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Abstract

This paper is concerned with the Jacobi-Proximal Alternating Direction Method of Multi-
pliers (Jacobi-Proximal ADMM) proposed in the works He, Xu, and Yuan (J. Sci. Comput.,
2015) [1] and Deng et al. (J. Sci. Comput., 2017) [2], a parallel implementation of the
ADMM for large-scale multi-block optimization problems with a linear constraint. While
the o(1/k) convergence of the Jacobi-Proximal ADMM for the case N > 3 has been
well established in previous work, to the best of our knowledge, its linear convergence
for N > 3 remains unproven. We establish the linear convergence of the algorithm when
the cost functions are strongly convex and smooth. Numerical experiments are presented
supporting the convergence result.
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1 Introduction

We consider the following convex optimization problem with N-block variables involving a
linear constraint given as follows:

N
min ,; filxi)

N
subject to ZAixi =c,

i=1

(1.1)

where N > 2, x; € R" A; e R ¢ e R™and f; : R" — (—oo,+o0] (i=1,2,---,N).

The problem (1.1) appears in various applications such as the image alignment problem
in [3], the robust principal component analysis model with noisy and incomplete data in [4],
the latent variable Gaussian graphical model selection in [5, 6] and the quadratic discriminant
analysis model in [7].

To solve the problem (1.1), various algorithms have been proposed. A simple distributed
algorithm for solving (1.1) is dual decomposition [8], which is essentially a dual ascent
method or dual subgradient method [9]. To describe it, we consider the Lagrangian for
problem (1.1):

N N
L(xl,--~7xN,l):Zfi(x,-)—<l,ZA,-xi—c> (1.2)
i=1 i=1

where A € R™ is the dual variable. Then, the dual decomposition updates as follows: for k > 1,

{ (')gl{+1’x§+l7"' 7x5{\l+]) = argmin{x;}'a('xla"' 7xN7A’k)7
AL =2k — oy (TN AT =),

where oy > 0 is a step-size. Since all the x;’s are separable in the Lagrangian function (1.2),
the x-update step reduces to solving N individual x;- subproblems:

xf*l = argmin f;(x;) — <Ak,A,-x,~> fori=1,2,---,N,
Xi

and thus they can be carried out in parallel. With a suitable choice of ¢ and certain assump-
tions, dual decomposition is guaranteed to converge to an optimal solution [9]. However, dual
decomposition exhibits slow convergence in practice, with a convergence rate of O(1/v/k)
for general convex problems.

An effective distributed algorithm for (1.1) can be designed based on the alternat-
ing direction method of multipliers (ADMM) [10, 11] using the following augmented
Lagrangian:

2

)

N N p
Lp(xr,-+xnsA) =Y filxi) — <l, Y Aix; —C> +3
i=1 i=1

N
ZA,')Ci —C
i=1

where p > 0 is a penalty parameter. In the context of ADMM using the augmented
Lagrangian, the primal variable x; can be updated using different approaches. One common



method is the Gauss-Seidel update, in which the primal variable x; is updated sequentially
using the most recent values. This scheme is commonly referred to as the Gauss-Seidel
ADMM, and is given by:

k+1 _ : k+1 k+1 k k ok
X —argrr)lcl_nﬁp(xl XX X, 7xN7)L )
1
p k+1 k AR |12
= argmin f;(x;) + = ZA;xj+ +A,'x,-+ZA,-xjfcf— .
Xi 2 d d p 2
J<i J>1

The Gauss-Seidel ADMM was proposed by Wei and Ozdaglar [12], where the authors estab-
lished a convergence rate of O(1/k) under the assumption that each objective function f; is
convex. Alternatively, the Jacobi-type update, commonly referred to as the Jacobi ADMM,
provides a parallel update scheme for the primal variable x; as follows:

xf'{Jrl = argminLP(xlfv"' ﬂx{ilvxi’xﬁrlv”' ,va,),k)

Xi

= argmin fi(x;) + P‘
Xi 2

This scheme is suitable for parallel computation, and thus particularly effective for large-scale
or big-data scenarios for the model (1.1). Deng et al. [2] established an o(1/k) convergence
rate for the Jacobi ADMM, assuming that the objective functions f; are convex and that
the matrices A; are full column-rank and mutually near-orthogonal. However, with the same
penalty parameter p, the Jacobi ADMM, which updates x; in parallel using previous-iterate
information, typically exhibits inferior performance compared to the Gauss-Seidel ADMM,
which updates blocks sequentially with the latest iterates. In particular, the work [13] found
an example for which Jacobi ADMM diverges even when N = 2. This issue was addressed by
He, Xu, and Yuan [1], who proposed the Jacobi-Proximal ADMM. To ensure convergence,
they introduced one key modification to the Jacobi ADMM:

