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Abstract. We consider a class of £1-regularized optimization problems and the associated smooth
“over-parameterized” optimization problems built upon the Hadamard parametrization, or equivalently,
the Hadamard difference parametrization (HDP). We characterize the set of second-order stationary
points of the HDP-based model and show that they correspond to some stationary points of the
corresponding ¢;-regularized model. More importantly, we show that the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL)
exponent of the HDP-based model at a second-order stationary point can be inferred from that of the
corresponding ¢1-regularized model under suitable assumptions. Our assumptions are general enough
to cover a wide variety of loss functions commonly used in ¢;-regularized models, such as the least
squares loss function and the logistic loss function. Since the KL exponents of many ¢1-regularized
models are explicitly known in the literature, our results allow us to leverage these known exponents
to deduce the KL exponents at second-order stationary points of the corresponding HDP-based
models, which were previously unknown. Finally, we demonstrate how these explicit KL exponents at
second-order stationary points can be applied to deducing the explicit local convergence rate of a
standard gradient descent method for minimizing the HDP-based model.

Key words. Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz exponent, over-parametrization, second-order stationarity,
strict saddle property
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1. Introduction. The idea of introducing redundant or extra number of variables
to reformulate an optimization problem has received much attention recently [22, 30,
39,53]. This technique of over-parametrization, though counter-intuitive at first
glance, can lead to potential advantages including smoothness of the objective of
the over-parameterized model [30,32,45], better generalization [1,42,51] and implicit
regularization [22,36,53,57]. These benefits have been witnessed and analyzed in various
machine learning models including deep neural networks, kernel methods and linear
models [7,8,20,25], and there have been tremendous recent interest and progress in
developing theory of over-parameterized machine learning that establishes foundational
mathematical principles underlying these phenomena; see, e.g., [28,37,38,48].

In this paper, we focus on a specific type of over-parametrization for a class of
{1-regularized optimization problems. Specifically, we consider:

(L.1) min f(z) := h(z) + pllzl,

where h € C2(R™) and p > 0. This class of problems arises naturally in applications
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such as compressed sensing [16, 17] and variable selections [52], where h is usually
introduced for data fidelity and can be convex or nonconvex depending on the noise
model of the data. The associated over-parameterized model we consider is

(1.2) min G(u,v) = h(uow) + & (Jul® + [[v]%),
where u o v is the Hadamard (entrywise) product between v and v, and || - || denotes

the Euclidean norm. Notice that we have G(u,v) > f(uowv) for all (u,v) € R" x R"
and inf f = inf G thanks to the AM-GM inequality. Problem (1.2) was referred to
as the Hadamard parametrization of (1.1) in the recent works [30,415]. Hadamard
parametrization can also be viewed as a formulation of a two-layer diagonal linear
network; see the related works [9,43,53].

Interestingly, the function G in (1.2) is smooth, which has been exploited to design
efficient algorithms for solving (1.2); see, e.g., [30,32,45]. On the other hand, while
(1.1) is nonsmooth, it is known to have some desirable structural properties for the
design of efficient algorithms. Two notable features are:

(31) (No spurious local minimizers) When & is convex, so is f. Consequently,
any optimization methods that return stationary points of f will minimize f
when h is convex.

(F11) (Explicitly known KL exponents) For a large variety of h, the function
f is known to satisfy the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL) property with exponent
%; see, e.g., [35,58]. The KL property is crucial for the convergence analysis
of first-order methods [3,4, 14]. Roughly speaking, a KL exponent of % at
stationary points indicates that first-order methods such as the proximal
gradient algorithm applied to (1.1) is locally linearly convergent; see, e.g.,
[2,14,35].
It is not clear whether features (§I) and (FII) are inherited by G in (1.2). Indeed,
for (FI), one can easily observe that G may not be convex even when h is convex.
Fortunately, the loss of convexity in G is innocuous when h is a convex quadratic
function because, in this case, it can be shown that G satisfies the so-called strict saddle
property (see [11, Appendix C]), and gradient method with random initialization can
provably avoid strict saddle points [34,45] and converge to second-order stationary
points (which are global minimizers of f when h is convex quadratic; see, again, [44,
Appendix C]) under mild additional assumptions such as coercivity. However, it is not
known whether the strict saddle property holds for G for other convex h. As for (F1I),
to the best of our knowledge, compared with the many instances of f in (1.1) with
explicitly known KL exponents, it is not obvious how an explicit KL exponent of G can
be obtained except when h is a polynomial. Moreover, it is also unclear whether one
can estimate explicitly the KL exponent of G based on that of f to leverage the many
scenarios of f with known KL exponents. Since KL exponents are closely related to
convergence rate of first-order methods, intuitively, this also suggests that even when
the local convergence rate of standard first-order methods applied to (1.1) is known,
we do not readily know the local convergence rate of first-order methods applied to
(1.2). In this paper, we study variational properties of G in (1.2) to address the above
questions concerning strict saddle property and KL exponents.

To facilitate our discussions, we first describe an equivalent formulation of (1.2)
that can be analyzed more readily. Specifically, we apply the following invertible linear
transformation to (1.2):

(1.3) Py Wy
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It is easy to verify that aoca — bob = wowv. This kind of parametrization is known as
Hadamard difference parametrization (HDP), and was studied in [32,54-56]. Using
HDP, we can reformulate (1.2) equivalently as

min F(a,b) := h(a® — b%) + a? +b?
R LR RO CET

= h(a® = b%) + plla® = 6|1 + 2p|| min{a®, 6%},

where the notation a2, b and min{a?, b*} all denote componentwise operation. Since
the invertible linear transformation (1.3) does not change the variational properties
that we will study in this paper, from now on, we will focus our discussions on F' in
(1.1) instead of G in (1.2).

The specific variational properties of F in (1.4) that we study in this paper include
second-order stationarity and its KL exponent at second-order stationary points. Our
contributions can be summarized as follows:

e We show that for every second-order stationary point (a*,b*) of F, the point

s* := (a*)? — (b*)? is a stationary point of f in (1.1). Based on this, we also
provide a proof of the strict saddle property of F' when h is convex, which
extends the result in [44] that studied convex quadratic h.

e Under a certain strict complementarity condition, we show that if f in (1.1)
satisfies the KL property with an exponent o € (0,1) at s*, then F in (1.41)
satisfies the KL property with an exponent max{a, 1} at (a*,b*).

e When the strict complementarity condition fails, by assuming convexity of A
and an additional Holderian error bound condition with exponent v € (0, 1],
we show that if f in (1.1) satisfies the KL property with an exponent o € (0,1)
at s*, then F in (1.1) satisfies the KL property with an exponent (1 + 3)/2
at (a*,b*), where § = 1 — (1 — a) € (0,1). Examples are provided to
demonstrate the tightness of the exponent 1"2”8 when (v,a) € {1} x [1,1) or
(7,0) € (0, 4] x (3,1).

For commonly encountered convex h : R™ — R such as the least squares loss function
(i.e., h(z) = 3||Az — y||* for some A € R™*" and y € R™) and the logistic loss
function (i.e., h(z) = L 3" log(1 + ¥i:®)) for some y; € R™, i = 1,...,m), the

~m

aforementioned Hélderian error bound condition holds with exponent v = 1 and the
KL exponent of the corresponding f in (1.1) is § (see, e.g., [35, Corollary 5.1]). In

these cases, we can deduce that the KL exponent of the corresponding F' in (1.4) at
(a*,b*) is either 1/2 or 3/4, depending on whether the strict complementarity condition
holds.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In , we present notation
and discuss some simple properties of F' in (1.1). Our studies of the second-order
stationary points of F' and its strict saddle property are presented in .
Results concerning the KL exponents of F' at its second-order stationary points are
presented in . Finally, we demonstrate in how our results in

can be used to analyze the convergence rate of a standard gradient descent
method for solving (1.4).

2. Notation and preliminaries.

2.1. Notation. In this paper, we use R" to denote the n-dimensional Euclidean
space, equipped with the standard inner product (-,-) and the induced norm || - ||.
We denote the nonnegative orthant by R’}. The closed ball centered at x € R" with
radius r is denoted by B(z,r), and the closed ball centered at the origin with radius r
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is denoted by B,. We say that a set S C @ C R™ has full measure on @ if @\ S has
zero Lebesgue measure. If @ = R™, then we simply say that S has full measure.

For an x € R", we use |z||; to denote its ¢; norm, and z? to denote the vector
whose ith entry is 2. Moreover, diag(z) is the diagonal matrix with z as the diagonal
vector. For z and y € R™, we use oy and min{z, y} to denote their entrywise product
and minimum, respectively. Let [n] := {1,...,n}. Foran I C [n] and an x € R", z; is
the subvector of z indexed by I, and we define II;(x) € R™ as

r;, ifiel,
0 otherwise.

(2.1) [ (z)]; := {

For a matrix A € R"*™ and an I C [n], we use Ars to denote the submatrix obtained
by extracting the rows and columns of A indexed by I. Finally, the n x n identity
matrix is denoted by I,,.

For a (nonempty) closed set D C R™, its indicator function and support function
are respectively defined as

if D
tp(x) = {0 hee 7 and op(x) =sup{(z,y):y € D}.
oo otherwise,

In addition, we denote the distance from an z € R™ to D by dist(z, D) = infyep ||[z—y||,
and the convex hull of D is denoted by conv(D). For a (nonempty) closed convex set
C C R™, we write ri C to represent its relative interior. We also use Po(z) to denote
the projection of x onto C, which exists and is unique since C' is nonempty, closed and
convex. The tangent cone T (z) for C'at an x € C'is defined as the closure of |, %,
while the normal cone N¢(z) is defined as No(z) :={{ e R* : (¢, y—z) <0 Vy e C}.
Recall that N¢(x) is the polar set of Te(x). Finally, for a closed convex cone K, we
use lin(K) := K N —K to denote the linearity space of K.

For an extended-real-valued function g : R* — R := R U {#+00}, we denote its

epigraph and domain respectively by
epig = {(z,a) e R" xR:g(z) <a} and domg={x € R": g(z) < oo}.

