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Abstract

This paper analyzes the convergence rates of the Frank-Wolfe method for solving convex
constrained multiobjective optimization. We establish improved convergence rates under dif-
ferent assumptions on the objective function, the feasible set, and the localization of the limit
point of the sequence generated by the method. In terms of the objective function values, we
firstly show that if the objective function is strongly convex and the limit point of the sequence
generated by the method lies in the relative interior of the feasible set, then the algorithm
achieves a linear convergence rate. Next, we focus on a special class of problems where the
feasible constraint set is (α, q)-uniformly convex for some α > 0 and q ≥ 2, including, in
particular, ℓp-balls for all p > 1. In this context, we prove that the method attains: (i) a rate

of O(1/k
q

q−1 ) when the objective function is strongly convex; and (ii) a linear rate (if q = 2)

or a rate of O(1/k
q

q−2 ) (if q > 2) under an additional assumption, which always holds if the
feasible set does not contain an unconstrained weak Pareto point. We also discuss enhanced
convergence rates for the algorithm in terms of an optimality measure. Finally, we provide
some simple examples to illustrate the convergence rates and the set of assumptions.

keywords: Frank-Wolfe method; conditional gradient method; convergence rate; Pareto
optimality; constrained multiobjective problem.

AMS subject classifications: 49M05, 58E17, 65K05, 90C29

1 Introduction

In this paper, we are interested in the constrained convex multiobjective optimization problem

min
x∈X

F (x) = (F1(x), . . . , Fm(x)), (1)

where the constraint set X is a nonempty, convex, and compact subset of a finite dimensional
vector space Y equipped with an inner product 〈·, ·〉 and a norm ‖ · ‖.
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(E-mail: douglas.goncalves@ufsc.br). The work of this author was supported in part by CNPq (Conselho
Nacional de Desenvolvimento Cient́ıfico e Tecnológico) Grant 305213/2021-0.
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Many interesting problems in applications of engineering, economics, management science,
and medicine can be formulated as (1); see, for example, [15, 28]. This motivates many re-
searches in the last decades to develop algorithms for solving general multiobjective and vector
optimization problems, many of them by extending algorithms from scalar (m = 1) optimization.
Specifically, [23] proposed and analyzed a projected gradient method for solving constrained vec-
tor optimization problems which are more general than (1). The convergence of this method was
further explored in [4, 17]. This method extends its unconstrained version proposed in [16]. By
adding the indicator function of the constraint set X to the objective function F , one can also ap-
ply multiobjective/vector proximal point methods such as the one introduced in [12] and further
developed in [3,9,11,18,19,25]. Newton-like methods [5] and other methods on manifolds [6–8,10]
were also proposed for multicriteria and vector optimization.

Recently, [1] introduced a Frank-Wolfe (conditional gradient) method for solving constrained
multiobjective optimization problems. The study delved into various convergence properties of the
method and showcased its numerical performance. Furthermore, [2,21] explored extensions of the
multiobjective Frank–Wolfe (M-FW) method for solving composite multiobjective optimization
problems, while [14] addressed its application to vector optimization problems. A multiobjective
version of the away-step Frank-Wolfe method was also recently proposed and analyzed in [22] for
solving an instance of (1), where the constraint set X is a polyhedron.

In this study our focus is on improved convergence rates that can be achieved by M-FW
for solving convex constrained multiobjective optimization problems with special structure. We
assume that the multiobjective function F satisfies the following conditions:
(A1) For every j ∈ J := {1, 2, . . . ,m}, the component Fj : V ⊂ Y → R

m is convex, continuously
differentiable, and Lj-smooth over X , i.e.,

Fj(x) + 〈∇Fj(x), y − x〉 ≤ Fj(y) ≤ Fj(x) + 〈∇Fj(x), y − x〉+ Lj

2
‖y − x‖2, ∀x, y ∈ X , (2)

where V is an open set containing X .
As is well-known, the convergence rate of the scalar (i.e., m = 1) Frank-Wolfe (FW) method

is O(1/k), in terms of the sequence of functional values. Generally, this rate cannot be improved,
even with the sole additional assumption that the objective function is strongly convex; see, for
example, [26] and [22, Section 4.1] for further details. However, an enhanced convergence rate for
the Frank-Wolfe algorithm in the scalar context has been established under one of the following
assumptions, in addition to (A1):
(i) The function F is strongly convex on X , and the optimal solution x∗ of (1) is in the relative
interior of X ; see, for example, [13, 24];
(ii) The set X is (α, q)-uniformly convex for some α > 0 and q ≥ 2, and infx∈X ‖∇F (x)‖∗ > 0
(this is equivalent to requiring that X does not contain any unconstrained minimum point of F );
see, for example, [13, 20,27];
(iii) The set X is a (α, q)-uniformly convex for some α > 0 and q ≥ 2, and F is strongly convex
on X ; see, for example, [13, 20,27].

As noted in [1, Remark 3], the M-FW algorithm maintains, under (A1), a convergence rate
of O(1/k). The same order of convergence rate was also obtained in [2, 21].

The main goal of this paper is to explore, in the multiobjective setting, whether a faster
convergence rate can be achieved for the Frank-Wolfe algorithm under natural generalizations of
assumptions (i), (ii), and (iii) above. In terms of the objective function values, we initially show
that the algorithm achieves a linear convergence rate when the objective function is strongly
convex and the limit point of the sequence generated by the method lies in the relative interior
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of the feasible set. Next, we turn our attention to a specific class of problems characterized
by a feasible constraint set that is (α, q)-uniformly convex for some α > 0 and q ≥ 2, notably
including ℓp-balls for all p > 1. In this scenario, we prove that the method attains: (i) a rate of

O(1/k
q

q−1 ) when the objective function is strongly convex; and (ii) a linear rate (if q = 2) or a

rate of O(1/k
q

q−2 ) (if q > 2) under an additional assumption, which always holds if the feasible
set does not contain an unconstrained weak Pareto point; see Remark 5. The assumptions and
convergence rate results are summarized in Table 1. We also discuss enhanced convergence rates
for M-FW in terms of an optimality measure and present some illustrative examples to showcase
our theoretical findings.

