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An Inexact Projected Regularized Newton Method for Fused
Zero-norms Regularization Problems

Yuqia Wu*, Shaohua Panf, Xiaoqi Yang?.

Abstract

We are concerned with structured ¢p-norms regularization problems, with a twice contin-
uously differentiable loss function and a box constraint. This class of problems have a wide
range of applications in statistics, machine learning and image processing. To the best of our
knowledge, there is no effective algorithm in the literature for solving them. In this paper, we
first obtain a polynomial-time algorithm to find a point in the proximal mapping of the fused
fo-norms with a box constraint based on dynamic programming principle. We then propose
a hybrid algorithm of proximal gradient method and inexact projected regularized Newton
method to solve structured fp-norms regularization problems. The whole sequence generated
by the algorithm is shown to be convergent by virtue of a non-degeneracy condition, a curvature
condition and a Kurdyka-f.ojasiewicz property. A superlinear convergence rate of the iterates is
established under a locally Holderian error bound condition on a second-order stationary point
set, without requiring the local optimality of the limit point. Finally, numerical experiments
are conducted to highlight the features of our considered model, and the superiority of our
proposed algorithm.

Keywords: fused £y-norms regularization problems, polynomial-time proximal gradient algorithm;
inexact projected regularized Newton algorithm; global convergence; superlinear convergence.
1 Introduction

Given a matrix B € RP*™ A1 > 0, Ao > 0, [ € R” and v € R, we are interested in the following
structured fp-norms regularization problem with a box constraint:

nelIiKn F(z):= f(x) + M| Bzllo + Xe||zllo s.t. | <z <u, (1)
x n
where f: R" — R is a twice continuously differentiable function, ||-||o denotes the fo-norm (or car-

dinality) function. This model encourages sparsity of both variable x and its linear transformation
Bz. Throughout this paper, we define g(-) := A1[|B - [lo + A2 - [lo + do(-) and Q:={z € R" [ | <
x < u}, where dq(-) denotes the indicator function of 2.
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1.1 Motivation

Given a data matrix A € R™*" and its response b € R™, the usual regression model is to minimize

f(x):=h(Ax — b), where h is a smooth function attaining its optimal solution at the origin. For
the case where h(-) = 3| - ||?, f is the least-squares loss function of the linear regression. It is
known that one of the formulations for finding a sparse vector while minimizing f is the following
£y regularization problem
min f(x) 4+ A2z, (2)
r€eR™

where the fp-norm term shrinks some small coefficients to 0 and identifies a set of influential
components. However, the £y-norm penalty only takes the sparsity of x into consideration, but
ignores its spatial nature, which sometimes needs to be considered in real-world applications. For
example, in the context of image processing, the variables often represent the pixels of images, which
are correlated with their neighboring ones. To recover the blurred images, Rudin et al. [35] took
into account the differences between adjacent variables and used the total variation regularization,
which penalizes the changes of the neighboring pixels and hence encourages smoothness in the
solution. Moreover, Land and Friedman [21] studied the phoneme classification on TIMIT database
(Acpistoc-Phonetic Continuous Speech Corpus, NTIS, US Dept of Commerce), which consists of
4509 32ms speech frames and each speech frame is represented by 512 samples of 16 KHz rate. This
database is collected from 437 male speakers. Every speaker provided approximately two speech
frames of each of five phonemes, where the phonemes are “sh” as in “she”, “dcl” as in “dark”, “i
as the vowel in “she”, “aa” as the vowel in “dark”, and “ao” as the first vowel in “water”. Since each
phoneme is composed of a series of consecutively sampled points, there is a high chance that each
sampled point is close or identical to its neighboring ones. For this reason, Land and Friedman
[21] considered imposing a fused penalty on the coefficients vector z, and proposed the following
problems with zero-order variable fusion and first-order variable fusion respectively to train the
classifier:

min —\|Ax—b||2—|—)\1\|Bx||o, (3)
z€R™ 2
min —HAx—bHQ—i—)\lHBle, (4)
rER?

where A € R™*" represents the phoneme data, b € R™ is the label vector, B € RmD)xn with
By =1 and B; i1 =—1forallie {1,...,n—1} and Bw = 0 otherwise. If f(-)=3[|A - —b||*> and
B = B, then we call (1) a fused Ko—norms regularization problem with a box constraint.

Additionally taking the sparsity of x into consideration, Tibshirani et al. [41] proposed the
fused Lasso, given by

mm-WAw—MP+ANBﬂh+AMMh7 (5)
PISING

and presented its nice statistical properties. Friedman et al. [15] demonstrated that the proxi-
mal mapping of AlHﬁle + A2fjz||1 can be obtained through a process, which is known as “prox-
decomposition" later. Based on the accessibility of this proximal mapping, various algorithms can
efficiently address model (5), see [24, 25, 23, 29|. In particular, Li et al. [23] proposed a semismooth
Newton augmented Lagrangian method (SSNAL) to solve the dual of (5). The numerical results
presented in their study indicate that SSNAL is highly efficient.

It was claimed in [21] that both (3) and (4) perform well in signal regression, but the zero-order
fusion one produces simpler estimated coefficient vectors. This observation suggests that model (1)
with [ = %HA -—b||? and B = B may be able to effectively find a simpler solution while performs
well as the fused Lasso does. Compared with regularization problems using fg-norm, those using



||Bz||p regularization remain less explored in terms of algorithm development. According to [21],
the global solution of (3) is unattainable. However, one of its stationary points can be obtained. In
fact, Jewell et al. [17] has revealed by virtue of dynamic programming principle that a point in the
proximal mapping of \; HB\ -||o can be exactly determined within polynomial time, which allows one
to use the well-known proximal gradient (PG) method to find a stationary point of problem (3).
However, the highly nonconvex and nonsmooth nature of model (1) presents significant challenges
in computing the proximal mapping of ¢ when B = B and in developing effective optimization
algorithms for solving it. As far as we know, no specific algorithms have yet been designed to solve
these challenging problems.

Another motivation for this work comes from our previous research [45]. In that work, we
considered a model which replaces the p-norm in (2) by ||z||a, where ¢ € (0,1) and ||z||, is the ¢,
quasi-norm of z, defined as ||z|, = (Z?:1|xi|q)1/q. For this class of nonconvex and nonsmooth
problems, we proposed a hybrid of PG and subspace regularized Newton methods (HpgSRN),
which in Newton step restricts the subproblem on a subspace within which the objective function
is smooth, and thus a regularized Newton method can be applied. It is worth noting that the sub-
space is induced by the support of the current iterate z¥. PG step is executed in every iteration,
but it does not necessarily run a Newton step unless a switch condition is satisfied. A global con-
vergence was established under a curvature condition and the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL) property
[3] of the objective function, and a superlinear convergence rate was achieved under an additional
local second-order error bound condition. Due to the desirable convergence result and numerical
performance of HpgSRN, we aim to adapt a similar subspace regularized Newton algorithm to solve
(1), in which the subspace is induced by the combined support of Bz* and z*.

1.2 Related work

In recent years, many optimization algorithms have been well developed to solve the fp-norm
regularization problems of the form (2), which includes iterative hard thresholding [16, 10, 11,
27|, the penalty decomposition [28], the smoothing proximal gradient method [9], the accelerated
iterative hard thresholding [44] and NLOR [47]. Among all these algorithms, NLOR is the only
Newton-type method, which employs Newton method to solve a series of stationary equations
confined within the subspaces identified by the support of the solution obtained by the proximal
mapping of Az - [|o-

The PG method is able to effectively process model (1) if the proximal mapping of g can be
precisely computed. The PG method belongs to first-order methods, which have a low computa-
tion cost and weak global convergence conditions, but they achieve at most a linear convergence
rate. On the other hand, the Newton method has a faster convergence rate, but it can only be
applied to minimize sufficiently smooth objective functions. In recent years, there have been active
investigations into the Newton-type methods for nonsmooth composite optimization problems of
the form

min (z) = $(z) + $(2) (6)
TER™
where ¢ : R" — R := (—00, +00] is proper lower semicontinuous, and t(x) is twice continuously

differentiable on an open subset of R™ containing the domain of ¢. The proximal Newton-type
method is able to address (6) with convex ¢ and convex or weakly convex 1) (see |7, 22, 46, 30, 26]).
Another popular second-order method for solving (6) is to minimize the forward-backward envelop
(FBE) of ¥, see [38, 40, 39, 1]. In particular, for those ¥ with the proximal mapping of ¢ being
available, Themelis et al. [40] proposed an algorithm called ZeroFPR, based on the quasi-Newton
method, for minimizing the FBE of W. They achieved the global convergence of the iterate sequence
by means of the KL property of the FBE and its local superlinear rate under the Dennis-Moré



condition and the strong local minimality property of the limit point. An algorithm similar to
ZeroFPR but minimizing the Bregman FBE of ¥ was proposed in [1], which achieves a superlinear
convergence rate without requiring the strong local minimality of the limit point. For the case
that ¢ is smooth and ¢ admits a computable proximal mapping, Bareilles et al. [5] proposed an
algorithm, alternating between a PG step and a Riemannian Newton method, which was proved
to have a quadratic convergence rate under a positive definiteness assumption on the Riemannian
Hessian at the limit point.

1.3 Main contributions

In this paper, we aim to design a hybrid of PG and inexact projected regularized Newton methods
(PGiPN) to solve the structured £p-norms regularization problem (1). Let 2% € Q be the current
iterate. Our method first runs a PG step with line search at z* to produce Z¥ with

7 € pros, 1, («F — 1,V f(a)), (7)

where proxﬁ_lg(x) is the proximal mapping of g defined by (15), @, > 0 is a constant such that
k

F gains a sufficient decrease from z* to Z¥, and then judges whether the iterate enters Newton
step or not in terms of some switch condition, which takes the following forms of structured stable
supports:

supp(z*) = supp(Z*) and supp(Bz*) = supp(BT"). (8)

If this switch condition does not hold, we set 2**t! = Z* and return to the PG step. Otherwise,
due to the nature of £p-norm, the restriction of ;|| Bz|o + A2||z|[o on the supports supp(Ba*) and
supp(z*), i.e., M (BZ)supp(Bak)llo + A2|Zgupp(aky llos is a constant near 2¥ and does not provide any
useful information at all and thus, unlike dealing with the ¢, regularization problem in [45], we
introduce the following multifunction Il : R” = R™:

II(z) := {z € Q | supp(z) C supp(z), supp(Bz) C supp(Bz)}
= {@ € Q| Fupp(ze = 0, (B)supp(m2))e = 0}, (9)

and consider the associated subproblem

min f(z)+ o, (2) with IIj = II(a"). (10)
It is noted that the set H(xk) contains all the points whose supports are a subset of the support
of zF as well as the supports of their linear transformation are a subset of the support of the
linear transformation of z*. It is worth pointing out that the multifunction II is not closed but
closed-valued.

We will show that a stationary point of (10) is one for problem (1). Thus, instead of a subspace
regularized Newton step in [45], following the projected Newton method in [7] and the proximal
Newton method in |22, 46, 30| and [26], our projected regularized Newton step minimizes the
following second-order approximation of (10) on ITj:

argmin {©4(z)i= f(&) + (VF(H),w —oh) + 3o a5, Gulo—ab) + o @)}, (1)
TER™

where G, is an approximation to the Hessian V2f(z*), satisfying the following positive definiteness

condition:
Gy, = b (o —75) |71, (12)



where b1 > 0, o € (0,3) and fi, is the one in (7). To cater for the practical computation, our
Newton step seeks an inexact solution y* of (11) satisfying

Ok(y) — Ox(z") <0, (13)

g1
1
aist(0.00,(y)) < D i i (F ) et -2} ()
with ¢ € (o,1]. Setting the direction d*:= y* — 2*, a step size a; € (0,1] is found in the direction
d* via backtrackings, and set 2¥*! := 2¥ +a,d*. To ensure the global convergence, the next iterate
still returns to the PG step. The details of the algorithm are given in Section 3.

