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Nonconvex Big Data Optimization
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Abstract—We propose a decomposition framework for the experimentally (even if in restricted settings and undeneo
parallel optimization of the sum of a differentiable (possbly very strong convergence assumptions, see [13], [18]-[2&})
nonconvex) function and a (block) separable nonsmooth, ceex i might be beneficial. While sequential solutions method

one. The latter term is usually employed to enforce structue in . . . .
the solution, typically sparsity. Our framework is very flexible for Problem [1) have been widely investigated (especially

and includes both fully parallel Jacobi schemes and Gauss- When F' is convex), the analysis of parallel algorithms suit-
Seidel (i.e., sequential) ones, as well as virtually all pstbilites able to large-scale implementations lags behind. Gradygret

“in between” with only a subset of variables updated at each methods can of course be easily parallelized, but, in sgite o
iteration. Our theoretical convergence results improve OrBXIStIng their gOOd theoretical convergence bounds they suffan fro

ones, and numerical results on LASSO, logistic regressiorand tical d backs. Fist of all. th tori v s
some nonconvex quadratic problems show that the new method practical drawbacks. Fist or all, they are notoriously Siow

consistently outperforms existing algorithms. practice. Accelerated (proximal) versions have been pego
in the literature to alleviate this issue, but they requie t

knowledge of some function parameters (e.g., the Lipschitz
constant of VF, and the strong convexity constant &f,
when F' is assumed strongly convex), which is not generally
available, unlesg’ and G have a very special structure (e.qg.,
The minimization of the sum of a smooth functidf, and quadratic functions); (over)estimates of such parameiiéest
of a nonsmooth (block separable) convex ofie, negatively the convergence speed. Moreover, all (proximal
. A accelerated) gradient-based schemes use only the first orde
XX V) = Fx) +G), (3) information of F'; recently we showed iri [21] that exploiting

is an ubiquitous problem that arises in many fields of efpe structure of" by replacing its linearization with a “better”

gineering, so diverse as compressed sensing, basis purdBRroximant can enhance practical convergence speed. How-

denoising, sensor networks, neuroelectromagnetic ingagifVer. beyond that, and looking at recent approaches, we are

machine learning, data mining, sparse logistic regressigivare of only few (recent) papers dealing with parallel Sofu

genomics, metereology, tensor factorization and corgpieti methods [[8]4[18] and([20],[[22]=[27]. The former group of

geophysics, and radio astronomy. Usually the nonsmoati teworks investigatedeterministic algorithms, while the latter

is used to promote sparsity of the optimal solution, whicfndomones. One advantage of the analyses in these works is

often corresponds to a parsimonious representation of soffi@t they provide a global rate of convergence. Howevengy t

phenomenon at hand. Many of the aforementioned applicatighe€ essentially still (regularized) gradient-based meshai)

can give rise to extremely large problems so that stand#d Proximal-gradient algorithms, they require good andbalo

optimization techniques are hardly applicable. And indeelnowledge of some&” and G parameters; and iii) except for

recent years have witnessed a flurry of research activityeairrﬂgﬂ: [10], [12], [26], they are proved to converge only when

at developing solution methods that are simple (for exampfe is convex. Indeed, to date there are no methods that are

based solely on matrix/vector multiplications) but yetaaje Parallel and random and that can be appliednmconvex

to converge to a good approximate solution in reasonable tinProblems. For this reason, and also because of their marked|

It is hard here to even summarize the huge amount of wokferent flavor (for example deterministic convergence vs

done in this field; we refer the reader to the recent worl®nvergence in mean or in probability), we do not discuss

[21-[14] and books[[15][17] as entry points to the litenatu further random algorithms in this paper. We refer instead to
However, with big data problems it is clearly necessa@e‘:tionm for a more detailed discussion on deterministic,

to designparallel methods able to exploit the computationaparallel, and sequential solution methods proposed in the

power of multi-core processors in order to solve many irstere literature for instances (mainly convex) & (1). _

ing problems. Furthermore, even if parallel methods areluse N this paper, we focus omonconvexproblems in the

it might be useful to reduce the number of (block) variabld@'m (1), and proposed a new broatéterministicalgorithmic

that are updated at each iteration, so as to alleviate traehurframework for the computation of their stationary soluson

of dimensionality, and also because it has been obsery¥@ich hinges on ideas first introduced in[21]. The essential

rather natural idea underlying our approach is to decompose
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parallelism (every variable is updated in parallel to ak th(and not necessarily convex) ard is convex and possibly
others) to the sequential (only one variable is updated et eaondifferentiable, withG(x) = >, ¢;(x;). This formulation
iteration), covering virtually all the possibilities in &bween”; is very general and includes problems of great interesoviel
i) it permits the update in aleterministic fashion of only we list some instances of Problefd (1).

some (block) variables at each iteration (a feature thatsture G(x) = 0; the problem reduces to the minimization of a
out to be very important numerically); iii) it easily leads t smooth, possibly nonconvex problem with convex constsaint
distributed implementations; iv) no knowledge 6fand G o F(x) = ||[Ax — b||2 and G(x) = ¢|x[|1, X = R", with
parameters (e.g., the Lipschitz constantaf) is required; v) A ¢ Rm*n b € R™, andc € Ry, given constants; this is
it can tackle a nonconvek; vi) it is very flexible in the choice the renowned and much studied LASSO probléim [2].

qf the approximation of”, which _need. not be ne_cessarily_its. F(x) = ||[Ax — b||?> and G(x) = CzN—l Ixi]l2s X = R™,
first or second order gp_proxmatlon (like in proximal-gedi i A € R™ " b e R™, andc € R, lgiven constants: this
Schemes); o course It noludes. among oihers, updaies basihe group LASSO probleni (23]

on gradient- or Newton-type approximations; vii) it easily m —aiyTx

allows for inexact solution of the subproblems (in someéarg. Fx) = %:ijl log(1 +,e i) and G(x) = cllx| (or
scale problems the cost of computing the exact solutionlof &%) = ¢2_i—y [IXi[l2), with y; € R™, a; € R, andc € Ry
the subproblems can be prohibitive); and vii) it appearsgo 9VeN constants; this is the sparse logistic regressiohleno
numerically efficient. While features i)-viii), taken siuigrly, ,

are certainly not new in the optimization community, we ar® F(x) = Z;-n:l max{0,1 — a;y{ x}* and G(x) = c[x]|1,
not aware of any algorithm that possesses them all, the moreth a; € {-1,1}, y; € R", andc € R, given; this is the
if one limits attention to methods that can handle nonconvéxregularized/s-loss Support Vector Machine problef [5].

objective functions, which is in fact the main focus on this F(Xi,X3) = [|[Y — X;1X,[|% and G(Xz) = ¢ X2,
paper. Furthermore, numerical results show that our schee= {(Xi,Xj3) € R™*™ x R™*N . ||X1ei_||2 < oy, Vi =
compares favorably to existing ones. 1,...,m}, whereX; and X, are the (matrix) optimization

The proposed framework encompasses a gamut of novel\riables,Y € R™*N, ¢ > 0, and («;)/2, > 0 are given
gorithms, offering great flexibility to control iteratiommplex- constantse; is the m-dimensional vector with a 1 in theth
ity, communication overhead, and convergence speed, whigordinate and’s elsewhere, andX||» and||X||; denote the
converging under the same conditiotisese desirable featuresFrobenius norm and the L1 matrix norm &, respectively;
make our schemes applicable to several different problemis dhis is an example of the dictionary learning problem forrspa
scenarios. Among the variety of new proposed updating rulegpresentation, see, e.g.. [31]. Note tHatX;,Xs) is not
for the (block) variables, it is worth mentioning a combipat jointly convex in (X1, X3).
of Jacobi and Gauss-Seidel updates, which seems parbjcular Other problems that can be cast in the fofth (1) include
valuable in the optimization of highly nonlinear objectivedhe Nuclear Norm Minimization problem, the Robust Printipa
function; to the best of our knowledge, this is the first im€omponent Analysis problem, the Sparse Inverse Covariance
that such a scheme is proposed and analyzed. Selection problem, the Nonnegative Matrix (or Tensor) Fac-
A further contribution of the paper is an extensive imtorization problem, see e.gl, [32] and references therein.
EJ:Iementatlon effort over a parallel archltectur_e (the GaheAﬁsumptions. Given [1), we make the following blanket
omputer Cluster of the Center for Computational Researgssumptions:
at the SUNY g_t Buffalo)., Wh|ch.|ncludes our schemes and t ﬁl) Each X, is nonempty, closed, and convex:
most competitive ones in the literature. Numerical resatts - I
LASSO, Logistic Regression, and some nonconvex probleff§2) £ is C* on an open set containing;
show that our algorithms consistently outperform stat¢hef (A3) VI is Lipschitz continuous oX with constantlr;
art schemes. (A4) G(x) = SV gi(x;), with all g; continuous and convex
The paper is organized as follows. Sectioh Il formally on X;;
introduces the optimization problem along with the mai(;%) V is coercive.
assumptions under which it is studied. Secfioh Ill desaribe
our novel general algorithmic framework along with its conNote that the above assumptions are standard and are shtisfie
vergence properties. In Sectionl IV we discuss severalriostg by most of the problems of practical interest. For instadce,
of the general scheme introduced in Secfioh Ill. Secfidn Molds automatically ifX is bounded; the block-separability
contains a detailed comparison of our schemes with state-obndition A4 is a common assumption in the literature of
the-art algorithms on similar problems. Numerical resalts parallel methods for the class of probleni$ (1) (it is in fact
presented in Sectidn V1. Finally, Sectibn VIl draws some-cornstrumental to deal with the nonsmoothness:ah a parallel
clusions. All proofs of our results are given in the Appendixenvironment). Interestingly A4 is satisfied by all standérd
usually encountered in applications, includi6fz) = ||z|x
[I. PROBLEM DEFINITION and G(z) = Zf;l Ixi||2, which are among the most com-
We consider Problem}1), where the feasible $et= monly used functions. Assumption A5 is needed to guarantee
X; x -+ x Xy is a Cartesian product of lower dimensionathat the sequence generated by our method is bounded; we
convex setsX; C R™, andx € R" is partitioned accordingly: could dispense with it at the price of a more complex analysis
x = (x1,...,xn), With eachx; € R™; F is smooth and cumbersome statement of convergence results.