We call g a proper function if dom g # @) and g(z) > —oo for all z € R™. The function g
is said to be lower semicontinuous (for short, lsc) if epig is closed; we will also say that
such a function is closed. The function g is said to be polyhedral if epi g is a polyhedral
set. We also use the notation g € C*(R™) to indicate that g has continuous k-th order

partial derivatives on R™. We next recall the definitions of regular subdifferential gg(x)
and (limiting) subdifferential dg(x) of a proper function g at an x € dom g:

59(30) ={{ eR" : liminf;_,; 54 9@)=g@)—(E3-a) 0},

[z2—=]

dg(x) ={6¢ eR": ¥ 4 2 and €F € 5g(xk) with €8 — ¢},

where y % 2 means both y — z and g(y) — g(z); we also set dg(z) = dg(z) = @ when
x ¢ dom g. For a proper convex function g, the above dg coincides with the classical
notion of convex subdifferential, i.e., for each x € R™, we have

9g(x) ={€eR": g(y) 2 g(x) + ({,y —x) VyeR"L
see [17, Proposition 8.12]. Finally, for a set-valued mapping S : R” = R™, we write
gph S = {(z,u) e R" xR™:u € S(z)} and domS = {z € R": S(x) # 0}
for the graph and the domain of .5, respectively.
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2.2. The Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz property. We next recall the definition of
Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz property.

DEFINITION 2.1 (Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz property and exponent). We say that a
proper closed function g : R™ — R U {oo} satisfies the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL)
property at T € dom g if there are a € (0, 00|, a neighborhood V' of T and a continuous
concave function ¢ : [0,a) — [0,00) with ¢(0) =0 such that

(i) ¢ is continuously differentiable on (0,a) with ¢’ >0 on (0,a);
(i) for any x € V with 0 < g(x) — g(Z) < a, it holds that

(2.2) ¢'(9(x) — g(@)) dist(0, 9g(x)) > 1.

If g satisfies the KL property at & € domdg and the ¢(s) in (2.2) can be chosen as
es'= for some ¢ > 0 and o € [0, 1), then we say that g satisfies the KL property at T
with exponent .

The KL property plays a key role in the convergence analysis of first-order methods

(see [3,4,14]), and the exponent is closely related to the local convergence rates of
these methods (see [2]). The KL property is known to be satisfied by a large variety
of functions [3]. In particular, it is known that proper closed semialgebraic functions

satisfy the KL property with some exponent « € [0, 1); see [12].
Our next remark concerns an observation on the neighborhood in Definition 2.1(ii),
and will be used in our arguments for establishing the KL property later.

l-«

Remark 2.2 (On the neighborhood requirements for (2.2)). Assume ¢(s) = ¢s
for some ¢ > 0 and « € (0,1). Then (2.2) can be equivalently written as

(2.3) c(1 — ) dist(0,dg(x)) = (9(z) — g(7))".

Notice that if there exist a neighborhood V' of Z and a > 0 such that (2.3) holds
for all z € V with dist(0,0g(x)) < a and 0 < g(z) — g() < a, then, by setting
c=max{¢a*1/(1 —a)} and ¢(s) = cs'~%, we know that (2.2) holds for all z € V
with 0 < g(z) — g(Z) < a." Therefore, to verify that g satisfies the KL property
at T with exponent o € (0,1), it suffices to show that there exist ¢, a > 0 and a
neighborhood V of Z such that (2.3) holds for x € V satisfying 0 < g(z) — g(Z) < a
and dist(0,dg(x)) < a.

The next proposition connects the KL property with a local error bound condition
and is a direct consequence of “(iii)=-(i)” in [5, Theorem 2.1]. We refer the readers
to [13,24,27] and references therein for related studies.

PROPOSITION 2.3 ( [5, Theorem 2.1]). Let g : R™ — R be a proper closed function,
and T be a local minimizer of g. Let Q :={x € R™: g(z) = ¢g(T)}. Suppose g satisfies
the KL property at T with exponent o € [0,1), then there exist a neighborhood U of T

and o > 0 such that g(z) — g(T) > adistﬁ(ac7 Q) forallz e U.

2.3. Hadamard difference parametrization of f. In this subsection, we
collect some useful facts concerning F' in (1.4). First, we note that the gradient and
Hessian of F' are given respectively by

_ [2a0Vh(a? —b?) +2ua
(2:4) VE@:0) = Zoh o Uh(a? — 02) + 2b| °

ndeed, for those x € V satisfying dist(0,9g(z)) > a and 0 < g(x) — g(Z) < a, the choice of c
readily gives c(1 — ) dist(0,9g(z)) > c(1—a)-a>[a*" 1/ (1-a)]-(1—a)-a=a* > (g(z) — g(T))*.
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diag(a) 2,2 52y | diag(a) !
diag(b)] Voh(a® = b%) [ diag(b)]
(

[diag Vh(a? — b)) + ul,

V2F(a,b) = 4 {
(2.5)

+2 _ diag(Vh(a2 — 1)) + pl, | -

This calculation directly yields the next characterization of stationary points of F'.

PROPOSITION 2.4. Let F' and h be defined in (1.4) and (1.1) respectively. The
point (a,b) is a stationary point of F if and only if for each i € [n] at least one of the
following is true:

(ii) a; =0, Vh(a® — b?); = p.
(lll) bz = 0, Vh(a2 - b2)l = —U.

We note that the equivalence between the local minima of (1.1) and (1.4) in the
sense of [32, Definition 2.2] was studied thoroughly in [32]. The next proposition
characterizes the local minimizers of (1.4), and can be derived from [39, Theorem 2]
by using the transformation in (1.3).

PROPOSITION 2.5 (Local minimizers of f and F). For (a,b) € R?", the following
statements are equivalent:
(i) The point @®> — b? is a local minimizer of f in (1.1), and min{a?,b*} = 0.
(ii) The point (@,b) is a local minimizer of F in (1.4).
We end this subsection with the following remark, where we describe in item (ii)
below an important yet simple observation (a reduction technique) that will allow us
to largely simplify our subsequent analysis.

Remark 2.6. (i) We deduce from that min{a?,b?} = 0 at any
stationary point (@, b) of F in (1.4); see also [39, Theorem 2].

(ii) (Reduction technique). When establishing additional properties of stationary
points that are invariant under invertible linear transformations, such as second-
order stationarity, local optimality and the KL exponent, we will often introduce
a special linear transformation to simplify the argument. We now describe how
such a linear transformation is constructed.

Let (a@,b) be a stationary point of F in (1.1) and set 5 = a® — b? for notational
simplicity. Define the following index sets

I'={iehl: a>0}u{ic(n]: a=>b =
I2:{ZE[H]EZ>O}U{ZE[H] dz:Bz: ,Vh(g)Z:/J,}7
IP={icn]: a<0}, I*={ie[n]: b <0}

Observe from (see also (2.1)) that {I', I2, I3, I'*} forms a partition

of [n]. Next, define the following invertible linear mappings:

(ai,bi) ifie]l,

(bi,ai) ifie[z,

(—ai,bi) if 4 6]3,

(7bi, ai) if i € I4,

H(a,b) = (¢,d), where (¢;,d;) =

S; ifiEIlLJIg,

P(s) =t, where t; =
(s) =1, where t; {—si ifieT2uTt
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Observe that P = P~1. For any (a,b) € R™ x R™, upon setting (c,d) = H(a,b),
s =a?—b? and t = P(s), we have from direct computation that ¢ = ¢ — d? and

£(s) = f(PoP(s)) = hoP(t) + ptlh =: f(¢),
F(a,b) = F(H o H(a,b)) = ho P(c® — d?) + pllc||® + p||d||> =: F(c,d),

which means that F can be viewed as an HDP of f

Let (¢,d) = H(a,b) and £ = P(5). We see that ¢ > 0, d =0, and V(ho P)(t); =
P(Vh(5)); = — whenever t;i =0 and V(ho P)(t); € {—p,u}.” By replacing f

by f and F' by Fif necessary, we could assume @ >0and b= 0 when (a,b) is a

stationary point of F', and if further 5 = a® — b? is also a stationary point of f,

we could assume Vh(S); = —p whenever 5; = 0 and VA(3); € {—p, u}. We will

state explicitly whether we make such assumptions in our proofs below.

3. Variational properties of F' from f. In this section, we analyze some
variational properties of F' in (1.4). Specifically, we characterize the second-order
stationary points of F' and relate them to some stationary points of f in (1.1). We
also study how the KL exponent of F' at those points can be inferred from the KL
exponent of f. Since second-order stationarity and KL exponents are invariant under
invertible linear transformations, we also obtain a characterization of the second-order
stationary points of G in (1.2) and the KL exponent of G at these points.

3.1. 2nd-order stationary points of F. We first relate the second-order
stationary points of F in (1.1) to some stationary points of f in (1.1).

PROPOSITION 3.1 (2nd-order stationary points of F'). Let f and F' be defined in
(1.1) and (1.1) respectively. Then for all (a,b) € R™ x R™, the following statements
are equivalent:

(i) The point s := a® —b? is a stationary point of f, min{a?,b*} =0, and V2h(s)r =
0, where I = {i € [n] : s; #0}.
(ii) The point (a,b) is a second-order stationary point of F.

Proof. Before proving the equivalence, we first note that an £ € R™ being a
stationary point of f means that —Vh(Z) € ud| Z||1, which can be expressed as
follows:

(3.1) {Vh(f)i = —p-sgn(z;)  ifE A0,

(i)=(ii): We can deduce VF(a,b) = 0 from (2.4), (3.1) and the assumption
min{a?,b*} = 0. We next show that V2F(a,b) = 0. Since VF(a,b) = 0, according to
(ii), we may assume without loss of generality that a > 0 and b =0
In this case, we see that I = {i € [n] : a; > 0}. Due to the positive semidefiniteness
of V2h(s)sr, we can deduce that (recall that we assumed b = 0)

[ v ) [
{_ ](u o[a)ivg?(ffﬂ)(u oa) —{ (;1, og i))LvLJ(s)H(u, oar) >0 V(u,v) € R" x R™.

