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Parallel and Distributed Methods for Nonconvex
Optimization-Part |: Theory

Gesualdo Scutari, Francisco Facchinei, Lorenzo Lampayighd Peiran Song

Abstract—In this two-part paper, we propose a general algo-
rithmic framework for the minimization of a nonconvex smooth
function subject to nonconvex smooth constraints. The algorithm
solves a sequence ofseparable) strongly convex problems and
mantains feasibility at each iteration. Convergence to a stionary
solution of the original nonconvex optimization is estabkhed.
Our framework is very general and flexible and unifies severakx-
isting Successive Convex Approximation (SCA)-based algithms
More importantly, and differently from current SCA approac hes,
it naturally leads to distributed and parallelizable implementations
for a large class of nonconvex problems.

This Part | is devoted to the description of the framework in its
generality. In Part Il we customize our general methods to seeral
multi-agent optimization problems, mainly in communications
and networking; the result is a new class of centralized and
distributed algorithms that compare favorably to existing ad-hoc
(centralized) schemes.

|. INTRODUCTION

of power budget or interference constraints). As far as wee ar
aware of, there exists no method for the solutiof®fn its
full generality that is both feasiblend distributed.

Existing efforts pursuing the above design criteria inelud
1) Feasible Interior Point (FIP) methods (e.d., [4]) [5]), 2
Feasible Sequential Quadratic Programming (FSQP) methods
(e.g., [6]); 3) Parallel Variable Distribution (PVD) schem
(e.g., [7]H9]); 4) SCA algorithms (in the spirit of [10]-
[15]); and some specialized algorithms with roots in the
structural optimization field (e.g.. [16]=[8]). FIP and @8
methods maintain feasibility throughout the iterations ére
centralized and computationally expensive. PVD schemes ar
suitable for implementation over parallel architecturesthey
require an amount of information exchange/knowledge that
is often not compatible with a distributed architecturer (fo
example they cannot be applied to the case study discussed
in Part Il of the paper[[19]). Furthermore, when applied to

T HE minimization of a nonconvex (smooth) objective, ohiem[P] they call for the solution of possibly difficult

function U : K — R subject to convex constraints
and nonconvex oneg;(x) < 0, with g; : K — R smooth,

min  U(x)
st gi(x)<0,j=1,....m | , v (P)
x e -

is an ubiquitous problem that arises in many fields, rangi
from signal processing to communication, networking, ma:

chine learning, etc.

It is hardly possible here to even summarize the hu
amount of solution methods that have been proposed for pr

lem (D). Our focus in this paper is odistributed algorithms
converging to stationary solutions [ while preserving the

feasibility of the iteratesWhile the former feature needs no;
further comment, the latter is motivated by several reaso

First, in many cases the objective functi@én is not even

defined outside the feasible set; second, in some appliati
one may have to interrupt calculations before a solution h
been reached and it is then important that the current &esat

feasible; and third, in on-line implementations it is matoda
that some constraints are satisfied by every iterate (bigk t
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nonconvex (smaller) subproblems; and convergence has been
established only for convex][7].][9] or nonconvex but block
separablg;s [8]. Standard SCA methods are centraliZed [10],
[17], [15], with the exception of [13]/T14] and some instasc

of [12] that lead instead to distributed schemes. However,
convergence conditions have been established only in $& ca
of strongly convexU [11] or convexand separablg;s [12]-

;@. Finally, methods developed in the structural engiimep
eld

, including [16]-[18], share some similarities with rou

approach, but in most cases they lack reliable mathematical
%é)undations or do not prove convergence to stationary point

‘the original problenfPl We refer to SedTII-B for a more
detailed discussion on existing works.

In this paper we propose a new framework for the general
ormulation [P] which, on one hand, maintains feasibility

'?fhd, on the other hand, leads, under very mild additional

assumptions, to parallel and distributed solution methdtls

%ssential, natural idea underlying the proposed appraatd i

ggmpute a solution dP] by solving a sequence of (simpler)
strongly convex subproblems whereby the nonconvex objec-
tive function and constraints are replaced by suitable eonv
approximations; the subproblems can be then solved (under
some mild assumptions) in a distributed fashion using stethd
primal/dual decomposition techniques (e.q.,| [20]] [220idi-
tional key features of the proposed method are: i) it inchuake
Ispecial cases several classical SCA-based algorithmis,asic
(proximal) gradient or Newton type methods, block coorténa
(parallel) descent schemes, Difference of Convex (DC) func
tions approaches, convex-concave approximation methipds;
our convergence conditions unify and extend to the general

dation under Grants CMS 1218717, CCF 1564044, and CAREERdAWag|ass[P] those of current (centralized) SCA methods; iii) it

1254739. The work of Facchinei was partially supported lgyNHUR project
PLATINO, Grant n. PON01_01007. Part of this work appearefLjn[2] and
on arxiv [3] on Oct. 2014.

offers much flexibility in the choice of the convex approxima
tion functions: for instance, as a major departure fromemnirr
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SCA-based methods [applicable to special casd®|ofl0], our approach consists in solving a sequencstimingly convex
[12] and DC program$[15], the proposed approximation of thener approximations off] in the form: givenx” ¢ X

objective function/ need not be a tighdlobal upper bounaf min  0(x; x*)

U, a fact that significantly enlarges the range of applicabili x

of our framework; a}nd iv) by allowing alternative choices fo ¢ Gi(x") <0, 5=1,....m (Pxv)
the convex approximants, it encompasses a gamut of novel 2 X (xY),
algorithms, offering great flexibility to control iteratiocom- xek

plexity, communication overhead and convergence speet, an ere U(x;x*) and §;(x;x") represent approximations of
all converging under theameconditions. Quite interestingly, ' 955 P PP

the proposed scheme leads to new efficient algorithms ev/%%};z,)aggnfgtg tgfe tfr;\s(i:glreresnett te{ , respectively, and

when customized to solve well-researched problems, inetud We introduce next a number of assumptions that will be
power control problems in cellular systemsl[22]2[25], MIMOused throughout the paper

relay optimization [[26], dynamic spectrum management | . ~ - .

DSL systems[[27],[]28], sum-rate maximization, proporébn Rssumptlon 2 (OnU). LetU : K x & — R be a function

fairness and max-min optimization of SISO/MISO/MIMOC(r)lT;T;:J i}gﬂﬁerennable with respect to the first arguh

ad-hoc networks[@S],[[Zg]_EBl], robust optlrr_uzatlon of C 1)U(e;y) is uniformly strongly convex orC with constant
networks [32]-34], transmit beamforming design for niki .

co-channel multicast groups [35], [36], and cross-layesigie cg>0,1eVx,z ek, Vy € X

of wireless networks[[37],[138]. Part Il of the paper [19] (x —2)7 (VXU(x;y) _ VXU(z;y)) > cpllx — 2|
is devoted to the application of the proposed algorithmic -

framework to some of the aforementioned problems (and theip) v, U (y: y) = V. U(y), for all y € X;
generalizations). Numerical results show that our schemgs) v, (e;e) is continuous on x X;

compare favorably to existing ad-hoc ones (when they exisphere V,.[/(u; w) denotes the partial gradient df with
The rest of this two-part paper is organized as follows. Sa@spect to the first argument evaluated atw).

Eﬂlqtrqduges the main assumptions unde_rlylng the stud_y'u?lc tAssumption 3 (Ong;s). Let eachj; : K x X — R satisfy
optimization problenfiP] and provides an informal descrlptlont e following:

of our new algorithms. SeE ]Il presents our novel framewor ) G;(e:y) is convex onk for all y € X;
based on SCA, whereas Sé&c] IV focuses on its distributg: )f_( ’ ) = g,(y), for all y € X ’
implementation in the primal and dual domain. Finally, EC.CS) gj_(i;}; ~_(g)z. y),for all }Z’e K :';md cx
draws some conclusions. In Part Il of the paper] [19] W84) gj-(o-Jigjco’n}t’inuous orC x - Y '
apply our algorithmic framework to several resource aliioca C5) V7 g’}(y) — V., (y:y), for all y’E po
problems in wireless networks and provide extensive num 5) vzgj(.;.) is }c(:d]ntir’]uoljs oriC X A '

ical results showing that the proposed algorithms compar e . . o
favorably to state-of-the-art schemes. Where V«§;(y;y) denotes the (partial) gradient @f with

respect to the first argument evaluated yat(the second
Il. TECHNICAL PRELIMINARIES AND MAIN IDEA argument is kept fixed at).

