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Abstract The standard assumption for proving linear convergence of first
order methods for smooth convex optimization is the strong convexity of the
objective function, an assumption which does not hold for many practical ap-
plications. In this paper, we derive linear convergence rates of several first
order methods for solving smooth non-strongly convex constrained optimiza-
tion problems, i.e. involving an objective function with a Lipschitz continuous
gradient that satisfies some relaxed strong convexity condition. In particular,
in the case of smooth constrained convex optimization, we provide several re-
laxations of the strong convexity conditions and prove that they are sufficient
for getting linear convergence for several first order methods such as projected
gradient, fast gradient and feasible descent methods. We also provide examples
of functional classes that satisfy our proposed relaxations of strong convexity
conditions. Finally, we show that the proposed relaxed strong convexity condi-
tions cover important applications ranging from solving linear systems, Linear
Programming, and dual formulations of linearly constrained convex problems.

1 Introduction

Recently, there emerges a surge of interests in accelerating first order methods
for difficult optimization problems, for example the ones without strong convex
objective function, arising in different applications such as data analysis [6] or
machine learning [9]. Algorithms based on gradient information have proved
to be effective in these settings, such as projected gradient and its fast variants
[11], stochastic gradient descent [12] or coordinate gradient descent [I§].
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For smooth convex programming, i.e. optimization problems with convex ob-
jective function having a Lipschitz continuous gradient with constant L; > 0,
first order methods are converging sublinearly. In order to get an e-optimal so-

lution, we need to perform O (L—Ef) or even O (\ / %) calls to the oracle [11].

Typically, for proving linear convergence of the first order methods we also need
to require strong convexity for the objective function. Unfortunately, many
practical applications do not have strong convex objective function. A new
line of analysis, that circumvents these difficulties, was developed using several
notions. For example, sharp minima type condition for non-strongly convex op-
timization problems, i.e. the epigraph of the objective function is a polyhedron,
has been proposed in [2,[7L[T5]. An error bound property, that estimates the
distance to the solution set from any feasible point by the norm of the proximal
residual, has been analyzed in [8/[I0,17]. Finally, a restricted (also called es-
sential) strong convexity inequality, which basically imposes a quadratic lower
bound on the objective function, has been derived in [9[16]. For all these
conditions (sharp minima, error bound or restricted strong convexity) several
gradient-type methods are shown to converge linearly, see e.g. [S8HIO,[I6L17].
Several other papers on linear convergence of first order methods for non-
strongly convex optimization have appeared recently [3l[I5]. The main goal of
this paper is to develop a framework for finding general functional conditions
for smooth convex constrained optimization problems that allow us to prove
linear convergence for a broad class of first order methods.

Contributions: For smooth convex constrained optimization, we show in this
paper that some relaxations of the strong convexity conditions of the objective
function are sufficient for obtaining linear convergence for several first order
methods. The most general relaxation we introduce is a quadratic functional
growth condition, which states that the objective function grows faster than
the squared distance between any feasible point and the optimal set. We also
propose other non-strongly convex conditions, which are more conservative
than the quadratic functional growth condition, and establish relations be-
tween them. Further, we provide examples of functional classes that satisfy
our proposed relaxations of strong convexity conditions. For all these smooth
non-strongly convex constrained optimization problems, we prove that the cor-
responding relaxations are sufficient for getting linear convergence for several
first order methods, such as projected gradient, fast gradient and feasible de-
scent methods. We also show that the corresponding linear rates are improved
in some cases compared to the existing results. We also establish necessary and
sufficient conditions for linear convergence of the gradient method. Finally, we
show that the proposed relaxed strong convexity conditions cover important
applications ranging from solving linear systems, Linear Programming, and
dual formulations of linearly constrained convex problems.

Notations: We work in the space R"™ composed by column vectors and R’}
denotes the non-negative orthant. For u,v € R"™ we denote the Euclidean
inner product (u,v) = u”v, Euclidean norm ||u|| = \/(u, u) and the projection
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of u onto convex set X as [u]y = argmingex ||z — u||. For matrix A € R™*",
we denote oin (A4) the smallest nonzero singular value and || A|| spectral norm.

2 Problem formulation

In this paper we consider the class of convex constrained optimization prob-
lems:

(P): f*=min (),

reX

where X C R" is a simple closed convex set, that is the projection onto this
set is easy, and f : X — R is a closed convex function. We further denote
by X* = argmin,cx f(x) the set of optimal solutions of problem (P). We
assume throughout the paper that the optimal set X* is nonempty and closed
and the optimal value f* is finite. Moreover, in this paper we assume that the
objective function is smooth, that is f has Lipschitz continuous gradient with
constant Ly > 0 on the set X:

V(@) = Vi)l < Lille -yl Va,y € X, (1)

An immediate consequence of () is the following inequality [I1]:

L
FW) < f@) + (Vf(@)y —2) + Gz —yl® VryeX, (2)
while, under convexity of f, we also have:
0<(Vf(z) = Vf(y),z —y) < Lille —y||* Va,yeX. (3)

It is well known that first order methods are converging sublinearly on the class
of problems whose objective function f has Lipschitz continuous gradient with
constant L on the set X, e.g. convergence rates in terms of function values

of order [I1]:

Ly|lz® — =*|?

fa®) =< o for projected gradient,
4)
2L 0 _ .x|2 (
fah)y—fr < % for fast gradient,

where z* is the kth iterate generated by the method. Typically, in order to
show linear convergence of first order methods applied for solving smooth
convex problems, we need to require strong convexity of the objective function.
We recall that f is strongly convex function on the convex set X with constant
os > 0 if the following inequality holds [11]:

~ora(l —a)

L=yl )

flox 4+ (1= a)y) < af(@)+ (1 —a)f(y)

for all z,y € X and « € [0, 1]. Note that if oy = 0, then f is simply a convex
function. We denote by S Lo (X) the class of oy-strongly convex functions
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with an L-Lipschitz continuous gradient on X. First order methods are con-
verging linearly on the class of problems (P) whose objective function f is in

Sp, .0, (X), e.g. convergence rates of order [I1]:
L 0 .x[2 k
fah)y - < M <1 — %) for projected gradient,
f

k (6)
@) = <2(f%) — %) (1 —/ %) for fast gradient.
f

In the case of a differentiable function f with L-Lipschitz continuous gra-
dient, each of the following conditions below is equivalent to inclusion f &

Spp0, (X)) [

J@) 2 J@) + (Vf@),y - o)+ Fle—yl”  VayeX.

(7)
oflle —ylI> < (Vf(z) - Vf(y),z—y) Va,yeX.

Let us give some properties of smooth strongly convex functions from the class
SLf,af (X). Firstly, using the optimality conditions for (P), that is (V f(z*),y—
2*) > 0 for all y € X and z* € X*, in the first inequality in () we get the
following relation:

f@) =52 Fla—a' | vaex. ®)

Further, the gradient mapping of a continuous differentiable function f with
Lipschitz gradient in a point = € R™ is defined as [I1]:

g(x) = Ly (z = [z = 1/LsV f(2)]x),

If additionally, the function f has also Lipschitz continuous gradient, then we
obtain a second relation valid for any f € S, , (X) [17][Lemma 22]:

gf

<5 le =yl <llg(@) =gl Va,yeX. (9)

However, in many applications the strong convexity condition (Bl or equiva-
lently one of the conditions () cannot be assumed to hold. Therefore, in the
next sections we introduce some non-strongly convex conditions for the ob-
jective function f that are less conservative than strong convexity. These are
based on relaxations of strong convexity relations (7)—().

