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Abstract

We develop and analyze a single-loop algorithm for minimizing the sum of a
Lipschitz differentiable function f, a prox-friendly proper closed function g (with
a closed domain on which g is continuous) and the composition of another prox-
friendly proper closed function h (whose domain is closed on which h is continuous)
with a continuously differentiable mapping ¢ (that is Lipschitz continuous and
Lipschitz differentiable on the convex closure of the domain of g). Such models
arise naturally in many contemporary applications, where f is the loss function
for data misfit, and g and h are nonsmooth functions for inducing desirable
structures in « and c(x). Existing single-loop algorithms mainly focus either
on the case where h is Lipschitz continuous or the case where h is an indicator
function of a closed convex set. In this paper, we develop a single-loop algorithm
for more general possibly non-Lipschitz h. Our algorithm is a single-loop variant
of the successive difference-of-convex approximation method (SDCAM) proposed
n [22]. We show that when h is Lipschitz, our algorithm exhibits an iteration
complexity that matches the best known complexity result for obtaining an
(€1, €2, 0)-stationary point. Moreover, we show that, by assuming additionally
that dom g is compact, our algorithm exhibits an iteration complexity of @(6_4)
for obtaining an (e, €, €)-stationary point when h is merely continuous and real-
valued. Furthermore, we consider a scenario where h does not have full domain
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and establish vanishing bounds on successive changes of iterates. Finally, in all
three cases mentioned above, we show that one can construct a subsequence
such that any accumulation point z* satisfies ¢c(x*) € dom h, and if a standard
constraint qualification holds at «*, then x* is a stationary point.

Keywords: Iteration complexity, subsequential convergence, single-loop algorithm,
non-Lipschitz composite functions

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider the following structured optimization problem

min F(z) = f(2) +g(z) + hle(z)) (L1)

where we assume that the objective function is proper, g and h are prox-friendly proper
closed functions with closed domains and are continuous in their respective domains,
f:R™ — R is Lipschitz differentiable, and ¢ : R®™ — R™ is continuously differentiable
on R™ and is Lipschitz continuous and Lipschitz differentiable on the closure of the
convex hull of dom g; the precise assumption associated with (1.1) is presented in
Assumption 3.1 below. Model problems of this form abound in applications such as data
science, machine learning, and statistics, where f is typically a smooth loss function
for data fidelity, g and h are nonsmooth functions for inducing desired structures in x
and c¢(z); see, e.g., [8, 25, 27].

In the special case where c is a linear map, the successive difference-of-convex
approximation method (SDCAM) was introduced in [22] to solve problem (1.1) under
Assumption 3.1. The core idea of SDCAM is to iteratively approximate the objective
by replacing h with its Moreau envelope ey /g, h, where {3;} is a positive sequence with
B — o0, leading to subproblems of the form:

min FU(2) := f(z) + g(x) + e1/p,h(c(2)). (1.2)

Taking advantage of the fact that Moreau envelopes are difference-of-convex (DC)
functions, these problems are solved approximately by a variant of the difference-of-
convex algorithm (DCA) to generate {z'}, whose accumulation points were shown
to be stationary points of (1.1) under suitable assumptions. The SDCAM was later
adapted to solve problems with multiple linearly-structured rank constraints in [21],
and was extended to handle a class of stochastic optimization problems in [26, 34].
Note that SDCAM is an example of double-loop algorithm, with the subproblems
being increasingly ill-conditioned as 8; — 0o. For these kinds of double-loop algorithm,
one often needs to carefully design the update rule of the parameters describing the
subproblems (e.g., the {8;} for SDCAM) and the termination criteria of the subproblem
solvers for efficient practical implementations. In contrast, single-loop algorithms do
not require that the subproblems be solved to the required accuracy (or any tuning of
the number of inner iterations to improve the solution accuracy), and thus are often



simpler to implement in practice. The study of single-loop algorithms has received
much attention recently, and many algorithms of this kind have been proposed to
solve (1.1) under various structural assumptions; see Table 1 for a summary of the
main structural assumptions and the complexity guarantees of some recent single-loop
algorithms. A notable common feature is that in most of these studies, h is either
Lipschitz or the indicator function of a closed convex set; see [3, 5, 6, 10, 18, 32, 35],
which assumed h to be Lipschitz continuous, and [1, 10, 23, 24, 32|, which studied the
case where h is the indicator function of a closed convex set. However, the case where
h is a general non-Lipschitz function is not covered by existing single-loop algorithms.
In particular, when h is the £, quasi-norm for some p € (0,1) (see Section 4.2 for
a concrete application), direct applications of existing single-loop algorithms to the
corresponding (1.1) do not have convergence / complexity guarantees.

