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Abstract

This work proposes a new algorithm for solving the graph-fused lasso (GFL), a
method for parameter estimation that operates under the assumption that the signal
tends to be locally constant over a predefined graph structure. The proposed method
applies the alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) algorithm and is
based on the decomposition of the objective function into two components. While
ADMM has been widely used in this problem, existing works such as network lasso
decompose the objective function into the loss function component and the total
variation penalty component. In comparison, this work proposes to decompose the
objective function into two components, where one component is the loss function
plus part of the total variation penalty, and the other component is the remaining
total variation penalty. Compared with the network lasso algorithm, this method has
a smaller computational cost per iteration and converges faster in most simulations
numerically.
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1 Introduction

In this article, we consider graph-fused lasso, an estimation method based on noisy obser-
vations and the assumption that the signal tends to be locally constant over a predefined
graph structure. Given a graph G = (V, ), where V is the set of vertices and £ is the set
of edges, we let x; € RP be the signal that is associated with the i-the vertex of the graph,
then GFL is defined as the solution to the following optimization problem:

{Xitiey = argmin > fi(xi) + A Y % — x|, (1)

{xitiegCR? 2y, (s,t)EE

where the first component is a loss function for the observation x;, and the second com-
ponent uses the total variation norm to penalize the difference between the two signals on
the edges in the graph.

There have been extensive studies on with p = 1 (i.e., x; are scalars) and many
algorithms have been developed. When graph G is a one-dimensional chain graph, then it
is the standard fused lasso problem (Tibshirani et al., 2005)). For this problem, there exist
finite-step algorithms with computational costs of O(n): a taut-string method proposed
by Davies and Kovac| (2001), a method based on analyzing its dual problem by Condat
(2013)), a dynamic programming-based approach by [Johnson| (2013)), and a modular prox-
imal optimization approach by [Barbero and Sra (2014) all solve the problem with O(n)
complexity. When the G is a two-dimensional grid graph, it has important applications in
image denoising and it often referred to as total-variation denoising (Rudin et al 1992),
and parametric max-flow algorithm (Chambolle and Darbon, 2009) can be used to solve
in finite steps. When the graph is a tree, Kolmogorov et al. (Kolmogorov et al., 2016)
extended the dynamic programming approach of Johnson to solve the fused lasso problem.
While these algorithms can find the exact solution in finite steps, they only apply to some
specific graph structure and do not work for general graphs. In addition, they cannot
be naturally generalized to the setting of p > 1, which is sometimes called group fused
lasso (Bleakley and Vert| 2011]).

In addition, many iterative algorithms based on convex optimization algorithms have

been proposed to solve (). For example, [Liu et al| (2010) use a projected gradient descent



method to solve the dual of , and reformulate it as the problem of finding an “appro-
priate” subgradient of the fused penalty at the minimizer. |Chen et al. (2012) propose the
smoothing proximal gradient (SPG) method. |Lin et al.| (2014)) proposed an alternating lin-
earization method. [Yu et al.| (2015)) proposed a majorization-minimization method. One of
the more popular methods is the alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM), due
to its simplicity and competitive empirical performance. [Ye and Xie| (2011) and Wahlberg
et al. (2012) proposed algorithms based on the ADMM method. However, there is a step
of solving a linear system for the n x n matrix I + pD?D, which is usually in the order
of O(n?). Zhu (2017) proposed a modified ADMM algorithm that has a smaller compu-
tational cost of O(n) in an update step, but this modification generally converges slower.
Ramdas and Tibshirani| (2015) proposed a special ADMM algorithm that used dynamic
programming in one of the update step, which can be used in the trend filtering problem,
or when D has a diagonal structure. Barbero and Sra| (2014) propose a method based
on the Douglas-Rachford decomposition for the two-dimensional grid graph, which can be
considered as the dual algorithm of ADMM (Eckstein and Bertsekas, 1992). Tansey and
Scott) (2015)) leveraged fast 1D fused lasso solvers in an ADMM method based on graph
decomposition, but it can only be applied to the case when p = 1. Hallac et al,| (2015)
proposed the network lasso algorithm based on ADMM that can be applied to any generic
graph and any p > 1.

