bounded below by
positive constants.

Proof. Since the sequence (xn) is bounded, there exist a constant L̄ > 0 such that
∥∇h(xn)−∇h(xn−1)∥ ≤ L̄∥xn − xn−1∥ ∀n. Again, the existence of ∥K∥ implies that
∥Kxn −Kxn−1∥ ≤ ∥K∥∥xn − xn−1∥ ∀n. Thereafter, doing a similar calculation as in
[33, Lemma 4.2], we derive

τn ≥
ψ

4(∥̄K∥2 + βψL2)

1

τmax
and θn ≥

ψ2

4(L̄2 + βψ∥K∥2)
1

τ2max

∀n.

Assumption 5.5. Suppose that f and g are proper, convex and lower semicontinuous.
The function h : Y→ R is convex and locally smooth, i.e., for all compact set D, where
D ⊂ Y, there exists LD > 0 such that

∥∇h(x)−∇h(y)∥ ≤ L̄D∥x− y∥, ∀x, y ∈ D.
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Lemma 5.6. Under Assumptions 2.2, 2.3, and 5.5, let {(zn, xn, yn, τn)} be the se-
quence generated by Algorithm 3. Suppose that (x∗, y∗) ∈ Ω is a saddle point. Then
the following holds as n ≥ 1

2τnG(xn, yn) +
ψ

ψ − 1
∥x∗ − zn+2∥2 +

1

β
∥y − yn∥2 +

θn
4
∥xn − xn+1∥2

≤ ψ

ψ − 1
∥x∗ − zn+1∥2 +

1

β
∥y∗ − yn−1∥2 +

θn−1

4
∥xn − xn−1∥2 − θn∥xn − zn+1∥2.

(74)

Proof. Following the same arguments as in Lemma 3.5, we obtain

2τnG(xn, yn) + ∥x∗ − xn+1∥2 +
1

β
∥y∗ − yn∥2 ≤ ∥x∗ − zn+1∥2

+
1

β
∥y∗ − yn−1∥2 − ∥xn+1 − zn+1∥2 − θn∥xn − zn+1∥2 − θn∥xn − xn+1∥2

+ θn∥xn+1 − zn+1∥2 −
1

β
∥yn − yn−1∥2 + τn⟨Kxn −Kxn+1, yn − yn−1⟩

+ τn⟨∇h(xn)−∇h(xn−1), xn − xn+1⟩. (75)

Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Remark 5.3, we obtain

τn⟨∇h(xn)−∇h(xn−1), xn − xn+1⟩ ≤ τn∥∇h(xn)−∇h(xn−1)∥∥xn − xn+1∥
≤ τnL̄n∥xn − xn−1∥∥xn − xn+1∥

≤
√
θnθn−1

2
∥xn − xn−1∥∥xn − xn+1∥

≤ θn
4
∥xn − xn+1∥2 +

θn−1

4
∥xn − xn−1∥2.

(76)

Similarly, we have

τn⟨Kxn −Kxn+1, yn − yn−1⟩ ≤ τn∥Kxn −Kxn+1∥ ∥yn − yn−1∥
≤ τnLn∥xn − xn+1∥∥yn − yn−1∥

≤ 1

2

√
θnθn−1

βψ
∥xn − xn+1∥∥yn − yn−1∥

≤ θn
4
∥xn − xn+1∥2 +

θn−1

2βψ
∥yn − yn−1∥2.

