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Abstract

We have developed novel algorithms for optimizing nonsmooth, nonconvex functions in which the
nonsmoothness is caused by nonsmooth operators presented in the analytical form of the objective.
The algorithms are based on encoding the active branch of each nonsmooth operator such that the
active smooth component function and its code can be extracted at any given point, and the transition
of the solution from one smooth piece to another can be detected via tracking the change of active
branches of all the operators. This mechanism enables the possibility of collecting the information about
the sequence of active component functions encountered in the previous iterations (i.e., the component
transition information), and using it in the construction of a current local model or identification of a
descent direction in a very economic and effective manner. Based on this novel idea, we have developed
a trust-region method and a joint gradient descent method driven by the component information for
optimizing the encodable piecewise-smooth, nonconvex functions. It has further been shown that the joint
gradient descent method using a technique called proactive component function accessing can achieve a
linear rate of convergence if a so-called multi-component Polyak-Lojasiewicz inequality and some other
regularity conditions hold at a neighborhood of a local minimizer. As an important by-product discovered
in the research, the multi-component Polyak-Lojasiewicz inequality is a generalization of the ordinary
Polyak-Lojasiewicz inequality for the case of having multiple component functions that are active at
some sub-regions near the local minimizer. We have provided more verifiable conditions for the multi-

component Polyak-Lojasiewicz inequality to hold. The functional encoding mechanism is very easy to
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implement and the effectiveness of the component-information-driven joint gradient descent algorithm
has been demonstrated via numerical experiments on standard test problem and it outperforms three
advanced methods developed in literature for nonsmooth, nonconvex optimization. Furthermore, it seems
that the component-information-driven joint gradient descent method is supreme among the methods
investigated in this paper on solving large problem instances. The paper is concluded with an open
problem and highlights a few potential research directions.
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1 Introduction
We consider the following unconstrained optimization problem

min f(z), (1.1)

zER™

where f(-) is a continuous function that can be nonconvex and nonsmooth. In general, a nonsmooth
function can be non-differentiable at a dense subset of the domain. But in this work, we focus on the
family of nonsmooth function f for which the non-differentiability is caused by the presence of operators
including but not limited to max(), min(), |-| and (:)*, etc., in the analytical form of f, which means f is
a piecewise-smooth function. This family of nonsmooth functions covers a majority of problem instances
arising from practical applications such as objective functions in signal processing and machine learning
with nonsmooth penalty, piecewise nonlinear regression, control systems, and deep neural networks, etc.

In this paper, we assume that the analytical form of f is accessible by the algorithm.

1.1 Motivation and Intuition

Methods developed for solving nonsmooth optimization problems include, but are not limited to, sub-
gradient methods, bundle methods, trust region methods, gradient sampling methods and quasi-newton
methods. Most existing methods take the objective as a general non-differentiable function (e.g., locally
Lipschitz continuous) with subgradient information accessible at all points except for a non-dense sub-
set in the domain. Despite that algorithm design under this general setting can make these methods
conceptually applicable to a large category of nonsmooth problems, it does not sufficiently leverage the
analytical structure of the objective for many practical problem instances that are of the most interest.
In particular, for the problem setting in , each nonsmooth operator may induce multiple branch
functions and each branch function may contain another nonsmooth operator, and so on and so forth.
In this case, to evaluate the function value at a point z, one needs to check through each nonsmooth
operator to judge which branch(s) of the operator is (are) active. Once the branching status of all op-
erators in f are obtained with respect to z, the function value f(x) is equal to the value of the active
smooth function(s) (will be referred as component functions later in the paper) evaluated at x, where
these component functions are extracted from f purely according to the branching status of all operators
in f. Furthermore, it is obvious that the gradient at = for each active component function can be easily
computed once the active component function has been extracted with the analytical form available. On
the other hand, a key observation is that all the possible component functions extractable from f can
be uniquely encoded by the branching status of operators in f. One can imagine that for a sequence of
points generated by an algorithm, it is able to log the code of the active component function(s) at each

previous iteration. Following this idea, we immediately come up with the question:

Is it possible to design a more efficient algorithm for solving (|1.1]) by utilizing the information of

the active component functions (represented by their codes) encountered in previous iterations?

This paper is dedicated to address the above question from the perspectives of theory, algorithm
and implementation. Intuitively, if recent points generated by the algorithm are in the active region
of a same (smooth) component function, the algorithm should perform as solving a smooth problem,
until it encounters a different component function in later iterations, in which case, it should utilize the
component transition information to build a local model or to determine the moving direction in the
next iteration. It means that such an algorithm if existing, is expected to conduct extra computation for
tackling nonsmoothness only if necessary, which seems to be wiser than blindly drawing sample points
from a neighborhood or collecting bundle points without much information about how effective they are.
Furthermore, bundle methods need to have an empirical mechanism of updating the set of bundle points

and it is often difficult to determine a pre-specified (possibly dynamic) economic bundle size that works



for all problem instances to achieve reliable convergence in practice. Similarly, for subgradient sampling
based methods, finding a economic sample size and an empirical way of determining the radius of the
sampling region is also challenging especially for high dimensional problems. A component-information-
driven algorithm has a hope to tackle the above challenges as we have the knowledge about how many
component functions the algorithm has encountered in a neighborhood which can be used to control the
complexity of the local model, and may ensure stable and efficient convergency for high complexity (e.g.,

having a large number of nonsmooth operators) and high dimensional problems.

1.2 Review of related works

Bundle methods are in the category of the most efficient methods for nonsmooth optimization, which
were initiated in [26], and have been developed to incorporate more ingredients to increase stability and
efficiency since then. The key idea of bundle methods is to utilize the subgradient information obtained
from previous iterations to build the current local model and determine the next searching direction. A
typical bundle method often consists of five major steps in an iteration: construction of the local model,
solving the local model to determine the searching direction, line search for getting an efficient while
reliable step size, checking the termination criteria and updating the set of bundle points for the next
iteration [2]. The quality and reliability of the local model, as well as the complexity of constructing
it play an essential role in determining the algorithm performance. To improve the quality of the local
model, primary bundle methods have been integrated with other methods to develop advanced methods
such as proximal bundle [22] 24] 2T, [36] 20| 32], quasi-Newton bundle [28] 80], and trust-region bundle
methods [33], etc. In a proximal bundle method, it manages a bundle of subgradients (often obtained from
previous iterations) to generate a convex piecewise linear local model, while a quadratic penalty term can
be incorporated to control the moving distance from the current point [2]. Recently the proximal bundle
algorithm has been generalized with different assumptions on the objective function [211 [9] 20, [32] 23],
which extended the application domain of this type of methods. Proximal bundle method has also been
extended for handling nonsmooth, nonconvex constrained optimization [8, [35] [34} 29]. In Quasi-Newton
bundle methods [31], BFGS updating rules are used to approximate the inverse Hessian matrix for
deriving the search direction. In trust-region bundle methods [33], the trust region management is used
as an alternative to proximity control and it is a tighter control on the step size.

Gradient (subgradient) sampling (GS) methods [3] [7] 25] are in another category of effective method-
ology for nonsmooth optimization. The key difference between this type of methods and bundle methods
is that the algorithm proactively draws samples in a neighborhood of the current point to access the
subgradient information nearby. As an advantage, the sampling technique can help collecting sufficient
subgradient information for improving the accuracy of the local model. However, it also takes additional
computational time for sampling and selecting useful subgradients in each iteration. Another side effect
of a large sample size is that it leads to a high-complexity constrained quadratic program as a local model
at every iteration, which is the most time-consuming step in a contemporary GS method. Inexact sub-
problem solutions are proposed to mitigate this shortcoming [6]. The motivation of sampling technique
is based on the assumption that the objective function can be non-differentiable at the current point.
But if the point is in the domain of a smooth piece of the objective, sampling is not necessary and it
can save much computational effort. Since the algorithm is not informed by the macroscopic structural
information of the objective function, it will miss the opportunities of skipping the sampling procedure
or reducing the sample size. As a consequence, it is difficult to establish a uniform rule of determining
the an adaptive sample size based on the dimension of the problem and the performance of previous
iterations. Gradient sampling methods are often coupled with quasi-Newton methods [27] for utilizing
the neighborhood subgradient information in building a high-quality quadratic local model [7].

An interesting research stream for nonsmooth nonconvex optimization in the recent decade is based on
the assumption that the analytical form of the objective function is given and the non-differentiability is

only caused by operators of max(), min(), | -| and (-)*. Given this information, techniques of sequential



variable substitution and localizaiton have been developed to reformulate the original unconstrained
nonsmooth optimization problem into multiple constrained smooth optimization subproblems defined
locally [14] 15, [I2]. A local subproblem is parameterized by a binary vector indicating the branch of each
nonsmooth operator. First and second order optimality conditions can be derived for the constrained
local problem [I5]. Successive piecewise-linearization algorithm has been developed for solving these
local subproblems by exploiting the kink structure resulted by the branches of nonsmooth operators
[I2, I7]. The algorithm can be enhanced by the automatic differentiation technique in implementation
[13]. Linear rate of convergence can be achieved using exact second-order information under the linear
independent kink qualification (LIKQ) [I6]. There are a few shortcomings of this approach. First, adding
auxiliary variables extends the dimension of an instance and increases complexity. Second, it requires
intensive reformulation process and artificial interpretation, which makes it difficult to implement for
automatically transforming the original problem and solving nonsmooth optimization problems at scale.

On the rate of convergence, Han and Lewis [19] proposed a survey descent algorithm that achieves a
local linear rate of convergence for the family of max-of-smooth functions with each component function
being strongly convex. Mifflin et al. [31I] has developed a quasi-Newton bundle method for nonsmooth
convex optimization. The method consists of a quasi-Newton outer iterations and using bundle method
as inner iterations, and it has been shown that the method achieves superlinear convergency in the
outer iteration with certain assumptions and regularity conditions on the objective. However, the bundle
method needs to take a sufficient amount of inner iterations to find a solution with a certain accuracy
level required by the outer iterations. Charisopoulos and Davis [4] have recently developed an advanced
subgradient method that achieves superlinear convergency for objective functions satisfying sharp growth
and semi-smooth conditions defined in the paper. The convergence rate of proximal bundle methods has
also been investigated in [11] [0, [I]. We refer to the monograph [5] for theory and algorithms established

for contemporary nonconvex nondifferentiable optimization.

1.3 Contributions and organization of the paper

The contributions of our work are summarized as follows from three perspectives.

1. The conceptual and algorithmic perspective: We have introduced the idea of encoding the objective
function based on the branches of each nonsmooth operator in the analytical form and tracking the
active component function encountered in each iteration. The idea has been rigorously conveyed via
definitions and carried out in the development of two novel methods: the component-information-
driven trust-region method (CID-TR) and the component-information-driven joint gradient descent
method (CID-JGD). In the development of the CID-JGD algorithm, we have pointed out that
even though some component functions are not active at the current point, the algorithm can
still proactively access their function values and gradients to utilize them in determining the next
moving direction. This is an important mechanism for the CID-JGD algorithm to achieve a linear

rate of convergence.

2. The theoretical perspective: The convergence of the CID-TR algorithm and the linear rate of con-
vergence of the CID-JGD algorithm under certain conditions have been established. We have also
discovered a multi-component Polyak-Lojasiewicz inequality which is an elegant generalization of
the ordinary Polyak-Lojasiewicz inequality for the case of having multiple component functions that
are active at some sub-regions near the local minimizer. We have proved that the multi-component
Polyak-Lojasiewicz inequality holds if each component function satisfies a complementary-positive-

definite condition at the neighborhood, which is more basic and verifiable.

3. Implementation: We have implemented a practical version of the CID-JGD method which also
incorporate some ingredients from the CID-TR method. We remark that the implementation of
functional encoding and accessing a given component function represented by a code to obtain its

function value and gradient at given point almost comes as a free by-product, as because even



for the ordinary approach of function value or gradient evaluation, it requires identification of the
active branch of each non-smooth operator. The only extra complexity is to return this information
along with the function value. We have found that the CID-JGD can solve large-scale nonsmooth

and nonconvex standard test problems stably and efficiently.

The paper is organized as follows: In Section[I.4] we provide definitions to rigorously deliver the notions of
encodability, functional encoding, component functions and stationarity based on this setting, and these
notions have been illustrated by a few examples. In Section [2] we present a component-information-
driven trust-region (CID-TR) method for solving and the proof of convergence. In Section
we present a component-information-driven joint gradient descent method for solving 7 and the
proof of global linear convergence, given that the objective is locally-max representable and the multi-
component Polyak-Lojasiewicz inequality holds at a neighborhood of the minimizer. In Section [ we
present guidelines on implementing a practical version of the CID-JGD method, and its performance
on solving median and large size standard test problems compared with three advanced algorithms for
solving non-smooth problems proposed in literature. The paper is concluded with an open problem and

highlights a few potential research directions.

1.4 Preliminaries

We begin by defining necessary notions for characterizing the analytical form of an objective involving

non-smooth operators.

Definition 1 (encodablility). A nonsmooth function f : R™ — R is encodable if there exists a finite set
O of codes, a multi-valued mapping M : R" — O, a set {fs : 6 € O} of continuous functions satisfying

the following conditions:

1. The function fy : Dy — R defined on an open set Dy C R” is differentiable on the domain Dp;

2. f(z) = fo(x) Vo € R™ and VO € M(x);

3. For any z € R", there exists a sufficient small neighborhood U of z such that M(y) C M(x),Vy € U.
The subset Dy := {z : § € M(z)} is called the active domain of the component 6 (assuming Dy C Dp),

and fp is called the component function induced by 6. Based on 159, we can define a mapping M : R" —
Oas M(z):={0cO: z Dy}
Definition 2 (multiplicity). Given an encodable nonsmooth function (f, M), the multiplicity of x € R™
is the cardinality of M(z).
Definition 3 (stationary point). Given an encodable nonsmooth function (f, M), x is a stationary point
of fif 0 € conv{V fy(z): 60 € M(x)}.
Assumption 1. Assume that each component function fy of the encodable function (f, M) is Le-smooth
for a uniform Lipschitz coefficient Le.

Given an encodable function (f, M), a point  and a nonempty subset C of ©, we will frequently refer
to the following quadratic program:

2

D AoVfs()

oecC

st > Xo=1, A >0 (QP-2-C)

oec

min
A

Denote sol(QP-z-C) as the optimal solution A* of (QP-z-C), and vec(QP-z-C) as the optimal vector
d* = pcc MV fo(x). We further define 7y (x,C) := {6 : A\j > 0} and Zo(x,C) := {6 : \j = 0} where
A" = sol(QP-z-C).



Notation Definition

(S] the set of codes corresponding to all component functions of f

M the multi-valued mapping from R™ to © (Definition

Do domain of the component function fg for 6 € © (Deﬁnition

Dy the active domain of the component function fy for 6 € © (Dcﬁnition
M(x) 0 € M(z) < x € Dy (Assumption

Ilp a constant satisfying dist(Dg, ’59) > Ip for all # € © (Assumption l

Lo the common Lipschitz constant of V fg for all § € ©

HUPL, the constant in the multi-component Polyak-Lojasiewicz-inequality (Definition )
B(z,r) the open ball of radius r at the center z
S(z,¢€) defined as {6 € M(z) : f(z) — fo(x) < €}

Gy an upper bound of ||V fo(z)|| for all z € X and 6 € O,

where X is a sufficiently large closed set that contains all points of interest
Gap(z,C)  defined as maxgec fo(x) — mingec fo(x) for any subset C of M(x)

Tinit the initial radius of the trust region (Algorithm
Teritical the critical radius of the trust region for running the procedure CONVERGGUARANTEE (Algorithm
Coff a parameter used in Algorithm
Hinc increasing ratio of the trust-region size (Algorithm
Hdec decreasing ratio of the trust-region size and trust-step size (Algorithm |1f and Algorithm
Po the threshold of decrement rate for a successful move (Algorithm |1fand Algorithm )
Pinc the threshold of decrement rate for increasing the trust-region radius (Algorithm l
Odisc the set of component codes that has been discovered so far in the algorithm (Algorithm
¥ an internal parameter used in Algorithm for measuring gap reduction
ET) the representative point corresponding to the component 6 for 6 € Ogisc (Algorithm

T(x,r) defined as {6 € Ogjsc : ||l — 20| < 7} (Algorithm
Tett(z, ) defined as {6 € T(x,r) : f(z) > (Vfo(ze),z — zo) + fo(ze)} (Algorithm

Table 1: List of notations used in the paper

Example 1. Consider the function f(z) = max{ —x+1, im, T — 6}. It has a non-smooth operator
max(-), which splits f into three component functions: fi(z) := —z + 1, f2(z) = iz and fs(z) =2 —6
with the component code 6 = 1,2, 3, respectively. Consider five points 1 = 0, zo = %,
and x5 = 10. The z; makes fi active and x2 makes both f1, f2 active, etc. Based on Definition [1| the

multi-valued mapping M maps z; (i = 1,2,3,4,5) to the following set values:

x3:4,m4:8

M(z1) = {1}, M(z2) = {1,2}, M(xs) = {2}, M(za) = {2,3}, M(zs) = {3}

The active domain Dy is given by

4

D, = (—ooél, Dy = lE’Bl’ Dy = [8,00).