1. M AIN RESULTS P;(e;x*) is already uniformly strongly convex, one can avoid

We begin introducing an informal description of our algothe proximal term and set; = 0 while satisfying A6.
rithmic framework along with a list of key features that we Associated with eachand pointx* € X we can define the
would like our schemes enjoy; this will shed light on the coréllowing optimal block solution map:
idea of the proposed decomposition technique. % (xF, 1) £ argminh, (x;; x°). (4)
We want to developarallel solution methods for Problem X €X;
(@) whereby operations can be carried out on some or (possbte thatx; (x*, ;) is always well-defined, since the optimiza-
bly) all (block) variablest; at thesametime. The most natural tion problem in[(%) is strongly convex. Giveln (4), we can then
parallel (Jacobi-type) method one can think of is updaéifig introduce, for eacly € X, the solution map
blocks simultaneously: giver”, each (block) variablex; is

updated by solving the following subproblem X(y,7) 2 [Xi(y, 1), Xa(y, 72), - - XN (y, 7)) "
Xfﬂ € argmin {F(xi, Xﬁi) + gi(xi)} , 2) The proposed algorithm (that we formally describe laterien)
X €X; based on the computation of (an approximationsfx”, ).

wherex_; denotes the vector obtained fratrby deleting the Therefore the functions; should lead to as easily computable
block x;. Unfortunately this method converges only under verginctionsx as possible. An appropriate choice depends on
restrictive conditions’[33] that are seldom verified in pice the problem at hand and on computational requirements. We
To cope with this issue the proposed approach introduces soscuss alternative possible choices for the approximati®
“memory" in the iterate: the new point is a convex combimation Section V.

of x* and the solutions of{2). Building on this iterate, wdnexact solutions: In many situations (especially in the case
would like our framework to enjoy many additional feature®f large-scale problems), it can be useful to further reduce
as described next. the computational effort needed to solve the subproblems in
Approximating F: Solving each subproblem as [d (2) may bé) by allowing inexact computationsz* of x;(x*,7), i.e.,

too costly or difficult in some situations. One may then preféz; — X; (x*,7) || < &}, wheree}’ measures the accuracy in
to approximate this problem, in some suitable sense, inrord@mputing the solution.

to facilitate the task of computing the new iteration. TosthiUpdating only some blocks: Another important feature we
end, we assume that fordle A £ {1,..., N} we can define want for our algorithm is the capability of updating at each
a functionP;(z; w) : X; x X — R, the candidate approximantiteration only someof the (block) variables, a feature that
of F', having the following properties (we denote By”; the has been observed to be very effective numerically. In fact,

partial gradient ofP; with respect to the first argumeny: our schemes are guaranteed to converge under the update
(P1) P;(e; w) is convex and continuously differentiable & of only a subsetof the variables at each iteration; the only

forall w € X: condition is that such a subset contains at least one (block)
(P2) VP (xi; ) :’VX.F(x) forall x € X component which is within a factop € (0,1] “far away”

(P3) VP;(z; ) is Lipschitz continuous ot for all z € X;. from the optimality, in the sense explained next. Sirfés an
optimal solution of[(#) if and only i&; (x*, ;) = x¥, a natural

Such a functionP; should be regarded as a (simple) CoONVeXictance ofc” from the optimality isd* 2 [|%;(x*, ;) — x¥|;
approximation ofF" at the pointx with respect to the block : . Ay o

f abl h he fi d os/of one could then select the blocks’s to update based on
of variablesx; that preserves the first order properties such an optimality measure (e.g., opting for blocks eximpit

Wlté]a;(eesdpecjcr: ttcf]:g approximation we can define at any poilirgefdik’s)- However, this choice requires the computation
iONS®, (xF. 74 ; — i
x¥ € X a regularizedapproximationh;(x;; x*) of V with 8 all the solutionsX; (x 7l for i =1,....m, which
[ASnd in some applications (e.g., huge-scale problems) might be

][espet(_:tbtlcjxi Whe_relnF IS reglaceg byP; V\('jh"et}_ the n(_)n(;:;-t computationally too expensive. Building on the same idea, w
rerentiable term 1S preserved, and a quadratic proximan et inroqyce alternative less expensive metrics by repjac
is added to make the overall approximation strongly conv

e distance|x; (x*, ;) —x¥|| with a computationally cheaper
’ K3
More formally, we have - . error bound i.e., a functionE;(x) such that
7 k) 2 xR i k k k ~ -~
hileisa) £ Blaix®) + 3 (=) Qi (i =xd) g (e, m) — x| < Bul) < silRulx,m) = L (9)
P for some0 < s, < 5. Of course one can always set
7h1(x'ux ) k e }Lg k .
+4i(x;), Ei(x_) = Hxi_(x ,Ti) - xiH_, but othgr choices are also
(3) possible; we discuss this point further in Section IV.
whereQ; (x*) iskanni x n; positive definite matrix (possibly agorithmic framework: We are now ready to formally
depengent onx”). We always assume that the functiongyyroquce our algorithm, Algorithm 1, that includes all the
hi(e,x;) are uniformly strongly convex. features discussed above; convergence to stationaryosailit
(AB) All h;(e;x*) are uniformly strongly convex onX; of () is stated in Theorefd 1.
with a common positive definiteness constgnt> 0;

furthermore,Q;(e) is Lipschitz continuous orX . 1We recall that a stationary solutior* of (I) is a points for which a
. . ubgradient € G (x*) exists such thatV F (x*) +&)7 (y —x*) > 0 for
Note that an easy and standard way to satisfy A6 is to tal_<e, ﬁﬂry € X. Of course, ifF is convex, stationary points coincide with global
anyi and for anyk, 7; = ¢ > 0 andQ;(x*) = I. However, if minimizers.




A. Gauss-Jacobi algorithms

Algorithm 1: Inexact Flexible Parallel Algorithm (FLEXA) Algorithm[d and its convergence theory cover fully parallel
Data: {e¥} fori e N, 7 >0, {7} > 0,x° € X, p € (0,1]. Jacobi as well as Gauss-Southwell-type methods, and many of

Setk = 0. their variants. In this section we show that Algorithm 1 can
(S. 1) : If x* satisfies a termination criterion: STOP; also incorporatehybrid parallel-sequential(Jacobi-Gauss-
(S.2) : SetM* £ max; {E;(x*)}. Seidel) schemes wherein block of variables are updsited|-
Choose a sef* that contains at least one indéx taneouslyby sequentiallycomputing entries per block. This
for which E;(x*) > pM*. procedure seems particularly well suited to parallel ojzém
(S. 3) : For alli € S*, solve [4) with accuracy’ : tion on multi-core/processor architectures.
Findz! € X; st ||zF —x; (xF,7) || <&k Suppose that we hav® processors that can be used in
Setz! = z¥ for i € S¥ andz* = x¥ for i ¢ Sk parallel and we want to exploit them to solve Probldrh (1)
(S. 4) : SetxF+1 & xk 4 4k (ZF — xF); (P will denote both the number of processors and the set
(S.5) :k+k+1,and goto(S. 1). {1,2,..., P}). We “assign” to each processprthe variables
I,; thereforel,...,Ip is a partition of I. We denote by

x, = (xpi)icr, the vector of (block) variables,,; assigned to

Theorem 1. Let {x*} be the sequence generated by AP'OCESSOD. with ¢ € I,; andx_,, is the vector of remaining
gorithm [1, under A1-A6. Suppose thdt*} and {F} variables, i.e., the vector of those assigned to all praress
satisfy the following conditions: i)7* € (0,1]; Ei) except thep-th one. Finally, givenz‘. € Ip, we partition_x?,
S oAk = oo i) 3 (7’“)2 < too: and W) ef < asx, = (Xpi<,Xpi>), Wherex,;« is the vector containing
zk f k. o * — all variables inI, that come beforé (in the order assumed
v*oq min{an, 1/[|Vy, F(x¥)||} for all ¢ € N and some P
! 2 i N o : in I,,), while x,;> are the remaining variables. Thus we will
a1 > 0 and ay > 0. Additionally, if inexact solutions are p pr=
. . .y o write, with a slight abuse of notation = (x,;<, Xpi>, X—p).
used in Step 3, i.eg¥ > 0 for somei and infinite &, then AV . Pi<) Tpi2) Fop
assume also thaf: iszglobally Lipschitz onX. Then, either Once the optimization variables have been assigned to the
Algorithm[1 converges in a finite number of iterat’ions to Rrocessors, one could in principle apply the inexact Jacobi
Igorithm [. In this scheme each procesgomwould com-

stationary solution of() or every limit point of {x*} (at . . )
least one such points exists) is a stationary soluiiorﬂ]iﬂ)f pute sequentially at each iteratiork and for every (block)
variablex,;, a suitablez’;i by keeping all variables but,;

