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Abstract

We provide a template to derive convergence rates for the following popular versions
of the Frank-Wolfe algorithm on polytopes: vanilla Frank-Wolfe, Frank-Wolfe with
away steps, Frank-Wolfe with blended pairwise steps, and Frank-Wolfe with in-face
directions. Our template shows how the convergence rates follow from two affine-
invariant properties of the problem, namely, error bound and extended curvature. These
properties depend solely on the polytope and objective function but not on any affine-
dependent object like norms. For each one of the above algorithms, we derive rates
of convergence ranging from sublinear to linear depending on the degree of the error
bound.

1 Introduction

We consider several popular versions of the Frank-Wolfe algorithm, also known as
conditional gradient method, for optimization problems of the form

min
x∈C

f(x), (1.1)

where C ⊆ Rn is a polytope and f : C → R is a convex function differentiable in an
open set containing C. At iteration t, the vanilla Frank-Wolfe algorithm updates the
current iterate x(t) ∈ C to

x(t+1) = x(t) + ηt(v
(t) − x(t))

for v(t) = argminy∈C〈∇f(x
(t)),y〉 and some stepsize ηt ∈ [0, 1]. This algorithmic

scheme is attractive when projections onto C are computationally expensive but a
linear minimization oracle for the set C is available.

When the pair (C, f) satisfies a mild curvature property, the vanilla Frank-Wolfe
algorithm has convergence rate O(t−1), that is,

f(x(t))−min
x∈C

f(x) = O(t−1),
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see, for example, [13]. There are various settings that yield faster convergence rates [4,
5, 8, 10, 15, 17, 19, 24, 25]. However, in the setting often referred to as Wolfe’s lower
bound [26], the convergence rate of the Frank-Wolfe algorithm cannot be faster than
Ω(t−1−ǫ) for any ǫ > 0. The Wolfe’s setting concerns the case when C is a polytope,
the optimal solution set lies in the relative interior of some proper face of C, and the
stepsizes are chosen via exact line-search or short-step.

Since optimization over polytopes is central to Frank-Wolfe research [3, 14, 21], this
limitation has motivated the development of linearly convergent variants for settings
similar to Wolfe’s [9, 12, 16, 22, 26]. In contrast to the update in the vanilla Frank-Wolfe
algorithm, these variants perform an update of the form

x(t+1) = x(t) + ηtd
(t)

for a more flexible choice of search direction d(t) that relies on additional information
about the current iterate x(t). This flexibility facilitates linear convergence rates at the
cost of some computational overhead.

Some popular variants are the Frank-Wolfe with away steps [1, 16], Frank-Wolfe
with blended pairwise steps [22], and Frank-Wolfe with in-face directions [6, 7, 9]. These
variants have stronger convergence properties than the vanilla Frank-Wolfe algorithm.
In particular, under suitable smoothness and strong convexity assumptions, they have
linear convergence, even in Wolfe’s setting. However, the linear convergence results
derived in [1, 7, 9, 16, 22] depend on the dimension of C, rely on additional difficult-to-
verify assumptions, or are affine-dependent. Furthermore, all of these papers consider
only two regimes of convergence: a linear rate when suitable favorable assumptions
hold, or the iconic rate O(t−1) of first-order methods when only milder assumptions
hold.

This paper develops a framework to derive convergence rates for the above variants
of the Frank-Wolfe algorithm that circumvents the main limitations of previous ap-
proaches. Our framework is founded on two key properties of the pair (C, f), namely
an extended curvature property and an error bound property. We derive rates of con-
vergence ranging from sublinear to linear depending on the degree of the error bound
property. Our approach yields the following main contributions. First, we provide a
common affine-invariant template to derive convergence rates for vanilla Frank-Wolfe,
as well as the Frank-Wolfe variants that include away, blended pairwise, and in-face
directions. Second, we establish new convergence rates that interpolate between the
O(t−1) and linear rates considered in [1, 9, 16, 22]. The specific rate of convergence is
determined by the degree of the error bound property in the same spirit developed in
the recent articles [19, 25] for vanilla Frank-Wolfe. Third, we sharpen the results in [16]
by providing convergence results in terms of the local facial distance, in contrast to the
dependence on the pyramidal width. The former depends only on local geometry of
the optimal face of C whereas the latter depends on the global geometry of the entire
polytope C. Fourth, we establish dimension-independent rates for the aforementioned
variants of Frank-Wolfe without requiring any additional difficult-to-verify assumptions
such as strict complementarity [7, 26]. Fifth, our developments enables us to subsume
and extend the work of Garber and Meshi [9] for simplex-like polytopes.
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1.1 Outline

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the preliminaries and
notation used throughout the paper. In particular, we introduce the two key build-
ing blocks underlying our approach, namely, the extended curvature and error bound
properties. Section 3 presents our main developments, that is, the convergence results
for vanilla Frank-Wolfe and Frank-Wolfe variants. The main convergence results are
Theorem 3.2 for vanilla Frank-Wolfe, Theorem 3.6 for away-step and blended pairwise
Frank-Wolfe, and Theorem 3.12 for in-face Frank-Wolfe. We deliberately use a similar
format in each of the subsections of Section 3 to highlight how the convergence rates
in all cases are a consequence of the extended curvature and error bound properties.
When the polytope C has a standard form description, Theorem 3.16 gives a stronger
version of Theorem 3.12. When the polytope C is a simplex-like polytope, we pro-
vide a specialized version of the in-face Frank-Wolfe and establish a much stronger
convergence result, namely Theorem 3.18.

In Section 4, we develop some geometric properties of the facial structure of poly-
topes. These properties are the crux of sufficient conditions for the error bound prop-
erty to hold.

2 Preliminaries

Throughout C ⊆ Rn denotes a nonempty polytope equipped with a linear oracle that
computes the mapping

g 7→ argminy∈C〈g,y〉.

Furthermore, we shall assume that the minimizer returned by the above linear oracle
is a vertex of C.

We shall also assume that f : C → R is a convex function differentiable in an open
set containing C. For the optimization problem (1.1), we denote the optimal value by

f∗ = min
x∈C

f(x)

and the set of optimal solutions by

X∗ := {x ∈ C | f(x) = f∗}.

Recall the following popular smoothness and Hölderian error bound properties.
These concepts are defined in terms of a norm on Rn and hence are typically affine-
dependent.

Definition 2.1 (Smoothness). Let Rn be endowed with a norm ‖ · ‖, let C ⊆ Rn be a
polytope, and let f : C → R be convex and differentiable in an open set containing C.
For L > 0 we say that f is L-smooth over C with respect to ‖ · ‖ if for all x,y ∈ C, it
holds that

f(y) ≤ f(x) + 〈∇f(x),y − x〉+
L

2
‖x− y‖2.

Definition 2.2 (Hölderian error bound). Let Rn be endowed with a norm ‖ · ‖, let
C ⊆ Rn be a polytope, and let f : C → R be convex and differentiable in an open set
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containing C. For µ > 0 and θ ∈ [0, 1/2] we say that (C, f) satisfies the (µ, θ)-Hölderian
error bound over C with respect to ‖ · ‖ if for all x ∈ C it holds that

(

f(x)− f∗

µ

)θ

≥ min
x∗∈X∗

‖x∗ − x‖.

In order to derive affine-invariant accelerated convergence rates for FW variants,
we rely on the following generalizations of smoothness and Hölderian error bound. As
we detail in Section 3, the affine-invariant analysis of the methods presented in this
paper relies on these concepts.

The following concepts of curvature and extended curvature were introduced by
Jaggi [13] and by Lacoste-Julien and Jaggi [16] respectively.

Definition 2.3 (Curvature). Let C ⊆ Rn be a polytope and f : C → R be convex and
differentiable in an open set containing C.

(a) For L > 0 we say that (C, f) has L-curvature if for all x ∈ C, d ∈ C − x, and
η ∈ [0, 1] it holds that

f(x+ ηd) ≤ f(x) + η〈∇f(x),d〉+
Lη2

2
. (2.1)

(b) For L > 0 we say that (C, f) has extended L-curvature if for all x ∈ C, d ∈ C−C,
and η ≥ 0 such that x+ ηd ∈ C it holds that

f(x+ ηd) ≤ f(x) + η〈∇f(x),d〉+
Lη2

2
.

It is easy to see that the above L-curvature and extended L-curvature properties
are affine invariant. It is also evident that (f, C) has L-curvature whenever (f, C) has
extended L-curvature. In addition, as noted by Jaggi [13] and by Lacoste-Julien and
Jaggi [16], if f is L-smooth over C with respect to a norm ‖ · ‖ then (f, C) has extended
L · diam(C)2-curvature, where diam(C) is the following diameter of the set C

diam(C) = max
x,y∈C

‖x− y‖.

In addition to the above curvature concepts, we will rely on the following extended
error bound concept.

Definition 2.4 (Error bound). Let C ⊆ Rn be a polytope, f : C → R be convex and
differentiable in an open set containing C, and d : C × C → [0, 1]. For µ > 0 and
θ ∈ [0, 1/2], we say that (C, f) satisfies the (µ, θ)-error bound relative to d if for all
x ∈ C it holds that

(

f(x)− f∗

µ

)θ

≥ min
x∗∈X∗

d(x∗,x).