Reference Assumptions Complexity Remark
f g h c
[6, Theorem 3.1] 0 cvx, lip cvx, lip lin O(e™) F(z) —infF<e
[32, Theorem 3] 0 cvx diby lin O™ Y |[F(z) —inf F| < e, |le(z) — b|| < €
[32, Theorem 4] 0 cvx cvx, lip lin O™ Y F(z)—infF <e
[5, Corollary 3.1] 0 cvx cvx, lip lin O(e™) F(z)—infF <e
[3, Theorem 4.2] s 0 wc, lip lin O(e™?) (e, €, 0)-stationary point
[1, Theorem 4.2] S Yol Otby S O(e™®) (e, €, 0)-stationary point*
[18, Theorem 3.3] S ép we, lip S O(e2a/(a=1)y dist (0, 9F [t (z)) < €
[23, Corollary 1] S Yo} d(p} S O(e~ max{0+2,26}) (e, €, 0)-stationary point!
[35, Theorem 4.7] 0 0 lip S 0(61_262_1) (€1, €2, 0)-stationary point
[10, Corollary 3.2] s S m cvx, lip s O(e™?) (e, €, 0)-stationary point!
[10, Corollary 3.5] s S m dc s O(e max{0+2,20} (e, €, 0)-stationary point!
[24, Theorem 2] S, CVX cvx dgm s, cvx? O(e™?) |F(z) —inf F| < ¢, ||[c(x)]+]] < €'

Table 1: Some recent single-loop algorithms for solving (1.1). Here we present the main
structural assumptions on f, g and h and the known complexity results. We use s, lin, cvx,
wc, lip to denote “Lipschitz differentiable”, “linear”, “proper, closed and convex”, “weakly
convex” and “Lipschitz continuous”, respectively; here, 6p, 01, 6¢ and dypy are the indicator
functions of a closed set D, a compact manifold M, a closed convex set C, and the singleton
{b}, respectively, a > 1 is a stepsize parameter in [18, Algorithm 1], and 6 > 1 is a parameter
in the Polyak-Lojasiewicz-type (PL-type) assumption on h and ¢ in [23, Assumption 1(iv)]
and [10, Assumption 4]; an analogous PL-type assumption was also used in [1, Eq. (A5)]. The
complexity results are either for obtaining an (€1, €2, €3)-stationary point (see Definition 1),
or an x with dist(0, oFl] (z)) < e (where FU is defined in (1.2)), or an e-optimal solution in
the fully convex setting.

In this paper, we develop a single-loop algorithm for instances of (1.1) with possibly
non-Lipschitz h. Our algorithm is a single-loop variant of the SDCAM, where, instead
of applying one step of the SDCAM subproblem solver to the objective in (1.2), we

1We need to point out that the references [1, 10, 23, 24] actually considered more generally an f taking
the form of an expectation, and their complexity results actually give the complexity for obtaining some
notion of stochastic stationary points.

2This means each component of ¢ is convex.



apply one step of such solver to the following function

f(@) + g(x) + (Bt/Bt-1)e1/p,_, h(c(x)),

which differs from the objective in (1.2) by the scaling of S:/8:;—1 in front of
e1/8,_, h(c(x)). This design leads to a pseudo-descent property (see Lemma 3.2 below)
that underlies all convergence and complexity results in Section 4. Under suitable
choices of {f;} and a set of progressively relaxed assumptions on h, we discuss the cor-
responding global complexity of the algorithm for finding an (ey, €2, €3)-stationary point
(see Definition 1), and establish the subsequential convergence along a constructible
subsequence to a stationary point under standard constraint qualifications.

Our main results are summarized in Table 2. We assume h to be Lipschitz in
Section 4.1 and obtain an iteration complexity of O(e; %e; ") for finding an (ey, €2, 0)-
stationary point: this matches the best known complexity results in Table 1 for this
class of problems. We then go beyond Lipschitz continuity and only require h to be
continuous (while also assuming the compactness of dom g) in Section 4.2. We derive
an iteration complexity of O(e~*) for finding an (e, ¢, €)-stationary point. Finally, in
Section 4.3, we further consider some h with dom h # R™ (see Assumption 4.4). In this
setting with the weakest assumptions on h, we still manage to establish the iteration
complexity for Algorithm 1 to generate an (e, 0o, €)-stationary point:® however, there
is no explicit vanishing bound on the distance from {c(z')} to dom h, where {z'} is
generated by our algorithm. Nevertheless, under each of the aforementioned settings,
for the sequence {z'} generated by our algorithm, we show that one can construct
a subsequence such that any accumulation point z* satisfies ¢(z*) € dom h, and if a
standard constraint qualification holds at z*, then z* is a stationary point of (1.1).

Assumptions Complexity Remark Subsequential
g h convergence
- Lipschitz O(e7 %5 ') (e, e2,0)-stationary point v
bounded domain domh =R™ O(e™%) (€, €, €)-stationary point v

v

bounded domain  Assumption 4.4

Table 2: Additional assumptions on g and h for the complexity and convergence results
in this paper, on top of Assumption 3.1; see Definition 1 for the definition of (€1, €2, €3)-
stationary point.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review
some notation and preliminary materials. In Section 3, we present our algorithm for
(1.1) and establish its well-definedness. In Sections 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3, we analyze the
iteration complexity and global convergence properties of our proposed algorithm under
progressively relaxed assumptions on h.

3Indeed, our result is akin to [18, Theorem 3.3] that aims to find a point at which a suitable potential
function has a “small” subgradient; see Theorem 4.3(i) and Remark 4.5.



