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An Adaptive Multiparameter Penalty Selection
Method for Multiconstraint and Multiblock ADMM

Luke Lozenski, Graduate Student Member, IEEE, Michael T. McCann, Member, IEEE and
Brendt Wohlberg, Fellow, IEEE

Abstract—This work presents a new method for online selec-
tion of multiple penalty parameters for the alternating direction
method of multipliers (ADMM) algorithm applied to optimization
problems with multiple constraints or functionals with block ma-
trix components. ADMM is widely used for solving constrained
optimization problems in a variety of fields, including signal
and image processing. Implementations of ADMM often utilize
a single hyperparameter, referred to as the penalty parameter,
which needs to be tuned to control the rate of convergence.
However, in problems with multiple constraints, ADMM may
demonstrate slow convergence regardless of penalty parameter
selection due to scale differences between constraints. Accounting
for scale differences between constraints to improve convergence
in these cases requires introducing a penalty parameter for
each constraint. The proposed method is able to adaptively
account for differences in scale between constraints, providing
robustness with respect to problem transformations and initial
selection of penalty parameters. It is also simple to understand
and implement. Our numerical experiments demonstrate that the
proposed method performs favorably compared to a variety of
existing penalty parameter selection methods.

Index Terms—convex optimization, ADMM, adaptive ADMM,
multiparameter ADMM, parameter selection

I. INTRODUCTION

The alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM)
is a proximal splitting algorithm [1] for solving constrained
optimization problems [2], [3]. This work focuses on an
ADMM variant for solving optimization problems with mul-
tiple constraints, of the form

argmin fl@®) +g(2) 0
S.t. Aja:—i—sz:cj j=1,...,J,

with variables z € R, z € RV, constraint vectors ¢; € RY7,
constraint matrices A; € RE*M | B, € RFi*N and convex
objective functions f : RM — R, g: RN — R.
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The multiparameter ADMM iterates for multiple constraints
are expressed
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where {p;}7_; C R is a set of positive scalars penalty

parameters, || - || denotes the 2 norm, and y; € RFi is
known as the j-th dual variable or the j-th Lagrange multiplier
associated with the j-th constraint in (1). To simplify notation,
we let argmin f denote a single minimizer of f, even when
f does not have a unique minimizer.

Note that grouping all constraints into a single constraint,
by vertical matrix concatenation, and utilizing a single penalty
parameter recovers standard ADMM, which is known to
converge under a wide variety of conditions [4, §3.2], [5],
[6], [7] '. The iteration (2)-(4) can be shown to converge to
a solution of (1) based on the equivalence of multiparameter
ADMM and standard ADMM outlined in Appendix A.

For ease of notation, the dual variable can be expressed in
a stacked vector form

yF+h) — k) Dp(Am(k-H) + BzF+HD _ c),

T
where y*) = g(ygk))T (yf]k))T) € RF is the

vectorized stack of multipliers.

B, Ay C1
B = S, A= |, and c=
B, Ay cy
are the grouped constraint matrices, p = (pl p J)T €

R7 is the vectorized stack of penalty parameters, and
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I'While this formulation uses the Euclidean 5 norm, ADMM can be
generalized to a wide variety of Hilbert spaces [8], [9], [10].



is a diagonal matrix operator.

A very important subclass of multiconstraint optimization
problems, as in (1), is multiblock optimization problems,
which involve a separable objective of several variables with
one of these variables being a consensus variable. This multi-
block problem then has several constraints with each constraint
involving the consensus variable and one other variable?. A
multiblock problem is formulated as

argmin
LyZ1,5.52

J
f@)+ ) 9i(z)
;g (©)

S.t. Aj.’l)+.B~ij:Cj jil,...,J,

with variables x € R”f , zj € RNi; vector ¢; € RFi; matrices
A; € RE*M and B; € RFi*Ni; convex functionals f :
RM — R and g; : RN — R.

Defining z € RY for N = ijl N; as

Z1

J
) g(z) = Zgj(zj)v

zJ

and B; € R”*N s the matrix such that Bz = Bj;z;,
then the multiblock form in (6) reduces to a form identical to
one in (1). These multiblock optimization problems naturally
emerge in several computational imaging applications, such as
cases with multiple regularization and data fidelity terms [13],
[14] or applying separation of variables for proximal based
optimization [15], [16].

In the multiblock case, the ADMM constraints defined in
(7)-(9) can equivalently be defined as

) = argmin f(x)
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An advantage of this multiblock formulation of ADMM is
that the updates of each z; variable can be performed inde-
pendently of each other.

A further subset of multiblock ADMM of note is consensus
ADMM in which ¢; = 0 and B; = —I, and often A; = I,
for all j. Consensus ADMM can be applied for distributed and
asynchronous optimization of large-scale functions [17], [18],
[19], [20], [21], [22].

In practice, the rate of convergence of ADMM algorithms is
strongly dependent on the choice of penalty parameters [23].
Moreover, whereas the standard ADMM algorithm requires
selection of a single penalty parameter, many problems with
multiple constraints, such as multiblock problems in Eq.

2Note that this definition is distinct from those of [11], [12], which refer to
any ADMM implementation with more than two variables as “multiblock”.

(6), will require some form of preconditioning applied to
the constraint for fast convergence [24]. As demonstrated in
Appendix A, utilizing a distinct penalty parameter for each
constraint is equivalent to applying diagonal preconditioning,
and can similarly accelerate convergence.

