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A B S T R A C T

Prediction-correction algorithms are a highly effective class of methods for solving pseudo-
convex optimization problems. The descent direction of these algorithms can be viewed as an
adjustment to the gradient direction based on the prediction step. This paper investigates the
adjustment coefficients of these descent directions and offers explanations from the perspective
of differential equations. Unlike existing algorithms where the adjustment coefficient is always
set to 1, we establish that the range of the adjustment coefficient lies within (1/2,1] for pseudo-
convex optimization problems, and [0,1] for convex optimization problems. We also provide
rigorous convergence proofs for these proposed algorithms. Numerical experiment results show
that the algorithms perform best when the value of the adjustment coefficient makes the algorithm
approach or equal to those in differential equations with higher-order global discrete error.

1. Introduction
This paper first focuses on the study of pseudo-convex optimization problems, which are more general than convex

optimization problems. For instance, fractional programming problems, commonly encountered in fields such as
wireless communications, economics, management, information theory, optics, graph theory, and computer science
[1, 2, 3, 4, 5], are often pseudo-convex rather than convex optimization problems [6]. Directly developing numerical
algorithms for pseudo-convex optimization problems can circumvent the complexities and potential errors associated
with transforming the model into a convex problem [7].

Prediction-correction algorithms are a highly effective class of methods for solving pseudo-convex optimization
problems [8, 9, 10, 11, 12]. In this paper, we express the descent direction of prediction-correction algorithms as
an adjustment of the gradient direction using information from the prediction step. We investigate the range and the
optimal value of the adjustment coefficient. In many existing well-performing algorithms, the adjustment coefficient
is typically fixed at 1, such as the extra-gradient algorithm [13, 14], the improved extra-gradient algorithm [15], the
projection contraction algorithm [11], and the forward-backward algorithm [16]. This paper addresses the question: if
this coefficient changes, what would be the range of the coefficient and which one is the most efficient? We provide
an answer and offer the convergence analysis. We highlight that changing the adjustment coefficient effectively rotates
the descent direction and provide an illustrative figure for better understanding. Additionally, considering that adaptive
step sizes can significantly improve the convergence speed of the algorithm [15, 17, 18], we also employ the line search
strategies for the step sizes in the proposed algorithms.

In recent years, there has been growing interest in the relationship between differential equations and optimization
problems. Scholars have already mapped many optimization algorithms to different discrete forms of differential
equations [19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24]. To provide a deeper theoretical understanding of the proposed algorithms, we
explain several specific adjustment coefficients from the perspective of discrete differential equations.

Some pseudo-convex models can be conveniently and efficiently transformed into convex models using techniques
such as the Charnes-Cooper transform and Dinkelbachs transform in fractional programming problems [7]. For the
resulting convex optimization problems, we design a new prediction-correction algorithm where the correction step
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can have a different step size from the prediction step, provided that the adjustment coefficient can also be modified.
We explain that several specific adjustment coefficients in this algorithm are also closely related to methods in discrete
differential equations.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows:

• By considering the descent direction of the prediction-correction algorithm as an adjustment to the gradient
direction, we propose new prediction-correction algorithms that allow for altering the adjustment coefficient.
We illustrate through a figure that modifying the adjustment coefficient essentially rotates the descent direction.
From the perspective of discrete differential equations, we explain that when the adjustment coefficient is 1

2 ,
the algorithm corresponds to the trapezoidal formula, which has a higher-order global discrete error. This also
provides an explanation for the optimal adjustment coefficient.

• We establish that the range of the adjustment coefficient lies within (1/2,1] for pseudo-convex optimization
problems, and [0,1] for convex optimization problems. We also provide rigorous convergence proofs for these
proposed algorithms.

• The numerical experiment demonstrates the effectiveness of our algorithms and shows that it is better to make
the adjustment coefficient close to 1

2 while ensuring convergence. This is also consistent with the explanation
from the perspective of differential equations.

The rest of this article is arranged as follows. Section 2 is divided into two subsections. The first subsection is
some basic notations and properties. The second subsection provides the motivation for the proposed algorithms and
offers an explanation from the perspective of discrete differential equations for some specific adjustment coefficients.
Section 3 is divided into three subsections. Subsections 3.1 and 3.2 respectively introduce the improved prediction-
correction algorithms for solving pseudo-convex and convex optimization problems, along with their convergence
analyses. Subsection 3.3 explains that, under certain conditions, the algorithm presented in subsection 3.2 can be fully
aligned with the algorithm derived from the perspective of discrete differential equations. The numerical experiments
are given to show the superiority of the algorithms proposed in this paper in Section 4. Section 5 is the conclusion.

2. Preliminaries
2.1. Basic notions and properties

The optimization problem considered in this paper is

min
𝑥∈ℝ𝑛

𝑓 (𝑥), (1)

where 𝑓 ∶ ℝ𝑛 → ℝ is a smooth pseudo-convex or convex function.
We next give some basic notions, definitions, and properties that are useful in the subsequent paper.
For vectors 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ ℝ𝑛, ⟨𝑥, 𝑦⟩ is the standard inner product. ‖𝑥‖ =

√⟨𝑥, 𝑥⟩ is the Euclidean norm. We use P[𝑎,𝑏](𝑥)
to denote the projection of 𝑥 on the interval [𝑎, 𝑏]. A differentiable function 𝑓 ∶ ℝ𝑛 → ℝ is said to be convex, if it
satisfies

𝑓 (𝑦) ≥ 𝑓 (𝑥) + ⟨∇𝑓 (𝑥), 𝑦 − 𝑥⟩,∀𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ ℝ𝑛.

An operator 𝑇 ∶ ℝ𝑛 → ℝ𝑛 is said to be monotone, if for all 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ ℝ𝑛, ⟨𝑇 (𝑦) − 𝑇 (𝑥), 𝑦 − 𝑥⟩ ≥ 0. An operator
𝑇 ∶ ℝ𝑛 → ℝ𝑛 is said to be pseudo-monotone, if for all 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ ℝ𝑛, ⟨𝑇 (𝑥), 𝑦 − 𝑥⟩ ≥ 0 implies ⟨𝑇 (𝑦), 𝑦 − 𝑥⟩ ≥ 0.
A differentiable function 𝑓 ∶ ℝ𝑛 → ℝ is said to be pseudo-convex if its gradient is pseudo-monotone. An operator
𝑇 ∶ ℝ𝑛 → ℝ𝑛 is said to be 𝐿-Lipschitz continuous, if‖𝑇 (𝑦) − 𝑇 (𝑥)‖ ≤ 𝐿‖𝑦 − 𝑥‖,∀𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ ℝ𝑛.

