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SUMMARY

This thesis focuses on developing and analyzing accelerated and inexact first-order meth-
ods for solving or finding stationary points of various nonconvex composite optimization
(NCO) problems. Our main tools mainly come from variational and convex analysis, and
our key results are in the form of iteration complexity bounds and how these bounds com-
pare to other ones in the literature.

Our first study problem is the classic unconstrained NCO problem studied by Mine and
Fukushima (1981), and we develop an accelerated inexact proximal point method for finding
approximate stationary points of it. By analyzing the method’s variational properties,
we establish an iteration complexity bound that is optimal in the number of first-order
oracle evaluations. As an additional result, we show that our accelerated method and the
classic composite/proximal gradient method are instances of a general inexact proximal
point framework under different stepsizes and levels of inexactness.

Following our developments for the unconstrained setting, we move to study two in-
stances of a function-constrained NCO problem. The first instance comprises a set of linear
set constraints, and we develop a quadratic penalty method for finding approximate sta-
tionary points of it. We then establish an iteration complexity bound that is several orders
of magnitude better than the previous state-of-the-art bound. As part of the analysis, we
show that one can start the method from any point where the objective function is finite
(and not necessarily from a near feasible point) and that no regularity conditions are needed
to obtain convergence. The second instance consists of a set of nonlinear cone constraints,
and we develop a proximal inexact augmented Lagrangian method for finding approximate
stationary points of it. We then establish a competitive iteration complexity bound under
an easily verifiable Slater-like condition. As part of the analysis, we show that the Lagrange
multipliers generated by the method are bounded, without needing to dampen the (dual)
multiplier update, and, like in the penalty method, the initial point can be any point where

the objective function is finite.

XV



Before moving on to other problems, we discuss some efficient implementation strategies
of the above methods. In particular, we present some efficient line search subroutines, an
adaptive stepsize selection scheme, an efficient warm-start strategy, and a discussion about
how to relax some algorithms’ convexity assumptions. We also present a large number of
real-world applications and numerical experiments that highlight our methods’ performance
against other modern solvers.

Our second-to-last study problem is a class of nonconvex-concave min-max NCO prob-
lems, and we develop an accelerated smoothing method for finding two kinds of approxi-
mate stationary points of it. Using prior results from our study of the unconstrained NCO
problem, we establish iteration bounds that substantially improve on similar ones in the
literature. Additionally, we give a brief discussion about how to generalize our smoothing
method to solve linearly constrained min-max NCO problems. We then end with some
numerical experiments in the unconstrained setting to validate the efficacy of our approach.

Our final study problems are a popular class of spectral NCO problems in which the
inputs are general m-by-n real-valued matrices. As part of the study, we develop two inex-
act composite gradient methods — one based on the classic composite/proximal gradient
method and another based on an accelerated variant of it — to find approximate stationary
points. Extending some techniques for analyzing accelerated methods, we show that the
accelerated variant obtains a competitive convergence rate in the nonconvex setting and an
accelerated convergence rate in the convex setting. A vital conclusion of the study is that
we show the methods perform nearly all of their iterations over the vector space Rmin{m.n}
rather than the matrix space R"™*"™. We then end with some numerical experiments to show

the effectiveness of the previous conclusion.

xvi



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

If everything seems under control, you’re just not going fast enough.

-Mario Andretti

Efficient optimization algorithms play a ubiquitous role in both the theory and application
of machine learning and scientific computing. From web search engines to facial recognition
software, their presence is found in many indispensable systems of modern society.

In this thesis, we contribute to a class of popular continuous optimization algorithms
called first-order methods, consisting of iterative optimization algorithms that exploit in-
formation about the function value and subgradient(s) of the objective function. Since
Cauchy’s study on the gradient descent method [21] in 1847, these methods have found ex-
tensive use in smooth convex minimization (fast gradient methods [81, 83, 84]), nonsmooth
convex minimization (subgradient descent [94, 102], mirror descent [8, 79, 83], and bundle
methods [10, 44, 54]), and convex-concave saddle-point problems (smoothing methods [85]
and mirror prox [80, 82, 83]). Recently, first-order methods have gained a renewed inter-
est due to their ability to obtain cheap (nearly) dimension-free! guarantees for large-scale
problems in a broad spectrum of disparate fields.

Our focus problems are variants of the following classic smooth nonconvex (additive)

composite optimization (NCO) problem, first studied in [71] by Mine and Fukushima:

min {6(2) = £(2) + h(2)}, (eo)

where h : R" — (-o00,00] is a closed, proper, convex, but not necessarily differentiable,
function and f : R" — (-—oc0,00] is a function that is continuously differentiable on an
open set containing the domain of h, but not necessarily convex. Problems such as NCO
frequently appear in areas such as recommender systems [28, 43|, signal processing [17, 24],

sparse regularization [34, 108, 112], and compressed sensing [4, 5].

n contrast, interior point methods are known to grow nonlinearly with respect to the dimension, or
equivalently, the number of decision variables.



In the forty years following Mine and Fukushima’s work, there has been an immense
amount of literature devoted to creating efficient methods for finding approximate station-
ary points? of NCO and its variants. Recent developments, in particular, have focused on
generalizing Nesterov’s seminal work on accelerated gradient methods for smooth convex
optimization [84] to the nonconvex setting of NCO under a structural weak convexity as-
sumption [18, 30, 31, 56, 91], i.e. where we assume that f+m/-|?/2 is convex for sufficiently
large enough m > 0.

Our goal in this thesis is to continue this work and present several accelerated non-
conver first-order methods that explicitly take advantage of structural weak convexity in a
meaningful way. The main theme that pervades most of our studies is that of variational
inclusions, e.g. 0 € 9*¢(z) = Vf(x) + Oh(x) where 9*¢ (resp. Oh) is the Clarke® (resp.
regular?) subdifferential of ¢ (resp. h). By studying the inexact and exact variational
properties of several accelerated methods in the convex setting, we construct accelerated
methods with similar properties in the nonconvex setting. The efficacy of this approach
is validated through competitive iteration complexity bounds, promising numerical experi-
ments, and its utility in established optimization frameworks, e.g. penalty and augmented

Lagrangian frameworks.

1.1 Contributions of the Thesis

This section carefully describes the organization and key contributions of this thesis. It it
divided into three subsections. The first one is dedicated to optimization algorithms for
smooth NCO problems, the second one to efficient implementation strategies, and the last
one to optimization algorithms for NCO problems with additional structure.

Throughout this section, we let 9*¢(z) denote the Clarke subdifferential of ¢ at 2 and

dist(z, C') denote the distance between a point = and a set C.

%In general, finding even approzimate minimizers of N'CO is intractable [77, 83, 86].
3See Definition 2.1.38.
“See Definition 2.1.37.



1.1.1 Smooth NCO Problems

In the next three chapters of this thesis, we propose a substantial number of iterative
first-order optimization methods for finding approximate stationary points of NCO in the
unconstrained and function-constrained setting. Under the assumption that f is weakly
convex and its gradient V f is Lipschitz continuous, each method comes with an iteration
complexity bound and a comparison with similar methods in the literature. Below, we

briefly summarize the contributions of these methods.

Complexity Optimal Proximal Point Method for Unconstrained NCO Problems.
In Chapter 3, we develop a general inexact proximal point framework for finding approx-
imate stationary points of NCO. More specifically, this framework is designed to find a

p-approximate stationary point x € R™ satisfying

dist(0,0%¢(z)) < p. (1.1)

Using a special inexactness criterion and several variational properties of an accelerated
gradient method, we present a specific instance of the framework that is (iteration) com-
plexity optimal in terms of the smoothness parameters of f and the tolerance p. It is worth
mentioning that this instance does not require the domain of h to be bounded and only
requires ¢, in NCO to be finite. Furthermore, the inexactness criterion does not depend

on the tolerance p but rather on a special proximal residual.

Quadratic Penalty Method for Linearly-Constrained NCO Problems. In the first
section of Chapter 4, we develop a quadratic penalty method for finding approximate sta-
tionary points of linearly set-constrained® instances of NCO. More specifically, this method

is designed to find a (p,n)-approximate stationary point (z,p) satisfying

dist(0,0% () + A*p) < p, dist(Az,S) <n. (1.2)

®The constraint is of the form Az € S for some linear operator A and closed convex set S.



Using our developments in Chapter 3 and some additional properties about penalty func-
tions, we show that the method obtains an O(p~2n7!) iteration complexity bound, which
substantially improves upon the previously known bound of O(p~%) that was obtained by
a multiblock ADMM-type method [42] for the case of p = 7. The main novelty of the pro-
posed method is that the initial starting point zg only needs to be in the domain of h, i.e.
h(zp) < oo, and not necessarily feasible with respect to the linear set constraint, i.e. Azy € S.
It is also worth mentioning that the method does not require any regularity condition on
its linear constraints and that the inexactness criterion does not depend on the tolerance
pair (p,n).

Proximal Augmented Lagrangian Method for Nonlinearly-Constrained NCO
Problems. In the second section of Chapter 4, we develop an inexact proximal aug-
mented Lagrangian method for finding approximate stationary points of nonlinearly cone-
constrained instances of NCO in which: (i) the function h is Lipschitz continuous and its
domain is bounded; and (ii) the function g forming the cone constraint g(z) <x 0 is K-
convex. More specifically, this method is designed to find a (p,n)-approximate stationary

point (z,p) satisfying

dist(0,0%¢(z) + Vg(x)p) < p, dist(g(z), F(p)) <m, p=x+ 0,

where K" is the dual cone of K and the set F(p) is given by

F(p) = {g(x) : {g(x),p) < 0,9(x) <k 0, h(x) < oo}

Using a special inexactness criterion and several recent developments from convex analysis,
we show that the method obtains an O([n~2p 2+ p=3]log[p~' +171])) iteration complexity
bound under a weak Slater-like condition. The contribution of the method is twofold.
First, the method proposes a novel way of generating the penalty parameters c; based
on the change in the augmented Lagrangian between consecutive iterations rather than

based on the feasibility of a particular iterateS. Second, it is shown that the multipliers

50ther methods in the literature [12, 32, 110] usually consider increasing c, whenever | max{0,g(zx)}|



{pK}r>1 generated by the classic (dual) multiplier update are bounded without requiring

any normalization’.

1.1.2 Efficient Implementation Strategies

Following the above developments, we dedicate Chapter 5 to efficient implementation strate-
gies. Additionally, we present iteration complexity bounds for variants of the methods in
Chapter 3 and Section 4.1 that use some of these strategies and give several numerical

experiments. Below, we highlight some of the most effective strategies.

Adaptive Stepsize Selection. We propose several different approaches of choosing sev-
eral key “stepsize” parameters based on a finite set of key inequalities. These approaches
are designed to adapt to the local geometry of the objective function and improve the

convergence rate of the convex and nonconvex methods that use them.

Relaxation of Convexity. Several of the methods for the smooth NCO problems rely on
the “stepsize” parameters to be within a particular range of values in order to ensure some,
not necessarily verifiable, convexity conditions hold. We propose a way to relax some of
these conditions to a verifiable set of finite inequalities to allow the “stepsize” parameters

to be arbitrarily large or small.

Warm-Start Strategy. For methods that operate by finding approximate stationary
points of a sequence of optimization subproblems, we propose a warm-start strategy for
initializing the starting point of each subproblem. More specifically, we propose a strategy
where the current subproblem uses a point obtained from the last iterate of the previous
subproblem. We then show that a (convexity) relaxed quadratic penalty method obtains an
O(n™2) factor improvement in its iteration complexity bound (for finding (p,n)-stationary

points as in (6.4.1)) when a warm-start strategy is used in place of a cold-start strategy.

has not sufficiently decreased between iterations
"Other methods in the literature [12, 110] usually add a step that projects the multipliers {py }x>1 into a
bounded Euclidean box after the classic multiplier update is computed .



1.1.3 NCO Problems with Additional Structure

Following the developments in prior chapters, the last two chapters of this thesis consider
variants of NCO with additional structure and give several numerical experiments. Below,

we summarize the contributions of these methods.

Smoothing Methods. In Chapter 6, we first develop a smoothing method for finding
approximate stationary points of nonconvex-concave min-max instances of NCO. More
specifically, when f is a max function of the form f(z) = max, ®(x,y), the method is
designed to obtain stationary points of two kinds: (i) a §-approximate directional stationary
point x satisfying

3z s.t. inf ¢'(7;d) <5, |r-z| <6,
ld]<1

where ¢'(x;d) is the directional derivative of ¢ at x for the direction d, and (ii) a (pz, py)-

approximate primal-dual stationary point (z,y) satisfying
dist (0, a*¢ﬂ(f)) < pr, dist(0,0%Pz(y)) < Py

where ¢z(-) = —®(z,-) and ¢y(-) = ®(,y) + h(-). Using several results from convex
analysis and the efficient method in Chapter 3, we show that the smoothing method ob-
tains O(673) and O(p;zp;,l/ 2) iteration complexity bounds for obtaining d-approximate
directional stationary points and (pz, py)-approximate primal-dual stationary points, re-
spectively. Following these developments, we propose a quadratic penalty smoothing
method for solving linearly-constrained instances of the min-max problem and establish
an iteration complexity bound for finding an approximate primal-dual stationary point of
the constrained problem. The main contributions are significantly improved complexity
bounds (see Tables 6.1 and 6.2) and a new complexity bound for the constrained case. It

is worth mentioning that the methods do not assume that the domain of A is bounded.

Spectral Optimization Methods. In Chapter 7, we develop two inexact spectral compos-



ite optimization methods, one accelerated and one unaccelerated, for finding p-approximate
stationary points of NCO as in (1.1) in which ¢ admits an additional spectral decomposi-
tion. More specifically, for a given input point X € R™*", we consider the instances where
the composite term A is a function of the singular values of X and the smooth term f can
be decomposed as f = f1 + fo where f5 is also a function of the singular values of X. Using
a special inexactness criterion and several variational properties of an accelerated gradient
method, we show that both methods obtain an O(p~2) iteration complexity bound and that
the accelerated method obtains an O(p‘2/ 3) complexity bound when ¢ is convex. A key
contribution is that the methods mainly iterate over a space of singular values rather than

the larger space of input matrices.



CHAPTER 2
BACKGROUND

This chapter presents the basic concepts, well-known results, and notational conventions
that are used throughout the thesis. Aside from the notation in Section 2.1.5, the

materials in this chapter are well-established, and hence, may be skipped upon first reading.

Organization

This chapter contains two sections. The first one presents theoretical background material

while the second one presents algorithmic background material.

2.1 Theoretical Background

This section presents material that is relevant to the theoretical developments of the thesis.

2.1.1 Basics

This subsection states basic definitions, conventions, and notation.

Sets. We denote R, Z, N, and C to be the set of real numbers, integers, natural
numbers, and complex numbers, respectively. The sets R, and R, denote the nonnegative
a positive numbers, respectively. For sets A, B, we denote their Cartesian product as
AxB={(a,b):aeAbe B} and their Minkowski sum as A+ B={a+b:ac A be B}. For

ease of notation, we denote {a} + B=a+ B and NMA={\a:aec A} for any a € A and X € C.

n times

—_—
For n € N, we define A™ = Ax...x A. The empty set is denoted by @. For a,b € R” we
denote the line interval between a and b as [a,b] = {ta+ (1 -t)b:0<t <1}. We also denote
[a,b) = [a,b]\{b}, (a,b] = [a,b]\{a}, and (a,b) = [a,b]\{a,b}. The set {x;}¥ , consists of the
elements x1,...,xg. The set {x;};>1 consists of the elements x; for every i € N.
Functions. Let X, Y, and Z be arbitrary sets. We denote f: X »Y and F: X =2 Y

to be single-valued and set-valued functions from X to Y, respectively. For any set S,

we denote f(S) = {f(s) : s € S}. For functions f : X » Y and g : Y — Z, we denote



go f(x)=g(f(x)) for every x € X.

Basic Operators. Let x € R, f: X — R be an arbitrary function, and S be an arbitrary
set. We denote [x] (resp. |z]) to be the smallest (resp. largest) element in Z that is greater
(resp. less) than or equal to z. We denote sup,.q f(z) (resp. infzes f(z)) as the smallest
(resp. largest) element B in R that satisfies f(s) < B (resp. f(s) > B) for every s € S.
The function sgn(z) takes value +1 if > 0 and -1 otherwise. As a convention, we take

a/0 = +o00 and —a/0 = —oco for every a > 0.

Computational Complexity. For functions f,g : R,y —» N, we use the following

asymptotic notation:

o f(x) = O(g(x)) if there exists (C,z) € R2, such that for every = > z it holds that

f(z) < Cy(x).

o f(z) = Q(g(x)) if there exists (C,z) € R?, such that for every z > z it holds that

f(x)2Cg(x).
« f(z)=0(g(x)) if f(z) = O(g(x)) and f(z) = Q2(g(x)).
o f(x)=o0(g(x)) if for every C > 0 there exists z > 0 such for every x > x it holds that

f(x) < Cy(x).

2.1.2 Analysis

This subsection reviews relevant materials from analysis.

We first start with some basic definitions and notation.

Definition 2.1.1. For a vector space X, an inner product (-,-) : X x X — R is a mapping

that satisfies, for every x,y,z € X and «, 8 € R, the relations:
(i) (x,y) = (y,z) (symmetry);
(i) {az + By, 2) = a(z,z) + By, 2) (linearity);

(iii) (x,z)>0if 2 # 0 (non-degeneracy).



A vector space equipped with an inner product is said to be a inner product space.

Definition 2.1.2. The induced norm of an inner product space X, denoted by | - |, is
given by |z|? = (z,z) for every x € X. It is well-known that every inner product satisfies the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality (x,y) < |z| - |y| and the triangle inequality |z +y| < |z] + |y

for every x,y € X.

For the rest of this subsection, we let X', ), and Z be inner product spaces with a

common inner product (-,-). Moreover, we denote || - || to be their induced norm.

Definition 2.1.3. For a point z € Z and parameter r > 0, the open ball B,.(z) and closed

ball B,(z) of radius r at z is defined by

By(2)={"€Z: |-z <r},

Br(z)={z"eZ:|z' -z <r}.

A set Z ¢ Z is said to be open if for every z € Z there exists € > 0 such that B.(z) ¢ Z.
A set Z ¢ Z is said to be closed if the set Z\Z is open. Finally, a set Z ¢ Z is said to be

bounded if there exists r € R, such that Z c B,.(0).

Definition 2.1.4. A set C ¢ Z is said to be compact if for any collection of open sets
D ={D;}iez, for some index set Z, satisfying C' ¢ U,z D; there exists a finite subcollection
D = {Di}le ¢ D such that C ¢ Ué‘;l D;. If Z =R", it is well-known that a set C' € R" is

compact if and only if it is closed and bounded.

Definition 2.1.5. For a sequence {z, },>1 € Z, we say that z, converges to z, or equivalently
lim; 00 2, = 2z € Z, if for every € > 0, there exists n € N such that for every k > n we have

e -zl <.
The next result is a well-known result about bounded sequences.

Theorem 2.1.6. (Bolzano-Weierstrass) Every bounded sequence in a finite dimensional

inner product space has a convergent subsequence.
We now present definitions and results about some special classes functions.

10



Definition 2.1.7. A function ¢ : X — ) is said to be continuous on a set X ¢ X if for every
x € X and € > 0 there exists d > 0 such that for every 2z’ € X satisfying |z — 2’| < ¢ we have
that [|¢(z) — ¢(z")|| < e. It is well-known that if {x;};51 € X is such that lim; oo x; =2 € X

and ¢ is continuous on X, then lim;_, . ¢(x;) = ¢(lim;- 00 ;) = ¢().

Definition 2.1.8. A function ¢ : X — ) is said to be L-Lipschitz continuous on a set
Xcxif

|¢(z) = ¢(2) < Lz - 2| V2" e X.
Definition 2.1.9. For a closed convex set Z ¢ Z, the (single-valued) projection mapping

II; at a point z is defined by

1
1 (z) = argmin = |Ju — 2|
ueZ 2

The distance function dist(-, Z) at a point z is defined by
dist(z,2) = ||z - TIz(2)].

Definition 2.1.10. Let f: X = ) be a function that is well-defined in an open ball around
a point x € X'. The function f is said to be (Fréchet) differentiable at x if there exists a
linear function D f, : X — ), called the derivative of f at x, that approximates the change
f(z+Ax) - f(x) up to a residual, called the first-order Taylor residual, that is o(Ax).

More specifically, the function f is differentiable at x if and only if
|f(z+Az) - f(x) - Dfo(Az)| = o(Ax)

for every Az such that f(z + Az) is well-defined.

Definition 2.1.11. A differentiable function f : X » ) is said to be continuously dif-

ferentiable at z if the function x — D f,(Ax) is continuous for every Ax € X.

Definition 2.1.12. Let f: X » ) be differentiable at a point z € Z. The gradient of f

11



at z is the unique matrix V f(z) that satisfies

Vf(z) u=Df,(u)

for every u € X in a neighborhood of x. The derivative matrix of f at z is the transpose
of Vf(x) and is denoted by f'(z) = Vf(z)T.
Definition 2.1.13. The linear approximation of a differentiable function f: X — Y at

a point zg € X is defined as

Ce(x;a0) = f(xo) +(Vf(z0), 2 —x0) VrelX.

The next three results present some fundamental properties involving derivatives and

gradients and can be found, for example, in [23, 109].

Theorem 2.1.14. (Chain rule) Let f: X — Y be differentiable at x € X and let g: Y — Z

be differentiable at y = f(x) €Y. Then, go [ is differentiable at x and

D(gof)x:Dgyona:'

Theorem 2.1.15. (Mean Value Theorem) For any differentiable function f: X — Y and

xo, 21 € X, there exists t € [0,1] such that

f(a1) = fwo) + Vf ()" (a1~ 20),

where x¢ = txg+ (1 —t)xq.

Theorem 2.1.16. (Gradient Theorem) Let xg,x1 € X and r : [0,1] » X be such that

r(0) =xg and r(1) = x1. For any continuously differentiable function ¢ : X — R, we have

¢(z1) - ¢(x0) = _/01 vo(r(t))-r'(t) dt.

The below material deals with the convolution of two functions.

12



Definition 2.1.17. The convolution of functions f,g: X — R is

(f*g)(z):= [: fwg(zx-u) du VreX

The following result can be found, for example, in [14, Chapter 6].

Proposition 2.1.18. Let f,g : X » Y be continuously differentiable functions. Then, it
holds that

D(f*9)e=Dfe*xg=f*Dg, VYrelX.

2.1.3 Linear Algebra

This subsection reviews notation and relevant materials from linear algebra.

We first start with some basic notation and definitions.

For every (n,m) € N2, we denote F™™ to be the set of matrices with n rows and m
columns with entries from F € {R,Z,N,C}. The entry in the i*" row and 7' column of A is

denoted by [A]l] or AZ]

Definition 2.1.19. For matrices A € R™? and B € RP*™, the matrix product AB ¢ R™"™

is given by the relation [AB];; = X5 _ [Alik[ Bl;-

Definition 2.1.20. The conjugate transpose (or adjoint) of a matrix A € C"™*", de-
noted by A%, is given by the relation A7, = A_w The transpose of a matrix, denoted by

AT | is given by the relation Az; = A;;. It is well-known that
(Az,y) = (z,A%y) V(x,y) e C" xC".

If a; € R™ for i € {1, ..., k}, then we denote (ay,...,a;) to be the matrix whose i'" column

is a;. If A is a linear operator, then we denote Az = A(z).
Definition 2.1.21. A matrix A € R"™*" is symmetric if A* = A.

Definition 2.1.22. A matrix A € R™" is positive (semi-)definite, or equivalently A >
(2)0, if A is symmetric and for every € R"\{0} we have z7 Az > (>)0. The set of positive

(semi-)definite matrices in R™" is denoted by S7, (S7).

13



Definition 2.1.23. The trace of a matrix A € R™™" is given by tr(A) = YiL; A;;. It is

well-known that tr(AB) = tr(BA) for any matrices A, B € R™".

Definition 2.1.24. The identity matrix of size n, denoted by I, is given by (I,);; = 1

ifi=7and 0if7+j.

Definition 2.1.25. A matrix A € R™" is said to be invertible (or non-singular) if there

exists a matrix A~!, called the inverse of A, that satisfies A4 = AA™' =1,
Definition 2.1.26. A matrix A e R™*" is said to be orthogonal if AT = A~!,

Definition 2.1.27. The determinant of a matrix A € R™", denoted by det(A), is [A]11

if n =1 and is given recursively by

det(A) Z( 1)”]14@] det Z )HjAZ’j det(Mij)
i=1
for n > 2, where M;; € R=Dx("-1) ig the minor that results from removing the i*" row and

b column from A. Tt is well-known that det(AB) = det(A) det(B) and det(A) = det(AT)

for any matrices A, B € R™*",

Definition 2.1.28. The eigenvalues of a matrix A € R™" are the roots of the charac-
teristic polynomial det(A — AI,,) as a univariate function in A\. An eigenvector v € R™"
corresponding to some eigenvalue ) is any vector satisfying Av = Av. We denote \;(A) to be
the kb largest eigenvalue of A € R™". Moreover, we use the shorthand Apin(A) = A\, (A)

and Amax(A4) = A1 (A).

Definition 2.1.29. The singular value decomposition (SVD) of a matrix A e R™*" is a
factorization of the form A = PX.Q* where P € R"™™ and @ € R™" are orthogonal matrices
and ¥ € R"™*" is a rectangular diagonal matrix with nonnegative entries on the diagonal.

The diagonal entries {¥;; };>1 are known as the singular values of A.

The following is a well-known (see, for example, [41, Corollary 4.3.15]) result about

eigenvalues of matrix sums.

14



Theorem 2.1.30. (Weyl’s Inequality) Let A,B € R™"™ be symmetric matrices and let

A (M) denote the k™ largest eigenvalue of a matriz M. Then, it holds that
A (A) + A (B) < Me(A+ B) < M\ (A) + M\ (B)

for every 1 <i<n.

2.1.4 Convex and Variational Analysis

This subsection presents relevant material from convex and variational analysis.

We first state some key definitions.

Definition 2.1.31. The interior of a set Z ¢ Z is defined as
int Z := {z € Z:36 >0 such that Bs(z) c Z}.

Definition 2.1.32. For a convex set Z ¢ Z, the affine hull aff Z and relative interior

ri Z of Z are defined by

k k
aﬂ"Z::{fyeZ:'y:Zozizi, zi €4, Zaizlforigk:, k:1,2,...},
i=1 i=1

riZ :={vyeaff Z:30 >0 such that aff ZnBs(y) < Z}.

Another interpretation of aff Z is that it is the smallest affine manifold containing Z. Under
this interpretation, a point z is in ri Z if it is in the interior of Z relative to the topology

given by aff Z.

Definition 2.1.33. The (effective) domain of a function f: Z ~ (—oco,c0] is the set
dom f:={z¢€Z: f(2) eR}

and f is said to be proper if dom f # @.

15



Definition 2.1.34. A proper function f: Z ~ (—o0, 0] is said to be convex if
flaz+[1-alZ)<af(z)+(1-a)f(2) Vz,z2'€Z, Vae(0,1).
It is well-known that if f is convex and differentiable, then f(-) - £7(;20) > 0 for any

zp € dom f.

Definition 2.1.35. A proper function f : Z + (o0, 00] is said to be u-strongly convex if
the function f - p-||? is convex and m-weakly convex if the function f+m/|-|? is convex.

It is well-known that if f is p-strongly convex and differentiable, then f(-) —€¢(:;20) >
| - —z0||?/2 for every zg € dom f. It is also well-known that if f is m-weakly convex and

differentiable, then f(-) = £;(+; 20) > —m|| - —20|%/2 for every 2o € dom f.

Definition 2.1.36. A proper convex function f : Z +— [-o00,00) is said to be closed or

lower semicontinuous if
liminf f(2) > f(z0) Vzoe Z.
Z— 20

Definition 2.1.37. For a proper convex function f: Z — [—00,00) and a point z € dom f,

the e-subdifferential of f at z is defined by
0-f(2) = {v eZ:f(2")2f(z)+ (v,z' - z) V' e Z},

and the (regular) subdifferential of f at z is 9y f(%) and is commonly denoted by 9f(%).

It is well-known that z, € argmin,,.z f(2) if and only if 0 € 9f(2,).

Definition 2.1.38. For a proper function f: Z — [-00, 00), the Clarke subdifferential of f

at a point z € dom f is the set
" ¢(x) = {v: (v,") <dop(x;-)}
where dé(z;u) := imsup,, g ,,[¢(y + tu) - ¢(y)]/t.

16



Definition 2.1.39. For a closed convex set Z € Z and a point z € Z, the indicator

function 67 and the normal cone Nz at a point z € Z are given by

oo, otherwise,

Ny(z):={veZ:(v,2' -2) <0V eZ}.

Definition 2.1.40. For a proper, lower semicontinuous function f : Z +— [-oc0,0), a pa-
rameter A >0, and a point z € Z, the Moreau envelope e) f and the proximal mapping

prox, f of f at z are defined by

. 1 ! 2
= — - <
exf(2) = int { 1)+ 5512 212} < £(2)
1
prox, f(z) := Argmin {f(z) +—|2" - z\Q} .

z'eZ 2\
The function f is said to be prox-bounded if there exists a threshold A > 0 such that
exf(zp) > —oo for some 2 € Z.
Definition 2.1.41. For an extended real-valued function f : Z ~ [-oc0,00], the function
f*: 2%~ [-00,00] given by

fr(u) ==max{(u,2) - f(2)} VueZ”
zeZ
is called the conjugate function of f.
Definition 2.1.42. For K ¢ Z, the dual cone K* and polar cone K~ are given by

K+:={Z€Z:<z,zl>20 Vz'eK},

K ={2¢Z:(2,2)<0Vs eK}=-K".

We now state some basic properties about the above objects.

The first result, whose proof can be found in [99, Theorem 2.26], describes the continuity
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of the prox related objects.

Proposition 2.1.43. For a proper, lower semicontinuous, convez function f : Z + [—oc0, 00)

and parameter X\ > 0, the following properties hold:
(a) the proximal mapping prox, f is single-valued and continuous;
(b) the (A\-Moreau) envelope function eyf is convex, continuously differentiable, and its
gradient is given by

verf(z) = % [z —prox/\f(z)] VzeZ.

The following proposition, whose proof can be found in [7, Example 3.5] and [7, Theorem

6.24], presents some properties about indicator functions.

Proposition 2.1.44. For any closed convex set Z € Z and point z € Z, the following

properties hold:
(a) 96z(z) = Nz(2);
(b) for any X >0, we have prox, dz(z) =1z (z).

The next result, whose proof can be found in [39, Proposition XI.1.3.1], presents some

basic calculus rules for the approximate subdifferential.

Proposition 2.1.45. For a proper convex function f : Z — [-o0,00), € > 0, and point

2 € Z, the following properties hold:
(a) for any a>0 and r e Z, we have O-(af +1)(2) = @by /o f(2);
(b) for any o+ 0, we have 0 f(«z) = ad-f(2);
(c) for any s € Z, we have O-(f +(s,-))(2) = 0-f(2) + {s}.

The below result, whose proof can be found in [39, Theorem XI.3.1.1], presents a char-

acterization of the approximate subdifferential on sums of functions.
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Proposition 2.1.46. For proper convex functions fi, fo: Z = (=00, 00], parameter € > 0,

and z € Z, it holds that

Oc(fi+ f2)(2) 2 U {0 f1(2) + 0, f2(2) } -

£1+e2<e,
€1,2>0

Moreover, if ridom fi nridom fo # @, then the above relation holds at equality.
The following transportation formula can be found in [39, Proposition XI1.4.2.2].

Proposition 2.1.47. (Transportation Formula) For a function v € Conv (Z), points z,z €
dom v, and subgradient s € 0y (z), it holds that s € 0:1p(Z) where e = f(2)- f(2)—(s,z2—-z) >
0.

The next result, whose proof can be found in [7, Theorem 6.45], presents a well-known

decomposition .

Proposition 2.1.48. (Eztended Moreau Decomposition) Let f : Z — (—o0,00] be proper,

closed, and convex. Then, for any z € Z and X >0, it holds that

proxy f(z) + Aproxy1 f*(z/A) = z.

2.1.5 Function Classes

This sub-subsection defines some important function classes and their properties.

We first define the key function classes considered in this thesis.

Definition 2.1.49. Let C(Z) denote the set of continuously differentiable functions from

Z < Z to R.

19



Important Note: To be concise, we adopt the convention that if Z is a closed set and

feC(Z), then it is implicitly assumed that f is finite on some open set € containing

Z.

Definition 2.1.50. Let C1(Z) denote the set of functions in C(Z) whose gradient is L-

Lipschitz continuous on Z. Such functions are typically called L-smooth.

Definition 2.1.51. Let C,, »/(Z) denote the set of functions in C(Z) that satisfy
M
- %Hz AP < f(2) - bp(2 7)) < 7\\2 —Z|? Vz,2 eZ (2.1)

A function f € C(Z) is said to have a curvature pair (m, M) if it is in Cp, p(Z).

Definition 2.1.52. Let Conv (Z) be the set of proper, lower semicontinuous, convex
functions from Z to (oo, c0]. For a convex set Z ¢ Z, let Conv (Z) be the set of functions

in that Conv (Z) are real-valued on Z and take value +oo outside of Z.

Definition 2.1.53. Let F,(Z) denote the set of functions in Conv (Z) that are p-strongly

convex. Let F,, 1,(Z) denote the set of functions in F,(Z) that are also L-smooth.

The next set of results present different characterizations of the above classes. The first

results is a straightforward consequence of [9, Proposition 6.1.3].

Proposition 2.1.54. If f : Z = R is twice differentiable with Amin(V2f(2)) = -m and

Amax(V2f(2)) = M for every z € Z, then f € Copi(Z).
The below result! relates Cp, 1 (Z) with Cp(Z).

Proposition 2.1.55. Let f : Z — R be a continuously differentiable function for some
ZcZ. Then feCr(Z) if and only if f €Cpr (Z).

Proof. Let x,y € Z be arbitrary. Suppose f € Cr(Z) and define r(t) = x + t(y — x) for every

1Special thanks to Arkadi Nemirovski for helping with this proof.
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t €[0,1]. Using the Gradient Theorem, it holds that

Fw) - @)= [ 9@ drt)= [ (Vi 2),y- o) di
= (V@) y-abe [ (Vi) - V) y - dr

Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the above relation, and Lipschitz continuity of Vf,

we now conclude that

F@) - )| < [ U9T Gty =) = 97 (@) - ) de
< [ 195G -2 5@ Iy - el

L
< [tLly-olPdt =5yl
0 2

and hence f eCr, .(2).

Conversely, suppose f € Cr, 1,(Z) and let {0, }n>1 be a sequence of smooth, real-valued,
(mollifier) functions over Z where, for every n > 1, we have: (i) 8, > 0; (ii) [, 6,(t) dt = 1;
and (iii) 0, (¢) = 0 for ¢ satisfying |¢| > 1/n. Moreover, for every n > 1, define g, = 0y, * f and

denote d = x —y. It now follows that

0 8) = b (352)| =100 % L (0) = £ ()] + (60 % V1 (0.
:’/Z(in(ﬂ (fly-7)=f(z-7)] d7'+</2(5n(7')vf($—7') dT,d)’
| L) =) - S+ (V= 7).d)] dr

< [~ e =7)+ (Vi@ -7).d) dr
<5 [ su(mlal? dr=Zlal,

and hence that g, € Cr, 1,(Z) as well. Using the smoothness of §,, (and hence g;,), Taylor’s

Theorem, and the previous result, it holds that there exists £ € [z, y] such that

gn(y) =Ly, (y;2)
Id?

L
-2
2

_ ‘(ca V290()d) _o(|d|*)
2]d|? ldI> |
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Taking y — z in the above inequality, we thus conclude that |V2g,(2)| < L for every z € Z,
and hence, it holds that g, € Cr(Z). Since Vg, — Vf uniformly, it follows that f € Cr(Z)

as well. O

2.2  Algorithmic Background

This section presents some fundamental algorithms that will be relevant in the algorithmic
developments of the thesis.

Throughout this section, we let Z € Z be a nonempty convex set. Moreover, for all the
algorithms in the thesis, we use the notation “<” for scalar or vector variable assignment

and “<” for function assignment.

2.2.1  Composite Gradient (CG) Method

The composite gradient (CG) method (also known as the proximal gradient method) is
a popular optimization algorithm [92] for solving and/or finding stationary points of the

problem
min {15(2) = ¥s(2) + ¥ (2)) (€0)
where 1, € Conv (Z) and 15 € C(Z). More specifically, it is an iterative method that, at its

k" iteration, performs the following update: given z,_; € Z and A, > 0, compute

2k = proxy . (26-1 = M Vbs(2k-1))-

When 1, = §¢ for some closed convex set C it is straightforward to see that the CG method
(CGM) reduces to the classical projected gradient method for the problem min .o ¥s(2).
For ease of future reference and discussion, we give a description in Algorithm 2.2.1 which

includes an important set of auxiliary iterates {vg }g>1-
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Algorithm 2.2.1: CG Method

Require: ¢y, ¢ Conv (Z), 1, €C(Z), 20¢ Z, {Mhis € Rys;

1: procedure CG (v, Vn, 20, { Ak })
2: for k=1,... do

. 1
3: Zp < arggm {)\k [€y, (s zk-1) + Y (u) ] + §Hu - zk,1||2}
ue
1
4: Uk < )\_k(zk—l = 2x) + VPs(2x) — VPs(2k-1)

The proposition below, whose proof can be found in Appendix A, presents some basic

properties about the CGM.

Proposition 2.2.1. Let {(z,v;)}k>1 be generated by the CGM for some {Ag}gs1. Then,

the following statements hold for every k > 1:
(a) Vg € sz(zk) + 81/}71(2%);

(b) if there exists Ly € (0,2/\) such that
Vo) ~ o (s 1) € = P (2.2
then it holds that
0(ar) <0G+ (5~ ) s =l s w0 (23
(c) if there exists scalars {L;}% | € Ry, such that
|Vs(zi-1) = Vs(2i)|| < Lil|zi-1 — 2z, Li < o (2.4)

for every i < k, then it holds that

min ”UzHQ < 4 [¢(z0) B zﬁ(zk)]
<k =

) 2.5
i SEL 6 (25)

where & = (2= NL;) /(1 + [NLi]?) > 0 for every i < k.
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The next proposition, whose proof can also be found in Appendix A, presents additional

variational properties about a general iteration in the CGM.

Proposition 2.2.2. Given (\,z7) e Ry x Z, define

z:= argmin{)\ [€¢S(u; 27)+ zpn(u)] + %HU - 27“2}7

uez

. %(zf _2), wim gt Vibe(2) = Vibe(27),

€= Yn(27) = n(2) + (¢ - Vs(27), 2= 27).

Then, the following statements hold:

(a) qeVs(27) + 00 (27) and € > 0;

(b) it holds that

(g,€) = argmin {)\||r||2 +20:reVs(27) + 85wn(z_)} : (2.6)
(r,0)eZxR4

(c) if there exists L >0 satisfying
L _
b(2) by (7Y S TP,
then it holds that

Mal? + 2 <2[6(7) - ()] + (£ -5 ) 12 - 217,

2.2.2  Accelerated Composite Gradient (ACG) Method

Accelerated composite gradient (ACG) methods are extensions to the CGM in Section 2.2.1
in which additional computations are performed to improve the rate at which a near optimal
solution (or stationary point) is obtained.

The ACG variant that we consider in this thesis is based on the accelerated method in

[73]. More specifically, this ACG method (ACGM) assumes that s € F,(Z) for some p >0
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and, at its k'® iteration, performs the following update: given (y_1,zr_1) € Z2, Ap_1 >0,

and A; >0, compute

Te-1 = Ae(1+ pAp_1),

Tk-1 1 \/713_1 + 47 1Ak
2 b

. Ak—ly LGt

k-1 = -1 k-1

Ay, Ay, ’

ag-1 = A = Apq + aj-1,

] myo -
Gk = Ly, (5 32) + Un () + D - = [,
. 1 s
YK = argmln{Aka(y) + 5y - Zpa \\2} :
yeZ 2

ag-1
1+ ,uAk

1 -
T =Tg-1+ [)\_k(yk = Zp-1) + Yk - fﬁkl)] .

Using the definition of the proximal operator prox f(-)7 it is straightforward to see that the

updates for y; and x; can be written as

M By = ag-1
1+Aku, b 1+/,I,Ak7

893

Yk = pI'OXakwn (ik—l - akv¢s(jk—1)) y

L 1%
Ye-1 = @e(Yr) + —(Th—1 = Yo —yr) + = || - _kaQa
Ak 2

T = Tp-1 — BV Yk-1(2-1).

where it can be shown (see Appendix B) that v;_; < gx < ¢ for every k > 1. For ease of
future reference and discussion, we give a precise description of this ACG method in Algo-

rithm 2.2.2, which includes an important set of auxiliary iterates {(rg, 7k, Mk, 7Tk, Lk ) }k>1-

7

Algorithm 2.2.2: ACG Method

Require: ;> 0, ¢, € Conv (Z), ¥seFu(Z), yo€Z, {Mi}rz1 S Ris;
Initialize: ¢ < s +Uy,, Ag< 0, I'g<0, o< yo;

1: procedure ACG (s, ¥, it, Yo, ft, { Ak })
2: for k=1,... do

3: Compute the supporting quantities:




S

10:

11:

12:

13:

14:

15:

16:
17:

18:

The-1 < M (1 + pAg_1)

2
Tk-1+ \/ka1 + 4Tk_1Ak_1

ap-1 <
2
Ap < A +ag
_ Agq k-1
Tr-1 < Yk-1+ Th-1
Ay, Ay

ah = £, (5 81) + 9u () + £ - ~Bra|?
Perform the accelerated prox steps:
. 1 -
o< argmin {Mean(y) + 5 1y - 3111
yeZ 2

ap-1
1+Ak,u

Compute the auxiliary quantities:

I ©
Ye-1 <= qr(Yr) + ~— (k-1 — Yo — Yr) + §|| -~y

1 .
Tp < Tpo1 + I:)\_k(yk: ~Tp-1) + pyp - xk—1)]

Ak
Ap_1 ag-1
I'ne —TI'r 1+ —v_
k A, k-1 A V-1
Ty — Tk
T <
k A,

k< Y(yr) = Tr(2r) = (v, Yk — 1)
Tk < i+ Yk — k)

R

Vv,

The next results, whose proofs are given in Appendix B, present some key properties

about the ACGM and its generated iterates.

Proposition 2.2.3. Let {(yg, 7k, mk) k1 be generated by the ACGM for some {Ag}gs1-

Then the following statements hold for every k > 1:

(a) it holds that ni >0 and

Tk € O W (Yn); (2.7)
(b) if there exists Ly >0 such that
~ Lk - 2 1
VYs(yYr) = Cy, (Yr; Tr-1) < 7“% - &g, Lp-p< N (2.8)
then it holds that
| Ak + v = ol > + 24k < |y — vo s (2.9)
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(c) it holds that
k—

1 1 2 k s 2
A > max Z( \/)\kl) 7>‘1H(1+ Z_Tl’u) :
1

i= =2

(d) for every minimizer y* of the problem minyedomy ¥(y), it holds that
AU T
Y(ye) =W ) < 5=l —wol” VE21
24,

Proposition 2.2.4. Let {(yg, Tk, M) }x>1 be generated by the ACGM for some {Ag}ps1-

Then the following statements hold for every k > 1:

(a) it holds that ny >0 and

e 0y, (0= 51—l s (210)

(b) if there exists Ly >0 such that

- L - 1
VYs(Yr) =y, (Yr; Tr-1) < f\\yk ~Fpa|® Le-p< (2.11)

)\_kv

then it holds that

1 B -
( 1A+ e = g0l + 2407 < e - ol (2.12)
1 +,LLAk

2.2.3 Proximal Point Method

The proximal point (PP) method is a classic optimization algorithm [97] for minimizing a
function v € Conv (Z). More specifically, it is an iterative method that, at its k" iteration,

performs the following update: given z;_1 € dom and A\, > 0, perform

2k = Proxy, » (2x-1)- (2.13)

It is well-known (see, for example, [6, Theorem 27.1]) that if >.72, Ay = oo, then 1(zy)
converges to inf,cz ¢(z). Moreover, if there exists z* satisfying ¢(z*) = inf,cz ¢(2), then zi

converges to the set of minimizers of ¢.
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The following proposition, whose proof can be found in Appendix A, presents some basic

properties (cf. Proposition 2.2.1) about the PP method (PPM).

Proposition 2.2.5. Let {z}r>1 be generated by the PPM for some {\r}r>1 and define

Vg = (2k-1 — 2k ) [ Ak for every k > 1. Then, the following statements hold for every k > 1:

(a) vy € OY(zk);

(b) it holds that

D) < (o) + Aik\zk it € $(aon);

(c) it holds that
Y (20) — ¥ (2k)
SN

min ||v;]|* < (2.14)
i<k

Throughout this thesis, we make reference to the inexact proximal point method which
is a variant of the PPM in which the update (2.13) is computed inexactly, i.e. z; approxi-
mates the solution of the problem in (2.13) according to some inexactness criterion.

One interesting instance of the proximal point method is when ¢ (x) = (1/2) (x, Azx) —
(b,x) where A € ST,. Clearly, the optimal solution of minggn 1(z) is the unique solution
of the linear system of equations Az = b. The proximal update in the case of A\, = A € R,
for every k> 1 is

Th+1 =Tk + (A + )\_lln)_l(b — A:Ck),

which is a well-known algorithm called iterative refinement [92]. The above update is

particularly useful when A is ill-conditioned and/or the computation of A7'b is not stable.
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CHAPTER 3
UNCONSTRAINED COMPOSITE OPTIMIZATION

Our main goal in this chapter is to describe and establish the iteration complexity of an
accelerated inexact proximal point (AIPP) method for finding approximate stationary

points of the classic NCO problem

6 =min[6(2) = F(2) + h(2)], (o)

where Z is a finite dimensional inner product space, h € Conv (Z) for some nonempty
convex set Z € Z, and f € Cp 1 (Z) for some (m, M) e R2,.

The ATPP method (AIPPM) of this chapter uses an ACGM, specifically Algorithm 2.2.2,
to perform the following proximal point-type update to generate its k' iterate: given zj_;

and A, compute

. 1
- rzggl{f(Z) () + o - zk_luz}

according to some relative inexactness criterion. Throughout our presentation, it is as-
sumed that efficient oracles for evaluating the quantities f(z), Vf(z), and h(z) and for

obtaining exact solutions of the subproblem

. 1 2
Izggl{Ah(Z)+§HZ—Zo|! }

for any zp € Z and A > 0, are available. Moreover, we define an oracle call to be a collection
of the above oracles of size O(1) where each of them appears at least once.

For a given tolerance p > 0 and a suitable choice of A, the main result of this chapter
shows that the ATPPM, started from any point zg € Z obtains a pair (2,9) satisfying the

approximate stationarity condition

bevi(2)+ o), ol <p, (3.1)
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in

-min 20) = Gu, md>
(’)( %+1 [m {¢(;2) o d0}+log{(%)]) (3.2)

oracle calls, where dy = min,ez{|z0 — 2+| : #(2+) = ¢+ } and log](-) = max{1,log(:)}. It is
worth mentioning that this result is obtained under the mild assumption that ¢, is finite
and neither assumes neither that Z is bounded nor that NCO has an optimal solution.
Near the end of the chapter, we compare the above complexity against ones obtained by
other NCO methods.

It is also shown in Section 3.3.3 that the complexity bound in (3.2) is optimal in the
sense that it is within the same order of magnitude of a recent established complexity lower
bound for finding pairs (2, 0) satisfying (3.1) using linear-span first-order methods.

The content of this chapter is based on paper [46] (joint work with Jefferson G. Melo

and Renato D.C. Monteiro) and several passages may be taken verbatim from it.

Related Works

The developments in [46] appear to be the first ones to consider an accelerated proximal
method for obtaining approximate stationary points as in (3.1) for general A and nonconvex
f. Previous developments, which we list below, have only considered the special case of
h=0.

Under the assumption that dom ¢ is bounded, paper [30] presents an ACG method

applied directly to N'CO which obtains a pair (2,9) satisfying (3.1) in

2 2/3
o(MmP: | [Mdo (3.3)
2 P

where D, denotes the diameter of dom¢. Motivated by the developments in [30], other
papers, such as [18, 26, 31, 56, 59, 60, 61, 91|, have proposed ACG-like methods under
different assumptions on the functions f and h. For example, paper [18] establishes a
complexity which is O(v/M log M) in terms of its dependence on M, but is O(p2logp)
in terms of its dependence on p. It should be noted that the second complexity bound in

(3.2) in terms of dy is new in the context of problem N'CO and follows as a special case of a
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more general bound, namely (3.3.6), which actually unifies both bounds in (3.2). Moreover,
in contrast to the analysis of [30], the analysis in this chapter does not assume that D, in
(3.3) is finite.

