A GLOBALLY CONVERGENT ALGORITHM FOR NONCONVEX OPTIMIZATION
BASED ON BLOCK COORDINATE UPDATE*

YANGYANG XUt AND WOTAO YIN#

Abstract. Nonconvex optimization problems arise in many areas of computational science and engineering and are (approx-
imately) solved by a variety of algorithms. Existing algorithms usually only have local convergence or subsequence convergence
of their iterates. We propose an algorithm for a generic nonconvex optimization formulation, establish the convergence of its
whole iterate sequence to a critical point along with a rate of convergence, and numerically demonstrate its efficiency.

Specially, we consider the problem of minimizing a nonconvex objective function. Its variables can be treated as one block
or be partitioned into multiple disjoint blocks. It is assumed that each non-differentiable component of the objective function
or each constraint applies to one block of variables. The differentiable components of the objective function, however, can apply
to one or multiple blocks of variables together.

Our algorithm updates one block of variables at time by minimizing a certain prox-linear surrogate. The order of update
can be either deterministic or randomly shuffled in each round. In fact, our convergence analysis only needs that each block be
updated at least once every fixed number of iterations. We obtain the convergence of the whole iterate sequence to a critical
point under fairly loose conditions including, in particular, the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL) condition, which is satisfied by a
broad class of nonconvex/nonsmooth applications. Of course, these results apply to convex optimization as well.

We apply our convergence result to the coordinate descent method for non-convex regularized linear regression and also
a modified rank-one residue iteration method for nonnegative matrix factorization. We show that both the methods have
global convergence. Numerically, we test our algorithm on nonnegative matrix and tensor factorization problems, with random
shuffling enable to avoid local solutions.

Key words. nonconvex optimization, nonsmooth optimization, block coordinate descent, Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz inequality,
prox-linear, global convergence

1. Introduction. In this paper, we consider (nonconvex) optimization problems in the form of

S
min F(x1,-+ ,Xs) = f(x1,-+ ,Xs) + Zri(xi), subject to x; € X;, i =1,...,s5, (1.1)
X
i=1
where variable x = (x1,--- ,Xs) € R™ has s blocks, s > 1, function f is continuously differentiable, functions
ri, © = 1,---,8, are not necessarily differentiable. It is standard to assume that both f and r; are closed

and proper and sets X; are closed and nonempty. No convexity is assumed for f, r;, or X;. In addition, by
allowing r; to take the co-value, r;(x;) can incorporate the constraint x; € X; since enforcing the constraint is
equivalent to minimizing the indicator function of A}, and r; can remain proper and closed. Therefore, we no
longer deal with the constraint x; € &; explicitly. In addition, functions r; often incorporate regularization
functions, which are used to enforce certain properties or structures in x;. A nonconvex example is the ¢,
semi-norm, 0 < p < 1, which promotes solution sparsity.

Let us mention some nonconvex problems in the form of (1.1). In addition to £,-seminorm (0 < p < 1)
regularized sparse regression problems [9, 28, 36], sparse dictionary learning [1, 34, 50] are bi-convex (and
thus nonconvex) problems, and some of them are equipped with ¢,-seminorm (0 < p < 1) and ¢;-norm
regularizers. Matrix rank minimization [41], matrix factorization with nonnegtivity /sparsity /orthogonality
regularizations [23,29,39], (nonnegative) tensor decomposition [25,47], and (sparse) higher-order principal
component analysis [2] all fit into the model (1.1).

Due to the lack of convexity, standard analysis tools such as convex inequalities and Fejér-monotonicity
can hardly help establish the convergence of the iterate sequence. The case becomes more difficult with
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additional nonsmoothness in the problem. In these cases, convergence analysis of existing algorithms is
typically limited to objective convergence (to some, possibly non-minimal, value) or the convergence of a
certain subsequence of iterates to a critical point. (Some exceptions will be reviewed below.) Although whole-
sequence convergence is almost always observed, it is rarely proved. This deficiency abates some widely
used algorithms. For example, KSVD [1] only has nonincreasing monotonicity of its objective sequence,
and iterative reweighted algorithms for sparse and low-rank recovery in [15,28,35] only has subsequence
convergence. Some other methods establish global convergence by assuming stronger conditions that may
be difficult to satisfy or verify, such as local convexity (on at least a part of the objective) and unique or
isolated limit points. In this paper, we aim to establish whole sequence convergence with conditions that are
easier to satisfy by a wide class of functions.

Problem (1.1) is set up with multiple blocks of variables since block coordinate descent (BCD) (more
precisely, block coordinate update) is very general and widely used in both convex and nonconvex computa-
tion. Since only one block is updated at a time, it has a low per-iteration cost, which can lead to low overall
cost. In recent works (e.g., [7,22,31,37,42,44]), BCD methods have become very popular towards solving
“big data” problems.

1.1. Proposed algorithm. In order to solve (1.1), we propose a block prox-linear (BPL) method,
which updates a block of variables at each iteration by minimizing a prox-linear surrogate function. Specif-

ically, at iteration k, a block by € {1,...,s} is selected, in a deterministic or random manner, and xk =
(xF,---,x¥) is computed accordingly to: i = 1,...,s,
) xht if i # by,
xk = L (1.2)

argmin (Vi f (x5, %F), xi = &) + ga-[lxi = %I + (i), if i =y

Xi

where ay, is a stepsize and X% is an extrapolated point computed from the previous value(s) of the ith block
(the formula will be given in (1.6) below). The framework of our method is given in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Randomized/deterministic block prox-linear (BPL) method for problem (1.1)

Initialization: x ' =x° T > s.
for k=1,2,--- do
Pick by € {1,2,...,s} in a way, random or not, that each one is picked at least once every T iterations
Set ay, and let x* + (1.2).
if stopping criterion is satisfied then
L Return x*.

At each iteration k, only block by is updated. In Algorithm 1, we impose an essential cyclic assumption
— each block is selected for update at least once within every T consecutive iterations — otherwise in
arbitrary orders. If the blocks are selected cyclically from 1 through s, then (1.2) reduces to the cyclic block
proximal gradient (Cyc-BPG) method in [49]. If the s blocks are randomly shuffled at the beginning of each
cycle, each block is updated at least once every 2s — 1 iterations. We demonstrate in section 3 that random

shuffling has better numerical performance.

1.2. Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz property. To have global convergence of Algorithm 1, one key assumption

we will make is the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL) property of the objective function F', which is defined below.

A lot of functions are known to satisfy the KL property. Recent works [4, section 4] and [49, section 2.2]

give a lot of specific examples that satisfy the property including ¢,-(semi)norm ||x||, with p € [0, +o0], any
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piecewise polynomial functions, indicator functions of polyhedral set, orthogonal matrix set, and positive
semidefinite cone, matrix rank function, and so on.