* Proximal term 3 [|A;(x; — x£)||?: A proximal term *Z||A;(x; — x¥)|* was added to each x;-
subproblem, where p > 0 is the penalty parameter and s > 0 is the proximal coefficient that

enforces the new iterate to remain sufficiently close to the previous one.

Deng et al. [2] later studied the algorithm in a slightly different parameter setting, which is
essentially the same as that of He, Xu, and Yuan [1]. This variant incorporates the following
two modifications to the Jacobi ADMM:

* Proximal term %Hxi — x}‘Hf,i: A proximal term 1|[x; — x¥ ||%,' was added to each x;-
subproblem, where P, is a positive semi-definite matrix. This promotes strong convexity of
the x;-subproblems, thereby guaranteeing the uniqueness of their solutions even when the
original objective functions are not strictly convex.

* Damping parameter y > 0: The dual update

N
ARHL gk p(ZAifo C) (1.3)
i=1



was modified to

Ak-H —)Lk—'YP<

where ¥ > 0 is a damping parameter used to control the step size and improve the
algorithm’s stability.

N
A c> , (1.4)
=1

The Jacobi-Proximal ADMM is formulated as in Algorithm 1. Here we denote ||xl~||%i =

Algorithm 1 Jacobi-Proximal ADMM

1: Initialize: x) (i =1,2,...,N) and 1°%;
2. for k=0,1,...do
3 Update x; for i = 1,...,N in parallel by:

2k
Aix; + ZA,XI; —C— F

x]f+1:argmin ﬁ(xi)—"_g —|—%||x,'—xf||121 ; (1.5)
i 7 '

1

2

N
Update A5 = 2% —yp <2Aixff“ — c> . (1.6)

i=1

4: end for

xiTPixi. The Jacobi-Proximal ADMM has the advantage of being highly parallelizable, as
the updates for x; for each i = 1,2,...,N can be computed simultaneously for each i, offer-
ing potential computational efficiency gains. We note that the original x;-subproblem (1.5)
contains a quadratic term of the form §x7ATAx;. If ATA; is ill-conditioned or computa-
tionally expensive to invert, one approach is to modify P, as P, = D; — pAiTAi, where D; is
a well-conditioned and simple matrix(e.g., a diagonal matrix). This modification eliminates
the quadratic term 5x7 AT A;x;, making the x;-subproblem easier to solve. There are various
choices for P, that can simplify the computation of the x;-subproblem. Here are two widely
used formulations for P, in [14], corresponding to the following methods:

1. The standard proximal method, where P, is taken as P, = 7,1, with 7; > 0.
2. The prox-linear method, where P; is taken as P, = 7,1 — pAiTAi, with 7; > 0.

The work of Deng et al.[2] established an o(1/k) convergence result for the convergence of
the Jacobi-Proximal ADMM when the proximal matrices P; satisfy P, > (%, — l)AiTAi fori=
1,2,...,N with ¥ < 2. In particular, under specific choices of P;, the convergence conditions
reduce to 7; > p(%, —1)||A;||? for the standard proximal method and 7; > %HAJP for the
prox-linear method.

In this work, we prove that the Jacobi-Proximal ADMM converges linearly under the
assumption that each cost function f; is strongly convex. We derive a condition on the
parameters p > 0 and y > O for linear convergence, and we establish a linear convergence
rate dependent on these parameters. We refer to Section 2 for the details and we provide a
comparison of our convergence result with previous work on the problem (1.1) in Table 1.
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1.1 Related works

The Alternating Direction Method of Multipliers (ADMM) [10, 11] is an efficient approach
that facilitates the solution of structured optimization problems by decomposing them into
a sequence of simpler subproblems. Building on the classical Douglas—Rachford operator
splitting method [24], Glowinski and Marrocco [11], along with Gabay and Mercier [10],
introduced the well-known Alternating Direction Method of Multipliers (ADMM) with a
Gauss—Seidel-type decomposition for solving (1.1) in the case of N = 2. It employs the
augmented Lagrangian for (1.1):

