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Abstract

We propose the pivoting meta algorithm (PM) to enhance optimization algorithms that generate iterates
as convex combinations of vertices of a feasible region C € R”", including Frank-Wolfe (FW) variants. PM
guarantees that the active set (the set of vertices in the convex combination) of the modified algorithm
remains as small as dim(C) + 1 as stipulated by Carathéodory’s theorem. PM achieves this by reformulating
the active set expansion task into an equivalent linear program, which can be efficiently solved using a
single pivot step akin to the primal simplex algorithm; the convergence rate of the original algorithms are
maintained. Furthermore, we establish the connection between PM and active set identification, in particular
showing under mild assumptions that PM applied to the away-step Frank-Wolfe algorithm (AFW) or the
blended pairwise Frank-Wolfe algorithm (BPFW) bounds the active set size by the dimension of the optimal
face plus 1. We provide numerical experiments to illustrate practicality and efficacy on active set size
reduction.

1. Introduction

We study constrained convex optimization problems

E(neiél f(x), (OPT)

where C C R”" is a compact convex set with vertex set V = vert(C) and f: C — R is a convex and
smooth function. When projecting onto C is computationally challenging, we can address (OPT) using
the projection-free Frank-Wolfe algorithm (FW) (Frank and Wolfe, 1956), a.k.a. the conditional gradients
algorithm (Levitin and Polyak, 1966). The FW algorithm, presented in Algorithm 1, only requires first-order
access to the function f and a linear minimization oracle (LMO) for the feasible region C. The LMO returns a
point in argmin .- (c,x) when given ¢ € R". FW possesses favorable attributes such as ease of implementation,
affine invariance (Lacoste-Julien and Jaggi, 2013; Kerdreux et al., 2021; Pefia, 2023), and its iterates are
sparse convex combinations of vertices of C. At each iteration, the FW algorithm calls the LMO to obtain a
new FW vertex v() € V. As presented in Algorithm 1, the current iterate x*) is updated with line-search
n) = argmin,, o 1 F(x +p(v® —x®)) in Line 4 to obtain x*D = x() 4 @) (v() —x())  Alternative
step-size rules exist, including short step, adaptive (Pedregosa et al., 2018; Pokutta, 2024), and open-loop
variants n*) = % for some ¢ € N.g (Dunn and Harshbarger, 1978; Wirth et al., 2023b;c).

One drawback of the vanilla FW algorithm is its sublinear convergence rate when potentially higher rates
are possible, e.g., when the feasible region is a polytope, the objective is strongly convex, and the optimizer lies
in the relative interior of a face of C (see e.g.,Wolfe (1970); Bach (2021); Wirth et al. (2023b)). Consequently,
several variants have been proposed to achieve linear convergence rates in such scenarios (see e.g., Holloway

(1974); Guélat and Marcotte (1986); Lacoste-Julien and Jaggi (2015); Garber and Meshi (2016); Tsuji et al.

(2022)). Most of these variants store the current iterate x) = ¥ s al!

vertices, where @) € Ajy|, and S ={seV| as(t) > 0} denote the weight vector and active set, respectively.

s as a convex combination of
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Algorithm 1: Frank-Wolfe algorithm (FW) with line-search
Input: x(© € V.
Output: x7) € C.

1 fort=0,1,...,T-1do

2 v — argming (V£ (x?)),v - x®))

3 | 7" e argmin, o) f(x +p(vi) —x1))

4 x*H) — x() 4 p0) (y(©) _ ()

5 end

Explicit access to a convex decomposition of x(*) enables re-optimization over the active set or aggressive
removal of weight from specific vertices and is crucial for achieving linear convergence rates. Moreover,
variants often enhance the sparsity-inducing properties of vanilla FW, which is advantageous in, e.g., deriving
bounds for the approximate Carathéodory theorem (Combettes and Pokutta, 2023), approximate vanishing
ideal computations (Wirth and Pokutta, 2022; Wirth et al., 2023a), data-driven identification of nonlinear
dynamics (Carderera et al., 2021), deep neural network training (Pokutta et al., 2020; Macdonald et al.,
2022), kernel herding (Bach et al., 2012; Tsuji et al., 2022; Wirth et al., 2023b), robust matrix recovery (Mu
et al., 2016), and tensor completion (Guo et al., 2017; Bugg et al., 2022).

Maintaining the active set introduces computational overhead, especially in high-dimensional or dense
vertex scenarios due to memory constraints. To improve efficiency, several methods aim to reduce the active
set size. One approach alternates between adding vertices and performing correction steps, either fully or
partially re-optimizing the set. Examples include the fully-corrective Frank-Wolfe algorithm (Holloway, 1974;
Rao et al., 2015) and the Blended Frank-Wolfe algorithm (BFW) (Braun et al., 2019), also known as Blended
Conditional Gradients (BCG). Another approach uses drop steps to prune vertices from the active set. Key
algorithms include the away-step Frank-Wolfe algorithm (AFW) (Wolfe, 1970; Guélat and Marcotte, 1986;
Lacoste-Julien and Jaggi, 2015), detailed in Algorithm 6, the pairwise Frank-Wolfe algorithm (Lacoste-Julien
and Jaggi, 2015), the decomposition-invariant Frank-Wolfe algorithm (Garber and Meshi, 2016), and the
Blended Pairwise Frank-Wolfe algorithm (BPFW) (Tsuji et al., 2022), outlined in Algorithm 7, also called
Blended Pairwise Conditional Gradients (BPCG).

In FW variants, the size of the active set is typically only bounded solely by the number of iterations
performed and the number of vertices in the feasible region, that is, |S®)| < min{z + 1, |'V|}. Notably, this
bound does not depend on the ambient dimension n. This observation is somewhat surprising considering
the well-known Carathéodory theorem, which guarantees that any vector x € C can always be expressed
as a convex combination of at most n + 1 vertices of C. To the best of our knowledge, the only approach
proposed to bound the number of vertices to match that of the Carathéodory theorem is the incremental
representation reduction algorithm (IRR) algorithm of Beck and Shtern (2017), to which we compare our
approach in Subsection 4.1.

Theorem 1.1 (Carathéodory, 1907). Let C € R" be a compact convex set. Then, any x € C can be
represented as a convex combination of at most n+ 1 vertices of C.

In settings where the number of vertices is significantly larger than the dimension, such as, for example,
in the convex hull membership problem (Filippozzi et al., 2023), a dimension-dependent upper bound on the
size of the active set is preferable to a bound based solely on the number of vertices of C.

1.1 Contributions

In this paper, we address the existing gap in the literature by introducing the pivoting meta algorithm (PM)
presented in Algorithm 4. Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

Active-Set Reduction First, PM is designed to enhance a family of optimization algorithms, including
various existing variants of the Frank-Wolfe algorithm (FW). Our main result, Theorem 4.2, demonstrates the
key advantage of PM: PM applied to certain optimization algorithms ensures that the cardinality of the active
set remains bounded by n + 1 while preserving the convergence rate guarantees of the original algorithm.
To achieve this, PM transforms the task of adding a new vertex v(") € ¥V \ 8 to an active set S*) into an



equivalent linear programming problem. This problem can be solved using a single pivot step, similar to
the primal simplex algorithm (Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis, 1997). However, this modification introduces the
additional computational complexity of solving an (n + 2) X (n + 2) linear system in iterations performing
an FW step, typically via an LU-decomposition. We highlight however, how this computational burden is
alleviated by the fact that only sparse rank-one updates are performed on the system to solve, making it
amenable to efficient factorization updates as performed in modern simplex solvers.