2Indeed, t; = 0 implies a = b27 which together with item (i) shows that @; = b; = 0. This
implies that i € I U I2. Now if V(ho P)(t); € {—p,u}, since V(h o P)(t); = P(Vh(3));, we must
have Vh(3); € {—p, u} as well. This together with i € I' U I? and the definition of P shows that
P(Vh(5)); = —p as claimed.
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Furthermore, since p > 0, we have from (3.1) that
+diag(Vh(s)) + pl, = 0.

The above two displays together with (2.5) show that V2F(a,b) = 0. This completes
the proof of (i)=-(ii).
(ii)=(1): From (i), we know that min{a?, b} = 0. In view of
(ii), we assume without loss of generality that b = 0 and a > 0, and then
I'={ie[n]: a; > 0}. From (2.1) and VF(a,b) = 0, we have

(3.2) Vh(s);=—p Viel.

Thus, to show that s is a stationary point of (1.1), it suffices to prove that Vh(s); €
[—u, ] for all i ¢ I. To this end, we note from V?F(a,b) = 0 that

" v ]V2F(a,b) m >0 V(u,v) € R x R".

Recall that b = 0. The above display and (2.5) imply that for all (u,v) € R™ x R™,
(3.3) 230 [(p+ Vh(s)i)uZ + (. — Vh(s);)v?] + 4(uoa) "V?h(s)(uoa) > 0.

By setting u; = 0 in (3.3) so that uoa = 0, we deduce that Vh(s); € [—pu, u] for all
i ¢ I. This together with (3.2) shows that s is a stationary point of f.

Finally, by setting v = 0 and u; = 0 for all ¢ ¢ I in (3.3), and recalling (3.2) and
a; > 0 for all i € I, we see further that V2h(s);; is positive semidefinite. O

Next, we analyze the set of minimizers of convex composite functions. A similar
result was established in [58, Proposition 1] by assuming that h is the sum of a
composition of a locally strongly convex and Lipschitz differentiable function with a
linear mapping. The proof strategy is inspired by [11, Theorem 2.1.5]. The proof of

can be found in .

LEMMA 3.2. Assume that 1) = g+ @ with g, being proper closed convex functions,
g € C*(R"), and X := Argminty # 0. Then, for any x,y € X, we have Vg(x) =
Vyg(y). Moreover, if we let v = Vg(x) for some x € X, then X = Vg~ (v)Ndp~(—v).

We next present the strict saddle property of F' in (1.4). If the strict saddle
property holds, then all stationary points are either local minimizers or strict saddle
points. Additionally, it has been shown that gradient method with random initialization
can provably avoid strict saddle points [34,45] and converge to second-order stationary
points under mild additional assumptions (and hence to local minimizers when the
strict saddle property holds).

When h is convex quadratic, the function (u,v) — h(u o v) was shown to have
strict saddle property in [57, Lemma 1], and F' can be shown to have the strict saddle
property based on arguments in [14, Appendix C]. Our result here covers all convex h.

PROPOSITION 3.3 (Strict saddle property). Let f and F be defined in (1.1) and
(1.4) respectively, and suppose that h in (1.1) is convex. Then there exists § > 0 such
that for all (a,b) € R™ x R™, the following statements are equivalent:

(i) The point (a,b) is a stationary point of F and Amin(V2F(a,b)) > —4.
(ii) The point a® — b* solves (1.1), and min{a?,v*} = 0.
(iii) The point (a,b) solves (1.4).
(iv) The point (a,b) is a second-order stationary point of F.
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Remark 3.4. The 6 in Proposition 3.3(i) can be chosen as in (3.5), which does not

depend on the choice of (a, b). shows that any stationary point of F' in

is either a global minimizer or a strict saddle point with the smallest eigenvalue

of the Hessian being uniformly bounded away from 0; this uniformity was also utilized
to prove the complexity of certain perturbed gradient methods in [23,31].

Proof. For each I C [n], we define a new function as follows:

(34) f1(@) == f(x) + pllzrlly = h(z) + plloll + pller

By applying , we obtain that for all z € Q; := Argmin_pn fr(z), the
gradient Vh(x) remains the same. Specifically, we denote v/ = Vh(z) if Q7 is nonempty
for some x € ;. Additionally, we set

(3.5) e = min{dist(v’, [, p|") : T €T} and ¢ = min {2@, j%} ,

where J:={I C [n] : Qr # 0, dist(v!, [—p, 1]™) > 0}.

(i)=(ii): The condition min{a?,b*} = 0 follows from (i). Let us define

s = a® — b2. Since h is convex, to show that s solves (1.1), it suffices to show that

—Vh(s) € pd|ls|1.

To this end, we first consider the indices with s; # 0 and proceed with the following
two cases:

(1) s; > 0. The conditions a? — b? > 0 and min{a?,b?} = 0 imply that a; # 0 and
b; = 0. From (2.4) and VF(a,b) = 0, we have 2a;(Vh(s); + u) = 0, which leads
to the conclusion that —Vh(s); = p € ud|s;|.

(2) s; < 0. The proof is similar to case (1).

In summary, we have shown that for all ¢ € [n] with s; # 0, we have —Vh(s); € pd|s;|.
Now it remains to consider indices i € [n] with s; = 0. Note that s; = 0 is

equivalent to a; = b; = 0, as min{a?,b?} = 0. Next, define

(3.6) T=f{iell: ai=bi=0, Vh(s): & [~ ]}

If I = (), then we can conclude that s solves (1.1). Thus, let’s assume to the contrary

that I # (. We will consider the following two cases:

(1) Suppose that there exists some i € I such that |Vh(s)|; > 2u. We first consider
the case where Vh(s); < —2u. We define a(t); = a; and b(t); = b; for j # i, and
a(t); =t and b(t); = b; = 0. Then, we have a(t)? — b(t)? — (a® — b*) = t%¢;, where
e; € R™ is the vector whose ith entry is 1 and is 0 otherwise, and for all ¢ > 0, the
following holds:

F(a(t),b(t)) = F(a,b) = h(a(t)* = b(t)*) — h(a® = b*) + pt®
= (Vh(a® = b%),a(t)® — b(t)* — a® + b*) + O(t*) + ut*
=t*(Vh(a® = b%); + p) + O(t*) < —ut? + O(t*).

€i
0
we have Apin(V2F(a,b)) < —2u < —4. This contradicts the assumption that
Amin(V2F(a, b)) > —46.

The case where Vh(s); > 2p can be proved similarly by defining a(t); = a; and
b(t); =b; for j # i, and a(t); = a; = 0 and b(¢t), = t.

Since VF(a,b) = 0, this implies  [e] 0] V2F(a,b) { } < —pu, and consequently,
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(2) For all i € I, it holds that |[VA(s)|; < 2u. In this case, we can verify that s
minimizes the f; (i.e., the f; in (3.4) with I = I) by examining the first-order
optimality conditions. Furthermore, we know that dist(Vh(s), [—u, u]™) > 0 due
to the assumption that I # (). Hence, by the definition of €, we obtain that

€ < dist(Vh(s), [~ 1) = \/SSe (VA = @) < Vi (max,e [ VA(s)i| — 1)

Let us select 7 € argmax, 7 |Vh(s);|. By employing a similar argument as in
case (1),” we can show that Amin(V2F(a,b)) < —2(|Vh(s);| — u) < —4, which
contradicts the assumption that Apin(V2F(a,b)) > —4.
Therefore, the I in (3.6) is empty and we must have that a® — b? solves (1.1). This
proves (i)=-(ii). Next, by a similar argument in the proof of [39, Theorem 2|, we also
have (ii)=-(iii). Finally, the implication (iii)=-(iv)=-(i) is clear. ad

3.2. KL exponent of F' at 2nd-order stationary points. In this subsection,
we study the KL exponent of F' in (1.4) at second-order stationary points. Note that
these are global minimizers when h is convex according to . We will
discuss the implications of these exponents on convergence rate in

We start with an auxiliary result that characterizes the KL exponent of a class of
functions that can be represented as a sum of a C! function and a polyhedral function.
The proof of can be found in

THEOREM 3.5 (KL exponent via critical cone). Assume that g € C*(R"™) and
¢ : R" - RU{oo} is a proper polyhedral function. Let T be a stationary point of
=g+ ¢ and define

K = Nop(s) (~Vg(®)), () = () — (Vg(@),- — &) + 15 (- — @),
Qi={z e R": () = (@)}, Q:={zcR": I(x) = §(@)}.

Then the following statements hold.
(i) There exists a neighborhood U of (Z,0) such that UNgph 0y = UNgph 81/1, and for
each (z,v) € UNgphdyp = UNgphdip, it holds that Y(x) — (Z) = P(x) — ().
(ii) The function 1 satisfies the KL property at T with exponent a € (0, 1) if and only
if 1 satisfies the KL property at T with exponent o € (0,1).
(iii) If T is a local minimizer of 1, then T is also a local minimizer of 7,/;, and the set
Q locally coincides with the set ().

Remark 3.6 (On the set K). The set K in is actually the critical
cone of ¢ at Z [15, Eq. (3.220)]; indeed, it can be alternatively written as

K'Y Ny (0) Y (0 € R+ 00y (0) = 0} < v e R™ : dp(z)(v) = 0},
where (a) follows from the fact that 0¥ = Vg + dp (see [17, Exercise 8.8(c)]; in
particular, 9y (Z) is a closed convex set), (b) follows from [17, Example 11.4], (c)
follows from [17, Theorem 8.30] and the regularity of ¢ deduced from [17, Corol-
lary 8.19, Exercise 8.20(b) and Proposition 8.21], and the notation diy(z)(w) :=
lim infy 0,4 —w M denotes the subderivative of ¥ at T for w. Therefore,
roughly speaking, accordlng to , to calculate the KL exponent of ¢, we
only need to check its behavior on the critical cone.