2

N N p N
Lp(xl,'“ XNGA) = Zfl(x,) — <A, ZA,‘)C,‘ —C> + 2 ZA,‘X,‘ —c
i=1 i=1 i=1

which incorporates a quadratic penalty term of the constraints (with a penalty parameter
p > 0) into the Lagrangian. At each iteration, the augmented Lagrangian is sequentially mini-
mized with respect to the primal variables x| and x,, followed by an update of the dual variable
A. The ADMM has been extensively investigated for solving two-block convex minimization
problems (i.e., N = 2). Its global convergence in the case of N = 2 has been established in
[25, 26]. Han and Yuan [15] showed that original ADMM achieves a local linear convergence
rate for quadratic programs by using an error bound established in [27]. Based on this error
bound framework, Yang and Han [16] proved that ADMM attains global linear convergence
for convex problems with polyhedral constraints by leveraging a global error bound. Yuan,
Zeng, and Zhang [17] showed that original ADMM also enjoys global linear convergence
under the structured polyhedrality assumption by employing variational analysis techniques.
These scenarios are summarized in Table 1. Additionally, various studies have explored the
convergence rate properties of original ADMM when N = 2 (see, e.g., [28-32]). In addi-
tion to these results on the original ADMM, convergence of several variants for the case of
N = 2 has also been studied, such as the Proximal ADMM [20], Proximal ADMM with the
Fortin—Glowinski relaxation step (PADMM-FG) [14, 17], Relaxed ADMM [21, 22], Over-
Relaxed ADMM [23], and Linearized ADMM [17]. The convergence results of these variants
are summarized in Table 2.

While the convergence results of ADMM is well established for the case N = 2, its
behavior for N > 3 has long remained unresolved; particularly, Chen et al. [33] provided a
concrete example in which Gauss-Seidel ADMM diverges for N = 3 for any penalty param-
eter p. Building on this, we first discuss studies that establishes the convergence conditions
for ADMM using the Gauss-Seidel scheme when N > 3, where the Gauss-Seidel method
updates variables sequentially. We refer to the works [34], [35], and [36] that achieved global
and sublinear convergence results of the 3-block ADMM. Han and Yuan [37] established
the global convergence of ADMM under the assumption that fi,-- -, fy are all strongly con-
vex. Building on this, both Chen, Shen, and You [35] and Lin, Ma, and Zhang [38] relax the
assumptions in [37]. In particular, [35], for N = 3, allows one objective function to be not
necessarily strongly convex and also relax the range of the penalty parameter, and propose a
relaxed ADMM that incorporates an additional computation of optimal step size and prove
its global convergence. Lin, Ma, and Zhang [38] demonstrate sublinear convergence with rate
O(1/k) in the ergodic sense and o(1/k) in the non-ergodic sense when one objective function



is convex and the remaining N — 1 are strongly convex, provided that the penalty parameter
lies within a certain range. Lin, Ma, and Zhang [18] proved the global linear convergence of
Gauss-Seidel ADMM under the three scenarios, which are detailed in Table 1. The global R-
linear convergence of Gauss-Seidel ADMM has been established by Hong and Luo [19]; the
corresponding condition is summarized in Table 1.

Alternatively, Jacobi updates in ADMM have been extensively studied, offering par-
allelization advantages for multi-block optimization problems. The linear convergence of
Proximal ADMM and modified Jacobi ADMM, as well as that of Gauss-Seidel ADMM,
which was mentioned earlier, is established under several assumptions in [19]. Deng et al.
[2] showed that the Jacobi ADMM and Jacobi-Proximal ADMM achieve o(1/k) convergence
rate under the conditions summarized in Table 1. He, Hou, and Yuan [13] proposed a variant
of multi-block Jacobi ADMM by incorporating an under-relaxation step into the full Jaco-
bian decomposition framework, achieving a worst-case convergence rate of O(1/k) in both
ergodic and non-ergodic senses.

1.2 Contribution

The main contribution in this paper are as follows. We establish a global linear convergence
of Jacobi-Proximal ADMM(Algorithm 1) under the assumption that the objective functions f;
are strictly convex and L;-smooth. Our numerical results on the LCQP model and the optimal
resource allocation problem support the linear convergence result of this work.

1.3 Organization

We organize the rest of this paper as follows. In Section 2, we state the assumptions and
the main result of this paper. Section 3 is devoted to prove the main result. In Section 4, we
present numerical experiments supporting the linear convergence result.

