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Abstract
We present an adaptive trust-region method for unconstrained optimization that allows inexact solu-

tions to the trust-region subproblems. Our method is a simple variant of the classical trust-region method
of Sorensen [1]. The method achieves the best possible convergence bound up to an additive log factor, for
finding an ϵ-approximate stationary point, i.e., O(∆fL

1/2ϵ−3/2) + Õ(1) iterations where L is the Lips-
chitz constant of the Hessian, ∆f is the optimality gap, and ϵ is the termination tolerance for the gradient
norm. This improves over existing trust-region methods whose worst-case bound is at least a factor of
L worse. We compare our performance with state-of-the-art trust-region (TRU) and cubic regularization
(ARC) methods from the GALAHAD library on the CUTEst benchmark set on problems with more than
100 variables. We use fewer function, gradient, and Hessian evaluations than these methods. For instance,
our algorithm’s median number of gradient evaluations is 23 compared to 36 for TRU and 29 for ARC.

Compared to the conference version of this paper [2], our revised method includes practical enhance-
ments and a refined subproblems termination criterion. These modifications dramatically improved per-
formance, including an order of magnitude reduction in the shifted geometric mean of wall-clock times.

1 Introduction
Consider the unconstrained optimization problem minx∈Rn f(x) where the function f : Rn → R is twice
differentiable and possibly non-convex. Finding a global minimizer of this problem is intractable for large
n [3, sect. 1.6]; instead, we aim to find an ϵ-approximate stationary point, i.e., a point x with ∥∇f(x)∥ ≤ ϵ
where ϵ > 0. Second-order methods [1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14], which choose their next iterates
based on gradient and Hessian information at the current iterate, are popular for solving these problems.
For example, Newton’s method, one of the earliest and simplest second-order methods, produces its search
directions dk by minimizing the second-order Taylor series approximation of the function at the current
iterate:

dk ∈ argmin
d

Mk(d) :=
1

2
dT∇2f(xk)d+∇f(xk)

T d, (1)

and the next iterate becomes xk+1 = xk + dk. Unfortunately, unless ∇2f(xk) is positive definite, this
calculation is not well-defined. To rectify this issue, Sorensen [1] proposed restricting the search direction
in (1) to a ball of radius rk around the current iterate:

dk ∈ argmin
d:∥d∥≤rk

Mk(d) (2)

*This work is an improvement of our conference paper that has been published at NeurIPS 2022.
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where ∥ · ∥ is the spectral norm for matrices and the Euclidean norm for vectors. This approach, known
as a trust-region method [15], is reliable and popular. Sorensen [1, Theorem 4.5] shows that its iterates
asymptotically converge to stationary points, i.e., points x with ∇f(x) = 0. On the other hand, while
knowing that the iterates will eventually converge to an approximate stationary point is desirable, it leaves
open the question: how long this could take?

This question motivates the study of worst-case convergence bounds for finding approximate stationary
points. Under the assumption that the gradient is smooth, i.e., there exists S > 0 such that ∥∇f(u) −
∇f(v)∥ ≤ S∥u− v∥ for all u, v ∈ Rn and the optimality gap ∆f := f(x1)− infx∈Rn f(x) at the starting
point x1 is finite, gradient descent requires at most 2S∆f ϵ

−2 iterations to find an ϵ-approximate stationary
point [16, Chap. 1]. This is the best possible worst-case bound (up to constant factors) on smooth functions
[17]. On the other hand, Nesterov and Polyak [10] developed a second-order method that on functions with
L-Lipschitz Hessian, i.e.,

∥∇2f(u)−∇2f(v)∥ ≤ L∥u− v∥ ∀u, v ∈ Rn,

requires at most O(∆fL
1/2ϵ−3/2) iterations to find an ϵ-approximate stationary point. For sufficiently small

ϵ, this bound improves over gradient descent’s bound. Moreover, this bound is the best possible guarantee on
functions with Lipschitz Hessians [17]. They achieved this result using cubic regularized Newton’s method
(CRN), which adds the cubic regularization term L

6 ∥d∥
3 to Mk(d) in (1). This term plays a similar role to a

trust-region, discouraging the search direction from being too far from the initial point.
Unfortunately, CRN requires knowledge of the Lipschitz constant of the Hessian, which is rarely practi-

cal. To address this issue, Cartis et al. [18, 11] developed adaptive cubic regularized Newton (ARC). ARC
dynamically maintains a cubic regularization parameter σk which can be interpreted as a local estimator of
L. This estimator is decreased on steps with sufficient function value reduction and increased on steps with
insufficient reduction.

Given that trust-region methods use second-order information and in practice converge in fewer iterations
than gradient descent, one might anticipate they also obtain the O(∆fL

1/2ϵ−3/2) worst-case iteration bound
achieved by CRN. Unfortunately, this is not true for the classical trust-region method of Sorensen [1]. For
example, one can construct functions with L-Lipschitz Hessian and ∆f <∞, such that classical trust-region
methods require ϵ−2 iterations to find an ϵ-approximate stationary point for any ϵ ∈ (0, 1) [19].

Significant efforts have been made to develop an adaptive trust-region method matching the cubic reg-
ularization complexity bound [7, 4, 5, 6], though the resulting methods have diverged substantially from
the original method. For instance, TRACE [4] achieves a complexity bound proportional to ϵ−3/2, but its
approach differs in several key aspects from the original trust-region framework. TRACE maintains a cubic
regularization parameter (similar to the cubic regularization parameter in ARC) that the algorithm updates
along with the trust-region radius [4, Algorithm 1]. This makes TRACE significantly more complex com-
pared to the classical trust-region framework. While Jiang et al. [7] and Curtis et al. [5, Algorithm 1] are
relatively simple variants of the classical trust-region method, they do introduce a regularization parameter
to the trust-region subproblem, which can degrade practical performance Curtis et al. [5, Figure 1].

Finally, an important topic of study is developing methods that match the whole O(∆fL
1/2ϵ−3/2) bound,

including the Lipschitz constant, not just the ϵ−3/2 scaling. From Table 1, we can see that this has been
achieved for adaptive cubic regularization methods [20, 21]. However, inspection of Table 1 also shows that
for most existing trust-region methods, the L scaling is greater than or equal to L3/2, which is a factor of
L worse than the optimal scaling of L1/2. Only the work of Jiang et al. [7] (which is a follow-up to the
conference version of this paper [2]), a recent trust-region method that incorporates both a regularization
parameter and a ball constraint, achieves a convergence bound close to the full optimal complexity bound.
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Table 1: Adaptive second-order methods along with their worst-case bounds on the number of gradient,
function, and Hessian evaluations. σs ∈ (0,∞) is the smallest regularization parameter used by ARC [11].
σ0 ∈ (0,∞) is the initial regularization parameter for cubic regularized methods. Table sourced from Hamad
and Hinder [2].

Algorithm Type Worst-case iteration bound

ARC [11] cubic regularized O(∆fL
3/2σ−1

s ϵ−3/2 +∆fσ
1/2
s ϵ−3/2)

Nesterov et al. [20, Eq. 5.13 and 5.14] cubic regularized O(∆f max{L, σ0}1/2ϵ−3/2) + Õ(1)

ARp [21, Section 4.1] cubic regularized O(∆f max{L, σ0}1/2ϵ−3/2) + Õ(1)

TRACE [4, Section 3.2] trust-region O(∆fL
3/2ϵ−3/2) + Õ(1)

I-TRACE [6, Section 3.2] trust-region O(∆fL
3/2ϵ−3/2) + Õ(1)

Curtis et al. [5, Section 2.2] trust-region Õ
(
∆f max

{
L2, 1 + L

}
ϵ−3/2

)
Jiang et al. [7, Section 3.1] trust-region Õ

(
∆fL

1/2ϵ−3/2
)

Newton-MR [13, Section 3.2.1] line-search O(∆f max{L2, L1}ϵ−3/2)

He and Lu [14, Section 4] line-search O(∆fL
1/2ϵ−3/2)

AN2C [22, Section 3] regularized Newton Õ(∆f max{L1/2, L2}ϵ−3/2) + Õ(1)

Theorem 1 trust-region O(∆fL
1/2ϵ−3/2) + Õ(1)

Outline The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we introduce our trust-region method. In Sec-
tion 3, we present our main result: the optimal first-order iteration complexity of Algorithm 1. In Section 4,
we compare the method developed in this paper with the conference version of this work [2]. Finally, in
Section 5, we evaluate the performance of our algorithm on the CUTEst test set [23] and discuss the experi-
mental results.