Proof: See AppendiXB. m fixed to (xF;)izjer, andx® . But since we are solving the

problems for each group of variables assigned to a processor

The proposed algorithm is extremely flexible. We can afeduentially, this seems a waste of resources; it is instemth
ways chooses* = A’ resulting in the simultaneous update ofore efficient to use, within each processor, a Gauss_—SeldeI
all the (block) variables (full Jacobi scheme); or, at theeot scheme, whereby thgurrentcalculated |terate§ are used in all
extreme, one can update a single (block) variable per tinus, t SUPSequent calculations. Our Gauss-Jacobi method fgrmall
obtaining a Gauss-Southwell kind of method. More classic@fscribed in Algorithm 2 implements exactly this idea; its
cyclic Gauss-Seidel methods can also be derived and §RSvergence properties are given in Theorem 2.
discussed in the next subsection. One can also computecine
solutions (Step 3) while preserving convergence, provitiatl
the error terme¥ and the step-size*’s are chosen accordingData: {e};} for p € P andi € I,, 7 > 0, {+"} > 0,x" € K.
to Theorem 1; some practical choices for these parameters ar Setk = 0.
discussed in Sectidi]V. We emphasize that the Lipschitzian( S. 1) : If x* satisfies a termination criterion: STOP;
of G is required only ifX(x*,7) is not computed exactly (S. 2) : For allp € P do (in parallel),

)Klgorithm 2: Inexact Gauss-Jacobi Algorithm

for infinite iterations. At any rate this Lipschitz conditions is For alli € I, do (sequentially)

automatically satisfied i€z is a norm (and therefore in LASSO a) Find Z’,ﬁi € X st

and group LASSO problems for example) orfis bounded. 128, — Rpi (B0 %k xE ), 7) || < ey
As a final remark, note that versions of Algoritlifn 1 where b) Setxl £ xF + " (2, — L)

all (or most of) the variables are updated at each iteratigrs, 3) : k£ < k+ 1, and go to( S. 1) .
are particularly amenable to implementatiordistributeden-
vironments (e.g., multi-user communications systemsha- Theorem 2. Let {x*}2, be the sequence generated by
networks, etc.). In fact, in this case, not only the caldatat Algorithm[2, under the setting of Theordrh 1, but with the
of the inexact solutions? can be carried out in parallel, butaddition assumption tha¥ F is bounded on¥. Then, either
the information that “thei-th subproblem” has to exchangeAlgorithm[2 converges in a finite number of iterations to a
with the “other subproblem” in order to compute the nexdtationary solution off{1) or every limit point of the sequen
iteration is very limited. A full appreciation of the potéalities {x*}72, (at least one such points exists) is a stationary
of our approach in distributed settings depends however s@lution of [2).

the specific application under consideration and is beybad t ~ Proof: See Appendix . |
scope of this paper. We refer the reader [tol [21] for someAlthough the proof of Theorerl 2 is relegated to the ap-
examples, even if in less general settings. pendix, it is interesting to point out that the gist of the @fro




is to show that Algorithn]2 is nothing else but an instance afddition assumption tha¥ F' is bounded onY. Then, either

Algorithm[d with errors. We remark that Algorithinh 2 containsAlgorithm[3 converges in a finite number of iterations to a

as special case the classical cyclical Gauss-Seidel scitemgtationary solution of[{[1) or every limit point of the sequen

is sufficient to setP = 1 then a single processor updates afx*}° , (at least one such points exists) is a stationary

the (scalar) variables sequentially while using the newesl solution of [2).

of those that have already been updated. Proof: The proof is just a (notationally complicated, but
By updating all variables at each iteration, Algoritfifh Zonceptually easy) combination of the proofs of TheorEins 1

has the advantage that neither the error bouRdsior the and[2 and is omitted for lack of space. [ ]

exact solutions,; need to be computed, in order to decide o experiments show that, in the case of highly nonlinear

which variables should be updated. Furthermore it is rathggiective functions, Algorithm 3 performs very well in prac
intuitive that the use of the “latest available informationjjce gee SectioR V.

should reduce the number of overall iterations needed to
converge with respect to Algorithinh 1. However this advaasag
should be weighted against the following two facts: i) ujptat

all variables at each iteration might not always be the esa( Algorithms[l andP are very general and encompass a gamut
feasible) choice; and ii) in many practical instances obigm  Of novel algorithms, each corresponding to various forms of
@), using the latest information as dictated by Algoriththe approximant?;, the error bound functiort’;, the step-
may require extra calculations, e.g. to compute functigize sequence”, the block partition, etc. These choices lead
gradients, and communication overhead (these aspects t@ralgorithms that can be very different from each other, but
discussed on specific examples in Secfiom VI). It may théll converging under the same conditionEhese degrees of

be of interest to consider a further scheme, that we migfieedom offer a lot of flexibility to control iteration comgptity,

call “Gauss-Jacobi with Selection”, where we merge thedagiommunication overhead, and convergence speed. We outline
ideas of Algorithms[1l and12. Roughly speaking, at eadiext several effective choices for the design parametersgal
iteration we proceed as in the Gauss-Jacobi Algorithm 2, bByith some illustrative examples of specific algorithms ttsg

we perform the Gauss steps only on a subSgtof each from a proper combination of these choices.

I,, where the subses’ is defined according to the rulesOn the choice of the step-size/". An example of step-size
used in Algorithm(L. To present this combined scheme, wWele satisfying conditions i)-iv) in Theorefd 1 is: givén<

need to extend the notation used in Algoritfiin 2. L€} 70 <1, let

be a subset of,. For notational purposes only, we reorder yh =t (1 - 97k_1)7 k=1,..., (6)

x, o that first we have all variables ifii and then the
remaining variables id,,: x,, = (xsg,xlp\sg). Now, similarly

IV. EXAMPLES AND SPECIAL CASES

wheref € (0,1) is a given constant. Notice that while this

) r\ L . rule may still require some tuning for optimal behavior,st i
to what done before, and given an index S5j;, we partition g ite refiable, since in general we are not using a (subjenad
Xsp @S Xgr = (Xsric,Xgri>), Wherexgr,. is the vector irection, so that many of the well-known practical drawksac
containing all variables ir; that come beforé (in the order associated with a (sub)gradient method with diminishiegst
assumed inSy), while xg:;> are the remaining variablessjze are mitigated in our setting. Furthermore, this cheite
in S¥. Thus we will write, with a slight abuse of notationstep-size does not require any form of centralized coordina
X = (xng,xsgiz,x_p). The proposed Gauss-Jacobi withion, which is a favorable feature in a parallel environment
Selection is formally described in Algorithm 3 below. Numerical results in Sectidn VI show the effectiveness loé (t
customization of)[{6) on specific problems.

Remark 4 (Line-search variants of Algorithnis 1 afdl. 2}
is possible to prove convergence of Algorithms 1 &hd 2 also
using other step-size rules, for example Armijo-like lis@arch
procedures of. In fact, Propositiof 18 in Appendix A shows
that the directiork (x*, ) —x" is a “good" descent direction.
Based on this result, it is not difficult to prove that~f is
chosen by a suitable line-search proceduréd/gmronvergence
, g of Algorithm 1 to stationary points of Problef (1) (in the sen
For a".z € S,; do (sequentially) of Theorem 1) is guaranteed. Note that standard line-search
a) Findz;,; € &; st methods proposed for smooth functions cannot be applied to
|2 — Xps ((X@chglgiz,xép)ﬂ') | <ekii V (due to the nonsmooth paf); one needs to rely on more
k1l A _k k (k & sophisticated procedures, e.g., in the spirit of those gseg@
b) Setx, ™ = x5, + 9% (2 — x5) in [6], [L0], [12], [37]. We provide next an example of line-
(S.4) : Setx) ' = xp; forall i ¢ S*, search rule that can be used to compyftavhile guaranteeing
k<« k+1,and goto(S. 1). convergence of Algorithms 1 and 2 [instead of using rules i)-
iii) in Theorem 1]; because of space limitations, we conside
Theorem 3. Let {x*}2°, be the sequence generated bynly the case of exact solutions (i.e}, = 0 in Algorithm 1
Algorithm[3, under the setting of Theordth 1, but with thandef; = 0 in Algorithms 2 and 3). Writing for shork} £

Algorithm 3: Inexact GJ Algorithm with Selection

Data: {ef;} forp e Pandi e I,, 7 > 0, {y*} > 0,x% e K,
€ (0,1]. Setk =0.
(S. 1) : If x* satisfies a termination criterion: STOP;
(S.2) : SetM* £ max;{E;(x*)}.
Choose set$* C I, so that their uniors* contains
at least one index for which E;(x*) > pM*.
(S.3) : Forallp e P do (in parallel),




X; (xF,7) and AX* £ (AXF)7 |, with AXF £ %F —xF, and  F(x;,x",). Of course, to have P1 satisfied (cf. Section I11),
denoting by (x)s+ the vector whose componeitis equal we must assume thadt(x;, x* .) is convex. With this choice,
to z; if i € S¥, and zero otherwise, we have the followingand setting for simplicityQ;(x*) = I, we have

let a, 8 € (0,1), choosey* = ¢, where/ is the smallest _ .

