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Abstract Higher-order tensor methods were recently proposed for minimizing
smooth convex and nonconvex functions. Higher-order algorithms accelerate
the convergence of the classical first-order methods thanks to the higher-order
derivatives used in the updates. The purpose of this paper is twofold. Firstly,
to show that the higher-order algorithmic framework can be generalized and
successfully applied to (nonsmooth) difference of convex functions, namely,
those that can be expressed as the difference of two smooth convex functions
and a possibly nonsmooth convex one. We also provide examples when the
subproblem can be solved efficiently, even globally. Secondly, to derive a com-
plete convergence analysis for our higher-order difference of convex functions
(HO-DC) algorithm. In particular, we prove that any limit point of the HO-DC
iterative sequence is a critical point of the problem under consideration, the
corresponding objective value is monotonically decreasing and the minimum
value of the norms of its subgradients converges globally to zero at a sublinear
rate. The sublinear or linear convergence rates of the iterations are obtained
under the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz property.

Keywords DC programming · higher-order algorithm · convergence analysis.

1 Introduction

In this paper we consider minimizing the difference of convex (DC) functions:

min
x∈Rn

F (x) := f(x) + ψ(x) − g(x), (1)
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where ψ is proper lower semicontinuous (possibly nondifferentiable) convex
function on the closed convex domain domψ, while the functions f and g are
convex and p and q times continuously differentiable on domψ, respectively,
with p, q positive intergers. Obviously, domF = domψ. The class of DC func-
tions is very broad, and it includes many important classes of nonconvex func-
tions, such as twice continuously differentiable functions on compact convex
sets and multivariate polynomial functions [1,3]. For optimization problem (1)
the first-order necessary optimality conditions at the point of (local) minimum
x∗ ∈ domψ can be written as follows [17]:

0 ∈ ∇f(x∗)−∇g(x∗) + ∂ψ(x∗). (2)

Several algorithms with convergence guarantees have been developed for solv-
ing the problem (1). The most well-known method is the difference of convex
functions algorithm (DCA), which, in the simplified form, it linearly approxi-
mates the concave part of the objective function, g, in (1) at the current point
and then minimises the resulting convex approximation to the DC function to
find the next iteration, without recourse to a line search [14, 15, 23]. Several
algorithms have been also proposed to accelerate the convergence of DCA. For
example, [3, 4] propose an algorithm based on a combination of DCA descent
direction with a line search step and convergence is proved under the Kurdyka-
Lojasiewicz property of the objective function. Another variant is the proximal
DCA, which adds a quadratic proximal term to the objective of the convex
optimization subproblem [2, 9, 16]. Note that all these methods are first-order
algorithms, and despite their empirical success to solve difficult optimization
problems, their convergence speed is known to be slow.

A natural way to ensure faster convergence rates is to increase the power
of the oracle, i.e., to use higher-order information (derivatives) to build a
higher-order (Taylor) model. For example, [22] derives the first global con-
vergence rate of cubic regularization of Newton method for unconstrained
smooth minimization problems with the hessian Lipschitz continuous (i.e., us-
ing second-order oracle). Higher-order methods have become recently popular
due to their performance in dealing with ill conditioning and having fast rates
of convergence. However, the main obstacle in the implementation of these
(higher-order) methods lies in the complexity of the corresponding model ap-
proximation formed by a high-order multidimensional polynomial, which may
be difficult to handle and minimize (see for example [7,10]). Nevertheless, for
convex smooth functions [21] proved that a regularized Taylor approximation
is also convex provided that the regularization parameter is sufficiently large.
This observation opens the door for using higher-order Taylor approximations
to different structured problems (see, for example, [12, 13, 18, 19]). However,
to the best of our knowledge, there are not yet methods for minimizing the
difference of convex functions of the form (1) using higher-order information
with complexity guarantees. This paper is the first to develop a higher-order
method for solving DC problems. At each iteration our method approximates
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the two smooth parts of the objective function with higher-order Taylor ap-
proximations and add proper regularization terms, leading to a higher-order
DC algorithm. We also present convergence guarantees for our new algorithm.

Contributions. Our main contributions are as follows:
(i) We develop a new higher-order tensor method for solving difference

of convex functions as given in problem (1), called HO-DC. Our algorithmic
framework is flexible in the sense that we can approximate both terms in the
objective function with higher-order Taylor approximations of different degrees
(i.e., we can approximate function f with a Taylor approximation of degree p
and g with a Taylor of degree q). An adaptive variant is also presented.

(ii) We derive a complete convergence analysis for our HO-DC algorithm.
More precisely, for the general problem, we show that any limit point of the
HO-DC iterative sequence is a critical point, the corresponding objective value
is monotonically decreasing and the minimum value of the norms of its subgra-

dients converges globally to zero at a rate of order O(k−
2min(p,q)
p+q+2 ), where k is

the iteration counter and p and q are the degrees of the Taylor approximations
for objectives f and g , respectively. When the objective function satisfies the
Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz property (e.g., the objective function is semi-algebraic),
we prove that the whole sequence generated by HO-DC algorithm converges
and derive (linear) sublinear convergence rates in the iterates (depending on
the parameter of the KL property).