DEFINITION 1.1 (Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz property). A function ¢ (x) satisfies the KL property at point
x € dom(0v) if there exists 6 € [0,1) such that

[¢(x) —¥()|°

dist (0, 99 (x)) (13)

is bounded around X under the notational conventions: 0° = 1,00/00 = 0/0 = 0. In other words, in a
neighborhood B,(X) £ {x : |x — %|| < p}, there exists ¢p(a) = c-a*~? for some ¢ >0 and 0 € [0,1) such that
the KL inequality holds

¢ ([1(x) — ¥(X)|)dist(0, 0v(x)) > 1, for any x € B,(xX) Ndom(dy) and 1(x) # ¥(x), (1.4)

where dom(9y) = {x : IY(x) # 0} and dist(0, 9y (x)) = min{||y|| : y € 9 (x)}.

The KL property was introduced by Lojasiewicz [30] on real analytic functions, for which the term with
RS [%, 1) in (1.3) is bounded around any critical point x. Kurdyka extended this property to functions on
the o-minimal structure in [27]. Recently, the KL inequality (1.4) was extended to nonsmooth sub-analytic

functions [10]. The work [11] characterizes the geometric meaning of the KL inequality.

1.3. Related literature. There are many methods that solve general nonconvex problems. Methods
such as those in [6, 14,16, 18] and the references therein and also books [8,38] do not break variables into
blocks. They usually only have local convergence, or subsequence convergence of the iterates to a critical
point, or global convergence that the violation of optimality conditions approaches to zero. Next, we review
BCD methods.

BCD has been extensively used in many applications. Its original form, block coordinate minimization
(BCM), which updates a block by minimizing the original objective with respect to that block, dates back
to the 1950’s [20] and is closely related to the Gauss-Seidel and SOR methods for linear equation systems.
Its convergence was studied under a variety of settings (cf. [19, 40, 45] and the references therein). The
convergence rate of BCM was established under the strong convexity assumption [33] for the multi-block case
and under the general convexity assumption [7] for the two-block case. To have even cheaper updates, one can
update a block approximately, for example, by minimizing an approximate objective like was done in (1.2),
instead of sticking to the original objective. The work [46] is a block coordinate gradient descent (BCGD)
method, where taking a block gradient step is equivalent to minimizing a certain prox-linear approximation of
the objective. Its global convergence was established under the assumptions of a so-called local Lipschitzian
error bound and the convexity of the objective’s nondifferentiable part. The randomized block coordinate
descent (RBCD) method in [32,37] randomly chooses the block to update with positive probability at each
iteration and is not essentially cyclic. Objective convergence was established [37,42], and the violation of
the first-order optimization condition was shown to converge to zero [32]. There is no iterate convergence
result for RBCD.

Some special cases of Algorithm 1 have appeared in the literature. The work [49] uses cyclic updates
of a fixed order and assumes block-wise convexity; [12] studies two blocks without extrapolation, namely,
s =2and X = x"!, Vk in (1.2). A more general result is [5, Lemma 2.6], where three conditions for
global convergence are given and are met by methods including averaged projection, proximal point, and
forward-backward splitting. Algorithm 1, however, does not satisfy the three conditions in [5].

1.4. Contributions. We summarize the main contributions of this paper as follows.
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e A block prox-linear (BPL) method for nonconvex optimization with optional nonsmooth components
is proposed. When there are more than one block of variables, essentially cyclic but otherwise
arbitrary (deterministic or random) update order is applied. Extrapolation is used to accelerate it.

e We obtain the global convergence of BPL to a critical point with rate estimates, by first establishing
subsequence convergence and then applying the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL) property assumed for
the function. The established convergence results are then tailored to several existing algorithms
for convergence results improved over the literature, including the coordinate descent method for
non-convex regularized linear regression and rank-one residue iteration for nonnegative matrix fac-
torization.

e We numerically tested BPL on nonnegative matrix and tensor factorization problems. At each cycle
of updates, the blocks were randomly shuffled. BPL was very efficient on solving the problems,
but also as a result of random shuffling, it avoided local solutions more often than it did with a

deterministic cyclic order.

1.5. Notation and preliminaries. We restrict our discussion in R™ equipped with the Euclidean

norm, denoted by || - ||. However, all our results extend to general of primal and dual norm pairs. The
lower-case letter s is reserved for the number of blocks and ¢, L, Ly, . .. for various Lipschitz constants. x;
is short for (xi1,...,X;—1), X>; for (Xi41,...,Xs), and xx; for (x<;,Xs;). We simplify f(x<;, Xi,x5;) to

f(x+4,%;). The distance of a point x to a set ) is denoted by dist(x,Y) = infycy ||x — y||.

Since the update may be aperiodic, extra notation is used for when and how many times a block is
updated. Let K[i, k] denote the set of iterations in which the i-th block has been selected to update till the
kth iteration:

K[i, k] £ {k:b. =1, 1 <k <k}C{l,...,k}, (1.5)
and let
b 2 |Ki, k],
which is the number of times the i-th block has been updated till iteration k. For k = 1,..., we have

s Kk =[k]£{1,2,....k} and >;_, dF = k.
Let x* be the value of x after the kth iteration, and for each block i, 5({ be the value of x; after its jth
k J

update. By letting j = df, we have x; = 5{1

The extrapolated point in (1.2) (for i = bg) is computed from the last two updates of the same block:

f(f = ig_l + wk(ig_l — ig_Q), where j = df, (1.6)

for some weight 0 < wy, < 1. We partition the set of Lipschitz constants and the extrapolation weights into

s disjoint subsets as

(Lo 1<k<k}=U_{L.:reKlik]} 2U_{L]:1<j<d}, (1.7a)
{we 1<k <k} =U_ {we:reKlik}2U_ {0 :1<j<dr} (1.7b)

Hence, for each block i, we have three sequences:

k
value of x; : 5{},5{?,...,5{?1,...; (1.8a)
~ ~ ~ gk
Lipschitz constant : LY, L2,... L% ... (1.8b)
k
extrapolation weight : @, @2, ... &%, .. .. (1.8¢)
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TABLE 1.1
Summary of notation

Notion | Definition
s the number of blocks of variables
b the block selected at the k-th iteration to update

K[z, k] the set of iterations up to k in which the i-th block is selected; see (1.5)
d? |IC[Z'7 k:]| the number of times x; has been updated in the first k iterations
x" the value of x after the k-th iteration
% the value of x; after its j-th update; see (1.8a)

Ly the gradient Lipschitz constant of the updated block at the k-th iteration; see (2.1)

Ef the gradient Lipschitz constant of block 4 at its j-th update; see (1.7a) and (1.8b)
Wik the extrapolation weight used at the k-th iteration
@l the extrapolation weight used at the j-th update of block 4; see (1.7b) and (1.8c)

Table 1.1 summarizes the notation. In addition, we initialize %; ' = %) = x¥, Vi.
We make the following definitions, which can be found in [43].
DEFINITION 1.2 (Limiting Fréchet subdifferential [26]). A wvector g is a Fréchet subgradient of a lower

semicontinuous function F at x € dom(F) if

Yoy EX Iy — x|

> 0.

The set of Fréchet subgradient of F' at x is called Fréchet subdifferential and denoted as 5F(x) Ifx ¢
dom(F), then OF(x) = 0.
The limiting Fréchet subdifferential is denoted by OF (x) and defined as

OF(x) = {g: there is x,, — x and g, € OF(x,) such that g, — g}.