There exist other types of algorithms as well. [Friedman et al.| (2007) and |Arnold and
Tibshirani| (2016) gave solution path algorithms (tracing out the solution over all A > 0).
Some other algorithms include a working-set/greedy algorithm (Landrieu and Obozinski,
2017) and an algorithm based on an active set search (Kovac and Smith| 2011)).

Among all algorithms, the network lasso (Hallac et al., 2015)) is particularly interesting
since it is scalable to any large graphs and can be applied to the case p > 1. The algorithm
proposed in this work follows this direction and can be considered as an improvement of the
network lasso algorithm. The main contribution of this work is a novel ADMM method by
dividing the objective function into two parts based on graph decomposition so that one of

the subgraphs does not contain any two adjacent edges. This method can be applied to any



graph and can be generalized to some other problems such as trend filtering. Compared
with the network lasso algorithm in (Hallac et al., |2015)), it reduces the computational
complexity per iteration and achieves a faster convergence rate.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce our proposed
method and analyze its computational complexity per iteration as well as convergence rates
and establish the advantage of the proposed algorithm theoretically. Then we compare our
algorithm with the network lasso algorithm in Section 3, both in simulated data sets and

a real-life data set, which verifies the advantage of the proposed algorithm numerically.

2 Proposed Method

In this section, we will review the network lasso algorithm (Hallac et al., [2015)) for solving
in Section , present our algorithm in Sections and and analyze its performance
in terms of computational cost per iteration and convergence rate in Sections [2.4] and [2.5]

2.1 Review: Network lasso

Hallac et al. (2015)) introduce the following “Network Lasso” algorithm: for any (s,t) € £,
introduce a pair of variables zg, z;s € RP, which are the copies of x, and x, respectively,
and rewrite the problem as follows:

arg min Zfi(xi)—i—/\ Z |Zst—24s||, s.t. x5 = 25 and x; = 7y for all (s,t) € &.
{xitieg{zst.zs }(s,pee ey (s,t)€E
(2)

Then the standard ADMM routine would apply: let uy, uss be the dual variables for x,—z;

and x; — 2z respectively, then the augmented Lagrangian is (here x and z represents {X; }icg

and {z; }ieq):

Ly(w,z0) = filxi) + D (Mzw = zell +uli(x, = 20) + 0l (k= 2)  (3)

% (s,t)e€

+ Ll = 2l + Slx — 22



and the algorithm can be written as

* ) = arg min L,(z, 2, u®) (4)
25D = arg min L, (Y 2, u®)) (5)
™ = w4 p(x =2, ul Y =l 4 (" - 2. (6)

The advantage of this algorithm is that, in each iteration, the optimization problem can be
decomposed into smaller subproblems: the updates of x requires solving problems in the
form of miny, f;(x;) + ||x; — t||%, which has explicit solutions for a large range of f;; and the
updates of z requires solving min,,, ,,. [|z:s — t1|* + |25t — t2||> + Al|zes — zs||, which has

explicit solutions.

2.2 Proposed Method: A different way of splitting the objective

function

In this section, we will propose another ADMM algorithm for solving , based on the
reformulation as follows: We will divide the set of edges £ into & and &, such that the
set & does not contain two neighboring edges, and then solve the following optimization

problem:

argmin Zfz(xz)‘l’)‘ Z ||X5—Xt|| +)\ Z ||Zst—zt5||7 (7)

xitiev {zst}mnee \ ey (.)€ (s,)€81

s.t. xs = zg and x; = 7, for all (s,t) € &.

Since this formulation is different than , its associated ADMM routine is also different.
Let ug, u;s be the dual variables for x, — z, and x; — z;, respectively, then the augmented
Lagrangian is
(x,z,u) Zfz X;) + A Z ||xs — x¢|| + Z ()\||zst Zis|| +ul(xs —2z)  (8)
% (s,t)e&o (s,t)eér

a0 = 7) + s — 2P+ Sl — 2. (9)



and the update formula is

21 = arg min [:p(a:, 20 4 (R) (10)
) = arg min L, (x| 2, u®) (11)
™ = ul) + pY =2, wl Y = (Y - 2 Y). (12)

While the update formula for x is similar to , it requires solving a slightly different

problem due to the additional component A} |Ixs — x¢||. For any (s,t) € &, the

s,t)EE

ADMM procedure needs to solve

arg min fi(xs) + fi(x;) + d (x5 — 1:1)2 + gdt(xt — t2)2 + A|xs — x¢|, (13)

Xs,%¢ ERP
where t1,ty € RP and d, denotes the degree of the vertex s in the graph (V, £;). For many
choices of f; and f; (for example, square functions), this problem has an explicit solution.