3 Non-strongly convex conditions for a function

In this section we introduce several functional classes that are relaxing the
strong convexity properties (@)—() of a function and derive relations between
these classes. More precisely, we observe that strong convexity relations ()
or ([@) are valid for all z,y € X. We propose in this paper functional classes
satisfying conditions of the form (@) or (@) that hold for some particular choices
of z and y, or satisfying simply the condition (J]).
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3.1 Quasi-strong convexity

The first non-strongly convex relaxation we introduce is based on choosing a
particular value for y in the first strong convexity inequality in (@), that is
y =T = [z]x+ (recall that [z]x- denotes the projection of & onto the optimal
set X* of convex problem (P)):

Definition 1 Continuously differentiable function f is called quasi-strongly
convexr on set X if there exists a constant k¢ > 0 such that for any x € X and
Z = [z]x~ we have:

> f@) + (V@) 7 =)+ e 37 veex. (10)

Note that inequality (I0) alone does not even imply convexity of function f.
Moreover, our definition of quasi-strongly convex functions does not ensure
uniqueness of the optimal solution of problem (P) and does not require f to
have Lipschitz continuous gradient. We denote the class of convex functions
with Lipschitz continuous gradient with constant L; in ({l) and satisfying
the quasi-strong convexity property with constant x; in (I0) by ¢S Ly (X).
Clearly, for strongly convex functions with constant x, from the first condition
in () with y = 2* € X*, we observe that the following inclusion hold:

SLf,Kf(X) g qSLf,Kf(X)' (11)

Moreover, combining the inequalities (2]) and (I0), we obtain that the condition
number of objective function f € qSLfﬁf (X), defined as puy = ks /Ly, satisfies:
0<pf<1. (12)

We will derive below other functional classes that are related to our newly

introduced class of quasi-strongly convex functions ¢S Ly (X).

3.2 Quadratic under-approximation

Let us define the class of functions satisfying a quadratic under-approximation
on the set X, obtained from relaxing the first inequality in (7)) by choosing
y=x and x =T = [x]x+:

Definition 2 Continuously differentiable function f has a quadratic under-
approximation on X if there exists a constant £y > 0 such that for any z € X
and T = [x]x+ we have:

@)=+ (V@) a— ) + Lo 7] vrex. (13)

We denote the class of convex functions with Lipschitz continuous gradient
and satisfying the quadratic under-approximation property ([I3) on X by
Uy, ., (X). Then, we have the following inclusion:
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Theorem 1 Inequality [IQ) implies inequality [A3). Therefore, the following
inclusion holds:

qSLf,nf(X)guLf,ﬁf(X)' (14)

Proof Let f € ¢S Ly (X). Since f is convex function, it satisfies the inequality
([@3) with some constant x¢(0) > 0, i.e.:

r4(0)

e — (15)

f@) =z f*+(Vf(Z),z—x) +

Using first order Taylor approximation in the integral form we have:

f@g:f@y+A<Vﬂf+T@ff»szmT
:f@y+/ ;Vﬂi+ﬁx—@%ﬂx—@ﬂT
0

@) in z+7(z—z 1 K
2 0+ [ 2 (1@ e 0) - 5@+ Elrte - 2)1?) ar
@@ ! K K

= @[ 2(@r@).rte -2 + L2 et - 1)+ 2 e - 2)lPar

1
e _ _ Trf(0) _ TR _
= 1@+ [ (V@2 =)+ LD o =l + T o~ alPar
= @) + (Vi@ - )+ O L gy

If we denote k(1) = %, then we get that inequality (&) also holds
or K . Repeating the same argument as above for f € ¢ an
f £(1). Ry i h b f SLfJ{f X d
satisfying (I5) for rr(1) we get that inequality (IH) also holds for rf(2) =
”f(lg*‘”f = "“f(o)4+3'€f. Iterating this procedure we obtain that after ¢ steps:

t—1 0 2t —1
ﬁf(t)zﬁf( 2)+Hf=,€f()+;t )Hf—>lif as t— oo.

Since after any ¢ steps the inequality (II]) holds with k¢(t), using continuity
of k¢(t) in (I5) we obtain (I3]). This proves our statement. O

Moreover, combining the inequalities (2]) and (I3]), we obtain that the condition
number of objective function f € U, ., (X), defined as py = ks /Ly, satisfies:

0<pp<l. (16)
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3.3 Quadratic gradient growth

Let us define the class of functions satisfying a bound on the variation of
gradients over the set X. It is obtained by relaxing the second inequality in
[@ by choosing y = T = [x]x~:

Definition 3 Continuously differentiable function f has a quadratic gradient
growth on set X if there exists a constant xy > 0 such that for any x € X and
Z = [z]x+~ we have:

(Vf(z) - Vf(@),z—7) > rsllz—7||* VoelX. (17)

Now, let us denote the class of convex differentiable functions with Lipschitz
gradient and satisfying the quadratic gradient growth (IZ) by Gr, ., (X).
In [I6] the authors analyzed a similar class of objective functions, but for
unconstrained optimization problems, that is X = R", which was called re-
stricted strong convezity and was defined as: there exists a constant Ky > 0
such that (Vf(z),z —z) > rf|lz — Z|* for all z € R™. An immediate conse-
quence of Theorem [l is the following inclusion:

Theorem 2 Inequality [IQ) implies inequality (). Therefore, the following
inclusion holds:

qSLf,Kf(X)ggLf7'€f(X)' (18)

Proof If f € ¢S Lok (X), then f satisfies the inequality (I0). From Theorem
[ we also have that f satisfies inequality (I3]). By adding the two inequalities

(@A) and ([@3) in = we get:
(Vf(x) = V(@) 1) > rglle —z|* VoeX, (19)
which proves that inequality (7)) holds. O

We prove below that ([I0) or (I3]) alone and convexity of f implies ([’]) with
constant x /2. Indeed, let us assume for example that (I3) holds, then we have:

@) 2 f* + (Vf@),0 = &) + L] - 2]
> f(z) + (Vf(),% - 2) + (VF(@),2 —7) + Lo - 2|
= [@) + (V@) - VI(@).x = &) + Tl - 2l”,

which leads to (I7)) with constant /2. Combining the inequalities (3] and
(@), we obtain that the condition number of objective function f € G, ., (X),
satisfies:

0<pp<l. (20)
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Theorem 3 Inequality [(IT) implies inequality [A3). Therefore, the following
inclusion holds:

G gy (X) S UL; gy (X). (21)

Proof Let f € G, oy (X), then from first order Taylor approximation in the
integral form we get:

where we used that [T + t(x — Z)]x~ = T for any ¢t € [0, 1]. This chain of
inequalities proves that f satisfies inequality ([I3]) with the same constant x.
O

3.4 Quadratic functional growth

We further define the class of functions satisfying a quadratic functional growth
property on the set X. It shows that the objective function grows faster than
the squared distance between any feasible point and the optimal set. More
precisely, since (Vf(z*),y —2*) > 0 for all y € X and z* € X*, then using
this relation and choosing y = x and © = & = [z] x~ in the first inequality in (),
we get a relaxation of this strong convexity condition similar to inequality (&):

Definition 4 Continuously differentiable function f has a quadratic func-
tional growth on X if there exists a constant xy > 0 such that for any x € X
and T = [x]x+ we have:

f@) =1 =L —z|? vaex. (22)

Since the above quadratic functional growth inequality is given in Z, this
does not mean that f grows everywhere faster than the quadratic function
k¢/2||z — Z|*. We denote the class of convex differentiable functions with Lip-
schitz continuous gradient and satisfying the quadratic functional growth ([22])
by Fr; .« (X). We now derive inclusion relations between the functional classes
we have introduced so far:
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Theorem 4 The following chain of implications are valid:

@ = @@ = @ = @3) = @2
Therefore, the following inclusions hold:
SLf,fif (X) g qSLf,fif (X) g gLf,Kf (X) g uLf7'€f (X) g ‘FLf,Kf (X) (23)
Proof From the optimality conditions for problem (P) we have (Vf(Z),z —
z) > 0 for all z € X. Then, for any objective function f satisfying (I3, i.e.

f ey, . (X), we also have 22). In conclusion, from previous derivations,
() and Theorems 2l and Bl we obtain our chain of inclusions. O

Let us define the condition number of objective function f € Fp . (X) as
= %? If the feasible set X is unbounded, then combining (2)) with @22
and considering ||z — Z|| — oo, we conclude that:

O<pur <1 (24)

However, if the feasible set X is bounded, we may have k% > Ly, provided
that ||V f(Z)] is large, and thus the condition number might be greater than 1:

ap > 1. (25)
Moreover, from the inclusions given by Theorem Ml we conclude that:

pr(S) < pr(aS) < pp(G) < ppU) < pp(F).