Theorem Feasible set X Function F limit point x∗ Conv. rate

[1, Remark 3] convex convex – O(1/k)

Theorem 6 convex strongly convex lies in relint(X ) linear

Theorem 8 (α, q)-uniformly convex strongly convex – O
(

1/k
q

q−1

)

Theorem 9 (α, q)-uniformly convex 0 < inf
x∈X

|θ̃(x)| –







linear if q = 2,

O
(

1/k
q

q−2

)

if q > 2

Convergence rates for the multiobjective Frank-Wolfe algorithm under different assumptions. In this table, x∗

is the limit point of the sequence generated by the algorithm, relint(X ) denotes the relative interior of X , and

θ̃(x) := min‖z‖≤1 maxj∈J 〈∇Fj(x), z〉. Since (A1) is a common assumption across all results, it is not included in

the third column for brevity.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 contains some notations, definitions and basic
results. Section 3 formally describes the M-FW algorithm to solve (1) and presents some basic
properties about its generated sequence. Section 4 establishes faster convergence rates for the
M-FW algorithm under different assumptions. Section 5 contains some illustrative examples.
Final remarks are given in Section 6.

2 Preliminary material

In this section, we introduce some notations and definitions which will be used throughout this
paper. Some basic properties on the multiobjective Frank-Wolfe direction are also discussed.

Let J := {1, . . . ,m} and L := maxj∈J Lj . Denote by B(x, ǫ) = {y ∈ R
n : ‖x − y‖ ≤ ǫ}

the ball centered at x ∈ R
n with radius ǫ > 0. The diameter of X , the affine hull of X , and the

relative interior of X are denoted, respectively, by

DX := max{‖x− y‖ : x, y ∈ X}, aff(X ) =







n
∑

i=1

λixi : xi ∈ X , λi ∈ R,
n
∑

i=1

λi = 1







and
relint(X ) = {x ∈ X : there exists ǫ > 0 such that B(x, ǫ) ∩ aff(X ) ⊆ X}.

Given a pair (α, q) ∈ R
2 such that α > 0 and q ≥ 2, the set X is (α, q)-uniformly convex if

and only if for any x, y ∈ X , γ ∈ [0, 1], and z ∈ R
n with ‖z‖ ≤ 1, the following inclusion holds

x+ γ(y − x) + γ(1− γ)
α

2
‖y − x‖qz ∈ X . (3)

Uniformly convex sets encompass ℓp-balls, which are (p− 1, 2)-uniformly convex for 1 < p ≤ 2
and

(

2/p, p
)

-uniformly convex for p > 2, in the context of the ‖ · ‖p norm. An (α, 2)-uniformly

3



convex set is also called α-strongly convex set. Notably, for 1 < p ≤ 2, the ℓp-ball is 2(p − 1)-
strongly convex with respect to the ‖ · ‖p norm. We refer the reader to [13, 27] for more details
about the concept of (α, q)-uniformly convex.

In the multiobjective optimization setting, the concept of optimality is replaced by the concept
of Pareto-optimality or efficiency. A point x∗ ∈ X is called Pareto optimal or efficient if and only
if there is no x ∈ X such that F (x) ≤ F (x∗) and F (x) 6= F (x∗), where the partial order ≤ in
R
m is defined componentwise, i.e., z ≤ y if and only if zj ≤ yj , for all j ∈ J . Similarly, we have

z < y if and only if zj < yj , for all j ∈ J . A point x∗ ∈ X is called weak Pareto optimal or
weakly efficient if and only if there is no x ∈ X such that F (x) < F (x∗). When the objectives
and the feasible set are convex, a necessary and sufficient condition for a point x∗ ∈ X be weak
Pareto optimal for (1) is that x∗ is Pareto critical (stationary), i.e.,

max
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

∗), y − x∗〉 ≥ 0, ∀y ∈ X . (4)

In the following, we recall a key result that will be used to establish the convergence rate of
the M-FW algorithm when the constraint set X is (α, q)−uniformly convex.

Lemma 1 (Lemma 2.21 of [13]). Let (ĥk)k∈N be a sequence of positive numbers and c0, c1, c2,

β be positive numbers with c1 < 1 such that ĥ1 ≤ c0 and ĥk+1 ≤ [1−min{c1, c2ĥβk}]ĥk for k ≥ 1,
then

ĥk ≤











c0(1− c1)
k−1 for 1 ≤ k ≤ k0,

(

(c1/c2)
1+c1β(k−k0)

) 1
β
= O(1/k1/β) for k ≥ k0,

where

k0 := max
























log1−c1





(c1/c2)
1
β

c0














+ 2, 1















.

3 Multiobjective Frank-Wolfe algorithm and basic properties

In this section, we state the multiobjective Frank-Wolfe algorithm and present some of its basic
properties, which will be useful to analyze its convergence rates.

We begin by stating the algorithm and recalling some properties regarding the optimal value
of its subproblem.
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Multiobjective Frank-Wolfe (M-FW) algorithm.

(0) Let x0 ∈ X be given, and set L := maxj∈J Lj and k ← 0.

(1) Compute
pFW (xk) ∈ argmin

y∈X
max
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

k), y − xk〉 (5)

and let dFW (xk) := pFW (xk)− xk and θFW (xk) := maxj∈J 〈∇Fj(x
k), dFW (xk)〉.

(2) If θFW (xk) = 0, then stop and return xk.

