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Abstract This paper proposes a novel Difference-of-Convex (DC) decompo-
sition for polynomials using a power-sum representation, achieved by solving a
sparse linear system. We introduce the Boosted DCA with Exact Line Search
(BDCAe) for addressing linearly constrained polynomial programs within the
DC framework. Notably, we demonstrate that the exact line search equates to
determining the roots of a univariate polynomial in an interval, with coeffi-
cients being computed explicitly based on the power-sum DC decompositions.
The subsequential convergence of BDCAe to critical points is proven, and its
convergence rate under the Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz property is established. To
efficiently tackle the convex subproblems, we integrate the Fast Dual Proxi-
mal Gradient (FDPG) method by exploiting the separable block structure of
the power-sum DC decompositions. We validate our approach through numer-
ical experiments on the Mean-Variance-Skewness-Kurtosis (MVSK) portfolio
optimization model and box-constrained polynomial optimization problems.
Comparative analysis of BDCAe against DCA, BDCA with Armijo line search,
UDCA, and UBDCA with projective DC decomposition, alongside standard
nonlinear optimization solvers FMINCON and FILTERSD, substantiates the effi-
ciency of our proposed approach.
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1 Introduction

We are interested in solving the polynomial optimization problem with linear
constraints:

min
x∈P

f(x), (POPL)

where f is a multivariate polynomial, and P represents a nonempty convex
polyhedral set (not necessarily bounded), defined by

P := {x ∈ Rn : ⟨ai,x⟩ ≤ bi, ⟨pj ,x⟩ = qj , i = 1, . . . ,m, j = 1, . . . , r}.

Here, ai,pj ∈ Rn and bi, qj ∈ R. Throughout the paper, the polynomial
function f is assumed to be lower bounded over P.

This problem arises in many applications including, but not limited to,
higher-order moment portfolio selection [33,48,49,42], eigenvalue complemen-
tarity problem [28,41,38,39], tensor complementarity problem [54], Euclidean
distance matrix completion problem [9], copositivity of matrix [17,20,56],
Boolean polynomial program [37], and bilinear matrix inequalities [16,40],
among other. Each of these applications underscores the essential and widespread
utility of addressing the stated polynomial optimization problem with linear
constraints, thereby highlighting the imperative nature of devising efficient
and robust solutions for it.

The (POPL) is indeed a special class of the difference-of-convex (DC) pro-
gram [24,25,31], defined as below:

min
x∈P

{f(x) := g(x)− h(x)}, (Pdc)

where g and h are convex polynomials. There are some related works on DC
decompositions for polynomials. The DC decomposition for quadratic func-
tions has been studied in [27,15,29] based on the eigenvalue decomposition of
real symmetric matrices. However, in the case of general multivariate polyno-
mials, this technique is no longer available and the DC decomposition is more
difficult to obtain (especially in dense polynomials). Niu et al. [49] proposed a
DC decomposition for general polynomials in the form of σ

2 ∥x∥
2−(σ2 ∥x∥

2−f)
where σ > 0 is obtained by estimating an upper bound of the spectral radius
of the Hessian matrix of f over a compact convex set. This technique has been
successfully applied to several real-world applications such as the higher-order
moment portfolio optimization [49] and the eigenvalue complementarity prob-
lems [41,38,39]. Ahmadi et al. [1] explored DC decompositions for polynomials
via algebraic relaxation techniques. They showed in [2] that convexity is differ-
ent from sos-convexity, and characterized the discrepancy between convexity
and sos-convexity in [3] for polynomials. Several DC decompositions are pro-
posed in [1] by solving linear, second-order cone, or semidefinite programs.
Meanwhile, Niu defined in [36] the so-called Difference-of-Convex-Sums-of-
Squares (DC-SOS) decomposition for general polynomials and developed sev-
eral practical DC-SOS decomposition techniques. Some of these decomposition
techniques are also parallelizable. The DC decomposition technique proposed
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in this paper is indeed a special DC-SOS decomposition in form of power-sums
of linear forms, namely the power-sum DC (PSDC) decomposition. We will
show that this decomposition can be established by solving a sparse linear
system, which is discussed in Section 3.

Concerning the solution method for DC programming formulation (Pdc),
the most popular method is DCA, introduced by Pham [50] in 1985 as an
extension of the subgradient method, and extensively developed by Le Thi and
Pham since 1994 (see, e.g.,[29,30,31,46,47] and the references therein). The
main idea of DCA is to minimize a sequence of convex majorizations of the DC
objective function f by linearizing the second DC component h at the current
iterate. The general convergence theorem of DCA ensures that every limit
point of the generated sequence {xk} by DCA is a critical point of (Pdc) (see,
e.g., [46,30]). In recent years, some accelerated DCAs are established. Artacho
et al. [6] proposed a boosted DCA (BDCA) by incorporating DCA with an
Armijo-type line search to potentially accelerate DCA under the smoothness
assumption of both g and h. This method is extended to the non-smooth case
of h component in [7]. Meanwhile, Niu et al. [42] further extended BDCA to the
convex constrained DC program for both smooth and nonsmooth cases. The
global convergence theorem is established under the Łojasiewicz subgradient
inequality. Besides, some other accelerations based on the heavy-ball method
[52] and Nesterov’s extrapolation [35] are also proposed. The inertial DCA
(InDCA) [44] is established by de Oliveira et al. as a heavy-ball type [52]
accelerated DCA. Le Thi et al. proposed in [51] a Nesterov-type accelerated
DCA (ADCA). Wen et al. [55] proposed a proximal DCA algorithm with
Nesterov-type extrapolation [23]. In this paper, based on the BDCA framework
for convex constrained DC program established in [42], we introduce a variant
of BDCA with exact line search for (POPL).

Contribution. (i) We propose two special DC-SOS decompositions in the
power-sum of linear forms (namely, the power-sum DC decomposition) for
multivariate polynomials. These decompositions can be efficiently generated
by solving sparse linear systems. (ii) We introduce BDCA with an exact line
search (BDCAe) for solving (POPL), wherein the line search entails computing
roots of a univariate polynomial in an interval, and an upper bound for the
initial step size of the line search is estimated. (iii) The convex subproblems
required in BDCAe are tackled by employing the Fast Dual Proximal Gradient
(FDPG) method [12], which leverages the separable block structure of the
power-sum DC decompositions. (iv) The convergence analysis of BDCAe is
established akin to the methodology in [42], and its convergence rate under
the Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz property is substantiated.

We delineate three major advantages of our proposed power-sum DC de-
compositions. Firstly, they furnish effective DC decompositions for polynomi-
als. Secondly, the convex subproblem in BDCAe can be efficiently resolved in
parallel due to the unique power-sum structure. Thirdly, the exact line search
is simplified to the process of locating the roots of a univariate polynomial,
with coefficients being computed explicitly based on the power-sum DC de-
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compositions. These advantages are also regarded as major contributions of
this paper.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we recall some
notations and preliminaries required in the paper. In Section 3, we establish
two power-sum DC decompositions to get two DC programming formulations
for (POPL). The corresponding BDCAe with the two DC formulations are
proposed in Section 4. The convergence analysis and the convergence rate of
BDCAe are proved in Section 5. The FDPG method for efficiently solving the
convex subproblem is discussed in Section 6. Some numerical experiments on
the Mean-Variance-Skewness-Kurtosis portfolio optimization model and the
polynomial optimization problem with box constraint are reported in Section
7. Some concluding remarks and important questions are summarized in the
final section.

2 Notations and preliminaries

Throughout this paper, matrices and vectors are written in bold uppercase
letters and lowercase letters (e.g., X and x) respectively. We use xi to denote
the i-th coordinate of the vector x, and X⊤ and X−1 to denote the transpose
matrix and the inverse matrix of X. Let Rn be the n-dimensional Euclidean
space endowed with the classical inner product ⟨x,y⟩ :=

∑n
i=1 xiyi for x,y ∈

Rn, the induced Euclidean norm ∥x∥ :=
√
⟨x,x⟩ and the ℓ∞ norm ∥x∥∞ :=

max1≤i≤n|xi|. For X ∈ Rn×m, ∥X∥ denotes the spectral norm of X defined

by ∥X∥ :=
√
λmax(X

⊤X), where λmax(X
⊤X) is the largest eigenvalue of the

matrix X⊤X. Let e ∈ Rn be the vector of ones and N := {0, 1, . . .} be the set
of natural numbers. The gradient of a differentiable function f : Rn → R at
x ∈ Rn is denoted by ∇f(x) ∈ Rn.