Let us denote the projected gradient step from x with:
ot =[z—1/L;Vf(2)x,

and its projection onto the optimal set X* with 27 = [x¥]x«. Then, we will
show that if 2T is closer to X* than x, then the objective function f must
satisfy the quadratic functional growth (22):

Theorem 5 Let f be a convexr function with Lipschitz continuous gradient
with constant Ly. If there exists some positive constant 5 < 1 such that the
following inequality holds:

la* — 27| < Blla — 2| Vo€ X,

then [ satisfies the quadratic functional growth @22) on X with the constant
kp=Lg(1—B)%
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Proof On the one hand, from triangle inequality for the projection we have:
o — 2| <z — 2% < [l — 2™ + = — 27|

Combining this relation with the condition from the theorem, that is ||z —
1| < Bllx — z||, we get:

(1 =Bz —z|| < [z —27]. (26)

On the other hand, we note that 2% is the optimal solution of the problem:
vt = argmin | F(x) +(Vf(@), 2 —a) + Lol @D
From (@) we have:
Fa*) < F@) + (V@) " —a) + Llla* —al?

and combining with the optimality conditions of ([21) in z, that is (Vf(z) +
Ly(zt—z),x—zT) <0, we get the following decrease in terms of the objective
function:

F*) < f(@) ~ 2Ll (28)

Finally, combining 26) with 28], and using f(z1) > f*, we get our statement.
O

3.5 Error bound property

Let us recall the gradient mapping of a continuous differentiable function f
with Lipschitz continuous gradient in a point € R": g(x) = Ly(z — z™),
where zt = [x — 1/L;V f(z)]x is the projected gradient step from x. Note
that g(z*) = 0 for all * € X*. Moreover, if X = R", then g(z) = Vf(x).
Recall that the main property of the gradient mapping for convex objective
functions with Lipschitz continuous gradient of constant Ly is given by the
following inequality [IT][Theorem 2.2.7]:

f(y)zf(:c+)+<g(w),yz>+illg(x)ll2 Vye X and zeR". (20)

Taking y = 7 in ([29) and using that f(z) > f*, we get the simpler inequality:

(gla).x —7) > - lg@)? vz e R (30)
f

In [8] Tseng introduced an error bound condition that estimates the distance
to the solution set from any feasible point by the norm of the proximal residual:
there exists a constant x > 0 such that ||z — Z|| < k||l — [vr — Vf(x)]x|| for
all € X. This notion was further extended and analyzed in [T0,[I7]. Next,
we define an error bound type condition, obtained from the relaxation of the
strong convex inequality (@) for the particular choice y = T = [x] x-.



Linear convergence of first order methods for non-strongly convex optimization 11

Definition 5 The continuous differentiable function f has a global error bound
on X if there exists a constant £y > 0 such that for any = € X and & = [z]x-
we have:

lg(@)| = rpllz —z|| Vo e X. (31)

We denote the class of convex functions with Lipschitz continuous gradient and
satisfying the error bound @I) by £, . . Let us define the condition number

of the objective function f € &, o (X) as puy = 2—’; Combining inequality
@0) and @BI) we conclude that the condition number satisfies the inequality:

0< pp<2. (32)

However, for the unconstrained case, i.e. X = R™ and Vf(z) = 0, from () and
BI) we get 0 < py < 1. We now determine relations between the quadratic
functional growth condition and the error bound condition.

Theorem 6 Inequality (B1) implies inequality [22)) with constant py - K.
Therefore, the following inclusion holds for the functional class ELfﬁnf(X):

SLf,I{f(X) gfo,,U.f'lif(X)' (33)
Proof Combining (28)) and (BI]) we obtain:

kil = zl* < llg(@)|1* < 2Lp(f(2) = f(a™)) < 2Ly (f(2) = f) Ve eX.

2
In conclusion, inequality (22]) holds with the constant Z—; = py - Ky, where we
recall puy = ky/Ly. This also proves the inclusion: Er, oy (X) C FLyiyn (X).

Theorem 7 Inequality (22)) implies inequality B1)) with constant FErp
k. Therefore, the following inclusion holds for the functional class foﬁnf (X):

Fp,p,(X)CE X). (34)

Lfv%"‘vf(
Frp+\/TFry

Proof From the gradient mapping property ([29)) evaluated at the point y =
Tt = [z1]x-, we get:

* _ 1
2 f@T) + (9(2), 77 —a) + 5—lg(2)]?
2L,
_ 1
= f(a®) + (g(x), 7% —aF) — 7—Ilg(a)]*.
2L,
Further, combining the previous inequality and (22]), we obtain:

(9@, 2" ~7) 4 5l 2 ) = 2 Gl =
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Using Cauchy-Schwartz inequality for the scalar product and then rearranging
the terms we obtain:

1

_ 2 _ky+ Ly _
7 (g + gl = 1) 2 2R e e

or equivalently
lg@)Il + Lglla™ = )| = \/Lg (s + Lp)lla™ — 7).
We conclude that:
o) = (y/Zres + L)~ Ly ) = a1,
Since
o =2 < llo - 2% < flo —a¥| + 2z — 27| = Lifllg(x)ll +[la* =z,
then we obtain:
o) > (L5t + L) = 1) (I =2l = st ).
After simple manipulations and using that py = k¢/Ly, we arrive at:

l9(x) -],

> " |z
Lt pp + /1 +puy

. . . . . 1 .
which shows that inequality (31]) is valid for the constant Fury e Ky O

Note that the functional classes we have introduced previously were obtained
by relaxing the strong convexity inequalities ([7))—(3]) for some particular choices
of x and y. The reader can find other favorable examples of relaxations of
strong convexity inequalities and we believe that this paper opens an window
of opportunity for algorithmic research in non-strongly convex optimization
settings. In the next section we provide concrete examples of objective func-
tions that can be found in the functional classes introduced above.

4 Functional classes in ¢S _ . (X), GrL, ;s (X) and F, X)

PRl (
We now provide examples of structured convex optimization problems whose
objective function satisfies one of our relaxations of strong convexity conditions
that we have introduced in the previous sections. We start first recalling some
error bounds for the solutions of a system of linear equalities and inequalities.
Let A € RP*", C € R™*" and the arbitrary norms |[|-||o and [|-]|g in R”*?
and R™. Given the nonempty polyhedron:

P={zeR": Az =b, Cz <d},
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then there exists a constant §(A, C') > 0 such that Hoffman inequality holds
(for a proof of the Hoffman inequality see e.g. [4[I7]):

Az —b
—z| <
Jo-al < o0 7 |
where Z = [z]p = argmin,ep||z — z||3. The constant 6(A, C) is the Hoffman
constant for the polyhedron P with respect to the pair of norms (||||a, [|-|/3)-
In [5], the authors provide several estimates for the Hoffman constant. Assume
that A has full row rank and define the following quantity:

Ve € R™,

A = min mi AT Tollge: ||"
Goo1.) = g { AT+ Tl |

=lvr > O;U[m]\l = 0} )
where J = {I € 2" : card T = r — p,rank[AT, CT] = r} and r =
rank[AT, CT]. An alternative formulation of the above quantity is:

|ATu + CTv|| g« = 1,rows of C
: corresponding to nonzero components of v » . (35)
a* and rows of A are linearly independent

_
Ca,ﬁ(Aa C)

u
=Ssu
p v

In [5] it was proved that (, (A4, C)~ !, where (, (A, C) is defined in B3, is
the Hoffman constant for the polyhedral set P w.r.t. the norms (|||« [||lg)-
Considering the Euclidean setting (o« = 8 = 2) and the above assumptions,
then from previous discussion we have:

1
0(A.C) = .
(4,0) 1€ omm (AT, CTT)

Under some regularity condition we can state a simpler form for (, 2(A4, C).
Assume that A has full row rank and that the set {h € R" : Ah =0, Ch <
0} # 0, then, we have [5]:

*

Ca2(A,C) := min {|ATU +CTo||y : HZ

=1,v> 0} . (36)
Thus, for the special case m = 0, i.e. there are no inequalities, we have
(2,2(A,0) = omin(A), where opin(A4) denotes the smallest nonzero singular
value of A, and the Hofman constant igl:

_
Umin(A> -

1 This result can be also proved using simple algebraic arguments. More precisely, from
Courant-Fischer theorem we know that ||Az| > omin(A)|lz|| for all z € Im(AT). Since we
assume that our polyhedron P = {x : Az = b} is non-empty, then = — [z]p € Im(AT) for
all z € R™ (from KKT conditions of min,, 4,—y ||z — 2||?> we have that there exists p such
that z — []p + AT = 0). In conclusion, we get:

0(A,0) = (37)

|[Az — b|| = || Az — Alz]p|| = omin(A)||z — [z]p|| = omin(A)dista(z, P) Vz € R™.
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4.1 Composition of strongly convex function with linear map is in ¢S Ly (X)
Let us consider the class of optimization problems (P) having the following

structured form:

£ =min f(z) = g(As) (38)
st.: zeX={zxeR": Cx <d},

i.e. the objective function is in the form f(z) = g(Ax), where g is a smooth and
strongly convex function and A € R™*"™ is a nonzero general matrix. Problems
of this form arise in various applications including dual formulations of linearly
constrained convex problems, convex quadratic problems, routing problems in
data networks, statistical regression and many others. Note that if A has full
column rank, then g(Ax) is strongly convex function. However, if A is rank
deficient, then g(Ax) is not strongly convex. We prove in the next theorem
that the objective function of problem (B8] belongs to the class ¢S Lys
Theorem 8 Let X = {z € R" : Cz < d} be a polyhedral set, func-
tion g : R™ — R be o4-strongly convex with Lg-Lipschitz continuous gra-
dient on X, and A € R™*"™ be a nonzero matriz. Then, the convex function
f(x) = g(Az) belongs to the class ¢Sy, . (X), with constants Ly = Lyl A
and Ky = %, where O(A, C) is the Hoffman constant for the polyhedral
optimal set X*.