In this section we introduce the main assumptions under-For some results we need stronger continuity properties of
lying the study of the optimization problef along with the (gradient of the) approximation functions.
some technical results that will be instrumental to degcri;ssumption 4

our approach. We also provide an informal description ®4) v..07(x; ) is uniformly Lipschitz continuous oft’ with

our new algorithms that sheds light on the core idea of th@nstantlv 5;
proposed decomposition technique. The formal descrigifon B5) v, {7 (e;y) is uniformly Lipschitz continuous oiC with

the framework is given in SeE]ll. constantLy 1 ;

Consider problerfP} whose feasible set is denoted BY  C7) Eachg; (e; o) is Lipschitz continuous oiiC x X'
Assumption 1.We make the blanket assumptions: The key assumptions are B1, C1, and C3: B1 and C1 make
Al) K € R" is closed and convex (and nonempty); strongly convex, whereas C3 guarante®éx”) C X
A2) U and eacty; are continuously differentiable of; (iterate feasibility). The others are technical conditi¢easy to
A3) VU is Lipschitz continuous oiC with constantLvu.  pe satisfied in practice) ensuring that the approximatiave h
A4) U is coercive onk. the same local first order behavior of the original functions

The assumptions above are quite standard and are satisfiethe next section we provide some examples of approximate
by a large class of problems of practical interest. In paldic functions that automatically satisfy Assumptions 2-4. As a
A4 guarantees that the problem has a solution, even when fimal remark, we point out that Assumptions 1-3 are in many
feasible setY is not bounded. Note that we do not assumeays similar but generally weaketthan those used in the
convexity of U and g1,..., gn; without loss of generality, literature in order to solve special cases of probBhjil0]-
convex constraints, if present, are accommodated in th& set[14]. For instance, [[12]5[14] studied the simpler case of

Our goal is to efficiently compute locally optimal solutionsonvex constraints; moreovetr, [12] requires the convexapp
of [P possibly in a distributed way, while preserving the feamationT (e; x") to be aglobal upper bounaf the nonconvex
sibility of the iterates. Building on the idea of SCA methpdobjective functionU(e), while we do not. The upper bound



condition C3 is assumed also (n[10],[11] but, differentigrh  One could relax this assumption and require regularity anly
those works, we are able to handle also nonconvex objectamecific points, but at the cost of more convoluted statespent
functions (rather than only strongly convex ones). Our veeakwe leave this task to the reader. We remark, once again, that
conditions on the approximatiorié and § along with a more Assumption 5 implies that any feasible point®f is regular.
general setting allow us to deal with a much larger class of

problems than[[10]=[14]; see Part 1l of the paper][19] for Ill. ALGORITHMIC FRAMEWORK

specific examples. We are now ready to formally introduce the proposed
solution method fofPl Note first that, because of B1 and

A. Regularity conditions C1, each subproblefP.] is strongly convex and thus has a

We conclude this section mentioning certain standard regpique solution, which is denoted kyx") (a function ofx"):
ularlty cqndltlons on the stauonary_pomts of constra_uned %(x”) 2 argmin U(x; x"). 3)
optimization problems. These conditions are needed in the XEX (xV)

study of the convergence properties of our method. The proposed convex approximation method consists in

Definition 1 (Regularity):A point x € X is calledregular solving iteratively the optimization problem§] (3), posgib
for [D] if the Mangasarian-Fromovitz Constraint Qualificatioincluding a step-size in the iterates; we named it iNner c&nV
(MFCQ) holds atx, that is (see e.g[ [39, Theorem 6.14]) ifApproximation (NOVA) algorithm. The formal description of
the following implication is satisfied: the NOVA algorithm along with its convergence properties ar

_ _ iven in Algorithm[1 and Theorefd 2, respectively.
Oezjejujvxgj(x)+]\7,c(x) g g p y

w; >0,V e J

= pu;=0,Yj € J, _ .
Algorithm 1: NOVA Algorithm for [Pl
(1) Data: +¥ 0 . —
N a T _ . :v” € (0,1], x” € X; setv =0.
where N (x) = {d € K : d (y ~%) <0, ¥y € K} is the 5 1)t \v s 3 stationary solution &P} STOP.

normal cone to€ atx, andJ £ {j € {1,...,m}: g;(X) = ) -
. . ' o ) S.2) Computex(x”), the solution ofPy.]| [cf. .
0} is the index set of those (nonconvex) constraints that a§'§ 3; Setx&”l i(i,,)+ VY (R(x¥) — X[ @)

active atx.
- —_ . S.4 1 and to st .1).
A similar definition holds for problefPx.} a pointx € (8.4) v v+ 1andgotostepd.1)

X(x") is calledregular for if

o - Theorem 2:Given the nonconvex problef®] under As-
0€ > jerhiVxdi(%x") + Ne(X) - . _ 7 sumptions 1-3 and 5, l€tx”} be the sequence generated by
) _ = W = 0,Vj € J" . -
p; >0, Vj € Jv Algorithm 1. The following hold.
(2) (8)x¥ e X(x¥)C X for all v > 0 (iterate feasibility);

whereJ” £ {j € {1,...,m}: §;(x;x") = 0}. O (b) If the step-sizey” andc; are chosen so that

We ppint out that the regularity of is impligd by stronger - infy” <supy” <A™ <1 and 25 > 4™ Ly,
but easier to be checked CQs, such as the Linear Independence ¥ v 4
CQ, seel[40, Sec. 3.2] for more details. Note that if the fdasi h /1 is bounded and each of its limit points i ( )
set is convex, as it is i’} the MFCQ is equivalent to the t en{x"} is bounded and each of its limit points is a stationary

, . - v ; point of probleniPl
Slater's CQ; for a set like¥'(x”), Slater's CQ reads () If the step-size"” is chosen so that
ri(K) N X5 (x) # 0,

7 €(0,1], 7 —0, and > 4" =+c0, (5)
where X 5(x”) £ {x € K : gj(x;x”) < 0,j = 1,...,m} v
and riK) is the relative interior offC (see, e.g.,[T41, Sec.then {x”} is bounded and at least one of its limit points
1.4]). In particular, this means that for probl@Pg.] either the is stationary. If, in addition, Assumption 4 holds aad is
MFCQ holds at all the feasible points or it does not hold aompact, every limit point ofx”} is stationary.
any point. Furthermore, because of C2 and C5, a poiig Furthermore, if the algorithm does not stop after a finite
regular foPlif and only if x is regular forPx (and, therefore, number of steps, none of the stationary points above is & loca

if any feasible point ofPx is regular). maximum ofU.
We recall thatx is a stationary point of problef®] if Proof: The proof is quite involved and is given in the
0 €V, UK Vg (R) + Ne (R a_lpp_endlx; rather classically, its crucial point is showthgt
(%) + e 15 Vx0; (%) + Nie(%) lim(inf) ||%(x”) — x”|| = 0. m
i >0,V € J voroo

for some suitable Lagrange multipliegss. It is well-known A. Discussions on Algorithfd 1

that a regular (local) minimum point of problef is also  Ajgorithm [ describes a novel family of inner convex
stationary. Finding stationary points is actually the sleal 5pproximation methods for problef Roughly speaking, it

goal of solution algorithms for nonconvex problems. consists in solving the sequence of strongly convex problem
In order to simplify the presentation, in the rest of this@app_7] wherein the original objective functiob’ is replaced
we assume the following regularity condition. by the strongly convex (simple) approximati@h, and the