Inexact proximal point methods and HPE variants of the ones studied in [74, 104]
for solving convex-concave saddle point problems and monotone variational inequalities —
which inexactly solve a sequence of proximal subproblems by means of an ACG variant —
were previously proposed by [36, 37, 45, 75, 90]. The behavior of an accelerated gradient
method near saddle points is studied in [88].

Complexity lower bounds in terms of max{m, M} for finding stationary points as in
(3.1) using first-order methods were recently established in [19, 20]. A follow-up work [116]
establishes tighter bounds in terms of m and M for the smaller class of linear-span first-order

methods.

Organization

This chapter contains three sections. The first one gives some preliminary references and
discusses our notion of a stationary point given in (3.1). The second one presents a general
inexact proximal point framework which will be important in our analysis of the AIPPM.
The third one presents the AIPPM and its iteration complexity. The last one gives a

conclusion and some closing comments.

3.1 Preliminaries

This section enumerates the assumptions on problem NCQO, states the main problem of
interest, and discusses the notion of an approximate stationary point given in (3.1).

It is assumed that (f,h,¢) in NCO satisfy:

(A1) heConv (Z) for some nonempty convex set Z ¢ Z;
(A2) feCpm(Z) for some (m, M) e RZ,;

(A3) . > —co,
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We now make a few remarks about the above assumptions. First, assumption (Al) im-
plies that the effective domain of h is Z. Second, if Vf is M-Lipschitz continuous, then
assumption (A2) holds with m = M. Third, it is well-known that a necessary condition
for z* € Z to be a local minimum of NCO is that z* be a stationary point of f + h, i.e.
0evVf(z")+0h(z").

In view of the above assumptions and remarks, we are interested in solving the problem

given in Problem 3.1.1.

Problem 3.1.1: Find an approximate stationary point of NCO

Given p > 0, find a pair (2,0) € Z x Z satisfying condition (3.1).

The next proposition, which follows from Lemma F.1.2, gives another well-known (see,

for example, [86]) interpretation of our notion of an approximate stationary point.

Proposition 3.1.1. Given Z € Z, there exists v € Z such that (2,0) satisfies (3.1) if and

only if infg <, ¢'(2;d) 2 —p.

3.2  General Inexact Proximal Point (GIPP) Framework

This section presents and discusses general inexact proximal point framework which will
be important in our analysis of the AIPPM. It contains three subsections. The first one
presents some important properties of the framework. The second one presents a procedure
to turn iterates generated by the framework into iterates that nearly solve Problem 3.1.1.
The last one gives some instances of the framework.

We begin by first stating the framework in Algorithm 3.2.1.

Algorithm 3.2.1: GIPP Framework

Require: heConv (Z), feC(Z), z0€Z, 0€(0,1), {Ae}rs1 SRiy;

1: procedure GIPP(f,h, zo, 0, {\g}x>1)
2: for k=1,... do
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3: Find (zg, 0%, &x) € domh x Z x R, satisfying:
5 1
Og € Oz, (>\k¢ + 5” '—Zk—1||2) (k) (3.4)
”'[)k:”2+2ék SO’”Zk_l —Zk-i-’f}k”Q; (3.5)

Observe that the GIPP framework (GIPPF) is not a well-specified algorithm but rather
a conceptual framework consisting of (possibly many) specific instances. In particular, it
does not specify how the quadruple (zy, 0, £x) is computed or even if it exists. Later in
this chapter, we will discuss two specific instances of the above GIPPF for solving NCO,
namely, the CGM (see Algorithm 2.2.1) and an accelerated proximal point method presented
in Section 3.3. In both of these instances, the sequences {2 }r>1 and {&j}r»1 are non-trivial

(see Proposition 3.2.6 and Lemma 3.3.4(c)).

3.2.1 Key Properties of the Framework

This subsection presents some key properties of the GIPPF.
Let {(zg, 0k, €k) tr>1 be the sequence generated by an instance of the GIPPF for some

{A\k}k>1, and consider the sequence {(vg,ex)}x>1 defined as
.
(Uk,a?k):: /\—(vk,sk) Vi > 1. (3.6)
k

Without necessarily assuming that the error condition (3.5) holds, the following technical
but straightforward result derives bounds on &, and |0 + zx-1 — 2k [/A\x in terms of the

quantities
1 - - -
6k:5k(0) ::)\—kmax{O, ||’UkH2+2Ek—O'”Zk_1—Zk+’l)kH2}, Ak ::Z/\i (37)

where o €[0,1) is a given parameter. Note that if (3.5) is assumed, then dj = 0.

Lemma 3.2.1. Assume that the sequence {( Ak, zx, Uk, €r)} satisfies (3.4) and let o € (0,1)
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be given. Then, for every k > 1, there holds

2[@(21-1) = p(21) ] + O,

1-0

1 N N 1 -
—(Hvk||2+26k—>\k5k)é/\—k||2k—1—2k+vk||23 (3.8)

Ok

where 0y is as in (3.7).

Proof. First note that the inclusion in (3.4) is equivalent to
1 2 1 2 ~ ~ n
Xip(2) + 5llz = zica” 2 Aig(z0) + Sllai - zia|T + (O, 2 - 2i) =& V2 e R

Setting z = z;_1 in the above inequality and using the definition of d; given in (3.7), we

obtain

N(8(zi-1) = 6(0)) 2 5 (It = 2l + 20,7101 - 22) = 251)

1 . . -
= — [Hzi_l —2; + UiH2 - H%”z - 282‘] >

9 [(1—0’)”Zi_1—Zi+77iH2—)\i5i]

DO | =

and hence the proof of the second inequality in (3.8) follows after simple rearrangements.

The first inequality in (3.8) follows immediately from (3.7). O

The next result shows characterizes the approximate optimality of z; in terms of Ag,

Zk-1, and o.

Lemma 3.2.2. Let {(z,0x,6x)} be generated by an instance of the GIPPF for some

{Ak}is1- Then, for every u e Z, it holds that

lze—1 —ul* VE>1.

P(2x) < p(u) + m

Proof. Using some simple algebraic manipulation, it is easy to see that (3.5) yields

o,
™ (39)

5 1. 1
(T, 21 — 2ho1) + =8k — = | 2p-1 — 2& > < -
o 2

Now, letting 6 := (1 —0)/o > 0, recalling the definition of the approximate subdifferential,

using (3.4) and (3.9), and the fact that (v,v’) < (6/2)|v|? + (1/20)|v'||? for all v,v" € Z, we
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conclude that

1 N .1
Au[d(ze) = ()] < S llaw-1 - wl® + (0r, 2 — u) + & - 3l = 21|
1 - -0,
< Sllzor = ul® + (B, 251 —u) - Al
2 20
1 0 1 1-
< shenr -l + (S1oel + oplenr - ul?) -

and hence that the conclusion of the lemma holds due to the definition of 6.

Before proceeding, we define the following useful quantity
. 1 . -
Rab(z0) = inf | Ruo(us ) = 5 [0 -l + A [ W) - int () |]  3.10)

for any function 1) : Z — (—o00, 00], scalar A > 0, and point zg € Z. Clearly, R v (u; z0) € R,

for all w e Z and hence R)1(20) € R, as well. Moreover, it is easy to see that

R (z0) = A extr(z0) - inf w(w)] < A[w(z0) - inf w(w)], (3.11)

where e 1)(zp) denotes the A-Moreau envelope of ¢ at z.
We now show that the sequence {|zx_1 — zx + Ug||/ Ak }k>1 contains a subsequence that

tends to zero. ]

Proposition 3.2.3. Let {(zk, 0k, k) i1 be generated by an instance of the GIPPF for
some {Ag}g>1. Then, the following statements hold:
(a) for every k >1,

l1-0
2k

21 = 2 + B < B(2ro1) — B(2); (3.12)
(b) for every k > 2, there exists i <k such that

a2 2Ry, #(20) _ 2[en ¢(20) — 4]
Zit+ il" < (1-0)2M(Ax-N1) (1-0)2(Ax-A1) (3.13)

)\—?sz‘q -

where Ay, and Ry, ¢(z0) are as in (3.7) and (3.10), respectively.
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Proof. (a) This follows immediately from (3.8) and the fact that (3.5) is equivalent to dj = 0.
(b) It follows from definitions of ¢. and Ry, ¢(-; 20) in (A3) and (3.10), respectively, part

(a) and Lemma 3.2.2 with k£ =1 that for all u e Z,

et (e | RO

20— ul® + ¢ (u) - .

1
2X\(1-0)
k
> ¢(21) = ¢u 2 ;W(zi—l) - ¢(2i)]

b Jaina - 21+
> (1-0) S Bzt il
Ty

(-0) (M=) 1

> n = |zi1 - 2 + G
7

2 i<k A

and hence the first inequality of (3.13) holds in view of the definition of Ry, ¢(zp) in (3.10).
The second inequality follows from (3.11).

Note that the above proposition shows the GIPPF enjoys the descent property in Propo-
sition 3.2.3, which many frameworks and/or algorithms for finding approximate stationary
points of NCO also share, e.g. Algorithm 2.2.1. It is worth noting that, under the assump-
tion that ¢ is a KL-function, frameworks and/or algorithms sharing this property have also
been developed for example in [2, 3, 22, 29] where it is shown that the generated sequence
{2k }x>1 converges to some stationary point of NCO with a well-characterized asymptotic
(but not global) convergence rate, as long as {zx }x>1 has an accumulation point.

The following result, which follows immediately from Proposition 3.2.3, considers the
instances of the GIPPF where Ay is constant for every k > 1. For the purpose of stating it,

define

do = Inf {[20~2"[ - ¢(27) = ¢} (3.14)

Note that dy < oo if and only if NCO has an optimal solution, in which case the above

infimum can be replaced by a minimum in view of the first assumption following NCO. [

Corollary 3.2.4. Let {(zk, U, &)} be generated by an instance the GIPPF with A\, = A for

every k > 1, and define {(vk, ek, k) } as in (3.6). Then, the following statements hold:
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(a) for every k > 2, there exists i <k such that

. d2
2Rad(x0) min {200(:0) - 6.] 5t |

1 <12
T l%i-1— 2zt o~ < < 3.15
el VT s Ty A1-0)(k-1) (8.15)
where Ryx¢(z0) and dy are as in (3.10) and (3.14), respectively;
(b) for any T >0, the GIPPF generates a quadruple (z~,z,0,&) such that
1 1 1
be ag(Am = -sz’Z) (), 3l -z+ilsr, e (%)72, (3.16)
in a number of iterations bounded by
2R)¢(20)
———+1]. 3.17
[/\2(1—0)272 " (3:.17)

Proof. (a) The proof of the first inequality follows immediately from Proposition 3.2.3(b)
and the fact that Ay = A for every k > 1. Now, note that due to (3.10), we have Ry¢(zp) <
Rad(20;20) = M[@(20) - ¢.] and Rag(20) < Rag(2*;20) = |2 = 20]?/2 for any z* satisfying
d(z*) = ¢«. The second inequality now follows from the previous observation and the
definition of dp in (3.14).

(b) This statement follows immediately from the first inequality in (a) and (3.5). O

In the above analysis, we have assumed that ¢ is quite general. For the remainder of
this chapter, we derive results that use the composite structure underlying ¢, i.e. ¢ =f+h

where f and h satisfy conditions (A1)—(A3).

3.2.2 Generating Stationary Points

In the previous subsection, we established that the GIPPF is able to generate a quadruple
(27,2,0,€) which satisfies (3.16) for any 7 > 0. In this subsection, we present a refine-
ment procedure that uses the above quadruple to generate a pair (2,0) € Z x Z which, for
sufficiently small enough 7 > 0, satisfies (3.1).

We begin by presenting the aforementioned procedure in Algorithm 3.2.2.
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Algorithm 3.2.2: CR Procedure

Require: heConv (2), feC(Z), ze¢Z, L>0, A>0;
Initialize: Ly < L+ \7';

1: procedure CREF(f,h,z, L, \)
L
e zreargmin{ﬁf(u;z)+h(u)+—AHu—zHQ}
ueZ 2
gr < Lx(2 - 2)
vr < qr +V f(2r) = Vf(2)

Er < h(Z) - h(zr) - <QT - Vf(z),z - Z’/‘)

3
4:
5:
6 return (z,,q, vy, &)

The result below, whose proof can be found in Appendix D, presents some important

properties about the CR procedure (CRP).

Proposition 3.2.5. Let (z,qr, vy, &) and Ly be generated by the CRP where (f,h) satisfy

assumptions (A1)-(A2). Then, the following statements hold:
(a) g € Vf(z)+0h(z) and &, > 0;

(b) v, € Vf(z)+0h(z) and
(F+0)E) = (F + W) () 2 2z = P

(c) if the inputs f, h, A, and z satisfy

v (AF R+ 31-2) (2)

€ <E,

e -zeil<p g
—|z7—z+0|<p, =
A DY

for some (p,&) e R2, and (27,0,8) € Zx ZxR,, then

max{m, M _ —
lor]| < (1 + #) larl, la-l <p+/2ELx.

Ly

(3.18)

(3.19)

The above proposition shows that if (9,&, z,27) satisfies the inclusion in (3.18) and the

residuals £/A and |z~ — z + 0|/ are sufficiently small enough relative to some tolerance p,
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then the CRP generates a pair (2,0) that solves Problem 3.1.1. Since, Corollary 3.2.4 shows
that instances of the GIPPF are able to send the aforementioned residuals to zero along
some subsequence, one approach is to iterate an instance of the GIPPF and check if the
output of a call to the CRP, as above, satisfies (3.1). The AIPPM is essentially one method

that implements this approach.

3.2.3 Instances of the GIPPF

In this subsection, we briefly discuss some specific instances of the GIPPF.
Recall that, for given stepsize A > 0 and initial point zg € Z, the CGM in Algorithm 2.2.1

for solving NCO recursively computes a sequence {z }r»1 given by

1
zJ = argmin {)\ [€g(u; z—1) + h(u)] + 3 |z - zk_le} . (3.20)

uez

Note that if h is the indicator function of a closed convex set then the above scheme reduces
to the classical projected gradient method.
The following result, whose proof can be found in Appendix A, shows that the CGM

with A sufficiently small is a special case of the GIPPF in which A\ = A for all k> 1.

Proposition 3.2.6. Let {2y }k>1 be generated by the CGM with A\, = A < 1/m and X\ <2/M

for every k > 1, and define ¥y = z,_1 — 21, and
. 1 2
= Ag() ~ (a0 + 55l - 2. (3.21)

Then, for every k > 1, the quadruple (\g, 2k, U, €k ) satisfies the inclusion (3.4) with ¢ = g+h,
and the relative error condition (3.5) with o := (AM +2)/4. Thus, the CGM can be seen as

an instance of the GIPPF.

Under the assumption that A < 2/M and g € Cp;(Z), it is well-known that the CGM
solves Problem 3.1.1 in O([¢(20) — ¢+]/[A\p?]) iterations. On the other hand, under the
assumption that A < 1/M and g € Cj;(Z), we can easily see that the above result together

with Corollary 3.2.4(b) imply that the CGM solves Problem 3.1.1 in O(Ra¢(20)/[N25?])
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iterations.

We now make a few general remarks about our discussion in this subsection so far. First,
the condition on the stepsize A of Proposition 3.2.6 forces it to be O(1/M) and hence quite
small whenever M > m. Second, Corollary 3.2.4(b) implies that the larger \ is, the smaller
the complexity bound (3.17) becomes. Third, letting Ay = X in the GIPPF for some A < 1/m
guarantees that the function A\pé + | - —2x_1|?/2 that appears in (3.4) is convex.

In the remaining part of this subsection, we briefly outline the ideas behind an acceler-
ated instance of the GIPPF which chooses A = O(1/m). First, note that when o =0, (3.4)

and (3.5) imply that (o, &x) = (0,0) and

0c a(Am " %n -—zk_1||2) (20). (3.22)

and hence that z; is an optimal solution of the prox-subproblem

1
2j, = argmin {)\k¢(z) t5 |z - zk_1||2} . (3.23)

2eZ

More generally, assuming that (3.5) holds for some ¢ > 0 gives us an interpretation of
2k, together with (o, &x), as being an approximate solution of (3.23) where its (relative)
accuracy is measured by the o-criterion (3.5). Obtaining such an approximate solution
is generally difficult unless the objective function of the prox-subproblem (3.23) is convex.
This suggests choosing A\; = A for some A < 1/m which, according to a remark in the previous
paragraph, ensures that A\y¢+(1/2)]-|? is convex for every k, and then applying an ACGM,
e.g. Algorithm 2.2.2; to the (convex) prox-subproblem (3.23) to obtain z; and a certificate
pair (0, &) satisfying (3.5). An accelerated prox-instance of the GIPPF obtained in this

manner will be the subject of Section 3.3.

3.3  Accelerated Inexact Proximal Point (AIPP) Method

The main goal of this section is to present another instance of the GIPPF where the triples

(zk, 0k, €x) are obtained by applying an ACGM, e.g. Algorithm 2.2.2, to the subproblem
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(3.23). It contains two subsections. The first one discusses some new results of the ACGM
which will be useful in the analysis of the accelerated GIPP instance. The second one
presents the accelerated GIPP instance for solving NCO and derives its corresponding

iteration complexity bound.

3.3.1 Key Properties of the ACGM

The main role of the ACGM is to find an approximate solution z; of subproblem (3.4)
together with a certificate pair (0, &) satisfying (3.4) and (3.5). Indeed, since (3.23) is a
special case of CO, we can apply the ACGM (see Algorithm 2.2.2) with xg = z;_1 to obtain
the triple (zx, Uk, &) satisfying (3.4) and (3.5).

The following result analyzes the iteration complexity of computing the aforementioned

triple.

Lemma 3.3.1. Let {(A;,yj,7;,n;)};>1 be the sequence generated by the ACGM applied to
CO, where:

(1) n € Conv (Z) and s € F, 1 (domapy,) for some L >0 and pu> 0;
(i) A\ =1/L for every k > 1.

Then, for any o >0 and index j such that A; > 2(1+/0)?/o, we have

731% + 205 < ollyo =y + 7] (3.24)

As a consequence, the ACGM obtains a triple (y,r,n) = (y;,75,m;) satisfying

redy(bs +Un) () rl*+ 20 <olyo-y+r|?

in at most

i [2@(1+\/E)} - %log+(2L[1+\/E]2)
Nz ’ poo o

iterations, where log (+) := max{log(-),1}.
Proof. See Appendix B. O
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Note that the above lemma holds for any i > 0. On the other hand, the next two results
hold only for i > 0 and derive some important relations satisfied by two distinct iterates of

the ACGM.

Lemma 3.3.2. Let {(A4;j,y;,75,1;)}jz1 and (Ys,1,) be as in Lemma 3.3.1 with p > 0.

Then,

(1-[An] ™) ly* = woll <y = vol < (1+ [4m) ) ly" ol Vi1, (3.25)

where y* is the unique solution of CO. As a consequence, for all indices i,j > 1 such that

Aip > 1, we have

1+ [A~u]_1/2
lyj = wol < (W |lz; = o (3.26)

Proof. First note our assumption on v, combined with CO imply that v € F,(Z). Hence,

it follows from Proposition 2.2.3(d) that

H * 12 * 1 * 2
Ny, — < ) — < - -
2Hyg yrIF <(y;) - vy )_2Aj ly* = ol

and hence that

lyi —y"ll < lv* = ol (3.27)

Ajp

The inequalities

ly™ = ol = lly; =y" [ < ly; —woll <y =y I + lv" = wol,

which are due to the triangle inequality, together with (3.27) clearly imply (3.25). The last

statement of the lemma follows immediately from (3.25). O

As a consequence of Lemma 3.3.2, the following result obtains several important relations

on certain quantities corresponding to two arbitrary iterates of the ACGM.

Lemma 3.3.3. Let {(Aj,y;,75,n5)}j>1 and (¥s,¢n) be as in Lemma 3.3.1 with > 0. Let
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i be an index such that A; > max{8,9/u}. Then, for every j >i, we have

4 2 ,
ly; —vol <2|yi —wol, |rjl SEIIyi—yoH, ﬁjéz\lyi—yoﬂ , (3.28)
J J
8 1 2
lyo —yj +rjl < |4+ R lvo = vi + il n; < ISHyo -y +ri°. (3.29)
J J

Proof. The first inequality in (3.28) follows from (3.26) and the assumption that A;u > 9.

Now, using Proposition 2.2.3(b) and the triangle inequality for norms, we easily see that

75 < 2 [ [ <! [ 12
rill < == llyi —vol, P Py
J A Yi — Yo j 24, Yi — Yo

which, combined with the first inequality in (3.28), prove the second and the third inequal-
ities in (3.28). Noting that A; > 8 by assumption, Lemma 3.3.1 implies that (3.24) holds

with 0 =1 and j =7, and hence that
I7ill < llyo = i + ral]- (3.30)

Using the triangle inequality, the first two inequalities in (3.28) and relation (3.30), we

conclude that

4
=35+ 751 =350+ st < (20 o=
J

4 8
(204 ) Qo= seert e < (45 ) oo e i

and that the first inequality in (3.29) holds. Now, the last inequality in (3.28), combined
with the triangle inequality for norms and the relation |a + b|? < 2|a? + 2||b||? for every

a,be Z, imply that
2 4
nj < A—j”yo —yil? < A, (lyo = yi + 7 * + |r:]?) -

Hence, in view of (3.30), the last inequality in (3.29) follows. O
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3.3.2 Statement and Properties of the AIPPM

This subsection presents and analyzes the AIPPM for solving Problem 3.1.1. The main
results of this subsection are Theorem 3.3.5 and Corollary 3.3.6 which give the iteration
complexity of the AIPPM.

In order to state the method, we first state two ACG instances in Algorithm 3.3.1 that

use terminations which are related to (3.5).

{ 3

Algorithm 3.3.1: ACG Instances for the ATPPM

Require: 0 >0, (u,L)eR2,, 4, ¢ Conv (Z), Yn e Fur(Z), yoeZ;

1: procedure ACG1(¢s, ¥n, Yo, 0, i, L)

2 for k=1,... do

3 Ak < 1/L

4: Generate (Ag, Yk, Tk, k) according to Algorithm 2.2.2.

5 if | + 20k < ollyo — vk + 7% |? and Ay > max {8,9/u} then
6 return (yg, )

Require: (7,0) € R?, (u,L) eR%,, v, € Conv (Z), 1, € Fu,r(domy,), yo € Z;
1: procedure ACG2(vs, ¥n, Yo, 0,1, 1, L)
2 for k=1,... do
3 AL < I/L
4: Generate (yg, 7k, nr) according to Algorithm 2.2.2.
5 if |7k + 20k < ollyo — yx + ri|? and 7y < 7 then
6 return (yg, 7k, k)

We now state the AIPPM in Algorithm 3.3.2, which uses the ACGM instances in Al-
gorithm 3.3.1 and the CRP in Algorithm 3.2.2. Given a starting point zg € Z and stepsize
A€ (0,1/m), its main idea is to repeatedly apply the ACGM at its k' iteration to approx-

imately solve the subproblem

min {7+ 1)) + 51 - 20 ).

This process is iterated until the residuals |zx_1 — 25 + 0| /A and &, generated by the ACG

call, are sufficiently small relative to p. A call to the CRP is then made to generate a pair
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(2,0) that solves Problem 3.1.1.

4 '

Algorithm 3.3.2: AIPP Method

Require: p > 0, o € (0,1), (m,M) € R%, h ¢ Conv (Z), f € Cui(Z), X €
(Ovl/m)a 20 € Z;
Initialize: < 1 - m, L« 1+AM, p< p/4, &< p*/(32[max{m, M} +\71]);

1. procedure AIPP(f, h,z9,\,m, M, o, p)
2: for k=1,... do

3 Attack the k™ prox subproblem.

4 YF < M+ |-z /2

5: (Zk,f)k,é:k) eACGl(lﬁf,Ah,Zk_l,U,u,L)

6: if |zg-1 — 2 + Ox| < Ap/5 then

7: Attack the last prox subproblem.
8: (2,0,8) « ACG2(¢p" F 21 1,0, 06, 1, L)

9: (2,4,0,8) <« CREF(f, h, z,max{m, M}, \)
10: return (2,0)

Some comments about the AIPPM are in order. To ease the discussion, let us refer to
the ACG iterations performed in Line 5 and Line 8 of the method as inner iterations and
the iterations over the indices k as outer iterations. First, in view of the last statement
of Lemma 3.3.1 and the termination conditions given in Algorithm 3.3.1, each ACGM call

always stops and outputs a triple (z,7,¢) satisfying
N 1 N - -
veag()\[f+h]+§u-—zk,le) (2), |0|*+26<0|zp-1 —2+0|> (3.31)

at the k'™ outer iteration. Second, in view of the first comment, the outer iterations can be
viewed as iterations of the GIPPF applied to NCO. Finally, the goal of the ACGM call in
Line 8 is to obtain a triple (z,?,£) with a possibly smaller & while preserving the quality of
the quantity ||zx_1 — Z + ©|/\, which at its start is bounded by (Ap)/5 and, throughout its
inner iterations, can be shown to be bounded by A\p (see (3.36)).

The next proposition summarizes some basic facts about the AIPPM.

Lemma 3.3.4. Let (p,€) be as in the initialization phase of the AIPPM. Then, the following

statements about the AIPPM hold:
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(a) at each outer iteration, its call to the ACGM in Line 5 stops and finds a triple (z, 9, €)

satisfying (3.31) in at most

N [2V20 Vo) 6 "
k:]._{ { 7 ,m}\/l AM} (3.32)

inner iterations;

(b) its last call to the ACGM in Line 8 stops with an output triple (z,0,¢) satisfying
- 1 9 1 - -
ved:z( Ao+ 5”“%—1“ (), X”zk—l —z2+0|<p, E£<AE (3.33)

in at most

1+ \M 257 /2(O0M + D)\

kp:=|2v/2(———] log{ 1 3.34
. { (5 ogl( e (334
inner iterations, where logj () := max{log(-), 1};

(c) it is a special implementation of the GIPPF in which A = X for every k > 1;

(d) it stops with an output pair (2,0) that solves Problem 3.1.1 in at most

ko = [% + 1} (3.35)

outer iterations, where R)¢(-) is as defined in (3.10);

(e) for every k > 1, its sequence of iterates {zj}r>1 and output point 2 satisfy ¢(z1) >

P (2k) 2 P(2).

Proof. All line numbers referenced in this proof are with respect to the AIPPM in Algo-
rithm 3.3.2. Moreover, let (i, L) be as in the initialization phase of the ATPPM.

(a) In view of assumptions (A1)—(A2), it holds that for every k > 1 we have ¥¥ e F,, 1 (2)
and ¥ € Conv (Z). Hence, it follows from the last statement of Lemma 3.3.1 and the

definition of L that the ACGM obtains a triple (z,7,€) satisfying (3.31) in at most

()]
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inner iterations. On the other hand, in view of Proposition 2.2.3(c) with A\; = 1/L for every

i > 1 and the definitions of y and L, the condition Ay > max{8,9/u} requires at most

()]

inner iterations. Combining the previous two inner iteration bounds yields the desired
conclusion.

(b) Consider the triple (z,0k,&r) obtained in the last call to Line 5. In view of the
termination criteria in this call, there exists an index k > 1 such that (zg, 0k, &) is the 4t
iterate of the ACGM started from yo = z;_1 with A; > max{8,9/u}, and hence, the index
Jj satisfies the assumption of Lemma 3.3.3. It then follows from (3.29), Line 6, the first
remark following the AIPPM, and Proposition 2.2.3(c) with A; = 1/L for every i > 1, that
the call to the ACGM in Line 8 stops and outputs a triple (z,0,¢) satisfying the inclusion

in (3.33), the bound

1 . 8\p _
Sl -2+ < (4+ I) g <P, (3.36)
J
and the bound
2-2 22 -2(j-1)
g SN0 BLXp (1+\/ﬁ) . (3.37)
254, 25 2L

Using the stopping criterion for the ACGM instance in Line 8, the inequality for £ above,
the definitions of p and L, and the relation that log(1 +¢) > ¢/2 for all ¢ € [0,1], we can
easily see that £ < A\¢ and (b) holds.

(c) This statement is obvious.

(d) The bound on the number of outer iterations follows by combining (c), the stopping
criterion in Line 6, and Corollary 3.2.4(b) with p replaced by p/5.

To show that the output pair (2,0) solves Problem 3.1.1, we first note that part (b)
implies that the output (z,0,&) of Line 8 satisfies (3.18) with 2z~ = z_1. It now follows from

the call to the refinement procedure in Line 9, Proposition 3.2.5(b)—(c) with (z,v,,27) =
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(2,0, 2k-1), and the definitions of p and &, that 0 € Vf(2) + 0h(2) and

Jo] < 2[5+ v/2e(max{m, M) + A1) | <2 [3 . Z] <),
0

which is exactly (3.1).
(e) This follows from Line 9, Lemma 3.2.2, and Proposition 3.2.5(b) with z, = 2.

We now state one of our main results of this chapter, which is the iteration complexity of
the ATPPM for solving Problem 3.1.1. Recall that the ATPPM assumes that A < 1/m.

Theorem 3.3.5. The AIPPM outputs a pair (2,0) that solves Problem 3.1.1 in
AM +1 R
@ AT 20(0) oo () (3.38)
min{o,1-Am} | (

1-0)2A2p2
inner iterations, where R x¢(+) is as in (3.10) and logj () := max{log(-),1}.

Proof. First, note that the total number of inner iterations in a call of the AIPPM is kp :=

krko+kr — where kr, ko, and kp, are as in Lemma 3.3.4(a), (d), and (b), respectively. Using
the fact that A < 1/m, and hence log] (Amax{m, M}) = O(log] (AM)), it is straightforward
O

to verify that kp is on the same order of magnitude as in (3.38). The fact that (2,0) solves

Problem 3.1.1 follows from Lemma 3.3.4(d).
Note that the AIPP version in which A = 1/(2m) and o = 1/2 yields the best complexity

bound under the reasonable assumption that, inside the squared bracket in (3.38), the first

term is larger than the second one.
The following result describes the number of oracle calls performed by the AIPPM with

A=1/(2m) and o =1/2.
Corollary 3.3.6. The AIPPM with inputs X\ = 1/(2m) and o = 1/2 outputs a pair (2,0)

that solves Problem 3.1.1 in
M m2R m)P(2 M
O( | [ e )9(20) +1og;(—)]) (3.39)
m D m

oracle calls, where Ryx¢(-) is as in (3.10) and log] (+) := max{log(-),1}.
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Proof. This is immediate from Theorem 3.3.5, the definition of log] (-), and the fact that

the ACGM uses O(1) oracle calls per iteration. O

We now make a few remarks about the iteration complexity bound (3.39) and its rela-
tionship to two other ones obtained in the literature under assumption that: (i) m < M;
and (ii) the term O(1/p%) in (3.39) dominates the other one. First, using the definition
of Ry¢(20) and the first assumption, it is easy to see that the complexity bound (3.39) is
majorized by

O(@ min {¢(zo) —qb*,mdg}) (3.40)
where dy is as in (3.14). Second, since the iteration complexity bound for the CGM with
A=1/Mis O(M[¢(20)~¢+]/p*) (see the discussion following Proposition 3.2.6), we conclude
that (3.40), and hence (3.39), is better than the CGM bound by a factor of \/M—/m Third,
bound (3.40), and hence (3.39), is also better than the one established in [30, Corollary
2] for an ACGM applied directly to NCO by at least a factor of \/M—/m Note that the
accelerated method of [30] assumes that the diameter of Z is bounded while the ATPPM

does not.

3.3.3 Lower Complexity Bounds

Lower complexity bounds have recently been established in [116] for the complexity of

finding solutions of Problem 3.1.1. The result below gives its precise statement.

Theorem 3.3.7. Consider any algorithm A that solves Problem 3.1.1 under assumptions
(A1)-(A3) and the assumption that h = 0. For an initial point zg € Z, if the iterates {z i1

generated by A satisfy
zi € Lin{20, ..., 2k-1, Vf(20),...,Vf(2x)} Vk>1 (3.41)

where Lin S denotes the linear span of a set of elements S, then A requires

(3.42)

A

Q(W[i@o) - 925*])
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iterations to generate a solution of Problem 3.1.1.

We now make two remarks about the above result. First, since (3.42) is a lower com-
plexity bound for the case of h = 0 it is also a lower complexity bound for the case of
h e Conv (Z). Second the linear-span requirement in (3.41) is more restrictive than the one
considered in this chapter. Finally, in view of the remarks following Corollary 3.3.6, the
ATPPM of this chapter achieves the lower complexity bound (3.42) up to a multiplicative

constant.

3.4 Conclusion and Additional Comments

In this chapter, we presented an accelerated inexact proximal point method for obtaining
approximate stationary points of an unconstrained NCO problem whose objective function
is the sum of two functions h € Conv (Z) and f € Cpas(domh) for some (m, M) € R2,.
The method consists of inexactly solving a sequence of proximal subproblems using an
accelerated composite gradient method. We then established an O(5~2) iteration complexity
bound for finding p-approximate stationary points which was observed to be complexity
optimal in terms of m, M, and p for a large class of linear-span first-order methods.

The next chapter uses the developments in this one to develop methods for solving a

class of set-constrained NCO problems.

Additional Comments

We now give a few additional comments about the results in this chapter.

First, the ATPPM improves on the complexity in [18] by a factor of log(M/p). Second,
the AIPPM is a variant of the AIPP method in [46]. More specifically, the AIPPM of this
chapter checks conditions (3.4) and (3.5) at every inner iteration while the AIPP method

in [46] merely prescribes a fixed number of inner iterations per outer iteration.
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Future Work

It would be worth investigating if the AIPPM also achieves the lower complexity bound for
general first-order methods which do not necessary require condition (3.41). Currently, a
lower bound [19, 20] is only known for case where f € Cr(Z) for some L > 0. Additionally,
it would be interesting to see if the behavior of the AIPPM, or a variant of its, under a
stochastic oracle (as opposed to a deterministic one). Finally, it would be worth investigating

the properties of a non-Euclidean AIPPM which is based on Bregman distances.
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CHAPTER 4
FUNCTION CONSTRAINED COMPOSITE OPTIMIZATION

Our main goal in this chapter is to describe and establish the iteration complexity of
two methods for finding approximate stationary points of the function constrained NCO

(CNCO) problem
min {$(z) := f(2) + h(2) : g(2) € 5} (CNCO)

where Z is a finite dimensional inner product space, h € Conv (Z) for some Z ¢ Z, f €
Cmi(Z) for some (m,M) e R2,, g e C(Z), and S € R is a closed convex set over some
finite dimensional inner product space R.

The first method is a quadratic penalty method for solved linearly set-constrained
instances of CNCO., i.e. g is linear, whereas the second method is an inexact proximal
augmented Lagrangian method for solving nonlinearly cone-constrained instances of
CNCQO, ie. g is (possibly) nonlinear and S is a closed convex cone. Throughout our
presentation, it is assumed that efficient oracles for evaluating the quantities f(z), Vf(z),

9(2), Vg(z), and h(z) and for obtaining exact solutions of the subproblems
i M)+ S1e -zl ], miglr - rol
min z)+ =]z -2 min |r -7
zeZ 2 0 T reS 0

for any zg € Z, r € R, and A > 0, are available. Moreover, we define an oracle call to be a
collection of the above oracles of size O(1) where each of them appears at least once.

Given tolerance pair (p,7) € R2,, it is shown that both methods obtain a solution pair

([2,p],[0,q]) satisfying

0eVf(2)+0h(2)+Vyg(2)p, g(2)+GeS
(4.1)

in a number of oracle calls that depends on the tolerance pair (p,7). More specifically,

the quadratic penalty method obtains the above conditions in O(p247!) oracle calls, while

-1/2 PR

the augmented Lagrangian method does this in O([7) +p 3 logi[p~t +771]) oracle
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calls. It is worth mentioning that the no regularity conditions are needed for the quadratic
penalty method and only a Slater-like condition is needed for the augmented Lagrangian
method.

The content of this chapter is based on papers [46, 48] (joint work with Jefferson G.

Melo and Renato D.C. Monteiro) and several passages may be taken verbatim from it.

Related Works

We first review methods that consider the case where g is linear. The complexity analysis of
a first-order quadratic penalty method for the case where f is convex, h is an indicator func-
tion, was first given in [51] and further analyzed in [4, 72, 78]. Aside from [46], papers [47,
49, 62] are other works that establish the iteration complexity of quadratic penalty-based
methods. For the case where S = {b}, paper [42] proposes a penalty ADMM approach which
introduces an artificial variable y in CNCO and then penalizes y to obtain the penalized

problem

min{f(z)+h(z)+§||y||2:Ax+y=b}, (4.2)

which is then solved by a two-block ADMM. It is then shown in [42, Remark 4.3] that
the overall number of composite gradient steps performed by the aforementioned two-block
ADMM penalty scheme for obtaining an approximate stationary point as in (4.1) is O(p)
when: 7 = p, the level sets of f + h are bounded, and the initial triple (2o, yo,po) satisfies
(yo,p0) = (0,0), Azp = b, and zg € dom h.

We now turn our attention to augmented Lagrangian (AL) methods that consider general
(possibly nonlinear) functions g. Since AL-based methods for the convex case have been
extensively studied in the literature (see, for example, [4, 5, 51, 52, 66, 78, 93, 111]), we focus
on papers that deal with nonconvex problems. Moreover, we concentrate on those dealing
with proximal augmented Lagrangian (PAL) based methods, i.e. the ones for which the
“inner” subproblems are of (or close to) the form in (4.26), and only those that establish
iteration complexities. Paper [40] studies the iteration complexity of a linearized PAL

method under the restrictive assumption that A = 0. Paper [35] introduces a perturbed
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6-AL function, which agrees with the classical one (see (4.25)) when 6 = 0, and studies a
corresponding unaccelerated PAL method whose iteration complexity is O(77* + %) under
the strong condition that the initial starting point is feasible with respect to the constraint
g(z) € S. Paper [70] analyzes the iteration complexity of an inexact proximal accelerated
PAL method based on the aforementioned perturbed AL function and shows, regardless
of whether the initial point is feasible, that an approximate stationary point as in (4.1) is
obtained in O(7p~2logh~!) ACG iterations and that the latter bound can be improved
to O 2p2log/™') under an additional Slater-like assumption. Both papers [35, 70]
assume that 6 € (0,1], and hence, their analyses do not apply to the classical PAL method.
In fact, as 6 approaches zero, the universal constants that appear in the complexity bounds
obtained in [35, 70] diverge to infinity. Using a different approach, i.e. one that does not rely
on a merit function, paper [69] establishes the iteration complexity of an accelerated PAL
method based on the classical augmented Lagrangian (see (4.25)) and Lagrange multiplier
update (see (4.27)).

For the case where S is a closed convex cone —/C, each component of g is K-convex,
and K = {0} x R¥ ie. the constraint is of the form g(z) = 0 and/or g(z) < 0, papers
[58, 101] present PAL methods that perform Lagrange multiplier updates only when the
penalty parameter is updated. Hence, if the penalty parameter is never updated (which
usually happens when the initial penalty parameter is chosen to be sufficiently large), then
these methods never perform Lagrange multiplier updates, and thus they behave more like
penalty methods. Paper [57] studies a hybrid penalty/augmented Lagrangian (AL) based
method whose penalty iterations are the ones which guarantee its convergence and whose
AL iterations are included with the purpose of improving its computational efficiency. For
the case where g is not necessarily K-convex and K = {0}, i.e. the constraint is of the form
g(x) = 0, paper [110] analyzes the complexity of a PAL method under the strong assumption
that: (i) h = 0; (ii) the smallest singular value of Vg(z) is uniformly bounded away from
zero everywhere; and, optionally, (iii) the initial starting point is feasible with respect to
the constraint g(z) € S.

Finally, we discuss other papers that have motivated the developments in [48] or are
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tangentially related to it. Paper [13]| considers a primal-dual proximal point scheme and
analyzes its iteration-complexity under strong conditions on the initial point. Papers [114,
115] present a primal-dual first-order algorithm for solving CN'CO when h = §p and P is a
box (in [115]) or more generally a polyhedron (in [114]). They also show that the primal-
dual algorithm obtains an approximate stationary point as in (4.1) in O(p~2) iterations

when p =1).

Organization

This chapter contains two sections. The first one presents an accelerated quadratic penalty
method for solving linear set-constrained instances of CNCO. The second one presents
an accelerated augmented Lagrangian method for solving nonlinearly cone-constrained in-

stances of CNCO. The last one gives a conclusion and some closing comments.

4.1 Composite Optimization with Linear Set Constraints

The quadratic penalty method is a popular optimization method for solving convex com-
posite optimization problems with functional constraints g(z) < 0 where g : R” » R™ is

convex in each of its entries. Denoting the function

Lelip) = 6(2) + 5 [Imax{0,p+ eg() ] - [ol] (13)

as the augmented Lagrangian of the constrained problem minggn{¢(x) : g(z) < 0}, the

penalty method generates iterates {zy}r>1 according to the update

xj = argmin L, (z;pk), (4.4)

zeR™

for some sequence of penalty parameters {cy }x>1 and multipliers {pg }x>1. For the case where
h is the indicator of a closed convex set, it is known (see, for example, [11, Proposition
4.2.1]) that if 0 < ¢x < cg41 for every k > 1 and ¢, — oo then every limit point of the sequence

{zx} is a global minimum of the constrained problem. Moreover, under some additional

95



regularity conditions, it can be shown (see, for example, [11, Section 4.2.1]) that the sequence

{max{0, pr + ckg(zk)} }k>1 converges to a Lagrange multiplier of the constrained problem.
Our main goal in this chapter is to describe and establish the iteration complexity of an

accelerated inexact proximal quadratic penalty (AIP.QP) method for finding approximate

stationary points of the linearly set-constrained NCO problem

s = min{¢(2) = f(2) + h(z) : Az € S}, (CNCOlal])

where A : Z » R is linear, the feasible set is nonempty, and the functions f and h are as
described at the beginning of the chapter.

The AIP.QP method (AIP.QPM) is based on the smooth quadratic penalty function
Fol2) = f(2) + gdistQ(Az, S) VzeZ Veso. (4.5)

and it uses the ATIPPM of Chapter 3 to generate its £*" iterate: given ¢y, find an approximate

stationary point Z of the NCO problem

Por = min (90,(2) = o (2) + h(2)) (16)

and check if it is approximately feasible, i.e. dist(.AZ2,5) » 0; if it is not, then multiplicatively
increase ¢y by some factor and go the next iteration.

For a given tolerance pair (p,7) € R2, and a suitable choice of A, the main result of this
chapter shows that the ATP.QPM, started from any point zg € Z obtains a pair ([2,p], [0,4])

satisfying the approximate stationarity conditions

bevf(2)+0on(2)+Ap o]

IN

5 (4.7)

Az+GeS |§| <7 (4.8)

in at most

O( %+1 I:m-min{gﬁ;—gb@,mdg} +log1r (%):I)
m p m
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oracle calls, where dy = min,ez{]z0 — 2«| : #(2+) = ¢+}, logi(-) = max{1,log()}, ©; =
O(M + | A|?/7?), and ¢ is a positive scalar for which 3z as in (4.6) with ¢, = ¢ is finite.
It is worth mentioning that this result neither assumes that Z is bounded nor that

CNCOJ[a] has an optimal solution.

Organization

This section contains three subsections. The first one gives some preliminary references and
discusses our notion of a stationary point given in (4.7) and (4.8). The second one presents
some key properties of the penalty approach. The last one presents the AIP.QPM and its

iteration complexity.

4.1.1 Preliminaries

This section enumerates the assumptions on problem CANCO[a], states the main problem
of interest, and discusses the notion of an approximate stationary point given in (4.7) and
(4.8).

It is assumed that ¢ = f + g satisfies assumptions (A1)—(A2) as well as the following

assumptions:

(B1) A:Z+~ R is a nonzero linear operator, S ¢ R is a closed convex set, and the feasible

region F := {z € Z: Az € S} is nonempty;

(B2) there exists ¢ > 0 such that ¢; > —oo, where

Pe 1= ,glzf’ {pc(2) = fe(2) +h(2)}, Ve20, (4.9)

where f.(-) is as in (4.5).

We now make three remarks about the above assumptions. First, the above assumptions
imply that the optimal value of CNCO[a] is finite but not necessarily achieved. Second,
assumption (B2) is quite natural in the sense that the penalty approach underlying the

ATP.QPM would not make sense without it. Third, it is well-known that a necessary
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condition for z* € Z to be a local minimum of CNCOJa] is that z* be a stationary point of
f+h, i.e. there exists p* € R such that 0 e Vf(z*) + Oh(z*) + A*p* and A"z € S.
In view of the above assumptions and remarks, we are interested in solving the problem

given in Problem 4.1.1.

4 '

Problem 4.1.1: Find an approximate stationary point of CNCOJa]

Given (p,7) € R2,, find a pair ([2,p],[0,4]) € [Z x R] x [Z x R] satisfying conditions

(4.7) and (4.8).

4.1.2 Key Properties of the Quadratic Penalty Approach

We begin with some basic properties about the penalty function ¢, and some of its related

quantities.

Lemma 4.1.1. Let (f,h) be a pair of functions satisfying assumptions (A1)-(A2) and
(B1)- (B2), F be as in assumption (B1), (& ¢c,0c) be as in assumption (B2), and the

functions Ryx(-) and Ry (-,-) be as in (3.10). Moreover, define
RS (20) 1= inf Ryt (u: 29), (4.10)

for any function ¢ : Z — (=00, 00], scalar X\ > 0, and point zg € Z. Then, the following

statements hold for every scalar ¢ > ¢, scalars A, AeR, satisfying \ > 5\, and point zg € Z:
(a) @c>Pe>—00 and pc(u) = ps(u) for every u e F;
(b) Rape(u;zp) < R;\goé(u; 20) for every uw e F, and hence, ng@c(zo) < R{ap@(zo);

(c) if z* is an optimal solution of CNCOla], then
F 1 * 12 A ~
Ry ¢c(z0) < Sllzo =277+ A[dx — ]

where @, is as in CNCO[a].
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Proof. (a) The fact that ¢z > —oo is from assumption (B2). The fact that ¢.(u) = ps(u) for
every u € F immediate from the definitions of ¢, and F. The remaining inequality follows
from the definition of ¢, and the assumption that ¢ > ¢.

(b) The first set of inequalities is immediate from part (a) and our assumption on (A, A).
The second one follows from the definition of R ¢.(+) in (4.10).

(c) This is immediate from the definition of R{ ¢.(-) in (4.10). O

Note that, similar to (3.11), it is straightforward to show that the function Ry z1(-) in

(4.10) satisfies

RT(20) = A [ex (4 82) (z0) = inf (v + 5) (w) |.
The next result shows how a solution of Problem 3.1.1 with f = f. is related to the
conditions in Problem 4.1.1.

Lemma 4.1.2. Given p>0 and ¢ >0, let (2,0) be a solution of Problem 3.1.1 with f = f.

as in (4.5). Moreover, define the quantities

p=c[A2-TIg(A2)], ¢=Ug(A2)- Az
Then the following statements hold:
(a) the pair ([2,p],[0,q]) satisfies (4.7) and the inclusion in (4.8);

(b) it holds that
~ 2 Pe z _95&
Jq? < 2Lee2) = o]

A

cC—¢C

Proof. (a) Using Lemma E.2.1(b) with =S and the Chain Rule, it follows that

Vfe(2) = V(2) +cA [AZ - 1I5(AZ2)] = Vf(2) + A"D,

and hence, by the definition of Problem 3.1.1 with f., it holds that (2,p,0) satisfies (4.7).

On the other hand, the inclusion (4.8) follows immediately from the definition of §.

99



(b) Using the definition of ¢z, it holds that
s + (%) dist? (A2, 9) < pa(2) + (%C) dist?(A2, 5) = pu(2).
Rearranging the above inequality and using the fact that |§|| = dist(AZ,.S), it holds that

2T 0u(2) - B
1G]% = dist?( Az, S) < w.

We now describe the behavior of a GIPP instance (see Chapter 3) applied to (4.9).

Lemma 4.1.3. Let §, ¢, ¢, and R{cpc(-) be as in Lemma 4.1.2, and suppose {(zk, Ok, k) } 1
is a sequence generated by an instance of the GIPPF (see Algorithm 3.2.1) for some { A }k>1
and zg € Z with ¢ = . for some ¢ > ¢. Moreover, let ) e Ry, be given and define

2- R pe(20)

72 VAeR 4.11
M1-0) ]” A€ R, (4-11)

Tﬁ()\) =C+ [
where RS @q(+) is as in (4.10). Then, for every 2 € Z such that p.(2) < ¢c(21), it holds that

lal* <

—[Tﬁ(klit d ﬁQ. (4.12)

As a consequence, if ¢ > Ty(A\1) then |q| < 7.

