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An Adaptive Proximal Inexact Gradient Framework and
Its Application to Per-Antenna Constrained Joint
Beamforming and Compression Design
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Abstract—TIn this paper, we propose an adaptive proximal inex-
act gradient (APIG) framework for solving a class of nonsmooth
composite optimization problems involving function and gradient
errors. Unlike existing inexact proximal gradient methods, the
proposed framework introduces a new line search condition that
jointly adapts to function and gradient errors, enabling adap-
tive stepsize selection while maintaining theoretical guarantees.
Specifically, we prove that the proposed framework achieves
an c-stationary point within O(¢™2) iterations for nonconvex
objectives and an e-optimal solution within O(¢™') iterations for
convex cases, matching the best-known complexity in this context.
We then custom-apply the APIG framework to an important sig-
nal processing problem: the joint beamforming and compression
problem (JBCP) with per-antenna power constraints (PAPCs)
in cooperative cellular networks. This customized application
requires careful exploitation of the problem’s special structure
such as the tightness of the semidefinite relaxation (SDR) and the
differentiability of the dual. Numerical experiments demonstrate
the superior performance of our custom-application over state-
of-the-art benchmarks for the JBCP.

Index Terms—Adaptive stepsize selection strategy, function
and gradient errors, inexact proximal gradient method, La-
grangian duality, per-antenna power constraint.

I. BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION
N this paper, we consider the composite optimization
problem of the form

min {F(x):= f(x) 4+ h(x)}, (D

xER™

where h : R — RU{+o0} is a proper closed convex function
with a tractable proximal mapping, and f : R — R is a
continuously differentiable function that may be nonconvex.
Problem (1) has numerous practical applications in signal
processing and machine learning (e.g., [2]-[6]) and includes
several important classes as special cases. For instance, setting
h(-) =0 in (1) yields an unconstrained optimization problem,
while setting h(-) as the indicator function of a (closed) convex
set leads to a convex constrained optimization problem. In
this paper, we are interested in the case where computing
the function and gradient information of f(-) is costly, often
requiring the solution of an associated convex subproblem.
Examples of such problems can be found in [7]-[12].
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The proximal gradient (PG) method is an efficient class of
algorithms for solving problem (1). Given a parameter A > 0,
the proximal operator prox,; : R"” — dom(h) := {x € R" |
h(x) < +oo} is defined as

. 1
prox,,(x) = arg min {y —x|* + h(y)} )
S DY

At the i-th iteration, the standard PG method for solving
problem (1) updates the next iterate as

x'T1 = prox, ;, (x' = X,V f(x)). 3)

Here, \; > 0 is the stepsize, which typically satisfies certain
line search (LS) condition. However, obtaining x’*! requires
the exact knowledge of V f(x*), which may be computation-
ally expensive or even inaccessible in our interested setting.
Consequently, it becomes crucial to solve problem (1) using
only inexact gradient or function information of f(-) [13]-
[23]. Let g’ denote the inexact gradient at x’. The proximal
inexact gradient (PIG) method updates the iterate as

x T = proxxih(xi’ —\igh), 4)
which replaces the exact gradient V f(x?) in the PG method
(3) with its approximation g’. To guarantee the convergence of
the PIG method, the stepsize A; in (4) must satisfy a LS con-
dition specifically tailored to the inexact function or gradient
information. In the following, we review the existing results
on the PIG method (4), including the selection strategies of
the stepsize \; and the required conditions on the inexactness
of the function and gradient approximations.

A. Prior Works

Given A > 0 and d € R"”, the gradient mapping [24] at a
point x € R™ is defined as

G (x,d) = A7 (x — prox,, (x — Ad)). ®)

By [24, Theorem 10.7], it holds that G (x,Vf(x)) = 0 if
and only if x is a stationary point of problem (1). Denote the
gradient error by

f =g - Vf(x'). (6)

Then various existing conditions on % can be unified in the
following form:

€8]* < (n8)? + (a® + b*A7)e?, (7)

where {nf} is a predefined nonnegative sequence, a > 0, b >
0, and ¢; is either |Gy, (x%, V f(x%))]| or |Gy, (x%, g%)||- Note



that, Gy, (x%, Vf(x%)) and Gy, (x,g") simplify to V f(x?)
and g, respectively, when h(-) = 0. When a = b = 0 in
(7), the corresponding condition is referred to as the absolute
inexactness condition, as the sequence {nf} is predefined.
Otherwise, when a+b > 0, it is called the relative inexactness
condition, as the gradient error ¥ is adaptively controlled
based on the information from the iterates. In the special case
where nf =0,b=0, ; = |G, (x", Vf(x%))]], and h(-) =0,
the corresponding relative inexactness condition becomes

lefll < allVf(x)Il, a€(0,1), ®

which is known as the norm condition, first introduced in
[14] and later employed in other works, e.g., [18], [23], [25].
In the following, we discuss both the absolute and relative
inexactness conditions for the PIG method (4), under different
stepsize strategies: constant stepsize strategies depending on
the gradient Lipschitz constant and adaptive stepsize strategies
based on LS conditions.

Constant stepsize strategies. For the case where Vf(:)
is L-Lipschitz continuous on R", the stepsize A; can be
chosen as a constant. Several works have analyzed the PIG
method (4) under the absolute inexactness condition, namely
the inexactness condition (7) with a = b = 0. For h(-) = 0,
the work [14] analyzed the PIG method (4) with a constant
stepsize \; = A € (0,2uL~?) for u-strongly convex f(-) with
> 0. It showed that under the absolute inexactness condition,
when 7 = 7 for some constant 17 > 0, the sequence generated
by the method converges linearly to a neighborhood of the
optimal solution. The radius of this neighborhood depends on
the constant 7. Let F'* be the optimal value of problem (1).
For convex f(-) and h(-), the work [15] showed that the PIG
method (4) with a constant stepsize \; = 1/L returns an e-
optimal solution, a point x that satisfies F'(x) — F* < ¢, within
O(e 1) iterations under the absolute inexactness condition
with summable {nf}, i.e., >, nf < +oo. This matches the
complexity of the standard PG method in the absence of errors.
Recently, the work [16] improved the results in [15], enabling a
more flexible selection of {n$} while ensuring the algorithm’s
convergence. Additionally, the complexity results in [15] were
further analyzed in [17] under an error bound assumption for
f in the case where h(x) = 0.

Under the relative inexactness condition, namely, the inex-
actness condition (7) with a + b > 0, several studies have
been conducted, including [14] and [18] for the special case
where h(x) = 0 and n$ = 0, [13] for h(x) = 0, and [11] for
general convex h(-). Specifically, [14] established the linear
convergence of the sequence generated by the PIG method
(4) for p-strongly convex f(-) with ¢ > 0 and h(-) = 0
under the norm condition (8) using a constant stepsize \; =
A€ (0,2u(1 —a)/ (L*(1 4 a?))). The work [18] proposed a
practical PIG method (4) with \; = 1/L, which introduces
a strategy to ensure the norm condition (8), even without
access to the exact gradient V f(x*). Additionally, the work
[18] established the convergence rate of ||V f(x?)| under the
assumption that f(-) satisfies the Kurdyka-Eojasiewicz (KL)
condition. The work [19] considered the norm condition (8) in
the PIG method (4) with a constant stepsize \; = 1/(L(1+a)),
where h(-) is an indicator function of a convex set and f(-)

is nonconvex. It showed that the corresponding PIG method
produces a point x satisfying |G (x, Vf(x))|| < e+ O(Va)
within O(e~2) iterations. For nonconvex f(-) and convex h(-),
[11] showed that the PIG method (4) with A; = 1/L, under
the inexactness condition (7) with a = 0, b € (0,L/2),
and ¢; = |Gy, (x?,g")|, achieves an e-stationary point, that
satisfies |Gy, (x%, g%)|| < €, within O(e~?) iterations.

However, the constant stepsizes used in all the above meth-
ods (e.g., [11], [14]-[19]) depend on the Lipschitz constant L,
which is typically unknown. This issue is particularly critical
in our case, where computing f(x) or Vf(x) is already
challenging. Consequently, the PIG method (4) with constant
stepsizes becomes ineffective. To address this limitation, a
LS condition that relies on the inexact gradient or function
information is required.

Adaptive stepsize strategies. The existing LS conditions
can be divided into two categories, depending on whether exact
function information is available or not: (i) conditions that
use exact function information [20], [21], and (ii) conditions
that use approximate function information [22], [23]. Among
those in the first category, the work [20] proposed a general
framework that adaptively selects the stepsize, ensuring a
sufficient decrease in the exact function value at the next
iterate. It considered the case where h(:) is the indicator
function of a convex set and f(-) is nonconvex. The framework
addresses the relative inexactness condition (7) with n¥ =
0,a € (0,1),b = 0, and &; = ||G,,(x%,g")||. Additionally,
it established the linear convergence of the corresponding
algorithm under certain error bound conditions. The work [21]
replaced the exact gradient in the classical Armijo LS condi-
tion with its approximations and established the convergence
and convergence rate of the corresponding PIG method (4).
The analysis in [21] focused on the case h(-) = 0, with
f () being either nonconvex or convex, under the inexactness
condition (7) with n§ =0,a = 0,b € [0,00), and &; = ||g’||.

