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Abstract Block-coordinate algorithms are recognized to furnish efficient itera-
tive schemes for addressing large-scale problems, especially when the computation
of full derivatives entails substantial memory requirements and computational ef-
forts. In this paper, we propose a randomized block proximal gradient algorithm
for minimizing the sum of a smooth function and a separable proper lower semi-
continuous function, both possibly nonconvex. In contrast to previous work, we
only assume that the partial gradients of the smooth function are locally Lip-
schitz continuous with respect to their block of coordinates. At each iteration,
the method adaptively selects a proximal stepsize to satisfy a sufficient decrease
condition without requiring knowledge of the local Lipschitz moduli of the par-
tial gradients of the smooth function. Hence, our work extends the applicability
of randomized block-coordinate descent methods to more general problems where
global Lipschitz gradient assumptions are not satisfied. In addition, our algorithm
incorporates the possibility of conducting an additional boosted linesearch to en-
hance the performance of the algorithm. Our main result establishes subsequential
convergence to a stationary point of the problem almost surely. Numerical exper-
iments in nonnegative matrix factorization report that our method competes well
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with recognized algorithms. Furthermore, a symmetric variant of nonnegative ma-
trix factorization illustrates the advantage of the boosted linesearch in problems
where the proximal stepsize cannot be tightly estimated in accordance to the local
Lipschitz modulus.

Keywords random block-coordinate descent algorithm · large-scale nonconvex
optimization · local Lipschitz gradient continuity · proximal gradient algorithm ·
nonnegative matrix factorization
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1 Introduction

Block-coordinate algorithms are traditionally among the most widely used ap-
proaches to tackle mathematical programs of diverse structures (see, e.g., [8,
10, 12, 44, 51, 67] and the references therein). By iteratively updating different
blocks of coordinates independently, these methods manage to reduce the com-
plexity and memory requirements per iteration. This leads to recognized bene-
fits for very-large-scale problems, especially when obtaining full derivatives en-
tails substantial computational efforts. Fields where the application of block-
coordinate methods has proven fruitful are tomography, regularized least-squares,
signal processing, nonnegative matrix factorization and protein structure predic-
tion [16,19,33,37,57,64], while more can be consulted in [67].

The block of coordinates to be updated at each iteration is typically determined
using a cyclic, greedy, or randomized scheme. Pathological examples are known to
occur for the cyclic approach, as demonstrated by Powell [52], who showed that
the cyclic coordinate gradient descent applied to a differentiable function can orbit
around six points with nonzero gradient. On the other hand, greedy algorithms
still require the computation of full derivatives and may present worse convergence
rates than simple (1-block) schemes [42]. The class of block-coordinate methods ex-
perienced a notable resurgence after the seminal work of Nesterov [42], who estab-
lished complexity results for the convergence of the randomized block-coordinate
gradient descent in the convex case. Nesterov’s results were generalized to convex
composite programs in [53]. Afterwards, the convex setting has been investigated
by several works proposing parallel, distributed, inexact and accelerated variants
(see, e.g., [17,27,38,54,55,62]). Furthermore, strategies for selecting random cycles
in quadratic convex optimization have recently been studied in [30,68].

This article investigates a randomized block-coordinate descent method adept
at addressing structured minimization problems in the form of

min
x∈Rn

φ(x) := f(x) + g(x), (P)

where the function f : Rn → R is smooth, g : Rn → R is separable and both are
possibly nonconvex. To the best of our knowledge, the first work dealing with
the nonconvex framework is due to Patrascu and Necoara [45]. Specifically, they
proposed proximal gradient algorithms for problems in the form of (P) when g is
assumed to be convex. The same authors later considered the framework where g
is the ℓ0-norm and f is convex [46]. The fully nonconvex setting is tackled in [39].

The convergence analysis of the previously mentioned works (also in the con-
vex setting) relies on a notion of block-wise global Lipschitz continuity of the
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gradient of the smooth f . Convergence guarantees depend on preselecting step-
sizes satisfying upper bounds that involve the inverse of the Lipschitz moduli of
block partial gradients. This compromises the performance of the method when
the Lipschitz moduli cannot be estimated accurately. As an exception, Lu and
Xiao [39] presented a proximal gradient method for (P) that selects the proximal
stepsize adaptively without assuming knowledge of the Lipschitz constants of the
partial gradients. However, their analysis still requires the usual global Lipschitz
gradients continuity assumption, which is needed to ensure that the sequence of
stepsizes chosen by the adaptive procedure is bounded away from zero. The lat-
ter is fundamental in order to ensure almost sure subsequential convergence to
stationary points of (P).

In this work, we go one step further by dropping the global block-wise Lips-
chitz assumption and only requiring the gradient of f to be block-wise locally Lip-
schitz continuous, thus extending the applicability of our method to more general
fields where global Lipschitz assumptions are violated, for instance, in nonnega-
tive matrix factorization [35,47,48], quadratic inverse problems [11,15], quadratic
compressed sensing [58], etc. Furthermore, from the theoretical point of view this
demands developing a more sophisticated analysis to ensure that an appropriate
subsequence of stepsizes is bounded away from zero.

We note that in the recent work [29], only continuous differentiability of f
is assumed. This framework is addressed through a randomized Bregman block
proximal gradient method. However, their analysis is based on the case where g
is convex and requires the selection of a family of auxiliary functions tailored to
each problem that allows obtaining a sufficient decrease condition for f block-wise.
Therefore, the method we propose here is more general and at the same time allows
for simpler straightforward implementation.

In addition, as a complementary contribution we permit the possibility of in-
corporating in our numerical scheme an optional linesearch in the spirit of boosted
linesearches. The term boosted linesearch was coined in the seminal works [2, 4],
which proposed an accelerated variant for the classical difference of convex func-
tions algorithm [60] under some differentiability assumptions. Afterwards, this
technique has been applied in different situations (see, e.g., [1, 28, 63]). In the
context of proximal methods boosted linesearches have been considered in the re-
cent work [3], where they were shown to enhance the performance of proximal
(sub)gradient algorithms. To the best of the authors’ knowledge, this is the first
work that introduces the use of boosted linesearch procedures in the randomized
coordinate framework.

1.1 Related works in nonconvex proximal methods

The research on proximal algorithms for the nonconvex setting has gained in-
creasing attention after the seminal works of Attouch, Bolte and collaborators on
the convergence properties of descent methods [5,7]. Particularly, the works [6,14]
analyze proximal alternating methods which can be regarded as block proximal
algorithms limited to two blocks. A landmark contribution is the iPiano algorithm
by Ochs et al. [43] which incorporates an inertial term in a proximal gradient
iteration. A backtracking linesearch can be used to tune the inertial parameter
when the Lipschitz modulus of the gradient is unknown. Another notable work
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is due to Bredies, Lorenz and Reiterer [18], who investigated proximal methods
employing thresholding techniques to address fully nonconvex problems in Hilbert
spaces. More recently, Yang [69] proposed a proximal gradient scheme that com-
bines extrapolation with a nonmonotone linesearch. In addition, some recent works
have investigated the performance of proximal gradient methods beyond the re-
strictive global Lipschitz continuity assumption of the gradient. We highlight the
approach by Bolte et al. [15], that uses Bregman distances to derive an extended
descent lemma inequality. Meanwhile, other works exploit local Lipschitz gradient
continuity by means of adaptive linesearches, see, e.g., [20, 31,32,59].

1.2 Main contributions

We summarize the main contributions of the present work as follows:

– We propose a randomized block proximal gradient algorithm (see Algorithm 1)
to address problems of the form (P), which does not require the partial gra-
dients of the function f to be globally Lipschitz continuous. In addition, our
method does not rely on prior knowledge of the (local) Lipschitz constants
of the partial gradients of f . At each iteration, a suitable proximal stepsize
is selected through an adaptive procedure that ensures a sufficient decrease
condition for φ. Moreover, a boosted linesearch can be incorporated to further
enhance the algorithm’s performance.

– In Theorem 4.6, we demonstrate almost sure subsequential convergence of the
sequence generated by our method to a stationary point of (P). The main
difficulty is resolved in Proposition 4.2, where we prove that for bounded sub-
sequences generated by Algorithm 1 the infimum of the sequence of stepsizes
is bounded away from zero.

– We illustrate the performance of our method in real-world applications in the
fields of image compression and image clustering.

1.3 Outline of the paper

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the
notation and some basic concepts on variational analysis and probability theory.
Specifically, in Section 2.1 we study some properties of the proximity operator that
will be needed throughout the work. Our proposed algorithm, which we term as
adaptive randomized block-proximal gradient, is presented in Section 3. Section 4
is devoted to analyzing its convergence. In Section 5 we illustrate the performance
of the method for some nonnegative matrix factorization and symmetric nonneg-
ative matrix factorization problems that arise in different applications. Finally,
conclusions and future directions of research are presented in Section 6.

2 Notation and preliminaries

Throughout this paper, we work on the n-dimensional Euclidean space Rn. The
notation ⟨·, ·⟩ and ∥·∥ stand for the standard inner product and the ℓ2-norm in Rn,
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respectively. The nonnegative reals are denoted as R+, while the extended-real-
valued line is the set R := R ∪ {−∞,+∞} and by convention we set 1/0 = +∞.
We use Sn for the space of n × n symmetric matrices while N := {0, 1, 2, . . .} is
the set of nonnegative integers. We use A ⪰ 0 to indicate that a symmetric matrix
A is positive semidefinite. In particular, if A is diagonal this is equivalent to all
its diagonal entries belonging to R+. Given A,B ∈ Sn, the expression A ⪰ B is
equivalent to A − B ⪰ 0. We use → to denote convergence of a sequence and
Bε(x̄) := {x : ∥x− x̄∥ < ε} for the open ball of radius ε > 0 centered at x̄.