A function f : Rn → R is convex if

f(λx+ (1− λ)y) ≤ λf(x) + (1− λ)f(y) for all x,y ∈ Rn and λ ∈ (0, 1),

and f is called ρ-strongly convex (ρ > 0) if f − ρ
2∥ · ∥

2 is convex.
A function ψ : Rn → Rn is called Lipschitz continuous, if there is some

constant L > 0 such that

∥ψ(x)− ψ(y)∥ ≤ L∥x− y∥ for all x,y ∈ Rn,

furthermore, ψ is said to be locally Lipschitz continuous if, for each x ∈ Rn,
there exists a neighborhood U of x such that ψ restricted to U is Lipschitz
continuous.

For a proper closed function f : Rn → (−∞,∞], the Fréchet subdifferential
of f at x0 ∈ domf := {x ∈ Rn : f(x) <∞} is defined by

∂F f(x0) = {u ∈ Rn : lim inf
h→0

f(x0 + h)− f(x0)− ⟨u,h⟩
∥h∥

≥ 0},
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and if x0 /∈ domf , we set ∂F f(x0) = ∅. A point x0 ∈ Rn is called a Fréchet
critical point of f , if 0 ∈ ∂F f(x0). The effective domain of ∂F f is defined by

dom(∂F f) := {x ∈ domf : ∂F f(x) ̸= ∅}.

Particularly, when f is convex, ∂F f coincides with the classical subdifferential
in convex analysis, defined by

∂f(x0) = {u ∈ Rn : f(x)− f(x0) ≥ ⟨u,x− x0⟩,∀x ∈ Rn}.

Let Γ0(Rn) denote by the set of all proper closed and convex functions
from Rn to (−∞,∞]. For a function f ∈ Γ0(Rn), its conjugate function f∗ is
defined by

f∗(y) := sup
x

{⟨y,x⟩ − f(x) : x ∈ Rn},∀y ∈ Rn.

The proximal mapping of f at x ∈ Rn is given by

proxf (x) := argmin
u

{f(u) + 1

2
∥x− u∥2 : u ∈ Rn}.

We call that f is ‘prox-friendly’ if proxf (x) is easy to compute. See a list
of prox-friendly convex functions in [10, Chapter 7]. For a nonempty closed
convex set C of Rn, the indicator function of C is defined by

χC(x) :=

{
0 if x ∈ C,
∞ otherwise.

Note that χC belongs to Γ0(Rn) and ∂χC(x) = NC(x) if x ∈ C, where NC(x)
denotes the normal cone of C at x, defined by

NC(x) := {v ∈ Rn : ⟨v,y − x⟩ ≤ 0,∀y ∈ C},

and NC(x) = ∅ if x /∈ C.
A function f : Rn → [−∞,∞] is called difference-of-convex (DC) if f =

g − h with g, h ∈ Γ0(Rn), where g and h are called DC components of f . By
introducing χP into the component g of the DC program (Pdc) as

min
x

{(g + χP)(x)− h(x) : x ∈ Rn},

a point x∗ ∈ P is called a (DC) critical point of (Pdc) if and only if

0 ∈ ∂(g + χP)(x
∗)− ∂h(x∗).

If h is differentiable at x ∈ Rn, then one has

∂F f(x) = ∂g(x)−∇h(x).

In particular, to the case where both g and h are polynomials and P is a
convex polyhedral set, then x∗ ∈ P is a DC critical point of (Pdc) if and only
if

∇h(x∗)−∇g(x∗) ∈ NP(x
∗).
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The cone of feasible directions of P at ȳ ∈ P is defined as

D(ȳ) := {d ∈ Rn : ∃δ > 0 such that ȳ + td ∈ P,∀t ∈ [0, δ]},

and the active set at ȳ is defined by

A(ȳ) = {i ∈ {1, . . . ,m} : ⟨ai, ȳ⟩ = bi}.

Clearly,

D(ȳ) = {d ∈ Rn : ⟨ai,d⟩ ≤ 0, ⟨pj ,d⟩ = 0, i ∈ A(ȳ), j = 1, . . . , r}.

Let Hd[x] denote by the set of all n-variable and d-degree homogeneous poly-
nomials (forms) with coefficients in R, defined by

Hd[x] := {f =
∑

α
cαx

α : x ∈ Rn, cα ∈ R,α ∈ In,d}.

Here, In,d denotes the set encompassing all weak compositions of d into n parts,
defined by In,d = {α = (α1, . . . , αn) :

∑n
i=1 αi = d, αi ∈ N}. The cardinality

of this set is denoted by sn,d, is
(
n+d−1

d

)
.Thus, the set of all real polynomials

with degree up to d in n variables is defined by Rd[x] := ∪d
k=0Hk[x]. The

power-product matrix associated with In,d is given by

V̂ (n, d) :=

((
d
αj

)
(αi)α

j

)
1≤i,j≤sn,d

,

where
(

d
αj

)
:= d!

αj
1!···α

j
n!

is the multinomial coefficient and (αi)α
j

:=
∏n

k=1(α
i
k)

αj
k .

The power-product matrix V̂ (n, d) is nonsingular for all positive integers n and
d, and is sparse if n ≫ d. See [43] for more properties on the power-product
matrix.

A form f(x) ∈ Hd[x] is said to have a power-sum representation, if there
exist linear forms Li(x) ∈ H1[x] and scalars λi ∈ R (i = 1, . . . , r) such that

f(x) =

r∑
i=1

λiL
d
i (x),∀x ∈ Rn.

A proper and closed function f : Rn → (−∞,∞] is said to have the
Kurdyka–Łojasiewicz (KL) property at x∗ ∈ dom(∂F f), if there exist some
constant η ∈ (0,∞), a concave function φ : [0, η] → [0,∞) and a neighborhood
U of x∗, such that

(i) φ belongs to the class C 1 on (0, η);
(ii) φ(0) = 0 and φ′ > 0 on (0, η);
(iii) ∀x ∈ U with f(x)− f(x∗) ∈ (0, η), we have the KL inequality

φ′(f(x)− f(x∗))dist(0, ∂F f(x)) ≥ 1.

The class of functions endowed with the KL property is very ample. For exam-
ple, all semi-algebraic and real subanalytic functions adhere to the KL inequal-
ity [14,26,32]. Consequently, the sum of polynomial functions and indicator
functions associated with polyhedral sets also exhibits the KL property.
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3 Power-Sum-DC decompositions of polynomials

3.1 Power-sum representation

Numerous studies have established the existence of a power-sum representa-
tion for homogeneous polynomials (see e.g., [13,53]). In the quadratic case,
the power-sum representation is nothing but spectral decomposition. Reznick
outlined a necessary and sufficient condition for constructing power-sum de-
compositions of binary forms in [53, section 5], providing a cornerstone for the
subsequent formulation of an efficient algorithm to decompose binary poly-
nomials into power-sums of linear forms with the minimal term count, as
expounded in [18]. In the more general case, Biosca proved in [13] that the
set of the d-th power of all linear forms {Ld : L ∈ H1[x]} is a generating set
for Hd[x]. Nevertheless, Biosca’s proof relied on induction, leaving a general
method for identifying a finite generating set for any polynomial as a still-
unresolved challenge. In our work, we unveil a finite generating set applicable
to any polynomial φ(x) ∈ Hd[x]. Furthermore, we elucidate that constructing
a power-sum decomposition for φ(x) becomes a tractable task through the
solution of a sparse linear system. Lemma 1 summarizes the essential result.

Lemma 1 Let φ(x) be a form in Hd[x], expressed as φ(x) =
∑

α∈In,d
cαx

α,

where c :=
(
cα1 , . . . , cαsn,d

)⊤. Then, a power-sum representation of φ(x) is
given by

φ(x) =
∑

α∈In,d

λα⟨α,x⟩d, (1)

where λ =
(
λα1 , . . . , λαsn,d

)⊤ is the unique solution of the linear system

V̂ (n, d)λ = c. (2)

Proof Let x ∈ Rn, the multinomial equation reads as( n∑
i=1

xi

)d

=
∑

α∈In,d

(
d

α

)
xα.

Subsequently, utilizing the relationship

⟨α,x⟩d =
∑

β∈In,d

(
d

β

)
αβxβ,∀α ∈ In,d,

we deduce that
B̃ = V̂ (n, d)B, (3)

where B = (xα1

,xα2

, . . . ,xαsn,d
)⊤ and B̃ = (⟨α1,x⟩d, ⟨α2,x⟩d, . . . , ⟨αsn,d ,x⟩d)⊤.