In the second category, the works [22] and [23] extended
the result in [21] to scenarios where the exact function value
is unavailable. Both works focused on the case h(-) = 0 with
f(-) being convex or nonconvex. Let f; denote the inexact
function value at x?, and let the function error be

el = fi - f(xP). )

The work [22] used the same inexactness condition and the
LS condition as [21], but introduced the following inexactness
condition for the function error EZ :

el < eNillg|%, (10)

where ¢ € [0,0);/(4 max)] With 6 being a parameter in the
Armijo LS condition (see e.g., (13) and (22)) and A,ax being
the upper bound of the stepsize. The work [23] used the
norm condition (8) in the PIG method and analyzed the case
where the function error s{ is bounded by a constant multiple
of the desired accuracy e. They modified the LS condition
proposed in [21] by incorporating an additional term equal
to twice the function’s error bound. Theoretically, the works
[21]-[23], which specifically focus on the case h(-) = O,
demonstrated that the PIG method achieves an e-stationary
point for nonconvex f(-) within O(e~2) iterations and an



TABLE I
SUMMARY OF THE EXISTING WORKS ON THE PIG METHOD.

Literature Stepsize gHe%HQ < (0$)2 4 (a® + b?A2)e? |5{| % nlf + cAil|Gy, (x,g%)|I? | Objective | Iteration Complexity
n; a b € n; c h(-) f() NC C

[15] 1/L summable 0 0 |G, (x%, gl 0 0 C C - O(e™h)
[18] 1/L 0 [0,1) 0 IV £ (x|l 0 0 0 NC * -
(191 | 1/(L(1 +a)) 0 [0,1) 0 IV £ ()]l 0 0 I C |Oo(eHt -
[11] 1/L 0 0 [0,L/2) |Gy, (% gDl 0 0 C NC | 0(e?) -
[20] adaptive 0 [0,1) 0 IG, (x5, gDl 0 0 I NC | linear? -

[21] adaptive 0 0 [0, 00) llg?l 0 0 0 NC/C| O(2) 0O

[22] adaptive 0 0 [0, 00) et 0 [0, go2i-] 0 NC/IC| O 2) O D)

[23] adaptive 0 [0,1) 0 IV £ (x| O(e2) 0 NC/C| O 2) O( 1)
square-summable [0,1) [0,00) [|Gy,(x%, g")|| | summable [0, %} C NC | 0(c7?) -

This work adaptive summable 0 0 |G, (x?,g")|| | summable o, g} C C - O(e™h)

0 [0,1) [0,00) [[Ga,(x",g)ll 0 [0, 4] ¢ ¢ - O(e™h)

Note: In this table, I = indicator function of a convex set, NC = nonconvex, and C = convex. The iteration complexity refers to the algorithm’s complexity
in returning an e-stationary point x that satisfies |G (x, V f(x))|| < € in the NC case, and an e-optimal solution x that satisfies F'(x) — F* < € in the
C case. The symbol “~” means that no corresponding results are established for that case; “x” indicates that [18] establishes linear or sublinear convergence
rates under an additional KE condition on f(-), “}” indicates that the algorithm outputs an (e + O(y/a))-stationary point instead of an e-stationary point,

and “}” indicates that an additional error bound assumption on f(-) is required.

e-optimal solution for convex f(-) within O(e~!) iterations, the overall communication throughput [1], [26], [27]. Our

under the considered inexact conditions.

We summarize the aforementioned works in Table I for
a comparative analysis. The table shows that, while existing
PIG methods address gradient errors under absolute or relative
inexactness conditions, they often assume either a zero func-
tion error or a function error bounded by a sufficiently small
constant relative to the desired accuracy. A notable exception
is [22], though it is restricted to the smooth setting (h(-) = 0).
Such strong assumptions make these methods impractical for
our problem setting.

To overcome this limitation, we consider a broader scenario
where both function and gradient errors are controlled under
more general inexactness conditions. For the gradient error,
we adopt (7) with &; = |G, (x%, g%)||, while for the function
error, we propose the following new inexactness condition:

el < nf + eNllGo, (%7, 8917, (11)

where {1/} is a predefined summable sequence and ¢ €
[0,6/4]. Unlike prior works including [22], which focused
specifically on h(x) = 0, our approach applies to a general
convex h(-). Even in the special case where h(x) = 0, our
proposed inexactness condition (11) is weaker than (10) in
[22], as it allows a broader range for the parameter ¢ due to
Ai < Amax and enables more relaxed inexactness conditions
through the choice of nlf . For clarity, we include our main
results in Table I to highlight these distinctions.

B. Our Contributions

In this paper, we propose an adaptive PIG (APIG) frame-
work, which allows for both function and gradient errors, to
solve problem (1), and custom-apply it to the joint beam-
forming and compression problem (JBCP) with per-antenna
power constraints (PAPCs) introduced in [1]. The JBCP with
PAPCs is an important signal processing problem in the
cooperative cellular networks, as it facilitates the joint design
of the transmission strategies for the base stations (BSs) while
utilizing the fronthaul links under practical PAPCs to improve

contributions are twofold:

e New APIG Framework. We propose an APIG framework
to solve problem (1), which allows for both function and
gradient errors under absolute and relative inexactness
conditions. A key feature of the framework is a new
LS condition that enables adaptive stepsize selection and
effectively handles both function and gradient errors.
Compared to existing methods, our framework accom-
modates a broader class of i(-) and ensures convergence
results under weaker inexactness conditions. Specifically,
we establish that the framework can return an e-stationary
point within O(e~2) iterations for nonconvex f(-) and an
e-optimal solution within O(e~1!) iterations for convex
f(-), which match the best-known complexity in cases
where both function value and gradient involve errors.

o Customized Application to JBCP with PAPCs. By es-
tablishing the tightness of the semidefinite relaxation
(SDR) of the JBCP with PAPCs, we reformulate it as
an equivalent differentiable dual problem in the form of
problem (1) via the Lagrangian dual of the SDR. The
differentiability is crucial as it enables the use of gradient-
based algorithms, which significantly outperform slower
subgradient-based algorithms (e.g., [28]-[31]). We then
custom-apply the proposed APIG framework to solve
the dual problem of the JBCP with PAPCs, leading to
APIG-FP, where an efficient fixed point (FP) algorithm is
employed to compute the function and gradient approx-
imations of the dual problem in a controllable fashion,
and establish the convergence of APIG-FP under mild
conditions. Numerical experiments validate the efficiency
of the customized application of the APIG algorithm
against the state-of-the-art benchmarks.

In our prior work [1], we introduced PIGA, an efficient
inexact projected gradient method for solving the JBCP with
PAPCs. This paper significantly extends [1] in three aspects:
(i) developing a new APIG framework with proven iteration
complexities for more general problem (1), (ii) proving the



convergence of APIG-FP (tailored for the JBCP with PAPCs)
under mild conditions, and (iii) incorporating function and
gradient errors into APIG-FP’s LS condition.

Notations. We adopt the following notations throughout this
paper. For any vector x, Diag(x) denotes the diagonal matrix
with the elements of x on its main diagonal, ||x|| denotes the
{5-norm of x, and inequalities between vectors are understood
componentwise. For any vector p = [p1,p2,...,Px]" and
a=1[q1,42,...,qk]", the Thompson’s metric [32] p : RE, x
RE, — RE is defined as

w(p,q) = maXK}Iloge(pk)—loge(%)|~ (12)

ke{1,2,...,

For any matrix A, At and AT denote the conjugate transpose
and transpose of A, respectively; A (") denotes the entry on
the m-th row and the n-th column of A. We use 0 to denote
the all-zero matrix of an appropriate size and E,,, to denote
the all-zero square matrix except its m-th diagonal entry being
one.

II. APIG FRAMEWORK

In this section, we develop an APIG framework for solving
problem (1). Specifically, we propose new LS conditions
which incorporate both function and gradient errors in Section
II-A. Then we present the APIG framework and establish its
convergence in Section II-B.

We make the following assumption on the function f(-) in
problem (1) throughout this section.

Assumption 1. The gradient V f(-) is L-Lipschitz with L > 0
on dom(h), ie.,

IVix) = Vi)l < Lix—-yll, vxyedom(n).

To ensure the convergence of the proposed APIG frame-
work, we next investigate the appropriate LS and inexactness
conditions to effectively control the errors in both function and
gradient evaluations.

A. LS and Inexactness Conditions

As discussed in Section I, the inexactness conditions, which
control errors in both function and gradient evaluations, along
with appropriate LS conditions, play central roles in ensuring
the convergence of the corresponding algorithms. In this
subsection, we investigate the relevant LS and inexactness
conditions. We begin by considering the case where exact
function and gradient information are available.

For the PG method (3) which has access to exact function
and gradient information, the stepsize \; typically satisfies
one of the following sufficient decrease conditions. The first
condition, usually used for nonconvex f(-) [2], ensures a
sufficient decrease in the overall objective function F'(-):

F(xi+1) < F(XZ) _ %szﬂrl o Xi||2,

(2

13)

where 6 € (0,1). The second one, commonly applied to
convex f(-) [24], relies only on the function f(-) rather than

the entire objective F'(+):
FOH) < PO+ (V)5 ) 4 oo - x|,

(14)
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It can be shown that the second condition implies the first
one with § = 1/2. See the discussion in Appendix C-B in the
Supplementary Material for details.