. T
nonnegative integef such that Xi(x*, 1) £ argmin {F(sz x",) + éHXi —xf|I? + gi(xi)} ;
Xi€EXg

k 00 Ak k ‘ ok 2 8
V(x4 8Y(AX)sr) = V() < —a- 87 (AXF) g |12 thus giving rise to a parallel nonlinear Jacobi type metEu;d f
Of course, the above procedure will likely be more efficienthe constrained minimization df (x).
in terms of iterations than the one based on diminishing Between the two “extreme” solutions proposed above,
step-size rules [ad](6)]. However, performing a line-searone can consider “intermediate” choices. For example, If
on a multicore architecture requires some shared memdryx;,x”* ) is convex, we can take’(x;;x*) as a second

and coordination among the cores/processors; therefore aveler approximation of"(x;,x* ), i.e.,
do not consider further this variant. Finally, we observatth
) P (i) = F(x¥) 4 Vi, FOH) (i — 1)

convergence of Algorithms 1 and 2 can also be obtained (9)
by choosing a constant (suitably small ) stepsiZe This +3(xi = xP)TVE o F(xF) (% — xF).
is actually the easiest option, but since it generally letads When g¢;(x;) = 0, this essentially corresponds to tak-

extremely slow convergence we omitted this option from o%g a Newton step in minimizing the *

reduced” problem
developments here.

ming, e x, F(x;,x*,), resulting in

On the choice of the error bound function F;(x). o ok _ . k T k

e As we mentioned, the most obvious ch(()ic)e is to takexi(X i) = aJ?ET(Z”{F(X ) VP (6 = x7)
Ei(x) = ||%:(x*, ;) — x¥||. This is a valuable choice if the + 30 = xF)TVE o F () (3 — xf)
computation ofx;(x*,7;) can be easily accomplished. For +T|x, —x’?|\2+gi(xi)}.
instance, in the LASSO problem with" = {1,...,n} (i.e., 2 ’ (10)

when each block reduces to a scalar variable), it is welldmo ¢ Another “intermediate” choice, relying on a specific sturet
thatx;(x", ;) can be computed in closed form using the sofif the objective function that has important applicaticnshie

thresholding operatof [11]. following. Suppose thaF is a sum-utility function, i.e.,
e In situations where the computation %; (x*, ;) — x¥|| is

not possible or advisable, we can resort to estimates. Assum F(x) = Z fi(xix—4),

momentarily thatG = 0. Then it is known [[34, Proposition i€J

6.3.1] under our assumptions tHal v, (x¥ —Vy, F(x*))—x¥||  for some finite set/. Assume now that for everye S, C J,

is an error bound for the minimization problem (4) anthe functionsf;(e,x_;) is convex. Then we may set
therefore satisfied (5), wheféy, (y) denotes the Euclidean

projection ofy on?cEKth)e closed agd)convex skt In this sit- Pi(xix®) = > filxi, x5 ) + > V5 x5 )T (% — xF)
uation we can choosB; (x*) = ||Ilx, (x¥ -V, F(x*))—x¥|. JESi JESi

If G(x) # 0 things become more complex. In most cases @fus preserving, for eachthe favorable convex part df with
practical interest, adequate error bounds can be deriggd frrespect tax; while linearizing the nonconvex parts. This is the
[10, Lemma 7]. approach adopted i [21] in the design of multi-users system
e It is interesting to note that the computation &f is to which we refer for applications in signal processing and
only needed if a partial update of the (block) variables isommunications.

performed. However, an option that is always feasible is to The framework described in Algorithid 1 can give rise to
takeS* = A at each iteration, i.e., update all (block) variablegery different schemes, according to the choices one makes
at each iteration. With this choice we can dispense with thier the many variable features it contains, some of which

computation ofE; altogether. have been detailed above. Because of space limitation, we
On the choice of the approximant P; (x;; x). cannot discuss here all possibilities. We provide nextgLfsiv

e The most obvious choice faP; is the linearization of at instances of possible algorithms that fall in our framework

x* with respect tax;: Example#1—(Proximal) Jacobi algorithms for convex

functions. Consider the simplest problem falling in our setting:

i (35 x7) (%) + Ve, F(x") " (xi = x7) the unconstrained minimization of a continuously differen

With this choice, and taking for simplicit@;(x*) =1, tiable convex function, i.e., assume thatis convex,G = 0,
%, (xk, ;) = argmin { F(x*) + Vi, F(x*)T (x; — x¥) and X = R". Although this is possibly the best studied

X €X; problem in nonlinear optimization, classical parallel hoets
+%||Xi — x| + gi(xi)} . for this problem[[33, Sec. 3.2.4] require very strong cocira

(7) tion conditions. In our framework we can tak®(x;;x") =
This is essentially the way a new iteration is computed intmoB(x;, x* ;), resulting in a parallel Jacobi-type method which
(block-)CDMs for the solution of (group) LASSO problemgdoes not need any additional assumptions. Furthermore our
and its generalizations. theory shows that we can even dispense with the convexity
e At another extreme we could just takB(x;;x*) = assumption and still get convergence of a Jacobi-type ndetho



to a stationary point. If in addition we tak& = A/, we obtain former group (and[]9],[[10],[112],[139],140]) are (proximal
the class of methods studied [n_[21], [35]-[37]. gradient schemes; they thus share the classical drawbdcks o

Example#2—Parallel coordinate descent methods for gradient-like schemes (cf. Sd¢. I); moreover, by replatireg
LASSO. Consider the LASSO problem, i.e., Probldr (1) witi¢onvex functionf" with its first order approximation, they do
F(x) = |Ax — b||2, G(x) = ¢||x||]1, and X = R™. Probably, Not take any advantage of any structure fofbeyond mere

to date, the most successful class of methods for this problélifferentiability; exploiting any available structuratgperties

is that of CDMs, whereby at each iterationsmgle variable Of £, instead, has been shown to enhance (practical) conver-
is updated using{7). We can easily obtain a parallel versi@gnce speed, see elg.|[21]. Comparing with the second group
for this method by taking,; = 1, S* = A/ and still using[(y). ©f works [9], [10], [12], [21], [37], [39], [40], our algoritmic
Alternatively, instead of linearizing”, we can better exploit framework improves on their convergence properties while
the structure of” and use[[B). In fact, it is well known that in@dding great flexibility in the selection of how many variebl
LASSO problems subproblerfil(8) can be solved analyticall9 update at each iteration. For instance, with the exceptio
(whenn; = 1). We can easily consider similar methods foPf [10], [13], [L8]-[20], all the aforementioned works dotno

the group LASSO problem as well (just take > 1). allow parallel updates of only aubsetof all variables, a

Example#3—Parallel coordinate descent methods for Lo- feature that instead, fully explored as we do, can drarifica

gistic RegressionConsider the Logistic Regression problemImprove the convergence speed of the algorithm, as we show

ie., Problem ML) withF(x) — S log(l + e—aiyiTX) i Sectipnlﬂl. Morgover, Wi_th the exceptiqn of [37], they
G(;{) — ¢||x|}1, and X = R", Where;jle R, a; € {—1, 1}” all require an Armijo-type Ilne-_segrch, wh|ch makes_ them
and ¢ € R,, are given constants. Sinc&(x;,x*,) is not appe_almg fo_r a (parallel) d'smbUted. mple_mentan@n_
convex, we can takeP(x;:x*) — F(xb) + Vi F(xF) scheme |n.|13I7] is actually based.on d|m|n|§h|ng step-size-
i : rules, but its convergence properties are quite weak: ot al

(x; — xF) + 3(x; — x0)TV2  F(x")(x; — x¥) and thus AR .
obtaining a fully distributed and parallel CDM that useghe limit points of the sequence g_enerated by this scheme are
guaranteed to be stationary solutions[df (1).

a second order approximation of the smooth functibn . . :
PP Our framework instead i) deals withonconvex(nons-

Moreover by takingn; = 1 and using a soft-thresholding - .
operator, eacl; can be computed in closed form. mooth) pr_oble!”ns, i) allows one to. use a much_ varied array
) T ) of approximations forF and also inexact solutions of the

Example#4—Parallel algorithms for dictionary leaming  gypproblems: iii) is fully parallel and distributed (it doeot
problems. Con_3|der the dictionary learning problem, .8.yely on any line-search): and iv) leads to thest distributed
Problem [1) with F/(X) N IY — XiX;|% and G(X,) = convergenischemes based on very general (possipltial
cf|Xz[1, and X' = {X = (X3, Xp) € R™ x R updating rules of the optimization variables. In fact, amon
[Xiei]|* < i, ¥i = 1,...,m}. Since F(Xy,X,) is CONVEX deterministic schemes, we are aware of only three algosithm
in X, a]?d X2 separatfly, one can take (X1;X3) = [10], [13], [23] performing at each iteration a parallel apel of
(X, X5) and P (Xy; X7) = F(XT, X2). Although natural, on)y asubseof all the variables. These algorithms however are
this choice does not lead to a close form solutions of g, ient-like schemes, and do not allow inexact solutiohs o
subproblems associated with the optimizationXof and Xs.  he sybproblems, when a closed form solution is not availabl
This desirable property can be obtained using the following, some large-scale problems the cost of computing thetexac
alternat|vekapprOX|ma}ctlons af [38]: 1 (Xkl; XF) = F(}%kH solution of all the subproblems can be prohibitive). In #iddi,
(Vx, F(X*),X; = XJ) and P(X2;X*) = F(X*) + [10] requires an Armijo-type line-search whergad [23] &t [
(Vx, F(X"), X5 — X5), where (A,B) = tr(A”B). Note gre applicable only twonvexobjective functions and are not
that differently from [38], our algorithm is parallel and o fjly parallel. In fact, convergence conditions therein impose
flexible in the choice of the proximal gain terms [dfl (3)]. 3 constraint on the maximum number of variables that can be

simultaneously updated, a constraint that in many largke sca

V. RELATED WORKS problems is likely not satisfied.

The proposed algorithmic framework draws on Successi$equential Methods Our framework contains as special cases
Convex Approximation (SCA) paradigms that have a long higiso sequential updates; it is then interesting to compare o
tory in the optimization literature. Nevertheless, ourcaithms results to sequential schemes too. Given the vast litexainr
and their convergence conditions (cf. Theorems 1 and 2y unthe subject, we consider here only the most recent and denera
and extend current parallel and sequential SCA methodsviork [14]. In [14] the authors consider the minimization
several directions, as outlined next. of a possibly nonsmooth function by Gauss-Seidel methods
(Partially) Parallel Methods: The roots of parallel deter- whereby, at each iteration, single block of variables is
ministic SCA schemes (wheredll the variables are updatedupdated by minimizing global upperconvex approximation
simultaneously) can be traced back at least to the work @ff the function. However, finding such an approximation is
Cohen on the so-called auxiliary principle [35], [36] and itgenerally not an easy task, if not impossible. To cope with
related developments, see eld. [BIZ[18]. [2L]. [2B]) [43F], this issue, the authors also proposed a variant of theimsehe
[39], [40]. Roughly speaking these works can be divided ithat does not need this requirement but uses an Armijo-type
two groups, namely: solution methods foonvexobjective line-search, which however makes the scheme not suitable
functions [8], [11], [13], [23], [27], [35], [[36] andonconvex for a parallel/distributed implementation. Contrary [t@f]in
ones [[9], [10], [12], [21], [37],138],[140]. All methods irhe our framework conditions on the approximation function (cf