(77)

Now, combining (75), (76), (77), and (35), we derive

2τnG(xn, yn) +
ψ

ψ − 1
∥x∗ − zn+2∥2 +

1

β
∥y∗ − yn∥2 ≤

ψ

ψ − 1
∥x∗ − zn+1∥2

+
1

β
∥y∗− yn−1∥2+(θn− 1− 1

ψ
)∥xn+1− zn+1∥2− θn∥xn− zn+1∥2+

θn−1

4
∥xn−xn−1∥2

− (θn −
θn
4
− θn

4
)∥xn − xn+1∥2 −

(
1

β
− θn−1

2βψ

)
∥yn − yn−1∥2. (78)
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Since τn ≤ ρτn−1, it follows that θn ≤ ψρ ≤ 1 +
1

ψ
. Additionally, we have

1− θn−1

2ψ
≥ 1− 1

2ψ

(
1

ψ
+

1

ψ2

)
≥ 1− ψ + 1

2ψ3
> 0, ∀ψ ∈ [1, ϕ).

Furthermore, noting that θn−
θn
4
− θn

4
=
θn
2
>
θn
4
, and combining this fact with (78),

we conclude Lemma 5.6.

Theorem 5.7. Under Assumptions 2.2, 2.3, and 5.5, suppose that {(zn, xn, yn, τn)}
is the sequence generated by Algorithm 3. Then, the sequence {(xn, yn)} converges to
a solution of (5).

Proof. Let (x∗, y∗) be a saddle point of L . Then we get, 2τnG(xn, yn) ≥ 0, ∀n. Now,
(74) can be written as , pn+1 ≤ pn − qn, ∀n, where

pn =
ψ

ψ − 1
∥x∗ − zn+1∥2 +

1

β
∥y∗ − yn−1∥2 +

θn−1

4
∥xn − xn−1∥2,

qn = θn∥xn − zn+1∥2.
(79)

Again, using Lemma 2.5, we obtain limn→∞ pn ∈ R and limn→∞ qn = 0. Moreover,
from Proposition 5.4, we derive that limn→∞∥xn−zn+1∥2 = 0. Similarly, like in Theo-
rem 3.6, combining with Proposition 5.4, we can show that limn→∞∥xn− xn−1∥2 = 0.
Since limn→∞ pn ∈ R and limn→∞ qn = 0, both imply that {xn}, {yn} and {zn} are
bounded sequences. Let (x̄, ȳ) be the subsequential limit of {(xn, yn)}. Then there exist
a subsequence {(xnk

, ynk
)} of {(xn, yn)} such that {(xnk

, ynk
)} converges to (x̄, ȳ), i.e,

limn→∞ xnk
= x̄ and limn→∞ ynk

= ȳ. Again, limn→∞∥xn − zn+1∥2 = 0 implies that
limn→∞ znk

= x̄. Furthermore, using Lemma 2.1 similarly like in Theorem 3.6, for all
(x, y) ∈ X× Y, we have

⟨xnk
− znk

+ τnk−1K
∗ynk−1 + τnk−1∇h(xnk−1), x− xnk

⟩ ≥ τnk−1(f(xnk
)− f(x)),

⟨(ynk
− ynk−1)/β + τnk

Kxnk
, y − ynk−1⟩ ≥ τnk

(g∗(ynk
)− g∗(y)).

Recalling that both f, g∗ are lower semi-continuous and letting k →∞, we derive

⟨K∗ȳ +∇h(x̄), x− x̄⟩ ≥ f(x̄)− f(x) and ⟨Kx̄, y − ȳ⟩ ≥ g∗(ȳ)− g∗(y). (80)

Equation (80) implies that (x̄, ȳ) is a saddle point of (5). Thus, all the above val-
idation holds, including equation (79) replacing x∗ by x̄ and y∗ by ȳ. This implies
that limn→∞ pnk

= 0. Furthermore, the sequence {pnk
} is monotonically nonincreas-

ing and bounded below. Thus, we have limn→∞ pn = 0. Therefore, limn→∞ zn = x̄ and
limn→∞ yn = ȳ. Additionally, limn→∞∥xn − zn+1∥2 = 0 implies that limn→∞ xn = x̄.
Hence, the proof is complete.