Active set identification Second, we establish a connection between PM and active set identification, the
process of identifying the face containing a solution of (OPT) and not to be confused with the active set
of FW algorithms. When the feasible region is a polytope and the minimizers lie in the relative interior of a
face C* of C, Bomze et al. (2020) provided sufficient conditions that guarantee the existence of an iteration
R €{0,1,...,T}, where T is the number of iterations AFW is run for, s.t. for all t € {R,R+1,...,T}, the
active set S produced by AFW is contained in the optimal face C*, implying that x(*) € C*. In the same
setting, we prove that applying PM to AFW guarantees an active set size of at most dim(C*) + 1 for all iterations
t€{R,R+1,...,T}." Since our result holds for a more general setting, we further improve the upper bound
on the size of the active set of n+ 1 to dim(C) + 1 for any compact and convex feasible region C.

Numerical Experiments Finally, we provide an algorithmic implementation by applying PM to AFW and
the blended pairwise Frank-Wolfe algorithm (BPFW) and comparing the method to AFW and BPFW.

Some numerical experiments, proofs, and the discussion of implementation details have been relegated to
the supplementary material due to space constraints.

2. Preliminaries

For n e N, let [n] :={1,...,n}. Vectors are denoted in bold. Given x,y € R", let x > y denote that x; > y;
for all i € [n]. Given x € R", let X € R™?2 be defined as (x7,0,1)T € R"™2. We denote the ith unit vector of
dimension n by e; € R". Given a vector x € R", denote its support by supp(x) := {i € [n] | x; # 0}. Given a
matrix M € R™", we refer to the (i, j)th entry of M as M; ; and the ith row and column of M as M;. and
M. ;, respectively. Furthermore, let M.;.; denote the restriction of matrix M to rows 1,...,i and columns
1,...,j. We define the matrix

I, 0
Dn =117 1]e R(n+2)><(n+1)’
171

where I, is the n-dimensional identity matrix, 0 and 1 the all-zero and all-one vectors. Let A, = {x €
RZ, | [Ix|l = 1} denote the probability simplex. Throughout, let C C R" be a nonempty compact convex
set and let aff(C), dim(C), and V = vert(C) denote the affine hull, dimension, and set of vertices of C,
respectively. If C is a polytope, let faces(C) denote the sets of faces of C. For a set F € R", conv(F)
and rel.int(F) are the convex hull and relative interior of F, respectively. For F,G C R" and x € R",
dist (F, G) = infyeF sec ||y — 2zl|2 is the Euclidean distance between F and G and dist (x, F) = infycr ||y — x||2
is the Euclidean point-set distance between x and F. A continuously differentiable function f: C — R is
L-smooth over C with L > 0if f(y) < f(x) +(Vf(x),y —x) + %Hy - x||§ Vx,y € C. The function is u-strongly
convex with p > 0if f(y) > f(x) +(Vf(x),y —x)+ 5ly - x||§ Vx,y € C.

The pyramidal width (Lacoste-Julien and Jaggi, 2015) is equivalent to the definition below by Pena and
Rodriguez (2019).

Definition 2.1 (Pyramidal width). Let 0 # C € R" be a polytope with vertex set V. The pyramidal width
of C is w := mingefaces (¢),0cFcc dist (F, conv(V \ F)).

3. Amenable algorithms

We will begin by introducing two key concepts: a) Carathéodory-amenable algorithms (CA), outlined in
Algorithm 2, which are well-suited for use with the pivoting meta-algorithm (PM); and b) convez-combination-
agnostic properties, which are inherent characteristics of CAs that are preserved by the PM.

1. The result by Bomze et al. (2020) is not limited to AFW. In Appendix C, we derive a similar result for BPFW.



Algorithm 2: Carathéodory-amenable algorithm (CA) [Template]

Input: x(© € V.
Output: o™ € Ay, ST =(seV| a/S(T) > 0}, and xT) € C, such that x(7) = Dises™ as(T)s.

1, ifs=x©
@' € Ay s.t. foralls eV, al? l o 0
0, ifseV\{x®}

=

SO (seV|a® > 01 = (x}

fort=0,1,...,T-1do

| (@), S+ x(+ D))  ccu(e, S0, x (1) > see Algorithm 3
end

[ SNV V]

Algorithm 3: Convex-combination update (CCU), (8,7 ,y) = CCU(a, S, x)
Input: @ € Ay, S={s €V |as >0}, and x € S, such that x = } ;s @ss.
Output: B e Ay, T ={s €V | >0}, and y € C, such that y = }\;c5Bss and either 7 C S or
there exists exactly one v e 7\ S such that 7 € S U {v}.

In particular, we demonstrate that FW algorithms such as vanilla FW, Algorithm 1, the away-step Frank-
Wolfe algorithm (AFW), Algorithm 6, and the blended pairwise Frank-Wolfe algorithm (BPFW), Algorithm 7,
are CAs. Furthermore, we prove that most convergence rates for FW, AFW, and BPFW are convex-combination-
agnostic. Thus, FW, AFW, or BPFW modified with PM regularly enjoy the same convergence rates as the original
algorithms.

3.1 Carathéodory-amenable algorithms

Consider an algorithm that represents each iterate x(*) as a convex combination, i.e., x*) = Qe s as(t)s. Here,
a) e Ay and SO ={seV| asgt) > 0} denote the weight vector and active set at iteration t € {0,1,...,T},
respectively. Most FW variants then perform one of the following types of updates:

FW update: The algorithm shifts weight from all vertices in the active set to a single vertex, that is,
x(*D = x4 O (v —x®) where v\ € V and ) € [0,1]. See, e.g., Line 4 in FW (Algorithm 1).

Away update: The algorithm shifts weight from a single vertex in the active set to all other vertices in the
active set. That is, x*D = x() 4+ ) (x() —a®) where a*) € S®) and ") € [0, a;ft))/(l - aiit)) ]. See, e.g.,
Line 7 in AFW (Algorithm 6).

Pairwise update: Assuming that n*) # 1, the algorithm performs both an away and a FW update
simultaneously, that is, x*1) = x() 4+ p@(v() —a®)) where v\ € ¥V, a¥ e SO v % al® and
n® € [0, a®) ]. See, e.g., Line 8 in BPFW (Algorithm 7). To see that a pairwise update is equivalent to an

al®)
()
117,7(1) (X(t) - a(t)) obtained

away update followed by an FW update, consider the auxiliary vector y*) = x() +

0]
n fred -
—— - Then, as required:

after performing an away update with step-size T

x(*D) = (1) 4 (0 (y(0) _ ()

(1)
— @)1 _ 0 n _ 0
x"(1-n +1—77(’)(1 "))

(t)
@ _ M IO
v 1_7](,)(1 n)a
= () 4 () _ 50y,
These updates are captured by the more general convex-combination updates (CCUs) formalized in

Algorithm 3. We refer to algorithms that perform repeated CCUs as Carathéodory-amenable algorithms (CAs),
see Algorithm 2. Several comments are warranted. First, the running examples of this paper, FW, AFW, and



BPFW, are CAs. Second, despite the clear focus of this work on FW algorithms, the class of CAs is general
enough to potentially capture other methods, even though we are currently unaware of any other applications.
Finally, we highlight that a CCU does not require v to be obtained via an (exact) LMO. Thus, the lazified
variants of FW, AFW, and BPFW are also CAs.

3.2 Convex-combination-agnostic properties

We now formalize the concept of algorithmic properties of CAs that remain unchanged when one convex
representation is replaced by another. As demonstrated in Section 4, the pivoting meta-algorithm (PM) ensures
the preservation of these properties.