Example 2 ([18]). Chained Crescent II (enhanced)
n—1
f(a:) = Z max{l‘? + ($i+1 - 1)2 + |Ii+1 — 1|7 —CE’? — (CL’i+1 — 1)2 + l$i+1 + 1|} (12)
i=1

The function contains 3(n — 1) non-smooth operators: the max{-}, the absolute operator |- | of |z;41 — 1|
and the absolute operator |- | of |z;+1 + 1| in each term in the summation. The function can be encoded

as
n—1

0 =P (i, 05,05), (1.3)

i=1
where 61,05, 0% € {1,2} respectively encodes the branch of the three operators in the i-th term of the
summation. Figure [1|illustrates the functional encoding and branching scheme of the three non-smooth
operators in the i-th term of the summation. In particular, the code (0%,6%,6%) = (1,2,1) corresponds
to the resulting term x7 4 (xi+1 — 1)® — 2441 + 1, while the code (6%, 65, 0%) = (1,2,2) corresponds to the
same resulting term, but they have different active domains. Once the values of (64,03, 0%) are specified

for all i € {1,...,n — 1}, we obtain a specific component function corresponding to the code 6.



‘max{wf + (@it = 1D? + |wiga — 1], —2f — (zig1 — 1)® + |20 + 1} ‘

0i=1 0i =2
@2 4 (Tip1 — 1) + |zigys — 1 \ \ —x} = (xiy1 — 1) + |@ipa + 1] \
0 =1 0, =2 0 =1 0 =2
zF + (Tig1 — 1)% + ig1 — 1‘ zF + (Tig1 — 1) —@ig1 + 1‘ ‘*E? —(@ip1 —1)* + 21 +1 ‘ ‘ -2} — (@iy1 = 1)* — @iy — 1‘

Figure 1: Non-smooth operator branching scheme of the function in Example

2 A component-information-driven trust-region method

We first describe the high-level idea of optimizing an encodable nonsmooth function by utilizing the
component transition information. To utilize the component information, we create a list to record the
point " and active component represented by the code 6,, at every iteration of the algorithm.

A method for solving a general non-convex piecewise-smooth encodable function is given in Algo-
rithm As the algorithm proceed, it will identify more component functions e.g., the active component
functions corresponding to the iteration points {z"}, and the component codes of which are stored in
the set Oqisc. every discovered component function fy (for 6 € Ogisc) has a unique representative point
zg € Dy that will be used as the tangent point to create a hyperplane substitute of fs in building lo-
cal models and zp is subject to be updated based on its distance from the next iteration point. The
updating rule will be discussed in a moment. Each iteration of the while-loop consists of four steps.
In Step 1, a local piecewise-linear convex model is built using the representative points of components
from Teg(z", ceg), where z™ is the current iteration point and r is the radius of the trust region. The
set Tegr (2™, cer) is determined as follows: First select all the components that have their representative
points within the distance cegr from z™. The set of these components are denoted as T (z", cesr). From
T (x", ceqrr), select all components § € T (2", ceqr) satisfying f(z™) > (V fo(ze), 2™ — zo) + fo(ze) to form
Tet (2", cee). These notations are defined in Table In Step 2, the algorithm minimizes the local model
within the trust region. In Step 3 and Step 4, the algorithm evaluates the performance of the local model
to adjust the radius of the trust region as well as to determine whether moving to the minimizer of the
local model or staying at the current point in the next iteration. It also updates the representative points
of components being discovered by calling the procedure UPDATEGRADPOINTS at Line

Note that the procedure UPDATEGRADPOINTS(Znxt, Ttria1) Will update the representative points of
the components in M (Ztria1), where Tnxt is the point in the next iteration and Zia is a trial point. For
each 0 € M(xrial), the representative point zg will be set to @iria1 only if (a) the component 6 has been
identified for the first time in the algorithm or (b) the component 6 has been identified before but the
distance ||ze — aznxtH between z,xt and the current representative point zg is larger than the distance
Hwtrial - xnxt”~

Despite that the trust-region method presented by the while-loop is practical, it does not necessarily
guarantee that the algorithm will converge to a stationary point of f. The reason is that in the Step
1, the algorithm does not have a sophisticated control of which subset of representative points is worth
using to build a local model. In particular, if the representative points {zo : 0 € T (2", cen)} used
to build the local model are not close enough to =", the local model can be a poor approximation and
the minimizer of it may locate very close to ™ but still making the decrement ratio p greater than the
threshold po. If this situation persists, it could happen that the trust-region radius is not reduced in the
later iterations but the local models keep having minimizers that converge to a non-stationary point. To
ensure convergence, we design a more delicate procedure CONVERGGUARANTEE which is called after the
while-loop in Algorithm[I] In CONVERGGUARANTEE, we enumerate k from 1 to [T (2", 70)| with ro being
a fixed constant. For each k we consider the k nearest representative points from the current iteration
point ™, use them to compute a searching direction d" via solving and apply line search to obtain

a qualified step size a;. With the line-search procedure, the quality of the next iteration point can be



better controlled. Furthermore, the enumeration of k£ can ensure that all possible choices of representative
points based on the distance to " can be tried, which is essential to establish the convergence result in
Theorem [11

Algorithm 1A trust-region based first-order algorithm for solving non-convex non-smooth programs.

1: Parameters: rinit, Tcritical, Coffs PO, Pincs Hine > 1, fidec < 1 and No.
2: Set 20, n < 1, r « rinit and Ogise M(xg).
3: while 7 > reritical or n < No do

4:

10:
11:
12:
13:
14:
15:
16:
17:
18:

Step 1. Build a local model using representative points corresponding to components from Tege (2™, Cerr):
p(;a”™) = max{(V fo(z6), — z0) + fo(z0) : 0 € Terr (2", cortr)}-
Step 2. Solve the following optimization problem:
mTln e(x;z™) stz € Bx",r).

Let ™ be the optimal solution of the above local problem.
Set Oaisc = Odisc U M(z").
Step 3. If f(z*) > f(z™), set 7 < prgecr and " < ™. Go to Step 1.
Step 4. Compute the decrement ratio:
_ f&™) — f(=")
P= o) — (@)

if p < po then

Set r + pdeer, Tt

— z™.
else if pg < p < pinc then

Set r < 7 and 2"t «— z*.
else

set 7 < piner and T — ¥,
end if
UPDATEGRADPOINTS (2" 71, 2 F1)

Set n <+ n+ 1.

19: end while
20: CONVERGGUARANTEE(T, n, z™).

Proposition 1. Let 2 € R™ and fi(x) = aj x +b; for i € [k]. Let A = [a1,a2,...,ax] and sup-
pose rank(A) = k. Let e = 1y be the k-dimensional vector of ones. Consider the quadratic program
miny |[AN[]> st e’ A =1, and let d* =S¥ | Na;, where \* is an optimal solution of the quadratic

program. (a) The vector d* has the following analytical expression

1

£ _ T 4\—1
d = CTATA) e A(A A) e, (2.3)
and it has the following properties
k) 1 . *\ * (12 .
Hd H - [eT(ATA)_le]l/Qv and <a’17d > - Hd H Vi € [k] (24)

In other words, d* is the joint gradient of {fi : i € [k]}. (b) Suppose f(xz) = max{fi(z) : i € [k]} and
Zo is a point satisfying f(xo) = fi(xo) for all i € [k]. If \j > 0 for all i € [k], then —d* is the steepest
descent direction of f at xo.

Proposition 2. For the set {vi}le of k vectors in R™, consider the quadratic programming problem

k
E )\iw
=1

Let X} be an optimal solution of ([2.5), and define the sets T = {i: A\f > 0} and I’ = {i : \] = 0}. Let
u =73, cr Ajvi. Then the inequality (u,v;) > llul|* holds for each i€ T'.

2 k
sty Ai=1, A >0Vie k] (2.5)

i=1

min
A

Lemma 1. Let (f, M) be an encodable function, x* be a point satisfying |[M(z*)| > 2 and suppose
[[vec(QP-z*-M(z¥))|| > 0. Let C be a nonempty subset of M(xz™) and zo € Dy for all§ € C. Let X be the



Algorithm 1 (continued) Procedures used in Algorithm

1: procedure CONVERGGUARANTEE(rg, n, ™)
2 An internal parameter: amax > 0, po and ftdec.
3 while n < oo do
4: Set k «+ 1.
5: while k < |T(z",r0)| do
6: From {zg : 0 € T (2", 70)}, select the k nearest points zg,,. .., 29, from x™, breaking tie arbitrarily.
7 Let T = {61,...,0k}.
8 If k =1, let r; <= 0. Otherwise, let ry <+ maxeeTy, [|2" — 20|l
9 Solve the following quadratic program:
2
min AoV fo(ze s.t. Ao =1, A >0V0 €Ty 2.1
0| 3 Aevsoten py) (2.1)
10: Let A" be the optimal solution of the above problem, and let d" = EGETk Ao Vifo(ze).
11: Set t + 1, a; < min{amax, o/ ||d"||} and flag® « 1.
12: while flag®) =1 do
13: Compute the following ratio: ., . .
":f(ﬂ? ) — f(= gatd ) (2.2)
a [jdn |
14: if p,, > po then
15: Set "1 « 2" — ayd™ and flag™ « 0.
16: UPDATEGRADPOINTS(z" — aed™, 2™ — ad™).
17: else
18: Set "t « z™".
19: UPDATEGRADPOINTS (2™, ™ — ad™).
20: if k=1or (k> 2and ||a;d™| > ri) then
21: Set g1 ¢ pdecrr and t <t + 1.
22: else
23: Set flag™ « 0.
24: end if
25: end if
26: end while
27: Set k + k+ 1.
28: end while
29: Set n < n + 1.
30: end while
31: end procedure
1: procedure UPDATEGRADPOINTS(Z, Ttrial)
2: for 0 € M(ztria1) do
3: if there does not exist 6 in ©4isc then
4: Set Ogisc +— Odgise U {9} and zg < Ttrial-
5: else if ||@trial — z|| < [|29 — | then
6: Set zg < Tirial-
T end if
8: end for
9: end procedure




optimal solution of the following quadratic program

2

ZAevfa(Ze)

oecC

sty Xg=1, A =0Vl €C, (2.6)
oeC

min
A

and d = Zeec AoV fo(z9). Then for any constant 0 < p < 1, there exist constants ao, €0 > 0 such that

the following inequality holds if o < ap and maxgec ||20 — 2*|| < €0

f(z") = folz” — ad)
alld|*

>p Wec. (2.7)

Proof. We have the following inequalities hold for any 6 € C:
f(@®) = fo(z" —ad) = fo(z") — fo(z™ — ad)
> fo(a") — [fe(w*) —a(Vfe(z"),d) + %OéZL@ HdHZ}
= a(Vfa(a"),d) - 30 Lo |
> a(Vfo(a"),d") — a|[Vfo(z")| - [d" = d| — a®Le |d*|* — o’ Le ||d" — d||*,

where d* = vec(QP-z"-C). Since we have lim.,, .+ d — d* for all §' € C, (2.8)) implies that the following
inequality holds if € is sufficiently small and ||zg — z*|| < €0 V0 € C:

fm @)= fola” —ad)  (Thoa)d)

e alld|? I
ve'ec

(2.9)

Let \* = sol(QP-z*-C), T = {i : A\ > 0} and Z' = {i : A\ = 0}. For a 0 € C, if § € Z, applying
Proposition [I| at z* gives (d*, Vfo(z*)) = ||d*||>. If 6 € T, applying Proposition [2| with v < d* and
v; + V fo(x*) (notations used in the proposition statement) gives (d*, V fo(z*)) > ||d*||>. For both cases,
the following inequality holds

f(z") = folz” — ad)

lim >1—ale > Vo e C,
zgr =™ e% Hdl|2 - e=r (210)
vo'ec
with o < (1 — p)/Le, which concludes the proof. O

Theorem 1. For an encodable function (f, M), suppose the Algorithm outputs a sequence {z"}52,

that is bounded. Then the sequence converges to a stationary point of f.

Proof. Claim 1. The sequence generated by the algorithm can only have exactly one limit point. We prove
the claim by contradiction. Suppose the sequence has more than one limit points. By the mechanism
of the algorithm, the function value strictly decreases at each iteration. Notice that the algorithm will
eventually run the procedure CONVGGUARANTEE. Let y and y’ be two distinct limit points such that
for any € > 0, 3n > No (n may depend on €) such that ||[z™ — y|| < € and Hx”“ fy’H < €. Since
f(z™) > f(z™ ") due to monotonic decreasing of the function value, and € can be sufficiently small, it
implies that f(y) > f(y'). However, if f(y) > f(y') the algorithm should not generate points approach y
after iteration n + 1 due to the strict decreasing property, which contradicts to the hypothesis that y is a
limit point. It follows that we can only have f(y) = f(y’). Let d" be the direction and «; be the step size
at (2.2), i.e., ard™ =z — 2™ We have oy [|d"]| > ||y — ¥'|| — 2¢. But a¢ [|d™|* > (|ly — v'|| — 2€)*/cu.

Therefore, the ratio

f(@") = f(z" —aud®) _ auf(2") = f(2" — ud")]
o [|dn | - (ly =¥/l — 2¢)2

Pn =

can be sufficiently small (i.e., p,, < po) as because € — 0, f(z") — f(y), f(z" —aud™) = f(z" ) — f(y'),

n+1

f(y) = f(¥') and ||y — ¢'|| is a fixed value. This implies that transition from z™ to "% should not occur,

which is a contradiction. This concludes the proof of the claim.

10



Let z* be the (only) limit point of {z"}5>;. Suppose z* is not stationary. Let ©" be the set of
components explored by the algorithm up until the beginning of iteration n, and zy be the (unique)
representative point associated with component 6 for § € ©™. Let ¢ = U2, 0™.

Claim 2. For each 6 € ©q, either one of the following two cases should hold: (1). lim,—ee 2 = 25
(2). e > 0 such that inf, o |25 — "] > €. We prove the claim by contradiction. Suppose 30 € Oq
such that neither of the two cases hold. It implies that de > 0, such that for any m, In’ > m satisfying
‘zél/ —m*H < €/4 and ‘
that ||z™ — z*|| < €/4 for any n > m. The following inequalities hold:

n'+1 *
Zg T 1w

‘ > €. On the other side, we can choose a sufficiently large m such

¥ « 1 1 1
lzg — 2™ < led — || + 2" — 2" T < Se+ ce= =e,
, / / o4 . 2 X (2.11)
lzg =" T > g T =2t =zt =2 T > e — 1 1°

However, (2.11]) indicates that by the end of iteration n’ + 1, the unique representative point for the
xn'+l‘ < ’zg/'H _ xn'+l‘

the updating rule of zp in the procedure UPDATEGRADPOINTS. This proves the Claim 2.