Notation Let N be the set of natural numbers (starting from one), I be the identity matrix, and R be the set
of real numbers. Let ∥ · ∥ denote the ℓ2 norm for a vector and the spectral norm for a matrix. Throughout
this paper, we assume that n ∈ N and f : Rn → R is bounded below and twice differentiable. We define
f⋆ := infx∈Rn f(x) and ∆f := f(x1)− f⋆. For the remainder of this paper, xk and dk refer to the iterates
of Algorithm 1.
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2 Our trust-region method

Algorithm 1: Consistently Adaptive Trust Region Method (CAT)

Input requirements: r1 ∈ (0,∞), x1 ∈ Rn ;
Problem-independent parameter requirements: θ ∈ (0, 1), β ∈ (0, 1),
ω1 ∈ (1,∞), ω2 ∈ [ω1,∞), 0 ≤ γ1 < 1

2 (1−
βθ

γ3(1−β) ), γ2 ∈ (1/ω1, 1], γ3 ∈ (0, 1];
for k = 1, . . . ,∞ do

Approximately solve the trust-region subproblem i.e., obtain dk that satisfies (6) ;

xk+1 ←

{
xk + dk if f(xk + dk) ≤ f(xk) (step is accepted)
xk if f(xk + dk) > f(xk) (step is rejected)

rk+1 ←

{
max{ω2∥dk∥, rk} if ρ̂k ≥ β (step is successful)
rk/ω1 if ρ̂k < β (step is unsuccessful)

2.1 Our approach
The selection of the radius rk significantly impacts the performance of trust-region methods. At each iter-
ation of classical trust-region methods [1, 15] we calculate the ratio between the actual reduction, f(xk) −
f(xk + dk), and the predicted reduction from the second-order Taylor series model:

ρk :=
f(xk)− f(xk + dk)

−Mk(dk)
. (3)

The radius rk is increased when ρk is close to one and reduced when ρk is close to zero [1]. Unfortunately,
there are examples of functions with Lipschitz continuous Hessians for which classical trust-region methods
exhibit a convergence rate proportional to ϵ−2 [24, Section 3] instead of ϵ−3/2.

To address this issue, we modify (3) by adding the term θ
2 min{∥∇f(xk)∥, ∥∇f(xk+dk)∥}∥dk∥ to the

predicted reduction, yielding a new ratio:

ρ̂k :=
f(xk)− f(xk + dk)

−Mk(dk) +
θ
2 min{∥∇f(xk)∥, ∥∇f(xk + dk)∥}∥dk∥

(4)

where θ ∈ (0,∞) is a problem-independent hyperparameter (we use θ = 0.1 in our implementation).
The idea behind (4) is that on successful steps, i.e., when ρ̂k ≥ β, we have f(xk) − f(xk + dk) ≥
βθ
2 min{∥∇f(xk)∥, ∥∇f(xk + dk)∥}∥dk∥. Moreover, if min{∥∇f(xk)∥, ∥∇f(xk + dk)∥} ≥ ϵ then
f(xk)− f(xk + dk) ≥ βθ

2 ϵ∥dk∥. Thus, on successful steps with a large search direction, we can guarantee
significant reduction in the function value.

Our complete trust-region method is presented in Algorithm 1. Aside from replacing ρk with ρ̂k, other
differences from classical trust-region methods [1] include: (i) we accept all search directions that reduce
the function value, in contrast to standard trust-region methods [1], which require the ratio ρ to be above a
certain threshold η ∈ (0, 1), and (ii) when ρ̂k ≥ β, we update rk+1 to max{ω2∥dk∥, rk} instead of setting
rk+1 equal to ω2rk as in classical trust-region methods [1].

2.2 Trust-region subproblem termination criteria
Finding a solution to (2) is often nontrivial, primarily because the Hessian of the objective function may
not be positive definite (∇2f(xk) ⪰̸ 0) or because the unconstrained minimizer lies outside the trust-region
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(∥∇2f(xk)
−1∇f(xk)∥ > rk) [25]. Therefore, validating that a given search direction dk satisfies (2) is a

crucial practical consideration.
Fortunately, an exact solution for the trust-region subproblem (2) is given by the following well-known

fact.

Fact 1 (Theorem 4.1 [25]). The direction dk exactly solves (2) if and only if there exists δk ∈ [0,∞) such
that:

∇Mk(dk) + δkdk = 0 (5a)
δkrk ≤ δk∥dk∥ (5b)
∥dk∥ ≤ rk (5c)

∇2f(xk) + δkI ⪰ 0 (5d)

which solves (2).

Exactly solving the trust-region subproblem defined in (2) is not always possible. Instead, it suffices to
solve the subproblem approximately. Accordingly, our approach seeks a search direction dk and a regular-
ization parameter δk that satisfy the following system of equations:

∥∇Mk(dk) + δkdk∥ ≤ γ1εk (6a)
γ2δkrk ≤ δk∥dk∥ (6b)
∥dk∥ ≤ rk (6c)

Mk(dk) ≤ −γ3
δk
2
∥dk∥2. (6d)

where γ1, γ2, and γ3 are problem-independent scalars such that 0 ≤ γ1 < 1
2

(
1− βθ

γ3(1−β)

)
, γ2 ∈ (1/ω1, 1],

γ3 ∈ (0, 1], and εk is defined as

εk+1 :=


∥∇f(x1)∥ k = 0

min{εk, ∥∇f(xk + dk)∥} f(xk + dk) ≤ f(xk) + bk

εk otherwise.
(7)

For our theory to hold, we assume bk is any sequence of positive numbers (chosen by the algorithm
designer) such that there exists some problem-independent constant ξ ∈ (0,∞) such that

bk ≥ ξεk∥dk∥. (8)

Note that bk =∞ is a valid choice, which corresponds to

εk+1 =

{
∥∇f(x1)∥ k = 0

min{εk, ∥∇f(xk + dk)∥} otherwise.

This choice evaluates ∥∇f(xk + dk)∥ at every step, even if the step is not accepted, i.e., when xk+1 = xk.
This can be wasteful in terms of gradient evaluations. Choosing a smaller bk reduces the number of gradient
evaluations because we may not have to compute ∥∇f(xk + dk)∥ when f(xk) ≤ f(xk + dk). On the other
hand, picking bk = 0 would not only break our theory, but in practice, we found it to be an undesirable
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choice. For instance, sometimes ∥∇f(xk + dk)∥ ≤ ϵ where ϵ > 0 is our termination tolerance, but
f(xk + dk) is slightly larger than f(xk). In this instance, a positive bk value may enable termination
at xk + dk. For our practical implementation, we pick bk = 0.1εk∥dk∥ + 10−8(|f(xk)| + 1), where the
10−8(|f(xk)|+1) term is designed to mitigate arithmetic errors in evaluating the difference f(xk+1)−f(xk).
This is important because arithmetic errors are most likely to occur immediately prior to termination, i.e.,
when ∥∇f(xk + dk)∥ ≤ ϵ.

Lemma 1 demonstrates that solving the trust-region subproblem exactly provides a solution to the sys-
tem (6). However, the converse is not true; an exact solution to (6) does not guarantee a solution to the
trust-region subproblem. Nonetheless, these conditions suffice for demonstrating our results and are more
straightforward to verify than a relaxation of (2) with additional requirements, such as (5d), which requires
computationally expensive eigenvalue calculations.

Lemma 1. Any solution to (5) is a solution to (6) with γ1 = 0, γ2 = 1, γ3 = 1.