Let 𝑥∗ be a stationary point of the unconstrained differentiable optimization problem (1), i.e., ‖∇𝑓 (𝑥∗)‖ = 0, and
define the stationary point set 𝑋∗ = {𝑥∗ ∶ ‖∇𝑓 (𝑥∗)‖ = 0}. The following lemma gives the property of the gradient
of a differentiable convex function.

Lemma 1. ([25], Theorem 2.1.3) For a differentiable convex function 𝑓 ∶ ℝ𝑛 → ℝ, its gradient operator ∇𝑓 is
monotone, and thus pseudo-monotone.
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The following descent lemma is well-known and useful for our analysis of convergence later.

Lemma 2. ([25], Theorem 2.1.5) If ∇𝑓 ∶ ℝ𝑛 → ℝ𝑛 is 𝐿-Lipschitz continuous, then for all 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ ℝ𝑛,

𝑓 (𝑥) ≤ 𝑓 (𝑦) + ⟨∇𝑓 (𝑦), 𝑥 − 𝑦⟩ + 𝐿
2
‖𝑥 − 𝑦‖2.

Under the convexity of 𝑓 and the Lipschitz continuity of ∇𝑓 , an inequality can be derived in the following Lemma.

Lemma 3. ([25], Theorem 2.1.5) If 𝑓 is a convex function and ∇𝑓 ∶ ℝ𝑛 → ℝ𝑛 is a 𝐿-Lipschitz continuous operator,
then for all 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ ℝ𝑛,

⟨∇𝑓 (𝑥) − ∇𝑓 (𝑦), 𝑥 − 𝑦⟩ ≥ 1
𝐿
‖∇𝑓 (𝑥) − ∇𝑓 (𝑦)‖2.

2.2. Motivation
The prediction-correction algorithms is a highly effective method for solving pseudo-convex optimization prob-

lems. We analyse some typical prediction-correction algorithms which use the gradient step: 𝑧𝑘 = 𝑥𝑘 − ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) as
a prediction to illustrate the motivation behind the proposed algorithms.

For unconstrained optimization problem (1), the correction step of the extra-gradient algorithm [13, 14] and
forward-backward-forward algorithm [16] can be both written as

𝑥𝑘+1𝐸𝐺∕𝐹𝐵𝐹 = 𝑥𝑘 − ℎ𝑘
(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − (∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘))

)
. (2)

The numerical performance of the improved extra-gradient algorithm [15] and the projection contraction algorithm
[11] remains difficult to surpass. Their correction steps can be expressed as:

𝑥𝑘+1𝐼𝐸𝐺∕𝑃𝐶 = 𝑥𝑘 − 𝜂𝛼𝑘ℎ𝑘
(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − (∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘))

)
. (3)

We find that algorithms (2), (3) both use direction ∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − (∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)) as the descent direction, where
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)−∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘) is used to adjust the gradient direction ∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘), and the adjustment coefficient is 1. A natural question
is what is the best adjustment coefficient? If we reset 𝛽(∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)−∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)) as the adjustment direction, what is the range
and the best choice of 𝛽? Thus, this paper considers the following improved prediction correction algorithm whose
correction step is

𝑥𝑘+1𝐼𝑃𝐶 = 𝑥𝑘 − ℎ𝑘
(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − 𝛽(∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘))

)
. (4)

We provide the range of 𝛽 and give the convergence analysis. For the optimal value of 𝛽, we provide an explanation
from the perspective of differential equations. Regarding the step size ℎ𝑘, we give two selection ways: constant step
size and adaptive step size. For the convex optimization problem, we propose the following form of the algorithm with
correction step written as

𝑥𝑘+1 = 𝑥𝑘 − 𝜂𝛼𝑘ℎ𝑘
(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − 𝛽(∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘))

)
. (5)

The difference of iterating one step with different adjustment coefficient 𝛽 in Algorithm (4) can be intuitively shown
in Figure 1. In this figure, 𝑥1𝐺𝐷 corresponds to 𝛽 = 0; 𝑥1𝐸𝐺 corresponds to 𝛽 = 1; 𝑥1𝐼𝑃𝐶 corresponds to 𝛽 ∈ (0, 1). As
can be seen from this figure, changing the adjustment coefficient is equivalent to rotating the descent direction, and by
rotating the descent direction to an appropriate angle, a more optimal descent direction can be obtained.

Next, we will explain that when the adjustment coefficient takes on the special values of 0, 1, and 1
2 , it corresponds

to algorithms with different orders of discretization error in the differential equations.
Consider the first order ordinary differential equation (gradient flow):{

𝑥̇(𝑡) = −∇𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡)) , 𝑡 ≥ 0,
𝑥(0) = 𝑥0.

(6)

The equilibrium points 𝑥∗ = lim𝑡→∞ 𝑥(𝑡) of (6) are the stationary points of unconstrained optimization problem (1),
where 𝑥(𝑡) is the solution trajectory of (6)[19, 20, 23]. In general, the solution trajectory 𝑥(𝑡) is difficult to compute.
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Thus, some discrete methods are proposed to approximate 𝑥(𝑡). The explicit Euler discrete method for problem (6) is
related to the gradient descent algorithm [26, 27]

𝑥𝑘+1 = 𝑥𝑘 − ℎ∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)
for problem (1), and this corresponds to 𝛽 = 0 in Algorithm (4). The implicit Euler discrete method for problem (6)
corresponds to the proximal point algorithm [22, 28, 29, 30]

𝑥𝑘+1 = 𝑥𝑘 − ℎ∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘+1)
for problem (1). Both the explicit Euler discrete method and the implicit Euler discrete method bring 𝑂(ℎ) global
discrete error in terms of ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥(𝑡𝑘)‖ [31]. Generally speaking, the proximal point algorithm is more stable than
the gradient descent algorithm, but the proximal point algorithm involves implicit updates. If take the point obtained
by the gradient descent algorithm as the approximation of the point 𝑥𝑘+1, then the proximal point algorithm can be
approximated by extra-gradient algorithm (2). Notice that extra-gradient algorithm corresponds to 𝛽 = 1 in Algorithm
(4).