(3) Compute the stepsize γk ∈ (0, 1] defined as

γk := min

{

1,
−θFW (xk)

L‖dFW (xk)‖2

}

, (6)

and set xk+1 := xk + γkd
FW (xk) and k ← k + 1, and go to step (1).

end

Remark 1. (i) Since X is a compact set, it follows that (5) has always a solution. Note that
problem (5) can be reformulated as

min t
s. t. 〈∇Fj(x), y − x〉 ≤ t, ∀j = 1, . . . ,m,

t ∈ R, y ∈ X .
(7)

which is a constrained convex optimization problem. When X is a polytope, it becomes a linear
programming problem. (ii) The optimum value function θFW (·) has interesting properties and,
in particular, it can characterize stationary points of (1). Indeed, the following properties hold,
see [1] for their proofs: (a) θFW (x) ≤ 0 for all x ∈ X ; (b) θFW (·) is a continuous function
on X ; (c) θFW (x) = 0 iff x ∈ X is a stationary point. (iii) It is immediate to see that if the
M-FW algorithm does not stop in step (2), then θFW (xk) < 0 and, in particular, dFW (xk) 6= 0.
Therefore, γk is well-defined and belongs to (0, 1]. Moreover, as x0 ∈ X , it follows from the
definitions of dFW (xk) and xk+1, and the convexity of X , that the whole sequence (xk)k∈N is
contained in X .

In the following, we present some results that will be useful to establish the convergence rates
of the M-FW algorithm. The first result shows the progress, in terms of objective value, between
two consecutive iterates generated by the algorithm.

Lemma 2. Let (xk)k∈N be the sequence generated by M-FW algorithm. Then, for every j ∈ J ,
it holds:

Fj(x
k+1) ≤ Fj(x

k) +
θFW (xk)

2
γk, ∀k ∈ N. (8)

Proof. Since Fj is Lj-smooth on X and L = maxj∈J Lj , it follows from the second inequality in
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(2) that, for all k ∈ N and j ∈ J ,

Fj(x
k+1) = Fj(x

k + γkd
FW (xk)) ≤ Fj(x

k) + γk〈∇Fj(x
k), dFW (xk)〉+ Lj

2
γ2k‖dFW (xk)‖2

≤ Fj(x
k) + γk max

j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

k), dFW (xk)〉+ L

2
γ2k‖dFW (xk)‖2

= Fj(x
k) + γkθ

FW (xk) +
L

2
γ2k‖dFW (xk)‖2, (9)

where the last equality is due to the definition of θFW (xk) in step 1 of the M-FW algorithm. If
γk = −θFW (xk)/(L‖dFW (xk)‖2), it follows from the last inequality that

Fj(x
k+1) ≤ Fj(x

k)− θFW (xk)2

2L‖dFW (xk)‖2 , ∀k ∈ N, j ∈ J . (10)

Now, if γk = 1, then L‖dFW (xk)‖2 ≤ −θFW (xk). Hence, from (9), we obtain

Fj(x
k+1) ≤ Fj(x

k) +
θFW (xk)

2
, ∀k ∈ N, j ∈ J .

Therefore, (8) follows from the last inequality, (10) and the definition of γk in (6).

It follows from step (2) of the M-FW algorithm and statement (c) in Remark 1(ii) that the
algorithm stops at some iteration k if and only if xk is a weak Pareto point for problem (1).
Hence, from now on, we will assume that the M-FW algorithm generates an infinite sequence
(xk)k∈N. Since F is a convex function, we have that every limit point x∗ of (xk)k∈N is a weak
Pareto point of (1); see [1, Remark 2]. Moreover, since θFW (xk) < 0, it follows from (8) that
the sequence (Fj(x

k))k∈N is monotonically decreasing for all j ∈ J and bounded, because Fj is
continuous and X is compact, hence, it converges to some F ∗

j . Thus, for every j ∈ J , we have

Fj(x
∗) = F ∗

j for all limit point x∗ of (xk)k∈N. Furthermore, under the additional assumption that

Fj is µj-strongly convex for all j ∈ J , the whole sequence (xk)k∈N converges to x∗, see the proof
of this fact immediately after assumption (A2). Therefore, henceforth we fix a limit point x∗ of
(xk)k∈N and define the following elements:

ek :=
x∗ − xk

‖x∗ − xk‖ , hj(x
k) := Fj(x

k)− Fj(x
∗), ĥ(xk) := min

j∈J
hj(x

k). (11)

It is easy to see that the sequence (ĥ(xk))k∈N converges to zero. Our goal will be to measure
how fast this convergence is, under different set of assumptions on the objective function F and
the constraint set X . To this end, it will be interesting to give an upper bound on the quantity
ĥ(x1). The next result shows that, in fact, an upper bound can be universally established for the
whole sequence (ĥ(xk+1))k∈N in terms of the constant of smoothness of F , L = maxj∈J Lj, and
the diameter of the constraint set X .

Lemma 3. Let (xk)k∈N be the sequence generated by the M-FW algorithm. The following in-
equality holds:

ĥ(xk+1) ≤ LD2
X

2
, ∀k ∈ N, (12)

where L := maxj∈J Lj and DX is the diameter of the constraint set X .
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Proof. It follows from (9) and (11), for all k ∈ N, that

ĥ(xk+1) ≤ ĥ(xk) + γkθ
FW (xk) +

L

2
γ2k‖dFW (xk)‖2

≤ ĥ(xk) + θFW (xk) +
L

2
‖dFW (xk)‖2, (13)

where the last inequality is due to the fact that the stepsize γk given in (6) is the minimizer of
the quadratic function q(γ) := γθFW (xk)+ L

2 γ
2‖dFW (xk)‖2 over the interval [0, 1]. On the other

hand, it follows from the definitions of θFW (·) and ĥ(xk) in step (1) of the M-FW algorithm and
(11), respectively, and the gradient inequality of the convex function Fj (see the first inequality
in (2)) that

θFW (xk) ≤ max
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

k), x∗ − xk〉 ≤ max
j∈J

(Fj(x
∗)−Fj(x

k)) = −min
j∈J

hj(x
k) = −ĥ(xk), ∀k ∈ N.