For ease of notation, we will write d(X∗,x) for min
x∗∈X∗

d(x∗,x).
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It is easy to see that the above error bound property is affine invariant provided
the function d : C × C → [0, 1] is affine-invariant. Section 3 will feature the following
instances of affine-invariant distance functions d : C × C → [0, 1] for each of the algo-
rithms we analyze: the radial distance for vanilla Frank-Wolfe, the vertex distance for
away-step Frank-Wolfe and blended pairwise Frank-Wolfe, and the face distance for
the in-face Frank-Wolfe.

We will also provide sufficient conditions for the error bound property to hold.
To that end, we will rely on the following geometric features of a polytope that were
introduced in [18].

Let C be a polytope. Denote the sets of vertices and nonempty faces of C by vert(C)
and faces(C) respectively. Suppose ‖ · ‖ is a norm on C. For F,G ∈ faces(C) let

dist(F,G) = min
x∈F,y∈G

‖x− y‖.

Definition 2.5 (Inner and outer facial distances). Let Rn be endowed with a norm
‖ · ‖ and let C ⊆ Rn be a polytope. For F ∈ faces(C) the inner facial distance from F
is defined as

Φ(F, C) := min
G∈faces(F )

G(C

dist(G, conv(vert(C) \G)),

and the outer facial distance from F is defined as

Φ̄(F, C) := min
G∈faces(F ),H∈faces(C)

G∩H=∅

dist(G,H).

It is easy to see that Φ̄(F, C) ≥ Φ(F, C) ≥ Φ(C, C) > 0 for all F ∈ faces(C).
Furthermore, in [18] it was shown that Φ(C, C) coincides with the pyramidal width
of C introduced by Lacoste-Julien and Jaggi [16].

To derive sublinear convergence rates for FW variants, we will rely on the following
lemma from [2, 20]:

Lemma 2.6. Suppose that p > 0 and (βt)t∈N, (σt)t∈N are such that βt, σt ≥ 0 and
βt+1 ≤ (1− σtβ

p
t )βt for t ∈ N. Then, for all t ∈ N, it holds that

βt ≤

(

β−p
0 + p

t−1
∑

i=0

σi

)− 1
p

.

3 Algorithms

In this section, we present affine-invariant convergence rates for the Frank-Wolfe algo-
rithm (FW) in Section 3.1, the two active set variants away-step Frank-Wolfe algorithm
(AFW) and blended-pairwise Frank-Wolfe algorithm (BPFW) in Section 3.2, and the
in-face Frank-Wolfe algorithm (IFW) in Section 3.3. Although our discussion focuses
on the case when C ⊆ Rn is a polytope, we note that our developments for both FW
and IFW apply in the more general context when C ⊆ Rn is a compact convex set.
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Algorithm 1 Frank-Wolfe algorithm (FW)

Input: x(0) ∈ C.
Output: x(t) ∈ C for t ∈ N.

for t ∈ N do

v(t) ← argminv∈C〈∇f(x
(t)),v〉

x(t+1) ← x(t) + ηt(v
(t) − x(t)) for some ηt ∈ [0, 1]

end for

3.1 Vanilla Frank-Wolfe algorithm

As a preamble to our main developments, we first discuss the conceptually more ap-
proachable case of the vanilla Frank-Wolfe algorithm as described in Algorithm 1. This
case provides a blueprint for our subsequent discussion of Frank-Wolfe variants.

The radial distance introduced by Gutman and Peña [11] is the key ingredient to
formalize the affine-invariant convergence rate of FW.

Definition 3.1 (Radial distance). Let C ⊆ Rn be a polytope and x,y ∈ C. The radial
distance r : C × C → [0, 1] between y and x is defined as

r(y,x) = min{ρ ≥ 0 | y − x = ρ(v − x) for some v ∈ C}.

Note that r(y,x) = 0 if and only if y = x. As detailed in Theorem 3.2 below, the
convergence rate of Algorithm 1 follows from the curvature of (C, f) and error bound
of (C, f) relative to r. Suppose that (C, f) has L-curvature. We can minimize the
left-hand-side of (2.1), a step-size rule referred to as line-search:

ηt = argminη∈[0,1] f(x
(t) + η(v(t) − x(t))).

Alternatively, note that the right-hand-side of (2.1) is a majorant for f(x+ηd). Thus,
another natural step-size rule minimizes the right-hand-side of (2.1) over η ∈ [0, 1].
The resulting majorant-minimization step is referred to as short-step:

ηt = argminη∈[0,1]

{

f(x(t)) + η〈∇f(x(t)),v(t) − x(t)〉+
Lη2

2

}

.

For either of the line-search or short-step rules, the following progress bound holds for
every iteration of Algorithm 1:

f(x(t+1)) ≤ f(x(t))−
〈∇f(x(t)),x(t) − v(t)〉2

2L
. (3.1)

Our convergence analysis of FW relies on (3.1), and thus yields identical convergence
rates for line-search and short-step.

Theorem 3.2 (FW). Let C ⊆ Rn be a polytope, let f : C → R be convex and differen-
tiable in an open set containing C, and suppose that (C, f) has L-curvature for some
L > 0, and satisfies the (µ, θ)-error bound relative to r for some µ > 0 and θ ∈ [0, 1/2].
Then the iterates of Algorithm 1 with line-search or short-step satisfy the following
convergence rates.
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• When θ = 1/2, for all t ∈ N the following linear convergence rate holds:

f(x(t))− f∗ ≤ (f(x(0))− f∗)
(

1−
µ

2L

)t

. (3.2)

• When θ ∈ [0, 1/2), for all t ∈ N the following sublinear convergence rate holds:

f(x(t))− f∗ ≤

(

(f(x(0))− f∗)(2θ−1) +
(1− 2θ)µ2θt

2L

)

1
2θ−1

. (3.3)

The rates in Theorem 3.2 interpolate between the iconic rate O(t−1) [13] when
θ = 0 and the linear rate (3.2) when θ = 1/2. The proof of Theorem 3.2 relies on the
following scaling lemma.

Lemma 3.3. Let C ⊆ Rn be a polytope and let f : C → R be convex and differentiable
in an open set containing C. Then, for all x ∈ C \X∗, it holds that

max
v∈C
〈∇f(x),x − v〉 ≥

f(x)− f∗

r(X∗,x)
. (3.4)

In particular, if (C, f) satisfies a (µ, θ)-error bound relative to r for some µ > 0 and
θ ∈ [0, 1/2], then for all x ∈ C it holds that

max
v∈C
〈∇f(x),x − v〉 ≥ µθ(f(x)− f∗)1−θ. (3.5)

Proof. Suppose that x ∈ C \X∗. Let x∗ ∈ X∗ be such that r(x∗,x) = r(X∗,x). The
definition of r implies that there exists w ∈ C such that x∗ − x = r(X∗,x) · (w − x).
Thus,

max
v∈C
〈∇f(x),x − v〉 ≥ 〈∇f(x),x −w〉 =

〈∇f(x),x − x∗〉

r(X∗,x)
≥

f(x)− f∗

r(X∗,x)
,

where the last inequality follows from convexity of f . Thus (3.4) follows. To show (3.5),
suppose x ∈ C. If x ∈ X∗ then (3.5) trivially holds. Otherwise, when x ∈ C \ X∗,
observe that (3.4) and the (µ, θ)-radial error bound imply that

max
v∈C
〈∇f(x),x − v〉 ≥

f(x)− f∗

r(X∗,x)
=

(f(x)− f∗)1−θ(f(x)− f∗)θ

r(X∗,x)
≥ µθ(f(x)− f∗)1−θ.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. The L-curvature and the choice of step-size imply that (3.1)
holds. Thus, Lemma 3.3 implies that for each t ∈ N

f(x(t+1)) ≤ f(x(t))−
〈∇f(x(t)),x(t) − v(t)〉2

2L
≤ f(x(t))−

µ2θ(f(x(t))− f∗)2(1−θ)

2L
.

Hence,

f(x(t+1))− f∗ ≤ (f(x(t))− f∗)

(

1−
µ2θ

2L
(f(x(t))− f∗)1−2θ

)

.

Thus (3.2) readily follows when θ = 1/2. On the other hand, (3.3) follows by applying

Lemma 2.6 with p = 1− 2θ, σt =
µ2θ

2L , and βt = f(x(t))− f∗.
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We next discuss common sufficient conditions for the assumptions of Theorem 3.2
to hold. First, as noted in Section 2, the pair (C, f) has L-curvature for some L > 0
whenever f is smooth with respect to a norm on C. Let ri(C) and rbd(C) denote
respectively the relative interior and relative boundary of C. The following proposition
shows that when X∗ ⊆ ri(C), an error bound relative to r holds provided f satisfies a
Hölderian error bound over C relative to some norm.