The main contributions of the paper are as follows:

e Based on dynamic programming principle, we develop a polynomial-time (O(n3+°(1))) algo-
rithm for seeking a point Ty, in the proximal mapping (7) of g when B = B. This generalizes the cor-
responding result in [17] for finding Z* in (7) from g(-) = A1 || B-|jo to g(-) = A1 [|B-|lo+X2|- [0+ (")
This also provides a PG algorithm for solving (1). We establish a uniform lower bound on
prox,,—1 g(az) for © on a compact set and p on a closed interval. This generalizes the corresponding
results in [27] for £p-norm and in [45] for £;-norm with 0< ¢ <1, respectively.

e We design a hybrid algorithm (PGiPN) of PG and inexact projected regularized Newton
method to solve the structured fp-norms regularization problem (1), which includes the fused
fo-norms regularization problem with a box constraint as a special case. We obtain the global
convergence of the algorithm by showing that the structured stable supports (8) hold when the
iteration number is sufficiently large. Moreover, we establish a superlinear convergence rate under a
Holderian error bound on a second-order stationary point set, without requiring the local optimality
of the limit point.

e The numerical experiments show that our PGiPN is more effective than some existing algo-
rithms in the literature in terms of solution quality and efficiency.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we give some preliminaries and
characterizations of the optimality condition of model (1). In Section 3, we give some results
related to g, including a lower bound of proximal mapping of g, and an algorithm for finding a
point in the proximal mapping of A||Bz|lo + Aa||z|lo + da(z). In Section 4, we introduce our
algorithm and show that it is well defined. In Section 5 we present the convergence analysis of
our algorithm. The implementation scheme of our algorithm and the numerical experiments are
presented in Section 6.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notations

For any x € R" and € > 0, B(z,¢) := {z | ||z — z|| < €} denotes the ball centered at z with radius
e. Let B := B(0,1). For a closed and convex set = C R", proj=(z) denotes the projection of a
point z € R™ onto =. We denote by N=z(x) and Tz(z) the normal cone and tangent cone of Z at x,
respectively. For a closed set =/ C R", dist(z,Z') := minge=z ||z — z||. For t € R, t; := max{t, 0}.
Fix any two nonnegative integers j < k, define [j: k| := {j,j+1,...,k} and [k] := [1:k]. For
an index set T' C [n], write T¢ := [n]\T and |T'| is the number of the elements of 7. Given any
v € R", supp(z) = {i € [n] | z; # 0}, |[%|min := Minjegupp(z)|Ti| and xp € RI”! is the vector
consisting of those z;’s with j € T, and zj. = ;). 1 and I are the vector of ones and the
identity matrix, respectively, whose dimension is adaptive to the context. Given a real symmetric



matrix H, Apin(H) denotes the smallest eigenvalue of H, and ||H]|2 is the spectral norm of H.
For a matrix A € R™*™ and S C [m], Ag.(resp. A.r) denotes the matrix consisting of the rows
(resp. the columns) of A whose indices correspond to S(resp. T'). We write the range of A by
Range(A) = {Az | = € R"} and the null space of A by Null(A) = {y € R™ | Ay = 0}. For another
matrix C' € R™*P [A C] € R™*(n1D) ig defined as a matrix composed of two matrices, A and C,
placed side by side. For any D € RP*" [A; D] := [AT DT]T. For a proper lower semicontinuous
function b : R® — R := R U +o00, its domain is denoted as domh:= {x € R" | h(z) < oo}, and the
proximal mapping of h is defined as

1
prox,,;(z) := arg min 2—||3: — 2||> + h(2), (15)
zeR” H

with ¢ > 0 and z € R".

2.2 Stationary conditions

Since problem (1) involves a box constraint and the structured ¢p-norms function is lower semi-
continuous, the set of global optimal solutions of model (1) is nonempty and compact. Moreover,
by the continuity of V2f and the compactness of 2, we have Vf is Lipschitz continuous on €, i.e.,
there exists L1 > 0 such that

IVf(x) = Vil < Lifle =yl for all z,y € Q. (16)

For a point T € domh, we denote the basic (or limiting) subdifferential of h at T by Oh(T)
[34, Definition 8.3]. Next, we introduce two classes of stationary points for the general composite
problem (6), which includes (1) as a special case.

Definition 2.1 A vector x € R" is called a stationary point of problem (6) if 0 € OV (x). A wvector
x € R™ is called an L-stationary point of problem (6) if there exists a constant p > 0 such that

T € prox,,—1.,(v —u V().

Recall that W = 1 + ¢, where 9 is twice continuously differentiable and ¢ is proper and lower
semicontinuous. If in addition ¢ is assumed to be convex, then

0€0¥(z) = 0¢ plz— (v —pu 'W(x))) + 0p(x) & x = Prox,,—1,(z— vy (2)),

which means that for problem (6) the L-stationarity of a point x is equivalent to its stationarity. To
extend this equivalence to a broader class of functions, we recall the definition of prox-regularity,
which acts as a surrogate of convexity.

Definition 2.2 [3/4, Definition 13.27] A function h: R"® — R is proz-regular at a point T € domh
forw € Oh(T) if h is locally lower semicontinuous at T, and there exist v > 0 and € > 0 such that
h(z') > h(z) +v'(2/ — z) — ||’ — 2| for all ||z’ —Z|| < &, whenever v € dh(z), ||v — 7| < e,
|l —Z| < e and h(z) < h(T) + . If h is proz-regular at T for all v € Oh(T), we say that h is
prox-reqular at T.

The following proposition reveals that under the assumption of the prox-regularity of ¢, these
two classes of stationary points for ¥ coincide. The proof is similar to that in [45, Remark 2.5,
and the details are omitted here.

Proposition 2.1 IfT is an L-stationary point of problem (6), then 0 € OW(x). If ¢ is proz-reqular
at T for =V (T) and proz-bounded", the converse is also true.

'For the definition of prox-boundedness, see [34, Definitions 1.23].



Next we focus on the stationary conditions of problem (1). Recall that the multifunction
IT : R™ =2 R™ defined in (9) is closed-valued. The following lemma characterizes the subdifferential
of function F'.

Lemma 2.1 Fix any z € Q). The following statements are true.
(i) OF(z) = Vf(2) + 09(2) = Vf(2) + Nu)(2)-
(if) 0€ Vf(z) + Ny (x) implies that 0 € OF (z).

Proof: The first equality of part (i) follows by [34, Exercise 8.8], and the second one uses [31,
Lemma 2.2 (i)]. Next we consider part (ii). Let x € II(z). From the definition of II(-), we have
I(x) C I(z), which along with = € TI(z) implies that N (.)(2) C Ny(z)(2). Combining part (i),
we obtain the desired result. O

Remark 2.1 Lemma 2.1 (ii) provides a way to seek a stationary point of F. Indeed, for any given
z € R", if x is a stationary point of problem argmin{f(y) | y € I(2)}, i.e., 0 € Vf(x) + Ny ) (),
then by Lemma 2.1 (ii) it necessarily satisfies 0 € OF(x). This technique will be utilized in the
design of our algorithm. In particular, when obtaining a good estimate of the stationary point, say
z*, we use a Newton step to minimize f over the polyhedral set H(xk), so as to enhance the speed

of the algorithm.

2.3 Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz property

In this subsection, we introduce the concept of Kurdyka-fLojasiewicz (KL) property. The KL
property of a function plays an important role in the convergence analysis of first-order algorithms
for nonconvex and nonsmooth optimization problems (see, e.g., [3, 4]). In this work, we will use it
to establish the global convergence property of our algorithm.

Definition 2.3 For any n > 0, we denote by Y, the set consisting of all continuous concave
¢:10,n) = Ry that are continuously differentiable on (0,1) with ¢(0) = 0 and ¢'(s) > 0 for all
s € (0,n). A proper function h: R™ — R is said to have the KL property at T € dom Oh if there
exist ) € (0,00], a neighborhood U of T and a function ¢ € Y, such that for all x € U N [h(f) <
h < h(Z)+n], ¢ (h(z) — h(z))dist(0,0h(z)) > 1. If h has the KL property at each point of domoh,
then h is called a KL function.

3 Prox-regularity and proximal mapping of ¢

3.1 Prox-regularity of ¢

In this subsection, we aim at proving the prox-regularity of g, which together with Proposition 2.1
and the prox-boundedness of g indicates that the set of stationary points of problem (1) coincides
with that of its L-stationary points.

We remark here that the prox-regularity of g cannot be obtained from the existing calculus of
prox-regularity. In fact, it was revealed in [32, Theorem 3.2| that, for proper f;, i = 1,2 with f;
being prox-regular at T for v; € df;(T) and let v := vy + vy, and fy := f1 + fo, a sufficient condition
such that fy is prox-regular at T for v is

w1 + wg = 0 with w; € 0 f;(%) = w; =0, i = 1,2, (17)



where 0> denotes the horizon subdifferential [34, Definition 8.3]. We give a counter example to
illustrate that the above constraint qualification does not hold for f; : R* — R with f; = || B - ||o
and fo = || - |lo- Let = (0,0,0,1)T. Then,

0% f1(T) = 0f1(T) = Range((Byg).) "), 0 f2(T) = 0f2(F) = Range((I;3.)").

By the expressions of 9 f1(Z) and 0% f3(T), it is immediate to check that the constraint qualifi-
cation in (17) does not hold. Next, we give our proof toward the prox-regularity of g.

Lemma 3.1 The function g is proz-reqular on its domain 2. Consequently, the set of stationary
points of model (1) coincides with its set of L-stationary points.

Proof: Fix any T € Q and pick any © € dg(T). Let A := min{\, Ao} and C := [B;I]. Pick any
e € (0, min{\, ||7||, ﬁ}) such that for all x € B(Z, ¢), supp(Cx) D supp(CT). Next we prove that

g(@") > g(z) + vT(az' —x), for all ||/ —Z| <&, vedg(x), |[v-7|| <ecand x € =, (18)

where = :={x | [|[r — T|| < e, g(z) < g(T) + €}, which implies that ¢ is prox-regular at T for v.

We first claim that for each x € =, it holds that supp(Cz) = supp(CZ) and x € Q. If fact, by the
definition of €, supp(Cz) D supp(C7Z). If supp(Cz) # supp(C7), we have g(x) > g(T)+A > ¢g(T)+e,
which yields that = ¢ =. Therefore, supp(Cz) = supp(CT). The fact that = € = implies x € Q is
clear. Hence the claimed facts are true.

Fix any x € E. Consider any 2/ € B(T,e). If 2/ ¢ Q, since g(2’) = oo, it is immediate to see
that (18) holds, so it suffices to consider 2/ € B(Z,e) N Q. Note that supp(Cz’) D supp(CT) =
supp(Cx). If supp(Cz’) # supp(Cz), then g(a’) > g(x) + A. For any v € dg(x) with v € B(7,¢),
[oll < [[7]] + & < 2[5, which along with ||z’ — z|| < |2’ = Z| + [lz — Z|| < 2¢ implies that

g@) = g@) —v' (@' —2) 2 A= [vllz’ — 2] = X~ 4][T]e > 0.
Equation (18) holds. Next we consider the case supp(Cz’) = supp(Cz). Define
Hl(m) = {Z e R" ’ (BZ)[supp(B;c)]c = 0}, H2($) = {Z e R" ’ Z[supp(z)]c = 0}.

Clearly, II(z) = II*(z)NI12(2) N and I1; (x), IIo(x) and Q are all polyhedral sets. By [33, Theorem
23.8], for any v € Ny (z) = 9g(z), there exist v1 € Nipi(5)(2), v2 € Nip2(y)(2) and vz € No(z)
such that v = vy + vo + v3. Then,

g(@') = g(z)—v" (2’ — 2) = M| B'[}o — A1 || Bzllo — v (' — )

+ Aoll2flo = Aellzflo — vg (2' — 2) — vg (2" —z) >0,

where the inequality follows from A{|Ba'||o — A\1||Bz|o = 0,v{ (2 — ) = 0, Xao||2’[jo — Xa|z|lo =
0,v9 (#' —z) = 0 and v4 (2’ — 2) < 0. Equation (18) is true. Thus, by the arbitrariness of T € Q
and U € dg(T), we conclude that g is prox-regular on set (. O

3.2 Lower bound of the proximal mapping of g

Given A > 0 and z € R, for any z € proxy|.|, (), it holds that if |z;[ > 0, then |z;] > V2 27,
Lemma 3.3]. This indicates that |z|min has a uniform lower bound on proxy., (). Such a uniform
lower bound is shown to hold for /,-norm with 0 <¢ <1 and played a crucial role in the convergence
analysis of the algorithms involving subspace Newton method (see [45]). Next, we show that such
a uniform lower bound exists for g.



Lemma 3.2 For any given compact set = C R"™ and constants 0 < p <1, define

Z = UZEEvME[M,m prox,-14(z).

Then, there exists v > 0 (depending on =, i and fi) such that inf,c 2\ (oy |[B; I]t|min > v.

