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Abstract. We provide a local theory for the optimization of the Hausdorff distance
between a polytope and a zonotope. To do this, we compute explicit local formulae for
the Hausdorff function d(P,−) : Zn → R, where P is a fixed polytope and Zn is the space
of rank n zonotopes. This local theory is then used to provide an optimization algorithm
based on subgradient descent that converges to critical points of d(P,−). We also express
the condition of being at a local minimum as a polyhedral feasibility condition.

A zonotope is a Minkowski sum of line segments (generators) in Euclidean space. In
two dimensions, they are exactly the centrally symmetric polytopes; in higher dimensions,
they are still centrally symmetric but aren’t uniquely characterized by this property [1].
We denote Zn(Rd) to be the space of all zonotopes that can be expressed with n generators
in Rd. We are interested how well zonotopes can approximate other polytopes under the
Hausdorff distance. Given any two polytopes P and Q, the Hausdorff distance between P
and Q is:

d(P,Q) = max

(
sup
p∈P

d(p,Q), sup
q∈Q

d(q, P )

)
Given a fixed polytope P ⊂ Rd, we define dP : Zn(Rd) → R by Z 7→ d(P,Z). We seek
a global minimum of this function, which we call the Hausdorff optimal approximation to
P . We will see that Zn(Rd) is locally isomorphic to Euclidean space, and that dP is a
non-convex, piecewise smooth function on that space.

To approach optimizing dP , in Section 4 we will study the function locally in regimes
where we can write it explicitly as a maximum of a finite number of smooth functions. This
local theory will allow us to compute gradients and subgradients of this function. In Section
5, we will use this local theory to construct a “feasibility cone” C(Z) for each zonotope Z in
a generic family of zonotopes in Zn(Rd). We will show that, under certain circumstances,
if the feasiblity cone C(Z) has nonempty interior, then Z is not a local minimum of dP .

Finally, in Section 6, we will combine these local results to build an optimization algo-
rithm to find critical points of dP . This algorithm is based on the subgradient method for
non-convex non-smooth functions [2]. Numerical and complexity results for this algorithm
in various dimensions are given in Section 7. A link to our python implementation of this
algorithm is also provided.

1. Motivation and Previous Work

There are several motivations for approximating a polytope by a zonotope. The first is
that zonotopal approximation has been shown to be a sub-problem for pruning of ReLU
neural networks [3]. The authors showed that the support of the convex dual of a convex
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neural network is a zonotope, and to prune such a neural network one can approximate
that zonotope with a lower rank zonotope. Zonotopes are also used in 3-D graphics for
object collision detection [4]. Previous work by [4] established algorithms to find tight
enclosing zonotopes of a polytope. Using these algorithms, collision detection between
arbitrary polytopes can be made more efficient by performing collision detection between
their enclosing zonotopes (at the cost of some false positives). Our work here can be applied:
performing collision detection on the Hausdorff optimal zonotope can give more accurate
results, though it will also introduce false negatives as well.

Approximating polytopes and point clouds by zonotopes also has applications to state
estimation [5, 6], reachability analysis [7, 8, 9], and many other areas. These applications
arise because of several computationally advantageous properties of zonotopes, like their
ability to represent O(n2) points with O(n) information, having efficient set membership
algorithms, and being closed under Minkowski sum and multiplication. In some cases, P
itself is also a zonotope and one wishes to approximate it by a zonotope of lower rank –
this is called zonotope order reduction (or rank reduction) [10].

A central difficulty in optimizing dP is that it is generally not convex. For example,
suppose that that P ⊂ R2 has a discrete rotational symmetry R ∈ O(2) of order 3. Then if
Z ∈ Z2(R2) is a local minimum, then so is RjZ for any j. Moreover, Z is a parallelogram and
hence cannot have a rotational symmetry of order different from 2 or 4. Therefore RZ ̸= Z,
and so RZ and Z are two distinct local minima for dP . It is also a non-smooth function,
as we will see. The optimization of non-convex non-smooth functions is an expansive and
nontrivial body of problems for which there is no single best method [11].

Our primary contribution is an iterative algorithm to approximate any polytope P by
a zonotope Z ∈ Zn(Rd) by optimizing the Hausdorff distance dP (Z) through subgradient
descent. This procedure is detailed in Algorithm 1. The space complexity of Algorithm 1
is O(d

(
n

d−1

)
) and the time complexity per iteration step is equal to the time complexity of

computing dP (Z) for a general position zonotope Z ∈ Zn(Rd). In other words, we show
that, given some precomputation, the iterative step for optimizing dP is bounded by simple
evaluation of dP at a point (at the cost of exponential space complexity). In addition, this
work provides a theoretical framework for understanding dP , especially its local properties.

This work is organized as follows. In Sections 2 and 3, we set up the problem by defining
the space of zonotopes and establishing some geometric properties of dP . Then in Section
4 we study dP locally in regimes where we can write it explicitly as a maximum of a finite
number of differentiable functions. This local theory will allow us to compute gradients
and subgradients of this function. In Section 5, we will use this local theory to construct
a “feasibility cone” for each zonotope in a generic family of zonotopes in Zn(Rd). We will
show that any interior point of the feasibility cone C(P,Z) corresponds to perturbations of
Z that decrease the Hausdorff distance dP (Z).

Finally, in Section 6, we will combine these local results into Algorithm 1, which is our
proposed method for finding local minima of dP . This algorithm is based on the subgradient
method for locally Lipschitz functions [2]. Numerical results and complexity analysis for
this algorithm in various dimensions are given in Section 7.
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2. The Space of Zonotopes

A zonotope is a Minkowski sum of line segments, also called generators, in Euclidean
space:

Z =
∑
i

Si

For a standard reference on zonotopes, see for example [12, 1]. We take the convention that
every segment Si has the origin as an endpoint (whereas some authors assume each Si is
centered on the origin, for example [13]).

Lemma 2.1. Let In ⊂ Rn be the standard unit cube. If A : Rn → Rd is any affine map,
then A(In) is a zonotope in Rd. Likewise, any zonotope Z is the image of some unit cube
under an affine map A. Moreover, if Cn is the set of vertices of In, then A(Cn) contains
the set of vertices of A(In).

Definition 2.2. With Z,A and Cn as in Lemma 2.1, we call A(Cn) the cubical vertices of
Z. We call A(0) the base point or translation vector of Z. We say also say that Z has rank
n if n is the smallest integer such that Z = A(In).1

It will be useful for us to be able to characterize when a cubical vertex of a zonotope Z
is a vertex of Z. The following lemma formulates this as a condition on the generators of
Z.

Lemma 2.3. Let Z ⊂ Rd be a zonotope, let V be its set of cubical vertices, and let
{gi}i=1,...,n be its generators. For any m ∈ V , if we write m =

∑
i∈J gi, then m is a

vertex of Z if and only if there exists a hyperplane containing the origin H ⊂ Rd that
separates {gi}i∈J and {gi}i/∈J .

Proof. Suppose such a hyperplane H exists and let n̂ be the unit normal vector to H such
that ⟨gi, n̂⟩ > 0 for all i ∈ J . Then define the linear map L : Rd → R by L(x) = ⟨x, n̂⟩. Note
that argmaxm′∈V L(m′) = m because adding or removing a generator from m will strictly
decrease the value of L. Since a linear function cannot be maximized at a non-vertex point
of a polytope, and since Vert(Z) ⊂ V , see that:

max
x∈Z

L(x) = max
v∈Vert(Z)

L(x) ≤ max
m′∈V

L(m′)

We have already concluded that the RHS is L(m), so in fact L is maximized over all of Z
at m. Therefore m is a vertex.