The midpoint rectangle formula for (6) has higher global discrete error order of 𝑂(ℎ2) [31], and the discrete scheme
is

𝑥𝑘+1 = 𝑥𝑘 − ℎ∇𝑓
(
𝑥𝑘+1 + 𝑥𝑘

2

)
. (7)

Setting 𝑧𝑘 = 𝑥𝑘+1+𝑥𝑘
2 , the iteration (7) can be rewritten as

𝑧𝑘 = 𝑥𝑘 − ℎ
2
∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘),

𝑥𝑘+1 = 𝑧𝑘 + 𝑧𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘,

which corresponds to the extended proximal point algorithm for (1) [22, 32, 33]. As we all know, extended proximal
point algorithm usually brings better performance than proximal point algorithm. It is important to note that in
differential equations, the step size ℎ approaches zero to ensure that the iteration sequence {𝑥𝑘} approximate the
solution trajectory 𝑥(𝑡), leading the limit of the iteration sequence to be the equilibrium point of the differential equation.
However, in optimization problems, the primary concern is the final equilibrium point. To achieve faster convergence,
a step size ℎ that does not approach zero is often used. This prevents the extrapolation coefficient 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1) in the
extended proximal point algorithm: 𝑥𝑘+1 = 𝑧𝑘 + 𝛼(𝑧𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘) from reaching 1.

The trapezoidal formula for (6) also has global discrete error order of 𝑂(ℎ2) [31], and its discrete format is

𝑥𝑘+1 = 𝑥𝑘 − ℎ
2
(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘+1) + ∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)

)
= 𝑥𝑘 − ℎ

(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − 1

2
(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘+1)

))
. (8)

However, iteration (8) is an implicit update. If we also take the point obtained by the gradient descent algorithm as the
approximation of the point 𝑥𝑘+1, i.e.

𝑧𝑘 = 𝑥𝑘 − ℎ∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘),

𝑥𝑘+1 = 𝑥𝑘 − ℎ
(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − 1

2
(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)

))
. (9)

(9) corresponds to Algorithm (4) with 𝛽 = 1
2 . Since the trapezoidal formula has higher order of global discretization

error than explicit and implicit Euler discretization, similar to the extended proximal point algorithm, Algorithm (4)
may have better numerical performance when 𝛽 approaches to 1

2 , compared with when 𝛽 approaches to 0 or 1.

3. Improved prediction correction algorithms with adjustment coefficient
This section include three subsections. In subsection 3.1, we present two improved prediction-correction algorithms

with adjustment coefficients for pseudo-convex objective functions under both constant and adaptive step sizes. In
subsection 3.2, for convex objective functions, we introduce another improved prediction-correction algorithm with a
wider range of adjustment coefficient. Additionally, the correction step can have a different step size from the prediction
step. In subsection 3.3, we explain that when the objective function is convex and the adjustment coefficient is 1

2 , it
can fully corresponds to the algorithm in (9).
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3.1. Improved prediction correction algorithms: pseudo-convex case
In this subsection, we propose the improved prediction correction algorithms that use constant step size (IPC-C) and

adaptive step size (IPC-A) for pseudo-convex optimization problem (1). To establish the convergence of the sequence
{𝑥𝑘} generated by Algorithm IPC-C and IPC-A, we make some required assumptions firstly in the following.

Assumption 1. (i) The stationary point set 𝑋∗ of problem (1) is non-empty.

(ii) 𝑓 is pseudo-convex and ∇𝑓 is L-Lipschitz continuous.

Algorithm 1 considers the iteration format (4) and uses a constant step size whose range related to the Lipschitz
constant of ∇𝑓 .

Algorithm 1 (pseudo-convex-IPC-C):

Step 0: Initialize 𝑥0 ∈ ℝ𝑛, 𝜖 > 0, 𝑘 = 0.
Step 1: If ‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖ < 𝜖, stop. Else go to step 2.
Step 2: Generate new iteration point.

𝑧𝑘 = 𝑥𝑘 − ℎ∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘), (10)
𝑥𝑘+1 = 𝑥𝑘 − ℎ

(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − 𝛽(∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘))

)
,

where 0 < ℎ < 1
𝐿 , 𝛽 ∈

(
1−

√
1−ℎ2𝐿2

ℎ2𝐿2 , 1
]

.

𝑘 = 𝑘 + 1. Go to Step 1.

The Fejér monotonicity of the sequence {𝑥𝑘} generated by Algorithm 1 with respect to the set 𝑋∗ is given below.

Proposition 1. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds, then the sequence {𝑥𝑘} generated by Algorithm 1 satisfies‖𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑥∗‖2 ≤ ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2 − 𝜅1‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2,
where 𝜅1 = 2𝛽 − 1 − 𝛽2ℎ2𝐿2 > 0.

Proof By the identity transformation, we obtain‖𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑥∗‖2 = ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2 + ‖𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑥𝑘‖2 + 2⟨𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑥𝑘, 𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗⟩
= ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2 + ‖𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑥𝑘‖2 + 2⟨−ℎ∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) + ℎ𝛽

(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)

)
, 𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗⟩

= ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2 + ‖𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑥𝑘‖2 − 2⟨ℎ𝛽∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘), 𝑧𝑘 − 𝑥∗⟩
−2⟨ℎ𝛽∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘), 𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘⟩ + 2⟨ℎ(𝛽 − 1)∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘), 𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗⟩.

Since ∇𝑓 is pseudo-monotone, ∇𝑓 (𝑥∗) = 0 and 𝛽 ≤ 1, we have‖𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑥∗‖2 ≤ ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2 + ‖𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑥𝑘‖2 − 2⟨ℎ𝛽∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘), 𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘⟩. (11)

Combining (10) and (11), it gets that‖𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑥∗‖2 ≤ ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2 + ‖𝑧𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘 + ℎ𝛽∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ℎ𝛽∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)‖2
+2𝛽⟨𝑧𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘 + ℎ∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ℎ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘), 𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘⟩

= ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2 + ‖𝑧𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘‖2 + 𝛽2ℎ2‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)‖2
+2𝛽⟨ℎ∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ℎ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘), 𝑧𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘⟩ + 2𝛽⟨𝑧𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘 + ℎ∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ℎ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘), 𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘⟩

= ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2 + ‖𝑧𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘‖2 + 𝛽2ℎ2‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)‖2 − 2𝛽‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2. (12)

According to the 𝐿-Lipschitz continuity of ∇𝑓 , (12) can be written as‖𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑥∗‖2 ≤ ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2 + ‖𝑧𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘‖2 + 𝛽2ℎ2𝐿2‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2 − 2𝛽‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2
= ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2 − (2𝛽 − 1 − 𝛽2ℎ2𝐿2)‖𝑧𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘‖2.