Proof The fact that f has Lipschitz continuous gradient follows immediately
from the definition (). Indeed,

IVF(@) = VW)l = AT Vg(Az) — ATVg(Ay)| < ||A][[[Vg(Az) — Vg(Ay)l|
< [JA|Ly[l Az — Ayl < AP Lyl — ylI-

Thus, Ly = L,||A||*. Further, under assumptions of the theorem, there exists
a unique pair (t*,7%*) € R™ x R™ such that the following relations hold:

Ax* =t*, Vf@x")=T" Vz*e X" (39)

For completeness, we give a short proof of this well known fact (see also []]):
let 7, 2% be two optimal points for the optimization problem (B8]). Then, from
convexity of f and definition of optimal points, it follows that:

fCﬁ+%>:f@D+ﬂ@)
2 2

Since f(z) = g(Ax) we get from previous relation that:

Az} + Axs g(Ax7) + g(Ax3)
g 2 - 2
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On the other hand using the definition of strong convexity (B for g we have:

Axy + Azl g(Azy) + g(Axs o . N
g( 12 Q)S ( 1)2 ( 2)_§QHA‘T1_A‘T2H2'

Combining the previous two relations, we obtain that Az} = Az3. Moreover,
Vf(z*) = ATVg(Az*). In conclusion, Az and the gradient of f are constant
over the set of optimal solutions X* for (B8], i.e. the relations (BJ) hold.
Moreover, we have that f* = f(z*) = g(4z™) = g(t*) for all 2* € X*.
In conclusion, the set of optimal solutions X* is described by the following
polyhedral set:

X ={a": Az" =1t", Cz* <d}.

Since we assume that our optimization problem (P) has at least one solution,
i.e. the optimal polyhedral set X* is non-empty, then from Hoffman inequality
we have that there exists some positive constant depending on the matrices A
and C describing the polyhedral set X*, i.e. (A, C) > 0, such that:

Az —t*
— 7l < n
le —z|| < 0(A,C) H ch _ d]J ’ Vo € R™,
where T = [z]x+ (the projection of the vector x onto the optimal set X*).

Then, for any feasible z, i.e. x satisfying Cz < d, we have:
|z — z|| < 0(A,C)||Ax — AZ|| Vzx e X.

On the other hand, since g is strongly convex, it follows that:
@ - 9y —12
g(Az) > g(Az) + (Vg(Ax), AT — Ax) + 7”141‘ — Az|]”.

Combining the previous two relations and keeping in mind that f(z) = g(Ax)
and Vf(z) = ATVg(Az), we obtain:

Og

9 e —7F? X
292(A,C’)||$ Z|* Ve X,

[Pz f@) +(Vf(2), 1 —x) +

which proves that the quasi-strong convex inequality ([I0) holds for the con-
stant rkf = 0,/0%(A, O). O

Note that we can relax the requirements for g in Theorem [8l For example,
we can replace the strong convexity assumption on g with the conditions that
¢ has unique minimizer t* and it satisfies the quasi-strong convex condition
(I0) with constant x, > 0. Then, using the same arguments as in the proof of
Theorem 8] we can show that for objective functions f(z) = g(Ax) of problem
(P), the optimal set is X* = {z* : Az* =t*, Ca* < d} and f satisfies (I0)
with constant k; = %, provided that the corresponding optimal set X*
is nonempty.
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Moreover, in the unconstrained case, that is X = R, and for objective function
f(z) = g(Az), we get from ([B7) the following expression for the quasi-strong
convexity constant:

A). (40)

_ 2
Kf = 0g0min (

Below we prove two extensions that belong to other functional classes we have
introduced in this paper.

4.2 Composition of strongly convex function with linear map plus a linear
term for X = R" is in gLf Kf(X)

Let us now consider the class of unconstrained optimization problems (P), i.e.
X = R"”, having the form:
f*=min f(z) =g(Az) + ', (41)
zER™
i.e. the objective function is in the form f(x) = g(Az) + c¢Tx, where g is a
smooth and strongly convex function, A € R™*" is a nonzero general matrix

and ¢ € R™. We prove in the next theorem that this type of objective function
for problem (AI)) belongs to the class G . -

Theorem 9 Under the same assumptions as in Theorem [§ with X = R™,
the objective function of the form f(x) = g(Az) + cTx belongs to the class
Gr, ., (X), with constants Ly = Ly||A|l? and ky = #j,o)’ where (A, 0) is
the Hoffman constant for the optimal set X*.

Proof Since g is 04-strongly convex and with L 4-Lipschitz continuous gradient,
then by the same reasoning as in the proof of Theorem [§ we get that there
exists unique vector t* such that Az* = t* for all * € X*. Similarly, there
exists unique scalar s* such that ¢Tz* = s* for all ¥ € X*. Indeed, for
x7, x5 € X* we have:

fr=9t") + ey = g(t") + cTag,

which implies that ¢z = ¢Tx%. On the other hand, since problem (P) is

unconstrained, for any z* € X* we have:
0=Vf(z*)=ATVg(t*) +c,

which implies that ¢ z* = —(Vg(t*))T Az* = —(Vg(t*))Tt*. Therefore, the set
of optimal solutions X* is described in this case by the following polyhedron:

X*={a": Az" =t"}.
Then, there exists 6(A4,0) > 0 such that the Hoffman inequality holds:

|z — z|| < 6(A,0)|| Az — Az| Yz € R™
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From the previous inequality and strong convexity of g, we have:

mux —2]1? < oyl Az — AT|? 2 (Vg(Ar) — Vg(AR), Az — Az)
= (ATVg(Az) +c— ATVg(AZ) — ¢,z — 7)
=(Vf(z) = V[f(z),z —2).
Finally, we conclude that the inequality on the variation of gradients () holds
with constant 1y = gt O

4.3 Composition of strongly convex function with linear map plus a linear
term is in Fp, . (Xn)

Finally, let us now consider the class of optimization problems (P) of the form:
f*=min f(z) = g(Az) + 'z (42)
st.: rzeX={reR": Czx<d},

i.e. the objective function is in the form f(x) = g(Az) + c¢'x, where g is a
smooth and strongly convex function, A € R™*™ is a nonzero matrix and
¢ € R™. We now prove that the objective function of problem ([@2]) belongs to
class F Lys provided that some boundedness assumption is imposed on f.

Theorem 10 Under the same assumptions as in Theorem [8, the objective

function f(x) = g(Ax)+cTx belongs to the class FLyn, (Xar) for any constant

M > 0 such that Xpr = {x @ = € X, f(z) — f* < M}, with constants
_ 2 _ a .

Ly =LAl and 5 = HZ(A,C,C)(liMa'g-l-ch)’ where (A, ¢, C) is the Hoffman

constant for the polyhedral optimal set X* and ¢, = ||Vg(Ax*)||, with z* € X*.