Conversely, if m is a vertex, then there is a linear function L that is maximized strictly
at m. Let J ′ = {i ∈ [n] | L(gi) > 0}. By the same argument as above, L is maximized
at m′ =

∑
i∈J ′ gi. Since we assumed this maximum was uniquely m, we have m = m′ and

hence J ′ = J . Therefore H = ker(L) separates {gi}i∈J from {gi}i/∈J . □

For the remainder of this work, we establish the following notation. Given any zonotope
Z, we denote the affine map associated to Z to be AZ . We denote the linear component
of the affine map AZ in the standard basis by a matrix QZ ∈ Rn×d and we denote the
translation component of AZ by a vector µZ ∈ Rd. Conversely, given a matrix Q ∈ Rn×d

and a vector µ ∈ Rd, we denote the zonotope associated to the affine map A(x) = Qx+ µ
by Z(Q,µ).

1Some authors refer to the rank as the “number of zones”.
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An alternative characterization of a zonotope that we will make use of is the symmetry
of its faces.

Definition 2.4. A set of points is called centrally symmetric if it is invariant under point
reflection around its barycenter.

The faces of a zonotope are centrally symmetric, and in fact, this is also a sufficient
condition:

Proposition 2.5 ([1]). A polytope X is a zonotope if and only if all 2-faces are centrally
symmetric.

We call a zonotope whose generators are in general position a general position zonotope.
These enjoy a non-degeneracy property:

Lemma 2.6. If Z is a general position zonotope, then the set of 1-faces (edges) of Z
uniquely determine the generators of Z (and hence also the rank of Z).

Proof. Since all vertices of Z are sums of generators, and two vertices of Z have an edge
between them if and only if their respective sums differ by one generator, it follows that the
set of all edges of Z are translated generators, perhaps with a minus sign. Thus we only
need to determine the appropriate sign for each putative generator coming from an edge.
Let {σ1g1, ..., σngn} be the set of distinct putative generators coming from the edges of Z,
where σi ∈ {−1, 1} are unknown. There are 2n possible zonotopes obtained by varying σi.
Since Z is general position, these are all distinct zonotopes. So we may simply exhaust all
possibilities for σi to find a zonotope which is a translation of our original Z. □

To properly define the space of zonotopes Zn(Rd), we will parameterize it using the
generator matrix Q and the translation vector µ. With this in mind, we define:

Z̃n(Rd) = {(Q,µ) ∈ Rn×d × Rd}
Since the symmetric group Sn acts on this space by permuting the columns of Q, and the
ordering of these columns does not affect the underlying zonotope Z(Q,µ), we also quotient
by this action. Thus we define the space of zonotopes as:

Zn(Rd) := Z̃n(Rd)/Sn

In practice, given a zonotope Z ∈ Zn(Rd), we choose the representative (Q,µ) such that
the columns of Q are lexicographically ordered.

Proposition 2.7. Let Z be a zonotope such that Z = Z(Q,µ) and Z = Z(Q′, µ′), where
the columns of Q and Q′ are in general position, respectively. Then µ = µ′ and the columns
of Q are obtained by permuting the columns of Q′.

Proof. Let In ⊂ Rn be the unit cube. By definition, we have Q(In)+µ = Q′(In)+µ′. Since
0 ∈ In, this implies µ = µ′. Since Z is a general position zonotope, its set of generators is
uniquely determined, by Lemma 2.6. Therefore the columns of Q and Q′ are the same up
to permutation. □

3. The Hausdorff Distance

Recall we are fixing a polytope P ⊂ Rd and wish to optimize the function:

dP : Zn(Rd)→ R
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Z 7→ d(P,Z)

The Hausdorff distance between polytopes has some computationally convenient properties
that we describe here. In general, for any convex set Q, the function x 7→ d(x,Q) is
convex [14]. Since a convex function on a polytope is achieved at a vertex, the value of
supp∈P d(p,Q) is achieved at a vertex of P . For future convenience, for any closed set
W ⊂ Rd and point p ∈ Rd, we denote Π(p,W ) := argminw∈W ∥p − w∥2, which is the
projection of p onto W . In this setting, the Hausdorff distance between two polytopes P
and Q is:

d(P,Q) = max

(
max

p∈Vert(P )
d(p,Q), max

q∈Vert(Q)
d(q, P )

)
(3.0.1)

Computationally, this means that calculating the Hausdorff distance is reduced to comput-
ing the distance between a point and a polytope. This can be formulated as a quadratic
program, and hence be solved in polynomial time. For an account of this, consult e.g. [14].
The following similar expression for the Hausdorff distance between two polytopes will be
useful for us:

Proposition 3.1. Let P and Q be polytopes. For every vertex p ∈ Vert(P ), denote Wp to
be the affine hull of the smallest face2 of Q containing Π(p,Q). For q ∈ Vert(Q), we define
Wq equivalently. Then:

d(P,Q) = max

(
max

p∈Vert(P )
d(p,Wp), max

q∈Vert(Q)
d(q,Wq)

)
(3.0.2)

where d(x,W ) is the distance between a point x and an affine subspace W

Proof. This is immediate from (3.0.1) and the fact that d(p,Wp) is the same as the distance
between p and the smallest face of P containing p. □

We will also consider a slightly simpler function dcP : Zn(Rd) → R which we call the
coarse Hausdorff distance. For any polytopes P and Q, we define:

dc(P,Q) := d(Vert(P ),Vert(Q)) (3.0.3)

= max

(
max

p∈VertP
min

q∈VertQ
d(p, q), max

q′∈VertQ
min

p′∈VertP
d(p′, q′)

)
(3.0.4)

whence dcP (Z) := dcP (P,Z). In this case, we are only considering the vertices of P and Z to
measure the distance between them. It is clear from the definition that dP ≤ dcP . Though
dcP is an upper bound for dP , we will see in Section 5 that dcP can have local minima where
dP does not. Thus we cannot simply minimize dcP to minimize dP .

We establish the following convention for d(P,Q). Hereafter, whenever we say a pair
(p, q) ∈ P ×Q achieves the Hausdorff distance between P and Q, we mean that d(P,Q) =
∥p− q∥2 and at least one of p or q is a vertex of its respective polytope. Since P and Q are
polytopes, the Hausdorff distance is always achieved at at least one pair in this manner.

Given a polytope P ⊂ Rd and a point x ∈ Rd, any point that achieves the distance
d(x, P ) has the following useful characterization:

Lemma 3.2. Let P ⊂ Rd be a polytope and x ∈ Rd. Then for any p ∈ P , we have
∥x− p∥2 = d(x, P ) if and only if x− p is contained in the normal cone of p.
2Keep in mind Q itself is also a face of Q. So if p is in the interior of Q, then the smallest face of Q
containing p is Q itself.
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P

Figure 3.1. A polytope with normal cones at each vertex attached
(blue). All points colored red are not Hausdorff stable relative to P
and all points colored black are Hausdorff stable relative to P .

Proof. See [15], Theorem 5.21. □

Definition 3.3. For a polytope P ⊂ Rd and a point x /∈ P ◦, we say that x is Hausdorff
stable relative to P if x is contained in the relative interior of the normal cone to P at
Π(x, P ) (see Figure 3.1). If x ∈ P ◦, we also say that it is Hausdorff stable, for reasons
explained in the next remark.

Remark 3.4. A point that is Hausdorff stable relative to P has the property that there exists
an open neighborhood U ∋ x such that for any y ∈ U , the smallest face of P containing
Π(y, P ) is the same as the smallest face of P containing Π(x, P ). It is easy to see that
Hausdorff stability is an open dense condition on Rd, and it will be a necessary property in
the next section when we develop a local theory of the Hausdorff distance dP .

Hausdorff stability is closely related to the normal fan of P in the following way. If we
define the normal complex of P to be the complex obtained by attaching to every x ∈ ∂P
the normal cone at x, then the points in the skeleton of this complex are exactly the ones
that are not Hausdorff stable.

