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Abstract

In this paper we present a unifying framework for continuous optimization methods
grounded in the concept of generalized convexity. Utilizing the powerful theory of Φ-
convexity, we propose a conceptual algorithm that extends the classical difference-of-
convex method, encompassing a broad spectrum of optimization algorithms. Relying
exclusively on the tools of generalized convexity we develop a gap function analysis that
strictly characterizes the decrease of the function values, leading to simplified and unified
convergence results. As an outcome of this analysis, we naturally obtain a generalized PL
inequality which ensures q-linear convergence rates of the proposed method, incorporating
various well-established conditions from the existing literature. Moreover we propose a Φ-
Bregman proximal point interpretation of the scheme that allows us to capture conditions
that lead to sublinear rates under convexity.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation

A significant number of important optimization algorithms are generated by succesively mini-
mizing upper bounds of the cost function, a principle often called majorization-minimization.
This foundational approach underlies a wide array of methods, ranging from classical first-
order methods such as the proximal gradient method [9, Chapter 10], the Bregman proximal
gradient method [12] and the difference-of-convex algorithm (DCA) [23], to even higher-order
methods such as the cubic regularization of Newton’s method [36]. It also extends to algo-
rithms beyond traditional optimization, including Expectation Maximization and Sinkhorn’s
algorithm [25, 2, 48].

While these algorithms are all rooted in the same majorization-minimization principle,
their convergence analysis is often highly specific to the form of the upper bounds they
employ. As a result, the analysis varies considerably across the literature, tailored to the
unique characteristics of each method. This raises an intriguing question: Is it possible to
create a unifying framework that not only generalizes the convergence analysis of these well-
established methods but also facilitates the development of new algorithms without requiring
significant modifications to the existing techniques?

In this paper we seek to address this question by leveraging the theory of Φ-convexity, also
known as c-concavity in the optimal transport literature. Originally introduced in an effort to
transfer notions of convex analysis into nonlinear spaces (see [4] and references therein), in the
field of optimization theory Φ-convexity has primarily been used in the context of eliminating
duality gaps [40, 39, 14]. Recently it has also been utilized in the context of learning [10].
Following a line of work that explores optimization methods through the lens of of Φ-convexity
[28, 27], we consider an extension of the classical difference-of-convex algorithm within the
framework of generalized convexity. Parallel to our work, a unifying framework based on
generalized convexity was also developed in [31], where an alternating minimization scheme
was proposed. Our contribution is twofold:

(i) We study the difference of Φ-convex problem, examining its optimality conditions and
introducing the difference of Φ-convex duality that generalizes the standard DC duality
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[44]. Building on the classical DCA, we introduce the Φ-DCA and analyze its con-
vergence properties using only the principles of (generalized) convexity: (generalized)
subdifferentials and conjugates. We employ a novel approach that simultaneously con-
siders both primal and dual regularized gap functions, enabling us to provide a strict
characterization of function value decrease. We also introduce a generalized PL con-
dition, which ensures the q-linear convergence rate of the proposed scheme. Moreover,
we offer a Φ-Bregman proximal point interpretation of our algorithm and establish suf-
ficient conditions for achieving a sublinear rate of the function values in the convex
regime.

(ii) We demonstrate that numerous well-known algorithms can be viewed as specific in-
stances of our generalized framework. We present examples that highlight the unifying
properties of our proposed scheme across various aspects of analysis, including noncon-
vex subsequential convergence, sublinear rates under convexity, and q-linear convergence
under the newly introduced generalized PL condition. Furthermore, our analysis leads
to new sublinear rate guarantees for subclasses of the anisotropic proximal gradient
algorithm [28, 27, 37], while our linear convergence result Lemma 6.7(ii) improves upon
the findings of [27, Corollary 6.11].

1.2 Paper organization

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 offers an overview of the
notions of generalized convexity and conjugacy which provide valuable tools that are the
building blocks of our analysis. In section 3 we describe the problem we study in this paper
and present the difference of Φ-convex duality as an extension of the classical difference of
convex duality. In section 4 the proposed scheme is introduced and various examples of
existent methods that can be considered instances of our generalized framework are provided.
In section 5 the asymptotic convergence of the method is analyzed and the sublinear rate
under convexity is studied, while in section 6 a sufficient condition for q-linear convergence
rates is stated and various examples are provided. Finally, section 7 concludes the paper.

1.3 Notation and preliminaries

We denote by ⟨·, ·⟩ the standard Euclidean inner product on Rn and by ∥ · ∥ :=
√

⟨·, ·⟩ the
standard Euclidean norm and the operator norm for matrices. The effective domain of an
extended real-valued function f : Rn → R is denoted by dom f := {x ∈ Rn : f(x) <∞}, and
we say that f is proper if dom f ̸= ∅ and f(x) > −∞ for all x ∈ Rn; lower semicontinuous
(lsc) if f(x̄) ≤ lim infx→x̄ f(x) for all x̄ ∈ Rn. We define by Γ0(Rn) the class of all proper, lsc
convex functions f : Rn → R, with ΓL(Rn) the ones that are L-weakly convex and with Ck(Rn)
the ones which are k times continuously differentiable. For a proper function f : Rn → R
and λ ≥ 0 we define the epi-scaling (λ ⋆ f)(x) = λf(λ−1x) for λ > 0 and (λ ⋆ f)(x) = δ{0}(x)

otherwise. The set-valued mappings ∂̂f, ∂f : Rn ⇒ Rn are the regular and the limiting
subdifferential of f , where v̄ ∈ ∂̂f(x̄) if lim infx→x̄

x ̸=x̄

f(x)−f(x̄)−⟨v̄,x−x̄⟩
∥x−x̄∥ ≥ 0, while v̄ ∈ ∂f(x̄)

if x̄ ∈ dom f and there exists a sequence (xk, vk) → (x̄, v̄), with vk ∈ ∂̂f(xk) such that
f(xk) → f(x̄). If f ∈ Γ0(Rn), the limiting subdifferential agrees with the one from convex
analysis. We adopt the notions of essential smoothness, essential strict convexity and Legendre
type functions from [41, Section 26]: We say that a function f ∈ Γ0(Rn) is essentially smooth,
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if int(dom f) ̸= ∅ and f is differentiable on int(dom f) such that ∥∇f(xν)∥ → ∞, whenever
int(dom f) ∋ xν → x ∈ bdry dom f , and essentially strictly convex, if f is strictly convex
on every convex subset of dom ∂f , and Legendre type, if f is both essentially smooth and
essentially strictly convex. Let F : Rn ⇒ Rn be a set-valued mapping. We define its domain
domF := {x ∈ Rn : F (x) ̸= ∅} and its range rgeF := {u ∈ Rn : u ∈ F (x) for some x ∈ Rn}.
F is locally bounded at a point x̄ ∈ Rn if for some neighborhood V of x̄ the set F (V ) ⊆ Rn

is bounded. It is called locally bounded on Rn if this holds for every x̄ ∈ Rn. For a function
f defined on a nonempty, convex and open set C ⊆ Rn that is proper, lsc and convex and
C1 on int dom f = C, we define Df (x, y) = f(x) − f(y) − ⟨∇f(y), x − y⟩ if x ∈ dom f ,
y ∈ int dom f and +∞ otherwise, called the Bregman divergence generated by f . We denote
by N0 := N ∪ {0}. Otherwise we adopt the notation from [42].

2 Φ-convexity

In this section we recapitulate the existing notions of Φ-convexity and Φ-conjugacy [34] which
are used heavily as tools in the remainder of the manuscript. Originating as a generalization of
convexity to nonlinear spaces, these notions have since appeared in the context of eliminating
duality gaps in nonconvex and nonsmooth optimization [40, 39, 47, 6] and optimal transport
theory [47].

Definition 2.1 (Φ-convex and Φ-concave functions). Let X and Y be nonempty sets and
Φ : X × Y → R a real-valued coupling. Let f : X → R and g : Y → R. We say that f is
Φ-convex on X if there is an index set I and parameters (yi, βi) ∈ Y ×R for i ∈ I such that

f(x) = sup
i∈I

Φ(x, yi) − βi ∀x ∈ X. (1)

When I = ∅ we define f ≡ −∞. Likewise we say that g is Φ-convex on Y if there is an index
set J and parameters (xj , αj) ∈ X × R for j ∈ J such that

g(y) = sup
j∈J

Φ(xj , y) − αj ∀y ∈ Y. (2)

When I = ∅ we define g ≡ −∞. We say that f or g is Φ-concave if −f or −g is (−Φ)-convex.

If X = Y are indistinguishable and Φ is not symmetric we shall refer to f as left Φ-convex
and g as right Φ-convex. Note that in the bibliography Φ-convex functions appear also as
Φ-envelopes. In light of [42, Theorem 8.13], any proper, lsc and convex function h : Rn → R
is the pointwise supremum over a family of affine functions:

h(x) = sup
i∈I

⟨x, yi⟩ − βi. (3)

Therefore, using the coupling Φ = ⟨·, ·⟩ and identifying X,Y with Rn, one recovers from Φ-
convex functions the class of proper, lsc and convex functions and (−Φ)-concavity coincides
with the classical notion of concavity. An example of a nonconvex function that is yet Φ-
convex is provided in Figure 1. Note that the minorants of the function in this case are
nonlinear functions, in contrast to classical convexity.

We also present the notion of a Φ-conjugate and a Φ-biconjugate function:
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f(x)

x

Figure 1: Illustration of the nonconvex function f(x) = max{x2 − x+ 1,−x2 − 5x+ 7}
which is Φ-convex for Φ(x, y) = −(x− y)2, along with its Φ-minorants at various points.

Definition 2.2 (Φ-conjugate functions). Let X and Y be nonempty sets and Φ : X ×Y → R
a real-valued coupling. Let f : X → R. Then we define

fΦ(y) = sup
x∈X

Φ(x, y) − f(x), (4)

as the Φ-conjugate of f on Y and

fΦΦ(x) = sup
y∈Y

Φ(x, y) − fΦ(y), (5)

as the Φ-biconjugate back on X. The definitions of gΦ and gΦΦ for g : Y → R are parallel.

Equivalently to the Φ-convexity definition, if X = Y are indistinguishable and Φ is not
symmetric we shall refer to fΦ as the left Φ-conjugate and gΦ as the right Φ-conjugate. From
the definition it is clear that fΦ is Φ-convex on Y and fΦΦ is Φ-convex back on X. Notice
that when X is a Banach space and X∗ its dual, by considering the duality pairing ⟨·, ·⟩X∗×X

as a coupling, we obtain the classical convex conjugate definition. An interesting example of
Φ-conjugacy is explored in [42, Example 11.66]. Let Φ(x, (y, r)) = ⟨y, x⟩− r

2∥x∥2 and identify
X with Rn and Y with Rn × R. In this case, we have fΦ(y, r) = (f + r

2∥ · ∥2)∗(y) and if f is
prox-bounded, fΦ is proper, lsc and convex on Y .

We also adopt from [5] the definition of the ε-Φ-subgradients, which is a generalization of
the classical notion of ε-subgradients:

Definition 2.3 (ε-Φ-subgradients). Let X and Y be nonempty sets and Φ : X × Y → R a
real-valued coupling. Let f : X → R and ε ≥ 0. Then we say that y is a ε-Φ-subgradient of f
at x̄ if

f(x) ≥ f(x̄) + Φ(x, y) − Φ(x̄, y) − ε, (6)

for all x ∈ X.
We denote by ∂εΦf(x̄) the set of all ε-Φ-subgradients of f at a point x̄ ∈ X.
If ε = 0 we omit the superscript ε and refer to ∂Φf(x̄) as the Φ-subdifferential of f at x̄

and y ∈ ∂Φf(x̄) as a Φ-subgradient of f at x̄.
If ∂Φf(x̄) = {y} is a singleton we adopt the notation ∇Φf(x̄) = y.
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If Φ(x, y) = ⟨x, y⟩, the above defintion coincides with the classical notion of ε-subgradients
of convex functions.