2 Notation and preliminaries

In this paper, we use R™ to denote the n-dimensional Euclidean space, and we use (-, -)
and || - || to denote its inner product and the associated norm, respectively. The set of
m X n matrices is denoted by R™*"™,

Let C C R"™ be a nonempty closed set. Its indicator function d¢ is defined as

= {0, 150

For a point « € R™, we use dist(z, C) to denote the distance from z to C, and Proj~(x)
to denote the set of projections of x onto C'; it is known that this set is a singleton if
C'is in addition convex. For a nonempty closed and convex set C, its horizon cone is
defined as

C*:={deR":z+tde C Vt>0};
here x is any element in C' and it is known that the above definition does not depend
on the choice of z € C.

A function ¢ : R" — (—o00,00] is said to be proper if domy = {z : ¢(z) <
oo} # 0. In addition, it is said to be closed if it is lower semicontinuous. Following [30,
Definition 8.3], for a proper closed function ¢, we say that v is a regular subgradient
of p at T € dom ¢, denoted as v € 590(5:), if

> 0.

limn i (@) — (@) — (v, — )

532 = — 2|

Additionally, the limiting and horizon subdifferentials at € dom ¢ are defined as:
Op(x) == {v cFot = v, 2t Doz with of € 590(xt) for each t} ,
0™ p(x) = {U : 3oy 10, apvt = v, 2t Sz with ot € 5¢(xt) for each t} )

Here, 2t % x means that ¢(z') — ¢(z) and 2 — z. For any = € dom ¢, we have the
following properties:

{v c 3t > v, 2t D 2 with of € dp(at) for each t} C 0p(x),

{v :3a, 10, ap! = v, 2t B 2 with o € dp(zt) for each t} C 0% p(z);

see [30, Proposition 8.7]. Recall that from [30, Exercise 8.8(b)], the limiting subdiffer-
ential at = reduces to {Vo(x)} if ¢ is continuously differentiable at z. Furthermore,
when ¢ is proper and convex, the limiting subdifferential of ¢ reduces to the classical
convex subdifferential [30, Proposition 8.12].



For a proper closed function ¢ : R® — (—o00,00] with inf ¢ > —oo, its Moreau
envelope for any given v > 0 is defined as

eple)i= inf {-llo =21 +0() )

Notice that this function is defined everywhere (see [30, Theorem 1.25]). The infimum
in the definition of Moreau envelope is attained at the so-called proximal mapping of
v at x, which is defined as

1
Prox,,(z) := Argmin {|x —ul|* + @(u)} .
wERN 2’)/

For a proper closed convex function ¢ : R" — (—o00, 00|, its horizon cone is defined as
hzn o :={deR" : p(z 4+ d) < p(z) Vz € domep}.

Recall from [29, Theorem 8.7] that hzn ¢ equals the horizon cone of any nonempty
level set of .
For a map G : R™ — R™, we say that it is K-convex for a closed convex cone K if

AG(z)+ (1= NG(z) —GAx+(1-Nz)e L Vaz,zeR", Ae[0,1].

For a continuously differentiable G : R* — R™, we use Jg(z) to denote its Jacobian
at x, which is the linear map defined as

Jo(@)h = lim G(xz +th) — G(x)

t—0 t

Vh € R™.

We next discuss the optimality conditions for (1.1). We say that z* is a stationary
point of (1.1) if z* satisfies

0€ VF(z*) +dg(x*) + Jo(z*) T Oh(c(z*)).

It can be shown that any local minimizer of (1.1) satisfying constraint qualifications
such as those described in Theorem 10.6 and Corollary 10.9 of [30] (see (3.13) below
for a precise condition) is a stationary point. We say that z is an e-stationary point if

dist (0, Vf(z) + 9g(z) + Jo(z)"Oh(c(z))) < e,

which can be seen as a natural relaxation of the notion of stationarity. However,
when h is nonsmooth, such a point can be computationally intractable; see e.g.,
[16, 17, 31, 35, 36]. In this paper, we adopt the following weaker notion of (1, €2, €3)-
stationary point. We note that the notion of (€1, €2, 0)-stationary point has been
adopted in [16, 36].



Definition 1 For €1, e2 > 0 and €3 > 0, a point « € dom g is called an (e, €2, €3)-stationary
point for (1.1) if there exist y € R™ and z € R" such that

dist (o, Vf(z) + dg(x) + Jc(z)Tah(y)) <er, lle@) —yll < e |lz— 2] < es.

We end this section with the following lemma, which will be useful in Section 4 for
deducing subsequential convergence from complexity bounds.

Lemma 2.1 Let {1} C Ry satisfy limp_,oo 7 = 0 and let {ap} C Ry be such that
% 23;1 a; < 7 for all T > 1. Then, there exists a subsequence {ar,} satisfying
Tr—1

Ti > 1 and aTkSﬁ ;ajSTTk_l Vk > 0.
j=

Proof Define by := % Zle ag. We claim that there exists a subsequence {bp, } with T}, > 1
such that by, < by, _1 for all k. Suppose not. Then {br} is strictly increasing. Since {7}
converges to zero as T' — oo and 0 < by < 7p, we have limp_, o, bp = 0, which leads to a
contradiction. Therefore, there exists a subsequence {br, } such that by, < bp _1.