Proof. The only tricky part is proving (6d):

Mk(dk) =
1

2
dTk∇

2f(xk)dk +∇f(xk)
T dk = −1

2
dTk (∇

2f(xk) + 2δkI)dk ≤ −
δk
2
∥dk∥2,

where the second equality uses (5a) and the inequality uses (5d).

3 Global convergence bound for our method on Lipschitz continuous
functions

In this section, we provide convergence guarantees for our method in terms of iteration complexity for
finding approximate stationary points on functions with L-Lipschitz Hessians. In particular, we prove that
our method finds an ϵ-approximate stationary point in at most O(∆fL

1/2ϵ−3/2) + Õ(1) iterations.
The following well-known result (e.g., Polyak 2006, Lemma 1 [10]) will be useful:

Fact 2. If ∇2f is L-Lipschitz then

∥∇f(xk + dk)∥ ≤ ∥∇Mk(dk)∥+
L

2
∥dk∥2 (9)

f(xk + dk) ≤ f(xk) +Mk(dk) +
L

6
∥dk∥3. (10)

We will use the following problem-independent constants throughout our proofs:

c1 :=
2 + 3γ3(1− β)

6(γ3(1− β)− βθ)
& c2 :=

γ3(1− β)

γ3(1− β)− βθ
.

Note that c1 > 1
2 because c1 = 2+3γ3(1−β)

6(γ3(1−β)−βθ) > 3γ3(1−β)
6γ3(1−β) = 1

2 . Additionally, c2 > 1 because according to

the requirements of Algorithm 1, we have 1− βθ
γ3(1−β) > 0, which implies γ3(1−β) > γ3(1−β)−βθ > 0.

We will find these two facts useful in the proof of Lemma 2.
Lemma 2 ensures that, under specific conditions, the norm of the gradient for the candidate solution

xk + dk provides a lower bound for the search direction dk. Note this gradient bound, expressed in (11),
remains valid without requiring knowledge of the Lipschitz constant of the Hessian L.

6



Lemma 2. Suppose ∇2f is L-Lipschitz. If ∥dk∥ < γ2rk or ρ̂k ≤ β then

∥∇f(xk + dk)∥ ≤ c1L∥dk∥2 + c2∥∇Mk(dk) + δkdk∥. (11)

Proof. First, we prove the result in the case ∥dk∥ < γ2rk. By (6b) the statement ∥dk∥ < γ2rk implies
δk = 0. Thus,

∥∇f(xk + dk)∥ ≤
(a)
∥∇Mk(dk) + δkdk∥+

L

2
∥dk∥2 ≤

(b)
c1L∥dk∥2 + c2∥∇Mk(dk) + δkdk∥

where inequality (a) uses (9) with δk = 0, and inequality (b) uses that c1 > 1/2 and c2 > 1 as per the
discussion following their definitions. Next, we prove the result for the case that ρ̂k ≤ β. Observe that

β

(
−Mk(dk) +

θ

2
min{∥∇f(xk)∥, ∥∇f(xk + dk)∥}|∥dk∥

)
≥
(a)

ρ̂k

(
−Mk(dk) +

θ

2
min{∥∇f(xk)∥, ∥∇f(xk + dk)∥}∥dk∥

)
=
(b)

f(xk)− f(xk + dk) ≥
(c)
−Mk(dk)−

L

6
∥dk∥3

where inequality (a) uses ρ̂k ≤ β and −Mk(dk) +
θ
2 min{∥∇f(xk)∥, ∥∇f(xk + dk)∥}∥dk∥ ≥ 0, equality

(b) uses the definition of ρ̂k in (4), and inequality (c) uses (10). Rearranging the previous displayed inequality
and then applying (6d) using 1− β > 0 yields:

L

6
∥dk∥3 +

βθ

2
min{∥∇f(xk)∥, ∥∇f(xk + dk)∥}∥dk∥ ≥ −(1− β)Mk(dk)

≥ (1− β)γ3
δk
2
∥dk∥2.

Dividing the previous inequality by (1−β)∥dk∥
2 , using 1 − β > 0, and then using ∥∇f(xk + dk)∥ ≥

min{∥∇f(xk)∥, ∥∇f(xk + dk)∥}, we get

L

3(1− β)
∥dk∥2 +

βθ

1− β
∥∇f(xk + dk)∥ ≥ γ3δk∥dk∥. (12)

Now, by (9), the triangle inequality, and (12) respectively:

∥∇f(xk + dk)∥ ≤ ∥∇Mk(dk)∥+
L

2
∥dk∥2 ≤ ∥∇Mk(dk) + δkdk∥+ δk∥dk∥+

L

2
∥dk∥2

≤ ∥∇Mk(dk) + δkdk∥+ L

(
1

3γ3(1− β)
+

1

2

)
∥dk∥2 +

βθ

γ3(1− β)
∥∇f(xk + dk)∥.

Rearranging this inequality for ∥∇f(xk + dk)∥ and using βθ
γ3(1−β) < βθ

γ3(1−β) + 2γ1 < 1 from the require-
ments of Algorithm 1 yields:

∥∇f(xk + dk)∥ ≤
1

1− βθ
γ3(1−β)

∥∇Mk(dk) + δkdk∥+
1

3γ3(1−β) +
1
2

1− βθ
γ3(1−β)

L∥dk∥2

=
γ3(1− β)

γ3(1− β)− βθ
∥∇Mk(dk) + δkdk∥+

2 + 3γ3(1− β)

6(γ3(1− β)− βθ)
L∥dk∥2

= c1L∥dk∥2 + c2∥∇Mk(dk) + δkdk∥.

7



For the remainder of this section, we will find the following quantities useful:

C := max

{
1

3ξ
,

2c1
1− 2γ1c2

}
(13)

¯
dk := γ2ω

−1
1 C−1/2L−1/2ε

1/2
k (14)

d̄k :=
2ω2

βθ
· ∆f

εk
(15)

Lemma 3 translates Lemma 2 into explicit bounds on the trust-region radius and search direction sizes.

Lemma 3. Suppose ∇2f is L-Lipschitz, k ∈ N, and j ∈ [k,∞) ∩ N, then

(i) We have ωk−j
1 rk ≤ rj ≤ max{rk, d̄j+1}.

(ii) We have rj ≤ rkω
−nj

1 ω
pj

2 where pj := |{m ∈ [k, j) : ρ̂m ≥ β}| and nj := |{m ∈ [k, j) : ρ̂m < β}|.

(iii) If additionally εj+1 ≥ εk
2 then min{rkγ2(ω2γ2)

j−k,
¯
dk} ≤ ∥dj∥.

Proof. Proof for part (i). We will first show ωk−j
1 rk ≤ rj . Consider the induction hypothesis that if j ≥ k

then rj ≥ ωk−j
1 rk. The hypothesis holds for the base case when j = k. Next, suppose that the hypothesis

holds for some j = t. Then
rt+1 ≥

(a)

rt
ω1
≥
(b)

ωk−t
1 rkω

−1
1 = ω

k−(t+1)
1 rk

where inequality (a) uses the radius update rule of Algorithm 1 and inequality (b) uses the induction hypoth-
esis. Therefore, the induction hypothesis holds for j = t+ 1. By induction our claim holds.

