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Abstract

The use of proximal point operators for optimization can be computationally expensive when the
dimensionality of a function (i.e., the number of variables) is high. In this study, we sought to reduce
the cost of calculating proximal point operators by developing a directional operator in which the
proximal regularization of a function along a specific direction is penalized. We used this operator in a
novel approach to optimization, referred to as the directional proximal point method (Direction PPM).
When using Direction PPM, the key to achieving convergence is the selection of direction sequences
for directional proximal point operators. In this paper, we present the conditions/assumptions by
which to derive directions capable of achieving global convergence for convex functions. Considered
a light version of PPM, Direction PPM uses scalar optimization to derive a stable step-size via a
direction envelope function and an auxiliary method to derive a direction sequence that satisfies
the assumptions. This makes Direction PPM adaptable to a larger class of functions. Through
applications to differentiable convex functions, we demonstrate that negative gradient directions at
the current iterates could conceivably be used to achieve this end. We provide experimental results
to illustrate the efficacy of Direction PPM in practice.

1 Introduction

The proximal point method (PPM) is a state-of-the-art method used in optimization [1], signal processing
[2], distributed convex optimization [3], and machine learning [4]. It involves the iterative application of
convex optimization updates to a fixed point of the proximal point operator, which represents a minimum
for the convex function. The proximal point operator is a theoretically sound and elegant approach to the
construction of optimization algorithms. Some applications involve simple or structured functions that
allow for the efficient assessment of their proximal operators either via closed-form expressions or simple
linear time algorithms [5, Chapter 6]. However, for most functions, the calculation of their proximal
point operators imposes an enormous computational burden [6, Section 3.2]. The effects are particularly
obvious when the dimensionality (i.e., the number of variables) is high. For example, the proximal point
operator for proper, closed, and convex function f : Rn → R ∪ {∞} is defined as follows:

proxtf (x) = arg min
u∈Rn

f(u) +
1

2t
‖u− x‖2. (1)

The proximity operator can be characterized using the sub-differential of f via

x− proxtf (x) = t∂f(proxtf (x)), (2)
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where the sub-differential of f is the set-valued operator on R
n given by

∂f(x) = {u ∈ R
n : 〈y − x, u〉+ f(x) ≤ f(y) for all y ∈ R

n}.

This operation searches for t∂f(proxtf (x)) in R
n, which is the vector from the following iterate proxtf (x)

to the current iterate x. This search can be costly when n is large, because optimizing the objective
function for proximal regularization necessitates searching for both the direction and step-size in search
space R

n.
We thus suggest reducing the cost of calculating the proximal point operator by splitting the search
into two separate tasks. By determining the direction from one iterate to the next, we can transform
the search for a suitable step-size into a scalar optimization problem. This approach to separation is
well-suited to large-scale systems in which the increase in optimization cost exceeds what is tractable
using proximal point operators [7,8]. We define the direction envelope of convex function f with respect
to a direction p̄ (unit-norm direction) and parameter t > 0 as follows:

f p̄

t (x) = inf
w≥0

1

2t
‖w‖2 + f(wp̄+ x). (3)

The infimum in (3) is achieved at a unique point because the quadratic regularization term is superco-
ercive on w ≥ 0. Accordingly, we define the directional proximal point operator proxp̄tf : Rn → R

n with
the iterate updated to

proxp̄tf (x) = x+ p̄[arg f p̄

t (x)]. (4)

A comparison of (1) with (4) shows the profound difference between PPM and the proposed approach
(referred to as Direction PPM). In Direction PPM, the search direction is derived using the current
iterate, and the optimal step-size is derived using the following iterate by solving (3), while both the
search direction and step-size are derived from the following iterate via PPM. The sequence of directions
{p̄k} and parameters {tk} in Direction PPM directs the algorithm toward convergence. We demonstrate
that the value of t is relevant to the optimal step-size but irrelevant to convergence. If convergence was
the sole concern, then the value of t could be set as a constant. Note however that the direction of
the sequence is crucial to the convergence of the algorithm. In this paper, we present two conditions
sufficient for direction sequences to reach convergence: sub-gradient-relatedness and target-relatedness.
The assumption of sub-gradient-relatedness prevents the direction sequence from tending toward orthog-
onality to any sub-gradient at a limit point, and the assumption of target-relatedness ensures that the
search direction has a sub-component targeting the critical points of a function. We demonstrate that
a descent direction at an iterate can be used as a Direction PPM search direction by which to achieve
sub-sequence convergence. Furthermore, mild conditions on the function should be sufficient to achieve
convergence of the entire sequence from the sequence of negative sub-gradient descent directions. For
differentiable convex functions, negative gradient directions at current iterates can be used in Direction
PPM to achieve convergence, wherein the convergence rate (i.e., the order of updates required to obtain
sub-optimal solutions) matches that of PPM. Nonetheless, executing an update for PPM is generally far
more computationally expensive than for Direction PPM. Direction PPM can be used for the optimiza-
tion of convex functions, or used in conjunction with alternating optimization for non-convex functions.
This makes it possible to leverage the computational efficiency and stability of the step-size selection for
first-order optimization methods.
In Section 2, we compare Direction PPM with other first-order optimization methods that are applicable
to convex functions. In Section 3, we present elementary properties of direction envelope functions and
derive the optimal step-size for an update. In Section 4, we present the conditions for the direction
sequences of Direction PPM, which are related to the algorithm convergence. In Section 5, we present
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experimental results showing that Direction PPM works in practice as theory asserts, and is competitive
against existing algorithms. In Section 6, we present concluding remarks.
Notation:

• ‖x‖ denotes the 2-norm of x and p̄ denotes the unit 2-norm vector of p.
• Boldfaced letters are vectors.
• Γ denotes the class of proper, closed, and convex function; and {x|f(x) ≤ f(x0)} is a bounded set
for a given x0.