3Specifically, we define a(t); = a; and b(t); = b; for j # 7, and set a(t); =t and b(t); = 0 if
Vh(s); <0 and set a(t); = 0 and b(t); = t otherwise.
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Before presenting our results on KL exponents concerning f and F' in, respectively,
(1.1) and (1.1), we first derive some useful reformulations of F' and ||V F||. Specifically,
let s* be a stationary point of f in (1.1), and define h(-) = h(-) — (Vh(s*),- — s*).
Then, for any (a,b) € R™ x R", we can rewrite F in (1.4) as

F(a,b) = h(a® — b?) + uZ(a? +b?)
= h(a® — b*) — (Vh(s*),a* — b?) +Z [(k+ Vh(s*);)aZ + (1 — Vh(s*);)b7]

(87) = ha® — 1) — (Vh(s"),s") + 3 [(+ VA(s")i)a? + (u — VA(s"))b?] .
=1

Next, let s = a? — b* and compute VF(a,b) based on (3.7), we see that if we define

aiViL(s)i + (u+ Vh(s*))a;

(3:8) vi = Lbivﬁ(s)i + (- Vh(s*)i)b,-] vielnl

then the first and second entries of 2v; correspond to the ith and (n + )th entries of
VF(a,b) (ie., 9€ and 3L, respectively. Also, we have |[VE(a,b)[|> =431, [lvil?,
from which we deduce the existence of §y > 0 (one can choose dg = 2/+/n) such that

(3.9) IVE(@,b)] > 8 X0y sl

3.2.1. KL exponent under strict complementarity. The following lemma is
an immediate corollary of . Here, we assume that —Vh(z) € ri(u0||Z]1),
which is typically referred to as the strict complementarity condition for the f in (1.1)
at the stationary point Z.

LEMMA 3.7. Let f be defined in (1.1), a € (0,1) and T be a stationary point of f
with —Vh(Z) € ri(ud||Z||1). Let h(-) = h(-) = (Vh(Z), - —Z) and I = {i € [n] : T; # 0}.
Then f satisfies the KL property at T with_exponent o if and only if there exist c,r > 0
such that for all x with ||z — z|| <r, 0 < h(z) — h(Z) <r and x1c = T1e, it holds that
[VA(z)1]l = c(h(x) — h(Z))".

Proof. Let () = pl| - ||1. We deduce from —Vh(Z) € ri(ud||Z]|1) = ri(0¢(Z)) that

K = Noy(z)(—Vh(F)) = [aff(0p(z) + VA(@)]* = {v € R" : vje = 0}.

By , [ satisfies the KL property at  with exponent « if and only if
h(:) + vk (- — Z) does so. The rest of the statement is just the definition for the KL
property of h(:) + tx (- — Z) at T with exponent «. d

We are now ready to present our main result in this subsection.

THEOREM 3.8 (KL exponent of F' under strict complementarity condition). Let
(a*,b*) be a second-order stationary point of F in (1.1), and let s* = (a*)? — (b*)2.
Assume that the function f in (1.1) satisfies the KL property at s* with exponent

€ (0,1). If =Vh(s*) € ri(ud||s*||1), then F satisfies the KL property at (a*,b*) with
ezponent max{c, 1}.

Proof. We first describe the main proof idea. To prove the KL property of F at
(a*,b*) means we need to connect [|[VF(a,b)| and F(a,b) — F(a*,b*) for appropriate
(a,b). In view of (3.9), we calculate the lower bound of each |v;|| for i € [n] to
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give a lower bound of |[VF(a,b)|| in (3.13). Then, we provide an upper bound of
F(a,b) — F(a*,b*) as in ( ). Finally, we use the KL property of f and
to connect the lower bound of | VF'(a,b)|| and the upper bound of F(a,b) — F(a*,b*).
We now start our proof. Since (a*,b*) is a second-order stationary point of F', by
we know that s* is a stationary point of (1.1) with min{(a*)?, (b*)?} = 0.

Following (ii), we assume without loss of generality that a* > 0 and b* = 0,
and observe that the condition —Vh(s*) € ri(ud||s*||1) is preserved thanks to the
definition of P in (ii).

Now, we proceed to define the index set I := {i € [n] : af > 0}. Since
—Vh(s*) € ri(ud||s*||1), we know that for each i ¢ I, it holds that Vh(s*); € (—pu, u).
Furthermore, let h(-) = h(-) — (Vh(s*), - — s*) for notational simplicity.

From and the KL assumptions on f, we know there exists ¢,r > 0
such that for all x with || —s*|| <, 0 < h(z) — h(s*) < r and zjc = s}. it holds that
(3.10) IVh(2)r]| = e(h(x) — h(s*)).

In addition, since a} > 0, a}. = 0, b* = 0 and Vh(s*); € (—p,p) for all i ¢ I, by
continuity, we can find a bounded neighborhood U of (a*,b*) to ensure that there
exists & > 0 such that for all (a,b) € U, the following conditions hold:

(3.11a) mi}lai —|b;| > 9,
1€
(3.11b) min{p + Vh(s")s, pp = Vh(s")i} = \Vh(a® = b%);] > 6,
(3.11¢) W[ (@)]?) = h(s™) <r, |[Mr(@)]? =57 <1,
(3.11d) larelloo <1, [[bllc <1, [VF(a,b)[| <1,

where II7(+) is defined in (2.1). We also let L > 0 denote a Lipschitz continuity
modulus for & and VA on the bounded set conv{a? — b, [[I;(a)]?: (a,b) € U}.
Next, we derive a lower bound for Y. [|v;]| (see (3.8)), which will then be used
to give a lower bound for ||[VF(a,b)|| on U via (3.9). To this end, we fix any (a,b) € U
and let s = a? — b?. We consider two cases.
(i): i€l Since I = {i € [n] : af > 0} and b* = 0, we have s¥ = (a})? > 0.
Furthermore, since —Vh(s*); € ud|sy|, we have Vh(s*); = —u. We can then
rewrite v; in (3.8) in the form

Vi — aZVﬁ(s)i

where s = a? — b2. Thus,
200l > |a;sVh(s)il + | = b Vh(s)i + 2ub| > a;i|Vh(s)i| — |bi][Vh(s)] + 2pbi]

- (a) -
= (ai — [b:iDIVA(s)i| 4 2u|bi| = 6]V h(s)i| + 2plbil,

where (a) follows from ( ).
(ii): ¢ € I°. Notice that I = {i € [n] : a} =0, Vh(s*); € (—u, 1)}. We then see
from ( ) that

2l[vill > lail [V A(s)i+putVh(s* )il +[bil | = VA(s)i+ (n—VA(s*)i)| > 6(la|+[bi]).
Summing up the displays from the above two cases for all i € [n], we have

512 23l 26 (SO + 3 ol + 3l
=1

i€l iele =1
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where §; = min{¢, 2u} > 0. Furthermore, combining (3.9) with (3.12), we see that
(3.13) IVE(a,b)l| = 60 Y Jvill = (Z VA(s)il + ) lail + Z b |>
i=1 iel iele

where §y = %5051 and s = a2 — b2.
Now, we will provide an upper bound for F(a,b) — F(a*,b*). Fix any (a,b) € U
with F(a,b) > F(a*,b*) and let s = a® — b2. Let 5§ = [II;(a)]?>. Then we have

s —b? ifiel,
S;— 8 =
T a2 -7 ifiele.

This implies that
(3.14)  ls =5l < lls = 5lh = Xier 1071+ Xiepe laf — b7 < Xiepe af + 3001 b7
Recall the representation of F' in (3.7) and recall that b* = 0, we have

F(a,b) — F(a*,b")

n n

R(s) — h(s™) + ;m + Vh(s7):) (a2 — (a])%) + ;m — Vh(s"))W?
@ hs) = h(3) + h(3) — h(s") + 3 (4 + Vh(s*))a3 +§n:u Vh(s
iele =1
< Llls — 3l + () - h(s") + 3t VA + ilw — Vh(s"))b
R — A+ 3 (ut VA + D2 + 30— This')s + DR
iele i=1
(3.15) (i) h(3) — h(s*) + 65 (Za +Zb2> < h(8) — h(s*) + 64| VF(a,b)|?,
i€lC

where (a) holds because when af > 0 (i.e., i € I), we have u+ Vh(s*); =0, (b) follows
from the Lipschitz continuity of A with modulus L, (c) follows from (3.14), in (d) we
set 03 = max;epn {p + VA(s*); + L, p— Vh(s*); + L}, (e) follows from (3.13) and we
set 04 = 03/83. If h(3) — h(s*) < 0, we see immediately from (3.15) that

(3.16) F(a,b) — F(a*,b*) < 64||VF(a,b)|?.
On the other hand, if 0 < h(3) — h(s*), then we must have 0 < h(3) — h(s*) < r and

§ — s*|| < r thanks to . Since we clearly have §;c = 0 = s%., we can invoke
|5 — s*|| < r thanks to (3.11c). Si learly have 57c = 0 = s invok
(3.10) to show that

~——
Q=

BE) = h(s") < ¢ H VRGN < e % (IVA(s)] + IVA(s)s — Vae) |

Q=

(&)

<cw (IIV/E(S)III+L||s—§||)é s, ('Vh i+ af +Zb2>

iele
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(th ll1+2a+2b2)—65<2|w |+Za+2b2>l

iele iel PSS

(0) 8 “ () N

(3.17) < 05 | D IVA(s)i| + ) Jail +Z\b || < 06llVF(a,b)]=,
el iele

where (a) follows from the Lipschitz continuity of VA with modulus L, (b) follows
from (3.11) with 85 = (¢~ max{L, 1})1/a (c) follows from ( ), and (d) follows
from (3.13) with dg = 65 /e, . Combining (3.15) with (3.17), we conclude that

P(a,b) — Fla",t*) < 64 VP(@ )| + 86| VF(@,b)IF £ (64 + 66) [VF(a,b)[mn1 2,

where in (a) we have used the fact that ||VF(a,bd)| <1 (see ( )). This together
with (3.16) proves the KL property of F' at (a*,b*) with exponent max{«, %} d

Note that F' may not satisfy the KL property at (a*,b*) with exponent max{c, £}
if strict complementarity fails and a € [ , 1), as illustrated by the following example.