Proof. Let 2 € Z be such that ¢.(2) < ¢c(z1). Using Lemma 3.2.2 with k = 1, the previous

bound, and Lemma 4.1.1(a), it holds that

900(2) - @é < 900(21) - @é

. 1 2
< ot —— - .
< pe(u) = Pe + 3(1=0)n lu — 2o

i~ 20|

= A(u)_ AA+;
=¥e Pe 2(1_0))\1

1 1 )
P )\ ¢ _Aé - - V .
S Sisey (Mo~ @il s Glu-ol?) vueF

60



Taking the infimum of the above bound over u € F and using the definition of R ¢s(20),

we conclude that
R ¢e(20)

ey (4.13)

900(2) - 956 <

Using (4.13), Lemma 4.1.2(b), and the definition in (4.11) yields (4.12). The last conclusion

follows immediately from (4.12) and the assumption that ¢ > T;(\1). O

We now make some remarks about the above result. First, it does not assume that F,
and hence Z, is bounded. Also, it does not even assume that CNCOJ[a] has an optimal
solution. Second, it implies that all iterates (excluding the starting one) generated by an
instance of the GIPPF applied to (4.6) satisfy the feasibility requirement, i.e. the last
inequality in (4.8), as long as ¢, is sufficiently large, i.e. ¢, > T;(A1). Third, since the
quantity Rf @e(20), which appears in the definition of T;(A1) is difficult to estimate, a
simple way of choosing a penalty parameter ¢, such that ¢, > Tj;(\1) is not apparent. This
is why the ATP.QPM solves instead a sequence of penalized subproblems (4.6) for a strictly
increasing sequence of penalty parameters {c;}¢>1. Moreover, despite solving a sequence of
penalized subproblems, it is shown that its total number of oracle calls is the same as the
one for the ideal method corresponding to solving (4.6) with ¢ = T ().

Recall from Lemma 3.3.4 and Theorem 3.3.5 in Chapter 3 that the AIPPM: (i) gen-
erates its iterates as an instance of the GIPPF; and (ii) outputs a pair (£,9) that solves
Problem 3.1.1 with ¢(2) < ¢(z1). In view of these facts, Lemma 4.1.2 and Lemma 4.1.3
show that the AIPPM is a suitable candidate for solving 4.1.1 when it is given f = f. for
a sufficiently large enough ¢ > 0. It only remains to show that the AIPPM can be applied

0 (4.9). Since assumption (A1) is that h € Conv Z, we show that f. satisfies the necessary

smoothness requirements in the result below.

Lemma 4.1.4. Suppose f satisfies assumption (A2) and let f. be as in (4.5). For any

c>0, it holds that f. € Cp a1, (Z) where M. := M + c||A|?.

Proof. Let Q(z) := dist?(Az, S)/2. Using Lemma E.2.1(a)-(b) with K = S and the Chain
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Rule, it holds that

[vQ(2) - vQ(u)| = [ A" ([Az - s (Az)] - [Au-TI5(Az)]) |
<[A[ - ITAz - T (Az2)] - [Au - TIs (Au)]|

<Al - Az = Au < AP ]2 - ul,

and hence, @ € F | 42(Z). The conclusion now follows from assumption (A2) and the fact

that f. = f+cQ. O

4.1.3 Statement and Properties of the AIP.QPM

This subsection describes and establishes the iteration complexity of the AIP.QPM.

We first state the AIP.QPM in Algorithm 4.1.1, which uses the AIPPM in Algo-
rithm 3.3.2. Given (o,A) € (0,1) x (0,1/m) and zp € Z, its main idea is to invoke the
AIPPM to obtain approximate stationary points of sequence of penalty subproblems of the

form

min {f.,(2) + h(2)}

where {cg}ps1 is a strictly increasing sequence of penalty parameters that tend to infinity.
At the end of each AIPPM call, a pair ([2,p],[0,q]) is generated that satisfies (5.32) and

the inclusion in (4.7), and the method terminates when the inequality in (4.8) holds.

4 '

Algorithm 4.1.1: ATIP.QP Method

Require: (p,7) € RZ,, o€ (0,1), (m,M) e R?, heConv (Z), feCnm(Z), \e¢
(0,1/m), z0€Z, A+0, SSR, ¢>0 satisfying (B2);
Initialize: ¢; < ¢+ (M + A" Y/ A|?%;

1. procedure ATP.QP(f,h, A, S, zy,¢,A\,m, M, 0, p,7)
2: for /=1,... do

3 Attack the (™ prox penalty subproblem.
& for = f+ 5 - dist”(A(), S)

5: M., « M + ¢ A|?

6: (2Z7@Z) <_AIPP(ng7h)z07)\)maMCg7o-7ﬁ)




T: Do+ co[AZe - TI5(AZ)]

8: Go < TIg(A%2p) — A%y

Either stop with a nearly feasible point or increase cy.
10: if ||G| <7 then

11: return ([Z¢,pe], [0e, 4e])

5

12: Cpi1 < 2¢y

\ Vv,

Some comments about the AIP.QPM are in order. To ease the discussion, let us refer to

the AIPP iterations in each AIPP call as outer iterations, the ACG iterations performed
inside each AIPP call as inner iterations, and the iterations over the indices £ as cycles.
First, it follows from Lemma 3.3.4(d) that the pair (2,0) = (24, 9¢) solves Problem 3.1.1 with
f = fe,- As a consequence, Lemma 4.1.2(a) implies that the output ([2,p],[0,]) satisfies
the (4.7) and the first inequality in (4.8). Second, since every loop of the ATP.QPM doubles
c¢, the condition ¢, > T;; (A1) will be eventually satisfied. Hence, in view of the previous
remark, the ¢, corresponding to this ¢, will satisfy the feasibility condition |d,| < 7 and
the ATP.QPM will stop in view of its stopping criterion in Line 10. Finally, in view of the
previous remarks, we conclude that the AIP.QPM terminates with a triple ([2,p],[9,q])
satisfying (4.7) and (4.8).

The next result presents some basic properties of the AIP.QPM in consideration of the

above remarks.

Lemma 4.1.5. Let Ty(-) be as in (4.11). The following statements hold about the

AIP.QPM:

(a) at the ' cycle, its call to the AIPPM in Line 6 stops in

+log] (AMy) (4.14)

o )\Mg +1 R{SO@(ZO)
min{o,1-Am} | (1-0)2\2p?

inner iterations, where R 1(-) is as in (4.10), log] () := max{log(-), 1}, and

M;=M+27 ;| A|? Vixl. (4.15)

(b) if Lo is the first cycle where cp > T;(N), then the AIP.QPM stops and outputs with a
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pair ([2,p],[0,4]) that solves Problem 4.1.1 in at most {c cycles.

Proof. All line numbers referenced in this proof are with respect to the AIP.QPM in Algo-
rithm 4.1.1.

(a) Let £ >1 and M., be as in Line 5. Using the initialization of ¢; in the AIP.QPM, we
first remark that

M., = M +co| A> = M + 2 ¢y | A|? = O(My). (4.16)

Moreover, by the definition of R () and Lemma 4.1.1(b), it follows that Rye.,(20) <
R{ ¢c,(20) < R{ pe(20). The conclusion result now follows from Lemma 4.1.4, (4.16), the
previous bound, and Theorem 3.3.5 with M = M., .

(b) This follows immediately from Lemma 4.1.2(a) and Lemma 4.1.3. O

We now state one of our main results of this section, which is the iteration complexity of

the AIP.QPM for solving Problem 4.1.1. Recall that the ATP.QPM assumes that A < 1/m.

Theorem 4.1.6. Let T;(-) be as in (4.11) and define
0= M+Ty(WIAIZ ¥(7.0) € B2.. (.17

The AIP.QPM outputs a pair ([2,p],[0,q]) that solves Problem 4.1.1 in

(’)(\‘ AOj +1 R{ ¢a(20) +log? ()\(9,7)]) (4.18)

min {o,1-Am} | (1-0)2)\2p?

inner iterations, where R{1(-) is as in (4.10) and logj (+) := max{log(-), 1}.

Proof. The fact that the output of the AIP.QPM solves Problem 4.1.1 is an immediate
consequence of Lemma 4.1.5(b).

Let us now prove the desired complexity bound. Let M; and ¢c be as in (4.15) and
Lemma 4.1.5(b), respectively. In view of the AIPP call in Line 6 and Lemma 4.1.5(b), it
follows that the number of inner iterations performed by the ATP.QPM is on the order given

by the sum of the bound in (4.14) from ¢ = 1 to £c. To show that this sum is exactly (4.18),
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we prove that

4
SO +1)H2 =0 (27 +1]7%). logt (AML) = O (logi [X€;]) V21 (4.19)
i=1

To begin, observe that the definition of ¢; implies that
M+ A <o AP <27 AP Vi, (4.20)
and the definitions of O, Tj(+), and ¢ yield

MMy +1 =X (M + X7+ er|AP) < 2Xer | AP = 20 (M + X7+ ¢ A7)

= A[M +T;(N)[A|*] + 1= 20 + 1. (4.21)

Using (4.21), it follows that the bounds in (4.19) hold for /¢ =1 or £ = 1. Suppose now
that £ > 1. The definition of ¢c implies that ¢; - 271 < 2T}, or equivalently, 2/¢/2 <

2 [Tﬁ()\)/cl]l/z. Using the previous bound, (4.20), and the definition of ©;, it follows that

Lo ~ o Lo 1 i1 9 1/2
SO+ 1) = Y (A[M+ 27 427, [ 4]%] +1)
i=1 i=1

Lo 1 i1 27\1/2
<STA[M X 2 e A])

=1
4
-9 ()\Cl ||A||2)1/2 202@—1)/2 -0 ([)\Cl ||.AH2]1/2 2@(;/2)
=1
_ O([ATﬁ(A)||A||2]1/2) -o([re;+1]™). (4.22)

Similarly, using the fact that {c;};>1 is monotone increasing, the previous bound on ot/ 2

(4.20), and the definition of Oy, it holds that
log (AM;) < log (AM;,, ) = log (A2“ci [ A|?) = log (AT;(M)[A?) =log (A\©;).  (4.23)

Using (4.22) and (4.23), it follows that the bounds in (4.19) hold for /¢ > 2 or £ > 2. O

The following result describes the number of oracle calls performed by the AIP.QPM

65



with A=1/(2m) and o = 1/2.

Corollary 4.1.7. The AIP.QPM with inputs A = 1/(2m) and o = 1/2 outputs a ([2,P], [0, q])

that solves Problem 4.1.1 in
S

AV )

oracle calls, where R (+) is as in (4.10) and log}(-) := max{log(),1}.

K

m*R, ., @e(20)
1/(212) +logy (
P

Proof. This follows immediately from Theorem 4.1.6, the definition of log] (-), and the fact

that every iteration of the ACGM performs O(1) oracle calls. O

4.2 Composite Optimization with Nonlinear Cone Constraints

The augmented Lagrangian method [38, 95] is an well-known extension of the quadratic
penalty method (see Section 4.1) applied to the problem mingcgn{¢(z) : g(z) < 0} in which
a multiplier update is added to every iteration of the method. More specifically, recalling

the Lagrangian £(-;-) in (4.3) and denoting
Ce(psp-1) = Loy (k3 PE-1) + (VpLey (Thi Pr-1)5 P — Pr-1)

to be the linear approximation of the function p = L., (2x;p) at p = pr-1, the multiplier

update is given by

1
Pk = argmax {Ckfk (P pr-1) + =P = PRt ||2} :
p>0 2

=max {0, pg-1 + crg(xr) } - (4.24)

For the case where h =0, it is known [11, Proposition 4.2.3] that if the generated sequence
{pr}r>1 is bounded, the penalty parameter ¢ is sufficiently large enough after a certain
index k, and some additional regularity conditions hold, then x; and pp converge to a
global minimum and Lagrange multiplier of the constrained problem, respectively.

Our main goal in this section is to describe and establish the iteration complexity of an
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accelerated inexact proximal augmented Lagrangian (AIP.AL) method for finding approx-

imate stationary points of the nonlinearly cone-constrained NCO problem

s =min{d(z) = f(2) + h(z) : g(2) = 0} (CNCOIb])

where K is a closed convex cone, the feasible set is nonempty, and the functions f, h, and
g are as described in the beginning of the chapter. We will also assume that g is KC-convex

function, i.e.
g(tu+[1-t]z) = tg(u) + [1 -t]g(z) V(t,u,z)e[0,1]x Zx Z,

with a Lipschitz continuous gradient, h is Lipschitz continuous on its domain Z ¢ Z, the
set Z is convex compact, and that we have an oracle for computing the projection onto the
dual cone of K, which is denoted by K" and included in the oracles that make up the oracle
call mentioned at the beginning of this chapter. Here, the relation g(z) <x 0 means that
g(z) e -K.

The AIP.AL method (AIP.ALM) is based on the generalized (cf. [66] and [99, Section

11.K]) augmented Lagrangian function

L) = 1(2) + () + o [dist? -+ eg(2), =K0) = [l (425)

and it uses an ACGM, e.g. Algorithm 2.2.2, to perform the following proximal point-type

update to generate its k' iterate: given (zx_1,pr-1) and (\,¢x), compute

. 1
2 ~ argmin {)\Eck (u;pr-1) + 3 |u— 21 ||2} , (4.26)
u

Pk = i+ (Pr-1 + crg(2x)), (4.27)

where K denotes the dual cone of K and the inexactness in the z, update is according to
some relative inexactness criterion. At the end of the k' iteration above, it also performs

a novel test to decide whether ¢; is left unchanged or doubled.
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Under a generalized Slater assumption® and a suitable choice of the inputs (\,c), the

main result of this section shows that for any (p,7) € R2,, the AIP.ALM obtains a pair

([2,P],[0,4]) satisfying

ﬁEVf(é)'i‘@h(é)'ﬁ'VQ(f)]i (g(2)+67ﬁ>=07 9(2)+QSK 07 ﬁZICJr 0 (428)

[0l <p, 4l <9, (4.29)

in O([7~Y2p72+ p=3]logi[p~* +77']) oracle calls, where log? (-) = max{1,log(-)}. Moreover,
this complexity result is shown without requiring that the initial point zy be feasible with
respect to the nonlinear constraint, i.e. g(z9) <k 0. A key fact about AIP.AL is that its
generated sequence of Lagrange multipliers is always bounded, and this conclusion strongly

uses the fact that its constraint function g is K-convex.

Organization

This section contains four subsections. The first one gives some preliminary references and
discusses our notion of a stationary point given in (4.28) and (4.29). The second one presents
some key properties of the augmented Lagrangian approach. The third one presents the
AIP.ALM and its iteration complexity. The last one gives the proof of the main result in

this section.

4.2.1 Preliminaries

It is assumed that ¢ = f + h satisfies assumptions (A1)—(A2) with m < M, as well as the

following assumptions:

(C1) hisalso Kj-Lipschitz continuous for some K3 > 0, and Z is also compact with diameter

D, = SUDy zez HU - Z”’

(C2) g: Zw R is continuously differentiable, K-convex, and there exists L, > 0 such that

IVg(uw) -vg(2)| < Lygllu-z] Vu,zeZ;

!See Proposition 4.2.1.
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(C3) there exists z € int Z and 7 € (0,1] such that g(z) <, 0 and

max {|Vg(2)pl,(g(2),p)} 2 7lp| VzeZ, Vpzg+ 0; (4.30)

We now give three remarks about the above assumptions. First, since Z is compact by
(C1), the image of any continuous Rf-valued function on Z is bounded. In view of this
observation, we introduce the useful notation for any continuously differentiable function
U:Z e RE

B = sup |W(2)| <00, B :=sup|v¥(2)] < oo. (4.31)
z€H ze€H

Second, it is well-known that if ¢ is differentiable and K-convex, then for every z,u € Z it

holds that

9'(2)(u=-2) <k g(u) - g(2).

Third, it is also well-known that a necessary condition for a point z* to be a local minimum

of CNCO[b] is that there exists a multiplier p* € R’ that satisfies the stationarity conditions

0eVf(z")+0h(z")+Vg(z")p*, (g(z"),p") =0, g(z")=c0, p"=xk+0. (4.32)

Moreover, the last three conditions in (4.32) (resp. (4.28)) are equivalent? to the inclusion
g(2*) € Ni+(p*) (resp. the inequality dist(g(2), Nx+(p)) < 7). In view of the above,
(4.28) and (4.28) are clearly relaxations of (4.32). For the ease of future reference, let us
formally state the problem of finding a pair ([2,p],[0,q]) satisfying (4.28) and (4.28) in

Problem 4.2.1.

2See, for example, [99, Example 11.4] with Z = g(z*) and 7 = p*.
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Problem 4.2.1: Find an approximate stationary point of CNCO[b]

Given (p,7) € R2,, find a pair ([2,9],[0,4]) € [Z x R] x [Z x R*] satisfying conditions

(4.28) and (4.29).

It is also worth mentioning that the conditions in (C3) can be viewed as a generalization

of a Slater-like assumption with respect to g, as shown in Proposition 4.2.1 below.

Proposition 4.2.1. (Slater-like Assumption) Assume that the constraint g(z) <k 0 is of

the form

9.(2)<70 ge(2)=0 (4.33)

where J € R® is a closed convex cone, g, : R™ — R® is continuously differentiable, and
ge : R" = R is an onto affine map (and hence g = (g.,9e) and K = J x {0}). Assume also
that there exists z € H such that g,(Z) <7 0 and ge(Z) = 0. Then, there exists T > 0 such

that (Z,7) satisfies (4.30). If, in addition, z € int Z, then (Z,7) satisfies (C3).

Proof. Since g, is affine and onto, its gradient matrix G := Vg, is independent of z and has

full column rank.Hence, there exists 7. > 0 such that

HGepe” 2 Te”peHl Vpe € R?. (434)

On the other hand, the assumption that ¢,(z) <7 0, and Lemma E.2.2 with £ = 7 and

x=-g,(2) € J, imply that there exists 7, > 0 such that

- <pLagL(§)> 2 TLHpL” Vp, € jJr'

Using the previous inequality and the fact that [Vg,(2)| is bounded on H, we conclude that

there exists v > 0 such that

~va.(2)pl = 2v(p; 9.(2)) 2 297 = [Va. ()] - o] 2 7llply Vze 2 (4.35)
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Relations (4.34), (4.35), and the reverse triangle inequality, then imply that for every z € Z,

” Vg(z)pH -2y (pvg(,?» = ”v.gb(z)pb + Gepe” -2y (pLagL(2)>
> |Gepel = IVg.(2)pu]l = 27 (Poy 9.(2)) 2 Tellpe|1 + Tl |1

> 7c|lpl = 7|,

where 7. := min{7.,7,,1}. It is now straightforward to see that the above inequality yields
inequality (4.30) with 7 = 7./(1 +2v) € (0,1]. The last part of the proposition now follows

from the statement of assumption (C3) and the previous conclusion. O]

Some additional comments about Proposition 4.2.1 are in order. First, the assumption
that g, is J-convex and g, is affine implies that g is KC-convex. Second, the Slater condition is
with regards to a single point z € Z, as opposed to condition (4.30) which involves inequality
(4.30) at all pairs (z,p) € ZxK*. Third, (C3) can be replaced by the Slater-like assumption
of Proposition 4.2.1 since the former is implied by the latter. Actually, a slightly more
involved analysis can be done to show that the assumption that g. is onto (which is part of
the assumption of Proposition 4.2.1) can be removed at the expense of obtaining a weaker
version of (C3), namely: inequality (4.30) holds for every pair (z,p) € Z x (J* xImVg.),
instead of (z,p) € Z x (J* xRY) = Z x K*. Finally, since the analysis of this chapter
can be easily adapted to this slightly weaker version of (C3), the Slater-like condition of
Proposition 4.2.1 without g. assumed to be onto (or equivalently, Vg, to have full column
rank) can be used in place of (C3) in order to guarantee that all of the results derived in

this chapter for the AIP.ALM hold.

4.2.2 Key Properties of the Augmented Lagrangian Approach

This subsection presents some technical results about the augmented Lagrangian approach.
The first result describes some properties about the smooth part of the Lagrangian in

(4.25).
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Lemma 4.2.2. Define the function
. 1.
L(z;p) = f(2)+ % [dlStQ(p +cg(2),-K) - ||p||2] V(z,p,c) € Z x RxR,,. (4.36)

Then, for every ¢ >0 and p € RY, the following properties hold:

(a) L.(+p) is convex, differentiable, and its gradient is given by
VoLe(2p) = Vf(2) + Vg(2) i+ (p +cg(2)) Yz eR™;

(b) Lc(sp) e Cnz(Z) where
T=T(e.p) =M+ Lylpl + ¢ (B Ly + [BOT), (4.37)

and the quantities Ly and (Béo),Bg(l)) are as in (C2) and (4.31), respectively.

Proof. We first state that the case of f =0 and M = 0 has been previously shown in [66,
Proposition 5] under the condition that Bél) is a Lipschitz constant of g. Hence, in view of
assumption (C2) and the definition of L., it suffices to verify the aforementioned condition.

Indeed, using the Mean Value Inequality and the definition of Bél) in (4.31) we have that

l9(z') = 9(2)| < sup |Vg(tz"+[1-t]2)|- [ - 2| < BP|' =2 v,z e,

te[0,1

and hence that g is B_(Sl)—Lipschitz continuous. O

The next result, whose proof can be found in Appendix D, describes how the refinement
procedure in Algorithm 3.2.2 yields a pair ([Z,p],[0,q]) that nearly solves Problem 4.2.1

when given inputs that satisfy conditions similar to (3.5) and (3.18).

Proposition 4.2.3. Given (c,0) € R?,, (A, z,p7) € Ry, x Z xR’ and (f,h) satisfying
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assumptions (A1)-(A2), suppose there exists p >0 and (27,0,€) € Z x Z xRy such that

66@(A[Z&gp)+h]+%”~¢‘ﬁ)(@

(4.38)
~12 ~ - ~112 L, - ~112 ~
0| +28 <o|z” -2+ 0%, XHZ -z+0|* < p,
where Lo(-,-) is as in (4.36). Moreover, using L(-,-) in (4.37), define
LY :=AL(c,p ) +1, pi=Tlgs (p +cg(2)),
. (4.39)
pi=llice (p +cg(2)),  q:=—(p-D),
and using Algorithm 3.2.2, consider the assigned triple
(2,0,9,€) < CREF(Lc(-,p),h,z, LY, \).
Then, the following properties hold:
(a) the tuple (w,e,p, LY) satisfies
W e Vf(2)+0:h(z) +Vg(2)p,
;i (4.40)
[l <(1+VoL?)p, <"
(b) the tuples (2,p,0,q) and (p, LY) satisfy (4.28) and
B 1
ol <2(1+VoL?)p, [l < =5 (1+Vol?)p+—lp-p|. (441
c

where Bf,l) is given by (4.31).

Proof. (a) The inclusion follows from Proposition 3.2.5(a) with (z,,q,) = (2,%) and f =
Le(p7), Lemma 4.2.2(a) and the definition of p in (4.39). To show the bound on &,

observe that its definition and the inequalities in (4.38) yield
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To show that Proposition 3.2.5(c) with (Ly,q,) = (LY,) and & = 0p?/(2)\) imply that

[o] < p+VLPap? = (14 VIVa)p.

(b) The inclusion in (4.28) follows from Proposition 3.2.5(b) with (z,,v,) = (2,0) and
f =Le(p7), Lemma 4.2.2(a), and the definition of p in (4.39). To show the remaining
relations in (4.28), observe that Lemma E.2.1(b) with w = p~ + cg(2) and the definitions of
g and p in (4.39) imply that

Lo+ eg(2) - ] € N (5).

g(2)+q4=-
C

Combining the above relations and Lemma E.2.1(c) with u = g(2) +§ and p = p, we conclude
that the remaining relations in (4.41) hold.

We now show the bounds in (4.41). The bound on |?| follows immediately from part
(a) and Proposition 3.2.5(a) with (z,,vr, ¢, f) = (2,0,%,Le(-;p7)). To show the bound on
g, we first use the definitions of p and p in (4.39), the definition of Bél) given by (4.31), the

Mean Value Inequality, and Lemma E.2.1(a) to obtain

ol = Sl (7 +eg(2)) ~ Tl (0 + cg(2)] < ~lea(2) ~ eg(2)]

< sup [vg(tz+[1-t]z)| |2 - 2| < B§V|2-2|. (4.42)
te[0,1]
Now, since w = L¥(2 - z) (see the definition of ¢, in Algorithm 3.2.2), it follows from the

triangle inequality, the definition of § given in (4.39), part (a), and (4.42), that

U S IV 1 _
gl ==lp-p I <=lp-p|+-=lp-p|
C C C

(1)
1
(1) s - - g =+ -
< B2+ 2=l < 2l 4 2o
BfY 1
A TR
< 79 (1+\/0L )p+CHp p|.
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Two comments about Proposition 4.2.3 are in order. First, the relations in (a) will
be used to establish the boundedness of the sequence {pg}r>1. Second, in view of (b),
the quadruple (2,p,w,§) always satisfies (4.28). Hence, in order to solve Problem 4.2.1, it
remains only to guarantee that condition (4.29) will eventually be satisfied. The inequalities

in (4.41) will be essential to show the latter fact.

4.2.3 Statement and Properties of the AIP.ALM

This subsection describes and establishes the iteration complexity of the ATP.ALM.
Before presenting the method, we present an ACG subroutine in Line 7 that is used to

approximate solve its key subproblems.

{ 3

Algorithm 4.2.1: ACGM Instance for the AIP.ALM

Require: 0 >0, (u,L) €R?,, ¢, € Conv (Z2), b, € Fur(Z), yoeZ;
1. procedure ACG3(1s, ¥n, Y0, 0, i, L)
2 for k=1,... do
3 Ak < l/L
4: Generate (Ag, Yk, Tk, k) according to Algorithm 2.2.2.
5 if |72 + 20 < o||yo — yi + 71| * then
6 return (yg, 7k, k)

We now state the AIP.ALM in Algorithm 4.2.2, which uses the ACG subroutine in
Algorithm 4.2.1, the refinement procedure in Algorithm 3.2.2, and the Lagrangian L.(-;-)
in (4.25). Given (),0) € Ry, x (0,1/3/2] and zg € Z, its main idea is to invoke at its k™

iteration an ACG variant to obtain the inexact update
. 1 2
2 ~ argmin{ AL, (u;pr-1) + §Hu —zp-1|° ¢ -
u
More specifically, this ACG call obtains a triple (zx,vg, &) satisfying

~ 1
o€y (MZo Gonn) + 1]+ =) (),
52 2 (4.43)
o vk + 2k-1 = 21
Lk—l

o ]|? + 2ex <
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where

LY = AL(cp,pr-1) +1, (4.44)

and L(-,-) and L, (;-) are as in (4.37) and (4.36), respectively. Using this triple (2, vy, ),
and the available data ()\,zk_l,pk_l,ﬁ,L;f_l), it then generates a refined point (2,p,9,qG) =
(2k, Pk, Ok, 4x ) satisfying all the conditions in (4.28). If this quadruple also satisfies the
bounds in (4.29), then the method stops and outputs (2, p,0,q4). Otherwise, py is updated

according to

pr = e+ (P-1 + crg(2x)),

a novel test is invoked to check if ¢, needs to be doubled, and the method continues to the

(k + 1) iteration.

Algorithm 4.2.2: AIP.AL Method
Require: (p,7) € R2,, (m,M) ¢ R}, L, > 0, h € Conv (Z), f € Cnrm(2),
g satisfying (C2), Ae(0,1/m), 0¢(0,1//2], ¢1>0, (20,p0) € Z xRt K <R
Initialize: p <« 1-Am, k<« 0;
1: procedure AIP.AL(f,h,g,z20,p0,\,m, M, Ly,0,p,7)
2: for k=1,... do
3 Attack the k™ prox subproblem.
1 WF = Ao, (5pr-1) + | - =21 ]%/2 > See (4.36).
5: LY | < AL(ck,pr-1) + 1 > See (4.37).
6: Ok_1 < 92/L;571
T (Zk,f}k,gk) <« ACG3(¢§,)\h, Zk—lagk—la[%LZ,l)
8: Compute and check the candidate output pair.
9: (2%, W, O, &) < CREF(LF, h, 2, max{m, L} },))
10: P < Hicr (Pe-1 + crg(zx))
11: P < e+ (pr + crg(2x))
12: Gk < (Pk = pr-1)/ck
13: if ”ﬁk ” < p and ”(jk ” <7 then
14: return ([, pr], [0k, 4r])
15: Check if we need to increase c;.
16: Ag < [Ley (2,13 Ppsq) = Low (s pr) | /(K -k +1)
17: if k>k+1and Ay <A(1-0)p?/36 then
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18: Clyl < 2Ck
19: k<k
20: else
21: Ck+1 < Ck
\ J

Some remarks about the AIP.ALM are in order. To ease the discussion, let us refer to
the ACG iterations performed in Line 7 as inner iterations and the iterations over the
indices k as outer iterations. First, its input 2y can be any element in Z and does not
necessarily need to be a point satisfying the constraint g(zp) <x 0. Second, its ACG call
in Line 7 generates an output (zj,vg,er) that satisfies (4.43), which corresponds to the
approximate update in (4.26). Finally, in view of Proposition 4.2.3(b) and the comments

following it, AIP.AL stops if and only if the quadruple (2,p,w, §) solves Problem 4.2.1.

lth lth

We now discuss the notion of a cycle. Define the [*"" cycle K; as the ["" set of consecutive

indices k for which ¢ remains constant, i.e.

C = {k >l:ic,=¢:= 217101}. (4.45)
For every [ > 1, we let k; denote the largest index in C;. Hence,

Cr=A{ki1+1,....k} Vix>1

where kg := 0. Clearly, the different values of k that arise in Line 19 are exactly the indices
in the index set {k;};»1. Moreover, in view of the test performed in Line 17, we have that
ki — ki1 > 2 for every [ > 1, or equivalently, every cycle contains at least two indices. While
generating the indices in the I cycle, if an index k > k;_; + 2 satisfying the bound on A},
in Line 17 is found, k becomes the last index k; in the I-th cycle and the (I + 1) cycle
is started at iteration k; + 1 with the penalty parameter set to ¢,1 = 2¢;, where ¢ is as in
(4.45).

The following result, whose proof is deferred to Section 4.2.4, describes the inner iteration

complexity of AIP.AL. Its iteration complexity bound is expressed in terms of its inputs
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and the following auxiliary constants:

di=dist(2,02), 6. = 6(z), Ry= b~ + %DE, (4.46)
zE

2 2

_ (1) 0 1+0\|D:
/4;0._2[Kh+Bf ]DZ+[2(1_9)2+2(1_9)]—)\, (4.47)

KoLy (0) (1)72
M+ —0%9 = BOL L [BWT2 4.48
i min{1,d}7 "2 s Lo+ [By"] (4.48)
1602 maxl ol 0D, 2wl 0
A1 -62)min{1,d2}r2 ’ A(1 _U)Bél) min{1,d}7

where ¢, (Bgo),Bgl),B](cl)), (K, D.), M, Ly, and (7,2) are as in CNCO[b], (4.31), (C1),

(A2), (C2), and (C3), respectively, and 0Z denotes the boundary of the set Z.

Theorem 4.2.4. Let the scalars {k;}}, and Ry be as in (4.46), (4.48), and (4.49). More-

over, define

VA K3 K max {cy,2¢(p, N
&(ps ) ::ﬁ—;”+?4, Top = [Mr1 +cira) +1] { 101 (,)} (4.50)

Then, the AIP.ALM outputs a pair ([2,p],[0,q]) that solves Problem 4.2.1 in

& 7}7’pA + I:@:I
(@] ()\ﬁ2\ / T log] 2 (4.51)

inner iterations, where log] (-) := max{log(-),1}.

The result below presents the iteration complexity of the AIP.ALM with inputs 6 = 1/\/2

and A =1/(2m).

Corollary 4.2.5. Let Ty 5, ¢«, ¢+, and D, be as in Theorem 4.2.4, CNCO[b], (4.46), and
assumption (C1), respectively. Then, the AIP.ALM with inputs X\ = 1/(2m) and 0 = 1/\/2

outputs a pair ([2,p],[0,4]) that solves Problem 4.2.1 in

. 212
O([m(% q;zhm DZ]\/mlogI%,,s) (4.52)

inner iterations, where log (+) := max{log(-),1}.
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Proof. This follows immediately from Theorem 4.2.4 with A = 1/(2m) and 6 = 1/3/2 and

the definition of Ry in (4.46). O

Note that the iteration complexity bound in (4.51) solely in terms of the tolerance pair

1 1 1 1
(9 — + = 1Og+|:7+A—:|).
([ﬁfﬁ p3] "l 2

4.2.4 Proof of Theorem 4.2.4

(p,0) is

This subsection presents several technical results that are needed to establish Theorem 4.2.4.
It is divided into two subsections. The first one presents a bound on the sequence of
multipliers {px}r>1 generated by the AIP.AL, while the second one is devoted to proving

Theorem 4.2.4.

Bounding on the Sequence of Lagrangian Multipliers

The goal of this subsection is to show that the sequence of multipliers {pg }r>1 generated by
the ATP.ALM is bounded.
The first result presents a key inclusion and some basic bounds on several residuals

generated by AIP.ALM.

Lemma 4.2.6. Let {(Wk, vk, 2k,€k) }k>1 and {ok_1}r>1 be generated by the AIP.ALM, and
consider D, and T as in assumptions (C1) and (C3), respectively. Moreover, define for

every k > 1, the quantities

fk = ’Lf]k - Vf(zk) - Vg(zk)pk, Tk =V + 21— Rk- (4.53)

Then, for every k > 1, it holds that

D,
1-6’

(1+0)D,

&k € O, h(zk), el < MNi-6)

ek <

( 6D- (4.54)

2
Ul <
BRI

1
2

Proof. Let k > 1 be fixed. Using Proposition 4.2.3(a) and the definition of & yields the

required inclusion. On the other hand, the definitions of r; and oj;_;1, the inequality in
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(4.43), and the fact that zx, zx_1 € Z imply that

1/2

vkl + D2 <0|ri|| + Dy,

|7l = vk + 2k-1 — 2| < |v]| + D2 <o

which, after a simple re-arrangement, yields the desired bound on |ry|. Consequently, the

Yo

definition of e, the aforementioned bound on ||, the fact that L, | >

1, and the inequality
in (4.43) gives the bound on ;. Finally, the definitions of wy, and oj_1, the fact that 6 <1,

and Proposition 4.2.3(a) with p = ||/ and (o, LY) = (o%_1, L;f_l) yield

. 1 1+6
find < 5 (1 Vel ) Ind = I,

which, combined with the previous bound on |||, gives the desired bound on |- O

The next result presents some important properties about the iterates generated by the

AIP.ALM.

Lemma 4.2.7. Let {(zx,pk,ck) tks1 be generated by the AIP.ALM and define, for every

k>1,

sg o= I (pr-1 + crg(2r))- (4.55)

Then, the following relations hold for every k > 1:

Pe-1+ck9(2k) =Pk + Sk Dk, sk) =0, (pr,sk) € KT x (-K), (4.56)

1
L, (zkpe-1) = d(21) + %r (o] = Ipe-1]?) - (4.57)

Proof. Let K~ denote the polar of K. The two identities in (4.56) follow from the definitions
of pr, and s, in (4.27) and (4.55), respectively, the fact that (K*)™ = -/, and [100, Exercise
2.8] with £ = K~ and = = pg_1 + cxg(2x). On the other hand, using the definitions of L.(+;-)

and sy in (4.25) and (4.55), respectively, it holds that

1
Le, (2, Pk-1) = ¢(21) + % [Ipr-1 + crg(zk) = sell® = lpr-117]
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which, in view of the first identity in (4.56), immediately implies (4.57). O

The following technical result, whose proof can be found in [69, Lemma 4.7], plays an

important role in the proof of Proposition 4.2.9 below.

Lemma 4.2.8. Let h be a function as in (C1). Then, for every u,z € Z, § > 0, and

€ € O5h(z), we have
[€]|dist(u, 0Z) < [dist(u,0Z) + |z - u|] Kp + (&, 2 —u) + 0,

where 0Z denotes the boundary of the set Z.

We are now ready to prove the main result of this subsection, namely, that the sequence

{pk }k>1 is bounded.

Proposition 4.2.9. Consider the sequence {(pg,ck) trs1 generated by the AIP.ALM and let
ko, T, and d be as in (4.47), (C3), and (4.46), respectively. Then, the following statements

hold:

(a) for every k> 1, we have

s

min{1, d}r|py| + e

1
<Ko+ — (D> Pi-1);
Ck

(b) for every k >0, we have

max{|pol, o}

<(Cy:= = .
|px | 0 min{l,d}r

(4.58)

Proof. (a) Let k > 1 be fixed and z be as in (C3). Moreover, let (&k, ek, 2k) be as in
Lemma 4.2.6. It follows from Lemma 4.2.6 that & € 0., h(z;) for every k > 1. Hence,
assumption (C1), the fact that d < D, and z; € Z, Lemma 4.2.8 with & = &, 2 = 2z, u = 2
and § = e, and the bound on |e| in Lemma 4.2.6, imply that

02 D?

d|&k| < 2D, K + ———2—

+ (&, 2 — 2). (4.59)
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On the other hand, using the assumption that g is K-convex (see (C2)), the fact that py € £,
the definition of & in (4.53), the bound on ||| in Lemma 4.2.6, and the Cauchy-Schwarz

inequality, we conclude that

(ks 21 = 2) = {0k = V [ (2x) = Vg (28 )Pk 21 — 2)
= (W = Vf(2r), 2k = 2) + (Dr, 9" (20) (2 = 21))

< (g = Vf(2r), 26 = 2) + (P, 9(2) = 9(2x))
(1+0)D?

=P PT (- 0)

+{pr,9(2) — g(21)) (4.60)

where B](cl) is as in (4.31). Now, defining

2 2
mz[thJrB}l)]DH[ f 1+‘9]D2

2 4.61
2(1—9)2+1—9 A (461)

and using (4.59), (4.60), together with the relations in (4.56), we conclude that

dl&x] = (P 9(2)) < 15— (prr g(21)) = 1 - é@k,sk Pk prt)

2
k 1

=k- _Hp ” + —(Dk, Pr-1)
Cl Ck

where s, is as in (4.55). Noting that the definition of £ and the reverse triangle inequality
yield

1€kl = [V f (21) = 0r + Vg(2)pr] > =V f(2r) = @l + | Vg(zr)prl,

it follows that

2
_ B 1 — R
a9snd - s n- 2L Ly rdlose . @e)

Using now the triangle inequality, assumption (C3), (4.61), (4.62), the fact that d < D,
and the definition of kg in (4.47), we finally conclude that
(1+0)D? 1 1

< B(l)D -t — 1) = — _1)-
K+ f ht )\(1_0) +Ck<pk,pk 1) ﬁo+ck<pk7pk 1)

o[

min{1, J}THpk | + ?
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(b) This statement is proved by induction. Since 7 < 1, inequality (4.58) trivially holds
for k = 0. Assume that (4.58) holds with k =4 —1 for some ¢ > 1. This assumption, together
with the bound obtained in the latter result and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, then imply

that

_ . A s e/
(mm (Ldyr o il ) T 1 Y g 1o
C; C; G

()

< (min{l,J}T + I ) Co,

which implies that |p;| < Cp. Then, (4.58) also holds with k£ =i and hence, by induction,

we conclude that (4.58) holds for the whole sequence {pg }x>1- O

Proving Theorem 4.2.4

The main goal of this sub-subsection is to present the proof of Theorem 4.2.4.
The proof of Theorem 4.2.4 requires several technical results. The first one characterizes

the change in the augmented Lagrangian between consecutive iterations of the AIP.ALM.
Lemma 4.2.10. The sequence {(z,pk) tk>1 generated by AIP.AL satisfies the relations

1
Le, (zk308) < Loy (23 D8-1) + a”pk - (4.63)

1-62
2

1
Le, (zk308) < Loy (Zh-13Pk-1) — ( ) Ire)® + a”pk ~pr]? (4.64)

for every k > 1, where 1y, is as in (D.1).

Proof. Let si be as in (4.55). Using (4.57), the definition of L.(+;-) in (4.25), the fact that
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s € =K and pr_1 + cxg(2k) = pr + sk in view of (4.56), we have that

Le, (2ks k) — Lef, (28, Pi-1)

1
= Le, (26,018) — &(21) - % (s |? - HPIHHQ)

1
QCk

(lpx)? = [Pe-11?)

L, ..
= %er (dist*(pr + crg (), —K) = |px[?) (Ipw)? = Pe-11?)

< 2 (||pk +cpg(2r) - SkH2 - ||pk||2) -
Ck

2¢y,

1 2 2 2

= 5 (120 = P |* = 2lpe|* + e %),
Ch

which immediately implies (4.63). Now, in view of the definition of the approximate sub-
differential and the fact that (zx,vg,ex) satisfies both the inclusion and the inequality in

(4.43), we conclude that

1
AL, (2 P—1) = ALley (Zh—1, P-1) < —§sz — 21 |® + (Vry 25 — 28o1) + €

1-6?

1 1 1-0p 4
-l s+ HulP o - (2 g <<

)nrkn?, (4.65)

where the last inequality follows from the fact that o;_1 < 6. Inequality (4.64) now follows

by combining (4.63) with (4.65). O

Recall that the I'' cycle C; and the penalty constants {&};s1 are defined in (4.45). The
next results present some properties of the iterates generated during an AIP.AL cycle. The
first one below establishes an upper bound on the augmented Lagrangian function along

the iterates within an ATP.AL cycle.

Lemma 4.2.11. Consider the sequences {(zx,pr) kec, and {¢}1>1 generated during the [th

cycle of the AIP.ALM. Then, for every k € C;, we have

4C3
Ley(2150k) € Rg + 6w + —2, (4.66)
G

where (¢«,Ry), ¢, and Cy are as in (4.46), (4.45), and (4.58), respectively.
Proof. First note that for any k € Cj, we have ¢; = & = 2/71¢;. Moreover, (X, zp, Vg, €k, 6)
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satisfies the inclusion and the inequality in (4.43). Hence, it follows from Lemma E.1.1 with

s=1,5=0j_1 and ¢ = AL (-, pr-1), and assumption (C1) that for every z € Z, we have

1-202
AL, (2k, Dr-1) + %H?’k 12 < ALa(z,pro1) + |12 = 25 |2

<ALg(2,pr_1) + D? (4.67)

where 7, is as in (4.53) with k = kg. Now, observe that the definitions of oj_; and L’lﬁil imply
that oj_; <60 € (0,1/\/2] and that the definition of £, in (4.25) implies that £z (2, pr_1) <
¢(z) for every z € F = {z € Z : g(2) 2 0}. Using then the definition of ¢, given in
CNCQO[b], the aforementioned observations, and the minimization of the right-hand-side of

(4.67) with respect to z € F, we get

D;
Eél(zk‘apk—l) <Py + BN =Ry + ¢.

where the last equality is due to the definition of Ry in (4.46). Combining the above

inequality, (4.63) and the bound (a + b)? < 2a? + 2b? for every a,b € R, we have

1
Lz (2ks i) < Loy (21, Dr-1) + ngpk ~pr|?
2
<L (21, Pr-1) + F (Ipx]? + [pe-11?)
4C¢

SR¢+¢*+~_7
q

and hence the conclusion of the lemma follows. O
The next result presents some bounds on the sequences {|ry|}rec, and {Aj}rec,-

Lemma 4.2.12. Let {(2x, Uk, ek, Ak) Yree, and {&}is1 be generated during the I™™ cycle of the
AIP.ALM and consider {ry}rec, as in (4.53). Then, for every k € C; such that k > kj_1 + 2,

we have

2\ 4C?2
; 112 0
i1 128j<k Irs1” < 1-62 (Ak ’ é )’ (4.68)
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1 9C2
Ap<—— |Ry+ 2200, 4.69
k /-c—kl_l—l( o 25,) (4.69)

where Cy is as in (4.58).
Proof. Relations (4.58), (4.64), the fact that ¢ = & for every k € C;, and the inequality

Ipk —pr-1]? < 2|kl + 2| px_1|?, imply that for any k € C; such that k > k;_1 +2 the following

inequalities hold:

(1-6*)(k -k -1) (1-0%) &

. 2 2
min  |r:|* < ——2 -
2) o g Il s = Xl
1 & )
< Eél(zk‘l,1+1;pk‘l,1+1) - £El(zk7pk) + — Z ”p] _pj—lH
U j=ky_1+2
4(k-ki_1-1)C3
< Loy (2hy_y 413 Phyy+1) = Loy (215 08) + ( - )Co ’

and hence that (4.68) holds, in view of the definition of A;. Now, in view of the definitions

of L. and ¢, given in (4.25) and (4.46), respectively, we have

_ lpe]?

1 .. _
L (25 p1) = ¢(21) + % [dist®(pr. + &19(2k), -K) = | px|*] > ¢- —.
¢ 2¢;

It follows from the above inequality, (4.66) with k = k;_1 + 1, and the definition of Ay that

4 2 2
(R¢+¢*+&+M—¢*),
¢ 2¢;

Ak < ;
k—ki_1-1
which proves (4.69) in view of (4.58). O

The next technical lemma presents some additional properties of the refined iterates

generated by the AIP.ALM.

Lemma 4.2.13. Consider the sequences {(cx, 2k, Pk, Vi, €k) }kec,» {(Ok-1, L;f_l)}kecl, {C1}is1,

and { (2, Pk, Ok, k) trec, generated during the ™ cycle of the AIP.ALM. Then, the following

statements hold:

(a) for every k € Cy, the quadruple (2,p,0,q) = (Zk, Pk, Ok, 4 ) satisfies (4.28) and (4.41)
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with

_ 1
(C)p 70-5L¢)7:(Ck‘)pk—lvo-k‘—laL;f_l)v pP= X|’Zk—1_zk+ka;
(b) for every keCp and k > ki_1 + 2, there exists an index i € {kj_1 +2,...,k} such that

2(1+20)°R, K3
+ —,
(1-02)(k-k_1-1) 24

N . R4
19:]) < y lgil < —, (4.70)
&

where Ry and (k3,k4) are as in (4.46) and (4.49), respectively.

Proof. (a) In view of the ACG call in Line 7 of the method, we have that (\,6), L}f_l,
(2k-1,Pk-1), and (zg,vg,ex) satisfy (4.43). The conclusion now follows from Proposi-
tion 4.2.3(b)—(c).

(b) Let k € C; such that k > k;_1 + 2. In view of Lemma 4.2.12, there exists an index
i€{ki_1+2,...,k} such that

2\ Ry +403
1-02|k-k,-1 ¢& |

i) < (4.71)

where Cp is as in (4.58). The bound on |@;|? now follows from combining (4.71), the first
inequality in (4.41), the definitions of k3 and Cj in (4.49) and (4.58), and the fact that
op1 LY | =62

Now, recall that for any k € C it holds that c; = ¢;. Hence, in view of the second inequality
in (4.41), (4.58), the triangle inequality for norms, and the facts that crk_lL;f_l = f and

L;f_l > )\él[Bg(,l)]Z (see their definitions in the AIP.ALM), we have

N B(I)O'k_l 1 B(1)9 200
qu'||Sg—wHHH+é—(||Pi||+”pi—1H)S zp HHHJFE—
VL., ! k-1 !

S o 2C0 _ K1 (4.72)
)\(1—9)Bg 5[ ) q

where the last relation is due to the definitions of k4 and Cj in (4.49) and (4.58), respectively.
O

The next result establishes some bounds on the number of inner and outer iterations
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performed during an AIP.AL cycle. It also shows that if the penalty parameter is sufficiently

large, then AIP.AL generates a solution of Problem 4.2.1.

Lemma 4.2.14. Let Ry, (k1,K2), and ¢(p,7) be as in (4.46), (4.48), and (4.50), respec-

tively. Then, the following statements hold about the AIP.ALM:

(a) at every outer iteration k within the 1™ cycle, it performs at most

{1+4\/2[1+i\(_/£;;5m2)] 10g1(4[1+A(/<;1 +ém2)]ﬂ

inner iterations, where logy (+) := max{log(-),1};
(b) every cycle performs O(Ry[[A\p?]) outer iterations;

(c) if & > &(p,n) then the AIP.ALM must stop in the I cycle with a pair ([2,p],[0,4])

that solves Problem 4.2.1.