Proposition 3.4 (Radial error bound). Let Rn be endowed with a norm ‖ · ‖, let
C ⊆ Rn be a polytope, and let f : C → R be convex. Suppose that X∗ ⊆ ri(C) and f
satisfies a (µ, θ)-Hölderian error bound over C with respect to the norm ‖ · ‖ for some
µ > 0 and θ ∈ [0, 1/2]. Then (C, f) satisfies a (µ̃, θ)-error bound relative to r for

µ̃ = µ · dist(X∗, rbd(C))1/θ.

Proof. The construction of r implies that for all x∗ ∈ X∗ and x ∈ C

‖x∗ − x‖ = r(x∗,x) · ‖x− u‖ ≥ r(x∗,x) · ‖x∗ − u‖

for some u ∈ rbd(C). Therefore for all x ∈ C

min
x∗∈X∗

‖x∗ − x‖ ≥ r(X∗,x) · dist(X∗, rbd(C)).

Since f satisfies a (µ, θ)-Hölderian error bound over C with respect to the norm ‖ · ‖,
it follows that for all x ∈ C

(

f(x)− f∗

µ

)θ

≥ min
x∗∈X∗

‖x∗ − x‖ ≥ r(X∗,x) · dist(X∗, rbd(C)),

and thus
(

f(x)− f∗

µ̃

)θ

≥ r(X∗,x).

The lower bound in Proposition 3.4 is zero when X∗ ∩ rbd(C) 6= ∅. Thus in this
case Theorem 3.2 fails to show linear convergence even when f is smooth and (C, f)
satisfy the (µ, 1/2) Hölderian error bound relative to some norm in Rn. This is consis-
tent with the shortcoming of FW discovered and documented by Wolfe [26]. Indeed,
Wolfe [26] characterizes instances of (1.1) where C is a polytope and f is smooth and
strongly convex for which FW with line-search or short-step cannot converge faster
than Ω(t−1−ǫ) for any ǫ > 0. This phenomenon, referred to as Wolfe’s lower bound,
was the core motivation behind the study of FW variants to overcome the limitations
of the vanilla version.

3.2 Away-step Frank-Wolfe algorithm and blended pairwise Frank-

Wolfe algorithm

The main update in the vanilla Frank-Wolfe algorithm can be written as

x(t+1) ← x(t) + ηtd
(t)

8



Algorithm 2 Away-step Frank-Wolfe algorithm (AFW) and blended pairwise Frank-Wolfe
algorithm (BPFW)

Input: x(0) ∈ vert(C), that is, x(0) = Vλ(0) ∈ C for some λ
(0) ∈ ∆(V) with |S(λ(0)| = 1.

Output: x(t) = Vλ(t) ∈ C for some λ
(t) ∈ ∆(V) for t ∈ N.

for t ∈ N do

compute d
(t)
FW,d

(t)
AFW, d

(t)
BPFW as in (3.6) for x = x(t) and S = S(λ(t))

select either d(t) ∈ {d
(t)
FW,d

(t)
AFW} in AFW or d ∈ {d

(t)
FW, d

(t)
BPFW} in BPFW that

minimizes 〈∇f(x(t)),d(t)〉
compute ηt,max as in (3.7) for λ = λ

(t)

x(t+1) ← x(t) + ηtd
(t) for some ηt ∈ [0, ηt,max]

update λ
(t+1) ∈ ∆(V) as in (3.8) for λ = λ

(t)

end for

where d(t) = v(t)−x(t) is the Frank-Wolfe direction defined via v(t) = argminv∈C〈∇f(x
(t)),v〉.

As noted above, FW, limited to FW directions, does not admit fast convergence rates
when there are optimal solutions on the relative boundary of C. To overcome this
limitation, FW variants have been studied that admit more flexible choices of d(t). In
this section, we focus on the away-step Frank-Wolfe algorithm (AFW) [1, 16, 26] and
the blended pairwise Frank-Wolfe algorithm (BPFW) [22]. To facilitate a richer choice
of search directions, both variants maintain and rely on a vertex representation of x(t)

as we next explain.
Let C ⊆ Rn be a polytope with vertex set V := vert(C) and let

∆(V) :=

{

λ = (λv)v∈V | λv ≥ 0 for v ∈ V and
∑

v∈V

λv = 1

}

.

Any x ∈ C has a vertex representation of the form x =
∑

v∈V λvv for some λ ∈ ∆(V).
For ease of notation, we write Vλ for

∑

v∈V λvv. For λ ∈ ∆(V), the support set of λ
is defined as:

S(λ) = {v ∈ V | λv > 0}.

For x ∈ C, we further define

S(x) = {S(λ) | x = Vλ for some λ ∈ ∆(V)}.

Suppose that x ∈ C and x = Vλ for some ∆(V). Let S = S(λ) and define the away
vertex a ∈ S, the local FW vertex z ∈ S, and the global FW vertex v ∈ V as follows:

a = argmaxy∈S〈∇f(x),y〉, z = argminy∈S〈∇f(x),y〉, v = argminy∈C〈∇f(x),y〉.

The above away, local FW, and global FW vertices in turn yield the following FW,
away, and blended pairwise directions:

dFW = v − x, dAFW = x− a, dBPFW = z− a. (3.6)

9



Notice that the away and blended pairwise directions reduce the weight of a vertex in
the vertex representation of x and increases the weight of other vertices. In contrast,
the FW direction increases the weight of the vertex v and reduces the weight of all
other vertices equally. For d ∈ {dFW,dAFW,dBPFW}, there is a natural maximum
step-size ηmax that ensures that x + ηd ∈ C for η ∈ [0, ηmax]. The precise calculation
of ηmax requires an explicit vertex representation of x of the form x = Vλ such that
S(λ) = S. For each of the directions in (3.6), the maximum step-size ηmax is as follows,
see [16, 22, 26]:

ηmax =







1, if d = dFW = v − x
λa

1−λa

, if d = dAFW = x− a

λa, if d = dBPFW = z− a.

(3.7)

Furthermore, for η ∈ [0, ηmax] the point x+ = x + ηd has a vertex representation
x+ = Vλ+ where

λ+
s =











































(1− η)λs + η, if d = dFW = v − x and s = v

(1− η)λs, if d = dFW = v − x and s 6= v

(1 + η)λs − η, if d = dAFW = x− a and s = a

(1 + η)λs, if d = dAFW = x− a and s 6= a

λs − η, if d = dBPFW = z− a and s = a

λs + η, if d = dBPFW = z− a and s = z

λs, if d = dBPFW = z− a and s 6∈ {a, z}.

(3.8)

We next establish affine-invariant convergence results for Algorithm 2 analogous to
Theorem 3.2. To do so, we rely on the following vertex distance in lieu of the radial
distance.

Definition 3.5 (Vertex distance). Let C ⊆ Rn be a polytope and x,y ∈ C. The vertex
distance v : C × C → [0, 1] between x and y is defined as

v(y,x) = max
S∈S(x)

min{γ ≥ 0 | y − x = γ(v − u) for some v ∈ C and u ∈ conv(S)}.

Note that v(y,x) = 0 if and only if x = y. Observe that if C ⊆ Rn is a polytope,
then for all x,y ∈ C, it holds that v(y,x) ≤ r(y,x). In particular, if (C, f) satisfies the
(µ, θ)-error bound relative to r then (C, f) also satisfies the (µ, θ)-error bound relative
to v and it would typically do so for a larger µ.

As we detail below in Theorem 3.6, the convergence of Algorithm 2 is a consequence
of the extended curvature of (C, f) and the error bound of (C, f) relative to v. Suppose
that (C, f) has extended L-curvature. We consider two possible choices of step-size ηt
in Line 5 of Algorithm 2. The first one is line-search:

ηt = argminη∈[0,ηt,max] f(x
(t) + ηd(t)).

The second one is the short-step:

ηt = argminη∈[0,ηt,max]

{

f(x(t)) + η〈∇f(x(t)),d(t)〉+
Lη2

2

}

.

10



It is easy to see that for either the line-search or short-step the following inequality
holds when ηt < ηt,max

f(x(t+1)) ≤ f(x(t))−
〈∇f(x(t)),d(t)〉2

2L
, (3.9)

and the following inequality holds when ηt = ηt,max ≥ 1

f(x(t+1)) ≤ f(x(t)) +
〈∇f(x(t)),d(t)〉

2
. (3.10)

Theorem 3.6 (AFW and BPFW). Let C ⊆ Rn be a polytope, let f : C → R be convex
and differentiable in an open set containing C, and suppose that (C, f) has extended
L-curvature for some L > 0, and satisfies the (µ, θ)-error bound relative to v for some
µ > 0 and θ ∈ [0, 1/2]. Then, the iterates of Algorithm 2 with line-search or short-step
satisfy the following convergence rates.

• When θ = 1/2 the following linear convergence rate holds for all t ∈ N:

f(x(t))− f∗ ≤ (f(x(0))− f∗)

(

1−min

{

µ

8L
,
1

2

})⌈t/2⌉

. (3.11)

• When θ ∈ [0, 1/2), the following initial initial linear convergence rate holds for
t ∈ {0, 1, . . . , t0}

f(x(t))− f∗ ≤
f(x(0))− f∗

2⌈t/2⌉
, (3.12)

where t0 ∈ N is the smallest t such that

µ2θ(f(x(t))− f∗)1−2θ

8L
≤

1

2
.

