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machine learning, and many other fields. This paper introduces two linearized ADMM
algorithms, namely sequential partial linear inertial ADMM (SPLI-ADMM) and
sequential complete linear inertial ADMM (SCLI-ADMM), which integrate linearized
ADMM approach with inertial technique in the full nonconvex framework with
nonseparable structure. Iterative schemes are formulated using either partial or full
linearization while also incorporating the sequential gradient of the composite term
in each subproblem’s update. This adaptation ensures that each iteration utilizes the
latest information to improve the efficiency of the algorithms. Under some mild
conditions, we prove that the sequences generated by two proposed algorithms
converge to the critical points of the problem with the help of Kt property. Finally,
some numerical results are reported to show the effectiveness of the proposed
algorithmes.

Keywords: Inertial technique; Linear ADMM; Multiblock optimization problems;
Global convergence; Kurdyka; t ojasiewicz property; Sequential gradient

1 Introduction
In this paper, we consider the following linearly constrained nonconvex optimization

problem with multiple block variables:

n

rgiyn E fi(x:) + g1, %2, ..., %, ),
in1
(1.1)

s.t. iAixi +By=b,

i=1

wherex; € RPi(i = 1,2,...n) and y € RY are variables, each f; : R?i — RU{+o0}(i = 1,2,...n)
are proper lower semicontinuous functions, which are nonconvex and (possibly) nons-

mooth, g: Rt x RP2 x ... x R?" x R? — R is continuously differentiable, and Vg is Lips-
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chitz continuous with modulus /, > 0, A; € R"*?i(i = 1,2,...n), B € R"*? are given matri-
ces, and b € R”. Denote x[;) = (X %41, ..., %j—1,%;) and AxXjx = Zf:inxi.
The Augmented Lagrangian Function (ALF) of (1.1) is defined as

n

B
LX), 95 A) = E fi(x:) + g(X[1,n,¥) — (A, AX[1,) + By — b) + 5 | AX(1,) + By — b|1%,

i=1

where A € R” is the Lagrangian dual variable, and 8 > 0 is a penalty parameter.

The problem (1.1) encapsulates a multitude of nonconvex optimization problems across
various domains, including signal processing, image reconstruction, matrix decomposi-
tion, machine learning, etc. [1-3]. When the number of blocks n equals 2, and g(-) is iden-
tically zero, this problem degenerates into two-block separable problem. If the problem
contains merely a mixed term, it becomes similar to the problem in [4]. On the other
hand, if variable y is absent, the problem becomes the study in [5]. Hence, problem (1.1)
extends the scope of the objective functions found in the literature [4—6], encompassing
a broader range of scenarios with additional variables and potential mixed terms, thereby
reflecting the versatility and complexity encountered in contemporary applications.

Indeed, ADMM has been established as a powerful tool for solving two-block separable
convex optimization problems [7, 8]. However, its effectiveness and convergence guar-
antees become much more intricate when dealing with nonconvex problems, especially
when the number of blocks exceeds two. Zhang et al. [9] tackled this challenge by propos-
ing a proximal ADMM for solving three-block nonconvex optimization tasks, building
upon the groundwork laid by Sun et al. [10]. Meanwhile, Wang et al. [11] proposed an
inertial proximal partially symmetric ADMM, suitable for handling multiblock separa-
ble nonconvex optimization problems. Hien et al. [12] developed an inertial version of
ADMM, referred to as iADMM, which integrated the majorization-minimization princi-
ple within each block update step to address a specific class of nonconvex low-rank repre-
sentation problems. Chao etal. [13] contributed to this area with a linear Bregman ADMM
algorithm for nonconvex multiblock optimization problems featuring nonseparable struc-
tures.

Linearized Alternating Direction Method of Multipliers (LADMM) simplifies the
problem-solving process and significantly decreases the computational overhead asso-
ciated with traditional ADMM. By linearizing certain components of the optimization
problem at each iteration, LADMM allows for more straightforward and efficient updates.
Li et al. [14] effectively utilized LADMM in the context of the least absolute shrinkage and
selection operator (LASSO) problem, demonstrating that this linearized approach is sim-
ple and highly efficient. Ling et al. [15] further extended the application of LADMM by
introducing a decentralized linearized ADMM algorithm, which solely linearizes the ob-
jective functions at each iterative step. This method facilitates distributed computation
and can handle large-scale problems more effectively. Specifically addressing nonconvex
and nonsmooth scenarios, Liu et al. [16] proposed a two-block linearized ADMM. This
variant linearizes the mixed term and the quadratic penalty term in the Augmented La-
grangian Function (ALF), thereby providing a viable solution strategy for such challenging
optimization problems. Chao et al. [13] presented a linear Bregman ADMM, which only
linearized the mixed term for solving three-block nonseparable problems. This approach
maintains the efficiency gains of LADMM while adapting it to accommodate the com-
plexities inherent in multiblock and nonseparable optimizations.
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Inertial technique, initially conceived by Polyak [17], serves as an acceleration strat-
egy that takes into account the dynamics of the optimization process by incorporating
information from the last two iterations, thereby mitigating substantial differences be-
tween consecutive points. Subsequently, Zavriv et al. [18] expanded the use of the iner-
tial technique to tackle nonconvex optimization problems, marking a significant mile-
stone in broadening the applicability of this methodology. Recently, the inertial technique
has seen widespread adoption in conjunction with various optimization algorithms to en-
hance their performance in solving nonconvex optimization problems. Bot et al. [19] pro-
posed an inertial forward-backward algorithm for the minimization of the sum of two
non-convex functions. Attouch et al. [20] introduced an inertial proximal method and a
proximal alternating projection method for maximal-monotone problems and minimiza-
tion problems, respectively. Pock et al. [21] went on to propose a linear Inertial Proximal
Alternating Minimization Algorithm (IPAMA) for a diverse range of nonconvex and non-
smooth optimization problems. Building upon these advancements, researchers have suc-
cessfully integrated the inertial technique with the Alternating Direction Method of Mul-
tipliers (ADMM). Hien et al. [22] developed an Inertial Alternating Direction Method of
Multipliers IADMM) specifically designed for a class of nonconvex multiblock optimiza-
tion problems with nonlinear coupling constraints. Wang et al. [11] also introduced an
Inertial Proximal Partially Symmetric ADMM, tailored for nonconvex settings, further
highlighting the versatility and efficacy of combining inertial techniques with ADMM in
modern optimization methodologies.