Proof. (a) Note that within the I'" cycle, ¢, = &. Hence, in view of (4.58) and the definitions

of L;f_l, (K1, K2), and I_/f:p, we have

LYy = MLy + Llppar] +ex (BOL, + BT ] +1
<A[Lg+ LyCo+ (B Ly + [BOT)] +1

= /\(Iil + Hgél) +1. (4.73)

Using the fact that the AIP.ALM invokes Algorithm 4.2.1 in Line 7 with (L, u) = (L}f_l, 1-

Am), (4.73), the fact that oy_q = 02/L}f_1 <1, and Lemma 3.3.1, it holds that the number
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of inner iterations performed within this cycle is at most

¥ P 2
14 ’ 2Ly, log? 2Ly, [1+ /o4
1-Am o} Ok_1

[ 2
oL Y oL 4L?
< 1+\‘—’f1 logh |16 [ =] || <[1+2 e
1-m o8 ( [ 0 1-m 8 0
<

1-Am 81 0

—1+4\/2[1+>\(m+6m2)] o +(4[1+)\(I’€1 +5sz2)]ﬂ_

(b) Fix a cycle [ > 1 and let Cj be as in (4.58). It follows from (4.69) that, for every
k € C;, we have k > k;_1 + 2, and

1 9C?
Ap<—— Ry + =2,
k k:—kll—l( o 25,)

Hence, since ¢ > ¢y, it is easy to see that if k satisfies

2 2
k>kl,1+1+—4(1+29) ( & %)

)\(1 - 92)ﬁ2 201
then the condition on Ay in Line 17 of the method holds, ending the I*" cycle. Since the
cycle starts at kj_1 + 1, statement (b) follows immediately from the above bound.

(c) From the definition of ¢(+,-) and the fact that & > ¢(-, ), we have

Bt (4.74)

¢ 2> 2
27 A
n

e

where k3 and k4 are as in (4.49). Now, let k> k;_1 + 2 be the smallest index such that

2(1+20)2Ry
A1-02)(k - ki1 - 1)

~2
i)

< 4.75
. (4.75)

Hence, in view of (4.74), (4.75), and Lemma 4.2.13(b), there exists an index i € {k;_1 +

2,...,k} such that

lo:ll <p, [dil <7
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which implies that the AIP.ALM must stop at iteration 4, in view its Line 13. Hence, the

proof of the statement in (c) follows. O
We are now ready give the proof of Theorem 4.2.4.

Proof of Theorem 4.2.4. For a fixed (p,7) € R2,, first define
e=c(p,n), LY =1+\(k1+aka), Vi1,

where &(-,-) and & are as in (4.50) and (4.45), respectively. Moreover, let [ be the first
index [ such that & > ¢, and recall from (4.45) that in the I'" cycle of the ATP.ALM,
we have ¢, = ¢ = 271¢y, for every | > 1. In view of Lemma 4.2.14(c), we see that the

AIP.AL obtains a solution of Problem 4.2.1 within the {*" cycle. Moreover, it follows by

Lemma 4.2.14(a)—(b) that the total number of inner iterations performed by AIP.ALM is

I 7Y 7Y
Ty = \‘ L logi | —*1. 4.76
I V2 ; 1- \m 0g1 0 ( )

Since ¢ is doubled every time the cycle is changed, we have in view of the definitions of ¢

O(Tr) where

and [ that

& <max {c1,2¢}, Vi=1,...,1 (4.77)

Hence, it holds that

Eg; =1+ )\(Hl + EZHQ)

< [A(k1 + c1rn) + 1]M. (4.78)

C1
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Moreover, using (4.77) and the fact that & = 2!"1¢, it holds that

I - ] ! -1
Z\/Lg = Z\/)\(Hl +51/€2)+1 S\/)\(I{1+Cll€2)+12\/§
=1 =1

a1/2
< 8\/)\(/11 + 61/@2) +1 (—Z)
c1

max {c1, 2¢} )1/2

1

< 8\/)\(&1 + 61:‘?2) +1 (

Hence, (4.51) then follows by combining (4.50), (4.76), (4.78), and the above inequalities.

O]

4.3 Conclusion and Additional Comments

In this chapter, we presented two optimization methods for finding approximate stationary
points for two classes of set-constrained optimization problems with constraints of the form
g(z) € S € R. More specifically, a quadratic penalty method was proposed for a class of
linear set-constrained NCO problems and a proximal augmented Lagrangian method was
proposed for a class of nonlinearly cone-constrained NCO problems. We then established
OH'p2) and O([7~2p~2 + p~3]logi[p~ +77']) iteration complexity bounds, in each of
the respective methods, for finding p-approximate stationary points that are 7 feasible, i.e.
points z satisfying dist(g(2),S) < 7.

The next chapter continues the developments in Chapter 3 to develop a smoothing

method for solving min-max NCO problems.

Additional Comments

We now give some additional comments about the results and assumptions in this chapter.

First, it is worth stressing that the regularity condition in assumption (C3), which is
a generalization of the weak Slater condition (see Proposition 4.2.1), is generally easier to
verify compared to other conditions in the literature. For example, paper [58] requires a
regularity condition to hold at every point generated by their proposed algorithm and paper

[13] requires either the Mangasarian-Fromovitz constraint qualification or strong feasibility
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to hold. It is worth mentioning that we do not assume any regularity conditions on the
linear set constraints in Section 4.1.

Second, we comment on the contributions of the AIP.QPM to the literature. The
ATP.QPM and the QP-AIPP method from [46] appear to be the first methods to con-
sider an infeasible starting point with a guaranteed complexity bound under the general
assumptions in this chapter. Moreover, these methods have substantially improved on the
previous state-of-art complexity bound of O(p™%) which was obtained in [42] under the
assumption that Z is bounded and p = 9.

Third, we comment on how the ATP.ALM compares with the works [35, 40, 58, 69, 101,
110]. The TAPIAL method of [69] is designed to solve the special instance of CAN'CO[b]
in which K = {0}. In contrast to the ATP.ALM, the TAPTAL method sets py to pg every
time the penalty parameter cj is increased, and hence it is not a full warm-start proximal
augmented Lagrangian method. Compared to [58, 101], the multiplier update in (4.27) is
performed at every prox iteration, regardless of whether the penalty parameter is updated.
Unlike the methods in [35, 40, 110], which require the initial point zp to be feasible, i.e.

9(20) = 0, the ATP.ALM only requires zy to be in Z.

Future Work

Several recent works present improved complexity bounds (compared to the ones in this
chapter) for obtaining approximate stationary points of linearly-constrained [114, 115] and
nonlinearly-constrained [58, 62] NCO problems under different conditions and multiplier
updates. For example, papers [114, 115] assume that A is the indicator of a polyhedron and
[58] requires the Lagrange multiplier and penalty updates be performed simultaneously. It
would be worth investigating whether the methods in this chapter, or some variant of them,
can obtain these improved rates. Comparing the AIP.ALM to the AIP.QPM, the former
assumes that the composite function h has bounded domain and is Lipschitz continuous,
whereas the latter does not. It would be interesting to see if the AIP.ALM, or some variant

of it, can still obtain approximate stationary points when the above conditions are removed.
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CHAPTER 5
EFFICIENT IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

The main goal of this chapter is to present efficient implementation strategies of some proce-
dures and methods presented in prior chapters for smooth NCO problems. For the iterative
methods, in particular, the variants in this chapter consider two key improvements. First,
they apply efficient line search subroutines to adaptively choose parameters that directly
affect convergence rates, such as stepsize parameters. Second, the convex subproblems that
are solved in each of the iterative method are relaxed to (possibly) nonconvex subproblems.
The degree of relaxation in these subproblems is determined by checking a finite set of novel
descent inequalities which are guaranteed to hold when the subproblems are convex. We
then demonstrate the effectiveness of these strategies on many of optimization problems in
the literature.

The content of this chapter is based on paper [47] (joint work with Jefferson G. Melo

and Renato D.C. Monteiro) and several passages may be taken verbatim from it.

Organization

This chapter contains six sections. The first one presents an efficient refinement proce-
dure. The second one presents a relaxed ACG variant. The third one presents a relaxed
AIPP variant and its iteration complexity. The fourth one presents a relaxed AIP.QPM
variant and its iteration complexity. The fifth one presents a large collection of numerical

experiments The last one gives a conclusion and some closing comments.

5.1 Proximal Refinement Procedure

This section presents a refinement procedure that is generally more effective in practice
than the refinement procedure (the CRP) in Algorithm 3.2.2.
We first state the procedure in Algorithm 5.1.1, which follows a similar approach as in

the CRP.
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Algorithm 5.1.1: PR Procedure

Require: heConv (Z), feC(Z), (z,27,v)¢ 23 L>0, \>0;
1
Initialize: Ly« AL+1, fr<Af+o] 27?2 = (v,"), hy < Ak
1. procedure PREF(f, h,z,2",v,L,\)

L
2 e argmin{éh(u; 2)+ha(u) + 2 u- zH?}
b4

3 b« % [+ 2 = 2) + Ly(2 = 2)] + VF(2) - VF(2)

4 = (Hrh)E) = (i +ha)(2)
return (z,,v,,&;)

The result below, whose proof can be found in Appendix D, presents the some important

properties of the PR procedure (PRP).

Proposition 5.1.1. Let (zy,v,,e,) and Ly be generated by the PRP where (f,h) satisfy

assumptions (A1)—-(A2). Then, the following properties hold:
(a) & 2 Lz - z|?/2;

(b) v, € Vf(z)+0h(z) and

1 _ 1 max{m,M
forl s 3o - a1 (5 2020 ) oo T

(c) if the inputs f, h, A, and (z,27,v) satisfy

ved., (AF a1 =) (o)

1
XHZ_—Z+UHS,5, € <E,

for some (p,&) e R2, and e >0, it holds that

lor Sp+(l+w)\/2)\eL,\. (5.2)

A Ly

The result above is analogous to Proposition 3.2.5, which describes properties of the

CRP. In view of this link, we now make a comparison between the PRP and the afore-
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mentioned CRP. First, the PRP requires two extra points, z~ and v, as part of its input
compared to the CRP. Second, Proposition 3.2.5(b) shows that the CRP obtains a point v,
satisfying the inclusion in Proposition 5.1.1(b). Finally, under the same conditions in (5.1),

Proposition 3.2.5(c) shows that the point v, obtained by the CRP satisfies

Ly

Jve| < (1+w)<ﬁ+\/25L>\), (5.3)

which is analogous to the bound in (5.2). Note that, compared to (5.2), the above bound
has a larger constant in front of p and a possibly larger constant in front of € depending on

the relationships between A, M, m, and L.

5.2 Relaxed ACG (R.ACG) Method

This section presents a relaxed ACG (R.ACG) variant that is generally more efficient in
practice than the ACGM in Algorithm 2.2.2.

We first state the R.ACG variant in Algorithm 5.2.1. It main idea is to start with
a possibly large stepsize A1 and adaptively update this stepsize by checking a particular

descent inequality at every iteration.

4 '

Algorithm 5.2.1: R.ACG Method

Require: 1, € Conv (2)7 Un € C(domwn)a Yo € dom iy, (N’Lest) € REH Lin €
(OaLest];
Initialize: L; « Legt

1: procedure R.ACG(¢s, ¥n, Yo, 1ty Limin, Lest)

2 for k=1,... do

3 L« L,

4: do

5 A < 1/L

6 Generate (Ag, Yk, Tk-1, 7k, Nk ) according to Algorithm 2.2.2.
7 L < 2(L - Lyin) + Lin

s while dy () - b (s Fn) > 5l - T P

9: Ly < L

We now make two remarks about the above R.ACG method (R.ACGM). First, if 95 €
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C,, 7(dom,) for some (m,L) € R, and Leg > L, then Ly, = Leg; for every k > 1. On the

other hand, if Leg < L then Ly, is doubled at most

1+1 L- Lest
+ 0g2 —L o I
es min

times and L; < Ly < 2L for every k > 1. Second, if (L — Lest)/(Lest — Lmin) = O(1), then
the iteration complexities of the R.ACGM and ACGM in Algorithm 2.2.2 are on the same
order of magnitude when given a common termination condition.

It is worth mentioning that the above line search idea has been explored in many other
works in the literature. For example, [86] considers applying a similar line search subroutine
in which the stepsize parameter \j is increased whenever a key descent inequality holds and

decreased otherwise.

5.3 Relaxed AIPP (R.AIPP) Method

This section establishes an iteration complexity bound for a relaxed AIPPM (R.AIPPM)
that is generally more efficient in practice than the AIPPM in Algorithm 3.3.2.
Before proceeding, we first state the main problem of the R.AIPPM and its key assump-

tions. Consider the NCO problem

¢« =min[¢(2) := f(2) + h(2)], (NCO)
where Z is a finite dimensional inner product space, and it is assumed that

(D1) heConv (Z) for some nonempty convex set Z € Z;
(D2) feCp(Z) for some M > 0;

(D3) ¢ > —o0.

Moreover, like in Chapter 3, assume that efficient oracles for evaluating the quantities f(z),
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Vf(z), and h(z) and for obtaining exact solutions of the subproblem

. 1 2
min {Ah(=) + 3z - 0]},

for any zp € Z and A > 0, are available.
The AIPPM considers finding approximate stationary points of NCO as in Prob-

lem 3.1.1, i.e. given p >0, find (2,0) € Z x Z satisfying
0eVf(2)+0h(2), |o]<p. (5.4)

For the sake of future referencing, let us state the problem of finding (2, 9) satisfying (5.4)

in Problem 5.3.1.

Problem 5.3.1: Find an approximate stationary point of NCO

Given p > 0, find a pair (2,0) € Z x Z satisfying condition (5.4).

To ease the notation in later sections, let us conclude by defining the useful quantity
. m 2
m = inf { f(u) = lp(u;2) > ——|u-z|" Vu,zeZ;. (5.5)
m>0 2

5.3.1  General Descent (GD) Framework

This subsection presents a general descent (GD) framework that relaxes the GIPP frame-
work from Chapter 3. We later show that the R.ATPPM is a special instance of GD frame-
work (GDF) in which each prox subproblem is approximate solved by invoking the R.ACGM
in Algorithm 2.2.2.

Recall that for an IPP framework with stepsizes { A }x>1, the larger Ay is the faster the
IPP framework converges to a desirable approximate solution. While )\ is required to be
at most 1/m in the GIPPF of Chapter 3, the GDF of this subsection considers choosing
Ak significantly larger than 1/m despite a possible loss of convexity. More specifically, it

adaptively chooses its stepsizes based on two key inequalities that are checked at the end
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of its iterations.

We first start by stating the GDF in Algorithm 5.3.1.

Algorithm 5.3.1: GD Framework

Require: heConv (Z), feC(Z), z0€Z, (0,7)eR%,, L>0, {M} e SRyy;
Initialize: Ly < AM +1, ¢ < f+h;

1: procedure GD(f,h, z9,0,7, M)

2: for k=1,... do

3: Find (zg, vk, Ax) € Z x Z x Ry, such that its corresponding refined triple
(2k7®k7ék) FPREF(f,h,Zk,Zk_I,Uk,M, Ak) (56)
4: satisfies the bounds
lvk + 261 — 2] < Ok [B(2k-1) — H(2k)] (5.7)
2L)ép < 7'||’U,1€ + 2k-1 — 2k ||2 (58)

We now give two remarks about the above framework. First, no termination criterion
is added so as to be able to discuss convergence rate results about its generated sequence.
A discussion of how to terminate it is given after Proposition 5.3.1 below. Second, its
Line 3 should be viewed as an oracle in that it does not specify how to compute the triple
(Mg, 2k, vk ). Third, Corollary 5.3.4 below shows that if the stepsize \i is chosen so that the

prox subproblem

min {87+ 1)) + 5l - 512 (5.9)

is a strongly convex composite problem, i.e. A € (0,1/m), the point z; is chosen as its
unique optimal solution, and vy, is set to zero, then the triple (Ag, 2k, vy ) satisfies (5.7) and
(5.8) with 6 =2 and 7 =0. Thus, when (6,7) € [2,00) x [0,00), we conclude that: (i) there
always exists a triple satisfying (5.7) and (5.8); and (ii) the GD framework can be viewed
as an IPP method.

In Section 5.3.3, we show that the R.AIPPM is a special instance of the GD framework,
and hence, can be viewed as a relaxed IPP method which chooses (6, 7) in the open rectangle
(2,00) x (0,00). In particular, it applies an instance of the R.ACGM in Algorithm 5.2.1 to

problem (5.9) in order to obtain a triple (Ag, zx, vi) satisfying (5.7) and (5.8).
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We now present an important property about the sequence of iterates {(Ag, 2k, Ok ) }r>1-

Proposition 5.3.1. The sequences of stepsizes {\r }k>1 and iterate pairs {(Zk,Or) }k>1 Sat-

isfy

$(20) — ¢+ ]

b Vg(5) +Oh(z), min il <0 (1+2y7) LD 0] (5.10)
1< k

for every k> 1, where Ay, := Zi-“:l A

Proof. Let k > 1 be fixed. The inclusion in (5.10) follows from Proposition 5.1.1 with
(2,0) = (2, 0x) and the definitions of 2; and 0y in (5.6). To show the inequality in (5.10),

first observe that (5.7) and the definition of ¢, in NCO implies that

u E oyt s 1 — o2
6(20) = 60 2 Y0(i1) - 6(z0)] 2 3 L ZoL 25D
i=1 i=1 i

Ay

1
27;nnnX?mﬁ+zF1—zm? (5.11)
Now, let i > 1 be arbitrary. Using (5.6), (5.8) with k = ¢, and Proposition 5.1.1 with A = \;,
(27,2) = (2i-1, %), and (v,v,) = (v;,0;), it holds that

. 1 1 M —
e I e wwd NELIEDE
1 2
< )\_”Uz +2i-1 — ZZH + )\—\/2(/\1'M + l)éi (5.12)

<(1+2¢F
< "

) lvi + 2i-1 = 2. (5.13)

The inequality in (5.10) now follows by combining (5.11) and (5.13). O

We now make three additional remarks about the GDF in light of Proposition 5.3.1.
First, if the GDF stops when a pair (2, 0y ) such that |0g| < p is found, then it follows from
the inclusion in (5.10) that (2, 9k ) solves Problem 5.3.1. Second, if the sequence of stepsizes
{\i} satisfies limy_,oo A = oo, then it follows from the inequality in (5.10) and assumption
(D3) that the GDF indeed stops according to the above termination criterion. Third, (5.10)
indicates that the larger the stepsizes A are, the faster the quantity min,< ||0;| approaches

Zero.
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For the remainder of this section, our goal is to show that the GDF can be seen as
a relaxation of the GIPPF from Section 3.2. The proof of this fact is not essential in
establishing any results pertaining to the R.ATPPM in this section and may skipped without
any loss of continuity.

Recall that, for a given zp € Z and o € [0,1), the GIPPF in Section 3.2 considers a

sequences { A }r>1 and {(zg, vk, €k ) trs>1 satisfying
1
e d., (Am =1k —Z,H||2) () oel?+ 265 < olvn+ 20 — 22, (5.14)

for every k£ > 1. We begin by presenting a simple technical result that will be used both

here and in the analysis of the R.ATPPM.

Lemma 5.3.2. Assume that € >0 and (X, 27, 2,v) € Ry x Zx Z x Z satisfy

ved. ()\¢+ %u -—z*H?) (2). (5.15)

Then, the quantity e, computed in Algorithm 5.1.1 satisfies €, < €.

Proof. Let (z,,&,) be computed as in Algorithm 5.1.1. It follows from the definition of the

approximate subdifferential and (5.15) that
1 o 1,
Ap(u) + §Hu— 27|72 Ap(2) + 5”2 -2z |F+(v,u-2z)—e YueZ.

Considering the above inequality at the point u = z,, along with some algebraic manipula-

tion, we have

. [)\gb(z) . %Hz _|P- (v,z)] - [Aqﬁ(zT) . %Hzr _ P - (v, ZT>] e

where the last equality is due to the definitions fy, hy, and €, given in Algorithm 5.1.1. [

The following result shows the relationship between the GIPPF of Section 3.2 and the

GDF of this section.
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Proposition 5.3.3. If, for some zx_1 € Z, constant o € [0,1), and index k > 1, the quadruple
(Mks 2k, Vi, €1 ) satisfies (5.14), then (Mg, 2k, vi) satisfies (5.7) and (5.8) for any 0 >2/(1-0)
and 7> o(AM +1). As a consequence, if supysq A < oo, then every instance of the GIPPF

is an instance of the GDF for any (0,7T) satisfying

2

l1-0

0>

, T2suplo(MM+1)]. (5.16)
k>1

Proof. The fact that (Ag,z,vr) satisfies (5.7) with 6 = 2/(1 - o) follows from Proposi-
tion 3.2.3(a). Now, let £ > 1 and observe that from Lemma 5.3.2 with (\,z7,z,v) =
(Mg, 2k-1, 2k, v ) and € = g we have € < . It follows from the last inequality and the
inequality in (5.14) that 2¢;, < o||vp + 21 — zx|?>. Combining the previous inequality with
the assumption on 7 now shows that (A, zx,vy) satisfies (5.8). The second part of the

proposition follows immediately from the first part and condition (5.16). O
[add remarks]

Corollary 5.3.4. Let zp_1 € Z and M\, € (0,1/m) be given, where m is as in (5.5). Then,
NCO has a unique global minimum zj and the triple (Mg, 2k, vx) satisfies (5.7) and (5.8)
with (0,7,vx) = (2,0,0).

Proof. The existence and unique uniqueness of z;, follows from the fact that ¢+ |- —zp_1 |?/\x
is strongly convex. Moreover, the fact that z; is the unique global minimum of N'CO implies
that the quadruple (Mg, 2k, vk, ), where (vg,er) = (0,0), satisfies (5.14) with ¢ = 0. The
conclusion of the corollary now follows immediately from the first part of Proposition 5.3.3

with o = 0. O

5.3.2 Key Properties of the R.ACGM

This subsection describes how the R.ACGM in Algorithm 5.2.1 can be used to implement

a single iteration of the GDF in Section 5.3.1.
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Consider the R.ACGM inputs

1
= Af+ 5“ —zi1l® Yn = Ah, yo =21,

(5.17)
,u=1, Lmin:17 Lest:L)\ = )‘M+17
and the termination criteria
2max{0,L,\nj}STHyo—yj+er2, (5.18)
lyo = yj + 751 < A0 [é(w0) - D ()], (5.19)

for some (0,7) € R2,. In the following lemma, we show that if the conditions (5.18) and

(5.19)

| Asri + i = yol* + 2max {0, Aimi} < [yi — wol*, (5.20)

Y (yo) =P (yi) + (i, yo — yi) — max {0, 7}, (5.21)

hold at every iteration of R.ACGM, then the conditions (5.18) and (5.19) will be obtained

in a finite number of R.ACG iterations.

Lemma 5.3.5. Let ¢ = f+ h be a function satisfying assumptions (D1)-(D2), Ly be
as in (5.17), and (zx-1,A) € Z x Ry.. Moreover, suppose the R.ACGM is called with
(Y5 ¥n, Y0, Limin, Lest) as in (5.17) and generates the sequence of iterates { (A, Yi, 7, M) pis1-

Then, the following statements hold:

(a) if the inequalities (5.20) and (5.21) hold for every i > 1, then for any 6 >2 and 7 >0

the R.ACGM generates an iterate (y;,rj,m;) satisfying (5.18) and (5.19) in

[1 +/2L, logI(QCg,TL)\)] (5.22)
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iterations, where
L ’ 0 ’
Co,r = max [1 + —A] , [1 + —] . (5.23)

(b) if A < 1/m, then (5.20), (5.21), and the inclusion ; € Omax(y, 0y%(y;) hold for every

j>1.

Proof. (a) See Appendix C.
(b) If A < 1/m, it follows that v € Fo 1, (Z), and hence, (1)s,%y,) satisfy the require-
ments of the ACGM (see Algorithm 2.2.2) with L = L. The conclusion now follows from

Proposition 2.2.3 and the definition of the approximate subdifferential. O

The next result shows that conditions (5.18) and (5.19) are sufficient to implement a

single iteration of the GDF in Section 5.3.1.

Lemma 5.3.6. Let ¢ = f +h and (zx-1,\) be as in Lemma 5.8.5 and (s, Vn,y0) be as in

(5.17). If (yj,7j,m;) satisfy (5.18), (5.19), and r; € Oy, 0y(yj), then the assigned triples

ax{nj,

()‘kazk)vk) - ()‘ayjarj)7 (gkaﬁkvék) <~ PREF(f)haijzk—l)rjaM))‘) (524)

satisfy (5.7) and (5.8).

Proof. The fact that (A, zk-1,2k,vr) satisfies (5.7) follows immediately from (5.19) and
(5.24). On the other hand, using Lemma 5.3.2 with (z,v,¢) = (y;,rj, max{n;,0}) and the
definition of (1s,1y,), we have that & < r;. Using the previous bound and (5.18) yields
(5.8). O

We now conclude by discussing alternative choices for the R.ACG input (Lest, Liin) in

(5.17). First, note that if Lesy = AaM + 1 for some « € (0,1) and Ly,iy = 1, then

Ly—Lmin  AM+1-1 1

Lest — Lypin - AaM+1-1 o
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Hence, in view of the above identity and the discussion following the R.ACGM in Algo-
rithm 2.2.2, choosing Les; = AaM +1 with o™ = O(1) in an R.ACG call yields an complexity

that is on the same order of magnitude as an R.ACG call with Legt = AM + 1.

5.3.3 Statement and Properties of the R.ATPPM

This subsection describes and gives the iteration complexity of the R.AIPPM.

We first state the R.ACG instance in Algorithm 5.3.2 that implements the approach
described in the preceding subsection. More specifically, this instance chooses Ly, = 1 and
Lest = AM /100 + 1, uses the termination conditions (5.18) and (5.19), and uses (5.20) and
(5.21) to check for failure of the method. The variable g is used to store the termination
status of the method where mg = true if the method outputs a solution satisfying (5.18)

and (5.19) and g = false otherwise.

{ 3

Algorithm 5.3.2: R.ACG Instance for the R.AIPPM

Require: 1, € Conv (Z), ¥, €C(Z), yoeZ, (0,7)€R%,, L1 >0, L€ (0,L);
Initialize: L1 < Loy, mg < true, ¥ < s+ ¢y,
1: procedure R.ACG1(¢s, ¥n, ®,Y0,0, T, Lmin, Lmax, Lest)
2 for k=1,... do
3 Generate (Ag, Yk, Tk, k) according to Algorithm 5.2.1.
4: My, < max{n,0}
e if (5.18) and (5.19) hold with j = k then
6: return (yx, 7, M5, TS)
7 if (5.20) or (5.21) do not hold with i = k then
8 mg < false
9

return (y, 00, 00, 7g)

Using the R.ACGM instance in Algorithm 5.3.2 and the refinement procedure in Algo-
rithm 5.1.1, we now state the R.AIPPM in Algorithm 5.3.3. Given A\ > 0 and zg € Z, its

main idea is to apply the R.ACGM to obtain the approximate update for the k'™ iteration
. 1 2
zi #min | A (f +h)(2) + 52 = 251
2eZ 2

for a suitable stepsize Ap, and implement one iteration of the GDF in Section 5.3.1. The
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iterate zj is then refined using the PRP in Algorithm 5.1.1 and termination of the method

occurs when a refined iterate solving Problem 5.3.1 is found.

Algorithm 5.3.3: R.AIPP Method
Require: p > 0, M > 0, h € Conv (Z), f € Cy(Z), Ao > 0, (0,7) € (2,00) x
R++7 20 € Za
Initialize: ¢ < f + h;
1. procedure R.AIPP(f,h,zo, Ao, 0,7, M, p)
2: for k=1,...do
3: Find the right A\; and attack the k't prox subproblem.
4 A< g1
1
5: Yr = A+ §|| c—zp-1|)?
6: repeat
7: (Lmins Lmax, Lest) < (L, AM + 1, A\[M/100] + 1)
8: (Zka Vk, €k chg) = RACG1(¢:I:> )‘hv ¢a Yo, 97 T, Lmina LmaXa Lest)
9: (ﬁk,’f)k,ék) <—PREF(f,h,Zk,Zk,l,Uk,M,)\)
10 if <(77®) or 2Lmaxék > Tl|vk + 21 — 2k |* then
11: A< A/2
12: until 7,°® and 2Lyaxék < T|vk + 25-1 — 2k &
13: AL < A
14: Check the termination condition.
il if ||0g| < p then
16: return (2, 0x)

Some comments about the R.AIPPM are in order. To ease the discussion, let us re-
fer to the ACG iterations performed in Line 8 of the method as inner iterations and the
iterations over the indices k as outer iterations. First, the failure checks in the R.ACG in-
stances and Line 10 of the method immediately imply that a single iteration of the R.ATPPM
implements a single iterations of the GDF. Second, the termination condition in Line 15 and
Proposition 5.1.1(b), with (X, 27, 2,v) = (Ak, 2k-1, 2k, Uk ), imply that the required solution,
i.e. a pair (2,0) that solves Problem 5.3.1, is obtained when the R.AIPPM terminates.
Third, since the R.AIPP iterates correspond to iterates of the GDF, and the sequence {\}
is bounded below (see Lemma 5.3.7(c) below), Proposition 5.3.1 implies that the sequence

{0x} generated by the R.ATPPM has a subsequence approaching zero, and thus the method

105



must terminate in Line 15. Fifth, although the R.ATPPM does not necessarily generate
proximal subproblems with convex objective functions, it is shown in Theorem 5.3.8 below
that it has an iteration complexity similar to that of the AIPPM of Section 3.3. Finally, in
contrast to the aforementioned ATPPM, the R.ATPPM neither requires an upper bound on
the quantity m in (5.5) as part of its input nor does it place any restriction on the initial
stepsize Ag.

Each iteration of the R.ATPPM may call the R.ACGM multiple times (possibly just one
time). Invocations of the R.ACGM algorithm that stop with 7}, = true are said to be
of type S while the other invocations are said to be of type F. Let kg (resp., kr) denote
the total number of R.ACG calls of type S (resp., type F'). The following technical result

provides some basic facts about kg, kp, and the sequence of stepsizes {Ag }r>1-
Lemma 5.3.7. The following statements hold for the R.AIPPM:

(a) if the stepsize A\, < 1/m for some k> 1, then every iteration k >k is of type S and, as

a consequence, A, = A for every k> k;
(b) kp can be bounded as 2FF < max{1,2\om};

(¢) {\k}k>1 s non-increasing and satisfies

£:= max{)\io,Qm}z%k Vk>1. (5.25)
Proof. (a) Since A < 1/m, the definition of m in (5.5) implies that Agf + | - —2x-1[?/2 is
convex. Hence, it follows from Lemma 5.3.5(b) that 7;“® = true, which is to say that this
iteration is of type S. Since {\x}x>1 is clearly nonincreasing, the same conclusion holds true
for every iteration k > k. Moreover, as X is not halved for subsequent iterations following
k, it follows that \j, = Ay, for every k > k.

(b) Using the fact that immediately before each iteration of type F, the stepsize A is
halved, we see that the condition A\; < 1/m in part (a) would eventually be satisfied for

some iteration k > 1, and hence kp is finite. Now, note that if kr = 0 then the inequality in
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part (b) follows immediately. Assume then that kr > 1. It now follows from part (a) and
the definition of kp that \g/2¥F~1 > 1/m, which clearly implies the inequality in part (b).
(c) The first statement follows trivially from the update rule of Ay in the R.AIPPM.
Now, note that the definition of kr together with the update rule for A, imply, for every
k> 1, that A\o/2¥F < Aj. The inequality in part (c) then follows from the inequality in part
(b). O

In view of Lemma 5.3.7(a), choosing an initial stepsize \g satisfying Ao < 1/(2m) results
in an R.AIPP variant with constant stepsize, which resembles the AIPPM described in
Section 3.3.

The following theorem presents a worst-case iteration complexity bound on the number
of inner iterations of the R.ATPPM with respect to the inputs M, Ao, zg, the quantity m in

(5.5), and the tolerance p.

Theorem 5.3.8. The R.AIPPM outputs a pair (2,0) that solves Problem 5.3.1 in

O (\/M +& ( VoL T]ﬁ[f(%) =01, \//\_0) log} [CQ,TAOM]) (5.26)

inner iterations, where Cg - and § are as (5.23) and (5.25), respectively.

Proof. The fact that its output solves Problem 5.3.1 follows from the termination condition
in Line 15, Line 9, and Proposition 5.1.1.

To show the desired complexity, we let TIg (resp. TIp) denote the total number of inner
iterations performed during all calls of type S (resp. type F') (see the paragraph preceding
Lemma 5.3.7). Clearly, the total number of inner iterations is TI := TIg + TIp. We now
bound each one of the quantities Tlg and TIg separately by using the fact that the inputs
given to every R.ACG call and Lemma 5.3.5(a) imply that the number of inner iterations

performed during each R.ACG call is
6] (\/)\M +1log} [Cor(AM + 1)]) ,

where X is the value of A just before the call and C' is as in (5.23) with Ly = AM + 1.
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We first consider TIp. Note that Lemma 5.3.7(b) implies that kp is finite. Since TIr =0
when kr = 0, we may assume without loss of generality that £z > 1. Note that the values of
X just before the kp calls of type F are exactly \g, Xo/2, ..., /2" L. Hence, we conclude

that

kr
TIF=(9(Z AO.M 1log;[09,r(;(j—_]\l4)])

_ ( \/AO(zj‘fff) log? (J@TAOM])

= 0V (M +€)logi [Cy-A0M]) (5.27)

where the second identity is due the fact that Lemma 5.3.7(b) implies 2071 < 2FF=1 < 2)o¢
for every i < kp.

We now bound Tlg. Suppose that kg > 1 and observe that the termination criterion
|0k || < p is not satisfied in the first kg — 1 iterations. Since the R.AIPPM is an instance of

the GDF, it follows from Proposition 5.3.1 that

p° < min ||@j||2g0(1+2ﬁ)2—[¢(z°) 9 ].

5.28
j<kg-1 Z";Sl 1 )\ ( )

Using the fact that Lemma 5.3.7(c) implies 1/A; <& and \j < A\g for every j > 1, we obtain
ks
TIg=O| > \/AM +1 log{ [CorA; M]
j=1
ks
=0 Z \ )\j(M + 45) logir [Cgﬂ-/\oM])
j=1
s
=0 VM +£&| Y /A |logl [CorAoM |
[ J=1

o

TN
=0|VM+£|Sy

VA

log} [CQ,TAOM]) : (5.29)

Now, using 5.28, the bound (a + b)? < 2a% + 2b? for every a,b € R, and the previous bound
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1/A; <& for every j > 1, it holds that

k

g—1 \j ks-1 o VEO (1+7) [¢(20) — ]
R S I

Hence, combining (5.29) and (5.30), we conclude that

TIg =0 (\/M y: (\/EG [1+ T]ﬁ[f(z(’) — 0], \//\_0) log? [CQ,TAOM]) . (5.31)

It can be easily seen that the bound in (5.31) trivially holds when kg < 1 in view of the
last term in it. Indeed, to prove this, just assume that fol_ ! Aj =0 in the above argument
bounding TIg. Now, since TI = TIr + TIg, the bound in (5.26) follows by adding (5.27) and

(5.31). O

The result below presents the iteration complexity of the R.ATPPM with inputs (6,7) =
(4,2) and A =1/m.

Corollary 5.3.9. The R.AIPPM with inputs (0,7) = (4,2) and X\ = 1/m oulputs a pair

(2,0) that solves in Problem 5.3.1 in

o ]

oracle calls, where £ is as in (5.25).

Proof. This follows immediately from Theorem 5.3.8 with (6,7) = (4,2) and A = 1/m to-
gether with the fact that the R.ACGM uses O(1) oracle calls at the end of every one of its

iterations. O]

We now briefly discuss alternative update rules for the stepsize Ar. To begin, one could
consider an update in which the intermediate variable A in Line 4 of the R.AIPPM is
initialized with A < BA;_1 for some 3 > 1. For larger values of 3, this might result in larger
number of inner iterations per outer iteration due to a (possibly) large number of R.ACG
calls that result in 7, = false. A modification of this approach is to fix this multiplier

B to be 1 for all iterations following one in which chg = false. This modification results

109



in a bitonic stepsize sequence (as opposed to a monotonic one) and is only slightly more
conservative than the first approach. The second approach will be used in our computational

experiments in Section 5.5.

5.4 Relaxed AIP.QP (R.AIP.QP) Method

This section establishes an iteration complexity bound for a relaxed AIP.QPM (R.AIP.QPM)
that is generally more efficient in practice than the AIP.QPM in Section 4.1.
Before proceeding, we first recall the main problem of the R.AIP.QPM and its key

assumptions. Consider the CNCO problem

s = min{¢(2) := f(2) + h(z) - Az € S} (CNCOlal])

where Z is a finite dimensional inner product space and it is assumed that ¢ = f + h satisfies

assumptions (D1)—(D3) and:

(E1) A:Z ~ R is a nonzero linear operator for some finite dimensional inner product space

R, the quantity S € R is a closed convex set, and F:={z€ Z: Az €S} + @;

(E2) Z is compact.

Moreover, like in Chapter 4, it is assumed that efficient oracles for evaluating the quantities

f(2), Vf(z), Az, and h(z) and for obtaining exact solutions of the subproblems
in {AR(2) + 2]z - 20| in |r—
min {Ab(2) + 512 =212}, min = rol

for any zp € Z, r e R, and A > 0, are available.
The R.AIP.QPM considers finding approximate stationary points of 5.4.1 as in Prob-

lem 4.1.1, i.e. given (p,7) e R2,, find ([2,5],[0,4]) € [Z x R] x [Z x R] satisfying

DevVf(2)+0h(Z)+ Ap 9] <p, (5.32)

Az+geS [q] <. (5.33)
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For the sake of future referencing, let us state the problem of finding (2,?) satisfying (5.32)

in Problem 5.3.1.

4 '

Problem 5.4.1: Find an approximate stationary point of CNCOJa]

Given (p,71) € R2,, find a pair ([2,5],[9,4]) € [Z x R] x [Z x R] satisfying conditions

(5.32) and (5.33).

5.4.1 Key Properties of the Quadratic Penalty Approach

This subsection presents some key properties of a quadratic penalty function that is used
in the R.AIP.QPM. Its properties mirror those in Section 4.1.2.

We first introduce some useful quantities. First, the diameter of Z is denoted by

D, := sup |ju-z|. (5.34)

w,z€Z

We define the following important quantity for future reference:
b= inf {ipe(2) = ful2) + h(=)) (5.35)
where f.(-) is a quadratic penalty function given by
Fol2) = f(2) + gdist2(Az, S) VzeZ (5.36)

Note that using Lemma 4.1.1(a) and the definition of ¢, is as in CN'CO[a], it is easily seen
that

Px2Pe2P. Ye>c20. (5.37)
The following result shows how a solution of Problem 5.3.1 with f = f. yields a solution
of Problem 5.4.1 when the penalty parameter c is sufficiently large.

Proposition 5.4.1. Given p >0 and ¢ > 0, let (2,0) be a solution of Problem 3.1.1 with

f=fc asin (5.36). Moreover, let m be as in (5.5) and define the quantities
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pi=c[A2-T5(A2)], §:=Tg(A2)- Az,
(5.38)

Ty = [2(¢s = Qo + pD.) +mD2] 72, M. := M +c|A|?

where ¢, Qo, and D, are as in CNCO[a], (5.35), and (5.34), respectively. Then the

following statements hold:
(a) it holds that f. € Cpm.(Z);

(b) the pair ([2,p],[0,4]) satisfies (4.7), the inclusion in (4.8), and

lal* <

ol

(2[¢« - @(2) + pD.] +mD?);

(c) if > Ty, then ] <.

Proof. (a) See Lemma 4.1.4.

(b) See Lemma 4.1.2(a) for the proof that the pair ([Z,p],[0,q]) satisfies (4.7), the
inclusion in (4.8). To show the desired inequality on ||§|, let pg(z) = (¢/2)dist®(Az,S)
for every z € Z. Using the inclusion in (4.8), the convexity of pg, the definition of p, and

Lemma E.2.1(b), it follows that 0 € Vf(2) + 0 [h + ps] (2), or equivalently,
h(u) +ps(u) >h(2) +ps(2) + (0 -Vf(2),u-2) VueZ. (5.39)

Considering (5.39) at any u € F and using the fact that pg(u) = 0 for any u € F, the

definition of m in (5.5), and the definitions of pg and §, we conclude that

Sl =S5 (A2) - A2]? = ps(A2)
< () = h(2) + (VF(2),u=2) = (0,0~ 2)
<)) = (F + D)2 + [llu— 2]+ L (mbu— 2[)

R 1
<p(u)-p(2) +pDy + 3 (mD%) :
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Taking the infimum over u € F immediately yields the desired bound.
(c) Suppose ¢ > Tj. Using the previous bound on ¢, the fact that ¢(2) > ¢o , and the

definition of T}, it follows from part (b) that

1

Al12
lal” < -
c

Q-

(2[$+ - o+ pDp] +mD}) =

O]

In view of the above proposition, we now outline a static penalty method for solving
Problem 5.4.1. First, let 29 € Z be given and select a penalty parameter ¢ = O(7~2) satisfying
¢ > Ty. Second, obtain a point (£,0) solving Problem 5.3.1 with f = f. (see (5.36)) using
the R.ATPPM of Section 5.3 with zg, (m, M) = (m, M.), (6,7) = (4,2), and X = 1/m, where
M, is as in Proposition 5.4.1(b). Finally, compute the pair (p,§) according to (5.38) and
output the pair ([2,p],[9,q]), which solves Problem 5.4.1 in view of Proposition 5.4.1(a)
and (d). Using the fact that ¢ = O(772), and Corollary 5.3.9 with (f, M) = (f., M,), it is

easy to see that the inner iteration complexity of the outlined method is

Mc c - Ac Mc A—D A— A—
(9( _+1[m[§0 (fg) 23 +1]logir [—]):O(p i logi 771), (5.40)
m p m

where the last quantity ignores any constants aside from the tolerances. A drawback of this
static penalty method is that it requires in its first step the selection of a single parameter
¢, which is generally difficult to obtain. This issue can be circumvented by considering a
dynamic cold-started penalty method in which the static penalty method is repeated for a
sequence of increasing values of ¢ and common starting point zg. It can be shown that the
resulting cold-started dynamic penalty method has an ACG iteration complexity that is
still on the same order as (5.40). Note that the bound (5.40) is actually O(p~27~log} /1)
when zg € F, but our interest lies in the case where 2y ¢ F since an initial point zg € F is
generally not known.

The AIP.QPM of Section 4.1 is a modified cold-started dynamic penalty method like

the one just outlined, but which replaces each R.AIPP call of the static penalty method
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with the AIPPM of Section 5.3. It has been shown in Theorem 4.1.6 that its inner iteration
complexity bound for solving is O(p~2/~!). This bound is established without assuming
that Z is bounded and is clearly better than the one in (5.40).

The next subsection considers a warm-started dynamic penalty method, similar to the
one described immediately after Proposition 5.4.1, in which the input zy to the R.AIPP call
for solving the next penalty subproblem is chosen to be the output Z from the R.AIPP call
for solving the current one. It is shown in Theorem 5.4.3 that its inner iteration complexity
is O(p~27~tlog} /71), which is the same as the one for the AIP.QPM up to a logarithmic
factor. As a side remark, we note that although a warm-started version of the AIP.QPM in
Section 4.1 can be also considered, the aforementioned O(5~247!) inner iteration complexity

bound was derived for its cold-started version.

5.4.2 Statement and Properties of the R.ATP.QPM

This subsection describes and establishes the iteration complexity of the R.ATP.QPM.
We first state the R.AIP.QPM in Algorithm 5.4.1. Given (0,7) € (2,00) xR, and zg € Z,
its main idea is to call the R.AIPPM of Section 5.3 to obtain approximate stationary points

for a sequence of penalty subproblems of the form

min {f.,(2) + h(2)}

where {cg}gs1 is a strictly increasing sequence that tends to infinity. At the end of each
R.ATIPPM call, a pair ([2,p],[0,q]) is generated that satisfies (5.32) and the inclusion in

(5.33), and the method terminates when the inequality in (5.33) holds.

{ 3

Algorithm 5.4.1: R.AIP.QP Method

Require: (p,7) e R2,, M >0, heConv (Z), feCu(Z), \>0, (6,7) € (2,00) x
Ry, 20€¢Z, A0, SCR;
Initialize: C; « M/|.A|?, 20 < zo;

1. procedure R.ATP.QP(f,h, A, S, zp,c1,A\,m, M,0,7,p,7)
2: for /=1,... do




3 Attack the ¢ prox penalty subproblem.
for = £+ 5 -dist?(A(), 5)

5: Me, < M + ¢ AJ?

6: (2¢,00) < R.AIPP(fe,, h, 20-1, A, 0,7, M., p)

T Pe < ¢y [Afg = Hs(.Aig)]

8: Ge < s (AZ) - A%

9: Either stop with a nearly feasible point or increase c.
10: if |Ge| <7 then

11: return ([Z,pe], [0r, Ge])

12: Cpe1 < 2¢yp

We now make three comments about the R.AIP.QPM. To ease the discussion, let us refer
to the R.AIPP iterations in each R.AIPP call as outer iterations, the R.ACG iterations
performed inside each R.AIPP call as inner iterations, and the iterations over the indices
¢ as cycles. First, it follows from Proposition 5.4.1(b) that, for every ¢ > 1, the pair
([2,p],[9,4]) = ([Z¢,Pe], [0e,Ge]) satisfies (5.32) and the first inclusion of (5.33). Second,
since every cycle of the R.AIP.QPM doubles ¢, the condition on ¢ in Proposition 5.4.1(c)
will be eventually satisfied. Hence, the residual § corresponding to this ¢ will satisfy the
condition |§| <7 and the R.AIP.QPM will stop in view of its stopping criterion in Line 10.
Finally, in view of the first and second comments, we conclude that the R.AIP.QPM always
outputs a pair ([2,p],[9,4]) that solves Problem 5.4.1.

Before deriving the inner iteration complexity of the R.AIP.QPM, we note that the
number of inner iterations needed in the (¢ + 1) execution of the R.ATPPM depends on
the quantity ¢, (%) — @¢, (see the left-hand-side of (5.40) with (c,20) = (ce,2¢)). The
result below shows that the warm-start strategy in Line 6 of the method together with
the boundedness of Z imply that the aforementioned quantity has an upper bound that is

independent of the size of the parameter cy.

Lemma 5.4.2. Let ¢; be as in the initialization of the R.AIP.QPM and define

S(ZO) = (pcl(zo) - (/3817

. (5.41)
Q(z0) = S(20) +2[ ¢ - @0 + pD + JmD?].
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where ¢. and @oare as in CNCO[a] and (5.35),, respectively. Then, for every £ > 1, we

have

5002(26) - 9502 < Q(QO) (5.42)

Proof. All line numbers referenced in this proof are with respect to Algorithm 5.4.1. The
case in which ¢ = 1 follows trivially from the definition of S(zp). Consider now the case in
which ¢ > 2. Remark that Line 12 and Proposition 5.4.1 respectively imply that ¢, = 2¢_1
and (2, 0¢) solves Problem 5.3.1 with f = f, ,. It now follows from the aforementioned
remarks, the last inequality in (5.37) with ¢ = ¢y, the definition of §;, and Proposition 5.4.1(b)

with (2,¢) = (24, ¢¢), that

5 A 2 A N Ce-1 4 A
Per(20) = Pur < e Go) - b0 = p(20) + 2 L2 acl?] - b0

. . . . 1 .
<p(Z) +2 [90* —0(2¢) + pD. + §mD§] - o

o . 1
20, —(20) = Po +2 [pDz + 5mD§]

IA

D
N 1,
2| s = o+ pD: + omDz | < Q(20). (5.43)

O

We now establish the iteration complexity of the R.AIP.QPM in the following result.

Theorem 5.4.3. Let T} be as in (5.38) and define

:ﬁ2=M+Tﬁ

Al va>o. (5.44)

Then, the R.AIP.QPM outputs a pair ([2,p],[0,q]) that solves Problem 5.4.1 in

o (\/E,7 T g(ﬁe ! ;27] QGo) , \/)\—0) log? (CQ,TAOE,?)), (5.45)

inner iterations, where Cy ;, &, and Q(zy) are as in (5.23), (5.25), and (5.41), respectively.
Proof. The fact that the output of the R.AIP.QPM solves Problem 5.4.1 is an immediate
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consequence of Proposition 5.4.1 and the termination condition in Line 10 of the method.

Let us now prove the desired complexity bound. Let ¢ > 1 be the smallest index such
that ¢; > Tj;. Since the R.AIP.QPM calls the R.AIPPM with (M, f) = (M., f.,) at every
cycle, it follows from Lemma 5.4.2 and Theorem 5.3.8, with M = M,,, that the total number

of inner iterations at the ¢'" cycle of the R.AIP.QPM is on the order of

O( [“M] [\/_0[1+T Q(z0) +\/_]log1 [CQTAOMCL,]) (5.46)

p?

