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ABSTRACT

Proximal point algorithms have found numerous applications in the field of convex optimization, and their
accelerated forms have also been proposed. However, the most commonly used accelerated proximal point
algorithm was first introduced in 1967, and recent studies on accelerating proximal point algorithms are rela-
tively scarce. In this paper, we propose high-resolution ODEs for the proximal point operators for both closed
proper convex functions and maximally monotone operators, and present a Lyapunov function framework to
demonstrate that the trajectories of our high-resolution ODEs exhibit accelerated behavior. Subsequently, by
symplectically discretizing our high-resolution ODEs, we obtain new proximal point algorithms known as sym-
plectic proximal point algorithms. By decomposing the continuous-time Lyapunov function into its elementary
components, we demonstrate that symplectic proximal point algorithms possess O(1/k?) convergence rates.

Keywords Ordinary differential equations - Lyapunov function - Symplectic Discretization - Proximal Point
Algorithms

1 Introduction

The burgeoning development of high-dimensional statistics and deep learning has led to an exponential surge in
the demand for sparse solutions. Nevertheless, when confronted with sparse optimization problems, the absence of a
smooth gradient often renders direct application of gradient descent methods untenable. In response to this challenge,
numerous optimization algorithms that rely on solving optimization sub-problems have garnered significant attention
from researchers. Nonetheless, the complexity of these methods is prohibitively high for use with high-dimensional
problems. Therefore, this article seeks to elucidate how to accelerate these methods from the vantage point of ordinary
differential equations.

In this paper, we consider the following zero-point problem
0 € A(x), 1)
where A is a maximally monotone operators.

In [21], Rockafellar introduced the use of proximal point algorithms to solve the zeros of maximally monotone
operators. Over time, proximal point algorithms have found a wide range of applications in optimization problems,
such as nonsmooth optimization problems[21], augmented Lagrangian methods(ALM)[19], Douglas-Rachford algo-
rithms(DR) and alternating direction method of multiplierstADMM)[L1]. For a more comprehensive introduction
to theory and application of proximal point algorithms, we refer to[10} [18]. The recursive rule of proximal point
algorithms can be described as the following fixed point iteration method

Th+1 = JCA(xk). (2)
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Here ¢ > 0,J.4 = (I + cA)~! is the resolvent of A or proximal point operator of A. It has been proved that the
worst-case of convergence rate of proximal point algorithms is O(1/k) . Owing to Nesterov’s accelerated gradient
methods, which exhibit improved convergence rates without augmenting computational complexity per iteration, the
accelerated form of proximal point algorithms has garnered significant interest in both theory and practice. Using the
Halpern’s iteration|[13]], the following recursive rule is the accelerated form of proximal point algorithms.

Ty1 = Jea(Yk),

3

(Tht1 — iCk) - (iCk — Yr—1)-

k
+ 2 E+2
In comparison to O(1/k) convergence rate of proximal point algorithms, the accelerated form of proximal point
algorithms yields O(1/k?) convergence rate.

Yk+1 = Tht1 + A

However, studies of accelerated proximal point algorithms from a theoretical point of view are infrequently. In
[14], Kim interpreted worst-cast convergence rate of general proximal point operator as optimal value of a optimiza-
tion problem, called performance estimation problem(PEP). Although PEP framework provides a unify framework to
analysis convergence rats of general proximal point algorithms and has been successfully applied to analyzing (3), PEP
shows limitations to obtain new accelerated form of proximal point algorithms. After Su established the link between
Nesterov accelerated gradient method and ordinary differential equations(ODEs) in [25], the study of optimization al-
gorithms from ODESs perspective began to increased. In [4} 3], Attouch innovatively considered Yosida approximation
of A as gradient of proximal point algorithms and proposed his ODEs for proximal point operators basic on ODEs in
[LL25]. After proper discretization, Attouch obtain new accelerated proximal point algorithms. However the index of
accelerated proximal point algorithms proposed by Attouch is the same order as k2, which limits its applications in
accelerating Douglas-Rachford algorithms, ADMM, etc.

In our work, we utilize the ODEs in [26]], which is originated from the high-resolution ODEs proposed in [23], to
propose ODE:s for proximal point operators. The reason that we use high-resolution ODEs techinique is that the high-
resolution ODEs in [23]] prove refining convergence results of Nesterov’s accelerated gradient method and has many
applications such as analyzing FISTA[15] and algorithms for solving saddle point problems[8]. Also by investigating
the structure of our ODEs, we utlize implicit symplectic methods to discretize our ODEs and obtain new proximal
point algorithms.

1.1 Structure of this paper

¢ In section 2] we establish a connection between proximal point algorithms and ordinary differential equa-
tions for both closed proper convex functions and maximally monotone operators. Furthermore, we propose
corresponding Lyapunov functions to analyze the convergence rate of proximal point algorithms for both
cases. These results offer valuable insights into extending the high-resolution ODEs framework to accelerate
proximal point algorithms.

* In section[3] we generalize the high-resolution ODEs in [26], and consider the following ODEs

Z=0uX+cVf(X)+ X, @
Z = —atVf(X )
Also, we extend the Lyapunov function in [my previous work, hasn’t been published yet] to prove the conver-
gence rate of (@). Next, we take advantage of symplectic method to discretize (4) and obtain a new accelerated
proximal point, called symplectic proximal point algorithms. Inspired by the work in [21]], we applied the
symplectic proximal point algorithms to Lagrangian duality and obtain symplectic augmented Lagrangian
methods.

e In sectiond] we first build up the high-resolution ODEs for (@), which inspire us to consider the following

ODEs
z=Lxy4 G AX) + X,
T
.o ®)

Above A(X) = X — J4(X) is the Yosida-approximation of A. Basic on the convergence result discussed
in section[2.2] we proposed the corresponding Lyapunov function, which shows the accelerated phenomenon
of (3). Also, by utilizing Lyapunov function, we shows symplectic discretization of (3) can achieve new
accelerated proximal point algorithms, also called symplectic proximal point algorithms.

* In section[3] we apply symplectic proximal point algorithms to several famous instances of proximal point
algorithms, and provide discussion on numerical performance of symplectic proximal point algorithms.



2 Connection Between Proximal Point Algorithms and Ordinary Differential Equations

2.1 Proximal Point Algorithms for Closed Proper Convex Functions

First, we study the convergence rate of proximal point algorithms when A is the subgradient of a closed proper
convex function f. When A = Jf, the proximal point algorithms is equivalent to recursively solving the following
optimization subproblems

. 1
Tha1 zargmln{f(x)—i— % ||x—:vk|2}. 6)

In practice, the parameter ¢ will change with iteration. Therefore, we consider the following iteration rule

. 1
s = orgmin{ £(0) + 51 o — ]} ™
x Ck

If f is continuous differentiable, the first-order equivalent characterization of (7)) is
Tr+1 — Lk
— o = V). ®)

(8) can be seen as apply implicit Euler method to standard gradient flow X=-V f(X). It is has been shown in [24]
that the convergence rate of standard gradient flow is O(1/t). However, The effect of the parameter {cj} cannot be

reflected if we use X = —V f(X) to analyze (). Such problem can be overcome by considering

X = —¢,Vf(X). ©)

To analyze trajectories of (9), we propose the following Lyapunov function
t
* 1 *
£(t) :/ cudulf(X (t)) = fl@™)] + 5 [|X(t) — = I (10)
0

1
Here fot cudulf(X(t)) — f(z*)] is potential term and 3 | X () — 2*||” plays a mix. With £(¢), the convergence rate
of (@) is given as followed.

Theorem 1. Let X (t) be the solution to Q) with initial X(0) = =z, * € argming f(z). If f is a continuous
differentiable closed proper convex function, then

< llzo = ||

fFX(#) = f7) <

2f0t cudu ’

. o — 2*||?
inf [VA(X@)2 < —o— 2T
oévstH (XD 2[3 fov cududv

Proof. The derivative of £(t) is given as followed.
£() = a7 C80) — )]+ [ eudu (TICE0).XO) + (X0, X(0) — ")
S (VX (), X (1) —2%) — e (VFAX(?)), X(8) —2") — /0 cudu |V F(X (1))

_ / cudu [[VF(X (1))

The above inequality shows that £(¢) is non-increasing, which implies
K * 1 * (12
cudulf(X (1)) = f(2")] S E() <E(0) = 5 [lzo — ™"
0

Diving fot cudu on both side of above inequality, we obtain the convergence rate of f(X (¢)) — f(z*).