Due to 0 < ℎ < 1
𝐿 , 𝛽 ∈

(
1−

√
1−ℎ2𝐿2

ℎ2𝐿2 , 1
]

, we have 2𝛽 − 1 − 𝛽2ℎ2𝐿2 > 0. Thus, the desired conclusion is proved. □
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Remark 1. When ℎ → 0, the lower bound of 𝛽 = 1−
√
1−ℎ2𝐿2

ℎ2𝐿2 → 1
2 . When 𝛽 = 1

2 , Algorithm 1 becomes Algorithm
(9). In the following numerical experiment, we find that, for a given ℎ, the closer 𝛽 is to 1

2 , the better the numerical
performance.

The convergence of Algorithm 1 is given by the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds, then the sequence {𝑥𝑘} generated by Algorithm 1 converges to a
stationary point of problem (1).

Proof Under Assumption 1, the conclusion of Proposition 1 holds. Thus

ℎ2𝜅1
∞∑
𝑘=0

‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖2 = 𝜅1
∞∑
𝑘=0

‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2 < ∞,

and {𝑥𝑘} is bounded. Consequently, ‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖ → 0, and there exists a subsequence {𝑥𝑘𝑗} converges to a cluster point
𝑥∞. By the continuity of the operator∇𝑓 and ‖⋅‖, we have ‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘𝑗 )‖ → ‖∇𝑓 (𝑥∞)‖. Combining with ‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖ → 0,
we get ‖∇𝑓 (𝑥∞)‖ = 0. Thus 𝑥∞ ∈ 𝑋∗. We next show that {𝑥𝑘} has a unique cluster point.

Since the sequence {‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2} is monotonically decreasing and bounded below, thus {‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2} converges.
Taking 𝑥∗ = 𝑥∞, we obtain {‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∞‖2} has a limit. Taking the subsequence {𝑥𝑘𝑗}, we have {‖𝑥𝑘𝑗 − 𝑥∞‖} → 0.
Thus the whole sequence {‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∞‖} → 0, i.e., {𝑥𝑘} → 𝑥∞ ∈ 𝑋∗. □

The following theorem provides the convergence rate of ‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖2 in the ergodic sense.

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds, then the sequence {𝑥𝑘} generated by Algorithm 1 satisfies

1
𝐾

𝐾−1∑
𝑘=0

‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖2 ≤ ‖𝑥0 − 𝑥∗‖2
𝐾𝜅1ℎ2

.

Proof Under Assumption 1, the conclusion of Proposition 1 holds. Thus

𝜅1ℎ
2‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖2 = 𝜅1‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2 ≤ ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2 − ‖𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑥∗‖2.

Sum the above inequality from 0 to 𝐾 − 1 to get

𝜅1ℎ
2
𝐾−1∑
𝑘=0

‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖2 ≤ ‖𝑥0 − 𝑥∗‖2.
This means

1
𝐾

𝐾−1∑
𝑘=0

‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖2 ≤ ‖𝑥0 − 𝑥∗‖2
𝐾𝜅1ℎ2

.

This proves the desired conclusion. □
The range of the step size ℎ and the adjustment coefficient 𝛽 in Algorithm 1 are determined by the global Lipschitz

constant 𝐿 of ∇𝑓 . However, generally speaking, 𝐿 is not easy to obtain or is difficult to estimate accurately. Even if 𝐿
is estimated well, it is only the global Lipschitz constant, which is much larger than the local Lipschitz constant. This
will result in a small step size and slow convergence. Therefore, we present the following Algorithm IPC-A that does
not rely on the global Lipschitz constant.

Algorithm 2 (pseudo-convex-IPC-A):

Step 0: Initialize 𝑥0 ∈ ℝ𝑛, 0 < 𝜇 < 𝜈 < 1, ℎ < 1 ≤ 𝛾00 ≤ ℎ, 𝜃 ∈ (0, 1), 𝜏 > 1, 𝜖 > 0, 𝑘 = 0.
Step 1: If ‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖ < 𝜖, stop. Else go to step 2.
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Step 2: Line search for ℎ𝑘.
𝑙 = 0;
If 𝑟𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙 ) ∶= 𝛾𝑘𝑙 ‖∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙 )) − ∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖∕‖𝑧𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙 ) − 𝑥𝑘‖ > 𝜈,

where 𝑧𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙 ) = 𝑥𝑘 − 𝛾𝑘𝑙 ∇𝑓 (𝑥
𝑘).

𝛾𝑘𝑙+1 = 𝛾𝑘𝑙 𝜃 ∗ min{1, 1∕𝑟𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙 )}, 𝑙 = 𝑙 + 1.
Else
ℎ𝑘 = 𝛾𝑘𝑙 .

Step 3: Generate new iteration point.

𝑧𝑘 = 𝑥𝑘 − ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘), (13)
𝑥𝑘+1 = 𝑥𝑘 − ℎ𝑘

(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − 𝛽(∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘))

)
,

where 𝛽 ∈
(

1−
√
1−𝜈2
𝜈2 , 1

]
.

Step 4: Adaptively select 𝛾𝑘+10 , the initial line search step size for iteration 𝑘 + 1.
If 𝑟𝑘(ℎ𝑘) ≤ 𝜇, then 𝛾𝑘+10 = 𝜏ℎ𝑘.
Else 𝛾𝑘+10 = ℎ𝑘.
𝛾𝑘+10 = P[ℎ,ℎ](𝛾

𝑘+1
0 ).

𝑘 = 𝑘 + 1. Go to Step 1.

We first illustrate by two lemmas that the line search in Algorithm 2 finitely terminates and the step size ℎ𝑘 has a
consistent lower bound.

Lemma 4. Suppose that ∇𝑓 is L-Lipschitz continuous, then the line search for ℎ𝑘 in Algorithm 2 terminates in finite
steps.

Proof If there exists 𝑘 such that the line search can not finitely terminated, then for all 𝑙 > 0,

𝛾𝑘𝑙 ‖∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙 )) − ∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖∕‖𝑧𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙 ) − 𝑥𝑘‖ > 𝜈.

By the 𝐿-Lipschitz continuity of ∇𝑓 , we have

𝛾𝑘𝑙 𝐿 ≥ 𝛾𝑘𝑙 ‖∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙 )) − ∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖∕‖𝑧𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙 ) − 𝑥𝑘‖ > 𝜈.

Thus, 𝛾𝑘𝑙 > 𝜈
𝐿 , ∀𝑙 > 0. Letting 𝑙 → ∞, we obtain 𝜈

𝐿 ≤ 0. This contradicts with 0 < 𝜈 < 1. □

Lemma 5. Suppose that ∇𝑓 is L-Lipschitz continuous, then the step size ℎ𝑘 in Algorithm 2 satisfies ℎ𝑘 ≥ ℎmin, where
ℎmin = min

{
ℎ, 𝜈𝜃

ℎ𝐿2

}
.