4. Local Theory of dP

In this section, we will show how to express dP as an explicit maximum of differentiable
functions in a neighborhood of a generic point Z ∈ Zn(Rd). To do this, we will need to
show that, given a sufficiently small perturbation Z → Z ′, we can identify the boundaries
of Z and Z ′ naturally and therefore express the Hausdorff distance as a function of the
generators of Z. This will allow us to calculate the gradient (or subgradient) of dP and,
in the next section, will also give us the tools necessary to come up with direction finding
criteria for gradient descent on dP .
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Our intent is to identify points on the boundary of a zonotope Z ∈ Zn(Rd) with their
corresponding points in the unit cube In that map to them (i.e. the lift of ∂Z to In). If
we perturb Z → Z ′ by a small amount, we then might be able to identify the boundary
of Z with the boundary of Z ′ via their lifts. More precisely, given q ∈ ∂Z, let Lift(q) :=
A−1

Z (q) ∩ In be the set of points in the unit cube that map to q. If Lift(q) happens to be a
unique point, then given any other zonotope Z ′ ∈ Zn(Rd), there is a well-defined mapping
φ : ∂Z → Z ′ defined by φ(q) = AZ′(Lift(q)). We call φ : ∂Z → Z ′ the pushforward map.
It identifies ∂Z with a subset of Z ′ in a natural way.

Definition 4.1. Given a zonotope Z ∈ Zn(Rd), we say that a point q ∈ ∂Z is stable if
Lift(q) is a single point. We say that Z is stable if every point on its boundary is stable.

Proposition 4.2. If Z ∈ Zn(Rd) is a general position zonotope, then Z is stable.

Proof. We first claim that all vertices of Z are stable. It suffices to assume that AZ is
linear since translation does not affect stability. Let v ∈ Vert(Z) and suppose that Lift(v)
contains more than one point. Since Vert(Z) ⊂ AZ(C

n), where Cn are the vertices of In,
there exist e, e′ ∈ Lift(v) distinct that are in Cn. Let F ⊂ In be the smallest face containing
e and e′. If F is a 1-face, i.e. an edge of In, then e− e′ is a standard unit vector ei in Rn,
up to sign. Since 0 = AZ(e)− AZ(e

′) = AZ(e− e′), this would imply that the ith column
of QZ is zero. This contradicts our assumption that the generators of Z are in general
position.

Therefore F must be a k-face for k > 1. Let ℓ = [e, e′] be the line segment with endpoints
e and e′. The face F is a cube of dimension k and since it is the minimal one containing
the vertices e and e′, the segment ℓ is a diagonal of F . Consider the image AZ(F ), which
contains v. Since the diagonal of F is mapped to a vertex of AZ(F ), it follows that v is a
vertex of AZ(F ). This means that there exists another vertex e′′ ∈ F that is mapped to v
as well. Letting F ′ ⊂ F be the smallest face containing e′′ and e′, we can repeat this process
again, and since F ′ will always be of strictly smaller dimension than F , it will terminate
at F ′ being a line segment, which is the k = 1 case we have already ruled out. Therefore
every v ∈ Vert(Z) has a unique lift.

Now to show that Z is stable, consider any facet X ⊂ Z and let S be the set of vertices of
X. Since Z is a general position zonotope, every facet has exactly d+1 vertices. Therefore
dim(X) = |S|−1. Additionally, is straightforward to show that, because of linearity of AZ ,
we have:

Lift(Conv(S)) = Conv(Lift(S))

Since every element of S is stable, |Lift(S)| = |S|. Therefore the dimension of Lift(F ) is
at most |S| − 1 = dim(X). Therefore every element of X has a unique lift, and so Z is
stable. □

Corollary 4.3. If q ∈ ∂Z is stable, then so is every other point on the minimal face of Z
containing q.

Corollary 4.4. If Z is stable and q ∈ ∂Z is a cubical vertex, then q is a vertex of Z.

The pushforward map φ : ∂Z → Z ′ is only defined when Z is stable. When the image of
the pushforward φ lies in ∂Z ′, we say it is proper. For general pairs Z,Z ′ the pushforward
will not be proper, as in the next example.



ON FINDING THE CLOSEST ZONOTOPE TO A POLYTOPE IN HAUSDORFF DISTANCE 8

ϵ = 0.0 ϵ = 0.2 ϵ = 0.4

ϵ = 0.6 ϵ = 0.8 ϵ = 1.0

Figure 4.1. The zonotope Z ′ for various values of ϵ, with the image
of the pushforward φ : ∂Z → Z ′ shown in blue.

Example 4.5. Fix ϵ ≥ 0 and let Q =

(
1 1 2
2 1 0

)
and ∆Q =

(
0 −ϵ 0
0 0 0

)
. These define

zonotopes Z = Z(Q, 0) and Z ′ = Z(Q+∆Q, 0). The image of the pushforward φ : ∂Z → Z ′

for various values of ϵ is shown in Figure 4.1. We see that for ϵ ≥ 1
2 , the pushforward is not

proper.

Lemma 4.6. Suppose that Z = Z(Q,µ) ∈ Zn(Rd) is stable. Then there exists ϵ > 0 such
that for all perturbations Z ′ = Z(Q+∆Q,µ+∆µ) satisfying ∥∆Q∥2 < ϵ the pushforward
map φ : ∂Z → Z ′ is proper.

Proof. We first assume that ∆µ = 0. Our strategy will be to first show that φ(Vert(Z)) =
Vert(Z ′), from which the desired result will follow.

Since Z is stable, all cubical vertices which are not vertices are in the interior of Z, by
Corollary 4.4. For each cubical vertex v ∈ Z, let ev ∈ Cn be the corresponding lift, and
denote Eint = {e ∈ Cn | e ̸= ev ∀v ∈ Vert(Z)}. For any ϵ > 0, let the ϵ-fattening of ∂Z be:

(∂Z)ϵ :=
⋃

∥∆Q∥2<ϵ

∂Z ′

where Z ′ = Z(Q+∆Q,µ). Now define:

τ(ϵ) = min
e∈Eint

d(Qe+ µ, (∂Z)ϵ)

This represents the minimum distance of all interior cubical vertices of Z to the boundaries
of all possible ϵ perturbations of Z. Since all cubical vertices are on the interior of Z, we
can pick ϵ small enough so that the fattening (∂Z)ϵ does not contain any of them. In other
words, there exists ϵ0 > 0 such that τ(ϵ0) > 0.

Now consider the function M : Rd×n → R given by:

∆Q 7→ min
e∈Eint

∥∆Qe∥2

This is continuous, so we can find ϵ1 ≤ ϵ0 such that ∥∆Q∥2 < ϵ1 ⇒M(∆Q) < τ(ϵ0). Given
such a ∆Q, the images of the interior cubical vertices e ∈ Eint are in the interior of the
perturbed zonotope Z ′ = Z(Q + ∆Q,µ). This means that any vertex of Z ′ must be the
pushforward of some vertex in Z ′, i.e. Vert(Z ′) ⊆ φ(Vert(Z)).
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Now we will show the reverse, by considering the vertices of Z. For each v ∈ Vert(Z),
write v =

∑
j∈Jv gj , where gj is the jth generator of Z (row of Q). Because the genera-

tors of Z are in general position, there exists a hyperplane Hv separating {gj}j∈Jv from
{gj}j /∈Jv . Let δ = minv∈Vert(Z)minj d(gj , Hv). Then there exists ϵ2 such that ∥∆Q∥2 <
ϵ2 ⇒ minj∥∆gj∥2< δ, where ∆gj is the jth row of ∆Q. Thus if ∥∆Q∥2 < ϵ2, the hyper-
planes Hv still separate the appropriate generators of Z ′ = Z(Q + ∆Q,µ) and therefore
φ(Vert(Z)) ⊆ Vert(Z ′).

We have thus shown that φ(Vert(Z)) = Vert(Z ′) when ∥∆Q∥2 < min(ϵ1, ϵ2). Now
consider any facet F ⊂ ∂Z. Since the vertices of Z contained in F all map to the boundary
of Z ′, we must also have φ(F ) ⊂ ∂Z ′. Applying this reasoning to all facets of ∂Z we find
that φ(∂Z) ⊂ ∂Z ′.