Inspired by the previous works [11, 13, 16, 23], in this paper, we construct two new
variant linear inertial ADMM algorithms, sequential partial linear inertial ADMM (SPLI-
ADMM) and sequential complete linear inertial ADMM (SCLI-ADMM) for problem
(1.1).

The novelty of this paper can be summarized as follows:

(I) The proposed algorithms combine the inertial effect with the linearization skill. The
former improves the feasibility of the algorithms, while the latter contributes to fast con-
vergence.

(IT) Unlike conventional approaches such as those in [13], during the linearization phase,
the gradient of the mixed term of the x;-sub-problem is calculated as Vs, g(x’[‘f 1{1], xﬁ., E ¥9)
rather than Vi, g(x’l‘l,n], ). This distinctive characteristic enables us to linearize the mixed
term dynamically based on the progress of the indicator sequence, meaning that each up-
date depends on the current state of the indicators. Consequently, it is referred to as a
sequential gradient iteration scheme.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: In Sect. 2, some necessary preliminaries for
further analysis are summarized. Then, we establish the convergence of the two algorithms
in Sect. 3. Section 4 shows the validity of the algorithms by some numerical experiments.

Finally, some conclusions are drawn in Sect. 5.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we recall some basic notations and preliminary results, which will be used
in this paper. Throughout, R” denotes the #-dimensional Euclidean space, R U {+oc} de-
notes the extended real number set, and N denotes the natural number set. The image
space of a matrix Q € R™*” is defined as ImQ := {Qx : x € R"}. If matrix Q # 0, let pn T
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denote the smallest positive singular value of the matrix QT Q. || - || represents the Fu-
clidean norm.domf := {x € R” : f(x) < +00} is the domain of a function f : R” — RU{+00},

(y)=x"y =31 %

Definition 2.1 ([24]) Letf:R” — R J{+00} be a proper lower semicontinuous function.
(I) The Fréchet subdifferential, or regular subdifferential, of f at x € domf, written 9f (x),
is defined as

of (x) = {x* eR" liminfl O W=y -a) 0},
7% yix lly -l

when x ¢ domf, we set éf(x) ={.
(II) The limiting-subdifferential, or simply the subdifferential, of f at x € domf, written
df (x), is defined as

af (x) = {x* eR": Iy — x,5.8.f (1) — f(x), %5 € 5f(x),x,f — x*}.
(III) A point that satisfies
0€df(x)

is called a critical point or a stationary point of the function f. The set of critical points of
f is denoted by crit f.

Proposition 2.1 We collect some basic properties of the subdifferential [24].

) f (x) € of (x) for each x € R", where the first set is closed convex, and the second set is
only closed.

(D) Let x; € of (xx) and limy_ o0 (%, X7) = (%, %*), then, x* € 9f (x).

() Iff : R" — R|J{+00} is proper lower semicontinuous, and g : R™ — R is continuous
differentiable, then d(f + g)(x) = 9f (x) + Vg(x) for any x € domf.

Definition 2.2 If o* = (x},...x%,y*,A*)T such that

ATH € ofix) + Vig(f, .. xty),  i=1,2,...m,
BT\ =V,g(xt, .. x5 9%), (2.1)
Apx+ -+ Apxl + By* = b,

then w* is called a critical point or stationary point of the Lagrangian function L(x,...,
X Ys )‘-)

A very important technique to prove the convergence of ADMM for nonconvex opti-
mization problems is the assumption that the Lagrangian function satisfies the Kurdyka-
Lojasiewicz property (KL property) [19, 25]. For notational simplicity, we use &, (1 > 0) to
denote the set of concave functions ¢ : [0,17) — [0, 00) such that

(D ¢(0) = 0;

(II) ¢ is continuously differentiable on (0, ) and continuous at 0;

(III) ¢’(s) > 0 for all s € (0, ).

The KL property can be described as follows.
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Definition 2.3 (see [19, 26]) (KL property) Let f : R” — RU{+00} be a proper lower semi-
continuous function. If there exist n € (0, +o0], a neighborhood U of x*, and a continuous
concave function ¢ € @, such thatforallx e UN{x € R™ : f(x*) < f(x) <f(x*) + n}, it holds
that

<p’(f(x) —f(x*)) dist(0, af(x)) >1, (2.2)

where the distance from x to S is defined by d(x, S) := inf{|ly — x| : y € S}. Then, f is said to
have the KL property at x*.

Lemma 2.1 (see [25]) (Uniformized KL property) Suppose that f : R" — R U {+00} is a
proper lower semicontinuous function, and Q2 is a compact set. If f(x) = f* for all x € Q
and satisfies the KL property at each point of 2, then there exist € >0,n >0 and ¢ € &,
such that

@' (f(x) —f*) dist(0, 0f (x)) = 1, (2.3)
forall x € {x € R : dist(x, Q) < e} N {f* < f(x) <f* + n}.

Lemma 2.2 (see [25]) (Descent lemma) Let h : R" — R be a continuous differentiable
function where gradient Vh is Lipschitz continuous with the modulus I, > 0, then for any
x,y € R", we have

)
|1(y) = h(x) — (Vh(x),y - 2)|” < Ehuy—xnz. (2.4)

Lemma 2.3 (see [27]) Let Q € R™*" be a nonzero matrix, and let py,qrq) denote the
smallest positive eigenvalue of QT Q. Then, for every u € R”, it holds that

V Pmin(@T) 1Pquell < [1Qu], (2.5)

where P denotes the Euclidean projection onto Im(Q).

3 Algorithms and their convergence

In this section, we propose two linear inertial ADMM algorithms, sequential partial linear
inertial ADMM (SPLI-ADMM), and sequential complete linear inertial ADMM (SCLI-
ADMM) and prove their convergence with some suitable conditions. Furthermore, we
prove the boundedness of the sequence.