And for t ∈ N≥t0 , the following sublinear convergence rate holds:

f(x(t))−f∗ ≤

(

(f(x(t0))− f∗)(2θ−1) +
(1− 2θ)µ2θ

8L
·

⌈

t− |S(λ(t0)| − t0 + 1

2

⌉)
1

2θ−1

.

(3.13)

Once again, the rates in Theorem 3.6 interpolate between the iconic rate O(t−1)
when θ = 0, to the linear rate (3.11) when θ = 1/2. The proof of Theorem 3.6 relies
on the following scaling lemma, resembling Lemma 3.3.

Lemma 3.7. Let C ⊆ Rn be a polytope, let f : C → R be convex and differentiable in
an open set containing C. Then, for all x ∈ C \X∗ and all S ∈ S(x), it holds that

max
a∈S,v∈C

〈∇f(x), a − v〉 ≥
f(x)− f∗

v(X∗,x)
. (3.14)

In particular, if (C, f) satisfies a (µ, θ)-error bound relative to v for some µ > 0 and
θ ∈ [0, 1/2], then for all x ∈ C

max
a∈S,v∈C

〈∇f(x), a − v〉 ≥ µθ(f(x) − f∗)1−θ. (3.15)

11



Proof. Let γ = v(X∗,x) > 0 and x∗ ∈ X∗ be such that v(x∗,x) = v(X∗,x) = γ > 0.
The definition of v implies that there exist w ∈ C,u ∈ conv(S) such that x∗ − x =
γ(w − u). Thus,

max
a∈S,v∈C

〈∇f(x), a − v〉 ≥ 〈∇f(x),u−w〉 =
〈∇f(x),x − x∗〉

γ
≥

f(x)− f∗

v(X∗,x)
,

where the last inequality follows from convexity of f . Thus (3.14) follows. To show (3.15),
suppose x ∈ C. If x ∈ X∗ then (3.15) trivially holds. Otherwise, when x ∈ C \ X∗,
observe that (3.14) and the (µ, θ)-error bound relative to v imply that

max
a∈S,v∈C

〈∇f(x), a−v〉 ≥
f(x)− f∗

v(X∗,x)
=

(f(x) − f∗)1−θ(f(x) − f∗)θ

v(X∗,x)
≥ µθ(f(x)−f∗)1−θ.

Proof of Theorem 3.6. The choice of d(t) implies that for t ∈ N≥0

〈∇f(x(t),d(t)〉 ≤
〈∇f(x(t)),v(t) − a(t)〉

2
< 0 (3.16)

and

〈∇f(x(t)),d(t)〉 ≤ 〈∇f(x(t)),v(t) − x(t)〉 ≤ 〈∇f(x(t)),x∗ − x(t)〉 ≤ f∗ − f(x). (3.17)

We next proceed by considering three possible cases:

1. ηt < ηt,max. In this case, (3.9), (3.16), and (3.15) imply that

f(x(t+1)) ≤ f(x(t))−
〈∇f(x(t)),d(t)〉2

2L

≤ f(x(t))−
〈∇f(x(t)),v(t) − a(t)〉2

8L

≤ f(x(t))−
µ2θ(f(x(t))− f∗)2(1−θ)

8L
.

2. ηt = ηt,max ≥ 1. In this case, (3.10) and (3.17) imply that

f(x(t+1)) ≤ f(x(t)) +
〈∇f(x(t)),d(t)〉

2
≤ f(x(t))−

f(x(t))− f∗

2
.

Thus, if either of Case 1 or Case 2 occurs, we get

f(x(t+1))− f∗ ≤ (f(x(t))− f∗)

(

1−min

{

1

2
,
µ2θ(f(x(t))− f∗)1−2θ

8L

})

. (3.18)

3. ηt = ηt,max < 1. In this case, the choice of step-size ηt implies that

f(x(t+1))− f∗ ≤ f(x(t))− f∗.

12



Whenever Case 3 occurs we have |S(λ(t+1))| ≤ |S(λ(t))| − 1 and whenever Case 1 or

Case 2 occurs we have |S(λ(t+1))| ≤ |S(λ(t))|+ 1. Since |S(λ(t))| ≥ 1 for all t ∈ N, it
follows that for any consecutive sequence of iterations {t0, t0+1, . . . , t} Case 1 or Case

2 must occur at least ⌈ t−|S(λ(t0)|−t0+1
2 ⌉ times. Furthermore, the sequence f(x(t))− f∗

is monotonically nonincreasing as this is guaranteed in any of the three cases. The
proof is completed as follows. When θ = 1/2, Inequality (3.18) and the monotonicity
of f(x(t))− f∗ imply that for t ∈ N whenever Case 1 or Case 2 occurs, it holds that

f(x(t+1))− f∗ ≤ (f(x(t))− f∗)

(

1−min

{

1

2
,
µ

8L

})

.

Thus (3.11) follows. When θ ∈ [0, 1/2), Inequality (3.18) and the monotonicity of
f(x(t))− f∗ imply that whenever Case 1 or Case 2 occurs and t < t0, it holds that

f(x(t+1))− f∗ ≤
1

2
(f(x(t))− f∗).

Therefore, (3.12) holds for t = 0, 1, . . . , t0. Finally, when θ ∈ [0, 1/2), Inequality (3.18)
and the monotonicity of f(x(t))− f∗ imply that whenever Case 1 or Case 2 occurs and
t ≥ t0, it holds that that

f(x(t+1))− f∗ ≤ (f(x(t))− f∗)

(

1−
µ2θ

8L
(f(x(t))− f∗)1−2θ

)

.

Thus Lemma 2.6 implies (3.13) for t ≥ t0.

We next discuss common sufficient conditions for the the assumptions of Theo-
rem 3.6 to hold. First, as noted in Section 2, the pair (C, f) has extended L-curvature
for some L > 0 whenever f is smooth with respect to a norm in C. Proposition 3.10
below is an analogue of Proposition 3.4. It shows that (C, f) satisfies an error bound
relative to v provided C is a polytope and (C, f) satisfies a Hölderian error bound with
respect to some norm in C.

The proof of Proposition 3.10 relies on the following definition and technical lemma.

Definition 3.8 (Minimal face). Let C ⊆ Rn be a nonempty polytope. For x ∈ C let
F (x) ∈ faces(C) denote the minimal face of C that contains x, that is, F (x) ∈ faces(C)
satisfies x ∈ F (x) and F (x) ⊆ G for all G ∈ faces(C) such that x ∈ G. Similarly, for
∅ 6= X ⊆ C let F (X) ∈ faces(C) denote the minimal face of C that contains X.

Lemma 3.9. Let Rn be endowed with a norm ‖ · ‖ and let C ⊆ Rn be a nonempty
polytope. Then for all x,y ∈ C

‖y − x‖ ≥ v(y,x) · Φ(F (y), C). (3.19)

For ease of exposition, we defer the proof of Lemma 3.9 to Section 4.

Proposition 3.10 (Vertex distance error bound). Let Rn be endowed with a norm
‖ ·‖, let C ⊆ Rn be a polytope, and let f : C → R be convex. Suppose that (C, f) satisfies
a (µ, θ)-Hölderian error bound with respect to ‖ · ‖ for some µ > 0 and θ ∈ [0, 1/2].
Then (C, f) satisfies a (µ̃, θ) error bound relative to v for

µ̃ = µ · Φ(F (X∗), C)1/θ.

13



Algorithm 3 In-face Frank-Wolfe algorithm (IFW)

Input: x(0) ∈ C
Output: x(t) ∈ C for t ∈ N.

for t ∈ N do

compute d
(t)
FW,d

(t)
inAFW, d

(t)
inBPFW as in (3.22) for x = x(t)

select d(t) ∈ {d
(t)
FW,d

(t)
inAFW,d

(t)
inBPFW} that minimizes 〈∇f(x(t)),d(t)〉

compute ηt,max as in (3.21) for x = x(t) and d = d(t)

x(t+1) ← x(t) + ηtd
(t) for some ηt ∈ [0, ηt,max]

end for

Proof. This proof is similar to that of Proposition 3.4. Lemma 3.9 implies that for all
x ∈ C

min
x∗∈X∗

‖x∗ − x‖ ≥ v(X∗,x) · Φ(F (X∗), C).

Since f satisfies a (µ, θ)-Hölderian error bound over C with respect to the norm ‖ · ‖,
it follows that for all x ∈ C

(

f(x)− f∗

µ

)θ

≥ min
x∗∈X∗

‖x∗ − x‖ ≥ v(X∗,x) · Φ(F (X∗), C),

and thus
(

f(x)− f∗

µ̃

)θ

≥ v(X∗,x).