Assumption 5 All feasible points of problerfP] are regular. nonconvex constraintg;s with the convex upper estimates



g;S; convex constraints, if any, are kept unaltered. A step-sifollowing convex upper approximation af;: for all x € £
in the update of the iterates” is also used, in the form of andy € X,
a convex combination vig” € (0,1] (cf. Step 3). Note that . ,_ | o 4+ - — T
the iterates{x”} generated by(the]algorithm are all feasiblegj(x’y) =95 (%) =9; ()= Vxg; (v)" (x—y) = g;(x). (8)
for the original problenf2l Convergence is guaranteed undegxample #4- Bi-linear constraints Suppose thay; has a bi-
mild assumptions that offer a lot of flexibility in the choio&é |inear structure, that is,
the approximation functions and free parameters [cf. Té@or
[2(b) and (c)], making the proposed scheme appealing for many 95(x1,22) = &1 - 22 ©)
applications. We provide next some examples of candidaiserve preliminarily thag, (1, z2) can be rewritten as a DC
approximants, covering a variety of situations and prolsleng,ction:
of practical interest. 1 1

1) On the approximationg;s: As already mentioned, while gj(x1,22) = 3 (21 +22)° — 3 (23 + 23). (10)
assumption C3 might look rather elusive, in many practical ) ) o
cases an upper approximate function for the nonconvex cdhvalid g; can be then obtained linearizing the concave part
straintsg;s is close at hand. Some examplesjpfsatisfying " (@Q): for any given(y:,y2) € R?,
Assumption 3 (and in particular C3) are given next; specific _ A1 s 1,
applications where such approximations are used are disdus 9i (21,225 Y1,92) = 3 (21 + 22)” — B} (yi +y2)
in detail in Part Il of the pape[[]_,g]. o _ _ —y1 - (z1 — 1) — Y2 - (22 — y2).
Example #1 Nonconvex constraints with Lipschitz gradients
If the nonconvex functiory; does not have a special structurgn Part 1l of the paper[[19] we show that the constraint
but Lipschitz continuous gradient o with constantLv,,, functions of many resource allocation problems in wireless
the following convex approximation function is a global epp systems and networking fit naturally in Examples 1-4 above.
bound ofg;: for all x € K andy € X, 2) On the approximatior/: The functionU should be
Ly, ) regarded as a (possibly simple) convex approximation that
5 [x=y|* = g;(x). preserves the first order properties 6f Some instances of

(6) valid Us for a specificU occurring in practical applications

Example #2- Nonconvex constraints with (uniformly) boundedre discussed next.
Hessian matrixSuppose thaj; is (nonconvexy’? with second Example #5 Block-wise convexU(x,...,X,). In many
order bounded derivatives od. Then, one can find a matrix applications, the vector of variablasis partitioned in blocks
G > 0 such thatVig;(x) + G = 0 for all x € K. For x = (x;)/_, and the function/ is convex in each block;
instance, one can s€& = |minyex Amin(VZg;(x))| - I, with  separately, but not jointly. A natural approximation fockta
Amin(V2g;(x)) denoting the minimum eigenvalue ®t.g;(x) U exploring its “partial" convexity is
(which is a negative quantity ify; is nonconvex). Then, I
thg unstructured nonconvex constrajntcan be equivalently Ux;y) = Z Ui (x:;y) (11)
written as a DC function: Pt

Gi(x:y) £ 9;(y)+Vxg; (y)" (x—y)+

1 1 N
9;(%) = g;(x) + 5 x" Gx — 5 x" Gx, (7)  with eachU;(x;; y) defined as
o A Ti T
29 () 295 (%) Ui(xiyy) = U(xi,y i)+ = (xi—yi) Hi(y)(xi —y4), (12)

whereg;.“ andg; are twoconvexcontinuously differentiable 2

functions. An approximang; of g; satisfying Assumption wherey = (y;)/_,, y_i £ (y;)j», and H;(y) is any

3 can then readily be obtained by linearizipg (x); see uniformly positive definite matrix (possibly depending gh

Example#3 below for details. Note that the quadratic term ifi_(12) can be set to zero if
The two examples above cover successfully quite genetalx;,y_;) is strongly convex irx;, uniformly for all feasible

unstructuredfunctionsg;. However, in some cases, the funcy_;. An alternative choice foﬁi(xi;y) is

tion parameters involved in the approximatierise constants . o -

Lyg, Of |mingex Amin(V2g;(x))| —are not known exactly Ui(xi;y) = Vi U(y)" (% — i) .

but need to be estimated; if the estimates are not tight, the +§ (xi —yi) ' VE,U(y) (% —yi) + 51 % — yill®,

resultingg; might be a loose overestimation @f, which may

negatively affect the practical convergence of Algorithm where ViU(Y) is the Hessian of/ w.r.t. x; evaluated in

Other approximations can be obtained whgnhas further y. One can also use any positive definite “approximation” of

structure to exploit, as discussed in the next examples. ViiU(Y)- Needless to say, W(Xll- ..,X,) isjointly convex
Example #3- Nonconvex constraints with DC structuf®up- in all the variables’ blocks, the®/(x;y) can be chosen so
pose thaty; has a DC structure, that is, that

9:(0) = g (x) = g; (x) Uy) 2U) + Y Slx-vil®  (13)

is the difference of two convex and continuously differahte

functionSg;r and g; . By linearizing the concave partg; where %||x; — y;||* is not needed iU (x;, x_;) is strongly

and keeping the convex pagg* unchanged, we obtain theconvex inx;, uniformly for all feasiblex_,.



Example #6-(Proximal) gradient-like approximationdf no  whereh;(x,y) £ fi(x;y)fa(y), ha(x,y) £ fi(y)f2(x;y),
convexity whatsoever is present Ui, mimicking proximal- andh, andh, are legitimate approximations faéx andhs, for
gradient methods, a valid choice d@f is the first order example, again, those considered in Examples 5-7. Noténthat
approximation ofU, that is,U(x;y) = Zle Ui(xi;y), with  the last cases we no longer need the quadratic term because
each it is already included in the approximatiofs and f», and

7 o) A T Ti 2 hy and ho, respectively. As a final remark, it is important to

Uilxiiy) = VaUly) " (% =yi) + 2 i =yill” point out that the thé/s discussed above belong to a class of
Note that even though classical (proximal) gradient descdronconvex functions for which it does not seem possible to
methods (see, e.gl, [21]) share the same approximation fufied a global convex upper bound; therefore, all current SCA
tion, they are not applicable to probléR due to the noncon- techniques (see, e.gl, [10], [12], [15]) are not applicable

vexity of the feasible set. We conclude the discussion on the approximation functions
Example #7 Sum-utility function In multi-agent scenarios, observing that, in Examples 5-7, the propogétk;y)s are

the objective functionl/ is generally written as/(x) £ all separable in the blocks; for any giveny; in Example
Zle fi(x1,..., %), that is, the sum of the utilities 8, instead, the separability is problem dependent and ghoul
fi(x1,...,xr) of I agents, each controlling the variables be examined on a case-by-case basis. The separability of the
A typical situation is when thg;s are convex in some agents’Us paves the way to parallelizable and distributed versidns o
variables. To capture this property, let us define by Algorithm 1; we discuss this topic more in detail in SEC] IV.