3.1 Two linear inertial algorithms
First, we present Algorithm 1 for (1.1).

In every iteration of the subproblems, our approach utilizes sequential gradient to up-
date the variables. Specifically, for the (k + 1)th iteration of x; (i = 1,...,n), the mixed term
g(x’[(l*] l.l_l],x,«, x’[(HLn], yk ) is replaced with a linearized approximation that includes an inertial
proximal term: g, (xf‘lfi{l],xﬁ’n],yk) + (x; — xf, Vg, (x’ff}fll,xl[‘i‘n],yk)) + 5 lxi — zf.‘||2. Here, the
sequential gradient Vg,, (XI[T, }_1],)(’[‘1.,"], yk ) is refreshed for each subproblem, reflecting the
most recent variable updates. Note that the y-subproblem remains unlinearized, so we call
it sequential partial linear inertial ADMM.
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For xj-subproblem (i = 1,...,7) and y-subproblem, respectively, we get the following

auxiliary functions:

@) =£) + oy = 2, Vi@ (<1115 XG,0097))
3.1)
/3 N )\'k 2 T 2 (
Ax]fll 1 +Ax,+Ax[/+1n] +Byf —b- n + E”xj—z}’-‘ )
Tk k+l Bl g kst al
() = g (X1 y) + HAX[fn] +By— b— B (3.2)
where
2= K+ (a1 — &),
28 = ok + O (b7t — ),
(3.3)

2K = &K 4 Op (a1 — &K,

and 6 € [0, %). Utilizing the auxiliary functions above, the update rules are summarized

in Algorithm 1 as follows:

Algorithm 1 SPLI-ADMM (Sequential Partial Linear Inertial ADMM)
1: Initialize xi', =x{, ;= 0,57 =»° =0,1%,6, € 0,3), 7, B.
2: while Ax’[‘1 ]+Byk -b>¢edo

3: fori= .,k do

xk+1 = arg mlnf x;). (3.4)
4 end for
5:

Y+ = arg min i (y). (3.5)
6:

A =08 B(AXT) + By - b). (3.6)

7: end while

8 return (x\*1,... xkt1 ykel plel)

Remark 1 (I) The auxiliary functions defined in (3.1) own the inertial term 7 |lx; — zf.‘ 2,
i=1,2,...,n,respectively. The inertial schemes update the new iteration by employing the
two previous iterations. By adding the inertial term to x; subproblems, the iteration trends

to the direction x¥ — x<1.

Page 6 of 24
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(IT) The purpose of linearizing the mixed term in x;-subproblem is to use the properties
of differentiable blocks and simplify the calculation of each iteration.
(1) The initial point x;',, = x}, ,; = 0,5~ = 3° = 0 was designed for demonstrating the

boundedness of the sequence {wX} generated by the algorithm.

The update rules of Algorithm 2 can be written as follows:

Algorithm 2 SCLI-ADMM (Sequential Complete Linear Inertial ADMM)
1: Initialize x;',; =x{, ;= 0,571 =9° =0,y =3 =0,4%,6, € [0, 3), 7, B.
2: while Axﬁn] + Byk -b>c¢edo

3: fori=1,...,ndo
xK*1 = arg rrgnﬁ-k(xi).
4 end for
5
Yl = argmyin i (y).
6:

A =08 B(AX( ) + By - b). (3.7)

7: end while

8 return (x\*1,.. . xktl g+l pkely

Algorithm 2 is obtained by further linearization on the basis of Algorithm 1. The x;-
subproblems (i = 1,...,n) are same to that of Algorithm 1, the iterative scheme can be
written as (3.4). During the (k + 1)th iteration for updating y, we replace the function in
g(x][(fr yll], y) with a linearized approximation plus a regularization term gy(xﬁf i], ) + (y -
¥, Vg ( x[l n] ) + sly - ¥%||2. In Algorithm 2, all the subproblems were linearized and
sequential updated, hence we call it the Sequential Complete Linear Inertial ADMM.

The auxiliary function of y-subproblem is as follows

i#0)= b gl ) oA om0 S TP e

3.2 A descent inequality

A crucial element in establishing the convergence of these algorithms is to verify the de-
scent property of the regularized augmented Lagrangian function sequence. To facilitate
our analysis, the following notations are introduced throughout this paper. For k > 1,

Axf*l _ x{gH —x’f, AykJrl :yk+1 _yk’ A)Lkﬂ _ )Lk+1 _ )Lk‘

L

AX = (A, A, o axkd | = Z 0] Ak
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The convergence analysis relies on the following assumptions:

Assumption A (I) g is ,-Lipschitz differentiable, and g is bounded from below. Vg is /,-
Lipschitz continuous, i.e.,|| Vg(x) — Vg(W)|| < lg|lu — v forall u,v € RP1 x RP2 x - - - x RP" x
R4,
(I) f;, i = 1,...,n are proper lower semicontinuous, and f; are bounded from below;
(III) The linear operator B is surjective, i.e., B# 0 and {b} | J{{J; ImA;} C ImB;
(IV) For Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2, 6; € [0, %), 7 >0 and B is large enough such that
2+g 3(12+72) 6(r2+12)
> 1o B>

) )
Proin(8TB) TOkPrmin(BT B)

(V) Let X :=RPL x --- x R?" x RY x R™. The set {w € X : Lg(w) < Lg(w")} is bounded.

For showing the descent property, the following lemmas are necessary.

Lemma 3.1 For Algorithm 1, for each k € N, we have

32 32 +12)
Ak * < ——E—Jaxfiy [P+ S Ay P+ | AR B9)
pmm(BTB) pmm(BTB) pmm

For Algorithm 2, for each k € N, we have

3.2 372
Jarkt|* = ——[laxtiy]’ + | Ay | + || AP 310)

Pmin(BTB) ’ Pmin(BTB) pmm TR

Proof Using Assumption A(III) and Lemma 2.3, we have

AR < — 1 |BTAN. (3.11)

A/ Pmin(BTB)

For Algorithm 1, the optimal condition of y-subproblem in (3.2) yields
0= Vyg(x’[‘fi] yk+1) _ BT\ ,BBT(Ax][‘l’ii] + Byk+1 - b) + r(Ayk“).

Since AK*1 = Ak — ,B(Ax’[‘fl] + By**! — b), we have

BIAR = Vg (i o) + T(Ay). (3.12)
Let u* = (xﬁn], ¥%). Using Assumption A (I) and (3.12), we have

||BT)Lk+1 _ BTk ” 2
= [ Vi) = Vyg() + Tay ! - ray[*
= [ Vg (1) = Vg () | + [ 2+ e g P = 2fe ayt e )
=2 Vyg(u") = Vyg(u), T Ay) 4 2(Vyg (") - Vg (), T2y

< 32| Au P + 322 Ay |® + 322 AYF |

(3.13)

<3l axtiyl® 35 + )| ar* 322 ay "

Page 8 of 24
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It follows from the above mentioned formula and (3.11) that

3 3(; + 1) 372
A)"k+1 2 k+1 k+11|2 A 2’
|| || pmm H [1 7! || pmm( TR) || 7 || ’ Pmin(BTB || yk”

For Algorithm 2, similarly, we get

32 3(3
A2 < XK+l Ay .
Jort < 2 e 2 2D
The proof is completed. O

To brief the analysis, some notations are given below. Let wk = (xﬁn], ¥, A0, uk =
(xﬁn], Y, i = Axﬁn] + By — b. The following lemma is important to prove the mono-
tonicity of the sequence {iﬂ(ﬁ/k“)} defined as (3.20).