Finally, to handle the case when ∆µ ̸= 0, take ∆Q = 0. Clearly φ : ∂Z → Z ′ lands
in the boundary because φ is given by translation by ∆µ. Now for any perturbation
Z ′ = Z(Q+∆Q,µ+∆µ), we can write it as a composition of perturbations Z → Z ′ → Z ′′,
the first of which with ∆µ = 0 and the second of which with ∆Q = 0. If we assume
∥∆Q∥2 < min(ϵ1, ϵ2), the resulting pushforward φ : ∂Z → Z ′′ is well-defined and its image
lies in the boundary of Z ′′.

□

Having a proper pushforward φ : ∂Z → Z ′ in a neighborhood of a zonotope Z is useful
because the boundary of all zonotopes in that neighborhood are combinatorially the same:
they are all the image of the same subset of the unit cube in Rn. This will allow us to write
down a well-defined, explicit function that is equal to dP in some neighborhood of Z.

The following theorem will serve as a foundation for our method of computing subgradi-
ents of dP as well as allow us to define our optimization algorithm for dP . We will frequently
require the following assumptions on a zonotope Z ∈ Zn(Rd) and a polytope P ⊂ Rd:

(1) Z is a general position zonotope (and therefore stable).
(2) Each vertex of P is Hausdorff stable relative to Z and each vertex of Z is Hausdorff

stable relative to P .
We will refer to these as the locality conditions on P and Z. For fixed P , these are both
open and dense conditions on Z.

Theorem 4.7. Fix P ⊂ Rd a polytope and suppose Z0 ∈ Zn(Rd) satisfies the locality
conditions 1) and 2) above. Then there exists an open neighborhood U of Z0 such that for
all Z ∈ U :

dP (Z) = max

(
max

p∈VertP
d(p,Aff(φZ(Fp))), max

q∈VertZ0

d(φZ(q),Aff(Fq))

)
(4.0.1)

where:
• φZ : ∂Z0 → ∂Z is the pushforward.
• d(x,W ) is the distance between x and an affine subset W .
• Fp is the smallest face of Z containing Π(p, Z), and Fq is the smallest face of P

containing Π(q, P ).
• Aff(X) is the affine hull of a set X.

Moreover, each term in the maximum above is a square root of bounded rational functions
in the parameters (Q,µ) defining Z. In particular, they are differentiable functions of Z
inside U .
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Fp0p0

Fp1

p1

Fp2 p2

Fp3

p3

Figure 4.2. Example of A zonotope (blue) and a polytope (black)
where the Hausdorff distance dP (Z) is achieved at four pairs of
points. The corresponding faces Fp in Z are labeled.

Proof. First, we observe that the RHS of (4.0.1) evaluated at Z0 is the RHS of (3.0.2)
because φZ0 is the identity. Therefore (4.0.1) holds at Z0. Now we let V ∋ Z0 be an open
neighborhood such that φZ is proper for all Z ∈ V (Lemma 4.6). Recall Remark 3.4, which
says that Hausdorff stability of all vertices implies that the vertices of Z0 can be perturbed
slightly and the faces Fq for q ∈ Vert(Z0) remain unchanged. For similar reasons, given
p ∈ Vert(P ) the smallest face containing Π(p, Z0) after a small perturbation of Z0 is still
Fp. In other words, there exists U ⊂ V open containing Z0 such that for all Z ∈ U :

• The smallest face of P containing Π(φZ(q), P ) is Fq, and
• The smallest face of Z containing Π(p, Z) is φZ(Fp).

Now applying equation (3.0.2), we see that the RHS of (4.0.1) holds for Z.
Finally, we relegate the proof that the functions d(p,Aff(φZ(Fp))) and d(φZ(q),Aff(Fq))

are square roots of bounded rational functions to Section 6.3, specifically in Corollaries 6.13
and 6.17. □

A schematic of this local theory is shown in Figure 4.2. The functions d(x,W ) are
differentiable and locally Lipschitz, and since the pointwise maximum of locally Lipschitz
functions is also locally Lipschitz, we have:

Corollary 4.8. dP : Zn(Rd)→ R is locally Lipschitz at all points Z that satisfy the locality
conditions 1) and 2), and is therefore also differentiable almost everywhere in Zn(Rd).

5. The Feasibility Cone

In this section we will define the feasibility cone C(P,Z) associated to a polytope P and
a zonotope Z. We will see that the interior of this cone corresponds to perturbations of Z
that decrease the Hausdorff distance dP (Z).

Proposition 5.1. Fix P a polytope and Z = Z(Q,µ) ∈ Zn(Rd) that satisfy the locality
conditions 1) and 2). Let dP (Z) be achieved at k distinct pairs of points (p1, q1), ..., (pk, qk).
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For each qi let ei = Lift(qi) be the (unique) lift of qi to In. Define the set:

C(P,Z) = {(∆Q,∆µ) ∈ Rn×d × Rd | ⟨∆Qei +∆µ, pi − qi⟩ ≥ 0 ∀i}
Then C(P,Z) is a polyhedral cone, and for any (∆Q,∆µ) in the interior of C(P,Z), there
exists ϵ > 0 such that for all t < ϵ the associated perturbed zonotope Zt = Z(Q+ t∆Q,µ+
t∆µ) satisfies dP (Zt) < dP (Z).

Remark 5.2. We call C(P,Z) the feasibility cone of Z relative to P .

Proof. First we show that C(P,Z) is a polyhedral cone. This can be seen by rewriting the
inequalities as:

⟨∆Qei +∆µ, pi − qi⟩ = ⟨(∆Q,∆µ), (pi − qi)⊗ (ei, 1)⟩
which are linear in (∆Q,∆µ).

Let (∆Q,∆µ) be an interior point of C(P,Z). Then ⟨∆Qei +∆µ, pi − qi⟩ > 0 for all i.
For t > 0 denote Zt = Z(Q + t∆Q,µ + t∆µ), and for T > 0, let BT (Z) = {Zt : t < T}.
By Theorem 4.7, there is ϵ0 > 0 be such that dP |Bϵ0 (Z) is a maximum of distances between
points and affine subspaces (equation 4.0.1). We wish to show that there exists 0 < ϵ ≤ ϵ0
so that for all t < ϵ:

(1) all terms achieving the maximum in 4.0.1 at Z are strictly less than dP (Z) at Zt,
and

(2) all terms not achieving the maximum in 4.0.1 at Z remain less than dP (Z) at Zt.
It then directly follows that dP (Zt) < dP (Z) for all t < ϵ1. We will show 1) first. For every
i, let αi be such that

cos(αi) =
⟨φZt(qi)− qi, pi − qi⟩
∥φZt(qi)− qi∥2∥pi − qi∥2

Note that since φZt(qi)− qi = t∆Qei + t∆µ, the quantity αi is independent of t. Now set:

τi =
2 cos(αi)∥pi − qi∥2
∥∆Qei +∆µ∥2

(5.0.1)

Since cos(αi) > 0 by assumption, we have τi > 0 for all i. Set τ = min(ϵ0,mini τi). Then
for all t < τ we have:

2 cos(αi)∥pi − qi∥2 > t∥∆Qei +∆µ∥2
= ∥φZt(qi)− qi∥2 ∀i

From Figure 5.1, we see this implies that

∥φZt(qi)− pi∥2 < ∥qi − pi∥2 = dP (Z) ∀i,∀t < τ (5.0.2)

For p ∈ Vert(P ) and q ∈ Vert(Z), let Fp and Fq be defined as in Theorem 4.7. If pi is a
vertex of P , then since φZt(qi) ∈ φZt(Fpi) ⊂ Aff(φZt(Fpi)), we have the inequality:

d(pi,Aff(φZt(Fpi))) ≤ ∥pi − φZt(qi)∥2
Similarly, if qj is a vertex of Z, then since pj ∈ Fqj we have:

d(φZt(qj),Aff(Fqj )) ≤ ∥pj − φZt(qj)∥2
Combining these with Equation 5.0.2, we see that all terms achieving the maximum in
Equation 4.0.1 are strictly smaller at Zt than at Z for all t < τ .