Si 2 {j: fi(e,x_y)is convex inx;, ¥(x;,x_;) € K} 3) On the choice of the step-size rufé: Theoreni P states
o ) that Algorithm[1 converges either employing a constant-step
the set of indices of all the functiong;(x;,x ;) that are gj;e ryle [cf. [@)] or a diminishing step-size rule [df] (5)]

convex inx;, for any feasiblex_;, and letC; € S; be If a constant step-size is used, one can sefIn~4)=

any subset of5;. Then, the following approximation function7 < 4max for every v, and choose any™ € (0,1] and

U(x;y) satisfies Assumption 2 while exploiting the partiakﬁ so that2c;; > v Ly (recall thatey, is the constant of

ity of U (if any): U(x;y) = Y21, U, (xs;y), with : ot :
convexity ot ; i=1 Ve (XY ), strong convexity of the approximatidn and, thus, is a degree
eachUg, defined as

of freedom). This can be done in several ways. For instance,
Uci (xi1y) 2 ij (x5, y_3) + vafk ()" (xi — yi) if the chosenU contains a proximal term with gain > 0,

= = i.e., a term of the typdr/2)||x — y||?, then the inequality
2c; > Y™ Lyy is readily satisfied settingr /y™** > Lyu
45 (x; —yi) TH, (y)(xi — y3) (we usedcy; > 7). Note that this simple (but conservative)
2 3

condition imposes a constraint only on the ratigy™®x,
where H;(y) is any uniformly positive definite matrix. |eaving free the choice of one of the two parameters. An
Roughly speaking, for each agentve built an approximation jnteresting special case worth mentioning is whet* =
function such that the convex part éf w.r.t. x; may be and2r > Ly the choicey” = 1 leads to an instance of
preserved while the nonconvex part is linearized. Algorithm 1 with no memory, i.ex”+! = x(x¥), for all v.
Example #8- Product of functionsThe functionU is often the When the Lipschitz constatty;; cannot be estimated, one

product of functions (see Part [L[19] for some examples); Wean use a diminishing step-size rule, satisfying the stahda

consider here the product of two functions, but the proposggnditions [(5). A rule that we found to work well in practice
approach can be readily extended to the case of three or mgresee [[13]:

functions or to the sum of such product terms. Suppose that 7 =41 — eyt
U(x) = fi(x)f2(x), with f; and f» convex and positive. In )
view of the expression of the gradient@f V.U — £,V f1+ with 7% € (0,1] ande € (0,1). Other effective rules can be

1V fa, it Seems natural to consider the approximation found in [13]. Notice that, while this rule may still require
some tuning for optimal behavior, it is quite reliable, ginc

U(x;y) :f1(X)f2(}’)+f1(Y)f2(X)+%(X—y)TH(y)(X—y), in general we are not using a (sub)gradient direction, so
that many of the well-known practical drawbacks associated

\t/r\ghe:e, as usuSH(y)_tl[s;_umfo:jmly pos:)tlve %ef;jmte maftrlx; with a (sub)gradient method with diminishing step-size are
is term can be omitted if, and f, are bounded away from mitigated in our setting. Furthermore, this choice of siegge

zero on the feasible set anfi + f» is strongly convex (for does not require any form of centralized coordination and,

example if one of the ,tWO function; is strongly convex). It i?‘nus, provides a favorable feature in distributed envirents.
clear that thisU satisfies Assumption 2. In casg and f; We remark that it is possible to prove the convergence of

2;(|aorset;||siggs't've but not necessarily convex, we can use t!&‘?gorithm 1 also using other step-size rules, such as a atand

Armijo-like line-search procedure. We omit the discussidn
Ux;y) = fi(x;9) f2(y) + [L(y) fa(x5y), line-search based approaches because such options are not i

~ ~ .. . . line with our goal of developing distributed algorithmsgse
where f, and f; are any legitimate approximations fgfi Sec.[1V. In Egl] it is shownpthgt in the speci?ic case of a

and f5, for example those considered in Examples 5-7 abovS fongly convex and, in our terminologyll — U and K =

Finally, if f; and f, can take non-positive values, we can writ%{n by choosingy” — 1 at every iteration, one can prove

U(x;y) = hi(x,y) + ha(x,y), the stationarity of every limit point of the sequence getezta

, v=>1, (14)



by Algorithm 1 (assuming regularity). We can easily derive-Distributed implementationA second key and unique fea-
this particular result from our general analysis, see Remaure of Algorithm 1, missing in current SCA schemés][10],
12 in the Appendix. Here we only mention that, attractivi[1], [15], is that it easily leads to distributed implemaitins,
as this result may be, the strong convexity 6fis a very as we will discuss in Se¢._1V. This feature, along with the
restrictive assumption, and forcinig = U does not permit feasibility of the iterates, represents a key differense alith
the development of distributed versions of Algorithm 1. classical techniques1[6]3[9] that have been proposed in the
Finally, as a technical note, it is interesting to contrast t literature to deal with nonconvex optimization problems.
different kinds of convergence that one can obtain by chnapsi
a constant or a diminishing step-size rule. In the formeecas
every limit point of the sequence generated by Algorithm
1 is guaranteed to be a stationary solution of the original L ) o .
. .. In many applications, e.g., multi-agent optimization cs-di
nonconvex problerdP] whereas, in the latter case, there eX|stts. . L ' .
L . : . . ributed networking, it is desirable to keep users coortitima
at least a limit point being stationary, which thus is a weake o o . .
» L . and communication overhead at minimum level. In this sectio
condition. On the other hand, a diminishing step-size has be . o : .
) - we discuss distributed versions of Algorithm 1. Of course, w
observed to be numerically more efficient than a constant one - .
. ; S X need to assume that probléRl has some suitable structure,
In order to obtain, also with a diminishing step-size ruke t . . ~ ~ .
. and that consistent choices bhandg are made. Therefore, in
strong convergence behavior that can be guaranteed whefi.a . : ; I :
o .. 1his section we consider the following additional assupisi
constant step-size is employ~ed, one needs extra condiions
the approximation functiong/ and § (cf. Assumptions 4); Assumption 6 (Decomposabilty) Given[P] suppose that:
these conditions are quite standard and easy to be satisfiethi) the setC has a Cartesian structure, i.&,= K x --- x
most practical applications (as those studied in Pait1])[19 K;, with eachk; C R™, andd ", n; = n; x = (x;)L_; is
partitioned accordingly, with eack; € K;;
B. Related works D2) the approximate functiotV(x;y) satisfying Assumption
2 is chosen so thadl (x;y) = >, Ui(xi;y);

Our approach draws on the SCA paradigm, which has be : L e :
widely explored in the literature, se€ [10]=[15]. Howeverﬁg) each approximate functia (x; y) satisfying Assumption

" ; 3dis (block) separable in the-variables, for any givery, that
our framework and convergence conditions unify and exteri‘;S G(x:y) = 3, 3 (xi:y), for somegi : Ky x X — R

current SCA methods in several directions, as outlined.next’ %7\ i 95\ X6 ¥ 9y M '

—On the approximation function€onditions on the approx- condition D1 is a very natural assumption on probfBhand
imation functionU as in Assumption 2 are relatively weakijs ysually satisfied when a distributed implementation leda

this feature allows us to enlarge Signiﬁcantly the C|aSStijyJ for. If prob'emm does not Satisfy this assumption, it is not
functionsUs that can be successfully handled by Algorithrpealistic to expect that efficient distributed solution hts

1. A key difference with current SCA methods [applicable tgan be devised; D2 and D3, instead, are assumptions on our
special cases @] [10], [12] and DC programs [15] is that the g|gorithmic choices. In particular, condition D2 permitamy
approximatior/(x; y) need not be a tigtglobal upper bound choices forl. For instance, as already discussed at the end of
of the objective functiorl/(x) for everyx € K andy € X  the subsection "On the approximatioit, essentially alll’s

[cf. Assumption 2]. This fact represents a big step forwasgtroduced in Examples 5-7 (and possibly some of tfeein

in the literature of SCA methods; Part Il of the paper|[19%xample 8) satisfy D2. The critical condition in Assumption
provides a solid evidence of the wide range of applicabéity ¢ is D3. Some examples of constraints functigngor which

the proposed framework. one can find &j;(x;y) satisfying D3 are:

—Convergence conditionsthere are only a few SCA-based_|ndividual nonconvex constraint&achg; (still nonconvex)
methods in the literature handling nonconvex constrain;gsependS only on one of the block variabtes, . ..,x;, i.e,
namely [10], [11], [15], and the existing convergence r_Esngj(x) = gi(x;), for someg’ : K; — R andi;

are quite weak. In particularl_[10, Th. 1] states thattit geparaple nonconvex constraintach g; has the form
Whole_ sequence (.:onvergetbe_n the algor!th_m converges fcogj(x) — ¥, 9t (xi), with g K — R;

a stationary point; however, in general, it is hardly possib
to show that the sequence generated by the algorithms d
converge. In[[111], (subsequence) convergence to reguiatyo
is proved, but only for nonconvex problems wittrongly
convexobjective functions; this fact restricts considerably the It is important to remark that, even for problef@Hor [P+ ]
range of applicability of this result (for instance, nonetloé for which it looks hard to satisfy D3, the introduction of pey
problems that we study in Part I [19] have strongly convexlack variables can help to decouple the constraint funsfio
objective functions). Finally, [15] can handle only (pddgi making thus possible to find & that satisfies D3; we refer
nonsmooth) nonconvex problems whose objective functiofte reader to Part Il of the papér[19] for some non trivial
and constraints have a DC form. To the best of our knowledgamples where this technique is applied.

this work is the first attempt towards the generalization@AS  For notational simplicity, let us introduce the vector func
methods to nonconvex problems having general nonconin g (x;;x") £ (g8 (xi5x¥))y, for i = 1,...,1. Under
objective functions and constraints. Assumption 6, each subprobléRy.| becomes

IV. DISTRIBUTED IMPLEMENTATION

—Nonconvex constraints with Lipschitz gradiersachg; is
R&e necessarily separable but has Lipschitz gradientom
this case one can choose, e.g., the approximatjcas in [6).