Note that in the seminal work of [16], the convergence rate depended on the global
inner facial distance instead. The global facial distance generally depends on the di-
mension of the polytope C. This has already been demonstrated, for example, for the
ℓ1-ball [23] and the hypercube [18]. In Section 4.2, we demonstrate that the same does
not hold true for the local facial distance. Instead, we will show that the local facial dis-
tance depends only on the dimension of the optimal face F (X∗). Our theory is the first
result that gives this without additional assumptions such as strict complementarity
as in, for example, [7].

3.3 In-face Frank-Wolfe algorithm

We next describe another variant of the Frank-Wolfe algorithm based on in-face away,
in-face pairwise, and in-face blended pairwise directions when a suitable in-face oracle
is available. Variants of the Frank-Wolfe algorithm that incorporates in-face directions
have been considered and analyzed by [6] for low-rank matrix completion and by [9]
for minimization over simplex-like polytopes. An advantage of in-face variants is that
they do not require an explicit vertex representation of the iterates.

Throughout this subsection we assume that C ⊆ Rn is a polytope equipped with
the following kind of in-face linear minimization oracle: for x ∈ C and g ∈ Rn there is

14



an oracle that computes
argminy∈F (x)〈g,y〉, (3.20)

where F (x) ∈ faces(C) denotes the minimal face of C that contains x as detailed in
Definition 3.8. We also assume that C is equipped with the following kind of maximum
step-size oracle: for x ∈ C ⊆ Rn and d ∈ C − C there is an oracle that computes

max{η ≥ 0 | x+ ηd ∈ C}. (3.21)

As it is discussed in [9], the above in-face linear minimization and maximum step-size
oracles can be constructed when a linear minimization oracle for C is available and C
has a polyhedral description of the form

C = {x ∈ Rn | Ax = b, Dx ≥ e},

provided there is an additional available oracle for the mapping x 7→ Dx. In particular,
this is the case when C has a standard form description

C = {x ∈ Rn | Ax = b,x ≥ 0}.

For x ∈ C define the in-face away vertex a ∈ S and in-face local minimizer vertex
z ∈ S, and global minimizer vertex as follows

a = argmaxy∈F (x)〈∇f(x),y〉, z = argminy∈F (x)〈∇f(x),y〉, v = argminy∈C〈∇f(x),y〉.

The objects defined above in turn yield the following Frank-Wolfe, in-face away, and
in-face blended pairwise directions for any x ∈ C:

dFW = v − x, dinAFW = x− a, dinBPFW = a− z. (3.22)

We next establish affine-invariant convergence results for Algorithm 3 analogous to
Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 3.6. To do so, we rely on the following face distance.

Definition 3.11 (Face distance). Let C ⊆ Rn be a polytope and x,y ∈ C. The face
distance f : C × C → [0, 1] between x and y is defined as

f(y,x) = min{γ ≥ 0 | y − x = γ(v − u) for some v ∈ C and u ∈ F (x)}.

Note that f(x,y) = 0 if and only if x = y. Observe that if C ⊆ Rn is a polytope,
then for all x,y ∈ C, it holds that f(y,x) ≤ v(y,x). In particular, if (C, f) satisfies the
(µ, θ)-error bound relative to v then (C, f) also satisfies the (µ, θ)-error bound relative
to f and it would typically do so for a larger µ.

As we detail below, a suitable modification of Theorem 3.6 yields the following
convergence rate of Algorithm 3.

Theorem 3.12 (IFW). Let C ⊆ Rn be a polytope equipped with an in-face oracle (3.20)
and a maximum step-size oracle (3.21), let f : C → R be convex and differentiable in
an open set containing C, and suppose that (C, f) has extended L-curvature for some
L > 0, and satisfies the (µ, θ)-error bound relative to f for some µ > 0 and θ ∈ [0, 1/2].
Then the iterates of Algorithm 3 with line-search or short-step satisfy the following
convergence rates.

15



• When θ = 1/2 the following linear convergence rate holds for all t ∈ N:

f(x(t))− f∗ ≤ (f(x(0))− f∗)

(

1−min

{

µ

8L
,
1

2

})⌈t/ dim(C)⌉

. (3.23)

• When θ ∈ [0, 1/2), the following initial linear convergence rate holds for t ∈
{0, 1, . . . , t0}:

f(x(t))− f∗ ≤
f(x(0))− f∗

2⌈t/ dim(C)⌉
, (3.24)

where t0 ∈ N is the smallest t such that

µ2θ(f(x(t))− f∗)1−2θ

8L
≤

1

2
.

And for t ∈ N≥t0 , the following sublinear convergence rate holds:

f(x(t))− f∗ ≤

(

(f(x(t0))− f∗)(2θ−1) +
(1 − 2θ)µ2θ

8L
· ⌈

t− t0
dim(C)

⌉

)

1
2θ−1

(3.25)

The proof of Theorem 3.12 relies on the following analogue of Lemma 3.7. We
omit the proof of Lemma 3.13 as it is a straightforward modification of the proof of
Lemma 3.7.

Lemma 3.13. Let C ⊆ Rn be a polytope and let f : C → R be convex and differentiable
in an open set containing C. Let x ∈ C such that f(X∗,x) > 0. Then,

max
a∈F (x),v∈C

〈∇f(x), a − v〉 ≥
f(x)− f∗

f(X∗,x)
. (3.26)

In particular, if (C, f) satisfies a (µ, θ)-error bound relative to f then for all x ∈ C

max
a∈F (x),v∈C

〈∇f(x), a − v〉 ≥ µθ(f(x) − f∗))1−θ . (3.27)

Proof of Theorem 3.12. This proof is similar that of Theorem 3.6 and thus we are
deliberately succinct. The choice of d(t) implies that for all t ∈ N≥0

〈∇f(x(t),d(t)〉 ≤
〈∇f(x(t)),v(t) − a(t)〉

2
< 0 (3.28)

and
〈∇f(x(t)),d(t)〉 ≤ 〈∇f(x(t)),v(t) − x(t)〉 ≤ f∗ − f(x). (3.29)

We proceed by considering three possible cases:

1. ηt < ηt,max. In this case, (3.9), (3.28), and (3.27) imply that

f(x(t+1)) ≤ f(x(t))−
µ2θ(f(x(t))− f∗)2(1−θ)

8L
.
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2. ηt = ηt,max ≥ 1. In this case, (3.10) and (3.29) imply that

f(x(t+1)) ≤ f(x(t))−
f(x(t))− f∗

2
.

Thus if either of Case 1 or Case 2 occurs, then we get

f(x(t+1))− f∗ ≤

(

1−min

{

1

2
,
µ2θ(f(x(t))− f∗)1−2θ

8L

})

(f(x(t))− f∗).

3. ηt = ηt,max < 1. In this case the choice of step-size ηt implies that

f(x(t+1))− f∗ ≤ f(x(t))− f∗.

Whenever Case 3 occurs we have dim(F (x(t+1))) ≤ dim(F (x(t))) − 1 and whenever
Case 1 or Case 2 occurs we have dim(F (x(t+1))) ≤ dim(C). Since dim(F (x(t))) ≥ 0 for
all t ∈ N, Case 3 can occur at most dim(C) times per each occurrence of one of the first
two cases. Thus for any consecutive sequence of iterations {t0, t0 + 1, . . . , t} Case 1 or
Case 2 must occur at least ⌈ t−t0

dim(C)⌉ times. The rest of the proof is a straightforward

modification of the last part of the proof of Theorem 3.6.

Proposition 3.15 below is an analogue of Proposition 3.4 and 3.10. It shows that
(C, f) satisfies an error bound relative to f provided C is a polytope and (C, f) satisfies
a Hölderian error bound with respect to some norm in C. We omit the proof of Propo-
sition 3.15 as it is a straightforward modification of the proof of Proposition 3.10 via
the following analogue of Lemma 3.9.

Lemma 3.14. Let Rn be endowed with a norm ‖ · ‖ and let C ⊆ Rn be a nonempty
polytope. Then for all x,y ∈ C

‖y − x‖ ≥ f(y,x) · Φ̄(F (y), C). (3.30)

Again for ease of exposition, we defer the proof of Lemma 3.14 to Section 4.

Proposition 3.15 (Face distance error bound). Let Rn be endowed with a norm ‖ · ‖,
let C ⊆ Rn be a nonempty polytope, and let f : C → R be convex. Suppose that (C, f)
satisfies a (µ, θ)-Hölderian error bound with respect to ‖ · ‖ for some µ > 0 and θ ∈
[0, 1/2]. Then (C, f) satisfies a (µ̃, θ) error bound relative to f for

µ̃ = µ · Φ̄(F (X∗), C)1/θ.