Ezample 3.9. Let x € R, and h(z) = (1 — a)|x\ﬁ —z,a€[3,1)and p=1
in (1.1). Then h € C?*(R) is convex. Clearly, 0 is a global minimizer of f(-) :=
h(:) + - |- Therefore, by , we know 0 is also a global minimizer of the
corresponding F' in (1.4). By , we know that the KL exponent of f at 0
coincides with the KL exponent of f := h + 1 at 0, where h(z) = (1 — a)|z|ﬁ and
K = Nyjo|(=Vh(0)) = R. By direct calculation, we can see the KL exponent of f at
0 is . On the other hand, we have

F(a,b) = h(a® = b?) + a2 + b2 = (1 — a)|a® — V2| 7= + 2b°.

1+

.
Take ¢ > 0. Then we have VF(t,0) = {2751 o} and F(£,0) = (1 — a)tT=. This

implies that |VE(¢,0)| = 2(:2= F(t, O)) +*, which shows that the KL exponent of F
at 0 is no less than HTO‘

3.2.2. KL exponent in the absence of strict complementarity. In this
subsection, by imposing additional assumptions on h in (1.1), we investigate how the
KL exponent of F' in (1.4) at its second-order stationary points can be inferred from
the KL exponent of f in (1.1) when the strict complementarity condition fails. Our
main tool is the following technical lemma. The proof of can be found in

LEMMA 3.10. Suppose that g € C*(R™) is convexr and & € R"™. Define 1(-) =
g()+ik(-—), where K is a closed convex set, and assume that T is a global minimizer
of ¢. Let  := Argmin. Fiz a partition Jy, Ja, J3 of [n]. Assume that

(i) There emst a neighborhood U of T and constants ¢ > 0, v € (0,1] such that for
all p € R , it holds that

(3.18) dist(z, 2N S,) < ecmax{dist(z, ), dist(x,S,)}” VreUN(@+K),

where S, :={x € R" : |x; — ;| < p; Vi e J3}.
(ii) For allx € T+ K and i € Jy, it holds that x; = T;.
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Suppose that ¢ satisfies the KL property at T with exponent o € (0,1). Then, by
shrinking U if necessary, there is a constant o > 0 such that

STUVg@)il? + 3 s — @il |Vg(a)i? > o(gz) — g()*? Ve e Un(z+ K),
i€J2 i€ J3
where B =1—~(1—-a) € (0,1).

Before presenting the main result in this subsection, we first introduce some
notation. Let s* be a stationary point of (1.1). We define the following index sets:

Ji={ie[n]: s; Vh(s*); € (—p, 1)},
)

Jo={ie[n]: s Vh(s*); € {uu}}
(3.19) J31={i€[n]: 3;" h(s*) = —u},
Jso={i€n]: sj =0, Vh(s"): = p},
J3 = J3’1 U J3’2.
{0} 1€ Jl,
R
(3.20) K := Ny, (=Vh(s*)) = [] Ki, where K; = te
i€in] Ry 1€ J31,
R_ i€ Jg,g.

One can check readily that for all € s* + K, we have z; = s for ¢ € J;. Next, we
present the result concerning the KL exponent F' in (1.4) based on the KL exponent
of f by assuming the convexity of h in (1.1) and an additional error bound condition

(3.21).

THEOREM 3.11 (KL exponent of F in the absence of strict complementarity).
Let (a*,b*) be a second-order stationary point of F in (1.4) and assume that h in (1.1)
is convex. Define s* = (a*)? — (b*)? and Q = {x € R" : f(x) = f(s*)}, where f is
defined in (1.1). Let Jy,J2,J3, and K be defined in (3.19) and (3.20), respectively.
Suppose that there exist a neighborhood V' of s* and constants ¢ > 0, v € (0,1] such
that for all p € Ri“, it holds that

(3.21) dist(z, 2N S,) < cmax{dist(z, ), dist(z,S,)}” VeeVN(s"+K),

where S, 1= {ac eER": |z; —sf| < p; Vi€ Js}. Suppose also that f satisfies the KL
property at s* wzth exponent o € (0,1). Then F satisfies the KL property at (a*,b*)
with exponent 2 where B =1—~(1 —a) € (0,1).

Remark 3.12 (Comments on (3.21)). Notice that s* € QN S, for all p € R,
which implies that QN S, # (). By the Hoffman’s error bound, condition ( ) holds
with v = 1 if Q is polyhedral; see [26, Lemma 3.2.3]. Since s* € Argmin f (thanks to

and the assumptions that h is convex and (a*,b*) is a second-order
stationary point), we know that Q (= Argmin f) is polyhedral if h(z) = g(Az) + (¢, x),
where g : R™ — R is a Lipschitz differentiable locally strongly convex function, ¢ € R"
and A € R™*™; see [58, Section 4.2]. This covers the commonly used least squares
loss function (i.e., h(z) = ;HA:B — y||? for some A € R™*" and y € R™) and logistic
loss function (ie., h(z) = £ =" log(1 + @) for some y; € R, i =1,...,m).

Proof. The overall proof strategy is similar to that of . Instead of
using , here, we use to connect the lower bound of |[VF(a,b)||
and the upper bound of F(a,b) — F(a*,b*).



16 W. OUYANG, Y. LIU, T. K. PONG, AND H. WANG

We now start the proof. Since (a*,b*) is a second-order stationary point of F

and h is convex, we have from that s* is a global minimizer of (1.1),
min{(a*)?, (b*)?} = 0, and —Vh(s*) € pd|s*|j1. In view of (ii), we may
assume without loss of generality that a* > 0, b* = 0, and Vh(s*); = —p whenever

st =0 and Vh(s*); € {—p, p} (hence, J3 2 = 0). We can then rewrite the index sets
in (3.19) as follows:

Ji={ie[n]: af =0, Vh(s"); € (—p, 1)},
(3.22) Jy={i€n]: af >0, Vh(s*); = —u},
Js={i€[n]: aj =0, Vh(s"); = —p},

and observe that (3.21) holds for the above index sets and the K in (3.20) (with
J32 = 0) thanks to the definition of P in (ii).
 Next, let h(-) = h(-) — (Vh(s*), — s*). According to , we know that
() == h(-) + 1tk (- — s*) satisfies the KL property at s* with exponent o, and
locally agrees with Argmin f. This together with ( ) shows that condition (i) in
holds with ¢ = f and J;, J> and J; as in ( ). In addition, condition
(ii) in follows from (3.22) and the definition of K; in (3.20) (with J3 2 = ().
We can now apply with (¢, 9) = (f, iL) and Ji, Jo, J3 and K defined in
(3.22) and (3.20) (with J3 o = (), respectively, to deduce the existence of a constant
o > 0 and a bounded neighborhood V; of s* such that

(3.23) Z \Vﬁ(x)l|2+z 2= ||VA(x)i]? > o(h(z)—h(s*)) P Vo e Vin(s*+K).

1€J2 1€J3

Now, in view of ( ) and utilizing continuity, we can take a sufficiently small
neighborhood U of (a*, b*) to ensure that there exists 6 > 0 such that for all (a,bd) € U,
the following holds:

(3.24a) min{p + VA(s")s, pp = Vh(s")i} = |Vh(a? — b%);| > 6,
(3.24b) mina; — |b;| > 9,
1€ J2
(3.24c) min 2p — |Vh(a® = b%);] > 6,
i€Js
(3.24d) laslloe <1, [[bllec <1,
(3.24e) My (a))® € Vi, a® = b* € Vi,

where I1e is defined as in (2.1).

We now consider three cases, i € Jy, i € Jo, and ¢ € J3, to provide a lower bound
for 37 | |lvi|l over U, where v; is given in (3.8). To this end, fix any (a,b) € U and
let s = a? — b%. We then proceed with the three cases.

(i): i € J;. We see from ( ) and (3.8) that

2l[vill > lailVA(s)i+u+Vh(s* )il +bil |~ VA(s)i+ (n—VA(s*)i)| = 6(las|+[bi]).

(ii): i € Jo. From (3.22), we see that s¥ = (a})? > 0 and Vh(s*); = —u. We can
then rewrite v; in (3.8) as

Vi — az;VfL(s)i
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Thus,
2||vill = |a;Vh(s)i| + | — b;Vh(s); + 2ubs| > a;|Vh(s)i| — |b:i||[Vh(s):| + 2ulbi|

- (a) -
— (s — [bD)IVA(s)] + 2ulbi] = 6VR(s):] + 2ulbi],

where (a) follows from ( ).
(iii): ¢ € J3. We have from ( ) and (3.8) that

2oill > [ail [VA(s)i] 4+ bl (24 — [Vh(s)i]) > ail [Vh(s)i] + 8[bl-

Summing up the displays from the above three cases for all ¢ € [n], we have

(3.25) 22||v,>61<2a2|+Z|Vh i+ ) lail|VA(s); +Z|b|)

i€y i€ Js i€Js

where 6; = min{4, 1, 2u}. Now, combining (3.9) with (3.25), we readily derive a lower
bound for ||V F(a,b)| as follows:

IVF(a,b)]| = 00 377y |lvill

5, <Z Jail + D [Vh(s)il + Y lail|VA(s) |+Z|b I>

1€J1 i€J2 i€J3

(3.26) =02, | > lail? + D [VA(s)l? + Y lail?|VA(s)if? + Z [bi[?

icJq i€Jo i€ J3

(b) ]
(327) = 8o, [ D |asl0+D 43 " [VA(s)if? + D |asf?|Vh(s) |Q+Z\b 2048),

1€J1 1€J2 1€J3

where (a) holds with d, = 16041, and (b) follows from ( ).

Next, we will derive an upper bound for F(a,b) — F(a*,b*). Fix any (a,b) € U
with F(a,b) > F(a*,b*). Define s = a® —b? and § = [I1¢(a)]?, where I1¢(-) is defined
as in (2.1). Then we have

629 = {7 I, e T X
. 7T 91 — 2 . o o oo v
—b3 i€ JoUJs, i i€J2UJ3

This implies that
(3:29) [ls =3[l < s = 3lh = X, l0f = b1+ Xic i, | — 71 < Fieg, af + 3001, b

Let L denote the Lipschitz continuity modulus of both VA and h on the bounded
neighborhood conv(V}), where V; is defined as in (3.23). Using the representation of
F in (3.7) (and recall that b* = 0), we have
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F(a,b) — F(a*,b")

= h(s) = h(s") + D2+ Vh(s"):) (aF = (a})?) + D (n = Vh(s"))b?