The following statement is a generalization of the Fenchel–Young theorem. It is standard
in literature; see [5, 17] and references therein.

Proposition 2.4. Let X and Y be nonempty sets, Φ : X×Y → R a real-valued coupling and
f : X → R. Then we have

(i) fΦ is Φ-convex on Y and fΦΦ is Φ-convex on X;

(ii) f(x) + fΦ(y) ≥ Φ(x, y) ∀x ∈ X, ∀y ∈ Y ;

(iii) f(x) ≥ fΦΦ(x) ∀x ∈ X.

In addition, fΦΦ is the pointwise largest Φ-convex function below f . In particular, this means
that f is Φ-convex on X if and only if f(x) = fΦΦ(x) for all x ∈ X.

The statements for g : Y → R are parallel.

The following proposition relates Φ-subgradients with minimization problems and is of
major importance for the analysis of the proposed framework. It can be found in [28, Lemma
2.6].

Proposition 2.5. Let X and Y be nonempty sets, Φ : X×Y → R a real-valued coupling and
f : X → R. Then for any x̄ ∈ X and ȳ ∈ Y the following statements are equivalent:

(i) ȳ ∈ ∂Φf(x̄);

(ii) f(x̄) + fΦ(ȳ) = Φ(x̄, ȳ);

(iii) x̄ ∈ arg minx∈X f(x) − Φ(x, ȳ);

where any of the above equivalent statements implies that fΦΦ(x̄) = f(x̄) and x̄ ∈ ∂Φf
Φ(ȳ).

In particular, if f is Φ-convex ȳ ∈ ∂Φf(x̄) ⇔ x̄ ∈ ∂Φf
Φ(ȳ).

An important notion that will be applied to Φ-subdifferentials is that of a selection of a
set valued mapping. We next provide its definition from [18, p. 49]:

Definition 2.6 (selection). Given a set-valued mapping F : Rn → Rm and a set D ⊆ domF ,
a function w : Rn → Rm is said to be a selection of F on D if domw ⊇ D and w(x) ∈ F (x)
for all x ∈ D. If moreover w is continuous, it is called a continuous selection.

Example 2.7 (quadratic coupling). A coupling function that is standard in the related
literature is Φ(x, y) = −L

2 ∥x − y∥2 for L > 0. For this coupling, in light of [28, Proposition
3.4], any f ∈ ΓL(Rn) is a Φ-convex function, while its Φ-subdifferential is given by ∂Φf(x) =
x + 1

L∂f(x) for any x ∈ dom f . Note that if w : Rn → Rn is a continuous selection of
∂f on Rn, then x 7→ x + 1

Lw(x) is a continuous selection of ∂Φf on Rn. The Φ-conjugate
of a function g : Rn → R is given in this setting by gΦ(y) = maxx∈Rn Φ(x, y) − g(x) =
−minx∈Rn g(x) + L

2 ∥x − y∥2, which is the negative Moreau envelope of the function g [42,
Definition 1.22]. An example of a nonconvex function that is Φ-convex for L = 1 is given in
Figure 1.
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3 Difference of Φ-convex problems

3.1 Problem definition

In this section we define the problem that we study in this paper. It can be considered as a
generalization of the classical difference-of-convex (DC) problem where convexity is replaced
by the more general notion of Φ-convexity that was presented in the previous section. The
problem formulation that we consider is the following

min
x∈X

F (x) := g(x) − f(x), (P)

where Φ : X ×Y → R is continuous and the functions f : X → R and g : X → R are possibly
extended-valued. Overall we have the following requirements

(A1) X ⊆ Rn and Y ⊆ Rm are nonempty.

(A2) Φ is jointly continuous relative to X × Y .

(A3) f : X → R is proper and Φ-convex on X.

(A4) g : X → R is proper and lower semi-continuous relative to X and there exists
y ∈ Y and β ∈ R such that g ≥ Φ(·, y) − β.

(A5) α = infx∈X F <∞.

While we assume that f is Φ-convex we do not require g to be Φ-convex in which case (P)
does not amount to a true difference of Φ-convex problem. Nevertheless, (P) is equivalent (in
terms of infima) to a true difference of Φ-convex problem obtained by a certain double-min
duality explored in the next subsection.

3.2 Difference of Φ-convex duality

A powerful and frequently utilized concept in DC analysis is the double-min duality, commonly
referred to as DC-duality [46, 33]. This principle asserts that the infimum of the original
optimization problem is equivalent to the infimum of its corresponding DC-dual problem,
i.e. in the case where f, g are proper, convex and lsc we have that infx∈X g(x) − f(x) =
infy∈Y f

∗(y) − g∗(y). This type of duality extends beyond traditional settings and is also
applicable in the more abstract framework considered in this paper: First, note that by
Φ-convexity of f on X invoking Proposition 2.4(i) we have the identity

−f(x) = −fΦΦ(x) = inf
y∈Y

−Φ(x, y) + fΦ(y), (7)

and thus we can equivalently rewrite the problem as

inf
x∈X

g(x) − f(x) = inf
x∈X

g(x) − fΦΦ(x)

= inf
y∈Y

inf
x∈X

g(x) − Φ(x, y) + fΦ(y)

= inf
y∈Y

fΦ(y) − gΦ(y) (8)

= inf
y∈Y

G(y), (D)
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where the second equality follows by interchanging the order of minimization [42, Proposition
1.35]. Note that we adopt extended arithmetics if necessary, i.e., g(x) − f(x) = +∞ if
both g(x) = ∞ and f(x) = ∞. By virtue of Proposition 2.4(i) fΦ and gΦ are both Φ-
convex on Y and hence (D) amounts to a true difference of Φ-convex problem whose infimum
coincides with the one of (P). In particular note that assumptions (A2) and (A4) imply the
properness and lower semi-continuity of gΦ and thus the DC-dual problem complies with the
same assumptions.

The dual function G is in general a lower bound on F along the Φ-subdifferential of f .
This is captured in the following proposition:

Proposition 3.1. Let x ∈ X be such that ∂Φf(x) is nonempty and consider y ∈ ∂Φf(x).
Then,

G(y) ≤ F (x) (9)

Proof.

G(y) = −f(x) + Φ(x, y) + inf
z∈X

g(z) − Φ(z, y)

≤ g(x) − f(x),

where the equality follows by the equivalence in Proposition 2.5 since y ∈ ∂Φf(x) and the
inequality follows by choosing z = x in the infimum.

Although both problems are equivalent in terms of infima, due to nonconvexity, we cannot
expect our algorithm to find a global minimum. In the next subsection we will therefore
explore necessary and sufficient conditions of local optimality.

3.3 Optimality conditions for difference of Φ-convex problems

Even in the classical difference-of-convex case, verifying conditions for global minimality can
be challenging due to the involvement of the ε-subdifferentials of the functions f and g [22,
Theorem 4.4]. The situation remains the same for the more general setting described in
(P), which has been extensively studied for special cases of the Φ-coupling function; see for
example [19]. For the sake of completeness, we present some results that provide sufficient and
necessary conditions for global minimality in this broader context, which are a generalization
of [33, Theorem 7.114].

Proposition 3.2 (necessary and sufficient condition for global optimality). Let x⋆ ∈ X.
If x⋆ is a global minimizer of (P) then ∂εΦf(x⋆) ⊆ ∂εΦg(x⋆) for all ε > 0. Conversely,
∂εΦf(x⋆) ⊆ ∂εΦg(x⋆) for all ε ≥ 0 implies that x⋆ is a global minimizer of (P).

Proof. In virtue of (D) we have that global optimality of x⋆ is equivalent to

g(x⋆) − f(x⋆) ≤ fΦ(y) − gΦ(y), ∀y ∈ Y

which reads as
g(x⋆) + gΦ(y) ≤ f(x⋆) + fΦ(y), ∀y ∈ Y. (10)

Now, choose an ε > 0 and consider a y ∈ ∂εΦf(x⋆) ⊆ Y , which exists since f is Φ-convex. By
definition,

f(x) ≥ f(x⋆) + Φ(x, y) − Φ(x⋆, y) − ε ∀x ∈ X,
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and thus
Φ(x⋆, y) − f(x⋆) ≥ sup

x∈X
{Φ(x, y) − f(x)} − ε = fΦ(y) − ε.

by definition of the Φ-conjugate. Combining the above inequality with (10) we obtain that

Φ(x⋆, y) ≥ f(x⋆) + fΦ(y) − ε

≥ g(x⋆) + gΦ(y) − ε

= g(x⋆) + sup
x∈X

{Φ(x, y) − g(x)} − ε,

and thus Φ(x⋆, y) ≥ g(x⋆) + Φ(x, y) − g(x) − ε for any x ∈ X implying that y ∈ ∂εΦg(x⋆).
We will prove the converse direction by contradiction. Let ∂εΦf(x⋆) ⊆ ∂εΦg(x⋆) for all

ε ≥ 0. Suppose that x⋆ is not a global minimum of F .
This implies the existence of some x̄ ∈ X and some ε̄ > 0 such that

−∞ < inf F < g(x̄) − f(x̄) + ε̄ < g(x⋆) − f(x⋆) <∞. (11)

Hence x̄ ∈ dom f and thus we can find a ȳ ∈ ∂ ε̄Φf(x̄). The ε̄-Φ-subgradient inequality for ȳ
reads

Φ(x, ȳ) − Φ(x̄, ȳ) ≤ f(x) − f(x̄) + ε̄, ∀x ∈ X.

Adding and subtracting Φ(x⋆, ȳ) and f(x⋆), we obtain

Φ(x, ȳ) − Φ(x⋆, ȳ) ≤ f(x) − f(x⋆) + Φ(x̄, ȳ) − Φ(x⋆, ȳ) + f(x⋆) − f(x̄) + ε̄, ∀x ∈ X

and by defining ε := Φ(x̄, ȳ) − Φ(x⋆, ȳ) + f(x⋆) − f(x̄) + ε̄ we have that ε ≥ 0 by the ε̄-Φ-
subgradient inequality at x̄ for ȳ. This in turn means that ȳ ∈ ∂εΦf(x⋆), while we also have
that

Φ(x̄, ȳ) − Φ(x⋆, ȳ) = −f(x⋆) + f(x̄) − ε̄+ ε > g(x̄) − g(x⋆) + ε,

where the last inequality follows by (11). This means that g(x̄) < g(x⋆)+Φ(x̄, ȳ)−Φ(x⋆, ȳ)−ε
and hence the ε-Φ-subgradient inequality is violated at x̄ for ε and thus ȳ /∈ ∂εΦg(x⋆), a
contradiction.

The verification of such conditions is in general intractable and thus in this paper we
mainly focus on conditions for local minimality and stationarity, which is common practice in
nonconvex optimization. We proceed with a necessary condition for local minimality under
the existence of local Φ-subgradients for f :

Proposition 3.3 (necessary condition for local optimality). Let x⋆ be a (local) minimizer of
(P) and let y⋆ ∈ ∂Φf(x⋆). Then y⋆ satisfies the Φ-subgradient inequality for g (locally).

Proof. Since x⋆ is a (local) minimium of (P) we have that g(x)− f(x) ≥ g(x⋆)− f(x⋆) for all
x ∈ X (near x⋆). This inequality can be rewritten as:

g(x) − g(x⋆) ≥ f(x) − f(x⋆).

Since y⋆ ∈ ∂Φf(x⋆) we have that

f(x) − f(x⋆) ≥ Φ(x, y⋆) − Φ(x⋆, y⋆). (12)
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for all x ∈ X. Combining this inequality with the above, we obtain that:

g(x) − g(x⋆) ≥ Φ(x, y⋆) − Φ(x⋆, y⋆), (13)

for all x ∈ X (with x near x⋆).