Proof: Write C' := [B;I]. By invoking [6, Corollary 3| and the compactness of ), there exists
k > 0 such that for all index set J C [n+p),

dist(z, Null(Cy.) N Q) < kdist(z, Null(C}.)) for any z € Q. (19)

In addition, there exists o > 0 such that for any index set J C [n+p] with {C}.};cs being linearly
independent,

Amin(C7.CJ) > 0. (20)

For any z € Z and p € [, 7], define h. ,(z) := &z — z||? for z € R". By the compactness
of Q, [u, ] and =, there exists 6y € (0,1) such that for all z € E, p € [p, 1] and z,y € Q with

|z — yW< 00, m(llz]] + |yl + 2[|zIDllx — || < A := min{A1, A2}, and consequently,

7
(@) = R (W) = Sl —y 2 +y = 22)| <

=

A
(2l + 1yl +2lzDlle =yl < 5. (21)

Now suppose that the conclusion does not hold. Then there is a sequence {Z¥}reny € Z\{0} such
that |CZ¥|min < % for all k € N. Note that C' has a full column rank. We also have |CZ*| i, > 0
for each k € N. By the definition of Z, for each k € N, there exist z¥ € Z and py, € [u, 7] such that

zF e proxuglg(zk). Since |CZF|min € (0, 1) for all k € N, there exist £ C N and an index i € [n-+p]

such that 5
0 < [(CZ%);] = |0FF |[min < —2—  for each k € K, (22)
&[|Cl2

where x and o are the ones appearing in (19) and (20), respectively. Fix any k € K. Write
Qy = [n+p]\supp(CZ*) and choose Jj, C Qi such that the rows of C,. form a basis of those of
Co,.. Let Jy, := JU{i}. If J, = 0, then C5 . has a full row rank. If Jj, # 0, then C,z* = 0, which
implies that C' 7. also has a full row rank (if not, Cj. is a linear combination of the rows of Cy, .,
which along with C;_z* = 0 implies that C;.z* = 0, contradicting to |(CZ*);| = |CZ*|min > 0).
Let 2F := ProjNul(c; )(Ek). Then, C'jk_gk = 0 and (z" — 2¥) € Range (C}' ). The latter means
Yk . e
that there exists &¥ € RI/¢| such that zF — ¢ = C} ¢F. Since ka- has a full row rank and
-
||Cjk_EkH = |(CZ*);|, we have

(€2 = 05, 2 — O 2] = [105,.CT €] > o], (23)

where the last inequality is due to (20). Combining (23) with (22) yields ||€¥| < &=1||C|5 0.
Therefore,
12 = 28 = IO €81 < 105 2081 < IC 1201 < k™o (24)

Let 2% := PTOjNull(Cjk,)mQ(Ek)' From (19) and (24), it follows that
125 = 2% = dist(z", Null(C; ) N Q) < rdist(z", Null(C;; ) = s][z" = Z*]| < do. (25)
Note that 2%, Z% € Q. From (25) and (21), it follows that

. A
ey (BF) = hor, (FF)] < R (26)



Next we claim that supp(Cz*) U {i} C supp(CZ"*). Indeed, since the rows of Cy, . form a ba-
sis of those of Clg, ). and Cjk_?k =0, C[Qku{z‘}}-gk = 0. Then, supp(C[QkU{i}],?’“) u{i} =
supp(C[QkU{i}]Zk). Since all the entries of C[Qku{i}]c.ik are nonzero, it holds that supp(C[QkU{i}]c.fz\k) -
supp(C[QkU{i}]c_Ek), which implies that supp(Cz*) U {i} C supp(C%*). Thus, the claimed inclusion
follows, which implies that g(z¥) — g(2¥) > . This together with (26) yields Bk i, (ZF) + g(z%) —

A

(hzhuk(fz\k) +g(Z) > A — % = 3, contradicting to z¥ € proxﬂglg(zk). The proof is completed. O

The result of Lemma 3.2 will be utilized in Proposition 4.1 to justify the fact that the sequences
{|BZ*| in bren and {|Z¥|min }xen are uniformly lower bounded, where Z¥ is obtained in (7) (or (37)
below). This is a crucial aspect in proving the stability of supp(z*) and supp(Bz*) when k is
sufficiently large.

3.3 Proximal mapping of a fused /y-norms function with a box constraint

Using the idea of [20], Jewell et al. [17] presented a polynomial-time algorithm for computing the
proximal mapping of the fused fo-norm 1|5 - |lo, where B = (w1 — @2;...;@n_1 — ¥,) for any
x € R™ We extend the result of [17] for computing the proximal mapping of the fused fy-norms
MIB - lo + Azll - [lo 4+ da(-), ic., for any given z € R™, seeking a global optimal solution of the
problem

1 9 o~
: ) = =l — 2|2 + M || Bl +
min h(z; z) 2H9€ z||* + A1l|Bzllo + A2

|zllo + d (). (27)

To simplify the deduction, for each i € [n], we define w; : R — R by w;(a) := Aa|alo + 110y (@) Tt
is clear that for all € R™, Xo||z|lo + da(x) = > i wi(z;). Let H(0) := —Ay, and for each s € [n],
define

. 1 A -
H(s) := min hs(y; 21:5), where hs(y; 215) := 5lly — 2l + MIBigullo + D wily;).  (28)
j=1
It is immediate to see that H(n) is the optimal value to (27). For each s € [n], define function
Ps:[0:s—1] x R — R by

. L1 >
Py(i, ) == H(i) + 5[lad ~ ziusl? 4+ D wile) + A (29)
j=i+1

For any given y € R, if ¢ is the largest integer in [0:s—1] such that y; # y;11, and y; 11 = yi42 =
.. = Yys = a, then y = (y1,4; 1) and

1 - d 1 :
hs(y; 21:s) = = 91 — 211 A | Bogysillo+ Y wi () + 5 Wigtes — zigws |+ w;(y5) + M
2 2
j=1 j=it1
1 s
= hi(y1:4; 21:) + §H041 — Zit1sl|” + Z wj(a) + A1
j=it

If y1.; is optimal to min, cgi hi(y'; 21:4), then H(i) = hi(y1.4; 21:4), which by the definitions of P
and hg yields that Ps(i, ) = hs(y; 21.5). In the following lemma, we prove that the optimal value of
min;e(0:s—1],ack Fs (i, ) is equal to H(s), by which we give characterization to an optimal solution
of hs(+; 21:5).

Lemma 3.3 Fiz any s € [n]. The following statements are true.
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(1) H(s) = minjcjo.s—1),aer Ps(i, ).

ii) Assume that (i%,a%) € arg ming g Py(i,a). Then y* = (yi.;«;a:1) is a global solution
s Ws i€[0:s—1],a€R 1:4 s
of minyeps hs(y; 21:5) with Y7, € argmin, gz hix (v; 214z ).

Proof: (i) Let y* be an optimal solution to problem (28). If y* = y; forall i,j € [s], let it = O;
otherwise, let 75 be the largest integer such that y7. # yj. . Set of = yj. 4. If 75 # 0, from the
definition of H(-), hs (y7.;+: 21:4x) = H(i}), which implies that

s

1
i Py(i,a) < H) + Slladl =zl P+ ) wylad) + A
Z.G[OfilﬁaeR s (i, ) < H (i) 2“% Zix g 1s | j:i*ﬂwj(as) 1

S

* 1 * * *
< hi; (ylzi;‘; Zl:z‘;) + §Hyi§+1:s - Zi’s‘-l-l:su2 + Z wj(yj) + A1 = hs(Y"s 21:s) = H(S)7
j=it+1

where the first equality holds by yZ*S a7 yZ*S and the expression of hg(y*;21.5). If i =0,

1 S
in  Py(i,o) < H(0) + = [ly* — 216 (y5) + A\ = H(s).
o Poli:a) SHO) + 3l — 2l + ];w](y]) + A = H(s)
Therefore, min;c(g.s—1),aer Ps(i, ) < H(s) holds. On the other hand, let (i3, a) be an optimal so-
lution to mine(o.s—1],aer Ps(4; ). Ifi5 # 0, let y* € R® be such that yj,;. € argmin gz fiz (05 21:2)
and yj. ., = a51. Then, it is clear that

S

* * 1 * *
H(S) < hS(y ;les) < hi; (ylz;a zl:i;‘) + §Hyi§+1:s - Ziz+1:5|’2 + Z w](y]) + )‘1

J=ii+1
1 s
= H(i}) + sllof1 — zig el > + (af) 4+ A\ = i Py(i, ).
(Zs)+2||as ZZerl.SH +j:i*+1wj(as)+ 1 ie[O:?illr]l,aeR s(l Oé)

If i3 =0, let y* = a;1. We have

. L, u . .
H(s) < hs(y"; 21:5) = H(O) + 5lly" = s+ ]lej(oé) A= ie[o:?—lllIiozeRPs(Z’ ).

Therefore, H(s) < mineo.s—1],aer Ps(4, ). These two inequalities imply the result.
(ii) If % # 0, by part (i) and the definitions of o and i,

s

. . " 1 X
H(S) - ie[O:?illr]l,ozeR Ps(l’a) = H(Zs) + 5”04:1 - Zi§+118||2 + j;_l wj(as) + >‘1

S

N 1
= hix (Y125 21007) + §”y£k;+1;s — zisy1s|* + Z wji(y;) + A1 > hs(y™, 21.),
jmir 1

where the last inequality follows by the definition of hs(-, z1.5). If i¥ =0,

: . 1 * 2 - * *,
H(s) = ie[O:grillI}l,aeRPS(Z’ a) = H(0) + §|Iy —z1s||* + jZ;WJ(yj) + A1 = hs(y™; 21:5)s
Therefore, H(s) > hys(y*; z1.5). Along with the definition of H(s), H(s) = hs(y*; z1.5). O

11



From Lemma 3.3 (i), the nonconvex nonsmooth problem (27) can be recast as a mixed-integer
programming with objective function given in (29). Lemma 3.3 (ii) suggests a recursive method to
obtain an optimal solution to (27). In fact, by setting s = n, we can obtain that there exists an

optimal solution to (27), says *, such that 7. ;,, = a1, and 27,;. € argmin g his (v; 214 )-

Next, by setting s = 4, we are able to obtain the expression of zj ..

n

backward until s = 0, we can obtain the full expression of an optimal solution to (27). The outline
of computing prox)\1||§.||0+w(.)(z) is shown as follows.

Repeating this loop

Set the current changepoint s = n.
While s > 0 do

Find (i,0%) € argmin Ps(i, ). (30)
1€[0:s—1],€R
Let x;‘:H:S = ;1 and s < i}.
End

To obtain an optimal solution to (27), the remaining issue is how to execute the first line in
while loop of (30), or in other words, for any given s € [n], how to find (i¥, a}) € N x R appearing
in Lemma 3.3 (ii). The following proposition provides some preparations.

Proposition 3.1 For each s € [n], let P} () := mingjg.s—1] Ps(i, a).

(i) For all a € R,

PH(a) = { F(a—21)? + wi(a) if s =1,

min {Ps*_l(a), Milgecr Ps*_l(o/)—l—)\l}—i—%(a—zS)Q—i—ws(a) if s € [2:n].

(ii) Let RY:=R, and Ri:=R._{ N (RS for all s € [2:n] and i € [0:5—2], where

R = {a eER| P i(a) > mi% P () + )\1} . (31)
a’e

(a) For each s € [2:n], U,ejp.5-1) R =R and R.NRL =10 for any i #j € [0:5—1].
(b) For each s € [n] and i € [0:s—1], P}(a) = Ps(i,a) when a € RL.

Proof: (i) Note that Pj(a) = P(0,a) = H(0) + (o — 21)? + wi(a) + A = 3(a — 21)? + wi(a).
Now fix any s € [2 : n]. By the definition of P, for any o € R,

Pl(a) = min Py(i,a) = min{ min Ps(i, «), Ps(s—l,a)}. (32)

1€[0:5—1] i€[0:5—2]

From the definition of Py in (29), for each i € [0:s—2] and « € R, it holds that

. L1 -
Py(i, ) = H(i) + Sflal — ziprsl® 4 ) wil@) + M

j=i+1
1 Sl 1
= H(i) + §Hal—zi+1;5_1H2 + Z wjla) + A1 + 5(04—25)2 + ws(a)
j=i+1

1
= Ps—l(i704) + 5(04 - 25)2 + Ws(a)a

12



while for any o € R, Ps(s—1,a) = H(s—1) 4+ 3(a — 25)> + ws(a) + A1. By combining the last two
equalities with (32), we immediately obtain that

P:(a):min{ min Ps_1(4, o), H(s—l)—i—)\l}—i— (o — 25)% 4 ws(a)

1€[0:5—2]

DO | —

= min { PZ_y (@), min P2y (') + M } 4 5 (0 — 2) 4+ ws(a),

a’eR 2
where the last equality follows by Lemma 3.3 (i). Thus, we get the desired result.
(ii) We first prove (a) by induction. When s = 2, since R} = R and RY = R N (R3)¢, we have
RYURS =R and RYNRE = . Assume that the result holds when s = j for some j € [2:n—1]. We
consider the case s = j+1. Since R%:=R._; N (RE1) for all i € [0:5—2] and Uiefo:s—2] R._| =R,
it holds that

Uie[O:s—l]Ri = [Uicpos—g(Re N (REH)] U Ry =RN(RI)Y)URS =R

Thus we obtain the first part of (a) by deduction. For any i € [0:5—2], by definition, RENRS~! = 0.