In general, there are no analytic methods for determining the
optimal selection of penalty parameters. Furthermore, brute-
force methods that run the ADMM with multiple penalty
parameters are computationally expensive, scaling exponen-
tially in the number of penalty parameters, and are therefore
impractical for large-scale or time-sensitive problems.

Alternatively, an ADMM implementation can utilize an
adaptive penalty parameter selection criterion. In an adaptive
ADMM implementation, the penalty parameter p or penalty
parameters {p; }3’:1 are replaced with iteration dependent

versions, p*) or {pgk)}jzl, via a chosen selection criterion.
A number of previous works have explored selection criterion
for the single parameter cases [25], [26], [27], [28], [29]. This
work proposes an extension of the single parameter criterion
proposed by [29] to an adaptive multiparameter rule. To our
knowledge, the only other proposed multiparameter rule is
a generalization of the BBS method [27], discussed in [30].
Adapting notation from [29], an adaptive criterion for multiple
penalty parameters can be defined as a function

plkt1) — (b((p(i)’m(i+1)7z(i+1)7y(u+1))k )7 (10)

i=0
¢RI XRM xRN xR x ... — R that selects new penalty
parameters based on all current and past penalty parameters,
all current and past variables, and, implicitly, the problem
definition f, g, {A;}/_,, {B;};]_, and {¢;}]_,.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In
Section II, a framework for analyzing multiparameter ADMM
for problems with multiple constraints as an affine fixed-point
iteration on the dual variable is formulated. In Section III,
this framework is used to derive the proposed multiparameter
selection method by minimizing the spectral radius of the
affine iteration matrix. In Section IV, a brief survey of existing
adaptive single-parameter methods and an additional multipa-
rameter method is conducted, with these methods serving as
comparison methods. Section V identifies an important class
of problem transformations and characterizes the behavior
of the proposed method and the comparison methods with
respect to these problem transformations. In Section VI, three
numerical studies are conducted to demonstrate the benefits of
the proposed method and compare it to the reference methods.
Section VII presents the conclusions drawn from these results
and possibilities for future extensions.

II. PENALTY PARAMETER SELECTION FRAMEWORK

This section presents a framework for selection of multiple
ADMM penalty parameters. The presented framework is a
multiparameter generalization of the single parameter spectral
radius approximation (SRA) method [29]. The fundamental
idea of this framework is to formulate ADMM iterations lo-
cally as an affine fixed-point iteration, y*+1) = H,y*) +h,,,
where H,, € RE*P and h, € R” are dependent on penalty
parameter selection. The theory of affine fixed-point iteration



dictates that the fastest convergence is achieved when the
spectral radius of H, is minimized. Based on this analysis,
the proposed method attempts to minimize the spectral radius
of H,. (While similar concepts underpin other approaches
for ADMM parameter selection [27], [28], the resulting algo-
rithms are different.)

In addition to extending the derivation of [29] to the
multiparameter case, this work seeks to address one of its
weakness. Specifically, [29] assumes that the iteration matrix
H , has real eigenvalues for every p and that y*+1) —y () will
converge to a single dominant eigenvector. This assumption is
explicitly shown to be false via counter example in Section VI.
This work corrects the derivation resulting from this incorrect
assumption and demonstrates that the original single parameter
SRA method and proposed multiparameter method roughly
achieve optimal performance.

A. Iteration on y

This section provides a brief formulation of the ADMM
iterations in Eq. (2)-(4) as an affine fixed-point iteration solely
in terms of the dual variable or multiplier y. This adapts the
in-depth derivation in [29] for the multiparameter case, and
is often expressed in literature as Douglas Rachford splitting
(DRS) [31] on the dual problem [32], [27], [28].

Applying first-order optimality conditions in terms of sub-
gradients on the z-update [33], [4]

0 € D,g(zFtD) = 9,g(zFt1)) 4 BTyk+1)

where 9,g(z**+1) represents the subgradient of ¢ evaluated
at z(*+1)_ This then allows z2(*) to be expressed as a function
of y(¥)

20 = G(y™)  G(w) = argmin g(z) + (BT'w)Tz, (11)

z

where w € RP.
Similarly, first-order optimality conditions in terms of sub-
gradients can be applied for the a-updates

0 € 0 f(@*HV) = 0, f(@HD)) 4 AT,

where 9 f (1) represents the subgradient of f evaluated
at z*+1) and
g = W 4 D, (A + Bz —¢), (12

is an introduced synthetic multiplier or intermediate multiplier.
Then z(*) can be expressed as a function of g¥)

2™ = F(g®), F(w) = argmin f(z)+(ATw) @. (13)
T

Using these definitions of F' and G, the ADMM updates can

be expressed solely in terms of the implicit multiplier updates.

(I - D,AF)(§*+Y) = (I + D,BG)(y®) — Dye. (14)

(I - D,BG)(y* V) =g+ — D, BGy™). (15)

Assuming (I — D,AF) and (I — D,BG) are locally in-
vertible, the implicit updates in Eq. (14) and Eq. (15) can be
summarized as

g+ = (I - D, AF)™? ((I +D,BG)(y"M) - D,,c) ,
y* = (1 - D,BG) (5% - D,BG™Y)).

Note that §*t1) can be written purely in terms of y*) and
merely acts as a placeholder variable, to improve readability.

B. Affine Fixed-Point Iteration

This section considers the case when ADMM is applied to
a quadratic optimization problem. Using the logic applied in
Section II-A, this then allows ADMM to be expressed as an
affine fixed-point iteration and is a critical component to derive
the proposed penalty parameter selection rule. Furthermore,
it is assumed that convex functions can be locally well-
approximated with a series of quadratics [34], [35], [36],
[37], such as the local approximations utilized in Newton
methods, [38], [39], thereby allowing the proposed method
to be generalized to the broader class of convex optimization
problems.