Next. integrate £ (v) from O to ¢, we have

_/ot / cudu |V S (X W) do

< — inf |[VA(X(©)|? / / cududv.
oot
Thus )
£(0)—&(t —z*
inf [V F(X(0)| < 0)—&#) _ _lzo—=7|

0<v<t fot fov codudy 2f0t fov cududv

Now, we can apply Lyapunov function technique from the continuous case to the discrete case.

Theorem 2. Let | be a closed proper convex function, {xy} be the sequence generated by (@), z* € argmin, f(x).
Then we have

o o oo =2
k) — f(@7) € ——>
faw) = f(27) 25T,
min ||zj41 — 2] < H:CO_—:CHC'
0<j<k sz ozzocj
Proof. Define the following Lyapunov function.
k—1
E(k) =Y cilf(xr) = fl@)] + 5 llag — 2*|”
1=0
Difference of {€(k)} is given as followed.
k-1
Ek+1) = E(k) =cr[f (1) = f@)] + Y el f (wnrr) — fan)]
=0

1
e P
Since xy, — Tgt1 € ckOf (Tiy1), we have
k[f(@r1) = f(&)] < (k= Thr, Thpr — 27) -
Moreover,
1
Fl@rsn) = flan) < =g~ 2w = il
C
The upper bound of £(k + 1) — £(k) can be estimated as followed.

1 1
E(k+1) = E(8) < ok — s anen — %) + 5 Jws — 2 = 5 flow — 27

k—1
i G
2Ck
k
DicoCi

_ _ 2
= e Zk+1 — 2kl

[T

Thus

e
|
—

lf(ow) — F)] < ER) < £(0) = 3 oo — |1,

~
Il
=]



Diving Zi:ol ¢; on both sides of above inequality, we have

flae) = f(2") <

Summing £(j + 1) — £(j) from O to k, we have

k
E(k+1)—£0) =) E(G+1) - £3)

j=04i=0 7
k c
2 )
< - gin fleje = aF Y0 .
7=0 i=0
Thus )
. E(0)—E(k+1) lzo — 2*]|
2
it i — 2" S S S ovk w7 &
SIS 2 j=0 2iz0 o 2> 520 2izo o
O
2.2 Proximal Point Algorithms for Maximally Monotone Operators
In this section, we build up ODEs framework for
Tk4+1 = JCA(:ck). (11)
For convenience, we only consider
Ty = Ja(op). (12)

That is because (L1 can be seem as applying to maximally monotone operator cA. Analysis in section 2.1]seem

to suggest that we consider the ODEs X = — A(X) with assumption that A is single-value. However, this approach is
not feasible due to the reasons described below. Unlike proximal point algorithms for closed proper convex functions,

the convergence rate of (IT) that researchers concern is ||A(x)||®, which is generally not differentiable. If we include
| A(z)||* as potential term in Lyapunov function for X = —A(X), the Lyapunov function will be generally not
differentiable. Inspired by [4, 3], we consider the following ODEs.

X = Ju(X) - X = —A(X). (13)
Above A is the Yosida approximation of A. A possesses some properties that is useful in the following text.

Proposition 1. Let A be the Yosida approximation of maximally monotone operator A.
e Ais 1-Lipschitz continuous;

e Ais I-cocoercive, i. e.

(A@w) - Ao —v) > [d@) - A ve v

The proof of Proposition [T can be found in the proof of Corollary 23.11 in [3]. The corresponding Lyapunov
function is given as followed.

: 1
() =t|XOI* + 5 |1 X (8) — 2" (14)

. N 1 ~
Here t|| X (t)||> = t||A(X)]||? is the potential term, and 3 | X (t) — 2*||” plays a mix. Since A is a single-value 1-

Lipschitz continuous operator, the generalized derivative of A exists. Thus, we can analyze the convergence rate of
(13) by presuming that A is differentiable.



Theorem 3. Let X (t) be the solution to (I3) with initial X (0) = w0, x* be zero of A. If A is differentiable, then

< llzo = CU*||2.
2t

/

1 = || A

Proof. The derivative of £(t) is estimated as followed.
E(t) = —2t <X(t),vA(X(t))X(t)> + HA(X(t))H2 — (Ax (D), X (1) - 27)

< -2t <X(t), vA(X(t))X(t)> .

Above inequality is held due to Proposition[Il Since A is a monotone operator, VA(X ) is semi-positive definite. Then
we have £(t) < 0,
) 1 * (12
XN < E#) <E0) = 3 flwo — 27"

Diving ¢ on both sides of above inequality, we achieve the required inequality. O

Also, the discrete Lyapunov function for can be proposed by using the Lyapunov function (I4) as a reference.
Theorem 4. Let {x;} be the sequence generated by (12). Then we have
lzo — ||

~ 2
|A@o||” =z — ) < 2=

Proof. Lyapunov function
E(k) = k llenrn — il + [la — 2", (15)

Ek+1) = £0k) =(k + 1) (lonrz = arsall® = lows = ael®) + Jowrs — 2l
— 2 (xp — Thp1, Thp1 — ) — [loepr — @
<k 4+ 1) (Tpg2 — Trg1 — (Trg1 — Th), T2 — Thg1) — 2 (Th — T 1, Thgp1 — T7) .
Since xy, — Tpt1 € A(Tht1), Tpt1 — Thr2 € A(Tr12), we have E(k + 1) — E(k) < 0. Thus
kllziin — 2x))* < E(k) < E(0) = [lzg — 27|

Diving k on both sides of above inequality, we obtain required inequality. o

3 Accelerated Proximal Point Algorithms for Closed Proper Convex Functions

3.1 Generalized High-resolution ODEs

In section we study convergence rate of proximal point algorithms for closed proper convex functions from
perspective of gradient flow. Compared to standard gradient flow, the following ODEs proposed in [26] admits faster
convergence rate.

Z = %XJF%\/EW(X)JFX, (16)

Z(0) = X (0) = =o.

In [my previous work], (I6) was applied to analyze accelerated mirror descent proposed in [[16] and higher-order
mirror descent. However, because the coefficient of V f (X ') in (9) is an arbitrary positive function ¢;, directly deriving
accelerated proximal point algorithms by using (I8) does not meet actual needs. To overcome these problems, we
propose the following generalized high-resolution ODEs.

7 = —a,Vf(X),

Z=bX + e VI(X)+ X, an

Z(0) = X(0) = xo.



Above ay, by, ¢t are positive on (0, +00), by = ¢o = 0. Also, we propose the following generalized Lyapunov function.

E(t) = A f (X)) = f(2)] + % 1Z(t) — 2| (18)

Here A, is positive on (0, +00), Ag = 0, z* € argmin, f(z). Above A;[f(X (¢)) — f(z*)] is the potential terms, A,
indicates the convergence rate of function value of trajectories to (7)), and B 1 Z(t) — z*||? is the mixed term. It is

crucial to study under what conditions £(t) becomes a Lyapunov function, so we need to study the derivative of £(t).
() =AdSCE0) - 1] + A (V1K) X0 ) +(200,20) - )

—AJF(X (1) = fa™)] + A <Vf<x<t>>, X(t>> + <btx<t> + X, — 2" + o VX (), —atVf<X<t>>> .
Due to convexity of f, we have

FX(1) = f(@") < (Vf(X(1), X(t) —27).
Thus

E(t) <(Ar — ashy) <Vf<X<t>>, X<t>> + (A —a) (VFX (1), X () — 27) — avee [V F (X0

In order to ensure that £ (t) < 0, we impose the following conditions:

A=ab, A <a (19)
So far, we can draw the following conclusion.
Theorem 5. Let f be a differentiable closed proper convex function, X (t), Z(t) be the solution to (TD).. If Ay =
asby, Ay < ag, Ag = by = cg = 0, then we have

2
I

Fx () - fa) < o=l

24
int Vx| < lo ==l
0<ust 272 [Taye,dv

Proof. Since A; = azby, Ay < ag, we have

E(t) < —aet [[VA(X(1)]* < 0.
Then we have

ALFX() ~ F@*)] < £) < EO) = & flao — 2°]*.

Integrate £ (v) from O to ¢, we have

t

&)~ £0) = [ E@av < = [ ave [VFX @) o < - [ avcudo it V@)

0

Then we have

. £(0) = E(t zo — 2|2
inf_ VX)) < QD=0 lwo m a7
0<u<t fo Ay Copdv 2f0 Ay Cydv

Now we discuss the selection of parameters a¢, b, ;.