Hence, the R.AIP.QPM method stops in a total number of inner iterations bounded above
by the sum of the quantity in (5.46) over £=1,...,7.
We now focus on simplifying some quantities in the aforementioned sum. Using the fact

that M = c1|.A|?, we obtain the bound

M, = M + g AJ? = M + 2 e | AJ?

<2 (M + 1] A?) = 21 | A% (5.47)

Now, if £ = 1, then the above inequality implies that M, <2¢; |A|? =2M = O(Z;). Assume
then that £ > 2. Observe that the definition of £ implies that 2‘7_161 = c¢; < T} or, equivalently,

NG \/§l <+/2T}. Combining the previous inequality with (5.47), we conclude that

l 7 _
Z\/ ot SZ\/ A+ E< VT (14V2)\2e AR + €

\/ !!A\P+—) \/”A\\2Tﬁ(1+%)
_ ( ) (5.49)

and also that

log] (M,,) < logy (QZCO ”AH2) < log7 (Tﬁ A||2) =0 (log{ Eﬁ) ) (5.49)

It now follows from (5.46), (5.48), and (5.49) that the R.AIP.QPM stops in a total number
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of inner bounded by the quantity in (5.45). O

The result below presents the iteration complexity of the R.AIP.QPM with inputs
(0,7)=(4,2) and A = 1/m.

Corollary 5.4.4. The R.AIP.QPM with inputs (6,7) = (4,2) and \ = 1/m outputs a pair

([2,P],[0,4]) that solves in Problem 5.4.1 in

(9( [1 ; %] =5 [@222(20) N jﬁ] log? [%D (5.50)

inner iterations, where Z; and Q(z9) are as in (5.44) and (5.41), respectively.

A—

Note that in terms of the tolerance pair (p,7), it is O(p~27~ logi #71), which improves
upon the complexity in (5.40) by a ©(/~2) multiplicative factor.

We now end this section by discussing how the above R.AIP.QP instance in Corol-
lary 5.4.4 compares to the AIP.QP instance in Corollary 4.1.7. First, recall that the
ATP.QPM requires the knowledge of an upper bound m on m. Under the same assumptions
of this section, it can be shown, using the bound m < M and Theorem 4.1.6 with ¢ = 0, that

ATIP.QPM instance iteration complexity is

:O(\/mEﬁQ(ZO) + %logi’ I:%:I) (5‘51)
m m

On the other hand, using the bound m < M it can be shown that (5.50) reduces to

Ve[ i 3]

=O(—'mEZQ(ZO)log1’|:%]+ %log{[ ]) (5.52)
p m| Vm

Note that (5.52) is as good as (5.51) when Z;/m = O(1) and is only worse by a factor of

EREY

log#/~! when m = m.
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5.5  Numerical Experiments

This section presents several numerical experiments that use the various algorithms devel-
oped in this chapter. All experiments are run on Linux 64-bit machines each containing
Xeon E5520 processors and at least 8 GB of memory using MATLAB 2020a. Supporting
code for some of the benchmarked solvers was generously denoted by the original authors
Jiaming Liang, Saeed Ghadimi, and Guanghui “George” Lan. It is worth mentioning that

the complete code for reproducing the experiments is freely available online!.

5.5.1 Unconstrained Optimization Problems

This subsection examines the performance of several solvers for finding approximate sta-
tionary points of NCO where (f, h) satisfy assumptions (A1)-(A3) of Chapter 3.

The algorithms benchmarked in this section are as follows.

o AIPP: a variant of Algorithm 5.3.3 with starting inputs Ao = 1/m, 0 = 2, and 7 =
10(AoM +1). More specifically, this variant adaptively changes the value of T based
on the update rule in [49], uses the bitonic stepsize update rule described at the end
of Section 5.3.3, and initializes Lo for each R.ACGM call as follows: at the k™ outer
iteration, if L_; denotes either \gM + 1 for k = 1 or the last obtained estimate of Ly
from a previous R.ACG call for k > 1, then L of the current R.ACG call is set to
Lo = M (L1 = 1)/[100Aax(k-1,11] + 1. Moreover, at the k™ iterate, it uses the z,_; as

the initial starting point for its &** R.ACG call.

o AG: an instance of [30, Algorithm 2] in which Ly = max{m, M} and the sequences

{ar}ks1, {Br}rs1, and {Ag}rs1 are as in [30, Corollary 1].

o NC-FISTA: an instance of the algorithm in [61, Section] in which, defining £ = 1.05m,
we have Ay = 2£(€+m)/(€ -m)2

o« UPFAG: an instance of [31, Algorithm 1] in which H = max{m,M}, v = 1,

(v1,72,73) = (0.4,0.4,1), § = 1073, No=H, fBy= 1/H, and the line search method the

!See the code in ./tests/thesis/ from the GitHub repository https://github.com/wwkong/nc_opt/
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Barzilai-Borwein method given in [31, Equation 2.12] with o = 10719,

Given a tolerance p > 0 and an initial point zg € Z, each algorithm above seeks a pair

(2,0) € Z x Z satisfying

1]

v eVg(2)+0h(2), —HVQ(ZO)H 1

<p. (5.53)

Moreover, each algorithm is given a time limit of 4000 seconds. Iteration counts are not
reported for instances which were unable to obtain (2,9) as above. The bold numbers in
each of the tables in this section highlight the algorithm that performed the most efficiently

in terms of iteration count or total runtime.

5.5.1.1 Quadratic Matrix Problem

This sub-subsection presents computational results for the unconstrained quadratic matrix
(QM) problem considered in [46]. More specifically, given a pair of dimensions (I,n) € N?,

scalar pair (g, az) € R2,, linear operators B:S? + R™ and C: S — R defined by

[B(z)]j = <Bj7Z>F7 [C(Z)]z = <Ci7Z)F7

for matrices {B;}"_;, {C}_, cR™™ | positive diagonal matrix D € R™", and vector d € R!,

we consider the QM problem

min 2Lz -d|? - 22| DBZ|?
ZeRnxn 2 2

subject to Z € P,

where P, ={Z €S} :trz = 1} denotes the n-dimensional spectraplex.

We now describe the experiment parameters for the instances considered. First, the
dimensions were set to be (I,n) = (50,200) and only 2.5% of the entries of the submatrices
B; and C; being nonzero. Second, the entries of Bj,C;, and d (resp., D) are generated

by sampling from the uniform distribution ¢[0, 1] (resp., {1, ...,1000}). Third, the initial
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starting point is zg = I5,/n. Fourth, with respect to the termination criterion (5.53), the key

problem parameters, for every Z € S}, are
! 2 Q2 2 A -7
7(2) = SHiez - | - 2IDBZIP, h(z) = bp, (), =107,

Finally, each problem instance considered is based on a specific curvature pair (m, M) € R2,
for which the scalar pair (aq,a9) € R2, is selected so that M = Apax(V2g) and —-m =
Amin(V29). In Appendix H, we describe how to generate the pair (a1, asz) € R2, under the
reasonable assumption that B, C, and D are nonzero.

The table of iteration counts and total runtimes are given in Table 5.1 and Table 5.2,

respectively.

Table 5.1: Iteration counts for QM problems.

(m, M) Iteration Count
m M UPFAG NC-FISTA AG AIPP
10" 10° 4766 1463 4139 2420
10" 10* 7768 1820 3439 1851
10* 10° 10452 3873 3326 898
10" 10° 11422 4432 3316 801

Table 5.2: Runtimes for QM problems.

(m, M) Runtime
m M UPFAG NC-FISTA AG AIPP
10! 103 242.67 32.83 123.54 71.42
10* 10* 377.05 40.57 102.11 54.86
10" 10° 485.79 89.18 102.01 26.24
10" 10° 499.48 107.1 106.56 26.37

5.5.1.2 Support Vector Machine Problem

This sub-subsection presents computational results for the support vector machine (SVM)

considered in [31]. More specifically, given a pair of dimensions (n, k) € N2, matrix U € R™*,
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and vector v € {-1,+1}", this subsection considers the (sigmoidal) SVM problem

1 1
min — > [1 - tanh (v; (u;, 2))] + ﬁHzHQ,

zeR™ -1

where u; denotes the i*" column of U.

We now describe the experiment parameters for the instances considered. First, the
entries of U are generated by sampling from the uniform distribution [0, 1], with only 5%
of the entries being nonzero, and v = sgn(U” x) where the entries of = are sampled from the
uniform distribution over the k—dimensional ball centered at 0 with radius 50. Second, the
initial starting point is zg = 0. Third, the curvature parameters for each problem instance
are m = M = (4/3||U|%)/(9k) + 1/k. Fourth, with respect to the termination criterion

(5.53), the key problem parameters, for every z € R", are

k
/(2) = E[I-tanhwmui,z»hizn?, W(z)=0, p=10",

2k

| =

Finally, each problem instance considered is based on a specific dimension pair (n,k) € N2,

The table of iteration counts and total runtimes are given in Table 5.1 and Table 5.2,

respectively.
Table 5.3: Iteration counts for SVM problems.
(n, k) Iteration Count
n k UPFAG NC-FISTA AG AIPP
1000 500 80 3024 782 145
2000 1000 194 8360 1191 234
4000 2000 1112 22485 1346 392
8000 4000 327 - 1646 782
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Table 5.4: Runtimes for SVM problems.

(n, k) Iteration Count
n k UPFAG NC-FISTA AG AIPP
1000 500 5.46 71.64 19.11 5.03
2000 1000 35.88 570.19 84.85 21.14
4000 2000 775.77 3447.60 179.31 66.26
8000 4000 659.85 4000.00 1286.05 780.07

5.5.2

This section examines the performance of several solvers for finding approximate stationary

points of CNCO where (f,h,g,S) satisfy (A1)—(A2) and either (B1)-(B2) or (C1)—(C3) of

Chapter 4.

Function Constrained Optimization Problems

The algorithms benchmarked in this section are as follows.

e« AIP.QP: a variant of Algorithm 5.4.1 in which the R.AIPPM is replaced with the

R.AIPP variant described in Section 5.5.1 and ¢y = max {1, ¢+ Lf/[Bél)]Q}.

e AIP.AL: an variant of Algorithm 4.2.2 in which the parameter inputs for the S.ACGM

and the variant are given by

f 1 . 1%
€1 = max LW , =—2, 0 = min - 00,
|B4"] L,
1
v=+60(AM +1), )\:2—, po =0,
m

and the condition on Ay, in Line 16 of Algorithm 4.2.2 is replaced by

M1 -6%)p?

Ap < .
P41+ 2v)?

o AG.QP: a variant of Algorithm 5.4.1 in which the R.AIPPM is replaced with the AG

method described in Section 5.5.1 and ¢y = max {1, ¢+ Lf/[Bél)]2}.
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e iALM: an instance of [58, Algorithm 3| in which

L loo 2 1
0=5, fo=max 1,—f , wo=1, y°=0, = (log2) [e(z7)] .
(k+1)[log(k+2)]

T

for every k > 1, and the starting point given to the k" APG call is set to be x*1,

which is the prox center for the k™ prox subproblem.

Given a tolerance pair (p,7) € R2, and an initial point z € Z, each algorithm in this section

seeks a pair ([2,9],[D,q]) € [Z x R] x [£ x R] satisfying

0eVf(2)+0h(2)+Vg(2)p, g(2)+GeS
(5.54)

ol <p, lal <.
For cone-constrained problems, i.e. where S is a closed convex cone —/C, the following

additional conditions are also required:

where K* denotes the dual cone of K. Moreover, each algorithm is given a time limit of
4000 seconds. Iteration counts are not reported for instances which were unable to obtain
([2,P],[p,d]) as above. The bold numbers in each of the tables in this section highlight the
algorithm that performed the most efficiently in terms of iteration count or total runtime.

It is worth mentioning that for problems where S is a pointed convex cone —KC, the
iALM method attempts to solve the equivalent problem with equality constraints under an
additional slack variable. More specifically, it introduces an additional slack variable s, and
considers the equivalent problem

(z,gleing{f(z) +h(z):c(z)+s=0,s > 0}.
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5.5.2.1 Linearly-Constrained Quadratic Matrix Problem

This sub-subsection presents computational results for the linearly-constrained quadratic
matrix (LC-QM) problem considered in [46]. More specifically, given a pair of dimensions
(I,n) € N2, scalar pair (o, 09) € sz linear operators A : ST ~ R! |, B : St ~ R" and

C:S" > R! defined by
[AZ]i:<AiaZ>F? [BZ]j:<Bj’Z>F7 [CZ]z‘:<Civz>F7

for matrices {A;}._, {B; et {C;}L., € R™™ positive diagonal matrix D € R™" and vector
pair (b,d) e R' xR!, we consider the LC-QM problem

min 2|z -d|? - 22| DBZ|?
ZeRmxm ) 2

subject to AZ € {b},

Z e Py,

where P, ={Z €S" :tr Z = 1} denotes the n-dimensional spectraplex.

We now describe the experiment parameters for the instances considered. First, the
dimensions were set to be (¢,n) = (10,50) and only 1.0% of the entries of the submatrices
A;, Bj, and C; being nonzero. Second, the entries of A;, Bj,C;,b, and d (resp., D) were
generated by sampling from the uniform distribution ¢[0, 1] (resp., U{1,...,1000}). Third,
the initial starting point zg was chosen to be a random point in ST. More specifically, three
unit vectors vy, 9,3 € R™ and three scalars eq, es,e9 € R, are first generated by sampling
vectors 7; ~ U"[0,1] and scalars d; ~U[0,1] and setting v; = 7;/|| 7| and e; = ’evi/(zg’:l ¢;) for
i =1,2,3. The initial iterate for the first subproblem is then set to zg = z;?;l CiVil/iT . Fourth,

key problem parameters, for every z € ST, are

(67 (07
1(2) =52~ d|* - F|DBZI?,  h(Z) = bp,(2),

9(Z2) = A(z), S={b}, p=10"% #H=10"

125



Sixth, using the fact that |Z||p < 1 for every Z € P,, the constant hyperparameters for the

AIP.ALM and iALM are
Ly =0, Bél) = [ Al Lj=0, p;j=0, Bj= ”AJ |-

Finally, each problem instance considered is based on a specific curvature pair (m, M) € R2,
for which the scalar pair (a1,a2) € R2, is selected so that M = A\pax(V2f) and —-m =
Amin(V2f). More specifically, the pair (a1,a2) € R2?, is generated using the approach in
Section 5.5.1.1.

The table of iteration counts and total runtimes are given in Table 5.5 and Table 5.6,

respectively.

Table 5.5: Iteration Counts for LC-QM problems.

(m, M) Iteration Count
m M iALM AIP.QP AG.QP AIP.AL
10* 102 65780 2211 6891 366
10* 10° 34629 1839 6672 217
10* 10* 54469 1906 6667 644
10* 10° 136349 1966 6667 2175
10! 10° 371276 2222 6666 13831

Table 5.6: Runtimes for LC-QM problems.

(m, M) Runtime
m M iALM AIP.QP AG.QP AIP.AL
10! 102 407.46 23.71 76.17 5.02
10! 10® 214.04 19.81 73.39 2.88
10* 10* 337.36 20.58 72.81 7.59
10* 10° 971.32 21.35 73.82 25.00
10* 108 2493.30 25.35 77.11 162.56
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5.5.2.2 Sparse Principal Component Analysis

This subsection presents computational results for the sparse principal component analysis
(SPCA) problem considered in [34]. More specifically, given an integer k, positive scalar
pair (v,b) € R, and matrix ¥ € S7, we consider the SPCA problem

n n
min <E,H>F + Z QV((I)ij) + v Z |(I>ZJ|

ILe ij=1 ij=1

subject to II - ® =0,

(I, ®) € F* x R™™,

where F¥ = {z € S": 0 < 2 < I,tr M = k} denotes the k-Fantope and ¢, is the min-max

concave penalty function given by

—t2/(20),  if [t| < by,
QV(t) = Vi e R.

b2 2 - vlt|, if |t > by,

We now describe the experiment parameters for the instances considered. First, the
scalar parameters are chosen to be (v,n,k,b) = (100,100,1,0.1). Second, the matrix ¥ is
generated according to an eigenvalue decomposition ¥ = PAPT | based on a parameter pair
(s,k), where k is as in the problem description and s is a positive integer. In particular, we
choose A = (100,1,...,1), the first column of P to be a sparse vector whose first s entries
are 1/\/s, and the other entries of P to be sampled randomly from the standard Gaussian
distribution. Third, the initial starting point is (Ilp, ®¢) = (Dk,0) where Dy is a diagonal
matrix whose first k entries are 1 and whose remaining entries are 0. Fourth, the curvature
parameters for each problem instance are m = M = 1/b. Fifth, the key problem parameters,

the inputs, for every (II, ®) € ST x R™™ are

FAL®) = (S p+ 3 (@), A(IL®) =5, (ID) + v 3 [y,

i,j=1 i,j=1

g(I,®) :=TI-®, S={0}, A=10" p=107".
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Finally, each problem instance considered is based on a specific choice of s (see the descrip-

tion above).

The table of iteration counts and total runtimes are given in Table 5.7 and Table 5.8,

respectively.

Table 5.7: Iteration counts for SPCA problems.

Iteration Count
s AIP.QP AG.QP
5254 25871
10 5328 27074
15 5492 26664

Table 5.8: Runtimes for SPCA problems.

Runtime
s AIP.QP AG.QP
76.81 295.78
10 72.88 310.87
15 86.89 361.03

5.5.2.3 Box-Constrained Matrix Completion

This subsection presents computational results for the box-constrained matrix completion
(BC-MC) problem considered in [112]. More specifically, given a dimension pair (p,q) € N2,
positive scalar triple (3, i, 0) € R3,, scalar pair (u,l) € R?, matrix A € RP*?, and indices €,

we consider the BC-MC problem:

1 min{p,q}
min §HPQ(X —AP+p Y [K(0i(X)) = koo (X)] + o] X
=1

st 1< X5 <u V(i,5) e{l,...,p} x{1,....q},
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where ||« denotes the nuclear norm, the function Py, is the linear operator that zeros out

any entry not in €, the function o;(X) denotes the i'" largest singular value of X, and

. k(1) ::Blog(l + %) vVt e R.

R =

™

We now describe the experiment parameters for the instances considered. First, the
matrix A is the user-movie ratings data matrix of the Jester dataset?, the index set € is
the set of nonzero entries in A, the dimension pair is set to be (p,q) = (24938,100), and the
fixed scalar parameters are (u,0) = (2,4/2). Second, the initial starting point was chosen
to be Xg = 0. Third, the curvature parameters for each problem instance are m = 283/6>
and M = max{1,m} and the bounds are set to (I,u) = (0,5). Fourth, the key problem

parameters, for every X € R™", are

min{p,q}
f(X) = %IIPQ(X—A)IIZW ; [£(0i(X)) = kooi(X)],  h(X) = pro| X|x,
9(X)=X, S={ZeRP":1<Zj<u, (i,j)e{l,....p} x{1,...,q}},

n=10"2, p=10"2

Finally, each problem instance considered is based on a specific scalar parameter 5 > 0.
The table of iteration counts and total runtimes are given in Table 5.9 and Table 5.10,
respectively.

Table 5.9: Iteration counts for BC-MC problems.

Iteration Count

I3 AIP.QP AG.QP
1/2 470 100
447 100
2 420 100

2The ratings in the file “jester_dataset_1_1.zip” from http://eigentaste.berkeley.edu/dataset/..
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Table 5.10: Iteration counts for BC-MC problems.

Runtime
I3 AIP.QP AG.QP
1/2 509.79 98.563
466.05 124.45
2 486.5 117.26

5.5.2.4 Quadratically-Constrained Quadratic Matrix Problem

This subsection presents computational results for the nonconvex quadratically constrained
quadratic matrix (QC-QM) problem considered in [48]. More specifically, given a dimension
pair (¢,n) € N2, matrices P,Q, R € R™", and the quantities (a, 3), B, C, {Bj}?:p {Ci}le,

D, d as in Section 5.5.2.1, we consider the QC-QM problem

Lo 2, B 2
min 2\\DB(Z)\\ +2HC(Z) d||
1 * 1 * 1 * *
s.t. 5(PZ) PZ+§Q QZ+§ZQ Q< R*R,

1
03)\1(2)3%, ie{l,...,n},

Z eSt,

where \;(Z) denotes the i" largest eigenvalue of Z and the constraint M < 0 is equivalent
to —M e S7.

We now describe the experiment parameters for the instances considered. First, the
dimensions are set to (¢,n) = (10,50). Second, the quantities B, C, D, and d were generated
in the same way as Section 5.5.2.1. On the other hand, the matrix R is set to I/n and the
entries of matrices P and ) are sampled from the uniform distributions ¢[0,1/\/n] and
U[0,1/n], respectively. Third, the initial starting point zj is set to the zero matrix. Fourth,

the key problem parameters, for every Z € R™"™ are

1(2) = =FIDBZ) + 21e(Z) ~dI*,  h(Z) = s(2),

1 1 1
9(2) = 5(PZ)'PZ+ ;Q"QZ+ JZQ"Q<R'R,

/C=Sf, ﬁ=10—2’ ﬁ=10—27
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where S ={Z eS?:0< \(Z) <1/\/n,i=1,...,n}. Fifth, using the fact that |Z|r < 1 for

every Z € S, the constant hyperparameters for the iALM and AIP.AL are

1
Ly=|P|}, B = SIPIE+1QIE,

* 1 * *
Lij:|[P P]z’j|v p’ij:Oa Bj:§‘[P P]ij‘+‘[Q Q]ij|7

for 1 <4, < n. Finally, each problem instance considered was based on a specific curvature
pair (m, M) for which the scalar pair (a1,as) is selected so that M = Apa(V2f) and
—m = Amin(V2f). More specifically, the pair (a1, as) € R2, is generated using the approach
in Section 5.5.1.1.

The table of iteration counts and total runtimes are given in Table 5.11 and Table 5.12,

respectively.

Table 5.11: Iteration counts for QC-QM problems.

(m, M) Iteration Count
m M iALM AIP.ALM
10 10? 2127 2373
10" 10° 4196 283
10 10* 10075 1130
10* 10° 21428 5657

Table 5.12: Runtimes for QC-QM problems.

(m, M) Runtime
m M iALM AIP.ALM
10 102 21.46 42.24
10" 10° 41.60 4.53
10 10* 97.28 18.61
10" 10° 216.33 88.40
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5.5.3 Discussion of the Results

We see that the methods in this chapter are competitive against other modern solvers and
that they especially perform well when the curvature ratio M /m is large. Additionally, we
see that each method scales well across problem dimensions and parameters. Comparing
the AIP.QPM with the AIP.ALM, in particular, we see that the former is scales better
across different curvature ratios whereas the latter performs substantially better on some
problem instances than others.

We conjecture that the efficiency of these efficient methods is attributed to three facts:
(i) the use of efficient ACGM subroutines which adaptively choose the sequence of stepsizes;
(ii) the implementation of several termination criteria that allow certain methods to stop
early; and (iii) the relaxation of certain convex proximal subproblems to nonconvex ones

(which is generally known to improve convergence).

5.6 Conclusion and Additional Comments

In this chapter, we presented several implementation strategies of the methods in previous
chapters. More specifically, we presented practical variants of the CRP in Algorithm 3.2.2,
the ACGM in Algorithm 2.2.2, the AIPPM in Algorithm 3.3.2, and the AIP.QPM in Al-
gorithm 4.1.1. For the iterative methods in particular, we devised new schemes in which
the “stepsize” parameter is chosen in a relaxed and adaptive manner. Additionally, for
the AIP.QPM variant, we showed how using a warm-start strategy between penalty prox
subproblems made substantial improvements to the derived complexity (compared to using
a simple cold-start strategy). Finally, numerical experiments were given to validate the

efficacy of our implementation strategies

Additional Comments

We now make several comments about the results in this chapter.
Similar to how the R.AIPPM (resp. R.AIP.QPM) of Section 5.3 (resp. Section 5.4)

is a relaxation of the AIPPM of Section 3.3 (resp. AIP.QPM of Section 4.1) that uses an
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efficient R.ACGM (resp. R.AIPPM) to solve its key subproblems, one could also consider
similarly relaxed versions of methods in prior chapters. We briefly describe some of these
relaxations. First, recall that the AIPP.SM in Section 6.3 uses a single AIPP call to obtain
an approximate stationary point as in Problem 5.3.1. Hence, one could consider a relaxation
of the ATPP.SM in which the single AIPP call is replaced by an R.AIPP call. Second, recall
that the AIP.QP.SM in Section 6.4 uses a single AIP.QP call to obtain an approximate
stationary point as in (5.4.1). Hence, similar to the first relaxation, on could consider a
relaxation of the AIPP.QPM in which the single AIP.QP call is replaced by an R.AIP.QP
call.

Observing the arguments used in the proofs of Proposition 5.4.1, Lemma 5.4.2, and
Theorem 5.4.3, it is straightforward to see that the assumption of Z being bounded can
be relaxed to assuming that the iterates {Zs}s>1 generated by R.AIP.QPM be bounded.
Explicitly assuming that the iterates satisfy ||Z¢|| < B, for every £ > 1 and some B > 0, the
resulting oracle complexity of R.AIP.QPM method is (5.45) with Q(zy) replaced by the
quantity

‘PC1(Z0)_¢C1 +¢*—¢0+ﬁ[d0+B]+m[d3+B2],

where dg = inf{|u — 29| : z € F} and the quantity m is as in (5.5).

Note that the description of the R.AIPPM (resp. R.AIP.QPM) does not actually require
knowledge of an upper bound m on the parameter m in (5.5). This is in contrast to the
AIPPM (resp. AIP.QPM) method of Chapter 3 (resp. Chapter 4), which requires m in
order to establish its validity and iteration complexity. In addition, one could consider
an R.ATPPM and AIP.QPM variant in which the quantity M is adaptively inferred from
its iterates rather than requiring knowledge of its value beforehand. While for the sake
of brevity we omit the formal description and analysis of such a variant in this thesis, we
conjecture that the iteration complexity of the R.AIPPM (resp. R.AIP.QPM) variant is
as in (5.26) (resp. (5.45)) with M replaced with a quantity that lower bounds it, e.g. the

maximum of the lower estimates of M which are inferred by the generated iterates.
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Future Work

A future avenue of research is to investigate whether the iteration complexity of R.AIP.QPM

can still be established when Z is unbounded.
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CHAPTER 6
NONCONVEX-CONCAVE MIN-MAX COMPOSITE OPTIMIZATION

Smoothing methods are a broad class of optimization algorithms that consider applying
an smooth optimization method to a smooth approximation of a nonsmooth optimization
problem. An important class of optimization problems that have particularly benefited from
the use of smoothing methods is the class of convex-concave min-max problems of the form
mingegr maxyegm ®(,y). In particular, several works [85, 107, 113] consider smoothing the
nonsmooth primal function p(x) = maxyerm ®(x,y) and applying an efficient solver to the
resulting smooth problem under a careful choice of the smoothing parameter.

Our main goal in this chapter is to describe and establish the iteration complexity of
an accelerated inexact proximal point smoothing (AIPP.S) method for finding approxi-
mate stationary points of the nonconvex-concave min-max composite optimization (MCO)

problem

e = min {5(x) 1= p(e) + h(a)) (MCO)

where X is a nonempty convex set, h € Conv (X), and p is a max function given by
p(x) :=max ®(x,y) VrxelX, (6.1)
yeY

for some nonempty compact convex set Y and function ® which, for some scalar m > 0
and open set 2 2 X, is such that: (i) ® is continuous on  x Y’; (ii) the function —®(z,-) €

Conv (Y) for every x € X; and (iii) for every y € Y, the function ®(-,y) +m| - |?

is convex,
differentiable, and its gradient is Lipschitz continuous on X xY. Here, the objective function
is the sum of a convex function h and the pointwise supremum of differentiable functions
which is generally a nonsmooth function.

When Y is a singleton, the max term in MCQO becomes smooth and MCQO reduces to
the smooth NCO problem in Chapter 3 which may be solved by the AIPPM in Section 3.3.
When Y is not a singleton, MCQO can no longer be directly solved by the AIPPM due to

the nonsmoothness of the max term. The AIPP.S method (AIPP.SM) developed in this
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chapter is instead based on a perturbed version of MCQO in which the max term in MCO
is replaced by a smooth approximation and the resulting smooth NCO problem is solved
by the aforementioned AIPPM.

Throughout our presentation, it is assumed that efficient oracles for evaluating the

quantities ®(z,y), V. ®(z,y), and h(z) and for obtaining exact solutions of the problems
min{)\h(ac) Y PR ||2} ma {/\@(:c )1 ||2} (6.2)
—|lz - X - —lly - .
2eX 2 0 ; ey 0,Y 2 Y—=1Yo

for any (xg,y0) and X\ > 0, are available. Throughout this chapter, the terminology oracle
call is used to refer to a collection of the above oracles of size O(1) where each of them
appears at least once.

We first develop an instance of the AIPP.SM that obtains a stationary point based on
a primal-dual formulation of MCO. More specifically, given a tolerance pair (pz, py) € R2,,
it is shown that an instance of this scheme obtains a pair ([Z,y],[u,v]) such that

V2 ®(Z,9) Oh(x) _ ~
€ + o lal < pe, o) < py (6.3)

0 O[-2(z,)](¥)

N

11

in O(p;> py ) oracle calls. We then show that another instance of the AIPP.SM can obtain
an approximate stationary point based on the directional derivative of p. More specifically,
given a tolerance pair ¢ > 0, it is shown that this instance computes a point x € X such that

3% e X s.t. ”g'lf p(&;d)>-6, |2-=z| <4, (6.4)

in O(673) oracle calls.
A secondary goal of this chapter is to develop an accelerated inexact proximal quadratic
penalty smoothing (AIP.QP.S) method to obtain approximate stationary points of a lin-

early constrained version of MCQO, namely the min-max constrained composite optimization
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(MCCO) problem
Imrll)r(l {p(x) +h(zx): Az = b} (MCCO)

where p is as in (6.1), A is a linear operator, and b is in the range of A. Similar to the
approach used for the AIPP.SM, the AIP.QP.S method (AIP.QP.SM) considers a perturbed
variant of MCCQO in which the objective function is replaced by a smooth approximation
and the resulting CNCO problem is solved by the AIP.QPM in Section 4.1. For a given tol-
erance triple (pz, py,n) € R3,, it is shown that the method computes a pair ([Z, ¥, 7], [@,v])

satisfying

N

Vo ®(7,7) + A*F Oh(z)
+
0 o[-@(z,-)](y) (6.5)

1

lal <pe, N0l <py,  |AZ =] <n.

/

in (’)(p;Qp;l 2y p2n~1) oracle calls.

It is worth mentioning that all the above complexities are obtained under the mild
assumption that the optimal values of the optimization problems MCQO and MCCQO are
bounded below. Moreover, it is neither assumed that X be bounded nor that MCO or
MCCO have an optimal solution.

The content of this chapter is based on paper [49] (joint work with Renato D.C. Mon-

teiro) and several passages may be taken verbatim from it.

Related Works

Since the case when ®(-,-) is convex-concave has been well-studied in the literature (see,
for example, [1, 37, 45, 82, 85, 98]), we will make no more mention of it here. Instead, we
will focus on papers that consider the case where ®(-,y) is differentiable and nonconvex for
every y € Y and there are mild conditions on ®(z,-) for every = € X.

Denoting p = min{ps, py}, D, to be the diameter of x, and C' to be a general closed
convex set, we present Tables 6.1 and 6.2, which compare our contributions to past [87, 96]

and subsequent [63, 89, 106] works. It is worth mentioning that the above works consider
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termination conditions that are slightly different from the ones in this chapter. In Sec-
tion 6.1, we show that they are equivalent to the ones in this chapter up to a multiplicative

constant that is independent of the tolerances, i.e. ps, py, 6.

Table 6.1: Comparison of iteration complexities and possible use cases under notions
equivalent to (6.3) with p:=min{p,,py}.

Use Cases
Algorithm Oracle Complexity —
Dy =00 h=0 h=dc heConv X
PGSF [87] O(p~3) X v v X
Minimax-PPA O(p~22log?(p~1)) X v v X
[63]
FNE Search [89] O(pfp;l/z log(p~1)) v v v X
AIPP.S O(pz2py'"?) v v v v

Table 6.2: Comparison of iteration complexities and possible use cases under notions
equivalent to (6.4).

Use Cases
Algorithm Oracle Complexity —
D, =00 h=0 h=dc heConv X
PG-SVRG [96] O(5 %logs™1) X 4 v v
Minimax-PPA O3 1og?(671)) X v v X
(63]

Prox-DIAG [106] O(573log?(571)) v v X X
AIPP.S 0(73) v v v v

To the best of our knowledge, this chapter and [49] are the first works to analyze the

complexity of a smoothing scheme for finding approximate stationary points as in (6.5).

Organization

This chapter contains six sections. The first one gives some preliminary references and
discusses our notion of an approximate stationary point given in (6.3) and (6.4). The
second one presents properties of a smooth approximation to the primal function p in
(6.1). The third one presents the AIPP.SM and its iteration complexity. The fourth one
presents the AIP.QP.SM and its iteration complexity. The fifth one presents some numerical

experiments. The last one gives a conclusion and some closing comments.
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6.1 Preliminaries

This section describes the assumptions and four notions of stationary points for problem
MCO. 1Tt is worth mentioning that the complexities of the smoothing method of this chapter
are presented with respect to two of these notions. In order to understand how these results
can be translated to the other two alternative notions, which have been used in a few papers
dealing with problem MCQO, we also present a few results discussing some useful relations
between all these notions.

Throughout our presentation, we let X and ) be finite dimensional inner product spaces.

We also make the following assumptions on problem MCQO:
(F1) X c X and Y c ) are nonempty convex sets, and Y is also compact;

(F2) there exists an open set 2 2 X such that ®(-,-) is finite and continuous on Q x Y;

moreover, V,®(x,y) exists and is continuous at every (z,y) € 2 x Y;
(F3) heConv(X) and —®(z,-) € Conv(Y") for every z € §;

(F4) there exist scalars (Lg, Ly) € RZ,, and m € (0, L] such that

O(z,y) - [<I>(x', y) + (qu)(:c’, Y),x - x')] > —%Hm - x’||2, (6.6)

[Va®(@,y) = Vo®(a',y")| < Lafx - 2" + Lyly - /], (6.7)

for every z,2' € X and y,y' € Y;
(F5) p. > —oo;

We make three remarks about the above assumptions. First, it is well-known that condition

(6.7) implies that

@(w',y)—[@(x,y)+(vxq>(x,y),x'—x>] < Hx'—x”z, (6.8)

for every (2',z,y) € X x X x Y. Third, the weak convexity condition in (F4) implies that,

for any y € Y, the function ®(-,) + m| - ||?/2 is convex, and hence p + m| - |?/2 is as well.
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Note that while p is generally nonconvex and nonsmooth, it has the nice property that
p+m]-|?/2 is convex.

We now discuss two stationarity conditions of MCO under assumptions (F1)-(F3).
First, denoting

(f(:c,y) =®(x,y)+h(x) VY(x,y)e X xY, (6.9)

it is well-known that problem MCQO is related to the saddle-point problem which consists

of finding a pair (z*,y*) € X x Y such that

b(at,y) < (", y") < b(ay), (6.10)

for every (z,y) € X xY. More specifically, (z*,y*) satisfies (6.10) if and only if z* is an
optimal solution of MCQO, y* is an optimal solution of the dual of MCQ, and there is no
duality gap between the two problems. Using the composite structure described above for
®, it can be shown that a necessary condition for (6.10) to hold is that (z*,y*) satisfy the
stationarity condition

0 Ve ®(z*, y* oh(x*
€ @9") + @) . (6.11)

0 0 o[-2(2",)](y")
When m = 0, the above condition also becomes sufficient for (6.10) to hold. Second, it can
be shown that p’(x*;d) is well-defined for every d € X and that a necessary condition for
z* € X to be a local minimum of MCQ is that it satisfies the stationarity condition

inf p'(z*;d) > 0. 6.12
nf, (z7:d) (6.12)

When m =0, the above condition also becomes sufficient for z* to be a global minimum of
MCQO. Moreover, in view of Lemma F.2.1 in Appendix F.2 with (u,v,z,y) = (0,0,2*,y%),
it follows that z* satisfies (6.12) if and only if there exists y* € Y such that (z*,y*) satisfies
(6.11).

Note that finding points that satisfy (6.11) or (6.12) exactly is generally a difficult task.
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Hence, in this section and the next one, we only consider approximate versions of (6.11) or

(6.12), which are (6.3) and (6.4), respectively. For ease of future reference, we say that:

(i) a pair ([Z,y],[u,v]) is a (psz, py)-primal-dual stationary point of MCO if it sat-
isfies (6.3);

(ii) a point Z is a d-directional stationary point of MCQO if it satisfies the first in-

equality in (6.4).

It is worth mentioning that (6.4) is generally hard to verify for a given point xz € X. This
is primarily because the definition requires us to check an infinite number of directional
derivatives for a (potentially) nonsmooth function at points # near Z. In contrast, the
definition of an approximate primal-dual stationary point is generally easier to verify because
the quantities ||u|| and |0 can be measured directly, and the inclusions in (6.3) are easy to
verify when the prox oracles for h and ®(z,-), for every x € X, are readily available.

The next result, whose proof is given in Appendix F.2, shows that a (p, py)-primal-dual
stationary point, for small enough p, and py, yields a point z satisfying (6.4). Its statement

makes use of the diameter of Y defined as

Dy = sup [y-y']. (6.13)
y,y'eY

Proposition 6.1.1. If the pair ([Z,y], [u,v]) is a (pg, py)-primal-dual stationary point of

MCQO, then there exists a point & € X such that

2D,p
inf p'(&:d) > —ps —20/2mD,p,, |z-&| </ —LL.
Hd”gp( ) > P Py, || </ -

The iteration complexities in this chapter (see Section 6.3) are stated with respect to
the two notions of stationary points (6.3) and (6.4). However, it is worth discussing below
two other notions of stationary points that are common in the literature as well as some
results that relate all four notions.

Given (\,e) € R?,, a point z is said to be a (\,&)-prox stationary point of MCO if the
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function p + | - |2/(2)) is strongly convex and

1 N 1
—|z-=zx| <e, z)=argmin {P,\(u) =p(u) + —|u- x||2} . (6.14)
A ueX 2)
The above notion is considered, for example, in [63, 96, 106]. The result below, whose proof
is given in Appendix F.2, shows how it is related to (6.4).
Proposition 6.1.2. For any given A € (0,1/m), the following statements hold:
(a) for any e >0, if v € X satisfies (6.4) and

\e

0<d<
SOt am) (A

(6.15)

then x is a (A, &)-prox stationary point;

(b) for any 6 >0, if x € X is a (A e)-prox stationary point for some € < ¢ -min{l,1/\},

then x satisfies (6.4) with & = x, where x is as in (6.14).

Note that for a fixed \ € (0,1/m) such that max{\~!, (1 - Am)~!} = O(1), the largest &
in part (a) is O(¢). Similarly, for part (b), if \™' = O(1) then largest  in part (b) is O(6).
Combining these two observations, it follows that (6.14) and (6.4) are equivalent (up to a
multiplicative factor) under the assumption that 6 = ©(¢).

Given (ps,py) € R2,, a pair (Z,7) is said to be a (pg, py)-first-order Nash equilibrium
point of MCO if

inf Sgi/(@dm) 2 =Pz,  SUP Sy%(g;dy) < Pys (6.16)
ldz (<1 Idy <1

where Sy := ®(-,y) + h(-) and Sz := ®(Z,-). The above notion is considered, for example, in
[63, 87, 89]. The next result, whose proof is given in Appendix F.2, shows that (6.16) is

equivalent to (6.3).

Proposition 6.1.3. A pair (Z,y) is a (pz, py)-first-order Nash equilibrium point if and only
if there exists (u,v) € X x Y such that ([z,y],[u,v]) is a (pz, py)-primal-dual stationary

point.
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We now briefly discuss some approaches for finding approximate stationary points of
MCQO. One approach is to apply a proximal descent type method directly to problem
MCQO, but this would lead to subproblems with nonsmooth convex composite functions.
A second approach is based on first applying a smoothing method to MCO and then
using a prox-convexifying descent method such as the AIPPM in Section 3.3 to solve the
perturbed unconstrained smooth problem. An advantage of the second approach, which
is the one pursued in this chapter, is that it generates subproblems with smooth convex
composite objective functions. The next subsection describes one possible way to smooth
the (generally) nonsmooth function p in MCO.

Before ending this section, we formally state the problem of finding primal-dual and

directional stationary points in Problem 6.1.1 and Problem 6.1.2, respectively .

{ 3

Problem 6.1.1: Find an approximate primal-dual stationary point of MCO

Given (pz, py) € R2,, find a pair ([z,7], [4,9]) € [X x Y] x [X x Y] satisfying condition

(6.3).

Problem 6.1.2: Find an approximate directional stationary point of MCO

Given 0 > 0, find a point = € X satisfying condition (6.4).

6.2 Smooth Approximation

This subsection presents a smooth approximation of the function p in MCO.

For every £ > 0, consider the smoothed function p¢ defined by

pe(@) = mige {Oe(a.9) = W) = gl -} Vo€ X, (6.17)

for some yo € Y. The following proposition presents the key properties of p¢ and its related

quantities.
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Proposition 6.2.1. Let £ > 0 be given and assume that the function ® satisfies conditions

(F1)-(F4). Let pe(-) and ®¢(-,-) be as defined in (6.17) and define
ye(z) = argmax ¢ (z,y") VreX. (6.18)
y'eY

Then, the following properties hold:

(a) ye(-) is Qe-Lipschitz continuous on X where
Qe = &Ly +\/&(Ly +m); (6.19)

(b) pe(-) is continuously differentiable on X and Vpe(x) = Vo ®(x,ye(x)) for every x € X ;

(¢) Vpe() is Le-Lipschitz continuous on X where
Le = LyQ¢ + Ly < (L /E + \/L—x)2; (6.20)
(d) for every x,x" € X, we have
pe(@) = [pe(a’) + (Vpe(a),x - 2")] > —%Hﬂﬁ -2’ (6.21)

Proof. The inequality in (6.20) follows from (a), the fact that m < L., and the bound

L = Ly [€Ly + E(Ly +m) | + Ly < €LY+ 2/EL, + Ly = (Ly\/_+\/L_x)2.

The other conclusions of (a)—(c) follow from Lemma E.3.1 and Proposition E.3.2 in Ap-
pendix E.3 with (¥,q,y) = (P¢,pe, ve). We now show that the conclusion of (d) is true.

Indeed, if we consider (6.6) at (y,2") = (ye(z'),2"), the definition of ®¢, and use the defini-
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tion of Vp¢ in (b), then

- Sle '[P < e ye(@)) - [ (2, ye(@)) + (Va (2, ye(2)). 2 - )]
= (7', ye(2))  [pe(@) + (Vpe(2), 2 - z)]

<pe(x') = [pe(2) + (Vpe (), 2" - 2},

where the last inequality follows from the optimality of y. O

We now make two remarks about the above properties. First, the Lipschitz constants
of y¢ and Vpg depend on the value of £ while the weak convexity constant m in (6.21) does
not. Second, as  — oo, it holds that pe — p pointwise and Q¢, L¢ — oo. These remarks are

made more precise in the next result.

Lemma 6.2.2. For every £ >0, it holds that

2

D
—oo <p(x) - 2—; <pe(z) <p(x) VaelkX,

where Dy is as in (6.13).

Proof. The fact that p(xz) > —oo follows immediately from assumption (F5). To show the

other bounds, observe that for every 4y € Y, we have

2

1 2 D,
O(x,y) + h(x) 2 @(2,y) - Elly —yol” + h(x) 2 @(z,y) - %" h(z)

for every (x,y) € X x Y. Taking the supremum of the bounds over y € Y and using the

definitions of p and p¢ yields the remaining bounds. O

6.3  Accelerated Inexact Proximal Point Smoothing (AIPP.S) Method

This section presents the AIPP.SM for finding stationary points of MCO as in (6.3) and
(6.4).

We first state the AIPP.SM in Algorithm 6.3.1. Given (z9,yo) € X x Y, its main idea is
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to apply an instance of the AIPPM in Section 3.3 to the NCO problem

min {pe(r) = pe(2) + ()} (6.22)

where pg is as in (6.17) and ¢ is a positive scalar that will depend on the tolerances in (6.3)
and (6.4). It is stated in an incomplete manner in the sense that it does not specify how the
parameter £ and the tolerance p used in its AIPPM call are chosen. Two invocations of this
method, with different choices of £ and p, are considered in Propositions 6.3.2 and 6.3.3,
which describe the iteration complexities for finding approximate stationary points as in

(6.3) and (6.4), respectively.

{ 3

Algorithm 6.3.1: AIPP.S Method

Require: p > 0, & > 0, (m,Ly,Ly) € R3, h ¢ Conv (Z), ® satisfying (F2) -
—(F'4), (wo,y0) € X x Y
Initialize: A\ < 1/(2m), o < 1/2

1: procedure AIPP.S(®, h, xo,yo,m, Ly, Ly, p)
2: Pg <= max Pe(-,y) > See (6.17).
ye

3 Lee Ly[eLy + VE(Ta+m)|+ Lo
4: (x,u) (_AIPP(pﬁahaan)\avaﬁao—vp)
B return (z,u)

We now give four remarks about the above method. First, it follows from Corollary 3.3.6

that the ATPPM invoked in Line 4 stops and outputs a pair (x,u) satisfying

ue Vpe(x) +0h(x), |ul <p. (6.23)

Second, since the AIPP.SM is a one-pass method (as opposed to an iterative method), the
complexity of the AIPP.SM is essentially that of the AIPPM. Third, similar to the smoothing
scheme of [85] which assumes m =0, the AIPP.SM is also a smoothing scheme for the case
in which m > 0. On the other hand, in contrast to the algorithm of [85] which uses an ACG

variant, the AIPP.SM invokes the AIPPM to solve (6.22) due to its nonconvexity. Finally,
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while the ATPPM in Line 4 is called with (o, \) = (1/2,1/(2m)), it can also be called with
any o € (0,1) and X € (0,1/m) to establish the desired termination.

For the remainder of this subsection, our goal will be to show that a careful selection
of the parameter £ and the tolerance p will allow the AIPP.SM to generate approximate
stationary points as in (6.4) and (6.3).

We first recall the quantity Rx1(20) in (3.10) of Chapter 3. The result below presents

a bound on Ryp¢ (o) in terms of the data in problem MCO.

Lemma 6.3.1. For every & >0 and A >0, it holds that

2

Rpg (o) < Rap(ao) + 2—;, (6.24)

where R\ () and Dy are as in (3.10) and (6.13), respectively.

Proof. Using Lemma 6.2.2 and the definitions of p and pe, it holds that
D2
Pe(x) —inf pe(2') < p(x) —inf p(a’) + 2—;, Vo e X. (6.25)

Multiplying the above expression by (1 o)\ and adding the quantity |zo—xz|?/2 yields the

inequality

1 R PR
Sl =1 + (1= A [pe(a) - inf o) |
2

) . AD
< o - 2] +(I—U)A[ﬁ(x)—lgfﬁ(x')]+(1—o)2—€y VoeX, (6.26)

N | =

Taking the infimum of the above expression, and using the definition of Ry () in (3.10)

yields the desired conclusion. O

We now show how the AIPP.SM generates a (p, py)-primal-dual stationary point, i.e.

a pair that solves Problem 6.1.1.

Proposition 6.3.2. For a given tolerance pair (ps, py) € R2,, let (x,u) be the pair output
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by the AIPP.SM with input parameter & and tolerance p satisfying

220 p=p,. (6.27)
y
Moreover, define
@0 (0 2O @)= (o), (6.25)

where y¢ is as in (6.18). Then, the following statements hold:

(a) the AIPP.SM performs

m2R1 2m ﬁ(il?o) mD?
(’)(Qg[ /(p%) + gp%y +1og{(95)]) (6.29)

oracle calls, where R\Y(-) and Dy are as in (3.10) and (6.13), respectively, logy (-) :=

max{1,log(-)}, and
VELy + Ly

Q=1 ;
3 + \/m )

(6.30)
(b) the pair ([Z,y],[u,v]) is a (pz, py)-primal-dual stationary point of MCO, and hence,
solves Problem 6.1.1.

Proof. (a) Using the inequality in (6.20), it holds that

L L L,+/L,
\/—§+131+ —5£1+\/EL:@(Q§). (6.31)
4m 4m 2/m

Moreover, using Corollary 3.3.6 with (¢, M) = (p¢, L¢), Lemma 6.3.1, and bound (6.31), it
follows that the number of oracle calls performed by the AIPP.SM is on the order given by
(6.29).