Definition 3.1 (Convex-combination-agnostic property). Consider a CA and suppose that the output of the
algorithm provably satisfies a property . We say that P is convex-combination-agnostic if property £ also
holds if CA is modified by replacing Line 4 in Algorithm 3 with the following two lines:

4a) (ﬂ(t+1),7-(t+1),x(t+1)) - CCU(a(’),S(I),x(’))
ab) (™ S+  constructed via any procedure

that guarantees that
X(t+1) — Z a'S(Hl)S,

seS(t+1)

where o) € Ay and

St = (s e 7O | oV 5 0},

Most properties are convex-combination-agnostic, including convergence rates of the FW variants that we
consider as running examples here and which we will represent in the remainder of this section.

Theorem 3.2 (Sublinear convergence rate of FW). Let C C R" be a compact convex set of diameter § > 0 and

let f: C — R be a convex and L-smooth function. Then, for the iterates of Algorithm 1 (FW) with line-search,

2
2 < 2LS

short-step, or open-loop step-size rule nt*) = T35, the convergence guarantee F(x) — mingee f(x) =5 s

convex-combination-agnostic.

Tsuji et al. (2022) showed convergence rate guarantees for BPFW similar to those of of AFW. Below, we
present both the general sublinear rate as well as the linear rate for the case of C being a polytope.

Theorem 3.3 (Sublinear convergence rates of AFW and BPFW). Let C C R" be a compact convex set of
diameter 6 > 0 and let f: C — R be a convex and L-smooth function. Then, for the iterates of Algorithms 6
(AFW) and 7 (BPFW) with line-search, the convergence guarantee F(x) — mingee f(x) < 4Lt‘52 s conver-
combination-agnostic.

Theorem 3.4 (Linear convergence rates of AFW and BPFW). Let C C R" be a polytope of diameter § > 0 and
pyramidal width w > 0, and let f: C — R be a u-strongly convex and L-smooth function. Then, for the iterates
of Algorithms 6 (AFW) and 7 (BPFW) with line-search, the convergence guarantee f(x*)) — mingee f(x) <

2
(f(x©) — minyee £(x)) exp(—% min{3, 1152 }) is convex-combination-agnostic.

4. The pivoting meta algorithm

We now introduce the pivoting meta algorithm (PM) in Algorithm 4, a drop-in modification applicable to
existing CAs, as shown in Algorithm 2. This ensures that the size of the modified active set S) remains
bounded by n+1 for all t € {0,1,...,T}, while preserving the convex-combination-agnostic properties of the
original CA.

The main idea behind PM is to modify the active set obtained from CCU in Line 5 with the active set cleanup
algorithm (ASC), presented in Algorithm 5. ASC takes as arguments the new weight vector B € Ay, the

new active set 7+ = (s e V| ﬁs(Hl) > 0}, the set difference between the upcoming and the current active
set DW= g+ \ §O) ¢ 7+ and a matrix M®) e RU#+2)X(1+2) “"gyich that the following hold:

1. M“ is invertible, M) > 07, and M") >1T7.



Algorithm 4: Pivoting meta algorithm (PM), (™, 8™, x(M) = pM(x(?)

Input: x(© € V.
Output: o™ € Ay, ST ={seV| as(T) > 0}, and xT) € C, such that x(T) = Dses™ a/S(T)s.

1 MO — (i(O)’Dn) € R(n+2)x(n+2)

1, ifs=x0
0, ifseV\{x®}

N

@© € Ay st forallseV, ol® — {

SO —(seV]al >0 = {x")

3

4 fort=0,1,...,T-1do

5 (ﬂ(”l),‘r(”l),x(”l)) — cCU(a™, 8™ x) > see Algorithm 3
6 (M) @+ SU+D)y  pgo(M @), g+l q(t+1) q-(+1) \ §(1)) > see Algorithm 5
7 end

2. Foralli € [n+2], M)

n+1,i

=0 implies that there exists an s € S®) such that § = M:(,tl.).
3. For all s € S\) there exists an i € [n+ 2] such that M:(i.) =5,

In Line 6 of PM, ASC then constructs the matrix M*1) the modified weight vector a*1) e Ay and the

modified active set S+ = {s € V | as(”l) > 0}, such that x"*D = ¥ () ,BS(H'I)S = Dlsesi+D) as(t+1)s,

|S**+| <+ 1, and the three properties above are now satisfied for 7 + 1.

By the definition of CCUs, D) is either empty or contains exactly one vertex v(*) € 7+ \ 8() The
former case is straightforward as the size of the active set does not increase. In the latter case, ASC performs
a pivoting update akin to the simplex algorithm that guarantees that |SU*Y| < n + 1. Performing pivot
updates necessitates maintaining the matrix M) throughout PM’s execution. We formalize the properties of
ASC below.

Proposition 4.1 (Properties of ASC). Let C C R" be a compact convez set, let V = vert(C), let N €
RO=*2)x(n+2) 1ot B € Ay, let T ={s € V| Bs >0}, and let D C T such that |D| < 1. Assume that the
following hold:

1. N is invertible, Nys1,. = 07, and Nyya,. > 17.
2. For alli € [n+2], Npt1,; =0 implies that there exists ans € T \ D such that §=N. ;.
3. For alls € T\ D, there exists an i € [n+2] such that N.; =8.
Let (M, a,S) = ASC(N, B,7, D), where M € R2)x(1+2) "o ¢ Ay and S ={s €V | a5 > 0}. Then we have:
. M s invertible, Mpi1,. = 07, and My, > 17.

. Foralli e [n+2], A; > 0 implies that there exists ans € SNT such that§=M.; =Q. ;.

4
5
6. X 1= Dger PsS = Dses UsS.
. For allie [n+2], Myy1,; =0 implies that there exists ans € S such that § =M. ;.
8. For alls € S, there exists an i € [n+ 2] such that M.; =8§.
9. It holds that S € T and |S| < n+1.

As a direct consequence, we formalize the properties of PM in the main result of the paper below.

Theorem 4.2 (Properties of PM). Let C € R" be a compact convex set and x'°) € vert(C) = V. Given
a specific CA, let (@™, 8™ xM)) = pM(x(?)) denote the output of its modification with PM. Then, for all
t€{0,1,...,T} the following hold:

1. @ e Ay and SO ={seV | al” > 0}.



Algorithm 5: Active set cleanup algorithm (ASC), (M, @,S) = ASC(N, B, T, D)

Input: N € R*2X(#2) invertible, B € Ajy), T ={s € V | Bs > 0}, and D C T such that |D| < 1.
Output: M € RU*2)*x(+2) jpyertible, o € Ay, and S = {s € V | a5 > 0}.

1 if D =0 then

, if N.;=8fors €T
2 A€ A9 st foradlie[n+2],/1i<—{'3S Ve = s lorsome s

0, else
3 O« N
4 else
5 veD > v is unique
6 A « (N, ‘7) € R(n+2)x(n+3)

, ifA.;=8forsomeseT

7 M E N3 st forallie[n+3], uj « Ps o
0, else

r — —N"1y e R"*2

9 k € argmin;c(,2),r, <0 ~Hi/Ti

10 0" — —up/re =20

6", ifi=k
wi+60r;, ifi+k
v, ifi=k

N. i, ifi £k

11 A€ Nost. forallie[n+2], 4; « {

12 Q e RUH2)x(n+2) gt for alli € [n+2], Q.; « {

13 end

14 Le{i€[n+2]|Qn1, # 0}

Q:,i + Q:,t” if /li =0& Qn+1,i =0
0., else

B

15 M e RU2)X(n+2) gt for alli e [n+2], M.; « {

/ll', if3die [l’l+2] s.t. §=M;’i

16 @ € Ajy) s.t. forallseV, ag «
0, for all other s e V

17 S—{seV]as >0}

2. M) e RU2)x(n+2) s inyertible, M,(l:)l 207, and M,(li)Q - L

3. x\) = DT ﬁét)s = Dges® afs(t)s. Fort=0, let 7 =80 gnd ﬁ(o) =a0),
4. 8D cT® and |ISD| <n+1.
Moreover, PM’s output satisfies the same convex-combination-agnostic properties CA’s output would satisfy.