The dual-problem can be solved, e.g., using well-knownigrad

min 2(71 0, (i %) ent algorithms[[4i1]; an instance is given in Algorithin 2, who
x = ’ N convergence is stated in TheorEm 4. The proof of the theorem
g(x;x”) £ 3, g4 (xi;x”) <0, (Px+)  follows from LemmaB and standard convergence results for
st xi €K i=1 I gradient projection algorithms (e.g., seel[42, Th. 3.2]

Prop. 8.2.6] for the theorem statement under assumptigns (a
With a S“ght abuse of notation, we will still denote th%nd (b)’ respective'y)_ We remark that an assumption made
feasible set ofP,. by X (x"). in the aforementioned references is that subpro@nas a
The block separable structure of both the objective functigero-duality gap and the dual problefl(15) has a non-empty
and the constraints lends itself to a parallel decompasitido so|ution set. In our setting, this is guaranteed by Assumnpti
the subproblemi®,..|in the primal or dual domain: hence, its, that ensures that(x”) satisfies Slater's CQ (see the
allows the distributed implementation of Step 2 of Algomith discussion around Assumption 5).
1. In the next section we brleﬂy show how to customize In @) [.]+ denotes the Euclidean projection ofikq , ie.,
standard primal/dual decomposition techniques (see,[2@], [2]+ £ max(0, z).
[21]) in order to solve subproble We conclude this
section observing that, if there are only individual coaistts ~ Algorithm 2: Dual-based Distributed Implementation of Step
in [P given xV, each can be split inI independent 2 of NOVA Algorithm (Algorithm 1).
subproblems in the variables, even if the original nonconvex Data: A’ > 0, x, {a"} > 0; setn = 0.
(.] IS not separabIeT_o th.e t.)ESt of our kpowledge, this is the(s .2a) If A" satisfies a suitable termination criterion: STOP.
first attempt to obtain distributed algorithms for a nonc®av (S.2b) Solve in parallel[T7): for ali = 1 I, compute
problem in the general forifl ii(.)\”-x”). : seend,

(s.2c) UpdateX according to

A. Dual decomposition methods

Subproble@is convex and can be solved in a distributed ntl & |\ " ! e m s
way if the constraintgg(x;x”) < 0 are dualized. The dual = A ta Zg (XA x7);x") | (19)
problem associated with ea| is: givenx” € X(x"), =l +

(s.2d) n+ n+1 and go back tog. 2a).

max d(A; x*) (15)
with Theorem 4:Given [P} under Assumptions 1-3, 5, and 6,
d(X: x¥) 2 min I (o, 2 x7) + AT (i x suppose that one of the two following conditions is satisfied

(A x") ek {2171 ( (xi3 x") g'(xix )) %16) (a) D4 holds true andla™} is chosen such théit< inf,, a™ <

. ) s " < 2/Lvyyg, forall n > 0;
Note that, forA > 0, by Assumptions 2 and 3, the mlnlmlza-?g)p”void(ig,,)vié uniforr7nlly7 bounded orR™ and a” is

tion in (I8) has a unique solution, which will be denoted b¥hosen such that” >0, a" = 0,% O}i’ — . and

X(A;xY) £ (Xi(A;x¥))1_,, with T (a")? < .
(A x”) 2 argmind U, (x;: x) + ATg (x;:x) V. (17 Then, the sequencg\"} generated by Algorithriill2 con-

( ) xigelCi { ( ) g )} ) verges to a solution of (15mnd the sequencex(A"™;x”)}
Before proceeding, let us mention the following standafePVerges to the unique solution B/
condition. Remark 5 (On the distributed implementation):
D4) g(e;x") is uniformly Lipschitz continuous orC with Theimplementation of AIgonthrrEIl_ based on Algorithm
constantr, - [2 leads to a double-loop scheme: given the current value of

7 L " . the multipliers A", the subproblemd (17) can be solved in

We remind that D4 is implied by condition C7 of Assumpuorbara”e' across the blocks; once the new valga\"; x*) are

_4; thkergfore we dg not need to assume Ilt |LA|ssumpt||on 4é§/ailable, the multipliers are updated according(td (19)teN
invoked. But in order to connect our results below to ¢ ams'cthat whenm = 1 (i.e., there is only one shared constraint), the

oneﬁ, It I g(l)od to highlight it as a sepac\jrat\_e a:jslsumpnon._ u&fdate in [[IP) can be replaced by a bisection search, which
The next lemma summarizes some desirable properties oo\l converges quite fast. Whem > 1, the potential

the dual functiond(A; x”), which are instrumental to Provegiow convergence of gradient updatgs] (19) can be alleviated
the convergence of dual schemes.

) - ) using accelerated gradient-based (proximal) schemes; see

Lemma 3:Given|[Py} under Assumptions 1-3, 5, and 6%9 9., [43], [44]
the following hold. . ’ '
(a) d(A;x") is differentiable with respect ta. on R, with

gradient

As far as the communication overhead is concerned, the
required signaling is in the form of message passing and
, of course is problem dependent; see Part Il of the paper

Vad(Aix") =Y g (Ri(Aix");x"). (18) [19] for specific examples. For instance, in networking ap-
i plications where there is a cluster-head, the update of the

(b) If in addition D4 holds, thenVd(A;x") is Lipschitz multipliers can be performed at the cluster, and, then, it ca
continuous orR”" with constantLyy £ L2 \/m/c;. be broadcasted to the users. In fully decentralized netsvork
Proof: See Appendix C. B instead, the update ot can be done by the users themselves,



by running consensus based algorithms to locally estimatad leads toparallel and distributedsolution methods for
Zle g (X;(A";x");x¥). This, in general, requires a limiteda very general class of nonconvex problems; ii) it offers a
signaling exchange among neighboring nodes only. Note alst of flexibility in choosing the approximation functions,
that the size of the dual problem (the dimensionXjfis enlarging significantly the class of problems that can be
equal tom (the number of shared constraints), which makesmlved with provable convergence; iii) by choosing differe

Algorithm [2 scalable in the number of blocks (users). approximation functions, different (distributed) schentan
) - be obtained: they are all convergent, but differ for (piead)i
B. Primal decomposition methods convergence speed, complexity, communication overheat, a

Algorithm [2 is based on the relaxation of the shared coa-priori knowledge of the system parameters; iv) it includes
straints into the Lagrangian, resulting, in general, ina@ation as special cases several classical SCA-based algorithchs an
of these constraints during the intermediate iteratesomes improves on their convergence properties; and v) it pravide
applications this fact may prevent the on-line implemeatat new efficient algorithms also for old problems. In Part I
of the algorithm. In this section we propose a distributefi9] we customize the developed algorithmic framework to a
scheme that does not suffer from this issue: we cope with thariety of new (and old) multi-agent optimization probleims
shared constraints using a primal decomposition techniquesignal processing, communications and networking, pingid

Introducing the slack variables= (t;)!_,, with eacht; € a solid evidence of its good performance. Quite interefting
R™, an be rewritten as even when compared with existing schemes that have been

min Zf:l Ui(xi§ ), designed for very specific problems, our algorithms are show
(xi ti)!_, to outperform them.
s.t. x, €K, Yi=1,...,1,