It suffices to show that RL NRJ = () for any i # j € [0:5—2]. By definition,
RNRE = [Riy N(RETHT N [RE N (RET)T] =0,

where the last equality is using R, _; N R{;,l = (). Thus, the second part of (a) is obtained.
Next we prove (b). Since for any a € R = RY, Pf(a) = P;1(0,q), the result holds for s = 1.
For s € [2:n] and i=s—1, by the definition of R:~!, for all a € RS~ 1,

Pia) = min P2y (o) + X + 50— )+ wy(a) = (s — 1a)
where the second equality is using Lemma 3.3 (i) and the definition of P;. Next we consider s € [2:n)]
and i € [0:5—2]. We argue by induction that P}(a) = Ps(i,a) when o € R%. Indeed, when s = 2,
since Ry = RY N (RL)¢ = (RL)¢, for any o € RY, from (31) we have P} (a) < mingcr Py (/) + A1,
which by part (i) implies that P5(a) = Pf(a)+2(a—22)* +ws(a) = P1(0,a)+ 3 (a—2)* +ws(a) =
P5(0, ). Assume that the result holds when s = j for some j € [2:n—1]. We consider the case
for s = j+1. For any i € [0:5—2], by definition, RY = R._; N (RS ). Then, from (33) for any
a e Ry,

* « 1 , 1
P2(0) = Py(a) + (0~ 22)” + wa(@) = Pooalis0) + 5 (o — 2)? + wy(a)

1 s—1 1

= H(i) + 5\\061 — Zips—1 |2+ Z wj(a) + A + i(a—z5)2 + ws(a)

j=it+1

1 S

= H(i) + gllol = zisaslP + Y wja) + A1 = Pali, ),

j=it+1

where the second equality is using P () = Ps_1(i, ) implied by induction. Hence, the conclusion
holds for s = j + 1 and any i € [0:s—2]. The proof is completed. O

Now we take a closer look at Proposition 3.1. Part (i) provides a recursive method to com-
pute Pf(«) for all s € [n]. For each s € [n], by the expression of ws, Ps(i,-) is a piece-
wise lower semicontinuous linear-quadratic function whose domain is a closed interval, relative

to which Py(i,-) has an expression of the form H (i) + 3[lal — zi41.]? + (s — i)|afo + A1, while
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P#(-) = min{Ps(0,-), Ps(1,-),...,Ps(s — 1,-)}. Note that for each i € [0 : s—1], the opti-
mal solution to minyer Ps(i, ) is easily obtained (in fact, all the possible candidates of the
global solutions are 0, W,maxje[iﬂ:s]{lj},minje[iﬂ:s]{uj}), so is arg min, g PS(a’). Part
(ii) suggests a way to search for i} such that Pf(a}) = Ps(if,af) for each s € [n]. Obvi-
ously, Ps(i3, ;) = minie(o.s—1),aer Ps(i, ). This inspires us to propose Algorithm 1 for solving

PTOX, 1B +w(.)(z), whose iterate steps are described as follows.

Algorithm 1 (Computing prox/\l||§_||0+w(_)(z))

1. Initialize: Compute Pj(a) = 3(21 — @)? + wi(a) and set RY = R.
2. For s=2,....,n do
3. Pra):=min{P} i (a),minger Pr (/) + M} + 2(a — 25) + ws(a).

4. Compute R:~! by (31).
5. For i=0,...,s—2do
6. RL=R._ ;N (R
7. End

8. End

9. Set the current changepoint s = n.

10. While s > 0 do

11. Find of € argming,cp P} (a), and if = {i | of € RL}.
12, af . = ol and s < i,

13. End

The main computation cost of Algorithm 1 comes from lines 3 and 6, in which the number of
pieces of the linear-quadratic functions involved in P} plays a crucial role. The following lemma
gives a worst-case estimation for it in the s-th iterate.

Lemma 3.4 Fiz any s € [2:n]. The function P} in line 3 of Algorithm 1 has at most O(s' o))
linear-quadratic pieces.

Proof: Let h;(a) := H (i) + 3 |lal — ziy1:6]|2 + A1 + (s — i) Ao + > i1 Oty (@) for a € R with
i € [0:5s—2]. For each i € [0:5—2], h; is a piecewise lower semicontinuous linear-quadratic function
whose domain is a closed interval, and every piece is continuous on the closed interval except a = 0.
Therefore, for each i € [0:5—2], h; = min {h; 1, hi2, hig} with hi1 (@) == hi(a) — (s —i)Aa|lo+ (s —
D) A2 +0(—o0,0) (), hig() := hi(a)+dg0y(a) and h; 3() := hi(a) = (s—i)Az]alo+(5—1) Aa+d]g 00y ().
Obviously, h;1,hi2 and h; 3 are piecewise linear-quadratic functions with domain being a closed
interval. In addition, write hs_1(a) := minyer P 1(¢/) + 3(a — 25)% + Alafo + M1 + O[1s,us) (@)
for « € R. Obviously, hs_1 is a piecewise lower semicontinuous linear-quadratic function whose
domain is a closed interval. From the above arguement, hy_; = min{hs_11,hs—12,hs—13} where
each hs_q j for j = 1,2, 3 is a piecewise linear function whose domain is a closed interval. Combining

the above discussion with line 3 of Algorithm 1 and the definition of P} ;, for any o € R,
* : . 1 2 : * / 1 2
P*(a)= min {Ps_l(z, a)+§(a — 25) Fws(a), min P (« )—1—5(04 — 2s) —|—ws(a)+)\1}
[e%

i€[0:5—2]
- {ho(a),hl(a),...,hs,Q(a),hs,l(a)} - {hij(o)}.

min
i€[0:s—1],5€[3]
Notice that any h;; and hy j with ¢ # ¢ € [0 : s—1] or j # j' € [3] crosses at most 2 times.
From [36, Theorem 2.5] the maximal number of linear-quadratic pieces involved in P} is bounded

by the maximal length of a (3s,4) Davenport-Schinzel sequence, which by [14, Theorem 3| is
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3c1s exp(cey/log 3s). Here, c1, o are positive constants independent of s. Thus, we conclude that
the maximal number of linear-quadratic pieces involved in P} is O(s'+°(1)). The proof is finished.
O

By invoking Lemma 3.4, we are able to provide a worst-case estimation for the complexity of
Algorithm 1. Indeed, the main cost of Algorithm 1 consists in lines 3 and 5-7. Since line 3 involves
the computation cost proportional to the pieces of P ;, from Lemma 3.4, it requires O(sHO(l))
operation. For each i € [0:5—1], from part (b) of Proposition 3.1 (ii), we know that R’ consists of
at most O(s'7°()) intervals, which means that line 6 requires at most O(s'*°(1)) operations and
then the complexity of lines 5-7 is O(s2T°(1). Thus, the worst-case complexity of Algorithm 1 is
0, O(s+D) = O(nd+ol),

4 A hybrid of PG and inexact projected regularized Newton meth-
ods

In the hybrid frameworks owing to [40] and [5], the PG and Newton steps are alternating. We
now state the details of our algorithm, a hybrid of PG and inexact projected regularized Newton
methods (PGiPN), for solving problem (1), where the introduction of the switch condition (8)
is due to the consideration that the PG step is more cost-effective than the Newton step when
the iterates are far from a stationary point. Let z* € Q be the current iterate. It is noted that
the PG step is always executed and if condition (8) is met, we need to solve (11), which involves
constructing G}, to satisfy (12). Such G* can be easily achieved in the following situations.

For some generalized linear models, f can be expressed as f(x) = h(Az—b) for some A € R"™*",
b € R™ and twice continuously differentiable, separable h. For this case, V2h is a diagonal matrix,
and V2f(x) = ATV2h(Az — b)A. Since V%f(2*) is not necessarily positive definite, following the
method in [26], we construct Gy := G}, where

GL o= V2 @)+ balAmin(Vh(Ax® — )] AT A + by | (a* 7)1 (34)

with by > 1. However, for highly nonconvex h, [~Amin(V?h(Az* — b))]; is large, for which G} is
a poor approximation to V?2f (wk) To avoid this drawback and simultaneously make G} positive
definite, we consider Gy, := Gi, where

G = AT[V(Aak — B)] 1 A+ by [y (a5 —7) |7 L. (35)

For the case where V2f(2¥) = 0, Gi = G7. If V2f(z*) # 0, it is immediate to see that |G} —
V2 (2F)||2 > |GZ — V2f(2*)|2, which means that G7 is a better approximation to V2 f(z*) than
Gi,. On the other hand, for those f’s not owning a separable structure, we form Gy := G% as in
[42] and [45], where

G} = V2 (@) + (balAmin (V2 (27))]5 + b1 [T (2" =) | 7) 1. (36)

It is not hard to check that for i = 1,2, 3, G meets the requirement in (12). We remark here that
the sequel convergence analysis holds for all three G};, and we write them by G}, for simplicity.
The iterates of PGiPN are described as follows.

Remark 4.1 (i) Our PGiPN benefits from the PG step in two aspects. First, the incorporation
of the PG step can guarantee that the sequence generated by PGiPN remains in a right position
for convergence. Second, the PG step helps to identify adaptively the subspace used in the Newton
step, and as will be shown in Proposition 5.1, switch condition (8) always holds and the supports
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Algorithm 2 (a hybrid of PG and inexact projected regularized Newton methods)

Initialization: Choose € > 0 and parameters fimax > fmin > 0, 7 > 1, a > 0,01 > 0,60 > 1,
0€(0,1),0€(0,3), s €(0,1] and B € (0,1). Choose an initial 2 € Q and let k := 0.

PG Step:
(1a) Select pig € [fimin, fmax)- Let my be the smallest nonnegative integer m such that

«a . — my—
F(@*) < F(aF) - §ka_jk”2 with 7% € prox(ﬂ”m)_1g(:vk—(uk7' )LV f(2)). (37)

(1b) Let M, = ppm ™. If iy ||z — T*|| < ¢, stop and output z*; otherwise, go to step (1c).
(1c) If condition (8) holds, go to Newton step; otherwise, let z¥*! = Z*. Set k <— k + 1 and return
to step (la).

Newton step:
(2a) Seek an inexact solution y* of (11) satisfying (13)-(14).
(2b) Set d* := y* — 2. Let t;, be the smallest nonnegative integer ¢ such that

f(a® + ¥ < f(a) + 08UV ("), d¥). (38)

(2¢) Let ay = % with 2%+ = 2F+apd*. Set k + k + 1 and return to PG step.

of {Baz*}ren and {xF}ren keep unchanged when k is sufficiently large, so that Algorithm 2 will
reduce to an inexact projected regularized Newton method for solving (10) with I = I1.. In this
sense, the PG step plays a crucial role in transforming the original challenging problem (1) into a
problem that can be efficiently solved by the inexact projected reqularized Newton method.

(ii) When a2 enters the Newton step, from the inevact criterion (13) and the ewpression of Oy,
0> O (zF+d~) — Oy (z%) = (Vf(zF),d") + 5(d¥, Grd*), and then

1 by, _ k||
(Vf(a"),d") < —5(d*, Grd*) < —[[m(a® —2)||"[ld"])* <0, (39)

where the second inequality is due to (12). In addition, the inexact criterion (13) implies that y* €
I}, which along with z* € Ty, and the convezity of Iy, yields that z* + adF € TI;, for any o € (0,1].
By the definition of 11}, supp(B(z* + ad®)) C supp(Bz*) and supp(x* + ad®) C supp(z¥), so
g(z* + ad®) < g(z*) for any a € (0,1]. This together with (39) shows that the iterate along the
direction d* will reduce the value of F at x*.