(b) It follows from the definitions of pe, tolerance p, and (y,u) in (6.17), (6.27), and

(6.28), respectively, Proposition 6.2.1(b), and the inclusion in (6.23) that |u| < p, and
u € Vpe(z) + 0h(Z) = Va®(Z,ye () + Oh(Z) = Vo O(Z,7) + Oh(T).

Hence, we conclude that the top inclusion and the upper bound on || in (6.3) hold. Next,
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the optimality condition of y = y¢() as a solution to (6.17) and the definition of v in (6.17)

give

0ed[-0(z,)] (7) + 2 =000 )] @) - (6:32)

Moreover, the definition of £ implies that

gyl D
[o]l = <

=0, 6.33
3 "~ Dy/py & ( )

Hence, combining (6.32) and (6.33), we conclude that the bottom inclusion and the upper
bound on 7] in (6.3) hold. O

We now make two remarks about Proposition 6.3.2. First, under the assumption that

(6.27) is satisfied as equality, the complexity of AIPP.SM reduces to

X LY?  rp,DM?
@) (m3/2R1/(2m)p(xo) [—2 + Z 1,7;/2 (6.34)
Pz PPy

under the reasonable assumption that the O(p;2 + p;2py Y 2) term in (6.29) dominates the
other terms. Second, recall from the last remark following the previous proposition that
when Y is a singleton, MCQO becomes a special instance of NCO and the AIPP.SM becomes
equivalent to the AIPPM of Section 3.3. It then follows that the complexity in (6.34) reduces

to

3/2L;1v/2R ~
o (m 1/(2m)P($o)) (6.35)

pi

and, in view of this remark, the O(p;zp;/ 2) term in (6.34) is attributed to the (possible)
nonsmoothness in MCO.

We next show how the AIPP.SM generates a point that is near a d-directional stationary

point, i.e. a point that solves Problem 6.1.2.

Proposition 6.3.3. Let a tolerance pair § > 0 be given and consider the AIPP.SM with

input parameter & and tolerance p satisfying

D, 5 mé? o2
>0 522 rcmin] . 6.36
$270 Py T‘mm{zpy’?,QmDy} (6.36)
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Then, the following statements hold:

(a) the AIPP.SM performs

Rl 2m ﬁ($0) D2
O(Qg[ e * Sep +logi () (6.37)

oracle calls where Q¢, Ry\¢(-) , and Dy are as in (6.30), (3.10), and (6.13), respec-

tively, and log] (+) := max{1,log(-)},;

(b) the first argument x in the pair output by the AIPP.SM satisfies (6.4), and hence,

solves Problem 6.1.2.

Proof. (a) Using Proposition 6.3.2 with (p4, py) = (0/2,7) and the bound on 7 in (6.36) it
follows that the AIPP.SM stops in a number of oracle calls bounded above by (6.37).

(b) Let (x,u) be the pair generated by the AIPPM with £ and p satisfying (6.36).
Defining (v,y) as in (6.28), it follows from Proposition 6.3.2 with (pz,py) = (6/2,7) that
(u,v,2,y) is a (6/2,7)-primal-dual stationary point of MCQO. As a consequence, it follows

from Proposition 6.1.1 with (pz, py) = (6/2,7) that there exists a point & satisfying

2D
|2 —z| < yT, inf p'(2;d) > —g - 2\/2mD,T. (6.38)

m ldl<1

Combining the above bounds with the bound on 7 in (6.36) yields the desired conclusion

in view of (6.4). O

We now give three remarks about the above result. Second, Proposition 6.3.3(b) states
that, while z not a stationary point itself, it is near a J-directional stationary point Z.

Second, under the assumption that (6.36) is satisfied as equality, the complexity of the

. L* L,D
(’)(m3/2R1/(2m)p(:1:0)! + Y y]) (6.39)

ATIPP.SM reduces to

52 53

under the reasonable assumption that the O(672 + §73) term in (6.37) dominates the other

O(671) terms. Fourth, when Y is a singleton, it is easy to see that MCO becomes a special
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instance of NCO, the AIPP.SM becomes equivalent to the AIPPM of Section 3.3, and the

complexity in (6.39) reduces to

(6.40)

(m?’/zLi/QRl/(zm)ﬁ(ﬂ?o) )
52 .

In view of the last remark, the O(672) term in (6.39) is attributed to the (possible) nons-

moothness in MCO.

6.4  Accelerated Inexact Proximal Quadratic Penalty

Smoothing (AIP.QP.S) Method

This section presents the AIP.QP.SM for finding stationary points of MCCO as in (6.5).
Since the AIP.QP.SM applies the AIP.QPM of Section 4.1 to a relaxation of MCCO,
we assume that (®,h,X,Y) satisfies assumptions (F1)-(F4) of Section 6.3 as well as the

following ones:

(Gl) A: X~ R is a nonzero linear operator, b is in the range of A, and the feasible region

F:={xeX:Azx = b} is nonempty;

(G2) there exists ¢ > 0 such that ¢z > —oo, where

fog = inf {%,g(z) = pee) + S1 Az -] + h(z)} . Veso, (6.41)

where pe(-) is as in (6.17).

For ease of referencing, we also state the problem of finding a pair satisfying (6.5) in Prob-

lem 6.4.1.

4 '

Problem 6.4.1: Find an approximate primal-dual stationary point of MCCO

Given (pz, py,n) € R2,, find a pair ([Z,7,7],[4,7]) € [X x Y x R] x [X x V] satisfying

condition (6.5).

\ Vv,
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We now state the AIP.QP.SM in Algorithm 6.4.1. Given (zg,yp) € X xY and ¢ > 0, its
main idea is to its main idea is to apply an instance of the ATP.QPM in Section 4.1 to the

CNCO problem

1211)1(1 {pe(z) = pe(x) + h(z) : Az = b}, (6.42)

where p¢ is as in (6.17) and £ is a positive scalar that will depend on the tolerances in (6.5).
The resulting output of this AIP.QP call is then similarly transformed like the AIPP.SM of

Section 6.3 to obtain a pair that solves Problem 6.4.1.

{ 3

Algorithm 6.4.1: ATIP.QP.S Method

Require: (pg,p,,n) € R3S, € > Dy/p,, (m,Ls,L,) € R:, h e Conv (Z), ® as in
(Fz)i(FZl)? ¢>0, (3707?/0) e X xY;
Initialize: A\ < 1/(2m), o < 1/2

1: procedure AIP.QP.S(®, h,zo,y0, m, Ly, Ly, p)

2: ye <= argmax ¢ (-, y) > See (6.17).
yeY
3: pe < max $¢(-,y) > See (6.17).
yeY

£ Lge Ly|eLy +VE(La+m)|+ Lo
5: (["Ea f]a [ﬂa (ﬂ) < AIP'QP(pEa tha {b}7$07 é, )‘7m> Lfa g, Pyﬂ?)
6: Y ye(x)
_ Y% —yg(ﬂﬂ)
Ve ———=
3

8: return ([Z,y,7], [u,v]) .

We give two remarks about the AIP.QP.SM. First, it follows from Corollary 4.1.7 that

the AIP.QPM invoked in Line 5 stops and outputs a pair ([z,7],[u,q]) satisfying

uweVpe(z)+0h(z)+ A*r, |u|<pe, [|AZ-D|<n.

Second, since it is a one-pass algorithm (as opposed to an iterative algorithm), the com-
plexity of the AIP.QP.SM is essentially that of the AIP.QPM.

We now show how the AIP.QP.SM generates a point ([Z,y,7], [u,v]) satisfying (6.5).

Proposition 6.4.1. Let a tolerance triple (py, pz,n) € R3, be given and let ([z,7,7], [4,v])
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be the output obtained by the QP-AIPP.SM. Then, the following properties hold:
(a) the ATP.QP.SM performs

m2R7, ., oi(x0) D
/(2m)¥é m
> + o Y+ log} () ) (6.43)

ofoe
oracle calls, where

. c
e =) + S| Az - b

[Al

%wﬂ@{&@ﬁ@@) ZYQU

o (6.44)

and Q¢, R 9Y(+), and D, are as in (6.30), (4.10), and (6.13), respectively;
(b) the pair ([z,y,7],[u,v]) solves Problem 6.4.1.

Proof. (a) Let ©, be asin (4.17) with M = L¢. Using the same arguments as in Lemma 6.3.1,

it is easy to see that
2

Y
S (6.45)

R jamy$ee(x0) < R gy pe(ao) +

where ;¢ is as in (6.41). Hence, using (6.31) and (6.45), we have

1<1 \j 4R'17;(2m)¢0 5(‘T0)H~A”2
\/—+ +\/

L,+/I.
< 1+L+2(R1/(2m)%0c($0)+ ||-A||

- 2v/m 8m€) n
= O(Qey)- (6.46)

The complexity in (6.43) now follows from Corollary 4.1.7 with (¢, f, M) = (p,p¢, L¢ ), (6.46),
and (6.45).

(b) The top inclusion and bounds involving |u| and [AZ-b]| in (6.5) follow from Propo-
sition 6.2.1(b), the definition of % in Line 6 of the method, and Corollary 4.1.7 with f = pe.
The bottom inclusion and bound involving |v| follow from similar arguments given for

Proposition 6.3.2(b). O
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We now make two remarks about the above complexity bound. First, under the assumption

that £ = D, /p,, the complexity of the AIP.QP.SM reduces to

L;c/2 L D1/2 1/2 A
O(mg/lef/(Qm)%(l’o)[ )2 1/2 H ” VBT omy#e(0) (6.47)
Py

x

under the reasonable assumption that the O(p;2+n~'p 2 +p, 172 p32) term in (6.43) dominates
the other terms. Third, when Y is a singleton, it is easy to see that MCCO becomes a
special instance of the CNCO problem CNCO, the AIP.QP.SM of this subsection becomes

equivalent to the AIP.QPM of Section 4.1, and the complexity in (6.47) reduces to

ml/?
IIAII [RZ, 3y 9e(0) ]) (6.43)

1/2

o (m 2 Rl/(gm)SOc(xO)[

In view of the last remark, the O(pfp;lp) term in (6.47) is attributed to the (possible)
nonsmoothness in MCCO.

Let us now conclude this section with a remark about the penalty subproblem
iz {pg(a;) +h(z) + EHAx—bHQ}, (6.49)
reX 2

which is what the ATPPM considers every time it is called in the AIP.QPM (see Line 5 of

the AIP.QP.SM). First, observe that MCCO can be equivalently reformulated as
min max [V(z,y,r):=®(x,y) + h(x) + (r, Az - b)]. (6.50)

zeX yeY,reld

Second, it is straightforward to verify that problem (6.49) is equivalent to

Ixrél)r(l {ﬁc,{(x) = pC,E(x) + h(l‘)} ) (6'51)

where the function p.¢ : X = R is given by

pec(@) = max {W(epr) = P - ely-wl?) vreX (652)

154



with ¥ as in (6.50). As a consequence, problem (6.51) is similar to (6.22) in that a smooth
approximate is used in place of the nonsmooth component of the underlying saddle func-
tion W. On the other hand, observe that we cannot directly apply the smoothing scheme
developed in Section 6.3 to (6.51) as the set U is generally unbounded. One approach that
avoids this problem is to invoke the AIPPM of Section 3.3 to solve a sequence subproblems
of the form in (6.51) for increasing values of c. However, in view of the equivalence of (6.49)

and (6.51), this is exactly the approach taken by the AIP.QP.SM of this section.

6.5 Numerical Experiments

This section examines the performance of several solvers for finding approximate station-
ary points of MCO where (X,Y,®,h) satisfy assumptions (F1)—(F5) of Chapter 6. Each
problem is chosen so that the computation of the function y¢ in (6.18) is easy, and the
justification for the curvature constants in this section, e.g. m, L;, and L,, can be found in
Appendix I. All experiments are run on Linux 64-bit machines each containing Xeon E5520
processors and at least 8 GB of memory using MATLAB 2020a. It is worth mentioning
that the complete code for reproducing the experiments is freely available online!.

The algorithms benchmarked in this section are as follows.

o PGSF: a variant of [87, Algorithm 2] in which the input parameters are as in [87,
Theorem 4.2] and which explicitly evaluates the argmax function a*(-) in [87, Section

4] instead of applying an ACG variant to estimate its evaluation.

e AG.S: an instance of Algorithm 6.3.1 in which the AIPPM is replaced by the AG

method in Section 5.5.1.

o AIPP.S: an instance of Algorithm 6.3.1 in which the AIPPM is replaced by the

R.AIPP variant in Section 5.5.1.

Given a tolerance pair (p,p,) € R2, and an initial point (xg,y0) € X x Y, each algorithm

!See the code in ./tests/thesis/ from the GitHub repository https://github.com/wwkong/nc_opt/
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in this section seeks a pair ([Z,y],[u,v]) € [X x Y] x [X x V] satistying

u . V. ®(z,y) ) on(z)
v 0 o[-®(z,)] (9) 659
B ;
Fpe(ao) =1 P Tol<e

is obtained, where £ = D, /p, and p; is as in (6.17). Moreover, each algorithm is given a time
limit of 4000 seconds. Iteration counts are not reported for instances which were unable
to obtain ([Z,9],[@,0]) as above. The bold numbers in each of the tables in this section
highlight the algorithm that performed the most efficiently in terms of iteration count or

total runtime.

6.5.1 Maximum of Nonconvex Quadratic Forms

This subsection presents computational results for the min-max quadratic vector problem
(MQV) problem considered in [49]. More specifically, given a dimension triple (n,1, k) € N3,
a set of parameters {(ai,ﬁi)}f;l c R2,, a set of vectors {di}le c R!, a set of diagonal
matrices {D;}¥; € R™" and matrices {C;}¥, ¢ R" and {B;}%, ¢ R™", we consider the
MQV problem

min max {5An(x) + Zk:ylgz(:z) Ty € Ak} ,

xeR™ yERk =1
where, for every index 1 <i <k, integer p e N, and x € R™,

. . p
) = )Cie - a? - DB Ap:{zem:zzi:l,zzo}.
=1

We now describe the experiment parameters for the instances considered. First, the
dimensions are set to be (n,l, k) = (200, 10,5) and only 5.0% of the entries of the submatrices
B; and C; are nonzero. Second, the entries of B;,C;, and d; (resp., D;) are generated by
sampling from the uniform distribution U[0,1] (resp., U{1,...,1000}). Third, the initial

starting point is zg = e/n where e is a vector of all ones. Fourth, the key problem parameters,
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for every (z,y) e R" x R¥, are

k
O(z,y) = Y yifi(z), h(z)=dan(2),
i=1
p. =102 p,=10"", Y =A"
Fifth, each problem instance considered is based on a specific curvature pair (m, M) € R?,
satisfying m < M, for which each scalar pair (ay, ;) € R2, is selected so that M = Apax (V2 f;)

and —m = Apin(V2f;) for 1 <i < k. Moreover, the method for obtaining each pair (o, 3;) is

the same as in Section 5.5.1.1. Finally, the Lipschitz and curvature constants selected are
m=m, Ly=M, L,=MVk+|P|, (6.54)

where P is an n-by-k matrix whose ith column is equal to a,CiT d;.
The table of iteration counts and total runtimes are given in Table 6.3 and Table 6.4,

respectively.

Table 6.3: Iteration Counts for MQV problems.

(m, M) Iteration Count
m M PGSF AG.S AIPP.S
10! 102 21462 1824 81
10* 10° 159682 6280 267
10* 10% - 28966 793
10! 10° - 28966 793

Table 6.4: Runtimes for MQV problems.

(m, M) Runtime
m M PGSF AG.S AIPP.S
10" 102 358.24 40.17 1.86
10" 10? 2896.70 179.27 6.36
10" 10* 4000.00 698.52 15.21
10* 10° 4000.00 835.17 18.76
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6.5.2 Truncated Robust Regression

This subsection presents computational results for the truncated robust regression (TRR)
problem in [96]. More specifically, given a dimension pair (n, k) € N?, a set of n data points

{(a;,b;)}"; € R¥x {1,-1} and a parameter o > 0, we consider the TRR problem

zeRk yeR™

mlnmaX{Eyj (pa0l;)(x): yEA”}

where A" is as in (7.10) with p = n and, for every (a,t,z) e Ry, x Ry, x R¥,

da(t) == alog (1 + E), li(z) :=1log (1 + eibj(aj’:”)).
a

We now describe the experiment parameters for the instances considered. First, « is
set to 10 and the data points {(a;,b;)} are taken from different datasets in the LIBSVM
library? for which each problem instance is based off of (see the “data name” column in
the table below, which corresponds to a particular LIBSVM dataset). Second, the initial

starting point is zg = 0. Third, the key problem parameters, for every (z,y) € R¥ x R, are
S 5 3
O(2,y) = Y, yj(daolj)(x), h(x)=0, py=107, p, =107, Y =A™,
j=1

Finally, the Lipschitz and curvature constants selected are

1 n
m =Ly = o {2}337{0 laj 1%, =4\ | Z:: la; (6.55)

The table of iteration counts and total runtimes are given in Table 6.5 and Table 6.6,

respectively.

It is worth mentioning that [96] also presents a min-max algorithm for obtaining a

2See https://www.csie.ntu.edu.tw/~cjlin/libsvmtools/datasets/binary.html.
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Table 6.5: Iteration Counts for TRR problems.

Iteration Count
data name PGSF AG.S AIPP.S
heart 6415 1746 506
diabetes 3721 1641 463
ionosphere 54545 8327 1262
sonar - 96208 69464

Table 6.6: Runtimes for TRR problems.

Runtime
data name PGSF AG.S AIPP.S
heart 10.24 3.24 2.08
diabetes 5.98 3.77 1.67
ionosphere 104.75 18.94 4.58
sonar 4000.00 97.56 107.42

stationary point as in (6.53). However, its iteration complexity, which is O(p~%) when
p = px = py, is significantly worse than the other algorithms considered in this section and,

hence, we choose not to include this algorithm in our benchmarks.

6.5.3 Power Control in the Presence of a Jammer

This subsection presents computational results for the power control (PC) problem in [65].
More specifically, given a dimension pair (N, K) € N2, a pair of parameters (o, R) e R?,, a

3D tensor A € REXF*N “and a matrix B e RE*YN | we consider the PC problem

K N N
min max X,y):0< X<RO<y<—, ¢,
cin e 323 g () ve ]

where, for every (X,y) € RN xRV,

TLX n
fk,n(X,y) = —log (1 + Ak,kz, k, ) .

0%+ Blonyn + T4 jex Ajkn Xin
We now describe the experiment parameters for the instances considered. First, the
scalar parameters are set to be (o, R) = (1/v/2, K'/¥) and the quantities A and B are set

to be the squared moduli of the entries of two Gaussian sampled complex—valued matrices

H e CEEXN and P e CK*N. More precisely, the entries of H# and P are sampled from the
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standard complex Gaussian distribution CN(0,1) and

]kn |7'ljkn| Bk:,n:|Pk:,n|2 V(jakvn)'

Second, the initial starting point is zg = 0. Third, with respect to the termination criterion

(6.53), the inputs, for every (X,y) e RE*N xRN are

K N
B0 = 2 3 fra(Xow), H(X) =g (X)
=1n= )

pe=107" p,=107", Y = QN5

where Q7Y := {2z e RP*9: 0 < 2 < T} for every T'> 0 and (U, V') € N%. Fourth, each problem
instance considered is based on a specific dimension pair (N, K). Finally, the Lipschitz and

curvature constants selected are

2 2

=Ly=————7 Ly=——F"7—= B, 6.56

" info, 06 szA v ot }mKZ inAin (6:56)
l<n<NJ 1<n<N/J

The table of iteration counts and total runtimes are given in Table 6.7 and Table 6.8,

respectively.

Table 6.7: Iteration Counts for PC problems.

(N,K) Iteration Count
N K PGSF AG.S AIPP.S
5 5 - 322831 38
10 10 - 33398 62
25 25 - 161716 187
50 50 - - 572

It is worth mentioning that [65] also presents a min-max algorithm for obtaining station-

ary points for the aforementioned problem. However, its termination criterion and notion
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Table 6.8: Runtimes for PC problems.

(N,K) Runtime
N K PGSF AG.S AIPP.S
5 5 4000.00 3166.40 0.65
10 10 4000.00 509.47 0.74
25 25 4000.00 3907.10 4.89
50 50 4000.00 4000.00 30.29

of stationarity are significantly different from what is being considered in this chapter and,

hence, we choose not to include the algorithm of [65] in our benchmarks.

6.5.4 Discussion of the Results

We see that the smoothing method in this chapter are competitive against other mod-
ern solvers and that they especially perform well when the curvature ratio M /m is large.

Additionally, we see that the method scales well across problem dimensions and parameters.

6.6 Conclusion and Additional Comments

In this chapter, we presented a smoothing method for finding approximate stationary points
of a class of min-max NCO problems. The method consists of applying the accelerated
method of Chapter 3 to a smooth approximation of the original nonsmooth min-max prob-

lem. We then established an O(673) iteration complexity bound for finding §-directional

T

stationary points and an O(p 2p;1/ 2) iteration bound for finding (p, py)-primal-dual sta-
tionary points. Additionally, we combined our developments with those in Section 4.1 to
present a quadratic penalty smoothing method for finding approximate stationary points
of a linearly-constrained variant of the original class of min-max NCO problems. We then
established a O(p;2[py 1 2+n71]) iteration complexity bound for finding (s, py)-primal-dual
stationary points that were 7 feasible, i.e. the points x satisfy || Az — b| < n for a particular
linear constraint Ax = b.

The next chapter uses a framework similar to the one in Chapter 3 to develop methods

for finding stationary points of a class of spectral NCO problems.
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Additional Comments
We now give a few additional comments about the results in this chapter.

First, recall that the main idea of the AIPP.SM is to call the AIPPM of Chapter 3 to
obtain a pair satisfying (6.23), or equivalently®,

inf (pe) (z;d) > —p. 6.57
int () (@id) 2 = (657)

Moreover, using Proposition 6.3.2 with (pz, py) = (p, Dy/§), it straightforward to see that
the number of oracle calls, in terms of (&, p), is O(p~26'/?), which reduces to O(p~25) if ¢
is chosen so as to satisfy £ = ©(p~!). The latter complexity bound improves upon the one
obtained for an algorithm in [87] which obtains a point x satisfying (6.57) with £ = ©(p™!)
in O(p~3) oracle calls.

Second, similar to Chapter 3, we neither assume that the set X in (F1) is bounded nor
that the min-max NCO problem MCQO has an optimal solution. Also, both the AIPP.SM
and AIP.QP.SM only require that their starting point g be in X and the AIP.QP.SM, in

particular, makes no assumption about the feasibility of xzg.

Future Work

It is worth investigating whether complexity results for the AIPP.SM can be derived for
the case where Y is unbounded or for the case in which assumption (F2) is relaxed to the
condition that there exists m, > 0 such that —®(x,-) is m,-weakly convex for every x € X.
It would also be interesting to see if the notions of stationary points in Section 6.1 are re-
lated to first-order stationary points* of the related mathematical program with equilibrium

constraints:

(x,f)lei?xy {@(z,y) + h(y) : 0 € I[-2(,y)](x)}.

Finally, it would be worth investigating if a complexity as in Proposition 6.3.3 and Propo-

sition 6.3.2 can still be obtained if the exact proximal oracle for ®(z,-) in Equation (6.2) is

3See Lemma F.1.2 with f = pe.
“See, for example, [67, Chapter 3].

162



replaced with an inexact one.
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CHAPTER 7
SPECTRAL COMPOSITE OPTIMIZATION

Over the past decade, there has been a tremendous interest [17, 33, 53, 64, 68, 108] in
developing iterative optimization algorithms for solving large-scale matrix NCO problems.
Moreover, a large majority of the NCO problems in these works are such that the composite
term h is a function of the singular values of its inputs and the smooth term f can be
decomposed as fi + fo where fy is also a function of the singular values of its input. In this
sense, these problems admit a sort of spectral decomposition.

Our main goal in this chapter is to describe and establish the iteration complexity of
two efficient inexact composite gradient (ICG) methods for finding approximate stationary
points of the spectral NCO (SNCO) problem

min {(U) := f1(U) + (fy o o)(U) + (hY 0 0)(U)}, (SNCO)

UeRmx*n

where, denoting r = min{m, m}, the function o : R™" — R" maps a matrix to its singular
value vector in nonincreasing order of magnitude, hY € Conv Z for some nonempty convex
set Z € R", f1 € Cony.ary (R™™) for some (mq, M) € R2,, and fY € Cpyar,(Z) for some
(ma, M) € R2,. Moreover, we also assume that both f) and hY are absolutely symmetric
in their arguments, i.e. they do not depend on the ordering or the sign of their arguments.

A standard approach for finding stationary points of SNCO is to apply the CGM (see
Algorithm 2.2.1), or an accelerated version of it, to problem SNCO where f = f; + fQV oo
and h = hY oo. The two ICG methods in this chapter generalize this approach by exploiting
the spectral structure underlying the objective function. For example, one of the methods,
called the accelerated ICG (AICG) method inexactly solves a sequence of matrix prox
subproblems of the form

min {A [(VA(Zk1),U) + (2 0 0)(U) + (Y 0 o) (U)] + %HU - Z,Hn?} (7.1)

where A > 0 and the point Zj_; is the previous iterate. It is shown (see Section 7.5.1) that
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the effort of finding the required inexact solution Zj, of (7.1) consists of computing one SVD
and applying an ACG method to the related vector prox subproblem

min A [ (0) = i1, 0+ 07 ()] + 3 Jul?} (7.2)

ueR™

where r = min{m,n} and c¢;x_1 = 0(Zx_1-AV f1(Zk-1)). Note that (7.2) is a problem over the
vector space R", and hence, has significantly fewer dimensions than (7.1) which is a problem
over the matrix space R"*". The other ICG method, called the doubly accelerated ICG
(D.AICG) method, solves a similar prox subproblem as in (7.1) but with Zj;_; selected in
an accelerated manner (and hence its qualifier of “doubly accelerated”) and some additional
mild assumptions.

Throughout our presentation, it is assumed that efficient oracles for evaluating the
quantities f1(U), £ (u), Vf1(U), VfY (u), and h¥(u) and for obtaining exact solutions of

the subproblems

min { AR () + S - 2012
for any zg € R" and A > 0, are available. Moreover, we define an oracle call to be a collection
of the above oracles of size O(1) where each of them appears at least once.

Given p > 0 and a suitable choice of A, the main result of this chapter shows that both

of the ICG methods, started from any point Zy € Z, obtain a pair (Z,V) satisfying the

approximate stationarity condition
Vevh(2)+v (Y oa)(2) oW oa)(2), |V]<p (7.3)

in O(p72) oracle calls. When f; and f) are convex, it is shown that the D.AICGM obtains
a pair (Z,V) satisfying in O(p~%/3) oracle calls.
It is worth mentioning that the AICG method (AICGM) can be viewed an inexact

version of the CGM applied to SNCQO, which solves a sequence of subproblems

Jmin (AU [+ 00] (). U+ 0¥ o))+ 51U - Zia P}, (74)
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where A > 0 and the point Z;_; is the previous iterate. Similarly, the D.AICG method
(D.AICGM) can be viewed as an inexact version of a monotone ACGM, which also solves
a sequence of subproblems (7.4) but with Zj;_; chosen in an accelerated manner.

For high-dimensional instances of SNCO where min{m,n} is large, and hence, SVDs
are expensive to compute, it will be shown that the larger the Lipschitz constant of V fQV
is, the better the performance of the ICG methods is compared to that of their exact coun-
terparts. This is due to the following facts: (i) solving (7.4) or (7.1) involves a single SVD
computation; (ii) even though (7.4) requires fewer resolvent evaluations to solve than (7.1),
the cost of solving these subproblems is comparable due to the fact that the aforementioned
SVD is the bottleneck step; and (iii) the larger the Lipschitz constant of ¥ fQV , is the smaller
the stepsize A in (7.4) must be, and hence, the more subproblems of form (7.4) need to be
solved during the execution of the exact counterparts.

The content of this chapter is based on paper [50] (joint work with Renato D.C. Mon-
teiro) and several passages may be taken verbatim from it. To the best of our knowledge,
paper [50] is the first one to present ICG methods that exploit both the spectral and com-

posite structure in SANCO.

Organization

This chapter contains seven sections. The first one gives some preliminary references and
discusses our notion of a stationary point given in (7.3). The second one presents some
specialized subroutines that are used in the ICG methods. The third one presents the
AICGM and its iteration complexity. The fourth one presents the D.AICGM and its itera-
tion complexity. The fifth one presents an ACG variant that exploits the spectral structure
underlying the subproblems, i.e. (7.1), that each of the ICG methods solve. The sixth one
presents some numerical experiments. The last one gives a conclusion and some closing

comments.
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7.1 Preliminaries

This subsection describes the general problem that the ICG methods solve and outlines
their general structure.

The ICG methods consider the NCO problem

B = min [6(u) = fi(w) + fa(u) + h(w)] (NCO,)

where Z is an finite dimensional inner product space and the functions fi, fo, and h are

assumed to satisfy the following assumptions:

(H1) heConv (Z) for some nonempty convex set Z ¢ Z;
(H2) f1€Comy, (Z) and fo € Cony a1, (Z) for some (mq, M) € R? and (mg, My) € R?;

(H3) ¢4 > —o0.

We now make a few remarks about NCOs and the above assumptions. First, SNCO is
an instance of NCOs in which fy = fQV and h = hY, and hence, any results developed
in this section immediately apply for SNCO. Second, it is well-known that a necessary
condition for z* to be a local minimum of SANCO is that z* be a stationary point of ¢, i.e.
0eVfi(z")+Vfa(2") +O0h(z").

In view of the above remarks, our goal is to find an approximate stationary point (2, 0)

of NCOs in the following sense: given p > 0, find a pair (2,0) that satisfies
veVfi(2) +Vfa(2) +On(2), [0 <p. (7.5)

For ease of future reference, let us state the problem of finding this pair in Problem 7.1.1.
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Problem 7.1.1: Find an approximate stationary point of NCOs

Given p > 0, find a pair (2,0) € Z x Z satisfying condition (7.5).

We now outline the ICG methods. Given a starting point 2y € Z and a special stepsize
A > 0, each method continually calls an ACG variant, i.e. based on Algorithm 2.2.2, to find
an approximate solution of a prox-linear form of NCOy. More specifically, each ACG call
is used to tentatively find an inexact solution of

min {)\ [0, (usw) + fau) + h(u)] + %Hu . w”2} , (7.6)

uez

for some reference point w. For the AICGM, the point w is zy for the first ACG call
and is the last obtained point for the other ACG calls. For the D.AICGM, the point w
is chosen in an accelerated manner. From the output of the k™ ACG call, a refined pair
(2,0) = (2, 0r) is generated which: (i) always satisfies the inclusion of (7.5); and (ii) is such
that min;< |0;] = 0 as k — oo.

The next section details the inexactness criterion considered by the ACG variant as well

as how the refined pair (2,0) is generated. Before proceeding, we introduce the function

v A4
[v¥(w) -ve@l -, .
Ly (u,z) := lu—-z| V(u,z) € Z,
0, U=z,

for any differentiable function ¥ on Z, and the shorthand notation

M} =max{0,M;}, m]:=max{0,m;}, L;:=max{m;, M;}

Li(u,2) = Ly, (u,2) Vu,zeZ,

for i € {1,2}, to keep the presentation of future results concise.
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7.2 Specialized Refinement and ACG Procedures

Recall from the beginning of this chapter that our interest is in solving SNCO by repeated
solving a sequence of prox subproblems as in (7.1). This subsection presents some back-
ground material regarding (7.1).

Consider the NCO problem

mip {(e) = 5(u) + Ga(0)} (73)

where Z is a finite dimensional inner product space, 1, € Conv (Z), and 5 € Cp,.1.(Z) for

some (m, L) e RxR,,. Clearly, problem (7.6) and (7.1) are special cases of (7.8), and hence

any definition or result that is stated in the context of (7.8) applies to (7.6) and/or (7.1).
We now discuss the inexactness criterion under which the subproblems (7.1) are solved.

The criterion is described in the context of (7.8) as follows.

{ 3

Problem A: Given (p,0) e Ry, x and zg € Z, find (z,v,¢) € Z x Z x R, such that

v e o, (Qp _ %H -—z||2) (), [o]?+2¢ < 6%z - 2| % (7.9)

Some remarks about the above problem are in order. First, if (z,v,¢) solves Problem A
with 6 = 0, then (v,e) = (0,0), and z is an exact solution of (7.8). Hence, the output (z,v,¢)
of Problem A can be viewed as an inexact solution of (7.8) when 6 € R,,. Second, the input
zo is arbitrary for the purpose of this section. However, the two methods described in the

next two sections for solving N'CO; repeatedly solve (7.1) according to Problem A with the

input zy at the k' iteration determined by the iterates generated at the (k- 1) iteration.
Third, defining the function
Ap(u;z,0) =9(z) —p(u) — (v,u—2z) + gHu -z|* Vu,zeZ, (7.10)

another way to express the inclusion in (7.9) is A,(u;2,v) < e for every w € Z. Finally,
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the ACG variant presented later in this section will be shown to solve Problem A when
s € Fu(Z). Moreover, it solves a weaker version of Problem A involving A, (see Problem B
later on) whenever v, ¢ F,(Z) and as long as some key inequalities are satisfied during its
execution.

A technical issue in our analysis in this chapter lies in the ability of refining the output
of Problem A to an point (2,9) satisfying the inclusion in (7.5), in which || is nicely
bounded. The follow two results establish a way to obtain such a point.

The first result presents some properties of a composite gradient step made on (7.8).

Lemma 7.2.1. Let a quadruple (z9,z,v,e) € Z x Z x Z € Ry and functions 1, € Conv (Z)
and Vg € C, 1(Z) for some (mu,L) € R xRy, be given. Moreover, let ¢ = s + 1y, the

function A, (5-,-) be as in (7.10), and consider the pair (2,v,) given by

2 := argmin {Kws(u;z) —(v,u) + gﬂu - zH2 + wn(u)} )

uez (7.11)
vpi=v+ L(z = 2) + Vs (2) — Vbs(2),
Then, the following statements hold:
(a) vy € Vs(2) + 0 (2);
(b) for every s € Z we have A, (u;z,v) >0 and, in particular,
. L, . 2
Au(%52,0) 2 §||z - z||%; (7.12)
(¢c) if A (2;2,0) <€ and (z,v,€) satisfy the inequality in (7.9), then
L+ L Z
ol s o1 D oy, (7.13)
VL

(d) if (z,v,€) solves Problem A, then A,(u;z,v) <€ for every u € Z, and, as a conse-

quence, bound (7.13) holds.
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Proof. (a) The optimality condition of 2 is
0eVYs(z)—v+ L(Z-2) +0Yn(2)

which, together with the definition of v,, yields the desired inclusion.

(b) The fact that A, (u;z,v) > 0 for every u € Z follows from the optimality of 2 and
the fact that 1 < £y, (-;2) + L] - —2[?/2. The bound (7.12) follows from Proposition 2.2.2(c)
with A=1/L and (z,27) = (2, 2).

(c) Using the assumption that A,(2;2,v) <, part (b), and the inequality in (7.9), we

R 2A,,(2;2,0) 2% 0
||z—z”g\/%gwféﬁﬂz—zo\\. (7.14)

Using the triangle inequality, the definitions of L(-,-) and v,, (7.14), and the inequality in

have that

(7.9), we conclude that

ol = o+ La(z = 2) + Voo (2) - V()]
<ol +[L+Li(z2)]]z- 2]
S9[1+ L+Lf~(z,2)]

(d) The fact that A, (u;z,v) < e for every u € Z follows immediately from the inclusion in
(7.9) and the definition of A, in (7.10). The fact that (7.13) holds now follows from part
(c). O

The next result specializes the above lemma to the context of NCOs and describes the

desired pair (2,0).

Proposition 7.2.2. Let functions f1, f2, and h functions satisfying assumptions (H1)-
(H2) and a quadruple (29,2,v) € ZxZ x Z € R, be given. Moreover, let A,(+;-,-) and (£,v,)

be as in Lemma 7.2.1 with
1
s = A0y (i20) + o] + Sl —20l® n = AR, L=AMZ +1,
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and define

b % (0 + 20— 2) + VF1(3) = Vfi(20),
2+ AN[M35 + Ly(u,z) + La(u, 2)]

Ch(u,z):= , 7.15
for every u,z € Z. Then, the following statements hold:
(a) 0eVfi(2)+Vf2AZ)+0h(2);
(b) if Au(2;2,v) <€ and (2,v,€) satisfy the inequality in (7.9), then it holds that
R 2+0C\(z,2
Jol < | La(zo,2) + 220G oy, (7.16)

A

Proof. (a) It follows from Lemma 7.2.1(a) and the definition of ¢ that

0= (or+20-2) + VA(E) - Vi(z0)
c % (Vs () + Don (2)] + % (0 + 20— 2) + VF1(5) = V f1(20)

= Vfi1(2) + Vfa(2) + Oh(2).
(b) It follows from (7.14) with L := AMj + 1, the triangle inequality that

%”ZO =2 + [V fi(20) - Vf1(2)]

1 5 5

SX[1+)\L1(z,z)] [z =2 +[1+AL1(20,2)] ]2 - 20|
1 1+ ALi(z,2)

<=1+ AL1(20,2) + 0| ———=%| | |z — 20
)\( 1( 0 ) [ m ]) 0“

Using the above bound, Lemma 7.2.1(c) with L = AM3 +1 and Ly, (-,) = AL2(-,-) + 1, the
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definition of Cy(+,-), and the fact that € < 1, we conclude that

R 1 1 R A
[0 < lvell + S ll20 = 2 + [V f1(20) = V£1(2)]

1 2+ AMS + AL Z2)+ AL Z
SX(1+6+)\L1(20,2)+0[ FAM + M (2, 2) + Q(Z’Z)])Hz—zo

V1+AMy

’ [mzo,z) . L“)] Iz 2],

A

O]

We make a few remarks about Proposition 7.2.2. First, it follows from (a) that (Z,0)
satisfies the inclusion in (7.5). Second, it follows from (a) and (c) that if 6 = 0, then
(2,9) = (0,0), and hence 2 is an exact stationary point of NCOs. In general, (7.16) implies
that the residual |9 is directly proportional to |z - zg|, and hence, becomes smaller as this
quantity approaches zero.

For the sake of future referencing, we state the specialized refinement procedure (SRP)

for generating (2,9) in Algorithm 7.2.1.

{ 3

Algorithm 7.2.1: SR Procedure

Require: (mq, My, mo, My) ¢ R* h e Conv (2), i € Com(Z), fo €
Crno My (Z), (2,20,v) €ZXxZxZ, A>0;

Initialize: 15 < A[{f, (5120) + fo] + %H —20|%, Y= Ah, L« AMS +1 (see (7.7));
1. procedure SREF(f1, fa, h, 2z, z0,v, Ma, \)
% 2 < argmin {Bws (u;2) = (v,u) + §||u —z|%+ Q,Z)n(u)}
3: Up < vuiZL(z -2)+ VYs(2) - Vbs(2)
03 @t a-2)+TAE) - Vi)

B return (2,0)

Inequalities (7.13) and (7.16) play an important technical role in the complexity analysis
of the two prox-type methods of the next two sections. Sufficient conditions for their validity
are provided in Lemma 7.2.1(c)—(d), with (c) being the weaker one, in view of (d). When

s € Fu(Z), it is shown that every iterate of our proposed ACG variant always satisfies the
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inclusion in (7.9), and hence, verifying the validity of the sufficient condition in (¢) amounts
to simply checking whether the inequality in (7.9) holds. When 1, ¢ F,(Z), verification of
the inclusion in (7.9), and hence the sufficient condition in (d), is generally not possible,
while the one in (c) is. This is a major advantage of the sufficient condition in (c), which
is exploited in this chapter towards the development of adaptive prox-type methods which
attempt to approximately solve (7.8) when v, ¢ F,(Z).

To ease future referencing, we state below the problem for finding a triple (z,v,¢)

satisfying the sufficient condition in Lemma 7.2.1(c).

4 '

Problem B : Given the same inputs as in Problem A, find (z,v,6) € Z x Z x R,

satisfying the inequality in (7.9) and

Au(2;2,v) <&, (7.17)

where A, (+;-,-) is as in (7.10) and the point 2 is given by (7.11).

We now present the specialized ACG (S.ACG) method in Algorithm 7.2.2, which solves
Problem A when s € F,,(Z) and solves Problem B whenever two key inequalities are always
satisfied, one at every iteration and one at the end of its execution. The termination status
of the method is stored in the variable mg which is true if the method solves Problem B

and false otherwise.

4 '

Algorithm 7.2.2: S.ACG Method

Require: (4, L) ¢ R2,, 1, ¢ Conv (2), vy ¢C(Z), yo€Z, ¢ (0,1);
Initialize: 7g < true, ¥ < s + ¥y,

1. procedure S.ACG(t)s, ¥n,yo,0, 1, L)
2: for k=1,... do

3: A < 1/L
4: Generate (Ag, Yk, Tr_1, 7k, k) according to Algorithm 2.2.2.
5: Check the first failure point.
. 1 . -
6: if 7 | A + gk — yoll* + 2Ax7k < lyk - yo|* then
+ MAk




7 mg < false

8: return (yo, 00,00, 7g)

9: if ||7 % + 27 < 6| yr — yo|? then
10: Uk < argmin {éws (u;2) = (v,u) + %Hu —z|%+ @/}n(u)}

uez 2

11: Check the second failure point.
12: if A, (Ok; Yk, Tr) > i then > See (7.10)
13: mg < false
14: return (yg, 00, 00,7g)
15: else
16: return (yg, 7%, Tk, TS)

The next result presents the key properties of the S.ACG method (S.ACGM).

Proposition 7.2.3. The following properties hold about the S.ACGM:

O([“\/ﬂ log? [LK9(1+MK9)]) (7.18)

iterations, where Ko =1++/2/0;

(a) it stops in

(b) if its stops with a quadruple (z,v,e,7s) = (Yk, 7k, Tk, Ts) where mg = true, then the

triple (z,v,€) solves Problem B;

(c) if Ys € Fu(Z), then it always stops with a quadruple (z,v,e,m5) = (Y, Tk Tk, TS)

where wg = true, and the triple (z,v,e) solves Problem A.

Proof. (a) See Appendix C.

(b) Using the successful checks in Line 9 and Line 15 of the method, it follows that the
triple (z,v,e) solves Problem B.

(c) Using Proposition 2.2.3(a)—(b) and the definition of the approximate subdifferential,
it follows that the method always stops with 7g = true when v, € ,(Z). On the other hand,
Proposition 2.2.3(a), the definition of the approximate subdifferential, and the successful

check in Line 9 of the method imply that the triple (z,v,¢) solves Problem .A. O

It is worth recalling that in the applications we consider, the cost of the ACG call is

small compared to SVD computation that is performed before solving each subproblem
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as in (7.6). Hence, in the analysis that follows, we present complexity results related to
the number of subproblems solved rather than the total number of ACG iterations. We
do note, however, that the number of ACG iterations per subproblem is finite in view of

Proposition 7.2.3(a).

7.3  Accelerated Inexact Composite Gradient (AICG) Method

This section presents the static AICGM and its dynamic variant.
We first state the static AICGM in Algorithm 7.3.1, which uses Algorithm 7.2.1 and
Algorithm 7.2.2 as subroutines. Given zg € Z and a special choice of A > 0, its main idea is

to attempt to generate its k'™ iterate by using the S.ACGM to obtain the inexact update

. 1
e min A8, (i 200) + fo(w) + B+ S = 22

The iterate is then refined using the SRP in Algorithm 7.2.1 and termination of the method
occurs when either: (i) a refined iterate solving Problem 7.1.1 is found; or (ii) a failure
condition has been triggered. The termination status of the method is store in a variable

mg which is true if the former scenario occurs and false the latter scenario occurs.

4 '

Algorithm 7.3.1: Static AICG Method

Require: p > 0, (my, My, ma,Ma) € R h e Conv (Z), fi € Coyar,(2), fo €
Conattn (Z), (A,0) €R2, s.t. AM;y + 6% <1/2, 2 € Z;
Initialize: pu < 1, L < AM; +1(see (7.7)), mg < true

1. procedure ST.AICG(f1, fo, h, 20, A, 0, M2, p)
2: for k=1,... do

3 Attack the k™ prox-linear subproblem.
1
4 s = A (52en) + o] + 5 -~
5: (2ky Vs 1y T 8) < S.ACG (¥, A, 241, 0, 1, L)
6 Check a special convexity condition.
7 if ~(7;®) or A,(zk-1;2k,vk) > € then > See (7.10)
8 mg < false
9 return (2,00, 7s)




10: Check the termination condition.
1L (‘%k?ﬁk)(_SREF(flanah>zk7zk—1avk7M27/\)
12: if ”ﬁk ” < p then

13: return (2, 0, 7s)

Some remarks about this method are in order. To ease the discussion, let us refer to the
ACG iterations performed in Line 5 of the method as inner iterations and the iterations
over the indices k as outer iterations. First, in view of the requirement on (A, ), if M; >0
then 0 < A < (1-26%)/(2M;) whereas if M; <0 then 0 < A < co. Second, it may fail to obtain
a pair satisfying (7.5), i.e. when mg = false. In Theorem 7.3.1(c) below, we state that a
sufficient condition for the method to stop successfully is that fo be convex. This property
will be important when we present the dynamic AICGM, which: (i) repeatedly calls the
static method; and (ii) incrementally transfers convexity from f; to fo between each call
until a termination where mg = true is achieved.

The next result, whose proof is deferred to Section 7.3.1, summarizes some facts about
the static AICGM. Before proceeding, we first define some useful quantities. For and A >0

and u,w € Z, define

1+ A(Ms + L1+ Lo)

VI+AMS

Theorem 7.3.1. The following statements hold about the static AICGM:

To(uiw) = g, (ww) + fo(u) + h(u), Ch = (7.19)

(a) it stops in

— 12
O([\/XLlJrl-t/QXC)\] [¢(ZOA)2—¢*]) (720)

p
outer iterations, where ¢, is as in (H3);

(b) if it stops with mg = true, then the first two arguments of its output triple (2,0,7g)

solve Problem 7.1.1;
(c) if fa is convex, then it always stops with g = true.

We now make three remarks about the above results. First, if § = O(1/C)) then (7.20)
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reduces to

VA p

Moreover, comparing the above complexity to the iteration complexity of the CGM (see

O([ﬁLl +Lr[w]) (7.21)

Algorithm 2.2.1), which is known [86] to solve Problem 7.1.1 in

2
o ([\/X(Ll +Ly) + %] [W]) (7.22)

iterations, we see that (7.21) is smaller than (7.22) in magnitude when Ly is large. Second,
Theorem 7.3.1(b) shows that if the method stops with mg = true, regardless of the convexity
of fa, then its output pair (2,0) is always a solution of Problem 7.1.1. Third, it is shown
in Proposition 7.3.4, that the quantities L; and C) in all the previous complexity results
can be replaced by their averaged counterparts in (7.24). As these averaged quantities
only depend on {(z;, %) }¥,, we can infer that the static AICG method adapts to the local
geometry of its input functions.

We now state the (dynamic) AICG variant in Algorithm 7.3.2, which address the pos-

sibility of failure by repeatedly calling the static AICGM.

{ 3

Algorithm 7.3.2: AICG Method

Require: p > 0, (my, Mi,mo, M) € R*, h e Conv (Z), f1 € Convy (Z), fa €
Congtiy(Z), (\,0) €R2, s.t. AM1 +6%<1/2, z9€Z, & >0;
Initialize: < 1, L < AM; + 1(see (7.7))

1. procedure AICG(fi, fo, h, 20, A, 0, M2, &1, )
2: for k=1,... do

3: Call the static AICGM with perturbed inputs.
&k
t ffe=h-S1 P
&k
5: f§ef2+?H'”2
6: (27’077‘-5) <_St'AICG(f{Cakaah,ZOaAveaM2+£kaﬁ)
i Either stop with a solution or increase & for the next AICG
call.
8: if mg then
9 return (2,0)




Some remarks about the above method are in order. First, in view of the requirement
on (\,0) and the fact that the upper curvature of fF is monotonically decreasing in k,
the parameter A\ does not need to be changed for each static AICG call. Second, in view
Theorem 7.3.1(c), every static AICG call always terminates with success whenever fé“ is
convex. As a consequence, assumption (H2) implies that the total number of static AICG
calls is at most [log(2m3/¢1)]. Third, in view of the second remark and Theorem 7.3.1(b),
the methods always obtains a solution of Problem 7.1.1 in a finite number of static AICG
outer iterations. Finally, in view of second remark again, the total number of static AICG
outer iterations is as in Theorem 7.3.1(a) but with: (i) an additional multiplicative factor
of [log(2m3/&o)]; and (ii) the constants m; and My replaced with (my +2m3) and (Ma +
2m3), respectively. It is worth mentioning that a more refined analysis, such as the one

in Section 5.3, can be applied in order to remove the factor of [log(2m3/&y)] from the

previously mentioned complexity.