Next, since by, < by, 1, we have

ar, = Tipbr, — (T, — )by, —1 = Ty (bp, — by —1) + b1, —1 < b1 <711 (2.1)

Remark 2.1 From the proof of Lemma 2.1, we may generate the index set {7} by checking
when by < br_j holds, where by := % 2;5:1 ar. In addition, one can see from (2.1) that
the conclusion of Lemma 2.1 actually holds for any {7} } with T} > 1 that corresponds to a
nonincreasing subsequence {br, } of {br}, i.e., by, < by, , for all k.

3 Algorithmic framework

We present our algorithm for (1.1) under the following general assumption and discuss
its well-definedness. We will impose further conditions in Section 4 to study further
properties of the algorithm such as iteration complexity and subsequential convergence.

Assumption 3.1 Consider (1.1).
(i) f:R™ — R s Lipschitz differentiable. In other words, there exists L > 0 such that
[Vf(z) = Vi) < Lllz—z[| Vz,z€R"™
(ii) ¢:R™ = R™ is continuously differentiable on R™ and there exists Le > 0 such that
|Je(z) — Je(2)|| € Le|lz — 2| Vaz,z € cl(conv(dom g)),

where J. denotes the Jacobian of ¢ and conv(dom g) denotes the convex hull of domg.
In addition, J. is bounded, i.e., there exists M. > 0 such that

|l Je(z)|| < Me Va € cl (conv(dom g)) .*

4We recall that this condition implies that ||c(z) — c(y)|| < M.|lz — y|| for all € cl (conv(dom g)).



(iii) g and h are proper closed functions. Additionally, g and h are continuous on their
domains, dom g and dom h are closed, and it holds that

dom g N ¢t (domh) # 0.

Moreover, the proximal mappings of vg and ~vh are easy to compute for every v > 0.
Finally, inf{f + g} > —oco and inf h > 0.

In the case when c is a linear map, the successive difference-of-convex approximation
method (SDCAM) was proposed in [22] for solving (1.1) that satisfies Assumption 3.1.
In each iteration of the SDCAM, one approximates the objective function by replacing
the nonsmooth function h by its Moreau envelope ey g, h for some 3, > 0, i.e.,

f(x) + g(x) + exyp,h(c(x)). (3.1)

The resulting subproblems are difference-of-convex (DC) optimization problems, thanks
to the fact that Moreau envelopes are DC functions. These subproblems are then solved
approximately to generate z! via the nonmonotone proximal gradient method with
majorization (NPGuajor); see [22, Appendix A]. Assuming that {5;} is increasing with
lim; o B = oo and that the subproblems are solved sufficiently accurately, it was
shown in [22] that any accumulation point of {x'} is a stationary point of (1.1), under
a standard constraint qualification.

Here, we extend the SDCAM to handle (1.1) under Assumption 3.1. In particular,
the ¢ is not necessarily linear as in [22]. In addition, to simplify the algorithmic design,
we allow the flexibility for updating 3; (and hence evolving the subproblem, which
depends on the current iterate and ;) every iteration, following recent works such
as [3, 5, 10, 33]. Our algorithm, which we call the single-loop successive difference-
of-convex approximation method (SDCAMyy), is presented in Algorithm 1 below. In
this algorithm, in the ¢-th iteration, instead of minimizing (3.1) approximately via the
NPGajor as in [22], we apply one step of a natural variant of the NPGpajor to the
following function:

F(@) + (@) + B/ B-r)er /s, hcl(a)). (3.2)
Specifically, we take advantage of the fact that the Moreau envelope eyh with A > 0
can be written as exh(y) = 35|lyl|* — Di(y) for some real-valued convex function Dy
(see [22, Eq. (6)]) and hence

Je(z)TProxyp (c(x)) € M(x)TODy(c(x)) = MNA(Dy o ¢)(z), (3.3)

where the inclusion follows from the display before [22, Eq. (7)] (upon setting A to
be the identity map there), and the equality follows from Proposition 8.12 (see also
Corollary 8.11) and Theorem 10.6 of [30]. The z-subproblem (3.4) (for ¢t > 1) is derived
by rewriting the function in (3.2) as

F@) + (Be/2)lle(@)1* + g(@) = (B:/Bi-1)D1ys,_, (c()),

linearizing, at «, the smooth part f(-) + 2t||c(-)||? using its gradient and Dy, (c(+))
using a subgradient obtained in (3.3), and adding the proximal term |z — xt||?/u,



where p is found via backtracking to satisfy Condition 3.1 (see the if-loop). We then
update {3;} judiciously. Here, we choose a positive nondecreasing {f;} such that
lim; 00 Bt = 00 and lim;_, o Bt/Pi—1 = 1; note that these conditions guarantee that
Bfil e1/p,_, h epi-converges to h (see [30, Proposition 7.4(d)] and the discussion after
its proof), which relates the set of minimizers of the subproblem objective (3.2) to
that of the original objective in (1.1) (see [30, Section 7E]). The use of (3.2) (instead
of (3.1)) plays a key role in our algorithmic design as it leads to the (pseudo-)descent
lemma (see Lemma 3.2 below), which is the basis of our complexity and subsequential
convergence analysis in Section 4.