(iii) When e = 0, by Definition 2.1 the output z* of Algorithm 2 is an L-stationary point of (1),
which is also a stationary point of problem (10) from Proposition 2.1 and Lemma 2.1 (i). Let
ri: R" — R™ be the KKT residual mapping of (10) defined by

ri(w) == Tz — projp, (v — 11, 'V f(2))]. (40)
It is not difficult to verify that when z* satisfies condition (8), the following relation holds
rip(2") = (" =7, (41)

for which it suffices to argue that TF = projy, (zF —ﬂ,;1Vf(xk)). Indeed, if not, there exists Z° € Il
such that hy,(ZF) < hy(ZF), where hy,(x) = ﬁ—Qka — (2 — ﬁ,;1Vf(xk))||2, Since ZF € I, we have
supp(BzF) C supp(Bz*) and supp(z¥) C supp(z¥), which implies that g(z%) < g(z*) and then
hie(Z%) + g(Z%) < h(@F) + g(T%), a contradiction to T € proxﬁglg(xk — 71, 'V f ().
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(iv) By using (16) and the descent lemma [8, Proposition A.24], the line search in step (1a) must
stop after a finite number of backtrackings. In fact, the line search in step (1la) is satisfied when
urT™ > Ly + o, which implies that [, < pi:= 7(L1+ «) for each k € N.

By Remark 4.1 (iv), to show that Algorithm 2 is well defined, we only need to argue that the
Newton steps in Algorithm 2 are well defined, which is implied by the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1 For each k € N, define the KKT residual mapping Ry: R™ — R™ of (11) b
Ri(y) := Ily — projm, (v — 71, " (Gr(y — 2*) + Vf (2*)))].

Then, for those x*’s satisfying (8), the following statements are true.

i) For any y close enough to the optimal solution of (11), v — T, ' Ri(y) satisfies (13)-(14).
k
(ii) The line search step in (38) is well defined, and aj; > min {1, (- g)blﬁHuk(mk —zM)|7}.

(iii) The inexact criterion (14) implies that ||Ri(y*)|| < 5 min {||re(z®)]], [|r(z*)[1 <}

Proof: Pick any z* satisfying (8). We proceed the proof of parts (i)-(iii) as follows.

(i) Let * be the unique optimal solution to (11). Then 7* # z* (if not, ¥ is the optimal solution
of (11) and 0 = Ry(x*) = ri(2¥), which by (41) means that 2% = Z¥ and Algorithm 2 stops at 2*).
By the optimality condition of (11), —Vf(z¥) — Gx(y* — 2*) € N, (%), which by the convexity
of IIj, and 2* € II; implies that (Vf(2*) + G(7* — 2), 7" — 2¥) < 0. Along with the expression
of O, we have O, (%) — Ox(2*) < —2(H* — 2F, G (F" — 2*)) < 0. Since O is continuous relative
to Iy, for any z € II; sufficiently close to 7*, Or(2) — Ok(zF) < 0. From Ry (7) = 0 and the
continuity of Ry, y — ﬁ;le(y) is close to 7 when y sufficiently close to 7, which together with
Y —ﬁ,;le (y) € I implies that y —ﬁ;le (y) satisfies the criterion (13) when y is sufficiently close
to 7. In addition, from the expression of Ry, for any y € R,

0 € Grly — 2*) + Vf(«*) — Ri(y) + N, (y — 71, ' Ru(y)),
which by the expression of O implies that 77, 'Gx Ry (y) + Ri(y) € 90k(y — T, ' Ry(y)). Hence,
dist (0, 0O (y— ﬁ;le( ) < ||ﬁ/§1GkRk( )+Ri(y)|. Noting that Ry (5*) = 0, we have 7z, ' Gy, Ry,(§")+

R =0 < %mm{\w (2% =2, |[Fg (% — Z*)||' T }. From the continuity of the func-
tion y — ||, ' Gk Ri(y) + Ri(y)||, we conclude that for any y sufficiently close to ¥, y — i, ' Ry (y)
satisfies the inexact criterion (14).

(ii) By (16) and the descent lemma [8, Proposition A.24]|, for any « € (0, 1],

Ck2
Flatad®) — 1(a*) — 0a(VF(2¥), d*) < (1-g)a(VF (o), d¥) + E1 kP

(1—p0)aby Lloz

< 200 oty 2 L
1—0)by e L1
= (- 2 k) +7)a||d’f||2,

where the second inequality uses (39). Therefore, when a < min {1, m”ﬁ (z%—z%)||}, the

line search in (38) holds, which implies that «j > min {1 (d-o)p g)blﬁ 172 ( M}

(iii) Let ¢* € 90, (y*) be such that ||¢¥|| = dist(0, 90 (y*)). From ¢k e 8@k( *) and the expression
of Oy, we have y* = Projyy, (y* + ¢* — (Gr(y* — 2F) + Vf(2F))). Along with the nonexpansiveness
of projp, , [[y* —proju, (v* — (Gr(y* —a*) + Vf(2")))|| < [[¢*]|. Consequently,

dist(0, 00k () = [|y* —proju, (4 —(Gr(y* —a*) + V f(@*)))|| = min{7m, ", 1} Ry (y")]I,
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where the second inequality follows by Lemma 4 of [37] and the expression of Rj. Combining the
last inequality with (14) and (41) leads to the desired inequality. O

When 7i;, = 1, the condition that ||Ry(y*)| < 3 min {|[rg(z®)]], [|rx(2*)['*<} is a special case of
the first inexact condition in [46, Equa (6a)| or the inexact condition in [30, Equa (14)], which by
Lemma 4.1 (iii) shows that criterion (14) with 7z, = 1 is stronger than those ones.

To analyze the convergence of Algorithm 2 with € = 0, henceforth we assume z* # Z* for all
k (if not, Algorithm 2 will produce an L-stationary point within finite number of steps, and its
convergence holds automatically). From the iterate steps of Algorithm 2, we see that the sequence
{2F}pen consists of two parts, {z¥}reic, and {z¥}rei,, where

K1:=N\Ky with Ky:={k €N | supp(Bz") = supp(BT"), supp(z¥)= supp(fk)}.

Obviously, K; consists of those k’s with z*+! from the PG step, while Ky consists of those k’s with
xF+1 from the Newton step.
To close this section, we provide some properties of the sequences {z*}ren and {Z¥}ren.

Proposition 4.1 The following assertions are true.

(i) The sequence {F(2*)}ren is descent and convergent.

(ii) There exists v > 0 such that |BT"|min > v and [T¥| i > v for all k € N.

(iii) There exist c1,ca > 0 such that c1||r(xF)|| < ||d¥|| < callri(z®)||*=7 for all k € K.

Proof: (i) For each k € N, when k € Ky, by the line search in step (1a), F(z**!) < F(2*), and
when k € Ko, from (38) and (39), it follows that f(z*+1) < f(z*), which along with g(z**1) < g(z*)
by Remark 4.1 (ii) implies that F(z*+1) < F(2*). Hence, {F(2*)}1en is a descent sequence. Recall
that F is lower bounded on €, so {F(2*)}ren is convergent.
(ii) By the definition of 77, and Remark 4.1 (iv), Ty, € [ftmin, i) for all k& € N. Note that {z¥}ren C
Q, so the sequence {z* — ﬁI;IVf(xk)}keN is bounded and is contained in a compact set, says,
E. By invoking Lemma 3.2 with such = and p = pimin, & = fi, there exists v > 0 (depending
on Z, fimin and f1) such that |[B; I]Z*|min > v. The desired result then follows by noting that
| BZF | imin > |[B; 1)7* | min and [7|imin > [[B; 1)Z* | min-
(iii) From the definition of G, the continuity of V2f, {z* Z"}1en € Q and Remark 4.1 (iv), there
exists ¢ > 0 such that

|Gkll2 <€ for all k € Ks. (42)

Fix any k € Ko. By Lemma 4.1 (iii), | R (y*)|| < 3|rx(z")|. Then, it holds that

%Hm(:v’“)ll < (@) = IRk (W) < llra(a®) = Ru(y®)]

= llz® = proju, (a* — 'V f (&) = y* + proju, (v — T (Gr(y* — ") + VF (27))|

< (27, + |Grll2) " — 2*|| < (27 +2)lld"|l,
where the third inequality is using the nonexpansiveness of projyy, , and the last one is due to (42)
and d* = y¥ — 2. Therefore, ci||ry(z¥)|| < ||d*|| with ¢; := 1/(4fi+2€). For the second inequality, it
follows from the definitions of 74 (-) and Ry(-) that Rg(y*) —V f(2*) — Grd® € N, (v* — T, ' R (y¥))
and 4 (zF) =V f(2%) € N, (2% T, 175 (2%)), which together with the monotonicity of the set-valued
mapping N, (-) implies that

(d*, Grd®) < (R(y*) —ri(@®),d*) — g IRk (") —ri(2™)|1P = 1 (Grd®, = Ri(y*) + 7 ()
< (I + 7, Gr)d", Ri(y*) — ().
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Combining this inequality with equations (12), (41) and Lemma 4.1 (iii) leads to

bl ()7 1d* 1 < (1 + 7 I Grll2) (N Rk (M) + (™) D 147 (43)
< (3/2)(1 + 1 IGrl2) () [[1d°],

which along with (42) and pg > fimin implies that [d%|| < 3(1 + pgt@)by Hlrk(z®)||*=0. Then,
|d*|| < cal|ry(2*)]|' =7 holds with ¢y := 2(1 + pu_1,2)b; . The proof is completed. 0

5 Convergence Analysis

Before analyzing the convergence of Algorithm 2, we show that Algorithm 2 finally reduces to
an inexact projected regularized Newton method for seeking a stationary point of a problem to
minimize a smooth function over a polyhedral set. This requires the following lemma.

Lemma 5.1 For the sequences {x*}ren and {T*}ren generated by Algorithm 2, the following as-
sertions are true.

(1) There exists a constant vy > 0 such that for each k € N,

—y||zk — Z|2 if ke Ky,
Fa*™h) = Fa®) < ¢ —qylla® —z|*t if ke Ko, o =1, (44)
—yllzb — (220 if ke Ky, o £ 1

(ii) limg o0 ka - EkH =0 and limy,5k— 00 HdkH =0.

(iii) The accumulation point set of {x*}ren, denoted by T'(z%), is nonempty and compact, and
every element of T'(x°) is an L-stationary point of problem (1).

Proof: (i) Fix any k € Ky. From inequalities (38) and (39),

leak _ octbiay _
FEM) = fa*) < - 1725, (=% —2F) ||| d¥|* < —%\lﬂk(xk—wk)llzw )
45
chblakﬂmm |z k —k||2+a

< -
B 2

where the second inequality is using Proposition 4.1 (iii) and equality (41). By Remark 4.1 (ii), we
have g(zF1) < g(2¥), so that F(zF1) — F(2¥) < f(2*+1) — f(2*), which along with the last equa-

2 2+ b2 242
tion yields that F(z*+1)—F(2%) < —79615)10‘2’“““5 |z*—Z"||>T7. Take v:= min {O‘ chbw"‘"(‘; A= Q)chlll“mma }

The desired result then follows by using Lemma 4.1 (ii) and recalling that F'(z k“) — F(z%) <
2|zk —zF||? for k € K.

(i) Let Ky := {k € Ky | oy, = 1}. Doing summation for inequality (44) from i = 1 to any j € N
yields that

DR CAR RS WY AR S SRR Pl s

iek1n[j] i€kan[j] i€(K2\K2)N[j]

J
<Y [F@') - F(a')] = F(z') — F(a?*),

i=1
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which by the lower boundedness of F' on the set ) implies that

Z sz —fin + Z 7”552 —fi||2+a + Z 7”552 —fi||2+20 < 0.

€K1 i€ 1€ \Ez

Thus, we obtain limy, .. ||z¥ — Z¥|| = 0. Together with Proposition 4.1 (iii), (41) and Remark 4.1
(iv), it follows that lim,sk s |d¥]| = 0.