2 Related works

Standard first-order methods for unconstrained optimization problems rely on “iterative descent”, which
works as follows: Start at point x0, and successively generate iterates x1, x2, · · · , such that function
f decreases in each iteration. The aim is to decrease f to its minimum. In many cases, this can be
achieved by selecting a step-size in the search direction based on the properties of f [9, 10]. Direction
PPM is a first-order optimization method. In the following, we compare Direction PPM with other
first-order optimization methods applicable to convex functions.

2.1 Differentiable convex functions

A popular approach to differentiable f ∈ Γ is the gradient descent method, where the selection of
step-size is based on the backtracking procedure, in which the step-size decreases successively until the
Armijo condition is met. This approach does not generate a sequence capable of converging to a single
critical point. In contrast, Direction PPM uses the negative gradient direction to ensure that the entire
sequence of iterates converges to a single critical point of f (as indicated in Theorem 9).
The Barzilai and Borwei method is appropriate for large-scale optimization problems [11] as long as
efficiency is the sole consideration. Note that this method requires only O(n) floating point operations
and a gradient evaluation to update in R

n. The search direction of the method is always along the
direction of the negative gradient. The step-size is not a conventional choice for a back-tracking line
search, as it cannot guarantee descent in every update. The main challenge of the Barzilai and Borwei
method is stabilizing step-size selection to avoid long step-sizes, which could lead to divergence from
the optimal solution [12]. Direction PPM derives step-size by solving a scalar optimization problem. For
differentiable functions, Direction PPM can converge to a single critical point as long as the negative
gradients of the respective iterates are the designated search directions. The PPM is another option for
large-scale problems, due to its stability in deriving solutions; however, for most functions, optimizations
over Rn incur excessively high computational costs, as the calculation of each iterate involves the gradient
(∇f(proxtf (x))) of the following iterate. Direction PPM achieves convergence for the entire sequence
with a similar convergence rate to that of the PPM but with far lower computational costs, due to its
use of scalar optimizations and gradients (∇f(x)) of the current iterates.

2.2 Non-differentiable convex functions

In the following, we compare sub-gradient and proximal point methods for non-differentiable convex
functions.
The sub-gradient method does not necessarily descend after each update, due to the fact that it always
updates along a negative sub-gradient direction. This method cannot converge to critical points of f
using a constant step-size. However, for step-size sequence {ti = 1

i+1} (satisfying
∑

i ti = ∞ and
∑

i t
2
i < ∞), this method achieves global convergence to a single critical point of a convex function.

Note that this step-size sequence is not easy to use in practice because it rapidly drops to zero. This
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has prompted the development of variants of the step-size selection strategy to deal with optimizations
that involve multiple iterations with variable updates [13]. Note also that stopping the algorithm can be
problematic, as it does not always descend.
Unlike the sub-gradient method, Direction PPM is a descent algorithm (Lemma 3). The use of sub-
gradient directions that are also descent directions enables global convergence of the entire sequence
of iterates to a single critical point of a convex function (Theorem 9). This makes it possible to use
‖f(xk+1) − f(xk)‖ ≤ ǫ as a stopping condition. If the sole consideration was the minimization of the
computational complexity involved in reaching an ǫ-suboptimal solution, then Direction PPM would be
superior to the sub-gradient method. The number of updates when using the sub-gradient method is in
the order of O)( 1

ǫ2
), whereas the number of updates when using Direction PPM is O(1

ǫ
), even without

acceleration.
We can consider Direction PPM a light version of PPM. Direction PPM uses scalar optimization to
derive a stable step-size via a direction envelope function as well as an auxiliary method to derive a
direction sequence that satisfies sub-gradient-related and/or target-related assumptions. Generally, for
functions in which it is easy to obtain one descent direction in each update, Direction PPM has an edge
over PPM. If a descent direction at a given point is used as the search direction, then Direction PPM
can converge to critical points (Proposition 7). Furthermore, if a sub-gradient at a given point is also
a descent direction at that point, then the sub-gradient can be used as the search direction to achieve
convergence to a single critical point of a function (Theorem 9).

3 Characterization of updates in Direction PPM

In the following, we demonstrate that direction envelope function f p̄

t (x) at search direction p̄ has the
same optimal value over x ∈ Rn, regardless of the value of t.

Lemma 1 . For a given p̄ and f ∈ Γ.
(i) f(x) ≥ f p̄

t (x) ≥ f p̄

t+
(x) ≥ minx f(x) with t+ ∈ [t,∞).

(ii) minx f
p̄

t (x) = minx f(x) for any t > 0.

Proof. (i) Clearly, f p̄

t (x) ≤ f(x) (as is the case of f(x + wp̄) with w = 0). f p̄

t (x) = f(x + wtp̄) +
1
2t‖wt‖

2 ≥ f(x+wtp̄) +
1

2t+ ‖wt‖
2 ≥ f p̄

t+
(x).

(ii) From (i), we have minx f
p̄

t (x) ≤ minx f(x) and minx f
p̄

t (x) ≥ minx f(x). �

The directional proximal point operator for a given search direction is updated in Eq. (4), and the
step-size along that direction is derived by solving scalar optimization problem (3).