When gradient or function errors are present, the LS condi-
tions (13) and (14) that depend on exact function and gradient
evaluations become inapplicable. To address this limitation,
modified LS conditions are required to effectively handle
errors in both function and gradient evaluations. Next, we
provide a detailed explanation of the modifications made on
(13) and (14).

Let X\ be a trial stepsize and a candidate for \;. Define
x"(\) = prox,, (x* — A\g"), (15)

and let f;(\) represent the inexact function value at x'(\).
The corresponding function error at x*(\) is defined as

el (V) = fi() = F(x' (). (16)
For the gradient error eZg defined in (6), we impose
[€8]1* < () + (a®A72 +07) [IX' (V) —x'[I%, (A7)

where {nf} is a nonnegative, square-summable sequence
satisfying

o0

> () < o0,

=0

(18)

and a € [0,1), b > 0. For the function errors 5{ in (9) and
sf(A) in (16), we consider

(3

el < + et x () - x7|? (19)

and

el ()] < nf + A XN - x|, (20)

where ¢ € [0,0/4] and {n/} is a nonnegative, summable

sequence satisfying
o0
Z nf < 0.
i=0

We propose the following LS conditions to address the
presence of both function and gradient errors. Specifically,
the stepsize A; is required to satisfy one of the following
conditions. The first one is

21

. e .
FiN) +h(x (V) < fi 4 h(x") = T ) =[] + v, (22)
while the second one is

[ < fit+(g'x"(N) - xi>+% [ ) = ||+, 23)

where
vi = T1(\)(1)? + 2] 24)
and
1 if 2 + b2 = 0
Tl(A){Q’. y g =L o)
min {3, 5-},  otherwise.

Compared to (13) and (14), LS conditions (22) and (23)
handle function and gradient errors by the relaxation term v;
in (24), which is specially designed based on the errors in
the function and gradient evaluations. If the trial stepsize A



is accepted, then we set \; = A and x**1 = x%(};), which,
together with (15), gives

x T = proxhh(xi —\gh).
Combining this with (5) further implies x! — x'*! =
AiGy, (x%, g%). Consequently, the gradient and function error
conditions in (17) and (19) are consistent with those in (7) and
(11) (with g; = Gy, (x*,g")), respectively. Moreover, when
h(:) = 0, n§ = nf = 0, and @ = 0, our gradient error
condition (17) simplifies to

e8] < bA;lg'll, >0, (26)

which is used in [20] and [21], while the function error

condition (19) coincides with (10) in [22]. However, these

existing results are restricted to smooth problems (h(-) = 0).

Our conditions generalize these results to composite nons-

mooth objectives (h(x) # 0) while allowing for more flexible

inexactness through the introduction of nzf , nf, and a.
Define the upper bound of the stepsize as

X _2(1-60—-a—2c)
T T T Ly2+1

We now show that the LS conditions (22) and (23) hold for
some suitably chosen A under the following mild assumption.

27

Assumption 2. The function f in (1) is level-bounded, i.e.,
for any t € R, the set {x € R" | f(x) < t} is bounded. In
addition, the optimal set of problem (1) is nonempty and its
corresponding optimal set and value are denoted by X* and
F*, respectively.

Lemma 1. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Let the
parameters satisfy 0 < a < 1 — 2c — @ for the LS condition
(22) and 0 < a < 1 — 4c for the LS condition (23). Then, the
following statements hold:

(i) The LS condition (22) holds for all X € (0, \g].

(ii) The LS condition (23) holds for all X € (07X1/Q].

Proof. See Appendix C-A in the Supplementary Material. [

Based on Lemma 1, we adopt a simple backtracking strategy
to select a suitable stepsize that satisfies condition (22) or (23).
Given Apax > Amin > 0, the initial trial stepsize )\Z(.O) is chosen
as: for ¢ = 0, 1, any value in [Apin, Amax], and for ¢ > 2

)\EO) = min {max {)\?,]31]37 Amin | » Amax } 5 (28)

where \2BB is the alternate Barzilai-Borwein (ABB) stepsize
[33] defined as

flxi —xi=1]12

aBp ) oo DT @—=10 if ¢ is even,
)‘i - ‘(xi_xi—l)T(gi_gi—l)| (29)
otherwise.

llg?—g’ I ’
Note that, unlike the original ABB stepsize in [33], ours in
(29) is computed using the inexact gradient information rather
than the exact one. We then iteratively reduce the stepsize
by selecting the smallest nonnegative integer ¢ such that
i = )\Eo)af satisfies the LS condition (22) or (23), where
a € (0,1) is a predefined decreasing ratio parameter. The
following proposition establishes the validity of this strategy,
and its proof is omitted since regular.

Proposition 1. Under the same assumptions and parameter
settings as in Lemma 1, let )y = min{\pin, aNg}. Then,
there always exists an integer g satisfying 0 < {y <
[log,, (Amax/Ag)] such that the stepsize A\; = )\50)0/9 satisfies
the LS conditions (22) or (23). Furthermore, we have

Ai € [AQ) AInax]~ (30)

To conclude this subsection, we highlight some key dis-
tinctions of our proposed LS conditions compared to existing
works. First, existing LS conditions based on inexact function
or gradient evaluations for the PIG method (4) mainly focus
on the unconstrained case where h(x) = 0, such as those
in [21]-[23]. In contrast, we consider a more general setting
with a convex h(-), significantly extending the applicability of
the PIG method to constrained and nonsmooth optimization
problems. Second, even in the special case where h(x) = 0,
our LS conditions are more flexible than those in [21]-[23].
In this case, the LS condition (22) and the function error
conditions (19) and (20) simplify to

i) < fi — 0N + v 31)

and

el <l +eXlgl®. ()
Notably, the LS condition in [22] is a special case of (31) and
(32) with v; = 0 and nf = 0; the LS condition in [21] does
not account for function errors, which corresponds to setting
m_f = 0 and ¢ = 0 in (32); and the LS condition in [23]
corresponds to (31) with v; = O(€?), where ¢ represents the
algorithm’s tolerance.

el < nf +eMg'|%,

B. Proposed Algorithmic Framework

Before presenting the APIG framework, we first dis-
cuss its termination condition. The goal is to find an ap-
proximate e-stationary point of problem (1), defined by
IGx(x,Vf(x))|]| < e. Since exact gradient information is
unavailable in our case, it is necessary to characterize the re-
lationship between |G, (x%, V f(x%))|| and its approximation

G, (%, ")
Lemma 2. For each iterate x*, there holds
1Ga, (X, VEE) < (G, (%, 89 + (€8]

Proof. From the definition of the gradient mapping in (5)
and the firm nonexpansiveness of the proximal operator [24,
Theorem 6.42], we have

1Gx, (', Vf(x)) = G, (x", &)
= )‘i_l|| PTOX,\ih(Xi - NVf(x')) - PYOXA,;h(Xi -
<|IVF(x') —g'll.
The desired conclusion follows immediately from the triangle
inequality and the definition of % in (6). O

rig')l

Based on Lemma 2 and the condition (17) with A = \; and
noting x**1 = x%()\;), we introduce the following termination
criterion:

Af =G (' 8

+ V (1F)2 + (a2A7% 4 62) 1 = xi2 < e.

(33)



Algorithm 1 Proposed APIG Framework

1: Tnitialize: x° € R™, ¢ > 0, A MY € [Amins Amax)s
€ (0,1). Set i = 0.

2: for i =0,1,... do

3:  Find the smallest nonnegative integer ¢ such that \; =
ae)\z(-o) satisfies the LS condition (22) or (23), under the
inexactness conditions (17), (19), and (20).

4 Update x"t1 = prox, ,(x* — \;g").

s: If (33) holds, then return x* and break.
6:  Update /\E% via (28) when ¢ > 1.

7: end for

With this, we are ready to present the pseudo-codes of the
APIG framework, outlined in Algorithm 1.

The following result characterizes the controlled descent
property of the sequence {F(x")}.

Lemma 3 (Controlled Descent Property). Under the same
assumptions and parameter settings as in Lemma 1, let {x'}
be the sequence generated by Algorithm 1. Then the following
descent guarantees hold:
(i) If the LS condition (22) is used, then for all i > 0, we
have

0 o
IGx, (", 8")1* + vi + 2n],

? (34)

where v; and nif are defined in (24) and (21), respectively.

(1) If the LS condition (23) is used, then the inequality (34)
holds with 0 = 1/2.

Fx™ - F(x') < —

Proof. See Appendix C-B in the Supplementary Material. [

Based on Lemma 3, we now establish the convergence
results for the proposed APIG framework.

Theorem 1 (Iteration Complexity and Convergence Rate).
Consider the same assumptions and settings as in Lemma 1.
Then, Algorithm 1 terminates within N, = O(e~?) iterations,
and x™+ is an e-stationary point of problem (1). For convex
f (), the following results hold:

e Case I: Under the LS condition (23) with summable {n}
and {nl}, a = b = 0, and ¢ € [0,0/4), the average
iterate XN = (N +1)7! Zf‘vzo xt with 0 < N < N,
satisfies

FEN)-Fx*)<O((N+1)71).

o Case II: Under either the LS condition (22) or (23) with
8 =0,ae0,1),be0,00), n/ =0, and c € 0,0/4],
for 2 < N < Ng, we have

F(x™) = F(x*)
< max {(9 (\/5_(]\[_1)) ,O((N - 1)_1)} .
Proof. See Appendix A. O

Theorem 1 extends the results of [15] and [22] in several
aspects within the context of the PIG method (4). First, in
the convex case, it significantly improves upon the results in
[15] by explicitly accounting for function errors, and achieves

the same iteration complexity as those in [22]. Second, in the
nonconvex case, compared to [22], Theorem 1 achieves the
same complexity result as [22], but under a much more general
framework. Specifically, our proposed framework incorporates
the more general inexactness condition (17), (19), and (20),
and allows for a more general convex h(-) in problem (1).