! ’ 7
component 6 has changed from zg to z 1 but ‘ zg —

’, which contradicts to

We prove the theorem by contradiction. Suppose z* is not stationary. Given the above claim, let
0" = {0 € O : limpo0 25 = z*}. It is easy to infer that @ C M(z*). The claim further implies that
Jr > 0 such that any test point z" — a;d" inputed in UPDATEGRADPOINTS at Line and Line of
Algorithm [[]should satisfy that M (z" —a:d™) C ©* if ||" — avd™ — *|| < r. Since z* is not stationary by
hypothesis, 0 ¢ conv{V fo(z*) : 6 € M(z*)}, and hence ||vec(QP-z*-M(z*))|| > 0. Applying Lemma [I]
on z* with C <— ©*, we can obtain a ag such that for any o € [ao, (1/pdec)0] the following inequality

holds:
(@) — fo(z" — ad”)
alld=|*

for some 0 satisfying po + ¢ < 1, where d* = vec(QP-z*-0"). Since " — z”, for an arbitrary € > 0, AN,

>po+0 VOEO, (2.12)

such that for any n > N, we have

1f (@) = f&")] <e,

2.13
[f(a" —ad”) = f(2" —ad")| <&, 219

for any a € [ao, (1/ftdec)oo]. Consider when CONVERGGUARANTEE runs the loop at Line [5| and iterates
at k = |©"|, we should have T; = ©*. Therefore, because of (2.13), d* — d* and ||d*|| is lower bounded
by a positive number (due to non-stationarity hypothesis for z*), we can select a sufficient small € and
§ such that for any n > N.

@)~ f" —ad") @) = f@ —ad)
L T

on = > po Va € [ao, (1/pdec) o] (2.14)
Note that at Line [21] of the line-search loop, the step size a is reduced until either ||a:d™|| < ri (for
k> 2)or flag®™® = 0. By Line 8| of CONVERGGUARANTEE, we observe that r, — 0 as n — oo due to
Tn = x¥ and 2§ — x* VO € ©". It implies that we can make N, sufficiently large such that ||aod™|| > 7%
for all n > N.. There are two cases for the line search while-loop at Line [[2}
Case 1. It reaches a a; > (1/pdeco) that makes the ratio p, > po. In this case, the algorithm should

+1 — 2™ — @;d” in the next iteration which contradicts to the limit ™ — z* as because

move to x"
llaed™|| > (1/prdecao) ||d™|| is lower bounded by a positive constant due to lim, .o d" = d*.

Case 2. The step size is reduced such that there exists a to satisfying az, > (1/ptdec)ao with flag® =1
and a¢ < (1/pdec)ao for any ¢ > to. In this case, by the definition of ¢, and the mechanism of the while-
loop at Line for t = to + 1 the condition a; € [ao, (1/pdec)o] should hold. Given that «; (with
t = to+1) is in the interval [ao, (1/pdec) 0], it should yield p, > po based on , which still indicates
that the algorithm should move from z" to ™ — a:d™ in the next iteration, contradicting to z" — x*.

Therefore, * must be a stationary point. O
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3 A component-information-driven joint gradient descent
algorithm and the analysis on the rate of convergence

We have not identified any properties on the rate of convergence of Algorithm In this section, we
propose and analyze a component-information-driven joint gradient descent algorithm (Algorithm
which can achieve a global linear rate of convergence under certain conditions. This is the main result of
this section presented as Theorem[d] Intermediate results are developed to achieve it, and the connection
of these results are shown in Figure[2] We first make an assumption and give a few definitions that will

be used to describe the mechanism of the algorithm.

Assumption 2. Suppose there is a sufficiently large compact set X C R" that contains all points of
interest for minimizing f. For every 6 € O, assume that the (definition) domain Dy and the active
domain Dy satisfy the inequality dist(@ﬁg,(‘?(l)e N X)) > Ip, where 8Dy and 9(Dy N X) are boundary
points of Dy and Dy N X, respectively, dist(dDp, d(Dg N X)) := inf{||lz — 2’| : € 9Dy, z' € H(Dy N X)},
and lp is a uniform constant independent of #. Assume that the set Mv(:c) is accessible by an oracle

when « is given.

Given that Dy C 59, the assumption dist(Bﬁg, 9(DyN X)) > lp says that there is a gap between the
boundary of the definition domain and that of the restricted active domain Dy N X. This assumption
supports the definition of locally-max representability (Deﬁnition. Intuitively, it means that a compo-
nent function fy cannot be active exactly at its definition domain within X. It should allow a ‘broader’
definition domain that might overlap with the definition domains of other component functions to enable
the comparison on their function values. The reason of introducing X is to validate the assmuption for
the case when Dy is unbounded. For example, if f has only one component 0, and in this case Dy =Dy
which violates the assumption, but it can be resolved by imposing a bounded set X on Dy. We remark
that Assumption [2] will be used in the design and convergence analysis of Algorithm 2] but they are not

needed for practical implementation.

Definition 4 (locally-max representability). An encodable function f is locally-maz representable if for
any ¢ € R”, f(z) = max{fo(z) : 0 € M(x)}.

Definition [4] says that f(z) can be represented as a maximum of fg¢(z) over components 6 of which z

is in the domain.

Definition 5. For an encodable function (f, M) and a local minimizer z*, A subset C* C M(z™) is a

complete basis of component functions if it satisfies the following two conditions:
(a) [Ivec(QP-z*-C*)|| = 0
(b) either |C*| =1 or ||vec(QP-z*-C")|| > 0 for any C' C C*.
Definition 6. A minimizer z* of f is non-degenerate if M(z™) is a complete basis at z*.

According to the Definition [6] a minimizer z* is degenerate if M(2*) contains a complete basis at z*

as a proper subset.

Definition 7. Let z* be a non-degenerate local minimizer of f. The multi-component Polyak-Lojasiewicz-

inequality (PL-inequality) is satisfied at =™ if there exist 7, upr, > 0 such that the inequality
fx)— f* < per (Hvec(QP-ac—C*)H2 + Gap(m,C*)) (3.1)

holds for all z € B(z*, r), where C* = M(z™) is the complete basis at * and Gap(z,C*) = maxgcc~ fo(z)—
mingec+ fo(x) is a notation defined in Table

Note that when |C*| = 1, vec(QP-z-C*) = Vf(z) and Gap(z,C*) = 0, in which case, the multi-
component PL-inequality reduces to the ordinary PL-inequality.
Observation 1. Gap(z,C) < € implies C C S(x,¢), where S(z,¢) = {0 € M(z) : f(z) — fo(z) < €} is a
notation defined in Table 1]
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Lemma 5
Observation 1

multi-component
@—’ PL inequality

Observation 2

—>{ Theorem 3 Theorem 4 @4—

7

Lemma 2 [¢«— Lemma 7 [¢— Lemma 8
Proposition 3 Lemma 4 [¢— Lemma 3

Proposition 8 Proposition 9 Proposition 10

Proposition 5 Proposition 7 Propos@—

Proposition 1

Figure 2: Road map of theoretical results for proving the global linear rate of convergence (Theorem .
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Proposition 3. For any point x, any subset of component functions C C Mv(x), let d = vec(QP-z-C).
The following inequalities hold:

1 1
alld||* - §Lea2 ldII* < fo(z) — folz — ad) < a|ld||* + §L6a2 lal*, (3.2)

for any 6 € C and step size « satisfying x — ad € Dy.

Proof. This is a direct application of the fact (V fa(x),d) = ||d||* for any 6 € C from Proposition [1} the

Taylor expansion and Le-smoothness. O
Proposition 4. The function v(z) := ||vec(QP-z-M(z))|| is lower semi-continuous on X.

Proof. For any xzo € X, it suffices to show that liminf, .., v(xz) > v(zo). First, we notice that since
Dy is an open set for every 6 € ©, M(z) = M(xo) if z is sufficiently close to zo. Furthermore, due
to the continuity of fs, we conclude that M(x) C M(xo) if x is sufficiently close to zo. Given that
[[vec(QP-z0-M(z0))|| < [[vec(QP-z0-C)|| for any C C M (wo). From Proposition [I0] since |[vec(QP-z-C)||

is continuos at xo, it follows that

> lim inf ||vec(QP-z-M (z0))||
T—x(0

lim inf v(z) = lim inf ||vec(QP-z-M(z))
T—xQ

Tr—xQ

= ’U(.’Eo),

where the inequality in the second line uses the fact that M(z) C M(zo) when & — xo. This concludes
the proof. 0

3.1 Mechanism of the component-information-driven joint gradient de-
scent method

At an iteration k of the CID-JGD method Algorithm [2| it selects a set Sy = S(zk,wr) of component
functions to compute a joint-descent direction —dj, and perform line search along —d,. Note that
the S(z,ws) is the subset of components in the set Mv(mk) (accessible by the algorithm according to
Assumption [2|) of well-defined components at x) satisfying that their function values are within the gap
wy, > 0 below the value of the current active component function. The algorithm will reduce wy at some
iterations to improve the quality of search direction, which is determined by the comparison between
|k ||* and Gap(xk, Sk). As one can imagine, when the current point is outside a certain neighborhood of
the minimizer x*, the set Mv(xk) can change after zx. However, when the point is sufficiently close to z*,
the set Mv(:rk) will be equal to M(aj*) and hence will not change in later iterations. A small neighborhood
of z* in which M(z) = M(z*) is referred as a critical region. We remark that the critical region here is
a vague term for the purpose of description. Rigorous notions will be used in the theoretical statements.
The high-level idea is to show that in each iteration of Algorithm [2] it can achieve a lower bounded
decrement of the function value when the solution is outside the critical region, i.e., f(zx) — f(2r+1) > ¢
for some constant ¢ > 0, while achieving a linear rate of convergence within a critical region under certain
conditions.

As we will show in the later section, it is possible to achieve a linear rate of convergence if the
multi-component Polyak-Lojasiewicz-inequality Definition [7] holds in a critical region of z*. The right
hand side of the inequality consists of two terms: the squared joint-gradient norm ||vec(QP-z-C*)|* and
the gap Gap(z,C*). The algorithm can be designed such that it diminishes the joint-gradient norm if
it dominates the sum by moving along the joint gradient descent direction induced by C*, otherwise, it
reduces the gap (Line by moving along the joint gradient descent direction induced by a proper subset
of C*. But the challenge is that it is impossible to know if the current point is inside a critical region,
as because it is impossible to know whether M(mk) is equal to Mv(x*) To overcome this ambiguity,

the algorithm should always assume that the solution is inside a critical region and try to perform the
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GAPREDUCTION procedure when necessary among a presumable set of components. The GAPREDUCTION
calls a VALIDATION procedure to verify if the gap reduction succeeds. It can be shown that if the current
point is inside a critical region, the gap reduction will always succeed, and if the current point is outside
a critical region, the algorithm could always achieve a lower bounded decrement of function value,
independent of whether the GAPREDUCTION succeeds.

Algorithm 2 A component-information-drive joint gradient descent (CID-JGD) algorithm

1: Input: an initial point Zinit, an initial gap winit > 0 and parameters po, ag, ftdec € (0,1), v € (0,1/4).
2: Initialization: Set k < 0, < Tinit, Wi  Winit-

3: while true do

4: Let 0 be the active component at zj, and Si < S(xk, wg).-
5: Compute dj + vec(QP-z4-Si).

6:  if ||di? > Gap(zx, Sk) then

7 Set a < ap and p < 0.

8: while p < pg do

9: Set a + pfidec-

10: Compute p < [f(zx) — f(zr — adp)]l/ (e [|di?).
11: end while

12: Set 41 + Tk — ady and wi41 — wg.

13: else

14: [status, Tout] = GAPREDUCTION(z, v, Wk, Sk )-

15: if status = 0 then

16: Set wpy1 %wk and Tp41 — Tg.

17: else

18: Set wyy1 < wy and Ty + Tout-
19: end if
20: end if
21: Set k«+ k+1.
22: end while

1: function GAPREDUCTION(Zip, 7, €, Cin)

2: Set t < 1, xt + Tin.

3: while ¢ < |Ciy| and Gap(z¢,Cin) > 27Gap(Zin, Cin) do
4: [status, Tout] = VALIDATION(z¢, 7, Cin)-

5: If status = 0, return [status = 0, xip].

6: Set z¢441 ¢ zout and t <t + 1.

7 end while

8: if S(xt,€) # Cin or Gap(zt,Cin)/Gap(®in,Cin) > 1/2 or f(xt) > f(xin) then
9: return [status = 0, ziy].
10: else
11: return [status = 1, z¢].
12: end if
13: end function

3.2 Lower bounded decrement outside a critical region

In this sub-section, we focus on showing that there exists a critical region B(z*,r) such that for any
solution x,, outside this region, the condition in Line |§|0f Algorithmwill always hold (which guarantees
that the line-search inner loop will always be executed), the number of inner iterations for line-search is
upper bounded by a constant, and the function-value decrement is lower bounded by a constant. This

result is presented in Lemma

Proposition 5. Let (f, M) be a locally-maz representable encodable function and let Assumption hold.

Suppose x* is the unique local (and also global) minimizer of f. For any r > 0, there exist q,€ > 0 such
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Algorithm 2 (continued) A validation function used in the algorithm.

1: function VALIDATION(z,",Cin)
2: Let 0 € argmings c¢, for (%), selected with an arbitrary tie-breaking rule.
3 Let C = Cin \ {0}, and compute d = vec(QP-z-C).
4 Let A < Gap(z,Cin).
5: Define g() = ma)(glecin\{g} f91(~).
6: If (Vfo(x),d) > 0, return [status = 0, z].
7 Let o = __G-3)a .
ldll® ~(V fo (x),d)
8 if M(z — ad) C Ci, then
9

: Compute A’ = g(z — ad) — fo(z — ad).
10: if 0 < A’ <~A then

11: return [status = 1,z — ad).
12: else

13: return [status = 0, z].

14: end if

15: else

16: return [status = 0, z].

17: end if

18: end function

that for Vo € X \ B(z",r) the following property holds:
[[vec(QP-z-C)|| > ¢ VC C S(z,e¢), (3.3)

where X is the compact set in Assumption .

Proof. Since ||vec(QP-z-C2)|| < ||vec(QP-z-C1)]|| if C1 C Ca, it suffices to show |[vec(QP-z-S(z,¢€))|| > ¢
for some ¢,e¢ > 0. Since z* is the unique local minimizer of f, it implies that for any r > 0 and any
z € X \ B(z",r), the following inequality holds

||[vec(QP-z-M(x))|| > 0 (3.4)

due to that the optimality condition does not hold at z. By Proposition[d] since v(z) = ||vec(QP-z-M(z))||
is lower semi-continuous and X \ B(z*,r) is a closed set, it follows that
inf > 0. 3.5
meX{%(ac*,r)/U(x) ( )
We prove by contradiction, suppose there exist a sequence {Zn,€n,qn} satisfying z, € X \ B(z*,r),
€n — 0 and g, — 0 such that
[[vec(QP-z1-S(zn, €))]] < Gn- (3.6)

Let g € X \ B(z*,r) be a limit point of {z,}. By selecting a convergent subsequence of {z,}, we

can assume that x,, — xo without loss of generality. It follows that for sufficiently large n, we have

Mv(xn) = M(z0) and S(xn, €n) € M(z0) due to the continuity of fy. We conclude that
lim ||vec(QP-2n-S(Zn,€r))|| > lim |[vec(QP-zn-M(z0))]|
= [|vec(QP-z0-M(z0))|| = v(z0) > 0.

However, (3.6) implies that lim, o [|[vec(QP-2n-S(zn, €,))|| = 0, which is a contradiction. O

Proposition 6. Suppose Assumption[q hold. Consider two points x and x — ad with some step size o
and d = vec(QP-z-S), where S = S(x,€). Suppose the active component at x is 0. If 6 ¢ M(x — ad) or
M(z — ad) is not contained in S(z,€), then

. 1 lD €
> - = -\ .
« mln{ S5’ f73 ?} (38)
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Proof. It § ¢ M(z — ad), it indicates that = € Dy but z — ad ¢ Dy. It then implies that a ||d|| >
dist(0Dg, d(Dg N X)) > Ip, and hence o > Ip /G, where we have used the fact that ||d|| < Gy and Gy
is the constant defined in Table (1] It proves in this case. In the following analysis, we focus on the
case that 0 € ./W(:E —ad). Let ¢ € M(z — ad) be an active component at x — ad. If §' ¢ S(z,€), there
are two cases: (1) 0 ¢ Mv(x), and (2) ¢’ € M(w) \ S(z, €). In the case (1), a similar argument can show
that a > Ip/Gy. In the case (2), we have fo(z) — for () > € and for (z — ad) — fo(x — ad) > 0, where we
use the hypothesis that § € M. (z — ad). It follows that

0< forlw —ad) — folz - ad)
= for(w — ad) = fo (@)] = [fo(x = ad) = fo(@)] + fo (z) = fo()
< Lo o= o)~ o ()~ e — )~ foo)) -« (3.9)
(—a (V for(@),d) + 3 Loo® [d]? ) = (- alld] - J Loa? ] ) -
20Gy |ldl| + o’ Lo Gy ndn e

If a > +—, it satisfies . Otherwise, the above inequality indicates that a > ¢ Therefore, in any

G2

¥
case, the step size can have a lower bound as , which concludes the proof. O
Proposition 7. Suppose Assumption@ hold. Suppose x* is the unique minimizer of f. For anyr > 0, let
q, € satisfy Proposition@ Consider the main part of Algorithm @ Then the inequality wy > min{e, q2}/2
holds for any x, € X \ B(z*,r). The constants r,q,e only depend on the function f but are independent
of the process of the algorithm.