P1-P3) are trivial to be satisfied (in particuld?, need not with v° = 0.9 andf = 1e — 7. The above diminishing rule is
be an upper bound of’), enlarging significantly the classbased on[{6) while guaranteeing thét does not become too
of utility functions V' which the proposed solution methodclose to zero before the relative error is sufficiently small
is applicable to. Furthermore, our framework gives rise to Finally the error bound function is chosen &(x*) =
parallel and distributed methods (no line search is usedpeh ||x;(x*, 7;) — x¥||, andS* in Step 2 of the algorithm is set to
degree of parallelism can be chosen by the user. i _ X i
S ={i: By(x") > oM"}.
VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section we provide some numerical results showirl§ our tests we consider two options fer namely: i)o = 0,
solid evidence of the viability of our approach. Our aim i¥hich leads to dully parallel scheme wherein at each iteration
to compare to state-of-the-art methods as well as test fikvariables are updated; and &)= 0.5, which corresponds
influence of two key features of the proposed algorithmi® updating only a subset of all the variables at each itemati
framework’ name'y: para”e"sm and selective (greedy?(s.e' Note that for both choices Qf, the resulting Seﬂk satisfies
tion of (only some) variables to update at each iteratiore Tfhe requirement in (S.2) of Algorithiil 1; indeed always
tests were carried out on i) LASSO and Logistic Regressig@ntains the index corresponding to the largest; (x*). We
problems, two of the most studied (convex) instances ifm the above instance of Algorithm BLEXible parallel
Problem K]_), and iihonconve)quadratic programming_ Algorlthm(FLEXA), and we will refer to these two versions as

All codes have been written in C++. All algebra is perFLEXA o =0 and FLEXA ¢ = 0.5. Note that both versions
formed by using the Intel Math Kernel Library (MKL). Thesatisfy conditions of Theorefd 1, and thus are convergent.

algorithms were tested on the General Compute Cluster Qfyorithms in the literature We compared our versions of
the Center for Computational Research at the SUNY Buffalg Exa with the most competitive distributed and sequential
In particular we used a partition composed of 372 DELb|gorithms proposed in the literature to solve the LASShpro
16x2.20GHz Intel E5-2660 “Sandy Bridge” Xeon Process@gm. More specifically, we consider the following schemes.
computer nodes with 128 Gb of DDR4 main memory ang giSTa: The Fast lterative Shrinkage-Thresholding Algo-
QDR InfiniBand 40Gb/s network card. In our experiment$iinm (FISTA) proposed if [11] is a first order method and can
parallel algorithms have been tested using up t0 40 paralfl yegarded as the benchmark algorithm for LASSO problems.
processes (8 nodes with 5 cores per each), while sequengigliging on the separability of the terms in the objective
algorithms ran on a single process (using thus one sing® Cofnction v, this method can be easily paralielized and thus

A. LASSO problem take advantage of a parallel architecture. We implemerted t

We implemented the instance of Algorithm 1 described iparallel version that use a backtracking procedure to estim
Example # 2 in the previous section, using the approximatiffde Lipschitz constantr of VF' [11].
function 2, as in [8). Note that in the case of LASSO problems SpaRSA This is the first order method proposed inl[12];
Z:(x*, 7;), the unique solutior({8), can be easily computed ith iS @ popular spectral projected gradient method that ases
closed form using the soft-thresholding operator, 5eé.[11] SPectral step length together with a nonmonotone line kearc

Tuning of Algorithm 11n the description of our algorithmic {© €nhance convergence. Also this method can be easily
framework we considered fixed valuesmf but it is clear that Parallelized, which is the version implemented in our tests
varying them a finite number of times does not affect in arlf 2!l the experiments we set the parameters of SpaRSA as in
way the theoretical convergence properties of the algmsth t M =5, 0=0.01, anax = 1e30, .a”do‘min = le— 39-

We found that the following choices work well in practice) (i® GRock & Greedy-1BCD: GRock is a parallel algorithm

7; are initially all set tor; = tr(ATA)/2n, i.e., to half of the Proposed in[[18] that performs well on sparse LASSO prob-
mean of the eigenvalues 8 F (i) all 7; are doubled if at a 'ems- we test_ed the instance of GR_ock where the number
certain iteration the objective function does not decreasd Of variables simultaneously updated is equal to the number
(iii) they are all halved if the objective function decreager ©f the parallel processors. It is important to remark that th
ten consecutive iterations or the relative error on thealje theoretical convergence properties of GRock are in jegpasd

functionr e(x) is sufficiently small, specifically if the nu_mber of variables updated in parallel incr_eases;hbug
. speaking, GRock is guaranteed to converge if the columns
re(x) £ Vix) -V <1072 (11) of the data matrixA in the LASSO problem are “almost”
v B orthogonal, a feature that is not satisfied in many appboati

where V* is the optimal value of the objective functiori A special instance with convergence guaranteed is the one
(in our experiments on LASSQ"* is known). In order to where only one block per time (chosen in a greedy fashion)
avoid increments in the objective function, wheneverll is updated; we refer to this special casegesedy-1BCD
are doubled, the associated iteration is discarded, an8.4) (s« ADMM : This is a classical Alternating Method of Mul-
of Algorithm 1 it is setx**' = x*. In any case we limited tipliers (ADMM). We implemented the parallel version as
the number of possible updates of the values;a 100. proposed in[[4i1].
The step-size/” is updated according to the following rule: |y the implementation of the parallel algorithms, the data
. 10~ 4 . matrix A of the LASSO problem is generated in a uniform
71<1—min{1, ( )} 1)7 k=1,...,

k

7= column block distributed manner. More specifically, each

(12) processor generates a slice of the matrix itself such tteat th

e(xk



2
[~ SPARSA 107 —ADMM
Greedy-1BCD —FLEXA ¢=0.5
{—ADMM [GRock (P=40)

[~ FLEXA 0=0 [—FLEXA 0=0

[~ GRock (P=40) 10° (—SpaRSA

- FisTA [-FISTA
Greedy-1BCD

— FLEXA 0=0.5

T~

overall one can be reconstructed As= [A; Ay --- Ap],
whereP is the number of parallel processors, aagdhasn /P
columns for each. Thus the computation of each produtck
(which is required to evaluat& F') and the norm|x||; (that
is G) is divided into the parallel jobs of computing;x; and
||x;||1, followed by a reducing operation.
Numerical TestsWe generated six groups of LASSO problems mre
using the random generator proposed by Nestérov [9], whi¢c " ° + z 3 ime ey | 0 0 Bty O
permits to control the sparsity of the solution. For the firs. @b @)
five groups, we considered problems with 10,000 variabl
and matrixA having 9,000 rows. The five groups differ in |
the degree of sparsity of the solution; more specifically tt_ |
percentage of non zeros in the solution is 1%, 10%, 20%, 30 & B}
and 40%, respectively. The last group is formed by instanc-!%ma
with 100,000 variables and 5000 rows fdr, and solutions ©”
having 1% of non zero variables. In all experiments and f !
all the algorithms, the initial point was set to the zero vect *°
Results of our experiments for the 10,000 variables grou *% i # 3 iejsely | 0 10 5 imeien
are reported in Figl]1, where we plot the relative error ¢ (b) ©
defined in[(T1L) versus the CPU time; all the curves are ohdain
using 40 cores, and averaged over ten independent ranc
realizations. Note that the CPU time includes communicatic
times (for distributed algorithms) and the initial time ded
by the methods to perform all pre-iteration computatiohgs(t
explains why the curves of ADMM start after the others; il
fact ADMM requires some nontrivial initializations). Fone
instance, the one corresponding to 1% of the sparsity of t
solution, we plot also the relative error versus iteratiffFig. w0’
[2(a2)]; similar behaviors of the algorithms have been olesir
also for the other instances, and thus are not reportedtResHg. 1: LASSO with 10,000 variables; relative error vs. tiie seconds) for:
for the LASSO instance with 100,000 variables are plotted {al) 1% non zeros - (b) 10% non zeros - (c) 20% non zeros - (d) 860
Fig.lz. The curves are averaged over five random realizatiof&°s - (e) 40% non zeros; (a2) relative error vs. iteratidos 1% non zeros.
Given Fig.[l and®, the following comments are in order.
On all the tested problems, FLEXA& = 0.5 outperforms . P
in a consistent manner all other implemented algorithrr
In particular, as the sparsity of the solution decreases,
problems become harder and the selective update operate &
FLEXA (o = 0.5) improves over FLEXA § = 0), where

relative error
=
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instead all variables are updated at each iteration. FI&TA%; T SpaRea CFLEXA o0 ~——_
capable to approach relatively fast low accuracy when t - mircoad R CrexAo=08
solution is not too sparse, but has difficulties in reachi HFLEXA 0 =0 — SpaRSA

. . . —GRock (P = 8) Greedy-1BCD
high accuracy. SpaRSA seems to be very insensitive to Greedy-18CD | GRock (P=20)