2 h(s) = hE) +h(3) = h(s") + D+ Th())aF + D (u = Vh(s")i)b?

©h(s) — h(3) + h(3) — h(s") + 3 (u+ VA(s*))a? + 3 (1 — Vh(s*))b?
i€y =1

< Llls = 5+ () — (s + 3G+ Vh(s7))a? + 3 (1 — Th(s)o)t?
i€y =1

(3.30) (%) h(3) = h(s*) + Y (n+ Vh(s*); + L)a; + Zn:(u — Vh(s*); + L)b?

i€y =1
© - -
(3.31) < h(3) — h(s*) + 63|V F(a,b)|?,

where (a) holds because a} > 0 implies p+ Vh(s*); = 0 (see (3.22)), (b) holds because

p+ Vh(s*); = 0 except when i € J;, (c) follows from the Lipschitz continuity of & on

conv(V7) with modulus L and ( ) (so that s and § € V;), (d) follows from (3.29),

(e) follows from (3.26) and we set d3 = &5 % max;e {p+ Vh(s*);+ L, p—Vh(s*);+L}.
Now, if h(3) — h(s*) < 0, we see from (3.31) that

(3.32) F(a,b) — F(a*,b") < 83| VF(a,b)|?.

Otherwise, using the Lipschitz continuity of VA on conv(V7), (3.23), ( ) (so that
s and § € V1) and noting that § € s* + K, we have

o (h3) ~ b)) < S IVRELR + Y 15— 1 IVAG) P

€2 i€Js
W N7 VA(GE) — Vi(s) + V)’ + 3 a2|VR(3) — Vh(s); + Vh(s)i]?
i€J2 i€J3
(b) - . . _ 3 3
<2 (IVR()il*+|Vh(s)i=Vh(3)i*)+2D_ai ([Vh(s)i*+[Vh(s)i = Vh(3):[?)
1€y i€Js
(©) . _
< QZ |Vh(s)|*+2 Za?\Vh(s)i|2+2LQZ IIs; — §i||2+2LQZa?Hsi — 52
€2 i€ J3 i€ Jo i€Js
(d) . }
< 2 |VA(s)il> +2 ) af[Vh(s)i|* + 2L7s — 5?
1€ J3 1€J3
(e) - - "
(3.33) <23 [Vh(s)i> +2 ) a?|Vh(s)i|* + 4L (Z af +> b;*) :
i€J2 i€J3 i€J1 i=1

where (a) follows from §; — s¥ = a? for i € J3, (b) holds because of the fact that
(x +y)? < 222 + 292 for all 2,y € R, (c) follows from the Lipschitz continuity of
Vh, (d) follows from ( ) (so that |a;| < 1 for ¢ € J§), and (e) follows from the
second relation in (3.238) and we have used the inequality (z + y)? < 222 + 2y? again.
Consequently, using the convexity of | - |'*# and (3.30), we deduce that there is a
d4 > 0 which is independent of (a,b) € U such that
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(F(a,b) — F(a*,b%))"+? < 6, ((ﬁ(g) ~ h(s%) ) + 37 Ja 200+ Z Ib; 2<1+ﬁ>>

ey
55<Z|VB RO P OHES SRS D00 SRR o1 |2<1+ﬂ>
i€ Js i€Js i€Jy i€Jy
(b) -
< 2§5<Zai|2(1+ﬁ)+Z|Vh i1 a?|Vh(s)| +Z|b |2(1+B>> < 86|[VF(a,b)|?,
i€y i€Ja i€Js i=1

where (a) follows from (3.33) and we set d5 = 6, max{1,0 "' max{2,4L?}}, (b) follows
from ( ), (c) follows from (3.27) by setting 6 = 26, *d5. This together with (3.32)

implies that F satisfies the KL property at (a*, b*) with exponent # 0
Remark 3.13 (Tightness of the exponent 1+ﬁ ). When v = 1,
the constant 8 given in becomes Q. Therefore, under the settings of

, the function F' satisfies the KL property at the second-order stationary

point with exponent H'T“, which happens to be the exponent given in .
Moreover, the set of minimizers in is a singleton, so the error bound
condition ( ) holds with v =1 by . Consequently, the exponent given
in is tight when v =1 and « € [3,1). We would also present the next

example to show that this exponent is tight when « € (%, 1) and v € (0, %]

1

Ezample 3.14. Let z € R?, and h(z) = (1 — a)(\xﬂ% - 1’2)? —x1 — xg for
r = (z1,72) € R? with d —max{d 0} forde R,0<y <3 a€c(3,1)and p=1.
We would like to show that the KL exponent of the corresponding f in ( ) is v at 0.
Clearly, h € C?(R?) and is convex. Moreover, 0 is a global minimizer of f. Therefore,
we know 0 is also a global minimizer of F in (1.4) by . By
we know the KL exponent of f at 0 comc1des with the KL exponent of f := h+ kg at
0, where h(z) = (1 — a)(|:1c1|~ - 1:2)? and K = Ny|o|, (—Vh(0)) = R3. Take  to
be sufficiently close to 0 with x € K, then x1, x5 > 0 and we have:

dist(0, df (x)) = dist(—Vh(z), Ng(z)) > dist((xf —zy)Te , N, (z2))
@ 3 = _ ]

= (27 —22)1 = (h(x) = h(0)*/(1 - @),

where in (a) we have used 0 € Ng, (z2) € R_. Therefore, the KL exponent of f at 0
is a. This exponent is tight since for all z € K with z; <1 we have:

P P R
dist(0,07(x)) < |[Vh(a)| = [ |77 &7 ~ %)
(3.34) (] —a2) "

<V1/72 +1(h(z) — h(0))*/(1 — a)*.

Next, let a = (a1,a2),b = (b1,b2) € R%, Q(a,b) := (|a? — b%ﬁ — a3+ b%)ﬁ, and
2 2 12)|,2 _ 32|31
T(a,b) := Zsgn(ai — by)|ay — bi|7 ", where

sgn(y) = {y Ty 20,

Y
0 ify=0.
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Then we know F' in (1.2) and VF can be written as
F(a,b) = h(a® = b?) + [lall* + [|b]*
1

= (1—a)(ja? — 3|7 —ad +B3) " + 257 + 283,
alT(a7b)Q(avb)

_ 720’2@(0”[))

VE@O =1y, — by T(a,b)Q(a.b)

4by + 2[)2@((1, b)

Let us evaluate the gradient VF((¢,0),0) and function value F'((¢,0),0) with ¢ > 0:

T
VE((£,0),0) = [2e7=5 1 0 0 0] L F((£,0),0) = (1 - a) T,

Clearly, we have [VF((t,0),0)|| = 2(F((t,0),0) — F(0,0)* "2~ /(1 — )2,
which shows that the KL exponent of F' at 0 is no less than % with 8 =1—~(1—«).
We next verify the error bound condition . Notice that © := Argmin f =

1 -
{z € Ri : 9 > x] } = Argmin f. Taking arbitrary « € K with 27 <1 and defining
y := Po(z), we have

F()— F0) = F@) — () € (Vh(@).z — y) < | Vi) |dist(z, 2)

C VIR (@) — F(0)) dist(z, Q)/(1 - )",

where in (a) we have used the convexity of f and le(ac) € @f(x), and in (b) we have
used the second inequality in and the fact f(z) — f(0) = h(z) — h(0) due to
x € K. Rearranging terms in the above inequality, we see that for all x € K with
x1 < 1 it holds that:

(3.35) odist(z,Q) > (27 — x2)4, where 0 = /1/72 +1/(1 — a).

Now, for an arbitrary p € Rﬁ_, we define the set , := QN S,, where S, := {z €
R?: |z5] < p; Vi=1,2}. For any x € K with max{z1, 22} < 1/2, define z := Pg, ().
Then it can be verified that z € R? and max{z1, 2} < max{z1,z2} < 1/2 since
z € R3. We further define p € Q, in the following manner and calculate z — p:

(3.36) p=(min{, 21}, 22), 2 —p= (max(z —2J,0},0).

Then we have:

a) 1

( 1 (b)
(3.37) |z = pll = max{z; — 25,0} < (27 —22)} < o”dist”(z,9Q),

where (a) clearly holds if z; < zJ, while when 27 > 2], we deduce (a) from 23 — 2z =
1

1 1
(27 )7 — 25 < (27 — 22)7," and (b) follows from (3.35) thanks to z € K and 2; < 1.

4The second inequality follows from the fact that (c + d)Y < ¢¥ 4+ d¥ for all ¢, d > 0; this
last inequality clearly holds if ¢ = 0 or d = 0, and when ¢ > 0 and d > 0 it holds because

=5+ 25 < (55)7 +(24)7, thanks to v € (0, 3].
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Therefore, we have any x € K with max{z;, 72} <1/2 and 2 := Pg,(v) that

(&)
dist(z,2,) < [z — 2] + dist(z,9,) < dist(z, 5,) + ||z — pl
(b)
< dist(x, S,) + o7dist” (2, Q) < dist(x, S,) + o7 (dist(z, Q) + ||z — z|)”
() (d)
< dist(z, S,) + o7 (dist” (z, Q) + dist” (z, S,)) < cmax{dist(z,S,),dist(x, )},

where (a) holds in view of z = Pg (x) and the p € Q, constructed in (3.36), (b) holds
because of (3.37), in (c) we have used z = Ps, () and the inequality (c+d)Y < ¢ 4-d”
for any ¢, d > 0 (see footnote 1), and in (d) we have used max{z;,z2} < 1/2 and
0 € S, to show that dist(z,S,) < ||z|| < 1 and set ¢ = 1 4 2¢”7. Consequently, we
know the condition ( ) holds, and by we know the KL exponent of
Fis # with 8 =1 — (1 — «), which is tight by the previous argument.