Proof From the proof of Theorem [ it follows that there exist unique t* and
s* such that the optimal set of ([@2)) is given as follows:

X* = {(E*Z Ax* :t*, CT(E* :S*, Cx* S d}

From Hoffman inequality we have that there exists some positive constant
depending on the matrices A, C' and ¢ describing the polyhedral set X*, i.e.
0(A,C,c) > 0, such that:

Ax —t*
lz—z|| <0(Ac,C)| | Tz —s* Vo € R",
[Cz —d]+

where recall that & = [2]x+. Then, for any feasible z, i.e. satisfying Cx < d,
we have:

|z —z|* < 6°(A,c,C) (|Az — AZ|)* + (cTz — T2)?) Vz € X. (43)
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Since f(z) = g(Az) + c¢T'x and g is strongly convex, it follows from (7)) that:
g(Az) — g(AT) > (Vg(AT), Az — AT) + %HA:C — Az|?
= (ATVg(AZ) + ¢,z — T) — (c,z — T) + %HA:E ~ Az|?
= (V(@),z — ) — (¢, — T) + %HA:E — Az|.
Using that (Vf(Z),z — ) > 0 for all z € X, and definition of f, we obtain:
flz)— f* > %HAx _ A7|? VzeX. (44)

It remains to bound (cT'z — ¢T'z)2. It is easy to notice that §(A, c,C) > 1/| ||
We also observe that:

e —c'z=(Vf@),r—7)— (Vg(AT), Ax — AZ).
Since f(z) — f* > (Vf(Z),x —z) > 0 for all z € X, then we obtain:

|cfe — 2| < f(a) — f* +||Vg(Az)| || Az — Az],

and then using inequality (a+3)? < 2a%+232 and considering f(z)— f* < M,
cg = [[Vg(t)|| and @), we get:

(ch — cTa’c)2 < 2(f(z) — 2+ 20§||A:1: — A:Tc||2

< <2M+4ﬁ> (flx)=f") VeeX, flx)—f" <M.

99
Finally, we conclude that:

_ 202(A,c,C)
P < ==

g

(14 Mog+2c2) (f(x) — f*) VexeX, fla)—f <M.

ll—

This proves the statement of the theorem. O

Typically, for feasible descent methods we take M = f(2°)— f* in the previous
theorem, where 20 is the starting point of the method. Moreover, if X is
bounded, then there exists always M such that f(z) — f* < M for all x € X.
Note that the requirement f(x) — f* < M for having a second order growth
inequality [22]) for f is necessary, as shown in the following example:

Ezample 1 Let us consider problem (P) in the form ([42]) given by:

min —x% + 2
ZERi 2

which has X* = {0} and f* = 0. Clearly, there is no constant k5 < oo such
that the following inequality to be valid:

R
f@) = FHlel® Voo,
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We can take for example 7 = 0 and xo — +00. However, for any M > 0
there exists k(M) < oo satisfying the above inequality for all z > 0 with
f(z) < M. For example, we can take:
1 1
k(M) = min{1, M} = (M) = i for M > 1.

Note that for this example (A, ¢, C) = ﬁ =1. 0

In the sequel we analyze the convergence rate of several first order methods
for solving convex constrained optimization problem (P) having the objective
function in one of the functional classes introduced in this paper.

5 Linear convergence of first order methods

We show in the next sections that a broad class of first order methods, cover-
ing important particular algorithms, such as projected gradient, fast gradient,
random/cyclic coordinate descent, extragradient descent and matrix splitting,
have linear convergence rates on optimization problems (P), whose objective
function satisfies one of the non-strongly convex conditions given above.

5.1 Projected gradient method (GM)

In this section we consider the projected gradient algorithm with variable step
size:

Algorithm (GM)
Given 20 € X for k > 1 do:

1. Compute zF ! = [wk — aka(xk)]X

where ay, is a step size such that a; € [E;l, L;l], with Ly > Ly.

5.1.1 Linear convergence of (GM) for aSL, ;s
Let us show that the projected gradient method converges linearly on opti-

mization problems (P) whose objective functions belong to the class ¢S Ly

Theorem 11 Let the optimization problem (P) have the objective function
belonging to the class qSLfﬁf. Then, the sequence x* generated by the projected

gradient method (GM) with constant step size ap, = 1/Ly on (P) converges
linearly to some optimal point in X* with the rate:

k

_ 1—py 0 =02 Kf

o =2t < (1) e = where = E @)
L+ puy "I
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Proof From Lipschitz continuity of the gradient of f given in (2)) we have:
L
F@) < k) + (VF@R), ab =) ¢ a7 (46)

The optimality conditions for z**! are:
(" —2b 4 o, V(") z — 2" >0 Vre X, (47)

Taking z = z¥ in ([@T7) and replacing the corresponding expression in (@G,
we get:

k+1 k Ly 1 k+1 k 2ak§L;1 k Ly ki k|2
f@T) < f@) + (5= )" =2t P < f@h) - Sl =2t
2 (652 2
Further, we have:
||35k+1 o i,k”Q _ ||:L'k o J_Sk||2 + 2<1,k o jk,qutl o :L'k> + ||:L'k+1 o ;L'k||2

_ ||:L'k o jk||2 + 2<1,k+1 o jk,qutl o :L'k> o ||:L'k+1 o ;L'k||2

B

< la® = 2P 2 (Vf (), 25 — M) — [l - ot

= ||lz* — Z¥||2 4200 (V £ (z*), 28 — ) 4200 (V f (2F), ¥ — 2F+1)
_ ka-{-l _ $k||2

(@ K

< Nl =282 + 200 (£ = fla*) = FL et - 24)1?)

- ||.Tk+1 o $k ”2)

— 205 (V") M —ab) 4 5o

= (1 — apry)llz” — 2|* + 200 f*

= 20y, f(a*) + (VF(ah), a1 — ok +

Lyst/an ko k2 %
<™ (1 - gt — 2P + 200 f

— 200 (£(@*) + (V7 (@), a4+ — ) 4 L b o)

E ||.Tk+1 o $k ”2)

D (1= awrp)llat — B - 20(F) - ).

Since (0) holds for the function f, then from Theorem [ we also have that
(22) holds and therefore f(zF1)— f* > &L ||2*T1 —z*1||2. Combining the last
inequality with the previous one and taking into account that ||z*+! —zk+1|| <
||oF+t — zF|| | we get:

[+ = S < (1= aprg)llat — 2 e

— agkgllz
or equivalently

||35k+1 o :Z'k+1||2 < m . ||:L'k o J_Sk||2 (48)
1+ agky
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However, the best decrease is obtained for the constant step size o, = 1/Ly
and using the definition of the condition number uy = kys/Ly, we get:

ot — b < TRk g,
LA-pug
This proves our statement. O

Based on Theorem [Tl we can easily derive linear convergence for the projected
gradient algorithm (GM) in terms of the function values:

(E8) L
F@N) < f@h) + (VF k) o)+ e -
Lfg<1/a" . k V(2 k Ik 2
< minf(@h) + (V") = ob) + ool o)

. 1 k 2 =k 1 k =k |12
< + — _ <
= zHGHan(z> 20k |2 x| < f(z7) 20k B z"|

@ Ly (l1—p i _
S () -t

T+ py
Finally, the best convergence rate is obtained for constant step size ay, = 1/Ly:
ED L;|2° — 202 (1 - )’H
k * f Ky
x¥) — < vk > 1. 49
flat) - < A (T > (49)

However, this rate is not continuous as py — 0. For simplicity, let us assume
constant step size o, = 1/Ly, and then, using that (GM) is a descent method,
ie. f(z%) — f* < f(a¥7) — f* for all j < k and iterating the main inequality
from the proof of Theorem [[], we obtain:

2% = 2> < (1 = pp) [l — 27 - L% (f@") = 1)
2 & : -
< W= pptle? =20 = 23 (=) = )
=
2 - j
< (A =p)la =2 - 2 (1) = 1) 2)(1 — )
=

Finally, we get linear convergence in terms of the function values:

< Lyf2®—=

fak) =<

N 0, _
> ) tod
Since (1 + a)* = 1+ ak as a — 0, then we see that:
My
I ot S
(L—pp) =17k

and thus from (B0) we recover the classical sublinear rate for (GM) as iy — 0:

(50)

as puy — 0,

o Lylla® = 29
- 2k

fz®) — f* as pr — 0.
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5.1.2 Linear convergence of (GM) for FLyn;

We now show that the projected gradient method converges linearly on opti-

mization problems (P) whose objective functions belong to the class F, . .