Theorem 5.8. (Sublinear rate of convergence) Under Assumptions 2.2, 2.3, and
5.5, let {(zn, xn, yn, τn)} be the sequence generated by Algorithm 3. Let (x̄, ȳ) be a
saddle point of L . Then, there exists a constant η1 > 0 such that

G(x̃N , ỹN ) ≤
1

2η1N

(
ψ

ψ − 1
∥x∗ − z2∥2 +

1

β
∥y∗ − y0∥2 +

θ0
4
∥x1 − x0∥2

)
(81)
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holds, where N ≥ 1, and

x̃N =
1

N

N∑
n=1

xn, ỹN =
1

N

N∑
n=1

yn.

Proof. Using the definition of qn and pn, we have

2τnG(xn, yn) ≤ pn − pn+1, ∀n

Again, from Proposition 5.4, we get τn ≥ η1 ∀n, where η1 =
ψ

4(L̄2 + βψ∥K∥2)
1

τmax
.

This implies that

2η1G(xn, yn) ≤ pn − pn+1. (82)

Furthermore, summing over n = 1, 2, . . . , N , we obtain

2η1

N∑
n=1

G(xn, wn, y) ≤ p1 − pN+1

≤ p1 =
ψ

ψ − 1
∥x∗ − z2∥2 +

1

β
∥y∗ − y0∥2 +

θ0
4
∥x1 − x0∥2.

(83)

Now, following similar calculations as in Theorem 4.1, we have

G(x̃N , ỹN ) = L (x̃N , ȳ)−L (x̄, ỹN )

≤ 1

N

N∑
n=1

L (xn, ȳ)−L (x̄, yn)

=
1

N

N∑
n=1

G(xn, yn) ≤
p1

2η1N
.

(84)

Thus, the proof is concluded.

6. Numerical Experiments

In this section, we provide numerical results on LASSO, Non-negative least squares,
Elastic Net Regularization, and Fused LASSO for Algorithm 2 and Algorithm 3 and
compare them with existing methods. Throughout this section, unless stated otherwise,
we assume the following parameter values for aEGRPDA (Algorithm 3): ψ = 1.5,
τ0 = 10, ρ = 1

ψ + 1
ψ2 , and τmax = 107.

6.1. The LASSO Problem

The ℓ1-penalized linear regression or LASSO problem [34] is formulated as:

min
x∈Rn

F (x) :=
1

2
∥Kx− b∥2 + λ∥x∥1.
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Here, rows of K ∈ Rm×n represent predictor variables, λ is a regularization parameter,
and b ∈ Rm is a given response vector. The objective is to find the unknown signal x ∈
Rn. LASSO is a popular method in statistics for linear regression and is particularly
interesting in compressive sensing when n > m, i.e., when the rank of K is less than
n. Now, comparing LASSO with (1) gives g(x) = 1

2∥x− b∥
2, f(x) = λ∥x∥1, and h = 0.

For our experiments, we set the seed to be 100. Next, following [8,9,24], we generate
the required data for this problem as follows.

(1) We generate x∗ ∈ Rn as follows: the s nonzero coordinates of x∗ are taken
randomly using uniform normal distribution N (−10, 10) and the rest are put to
0. The entries of additional noise ω ∈ Rm are drawn from N (0, 0.1) and we set
b = Kx∗ + ω.

(2) We generate the matrix K in one of the following ways:
(a) First, we generate a matrix B whose entries are drawn independently from
N (0, 1). Then for q ∈ (0, 1), we generate the matrix K by columns as
follows: set K1 = B1√

1−q2 and Kj = qKj−1 + Bj , where Kj , Bj are columns

of K,B for j = 2, 3, . . . , n respectively.
(b) All entries of K are sampled independently from N (0, 1).

(a) (m,n, q, s) = (500, 1000, 0.7, 10) (b) (m,n, q, s) = (1000, 2000, 0.5, 100)

(c) (m,n) = (1000, 2000) (d) (m,n) = (1000, 2000)

Figure 2. Figures (a) and (b) compare the convergence plots of LASSO for different algorithms. Figures (c)
and (d) illustrate the primal and dual stepsizes of aEGRPDA and GRPDA for LASSO.