We will later see that the dimension dependence in Property 4 of Theorem 4.2 can be replaced with
dim(C), see Corollary 5.2.

4.1 Comparison to IRR

A first proposal for the reduction of the active set cardinality in CA algorithms motivated by Carathéodory’s
theorem was presented in Beck and Shtern (2017) as the incremental representation reduction algorithm
(IRR). It maintains two matrices throughout the algorithm, 7 and W, with T a product of elementary matrices
and W a matrix in row echelon form. The latter will, in general, not be sparse, and the whole analysis of the
authors is not considering the potential sparsity of vertices, and thus of the resulting matrices. In contrast,
PM operates directly on a matrix formed by the (extended) vertices and explicitly includes the linear system
solving step for which the algorithmic details remain at the discretion of the implementation, instead of
relying on the formation of a row-echelon matrix which is rarely the preferred choice to solve sparse linear
systems. The workspace required by PM only consists of M) and at most one additional column, which
is of a fixed size of only O(n,(n + 3)), with n, the number of structural non-zero terms in a single vertex,



assuming Line 15 does not merge vertex columns into non-vertex ones in too many iterations. This bound
is typically much lower than IRR’s space requirements of order O(n?) for many applications in which the
support of vertices is small.

Finally, as detailed in Section 5, numerical errors in rank-one updates quickly accumulate beyond a
practical level to compute the weights of the active set. IRR requires maintaining the row-echelon matrix
throughout iterations and does not specify a mechanism to start from a given non-singleton active set, which
means numerical errors inevitably accumulate throughout the algorithm. PM on the other hand can leverage
rank-one updates and at any step recompute a factorization from scratch to solve the sparse linear system
Mr = v, or leverage any alternative algorithm for linear systems, making it more flexible for numerically
challenging instances. Furthermore, PM requires significant computational work only when 7 *1) contains a
vertex not already contained in S®), that is, when a new vertex is introduced into the active set. On steps
operating on known vertices only, see Line 1 of ASC (Algorithm 5), the only subroutine in O(n,ng) is Line 15,
with ng the number of vertices dropped at the given step. In practice, ng remains quite small as one rarely
drops a lot of vertices from the active set. In contrast, IRR always incurs a computational overhead of O(n?).

5. Active set identification results

We will now present improvements to the bound |[S®)| < n + 1 established for PM in Theorem 4.2. First, we
refine the bound to |S| < dim(C) + 1 for any iteration #. Then, we establish that if there exists an iteration
R such that S) € C* € C for all # > R, then |S| < dim(C*) + 1 instead of |S)| <n+1 for all r > R. This
result is tied to so-called active set identification properties of some FW variants, known for a long time in
specific settings (Guélat and Marcotte, 1986), and recentlt generalized in Bomze et al. (2020) for AFW when C
is a polytope and some other mild assumptions are met.?

Below, we present the main result of this section.

Theorem 5.1 (Active set identification with PM). Let C C R" be a compact convex set and x(0) € vert(C) = V.
Given a specific Algorithm 2 (CA), let (@M, ST, x(T)) = pPM(x(D)) denote the output of its modification with
Algorithm 4 (PM). Suppose that there exists an iteration R € {0,1,...,T} such that S® C C* for all
te{R,R+1...,T}, where 0 # C* CC. Then, |S¥| < dim(C*) +1 for allt € {R,R+1...,T}.

The result above implies that the bound |[S®)| < n+1 in Theorem 4.2 can be refined to |[S®)] < dim(C) +1
for any iteration .

Corollary 5.2. Let C C R" be a compact convez set and x9) € vert(C) = V. Given a specific Algorithm 2
(ca), let (@, 8™ xMy = pM(x?)) denote the output of its modification with Algorithm / (PM). Then,
IS®| < dim(C) + 1 for allt € {0,1,...,T}.

We now focus on the application of Theorem 5.1 to the setting characterized in Bomze et al. (2020).

Consider the optimization problem (OPT) with C € R" a polytope, f: C — R a convex and L-smooth
function, and the set of optimal solutions argmin, .. f(x) lying in the relative interior of a face C* € C. This
setting is particularly relevant to the FW community, encompassing applications such as sparse signal recovery,
sparse regression, and sparse logistic regression, where FW variants construct iterates that are sparse convex
combinations of vertices of the feasible region. Second, vanilla FW with line-search or short-step is known to
exhibit zig-zagging behavior and, in some cases, converges at a rate of at most Q(1/t1+€) for any € > 0 (Wolfe,
1970). This motivated the development of accelerated variants (Lacoste-Julien and Jaggi, 2015; Garber and
Meshi, 2016; Braun et al., 2019; Combettes and Pokutta, 2020; Garber and Wolf, 2021) and the exploration of
alternative step-sizes (Wirth et al., 2023b;c) to surpass the lower bound established by Wolfe (1970). Finally,
the identification of the optimal face C* is a crucial step known as active set identification; not to be confused
with the active sets maintained by the CA’s. Once C* is identified, the optimization problem (OPT) simplifies
to one over C*, which often has a much lower dimension compared to C (Bomze et al., 2019; 2020).

Recently, Bomze et al. (2020) provided insights into the settings where the away-step Frank-Wolfe
algorithm (AFW) guarantees the identification of the active set after a finite number of iterations. Here, we

2. The result of Bomze et al. (2020) is proved in their paper for AFW. In Appendix C, we prove that a similar result also holds
for BPFW.
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Figure 1: (Left) Logistic regression, 7 = 60. (Right) Signal recovery, 7 = 20, m = 6000, n = 14000. All
variants are non-lazified. As can be seen in both cases, PM can significantly improve sparsity while
maintaining identical convergence rates and in cases where the algorithm (such as e.g., BPFW)
produces already sparse iterates it does not harm the algorithm.

present a simplified version® of their result, Bomze et al. (2020, Theorem C.1), along with our observation
regarding its convex-combination-agnostic nature.

Theorem 5.3 (Theorem C.1, Bomze et al., 2020). Let C € R" be a polytope, let f: C — R be a conver and
L-smooth function, and suppose that x* € argmin, . f(x) is unique and x* € rel. int(C*), where C* € faces(C).
Then, for T large enough, for the iterations of Algorithm 6 (AFW) with line-search, there exists an iteration
Re€{0,1,...,T} such that x*) € C* for allt € {R,R+1,...,T}. This property is convez-combination-agnostic.

We similarly establish the active set identification property for BPFW and its convex-combination agnosticity
in Theorem C.4. We obtain the following active set identification result for PM applied to AFW and BPFW.

Corollary 5.4 (Active set identification with PM applied to AFW and BPFW). Let C C R" be a polytope,
let f: C — R be a convex and L-smooth function, and suppose that x* € argmin, ., f(x) is unique and
x* € rel. int(C*), where C* € faces(C). Let (a¥),S8®),x()) = PM(x(D) denote the iterations of Algorithms ¢
(AFW) or 7 (BPFW) with line-search modified with Algorithm J (PM). Then, there exists an iteration R > 0
such that |S®| < dim(C*) + 1 for all t > R.