(iii) Recall that {2"}reny C €, so its accumulation point set I'(2°) is nonempty. Pick any z* €
['(2°). Then, there exists an index set K C N such that limgss 00 ¥ = 2*. From part (ii),
limgsp—o0o Z° = 2*. For each k € K, T* € proxﬁ?g(xk - ﬁ,;1Vf(:vk)) with 7, € [ftmin, ) by step
(1a) and Remark 4.1 (iv). We assume that Um gk oo iy — s € [fmin, 1] (if necessary by taking
a subsequence). Define the function

h(z,x, u)::{ 4|z = @—p ' VF@)|* +9(2) if (2,2, 1) € R X R X [ptmin, ],

o0 otherwise,

and write P(x, ) = arg min,cgn h(z, 2, p) for (z,pn) € R™ x R. Note that h: R” x R* x R —
R is a proper and lower semicontinuous function and is level-bounded in z locally uniformly in
(z,p). In addition, by [34, Theorem 1.25|, the function h(z, ) := inf.epn h(z, x, ) is finite and
continuous on R X [fmin, ). From [34, Example 5.22|, the multifunction P : R™ x R == R" is
outer semicontinuous relative to R™ X [fmin, fI]. Note that T8 € P(x*,7i,.) for each k € K. Then,
x* € proxg -1, (z*—m, 'V f(2*)), so z* is an L-stationary point of (1). O

Next we use Lemma 5.1 (ii) to show that, after a finite number of iterations, the switch condition
in (8) always holds and the Newton step is executed. To this end, define

Ty := supp(Bz*), T},:= supp(BT*), Si:=supp(z¥) and S} := supp(z¥). (46)

Proposition 5.1 For the index sets defined in (46), there exist index sets T C [p],S C [n] and an
index k € N such that for all k > k, T, = Tk =T and S, = S, = S, which means that k € K
for all k > k. Moreover, for each x* € T'(x°), supp(Bz*) = T and supp(z*) = S, where T'(z") is
defined in Lemma 5.1 (1i3).

Proof: We complete the proof of the conclusion via the following three claims:

Claim 1: There exists k € N such that for k > E, ]Bxk]min > %, where v is the same as the one in
Proposition 4.1 (ii). Indeed, for each k—1 € K1, 2* = 787!, and |B2*|pin = |BZ* i > v > o
follows by Proposition 4.1 (ii). Hence, it suffices to consider that k—1 € Ko. By Lemma 5.1
(ii), there exists & € N such that for all & > k, [|2*~1 — zF || < e and |dE=1| < VEIER
which implies that for Ky 3 k —1 > k — 1, [|[Bz*"1=BzF!|| < ¥ and ||[Bd*"!|| < 4. For each
Ko > k—1> k-1, let iy € [p] be such that |(Bx*~1); | = |[Bz* 1. Since condition (8) implies
that supp(Bz*~!) = supp(Bz*~1) for each k — 1 € K, we have |(BT*~1); | > |BT*~!|pin. Thus,
for each Ko 2k — 1>k — 1,

|Ba*~t — BT Y| > [(Ba")i, — (BT )i | > (BT )i, | — [(Ba* 1), |
> |B§k 1|min - |B$k71|min-

Recall that \Bfkfl\mm > v for all kK € N by Proposition 4.1 (ii). Together with the last inequality

and ||Bz*~! — Bzk- lH < %, for each Ky > k—1 > k — 1, we have |BzF 1|, > 2. For

each Ko 3 k — 1 > k — 1, let j € [p] be such that |(Bz");,| = |Bx*|min. By Remark 4 1 (i),
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supp(Bz*) C supp(BzF~1) for each k — 1 € Ko, which along with jj, € supp(Bz*) implies that
|(Bx*1);.| > |Bx* | pmin. Thus, for each Ko 9k — 1>k — 1,

|Bd* || > ||Ba* — Ba*7V|| > |(B2*);, — (Ba"),, |
> |(B'Ik71)jk| - |(B5Uk)Jk| > |B$k71|min - |B$k|min,

which together with ||Bd*~ 1|| < ¥ and |BazF i > 2 implies that [Bz*|mim > 4.

Claim 2: T}, = T} for k > k. From the above arguments |Bak — Bz"|| < % for k: > k. If i € Ty,
then |(BZ*);| > |(B:c )il — % > %, where the second inequality is using |Ba* |mm> by Claim 1.
This means that i € T, so Tk C Tk Conversely, if i € T}, then [(BzF);| > |(Bz*);| — ¥ > 2, so
i €Ty and Ty, C Tj. Thus, T, = T}, for k > k.

Claim 3: T}, = T}y, for k > k. If k € Ky, the result follows directly by the result in Claim 2. If
k € Ko, from the proof of Claim 1, ||[Ba*— Ba**1|| < ||Bd*|| < ¥ for all k > k. Then, if i € T},
|(Bz*t1);| > |(Bx¥);|—% > %, where the second inequality is using |Ba*|min >% by Claim 1. This
implies that i € Tyyq and T}, C Tjy1. Conversely, if i € Ty 1, then |(Bz*);| > |(Bz**1);| — 2>z
Hence, i € T}, and Ty C T.

From Claim 2 and Claim 3, there exists 7' C [p] such that Ty = Ty = T for k > k. Using the
similar arguments, we can also prove that there exists S C [n] such that Sy = S = S for all k > k
(if necessary increasing k).

Pick any 2* € T'(2°). Let {z*}rex be a subsequence such that limgsg oo 2% = 2*. By the
above proof, for all sufficiently large k € K, |Bx*|pnm > g and 2% | min > &, which implies that
|Bx*|min > 5 and |2%|min > 5. The results supp(Bz*) = T" and supp(z*) = S can be obtained by
a proof similar to Claim 3. The proof is completed. a

By Proposition 5.1, k € Ky for all k > k, i.e., the sequence {xk“}bE is generated by the
Newton step. This means that {z**+1} w>7 18 identical to the one generated by the inexact projected
regularized Newton method starting from any Also, since I, = I, Uz, for all k > k,
Algorithm 2 finally reduces to the inexact projected regularized Newton method for solving

min ¢(z) := f(z) + on. (z), (47)

reR™
which is a minimization problem of function f over polyhedron II,, much simpler than the original
problem (1). Consequently, the global convergence and local convergence rate analysis of PGiPN
for model (1) boils down to analyzing those of the inexact projected regularized Newton method
for (47). The rest of this section is devoted to this. Unless otherwise stated, the notation & in the

sequel is always the same as that of Proposition 5.1. In addition, we require the assumption that
V2f is locally Lipschitz continuous on I'(z°), where T'(z") is defined in Lemma 5.1 (iii).

Assumption 5.1 V2f is locally Lipschitz continuous on an open set © D TI'(z?).

Assumption 5.1 is very standard when analyzing the convergence behavior of Newton-type
method. The following lemma reveals that under this assumption, the step size a; in Newton step
takes 1 when k is sufficiently large. Since the proof is similar to that of [26, Lemma B.1|, the details
are omitted here.

Lemma 5.2 Suppose that Assumption 5.1 holds. Then ap = 1 for sufficiently large k.

Notice that I, is a polyhedron, which can be expressed as

H—{xER"]BTc =0, 25 =0, z2>1, —z > —u}. (48)

k+1
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For any z € R", we define multifunction A : R" = [2n] as
Alx) ={i|xzi=L}U{i+n |z =ui}.

Clearly, for = € II,, A(z) is the active set of constraint II, at z. To prove the global convergence
for PGiPN, we first show that {A(2*)}ren remains stable when k is sufficiently large, under the
following non-degeneracy assumption.

Assumption 5.2 For all z* € T'(2°), 0 € Vf(z*) + ri(Np, (2*)).

It follows from Proposition 2.1 and Lemma 5.1 (iii) that for each z* € T'(2), * is a stationary
point of F', which together with Proposition 5.1 and Lemma 2.1 (i) yields that 0 € V f(z*) +
N, (z*), so that Assumption 5.2 substantially requires that —V f(z*) does not belong to the
relative boundary? of A, (z*). In the next lemma, we prove that under Assumptions 5.1-5.2,
A(zF) = A(z*+1) for sufficiently large k.

Lemma 5.3 Let {2"}ren be the sequence generated by Algorithm 2. Suppose that Assumptions
5.1-5.2 hold. Then, there exist A* C [2n] and a closed and conver cone N* C R™ such that
A(zF) = A* and N1, (2%) = N* for sufficiently large k.

Proof: We complete the proof via the following two claims.

Claim 1: We first claim that limy o [[projz; (xk)(—Vf(xk))H = 0. Since II, is polyhedral, for
any x € I, T, (z) and Ny, (z) are closed and convex cones, and Ty, () is polar to Ny, (z), which
implies that when k is sufficiently large, z = projy ($k)(2) + projNH*(wk)(z) holds for any z € R™.
Then, for all sufficiently large k,

IProjg,, @ty (= VF (@) = || =V (%) = projug,, k) (= V()| = dist(0, dp(z*)).

Therefore, it suffices to prove that limy_,. dist(0,0¢(z*)) = 0. By Proposition 5.1, equation
(14), Remark 4.1 (iv) and Lemma 5.1 (ii), there exists {Cx},-7 with lim .o [|Cx|| = O such that
0 € Vf(2*) + GrdF + ¢, + N, (¥ + d*) for each k > k, which implies that V f (2% + d¥) — V f(2*) —
GrdF — ¢, € 0¢(a¥ + d¥) for each k > k. This together with Lemma 5.1 (ii) and the continuity
of Vf implies that limy_,«, dist(0, d¢(x* + d*)) = 0. Thus, by Lemma 5.2 we obtain the desired
result.

Claim 2: We now show that A(z*) ¢ A(z**!) for all sufficiently large k. If not, there exists
K C Nsuch that A(z¥) ¢ A(z*+1) for all k € K. If necessary taking a subsequence, we assume that
{2*}pex converges to 2*. By Lemma 5.1 (i), {2*7!}1cx converges to z*. In addition, from Claim
1 it follows that limg e [|Projy;, ($k+1)(—Vf($k+1))H = 0. The two sides along with Assumption
5.2 and [13, Corollary 3.6] yields that A(z¥*!) = A(x*) for all sufficiently large k € K. Since
A(zF) ¢ A(z*) for sufficiently large k € K, we have A(z¥) ¢ A(z*+1) for sufficiently large k € K,
contradicting to A(z*) ¢ A(x**!) for k € K. The claimed fact that A(2*) € A(2**!) then follows.

From A(z*) ¢ A(2z**+1) for all sufficiently large k, {A(2*)}ren converges to for some A* C [2n]
in the sense of Painlevé-Kuratowski. From the finiteness of A*, we conclude that A(z*) = A* for
all sufficiently large k. From the expression of II, in (48) and A(z*) = A* for all sufficiently large
k, we have N1, (z¥) = N* for all sufficiently large k. O

Our proof for the global convergence of PGiPN additionally requires the following assumption.

2For 2 C R™, the set difference cl(E)\ri(E) is called the relative boundary of Z, see [33, p. 44].
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Assumption 5.3 For every sufficiently large k, there exists &, € Nip, (z¥) such that

(V) + 6 )
1 f .
Pt T TP

This assumption essentially requires that for every sufficiently large k there exists one element
&x € 0¢(x®) such that the angle between Vf(zF)+£;, and d* is uniformly larger than 7 /2. For every
sufficiently large k, since z* + ad® € I, for all a € [0, 1], we have d* € T (2*), which implies that
(€, d*) < 0. Together with (39), for every sufficiently large k, the angle between Vf(z*) + &, and
d” is larger than 7/2. This means that it is highly possible for Assumption 5.3 to hold. Obviously,
when n = 1, it automatically holds.

Next, we show that if ¢ is a KL function and Assumptions 5.1-5.3 hold, the sequence generated
by PGiPN is Cauchy and converges to an L-stationary point.

Theorem 5.1 Let {xF}en be the sequence generated by Algorithm 2. Suppose that Assumptions
5.1-5.3 hold, and that ¢ is a KL function. Then, Y ;- |z* 1 —2¥|| < 0o, and consequently {x*}1en
converges to an L-stationary point of (1).