Next, we show that rj ≤ max{rk, d̄j+1}. To prove this result it will suffice to establish that rj+1 ≤
max{rj , d̄j+1} and the result will follow by induction. If ∥dj∥ ≤ d̄j+1/ω2 then using the update rule
of Algorithm 1, we get rj+1 ≤ max{ω2∥dj∥, rj} ≤ max{d̄j+1, rj}. If xj+1 = xj , then by inspection
of Algorithm 1 we have rj+1 = rj/ω1 ≤ max{d̄j+1, rj}. Thus the only remaining case to consider is
xj+1 = xj + dj and ∥dj∥ > d̄j+1/ω2. In this case we have

ρ̂j =
f(xj)− f(xj + dj)

−Mk(dj) +
θ
2 min{∥∇f(xj)∥, ∥∇f(xj + dj)∥}∥dj∥

≤
(a)

f(xj)− f(xj+1)
θ
2 min{∥∇f(xj)∥, ∥∇f(xj + dj)∥}∥dj∥

≤
(b)

2
f(xj)− f(xj+1)

θεj+1∥dj∥
≤
(c)

2
∆f

θεj+1∥dj∥
< 2

∆fω2

θεj+1d̄j+1
=
(d)

β

where inequality (a) follows from−Mk(dj) ≥ 0 and f(xj+1) ≤ f(xj+dj), inequality (b) follows from the
fact that min{∥∇f(xj)∥, ∥∇f(xj + dj)∥} ≥ εj+1, inequality (c) uses f(xj+1) ≥ f⋆ and f(x1) ≥ f(xj),
and equality (d) uses the definition of d̄j+1. Thus, ρ̂j < β, and by inspection of Algorithm 1 we have
rj+1 = rj/ω1 ≤ max{rj , d̄j+1} as desired.

Proof for part (ii). Consider the induction hypothesis that if j ≥ k then rj ≤ rkω
−nj

1 ω
pj

2 . The
hypothesis holds for the base case when j = k, because pj = nj = 0. Next, suppose that the hypothesis
holds for some j = t. If ρ̂t ≥ β, then

rt+1 =
(a)

max{ω2∥dt∥, rt} ≤
(b)

ω2rt ≤
(c)

rkω
−nt
1 ω1+pt

2 =
(d)

rkω
−nt+1

1 ω
pt+1

2

8



where equality (a) uses the radius update rule of Algorithm 1, inequality (b) uses ∥dt∥ ≤ rt, inequality (c)
uses the induction hypothesis, and equality (d) uses pt+1 = pt + 1 and nt+1 = nt because ρ̂t ≥ β. On the
other hand, if ρ̂t < β, then

rt+1 =
(a)

rt/ω1 ≤
(b)

rkω
−nt−1
1 ωpt

2 =
(c)

rkω
−nt+1

1 ω
pt+1

2

where equality (a) uses the radius update rule of Algorithm 1, inequality (b) uses the induction hypothesis,
and equality (c) uses pt+1 = pt and nt+1 = nt + 1 because ρ̂t < β. Therefore, the induction hypothesis
holds for j = t+ 1. By induction, our claim holds.

Proof for part (iii). To prove this result, we first show the following useful claim:

If ∥dj∥ < γ2rj or rj+1 < ω2∥dj∥ then ∥dj∥ ≥ ω1γ
−1
2 ¯

dk. (16)

First, consider the case that ∥∇f(xj + dj)∥ < εj+1. Then,

C−1εk∥dj∥
6

≤
(a)

ξεk
2
∥dj∥ ≤

(b)
ξεj+1∥dj∥ ≤ ξεj∥dj∥ ≤

(c)
bj <

(d)
f(xj + dj)− f(xj) ≤

(e)

L∥dj∥3

6

where inequality (a) uses (13), inequality (b) uses the assumption that εj+1 ≥ εk
2 , inequality (c) uses (8),

inequality (d) uses ∥∇f(xj +dj)∥ < εj+1 and the definition of εj+1 as given in (7), and inequality (e) uses
Mj(dj) ≤ 0 and (10). Rearranging this inequality yields ∥dj∥ ≥

√
εkC−1L−1 = ω1γ

−1
2 ¯

dk as desired.
Next, consider the case that ∥∇f(xj + dj)∥ ≥ εj+1. If ∥dj∥ < γ2rj then the premise of Lemma 2

holds. On the other hand, if rj+1 < ω2∥dj∥ then by inspection of Algorithm 1 we have ρ̂j < β. Therefore,
either ∥dj∥ < γ2rj or rj+1 < ω2∥dj∥ imply the premise of Lemma 2 holds. It follows that

εk
2
≤
(a)

εj+1 ≤
(b)
∥∇f(xj + dj)∥ ≤

(c)
c1L∥dj∥2 + γ1c2εj ≤

(d)
c1L∥dj∥2 + γ1c2εk (17)

where inequality (a) is by the assumption of the Lemma, inequality (b) uses that we are analyzing the case
that ∥∇f(xj + dj)∥ ≥ εj+1, inequality (c) uses Lemma 2 and (6a), and inequality (d) uses that εj ≤ εk by
definition of εj .

According to the requirements of Algorithm 1: 0 ≤ γ1 < 1
2 (1−

βθ
γ3(1−β) ) =

γ3(1−β)−βθ
2γ3(1−β) , it follows that

γ1c2 = γ1 ·
γ3(1− β)

γ3(1− β)− βθ
<

γ3(1− β)− βθ

2γ3(1− β)
· γ3(1− β)

γ3(1− β)− βθ
=

1

2
.

Thus, we can rearrange (17) to yield

εk ≤
c1L

1/2− γ1c2
∥dj∥2 =

2c1
1− 2γ1c2

L∥dj∥2 ≤ CL∥dj∥2

which implies ∥dj∥ ≥ C−1/2L−1/2ε
1/2
k = γ−1

2 ω1(γ2ω
−1
1 C−1/2L−1/2ε

1/2
k ) = ω1γ

−1
2 ¯

dk and thus con-
cludes the proof of (16).

With (16) in hand, we will now prove part (iii) by induction. First, consider the base case when j = k.
If γ2rk ≤ ∥dk∥ then min{rkγ2(ω2γ2)

j−k,
¯
dk} = min{rkγ2,

¯
dk} ≤ γ2rk ≤ ∥dj∥. On the other hand, if

γ2rk > ∥dk∥ then

min{rkγ2(ω2γ2)
j−k,

¯
dk} = min{rkγ2,

¯
dk} ≤

¯
dk ≤

(a)
ω1γ

−1
2 ¯

dk ≤
(b)
∥dj∥

9



where inequality (a) uses that ω1γ
−1
2 ≥ 1 from the requirements of Algorithm 1 and inequality (b) uses (16)

with j = k. This establishes the base case.
Next, suppose that the induction hypothesis min{rkγ2(ω2γ2)

j−k,
¯
dk} ≤ ∥dj∥ holds for j = t − 1 and

εt+1 ≥ εk
2 . We will split the proof of showing that the induction hypothesis holds for j = t into three

different cases. In the case that ∥dt∥ < γ2rt then by (16) with j = t we get ∥dt∥ ≥ ω1γ
−1
2 ¯

dk ≥
¯
dk as

desired. In the case that ∥dt∥ ≥ γ2rt and rt < ω2∥dt−1∥ we have

∥dt∥ ≥ γ2rt ≥
(a)

γ2ω
−1
1 rt−1 ≥ γ2ω

−1
1 ∥dt−1∥ ≥

(b) ¯
dk

where inequality (a) is from the update rule for Algorithm 1 which implies rt ≥ rt−1

ω1
and inequality (b) is

from (16) with j = t− 1. Finally, in the case that ∥dt∥ ≥ γ2rt and rt ≥ ω2∥dt−1∥ we have

∥dt∥ ≥ γ2rt ≥ γ2ω2∥dt−1∥ ≥
(a)

γ2ω2 min{rkγ2(ω2γ2)
t−1−k,

¯
dk}

≥
(b)

min{rkγ2(ω2γ2)
t−k,

¯
dk}

where inequality (a) uses the induction hypothesis and inequality (b) uses γ2ω2 ≥ γ2ω1 > 1 by the require-
ments of Algorithm 1. Thus min{rkγ2(ω2γ2)

j−k,
¯
dk} ≤ ∥dj∥ holds for j = t and by induction we have

proven part (iii).

Now, we show that our algorithm can be analyzed using two types of phases that repeat until termination.
To do this, we first define:

π(i) :=

{
1 i = 1

min {j ∈ N : εj < επ(i−1)/2} ∪ {∞} i > 1

and
τ(i) := min {j ∈ N : j ≥ π(i) & ∥dj∥ ≥

¯
dπ(i)} ∪ {π(i+ 1)}.

We note that these definitions do not exclude the possibility that π(i) or τ(i) are infinite. However, in our
proofs, we will show that they are finite.