6. Numerical experiments

We will now provide a brief set of numerical experiments. We discuss numerical robustness and stability in
Section D and more extensive experiments as well as a detailed description of the setup in Section E in the
supplementary materials.

We assess our algorithm on efficiency in terms of function value and FW gap convergence, and sparsity of
the obtained solutions, compared to the standard and lazified versions (see (Braun et al., 2017) for details) of
AFW and BPFW, which also produce notably sparse solutions. Our algorithm is implemented in Julia (Bezanson

3. Bomze et al. (2020) also provide sufficient conditions for their result to hold when there are multiple optimizers in the
relative interior of an optimal face.



et al., 2017) v1.9.2 and builds on the FrankWolfe. jl package (Besancon et al., 2022). The sparse linear
systems are solved with the LU decomposition of the UMFPACK library (Davis, 2004). Plots are log-linear,
function values are shifted so that the minimum on each plot reaches 1078. The prefix L- denotes the lazified
version of an algorithm, the prefix P- for the PM variant.

6.1 Sparse logistic regression

We run all algorithms on a logistic regression problem with an ¢;-norm ball constraint:

m

min z Z log(1 +exp(-y;ax).
xi|[xlli <7 m &
where m is the number of samples, 7 > 0 is the £;-norm ball radius, y; € {-1,1} encodes the class and a;
the feature vector for the ith sample. We use the Gisette dataset (Guyon et al., 2004), which contains 5000
features, we run logistic regression on the validation set containing only 1000 samples and thus more prone to
overfitting without a sparsity-inducing regularization constraint. The convergence of the pivoting variants of
both AFW and BPFW converge similarly in both function value and FW gap as their standard counterparts as
shown in Figure 1 (left). Even though BPFW typically maintains a smaller active set, it converges at a slower
rate than the away-step FW variants, both in function value and FW gap. P-AFW drastically improves the
sparsity of the AFW iterates, while maintaining the same convergence in function value and FW gap. This
highlights one key property of our meta algorithm: it can be adapted to several FW variants, benefiting from
their convergence rate while improving their sparsity.

6.2 Sparse signal recovery

We assess our algorithm on a sparse signal recovery problem:

min ||Ax — y||§,
x:||x|l1 <7

with A € R™" y € R™, n > m. We generate the entries of the sensing matrix A i.i.d. from a standard
Gaussian distribution and y by adding Gaussian noise with unit standard deviation to AX¢pye, With Xtrue an
underlying sparse vector, with 30% of non-zero terms, all taking entries sampled from a standard Gaussian
distribution. The radius 7 is computed as 7 = ||X¢ruell1 /7 for different values of 7.

Figure 1 (right) illustrates the results of the non-lazified version of BPFW and AFW and their pivoting
counterparts. P-AFW converges at the same rate as AFW in function value and FW gap while being faster than
both BPFW variants, terminating before them, while maintaining an active set twice as sparse as AFW.
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Appendix A. Missing proofs

Proof of Theorem 3.2. The convergence result does not depend on any properties of convex combinations
(Jaggi, 2013). ]

Proof of Theorem 3.3. The proof in Tsuji et al. (2022) does not require any information on the convex
combination except when determining an upper bound on the number of so-called drop steps, steps which
drop certain vertices from the active set. Since the number of drop steps can only decrease when replacing
the active set at iteration ¢ with a potentially smaller active set, the convergence rate guarantee is convex-
combination-agnostic. The proof in Tsuji et al. (2022) designed for BPFW also applies to AFW. O

Proof of Theorem 3.4. The argument is identical to the one in the proof of Theorem 3.3. O

Proof of Proposition J.1. The proof is organized as follows: We first prove Properties 4—6 depending on
whether the if (Line 1) or the else (Line 4) clauses are executed. Then, we prove Properties 7-9. First,
suppose that D = 0. Then:

4. By Lines 3 and 15, M is obtained from Q = N via elementary column additions. By Assumption 1,
Property 4 is satisfied.

5. Let i € [n+ 2] such that A; > 0. By Lines 2 and 3, there exists an s € 7 such that § = Q. ;. By Line 15,
M. ;=Q.;. By Lines 16 and 17, s € S, proving Property 5.

6. By Lines 1-3 and Assumption 3, Q4 = X. By Lines 15-17 and Property 5, Yqcg@s§ = MA = Q1 = x.
Thus, Property 6 is satisfied.

Second, suppose that D = {v}, that is, we consider Line 4. By Assumption 2, there does not exist an i € [n+2]
such that v=N.;. Let P = {y e R™3 | Ay =%,7 > 0} C [0,1]"*3. By Lines 5-7, X = Ay and u is a feasible
solution for the optimization problem

min —e; .y (A1)
subject to y € P.

Intuitively, Algorithm 5 performs one pivoting step akin to the simplex algorithm starting from the feasible
solution g. We first prove that r = —N~'¥ has at least one negative entry. Suppose towards a contradiction
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r
1
one of its components is negative for some 8 > 0. Since g > 0 and d > 0, we have g+ 6d > 0 for all 6 > 0,
implying that P C [0, 1]™*3 is unbounded, a contradiction. Then:

that r > 0. Thus, d = ( ) > 0. Since Ad = —Nr + v = N(=N~'¥) + v = 0, the vector u + 6d is infeasible only if

4. Since r # 0, it holds that k € argmin;c(,42], ;<0 —%i as in Line 9 exists. Thus, in Line 12, Algorithm 5
constructs the matrix @ = (N.1,...,N. k-1, V, N. g41,- - - » N. ns2) € R+2)x(n+2)  The columns N.i, i +k,
and v are linearly independent (Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis, 1997, Theorem 3.2). Thus, by Assumption 1
and Line 12, Q is invertible, Qn11,. > 07, and Qp42. = 17. By Line 15, M is obtained from Q via
elementary column additions. Thus, Property 4 is satisfied.

Let i € [n+2] such that 4; > 0. By Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis (1997, Theorem 3.2), Q2 =% and 1 > 0.
Since X,41 =0, Qns1,: = 07, and A; > 0, we have Qp41,; = 0. By Line 12 and Assumption 2, there exists
an s € 7 such that §=0Q.;. By Line 15, M.; = Q.;. By Lines 16 and 17, s € S, proving Property 5.

Ut

6. We have already established that QA4 = X. By Lines 15-17 and Property 5, Y se5 @8 = MA = 01 =X.
Thus, Property 6 is satisfied.

Finally, we prove Properties 7-9 irrespective of whether the if (Line 1) or the else (Line 4) clauses are
executed:

7. Let i € [n+2] such that M,+1; =0. By Line 15, 4; > 0. By Property 5, there exists an s € S such that
§ = M.;. Thus, Property 7 is satisfied.

8. Let s € S. By Line 17, @s > 0. By Line 16, there exists an i € [n + 2] such that M.; = §. Thus,
Property 8 is satisfied.

9. Let s € S. By Line 17, @5 > 0. By Line 16, there exists an i € [n + 2] such that § = M. ; and 4; > 0. By
Property 5, s € 7. Thus, S C 7. By Property 4, M is invertible. Thus, there exists an i € [n + 2] such
that My41,; # 0. Thus, for all s € S, § # M.;. By Property 8, |S| < n+ 1. Thus, Property 9 is satisfied.