Algorithm 1 SDCAMy,

Input: Choose pimax > i1 >0, p € (0,1), 7 > 1, and 2" € dom g. Pick a positive
nondecreasing sequence {f;} that satisfies lim;_, o B¢ = 0o and limy—, o, Bt/Bi—1 = 1.
Initialization: t =0, u = pu_1, y° € dom h.

Repeat

T € A{g{Rgin {<Vf(fﬂt) + Bede(a) (c(a') = y), x) + %Hl‘ —a'|* + 9(3«“)} - (34)

if Condition 3.1 holds:

t+1 _ 4 —
€ =T, Mt =H,

y't € Proxg ,)n(c(z"1)), (3.5)
t<t+1, pu<+ min{pmax,nu} (successful iteration)
else

i pp (unsuccessful iteration)

Until convergence

Condition 3.1 (i) ||c(z) — c(z")| < ,/iuin—mtu;
upt

(i) £(2)+9(@) + F1e(@) = o' I” < £") + 9(a") + G lela’) =1 = 513 a1,

3.1 Well-definedness and bounds on the number of unsuccessful
iterations

We will show that Algorithm 1 is well-defined in the sense that the number of unsuc-
cessful iterations for each ¢ is finite. We will also derive a bound on the total number of
unsuccessful iterations prior to obtaining p;, for each t > 0. We start with the following
auxiliary lemma.



Lemma 3.1 Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. Let ¢, z € domg and y € R™. Then, for
any B > 0, it holds that

(10 + 51— 1?) = (1) + S lew) - w1?)

L+ (Lelle(x) — y| + MZ)B
2

2
llz — ="

< <Vf(m) + BJe(2)" (c(a) — ),z - 5”> -

Proof Notice that

Zle(z) 1 = Zlie(2) — e(a) 2 + Be(z) — el@), @) — v) + le(a) — )

YD oo 4 5 (e(e) = clo). ) 1) + 2 elw) — ol

=MD o 4 ez) ) — o)z — ), ) — )
+B(e(a)z — o) e(w) — v} + 5 le(a) — o)

< MEB ). a2 4 Ble(s) — elw) — o)z — 2)le(e) v

B e(@)(z — 2), (@) — y) + Sle(a) — ol

B T Lelle(z) —y|| + M2)B
< Dleta) — I + (BIe(a) (ela) ),z — ) + LMD IV
where (a) holds because of the definition of M. in Assumption 3.1(ii), the last inequality
holds because of the definition of L. in Assumption 3.1(ii) and [11, Lemma 3.2]. Next, since
f is Lipschitz differentiable with modulus L (see Assumption 3.1(i)), we have

L
1(2) < f(@) +(Vf(@), 2 = 2) + 5|z =«
The desired inequality now follows upon summing the above two displays. O

The next proposition establishes the well-definedness of Algorithm 1.

Proposition 3.1 (Well-definedness of Algorithm 1) Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds.
Suppose that «t, y* and pi_1 are generated by Algorithm 1 for some t > 0. Then there are at
most

[ =108, (L + (Lelle(a®) = o' | + M2)Be) 1) —Tog, |
unsuccessful iterations before the next successful iteration. Moreover, it holds that

p
L+ (Lelle(z?) — yt|l + MZ)Be

Mt =

Proof Let
u 1= [~ 1og, (L + (Lelle(a®) — ' | + M2)B0) pu—1) — Tog, m]

10



If 74 unsuccessful iterations are invoked, then, in view of the definition of p;—1, we see that
the p immediately before the next successful iteration has to satisfy

1
Lelle(at) =y + MZ)B:

To complete the proof, it suffices to show that if u <

< pMnps_q <
WS PUIH-L S T

1 .
TH o)~y [FArE)p, - then this
together with the corresponding Z in (3.4) satisfies Condition 3.1. To this end, notice that for
this u and the corresponding Z in (3.4), we have

1@+ 9(@) + Xlje() — o)
< Ja) 4 (VI 4 Bedela) P (ela) — 10,3 — ') 4+ 9(@) + Lletat) — ')

L+ (Lelie(a’) = o'l + M2) B
+ T

. -
< 1)+ (VI + Aol (ela') =), =) + £ 5 = o+ 9(@)
+ S lela) =/ 1P = 5 olle o)
< 1) + gla') + et — oI = 5 -1,

where the first inequality holds upon letting (z,z,v, 8) = (Z,2%,y%, 8¢) in Lemma 3.1, the
second inequality holds because u < LT .HC(I,)EytHJrMQ)ﬂt and the last inequality holds

because of (3.4). Next, we also have

le(#) = e(@")]| < Me|z - o' =<y 34 ch—w I

where the first 1nequahty holds because of Assumption 3.1(ii) and the last inequality holds
because p < O

L+(Lc I\C(ﬂ?*) yrI+M2)Be

We next derive an important (pseudo-)descent lemma for the sequence generated
by Algorithm 1. This lemma will be invoked repeatedly in our analysis.