Consider the case when f and g are of the forms

1 1
flx) = imTQw +q'z g(z)= ézTRz +rTz,

where Q@ is a positive definite M x M matrix, ¢ € R, R is
a positive definite N x N matrix, and r» € RY,

These definitions lead to a fixed point iteration in terms of
the multiplier variable

y(k+1) -

(I + D,GY (I + D,F) (I + D,FD,G)y"* +h,
HP

where F = AQ AT, G = BR'B”, H, € RP*F is the
update matrix that is dependent on p, and h, € R¥ is an affine
component. This fixed point iteration will be convergent when
the spectral radius rad(H,) < 1.

Supposing that these iterations converge to a unique fixed
point y*, denote the error term e®) = y(F) — y* 1In the cases
when H,, only has real eigenvalues, €®) will converge to a
dominant eigenvector of H,, as the components correspond-
ing to smaller eigenvalue will rapidly vanish. Therefore, for
sufficiently large & and Ak > 0

y(kJrAk) — y(k) =~ (T(Hp)Ak — l)e(k)7

that is y(*+2%) — (%) will also be a maximal eigenvector.

However, in the cases when H, has dominant eigenval-
ues that are complex, €*) will instead converge to a real
combination of the dominant eigenvectors v, and v,, since
the other eigenvector components will vanish rapidly. Let A,
be one of the dominant eigenvalues, v, its corresponding
eigenvector, and (),,V,) their corresponding conjugate pair.
Then for some complex coefficient ¢

e® ~ gvp + gvp.
Therefore, for sufficiently large k& and Ak > 0

(FHAR) _ gy (k) o g(k+AR) _ (k)

(16)
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¢ ¢

= §(>\§’“ — v, + 5(/\§k —1)v,.

This means that y*+2%) — 4(*) may not be a dominant
eigenvalue, but is contained within plane spanned by the real

and imaginary components of the dominant eigenvector.

III. PROPOSED PENALTY PARAMETER SELECTION
METHOD

This section presents the proposed selection method for
multiple adaptive penalty parameter methods. The proposed
selection rule is derived based on the affine fixed-point it-
eration introduced in the previous section, and attempts to
minimize the spectral radius of the iteration matrix by avoiding
two limiting cases that are shown not to include the optimal
penalty parameters.

Let (Ap,v,) be a dominant eigenpair of H,,. Then

(I + D,G)™ (I + D,F) (I + D,FD,G)v, = \,v,
= (I+ D,FD,G)v, = \,(I + D,F)(I+ D,G)v,.
Then

I( + DpFD,G)v,|

A2 = .
el = 1T D, R T + D,G)w, P

A. Dominating Cases

Consider the two cases when either v, dominates D,Gv,
or vice versa. This section demonstrates that the optimal p
does not satisfy either of these cases, and then proposes
a simple and robust adaptive selection method for multiple
penalty parameters by avoiding these two worst cases. This is
demonstrated via a bounding argument that removes the need
to linearize about the maximal eigenvector, as required in [29].

Case 1: ||v,] > ||D,Guv,||. Then

[vpll®
(I + DpF)v,l?

2 o
|>‘P‘ ~ H

The eigenvalue norm can then be bounded above and below
as

1 1
(1 + omax(DplF)) (14 omin(DpF))?’

where omin(DpF) and omax(D,F) are the minimum and
maximum singular values of D,F. Both of these functions are
strictly elementwise decreasing with respect to p. This implies
that the global min for the eigenvalue norm is not achieved in
Case 1.

Note that in Case 1,

2 S |)\P|2 S

(I +D,FD,G)v, = \,(I + D,F)(I+ D,G)v,
= vy~ I+ D,F)\,v,

which implies that (\,, v,) approaches an eigenpair of (I +
D,F)™ and the eigenvalue A\, and eigenvector v, are real.
Case 2: ||v,|| < [|[D,Guv,||. Then

||DpIFDpG’”p||2 )
[(I + DpF)D,Gu,|?

‘)‘p|2 ~

The eigenvalue norm can then be bounded above and below
by

2
omin(FD,G) < ‘)\p|2
(Umax(G) + O'min(FDpG)

BT ) |

Both of these functions are strictly elementwise increasing
with respect to p. This implies that the global minimum for
the eigenvalue norm is not achieved in Case 2.

Note that in Case 2,

(I + D,FD,G)v, = A\,(I + D,F)(I + D,G)v,
— D,FD,Guv, ~ (I + D,F)\,D,Guv,

which implies that (\,, D,Gv,) approaches an eigenpair of
(I+D,F)™ D,F and the eigenvalue \, and D,Gv,, are real.
D,Guv, being real similarly implies v, is because D, and
G, are real.

B. Proposed Penalty Parameter Selection Method

The proposed method is based on avoiding either of the
previously mentioned Case 1 and Case 2, that is

[vpll > [ DpGup|| or vyl < [ DpGopl.