III. JBCP APPLICATION

In this section, we custom-apply the proposed APIG frame-
work to an important signal processing problem in cooperative
cellular communication networks—the JBCP with PAPCs.
More specifically, in Section III-A, we first introduce and
formulate the JBCP with PAPCs, transform it into an equiva-
lent semidefinite program (SDP), and derive its Lagrange dual
problem, which takes the form of problem (1). In Sections
III-B and III-C, we provide a way of computing the function
and gradient information of the dual problem and their ap-
proximations through solving a weighted JBCP without PAPCs
by an efficient FP iteration algorithm, respectively. In Section
III-D, we then apply the proposed APIG framework to solve
the dual problem, leading to an efficient tailored algorithm for
solving the JBCP with PAPCs, named APIG-FP. Finally, we
present numerical results in Section III-E to demonstrate the
effectiveness of the proposed algorithm.

A. Problem Formulation, SDR, and Lagrangian Dual

1) System Model and Problem Formulation: In cooperative
cellular networks, multiple relay-like BSs are connected to a
central processor (CP) via fronthaul links with limited capac-
ities, allowing joint processing at the CP to mitigate intercell
interference by sharing user data among BSs. However, such
cooperation imposes heavy demands on fronthaul links. To al-
leviate this, strategies that jointly design BS transmissions and
fronthaul utilization have been proposed [26], [27], [34]-[44].
Recent works have addressed the JBCP by minimizing the total
transmit power while ensuring users’ signal-to-interference-
and-noise ratio (SINR) requirements and BSs’ fronthaul rate
constraints [26], [27], [44]. In this paper, we solve the JBCP
with the more practical PAPCs, as considered in [1].

We adopt the same system model as in [1]. Consider a
cooperative cellular network consisting of one CP and M
single-antenna BSs, which are connected to the CP through
the noiseless fronthaul links with limited capacities. These BSs
cooperatively serve K single-antenna users via a noisy wire-
less channel. Let M = {1,2,...,M} and K ={1,2,..., K}
represent the sets of BSs and users, respectively. Let v, =
[vhl,vk’g,...,vk?M]T be the M x 1 beamforming vector,
Q € CM*XM be the covariance matrix of the additive com-
pression noise at the BSs, a,% be the noise power at user k,
and hy, = [hy.1, k2, - -, hia)T be the channel vector of user
k. The transmit power of BS/antenna m is given by

PW,, = Z |’Uk’,m‘2 + Q(m,m)7
kek
and the SINR of user k is
|h] v |

SINRy = . T 5
> jzk vi? + hy Qhy + o

, Vk e K.



To fully utilize the fronthaul links with limited capacities,
we adopt the information-theoretically optimal multivariate
compression strategy [36] to compress the signals from the
CP to the BSs. Without loss of generality, we assume that the
compression order is from BS M to BS 1. Then, the fronthaul
rate of BS m is given by

2 (m,m)
_|_
FRm == 10g2 ZkEKE |Uk7m/| Q X
Q(m.M,m.M)/Q(m+1.M,m+1.M

Here, Q(™:M:m:M) denotes the principal submatrix of Q
formed by the rows and columns indexed by indices {m, m +
1,...,M}, and QUm:Mm:M) /Q(m+1:M,m+1:M)  renresents
the Schur complement of the block Q(mF1Mm+1L:M) of
Q(m:M;m:]\/f).

Given a set of SINR targets for the users {7,}, a set of
fronthaul capacities for the BSs {C,,}, and a set of per-
antenna (i.e., per-BS) power budgets for the BSs {P,,}, we
aim to minimize the total transmit power of all BSs while
satisfying all users’ SINR constraints, all BSs’ fronthaul rate
constraints, and all PAPCs. The problem can be formulated as
follows:

min vl + tr
(i, 2 I+ (@
s.t. SINRy, > 4, Vk € K, (35)

FR,, < Cy,, PW,, < P,,, Vm € M.

The last constraint in problem (35) is the PAPC of antenna m
(i.e., BS m). While the PAPC is important in practice (as each
antenna has its own power budget), it introduces a technical
challenge in solving problem (35). Specifically, without the
PAPCs, problem (35) can be solved efficiently and globally
via solving two FP equations [26]. However, the existence of
PAPCs makes the algorithm proposed in [26] inapplicable.

2) Equivalent SDP Reformulation of Problem (35): By
using the similar arguments as in [44, Proposition 4], we can
equivalently rewrite the users’ SINR constraints and the BSs’
fronthaul rate constraints as

A +7 Vi = > Vi[> = h[Qhy > of, V€ K
JEK
(36)
and

e [0 0

0 Q(m:M,m:I\/I):| 7PWm' Em = 07 Vm e M. (37)

Then, we can reformulate problem (35) as

min_ Y vi]? + t1(Q)
Q=0 ek (38)
s.t. (36), 37), and PW,,, < P,,, Vm € M.

Problem (38) is a (nonconvex) quadratically constrained
quadratic program (QCQP). A well-known technique to tackle
the QCQP is SDR [45], [46]. By applying the SDR technique

)>, Vm e M.

(with 'V, = vkv,z) to problem (38), we obtain its SDR

formulation as follows:

Vrint% tr(Vy) + tr(Q) (39)
Q-0 kek

s.t. <(1+7;1)vk -y V- Q,hkhL> > ok, Yk €K,

jex
(39a)
0 0 Zke’c V](Jn,'m) + Q(m,m) B s
0 Q(m:]\/[,m:IW) - 267” m 07
(39b)
STV 4 QU™ < Py, Vm € M. (39¢)

ke

We have the following proposition, whose proof is similar to
that of [26, Theorem 1], and is therefore omitted here.

Proposition 2. If problem (39) is strictly feasible, then its
optimal solution ({V3}}, Q") always satisfies rank(V}) = 1
forall k € K.

This proposition shows that problem (39) always has a rank-
one solution for {V}}, ensuring that the SDR of problem (38)
is tight. Consequently, the SDP problem (39) is an equivalent
reformulation of problem (38), allowing us to solve the latter
via addressing the former. Instead of directly using a solver
(e.g., CVX [47]) to solve problem (39) (due to its high
computational cost), we further reformulate it into the form
of problem (1), and apply the proposed APIG framework to
solve the reformulation. In the following of this paper, we
assume the strict feasibility of problem (39).

3) Lagrangian Dual of Problem (39): When constraint
(39¢) is removed, problem (39) can be efficiently solved
using the FP iteration algorithm proposed in [26]. To leverage
this algorithm, we consider the Lagrange dual problem of
problem (39). Let x = [z, 72,...,7a]" > 0 be the Lagrange
multiplier associated with the inequality constraints in (39c).
The dual problem is

max d(x),

max (40)

where d(x) is the optimal value of the following problem:

n 2 (<1+wm> (Z vy +Q<m"“>> —m%)
Qo meEM keK

s.t.  (39a) and (39b).

(41)
According to the classical duality theory [48, p. 216], the
function d(-) in (40) is concave and typically nondifferentiable.
Hence, the subgradient algorithm is commonly used to solve
the convex problem (40) (e.g., as in [28]-[31]). However, it
has been shown recently in [27] that problem (41) has a unique
solution for any x > 0, which implies that d(-) is differentiable
by Danskin’s Theorem [49], enabling the use of the PG method
(3) to solve problem (40). The gradient of d(-) is given in the
following proposition.

Proposition 3. The objective function d(-) in problem (40) is
differentiable on RY . For x > 0, let ({V}(x)}, Q*(x)) be the



unique solution to problem (41). Then, the m-th component of
the gradient Vd(x) with m € M is given by

(Vd(x))m = Y VE)™™ +Q*(x)™™ —P,,. (42)
kex

B. Compute d(x) and Vd(x)

Proposition 3 shows that computing Vd(x) at any given
point x > O requires solving problem (41) to global optimality.
Specifically, problem (41) is a weighted total transmit power
minimization problem subject to all users’ SINR constraints
and all BSs’ fronthaul rate constraints, which can be solved
globally by the FP iteration algorithm proposed in [26]. Below,
we briefly describe this algorithm.