Given the nonsingularity of V̂ (n, d) proved in [43], we can uniquely rewrite
(3) as

B = V̂
−1

(n, d)B̃.
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Hence
φ(x) = c⊤B = c⊤V̂

−1
(n, d)B̃ = λ⊤B̃,

where λ = (V̂
−1

(n, d))⊤c. ⊓⊔

Remark 1 As demonstrated above, a power-sum representation of forms can
be obtained by solving the linear system as expressed in Equation (2). It’s
important to note that the matrix V̂ (n, d) is asymmetric in general, and its
size is

(
n+d−1

d

)2
, which could be very large even if n and d are not too large. For

instance, when d = 4 and n = 100, the magnitude of V̂ (n, d) exceeds millions.
However, owing to the sparsity of V̂ (n, d) particularly when n ≫ d, solving
Equation (2) becomes remarkably efficient. In most real-world applications of
polynomial optimization, the number of variables n significantly exceeds the
degree d, hence the matrix V̂ (n, d) is sparse. Fig. 1 provides some illustrative
examples. More sparsity1 properties of V̂ (n, d) is referred to [43].

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

n

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

s
p

a
rs

it
y

d=3

d=4

d=5

d=6

Fig. 1 The sparsity of the matrix V̂ (n, d) changes with variable n from 2 to 16 for some
fixed degree d ∈ {3, 4, 5, 6}. It is observed that, for n > 6, the sparsity of V̂ (n, d) for all
d ∈ {3, 4, 5, 6} is more than 90%, and the sparsity goes to 1 as n→∞ for any fixed d.

3.2 Power-sum difference-of-convex decompositions

In this section, we establish two DC decompositions for any polynomial, namely
the termwise power-sum-DC (T-PSDC) decomposition and the homogenizing-
dehomogenizing power-sum-DC (HD-PSDC) decomposition.

1 The sparsity of M ∈ Rn×m is defined by the ratio of zero entries to the total number
of entries in the matrix
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T-PSDC decomposition : We will consider two cases (the odd degree case
and the even degree case) in the next proposition.

Proposition 1 Let f(x) ∈ Hd[x].
(i) If d is even, then a PSDC decomposition is

f(x) =
∑

α∈I+

λα⟨α,x⟩d −
∑

α∈I−

(−λα)⟨α,x⟩d, (4)

where I+ = {α ∈ In,d : λα > 0} and I− = {α ∈ In,d : λα < 0}.
(ii) If d is odd, then a PSDC decomposition is

f(x) =
∑

α∈I+

λα⟨α, x̂⟩d+1 −
∑

α∈I−

(−λα)⟨α, x̂⟩d+1, (5)

where I+ = {α ∈ In+1,d+1 : λα > 0}, I− = {α ∈ In+1,d+1 : λα < 0} and

x̂ =

(
x
1

)
.

Proof Case (i) is elucidated by Lemma 1. For the proof of case (ii), we multiply
f(x) with an additional variable xh, yielding an even degree form f̃(x, xh) =
xhf(x). Subsequently, case (ii) is deduced by applying case (i) to f̃(x, xh) and
setting xh = 1. ⊓⊔

For any polynomial f(x) ∈ Rd[x], we can express it as:

f(x) =
∑d

k=0
fk(x)

where each fk(x) ∈ Hk[x] for k = 0, 1, . . . , d. We can then apply Proposition
1 to each form fk(x), k = 1, 2, . . . , d, obtaining a so-called termwise power-
sum-DC (T-PSDC) decomposition of f(x). The decomposition procedure is
summarized in Algorithm 1.

HD-PSDC decomposition : An n-variate d-degree form can be dehomog-
enized to a polynomial in n − 1 variables of degree at most d by assigning
a constant value of 1 to one variable (cf. dehomogenization). Conversely, any
polynomial can be transformed into a form by introducing a new variable xh
and adjusting each monomial with appropriate powers of xh, as expressed
by fH(x, xh) = xdh f(x1/xh, . . . , xn/xh) (cf. homogenization). Consequently,
we propose the homogenizing-dehomogenizing power-sum-DC (HD-PSDC) de-
composition as encapsulated in Algorithm 2, founded on Proposition 2.

Proposition 2 Let f(x) ∈ Rd[x]. One has the PSDC decomposition

f(x) =
∑

α∈I+

λα⟨α, x̂⟩df −
∑

α∈I−

(−λα)⟨α, x̂⟩df , (6)

where I+ = {α ∈ In+1,df
: λα > 0}, I− = {α ∈ In+1,df

: λα < 0} and

df = 2⌈d
2⌉

2, x̂ =

(
x
1

)
.

2 ⌈·⌉ is the ceiling function of a number.
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Algorithm 1: T-PSDC Decomposition
Input: fk(x), k = 1, . . . , d (all homogeneous components of the polynomial f(x));
Output: DC components gk(x) and hk(x), k = 1, . . . , d;

1 for k = 1, . . . , d do
2 if k is odd then

3 n̂← n+ 1, d̂← k + 1, x̂←
(
x
1

)
;

4 else
5 n̂← n, d̂← k, x̂← x;
6 end
7 Rewrite fk(x) =

∑
α∈I

n̂,d̂
cαxα;

8 I ← In̂,d̂;
9 c← the coefficients of fk(x);

10 Compute λ by solving linear equations: V̂
⊤
(n̂, d̂)λ = c;

11 Set I+ = {α ∈ I : λα > 0}, I− = {α ∈ I : λα < 0};
12 Compute gk(x) =

∑
α∈I+ λα⟨α, x̂⟩d̂ and hk(x) =

∑
α∈I− −λα⟨α, x̂⟩d̂;

13 end
14 return gk(x) and hk(x), k = 1, . . . , d;

Proof Let f(x) ∈ Rd[x]. We will establish the result through two distinct
cases:

(i) For an even d, we homogenize f(x) to yield an (n+ 1)-variate polynomial
of degree d as

fH(x, xh) = xdh f(x1/xh, . . . , xn/xh).

Then, we apply Lemma 1 for fH(x, xh) and assign xh = 1, resulting in the
desired expression.

(ii) For an odd d, we homogenize f(x) to attain an (n+1)-variate polynomial
of degree d+ 1 as

fH(x, xh) = xd+1
h f(x1/xh, . . . , xn/xh).

Again, we apply Lemma 1 for fH(x, xh) and set xh = 1, yielding the desired
result.

⊓⊔

Numerical test: We compare the proposed two PSDC decompositions and the
DSOS-DC decomposition in [1]. All algorithms are implemented on MATLAB
using the polynomial optimization library SPOT [34] and tested with the solver
MOSEK [5] and MATLAB R2021a on a laptop equipped with Intel Core i5-
1035G1 CPU 1.19GHz and 8GB RAM. The numerical results are summarized
in Table 1.

We observed that for odd degree cases d ∈ {3, 5}, the total running time for
T-PSDC and HD-PSDC are almost the same, whereas for even degree cases
d ∈ {4, 6}, HD-PSDC performs about 2 times faster than T-PSDC. Moreover,
T-PSDC and HD-PSDC are at least 3 times faster than DSOS-DC for all
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Algorithm 2: HD-PSDC Decomposition
Input: polynomial f(x);
Output: DC components g(x) and h(x);

1 d← the degree of f(x);
2 if d is odd then
3 d← d+ 1;
4 end

5 n← n+ 1, x̂←
(
x
1

)
;

6 Rewrite f(x) =
∑

α∈In,d
cαxα;

7 I ← In,d;
8 c← the coefficients of f(x);

9 Compute λ by solving the linear system: V̂
⊤
(n, d)λ = c;

10 Set I+ = {α ∈ I : λα > 0}, I− = {α ∈ I : λα < 0};
11 Compute g(x) =

∑
α∈I+ λα⟨α, x̂⟩d and h(x) =

∑
α∈I− −λα⟨α, x̂⟩d;

12 return g(x) and h(x).

cases. The total running time increases slowly with respect to the increase of
n, while sharply with respect to the increase of d. Hence, for higher degree
cases with d ≥ 5, all three methods suffer from the out-of-memory issue for
some large n on MATLAB. Furthermore, the running time of HD-PSDC and
T-PSDC mainly depends on the generating time of the power-sum matrix,
which is approximately 10 ∼ 100 times greater than solving the sparse linear
system.

3.3 DC reformulations of (POPL) leveraging PSDC decompositions

Using the PSDC decompositions T-PSDC and HD-PSDC, as described in
Propositions 1 and 2, we transform (POPL) into two DC programs as fol-
lows:
Let | · |p represent the ℓp norm. Then

(i) Using T-PSDC decomposition, problem (POPL) can be reformulated as

min
x∈P

f(x) =

⌈ d
2 ⌉∑

p=1

∥A+
p x+ b+p ∥

2p
2p︸ ︷︷ ︸

g1(x)

−
⌈ d

2 ⌉∑
p=1

∥A−
p x+ b−p ∥

2p
2p︸ ︷︷ ︸

h1(x)

, (T–Pdc)

where A+
p ∈ Rm1×n,A−

p ∈ Rm2×n, b+p ∈ Rm1 , b−p ∈ Rm2 with

m1 +m2 ≤ sn,2p + sn+1,2p

and p = 1, . . . , ⌈d
2⌉.