To prove claim 2), we leverage continuity. Let VP = {v ∈ Vert(P ) : v ̸= pi ∀i} and
VZ = {v ∈ Vert(Z) : v ̸= qi ∀i} be the sets of vertices not achieving the Hausdorff
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pi

qi
φZt(qi)

αi

=

=

Figure 5.1. Schematic illustration of τi. For any t < τi, φZt(qi)
lies in the red region, in which ∥pi − φZt(qi)∥2 < ∥pi − qi∥2.

distance at Z. Choose γ > 0 such that d(p,Aff(Fp)) < dP (Z) − γ for all p in VP and
d(q,Aff(Fq)) < dP (Z)− γ for all q ∈ VZ . Now define f : [0, τ)→ R by:

f(t) = max

(
max
p∈VP

d(p,Aff(φZt(Fp))),max
q∈VZ

d(φZt(q),Aff(Fq))

)
This is a continuous function with f(0) < dZ(P ) − γ. By continuity, there exists τ ′ > 0
such that f(t) < dZ(P ) for all t ∈ [0, τ ′). Setting ϵ := min(τ, τ ′), we see that both 1) and
2) hold. □

Remark 5.3. The maximal quantity ϵ that we have constructed in the above proof we will
refer to as the perturbation limit of Z relative to P . Note that any perturbation Zt with
t < ϵ is, by construction, contained in the neighborhood Bϵ0(Z). This means that iteratively
applying such perturbations Z0 → Zt1 → Zt2 → ... will never change the functional form of
dP at Zti . In other words, dP (Zti) will always be a maximum of the same set of functions.

This result shows that we have a checkable, sufficient condition for generic Z not being
a local minimum of dP . In the next section, we will show how to explicitly check this
condition and how this can be integrated into an optimization scheme for dP .

Example 5.4. Here we calculate the feasibility cone for a simple case. Let Z = Z(I, 0),
where I ∈ R2×2 is the identity matrix, and let P be the polytope obtained by rotating Z by
π
4 and scaling about its barycenter by 1 + ϵ for a small quantity ϵ (see Figure 4.2). In this
case, there are four points (p0, q0), ..., (p3, q3) achieving dP (Z). The feasible cone C(P,Z) is
the set {z = (∆Q,∆µ) ∈ R2×2 × R2 | Az ≥ 0}, where A is:

A =


(p0 − q0)⊗ (q0, 1)
(p1 − q1)⊗ (q1, 1)
(p2 − q2)⊗ (q2, 1)
(p3 − q3)⊗ (q3, 1)



=


0 −1 −2 0 0 0
0 0 0 −1 0 −2
2 1 2 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 2 2


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Here we are flattening ∆Q into a vector of length 4 for simplicity. The extremal rays of
C(P,Z) can be computed3 to be:

v1 =
(
1 0 0 0 0 0

)
v2 =

(
0 0 0 0 1 0

)
v3 =

(
0 0 0 0 1 −1

)
v4 =

(
1 −2 0 0 1 −1

)
with lineality space generated by:

ℓ1 =
(
0 −2 1 0 0 0

)
ℓ2 =

(
0 0 0 −2 0 1

)
Any combination λ1v1 + λ2v2 + λ3v3 + λ4v4 + µ1ℓ1 + µ2ℓ2 with λi > 0 and µi ∈ R lies in
the interior of this cone. Therefore Z is not a local minimum of dP .

It is important to note that the converse of Proposition 5.1 doesn’t necessarily hold. That
is, if C(P,Z) has empty interior, it isn’t necessarily true that any perturbation of Z will not
decrease the Hausdorff distance. The trouble happens when one of the qi is not a vertex
of Z. If C(P,Z) has empty interior, that means for every (∆Q, δµ), the corresponding αi

satisfies cos(αi) ≤ 0. In this case just because ∥pi − φZt(qi)∥2 > ∥pi − qi∥2 doesn’t mean
that d(pi,Aff(φZt(Fpi))) increases (see diagram below, and compare to Figure 5.1).

pi

qi

φZt(qi)

Here Fpi is the solid black line and Aff(φZt(Fp) is the solid red line. We see that d(pi,Aff(φZt(Fpi)))
still decreases even though the pushed forward point φZt(qi) gets further away from pi. This
difficulty occurs because Fpi is a facet of dimension at least 1. This leads us to the following

Corollary 5.5. Given the same setup as Proposition 5.1, suppose that each qi is a vertex
of Z (equivalently, each Fpi is a dimension 0 facet). Then C(P,Z) has empty interior if
and only if Z is a local minimum.

Proof. We have already shown one direction in Proposition 5.1. For the other direction,
assume that C(P,Z) has empty interior. This means that any (∆Q,∆µ) ∈ Rn×d × Rd

satisfies ⟨∆Qei + ∆µ, pi − qi⟩ ≤ 0 for all i. Note that for any i, we have that pi − qi is
orthogonal to Fqi because the Hausdorff distance is using the Euclidean metric. This means
that for any perturbation Zt = Z(Q + t∆Q,µ + t∆µ), the pushforward φZt(qi) will not
be closer to Fqi than qi because ⟨φZt(qi) − qi, pi − qi⟩ = ⟨∆Qei + ∆µ, pi − qi⟩ ≤ 0 (see
Figure 5.2). Therefore all of the terms achieving the maximum in the local expression for
dP will not decrease for any t and for any choice of (∆Q,∆µ). Since dP is a maximum
of these terms, this implies that dP will not decrease either. This shows that Z is a local
minimum. □

As a final note, we note an implication that this corollary has on the coarse Hausdorff
distance dcP . Recall dcP (Z) is the Hausdorff distance restricted to only the vertices of P and
Z (Equation 3.0.4). Since all pairs (p, q) ∈ P ×Z achieving dcP (Z) are by definition vertices,

3using Polymake
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pi

qi

φZt(qi)

Fqi

Figure 5.2. When ⟨φZt(qi) − qi, pi − qi⟩ ≤ 0, the distance from
φZt(qi) to Fqi is greater than or equal to the distance from qi to Fqi

because (qi − pi) ⊥ Fqi .

the assumptions in the above corollary always apply and therefore we have a necessary and
sufficient condition for all local minima of dcP ; namely that C(P,Z)◦ is empty. This shows
that dcp can have local minima which are not necessarily local minima of dP .

6. Optimizing dP

In this section, we describe an optimization algorithm for dP based on the subgradient
method that leverages the feasibility cone C(P,Z). We use this cone to choose a subgradient
of dP that can lead to a guaranteed decrease in dP for sufficiently small step sizes. Using the
ideas from the proof of Proposition 5.1, we will also establish three techniques for choosing
a step size that balance convergence rate and monotonicity of the subgradient descent.

6.1. Subdifferentials and the Subgradient Method. We will first briefly remind the
reader of subdifferentials and the subgradient method. For convex, continuous, possibly
non-smooth functions f : Rd → R, subgradient descent is a well-understood optimiza-
tion technique inspired by standard gradient descent. It consists of generating a sequence
{xk}∞k=0 ⊂ Rd using the rule

xk+1 = xk − hk(xk)∇f(xk) (6.1.1)

where ∇f(xk) is a subgradient of f at xk and hk(xk) is a step size.

Definition 6.1. For a convex function f : U → R defined on an open set U ⊂ Rd, a vector
v ∈ Rd is a subgradient of f at x0 if for all x ∈ U :

f(x)− f(x0) ≥ ⟨v, x− x0⟩

The collection of all subgradients of f at x0 is called the subdifferential ∂f(x0). When f
is differentiable at x0, the subdifferential ∂f(x0) is a singleton set consisting of the gradient
of f at x0. Under mild conditions on f and the step sizes, the subgradient method (6.1.1)
converges to the global minimum of f [2]. It also has the useful property that 0 ∈ ∂f(x0)
if and only if x0 is the global minimum of f .