7.3.1 AICG Properties and Iteration Complexity

This subsection establishes the key properties of the static AICGM and gives the proof of
Theorem 7.3.1.

We first start with a technical lemma that describes the progress, in terms of func-
tion value, between consecutive iterations. Its statement, and the statement of subsequent

results, will make use of the key constants in (7.7).

Lemma 7.3.2. Let {(z;,2;,0;)}f, be the collection of iterates generated by the static

AICGM. For everyi>1, we have

1

~ M
EHZH - zi|? < p(zim1) — Ly (233 2i-1) - 71||Zz' — zi[* < o(2i-1) - (), (7.23)

where Uy is as in (7.19).
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1 7007. Let7>1 be f xed, deline
1 2
o= 1, ws = A [ﬁfl(ﬁ Zi—l) + f2] + —” C—Zi-1 H , ¢n = )\h,

and let (z;,v;,€,7;) be the output of the i*® call to the S.ACG algorithm. Moreover, let
AL(5--) be as in (7.10) with (1s,%,) as above. Using the definition of 7, and fact that

(z,v,€) = (2i,vi,&;) solves Problem B in Section 7.2, we have that

gi > A1 (ziz1; 2, v;)

= Ny (215 2i-1) = Mp(2i-1) = (i, 25 — zim1) + |20 — zi-1 |

Rearranging the above inequality and using assumption (H2), the requirement on (A, ) (in

the AICGM), and the fact that (a,b) > —|a|?/2 - |b]?/2 for every a,b € Z yields

A (2i-1) = Mg (253 2i-1) 2 (vi, 2im1 — 21) — €0 + | 25 — 21 |?
1 1 1-o2
= §\|Zi -z - 3 (oi]® +223) > ( 5 ) EEE &

_>‘M1||ZA_Z. 12 + M 12 — 212
= 9 i i—1 9 Zi Zz—l”

AM 1
= Sz -z P+ ZHZi -2z |?

Rearranging terms yields the first inequality of (7.23). The second inequality of (7.23)
follows from the first inequality, the fact that £4(zi;2i-1) + M|z — 2i-1]%/2 = ¢(2;) from

assumption (H2), and the definition of Zﬁ. O

The next results establish the rate at which the residual ||9;] tends to 0.

Lemma 7.3.3. Let p>1 be given. Then, for every a,beR¥, we have

i b -p
min {Ja;bil} <& a]y b1y -

Proof. Let p>1 and a,b € R® be fixed and let ¢ > 1 be such that p~'+¢ ™" = 1. Using the fact

that (z,y) < |z],|y|, for every x,y € R¥, and denoting @ and b to be vectors with entries
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|a;|'/P and |b;]"/?, respectively, we have that

k
k mi ibi 1/p< ibi 1p
min (b} < - b

k 1/4
- 1/
suwqu=amm(zwmm) - (Il bly,)" .
=1

Dividing by k, taking the p'" power on both sides, and using the fact that plq =p-1, yields

min {|a;bil} <& |af1[blg/p = k7 lal116l1p-1)-

]
Proposition 7.3.4. Let {(zi,éi,ﬁi)}fﬂ be as in Lemma 7.3.2 and define the quantities
1 & J
LT’IS’ = E Z Ll(zi, 22;1), C;Ykg = E Z C)\(fi, Zz'), (7.24)
i=1 =1

where Cy\(+,-) and Cy are as in (7.15) and (7.19), respectively. Then, we have

1+0C38 6.1\ 5
TN avg Ak || @(20) — ds P
IznsllngUz” _O(I:\/XLl,k + 7 ][ ’ tg

Proof. Using Proposition 7.2.2 with (z,29) = (2, 2zi_1) and the fact that Cy(-,-) < C'y and

Li(-,-) < Ly, we have ||9;]| < &|z; — zi-1|, for every i < k, where

£ 2+ )\Ll(zi,zi;\) + 90/\(2“21) Vis 1.

As a consequence, using the sum of the second bound in Lemma 7.3.2 from i = 1 to k, the

definitions in (7.24), and Lemma 7.3.3 with p = 3/2, a; = &;, and b; = |z; — z;—1| for i =1 to
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k, yields

X 1/2
n%igl [0 Sr?sigl&ﬂzz Zic|| € =7 =15 (;&) (; |2 = zi-1ll )

—O([\/XL?’S 1+ acavg”qb(zo) m] )

We are now ready to give the proof of Theorem 7.3.1.

Proof of Theorem 7.3.1. (a) This follows from Proposition 7.3.4, the fact that C\(-,-) < Cy
and Ly, (+,-) < L1, and the termination condition in Line 12 of the AICGM.

(b) The fact that (2,0) = (2, 0y) satisfies the inclusion of (7.5) follows from Proposi-
tion 7.2.2 with (z,v,29) = (2k, Vg, 2k-1). The fact that |0] < p follows from the termination
condition in Line 12 of the AICGM.

(¢) This follows from Proposition 7.2.3(c) and the fact that method stops in finite number

of iterations from part (a). O

7.4  Doubly-Accelerated Inexact Composite
Gradient (D.AICG) Method

This subsection presents the static D.AICGM, but omits its dynamic variant for the sake of
brevity. We do argue, however, that the dynamic variant can be stated in the same way as
the dynamic AICG variant in Section 7.3 but with the call to the static AICGM replaced
with a call to the static D.AICGM of this subsection.

We start by stating some additional assumptions. It is assumed that:
(i) the set Z is closed;
(ii) there exists a bounded set €2 2 Z for which a projection oracle exists.

We first state the static D.AICGM in Algorithm 7.4.1, which uses Algorithm 7.2.1 and

Algorithm 7.2.2 as subroutines. Given zy € Z and a special choice of A > 0, its main idea is

182



to attempt to generate its k' iterate using the S.ACGM and project oracle of Q to obtain

accelerated updates

_ 1+\/1+4Ak,1
= 5 ,
Akfl Qfe—

1
= Zpe] + —— Y
Yk AL k-1 Akykl,

. 1
i min (A [0 (s 20) + fa() + ()] + Sl 2412}

ay A= Apq +ay,

o1 -
yi, = argmin = |u - [yr—1 — ag_1 (vi + G — 2117,
uefd 2

2z = argmin ¢(u),
ue{zk_l,zl‘;}

where yo = 29, Ap = 0, and vy, is a residual that is obtained from computing z;;. In particular,
the S.ACGM is used in the inexact update of z;;. The iterate is then refined using the SRP
in Algorithm 7.2.1 and termination of the method occurs when either: (i) a refined iterate
solving Problem 7.1.1 is found; or (ii) a failure condition has been triggered. The termination
status of the method is store in a variable mg which is true if the former scenario occurs

and false the latter scenario occurs.

4 '

Algorithm 7.4.1: Static D.AICG Method

Require: p > 0, (my, My, mg, My) € R* h e Conv (Z), fi € Coyar,(2), fo €
Conptiy(Z), (A,0) €R2, s.t. AM1 +60%<1/2, z€ Z;
Initialize: © < 1, L <« MMy + 1(see (7.7)), s < true, yo « 20, Ag < 0, ¢ <
fi+fa+hy
1. procedure ST.D.AICG(f1, fa, h, 20, A, 8, Ma, p)
2: for k=1,... do

3: Attack the k' prox-linear subproblem.
1++/1+ 4Ak_1
4: Qp—1 < f
5: Ap <« A1 +ap
~ Ap-12k-1+ Qk-1Yp-1
6: Yk-1 < )
Ay
1
7. Ub < A[0p (5200) + fo] + Sl ~z1
8: (2, vk, ek T 8) < S.ACG (¥, A, §g-1,0, 11, L)

9: Check a special convexity condition.




10: if ~(77®) or A,(zk-1;2¢, vk) > €x, then > See (7.10)
11: mg < false
12: return (2,00, 7Tg)
13: Check the termination condition.
14: (21, 9%) < SREF(f1, f2, b, 2k, Jr-1, Uk, M2, M)
15: if ||0x] < p then
16: return (2, 0, 7s)
17: Compute an accelerated prox step.
1 - a 2
18: Yk < argmin — |lu = [yk-1 — ag-1 (v + Je-1 = 2) ]|
ue) 2
19: zp < argmin ¢(u)
ue{zk,l,z}‘;}

Some remarks about this method are in order. To ease the discussion, let us refer to the
ACG iterations performed in Line 8 of the method as inner iterations and the iterations
over the indices k as outer iterations. First, similar to the static AICGM, the static
D.AICGM may fail without obtaining a pair that solves Problem 7.1.1. Theorem 7.4.1(c)
shows that a sufficient condition for the method to stop successfully is that fo be convex.
Using arguments similar to the ones employed to derive the dynamic AICG variant, a
dynamic D.AICG variant can also be developed that repeatedly invokes the static D.AICGM
in place of the static AICGM. Second, in view of the update for z; in Line 19, the collection
of function values {¢(z;)}~, is non-increasing. Third, in view of the requirement on (\,6),
if M7 >0 then 0 < A < (1-260%)/(2M;) whereas if M; <0 then 0 < ) < co.

The next result summarizes some facts about the D.AICGM. Before proceeding, we

introduce the useful constants

D,:=sup |u-z|, Dgq:= sup |u-z|, AY = d(20) — bxs

u,z€Z u,z€8) 1 06 (725)
: * * +
o= ik (s =" 6() = 6.}, By VAL + 2
Theorem 7.4.1. The following statements hold about the static D.AICGM:
(a) it stops in
E? ,[miD?+AY] E t+1/X]V?D
(9( ,\,a[ 1A2 ¢>] N nolmi A/ ] Q (7.26)
p p
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outer iterations,

(b) if it stops with mg = true, then the first two arguments of its output triple (2,0,7g)

solve Problem 7.1.1;

(c) if fa is convez, then it always stops with wg = true in

E3 gmi D3 . Eyo[mi]Y?Dq E/Z\{gdg/3)\_1/3

72 5 R

(7.27)

outer iterations.

We now make three remarks about the above results. First, in the “best” scenario of

max{mi, mo} <0, we have that (7.27) reduces to

1 2/3 dg/s
‘ ([Ll “3) [p—/ ’
which has a smaller dependence on p when compared to (7.21). In the “worst” scenario of

min{mq,ms} > 0, if we take § = O(1/C}), then (7.26) reduces to

@([\/XLl . L]Q [mIDE + 8(z0) —m]),

VA p*

which has the same dependence on p as in (7.21). Second, part (c) shows that if the method
stops with an output pair (2,0), regardless of the convexity of fa, then that pair is always
an approximate solution of NCOs. Third, Proposition 7.4.9 shows that the quantities L
and C'y in all the previous complexity results can be replaced by their averaged counterparts
in (7.43). As these averaged quantities only depend on {(z%, %;,%;-1)}¥ |, we can infer that
the static D.AICGM, like the static AICGM of the previous subsection, also adapts to the

local geometry of its input functions.

7.4.1 D.AICG Properties and Iteration Complexity

This subsection establishes several key properties of static D.AICGM and gives the proof

of Theorem 7.4.1.
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To avoid repetition, we assume throughout this subsection that k > 1 denotes an arbi-

trary successful outer iteration of the D.AICGM and let
{(ai, Ai, 20, 28 i, Gim1, iy 03, vis €0) Hiy

denote the sequence of all iterates generated by it up to and including the k™ iteration.
Observe that this implies that the i** D.AICG outer iteration for any 1 < i < k has mg =
true, ie. the (only) S.ACG call in this iteration does not stop with 7;® = false and

Aq(zi-1; 28, v;) < g;. Moreover, throughout this subsection we let
Fi(uw) =g (w;Gio1) + fo(u) + h(u), ~vi(u) =7i(z") + %(vZ +§io1 — 28 u— 2. (7.28)
The first set of results present some basic properties about the functions 7; and ~; as
well as the iterates generated by the method.
Lemma 7.4.2. The following statements hold for any s€ Z and 1 <1< k:
(a) vi(z) =7i(#);
(b) y; = argmin,,q {)\ai_lfyi(u) + |lu - %—1”2/2} ;
(¢) 2 =i = argmingez {\yi(u) + [u - g1 |*/2} ;
(d) =M llu=gi-1]?/2 <Fi(u) = ¢(u) <malu—gia[*/2;
(¢) ¢(zi-1) 2 ¢(2:) and ¢(2]) > ¢(zi).

Proof. To keep the notation simple, denote

(Zi, 24y 2, g) = (qua Ziy Zi-1, gi—1)7 (y+7 y) = (Z/u yi—l);
(7.29)

(A, Ava) = (A, Aicr,air), (v,e) = (vg,65).

(a) This is immediate from the definitions of v and 7 in (7.28).

(b) Define 7; := yx—1 — ag_1 (vk + Ypo1 — z,‘j) Using the definition of 7 in (7.28), we have
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that

1 1
argmin{)\a7 (u) + =|u- yH2} = argmin {a(v +y-zlu—x)+=|u- y||2}
uef? 2 uef? 2

.1 - 2
= argmin lu=(y-alv+g-2¢])
ue)

1 2
= argmin - [u -7, " = y..
w2

(c) Using the definition of  in (7.28), we have that
AVY (25 o)+ (Z-v) =g = (v+§-20) + (25 -v) =g =0,

and hence, the point z% - v is the global minimum of Ay + | - —g||/2.
(d) This follows from the fact that fi € Cy, 0, (Z) and the definition of 7 in (7.28).

(e) This follows immediately from the update rule of z; in Line 19 of the D.AICGM. O

Lemma 7.4.3. Let w = §;—1 and A1(+;+,-) be as in (7.10) with

Ps = A [gfl(ﬁzkfl) + f2] + %H '_Zk71||27 Yn = Ah. (7'30)

Then, following statements hold:

(a) the triple (28, v;,€;) solves Problem B and satisfies A1(zi-1;2{,v;) <€, and hence
HUi ” + 2¢; < O’2 ”Z;-l - Ui-1 HQ, Al(u; Z;l, Ui) <g; Yue {22', Zz‘_l}, (731)

(b) if fa is convex, then (2}, v;,e;) solves Problem A;
(¢) Ai(s; 2, vi) = Alvi(s) =Fi(s)];
(d) Ai(zi;28v;) <e.

Proof. (a) This follows from Line 10 of the D.AICGM and Proposition 7.2.3(b).
(b) This follows from the S.ACG call in Line 8 of the D.AICGM, the fact that h is

convex, and Proposition 7.2.3(c) with s = 7; + || - =71 [|>/2.
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(c) Using the definitions of (vs,%y,) and (v,7), we have that

a a a 1 a
Ar(s; 25, v) = (s +¥n) (25) = (Vs + n) (s) = (v, 25 = s) + 5”5 - Z+”2
~ 1 . ~ 1 N 1
- e+ e - 12| ) + Sl =3l - (w2t - s+ s - 222
1 . - 1 -

- [y + s a12] - [¥s) + s - 71

- X7(5) = ()
(d) If z; = zi-1, then this follows from Line 10 of the method. On the other hand, if

2z = z{, then this follows from part (c). O

We now state some well-known (see, for example, Lemma B.0.2 with Ay = 7, = 1)

properties of A; and a;_1.

Lemma 7.4.4. For every 1 <i <k, we have that:
(a) a?_l = Ai;
(b) i?]4 < A; <.

The next two lemmas are technical results that are needed to establish the key inequality

in Proposition 7.4.7.

Lemma 7.4.5. For everyue Z and 1 <i <k, we have that

(Aic1lziet = Gi1 P + aica|u = i1 |*) < 2D + a1 D2,

N | =

Proof. Throughout the proof, we use the notation in (7.29). Using the relation (p + ¢)? <

2p? + 2¢° for every p,q € R, Lemma 7.4.4(a), the fact that A < A*, 2 €Q, and y € Z, and the
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definition of , and the definitions of D and D, in (7.25), we conclude that

2

Alz =91+ alu=31% = A |- +a

w2+ (- )
2 2
Ai(uz 0+ (u- y>2+2a[j3||u—z2+A2uu i)

2A 2 2 2
< =2 (Ju= 212 + - y1) + 20fu- 2| +

2a

2
U
4+H y|

<2[u-z*+ 1 +a)|u-yl?]

[DQ +(1+ a)DQ]

The conclusion now follows from dividing both sides of the above inequalities by 2 and using

the fact that D, < Dq. ]

Lemma 7.4.6. For every ue Z and 1 <1<k, we have that

1-AM (%
R G R BT o K L
< Ai17i(zim1) + ai1vi(u) + ﬁ”u ~yi1 |, (7.32)

Proof. Throughout the proof, we use the notation in (7.29). We first present two key

expressions. First, using the definition of v in (7.28) and Lemma 7.4.2(c), it follows that

. 1 B _ B 1 5
mm{m (u) + —||u—y||2} ()~ (v + - 2%, 0) + = v+ - 29|
ueZ 2 2
o\~ .a 2 ~ a 1 ~ a2
= (=) = ol 0,5 - 28) + 5 o - 28]

1 1
=07 (29) = S lol? + S 17 - 241 (7.33)
2 2

Second, Lemma 7.4.2(b) and the fact that the function ay + | - —y[?/(2)) is (1/\)-strongly

convex imply that

1 1 1
0y (ya) + 5y 1y —yl* <ay () + Sy lu—yl* - o fu-ye . (7.34)
Using (7.33), Lemma 7.4.2(d)—(e), Lemma 7.4.4(a), and the fact that ~ is affine, we have
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that

[¢><z+>+(1 AMl)nz:‘—yn?]
Al

<A (7D 51 -] (7.35)
=A, —min {’y (u) + —”u - ?1”2} + M
| ueZ 2
<A, W(Az+ay+) H Z+ay+_Az+ay 2+||7)H2
= Ay (2) a7 (1) + ey - el 4 S ol
’ 2)\A )
A
= A — |y —yl* + == o) 7.36
1)+ @y () + ol -l + 2] (7.36)
The conclusion now follows from combining (7.34) with (7.36). O

We now present an inequality that plays an important role in the analysis of the

D.AICGM.

Proposition 7.4.7. Let A1(+-,-) be as in (7.10) with (Ys,1,) as in (7.30), and define
1 .
0:i(u) := A; [¢(2:) - d(u)] + o\ Ju-wil®> Vixo. (7.37)

For every u € Z satisfying Aq(u; 28, v;) <e and 1 <i <k, we have that

717

Ai 28— Gic1|? < m? (ais1 D? + 2D3) + 0,1 () - 0;(uw). 7.38)
AN i z Q

Proof. Throughout the proof, we use the notation in (7.29) together with the notation

0 =0,_1 and 0, =0;. Let u € domh be such that A;(u;z%,v) <e. Subtracting A¢(u) from
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both sides of the inequality in (7.32) and using the definition of 6, we have

A

oy LA =AM =g = o] ] + 0. (w)

= 221 AM) |25 - 917 - Jol] + A, [9(z0) - 9()] + o b= =]

< Ay (2) o (u) = Ab(u) + o b=y

=a[y(u) = d(u)]+ Al (2) - ¢(2) ]+ 0(u). (7.39)

Moreover, using Lemma 7.4.3(a) and (c), and with our assumption that A (u; z¢,v) <e, we

have that
_ Aq(s;z8v)  m7 2 €
1(8) = 9(s) =7 () - o) + TEED Te gp & vz} (740)

Combining (7.39), (7.40), and Lemma 7.4.5 then yields

S =AM 25 = 1% = o] + 64 (u)

M=

=

eA,
[ollu= g1 + Al - 71%] + 57 + o(w)

(u)-

IN
Nk

€A,

m (aD? +2D3) +

Re-arranging the above terms and using the restriction on (A, #) (in the D.AICGM) together

with the first inequality in (7.31), we conclude that

mj (aDj +2D3) +0(u) - 0, (u)
A o
> —;\ [(1 =AM |28 =G[* = o] * - 2¢]

2\ *

~112
-7

O]

The following result describes some important technical bounds obtained by summing
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(7.38) for two different choices of u (possibly changing with 7) from i =1 to k.

Proposition 7.4.8. Let Ag and do be as in (7.25) and define

1 & .
Sk = — ZAZ ”Z? — yi_1H2. (7.41)
4\ i=1

Then, the following statements hold:
(a) S = Ov(K*[miD? + A] + k[mi +1/\]D});
(b) if 2 is conves, then Sy = Oy (Kmi D2 + km{ D + d3 /).

Proof. (a) Let Ai(+;-,-) be defined as in (7.10) with (¢, y,) given by (7.30). Using (7.37),
the fact that y;, zf € €, the fact that A; is nonnegative and increasing, and the definitions
of §; and Dg in (7.37) and (7.25), respectively, we have that

k k 1 k 9
[0i1(2i) = 0i(2)] < - A [9(2im1) — ¢(2i)] + T\ >z = vial
ml =1 i=1

7

=

IN

k k
A ; [¢(zi-1) = ¢(2:)] + ﬁD?z

< A [6(20) — du] + %Dg. (7.42)

Moreover, noting Lemma 7.4.3(d) and using Proposition 7.4.7 with u = y;, we conclude that

(7.38) holds with u = y; for every 1 <i < k. Summing these k inequalities and using (7.42),
the definition of S in (7.41), and Lemma 7.4.4(b) yields the desired conclusion.

(b) Assume now that fs is convex and let z, be a point such that ¢(z.) = ¢. and

| z0—2+|| = do. It then follows from Lemma 7.4.3(b) and Lemma 7.2.1(d) with (z,v) = (2§, v;)

that Aq(z.; 28, v;) <e for every 1 <i < k. The conclusion now follows by using an argument

similar to the one in (a) but which instead sums (7.38) with u = z, from i = 1 to k, and uses

the fact that

k
1
3 [iea(20) = Bi(z)] = o) ~Bu(z2) < o=l = 2,
where the inequality is due to the fact that 0;(z.) >0 (see (7.37)) and Ag = 0. O
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We now establish the rate at which the residual ||9;| tends to 0.

Proposition 7.4.9. Let Sy be as in (7.41). Moreover, define the quantities

av, 1 ~ av, 1 & ~
L17kg = E Z Ll(z;jl’yi—l)a C)\7]€g = E Z C)\(Zi7 Z?)v (743)
i=1 i=1

where Cx(+,-) and C are as in (7.15) and (7.19), respectively. Then, we have

o - 1 +00§ng S, 1/2
Ig]? [9:] = O1 (I:\/XLLkngT:I [ﬁ] 4

[\l Iae

Proof. Let ¢ = [k/2]. Using Proposition 7.2.2 with (z,w) = (2¢,%;-1) and the bounds

Cx(+,+) € Cy and Ly(+,-) < L1 we have that [9;] < &z — §i-1], for every ¢ <i < k, where

£y DL B TOGt) iy

As a consequence, using the definition of Sy in (7.41), the definitions in (7.43), Lemma 7.3.3

with p = 3/2, a; = &/ A;, and b; = VA; |28 — gi1| for i e {£, ..., k}, Lemma 7.4.4(b), and the
fact that (k- ¢+1) > k/2, yields

3 5l < : . a _ 5.
fnin |0:] < ergilgr;{& Iz = Gi-1l

1 k £ k , 1/2

S : Aill= = gi-

CRIESEE (Ze FA)(Ze 5ol )
23/2 2 k

< W (E ZSZ) (4)\Sk)1/2

)

140028 1/2
s SE 1)

We are now ready to give the proof of Theorem 7.4.1.

Proof of Theorem 7.4.1. (a) This follows from Proposition 7.4.9, Proposition 7.4.8(a), the

fact that C)(+,-) < C and Ly, (-,) < L1, and the termination condition in Line 15 of the
D.AICGM.
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(b) The fact that (2,0) = (2, 0;) satisfies the inclusion of (7.5) follows from Proposi-
tion 7.2.2 with (z,v,20) = (2§, vk, Uk-1). The fact that |[6]| < p follows the termination
condition in Line 15 of the D.AICGM.

(c) The fact that the method does not stop with mg = false follows from Proposi-
tion 7.2.3(c). The bound in (7.27) follows from a similar argument as in part (a) except

that Proposition 7.4.8(a) is replaced with Proposition 7.4.8(b). O

7.5  Exploiting the Spectral Decomposition

Recall that at every outer iteration of the ICG methods in the previous sections, a call to
the S.ACG algorithm is made to tentatively solve the Problem B (see Section 7.2) associated
with (7.6). Our goal in this section is to present a significantly more efficient ACG variant
(based on the idea outlined at the beginning of this chapter) for solving the same problem
when the underlying problem of interest is SNCO.

Throughout our presentation, we make use of the functions dg : R” » R"™" and Dg :

R™™ > R" given pointwise by

Zi if i = j7
[dg Z]ij = [DgZ]; = Zu, (7.44)

0, otherwise,

for every z e R", Z e R™" and (i,5) € {1,...,7}%
The content of this section is divided into two subsections. The first one presents the

aforementioned algorithm, whereas the second one proves its key properties.

7.5.1 Spectral ACG Method

This subsection presents an efficient spectral ACG method (0. ACGM), which utilizes the
S.ACGM of Section 7.2, for solving the Problem B associated with (7.6).

Throughout our presentation, we let Zj represent the starting point given to the
S.ACGM by the two ICG methods. Moreover, we assume that we have a method SVD(...)

that returns a triple (P,0(Z), Q) representing the SVD of its input Z. More specifically, if
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(P, s, Q) <« SVD(Z) then it holds that Z = P[dgs]Q*.
We now state the 0. ACGM in Algorithm 7.5.1, which uses the S.ACGM of Section 7.2

and the aforementioned SVD method as subroutines.

4 '

Algorithm 7.5.1: ¢.ACG Method

Require: M, € R,,, hY ¢ C(R"), fi € C(dom[RhY o c]), f) € Cas,(domh), Zy €
R™, 9€(0,1);
Initialize: p < 1, L« AMs+1, mg « true, w,]f < A\BY

1: procedure U.ACG(fl,f%),hv,Zo,Q,u,L)

Attack a vectorized prox-linear subproblem using the S.ACGM.
3 Z) <« Zo-AVfi(Z)
4 (P,s5,Q) « SVD(Z})
1
Y S U N
6:  (2,0,6,7m5) < S.ACG(¥,, %y, Dg(P* Z0Q),6, 1, L

Y

T Terminate based on the status of the S.ACGM call
8 if 75 then
: Z « P(dg2)Q*
10: V « P(dgv)Q*
11: return (Z,V,e,7g)
12: else
13: return (Zy, 00, 00, mg)

We now make two remarks about the method. First, since it calls the S.ACGM in
Line 6, its iteration complexity is the same as the one given for the S.ACGM, i.e. as in
Proposition 7.2.3(a). Second, because the functions ¢ and 1Y used in its S.ACG call have
vector inputs over R", the steps in the 0. ACGM are significantly less costly than the ones
in an analogous S.ACGM call, which use functions with matrix inputs over R"*™,

The following result, whose proof is deferred to the next subsection, presents the key

properties of the 0. ACGM.

Proposition 7.5.1. Let (Z,V,e,mg) be the output of a call to the 0. ACGM. Then, the

following properties hold:

(a) if ms = true, then the triple (Z,V,e) solves the Problem B associated with (7.6);
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(b) if fa is convez, then mg = true and the triple (Z,V,e) solves the Problem A associated
with (7.6).

7.5.2 Proof of Proposition 7.5.1

This subsection gives the proof of Proposition 7.5.1.
Let the quantities (P, Q) and (¥Y, 1)) be generated by a call of the . ACGM. Moreover,

for every (u,U) e R” x R™*" define the functions

fU):=foa(U), h:=hYoo, ¢ (u):=v)(u)+v)(u)

M(u) = P(dgu)Q”*, V(U):=Dg(P'UQ).

(7.45)

The result below relates the function triple (zp;’,zp)j , wv) to the function triple (s, ¥n, 1)

given by
1
Ga= Al Z0) + faoo] + 5 =Zol?, = A(Rhoo), W=ttt

Lemma 7.5.2. Let (z,v,e,7g) and (Z,V) be generated by a call to the c. ACGM in which

wg = true. Then, the following properties hold:

(a) we have

¢X(2):¢n(z)v w}:(z)_’_Bé\:ws(Z)v
where B(’)\ = AM1(Zo) - MV f1(Zo), Zo) + | Zo ”%‘/Z

(b) we have
Veo.(v-3l-213)(2) = veo (V- Jl-—?) ). (140)

Proof. (a) The relationship between w}f ,and 1, is immediate. On the other hand, using the
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definitions of Z, fo, and B()\, we have

WY () + B = AM(2) (2, 2) + 5121 + B
= A[F22) + Fi(Z0) 4 (VF1(Z0), 7 - 2ol + 12 - 2ol

= ¢S(Z)'

(b) Let So =V +Z} - Z and s = v +0(Z}) - 2, and note that Sy = M(sg). Moreover, in
view of part (a) and the definition of 1, observe that the left inclusion in (7.46) is equivalent
to Sp € 0:(A[fo+h])(Z). Using this observation, the fact that Sy and Z have a simultaneous
SVD, and Theorem G.0.3 with (S, s) = (Sp, 50), ¥ = A[f2+h], and ¥Y = A\[fY +hY], we have
that the left inclusion in (7.46) is also equivalent to sg € d-(A[fy’ +h"])(2). The conclusion
now follows from the observing that the latter inclusion is equivalent to the right inclusion

in (7.46). O
We are now ready to give the proof of Proposition 7.5.1.

Proof of Proposition 7.5.1. (a) Let (z,v) = (V(Z),V(V)) and remark that the successful
termination of the algorithm implies that the inequality in (7.9) and (7.17) hold. Using this

remark, the fact that |V|% = |v|?, and the bound

0|25 = z0|* = 0 (12]1% = 202,V (20)) + | Zo[1 ) + o> (IV(20) |* = | Zo [7)

<o® (1Z;|* - 2(2;, Zo) + | Zo|3) = 0| Z; - Zo| 7, (7.47)

we then have that the inequality in (7.9) also holds with (z,v) = (Z,V).
To show the corresponding inequality for (7.17), let L = AM3+1 and consider the refined

quantities

. L
7 = argmin {&ps(U; 2)-(V.0)+ 51U - 21 + %(U)}
UeRnxm

L
2 = argmin {Ewg;(u;z) —(v,u) + EHU - 2H2 + wZ(U)}

ueR™
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as well as the corresponding residuals

Vo=V +L(Z-2)+Vis(2) - Vs(Z),

vp = v+ L(z-2)+ VoY (2) - vy (2).

Moreover, let AY(+;-,-) be as in (7.10) with (1s,v,) = (¥Y, %)) and Aq(+-,-) as in (7.10).
Using Lemma G.0.2 with ¥ = ¢, and S =V + MZ - V¢4s(Z) and Lemma G.0.1(b) we
have that Z,., V,, Z, and V have a simultaneous SVD. As a consequence, it follows from

Lemma 7.5.2(a) that

e 28V (552,0) = 9¥(2) =97 (2) - (v, 2= ) + L2 2|
~ ~ 1 -
= Y(2) ~$(2) - (V.2 - 2} + |2 - 21

= A1(27 ZaV)

The conclusion now follows from the above and the definition of the specialized refinement
procedure in Section 7.2.

(b) This follows from part (a), Proposition 7.2.3(c), and Lemma 7.5.2(b). O

7.6  Numerical Experiments

This section examines the performance of several solvers for finding approximate station-
ary points of SNCO where (f1, f;’ ,hY) satisfy assumptions (H1)-(H3) of Chapter 7 with
(f2,h) = (fY oo,hY o 0). All experiments are run on Linux 64-bit machines each con-
taining Xeon E5520 processors and at least 8 GB of memory using MATLAB 2020a. It is
worth mentioning that the complete code for reproducing the experiments is freely available
online!.

The algorithms benchmarked in this section are as follows.

o AICG: an instance of Algorithm 7.3.2 in which & = My, A = 5/My, o = (9/10 -

max{\(M;-£,0}), the ACG call is replaced by an R.ACG call with Ly = A(M/100)+1.

!See the code in ./tests/thesis/ from the GitHub repository https://github.com/wwkong/nc_opt/
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o CG: an instance of Algorithm 2.2.1 in which Ay = 1/(M; + My) for every k > 1.

« D.AICG: an instance of the dynamic version of Algorithm 7.4.1 in which & = My,
A=5/My, o =(1/2 -max{\(M; - &,0}), the ACG call is replaced by an R.ACG call

with Lo = A(M/100) + 1.

o AG: a variant of the AG method described in Section 5.5.1 in which { (o, Bk, Ak) }rs1

are as in [30, Corollary 1] with Ly = M; + M.

Given a tolerance p > 0 and an initial point Zy € Z, each algorithm in this section seeks a

pair (Z,V) € Z x R™ " satisfying

Vevf(Z)+V(fy oo)(Z)+d(hY o0)(2),
V]
|V 1(Zo) + (Y e 0)(Zo)| +1

<p.

Moreover, each algorithm is given a time limit of either 10800 or 7200 seconds. The bold
numbers in each of the tables in this section highlight the algorithm that performed the

most efficiently in terms of function value.

7.6.1 Ball-Constrained Matrix Completion

This subsection presents computational results for the ball-constrained matrix (BC-MC)

problem in [50]. More specifically, given a quadruple (a,f,u,0) € Ri,, a data matrix

A e R™" and indices (2, this subsection considers the BC-MC problem

1 2
Jmin S [Po(U = )} + s 0(U) + 70 0.0 (0)

st |U]% < /mn - rrl;z}x|Aij|,

where Pq is the linear operator that zeros out any entry that is not in {2 and

= 2 22
o). ool 9]
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for every z € R". Here, the function x, + 7, is a nonconvex generalization of the convex
elastic net regularizer [105], and it is well-known [112] that the function ,,—p|- |« is concave,
differentiable, and has a (23./6?)-Lipschitz continuous gradient.

We now describe the different data matrices that are considered. Each matrix A e R"*"
is obtained from a different collaborative filtering system where each row represents a unique
user, each column represents a unique item, and each entry represents a particular rating.
Table 7.1 lists the names of each data set, where the data originates from (in the footnotes),

and some basic statistics about the matrices.

Table 7.1: Description of the BC-MC data matrices.

Name m n % nonzero ming,; Aqj max;,j Aij
Jester? 24938 100 24.66% 9.95 10
Anime® 506 9437 10.50% 1 10
MovieLens 100K* 610 9724 1.70% 0.5 5
FilmTrust® 1508 | 2071 1.14% 0.5

MovieLens 1M° 6040 3952 4.19% 1

We now describe the experiment parameters considered. First the starting point Zj is
randomly generated from a shifted binomial distribution that closely follows the data matrix
A. More specifically, the entries of Zj are distributed according to a BINOMIAL(n, u/n) — A
distribution, where p is the sample average of the nonzero entries in A, the integer n is
the ceiling of the range of ratings in A, and A is the minimum rating in A. Second, the

decomposition of the objective function is as follows
1 B pp
fi=5IPaC=AE 7 =l = 51|+ WY =B 8,

where F = {U e R™" : |U||p < /mn - max; ; |A;;|} is the set of feasible solutions. Third, in

2The ratings in the file “jester_dataset_1_1.zip” from http://eigentaste.berkeley.edu/dataset/.

3A subset of the ratings from https://www.kaggle.com/CooperUnion/
anime-recommendations-database where each user has rated at least 720 items.

“The ratings in the file “ml-latest-small.zip” from https://grouplens.org/datasets/movielens/.

See the ratings in the file “ratings.txt” under the FilmTrust section in https://www.librec.net/

datasets.html.
5See the ratings in the file “ml-1m.zip” from https://grouplens.org/datasets/movielens/.
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view of the previous decomposition, the curvature parameters are set to be

2681 2ap -36
m1:O, Mlzl, m2=9—2+Texp(T), MQZ—

where it can be shown that the smallest and largest eigenvalues of V27,(z) are bounded
below and above by —2aexp(-360/2)/0 and a/3/0, respectively, for every z € R™. Fourth,
each problem instance uses a specific data matrix A from Table 7.1, the hyperparameters
(o, B, 11,0) = (10,20,2,1) and p = 107, and Q to be the index set of nonzero entries in the
chosen matrix A. Finally, a cutoff time of 10800 seconds is used for the MovieLens 1M
dataset and a cutoff time of 7200 seconds is used for the other datasets.

Figure Figure 7.1 contains the plots of the log objective function value against the

runtime, listed in increasing order of the smallest dimension in the data matrix.

Jester Anime MovieLens 100K

14 13
2000 4000 6000 8000 0 2000 4000 6000 8000 0 2000 4000 6000 8000
Time (in seconds) Time (in seconds) Time (in seconds)

FilmTrust MovieLens 1M

2
0 2000 4000 6000 8000 0 5000 10000
Time (in seconds) Time (in seconds)
[rooveeeen CG ——— AG — — —AICG D.AICG |

Figure 7.1: Function value vs. runtime for the BC-MC problems.

7.6.2 Multiblock Ball-Constrained Matrix Completion

This subsection presents computational results for the multiblock ball-constrained matrix
(MBC-MC) problem in [50]. Given a quadruple (o, 3, 1,0) € R?,, a block decomposable

data matrix A e R™" with blocks {A;}¥ , ¢ RP*? and indices ©, this subsection considers
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the MBC-MC problem:

1
in —||Po(U-A)|?
yain o | Po(U - A)|F+

st |U|F < v/mn - n}z}x|Aij|,

k
2, [kpoo(Us)+7a 00 (U;)]

(]

where P, k,, and 7, are as in Section 7.6.1 and U; € RP*7 is the it block of U with the
same indices as A; with respect to A.

We now describe the two classes of data matrices that are considered. Every data matrix
is a 5-by-5 block matrix consisting of 50-by-100 sized submatrices. Every submatrix contains
only 25% nonzero entries and each data matrix generates its submatrix entries from different
probability distributions. More specifically, for a sampled probability p ~ UNIFORM[O, 1]
specific to a fixed submatrix, one class uses a BINOMIAL(n, p) distribution with n = 10, while
the other uses a TRUNCATEDNORMAL(p, o) distribution with p = 10p, 0 = 10p(1 - p), and
upper and lower bounds 0 and 10, respectively.

We now describe the experiment parameters considered. First, the decomposition of the
objective function and the quantities Zy, (mi, M1), (me, M2), p, and 2 are the same as in
Section 7.6.1. Second, we fix (3,60) = (20,1) and vary («, i, A) across the different problem
instances. Finally, a cutoff time of 7200 seconds is used for all problem instances tested.

Figure 7.2 contains the plots of the log objective function value against the runtime for
the binomial data set, listed in increasing order of Ms. The corresponding plots for the
truncated normal data set are similar to the binomial plots, so we omit them for the sake
of brevity. Table 7.2 and Table 7.3 respectively contain the last function values of each
algorithm for the binomial and truncated normal data sets, listed in increasing order of Ms.
Moreover, each row of these tables corresponds to a different choice of (u, &) and the bolded

numbers highlight which algorithm performed the best in terms of the last function value.

7.6.3 Discussion of the Results

We see that the D.AICGM and AICGM are generally more efficient than the AG and

CG methods, respectively. The D.AICGM method, in particular, appears to escape local
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Figure 7.2: Function value vs. runtime for the binomial MBC-MC problems.

Table 7.2: Last function values for the binomial MBC-MC problems.

Parameters Last Function Value
) Mo CG AG AICG D.AICG
(1,0.2) 20 2.13E+04 1.62E404 1.61E404 2.20E4-03
(10,2) 200 2.15E4-05 1.44E+05 2.19E+404 7.98E+403
(100, 20) 2000 2.17E+06 8.24E+05 9.82E+04 2.92E+04

minima more quickly than the other methods. Moreover, the larger the constant Ms is, the
more efficient the ICG methods are compared to the benchmark methods. Curiously, the
larger the smallest dimension of the matrix space is, the more efficient the inexact methods
are compared to the exact ones.

We conjecture that the efficiency of the spectral methods is attributed to the fact that
the main iterations of the methods are performed within the space of singular values rather

than in the space of matrices.

7.7 Conclusion and Additional Comments

In this chapter, we presented two methods for finding approximate stationary points of a
class of spectral NCO problems. More specifically, the methods are inexact variants of the
CGM (see Algorithm 2.2.1) and an accelerated monotonic CGM. We established an O(p2)
iteration complexity bound for finding p-approximate stationary points for both methods
and an (’)([)_2/ 3) bound for the accelerated method when the objective function is convex.
Through several new results about spectral functions, we also developed a variant of the

ACGM in Algorithm 2.2.2 which is especially efficient for spectral NCO problems.

203



Table 7.3: Last function values for the truncated normal MBC-MC problems.

Parameters Last Function Value
(1, ) M, CG AG AICG D.AICG
(1,0.2) 20 2.14E+04 8.92E+03 1.26E+04 1.25E4-03
(10,2) 200 2.21E405 1.75E+05 3.29E+04 1.16E4-04
(100, 20) 2000 2.27E+06 1.71E+406 1.06E+05 4.50E+04

The next chapter presents some practical improvements on the methods and procedures

developed in this and previous chapters.

Additional Comments

It is worth mentioning that the outer iteration scheme of the D.AICGM is a monotonic
and inexact generalization of the AG method in [30]. More specifically, the AG method can
be viewed as a version of the D.AICGM where: (i) 6 = 0; (ii) the S.ACG call in Line 8 is
replaced by an exact solver of (7.6); and (iii) the update of y; in Line 18 is replaced by an
update involving a prox evaluation of the function ag_1(f2 + h). Hence, the D.AICGM can
be significantly more efficient when its S.ACG call is more efficient than an exact solver of

(7.6) and/or when the projection onto € is more efficient than the proximal evaluation of

ak_l(fz + h)

Future Work

It would be worth investigating if the developments in Section 7.5 are applicable to other

first-order iterative optimization algorithms and/or other classes of NCO problems.
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APPENDIX A
PROPERTIES OF THE PPM AND CGM

This appendix presents the proofs of propositions related to the PPM and CGM.

Proof of Proposition 2.2.5. (a) The optimality of z; and the definition of vy immediately

yield vg = (zx-1 — 2) [ Ak € OV (2x)

(b) Using the inclusion in (a) and the fact that Ay >0, we immediately have

B2ho1) 2 () + {0k 2kt — 22) = $(28) + Aiknzk_l —al? > ()

(c) Summing the inequality in (b) from indices 1 to k yields

k

k ' ko1 k
(20 i t? € Yonoi 32 i = € 2 o) - )
i=1 = i=1 i=1 i i=1

=¥ (20) = ¥(2k),

which implies the desired inequality. O

Proof of Proposition 2.2.1. (a) The optimality of z; and the definitions of vy, and £, imply

that

Vs (2i) + OUn(2k) 3 Vs (2k) — Vs (2i-1) + )\ik(qu - 2k) = Ug.

(b) The above inclusion in part (a) and (2.2) imply that

Vn(2k-1) 2 Un(2k) + (v = ¥s(21), 281 = 21)

1
= Yn(2k) + (Vs (2k-1), 2k — 2-1) + ;Hz‘kq —z1))?

1 L

> n() + [03(30) = b)) + (3= ) =l

which implies the rightmost inequality. The leftmost inequality follows from the assumption
that L < 2/)\k-

(c) Using the inequality in (b) from indices 1 to k, the definition of v, (2.4), and the
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inequality |la + b]% < 2|a|? + 2|b|?, it holds that

i=1

’“1(2—>\~L)(1 2)‘1
Y v | v B Ci R

;2 INADY

Elr2-NLY( 1 L)L 2
:;‘( on )(A_? Li) )\—i(zm—zz‘)+V¢s(zi)—V¢s(2¢—1)

2
52(2 , )(iJ“L?) I:%”Zi—l_zi”2+”V@Z}s(zi)_V@bs(Zi—l)2:|

!
<Y [0(zim1) —9(20)] = ¥(20) = ¥ (z),

i=1
which clearly implies the inequality in (2.5). O
Proof of Proposition 2.2.2. (a) It follows from Proposition 2.2.1 and the definitions of ¢
and v that q € V¢5(z7) + 0¢,(z). The desired inclusion and inequality now follow from
Proposition 2.1.47 with (s,&,2) = (¢ — V¥s(27),e,27) and ¢ = b,.
(b) Clearly, part (a) shows that (g,¢) is feasible to (2.6). Assume now that (r,J) satisfies

r € Vibs(27) + O5¢n(27), or equivalently
Yp(u) 2 Pp(27) +(r=Vips(27),u-—2") -6 VuelZ.

Using the above inequality with « = z and the definitions of ¢ and e, we then conclude that

MalP +25 = 12~ =72 +2[gn(=") ~a(2) + {a = Vits(=7), 2 27}
=2[Yn(27) - () ~ (V9s(z)2 = 2] - 5o - =P
<26-2(rz—z)- %HZ-Z-HQ
=26 -2\ (r,q) - Alq[?

<26 + A|r)2 + Nlgl? = Mgl = A7 |* + 26,
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where the last inequality follows from the inequality 2(a,b) < |a||> + |b]|? for every a,be Z.
Since (r,6) are feasible to (2.6), the result follows.

(c) Using (2.2) and the definitions of ¢ and ¢ yield

Aal? +2e = 2[¢n(27) = n(z) = (Vihs(27), 2 - 27)] - %HZ_ — z|?
=2[Y(27) —¥(2)] + 2 [¥s(2) — Ly, (2327)] - %HZ_ - z|?
<o) - (2)] + (L - %) l2 = 2|2

Proof of Proposition 3.2.6. Define the quantities

1 2 2k-1~ 2k
\IJ — \I] = + — | s =Z1_ = Al
Y A I =zk-al®, 7k 3 (A1)

and note that VW) (zx_1) = Vg(zk_1), and that ¥} is convex due to (A2) and the assumption
A < 1/m. Hence Proposition 2.1.47 and Vg(zx-1) = VUa(2k-1) € O:, ¥a(2), where g =
Ua(zk) = Ua(zk-1) = (V¥A(2k-1), 2k — 2k-1) = 0. The previous inclusion combined with the
optimality of z; and definition of 74 imply that ry € Oh(z) + 0:, a(2r) € Os, (b + Uy )(21)
where the last inclusion follows immediately from the definition of the operator J;, and
convexity of h. Hence, since (£x,0x) = M(eg, ) (see (3.21) and (A.1)), it follows from the
above inclusion and the definition of Wy that the triple (zx, 0, &) satisfies the inclusion in
(3.4) with ¢ =g+ h and A\ = A.

Now, to prove that the inequality in (3.5) holds, first note that the definitions of ¢; and
U, together with property (A2), imply that g, < (AM +1)|2z_1 — 2 */(2)\). Combining the

previous inequality with the relations Uy = 21 — 2x and € = Aeg, we obtain

Hf)kHZ + 2<§k = sz—l — ZkHQ + 2>\5k < ”Zkfl — ZkHZ + ()\M + 1)|’Zk,1 - 2,’],€||2

AM +2 -
:()\M-FQ)HZk_l—ZkHZZ 1 ||zk_1—zk+vk||2.
Hence, since AM < 2, we conclude that o = (AM +2)/4 < 1 and that (3.5) holds. O
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APPENDIX B
PROPERTIES OF THE ACGM

This appendix presents important properties and proofs related to the ACGM in Chapter 2.

Throughout this appendix, we assume that the iterates

{($k>ykyrka77k)}k21a {(TkaakaAkvlykanaFk)}kzla

are generated by the ACGM and the quantities p, {Ag}x>1, and ¢ are from its input and
initialization, respectively.

We first present some basic properties involving the function pairs { (v, qx) trs1-
Lemma B.0.1. The following statements hold for every k > 1:

(a) Yi-1(yr) = qx(yr) and -1 < g <P;

(b) it holds that

1 1
min {ka(u) + 2 |lu=Zp-1 ||2} = min {'Vk—l(u) + W lu=Zp-1 HQ} :
Proof. (a) The fact that vi_1(yx) = qx(yx) is immediate from the definitions of 4 and .
The fact that ¢ > g;, follows from the assumption that s € F,(Z). To show that v;_1 < g,
observe that the optimality of y;, and the fact that g, € F,(Z) imply that

1 ~ )\k +1
M) + 5 1 = Tt |2+ (L2 Ju -

1 -
< Akqr(u) + §||U - xk_1H2 VueZ.
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Rearranging terms and using the definition v;_1, we conclude that

1 .
=gl = s = x|

Akl + 1)
2

1 .
() > 01 () + 5l =~ a2
2\

2\

1 - 2 2 - 21, M 2
= + — —Tp-1|"+ |u—- —||u— T + —|u-
ar(yr) 2k [Hyk Tp1 lu — yi | | = Zp_1]| ] QHU k|

1 N - -
= qr(yr) + oW (2llyr = Ze-1|® + 2(Fh-1 — Yoo u— Fpo1)) + g”u 1k

1 -
= V-1 (u) + )\_k”yk - xk—1||2 >yp-1(u) YueZ.