]

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Properties 1-4 follow from Proposition 4.1 and induction. Since PM modifies the CA as
described in Definition 3.1, PM conserves convex-combination-agnostic properties of the corresponding CA. O

Proof of Theorem 5.1. Let t € {R,R+1,...,T} and consider the convex combination representing the current
iterate x(1) = 3¢ a'''s, where o) € Ajy) and S ={se V| a!” > 0}. Suppose towards a contradiction
that |S®| > dim(C*) + 2. By Theorem 4.2, M*) is invertible for all r € {0,1...,T}. Thus, for any subset
{P1,P2 ..., Pdim(c*)+2} C S it has to hold that p1,pa, ... ,Pdim(c)+2 are linearly independent. Since

dim(C*) + 2 vectors of dimension dim(C*) + 1 cannot be linearly independent, we have a contradiction. O

Proof of Theorem 5.3. The statement of Theorem 5.3 without the convex-combination-agnostic property
is a simplified version derived from Bomze et al. (2020, Theorem C.1). The proof of Theorem C.1 is a
reduction to Bomze et al. (2020, Theorem 4.3) that does not utilize any arguments involving the active set
of AFW. Furthermore, it can be verified that Bomze et al. (2020, Theorem 4.3) and all the results it builds
upon are convex-combination-agnostic. Thus, the convex-combination-agnostic property of the statement in
Theorem 5.3 is established. O

Proof of Corollary 5.4. The result follows by combining Theorem 5.1 with Theorem 5.3 for AFW, and with
Theorem C.4 for BPFW, and noting that x(*) € C* for C* € faces(C) implies S C C*. O

Appendix B. FW variants

The away-step Frank-Wolfe algorithm (AFW) (Wolfe, 1970; Guélat and Marcotte, 1986; Lacoste-Julien and
Jaggi, 2015) is presented in Algorithm 6. The blended pairwise Frank-Wolfe algorithm (BPFW) (Tsuji et al.,
2022) is presented in Algorithm 7.
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Algorithm 6: Away-step Frank-Wolfe algorithm (AFW) with line-search
Input: x(© € V.
Output: a7 € Ay, ST =(seV| a/S(T) > 0}, and x7) € C such that xT) = ¥ ¢ aS(T)s.

1, ifs=xO©
1 a0 e Ay s.t. forall s € V, as(o) — 1 o 0
0, ifseV\{x®}

2 SO <—{s€(V|as(0) >0} = {(x©}
3 fort=0,...,7T-1do

4 al) — argmax,c g (VF(x®),v) > away vertex
5 v — argmin, . (Vf(x")), v) > FW vertex
6 if (VFx®),v®) —xOy > (vf(x®),x® —al®)) then
7 d®) «— x(0) _ 5 > away step
8 n(f) — argminne[osaﬁ)/(1_0}13))] f(x(t) + nd(t))
1+p® (l), ifsevV (1)
9 a*D ¢ Ay s.t. for all s € V, a's(Hl) — (1+n )as(,) l ° \Maty
L+7Nag” =@, ifs=al®)
10 else
11 d®) — v _x(®) > FW step
12 ") — argmin, (o 1] Fx® +pd®))
1=-p® (t), ifsevV (1)
13 oD ¢ Ay s.t. for all s € V, a's(Hl) — (1=n )as(,) 1 ° VT
(1 =nas"” +70, ifs=v®
14 end
15 S+l) {seV| a/s(Hl) > 0}
16 | x(*D)  x0) 4o

17 end

Appendix C. Active set identification with the blended pairwise Frank-Wolfe
algorithm

In this section, we prove for BPFW the active set identification property introduced in Bomze et al. (2020) and
proved for AFW. We consider in this section that the feasible set is the probability simplex A,. Generalization
to polytopes follows by affine invariance (Bomze et al., 2020, Appendix C). This means in particular that
each vertex is the unit vector e; corresponding to a coordinate i € [n]. For convenience, we introduce the set
S; consisting of unit vectors corresponding to the coordinates for a given active set S:

S;={i€[n]|e €S8}

We first introduce necessary definitions. The multiplier associated with the ith coordinate at a point x € A,
is:

Ai(x) =(Vf(x),e —x),
allowing the partition of the coordinates into

I(x) ={i € [n] | 2;(x) =0} and I°(x) = [n] \ I(x). (C.1)
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Algorithm 7: Blended pairwise Frank-Wolfe algorithm (BPFW) with line-search

Input: x(© € V.
Output: o™ € Ay, ST =(seV| a/S(T) > 0}, and xT) € C, such that x(7) = Dises™ as(T)s.

=

1, ifs=x©
@' € Ay s.t. foralls eV, al? l o 0
0, ifseV\{x®}

2 8O {seV]al? >0} = (x©)
3 fort=0,...,7T-1do
4 a) — argmax, g (Vf(x1),v) > away vertex
5 w(") — argmin, g (Vf(x), V) > local FW vertex
6 v — argminvE(V<Vf(x(’)),v) > FW vertex
7 | if (VA(xD), v —x®) > (VF®D),w®) —a®)) then
8 d® — w) —q®) > local pairwise step
9 77(t) — argminué[O,a(zg)] f(x(’) + nd(r))
aé’), ifseV\{a®, wt)}
10 @) € Al s.t. for all s € V, " Lo ) ifs=a®
al” 4n®, ifs=w®
11 else
12 d®) — v _x@) > FW step
13 ") — argmin, co.1 F(x +pd®)
)Y, (1) : t
14 @D € Ay st foralls € V, ol {8 _ ZE:;;Z:M,J, ), i Z i :,‘f,)\ o
15 end
16 S  (se V| >0}
| x0T x40 g

18 end

Given a stationary point of the problem x* and iterates x*) generated by BPFW, we also define:
(t) _ g: * () _
0" =i e I°(x") | x" =0},
JW =1 (xn\ 0",
s = max  4;(xY),

ie[n]\OW
Omin = _ min A;(x5), (CQ)
iel€(x*)
* 6min

T 3L+ max{6"), 6}’

By complementary slackness, x; = 0 for all i € 7°(x*). We now introduce a first lemma restating the conditions
for the selection of the type of step in BPFW in terms of multipliers.

Lemma C.1 (BPFW step multipliers). Let C = A, € R" be the probability simplex and let f: C — R be
a conver and L-smooth function. Then, for the iterates of Algorithm 7 (BPFW) with line-search and all
te€{0,1,...,T —1}, the following hold:

1. If max ;o /lj(x(’)) —min,_ g0 Ai(x®) > —miNje[y) A;(x1)), then BPFW performs a pairwise step, with
1 1

d?) =e; —e; forie argminies;n A;(xD) and j € argmax . g Aj(xD).

2. For every j € [n]\S\", if ;(x")) > 0, then x{* =2V = 0.
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Proof. The first statement follows from the algorithm and the fact that the ith multiplier corresponds to
the selection criterion for the away and FW vertices. For the second statement, note that a vertex not in the
current active set cannot be selected as a FW or away vertex in a pairwise step. Furthermore, the FW gap can
be expressed as

g(x) = —min 4;(x) > 0.
i€[n]

Thus, there always exists a coordinate i with 1;(x) < 0. If for j € [n], 4, (x) > 0, then the vertex e; would
not be selected as the vertex in a FW step either. O

Next, we derive upper and lower bounds on the multipliers.

Lemma C.2 (Bounds on the multipliers). Let C = A, C R" be the probability simplex, let f: C —» R be a
convex and L-smooth function, and let x* € argmin, . f(x). Then, for the iterates of Algorithm 7 (BPFW)
with line-search and allt € {0,1,...,T — 1} such that ||x* —x®||; < h*, it holds that:

(1)

,xDy < n* (L + 57) for all i € I(x*) (C.3)
5 .