(ii) Using HD-PSDC decomposition, problem (POPL) can be reformulated as

min
x∈P

f(x) = ∥A+x+ b+∥df

df︸ ︷︷ ︸
g2(x)

−∥A−x+ b−∥df

df︸ ︷︷ ︸
h2(x)

, (HD–Pdc)
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where df = 2⌈d
2⌉ and A+ ∈ Rm1×n,A− ∈ Rm2×n, b+ ∈ Rm1 , b− ∈ Rm2

with

m1 +m2 ≤ sn+1,df
.

4 BDCAe for solving (T–Pdc) and (HD–Pdc)

Problem (T–Pdc) and (HD–Pdc) are a subclass of DC programming. The clas-
sical DCA [46] is viable and efficient for solving these problems. Meanwhile,
Niu et al. proved in [42, Proposition 1] that the direction dk = yk − xk in
DCA is a descent direction (namely, DC descent direction) of f at yk if (1)
dk ̸= 0, (2) dk is a feasible direction of P at yk, and (3) h is strongly convex.
In this scenario, executing a line search (either exact or inexact) along dk will
yield an additional reduction in the value of the objective function, thereby
ensuring an acceleration of DCA. Subsequently, we introduce a Boosted DCA
with Exact Line Search (BDCAe) for problems (T–Pdc) and (HD–Pdc), as
delineated in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3: BDCAe for solving problem (T–Pdc) (or (HD–Pdc))
Input: x0 ∈ P, ε > 0;

1 for k = 0, 1, . . . do
2 Step 1: Solving the subproblem

yk ∈ argmin
x∈P

gi(x)− ⟨∇hi(x
k),x⟩, (Pk)

where i = 1 for (T–Pdc) and i = 2 for (HD–Pdc).
3 Step 2: Set dk = yk − xk. If ∥dk∥/(1 + ∥xk∥) < ε, return xk;
4 Step 3: Set I(dk) = {i ∈ {1, . . . ,m} : ⟨ai,d

k⟩ > 0} and compute

t̄ = min
i∈I(dk)

bi − ⟨ai,y
k⟩

⟨ai,d
k⟩

.

5 Step 4: If t̄ > 0, then dk is a feasible direction, we compute

tk = ExactLineSearch(dk,yk, t̄) by Algorithm 4,

Otherwise, set tk = 0;
6 Step 5: Set xk+1 = yk + tkd

k;
7 end

Here are some comments on Algorithm 3:

(i) BDCAe reduces to the classical DCA when excluding Step 3–4 and setting
tk = 0 for all k in Step 5. Additionally, if the exact line search in Step
4 is replaced by the Armijo line search, then BDCAe reduces to BDCA in
[42].
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(ii) In Step 1, we leverage the fast dual-based proximal gradient (FDGP)
method [12] to solve (Pk) by taking advantage of the power-sum structure,
which will be discussed in Section 6.

(iii) In Step 3–4, we introduce the exact line search to accelerate DCA, which
will be discussed in the next two paragraphs. In particular, our exact line
search amounts to computing the roots of the derivative of a univariate
polynomial, whose coefficients can be computed explicitly by Equation (9)
based on the power-sum formulation. Note that the assumption that f
is lower bounded over P guarantees the finiteness of tk. Otherwise, when
I(dk) = ∅, then t̄ = min ∅ = ∞ by convention and it is possible to find
tk = ∞. In this case, (Pdc) has no optimal solution.

Algorithm 4: Exact line search
Input: A descent direction dk, a point yk and a bound t̄;
Output: Optimal step size tk;

1 Compute cj(j = 0, . . . , df ) by Equation (9);
2 Set R← {t : f̂ ′(t) = 0} ∪ {0, t̄};
3 tk ∈ argmint∈R f̂(t);

In the following, we will explore various facets of BDCAe, encompassing:
the verification of the feasibility of direction dk at yk over P, the estimation of
an upper bound for the line search step size, and the elucidation of the exact
line search procedure.

Upper bound estimation for the line search step size : The next propo-
sition shows that

t̄ = min
i∈I(dk)

{
bi − ⟨ai,y

k⟩
⟨ai,d

k⟩

}
(7)

is an upper bound for the line search step size tk to ensure that yk+ tkd
k ∈ P,

where I(dk) = {i ∈ {1, . . . ,m} : ⟨ai,d
k⟩ > 0}.

Lemma 2 Let yk and dk be generated in Algorithm 3. Then dk ∈ D(yk) is
equivalent to t̄ > 0. Moreover, if t ∈ [0, t̄], then yk + tdk ∈ P, and if t > t̄,
then yk + tdk /∈ P.

Proof We first prove the following result:

dk ∈ D(yk) ⇔ min
i∈I(dk)

{bi − ⟨ai,y
k⟩} > 0.

If I(dk) = ∅, the conclusion is obvious by the definition of the cone of feasible
directions D(yk).
If I(dk) ̸= ∅, then for i ∈ {1, . . . ,m} and j ∈ {1, . . . , r}, we have

dk ∈ D(yk) ⇔

{
⟨ai,y

k⟩ = bi ⇒ ⟨ai,d
k⟩ ≤ 0,

⟨pj ,d
k⟩ = 0.
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Invoking the fact that ⟨pj ,d
k⟩ = ⟨pj ,y

k⟩ − ⟨pj ,x
k⟩ = qj − qj = 0, we deduce

dk ∈ D(yk) ⇔ ⟨ai,y
k⟩ = bi ⇒ ⟨ai,d

k⟩ ≤ 0 ⇔ ⟨ai,d
k⟩ > 0 ⇒ ⟨ai,y

k⟩ < bi.

The last equivalence condition implies that the conclusion holds.
We now proceed to prove the main result as the following:
(i) If I(dk) = ∅, we have ⟨ai,d

k⟩ ≤ 0 for i = 1, 2, . . . ,m. Thus, ∀t ∈ [0,∞),
we observe that the fact{

⟨ai,y
k + tdk⟩ = ⟨ai,y

k⟩+ t⟨ai,d
k⟩ ≤ bi,

⟨pj ,y
k + tdk⟩ = ⟨pj ,y

k⟩+ t⟨pj ,d
k⟩ = qj .

holds for i = 1, 2, . . . ,m and j = 1, 2, . . . , r. Therefore, we have yk + tdk ∈ P.
(ii) If I(dk) ̸= ∅, invoking the fact that t̄ = mini∈I(dk){

bi−⟨ai,y
k⟩

⟨ai,dk⟩ } > 0, hence,
∀t ∈ [0, t̄], we have

⟨pj ,y
k + tdk⟩ = ⟨pj ,y

k⟩+ t⟨pj ,d
k⟩ = qj .

for j = 1, . . . , r.
Next, we verify the result ⟨ai,y

k + tdk⟩ ≤ bi for i = 1, . . . ,m in two cases:
Case 1: If i ∈ I(dk), it implies ⟨ai,d

k⟩ > 0, we get that

⟨ai,y
k+tdk⟩ = ⟨ai,y

k⟩+t⟨ai,d
k⟩ ≤ ⟨ai,y

k⟩+ min
i∈I(dk)

{bi − ⟨ai,y
k⟩

⟨ai,d
k⟩

}⟨ai,d
k⟩ ≤ bi.

Case 2: If i /∈ I(dk), it implies ⟨ai,d
k⟩ ≤ 0. Thus, for all i /∈ I(dk), we have

⟨ai,y
k + tdk⟩ = ⟨ai,y

k⟩+ t⟨ai,d
k⟩ ≤ bi.

Moreover, ∀t0 > t̄ (Here, we always assume that t̄ < ∞), we have some
i0 ∈ I(dk) such that

t0 >
bi0 − ⟨ai0 ,y

k⟩
⟨ai0 ,d

k⟩
.

Therefore, we can deduce that

⟨ai0 ,y
k + t0d

k⟩ = ⟨ai0 ,y
k + δ0d

k⟩ = ⟨ai0 ,y
k⟩+ δ0⟨ai0 ,d

k⟩ > bi0 .