As noted, Case 1 and Case 2 both imply that both the
eigenvalues and eigenvectors are real, or dominated by their
real component. This means both cases can be described in
terms of inequalities that only consider real components of
the eigenvector

[ Real(Cvp)[| > [|DpG Real(Cwp)||  or
| Real(Cv,)|| < || DpG Real(Cvp)||

for any chosen complex coefficient (.
This can easily be avoided when the left and right sides are
set to be equal

I Real(¢wp)||? = 325, || Real(Gv,),

= | DyG Real(C,)|* = 325, p3II(G Real(Cv,)); |

where (-); selects the components of v, and Gv,, correspond-
ing to y;. This above equality is achieved when

[ Real(Cvp);l| = p;[l(G Real(Cvy));]|

holds for a chosen (. L

Choosing ¢ such that y**1) — y(®) ~ Sy, + Sv, =
Real(¢v,), gives rise to the proposed multiparameter spectral
radius approximation (MpSRA) rule

k+1) y(k) ||
J

( (k+1) ||yg(

J )MpSRA - ||Bj(z(k+1) _ Z(k))H- 17

Note that the resulting adaptive rule for p does not explicitly
require that the problem be quadratic, and only requires values
for y, B, and z. In practice, it is then possible to apply
the proposed method to any ADMM algorithm for solving
arbitrary convex problems.



Furthermore, the adaptive penalty parameters proposed in
(17) can be formulated for the multiblock case as

(p(k+&)) _ Hyjk+1
J SRA HBj Z](k+1)

In this form the proposed penalty parameters are defined in-
dependently for each multiblock subproblem. For applications
of consensus ADMM, the proposed multiparameter method
is easily adapted and creates separate penalty parameters for
each subproblem and is fully compatible with with distributed
and asynchronous approaches.

k0
-]

(18)

C. Implementation of Proposed Method

Two key points must be addressed for practical implemen-
tation of the proposed MpSRA rule in Eq. (17).

First, the proposed rule requires that y*+1) — 4 (*) approx-
imates the largest eigenvector of H,, or is approximately in
the plane determined by the dominant eigenvector pair in the
complex eigenvalue case. This approximation requires that &
be sufficiently large. In practice, this can be achieved by only
applying the proposed rule every T iterations. Based on trial
and error, 7' = 5 demonstrates sufficient performance.

Second, the rule presented in Eq. (17) does not directly
account for the cases when yékﬂ) = y§k) or Bjz-t1) =
B jz(k). Standard ADMM requires a finite and positive penalty
parameter and, via the equivalence of standard ADMM and
multiparameter ADMM as demonstrated in Appendix A,
each element of the multiparameter p; must also be finite
positive. In these cases, multiplicative scaling is applied in
a manner similar to residual balancing method [26]. That
is [y, — g = 0 and Bz — 20 > 0
1nd1cates that the ADMM method is weighted too much
towards the constraint and a greater emphasis can be put
on the objective by decreasing p; by a chosen factor 79,
Similarly, ||y(k+1) fy]k)H > 0and || B;(zFt) — 20| =0
indicates that the ADMM method is weighted too much
towards the objective and a greater emphasis can be put on
the constraint by increasing p; by a chosen factor riner - If
[y, — | = 0 and ||Bj(=*+) — =] = 0. both
the constramt and objective are equally weighted and no
adjustment to p; is needed. In practice, 79 = 7ihr = 10
demonstrates sufficient performance.

This practical implementation of the proposed rule in Eq.
(17) is described in Algorithm 1.

IV. EXISTING PENALTY PARAMETER METHODS

This section briefly outlines and describes other state-of-
the-art adaptive penalty parameter methods proposed in other
works.

A. Single-Parameter Methods

Several works have proposed adaptive single-parameter
methods for the single-constraint version of ADMM. We
focus here on the same four methods analyzed in [29], which
represent the state-of the-art methods in practice. These single-
parameter methods are the residual balancing (RB) method,

Algorithm 1: Proposed multiparameter spectral radius
approximation (MpSRA) p selection method

Input: k, pF) z(k) z(k+1) 4 (k) o (k+1)
rdeer = 10

Parameters: T = 5, 7"" =
Output: p(F+1)
if k mod T 0 :

| return p*)

,J do
k+1

for j =1,.
py « H% ~y)|

B (250 — zW) |
ifpj:Oandqj>O:
‘ p;k—i_l) — pgk)/Tdecr

else if p; >0and g; =0 :
k+1 incr

‘ p§+)<_T p(k)

else if p; =0 and g; =0 :

k+1 k
AR

else
‘ (k+1)

<_p]/QJ
end

k k
P (pfH L pf )T

return p(k+1)

proposed in [25] and applied in [40], [41], [42], [43], [44],
[45], the spectral radius bound (SRB) method [28], the single-
parameter Barzilai-Borwein spectral (BBS) method [27], [46],
[47], and the single-parameter spectral radius approximation
(SRA) method [29].

B. Multiparameter Barzilai-Borwein Spectral Method

Although many single-parameter methods can sometimes be
adapted to multiparameter analogs for multiconstraint prob-
lems, few works have implemented multiparameter versions
of ADMM. One exception is the multiparameter version of
the Barzilai-Borwein spectral (MpBBS) method [30]. The
multiparameter BBS method serves as the main point of
comparison for the proposed multiparameter method.

The multiparameter BBS method [30, Section 5.3.3] is the
natural extension of the single-parameter BBS method and is
derived in a similar manner. The multiparameter BBS method
is expressed.

)
(p] MpBBS

(19)

2 2

2 || "[|as ™|

(A;(A2®),A5) (B; (Az1),ay5")

where Azxz®) = gk — gk=2k) A K — (k) _
Z(kak),Ay(lk) = (vk) — (k Ak), gj(.’“) is defined the same

as in (12), Agj(.’“ = y](k) y](Ak) and Ak is some positive

integer for delay in iterations. In practice, utilizing the BBS
method requires a variety of additional safeguards based on a



complicated heuristic assessment of curvature values derived
in the formulation of the BBS method.