Remark 3.4 (local vs. global subgradient inequality). In contrast to the convex case, the
validity of the Φ-subgradient inequality in a neighborhood of x⋆ does not imply that the
inequality holds on the whole set X. This is illustrated in [28, Example 5.5]. Nevertheless,
in many important examples, such an implication holds. This is evident by noting that (13)
implies that x⋆ is a local minimizer of g(·)−Φ(·, y⋆). Therefore, if this function is convex the
local minimizer is a global one and as such (13) holds for all x ∈ X, i.e., y⋆ ∈ ∂Φg(x⋆).

The implication described in Proposition 3.3 is a necessary condition for x⋆ to be a local
minimizer of F under the existence of a (local) Φ-subgradient of f . Nevertheless it is im-
possible to verify such a condition in practice, since it involves an inequality in a generally
unknown neighborhood of x⋆. A more practical notion is Φ-criticality, which is given below.
As we shall see the algorithm proposed in this work converges to Φ-critical points.

Definition 3.5 (Φ-criticality). We say that a point x⋆ ∈ domF is Φ-critical if y⋆ ∈ ∂Φf(x⋆)∩
∂Φg(x⋆) ̸= ∅.

In the case where f and Φ are smooth Φ-criticality of x⋆ ∈ intX implies standard station-
arity and hence Φ-criticality is a necessary condition for local optimality. This is explored in
the following proposition.

Proposition 3.6. Let x⋆ ∈ intX be a Φ-critical point and f and Φ(·, y⋆) be strictly differen-
tiable at x⋆. Then, x⋆ is a stationary point of F , i.e. 0 ∈ ∂F (x⋆).

Proof. Since y⋆ ∈ ∂Φf(x⋆) by Proposition 2.5, x⋆ ∈ arg minx∈X f(x) − Φ(x, y⋆). This in turn
implies through Fermat’s rule that ∇xΦ(x⋆, y⋆) = ∇f(x⋆). Since moreover y⋆ ∈ ∂Φg(x⋆),
in light of [42, Theorem 10.1] we also have that 0 ∈ ∂(g(x⋆) − Φ(x⋆, y⋆)). From the strict
differentiability of Φ(x⋆, y⋆) and since g is proper and lsc we have from [42, Exercise 10.10]
that ∂(g(x⋆)−Φ(x⋆, y⋆)) = ∂g(x⋆)−∇xΦ(x⋆, y⋆) or that ∇xΦ(x⋆, y⋆) ∈ ∂g(x⋆) which in turn
implies that 0 ∈ ∂g(x⋆) − ∇f(x⋆). Since f is strictly differentiable at x⋆, 0 ∈ ∂F (x⋆) from
[42, Exercise 10.10].

The fact that x⋆ has to be in the interior of X might seem restrictive, but it is standard in
the general nonconvex setting considered in this paper where 0 ∈ ∂F (x⋆) is not a necessary
condition for optimality when x⋆ is in the boundary of X.

4 The difference of Φ-convex algorithm

Akin to the classical difference-of-convex approach we propose the difference-of-Φ-convex
algorithm (Φ-DCA) for solving (P):{

yk ∈ ∂Φf(xk)

xk+1 ∈ (∂Φg)−1(yk),
(14)

where we refer to the y-update as the forward-step and the x-update as the backward-step.
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As for well-definedness of the scheme we have to ensure that range and domain of forward-
step and backward-step are compatible with each other. For that purpose assume that x0 ∈
dom ∂Φf and

(A6) ∅ ≠ rge(∂Φg)−1 ⊆ dom ∂Φf and ∅ ≠ rge ∂Φf ⊆ dom(∂Φg)−1.

In light of Proposition 2.5 the backward-step can be further rewritten as

(∂Φg)−1(yk) = arg min
x∈X

g(x) − Φ(x, yk) ⊆ ∂Φg
Φ(yk), (15)

where the inclusion holds with equality if g is Φ-convex. In particular, ∅ ≠ dom(∂Φg)−1 implies
the second part of assumption (A4). Thanks to the characterization of the backward-step as
a minimization problem, rge ∂Φf ⊆ dom(∂Φg)−1 can be ensured if g−Φ(·, y) is level-bounded
for every y ∈ rge ∂Φf .

Notice further that the Φ-subgradient inequality of f for the forward-step gives rise to a
minorizing surrogate for f :

f(x) ≥ f(xk) + Φ(x, yk) − Φ(xk, yk). (16)

It is transformed into a majorizing model of the composite cost F by multiplication with −1
and adding g(x) to both sides of the inequality:

F (x) = g(x) − f(x) ≤ g(x) − f(xk) − Φ(x, yk) + Φ(xk, yk). (17)

Hence the combined update in (14) can be understood as a majorize-minimize procedure (17):

xk+1 ∈ arg min
x∈X

g(x) − f(xk) − Φ(x, yk) + Φ(xk, yk). (18)

Thanks to the fact that gΦ is Φ-convex on Y we can apply the algorithm to (D) with
flipped roles of X and Y . By Φ-convexity of fΦ on Y this yields the following algorithm:{

xk ∈ ∂Φg
Φ(yk)

yk+1 ∈ ∂Φ(fΦ)Φ(xk).
(19)

In light of Proposition 2.4 we have that (fΦ)Φ = f . Since, moreover (∂Φg)−1 ⊆ ∂Φg
Φ due to

Proposition 2.5 it is evident that, up to a cyclic interchange of the updates, (14) is an instance
of (19). If furthermore, g is Φ-convex on X, (∂Φg)−1 = ∂Φg

Φ and thus both algorithms are
equivalent up to an interchange of forward- and backward-step.

4.1 Examples of Φ-convexity and unification of existing algorithms

In this section we present examples of Φ-coupling functions and the corresponding instances
of the Φ-DCA, demonstrating that the proposed framework unifies many important methods
from existing literature. A summary is provided in Table 1, which shows how each of the
presented algorithms is incorporated in the Φ-DCA framework. More precisely, it contains
the sets X,Y , the Φ-coupling function, the problem class associated with each method and
(the continuous selection of) the Φ-subdifferential of f that corresponds to the forward step of
each method. It is important to distinguish the difference between the problem class and the
class of Φ-convex functions, denoted by ΓΦ(X), that is in general a superset of the problem

11



Φ-DCA X Y Φ(x, y) ΓΦ(X) ∂Φf

DCA Rn Rn ⟨x, y⟩ Γ0(Rn) ∂f

PGM Rn Rn −L
2 ∥x− y∥2 ⊇ CL id + 1

L∇f

B-PGM domh int domh −LDh(x, y) ⊇ CB
h ∇h∗ ◦ (∇h+ 1

L∇f)

NGD Rn Rn −Dh(y, x) ⊇ CB
h∗ id +∇2h(·)−1∇f

a-PGM Rn Rn − 1
L ⋆ h(x− y) ⊇ Ca

h id− 1
L∇h∗ ◦ (−∇f)

H-PGM Rn Rn × Rn ⟨x− y1, y2⟩
− H

ν+1∥x− y1∥ν+1 ⊇ Cν
H ⊇ (id,∇f)

TM Rn Rn × Rn × . . .

∑p
i=1

1
i!Yi+1[x− y1]

i

− Lp

(p+1)!∥x− y1∥p+1 ⊇ Cp
L ⊇ (id,∇f, . . . ,Dpf)

Table 1: Examples of Φ-convexity and the Φ-DCA. Here, ΓΦ(X) denotes the class of
functions that are Φ-convex on X. The Φ-DCA column denotes the name of the specific
instance of the algorithm, as given in the examples of section 4. CL denotes the class of
L-Lipschitz smooth functions on Rn, CB

h the class of relatively smooth functions [12, 32] with
Legendre convex reference function h ∈ Γ0(Rn) and constant L, CB

h∗ the class of functions
such that f ◦ ∇h∗ ∈ Γ0(Rn), Ca

h the class of anisotropically smooth functions [26, 28, 27]
with Legendre convex reference function h and constant L, Cν

H the class of Hölder smooth
functions of order ν and modulo H and Cp

L the class of functions with the p-th derivative
being Lipschitz continuous. The tensor products in the Φ-coupling simplify in the case p = 2,
where Φ(x, (y1, Y2, Y3)) = ⟨Y2, x − y1⟩ + ⟨x − y1, Y3(x − y1)⟩ − Lp

3! ∥x − y1∥3 for y1, Y2 ∈ Rn

and Y3 ∈ Rn×n. The subset relations in the ΓΦ(X) column indicate that the problem class
is a subset of the class of Φ-convex functions. The ∂Φf column contains (the continuous
selection of) the Φ-subdifferential of f for f being restricted to the problem class. The subset
relations in the final column demonstrate that the Φ-subdifferential might in fact include
more Φ-subgradients than the indicated one.

class. In order to demonstrate that, consider the case where Φ(x, y) = −L
2 ∥x − y∥2. In

Table 1, the problem class is that of L-Lipschitz smooth functions on Rn, CL. Nevertheless,
in light of [28, Proposition 3.4], every lsc and L-weakly convex function is Φ-convex in this
setting, which implies that CL ⊂ ΓΦ(Rn).

Note that in the examples which are of the standard proximal gradient type, there is a
switch in the sign in front of f in relation to the methods in the literature. This is due to the
problem considered in this paper being g − f instead of the standard g + f .

Example 4.1 (standard difference of convex method (DCA)). In the case where both f, g :
Rn → R are proper, lsc and convex in (P), the Φ-DCA is exactly the standard DCA. The
well-definedness assumptions in the setting of this paper are then the ones of the standard
DCA (see [44])

Example 4.2 (proximal gradient method (PGM)). Let X = Y = Rn and consider in (P)
the case where −f is L-smooth on Rn, g is proper, lsc, g+ L

2 ∥ ·−y∥2 is level-bounded for any
y ∈ Rn and choose Φ(x, y) = −L

2 ∥x− y∥2.

12



• The standard Euclidean descent inequality can be shown to be the Φ-subgradient in-
equality for f (6) using some simple algebraic manipulations:

f(x) ≥ f(x̄) + L
2 ∥ 1

L∇f(x̄)∥2 − L
2 ∥x− (x̄+ 1

L∇f(x̄))∥2 x, x̄ ∈ Rn.

From the inequality above it is evident that ȳ := x̄+ 1
L∇f(x̄) ∈ ∂Φf(x̄) for all x̄ ∈ Rn.

More precisely, from [28, Proposition 3.4] ȳ is the unique element of ∂Φf(x̄).

• Regarding the backward step, due to the level-boundedness of g+L
2 ∥·−y∥2 for all y ∈ Rn,

arg minx g(x) + L
2 ∥x − ·∥2 is well-defined in Rn. This fact, along with dom ∂Φf = Rn

implies that assumption (A6) is satisfied and as such the algorithm (18) is well-defined
and given by

xk+1 ∈ arg min
x∈Rn

g(x) + L
2 ∥x− (xk + 1

L∇f(xk))∥2,

which is the standard proximal gradient step.

Example 4.3 (Bregman proximal gradient method (B-PGM)). Consider now the case where
−f is L-smooth relative to a Legendre function h : Rn → R with int domh a nonempty and
convex set. More precisely identify X with domh and assume moreover that h is continuous
on X, while the following inequality holds:

−f(x) ≤ −f(x̄) + ⟨−∇f(x̄), x− x̄⟩ + LDh(x, x̄),

for x ∈ X and x̄ ∈ int domh. Examples of such functions h can be found in [45, Example
3.1], while examples of relative smoothness can be found in [12, 32]. In this case the Bregman
proximal gradient method is a specific instance of the Φ-DCA for Φ(x, y) = −LDh(x, y) and
Y = int domh.