3.1 Scalar optimization

For direction p̄ (‖p̄‖ = 1) at x where parameter t > 0, we consider the Moreau envelope function1 with
constraints u = x+ wp̄ and step-size w ≥ 0:











minw,u
1
2t‖u− x‖2 + f(u)

u− x = wp̄

w ≥ 0.

(5)

Substituting the constraint into the objective yields the direction envelope function f p̄

t (x) (3) for Direc-
tion PPM. Suppose that f ∈ Γ; then, 1

2t‖w‖
2 + f(wp̄+x) is a strictly convex function of w. Thus, the

1minu

1

2t
‖u− x‖2 + f(u)
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solution to Eq. (3) is unique and can be expressed as follows:

w∗ = argmin
w≥0

1

2t
‖w‖2 + f(wp̄+ x). (6)

The explicit form of w∗ is presented in the following lemma. Here, we need the sub-gradient upper
bound M of f , where M ≥ ‖s(x)‖ for all s(x) ∈ ∂f(x) and all x.

Lemma 2 . Let M < ∞ denote the sub-gradient upper bound for f ∈ Γ. Then, the solution of (6) is

w∗ =

{

−tp̄⊤s(u) > 0 if p̄⊤s(u) < 0

0 otherwise.
(7)

Proof. In accordance with variational inequality [14], w∗ is a solution to (3) if and only if there exists a
sub-gradient s(u) of f at u, such that

(
1

t
w∗ + p̄⊤s(u))(w − w∗) ≥ 0 for all w ≥ 0. (8)

This equation is equivalent to

{

1
t
w∗ + p̄⊤s(u) = 0 if w∗ > 0

p̄⊤s(u) ≥ 0 if w∗ = 0.
(9)

Therefore, we can assert (7). The range of w∗ is derived based on

0 ≤ w∗ ≤ t|p̄⊤s(u)| ≤ tM. (10)

�

Equation (17) below shows that the global bound involving M can be improved to a locally attainable
bound. From the convexity of a function, it can be easily derived that w∗ = 0 for any parameters
(t, p̄). As shown in the following, updating the directional proximal point operators using Eq. (4) does
not increase function value in any direction, regardless of whether a convex function is differentiable or
non-differentiable.

Lemma 3 . Suppose that f ∈ Γ and that M is the sub-gradient upper bound of f . Let

u = x− t[s(u)⊤p̄]p̄ = x+ w∗p̄, (11)

where w∗ ∈ [0, tM ] is the solution to (6) and s(u) ∈ ∂f(u). Then, we have

f(u) ≤ f(x)− t|s(u)⊤p̄|2. (12)

Proof. Because f is convex, we obtain

f(z) ≥ f(u) + s(u)⊤(z− u) = f(u) + s(u)⊤(z− x+ t(s(u)⊤p̄)p̄).

Re-writing the above yields

f(u) ≤ f(z) + s(u)⊤(x− z)− t|s(u)⊤p̄|2.

Allowing z = x gives us

f(u) ≤ f(x)− t|s(u)⊤p̄|2. (13)
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Numerous algorithms have been developed for scale optimization [15]. In the following, we review those
that are easily implemented for optimal values within a closed interval. If f is differentiable, it is possible
to use the bisection method to derive the unique root of

0 = w + tp̄⊤∇f(x+ wp̄).

If f is not differentiable, the golden section search method [16] can be used to find the unique minimum
of Eq. (3). The fact that the golden search method does not use any gradient evaluations makes it
ideally suited to situations in which the gradient of a function cannot be efficiently or accurately derived
as well as to situations n which the function is not differentiable. In the golden section method, the
minimum is bracketed when there is a triplet (a, b, c) with a < b < c, such that f(x+ bp̄) is larger than
f(x + ap̄) and f(x + cp̄). This method involves selecting a new point z, either between a and b or
between b and c. If we make the latter choice, then we evaluate f(x+ zp̄). If f(x+ bp̄) > f(x+ zp̄),
then the new bracketed triplet is (a, b, z). If f(x+ bp̄) < f(x+ zp̄), then the new bracketed triplet is
(b, z, c). This is repeated until the bracket corresponding to the minimum is sufficiently small.

3.2 Descent directions of Direction PPM

We now present some useful properties of Direction PPM.

Lemma 4 . Suppose that f ∈ Γ. For w1, w2 ∈ R+, we let u1 = x+ w1p̄ and u2 = x+ w2p̄. Denote
s(z) as the sub-gradient of f , at z. This gives us the following:
(i)

[s(u1)
⊤p̄− s(u2)

⊤p̄]p̄⊤(u1 − u2) ≥ 0. (14)

(ii) p̄⊤s(x + wp̄) is a monotonically non-decreasing function of w ∈ R+. For w ∈ [0, w∗] (the optimal
step-size defined in (6)), p̄⊤s(x+ wp̄) ≤ 0 and therefore

|p̄⊤s(x)| ≥ |p̄⊤s(x+ wp̄)|. (15)

(iii) f(x+ wp̄) + 1
2t‖w‖

2 is a decreasing function on [x,x+ w∗p̄] with w∗ > 0 and w ∈ [0, w∗].

Proof. From u = x+wp̄, we obtain w = p̄⊤(u− x).

[s(x)− s(u)]⊤(x− u) = −w[s(x) − s(u)]⊤p̄

= [(s(x)⊤p̄)− (s(u)⊤p̄)]p̄⊤(x− u) ≥ 0. (16)

The last inequality is due to the monotonicity property of the sub-gradients of convex functions. Without
a loss of generality, we can suppose that w2 > w1. Substituting u1 = x+w1p̄ and u2 = u1+(w2−w1)p̄
respectively for x and u into (16) yields (14).
(ii) If substituting u1 − u2 = (w1 − w2)p̄ into (14), we obtain

(w1 − w2)(s(u1)− s(u2))
⊤p̄ ≥ 0.