Therefore, (12) follows by combining the last inequality, (13), and the fact that ‖dFW (xk)‖ ≤ DX

for all k ∈ N.

The next two results assume that the objective function of problem (1) is strongly convex.
For convenience, this will be stated in the following assumption.

(A2) the function F is strongly convex, i.e., the component Fj : X → R of F , for every j ∈ J ,
satisfies

Fj(y) ≥ Fj(x) + 〈∇Fj(x), y − x〉+ µj

2
‖y − x‖2, x, y ∈ X , (14)

for some µj > 0. For simplicity, we denote µ := minj∈J µj.
It is worth noting that, under assumption (A2), the whole sequence (xk)k∈N converges to the

limit point x∗. Indeed, since F (x∗) ≤ F (xk) for all k ∈ N, it follows from (A2) and the definition
of θFW (xk) that

0 ≥ max
j∈J

(Fj(x
∗)− Fj(x

k)) ≥ max
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

k), x∗ − xk〉+ minj∈J µj

2
‖xk − x∗‖2

≥ θFW (xk) +
µ

2
‖xk − x∗‖2,

which implies that

|θFW (xk)| ≥ µ

2
‖xk − x∗‖2, ∀k ∈ N. (15)

Since (θFW (xk))k∈N converges to zero (see [1, Corollary 14]), we conclude from (15) that the
whole sequence (xk)k∈N converges to x∗.

In the following, we show that the decreasing of the sequence (hj(x
k))k∈N can be, at iteration k,

controlled by the angle between ∇Fj(x
k) and the direction ek defined in (11). The proof of this

property is similar to the one in [22, Lemma 5], established for a special variant of the M-FW
algorithm, we have included it here for completeness.

Lemma 4. Let (xk)k∈N be the generated by the M-FW algorithm and consider (hj(x
k))k∈N and

(ek)k∈N as in (11). If (A2) holds, then, for every j ∈ J , we have

0 < hj(x
k) ≤ 〈∇Fj(x

k), ek〉2
2µ

, ∀k ∈ N. (16)
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Proof. The first inequality in (16) follows from the definition of hj(x
k) in (11), the fact that

Fj(x
k) ≥ Fj(x

∗), and the assumption that xk is not a weak Pareto point for (1). Now, since Fj

is µj-strongly convex and µ = minj∈J µj, we have, for all k ∈ N, j ∈ J and γ ∈ [0, 1], that

Fj(x
k + γ(x∗ − xk)) ≥ Fj(x

k) + γ〈∇Fj(x
k), x∗ − xk〉+ µ

2
γ2‖x∗ − xk‖2 =: q(γ).

Using that the unconstrained minimizer of q(γ) is γ∗ = −〈∇Fj(x
k), x∗ − xk〉/(µ‖x∗ − xk‖2), we

obtain, for all k ∈ N, j ∈ J , and γ ∈ [0, 1], that

Fj(x
k + γ(x∗ − xk)) ≥ Fj(x

k)− 〈∇Fj(x
k), x∗ − xk〉2

2µ‖x∗ − xk‖2 .

Taking γ = 1 in the last inequality and using the definition of ek in (11), we have, for all k ∈ N

and j ∈ J ,

Fj(x
∗) ≥ Fj(x

k)− 〈∇Fj(x
k), ek〉2

2µ
,

which, combined with the definition of hj(·) in (11), proves the second inequality in (16).

We now prove a recursive inequality for the sequence (ĥ(xk))k∈N that will be essential to
establish the convergence rate of the M-FW algorithm under strongly convexity assumption on
the objective function F .

Lemma 5. Let (xk)k∈N be the sequence generated by the M-FW algorithm, and let ĥ(xk)k∈N and
(ek)k∈N be as defined in (11). Assume that (A2) holds. Then,

ĥ(xk+1) ≤
[

1 +
µγkθ

FW (xk)

minj∈J 〈∇Fj(xk), ek〉2

]

ĥ(xk), ∀k ∈ N. (17)

Proof. For every k ∈ N, it follows from Lemma 4 and the definition of ĥ in (11) that

0 < ĥ(xk) ≤ minj∈J 〈∇Fj(x
k), ek〉2

2µ
,

which yields
1

2ĥ(xk)
≥ µ

minj∈J 〈∇Fj(xk), ek〉2
.

On the other hand, it follows from (8) and the definition of ĥ in (11) that

ĥ(xk+1) ≤
[

1 +
γkθ

FW (xk)

2ĥ(xk)

]

ĥ(xk).

Therefore, (17) follows by combining the last two inequalities and the facts that θFW (xk) < 0
and ĥ(xk) > 0.

The next section is devoted to the main results of this paper. Specifically, under different
set of assumptions on the objective function F and the feasible set X , we establish improved
convergence rates for the sequences (ĥ(xk))k∈N and (θ(xk))k∈N.
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4 Improved convergence rates for the M-FW algorithm

We start this section by establishing the linear convergence of the M-FW algorithm under the
assumptions, besides of (A1), that (i) F is strongly convex on X and (ii) the limit point x∗ of
(xk)k∈N is in the relative interior of X .
Theorem 6. Assume that (A2) holds and x∗ ∈ relint(X ). Let r > 0 and k0 ∈ N be such that
B(x∗, 2r) ∩ aff(X ) ⊂ X and xk ∈ B(x∗, r) for all k ≥ k0. Then, the following inequalities hold

ĥ(xk+1) ≤
[

1− µr2

LD2
X

]

ĥ(xk), ∀k ≥ k0, (18)

and
k
∑

i=m

|θFW (xi)|2 ≤ 2LD2
X ĥ(x

m), ∀k ≥ m ≥ 1. (19)

Proof. First note that the existence of r > 0 and k0 ∈ N follows from the fact that the sequence
(xk)k∈N converges to x∗ ∈ relint(X ). Hence, for all k ≥ k0, we trivially have yk := xk + rek ∈ X ,
where ek = (x∗ − xk)/‖x∗ − xk‖. Therefore, it follows from (5) that