Lemma 3.2 Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. Define H(x,B,y) := f(z) +g(x) + gHC(x) -

yl|? + h(y). Let {'} and {y'} be generated by Algorithm 1. Then, it holds that for all t > 1
and all y € dom h,

1
H@Bey) < HE rory) = o o™ = ol + P DL ety - o2

Proof Notice that for all t > 1,
7@ + 9@ + Xleh) )2 + by

1
< 7 + 96 + lela’) = o' 17 + hla) - - o = o)

_ 1

= 1(a")+ gla') + P ela!) = oI+ hly') = gl = o+ A ! o)

11



Bi— 1 Bt — Bt—1 B

< £) + 90 + 2L ela!) ol + hly) = glla’ ! -1+ B et -1
where the first inequality holds because (', i) satisfies Condition 3.1(ii) in place of (Z, u),
the second inequality holds because of (3.5). This completes the proof. O

The next lemma bounds the deviations of {c¢(z)} from {3*~1} and {y'}, respectively.

Lemma 3.3 Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. Let {z'} and {y'} be generated by
Algorithm 1. Then, the following statements hold.

(i) For allt > 1, it holds that

Lley — ' P <= (Y + g(a) — mf{f + g+ 2 lle(@?) — 101+ —h(5°). (3.6)
2 = Bo 2 Bo
(ii) For allt > 1, it holds that
Sllea) =3I < (@) + o) = nf{f +9D) + lele!) =" + 00O @)
0 0

Proof Applying Lemma 3.2 with y = y?, we see that for all ¢ > 1,

1
H@™ oyt) < HG' B, y') — gl —at2 4 2P ooty

2pt

Subtracting inf{f + g} from both sides of the above inequality and then dividing both sides
by Bt, we have, upon invoking the definition of H that for all ¢ > 1,

2
-y I”

é(f(x“rl) + g™ —inf{f + g}) + %”C(xtJrl) P 51 hy)

< é(f(xt) + g(z") —inf{f + g}) + %Hc(mt) — )P Fh( yh) — ulﬁ 2t = o2

< 6:71 (f(a") + g(z") — inf{f + g}) + %Hc(mt) SR 6:71 W) - ﬁ”x”l o

< ﬁtl_l (f(z") + g(z") —inf{f + 9})+%|Ic(mt) - yt_1”2+?h(yt_1)_m”$t+l R

where the second inequality holds because h is nonnegative (see Assumption 3.1(iii)), f (ﬂct) +
g(z?) > inf{f + g} for all £ > 0 and {ﬁt} is nondecreasing, and the last inequality holds
because of (3.5). Define O(z, f,y) = 3 (f(x) + g(z) — mt{f + g}) + $le(x) — yl> + Lh(y).
Then we see from the above display that @(xt+1,ﬂt,yt) < @(wt,ﬁt_l,yt_l) for all t > 1.
Therefore, we have

o™, By < O(@', Bo,y°) V> 0. (3.8)
Combining this with the observation that %Hc(m”l) — !> <Ottt By, yt) for all t > 0
proves (3.6).

Next, we have from the definition of © and (3.8) that

1
Eh(yt) <o B,y <O@' Bo.y’) V>0 (3.9)
Then we deduce further that for all t > 1,
1 t 2 (@1 t t (b)l t t—1,2 1 t—1
—|le(z™) — < —|le(z”) — + —h(y clx) — + h
2II()yII_QH()yII ﬂ,() 5 lle(z?) =yl Btil(y )
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2 . 2
< = (1" + g@h) = inf{f + 1) + lle(a") = o I° + —h(y”),
Bo Bo
where (a) holds because h is nonnegative, (b) holds because of (3.5), and the last inequality
follows from (3.6) and (3.9). This proves (3.7). O

We are now ready to derive a bound on the total number of unsuccessful iterations
prior to the t-th successful iteration of Algorithm 1, for each t > 0.

Proposition 3.2 (Number of unsuccessful iterations) Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. For
each t > 0, let U(t) be the total number of unsuccessful iterations prior to the t-th successful
iteration of Algorithm 1. Then

U(t) =tlogy/,n+ O (Inf).
In addition, if we define
Mo = max {Hc(x%—you,\/ %(f(xl)w(xl)—inf{f+g})+2||6(1:1)—y0||2+%h(y0)},(3~10)

then

w < p L4 pt (LCM0+M2) Be. (3.11)

Proof Let ny be the number of unsuccessful iterations between the (¢ — 1)-th and the ¢-th
successful iteration. Note that n; is well-defined and finite thanks to Proposition 3.1. Now, in
view of the definition of p, we see that

po = p"0p—1,

pt = p™ min{pmax, npe—1} < pMnpe—1 < n'p
Consequently, we have u; < ntpEz:O TR ntpU(t)M_l for all £ > 0. On the other hand,
by Proposition 3.1, (3.7) and the definition of My in (3.10), we see that

>hot kg = 17th2:0 ey g VE>1.