3.3.1 In-face FW for polytopes in standard form

So far, we discussed IFW for general polytopes. Notably, when a (µ, θ)-error bound
holds with θ = 1/2, we derived the convergence guarantee O(exp(− t

dim(C) )). In the

theorem below, when C is a polytope in standard form, that is,

C = {x ∈ Rn | Ax = b,x ≥ 0}, (3.31)

where A ∈ Rm×n, rank(A) = m, and b ∈ Rm, we derive an alternate convergence rate
of order O(exp(− t

m )) which is sharper when m < dim(C).
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Theorem 3.16 (IFW for polytopes in standard form). Let C ⊆ Rn be a polytope of
the form (3.31), let f : C → R be convex and differentiable in an open set containing
C, and suppose that (C, f) has extended L-curvature for some L > 0, and satisfies
the (µ, θ)-error bound with θ ∈ [0, 1/2] relative to f for some µ > 0 and θ ∈ [0, 1/2].
Suppose Algorithm 3 starts with x(0) ∈ vert(C). Then the iterates of Algorithm 3 with
line-search or short-step satisfy the following convergece rates.

• When θ = 1/2 the following linear convergence rate holds for all t ∈ N:

f(x(t))− f∗ ≤ (f(x(0))− f∗)

(

1−min

{

µ

8L
,
1

2

})⌈t/m⌉

. (3.32)

• When θ ∈ [0, 1/2) the following initial linear convergence rate holds for t ∈
{0, 1, . . . , t0}:

f(x(t))− f∗ ≤
f(x(0))− f∗

2⌈t/m⌉
, (3.33)

where t0 ∈ N is the smallest t such that

µ2θ(f(x(t))− f∗)1−2θ

8L
≤

1

2
.

And for t ∈ N≥t0 , the following sublinear convergence rate holds:

f(x(t))−f∗ ≤

(

(f(x(t0))− f∗)(2θ−1) +
(1− 2θ)µ2θ

8L
·

⌈

t− dim(F (x(t0)))− t0
m

⌉)

1
2θ−1

.

(3.34)

Proof. The proof deviates from the proof of Theorem 3.12 only in the analysis of the
number of drop steps. We focus on this aspect.

Whenever Case 3 occurs we have dim(F (x(t+1))) ≤ dim(F (x(t)))− 1. On the other
hand, whenever Case 1 or Case 2 occurs, the standard form description of C implies that
dim(F (x(t+1))) ≤ dim(F (x(t))) + m because the reduction in the number of binding
inequalities from F (x(t)) to F (x(t+1)) is at most m. Since dim(F (x(t))) ≥ 0 for all
t ∈ N, it follows that for any consecutive sequence of iterations {t0, t0 + 1, . . . , t} Case

1 or Case 2 must occur at least ⌈ t−dim(F (x(t0)))−t0
m ⌉ times. The rest of the proof is

analogous to the proof of Theorem 3.12.

3.3.2 In-face pairwise Frank-Wolfe for simplex-like polytopes

This section features an interesting connection with [9] where Garber and Meshi in-
troduced a decomposition-invariant pairwise Frank-Wolfe algorithm for simplex-like
polytopes whose convergence properties depends on the sparsity of the optimal solu-
tion set.

Definition 3.17 (Simplex-like polytope). A polytope C = {x ∈ Rn | Ax = b,x ≥ 0}
whose vertices are contained in {0, 1}n, where A ∈ Rm×n and b ∈ Rm, is called a
simplex-like polytope.
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Algorithm 4 Frank-Wolfe algorithm with in-face pairwise directions for simplex-like-
polytopes (FWIPW)

Input: x(0) ∈ vert(C)
Output: x(t) ∈ C for t ∈ N.

η−1 ← 1
for t ∈ N do

compute d
(t)
PW as in (3.35) for x = x(t)

γt ← −
〈∇f(x(t)),d

(t)
PW〉

L

ηt ← max{2−kt | kt ∈ N, 2−kt ≤ min{γt, ηt−1}}

x(t+1) ← x(t) + ηtd
(t)
PW

end for

We present a FW variant that is similar to the decomposition-invariant pairwise
Frank-Wolfe algorithm of Garber and Meshi [9] in Algorithm 4. Like Algorithm 3,
Algorithm 4 relies on the in-face linear minimization oracle (3.20) and the maximum
step-size oracle (3.21). Unlike Algorithm 3, Algorithm 4 uses the pairwise direction:

dPW = v − a, (3.35)

where a = argmaxy∈F (x)〈∇f(x),y〉 and v = argminy∈C〈∇f(x),y〉. Algorithm 4 also
uses the following target short-step rule

−
〈∇f(x),dPW〉

L
= argminγ≥0

{

f(x) + γ〈∇f(x),dPW〉+
Lγ2

2

}

.

We next establish affine-invariant convergence results for Algorithm 4 analogous to
but stronger than those in Theorems 3.6, 3.12, and 3.16.

Theorem 3.18 (FWIPW). Let C ⊆ Rn be a simplex-like polytope, let f : C → R

be convex and differentiable in an open set containing C, and suppose that (C, f) has
extended L-curvature for some L > 0, and satisfies the (µ, θ)-error bound relative to f

for some µ > 0 and θ ∈ [0, 1/2]. Then the iterates of Algorithm 4 satisfy the following
initial linear convergence rate for t ∈ {0, 1, . . . , t0}:

f(x(t))− f∗ ≤
f(x(0))− f∗

2t
, (3.36)

where t0 ∈ N is the smallest t such that

〈∇f(x(t)),d
(t)
PW
〉 < L.

Then the following convergence rates hold.

• When θ = 1/2 the following linear convergence rate holds for all t ∈ N≥t0 :

f(x(t))− f∗ ≤ (f(x(t0))− f∗)
(

1−
µ

4L

)t−t0
.
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• When θ ∈ [0, 1/2) the following sublinear convergence rate holds for all t ∈ N≥t0 :

f(x(t))− f∗ ≤

(

(f(x(t0))− f∗)(2θ−1) +
(1− 2θ)µ2θ(t− t0)

4L

)

1
2θ−1

.

Proof. We first prove that the iterates are feasible, that is, x(t) ∈ C for all t ∈ N. We
do so via the following two claims that are essentially identical to Observation 2 and
Lemma 1 in [9].

Claim 1: Suppose that for some iteration t ∈ N of Algorithm 4, it holds that x(t) ∈ C

and x
(t)
i ≥ ηt whenever x

(t)
i > 0. Then x(t+1) ∈ C.

Proof of Claim 1: Since a(t) = argminy∈F (x(t))〈∇f(x
(t)),y〉, it follows that a

(t)
i = 0

whenever x
(t)
i = 0. Therefore since a(t) ∈ {0, 1}n, our assumption on the positive en-

tries of x(t) implies that x(t)−ηta
(t) ≥ 0. Since v(t) ∈ C, in particular v(t) ≥ 0 and thus

x(t+1) = x(t) − ηta
(t) + ηtv

(t) ≥ 0. Furthermore, since x(t), a(t),v(t) ∈ C, in particular
Ax(t) = Aa(t) = Av(t) = b and hence Ax(t+1) = b as well. Therefore, x(t+1) ∈ C.

Claim 2: The iterates of Algorithm 4 are feasible, that is, x(t) ∈ C for all t ∈ N.
Proof of Claim 2: We prove by induction that for all t ∈ N, there exists α

(t) ∈ Nn

such that x(t) = ηtα
(t). The feasibility of the iterates then follows from Claim 1. For

the base case t = 0 observe that since x(0) is a vertex of C, it holds that x
(0)
i ∈ {0, 1}

for each i ∈ [n]. Since η0 = 2−k0 for some k0 ∈ N, it follows that x(0) = η0α
(0) for

α
(0) = 2k0x(0) ∈ Nn. Suppose that the induction hypothesis holds for some t ∈ N.

Since subtracting ηta
(t) from x(t) can only decrease positive entries in x(t), see the

proof of Claim 1, and since both a(t) and v(t) are vertices of C, the ith entry of x(t+1)

is given by

x
(t+1)
i = ηt ·











α
(t)
i , if αi(t) ≥ 1 and a

(t)
i = v

(t)
i ∈ {0, 1}

α
(t)
i − 1, if αi(t) ≥ 1 and a

(t)
i = 1 and v

(t)
i = 0

α
(t)
i + 1, if a

(t)
i = 0 and v

(t)
i = 1.

Since ηt+1 = 2−kt+1 ≤ 2−kt = ηt for some kt+1 ∈ N, it follows that ηt

ηt+1
∈ N≥1. Thus,

α
(t+1) = ηt

ηt+1
α

(t) ∈ Nn is such that x(t+1) = ηt+1α
(t+1), proving Claim 2.

It remains to prove the convergence rates. To do so we rely on the following result.

Claim 3: For all t ∈ N≥t0 , it holds that

−
〈∇f(x(t)),d

(t)
PW〉

L
≥ ηt ≥

µθ(f(x(t))− f∗)1−θ

2L
, (3.37)

which also implies that the suboptimality gap is nonincreasing, that is, f(x(t+1)) ≤
f(x(t)) for all t ∈ N≥t0 .
Proof of Claim 3: The upper bound in (3.37) readily follows from the choice of ηt:

ηt ≤ γt = −
〈∇f(x(t)),d

(t)
PW〉

L
.
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Furthermore, since (C, f) has extended L-curvature it also follows that

f(x(t+1)) = f(x(t) + ηtd
(t)
PW)

≤ f(x(t)) + ηt〈∇f(x
(t)),d

(t)
PW〉+

Lη2t
2

≤ f(x(t))−
Lη2t
2

≤ f(x(t)).