(iii) The subproblem we need to solve at each iteration of HO-DC is usually
nonconvex and it can have local minima. However, we show for p, q ∈ {1, 2}
that our approach is implementable, since this subproblem is equivalent to
minimizing an explicitly written one-dimensional convex function over a con-
vex set that can be solve using efficient convex optimization tools. We believe
that this is an important step towards practical implementation of higher-order
(such as cubic regularized Newton type) methods in DC programming.

Besides providing a unifying global convergence analysis of higher-order meth-
ods for DC problems, in special cases, where complexity bounds are known
for some particular algorithms, our convergence results recover the existing
bounds. For example, for p = q = 1, we recover (see Theorem 5) and even
extend (see Theorem 3) the convergence results obtained in [2–4, 9, 14, 15] for
the (proximal) DC algorithms.

2 Notations and preliminaries

In what follows, Rn denotes the finite-dimensional Euclidean space endowed
with the standard inner product 〈s, x〉 = sTx and the corresponding norm
‖x‖ = (xTx)1/2 for any s, x ∈ R

n. For a twice differentiable function φ on a
convex and open domain dom φ ⊆ R

n, we denote by ∇φ(x) and ∇2φ(x) its
gradient and hessian evaluated at x ∈ dom φ, respectively. Throughout the
paper, we consider p a positive integer. In what follows, we often work with
directional derivatives of function φ at x along directions hi ∈ R

n of order p,
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Dpφ(x)[h1, · · · , hp], with i = 1 : p. For example, the directional derivative of
order 1 of the function φ is defined in the usual way:Dφ(x)[h] = limα→0(φ(x+
αh)−φ(x))/α. If all the directions h1, · · · , hp are the same, we use the notation
Dpφ(x)[h], for h ∈ R

n. Note that if φ is p times differentiable, then Dpφ(x) is
a symmetric p-linear form and its norm is defined as [21]:

‖Dpφ(x)‖ = max
h∈Rn

{Dpφ(x)[h]p : ‖h‖ ≤ 1} .

Further, the Taylor approximation of order p of φ at x ∈ dom φ is denoted:

T φp (y;x) = φ(x) +

p∑

i=1

1

i!
Diφ(x)[y − x]i ∀y ∈ R

n.

Let φ : Rn 7→ R̄ be a p differentiable function on dom φ. Then, the p derivative
is Lipschitz continuous if there exist a constant Lφp > 0 such that:

‖Dpφ(x) −Dpφ(y)‖ ≤ Lφp‖x− y‖ ∀x, y ∈ dom φ. (3)

Let us give now a nontrivial example of a function having the p derivative
Lipschitz continuous.

Example 1 For given ai ∈ R
n, 1 ≤ i ≤ m, consider the log-sum-exp function:

φ(x) = log

(
m∑

i=1

e〈ai,x〉

)
, x ∈ R

n.

Then, the Lipschitz continuous condition (3) holds for p ∈ {1, 2, 3}, see [19].
Note that form = 2 and a1 = 0, we recover the expression of logistic regression
function, which is a loss function widely used in machine learning. ⊓⊔

It is well known that if (3) holds, then the residual between the function and
its Taylor approximation can be bounded [21]:

|φ(y)− T φp (y;x)| ≤
Lφp

(p+ 1)!
‖y − x‖p+1 ∀x, y ∈ dom φ. (4)

If p ≥ 2, we also have the following inequalities valid for all x, y ∈ dom φ:

‖∇φ(y)−∇T φp (y;x)‖ ≤
Lφp
p!
‖y − x‖p, (5)

‖∇2φ(y)−∇2T φp (y;x)‖ ≤
Lφp

(p− 1)!
‖y − x‖p−1, (6)

where the norm defined in (6) corresponds to the spectral norm of a symmetric
matrix. Next, we provide the definition of subdifferential of a function [17].
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Definition 1 Let φ : Rn → R̄ be a proper lower semicontinuous function. For
a given x ∈ dom φ, the Fréchet subdifferential of φ at x, written ∂̂φ(x), is the
set of all vectors φx ∈ R

n satisfying:

lim
x 6=y

inf
y→x

φ(y)− φ(x) − 〈φx, y − x〉

‖x− y‖
≥ 0.

When x /∈ dom φ, we set ∂̂φ(x) = ∅. The limiting-subdifferential, or simply
the subdifferential of φ at x ∈ domφ, written ∂φ(x), is defined as [17]:

∂φ(x)=
{
φx ∈ R

n: ∃xk →x, φ(xk)→φ(x) and ∃φxk ∈ ∂̂φ(x
k) s.t. φxk → φx

}
.

If the function φ is proper lower semicontinous and convex, then ∂φ(x) =

∂̂φ(x). Denote Sφ(x) := dist(0, ∂φ(x)). A vector x∗ is called a stationary point
of the function φ if 0 ∈ ∂φ(x∗). It is known that any (local) minima of a
function φ is a stationary point [17]. The function φ is said to be coercive
if φ(x) → ∞ whenever x → ∞. Next, we recall the definition of a function
satisfying the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL) property (see [5,6,8] for more details).