V. PROBLEM MULTISCALING

This section identifies an important type of problem trans-
formation for optimization problems with multiple constraints.
This problem transformation, multiscaling, introduces a family
of optimization problems whose solutions are related via
a corresponding transformation in the solution space. This
section addresses how multiscaling alters the behaviors of
each adaptive penalty parameter method and introduces the
concept of multiscaling covariance, which is a generalization
of scaling covariance [26], [29], intended to classify a family
of optimization problems that share constraints at different
scales.

Consider using ADMM to solve a member of a family of
optimization problems

min af(yz) + ag(dz)

T,z ) (20)
S.t. ﬁjAj’YIB+ﬁij§Z :ﬁjcj ] = 1,...,J

where the family is parameterized by the scalars o, {3} } 3-]:1, v,
and 0. We refer to the problem with « = 51 = ... = 85 =
v =6 = 1 as the unscaled problem. It is important to note
that there is no definitive choice of the unscaled problem
and it merely serves as a reference member of the family of
problems.

Denote x*, z* as the solution to the unscaled problem. Then

the solution to the problem with scaling a, {3;}7_,,7, is
x* z*
Pk >* — 7 21
’y ) 5 ) ( )

and is independent of choice of a or {5;}7_,

However, note that when multiconstraint ADMM is imple-
mented for the unscaled problem with a penalty parameter
p = (p1,...,ps)T, equivalent behavior in ADMM for the
(o, {Bj}‘f:l,y,(i)-scaled problem is demonstrated with the
scaled penalty parameter p = (ﬂ%pl, R %pJ)T. This means
that although scaling the constraints does not affect the solu-
tion to the optimization problem, it affects penalty parameter
selection and thereby convergence behavior of ADMM.

Ideally, then a multiconstraint ADMM penalty parameter
method should scale properly with scaling applied to the
optimization problem, motivating the following definition.

Definition 5.1 (Multiscaling Covariant): A multiconstraint
ADMM penalty parameter selection method, ¢, is multiscaling
covariant if

- 2D S (0+1) - k
¢’ ((aD 2p, T’T Dgly(ul))

£=0

k
) , (22
=0

where B = (B1,...,85)T and D is the diagonal matrix
operator defined in Eq. (5) and ¢’ is selection criteria for the
scaled problem, i.e., where ¢ depends on f, g, A, B, and c,
¢’ depends on af(7-), ag(é-), YDA, 6DgB, and Dgc.

= aD52¢ ((p(€)7w(€+1), z(e+1)7y<g+1))

That is, if a method is multiscaling covariant it will select
p¥) at iteration k of the unscaled problem, it will select
ozD[;2 p®) for each corresponding scaled problem. Parameter
selection methods being multiscaling covariant is critical be-
cause problem scaling is unavoidable in practice. For example,
in many engineering problems, problem structure is deter-
mined by the choice of units of measurement, or scale, within
the objective and constraints and an effective optimization
needs to be independent of this choice.

Note that the characterized family of problems in Eq. (20)
and Definition 5.1 can be further generalized by replacing the
scalars v and § with invertible matrices I' € RM>*M and
A € R¥*N 1In practice, members of this generalized family
of problems can exhibit different behaviors in numerical
solutions, potentially in cases when I' or A are ill-conditioned.
Reference [29] provides additional analysis on adaptive meth-
ods being translation invariant. Note that MpSRA inherits
translation invariance from the single parameter SRA.

A. Single Parameter Selection Methods

Consider an ADMM single penalty parameter selection
method

plE+D) — ZZJ((P(Z), (1) L (e+1) y(£+1))€ 0) (23)

This update is defined in terms of a function 1/ : R x RM x
RN x RP x ... — R. This can be viewed as an equivalent
adaptive multlparameter rule that only inputs and outputs p(*)
such that p; k) — pf] ).

A single- parameter method can only scale according to
Eq. (22) in the 81 = ... = [ case. This limitation means
that a single-parameter method may be scaling covariant with
respect to scaling by a single scalar but cannot be multiscaling
covariant.

B. Multiparameter BBS

The multiparameter BBS method is multiscaling covariant,

since for each j
k
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C. Multiparameter SRA

The proposed MpSRA method is multiscaling covariant
since for each j
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VI. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

We performed three numerical experiments to demonstrate
the benefits of the proposed multiparameter method and
compare it to other adaptive penalty parameter approaches.
In each of these experiments, the proposed and comparison
methods were applied to a different optimization. The first
experiment applied these methods for solving a constrained
sum of quadratics optimization problem that resulted in an
iteration matrix with complex eigenvalues for some penalty
parameter selections and assessed our analysis of the itera-
tion matrix and eigenvalue behavior. The second experiment
applied these methods for solving a constrained sum of
quadratics optimization problem with multiple scales between
constraints and assessed the ability of the proposed method
to adjust to scales between constraints. The third experiment
applied these methods to solving a multiblock formulation of
an image reconstruction problem with ¢; data fidelity and TV
regularization and assessed each method for a computationally
expensive, non-quadratic problem.