The first stage of the algorithm is to solve the following FP
equations:

(43a)
(43b)

B = 1x(B),
p = J,B,X(p)7
where 3, p € R¥. Here, the mappings Iy : R — R and

Jax : RE — RE are defined componentwise'. Specifically,
the k-th component of I, (3) with k € K is given by

LB = = ! . (44
( (/8))/6 7]@‘ +1 hLC(IB, {Ax’m(ﬁ)},x)*lhk ( )
where
C(/@a {Ax,m(lg)}a X) =1+ Z ﬁkhkhL 4+ Diag(x)
kex
+ Diag(Ax,1(8) ", Ax2(8)37, . A n (B) M)

and {Ax ,,,(-)} are the mappings given in [26, Section 3.2.1].
The k-th component of Jg x(p) with k € K is defined as

(J.x(P))k

% (Zj;ék pilhfu;(8,%)* + hl Qs x(p)hx + Uz%) (45)
- b uk (8, %)|2 ’
where
-1
Uk(,@,x) _ C(,@, {Ax;m(la)}’x) hk (46)

B ||C(165 {Ax,m</6)}ax)71hk'”

and Qg (-) is given in the paragraph under Eq. (29) in
[27]. It is worth mentioning that Qg x(p) has a special linear
relationship with respect to p, given by

Qpx(P) = Y _ prA(B. %),

ke

(47)

where A, (3,x) = 0.
The second stage of the algorithm is to compute the function

value and the gradient based on the solutions to the equations
in (43). Let 8*(x) and

p*(x) =p"(8"(x),x) (48)

'Tt is worth noting that the mappings Ix(-), Jg,x(-), and the forthcoming
Qg,x(+) follow the forms as in [26] and [27], but with explicit incorporation
of the dependence of x and 3.

be the unique solutions to the equations in (43) (such unique-
ness is guaranteed by Lemma 4 in Appendix D in the Sup-
plementary Material). The solutions {V}(x)} and Q*(x) to
problem (41) can be recovered by

Vi(x) = (p*(%)rur (8" (x), x)u (8% (x),x)T, Vi € K,
Q*(x) = Qp*(x) x(P*(%)).

Then, by (42), we can compute Vd(x) using 3*(x) and p*(x)
as follows:

Vd(x) = g(8"(x), p*(x),%), (49)
where the m-th component of g(-,-,-) is defined as

kel

Furthermore, we can compute d(x) using the optimal value of
the dual problem of problem (41) [27], given by

d(x) = d(B(x),x) == >_ Bi(x)ot — Y TP

ke meM

(G

However, although the FP iteration algorithm in [26] can
solve problem (41) to global optimality, the computational cost
of finding the global solution or a very high-precision solution
generally is high. Consequently, directly applying the PG
method (3) to solve problem (40) maybe inefficient. To address
this, we propose leveraging the proposed APIG framework
to solve problem (40), which involves utilizing an inexact
solution to problem (41) and computing approximations of
d(x) and Vd(x). The next subsection details this approach.

C. Compute Approximations of d(x) and Vd(x)

In this subsection, we first outline the FP iteration algorithm
for solving problem (41) inexactly for a given x > 0.
Then, we describe how to use (49) and (51) with inexact
solutions to compute approximations of d(x) and Vd(x).
Finally, we demonstrate that the errors in these approximations
are bounded by a factor proportional to the precision of the
FP iteration algorithm.

Given two stopping parameters res; > 0,resy > 0, define
res = res; + resqe. The FP iteration algorithm proposed in [26]
solves the FP equations (43) as follows:

Step 1: Starting from B3®) € RE, the FP equation Iy(-) is
solved iteratively as

BUHY = (B, Vi=0,1,.... (52)
The iteration terminates once the FP residual satisfies
u(BY, BT < resy (53)

where p(-,-) is Thompson’s metric defined in (12). The
approximate FP of I,.(-) is denoted as 3 := g0+1).

Step 2: Starting from p(®) € R, the FP equation T5.5()
is solved iteratively as )

pUtY =5, (Y), Vji=0,1,.... (54)
The iteration terminates when
/J(p(j),p(j—H)) < ress . (55)

The approximate FP of J5 _ (-) is denoted as p := plth,



After obtaining the approximate FPs B and p, the inexact
function and gradient are computed by replacing B (x) and
p*(x) with B8 and p in (49) and (51), respectively. They are
denoted by d(83,x) and g(83, p, x). To effectively control the
terms |d(3,x) —d(x)| and ||g(83, p,x) — Vd(x)|| via the stop-
ping parameter res, we introduce the following assumption.

Assumption 3. (a) The FP equation (43b) with 3 = E has
a FP.
(b) There exists a constant k1(x) > 0 such that

)
1(J5.%(P), I3 (P (%)) < k1 (x) (P, P* (%))
(c) The following Lipschitz continuity conditions hold for
p*('a ) and g(7 ) )

(56)

Ip*(8,%) — p*(8*(x),%)|| < Li(x)|IB - B* ) (57)
and
I8(5.5.%) (8" (D 90| g
< Ly(x)([|8 - B*®)| + B — p*)II),

where Ly(x) > 0 and Ly(x) > 0 are constants. Note
that p*(x) = p*(8*(x),X) as defined in (43).

As shown in [26], when res; = 0, B is the exact FP
B*(x), and thus solves the FP equation (43a). In this case,
(56) holds because of (97) in Lemma 5 (¢) in Appendix D
in the Supplementary Material, (57) holds naturally, and (58)
also holds because the mapping g(3, p,x) depends linearly
on p, as shown in (47) and (50). Therefore, Assumption 3
is satisfied. We assume similar conditions hold for general
choices of res;, specifically for sufficiently small res; to
ensure that 3 is sufficiently close to 3*.

Under Assumption 3, we have the following result.

Proposition 4. Let (,£~")', D) be the output of the iterative proce-
dure (52)—(55) with termination parameter res. If Assumption
3 holds, then there exists a constant C(x) > 0 such that

. d(B, %) — d(x)| < C(x)res,
lg(B,p,x) — Vd(x)|| < C(x)res.

(59a)
(59b)

Proof. See Appendix E in the Supplementary Material. — [J

D. A Practical Algorithm for Solving Problem (40)

Now it is evident that problem (40), an equivalent reformu-
lation of problem (35), is a special instance of problem (1)
with f(-) = —d(-) and h(-) being the indicator function of
R, Therefore, we can apply Algorithm 1 to solve problem
(40). To achieve this, we need to compute the inexact function
and gradient information at x* and x*(\) such that the inexact
conditions (17), (19), and (20) hold. Thanks to Proposition 4,
this can be done by properly controlling the termination
parameter res. ~

Specifically, let b > 0, and {(7/8)2} and {7/} be nonnega-
tive summable sequences. By setting

res = min {\/(77?)2 +b2|xi(A) — xi|2, Nf} ) (60)

Algorithm 2 Proposed APIG-FP Algorithm
1: Initialize: summable nonnegative sequences {( )2} and
AN 06(01) 2> 1Le>0, A A e
[Amins Amax)> @ € (0,1), x° € R%. Seti =0 and give an
initial guess of Cj and CO

2: for e =0,1,... do

32 for/=0,1,... do

4 Set A = Al%al,

5: Use the iterative procedure (52)—(55) with res given
in (60) to solve problem (41) with x = x* and x =
x*(\), respectively, to obtain (f;, f;(A), g").

6: If (62) holds then break.

7: Update C; = oC}; and C; = oC;.

8: end for

9:  Set \; = A and update x*t! = x?()\).

10:  If (63) holds then return x* and break.

1 Set A, via (28) when i > 1, Ciyy = Cj, and Cyyy =
C;.
12: end for

then (17), (19), and (20) become

51 < (Cirif)® + waﬂm—ﬂW7
el < il el (] < Ciif
where C; = C(x%) and C; = C(xi()\)). Moreover, the LS

condition (22) becomes
FiN) < fi = OATHIX(N) - (62)

with v; = T1(A)(Cinf)? + (C; + C; )nf. However, due to
the unavailability of C; and C;, the following adjustments
might be necessary to find a suitable stepsize such that the
LS condition (62) holds: given initial guesses for C; and Cj,
if the LS condition (62) is not satisfied, we not only decrease
the stepsize but also increase C; and C;. Similar to Lemma
1, we can show that this procedure terminates after a finite
number of steps. Furthermore, the termination criterion (33)
becomes

XiHQ + Vi,

1Ga, (1, &) | + Cin/ ()2 + B2 xi+t — xi[2 < e, (63)

which, together with Lemma 2, guarantees that the KKT
violation is controlled by the stopping parameter e.

We now present the APIG-FP algorithm for solving problem
(40), with details given in Algorithm 2. Next, we establish the
convergence result of the proposed algorithm APIG-FP based
on the theoretical guarantee for the APIG framework.

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumption 3 holds, and let {x'}
be the sequence generated by Algorithm 2 with € > 0. If
there exists a constant By > 0 such that ||xt|| < By, then,
Algorithm 1 terminates within Ny = O(e~2) iterations, and

xNs is an e-stationary point of problem (1).

Proof. Since |x'|| < Bj, we do not need the level-set
boundness in Assumption 2 in Theorem 1. To apply Theorem 1
and establish the desired result, it suffices to verify Assumption
1, which is confirmed in Appendix F in the Supplementary
Material. O



Theorem 2 shows that the iteration complexity of APIG-
FP for solving problem (40) is O(e~?). The parameters
(b, 7%, ﬁf ) in Algorithm 2 controls the precision of solving the
subproblem (41) at each iteration. Compared to the PG method
applied to problem (40), APIG-FP has a lower per-iteration
computational cost via solving the subproblem inexactly. As
demonstrated in numerical experiments in the next subsec-
tion, such reduction in computational effort can significantly
improve the overall efficiency of the APIG-FP algorithm.