, (20) APPENDIX
g (xyx") <t Vi=1....1, We first introduce some intermediate technical results that
Zf:l t; <O0. are instrumental to prove Theordm 2. The proof of Theorem
Whent = (¢;)._, is fixed, [20) can be decoupled across th% 's given in AppendiXB.
users: for eacti=1,...,1, solve A. Intermediate results
min  U;(x;; x), We first prove Lemm&l6-Lemn{a1l0, providing some key
sxt — 21) properties of the sequendex”} generated by Algorithm 1
T ) and of the best-response functigfe) defined in[(8). Finally,

g (xi;x") <ty with Theoreni Ill we establish some technical conditionsunde
(\‘vhich a(t least one) regular limit point of the sequence gen-
erated by Algorithm 1 is a stationary solution of the origina
nonconvex problerfP} the proof of Theoreni]2 will rely on
such conditions. We recall that, for the sake of simplicity,
throughout this section we tacitly assume that Assumptions
1-3 and 5 are satisfied.

wherep, (t;;x”) is the optimal Lagrange multiplier associate
with the inequality constraing’ (x;;x”) < t;. Note that
the existence ofu,(t;;x") is guaranteed if[(21) has zero-
duality gap[45, Prop. 6.5.8]e.g., when some CQ hold), but
p,;(t;;x”) may not be uniquelLet us denote by} (t;;x")
the unique solution of[{21), given =(¢;)._,. The optimal ] )
partitiont* £ (t5)1_, of the shared constraints can be foun4emma[@ The first lemma shows, among other things, that

solving the so-calledhaster(convex) problem (see, e.d., [20]):Algorithm 1 produces a sequence of points that are feasible
for the original problenfPl

; v 1 T * (4 gV e oV . .
min - P(t;x") 2300 Ui (i3 x¥); x¥) (22) . lemma 6:The following properties hold.
st. Y ti<o. ()yeX(y) Cxforallye X;
. , o (i) x(y) e X(y) S X forally € X.
Due to the non-uniquenessgf(t;; x"), the objective function Moreover, the sequendex”} generated by Algorithm 1 is
in (22) is nondifferentiable; probleni {(P2) can be solved by .1, that:

subgradient methods. The partial subgradien®of, x*) with (iii) x* € A
respect to the first argument evaluatedtat”) is (iv) x*+1 e 'X(xu) N X (xv+)

O, P(t;x") = —p; (ti;xY), i=1,...,1. Proof: (i) the first implicationy € X (y) follows from
g;i(y;y) = gi(y) <0, forall j =1,...,m [due to C2].
We refer to_[[_Z,]., Prpp. _8.2.6] for. standard convergence tsesui r the inclusionX'(y) C X, it suffices to recall that, by
for subgradient projection algorithms. C3, we haveg;(x) < §;(x;y) for all x € K, y € X, and
j=1,...,m, implying that, ifx € X(y), thenx € X.
V. CONCLUSIONS (i) x(y) € X(y) since it is the optimal solution 0P, (and
In this Part | of the two-part paper, we proposed a novel getirus also feasible).
eral algorithmic framework based on convex approximatidiii) In view of (i) and (ii), it follows by induction and the
techniques for the solution of nonconvex smooth optimarati fact thatx”*! is a convex combination of” € X (x”) and
problems: we point out that the nonconvexity may occur boft(x”) € X (x”), which is a convex subset o¥.
in the objective function and in the constraints. Some kdiw) By (i), x**' € X(x¥). Furthermore, we have
novel features of our scheme are: i) it maintains feasybility; (x*+1;x**1) = g;(x**1) <0, for all j = 1,...,m, where



the equality follows from C2 and the inequality is due to Lemma 8:Suppose that B4-B5 hold and there exist 0

xVT1 € X; thus,x ™1 € x(x**1). [ ]

and 3 > 0 such that

Lemmal[4 With Lemma[T, we establish some key propertie§ Py (y)(W,(X(2),2)) — Px(2)(W,(%(2),2))|| < Blly — z||%,

of the best-response functict{e). We will use the following
definitions. Giveny,z € X andp > 0, let

w,(X(y),z) £ X(y) — pVxU(X(y); 2);

and let Py (y)(u) denote the Euclidean projection afc R"
onto the closed convex sétf(y):

(23)

PX(y)(u) = argmin||x — u||.
x€X (y)

(24)

Lemma 7:The best-response functiok’ > y — x(y)
satisfies the following:
(i) For everyy € X, x(y) —y is a descent direction fdy at
y such that

VU(y)" (x(y) —y) < —c5lI%(y) — ¥, (25)

(28)
for all p € (0,p] andy, z € X. Then there existg € (0, 7]
such that

~ ~ 1
[%(y) = x(@2)| < nolly — 2| + Oplly —2l|>,  (29)
for all y,z € X andp € (0, ], with
0 A Pi/v,z
P =
_ 272 _ o
1 \/1 +p°LS 4 — 2pcy (30)
6, = b
P — )

1-— \/1 + p2f/2v71 — 2pcy

where Ly, and Ly are the Lipschitz constants of
VxU(e;y) and ViU (x;e), respectively (cf. B4 and B5);
Ly, is assumed to be such théaty; > c; without loss

wherec;; > 0 is the constant of uniform strong convexity ofof generality.

U (cf. B1);
(i) For everyy € X, it holds that

x(y) = Px(y) (W, (X(y),¥)), (26)

for every fixedp > 0.
(iii) Suppose that also B5 holds true. Thexis) is continuous
at everyx € X such thatk(x) € X' (x) is regular.

Proof: (i) By Assumption 2, for any gively € X, x(y)

is the solution of the strongly convex optimization problem . .
[P (y)(Wp(X(¥), ¥)) = Pr(y)(W,(X(2),5))

therefore,
(z — %(y))"VxU (X(y);y) > 0,

By choosingz = y [recall by LemmdB(i) thaty € X (y)],
we get

(v = %) (VaUx(3)iy) ~VxU(5:y)
+VXU(y;y)) >0,

Vz € X(y). (27)

which, using B1 and B2, leads to
(y = %) VxU(y) > cgllx(y) — vI*.

(ii) It follows readily from the fixed-point characterizati of
the solutionk(y) of the strongly convex subproble,: see,

e.g., [46, Prop. 1.5.8].

Proof: Using [26) we have, for every > 0,
[%(y) — (=)l
= [Prx(y)(Wp(X(y),¥)) = Pr(z) (W, (%(2), 2))||
S N Pxy)(Wo(%(y),¥)) — Pr(y)(Wo(x(2),5))
T Px(y)(Wp(%(2),¥)) — Pr(z)(Wy(%(2),2)|.

We bound next the two terms on the RHS [of](31).
For everyp > 0, it holds

(31)

[

[

(b) N
2 I%(y) — %(@)|12 + 02 £ 1 |k(y) — %(2)]2

—2pcy [%(y) —%(2)|?
= (L+p°L3 1 — 2pcp) |x(y) — x(2)|%,
(32)

where (a) is due to the non-expansive property of the projec-

tion operatprPX(y)(o) and (b) follows from B1 and B5. Note

(iii) We first observe that, under the assumed regularitylof dhat1 + p°L3, | — 2pc; > 0 since we assumefly ; > cg.

the points inX'(xX), X(e) is continuous atk [39, Example

Let us bound now the second term on the RHY of (31). For

5.10]. It follows from [39, Proposition 4.9] (see also [39€Veryp € (0,p], we have

Example 5.57]) that, for every fixedr € R", the map
X — Py (x)(u) is continuous atx = x. This, together with
B1, B3 and B5 is sufficient fok(e) to be continuous ak
[47, Theorem 2.1]. [ |

Lemma [8 Under the extra conditions B4-B5, with the fol-
lowing lemma, which is reminiscent of similar results [n[47

and [48], we can establish a suitable sensitivity propefthe
best-response functiat(e); LemmalB will play a key role in
the proof of statement (c) of Theordmh 2.