Thus the primal optimality gap is nonincreasing.
We prove the lower bound in (3.37) by induction. The choice of t0 and (3.27) imply

that

ηt0 ≥
γt0
2

= −
〈∇f(x(t0)),d

(t0)
PW〉

2L
≥

µθ(f(x(t0))− f∗)1−θ

2L
.

Suppose that the lower bound holds for t ∈ N. In case γt+1 ≤ ηt, Claim 3 follows
from (3.27):

ηt+1 ≥
γt+1

2
= −
〈∇f(x(t+1)),d

(t+1)
PW 〉

2L
≥

µθ(f(x(t+1))− f∗)1−θ

2L
.

In case γt+1 ≥ ηt, Claim 3 follows from the induction hypothesis and the the nonin-
creasing suboptimality gap:

ηt+1 = ηt ≥
µθ(f(x(t))− f∗)1−θ

2L
≥

µθ(f(x(t+1))− f∗)1−θ

2L
.

Finally, we derive the convergence guarantee. For t ∈ {0, . . . , t0} we have ηt = 1 ≤

−〈∇f(x(t)),d
(t)
PW〉. Thus the extended L-curvature of (C, f) implies that

f(x(t+1)) ≤ f(x(t)) +
〈∇f(x(t)),d

(t)
PW〉

2
≤ f(x(t))−

f(x(t))− f∗

2
.

Thus (3.36) follows.
On the other hand, Claim 3, L-curvature, and (3.27) imply that for all t ∈ N≥t0 it

holds that

f(x(t+1)) ≤ f(x(t)) + ηt〈∇f(x
(t)),d

(t)
PW〉+

Lη2t
2

≤ f(x(t)) + ηt

(

〈∇f(x(t)),d
(t)
PW〉+

Lηt
2

)

≤ f(x(t)) + ηt
〈∇f(x(t)),d

(t)
PW〉

2

≤ f(x(t))−
µ2θ(f(x(t))− f∗)2(1−θ)

4L
.

The theorem follows from repeated application of the above inequality when θ = 1/2
and from Lemma 2.6 when θ ∈ [0, 1/2).

21



We conclude this section with the following result analogous to Proposition 3.4,
Proposition 3.10, and Proposition 3.15 but specialized to the Euclidean norm. We rely
on the following notation and terminology from [9]. Suppose C ⊆ Rn be a simplex-like
polytope and ∅ 6= X ⊆ C. Let card(X) denote the cardinality of X , that is, the number
of positive entries of the most dense point in X .

Proposition 3.19. Let Rn be endowed with the Euclidean norm ‖ · ‖2, let C ⊆ Rn be
a polytope, and let f : C → R be convex. Suppose that (C, f) satisfies a (µ, θ)-Hölderian
error bound with respect to ‖ · ‖2 for some µ > 0 and θ ∈ [0, 1/2]. Then (C, f) satisfies
a (µ̃, θ) error bound relative to f for

µ̃ = max

{

µ

card(X∗)1/(2θ)
,

µ

(n− card(X∗))1/(2θ)

}

.

The bound in Proposition 3.19 is in the same spirit as the bound stated Lemma 2
in [9]. A difference is that the bound in Proposition 3.19 is sharper when the most
dense point in X∗ has more than n/2 non-zero components. We defer the proof of
Proposition 3.19 to Section 4.

4 Facial geometry

In this section, we develop some geometric properties of the inner and outer facial
distances. More precisely, we give proofs of Lemma 3.9 and Lemma 3.14 and give
generic lower bounds on the inner and outer facial distances. In particular, we give a
proof of Proposition 3.19 as an immediate consequence of more general bounds.

4.1 Proofs of Lemma 3.9 and Lemma 3.14

Proof of Lemma 3.9. Suppose that x,y ∈ C with y 6= x as otherwise (3.19) trivially
holds. Consider the following modified version of v(y,x):

ṽ(y,x) := max
S∈S(x)

min{γ ≥ 0 | y − x = γ(v − u) for some v ∈ F (y)and u ∈ conv(S)}.

(4.1)
Suppose that S,v,u attain the value γ = ṽ(y,x) in (4.2) and S is a minimal set with
respect to inclusion.

We claim that the construction of ṽ(y,x) and the choice of u,v imply that u ∈
conv(vert(C) \ F (v)). To show this claim it suffices to show that S ∩ vert(F (v)) = ∅.
To do so, we proceed by contradiction. Observe that the minimality of S implies that
u =

∑

s∈S λss for some λs > 0, s ∈ S with
∑

s∈S λs = 1. If S ∩vert(F (v)) 6= ∅ then for
some s ∈ S ∩vert(F (v)) and ǫ > 0 sufficiently small we have both u′ := (1+ ǫ)u− ǫs ∈
conv(S) because all λs > 0 and v′ := (1+ǫ)v−ǫs ∈ F (v) because v ∈ ri(F (v)). Hence
we get

y − x =
γ

1 + ǫ
(v′ − u′)

with γ/(1 + ǫ) < γ. This contradicts the choice of S,v,u. Thus, S ∩ vert(F (v)) = ∅.
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To finish, observe that γ = ṽ(y,x) ≥ v(y,x) and thus

‖y − x‖ = γ‖v − u‖

≥ v(y,x) · dist(F (v), conv(vert(C) \ F (v)))

≥ v(y,x) · Φ(F (y), C).

The second to last step holds because ∅ 6= F (v) ∈ faces(F (y)) and u ∈ conv(vert(C) \
F (v)). Since this holds for any x,y ∈ C with y 6= x, the bound (3.19) follows.

Proof of Lemma 3.14. This proof is similar, but simpler, to that of Lemma 3.9. Sup-
pose that x,y ∈ C with y 6= x as otherwise (3.30) trivially holds. Consider the following
modified version of f(y,x):

f̄(y,x) := min{γ ≥ 0 | y − x = γ(v − u) for some v ∈ F (y) and u ∈ F (x)}, (4.2)

and suppose v,u attain the value γ = f̄(y,x), that is, v ∈ F (y),u ∈ F (x) and
y − x = γ(v − u). The construction of f̄(y,x) and the choice of γ,u,v imply that
F (u) ∩ F (v) = ∅. To finish, observe that γ = f̄(y,x) ≥ f(y,x) and thus

‖y − x‖ = γ‖v− u‖

≥ f(y,x) · dist(F (v), F (u))

≥ f(y,x) · Φ̄(F (y), C).

The last step holds because both F (v) ∈ faces(F (y)) and F (u) ∈ faces(F (x)) ⊆
faces(C) are evidently nonempty, and F (u) ∩ F (v) = ∅. Since this holds for any
x,y ∈ C with y 6= x, the bound (3.30) follows.

4.2 Lower bound on the inner and outer facial distances

We next provide lower bounds on the inner and outer facial distances of a polytope
in terms of a polyhedral description of the polytope. The bounds are stated in Corol-
lary 4.4 and Corollary 4.5 below. Throughout this section, we assume that C ⊆ Rn is
a polytope with the following polyhedral description

C = {x ∈ Rn | Ax = b, Dx ≥ e}, (4.3)

where A ∈ Rm×n, b ∈ Rm, D ∈ Rk×n, and e ∈ Rk. We shall assume that the
description (4.3) satisfies the following: for each i ∈ [k], there exists an x ∈ C such that
〈di,x〉 > ei. This can be assumed without loss of generality as otherwise the inequality
〈di,x〉 ≥ ei in (4.3) could be replaced with 〈di,x〉 = ei. We also assume without loss of
generality that minx∈C〈di,x〉 = ei, as otherwise the inequality 〈di,x〉 ≥ ei is redundant
and can be dropped.

For i ∈ [k] let di ∈ Rn denote the i-th row of D so that for all x ∈ Rn

(Dx)i = 〈di,x〉.

Similarly, for I ⊆ [k], let DI denote the |I| × n submatrix of D obtained by selecting
the rows of D indexed by I. Likewise, for I ⊆ [k] let eI denote the |I| ×n subvector of
e obtained by selecting the entries of e indexed by I.

We also rely on the following notation.
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Definition 4.1. Suppose that C ⊆ Rn is a polytope with a polyhedral description (4.3).
For each i ∈ [k], let

σi := min{〈di,v〉 − ei | v ∈ vert(C) and 〈di,v〉 > ei}

Suppose that F ∈ faces(C) is such that F ( C. Let

IF := {i ∈ [k] | 〈di,x〉 = ei for all x ∈ F}.

Observe that IF 6= ∅ because F ∈ faces(C) and F 6= C. Let DIF denote the |IF | × n
matrix whose rows are the rows from D indexed by IF and Let

I(F ) := {I ⊆ IF | DI is full row rank and I is maximal}.

In other words, I(F ) is the collection of all maximal sets of rows from DIF that are
linearly independent.

Lemma 4.2 (Minimal face for polytopes of the form (4.3)). Let C ⊆ Rn be a polytope
of the form (4.3) and let ∅ 6= F ( C be a face of C. Then for all I ∈ I(F ) it holds that

F = C ∩ {x | DIx = eI} = C ∩ {x | DIFx = eIF }.