E. Simulation Results

In this subsection, we evaluate the performance of the
proposed algorithm, APIG-FP, and compare it with existing
state-of-the-art algorithms. We adopt the same system setup
as in [44]. Specifically, we consider a downlink cooperative
cellular network with M = 7 single-antenna BSs serving
K = 7 single-antenna users. The channels between the BSs
and the users are generated using the Rayleigh fading model
with zero mean and unit variance. In the following numerical
experiments, the users’ SINR targets {7, }, the BSs’ power
limits {P,, }, and the fronthaul capacities {C,,} are assumed
to be identical across all users and BSs, denoted by 7, P, and
O, respectively. By default, we set ¥ = C = 3, Wthh are
typical parameter values as used in [44] and [36]. The power
limit P is selected based on 7 through trial and error to ensure
that most randomly generated problem instances are feasible
and at least one of the PAPCs is active at the optimal solution?.

In the proposed APIG-FP algorithm, we set the parameters
as follows: € = 1075, § = 1074, o = 0.25, Appin = 10719,
Amax = 1010, /\(0 /\(1 =1,0=1.1,Cy = Cy = 100, wrth
an initial point x° = 0. The selectron of parameters (b 5 ,nl )
is crucial in APIG-FP. For 7; n we set 77 =10"%(i +1)7°
for i > 0, where d; > 0 and d > 1. We consider two different
settings for b and 7%, leading to two specialized versions of
APIG-FP:

o APIG-FP-A (absolute gradient inexactness): b =0 and
7e =107 (i +1)7% for i > 0. B
o APIG-FP-R (relative gradient inexactness): b = 107%
with §3 > 0 and 7% = 0.
All the results presented in this subsection are averaged over
200 randomly generated instances.

1) Behaviors of Proposed Algorithms: We first study the
performance of APIG-FP-A and APIG-FP-R by varying 41,
02, and d3. For comparison, the PG method (3) with the
Armijo LS condition (62) is used as a benchmark. While
the standard PG method requires exact gradient and function
evaluations (which are computationally prohibitive for prob-
lem (40) in practice), we implement it through APIG-FP with
high-precision settings: b=0and Ny = 771 = 10710,

The comparison results are reported in Table II. In thls table,
“time” refers to the average CPU time, “Per-Iteration FPIs”
denotes the average number of FP iterations (52) and (54) per
outer iteration, and “Outer Iterations” represents the average
number of proximal gradient iterations. Additionally, the best

2If none of the PAPCs is active at the optimal solution, the generated
feasible problem can be directly solved by the algorithm proposed in [26]
without needing to update x, as x = O is the optimal Lagrange multiplier.

TABLE II
AVERAGE RESULTS OF 200 RANDOMLY GENERATED INSTANCES WITH
P = 12 VERSUS DIFFERENT ALGORITHM PARAMETERS.

Time (102 seconds)

01 %2 PG a b ¢ d PG a b ¢ d

Outer Iterations

PG a b ¢ d

Per-Iteration FPIs

1 1.2 78 24 24 25 28 182 7 6 7 8 10 63 56 51 48
1 20 - 2526 2628 - 9 8 9 10 - 52 50 45 42
1 40 - 32 31 31 28 - 32 26 26 23 - 24 23 23 23
2 1.2 - 24 252528 - 9 8 9 11 - 50 48 43 41
2 20 - 24 26 26 27 - 13 11 12 13 - 38 39 37 34
2 40 - 28 30 30 30 - 40 35 36 35 - 17 17 17 17
Note: Here, “a’ stands for APIG-FP-A, “b’, “c’, and “d’ stand for APIG-FP-

R with d3 = 0, 1, 2, respectively. Besides, since PG does not depend on the
parameters (41, d2), we only report its result in the first row of the PG column
and use the dash mark “—’ for the remaining rows.

performance in each column is marked in bold for both APIG-
FP-A and APIG-FP-R.

From Table II, we make the following observations: (i)
The PG method requires the fewest outer iterations but the
most FP iterations per outer iteration. Overall, it is about
2.5 to 3 times slower than both APIG-FP-A and APIG-FP-
R. (ii) Increasing 1, do, or d3 (i.e., tightening the inexactness
condition) generally reduces the number of outer iterations but
increases the number of FP iterations per outer iteration. This
demonstrates that the inexactness conditions require careful
calibration to balance between inner fixed-point iterations and
outer proximal gradient iterations. (iii) The CPU time per-
formance of APIG-FP-A and APIG-FP-R remains relatively
stable as the parameters J;, d2, and J3 vary. Based on the
results, we use APIG-FP-A with (1, d2) = (2, 1.2) and APIG-
FP-R with (d1,d2,d3) = (1,1.2,1) in the following.

2) Comparison with Benchmarks: To illustrate the effi-
ciency of the proposed algorithms, we compare them with
two state-of-the-art benchmarks:

o SDR: This benchmark directly solves the SDR in (39)
using CVX [47]. For fair comparison, we set the precision
of CVX to be the same € = 1076 as used in APIG-FP.

e PSG: The projected subgradient (PSG) algorithm treats
the gradient Vd(x) as a subgradient. The diminishing
stepsize is used and chosen as \; = (i +1)7% (to guar-
antee the convergence). We systematically select and tune
A€ {1072,107%,1,10} and 6 € {1072,1071,1,10} for
the best performance of this benchmark.

To verify the solution quality, we check that all test algo-
rithms can return a solution x satisfying ||Gx(x, Vf(x))| <
1075 and |f(x) — f(x*)] < 1075, with the function and
gradient information computed via the high-precision FP it-
erations (52) and (54). Therefore, in Fig. 1, we focus on
computational efficiency and report the average CPU time and
relative average CPU time versus the SINR targets for different
algorithms. The relative average CPU time is defined as the
runtime ratio between each algorithm and the fastest algorithm
at each SINR target.

From Fig. 1, we make the following observations: (i) Both
APIG-FP-A and APIG-FP-R significantly outperform PSG,
achieving speedup from 4 to 35 times. This highlights the
importance of recognizing the differentiability of the objective
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Fig. 1. The average CPU time and relative average CPU time versus the

SINR target 7 for different algorithms.

function d(-) in problem (40), as shown in Proposition 3. (ii)
While the average CPU time of SDR remains stable across
different SINR targets, our APIG-FP-A and APIG-FP-R are
significantly faster, with speedups ranging from 15 to 95 times.
This emphasizes the advantage of leveraging the problem’s
structure in solving problem (40), enabling us to develop
computationally efficient first-order methods. (iii) Both APIG-
FP-A and APIG-FP-R outperform PG by 2.5 to 4.5 times in
CPU time, demonstrating the efficiency of the proposed APIG
framework in solving the JBCP with PAPCs. Moreover, the
speedup increases as the SINR target grows.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose the APIG framework for solving
a class of nonsmooth composite optimization problems, which
have wide applications in signal processing and machine
learning. Compared to existing methods, the proposed al-
gorithmic framework accommodates errors in both function
and gradient evaluations and is applicable a broad range of
optimization problems. We show that the proposed framework
is able to find an e-stationary point within O(e~2) iterations
for nonconvex problems and an e-optimal solution within
O(e™ 1) iterations for convex ones. By applying the APIG
framework to the JBCP with PAPCs and judiciously exploiting
the problem’s structure, we develop an efficient APIG-FP
algorithm. Numerical simulations show that APIG-FP sig-
nificantly outperforms state-of-the-art benchmark algorithms
in computational efficiency. An interesting future work is to
apply the APIG framework to other signal processing problems
involving function and gradient errors. The key challenge is
to effectively control these errors to achieve an optimal trade-
off between the computational complexity of function and
gradient approximations and the overall convergence of the
framework.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Our proof progressively considers the nonconvex case, the
convex case I, and the convex case II. In the nonconvex case,
we first show two key inequalities related to x%()\). Then,
we establish the O(e~2) iteration complexity by showing two
key bounds in (69) and (70). In the convex cases I and II,
we establish the desired conlusions bounding F(x**1) — F*
through the key inequalities in (83) and (87), respectively.

A. Nonconvex Case
First, we establish two key inequalities related to x*()), as
shown in (66) and (67). By the definition of x*(\) in (15) and
the property of the proximal mapping (2), we have
—g' = A Hx'(\) = x) € Oh(x'(N)), (64)

where Oh(x*(\)) denotes the subdifferential of A(-) at x*(\)
[24]. In the following, we denote G} = G,(x' g’) for
simplicity of notation. By the definition in (5), we have

MG = x" —x'(\), (65)
which, together with (64) and the convexity of h(-), implies
h(x'(N) < h(y) — (&' = GL, X' (A) —y), Vy € R". (66)

Setting y = x* in (66) and using (65), we have

h(x'(N) < h(x') + Mg’ — G5, GY). (67)
By (18), (21), (24), (25), and (30), we have
Z(w + 217{) < o0. (68)
i=0

Summing (34) for+ =0,1,..., N —1 with N > 1 and using
the lower bound of A; as shown in (30), we have

N-1
- 27
|2 < 2
> IGLIE < 5
1=0

where Ty = F(x%) — F* + 3. (v; + 2] ). Here, F* is the
optimal value of problem (1) and T3 < co due to (68). From
the definition of Af in (33) and (65), we have
(AB)” <2(1+a” +6°27) || G4 |1 + 2(1)”
< 2(1+a® + 020 |GY, 112+ 2(nf)?,
where the second inequality uses the upper bound of \; in
(30). Combining (69) and (70), and using (18), we have

(69)

(70)

N-1
> (AF) <T5 < oo, (71)
=0

where T35 = % +2377,(nF)*. Hence, {A%}

converges to zero, ‘Which further implies that the algo-
rithm must terminate at some N, iterations, and for i =
0,1,...,Ng — 1, there holds that A$ > e. Combining this
and (71), we have the desired Ny < Tze 2 = O(e~2).