Theorem 12 Let optimization problem (P) have objective function belonging
to the class ‘FLf,nf' Then, the sequence x* generated by the projected gradient

method (GM) with constant step size oy, = 1/Ly on (P) converges linearly to
some optimal point in X* with the rate:

k
1 Kf
o =2t < (1) e where pp =5 (61)
L+ puy "I

Proof Using similar arguments as in the previous Theorem [IIl we have:
"+t —f|? = (|2 —a|® + 202" — 2, 2 —aF) 4 2t =t

_ ka o .T||2 + 2<$k+1 o $,$k+1 o $k> o ka—i—l o .Tk||2
& k 2 k k+1 k+1 k2
< 2 = 2l + 200 (VF(27), 2 — 277 — [la" — 2

L
< lla* — @ = 200 ((Vf (), " — @) + L2kt — ok
R
20&]c 2
= lla* = & + (Lyan = Dfja* ™" - a*|?

+( )t - aF)2)

e <<Vf($k>azkz>+<vf($k)7$k+lzk>+%|xk+lxk|2)

@@
< la® =2l + (Lpog — 1|2 = 2F|?

+ 201(f(2) = f(@*) + 201 (f (a*) - ()

<" |laf — a2 — 204 (f(aF) - f(2)) Vo e X.

Taking now in the previous relations z = &%, using ||z*+1 — zF+1|| < [|2F+! —
7%|| and the quadratic functional growth of f (22)), we get:

@2
ka-{-l . jk+1H2 < ||:L'k . ijQ o IifOékHZL'k—H o Zi'k+1||2
or equivalently

1
x — T < ——|la" — .
H k+1 k+1H2< ” k kH2 (52)
1+ Koy

However, the best decrease is obtained for the constant step size o, = 1/Ly
and using the definition of the condition number uy = kys/Ly, we get:

kaJrl o i,k+1H2 <

< k 7:Ek||2.
L+ py

[
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Thus, we have obtained the linear convergence rate for (GM) with constant
step size o, = 1/Ly from the theorem. O

Using similar arguments as for ([@9]) and combining with (B2) we can also derive
linear convergence of (GM) in terms of the function values:

1 (57 1
FE) = f < o—llat = 2P < o () Il 2
20y, 20 \1+ Kyoy
and the best convergence rate is obtained for constant step size o, = 1/Ly:
ED |20 — 0|2 ( 1 )’“
k * f
") — < Vk > 1. 53
flat) < A (e > (53)

However, this rate is not continuous as puy — 0. We can interpolate between
the right hand side terms in (@) and (B3) to obtain convergence rates in terms
of function values of the form:

Lylla* =22 _ Lylla® 2% 1

By o Vi=0:k—-1
fla®) —fr < 2(k —t) - 2k —1t) (L4 pyp)t ’
or equivalently
L H.TO —.i'0||2 . 1
ky _ px < DAt T R N
f@®) = fr< 5 1=0k1 (L + pup)t(k —t)

Finally, in the next theorem we establish necessary and sufficient conditions
for linear convergence of the gradient method (GM).

Theorem 13 On the class of optimization problems (P) the sequence gener-
ated by the gradient method (GM) with constant step size is converging linearly
to some optimal point in X* if and only if the objective function f satisfies the

quadratic functional growth [22), i.e f belongs to the functional class fo7Kf.

Proof The fact that linear convergence of the gradient method implies f sat-
isfying the second order growth property [22]) follows from Theorem [Bl The
other implication follows from Theorem [I2] eq. (B2). O

5.2 Fast gradient method (FGM)

In this section we consider the following fast gradient algorithm, which is a
version of Nesterov’s optimal gradient method [I1]:

Algorithm (FGM)
Given 2 = 4% € X, for k > 1 do:

1. Compute zF*! = {yk - %Vf(yk)}x and

9. yktl = gh+l 4 g (Z.k-i-l 7 zk)

for appropriate choice of the parameter 3 > 0 for all £ > 0.
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5.2.1 Linear convergence of (FGM) for aSL, ;-

When the objective function f € ¢S
for the parameter (5y:

Ly (X) we take the following expression

_ VI = VR
v et

First of all we can easily observe that if f € ¢S, , .. (X), then the gradient

It
mapping g(x) satisfies the following inequality:

. _ 1 Kf o _ _
1= f@) + (g(2), 2 — ) + ml\g(fﬂ)l\2 + 7f||fﬂ —zll = qr; 5, (7,2) (54)
for all x € R™ (recall that Z = [z]x+ and zT = [ — 1/L;V f(x)]x). The
convergence proof follows similar steps as in [II][Section 2.2.4].

Lemma 1 Let optimization problem (P) have the objective function f be-
longing to the class ¢S, and an arbitrary sequence {yk}kzo satisfying

7" = [y"]

* 0 *
do(x) = o + EHx — Y%, where o = Kfs 00 =9 and ¢f = f(y°),

Fokf
x+ =y" for all k > 0. Define an initial function:

and a sequence {ay}r>o0 satisfying oy € (0, 1). Then, the following two se-
quences, iteratively defined as:

Akl = (1 —ap)Ag,  with Ao =1,
Prt1(x) = (1 = o) or () (55)

1 K
k()45 loW) 1P +HawF) e =)+ F a1
2Ly 2
where x° = y° and 2*1 = |y* — LV f(yF)| | satisfy the following property:
Lf X

Gr(y) < (1= A)f* + Audo(y*) VEk =>0. (56)
Proof We prove this statement by induction. Since A\g = 1, we observe that:
Go(y*) = (1= Xo)f" + Aodo(y").
Assume that the following inequality is valid:
Dr(y") < (1= A)f" + Ao (y"), (57)

then we have:

i1 (y*) = b1 (77) = (1 — o) b (7°) + anar, ., (7", 4")

(52
< (1—ar)ou(@®) + onf*
=1 -1 —ap)\f* + (1 —ar) (@) — (1= M) f¥)

7" =y"+ED

< (1= A1) S5+ Mr10(y™).

which proves our statement. a
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Lemma 2 Under the same assumptions as in Lemma [ and assuming also
that the sequence {xy } x>0, defined as z° = y° and x*+1 = [yk — L%Vf(yk) ,
= X

satisfies:
fa*) < ¢ = min ¢p(z) Yk >0, (58)
then we obtain the following convergence:

F@) = £ < (1) = 1+ Zlly ="l (59)

Proof Indeed we have:

f@¥) = [ <6 = 7 = min ¢(2) = f* < on(y") — [
()
< (L= 4 Medo(y™) = f7 = M (doy™) = 1),

which proves the statement of the lemma. a

Theorem 14 Under the same assumptions as in Lemma [, the sequence
z® generated by fast gradient method (FGM) with constant parameter Bj, =

(VLy — JE7)/(\/Ls + \JRs) converges linearly in terms of function values
with the rate:

Fa) =< (1= ) 2(f(°) = f7),  where py = Z—; (60)

provided that all iterates y* produce the same pmjectimﬁ onto optimal set X*.

Proof Let us consider 2° = 3" = v° € X. Further, for the sequence of functions
¢r(x) as defined in (BE) take ar = \/fy € (0, 1) for all & > 0 and denote
a = /uy. First, we need to show that the method (FGM) defined above

generates a sequence z* satisfying ¢; > f(z¥). Assuming that ¢y (x) has the
following two properties:

ok(@) = 9+ e —oF I and g} 2 f(ab),

where ¢} = mingegn ¢x(r) and vF = argmingern @i (), then we will show
that ¢r11(x) has similar properties. First of all, from the definition of g1 (),
we get:

Vo1 () = (1 = a)wg + akyg) Iy = gl

i.e. ¢rp41(x) is also a quadratic function of the same form as ¢ (z):

« K
Or1(2) = Bgs + 5l — o™,

2 See Remark [l below for an example satisfying this condition.
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where the expression of v¥T! = argmin,egn ¢py1(x) is obtained from the

equation Vg1 (x) = 0, which leads to:

1
= = (1= a)rpof + arpy® — ag(yh)) .
Ky

Evaluating ¢x41 in ¥ leads to:
Gian + Lly" = o 2 =(1 - ) (07 + Lyt - o")2)
ra (F) + 1o )
On the other hand, we have:
P = (g (1= ) = 1)~ agl4)).

If we substitute this expression above, we obtain:

« a2

b == )03+ oS ) + (5 - 5 ) oI

+a(l—a) (" = "2+ (96", " = o).

Using the main property of the gradient mapping (29]), valid for functions with
Lipschitz continuous gradient, we have:

or > f(@®) > F*) + (g(yh), 2" —y*) + —fl\g(yk)|\2~

Substituting this inequality in the previous one we get:

1 o?