2 Statement of the main result

In this section, we state the main result of this paper concerning the linear convergence of the
Jacobi-Proximal ADMM described in Algorithm 1. Since both of the objective function and
constraints of (1.1) are sums of terms on individual x;’s, the problem can be decomposed into
N smaller subproblems, which is solved in a parallel and distributed manner.

Related to the problem (1.1), we first define the following augmented Lagrangian

2

N N ol
Lp(xr,--xwsd) ==Y filxi) — <7L7 Y Aixi —b> +3 Y Aixi—b
i=1 i=1 i=1

where 4 € R™ is the dual variable and parameter p > 0.
Here we let n =Y | n; and set A € R™" by A = [A; ---Ay]. For k > 0, we denote by
(xk, -+ ,xk; A%) the variable generated by Algorithm 1. Also, we set x* € R" for k > 0 and



x*€R"asxf =[x 52k ] and x* = [x};- -+ ;x}]. With this notation, we have
E N
Ax" = ZAixi.
i=1

We use ||z|| to denote the standard Euclidean norm of z, and (-,-) to denote the standard
inner product. For a positive definite matrix M € R/, we define the M-norm as ||z||s :=
VZTMz, Vz € R! If the matrix M is positive semi-definite, then || - ||y is a semi-norm. We
state assumptions on the cost functions which will be used throughout the paper.

Assumption 2.1. The functions f; : R" — (—co, 40| are closed proper convex for 1 <i <N.

We assume that there exists a minimizer of problem (1.1) satisfying the KKT condition
as follows.

Assumption 2.2. We assume that x* = (x},--- ,xy) € R" is a minimizer of problem (1.1)
companied with a multiplier A* € R™ satisfying the following KKT condition

Vfi(x))=ATA* fori=1,--- N, 2.1
N
A=) A =c. 2.2)
i=1
Assumption 2.3. There are positive constants L; such that for all x,y € R,
[V£i(x) = VEO)| < Lillx—y| for 1 <i <N.

Assumption 2.4. The function f; : R" — (—oo,+o0| is at-strongly convex for some o >0, i.e.,

F0) = @)+ 6 —x, Vi) +alx—y|?
forall x,y € R™.

Assumption 2.5. We assume that the matrix [A]; AT; - AL] e R™™ withn =YY | n; has
full column rank.

We state the main result of this paper.

Theorem 2.6. Suppose Assumptions 2.1-2.5 hold and assume that P; is a positive semi-
definite matrix for each 1 <i < N. Choose any s > 0 such that

L o
s|?DlAll+ 5] < o

. VI<i<N,
N ==



and suppose that 0 < y <2, p > 0 are chosen so that there exist values & > 0 such that

{ PATA; + P —8s(pATA; + P)T (pATA; + B) — £ATA; - 0, 23)

12
YN &E<2—7.

Define 6 = max {1 — 2}/psci,,us} € (0,1) for any ca € <07 ﬁ) and g € (0,1) satisfying

N
C,%Im = ZA,AlT,
i=1
(p +4Nsp>D)AT A; + P < is(pA] Ai + P +2(0t — Ls)1,.
Then we have
¢(xk+1’lk+1) §G¢(xk72,k), (24)
where ¢ : R" x R™ — R is defined as

oAk 1 k *|[2 1Y k «||2
004 = 3 A+ 5 R a2,

As a result of (2.4), we have the following linear convergence result
¢ (**,2%) = 0(c").

Remark 2.7. Choosing &; < 2%’ leads to a simplification of the convergence condition (2.3),
resulting in the following form:

PATA; + P, —8s(pAT A+ P)T (pATA; + P) — %A?Ai - 0. (2.5)
In the case of P, = ;1 (standard proximal method), the condition (2.5) further reduces to
PIAIR+ 5= 85(pA*+7)* = £ | P> 0.
Similarly, for P, = 7,1 — pAiTAi (prox-linear method), the condition (2.5) simplifies to

N
ri—Ssrlz—zl)j/\|Ai\\2 > 0.

3 Proof of the main result

In this section, we give the proof of Theorem 2.6. For this, we prepare several lemmas.

10



Lemma 3.1. Suppose Assumption 2.5 holds. Consider matrices A; € R™" for 1 < i < N.
Then there exists cs > 0 such that

v ;
(Z a7 /1|2> > cala G0
i=1
forall A € R™.