B. Convex Case I

When f(-) is convex, it follows directly from the controlled
descent property (34) that

F(x) < F(x") + (v + 2n)) < 0.
i=0
Let x* € X* be an optimal solution to problem (1). By (72)
and Assumption 2, there exists a constant By > 0 such that

(73)

(72)

[x" —x*|| < By, Vi>0.

Define
(74)



For convex case I, the LS condition (23) is used and a =

b=0,>7"nf

; < oo. Therefore, by (17), we have

o0 o0
S8l <Y 0¥ < oo (75)
i=0 i=0
Moreover, substituting (65) into (23), we have
o A VR
filhi) < fi+ (g x"*! —XZ>+EZH P4 (76)
By (19), (20), and (65), we further have
FEET) < fi) + 0] + enil|GS P (77)
and
fi < SO+ ] + eI GY P (78)

Combining (76), (77), and (78), and using the upper bound of
A; in (30), we get

. Ai | i ~
PO < FO) + (g, x T =) + G + 73, (79)
where
i = 2eAmax || G |12 + vi + 21 (80)
By the convexity of f(-), we have
Fx') < F(x*) +(Vf(x'),x" —x*).
This, together with (79), (6), and (65), implies
PO < F) + (g X - x) - (Fx - )
1 ) ) 81
+27/\Z_||XZ+1_XZH2+;Z'- ( )
Setting A = \; and y = x* in (66), and using (65), we have
h(xi+1) S h(X*) _ <gi,xi+1 _ X*>
1 ) ) 82
+ )\7i<Xz _ XZ—H,XH_l _ X*>. ( )
Using F(-) = f(-) + h(-) and combining (73), (81), and (82)
along with the fact that lal|? — 2(a, b} = ||b —al|*> — ||b||?
with a = x**! — x? and b = x*t! — x*, we obtain
~ 1 1 * 7 *
ALy € Ball el + 7+ g (I =2 =[x =),
which, together with (30), further implies
AF < Amax Bs||e8]| + 7,
Fy < 20 (Bylf) + %)
1 . .
gy (e =2 IF = I =) (83)

Since the algorithm stops at the N,-th iteration, summing (83)
over ¢ =0,1,...,N —1 with 1 < N < N, and adding Ag
to both sides of the derived inequality, we have

N

Y AT <Ty VNN,

i=0
where

(Balle? |l +vs) -

i=0

T, AF+—||X x*||2 +

K2

From (68), (69), (75), and (80), we know that T4 < co. By the
convexity of F(-) and (74), the averaged iterate X¥ satisfies

FEN)-F* <

which is the desired result.

C. Convex Case 11

In this case, nf = 77{ = 0, and either the LS condition (22)
or (23) is used. As a result, the controlled descent property
becomes a sufficient descent property:

FP(x"™) - F(x') < - (84)
Additionally, the condition (17) becomes
€]l < y/a? + PAFIGS Il < (a+DA)(IGS [, (85)

where we use (65). From the convexity of f(-), it follows that

FET) < fE) (VT X =%, (86)

Setting A = \; and y = x* in (66), and adding it to (86) gives
F(x™) = F(x*)

< (VT —g' + Gy, x" —x*)
@ i+1 i i i ;
< By (V) = VI + IVF) — &'l + 1G4, )

(b) ) .
< By (LAIGH, |+ [l5 ] + 1GA, 1)

(©) )
< Tul|GA, I
(87)
where Ty = Ba((L+4b)Amax+a+1). In the above, (a) follows
from (73), (b) is due to the L-Lipschitz continuity of V f(-)
as in Assumption 1, the definition of €% in (6), and (65), and
(c) uses the upper bound of A; in (30) and (85).
Substituting (87) into (84), and using the definition (74)
along with the lower bound on JA; in (30), we have

o,
A Afll = 2fr2 (A1F+1> .

Applying [24, Lemma 11.17] to the sequence {A'}, we know
that for any 2 < N < Ng, there holds that

1\ 1 8Y2
Fo~ _ A e

which completes the proof.
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Supplementary Material

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF LEMMA 1 AND LEMMA 3

A. Proof of Lemma 1

From the L-Lipschitz continuity of V f(-) in Assumption 1,
(65), and the definition of ¥ in (6), we have

) ) . P L)\ .
FOx(N) < Fx) + Meb, GL) — Mg', Gh) + 5GP
(88)
Let
1, if a2+ b2 =0,
e=37 e (89)
Nzl otherwise.

By the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we have

AEB, G < S8 1 2 a2
i A= 2 '3 2§ A
1 22 )
<o+ (@ + ) G

where the second inequality uses (17) and (65). Substituting
the above into (88) yields

Fx'(N)

< Flact) + Sy + L (€(a2 a2 4 A) TenE
= PR 2 ¢ Al (90)

iy o DA
Mg G + ey
Using the definition of Y1(\) in (25) and the fact that

max{a,bA} < Va2 +b22%2 < a + bA, we have, from (89)
and (90), that

FO) < ) + 5 (20 + (264 1+ LA GE P
FTIONGE) - Mg, GS).

O

By (19), (20), and (65), we have f(x'(\)) > fi(A\) —nf —
cA|G4 |17 and f(x) < f; +77{ + ¢A||G4|?. Combining these
with (91) and the definition of v; in (24), we obtain

fi(N) < fi— XNg', GY)

A P 92)
t3 (2a+4c+ (2b+ 1+ L)A) |G ||* + 4.
Adding (67) and (92) gives
£:0) + h(x (V)
< fi+ h(x") (93)

A ,
+5 (atde—2+4 20+ 1+ L)) G411 + vi.

By leveraging the relation in (65), the definition of Ay in (27),
and the bounding inequalities from (92) and (93), we conclude
that the LS condition (22) is satisfied for all A € (0, \g], and
the LS condition (23) holds for all A € (0, A; /).

B. Proof of Lemma 3
First, using (65), the inequality (67) becomes

h(x'(A)) < h(x") + (g",x" =x"(A)) — %IIXW) - x|
Adding this to the LS condition (23) implies that the LS
condition (22) holds with # = 1/2. Therefore, it suffices
to show the desired property for the LS condition (22) with
6 € (0,1). If (22) holds, then setting A = \; and using (65),
we have

fi(N) + R < fi + h(x') — ON|GE |2+ v (94)

Using (9) and (16) with A = X;, we obtain f;(\;) =
fxih) + 5{()\1-) and f; = f(x') + sf()\l) By substituting
these two expressions into (94), leveraging the relationship
F(-) = f(-) + h(-) from problem (1), and combining the
bounds in (19) and (20) under the condition ¢ < 6/4 (after
(20)), we directly derive the desired inequality (34).

APPENDIX D
USEFUL PROPERTIES OF Ix(-), Jg x(-), AND p(-, ")

In this section, we first give Lemma 4 and Lemma 5, which
describe the properties of mappings I(-) and Jg x(+), and then
show Lemma 6 about Thompson’s metric p(-,-).

Lemma 4. For any given x > 0, the mapping Ix(-) has a
unique FP, denoted as [3*(x), and the mapping Jg»(x)x(*)
has a unique solution, denoted as p*(x). Moreover, for 3 > 0
such that J5 (-) has a FP, then the mapping Jg (-) has a

unique FP, denoted as p* (E, X).

Proof. For any x > 0, by [26, Lemma 1], the mappings
Ix(+), J5, (), and Jg(x) x(-) each has at most one FP. The
strict feasibility of problem (39) implies the strict feasibility
of problem (41) for any x € R%, ensuring that both I, (-) and
J+ (x)x(-) have exactly one FP. Since ﬁ is selected such that

JB,X(') has a FP, this mapping has exactly one FP. O
Given B > 0 and an positive integer n, define
Sp={z € R |lz]| < B}.
We now present the following lemma.
Lemma 5. The following properties hold for mappings I ()
and Jg x(-) defined in (44) and (45), respectively.

(a) For any x > 0, I+(B) is a rational function, i.e., its k-th
component can be written as

(Lu(8))y, = B X)

B Qk(ﬁax)7

where P(3,x) and Qi(8,%) are polynomials with re-
spect to both B and x.

(b) For any given x > 0, and some B(x) > 0, there exists
ko2(x) € (0,1) such that

w(Ix(B), IX(B)) < Ko (x) (B, B)

for any B,B8 <€ S]?(x)' For any B > 0, there exists
ka(B) € (0,1) such that

N(Ix(ﬁ)a IX(B)) < ’14(B)N(/63 B)

(95)

(96)



for any 3,83 € SK and x € SY.
(¢c) For any given x > 0 and some B(x) > 0, there exists
k3(x) € (0,1) such that

:“(J;G*(X),X( ) JB*(X), ( )) <’€3( )N(I%ﬁ)

for any p,p € SB(X).