In the following, we will split a vector x ∈ Rn into N ∈ N\{0} blocks of
coordinates of dimension ni, for i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, i.e.,

∑N
i=1 ni = n. In order to

access such blocks it will be handy to consider a decomposition of the n×n identity
matrix In = [U1, U2, . . . , UN ], where the number of columns of Ui is ni. Thus, the
i-th block of coordinates of a vector x ∈ Rn is obtained as xi := UT

i x ∈ Rni . Let
f : Rn → R be a differentiable function. Similarly, we denote the i-th block partial
gradient of f at a point x as ∇if(x) := UT

i ∇f(x), where ∇f is the gradient of f .
A function is said to be smooth if it is differentiable with continuous gradient.

Given some constant L ≥ 0, a vector-valued function F : C ⊂ Rn → Rm is said
to be L-Lipschitz continuous on C if

∥F (x) − F (y)∥ ≤ L∥x− y∥, for all x, y ∈ C,

and locally Lipschitz continuous around x̄ ∈ C if it is L-Lipschitz continuous in
some neighborhood of x̄ for some L ≥ 0. In particular, F will be said to be locally
Lipschitz continuous on C if it is locally Lipschitz continuous around every point
in C.

It is well-known that if f : Rn → R has L-Lipschitz continuous gradient on a
convex set C it verifies the so-called descent lemma on C, namely,

f(y) ≤ f(x) + ⟨∇f(x), y − x⟩ +
L

2
∥y − x∥2, for all x, y ∈ C.

Now, we introduce some foundational concepts from probability theory and
random sequences that are essential for analyzing the numerical methods with
stochastic components considered in this paper. For further details, the reader is
referred to the classical monographs [13,24,26].

Throughout the paper, we denote a (sample) probability space by (Ω,A,P).
For random variables defined on Ω, we omit the explicit dependence on the sample
point ω ∈ Ω to simplify notation. The σ-algebra generated by a collection Φ of
random variables is denoted by σ(Φ).

The expectation of a random variable ϕ : Ω → R is denoted by E[ϕ]. Given a
sub-σ-algebra F ⊂ A, the conditional expectation of ϕ with respect to F is written
as E[ϕ | F ].

A sequence of random variables (xk)k∈N is said to converge to a random vari-
able x almost surely (abbreviated a.s.) if

P
(

lim
k→∞

xk = x

)
= 1.

In this case, we write xk a.s.−−→ x.
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2.1 Preliminary notions on variational analysis

We now briefly introduce some concepts on variational analysis that will be re-
quired throughout the manuscript. Further details can be consulted in the classical
references [40,41,56].

Let g : Rn → R be an extended-real-valued function, and define its domain as
dom g := {x ∈ Rn : g(x) < +∞}. We say that g is proper if it does not attain the
value −∞ and dom g ̸= ∅. The function g is lower semicontinuous (lsc) at some
point x̄ ∈ Rn if lim infx→x̄ g(x) ≥ g(x̄).

Given x̄ ∈ g−1(R), the regular subdifferential of the function g at x̄ ∈ Rn is
the closed and convex set of (regular) subgradients

∂g(x̄) :=
{
v ∈ Rn : g(x) ≥ g(x̄) + ⟨v, x− x̄⟩ + o(∥x− x̄∥)

}
.

We use the convention ∂g(x̄) := ∅ if |g(x̄)| = +∞. Recall that for convex functions
the regular subdifferential is equal to the standard convex subdifferential (see,
e.g., [9, Definition 16.1]). By [41, Proposition 1.30(i)] a necessary condition for a
point x∗ ∈ φ−1(R) to be a local minimum of φ is that

0 ∈ ∂φ(x∗). (1)

A point x∗ satisfying (1) is said to be a stationary point of (P). In particular,
for a function φ defined as in (P) the calculus rules of the subdifferential (see,
e.g., [41, Proposition 1.30(ii)]) yield

0 ∈ ∂φ(x∗) ⇔ 0 ∈ ∇f(x∗) + ∂g(x∗).

We define the proximal point mapping (also called proximity operator) of a
proper lsc function g : Rn → R as the multifunction proxg : Rn →→ Rn defined as

proxg(x) := argmin
u∈Rn

{
g(u) +

1

2
∥x− u∥2

}
.

A function g : Rn → R is said to be prox-bounded if there exists some τ > 0 such
that g(·) + 1

2τ ∥ · ∥
2 is bounded from below on Rn. The supremum of the set of all

such constants is called the prox-boundedness threshold of g and is denoted by τg.
For a proper, lsc and prox-bounded function, the proximal mapping proxτg has full
domain for any τ ∈ ]0, τg[, but it may not be single-valued (see, e.g., [56, Theorem
1.25]). If g is proper, lsc and convex then τg = +∞ and proxτg is single-valued
for all τ > 0. The following lemmas gather properties of prox-bounded functions
that may be needed in the sequel. The first lemma establishes the stability of
prox-boundedness and the proximal operator under linear perturbations of the
function. Given a function g : Rn → R and v ∈ Rn, we denote

gv := g + ⟨·, v⟩. (2)

Lemma 2.1 Let g : Rn → R be a proper lsc prox-bounded function with prox-
boundedness threshold τg > 0. Given v ∈ Rn, the function gv is prox-bounded with
τgv

= τg. In addition, proxτgv (·) = proxτg(· − τv), for all τ ∈ ]0, τg[.
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Proof. We start by showing that gv(·) + 1
2τ ∥ · ∥

2 is bounded from below on Rn for
all τ ∈ ]0, τg[. Indeed, let τ ∈ ]0, τg[ and ε > 0. Cauchy–Schwarz’s and Young’s
inequalities yield

gv(x) +
1

2τ
∥x∥2 = g(x) + ⟨x, v⟩ +

1

2τ
∥x∥2

≥ g(x) +
1

2

(
1

τ
− 1

ε

)
∥x∥2 − ε

2
∥v∥2,

for all x ∈ Rn. By setting ε > (1/τ −1/τg)−1, we get that (1/τ −1/ε) > 1/τg and
the prox-boundedness of g confirms the claim. Hence, we have proven that gv is
prox-bounded with prox-boundedness threshold τgv

≥ τg. To show that τgv

= τg,
observe that g = gv + ⟨−v, x⟩. Thus, the above implies that g(·) + 1

2τ ∥ · ∥2 is

bounded from below on Rn for all τ ∈ ]0, τgv

[, hence τgv ≤ τg.
Furthermore, let τ ∈ ]0, τg[ and fix x ∈ Rn. For all u ∈ Rn, we have

g(u) +
1

2τ
∥u− (x− τv)∥2 = g(u) +

1

2τ
∥u− x∥2 + ⟨u, v⟩ − ⟨x, v⟩ +

τ

2
∥v∥2.

Therefore,

argmin
u∈Rn

{
g(u) +

1

2τ
∥u− (x− τv)∥2

}
= argmin

u∈Rn

{
g(u) +

1

2τ
∥u− x∥2 + ⟨u, v⟩

}
,

which proves the relationship between the proximity operators of g and gv. □

The second lemma establishes a local property of outer semicontinuity of the
proximal operator with respect to the parameter τ > 0. More precisely, we have
the following result

Lemma 2.2 Let g : Rn → R be a proper lsc prox-bounded function with prox-
boundedness threshold τg > 0. Let x̄ ∈ dom g and ε > 0. Then there exists a
constant τ̃ ∈ ]0, τg[ such that x ∈ Bε(x̄) for all x ∈ proxτg(x̄) and τ < τ̃ .

Proof. By way of contradiction, let us assume there exists a sequence (τk)k∈N ⊂
]0, τg[ with τk → 0+ and such that there exists

xk ∈ proxτkg
(x̄) with ∥xk − x̄∥ ≥ ε, for all k ≥ 0.

By the definition of the proximity operator, this yields

g(xk) +
1

2τk
∥xk − x̄∥2 ≤ g(x̄), ∀k ≥ 0. (3)

Now, fix τ̂ ∈ ]0, τg[ and let δ > (1/τ̂−1/τg)−1. By resorting to Cauchy–Schwarz’s
and Young’s inequalities we get

g(xk) +
1

2τ̂
∥xk − x̄∥2 = g(xk) +

1

2τ̂
∥xk∥2 − 1

τ̂
⟨xk, x̄⟩ +

1

2τ̂
∥x̄∥2

≥ g(xk) +
1

2

(
1

τ̂
− 1

δ

)
∥xk∥2 +

1

2

(
1

τ̂
− δ

τ̂2

)
∥x̄∥2,

(4)
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for all k ≥ 0. Thus, the prox-boundedness of g implies that there exists a constant
β ∈ R such that

g(xk) ≥ β − 1

2τ̂
∥xk − x̄∥2, ∀k ≥ 0. (5)

Putting (3)-(5) together and dividing by ∥xk − x̄∥2 we have

1

2τk
− 1

2τ̂
≤ g(x̄) − β

∥xk − x̄∥2 ≤ g(x̄) − β

ε2
, ∀k ≥ 0.

Since the left-hand side of the above expression tends to +∞ as τk → 0+ we get
a contradiction for sufficiently large k. This proves the result. □

The final lemma establishes the closedness of the graph of the proximal map-
ping with respect to all of its parameters.

Lemma 2.3 Let g : Rn → R be a proper lsc prox-bounded function with prox-
boundedness threshold τg > 0. Assume xk → x̄ ∈ dom g, τk → 0+, with τk < τg

for all k, and let wk ∈ proxτkg
(xk). Then wk → x̄.