Example 1 (Polynomial convergence rate). Our first goal is to propose a high-resolution ODEs with p—th order
convergence rates, where p > 2. Let A; = tP, a; can be chosen as the derivative of Ay, i. e. ptP~L, Since A; = a;by,

t . .
by = —. The corresponding convergence rate is
p

N
FX@®) = f(z") TR

)

i 1V F(X )2 < o=l
ot IVFX @) < 3 o teods

Example 2 (Exponential convergence rate). Next we want to obtain a high-resolution ODE with exponential conver-
gence rate. Let A; = e — 1, a; should be the derivative of A, i. e. Ae*. Owing to A; = aby, by = A~F — A~ te™,
According to theorem[3] the corresponding convergence rate is given

o o Nl —a|?

F(X) = f@") < S
%112
inf VX @) < o=
odnf IVA(X @)l A JT N veds

3.2 Discretization via Symplectic methods

Among the many implicit numerical methods to ODEs, our rationale for adopting Symplectic method is based on
the following observation. The low-resolution version of (16)) is

. (20)

We will show that (20) can be translated into a Hamitonian system. By multiplying ¢ on both side of second equality
of 20), we have

: t
Z = —§Vf(X),

t2
LetY = §X , then we have

: t 2Y
Z=-35Vf (t—Q) — —VyH(Y,2),

Y =tZ =V, H(Y, 7).

3, (27 ¢
Zf ) + §Z 2. Inspired by this observation and the fact that
symplectic method is powerful in numerically solving Hamiltonian systems, we take advantage of implicit symplectic

method instead of Euler method and propose the following recursive framework

The above Hamiltonian function H (Y, Z) =

2k = (bk =+ 1)xk+1 =+ Ckvf(IkJrl) — bk:ck,
Zkt1 = 2k — akV f(Th11), (2D
zZ0 = X9-
Above parameters ay, by, ci are positive. Since the resolvent of V f is the proximal operator, is equivalent to the

following algorithm.

Compared to proximal point algorithms, Algorithm [ yields an additional computational cost of 3 scalar prod-
ucts and 2 vector additions per iterations, which means Algorithm[I] does not increase computational complexity per



Algorithm 1: Symplectic proximal point algorithms, SPPA

Initialize zq , 2o = zo;
while Termination condinitions aren’t hold do

1 by
Yrt1 = b + 1Zk + b + 11%;
T+ = PIOX e p(Yr1);
Zk41 = 2k + Z—:(bk + D) (@rt1 — Yr1)s

Output Tp41.

iteration. To investigate convergence results of Algorithm [1l we propose the corresponding discrete-time Lyapunov
function given by

1
(k) = Axlf(ze) = F(@)] + 5 ll2n -2, (22)
Suggested by (19), we assume that

Ay = agby, A1 — A < ag. (23)

Now we can show that the convergence result of Algorithm[Ilis quite analogous to the continuous time case. First,
we need the following lemma.

Lemma 1. If Ay = apby, Ax+1 — Ak < ag, then
brArt1 < (b + 1) As.

Proof. Since Ax11 — Ay < ag, we have
(Ak-i-l - Ak)bk < apby = Ag.

Reorder the inequality, we have
brArt1 < (b + 1) As.

O
Now we can prove the desired convergence result.
Theorem 6. Let f be a closed proper convex function, {xy}, {2} be the sequences generated by
1 n b
= z x
Yk+1 be + 1 k be + 1 k>
Tk4+1 = PrOX%f(yk-H)v
ag
Zt1 = 2k + a(bk + 1) (Zr41 — Yrt1)-
If the parameters { Ay}, {ar}, {bk}, {ck } satisfy
A = agbr, Agpp1—Ar <ag, ap <ck, Ag=by =0,
then we have )
Flaew) - £y < BT gz,
2A o)
Bk + Daggr — beze — a1 ||®  |lzo — 2*|
OI<n'12k c = k 2
YA k 2370 a]

Proof. Recall the Lyapunov function



brxr + 21 — (br + 1)Tpq1

Let Vf (xpy1) = . By first order characterization of proximal operators, we have

~ ck
Vf(zre1) € 0f (Th41).
Step 1: Separate the difference £(k + 1) — £(k) into three parts.
E(k+1) = E(k) = Arlf (wrs1) = faw)] + (Arsr — A)[f (2r11) — f(27)]

I 1T

1 1
+ B 2541 — $*||2 3 [l 2k — iU*HQ-

I
Step 3: Reckon the upper bound of three parts. Since V f(x441) € f (€x41), we have
I < Ay <@f('rk+l)a Tht1 — Ik>,
L
1< (Appr — Ap) <@f(xk+1),xk+1 - x> .

JIsY

For 111, we have

N 1
III = <Zk+1 — 2k, Rk — T > + 5 sz.:,_l — ZkH2

* a’2 =
= (2p41 — 2k, 26 — @) + Ek va(ivkﬂ)H .
—_———
1114

12

Step 2: Estimate the upper bound of £(k + 1) — £(k). From previous arguments, we have

Ek+1)—E(k) <Ay <@f(17k+1)7$k+1 - $k> + (Akt1 — Ak) <@f($k+1), Tht1 — I*>

11 Hl

oL % |le 2
+ (Zhg1 — 2k, 2k — X7) + B} va(f%)H
~—_——
111,

First, consider I; + II;. By Lemma[2 we have

_ A -
I; + I <Ay <Vf($€k+1), Tht1 — Cvk> + b_: <Vf(wk+1), Tht1 — ZC*>
b +1 1 >

*
Tk4+1 — Tk — 7T

=Ay; <@f(17k+1)7 b

Since (by + 1)xgy1 = bpzy + 21 — ck@f(xkﬂ), we have
A )~ 3
I +1I :b_k <Vf(l‘k+1), 2z —aF — Cka($k+1)>
k
=ay, <@f(:vk+1), 2z —aF — ck@f(:vk+1)>

~ 2
= — (Zh41 — 2hy 2k — @) — aper ||V f(@rg1) || -
2

Thus
0+ 1) -0 < (% —anar) [V

Step 3: Deduce the convergence rates. Since ci > ay, we have

Ek+1)— Ek) < —a—f ]W(W)HQ <0.

10



Then we have

Aplf(zr) = f(2)] < E(k) < £(0) = % lzo — 27|
Diving Ay, on both sides of the above inequality, we have
) - far) < o=l
T 24
Summing £(j + 1) — £(j) from 0 to k, we have
E(k+1)— =2kjsg+1 £(j) < i“—iHWum)Hk— SEI |97
= = 2 = 2 0<j<k
Then we have
Ogljlil va Ik+1)H2 < 25(0) = onk— x*|

Next, we discuss some options for the parameters.

Example 3. First, we require that the index of proximal point operator in Algorithm[T]is constant. Let Ay = gk(k: +

k
1), ¢ > 0, according to 23), we have a, = c(k + 1), b, = 3 If ¢, = ¢(k + 2), then ¢, > ay, is held, and the index of
proximal point operator is c. The resulting convergence rates is

o o llwo =2
flaw) = fa") < =,
ck(k+1) 25)
min (] + 2)$j+1 —j:vj - 2Zj 2 6 H,TO — $*||2
0<j<k 205 +1) 5 Ak+1)(k+2)(2k+3)

Example 4. Next, we try to obtain p—th order convergence rates accelerated proximal point algorithm. Let A, =
E®) = k(k+1)--- (k4 p — 1) rather than A, = k) with integer p > 2. Followed by 23), ax, = p(k + 1)®~1),

b = —. Finally, we let ¢, = ay. The corresponding convergence rates is
p

oy Nl = 2*|?
f(xk)_f(‘r)<W7 .
o (G ) — g = | o — 2| 2o
0<j<k p2(j 4 1)P—D = P2 Z?:o[(j + 1)(p—1)]2'

Example 5. In the end, we derive exponential convergence rates accelerated proximal point algorithm. Let Ay =
K

—1
p* —1, due to @3), we have ai, = p*(p—1), by, = h The parameter ¢y, is chosen to be ay. The corresponding
PR (p —
convergence rates is
o Nlwo =22
flar) = f@7) < =
g @7
2 .12
B L e VetV T R P V) R
0<ji<k p2g(p _ 1)2 = (p _ 1)2(p2k+2 _ 1)

In the end of this section, we discuss significance of the conditions Ax11 — Ar < ag, A = apbg. Let by =
0,ar = cg, then Algorithm [I] becomes the proximal point algorithms (7). Because Ay = aby,br = 0, then Ay =0
is held, which contradicts to Ay1 — Ay = ar = ¢ # 0. In conclusion, the conditions Ay 1 — A < ag, Ak = axbg
must be held so that our symplectic proximal point algorithms converge faster than proximal point algorithms.