)
> Yt > 0.
M L LMo + M2)B,

Hence, we have n' pU(t) which gives

po1 2 L+(LCMT)+M3)Bw
U(t) <1+ [logy, (L + (LeMo + Mf),@t) +logy /, p—1 + tlogy /, .
This completes the proof. O

Before ending this subsection, we present the optimality conditions for the sub-
problems that arise in Algorithm 1, which will be used repeatedly in our analysis
below. Suppose Assumption 3.1 holds and let {z'}, {y'} and {u;} be generated by
Algorithm 1 (these sequences are well defined in view of Proposition 3.1). Then we
have from (3.4), (3.5) and [30, Exercise 8.8(c)] that for all ¢ > 1,

0€ VI + BTl )+ 2t e + 00,
0 € Bi_1(yt — c(z)) + dh(yh). ’

13



3.2 Subsequential convergence under a standard constraint
qualification

The following theorem analyzes convergence of a certain subsequence of the sequence
generated by Algorithm 1 under the standard constraint qualification (3.13). It imposes
seemingly restrictive assumptions including vanishing scaled successive changes along
some subsequence and the existence of an accumulation point satisfying c(z*) = y*:
we will argue in Section 4 that these additional conditions can be satisfied by suitably
choosing {#;} in Algorithm 1, under additional structural assumptions on g and h. As
we will see in Section 4, this theorem is useful for translating global complexity bounds
into asymptotic convergence results along some subsequences.

Theorem 3.1 Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds, and {z'}, {y'} and {us} are generated by

Algorithm 1. Suppose that {zT*} is a subsequence of {x'} satisfying “%|\ka+1 — 2Tk = 0.
k

Let (z*,y*) be an accumulation point of {(z7*,yT*)} that satisfies c(x*) = y*. If the following
condition holds -
(€ 0%g(x"), n € 0% h(c(z")), (+ Je(z™) n=0
(3.13)
- C =0, n= 0,

then
0€ Vi(a*)+0g(x™) + Je(z*) T on(c(z")).

Proof By assumption, there exists a subsequence {(z7%i,y7*:)} (we assume without loss of
generality that Ty, > 1) of {(zT%,yT*¥)} such that lim;_eo 7% = z* and lim;_,oo y7k = y*.
Moreover, since pg < ftmax < 00 by construction, we also have

et — 2 Th | < e - o T =T 0. (3.14)
Now, in view of (3.12), we see that there exists U1, +1 € Ag(x T+ T1Y satisfying
0=V ")+ Br, Je(z™ )" (c(@™) —y™) + g 41+ - (zThi T — g TRy (3.15)
ki
and it holds that
Br,, —1(c(a) — y"k) € on(y™™), (3.16)
Define
rr,, = 18, Je(@™ )T (e(a™) — y )| + g, -

We claim that {rp, } is bounded.

Suppose to the contrary that {rr, } is unbounded. By passing to a further subsequence if
necessary, we can assume without loss of generality that lim; ., r7, = oo and inf;>qr7, > 0.

Hence, the sequences {7, Je(zTei) T (e(xTri) — yThi )/rr.. } and {1, 41/7r7, } are bounded.
Passing to a further subsequence if necessary, we have
By, Je(ak)T (e(@h) — yTh)
lim

1—00 Ty,

U1y, +1

=¢" and lim
i—oo Ty

=" (3.17)

for some £* and ¢*. In addition, by the definitions of {ro, } £* and ¢*, we obtain that
L= [1€° 1+ 1<) (3.18)
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Additionally, combining (3.15) and (3.17) with the facts that ,uil |kt — 2Tri || = 0 and

T, = 00, we have
0=¢"+¢". (3.19)

Now, using the definition of ¢*, the facts that rp, — oo and lzTrit L — 2Tri || = 0 (see
(3.14)), and the continuity of g on its closed domain, we deduce that

¢* € 0%g(z"). (3.20)
Next, we will prove that £* € Je(z*)T 9 h(c(z*)). To this end, we first claim that the sequence
defined as . .
B, (c(x™*i) —y *i)

Ty,

“

19Tki =

is bounded. Suppose to the contrary that it is unbounded. By passing to a further subsequence
if necessary, we may assume that 97, — oo, inf; 97, > 0 and there exists n* such that

1 Bry, (@) =y
lim : =n". (3.21)
i—00 ’19Tki Ty

i

Then due to the definition of n* and (3.17), we obtain that

I7*] = 1 and Je(z*) " = 0. (3.22)
In addition, from (3.21), we can also deduce that
Ty, Ty
* = lim 1 b, (el —y™) = lim _r b, B (C(kai) — Tki)
"= i—00 ﬁT’w TT, T oo ﬁTkieri ﬂTki—l Ty, —1 Y

(a) 1 Br, . .

€ lim ———— % ' w € dh(y™) for each i p C OCh(c(z")),
11— 00 ’lngi eri /BTki —1

where (a) follows from (3.16), and the last inclusion holds because of the definition of horizon

subdifferential, the continuity of A on its closed domain, and the facts that lim;_ yT"‘i =y* =

« Bry,.
c(z”), BTkikil
(3.13). Therefore, {7, (c(zTri) — yThi )/71, } is bounded. Now we can invoke (3.17) to deduce
that

— 1 and Y7, 77, — 0o. The above display together with (3.22) contradicts

Br,, Je(@ )T (c(@™) —y™ ) 1 P,
= lim
i—00 1T, /BTk,;—l

* .
& = lim
1—00 Ty,

(a) #\T
€ Je(z lim
C( ) {'L—)oo TTki BTki—l

By -1 Te(a) T (e(a) —yTh)

i

L Pl il € o(y™ ) for each z} C Jo(@")T8®h(c(z")),

where (a) follows from (3.16) and the boundedness of {f7, (c(xThi) — yT’“i)/er,_ }, and the
last inclusion follows from the definition of horizon subdifferential, the continuity of h on its

BTy,
B — 1 and T, — 00

The above display together with (3.18), (3.19) and (3.20) contradicts (3.13). Thus, {er_i} is
bounded.