Proof. By the definition of proximity operator we have

g(wk) +
1

2τk
∥wk − xk∥2 ≤ g(x̄) +

1

2τk
∥x̄− xk∥2. (6)

Fix τ̂ ∈ ]0, τg[. By proceeding similarly to (4), but replacing xk by wk and x̄ by
xk, we get

g(wk)+
1

2τ̂
∥xk−wk∥2 ≥ g(wk)+

1

2

(
1

τ̂
− 1

δ

)
∥wk∥2+

1

2

(
1

τ̂
− δ

τ̂2

)
∥xk∥2, ∀k ≥ 0,

where again δ > (1/τ̂ − 1/τg)−1. Hence, by using the prox-boundedness of g and
the fact that (xk)k∈N is bounded, we can ensure that there exists β ∈ R such that

g(wk) ≥ β − 1

2τ̂
∥wk − xk∥2, ∀k ≥ 0. (7)

Finally, combining (6) and (7), we get that for large enough k ∈ N it holds

∥wk − xk∥2 ≤
(

1

2
− τk

2τ̂

)−1 (
τk
(
g(x̄) − β

)
+

1

2
∥x̄− xk∥2

)
,

which shows that ∥wk − xk∥ → 0, and consequently wk → x̄. □
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3 Adaptive randomized block proximal gradient algorithm

In this work, we are interested in the structured minimization problem (P) when
the functions f : Rn → R and g : Rn → R satisfy the conditions gathered in the
following assumption.

Assumption 1 Let all vectors x ∈ Rn be decomposed into N ∈ N\{0} blocks of
coordinates xi ∈ Rni of dimension ni, for i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, with

∑N
i=1 ni = n. We

assume that:

(i) f : Rn → R is smooth and has block-wise locally Lipschitz continuous gradient
on dom g, i.e., for every point x̄ ∈ dom g there exist convex neighborhoods Vi

and constants Li(x̄) > 0 such that, for all i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, it holds

∥∇if(x + Uisi) −∇if(x)∥ ≤ Li(x̄)∥si∥, ∀x, x + Uisi ∈ Vi, (8)

where the constants Li(x̄) depend both on the point x̄ and the block-coordinate i;
(ii) g : Rn → R is block-separable as

g(x) =
N∑
i=1

gi(xi), ∀x ∈ Rn,

where the functions gi : Rni → R are proper, lsc and prox-bounded for all
i ∈ {1, . . . , N} and are only evaluated in the i-th block xi ∈ Rni of x ∈ Rn;

(iii) infx∈Rn φ(x) > −∞.

Remark 3.1 Observe that Assumption 1(i) encompasses the standard assumption
for block-coordinate methods of having a block-wise (globally) Lipschitz continu-
ous gradient (see, e.g., [42,45]). The latter is directly recovered from (8) by taking
for all i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, Vi = Rn and Li(x̄) := Li for all x̄. Nonetheless, having a
block-wise locally Lipschitz continuous gradient is strictly more general, as demon-
strated by the simple two-variable function f(x1, x2) = x2

1x
2
2. This distinction also

arises in the nonnegative matrix factorization model considered in our numerical
tests below.

By the descent lemma, (8) yields, for all i ∈ {1, . . . , N},

f(x + Uisi) ≤ f(x) + ⟨∇if(x), si⟩ +
Li(x̄)

2
∥si∥2, ∀x, x + Uisi ∈ Vi, (9)

provided that Vi is convex. This inequality can be regarded as a block-wise local
version of the descent lemma and is the core tool used in our analysis.

In Algorithm 1 we present our proposed scheme for addressing (P) under As-
sumption 1.

Every iteration of Algorithm 1 starts by randomly selecting a block index
according to some prescribed probability distribution P(i=ik)=pi > 0 (not neces-
sarily uniform) fixed for every step of the algorithm. In Step 2 an arbitrary stepsize
τk = τ̄k is picked in order to perform the block proximal gradient step described
by (10). Since this proximal stepsize may be arbitrarily taken with no informa-
tion about the local Lipschitz constant of f , the algorithm includes a linesearch
to ensure that the proximal step furnishes a sufficient decrease of the objective
function, which is fundamental for carrying out the convergence analysis of the
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Algorithm 1 Adaptive Randomized Block Proximal Gradient (ARBPG) algo-
rithm

Input: Choose x0 ∈ domφ; 0 <
¯
τ ≤ τ̄ ; a, α > 0; β ∈ ]0, 1[. Set k := 0.

1: Choose randomly a block of coordinates ik with probability P(i=ik)=pi > 0.
2: Set τ̄k ∈ [

¯
τ,min{τ̄, τgik }[. Take t = 0.

3: Set τk := βtτ̄k and compute a direction dk ∈ Rn with dki = 0, for all i ̸= ik, and dkik given

by the block-proximal step

dkik ∈ proxτkgik

(
xk
ik
− τk∇ikf(xk)

)
− xk

ik
. (10)

4: if dkik = 0 then update xk+1 := xk, k := k + 1 and go to Step 1.

5: if dk verifies

φ(xk + dk) ≤ φ(xk)− a∥dk∥2, (11)

then set x̂k := xk + dk and go to Step 6 else update t← t + 1 and go back to Step 3.
6: Pick any λk ≥ 0 such that

φ(x̂k + λkd
k) ≤ φ(x̂k)− αλ2

k∥d
k∥2. (12)

7: Update xk+1 = x̂k + λkd
k. Set k := k + 1 and go back to Step 1.

method. Hence, Step 5 defines an inner loop whose goal is to reduce the stepsize
τk by a backtracking procedure until the sufficient decrease condition given by (11)
is satisfied. Note that if at some step a direction dk = 0 is taken, then by Step 4 the
next iteration is updated as xk+1 := xk and the sufficient decrease condition (11)
is trivially satisfied as an equality.

Furthermore, we allow the possibility of incorporating an optional linesearch
in Step 6 that follows the spirit of the boosted linesearches in the works [2–4]. The
underlying idea of this linesearch is to examine whether by advancing further in the
direction determined by the proximal step a larger decrease can be achieved. Note
that the computational burden of this step can be omitted by simply taking λk = 0.
In such a case, we update the iteration as xk+1 := x̂k. Nonetheless, different works
report that the implementation of an appropriate strategy for selecting λk > 0 can
lead to numerical improvements. We provide further details on this in what follows.

Observe that (12) can be regarded as a linesearch for the function φ in the in-
terval {x̂k+λdk : λ ≥ 0}. Hence, an essential fact to consider when addressing this
step is whether the direction dk defines a descent direction for φ at the point x̂k. In
order to investigate this scenario, it is relevant to note that when only one block
of variables is considered and the gradient of f is globally Lipschitz continuous
with known Lipschitz constant (and hence the adaptive procedure in Step 5 is not
needed), Algorithm 1 recovers a particular case of the Boosted Double-proximal
Subgradient Algorithm in [3]. In view of this, it is easy to extend [3, Proposi-
tion 3.5] to prove that if g is differentiable at x̂k then for any α > 0 there exists
some γk > 0 such that

φ(x̂k + λdk) ≤ φ(x̂k) − αλ2∥dk∥2, for all λ ∈ [0, γk].

Thus, if g is differentiable one can conduct a backtracking-type linesearch in Step 6
of Algorithm 1 to obtain a suitable λk that satisfies (12).
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Nonetheless, the authors in [3] also explored how to efficiently apply the boosted
procedure in the absence of differentiability. More precisely, when g is not differ-
entiable they proposed to carry out only a fixed number of attempts for the line-
search. If the decrease condition is not satisfied after this number of attempts then
the linesearch is stopped by setting λk = 0. This strategy resulted very fruitful
for the non-differentiable setting and significantly outperformed the version of the
method without linesearch, as illustrated in the numerical experiments in [3]. In
Section 5 below, we devise a new procedure for implementing boosted linesearches
tailored for non-differentiable functions and that does not require prespecifying a
fixed number of attempts in the linesearch.

Before delving into the convergence analysis of Algorithm 1, we present the
following lemma, which ensures that the inner loop determined by Step 5 of Al-
gorithm 1 must terminate finitely.

Proposition 3.2 Suppose Assumption 1 holds. Let a > 0 and k ≥ 0 fixed. Then
there exists ζk > 0 such that for any τk ∈ ]0, ζk[ and s ∈ Rn defined as

sik ∈ proxτkgik

(
xk
ik − τk∇ikf(xk)

)
− xk

ik , (13)

and sj = 0, for j ̸= ik, the decrease condition

φ(xk + s) ≤ φ(xk) − a∥s∥2

holds.

Proof. For simplicity of notation, and since k and ik are fixed, we denote v :=
∇ikf(xk). By Lemma 2.1, we deduce from (13) that

xk
ik + sik ∈ proxτkg

v
ik

(xk
ik), (14)

where we recall that gvik is defined in (2). Moreover, thanks to Lemma 2.1, the
function gvik has prox-boundedness threshold τgik . Let Vik be a neighborhood of

xk such that (9) holds with x̄ := xk and i := ik for some local Lipschitz constant
Lik(xk) > 0. By (14) and Lemma 2.2 applied to gvik , there exists τ̃ ∈ ]0, τgik [ such

that xk
ik + sik ∈ Vik for all τk < τ̃ .

Set ζk := min {τ̃, (Lik(xk) + 2a)−1}. Hence, for any τk < ζk, applying the
descent lemma we get

φ(xk + s) = f(xk + Uiksik) + g(xk + Uiksik)

≤ f(xk) + g(xk + Uiksik) + ⟨∇ikf(xk), sik⟩ +
Lik(xk)

2
∥sik∥

2

= φ(xk) + gik(xk
ik + sik) + ⟨∇ikf(xk), sik⟩ +

1

2τk
∥sik∥

2 − gik(xk
ik)

+

(
Lik(xk)

2
− 1

2τk

)
∥sik∥

2

≤ φ(xk) − a∥sik∥
2,

(15)
where the last inequality is due to (14) and τk ≤ 1/(Lik(xk) + 2a). This completes
the proof. □
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Remark 3.3 (On the choice of the trial stepsize) Equation (15) implies that a
candidate stepsize τk will satisfy the sufficient decrease condition (11) whenever

τk ≤ 1

Lik(xk) + 2a
. (16)

Consequently, (16) highlights that the trial stepsize parameter τ̄k crucially influ-
ences algorithmic performance. If τ̄k is significantly larger than 1/Lik(xk), sev-
eral Armijo linesearch iterations may be required to gurantee sufficient decrease,
thereby increasing the computational burden. Conversely, if τ̄k ≪ 1/Lik(xk), the
linesearch condition is easily satisfied, but the resulting stepsize may be excessively
small, leading to slow convergence. Ideally, τ̄k should approximate the reciprocal
of the local Lipschitz modulus. However, computing the exact Lipschitz constant
is often computationally expensive. In practice, it is more manageable to choose
τ̄k based on an estimate or upper bound of Lik(xk). In this scenario, a boosted
linesearch in the spirit of (12) becomes particularly fruitful, as it allows for larger
decreases in the objective function without the extra cost of evaluating new deriva-
tives. We investigate the numerical benefits of this boosted approach in Section 5.3.