Lemma 3.2 For Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2, select 60y € [0, %) and t, 8 large enough to
l 2172) 6(12+l§)

1 20 ’ Pmin(BT B) ’ Tekpmin(BTB) '

Then, for each k € N, we have

B > max{

L (047 + o (| A [P+ A1) < 2p(w) 1 (x| + ), @14
where 65 > 61 > 0.

Proof We first give the proof of Algorithm 1.
From (3.1) and (3.4), for j = 1,...,n, we have

SO + (A, Vg (x Ly xg,0,00))
- <)L",Ax’[<1*}1 + Ax[l+1 ot By - b) ||Ax’[‘1*’1.1_1] + Ax][;’n] + Byk - b||2
Eﬁ(xlk) - ()»k,Ax][‘l’;{l] + Ax’fj’n] + By - b)

B
v Sl Al + Axd + By = b+ 2k - - S [t -2

From (3.2) and (3.5), we have

£t = i)+ B ?
=l )~ (4 Axizh B )+ £ Atz By bl - S a1

Adding up the above mentioned formulas fromj = 1,..., n, we have

n

Zf( kH) +g(u kH) ‘<)Lk:rk+1>+ §||rk+1”2

i=1
n

< ) (ki) ~ (o) +

i=1
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n

n
T
_ Z(Axf.‘”, Vxl.g(x’[‘l*y}_l],xl[‘iyn],yk)> ts Z ||xf - zf H2
i=1 i=1

n
DM Ealr] [ Parrd
i=1

< Zﬁ(xf) +g(u’) = () + gnrknz

n

+ (XL y") —8() = D (AR, Vg (K1 Xi )

i=1

A
T - 2 T - 2 T 2
- k_k - lf+1_ k - +1
S CEE D G LVl

B

One the one hand, from Lemma 2.2, part A can be written as

n

g(xfio ) () = D (A%, Vg (X 1y XG00)
i=1

n

= > {exfih xn,07)

i=1
— (X X 9) = (AX, Vg (L X0 99)))

/
<5y

On the other hand, by the definitions of z¥,i = 1,2,..., 1, we have

R e i
= 02 [T — || = 5 A o — k)|
= [kt P - 2k — a2k - 2
< =l o O - -

i i

e T PR R

Thus, it can be inferred from part 3 that

n n
Dollaf =2 = ol ] <~ - e axtiy [ + el a1
i=1 i=1

(3.15)

(3.16)

Page 10 of 24
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From Lemma 2.2, (3.15) and (3.16), we obtain

l (1 - 6)

Lplctim ) <Ly () + 5] Axm] |- =5 laxtial?
(3.17)

T k+112 k+1
1A I ||A o
Recall that
Lﬁ( k+1) L (xf(frll] yk+1’kk)+<Akk+1,rk+l)

=L (xﬁ"}l] yk+1,)\’k) + %(A)Lk+1, A)\,k+1> (3.18)

< Lyl ) + i

Submitting (3.9) and (3.17) into (3.18), we have

Lﬁ (Wk+1)
l (1 -6)) T T
<Lp(w') + o axfiy |’ - x-Sl ||2 + ok axg, |
312 (l +12)
y—F ko2 228 T AP 2
B Pmin(BTB) ” Xt ” B Pmin(BTB) |27 ﬁpmmB &y “
1-6) |, 302
=L Wk_<f( k_ﬁ_ig)Aku
/3( ) 2 2 ﬂpmin(BTB) || x[l ] H
T 3(r? +12 76 372
(5o Y S a5
,Bpmm (BTB) IBIOmm(BTB)
Hence,
1-60) | 312 3(z? +lz) )
Lo (w1 (T( k) e >Ak+1 ( >Ak+1
ﬂ(W ) + 2 2 prmm B7B) ” x[l 7] ” 2 prmm BTB) ” Y ”
‘L'Qk
<L AX A
<L)+ Bl o+ 20
0 9 3(1 +72
<Lyl x5 oy
Since B > max{ gre?) 3Rl }, which further implies 6g+e) <land 2% > 3 +lg)
h h pmm(BTB) Tgkpmm(BTB) ’ p ﬁpmm(B B) 2 ﬁpmin(BTB) ’
then have
L k+1 T(]‘_@k) lg 1 A k+1 2 T 1 Ayk+1 2
(W) + 5 T3 [ axgin "+ 2 | |
70 ) 3(r +l2
<Ly(wh) + | axt, |+ || vk

70, 70,
<Lp(wh) + klle[lnH2+7k||AfH2-

Page 11 of 24
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Let 8, = "% _ 2 _ 1,5, = 16;. We get
L (047 + o (| A [P+ A1) < 2p(w) w2+ 47). @19)
Since 7> 12 200 which further implies that * e 0’() -1> Tek , we obtain §, > §; > 0. That
is, (3.14) holds.
Similarly, for Algorithm 2, we obtain
k+1 T(l — ek) _ l£ 312 ) k+1 |2
Lﬁ (W ) * ( 2 2 ﬂpmm (BTB) || AX[I 7! ||

2
+ <£ _ l_g _ L) ||Ayk*1||2
2 2 BPuinss)

3(1 +12
& ‘L’Qk k 2
=Lp(w') + [ Axgy || A
min(BTB
2 2,72 2,2 2,72
72) 6(t=+17) . . . 3(lz+17) 3(to+lg)
Since B> max{ . £ 1, which further implies -—% <1 and %>7g,
pmm(BTB) T kpmin(BTB) ﬁpmin(BTB) 5'0min(BTB)

follows that

T(1-60k) |, t(1-6) |
p() e (T2 B o) fax P o (R - E )l

SL,g(w) rGkHA [1n“2 Tek”A k“

Let 8, = Z° 9" - 1,8, = 56k. We have
L) + a(axfin” + [y %) < Lo(wh) + 81 (| a1 + a7 ]).