Intuitively, we expect that the proposed algorithm would achieve a faster convergence
rate than (2)): has fewer “dummy variables” in the form of zy (2|&| instead of 2|E])
and has fewer dual parameters than . As a result, the Lagrangian in contains

fewer variables than and we expect the algorithm to converge faster.

2.3 An equivalent formulation

In this section, we propose an equivalent form of the update formula —, with a
smaller computational cost per iteration. In particular, we consider the ADMM algorithm

for solving
arg min Zfl (xi) + A Z [xs = x| | + A Z |Zst], (14)
{xitiev{zst}s,nee; \ ey (s.t)€E (s,t)e&s

s.t. zg = X, — Xy.
For its Lagrangian

Ly(w,zu) = Y fiG) A D0 Ix=xll+ Y (Alzall + uli(zy =%, + %) (15)

€V (s,t)e&o (s,t)e&r

+ Llze = x,+x?), (16)



the preconditioned ADMM algorithm can be written as

21 = arg min f}p(x, AN u(k)) + g Z x5 + x¢ — ng) - Xik)Hg (17)
z (s,t)e&r

Z(k+1) = arg min f/p(x(k_'_l)v 2 u(k)) (18>

uglthrl) _ uﬁ’,f) + p(zgfﬂ) _ xgk+1) + $§k+1))_ (19)

It is called preconditioned ADMM due to the additional component 37 e [[Xs +x¢ —

k) ng)HQ

X in the update of z.

Compared with the update formula —, the computational cost of — is

smaller since there are no “dummy variables” z;, and its associated dual variables us. In

addition, Lemma shows that — is equivalent to the update formula —.
Its proof is deferred to Section [3]

Lemma 2.1. The update formula — with p = po is equivalent to the update formula
— with p = 2py.

2.4 Implementation and its computational cost per iteration

Based on the update formulas —, the implementation of our proposed algorithm is
described as Algorithm [1]

As this algorithm depends on the graph decomposition & U &;, in practice, we use a
greedy algorithm to find & as follows: First, label all edges in some arbitrary order and
& be an empty set. Second, cycle once through each edge and add it to & if it is not
neighboring any existing edges in &. In fact, & is called matching in graph theory and
there are numerous algorithms for finding a matching within a graph.

To compare the computational cost per iteration Algorithm [1] and the network lasso,
we investigate a commonly used special case that fi(x;) = [|x; — y;i||>. Then step 1 in
Algorithm [1] requires the following Lemma [2.2] We skip its proof since it is relatively

straightforward and has been discussed in works such as (Hallac et al., [2015]).



Algorithm 1 The implementation of the ADMM method in .
Input: Graph (V,€) and its partition £ = & U & (& has not neighboring edges); loss

functions {f; }icy; parameters p and \.
Initialization: Initialize {x\”}, {z{” };cy C R, {ugg)}(s,t)egl C Rr.
Loop: Iterate Steps 1-4 until convergence:

(k+1) X£k+1)>

1: For any (s,t) € &, (xs = arg min,_,, Jo(X6)+ fr(xe) + || xs =X ||+ p(ds]|| x4 ||*+

dy||%¢]|?) + XSTtgk) + xftgk), where

k k k k) k: k k
67 = D0 [+ pad) = o D D (e ) = o X))

](17])661 ]71)681

(k+1)

2:For any ¢ € V and does not belong to any edges in &, X = arg min, f;(x;) +

pli|x 12 + xT't.

3: For any (s,t) € &, = k+ ) = = arg min,_, 2||zst||2 + 74 (u, (k) pxng) —i—pxgkﬂ)) + N|zst|| =
u®

threshold(xgkﬂ) (kH) - STf, %)

4: For any (s,t) € &, uy D) — o) 4 p(zg ) _ (PP 4 xgkﬂ)).

Output: The solution to (1)), X; = limg_,eo x ) for all i € V.