Proof. From Proposition [5] there exist r, e,q > 0 make the following inequality hold
|[vec(QP-z-C)|| > q VC C S(z,¢). (3.10)

for any x € X \ B(z",r). Note that the condition at Line |§| indicates that wy will possibly be reduced
by half in the next iteration only if ||dx||> < Gap(zk,Sk), otherwise it will remain unchanged. Since
Gap(zr, Sk) < wy, by definition, it implies that a necessary condition for reducing wy, by half is ||d]||
wy. Suppose wy, < min{e, ¢>} at certain iteration k. Since S, = S(xx, wr) C S(zk,¢), we have

di, = |[vec(QP-zx-Si)||* > ¢* > wy.
This means that the condition for reducing wy, is not satisfied once ws, drops below min{e, ¢°}. Therefore,
any wy > min{e, ¢*}/2 for any z € X \ B(z*, 7). O

Lemma 2. Suppose Assumption hold. Suppose f has a unique minimizer z*. Let {xn} be the points
generated by Algom'thm@ in the main part. There exist r,e,q > 0 such that for any z, € X \ B(z*,r)
satisfying the condition in Line@ the number of inner iterations of identifying the trust step size o, via

the loop from Line[§ is upper bounded by

Gy Le G7
(0] <logmax {lp’ (1= po)’ minfe, g7} . (3.11)

The function decrement has the following lower bound:

. 1 Ip min{e ¢*} 2(1— po)
_ _ > 2 - D )
f(zn) — f(@n — andn) > pdecpoq” min { Io'G; 362 ILe (3.12)

Proof. Let r, e, q be three constants satisfy the conditions in Proposition [5| and Proposition m Let o be
any trial step size when running the loop in Line[§] Consider the situation that the algorithm is at the
outer iteration n, and it runs the line-search inner loop in Line [§] to identify a step-size for as,. If the

inner loop terminates with a « value (which will be assigned to «, ) satisfying
1 lD Wn,
>min —, —, —> 3.13
Oémln{L@7Gf73G?}’ ( )
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which is the inequality (3.8) with the gap parameter being w,, then it is implied by Proposition [7| that
. 1 Ip min{e ¢®}

> _— e, = 5. 3.14

amm{L@ 2 mnle, (3.14)

In this case, the number of inner iterations is clearly upper bounded by (3.11). Therefore, we only need

1 Ip wy
Lo’ ) 2
=) Gf SGf

to focus on the case that the inner loop continues to test « that is less than min

Let 0 be an active component of f at x,. For a test step size a < min {i, é%, 3“(’;”2 }7 let 0’ be an

1
active component of f at x, — ad,. To obtain an upper bound on the number of inner iterations in this
case, we first note that by Proposition @ we must have § € M(z, — ad,) and §' € M(z, — ad,) C

S(zn,wn). Note that in this case

f(xn) - f(xn - Oédn) _ fe(iﬂn) - fg/(il’n — adn)‘
alld.? alld.?

p =

Since 0’ € 8(zn,wn), it follows that

foltn) — Jor(en = adn) o JorGn) ~Jo(on —edo) oy 1y
Al A 2

2(%;0) will make p > po.

where Proposition [3|is used to get the second inequality. Therefore, any o <
In this situation, it takes O(log (157@,;0)) iterations in the while-loop to get a < 2(%6”0), which is upper
bounded by (3.11).

We now prove . Let 61 and 02 be the active components at z, — andy, and x, — andn/idec,
respectively. There are three possible cases: (1) 61 & M(zn); (2) 61 € M(zy) \ S(zn,wn); and (3)
61 € S(xn,wn). For the cases (1) and (2), using a similar analysis as in the proof of Proposition [f| and

the property ||dn|| > ¢ (due to (3.3)) gives that

. 1 Ip wn . 1 Ip min{e, ¢}
n d'n > T 0~ ) 92 2 T o~ 0T g2 )
o [|dn|| > min { To Gy 3G7 } g > min { Io G, BG? q

and hence by the termination criterion of the inner loop, it yields

9 . 1 Ip min{e, q2} 9
f(@n) = f(@n — andn) = poan [|dn||” > min {I@v G*fa W pogq - (3.15)
For the case (3), there are three possible sub-cases for 62: (3a) 2 & M(22); (3b) 62 € M(20)\S(2n, €n);

and (3c) 02 € S(Tn,€n). In the cases (3a) and (3b), we let &' = an/pdec and use a similar argument to

. 1 Ip min{e, ¢*}
"Nl > — =2 A
o lldn |l = mm{L@’ T Te R

get

and hence )
f(@n) = f(@n — andn) > poan ||dnl® > pogan ||dnl| > poga’ paec | danl|

. 1 Ip min{e ¢} 2 (3.16)

> —, 2 i) .
= { Lo’ Gy 3Ga [ Pohdet

In the case (3c), by the step-size selection rule, we have

f(xn) — f(xn - andn/ﬂdeC) _ fG(xn) — fo, (l’n - andn/ﬂdeC)
an [|dnl* /naee an [|dnl* /Haee
o fo2(@n) — foo (xn — andn/ptace)  on ldnll® /ttdec — 3 Loar ||dn||® /tdee
an [|dnll* / pace B an [|dnll* / pace
L@Oén
 2dec

po >

>1

)
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where we use the property (V fo, (), dn) = ||dn||* given that 6y € S(x,¢). The above inequality yields

2 1—
o > 7%62(@ £0) " and hence

2ftdecpo(1 = po)q®
F(n) = F(n = anda) 2 poa [dn]* 2 2estolL = p0)d (317)
Combining (3.15)), (3.16) and (3.17) for all the cases gives the lower bound (3.12). O

3.3 Properties of a complete basis

In this sub-section, we reveal a few important properties of a complete basis of components, which form
a foundation to enable gap reduction among these component functions when the multi-component PL
inequality holds in a neighborhood of z*. The key result is Lemma [4] which says that for any partition
(S1,S2) of the complete basis C*, the joint gradient vectors di and dsz induced by S and Sa, respectively,
have strictly negative inner product. This result approximately indicates that moving along —di, the
function values of components in S1 decrease while that of components in S3 increase, and hence the gap

between S1 and S3 can get reduced by this movement.

Proposition 8. If C* is a complete basis of component functions at a local minimizer x*, then there is
an unique solution to the linear system Y o c. poV fo(z™) =0, 3 0w o = 1, and the solution satisfies
that pe > 0 VO € c*.

Proof. To simplify the notation, let C* = {1,...,k}. The statement clearly holds for k¥ = 1. Therefore,
we just focus on the case k > 2 in the proof. Let u* = sol(QP-z-C) be the optimal solution of (QP-z*-
C*). If uj =0 for some i € C*, then vec(QP-z*-C* \ {i}) = vec(QP-z*-C*) = 0, which contradicts to the
property |[vec(QP-z*-C)|| > 0 for any C C C*. Therefore, we have puj > 0 for every ¢ € [k].

Claim 1: rank(A) = k — 1, where A = [a1,...,ax] and a; = Vfi(z*). We prove the claim by
contradiction. Assume that rank(A) < k — 2. Note that vec(QP-z*-C*) = 0 implies that

k—1
1
——Qar = E SiQi,
r :
=1
*
%

where 7 = S ¢} BLs Qands; = 4 > 0fori € [k —1]. Note that since >.¥"'s; = 1, it implies
=1 puy T i=

that —Lar € conv{ai,...,ar—1}. By hypothesis, we have rank({a1,...,ar—1}) < rank(A4) < k — 2, and

hence dim(P) < k — 2, where P = conv{as,...,ar—1}. Since 0 ¢ P due to that P is a proper subset

of a complete basis, there exists a scaling factor u > 0 such that the vector —*ay is in a facet F' of P.

Let {a; : © € S} be the set of extremal points of F', where S is some subset of [k — 1]. It implies that
—%ap € conv{a; : i € S}, and |S| = |ext(F)| < |ext(P)| — 1 < k — 2, where ext(F) and ext(P) represent
the sets of extremal points of F and P, respectively. Then we conclude that ||[vec(QP-z*-C)|| = 0, where
C ={a;:ie SU{k}} satisfying |C| = |S| +1 < k — 1, which contradicts to the property of a complete
basis.

Claim 2: rank([A;e']) = k, where e is the k-dim vector with every element being one. Based on
Claim 1, it suffices to show that e cannot be written as a linear combination of rows of A. We prove it by
contradiction. Suppose there exists a n-dim vector w such that e = AT w. Then (e, p*) = <ATw, u*> =
w' Ap* =0 due to Ap* = 0 by the definition of x*. But it contradicts to (e, u*) = 1.

The Claim 2 implies that the equation [fr Ju =[9], which is equivalent to the linear system given in
the statement of the proposition, has a unique solution ' = (ATA + eeT)fle. The uniqueness implies
that p = p* with pj > 0 for ¢ € [k], which concludes the proof. O

Proposition 9. Let {a:}{~; be linear independent vectors in R™. If the linear system Y .=, Xia; = 0,
S Xi =1 for the variables A1, ..., Am has a unique solution and the solution satisfies Ai # 0 Vi € [k],
then dim(span{ai 21 € S1}Nspanfa; : i € Sg}) =1 for any partition S1,S2 of {1,...,m}.
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Proof. Since ;. g Aiai = — 3,5, Aiai, we have dim(span{a; : i € Si1} Nspan{a; : i € S2}) > 1.
Suppose dim(span{a; : i € S1} Nspan{a; : i € S2}) > 2. Let A be the unique solution of the linear
system, which has the analytical form A\ = (AT A + ee”)"'e. Clearly, the vector u = D ies,
span{a; : ¢ € S1} Nspan{a; : i € Sa2}, and there exists a v € spanf{a; : i« € S1} Nspan{a; : i € S2}
that is linearly independent of u by the hypothesis. It means that there exists a u € R™ \ {0} such that

)\,-ai is in

v = ZlGS’l Hia; = — Z'LES piai. If Y70 s # 0, p can be rescaled to be a solution of the linear system
that is different from X, which is a contradiction. Therefore, we must have >_7"  p; = 0. The equation
system Y7 pia; = 0, .7, pu; = 0 has a unique solution p = (AT A+ ee’ )10 = 0, which contradicts
to p # 0. O

Lemma 3. Let x* be a local minimizer of f. There exist r,q > 0 such that the following inequality holds
for any complete basis C* of component functions at x* and any proper subset C C C*:

[[vec(QP-z-C)|| > ¢ Vz € B(z",r). (3.18)
Proof. By the definition of complete basis (Definition [5), we should have ||vec(QP-z*-C)|| > 0 for any
proper subset C of any complete basis C*. Let ¢’ be the minimum of ||vec(QP-z*-C)|| among all complete
basis C* and all proper subsets of C*. Note that ¢’ > 0 according to the definition of a complete basis.
Let Sc := {A e RI°I Y 9ec Mo =1, Ag > 0}. For a z in a sufficiently small neighborhood of z*, we have

Z)\evfe x)

[vec(QP-z-C)|| = mln

oec
= mln Z)\QVfg +Z>\9 Vfe(z) — Vfo(z")] ’
oec vec
> min ZAgig(m*)H — max Z)\g Vfo(x) — Vfo(z")] ’
AeSe |lhee occ

2 |lvec(QP-2"-C) || — max |V fo(z) = V fo(z")|
>q —Gyllz—a"|.

Taking r = 2qG/f and ¢ = %q' makes ((3.18]) hold. O

Lemma 4. Let z* be a local minimizer of f and C* be a complete basis of component functions at x*.
There exist r,q > 0 such that (vec(QP-z-51), vec(QP-z-S2)) <

< —q holds for any x € B(z*,r), and any
2-partition (S1,S2) of C*.

Proof. Let d; = vec(QP-z*-S;) for i« = 1,2, and A = sol(QP-z*-C*). Note that A\g > 0 for § € C* by
Proposition |8} By Proposition E we have
dim (span{V fo(z") : 6 € S1} Nspan{V fo(z") : 6 € Sa}) =1
= span{V fyo(z") : 0 € S1} Nspan{V fo(z*) : 6 € S2} = span{d}
where d = 37,5 MVfo(z") = =3 cs, AoVfe(z™). Given that di € span{Vfy(z") : 0 € S;} for

i € {1,2}, d; can be decomposed as d; = (di, d) d/ ||d||* +v; where v; satisfies (v;,d) = 0 and (v1,v2) = 0.
Therefore, we have

(d1,d2) = (d1,d) - {d2,d) / ||d||?

= <d1,ZAgig ><d2, > AeVia(a® >

6eS, 6cSo

1 * *
= D Ao ldi, V() | - | D =N (da, Vo (z"))
H H 0€S1 0 Sy
1
== | 2o M | | D e | ldill*ldall* <o,
4" \ 45, 6ess
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where Proposition [I| has been used to get the last equality. Since there are only a finite number of
2-partitions of C* and by Proposition

lim |[vec(QP-z-Si)||=d; i=1,2,
T—x*

we conclude that the desired result holds. O

3.4 Geometry in a neighborhood of the minimizer

It is interesting to understand that under what fundamental condition, the multi-component PL-inequality
can hold. This sub-section is dedicated to answer this question. In particular, the condition is given in
Theorem which is referred as the complementary positive-definite (CPD) condition. To get a high-level
sense of CPD condition, suppose z* is a non-degenerate local minimizer and C* is the complete basis at
z*. The stationarity of z* indicates that 0 € conv{V fy(z*) : § € C*}, and hence span{V fy(z*) : 6 € C*}
is a (m — 1)-dimensional subspace, where m = |C*|. If m — 1 < n, how should the component functions
behave at the other n—m+1 dimensions in the neighborhood to make the multi-component PL-inequality
hold? Theorem |2| says that a sufficient condition for the multi-component PL-inequality to hold is that
all the eigenvalues associated with vectors in the n —m + 1 dimensions are strictly positive, i.e., the CPD
condition. Note that the CPD condition reduces to the regular positive-definite condition when |C*| = 1,
which guarantees the ordinary PL-inequality for a smooth objective function.

The key step towards deriving the CPD condition, is to investigate a perturbed version (QP-z-C*) of

the quadratic program (QP-z*-C*) when z is very closed to z*, which leads to the following lemma:

Lemma 5. Let 2™ be a non-degenerate minimizer of f and C* := {1,...,k} be the complete basis at x™*.
For every i € [k], let g = Vfi(z*), Hi = VfZ(z*) and G = [g1,...,9k]. Let d € R™ be any nonzero
vector and let D = [Hid, ..., Hyd). Let T € R™** be any matriz satisfying ||T|| = O(|d||*) for ||d| < 1,

consider the following quadratic program:

T

min |[(G+ D+ T)(w* +u)|* st. e u=0, (3.19)

where e is the k-dimensional vector with all entries being 1, w* = sol(QP-z*-C*) is the unique solution
of (QP-z*-C*) satisfying Gw* =0, e w* =1 and w; > 0 for i € [k]. Let u* be the optimal solution of
(13.19). Then the following properties hold:

(1) There exists a p > 0 such that for any u € R* satisfying e "u =0, ||u — %w* > pllull-
(2) Let V =span{g,..., gk}, the optimal value of the following problem is positive:
i i, V) — mi iy . ) =1. 2
min (g (ge0) = i (9sc0) ) st 0 € Vs ol (3.20)

(3) If 3i € [k] such that H; is not a zero matriz, then there exists a M > 0 such that |[u*|| < M ||d|| if
IId|| is sufficiently small.