We set the initial value for all algorithms as x0 = (0, . . . , 0), y0 = −b, λ = 0.1 and
iteration stops running when F (xn)−F ∗ < 10−9, where F ∗ = infx F (x) was computed
by running our algorithm for sufficiently many iterations. We initialized the following
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data for different algorithms:

(1) PDHG [6]: τ = 25
∥K∥ , σ = 0.04

∥K∥ , where ∥K∥
2 = λmax(K

∗K).

(2) GRPDA [8]: ϕ = 1.618, τ = 25
∥K∥ , σ = 0.04

∥K∥ , where ∥K∥
2 = λmax(K

∗K).

(3) GRPDA-L [10]: Set τ = 1
∥K∥ , δ = 0.99, µ = 0.7, where δ and µ are involved in

the inequality of the stopping criteria of GRPDA-L.
(4) P-GRPDA (Algorithm 2): µ = 0.80, ψ = 1.618, τ0 = 10, β = 1/10.
(5) aEGRPDA (Algorithm 3): β = 0.1.

(a) (m,n, q) = (500, 1000, 0.7) (b) (m,n, q) = (500, 1000, 0.7)

Figure 3. Primal and dual stepsizes of Lasso for P-GRPDA for different values of µ and ψ.

Figure 2 represents the decreasing behavior of F (xn) − F ∗ versus the CPU time in
seconds, and Figure 3 shows the nonincreasing nature of the primal and dual stepsizes
of the P-GRPDA algorithm. From Figure 2, we can see that both the oscillating
primal and dual stepsizes of aEGRPDA are bounded by the primal and dual stepsizes
of GRPDA.

(a) Observed signal (Noisy) (b) True sparse signal

Figure 4. Comparison of recovered signals, observed signal, and convergence plots for P-GRPDA, GRPDA,

and aEGRPDA.

6.1.1. LASSO signal recovery

Next, we will perform the following numerical experiments on signal recovery for
LASSO. Let m = 500 and n = 10000. Suppose that x∗ is the true sparse signal,
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and A is the random matrix whose elements are drawn from standard Gaussian distri-
bution. Let b = Ax∗ + 0.1 ∗ ν be the observed signal with noise ν, where the elements
of ν are drawn from N (0, 1). In this case, we set λ = 0.05. Our aim is to recover the
nonzero elements of the true sparse signal x∗. Figure 5 collects the results of recover-
ing the noisy signal using GRPDA, P-GRPDA, and aEGRPDA. It can be observed
that all the spikes of the true sparse signals in Figure 4 are almost recovered by the
above-mentioned algorithms. Figure 5 also illustrates the corresponding convergence
behavior, where aEGRPDA demonstrates the most significant decrease of F (xn)−F ∗

followed by P-GRPDA and GRPDA.

(a) Signal recovered by GRPDA (b) Signal recovered by P-GRPDA

(c) Signal recovered by aEGRPDA (d) Convergence of algorithms

Figure 5. Comparison of recovered signals, observed signal, and convergence plots for P-GRPDA, GRPDA,

and aEGRPDA.

6.2. Non-negative least squares

In this section, we consider another least square problem

min
x∈Rn

+

F (x) :=
1

2
∥Kx− b∥2, (85)

where Rn+ = {x ∈ Rn : xi ≥ 0, ∀1 ≤ i ≤ n}, K ∈ Rm×n and b ∈ Rm. The objective
(85) can also be expressed as

min
x∈Rn

F (x) :=
1

2
∥Kx− b∥2 + iRn

+
(x). (86)
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Comparing (86) with (1) gives h = 0, g = 1
2∥ · −b∥