4 Convergence analysis

In what follows, we study the convergence properties of the random sequences
generated by Algorithm 1. Observe that at iteration k, Algorithm 1 generates ran-
dom vectors, namely

(
xk, dk−1, λk−1

)
, defined on the probability space (Ω,A,P).

Note that Algorithm 1 requires the selection of the initial trial stepsize in Step 3
and one of possibly multiple solutions of the proximal subproblem (10). Hence, to
ensure the measurability of the random vectors

(
xk, dk−1, λk−1

)
one can assume

the existence of a deterministic selector for these operations. Under this selection
rule, the sequence

(
xk, dk−1, λk−1

)
becomes an adapted process with respect to

the filtration defined by the random indices, which is a fundamental requirement
for our main results. Instead of imposing restrictions on the implementation of
Algorithm 1 (such as uniqueness of the solutions of the proximal subproblems) in
what follows we shall assume that the random sequences generated by Algorithm 1
are measurable.

Our first convergence result for Algorithm 1 shows that the sequence of func-
tion values

(
φ(xk)

)
k∈N converges almost surely to the random variable given by

its infimum. Moreover, we prove that the sequence of squared distances between
consecutive iterates is almost surely summable. To establish this latter fact, we
note that when the optional linesearch in Step 6 of Algorithm 1 is used, it is not
generally true that ∥dk∥ = ∥xk+1 − xk∥. The presence of the additional random
sequence (λk)k∈N leads to the alternative relation xk+1 − xk = (1 + λk)dk, for
k ≥ 0. Nevertheless, in the following result we show that it is possible to reformu-
late the sufficient decrease condition resulting from Algorithm 1 in terms of this
sequence (see (19) below).

Theorem 4.1 Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. Given x0 ∈ domφ, consider the
sequence (xk)k∈N generated by Algorithm 1. Then, for all k ≥ 0,

φ(xk+1) ≤ φ(xk) − η

2
∥xk+1 − xk∥2, (17)
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where η := min{α, a}. In addition, the following assertions hold:

(i) The sequence
(
φ(xk)

)
k∈N is monotonically nonincreasing and converges al-

most surely to the real random variable φ∗
∞ := infk∈N φ(xk). Furthermore,

limk→∞ E
[
φ(xk)

]
= E

[
φ∗
∞
]
.

(ii) It holds that

E

[ ∞∑
k=0

∥xk+1 − xk∥2
]
< ∞. (18)

Particularly, ∥xk+1 − xk∥ a.s.−−→ 0 and E[∥xk+1 − xk∥] → 0 as k → ∞.

Proof. Let η = min {α, a}. For all k ≥ 0, by combining (11) and (12) we have

−∞ < φ(xk+1) = φ(x̂k + λkd
k) ≤ φ(x̂k) − αλ2

k∥dk∥2

≤ φ(xk) − a∥dk∥2 − αλ2
k∥dk∥2

≤ φ(xk) − η
(

1 + λ2
k

)
∥dk∥2

= φ(xk) − ηχk∥xk+1 − xk∥2,

(19)

where xk+1 − xk = (1 + λk)dk and χk := (1 + λ2
k)/(1 + λk)2 for all k ≥ 0. In

particular, observe that the first inequality in (19) holds as an equality when the
optional linesearch in Step 6 of the algorithm is not performed, i.e., λk = 0. By
minimizing the value of χk with respect to λk it is easy to see that χk ≥ 1/2 for
all λk ≥ 0. Hence, (19) yields

−∞ < inf
x∈Rn

φ(x) ≤ φ(xk+1) ≤ φ(xk) − η

2
∥xk+1 − xk∥2, ∀k ≥ 0, (20)

which in particular implies (17). Then the sequence
(
φ(xk)

)
k∈N is nonincreasing

and bounded from below. It follows that
(
φ(xk)

)
k∈N converges almost surely to

the random variable φ∗
∞ := infk∈N φ(xk). Moreover, since

|φ(xk)| ≤ max{|φ(x0)|, | inf
x∈Rn

φ(x)|}, for all k ≥ 0,

using Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem, we get that limk→∞ E
[
φ(xk)

]
=

E
[
φ∗
∞]. This proves (i).
Now, by summing (17) for all k ≥ 0, we get

∞∑
k=0

∥xk+1 − xk∥2 ≤ 2η−1
(
φ(x0) − φ∗

∞

)
.

Then, by taking expectations in the above inequality we get that (18) holds. Fi-

nally, from (18) we deduce that ∥xk+1 − xk∥ a.s.−−→ 0 and E[∥xk+1 − xk∥] → 0, this
concludes (ii) and the proof. □

Now, we turn our attention to prove our main theorem, Theorem 4.6, which
determines that the accumulation points of the sequence (xk)k∈N are stationary
points of problem (P) almost surely. In order to obtain such a result, we need to
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assume that the sequences (xk+1)k∈N, (dk)k∈N and (λk)k∈N are measurable with
respect to the filtration generated by the random variables i0, . . . , ik, that is,

Fk := σ ({i0, . . . , ik}) .

Observe that at every iteration the updates xk+1 and dk are computed using
only block-information of the objective function. Hence, they are not adequate to
derive global stationary conditions for φ. This leads us to introduce the following
auxiliary sequences.

First, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, let us denote as d̄k,i ∈ Rn to the vector defined
by Step 3 of Algorithm 1 if ik = i and such that it provides a successful direction
for the linesearch in (11). Namely, d̄k,it = 0 whenever t ̸= i and there exists τk,i > 0
(by Proposition 3.2) such that

d̄k,ii ∈ proxτk,igi

(
xk
i − τk,i∇if(xk)

)
− xk

i (21)

and

φ(xk + d̄k,i) ≤ φ(xk) − a∥d̄k,i∥2. (22)

In particular, τk,i is the proximal stepsize accepted by the linesearch of Algo-
rithm 1 at iteration k if ik = i. Further, we define the diagonal matrix Θk :=
[τk,1U1, . . . , τk,NUN ], that contains the proximal stepsizes accepted in iteration k
for the different index selections.

Similarly, let Λk := [λk,1U1, . . . , λk,NUN ] be the diagonal matrix that contains
the stepsizes chosen in the k-th iteration of Algorithm 1 by the additional linesearch
of Step 6 for the different index selections. Particularly, if this optional linesearch
is not performed at iteration k with index ik = i then λk,i = 0. Define the vectors

d̄k :=
N∑
i=1

d̄k,i and δ̄k := (In + Λk)d̄k. (23)

Thus, d̄k and δ̄k are random vectors Fk-measurable. Observe that, by (21) and
variable separability in g, the vector d̄k admits the compact representation

d̄k ∈ argmin
d∈Rn

{
g(xk + d) + ⟨∇f(xk), d⟩ +

1

2
⟨d,Θ−1

k d⟩
}
. (24)

The sequence (d̄k)k∈N, defined in (23), will play a key role in linking the sequence
(xk)k∈N to a stationary point of problem (P). Before establishing this connection,
we introduce two technical propositions.

The first of them establishes that, under Assumption 1, the sequence of matri-
ces Θk associated to a bounded sequence generated by Algorithm 1 are uniformly
positive definite. More precisely, we state the following proposition.

Proposition 4.2 Suppose Assumption 1 holds. Let (xkj )j∈N be a bounded sub-
sequence of the sequence (xk)k∈N generated by Algorithm 1. Then there exists a
positive constant

¯
θ > 0 such that Θkj

⪰
¯
θIn for all j ≥ 0.



Randomized block proximal method with locally Lipschitz continuous gradient 15

Proof. By way of contradiction, we assume that the result does not hold. By the
diagonal structure of Θkj

, this implies that for at least one index ι ∈ {1, . . . , N}
there exists a subsequence (τkν ,ι)ν∈N of (τkj ,ι)j∈N such that τkν ,ι → 0+.

Due to the latter, we can further assume that τkν ,ι < ¯
τ , for all ν ∈ N. Recall

that, according to the backtracking procedure, τkv,ι takes the form τkν ,ι = βtν τ̄kν

for some tν ∈ N\{0}.1 Hence, the stepsize βtν−1τ̄kν
was not accepted.

Now, let d̂kν ,ι be given by the proximal step (21) with stepsize βtν−1τ̄kν
, i.e.,

d̂kν ,ι
i = 0 if i ̸= ι and

d̂kν ,ι
ι ∈ argmin

s

{
gι(x

kν
ι + s) + ⟨∇ιf(xkν ), s⟩ +

1

2βtν−1τ̄kν

∥s∥2
}
, ∀ν ≥ 0. (25)

On the one hand, since the stepsize βtν−1τ̄kν
was not accepted, then ∥d̂kν ,ι∥ ̸= 0

(by Step 4 of Algorithm 1) and condition (22) failed. The latter implies that

φ(xkν + d̂kν ,ι) > φ(xkν ) − a∥d̂kν ,ι∥2, ∀ν ≥ 0. (26)

On the other hand, (25) yields

g(xkν + d̂kν ,ι) + ⟨∇ιf(xkν ), d̂kν ,ι
ι ⟩ +

1

2βtν−1τ̄kν

∥d̂kν ,ι
ι ∥2 ≤ g(xkν ).

Subtracting the above inequality to (26) we obtain

f(xkν + d̂kν ,ι) > f(xkν )+ ⟨∇ιf (xkν ), d̂kν ,ι
ι ⟩+

(
1

2βtν−1τ̄kν

− a

)
∥d̂kν ,ι∥2, ∀ν ≥ 0.