Definition 2 A proper lower semicontinuous function φ : Rn → R̄ satisfies
the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL) property on the compact connected set Ω ⊆
dom φ on which φ takes a constant value φ∗ if there exist δ, ǫ > 0 s.t. one has:

κ′(φ(x) − φ∗) · Sφ(x) ≥ 1 ∀x : dist(x,Ω) ≤ δ, φ∗ < φ(x) < φ∗ + ǫ, (7)

where κ : [0, ǫ] 7→ R+ is concave differentiable function with κ(0) = 0 and
κ′ > 0.

If φ is semi-algebraic, there exist r > 1 and σr > 0 such that κ in Definition 2 is

of the form κ(t) = σ
1
r
r

r
r−1 t

r−1
r [5,6,8]. In this case the KL property establishes

the following local geometry of f around a compact set Ω:

φ(x) − φ∗ ≤ σrSφ(x)
r ∀x : dist(x,Ω) ≤ δ, φ∗ < φ(x) < φ∗ + ǫ. (8)

Note that the relevant aspect of the KL property is when Ω is a subset of
stationary points for f , i.e. Ω ⊆ {x : 0 ∈ ∂φ(x)}, since it is easy to establish
the KL property when Ω is not related to stationary points. The KL property
holds for a large class of functions including semi-algebraic functions (e.g., real
polynomial functions), vector or matrix (semi)norms (e.g., ‖ · ‖p with p ≥ 0
rational number), logarithm functions, exponential functions and uniformly
convex functions, see [5, 6, 8] for a comprehensive list.

3 Higher-order DC algorithm

In this section, we present a new higher-order algorithm for solving the DC
problem (1). We consider the following assumptions for problem (1):

Assumption 1 The following statements hold:
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1. The convex function f is p times differentiable function with the pth deriva-
tive Lipschitz continuous with constant Lfp on the closed convex set domψ.

2. The convex function g is q times differentiable function with the qth deriva-
tive Lipschitz continuous with constant Lgq on the closed convex set domψ.

3. The proper lower semicontinuous convex function ψ is simple.
4. Problem (1) has a solution and hence infx∈domψ F (x) ≥ F

∗ > −∞.

From Assumption 1 and the inequality (4), we get:

∣∣f(y)− T fp (y;x)
∣∣ ≤

Lfp
(p+ 1)!

‖y − x‖p+1 ∀x, y ∈ R
n (9)

∣∣g(y)− T gq (y;x)
∣∣ ≤

Lgq
(q + 1)!

‖y − x‖q+1 ∀x, y ∈ R
n (10)

Based on these bounds one can consider the following upper approximation:

mq
p(y;x)

:= T fp (y;x) +
Mp

(p+ 1)!
‖y − x‖p+1 + ψ(y)− T gq (y;x) +

Mq

(q + 1)!
‖y − x‖q+1

≥ F (y) ∀y ∈ domF, Mp > Lfp , Mq > Lgq . (11)

Let us analyze in more depth the approximation model mq
p(·;x) that needs to

be minimized at each current point x. First, according to Assumption 1.3, ψ
is a simple function, that is, the presence of this function in the approxima-
tion model mq

p(·;x) does not add computational difficulties in minimizing it.
Second, note that if we denote with y∗(x) any stationary point for the approx-
imation model mq

p(y;x), i.e., 0 ∈ ∂m
q
p(y

∗(x);x), then y∗(x) = x if and only if
x is a stationary point for the original objective function F , i.e., 0 ∈ ∂F (x),
respectively.

Now we are ready to present our new higher-order algorithm for DC program-
ming, called HO-DC :

Algorithm HO-DC

Choose x0 ∈ domψ, Mp > Lfp and Mq > Lgq .
For k ≥ 0 do:
Compute xk+1 a stationary point of subproblem:

min
y
mq
p(y;xk) (12)

satisfying the following descent:

mq
p(xk+1;xk) ≤ m

q
p(xk;xk) = F (xk). (13)

Our HO-DC algorithm is flexible in the sense that we can approximate both
smooth terms f and g in the objective function of (1) with higher-order Taylor
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approximations of different degrees p and q, respectively. Note that for f ≡ 0
and q = 1 we recover (proximal) DCA variants proposed e.g., in [2, 9, 14, 15,
23]. Moreover, for p = q = 2 HO-DC algorithm becomes a cubic regularized
Newton method, see [22], adapted to DC problems. It is also important to
note that in our convergence analysis below we can relax the exact stationary
point condition for xk+1 in subproblem (12), i.e., 0 ∈ ∂mq

p(xk+1;xk), to an
approximate stationary point condition of the form:

‖mxk+1‖ ≤ θ‖xk+1 − xk‖
min(p,q),

for some fixed parameter θ > 0, where mxk+1 ∈ ∂mq
p(xk+1;xk). For simplicity

of the exposition however, we assume below that xk+1 is a stationary point of
the subproblem (12).