• The inequality above after some algebraic manipulations can be transformed into the
Φ-subgradient inequality for f :

f(x) ≥ f(x̄) − LDh(x,∇h∗(∇h(x̄) − 1
L∇f(x̄))) + LDh(x̄,∇h∗(∇h(x̄) − 1

L∇f(x̄))),

for all x ∈ X and x̄ ∈ Y , which directly implies that ∇h∗(∇h(x̄) − 1
L∇f(x̄)) ∈ ∂Φf(x̄).

This fact was studied in [28, Proposition 3.4] where it is shown that the Φ-subdifferential
of f is exactly given by ∂Φf(x) = {∇h∗(∇h(x) + 1

L∇f(x))} for x ∈ int domh, i.e. the
forward step of the Bregman gradient method is the unique element of ∂Φf(x̄) for all
x̄ ∈ intX.

• Now, notice that by using the formula for ∂Φf(xk) in (18) and discarding the constant
terms we obtain the following update:

xk+1 ∈ arg min
x∈X

g(x) − ⟨∇f(xk), x− xk⟩ + LDh(x, xk),

which is exactly the Bregman proximal gradient update. Regarding the well-definedness
of the iterates, it can be verified that the condition in assumption (A6) is guaranteed
from [12, Assumptions B and C] along with the nonemptyness of the Φ-subdifferential
of f on intX.
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Example 4.4 (natural gradient method (NGM) [1]). When considering the Bregman dis-
tance Dh as a coupling function in the Φ-DCA, one can switch the role of the arguments x and
y and obtain the well-studied natural gradient algorithm. This fact was extensively studied
in [31, Section 4.2] under a general alternating minimization framework. More specifically,
in (P) assume now that g := 0 and h∗ + f ◦ ∇h∗ defined on Rn is a convex function. Then
we have dom ∂Φf = Rn for Φ(x, y) = −Dh(y, x) and the unique Φ-subgradient is given by
∂Φf(x) = {x+ ∇2h(x)−1∇f(x)} as proved in the following proposition.

Proposition 4.5. Let f : Rn → R be smooth, h ∈ C3(Rn) a strictly convex function with
nonsingular Hessian and h∗ + f ◦ ∇h∗ be convex. Then,

∂Φf(x) = {x+ ∇2h(x)−1∇f(x)} ∀x ∈ Rn.

Proof. Let us consider the convex gradient inequality for h∗+f◦∇h∗ between points x, x̄ ∈ Rn:

f(∇h∗(x)) + h∗(x) ≥ f(∇h∗(x̄)) + h∗(x̄) + ⟨∇2h∗(x̄)∇f(∇h∗(x̄)) + ∇h∗(x̄), x− x̄⟩.

With the change of variables ∇h∗(x) = z and ∇h∗(x̄) = z̄, we get

f(z) ≥ f(z̄) − h∗(∇h(z)) + h∗(∇h(z̄)) + ⟨∇2h(z̄)−1∇f(z̄) + z̄,∇h(z) −∇h(z̄)⟩
= f(z̄) + ⟨∇2h(z̄)−1∇f(z̄),∇h(z) −∇h(z̄)⟩ − h∗(∇h(z)) + h∗(∇h(z̄)) + ⟨z̄,∇h(z) −∇h(z̄)⟩
= f(z̄) + ⟨∇2h(z̄)−1∇f(z̄),∇h(z) −∇h(z̄)⟩ −Dh∗(∇h(z),∇h(z̄))

= f(z̄) + ⟨∇2h(z̄)−1∇f(z̄),∇h(z̄) −∇h(z)⟩ −Dh(z̄, z),

where in the last equality we have used the fact that Dh∗(∇h(z),∇h(z̄)) = Dh(z̄, z), which
follows by the strict convexity of h. Now, consider points w = z, w̄ = z̄ and w+ = z̄ +
∇2h(z̄)−1∇f(z̄) and note that from the three-point property we have:

⟨∇2h(z̄)−1∇f(z̄),∇h(z̄) −∇h(z)⟩ −Dh(z̄, z) = −⟨w̄ − w+,∇h(w̄) −∇h(w)⟩ +Dh(w̄, w)

= −Dh(w+, w) +Dh(w+, w̄)

Substituting back into the inequality above we get

f(z) +Dh(z̄ + ∇2h(z̄)−1∇f(z̄), z) ≥ f(z̄) +Dh(z̄ + ∇2h(z̄)−1∇f(z̄), z̄), (20)

which is the Φ-subgradient inequality. This directly implies that x̄ + ∇2h(x̄)−1∇f(x̄) ∈
∂Φf(x̄). Regarding the uniqueness of the Φ-subgradients, in light of Proposition 2.5, ȳ ∈
∂Φf(x̄) is equivalent to x̄ ∈ arg minx∈X f(x) + Dh(ȳ, x). The optimality conditions for this
minimization problem give us ∇yDh(ȳ, x̄) = ∇f(x̄) or that ȳ is uniquely defined by x̄.

Since g = 0 the primal step in (18) just imposes that

xk+1 = xk + ∇2h(xk)−1∇f(xk), (21)

which is the Natural gradient method with the metric induced by h.

Example 4.6 (anisotropic proximal gradient method (a-PGM) [27]). In this example, −f in
(P) is anisotropically smooth [27, Definition 2.1] relative to some Legendre convex function h
such that domh = Rn with constant L > 0, while g is proper, lsc and such that g+ 1

L⋆h(·−y) is
level-bounded for any y ∈ Rn. This algorithm can be incorporated into the Φ-DCA framework
by choosing X = Y = Rn and Φ(x, y) = − 1

L ⋆ h(x− y), as shown in [27, Section 6].
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• Regarding the forward step, the anisotropic descent inequality [27, Definition 2.1] can
be written as:

f(x) ≥ f(x̄) − 1
L ⋆ h(x− x̄+ 1

L∇h∗(−∇f(x̄))) + 1
L ⋆ h( 1

L∇h∗(−∇f(x̄)))

The inequality above along with (6) implies that ȳ = x̄ − 1
L∇h∗(−∇f(x̄)) ∈ ∂Φf(x̄),

while from [27, Lemma D.2] we know that ∂Φf(x̄) is a singleton.

• By using the formula for the forward step in (18), the main iteration becomes:

xk+1 ∈ arg min
x∈Rn

g(x) + 1
L ⋆ h(x− xk + 1

L∇h∗(−∇f(xk))).

It is once again evident that the level-boundedness of g + 1
Lh(· − y) for any y ∈ Rn

guarantees that assumption (A6) holds and as such the algorithm is well-defined.

Example 4.7 (Methods for (L0, L1)-smoothness). The anisotropic proximal gradient method
that is presented in Example 4.6 above was recently shown in [37] to encompass methods for
(L0, L1)-smoothness [49, Definition 1]. We say that f ∈ C2(Rn) is (L0, L1)-smooth if

∥∇2f(x)∥ ≤ L0 + L1∥∇f(x)∥,
with L0, L1 > 0. Note that in light of [37, Corollary 2.7] and [37, Proposition 2.9], a (L0, L1)-
smooth function f is (δL1, L0/L1)-anisotropically smooth relative to h = −∥ · ∥− ln(1−∥ · ∥)
(see [37, Definition 2.1]) for any δ < 1.

Consider now (P) with g = 0 and −f (L0, L1)-smooth. Due to the reasoning of the previ-
ous paragraph and [37, Proposition 2.2], −f is Φ-convex with coupling Φ(x, y) = −L0/L1((δL

−1
1 )⋆

h)(x− y) for h as above. The Φ-subdifferential is then given by the forward operator of [37,
Corollary 2.7]:

∂Φf(x) = {x+
δ

L0 + L1∥∇f(x)∥∇f(x)}.

Since g = 0, the main iteration of the Φ-DCA becomes

xk+1 = xk +
δ

L0 + L1∥∇f(xk)∥∇f(xk),

thus recovering the algorithm proposed in [21, Algorithm 1] for convex (L0, L1)-smooth func-
tions.

Example 4.8 (Hölder proximal gradient method (H-PGM)). In the previous examples X
and Y were subsets of the same Euclidean space. Nevertheless, the Φ-convexity framework
allows for more robust parametrizations. Let us consider the case where now −f has Hölder
continuous gradients, ∥∇f(x)−∇f(x̄)∥ ≤ H∥x− x̄∥ν for H > 0, ν ∈ (0, 1] and g is such that
g + H

ν+1∥ · −y∥ν+1 is level-bounded for any y ∈ Rn.

• The Hölder continuity inequality provides the following upper bound for −f [15, Equa-
tion (15)]:

−f(x) ≤ −f(x̄) − ⟨∇f(x̄), x− x̄⟩ + H
ν+1∥x− x̄∥ν+1.

From the inequality above it is straightforward that for y = (y1, y2) ∈ Rn × Rn, X =
Rn and Φ(x, y) = ⟨x − y1, y2⟩ − H

ν+1∥x − y1∥ν+1 we have that (x̄,∇f(x̄)) ∈ ∂Φf(x̄)
for all x ∈ X = Rn. This specific choice of Φ-subgradients shows the existence of a
selection ∇Φf : Rn → Rn × Rn of ∂Φf on X, given by ∇Φf(x) = (x,∇f(x)). Since
∇f is continuous, ∇Φf is a continuous selection. Note that when g = 0, choosing
yk = ∇Φf(xk) in (14), gives the standard Hölder gradient descent method [11].
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• Choosing yk = ∇Φf(xk) and substituting back into (14), we obtain the following update:

xk+1 ∈ arg min
x∈Rn

g(x) − ⟨∇f(xk), x− xk⟩ + H
ν+1∥x− xk∥ν+1,

which in the convex case is the algorithm analyzed in [13] under a general Banach space
setting.

Example 4.9 (exact tensor methods (TM)). In the following we adopt the notation from [16].
Note that Dpf denotes the p-th derivative of f and Dpf(x)[h1, . . . , hp] the p-th directional
derivative of f along directions h1, . . . , hp ∈ Rn. WHen hi = h for all 1 ≤ i ≤ p, the notation
Dpf(x)[h]p is used. Consider the case studied in that paper where g is proper, lsc and convex
and the p-th derivative of −f is Lipschitz continuous, i.e. ∥Dpf(x) −Dpf(x̄)∥ ≤ Lp∥x − x̄∥
for all x, x̄ ∈ Rn. This implies the following inequality, which describes an upper bound for
−f [16, Equation (3)]:

−f(x) + f(x̄) +

p∑
i=1

1
i!D

if(x̄)[x− x̄]i ≤ Lp

(p+1)!∥x̄− x∥p+1 ∀x, x̄ ∈ Rn.

Therefore, f has an everywhere nonempty Φ-subdifferential for

Φ(x, (y1, Y2, . . . , Yp)) =

p∑
i=1

1
i!Yi+1[x− y1]

i − Lp

(p+1)!∥x− y1∥p+1

and (x̄,∇f(x̄), . . . , Dpf(x̄)) ∈ ∂Φf(x̄). By choosing this specific Φ-subgradient in the Φ-DCA
we get the following update:

xk+1 ∈ arg min
x∈Rn

g(x) −
p∑

i=1

1
i!D

if(xk)[x− xk]i +
Lp

(p+1)!∥x− xk∥p+1, (22)

which is exactly the update in [16, Equation (5)]. As in Example 4.8, the choice ∇Φf(x) =
(x,∇f(x), . . . , Dpf(x)) ∈ ∂Φf(x) amounts to a continuous selection of ∂Φf for all x ∈ Rn.