Example 6.2. Let f : R → R be the function x 7→ |x|. Then it is a straightforward
calculation to show that

∂f(x) =

 {−1} x < 0
[−1, 1] x = 0
{1} x > 0
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x

y

1

Figure 6.1. A non-convex function with empty subdifferentials for
x < 1.

Indeed we see that the only point for which ∂f(x) contains 0 is the global minimum x = 0.
Suppose instead f(x) = max(0, x− 1) +min(0, x+1) (see Figure 6.1). This is no longer

convex, and we see

∂f(x) =

{
∅ x < 1
{1} x ≥ 1

As we saw in the above examples, when f is not convex the subdifferential can be empty.
In order to extend the subgradient method to non-convex functions, there are various
localized versions of the subdifferential (see, for example [16]). One such version is the
Clarke subdifferential.

Definition 6.3. Let f : Rd → R be locally Lipchitz. The Clarke subdifferential is:

∂Cf(x0) = Conv
{
v ∈ Rd | ∃xk → x0 s.t. ∇f(xk) exists and ∇f(xk)→ v

}
This is a closed polyhedral set, and the Lipschitz property guarantees that it is nonempty

for every x in the domain of f [17]. Moreover, this coincides with the subdifferential ∂f(x)
when f is convex. The Clarke subdifferential also shares the following property to the usual
subdifferential.

Proposition 6.4 ([17]). If x0 is a local minimum for f : Rd → R, then 0 ∈ ∂Cf(x0).

It is important to note that the converse doesn’t necessarily hold in general. For a more
detailed treatment of the Clarke subdifferential and its relationship to optimality, consult
[17, 16, 11].
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Example 6.5. Returning to the above example, the Clarke subdifferential of f(x) =
max(0, x− 1) + min(0, x+ 1) is easily seen to be:

∂Cf(x) =


{−1} x < −1
[−1, 0] x = −1
{0} −1 < x < 1
[0, 1] x = 1
{1} x > 1

Indeed, 0 ∈ ∂Cf(x) for x ∈ [−1, 1] but none of these points are local minima.

While there is much known about the subgradient method when f is convex (see [11]),
there are much fewer such guarantees when f is non-convex. The primary difficulty is that,
in general, the step sizes and choice of subgradient are not easily ascertained to lead to
a decrease in the objective. Many modern algorithms exist that assume extra structure
on f and/or its subgradients, such as bundle methods, smoothing, and gradient sampling
([18, 19, 20]).

In the remainder of this section, we describe how the feasibility cone C(P,Z) can be
leveraged to determine good subgradients and step sizes for optimizing dP .

6.2. Direction finding. We showed in Proposition 5.1 that any point in the interior of
C(P,Z) gives an update step to Z that decreases dP (Z), provided the step size is less than
some ϵ. This motivates us to consider only the subgradients that lie in the interior of this
cone as potential directions for subgradient descent.

Definition 6.6. Let P be a fixed polytope and Z ∈ Zn(Rd) a zonotope, and suppose that
they satisfy the locality conditions 1) and 2). Then we define the feasible subdifferential of
dP to be:

F(P,Z) =

{
C(P,Z)◦ ∩ ∂CdP (Z) if C(P,Z) has nonempty interior

∂CdP (Z) otherwise

where ∂CdP is the Clarke subdifferential of dP .

Note that since both ∂CdP (Z) and C(P,Z) are polyhedral sets, the closure of the feasible
subdifferential is also a polyhedral set.

Our choice of subgradient for optimizing dP will be an element of F(P,Z). Recall from
the proof of Proposition 5.1 that the closer a point (∆Q,∆µ) ∈ C(P,Z) is to the boundary,
the smaller the value of the perturbation limit ϵ that we constructed. Therefore, points
that are further from the boundary will have higher perturbation limits, and hence can
give larger step sizes. Motivated by this property, our choice of subgradient will be the
Chebyshev center (see remark below) of the closure of F(P,Z). It is also possible that
F(P,Z) can be empty. In this case, we interpret Z as being a local minimum, and so no
further step direction is necessary.

Remark 6.7. Recall that the Chebyshev center of a convex polytope X ⊂ Rd is:

XCh = argmin
c∈Rd

max
x∈X
∥x− c∥2

It is the center of the maximal-radius ball entirely contained in X.

To compute F(P,Z)Ch, we first need to determine if C(P,Z) has empty interior. To do
this, one can compute the v-representation of this cone and check that the extremal rays
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form a spanning set of Rd. We also need to be able to compute ∂CdP (Z). We give a detailed
account of this computation in the next subsection.

Finally, the Chebyshev center of F(P,Z) is found by extracting its h-representation
F(P,Z) = {x | ⟨ai, x⟩ ≤ bi, i = 1, ...,m} and solving the following linear program for xc
and r:

maximize r
s.t. ⟨ai, xc⟩+ r∥ai∥ ≤ bi, i = 1, ...,m

For more details about the Chebyshev center, see [21]. Finally, we remark that, since dP is
differentiable almost everywhere, the Clarke subdifferential ∂CdP is a single point almost
everywhere. Therefore the feasible subdifferential F(P,Z) is often just a single point, in
which cases computing the Chebyshev center is unnecessary.

6.3. Computing ∂CdP (Z). We have already shown that dP is a locally Lipschitz function
and that it can be locally written as a pointwise maximum of differentiable functions in a
neighborhood of a sufficiently general point Z ∈ Zn(Rd). This information allows us to use
the following formula for ∂C :

Proposition 6.8. Let U ⊂ Rd be open and f : U → R be locally Lipschitz and suppose
f(x) = max(f1(x), ..., fm(x)), where fi : U → R are continuously differentiable on U . Then
for any x ∈ U the Clarke subdifferential is:

∂Cf(x) = Conv({∇fi(x) | fi(x) = f(x)})

Proof. Any function fi achieving the maximum at x has the property that there exists
xk → x such that f(xk) = fi(x) and f(xk) < fj(xk) for j ̸= i. Since ∇fi is continu-
ously differentiable, ∇fi(xk) → ∇fi(x). Moreover ∇fi(xk) = ∇f(xk) because fi uniquely
achieves the maximum at xk. Therefore ∇fi(x) is a limiting gradient. Every limiting gra-
dient is of this form, since wherever ∇f is defined, it is equal to some ∇fi. Thus ∂Cf(x),
which is the convex hull of the limiting gradients, is as claimed. □

As a warm-up, we first use this to compute ∂Cd
c
P (Z), which is the Clarke subdifferential

of the coarse Hausdorff distance dcP . Recall this is the Hausdorff distance between the
vertex sets of P and Z, which is an upper bound for dP and is simpler to compute.

Corollary 6.9. Let Z ∈ Zn(Rd) be a general position zonotope and let (p1, q1), ..., (pk, qk)
be the pairs of vertices where dcP (Z) is achieved. Let ei = Lift(qi) and Q,µ be such that
Z = Z(Q,µ). Then:

∂Cd
c
P (Z) = Conv ({∇(∥pi −Qei − µ∥2)})

where the gradient is taken in terms of the parameters Q,µ.

Proof. Observe that dcP (Z) = maxi(∥pi − qi∥2) and that qi = Qei + µ. Then apply the
above Proposition. □

Using Theorem 4.7, we also arrive at the analogous formula for ∂CdP (Z):

Corollary 6.10. Let P and Z0 ∈ Zn(Rd) satisfy the locality conditions 1) and 2), and
let (p1, q1), ..., (pk, qk) be the pairs of points where dP (Z0) is achieved. Further, let U be
the neighborhood from Theorem 4.7 under which dP |U is a maximum of distances between
points and affine subspaces. Without loss of generality, assume that q1, ..., qℓ ∈ Vert(Z0)
and qℓ+1, ..., qk /∈ Vert(Z0). Then for all Z ∈ U :

∂CdP (Z) = Conv ({∇δqi(Z)}i=1,...,ℓ ∪ {∇δpj (Z)}i=ℓ+1,...,k)
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Where for q ∈ Vert(Z0), the function δq is Z 7→ d(φZ(q),Aff(Fq)) and for p ∈ Vert(P ), the
function δp is Z 7→ d(p,Aff(φZ(Fp))). For definitions of φZ , δ, Fp and Fq, refer to Theorem
4.7.