Remark 3.15 (Explicit KL exponent). When h is the least squares loss function

or the logistic loss function as described in , the KL exponent of the
corresponding f in (1.1) is % (see [35, Corollary 5.1]). In these cases, by ,
and , we can deduce that the KL exponent of the corre-

sponding F in (1.4) at a second-order stationary point (a*,b*) is either 1/2 or 3/4,
depending on whether —Vh(s*) € ri(ud||s*||1), where s* = (a*)? — (b*)?.

Algorithm 4.1 Gradient descent with backtracking linesearch
Require: Initial (a%,b°) € R™ x R", initial stepsize 6y € (0,00), x € (0,1).
0 =06
for k=0,1,... do
(a*+L pEFTY) = (a* bF) — OV F(a®, bF)
while F(a!, 0F1) > F(ak, bF) — |V F(ak, b)||2 do
0 < k0
(a* L b = (aF, %) — OV F(a*, V)
end while
end for

4. Convergence analysis of a first-order method. To highlight the conse-
quences of our results in , we analyze the convergence rate of a standard
first-order method applied to minimizing F' in (1.4), where we incorporate a standard
linesearch scheme to adaptively estimate the “local” Lipschitz constant of VF'; see

. We will argue that, under some reasonable assumptions, with almost ev-

ery initial point and initial stepsize, the sequence generated by converges
to a second-order stationary point and the convergence rate can then be deduced based
on the KL exponent of f in (1.1), according to and . The

reduction to the KL exponents of f is important because the explicit KL, exponents
of functions of the form f have been identified for a large variety of convex h that

arise in contemporary applications (see, e.g., [13,24,35,58]), while not much is known
concerning the explicit KL exponents of the corresponding F'.
We first present our assumption. (Al) is inspired by [19, Assumption 3].
ASSUMPTION 4.1. Let F be defined in (1.4) and consider . Let

I = {k*0y : k € N}, and define Gy(a,b) := (a,b) — OV F(a,b). We assume that
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(A1) For each § € T, there exists an open set Uy C R*™, whose complement has zero
Lebesgue measure, and det(DGy) is nonzero on Uy.

(A2) The function F' is level bounded.

(A3) The function F satisfies the KL property at each of its stationary point.

Under the above assumption, we will show that can converge to
a second-order stationary point of F' in some almost sure sense. Let us first justify
these assumptions. We note that (A2) holds if & is lower bounded, in which case F is
the sum of a level bounded function and a lower bounded function, and hence is level
bounded. (A3) is a standard assumption in the convergence analysis of first-order
method; see, e.g., [3,4, 14]. For (A1), we will show it holds if F is subanalytic: this
covers the cases when h is the least squares loss function or the logistic loss function
as described in , and most other practical loss functions. The definition
of subanalytic sets and functions are taken from [49, p. 40|, and is equivalent to the
projection definition of semianalytic sets due to [29]; see, e.g., [10, Proposition 3.13].

DEFINITION 4.2. A set X C R"” is said to be subanalytic, if for each x € R™, there
exists a neighborhood U of x such that the set U N X can be written as finite union of
sets in the form Im(f1) — Im(f2),” where fi and fo are topologically proper (i.e. the
preimage of compact set is compact), and real analytic from real analytic manifolds to
R™. A mapping ¢ : R™ — R™ is said to be subanalytic if gph(v) is subanalytic.

The proof of the next proposition is inspired by [19, Lemma 11].

PROPOSITION 4.3. Suppose that F in (1.1) is a subanalytic function. Then, there
exists a full measure set © C Ry on Ry, such that if 0y € O, then (A1) holds.

Proof. Define H : R® x R® x R — R as H(a,b,0) := det(l, — 0V2F(a,b)) =
det(DGp(a,b)). Now, we identify R” x R" x R as R?"*! with the usual Lebesgue
measure and Euclidean topology. Since F' is subanalytic and F' € C?(R"), we know
each component of V2F is subanalytic by [19, (1.2.1.13)], and hence H is subanalytic
by [19, (1.2.1.9)] and the product form of determinant. Therefore, the set Z := H~1{0}
is closed by the continuity of H and also subanalytic by [19, (I1.2.1.4)]. Applying [19,
Lemma 1.2.2], we see that Z can be represented as disjoint union of C? submanifolds
{X;}ies of R*F1 where J is an index set, and {X;};c is locally finite at each z € Z
in the sense that there is a neighborhood U of x such that only finitely many sets
in {U N X;};es are nonempty. Since R?"*! is second countable, we know J is at
most countable. Next, we note that for each (a,b) € R™ x R", only finitely many
6 € R satisfy that H(a,b,0) = 0. This means that Z does not contain any open set
in R?"*1 and hence for all i € J it holds that dim(X;) < 2n + 1; see [33, Theorem
1.21]. According to [33, Proposition 1.38], we know each X; with ¢ € J has measure
zero in R?"*1 and hence Z = U;c s X; has measure zero in R?"*1. By [50, Chapter 2,
Corollary 3.3], we know that there exists a full measure set @ C R, such that for each
0 € Q, the set Zp := {(a,b) € R" x R" : (a,b,0) € Z} has zero measure and is closed
as a slice of the closed set Z. Therefore, it suffices to take © = (ﬂz":OQ//@k) NRy4.0

THEOREM 4.4. Suppose that holds. Then there exists a subset
V C R2", whose complement has zero Lebesgue measure, such that if (a°,0°) € V,
then the sequence {(a*,b%)} generated by converges to a second-order

5Here, DGy is the Jacobian of Gy.

SHere, Im(f) is the image of the function f.

"We apply this lemma with A, = R2"*1 to obtain a Whitney stratification {X;};cs of Z;
see [19, Page 4] for the definition of Whitney stratification.
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stationary point (a*,b*) of F in (1.1). Moreover, in this case, denote s* = (a*)? — (b*)?
and assume in addition that f in (1.1) satisfies the KL property at s* with exponent
a € (0,1). Then the following statements hold.
(i) If =Vh(z") € 1i(ud|s” 1), then [|(a*,b%) = (a*,b%)| = Ok~ 7 7) if a € (4,1),
and ||(a¥,b%) — (a*,b*)|| = O(c¥) for some c € (0,1) if a € (0, 3].
(ii) If h is convex and the conditions in are all satisfied, then it holds
that ||(a®,b%) — (a*,b%)|| = O(kf%), where 3 is defined in

Proof. Since F is level bounded and {F(a*,b*)} is nonincreasing, we see that
{(a®,b*)} lies in the bounded set {(a,b) € R™ x R" : F(a,b) < F(a®,b°)}. Therefore,

the stepsize 6 in would remain constant eventually; see the proof
of [18, Proposition A.1(ii)]. The result about the global convergence to a stationary
point now follows from (A3) of and standard arguments as in [1]. In

addition, the convergence rate result will follow (from, e.g., [2]) once (a*,b*) is shown
to be a second-order stationary point so that the KL exponent of F' at (a*,b*) can
be inferred from that of f at s* according to and . In
other words, now it suffices to argue for the existence of the set V.

To this end, let A be defined as the set of all the strict saddle points of F.
For each 6§ € T defined in , we define the set By := {(a,b) €
R?" : limy— 00 G5 ((a,b)) € A}. Apply [19, Proposition 7],” we know By has measure
zero for each 8 € I'. Therefore, the set B := Uger By also has measure zero. Let
Q@ be the set consisting of all finite sequences of elements in I'. According to the
argument in [21, Theorem 2.1-1], we know @ is also countable. Since the stepsize 6 in

would only change finitely many times, we have:

{(a®,b%) : limg o0 (a®, bF) € A} C U(Ol,...,er)eQ go—ll 0---0 Q‘g_rl(B)7

where the right hand side has measure zero as countable union of measure zero
sets: sets of the form ggll 0-+-0 Qe_rl (B) have zero Lebesgue measures thanks to (Al)

and [19, Lemma 6]. Therefore, it suffices to take V= Uy, 9.)c0 g;llo. . -oge:l(B)]C.El

COROLLARY 4.5. Assume that h in (1.1) is subanalytic and lower bounded, and
the initial stepsize 0y and the initial point (a®,b%) in are chosen inde-
pendently according to distributions whose cumulative distribution functions (regarded
as probability measures) are absolute continuous with respect to the Lebesque measures
on Ry and R™ x R", respectively. Then, with probability 1, the sequence {(a®,b*)}
generated by converges to a second-order stationary point (a*,b*) of F
in (1.4). Moreover, in this case, denote s* = (a*)? — (b*)? and assume in addition
that f in (1.1) satisfies the KL property at s* with exponent o € (0,1). Then the
convergence rate of {(a®,b¥)} follows the rate given in

Proof. In view of , and [11], it suffices to verify that
F is subanalytic, which follows from [19, (1.2.1.9) and (1.2.1.10)]. 0
8Specifically, we apply [19, Proposition 7] to the mapping Gg. Notice that [19, Proposition 7]

requires the function f : R% — R< there to have locally Lipschitz Jacobian, but this condition was
only used to show the next statement: “for any fixed z € R™, given any € > 0, there exists re > 0
such that R(z) := f(z) — 2 — Df(z)(z — z) is e-Lipschitz on B(z,7c)”. We point out here that merely
requiring f there to be continuously differentiable would suffice. Indeed, we can choose r. > 0 such
that supy1 2¢p(z ) IDf(y') — Df(y?)||2 < ¢, where || - ||2 denotes the spectral norm. Then, taking
arbitrary 21, 2 € B(z, r.), by calculus we have ||R(z!) — R(z?)|| = || f(z') — f(z?)— D f(2)(z! —x2)|| =
1 i

| [o (Df(2? +t(a! —2?)) = Df(2))(z! —2?)dt]| < [y | Df(2® +t(a' —2?)) = Df(2)||2[la" —2?|ldt <
€||z — 2|, which proves that R is e-Lipschitz continuous on B(z,r.). Since our Gy is continuously
differentiable because h € C2(R"™), [19, Proposition 7] is applicable.
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Appendix A. Proof of

Proof. Fix any z,y € X. Since g € C?(R"), we can assume that Vg is Lipschitz
continuous with a modulus of L’ on a bounded open convex neighborhood of the line
segment [x,y]. We choose L > L’ to be sufficiently large so that this neighborhood

contains y — +(Vg(y) — Vg(z)).