11



3.3 Application: Symplectic Augmented Lagrangian Multipliers Methods

In this section, we will develop a new augmented Lagrangian multipliers methods via symplectic proximal point
algorithms. For a given objective function f : R” — R, let ¢ : R™ x R™ — R be perturbation of £, i. e. ¢(z,0) =
f(x),Vz € R™. We assume that the perturbation function ¢ is a closed proper convex function. The Lagrangian
function associated with ¢ is

L(z,\) = in}f olx,u) — (A u). (28)

For primal problem
min f(z),
the Lagrangian duality is given as followed
max min L(x, A). (LP)
The Lagrangian duality theory we need below is stated as followed.

Theorem 7. Assume ¢ is a closed proper convex function. If (x*, \*) is the saddle point of L, then
min f(z) = f(a*) = L(x*, \*).

The proof of Theorem[7] can be found in section 2.5 in [6]. If we consider min, L(x, \) as an objective function
respect to A, (CP) becomes an optimization problem, then we can apply Algorithm[Ilto (CP), and obtain the following
equation.

- by
by = A
h bk+12k+bk+1 w
b +1 Nk
Ak+1 = argmaxmin L(z, \) — kTt Hx\—/\kH ; (29)
A T 2¢y,

a ~
Zk4+1 = 2k + C—:(bk + 1)(/\k — )\k)-

Due to Theorem 34.3 in [20], the iteration formula of A1 can be simplified as

. ¢
(Tht1,uk+1) = argmin p(z,u) — (A, u) + - ||u||27
z,u 2(bk + 1)
(30)
Mert = Mo — —F pin.
k41 bt 1

In practice, above ||u||*> can be replaced by ||u||fq = uT Hu, where H is a positive-definite matrix. To meet practical
requirements, we transform (29) and (30) into the following Algorithm[2]

Algorithm 2: Symplectic augmented Lagrangian multipliers methods, S-ALM

Initialize \g , zo0 = Ao;
while Termination condinitions aren’t hold do

Mep1 = A
k41 bk+12k+bk+1 k
. g CL 2
? = ) - )\ 9 > _— ;
(241, ws1) = argming , 9(,u) = (A1 u + o el
Mep1 = Moyt — ——— Hupp1;
k+1 k+1 br + 1 Uk+41
a ~
2ht = 2+ SO+ DH eyt = M.

Output Tg41, A\i+1-

Example 6. We consider the convex programming with equality constraints
min f(2),
* €2Y)
s.t. Ax =0,

where f : R™ — R is a closed proper convex function, A € R™*" is a matrix and ri(domf) N im(A) # 0. The
corresponding perturbation function is given by

o(z,u) = f(x) + [(Ax — b= u).

12



Here, I is the indicator function. It is easily to check that ¢ is closed and proper. According to Algorithm 2] the
corresponding recursive rule is

~ 1 br
A = A
k1 bk+1Zk+bk+1 ko
. ~ CL 2
o {31 A —b>+7 Az — b3,
1 = argmin f () < ki, 28 2(by + 1) Az = bl (32)
5% _
Akl = Akt1 bk—i-lH(Aka b),

Zk+1 = Rk — akH(Aka — b).
Next, we discuss convergence rates of symplectic augmented Lagrangian method. Since Algorithm[2lis derived
from applying Algorithm[I]to Lagrangian duality, the convergence rates of Algorithm[I] we required is that
L(z*,\*) — min L(z, \).
Here (z*, \*) is saddle point of concave-convex function L. Moreover, min, L(z, A;) can be represented by xy, u.
Lemma 2. Let {x1}, {ur}, {\r}, {\r} be the sequences generated by Algorithm2l Then
min L(x, A\p) = L(zk, Ai) = o(xk, ug) — Ak, uk), VE>=1.

Proof. By the first-order characterization of (zj1, ug+1), we have
0 Ck 0 0
O 8 - ~ _— pu— 8 _— .
€ 0p(Th41, Uk+1) <)\k+1> + e + 1 (Hukﬂ) O(Tht1, Ukt1) (/\k+1>

Thus (21, uk+1) € argmin, , p(x,u) — (Ary1,u). By the definition of Lagrangian function, we have

min Lz, A1) = D@1 Akpr) = @(@rr1s ursn) = Qi uegn), - vk 2> 0.

With Lemma[2] we can prove the convergence results of Algorithm [Pl
Theorem 8. Let {x)}, {u}, {\r}, {Ar} be the sequences generated by

1 2k + b
bk—l—lk b +1

Nit1 = Ak

(Thy1, Ugy1) = argmin (x, u) — <5\k+17u> + ﬁ ||U||§1

. ck
Mept = Moyt — —5
k+1 k+1 b + 1 Uk+1
a ~
Zk+1 = 2k + c_:(bk + D H (M1 — A1)

Let (z*, \*) be the saddle point of Lagrangian function L. If { A}, {ar}, {br}, {ck} be the sequences that satisfy
Apt1 — Ap = ak,  Ap =akbr, Ao=bo=0, ¢ = ay,
then we have

lzo — &* |-
24 ’

lzo — &[5

L(z*,\*) — L(zk, \p) <

min [|uj]f7; <
o<j<k T S g a?

Proof. Consider the following Lyapunov function

1
E(k) = Ap[L(a", A") = Llan, M) + 5 ok — 2" |7 -

13



Step 1: Diving the difference £(k + 1) — £(k) into 3 parts.
E(k+1) = E(k) = Ap[L(zp, M) = L(hy1, Aegr)] + (Aepr — Ap)[L(2", A7) = L(@pg1, Akg)]

I I

1 1
5 e = N = 5 e = X Mes

I

If £ > 1, by Lemmal2l we have
1= Ailo(@i, uk) = (Aks ur) = @(@Ths1, Upgr) + (A1, wr1)].
By the proof of Lemmal[l we have

(AO,) € O, ).

Thus
A (M, uk = k1) = Moy k) + (Art1, Uk41))
= Ak (Mgt1 — Moy Ukog1) -
I
Ifk=0,0=1< Ag (Ap+1 — Mg.-ug+1) = 0 is also held.
By Theorem[7} we have (AO*) € 0p(z*,0). Owing to the facts that (AO*) € 0p(z*,0) and Ag11 — A < ay, the

upper bound of II can be estimated as followed.
II< ak[L(:v*, AF) — L(I/H_l, )\k-i—l)]
< ap(= (A", upg1) + (A1, 1)
= ap (Apg1 — A" upg1) -

15

For 111, we have

2
a
Il = —ag (21 — A", upy1) + jk uns1 )3 -

S
Iy 1L,

Step 2: Reckon the upper bound of £(k + 1) — £(k). Combining the upper bound of I, II, III, we have
E(k+1) = E(k) < Ak (N1 — My k1) + ak (A1 — A™, upetr)

Il Hl

2
a
—ag (2 — A", upg1) + f Huk+1|\§1-

————
1 I,

Since Ay = ayby, we have
I + I < ap (b + 1) Aeg1 — b — N ups1)
= o (B + 1)1 = M) + (O + Dhiss — bde — N g )
= —akck ||uk+1||§{ +ag (zp — N, uk41) -
Thus

2
Step 3: Deduce the convergence rates. Since £(k + 1) — £(k) < 0, we have

a2 a2
£+ 1)~ 60 < (~ancr + % ) fussally < 5 Jusealfy.