We have thus reduced the problem of computing the Clarke subgradient of dP to com-
puting gradients of the functions δq and δp, which are both distances between a point and
an affine subspace. Since these vary by how they depend on Z, we have to treat them
separately.

Both δq and δp are distances between a point and an affine subset, and so it will be useful
for us to first establish an explicit formula for such a quantity. Let W be an affine subspace
and u be a point. The distance between W and u is defined to be the distance between u
and the projection of u onto W :

d(u,W ) = ∥u−Π(u,W )∥2

For this to be useful to us, we will need to find a more explicit expression for it when W is
given as an intersection of codimension 1 affine subsets.

Lemma 6.11. Let W ⊂ Rd be an affine subspace and a = Π(0,W ), so that W ′ = W − a
is a subspace. Let W⊥ be the orthogonal complement of W ′. Then for any u ∈ Rd, we have
u−Π(u,W ) ∈W⊥.

Proof. Now, the orthogonal decomposition Rd = W ′ ⊕W⊥ gives us a unique expression
u = Π(u,W ′)+ y where y ∈W⊥. Therefore we also have u = Π(u,W ′)+a+(y−a). Since
Π is linear in both arguments, we have Π(iu,W ′) = Π(u,W − a) = Π(u,W ) − a. Thus
u = Π(u,W ) + (y − a). Finally note that a ∈W⊥, and so y − a ∈W⊥ as well. □

Suppose that W is given to us as an intersection of codimension 1 affine subspaces
W =

⋂m
i Hi, where each Hi = {y ∈ Rd | ⟨ηi, y⟩ = ci} with ηi are unit norm. We would

like to get an expression for d(u,W ) in terms of the ηi and ci quantities. In this case,
W⊥ = span(ηi), c.f. Lemma 6.11. Letting x := Π(u,W ), by Lemma 6.11, u− x ∈ W⊥, so
we can expand it in the ηi basis.

u− x =
m∑
i

⟨ηi, u− x⟩ηi =
m∑
i=1

⟨ηi, u⟩ηi −
m∑
i=1

⟨ηi, x⟩ηi

Since x ∈W , we get ⟨ηi, x⟩ = ci. Thus

u− x =
m∑
i=1

(⟨ηi, u⟩ − ci)ηi

We now can compute the norm:

d(u,W ) = ∥u− x∥2 =

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
i=1

(⟨ηi, u⟩ − ci)ηi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

(6.3.1)

Proposition 6.12. Let P and Z0 ∈ Zn(Rd) satisfy locality conditions 1) and 2) and let U
be the neighborhood of Z0 obtained from Theorem 4.7. Fix any q ∈ Vert(Z0), set e = Lift(q),
and assume that W = Aff(Fq) (c.f. Theorem 4.7) is codimension one, so that we can write
W = {y ∈ Rd | ⟨η, y⟩ = c}. For Z = Z(Q,µ) ∈ U , considering δq(Z) = d(φZ(q),W ) as a
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function of the parameters Q = (gij) and µ = (µj), for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n and 1 ≤ j ≤ d we
have::

∂δq
∂gij

(Z) = ηjei

∂δq
∂µj

(Z) = ηj

where 1(ei = 1) is the indicator function for when ei = 1.

Proof. Since W = Aff(Fq) is codimension one, the distance between φZ(q) and W is
d(φZ(q),W ) = ⟨η, φZ(q)⟩ − c. Since φZ(q) = Qe + µ =

∑
i′|ei′=1 gi′ , we can substitute

that and differentiate with respect to gij and with respect to µj , noting that η and c are
independent of Q and µ. □

When W = Aff(Fq) is higher dimension, we can obtain the gradients ∂δq
∂gij

and ∂δq
∂µj

in a
similar way by substituting u = Qe + µ into equation 6.3.1 and differentiating. We omit
this calculation for brevity.

Corollary 6.13. The function δq(Z) is the square root of a bounded rational function.

Proof. Note that Qe+µ is a component-wise polynomial function of the parameters (Q,µ).
The substitution of u = Qe+ µ into Equation 6.3.1 introduces a square root. □

Calculating the gradient of δp is a bit more involved. In this case, the parameters ηi, ci
in Equation 6.3.1 are dependent on the variables Q and µ, and u is a constant; whereas
above it was the opposite. To simplify the algebra, just as above, we first consider the case
where W is codimension 1 space (i.e. m = 1). The following characterization of facets of a
zonotope will be necessary to carry out this calculation.

Lemma 6.14. Let Z ∈ Zn(Rd) be a general position zonotope and let F ⊂ Z be a facet
(codimension 1 face) with outward pointing normal η. Then there exist precisely d − 1
generators g1, ..., gd of Z such that ⟨η, gi⟩ = 0.

Proof. See [1]. □

Remark 6.15. If Z = Z(Q,µ) and F is a facet of Z, we denote QF ∈ R(d−1)×d to be the
submatrix of Q whose rows are the d − 1 generators orthogonal to η. We denote [QF ]j to
be the determinant of the square submatrix of QF obtained by omitting the jth column of
QF .

Proposition 6.16. Let P and Z0 ∈ Zn(Rd) satisfy the locality conditions 1) and 2) and
let U be a neighborhood of Z0 obtained from Theorem 4.7. Assume that p ∈ Vert(P ) is a
vertex such that the projection of p onto Z0 lies on a facet (codimension one face) F of Z0.
Additionally, fix some v ∈ Vert(Z0) ∩ F , and write e = Lift(v). For Z = Z(Q,µ) ∈ U ,
considering δp(Z) as a function of the parameters Q = (gij) and µ = (µj), for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n
and 1 ≤ j ≤ d we have:

∂δp

∂gij
(Z) = −ηjei +

d∑
j′=1

∂ηj′

∂gij
(pj′ − vj′)

∂δp

∂µj
(Z) = −ηj
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where ηj = (−1)jσ
γ [QF ]j, γ =

√
[QF ]21 + ...+ [QF ]2d and σ ∈ {−1, 1} is an appropriate

sign such that ⟨η, p − v⟩ > 0. Moreover, this formula is independent of the choice of
v ∈ Vert(Z0) ∩ F .

Proof. Since F is a facet, δp is given by:

δp(Z) = ⟨η, p⟩ − c

where η is the unique unit normal to F satisfying ⟨η, p − v⟩ > 0, and c is an appropriate
scalar. Note that both η and c are functions of Z (i.e. of Q and µ). Therefore:

∂δp

∂gij
(Z) =

d∑
j′=1

pj′
∂ηj′

∂gij
− ∂c

∂gij
(6.3.2)

We note that c = ⟨η, v⟩ because v ∈ F . Since v = Qe+µ, we can substitute and differentiate:

∂c

∂gij
=

∂

∂gij
⟨η,Qe+ µ⟩ =

d∑
j′=1

∂ηj′

∂gij
vj′ + ηj′ei1(j = j′)

where 1(j = j′) = 1 if j = j′ and 0 otherwise. Simplifying, we find:

∂c

∂gij
= −ηjei +

d∑
j′=1

∂ηj′

∂gij
vj

Putting this back into (6.3.2), we get the first claimed expression. Doing a similar differ-
entiation process, but with respect to µj and noting that η is independent of µ, we get the
second claimed expression.

We now must show that η satisfies ηj =
(−1)jσ

γ [QF ]j . We note that any normal vector η̃

to F satisfies:
QF η̃ = 0

The matrix QF ∈ R(d−1)×d is full rank and therefore has one-dimensional kernel gen-
erated by any such normal vector. Gaussian elimination on the system above gives η̃ =
((−1)[QF ]1, ..., (−1)j [QF ]j , ..., (−1)d[QF ]d). Then choosing σ ∈ {1,−1} so that ⟨ση̃, p−v⟩ >
0 and normalizing η̃, we get η as we defined it.