If F is differentiable at x, then dF(x) = dF(x) = {VF(x)}. For problem (1.1), it holds that (see [4, Lemma
2.1] or [43, Prop. 10.6, pp. 426])

OF (x) = {Vx, f(x) + 0r1(x1)} X - -+ x {Vx, f(x) + Irs(xs)}, (1.9)

where X} x X5 denotes the Cartesian product of X; and X5 .
DEFINITION 1.3 (Critical point). A point x* is called a critical point of F if 0 € OF (x*).

1.6. Organization. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 establishes convergence
results. Some examples and applications are given in section 3, and finally section 4 concludes this paper.

2. Convergence analysis. In this section, we analyze the convergence of Algorithm 1. Throughout
our analysis, we make the following assumptions.

ASSUMPTION 1. F is proper and lower bounded in dom(F) £ {x : F(x) < +oc}, i.e., infxedqom(ry F(x) >
—o00, f is continuously differentiable, and r; is proper lower semicontinuous for all i. Problem (1.1) has a
critical point x*, i.e., 0 € IF(x*).

ASSUMPTION 2. Vx, f(x’;;:,xbk) s Lipschitz continuous with respect to Xy, with constant Ly, i.e.,

IV, £ () 0) = Vi, FL) V) < Liflu = v, Yy, (2.1)

k‘,

and there exist constants 0 < £ < L < oo, such that { < Ly < L for all k.
ASSUMPTION 3. Within any T consecutive iterations, every block is updated at least one time.
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Our analysis proceeds with several steps. We first estimate the objective decrease after every iteration
(see Lemma 2.1) and then establish a square summable result of the iterate differences (see Proposition 2.2).
Through the square summable result, we show a subsequence convergence result that every limit point of
the iterates is a critical point (see Theorem 2.3). Assuming the KL property (see Definition 1.1) on the
objective function, we establish global convergence of our algorithm and also give estimate of convergence
rate (see Theorems 2.6 and 2.8).

We begin our analysis with the following lemma. For the convenience of readers, we give proofs of all
lemmas and propositions in Appendix A.

LEMMA 2.1. Let o = 2L ,Vk in (1.2). After each iteration k, it holds

s d¥
- Fined—1 _ <j Fio~iN2si—2  si—1
PO =) 23 S (a7 - - ol@RIK -1 R), (@)
=1 j=gF=1p1
where ¢; = }1,02 =9, and we have adopted the convention that if ¢ < p, then the summation Z =0.

If&f < %\/Im, Vi, j for some 0 < 1,
s Lo L7 o
PO = P 2 30 Z <4’||xz B A B |> (23)

i=1 j_gb1 41

REMARK 2.1. In (2.2) and (2.3), under the summation over i, all terms are zero except one. Assume
that the i-th block is updated at the k-th iteration, i.e., by = i. Then df = dffl +1 and d;? = d?il,Vj #+ 1,
and (2.2) is exactly

I ply g
4 HX - X;

We write the form of (2.2) for convenience of our convergence analysis.

P(xE=1) = P(xb) > — LI (@R T - &, (2.4)

REMARK 2.2. The choice of ap = i is for simplicity of our analysis. Generally, one can take
ap = va for any v > 1. In this case, through the same arguments as those in the proof of Lemma 2.1, we
have (2.2) with ¢; = Tl co = ('L'Hl)z.

It is not difficult to check from our proofs that if 0 < infy o, < supy oy < 0o (not necessary oy, = ’Y%k)7

(2.2) holds with positive ¢ and cq, and the extrapolation weights satisfy (ij <9 (cligf*l)/(@ig'),w,j for
some § < 1, then all our convergence results can be obtained when all the other assumptions are satisfied.
REMARK 2.3. If f is block multi-convez, i.e., it is convex with respect to each block of variables while
L%’ we have (2.2) holds
with ¢; = % and ¢y = % In this case, we can take (IJf < 5\/I~/{71/ﬂ{, Vi, j for some 6 < 1, and all our
convergence results can be shown through the same arguments if all the other assumptions are satisfied.

keeping the remaining variables fixed, and r; is convex for all i, then taking oy =

In the remaining part of this section, we take stepsizes and extrapolation weights as follows

1 . 1) fi1 .
, = — — L fi S 1.
Qg 5L, vk, w 6\/ /L, Vi, j, for some § <

Using Lemma 2.1, we can have the following result, through which we show subsequence convergence of
Algorithm 1.
PROPOSITION 2.2 (Square summable). Let {x*} be generated from Algorithm 1. We have

D I = xF|? < oo (2.5)
k=1



THEOREM 2.3 (Subsequence convergence). Under the assumptions of Proposition 2.2, any limit point
of {x*} is a critical point of (1.1).

REMARK 2.4. The existence of finite limit point is guaranteed if {x*} is bounded, and for some ap-
plications, the boundedness of {x*} can be satisfied by setting appropriate parameters in Algorithm 1; see
examples in section 3.

Proof. Assume X is a limit point of {x*}. Then there exists an index set K so that the subsequence
{x*}rex converging to x. From (2.5), we have ||x*~! — x*|| = 0 and thus {x***};cx — % for any x > 0.
Define

Ki={ke Ul (K+r)iby=i}, i=1,....s

Take an arbitrary ¢ € {1,...,s}. Note K, is an infinite set according to Assumption 3. Taking another
subsequence if necessary, Ly converges to some L; as K; > k — oo. Note that since ay = W,Vk for any
ke Ki,
x¥ = arg min (inf(xl;;l,fcf),xi — %)+ Li|jxi — %¥)% + ri(x)). (2.6)
Xi

Note from (2.5) and (1.6) that ¥ — %; as K; 3 k — co. Since f is continuously differentiable and r; is lower
semicontinuous, letting &; 3 k — oo in (2.6) yields

ri(xs) < Timinf (Vo FOG T RE), %8 = %8 + Lk = %62 + (<))

Kidk—o0

< Jiminf (ij(xl;zl,Ak),xi—ﬁf)+Lk|\xi—§<fH2+m(xi)>, V fixed x; € dom(F)

=(Vy, f(X), % — %;) + Li||x; — %4||? + ri(x;), V fixed x; € dom(F).
Hence,
x; = argmin (Vy, f(X),x; — X;) + Li||x; — %> + 7i(x3),

and X; satisfies the first-order optimality condition:
0¢e vfo()_() + (97“1'()_(1'). (27)

Since (2.7) holds for arbitrary i € {1,...,s}, X is a critical point of (1.1). d
Assuming F satisfies the KL property (see Definition 1.1), we show that the entire sequence {x*}
converges if it has a finite limit point. We first establish the following lemma. This lemma has its own
importance and together with the KL property implies Lemma 2.6 of [5].
LEMMA 2.4. For nonnegative sequences {A; j}320,{aij}520, i =1,...,5, and {Bm}X_o, if

O<1nfa” <sup oy, < 00,
i,j

and
s i m+1 i,m
Z Z (OéiJAQ — QG- 15 Az = 1 < Bm Z Z Ai,jv 0 S m S ]\47 (28)
i=1 j=n; m+1 i=1 j=n;m-1+1

where 0 < B < 1, and {n; m }20_y, Vi are nonnegative integer sequences satisfying: n; m < Nim+41 < Nim +
N,¥i,m, for some integer N > 0. Then there is a constant C > 0,

s Mi,Mg+1 Mg, My
Z Z A,LJSC ZB —|—Z Z Ai,j , fOTO§M1<M2§M. (29)
i=1 j=mnq nm; +1 t=1 j=n4 nmy—1+1
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In addition, if Y " By, < 00, liMy,—y00 Nim = 00, Vi, and (2.8) holds for all m, then

D A4 < o0, Vi (2.10)

j=1

REMARK 2.5. We assume the general form in (2.8) due to the generality of Algorithm 1. In particular,
we will use A; j for |X)~" — %!|| and relate o, j to Lipschitz constant L. The second term in the bracket
of the left hand side of (2.8) is used to handle the extrapolation used in Algorithm 1, and we require § < 1
such that the first term can dominate the second one after summation.