This implies yk + t0d
k /∈ P. ⊓⊔
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Exact line search : The exact line search procedure in Step 4 is detailed in
Algorithm 4. This algorithm is founded on the minimization problem (ELS):

min
t≥0

{f(yk + tdk) : yk + tdk ∈ P}. (ELS)

Without loss of generality, we assume that f(x) can be represented as Propo-
sition 2, given by the equation:

f(x) =
∑

α∈In+1,df

λα⟨α, x̂⟩df . (8)

Subsequently, substituting x̂ = ŷk + td̂
k

into (8) with ŷk =

(
yk

1

)
and d̂

k
=(

dk

0

)
, we obtain

f̂(t) = f(yk + tdk) =

df∑
j=0

cjt
j ,

where the coefficients cj are determined by

cj =

sn+1,df∑
i=1

λi
(
df

j

)
⟨αi, ŷk⟩df−j⟨αi, d̂

k
⟩j . (9)

Combined with Lemma 2, problem (ELS) can be represented as the following
univariate polynomial minimization problem:

min
t
{f̂(t) : 0 ≤ t ≤ t̄}. (10)

The minimization problem (10) is well-defined. Specifically, if the set I(dk)
is non-empty, it implies that t̄ is finite, thus confirming the validity of the
assertion. Conversely, if I(dk) is empty, then t̄ assumes an infinite value, and
the assertion remains valid due to the property that |f̂(t)| → ∞ as t→ ∞ and
the assumption that f is lower bounded over P.

Remark 2 Contrary to the Armijo line search method elaborated upon in [6,
42], our suggested technique necessitates the computation of the parameter cj
as illustrated in Equation (9), and the resolution of Problem (10), diverging
from the traditional computation of objective function values. The minimiza-
tion of Problem (10) can be effectively executed by identifying the roots of the
derivative f̂ ′(t) of f̂(t). Particularly, when df ≤ 5, the roots of f̂ ′(t) can be
efficiently computed using a root-finding formula, whereas for instances where
df > 5, a numerical method is a viable alternative. This methodology allows
us to derive an optimal step size for each iteration of the line search procedure.
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5 Convergence analysis for BDCAe

Assumption 1 The component h is ρ-strongly convex with ρ > 0.

Note that this assumption is easy to satisfy for problems (T–Pdc) and (HD–Pdc).
Indeed, for a DC function f = g̃ − h̃, we can take g := g̃ + ρ

2∥x∥
2 and

h := h̃ + ρ
2∥x∥

2 with a small ρ > 0 to ensure the strong convexity of h.

Lemma 3 [6,42] Under Assumption 1, let {yk}, {xk} and {dk} be the se-
quences generated by Algorithm 3 when applied to problem (Pdc), it holds that

f(yk) ≤ f(xk)− ρ∥dk∥2. (11)

Theorem 1 Under Assumption 1, if the sequence {xk} generated by BDCAe
in Algorithm 3 when applied to problem (Pdc) is bounded, then

(i) The sequence {f(xk)} is decreasing and converging to some finite fopt.
(ii) Every limit point of the sequence {xk} is a critical point of problem (Pdc).
(iii)

∑∞
k=0 ∥d

k∥2 <∞.

Proof (i)To simplify the notations, we use g (resp. h) instead of gi (resp. hi)
for i ∈ {1, 2} in Algorithm 3. Invoking Step 4 and Step 5 of Algorithm 3, we
deduce that

f(xk+1) ≤ f(yk).

Combining the previous inequality and (11), we derive that

f(xk+1) ≤ f(xk)− ρ∥dk∥2, (12)

as {f(xk)} is decreasing and f is lower bounded over P, we conclude (i).
(ii) By the boundedness of {xk}, we know that convergent subsequences exist.
Let x∗ be a limit point of {xk} and {xkj} be a subsequence of {xk} converging
to x∗. As kj → ∞, we infer from (12) that

∥ykj − xkj∥ → 0.

this, combined with the fact that ∥ykj − x∗∥ ≤ ∥ykj − xkj∥ + ∥xkj − x∗∥,
yields ykj → x∗. By invoking the fact that

ykj ∈ argmin
x

{g(x)− ⟨∇h(xkj ),x⟩,x ∈ P},

we can conclude, for all x ∈ P, that:

⟨∇g(ykj )−∇h(xkj ),x− ykj ⟩ ≥ 0.

Taking kj → ∞, and noting that g and h are continuously differentiable, we
obtain

⟨∇f(x∗),x− x∗⟩ ≥ 0.
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This implies that x∗ is a critical point for problem (Pdc).
(iii)Summing inequality (12) from k = 0 to ∞, we obtain

∞∑
k=0

ρ∥dk∥2 ≤
∞∑
k=0

(f(xk)− f(xk+1)) = f(x0)− lim
k
f(xk+1) <∞,

therefore, we can conclue that
∑∞

k=0 ∥d
k∥2 <∞. ⊓⊔

Remark 3 Note that if we assume that the line search step size tk is upper
bounded for all k ≥ 0, then we will have a stronger convergence result based
on [42, Theorem 11] that the sequence {xk} in BDCAe is also convergent.

By employing the following useful lemma, we can obtain the rate of con-
vergence of the sequence {f(xk)} generated by Algorithm 3.

Lemma 4 Let {sk} be a nonincreasing and nonnegative real sequence con-
verging to 0. Suppose that there exist α ≥ 0 and β > 0 such that for all large
enough k,

sαk+1 ≤ β(sk − sk+1). (13)

Then

(i) if α = 0, then the sequence {sk} converges to 0 in a finite number of steps;
(ii) if α ∈ (0, 1], then the sequence {sk} converges linearly to 0 with rate β

1+β .
(iii) if α > 1, then the sequence {sk} converges sublinearly to 0, i.e., there exists

η > 0 such that
sk ≤ ηk

1
1−α (14)

for large enough k.

Proof (i) If α = 0, then (13) implies that

0 ≤ sk+1 ≤ sk − 1

β
.

It follows by sk → 0 and 1
β > 0 that {sk} converges to 0 in a finite number of

steps, and we can estimate the number of steps as:

0 ≤ sk+1 ≤ sk − 1

β
≤ sk−1 −

2

β
≤ · · · ≤ sN − k −N + 1

β
.

Hence
k ≤ βsN +N − 1.

(ii) If α ∈ (0, 1]. Since sk → 0, we have that sk < 1 for large enough k. Thus,
sk+1 ≤ sk < 1, and it follows by (13) that

sk+1 ≤ sαk+1 ≤ β(sk − sk+1)

for large enough k. Hence

sk+1 ≤
(

β

1 + β

)
sk,
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i.e., {sk} converges linearly to 0 with rate β
1+β for large enough k.

(iii) If α > 1, then we have two cases:
Case 1: if {xk} converges in a finite number of steps, then the inequality (14)
trivially holds.
Case 2: Otherwise, sk > 0 for all k ∈ N. Let ϕ(t) = t−α and τ > 1.
(a) Suppose that ϕ(sk+1) ≤ τϕ(sk). By the decreasing of ϕ(t) and sk ≥ sk+1,
we have

ϕ(sk)(sk − sk+1) ≤
∫ sk

sk+1

ϕ(t) dt =
1

1− α
(s1−α

k − s1−α
k+1 ).

It follows from (13) that

1

β
≤ ϕ(sk+1)(sk − sk+1) ≤ τϕ(sk)(sk − sk+1) ≤

τ

α− 1
(s1−α

k+1 − s1−α
k ).

Hence
s1−α
k+1 − s1−α

k ≥ α− 1

βτ
(15)

for large enough k.
(b) Suppose that ϕ(sk+1) ≥ τϕ(sk). Taking q := τ−α−1 ∈ (0, 1), then

sk+1 ≤ qsk.

Hence
s1−α
k+1 ≥ q1−αs1−α

k .

It follows that ∃N > 0,∀k ≥ N :

s1−α
k+1 − s1−α

k ≥ (q1−α − 1)s1−α
k ≥ (q1−α − 1)s1−α

N .

In both cases, there exist a constant ζ := min{(q1−α− 1)s1−α
N , α−1

βτ } such that
for large enough k, we have

s1−α
k+1 − s1−α

k ≥ ζ.

Summing for k from N to M − 1 > N , we have

s1−α
M − s1−α

N ≥ ζ(M −N).

Then, by the decreasing of t
1

1−α , we get

sM ≤
(
s1−α
N + ζ(M −N)

) 1
1−α .

Hence, there exist some η > 0 such that

sM ≤ ηM
1

1−α

for large enough M , which completes the proof. ⊓⊔
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We prove the convergence rate of the sequence {f(xk)} generated by
BDCAe as the sequence {xk} has a limit point x∗ at which f̃ = f + χP
satisfies the Kurdyka–Łojasiewicz (KL) property [22] and ∇h is locally Lips-
chitz continuous.

Theorem 2 Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, let {xk}, {yk} be sequences
generated by BDCAe from a starting point x0 ∈ P, and V be the set of limit
points of {xk}. Suppose that f̃ := f + χP satisfies the KL property at x∗ ∈ V
with φ(s) = Ms1−θ for some M > 0 and 0 ≤ θ < 1. Then the following
statements hold:

(i) If θ = 0, then the sequence {f(xk)} converges to fopt in a finite number of
steps.