5 Convergence analysis

5.1 Asymptotic convergence analysis

Having demonstrated the generalization properties of the proposed framework, we now move
on to its convergence analysis. In order to quantify the progress of the algorithm per iteration,
we define the following regularized gap function gapΦ

g : X×Y → R, which we use as a measure
of stationarity:

gapΦ
g (x, y) := g(x) + gΦ(y) − Φ(x, y). (23)

for any (x, y) ∈ X × Y . This function is a generalization of the gap in [24, Equation (13)],
which was further utilized in [27] in order to prove the asymptotic convergence of the proposed
method. It has also been considered as a generalized Fenchel-Young loss in [10]. In this paper
we go beyond the analysis in the aforementioned works in that we utilize both the quantity
defined in (23) and the one corresponding to the dual problem (D), thus obtaining tighter
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results. Note that the definition of gapΦ
g can be given in terms of the value function of the

Φ-DCA,
VF (x, y) := inf

z∈X
g(z) − f(x) − Φ(z, y) + Φ(x, y), (24)

via the relation gapΦ
g (x, y) = F (x) − VF (x, y):

gapΦ
g (x, y) = g(x) + sup

z∈X
{Φ(z, y) − g(z)} − Φ(x, y)

= F (x) + f(x) − Φ(x, y) − inf
z∈X

{g(z) − Φ(z, y)} = F (x) − VF (x, y)

The value function generalizes the notion of the forward-backward envelope [43] to the broader
setting studied in this paper, a fact which can be seen by specializing its definition to the
setting described in Example 4.2.

Next we show some key properties of the gap function that justify its usage as a measure
of stationarity:

Proposition 5.1. The gap function gapΦ
g (x, y) ≥ 0 for all x ∈ X and y ∈ Y is lsc. For any

(x⋆, y⋆) ∈ gph ∂Φf , gapΦ
g (x⋆, y⋆) = 0 if and only if x⋆ is a Φ-critical point.

Proof. By the definition of gapΦ
g (x, y) and Proposition 2.4, we have that gapΦ

g (x, y) ≥ 0

for all (x, y) ∈ dom gapΦ
g . Moreover, g is lsc by assumption, gΦ is lsc as the pointwise

supremum over continuous functions and Φ is continuous, implying that gapΦ
g is lsc. Notice

that gapΦ
g (x⋆, y⋆) = 0 implies that gΦ(y⋆) = Φ(x⋆, y⋆)−g(x⋆), which by Proposition 2.5 further

means that y⋆ ∈ ∂Φg(x⋆). Since (x⋆, y⋆) ∈ gph ∂Φf we have that y⋆ ∈ ∂Φf(x⋆) ∩ ∂Φg(x⋆).
On the other hand, since y⋆ ∈ ∂Φg(x⋆), from Proposition 2.5 we have that g(x⋆) + gΦ(y⋆) −
Φ(x⋆, y⋆) = 0, which is the claimed result.

Remark 5.2. Note that since the dual cost G is a true difference of Φ-convex function, it is
straightforward that the dual gap function gapΦ

f enjoys the properties of gapΦ
g described in

Proposition 5.1. We utilize both gap functions in our subsequent analysis, in order to strictly
characterize the decrease of the function values.

Now that we have established the desired properties of the gap function, we proceed to the
convergence results of the proposed method. First, we state and prove the following sufficient
decrease property:

Lemma 5.3 (sufficient decrease). Let {(xk, yk)}k∈N0 be the iterates generated by the algorithm
(14). Then the following sufficient decrease property holds true for all k ∈ N0:

F (xk+1) = F (xk) − (gapΦ
g (xk, yk) + gapΦ

f (yk, xk+1)), (25)

i.e. the sequence of function values is nonincreasing.

Proof. We have the following

gapΦ
g (xk, yk) + gapΦ

f (yk, xk+1) = g(xk) + gΦ(yk) − Φ(xk, yk) + f(xk+1) + fΦ(yk) − Φ(xk+1, yk)

= g(xk) − g(xk+1) + f(xk+1) − f(xk)

= F (xk) − F (xk+1),

where the second equality follows by the fact that xk+1 ∈ arg minx∈X g(x) − Φ(x, yk), which
implies that gΦ(yk) = Φ(xk+1, yk) − g(xk+1) and fΦ(yk) − Φ(xk, yk) = fΦΦ(xk) = f(xk) by
the Φ-convexity of f .
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It is important to note that the primal and dual gap function analysis allows us to not only
obtain a tight characterization of the decrease of the function values but also to go beyond
the standard majorization-minimization tools. Indeed, the proof of Lemma 5.3 is solely based
on the notions of (generalized) convexity: Φ-conjugates and the Φ-Fenchel–Young theorem.
The decrease of the function values in one step of the algorithm is illustrated in Figure 2.

+∞ +∞

x̄

x

F (x)

+∞ +∞

x+

g(x+) + Φ(x, ȳ)− Φ(x+, ȳ)

x̄

g
a
p
Φ f
(x̄
,ȳ
)

x

g(x)

x̄

f(x̄) + Φ(x, ȳ)− Φ(x̄, ȳ)

x+

g
a
p
Φ f
(x

+
,ȳ
)

x

f(x)
+∞ +∞

x̄

x+

g
a
p
Φ g
(x̄
,ȳ
)
+

g
a
p
Φ f
(x

+
,ȳ
)

F (x+)

F (x̄)

x

F (x)

Figure 2: Illustration of the Φ-DC decomposition of the function F (x) := g(x) − f(x) with
g(x) := 1

2 |x − 1
2 | + δ[−4,4](x), f(x) := −|x|1.5 if x ∈ (−1, 1), 12x

2 − 5
2 |x| + 1 otherwise and

Φ(x, y) = −3
2 |

x−y
2 |1.5 and application of the proposed scheme: x̄ is a point in X and x+ is

the corresponding Φ-DCA step. Starting from the top left corner and continuing clockwise:
the function F ; g along with its Φ-minorant; function f along with its Φ-minorant; the sum
of both gap functions as the decrease of F .

Next we utilize the decrease of the function values as well as the lower boundedness of F
in order to show that the sum of the gap functions goes to 0 and as a consequence, that every
limit point (x⋆, y⋆) of {(xk, yk)}k∈N0 is such that x⋆ is a Φ-critical point.

Theorem 5.4. Let {(xk, yk)}k∈N0 be the sequence of iterates generated by (14). Then,

lim
k→∞

gapΦ
g (xk, yk) = 0 and lim

k→∞
gapΦ

f (yk, xk+1) = 0. (26)
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Moreover, every limit point (x⋆, y⋆) with (x⋆, y⋆) ∈ X × Y of the sequence of iterates satisfies
y⋆ ∈ ∂Φf(x⋆) ∩ ∂Φg(x⋆), i.e. x⋆ is a Φ-critical point of F .

Proof. Thanks to Lemma 5.3 we have for all k ≥ 0:

F (xk+1) = F (xk) − (gapΦ
g (xk, yk) + gapΦ

f (yk, xk+1)).

From assumption (A5), we know that −∞ < α ≤ F (xK) for any k ∈ N0 and so summing the
equality above, we obtain:

−∞ < inf F − F (x0) ≤ F (xK) − F (x0)

=
K−1∑
k=0

F (xk+1) − F (xk) ≤ −
K−1∑
k=0

[gapΦ
g (xk, yk) + gapΦ

f (yk, xk+1)]. (27)

Thus, we obtain the following inequality for the sum of the gap functions:

K−1∑
k=0

[gapΦ
g (xk, yk) + gapΦ

f (yk, xk+1)] ≤ F (x0) − inf F, (28)

which in turn implies that {∑K−1
k=0 [gapΦ

g (xk, yk) + gapΦ
f (yk, xk+1)]}K∈N0 is bounded and thus

(26) follows, since gapΦ
g (xk, yk) ≥ 0 and gapΦ

f (yk, xk+1) ≥ 0 for all k ∈ N0.

Now, let (x⋆, y⋆) be a limit point of the sequence of iterates and (xkj , ykj ) → (x⋆, y⋆) be
a corresponding subsequence. Since gapΦ

g is lsc we have that

0 ≤ gapΦ
g (x⋆, y⋆) ≤ lim

j→∞
gapΦ

g (xkj , ykj ) = 0,

where the equality follows from (26). Since f is lsc on X and Φ is continuous on X × Y and
ykj ∈ ∂Φf(xkj ), we have that

f(x) ≥ lim
j→∞

f(xkj ) + Φ(x, ykj ) − Φ(xkj , ykj ) ∀x ∈ X, (29)

and thus f(x) ≥ f(x⋆) + Φ(x, y⋆) − Φ(x⋆, y⋆), which by the definition of the Φ-subgradient
in turn means that y⋆ ∈ ∂Φf(x⋆). Finally, we use Proposition 5.1 to obtain the desired
result.

Note that the reasoning in the last lines of the proof of Theorem 5.4 and specifically
inequality (29) shows that the Φ-subdifferential is an outer semicontinuous mapping in the
setting of our paper, as by choosing any xk → x̄ ∈ X and yk → ȳ ∈ Y such that yk ∈ ∂Φf(xk),
we have that ȳ ∈ ∂Φf(x̄).

Remark 5.5. Inequality (28) is important to our analysis, since it can be used to immediately
obtain the convergence rates of well-known algorithms that are special instances of the Φ-
DCA. In order to illustrate this fact, let us switch again to the setting of Example 4.2 and
assume moreover that g is convex. Then, we have that

gapΦ
g (xk, xk + 1

L∇f(xk)) = ⟨∇f(xk), xk+1 − xk⟩ − L
2 ∥xk+1 − xk∥2 + g(xk) − g(xk+1)
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Using the optimality conditions for the update of xk+1 and the convexity of g between points
xk and xk+1 we obtain:

gapΦ
g (xk, xk − 1

L∇f(xk)) ≥ ⟨∇f(xk), xk+1 − xk⟩ − L
2 ∥xk+1 − xk∥2

⟨∇f(xk) + L(xk − xk+1), xk − xk+1⟩
= L

2 ∥xk+1 − xk∥2

Then, (28) readily implies that

min
i=1,...,K

∥xi+1 − xi∥2 ≤ 2(F (x0)−inf F )
L(K+1) ,

which is a classical result for the convergence of the proximal gradient algorithm in the
nonconvex setting for stepsize 1

L .

Next we specialize the previous result to the case where X = Rn and F is a level bounded
function, which are standard assumptions for subsequential convergence in the nonconvex
setting. Moreover we assume that ∂Φf is bounded, which is a mild requirement.

Corollary 5.6. Suppose that X = Rn and Y = Rm and that F is level bounded. Assume
moreover that ∂Φf is locally bounded on Rn. Then, the set of limit points of {xk}k∈N0 is
nonempty and every limit point x⋆ is a Φ-critical point.

Proof. First note that from the decrease Lemma 5.3 of the function values along with the
level boundedness of F , {xk}k∈N0 is a bounded sequence and as such the set of limit points
is nonempty. Now, consider a subsequence xkj → x⋆. Since ∂Φf is locally bounded and
{xk}k∈N0 is bounded, {ykj}j∈N0 is also bounded in light of [42, Proposition 5.15]. Therefore
we can assume, up to extracting a subsequence, that ykj → y⋆ ∈ Y . The claimed result now
follows from Theorem 5.4.

5.2 Sublinear convergence rate analysis

Our analysis facilitates a Φ-Bregman proximal point interpretation of the algorithm which
we provide next: in the case where the Φ-subdifferential of f admits a continuous selection
along the iterates of the algorithm, the method can be viewed as a Φ-Bregman proximal point
algorithm.

More precisely, for this subsection we assume that there exists a continuous selection of
∂Φf on intX, which we will denote by ∇Φf . Therefore, we have that ∇Φf : X → Y is such
that ∇Φf(x) ∈ ∂Φf(x) for all x ∈ intX. Then, we can define the Φ-Bregman divergence
generated by Φ-convex f between two points as follows:

DΦ
f (x, x̄) := f(x) − f(x̄) − Φ(x,∇Φf(x̄)) + Φ(x̄,∇Φf(x̄)) ∀x ∈ X, intX (30)

It is straightforward that this quantity is the dual gap function gapΦ
f of the Φ-DCA algorithm,

composed with ∇Φf and so from the Φ-Fenchel-Young inequality we have that DΦ
f (x, x̄) ≥ 0.