Lemma 2.2. For any a,b € R?,

arg min ¢ [[x — al|* + c2ly — b||* + A|x — y|

X,y €RP

(anteb aatob) ifoc clla— bl < (¢ + o)A

citce2 7 citer

A _a—b b — A b-a

(&= 22 Jazby 2¢; [[b—a]]

), otherwise.

Now let us investigate the computational complexity per iteration of Algorithm [1, by
keep track of the multiplications of a scalar and a vector of RP (denoted as multiplications)
and the additions of two vectors of RP (denoted as additions). In particular, the calculation
of ts/(1 + ps) in the update of x requires 2|&;| + n multiplications and 2|&;| + n additions
between, and step 1 requires an additional cost of at most 2|&| multiplications and 2|&|
additions, and |&| operations of finding the norm of a vector of length p and |&| operations
of comparing two scalars. Step 3 requires 3|&;| additions, |&;| multiplications and |&|
comparisons. Step 4 requires 3|&;| additions and |&;| multiplications.

Note that the network lasso algorithm is equivalent to the case where & = () and
&1 = &, we may compare the computational cost per iteration between Algorithm [I] and
the network lasso algorithm, and it is clear that Algorithms [I| has a smaller computational

cost per iteration compared to network lasso.

2.5 Convergence Rate

Now let us investigate the theoretical convergence rate. First, we introduce a general theory

on the local convergence of ADMM. Its proof is deferred to Section [5

Theorem 2.3 (Local Convergence Rate of ADMM). Considering the problem of mini-
mizing f1(x1) + fa(X2) subject to A1xy + Agsxy = b. Assuming that around the solution
(x*,y%), 0f1(x) = Ci1x + ¢1 and Jfy(x) = Cox + co, then the local convergence rate of the
ADMM algorithm is O(c(p)*), where k is the number of iterations and c(p) is the largest

real components among all eigenvalue of

1
ST =201+ pA,C5 AT (I = 2(1 + pA,C AT ) + 1)



Considering that Algorithm [1| is obtained from solving , the convergence rate of
Algorithm [I] follows from this theorem with

filfxitiev) = Zfz’(xi) +A Z 1xs = x¢ll, f2{Zst}snpeer) = A Z 125t — 24s]|.

eV (s,t)e&o (s,;t)e&r

That is, x; in Theorem is replaced by {x;}icg, x2 in Theorem is replaced by
{Zst}(s.0)ee,, and Aqx; + Aoxo = b is replaced by x, = z, and x;, = 2, for all (s,t) € &.
Therefore, we have A, € R™*2PI€1l| defined such that A;(2i—1,s;) = Ly, and A;(2i,t;) =
L,.p if (s5,t;) is the i-th edge in &, and Ay = —Iypje|x2pje,|- The matrix C; € RP"*P" can

be generated by the following three steps. First, the (i,7)-th p X p block is given by
Cy(i,1) = Hessian f;(x})

I

Second, for (i,j) € & we let T(i,)) = iyl — et (X — X)) (5 — x))7 if x} # X7,
i j i j

and T(i, j) = ool if xj = xj. Third, we update the (i, 1), (7, j), (4, 7), (j, j)-th p x p blocks
of C; by

Ci(i,i) < Ci(i, 1) + T(i,5),  Ci(4.J) < Ci(4,5) + T(, ),

Cl(laj) <~ Cl(%]) - T(Zaj)7 Cl(]vz) — Cl(]ﬂ) - T<Z7j)

The matrix Cy € R?PIEX2PIE ig generated as follows: if the i-th edge in &£, (s;,t;), satis-
fies that xj, # x; , then the (i, ¢)-th 2px2p block of C; is given by [T(s;,¢;), =T (s, t:); =T (s4, ), T(s4, 1))
The remaining 2p x 2p blocks are all zero matrices.

Note that the network lasso algorithm is equivalent to Algorithm [1| with & = @ and
& = &, this result can also be applied to analyze the convergence rate of the network lasso
algorithm.