* > k+1 -
i > F )+ (g~ o

) L) 2+ (1— ) (g "), o — ) +a* — ).

. _ 1 a?
Since oo =  /jir, then 37 2y 0. Moreover, we have the freedom to choose

y¥, which is obtained from the condition a(v* — y*) + 2% — y* = 0:
k 1

Yk = 1+a(o¢vk+zk).

Then, we can conclude that ¢; ., > f (xF*1). Moreover, replacing the ex-
pression of y* in v**! leads to the conclusion that we can eliminate the se-
quence v* since it can be expressed as: vF*1 = 2% 4+ L (21 — o). Then,
we find that y**! has the expression as in our scheme (FGM) above with
Br = (v/Ly — Fr)/(\/Ls + \/5). Using, now Lemmas [l and B we get the

convergence rate from (@) (we also use that 5L ||z — 2°|* < f(2°) — f*). O
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Remark 1 For unconstrained problem min,egrn g(Ax), the gradient in some
point y is given by ATVg(Ay) € Range(AT). Then, the method (FGM) gen-
erates in this case a sequence y* of the form:
P =0+ ATZF, ZFeR™ Yk >0.
Moreover, for this problem the optimal set X* = {x : Az = t*} and the
projection onto this affine subspace is given by:
[ ]x- = (In — AT(AAT)_lA) () + AT (AAT) "1t
In conclusion, all vectors y* generated by algorithm (FGM) produce the same
projection onto the optimal set X *:
" =y — AT(AAT) 1Ay + AT (AAT) 1" VE >0,

i.e. the assumptions of Theorem [I4] are valid for this optimization problem. 0O
5.2.2 Linear convergence of restart (FGM) for ]-'Lf’,{f.

It is known that for the convex optimization problem (P), whose objective
function f has Lipschitz continuous gradient, and for the choice:
3 O — 1 1+ /1+ 467
k= —_—,
2

, with 6 =1and 0p41 =
Or11

the algorithm (FGM) has the following convergence rate [11L[13]:

2Ly|2° — 2°|?
(k+1)2

We will show next that on the optimization problem (P) whose objective
function satisfies additionally the quadratic functional growth @2)), i.e. f €
FL, ., @ restarting version of algorithm (FGM) with the above choice of
Br has linear convergence without the assumption 7* = y* for all k& > 0.
Restarting variants of (FGM) have been also considered in other contexts, see

e.g. [13]. By fixing a positive constant ¢ € (0, 1) and then combining (GI]) and

22), we get:

fla®) = f* < Vk > 0. (61)

2L 4L
ky _ g o _2ES )00 2002 o f 0y _ r*) < 0y p*
Fa) ~ 1 < Gl = P < s () < 1) < el ) - 1)
which leads to the following expression:
4L
c= paEs

Then, for fixed ¢, the number of iterations K, that we need to perform in order
to obtain f(af¢) — f* <c(f(2°) — £*) is given by:

Kc:{ ﬁw:[ i]
CRf ClLf



28 I. Necoara et al.

Therefore, after each K. steps of Algorithm (FGM) we restart it obtaining the
following scheme:

Algorithm (R-FGM)
Given 220 = y%0% = 20 € X and restart interval K. For j > 0 do:

1. Run Algorithm (FGM) for K, iterations to get x¢J
2. Restart: x0Tt = gleid | 900+l — pKed and 0, = 1.

Then, after p restarts of Algorithm (R-FGM) we obtain the linear convergence:

27, ||$O,p—1 _ jO,p—IHQ
0.p\ _ % _ Kep—1y _ % f
J@O) = gt = faer ) - < =0 e

Se(f@®PT) = f) < S P(f0) = ) = () — ).

Thus, total number of iterations is k = pK, and denote ¥ = z%P. Then, we
have:

Ft) - 1 < () (1) - ).

We want to optimize e.g. the number of iteration K.:

1 1 4
Hll(lcn c%c = Hll(lcn Z loge < Hll(lcn Z log —MfKCQ ,
which leads to

2e _
and c¢=e2

In conclusion, we get the following convergence rate for (R-FGM) method:

=\ k =\ k

s =< (27 ) () - )= (7)) U -1 6
and since e® ~ 1+ a as a ~ 0, then for @ ~ 0 we get:
=\ k k

1) -1 () 160 - x (12 ) g - )

Note that if the optimal value f* is known in advance, then we just need
to restart algorithm (R-FGM) at the iteration K, < K} when the following
condition holds:

F@fed) — f* <e(f(@™) = f7),

which can be practically verified. Using the second order growth property (22])
we can also obtain easily linear convergence of the generated sequence z* to
some optimal point in X*.
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5.3 Feasible descent methods (FDM)

We now consider a more general descent version of Algorithm (GM) where the
gradients are perturbed:

Algorithm (FDM)
Given 2° € X and 8, L > 0 for £ > 0 do:

Compute z*1 = [2F — ap V f(a¥) 4 €F]
such that
el < Blla*+t =2k and f(2"*) < f(a¥) - G2t -2k,

where the stepsize «j, is chosen such that o > E;l > 0 for all k. It has been
showed in [8/[I7] that algorithm (FDM) covers important particular schemes:
e.g. proximal point minimization, random/cyclic coordinate descent, extragra-
dient descent and matrix splitting methods are all feasible descent methods.
Note that linear convergence of algorithm (FDM) under the error bound as-
sumption @), ie. f € SLfﬁf, is proved e.g. in [8[I7]. Hence, in the next
theorem we prove that the feasible descent method (FDM) converges linearly
in terms of function values on optimization problems (P) whose objective func-
tions belong to the class Fp . .

Theorem 15 Let the optimization problem (P) have the objective function
belonging to the class fo,Hf. Then, the sequence xi generated by the feasible
descent method (FDM) on (P) converges linearly in terms of function values
with the rate:

Jlat) - < L (7~ ). (64)
1+ 4(Ly+Ls+BLy)?

Proof The optimality conditions for computing 2**! are:

(2" — 2P 4 Vf(aF) —eFx — 2" >0 Vee X, (65)
Then, using convexity of f and Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we get:

P = FEE) < (VM) 2B - 2t
= (V@) = Vf(a") + V(") 2" — 2T

m+E3) 1
< Lf||1'k+17 kakaJrli :Ek+1|‘+—<;pk+1— zki ek,karlf :Ck+1>
k

< (Lf + Ef)”xk-i-l _ kaka-‘rl _ jk-i-l” + I_/fHekHHwk-i-l o 'i'k-HH

< (Lp+ Ly + BLy)||l2*t — a2 — 2.
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Since f € ]:Lf,nf then it satisfies the second order growth property, i.e.
f@F )= f(zF+t) > S ||l2M ! — 2812, and using it in the previous derivations
we obtain:

2(Ly + L Ly)?
( f+ f+6 f) ||1,k+17:ck||2.

fatth) — f@*h) <
Kt

(66)

Combining (68]) with the descent property of the algorithm (FDM), i.e. ||z*+1—
ak||> < 2 (f(a*) — fat)), we get:

Flakh) - patty < Ut Lo B

(f(2*) = F™))

Lky
which leads to
_ 1 _
FEH) = pa) < - e (b - @),
+ 4(Lf+if~‘rﬂif)2
Using an inductive argument we get the statement of the theorem. O

Note that, once we have obtained linear convergence in terms of function
values for the algorithm (FDM), we can also obtain linear convergence of the
generated sequence z* to some optimal point in X* by using the second order

growth property (22]).

5.4 Discussions

From previous sections we can conclude that for some classes of problems
improved linear convergence rates are obtained as compared to the existing
results. For example, in [8[I0,17] it has been proved that the optimization
problem ([@2) whose objective function satisfies the conditions of Theorem [I0]
has on a compact set an error bound property of the form (BII). In this paper
we proved that this class of problems has the objective function satisfying
the quadratic functional growth (22)). For the class of problems having an
objective function satisfying an error bound condition the feasible descent
method (FDM) is shown to converge linearly in [SHIOLT6L17]. Note that for
ar =1/Ly, f =0and L = Ly we recover from algorithm (FDM) the algorithm
(GM). However, for these choices the linear convergence in (B3)), given by ﬁ,

is better than the one obtained in Theorem [I3] given by m.