107 10°

degree of sparsity of the solution; it behaves well on 10,0 ~ ° 0 e (eee) 400 0 0 ime ey 0
variables problems and not too sparse solutions, but is m (@) b

less effective on very large-scale problems. The version gf 2. | Asso with10° variables; Relative error vs. time for: (a) 8 cores -
GRock with P = 40 is the closest match to FLEXA, but only (b) 20 cores.

when the problems are very sparse (but it is not supported by

a convergence theory on our test problems). This is comsisteeems to exploit well parallelism on LASSO problems. Indeed
with the fact that its convergence properties are at stalenwhwhen passing from 8 to 20 cores, the running time approx-
the problems are quite dense. Furthermore, if the probleminsately halves. This kind of behavior has been consistently
very large, updating only 40 variables at each iteration, abserved also for smaller problems and different number of
GRock does, could slow down the convergence, especiatlyres; because of the space limitation, we do not report
when the optimal solution is not very sparse. From this poiint these experiments. Note that practical speed-up due to the
view, FLEXA o = 0.5 seems to strike a good balance betweeaise of a parallel architecture is given by several factot tha
not updating variables that are probably zero at the optimuare not easily predictable and very dependent on the specific
and nevertheless update a sizeable amount of variables whervblem at hand, including communication times among the
needed in order to enhance convergence. cores, the data format, etc. In this paper we do not pursue a
Remark 5 (On parallelism) Fig. @ shows that FLEXA theoretical study of the speed-up that, given the gengrafit
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our framework, seems a challenging goal. We finally observe T1I;_. .~ (VF(x) — x). Here the projectionI_. 4~ (z)

that GRock appears to improve greatly with the number of can be efficiently computed; it acts component-wise.pn
cores. This is due to the fact that in GRock the maximum since[—c, " = [—¢, ] x - - - X [—¢, ¢]. Note thatZ (x) is
number of variables that is updated in parallel is exactlyatq a valid optimality measure function; indeediix) = 0 is

to the number of cores (i.e., the degree of parallelism), and equivalent to the standard necessary optimality condition
this might become a serious drawback on very large problems for Problem [[1), seel[[6]. Therefore, whenewee(x)

(on top of the fact that convergence is in jeopardy). On the was used for the Lasso problems, we now [IZ¢x)||
contrary, our theory permits the parallel updateny number [including in the step- size rulé_(1L2)].

of variables while guaranteeing convergence. We tested the algorithms on three instances of the logistic
Remark 6 (On selective updates)it is interesting to comment regression problem that are widely used in the literature,
why FLEXA o = 0.5 behaves better than FLEXA = 0. To 4nq whose essential data features are given in Table I;

understand the reason behind this apparently countefi@ui e downloaded the data from the LIBSVM repository
phenomenon, we first note that Algorithin 1 has the remarkalpjgt p: /7 WWV. CST €. Nt U. edu. tw ~cj | i n/libsvm

capability toidentify those variables that will be zero at ayhich we refer to for a detailed description of the test
solution because of lack of space, we do not provide hefgoplems. In our implementation, the matfi is stored in
the proof of this statement but only an informal descriptiony column block distributed mannér — [Y1Ys - Ypl,
Roughly speaking, it can be shown that, folarge enough, where P is the number of parallel processors. We compared
those variables that are zero ®(x",r) will be zero also | gxa (c = 0.5) and GJ-FLEXA with the other parallel
in a limiting solutionx. Therefore, suppose thatis large gigorithms (whose tuning of the free parameters is the
enough so that this identification property already takes®l same as in Figl]1 and Fi§l 2), namely: FISTA, SpaRSA,
(we will say that “we are in the identification Ehase") andind GRock. For the logistic regression problem, we
consider an index such thatz; = 0. Then, if 27’ is zero, 5o tested one more algorithm, that we call CDM. This
it is clee}r, by Steps 3 and 4, that" will be zero fo}: all coordinate Descent Method is an extremely efficient Gauss-
indicesk’ > k, independently of whether belongs toS™ or  gejdel-type method (customized for logistic regression),
not. In other words, if a variable that is zero at the solutiogng js part of the LIBLINEAR package available at
is already zero when the algorithm enters the identificatig ¢ p: / / . csi e. nt u. edu. tw ~cj lin/.

phasethat variable will be zero in all subsequent iterations In Fig. 3, we plotted the relative error vs. the CPU time

this fact, intuitively, should enhance the convergenced (the latter defined as in Figl 1 and FIg. 2) achieved by the

the algorithm. Conversely, if when we enter the identifali oo ementioned algorithms for the three datasets, andgusin

phasez! is not zero, the algorithm will have to bring it backy gifferent number of cores, namely: 8, 16, 20, 40; for each

to zero iteratively. It should then be clear why updatingyonla|gorithm but GJ-FLEXA we report only the best performance

variables that we have "strong” reason to believe will be NQfyer the aforementioned numbers of cores. Note that in order
zero at a solution is a better strategy than updating ther®all plot the relative error, we had to preliminary estimate

course, there may be a problem dependence and the best vglueyhich is not known for logistic regression problems).

of o can vary from problem to problem. But we believe that, 45 5o, we ran GJ-FLEXA until the merit function value

the explanation outlined above gives firm theoretical gobun‘Z(xk)” went below 10-7, and used the corresponding

to the idea that it might be wise to “waste” some CaICUIa“O’{'/%\Iue of the objective function as estimatel6f. We remark
and perform only a partial update of the variables. O

that we used this value only to plot the curves. Next to each
B. Logistic regression problems plot, we also reported the overall FLOPS counted up till

- . . . . aching the relative errors as indicated in the table. Note
The logistic regression problem is described in Example ’%Eat the FLOPS of GRock on real-sim and revl are those

cf. Section Ill) and is a highly nonlinear problem involgin . . . . .
§nany exponer)nials that n%to);iously giveprise to numzricgoumed in 24 hours simulation time; when terminated, the
' ’ algorithm achieved a relative error that was still very fiamfi

difiiculties. Because of these high nonlinearities, a Gau%?le reference values set in our experiment. Specificallyg¢&R

Seile)soprsch o xpecte o be more efeclve & 2che 16 (nstad fic~ ) on fea-sm and 5 (nsead
' y P le — 3) on rcvl; the counted FLOPS up till those error

tests. For this reason, for the logistic regression problerrgIlues are still reported in the tables
we tested also an instance of AlgoritHth 3; we term it G- P '

FLEXA. The setting of the free parameters in GJ-FLEXA

. i X R Data set m n c
is essentially the same described for LASSO, but with the gisette (scaled) | 6000 5000 0.25
following differences: reak-sim | 72309 20958 4

rcvl 677399 47236 4

(@) The approximanf; is chosen as the second order ap-
proximation of the original functiod” (Ex. #3, Sec. Ill);

(b) The initial 7; are set to fYY)/2n for all i, wheren is The analysis of the figures shows that, due to the high
the total number of variables afd = [y, y2 --- y]*. nonlinearities of the objective function, the more perforgn

(c) Since the optimal valué’* is not known for the lo- methods are the Gauss-Seidel-type ones. In spite of this,
gistic regression problem, we no longer use(x) as FLEXA still behaves quite well. But GJ-FLEXA with one
merit function but||Z(x)||«, with Z(x) = VF(x) — core, thus a non parallel method, clearly outperforms &iéot

TABLE |: Data sets for logistic regression tests


http://www.csie.ntu.edu.tw/

relative error

relative error

relative error

Gisette (6000x5000)

—CDM

= FLEXA GJ (1 core)

== FLEXA GJ (20 cores)
=SpaRSA (20 cores) -
|—FLEXA ¢ = 0.5 (20 cores)|
—FISTA (20 cores)
I—~GRock (P = 20, 20 cores)

Algo.

FLOPS (le-2/16-6)

GJ-FLEXA (1C)

1.30e+10/1.23e+11]]

GJ-FLEXA (20C)

5.18e+11/5.07e+12

200 300 400

100

Real Sim (72309x20958)

time (sec)

—FLEXA GJ(20 cores)
~FISTA (20 cores)
[=GRock (P=20, 20 cores)
—SpaRSA (20 cores)
=FLEXA GJ (1 core)

== FLEXA GJ (8 cores)
[=FLEXA o = 0.5 (20 cores)|

40 60 80
time (sec)

Rcv (67739x47236)

10°h =~~~

—FLEXA GJ(1 core)
—FLEXA GJ (20 cores)
[=FLEXA ¢=0.5 (20C cores)
—CDM I
[=GRock (20 cores)
=SPARSA (20 cores)
_. [=FISTA (20 cores)

400 600
time (sec)

800 1000

FLEXA o =0.5 (20C)

1.88e+12/4.06e+13

CDM 2.15e+10/1.68e+11]
SpaRSA (20C) 2.20e+12/5.376+13
FISTA (20C) 3.99e+12/5.666+13

GroCK (20C)

7.18e+12/1.81e+14

Algorithms

FLOPS (1e-4/16-6)

GJ-FLEXA (1C)

2.76e+9/6.60e+9

GJ-FLEXA (20C)

9.83e+10/2.85e+11

FLEXA o =0.5 (20C)

3.54e+10/4.69e+11

CDM 4.43e+9/2.18e+10
SpaRSA (20C) 7.18e+9/1.94e+11
FISTA (20C) 3.01e+10/1.56e+11

GroCK (20C)

8.30e+14 (after 24h)

Algorithms

FLOPS (1e-3/1e-6)

GJ-FLEXA (1C)

3.61e+10/2.43e+11

GJ-FLEXA (20C)

1.35e+12/6.22e+12

FLEXA o =0.5 (20C)

8.53e+11/7.19e+12

CDM 5.60e+10/6.00e+11
SpaRSA (20C) 9.38e+12/7.20e+13
FISTA (20C) 2.58e+12/2.76e+13