With this insight, we can rewrite (18) as a Φ-Bregman proximal point method in the following
way:

xk+1 ∈ arg min
x∈X

F (x) +DΦ
f (x, xk). (31)

Note that as formally shown in Lemma 6.5, when Φ(x, y) = −LDh(x, y) and −f is L-smooth
relative to h, the Φ-Bregman divergence becomes the classical Bregman divergence generated
by Lh+ f .
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Remark 5.7. In contrast to classical methods, we do not assume that DΦ
f (x, x̄) > 0 for

x ̸= x̄. In most of the examples of subsection 4.1, such an inequality could be imposed by
considering a smaller stepsize. Let −f be L-smooth on Rn and Φ(x, y) = − 1

2γ ∥x−y∥2. Then,

for γ ≤ 1
L , −f has a nonempty and single-valued Φ-subdifferential for all x ∈ Rn and from

the standard Euclidean descent lemma we have that

−f(x) ≤ −f(x̄) − ⟨∇f(x̄), x− x̄⟩ + L
2 ∥x− x̄∥2

= −f(x̄) − ⟨∇f(x̄), x− x̄⟩ + 1
2γ ∥x− x̄∥2 − 1−γL

2 ∥x− x̄∥2,

for all x ∈ Rn. With some algebraic manipulations (see also Lemma 6.4(i)) we can write
DΦ

f (x, x̄) = f(x)− f(x̄)− ⟨∇f(x̄), x− x̄⟩+ 1
2γ ∥x− x̄∥2 and as such from the inequality above

we obtain DΦ
f (x, x̄) ≥ 1−γL

2 ∥x− x̄∥2, which in turn implies that DΦ
f (x, x̄) > 0 for x ̸= x̄ and

γ < 1
L .

We next state the assumptions we consider for the remainder of this subsection:

(A7) X is closed and convex.

(A8) There exists a continuous selection ∇Φf of ∂Φf on intX and rge(∂Φg)−1 ⊆ intX.

Assumption (A7) is a classical assumption in the field of convex optimization while assump-
tion (A8) describes the existence of a continuous selection of ∂Φf and enforces the iterates
of the algorithm to stay in the interior of X the latter being a standard assumption in the
related literature [12, 8].

This viewpoint allows us to obtain a sublinear convergence rate for the proposed algorithm
under some generally mild conditions. First we analyze the convergence of the algorithm
under a generalization of the classical three-point property of Bregman divergences. A similar
condition was also considered in [31] to in order to obtain a sublinear rate.

Theorem 5.8. Let {xk}k∈N0 be the sequence of iterates generated by (31) and assump-
tions (A7) and (A8) hold true. Let moreover F be convex and f and Φ(·, y) be differentiable
on intX. If the following three-point property holds:

⟨∇f(xk+1)−∇xΦ(xk+1,∇Φf(xk)), x−xk+1⟩ ≤ DΦ
f (x, xk)−DΦ

f (x, xk+1)−DΦ
f (xk+1, xk), (32)

for x ∈ X, then for all K ≥ 1:

F (xK) − F (x) ≤ DΦ
f (x,x0)

K . (33)

Proof. Consider vk+1 ∈ ∂F (xk+1) and the variational inequality for the solution of the inner
minimization problem in (31):

⟨vk+1 + ∇xD
Φ
f (xk+1, xk), x− xk+1⟩ ≥ 0,

for any x ∈ X. By the convex subgradient inequality for F between points x ∈ X and xk+1

we can further bound

⟨∇xD
Φ
f (xk+1, xk), x− xk+1⟩ ≥ F (xk+1) − F (x).
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In light of the assumption of the theorem, the above inequality further means that

F (xk+1) − F (x) ≤ DΦ
f (x, xk) −DΦ

f (x, xk+1) −DΦ
f (xk+1, xk) (34)

Summing (34) from k = 0 to K ∈ N we get

K∑
k=0

F (xk+1) − F (x) ≤ DΦ
f (x, x0).

Now, since the sequence F (xk) is nonincreasing we can further bound the inequality above as

F (xK) − F (x) ≤ DΦ
f (x,x0)

K ,

which is the claimed result.

Remark 5.9. At first glance, the three-point property assumed in Theorem 5.8 might seem
unintuitive. However, it is important to note that it is a natural extension of the well-known
three-point property of the Bregman divergences [12, p. 4]. As such, it is straightforward to
demonstrate that our three-point property holds for these types of couplings. This directly
implies that our analysis successfully recovers the classical sublinear convergence rate of the
Bregman proximal gradient method when applied to convex problems. Furthermore, The-
orem 5.8 also recovers the sublinear rate analysis for the standard DCA in the case where
both f and g are smooth and moreover F is convex, a result which was first stated in [20,
Corollary 1].

A sublinear convergence rate can also be achieved when a different property than the
(extension of) the three-point property holds. This is captured in the terms of subhomogeneity
of a function, adapted from [3]:

Definition 5.10 (subhomogeneity of order ν). Let ω : Rn → R+ be convex and ν ≥ 1. If
ω(θx) ≤ θνω(x) for any θ ∈ [0, 1] we say that ϕ is subhomogeneous of order ν. In particular
this means that ω(0) = 0.

Remark 5.11. Every convex function ω : Rn → R with ω(0) = 0, is subhomogeneous of
order ν = 1. This follows directly from the convexity inequality:

ω(θx) = ω((1 − θ)0 + θx) ≤ θω(x).

The most important type of functions that are subhomogeneous of order ν are the norms to
some power ν, ∥ · ∥ν , which are actually homogeneous, ∥θx∥ν = θν∥x∥ν .

In this setting, we can modify the Φ-DCA in order to incorporate an averaging scheme
(see for example [16, Algorithm 3]). For x0 ∈ intX, the Φ-DCA becomes:

wk = λkx
k + (1 − λk)x0

yk = ∇Φf(wk)

xk+1 ∈ (∂Φg)−1(yk),

(35)

where {λk}k∈N0 is a positive sequence with λ0 = 0 and λk ≤ 1. Note that by choosing λk = 1
we get (14). Since x0 ∈ intX and λk ≤ 1 we have that wk ∈ intX and as such the algorithm
is well-defined. Once again, the scheme can be interpreted as a Φ-Bregman proximal point
method with the following update:

xk+1 ∈ arg min
x∈X

F (x) +DΦ
f (x,wk). (36)
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Theorem 5.12. Let x⋆ ∈ arg minF and assumptions (A7) and (A8) hold true and assume
that DΦ

f (x,wk) ≤ ω(wk−x) for x ∈ X and some ω : Rn → R+ subhomogeneous of order p+1

with p > 0. Then, for the sequence {xk}k∈N0 generated by (35) the following statements hold
true:

(i) If λk = 1, then F (xK) − F (x⋆) ≤ D0
(p+1)p+1

Kp , where D0 = sup{ω(x − x⋆) : F (x) ≤
F (x0)}.

(ii) If λk = ( k
k+1)p+1, then F (xK) − F (x⋆) ≤ (p+1)p+1ω(x0−x⋆)

Kp

Proof. To begin with, in light of (36) we have that

F (xk+1) +DΦ
f (xk+1, wk) ≤ F (x) +DΦ

f (x,wk),

which from the assumption of the theorem implies that

F (xk+1) ≤ F (x) + ω(wk − x), (37)

for x ∈ X. Now consider the increasing sequence {Ak}∞k=0 with Ak = kp+1 and A0 = 0. We

denote by ak+1 := Ak+1 − Ak. Plugging x :=
ak+1x

⋆+Akx
k

Ak+1
, which as the convex combination

of x⋆ and xk is in X, in the inequality above we obtain by convexity of F ,

F (xk+1) ≤ ak+1

Ak+1
F (x⋆) + Ak

Ak+1
F (xk) + ω(wk − x). (38)

Now we treat the two items of the theorem. Let θk :=
ak+1

Ak+1
< 1.

“5.12(i)”: We have that wk − x = xk − ak+1x
⋆+Akx

k

Ak+1
=

αk+1

Ak+1
(xk − x⋆) and from the

subhomogeneity of ω:

ω(θkx) ≤ θp+1
k ω(x), (39)

and hence

F (xk+1) ≤ ak+1

Ak+1
F (x⋆) + Ak

Ak+1
F (xk) + θp+1

k ω(xk − x⋆)

Multiplying both sides with Ak+1 we get since ak+1 = Ak+1 −Ak

Ak+1

(
F (xk+1) − F (x⋆)

)
≤ Ak

(
F (xk) − F (x⋆)

)
+

ap+1
k+1

Ap
k+1

ω(xk − x⋆).

Summing the inequality from k = 0 to k = K − 1 we obtain since A0 = 0:

AK

(
F (xK) − F (x⋆)

)
≤

K−1∑
k=0

ap+1
k+1

Ap
k+1

ω(xk − x⋆). (40)

In light of Lemma 5.3, we have that F (xk+1) ≤ F (x0) for all k ≥ 0 and hence ω(xK−x⋆) ≤ D0

for any K ≥ 0. Thus we can further bound (40):

AK

(
F (xK) − F (x⋆)

)
≤ D0

K−1∑
k=0

ap+1
k+1

Ap
k+1

.
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Using the fact that
∑K

k=1
ap+1
k

Ap
k

≤ (p+ 1)p+1K [16, Equation (35)]:

AK

(
F (xK) − F (x⋆)

)
≤ D0(p+ 1)p+1K.

Dividing by AK we obtain:

F (xK) − F (x⋆) ≤ D0
(p+ 1)p

Kp
.

“5.12(ii)”: We have that

wk − x = λkx
k + (1 − λk)x0 − (1 − λk)x⋆ − λkx

k = (1 − λk)(x0 − x⋆) = θk(x0 − x⋆).

Substituting in (38) and using the same algebraic manipulations as in the proof of 5.12(i), we
obtain for any K ≥ 0:

AK

(
F (xK) − F (x⋆)

)
≤

K−1∑
k=0

ap+1
k+1

Ap
k+1

ω(x0 − x⋆) ≤ (p+ 1)p+1Kω(x0 − x⋆).

Dividing by Ak we obtain the claimed result.

The result described in Theorem 5.12 incorporates the convergence rates of various split-
ting methods. This is demonstrated in the following corollaries, which expand upon Exam-
ple 4.8 and Example 4.9. The first one describes the convergence of the Hölder proximal
gradient method, retrieving the results of [13].

Corollary 5.13 (convergence of H-PGM). Let {xk}k∈N0 be the sequence of iterates generated
by (35) in the setting of Example 4.8. If −f is convex and for ∇Φf(x) = (x,∇f(x)), we have
that:

DΦ
f (x, xk) = f(x) − f(xk) − ⟨∇f(xk), x− xk⟩ + H

ν+1∥x− xk∥ν+1 ≤ H
ν+1∥x− xk∥ν+1.

If moreover, F is convex, then the following statements hold true for all K ≥ 1:

(i) If λk = 1, then F (xK) − F (x⋆) ≤ (ν+1)ν+1D0

Kp for D0 = H
ν+1 sup{∥x − x⋆∥ν+1 : F (x) ≤

F (x0)};

(ii) If λk = ( k
k+1)ν+1, then F (xK) − F (x⋆) ≤ (ν+1)νH∥x0−x⋆∥ν+1

Kν ,

where x⋆ ∈ arg minx∈Rn F (x).

Proof. The form of DΦ
f follows directly by substituting ∇Φf into (30). Regarding the upper

bound on DΦ
f , we have that by convexity of −f :

−f(x) ≥ −f(xk) − ⟨∇f(xk), x− xk⟩ ∀x ∈ Rn,

which means that f(x)−f(xk)−⟨∇f(xk), x−xk⟩ ≤ 0 and thus the claimed bound holds. Then,
5.13(i) and 5.13(ii) follow by Theorem 5.12(i) and Theorem 5.12(ii) for ω = H

ν+1∥ · ∥ν+1.