Using that γ2ω2 > 1 from the requirements for Algorithm 1 and that j+1 ∈ [π(i), π(i+1)−1]∩N =⇒
εj+1 ≥ επ(i)/2 by the definition of π, we can rewrite Lemma 3.(iii) with k = π(i) in terms of π and τ as

∥dj∥ ≥ min{γ2(γ2ω2)
j−π(i)rπ(i),¯

dπ(i)} ∀j ∈ [π(i), π(i+ 1)− 2] (18a)
∥dj∥ ≥

¯
dπ(i) ∀j ∈ [τ(i), π(i+ 1)− 2] (18b)

which we will find useful for our proofs.
Using the definition of π(i) and τ(i), we define the following two phases. The first phase considers

iterations between π(i) and τ(i) where the search direction is decreasing as per (18a) until the search direc-
tion size goes below the threshold

¯
dπ(i). Consequently, we can bound the number of iterations in phase one

(Lemma 4). The second phase considers iterations between τ(i) and π(i + 1) where the search direction
remains above the threshold

¯
dπ(i), i.e., due to (18b). Consequently, any successful steps during this phase,

i.e., steps with ρ̂k > β, will reduce the function value by at least

β

(
−Mk(dk) +

θ

2
min{∥∇f(xk)∥, ∥∇f(xk + dk)∥}∥dk∥

)
≤

βθεπ(i)¯
dπ(i)

2
.

10



Next, using the results from Lemma 3.(ii), we argue that the number of unsuccessful steps inside this interval
cannot exceed the number of successful steps. This allows us to bound the number of iterations in phase two
(Lemma 5). The iterates of Algorithm 1 will alternate between phase one and phase two repeatedly until
termination. However, according to the definition of τ(i), the iterates may transition directly to phase two
without passing through phase one, i.e., τ(i) = π(i).

To bound the total number of iterations to terminate, we show that there exists N ∈ N such that
επ(N+1) ≤ ϵ ≤ επ(N). Thus, the total number of iterations until termination with εk ≤ ϵ, where ϵ > 0
is the termination tolerance, is at most

π(N + 1) = π(1) +

N∑
i=1

π(i+ 1)− τ(i) + τ(i)− π(i). (19)

To this inequality, we employ our bounds on τ(i)−π(i) and π(i+1)−τ(i) given in Lemma 4 and Lemma 5
to provide a bound on the total number of iterations (Theorem 1).

Lemma 4. Suppose ∇2f is L-Lipschitz, then for all i ∈ N such that π(i) <∞ we have τ(i) <∞, and

τ(i)− π(i) ≤ logγ2ω2

(
ω3i
2 max

{
¯
dπ(i)

r1
, 1

})
. (20)

Proof. First consider the case that τ(i) ≤ π(i) + 1, then immediately we get (20) because ω2, i ≥ 1 and
γ2ω2 > 1. On the other hand, if π(i) + 2 ≤ τ(i) then

¯
dπ(i) >

(a)
∥dτ(i)−2∥ ≥

(b)
γ2(γ2ω2)

τ(i)−2−π(i)rπ(i) ≥
(c)

(γ2ω2)
τ(i)−2−π(i)ω−1

1 rπ(i)

where inequality (a) uses the definition of τ(i), inequality (b) uses (18a) with j = τ(i)− 2, and inequality
(c) uses γ2 > ω−1

1 from the requirements of Algorithm 1.
Rearranging the latter inequality and then taking the base γ2ω2 log of both sides gives

τ(i)− π(i) ≤ 2 + logγ2ω2

(
ω1¯

dπ(i)

rπ(i)

)
≤ logγ2ω2

(
ω3
2 ¯
dπ(i)

rπ(i)

)
(21)

where the last transition uses that ω2 ≥ ω1 and γ2 ∈ (0, 1). Next, for all ℓ ≤ i consider the induction
hypothesis that

ω
3(1−ℓ)
1 min{r1,

¯
dπ(i)} ≤ rπ(ℓ). (22)

Note that substituting (22) with ℓ = i into (21) and using ω2 ≥ ω1 gives us (20) as desired, thus it remains
to prove that (22) holds. The hypothesis holds for ℓ = 1 because using the definition of π, we have π(1) = 1
and so rπ(ℓ) = rπ(1) = r1 ≥ min{r1,

¯
dπ(i)}. Next, we suppose the hypothesis holds for ℓ = n. If

π(ℓ) + 1 ≥ π(ℓ+1) then rπ(ℓ+1) ≥ rπ(ℓ)/ω1 so the hypothesis holds for ℓ = n+1. If π(ℓ) + 2 ≤ π(ℓ+1)
then we have

rπ(ℓ+1) ≥
(a)

rπ(ℓ+1)−2

ω2
1

≥
∥dπ(ℓ+1)−2∥

ω2
1

≥
(b)

ω−2
1 min{γ2(γ2ω2)

π(ℓ+1)−2−π(ℓ)rπ(ℓ),¯
dπ(ℓ)}

≥
(c)

ω−2
1 min{γ2rπ(ℓ),¯dπ(ℓ)} ≥(d)

ω−3
1 min{rπ(ℓ),¯dπ(ℓ)} ≥(e)

ω−3
1 min{rπ(ℓ),¯dπ(i)}

≥
(f)

ω−3ℓ
1 min{r1,

¯
dπ(i)} = ω

3(1−(ℓ+1))
1 min{r1,

¯
dπ(i)}

11



where inequality (a) uses the update rule for rk, inequality (b) uses (18a) with j = π(ℓ + 1) − 2, (c) uses
that π(ℓ) + 2 ≤ π(ℓ + 1) and γ2ω2 ≥ γ2ω1 > 1 by definition of Algorithm 1, (d) uses that γ2 ≥ ω−1

1

and ω1 > 1, (e) uses
¯
dπ(i) ≤ ¯

dπ(l) because επ(i) ≤ επ(l) and (f) employs the induction hypothesis. By
induction (22) holds as desired.

Lemma 5. Suppose that ∇2f is L-Lipschitz and f is bounded below, then for all i ∈ N such that τ(i) <∞
we have π(i+ 1) <∞, and for all t ∈ [τ(i), π(i+ 1)− 2] we have

t+ 2− τ(i) ≤ logω1

(
ω3
2 max{r1, 2d̄π(i)}

¯
dπ(i)

)
+ 4 logω1

(ω1ω2) ·
f(xπ(i))− f(xt)

βθεπ(i)¯
dπ(i)

.

Proof. Note that if t ≤ τ(i) + 1 the result trivially holds because ω2 > ω1 > 1. Thus throughout the
proof we will assume t ≥ τ(i) + 2. Lemma 3.(ii) with k = τ(i) implies that rt ≤ rτ(i)ω

−nt
1 ωpt

2 where
pt = |{m ∈ [τ(i), t) : ρ̂m ≥ β}| and nt = |{m ∈ [τ(i), t) : ρ̂m < β}|. Take the base ω1 log of both sides
of this inequality and rearranging gives

nt = nt logω1
(ω1) ≤ logω1

(rτ(i)/rt) + pt logω1
(ω2),

applying (18b) with j = t to this inequality yields

nt ≤ logω1
(rτ(i)/¯

dπ(i)) + pt logω1
(ω2). (23)

Furthermore, if τ(i) = 1 then rτ(i) ≤ r1; on the other hand, if τ(i) > 1 we have

rτ(i) ≤
(a)

ω2rτ(i)−1 ≤
(b)

ω2 max{r1, d̄τ(i)} ≤
(c)

ω2 max{r1, 2d̄π(i)} (24)

where inequality (a) uses the radius update rule of Algorithm 1, inequality (b) uses Lemma 3.(i) with k = 1
and j = τ(i) − 1, and inequality (c) uses the definition of d̄ and that ετ(i) > επ(i)/2 because τ(i) ≤ t ≤
π(i + 1) − 2. Substituting (23) and (24) into t + 2 − τ(i) ≤ 2 + nt + pt (which holds by definition of nt

and pt) yields

t+ 2− τ(i) ≤ 2 + logω1

(
ω2 max{r1, 2d̄π(i)}

¯
dπ(i)