Because w2 > w1, we obtain s(u1)
⊤p̄ ≤ s(u2)

⊤p̄. Therefore, p̄⊤s(x + wp̄) is a monotonically non-
decreasing function of w ∈ R+. Because p̄⊤s(x+ w∗p̄) ≤ 0, we obtain (15) for w ∈ [0, w∗].
(iii) Taking the derivative of f(x+wp̄)+ 1

2t‖w‖
2 with respect to w, we obtain w

t
+ p̄⊤s(x+wp̄). From

part (ii), p̄⊤s(x+ wp̄) is a monotonically non-decreasing function of w. Therefore, w
t
+ p̄⊤s(x+ wp̄)

increases from x to x + wp̄. Because envelope function f p̄

t (x) obtains the minimum value of (3) at
x+ w∗p̄, f(x+ wp̄) + 1

2t‖w‖
2 decreases from x to x+ w∗p̄.
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In accordance with (15), the upper bound in (10) can be refined to obtain

0 ≤ w∗ ≤ t|p̄⊤s(u)| ≤ t|p̄⊤s(x)| ≤ t|f
′

(x, p̄)|, (17)

where f
′

(x, p̄) is the directional derivative of f at x in the direction p̄. Lemma 3 indicates that
Direction PP would not increase function values, regardless of the search direction. Hence, we must
characterize the descent directions that lead to a strict decrease in function values (i.e., f(u) < f(x)
with u = x+w∗p̄). Although the notion of descent direction is well-defined for a differentiable function
(any direction p that leads to ∇f(x)⊤p̄ < 0), the notion is not defined for a non-differentiable function.
For non-differentiable function f , the following definition is a sufficient condition for f(u) < f(x) based
on f(x) ≥ f(u) + s(u)⊤(x− u) :

Definition 5 . Suppose that there is a sub-gradient s(u) ∈ ∂f(u) and ε > 0, such that s(u)⊤(x−u) =
−s(u)⊤p ≥ ε, then −s(u)⊤p̄ ≥ ε

‖p‖ . Hence, p̄ is referred to as the DPPM-descent direction of
parameter ε for function f at x. For brevity, we refer to p̄ as a DPPM-descent direction or simply a
descent direction (when this will not cause confusion) to indicate that p̄ is a DPPM-descent direction
for some ε > 0.

Applying the above definition to differentiable function f ∈ Γ with p = −∇f(x) with ‖∇f(x)‖2 > ε at
non-minimizer x and using the fact that ∇f is a continuous function, we can derive a sufficiently small
v > 0, such that u = x − v∇f(x) and ∇f(u)⊤∇f(x) ≥ ε. Hence, −∇f(x) is the DPPM-descent
direction at x.
Clearly, a DPPM-descent direction of a function at a point is also a descent direction at the point of the
function. Suppose that p̄ is a DPPM-descent direction. Using (7) and u = x + w∗p̄, we can derive a
non-zero optimal step-size w∗ of (6) with the following range of t:

Lx

|f ′(x, p̄)|
≥ t ≥

p̄⊤(u− x)

−s(u)⊤p̄
=

‖u− x‖

−s(u)⊤p̄
, (18)

where Lx is the diameter (the largest segment) of the sub-level set {z|f(z) ≤ f(x)} and the first
inequality is derived from (17) and Lx ≥ w∗. From the given fact that p̄ is a DPPM-descent direction of
f ∈ Γ at x, we can deduce that w∗ > 0 when t is sufficiently large. The following equivalent statement
can be made that p̄ is not a descent direction of the Direction PPM: if w∗ = 0 even for t in (18), then
p̄ is not a descent direction of f at x.

4 Convergence analysis

Characterization of the descent directions at a given point for Direction PPM is insufficient to achieve
convergence. Various assumptions pertaining to the search direction sequences are also necessary.

4.1 Assumption of sub-gradient-relatedness

To achieve convergence, we assume that the DPPM-descent directions for convex functions are sub-
gradient-related.

Definition 6 . Denote the descent direction of f ∈ Γ at xk as p̄k. Let s(z) be any sub-gradient of
f at z. The sequence {p̄k} is sub-gradient-related, if for any subsequence {xk}k∈K converging to a
“non-critical” point of f , the corresponding {p̄k}k∈K satisfies

lim
k→∞

sup
k∈K

p̄⊤
k s(x

k+1) < 0. (19)
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This is equivalent to the following: {p̄k}k∈K converges to a critical point of f when the descent sequence
satisfies limk→∞ supk∈K p̄⊤

k s(x
k+1) → 0.