1
Ap[L(27, A7) = L, M)] < E(k) < E(0) = 5 flzo — o

14



Diving Ay, on both sides of above inequality, we have

* (12
L(z*, ) — Lz, i) < llzo = &*[[f—+

24y ”
Since E(k+ 1) — E(k) < —%ﬁ lekt1 ||§{, we have
k k 2 kg2
E(k+1) JZ::OE j+ 1 JXZ:O 5 gl < = min, flusialy Z::o =

Then we have )
n gl —HIO_‘T*”Ir1
j+1lly < k :
0< <k ijo a?
O

Corollary 1. Let {xi},{zc}, {\c}, {\c} be the sequences generated by B2). Let (x*,\*) be the saddle point of
Lagrangian function L. If { A}, {ar}, {br}, {ck} be the sequences that satisfy

Aps1 — A < ag, Ap=apby, Ag=bo=0, cr>ay,
then we have

Ao — A3
2A; ’

o — M3
i Az — oy < 2 X e
ijo aj

(@) = fzk) + (A, Az — b) <

4 Accelerated Proximal Point Algorithms for Maximally Monotone Operators

4.1 High-resolution ODEs Framework

Since it is not possible to directly transform the Nesterov accelerated gradient method into an accelerated proximal
point algorithm, a direct application of (I6) to proximal point operator for maximally monotone operator is not feasible.
In order to build up high-resolution ODEs for proximal point operator, first we need to study continuous-limit of ().
For convinice, we also assume that ¢ = 1 in (3). Combining the two equations of (3)), we have

2 (e — s — Al)] — o [Ar) — Alyer)]. (33)

) =
Yk+1 Yk + Yr—1 o

Ck+2

By introducing the assumptions that A is differentiable, y, ~ X (k) for some smooth curve X (¢) defined for ¢t > 0
we obtain the following Taylor expansions.

yer = X (k) = X() + 3 X (K) + 0(),

et = X () + X () + 3X () + (1),
Alyr—1) = AX(K)) = VA(X (k) + O(1).

Substitute Y11, Yk—1, fl(yk_l) in (33) by above equations, and omit infinitesimal terms, we obtain the following
ODEs

.. 2 . 2 - - .
X 42X + 2A(X) +2VA(X)X = 0. (34)
If X(0) = x, it is easily to verify that is equivalent to
X + X + 2 A(X) = . (35)

The convergence results of trajectories of (34) are shown below.

15



Theorem 9. Let X (t) be the solution to (34). If A is differentiable, then we have
2 _ o —a*|®
S+t

_ lzo =)

<A(X(t)),X(t) - :v> <

AX (1))

)

1S

—
=
(¢}
[oN
o
2.
<
<~}
=4
<
a
o
-h
M
P
=
N~—

Because of Proposition[I] we have

(1) =t2 ’ A(X ()

2

+t(AX 1), X (1) - o)

2| Ax @)
+ e 4o —af - 3 jedxen] - g1 -

A+ (AXD), X (1) 2 = 4 lzo — "

>
2

Then we have ) )
% HA(X(t))H +t<A(X(f)),X(t) - :c*> < % lzo — @

By Proposition[Il we have

(5 +) Jacxf < g

t2
Diving 0l + ¢ on both sides of above inequality, we obtain

Also, we have
- 1
t(ACX(1), X (1) =" ) < 5 llzg — 2"

Diving ¢ on both sides of above inequality, we obtain the desired inequality.
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For applying discrete-time Lyapunov function to (3)), we refer to section 12.2 in [22]]. It is worthwhile to mention
that the discussion of <A(X (), X(t) — x*>, which is omitted in most previous work, plays crucial role in the
following analysis. First of all, in the proof of Theorem[9] we prove that

S Ax@ + e (Acxen, xo ) < o - o712

which provides us valuable clues for designing Lyapunov function in the following text. Also, the role of
</I(X(t)),X(t) - :c*> in is similar to the role of f(X(t)) — f(z*) in (TZ). For example, if A is the gradi-
ent of a closed proper convex function f, then

which means that an upper bound of <A(X(t)), X(t) — :c*> can also be an upper bound of f(X (¢)) — f(z*).

Now, we discuss how to modify (I6) to fit A without lossing faster convergence rates. It is worth noting that (33)
can be rewritten as

Z =0,
Z =tX + 2tA(X) + X,
X(0) = z(0) = 0.

Above observation suggests us to consider the following ODEs

z=-%am,
r
7= X 1 a,A(x)+ X, (36)
r
X(0) = Z(0) = xo.
Here C > 0,7 > 0, a; is positive on (0, +00], ag = 0. The corresponding Lyapunov function is given by
t(ra; — Ct) || « 2 .
0 :W HA(X(L‘))H +Crt (AX (), X (t) - 2*)

N (37)

1 1 * — 277 *12
+ 5 |ctacx ) - rz) + |+ S5 120 - 2P

The sum of first two term is the potential term, and the sum of last two term plays a mix. In the proof of Theorem [0
we receive

g HXAI(X(lt))H2 4t <A(X(t)),x(t) _ x> - % 20— 2.

|* and

which inspires us that the potential term of Lyapunov function should be linear combination of ||A(X(t))
<A(X ), X(t) — :c*> Mixed term are chosen to ensure that £(¢) is consist of linear combination of three non-

negetive terms. Before describing convergence results of (36), we need to estimate £(¢).

Lemma 3. Let X (t), Z(t) be the solutions to B36). If A is differentiable, then we have

)< - Ot <vA(X(t))X(t),X(t)> —C(r?—7) <A(X(t)),X(t) - :v>

- (oﬂat - Clran €0 £ Cilres - C)> ||

17



Proof. Directly calculate the derivative of £(t), then we have

C(ra; — Ct) + Ct(ra; — C) H - H2

£(t) =Ct(ra;, — Ct) <vA(X(t))X(t), A(X(t))> + 5

+Crt <vA(X(t))X(t), X(t) — :17> +Crt <A(X(t)), X(t)> +Cr <A(X(t)), X(t) — x>

+ <Cth(X(t))X(t) +2CAX (1), CtA(X (1)) — rZ(t) + rx*> —C(r? —2r) <A(X(t)), Z(t) — x>

= <Cth(X(t))X(t), r[X(t) — Z(t)] + mt[l(X(t))> + <0A(X(t)), rtX(t) — r2[Z(t) — x*]>

C(ra; — Ct) + Ct(ra; — C)
2

o <vA(X(t))X(t), X(t)> —Cr?—7) <A(X(t)), X(t) - x>

+or (AX @), X(0) - ) + Jace|

C(ra; — Ct) + Ct(ra, — C)
2

Cria; —

To ensure that £ (t) < 0, the function a; should satisfy

C(ra; — Ct) + Ct(ra, — C)
2

Cria; — > 0.

Determining all a; that satisfy above condition is difficult. For convenience, we focus on the special case a; = 1 + —,
r
which plays central role in the following section.

Theorem 10. Let X (t), Z(t) be the solutions to

Z_;X+<1+;>A(X)+X, (38)

E H2 _ (= r?) Jlzo —a*|®
S Ct(3r+t—-0Ct)

7 N (2 =1) o — |
<A(X(t)),X(t) g > < T :

Proof. By Lemma[3] we have

() < — Ot <vA(X(t))X(t),X(t)> —C(?—7) <A(X(t)),X(t) - x>

- {oﬂ - % FO(r+1— O)t] HA(X(t))H2 .

C : -
Owing tor > 2,C > 0, we have Cr? — 77‘ —C(r+1—-C)t > 0. Thus £(t) < 0 by monotonicity of A. Using
Proposition[T] we have
P32

2

%Ct(i&r - Ct) HA(X(t))HZ < E() < E(0) = 2o — ||

18



1
Diving 50t(3r -+t — C't) on both sides of the above inequality, we have

Pl o
S Ct(3r+t—Ct)
Also, we have

T’3—T2

Crt <A(X(t)),X(t) - x> <E(H) <E(0) = 5 llzo — " *.

Diving C'rt on both sides of the above inequality, we obtain the desired inequality. O

4.2 Symplectic Discretization

Similar to section we also apply implicit symplectic method to (36), and obtain

k N
2k = —(Tr+1 — k) + ap A(Th41) + Tpp,
" (39)

Zk+1 — Rk = —?A(Uﬁk-i-l)-

To simplify (39), the following property of A is needed.