For simplicity of the readers’ understanding, let us mention some specific cases, for which one can
specify values of the parameters. If no extrapolation is applied in Algorithm 1, one can take f =0 in (2.8).
Furthermore if cyclic update is performed, then one can take njmy1 = Nim + 1 =m, and (2.8) reduces to

S oziﬂnA?’m < B >oi_; Aim—1, which together with the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality implies

(IZIlijélvj) ZAl’m S 47'Bm + % ZAi,m—la (211)

=1 =1

where T is a sufficiently large constant such that % <inf; j oy ;. If {Bn} is summable, one can easily have
(2.10) from (2.11).

We also need the following result.

PROPOSITION 2.5. Let {x*} be generated from Algorithm 1. For a specific iteration k > 3T, assume
x" € B,(X), k =k—3T,k—3T+1,...,k for somex and p > 0. If for each i, Vi, f(x) is Lipschitz continuous
with constant Lg within By,(X) with respect to x, i.e.,

||bef(Y) - szf(Z)” S LGHy - Z||7 VYaZ c B4p(>_()a

then

s d
dist(0,0F (x*)) < (2(Le +2L0) +5) Y > & =%|. (2.12)
=1 j:df’_3T+1

We are now ready to present and show the global convergence of Algorithm 1.
THEOREM 2.6 (Global convergence). Let {x*} be generated from Algorithm 1. Assume
1. F(xk=1) > F(x*) for all k;
2. {x*} has a finite limit point X;
3. F satisfies the KL property (1.4) around X with parameters p and 0.
4. For each i, V, f(x) is Lipschitz continuous within By,(X) with respect to x;
then

?4 I

lim x" =
k—o0

REMARK 2.6. Before proving the theorem, let us remark on the conditions we assume. The nonincreasing
monotonicity of {F(x*)} can be guaranteed if of)f =0,Yi,j from (2.2) or one can redo the k-th iteration by
setting wy, = 0 whenever F(x*) > F(x*~1) happens. The assumption in item 3 is significant and satisfied for
a broad class of applications as we mentioned in section 1.2. Item 4 is a weak assumption since it requires

the Lipschitz continuity only in a bounded set.



Proof. Since x is a limit point of {x*} and according to (2.5), one can choose a sufficiently large ko such
that the points x*0% k = 0,1,...,3T are all sufficiently close to X and in B,(x), and also the differences
||xFotr — xkotrtl| s =0,1,...,3T are sufficiently close to zero such that! the right hand side of (2.17) is
smaller than p. Since {x*}22, converges if and only if {xk},;“;ko converges, without loss of generality, we
assume ko = 0, which is equivalent to setting x*0 as a new starting point.

Assume x3"T m =0,..., M to be in B,(x) for some M > 1. Note that from the above discussion, such

M exists. Letting k = 3mT in (2.12) and using KL inequality (1.4), we have

—1
dSmT

¢'(F(x*"T) — F(x)) > | (2(Le +2L) +s Z Yoo KT (2.13)

i=1 j_gdm=-DT |

where L¢ is a uniform Lipschitz constant of Vy, f(x), Vi within Bs,(x). In addition, it follows from (2.3)
that

3 nT
s di (m+1)

I o LT 152 ;
F*"T) = F(x*m D7) > > j\lfd_l—fdll2 % == ) (2.14)

i=1 j=d3mT 41
Let ¢y, = ¢(F(x*"7) — F(x)). Note that
d)m - ¢m+1 Z (Z)/(F(XSmT) - F(i))[F(Xng) — F(X3(m+1)T)].

Plugging (2.13) and (2.14) into the above inequality and letting C' = 2(Lg + 2L) + s give

d3(m+1)T dSmT

L i1 gy L 152 -2 zi-1p2 Sl i
Z > || %P = X% x| %HZ > I®T -

i=1 j=d3mT 11 i=1 B m=DT
(2.15)
Letting A; ; = ||>~<g_1 — igH,ai,j = Iig/4, Nim =A™, By = C(¢m — dpmt1), and 8 = § in Lemma 2.4, we
have from (2.9) that there is a constant Cy > 0 such that

3(M+1)T dSNT
Z SooERT =% < Cion + O Z Z %71 — %] (2.16)
i=1 j=d3NT 41 i=1 j_d3(N 1)T+1
7 7

Letting NV = 1 in the above inequality, we have

S
~ _BMAnT B
O g <3 -l
=1
d?(MJrl)T

S
i i _a3T _
<SS ET R R -k

i=1 j=d3T+1

s &7 s
~ ~j Jd3T
<Cigr+CrY D KT =X+ D% -l (2.17)
=1 j=1 =1

As discussed in the beginning of the proof, the right hand side of (2.17) is smaller than p. Hence,
x3M+DT ¢ B (x). By induction, x*™7" € B,(x),¥m, and (2.16) holds for all M. Using Lemma 2.4 again,

I'Note that F(x*) — F(X) as k — oo from (2.13), and thus ¢; can be sufficiently small in (2.17).
9



we have that {5{{ } is a Cauchy sequence for all i and thus converges, and {x*} also converges. Since X is a
limit point of {x*}, we have x* — %, as k — oo. O
In addition, we can show convergence rate of Algorithm 1 through the following lemma.
LEMMA 2.7. For nonnegative sequence {Ag}i, if Ar < Ap—1 < 1, Vk > K for some integer K, and
there are positive constants «, 8 and v such that

Ak S a(Ak,1 - Ak)V + B(Akfl - Ak), Vk, (218)
we have
1. If vy > 1, then A < (li(‘:_fﬂ)kaAK, Yk > K;

2. If0 <y <1, then Ay <v(k—K)~

THEOREM 2.8 (Convergence rate). Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.6, we have:

1. If 6 €0, %], |x¥ — || < Ca*,Vk, for a certain C >0, a € [0,1);
2. If 0 € (3,1), |x* —x|| < Ck=(=9/C9=D) vk, for a certain C > 0.