Proposition 7 . Suppose that f ∈ Γ. Denote as {xk} the sequences of iterates generated by Direction
PPM using {(p̄k, tk)}k at which p̄k is a DPPM-descent direction with sub-gradient-relatedness, tk
satisfies (18), and lim infk tk > 0. This gives us the following:
(i) Asymptotic regularity (i.e. limk→∞ ‖xk+1 − xk‖ → 0) can be obtained with the entire sequence.
(ii) Every limit point of {xk} is a critical point of f .
(iii) [Gradient-relatedness] For differentiable f , any subsequence {xk}k∈K with corresponding descent
direction sequence {pk}k∈K that results in convergence to a non-critical point of f must satisfy the
following:

lim
k→∞

sup
k∈K

∇f(xk)⊤pk < 0. (20)

Proof. In accordance with Lemma 3 and (18), which gives a bound of ti for descent direction p̄i, we
obtain

f(xi+1) ≤ f(xi)− ti|s(x
i+1)⊤p̄i|

2 = f(xi)− wi|s(x
i+1)⊤p̄i| (21)

Summing the above results with i = 0, · · · , k − 1, we obtain

f(xk)− f(x0) ≤ −
k−1
∑

i=0

wi|s(x
i+1)⊤p̄i| < ∞. (22)

The right-hand side of the above equation is derived from the fact that f is bounded from below. This
implies that wk|s(x

k+1)⊤p̄k| → 0 as k → ∞. Because wk = −tks(x
k+1)⊤p̄k, we obtain (i) with both

wk = ‖xk+1 − xk‖ → 0 and s(xk+1)⊤p̄k → 0. (23)

(ii) Due to the assumption of sub-gradient-relatedness and (23), we conclude that any convergence
subsequence {xk}k∈K shall converge to critical points of f . Moreover, (iii) and (20) are a consequence
of (ii) based on the fact that ∇f is a continuous function and (i) by replacing xk+1 with xk in (19).

�

For differentiable f , the “non-orthogonality” condition (20) is referred to as the gradient-related as-
sumption [10, (1.13)], by which the sequence of iterates leading to convergence to the critical points of
f can be derived.

4.2 Assumption of target-relatedness

Imposing more than the assumption of sub-gradient-relatedness on search direction sequences allows us
to establish the Fejer monotone of iterates, from which it is possible to demonstrate that the entire
sequence of Direction PPM iterates can converge to a single critical point of f .
Let C(x0) denote the non-empty set of critical points to which iterates {xk} at initial x0 converge and
let p̄∗ (i.e., x∗ − x) denote the direction from x to x∗ ∈ C(x0). Suppose that p̄ is the descent direction
at x ∈ {xk}. Then, u = x− t[s(u)⊤p̄]p̄ is the update. If s(u) ∈ ∂f(u) is in line with p̄, then Direction
PPM is PPM. Thus, in the following, we examine the situation where s(u) and p̄ are not parallel. Let Q
denote the two-dimensional plane spanned by p̄ and s(u). Denote v = PQ(p̄

∗), which is the orthogonal
projection of p̄∗ to Q. Sub-gradient s(u) can be expressed as follows:

s(u) = αp̄+ βv = αp̄+ βv̄‖v‖. (24)
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Applying the inner product with p̄ to both sides of the above equation yields

0 > p̄⊤s(u) = α+ β(p̄⊤v̄)‖v‖, (25)

where the inequality can be attributed to the fact that p̄ is a descent direction at x. We can also assume
that

p̄⊤v̄ > 0 and s(u)⊤p̄ ≥ α (26)

to obtain

α < 0 and 0 ≤ β ≤
−α

(p̄⊤v̄)‖v‖
and p̄ =

−1

|α|
s(u) +

‖v‖β

|α|
v̄. (27)

Search direction p̄ is in the quadrant enclosed by rays −s(u) and v̄ associated respectively with positive

coefficients 1
|α| and

‖v‖β
|α| . We can deduce that

p̄⊤p̄∗ = p̄⊤(PQ(p̄
∗) + PQ⊥(p̄∗)) = p̄⊤

PQ(p̄
∗) = p̄⊤v̄ > 0, (28)

where the last inequality is due to (26), and p̄ has a sub-component pointing toward critical point x∗.
Based on (7), s(u)⊤p̄ ≥ α implies that s(u)⊤p̄ = −w∗

t
≥ α; therefore, w∗ ≤ (−α)t. In accordance

with Lemma 2, we can set |α| = M .
The entire sequence of iterates converges to a single critical point of f provided that β ≥ 0 holds.
Note that at β = 0, Direction PPM is PPM. Thus, we make an additional assumption pertaining to the
descent direction in order to obtain β ≥ 0:

Definition 8 . DPPM-descent direction p̄ at x is target-related if the direction satisfies p̄⊤p̄∗ > 0 (i.e.,
p̄⊤v̄ > 0), where p∗ = x∗ − x and x∗ ∈ C(x0).

Because f(x∗) ≥ f(x) + s(x)⊤(x∗ − x) = f(x) + s(x)⊤p∗ with s(x) ∈ ∂f(x), any search direction
p = −s(x) with s(x) ∈ ∂f(x) at a non-minimizer satisfies p⊤p̄∗ > 0. In conjunction with Definition 8,
we can derive that a DPPM-descent direction that is also a negative sub-gradient direction at a point
is the target-related direction at the point. We note that there have been some numerical attempts to
derive the sub-differentiable set at any non-minimizer for convex functions [17].
A Fejer monotone sequence implies that each iterate in the sequence is not strictly farther than its
predecessor from any critical points of f , which means that the norm sequence {‖xk − x∗‖} converges
for all x∗ in the set of critical points [18]. In the following, we show that the entire sequence of {xk}
converges to a single critical point of f . We achieve this by showing that the sequence of iterates of
Direction PPM satisfies the Fejer monotone with respect to C(x0); i.e., for all k and all x∗ ∈ C(x0),
‖xk+1 − x∗‖ ≤ ‖xk − x∗‖.