θFW (xk) = min
y∈X

max
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

k), y − xk〉 ≤ rmax
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

k), ek〉 < 0,

where the last inequality is due to the fact that, for all j ∈ J , Fj is convex and Fj(x
∗)−Fj(x

k) =
−hj(xk) < 0 (see (16)). Thus,

−
(

θFW (xk)
)2
≤ −r2

(

max
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

k), ek〉
)2

= −r2min
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

k), ek〉2. (20)

On the other hand, we have that γk < 1 for all k ≥ k0. Indeed, if γk = 1, then pFW (xk) = xk+1 ∈
B(x∗, r), which implies that pFW (xk) ∈ relint(X ). Hence, zk := xk + t(pFW (xk) − xk) ∈ X for
some t > 1. Thus, we have

θFW (xk) = min
z∈X

max
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

k), z − xk〉 ≤ max
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

k), t(pFW (xk)− xk)〉 = tθFW (xk),

which is a contradiction with the fact that t > 1 and θFW (xk) < 0. Hence, it follows from (6)
that γk = −θFW (xk)/(L‖dFW (xk)‖2), which combined with (17) yields

ĥ(xk+1) ≤
[

1− µ(θFW (xk))2

L‖dFW (xk)‖2 minj∈J 〈∇Fj(xk), ek〉2

]

ĥ(xk).

Therefore, (18) follows from the latter inequality, (20) and the fact that ‖dFW (xk)‖ ≤ DX . Now,
to prove (19), note that (8) and the fact that γk = −θFW (xk)/(L‖dFW (xk)‖2), imply that

|θFW (xk)|2
2L‖dFW (xk)‖2 ≤ Fj(x

k)− Fj(x
k+1), ∀k ∈ N, ∀j ∈ J ,

which, combined with the fact that ‖dFW (xk)‖ ≤ DX , yields, for all j ∈ J and k ≥ m ≥ 1,

k
∑

i=m

|θFW (xi)|2 ≤ 2LD2
X

k
∑

i=m

(Fj(x
i)− Fj(x

i+1)) = 2LD2
X (Fj(x

m)− Fj(x
k+1)).

Therefore, (19) follows from the last inequality, the fact that F (xk+1) ≥ F (x∗) and the definition
of ĥ(xm) in (11).
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Remark 2. It follows from (15) and (19) with m = k that

µ

2
‖xk+1 − x∗‖2 ≤ |θFW (xk)| ≤

√
2LDX

√

ĥ(xk), k ≥ 1.

On the other hand, by recursively using (18), we find that

ĥ(xk) ≤
[

1− µr2

LD2
X

]k−k0

ĥ(xk0), ∀k ≥ k0, (21)

where k0 is as in Theorem 6. From (12), we immediately have

√

ĥ(xk0) ≤
√
LDX /

√
2. (22)

Thus, combining the last three inequalities, we get

µ

2
‖xk+1 − x∗‖2 ≤ |θFW (xk)| ≤ LD2

X





√

1− µr2

LD2
X





k−k0

, ∀k ≥ k0.

The above inequalities imply that the sequences (xk)k∈N and (θFW (xk))k∈N converge R-linearly
under the assumptions of Theorem 6. Moreover, it follows from (19) with m = ⌊k/2⌋, (21) and
(22) that

θkbest ≤
√
2LD2

X√
k





√

1− µr2

LD2
X





⌊k/2⌋−k0

,∀k > 2k0,

where θkbest := mini∈{⌊k/2⌋,...,k} |(θFW (xi))|. Roughly speaking, for k sufficiently large, the above

bound is of O(βk/
√
k) for some β ∈ (0, 1). Recall that [1, Theorem 16] established, under (A1),

a convergence rate of O(1/k) for the sequence (θkbest)k∈N. Therefore, under the additional hypoth-
esis of Theorem 6, we have shown an improved convergence rate for (θkbest)k∈N as well as new
convergence rates for (θFW (xk))k∈N and (xk)k∈N.

The next two theorems are devoted to the analysis of the convergence rate of the M-FW
algorithm under the additional assumption that the feasible set X is uniformly convex. Both
results use the fundamental recursive inequality on the sequence (ĥ(xk))k∈N presented in the
following lemma. It is interesting to note that this lemma does not require the objective function
F to be strongly convex.

Lemma 7. Assume that the constraint set X is (α, q)-uniformly convex for some α > 0 and
q ≥ 2. Let (xk)k∈N be the sequence generated by the M-FW algorithm. Then, the following
inequalities hold

|θFW (xk)| ≥ α

4
‖dFW (xk)‖q|θ̃(xk)|, ĥ(xk+1) ≤

[

1−min

{

1

2
, rk

}

]

ĥ(xk), ∀k ∈ N, (23)

where

rk :=
[ĥ(xk)](q−2)/q [α|θ̃(xk)|]2/q

2(4+q)/qL
, θ̃(x) := min

‖z‖≤1
max
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x), z〉. (24)
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Proof. Let k ∈ N. It follows from step 1 of the M-FW algorithm, the first inequality in (2) and
(11) that

θFW (xk) = min
y∈X

max
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

k), y − xk〉 ≤ max
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

k), x∗ − xk〉

≤ max
j∈J

Fj(x
∗)− Fj(x

k)

= −min
j∈J

hj(x
k) = −ĥ(xk). (25)

Now, let zk and x̃k be defined as

zk := arg min
‖z‖≤1

max
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

k), z〉, x̃k := xk +
1

2
dFW (xk) +

α

8
‖dFW (xk)‖qzk.