/lj(xm) > —h* (L + 7) + Omin for all j € I°(x"). (C4)

Proof. Bomze et al. (2020, Lemma 3.1) proves that |1;(x*) — 2;(x"))| < h* (L+ %t)) for any i € [n] and
iteration ¢ where the assumptions of the Lemma hold. The two subsequent inequalities follow from the
definitions of 7(x*) in (C.1) and Spyin in (C.2). In particular, Equation (C.4) can be obtained as follows:

- . . s ) . . s i 5
/lj(X ) > /lJ(X ) —h (L+T) > ieIIISI(I;*)/li(X ) —h (L+T) =O0min — h (L+T) .

]

In order to prove the active set identification property, we need a lower bound assumption on the step
size. This assumption allows us in particular to prove that, once the iterate is close enough to a stationary
point, a local pairwise step is always maximal and reduces the weight of the away vertex down to zero.

Assumption 1 (Step-size lower bound). During the execution of Algorithm 7 (BPFW) and any iteration
t €{0,1,...,T — 1} where a pairwise step is taken with a0 € S the away vertex, we assume that the
following lower bound holds on the step size:

v (x™). —q®)
T](t) > min a(fr))’ < f(x )’ > > )
2 L)ld®||3

Assumption 1 holds in particular for step-sizes computed with line-search and short-step rules Bomze
et al. (2020, Remark 4.4). The authors also show that

Vr(x®) —d®
7™ > min Q%,CM (C.5)
a L[|dD]3

for a given ¢ > 0 is a sufficient condition for Assumption 1 to hold (with a modified Lipschitz constant
L/c). This means in particular that the commonly-used adaptive step-size strategy introduced in Pedregosa
et al. (2018) respects the weaker condition (C.5), with the factor ¢ corresponding to the parameter 7 of the
backtracking subroutine Pedregosa et al. (2018, Algorithm 2).

We can now state Theorem C.3, which proves the active set identification for BPFW. The proof follows the
structure of that of Bomze et al. (2020, Theorem 3.3), where the same property is shown for AFW.

Theorem C.3 (BPFW identification). Let C = A, C R" be the probability simplex, let f: C — R be a convex
and L-smooth function, and let x* € argming. f(x). Then, for the iterates of Algorithm 7 (BPFW) with
line-search and all t € {0,1,...,T — 1} such that ||x'") —x*||; < h*, it holds that |J**Y| < max{0, |J®)| - 1}.
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Proof. If I¢(x*) = 0, J) C I°(x*) = 0 and J**D) C I¢(x*) = 0. We next assume |I¢(x*)| > 0.
We first consider the case in which J®) = 0. Then, [n]\ 0" = I(x*) and §*) = 0 since A;(x*) = 0 for all
i € I(x*). Inequality (C.4) becomes:
Lémin

2;(xD) > —h*L + 6umin = Omin — Lro 0 forall jel°x")=0".

Since J) = 0, it holds that I¢(x*) = 0") and x;t) =0 for all j € I°(x*). Following Lemma C.1, Property 2,
) =0 for all j € I¢(x*). Thus, J@+Y = 0.

We now consider the case when |J®)| > 0 and first prove that the FW vertex i and the away vertex j are

such that i € I(x*) and j € J®). Recall that Slm C [n]\0W =J® U I(x*) and that both the FW and away

vertex are selected from SI(I) in a pairwise step. Bomze et al. (2020, Theorem 3.3, Case 2) proves that if

we conclude that x

|7 | > 0, then the away vertex is always selected in J®) if

6min

(t) *
X —X < e ———

which holds by the definition of A* since

”X(t) _X*”l < ht < 5min < 6min ]
3L + 6min 2L + 6min

We next demonstrate that the FW vertex is always selected in 1(x*) and not in J*). Based on (C.3) and (C.4),
a sufficient condition for the FW vertex to be selected in I(x*) is:

S
Ai(x") < 4;(xD) for all i € I(x*), j € JW & ht< —2n
J(xY) j(x) forall i € I(x%),j TG

which follows from the definition of A*. Finally, we need to prove that the pairwise step is maximal such that
the away vertex is dropped. That is, given the FW and away vertices i € I(x*) and j € J*), respectively, the
step-size is n) = oz(g;), the weight of the away vertex e; in the active set. Let us assume by contradiction
that the step is not maximal, that is, n*) < aé;). Furthermore, recall that if a pairwise step is performed at

iteration ¢, then d) = ¢; — e; for two indices i # j, yielding |d®) ||§ = 2. Then, by Assumption 1,

o o (TFED), =)
ST L0
A;(x ) = 2;(x1)
2L
Sumin — B* (2L + 60
> 2(L ) > by subtracting (C.3) from (C.4)
6min h* h*d(t)
2L 2L
Furthermore, since x*) and x* lie in the simplex, by Bomze et al. (2020, Lemma A.1, Property 2), and the
fact that x;‘. =0 for all j € I°(x*) by complementary slackness, we have:

%

(1) _ o= *
() _ 0 _ ey < X=X 2
x; = Xl < 5 7
Together with the fact that d;.t) = —1 since j is the coordinate corresponding to the away vertex, we have:

(t+1) _ (0) o (t) 4(0)
x; =X+ d;

B Smin s

———+h+
<32 L oL
_ LI bmin | h78"
2L 2L 2L

1
=57 ((BL+ SOYVI* — Sinin) < 0,
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a contradiction. We conclude that the step size is maximal. m

Theorem C.3 can be used to generalize Bomze et al. (2020, Theorem 4.3) to BPFW under similar assumptions,
meaning that BPFW identifies the active set in a finite number of iterations, since the proof of Bomze et al.
(2020, Theorem 4.3) does not rely on the sequence generated by the algorithm. We also note that our proof
does not extend to the pairwise Frank-Wolfe algorithm (Lacoste-Julien and Jaggi, 2015), since we rely on the
BPFW property that at any iteration in which a pairwise step is performed, both the away and the FW vertex
are selected from the active set.

Theorem C.4 (Active set identification property of BPFW). Let C € R" be a polytope, let f: C — R be
a conver and L-smooth function, and suppose that x* € argmin, . f(x) is unique and x* € rel.int(C"),
where C* € faces(C). Then, for T large enough, for the iterations of Algorithm 7 (BPFW) with line-search,
there exists an iteration R € {0,1,...,T} such that x() e ¢* forallt €e {R,R+1,...,T}. This property is
convez-combination-agnostic.

Proof. By affine invariance of BPFW with line-search, this is equivalent to optimizing f(Ay), with y € A,,, as
developed in Bomze et al. (2020, Appendix C). The proof over the simplex follows that of Bomze et al. (2020,
Theorem 4.3), relying on Theorem C.3 to ensure the cardinality of the set J (1) decreases at each iteration
once there exists a stationary point x* of the problem with x* € X, such that ||x*) —x*||; < A*. O

Appendix D. Algorithmic aspects

The computationally-demanding part of PM — compared to the baseline FW variants it builds on — amounts
to solving the linear system (N))~lv in FWU when a new vertex is introduced. All modifications of M)
throughout PM’s execution consist of column additions and substitutions, one could therefore construct an
initial sparse LU decomposition of M) and perform rank-one updates (Gill et al., 1987; Huangfu and Hall,
2015). Preliminary experiments using the BasicLU sparse LU library (Schork and Gondzio, 2017) showed
that the numerical accuracy was too low for our purpose, resulting in weights A that presented a large iterate
reconstruction error. We resorted to direct sparse LU solves instead whenever a new vertex is inserted in the
matrix without maintaining an LU update. Furthermore, we compensate for inaccuracy of the linear solver
by projecting back the weights A onto A2 using the algorithm proposed in Condat (2016). As observed in
the experiments, the per-iteration overhead caused by the pivoting operations is not deterrent enough to
make the meta algorithm, even with this direct implementation, impractical. In future work, an extended
precision version, along with a control of error tolerances, will allow the integration of rank-one update steps
avoiding full factorizations. Leveraging higher-precision arithmetic will also allow us to exploit the pivoting
framework for feasible regions yielding denser vertices and numerically challenging sparse linear systems to
solve, such as the instance solved the K-sparse polytope.