(ii) If θ ∈ (0, 1/2], then the sequence {f(xk)} converges linearly to fopt, that is,
there exist positive constants N0, η0 and 0 < q < 1 such that f(xk)−fopt ≤
η0q

k for all k ≥ N0.
(iii) If θ ∈ (1/2, 1), then the sequence {f(xk)} converges sublinearly to fopt,

that is, there exist positive constants η0 and N0 such that f(xk) − fopt ≤
η0k

− 1
2θ−1 for all k ≥ N0.

Proof We conclude that f shares the same value over V. As f is continuously
differentiable, this follows directly from

fopt = lim
k→∞

f(xk) = lim
j→∞

f(xkj ) = f(x∗),

where the subsequence {xkj} → x∗ ∈ V.
Given that ∇h is locally Lipschitz continuous, for each x∗ ∈ V, there exist

some constants Lx∗ ≥ 0 and δ′x∗ > 0 satisfying

∥∇h(x)−∇h(y)∥ ≤ Lx∗∥x− y∥, ∀x,y ∈ B(x∗, δ′x∗). (16)

Furthermore, as f̃ satisfies the Kurdyka–Łojasiewicz property at x∗ ∈ V, there
exists some constant δ′′x∗ > 0, ∀x ∈ B(x∗, δ′′x∗) with f(x∗) < f(x) < f(x∗)+ η
such that the Kurdyka–Łojasiewicz inequality holds. Let δx∗ = min{δ′x∗ , δ′′x∗},
we can construct an open cover of the set V:

V ⊂
⋃

x∗∈V
B(x∗, δx∗/4).

Since the sequence {xk} is bounded, then V is a compact set. Thus, a finite
number of points v1, . . . ,vl ∈ V exist such that

V ⊂
l⋃

i=1

B(vi, δvi
/4).

Let L = max1≤i≤l Lvi
and δ = min1≤i≤l δvi

/2. Invoking the fact from The-
orem 1 that {xk} and {yk} share the same set of limit points V, we obtain
N1 > 0 such that {xk} ∈

⋃l
i=1 B(vi, δvi

/2) and ∥xk − yk∥ ≤ δ for all k ≥ N1.
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Thus, for all k ≥ N1, there exists some vi such that xk,yk ∈ B(vi, δvi).
Combined with (16), this implies that for all k > N1

∥∇h(xk)−∇h(yk)∥ ≤ Lvi
∥xk − yk∥ ≤ L∥xk − yk∥. (17)

On the other hand, since limk→∞ f(xk) = fopt, f(x
k) ≥ fopt, there exist

N2 > 0 and η > 0 such that fopt < f(xk) < fopt + η for all k ≥ N2. Setting
N = max{N1, N2} and for each k ≥ N , we conclude that there exists some
vi ∈ V such that xk,yk ∈ B(vi, δvi

). Hence, for each yk ∈ B(vi, δvi
) and

k ≥ N , we have
fopt < f(yk) ≤ f(xk) < fopt + η.

Since f̃ satisfies the Kurdyka–Łojasiewicz property and f̃(x) = f(x) over P,
we obtain

φ′(f̃(yk)− f̃(x∗))dist(0, ∂F f̃(yk)) ≥ 1. (18)

Because yk ∈ argminx{g(x)− ⟨∇h(xk),x⟩,x ∈ P}, we get that

∇h(xk) = ∇g(yk) + uk,uk ∈ NP(y
k),

using the previous equation, we obtain

∇h(yk)−∇h(xk) = ∇h(yk)−∇g(yk)− uk ∈ −∂F f̃(yk).

Then it follows from (17) that

dist(0, ∂F f̃(yk)) ≤ ∥∇h(yk)−∇h(xk)∥ ≤ L∥xk − yk∥. (19)

Combining (18) and (19) with φ(s) =Ms1−θ, we can obtain for all k ≥ N
that

(f(yk)− fopt)
θ ≤ML(1− θ)∥xk − yk∥. (20)

For all k ≥ N , it follows from f(yk) − fopt ≥ f(xk+1) − fopt ≥ 0, (12) and
(20) that

(f(xk+1)− fopt)
2θ ≤(f(yk)− fopt)

2θ

≤(ML)2(1− θ)2∥xk − yk∥2

≤ (ML)2(1− θ)2

ρ
(f(xk)− f(xk+1))

=
(ML)2(1− θ)2

ρ
((f(xk)− fopt)− (f(xk+1)− fopt)).

Hence, setting sk = f(xk)− fopt and τ = (ML)2(1−θ)2

ρ > 0, we can obtain

s2θk+1 ≤ τ(sk − sk+1) for all k ≥ N.

Invoking Lemma 4, we can conclude (i), (ii) and (iii) immediately. ⊓⊔
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6 An efficient method for subproblem (Pk)

In this section, we focus on how to solve subproblem (Pk) by introducing
separable block structure into the function g(x) and leveraging the fast dual-
based proximal gradient (FDGP) method [12]. FDGP amounts to computing
the vector projection on the polyhedral set and evaluating a proximal mapping
in each iteration. Particularly, evaluating the proximal mapping is equivalent
to finding the unique root of a strictly convex univariate polynomial, which
can be performed in parallel due to the separable block structure. The vector
projection on the polyhedral set can also be computed efficiently by splitting
the equality and inequality constraints.

Without loss of generality, let us consider the objective function of problem
(HD–Pdc) with a ρ-strongly convex DC decomposition as

f(x) = ∥A+x+ b+∥df

df
+
ρ

2
∥x∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

g(x)

−∥A−x+ b−∥df

df
+
ρ

2
∥x∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

h(x)

. (21)

The convex subproblem (Pk) reads

min
x∈P

{
∥A+x+ b+∥df

df
+
ρ

2
∥x∥2 − ⟨∇h(xk),x⟩

}
, (22)

where A+ = (a+
1 ,a

+
2 , . . . ,a

+
m1

)⊤ and b+ = (b+1 , b
+
2 , . . . , b

+
m1

)⊤.
Now, we will discuss the solution method for (Pk) by supposing χP to be

prox-friendly or not respectively.

Case 1: χP(·) is prox-friendly. By incorporating χP(x) into the objective
function of (22), we get

min
x∈Rn

{ψ(x) + φ(A+x)}, (Pf)

where{
φ(A+x) =

∑m1

i=1 φi(⟨a+
i ,x⟩) with φi(⟨a+

i ,x⟩) = (⟨a+
i ,x⟩+ bi)

df , i = 1, . . . ,m1,

ψ(x) = ρ
2∥x∥

2 − ⟨∇h(xk),x⟩+ χP(x).

By introducing the linear constraint A+x− ζ = 0, the Lagrangian is

L(x, ζ; z) = ψ(x) + φ(ζ)− ⟨A+x− ζ, z⟩

with z = (z1, z2, . . . , zm1)
⊤. Then the Lagrangian dual problem of (Pf) is given

by
min
z

{Ψ(z) + Φ(z)}, (Df)

where Ψ(z) = ψ∗((A+)⊤z), Φ(z) = φ∗(−z). Applying the renowned FISTA
[11] to (Df), we get the FDPG method for (Pf) described in Algorithm 5.

Some comments on Algorithm 5 are summarized below:
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Algorithm 5: FDPG method for (Pf)

Input: w0 = z0, s0 = 1, L ≥ ∥A+∥2
ρ

and ε′ > 0.

1 for l = 0, 1, . . . do
2 Step 1: ul = PP ( 1

ρ
(∇h(xk) + (A+)⊤wl));

3 Step 2: vli = proxLφi
((a+

i )⊤ul − Lwl
i), i = 1, . . . ,m1;

4 Step 3: zl+1 = wl − 1
L
(A+ul − vl);

5 Step 4: If ∥zl+1 − zl∥/(1 + ∥zl∥) < ε′, return zl+1;

6 Step 5: sl+1 =
1+

√
1+4s2

l

2
;

7 Step 6: wl+1 = zl+1 + ( sl−1
sl+1

)(zl+1 − zl).

8 end

(i) In the settings of Input, we choose the initial point z0 = −∇φ(A+xk) by
solving the KKT system with respect to ζ and z at xk.

(ii) In Step 1, the projection on P (e.g., simplex or box) is easy to compute
by assuming that χP(·) is prox-friendly.

(iii) In Step 2, the proximal operator of all strictly convex functions φi is
computed by finding the unique real root of its derivative. This can be
achieved through a closed-form solution using the root formula when df ≤
5, or through numerical computation using Newton’s method when df > 5.
Notably, this step can be performed in parallel.

The convergence result of the sequence {ul} is given bellow.