Since r>127, which further implies that - s 9’() % -1> wk , then we get 8/, > 8] > 0. That

is, (3.14) holds. The lemma is proved. O
Remark 2 Based on Lemma 3.2, we can define the following function

Lg(W) = La(u, 1, v) = La(u, 1) + 81 [lu — v||?, (3.20)
where

u= (X ¥V =X ¥ W= (A V) = (X1, 9 A X(1,1], ¥)
and

lle = VI = 11X(2, = Xpn 12 + Iy = 511
Set &1 = (x k+rll] P kk+1’xf<1’n]’yk) L (x/[<1+;], +1y Thus,

A

s (d)k+1) 22/3 (uk+1,kk+1,ul<) =Ly (uk+1,)\k+1> + 31(”Auk+1 ”2) (3.21)

Page 12 of 24
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The following lemma implies that the sequence ilg(uk , Ak, u*1) is decreasing monoton-
ically.

Lemma 3.3 Suppose iﬁ(cbk*l) is defined as (3.20). Then, under Assumption A, for Algo-
rithm 1 and Algorithm 2, we have:

Lo (@) + 5(| aus|*) < Ly (W). (322)
That is, the sequence {2,,3 (&** 1)} is decreasing.
Proof Set § =8, — 61 > 0. Then the result follows directly from Lemma 3.2. O

3.3 The cluster points of {wy} are contained in critL

In this subsection, together with the closeness of the limiting subdifferential mentioned
above, we prove the subsequential convergence of the sequence {wX}. The proof of Algo-
rithm 2 is similar to that of Algorithm 1, so we omit the proof of Algorithm 2 here.

Lemma 3.4 Suppose (X} is the sequence generated by Algorithm 1. If Assumption A holds,
then the following statements are true:

(I) The sequence {&*} is bounded. (II) iﬁ (&) is bounded from below and convergent,
additionally,

Y [t - of|* < oo, (3.23)
k>0

(III) The sequences L ﬂ(c?)k ) and Lﬁ(wk ) have the same limit L.

Proof (I) Because of the decreasing property of {iﬂ(é)k)}, we get

Lp(0}) < Lp(6") < Lp(@°) = Lp(e®) +8(|u” ) = Ly (@),

0

~1||2 is due to the Initialization parameters &) = x;%,i=1,...,nandy° =y ' in

where ||u° —u
Algorithm 1. Hence, {o*} C {o* € X : Lg(w) < Lg(°)}. By Assumption A(V), the sequence
{&*} is bounded.

(II) Since {«*} is bounded, {®} is also bounded, and it has at least one cluster point. Let
&* be a cluster point of {®X}, and limy_, 400 @% = &*. Because of the fact that fi(i = 1,2,...,n)
are proper lower semicontinuous, and g is continuously differentiable, then iﬁ(~) is proper
lower semicontinuous. Hence, we have

. - 2 Ak
jkinoo infLg (wkl) >Lg (a) )
According to the boundedness of f;, g, {®* }x=0 and the definition of iﬂ (&%), we have Z,«; (%)
is bounded from below. Thus, iﬂ(é)k/) is also bounded from below. From Lemma 3.3,
iﬁ (&) is monotonically decreasing, and we obtain that iﬁ (&%) is convergent. Since i,g (&%)
is monotonically decreasing, iﬂ (&) is also convergent and iﬂ (@*) < iﬂ(d)k ). It follows
from (3.22) that

8(| Ak ) < Ly () - Ly (#+).
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Summing up the above inequality for k = 0,...,N and letting N — 0o, we have

+00

5 (laxtinl” + [ 474 ) < Lp(3°) - Ly () < oo,

k=1

Since § > 0, it follows that
+00
Z” Axkf},] ||2 < 400, Z” Ayk*l ||2 < +00. (3.24)

Consequently, due to (3.9), we have
DAk -2k < 4o0. (3.25)

Then, Y 5o, llo**! — ok||%< + o0.
(I1I) From (3.24), we have ||Ax[k;;] > — 0 and ||Ay**!||> — 0. Combining with the def-
inition of Zﬁ(ka) in (3.21) yields L = limiss yoo i,g (&%) = limg_, ;00 Lg(@X). The lemma is

proved. O

The following lemma provides upper estimates for the limiting subgradients of iﬁ(~),
which is important for the convergence analysis of the sequence generated by Algorithm 1
and Algorithm 2.

Lemma 3.5 Let {0} be a sequence generated by Algorithm 1. Then, there exists C > 0 such
that

n n
w0yt (Dl o o Dl o). a0

i=1 i=1

Proof By the definition of the augmented Lagrangian function Lg(-), we have

9, Lﬁ( uk+1 )\k+1) 8f(xk+1) + Vx,g(xl[(f,l, k+1)—A1T(A.k+1 _ﬁrk+1)’
3yL,3(uk+1,)»k+1) — yg(XI[(f;}l], +1) — BT pk+1 4 ,BBTVk+1, (3.27)

8AL/3 (Mk+1, )\k+1) — %()\k _ )\k+1).
From the optimality conditions of (3.1)—(3.2), we have

_Vx/g(xl[(ltjl—l]’xl[;‘,n]’yk) + A]‘T)‘IHI ﬂATAAx/[;-:ll . ﬁAITB(yk _yk+1)

r(xf” - z/f) € Bf(x’f“) 398
BT)»]H'I (yk+1 Vg(uk+1) ( : )

Akl = ﬂ(Akai] + Byk+1 -b),

where AAX][;:ILH] = Ax’[j.ﬁ,n] - Ax][}ﬂ’n]. Putting (3.28) into (3.27), we have

k+1 _k+1 k+1 _k+1 _k+1 k+1 k+1 k+1 ,k+1 4 k+1
(101 1102 2. non ;pn+1¢/0n+2) eaLﬂ( 7--~1xn 73’ ;)" )1
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where

p]k+1 = x]g(x][(f,ll ’ k+1) - ijg(xl[(ijl_l]rxl[;,n]ryk) +AT()"k - )\k+1)
+ BAT AAX )+ BATBOK — y** ) -t (! - 2), (= 1,.
,O,I:% — ﬁBT(kk _ kk+1) _ ‘E(yk+l _yk),

IO;{I(I% — ()\k _ )Lk+1)'

(3.29)

Since Vg is Lipschitz continuous on bounded subsets and {w*} is bounded, by (III) of
Assumption A, combining (3.14), there exists C > 0 such that

4(0, 0L () < c(zu A 4 A 6 3 AR + Mu).

i=1 i=1
Similarly, we can derive the same conclusion for Algorithm 2. We omit the proof here. (]
Theorem 3.1 Denote the set of the cluster points of the sequence {*} and {&*} by Q and
fz, respectively. We have that:

(D) If * is a cluster of {&*}, then it has a convergent subsequence {0 }jz0 such that

. ki *
limj_, oo WY = W*, then

lim Lg (") = Lg(w*).