(27)
Now, using the fact that (xkν )ν∈N is bounded, by possible resorting to a smaller

subsequence, we can assume without loss of generality that (xkν )ν∈N converges to
some accumulation point x∗. Particularly, due to the fact that φ(xk) is mono-
tonically nonincreasing (see Theorem 4.1) and lower semicontinuity, we have that
x∗ ∈ dom g. Hence, by noting that βtν−1τ̄kν

= β−1τkν ,ι, we have that

xkν
ι + d̂kν ,ι

ι ∈ proxβ−1τkν,ιgι

(
xkν
ι − β−1τkν ,ι∇ιf(xkν )

)
.

Since xkν
ι − β−1τkν ,ι∇ιf(xkν ) → x∗

ι , Lemma 2.3 yields that xkν
ι + d̂kν ,ι

ι → x∗
ι as

ν → ∞. Consequently, xkν + d̂kν ,ι → x∗ as ν → ∞, since by construction d̂kν ,ι
i = 0

for i ̸= ι. Furthermore, by Assumption 1 there exists a positive constant Lι(x
∗)

such that for all sufficiently large ν ∈ N it holds

f(xkν + d̂kν ,ι) ≤ f(xkν ) + ⟨∇ιf(xkν ), d̂kν ,ι
ι ⟩ +

Lι(x
∗)

2
∥d̂kν ,ι∥2. (28)

Putting together (27) and (28) and dividing by ∥d̂kν ,ι∥2 we get

β

2τkν ,ι
− a <

Lι(x
∗)

2
.

As the left hand-side of the above inequality tends to +∞ as ν → ∞, this leads
to the desired contradiction. □

1 Rigorously, the counter tν should also be written with subscript ι (i.e., tν,ι) as tν may
vary depending on the coordinate block that is being updated. However, we omit it to simplify
notation. Similarly occurs with τ̄kν .



16 Pedro Pérez-Aros, David Torregrosa-Belén

Remark 4.3 Some comments regarding Proposition 4.2 follow.

(i) Under the standard, more restrictive assumption, of f having a block-wise
(globally) Lipschitz continuous gradient, the boundedness assumption in Propo-
sition 4.2 becomes unnecessary. In this case, Lik := Lik(xk) for all k ∈ N. Con-
sequently, (16) directly yields a uniform lower bound for the stepsize, given
by

min

{
¯
τ,

β

maxi∈{1,...,N} Li + 2a

}
≤ τk, ∀k ∈ N,

where we recall that β is the backtracking parameter. In contrast, if the gradi-
ent of f is merely block-wise locally Lipschitz continuous, the local Lipschitz
constants can grow arbitrarily large along an unbounded sequence {xk}k∈N,
leading to the stepsizes vanishing to zero.

(ii) As just mentioned, Proposition 4.2 (and also our main convergence result; see
Theorem 4.6 below) assumes the existence of a bounded subsequence of the
iterates generated by Algorithm 1. Recall that this is a standard assumption
required for ensuring (subsequential) iterate convergence of optimization algo-
rithms for nonconvex problems, even under global Lipschitz conditions (see,
e.g., [45, Theorem 1]) or the well-known Kurdyka– Lojasiewicz framework (see,
e.g., [50, Theorem 4.1]). This boundedness assumption immediately holds for
problems where the lower level sets of the objective function φ are bounded or,
similarly, whenever the domain of the prox-bounded function g is bounded.

The following result relates the expected norms of δ̄k and d̄k to the expected
norm of xk+1 − xk for all k ≥ 0. In particular, it shows that the sequence
(E[∥d̄k∥2])k∈N is summable. This summability will be essential for our main the-
orem, as it allows us to take the limit in the proximal step (24) along a suitable
subsequence.

Proposition 4.4 Suppose Assumption 1 holds. Given x0 ∈ domφ, let (xk)k∈N be
the sequence generated by Algorithm 1. In addition, assume that

(
xk+1, dk, λk

)
is

Fk-measurable for all k ≥ 0. Then the sequences (δ̄k)k∈N and (d̄k)k∈N, defined in
(23), satisfy that

E
[
∥xk+1 − xk∥2

]
≥ pminE

[
∥δ̄k∥2

]
≥ pminE

[
∥d̄k∥2

]
, ∀k ≥ 0, (29)

where pmin := min{pi : i = 1, . . . N}. Consequently,

∞∑
k=0

E
[
∥δ̄k∥2

]
< ∞,

∞∑
k=0

E
[
∥d̄k∥2

]
< ∞, δ̄k

a.s.−−→ 0 and d̄k
a.s.−−→ 0. (30)

Furthermore, there exists a constant C ≥ 0 such that

min
0≤k≤ℓ

E
[
∥δ̄k∥2

]
≤ C

ℓ + 1
, ∀ℓ ≥ 0. (31)
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Proof. Indeed, for any k ≥ 0, using the measurability of (xk+1, dk, λk) and since
P(i = ik|Fk−1) = pi, we have

E
[
∥xk+1 − xk∥2 | Fk−1

]
=

N∑
i=1

pi(1 + λk,i)
2∥d̄k,i∥2

≥ pmin

N∑
i=1

(1 + λk,i)
2∥d̄k,i∥2 = pmin∥δ̄k∥2 ≥ pmin∥d̄k∥2,

(32)
with the convention F−1 := {∅, Ω}. Hence,

E
[
∥xk+1 − xk∥2

]
= E

[
E
[
∥xk+1 − xk∥2 | Fk−1

]]
≥ pminE

[
∥δ̄k∥2

]
≥ pminE

[
∥d̄k∥2

]
, ∀k ≥ 0.

Furthermore, the above equation and Theorem 4.1(ii) imply that the series in (30)
converge.

Now, let us note that by exchanging summation and expectation (see, e.g., [61,
Corollary 8.2.11]), we obtain that the convergence of the series in (30) is equivalent
to

E

[ ∞∑
k=0

∥δ̄k∥2
]
< ∞ and E

[ ∞∑
k=0

∥d̄k∥2
]
< ∞.

This implies that, almost surely

∞∑
k=0

∥δ̄k∥2 < ∞ and
∞∑

k=0

∥d̄k∥2 < ∞,

which in turn ensures that the sequences (d̄k)k∈N and (δ̄k)k∈N almost surely con-
verge to zero, and this completes the proof of (30).

Finally, by taking expectations in (17) we obtain

E[φ(xk+1)] ≤ E[φ(xk)] − η

2
E[∥xk+1 − xk∥2], ∀k ≥ 0.

Summing the above inequality over k = 0, . . . , ℓ and telescoping yields

η

2

ℓ∑
k=0

E[∥xk+1 − xk∥2] ≤ E[φ(x0)] − E[φ(xℓ+1)] ≤ φ(x0) − E[φ∗
∞], (33)

where φ∗
∞ := infk∈N φ(xk) is defined as in Theorem 4.1. Now, (29) and (33) give

pmin min
0≤k≤ℓ

E[∥δ̄k∥2] ≤ min
0≤k≤ℓ

E[∥xk+1 − xk∥2] ≤ 2

η(ℓ + 1)

(
φ(x0) − E[φ∗

∞]
)
,

which proves (31).

□
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Remark 4.5 First, let us observe that the Fk−1-measurability of xk is essential in
our analysis. Note that if any of the sequences generated by the algorithm fails
to form an adapted process with respect to the filtration (Fk)k∈N, then the first
inequality in (32) may no longer hold.

Second, it is well known that convergence in expectation does not necessarily
imply almost sure convergence (see, e.g., [61, Example 1.5.5]). Therefore, from
(29) and the fact that E

[
∥xk+1 −xk∥2

]
→ 0, we cannot conclude that the random

vector d̄k converges to zero almost surely. Consequently, we cannot directly pass
to the limit in (24) to guarantee that accumulation points of the sequence (xk)k∈N
are stationary points of problem (P). To overcome this limitation, the summability
of the sequences

(
E[∥d̄k∥2]

)
k∈N and

(
E[∥δ̄k∥2]

)
k∈N, as established in (30), plays a

crucial role. This summability enables us to establish the almost sure convergence
of both (d̄k)k∈N and (δ̄k)k∈N to zero, and then, in our main theorem the argument
described above can be applied.

We are now in position to present our main result.

Theorem 4.6 Suppose Assumption 1 holds. Given x0 ∈ domφ, let (xk)k∈N be the
sequence generated by Algorithm 1. Assume that

(
xk+1, dk, λk

)
is Fk-measurable

for all k ≥ 0. Then, almost surely, the following statements hold:

(i) Any accumulation point x∗ of the sequence (xk)k∈N is a stationary point of
problem (P).

(ii) If (xk)k∈N has at least one isolated accumulation point, then the whole sequence
(xk)k∈N converges to a stationary point of (P).

Proof. (i) Let (xkν )ν∈N be a subsequence of (xk)k∈N converging to the accumulation
point x∗. Since the sequence (xkν )ν∈N is bounded, by Proposition 4.2 there exists

¯
θ > 0 such that

¯
θIn ⪯ Θkν

⪯ min {τ̄, τg}In for all ν ∈ N, where τg := min{τgi :
i = 1, . . . , N}. Thus we can further assume that Θkν

→ Θ∗ ⪰
¯
θIn, with Θ∗ :=

[τ∗
1U1, . . . , τ

∗
NUN ] and τ∗

i > 0 for all i ∈ {1, . . . , N}.
Observe that replacing k by kν in (24) yields(

xkν − Θkν
∇f(xkν ), xkν + d̄kν

)
ν∈N ⊂ graph proxΘkν g

, (34)

where proxΘkν g
is defined as the proximity operator of the function

∑N
i=1 τkν ,i gi.