Recently, in [I6] the authors show that the class of convex unconstrained prob-
lems min,cgn g(Az), with g strongly convex function having Lipschitz contin-
uous gradient, satisfies a restricted strong convex inequality, which is a par-
ticular version of our more general quadratic gradient growth inequality (7).
However, in this paper we proved that the objective function of this particular
class of optimization problems belongs to a more restricted functional class,

namely ¢Sp, .. (X), i.e. it satisfies ([IQ). Thus, for this class of problems we
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provide better linear rates for gradient method and for fast gradient method
as compared to [16]. More precisely, for the gradient method (GM) we derive
convergence rate of order (1 —ps)/(1+ py), while [I6] proved convergence rate
of order (1 — py). Moreover, from our best knowledge, this paper shows for
the first time linear convergence of the usual fast gradient method (FGM) for
this class of convex problems min,cg» g(Ax), while for example [16] derives
a worse rate of convergence and for a restarting variant of the fast gradient
method (R-FGM).

6 Applications

In this section we present several applications having the objective function in
one of the structured functional classes of Section Ml

6.1 Solution of linear systems

It is well known that finding a solution of a symmetric linear system Qx+q = 0,
where @ = 0 (notation for positive semi-definite matrix), is equivalent to
solving a convex quadratic program (QP):

. L 7 T

min f(x) (— 52 Qv +q x) :

Let Q = LgLQ be the Cholesky decomposition of ). For simplicity, let us

assume that our symmetric linear system has a solution, e.g. x4, then ¢ is

in the range of @, i.e. ¢ = —Qus = ngLQzS. Therefore, if we define the
1

strongly convex function g(z) = 3||z||* — (Lgzs)” 2, having Ly = 04 = 1, then

our objective function is the composition of g with the linear map Lgz:
1
flz) = §HLQ?U||2 — (LHLgrs) = = g(Lox).

Thus, our convex quadratic problem is in the form of unconstrained structured
optimization problem (B8] and from Section [l we conclude that the objective

function of this QP is in the class ¢Sy, .~ with:

)\min (Q) — 1
Amax(Q)  cond(Q)’

where Apin (@) denotes the smallest non-zero eigenvalue of @ and Apax(Q) is
the largest eigenvalue of Q). Since we assume that our symmetric linear system
has a solution, i.e. f* = 0, from Theorem [I4] and Remark [[] we conclude that
when solving this convex QP with the algorithm (FGM) we get the convergence
rate in terms of function values:

Ly = Amax (@) and Kf :‘712nin(LQ> =Ain(@Q) = K=

f(x’“)§<1— m> 2f(a")
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or in terms of residual (gradient) or distance to the solution:

213
Q0" +41? = I94H)1? < Bl ~ 21 < L (1) - 1)
k
< (1 - Wl(Q)> “ Amax(Q) - cond(Q) (%(mO)TQxO + qTxO) .

Therefore, the usual (FGM) algorithm without restart attains an e optimal
solution in a number of iterations of order \/cond(Q)log <, i.e. the condition
number cond(Q) of the matrix @ is square rooted. From our knowledge, this is
one of the first results showing linear convergence depending on the square root
of the condition number for the fast gradient method on solving a symmetric
linear system with positive semi-definite matrix @ = 0. Note that the linear
conjugate gradient method can also attain an e approximate solution in much
fewer than n steps, i.e. the same \/cond(Q)log% iterations [I]. Usually, in
the literature the condition number appears linearly in the convergence rate
of first order methods for solving linear systems with positive semi-definite
matrices. For example, the coordinate descent method from [6] requires /n -
cond(Q) log £ iterations for obtaining an € optimal solution.
Our results can be extended for solving general linear systems Az + b = 0,
where A € R™*", In this case we can formulate the equivalent unconstrained
optimization problem:

min || Az + b[|?

zeR™

which is a particular case of (B8] and from Section @ we can also conclude that
the objective function of this QP is in the class ¢S, x, with:

o2. (A
Lf = UI%lax(A) and Hf:U?nin(A) = Wy = %’

where opin(A) denotes the smallest non-zero singular value of A and oyax(A)
is the largest singular value of A. In this case the usual (FGM) algorithm
Tmax (A)

attains and e optimal solution in a number of iterations of order Zmex2d Jog 1
Omin(A) €

6.2 Dual of linearly constrained convex problems

Let (P) be the dual formulation of a linearly constrained convex problem:
min g(u)
st.: c— ATue K=R™ x R,

Then, the dual of this optimization problem can be written in the form of
structured problem ([@2)), where ¢ is the convex conjugate of g. From duality
theory we know that g is strongly convex and with Lipschitz gradient, provided
that g is strongly convex and with Lipschitz gradient.



Linear convergence of first order methods for non-strongly convex optimization 33

6.3 Lasso problem

The Lasso problem is defined as:

min || Az — b|* + A|z||;.
z:Cx<d

Then, the Lasso problem is a particular case of the structured optimization
problem (42]), provided that e.g. the feasible set of this problem is bounded

(polytope).

6.4 Linear programming

Finding a primal-dual solution of a linear cone program can also be written
in the form of a structured optimization problem (B8). Indeed, let ¢ € RV b €
R™ and K C RY be a closed convex cone, then we define the linear cone
programming:

min (¢, u) st. Bu=b, uwek, (67)
and its associated dual problem
min (b, v) st. ETo+s=c¢, se€K*, (68)

where K* denotes the dual cone. We assume that the pair of cone program-
ming (67)—(68)) have optimal solutions and their associated duality gap is zero.
Therefore, a primal-dual solution of ([G7)—(G8) can be found by solving the fol-
lowing convex feasibility problem, also called homogeneous self-dual embed-
ding:

ET =c¢, Bu=1»% = (b
find (u, v, s) such that vis=c Bu=b {eu)={bv) (69)
uek, se K* velR™,
or, in a more compact formulation:
A =
find z such that { v=d
z €K,
U 0 ET 1, c
where x = |v|, A= |FE 0 0|, d=1|b|, K=KxR"™x K*. The
S ' =T 0 0

authors in [I4] proposed solving conic optimization problems in homogeneous
self-dual embedding form using ADMM. In this paper we propose solving a
linear program in the homogeneous self-dual embedding form using the first
order methods presented above. A simple reformulation of this constrained
linear system as an optimization problem is:

. 2
min |[Az — d||°. (70)
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Denote the dimension of the variable x as n = 2N + m. Let us note that the
optimization problem (0] is a particular case of ([B8]) with objective function
of the form f(z) = g(Ax), with g(-) = || - —d||?>. Moreover, the conditions of
Theorem Bl hold provided that K = Rf . We conclude that we can always solve
a linear program in linear time using the first order methods described in the
present paper.

6.5 Numerical simulations

We test the performance of first order algorithms described above on randomly
generated Linear Programs (G1) with K = Rf . We assume Linear Programs
with finite optimal values. Then, we can reformulate (7)) as the quadratic
convex problem (70) for which f* = 0. We compare the following algorithms
for problem (70) (the results are given in Figures 1 and 2):

1. Projected gradient algorithm with fixed stepsize (GM): ai = || 4] =2 (in
this case the Lipschitz constant is Ly = [|A||?).
2. Fast gradient algorithm with restart (R-FGM): where ¢ = 107! and we
restart when || Az’ 7 — d|| < ¢|| Az%7 — d||.
3. Exact cyclic coordinate descent algorithm (Cyclic CD):
b+l — in ||Az;(k) — d|?
v =arg min ||Az;(k) —d||%,
where K; is either Ry or R and z;(k) = [af ™ - 2t oy af - ak] Tt
has been proved in [§] that this algorithm is a particular version of the
feasible descent method (FDM) with parameters:

ap =1, B=1+Ls/n, L = min || A,

provided that all the columns of A are nonzeros, i.e. ||4;]] > 0 for all

1=1:n.
The comparisons use Linear Programs whose data (E,b, ¢) are generated ran-
domly from the standard Gaussian distribution with full or sparse matrix E.
Matrix E has 100 rows and 150 columns in the full case and 900 rows and
1000 columns in the sparse case. Figures 1 and 2 depict the error ||Az* — d|.
We can observe that the gradient method has a slower convergence than the
fast gradient method with restart, but both have a linear behaviour as we
can see from the comparison with the theoretical sublinear estimates, see Fig-
ure 1. Moreover, the fast gradient method with restart is performing much
faster than the gradient or cyclic coordinate descent methods on sparse and
full Linear Programs, see Figure 2.
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