Proof. When 6 = 0, then ¢/(a) = ¢, Va, and there must be a sufficiently large integer kg such that F(x*) =
F(x),Vk > ko. Otherwise F(x*) > F(x),Vk, by noting that F(x¥~1) > F(x*) and lim;_,,, F(x*) = F(x).
Then from the KL inequality (1.4), it holds that c-dist(0,0F(x*)) > 1, for all x* € B,(xX), which is impossible
since dist(0, dF (x3™7T)) — 0 as m — oo from (2.12).

For k > ko, since F(x*¥~1) = F(x*), and noting that in (2.3) all terms but one are zero under the

=7, Vk > K, for some positive constant v.

summation over i, we have
s di'c S d?
lejgi—2  gi-1 Fined—1 _ <j
>Y VIR -=TI=Y Y JHIKT -
=1 j=gh—141 =1 j=di 41
Summing the above inequality over k from m > kg to co and using ¢ < LI < L,Vi, j, we have
S dm71 1 dmfl S o0 ) )
VLY |Ix; X I =Vea-6)> > x|, Ym > k. (2.19)
=1 =1 j=d:ﬂ71+1
Let
Z Z %]~ = %]
dm 1+1
Then from Assumption 3, we have

S
i1 . ~d;n,7171 ~d:n—1
B, Z Z [ = 1 A e |
i=1

me 1+1

which together with (2.19) gives By, < \[\(C[ss) (Bm—1 — Bm). Hence,

. N7 VIS S
mT < Vot Vi1 —5) Bim-1)r < VLo 1+ Vi(—0) 0T

where ¢y = min{¢ : {T > ko}. Letting o = (#M)lﬁ’ we have

T (. —LT
BnLT S a™ (OL ° BZUT)-
10



Note ||x™~! — %|| < B,,. Hence, choosing a sufficiently large C' > 0 gives the result in item 1 for 6 = 0.
When 0 < 6 < 1, we let

S oo ) .
Am=>" > & =%,
=1 j:d?mT+1

and thus

d?mT

Am,—l - Am = Z Z

=1 j_gdm=DT )

~ji—1 ~j
%7 — %]

From (2.13), it holds that

(1 —0)(F*"T) = F(%)) " > ((2(La +2L) + 8)(Am—1 — An))
which implies

b = c(F(x*"T) = F(x))" ™" < c(c(l = 0)(2(Le +2L) + 8)(Am-1 — A)) 7 . (2.20)

In addition, letting N = m in (2.16), we have

s d::(MJrl)T s diii'm,T
Z Z %7 = %|| < Cropm + Ch Z Z 15" = %]I.
i=1 j=d3mT 41 =1 j_g3m-1T

Letting M — oo in the above inequality, we have
1—6
Am < Cl¢m + Cl(Am,1 - Am) < Clc (C(l - 9)(2([@ + 2L) + 5)<Am71 - Am))T + Cl(Amfl - Am)v
where the second inequality is from (2.20). Since A,,_1 — A, <1 as m is sufficiently large and ||x™ — x| <

A| =, the results in item 2 for ¢ € (0, 1] and item 3 now immediately follow from Lemma 2.7. |

3. Applications and numerical results. In this section, we give some specific examples of (1.1)
and show the global convergence of some existing algorithms. In addition, we demonstrate that updating

variables in a random order can improve the performance of Algorithm 1 over that in the cyclic order.

3.1. Coordinate descent method for nonconvex regression. As the number of predictors is larger
than sample size, variable selection becomes important to keep more important predictors and obtain a more
interpretable model, and penalized regression methods are popularly used to achieve variable selection. The
work [13] considers the linear regression with nonconvex penalties: the minimax concave penalty (MCP) and
the smoothly clipped absolute deviation (SCAD) penalty. Specifically, the following model is considered

1 P
min o[ X8 = yI* 4+ 3 s (8), (3.1)

=1

where y € R™ and X € R"*? are standardized such that

n n 1 n
S yi=0> w;=0,Vj, and = > 2% =1,V (3.2)
=1 =1 i
and MCP is defined as
NO| = £ if 0] < A,
TA»’Y(G) = 1 2 1 . (33)
FYAZ, if 0] > A,

11



and SCAD penalty is defined as

o, e <,
A0 —(0°+A .
raq(0) = % if A <10] <A, (3.4)
(2=1) .
7’2(371) ) if 16] > yA.

The cyclic coordinate descent method used in [13] performs the update from j = 1 through p
B = argmin - X85 55,85,) — I+ o (5),
which can be equivalently written into the form of (1.2) by
pEHL = arg min %me(ﬂj - B2+ %x} (X(BEE, BL) —y) B +raq(B)). (3.5)

Note that the data has been standardized such that ||x;[|* = n. Hence, if ¥ > 1 in (3.3) and v > 2 in
(3.4), it is easy to verify that the objective in (3.5) is strongly convex, and there is a unique minimizer. From
the convergence results of [45], it is concluded in [13] that any limit point? of the sequence {,Bk} generated by
(3.5) is a coordinate-wise minimizer of (3.1). Since 7 , in both (3.3) and (3.4) is piecewise polynomial and
thus semialgebraic, it satisfies the KL property (see Definition 1.1). In addition, let f(3) be the objective of
(3.1). Then

FBERY, BE) — F(BEEY, BE ;) > S8t — k)2,

2
2
where 4 is the strong convexity constant of the objective in (3.5). Hence, according to Theorem 2.6 and
Remark 2.2, we have the following global convergence result.
THEOREM 3.1. Assume X is standardized as in (3.2). Let {8"} be the sequence generated from (3.5)
or by the following update with random shuffling of coordinates
1 1
k+1 _ : 2 k \2 T k+1 gk
571.? = arg Iinn %”xﬂ'f || (Bﬂ;“ - Bﬂ—;c) + EX‘[]';C (X(ﬁﬂlé] ) 71—’%],) - y)ﬂwf + T)\,’Y(BTI’?)?
j

™

where (7}, ..., mk) is any permutation of (1,...,p), and vy, is given by either (3.3) withy > 1 or (3.4) with

v > 2. If {,Bk} has a finite limit point, then B* converges to a coordinate-wise minimizer of (3.1).

3.2. Rank-one residue iteration for nonnegative matrix factorization. The nonnegative matrix
factorization can be modeled as

. T _ 2 mxp nxp
win | XY - M|, st X € R, Y €RY?, (3.6)

where M € R"*" is a given nonnegative matrix, RTXP denotes the set of m X p nonnegative matrices, and
p is a user-specified rank. The problem in (3.6) can be written in the form of (1.1) by letting

1
FXY) =S IXYT =Mlff, m(X) = tgre(X), r2(Y) = g0 (Y).

In the literature, most existing algorithms for solving (3.6) update X and Y alternatingly; see the
review paper [24] and the references therein. The work [21] partitions the variables in a different way:

(X1,¥1,---,Xp,¥Yp), where x; denotes the j-th column of X, and proposes the rank-one residue iteration

2Tt is stated in [13] that the sequence generated by (3.5) converges to a coordinate-wise minimizer of (3.1). However, the
result is obtained directly from [45], which only guarantees subsequence convergence.
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(RRI) method. It updates the variables cyclically, one column at a time. Specifically, RRI performs the
updates cyclically from ¢ = 1 through p,

xi ! =argmin i (y) "+ XEHYE T+ XE(YE) T - M, (3.7a)
yi ! =argmin it (i) T+ XEHYE T+ XE(YE) T - M, (3.70)
yi>
where X%, = (xF 4,... ,X];). The advantage of RRI is that each update in (3.7) has a closed form solution.