The following corollary retrieves the convergence rate results of the exact version of [16,
Algorithm 1].
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Corollary 5.14 (convergence of TM). Let {xk}k∈N0 be the sequence of iterates generated by
(35) in the setting of Example 4.9. For ∇Φf(x) = (x,D1f(x), . . . , Dpf(x)), we have that:

DΦ
f (x, xk) = f(x) − f(xk) −

p∑
i=1

1
i!D

pf(xk)[x− xk]i +
Lp

(p+1)!∥x− xk∥p+1 ≤ 2Lp

(p+1)!∥x− xk∥p+1.

If moreover, F is convex, then the following statements hold true for all K ≥ 1:

(i) If λk = 1, then F (xK) − F (x⋆) ≤ (p+1)p+1D0

Kp for D0 =
2Lp

p+1 sup{∥x − x⋆∥p+1 : F (x) ≤
F (x0)};

(ii) If λk = ( k
k+1)p+1, then F (xK) − F (x⋆) ≤ 2(p+1)pLp∥x0−x⋆∥p+1

Kp ,

where x⋆ ∈ arg minx∈Rn F (x).

Proof. The form of DΦ
f follows directly by substituting ∇Φf into (30). Regarding the upper

bound on DΦ
f , we have that

DΦ
f (x, xk) ≤

∣∣∣∣∣f(x) − f(xk) −
p∑

i=1

1
i!D

pf(xk)[x− xk]i

∣∣∣∣∣ +
Lp

(p+1)!∥x− xk∥p+1 ≤ 2Lp

(p+1)!∥x− xk∥p+1,

where the inequality follows by the bound on the difference between the function and the
Taylor approximation [16, Equation (3)]. The convergence rate results, 5.14(i) and 5.14(ii)

follow by Theorem 5.12(i) and Theorem 5.12(ii) for ω =
2Lp

p+1∥ · ∥p+1

Theorem 5.12 also leads to new convergence rate results for the recently introduced a-PGM
discussed in Example 4.6:

Corollary 5.15. Let {xk}k∈N0 be the sequence of iterates generated by (35) in the setting of
Example 4.6 and h be Lh-smooth on Rn. If −f and g are convex, then the following statements
hold true for all K ≥ 1:

(i) If λk = 1, then F (xK) − F (x⋆) ≤ 2D0
K for D0 = LLh sup{∥x− x⋆∥2 : F (x) ≤ F (x0)};

(ii) If λk = ( k
k+1)2, then F (xK) − F (x⋆) ≤ 2LLh∥x0−x⋆∥2

K ,

where x⋆ ∈ arg minx∈Rn F (x).

Proof. We have the following:

DΦ
f (x, xk) = f(x) − f(xk) − 1

L ⋆ h(xk − yk) + 1
L ⋆ h(x− yk),

and using the Lh-smoothness of h we can further bound:

DΦ
f (x, xk) ≤ f(x) − f(xk) − ⟨∇f(xk), x− xk⟩ + LhL

2 ∥x− xk∥2

≤ LhL
2 ∥x− xk∥2,

where the second inequality follows from the convexity of −f . The convergence rate results
follow from Theorem 5.12(i) and Theorem 5.12(ii).
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An example of a function satisfying the assumptions of Corollary 5.15 is h(x) =
∑n

i=1 2 ln(1+
exp(xi)) − xi, which is studied in [27, Example 4.10]. Showing that h is 1-smooth follows di-

rectly from the fact that for h̃(x) = 2 ln(1+exp(x))−x, x ∈ R, we have h̃
′′
(x) = 2 exp(x)

(exp(x)+1)2
≤ 1.

A similar function that also satisfies this condition is h(x) =
∑n

i=1 ln cosh(xi).
Note that in the corollaries above, the bound on DΦ

f follows by using upper bounds for
f , in contrast to the asymptotic analysis of the paper where we relied on the lower bounds
generated by the Φ-subgradient inequality. In general, the radius of the initial level-set may
be unbounded, in which case the obtained convergence rates of Theorem 5.12(i) are not
informative. Nevertheless, when F has bounded level-sets, as is the case for example when
arg minF is a bounded set, we obtain the rates from [13] and [16] in the exact version of the
method. Moreover, for the averaging version of the algorithm (35) we have ω(x0 − x⋆) in the
rate, which in the setting of Example 4.9 amounts to 1

p+1∥x0 − x⋆∥p+1, thus not requiring
level-boundedness of F , as in [16, Theorem 5].

Remark 5.16. The conditions in Theorems 5.8 and 5.12 are complementary in the following
sense: consider the case of the Hölder proximal gradient method and notice that indeed the
extension of the three-point property that we consider in Theorem 5.8 does not hold. Fur-
thermore, note that Theorem 5.8 gives convergence rates of 1/k and thus cannot encapsulate
the faster convergence rate of e.g. the tensor methods.

All of the examples presented thus far belonged to the forward-backward splitting scheme.
Nevertheless, our analysis also applies to backward schemes such as the various instances of
the proximal point method (PPM). The following example demonstrates this fact.

Example 5.17 (anisotropic proximal point method (a-PPM) under subhomogeneity). Con-
sider the case where f = 0, g is convex and Φ(x, y) = −h(x− y) for some h subhomogeneous
of order p+ 1. Then, (14) takes the following form:

xk+1 ∈ arg min
x∈Rn

g(x) + h(x− xk), (41)

which is an instance of a-PPM [29]. Note that this update generalizes the power PPM, the
exact version of the algorithm analyzed in [35, 38] and it is straightforward that since f = 0,
DΦ

f (x, xk) = h(x − xk). Therefore, the convergence rate of the method follows directly by
Theorem 5.12.

The Φ-DCA framework also generalizes some classical duality results between the PPM
and gradient descent method to the abstract setting of Φ-convexity. It is well-known that PPM
on g ∈ ΓL(Rn) is equivalent to gradient descent on its Moreau envelope inf{g + L

2 ∥ · −x∥2}.
Moreover, in [26, Theorem 3.8] it is shown that gradient descent on a L-Lipschitz smooth
function −f is equivalent to the PPM on the inf-deconvolution of −f , defined as − inf L

2 ∥ ·
−x∥2 + f . In our setting, these equivalences can be considered as applying the Φ-DCA to the
Φ-DC dual function G. In the first case, where F ≡ g, G = −gΦ = inf{g + 1

2γ ∥ · −x∥2} as

shown in Example 2.7. In the second case, where F ≡ −f , we have that − inf{L
2 ∥·−x∥2+f} =

sup{−L
2 ∥ · −x∥2 − f} = fΦ = G.

6 The Φ-DCA-PL inequality and linear convergence rates

In this section, we establish a condition that ensures the q-linear convergence of the Φ-DCA.
This condition is derived from both the primal and dual regularized gap functions introduced
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earlier in our analysis.
We formalize this in what we term the Φ-DCA-Polyak- Lojasiewicz (Φ-DCA-PL) inequal-

ity, which extends the proximal-PL inequality that was studied in [24] and further generalized
in [27].

Definition 6.1 (Φ-DCA-PL inequality). We say that F = g − f satisfies the Φ-DCA-PL
inequality relative to the coupling function Φ if the following condition holds true:

gapΦ
g (x̄, ȳ) + gapΦ

f (ȳ, x+) ≥ µ1(F (x̄) − inf F ) + µ2(F (x+) − inf F ), (42)

for x̄ ∈ domF , where µ1 + µ2 > 0, ȳ ∈ ∂Φf(x̄) and x+ ∈ arg minx∈X g(x) − Φ(x, ȳ).

Note that for µ2 = 0 and Φ(x, y) = −L
2 ∥x − y∥2 we obtain the proximal-PL inequality

from [24], a fact further demonstrated in subsection 6.2.
Next we show that under this condition the q-linear convergence rate of the function values

follows:

Theorem 6.2 (q-linear rate of the Φ-DCA). Let {xk}k∈N0 be the sequence of primal iterates
generated by the Φ-DCA (14) and F satisfy the Φ-DCA-PL inequality. Then {F (xk)}k∈N0

decreases q-linearly and in particular,

F (xk+1) − inf F ≤ 1 − µ1
1 + µ2

(F (xk) − inf F ) (43)

Proof. In light of Lemma 5.3 we have that

F (xk+1) = F (xk) − (gapΦ
g (xk, yk) + gapΦ

f (yk, xk+1)).

By rearranging and using (42), we can further write:

F (xk) − F (xk+1) ≥ µ1(F (xk) − inf F ) + µ2(F (xk+1) − inf F )

and the claimed result follows.

Many well-established conditions that are known to yield q-linear rates can be viewed as
specific instances of the Φ-DCA-PL inequality. To illustrate this connection, we explore some
of the most significant examples in the following subsections.

6.1 Linear rate of the standard DCA

Consider the setting of the standard DCA as in Example 4.1, where moreover f and g are
smooth on Rn. In this case we have Φ(x, y) = ⟨x, y⟩, while the forward step is ȳ = ∇f(x̄)
and the backward step x+ ∈ ∂g∗(∇f(x̄)). We next show that the standard conditions that
lead to a q-linear convergence rate for the DCA also imply our Φ-DCA-PL inequality. More
precisely we will show that the DCA PL inequality introduced in [20, Definition 1] leads to
our Definition 6.1. It has the following form:

Dg∗(∇f(x̄),∇g(x̄)) ≥ η1(F (x̄) − inf F ) (44)

Df∗(∇g(x̄),∇f(x̄)) ≥ η2(F (x̄) − inf F ), (45)

where η1, η2 ≥ 0 are such that η1 + η2 > 0 and x̄ ∈ dom f . Note that in [20, Definition 1] this
condition is assumed on a set containing the iterates, but we assume it on domF for ease of
exposition. Moreover, since g∗ and f∗ might not be differentiable we consider the respective
Bregman distance defined as Dg∗(∇f(x̄),∇g(x̄)) = g∗(∇f(x̄)) − g∗(∇g(x̄)) − ⟨x̄,∇f(x̄) −
∇g(x̄)⟩.
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Lemma 6.3. In the setting considered in this subsection, let x̄ ∈ Rn and x+ ∈ ∂g∗(∇f(x̄)).
Then, the following hold:

(i) The primal and dual gap functions take on the following forms:

gapΦ
g (x̄,∇f(x̄)) = g(x̄) + g∗(∇f(x̄)) − ⟨x̄,∇f(x̄)⟩ = Dg(x̄, x+)

gapΦ
f (∇f(x̄), x+) = f(x+) + f∗(∇f(x̄)) − ⟨x+,∇f(x̄)⟩ = Df (x+, x̄),

(ii) The DCA PL inequalities (44) and (45) imply that F satisfies Definition 6.1 with µ1 =
η1 and µ2 = η2.

Proof. “6.3(i)”: By definition we have that g∗(∇f(x̄)) = ⟨x+,∇f(x̄)⟩ − g(x+) and as such

gapΦ
g (x̄,∇f(x̄)) = g(x̄) + g⋆(∇f(x̄)) − ⟨x̄,∇f(x̄)⟩

= g(x̄) − g(x+) − ⟨x̄− x+,∇f(x̄)⟩ = Dg(x̄, x+).

With the same arguments f∗(∇f(x̄)) = ⟨x̄,∇f(x̄)⟩ − f(x̄) and thus

gapΦ
f (∇f(x̄), x+) = f(x+) + f⋆(∇f(x̄)) − ⟨x+,∇f(x̄)⟩

= f(x+) − f(x̄) − ⟨x+ − x̄,∇f(x̄)⟩ = Df (x+, x̄).