Proof. Part (1). Consider the intersection space Sy = span{w*} Nspan{u : ¢ u = 0}. Note that since

Sy is a subspace of span{w*}, dim(Sp) < 1. If dim(Sp) = 1, then Sy = span{w*}. But e'w* =1 >0

contradicts to that Sy is a subspace of span{u : e u = 0}. Therefore, Sy = {0}. It then implies that the
(u, w)

= min{ 5
[[w]]

must be a positive number, which concludes the proof of Claim 1. The Claim indicates that for any

value

u —

w

celu=0,lul = 1}

u satisfying e’ u = 0, it can be decomposed as u = u1 + ug such that uy € span{w*}, u1 L wus and
l[urll = pflul-

Part (2). Suppose the optimal value is zero and v* is an optimal solution. Since C* is a complete
basis, it implies that (g;,v*) = 0 for all s € C*, and hence v* € V=NV = {0}, contradicting to |Jv*|| = 1.

21



Part (3). Note that GTG = 0, zero is an non-degenerated eigenvalue of G' G corresponding to the
eigenvector w*, and the space R¥ can be decomposed as Vi @ Vs such that Vi = span{w} and Vi L Va.
Clearly, v GTGv > o for v € Vi with ||v|| = 1, where o¢ is the second smallest eigenvalue of G G. Let
u = uy + u2 be the decomposition specified in the proof of Part (1). Let Q = ||G|| Zle [|H;||, and we
compute

(G + D+ T)(w* + )|

= |G +w)||* +2(G(w” +u), (D+T)(w" +u)) + (D + T)(w" +u)|*

> ||Gu|* + 2 (Gu, (D + T)(w* +u)) (using Guw* = 0)

= |G(u1 +u2)|* + 2 (Gu, (D + T)(w" + u))

= ||Gui||® + 2 (Gu, (D + T)(w* +u)) (using Guz = 0) (3.21)
> o0 [Jus||* = 2 |GIl (DI + 1T Ul [ + [ful]) [lull

> oop” ||ull* = 2Q(lld]l + OdI*) (lw*[| + lull) [lull  (using Part (1))

> oop” [[ul® = 2Q [[w”[| |d]| [lull = 2@ [|d]l lull* = 2Q(lw" || [lull + |u[|*) - O(ld]*)
1
2
Note that if u = 0, the objective value of (3.19) is given by

> Zoop? |[ul)® — 4Q ||w* || ||d]| ||u]| (if ||d|| is sufficiently small).

2

k
(G + D+ T)(w" +u)|* = [(D+T)yw||* = ||>_wi Hid+ Tw*|| = |[Hd|* + O(||d||*),
i=1
where H = ZLI w; H;. Then the following inequalities hold:
(D + T)w*||* < o3 [|dI* + O(lld]]*), (3:22)

where

-
09 = max  max |s' Hjs|.
i€lk] seV L ||s||=1

Note that o2 > 0 by the hypothesis of H; in the statement. We conclude that if

4Q ||w* 16Q2 ||[w*||®? 402
ful > | 221 ”+¢ WL 22 )

2
piog p200

then by (3.21]) we have
|

* 1 *
(G+D)(w" +u)|* > 500202 Jull® = 4Q [lw* || fldl| [lull
1 4Q lw*|| 114\ 2 8Q? ||lw*||? ||d||
Lo (ph — 220U _ 5GP

Poo p*oo
S 1 (16Q7 | | 403 e 8Q7 [w|? ||
> 500 5,2 T ] 2
2 peog 00 p7oo

=203 ||d||* > ||(D + T)w"||* > opt, (using (3:22))
where opt is the optimal value of (3.19). Therefore,

. « 4 * 16Q? ||w* 402
opt=m,}n{l(G+D+T>(w +u)ll” ;e u) =0, Jlul| < < Q] +\/ Gl 2o ) Idll},

P20 plo? p200

which concludes the proof of the claim with desired M given by

o ARl \/ 1602 lu*|| , 403

> )
p2oo ptog p2o0
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Theorem 2. Let x* be a mon-degenerate minimizer of f and C* be the complete basis at x*. Let
V = span{Vfy(z*) : 0 € C*}. If v'V2fo(z*)v > 0 for all v € V*\ {0} and all 6 € C*, then the
multi-component Polyak-Lojasiewicz inequality is satisfied.

Proof. Consider any z in small a neighborhood of z*, and suppose x = x* 4+ d. Let the notations
Cc* ={1,...,k}, gi, H;, G and V be defined the same as in Lemmal Let d1 = Projy d be the projection
ofdonV,anddys =d—d, € V*'. Let H = Zi:l w; H;. Let

. . T
01 = min min v Hjv.
i€[klveVL,|lv||=1

The hypothesis of H; in the statement of the theorem implies that o1 > 0. Using the Taylor expansion
Vfi(z) = Vfi(z* +d) = gi + (gi,d) + O(||d||*)2:, where [|2;]| = 1 is some norm vector, we conclude that
[|[vec(QP-z-C*)|? is equal to the optimal value opt of the quadratic program (B19).

Based on Lemma 3), it is possible to choose a M such that |T|| < M ||d||* and

opt = min { (G + D+ T)(w" +w)*+ (e.u) =0, flull < 2 d] }. (323)
Under the restriction ||u|| < M ||d||, we have

(G + D+ T)(w* +u)| = ||Gu + Dw* + Du + T(w” + )|

> ||Gu+ Dw*|| — || Dul| — [|T'(w" + w)||

> [|Gu+ Dw™|| = M|ID|||dll — ||| ([l ]| + [[ull)

> ||Gu+ Hd|| = M ||D||||d|| = M (1 + M ||d]) ||d||* (3.24)
= |Gu + Hdy + Hds|| = M || D| ||d|| = M (1 + M ||d||) [|d]|*

> ||Gu+ Hdy|| — [|H| ||| = M ||D| ||d]| = M (1 + M ||d||) [|d]|*

> ||Gu + Hdz|| = [|H| ||di|| = M [|H| |d]|* = M (1 + M [|d]}) ||d]]*.

Note that (Gu,dz) = 0 since dz € V*,

Hdy,d Hds,d Hdy,d
HdQ:%dH( _L’ﬁd);:@
l[d|| lld|| |||

where (ds,d2) = 0. Using (3.25)), we can get a lower bound of the first term on the right hand side of

EZ1) as

do + ds, (3.25)

Hds,d
|Gu + Hds| = H(Gu+d3) + de
2
Hds,d
\/|Gu+d3|| |< 2, 2>|
| dz|?

Substituting the above inequality into 1i gives
(G + D+ T)(w" + )| = o1 ||da|| — | H]| ldi ]| — K [|d]]*, (3.26)

where K = M ||H|| + M(1 4+ M) is a constant. To derive the multi-component Polyak-Lojasiewicz
inequality, we first derive an upper bound of f(z) — f* as

* * 1
F@)~ £ = ful@) ~ " < (gu,d) + 3 Lo ldl
) . (3.27)
= {gi ) + 3 L dll* < qma al| + 3 Lo I,

where fi(x) = max;c) f(r) and gmax = max;cx) ||g:]]. We consider two cases and show that the
multi-component PL inequality holds at each case.
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Case 1. The norm of ds satisfies

lldz|| = S — (3.28)
1+

4 H]|?

In this case, ||d1]| can be upper bounded as

IdlI*> oy
=

2
1 o2
taErE 1+ 5

The inequalities (3.28) and (3.29) imply that o ||dz2|| > 2||H||||d1]|. Substituting this inequality into
(3-26) yields

ldal < | lldl* — 1l - (3.29)

(G + D +T)(w" +u)l| > o1 ||dz]| — [|H]|[|d: ]| — K ||d]|*

Y

1
501 llda]| = K [|d]f*
o [ H| |4l

20/4 || H|? + o2

2 F[ 2 2
vec(QP-z-C 2 — opt > o I el I .
Ivec( )l P = 16| H||? + 402

\Y]

1
1% ld2]| > (for any ||d|| < 1).

In this case, we have

(3.30)

The gap term has the following lower bound:
* . 1 2
Gap(z,C") > i d) — i,d) — 5Le ||l
ap(z,C") 2 max (gi, d) — min (g;,d) — - Le [|d|

_ , e 1 2
= max(gi,d1) — min (g, dr) — 5 Le ||d| 331

1 1 1
> qollda | - 5L I = ao | - 5L i |I* = 5 Lo [1dalf

1 1
2 S lldi]l - 5Le ||| (for any ||d1]] < 1),

where qo is the optimal value of (3.20). Combining (3.30) and (3.31)) yields
(16 ||H||”> + 40%)Le
o? |H|?

[vec(QP-2-C*)||* + Gap(z,C")

1 1
> Lo ||d|I* + 5o lldr || — 5 Le [lda||*

1 1
50 lda]| + Lo lda® + 5 Le |1dz]

Y]

1 1 )
—qo ||d —Le||d
20 ]| + 5Le [d]

1
> min {72(](5:1)%71} (qmax ||di]| + §Le ||dH2)

> min {52 1} (¢0) - 1),

Qmax

Then the multi-component PL inequality (3.1]) holds in this case by choosing a ppr, satisfying:

2 2
upLZmax{(Mj”H! +451)L®, 1}/min{ do ,1}.
o [H] 2qima

Case 2. The norm of ds satisfies

llda]| < B — (3.32)

2
1+

97
41 H1?

In this case, the norm of d; has the following lower bound:

dlI? o2 H
RN . —— 1 NPT (3.33)

oy 2

+ aEye 1+
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Using (3.31]) the gap term has the following lower bound:

* 1 1 1
Gap(z,C") > 540 lldall - §Le I da]f® > 7% lldq]] (for any ||d|| < 1)
> _ 1 2
= 8Gmax Gmax [|da || + §L@ lld]l (for any ||d|| < 1)
= Sqqio(f(m) —f%).  (using (3:27))

Then the multi-component PL-inequality (3.1)) holds in this case by choosing a ppr, satisfying ppr, >
8Gmax/qo. Combining the Case 1 and Case 2 concludes the proof the theorem. O

The following corollary holds as a special case of Theorem

Corollary 1. Let x* be a non-degenerate minimizer of f and C* be the complete basis at z*. If

V2fe(x*) > 0 for all 6 € C*, then the multi-component Polyak-Lojasicwicz-inequality is satisfied.

3.5 Linear rate of convergence inside a critical region

In this sub-section, we focus on proving that if the sequence of points are sufficiently close to a local
minimizer 2, the CID-JGD algorithm achieves a linear rate of convergence (Theorem. As a prepara-
tory result that will be used in Section [3.6] for analyzing the global rate of convergence, we first show
that the points generated by Algorithm [2| converge to =™ if it is the unique local (and global) minimizer
(Lemma@. In Lemma we show that gap reduction among component functions in C* can be achieved

when z,, is sufficiently close to a non-degenerate minimizer z*, which is used in proving Theorem

Lemma 6 (global convergence). Suppose Assumption @ hold, and f is a locally-max representable.
Suppose x* is the unique local minimizer of f and it is non-degenerate. Let {xr} be the sequence of
points generated by Algorithm@ Then (1) {fn} is a non-increasing sequence, where frn := f(zn); (2)

hmk T = J?*.

Proof. (1) Note that if the condition at Line [f] is satisfied, we should have f(zx+1) < f(zx) due to the
choice of the step size . When the condition at Line [f] fails, Line [I4] of the algorithm will be executed.
If the status returned by GAPREDUCTION is 0, the function value in the next iteration will remain the
same by Line |16| of the algorithm. Otherwise (status = 1), the condition at Line [8) of GAPREDUCTION
must fail and hence f(zr41) < f(zx). In either case, the function value will not increase.

(2) By Observation [2, the points {x)} are contained in a compact set. Suppose =’ is a limit point
of {zx}. Tt amounts to show that ' = z*. We prove it by contradiction. Suppose z’ # z*. Let
v(z) = ||vec(QP-z-M(z))||. Since z’ is not a local minimizer of f, we have v(z’) > 0. The lower semi-
continuity of v (Proposition [4)) indicates that v(x) > 0 in a sufficiently small neighborhood of z’ that
contains a convergent subsequence {xn,}. For a x,, that is sufficiently close to ', if the condition at
Line [6] of the algorithm is satisfied, the choice of the step size a will lead to a strict decrement on the
function value, and the positive value of decrement is lower bounded by a constant only depending on the
function properties at 2’. This contradicts to that =’ is a limit point. On the other side, if the condition

at Line |§| is not satisfied at x,,, executing Line [13]|leads to the following two possible cases:
(a) Wn;+1 = wn,;/2 by executing Line

(b) wn,+1 = wy, by executing Line [I§ due to that the condition at Line [§] of GAPREDUCTION is
violated (returning status = 1). The later implies that Sp,4+1 = Sn, and Gap(@n,4+1,Sn;+1) <
Gap(n,;,Sn;)/2.

However, in either case, Gap(zn, ,Sn, ) will be reduced in each iteration and eventually be smaller than
lldn,.||” (note that liminf,, eo [|dn,||> > v*(z')) after a finite number of iterations starting from n;,
which makes the condition at Line [f] satisfied. Therefore, eventually there will be a strict decrement on

the function value at certain point from the subsequence, which leads to a contradiction. O
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Lemma 7. Suppose Assumption hold, and f is a locally-mazx representable. Suppose x* is the unique
local minimizer of f and x™ is non-degenerate with a complete basis C*. Then there exists a r > 0 such
that of x € B(z*,r) and Cin = C* are in the input of VALIDATION, the function VALIDATION will return
with status = 1, and hence 0 < g(z — ad) — fo(z — ad) < yvGap(z,C*), where g is defined at Line [ of
the VALIDATION procedure.

Proof. It amounts to prove the following two claims given that € B(z*,r) for a small enough r and
Cin = C*. Claim 1. At Line [8| of VALIDATION, M(z — ad) C C* with d and « defined in Line [3| and
Line [7] of VALIDATION. Proof. First, there exists a ro > 0 such that for any sufficiently small € and any
x € B(z*, o), the relation S(z,€) C C* holds. Furthermore, by Lemmalfd] — (V fo(x),d) > ¢, and ||d|| < ¢
for any = € B(z*,70), where g, c > 0 are some constants that are independent of € and r¢ as long as €, rg
are small enough. Choose r < %ro such that Gap(z,C*) < L2 for any x € B(z",r). It follows that for
any = € B(z",r),

(1-3)Ald
1P~ (Vo(z). d)

A
<r+ =5 <,
q

(@ = ad) — 2™[| < [lo — ™[] + lad]| <7 +

Alld]
- <Vf9($)7 d>
where A = Gap(z,C"), indicating x —ad € B(z*,79). Therefore, we have M(z—ad) = S(x—ad,0) C C*.
Claim 2. The inequalities 0 < A’ < yA hold. Proof. We first derive a lower bound of A’:

<r+

A' =gz —ad) — fo(x —ad) = max fr(z—ad) — fo(z — ad)

TeC*\{6}
> x| @) = a (9400 d) = ool 4| = (@) =@ (T fo(a)oa) + 5 Loo® )
= [7e@) = allal® = Jzoat 1] - (fo(o) - @ (Vho(o).d) + Loo® 4l

(3.34)
= (| anax, S0 = o)) = (Il = (T fo(o), )~ Lo ]

—A- (1 - %) A — Loa® ||d|)?
(1-3)°a
(ldlI* = (V fo(x), d))

where we use the property (Proposition of d to obtain the equality in the 3rd line, and use the

o L(—)CZA2

=JA Lo |d|? pz

2

)

> T
2 = 2

properties (V fo(x),d) > ¢ and ||d|| < ¢ for some constants ¢,q > 0 to obtain the last inequality given
that z is sufficiently close to z*. Similarly, we can derive the following upper bound of A’ by noticing that

the inequalities are only induced by the sign of the second term Lea?||d||* /2 in the Taylor expansion:

L(—)CQA2

A <Inyp e 3.35
<At =5 (3.35)
Since A = Gap(z,C*) can be sufficiently small if = is sufficiently close to z*, (3.34) and (3.35) show that
0 <A <HA. O

Lemma 8 (gap reduction). Consider the GAPREDUCTION function in Algorithm @ If the input xin €
B(x*,r) for some sufficiently small v and Ciyn = C*, then (a) the function will terminate with status = 1
and return a point x satisfying

Gap(z,C") < 2vGap(zin, C¥). (3.36)

(b) At termination, the reduction of the function f has the following lower bound
(1 =) Gap(zin,C*)
Gy ’
2 (1 + T)

where q and G are constants that only depend on the behavior of f in the neighborhood of x*.

flwin) = f(ze) 2 (3.37)

26



Proof. Claim 1. For each iteration in GAPREDUCTION, let §p = argmingc- fo(x) and d = vec(QP-z-C* \ {6o}).
The following inequality holds for any subset C C C* \ {6o}:

Gap(z — ad,C) < Gap(z,C) + {;—SGapQ(x,C*), (3.38)

where d and « are defined in Line [3| and Line [7| of VALIDATION, and ¢ is a constant.
Proof of Claim 1: Applying Lemma [3] and Proposition [d] there exists a ¢ > 0 such that

[lvec(QP-z-C* \ {O})|| > q, (vec(QP-z-C*\ {6}),Vfo(x)) < —q Vz € B(z",r), Vo €C". (3.39)

It implies that

(1-3)A _ A _ Gap(zC)
ldl* = (¥ foo (2),d) ~ |ld]I” lal*
Therefore, we have for any C C C* \ {6°}:

(3.40)

Gap(z — ad,C) < Gap(z,C) + 0?Le ||
LeGap(z,C*)?