Let us also discuss about the implementability of HO-DC algorithm. In order to
get a decreasing sequence (F (xk))k≥0, it is enough to assume that xk+1 satisfies
the descent (13). However, to derive convergence rates for the sequence (xk)k≥0

to stationary points of problem (1), we need to require additional properties
for xk+1, i.e., xk+1 to be a stationary point of the subproblem (12). First, let
us recall a well-known result stating that if the function f is convex and p > 2
differentiable, having the p derivative Lipschitz with constant Lfp , then the
regularized Taylor approximation [21]:

y 7→ T fp (y;x) +
Mp

(p+ 1)!
‖y − x‖p+1

is also a convex function in y provided thatMp ≥ pLfp . In conclusion, based on
Assumption 1.1 and choosing the regularization parameter Mp appropriately,

the first term in mq
p(y;x), i.e., T

f
p (y;x) +

Mp

(p+1)!‖y − x‖
p+1 + ψ(y), is always

convex in the first argument y for any p ≥ 1 (recall that for p = 1 or p = 2
the Taylor approximation of a convex function is always convex). As a conse-
quence, for any p ≥ 1 and q = 1 our proposed approximation model mq

p(·;x) is
convex, thus easy to minimize. Of course, the subproblem (12), which we need
to solve in order to compute xk+1, is usually nonconvex for all q ≥ 2. We can
show however that one can still use the powerful tools from convex optimiza-
tion to solve the nonconvex subproblem (12), even globally, for other choices
of p and q. More precisely, when the Taylor approximations for f and g are
of order 1 or 2, and ψ = 0, one can prove that the corresponding subproblem
(12) is equivalent to a convex one-dimensional optimization problem. Indeed,
for p = q = 2 or p = 2, q = 1 or p = 1, q = 2, HO-DC algorithm becomes a
cubic regularized Newton scheme for minimizing difference of convex functions
and the corresponding cubic regularized Newton step (12) takes the simplified
form (we denote h = y − xk):

min
h
〈v, h〉+

1

2
〈Hh, h〉+

M

6
‖h‖3, (14)
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where v ∈ R
n, H ∈ R

n×n is a symmetric matrix and M > 0. Then, the
global minimum of (possibly nonconvex) subproblem (14) can be computed as
(see [22](Section 5)):

h∗ = −

(
H +

Mr∗

2
In

)−1

v,

where the convex set D =
{
r ∈ R : H + Mr

2 In ≻ 0, r ≥ 0
}
and r∗ is the solu-

tion of the convex one-dimensional optimization subproblem:

min
r∈D

1

2

〈(
H +

Mr

2
In

)−1

v, v

〉
+
M

12
r3.

There are many efficient numerical tools from convex optimization to solve
this convex one-dimensional subproblem in r, e.g., interior point methods [20].
Alternatively, in the non-degenerate situation the solution of this subproblem
can be found from one-dimensional equation:

r = ‖(H +
Mr

2
In)

−1v‖, r ≥
2

M
max(0,−λmin(H)).

Several technique for solving such equation were developed for trust region
methods (see [11](Chapter 7)).

4 Convergence analysis for HO-DC algorithm

In the next sections we derive a complete convergence analysis for our higher-
order difference of convex functions (HO-DC) algorithm. First, let us prove
that the sequence (F (xk))k≥0 is nonincreasing.

Theorem 2 Let Assumption 1 hold and let (xk)k≥0 be generated by HO-DC
algorithm with Mp > Lfp and Mq > Lgq. Then, we have:

1. The sequence (F (xk))k≥0 satisfies the descent:

F (xk+1) ≤ F (xk)− 2

(
Mp − Lfp
(p+ 1)!

·
Mq − Lgq
(q + 1)!

) 1
2

‖xk+1 − xk‖
p+q+2

2 . (15)

2. The sequence (xk)k≥0 satisfies:

∞∑

i=0

‖xk+1 − xk‖
p+q+2

2 <∞ and lim
k→∞

‖xk+1 − xk‖ = 0.

Proof From the inequalities (9) and (10) applied to functions f and g, we get:

−
Lfp

(p+ 1)!
‖xk+1 − xk‖

p+1 −
Lgq

(q + 1)!
‖xk+1 − xk‖

q+1 + F (xk+1)

≤ T fp (xk+1;xk) + ψ(xk+1)− T
g
q (xk+1;xk).
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Further, adding on both sides of the previous inequality
Mp

(p+1)!‖xk+1−xk‖p+1+
Mq

(q+1)!‖xk+1 − xk‖q+1 and using the descent (13), we also get:

(
Mp − Lfp
(p+ 1)!

‖xk+1 − xk‖
p+1 +

Mq − Lgq
(q + 1)!

‖xk+1 − xk‖
q+1

)
+ F (xk+1)

≤ mq
p(xk+1;xk)

(13)

≤ mq
p(xk;xk) = F (xk).

Using that 2(ab)1/2 ≤ a+ b for any a, b ≥ 0, we further get:

2

(
Mp − Lfp
(p+ 1)!

·
Mq − Lgq
(q + 1)!