[1Px(y) (W (%(2),¥)) = Px(a)(W,(X(2), 2))]|

< Py (W (5(2), 3)) — Py (wp((2), )|
| Px () (Wp(X(2),2)) — Py (W,y(X(2),2))]
< wp((2). y) — wp(k(z). )] + Blly — ]}

o
< pLvaly -zl +8ly — 2|z,
(33)
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where (a) is due to the non-expansive property of the projdedrthermore, in view of the compactness Af denoting by
tion Py (y)(e) and [28), and (b) follows from B4. D the (finite) diameter oft’, the LHS of [3Y) can be bounded

Combining [(31), [(3P) and (33) we obtain the desired resudy
(29) with 5 = min{2c;/L% |, p} (so that0 < 1+ p*L% | — o b N
2pci < 1 for everyp e (O,Vf%]l)- w2 WP (Wor (R (87, %) P (W (R (% )7}({35)3”.
Lemmas[9 and[I0 While Assumptions 1-3 and B4-B5 in  Suppose without loss of generality that — +oo, p¥ | 0,
Lemma[8 are quite standard, conditipn](28) is less trivial amnd x* — x € X(x) C X andy” — y € X(y) C X,

) . N N

not easy to be checked. The following Lemind 10 providegssibly on a suitable subsequenédrecall thatz” e X(x)

some easier to be checked sufficient conditions that in@y. (2 3nq 5+ < X(y")]. From (37) and[(38), we obtain
To prove Lemm& 10 we need first Lemina 9, as stated next.

Lemma 9:Considerx € X. By assuming C7, the following Dy > limiup Bl — =7,
hold: voree
(i) If x € X(x) is regular, thenX(e) enjoys the Aubin which, in turn, considering that” — oo and||y” —x"||* >0,
property at(x, Sc)ﬂ implies
(i) If in addition X is compact, then a neighborhodg of lim ||y” — g'f”% =0. (39)
%, a neighborhoodx of x, and a constant > 0 exist such yroo
that Then, it must bex = y.
| Pr(y) (1) = Py (u)] < BHY _ Z||% (34) Invoking now the continuity ok(e) atx [cf. LemmaT (iii)]

and V,.U(e;e) on K x X [cf. B3], we have
forall y,z € X N Vx, andu € Wk. e

Proof: (i) Under Assumptions 1-3 and C7, the statement¥,» (X (X") , X") = X (x") = p"VxU(x (x") , x") — %(%).
follows readily from [49, Theorem 3.2] in view of the regu- R (40)
larity of x. Therefore, for everys > 0 and neighborhood®x and
(if) Since X (e) has the Aubin property afx, x), there exist Wx(z), there exists a sufficiently large such that[(37) holds
a neighborhoodVyx of %, a neighborhoodVi of %, and a with 8 > /3 (recall that3” — +o0), X¥, ¥ € Vx N X [due

constant > 0 such that[[48, Lemma 1.1]: to (39)], andw, (x (X”),X") € Wy [due to [4D)]; this is
. 1 in contradiction with [(3B). [ |
| Px(y)nBz (@) = Pr@ns, (W < Blly —z[2 | (35)

We recall that the assumption on the regularityxdk) <
for all y,z € X N Vs, andu € Wy, where By denotes a (%) for everyx € X, as required in Lemmia 10, is implied
closed convex neighborhood & Since X’ is compact, one PY Assumption 5.

can always choosBx such that¥'(x) C Bx for everyx € X  Theorem[I1.The last theorem of this section provides techni-
and, thus, cal conditions under which a(t least one) regular limit paih
the sequence generated by Algorithm 1 is a stationary soluti
of the original nonconvex problef&l

which proves the desired result. ] Theorem 11:Let {x”} be the sequence generated by Al-

) - " gorithm 1 under Assumptions 1-3 and 5. The the following
We can now derive sufficient conditions fér{28) to hold. 5q.

| P (y)nBs (1) = Py (z)ns; (W] = | Px(y) (1) — Pz (0],

Lemma 10:Suppose that C7 holds trué&, is compact and (a) Suppose o A
x(X) € X(x) is regular for everyk € X. Then, property[(28) liminf ||%(x") — x”|| = 0. (41)
holds. v—oo o _ | |
Proof: It follows from Lemmd9(ii) that, for everg € X, Then_, at least one regular limit point ¢&”} is a stationary
there exist a neighborhoad of x, a neighborhoodV x, of solution offPl
%(x), and a constant > 0 such that: (b) Suppose

lim ||x(x") —x"| =0. (42)
A 1 V—00
[ Px(y) (1) = Px(z) ()] < Blly — 2|2 (36) o . . :
Then, every regular limit point ofx”} is a stationary solution
for everyy,z € X NVx, u € Wyx). of [P

Suppose now by contradiction that]28) does not hold. Then, Proof: We prove only (a); (b) follows applying the result

for all p* > 0 and 8 > 0 there existp” € (0,p"], X”, and in (a) to every convergent subsequence/ef}.

y¥ € X such that: Let x be a regular accumulation point of the subsequence
{x"}n of {x} satisfying [41); thus, there exist§” C A
such thatim -, _, x” = x. We show next thak is a KKT

(‘37) point of the original problem. Lef and.J” be the following

sets:
1See([39, Def. 9.36] for the definition of the Aubin propertyotdl also that JE{jel,...,m: g;(x) =0},

we use some results from [48] where a point-to-set map thatttea Aubin N R
property is called pseudo-Lipschitz 48, Def. 1.1]. JUE{jel,....,m]: gj(x(x");x") =0}

| Pty (W (5 (%) %)) = P (Wi (% (%) %)
_ E
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with v € V. Usinglim ./, , _ [|%(x") —x”|| = 0 [cf. @T)] thatlimys, e |[[p” || = 400 for some{x(x")} - (possibly

along with the continuity of;, by C2, we have over a subsequeqce). Dividing both sides[af (50)|py|| and
N/laifi) (&)%) = G5 (% R) = g5(R)s j = 1,err s taking the limit\" > v —: 00, OTe Wouldiget

> (43) - Eje]ﬂijj(x) € Nx(x)

The limit above implies that there exists a positive integer 0<jy;Lgix)<0, jeJ,

v € N’ such that

(51)

B for somep £ (1) e.7 # 0, in contradiction with ().
JYCJ, Vv >rvandv e N, (44) Therefore,{u” = (1) je 7 tvenr must have a limit; let us
. . ~ _ . denote by(fi;),c 7 such a limit (after a suitable renumeration).
Since the functiond/xU and Vg; are continuous, we get’Taking the iMItA” > » — oo in (50), and usindT45) andT46)
by B2, : . L -
} ) along with the outer semicontinuity of the mappiNg (e), we
N lim ViU (x(x");x") = VxU(x;%) = VU(x), (45) get
o — [VU() + X5 1 V95(0)] € Ne(®)
and, forj =1,...,m, by C5, _ _ D=
0<p;Lgj(x)<0, jel

lm Vi (x(x7);x") = Vxg;(%:X) = Vg;(X). (48) 4 tol1ows from (52) thatx is a stationary solution of the

N/BV—N)O
We claim now that for sufficiently large € A/, the MFCQ original problent?} -

holds atx(x”) € X'(x”). Assume by contradiction that the
following implication does not hold for infinitely many ¢ B. Proof of Theorerf]2
N Proof of statement (a).lt follows from Lemma[6.
=D jegr By Vxgj(X(x");x") € Nic(%(x”)) Proof of statement (b).Invoking Theoreni_T1(b), it is suffi-
W >0, € J cient to show that{(42) in Theoreml11 is satisfied.
J= ’ By the descent lemma [21, Propo. A.24] and Step 3 of

(52)

N3 Algorithm 1, we get:
wi = O, V] e J". (47) U(xy+1) < U(XV) _i_,yl/vU(xV)T(f((xV) _xl/)
It follows that a nonempty index set C J exists such that, +(’Y")22LVU %(x¥) — xV 2.