A. Sum of Quadratics Resulting in an Iteration Matrix with
Complex Eigenvalues

Consider the constrained optimization problem

argmin %a:TQ:c + qT:I: + %zTRz +r7g

- ; (24)
S.t. r+z=c
where z, z € R?, R = diag(0.1,10), Q = UyRU;
U, — cos(f) —sin(6)
O~ \sin(d) cos() )’
0 =% q=1L1)"r=(L-1)" and ¢ = (2,1)". In

this setting the constraint can be split into two subconstraints,
x1+2z1 = ¢; and x5+ 22 = ¢, and a multiconstraint ADMM
formulation can be applied. The corresponding ADMM itera-
tion matrix is

H,=(I+D,R")Y'(I+D, Q"Y' (I+D,Q"'D,R™).

Notably, H, will have complex eigenvalues for some values
of p = (p1, p2)T. Figure 1 displays surfaces for the magnitude
and angle of the maximum eigenvalues of H . Similarly, the

magnitude and angles of the maximum eigenvalues in the cases
when p = p; = pa, corresponding to the diagonals in Figure
1, are plotted in Figure 2.

The relative residual of the multiconstraint algorithms for
an array of starting (p1,p2) after 20 and 50 iterations is
displayed as a surface in Fig. 3. The relative residuals of the
single-constraint and multiconstraint algorithms for a range of
starting p = p; = po after 20 and 50 iterations are plotted in
Fig. 4.

B. Scaled Constraint Sum of Squares
Consider the constrained optimization problem
%wTQa: +q7x+ %zTRz +rlx
z,z (25)
s.t. jm(afa:—&-b;‘-rz—cj) =0,j7=1,...,J,

argmin

where each constraint is scaled by it index j raised to a chosen
power m, ¢ € RM 2 € RV, a; and q are randomly sampled
from an M-dimensional standard normal distribution, b; and
r are randomly sampled from an N-dimensional standard
normal distribution, @ = Q7 Q;, Q; is randomly sampled
from an M x M standard normal distribution, R = RffR,
R, is drawn from an N x N standard normal distribution, c;
are scalar variables drawn from a random normal distribution,
and m is a scaling parameter between the different constraints.
The relative residuals of the single-constraint and multicon-
straint algorithms for a range of starting p = p; = p» after 50
iterations for the m = 0, 1, 2 cases are plotted in Fig. 5.

C. Multiblock ¢y Data Fidelity Total Variation Regularization,
Image Reconstruction

Consider the unconstrained optimization problem for image
reconstruction

argmin || F(x) — dl[1 +6[|V[l21 (26)

where € RM*M g the space of images to reconstruct over,

F : RMXM _ Rm represents a linear imaging operator that
maps from an image to a set of m measurements, d € R™

represents a set of noisy measurements, || - ||; represents the
¢1 norm over the M x M image, V : RM*M _y R2xXMxM
is the finite difference gradient operator, || - ||2,1 is the 2-

dimensional ¢ ; norm, and 6 > 0 is a regularization parameter.
The regularization term || V- ||2 1 is referred to as total variation
(TV) which is known to promote piecewise constant images
while preserving sharp edges [48]. Both the ¢;-norm and TV
functional are not differentiable and the TV norm in particular
is not well suited to gradient-based optimization due to the
instability of the gradient operator.

Alternatively, this problem can be reformulated into a con-
strained optimization problem of the form

argmin || z1||1 + d]/z2]|2,1
T,21,22
s.t. f(:]}) —2z1 = d > (27)
Ve —2z,=0

which can be solved utilizing multiblock ADMM.
This multiblock ADMM algorithm was applied to an image
reconstruction problem where the imaging operator F was a
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sparse computed tomography (CT) imaging operator based
on the Radon transform, with 20 view angles equispaced
over a semicircle and 363 projections per view angle, and
was implemented in Python using the SCICO package [49].
Measurements were then computed via the relationship

d= ‘F(mgt) +n,

where x,; denotes the ground truth object, a Siemens Star with
8 spokes on a M x M = 256 x 256 pixel grid, and 7 represents
an additive noise term corresponding to salt-and-pepper noise
corrupting a quarter of the measurements.

Updating the x variable required solving an ill-conditioned
linear system using conjugate gradient determined by the
gradient and imaging operator. Solving this linear system
comprises most of the computational burden for solving this
problem.

The relative residual of the multiblock algorithms for an
array of starting (p1, p2) after 50 iterations is displayed as a
surface in Fig. 6. The relative residuals of the single-constraint
and multiconstraint algorithms for a range of starting p =
p1 = p2 after 50 iterations are plotted in Fig. 7. The resulting

corresponds to the location of the smallest magnitude, which occurs for a complex maximal eigenvalue.
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Magnitude and angle (radians) of maximum eigenvalues of complex iteration matrix H, plotted as a function of

reconstructed images from each method after 50 iterations are
displayed in Fig. 8.

D. Run Times

The run time of each ADMM method was recorded,
compared, and presented in Table I. Because the proposed
method does not involve expensive computations, it does not
significantly increase run time compared to the fixed method.
In the image reconstruction problem, the proposed method
lead to the shortest run time, most likely due to providing
automatic conditioning on the linear system and requiring
fewer conjugate gradient iterations.