) 1
2

‖xk+1 − xk‖
p+q+2

2

≤
Mp − Lfp
(p+ 1)!

‖xk+1 − xk‖
p+1 +

Mq − Lgq
(q + 1)!

‖xk+1 − xk‖
q+1 (16)

≤ F (xk)− F (xk+1),

which yields the first statement (15). Further, summing the last inequality
from i = 0 to k − 1 and using that F is bounded from below by F ∗ (see
Assumption 1.4), we get:

k−1∑

i=0

2

(
Mp − Lfp
(p+ 1)!

·
Mq − Lgq
(q + 1)!

) 1
2

‖xi+1 − xi‖
p+q+2

2

≤ F (x0)− F (xk) ≤ F (x0)− F
∗ <∞,

and taking k →∞ the second statement follows. ⊓⊔

Let us denote:

Tp,q(y;x) = T fp (y;x) +
Mp

(p+ 1)!
‖y − x‖p+1 − T gq (y;x) +

Mq

(q + 1)!
‖y − x‖q+1,

and consequently,

mq
p(y;x) = Tp,q(y;x) + ψ(y).

Moreover, from Theorem 2 we have that ‖xk+1 − xk‖ converges to 0, thus it
is bounded, i.e., ‖xk+1 − xk‖ ≤ Cx for all k ≥ 0. Hence, let us define:

Cqp = max

(
Lfp +Mp

p!
Cp−qx +

Lgq +Mq

q!
,
Lfp +Mp

p!
+
Lgq +Mq

q!
Cq−px

)
.

Theorem 3 Let Assumption 1 hold and let (xk)k≥0 be generated by HO-DC
algorithm with Mp > Lfp and Mq > Lgq. Then, we have the following conver-
gence rate in the minimum norm of subgradients of the objective function:
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min
i=0:k−1

SF (xi) = min
i=0:k−1

min
F i∈∂F (xi)

‖F i‖ (17)

≤
Cqp

(
22

Mp−L
f
p

(p+1)! ·
Mq−L

g
q

(q+1)!

)min(p,q)
p+q+2

·
(F (x0)− F ∗)

2min(p,q)
p+q+2

k
2 min(p,q)
p+q+2

.

Moreover, any limit point of the sequence (xk)k≥0 is a stationary point of
problem (1). If in addition, F is coercive or the sequence (xk)k≥0 is bounded,
then there exits a subsequence of (xk)k≥0 which converges to a stationary point
of problem (1).

Proof Since xk+1 is a stationary point of the subproblem (12), then there exists
ζk+1 ∈ ∂ψ(xk+1) satisfying:

∇Tp,q(xk+1;xk) + ζk+1 = 0. (18)

Obviously, from basic calculus rules [17], we have that

∇f(xk+1) + ζk+1 −∇g(xk+1) ∈ ∂F (xk+1).

On the other hand, from Assumption 1 and inequality (5) we have:

‖∇f(xk+1)−∇T
f
p (xk+1;xk)‖ ≤

Lfp
p!
‖xk+1 − xk‖

p (19)

and

‖∇g(xk+1)−∇T
g
q (xk+1;xk)‖ ≤

Lgq
q!
‖xk+1 − xk‖

q. (20)

Then, combining the previous relations, we obtain:

min
Fk+1∈∂F (xk+1)

‖F k+1‖ = min
ζ∈∂ψ(xk+1)

‖∇f(xk+1) + ζ −∇g(xk+1)‖

≤ ‖∇f(xk+1) + ζk+1 −∇g(xk+1)‖

(18)
= ‖∇f(xk+1)−∇Tp,q(xk+1;xk)−∇g(xk+1)‖

(19),(20)

≤
Lfp +Mp

p!
‖xk+1 − xk‖

p +
Lgq +Mq

q!
‖xk+1 − xk‖

q.

Further, if p ≥ q we have that:

Lfp +Mp

p!
‖xk+1 − xk‖

p +
Lgq +Mq

q!
‖xk+1 − xk‖

q

≤

(
Lfp +Mp

p!
‖xk+1 − xk‖

p−q +
Lgq +Mq

q!

)
‖xk+1 − xk‖

q

≤

(
Lfp +Mp

p!
Cp−qx +

Lgq +Mq

q!

)
‖xk+1 − xk‖

q.
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Similarly, if p < q we have that:

Lfp +Mp

p!
‖xk+1 − xk‖

p +
Lgq +Mq

q!
‖xk+1 − xk‖

q

≤

(
Lfp +Mp

p!
+
Lgq +Mq

q!
Cq−px

)
‖xk+1 − xk‖

p.

Hence, using the definition of Cqp , we further get:

SF (xk+1) = min
Fk+1∈∂F (xk+1)

‖F k+1‖ ≤ Cqp · ‖xk+1 − xk‖
min(p,q). (21)

Combining this relation with the descent from Theorem 2, we further get:

SF (xk+1) = min
Fk+1∈∂F (xk+1)

‖F k+1‖
p+q+2

2 min(p,q)

(15)

≤ 2−1

(
Mp − Lfp
(p+ 1)!