Proof If ℎ𝑘 = 𝛾𝑘0 , then ℎ𝑘 ≥ ℎ. If ℎ𝑘 = 𝛾𝑘𝑙 , 𝑙 ≥ 1, then

𝛾𝑘𝑙−1‖∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙−1)) − ∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖∕‖𝑧𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙−1) − 𝑥𝑘‖ > 𝜈.

By the 𝐿-Lipschitz continuity of ∇𝑓 , we get

𝛾𝑘𝑙−1𝐿 ≥ 𝛾𝑘𝑙−1‖∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙−1)) − ∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖∕‖𝑧𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙−1) − 𝑥𝑘‖ > 𝜈.

That is 𝛾𝑘𝑙−1 >
𝜈
𝐿 . Multiplying by 𝜃 ∗ min

{
1, 1∕𝑟𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙−1)

}
at both sides of this inequality, we have

ℎ𝑘 = 𝛾𝑘𝑙 > 𝜈𝜃
𝐿

∗ min
{
1, 1∕𝑟𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙−1)

}
. (14)

Due to

𝑟𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙−1) = 𝛾𝑘𝑙−1‖∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙−1)) − ∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖∕‖𝑧𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙−1) − 𝑥𝑘‖
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≤ 𝛾𝑘𝑙−1𝐿‖𝑧𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙−1) − 𝑥𝑘‖‖𝑧𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙−1) − 𝑥𝑘‖ = 𝛾𝑘𝑙−1𝐿 ≤ 𝛾𝑘0𝐿 ≤ ℎ𝐿,

we obtain
1

𝑟𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙−1)
≥ 1

ℎ𝐿
. (15)

From (14) and (15), we have ℎ𝑘 > 𝜈𝜃
𝐿 or ℎ𝑘 > 𝜈𝜃

𝐿 ⋅ 1
ℎ𝐿

. We can always make 𝐿 ≥ 1. Combining with ℎ ≥ 1, we have
1
ℎ𝐿

≤ 1. Thus, ℎ𝑘 > 𝜈𝜃
𝐿 ⋅ 1

ℎ𝐿
= 𝜈𝜃

ℎ𝐿2 .

Combining the above two situations, we have ℎ𝑘 ≥ ℎmin = min
{
ℎ, 𝜈𝜃∕ℎ𝐿2

}
. □

Similar to Proposition 1, The sequence {𝑥𝑘} generated by Algorithm 2 is Fejér monotonicity with respect to the
set 𝑋∗.

Proposition 2. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds, then the sequence {𝑥𝑘} generated by Algorithm 2 satisfy‖𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑥∗‖2 ≤ ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2 − 𝜅2‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2,
where 𝜅2 = 2𝛽 − 1 − 𝛽2𝜈2 > 0.

Proof Consistent with the first half of the proof in Proposition 1, the inequality (12) is obtained. Combining (12) with
the choice of ℎ𝑘 in Algorithm 2, we get‖𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑥∗‖2 ≤ ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2 + ‖𝑧𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘‖2 + 𝛽2𝜈2‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2 − 2𝛽‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2

= ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2 − (2𝛽 − 1 − 𝛽2𝜈2)‖𝑧𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘‖2.
Due to 0 < 𝜈 < 1, 𝛽 ∈

(
1−

√
1−𝜈2
𝜈2 , 1

]
, we have 2𝛽 − 1 − 𝛽2𝜈2 > 0. Thus, the desired conclusion is obtained. □

The convergence of Algorithm 2 is given by the following theorem.

Theorem 3. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds, then the sequence {𝑥𝑘} generated by Algorithm 2 converges to a
stationary point of problem (1).

Proof Under Assumption 1, the conclusion of Proposition 2 holds. Thus

ℎ2min𝜅2
∞∑
𝑘=0

‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖2 ≤ ℎ2𝑘𝜅2
∞∑
𝑘=0

‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖2 = 𝜅2
∞∑
𝑘=0

‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2 < ∞,

and {𝑥𝑘} is bounded. Consequently, ‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖ → 0, and there exists a subsequence {𝑥𝑘𝑗} converges to a cluster point
𝑥∞. The latter proof is consistent with Theorem 1. □

Consistent with the proof of Theorem 2 and combined with Lemma 5, we can conclude the following convergence
rate result.

Theorem 4. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds, then the sequence {𝑥𝑘} generated by Algorithm 2 satisfies

1
𝐾

𝐾−1∑
𝑘=0

‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖2 ≤ ‖𝑥0 − 𝑥∗‖2
𝐾𝜅2ℎ2min

.

3.2. Improved prediction correction algorithm: convex case
In this subsection, we present another improved prediction-correction algorithm for the convex optimization

problem (1), in which a wider range of adjustment coefficient can be used, and the correction step uses a different
step size from the prediction step. Then, we show that if the step size in prediction step takes a special value, the
optimal step size in the correction step of has a lower bound of 1

2 . Consequently, the algorithm can corresponds exactly
to Algorithm (9).
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Algorithm 3 (convex-IPC):

Step 0: Initialize 𝑥0 ∈ ℝ𝑛, 0 < 𝜇 < 𝜈 < 1, 0 < ℎ < 1 ≤ 𝛾00 ≤ ℎ < 4
𝐿 , 0 ≤ 𝛽 ≤ 1, 𝜃 ∈ (0, 1), 𝜏 > 1, 𝜂 ∈ (0, 2),

𝜖 > 0, 𝑘 = 0.
Step 1: If ‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖ < 𝜖, stop. Else go to step 2.
Step 2: Line search for ℎ𝑘.

𝑙 = 0;
If 𝑟𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙 ) ∶= 𝛾𝑘𝑙 ‖∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙 )) − ∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖∕‖𝑧𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙 ) − 𝑥𝑘‖ > 𝜈,

where 𝑧𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙 ) = 𝑥𝑘 − 𝛾𝑘𝑙 ∇𝑓 (𝑥
𝑘).

𝛾𝑘𝑙+1 = 𝛾𝑘𝑙 𝜃 ∗ min{1, 1∕𝑟𝑘(𝛾𝑘𝑙 )}, 𝑙 = 𝑙 + 1.
Else
ℎ𝑘 = 𝛾𝑘𝑙 .

Step 3: Generate new iteration point.