E. Summary

Table II depicts the relative residual at £k = 50 with
p0 = p§0> = péo) = 1.0 for each method across each
problem. Table III displays the median relative residual at
k = 50 for each method across each problem. The results
presented in this work are consistent with empirical obser-
vations that penalty parameter selection has a large impact



fixed =
3 2 %
=
0 =
21 8
9 |
1 -4 %
< -
= 04 —6 <
% £
14 -8 §
10 £
—21 =
2%
-3 ‘ . . 14 %
-2 0 2 -2 0 2 <

logyo(p1)
fixed MpBBS MpSRA =
5 ) D 5 D Y
~
0 =
21 2 8
—92 |
4 ! -4 %
< =
S 04 0 —6 =
&0 <
[®) =
—1- 1 -8 g
-10 £
—21 -2 =
-12%
-3 : : : -3 14 %
-2 0 2 -2 0 2 -2 0 2 2

logo(p1)

Fig. 3: Relative residual of ADMM solutions corresponding to an iteration matrix with complex eigenvalues for fixed penalty
parameter, multiparameter BBS, and multiparameter SRA methods after 20 and 50 iterations plotted on a surface as a function
of initial p; and p,. Note that the structure of the fixed method’s residual plots mimics the eigenvalue structure in Fig. 1 and
only converges by 50 iterations for a specific set of p. At 20 iterations the multiparameter SRA method has converged to a
relative residual close to zero for the entire p search space, while the multiparameter BBS method requires 50 iterations.
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Fig. 4: Relative residual of ADMM solutions corresponding to an iteration matrix with complex eigenvalues for single-parameter
and multiparameter adaptive penalty parameter rules after 20 and 50 iterations plotted as a function of initial p = p; = po.
Note that the structure of the fixed method’s residual plots mimics the eigenvalue structure in Fig. 2. Both the multiparameter
BBS and SRA method outperforms and converge quicker than the single-parameter methods, with the proposed multiparameter
SRA method converging the quickest (20 iterations instead of 50).

TABLE I: Run time, mean =+ standard deviation [s]

method
problem fixed RB BBS MpBBS SRB SRA MpSRA
Complex Quads 5.9e-2 £ 8.9e-3 6.5e-2 £9.8e-3 6.7e-2 +9.4e-3 6.6e-2 +9.7e-3 6.3e-2 +9.3e-3 6.3e-2 & 1.0e-2 6.6e-2 & 1.0e-2
Scaled Quads 1.3e-1 £ 1.4e-2 1.4e-141.3e-2 l.4e-1+1.3e-2 l.4e-1+1.4e-2 1.4e-141.3e-2 1.4e-1+1.3e-2 1.4e-1+1.4e-2

£ fidelity TV reg  1.1e+2£6.0e+1  1.5e+2+£3.8e+1  1.0e+2+5.0e+1 9.7e+1£5.6e+1 1.5e+2+1.5e+1 1.2e+2£1.6e+l1  7.3e+1=+ 1.0e+1
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Fig. 6: Relative residual of ADMM solutions for ¢; fidelity, total variation regularization sparse CT reconstruction problem
utilizing fixed, multiparameter BBS, and multiparameter SRA methods after 50 iterations plotted on a surface as a function
of initial p; and po. Note that the fixed method converges only in a region off of the p; = po diagonal. The multiparameter
BSS method demonstrates very poor performance and converges almost nowhere. The proposed multiparameter SRA method

converges almost everywhere.

on convergence and optimal selection method varies between
optimization problems. In the sum of quadratics problem with
complex eigenvalues in the iteration matrix, the proposed
method converged before the other methods. In the scaled sum
of quadratics problem, the proposed and BBS multiparameter
methods did not demonstrate the best performance in the
unscaled case, but they demonstrated stable performance as
the scale between constraints increased while the performance
of the single-parameter methods significantly decreased. This
indicates that multiparameter methods that are multiscaling
covariant are needed to ensure quick convergence as the scale
between constraints becomes uneven. The results of the /¢
data fidelity TV regularization image reconstruction problem
demonstrated how each method performs on a non-quadratic,
convex problem. This experiment indicated that the proposed
multiparameter method demonstrated similar behavior as it
did in a quadratic problem. However, the multiparameter BBS
method exhibited work performance compared to the quadratic
problem. In this example, multiple parameters were needed for
quick and accurate reconstruction. The multiparameter BBS

method did not lead to an accurate reconstruction despite
a fixed optimal p existing. The proposed MpSRA method
demonstrated the best performance (by two orders of mag-
nitude) and quickly converged regardless of initial choice of
penalty parameter.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

This work proposes an adaptive multiparameter selection
method for ADMM applied to multiconstraint and multiblock
optimization problems. This method was developed via a
theoretical framework that analyzes ADMM as an affine fixed-
point iteration problem and attempts to minimize the spectral
radius of the iteration matrix involved. The proposed multipa-
rameter method is referred to as the multiparameter spectral
radius approximation (MpSRA) method and is an extension
of the single-parameter SRA method [29] and is derived
by extending and correcting the analysis of [29] for spectral
approximation and optimization with multiple parameters. The
MpSRA method is intended to be simple to understand and
implement while providing robust performance with respect to