Due to variable separability, (34) is in turn equivalent to(
xkν
i − τkν ,i∇if(xkν ), xkν

i + d̄kν ,i
)
ν∈N ⊂ graph proxτkν,igi

, i = 1, . . . , N. (35)

Now, note that by Proposition 4.4 it holds that d̄k
a.s.−−→ 0. Hence, taking the

limit as ν → ∞ in the sequences in the left-hand side of (35) yields(
xkν
i −τkν ,i∇if(xkν ), xkν

i + d̄kν ,i
) a.s.−−→ (x∗

i −τ∗
i ∇if(x∗), x∗

i ), i = 1, . . . , N. (36)

Furthermore, by (35)-(36) and τkν ,i → τ∗
i , the last assertion in [56, Theo-

rem 1.25] ensures that, for all i ∈ {1, . . . , N},

x∗
i ∈ proxτ∗

i gi

(
x∗
i − τ∗

i ∇if(x∗)
)

a.s.,

which again due to variable separability can be expressed in compact form as

x∗ ∈ proxΘ∗g

(
x∗ − Θ∗∇f(x∗)

)
a.s. (37)
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Since the first order necessary optimality condition of (37) leads to

0 ∈ ∂g(x∗) + (Θ∗)−1(x∗ −
(
x∗ − Θ∗∇f(x∗)

))
=⇒ 0 ∈ ∂g(x∗) + ∇f(x∗),

this concludes that x∗ is a stationary point of (P) almost surely.
(ii) Let x∗ be an isolated accumulation point of the sequence (xk)k∈N. Since,

by Theorem 4.1(ii), the sequence (xk)k∈N verifies the so-called Ostrowski property
almost surely, namely,

lim
k→∞

∥xk+1 − xk∥ = 0 a.s.,

then xk a.s.−−→ x∗ as k → ∞, by [25, Proposition 8.3.10]. Finally, by (i) we deduce
that x∗ is a stationary point of (P) almost surely, and that concludes the proof of
the result. □

5 Numerical experiments

In this section, we test numerically the performance of different versions of the
Adaptive Randomized Block Proximal Gradient (ARBPG) method in Algorithm 1.
The experiments were run on a computer of AMD Ryzen 9 7950X 16-Core Pro-
cessor, 4.50 GHz with 64GB RAM, under Windows 10 (64-bit). The organization
is as follows. In Section 5.1, we develop a concrete implementation of the boosted
linesearch of our algorithm. In Section 5.2, we test the performance of the basic
version (without boosted linesearch) of Algorithm 1 in experiments in nonnegative
matrix factorization. More precisely, we analyze the effect of different choices of
block sizes and compare against the recognized inertial proximal alternating lin-
earized minimization method [50]. Finally, in Section 5.3, we illustrate the benefit
of the boosted linesearch for problems where the Lipschitz moduli cannot be ap-
proximated accurately. The Python source code and data for the experiments are
available and can be consulted at https://github.com/DavidTBelen/ARBPG.

5.1 Algorithm implementation

We distinguish two variants of Algorithm 1 depending on whether the optional
linesearch in Step 6 of the method is activated. When such a linesearch is not
performed, for instance by setting λk = 0 for all k ≥ 0, we denote the resulting
scheme as ARBPG. On the other hand, we use ARBPG-B for the version of
Algorithm 1 that incorporates a boosted linesearch [2–4] in Step 6.

As commented before, in the work [3] the authors introduced a procedure for
efficiently computing boosted linesearches with a fixed number of steps when the
direction defined by the proximity operator is not a descent direction. Here, we
present a new approach that does not require to predetermine a fixed number of
attempts in the linesearch. Specifically, the method ARBPG-B considered here
makes use of Algorithm 2 to adjust the parameter λk in Step 6 of Algorithm 1.
The main characteristic of the procedure detailed in Algorithm 2 is that, instead
of performing the backtracking linesearch in the interval {x̂k + λdk : λ > 0}, it
considers the interval {xk + ςdk : ς > 0} and initializes the search at some step
ςk > 1. This way, if after some backtracking steps condition (12) did not hold and

https://github.com/DavidTBelen/ARBPG
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ςk takes a value smaller than 1, it simply stops the linesearch by setting ςk = 1,
in which case the resulting point is x̂k (same as when λ takes value 0), and (12)
holds trivially as an equality.

Algorithm 2 Boosted linesearch procedure for Step 6 in Algorithm 1 without
differentiability of g

Input: xk; x̂k; dk; α > 0 and ρ ∈ ]0, 1[.
1: Choose any ςk ≥ 1. Take l = 0 and set ςk := ρlςk.
2: while ςk > 1 and

φ(xk + ςkd
k) > φ(x̂k)− α(ςk − 1)2∥dk∥2

do l← l + 1, ςk := ρlςk.
3: if ςk > 1 then
4: return λk := ςk − 1;
5: else
6: return λk := 0.
7: end if

In all of our experiments and for both ARBPG and ARBPG-B, we set
¯
τ =

10−8, τ̄ = 108. Recall that these parameters are only required for theoretical
validation and do not have any practical impact on the algorithm performance.
When needed, the parameter for the Armijo-type linesearch is taken as a = 10−4,
which is a value commonly used in practice, and for the backtracking parameter
we set β = 0.9. According to Remark 3.3, the choice of trial stepsize τ̄k in Step 2
of ARBPG will try to approximate the reciprocal of the local Lipschitz moduli.
Specific choices shall be given below for each problem.

For ARBPG-B we set α = 0.1. Furthermore, the boosted linesearch at each
iteration of ARBPG-B also requires the selection of a backtracking parameter ρ
and an initial trial stepsize ςk for Algorithm 2. Particularly, we set ρ = 0.5 while ςk
is set adaptively at every iteration following a slightly modified version of the self-
adaptive trial stepsize presented in [3, Algorithm 2], which is in turn based on the
one proposed in [4]. Specifically, we employ the adaptive procedure gathered in
Algorithm 3 with the choices ς̄0 = 3 and δ = 2.

Algorithm 3 Self-adaptive trial stepsize

Input: δ > 1 and ς0 > 1. Obtain ςk from ςk by Steps 1-2 of Algorithm 2.
1: if ςk = ς̄k then
2: set ςk+1 := δςk;
3: else
4: set ςk+1 := max {ς0, ςk}.
5: end if

The interpretation of the adaptive procedure in Algorithm 3 is simple. For any
k ∈ N, the starting stepsize ςk+1 for the next iteration of the boosted linesearch
is determined depending on the performance of the current boosted linesearch. If
at the current iteration the boosted linesearch succeeded at the first attempt (i.e.,
when ςk = ςk), then the trial stepsize for the next iteration is increased by setting
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ςk+1 := δςk, with δ > 1. Otherwise, ςk+1 is set as the maximum between the
default initial stepsize and the smallest stepsize tested in the previous iteration,
namely, ςk+1 := max{ς0, ςk}. Observe that at iteration k of Algorithm 1 the choice
of λk resulting from Algorithms 2 and 3 is Fk-measurable, so the assumptions of
Proposition 4.2 and Theorem 4.6 hold.

Table 1 summarizes the parameter configuration for ARBPG and ARBPG-B
used for all the experiments in this section. Finally, we emphasize that although
the optimal choice of the boosted parameters is problem-dependent, the param-
eter setting used here mimics the one in [3] which has proven to consistently
outperform non-boosted variants of algorithms across different problems. As an
alternative, one could conduct a thorough study to determine optimal parameter
configurations. However, we prefer to use this standard configuration to show that,
even without an optimal parameter selection for the specific problem, the boosted
linesearch may lead to advantages in algorithmic performance.

Table 1: Summary of the parameters used by ARBPG and ARBPG-B.

Instances of Algorithm 1 Adaptive linesearch Boosted linesearch

ARBPG
τ = 10−8, τ̄ = 108,

a = 10−4, β = 0.9

λk = 0 for all k ∈ N

ARBPG-B
Algorithms 2 and 3 with
α = 0.1, ρ = 0.5, ς0 = 3, δ = 2

5.2 Nonnegative matrix factorization

The Nonnegative Matrix Factorization (NMF) problem consists in approximating
a matrix A ∈ Rm×n as a product of two low rank matrices V ∈ Rp×m and
W ∈ Rp×n with nonnegative entries. NMF finds applications in multiple fields,
such as text mining [48], face recognition [35] or spectral data analysis [47], among
other areas. Mathematically, the problem can be formulated as

min
V,W

1

2
∥A− V TW∥2F s.t. V ∈ Rp×m

+ , W ∈ Rp×n
+ , (38)

where ∥ · ∥F denotes the Frobenius norm. This problem can be posed in the form
of (P) by setting

f(V,W ) :=
1

2
∥A− V TW∥2F and g(V,W ) := ιRp×m

+
(V ) + ιRp×n

+
(W ), (39)

with ιC denoting the indicator function of a set C. Observe that the partial deriva-
tives of f with respect to V and W are given by

∇V f(V,W ) = −W (AT −WTV ) and ∇W f(V,W ) = −V (A− V TW ), (40)

respectively. It is easy to see that they are locally Lipschitz continuous, but not
globally Lipschitz. In addition, g can clearly be defined entrywise and its prox-
imity operator is computed by projecting element-wise onto the nonnegative real
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semi-line R+. Thus the problem perfectly fits into the framework delineated by
Assumption 1.