Proof. The construction of IF and I(F ) immediately implies that F ⊆ C ∩ {x | DIx =
eI} = C ∩ {x | DIF x = eIF } for all I ∈ I(F ). For the reverse inclusion, again the
construction of IF implies that if x ∈ C\F then 〈di,x〉 > ei for some i ∈ IF . Therefore
C \ F ⊆ C \ {x | DIF x = eIF } and consequently C ∩ {x | DIFx = eIF } ⊆ C ∩ F .

The following result provides the key components to bound the inner and outer
facial distances that we subsequently state in Corollary 4.4 and Corollary 4.5.

Theorem 4.3 (Lower bound on facial distance). Let Rn be endowed with a norm ‖ · ‖
and suppose that C ⊆ Rn is a polytope of the form (4.3).

(a) If F ∈ faces(C) and F ( C then

dist(F, conv(vert(C) \ F )) ≥ max
I∈I(F )

1

‖
∑

i∈I di/σi‖∗
. (4.4)

(b) If F,G ∈ faces(C) and F ∩G = ∅ then

dist(F,G) ≥ max

{

max
I∈I(F )

1

‖
∑

i∈I∩Ic
G
di/σi‖∗

, max
I∈I(G)

1

‖
∑

i∈I∩Ic
F
di/σi‖∗

}

. (4.5)

Proof. (a) Let G := conv(vert(C) \ F ) and suppose I ∈ I(F ). Lemma 4.2 implies
for any vertex u ∈ vert(G) there exists i ∈ I such that 〈di,u〉 − ei ≥ σi or
equivalently (〈di,u〉 − ei)/σi ≥ 1.

Now suppose x ∈ F and y ∈ G. Since y is the convex combination of vertices of
G and x ∈ F , it follows that

∑

i∈I

〈di/σi,y − x〉 =
∑

i∈I

(〈di,y〉 − ei)/σi ≥ 1.
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Thus, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

‖y− x‖ ≥
1

‖
∑

i∈I di/σi‖∗
.

Since this holds for all I ∈ I(F ) and all x ∈ F and y ∈ G, (4.4) follows.

(b) Once again, this follows via a similar but simpler argument to that used in part
(a). Suppose that F,G ∈ faces(C) and F ∩ G = ∅. By symmetry, to prove (4.5)
it suffices to show that for I ∈ I(F )

dist(F,G) ≥
1

‖
∑

i∈I∩Ic
G
di/σi‖∗

. (4.6)

To that end, observe that Lemma 4.2 implies that for each u ∈ vert(G) there
exists i ∈ I ∩ IcG such that

〈di,u〉 − ei ≥ σi.

It thus follows that for all y ∈ G and x ∈ F
∑

i∈I∩Ic
G

〈di/σi,y − x〉 =
∑

i∈I∩Ic
G

(〈di,y〉 − ei)/σi ≥ 1.

Thus, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

‖y− x‖ ≥
1

‖
∑

i∈I∩Ic
G
di/σi‖∗

.

Since this holds for all I ∈ I(F ) and all x ∈ F and y ∈ G, (4.6) follows.

Corollary 4.4. Let Rn be endowed with a norm ‖ · ‖, let C ⊆ Rn be a polytope of the
form (4.3), and let F ∈ faces(C). Then

Φ̄(F, C) ≥ Φ(F, C) ≥ min
G∈faces(F )

∅6=G6=C

max
I∈I(G)

1

‖
∑

i∈I di/σi‖∗

For polytopes with a standard form description, that is, when D = I and e = 0,
the bounds in Corollary 4.4 can be simplified and sharpened as in Corollary 4.5 below.
The statement of Corollary 4.5 relies on the following terminology and notation.

Let σ
−1 ∈ Rk denote the vector with entries 1/σi, i ∈ [k]. For I ⊆ [k] let σ

−1
I

denote the |I| × n subvector of σ−1 obtained by selecting the entries of σ−1 indexed
by I. We shall write 1 in lieu of σ−1 in the special case when σi = 1 for all i ∈ [k] .
We shall say that a norm ‖ ·‖ on Rn satisfies the compatibility assumption if ‖x‖ ≤ ‖y‖
whenever |x| ≤ |y| componentwise. Observe that many popular norms on Rn, including
all ℓp-norms for 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, satisfy the compatibility assumption.

Corollary 4.5. Let Rn be endowed with a norm ‖ · ‖ such that ‖ · ‖∗ satisfies the
compatibility assumption, let C ⊆ Rn be a polytope of the form C = {x ∈ Rn | Ax =
b,x ≥ 0}. Then for all F ∈ faces(C)

Φ(F, C) ≥
1

‖σ−1
IF
‖∗
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and

Φ̄(F, C) ≥ max

{

1

‖σ−1
IF
‖∗

,
1

‖σ−1
IFc
‖∗

}

where IF = {i ∈ [n] : xi = 0 for all x ∈ F}.
In particular, if C is a simplex-like polytope then for all F ∈ faces(C)

Φ(F, C) ≥
1

‖1IF ‖
∗

and Φ̄(F, C) ≥ max

{

1

‖1IF ‖
∗
,

1

‖1Ic
F
‖∗

}

.

Proof of Proposition 3.19. This readily follows from Proposition 3.15, Corollary 4.5,
and the observation that

‖1IF (X∗)c
‖2 =

√

card(X∗) and ‖1IF (X∗)
‖2 =

√

n− card(X∗).
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[10] Jacques Guélat and Patrice Marcotte. Some comments on Wolfe’s ‘away step’.
Mathematical Programming, 35(1):110–119, 1986.

[11] David H Gutman and Javier F Peña. The condition number of a function relative
to a set. Mathematical Programming, 188:255–294, 2021.

[12] Charles A Holloway. An extension of the Frank and Wolfe method of feasible
directions. Mathematical Programming, 6(1):14–27, 1974.

[13] Martin Jaggi. Revisiting Frank-Wolfe: Projection-free sparse convex optimization.
In Proceedings of the International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 427–
435. PMLR, 2013.

[14] Armand Joulin, Kevin Tang, and Li Fei-Fei. Efficient image and video co-
localization with Frank-Wolfe algorithm. In Computer Vision – ECCV 2014,
pages 253–268, Cham, 2014. Springer International Publishing.

[15] Thomas Kerdreux, Alexandre d’Aspremont, and Sebastian Pokutta. Projection-
free optimization on uniformly convex sets. In Proceedings of the International
Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 19–27. PMLR, 2021.

[16] Simon Lacoste-Julien andMartin Jaggi. On the global linear convergence of Frank-
Wolfe optimization variants. In Proceedings of Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, pages 496–504, 2015.

[17] Evgeny S Levitin and Boris T Polyak. Constrained minimization methods. USSR
Computational Mathematics and Mathematical Physics, 6(5):1–50, 1966.

[18] Javier Peña and Daniel Rodriguez. Polytope conditioning and linear convergence
of the Frank–Wolfe algorithm. Mathematics of Operations Research, 44(1):1–18,
2019.

[19] Javier F Peña. Affine invariant convergence rates of the conditional gradient
method. SIAM Journal on Optimization, 33(4):2654–2674, 2023.

[20] Boris T Polyak. Introduction to optimization. New York, Optimization Software,,
1987.

[21] Robert Tibshirani. Regression shrinkage and selection via the lasso. Journal of the
Royal Statistical Society Series B: Statistical Methodology, 58(1):267–288, 1996.

[22] Kazuma K Tsuji, Ken’ichiro Tanaka, and Sebastian Pokutta. Pairwise conditional
gradients without swap steps and sparser kernel herding. In Proceedings of the
International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 21864–21883. PMLR, 2022.

27



[23] Elias Wirth, Hiroshi Kera, and Sebastian Pokutta. Approximate vanishing ideal
computations at scale. In Proceedings of the International Conference on Learning
Representations, 2023.

[24] Elias Wirth, Thomas Kerdreux, and Sebastian Pokutta. Acceleration of Frank-
Wolfe algorithms with open-loop step-sizes. In Proceedings of the International
Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 77–100. PMLR, 2023.

[25] Elias Wirth, Javier Peña, and Sebastian Pokutta. Accelerated affine-invariant
convergence rates of the Frank-Wolfe algorithm with open-loop step-sizes. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2310.04096, 2023.

[26] Philip Wolfe. Convergence theory in nonlinear programming. Integer and Non-
linear Programming, pages 1–36, 1970.

28

http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.04096

	Introduction
	Outline

	Preliminaries
	Algorithms
	Vanilla Frank-Wolfe algorithm
	Away-step Frank-Wolfe algorithm and blended pairwise Frank-Wolfe algorithm
	In-face Frank-Wolfe algorithm
	In-face FW for polytopes in standard form
	In-face pairwise Frank-Wolfe for simplex-like polytopes


	Facial geometry
	Proofs of Lemma 3.9 and Lemma 3.14
	Lower bound on the inner and outer facial distances