“6.3(ii)”: By the properties of the Bregman distances, we have thatDg(x̄, x+) = Dg∗(∇g(x+),∇g(x̄)) =
Dg∗(∇f(x̄),∇g(x̄)), since x+ ∈ ∂g∗(∇f(x̄)). It is thus straightforward that (44) implies
gapΦ

g (x̄,∇f(x̄)) ≥ η1(F (x̄) − inf F ).
Consider now (45) and note that since it holds for x̄ ∈ X it also holds for x+ ∈ ∂g∗(∇f(x̄)):

Df∗(∇f(x̄),∇f(x+)) ≥ η2(F (x+) − inf F )

Now, we have that

Df∗(∇f(x̄),∇f(x+)) = f∗(∇f(x̄)) − f∗(∇f(x+)) − ⟨x+,∇f(x̄) −∇f(x+)⟩
= f∗(∇f(x̄)) + f(x+) − ⟨x+,∇f(x̄)⟩
= gapΦ

f (∇f(x̄), x+).

Therefore, (45) implies gapΦ
f (∇f(x̄), x+) ≥ η2(F (x+)− inf F ). Summing the two inequalities

we obtain the claimed implication.

6.2 Linear rate of the proximal gradient method

Let us now transfer to the setting of Example 4.2. As already stressed, the value function in
this case is the well-studied Forward-Backward envelope, while the Φ-subgradients of f are
the standard gradient steps ȳ = x̄+ 1

L∇f(x̄). A unifying condition for the q-linear convergence
rate of the algorithm was explored in [24, Equation (12)], the so-called proximal-PL inequality:
there exists an η > 0 such that

1
2Dg(x̄, L) ≥ η(F (x̄) − inf F ), (46)

where Dg(x̄, L) = −2Lminz∈Rn{−⟨∇f(x̄), z− x̄⟩+ L
2 ∥z− x̄∥2 +g(z)−g(x̄)} = 2L gapΦ

g (x̄, x̄+
1
L∇f(x̄)).
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Lemma 6.4. In the setting considered in this subsection, let x̄ ∈ Rn, ȳ = x̄ + 1
L∇f(x̄) and

x+ ∈ arg minx∈Rn g(x) + L
2 ∥x− ȳ∥2. Then, the following hold:

(i) The primal and dual gap functions take on the following forms:

gapΦ
g (x̄, ȳ) = g(x̄) − min

x∈Rn
g(x) + L

2 ∥x− (x̄+ 1
L∇f(x̄))∥2 + 1

2L∥∇f(x̄)∥2

gapΦ
f (ȳ, x+) = f(x+) − min

x∈Rn

L
2 ∥x− ȳ∥2 + f(x) + L

2 ∥x+ − ȳ∥2 = DL
2 ∥·∥2+f

(x+, x̄),

(ii) The proximal-PL inequality (46) implies that F satisfies Definition 6.1 with µ1 = η
L and

µ2 = 0.

Proof. “6.4(i)”: The form of the primal gap follows by definition along with gΦ(ȳ) = maxx∈Rn −L
2 ∥x−

ȳ∥2 − g(x) = −minx∈Rn g(x) + L
2 ∥x− ȳ∥2. Regarding the dual gap we have the following:

gapΦ
f (ȳ, x+) = f(x+) − min

x∈Rn

L
2 ∥x− ȳ∥2 + f(x) + L

2 ∥x+ − ȳ∥2

= f(x̄) + f(x+) + L
2 ∥x+ − ȳ∥2 − L

2 ∥x̄− ȳ∥2

= L
2 ∥x+∥2 + f(x+) − (L2 ∥x̄∥2 + f(x̄)) − ⟨x+ − x̄, Lx̄+ ∇f(x̄)⟩

= DL
2 ∥·∥2−f

(x+, x̄),

where the first equality follows by the definition of fΦ(ȳ) and the second by the fact that ȳ ∈
∂Φf(x̄) and as such fΦ(ȳ) = −L

2 ∥x̄− ȳ∥2 +f(x̄) in light of the equivalence in Proposition 2.5.
“6.4(ii)”: The result is evident from the fact that Dg(x̄, L) = 2L gapΦ

g (x̄, ȳ).

6.3 Linear rate of the Bregman gradient method

Now we consider the setting of Example 4.3. To the best of our knowledge there does not
exist a condition that implies the q-linear convergence of the function values for the Bregman
proximal gradient algorithm. Nevertheless, in the case where g = 0, Definition 6.1 can be
shown to incorporate the conditions studied in [7].

In order to make our presentation clearer we first need to define some notions that are
standard in the Bregman gradient method analysis. The symmetry coefficient α(h) [7, Def-
inition 2.3] measures the lack of symmetry in the generated Bregman divergence and it has
the following property:

α(h)Dh(x, y) ≤ Dh(y, x) ≤ α(h)−1Dh(x, y) ∀x, y ∈ int domh. (47)

Moreover, as in [7] we assume that there exists a lower control function θ : R++ → R++ with
the following property:

Dh(∇h∗(∇h(x̄) + λ∇f(x̄)), x̄) ≥ θ(λ)Dh(∇h∗(∇h(x̄) + ∇f(x̄)), x̄). (48)

The condition that is analyzed in [7, Definition 3.4] is the following: We say that the pair
(f, h) satisfies a gradient dominated condition if there exist η1 > 0 or η2 > 0 such that one of
the two following inequalities hold:

Dh(∇h∗(∇h(x̄) + ∇f(x̄)), x̄) ≥ η1(f(x̄) − inf f) (49)

Dh(x̄,∇h∗(∇h(x̄) + ∇f(x̄)) ≥ η2(f(x̄) − inf f), (50)
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for all x̄ ∈ int domh. Note that the inequalities stated above cannot directly lead to a linear
rate of the algorithm, since the forward step ∇h∗(∇h(x̄) +∇f(x̄)) appearing in the Bregman
divergences does not include a stepsize λ > 0.

Lemma 6.5. In the setting considered in this subsection, let x̄ ∈ int domh, ȳ = ∇h∗(∇h(x̄)+
1
L∇f(x̄)) and x+ ∈ arg minx∈X g(x) + LDh(x, ȳ). Then, the following hold:

(i) The primal and dual gap functions take on the following forms:

gapΦ
g (x̄, ȳ) = g(x̄) − min

x∈X
g(x) + LDh(x, ȳ) + LDh(x̄, ȳ)

gapΦ
f (ȳ, x+) = f(x+) − min

x∈X
LDh(x, ȳ) + f(x) + LDh(x̄, ȳ) = DLh+f (x+, x̄),

(ii) If g = 0, the gradient dominated inequality (49) implies that F satisfies Definition 6.1

with µ2 = 0 and µ1 =
α(h)θ(

1
L )η1

L .

Proof. “6.5(i)”: The form of the primal gap follows by definition. Regarding the equality
gapΦ

f (ȳ, x+) = DLh−f (x+, x̄), it follows using the same algebraic manipulations as in the
proof of Lemma 6.4(ii).

“6.5(ii)”: Starting from (49) and utilizing (48) we obtain:

Dh(∇h∗(∇h(x̄) + 1
L∇f(x̄)), x̄) ≥ θ( 1

L)η1(f(x̄) − inf f).

Moreover, using the inequality for the symmetry coefficient (47), we can further write

Dh(x̄,∇h∗(∇h(x̄) + 1
L∇f(x̄))) ≥ α(h)θ( 1

L)η1(f(x̄) − inf f).

Now, note that since g = 0 and minxDh(x, y) = 0 for any y ∈ int domh, by removing the
dependence on ȳ the primal gap function becomes gapΦ

g (x̄) = LDh(x̄,∇h∗(∇h(x̄)− 1
L∇f(x̄))).

Substituting this form in the inequality above we obtain the claimed result.

6.4 Linear rate of the anisotropic proximal gradient method

Consider now the setting of Example 4.6. We remind that Φ(x, y) = −λ ⋆ h(x − y) with
λ = 1/L, while the forward step is ȳ = x̄ − 1

L∇h⋆(−∇f(x̄)). Note that this subsumes the
Euclidean case covered above. Here we focus on the case where both functions −f, g are
strongly convex in the anisotropic sense [27, Definition 5.8]:

Definition 6.6. Let ψ ∈ Γ0(Rn) be such that rge ∂ψ ⊇ rge∇h. Then we say that ψ is
anisotropically strongly convex relative to h with constant η if for all (x̄, ū) ∈ gph ∂ψ ∩ (Rn ×
int domh∗) the following inequality holds true

ψ(x) ≥ ψ(x̄) + 1
η ⋆ h(x− x̄+ η−1∇h∗(ū)) − 1

η ⋆ h(η−1∇h∗(ū)), ∀x ∈ Rn. (51)

In the Euclidean setting, when g is strongly convex a standard technique that leads to
linear convergence rate is to transfer the strong convexity to f by adding quadratics. Nev-
ertheless, such a manipulation is not applicable in the anisotropic case as can be seen by
the definition of anisotropic strong convexity and thus obtaining q-linear rates is not triv-
ial. Instead, one can transfer smoothness which happens to be equivalent to going from the
DC-primal to the DC-dual problem [27, Section 6].

Next we gather the results regarding the q-linear convergence rate of the algorithm.
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Lemma 6.7. In the setting considered in this subsection, let x̄ ∈ Rn, ȳ = x̄− 1
L∇h⋆(−∇f(x̄))

and x+ ∈ arg minx∈Rn g(x) + 1
L ⋆ h(x− ȳ). Then, the following hold:

(i) The primal and dual gap functions take on the following forms:

gapΦ
g (x̄, ȳ) = g(x̄) − min

x∈Rn
g(x) + 1

L ⋆ h(x− ȳ) + 1
L ⋆ h( 1

L∇h⋆(∇f(x̄)))

gapΦ
f (ȳ, x+) = −f(x̄) + f(x+) + 1

L ⋆ h(x+ − ȳ) − 1
L ⋆ h( 1

L∇h⋆(∇f(x̄)))

(ii) If −f and g are anisotropically strongly convex with constants ηf and ηg, then F satisfies
Definition 6.1 with µ1 =

ηf
L and µ2 =

ηg
L .

Proof. “6.7(i)”: The forms of the gap functions directly follow from their definitions.
“6.7(ii)”: First note that the gap function studied in [27, Equation 5.1] is a scaled version

of the one considered in this paper. More presicely, for stepsize λ = 1
L , it is defined as

Gh
F (x̄, L) := L(F (x̄) − VF (x̄, ȳ)) = L gapΦ

g (x̄, ȳ). Therefore, by [27, Proposition 5.10] we have
that

ηf (F (x̄) − inf F ) ≤ L gapΦ
g (x̄, ȳ). (52)

Moreover, by [27, Proposition 6.8] we have that −gΦ is anisotropically smooth with constant
L and anisotropically strongly convex with constant σ = 1

L−1+η−1
g

. Again invoking [27, Propo-

sition 5.10] for the DC-dual problem (D) we obtain since by [27, Proposition 6.7] fΦ is convex,
proper and lsc that

L gapΦ
f (ȳ, x+) ≥ σ(G(ȳ) − inf G).

Moreover, we have that G(ȳ) = F (x+) + gapΦ
f (ȳ, x+) and thus the inequality above becomes

(1 − σ
L) gapΦ

f (ȳ, x+) ≥ σ
L(F (x+) − inf F ),

which after some simple algebra implies that

gapΦ
f (ȳ, x+) ≥ ηg

L (F (x+) − inf F ),

Summing the two inequalities yields now yields the claimed result.

The previous result improves upon [27, Corollary 6.11], where only an r-linear convergence
rate was shown when g is anisotropically strongly convex.

7 Conclusion

We have introduced the Φ-DCA, an algorithmic framework that unifies forward-backward
splitting methods based on the notion of generalized convexity, and studied its convergence
properties. Our framework allows for a simplified, yet tight analysis and leads to new insights
into popular methods that are widely used in practice. In future work we plan to address
the following issues: extend the framework to the stochastic setup, introduce a general Φ-
subgradient descent scheme akin to the classical convex subgradient descent method and
study the guaranteeing saddle point avoidance, in the spirit of [30].
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