Proof: If there exists k > k such that ¢(a*) = ¢(a**1), then F(z¥) = F(2*1) by Proposition 5.1,
which together with Lemma 5.1 (i) yields that ¥ = Z*. Consequently, ¥ meets the termination
condition of Algorithm 2, so that {zF}pcn converges to an L-stationary point of (1) within a
finite number of steps. Thus, we only need to consider the case that ¢(z¥) > ¢(zF1) for all
k > k. By [12, Lemma 6], there exist ¢ > 0,17 > 0 and a continuous concave function ¢ € T,
such that for all 7 € I'(z°) and z € {z € R" | dist(z,['(2°)) < e} N [p(T) < ¢ < &(T) + 7,
¢ (¢p(x) — ¢())dist (0, 0¢(x)) > 1, where Y, is defined in Definition 2.3, and I'(z°) is defined in
Lemma 5.1 (iii). Clearly, limy_,o dist(z*, T'(z%)) = 0. Pick any 2* € T'(z°). By the definition of
#, Propositions 4.1 (i) and 5.1, we have limy_,o ¢(2*) = ¢(z*). Then, for k > k (if necessary by
increasing k), 2% € {z € R" | dist(z,['(2%)) < e} N [p(z*) < ¢ < ¢(x*) + n]. Consequently, for all
k> k,

¢ (d(2") = p(2*))dist (0, dp(z")) > 1. (49)
By Assumption 5.3, there exist ¢ > 0 and &, € N, (2¥) such that for all suffciently large ,
—(Vf(@®) + &, d") > e[V F () + &[] (50)

From Lemma 5.3 we have Ny, (#F) = N, (2%+1) for all k > k (by possibly enlarging k), which
implies that & € NH*(QE’““). Together with (38), (50) and Lemma 5.2, we have that for all k& > k

(if necessary enlarging k),
o) — (@) | —o(V(a*) + &, d*) | oclVF(*) + &illld*] _ |z
dist(0,00(x%)) = dist(0,00(zF))  — V@) + & °
where the second inequality follows by Vf(2F) + & € 9¢(z*) and (50). For each k, let Ay :=
o(p(xF)—g(x*)). From (49), (51) and the concavity of ¢ on [0,7), for all k& > E,
Ag = Appr = d(2%) = o) = ¢ (6(a") = (2")) (9 (z") — ("))

R )
dist(0, D ()

k+1

2, (51

Il

> ocl]a™ —

Summing this inequality from k to any k > k and using A > 0 yields that

k k
) . 1 1 1
S a7t ol < — (A = Agi1) = —(Bp—Api1) < —Ap
= oc oc oc
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Passing the limit k£ — oo leads to Z]O.;E |27 —27|| < oo. Thus, {x¥}ren is a Cauchy sequence and
converges to z*. It follows from Lemma 5.1 (iii) that 2* is an L-stationary point of model (1). The
proof is completed. O

We now focus on the superlinear rate analysis of PGiPN. Denote
X* = {x eR" | 0e Vf(z)+ N (z), V2f(x) - O},

which we call by the set of second-order stationary points of (47). Based on this notation, we
assume that a local Holderian error bound condition holds with X* in Assumption 5.4. For more
introduction on the Hélderian error bound condition, we refer the interested readers to [30] and
[26].

Assumption 5.4 The q-subregularity of function r(x) := x — projy, (x — V f(x)) holds at x* for
the origin with X*, i.e., there exist € >0, k > 0 and q € (0,1] such that for all x € B(x*, &) NIL,,
dist(z,r~1(0)) = dist(z, X*) < &||r(z)]9.

Recently, Liu et al. [26] proposed an inexact regularized proximal Newton method (IRPNM) for
solving the problems, consisting of a smooth function and an extended real-valued convex function,
which includes (47) as a special case. They studied the superlinear convergence rate of IRPNM
under Assumptions 5.1 and 5.4. By [37, Lemma 4] and Ty, € [pmin, 22), ||[7%(z%)]| = O(||r(z*)|)) for
sufficiently large k. This together with Assumption 5.4 implies that there exists & > 0 such that
for sufficiently large k with z* € B(a*,¢),

dist(z", X*) < &||r(z*)]|9. (52)

Recall that PGiPN finally reduces to an inexact projected regularized Newton method for solving
(47). From Lemma 4.1 (iii) and Lemma 5.2, we have

1 .
Oz 1) = Or(a") <0 and || Ri(a™ )] < 5 ming[|ri (") flri (%) 3, (53)

for sufficiently large k. Let A% := Gi—V2f (2%) — by ||z, (x* —7*)||° I, where G are those in (34)-(36).
Under Assumption 5.4, from [45, Lemma 4.8] and [26, Lemma 4.4] and the fact that GL — G = 0,
we have for sufficiently large k with 2% € B(x*, ¢),

max {)\min(A}g), Amin (AZ), )\min(Ai)} = O(dist(z*, X*)), (54)

By using (52), (53) and (54), and following a proof similar to [26, Theorem 4.3|, we can obtain the
following result.

Theorem 5.2 Let {x¥}ren be the sequence generated by Algorithm 2. Suppose that Assumption
5.1 holds, and that {z*}ren converges to x* € T'(z0). If Assumption 5.4 holds with q € (H%, 1]
at x*, then the sequence {xk}keN converges to x* with the Q-superlinear convergence rate at order

q(1+0).

6 Numerical experiments

This section focuses on the numerical experiments of several variants of PGiPN for solving a
fused fp-norms regularization problem with a box constraint. We first describe the implemen-
tation of Algorithm 2 in Section 6.1. In Section 6.2, we make comparison between model (1)
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with the least-squares loss function f and the fused Lasso model (5) by using PGiPN to solver
the former and SSNAL [23] to solve the latter, to highlight the advantages and disadvantages of
our proposed fused fp-norms regularization. Among others, the code of SSNAL is available at
https://github.com/MatOpt/Suitelasso). Finally, in Section 6.3, we present some numerical
results toward the comparison among several variants of PGiPN and ZeroFPR and PG method for
(1) in terms of efficiency and the quality of the output. The MATLAB code of PGiPN is available
at https://github.com/yuqiawu/PGiPN.

6.1 Implementation of Algorithm 2

6.1.1 Dimension reduction of (11)

Suppose that () # S§ := [n]\Si. Based on the fact that every x € II; satisfies zge = 0, we can
obtain an approximate solution to (11) by solving a problem in a lower dimension. Specifically, for
each k € ICy, write

Hi:=(Gr)s,S vk::xlgvk, Vfgk(vk):[Vf(xk)]gk, ﬁk:: {v e RISk | Byv =0, ls, <v<ug,},

where Ek is the matrix obtained by removing the rows of Breg, whose elements are all zero. We
turn to consider the following strongly convex optimization problem,

o~ arg min {Gk(v) = f(I.Skvk) + <stk(?)k),?) —vk> + %(v— vk)THk(v—vk) + 5ﬁk (v)} (55)

veR\Sk‘

The following lemma gives a way to find y* satisfying (13)-(14) by inexactly solving problem (55),
whose dimension is much smaller than that of (11) if |Sk| < n.

Lemma 6.1 Let ygk =% and ygg = 0. Then, Or(y*) = 0, (V%) and dist(0, 00 (y*)) = dist(0, 90y (V*)).

Consequently, the vector 0% satisfies

o —1
. . - mingfy, 1y o _ _ _
(") — 0,(0%) < 0. dist(0,96,(7)) < "1 i {7 ok~ . g~ <)

if and only if the vector y* satisfies the inexact conditions in (13)-(14).

Proof: The first part is straightforward. We consider the second part. By the definition of Oy,
dist(0, 00 (y*)) = dist(0, V f(z*) + G(v* — 2%) + N, (y*)). Recall that Il = {z € Q | Brex =
0,z5c = 0}. Then, Ny, (y*) = Range(B%—lg_) + Range(]érg_) + Na(y*), and
: Eyy _ 1 k k k T T k
dist(0, 904 (4")) = dist (0, V. (2*) + Gy(y* — 2*) + Range(B7y.) + Range(I%.) + Na(y"))
= dist (0, V fs, (v") + Hg(0" — ") + Range(Bfes, ) + N, us,)(0"))
= dist(0, V fs, (v*) + Hp (0" — o) + N, (7")) = dist (0, 0 (7")),

where the second equality is using Range(Igg_) ={z € R" | zg, = 0}. O
6.1.2 Acceleration of Algorithm 1

The switch condition in (8) is in general difficult to be satisfied when ||Bx*||o or ||z*| is large.
Consequently, PGiPN is continuously executing PG steps. This phenomenon is evident in the

25


https://github.com/MatOpt/SuiteLasso
https://github.com/yuqiawu/PGiPN

numerical experiment of the restoration of blurred image, see Section 6.3.2. To further accelerate the
iterates of Algorithm 2 into the Newton step, we introduce the following relaxed switch condition:

mn

. . _ . . — n2n
[sign(Bz")| — [sign(Bz")|||; < - and sign(z*)| — |sign(z*)|[l <

77 (56)
where 11,792 are two nonnegative constants. Following the arguments similar to those in Lemma
4.1, we have that Algorithm 2 equipped with (56) is also well defined. Obviously, when 4= > 1,
condition (56) allows the supports of Bz* and BZ* and 2* and Z* have some difference; when
L2 < 1(i = 1,2), condition (56) is identical to (8). This means that as k grows, Algorithm 2 with
relaxed switch condition (56) will finally reduce to the one with (8). Since our convergence analysis
does not specify the initial point, the asymptotic convergence results also hold for Algorithm 2
with condition (56).

6.1.3 Choice of parameters in Algorithm 2

We will test the performance of PGiPN with Gy given by G2 in (35), and PGiPN(r), which is
PGiPN with relaxed switch condition (56). We use Gurobi to solve subproblem (11) with such Gy,
with inexact conditions (13), (14) controlled by options params.Cutoff and params.OptimalityTol,
respectively. Also, we test PGilbfgs, which is the same as PGiPN, except using limited-memory
BFGS (Ibfgs) to construct Gj. In particular, we form Gy = By + by|[fiy(z* — 7¥)||7, with By
given by lbfgs. For solving (11) with such Gy, we use the method introduced in [19]. We set the
parameters of all the variants of PGiPN by o = 1078, o = %, 0=10"% B = %, S = % We set
by = 1073 for PGiPN and PGiPN(r), and b; = 10~® for PGilbfgs.

We compare the numerical performance of our algorithms with those of ZeroFPR [40] and
the PG method [43]|. In particular, ZeroFPR uses the quasi-Newton method to minimize the
forward-backward envelope of the objective. The code package of ZeroFPR is downloaded from
http://github.com/kul-forbes/ForBES. We set “lbfgs” as the solver of ZeroFPR. On the other
hand, the iterate steps of PG are the same as those of PGiPN without the Newton steps, so that we
can check the effect of the additional second-order step on PGiPN. For this reason, the parameters
of PG are chosen to be the same as those involved in PG Step of PGiPN. We also observe that
the sparsity of the output is very sensitive to uj in Algorithm 2. To be fair, as the default setting
in ZeroFPR, in all variants of PGiPN and PG, we set u; = 0.957'L; for all k € N, where L;
is an estimation of the Lipschitz constant of Vf obtained by computing ||A||2 from the following
MATLAB sentences:
opt.issym = 1; opt.tol = 0.001; ATAmap = ©O(x) A"*A*x; L = eigs(ATAmap,n,1,'LM’,opt).

For each solver, we set 2° = 0 and terminate at the iterate 2* whenever k& > 5000 or Jig||z* —
proxﬁglg(xk — T, 'Vf (2*))]|oo < 1074, All the numerical tests in this section are conducted on a

desktop running on 64-bit Windows System with an Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-10700 CPU 2.90GHz
and 32.0 GB RAM.

6.2 Model comparison with the fused Lasso

This subsection is devoted to the numerical comparison between the fused £y-norms regularization
problem with a box constraint (FZNS), i.e., model (1) with f = $||A - —b[|> and B = B and the
fused Lasso (5). We apply PGiPN to solve FZNS and SSNAL to solve (5). Since the solved models
are different, we only compare the quality of solutions returned by these two solvers, and will not
compare their running time.
Our first empirical study focuses on the ability of regression. For this purpose, we use a com-
monly used dataset, prostate data, which can be downloaded from https://hastie.su.domains/ElemStatLearn,
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There are 97 observations and 9 features included in this dataset. This data was used in [18] to
check the performance of square root fused Lasso.

We randomly select 50 observations to form the training set, which composes A € R?°*8. The
corresponding responses are represented by b € R%. The reminders are left as testing set, which
forms (A,b) with A € RY*® and b € R*. We employ PGiPN to solve FZNS, and SSNAL [23]
to solve the fused Lasso (5), with (A,b) given above, and [ = —1000 x 1, v = 1000 x 1. For
each solver, we select 10 groups of (A1, A2) € [0.003,400] x [0.0003,40], ensuring that the outputs
exhibit different sparsity levels. We record the sparsity and the testing error, where the later
one is defined as ||Az* —b|| with 2* being the output. The above procedure is repeated for 100
randomly constructed (A,b), resulting in a total of 1000 recorded outputs for each model. All
the sparsity pairs (|Bz*[|o, [|z*|jo) from PGiPN and SSNAL are recorded in lines 1, 3 and 5 in
Table 1. For each sparsity pair, the mean testing errors of ||Az* —b|| for PGiPN and SSNAL
corresponding to the given pair is recorded in lines 2, 4 and 6 in Table 1. Among others, since
the fused Lasso may produce solutions with components being very small but not equal to 0, we
define [|y||o := min{k | Zle |g| > 0.999|ly||1} as in 23], where y is obtained by sorting y in a
nonincreasing order, for the outputs of the fused Lasso. As shown in Table 1, it is evident that when
(I1Bz*||o, |z*[lo) = (6,6), the mean testing error for FZNS is the smallest among all the testing
examples. Furthermore, in the presented 21 comparative experiments, the fused Lasso outperforms
FZNS for only 8 cases. Among these 8 experiments, in 7 cases, |[Bz*|o > 4 and ||z*o > 6. This
indicates that our model performs better when the solution is relatively sparse.