Block-coordinate methods are among the preferable choices for dealing with
nonnegative matrix factorization problems in the form of (38). We refer the reader
to [33] for a review of some strategies for splitting the variables of the problem.
Perhaps, the most popular method used for NMF is the one known as Prox-
imal Alternating Linearized Minimization (PALM), proposed by Bolte, Sabach
and Teboulle [14]; or its inertial version iPALM, devised by Pock and Sabach [50].
A stochastic extension of PALM has also been proposed in [23]. These methods
tackle (38) by alternating between proximal problems involving the variables V
and W independently. A sufficient decrease condition is guaranteed when the step-
sizes for such proximal steps are chosen to be smaller than the reciprocal of the
Lipschitz constants of the partial gradients. This approach makes use of the fact
that these partial gradients are global once the variable held constant in the deriva-
tion is fixed. Indeed, as explained in [50], the Lipschitz moduli of ∇V f and ∇W f
are directly deduced from the linearity of (40), and result in

LV (W ) = ∥WWT ||2 and LW (V ) = ∥V V T ||2,

where ∥ · ∥2 stands for the matrix 2-norm, i.e., the largest singular value.
In order to implement ARBPG we consider blocks defined by the rows of V

and W . The Lipschitz moduli of the partial gradients given by the blocks are then
obtained as

LVi
(W ) = ∥WiW

T
i ||2 and LWi

(V ) = ∥ViV
T
i ||2,

where Vi and Wi are the submatrices of V and W containing only the rows as-
sociated with the i-th block. Similarly to what happens with PALM, if the trial
stepsize τ̄k in Step 3 of ARBPG is taken smaller than the reciprocal of the Lips-
chitz modulus, then the Armijo-type linesearch is accepted in the first iteration. To
establish a fair comparison between the two methods, in the following experiment
we will always select the corresponding stepsize by multiplying the reciprocal of
the Lipschitz constant by 0.95. In addition, as in this setting we assume that the
exact Lipschitz moduli can be computed efficiently, the boosted linesearch is not
expected to provide any significant impact. Hence, ARBPG-B is ruled out of the
tests in this section.

Note that in this context, if the blocks of ARBPG are taken to be the two
matrices V and W , then a randomized version of PALM is recovered. Hence,
it makes sense to study whether, by taking smaller blocks, ARBPG obtains an
improved performance. This is what we investigate in our first experiment in the
next section.

5.2.1 Experiment on image compression

We aim to compress 4 color images of Chilean landscapes with different resolutions.
This can be achieved through NMF by choosing a rank p satisfying the condition
(m + n) × p < m × n, where m × n is the pixel size of the original image. Hence
the total number of variables in the problem is p× (m + n). Table 2 summarizes
the resolution of each image considered and the rank taken for the nonnegative
matrix factorization.
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Table 2: Characteristics of the images used for the image compression experiment.

Image Resolution p
Atacama 256×192 100
Santiago 300×250 100
Valdivia 300×250 100
Niebla 400×300 150

We shall implement ARBPG with blocks of size b ∈ {1, 5, 10, 20}. Specifically,
each coordinate block xi, for i = 1, . . . , 2⌈p/b⌉ (with ⌈·⌉ denoting the ceiling func-
tion), compresses either ni = b × m individual variables corresponding to b rows
of V , or ni = b× n variables corresponding to b rows of W . In particular, for the
“Niebla” image with b = 20, the last two coordinate blocks are determined by
the last 10 rows of V and W , respectively. In addition, we also run PALM and
iPALM, the latter with inertial parameters given by 0.2, which is the selection
used in [50].2 We choose the stopping criterion of the algorithms so that the same
number of variable updates are measured. Specifically, we stop ARBPG when the
relative residual in a range of 2⌈p/b⌉ iterations is smaller than or equal to 10−4,
i.e., ∣∣φ(V k̂,W k̂) − φ(V k,W k)

∣∣
∥A∥F

≤ 10−4, (41)

where k̂ = max{k−2⌈p/b⌉, 0}. For PALM and iPALM, we just measure the relative
error between consecutive iterations, as these methods update all variables at every
iteration.

Our first test aims to compare the performance of the different choices of block
sizes for ARBPG. To this purpose, we consider the red color channel of each im-
age, and run ARBPG, PALM and iPALM, initialized at the same ten pairs of
factor matrices V ∈ Rp×m and W ∈ Rp×n which are randomly generated, for
each picture, with entries uniformly distributed in the interval [0, 1]. As ARBPG
and iPALM update a different number of variables at each iteration, this com-
parison is meaningless. Instead, we will compare the number of epochs, that is,
the number of iterations required to update as many variables as present in the
model. For iPALM, an epoch coincides with an iteration of the algorithm, whereas
for ARBPG an epoch is given by 2⌈p/b⌉ iterations. Figure 1 displays the average
number of epochs, running time in seconds, and function values in the output. The
bottom right plot reports the average peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR), which is
a measure of the fidelity of the representation of the compressed image. The PSNR
is measured in decibels and is given by

PSNR = 20 log10 (MAXA) − 10 log10

(
1

m · n
∥∥A− (V out)TW out

∥∥2
F

)
,

where MAXA is the maximum pixel value in A and V out, W out are the factor
matrices returned by the algorithm at the stopping. The higher the value of the
PSNR, the better the quality of compression.

2 In [50], it is reported that a dynamical choice of the inertial parameters in the spirit of
Nesterov’s acceleration provides substantially better numerical results. This was also observed
in our preliminary tests, but we do not include it here since no convergence guarantees are
known.
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ARBPG b = 1 ARBPG b = 5 ARBPG b = 10 ARBPG b = 20 PALM iPALM

Fig. 1: Performance comparison of the evaluated algorithms across four test images
(“Atacama”, “Santiago”, “Valdivia”, and “Niebla”) over ten randomly generated
seeds. The panels display the average number of epochs, computational time in
seconds, final function values, and PSNR. The error bars denote the standard
deviation across the ten independent runs.

Our results report a clear correlation between the block size b and the num-
ber of epochs, the final function value, and the PSNR. Specifically, smaller block
sizes lead to better performance across these three measures: fewer epochs, lower
function values, and higher PSNR. The only exception is observed for ARBPG
with b = 20, which occasionally underperforms compared to PALM in terms of
function value and PSNR. This relationship is inverted with respect to the compu-
tational cost for ARBPG, where larger values of b significantly reduce the running
time. In particular, PALM requires similar running time to ARBPG with b = 5,
but its PSNR is considerably worse. Furthermore, it is worth noting that in this
experiment PALM consistently outperformed iPALM—under the chosen inertial
configuration—in every evaluated aspect. On the whole, ARBPG with b = 1 can
be considered the best performing algorithm, as it yields superior PSNR values
with only a slight increase in time (except for the “Niebla” image, where the time
increase relative to b = 5 is more pronounced).
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We now present the results of carrying out the complete compression of the im-
ages. According to the results observed in Figure 1, we restrict our test to ARBPG
with b ∈ {1, 5} and PALM, as these methods obtained the best PSNR values of
their respective classes. In addition, we also consider scikit-learn Python li-
brary [49] built-in coordinate-descent NMF solver, which we will refer to as SCIKIT
from now on. Since SCIKIT is very sensitive to initialization, we input into all al-
gorithms the matrices returned by the warm start strategy of SCIKIT. On the
other hand, to avoid excessive running time of SCIKIT, we set as its stopping
criterion the same number of epochs as ARBPG b = 5. Figure 2 illustrates the
quality of compression obtained by each of the methods for the different images.
In Table 3, we show the obtained number of iterations, running time (in seconds),
the function values at the output

(
φ(V out,W out)

)
and the PSNR of each method,

averaged over the three color channels (red, green, and blue) for every image. The
ARBPG methods require up to 5 to 7 times fewer epochs and similar running
times than PALM, while consistently achieving lower function values and higher
PSNR. SCIKIT is undoubtedly the best performing method: it matches the PSNR
of ARBPG with b = 1, while requiring the least running time. Nonetheless, we
emphasize that these results are heavily dependent on the initialization strategy
employed for SCIKIT. Indeed, when initialized with random matrices, SCIKIT
usually fails to achieve high-quality compression; in contrast, both ARBPG and
PALM exhibit significantly greater robustness to the choice of the initial point.

Table 3: Summary of the results of the performance of each method applied for
the nonnegative matrix factorization compression. The table displays the average
value over the three color channels (red, green and blue).

Image Method # epochs Time (s) φ(V out,W out) PSNR

Atacama ARBPG b = 1 80 0.71 2.87 39.33

ARBPG b = 5 111 0.63 4.02 37.88

PALM 609 0.88 9.52 34.17

SCIKIT 111 0.25 2.47 40.00

Santiago ARBPG b = 1 125 1.37 11.54 34.67

ARBPG b = 5 151 1.15 15.69 33.33

PALM 866 1.35 24.49 31.40

SCIKIT 151 0.41 11.5 34.68

Valdivia ARBPG b = 1 153 1.69 12.18 34.43

ARBPG b = 5 193 1.36 15.85 33.29

PALM 969 1.49 24.85 31.34

SCIKIT 193 0.51 11.81 34.56

Niebla ARBPG b = 1 277 7.03 22.96 34.10

ARBPG b = 5 336 5.23 30.76 32.83

PALM 1 426 4.98 54.24 30.38

SCIKIT 336 2.77 22.95 34.11
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Fig. 2: Original and low rank compression of four Chilean landscapes images ob-
tained by each method.

5.2.2 Learning the parts of objects

The seminal work of Lee and Seung [35, 36] demonstrated the ability of nonnega-
tive matrix factorization to decompose nonnegative data in terms of parts-based
representations. More specifically, assume the matrix A ∈ Rm×n is decomposed
into two nonnegative matrices V ∈ Rp×m

+ and W ∈ Rp×n
+ , as A ≈ V TW . Then,

the p rows of V , which are the so-called basis vectors, are expected to identify
intrinsic “parts” underlying the original data.

In this section, we use our algorithm to illustrate this phenomenon. To the
nonnegative factorization model considered in the previous section, we now incor-
porate an additional ℓ0-norm sparse constraint, that aims to enforce more compact
basis representations. That is, we apply our algorithm to the mathematical pro-
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gram

min
V,W

1

2
∥A− V TW∥2F s.t. V ∈ Rp×m

+ ;W ∈ Rp×n
+ ; ∥Vi∥0 ≤ s, i = 1, . . . , p;

where s is an integer and Vi is the i-th row of V . Namely, the basis vectors Vi

should have at most s nonzero elements. We now consider the 2 blocks given by
the complete factor matrix V and W . Note that the row-wise projection of a
vector V onto the set {v ∈ Rm

+ , ∥v∥0 ≤ s} can be efficiently computed with closed
formula given in [14, Proposition 4]. Our database replicates the synthetic swimmer
database proposed by Donoho and Stodden in [22]. Such a database consists of
binary images of 20 × 20 pixels each that represent a swimmer composed of a
motionless torso and the four limbs that can point in four different dimensions.
The 256 resulting images are displayed in Figure 3. We ran ARBPG to find p = 16
basis images with sparsity less than s = 132 ≈ 0.33×400. As observed in Figure 4,
the basis images obtained by ARBPG successfully identify all possible positions of
the limbs as “parts-based building blocks” for constructing the entire collection of
images. Our numerical tests along multiple random initializations showed that the
behavior of ARBPG for this problem is very similar in the number of epochs, the
running time and the quality of the solution to iPALM with α = β = 0.2, which
in turn reported better results than the basic PALM algorithm.