Since dFW (xk) = pFW (xk)−xk, we have x̃k ∈ X in view of (3) with x = xk, y = pFW (xk), z = zk

and γ = 1/2. Hence, it follows from the definitions of θFW (xk) and θ̃(xk) that

θFW (xk) = min
y∈X

max
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

k), y − xk〉 ≤ max
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

k), x̃k − xk〉

≤ 1

2
max
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

k), dFW (xk)〉+ α

8
‖dFW (xk)‖q max

j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

k), zk〉

=
1

2
θFW (xk) +

α

8
‖dFW (xk)‖q θ̃(xk),

which, combined with the fact that max{θFW (xk), θ̃(xk)} < 0, implies the first inequality in (23).
Now, using (8) and (25) and the definition of ĥ in (11), we obtain

ĥ(xk+1) ≤ ĥ(xk) +
γk
2
θFW (xk)

≤
(

1− γk
2

)

ĥ(xk). (26)

It follows from the definition of γk in (6), (25), the first inequality in (23), and the fact that
max{θFW (xk), θ̃(xk)} < 0, that

γk = min

{

1,
|θFW (xk)|

L‖dFW (xk)‖2

}

= min

{

1,
|θFW (xk)|1−2/q |θFW (xk)|2/q

L‖dFW (xk)‖2

}

≥ min

{

1,
[ĥ(xk)]1−2/q[α4 ‖dFW (xk)‖q|θ̃(xk)|]2/q

L‖dFW (xk)‖2

}

= min

{

1,
[ĥ(xk)]1−2/q[α|θ̃(xk)|]2/q

24/qL

}

which, combined with (26) and the definition of rk in (24), proves the second inequality in (23).

We next establish a faster convergence rate for the M-FW algorithm by assuming, besides
(A1), that (A2) holds and the set X is (α, q)-uniformly convex. Roughly speaking, we show
that ĥ(xk) = O(1/kq/(q−1)). In particular, if X is strongly convex, i.e., (α, 2)−uniformly convex,
then ĥ(xk) = O(1/k2), which improves the sublinear convergence rate ĥ(xk) = O(1/k) proved
in [1] under the assumption of convexity of F .
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Theorem 8. Let (xk)k∈N be the sequence generated by the M-FW algorithm. Assume that the
constraint set X is (α, q)-uniformly convex for some α > 0 and q ≥ 2, and that (A2) holds.
Then, the following inequalities hold

ĥ(xk) ≤











LD2
X

2k
, for 1 ≤ k ≤ k0,

(

8
α2µ

)1/(q−1) (
2qL

2q+(q−1)(k−k0)

)
q

q−1
= O

(

1/k
q

q−1

)

, for k > k0,
(27)

and
k
∑

i=m

min

{

|θFW (xi)|, |θ
FW (xi)|2

L‖dFW (xi)‖2

}

≤ 2ĥ(xm), ∀k ≥ m ≥ 1, (28)

where

k0 := max
























log2





D2
X

2

(

α2µ

8L

)1/(q−1)













+ 2, 1















.

Proof. Let ek and θ̃(xk) as in (11) and (24), respectively. Using the first inequality in (2), we
have

θ̃(xk) ≤ max
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

k), ek〉 ≤ maxj∈J Fj(x
∗)− Fj(x

k)

‖xk − x∗‖ < 0.

Hence, since Fj is µ-strongly convex for every j ∈ J , it follows from (16) and the definition of

ĥ(xk) in (11) that

0 < ĥ(xk) ≤ minj∈J 〈∇Fj(x
k), ek〉2

2µ
=

(maxj∈J 〈∇Fj(x
k), ek〉)2

2µ
≤ θ̃(xk)2

2µ
,

which yields
θ̃(xk)2 ≥ 2µĥ(xk).

It follows by combining the latter inequality and the definition of rk in (24) that

rk =
[ĥ(xk)](q−2)/q

2L

(

α2θ̃(xk)2

16

)1/q

≥ [ĥ(xk)](q−1)/q

2L

(

α2µ

8

)1/q

.

Hence, from the second inequality in (23), we have

ĥ(xk+1) ≤






1−min







1

2
,
[ĥ(xk)](q−1)/q

2L

(

α2µ

8

)1/q











ĥ(xk), ∀k ≥ 1.

Moreover, it follows from (12) that

ĥ(x1) ≤ LD2
X

2
.

Therefore, (27) follows immediately from the last two inequalities and Lemma 1 with

c0 =
LD2

X

2
, c1 =

1

2
, c2 =

1

2L

(

α2µ

8

)
1
q

, β =
q − 1

q
,
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and some algebraic manipulations. Now, to prove (28), note that (8) and the definition of γk in
(6) imply that

1

2
min

{

|θFW (xi)|, |θ
FW (xi)|2

L‖dFW (xi)‖2

}

≤ Fj(x
i)− Fj(x

i+1), ∀i ∈ N, ∀j ∈ J .

Hence, for all j ∈ J and k ≥ m ≥ 1, we have

k
∑

i=m

min

{

|θFW (xi)|, |θ
FW (xi)|2

L‖dFW (xi)‖2

}

≤ 2

k
∑

i=m

(Fj(x
i)− Fj(x

i+1))

= 2(Fj(x
m)− Fj(x

k+1)).

Therefore, (28) follows from the last inequality, the fact that F (xk+1) ≥ F (x∗), and the definition
of ĥ(xm) in (11).

Remark 3. It follows from (28) with m := k and the fact that ‖dFW (xk)‖ ≤ DX that

min

{

|θFW (xk)|, |θ
FW (xk)|2
LD2

X

}

≤ 2ĥ(xk), ∀k ≥ 1. (29)

In particular, the sequence (θFW (xk))k∈N converges to zero and, for all k sufficiently large, we
have |θFW (xk)|2/[LD2

X ] ≤ |(θFW (xk))|. Hence, from (15), (27), and (29), we have, for all k
sufficiently large,

µ

2
‖xk+1 − x∗‖2 ≤ |θFW (xk)| ≤ DX

√

2Lĥ(xk) ≈ O
(

1/k
q

2(q−1)

)

,

which implies that the sequences (xk)k∈N and (θFW (xk))k∈N converge at a rate O
(

1/k
q

4(q−1)

)

and O
(

1/k
q

2(q−1)

)

, respectively, under the assumptions of Theorem 8. Again as (θFW (xk))k∈N

converges to zero, it follows (27), (28) with m = ⌊k/2⌋ and simple algebraic manipulations that,
for all k sufficiently large,

θkbest ≈ O
(

1

k
2q−1
2(q−1)

)

,

where θkbest is as in Remark 2. Since q ≥ 2, the above bound improves the rate of O(1/k) for the
sequence (θkbest)k∈N established in [1, Theorem 16] under (A1).