Both updates in (3.7) can be written in the form of (1.2) by noting that they are equivalent to

1 T
xi T =argmin gy =1 + (v T(XE (Y T+ XE(YE)T M) xi, (382)
0 .
yi = argmin g Pllys —yi Py (XETYEDT 20T HXL(YE)T - M) X (38D)
yiZ

Since f(X,Y) + r1(X) 4+ r2(Y) is semialgebraic and has the KL property, directly from Theorem 2.6, we
have the following global convergence, which is stronger compared to the subsequence convergence in [21].

THEOREM 3.2 (Global convergence of RRI). Let {(X*, Y*)}2 | be the sequence generated by (3.7) or
(3.8) from any starting point (X°,Y%). If {x¥}ir and {y*}: x are uniformly bounded and away from zero,
then (X*,Y*) converges to a critical point of (3.6).

However, during the iterations of RRI, it may happen that some columns of X and Y become or approach
to zero vector, or some of them blow up, and these cases fail the assumption of Theorem 3.2. To tackle with
the difficulties, we modify the updates in (3.7) and improve the RRI method as follows.

Our first modification is to require each column of X to have unit Euclidean norm; the second modifica-
tion is to take the Lipschitz constant of inf(X’i';’l,xi,X’;i,YZ’l,Y’gi) to be L = max (Lo, |[y¥||?) for
some Ly, > 0; the third modification is that at the beginning of the k-th cycle, we shuffle the blocks to a

permutation (7%, ... ,wg). Specifically, we perform the following updates from i = 1 through p,
kk

. i .

X = argmin e — x5 2+ (yEO)T(XEF YD T+ XE (YEO)T - M) 'x0, (3.92)

‘ X k20, (1% k(=1 2 ¢ i : <i <i >i >i i
1 , .
k : k k k
yoi b =argmin ollyl|? v (XY T+ X0, (Y7, )T = M) (3.9b)

Yk >0

Note that if 7 =i and L¥ = ||y¥||?, the objective in (3.9a) is the same as that in (3.8a). Both updates in
(3.9) have closed form solutions; see Appendix B. Using Theorem 2.6, we have the following theorem, whose
proof is given in Appendix C.1. Compared to the original RRI method, the modified one automatically has
bounded sequence and always has the global convergence.

THEOREM 3.3 (Global convergence of modified RRI). Let {(X*,Y*)}22 | be the sequence generated by
(3.9) from any starting point (X°,Y?). Then {Y*} is bounded, and (X*,Y*) converges to a critical point
of (3.6).

Numerical tests. We tested (3.8) and (3.9) on randomly generated data and also the Swimmer
dataset [17]. We set Ly = 0.001 in the tests and found that (3.9) with ¥ =4, Vi, k produced the same final
objective values as those by (3.8) on both random data and the Swimmer dataset. In addition, (3.9) with
random shuffling performed almost the same as those with 771]-“ = 1, V2 on randomly generated data. However,
random shuffling significantly improved the performance of (3.9) on the Swimmer dataset. There are 256
images of resolution 32 x 32 in the Swimmer dataset, and each image (vectorized to one column of M) is
composed of four limbs and the body. Each limb has four different positions, and all images have the body

13



Fic. 3.1. Some images in the Swimmer Dataset

FIG. 3.2. Relative errors, defined as ||CF x1 A% ... xy AR — M||p/||M| F, given by (3.11) on Gaussian randomly
generated 80 X 80 x 80 tensor with core size of 5 x5 x 5. No extrapolation: ék =Ck Ak = A% Vk; With extrapolation: ék, Ak

set as in (1.6) with extrapolation weights taken as those in section 3.2 of [49].

= = = No extrapolation
= With extrapolation

10°

Relative Error
.
o

- -

0 200 400 600 800 1000
Iterations

at the same position; see Figure 3.1. Hence, each of these images is a nonnegative combination of 17 images:
one with the body and each one of another 16 images with one limb. We set p = 17 in our test and ran (3.8)
and (3.9) with/without random shuffling to 100 cycles. If the relative error ||X°“(Y°u)T — M||p/||M||F
is below 1073, we regard the factorization to be successful, where (X°4“,Y°%) is the output. We ran the
three different updates for 50 times independently, and for each run, they were fed with the same randomly
generated starting point. Both (3.8) and (3.9) without random shuffling succeed 20 times, and (3.9) with

random shuffling succeeds 41 times.

3.3. Block prox-linear method for nonnegative Tucker decomposition. The nonnegative Tucker
decomposition is to decompose a given nonnegative tensor (multi-dimensional array) into the product of a

core nonnegative tensor and a few nonnegative factor matrices. It can be modeled as

IélingC X1 Aj... XNy Ay — M3, (3.10)
where A = (A4,...,Ay) and X x; Y denotes tensor-matrix multiplication along the i-th mode (see [25]
for example). The cyclic block proximal gradient method for solving (3.10) performs the following updates
cyclically
k+1 . AR Ak N AF2
C"" =argmin(Ve f(C ,A%),C—-C >+7HC—C %, (3.11a)
€>0
koA ce L .
AT =argmin(Va, f(CM AT AT AL, A = AY) + ZH A - AF|R i =1, N, (3.11b)
A;>0

where f(C,A) = 1[|C x1 A1... xy Ay — M|%, ¢" and A¥ are extrapolated points, and L¥ and LF are
gradient Lipschitz constants with respect to C and A; respectively. Figure 3.2 shows that the extrapolation
technique significantly accelerates the convergence speed of the method.
Since the core tensor C interacts with all factor matrices, the work [48] proposes to update C more
frequently to improve the performance of the block proximal gradient method. Specifically, at each cycle, it
14



performs the following updates sequentially from i = 1 through N

, ki Sk LR ki
Ck+1’z —=arg min<vc.f(ck ,Alit-l, A];z)7 C— Ck > + ; ”C - Ck ||2F7 (3123’)
c>0 N
. . R Lk .
A§+1 =arg min<vA¢f(Ck+LZa Ali—l‘_la A;Ca AI;1)7 A — Ak> + ?Z”A - Ak”%—‘ (312b)

A;>0

It was demonstrated that (3.12) numerically performs better than (3.11). Note that both (3.11) and (3.12)
are special cases of Algorithm 1 with T'= N 4+ 1 and T = 2N + 2 respectively, and the global convergence
result in [48] is also a special case of Theorem 2.6.