(b) Recall that y; is an optimal solution of the left problem. Suppose that gy is an
optimal solution of the right problem. Since ~y; is a smooth convex function, the optimality

of y and the definition of ~; imply that

_ 1 1 B 1
0=VY-1(y) + — (U~ Tp-1) = — (@1 —yr) + (¥ —yx) + — (¥ — Tp—1)
Ak Ak Ak

(e 5) w0

which, since u, A\r > 0, implies that y = yy. ]
We next present properties involving the scalars {( Ak, ag, Ag) }is1-
Lemma B.0.2. The following statements hold for every k > 1:
(a) ai = TpAps1;

(b) it holds that

=2

1(& ? k Ai-1pt ’
Aj > max Z Z\/}\i,l ,)\IH 1+ T
=1

Proof. (a) Let k > 1 be fixed. It is easy to see that aj is a root of the quadratic function
x = 22 — Tz + 7, Aj, and hence, using the definitions of 75, and the update rule of Ay, 1, it

holds that
0= ai —Tk(ak +Ak) = az _TkAk+1,

which implies the desired identity.
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(b) We first make the observation that

2
Th—1t\/Ti_ +4Tk—1Ak—1
\/ = > Tkl +\/Tr-14k-1 (B.1)

k-1 = 2 2

We now show that Ay is bounded below by the first term in the max. Using (B.1) and

the update rule for Ay, it holds that

Th—
Ap=Ap1+ag1 > % +/ Th1Ap-1 + A
\2
> (\/ Ak—l + 7;_1 )

which, by taking square roots on both sides, yields

i

\/A_k >\ A1+ 7;71 >\ Ap_q + )\2k_1.

Applying this relationship recursively, and squaring the resulting relation yields the desired
bound on Aj.

We next show that Aj is bounded below by the second term in the max on the right-
hand-side. If k£ = 1, the inequality follows immediately from the fact that A; = A\;. Instead,

suppose that k > 2. Using (B.1) and the update rule for Ay, it holds that

Tl
Ap =Ap1 +ag-1 2 71 +V/ Th-1Ap-1 + A1
2
Tk-1 Tk-1
=\ Ap_1 + —) + =
( S VA 4

2
2(\/K+ N)\k—;Ak—l) +W\k—£1;4k—1

2 2
(1+ /M)\k1) N M -1 Ag-1 > Ay (1+ /W\k1) .
2 4 2

Applying the above relationship recursively yields the desired relation

=Ak1

=2

k A 2 k A 2
Ak2A1H(1+ T“‘) :/\11—[(1+ i;“) .
1=2
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O
We now present properties involving the iterates {(xg, yx) }x>1 generated by the method.
Lemma B.0.3. The following statements hold for every k > 1:
(a) Ty € Fu(Z) is a quadratic function and 'y, <1);
(b) z) = argmin, {Akfk(u) + |lu - J:OH2/2};

(c) if there exists Ly > 0 satisfying (2.8), then it holds that
: 1 2
At (k) < I&gl{Aka(u) + 5 lu ol } :

Proof. (a) Observe that recursively applying the definition of I'y yields the identity T'y =
Zf;ol a;vi/ (Zf;ol a;), which shows that T'y is a convex combination of the functions {~; ?:701-
The desired conclusion now follows from the definition of 75 and Lemma B.0.1(a).

(b) We proceed by induction on k. The case of k = 0 is obvious. Suppose instead
that xx_1 = argmin, g {Ak_lfk_l(u) +|lu— on2/2} for some k > 2. The optimality of z5_;

implies that

g1 — 2o + Ap_1 Vg1 (2k-1) = 0. (B.2)

Moreover, since I', € F,(2) is a quadratic function (see part (a)), it holds that

VI (2r) = VIR (2p-1) + p(2) — Th-1)- (B.3)

Let us now verify the optimality condition on x. Using (B.3), (B.2), the update rule for
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xr, the definition of v;_1, and our hypothesis, we have that

g —x0 + AV (1)

= ap — w0 + A [V (p1) + p(@p — 25-1)]

=2p = 0 + Ap-1 VD k-1 (Tp-1) + @1 V-1 (k1) + p A (28 — Th-1)

= [xp —xp1] + [2h-1 — 20 + Apo1 Vo1 (2g-1) ] +
[ar-1VVr-1(Tr-1) + AR (TR — Tp-1) ]

= (1+ pAg) (k= 2p-1) + a1 VY1 (T4-1)

1
=—Qk-1 [)\—k(JUIH = k) + p(Tp-1 — yk)] + a1 VYk-1(2-1)

= —ap-1VYk-1(2k-1) + @f—1VYk-1(24-1) = 0,

which implies that zj = argmin, z {Aka(u) + |u -z ||2/2}

(c) We proceed by induction by k. The case of k = 0 is obvious. Suppose instead that

. 1
Ap-19(yr-1) < I&%{Ak—lr‘k—l(u) + §||u - 96'0||2}

for some k > 2. Using the fact that I' is p-strongly convex, the optimality of xx_1 in part

(b), and our hypothesis, we have that

Ap-1p+1
Y(Yr-1) + T”U_$k—1“2
1 A 1pn+1
< Ak_lrk_l(xk_l) + 5”1‘,%_1 - 930H2 + (%) Hu - .Tk_1||2
1
<ApaTpoq(u) + §\|U—$0H2, (B.4)

for every u € Z. Combining (B.4), Lemma B.0.2(a), Lemma B.0.1(a), and the fact that v;_;
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is convex yields

ART(o) + 3 = o2}

1
Ap1Thor () + ag—1yp-1(u) + 5”“‘950”2}

A 1pn+1
A1 (yr—1) + (%)”U_xk—lHQ"‘ak—l'Yk—l(x)}
A qu+1
>m %) |u— 21| +ak—wk—1($)}

Ak_ k-1t ap_1U Ak_ +1
—mm (Ap-1 + ag-1)7%-1 Lk = +( LA )||u—a:k 12

A1 +ag-1 2

o]
o]
o]
B I
|

=1

_ . App+1\ [ A2
=mln{Akvk_1<u>+( ) (5 ) - xm}
uez a

2 k-1

) . Ap_p+1 A
=Ak%g§{’7k1(u)+( b1l )( k)”“ T 1|}

2 akl

1
=Aj min {%—1(11) + 2—/\k||ﬂ—i‘k—12}- (B.5)

On the other hand, using (2.8), the definition of yi, and Lemma B.0.1(b), it holds that

. Ly ~
V(yk) < Ly, (Y Tr-1) + Yn(yr) + 7”% — Fpt|?
1 B 1 1 B
= (o) + 2y — T ]®+ 2 ([Lk—u] - —) Iy = Fpoi
2 2 A

1 -2
< +— |y - T
< qr(Yk) o lyk = Z—1|

{anw) + 5 -1}
—Hllzr,l gk \u i U= Tg-1

1
= min {’Yk—l(u) + ﬁ\u—i’k—l”z}- (B.6)

Combining (B.5) and (B.6), we conclude that

) 1
A () < mip { A4T4(0) + 2 - o]}
uezZ 2

We are now ready to give the proofs of Proposition 2.2.3 and Proposition 2.2.4.
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Proof of Proposition 2.2.3. (a) The optimality of z; and the definition of r; imply that
ri € Ol (xx). Using the previous inclusion, the definition of 7y, and the fact that ¢ > 'y

yields

Y(u) 2 Tr(u) 2 T(xp) + (1, u—28) = Y(Yr) + (T, U = Yr) — Mk

for every u € Z, which is exactly the desired inclusion. The fact that n > 0 follows from the
above relationship evaluated at u = y.

(b) Using Lemma B.0.3(b) and (c) and the definitions of n; and 7 yields

1
0SFk($k)+2—Ak||56k—$oH2—1!)(yk)
= ik~ {1k i — ) + —— |k — 0]
=Tk ks Yk 24, k 0

1
=+ [~ (w0 = = o0} + 5 b - ol

Ay 24,
1
=+ [ T = a0l = ol =l

=—77k+—Hyk— 2ol = 5= I Akrk + yx — ol

2A

which, together with the identity xq = yo, yields the desired inequality.

(c) Let y* be an optimal solution of CO. Using Lemma B.0.3(a) and (c) it holds that

* 1 * * 1 *
Apb(yr) < Aeli(y )+§Hy —yol* < A (y )+5||y — 0%,

which implies the desired inequality. O

Proof of Proposition 2.2.4. (a) Using Lemma B.0.3(b) we first observe that (zy —z¢)/Ay €

I'x(xr) and hence, by Lemma B.0.3(a) and the definition of rg, it holds that

Lk — 20

P =
Ay,

+ 1y — o) € 5(Fk - gH "l/k”z) (1)

Using the above inclusion, the fact that Ty, — || - |?/2 is affine, and the definition of n;, we
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conclude that for every u € Z it holds that

0 0
Y(u) - §HU —ygl® > Ty (u) - §HU - yi|?
_ 1% 2 -
=Tr(yr) - §||yk — o]+ (TR, u - xp)

=Y (yrk) + (T, u = Yr) — T, (B.7)

which is equivalent to (2.7). The fact that 7, > 0 follows from the above inequality with

U =Yg-

(b) Using Lemma B.0.3(b) and (c) and the definitions of 73 and 7 yields

0 < Tu(an) + o= ol = )

—— ||k - zo?

P T S 1
=~k QHyk o] = (Fe yp — or) + oA,

_ 1
=Mk — HHZ/k - l‘k||2 + [—— (o — 2, yi — k) + —— ||k - 960||2]
2 A

2A

5 1
=—nk—ﬁuyk—xk||2 [2A o = ol = 5l =1

=~ + —— gk — 20| - (1+ pAg) |y — z])?

2A 2A
b ool = 0l 5o | Aui + i~ ol
=— —|yx — xo||” - —————— | AxT -z
Mk 24, Yk — Zo 2A,(1 + piAy) kETk T Yk — Lo
which, together with the identity xq = yo, yields the desired inequality. O

We next give the proof of Lemma 3.3.1.

Proof of Lemma 3.3.1. Let j be such that

Azw‘

g

Using the triangle inequality, the previous bound on A;, the relation (a + b)? < 2a? + 2b* for
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every a,b € R, and Proposition 2.2.3(b), we obtain

751 + 205 < max {1/ A3, 1/(24;) } (| Ajry|* + 44;m;)
<max {1/A7,1/(24;)} (214575 + yj = vol* + 2]ly; —yo|® + 44;m;)

g
<max {(2/Ar)%,2/As} |y; — yo|* < m”yj - ol

On the other hand, the triangle inequality and simple calculations yield

1
I3 = vl < (L+ &)l -y + 752 + (1 , —) I 12

NG

Combining the previous bounds, we obtain

NG

2 g 2 2
Iy + 20 < 57l =y 47l + 2

which easily implies (3.24).
Let us now show what conditions on j yield A; > 2(1+/7)?/o. Using the first bound

in Lemma B.0.2 with A\; = 1/L, it is straightforward to show that the condition

.42@(“@)}
o I

suffices.
On the other hand, using the second bound in Lemma B.0.2 with Ay = 1/L and the

bound log(1 +t) >¢/2 for t € [0,1], it is straightforward to show that the condition

j2 [1 + \/%mgi (—2L ! ;ﬁfﬂ

suffices. The conclusion now follows from combining the previous bounds on j. O
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APPENDIX C
PROPERTIES OF THE S.ACGM AND R.ACGM

This appendix contains proofs related to the S,ACGM and R.ACGM in Chapters 5 and 7,

respectively.

We first give the proof of Proposition 7.2.3(a).

Proof of Proposition 7.2.3(a). Let £ be the first iteration where

in{——t _ “tls g C.1
mm{4(1+MA,g)’ 2 }‘ f (1)

and suppose that the method has not stopped with mg = false before iteration £. We
show that it must stop with 7g = true at the end of the (*" iteration. Combining the
triangle inequality, the successful checks in Line 6 of the method, (C.1), and the relation

(a+b)? <242+ 2b% for all a,be R, we first have that

I7el? +2ne

< maX{l +A/%AZ, 2LAg}(1 +LAZ ”Ae?:eHQ +4A£77£)

s LA (2= 2l 140
< max{%, Alg} |z — 20]% < KLGZHZK — 20|)% < 0%z - 20]%,

and hence the method must terminate at the ¢*" iteration. We now bound ¢ based on the
requirement in (C.1). Solving for the quadratic in Ay in the first bound of (C.1), it is easy
to see that Ay > 4uKZ + 2K, implies (C.1). On the other hand, for the second condition
in (C.1), it is immediate that A, > 2K} implies (C.1). In view of Proposition 2.2.3(c) with

Ai = 1/L for every i > 1, and the previous two bounds, it follows that

1 7\ 2D )
AgZZ(l-i-\/i) >2Kp(1+2uKy)

implies (C.1). Using the bound log(1+¢) >t/(1+t) for ¢t > 0 and the above bound on /, it

is straightforward to see that ¢ is on the same order of magnitude as in (7.18). O
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We next give the proof of Lemma 5.3.5.

Proof of Lemma 5.3.5. Using our assumption that f e Cp(Z), and hence ¢, € Cr,(Z2),
together with the check in Line 8 of Algorithm 5.2.1, it holds that the stepsizes {\;}i»1 in
the R.ACGM are constant with a value of 1/L). Hence, using Proposition 2.2.3 and (5.17),
it holds that

1 T 2(i-1)
Ai>— |1 — Vi>1. 2
T ( + 2L,\) 1 (C.2)

Now, let ¢ denote the quantity in (5.22), and suppose the R.ACGM has performed ¢ itera-
tions in which (5.20) and (5.21) hold for every i < ¢. Using (C.2), the definition of Cy , in

(5.23), and the fact that log(1 +1¢) >t/2 for all ¢ € [0, 1], it holds that

) 2(¢-1)
Ap>—11 — >2C 2.
? L,\( + QLA) 0,7 >

Combining the triangle inequality, (5.20), the bounds 2/A, < 1/C and (2/A4,)? < 2/A4, < 1

from above, and the relation (a + b)? < 2(a? + b?) for all a,b € R, we obtain

[rel® + 20 < max{1/A7, 1/(240)} (| Aere|? + 44em0)

< max{1/A7,1/(24) }(2| Aere + ye — yol|* + 2] ye — zo|* + 4Aeme)

< max{(2/4¢)% 2/ Ac}lye - ol < lye = yoll*.

CGT

)

On the other hand, using the triangle inequality and the fact that (a +b)? < (1+s)a? + (1 +

1/5)b? for every (a,b,s) e R xR x R,, (under the choice of s =1/(~/C - 1)), we obtain

VO
lye = yol)? < YTy —ye + o2+ /Corlrel*-

Copr-1

)

Combining the previous estimates, we then conclude that

1
luel® +2ne € =20 ¢ +ue| + Juel?,

1
C@,T AV CH,T
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which, after a simple algebraic manipulation, easily implies that

1
= leo - ze+ uel” 2 2/Corme+ (VCor - 1) uel?
0,7 —
> (v/Cor = 1) (luel® +2ne) . (C.3)

)

Using the first term in the maximum of (5.23) together with the second inequality of (C.3)
immediately implies that (5.18) holds with j = £. To show that (5.19) holds at j = ¢, observe
that the definition of ¢ in (5.17), (5.21) with j = ¢, the second inequality of (C.3), and the

second term in the maximum of (5.23) imply that

A[6(0) = )] 2 (resyo —e) + e+ 5 Ly~ wol?

1

=5 llyo=ye+rel* = (el + 2me)
1 - 1

25 [1 +(v/Cor-1) 2] lyo = e +re]* 2 gHyo —yo + 1|2
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APPENDIX D
PROPERTIES OF THE CRP

This appendix contains proofs related to the CRP in Chapter 3.

We first give the proof of Proposition 3.2.5.

Proof of Proposition 3.2.5. (a) This follows immediately from Proposition 2.2.2(a) with

(wsawnazk—l) = (f,h,z) and (Qkugk) = (QTMET)‘
(b) Using the definition of &, it follows that ¢, € Vf(z) + 0, h(z) if and only if

h(u) > h(z) +{qr - Vf(2),u—z)—er

:h(zr)+<Q7"_vf(z)7u_zr> Vue Z,

or equivalently, g, € Vf(z) + Oh(z,). The desired inclusion now follows from the previous
inclusion and the definition of v,. The desired inequality follows from (A2) and Proposi-
tion 2.2.2(b)—(c) with

1

(wsawfwzk—l):(f?hvz% (Qk75k):(%"767‘)7 L:L)\v A:K

(c) Let (p,€) and (27, 9,€) satisfying (3.18) be given, and define the function
Yulu) = f0) + oofu==" [P = S (00 VueZ (0.1)
s(u) = f(u) + —|lu-2"|*- = (9,u ueZ. :
2X A

Clearly, the inclusion in (3.18) holds if and only if 0 € 0:(¢s + h)(z), or equivalently,
(s + h)(u) > (s + h)(z) — € for every u € Z. In particular, for u = 2., we have (¢ +
h)(z) = (¢s + h)(z,) < €. Using the previous bound, the second inequality in (3.18), and

Proposition 2.2.2(c) with

1
(27,¢n)=(2z,h), L=L\, \=—,
Ly
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it holds that there exists (gy,ey) € Z x R, satisfying g, € Vi)s(2) + 9, h(z) and

lawll* + Lagy < L [(¥s + h)(2) = (1hs + 7)) (2)] < LAE < L&

Since the previous inclusion implies that gy + (27 = 2 + )/ € Vf(z) + 0, h(2), it follows

from Proposition 2.2.2(b) with

(277(]75):(27%"757")7 (w&wn):(f?h): L:L)n A:Li/\7

the first inequality in (3.18), and the triangle inequality, that

2

1, _ N
larl < ar P+ 2En < o+ 3= 24 0) [ +2Laey

1. ~ 2
<(lagl + 5127 = 2451) +2Lney

< (lawl® +2Ley ) + 2play | + p°

<2LNE+ 207205 + p? = (P2 + LE)” (D.2)

which implies the second inequality in (3.19). On the other hand, using assumption (A2),

i.e,. Vf is max{m, M }-Lipschitz continuous, and the definitions of v, and ¢, yields

lvrl = llar]l < lor = gr| = [V f(2r) = Vf(2) ]| < max{m, M}|z - 2|
max{m, M}
- T My,
A
which, together with (D.2), implies the second inequality in (3.19). O

Proof of Proposition 5.1.1. (a) This follows from assumptions (A1)—(A2), the definition of

er, and Proposition 2.2.2(b) with

1
(¢S?¢nazk—1):(f,\,h)\,2), L:L)\, )\:L_)\
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(b) The optimality of z, implies that

Oh(z) > —%Vf)\(z) + %(zr -2)
v f(2) + %(z_ Caiv)+ %(z )

=Ur — Vf(Zr)

which immediately implies the desired inclusion. To show the desired inequality, we use

part (a), the triangle inequality, assumption (A2), and the definition of v, to conclude that

Jorl < £l = 2 0l |22z - 20) + 9 (o) - 952)

1 L
<<z -2+ + (T)\ +max{m,M}) |z = 2z

>

2¢e,
Ly

1 M
Lo o)+ Lo mxdm MY o7
A A Ly

1 L
< XHZ_—Z+U|| +(T)‘+max{m,M})

[u—y

(c) Using the inclusion in (5.1) and the definition of &,, it holds that

er = (fa+ha)(2) = (fa+ha)(2)
=X f+h)(z)- [)\(f +h)(z) + %Hz— zr||2] +{v, 2, — 2)

<e.

Combining the above bound with part (b) and the inequalities in (5.1) yields

1, _ 1 max{m,M
R e e o=

Ly
1 M
< ﬁ+(x+%)\/—2m.
A
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APPENDIX E
CONVEX FUNCTIONS AND CONVEX SETS

This appendix consists of several appendices that contain results related to convex functions

and convex sets.

E.1  Properties of Subdifferentials

The below technical result presents a fact about approximate subdifferentials, and its proof

can be found, for example, in [69, Lemma A.2].

Lemma E.1.1. Let proper function ¢ : R" — (—o0,00], scalar 6 € (0,1) and (z9,21) €

Z x dom ¢ be given, and assume that there exists (v1,e1) such that
~ 1 B
vy €0y, (¢ + 5|| - —zo||2) (z1), |v1]?+2e1 <62%|v+ 20 - 21| (E.1)
Then, for every z € Z and s >0, we have

s+1
ERE

(z1) + % [1 ~-52(1+ 371)] [v1 + 20 — 21 H2 <P(z) +

E.2  Properties of Convex Cones

The first result presents some well-known (see, for example, [7, Chapter 6] and [99, Example

11.4]) properties about the projection and distance functions over a closed convex set.
Lemma E.2.1. Let K ¢ Z be a closed convex set. Then the following properties hold:
(a) for every u,z € Z, we have |Ui(u) - ic(u)| < [|u-z|;

(b) the function d(-) := dist?(-,K)/2 is differentiable, and its gradient, given by
Vd(u) =u—Tx(u) € Ne((u)) VYueR", (E.2)

is 1-Lipschitz continuous;
(c¢) if K is a cone, then holds that u € Nic+(p) if and only if (u,p) =0, ue -K, andpe K*.
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The next result presents a well-known fact (see, for example, [25, Sub-subsection 2.13.2])

about closed convex cones.

Lemma E.2.2. For any closed convex cone IC, we have that x € int IC if and only if
inf {(p,z):[p]=1}>0.
pelCt

E.3 Properties of Max Functions

This appendix contains results about functions that can be described be as the maximum
of a family of differentiable functions.
The technical lemma below, which is a special case of [27, Theorem 10.2.1], presents a

key property about max functions.

Lemma E.3.1. Assume that the triple (V,X,Y") satisfies (F1)-(F2) in Section 6.1 with

® =W, Moreover, define

q(z) :=z1€1$‘ﬂ(:v,y), Y(z)={yeY:¥(z,y)=q(z)}, VzeX (E.3)

Then, for every (z,d) € X x X, it holds that
¢ (z;d) = max (Vo ¥(x;y),d).
yeY ()
Moreover, if Y (x) reduces to a singleton, say Y (z) = {y(x)}, then q is differentiable at x

and Vq(x) = V¥ (z,y(x)).

Under assumptions (F1)—(F4) in Section 6.1, the next result establishes Lipschitz con-
tinuity of the gradient of ¢. It is worth mentioning that it generalizes related results in [7,
Theorem 5.26] (which covers the case where W is bilinear) and [76, Proposition 4.1] (which

makes the stronger assumption that W(-,y) is convex for every y e Y).

Proposition E.3.2. If the triple (V,X,Y") satisfies (F1)-(F4) in Section 6.1 with ® = ¥

and it holds that =V (x,-) € F,(Y) for some pu > 0 and every x € X, then the following

224



properties hold:

(a) the function y(-) given by
y(z) :=argmax ¥(z,y) VeeX
yeY

is Qu-Lipschitz continuous on X, where

L L
Qui= Loy )7, (E.4)
u u

(b) Vq(-) is L,-Lipschitz continuous on X, where q is as in (E.3) and
Lyi=LyQ,+ Ly (E.5)
Proof. (a) Let x,Z € X be given and denote (y,7) = (y(x),y(&)). Define
a(u) =V(u,y) - V(u,5) VYuelX. (E.6)
and observe that the optimality conditions of y and § imply that
a(a)2 Ely=gl*, (@) 2 Syl (B7)
Using (E.7), (6.6), (6.7), (6.8), and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we conclude that

ply - 3)% < a(@) - a(@) < (Vo ¥(2,y) - Vo U(z,§), 2 - ) +

B 5 L.+m -
<V ¥(z,y) - Vo ¥ (z,9)| - |o - Z] + — z|?

L
AP LS

<Lyly-gl-lz - 2]+
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Considering the above as a quadratic inequality in | — y| yields the bound

o4 . . .
Iy =315 5| Lol - 21+ /Lyl = 2P + (L v ) 27

L L,+m - -
S[—y+\/ ]HZ—HTH = Qulz-Z|
Iz Iz

which is the conclusion of (a).

(b) Let x,Z € X be given and denote (y,7) = (y(z),y(Z)). Using part (a), Lemma E.3.1,

and (6.7) we have that

[Va(x) - va(@)] = [Va¥(z,y) - V2 ¥ (Z,7)]
<[Va¥(z,y) - Vo ¥(z,9)| + Ve ¥(2,9) - V2 ¥ (Z,9)|

< Ly”y_gH + Lellr - 2| < (LyQy +Ly) |-z = L#Hx—@H,

which is the conclusion of (b). O
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APPENDIX F
NOTIONS OF STATIONARY POINTS

This appendix contains technical results about different notions of stationary points in an

optimization problem.

F.1  Directional and Primal-Dual Stationarity

The main goal of this appendix is to prove Propositions F.1.4 and F.1.5, which are used in
the proofs of Propositions 6.1.1 to 6.1.3 given in Appendix F.2. Several technical lemmas
are stated and proved to accomplish the above goal. Some of these technical results (e.g.
Lemma F.1.1(a) and Lemma F.1.3) are stated without proof as they are broadly available
in the convex analysis literature. Others (e.g. Lemma F.1.1(b) and Lemma F.1.2) are given
proofs because we could not find a suitable reference for them.

The first technical lemma presents some general results about proper convex functions

and nonempty closed convex sets.

Lemma F.1.1. Let ¢ be a convex function and let C € X be a nonempty closed convex set.

Then, the following statements hold:
(a) infjqj<y 0c(d) = [-mingec |ul];
(b) if Cnri(dom) # @, then inf o clip(x) = infrec(x) < oo.

Proof. (a) See, for example, the proof of [15, Lemma 5.1] with g = 0.

(b) Define 9, := infyectp(z), 1< = infeocly(z). Then, note that the assumption of
(b) implies that 1, < co. Now, assume for contradiction that the conclusion of (b) does
not hold. Since cly < 1, and hence ¥ < 1), we must have ¥ < v¥,. Hence, due to a
well-known infimum property, there exists & € C' such that cly(Z) < ¢, < co. In particular,
it follows that v, € R, and hence that ¢)(x) > —oo for every x € C, in view of the definition
of .. Now, by assumption, there exists o € C'nri(dom1t) which, in view of the previous

conclusion, satisfies ¥ (xg) > —o0. As xg € ri(dom1)), this implies that v is proper due to
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[98, Theorem 7.2]. Hence, in view of [98, Theorem 7.5] with f =1, we have

clp(T) = (7lim _U(y)

ye(Z,x0], y—T

where (Z,x0] = {tzo+ (1 -t)z:t € (0,1]}. On the other hand, as 2,z € C' and C is convex,
we have (Z, 2] € C. This inclusion and the definition of v, then imply that the above limit,
and hence cly(Z), is greater than or equal to 1., which contradicts the previously obtained

inequality ¥, > ¢l (). O

The following technical lemma presents an important property about the directional

derivative of a composite function (f + h).

Lemma F.1.2. Let h: X = (—o0,00] be a proper convex function and let f be a differen-

tiable function on domh. Then, for any x € domh, it holds that

inf (f+1)'(z;d) = inf [(VF(2), ) + 01 ()] = - [l (F.1)

ldf<t H H Vf(fv)+8h( )

Proof. Let x € domh be fixed and define h(:) := (Vf(z),-) + h(-). We first claim that
inf) g < h'(z;d) = inf) gj<; [cl h'(x;-)](d). Before showing this claim, let us show how it
proves the desired conclusion. Since the definition of h implies that (f + h)'(x;-) = b (x;-)
and Oh(z) = V f(z) + Oh(x), it follows from our previous claim and [98, Theorem 23.2] with
f = h that

H(lir\llf (f+h) (z;d) = 1nf1 "(w;d) = 1I”1f [cl A (z;-)](d)

= inf 0y (d) = inf [(V7(@).) +oonen (D] (F2)

which gives the first identity in (F.1). The second identity in (F.1) follows from Lemma F.1.1
with C' = Oh(x) and the last identity in (F.2).

To complete the proof, we now justify the claim made the in the previous paragraph.
Define B := {d e X : |d| < 1} and ¢(-) := A'(x;-). In view of Lemma F.1.1 with C = B, it

suffices to show that Bnri(dom1) # @. To show this, note that the convexity of » and the
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discussion following [98, Theorem 23.1] imply that dom = U;o(domh — z)/t, which is a
nonempty convex cone. Hence, it follows from [98, Theorem 6.2] and the discussion in the
second paragraph following [98, Corollary 6.8.1] that ri(dom) is also a nonempty convex

cone. This conclusion clearly implies that B nri(domv) # @. O

It is worth mentioning that the result above is a generalization of the one given in [16,
Lemma 5.1], which only considers the case where (f +h) is real-valued and locally Lipschitz.
The next technical lemma, which can be found in [103, Corollary 3.3|, presents a well-

known min-max identity.

Lemma F.1.3. Let a convex set D ¢ X and compact conver set Y € ) be given. Moreover,
let : DxY R be a function in which (-, y) is convexr lower semicontinuous for every

yeY and (d,-) is concave upper semicontinuous for every d € D. Then,

Inf j?£¢(d’y) = sup inf ¥(d, y).

The next result establishes an identity similar to Lemma F.1.2 but for the case where f

is a max function.

Proposition F.1.4. Assume the quadruple (¥,h, X,Y) satisfies assumptions (F1)-(F4) of
Section 6.1 with ® = V. Moreover, suppose that V(-,y) is convez for every y €Y, and let q

and Y (-) be as in Lemma E.3.1. Then, for every x € X, it holds that

inf (g ) (Eid) =~ int o] (F.3)
where
Q(z)=0n(z)+ U {v.¥(z,y)}. (F.4)

yeY ()
Moreover, if Oh(Z) is nonempty, then the infimum on the right-hand side of (F.3) is

achieved.
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Proof. Let r € X and define
U(d,y) = (U, +h)(z;d), V(d,z,y) e X xQxY. (F.5)

We claim that ¢ in (F.5) satisfies the assumptions on ¢ in Lemma F.1.3 with Y = Y (Z)
and D given by

D:={deZ:|d|<1,de Fx(z)},

where Fx () := {t(x—Z):x € X,t >0} is the set of feasible directions at z. Before showing
this claim, we use it to show that (F.3) holds. First observe that (F2) and Lemma E.3.1
imply that ¢'(z;d) = sup,ey ¥ (Z;d) for every d € X. Using then Lemma F.1.3 with Y =
Y (z), Lemma F.1.2 with (f,z) = (Vy,z) for every y € Y(Z), and the previous observation,

we have that

inf (¢ +h)'(z;d) = 1nf(q+h) (z;d) = inf sup (¥, +h) (7;d)
[d]<1 deD yey (z)

=inf sup ¥(d,y) = sup inf(d,y)= sup inf (¥, +h) (Z;d)
deD ey (z) yeY (z) deD yey (z) Id[<1

= Sup - — inf |u F.6
yeY (z) uevzé(x,y)wh( )” ”] [ weQ(z )” ||] (F.6)

Let us now assume that Oh(z) is nonempty, and hence, Q(Z) is nonempty as well. Note that
continuity of the function V,W¥(z,-) from assumption (F2) and the compactness of Y (z)
imply that @ is closed. Moreover, since |ul| > 0, it holds that any sequence {uy}g>1 where
limy oo lug| = inf,eqez) [u]| is bounded. Combining the previous two remarks with the
Bolzano-Weierstrass Theorem, we conclude that inf,.qz) [u]| = min,.gz) [v|, and hence
(F.3) holds.

To complete the proof, we now justify the above claim on . First, for any given
y € Y(z), it follows from [98, Theorem 23.1] with f(-) = ¥,(-) and the definitions of ¢ and

Y (z) that
U, (z +td) — q(Z)
t

¥(d,y) = ¥y(;d) = inf VdeX. (F.7)
t>0

Since assumption (F3) implies that W(z,-) is upper semicontinuous and concave on Y, it
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follows from (F.7), [98, Theorem 5.5], and [98, Theorem 9.4] that v(d,-) is upper semicon-
tinuous and concave on Y for every d € X. On the other hand, since ¥(-,y) is assumed to
be lower semicontinuous and convex on X for every y € Y, it follows from (F.7), the fact
that z € int 2, and [98, Theorem 23.4], that ¥ (-,y) is lower semicontinuous and convex on

X, and hence D ¢ X, for every y € Y (). O
The last technical result is a specialization of the one given in [39, Theorem 4.2.1].

Proposition F.1.5. Let a proper closed function ¢ : X — (—o0,00] and assume that [¢+ | -
|12/2A] € Fou(X) for some scalars p, A > 0. If a quadruple (z~,z,u,e) € X x dom¢ x X x R,

together with A satisfy

wed. (6% 5217 12) (@) (F3)

then the point & € dom ¢ given by

3= argr’nin {gf))\(il) =) + %Hﬂf, ol <“’$,>} (F.9)

1 2¢e 2¢e
inf ¢ (8:d) > —~|z" - M| - [ ——, Pzl <+ /= F.10
nizrulgﬁb(:” )23l @ hul V 22 |-<] V u (10

Proof. We first observe that (F.8) implies that

satisfies

oa(z") 2 pr(z) - Va'eX. (F.11)

Remark that (F.11) at a2’ = , the optimality of Z, and the p—strong convexity of ¢, imply

that

Llz -al? < ga(2) - 0a(8) <2

from which we conclude that |z — x| <+/2¢/p, i.e. the second inequality in (F.10). On the

other hand, using the definition of ¢, the triangle inequality, and the previous bound on
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|& — x|, we obtain

1
0< inf @\ (&;d) = inf ¢'(2;d) - = (d,\u+2~ -2
int (i) = inf o (63) - 3 ( )

|2” 2+ |z -2

< inf ¢'(2;d) +

ld| <1 A A
T—x+ A 2
< inf ¢'(2;d +Hx v + , F.12
e ? (@) A Ap (F:12)
which clearly implies the first inequality in (F.10). O

F.2  Equivalent Notions of Stationarity

This appendix presents the proofs of Propositions 6.1.1 to 6.1.3.
The first technical result shows that an approximate primal-dual stationary point is

equivalent to an approximate directional stationary point of a perturbed version of problem

MCO.

Lemma F.2.1. Suppose the quadruple (®,h, X,Y") satisfies assumptions (F1)-(F4) of Sec-
tion 6.1 and let (Z,u,v) € XxXx) be given. Then, there existsy € Y such that the quadruple

(u,v,%,y) satisfies the inclusion in (6.3) if and only if

inf (pas+h)' (z;d) >0, (F.13)
ldl<1

where the function p, ; is given by

pas(x) = max [D(z,y) +(v,y) = (u,z)] Vze. (F.14)
ye

Proof. Let (Z,u,v) € X x X x Y be given, define

U(z,y) = @(z,y) +(0,y) ~ {@,2) + mlz - 2|* V(z,y) eQxY, (F.15)

and let ¢ and Y'(-) be as in Lemma E.3.1. It is easy to see that ¢ = psp, the function

U satisfies the assumptions on ¥ in Proposition F.1.4, and z satisfies (F.13) if and only if
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inf)gj<1(¢+h) (2;d) > 0. The desired conclusion follows from Proposition F.1.4, the previous

observation, and the fact that y € Y (z) if and only if v € 9[-®(z,-)](y). O
We are now ready to give the proof of Proposition 6.1.1.

Proof of Proposition 6.1.1. Suppose ([Z,y],[u,v]) is a (pg, py)-primal-dual stationary point
of MCO. Moreover, let ¥, ¢, and D, be as in (F.15), (E.3) and (6.13), respectively, and
define

G(z) = q(x) +h(z) VzeX.

Using Lemma F.2.1, we first observe that inf|q<; §(7;d) > 0. Since ¢ is convex from as-
sumption (F4), it follows from the previous bound and Lemma F.1.2 with (f,%) = (0,4§),
that min,eg(z) |u] <0, and hence, 0 € 9§(z). Moreover, using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequal-
ity, the second inequality in (6.3), the previous inclusion, and the definition of ¢ and ¥, it

follows that for every = € X,

(@) + Dypy = (u, @) +mlz - 2| > 4() > 4(7) > p(Z) - Dypy - (a,7),

and hence that 4 € 0:(p + m| - —z|*)(Z) where € = 2D, p,. Using now the first inequality in
(6.3), Proposition F.1.5 with (¢, z,27,u) = (p, z,Z,u) and also (¢, A, p) = (Dypy, 1/(2m), m),
we conclude that there exists & such that |Z - z| < \/2Dypy/m and

Hg‘lf P'(2;d) > —|u| = 2v/2mDypy > —pg — 2y/2mDyp,.
<1

We next give the proof of Proposition 6.1.2.

Proof of Proposition 6.1.2. (a) We first claim that Py € F,(X), where a = 1/A —m. To see
this, note that ®(-,y) +m|-[?/2 is convex for every y € Y from assumption (F4). The claim
now follows from assumption (F3), the fact that the supremum of a collection of convex

functions is also convex, and the definition of p in MCO.
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Suppose the pair (z,d) satisfies (6.4) and (6.15). If & = x) in (6.4), then clearly the
second inequality in (6.4), the fact that A < 1/m, and (6.15) imply the inequality in (6.14),
and hence, that = is a (\,&)-prox stationary point. Suppose now that Z # x). Using the
convexity of Py, we first have that If’/{(:f:7 d) = infysq [f’A(:ﬁ +td) - P,\(:i')] Jt for every d € X.

Hence, using both inequalities in (6.4) and the previous identity, it holds that

Py(zy) - PA(2) S A/(@, T\ T )_A,(A, T\ 1T )+1 T\ 1 )
> Py

- T a7 - N N
l - 2 Caa -2 Hea=2[ ) A aa - 2]

1+)\)

> -5~ 3o -l > -6

Using the optimality of z), the a-strong convexity of Py (see our claim on p in the first

paragraph), and the above bound, we conclude that

1+ A

1, AL A A
= ol < Pa(@) - Pa(aon) <8 (0 ) o - ol

Thus, ||Z — x| € 2a6(1 + A)/A. Using the previous bound, the second inequality in (6.4),

and (6.15) yields

14
||x—x>\||§Hx—:1?||+H:i‘—:r,\Hs(1+2a[ - ])595,

which implies (6.14), and hence, that = is a (A, &)-prox stationary point.
(b) Suppose that the point z is a (\,e)-prox stationary point with e < § - min{1,1/A}.
Then the optimality of zy, the fact that Py is convex (see the beginning of part (a)), the

inequality in (6.14), and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality imply that

1
0< inf [p'(zx;d) + = {(d, —]s'f” id < inf p'(zy;d) + 9,
Hgllq[p(xx )+A< Ty - ) ”gﬁgp(fcx )+e Hbﬁgp(‘“ )+

which, together with the fact that Ae < d, imply that x satisfies (6.4) with & = x. O
Finally, we give the proof of Proposition 6.1.3.

Proof of Proposition 6.1.3. This follows by using Lemma F.1.2 with (f,h) = (®(:,y),h) and
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(f;h) = (0,-9(z,-)).
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APPENDIX G
SPECTRAL FUNCTIONS

This section presents some results about spectral functions as well as the proof of Propo-
sition 7.5.1. It is assumed that the reader is familiar with the key quantities given in
Section 7.5.1, e.g. (7.45), and the functions in (7.44).

We first state two well-known results [7, 55| about spectral functions.

Lemma G.0.1. Let ¥ = U oo for some absolutely symmetric function T :R" > R. Then,

the following properties hold:
(a) U = (WY 00)" = (WV)" o0
(b) VU = (v¥)oo;

Lemma G.0.2. Let (¥, ¥Y) be as in Lemma G.0.1, the pair (S,Z) € Z x dom V¥ be fized,
and the decomposition S = P[dgo(S)]Q* be an SVD of S, for some (P,Q) e U™ xU™. If

U e Conv R™" and ¥Y € Conv R", then for every M >0, we have

o(S)ed (W + L. (0(2)),
seo(ws M1 3) @) = (5) € (w¥+ - 17) (o(2))
Z = P[dga(Z)]Q*".

We now present a new result about spectral functions.

Theorem G.0.3. Let (U, %) be as in Lemma G.0.1 and the point Z € R™™ be such
that o(Z) € domWY. Then for every ¢ > 0, we have S € 0.(Z) if and only if o(S) €
85(5)\IJV(U(Z)), where

£(8) = - [(0(Z),5(8)) - {Z,5)] > 0. (G.1)

Moreover, if S and Z have a simultaneous SVD, then £(S) =¢.

Proof. Using Lemma G.0.1(a), (G.1), and the well-known fact that S € 9.¥(Z) if and only
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if e>W(Z)+T*(S)-(Z,S), we have that S € 9.¥(Z) if and only if

e(5) =e-[{0(2),0(5)) - (%,5)]
>U(Z)+ ¥ (5) - (2,5) - [{0(2),0(5)) - (Z,5)]

=0Y(0(2)) +(¥Y)"(a(8)) ~{0(2),0(5)),

or, equivalently, o(S) € GE(S)WV(J(Z)) and €(S) > 0.
To show that the existence of a simultaneous SVD of S and Z implies £(.5) = ¢ it suffices
to show that (o(5),0(Z)) = (S, Z). Indeed, if S = P[dgo(S5)]Q* and Z = P[dgo(Z)]Q",

for some (P,Q) e U™ xU", then we have

(5,2) = {dgo(5), P*P[dgo(2)]Q"Q) = (dgo(5),dgo(Z)) = (¢(5),0(2)).
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APPENDIX H
COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

This appendix presents technical details about the numerical experiments considered in
Section 5.5.
Generating Parameters for the Quadratic Matrix Problem

In the unconstrained QM problem of Section 5.5, recall that the objective function is of the

form

o (6
1(2) = Hez - af? - 2| Bz |? (H.1)

where B and C are linear operators, D is a diagonal matrix, and d is a vector. This
appendix describes how, for a given (m, M) € Ri +, the parameters a1, @y are chosen so that
M = Apax(V2f(2)) and —m = Auin (V2 f(2)).

Suppose B and C are full rank. Define the Hessian matrix
He ;= a1C*C — aaB*D*B =V f(x)

and note that the operators B*D?B and C*C are symmetric positive semidefinite. By Weyl’s

inequality, it holds that for any v > 0 we have

Me(Her —vB*D*B) < Ar(He 7)

Ak(He r) < Mg (He, 7 +9C7C)

for k =1,...,n. The above two inequalities imply that H¢ ; is monotonically decreasing in §
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and monotonically increasing in 7. In addition, if B, C, and D are nonzero, then

lim A\ (He . +7C*C) = +o0
=00
lim )\n(Hﬁ,T - ’}/C*C) = —00
y—>o00
lim A\j(He . +vB*D?B) = +o0
y—00
lim \,(He, - vB*D?B) = —c0
y—>0o
Thus, for a fixed & > 0, we can find a 79 > 0 such that Amax(He, )/ Amin(Heyry) = =M [m
by bisection search and set (£,7) = (&, 70) - (M /79) to obtain the desired conditions M =
Amax (He ) and —m = Apin (He ).

In Section 5.5, we implement the above approach, we with & = 107 and 75 = 1 as an

initial candidate solution.
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APPENDIX I
CURVATURE CONSTANTS

This appendix presents the description of y¢ and justification for the constants m, L,, and

L, for each of the optimization problems in Section 5.5.

Maximum of a finite number of nonconvex functions

Recall that

M = Anax(V2fi),  —m = Amin(V2fi)  Vie {1,... k}. (L.1)

Since Y = AF| it is easy to verify that

ye(z) = argmax { |y - £g(x)] 1 y' € Ak} Vo e R"™.
y/

For the validity of the constants m, L,, and L,, we first define, for every 1 <7 < k, the
quantities

Pi=0aCldi, Qf=a,C]Ciz- BB DI DiBix VaeR",

and observe that V,®(z,y) = ¥F,(Q? + P;)y;. Now, using the fact that y e A*, (L.1), and

defining N; := aiCiTCZ- - BiBfD?DiBi, we then have that

k k
)\max(vixq)) < Zyi)\max(Ni) = Zyi)\max(v2gi) < M = va
i=1 i=1

k k
)\min(v?:xq)) 2 Zyz)\mln(Nz) = Zyz)\mm(v2gz) 2 —m 2 =Ly,
i=1 i=1

and hence we conclude that the choice of m and L, in (6.54) is valid. On the other hand,

using the fact that |z <1 for every z € A™ and (I.1), we then have that for every y,y' €Y,

HV:E(I)(a:,y) - qu)(xa y,)H =

k
;(Qf + P (yi - vi)

k
< \‘ZMZHOC2+P\ ly =yl < Lylly -/l
i=1
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where P is a an n—by—k matrix whose ith column is ozZ-CiT d;, and hence we conclude that
the choice of L, in (6.54) is valid.
Truncated robust regression

Since Y = A", it is easy to verify that
ye(w) = argmax {|y - £g(z)] :y/ € A"} Va e RF.
y/

For the validity of the constants m, L, and L,,, we first define for every 1 < ¢ < k the function

7;i(x) = [eibjmf"”)] [1 + eibjmj’x)] [a+6(x)]" VreRF,
and observe that V,®(z,y) = —~a ¥}, [y;b;7j(x)] a; and also that

sup |7 (z)] < oz_l, (1.2)

zeRk

for every 1 < j <n. Now, using the fact that y € A™, the bound (I.2), and the Mean Value

Theorem applied to 7, we have that for every x,z’ € R,

19.8(2,y) - VB2’ y)] < z yilla; [r5(@) - 73(a")] |

< amax (laj [(x) = m(a")]]) = @ max [laj| - 17 (x) = (=]

< o max [raju sup |7 (@) o —x'u]

1<j<n zeR

_ 2
—amax[]ajH sup 0t 0(2)

1<j<n zeRE

1 2 N _ /
< max fa; "o - 2] = Lo 2 - 27),
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and hence we conclude that the choice of m = L, in (6.55) is valid. On the other hand,

using the bound (I.2), we have that for every y,y’ € R™,

n

Z 3’3)% ]

[Va®(2,y) = Va®(2,y) <Lyly-y'll,

and hence we conclude that the choice of L, in (6.55) is valid.

Power control in the presence of a jammer

For every 1 <k < K and 1 <n < N, we first define the quantities

K
Sen(X9) =0+ Bonyn + 3. AjknXjn:  Skn(Xoy) = ApknXin + Sp s
=Ltk

as well as

_ _ 2
Tj],n(va) = [S],n(Xv y) + Sj,n(Xv y)] / [Sj,n(va)S],n(X,y)] ’
for every (X,y) e RE*N x RY. Observe now that

a va = ’_
8yn( ) Sk (X 9)S; (X, y)

¥ne{l,.., N} (L3)

The form in (I.3) implies that V,®(X,y) is a separable function in y where each compo-
nent is a monotonically decreasing function in its argument. Hence, since Y = Q%/XQI, the

computation of y¢ reduces to an N-dimensional bisection search on the functions

o[ & By Un
F”(y’g)_[,;Sk,n(X,y)Sk’n(X,y)] : Vne{l,..,N}.

For the validity of the constants m, L,, and L,, we first observe that, for every 1 <k < K

and 1 <n < N and also (X,y) e RF*N x RV we have

0P Ak kn Ak jn

K
S (Xy) =g R
an,n Sk,n(X,y) j= %¢k ]TL(X y) (va)

V(X,y) e RN xRN,
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Using the Mean Value Theorem with respect to Xy, ,, on 0®/0X}, ,, we have that for every

X, X e REXNV,
0 o 5
FXy) = F(Xy)| < sup = (Y| X - X
‘an,n ( ) an,n ( ) (X )eRKxN xRN 8X£’n ( )| n k’,nl
A%kn K
2 /

= sup Rt L A i n T (X, Xk — Xl

(X,y)eREXN xRN Sk,n(X,y) J':%ik k,jmtimn n kn

< Wp(k,n = Xpnl € Ll X = Xl

and hence we conclude that the choice of L, in (6.56) is valid. On the other hand, using the

Mean Value Theorem with respect to y, on 0®/0X} ,,, we have that for every y,y’ € REXN

a 2
f(X,y) - f(X'y)| < sup ——— (X, )| lyn - v,
‘anm an,n (X,y)eRKXNx]RN aynka ( ) | " n|
By n Ak kn K ,
= sup —_— - By n Ak jn T, (X | |yn — ynl
(X7y)ERK><N><RN Sk;,n(X)y) j:%:#k " e " "
2% 751 Ben Ak jin

! ’
min{c*, 06} [Yn = Unl < Lylyn = ynl;

and hence we conclude that the choice of L, in (6.56) is valid.
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