)
+ pt

(
1 + logω1

(ω2)
)

= logω1

(
ω2
1ω2 max{r1, 2d̄π(i)}

¯
dπ(i)

)
+ pt logω1

(ω1ω2). (25)

We proceed to bound pt since by (25) it will allow us to bound t+ 2− τ(i).
Suppose that the indices of {m ∈ [τ(i), t) : ρ̂m ≥ β} are ordered increasing value by a permutation

function κ, i.e., κ(1) < κ(2) < · · · < κ(pt) with {m ∈ [τ(i), t) : ρ̂m ≥ β} = {κ(i) : i ∈ [1, pt] ∩ N}.
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Therefore, since the function values of the iterates are nonincreasing we get

f(xτ(i))− f(xt) ≥ f(xκ(1))− f(xκ(pt)+1) ≥
pt∑

m=1

f(xκ(m))− f(xκ(m)+1)

=
(a)

pt∑
m=1

ρ̂κ(m)

(
−Mk(dκ(m)) +

θ

2
min{∥∇f(xκ(m))∥, ∥∇f(xκ(m) + dκ(m))∥}∥dκ(m)∥

)

≥
(b)

pt∑
m=1

β

(
−Mk(dκ(m)) +

θ

2
min{∥∇f(xκ(m))∥, ∥∇f(xκ(m) + dκ(m))∥}∥dκ(m)∥

)

≥
(c)

βθ

2

pt∑
m=1

min{∥∇f(xκ(m))∥, ∥∇f(xκ(m) + dκ(m))∥}¯dπ(i)

≥
(d)

επ(i)βθ

4
pt
¯
dπ(i)

where equality (a) uses the definition of ρ̂κ(m), inequality (b) follows from ρ̂κ(m) ≥ β, inequality (c) uses
−Mk(dκ(m)) ≥ 0 and (18b), and inequality (d) uses min{∥∇f(xκ(m))∥, ∥∇f(xκ(m) + dκ(m))∥} ≥

επ(i)

2
by κ(m) < t ≤ π(i + 1) − 2. Rearranging the latter inequality for pt using the fact that βθεπ(i)¯

dπ(i) > 0
yields

pt ≤
4(f(xτ(i))− f(xt))

βθεπ(i)¯
dπ(i)

.

Using this inequality and (25) we get

t+ 2− τ(i) ≤ logω1

(
ω2
1ω2 max{r1, 2d̄π(i)}

¯
dπ(i)

)
+

4(f(xτ(i))− f(xt))

βθεπ(i)¯
dπ(i)

logω1
(ω1ω2). (26)

Since f(xt) is bounded below we deduce that t is bounded above and thus π(i) < ∞. We get the result by
using ω1 ≤ ω2 and observing that f(xτ(i)) ≤ f(xπ(i)) as π(i) ≤ τ(i).

We now provide our convergence guarrantee for Algorithm 1.

Theorem 1. Suppose that ∇2f is L-Lipschitz and f is bounded below with ∆f = f(x1)− f⋆, then for all
ϵ ∈ (0,∞) there exists some iteration k with εk ≤ ϵ and

k ≤ Ĉ · ∆fL
1/2

ϵ3/2
+ log2

(
2ε1
ϵ

)
logω1

(
ω1ω

3
2C

1/2L1/2

γ2
·max

{
r1
ϵ1/2

,
4ω2

βθ
· ∆f

ϵ3/2

})
+ log2

(
2ε1
ϵ

)(
3 log2

(
2ε1
ϵ

)
logγ2ω2

(ω2) + logγ2ω2

(
max

{
2ω2

βθ
· ∆f

r1ϵ
, 1

}))
+ 1

where Ĉ := 4 logω1
(ω1ω2)

C1/2ω1

βθγ2
and C are problem-independent constants, recalling from (13) that

C = max

{
1

3ξ
,

2 + 3γ3(1− β)

3 (γ3(1− 2γ1)(1− β)− βθ)

}
.

Proof. First we show that π(i) and τ(i) are finite for all i ∈ N. Using the results of Lemma 4, we know if
π(i) is finite then τ(i) is finite and hence using the results of Lemma 5, we get π(i + 1) is finite since τ(i)
is finite. Also, π(1) is finite by definition. Therefore by induction we deduce that π(i) and τ(i) are finite.
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By Lemma 4 we have

N∑
i=1

τ(i)− π(i) ≤
N∑
i=1

logγ2ω2

(
ω3i
2 max

{
¯
dπ(i)

r1
, 1

})

≤ N logγ2ω2

(
ω3N
2 max

{
d̄π(N)

r1
, 1

})
(27)

where the second inequality uses
¯
dπ(i) ≤ d̄π(i) based on the definitions of

¯
d and d̄, and d̄π(i) ≤ d̄π(N) due

to επ(N) ≤ επ(i).
Lemma 5 with t = π(i+ 1)− 2 implies that

N∑
i=1

π(i+ 1)− τ(i)

≤
(a)

N∑
i=1

logω1

(
ω3
2 max{r1, 2d̄π(i)}

¯
dπ(i)

)
+ 4 logω1

(ω1ω2) ·
f(xπ(i))− f(xπ(i+1))

βθεπ(i)¯
dπ(i)

≤
(b)

N logω1

(
ω3
2 max{r1, 2d̄π(N)}

¯
dπ(N)

)
+

4 logω1
(ω1ω2)

βθεπ(N)¯
dπ(N)

N∑
i=1

f(xπ(i))− f(xπ(i+1))

≤
(c)

N logω1

(
ω3
2 max{r1, 2d̄π(N)}

¯
dπ(N)

)
+

4 logω1
(ω1ω2)

βθεπ(N)¯
dπ(N)

(f(x1)− f(xπ(N+1))) (28)

where inequality (a) uses f(xπ(i+1)−2) ≥ f(xπ(i+1)), inequality (b) uses that επ(N) ≤ επ(i) and thus

¯
dπ(N) ≤ ¯

dπ(i) and d̄π(i) ≤ d̄π(N), and (c) is by telescoping.
Combining (27) and (28) and using (19) we get

π(N + 1) ≤
4 logω1

(ω1ω2)

βθεπ(N)¯
dπ(N)

(f(x1)− f(xπ(N+1))) +N logω1

(
ω3
2 max{r1, 2d̄π(N)}

¯
dπ(N)

)
+N logγ2ω2

(
ω3N
2 max

{
d̄π(N)

r1
, 1

})
+ 1 (29)

Next, by definition of π(N) we have ϵ ≤ επ(N) ≤ επ(N−1)/2 ≤ επ(1)2
1−N = ε12

1−N . Rearranging for N
gives

N ≤ 1 + log2(ε1/ϵ) = log2(2ε1/ϵ). (30)

Since ϵ ≤ επ(N) we can substitute into (29) that d̄π(N) =
2ω2

βθ ·
∆f

επ(N)
≤ 2ω2

βθ ·
∆f

ϵ and

¯
dπ(N) = γ2ω

−1
1 C−1/2L−1/2ε

1/2
π(N) ≥ γ2ω

−1
1 C−1/2L−1/2ϵ1/2 which combined with (30) gives Theo-

rem 1.

4 Comparison with conference version of the paper
In this section, we will comment on the similarities and differences between the current version of our
method and the conference version [2]. In Subsection 4.1, we will show how these modifications improved
performance.
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The most significant change is the approach for solving the trust-region subproblem. Previously, in the
conference version, the termination criterion for the trust-region subproblem was ∥∇Mk(dk) + δkdk∥ ≤
γ1∥∇f(xk + dk)∥. This condition was not practically implementable as it required computing the next
gradient to validate the trust-region subproblem solution dk even when the step was not accepted, wasting
gradient evaluations. To address this, the conference version was implemented with γ1 = 0. Consequently,
for the hard case in the subproblem solves, we computed the singular value decomposition (SVD) of the
Hessian (see discussion of “hard case” in Nocedal and Wright [25, Chapter 4] for more details). This ap-
proach was slow, as it did not take advantage of the sparsity of the Hessian and was susceptible to numerical
errors in the singular value decomposition.