We are now ready to establish a convergence rate result for the M-FW algorithm when (i)
the constraint set X is (α, q)−uniformly convex and (ii) the sequence (θ̃(xk))k∈N defined in (24)
stays away from zero. The next convergence rate bounds are better than those in Theorem 8,
and, in particular, the linear convergence is achieved when the constraint set is strongly convex
(i.e., (α, 2)−uniformly convex). Although the assumption on (θ̃(xk))k∈N is considered on the
sequence generated by the M-FW algorithm, we will show in Remark 5 that it holds under
suitable conditions on problem (1).
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Theorem 9. Let (xk)k∈N be the sequence generated by the M-FW algorithm. Assume that the
constraint set X is (α, q)-uniformly convex for some α > 0 and q ≥ 2, and c := infk |θ̃(xk)| > 0.
Then,

ĥ(xk) ≤



























[

max
{

1
2 , 1−

ζ
L

}

]

ĥ(xk−1) for q = 2, k ≥ 1,

LD2
X

2k
for q > 2, 1 ≤ k ≤ k0,

(

qL
ζ[2q+(q−2)(k−k0)]

)
q

q−2
= O

(

1/k
q

q−2

)

for q > 2, k > k0,

(30)

and
k
∑

i=m

min

{

|θFW (xi)|, |θ
FW (xi)|2

L‖dFW (xi)‖2

}

≤ 2ĥ(xm), ∀k ≥ m ≥ 1, (31)

where

ζ = ζ(α, q, c) :=
[αc]2/q

2(4+q)/q
, k0 := max















2

q − 2
log2

(

2Dq−2
X ζq/2

L

)







+ 2, 1







.

Proof. Since c = infk |θ̃(xk)| > 0, it follows from the second inequality in (23) and the definition
of ζ that

ĥ(xk+1) ≤
[

1−min

{

1

2
,
ζ

L
[ĥ(xk)](q−2)/q

}

]

ĥ(xk), ∀k ∈ N.

The first inequality in (30) follows immediately from the above inequality with q = 2. Now, note
that (12) implies that

ĥ(x1) ≤ LD2
X

2
.

Thus, if q > 2 the result follows immediately from the last two inequalities above, Lemma 1 with
c0 = LD2

X /2, c1 = 1/2, c2 = ζ/L and β = (q − 2)/q, and some algebraic manipulations. Since
the proof of (31) follows the same steps as those of (28), it is omitted.

We finish this section by presenting two remarks. The first one shows how convergence rate of
the sequence (θ(xk))k∈N can be obtained from Theorem 9, and compares it with the one obtained
in [1]. The second remark discusses some conditions that imply the assumption on (θ̃(xk))k∈N
considered in Theorem 9.

Remark 4. Similarly to Remark 3, we can show that the sequences (θ(xk))k∈N and (θkbest)k∈N,
for k sufficiently large, have the following convergence rates

|θFW (xk)| ≈ O
(

1

k
q

2(q−2)

)

, θkbest ≈ O
(

1

k
q−1
q−2

)

, for q > 2.

For the particular case in which q = 2, these convergence are further improved. Indeed, from the
first inequality in (23), (31) and the assumption |θ̃(xk)| ≥ c > 0, we have

min

{

1,
αc

4L

} k
∑

i=m

|θFW (xi)| ≤ 2ĥ(xm), ∀k ≥ m ≥ 1,
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which, combined with (30) with q = 2 and the fact that ĥ(x1) ≤ LD2
X /2 (see (12)), implies that

k
∑

i=m

|θFW (xi)| ≤ 2max

{

1,
4L

αc

}

LD2
X

2
max

{

1

2
, 1− ζ

L

}m−1

, ∀k ≥ m ≥ 1.

The above inequality with m = k and m = ⌊k/2⌋ implies, respectively, the improved convergence
rates

|θFW (xk)| ≈ O
(

βk
)

, θkbest ≈ O
(

βk

k

)

, (32)

where β := max
{

1
2 , 1−

ζ
L

}

< 1. The above convergence rates for (θkbest)k∈N are better than the

rate of O(1/k) established in [1, Theorem 16] under assumption (A1). It is worth mentioning
that the latter reference does not contain convergence rate for (θ(xk))k∈N.

Next we discuss some properties about the quantity (θ̃(xk))k∈N computed in (24) and present
some conditions under which the assumption considered on this sequence in Theorem 9 holds.

Remark 5. (i) Let ‖ · ‖2 denote the norm induced by the inner product 〈·, ·〉 in Y. It is easy to
see that in the scalar setting, i.e., m = 1, we have θ̃(xk) = −‖∇f(xk)‖2. Hence, in this case, the
assumption on the quantity θ̃(xk) considered in Theorem 9 coincides with the one in [13,20,27].
(ii) For a given point x ∈ R

n, the multiobjective steepest descent direction at x, see [16], is defined
as

ds(x) := argmin
d∈Rn

max
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x), d〉 +

1

2
‖d‖22.