J— 00

(I Q C critLg.
(III) limy 0 d(wk: Q)
(IV) {@"} is non-empty compact and connected sets.

. ki+1 . C e
Proof (1) Since x; " is the minimizer of x;-subproblem, we have

kv+1) + (xlfﬁl k]
i

+1 kj .
fi(xi] rg( [1,i- l’xtn] Y )) ()‘k/ Ax[l i] +sz+1n] +Byk}_b>

||Axk1+z]1 + Axl[?n,n] + Byl - b”2

ki
Sﬁ(xj) (x x V g(x[ll 1]’xtn] 'y ))
- ()\kf,Axk"Jri g+ Ax + Ax[lfﬂ,n} +By" - b)
ki . T i Ty Kk
”Axlt 1] +Aix?+Ax[£+l,n]+Bykl_b||2+§||x?_ ]'(1”2__” +1 /”

Combing the inequality above with lim;_, o, h*! = w*, we have

lim supf; (xfﬁl) <fi (x*)

j—00
. i+l
Since fi(i = 1,..., n) is lower semicontinous, f;(x}) < liminfj_, o fi(x, ’ ). It follows that

Jim n fi(x 5N < ().
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Since g is continuous, we further obtain

lim Lg (a)kf)

Jj—+00

= lim <Zfi(xikj) +g(xﬁ,n]’yki) - ()‘kj’Axﬁ,n] + Byki - b)

j— +00
/ i=1

oL axt ¢ B - bH2>

n

D) +el9") 87 ARG+ B =]+ 5 LA+ B -

i=1

=Lg(w").

(II) From Lemma 3.4, we have that x5! — ¥ — 0,9%*1 — y* — 0 and 2K — 2% — 0.
Thus, according to Lemma 3.5, it follows that dLw") — 0 as j — oo, while 0% — w*
and Lﬂ(a)k/) — Lg(w*) as j — o0o. Because of the closeness of df;, the continuity of Vg and

the relation above, we take limit k = k; — oo in (3.28), and then we have

~Viug(xfy ") + AR € fi(x7), j=1,...,m,
Vg, y*) = BTAY,
Axan] +By*—-b=0,

which implies that »* is a critial point of Lg(-). According to (3.23), {@*} is convergent.
Thus, w* is a cluster point of {w*}, i.e., 2 C critLg.

(III), (IV) The proof follows a similar approach to that of [Theorems 5(ii) and (iii) in Bolte
etal. [19]], while incorporating the insights from Remark 5 within the same reference. This
remark establishes that the properties detailed in (III) and (IV) are inherent to sequences
satisfying the convergence condition wA*! — WX — 0 as k — +00. Such generic nature is

indeed applicable in our context, as demonstrated by (3.23). d

3.4 Global convergence under the Kurdyka-tojasiewicz property

In this subsection, we prove the global convergence of {(x,,],7*, A¥)} generated by Algo-
rithm 1 and Algorithm 2 with the help of the Kurdyka—Lojasiewicz property. Since the
proofs of two algorithms are identical, in this subsection, we only prove the global conver-

gence of Algorithm 1.

Theorem 3.2 (Global convergence) Suppose that Assumption A holds, and L(®) satisfies
the KL property at each point of $Q, then
(D) 322 Nl — ol < 0.

(I) {@*} converges to a critical point of L(-).

Proof From Theorem 3.1, we have limy_, , L(®F) = L(&*) for all ®* € 2. We consider two

cases.
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(i) If there exists an integer ko such that Z;; (@) =1 g(®*). From Lemma 3.3, for all k > ko,
we have

S(IAXa 2 + [ Ay 7)< Lp(@F) - Lp(@F*Y) < Ly(@k0) - Lp(a*) = 0. (3.30)

k+1

Thus, for any k > ko, we have x5! = x¥,i = 1,2,...,1,5%*1 = y*. Hence, for any k > ko + 1,

one has @**!

= &%, and the assertion holds.

(ii) Since {Zﬁ (&%)} is nonincreasing, it holds that 1:,3 (&) > I:,g (@*) for all k > 1. Since
limg_, o0 d(OF, Q) = 0, for any given ¢ > 0, there exists k; > 0, such that for any & >
ki, (&K, ) < e. Since limg 100 iﬁ(d)k) = i,g (®*), for any given n > 0, there exists k, >
O,iﬁ(d)k) < Zﬁ(d)*) + 1, for all k > ky. Consequently, when k > k := max{ky, k},

~

d(d)k, fZ) <& lg (&%) <Lg( k) <Lg(&*) +n. (3.31)

>

Since {®} is non-empty compact set, and i,g(-) is constant on €, applying Lemma 2.1, we
have

¢ (Lg(&") — Lpo*)d(0,0L5(0%)) = 1, Vk>k. (3.32)
Letag:=Y -, IIAxf.‘II + || AY|. VK > k. From Lemma (3.5), one has

1 .
= < d(0,0L4(H* C ). .
w’(Lﬁ(a)k)—Lﬂ(@*))f (0,9L5(6%)) = Colax + @) (3.33)

From the concavity of ¢, we have

> ¢/ (Lp (@) = Lp(")) (Lp (@) - Ly (&) (3.34)
. Zﬁ(d)k) —iﬁ(d)k+1) . iﬂ( Ak) _zﬁ(d)kﬂ)
d0,0Ls(k) —  Clax+ara)

From Lemma 3.3, we have

2 41112
sl axgi ™+ [ay])

= (p(Lp (&) = Lp(@%)) = 0 (Lp(&") = Ly (67))) Clatk + arn).
From the inequality Y%, a; < \/n>"" | a? and v/ab < a + 1b, we obtain

arer < (n+ D XL [P+ (n+ D] AF1 )2

< S 1 (04) - 1) - L (047) ~ Ly )+ 1
< C(Vl8+ 1) (q)(iﬂ (d)k) —iﬁ(@*)) _ (p(zﬁ (c?)k”) _Zﬂ (c?)*))) +iw¢+ ﬂk+1l'

b



Xue et al. Journal of Inequalities and Applications (2024) 2024:65 Page 18 of 24

Summing up the above inequality from k = k" + 2,..., M yields

3 arer = S 1 (7) - 1y 6%) - (L () - L)

k=k'+2

1 M
+ Z_L Z (ar + ar.1).

k=k'+1

Letting M — 0o, we get

3 ain =2 VD (1, (05 - 1) - 2w

)
k=k"+2

Since §,C > 0 and ay/,; is a constant, ) poy/,, @ks+1 < 00. Therefore, Y 2, loFt — | < o0.
() is proved.
(I) {o*} is a Cauchy sequence, and thus it is convergent. Combining (I) with Theorem

3.1, we obtain that {wX} converges to a critical point of Lg(-). O

4 Numerical experiments

This section presents the numerical experiment outcomes of applying Algorithm 1 and
Algorithm 2 to / 1 -regularization problem and matrix decomposition problem. All ex-
perimental computations were executed using Matlab 2020b running on a Windows 11
system-equipped laptop with an AMD Ryzen 5 3550H CPU operating at 3.5 GHz and
backed by 16 GB of RAM.