Finally, we must show that this was independent of our choice of v ∈ Vert(Z0) ∩ F .
Recall in (6.3.2) that only dependence on v is in the term ∂c

∂gij
, where c = ⟨η, v⟩. However,

c is invariant under our choice of v because every v ∈ F satisfies ⟨η, v⟩ = c. □

The general case when W is higher codimension can be performed by differentiating
Equation 6.3.1 and using the chain rule. We have already established how to differentiate
the inside of the summation, since each of those is a codimension 1 case.

Corollary 6.17. With the same setup as above, the function δp(Z) is the square root of a
bounded rational function.

Proof. This follows from our formula for ηj in the proof above, which is the square root

of a rational function of the parameters of Q. The value γ =
√
[QF ]21 + ...+ [QF ]2d never

vanishes because Q is full rank by assumption. □
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Remark 6.18. Computationally, the quantities ηj are the most expensive part of calculating
the gradient of δp(Z) because they involve determinants. However, note that the determi-
nental quantities [QF ]j are minors of a matrix whose entries are all formal variables gij .
This means that we can store all possible such minors ahead of time in a hashtable (lookup
table) and then ηj can be computed by evaluating these at the current values of gij . This
hashtable will have

(
n

d−1

)
· d entries since each QF corresponds to a d − 1 sized subset of

{1, ..., n} and there are d possible minors for QF .

6.4. Step sizes. To choose an appropriate step size h, recall the perturbation limit ϵ from
Proposition 5.1. This was the minimum of two quantities, τ and τ ′. The former is explicitly
given by (5.0.1):

τ = min
i
(τi, ϵ0)

This represents the maximum step size that one can take to ensure that all terms achieving
the maximum of dP (Z) decrease. While any step size t < τ leads to a decrease in the
Hausdorff distance, the optimum step size is not necessarily τ . This can be seen in Figure
5.1, where it is clear that the optimal value of t that minimizes ∥φZt(qi)− pi∥ is τi

2
With this in mind, we define three step size rules:
(1) Conservative step: Set hk = 1

2 mini(τi). This ensures that dP (Z) decreases
strictly.

(2) Random step: Set hk = 1
2RandomChoice({τ1, ...τk}).

(3) Aggressive step: Set hk = 1
2 maxi(τi). This ensures that at least one of the pairs

achieving the Hausdorff distance decrease in distance.
The conservative step rule has the advantage of ensuring that dP (Z) decreases; however,

it has the potential to be a very small step size, which can hinder convergence and cannot
explore very far (recall Remark 5.3). Conversely, the aggressive step gives a larger step size
and better exploration, but might not always lead to a decrease in the Hausdorff distance.
In between these is the random step method, which is a compromise. In practice, it is
likely best to use a mixture of these step sizes, such as starting with aggressive steps at
the beginning to explore the landscape and then switching to conservative steps after an
amount of time to more reliably converge to a local minimum.

6.5. The algorithm. Our proposed algorithm for subgradient descent on dP is shown in
Algorithm 1, which uses the random choice step size described above. We have also included
a few practical considerations. First, recall that our subgradient calculus was only valid
for zonotopes satisfying the locality conditions 1) and 2); if in the iteration loop Z does
not satisfy these, since these are generic conditions, we can perturb it by a small random
quantity and it will satisfy them almost surely. Additionally, through experiments, we
found it highly effective to start with a good initial guess (warmstart) for Z rather than a
randomly initialized starting point.

A good technique for warmstarting is to compute an approximate minimal enveloping
zonotope Z of P . An enveloping zonotope of P is a zonotope that entirely contains P .
Work by [4] showed how to compute an approximate minimal enveloping zonotope for any
n and d. For example, in the case of d = 2, for any point O ∈ R2 they define:

ZO = Conv

 ⋃
v∈Vert(P )

{v,RefO(v)}


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where RefO is reflection about the point O. This is a centrally symmetric polygon containing
P , and thus a zonotope. The authors show that the area of ZO is a piecewise convex affine
function whose global minimum can be found through a binary search in O(n2 log n). For
d > 2, they use a different technique based on solving a linear program, since ZO isn’t
necessarily a zonotope in this case. They show that, given a tolerance ϵ > 0, the enclosing
zonotope whose sum of generators is within O(ϵ) of the optimum can be computed in
O(nϵ−(d−1)2 + ϵ−O(d2)).

Algorithm 1 Subgradient Method with Random Choice Stepping

Input: A polytope P ⊂ Rd, a threshold ϵ ≥ 0, an integer n, and a maximum number of
steps N .

Output: A zonotope Z of rank n with small dP (Z).
1: procedure OptimizeHausdorff(P, n, ϵ,N)
2: Z ← Warmstart(P )
3: while dP (Z) > ϵ and number of iterations ≤ N do
4: while Z and P do not satisfy the locality conditions 1) and 2) do
5: Z ← Z +∆Z with ∆Z ∈ Zn(Rd) small and random.
6: end while
7: (Q,µ)← representative of Z in Z̃n(Rd)
8: if F(P,Z) = ∅ then
9: return Z

10: end if
11: (∆Q,∆µ)← F(P,Z)Ch
12: τi ← Equation 5.0.1
13: h← 1

2RandomChoice({τi})
14: Z ← Z(Q+ h∆Q,µ+ h∆µ)
15: end while
16: return Z
17: end procedure

7. Complexity Analysis and Numerical Results

The step-wise cost of Algorithm 1 lies in the computation of the feasible subdifferential
F(P,Z)Ch and the Hausdorff distance dP . Recall that since dP is differentiable almost
everywhere, the feasible subdifferential will generically be a single point, given by one of the
gradients computed in Propositions 6.12 and 6.16. Therefore the average case complexity
for a single step of Algorithm 1 is determined by the complexity of computing the Hausdorff
distance dP (Z) and the complexity of computing the gradient. The former turns out to be
the dominating term if you are willing to precompute a potentially large hashtable:

Proposition 7.1. Fix a polytope P ⊂ Rd and a zonotope rank n ≥ 1. Then given a
space complexity budget of O

(
d
(

n
d−1

))
, the average case time complexity of a single step of

Algorithm 1 is the same as the time complexity of evaluating the Hausdorff distance between
P and a general position zonotope Z ∈ Zn(Rd).

Proof. We can store all possible formal expressions for ηj and ∂ηj′
∂gij

using the given storage
budget (see Remark 6.18), and therefore the evaluation of the gradients of δp and δq can
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be performed in the time it takes to evaluate a rational function of degree d − 1 at a
point, which is O(d). Thus the computation of the feasible differential is generically O(d).
The complexity of evaluating the Hausdorff distance dP (Z) is higher than O(d) because it
involves solving a series of quadratic programs (see [14]). Thus the dominating term is the
Hausdorff distance. □

We have implemented Algorithm 1 in python, and that code can be found here:

https://github.com/geodavic/zonopt.

This implementation uses the autograd framework of pytorch to get the subgradients,
and thus avoids the space complexity shown in the above Proposition. In practice this
implementation is simpler than symbolic gradients and still performant.

In Figure 7.1, we see the result of some experiments where we generate a random polytope
P and report the distance dP (Z) as it is optimized. To illustrate the usefulness of warm-
starting, we compared using randomly initialized zonotopes versus the warmstart method
of computing an approximate enveloping zonotope of P . In addition, see Figure 7.2 for
some example optimal zonotopes in dimension 2.
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Figure 7.1. Using Algorithm 1 to approximate a random polytope
P by a zonotope Z in various dimensions. The curves represent the
Hausdorff distance dP (Z) at each step. The red curve corresponds to
using a warmstarted guess for Z, and the rest correspond to random
initializations of Z.
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Figure 7.2. Pairs of polytopes P,Z where P (blue) is randomly
generated and Z (red) is a rank 4 local minimum of dP found using
Algorithm 1. The black points are the pairs (p, q) ∈ P × Z that
achieve the Hausdorff distance dP (Z).
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