Lemma 5 (See [12]) Suppose that {ul}l≥0 is the sequence generated by Al-
gorithm 5. Then for the unique optimal solution xopt of problem (Pf) and any
optimal solution zopt of problem (Df) and l ≥ 1,

∥ul − xopt∥ ≤ 2

√
L

ρ

∥z0 − zopt∥
l + 1

.

Hence, by setting L = ∥A+∥2

ρ in Algorithm 5, we can simplify from Lemma 5
that

∥ul − xopt∥ ≤ 2
∥A+∥
ρ

∥z0 − zopt∥
l + 1

. (23)

Lemma 6 Let A+ be defined in problem (HD–Pdc) and c be the coefficient
vector of its objective function f(x). Then

∥A+∥ ≤ ∥Ln,df
∥∥V̂

−1
(n, df )∥

1
df ∥c∥

1
df
∞ , (24)

where Ln,df
= (α1, . . . ,αsn,df )⊤ and df = 2⌈d

2⌉.
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Proof Following from Proposition 2 and (HD–Pdc), let us denote by λ =

(V̂
−1

(n, df ))
⊤c, then we have

(
A+ b+

A− b−

)
= Ln,df


|λ1|

1
df

. . .

|λsn,d
|

1
df

 .

Then according to the Cauchy interlacing theorem [45], we get

∥A+∥ ≤ ∥
(
A+ b+

A− b−

)
∥ ≤ ∥Ln,df

∥(∥λ∥∞)
1
df .

Combining with ∥λ∥∞ ≤ ∥V̂
−1

(n, df )∥∥c∥∞, we get the desired conclusion.
⊓⊔

Lamma 6 establishes the connection between ∥A+∥ and the coefficients c of
f(x). When n and df are given, then Ln,df

and V̂ (n, df ) are fixed, hence

∥A+∥ = O

(
∥c∥

1
df
∞

)
.

Case 2: χP(·) is not prox-friendly. We split P into two parts: the inequal-
ities PI and the equalities PE as

PI = {x : Ax ≤ b} and PE = {x : Px = q}

with A = (a1, . . . ,am)⊤, b = (b1, . . . , bm)⊤ and P = (p1, . . . ,pr)
⊤, q =

(q1, . . . , qr)
⊤. Here, we assume that P has full row rank (otherwise, we use

Gauss’s elimination to get an equivalence equality constraint in full row rank).
Thus, the indicator function χPI

can be rewritten as

χPI
(x) = χBox[−∞,b](Ax),

and problem (22) reads

min
x

{ψ(x) + φ(A+x) + χBox[−∞,b](Ax)}, (Pnf)

where{
φ(A+x) =

∑m1

i=1 φi(⟨a+
i ,x⟩) with φi(⟨a+

i ,x⟩) = (⟨a+
i ,x⟩+ bi)

df , i = 1, . . . ,m1,

ψ(x) = ρ
2∥x∥

2 − ⟨∇h(xk),x⟩+ χPE
(x).

The FDPG can also be applied for solving (Pnf) as in Case 1. The differences
include:
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(i) In Step 1, we compute wl → ul+
1
2 → ul as

ul+ 1
2 = 1

ρ

∇h(xk) +

(
A+

A

)⊤

wl

 ;

ul = ul+ 1
2 − P⊤(PP⊤)−1(Pul+ 1

2 − q).

(ii) In Step 2, there are some extra proximal operators to compute as

vli =

{
proxLφi

((a+
i )

⊤ul − Lwl
i), i = 1, . . . ,m1;

min{a⊤
i u

l − Lwl
i, bi}, i = m1 + 1, . . . ,m1 +m.

(iii) In Step 3, the zl+1 is updated by:

zl+1 = wl − 1

L

[(
A+

A

)
ul − vl

]
.

Note that similar method can also be viable for solving the convex subproblem
(Pk) for (T–Pdc).

7 Numerical experiment

In this section, we test BDCAe against the classical DCA and BDCA [42]
applied to our new PSDC decompositions, UDCA [49] and UBDCA [42] (with
projective DC decomposition) as well as FILTERSD [21] and FMINCON for solving
the higher-order moment portfolio optimization model and the polynomial
optimization problem with box constraint. All experiments are performed on
MATLAB R2021a with a laptop equipped with Intel Core i5-1035G1 CPU
1.19GHz and 8GB of RAM. According to Lemma 1, the gradient computation
of any form φ(x) ∈ Hd[x] is given by

∇φ(x) = d
∑

α∈In,d

λα⟨α,x⟩d−1α. (25)

7.1 The Mean-Variance-Skewness-Kurtosis portfolio optimization problem

Let r = (r1, r2, . . . , rn)
⊤ be a random return vector of n risky assets, x be

the n-dimensional decision vector, where xi is the percentage invested in the
i-th risky asset, and E be the expectation operator. The moments of the re-
turn are defined as the following: the mean of the return denoted by µ ∈
Rn and ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , n},µi = E(ri); the variance of the return denoted by
V ∈ Rn2

and ∀(i, j) ∈ {1, . . . , n}2, Vij = E ([ri − E(ri)][rj − E(rj)]) ; the
skewness of the return denoted by S ∈ Rn3

and ∀(i, j, k) ∈ {1, . . . , n}3,
Sijk = E ([ri − E(ri)][rj − E(rj)][rk − E(rk)]) ; the kurtosis of the return de-
noted by K ∈ Rn4

and ∀(i, j, k, l) ∈ {1, . . . , n}4, Kijkl = E([ri − E(ri)][rj −
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E(rj)][rk − E(rk)][rl − E(rl)]). The mean-variance-skewness-kurtosis portfo-
lio model can be studied as a weighted nonconvex polynomial minimization
problem (see, e.g., [42,49]):

min
x

{f(x) : e⊤x = 1, x ≥ 0, x ∈ Rn}, (MVSK)

where

f(x) := −ω1

∑
i

µixi+ω2

∑
i,j

Vijxixj−ω3

∑
i,j,k

Sijkxixjxk+ω4

∑
i,j,k,l

Kijklxixjxkxl

with the parameter ω = (ω1, ω2, ω3, ω4) ∈ R4
+ being the investor’s preference.

Note that for some large n (e.g., n = 100), the total number of monomials in
kurtosis can reach up to millions. However, due to the symmetry of V (resp.
S and K), the computation complexity on V (resp. S and K) can be reduced
from n2 (resp. n3 and n4) to

(
n+1
2

)
(resp.

(
n+2
3

)
and

(
n+3
4

)
), see e.g., [33,49].

Data generation: We test on the dataset collected from monthly records
from 1995 to 2015 of 48 industry-sector portfolios of the U.S. stock mar-
ket with the number of assets n ∈ {11, 16, 21, 26, 31, 36, 41, 46}. For each n,
we test problems with three different investor’s preferences, including risk-
seeking ω = (10, 1, 10, 1), risk-aversing ω = (1, 10, 1, 10) and risk-neutral
ω = (10, 10, 10, 10).

Setup: The initial points are generated using MATLAB function rand:
we first set x0=rand(n,1), then compute x0=x0/sum(x0) to get a feasible
initial point x0 ∈ P. The gradients required in DCA, BDCA and BDCAe are
computed by Equation (25) and the gradients required in UDCA, UBDCA,
FILTERSD and FMINCON for model (MVSK) are computed by the next formula
(see e.g., [8,49]):

∇f(x) = −ω1µ+ 2ω2V x− 3ω3S(x⊗ x) + 4ω4K(x⊗ x⊗ x).

We terminate DCA, BDCA and BDCAe with PSDC decomposition when

∥yk − xk∥/(1 + ∥xk∥) ≤ 10−3.

Algorithm 5 for (Pk) is terminated if

∥zl+1 − zl∥/(1 + ∥zl∥) ≤ 10−3.

UDCA and UBDCA are terminated if

∥yk − xk∥/(1 + ∥xk∥) ≤ 10−5.

FILTERSD and FMINCON are terminated with default parameters.
The initial step size for Armijo line search is computed as in [42] by

t = min

{
min

i∈I(dk)
{bi − ⟨ai,y

k⟩
⟨ai,d

k⟩
},

√
2

∥dk∥

}
.

We reduce t by t = βt with β = 0.8 until

f(xk+1)− f(yk) ≤ −σt2∥dk∥2

is verified, where σ = 10−3 is used.
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Numerical results : In Table 2–4, The objective values (obj), the CPU
time (time in seconds), the number of iterations (iter), the average CPU
time and the average number of iterations are reported by comparing BDCAe,
DCA and BDCA applied to (T–Pdc) and (HD–Pdc), UDCA and UBDCA
with projective DC decomposition, and the solvers FILTERSD and FMINCON on
problem (MVSK).