Table 1: Mean testing error (FZNS|Fused Lasso) of the outputs.

(1B Jlo, lz"[lo) | (2.1) (32) (33) (34) (35) (3,6) (3.8)
Mean testing error | 8.35[8.54  7.34|7.36  5.45[5.15  5.15[5.74 5.21]6.32 5.08/5.27  5.11|5.70
(I1Bz"[lo, 2" l0) | (4,4) (4,5) (4,6) (4,7) (4.8) (5.5) (5,6)
Mean testing error | 5.07|5.52 5.31|5.86  5.49[4.99  5.25[4.97 5.33[4.78 5.10/5.48 5.74/5.38
(1Bz" o, l=*ll0) |  (5,7) (5.8) (6,6) (6,7) (6,8) (7.7) (7.8)

Mean testing error | 5.46]5.58 5.35[5.19  4.41| 5.26  5.34[4.95 5.25[5.34 5.03[5.22  5.24/5.22

Our second numerical study is to evaluate the classification ability of the two models using
the TIMIT database. As introduced in Section 1, the TIMIT database is a widely used resource
for research in speech recognition. Following the approach described in [21], we compute a log-
periodogram from each speech frame, which is one of the several widely used methods to generate
speech data in a form suitable for speech recognition. Consequently, the dataset comprises 4509
log-periodograms of length 256 (frequency). It was highlighted in [21] that distinguishing between
“aa” and “ao” is particularly challenging. Our aim is to classify these sounds using FZNS and the
fused Lasso with Ay = 0, [ = —1 and u = 1, or in other words, the zero order variable fusion (3)
plus a box constraint and the first order variable fusion (4).

In TIMIT, the numbers of phonemes labeled “aa” and “ao” are 695 and 1022, respectively. As in
[21], we use the first 150 frequencies of the log-periodograms because the remaining 106 frequencies
do not appear to contain any information. We randomly select m; samples labeled “aa” and mso
samples labeled “a0” as training set, which together with their labels form A € R™*™ and b € R™,
with m = mq+msg, n = 150, where b; = 1 if A;. is labeled as “aa”, and b; = 2 otherwise. The rest of
dataset is left as the testing set, which forms A € RAT7—m)xn pl717-m ith b, = 1 if A;. is labeled
as “aa” and b; = 2 otherwise. For (A,b), given 10 A;’s randomly selected within [2 x 1072, 300]
such that the sparsity of the outputs ||Bz*|o spans a wide range. If A;2* < 1.5, this phoneme is
classified as “aa” and hence we set lA)Z = 1; otherwise, l;Z =2 1If l;Z #+ b;, A is regarded as failure
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[16—bl1x

1777 - We record both | Bz*|lo

in classification. Then the error rate of classification is given by
and the error rate of classification.

The above procedure is repeated for 30 groups of randomly generated (A,b), resulting in 300
outputs for each solver. The four figures in Figure 1 present ||§33*H0 and the error rate for each
output, with 4 different choices of (mj,ms). We can see that, for each figure the output with the
smallest error rate is always achieved by the fused fyp-norms regularization model. It is apparent
that in general, FZNS performs better than the fused Lasso when ||[Bz*|o < 30, while the mean
error rate of the fused Lasso is lower than that of FZNS when Héx*Ho > 60. This phenomenon is

especially evident when mq and mo are small.
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Figure 1: HE&U*HO and the classification error rate for the outputs from FZNS and the fused Lasso
under different m1, mo.

Based on the results of these two empirical studies, we deduce that the fused £y-norms regu-
larization tends to outperform the fused Lasso regularization model when the output is sufficiently
sparse. However, it is important to note that the numerical performance of the fused fp-norms
regularization is not stable if the output is not sparse, especially when the number of observations
is small, which suggests that when employing the fused fy-norms regularization, careful considera-
tion should be given to selecting an appropriate penalty parameter. Moreover, due to the fact that
for some optimal solution z* of the fused Lasso regularization problem, |§x*|min and |*|pin may
be very small but not equal to zero, which leads to a difficulty in interpreting what the outputs
mean in the real world application. This also well matches the statements in [21] that the £p-norm
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variable fusion produces simpler estimated coefficient vectors.

6.3 Comparison with ZeroFPR and PG

This subsection focuses on the comparison among several variants of PGiPN, ZeroFPR and PG,
in terms of efficiency and the quality of the outputs.

6.3.1 Classification of TIMIT

The experimental data used in this part is the TIMIT dataset, the one in Section 6.2. To test
the performance of the algorithms on (1) with nonconvex f, we consider solving model (1) with
f=>" log <1 + @), B = E, I =—1and u =1, where A € R"™*" represents the training
data and b € R™ is the vector of the corresponding labels. It is worth noting that the loss function
is nonconvex, and it was claimed in [2]| that this loss function is effective to process data denoised
by heavy-tailed Student’s t-noise.

Following the approach in Section 6.2, we use the first 150 frequencies of the log-periodograms.
For the training set, we arbitrarily selecte 200 samples labeled as “aa” and 400 samples labeled
as “ao0”. These samples, along with their corresponding labels, form the matrices A € R™*" and
b € R™, with dimensions m = 600 and n = 150. The remaining samples are designated as the
testing set. Given a series of nonnegative ., we set A\; = Ao x 1077||ATb||oo and Xy = 0.1)\;. We
employ four solvers: PGiPN, PGilbfgs, PG, and ZeroFPR. Subsequently, we record the CPU time
and the error rate of classification on the testing set. This experimental procedure is repeated for
a total of 30 groups of (A,b), and the mean CPU time and error rate are recorded for each A,
presented in Figure 2. Motivated by the experiment in Section 6.2, we also draw Figure 3, recording

|Bz*||o and the error rate for all the tested cases for four solvers.
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Figure 2: Mean of the cpu time and the error rate on 30 examples for four solvers

We see from Figure 2(a) that in terms of efficiency, PGiPN is always the best one, more than ten
times faster than the other three solvers. The reason is that the other three solvers depend heavily
on the proximal mapping of g, and its computation is a little time-consuming, which reflects the
advantage of the projected regularized Newton steps in PGiPN. From Figure 2(b), when A\, = 1,
PGiPN reaches the smallest mean error rate among four solvers for 10 A.’s. When A, is large
(> 0.4), PGiPN and PGilbfgs tend to outperform ZeroFPR and PG. Moreover, when ). is small
(< 0.1), the solutions returned by PG have the best error rate among four solvers. This is because
Bz* produced by PG is sparser than those of the other three solvers under the same A., which can
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Figure 3: Scatter figure for all tested examples, recording the relationship of sparsity (||Bz*||o) and
the error rate of classification.

be observed from Figure 3. For small A., the solutions by the other three solvers are not sparse,
leading to high error rate of classification.

6.3.2 Recovery of blurred images

Let T € R™ with n = 2562 be a vector obtained by vectorizing a 256 x 256 image “cameraman.tif”
in MATLAB, and be scaled such that all the entries belong to [0,1]. Let A € R™*" be a matrix
representing a Gaussian blur operator with standard deviation 4 and a filter size of 9, and the
vector b € R™ represents a blurred image obtained by adding Gauss noise e ~ N(0,€) with € > 0
to AT, i.e., b = AT 4+ e. We apply model (1) with f = %[|4- —b||>, B = B,l=0and u=1, to
restore the blurred images. We test five solvers, which are PGiPN, PGiPN(r), PGilbfgs, ZeroFPR
and PG. For PGiPN(r), we set n; = 0.01,172 = 0.01 in (56). For all these five solvers, we employ
A = Xg = 0.0005 x ||ATb||. Under different €’s, we compare the performance of these five
solvers in terms of required iterations (Iter), cpu time (Time), F(z*) (Fval), ||z*|lo (xNnz), | Bz*|o

(BxNnz) and the highest peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR), where PSNR := 10log (W

In particular, to check the effect of the Newton step, we record the iterations (or time) in the form
M(N), where M means the total iterations (or time) and N means the iterations (or time) in
Newton step. PSNR measures the quality of the restored images. The higher PSNR, the better
the quality of restoration. Table 2 presents the numerical results.

From Table 2, PGiPN(r) always performs the best in terms of efficiency, which verifies the
effectiveness of the acceleration scheme proposed in Section 6.1.2. PGiPN is faster than PGilbfgs,
and PGilbfgs is faster than PG, supporting the effective acceleration of the Newton steps. However,
ZeroFPR is the most time-consuming, even worse than PG, a pure first-order method. The reason
is that ZeroFPR requires more line searches, and each line search involves a computation of the
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Table 2: Numerical comparison of six solvers on recovery of blurred image with A\ =
0.0005|| AT ][50
Noise PGiPN PGiPN(r) PGilbfgs PG ZeroFPR
Iter 379(3) 123(6) 529(31) 796 361
Time 1.70e3(10.2) 5.61e2(21.4) 2.39e3(6.0) 3.43e3  2.35e4
e —0.01 Fval 37.88 37.95 37.88 37.88 37.77
' xNnz 63858 63805 63858 63858 63717
BxNnz 5767 5995 5776 5779 5834
psnr 25.90 25.77 25.90 25.90 25.91
Iter 281(4) 109(6) 457(38) 853 286
Time  1.20e3(8.8) 4.74e2(13.2) 1.95e3(7.4) 3.62e3 1.82e4
= 0.02 Fval 45.98 46.05 45.98 45.98 45.83
xNnz 63495 63440 63495 63495 63350
BxNnz 6098 6320 6098 6099 6143
psnr 25.41 25.23 25.42 25.42 25.33
Iter 234(3) 94(3) 325(15) 717 332
Time 9.8e2(6.5) 3.98e2(6.5) 1.36e3(6.7) 2.97e3  1.88e4
€ —0.03 Fval 60.26 60.34 60.26 60.26 60.02
' xNnz 63006 62944 63006 63006 62800
BxNnz 6594 6844 6597 6592 6710
psnr 24.90 24.67 24.90 24.90 24.76
Iter 255(3) 78(5) 360(19) 526 230
Time  1.04e3(6.2) 3.37e2(20.0) 1.45e3(3.9) 2.18e3 1.1le4
¢ —0.04 Fval 77.82 77.87 77.82 77.82 77.44
xNnz 62103 62002 62104 62104 61853
BxNnz 7267 7553 7268 7271 7427
psnr 24.20 23.85 24.20 24.20 24.00
Iter 263(3) 76(11) 389(29) 688 168
Time 1.05e3(10.3) 3.30e2(28.5) 1.55e3(6.3) 2.71le3  5.91e3
€ — 005 Fval 99.65 99.72 99.65 99.65 98.93
' xNnz 61376 61286 61381 61381 60963
BxNnz 7955 8283 7955 7956 8240
psnor 23.36 23.00 23.37 23.37 22.87

proximal mapping of g, which is expensive (2-5 seconds).

Despite the superiority of efficiency, the solutions yielded by PGiPN(r) is not good. We also
observe that || Bz*||o of PGiPN(r) is a little higher than those of PGiPN, PGilbfgs and PG, because
PGiPN(r) runs few PG steps, so that its structured sparsity is not well reduced. Moreover, the
PSNR is closely related to ||§$*Ho, and this leads to the weakest performance of PGiPN(r) in
terms of PSNR. On the other hand, although ZeroFPR always outputs solutions with the smallest

objective value, its PSNR is not as good as the objective value.

The performance of PGiPN,

PGilbfgs and PG in terms of the objective value and PSNR are quite similar. Taking the efficiency
and the quality of the output into consideration, we conclude that PGiPN is the best solver for

this test.
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7 Conclusions

In this paper, we proposed a hybrid of PG and inexact projected regularized Newton method for
solving the fused fp-norms regularization problem (1). This hybrid framework fully exploits the
advantages of PG method and Newton method, while avoids their disadvantages. We proved a
global convergence by means of KL property, without assuming the uniformly positive definiteness
of the regularized Hessian matrix, and also obtained a superlinear convergence rate under a Holde-
rian local error bound on the set of the second-order stationary points, without assuming the local
minimality of the limit point.

All PGiPN, ZeroFPR and PG have employed the polynomial-time algorithm for computing a
point in the proximal mapping of ¢ when B = E, that we developed in this paper. Numerical
tests indicate that our PGiPN not only produce solutions of better quality, but also requires 2-3
times less running time than PG and ZeroFPR, where the latter mainly attributes to our subspace
strategy when applying the projected regularized Newton method to solve the problems.
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