Theorem 9 . Suppose that f ∈ Γ. Let optimal value f∗ be attained at x∗ ∈ C(x0), which denotes the
non-empty subset of critical points of f at which Direction PPM iterates {xk} at initial x0 can converge.
Suppose that Direction PPM adopts directions of sub-gradient-relatedness and target-relatedness {p̄k}.
We further suppose that lim infk tk = t > 0 where tk satisfies (18). Denote u as the next iterate of
x ∈ {xk} with u = x+w∗p̄.
(i) ‖u− x∗‖ ≤ ‖x− x∗‖ holds with

2t(f(u)− f∗) + (w∗)2 ≤ ‖x− x∗‖2 − ‖u− x∗‖2. (29)

(ii) The entire sequence {xk} generated by Direction PPM converges to a single critical point of f .
Furthermore, if f ∈ Γ is differentiable, then adopting search sequence {pk = −∇f(xk)} means that the
entire sequence of Direction PPM iterates converges to a single critical point of f .

Proof. See Appendix A.
�
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4.3 Rate of convergence to sub-optimal solutions

In the following, we examine the rate at which Direction PPM converges in terms of the number of
updates to reach an ǫ-suboptimal solution of f .

Lemma 10 . Suppose that the assumption pertaining to Theorem 9 holds. Then, Direction PPM
achieves an ǫ-suboptimal solution (i.e., f(xk) − f∗ ≤ ǫ) in the order of O(1

ǫ
). Furthermore, this order

can be reduced to O( 1√
ǫ
).

Proof.

2kt(f(xk)− f∗) ≤ 2kt(f(xk)− f∗) +
k−1
∑

i=0

(w∗
i )

2

≤
k−1
∑

i=0

2t(f(xi+1)− f(x∗)) +
k−1
∑

i=0

(w∗
i )

2

≤
k−1
∑

i=0

‖xi − x∗‖ − ‖xi+1 − x∗‖

≤ ‖x0 − x∗‖ − ‖xk − x0‖ ≤ ‖x0 − x∗‖. (30)

The second inequality follows from the fact that Direction PPM is a descent algorithm. The third
inequality follows from (29) in Theorem 9. Based on (30), the number of iterations k required to attain
an ǫ-suboptimal solution is in the order of 1

ǫ
. This order can be accelerated to O( 1√

ǫ
) using Nesterov’s

acceleration method [19], as shown in Appendix B.
�

5 Experiments

We present numerical results to demonstrate the efficiency of Direction PPM in comparison to existing
optimization methods on convex functions. Two 2-dimensional and two higher-dimensional functions
are selected as our objective functions.

5.1 Experiment settings

Figure 1: Plots of objective functions: (left) Matyas, (right) 2|x|+ |y|

The first experiments involved the differentiable and non-differentiable 2-dimensional objective functions
presented in Figure 1.The differentiable objective function is a Matyas function: f(x, y) = 0.26(x2 +
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y2) − 0.48xy. For Direction PPM, we set a negative gradient direction for each iteration, and use the
bisection method on the directional derivative of the objective function to find the minimum for each
iteration. For the baseline, we use the gradient method with backtracking line search. For the non-
differentiable objective function f(x, y) = 2|x|+ |y|, the baseline algorithm is based on the sub-gradient
method, in which the sub-gradient at the current iterate is derived from the average of the gradients
at points sampled in a neighborhood of the iterate. For Direction PPM, the search direction is set the
same as the above sub-gradient at each iterate, and the optimal point of scalar optimization at each
iteration is derived using the Golden Search method.
The next two examples are drawn from real-world applications. The first one is related to compressed
sensing. We consider f(x) = ‖Ax − b‖1 + 10‖x‖1, where A ∈ R

10×50 and b ∈ R
10 are fixed,

and x ∈ R
50 is the variable that is optimized. Each entry of A is generated from independently

and identically distributed (i.i.d.) Gaussian distribution N (0, 1
50), and b is the product of A and a

50-dimensional vector with only 5 nonzero terms, where the coefficients are generated uniformly from
[−0.5, 0.5]. In this example, we simulate the procedure of recovering the original sparse vector. The
second example is a classification problem with logistic loss and a L1 regulation term. Given input and
label pairs {(x, y)(i),x(i) ∈ R

10, y(i) ∈ {0, 1}} where x(i) is uniformly generated from [−5, 5]10, and y(i)

is generated from a Bernoulli distribution with equal probability, we aim to find the optimal w ∈ R
10

that minimizes f(w) = 1
100

∑100
i=1 log(1 + e−(w⊤

x)y) + λ‖w‖1. Here, λ is the coefficient of regulation
term, and we set λ = 50 for the following experiments. For both problems, we introduce the momentum
method [20] to select the search direction for Direction PPM. This means that the direction is chosen to
be a linear combination of the direction vector in the previous step and the sub-gradient at the current
iterate, in which the weights for the combination are determined experimentally.

5.2 Results

Figure 2: Convergence of algorithms for (left) Matyas and (right) 2|x| + |y| where vertical axis is true
error (f(x, y)−f∗ where f∗ is the optimal value) and horizontal axis is iteration number with parameter
t in Direction PPM set at 1000.

Sub-gradient Direction PPM

Matyas 1.875 0.781
2|x|+ |y| 2.656 0.469

Table 1: Comparison of run time (ms) for different functions and algorithms

We present our experimental results in the following graphs. All the experiments were executed on
an Intel(R) Core(TM) i5-8265U CPU. Note that for the 2-dimensional functions, because the optimal
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Figure 3: Convergence of algorithms with artificial datasets where vertical axis is f(x) and horizontal
axis is iteration number with parameter t in Direction PPM set at 1000: (left) compressed sensing,
(right) logistic regression.