GroCK (20C)

1.72e+15 (after 24h)

Fig. 3: Logistic Regression problems: Relative error vedi(in seconds) and
FLOPS for i) gisette, ii) real-sim, and iii) rcv.
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where ¢ is a positive constant chosen so th&fx) is no
longer convex. We simulated two instances [of] (13), namely:
1) A € R9000x10000 generated using Nesterov’'s model (as
in LASSO problems in Sed_VIA), with 1% of nonzero
in the solution,b = 1, ¢ = 100, and ¢ 1000; and 2)

A € RO000x10000 55 in 1) but with 10% sparsityy = 0.1,

¢ = 100, and ¢ = 2800. Note that the Hessian of’ in

the two aforementioned cases has the same eigenvalues of
the Hessian of|Ax — b||? in the original LASSO problem,
but translated to the left bge. In particular, /' in 1) and 2)

has (many) minimum eigenvalues equakH®000 and —5600,
respectively; therefore, the objective functién in (I3) is
(markedly) nonconvex. Sinc& is now always unbounded
from below by construction, we added [0 [13) box constraints
Tuning of Algorithm 1We ran FLEXA using the same tuning
as for LASSO problems in SeC._VItA, but adding the extra
conditionr; > ¢, for all 4, so that the resulting one dimensional
subproblemd{4) are convex and can be solved in closed form
(as for LASSO). As termination criterion we used the merit
function || Z(x)|| o0, With Z(x) = [Z1(x), ..., Z,(x)], and

0 if Zi(X) <0 and:vz- =,
Zi(x) 2 0 if Z;(x)>0andz; = —b,
Z;(x) otherwise,

whereZ(x) £ VF(x) — Iy 4 (VF(x) — x), and Z;(x)
denotes thé-th component of(x). We stopped the iterations
when ||Z(x)|loo < 1le — 3

We compared FLEXA with FISTA and SpaRSA. Note that
among all algorithms considered in the previous sectionly, o

algorithms. The explanation can be the following. GJ-FLEXgpaRSA has convergence guarantees for nonconvex problems;
with one core is essentially a Gauss-Seidel-type method Bk we also added FISTA to the comparison because it seems
with two key differences: the use of a stepsize and MOg§ perform well in practice and because of its benchmark
importantly a (greedy) selection rule by which only somgtatys in the convex case. On our tests, the three algorithms
yarlables are update_zd at each round. As the number of COBRFays converge to the same (stationary) point. Computed
increases, the algorithm gets “closer and closer” to a Jacoliationary solutions of class 1) of simulated problems have
type method, and because of the high nonlinearities, moviggproximately 1% of non zeros and 0.1% of variables on the
along a “Jacobi direction” does not bring improvements. Igo,nds, whereas those of class 2) have 3% of non zeros and
conclusion, for logistic regression problems, our expenifs ( 30, of variables on the bounds. Results of our experiments
suggests that while the (opportur_wistic) se_lection of \HE8 o the 1% sparsity problem are reported in Fity. 4 and those
to update seems useful and brings to improvements evghthe 10% one in FigJ5; we plot the relative error as defined
in comparison to the extremely efficient, dedicated CDM, (17) and the merit value versus the CPU time; all the curves
algorithm/software, parallelism (at least, in the form edded 516 gptained using 20 cores and averaged over 10 independent

in our scheme), does not appear to be beneficial as instgadqom realization. The CPU time includes communication
observed for LASSO problems.

C. Nonconvex quadratic problems

We consider now a nonconvex instance of Probl&m (1 W
because of space limitation, we present some prelimina
results only on non convex quadratic problems; a more @etail 5
analysis of the behavior of our method in the nonconvex ca:s*
. . . . . . >
is an important topic that is the subject of a forthcomin(z,,-

[

paper. Nevertheless, current results suggest that FLEGO%Ss!

behavior on convex problems extends to the nonconvex gettir ©°
Consider the following nonconvex instance of Problé€in (1) -
0

min [ Ax —b|* —c|x||* + ¢||x]|x
X

F(x)
<b, Vi

=1

G(x)

PR

(13)

n

) 3

times and the initial time needed by the methods to perform
all pre-iteration computations. These preliminary testsns

DarSA
5 FISTA
10 N FLEXA, 0=0.5
1

10t
—FLEXA, =05

—FISTA
——SpaRSA

=

20 40 60

time (sec)

20 40 60 80

time (sec)

100 120 140

Fig. 4: Nonconvex probleni_(13) with 1% solution sparsitylatee error vs.
time (in seconds), and merit value vs. time (in seconds).
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10 107 A. Intermediate results

—=FLEXA, 0=0.5| —FISTA
o oo o 0 Lemma 7. Let H(x;y) £ 3, hi(x;;y). Then, the following
e hold:
S10° g (i) H(e;y) is uniformly strongly convex oX with constant
%10—4 2 cr >0, i.e.,
. E . (X - W)T (VxH (X§Y) — VxH (W§Y)) ZCr ||X - WH2 )
10° v (14)

. B for all x,w € X and giveny € X;
e P TR e ™ (i) VxH (x;e) is uniformly Lipschitz continuous oA, i.e.,
there exists & < Ly,, < oo independent ox such that

Fig. 5: Nonconvex probleni (13) with 10% solution sparséiative error vs.
time (in seconds), and merit value vs. time (in seconds). HV H (X_ y) V. H (X_ W)H < Loy Hy N WH (15)
X I X I — Y

for all y,w € X and givenx € X.

)ISroposition 8. Consider Problem[{1) under A1-A6. Then the
mappingX >y — X(y) has the following properties:
(@) x(e) is Lipschitz continuous orX, i.e., there exists a

VII. CONCLUSIONS S
T positive constanf. such that
We proposed a general algorithmic framework for the

minimization of the sum of a possibly noncovex differenkab |x(y) =x(z)| < L |ly —zl|, Vy,z€X;

function and a possibily nonsmooth but block-separable con ' _ o .
vex one. Quite remarkably, our framework leads to differefp) the set of the fixed-points &fe) coincides with the set

new algorithms whose degree of parallelism can be chosen@yStationary solutions of Probler](1); therefoige) has a

the user that also has complete control on the number of V%H(_ed-pomt; )

ables to update at each iterations; all the algorithms ageve c) for every givery € X and for any setS C

under the same conditions. Many well known sequential and((y) — y)g Vi F(y)s+ Zgi@(y)) _ Zgi(}’i) (17)
simultaneous solution methods in the literature are justisp ics ics

cases of our algorithmic framework. It is remarkable that ou < —e; |R(y) - y)s]?

scheme encompasses many different practical realizagiots - ’

that this flexibility can be used to easily cope with differenwith ¢, £ ¢ min; 7;.

classes of problems that bring different challenges. Oelimpr Proof: We prove the proposition in the following order:
inary tests are very promising, showing that our schemes c(%r; @ (B) '
outperform state-of-the-art algorithms. Experiments anger (C)f Gi\’/ensr € X, by definition, each®:(y) is the unique
and more varied classes of problems (including those Imedsol.ution of probler'n[ﬂ4)' then it i:5 not dilfficult t0 see thaeth
Sec[T]) are the subject of current research. Among the mp%llowing holds: for allz,- c X,

that should be further studied, one key issue is the rigkiaini ' ! v
choice and and subsequent tuning of theThese parameters (z; — %;(y))” Vi, hi(Ri(y);y) + gi(z:) — g;(Xi(y)) > 0.

to indicate that FLEXA performs well also on nonconve
problems.

(16)

to a certaine extent determine the lenght of the shift at each (18)
iteration and play a crucial role in establishing the qyadt Summing and subtractiny/x, P; (y;; y) in (@8), choosing
the results. z; = y;, and using P2, we get

VIII. A CKNOWLEDGMENTS (Y1 - il(Y))T (vxmpl(ﬁl(y)a Y) - szpl(Yla y)) (19)

The authors are very grateful to Loris Cannelli and Paolo T (vi = %i¥)" Vx, Fy) +gilyi) = 9:(Xi(y))
Scarponi for their invaluable help in developing the C++e&od -7 (Xi(y) —yi)" Qily) Xi(y) —y:i) >0,
of the simulated algorithms. . i ot i
The work of Facchinei was supported by the MIUR projeéornzll]zpeoé?/ti.vg)zizr\agﬁl;hgafhﬁ;egtrﬂa?nn the first line DTY19)
PLATINO (Grant Agreement n. PONO1_01007). The work o
Scutari was supported by the USA National Science Founda- (vi —%i(y)" Vo, F(y) + g:(yi) — 9i(Zi(y))
tion under Grants CMS 1218717 and CAREER Award No. > e |IR(y) — yiH27

1254739.
for all i € A/. Summing overi € S we get [(17).
APPENDIX (a): We use the notation introduced in Lemiiha 7. Giyen €

We first introduce some preliminary results instrumental tg by optimality and[(1B), we have, for all andw in X

prove both Theorem 1 and Theorem 2. Hereafter, for notationa (v — x(y))” Vi H (X(y);y) + G(v) — G(X(y)) > 0
simplicity, we will omit the dependence &f(y, ) on = and (w —%(2))" ViH (X(2):2) + G(w) — G(X(z)) > 0.
write X(y). Given S C N andx £ (z;)Y,, we will also

denote by(x)s (or interchangeablys) the vector whose S€ttingv = x(z) andw = X(y), summing the two inequal-
component is equal toz; if i € S, and zero otherwise. ities above, and adding and subtractig H (x(y);z), we
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obtain: following chain of inequalities holds:

(%(z) — %(y)" (TVxH (X(z);2) — VxH (X(y); 2)) SR (xF) = x| = 55, 1% (%) — x5 |
< (x(y) —x(2))” (VxH (X(y);z) — VxH(ﬁ(Y);Y))(-ZO) > B, (xY)
Using [14) we can lower bound the left-hand-side[ofl (20) as 2 pmax E;(x*)
(X(z) = X(y))" (VxH (R(2):2) = VuH (X(¥):2) (51 > (pmins, ) (max{ % (x") - x£[})
> cr [x(2) = X(¥)[I”, :
min; s; \ |~
whereas the right-hand-side 6f120) can be upper bounded as = <p N ) (") = %]l

X(y) —%(2)" (VxH (X(y);2) — V<H (X(y);y)) 22) Hence we have for any,

< Lyn [X(y) =x@)| ly — =, S PN S\ oy k k
where the inequality follows from the Cauchy-Schwartz in- s (") = e ] = ( Ns; ) 6% =7l (29)
equality and[(15). Combining (20}, (1), ard](22), we obtai

. . o ok o
the desired Lipschitz property 6(s). Ir?wokmg now Propositiof]8(c) witl = S* andy = X" and

using [25), [24) holds true, with £ ¢, ( pmin; 3, ) : [

N max; 5;

(b): Letx* € X be a fixed point ofk(y), that isx* = X(x*).
Eachx,(y) satisfies [(IB) for any givey € X. For some B. Proof of Theorerill _
¢, € 9g;(x*), settingy = x* and usingx* = %(x*) and the We are now ready to prove the theorem. For any given

convexity of g;, (I8) reduces to k > 0, the Descent Lemma[33] yields
T /~
(i = x})" (Ve F(x*) +€;) >0, (23) F (M) < F(xP) +95 Vil (xF)" (2" - %)
k 2
for all z, € X; andi € N. Taking into account the Cartesian I (V") Lvr 2+ — Xk||27
structure ofX, the separability of7, and summing[{23) over 2 (26)

i € N, we obtain (z—x*)" (VxF(x*) + &) >0, for all with zF £ (zZF)N | andz* £ (zF)N, defined in Step 2 and 3

z € X, withz £ (z), and§ £ (§,), € IG(x"); (Algorithm ). Observe that
thereforex* is a stationary solution of{1). )
2% — x|

IA
~

o

IN
[N}
K
b
\j‘
|
»
_T

The converse holds becaus&xijx*) is the unique optimal 5 e~ 2
solution of [4) withy = x*, and ii) x* is also an optimal + Azz%/\/ Hzik_QXi(X ) .
solution of [4), since it satisfies the minimum principle.m (x¥) —x || T2 en(Er) 7(27)

where the first inequality follows from the definition gf and
z", and in the last inequality we use! — x;(x*)|| < eF.
Denoting by?l~C the complement of, we also have, for all

A
)
)

Lemma 9. [42, Lemma 3.4, p.121}et {X*}, {Y*}, and
{Z*} be three sequences of numbers such at> 0 for all
k. Suppose that ,

T /~
XM < xF_yh g zk wp=0,1,... Vil (x*)" (2 - x")
T ok k k k
and >";7, Z* < co. Then eitherX* — —oo or else {X*} = VI (x )T (2% - R(x*) + x(x") —x*)
converges to a finite value and,- , Y* < co. = Vi F (x¥) g (2" = X(x")) s
FVRE (xF) o (xF = R(xF) )
T ~
Lemma 10. Let {x"*} be the sequence generated by Algorithm +ViF (Xk)sk (R(xF) = x*) g
1. Then, there is a positive constansuch that the following LV, F (Xk)gk (®(xF) — Xk)gk

holds: for all &k > 1,

(VaF (xF)) g (R(F) = xF) 0 + D gi(®i(x"))

€Sk (24) (28)
- Z gi(xF) < —¢||x(x") — x¥)2. where in the second equality we used the definitiog*ofind
Sk of the setS*. Now, using [2B) and Lemnia 10, we can write
ik ()" (@ —xb) + Ciegn @)~ Ticgr ixh)
Proof: Let j, be an index inS* such thatk;, (x*) > = VxF (x)" (@ = xF) + Degn i (Ri(xF))
pmax; E;(x*) (Step 2 of Algorithm 1). Then, using the — Y iesn gi(xf)'*‘ziey 9i(zF) — e 9i(Ri(x%))

aforementioned bound anfl] (5), it is easy to check that the (29)
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in—1

—¢ll(xF) — x*|? ek F(xF c .
< RO T Do [V FOO a0y Q145 0 (amitys | + 2t - 2 )
t=k

k
+La Ziesk €is

where L is a (global) Lipschitz constant for (all;. (d) . ikl
Finally, from the definition o&* and of the sef*, we have < (1+LD)@20+m) > A, (36)
for all k, t=k
V() = FxH) + 3. gi () where (a) follows from[(34); (b) is due to Propositibh 8(a);
- 1 kzeN . A,; . (c) comes from the triangle inequality, the updating rule of
= P 4 Dien 9:(X7 +97 (2 — x7) the algorithm and the definition &f*; and in (d) we used
S PO+ e i) +98 (Ciesr (9i(@F) — 0:(xF))) @), [B8), and||z’ — (x!)|| < Y, cl, whereemsx £
<V (xF) = 9* (6 — AF L) |[R(xF) - XkH 4Tk, maxy Y, €F < oo. It follows from (38) that
(31) ig—1
where in the first inequality we used the the convexity of the lim inf Z At > _ J > 0. (37)
gi's, whereas the second one follows frdml(2E).] (27) &ndl (30), koo = (14 L)(26 + emax)
with We show next that (37) is in contradiction with the conver-
Z (Le + HvxlF H LVF Z )2. gence of {V(x*)}. To do that, we preliminary prove that,
icsk N for sufficiently largek € K, it must be ||Ax(x")|| > §/2.

Proceeding as il (36), we have: for any giver K,
[ ARG = [|A%(x")
TF < (v%)? {Nozl(OQLG +1)+ (v*)Lyp (Na1a2)2:| ’ (1 i L HAX k)H 4 emax)

Using assumption (iv), we can boufltf as

k+1 _XkH

WhiCh by assumption (iii) impliesy; ;7% < oo. Since It turns out that for sufficiently large € K so that(1+L)v* <
% — 0, it follows from (31) that there exist some positives /(§ + 2e™a), it must be
constant3; and a sufficiently large:, sayk, such that 2(x%)

HAX (x H >0/2; (38)

k+1 k8 IR k k

V) < V) =" [[R(x") - x H 15 (32) otherwise the conditiofj Ax(x**1)|| > ¢ would be violated
for all & > k. Invoking Lemma[B with the identifications [cf. (35)]. Hereafter we assume without loss of generaliitt
XF = VM), YF = Ak [|x(x" —ka and Zzk = 7% (38) holds for allk € K (in fact, one can alway restrict
while usmgzk o T* < oo, we deduce from(32) that either{x"}rcx to a proper subsequence).
{V(x*)} = —o0 or else{V(x*)} converges to a finite value We can show now tha{_(B7) is in contradiction with the

and convergence of V(x*)}. Using [32) (possibly over a subse-
ence), we have: for sufficiently lar K,
k—o0 rs ip—1 ) ip—1
= ik ky t St t
SinceV is coercive,V (x) > mingcx V(y) > —oo, implying Vixt) < VE) =B A A6 T+ YT
that {V (x*)} is convergent; it follows from [(33) and =k o o =k
> reo " = oo thatliminfy_,o H}A((xk) — ka =0. (@) VIxF) — B8,(52/4 X ELN Tt 39
Using  Proposition [18, we show next that < (<) = 52(07/4) Z T Z (39)

limy o0 ||§(xk) — x¥|| = 0; for notational simplicity we will
write AX(xF) £ §(xk) — x*. Suppose, by contradiction,
that lim sup,,_, . \le( )| > 0. Then, there exists & > 0
such thatHAx )|| > 20 for infinitely many k and also
|ARGR)|| < 6 for infinitely many k. Therefore, one can
always find an infinite set of indexes, say, having the
following properties: for anyk € K, there exists an integer

where in (a) we used:CBS) and_(38), afAsl is some positive
constant. SincgV (x*)} converges and_,” ( T" < oo, (39)
implies limxsk oo 3200 4" = 0, which contradicts[(37).
Finally, since the sequende*} is bounded [by the coercivity
of V and the convergence dfi/(x*)}], it has at least one
limit point %, that belongs taX. By the continuity ofx(e)

ir > k such that [Prgp?sitiorl[B(a)] andimyo Hﬁ(;’f) —x"| = 0, it must
_ be X(x) = x. By Propositio B(b)x is a stationary solution

|[A%(x")|| <6,  [|A%(x™)||>20  (34) of Problem [1). As a final remark, note thatdf = 0 for

5 < HA;{(XJ‘)H <926 k<j<ig (35) everyi and for everyk large enough, i.e., if eventualfy(x”)

) ) is computed exactly, there is no need to assume thas
disappears, all’* are zero and all the subsequent derivations

—
S
~

5 < HAQ(_X%)H - ||A§(Xk)|_| hold independent of the Lipschitzianity of. O
< [lg0e%) — RO + et — x4
(_? (1+1) it — x"|| C. Proof of Theorerhl2

We show next that Algorithrh]2 is just an instance of the
inexact Jacobi scheme described in Algorifim 1 satisfyireg t
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convergence conditions in Theoréi 1; which proves Theorgm] A. Beck and M. Teboulle, “A fast iterative shrinkagekholding algo-
. It is not difficult to see that this boils down to proving tha rithm for linear inverse problems3IAM Journal on Imaging Scienges

. ko vol. 2, no. 1, pp. 183-202, Jan. 2009.
for all p € P andi € I, the sequencey; in Step 2a) of [12] S.J.Wright, R. D. Nowak, and M. A. Figueiredo, “Sparseanstruction
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