4.1 I% -regularization problem
In compressed sensing, we consider the following optimization problem

. 2

min |Mx = b|1” + ¢|xllo, (4.1)
where M € R"*" is the measuring matrix, b € R” is the observation vector, ¢ is the regular
parameter. ||x||o denotes the number of nonzero components of x. However, the problem

(4.1) is NP-hard, some scholars relax /y norm to / 1 norm in practical applications [28],

then the problem is exported to the following nonconvex problem:

1
. 1/2
min ] ya) + 5 1717

(4.2)
st Mx—y=>b,
1
where |lx]|1 = oy il 2)>.
Based on (4.2), we construct the following problem:

~ az Ly o 1 2

min cl|lxy [l + 5 16201 + 5 [1Bixy + Baxs + ¥l

X1:X2,) 2 2 (43)

s.t.A1x1 + Azxz +y= b.
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To verify the validity of Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2, we test them and compare them
with LADMM.!
Applying Algorithm 1 to problem (4.3) yields

Xk :H(# [Tzl B, (lek+B2xk+yk)

—,3A1T(A2x2k+yk—b )] )
Kokt = o |:fz2 BT(le1+B2x2+ ) AT<A1xk+1 yk—b—%)}
y/<+1 - t[wk _ (lek+1 +Bzx2k+1) ﬂ(Alxl +A2xk+1 b— %()

)»k+1 — )»k _ ﬂ(Axk"l +Byk+1 _ b),

where (1 =7 + ﬂpmaxmyl),uz =1+7+ ﬂpmax(AgAz),/Lg =1+t + B, and H(.,") is the half
shrinkage operator [29] defined as H(x, &) = {h}, h%,... h"} with

. i i 3 .
2l - 251+ cos(R(m — p(HLD))  IH| > Lha®; wa
0 otherwise;

where

ot (3(4) )

Applying Algorithm 2 to problem (4.3) yields

= H(& o2 - BT (Bi + ok + 1) - BAL (Aoms* — b= 50)), 22),
04 = (125 - By (Buxf + Box§ + 9%) — BAJ (Arxi™! + By* —b— 7”7
yk+1 _ t[tyk _ (lek+1 +ng2k+1 +yk) _ ﬁ(Alxl +A2xk+1 - %k)],

pLs2 I Y ﬂ(Axk+1 + Byk+1 - b),
where (4 = T + B. Applying LADMM to problem (4.3), we obtain

:H(%[rx’f — BT (Bix* + Boxs + y%) — AL (Apo* — b - —)] ZC o),
Xyt = t[rxé — B (B1aX + By + y%) — BAT (A1 k! + ByF — b - F)]’
P = Loy — Bk + Byg) - B+ At — b 2],
P2 I Y . ﬂ(Akarl +Byk+1 - b).

In experiment, we configure the parameter as follows: the dimensions are set to m =
5000, #z = 1000, the regularization parameter is chosen as g = 1000. b = 0, ¢ = 1, and the
inertial parameter is fixed at @ = 0.15. The initial points are selected as 7% = x? = 0, 431 =

x9=0,9°=0,and A° = 0. A1, Ay, By, B, are random matrices. The stopping criterion of all

'LADMM is a special case of SPLI-ADMM that the inertial parameter 6; = 0.
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Table 1 Numerical results under different T

SPLI-ADMM SCLI-ADMM LADMM
times(s) Iter log(Crit) times(s) Iter log(Crit) times(s) Iter log(Crit)
=30 14.84 222 -8.99 14.37 229 -9.60 16.03 235 -9.67
T=35 15.57 211 -9.26 16.49 220 -9.97 17.10 239 -9.84
T =40 14.86 228 -9.57 15.09 218 -9.24 17.00 256 -9.97
T =45 15.24 217 -9.72 16.27 220 -9.62 17.38 235 -9.97
= SPLIADMM = SPLIADMM
—— SCLIADMM 2 —— SCLIADMM

! LADMM LADMM

log(Objective value)

0 50 100 150 200 0 50 100 150 200
Number of iterations. Number of iterations

(a) (b)

Figure 1 m =5000,n = 1000, T =45, 8 = 1000, the convergence results for LADMM (@ = 0), SPLI-ADMM, and
SCLI-ADMM (6 =0.2)

these methods are defined as
I7ill = [Ar} + Ass +y - b <107,

Throughout the testing phase, we conduct experiments with four cases v = 30,7 =
35,7 =40 and t = 45, respectively. The numerical results of the three algorithms are re-
ported in Table 1. We report the number of iterations required to satisfy the stopping
criterion (“Iter”), the total computing time in seconds (“times”), and the value of the stop-
ping criterion (“log(Crit)”). Moreover, to visually illustrate the convergence behavior, the
curves of the objective value and log(||r«||) at T = 45- are presented in Fig. 1.

From Table 1, we can see that the two proposed algorithms have higher time efficiency
and fewer iterations in comparison with LADMM. Figure 1(a) illustrates the trends of the
objective value under the same iterations, clearly indicating that SPLIADMM and SCLI-
ADMM have better performance of convergence than LADMM. Figure 1(b) again demon-
strates the high time efficiency of our two algorithms, especially when “log(Crit)” is less
than —4.

4.2 Matrix decomposition
Now, we consider the matrix decomposition problem, which has the following form:

. w 2
min ||L||*+a||S||1+§||T—M|| st.L+S=T, (4.5)
where M € RP*" js the observed matrix, and L, S, T € R?*" are the decision variables. The

i 1
nuclear norm || L], := Z?:f(p’") loy(L)|2, the spares term [|S|l1 := Y1, >4, |Sjl, @ is the
penalty factor, and « is the trade-off parameter between the nuclear norm ||L||, and the
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l;-norm ||S||;. The ALF of problem (4.5) is defined as

@ 2 B 2
Lp(L,S, T, 2) = ILlls + aliSll + 0T = M| = (L L+ S=T) + SIL+S=TII%
where A is the Lagrange multiplier.