< Gap(x,C) + ||d||2
*\2
< Gap(z,C) + 7L@Ga;;gx,c ) ;

where the first inequality is due to the fact fo(x — ad) — for(z — ad) < fo(z) — for(x) + o Le ||d||* for
any 0,0 € C. This concludes the proof of Claim 1.

We now prove part (a) by using the claim. Let 0; := argmingcc« fo(z¢) and 7 := argmaxgcc« fo(xt)
fort =1,...,|Cin|. Let m be the last index such that {6; : 1 < i < m} are all distinct component indices.
Clearly, we have m < |C*|. Let Ao =0, A¢:={6; : 1 <i<t}land C, = {m}UAi_q1 fort =1,...,|Cinl
Note that 0p,+; with ¢ > 1 should be identical to some §; with 1 < j < m by the definition of m. At
iteration m + 1, we should have 6,,+1 € A, by the definition of the index m. It follows that

Gap(Zm+1,C") = Gap(@my1, {Tm+1,0my1})
= Gap(Tm+1; Tmt1 U Ami1)
= Gap(Tm+1, Tm+1 U Am)

= Gap($m+1, Cm+1)7

where in the second equality we use the fact that f, (zt41) < fo(xt41) for any 6 € C* by the definition
Of 0t+1 .

In the following analysis, we derive a recurrent inequality that connects Gap(z¢,Ct) and Gap(x¢41,Cit1)-
First notice that, since Ciy1 = Ai—1 U {m41,0:}, we have

Gap(zit1,Crr1) = max{Gap(zet1, {mer1}t U A1), Gap(@eqr, {mes1,0:1)} (3.41)

Note that by Claim 1, for every t < m we have
L *
Gap(zty1, {me1} U A1) < Gap(xe, {me41} U Ai—1) + ?SGaPQ(xt,C )

L *
< Gap(at, {me, mer1} U A1) + ?SGap2(xt,C )

. (3.42)
< Gap(we, {m} U Aro1) + Gap(@e, {me, me11}) + quGaP%wt’C*)
L .
= Gap(z,Ct) + Gap(x¢, {me, meq1}) + q—?Gapz(xt,C ).
From Lemma we have the inequality maxgec=\{6,} fo(@t+1) — fo,(xt41) > 0 hold for t = 1,...,|C*|,

which implies that 741 € C* \ {6:}. Then we can upper bound the second term on the right hand side
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of (A7) as
Gap(xe, {me, m41}) = fr, (@0) = frop (1)
= fro (@) = frppr (@) = [froo (@e1) = ooy (@e1)] + [fr (Be41) — frppr (Te41)]
< fro(@e) = frppr (@) = [fre (Te41) = Frppr (Teg1)] (3.43)
= fri(@t) = fro, (Tt+1) = [fren (T) = frppy (Te41)]
< 00 (T, (@0)oe) = 00 (Vs (@), di) + L ] < 22 Gap? (a0, ),
where we have used the fact that (V fr, (2), di) = (V far, (1), di) = [[d||? because of 7y, w1 € C*\{6;}

for every t < m, and we have also used the same argument as Claim 1 to bound the o?Le ||d:||* in the
above inequality. Combining (3.42) and ( gives

Gap(xi41, {me41} U A1) < Gap(xe,Ce) + (x4, CY). (3.44)
By Lemma [7] the following inequality holds:
Gap(zit1, {mi+1,0:}) < vGap(z,C"). (3.45)
Substituting (3.44) and (3.45) into (3.41) gives
Gap(zes1, Cosr) < max{Gap(az, Cr), vGap(az, C*) 2L° 2(2,,C"). (3.46)

On the other side, we consider the quantity Gap(z¢+1,C"), which can be expressed equivalently as
Gap(zt41,C") = max{Gap(zi+1,C" \ {0:}), Gap(zi+1, {m+1,0:})} (3.47)

Using Claim 1 gives the following bound:

* * L *
Gap(wer1,C"\ {6:}) < Gap(w:,C™\ {6:}) + q—SGap%xt,c )

. (3.48)
< Gap(z,C") + q—SGap2(mt,C*).
Substituting (3.45) and (3.48) into (3.47) (using v < 1) gives
* * L *
Gap(z¢4+1,C") < Gap(z¢,C*) + q—SGapQ(:ﬂt,C ). (3.49)

Given that the radius 7 of the neighborhood is sufficiently small, it can guarantee that Gap(z,C*) < 6
for any given 6 > 0 and for any x € B(z*,r) - ) further implies that

Gap(x41,C") < (1 + Lq—(zé) Gap(z1,C*) Vt>1. (3.50)

Combining (|3.46| - and - 13.49) yields

max{Gap(zt+1,Cr+1), yGap(ze41,C")}

(3.49) . vLe 2 "
< max § Gap(zt41,Cer1), YGap(z:,C™) + (w4,C")
< max {Gap(zt41,Ci+1), YGap(zt, C")} *(4,C")
(3.46) * YLe 2 *
max{Gap(z¢,Ct), yGap(zt,C")} (2:,C") + (1,C7).

The above recurrence inequality implies that

max{Gap(zm+1,Cm+1), YGap(Zm+1,C")}

(2 )L *
< max{Gap(z1,C1),vGap(z1,C*)} + Z + Fy © Gap?(z,C*) (3.51)
t=1 :

(2 L «
< ~Gap(z1,C )+Z%Gap2(zt,c ),

t=1
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where we use Gap(z1,C1) = 0 due to that C; has only one element. Note that by the definition of index
m, we have
max{Gap(zm+1,Cm+1), YGap(@m+1,C")}
= max{Gap(Zm+1,C"),7Gap(Tm+1,C")} (3.52)
= Gap(wm+1,c*)7
where in the first equality we use the fact Gap(m+1,C") = Gap(Tm+1, {Tm+1,Om+1}) and {Tm+1,Omi1} C
{Tm+1} U A, = Cimy1 due to the definition of m. Substituting (3.52) into (3.51) leads to the following
inequality

* * . 2 L *
Gap(ni1,€7) £ 1Gap(ar, ) + 3 EE D Gap oy, )
t=1

B-50) . 2 L Led\*™ *
< Gap(z1,C7) + % (1 + q%) Gap®(z1,C")

o (2+7)LeC Los )¢ .
< vGap(z1,C )+% (1+qi2> Gap®(x1,C")

. 2|C*|
AW (14 LI g )

S 'YGap(xlvc*) +
< 29Gap(z1,C"),
where the last inequality follows if
* 2|Cc*|
Le|C*|6 (1+L96> < ’
'S ¢ 247
which certainly holds if the neighborhood B(z*,r) (i.e., the r) is small enough.

Part (b) Let a: and d: be the step size and joint gradient generated inside VALIDATION when it is
called at the iteration ¢ of GAPREDUCTION, and hence x;+1 = x; — axd;, where

1-1)G c* 1-1)G c*
0 — ( _ 2) ap(l’u ) > ( 22) ap(xh )’ (353)
lldell” = (V fo, (1), di) l[de]l” + G |l

where Gy is defined in Table[I} Therefore, moving from z; to z41, the function value has decreased by

T (@6) = frrpr (@e11) = frp (@0) = frrg (@e1) + frrp (Te41) = Fropyy (@e11)

> o ll* ~ 50t Lo il + fro (2et1) = froya (ws1)

> o lhll* ~ S Lo el + fro (20 — @) = fr (w0 — ) (3.54)
> a1 = S0 Lo il + fi, (20) = o (@) = o Lo ]

> au |l - SoiLe |,

where we use the fact 7, m41 € C* \ {6:} and Proposition [1] in deriving the above inequalities. Substi-

tuting (3.53) into (3.54) gives
(1-3) Gap(z:,C")  3Le (1 - 1)? Gap?(2:,C")

fro(@e) = frppr (Te41) >
t t+1 1+& 2HdtH2
R
2 *
> (1 —~)Gap(z:,C*)  3Le (1—2)" Gap®(z+,C*)
- 1+ %2 24
- (1=7) Gap(z,C")
2 G, ,
2(1+ %)
where we use the fact that Gap(z:,C*) < 1 in the last inequality. In particular, for ¢ = 1 we can obtain
B37). 0
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Theorem 3 (linear rate of convergence). Suppose Assumption@ hold. Suppose x* is a non-degenerate
local minimizer of f. Suppose f satisfies the multi-component PL inequality in B(z™,r). Let {z,} be the
points generated by the main part of Algorithm @ If xm, is sufficiently close to ™ for some index m and
if Sn =C* for every n > m, where C* is the complete basis at ©*, then the following inequality holds for

some constants Gy and q that only depend on the behavior of function f in the neighborhood of x*:
k

Frorn— "< [ 1= min J Paecpsd —po) 17 (fm — 1), (3.55)
Surile T4 (1492 e

where fiaec, po, Lo, ppL and v are parameters defined in Table[1}

Proof. Claim 1. For every n > m, if the line search is executed (i.e., the condition at Line @ holds) the
succeed step-size o™ has the following lower bound
* 2 dec 1-— 0
o > %. (3.56)
Proof of Claim 1. Using Proposition |3} for every 8 € C* (S, = C*) the following inequality holds for any
a>0:
alldn]* = 2 Loo® [dul* < fown) — folwn — adn) < alldul® + S Lo [dal®,  (3.57)

where d, = vec(QP-z,-Sn) = vec(QP-z,-C*). Suppose o™ is the succeeded step size and z,+1 =
Zn — a”d, by the updating rule. Suppose fo(zn) = f(zn) and fo(xn — adn) = f(zn — a*dy) for some

component indices  and §’. Note that we can assume ' € C* as x,, is sufficiently close to z*. Then

fxn) — f(mn —a®dn) = fo(zn) — for(zn — a”dy)

. . . (3.58)
= fo(zn) = fo(zn —a"dn) + fo(zn — " dn) — for(zn — " dn).
Note that
« N 1 2 2
fo(zn) = fo(zn — adn) > ||dul* — 5 Loa™ ||da|®,
) ) ldn ™ = 5 lldn| (3.59)
fo(zn — adn) = for(@n — a"dn) > fo(zn) = for(2n) — Loa™ ||dul* > —Lea™ ||l
Substituting (3.59) into (3.58) yields
* * 3 * 3 * *
fa) = f(on ") 2 0" Jaul = S 200 ] = (1= JLoa” )l (360

The reduction ratio has the lower bound

flen) = f(@n — a’dn) 3,
p= . 5 >1—=-Loa .
o ldn| 2
It implies that a sufficient condition for p > pg is o™ < 2%%(:0). Suppose o is the last trial step size that

gives p < po, which implies that o’ > 2(%(_’;0). Then

2//Ldec (1 - pO)

* /
o = [decQl >
Hdee = =318

This concludes the proof of the claim.
Note that since m is sufficiently large, S, = C* for every n > m. We analyze separately for two cases.
Case 1. ||dn||® > Gap(zn,S,). In this case we have

fo—forr o podt|ldal®  _ poa”|ldall® _ poa’ fidecpo(l — po)
Fo= 1" 7 ppn(lldnll® + Gap,) ~ 2upL ldal® T 2peL T 3perle

, (3.61)

where f, := f(zn) and Gap,, := Gap(zn,Sn) in the above inequalities. We have applied the multi-
component PL inequality and the step-size selection rule to derive the first inequality of (3.61), and we
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region 4

region 3

Gap(z,C*) < eo

region 1, 2, 3:
l[vee(QP-z-€*)| < <o

region 2

region 1

.
z*

region 2, 3, 4: ||vec(QP-z-C)|| > go VC C S(z, €1)

Figure 3: Neighborhood regions of the unique local minimizer z* used in the proof of Theorem

have used the claim to derive the last inequality of (3.61)).
Case 2. ||dn||* < Gap(n,Sy). Using (3.37) from Lemma in this case we have

fo = for1 o (1=7)Gap,, L
fo=fr = 2(1+%) per([ldn® + Gap,,)
s (L=7Gap, 1
2 (1 N %) Symr.Gap. (3.62)
11— '
4 (1 + %) HPL
Combining the two cases leads to the linear rate of convergence (3.55)). O

3.6 Global rate of convergence

Put all things together, we have the following result on the global rate of convergence for Algorithm

Theorem 4. Suppose Assumption hold, and f is a locally-mazx representable. Let x™ be the unique local
and global minimizer of f and x* is non-degenerate. Suppose the multi-component Polyak-Lojasiewicz
inequality hold at a neighborhood of of x*. Apply Algorithm@ to minimize f, and let {x,} be the sequence
of points generated from the main iterations of the algorithm. Then there exists an integer m > 0 and

parameters co, €0, €1, qo,q1 > 0 such that

fO Winit 2 zmt
m S log + log —— (3.63)
min{er, g2} €0

k—1

o= < (1§ ) 19 (= f) (369
PL 4 (1 + ;) UPL

where fn = f(xn), = f(z*) and f° = f(xo). The constants co,€o,€1,q0,q1 only depend on the
properties of the functzon f but mdependent of the process of the algorithm. The wini is in the input of
the algorithm, and the other parameters pidec, po, Lo, pprL, v and Gy are defined in Tablem

Proof. Without loss of generality, we focus on the general case that M(m*) \ C* is non-empty. The
argument for the case of M(z*) = C* is simpler. Let U(v) := { : f(z) < v} be the level sets of f. There

exist r1, 72, €0, €1, qo and v which only depend on f making the following properties hold:

rg > 711 >0, qo,€0,€1 > 0, (3.65)

71 satisfies the condition in Lemma [2] (3.66)
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72 satisfies the conditions in Lemma[7] Lemma [8 and Theorem (3.67)
B(z",r1) C U(v) C B(z",72), (3.68)
M(z) = M(z*)  Va € B(z*,r), (3.69)
[vec(QP-z-C*)|| < eo Vz € B(z",r2), (3.70)
Gap(z,C") < e Vz € B(z",r2), (3.71)
deo < f(x) — rgn%xfg(x) < 6e, C' = M(z")\ C* Vr € B(z",r2), (3.72)
E ’
lvec(QP-z-C)|| > qo Ve e X \B(z*,r1) VC C S(z, €1), (3.73)
wg > %min{el,qg} Vo € X \ B(z*,71), (3.74)

where the achievability of and is ensured by Observation [2|and Assumption [2| respectively.
The achievability of (3.70), (3.71) and (3.72) is ensured by the continuity of the component functions
and the fact that f(z*) — maxgecr fo(z™) > 0. The achievability of and (3.74]) is ensured by
Proposition [5| and Proposition E respectively.

Claim 1. z, € U(v) C B(z",r2) for any n > no, where ng is an integer having the following upper
bound:

2
Winit
1 . 3.75
™I <°gmin{el,q3}> (3.75)

Proof. Let k; and ko be two consecutive iteration indices satisfying x,,zx, € X \ U(v), ||d, ||
Gap(zi, , Sk, ), and ||dk,|*> > Gap(ar,,Sk,). By hypothesis, we have ||dy||*> < Gap(zx,Sk) for every k
between ki1 and ka. For every k1 < k < ka2, there are only two possible cases listed as follows

(1) wr4+1 = wk/2 by executing Line

(2) wr41 = wg by executing Line [18|due to that the condition at Lineof GAPREDUCTION is violated
(returning status = 1). The later implies that Sk4+1 = Sk and Gap(zk+1,Sk+1) < Gap(zk, Sk)/2.