after a suitable renumeration, for every= N, we must have

- leej M_I;VXEI] (X(xu); XV) € Nk (X(XV)) v,
e Ut SUR) = 7" (g = T ) ) x|
py =0,vjeJ (48) = 7\ o 5 :
53)
ot =1, (
ZJEJ Ky Since 0 < inf, y” < sup,y” < 4™ < 1 and 2¢; >
We may assume without loss of generality that, for eaeh"®*L ¢, we deduce from[{83) that eithéf(x”) — —oo
Jj € J, the sequenc¢y;} converges to a limifi; such that or {/(x”)} converges to a finite value and
_Zj_ei fj = 1. In VI.eW of the |nc-lu5|0.nJ C J, by taklng the lim [|&(x") — x"|| = 0. (54)
limit A" > v — oo in (@8), and invoking[(46) along with the V=00
outer semicontinuity of the mappiny(e) [39, Prop. 6.6], By assumption A4{U(x")} is convergent and the sequence

Invoking (28) in Lemmd]7, we obtain

we get B B {x"} C X [Lemmal[&(iii)] is bounded. Thereford, (64) holds
=2 je H;jVxg;(X) € Nk (%) true and{x”} has a limit point inX". By Theorenl_IlL(b) and
fi; >0,Vj € J (49) (=4), statemgnt (b) of the_ theorem follows readily. F!n,e.iﬂy .
- (53), U(x") is a decreasing sequence: hence, no limit point
djeili =1, of {x”} can be a local maximum df.

in contradiction with the regularity of [the MFCQ holds at Proof of statement (c).Invoking TheoreniI1(a), it is suffi-
%, see [[@)]. Therefore[ [#7) must hold for sufficiently largeient to show thati{41) in Theorelml11 is satisfied. Following
v € N, implying that the KKT system of problefRy.]has a the same steps as in the proof of statement (b)[by (53) and
solution for every sufficiently large € N’: thus, there exist v* — 0, for v > © sufficiently large, there exists a positive
(1), such that constant( such that:
~ v+1 VY _ A VA (Y V12
_ [VXU(X(XU);XV)+Z;TL:1 M;{vxgj(f((xu);xu) € Nic(%(x")) Ux"") <UE") —4"Cl[x(x") —x"||%, (55)

0<p¥ LG (R(x");x") <0, j=1,...,m. which, again, by A4, leads to

(50) v
Note that by [44) and the complementarity slacknes§h (50), Jim D %" = x| < 4oc. (56)
pf = 0 forall j ¢ J and larger € N’. Moreover, the t=v

A

sequence of nonnegative multipliefg” = (u%);c7}venr The desired resul{(31) follows froni (56) and, ~v" =
must be bounded, as shown next. Suppose by contradictiemc. Similarly to the previous case, Hy (56), eventudllfx")
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is a decreasing sequence: thus, no limit poin{®f} can be Using [63), we can show now thdi{61) is in contradiction
a local maximum ofU. with the convergence ofU(x")}. By (&8), (possibly over a
Suppose now that Assumption 4 holds. By Theofein 11(b)ibsequence) for sufficiently largec A/, we have
it is sufficient to prove that[{42) holds true. For notational i v b1 1] Ao (ot)]]2
. - Ux) < U — v A
simplicity, we set Ax(x) £ %(x”) — x”. We already () = Uk) C%:t*”_ VIARGA
proved thatlim inf, ||Ax(x”)|| = 0; therefore, [(4R) holds if < U") -5 St
limsup, [[Ax(x”)|| = 0, as stated next. where, in the last inequality, we have uséd](59) (or, in case,
First of all, note that, by Assumption 4, Lemina 10 _and, b@)) and [6B). Thus, sinc& (x”) converges,[{84) implies
consequence, Lemri& 8 hold true; therefore, there exist$ lim, e pr Zi":l ~t =0, in contradiction with [BIL).
such that (cf. Lemmal8) Remark 12:As we already mentioned in subsection IIHA3,
(") — %(xt)|| < vt 4011k — I 57y I [11] it is shown that, in the specific case ofstrongly
") = %O < mpllx” =37 46, 1" =72, (57) convexUU, U = U, andK = R", one can choose” = 1 at
foranyv,t > 1 andp € (0, p], with n, andé, defined in[(3D) every iteration and prove the stationarity of every limitrgeof
(cf. Lemma[B). the sequence generated by Algorithm 1 (assuming regylarity
Suppose by contradiction thatmsup,, ||A%(x”)|| > 0. For completeness we sketch how this result can be readily
Then, there exists > 0 such that | Ax(x")|| > 26 + /3/2  obtained using our framework (and actually slightly impdv
for infinitely many v, and also||Ax(x")|| < § + /6/2 for ©OnN by also conspermg the case in whikhis not necessarily _
infinitely many v. Thus, there exists an infinite subset oR"). The proof is based on Theoreml11(b) and a result in

indices A such that, for eachv € N and somei, > v, [11]. By TheoreniIli(b), it is enough to show thatl(42) holds.
the following hold: But (42) does indeed hold because of the strong convexity

‘ of U, as shown at the beginning of Proposition 3.2[in] [11].
[A%(x")[| < 6+ 1/6/2, [|A%(x™)|| >26++/6/2 (58) Note that the strong convexity @f plays here a fundamental
role and that, once we remove this restrictive assumption,
things get considerably more difficult, as clearly shown by

6+ /6/2 < ||A%(X)|| <20 ++/6/2, v<j<i, (59) the complexity of the proof of Theoreli 2.

(64)

and, in case, > v +1,

Hence, for allv € N/, we can write C. Proof of Lemma&l3
5 Ax(x )| — AR (x” (a) It is a consequence of Danskin’s thec_>r [2;, Prc_>p. A.43]
< HA X(.X M = l1Ax(x )” (b) The statement follows from the uniform Lipschitz con-
< [R(x) = x(x) [ 4 [x = x| tinuity of X(e;x”) on R” with constant Lyg, which is
(a) ) ) . proved next. For notational/ simplicity, let us write, =
s (Cam)lx =x[+6,[x =x"[]2(g0) %(A;x”) and %,y £ X(A;x). Defining L(x,\) 2

—~
=
=

iy — L (Ui(xi;x¥) + ATgi(x;;x¥) ), we have, by the mini-
(1+1n,) (25+ \/5/_2) St %u;nl Sringpl:, JEA B X )) y
3 - ~ ~\T .
+0, (25+ \/5/2) (z;;yl Vt) , (R, —XA)TVXL(XA,A)/ > 0
(®a—%y) VL (%4, A) > 0.

where (a) is due to[[($7) and (b) comes from the triangle, . . . .
inequality and the updating rule of the algorithm. It folbwgddmg the two inequalities above and summing and subtract-

from (58) and [(BD) that ing Vi L (ﬁk, A ) we obtain
- cp - 1%a =Ry |
liminf, |(14n,) (20 +/5/2) S0t At v )
|: P ( ) 1 t - 1 < (2)\/ — ﬁ)\)T [Vxﬁ (ﬁA,A) - vxﬁ (ﬁ)\vA ):|
+0, (20+/5/2) " (2151 4') " | > 0. o o A
Al )" (Zist)’] (61) = (o —%y) " [Vl (3,X) = VL (R M)
We now prove that|Ax(x")|| = &/2 for sufficiently large (65)
v € N. Reasoning as i (60), we have where, in the first inequality, we used the uniform strong
o L convexity of £ o,)\/ . Hence, we have
AR = [A%(x")] < ( ) m
L R e LI L S U DY

S v 124 S v l :1
< (L + ) [|AR ()| + 6, ()| Ax(x )Hzé !

IN

Nl=

A=\

y [Vxgj (Xx; x|

(a)
for any givenv. For larger € NV, so that(1 + 7,)7"6/2 + = ;
Hp(7u5/2)% < §/2 + \/5/2, suppose by contradiction that < L,ym HX _ )\’
|[A%(x¥)|| < 6/2; this would give||Ax (x| < §++/5/2 - 2

and condition[(5B) (or, in casé, (58)) would be violated. Thewhere (a) follows from the uniform Lipschitz contin&?t?/) of

it must be g. The inequality above proves the Lipschitz property of
IA%(x")] > 6/2. (63) X(o;x").

PVRDY

1= 3,5
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