·
Mq − Lgq
(q + 1)!

)− 1
2 (
Cqp
) p+q+2

2min(p,q) · (F (xk)− F (xk+1)).

Summing up this relation from i = 0 to i = k− 1 and using that F is bounded
from below by F ∗ (see Assumption 1.4), we get our first statement. Further,
from (18) we have that −∇Tp,q(xk+1;xk) ∈ ∂ψ(xk+1). If x̄ is a limit point
of xk, there exists a subsequence (xkj )j≥0 converging to x̄. Then, since xkj −
xkj−1 → 0 (see the second statement of Theorem 2), then also xkj−1 → x̄, and
since ∇Tp,q(·; ·) is continuous in both arguments, we get that:

−∇Tp,q(xkj ;xkj−1)→ −∇Tp,q(x̄; x̄) = −(∇f(x̄)−∇g(x̄)) ∈ ∂ψ(x̄),

thanks to the closedness of the graph of ∂ψ and relation (18). Thus, x̄ is
a stationary point of problem (1). Moreover, by Theorem 2, the sequence
(F (xk))k≥0 is decreasing and bounded from below (see Assumption 1.4), hence
convergent to some finite value F∗ ≥ F ∗. Therefore, when F is coercive, the
sequence (xk)k≥0 must be bounded, which implies the rest of the claim. ⊓⊔

Note that if p = q in Theorem 3 (see eq. (17)) we recover the usual global

convergence rate O(k−
p

p+1 ) for higher-order methods for solving (p smooth)
nonconvex optimization problems, see e.g., [7, 10, 18, 19], thus proving that
our convergence analysis is tight. To the best of our knowledge, the global
convergence rate from Theorem 3 is new even for p = q = 1, i.e., for (proximal)
DCA variants already studied in the literature [2,9,14,15,23]. Moreover, this
theorem provides the first worst-case complexity bound for the cubic regularized
Newton type method (i.e., when p = q = 2) in the context of DC programming.
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5 Convergence analysis for HO-DC algorithm under KL

Theorem 3 shows that any limit point of the sequence (xk)k≥0 generated by
HO-DC algorithm is a stationary point of problem (1). The objective in this
section is to prove that under KL property of the objective function the whole
sequence (xk)k≥0 generated by HO-DC algorithm converges to a critical point
of F . First, we summarize several properties of the limit point set. The set of
all limit points of the sequence (xk)k≥0 generated by HO-DC algorithm from
a starting point x0 is denoted by Ω(x0).

Lemma 1 Suppose that Assumption 1 holds and let (xk)k≥0 be a sequence
generated by HO-DC algorithm which is assumed to be bounded. Then, Ω(x0)
is a nonempty, compact and connected set contained in the set of station-
ary points of the objective function F satisfying limk→∞ dist(xk, Ω(x0)) = 0.
Moreover, assuming that either objective F is continuous or xk+1 is a global
minimum of subproblem (12), then F takes a constant finite value F∗ on Ω(x0).

Proof We have already proved in Theorem 3 that any limit point of the se-
quence (xk)k≥0 is a stationary point of the objective function F . The set
Ω(x0) is nonempty since xk is assumed to be bounded. Compactness and
connectedness of Ω(x0) follows from Lemma 3.5 in [8]. Further, the relation
limk→∞ dist(xk, Ω(x0)) = 0 follows from the definition of limit points. Finally,
from Theorem 2 it follows that the sequence (F (xk))k≥0 is decreasing and
bounded from below by F ∗ (see Assumption 1.4), hence it converges to some
finite value F∗ ≥ F ∗, i.e., limk→∞ F (xk) = F∗. Let x̄ ∈ Ω(x0), then there is
a subsequence (xkj )j≥0 of the sequence (xk)k≥0 such that limj→∞ xkj = x̄. If
F is continuous, then obviously F (x̄) = F∗, i.e., F (Ω(x0)) = F∗. If F is not
continuous, then from Assumption 1 it follows that F is lower semicontinuous.
Hence, F∗ = lim infj→∞F (xkj ) ≥ F (x̄). On the other hand, if xk+1 is a global
minimum of the subproblem (12), then we have:

mq
p(xkj ;xkj−1) ≤ m

q
p(x̄;xkj−1) ∀j ≥ 0

and from Theorem 2 we also have limj→∞ xkj − xkj−1 = 0 and consequently
limj→∞ xkj−1 = x̄. From these very reasons and from the continuity of all
(higher-order) derivatives of f and g, taking j →∞ in the previous inequality
we get:

F∗ = lim sup
j→∞

F (xkj ) = lim sup
j→∞

mq
p(xkj ;xkj−1) ≤ lim sup

j→∞
mq
p(x̄;xkj−1) = F (x̄).

Combining the previous relations, we get F∗ = F (x̄) for any x̄ ∈ Ω(x0). ⊓⊔

Based on the previous lemma, now we are ready to prove the main result of
this section.