𝑧𝑘 = 𝑥𝑘 − ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘), (16)
𝑥𝑘+1 = 𝑥𝑘 − 𝜂𝛼𝑘ℎ𝑘

(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − 𝛽(∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘))

)
, (17)

where 𝛼𝑘 =
(1−𝛽)

(
1−𝐿ℎ𝑘

4

)‖𝑥𝑘−𝑧𝑘‖2+𝛽⟨𝑥𝑘−𝑧𝑘,ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)⟩
ℎ2𝑘‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)−𝛽(∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)−∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘))‖2 .

Step 4: Adaptively select 𝛾𝑘+10 , the initial line search step size for iteration 𝑘 + 1.
If 𝑟𝑘(ℎ𝑘) ≤ 𝜇, then 𝛾𝑘+10 = 𝜏ℎ𝑘.
Else 𝛾𝑘+10 = ℎ𝑘.
𝛾𝑘+10 = P[ℎ,ℎ](𝛾

𝑘+1
0 ).

𝑘 = 𝑘 + 1. Go to Step 1.

Remark 2. In Algorithm 3, the calculation of 𝛼𝑘 requires the global Lipschitz constant 𝐿, but we still use adaptive
line search in Step 2. This is because the line search seeks a smaller local Lipschitz constant, allowing for a larger step
size ℎ𝑘, and the algorithm usually converges faster.

We first give assumptions required by Algorithm 3.

Assumption 2. (i) The solution set 𝑋∗ of problem (1) is non-empty.

(ii) 𝑓 is convex and ∇𝑓 is 𝐿-Lipschitz continuous.

We next demonstrate below through a lemma that the direction in (17) is a descent direction for the distance function
1
2‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2.

Lemma 6. Suppose Assumption 2 holds. Let {𝑥𝑘}, {𝑧𝑘} are generated by Algorithm 3, and define

𝑑𝑘 ∶= ℎ𝑘
(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − 𝛽(∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘))

)
,

where 0 ≤ 𝛽 ≤ 1. Then

⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗, 𝑑𝑘⟩ ≥ (1 − 𝛽)
(
1 −

𝐿ℎ𝑘
4

)‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2 + 𝛽⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘, ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)⟩ (18)

≥ 𝜅3‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2, (19)

where 𝜅3 = (1 − 𝛽)
(
1 − 𝐿ℎ𝑘

4

)
+ 𝛽(1 − 𝜈) > 0.
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Proof According to the definition of 𝑑𝑘, we have⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗, 𝑑𝑘⟩ = ⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗, ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − 𝛽ℎ𝑘(∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘))⟩. (20)

On the one hand, due to

𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘 = ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) = ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑥∗),

we can obtain⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗, 𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘⟩ = ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2 + ℎ𝑘⟨𝑧𝑘 − 𝑥∗,∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑥∗)⟩
= ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2 + ℎ𝑘⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗,∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑥∗)⟩ − ℎ𝑘⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘,∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑥∗)⟩.

According to Lemma 3 and the inequality 2𝑎𝑏 ≤ 𝑎2 + 𝑏2 with 𝑎 =
√
𝐿ℎ𝑘
2 (𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘), 𝑏 =

√
ℎ𝑘
𝐿 (∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑥∗)), we

have

⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗, 𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘⟩ ≥ ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2 + ℎ𝑘
1
𝐿
‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑥∗)‖2 − ℎ𝑘

1
𝐿
‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑥∗)‖2 − 𝐿ℎ𝑘

4
‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2

=
(
1 −

𝐿ℎ𝑘
4

)‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2.
This means

⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗, ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)⟩ ≥
(
1 −

𝐿ℎ𝑘
4

)‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2. (21)

On the other hand,⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗, ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)⟩ = ⟨𝑧𝑘 − 𝑥∗, ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)⟩ + ⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘, ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)⟩. (22)

Combining this with ⟨𝑧𝑘 − 𝑥∗, ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑥∗)⟩ = 0 and the monotonicity of the operator ∇𝑓 , we obtain⟨𝑧𝑘 − 𝑥∗, ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)⟩ ≥ 0. (23)

Combining (20), (21), (22), (23) and 0 ≤ 𝛽 ≤ 1, we obtain (18).
According to the iteration format (16), Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the line search condition in Algorithm 3,

we have⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘, ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)⟩ = ⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘, 𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘 − ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) + ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)⟩≥ ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2 − ℎ𝑘‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)‖
≥ (1 − 𝜈)‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2. (24)

Combining (22), (23), (24), we obtain⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗, ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)⟩ ≥ (1 − 𝜈)‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2. (25)

The inequality (19) can be obtained by combining the inequalities (20), (21), (25) and 0 ≤ 𝛽 ≤ 1. □
We next show that 𝛼𝑘 has a consistent lower bound.

Lemma 7. Under the assumption that the operator ∇𝑓 is 𝐿-Lipschitz continuous, the step size 𝛼𝑘 in Algorithm 3
satisfies 𝛼𝑘 ≥ 𝛼min, where

𝛼min =

(
(1 − 𝛽)

(
1 − 𝐿ℎ

4

)
+ 𝛽(1 − 𝜈)

)
(2 + 2𝛽2𝜈2)

.

Proof According to (24) and the definition of 𝛼𝑘, we have

𝛼𝑘 =
(1 − 𝛽)

(
1 − 𝐿ℎ𝑘

4

)‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2 + 𝛽⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘, ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)⟩
ℎ2𝑘‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − 𝛽(∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘))‖2
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≥
(
(1 − 𝛽)

(
1 − 𝐿ℎ𝑘

4

)
+ 𝛽(1 − 𝜈)

)‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2
‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘 − 𝛽ℎ𝑘

(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)

) ‖2
≥

(
(1 − 𝛽)

(
1 − 𝐿ℎ𝑘

4

)
+ 𝛽(1 − 𝜈)

)‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2
2‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2 + 2‖𝛽ℎ𝑘 (∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)

) ‖2 .
Due to Step 2 in Algorithm 3, we have

𝛼𝑘 ≥
(
(1 − 𝛽)

(
1 − 𝐿ℎ𝑘

4

)
+ 𝛽(1 − 𝜈)

)‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2
(2 + 2𝛽2𝜈2)‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2

=

(
(1 − 𝛽)

(
1 − 𝐿ℎ𝑘

4

)
+ 𝛽(1 − 𝜈)

)
(2 + 2𝛽2𝜈2)

≥
(
(1 − 𝛽)

(
1 − 𝐿ℎ

4

)
+ 𝛽(1 − 𝜈)

)
(2 + 2𝛽2𝜈2)

∶= 𝛼min.

□
The following proposition states that the sequence {𝑥𝑘} generated by Algorithm 3 is Fejér monotone with respect

the solution set 𝑋∗.