It can be shown, see [29, Corollary 2.3], that maxj∈J 〈∇Fj(x), d
s(x)〉 = −‖ds(x)‖22. Now, since Y

is a finite dimensional space, there exists κ > 0 such that ‖x‖2 ≥ κ‖x‖ for all x ∈ Y. Hence, for
every k ≥ 0,

θ̃(xk) = min
‖z‖≤1

max
j∈J
〈∇Fj(x

k), z〉 ≤ max
j∈J

〈

∇Fj(x
k),

ds(xk)

‖ds(xk)‖

〉

= −‖d
s(xk)‖22
‖ds(xk)‖ ≤ −κ‖d

s(xk)‖2,

which implies that
|θ̃(xk)| ≥ κ‖ds(xk)‖2. (33)

Thus, the assumption on (θ̃(xk))k∈N in Theorem 9 holds if it is assumed that infk∈N ‖ds(xk)‖2 > 0.
Additionally, it is worth pointing out that the latter assumption can be ensured by requiring that the
constraint set X does not contain any unconstrained weak Pareto point of the objective function
F . Indeed, this observation follows from the fact that (xk)k∈N ⊂ X , X is compact, ds(·) is a
continuous function and ds(x) = 0 if and only if x is an unconstrained weak Pareto point of F ,
see [16, Lemma 1].

5 Illustrative examples

In this section, we present some instances of (1) to illustrate the behavior of the M-FW algorithm
under the scenarios described in Theorems 6, 8 and 9. These examples provide concrete situations
to show how different set of assumptions considered in the paper can affect the performance of
the method.
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Figure 1: On the left we illustrate the unconstrained Pareto set (red line segment), the level
curves of the two objectives, the constraint feasible set, and the trajectory of M-FW. On the
right, the sublinear convergence rate is illustrated by plotting log ĥ(xk) versus the number of
iterations.

We begin by illustrating that assuming only the strong convexity of F is insufficient to improve
the sublinear convergence rate of the M-FW algorithm.

Let

F (x) =
1

2
(‖x− b‖22, ‖x− c‖22)T , (34)

and the feasible constraint set
X = {x ∈ R

2 : ‖x‖1 ≤ 1}.
It is easy to see that, regardless the points b, c ∈ R

2, we have µ = L = 1 and DX = 2.
Consider b = (−0.6,−0.6)T and c = (−0.5,−0.5)T . It is not hard to see that the uncon-

strained Pareto set intersects the feasible set X in a single boundary point (−0.5,−0.5)T (see
Figure 1(left)). In this case, we observe the sublinear convergence rate of the sequence (ĥ(xk))k∈N
generated by the M-FW algorithm (Figure 1(right)).

Now, consider the same b as before, but c = (−0.01,−0.01)T instead. Since (−0.01,−0.01)T
is a Pareto point in the relative interior of X and the objectives are strongly convex, Theorem 6
applies and the linear convergence rate of (ĥ(xk))k∈N is illustrated in Figure 2(right).

In order to illustrate Theorem 8, consider F as in (34), but the feasible region as

X = {x ∈ R
n : ‖x‖2 ≤ 1},

which is an (1,2)-uniformly convex set. Take b = (−1/
√
2,−1/

√
2)T and c = (−3/4,−3/4)T . In

this setting, since (A2) holds and q = 2, we should observe an O(1/k2) convergence rate as in
Theorem 8. This is illustrated in Figure 3.

Finally, recall that Theorem 9 does not require the strong convexity of the objectives, only
the (α,q)-uniform convexity of the feasible set. However, the extra condition is that θ̃(x) stays
bounded away from zero, at least at the iterates generated by M-FW. Consider now

F (x) =
1

2
(‖Ax− b1‖22, ‖Ax− b2‖22)T ,

16



-1.5 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1
-1.5

-1

-0.5

0

0.5

1

1 2 3 4

k

10
-12

10
-10

10
-8

10
-6

10
-4

10
-2

10
0

lo
g

 (
 m

in
j h

j (
xk

) 
)

Figure 2: On the left we illustrate the unconstrained Pareto set (red line segment), the level curves
of the two objectives, the constraint feasible set, and the trajectory of M-FW. On the right, the
linear convergence rate is illustrated by plotting log ĥ(xk) versus the number of iterations.
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Figure 3: On the left we illustrate the unconstrained Pareto set (red line segment), the level
curves of the two objectives, the constraint feasible set, and the trajectory of M-FW. On the
right, the O(1/k2) rate is illustrated by plotting log ĥ(xk) versus the number of iterations.
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Figure 4: On the left we illustrate the unconstrained Pareto (red rectangle), the level curves of
the two objectives, the constraint feasible set, and the trajectory of M-FW. On the right, the
linear convergence rate is illustrated by plotting log ĥ(xk) versus the number of iterations.

where A = e1e
T
1 , e1 = (1, 0)T , b1 = (−1.1, 0)T and b2 = (−1.3, 0)T , with

X = {x ∈ R
2 : ‖x‖2 ≤ 1}

as feasible region. Since A is only positive semidefinite, the objectives are convex but not strongly
convex. As in the previous example, X is (1,2)-uniformly convex.

Thus, according to Theorem 9 we should expect a linear convergence rate (since q = 2) as
long as c := infk |θ̃(xk)| > 0. In order to estimate c, we observe that 〈∇Fj(x), z〉 = (x1 − bj1)z1,
for j = 1, 2. Also, x1 − bj1 ≥ −1 − b11 = 0.1 > 0, for x ∈ X . Hence, the minimizer of
max{〈∇F1(x), z〉, 〈∇F2(x), z〉} for z ∈ X is z = (−1, 0)T with optimal value max{b11 − x1, b21 −
x1} = b11 − x1 = −1.1 − x1 ≥ 0.1 for x ∈ X , so we obtain that c ≥ 0.1 > 0. Figure 4 illustrates
the linear convergence rate of the M-FW algorithm in this example.

6 Conclusion

This paper established convergence rates for the multiobjective Frank-Wolfe algorithm for solv-
ing constrained convex multiobjective optimization problems. It was shown that the algorithm
achieves faster sublinear as well as linear convergence rates under different set of assumptions
such as strong convexity of the multiobjective function and uniform convexity of the constraint
set. Illustrative examples were presented to showcase the convergence rates obtained and the
assumptions considered.
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