Proposition 2. Let A be Yosida approximation of maximally monotone operator A. The resolvent of Ais given by

~ 1 c
IT+cA)yt=—T4—1 .
(I+cd) Tt T Tqc 0taa

By Proposition[2, (39) is equivalent to
- r
e = e T
k+r rag

Th4+1 = 77— Tk
+ k+r+rag

P T ray (i) a(Fee);

(40)
Zh1 = 2k — 7A($k+1)
Clk+r -
=zr+ %(IkJrl — Tit1)-
reag

k
If ar = 1 + —, which makes (@0) become directly symplectic discretization of ODEs in Theorem [I0] then the index

T

of proximal operator in (@Q) is constant 2. Next, we deduce convergence rates of (40) with ap, = 1 + —.
r

Theorem 11. Let {xy}, {21} be the sequences generated by

k k
2 = ;(:EkJrl — %) + (1 + ;) A1) + Tira,

C - (41)
21 = 2k — —A(Tp41),
o = 20
Ifr 22,0 < C <1, then we have
~ 2 3 _ 2 ¥ 2
HA(”“"’“)H < =) llwo — 27|

Cklk+3r—C(k+1)]
(r2 =) o — |
2Ck '

<f~1(ack),xk — x*> <

Proof. Consider the following Lyapunov function:
_Cklk+r—-C(k+1)]

E(k) -

Hfl(xk)Hz +Crk <A(xk), T — :C*>

7.3_22

1 A * 2 r *12
t5 HCkA(:ck)—rzk—i-r:c H t— |zl — ™|
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Step 1: Diving the Difference of {£€(k)} into 4 parts:

Clk+1)k+1+7—Ck+2)]
2

Cklk + 71— C(k + 1
2

! e

E(k+1) — E(k) = ‘2

o] -

1
+Cr(k+1) <f1(:vk+1),xk+1 — x*> —Crk </~1(xk), Tp — :C*>

I

1 ~ 2 1 N 2
+ 3 HC(k + DA(Zky1) — 72841 + mc*H ~3 ‘ CkA(xy) —rzi + mc*H

11

r3 — 2r? . r3 — 2r2

+ k1 — 2]l -

[EEa

v
By the inequality
Lo 1,0 n
Sllall® = 5 IbI* < (.a =B}, Va,beR™,

we have the following estimation:

I:Ck:[k +r —2 C(k+1)] (HA(IkJrl Hz . "A(xk>H2> N C[2k(1 - C) ;L r+1—2C| HA(I’“H)HQ
<OH+ 7= O+ 1] (Arisr) = Alwn), Alwgyn) ) + CCHLZDLTHIZ2 g1

11 I2

I < <Ck[/~l(ark+1) — A(z)] + 2CA(2141), Ck 4+ D) A(2pq1) — rzp + m:*>

=Ck <A($k+l) — Aw), O(k + 1) A(zp41) — T2 + r:v*>

1y

—2Cr </~1(xk+1), 2K — a:*> +2C?%(k+1) H/I(karl)Hz .

I, JUES

Also, by
1 1 1
5 lall® = 2 16l = (o~ b,5) + & fla — b1,
we have
~ . C?(r—2) || « 2
IV=-C>r?—2r) <A(wk+1), 2 —T > + % HA(ka)H .
IVq Vs

For II, we have
1 =Crk (Awgs1), w27 ) = Crk (Alwg), o — 2 > +Cr (A(a4r), ox11 — 2
:Ck:< (€h11) — Azr), rTpsr — 72 > + C’rk< ), Ths1 — xk>
+C7°< (Ths1), Thot — @ >

=Ck <[l(wk+1) — A(:Ck), TXpr1 — r:v*> +Crk <f~1(xk) — A(xk+1), Tht1 — $k>
10 1l
+Crk </~1(Ik+1), Tkt — xk> +Cr </I(a:k+1), Tht1 — a:*>

Hg H4




Step 2: Estimate the upper bound of £(k + 1) — £(k). First, consider I; + II; + III;.
L + 10 + 10 =Ck <A(xk+1) — Azy), r(zrpr — 21) + (k + T)A(xk+1)>

= — Ck2 <A(CL‘;€+1) — A(Ik),l'k+1 — CC;C> .

Thus
L +1 + 1, + 10 = —C(k2 + Tk') <A(CL‘;€+1) — A(Ik),l'k+1 — CC;C> .

Now, consider II5. By (1)), we have
I3 =Cr </~1(x;€+1),7°(zk —2py1) — (K + T)A($k+1)> .
Thus
~ 2 9/ =
’A(IkJrl)H —Cr <A(xk+1),zk - x*>

il

103 + I, + IV, =C7 <A(a:k+1), o — a:k+1> —Cr(k +1)

=—Cr? </~1(xk+1),:ck+1 — x*> —Crk+r)

In conclusion,
E(k+1) = E(k) < = O + k) { Alwni1) = Alwn),ops1 = an) = €02 = 1) {Alwrsa), wie — o)
_ [Cr(k +r)— (C+CP)k - W} HA(;CW)HQ.
Step 3: Deduce the convergence rates. If r > 2,0 < C < 1, then all parts of £(k) are non-negetive, and Crk >

1 2
(C+ CHEk,Cr? > w, which implies
Ek+1)—&E(k) <O.
By Proposition[I] we have

Cklk + 3r — C(k + 1)]
2

HA(““"”H?@(’CKS(O): = o — P

1
Diving §Ok[k + 3r — C(k + 1)] on both sides of above inequality, we have

(r® = 12) oo — 2|

Cklk+r—Clk+1)

ol

Also we have
3 _ 2

Crk </~1(x;€),$k—gc*> <E(k)<E0) = ! 5 o — 2*|?.

Diving Crk on both sides of the above inequality, then we receive the desired inequality. O

It is worth noting that the fact £(k + 1) — £(k) < 0 in the proof of Theorem [T relies only on that A is monotone,

which prompts us to consider replacing A in (36) by A when applying symplectic discretization techinique. The
corresponding discretization form is summerized as followed.

Algorithm 3: Symplectic proximal point algorithm, SPPA

Initialize xg, zo = xg;
while Termination conditions aren’t hold do
T+
2k
k+r k+r
Tpr1 = Ja(@rg1)s

Tht1 = Tk

C -
Zk+1 = 2k + ?(IkJrl — Trt1);

Output 1.

The convergence rates of Algorithm[3]is given as followed.
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Corollary 2. Let {x}, {21} be the sequences generated by

T n k
— 2+ —2x
Err " ke ®

Tpy1 = Ja(Ty1),

Thy1 =

C _
Zk+1 = 2kt 7(95194-1 — Tpt1)-
If0 < C < 1,7 > 2, then we have

Thtr1 — Trt1 € A(Trg1)s
(r® = r?) ||lzo — 2*||
CHE T 3r—Cl+ 1)
(r® = r?) ||lzo — 2*||”
2Ck ’

VEk > 1,

2k — 2]® <

<f;€—xk,l‘k—l‘*> < Vk > 1.

The proof of Corollary [2] is just to replace A(Ik) in the Lyapunov function in the proof of Theorem [L1| with
Zk+1 — Tk+1, and the remaining part of the proof is similar to the proof of Theorem[I1l

In the end, we demonstrate that the constrain of parameter C is necessary. If C' = r, then Algorithm[3is equivalent
to proximal point algorithms (12)).

5 Applications of Symplectic Proximal Point Algorithms and Its Numerical Experiments

5.1 Symplectic Augmented Lagrangian Multipliers Methods

In section we have derived symplectic augmented Lagrangian multipliers methods via symplectic proximal
point algorithms. In this section, we test numerical performance of symplectic augmented Lagrangian multipliers
methods on LASSO problems

. 1 2
min F(2) = & [ 4 — b7 + e,

To apply (32), we first transform above unconstrained optimization problems into the following constrained optimiza-
tion problems

.1 2
min || Az = [ + p ||yl ,
zy 2

(42)
s.t. x=y.
Applying with H = I, we obtain the following recursive rule.
- b
A = A
s bk+12k+bk+1 ko
(k1 i) = argmin = 4z = b + ellgly = (a2 = ) + 52 o =yl
ry 2 2(bk + 1) (43)
~ Ck
A =A — -
k+1 k+1 b + 1($k+1 Yk+1),
21 = 2k — Ak (Tht1 — Yrt1)-
(3] can be transformed into
< 1 by
A = A
. bk-l—le_'—bk-f—l m
o1 c b +1+~ 2
w1 =argmin = [| Az — b + gy 1 (@)l + 5 |l — ———Xe1 — e (@)
z 2 2(bk + 1) (44)
Ye1 = Y(@k41),
~ Ck
A =A — -
k+1 k+1 b + 1($k+1 Yk+1),

Zh1 = 2k — Qp(Tht1 — Yht1)-

22



1.
Akt1 + 1,

b b + 1
Above yi+1(x) = soft ( i M)
Ck Ck

1
, here soft (, 1) = argmin,, 3 ly — =||* + g ||yl is the soft-
threshold operator. In our experiment, the matrix A and the initial point Ay are randomly generated, also A € R100>200,
The penalty parameter p is seted to be 10. As a comparison, we include augmented Lagrangian multipliers methods in
our experiment. The optimization subproblem in (@4)) is solved by using FISTA. We run 1000 iterations of symplectic

. - . kE+1 k k+2
augmented Lagrangian multipliers methods with parameters ay, = ——, by, = =, ¢, = ——.
4 7 2’ 2
10°
ALM 10° ALM
S-ALM " === S-ALM H
— — — S-ALM: Restarted every 50 (Vs I — — —S-ALM: Restarted every 50
v'\%,\/\,\ \
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Figure 1: Evolution of F(zy) — F(«*) and ||z — yx|| versus iterations on LASSO problems , where the optimal
solution z* is generated by using FISTA.