Suppose m1 < mg are two consecutive indices between ki and k2 such that the case (1) is satisfied at
Zm, and Zm,. By hypothesis, z,, satisfies the case (2) at every index m1 < m < ma. Furthermore, for

every mi < m < mgz, we should have
ldm]|* = [lvec(QP-zm-Sm)||* < Gap(zm,Sm) < wm, (3.76)

by hypothesis due to k1 < m1 < m < ma < k2. We argue that the following bound holds:

min{e, g2

ma —my <O (1 og —— it }> (3.77)

To see this, we notice that the GAPREDUCTION procedure executed at Linesucceeds (i.e., status = 1)
for any m1 < m < me by the definition of m; and ms. Furthermore, violating the condition at Lineof
GAPREDUCTION indicates

Gap(Tm+1,Sm+1) < Gap(zm,Sm)/2 Vmi <m < mg — 2.

It follows that

1 mo—miq—2 1 mo—miq—2
Gap(wm2,178m2,1) S (é) Ga‘p(xm1+178m1+1) S (5) Winit -

We now prove by contradiction. Suppose (3.77)) does not hold. The above inequality then yields

1 .
Gap(xM2_1,Sm2_1) < 5 mln{élv q(2]}7 (378)

where the factor 1/2 in the above inequality is valid due to the constant factor in (3.77)) is adjustable.
Then Observatlon.lmphes that S,v € S(xmr,€1). By (3.73) -, one has

l[dms 11l = qo- (3.79)
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However, substituting (3.78) and (3.79) into (3.76]) (with m = m2 —1) leads to a contradicting inequality

g5 < min{er, q3}/2, which proves the bound (3.77).
Let I = {m; : k1 < m; < ko, the case (1) holds at iteration m;}. The condition (3.74]) implies that

11| <O (log &> . (3.80)

min{es, g2}

Applying (3.77) and (3.80) gives

2
ks — k1 < (log %) , (3.81)

3 2
min{er, 2

Let K = {ki:xx, € X\ U(v), ||dx,||*> > Gap(xx,,Sk,)}. By (3.66), (3.68) and Lemma we have
flan) = f@r41) 20 Vki € K, (3.82)

for some constant ¢p > 0 that only depends on r1, €1, qo, and intrinsic parameters of f. It follows that

IKISL_f*. (3.83)
Co

Combining (3.81)) and (3.83)) gives (3.75]), concluding the proof of Claim 1.

Claim 2. z, € U(v) and w, < 6eg for any n > ng + n1, where ng is the number given in Claim 1,
and n1 is a number satisfies
n1 < log Winit. (3.84)
€0
Proof. By Claim 1, the sequence of points will hit the v-level set U(v) after at most ng iterations, and
the sequence will stay in U(v) afterwards due to Observation We argue that wn+1 = w,/2 for any
iteration n > ng satisfying wn, wn41 > 6€g. To see it. First, notice that for such an iteration n,

implies that S, = S(zn, wn) 2 S(zn, 6e0) 2 C*. Therefore,

e B0

l|dn || = [[vec(QP-2n-Sn)|| < [[vec(QP-z,-C*)|| ’_ co,
l' "

Gap(m"’S") > deo, Gap(xn+178n+1) > 4deg

where the hypothesis wy,,wn+1 > 6€p has been used to get the second row of inequalities. Therefore,
the condition at Line |§| of the algorithm cannot be satisfied at the iteration n. Let I' = {n : n >
N0, Wn,Wnt1 > 6eo}. Similarly as the argument in the proof of Claim 1, for any n € I’ we either have
Wnt1 = Wn/2 or Gap(Tn41,Wn+1) = Gap(zn,wn)/2. On the other side, since 6eg < Wn, Wnt1 < Winit
and 4ep < Gap(zn, Sn), Gap(n+1, Snt1) < Winie. It follows that

1] < log =22,
Therefore, after at most O(log w;—'(;“) iterations starting from no, the gap parameter w, will be smaller
than 6ep, which concludes the proof of Claim 2.

Claim 3. Let J = {n : z, € U(v), n > no + n1}, where ng and n; are given in Claim 1 and Claim
2, respectively. Then (a) there is at most one index ko € J such that Sk, \ C* is non-empty, and (b)
S, CC* for any n € J\ {ko}. Proof. First, we note that w, < 6eo and hence Gap(zn,wn) < 6¢o for any
n € J. Let ko be the first index in J making Sk, \ C* non-empty, if it exists. With the same argument
as in the Claim 2, it can be shown that the condition at Line [f] of the algorithm cannot be satisfied.
We argue that the status returned by GAPREDUCTION must be 0. Assuming that status = 1, then the
condition at Line |8 of GAPREDUCTION should not hold, and it implies that Sky+1 = Sky, Tro+1 € U(v)
due to f(xry+1) < f(xr,) and Observation [2, and also

Gap(mkoJrlv Sk0+1)

<
Gap(l’ko s Sko) -

1
5 (3.85)
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On the other hand, since Sk,+1 = Sk, which contains at least one component from M(:c*) \ C* by the
definition of ko, points out that both Gap(xk,,Sk,) and Gap(xk,+1,Ske+1) are between 4eg and
6ep. It contradicts to . Therefore, we have status = 0 and hence Line [16| of the algorithm will be
executed at the iteration ko, which gives wiy+1 = wr,/2 < 3€o, and hence S, C C* for any n > ko + 1
because of and . This concludes the proof of Claim 3.

Theorem [3| and Claim 3 show that the algorithm achieves a linear reduction on f at every iteration
n € J\{ko} leading to (3.64), where the power index in is k — 1 instead of k due to Claim 3. This
concludes the proof of the theorem. O

Remark. The above theorem points out that there exists a iteration index m such that the average
decrement per iteration is lower bounded by a constant co in the first m iterations, and it achieves a

linear rate of convergence in the following-up iterations.

Corollary 2 (complexity). Let all the assumptions in Theorem || hold. For any sufficiently small
e > 0, the computational complexity of Algorithm @ is O(log(%)) for reaching a point x satisfying
flx) = f(@") <e

Proof. By Claim 2 in the proof of Theorem [4] it takes a bounded number ng + ni1 of iterations for
Algorithm to enter the level set U(v) and have w, < 6eo for every n > ng + n1. By Claim 3, for n € J
with J = {n: z, € U(v), n > ng + n1}, there is at most one iteration in which the algorithm does not
achieve a linear rate of decrement in the function value. Therefore, the number of outer iterations of
while-loop at Line [3| of Algorithm [2|is of O(log (1)). It amounts to show that the number of operations
within each outer iteration is a bounded number. Indeed, it takes a bounded number of inner iterations
to identify a qualified step size a in the while-loop at Line [8] which has been proved in and
(3.56). Furthermore, the while-loop at Line [3| of GAPREDUCTION takes a bounded number of iterations

to execute since |Cin| is a bounded number. This concludes the proof. O

4 Numerical investigation

Practical implementation. The Algorithm [[]and Algorithm [2] are designed to satisfy the requirement
on convergence and the rate of convergence. For implementation, some procedures in these algorithms
can be omitted, while some empirical rules are needed to improve the speed of convergence in practice.
A template for implementing the joint gradient descent method with component information is given in
Algorithm [3] which provides a guideline for practical implementation. The algorithm consists of four
major steps: component selection (selection of previously encountered component functions to compute
the joint gradient), joint-gradient computation, line search and component information updating. The
algorithm has been implemented in Julia, and the solver for quadratic program is Ipopt [38]. The code
can be accessed via the following link:
https://github.com/luofqfrank/CID-JGD.gitl

Our numerical experience reveals that component selection is crucial in later iterations to maintain an
effective reduction of the objective value per iteration, especially when the solution is close to a local
minimizer. The rule of component selection also depends on whether all the component functions have
a uniform domain or not. For example, consider the function f(z) := max{fi(x), fo(z)}. It has two
component functions fi; and f» which have an uniform domain, i.e., at any point z € R, the evaluation
of f1 and f2 at z is achievable. On the other hand, for the function f(z) = \x|‘r2, it has two component
functions fi(z) = 2®” defined on = € [0,00) and f2(x) = (fac)z2 defined on z € (—o0, 0], and hence they
do not have a uniform domain.

We have tried and implemented the following rules for component selection: 1. Select components
whose representative points z¢ are within a distance r from the current point  and r can be an adjustable
parameter over iterations. This rule is applicable to both uniform-domain and non-uniform-domain

problem instances. 2. Select components whose function values are within a gap § from the active
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component evaluating at the current point z, ie., C « {6 : fo,(z) = < fo(z) < fo,(x)}, and the gap
§ is adjustable over iterations. This rule is applicable to uniform-domain problem instances. 3. For the
situation that the function-value reduction becomes very small, we proposed a more accurate way of
managing neighborhood component functions. We maintain a dynamic set C in the following manner:
When the algorithm encounters a new blocking component 6, we include it in C for the next iteration.
Once |C| exceeds a certain capacity or the proximity measure (either by the distance or the gap) of
components in C exceeds a certain threshold, we reset C to be a singleton set containing only the current
active component. Setting the capacity for C intends to limit the CPU time for solving each QP for the
joint-gradient computation especially for large scale problem instances. The capacity of C is set to 50
in our experiments, and our numerical experience shows that for large instances (n > 1000), solving a
single joint-gradient QP with about 100 components will take 20s ~ 30s. This rule is applicable to both
uniform-domain and non-uniform-domain problem instances. Note that the above rules can be combined
to apply at different stages of the iteration course, and their effectiveness can vary. More advanced rules
can be investigated in following-up studies.

Test problems. We consider 10 standard test problems from [I8] with 6 different dimensions: n =
50, 100, 500, 1000, 2000 and 5000 in our experiments. The notation and properties of the test problems
are summarized in Table

Non-smooth optimization methods in the comparison. We compare the performance of our
component-information-driven joint gradient descent method with other three advanced methods for

non-smooth optimization developed in literature. The methods and their notations are listed as follows:
- JGD: the joint gradient descent method with component information (Algorithm ;
- TRB: the trust-region bundle method [33];
- QNS: the quasi-Newton method with sampling [7];
- VM: the variable metric method [37].

Termination criteria. Determining termination criteria for non-smooth optimization problems is
in general more difficulty than for smooth optimization problems, as because it is almost impossible to
judge if the current solution is in a small neighborhood of a local minimizer simply based on the sub-
gradient at the point. Furthermore, since different methods work very differently, it adds another layer
of difficulty to defining a uniform set of termination criteria for all methods. But the overall guideline

should covers the following three aspects:

- Locality and stationarity: The algorithm gets trapped in a a sufficiently small region and has col-
lected sufficient information about the sub-gradient information within that region. An evaluation

of the “mean” sub-gradient within the small region shows that it is lower than a tolerance threshold;

- Decrement of objective in consecutive iterations: When the algorithm has a consistent small decre-
ment of objective that is lower than a threshold per iteration, but the stationarity condition is not

satisfied, we terminate the algorithm;
- Time out: the algorithm terminates if the CPU time exceeds a threshold.

The above termination types are referred as Type I, IT and III terminations, respectively. In our experi-
ments, for Type I termination, we set the locality threshold to be 1 x 1075 and the stationarity tolerance
to be 1 x 1073, For Type II termination, we monitor 10 consecutive iterations (or consecutive successful
iterations for the VM method) and check if the decrement per iteration is less than 1 x 1078, For Type
IIT termination, we set the maximum CPU time to be 20 minutes. For the JGD method, we collect the
component functions with representative points within the locality threshold from the current point and
compute the joint gradient to test if its magnitude is within the stationarity tolerance. This is actually
another advantage of logging the component information: It can be utilized to evaluate the locality and
stationarity condition more efficiently than other methods. Our numerical experience points out that

the quality of the joint-gradient computation is sensitive to the tolerance error of the QP solver. A
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low-quality joint gradient can fail the line search (i.e., the inner loop for line search does not terminate)
in the later stage of the solution process. Therefore, we set the tolerance of the QP solver to be 1 x 107 €.

Performance on median-size problem instances All the methods and numerical experiments
are implemented in Julia and the automatic differentiation technology has been applied to compute the
gradient of a given component function. The computation is performed on a 2.3 GHz 4-core computer
with 32 GB RAM. Each job of solving an particular problem instance using a method is managed by
a single processor (i.e., no parallel processing). For median-size problem instances (n = 50,100), we
compare the performance of JGD with other three methods TRB, QNS and VM. Figure [4] shows the
performance curves of the four methods on solving the 10 test problems for n = 50 and n = 100,
respectively. The performance curve of a solver is defined as ps(7) versus 7, where 7 is a changing

parameter and ps(7) is defined as

no. of problems where log,(rp,s) < 7

ps(7) =

total no. of problems ’

where s is the index of the solver, p is the index of problem instance, 7, s is the ratio between the time
to solve problem p by solver s over the lowest time required by any of the solvers. The ratio rp s is set to
infinity if solver s cannot terminate with the computational time limit (20 minutes in this case). Table
gives the termination times and objective values achieved by every method on each problem instance,
and Figure [5| shows the reduction of relative optimality gap (ROG) over time for all objective functions
with n = 100. The plot of performance curves in Figure [d] points out that the JGD is the best of all
methods considered which can solve 9 out of 10 instances with Type I and Type II termination criteria
for both n = 50 and n = 100. From Table 3] the JGD method achieves shorter termination time relative
to the other three methods on all instances with only few exceptions, and the quality of solution given
by the JGD method is in general magnitudes better than that of the other three methods, which can
also be seen from Figure

Performance on large problem instances We have noticed that the TRB, QNS and VM method
cannot make effectively progress on solving large scale problem instances due to that they need to solve
a n-dimensional quadratic program with matrix size being n x n and update the matrix in each iteration,
which is very computationally expensive for n > 1000. On the other side, for the JGD method, the
dimension of the joint-gradient QP is equal to the number of selected components (i.e., the size of C)
which is no greater than 50 as we have set a capacity for C. Furthermore, the joint-gradient QP has
a much lower complexity relative to QP’s in the other three methods as it does not require a explicit
construction of the matrix. These features make the scale of the joint-gradient QP more robust towards
the growth of dimension, and hence more efficient to be solved. In addition to these properties, the joint
gradient descent is a more informative search direction by intuition. Therefore, it is not surprising that
the JGD has essential advantages in solving large scale problem instances compared to other methods.
The performance of using the JGD method to solve large problem instances (n = 500, 1000, 2000, 5000)
is summarized in Table E| and the relative optimality gap over iterations is visualized in Figure @ In
particular, Table@shows that for 15 out of 40 instances, the JGD method can terminate in less than 1
minute. For all instances of gen MXHILB, Chained_CB3_II and Chained_Crescent_I, the JGD method can
solve them within 1 ~ 60 seconds with the relative optimality gap (ROG) from 1x 107 to 1 x 10™*. For
all instances of Chained_LQ, Chained_CB3_I, brown_func2, Chained_Mifflin2 and Chained_Crescent_II,
the JGD method can effectively reduce the ROG to the range of 1 x 1073 ~ 1 x 1075, For gen_.MAXQ
instances, the JGD can reduce ROG to 1 x 107* ~ 1 x 1073 for n = 500, 1000, but it does not perform
well on n = 2000, 5000, leaving ROG up to 0.4. For all instances of num_active_faces, the ROG is up to
0.1 ~ 0.4. Figure [f] shows the efficiency of reducing ROG of 6 selected objective functions for different
dimensions. We notice that for Chained L.Q and Chained CB3_I, the efficiency of ROG reduction is
relatively consistent among dimensions. For Chained_CB3_II and Chained_Crescent_I, the ROG can
be reduced down to roughly a same level (< 1 x 1079) among dimensions, but it takes about 5 time

amount of computational time for n = 5000 compared to n = 500, 1000,2000. For brown_func2, the

36



efficiency very typically depends on the dimension, as the gaps among these curves are very clear. For
Chained_Crescent_I1, the efficiency for n = 1000, 2000, 5000 is very close, while the efficiency for n = 500
is about 100 times better than the other three problem sizes. The violin plots in Figure [7] show the
number |C| of selected components for joint-gradient calculation and its distribution over iterations. The
number |C| ranges from 1 to 80 as because we have set a capacity for C and reset C once its size exceeds

the capacity.