TABLE 1I: Relative residual at k = 50 with p(© = p\? = p{¥ =10

method
problem fixed RB BBS MpBBS SRB SRA MpSRA
Complex Quads 2.14e-12  2.14e-12  829e-9  1.20e-15 1.4le-11 2.4le-10 5.72e-16
Scaled Quads(m =0) 5.13e-4 1.96e-7 2.39e-5  1.94e-7 8.61e-9 1.24e-9 1.03e-6
Scaled Quads(m =1)  2.8le-1 2.02e-4 7.37e-3  4.75e-8 1.17e-3 9.36e-4 3.90e-6
Scaled Quads(m =2) 7.97e-1 3.22¢e-1 4.20e-1  7.10e-5 6.40e-1 5.03e-1 1.68e-5
£1 fidelity TV reg 4.96e-1 1.09¢-0 4.96e-1  4.46e-1 1.23e-0 4.92e-1 2.31e-3
TABLE III: Median relative residual at k = 50
method
problem fixed RB BBS MpBBS SRB SRA MpSRA
Complex Quads 1.32e-2 8.34e-11  8.29¢-9 9.81e-16  9.71e-11 4.31e-10  1.10e-15
Scaled Quads(m = 0)  1.40e-1 1.36e-7 1.52e-5 1.24e-6 3.66e-8 3.00e-9 3.97e-6
Scaled Quads(m = 1)  3.55e-1 3.79-4 5.12e-3 2.78e-6 1.17e-3 1.01e-3 6.76e-6
Scaled Quads(m =2)  7.97e-1 2.85e-1 4.09¢-1 1.25e-5 6.40e-1 4.80e-1 1.39¢-5
¢1 fidelity TV reg 2.50e+00  8.85e-1 2.50e+00  1.97e+00  1.25e+00  6.69¢-1 3.86e-3
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Fig. 7: Relative residual of ADMM solutions for ¢; fidelity,
total variation regularization sparse CT reconstruction problem
for single-parameter and multiparameter adaptive penalty pa-
rameter rules after 50 iterations plotted as a function of initial
p = p1 = p2. Note that none of the single-parameter methods
converge, corresponding to the optimal p being off-diagonal in
Fig. 6. Meanwhile, the proposed multiparameter SRA method
converges for all initial p.

initial parameters and preventing further complexity associated
with multiple parameters.

The efficacy of the proposed method was demonstrated and
compared to several single-parameter ADMM approaches and
another multiparameter method, the multiparameter Barzilai-
Borwein spectral (BBS) method, in three numerical experi-
ments. In each of these experiments, each adaptive penalty
parameter method for ADMM was applied to an optimization
problem. The first optimization problem was a constrained
sum of quadratics optimization problem which resulted in an
iteration matrix with complex eigenvalues. This experiment
demonstrated that the proposed method assumptions around
complex eigenvalues held and that the proposed method con-

verges quicker than the other methods regardless of initial
penalty parameter. The second optimization problem was a
sum of quadratics with multiple constraints, and the associated
experiment was repeated for constraints at three different
scales. This experiment demonstrates that a multiparameter
method may not lead to the quickest convergence when
constraints are scaled equally, but, as the scales between
constraints grow, a multiparameter method is necessary for
quick convergence. The third optimization problem was a
multiblock optimization formulation of image reconstruction
for sparse computed tomography using an ¢; data fidelity and
TV regularization. This problem was an example of an ADMM
problem in which the quickest convergence could not be
achieved with a single-parameter and a multiparameter method
was needed. The proposed method was the only method
that achieved satisfactory convergence within 50 iterations
and presented little dependence on initial penalty parameter.
These experiments highlight the empirical performance of the
proposed method and that is competitive or superior to state-
of-the-art methods.

APPENDIX A
EQUIVALENCE OF MULTICONSTRAINT ADMM AND
STANDARD ADMM VIA DIAGONAL PRECONDITIONING

Consider the constrained optimization problem equivalent
to the one in (1) with scaled constraints

argmin f(@) +9(2)
L2102 (28)
S.t. BjAj$+ﬂijZ :ﬁjcj j = 1,...,J,
for scalar parameters {3; 3-]:1. Letting 3 = (B1,...,07) and

D be the diagonal operator in (5), then (28) can be expressed
in a form with a single constraint

argmin fl@) +g(2)
T,21,..0,27 (29)
s.t. DgAx + DgBz = Dgc.
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Fig. 8: Example reconstructions from each penalty parameter method initialized at p = p; = p2 = 1. Only the multiparameter
method leads to a high-fidelity reconstruction with low relative root mean square error (RRMSE).

The standard implementation of ADMM can then be ap-
plied to this single-constraint problem with a scalar penalty
parameter py > 0

x®) = argmin f(x)
i _ 2 (30)
+2 | DpAz + DsBz® ~Dsc + - ’
z(F) = argmin g(z)
* o 112
—|L20 ‘DﬁAiB(k+1)+DBBZ—DBC+ y;s) ‘
31
G Z 5 Gy
(32)

+po (DﬁA:B(k-H) + DIQBZUH_I) — DIQC).

Letting y*) = Dgg*) and splitting the constraints reformu-
lates Egs. (30)-(32) to

) = argmin f(x)
J . 2 (k) 1% 33
+ Ajx+Bjz® —¢c; + 2L
j; 2 J J J pOBJQ
2(M) = argmin g(z)
J 2 k) 2
pol; k+1 y;
+ A"tV 1 Biz—c; 4+ 22
; 2 J J J poﬁf
(34)
y§k+1) - yj(k) + Poﬁf (ij(kJrl) + sz(k+1) _ cj).
(35)
Letting p; = poﬂ? recovers the multiparameter ADMM

implementation in Eqgs. (2)-(4).
Thus the multiparameter ADMM for multiconstraint prob-
lems is equivalent to the standard implementation of ADMM

with scaled constraints. This multiparameter method then
inherits the convergence properties of standard ADMM. Fur-
thermore, this formulation implies that finding the optimal set
of penalty parameters p = (p1,...,ps)T in Egs. (2)-(4) is
equivalent to finding a single optimal penalty parameter pg
and diagonal scaling or conditioning between constraints [24]
B = (B1,...,B8s)T in Egs. (30)-(32). Note that this work
focuses on scaling between constraints, but these same ideas
could be expanded to scaling constraints with a matrix and
introducing a formulation of ADMM based on norms with
positive definite matrices.
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