Proposition 3. Under Assumption 2, the sequence {𝑥𝑘} generated by Algorithm 3 satisfies‖𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑥∗‖2 ≤ ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2 − 𝜅4‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2,
where 𝜅4 = 𝜂(2 − 𝜂)𝛼min

(
(1 − 𝛽)

(
1 − 𝐿ℎ

4

)
+ 𝛽(1 − 𝜈)

)
> 0.

Proof From the iteration format (17), we have‖𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑥∗‖2 = ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2 − 2𝜂𝛼𝑘⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗, 𝑑𝑘⟩ + 𝜂2𝛼2𝑘‖𝑑𝑘‖2.
Combining (18), the choice of 𝛼𝑘 in Step 3, and the above equality, we obtain‖𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑥∗‖2

≤ ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2 + 𝜂2𝛼2𝑘‖𝑑𝑘‖2 − 2𝜂𝛼𝑘

(
(1 − 𝛽)

(
1 −

𝐿ℎ𝑘
4

)‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2 + 𝛽⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘, ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)⟩)
= ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2 − 𝜂(2 − 𝜂)𝛼𝑘

(
(1 − 𝛽)

(
1 −

𝐿ℎ𝑘
4

)‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2 + 𝛽⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘, ℎ𝑘∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)⟩)
≤ ‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗‖2 − 𝜂(2 − 𝜂)𝛼min

(
(1 − 𝛽)

(
1 − 𝐿ℎ

4

)
+ 𝛽(1 − 𝜈)

)‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2.
where the equality is according to the setting of 𝛼𝑘 in Step 3 in Algorithm 3, and the last inequality is due to (19),
𝛼𝑘 ≥ 𝛼min and ℎ𝑘 ≤ ℎ. □

Similar to the proofs of Theorem 1 and Theorem 3, we can derive the following convergence theorem.

Theorem 5. Under Assumption 2, the sequence {𝑥𝑘} generated by Algorithm 3 converges to a solution point of
problem (1).

Similar to the proof of Theorem 4, we can conclude the following convergence rate result.

Theorem 6. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds, then the sequence {𝑥𝑘} generated by Algorithm 3 satisfies

1
𝐾

𝐾−1∑
𝑘=0

‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖2 ≤ ‖𝑥0 − 𝑥∗‖2
𝐾𝜅4ℎ2min

.
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3.3. The relationship between Algorithm 3 and Algorithm (9)
If we take the step size ℎ𝑘 ≡ 0.9

𝐿 , Algorithm 3 can be written as

𝑧𝑘 = 𝑥𝑘 − 0.9
𝐿

∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘),

𝑥𝑘+1 = 𝑥𝑘 − 𝜂𝛼𝑘
0.9
𝐿

(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − 𝛽

(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)

))
.

Based on the expression of 𝛼𝑘 in Algorithm 3, after transformation, we obtain

𝛼𝑘 =
3.1
4 (1 − 𝛽)‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2‖‖‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘 − 0.9

𝐿 𝛽
(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)

)‖‖‖2 +
𝛽⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘, 𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘 − 0.9

𝐿

(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)

)⟩‖‖‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘 − 0.9
𝐿 𝛽

(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)

)‖‖‖2
= 1

2

(
3.1+0.9𝛽

2

)‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2 − 1.8
𝐿 𝛽⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘,∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)⟩‖‖‖‖(𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘 − 0.9

𝐿 𝛽
(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)

))‖‖‖‖2
= 1

2

⎛⎜⎜⎜⎝1 +
(
1.1+0.9𝛽

2

)‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2 − 0.81
𝐿2 𝛽2‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)‖2‖‖‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘 − 0.9

𝐿 𝛽
(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)

)‖‖‖2
⎞⎟⎟⎟⎠ . (26)

Due to the Assumption that the operator ∇𝑓 is 𝐿-Lipschitz continuous, we have under 𝛽 ∈ [0, 1],(
1.1 + 0.9𝛽

2

)‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2 − 0.81
𝐿2

𝛽2‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)‖2
≥

((
1.1 + 0.9𝛽

2

)
− 0.81𝛽2

)‖𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘‖2 > 0. (27)

Combining (26) and (27), we obtain 𝛼𝑘 > 1
2 . Thus, we can take 𝜂 = 1

𝛼𝑘
∈ (0, 2). So that 𝜂𝛼𝑘 = 1. At this point,

Algorithm 3 can be written as

𝑧𝑘 = 𝑥𝑘 − 0.9
𝐿

∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘),

𝑥𝑘+1 = 𝑥𝑘 − 0.9
𝐿

(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − 𝛽

(
∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘) − ∇𝑓 (𝑧𝑘)

))
.

where 𝛽 ∈ [0, 1], which is in the form of Algorithm (9). Notice that the range of 𝛽 in Algorithm 3 is wider than
Algorithm 1 and 2. If 𝛽 = 0, Algorithm 3 is the gradient descent algorithm. If 𝛽 = 1, Algorithm 3 is the extra-gradient
algorithm. If 𝛽 = 1

2 , Algorithm 3 becomes Algorithm (9) which is related to the trapezoidal formula.

4. Numerical Experiment
In this section, we provide some examples of both pseudo-convex and convex optimization problems to demonstrate

the effectiveness of the algorithms proposed in this paper. The experiments are operated with Matlab R2021b on a
Windows 11 with a 3.30 Ghz processor and 32 GB of memory.

Experiment 1: Pseudo-convex fractional programming problem

Consider the fractional program problem of the form [1]:

min 𝑓 (𝑥) = 𝐺(𝑥)
ℎ(𝑥)

,

where 𝐺(𝑥) is a convex quadratic function and ℎ(𝑥) is a positive linear function. Apparently, such a problem is pseudo-
convex and its gradient is pseudo-monotone [6]. Specifically, 𝐺(𝑥) = 1

2
𝑥′𝑄𝑥+𝑐′𝑥+𝑞, ℎ(𝑥) = 𝑟′𝑥+ 𝑡. 𝑄 = 𝑀𝑀 ′+𝐼 ,
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Table 1
Comparison of the efficiency of Algorithm 2 under different 𝛽 for Experiment 1

𝑛 = 1000 𝑛 = 2000 𝑛 = 5000
Iter. CPU Iter. CPU Iter. CPU

𝛽 = 0.54 2022 1.6364 3123 14.6207 4840 177.0001
𝛽 = 0.6 2170 1.7270 3244 14.9632 5008 186.8468
𝛽 = 0.7 2409 2.0179 3616 16.6457 5561 201.4298
𝛽 = 0.8 2638 2.0183 3964 18.5336 6065 210.1741
𝛽 = 0.9 2863 2.2903 4383 19.9577 6675 223.3490
𝛽 = 1 3085 2.4040 4723 21.7784 7101 237.7850

𝑀 is a 𝑛 × 𝑛 matrix and each element is selected from a uniform distribution on the interval (0,1) randomly. 𝐼 is the
𝑛 × 𝑛 identity matrix. 𝑟 and 𝑐 are 𝑛 × 1 vectors drawn uniformly at random from (0, 2). 𝑞 is a random number in (1,2)
and 𝑡 = 1 + 4𝑛.