While it is difficult to compare their convergence rates in general due to the complexities
of A; and C;, we can calculate the convergence rate numerically for some specific examples.
Here we assume that G is the one-dimensional chain graph defined by V = {1,2,--- n}
and € ={(1,2),(2,3),---,(n —1,n)}, and the partition such that & = {(1,2),(3,4),---}
and & = {(2,3),(4,5),--}. We first compare the theoretical convergence rate (measured
by ¢(p) in Theorem of Algorithm [I| and the network lasso ¢(p) for the following three

settings:

10



Setting 1 _ . _ Setﬁngz s _ Setting}

/" |~ Aigorithm 1 N /7" ——Aigorithm 1 N /7 |~ Agorithm 1
Network Lasso Network Lasso o Network Lasso

convergence rate c(p)
convergence rate ¢(p)
convergence rate c(p)

Figure 1: Comparison of the theoretical local convergence rates between Algorithm [I, the

network lasso, and the standard lasso.
1. x; € R? x; # %X;,1 when i =50, A = 1.
2. x; € R?, x; # X;41 when 7 = 10,20,---,90, A = 1.
3. xr € R?% X; # X4 wheni=2,4,---,98 \=1.

The comparison of ¢(p) of Algorithm [If and network lasso is visualized in Figure I} We
can see that Algorithm |1| consistently has a smaller ¢(p), which implies a faster convergence

rate.

2.6 Comparison with other works based on graph decomposition

Decomposing a graph into edges or paths is an idea that has been applied in existing
works. However, we remark that our approach is different from previous works. For
example, (Tansey and Scott, [2015) investigates the idea that decomposes the graph into a
set of trails (this idea is also explored by Barbero and Sra (Barbero and Sral [2014])) for the
two-dimensional grid graph), and then apply existing algorithms to solve each problem. In
particular, it decomposes £ into K sets & U --- U &k such that for each 1 < k < K, & is
a trail. By writing the optimization problem as
rg(uznzfZ X;) + A Z Z \|zs,.s — 2z, t]s
i€V 1<k<K (s,t)€E)

st. zg, s =X, for all 1 <k < K and s in some edge of &,

11



then the ADMM algorithm can be used to update x and z alternatively. We remark that
there are two main differences: first, their method only works well for the case where x; are
scalars (i.e., p = 1). In comparison, our method can handle the case where x; € R? with
p > 1. Second and more importantly, the total variation penalty term in their method was
not partitioned and it is addressed using the augmented variable z; while in our case, the
total variation penalty term is partitioned and part of the ¢; penalty was handled through
the variable x. In fact, the idea in this work can be combined with their idea for the
case p = 1 and the problem could be written as follows: first, we decompose £ into sets
(ELU---UEL VU(EPU- - -UEY, ), such that all £ and &£ are trails, and the trails £, - - -, Ex,

are disjoint. Then writing the optimization problem as

min [ A6 +A D S kx| A YD e — eyl

iev 1<k<Ko (s,t)e€? 1<k<Ki (st)e&}

s.t. Zgl s = X, forall 1 <k < K —1 and s in some edge of E,i.

This formulation would give another algorithm for solving the problem in (Tansey and

Scott, [2015), but we will leave it for possible future investigations.

3 Experiments

In this section, the proposed Algorithm (1| will be compared with network lasso for solving
under various scenarios. We measure their error at iteration k& by the difference between
its objective value and the optimal objective value. We remark that all ADMM algorithms
require an augmented Lagrangian parameter p, and the algorithms would converge slowly
when p is too large or too small. While there have been many works on the choice of p.
For example, a simple varying penalty strategy based on residual balancing is suggested
in Section 3.4.1 of (Boyd et al., 2011), and another choice based on the Barzilai-Borwein
spectral method for gradient descent is proposed in there do not exists an optimal choice
for settings (Xu et al.,|[2017)). Considering that there is no general consensus on the optimal
strategy of the choice of p, we will test the performance of the algorithms on a range of p

in the following simulations, and we choose the range so that the optimal p is inside the

12



Algorithm 1 Network Lasso Algorithm

error
error

0 100 200 300 400 0 100 200 300 400
number of iterations number of iterations

Algorithm 1 Network Lasso Algorithm

10°

10°

error
error

10-10

0 200 400 600 800 1000 0 200 400 600 800 1000
number of iterations number of iterations

Figure 2: Comparison the convergence rates under the 1D chain graph setting with A =1

(top row) and A = 10 (second row).

chosen range.