2 and f = iRn
+
(.). The difference

between LASSO and non-negative least squares is that the ℓ1 regularization term is
replaced by the indicator function iRn

+
. The proximal operator of f is nothing but the

projection on the non-negative orthant Rn+. In this experiment, we consider random
and real data as it was tested in [8]. For real data, we consider “illc1850” and
“illc1033”, whereK ∈ Rm×n is the sparse matrix of sizes (1850, 712) and (1033, 320),
respectively. The entries of b are drawn from the uniform normal distribution in (0, 1).
For random data, we generate K ∈ Rm×n randomly whose d̄mn elements are nonzero,

(a) illc1850 (b) illc1033

(c) (m,n, d̄, s) = (1000, 2000, 0.5, 100) (d) (m,n, d̄, s) = (3000, 5000, 0.1, 500)

Figure 6. Real data: Comparison results of non-negative least squares for different algorithms for datasets

illc1850 and illc1033. Random data: Comparison results of non-negative least squares for different algo-
rithms.

where 0 < d̄ < 1, see [8,24] for more details. In order to make F ∗ = 0, we set x∗

to be a sparse vector whose s nonzero elements are drawn uniformly from [0, 100].
We also set Kx∗ = b. For the datasets illc1850 and illc1033, all algorithms are
terminated when F (xn)−F ∗ < 10−13 or after a maximum number of 20000 iterations.
For random data, all algorithms are terminated when F (xn) − F ∗ < 10−20 or after
a maximum number of 20000 iterations. From Figure 6, we observe that aEGRPDA
gives better convergence bounds on each graph, followed by P-GRPDA, except for the
dataset ilc1033.
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(a) illc1850 primal (b) illc1850 dual

(c) illc1033 primal (d) illc1033 dual

Figure 7. Primal-dual stepsizes of non-negative least squares for the dataset illc1850 and illc1033.

6.3. Elastic Net regularization

The Elastic Net regularization problem [45] is written as

min
x∈Rn

F (x) :=
1

2
∥Kx− b∥2 + λ1∥x∥1 + λ2∥x∥2, (87)

where K ∈ Rm×n, b ∈ Rm and λ1, λ2 are regularization parameters. Comparing (87)
with (1) gives f(x) = λ1∥x∥1, g(x) = 1

2∥x−b∥
2 and h(x) = λ2∥x∥2. In this experiment,

(a) (m,n) = (1000, 3000) (b) (m,n) = (1000, 3000)

Figure 8. Primal and Dual stepsizes of Elastic Net for E-GRPDA and aEGRPDA.

the elements of K, i.e., Ki,j for all i, j, are drawn using normal distribution in (0, 0.01).
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The entries of additional noise ω ∈ Rm are drawn from N (0, 0.04) and we set b =
Kx∗ +ω, where elements of x∗ are generated from N (0, 1). In this experiment, we set
λ1 = 0.01 and λ2 = 0.003. Since h(x) = λ2∥x∥2, the Lipschitz constant L̄ of h is 2λ2.
We set x0 = 0, y0 = −b and other initial data are chosen as follows:

(1) Condat–Vũ [13,38]: τ = 4
5λ2

, σ = 2λ2

3∥K∥2 , where ∥K∥ =
√
λmax(K∗K).

(2) EGRPDA [43]:τ = 4
5λ2

, σ = 2λ2

3∥K∥2 , ψ = 1.618.

(3) P-GRPDA (Algorithm 2): ψ = 1.93, µ = 0.70, µ′ = 0.21, β = 0.12, τ0 = 10.
(4) aEGRPDA (Algorithm 3): β = 0.25.

(a) (m,n) = (700, 1000) (b) Zoom in of (a)

(c) (m,n) = (1000, 3000) (d) Zoom in of (c)

Figure 9. Comparison results of Elastic Net for different algorithms.