Theorem 4 Suppose that Assumption 1 holds and let (xk)k≥0 be a sequence
generated by HO-DC algorithm, assumed to be bounded and having the set of
limit points Ω(x0). Assume also that F satisfies the KL inequality on Ω(x0).
Then, the whole sequence (xk)k≥0 converges to a stationary point of the objec-
tive function F .
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Proof In the light of [5, 8], there is a general methodology to prove that the
whole sequence generated by a first order algorithm converges to a critical
point under the KL condition. We extend this methodology developed for first-
order methods to our algorithm HO-DC. In our case we need to distinguish
between two cases: p ≤ q and p > q. We prove only the first case p ≤ q,
since the later case can be proved similarly. First, from the inequality (16) the
following sufficient decrease property holds:

Mp − L
f
p

(p+ 1)!
‖xk+1 − xk‖

p+1 ≤ F (xk)− F (xk+1). (22)

Moreover, from inequality (21) we have the following subgradient lower bound
for the iterates gap (recall that we consider p ≤ q, hence min(p, q) = p):

SF (xk+1) ≤ C
q
p · ‖xk+1 − xk‖

p. (23)

Combining the previous two relations with the KL property of F , we can show
that the generated sequence (xk)k≥0 is a Cauchy sequence. Indeed, from the
KL condition (7) and Lemma 1 we have that there exists some k0 such that:

κ′(F (xk)−F∗)C
q
p ‖xk−xk−1‖

p
(23)

≥ κ′(F (xk)−F∗)SF (xk)
(7)

≥ 1 ∀k > k0. (24)

From concavity of κ we further get:

(κ(F (xk)− F∗)− κ(F (xk+1)− F∗)) C
q
p ‖xk − xk−1‖

p

≥ κ′(F (xk)− F∗)(F (xk)− F (xk+1))C
q
p ‖xk − xk−1‖

p

(24),(22)

≥
Mp − Lfp
(p+ 1)!

‖xk+1 − xk‖
p+1 ∀k > k0.

Denoting ∆k,k+1 = κ(F (xk) − F∗) − κ(F (xk+1) − F∗) and C = (Cqp(p +

1)!)/(Mp − Lfp), the previous relation can be equivalently written as:

C ∆k,k+1‖xk − xk−1‖
p ≥ ‖xk+1 − xk‖

p+1 ∀k > k0.

Using the well-known relation that for any two positive scalars a and b we
have aα1bα2 ≤ α1a + α2b for any α1, α2 ≥ 0 satisfying α1 + α2 = 1 in the
previous relation, we get:

‖xk+1 − xk‖ ≤ (C ∆k,k+1)
1

p+1 · ‖xk − xk−1‖
p

p+1

≤
1

p+ 1
C ∆k,k+1 +

p

p+ 1
‖xk − xk−1‖ ∀k > k0. (25)

Summing (25) from k = k0+1 to some K > k0+1 and using that the concave
function κ ≥ 0, we get:

K∑

k=k0+1

‖xk+1 − xk‖ ≤ C κ(F (xk0+1)− F∗) + p‖xk0+1 − xk0‖. (26)
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The other case p > q can be proved similarly, deriving a relation of the form:

K∑

k=k0+1

‖xk+1 − xk‖ ≤ C κ(F (xk0+1)− F∗) + q‖xk0+1 − xk0‖. (27)

Taking the limit as K →∞ we get that the sequence (xk)k≥0 has finite length:

∞∑

k=1

‖xk+1 − xk‖ <∞.

It is then clear that this implies that the sequence (xk)k≥0 is a Cauchy sequence
and therefore it is convergent to some point x∗. Finally, Theorem 3 shows that
any limit point of (xk)k≥0 is a stationary point of the objective function F ,
hence 0 ∈ ∂F (x∗). This proves the statement of the theorem. ⊓⊔

An important case of application of Theorem 4 is when the objective function
F is semi-algebraic, i.e., it satisfies the KL condition (8). In this case we can
derive explicit convergence rates for the sequence (xk)k≥0.

Theorem 5 Let Assumption 1 hold and (xk)k≥0 be a sequence generated by
HO-DC algorithm. Assume also that F is semi-algebraic (i.e., it satisfies the
KL condition (8) for some r > 1). Then, the whole sequence (xk)k≥0 converges
to a stationary point x∗ of the objective function F with the following rates:
(i) If (r − 1)min(p, q) < 1 the convergence is sublinear.
(ii) If (r − 1)min(p, q) ≥ 1 the convergence is linear.