This paper resolves these issues by replacing ∥∇Mk(dk)+δkdk∥ ≤ γ1∥∇f(xk+dk)∥, with (6a) which
depends only on the gradient norm of previous iterates. Similarly, our termination condition now checks that
εk ≤ ϵ (Theorem 1) instead of ∥∇f(xk + dk)∥ ≤ ϵ. While these changes may seem subtle, they forced us
to completely redesign the proofs.

For the hard case, we now use inverse-power iteration to compute an approximate minimum eigenvalue
instead of an SVD, and then we generate the search direction as described in Algorithm 2. This approach is
significantly faster. Details of our revised trust-region subproblem solver appear in Appendix A and can be
contrasted with the solver presented in the conference version [2, Appendix C].

There are three additional, more minor modifications, aimed at improving the practical performance of
the method:

• We added a heuristic for selecting the initial radius: r1 = 10∥∇f(x1)∥
∥∇2f(x1)∥ instead of a fixed radius of

r1 = 1, as was done in the conference version [2]. The goal of this choice is to make the algorithm
invariant to scaling. Specifically, consider any function f and starting point x̂0. Then, for all values of
the scalar α ̸= 0 the algorithm applied to f(αx) starting from x0 = x̂0/α will have the same iterates,
up to the scaling factor α. In the corner case when the spectral norm of the Hessian at the starting
iterate is zero, i.e., ∥∇2f(x1)∥ = 0, we set r1 = 1.

• We changed the radius update rule. In the conference version [2, Algorithm 1], when ρ̂k < β1, we set
rk+1 to ∥dk∥/ω1; otherwise, we set rk+1 to ω1∥dk∥. However, in Algorithm 1 when ρ̂k < β1, we set
rk+1 to rk/ω1; otherwise, we set rk+1 to max{ω2∥dk∥, rk}. This change ensures that the radius does
not shrink on successful steps even when the search direction is small.

• We modified the computation of ρ̂. The definition of ρ̂ given in (4) replaces ∥∇f(xk+dk)∥ in Hamad
and Hinder [2, Equation (8)] with min{∥∇f(xk)∥, ∥∇f(xk + dk)∥}. This change makes steps more
likely to be considered successful.

4.1 Ablation study
To justify our modifications mentioned above, we conducted an ablation study evaluating the consequences
of disabling each modification separately. The modifications we study are:

• Rho hat rule. We use ρ̂ defined in (4) instead of ρ defined in (3), as in classical trust-region methods.

• Radius update rule. We update rk+1 to be max{ω2∥dk∥, rk} instead of ω∥dk∥, which is used in [2]
when ρ̂k ≥ β. Otherwise, we update rk+1 to be rk/ω1 instead of ∥dk∥/ω, which is used in [2]. We
use ω2 = 16.0 and ω1 = 8.0. In the conference version of this work [2], ω has the same value as ω1.

• Initial radius rule. We use r1 = 10 ∥∇f(x1)∥
∥∇2f(x1)∥ instead of the default starting radius r1 = 1.0 that we

used in the conference version of this work [2].
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Figure 1: Ablation experiments results

• New trust-region subproblem solver. We use the new trust-region subproblem solver (Appendix A)
instead of the old trust-region subproblem solver developed in the conference version of this work [2,
Appendix C].

The set of problems consisted of all the unconstrained instances with more than 100 variables from the
CUTEst benchmark set [26]. This gives us a total of 125 problems. Each of these experiments is run with
the default algorithm parameters (see Section 5 for details).

Figure 1 plots the median for the total number of function evaluations, the total number of gradient
evaluations, the total number of Hessian evaluations, and the total wall-clock time with our new method and
each enhancement seperately disabled. For the radius update rule there is a slight increase in the number of
function evaluations but all other metrics improve. For all other modifications, none of the metrics increased
by their removal.

5 Numerical results
This section evaluates the effectiveness of our method compared with state-of-the-art solvers. We compare
our method against the FORTRAN implementation of the Newton trust-region method (TRU) and ARC
that are available through the GALAHAD library [27]. Our method is implemented in an open-source
Julia module available at https://github.com/fadihamad94/CAT-Journal. This repository
also provides detailed tables of results and instructions for reproducing the experiments. The experiments
are performed in a single-threaded environment on a Linux virtual machine that has an Intel(R) Core(TM)
i5-3470 CPU 3.20GHz and 16 GB RAM.

Subproblem solver The implementation uses factorizations combined with a bisection routine (and in-
verse power iteration for the hard-case) to solve the trust-region subproblems (i.e., satisfy (6)). The full
details of the implementation are described in Appendix A.

Algorithmic parameters The parameters for these experiments (unless explicitly mentioned) are: β =
0.1, θ = 0.1, ω1 = 8.0, ω2 = 16.0, γ1 = 0.01, γ2 = 0.8, and γ3 = 0.5. For the initial radius, we include
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a more sophisticated radius selection heuristic based on the initial starting point: r1 = 10∥∇f(x1)∥
∥∇2f(x1)∥ . When

implementing Algorithm 1 with some target tolerance ϵ, we immediately terminate when we observe a point
xk with εk ≤ ϵ. This also includes the case when we check the inner termination criterion for the trust-region
subproblem.

Termination criteria Our algorithm is stopped as soon as εk is smaller than 10−5. For ARC and TRU
[26], we used the same gradient termination tolerance, keeping the parameters of these algorithms at their
default values. Also, the three algorithms are terminated with a failure status code if the search direction
norm1 ∥dk∥ falls below 2× 10−16.

Benchmark problems We evaluated the performance of our algorithm on the CUTEst benchmark set
[26] available through https://github.com/JuliaSmoothOptimizers/CUTEst.jl. This is
a standard test set for nonlinear optimization algorithms. We selected all the unconstrained problems with
more than 100 variables, which gives us a total of 125 problems.

5.1 Comparison with TRU and ARC
From Tables 2, 3, and 4 we can observe that our algorithm outperforms TRU and ARC across various metrics
(excluding total number of factorization and wall-clock time).

In addition, the comparison between these algorithms in terms of total number of function evaluations,
total number of gradient evaluations, total number of Hessian evaluations, total number of factorizations,
total wall-clock time, and objective function is summarized in Figure 2. The term ‘objective difference from
best’ (bottom right of Figure 2) is the difference between each method’s objective value at termination and
the best objective value achieved among all methods for a given problem. Notably, the corresponding plot
shows our algorithm terminates with the best objective value more frequently than the other algorithms.

From Table 2 we see that TRU uses fewer factorizations than our method despite the fact our method
solves fewer trust-region subproblems (the number of trust-region subproblem solves equals the number of
function evaluations). We believe one reason TRU requires fewer factorizations trust-region is its subprob-
lem solver. Our trust-region subproblem solver uses a bisection routine to find δk whereas the trust-region
subproblem solver for TRU is more sophisticated. Their trust-region subproblem solver (TRS), available
through the GALAHAD library, uses more advanced root finding techniques (they apply Newton’s method
to find a root of the secular equation, coupled with enhancements using high-order polynomial approxima-
tion) to find δk [27, Section 3]. We tried using TRS, but it had issues consistently satisfying our termination
criteria (6), which led to poor performance of our method. For that reason, we decided to implement our
own subproblem solver (Appendix A).

In addition, TRU’s factorization is faster than ours, which affects the wall-clock time. TRU uses a
specialized, closed-source Harwell Subroutine Library (HSL) package (MA57) when solving the trust-region
subproblem, whereas our approach uses the Cholesky factorization from the open-source Linear Algebra
package in Julia. Thus, we anticipate that the wall-clock time for our approach could be reduced by using a
specialized package like HSL.

A table with our full results can be found at:
https://github.com/fadihamad94/CAT-Journal/tree/master/results.