To apply GRPDA-L, we choose f as f + h, where its proximal operator corresponds
to the weighted sum of the ℓ1-norm and ℓ2-norm, commonly referred to as the soft-
thresholding operator. In this scenario, the parameters are set following [10]: β = 1,
ψ = 1.5, and τ0 = 10, while the remaining initial parameters are consistent with those
chosen for the LASSO problem. All algorithms are terminated when F (xn) − F ∗ <
10−15 or after a maximum of 30000 iterations. The numerical results are illustrated in
Figure 8 and 9.

6.4. Fused Lasso

The Fused Lasso problem is written as

min
x∈Rn

F (x) := λ1∥x∥1 + λ2∥Dx∥1 +
1

2
∥Ax− b∥2. (88)
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Here, the difference matrix D ∈ R(n−1)×n is given by

K = D =


−1 1 0 · · · 0
0 −1 1 · · · 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 0 · · · −1 1

 .
In this experiment, the elements of A = (Aij) and the elements of the additional noise
vector ω ∈ Rm are sampled from a normal distribution N (0, 0.01). The vector b is then
constructed as b = Kx∗+ω, where the entries of x∗ are independently generated from
N (0, 1). We set λ1 = 0.001 and λ2 = 0.03. For the data-fitting term h(x) = 1

2∥Ax−b∥
2,

its gradient is ∇h(x) = A∗(Ax − b). Therefore, the Lipschitz constant L̄ is ∥A∗A∥,
which corresponds to the largest eigenvalue of A∗A. We initialize the following data
as follows:

(a) (m,n) = (500, 500) (b) (m,n) = (300, 1000)

(c) (m,n) = (500, 500) (d) (m,n) = (500, 500)

Figure 10. Figures (a) and (b) present the convergence plots for different algorithms of Fused Lasso. Figures
(c) and (d) demonstrate the primal and dual stepsizes of Elastic Net for E-GRPDA and aEGRPDA.

(1) Condat–Vũ: τ = 0.04 · 3
5∥D∥ , σ = 25 · 10∥D∥

9L̄2 , where ∥D∥ is the square root of the

largest eigenvalue of D∗D.

(2) E-GRPDA: τ = 0.2 · 3
5∥D∥ , σ = 5 · 10∥D∥

9L̄2 , ψ = 1.50.

(3) P-GRPDA (Algorithm 2): µ = 0.80, µ′ = 0.26, ψ = 1.618, τ0 = 10, β = 1/20.
(4) aEGRPDA (Algorithm 3): β = 1/20 .

We terminate all algorithms when F (xn) − F ∗ < 10−16 or 10000 iterations reached.
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Figure 10 presents the numerical graphs for this experiment.

7. Conclusion

In this work, we introduced two new stepsize rules for E-GRPDA (12), which do
not need backtracking to remove the dependency on ∥K∥ and L̄. In the first stepsize
rule, the primal stepsize τn converges, with its limit bounded below by a positive value.
This crucial fact enabled us to establish both the global iterate convergence and the R-
linear rate of convergence for Algorithm 2. Additionally, we extended the convergence
region of the Algorithm 2 from (1, ϕ] to (1, 1+

√
3) as it was done for GRPDA [9]. The

second stepsize rule, motivated from [21,37], leverages the local stepsize inequality of E-
GRPDA to establish the global convergence of Algorithm 3. Our proposed approaches
were validated through experiments on a variety of convex optimization problems,
including Lasso, Fused Lasso, Elastic Net, and Non-negative Lasso. We illustrated
the decreasing behavior of F (xn)− F ∗ with CPU time (in seconds) of our algorithms
in comparison to existing methods. We also conducted signal recovery experiments
for Lasso, highlighting the advantages of our approaches. Future direction includes
investigating the acceleration of the Algorithm 2 to achieve an O(1/N2) convergence
rate, akin to GRPDA and E-GRPDA [8,10,43]. Additionally, it would be interesting
to explore Algorithm 2 to the settings when h is locally smooth.
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