Proof We define c4 > 0 by
1 1
Co(EaraR)t (Y aTaR)
c4= mn —-——% = mn ———F—
AeRm\{0} 1] Aesn 1]

In order to prove that ¢4 > 0, we assume ¢4 = 0 and proceed to derive a contradiction. Since §"! is
compact, there exists a minimizer Ay € =1 of (3.1) such that

(5, 7))
[l 20l

Thus we have AlT)lO =0forall 1 <i<N, and this leads to A9 = 0 since [A{; s A,(,] has full column
rank. It contradicts to the fact that Ay € $™~1. Therefore, we have ¢4 > 0, and the lemma is proved. [J

Remark 3.2. The assumption of Lemma 3.1 means that the matrix [A]; AT ---; AL ] e R™™
with n = n; +- -+ ny has only a trivial kernel, i.e., ker ([A]; AT; ---; A}]) = {0}.

By the strongly convexity of the objective function, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 3.3. Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.4 hold. Then it holds that

1 N
[Af =2 )P+ 5 Ll ~ oaracen
i=

1
2yp

(3.2)
N * 1 * 1 N *
> o o s P g 484 -2 P 5 L i

ith + Hy

where Hy, := %Z{il kaH _xﬂ|;23

i

A,.TA,.+B+%HM+1 _}LkHZ_i_%<Ak_lk+l7A(xk_xk+1)>.

Proof By the optimality of (1.5), we have

V) = ATAk - pal (A,-x{.‘“ +Y Ak c) + By (o — . (3.3)
J#i
Combining (3.3) and (2.1), we get
AT (AF—2%)
k1 x T 1 k 1k B4
= Vi) = Vi (x) + pA] | A +Zijj —c +Pi(xf —x;).
J#

11



Since each f; is a-strongly convex, we have
(47 3t VA V(D)) = a1 39)
Inserting (3.4) into (3.5), we have
<A,< (xi-‘Jrl fx;‘),/lk —A*—p (A,-xf-<Jr1 + Zij]j‘- — c) >
J#i
2
(1~ R 1)) > o
‘We rewrite above inequality as follows
N
(et ottt -0
i=1 J#i
(et —xr,e<x¢f—xf+l>> > !
For simplicity, we let L = AX —p (Z?’ZIA,')J;H — c) =k %, (), - ),k“). Then the above inequality

reads as follows

>
Using that ¥ 4;A; (x’]‘ —x’}“) = A(xF —xFF1) — A; (xk — xF1) and summing the above estimate for
1 <i< N yields

< (x k+1_ 7L ;L*>_|_Z —x7) (pAiTAi“'f’i) (xf—xf“)
i=1 (3.6)

z 0‘): HX{'(H *X?"2+P<A(xk+] *x*),A<xk7xk+])>.
i=1

Combining the update rule (1.6) and (2.2) and using that  — 1* = (AR —2%) + y;yl (AF—A%+1Y in
the above inequality, we get

<L(Ak71k+1)7lk+1 s y—1 (Ak71k+1)>
Yp Y

+ Z (pATA +P> ()H‘ xi-{Jrl) (3.7)

>« z [t — |+ — <7L" AL AR - ) ).
For the two terms in the left hand side, we have the following identities
<i()Lk,/’Lk+l) ;LkJrl A+ y—1 (lkflk+l)>
Yp Y

2}/2 HlkJrl kHz_L Ak x|l

2yp H

H)Lk )L*

k]

ZYP
and

N
Y. (A1) (pATA +R) ( —571)
(fo+ - HpATA +P+ka+l x{'(H;Z)A,TA,‘JrPi7Hx{'<7x;ﬁH;2)A,TAi+P,'>'

12



Inserting the above two equalities in (3.7), we obtain

2W,IW AP+ ZHX" 5 lparace

1 N
2 0 Z et =)+ f R X bt = e
P

where Hi = § XN W k|20 ST A = AP L (2K 2K Ak — 1)) This s
the desired inequality. O

. 2, . . . .
We notice that the term a YN, fo*' —xj-‘H in the inequality (3.2) is a gain for the
strongly convexity of the costs. For the linear convergence, we make it to bound the distance
2 - . .
||2,k —A* H between the multipliers A¥ and A* in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.4. Suppose Assumption 2.1-2.5 hold. Let L = max1<,<NL and D = Z 1 HATH
Then it holds that