A typical case where the conditioning of the matrix could degrade quickly occurred with K-sparse polytope
instances with large enough K and 7 values. One vertex v and its opposite v, = —v could be added to the
active set, resulting in two columns such that:

(¥,%,) 1-K7? 2

= =]+ —a =
[Iv]|2 14+ K72 Kt2+1

As more almost-colinear pairs of columns are added, the matrix M is closer to becoming singular, which
may lead to imprecise or impossible linear system solves. The degradation in numerical accuracy is especially
pronounced on problems yielding denser vertices.

In contrast, the operations performed on the active set weights in FW variants are more robust to numerical
accuracy, consisting only of increasing and decreasing individual weights or scaling the whole weight vector.
The availability of an extended-precision sparse linear solver supporting rank-one updates will directly benefit
implementations of our algorithms.

We also highlight that a key characteristic of PM is that it maintains only the vertices required to represent
the current iterate. One could solve the LPs over the final vertices to obtain a basic solution ensuring the
Carathéodory upper bound on the cardinality, but it would require a constraint matrix including all vertices
of the final active set, which can be arbitrarily larger than n + 2 during the solving process.
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Finally, we emphasize that PM works with all algorithms leveraging convex combinations of vertices as
long as their convergence respects the convex-combination-agnostic property introduced in Definition 3.1. A
promising avenue for future research will be leveraging the pivoting framework introduced in this paper in
the context of stochastic gradient estimators, see Braun et al. (2022, Chapter 4). The convergence of the
stochastic Frank-Wolfe with and without momentum presented in the survey is convex combination agnostic,
see Braun et al. (2022, Theorems 4.7, 4.8). While large-scale settings could be detrimental to storing the
vertices as an active set, stochastic variants of FW algorithms can be leveraged for machine learning problems
where the objective is a finite sum of loss terms evaluated over a large number of samples. In such a setting,
the pivoting framework can maintain a sparse vertex decomposition of the iterates while maintaining the
convergence guarantees of the underlying algorithm. Away and Pairwise FW variants have been proposed in
the stochastic setting in Goldfarb et al. (2017). We note that the convergence rate is not convex-combination
agnostic, since the number of vertices in the active set appears in a coefficient of the expected primal bound
decrease rate, leading the authors to motivate a Carathéodory procedure after the active set update to bound
the number of vertices, and thus improving their convergence rate, making a strong argument for the pivoting
framework we propose.

Appendix E. Numerical experiments (extended)

We assess our algorithm on efficiency in terms of function value and FW gap convergence, and sparsity of the
obtained solutions, compared to the standard and lazified versions (that is, using the active set vertices as a
weak separation oracle (Braun et al., 2017)) of AFW and BPFW, which also produce notably sparse solutions.
The implementation of further PM variants is left for future research. Our algorithm is implemented in Julia
(Bezanson et al., 2017) v1.9.2 and builds on the FrankWolfe. j1 package (Besangon et al., 2022).

The sparse linear systems are solved with the LU decomposition of the UMFPACK library (Davis, 2004). All
computations are executed on a cluster with PowerEdge R650 nodes equipped with Intel Xeon Gold 6342
2.80GHx CPUs and 512GB RAM in exclusive mode. Plots are log-linear, function values are shifted so that
the minimum on each plot reaches 1078. The prefix L- is used to denote the lazified version of an algorithm,
the prefix P- for the PM variant.

E.1 Sparse logistic regression
We run all algorithms on a logistic regression problem with an ¢;-norm ball constraint:

1 m
min — Z log(1 + exp(—y;ax)
* M3
st x|l <7,

where m is the number of samples, 7 > 0 is the £;-norm ball radius, y; € {—1,1} encodes the class and a;
the feature vector for the ith sample. We use the Gisette dataset (Guyon et al., 2004), which contains 5000
features, we run logistic regression on the validation set containing only 1000 samples and thus more prone to
overfitting without a sparsity-inducing regularization constraint. The convergence of the pivoting variants of
both AFW and BPFW converge similarly in both function value and FW gap as their standard counterparts
as shown in Figure 2. Even though BPFW typically maintains a smaller active set, it converges at a slower
rate than the away-step FW variants, both in function value and FW gap. P-AFW drastically improves the
sparsity of the AFW iterates, while maintaining the same convergence in function value and FW gap. This
highlights one key property of our meta algorithm: it can be adapted to several FW variants, benefiting from
their convergence rate while improving their sparsity.
We also fit logistic regression models on the K-sparse polytope (Cai and Zhang, 2013):

Ki.w ={x e R| |Ix]l1 < K7, [[x[|e < 7} = conv({x € R [ [[x[lo < K, |x;| € {0,7}}),

the convex hull of vectors with at most K non-zero entries with values in {—7, 7} for a given radius 7 > 0.

The relative behavior of the lazified version of the algorithms is illustrated on the K-sparse polytope
in Figure 3. The lazified AFW variants converge faster in both function value and FW gap than the BPFW
variants, although the latter maintain much sparser iterates. L-P-AFW reduces the cardinality of the active
set, especially when approaching the optimum.
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Figure 2: Logistic regression, T = 60.

We also study and compare the effect of the pivoting meta algorithm on the lazified and non-lazified
version of AFW, illustrated on another regression on the K-sparse polytope in Figure 4. On this instance,
the pivoting technique applied to the lazified AFW algorithm only slightly improves the active set cardinality
and does not change convergence. Pivoting however sharply reduces the cardinality of the active set for
the non-lazified variant. This however comes at the expense of a higher per-iteration runtime and higher
numerical instabilities which affect in particular the FW gap convergence. Such artifacts occur when the
determinant of the matrix M increases with new vertices, and the phenomenon is particularly pronounced for
non-lazified variants which typically introduce more vertices. We discuss numerical robustness and stability
in more detail in Subsection D.

E.2 Sparse signal recovery

We assess our algorithm on a sparse signal recovery problem:
min ||Ax — y||2

1 2

s.t. |lx[l1 < 7,

with A € R™", y € R™ n > m. We generate the entries of the sensing matrix A i.i.d. from a standard
Gaussian distribution and y by adding Gaussian noise with unit standard deviation to AXtrye, With X¢rye an
underlying sparse vector, with 30% of non-zero terms, all taking entries sampled from a standard Gaussian
distribution. The radius 7 is computed as 7 = ||X¢ruell1/7f for different values of 7.

Figure 5 illustrates the results of the non-lazified version of BPFW and AFW and their pivoting counterparts.
P-AFW converges at the same rate as AFW in function value and FW gap while being faster than both BPFW
variants, terminating before them, while maintaining an active set twice as sparse as AFW.

21



—o—L — AFW

-&-L — BPFW
—*-L — P — AFW
-e-L — P — BPFW

FW gap

=

10° & L L L ] L — ; T 1
0 100 200 300 400 500 600 0 100 200 300 400 500 600
Active set cardinality Active set cardinality
4 | -o-L — AFW
10 -@-L — BPFW
5 L — P — AFW
107° F\\ oL — P — BPFW
®
=107
107
108k = 7

L L L
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000

o
N
o
N
o
o
o

80

FW gap

=0
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 0 20 40 60 80

ITterations Time(s)

Figure 3: K-sparse logistic regression, K = 10 and 7 = 1.0.
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