Fig. 3: The 256 pictures from the synthetic swimmer database.

5.3 Symmetric nonnegative matrix factorization

Although NMF was originally introduced as a dimensionality reduction technique,
it has proved successful as a clustering method in a wide variety of applications. Re-
cently, several works have introduced a variant of the NMF model specifically tai-
lored for complex graph and image clustering tasks, where the classical coordinate-
space NMF approach is known to struggle; see, e.g., [21,34,66] and the references
therein. This formulation, known as Symmetric Nonnegative Matrix Factorization
(SymNMF), constructs a low-rank representation from a graph affinity matrix and
is expressed as the optimization problem

min
H

1

2
∥D −HTH∥2F s.t. H ∈ Rp×n

+ , (42)
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Fig. 4: Basis images with sparsity s = 132 of the swimmer dataset obtained after
applying ARBPG.

where D ∈ Sn is a symmetric, nonnegative matrix whose entries represent pairwise
similarity values between the n data items, and p denotes the target clustering
rank.

From an optimization point of view, SymNMF exhibits significant differences
with respect to the standard NMF problem (38). Let f(H) = 1

2∥D−HTH∥2F , and
let Hi ∈ Rn, for i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, be the column vector representing the i-th row
of H. The (partial) gradients of f with respect to H and the block coordinate Hi

are given, respectively, by

∇Hf(H) = −2H(D −HTH) and ∇Hi
f(H) = −2HT

i (D −HTH).

Unlike the standard NMF gradients in (40), these partial gradients are no longer
linear in the variables of differentiation. This leads to two crucial distinctions with
respect to our previous NMF experiment. First, standard PALM-type methods are
not applicable here because, when fixed the non-differentiation variable, these par-
tial gradients are only locally, rather than globally, Lipschitz continuous. Second,
their local Lipschitz moduli cannot be efficiently computed exactly by evaluating
the norm of the second derivative—a rank-4 tensor whose computation should be
avoided in practice—which is a desirable property when establishing an appropri-
ate stepsize parameter (see Remark 3.3).

These challenges directly motivate the use of ARBPG with blocks defined by
the individual rows of H. In this coordinate context, the second partial derivative
of f with respect to the row-block vector Hi is given by the n× n matrix

∇2
Hi

f(H) = −2(D −HTH) + 2HiH
T
i + 2∥Hi∥2In.

Constructing this full matrix and its spectral 2-norm at every single iteration
to choose a trial stepsize is computationally expensive. Nonetheless, the triangle
inequality provides an easily computable upper approximation of its spectral norm,
given by

L̃(H) := 2
(
2f(H)

)1/2
+ 4∥Hi∥2, (43)
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which exclusively requires cheap vector and scalar operations. As a consequence, a
robust trial stepsize for ARBPG can be approximated as τ̄k = 1/L̃(Hk) for every
k ∈ N. Since L̃(Hk) may provide a loose upper approximation of the true Lipschitz
constant, this is the perfect setting to investigate whether the boosted linesearch
provides an enhanced performance.

In this spirit, we consider the digits dataset contained in the scikit-learn

Python library [49]. This data set contains 8 × 8 pixel images of hand-written
numbers between 0 and 9. For constructing the similarity matrix, we follow the
recommendation in [65] and consider the K-nearest neighbor graph with K =
⌈log(n)⌉ + 1, where n is the number of data items. Specifically, for each n ∈
{500, 800, 1000} and 10 repetitions each, we randomly choose n images from the
dataset and initialize both ARBPG and ARBPG-B at the same matrix H ∈ R10×n.
In addition, the same seed is taken for both algorithms, so that the index updated
at the same iteration coincides. We first run ARBPG using the same stopping
condition as explained in (41). Subsequently, we run ARBPG-B during the same
execution time used by ARBPG.

The experimental results are reported in Table 4. Columns 3 to 5 display the
mean and standard deviation over the 10 instances for each dimension, of the
number of iterations, number of function evaluations, and the number of boosted
stepsizes accepted. The sixth column shows the clustering accuracy, that is, the
percentage of data points correctly classified by the algorithm relative to the
ground-truth labels. The seventh column gathers the adjusted rand index (ARI)
that measures the quality of the clustering by counting pairs that are assigned in
the same or different clusters in the predicted and true clusterings. Perfect labeling
achieves an ARI of 1, whereas poorer agreeing assignments yield lower scores up
to −0.5, with 0 corresponding to random labeling.

Table 4: Performance comparison between ARBPG and ARBPG-B on the hand-
written digits dataset across varying sample dimensions (n ∈ {500, 800, 1000}).
Results report the mean ± standard deviation computed over 10 independent ran-
domized trials. Performance is evaluated across the number of iterations, objective
function, and number of boosted stepsizes accepted by ARBPG-B, alongside two
clustering metrics, namely, clustering accuracy and adjusted rand index.

Dim. Method # iterations # eval. φ # boosts
Clust. acc.

(%)
ARI

500 ARBPG 3483± 737 3483± 737 75.66± 6.59 0.66± 0.07

ARBPG-B 2768± 511 5538± 1024 1043± 367 77.30± 6.57 0.69± 0.08

800 ARBPG 5066± 1374 5066± 1374 68.50± 10.50 0.60± 0.11

ARBPG-B 4115± 1016 8226± 2022 1530± 607 71.72± 10.08 0.62± 0.11

1000 ARBPG 4394± 559 4394± 559 66.42± 7.25 0.56± 0.06

ARBPG-B 3701± 415 7403± 829 1077± 248 68.78± 7.90 0.58± 0.08

A primary observation is that ARBPG requires the same number of iterations
and function evaluations. This confirms that (43) is a valid upper approximation
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of the local Lipschitz modulus. Nonetheless, the approximation is not tight, which
leads to the boosted linesearch being accepted in approximately 30% of the it-
erations. As a consequence, ARBPG-B consistently and significantly reduces the
total number of main iterations required for convergence across all tested scales.
We report the average and maximum boosted stepsizes λk (including the instances
when λk = 0) accepted by ARBPG-B in Table 5. Naturally, the activation of the
boosted linesearch leads to an increase in the number of function evaluations rel-
ative to ARBPG. However, given that these extra calculations exclusively involve
cheap scalar and vector operations and avoid forming full-size matrices, the over-
all computational overhead per evaluation remains low. The running times of the
algorithms were on average 10.16 seconds for n = 500, 39.86 seconds for n = 800
and 58.45 seconds for n = 1000.

Table 5: For the ARBPG-B runs in Table 4, average and maximum values of the
boosted stepsize λk (including 0 values) averaged across the 10 trials for each
sample dimension n ∈ {500, 800, 1000}.

Dim. average λk max λk

500 1.00± 0.42 37.40± 17.87

800 0.92± 0.37 45.40± 33.14

1000 0.54± 0.13 26.20± 14.40

Regarding the quality of the clustering, ARBPG-B exhibits a consistent im-
provement in performance for all dimensions. At n = 500, the boosted variant
achieves a higher clustering accuracy (77.30% ± 6.57%) and ARI (0.69 ± 0.08)
compared to standard ARBPG (75.66% ± 6.59% accuracy and 0.66 ± 0.07 ARI).
Similarly, for n = 800 and n = 1000, ARBPG-B yields an improvement of more
than 2 percentage points in accuracy and 0.02 in ARI. In particular, only in 3 out
of the 30 trials ARBPG obtained a higher clustering accuracy than ARBPG-B.
Furthermore, for n = 1000 ARBPG-B obtained better clustering performance in
every instance. On the whole, our results showcase that the use of ARBPG-B for
this problem is advantageous, as the same algorithmic execution time provides
noticeable improvement in clustering results.

6 Conclusions and future work

This paper extended the framework of randomized block-coordinate descent algo-
rithms to mathematical programs lacking the usual assumption of global Lipschitz
continuity of block partial gradients of smooth functions. Specifically, we consid-
ered the nonconvex optimization problem of minimizing a separable lower semi-
continuous function and a smooth function whose gradient is block-wise Lipschitz
continuous only locally. We proposed an Adaptive Randomized Block Proximal
Gradient (ARBPG) method that adaptively selects the proximal stepsize to en-
sure a sufficient decrease condition without requiring knowledge of the local Lips-
chitz moduli of the partial gradients of the smooth function. In addition, ARBPG
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allows the possibility of performing a boosted linesearch in the spirit of [3] with
a self-adaptive procedure to update the parameters. Our numerical experiments
show that ARBPG competes well with the widely-known PALM and iPALM meth-
ods for the Nonnegative Matrix Factorization (NMF) problem. Furthermore, the
boosted version of ARBPG, called ARBPG-B, was reported to be advantageous
in the symmetric NMF problem, where inexact estimations of the local Lipschitz
moduli led to poor choices of proximal stepsizes.

In a future work, we would like to investigate the convergence of Algorithm 1
under some error bound conditions. For instance, in [45] a local error bound con-
dition was used to establish a linear convergence rate for the sequence of function
values generated by a randomized block proximal gradient algorithm. However,
they needed to impose the stronger assumption of global Lipschitz continuity of
the whole gradient. The extension of these techniques to cover the local Lips-
chitz gradient case and the adaptive procedure conducted by Algorithm 1 seems
a challenging task.

Data availability The Python source code and data of the experiments are avail-
able at https://github.com/DavidTBelen/ARBPG.
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