2
CE,HM—;L*

2

YA

Jj=1

(PATAr+ ) (4

<2LZ||xk“ xi|[* +4p°D (3.8)

2

N
+4Y
i=1

Proof Using Lemma 3.1 and (3.4), we get

2k*2NTk*2
A4 =27 < BIAT 04 -

V() = V£ (x )+pAT< W)+ LA (o - )
JFi

2

+ P( k+1 )Jl()
We apply the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality to deduce
2

2 H/l" e

N 2
<2} [Vt - VA

(A, ka +ZA x —X; )>+P( k+1 x{‘) ’
J#i

ZZEHVﬁ(fo)-v]a(xz‘) ’

pA?(i (d—x3)) + (pAT Ai+ P) (1 — )

j=1

N
+2Z
i=1
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where the latter equality holds by a simple rearrangement. Now we apply Assumption 2.3 and the Cauch-
Schwartz inequality to obtain

2
cZ\Hlk—l*

N
<2 Y Ll x|
i=1

2

(pAT A+ R) (! — )

N T N 2 N
AT (LAt =) +4%

Applying the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality once more, we obtain

G ||pk -2 ’

<> ( max L2> ¥ ||xk+l =P

1<i<N

J

ZAJ'(XI}*X}")

J=1

<ATA +P)(k+1 )g;)

(PAT A+ R) (4! — ) 2

2 N
+4)
i=1

2
:2LZ||xf+‘ —x;-*||2+4p2D

N
+4)
i=1

This proves the lemma. O

2

We derive the following result using Lemma 3.3 and Lemma 3.4.

Proposition 3.5. Suppose Assumptions 2.1-2.5 hold. For s > 0, we have the following
inequality

1
(2}’/) sCA> H)Lk A* H + = ZHx —Xj H (oL 4Nsp2DIAT A4,
(3.9

Syl V A 5 ZH -l +Gi,

= 2yp PAT A+ P2(a—2Ls)Iy,

where Hy = LEI (10 2t 2R E P LA AE A )

2
and Gy = Hy—4s ., | (pATA;+ P ) (1 — )
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Proof We recall from Lemma 3.3 the following inequality

g =24 3 5

N

;H *x?‘||2+ 7 I = AP+ ZHX“' ~xflparase (3.10)
N

>

ka+1

41 —7
5 5 lparan* 2y2 ]k — a2 +y< ’lk+laA(xk_"k+l)>‘

Next we recall the inequality of Lemma 3.4 given as

cf,HM—x* ?

N
SZLZ!’XfH —xf|? G.11)

N 2
ZA x —x Z
Summing (3.11) multiplied by s > 0 and (3.10), we get

1
R L KR RV,

(pAT A+ R) (! — )

+4p2D

2

)

N
> (a=20) Y, = P - P zuxk“fx (-

i=1 (3.12)
2
1 Z||xk+l e 4s;H<pA,-TAi+Pi) (dk+! = k)
kaﬂ ka - </1k Ak+17A(xk7xk+l)>.
We use the Cauchy-SchwartZ inequality to find
2 N
4sp*D —x}) §4Nsp2DZ||Aj(x];~—xj)||2.
j=1
Using this inequality in (3.12) and rearranging, we get
1
R [N R o [ A
Z 2yp”lk+l A || +35 Z“xkﬂ —X HpATA +R+2(a-2Ls)l,,
2
1 z (I H (pATa;+B) (41 o)
i=1
2y2 ||lk+1 )LkH 4o <;Lk ;Lk+17A(xk_xk+1)>7
O

which is the desired inequality.

To show the main convergence result Proposition 2.6, we need the following two lemmas.
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Lemma 3.6. If's > 0 satisfies
L o
2 2
D||A; ] , 3.13
s|p ||l||+N <35 (3.13)

there exists Uy € (0,1) such that

2
x| <

s asp2D)AT A B, S Vxe R, (3.14)

2
Hs ||x"pAiTA,*+P,'+2(a72Ls)I,,I.

Proof If we choose s > 0 that satisfies (3.13), we have
(p+4Nsp?D)ATA; + P, < pAT A; + P4+ 2(at — 2Ls)1,,.
Thus, we obtain the final result for u, € (0, 1), which is sufficiently close to 1. O

Lemma 3.7. If one chooses some & > 0 such that 0 < y < 2, p > 0, and s > 0 satisfies the
Sfollowing conditions:

{ PATA;+ P, —8s(pA] A+ P)T (pAT A+ P) — EATA; - 0,
ngzl gi <2- Y,

then we have

1 N ) N 2
LY R 45 | (pATA R (41 )
i=1 ! i=1
4 2;27H)Lk+1 _;Lk||2_|_l<lk —7Lk+1,A(xk _xk+1)> >0.
2yp Y
Proof Using Young’s inequality, we have
2< k_ aktl a(k_ K+l 2 0k g kryT k1
Z(AR AR A (k- )>:Z*(l S AT g ok et
Y =17
_N ill@rl_lkz Pois ok 1y 2
==L\l "+ & 14 =)l (3.15)

Y&kt k2 P k
S SSLINPY S ST VRIS ol XYW SN SRS
o7 I [ l; 5;‘” (o —x )l
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for & >0 (1< j<N).Adding ¥ | ||xF! - ’<||pATA+P, -8y,

yz;py H/’L’“rl — /'LkH to both sides of (3.15), we obtain

N N
MRS o [ (Y RND U
=l =

2=V kg k)2, 2/ 0k gkl g(k k41
+ 55 1% M}+y<x AL A k) )

+1
Z fo‘ X HpATA +P=8s(pAT Ai+P)T (PATA+P) — B ATA;

S Ig=

7 Z, Si
1 )||Ak+l—lkH2

for§; >0(j=1,---, )Theprooflsdone

We are now ready to show our main convergence and rate results.

<pAiTAi + P,-) (xf-‘+l — X

’ 2

k
i

) 2

, and

Proof of Theorem 2.6 By applying Lemma 3.6 and Lemma 3.7 to the inequality of Proposition 3.5, we

get

1 i 2
(5 2% ) I =+ 5 B 1k~ oo,

Z QYPHMH A H +5 ZkaH*x HpATA+P+2(a 2Ls)l,,

This gives the following inequality

ol =27+ 5 ZW'HWMWHQMM)

= 2yp”’lk+l At H +35 ZkaH_x HpATA+P+2(a 2Ls)l,

where 6 = max { 1 — 2ypsc3, i; }. The proof is done.

4 Numerical experiments

In this section, we present numerical tests of Algorithm 1 supporting the linear conver-
gence property proved in Theorem 2.6. We test the Algorithm 1 for the linearly const
rained quadratic programming (LCQP) model [39] and the optimal source allocation prob-
lem [40]. In Section 4, all numerical experiments were performed using Python 3.10.16
with NumPy 2.1.3, SciPy 1.10.1, and Matplotlib 3.9.2 on a workstation with an Intel Core

19-12900KS CPU (3.40 GHz) and 32.0 GB RAM.
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4.1 The LCQP Model

Here we consider the following LCQP model:

N
mian,-(xi)
i=1
" @1
S.t. ZA,’)C,‘ =c
i=1

where f; : R" — R isgivenby fi(x;) = ix/Hix; +x7q; with H; € S, ¢; € R, A; €
R™" and ¢ € R™. Since H; € S/}, the quadratic function f; is strongly convex for each
i=1,...,N. We take n; = --- = ny := n in our experiment. We conduct experiments with
the damping parameter y € {0.1,0.5,1.5,1.9}, and the penalty parameter p, chosen as
{0.03,1,5,10} for N = 3 and {1073,0.1,5,10} for N = 10, in Algorithm 1. The matrices
involved in this problem are randomly generated through the following procedure:

1. EachA; e R™*"i(i=1,...,N) is randomly generated with i.i.d. standard normal entries
with satisfying the condition that [AT;...;A%] has full column rank.

2. The positive semi-definite matrices P, € R%*" (i = 1,...,N) are generated by sampling
B € R">*" with i.i.d. standard normal entries, and then symmetrizing as P, = %(B+BT)
with checking that the eigenvalues of P; are non-negative.

3. The positive definite matrices H; € S¥(i = 1,...,N) are generated by first sampling
B € R">"i with i.i.d. standard normal entries, and then symmetrizing as H; = 3 (B+B”)
with checking that the eigenvalues of H; are positive.

4. We first generate the optimal solution x! € R and 1* € R™ as follows: x} = randn(n;, 1)
fori=1,...,N,and A* = randn(m,1);

5. Next we define ¢; € R"(i=1,---,N) and ¢ € R™ as follows: ¢; = —H;x} + AT A* and

T
c=YN Aix; so that (x’[T, e ,x,’{,TJ,*T) satisfies the KKT conditions.