7

Proof. First, we prove (a). For any matrix C > 0 and
h € RM, the Cramer’s rule shows that C~'h can be
represented componentwise by the ratio of the determinants
of two matrices using entries of C and h. Hence, C"'h is a
rational function with respect to the entries of C. Combining
this with the fact that A ,,,(-) is rational from its definition
[27], and the composition rule of rational functions, Iy(-)
defined in (44) is rational.

Then, we prove (b). For a matrix A, let p(A) denote the
spectral radius of A. It follows from Eq. (45) in [27] that for
any B>0,3,8>0,and x > 0,

M(Ix(ﬂ)vﬁc(ﬁ))
1(8. B)
< m}gx{ (eH(BB) )

= @(Bvﬁvx) € [07 1)7

where \¥(3,x) = p(C(B, {Ax.m(B)},x)—1I) and p(a, \) =
log,, (122 ). Due to the continuity of @ with respect to

T+
(B,8,%), we can set ko(x) = maxXg Gess 2(8,8,x) as

well as riy = MaXye sy MAXg Gegr (B, B,x), and rearrange
(98) to obtain (95) and (96).

Finally, we prove (c). We begin by simplifying the expres-
sion for Jg«(x)x(-). Plugging (46) and (47) into (45) gives

HB.x)). e PP N (B.x)) | Y

(@ (x)"p + of)
[ (8" (%), x)|?

where (ay(x)); is hTA (B (x),x)hy, if j =
hLAj(ﬁ*(x),x)hk + \hTuJ( B*(x),x)|? otherwise. Next, we
follow a similar approach as in [27] to derive k3(x). For any
a>1,p>0,x>0,and k € I, we have,

(Jgr(x)x(P))k =

k and is

J *(x),x & aT X
(a0 x(@P))k _ N SR
(Jgrx)x(P))e  aj(x)p+o?
a) B;(x)p a};(x)p
< (1+ a — 1)2keoptei = qartortai

(99)

where (a) follows from Bernoulli’s inequality. Define
a; (x)p

AQ(p,X) = maxy {W} S [O, 1) Notice that )\2(p7X)
K, k

is a continuous function with respect to p. Define x3(x) =

MaXpesk A2(p, x). Then, applying [27, Lemma 1] to (99)

gives

(I (x) x(P); I+ x(P))
(P, P)

< max{Az2(p, x), A2(P, %)}

< Ka(x),

which implies (97) by rearranging.

Lemma 6. For any x,y € R \ {0}, we have

1% =yl < max{|x|, [y} Kp(x,y).

Proof. Let xp and y; represent the k-th components of x
and y, respectively. For any x,y € R \ {0}, we have
0 < zp,yr < max{||x]|,|y|l} for all k. Therefore, there
exists a constant £ € (0, max{||x||,||y]l}) such that |log, x} —
log, el = &z — yel = max{ [, [yll} s — yel. Since
[1og, (zk/yr)| = [log, xx — log, yk|, we have

Sl — el < max{ x|, Iyl mae log, (/1)
ke
= wa{ x| Iy}, y):

This, together with |[x —y|| < [[x — y/|l1, gives the desired
result. O

APPENDIX E
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4

We first show that~||B — B*(x)|| and ||p — p*(3,x)|| are
bounded by (8, Ix(8)) + 11(p, J5 . (P)) using Lemmas 4-6
in Appendix D. Then, we show the desired conclusions using
the Lipschitzness of d(-,-) and g(-, -, x). B

Let Bs(x) = max{|Bl, |8 X)Il [l "B %)[}. Ap-
plying Lemma 6 gives

18 — B*(x)|| < Bs(x)K (B, B*(x)) (100)
and
1B — p*(B,%)|| < Ba(x)K (B, p*(B3,%)). (101)

Additionally, using the FP property 3*(x) = Ix(8*(x)) and
the triangle inequality for Thompson’s metric u(-, -), we have
(

1(B,B*(x)) < w(B, Ix(B)) + n(Ix(B), Ix(B8* (x)))

S U(B. Ix(B)) + ra(x)u(B. B* (),

where (a) follows from (95) in Lemma 5 (b) in Appendix D.
This further implies that

~ 1 ~ ~
Combining (100) and (102) gives

~ Bs

18- 800l < 28 LG @), (103)

1— o)
Similarly, using (101), (56) in Assumption 3 (b), and following
the same steps as in (102) and (103) gives

5P B0l < 200 b T B (104
Hence, we have
5P G0l ~
< I~ " (B.x)] + 9 (B.3) — p*(8*(6). )|
<15 - p (B )l + Lax) 1B - 80|
< P .5, B) + PP (B (),

(105)



where (a) is due to (57), and (b) uses (103) and (104).
Since d(8*(x),x) in (51) is a linear function with respect
to B*(x) and x, we have

(B, %) — d(B*(x),x)|| < Ls||B — B*(x)],

where L3 = maxy, {07, Py}. Using this property together

with the bound from (103) and noting that d(x) = d(8* (x),x)
from (51), we obtain
- L3Bs(x)K -
1d(B.) — deo) < 220K 5 1@
1 — ka(x) (106)
LgB?, (X)K

where the second inequality is due to (53). In addition, using
(58) in Assumption 3 (c) yields

lg(B,B,%) ~ Vd(x)|

I&(B, B, %) — (8" (x), p* (%), %)
< L) (I8~ 8" X))l + 15— p* ()]l
2 LB & 1 @)

@

- 1-— /€1(X)

L2<x><L11<i<>$(1>)B3< LR AL:)
© 2(x)  La(x)(La(x) +1)
<KB3(X)maX{1—/€ (x)’ 2 1 — ka(x) }reS’

(107)
where (a) is due to (49), (b) follows from (103) and (105),
and (c) uses (53) and (55). From (106) and (107), and noting
that res = res; + ress, we see that (59a) and (59b) hold with

L3 LQ(X)
C(x)=KB
) 3(x>m“‘x{1—@<x>’1—m<x>’
Ly(¥)(L1(x) +1)

1 — ka(x) '

APPENDIX F

LIPSCHITZNESS OF Vd(x)
Since [|x'|| < By, ie., {x'} C S}, we show the Lip-

schitzness of Vd(x) on S} in this section. Let D(x) =
%—{5 (B*(x)). We first prove that I—D(x) is invertable on S§/,
and then we show that this invertibility implies the continuity

of B*(-). Finally, we demonstrate the desired conclusion by
proving that H Clc (x)” is bounded on S
First, using (95) with B(x) = 2||3*(x)]|, we have
pIx((1+ )87 (x)), Ic(B" (%))
< k2 (x)u((1+1)87(x), B (x)) = K2(x) log, (1 + 7).
) in (12),

(108)

Then, by the definition of Thompson’s metric p(-,
we obtain

L((1+6)8"(x)) < (1+1)=0) I (8" (x)).

This, together with the Taylor expansion of Iy (-) around 3* (x)
yields

tD(x)B"(x)

IN

((1+)7209 — 1)L (B*(x)) + o(t)
((L+6)"=09 —1)8*(x) + o(t),

—~
S
=

where (a) uses the fact that 8%(x) = Ix(8*(x)). Dividing
both sides of the above equation by ¢ yields

. L) 1
D(0a* () < L gt ) o)

Taking the limit as ¢ — 04, we have D(x)8*(x) <
Ko (x)B3” (x). In the proof of [27, Theorem 2]), it is shown that
(Ix())x is nondecreasing with respect to each component for
any k € K and x > 0, which implies that D(x) is nonnegative.
Then, applying [50, Corollary 8.1.29] gives

p(D(x)) < ra(x) < 1.

This implies that I — D(x) is invertable on S}/

Next, by Lemma 5 (a), Ix(-) is a well-defined rational func-
tion on Rf +K This ensures the existence and the continuity
of the derivatives of I.(-) of any order on ]RM +K Hence,
applying the implicit function theorem [51, Sectlon 8.5] to

(109)

the FP equation (43a), we obtain the existence of —(X),
2 g%
aa fg (x), .... The expressions are given by

o, 0L, L
7 %) = (- D(x)) 187@‘3 (x)),

which shows the continuity of 3*(-) on S 115\341 ; and

9*B* 2L
0= -Dx)" (axzw ()

PLe ., 0B Plx oo (0BT )2
+ 25 a8 00N G ) + (87 60) () )

(110)
Finally, using the continuity of 8*(-) on S}, we have
maxyegu B7(x) < oo. Hence, applying (96) with B =
1
max{B1, 2max,esy B (x)} gives
1

p(Ix((1 +1)B%(x)). Ix (B (x)))
< ra(B)p((1 +1)B8"(x), B%(x)) = ra(B) log.(1 + t()m)
The only difference between (108) and (111) lies in the

factor k2(x) (dependent on x) and k4(B) (independent of x).
Following the same steps as in (108) and (109), we obtain

p(D(x)) < ka(B) <1, Vx € SH.
Taking the norm of both sides of (110) gives
023" By
<
H o | ST

where B, is the upper bound obtained fr;)m maximiz-
ing the second term in the parenthesis, 2 };5‘ (B*(x)) +

200 (8" (%) % (x) + 95 (8" (%)) (% (x)) " in (110) on
the compact set SN B, Using this and the relationship between
d(x) and 3*(x) given in (51), we have

0?B3*
2 2
1924601 < (ot ) | 5 o0

which implies that Vd(x) is Lipschitz continuous on Sp.
Therefore, Assumption 1 is satisfied with f(-) = —d(-).

< 400, VxeS%,

< +00,
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