3.1 Simulations

We first test our result on the one-dimensional chain graph. Following (Zhu, 2017)), we use

the model that
[1,1,if 1 <i <11

[—1,1],if 12 < i < 22
y: =41[2,2],if 1 <23 <33

[—1,—1],if 34 <i < 44

\[0,0],ifi > 45
Then we let y; = yf + N(0,I542) and A = 1 or 10, and compare Algorithm [1| will be
compared with network lasso in Figure [2] with various choices of p. The figures indicate
that for both choices of A, Algorithm (I always performs better with a good choice of p.
In fact, if p is chosen to be the optimal values for both algorithms, Algorithm (1| converges

twice as fast as network lasso.
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Figure 3: Visualization of a two-dimensional grid graph of size 10 x 10 (left) and the

corresponding & for this graph (right).

Algorithm 1 Network Lasso Algorithm

— =29
—1

error
error

&

10-10

500 1000 1500 27300 0 500 1000 1500 2000
number of iterations number of iterations

Algorithm 1 Network Lasso Algorithm

o

— =20
101 —2!
{ —
| _23
1057
—2* ||

error
error

10710+ JR— 26 1
M,
0 500 1000 1500 2000 0 500 1000 1500 2000
number of iterations number of iterations

Figure 4: Comparison the convergence rates under the 2D grid graph setting with A = 1

(top row) and A =5 (second row).
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Algorithm 1 Network Lasso Algorithm

— =20
100 — 1
— 2
—3

error
T
error

_24
_25

1070 —_— 26
-

S

0 500 1000 1500 2000 0 500 1000 1500 2000

number of iterations number of iterations

Algorithm 1 Network Lasso Algorithm

error
error

I 71

=

N
0 500 1000 1500 2000 0 500 1000 1500 2000
number of iterations number of iterations

Figure 5: Comparison the convergence rates for the Chicago crime dataset with A = 0.05

(top row) and A = 0.25 (second row).

We also test the two-dimensional grid graph example. We generate data in the form of
a 64 by 64 grid of points; the value is equal to [0, 0, 0] for points within a distance of 16 from
the middle of the grid, and [0.4, 0.7, 1] for all other points, and add noise of N (0, I3y3) for all
points. For this example, we have a natural choice of &, as visualized in the right Figure of
Figure [3| The convergence rates are shown in Figure [ which shows that Algorithm [I] has
a comparable or faster convergence rate as the network lasso algorithm ADMM. Combining
it with the fact that Algorithm [I] has a smaller computational complexity per iteration,
this implies the numerical superiority of Algorithm [I]

3.2 Real dataset

We also use an example of a graphical fused lasso problem with a reasonably large,
geographically-defined underlying graph. The data comes from police reports made publicly
available by the city of Chicago, from 2001 until the present (Chicago Police Department

2014) and is available as the supplementary files of (Arnold and Tibshirani, [2016). In this

dataset, the vertices represent the census blocks and the edges represent the neighboring

blocks, and more detailed explanation of this dataset is deferred to the supplementary file.
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This graph has 2162 vertices, 6995 edges and by running the greedy algorithm as described
in Section 2.2, we obtain & with 1025 edges and mg = 797. The result of the experiment in
Figure 5] shows when A = 0.05 or 0.25, Algorithm [1] converges much faster than the network
lasso algorithm. Since Algorithm [I] has a smaller computational complexity per iteration
as analyzed, this experiment shows that our algorithm numerically converges faster than

network lasso.

4 Conclusion

This paper proposes a new ADMM algorithm for solving graphic fused lasso, based on a
novel method of dividing the objective function into two components. Compared with the
standard ADMM algorithm of network lasso, it has a similar complexity per iteration while
usually converges within fewer iterations. As for future directions, it would be interesting
to theoretically analyze its advantage, and explore other ways of dividing the objective
function which could even future improve the performance of the ADMM algorithm for
graph-fused lasso.