Let ¢(2) = g(z) — (Vg(x), z). By the first-order optimality condition, we know that
x € Argmin,cg. ¢(2). In particular, ¢(z) < ¢(y — $Ve(y)). Applying the descent
lemma, we deduce that ¢(z) < ¢(y) — 5 [|Vo(y) . Since ¢(z) = g(2) — (Vg(z), ),
we obtain immediately that

(A1) 32lIVa(@) = Vgl + g(z) + (Vg (), y — ) < g(y).

Next, since « € X, the first-order optimality condition says that —Vg(z) € d¢(z), to
which we can apply the convexity of ¢ to deduce:

(A.2) p(x) +(=Vg(x),y —x) < ¢(y).

Summing (A.1) and (A.2), we see further that ¢(z) + 57 |[Vg(z) — Vg(y)|1? < ¢(y).
Notice that 1(z) = 1(y) due to z,y € X. Hence, we have 5-||Vg(z) — Vg(y)[|* <0,
which implies that Vg(z) = Vg(y). Consequently, Vg is constant on the set X, and
X C Vg t(v)Ndp~t(—v). The converse inclusion follows from the first-order sufficient
condition for convex optimization problems and the fact that 9y = Vg + dp. a0

Appendix B. Proof of

Proof. From [17, Exercise 8.8(c)], we have 91 = Vg + Op. Hence, the stationarity
of Z implies that —Vg(Z) € dp(Z). Without loss of generality, we assume & = 0, and
replace g, ¢ by g(-) — (Vg(0),-) and ¢(:) + (Vg(0), -), respectively. Then we have

(B.1) —Vg(0) =0€ dp(0), v =g+ k.

Before proving items (i)-(iii), we first establish two auxiliary facts. Our first goal is to
demonstrate the existence of a neighborhood V' of (0,0) such that

VNgphdp =V Ngphoik.

According to [26, equation (4.2.7)] (see also [10, Example 5.3.17]), since ¢ is polyhedral
with 0 € dom ¢, there exists a neighborhood V; of 0 such that

p(x) = p(z) +¢(0) Vo€ Vi, where p(z):=¢'(0;2).
This equation also establishes that
(B.2) p is proper, closed and convex, and dp(x) = dp(z) Vz € V.

Hence, by [47, Theorem 11.1] we have p** = p, where p* is the convex conjugate of p.
Applying [6, Proposition 17.17], it follows that

(B.3) P=0" = (tap0))" = Tay(0)-

Let C = 9¢(0), we know that C is a polyhedral set, as stated in [47, Proposition 10.21].
Moreover, we have —Vg(0) = 0 € d¢(0) = dp(0) = C. By utilizing [17, Exercise 6.47],
we know that there exists an open neighborhood V5 of 0 such that

Te(0)N Ve = C N Va.
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Consequently, for each y € V3, we have dir(0)(y) = dic(y), as the subgradient can
be defined locally. This implies that

(Vo x R"™) Ngph dury o) = (Vo x R™) N gphdic.
From [16, Theorem 23.5], we see further that

(R™ x Vo) Ngph dor (0) = (R™ x V2) N gph doc.
Notice that or,0) = tng(0) = ti, by (13.2) and (13.3) we conclude that
(B.4) VNgphdig =V Ngphdy,

where V =V; x V5.
The second goal is to show that,

(B.5) w(x) —p(0) =g (z) —tx(0) V(z,v) € VNgphdp =V Ngphoik.

Take (z,v) € VNgphdp = V Ngphdig, we know z € domdvg = domeg. Since

Ot = Ng and V = V; x V5 with V5 being a neighborhood of 0, this implies that
(z,0) € VNgphdig =V Ngphop,

where we have used (B.4) for the equality. The above display implies 0 € dp(z).

Using this together with 0 € 9p(0) (see (B.1)) and the convexity of ¢, we see that

o(x) = p(0), which means that p(z) — ¢(0) =0 = tx(x) — tx(0).

We are now ready to prove (i)—(iii). We start with (i). Since Vg is continuous and
Vg(0) =0 (see (B.1)), we can choose a sufficiently small a > 0 such that

(B.6) (Ba, =Vg(Ba) +B,) C V.
Take U = B, x B,. Suppose (z,v) € U N gph dv, then it holds that

(a) (b) ©
(z,v —Vg(z)) € gphdp, (z,0—Vg(z)) € (Bs, —Vg(B,) +B.) CV,

where (a) holds because 9y = Vg + d¢p, (b) holds as z, v € B, and (c) is due to (B.6).
Consequently, we know that

(B.7) (z,v—Vg(x)) € VNgphdy =V Ngphdigk,

where we have used (B.4). Then, we know (z,v) € U N gph A since O = Vg + duk.
This proves U Ngphdy C U Ngphdy. A similar argument shows that U N gph &y D
U N gph 94, which proves that U N gph &y = U N gph 9. ~

Next, notice that for all (x,v) € U Ngphdy = U N gph dv¢, we can deduce (B.7)
as argued above. This together with (B.5) shows that

() = 0(0) = (D) = $(0)) = () — 9(0) = (e (x) = 1xc(0)) =0,

This proves (i). Part (ii) follows from (i) and

Finally, for part (iii), assume that 0 is a local minimizer of v, then we may
take a sufficiently small neighborhood U; of 0 such that for all x € U;, we have
Y(x) > 1(0), (x,0) € U and (z,Vg(x)) € U, where U is given in item (i). Then, for
all z € Uy Ndom 4, notice that Vg(z) + 0 € Vg(z) + Ouk (x) = 0¢(x), we have

(2, Vg(x)) € U gphdd 2 U N gphdy, and hence (x) — $(0) L (@) — (0) > 0,
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where we have used item (i) for (a) and (b). This means that 0 is a local minimizer of
1[). Moreover, if x € Uy N2, then by the first-order optimality condition, we see that
(x,0) € UNgphdy = U Ngphdy, and hence () — ¢ (0) = ¢(x) — ¢ (0) = 0 by item
(i). This shows that U3 N C Q. A similar argument shows that U; N Q C Uy N Q,
and proves that Q locally agrees with (2. a0

Appendix C. Proof of

Proof. There is no loss of generality if we assume Z = 0. Then ¢g(0) = ¥(0) = inf .
In view of the KL assumption and , by shrinking the U in (3.18) further
if necessary, we can deduce that there exists ¢c; > 0 such that

(C.1) g(x) — g(0) > c;mdistﬁ(x,ﬂ) Ve UNK.
Shrink U further if necessary such that
(C.2) g(x) —g(0) <1 Vx e UNK.

Fix any € U N K with g(z) > g(0). We define
(C.3) = {z €y |a| < ealglx) — g(O))W*M} :

where ¢o = cc], with ¢; defined in (C.1) and ¢ and v defined in (3.13). We define
pE Rf’ as p; = |x;| for all ¢ € J3. Then, by and notice that = € S,, we see that

dist(z, 2N S,) < cmax{dist(z, S,), dist(x, 2)}? = cdist” (z, )
(C.4) (@)
< ecf (g(x) = 9(0)7" 7 = ea(g(x) — 9(0))70 7,

where (a) follows from (C.1). Additionally, let & = Pong,(z), and we know that
||z — 2| = dist(z, 2N S,). We further define the following three index sets:

(05) Illz{iGIZ p1:O}, IQSZI\Il, IgZ:Jg\I.
Then for ¢ € I, U I3 we have |z;| > 0 due to p; = |x;| for ¢ € J3 and , and
moreover,

(a)
Viel, & =p; =0, |z — & = |z:] < ca(g(z) — g(0))" 7,

: 1 N © y(1—a)
(C.6) Vi€l ?||9Ci —&[" < m\lﬂ = 4| < dez(g(x) — 9(0)) )
3
1 (d) ¢2 — 27(1—a) (e)
Vi e 137 - _ii‘Q < Cz(g(I) |i(?)) < Cg(g(x) _g(o))'y(lfoz)’

where in (a) and (c) we have used the fact that I;,ls C I in (C.5) and the definition
of I'in (C'.3), (b) follows from the facts that & € S, and that for all y € S,, i € J3 it
holds that |x; — y;| < |z;] + |yi] < 2|z, (d) holds because of the relation |z; — &;| <
|z — &|| = dist(z, 2N S,) and the bound in (C.4), and (e) follows from the definition
of I5 in (C.5) and that of I in (C.3). Therefore, by using the convexity of g, we can
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deduce that:
(&) — 9(0) = () — 6(0) = Y(&) — Y(&) = g() — g(0)
S Vol -5 D Valonle - 2
=1

1€JoUJ3

(©) A 11 1 )

= > IVg(@)illes — &l + ) IVg(@i)llelz el 3+ ) [Vo@)ilV|zil—==|z: — &
icJs i€l i€IUl5 Vil

(d)

.42
< [0 1Ve@) P+ 37 [l Va2 | D s = &2+ 3 il + Y '@f'

i€ Ja jE€J3 i€Ja i€l i€lUlg

Qe[S VR + 3 [l Vo) - (o(a) — 9(0)) 77

i€J2 JEJ3

where (a) follows from the convexity of g, which implies that g(z) — g(2) < (Vg(x), z —
z), (b) follows from condition (ii), which implies ; = &; for all ¢ € Jy,” (c) follows from
the definition of the index sets Iy, Iz, and I3 in (C.5), (d) follows from the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality, (e) follows from the facts that Y., |o; — &> < [lz — 2| <
B(g(x) — 9(0)27 1) < B(g(x) — 9(0))"~ (which follows from (C.1) and (C.2)),
(C.6), and we set ¢4 = 2¢/nmax{cz,/c2}. Rearrange this inequality and notice that
B=1—-~(1 —a), we obtain

1
—=(9() — ()P <N Vg + D sl [ V().
4 i€Js jeJ3
0
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