Applying SPLI-ADMM to problem (4.5), we get the closed-form iterative formulas:

Zf =LK+ o(L% - L*Y), 28 = Sk + o(Sk - k1),
k+l _ /S(Tk—Sk)+Ak+rzllf 1
e
kel B(T*-L +1y +TZg o
S = S(T’ ﬁ?),
Tk+1 _ er+/3(Lk+1+Sk*l)+wM—Ak
- Brw+t ’
)\k+1 — )\‘k _ ﬂ(LkJrl + Sk+1 _ Tk+1)

where V(-, ) is the singular value thresholding operator [30], S(-, ) is the softshrinkage
operator [31]. Applying SCLI-ADMM to problem (4.5), we get

zp = L+ O(LF — LK), 2§ = SF + 0 (SF - 5k,

kel BTH -85y erkaesk
L = V(——F—1, m),
Sk+1 _ S(ﬂ(Tk—Lk+l)+)»k+TZ]§ L)
- B+t ? B+t )’
T — T T*+ BLAH L1 85+ o (M—TH) 2K
- B+t ’

)\k+1 — )»k _ ﬂ(Lk+1 + Sk+1 _ Tk+l)
Applying LADMM to problem (4.5), we have

Lk+1 — V(ﬂ(Tk—Sk)+Ak+rLk 1 )’

B+t ? BT
g+l _ S(mTk—Lk*lmknsk o)
- B+t ? B+t
Tk+1 _ ﬂ(Lk+1+Sk+l)+wM—)»k
- B+w ’

)Lk+1 — )Lk _ ﬂ(Lk+1 + Sk+1 _ Tk“).

We set p = n = 100, and take 8 different (r., spr.). Besides, we choose o = %,9 =0.3,w =
1000, the matrix L, S and T are initialized to be zero. We take § = 5, 7 = 1, M was generated
in MATLAB randomly. The stopping criterion is defined as

||(Lk+1,5k+l, Tk+1) _ (Lk,Sk, Tk)”F
[[(LK, S5, TR)[|F + 1

RelChg := <107 or k> 3000.

Let S and 7 be a numerical solution of problem (4.5). We measure the quality of the re-
covery by the relative error, which is defined by

1,8, T) - (L* S, T*
RelErr i II( )= ( e
(LS T*)F+1

“w. »

Table 2 illustrates the comparison between different (r.,spr.), where “r” represents the

rank of matrix L, “spr” represents the sparsity of the sparse matrix S, “Iter” represents
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Table 2 Summary of three algorithms for eight different (r,, spr)

(r.spr) alg Iter Times RelErr r(L) r.(0) I1Sllo 1810 spr.(S)
(5,0.05) SPLIADMM 358 1213 3.34e-06 5 5 500 499 0.0499
SCLIADMM 358 0.049 3.34e-06 5 5 500 499 0.0499
LADMM 509 0.051 3.17e-06 5 5 500 501 0.0501
(5,0.1) SPLIADMM 305 138 3.80e-06 5 5 1000 1000 0.1
SCLIADMM 358 1213 3.34e-06 5 5 500 999 0.0999
LADMM 434 215 3.68e-06 5 5 1000 999 0.0999
(10,0.05) SPLIADMM 538 256 2.24e-06 10 10 500 500 0.05
SCLIADMM 548 249 2.18e-06 10 10 500 499 0.0499
LADMM 603 5.00 2.21e-06 10 10 500 500 0.05
(10,0.1) SPLIADMM 671 3.08 2.74e-06 10 10 1000 1000 0.1
SPLIADMM 680 3.01 2.72e-06 10 10 1000 1000 0.1
LADMM 760 6.32 2.71e-06 10 10 1000 1000 0.1
(15,0.05) SPLIADMM 552 249 2.03e-6 15 15 500 500 0.05
SCLIADMM 531 238 2.17e-6 15 15 500 500 0.05
LADMM 642 5.06 2.00e-6 15 15 500 501 0.0501
(15,0.1) SPLIADMM 884 4.04 2.43e-06 15 15 1000 1000 0.1
SCLIADMM 776 334 2.51e-06 15 15 1000 1000 0.1
LADMM 902 723 247e-06 15 15 1000 1000 0.1
(20,0.05) SPLIADMM 640 293 1.91e-06 20 20 500 499 0.0499
SCLIADMM 669 338 1.83e-06 20 20 500 499 0.0499
LADMM 742 6.74 1.87e-06 20 20 500 498 0.0498
(20,0.1) SPLIADMM 836 3.74 2.52e-06 20 20 1000 1000 0.1
SCLIADMM 886 414 2.49e-06 20 20 1000 1001 0.1001
LADMM 993 838 2.49e-06 20 20 1000 999 0.0999

the number of iterations. ||S|lo denotes the number of nonzero elements of S. Besides,
the iterative curves of the stopping criterion and relative error of the three algorithms are
plotted in Fig. 2, respectively.

Table 2 shows that SPLIADMM and SCLIADMM take less time and fewer itera-
tions under the same condition, which demonstrates that our proposed two algorithms
are more efficient than LADMM for different rank and sparse ratios. In Fig. 2, the
curves of stopping criterion (see Fig. 2(a) and (c)) in two trials demonstrate that SPLI-
ADMM and SCLIADMM converge faster than LADMM. Figure 2(b) and (d) indi-
cate clearly that the matrices L and S are better recovered by SPLI-ADMM and SCLI-
ADMM because “RelErr” of LADMM is greater than that of SPLI-ADMM for the same
“Iter”.

5 Conclusion

This paper made some extensions in the field of nonconvex optimization through the de-
velopment and convergence analysis of two linearized ADMM algorithms, SPLI-ADMM
and SCLI-ADMM. By integrating inertial strategy within a linearized framework, these al-
gorithms improve the efficacy for solving linear constrained problems with nonseparable
structure. A key novelty lies in the utilization of sequential gradients of the mixed term,
which is not typically found in conventional ADMM approaches, enabling the proposed
algorithms to use the latest information to update each variable. The KL property has been
used to guarantee the convergence of the generated sequences. Finally, the results of nu-
merical experiments show that the proposed algorithms exhibit superior time efficiency
and validity.
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Figure 2 The performance comparison between LADMM (8 = 0) , SPLIFADMM (8 = 0.3), and SCLIFADMM
(0 = 0.3) with different (r,, spr)
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