1GALAHAD refers to this lower bound on ∥dk∥ as the step size limit, and they use a default value of 2× 10−16
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Figure 2: Fraction of problems solved on 125 unconstrained instances from the CUTEst benchmark set with
more than 100 variables using 10−5 optimality tolerance, 100000 iterations limit, and 5 hours max time.

Table 2: Shifted Geometric mean with a shift value of 1 for function, gradient, Hessian, factorization evalu-
ations, and wall clock time per solver on 125 unconstrained instances from the CUTEst benchmark set with
more than 100 variables using 10−5 optimality tolerance and 5 hours max time. Failures counted as twice
the maximum number of iterations (200000) and the maximum time (36000) when computing the geometric
mean.

#function #gradient #hessian #factorization time

Conference version of our method [2] 405.1 405.1 326.3 1810.5 250.2
Our method 132.7 101.6 93.1 567.3 17.2
ARC [28] 249.8 210.3 192.8 783.2 28.5
TRU [28] 172.5 150.9 132.8 467.1 22.9
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Table 3: Median for function, gradient, Hessian, factorization evaluations, and wall clock time per solver
on 125 unconstrained instances from the CUTEst benchmark set with more than 100 variables using 10−5

optimality tolerance and 5 hours max time. Failures counted as twice the maximum number of iterations
(200000) and the maximum time (36000) when computing the median.

#function #gradient #hessian #factorization time

Conference version of our method [2] 47 47 30 716 63.1
Our method 36 23 22 384 2.3
ARC [28] 39 29 27 228 1.98
TRU [28] 42 36 34 230 1.66

Table 4: Failure reasons per solver on 125 unconstrained instances from the CUTEst benchmark set with
more than 100 variables using 10−5 optimality tolerance, 100000 iterations limit, and 5 hours max time.
OOM stands for out of memory.

iter. limit max time 2 · 10−16 > ∥dk∥ numerical error OOM total

Conf. version of our
method [2]

0 9 0 22 4 35

Our method 3 2 7 3 4 19
ARC [28] 6 10 1 5 4 26
TRU [28] 5 5 3 4 4 21
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A Solving the trust-region subproblem
In this section, we detail our approach to satisfy the trust-region subproblem termination criteria given in
(6). We first attempt to take a Newton step by checking if ∇2f(xk) ≻ 0 and ∥∇2f(xk)

−1∇f(xk)∥ ≤ rk.
If this condition is not satisfied, we employ Algorithm 2. The basis of Algorithm 2 is a univariate function

ϕ, whose root solves the subproblem termination criteria. The function ϕ is nonincreasing and defined as:

ϕ(δ) :=


+1 if ∇2f(xk) + δI ⊁ 0 or ∥dδk∥ > rk

0 if γ2rk ≤ ∥dδk∥ ≤ rk & ∥∇Mk(d
δ
k) + δdδk∥ ≤ γ1εk

0 if ∥dδk∥ ≤ rk & ∥∇Mk(d
δ
k)∥ ≤ γ1εk

−1 if ∥dδk∥ < γ2rk

where dδk := −(∇2f(xk) + δI)−1∇f(xk). We first find an initial interval where ϕ changes sign, and
then employ bisection to this interval. The bisection routine stops either when the trust-region subproblem
termination criteria is satisfied, or when the interval size becomes sufficiently small, i.e., δ′ − δ ≤ γ1εk

6rk
&

∥∇Mk(d
δ′

k ) + δ′dδ
′

k ∥ ≤
γ1εk
3 (Line 26). In the latter case, the trust-region subproblem is marked as a hard

case and we use inverse-power iteration to find an approximate minimum eigenvector of the Hessian, y. The
trust-region subproblem search direction becomes

dk = d
δ′k
k + αy

where the scalar α is chosen such that ∥dk∥ = rk. The hard-case termination conditions for the bisection
routine (Line 26) ensure we will satisfy our subproblem termination criteria (6) if y is sufficiently close to
being a minimum eigenvector, i.e., ∥∇2f(xk)y − λy∥ ≤ γ1εk

6rk
where λ is the minimum eigenvalue of the

Hessian. This is because

∥∇Mk(dk) + δ′kdk∥ ≤ ∥∇2f(xk)d
δ′k
k +∇f(xk) + δ′kd

δ′k
k ∥+ |α|∥∇

2f(xk)y + δ′ky∥

≤ ∥∇Mk(d
δ′k
k ) + δ′kd

δ′k
k ∥+ |α|

(
∥∇2f(xk)y − λy∥+ ∥(δ′k + λ)y∥

)
≤ γ1εk

3
+ 2rk

(
γ1εk
6rk

+ δ′k − δk

)
=

γ1εk
3

+ 2rk

(
γ1εk
6rk

+
γ1εk
6rk

)
= γ1εk

where in the last inequality, we used δk ≤ −λ ≤ δ′k and Line 26 from Algorithm 2.
If, due to numerical errors, the inverse-power iteration approach fails, we attempt to compute a search

direction with a perturbed gradient ∇f(xk) + 0.5γ1εkuk, where uk is a random unit vector.
The whole approach is summarized in Algorithm 2. To avoid infinite loops our actual implementation

limits the number of iterations in all loops to 100. In addition, if Algorithm 2 fails to generate a search
direction that satisfying (6), Algorithm 1 terminates with a failure status code:

‘TRUST REGION SUBPROBLEM ERROR’.
These failures are reported in Table 4 as numerical errors. These failures are genuine numerical er-

rors: when we reran our implementation with Float 256 precision, none of these problems failed with
TRUST REGION SUBPROBLEM ERROR.
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Algorithm 2: Trust-region subproblem solver (assuming Newton step fails)
Input: ∇2f(xk), εk, δk−1, rk, γ1
Output: Search direction

1 [δk, δ
′
k]← FIND-INITIAL-INTERVAL(δk−1);

2 δk, δm, δ′k, d
δm
k , d

δ′k
k ← BISECTION(∇2f(xk), εk, rk, δk, δ′k, γ1);

3 return

{
dδmk if ϕ(δm) = 0

INVERSE-POWER-ITERATION(∇2f(xk), εk, rk, δ
′
k, d

δ′k
k , γ1) otherwise

4 Function FIND-INITIAL-INTERVAL(δk−1):
5 if ϕ(δk−1) = 0 then
6 return [δk−1, δk−1];
7 end
8 if δk−1 = 0 then δk−1 ← 1 end
9 for i = 1 to∞ do

10 x←

{
δk−1; if i = 1

(2(i−1)2)ϕ(δk−1) · δk−1; otherwise

11 y ← δk−1 · (2i
2

)ϕ(δk−1);

12 return


[x, x]; if ϕ(x) = 0

[y, y]; if ϕ(y) = 0

[min{x, y},max{x, y}]; if ϕ(x) · ϕ(y) < 0

13 end
14 end
15 Function BISECTION(∇2f(xk), εk, rk, δk, δ′k, γ1):
16 for i = 1 to∞ do
17 δm ← (δk + δ′k)/2;
18 if ϕ(δm) = 0 then
19 return δk, δm, δ′k, d

δm
k , d

δ′k
k ;

20 end
21 if ϕ(δm) = 1 then
22 δk ← δm;
23 else
24 δ′k ← δm;
25 end

26 if δ′k − δk ≤ γ1εk
6rk

& ∥∇Mk(d
δ′k
k ) + δ′kd

δ′k
k ∥ ≤

γ1εk
3

then

27 return δk, δ
′
k, δ

′
k, d

δ′k
k , d

δ′k
k ; // Hard case

28 end
29 end
30 end

31 Function INVERSE-POWER-ITERATION(∇2f(xk), εk, rk, δ′k, dδ
′
k

k ):
32 y ∼ NormalDistribution(0, 1)n ;
33 for i = 1 to∞ do
34 y ← (∇2f(xk) + δ′kI)

−1y/∥y∥;
35 Find α such that ∥dδ

′
k

k + αy∥ = rk;
36 if (6) satisfied then
37 return d

δ′k
k + αy;

38 end
39 end
40 end
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