Proof From the proof of Theorem 4 we know that ζk =
∑∞

j=k ‖xj+1 − xj‖ is
finite and ζk → 0 as k →∞. Since by the triangle inequality ‖xk − x

∗‖ ≤ ζk,
the rate of convergence of xk to x∗ can be inferred from the convergence rate
of ζk to 0. From (26) and (27) the following relation can be easily derived:

∞∑

j=k

‖xj+1 − xj‖ ≤ C κ(F (xk)− F∗) + min(p, q)‖xk − xk−1‖,

which, using the expression κ(t) = σ
1
r
r

r
r−1t

r−1
r , can be written compactly as:

ζk ≤ C κ(F (xk)− F∗) + min(p, q)(ζk−1 − ζk)

= C σ
1
r
r

r

r − 1
(F (xk)− F∗)

r−1
r +min(p, q)(ζk−1 − ζk)

(8)

≤ C σr
r

r − 1
(SF (xk))

r−1 +min(p, q)(ζk−1 − ζk)

(21)

≤ C σr
r

r − 1

(
Cqp‖xk − xk1‖

min(p,q)
)r−1

+min(p, q)(ζk−1 − ζk)

= C σr
r

r − 1

(
Cqp
)r−1

(ζk−1 − ζk)
(r−1)min(p,q) +min(p, q)(ζk−1 − ζk)

= C̄(ζk−1 − ζk)
(r−1)min(p,q) + C̃(ζk−1 − ζk), (28)
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where C̄ = C σr
r
r−1

(
Cqp
)r−1

and C̃ = min(p, q). This type of recurrence has
been analysed extensively in the literature, see e.g., [5, 6, 8, 18]. Since ζk → 0
as k →∞ we can distinguish two cases:

Case 1 : If (r − 1)min(p, q) < 1, then for k sufficiently large and appropriate
constant C1 > 0, we can derive from (28) the following simpler recurrence:

ζk ≤ C1(ζk−1 − ζk)
(r−1)min(p,q)

which yields sublinear convergence rate of order (see e.g., Theorem 5 in [6])

ζk ≤
c1

k
(r−1) min(p,q)

1−(r−1) min(p,q)

,

with c1 being a positive constant.

Case 2 : If (r − 1)min(p, q) ≥ 1, then for k sufficiently large and appropriate
constant C2 > 0, we can derive from (28) the following simpler recurrence:

ζk ≤ C2(ζk−1 − ζk)

which yields linear convergence rate:

ζk ≤
C2

1 + C2
ζk−1,

hence proving the statements of the theorem. ⊓⊔

The convergence rates from Theorem 5 recover the complexity bounds for
(proximal) DCA variants (i.e., p = q = 1) derived in the literature, see e.g.,
[2, 9, 14, 15, 23].

6 Adaptive HO-DC algorithm

In some practical applications it may be difficult to estimate the Lipschitz
constants Lfp and Lgq and thus difficult to choose the constants Mp and Mq in
HO-DC algorithm. Hence, in this section, we propose an adaptive variant of
HO-DC algorithm which is based on a line search procedure to choose these
parameters. Since the surrogate modelmq

p(·;x) depends on the given constants
Mp and Mq, below we consider the following notation for the approximation

model mq
p(y;x) := m

Mq

Mp
(y;x) in order to reflect better this dependence. Note

that the previous convergence results are derived under Assumption 1 and
the sequence (xk)k≥0 generated by HO-DC algorithm having the following
properties:

xk+1 is a stationary point of subproblem min
y
m
Mq

Mp
(y;xk) (29)

and a descent relation of the form (see (15))
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F (xk+1) ≤ F (xk)− γ‖xk+1 − xk‖
p+q+2

2 , (30)

where γ > 0 is a given constant. Hence, in the following we propose an adaptive
higher-order DC algorithm, called (AHO-DC):

Algorithm AHO-DC

Choose x0 ∈ dom ψ, i = 0, γ > 0 and M0
p ,M

0
q > 0

For k ≥ 0 do:
Step 1: compute xk+1 satisfying (29) with Mp = 2iMk

p , Mq = 2iMk
q

If (30) holds, then go to Step 3
Step 2: else set i = i+ 1 and go to Step 1
Step 3: set k = k + 1, Mk+1

p = 2i−1Mk
p , M

k+1
q = 2i−1Mk

q and i = 0.

Note that step 1 in AHO-DC algorithm can be seen as a line search procedure:

that is at each step k ≥ 0 we choose Mk
p and Mk

q , then build m
Mk

q

Mk
p
(y;xk) and

compute xk+1 satisfying (29). If (30) doesn’t hold, then we increase Mk
p ←

2 ·Mk
p , M

k
p ← 2 ·Mk

q and recompute m
Mk

q

Mk
p
(y;xk) using the new Mk

p and Mk
q .

We repeat this process until condition (30) is satisfied. Note that this line
search procedure finishes in a finite number of steps. Indeed, if Mk

p ≥ γ + Lfp
and Mk

q ≥ γ + Lgq , then from Theorem 2 it follows that (30) holds. However,
in practice the descent condition (30) may hold for much smaller values of
Mk
p and Mk

q than the theory predicts. Hence, using the same convergence
analysis as in the previous sections, we can derive similar convergence rates
as in Theorems 3, 4 and 5 for the sequence (xk)k≥0 generated by AHO-DC
algorithm.

7 Conclusions

In this paper we have developed (adaptive) higher-order algorithms for min-
imizing difference of convex functions (DC) with the first term in composite
form. We have also showed the implementability of our algorithmic scheme,
in particular, we have proposed the first cubic regularized Newton type al-
gorithm in the context of DC programming. Global convergence results and
convergent rates were established under general assumptions but also under
Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz inequality.
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