Sub-gradient PPM Direction PPM

Compressed sensing 0.194 0.186 0.184
Logistic regression 0.767 0.693 0.695

Table 2: Terminated value for different functions and algorithms

Figure 4: Run time of experiments with artificial datasets: (left) compressed sensing, (right) logistic
regression

values are zeros, we could calculate the true errors for those two algorithms. For the compressed
sensing and logistic regression objective functions, the optimal values are unknown. Therefore we can
only compare the relative performance of different algorithms, i.e., the terminated value of functions
on the corresponding sub-optimal points derived by algorithms. Furthermore, we present the run time
for each algorithm to illustrate that the proposed algorithm is not computationally expensive. For the
2-dimensional cases, we measure how long the function takes to converge to 10−10. As it is difficult to
determine the convergence time for the high-dimensional cases, we provide function value versus CPU
time plots to visualize the speed at the algorithms converge.
The 2-dimensional examples show the potential of Direction PPM when applied to difficult optimization
problems. Because two eigenvalues of the Heissian matrix in the Matyas function differ significantly
from one another, the gradient-based algorithm usually suffers from choosing step sizes to avoid zig-zag
paths. The non-smoothness of function 2|x| + |y| often confuses solvers and slows convergence in a
theoretical aspect. The results presented in Table 1 show that Direction PPM takes shorter time to
converge in the same level as sub-gradient method does, which means that Direction PPM overcomes
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the common obstacles of optimization problems.
The higher-dimensional optimization problems are more challenging to solve. PPM is used as baseline
algorithm. For each iteration, we use gradient descent to solve the subproblem with respect to the
proximal operator (due to the fact that Moreau envelope is differentiable and its gradient is 1

t
Lipschitz

continuous [21]). For the gradient descent procedure, we set the step size as 1/i1.5 for the i-th descent,
and we run 150 descents for compressed sensing and 400 for logistic regression. For the proximal operator,
we set parameter t = 1000. As Figure 3 and Table 2 show, this algorithm solves these two problems
well. However, its computational cost is high, as every iteration contains an optimization problem of
almost the same complexity as the original problem. While the sub-gradient method is simpler and more
efficient, the final convergence value is significantly worse than that of PPM. The proposed Direction
PPM preserves the advantages of both methods. As shown in Figure 4, for the compressed sensing
example, PPM takes around 0.7 seconds to converge, while Direction PPM only takes 0.4 seconds.
Similarly, in the logistic regression example, PPM method take around 0.6 seconds to converge, while
Direction PPM only takes 0.45 seconds. These two examples indicate that Direction PPM is around
30% to 40% faster than PPM.

6 Conclusions

The use of proximal point operators for optimization can be computationally expensive when the di-
mensionality of a function (i.e., the number of variables) is high. We reduce the cost of calculating the
proximal point operators by splitting the search into two separate tasks: determining the direction from
one iterate to the next, and searching for a suitable step-size as a scalar optimization problem along
the chosen direction. We show that under certain conditions, the proposed Direction PPM achieves the
optimal points at a guaranteed rate. We also demonstrate numerically that the computational cost of
Direction PPM is significantly less than that of PPM, with a similar level of performance. The key to
this improvement lies in reducing the dimension of each subproblem. Thus, selection of the descent
direction is crucial. In future research, we plan to focus on direction selection that is flexible enough to
cope with large families of functions.
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A Proof of Theorem 9

(i) Proposition 7 allows us to assign f(x∗) = f∗ for any x∗ ∈ C(x0). Let x∗ ∈ C(x0) and let
u = x− t(s(u)⊤p̄)p̄ where s(u) ∈ ∂f(u). Then, we have

‖u− x∗‖2 = ‖x− t(s(u)⊤p̄)p̄− x∗‖2

= ‖x− x∗‖2 − 2t(s(u)⊤p̄)p̄⊤(x− x∗) + t2|s(u)⊤p̄|2. (31)

Using f is convex, we obtain

f(z) ≥ f(u) + s(u)⊤(z− u) = f(u) + s(u)⊤(z− x+ t(s(u)⊤p̄)p̄). (32)

This equation can be re-written as

f(u) ≤ f(z) + s(u)⊤(x− z)− t|s(u)⊤p̄|2. (33)

Applying (24) to s(u)⊤(x − z), we obtain s(u)⊤(x − z) = (αp̄ + βv)⊤(x − z). This result is then
substituted into (33) to yield

f(u) ≤ f(z) + (αp̄ + βv)⊤(x− z)− t|s(u)⊤p̄|2. (34)

From (24), we obtain α = p̄⊤s(u)− βp̄⊤v. Substituting this α into (34) yields

f(u) ≤ f(z) + (p̄⊤s(u) − βp̄⊤v)p̄+ βv)⊤(x− z)− t|s(u)⊤p̄|2. (35)

We can now substitute x∗ for z to obtain

f(u) ≤ f∗ + (s(u)⊤p̄)p̄⊤ + βv⊤ − (βp̄⊤v̄)p̄⊤)(x− x∗)− t|s(u)⊤p̄|2. (36)

Multiplying both sides of (36) by 2t, and replacing 2t(s(u)⊤p̄)p̄⊤(x− x∗) in accordance with (31), we
obtain

2t(f(u)− f∗) ≤ ‖x− x∗‖2 − ‖u− x∗‖2 − t2|s(u)⊤p̄|2

+ 2tβv⊤(x− x∗)− 2tβ(p̄⊤v)p̄⊤(x− x∗) (37)

Since x−x∗ = −p̄∗‖x−x∗‖ and (28) (under the assumption of target-relatedness of p̄), we can obtain