As we can see from Figure [l symplectic augmented Lagrangian multipliers method numerically perform better
than augmented Lagrangian multipliers method. Also, symplectic augmented Lagrangian multipliers method exhibits
oscillations when iteration grows large. To address oscillation phenomenon, we restart symplectic augmented La-
grangian multipliers method every 50 iterations. Figure [l shows that with restarting, oscillation phenomenon is alle-
viated and convergence results become better as iteration grows large. Moreover, as iteration grows large, symplectic
augmented Lagrangian multipliers methods with restarting exhibits linear convergence rate.

5.2 Symplectic Douglas-Rachford Algorithms

Douglas-Rachford algorithm proposed by Lions and Mercier in 1979 is an unconditionally convergent algorithms
for solving the following zero-point problems.

0 € A(z) + B(x), (45)
where A, B are maximally monotone operators. The standard Douglas-Rachford algotithms is

g1 = Tpa,pB(Tk)- (46)

1 1
Here T}, 4,,p is the Douglas-Rachford operator defined as T4, ,p = 5[ + 5(2JPA —I)o(2J,p — I). [L1] proved

that T, 4 ,p is resolvent of a maximally monotone operator. Thus we can replace resolvent of A in Algorithm [3 by
T, 4,pB, and obtain the following symplectic Douglas-Rachford algorithms.

T n k

— 2+ —2x

k+r T +7r ko

Upt1 = JpB(Tk),

Vk+1 = JpA(QUkJrl —Ty), 47)
Thyl = Thtl + Ukl — Vg1,

Tpt1 =

Zk+1 = 2k + 7(55194-1 — Tpy1)-
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5.3 Symplectic Alternating Direction Method of Multipliers

In this section, we consider the following convex optimization problems

min f(z) + g(y),
x,y

(48)
s.t. Ax+ By=c.

Alternating direction method of multiplierse]ADMM) may be the most populer algorithms for solving (@8). Theoret-
ically, ADMM is equivalent to applying (6)) to Lagrangian duality of (d8). The Lagrangian duality of (48) is given
by

min F(=ATN) + g*(=B™\) + (¢, \) .

The symplectic Douglas-Rachford algorithm @7) with A = 9(f* o —AT) +¢, B = d(g* o —BT) is given as followed.

5 r n k
U1 = —— 2 + ——u
M ey T ke

s 1 -
N1 = arg;mnf (=ATX) + (e, ) + 2_p ([N — uk+1|\2,

. 1 _
Vpy1 = argmin g*(—BTv) + BN v — 2 ki1 + Grsa |
v
Uk+1 = U1 + Vg1 — A1,

C
21 = 2k + ?('UkJrl — Aet1)-

By utilizing Fenchel-Rockafellar duality theory, we obtain the following recursive rule.

- r 4 k
Upp] = —— 25 + ——u
A G L AT

Zp1 = argmin f(z) + (Ugy1, Az — ) + g Az — ||,
A1 = Upt1 + p(ATpt1 — ¢,

Ykt1 = argmin g(y) + (2Ak+1 — Ugk+1, By) + g 1Byl (49)
Yy
Vg1 = 241 — Ukg1 + pBYr+1,

U1 = Ugt1 + Ukl — Akt 1,

C
21 = 2k + 7(vk+1 — Nt1)-

There are two ways to simplify (@9). By representing Ag11,Vk11 by Tki1,Yyks1 in @9), we obtain the following
recursive rule.

. r

e T T e

Zp1 = argmin f(z) + (Ugy1, Az — ¢) + g Az — ¢|?,

Y = argming(y) + (@1, By) + 5 |12(Azisn — ) + Byl 0

Yy
U1 = Ug+1 + p(ATpt1 + Bygy1 — ©),

C
Zhy1 = 2k + 7P(A$Ck+1 + Byg+1 — ¢).

24



Also by representing w41, Uk+1, Vk+1 DY k41, Yr+1 and reordering the recursive rule, we obtain the following
iteration rule.

Zp+1 = argmin f(z) + (\g, Ax + By — ¢) + g ||[Az + By — c||2

c
Zk+1 = 2k + TP(AIkH + Byi — ¢),

L
k+r k+r " 6D
2

< r
Akl = ——Z2k+1 +

)

. < k
Yr+1 = argmin g(y) + <)\k+1,Axk+1 + By — c> + g Hk—(A:rkH —¢)+ By
Y +r

Mol = Apg1 + m@%ﬂ —¢) + pBYry1-

Both (30) and (3I) can be seem as instances of symplectic ADMM(S-ADMM). In the following numerical experi-
ments, we test numerical preformance of (30) rather than (31) because (30) is easier to impletement than (31). By
Corollary 2] we have the following convergence results of (30).

Corollary 3. Let {zr}, {yr}, {zx}, {ur}, {tr} be the sequences generated by 3Q). If 0 < C < 1,7 > 2, then we

have
(r® —r?) ||lzo — 2*||

A Byr —c|* < . Vk>1.
Az + By = cl” < e s — o+ 1)
Proof. Since uj, — u, = p(Azxy + By — ¢), then we have
3 2 ® (|2
> 2 (1 =77) [lwo — o]
A By, — < , Vk>1
Pl Az + By =" < Gr s e )
Diving p? on above inequality, we obtain desired inequality. o

Example 7. We apply (30) to the problem
min [|zfl, + I(Ay = b),

(52)
st. =y,
which is associated with basis pursuit problem
min [z, ,
* (33)
sit. Ax =b.

Let f(z) = ||z||, . 9(y) = I(Ay =b),A=1,B = —I,c = 0, the symplectic ADMM schemes is given as followed.

Uyl = R + PRl

Tpg1 = soft (—p Migy1,p7 ),
Yhi1 = 2Tp1 + p tipr — AT(AAT) TN 2Azg g 4+ p Al — 1),
U1 = Ukt1 + P(Thi1 — Yt1),

C
Zh+1 = 2k + ?p(karl — Yk+1)-

In our experiment, the matrix A and the vector b are randomly generated, also A € R100%200 3 ¢ RI00x1 " The
ADMM method is comparable in this experiment. After running 5000 iterations of symplectic ADMM with parameters
p=10,7=2,C =1, we plot ||z — yx| in the following Figure 2l

Figure 2l shows that, compared to ADMM, numerical preformance of symplectic ADMM is better and oscillation
phenomenon of symplectic ADMM is lighter. In addition, if we restart symplectic ADMM every 50 iterations, the
algorithms exhibits faster convergence results as iteration grows large, and linear convergence rate can be observed.

Example 8. We consider fused LASSO problem
d—1

. 1
rnmlnF(x) =3 Az — b|1* + pa |||, + po Z |Tip1 — @il
i=1
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Figure 2: Evolution of ||z — yx|| versus iterations on basis pursuit problems.

Here z € RY, x; is i—th entry of . Fused Lasso problem can be simplified as

) 1
min F(x) = = || Az = bl|* + pa [|ll; + pez || Dl G4
where D is given as
1 -1 0 0 0
0 1 -1 0 0
D =

To apply (31)), we transform the fused LASSO problem into

1
min, oAzt = 0"+ g |22, + gz |97

xl ozl zl,

I 0 0\ [z I (55)
s.t. (O I O) 22| — <I>y=0.
0 0 I/ \z* D

I 0 0
Byletting:c:(:cl,xl,xl),f(x):%HA;vl—bH2—|—u1H:lel—i-ugHD:v?”1,g(y):O,A: <O I 0) ,B =
0 0

1
— <I ) , ¢ = 0, we have the following symplectic ADMM schemes.
D
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il - P A p—y
AR I
2 _ T 2 2
uk-‘rl - k+TZk+ k—f—’l”u;“
-3 _ T 3 3
ukJrl - k+TZk+ k+ruk7

Illc-l—l = (ATA+pD) " (AT 4y — ﬂllc-l—l)a

Th iy = soft (yr — p~ ik, 11 /p)

iy = soft (Dyy — p~ i1, p2/p) ,

Ykt1 = (pDT D+ 2pI) " gy + Ujyy + DTGy + prigs + pig + pD i),

U1 = Ujoyr T P(Thp1 = Yrr1)s

Uiy = @i + p(
(

2
Tri1 — yk+1)7
3 _ =3 3
Upy1 = Ugypr +p

Tpy1 — DykJrl)a
C
1 1 1
Zip1 = 2+ ?p(karl — Ykt1),
C
2 2 2
Zjp1 = 2+ ?P(%H — Yk+1)5

c
3 3 3
Zpt1 = 2 T ?p(karl = Dyi41).