The idea of the proposed algorithm can also be applied to other problems such as
trend filtering (Ramdas and Tibshirani, 2015)), defined by arg min, ;_; ., > ", fi(x;) +
AP %1 — 2% +Xi11||. We may divide the objective function into S0 fi(x;) + ||x1 —
2xg +X3| + [|x4 — 25 +Xg[[ +- -+ and [|xg — 2x3 + x4 + [|x3 — 2% + X5 + ||x5 — 2x6 + x7]| +
llx¢ — 2x7 4+ xg|| 4+ - - - . The analysis of its performance and the comparison with standard

algorithms would be another possible future direction.
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5 Proofs

5.1 Proof of Lemma 2.1]

Let us consider the problem
arg min S RE) AN D x| A Yzl (20)
{xiticeAZstls.ee; \ jeg (s,t)€E0 (s,t)€€

s.t. Zgt — Xg — Xy, Zysg — Xg + X4

and its associated Lagrangian of

(wzw) = filk) A Y ke —xll+ Y ()\||z5t||+uz;(zst—xs+xt) (21)

IS% (s,t)e&o (s,t)eér

ul (24 — X — %) + §||zst — Xy x|+ g“zts x, — xt||2),

(22)
as well as the ADMM algorithm of
2 * ) = arg min L, (z, ¥, u®) (23)
25D = arg min L, (2% 2, ul) (24)
ug’;H) uF )Z+ p(2 (k+1) gk+1) +x£k+1))7 UEI;H) ( )Jr p(zt(fﬂ) gk+1) _ x§k+1))‘

(25)
It can be verified that the update of — with Ep is in fact identical to the update of
— with I:Qp‘ In addition, using the fact that is with additional constraints
Z;s = Xs + X4, and Lemma implies the equivalence between — is identical to

(7- ().

Lemma 5.1. The preconditioned ADMM procedure for solving miny y f(x) + g(y) subject
to Ax+By =c

X(k+1) = arg min L(X7 y(k)7 V(k)) + g<x - X(k))TC?Cl(X - XUC))’ (26>
. p
Y = arg min L(x®*), y, v#)) 1 Py yITCTCy(y — y™), (27)
y
V(k+1) _ V(k) + p(AX(k-f—l) + By(k-i-l) _ C), (28)

17



where L(x,y,v) = f(x) + g(y) + v (Ax 4+ By — ¢) + 5||Ax + By — c||?, is equivalent to
the standard ADMM procedure applied to the augmented problem

riliyn f(x)+9(y), s.t. [Ax+ By, Cix,Cyy] = [c,z, W].

5.2 Proof of Lemma [5.1]

Proof of Lemma[5.1. Applying the standard ADMM routine to optimize (x,w) and (y, z)
alternatively, the update formula for the augmented ADMM is

D) Z arg min L(x, y® v + gnc(lmx B2 4y T 0k _ 40 (29)
wktD) — Cg.5y(k) i %vék), (30)
Y1) — argymin Lx®D y v®) 4 gHCg.sy — w2 4 ng)T<C(2).5y — wkD) - (31)
V) = y®) y pAx (D) | By (D) _ ¢y, (32)
LEHD) C?'5X(k+l) n %ng) (33)
VD ) 0y 1) ety D) ) 005y (k) ety (34)

Note that by plugging the definition of z*+1 in to the definition of v(*) (34),
v = 0 for all k. So implies that z* 1) = C¥5x*+1 and is equivalent to (26]).

Plugging in the definition of w**1) to (31]), we obtain the equivalence between ([31]) and
(27). O

5.3 Proof of Theorem 2.3

Proof of Theorem[2.3. By calculation, the ADMM algorithm is equivalent to the Douglas-
Rachford splitting method applied to

max —b'z — f{(~Afz) — f;(~Ajz)
with two parts given by f = f5(—Alz) and g = bTz + f;(—ATz) respectively, and the
Douglas-Rachford splitting method is an iterative method that minimizing f(x)-+g¢(x) with

update formula

1
k+1 k
x(F) = 2[(1 2pr0xpf)(I 2prox,, ) + I](x( )).

18



Note that locally around the optimal solution we have

prox,; = (I+pdf)~", 0f(x) = A,Cy'ATx + ¢y,
prox,, = (I + pdg)~t, 9g(x) = A;C;'ATx + ¢,
for some c; and co, each iteration of the algorithm is a linear operator in the form of
1
5[(1 — 2prox,, ) (I — 2prox,,,) + I](x)
1
=52+ pAC AT (I —2(I+ pACTTA]) ™) + I)(x) + co.
As a result, the algorithm converges in the order of

(%[(I —2(I+ pAyC P AT ™Y (I — 21 + pA,CTTAT) Y + I]>k ,

where k is the number of iterations. The theorem is then proved. O
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