We observe that BDCAe is as fast as BDCA for solving (HD–Pdc), and
both are the fastest methods among the others. Regarding the objective val-
ues, FILTERSD often provides the best ones. BDCAe for both (T–Pdc) and
(HD–Pdc) shares the same objective values as FILTERSD in most of the cases
(15/24) with the difference of order O(10−5). Moreover, BDCAe and BDCA
for both (T–Pdc) and (HD–Pdc) almost always require fewer iterations and
result in better objective values than UDCA and UBDCA. This implies that
the quality of the proposed two PSDC decompositions is better than the pro-
jective DC decomposition. Concerning the CPU time, BDCAe for (HD–Pdc)
is almost as fast as BDCA (HD–Pdc) and FMINCON, and at least 2 times faster
than DCA and UDCA. We conclude that BDCAe and BDCA for (T–Pdc) and
(HD–Pdc) are promising approaches for solving (MVSK).

Fig. 2 illustrates the log average CPU time along the number of assets n
from the results in Table 2–4. We observe that the DCA, BDCA, and BDCAe
algorithms, when applied to (HD–Pdc), exhibit faster performance compared
to their counterparts applied to (T–Pdc). Furthermore, UDCA has the worst
performance over all methods. FILTERSD is the fastest method when n ≤ 40.
As n > 40, the best performance is given by BDCAe for (HD–Pdc), which
demonstrates that BDCAe should be a promising approach on large-scale set-
tings.
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Fig. 2 Log average CPU time along n for results of DCA, BDCA and BDCAe for (T–Pdc)
and (HD–Pdc) as well as FILTERSD and FMINCON reported in Tables 2–4.
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7.2 Polynomial optimization problem with box constraints

We consider the box-constrained polynomial optimization problem(see [4,19]):

min
x

{f(x) : l ≤ x ≤ u, x ∈ Rn} (Pbox)

where f(x) is a multivariate polynomial on Rd[x] and l,u are lower and upper
bound of x. We compare BDCAe against the classical DCA and BDCA [42]
applied to T-PSDC and HD-PSDC decompositions, respectively, as well as
FILTERSD [21] and FMINCON for solving (Pbox).

Data generation: The objective functions f(x) in our experiments are
randomly generated in Rd[x], whose coefficients are uniformly distributed in
the interval [−1, 1], with a specified density parameter den ∈ (0, 1]. Addition-
ally, we set [l,u] = [−e, e].

Setup: The initial points are randomly generated by MATLAB func-
tion rand. We start by setting x0 = rand(n,1), and then transform it with
x0 = -1 + 2 * x0 to obtain a feasible initial point x0 ∈ P.

The gradients required in DCA, BDCA and BDCAe are computed by Equa-
tion (25) and the gradients required in FILTERSD and FMINCON are approxi-
mated by

∂f

∂xi
= (f(x+ δei)− f(x− δei))/(2δ), i = 1, . . . , n,

where δ = 10−3. We terminate DCA, BDCA and BDCAe when

∥yk − xk∥/(1 + ∥xk∥) ≤ 5× 10−4.

Algorithm 5 for (Pk) is terminated if

∥zl+1 − zl∥/(1 + ∥zl∥) ≤ 5× 10−5.

The setting for the Armijo line search is the same as in (MVSK).

Numerical results: For each triple (n, d, den) with n ∈ {10, 20, 30, 40, 50}, d ∈
{3, 4} and den ∈ {0.1, 0.4, 0.7, 1}, we generate 10 independent trials and com-
pare five methods (namely, DCA, BDCA, BDCAe with HD-PSDC decomposi-
tions, FILTERSD and FMINCON) in terms of the average CPU time (in seconds)
over the 10 trials. Figures 3 and 4 show the performance of the five compared
methods with d = 3 and 4 for all n and den. One can see that, our BDCAe
always outperforms DCA and BDCA in terms of the log average CPU time.
In particular, for even d as d = 4 and for each den, BDCAe improves with re-
spect to FILTERSD and FMINCON when n increases, and for den ≥ 40%, BDCAe
always outperforms FILTERSD and FMINCON when n ≥ 30. However, when d is
odd (e.g., d = 3), regardless of the values of n and den, FILTERSD and FMINCON
always outperform the others in terms of the log average CPU time. This is
likely due to that the proposed power-sum DC decompositions transform an
odd-degree polynomial into an even-degree polynomial, potentially increasing
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Fig. 3 Comparison of DCA, BDCA and BDCAe applied to HD-PSDC decomposition with
ρ = 1, as well as FILTERSD and FMINCON for solving (Pbox) with n ∈ {10, 20, 30, 40, 50}, d =
3, den ∈ {0.1, 0.4, 0.7, 1}.
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Fig. 4 Comparison of DCA, BDCA and BDCAe applied to HD-PSDC decomposition with
ρ = 1, as well as FILTERSD and FMINCON for solving (Pbox) with n ∈ {10, 20, 30, 40, 50}, d =
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the overall computational time when solving (Pbox). Furthermore, we observe
that BDCAe showcases reductions in log average CPU time compared to both
FILTERSD and FMINCON as d increases. This may be attributed to the fact
that the computational cost required in FILTERSD and FMINCON escalates more
rapidly than the expense incurred in solving a sequence of convex subproblems
by leveraging the power-sum structure as the degree d increases. Additionally,
it’s noteworthy that BDCAe achieves objective values nearly identical to those
of other methods across all tested scenarios.

Table 5-6 summarizes the numerical results of BDCAe, DCA, BDCA (with
T-PSDC and HD-PSDC decompositions, respectively), FILTERSD and FMINCON
with n ∈ {10, 20, 30, 40, 50}, d = 4 and den ∈ [0.5, 1] for (Pbox). Here, we gen-
erate for each n four instances with a random density in [0.5, 1]. We observe
that DCA, BDCA and BDCAe for (HD–Pdc) consistently outperform the cor-
responding methods for (T–Pdc). Specifically, BDCAe exhibits nearly identical
average CPU time for both (T–Pdc) and (HD–Pdc), and remarkably, they are
the fastest methods (at least twice faster than the other methods in terms of
the average CPU time). Furthermore, in about half of the examined scenar-
ios, BDCAe for both PSDC decompositions achieves the best objective values.
Fig. 5 depicts the average CPU time on a logarithmic scale as a function of
n. Specifically, it shows the average CPU time over the four generated in-
stances for each variable count, as presented in Table 5-6. We can see that
BDCAe for both two PSDC decompositions gives the best performance when
n > 25, which confirms again that BDCAe performs better than the others for
large-scale cases.
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8 Conclusions and future work

In this paper, we presented a novel DC-SOS decomposition technique based
on the power-sum representation for polynomials. Then we proposed an ac-
celerated DCA (BDCAe) combining DCA with an exact line search along the
DC descent direction for solving linearly constrained polynomial optimization
problems. We proved that any limit point of the sequence {xk} generated by
BDCAe is a critical point of (POPL) and established the convergence rate of
the sequence {f(xk)} under the Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz assumption. We applied
the FDPG method by exploiting the power-sum-DC structure for efficiently
solving the convex subproblems required in BDCAe. The numerical exper-
iments on the higher-order moment portfolio optimization model (MVSK)
and the box-constrained polynomial optimization problem (Pbox) have demon-
strated that BDCAe is often comparable to FILTERSD and FMINCON in terms
of the CPU time and objective values, and outperforms DCA, UDCA, BDCA
and UBDCA on the tested dataset. Moreover, BDCAe shows advantages in
solving large-scale dense polynomial optimization problems. It’s worth noting
that there are three major benefits for our proposed power-sum DC decom-
positions. First, they provide good DC decompositions for polynomials which
can be verified in numerical results that DCA with power-sum DC decompo-
sitions requires fewer iterations than DCA with the classical projective DC
decomposition. Second, the convex subproblem in BDCAe can be solved ef-
ficiently in parallel by FDGP as discussed in Section 6, which cannot be the
case without the particular power-sum structure. Third, the exact line search
in Section 4 amounts to finding the roots of a univariate polynomial whose
coefficients are computed explicitly based on our power-sum decompositions,
leading to efficient exact line search in some real-world applications.

Several pivotal questions warrant further exploration. First, the genera-
tion of power-sum DC decompositions with minimal square terms arises as
a notable inquiry due to its crucial influence on the efficiency of DCA and
its variants. Second, the pursuit of an adaptive methodology for updating the
strongly convex parameter ρ remains essential to ensure robust numerical per-
formance in BDCAe. It’s worth noting the intrinsic trade-off regarding the
choice of modulus ρ concerning the overall performance of BDCAe. A diminu-
tive modulus ρ engenders a superior DC decomposition, thereby reducing the
requisite iterations for DCAe; however, as articulated by Lemma 5, a magni-
fied ρ accelerates the convergence of FDPG in solving the convex subproblem.
Therefore, the quest for an optimal ρ to assure peak performance is imperative.
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