In our experiment, the matrix A, vector b and the initial point u,u2, u} are randomly generated, also A €
R100x200 ', ¢ R100X1  The parameters ji1, o are choosen to be 5,10. Also, ADMM is a comparator in our ex-
periment. We run 20000 iterations of symplectic augmented Lagrangian multipliers methods with p, C, r are chosen
to be 1, 1, 2 and plot our numerical results in Figure 3l

108 T T T T T T T T T 104
ADMM ADMM

S-ADMM S-ADMM
— — — S-ADMM: Restarted every 50 102 — — — S-ADMM: Restarted every 50 | |

104

102 L

F(y,) — F*

Primal Residual

0 012 014 016 018 i 112 114 116 118 2

Iteration %104 Iteration x10%4

Figure 3: Evolution of F(y)— F* and primal residual ||z}, — kaQ—i- |22 — kaZ—i— [|2* — Dyx| ® where F* = F(y)
and ¢’ is generated by recursively iterate ADMM until primal residual less than 10712,

As we can see from Figure 3] at the beginning of the iteration, symplectic ADMM did not perform as well as
ADMM. But with increasing number of iterations, symplectic ADMM converge faster than ADMM. Compared to
symplectic ADMM, symplectic ADMM with restarting can slightly improve numerical performance.

5.4 Symplectic Primal-dual Hybrid Gradient Methods

The primal-dual hybrid gradient methods, also known as the Chambolle-Pock methods, is a powerful first-order
methods to solve the following convex-concave saddle point problem

min max F(z,y) = f(2) + (z, Ay) — 9(y). (56)
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Here f, g are two closed proper convex functions. In [7], they shows that primal-dual hybrid gradient methods are
a preconditioned proximal point methods for the maximally monotone operator JF'. In addition, the equivalence
between primal-dual hybrid gradient methods and Douglas-Rachford algorithms is been shown in [17]]. These two
previous works inspire us to apply Algorithm[3or symplectic Douglas-Rachford algorithms (@7)) to (36) as below.

~ ~ - T
U1 = (Trt1, Urt1) = mzk + U

k+r

. ~ 1 _
Tpy1 = argmin f(z) + (v, Afrg1) + TN |2 = Zrtall
x 1

. - 1 N 57
g = axgming(y) = (2w = ), Ay} + 5 ly = dunall 57
Yy

Uk+1 = ($k+17yk+1)a
C -
Zk+1 = 2k + 7(Uk+1 — Upt1)-

Above (37 is the symplectic primal-dual hybrid gradient method. By Theorem[I0] the convergence results of (37) is
described as followed.

Corollary 4. Let {uy},{ur},{xr}, {yx},{zx} be the sequences generated by 37). If 0 < C < 1l,r >
2, pr 2 ||All* < 1, then we have

(r® = r2) o — 2|

~ 2
— < , Vk>1
[k — | Ckl[k + 3r — C(k +1)]
Example 9. The following min-max problems
min max {a,z) + (z, Ay) — (b, y) (58)

TEA, YEA,

m
is what we need to test next. Here A,,, = {x € R™| >" z; = 1, > 0} is the m — 1dimensional unit simplex. (38)

=1
can be converted into

rr;in max Ia,, () + (a,2) + (z, Ay) — (b,y) — Ia, (y). (59)

Let f(z) = Ia,,(z) + (a,z),9(y) = (b,y) + Ia, (y), the corresponding symplectic primal-dual hybrid gradient
methods is

- ~ - T

U1 = (Tht1, Gh1) = g 2n ks

. - 1 -
Tp4+1 = argmin (a, z) + (@, AJr1+1) + Y. [E—
z€ln,, H1

=proxy, [Trt1 — p1(Afk+1 + a)]
. - 1 .
Yr+1 = argmin (b, y) — 2rx11 — Try1, Ay) + s Iy — Gl
y 2

= proxy, . [Ges1 + pe AT (2241 — Epgr) — p2b]

U1 = (Thet1, Yrt1)s

C N
Zk+1 = 2k + ?(UkJrl — A1)

Before the numerical experiment, we need to mention that the projection onto unit simplex can be solved exactly
in polynomial time. In our experiment, the matrix A, the vector b and the initial point u( are randomly generated.
The parameters (1, p2, C, r are chosen to be 0.99/ || Al ,0.99/ ||A]| , 1, 2. In comparision, primal-dual hybrid gradient
methods is also tested in our experiment. Since (38)) can be altered into the following constrained optimization

min {(a,x) + max A;x —b,
TEA,, i=1,--,n

where A; is i—row of A, and zy41 € A, max, F(xy,y) — F(x*, y*) can measure the speed of convergence, where
(x*,y*) is the saddle point of F. Also, we let A(uy) = uy — @y, in symplectic primal-dual hybrid gradient methods,
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Figure 4: Evolution of HA(uk)H and max, F'(xy,y) — F(2*,y*) versus iterations on (38), where (z*,y*) is the

(zk, yr) generated by recursive iterate symplectic primal-dual hybrid gradient methods until || A(uz) H2 < 10712,

A(uy) = ur — ug—1 in primal-dual hybrid gradient methods, both of which are measurements of convergence. After
running 10000 iterations, the quantative results are shown in Figure 4]

Figure[] demonstrates that symplectic primal-dual hybrid gradient method are faster than primal-dual hybrid meth-
ods. Unlike previous numerical experiments, symplectic primal-dual hybrid gradient methods with restarting does not
speed up the convergence, but is still faster than primal-dual hybrid gradient methods.

6 Conclusion and Discussion

Throughout this paper, we obtain high-resolution ODEs for accelerated proximal point algorithms respect to both
closed proper convex functions and maximally monotone operators by modifying high-resolution ODEs for acceler-
ated mirror descent. Also by investigating convergence results of proximal point algorithms and existing accelerated
proximal point algorithms, we proposed Lyapunov functions framework in both continuous-time and discrete-time.
By using Lyapunov functions, we proved that the high-resolution ODEs for proximal point algorithms and its corre-
sponding symplectic discretization scheme admit accelerated phenomenon.

There are also many theoretical issues about accelerated proximal point algorihthms worth investigating. To obtain
accelerated schemes, the parameter 7 in (36) and (40) must be not less than 2. Also the accelerated phenomenon exists
for Nesterov’s accelerated gradient methods when r > 2. Thus, it is interesting to search the effect of 2 in accelerated
schemes. In [2| 9], they discussed convergence rates of accelerated gradient methods and FISTA with 0 < r < 2. The
convergence results of (36) and with 0 < r < 2 are worthy of discussion.

For practice, there are some valuable problems. Theorem [TI] and Corollary 2] tells us that the upper bound of

<A(:vk), T — :v*> and (% — xy, x — x*), which are interpreted as objective function in finding zeros of A in sec-

tion are monotone decreasing respect to C. This fact suggests a conjecture that the symplectic proximal point
algorithms converge faster as the parameter C' grows larger. Numerical experiments give the basis for this conjecture.

Figure[lillustrates that when C' = 1, r = 2, the symplectic ADMM does not preform as well as ADMM, which can
1
be seem as symplectic ADMM with C' = r = 2. That is because the convergence rates of ADMM is O 2 when it

is applied to LASSO problem. In contrast, when C' = 16, r = 2, the symplectic ADMM converge significantly faster
than ADMM. But in section we present two numerical experiments that symplectic ADMM with C' = 1,r = 2
converge faster than ADMM. Also in section[5.4] the symplectic primal-dual hybrid gradient methods converge faster
than primal-dual hybrid gradient methods. A problem arise natually.

For what kind of operators does symplectic proximal point algorithms converge faster than proximal
point algorithms.

Also, the following problem is interesting in practice.
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Figure 5: Evolution of F'(y,) — F™* and ||, — yx]| versus iterations on LASSO problems.

If proximal point algorithms converge faster than symplectic proximal point algorithm, what is the

. . . 1
maximum value of C' respect to specific maximally monotone operator A that gurantee O (ﬁ)
convergence rates of symplectic proximal point algorithms?

Determine maximum value of C respect to a great many of maximally monotone operators may cost too much time
and effort. Develop an algorithms which produces as large C' that maintain accelerated nature of Algorithm [3 as
possible is vital in practice.
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