2tβ(v⊤ − (p̄⊤v)p̄⊤)(x− x∗) = −2‖x− x∗‖tβ(v⊤ − (p̄⊤v)p̄⊤)p̄∗

= −2‖x− x∗‖tβ(v⊤p̄∗ − (p̄⊤v)2)

= 2‖x − x∗‖tβ(−‖v‖2 + (p̄⊤v)2) (38)

Because −‖v‖2 + (p̄⊤v)2 ≤ 0, if β ≥ 0, then (38) is smaller than zero; hence, (37) becomes

2t(f(u)− f∗) ≤ ‖x− x∗‖2 − ‖u− x∗‖2 − t2|s(u)⊤p̄|2. (39)

Note that under the assumption of target-relatedness, we obtain p̄⊤v̄ > 0 from which to obtain β ≥ 0
in accordance with Eq. (27). Because w∗ = t|s(u)⊤p̄| (Lemma 2), (39) can be expressed as

0 ≤ 2t(f(u)− f∗) + (w∗)2 ≤ ‖x− x∗‖2 − ‖u− x∗‖2.

(ii) Since the DPPM-directions satisfy the assumption of sub-gradient-relatedness, we can follow Propo-
sition 7 and suppose that sub-sequences {xy(k)}k and {xz(k)}k respectively converge to critical points
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y and z. In accordance with the assumption of target-relatedness and (i), sequences {‖xk − y‖} and
{‖xk − z‖} converge. The following derivations can be found in [18, Lemma 2.39]. From

2(xk)⊤(z− y) = ‖xk − y‖2 − ‖xk − z‖2 + ‖z‖2 − ‖y‖2 for all k,

we can deduce that {(xk)⊤(z − y)} also converges, say {(xk)⊤(z− y)} → l. Proceeding to the limits
along {xy(n)} and {xz(n)} respectively yields

l = y⊤(z− y) (40)

and

l = z⊤(z− y). (41)

From (40) and (41), ‖y − z‖2 = 0; therefore, y = z.

B Direction PPM Acceleration

For the sake of convenience, Eqs. (21) and (29) are re-stated as follows:

f(u) ≤ f(x)− t|∇f(u)⊤p̄|2, (42)

t(f(u)− f∗) ≤ ‖x− x∗‖2 − ‖u− x∗‖2. (43)

Let z = |∇f(u)⊤p̄|. Multiply (42) by t(1 − θ) where θ ∈ [0, 1], and multiply (43) by θ. Add the
resultants together to yield the following:

tf(u) ≤ (1− θ)tf(x) + tθf∗ − t2(1− θ)z2 + θ(‖x− x∗‖2 − ‖u− x∗‖2)

≤ (1− θ)tf(x) + tθf∗ − t2(1− θ)z2 − 2tzθp̄⊤(x− x∗)− θt2z2.

The last equality is derived with u = x− t(∇f(u)⊤p̄)p̄ = x+ tzp̄ in accordance with ∇f(u)⊤p̄ ≤ 0.
Following the inequality, we obtain

f(u) ≤ (1− θ)f(x) + θf∗ − 2θzp̄⊤(x− x∗)− tz2

= (1− θ)f(x) + θf∗ +
θ2

t
(‖x − x∗‖2 − ‖x+

tzp̄

θ
− x∗‖2).

Hence,

f(u)− f∗ ≤ (1− θ)f(x)− (1− θ)f∗ +
θ2

t
(‖x − x∗‖2 − ‖x+

tzp̄

θ
− x∗‖2). (44)

Letting v = x+ tzp̄
θ

and recall that u = x+ tzp̄, we obtain

v = x+
1

θ
(u− x) = (1−

1

θ
)x+

1

θ
u. (45)

Dividing both sides of (46) by θ2 and re-arranging the terms yields the following:

1

θ2
(f(u)− f∗) +

1

t
‖v − x∗‖2 ≤

1− θ

θ2
[f(x)− f∗] +

1

t
‖x− x∗‖2. (46)
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If we retrieve the iteration index of the above and replace u,v,x, θ respectively with xk, vk, vk−1, and
θk, Eq. (46) can be expressed as follows:

1

θ2k
(f(xk)− f∗) +

1

t
‖vk − x∗‖2 ≤

1− θk
θ2k

[f(vk−1)− f∗] +
1

t
‖vk−1 − x∗‖2. (47)

Letting

θi =
2

i+ 1
, (48)

we have the desired properties: θ1 = 1, θi ∈ (0, 1), and

1− θi
θ2i

≤
1

θ2i−1

. (49)

Repeatedly using (47) and (49), we obtain

1

θ2k
(f(xk)− f∗) +

1

t
‖vk − x∗‖2 ≤

1

θ2k−1

[f(vk−1)− f∗] +
1

t
‖vk−1 − x∗‖2

≤
1− θk−1

θ2k−1

[f(vk−2)− f∗] +
1

t
‖vk−2 − x∗‖2

≤
1

θ2k−2

[f(vk−2)− f∗] +
1

t
‖vk−2 − x∗‖2

...

≤
1

θ21
[f(v1)− f∗] +

1

t
‖v1 − x∗‖2

≤
1− θ1
θ21

[f(v0)− f∗] +
1

t
‖v0 − x∗‖2

≤
1

t
‖v0 − x∗‖2. (50)

Deduced from (50) and v0 = x0,

f(xk)− f∗ ≤
θ2k
t
‖x0 − x∗‖2. (51)

The order of k to achieve ǫ-suboptimal solution of f∗ is 1√
ǫ
.

�

Eq. (45) indicates that vk is an extrapolation of xk and uk, where parameter θk = 2
k+1 where the initial

setting at x0 = v0.
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