Numerically, we observed that the performance of (3.12) could be improved if the blocks of variables

were randomly shuffled as in (3.9), namely, we performed the updates sequentially from ¢ = 1 through N

1 ki Sk LR ki
CH Y =argmin(Ve f(C, AT AL ), =€) + = [lc = C 1%, (3.138)
c>0 T >i 2
, _ ) - Lk .
Afrf*k'l =argmin(Va , ferthy A];tll, A];zmAfrl;)v A—AF)+ ?Z”A —A*|E, (3.13b)
‘ A >0 : <t ’ )

where (7, 7%, ..., 7% ) is a random permutation of (1,2,..., N) at the k-th cycle. We tested (3.12) and (3.13)
on the 32 x 32 x 256 Swimmer dataset used above and set the core size to 24 x 17 x 16. We ran them to 500
cycles from the same random starting point. If the relative error |C%* x; A% ... x ny A — M| p/| M| F
is below 1073, we regard the decomposition to be successful, where (C°“*, A°“') is the output. Among 50

independent runs, (3.13) with random shuffling succeeds 26 times while (3.12) succeeds only 18 times.

4. Conclusions. We have presented a (randomized or deterministic) block prox-linear method for solv-
ing nonconvex optimization problems that may have block separable nonsmooth terms. The method has
easy implementation since only one block coordinate is updated each time. It allows to update variables
in both deterministic or random shuffled orders. Assuming that the differentiable parts have Lipschitz
gradients, we obtained a subsequence convergence result that any limit point is a critical point. Further
assuming the so-called Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz property, we showed that the entire sequence converges to a
critical point and also estimated the convergence rate. Many problems in application have such a property,
and thus global convergence of the iterates can be obtained by applying our method to these problems includ-
ing ¢,-(semi)norm (p € [0, 4+o0]) regularized regression problems, matrix rank minimization, orthogonality

constrained optimization, semidefinite programming, and so on.

Appendix A. Proofs of key lemmas. In this section, we give proofs of the lemmas and also propo-
sitions we used.

A.1. Proof of Lemma 2.1. Assume b, = i¢. From the Lipschitz continuity of inf(xl;zl,xi) about
X;, it holds that (e.g., see Lemma 2.1 in [49])

L
FOF) < FOET) (Vo S, el — x4+ S = (A1)
Since x¥ is the minimizer of (1.2), then

e ™ =% [P ().

(A.2)

3

1
k-1 4 5 o k-1 4 k-1 ¢
<inf(x¢i1,Xf),Xf—XfHE\\Xf—Xfll2+ri(Xf) < (Ve f(x %), %7 = f>+ﬂ
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Summing (A.1) and (A.2) and noting that ka x¥ Vj # i, we have
F(x"1) = F(x")
=) F i) = F(xF) = rix)

1 1 L
(T, O, ) = Do F 1),k =) o o = &P = o = 2 - Sk - b
. _ 1 _ _ . 1 Ly _
=(Ve, f(xEHXE) = Vi f(X71), xf = x7 1>+*<X5*Xf Lxy 1*Xf>+(7**)|| e
(a3 2ay,
_ . . 1 Ly, _
= [lxf = X (I Vi f( %) = Vi, f(xM 1)||+ || LX) + = - Sl -
20% 2
1 1 L

S (I — BT  — 1B 4 (e — Ry k2
> = (o + L)l = o = R+ (o — 2k —xt

1,1 _ (1/C¥k+Lk)2 _ _dFl 1

(S o2 = % LK) oy k-1 o 2
74( k‘)”x X; || l/O[k—Lk- wkaz X; ||

_ Ly

x| <

— Lpwi||xE Tt — x5

- <= ;

)

where we have used Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in the second inequality, Lipschitz continuity of Vy, f (x];éZ Lxy)

in the third one, the Young’s inequality and (1.6) in the fourth one, and ay = i to get the last equality.
Substituting &/ < g\/ig' ~!/L7 and recalling (1.8) completes the proof.

A.2. Proof of Proposition 2.2. Summing (2.3) over k from 1 to K gives

0 if -1 _ 2iy2 17152 Si-2 _ oj—1p2
F(x") - ZZ Z LIx =% - [x; " —x; |

'le:l dkl

s df ji1g2
~ 1 ~7 1 ~j—2 ~7—1
=3 ( o Xi|\2*714 %" —x] ||2>

i=1 j=1

Sy
~LI(1—-0%), i1 s
> A e

v

i=1 j=1

~0(1=6) i1
> 3> st -,

where we have used the fact df = 0,Vi in the first equality, X; - %Y, Vi to have the second inequality, and
f/f > (,Vi,j in the last inequality. Letting K — co and noting dX — oo for all i by Assumption 3, we
conclude from the above inequality and the lower boundedness of F' in Assumption 1 that

SR K < o,

=1 j=1
which implies (2.5).
A.3. Proof of Lemma 2.4. Let a,, and u,, be the vectors with their i-th entries
(am)i = VO o (um)i = Ai’ni,m~

Then (2.8) can be written as

s Mi,m+1—1 Ni,m
[ami1 @ Wma [P+ 1 =8> Y @AY, < B%llam © un® + B Z > Ay (A.3)
=1 j:ni,m+1 i=1 j= M m— 1+1
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Let

a=infa;;, @=supaq,;.
hd 2

Then it follows from (A.3) that

s Mim41—1 Ni,m
lam+1 © um+1|| +a(l - Z Z Az g 52”31% © umH2 + Bm Z Z Aij (A4)
i=1 j=n; m+1 i=1 j=n; m-1+1

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and noting 7; p,+1—"nim < N, Vi, m, we have that there exists a sufficiently
small C'y > 0 such that

s Mim+41— 1 s Mim+1— 1
Y e DD DI =N | NCIR RIS S SR )
i=1 j=n; m+1 i=1 j=n; m+1

and for any Cy > 0,

Ni,m

B HaTrLQU'HLH +B77LZ Z Ai,j

i=1 j=nim-1+1

Ni,m

<Bllam © Wl + , | Bm Z S Ay
=1 j=n; m-1+1

Ni,m

<Bllam © un| + C2B,, +4C Z oo Ay

i=1j= =Nji,m— 1+1

Ni,m—1
T, M f
Bl Ol CoB DS At (A.6)

=1 j=n;m-1+1

Combining (A.4), (A.5), and (A.6), we have

n 1 Nim—1
1 S i, m+1" i,m \/»
Ham—O-l O Uyl +C1 Z Z Aw < Bllam © up|| + CoByy + —- 40 Z Z Ai,j + 40, [la |-

i=1j=n;m+1 i=1j=n;m-1+1
(A7)
Take C5 in (A.5) such that
L§g7 and ﬁ_ o(1-75)
4 2 2 402 4
Summing (A.7) over m from M; through My < M and arranging terms yield
n; 1
g(]_ _ /B) M2 M2 S i,m+1""
BT Y a3 S Ay
m=DM; m=M 1=1 j=n; m+1
ng, ]yjlfl \/,
<BVallun, || + Cy Z B + 17 Z S Ay 16 [ans, |, (A.8)
m=DM; i=1j=n; nmy—1+1
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which together with 7 1 Ai . py < V8| upmyr| gives

MNi,m41

6y Y A= XY S A

i=1 j:ni,M1+1 m=M; i=1 j= nq, m+1
ni My —1 \/g
<pVallun| + Cs Z B+ 17 Z Yo A+ 10, M Il
m=M, i=1 j=ni aty—1+1 2
Mo i, My
<Cy ) Bt Z > A (A.9)
m=1 i=1 j=n; py-1+1

where we have used [luay, || < 3774 Ain, , , and
. (va(l-p8) ¢, Vs
Cs = Y
3 min ( 4\/§ ) 2 ) 6\/7 + = 402
Obviously, (A.9) implies (2.9). If lim,, oo Nim = 00,Vi, > o By < oo, and (2.8) holds for all m,
letting M7 = 1 and My — oo, we have (2.10) from (A.9).
A.4. Proof of Proposition 2.5. For any ¢, assume that while updating the i-th block to xf, the value
of the j-th block (j # 4) is ygl), the extrapolated point of the i-th block is z;, and the Lipschitz constant of
inf(yg, x;) with respect to x; is L;, namely,

xF = argmln<vx1f(y#, 2;),%; — 2;) + Li||x; — 2% + ri(x;).