To avoid computing the Lipschitz constant of the gradient of the objective function in this experiment, we only
provide the numerical results for Algorithm 2. The starting point 𝑥0 is randomly chosen in (1, 10)𝑛. The parameters
in our Algorithm 2 are set as: 𝜇 = 0.3, 𝜈 = 0.5, 𝜏 = 1.5, 𝜃 = 0.67, 𝛾00 = 1, ℎ = 3, ℎ = 10−6, 𝜖 = 10−3. The stopping
criterion is chosen as ‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖ ≤ 𝜖.

We carry out our experiments for 𝑛 ∈ {1000, 2000, 5000} under different 𝛽. Notice that 𝛽 = 0.54 is the minimum
value that can be attained in Algorithm 2 when 𝜈 = 0.5. The number of iterations and CPU time under different
dimensions and 𝛽 of Algorithm 2 are given in Table 1. The residual log

(‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖) vs. number of iterations is given
in Figure 2.

The comparison of numerical results of Algorithm 2 under different dimensions and 𝛽 are shown in Table 1 and
Figure 2. When 𝛽 = 1, Algorithm 2 reduces to the extra-gradient algorithm. It can be seen from these tables and
figures that at various dimensions, the numerical performance is best when 𝛽 = 0.54 in Algorithm 2, and improves by
approximately 32% compared to the extra-gradient algorithm. This optimal 𝛽 is close to 0.5, which is consistent with
our previous explanation from the perspective of differential equations.

Experiment 2: Smooth convex optimization problem

Consider the following differentiable convex optimization problem, in which we refer to the example in [15].

min
𝑥∈ℝ𝑛

𝑓 (𝑥) = 𝑥𝑇 arctan 𝑥 − 1
2

𝑛∑
𝑖=1

ln(1 + 𝑥2𝑖 ) +
1
2
𝑥𝑇𝑀𝑥 + 𝑞𝑇 𝑥.

The matrix 𝑀 = 𝐴𝑇𝐴+𝐵, where 𝐴 is an 𝑛× 𝑛 matrix whose entries are randomly generated in the interval (-5,5) and
a skew-symmetric matrix 𝐵 is generated in the same way. The vector 𝑞 is generated from a uniform distribution in the
interval (-500,500). The gradient of 𝑓 is ∇𝑓 (𝑥) = arctan 𝑥+𝑀𝑥+ 𝑞. The Lipschitz constant of ∇𝑓 is 𝐿 = ‖𝑀‖+1.

We carry out our experiments under dimension 𝑛 ∈ {1000, 2000, 5000}, and compare the numerical performance
of Algorithm 3 under different 𝛽. Each algorithm comes from the same initial point 𝑥0, whose entries are randomly
generated in the interval (0,1). The parameters in our Algorithm 3 are set as: 𝜇 = 0.4, 𝜈 = 0.9, ℎ = 10−6, 𝛾00 = ℎ = 2∕𝐿,
𝜃 = 0.7, 𝜏 = 1.5, 𝜂 = 1.9, 𝜖 = 10−3. The stopping criterion is set as ‖∇𝑓 (𝑥𝑘)‖ < 𝜖.

The comparisons of numerical results of Algorithm 3 under different dimensions and 𝛽 are shown in Table 2 and
Figure 3. We note that when 𝛽 = 0, Algorithm 3 reduces to the gradient descent algorithm, and when 𝛽 = 1, Algorithm
3 reduces to the extra-gradient algorithm. It can be seen from these tables and figures that at various dimensions, the
numerical performance is best when 𝛽 = 0.5, and improves by approximately 33% compared to the gradient descent
algorithm. The numerical performance for other values of 𝛽 is symmetrically distributed. This is consistent with our
previous explanation from the perspective of differential equations, and demonstrates the advantage of incorporating
a correction coefficient in the descent direction.
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Table 2
Comparison of the efficiency of Algorithm 3 under different 𝛽 for Experiment 2

𝑛 = 1000 𝑛 = 2000 𝑛 = 5000
Iter. CPU Iter. CPU Iter. CPU

𝛽 = 0 10534 2.3537 16004 21.2347 29406 325.5482
𝛽 = 0.1 9575 2.0596 14549 20.3756 26732 293.5786
𝛽 = 0.2 8776 1.8370 13336 17.7952 24504 271.1818
𝛽 = 0.3 8100 1.6974 12310 16.3450 22618 257.8097
𝛽 = 0.4 7520 1.6083 11429 15.2138 21002 233.4083
𝛽 = 0.5 7106 1.5463 10750 14.5367 20149 224.5374
𝛽 = 0.6 7704 1.8194 11688 16.9927 21414 254.4506
𝛽 = 0.7 8430 1.9288 12768 19.5998 23414 267.9760
𝛽 = 0.8 9159 2.0952 14011 19.3668 25432 301.5660
𝛽 = 0.9 9654 2.2999 14642 21.3543 26850 318.6725
𝛽 = 1 10583 2.4761 16037 22.9588 29497 339.8504

5. Conclusion
This paper explores prediction-correction algorithms for solving pseudo-convex and convex optimization problems.

We express the descent direction of some typical prediction-correction algorithms as an adjustment to the gradient
direction, and three improved prediction-correction algorithms are proposed by selecting suitable adjustment coeffi-
cients. These coefficients are intuitively explained as rotations of the descent direction, demonstrating that rotating by
a suitable angle results in a more effective descent direction. Several specific adjustment coefficients are analyzed from
the perspective of discrete differential equations. The ranges of these coefficients are provided for both pseudo-convex
and convex objective functions, accompanied by a convergence analysis. The final numerical results indicate that the
algorithm achieves optimal performance when the adjustment coefficient approximates the trapezoidal formula, which
possesses higher-order global discrete error, underscoring the value and significance of this paper.
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Figure 1: Comparison of iterating one step with different adjustment coefficient in Algorithm (4)
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Figure 2: Numerical performance of Algorithm 2 with different 𝛽 for Experiment 1
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Figure 3: Numerical performance of Algorithm 3 with different 𝛽 for Experiment 2
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