We update xi-‘“ in (1.5) using the equation from the optimality given as follows:

lk
Hxd ™ g+ pAT <A,~x§f“ +Y Aph—c— p) +P (X —x) =0.

J#i
We define the error metric at each k-th iteration for u* = (x’[, e ,xf‘v; Ak ) as follows:
dis(u*) := max { Hxlf | I [ . | I 2| } 4.2)
The initial values u® = (x9,...,x%;A°) are set to zero. The experiments were conducted for

N =3 with m = 100 and n = 40, and for N = 10 with m = 100 and n = 60. The experimental
results are plotted in Figures 1 and 2 for the 3-block case, and in Figures 3 and 4 for the 10-
block case. We find that the value dis(u*) decreases to zero linearly as expected in Theorem
2.6.
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As shown in Figure 1, for fixed values of the damping parameter y € {0.1,0.5}, the
algorithm exhibits the fastest convergence when p = 1. This indicates that a smaller penalty
parameter does not necessarily lead to faster convergence, emphasizing the importance of
proper choice of the penalty parameter p for the fast convergence. Figure 2 shows the effect
of the damping parameter y under fixed p. The convergence rate improves as Y increases
when p = 0.03, whereas for p =5, the algorithm exhibits similar convergence rates across
all tested values of 7, indicating limited sensitivity to the damping parameter.
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Fig. 1 Experimental results on LCQP model for N = 3 (m = 100, n = 40), with fixed y and
varying p.
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Fig. 3 Experimental results on LCQP model for N = 10 (m = 100, n = 60), with fixed y and
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Fig. 4 Experimental results on LCQP model for N = 10 (m = 100, n = 60), with fixed p and
varying 7.

4.2 The Optimal Resource Allocation Problem

In this example, we consider the following case:

N
mian,-(xi)
i=1
N
S.t. le- =0
i=1

where f; : R — R is given as f;(x;) = (1/2)ai(x; — ¢;)? +log[1 + exp(bi(x; — d;))] with
the coefficients a;,b;,c;,d; generated randomly with uniform distributions on [0,2], [-2,2],
[—10,10], [—10,10] respectively. We conduct experiments with the damping parameter y €

{0.1,0.5,1.5,1.9}, and the penalty parameter p € {0.03,1,5,10} in Algorithm 1. We update
x{f“ in (1.5) using the equation derived from the optimality given as follows:

a1 — )+ biexP[b"(fo_d")}

lk
k+1 k_ 2 P, k+1 _ kY .
i 1+exp [b,'(xffﬂ _di)} +P(xz +j§,'xj p ) + (xl xl)

In order to study the convergence behavior of the test algorithms, we test two cases:
6-block and 20-block. The value u* = (x’{, . gc}i,;l*) is obtained numerically by running
Algorithm 1 4,000 iterations. We employ the same error metric dis(u) as defined in (4.2)
for this experiment. The initial values u® = (x9,...,x%;19) are set to zero. The experimental
results are plotted in Figures 5 and 6 for the 6-block case, and in Figures 7 and 8 for the
20-block case. We observe that the value dis(u*) converges linearly to zero, as anticipated in
Theorem 2.6.

Figure 5 illustrates that, for fixed damping parameters y € {0.1,0.5,1.5}, the algorithm
achieves the fastest convergence when p = 1. This suggests that simply choosing a smaller
penalty parameter does not guarantee faster convergence, highlighting the need for proper
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choice of p for the fast convergence. In Figure 6, the effect of the damping parameter 7y is
investigated at fixed value of p. When p = 0.03, increasing ¥ leads to improved convergence

rates. In contrast, for p = 5, the convergence rates remain similar regardless of the value of 7,
implying that the algorithm’s performance is relatively insensitive to changes in 7.
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Fig. 5 Experimental results on the optimal resource allocation model for N = 6, with fixed y
and varying p.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we study the Jacobi-Proximal ADMM algorithm designed to solve the lin-
early coupled optimization problems in a parallel way. We achieved the first result for the
linear convergence of the algorithm and derived its convergence rate when the cost func-
tions are strongly convex and Lipschitz continuous. This is the first linear convergence result
for the Jacobi-Proximal ADMM. We also presented numerical experiments supporting the
convergence result.
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under varying 7.
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