X

Hence, 0 € inf(yg, z;) + 2L;(x* — z;) + 9r;(x¥), or equivalently,

Vi, f(xF) — Vxlf(y#,zl) 2L (xF — 2;) € Vi, f(XF) + 9y (xF). (A.10)

Note that x; may be updated to x¥ not at the k-th iteration but at some earlier one, which must be
between k — T and k by Assumption 3. In addition, for each pair (7, j), there must be some k; ; between
k — 2T and k such that

yi =X, (A.11)

and for each i, there are k — 3T < /#i < Iié < k and extrapolation weight w; < 1 such that

7 =X, —l—wz( HQ—Xfl). (A.12)

By triangle inequality, (yg, z;) € By,(x) for all i. Therefore, it follows from (1.9) and (A.10) that

dist(0, 0F (x va f(xk) — quf(y#, z;) — 2L;(xF — ;)2

< Z IV, (%) = Vi, F(y0), 2) — 2Li(xF — )|

<3 (VxS 65 = Vi Sy ) 20|+ 2Ll = 2]
=1

> G X y;éla 3 ~i X; — %

<37 (Lallx® — (v8), z0)[| + 2Lil|xF —
=1

< (L +2D)lxF =z + D <k -y | (A.13)
=1

J#i
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where in the fourth inequality, we have used the Lipschitz continuity of Vy, f(x) with respect to x, and the
last inequality uses L; < L. Now use (A.13), (A.11), (A.12) and also the triangle inequality to have the
desired result.

A.5. Proof of Lemma 2.7. The proof follows that of Theorem 2 of [3]. When v > 1, since 0 <
Ap_1 — A <1,Vk > K, we have (Ag_1 — Ap)? < Ap_1 — Ag, and thus (2.18) implies that for all £ > K, it
holds that Ay < (a+ B)(Ak—1 — Ag), from which item 1 immediately follows.

When v < 1, we have (Ap_1 — Ag)?Y > Ax_1 — Ag, and thus (2.18) implies that for all £ > K, it holds
that Ay < (o + B)(Ap_1 — Ax)". Letting h(x) = z~/7, we have for k > K,

1<(a+ BV (A1 — Ap) A7

=(a+ 5)1/“7 (Azkl

1/ Ap_1
<+ (22) T [ b

Ak

7(04+5)1/7 Ap_1 oA 1-1/~ 1-1/~
T o1-1/y Ag (A’f—l — A )

where we have used nonincreasing monotonicity of h in the second inequality. Hence,

1/~
1-1/y 1-1/~ 1/y—1 Ay,
AT (Ak_l . (A.14)

1/~ Yy
) (Akfl - Ak:)Ak-_lfy

Let p be the positive constant such that

1/v—-1
(a{i:yﬁ)l/’y'u =t -1 (A.15)

Note that the above equation has a unique solution 0 < p < 1. We claim that

A}1€—1/~y _ Allgj/fy > 07 1, VE > K. (A.16)

It obviously holds from (A.14) and (A.15) if (ﬁ)l/V > p. It also holds if (A’:fl)l/ﬂY < p from the

arguments

A\ <p=A, <A AT > gty

:>A]1€71/’y _ Allc:i/“/ > ('u'y—l _ 1)A]1€:i/7 > ’u'y—l 1,

where the last inequality is from Ai:i/ 7 > 1. Hence, (A.16) holds, and summing it over k gives

1-1 1-1 1-1 _
T e =R (TEae e VI o}
which immediately gives item 2 by letting v = (u =% — l)ﬁ.
Appendix B. Solutions of (3.9). In this section, we give closed form solutions to both updates in
(3.9). First, it is not difficult to have that the solution of (3.9b) is

Uy

o1 = max (o, (XA T 4 XE (YE )T - M)Txk"’l) .
Secondly, since L% > 0, it is easy to write (3.9a) in the form of

1
min  —|x—al>+b'x+C,

x>0, ||x[|=1 2
19



which is apparently equivalent to

max c'x, (B.1)

x20, [Ix[|=1

which ¢ = a — b. Next we give solution to (B.1) in three different cases.

Case 1: ¢ < 0. Let i9p = argmax;¢; and Cmax = ¢;, < 0. If there are more than one components
equal ¢pax, one can choose an arbitrary one of them. Then the solution to (B.1) is given by x;, = 1 and
x; = 0,Vi # iy because for any x > 0 and ||x|| = 1, it holds that

CTX < CmaXHXHl < CmaxHxH = Cmax-

Case 2: ¢ <0 and c £ 0. Let ¢ = (cy,,c;_) where ¢, = 0 and ¢;_ < 0. Then the solution to (B.1)
is given by x; = 0 and xj, being any vector that satisfies x7, > 0 and |x,|| = 1 because ¢'x < 0 for any
x > 0.

Case 3: ¢ £0. Let ¢ = (cy,, cfgr) where ¢;, > 0 and crg <0. Then (B.1) has a unique solution given
by x;, = °

HC?H and x7¢ = 0 because for any x > 0 and [[x|| = 1, it holds that
4
T g I+ = Iyl Il = Iyl = Il
c'x <epxp, < ler |- x|l < ller |- 1%l = ller |

where the second inequality holds with equality if and only if x;, is collinear with c; , and the third
inequality holds with equality if and only if x re = 0.

Appendix C. Proofs of convergence of some examples. In this section, we give the proofs of the

theorems in section 3.

C.1. Proof of Theorem 3.3. Through checking the assumptions of Theorem 2.6, we only need to
verify the boundedness of {Y*} to show Theorem 3.3. Let EF = X*(Y*)T — M. Since every iteration
decreases the objective, it is easy to see that {EF} is bounded. Hence, {E* + M} is bounded, and

a = supmax(EF + M);; < c0.
kv

Let y¥ be the i-th row of Y*. Thus the g-th column of EF + M is
P
a> efj +m, = nyjxf, (C1)
j=1

where x? is the j-th column of X*. Note that ||x;“H = 1. Thus ||x§||Oo > 1/4/m, and by nonnegativity of

Y*, we have from (C.1) that yfj < ay/m for all 7, j and k. This completes the proof.
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