5 Concluding Remarks

Potential research directions. The paper demonstrates the power of using component information
in designing algorithms for solving practical non-smooth optimization problems from the theoretical and
numerical perspectives. Different ways of using the component information in algorithm design and how
to integrate this information with empirical rules or machine learning based rules for component selection
to further improve the algorithm performance becomes an emerging research direction. In addition,
following-up methodology development is needed for various problem settings. For example, suppose
some component functions are in a stochastic form, e.g., fo(x) = E¢[t(z, £)]. Then the evaluation of the
function value and gradient of fy becomes stochastic. One can imagine that the stochastic ingredient in
this problem setting can enrich the algorithm design and the convergence analysis. For another example,
suppose the objective function is in a sample-average form: f(z) = % Zi\;l g(z,&), and g(z,&) is an
encodable piecewise-smooth function of x. In this case, it is not a good idea to log the component of
each g(z,&;) if the sample size N is a big number, as because the complexity of codes grows linearly with
N, and the total number of codes grows exponentially with N. As a consequence, the importance of a
specific component function is diluted. Therefore, how to extract high-level component information and
justify it in theoretical and numerical analysis becomes an interesting problem to investigate.

An open problem. In the theorems for linear rate of convergence, i.e., Theorem [3] and Theorem [4
it is assumed that the minimizer is non-degenerate. An open problem is: Is it possible to design an
algorithm that can achieve a linear rate of convergence for a general case that the minimizer is possibly
degenerate. As an intuition, the analysis for this case can be more intricate and additional validation

procedures are needed in the design of such an algorithm.

Algorithm 3 A practical implementation for joint gradient descent method with component information

Parameters: 0 < aq, fo, fidec < 1

Data structure: A dictionary DICT that maps the code 6 to [zg, fo(zs), V fo(ze)]
Step 1. Inmitialization: x < xg. Get the code 0y of active component function at xzg. Set DICT[fg] =
[0, foo (20), V fo, (x0)]-
Step 2. Component selection: Select a set C (active set) of codes from DICT according to a certain
rule based on the proximity of zy with respect to the current point x.

Step 3. Computation of the joint gradient: Solve the quadratic program
miny ||>gee Agig(xg)HQ s.t. D pec Ao = 1 to determine the joint gradient d and let d = d/||d|| be the
normalized vector of d.
Step 4. Line search: Starting from a < «g, reduce a < pqecc until one finds a step size « such that
(@) - f(z — ad))/(ald]) = po-
Step 5. Component information update: During Step 4, for each test step size o/, determine the
active code 0 at = — o/d. If 0 ¢ DICT or @ € DICT but ||[&/d|| < ||zg — ||, set zg < = — a’d and set
pICT[0] = [20, fo(we), V fo(wo)].
Step 6. Moving forward and termination check: Set z + = — ad. If certain termination criteria

are satisfied at x, then the algorithm terminates; otherwise, go to Step 2.

37



Table 2:

Test problems [I8] and their properties

function name

analytical form

gen-MAXQ
gen_ MXHILB
Chained_LQ
Chained-CB3_1I
Chained_-CB3_I1
num_-active_faces

brown_func2
Chained_Mifflin2
Chained_Crescent_I
Chained_Crescent_I1

n—1

Z::L:_11 max{—z; —
Sro et el (2 —2)? + (2 - mi40)?, 2e7 T TIHL)
St max{a? + (w1 — 1) +wip1 — 1, —af — (pip1 — 1)® + @i + 1}

2
maxlgign x;

maxlgign

z;
Py
2 2
Tit1, —Ti — Tit1 + (2 + 254, — 1)}

maxi<i<n {log |37, @], log |zl }
- 2 22
el (P LR RS PO L))
Z;l;ll(fmi + Z(mf + z?_H —-1)+ 1.75\1? + mf+1 — 1|

max {Z?;l(l'? + (@1 — 1) F i1 — 1), 20 (—af — (w1 — 1) + 21 + 1)}
7 max{a? + (@it — D2+ 3ip1 — 1, -2 — (@i — D2 4z + 1}

function name optimal objective Convexity uniform domain
gen-MAXQ 0.0 + +
gen_MXHILB 0.0 + +
Chained LQ —V2(n —1) + +
Chained_CB3_1 2(n—1) + +
Chained _CB3_II 2(n—1) + +
num_active_faces 0.0 — —
brown_func2 0.0 — —
Chained_Mifflin2 unclear™ - +
Chained_Crescent_I 0.0 — +
Chained-Crescent_II 0.0 — +

*f(z*) = —6.51 for n = 10, f(z™) ~ —70.15 for n = 100, and f(z*) ~ —706.55 for n = 1000.

Table 3: Performance of non-smooth optimization methods on median-size problem instances

function name dim ‘ time(JGD) obj(JGD) time(TRB) obj(TRB) time(QN) obj(QN) time(VM) obj(VM)
gen MAXQ 50 3.47 3.011E-03 3.49 2.305E-01 - 9.492E-01 - 9.357E-01
gen MAXQ 100 11.39 1.224E-04 13.70 2.384E-01 2.31 9.553E-01 - 9.606E-01
gen_MXHILB 50 1.43 1.112E-04 15.91 2.100E-02 1.45 1.120E-01 7.45 1.552E-02
gen_MXHILB 100 0.67 9.929E-02 3.41 1.091E-01 1.66 8.559E-02 8.57 5.592E-02
Chained_LQ 50 - 2.483E-03 27.07 2.837TE400 10.08 3.712E4-01 - 5.902E-01
Chained_-LQ 100 - 2.017E-02 243.54 2.810E4-00 11.90 7.118E+4-01 - 2.373E4-00
Chained _CB3_1 50 48.17 1.784E-05 613.86 7.054E+00 18.08 6.998E4-01 - 2.908E4-01
Chained_-CB3_1 100 150.65 4.408E-01 - 2.096E+-00 - 1.122E+02 - 1.499E+02
Chained_CB3_II 50 1.77 1.018E-06 250.54 4.028E4-00 4.39 2.444E4-01 - 7.854E-01
Chained-CB3_II 100 0.61 9.966E-08 - 1.493E+00 5.20 3.682E4-01 - 1.930E4-00
num_active_faces 50 15.57 4.413E-05 43.36 4.546E-01 3.84 5.558E-01 - 4.166E-01
num_active_faces 100 6.59 9.375E-05 1.59 1.094E+00 2.64 6.860E-01 - 5.082E-01
brown_func2 50 9.91 3.279E-04 - 1.438E+00 832.63 5.375E-03 82.58 4.326E4-00
brown_func2 100 5.90 2.516E-04 - 1.278E+00 - 3.345E4-00 24.01 3.028E+-01
Chained_MifHin2 50 69.44 -3.476E4-01 34.39 -3.348E4-01 13.39 -2.240E+401 - -2.957E4-01
Chained _Mifflin2 100 44.67 -7.000E4-01 89.64 -6.917E4-01 - -4.892E+401 - -5.408E4-01
Chained_Crescent_I 50 0.44 2.869E-08 34.62 2.891E+00 3.01 3.592E4-01 - 3.857E+-00
Chained_Crescent_I 100 0.46 4.954E-07 789.75 7.449E-01 4.24 6.288E+01 - 1.408E+-00
Chained_Crescent_I1 50 21.10 1.882E-05 66.26 1.785E+00 - 4.817E400 - 1.725E+400
Chained_Crescent_I1 100 19.67 2.881E-02 235.80 2.485E+00 - 3.706E4-01 - 6.338E4-00
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Table 4: Performance of the joint gradient descent method on solving large-size problem instances. For

columns of objective value checkpoints, the symbol ‘-’ indicates that the termination time is shorter than

that checkpoint time.

function name dim ‘ obj(init) term. time (sec) obj(final) obj(1min) obj(5min) obj(10min)  components
gen MAXQ 500 9.950E-01 158.69 2.228E-04 9.525E-03 - - 497
gen MAXQ 1000 9.995E-01 570.74 3.444E-04 2.460E-01 4.802E-03 - 990
gen_MAXQ 2000 9.995E-01 1200.02 1.876E-02 5.565E-01 1.645E-01 6.840E-02 1736
gen-MAXQ 5000 9.995E-01 1201.13 4.829E-01 8.733E-01 7.137E-01 6.128E-01 1503
gen_ MXHILB 500 1.328E+00 0.77 4.655E-04 - - - 44
gen_ MXHILB 1000 1.343E4-00 3.00 3.334E-04 - - - 54
gen_ MXHILB 2000 1.318E+00 9.16 4.143E-04 - - - 110
gen_ MXHILB 5000 1.316E+00 57.78 2.234E-04 - - - 113
Chained_LQ 500 7.141E4-02 4729.99 1.534E-01 1.907E-01 1.570E-01 1.534E-01 2769
Chained-LQ 1000 1.468E+03 12646.27 2.095E-01 3.157E-01 2.096E-01 2.096E-01 1222
Chained-LQ 2000 | 2.868E+403 1200.26 5.463E-01 1.755E400 9.489E-01 6.637E-01 3861
Chained-LQ 5000 | 7.260E+403 1201.88 1.732E+00 4.344E4-00 2.632E+00 2.195E4-00 1933
Chained_CB3_.1I 500 | 3.286E+03 128.51 1.390E+00 1.392E4-00 - - 2082
Chained_CB3.1I 1000 | 6.723E+03 348.09 1.083E+00 1.162E4-00 1.083E+00 - 3103
Chained_CB3_.1I 2000 1.317E+04 727.93 1.446E+00 1.833E+4-00 1.459E+00 1.447E+400 2925
Chained_CB3_.1I 5000 | 3.323E4-04 1200.61 1.557E+00 2.616E4-00 1.928E+00 1.675E4-00 1535
Chained_-CB3_IT 500 | 3.259E+03 1.05 7.715E-09 - - - 3
Chained_CB3_II 1000 | 6.667E403 2.19 4.829E-09 - - - 3
Chained_CB3_II 2000 1.306E+04 5.52 1.121E-08 - - - 3
Chained_CB3_II 5000 | 3.298E+404 27.75 1.334E-06 - - - 3
num_active_faces 500 2.286E+00 39.98 3.499E-01 - - - 1215
num_active_faces 1000 1.024E+00 58.49 4.976E-01 - - - 818
num_active_faces 2000 3.603E+400 105.31 5.999E-01 6.003E-01 - - 604
num-_active_faces 5000 | 3.636E+00 888.69 6.511E-01 6.946E-01 6.915E-01 6.865E-01 729
brown_func2 500 | 4.415E+402 20.89 7.558E-04 - - - 2055
brown_func2 1000 | 8.693E+02 112.39 5.314E-04 1.284E-03 - - 2930
brown_func2 2000 1.753E+03 173.31 6.742E-04 1.628E+400 - - 2741
brown_func2 5000 | 4.314E403 909.55 2.513E-03 6.112E4-02 5.994E+00 9.356E-02 2847
Chained _MifHin2 500 | 4.378E+01 436.39 -3.524E402  -3.519E+02  -3.524E402 - 8833
Chained -Miffin2 1000 1.024E+02 1200.21 -7.052E4-02  -7.025E+02  -7.049E402 -7.052E+02 13750
Chained -Mifflin2 2000 1.977TE+02 1200.07 -1.411E403  -1.408E+03 -1.410E403 -1.411E+03 6668
Chained -Mifflin2 5000 | 4.594E+02 1201.23 -3.5627E403  -3.514E+4+03 -3.522E403 -3.525E+03 4152
Chained_Crescent_I 500 | 3.271E+02 0.78 8.950E-08 - - - 2
Chained_Crescent_I 1000 6.641E4-02 1.70 2.128E-09 - - - 2
Chained_Crescent_I 2000 1.311E+403 2.54 1.880E-09 - - - 2
Chained_Crescent_I 5000 3.244E4-03 10.83 1.826E-06 - - - 2
Chained_Crescent_IT 500 | 5.312E+402 122.62 3.236E-02 3.302E-02 - - 2479
Chained_Crescent_II 1000 1.052E+03 649.33 1.654E-01 2.741E4-00 6.928E-01 1.655E-01 7748
Chained_Crescent_II 2000 | 2.117E+403 1200.09 8.867E-01 5.277E400 1.812E+00 1.027E4-00 7318
Chained_Crescent_II 5000 | 5.238E+403 1201.34 4.886E+400 9.379E4-00 7.649E+00 6.221E4-00 2968
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Figure 4: Performance curves of 4 non-smooth optimization methods on solving median size problem in-
stances.

A Omitted proofs

proof of Proposition[]l (a) Consider the following quadratic program:

k 2 k
Z)\iai s.t. Z)\l =1, (Al)
=1 i=1

which can be written equivalently as: miny [|AX||®> s.t. e'A = 1. Using the Lagrangian multiplier
method, one can verify that the optimal solution A* of the above quadratic program is
1 T (=1
(AT A A2
el (ATA)_le ( ) €, ( )

and we have d* = A)X*. Furthermore, we have

min
A

DS

* * *\1T T % €
[<a17d >7<a27d >7~--a<ak7d >] =Ad 7€T(ATA)71€’

which implies that

1
el (ATA) e
It means that moving along the direction d;, each f; has the same amount of increment.

(ai,d") = Vi € [k].

(b) We compute the decrement value of f along any normalized direction —d at o, where ||d|| = 1.
First, d can be uniquely decomposed as d = d’ + ad* for some a < 1 such that (d’,cf*) = 0, where
d* = d*/||d*||. The decrement of f along —d with step-size § can be computed as

f(xo) — f(zo — dd) = max{a; zo + b; : Vi € [k]} — max{a; (zo — dd) + b; : Vi € [k]}
= f(=mo) — (f(:vo) — min{da, d: Vi € [k}})
= min{da; d : Vi € [k]}.

Note that we have . .
<ai7 d> = Oé<a¢,d*> + <ai7 d,>

= afa;,d") + (a; —d*,d') + (d",d)

=a|d*| + <ai — d*,d'>.
Since we have Zle Af {a; —d*,d') = 0 by the property of d* and \*, there exists an index j such that
{aj — d*,d’) <0 given that \* > 0. Using this property, we further compute

f(xo) = flxo — 6d) = da ||d" || + min{s (a; — d*,d') : Vi € [k]}
<dalld’|| < dld ],
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Figure 5: The efficiency of reducing objective values compared for 4 non-smooth optimization methods. The

dimension of all problem instances is 100.
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n = 500, 1000, 2000, 5000.
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43



where the equality holds if a = 1, i.e., d = d*. This indicates that indeed, —d* is the steepest descent
direction of f at xo. |

proof of Proposition[d Let u = > iez Mivi and consider the following two-variate problem for any i € 7

min [|aiu + azvi||2 st.a1 +as =1, az,az > 0. (A.3)
1,02

By the optimality condition of ([2.5]), the above problem must have an optimal solution [a], @3] = [1,0],
otherwise A* cannot be the optimal solution of (2.5)). The Lagrangian of (A.3) is given by

L(Ot,ﬂ) = ||a1u+ Oézvi||2 + /B(Cn + o — 1) — T1Q\1] — T2Q2.
The KKT conditions of (A.3)) read as
2a1 ||ul]® 4 202 (u,v;) + 8 — 71 =0,

20 ||vil|? + 200 (u, v;) + 8 — 72 =0,

ar+ax =1, ar11 =0, aeme =0, a1, a9, 71,72 > 0,

and they lead to the following condition after eliminating a; and 8

T2

2 1 — 2
(lull = lloill) a2 + === = [lull” — (u, ;).

Since [af,a3] = [1,0] is a solution of the KKT system, the complementary slackness condition implies

that 71 = 0. Substituting a5 = 0 and 71 = 0 into the above equation gives
lull? = (u,v0) = =2 <0,
which concludes the proof. O

Observation 2. For any continuous function g, if * is the unique local minimizer of g the set U(v) :=

{z: g(z) < v} for v > g(z¥) is a connected closed set containing x*

Proof. Suppose there exists a value v > g(z*) such that U(v) is a closed set consisting of multiple
disjointed (closed) subsets Vi,..., Vs (k > 2). Suppose z* € Vi. By definition of the level sets, there
must exist a local minimizer in V5 which is different from x*. This contradicts to that =™ is the unique

local minimizer of g. O

Proposition 10. For any zo € X, the function v(z) = ||vec(QP-z-C)|| is continuous at xo in a neigh-
borhood B of xo satisfying C C M(x) for every x € B.

Proof. By definition vec(QP-z-C) is an optimal vector of the following QP:

> AoVfo(x)

oecC

st. Y Ag=1,A>0. (A.4)
oeC

min
A

Let A* be an optimal solution at zo of the above QP. The continuity of v(z) at zo follows from the fact
that V fp is continuous at xo for 6 € C. O
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