Since {rp, } is bounded, by passing to a further subsequence if necessary, we assume
without loss of generality that

lim B, Jo(zT )T (c(aTri) — yTki) = € and  lim g, 41 =", (3.23)
i—>00 K i—00 ¢

closed domain, and the facts that lim; o y?* = y* = c(a*),
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for some £* and ¢*. Since BTTk

- — 1, we see from the first equality in (3.23) that

lim B, 1 Je(a)T (e(a™h) =yt = € (3.24)
We claim that
& e Jo(a")Ton(c(z*)) and C* € dg(z™). (3.25)

Note that the second inclusion in (3.25) holds because of the fact that ¢, 11 € dg(atrithy,
the second equality in (3.23), the continuity of g on its closed domain and [|zT% Tt —zTki|| = 0
(see (3.14)). We now prove the first inclusion in (3.25). Define

Ty, Th.
vry,, = 1By, —1(c(@™*) —y ).
We claim that {c1, } is bounded. Suppose to the contrary that {7, } is unbounded. By
passing to a further subsequence if necessary, we may assume that ¢7, — oo, inf; vy, >0
and there exists 7" such that

lim
1—00 LTy
i

By, 1 (c(@™) —yT) = i7", (3.26)

In view of the definition of 77" and (3.24), we obtain that
7] =1 and Je(z*)T7* = 0. (3.27)
Moreover, from (3.26), we can also deduce that

_ . 1 Ty, T,
7" = lim —fp, _i(c(z ) —y*)
1—00 LTk-i B

(g) {_lim L;}: w':w' € Oh(y'*i) for cach z} C 0%h(c(z™)),
71— 00 7

where (a) follows from (3.16), and the last inclusion follows from the definition of horizon

subdifferential, the continuity of h on its closed domain, and the facts that lim;_, yT’W =

y" = c(z") and v, — oo. The above display together with (3.27) contradicts (3.13), showing

that {7, } is bounded. Now we can invoke (3.24) to deduce that

€ = lim fry _yJe(a™)" (e(a™r) —y™)
1—>00 v

(a) * L : * *
€ Jo(aMT {‘lim w' s w' € Oh(y'ki) for each z} C Je(z) T on(c(z")),
71— 00
where (a) follows from (3.16) and the boundedness of {v7, }, and the last inclusion follows
from the definition of horizon subdifferential, the continuity of A on its closed domain, and
the fact that lim;_, o, y7% = y* = ¢(z*). This establishes the first inclusion in (3.25).
Finally, we pass to the limit on both sides of (3.15) to obtain

0=Vf") + lim [Br, Je(a™ )T (c(a™0) = y™) + op, 1+ (@ = 2T
1—>00 B K 12

T,
sty + lim [Br, Je@™0)T (e(a™) = y ) + v 41
& V1) + 0g(a) + Jela)TOR(ela")),
where (a) holds as ,uii lzTkitL — 2Tri || = 0, and (b) follows from (3.23) and (3.25). O
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4 Global complexity and subsequential convergence

In this section, we analyze the iteration complexity and the global convergence proper-
ties of Algorithm 1 under additional assumptions on g, h and {5}, on top of the basic
Assumption 3.1.

We start by introducing the following assumption concerning {3;}.°

Assumption 4.1 There exist 0 € (0,1) and positive constants ag, yo and ng with 0 < ag < Yo
such that {B:} satisfies:

(i) ao(t+ 1)6 < B <ot + 1)5 for allt >0,
(i) 0< B — Beo1 < not®~" for all t > 1.

The next proposition describes a specific sequence satisfying Assumption 4.1.

Proposition 4.1 Let 8y > 0, 6 € (0,1) and fix an integer K > 1. Define, fort > 1,

{50@ +1)°  if mod(t,K) =0,

br = Bo(nK + 1)‘S if nK <t < (n+ 1)K for some nonnegative integer n.

Then the sequence {f:} satisfies Assumption 4.1.

Proof Observe that for any ¢ > 0, if t = nK for some integer n, then 8; = fo(nK + 1)5 =
Bo(t+1)°. If nK <t < (n+1)K, then B = fo(nK +1)°. Since nK +1 < t + 1, in this case,
we deduce that 8¢ < Bo(t + 1)5. Therefore, the relation B¢ < Bo(t + 1)6 holds for all t. Now
we derive a lower bound for ; when nK <t < (n+ 1)K. In this case,

1 1
Br = Bo(nk +1)° > fo (%) (t+1)° > fo (%) (t+1)",

where the first inequality holds because t + 1 < nK + K, the last inequality holds because

§
K > 1 and the function =z — ( ;j}() is nondecreasing for x > 0. Thus, upon letting

oy = BOK75 and o = fo, we see that ag < 79 and Assumption 4.1(i) is satisfied.

Next, notice that if nK <t¢—1 <t < (n+ 1)K for some nonnegative integer n, then
we have B¢ — Bt—1 = 0. Now, consider the case when nK <t —1 < (n+ 1)K =t for some
nonnegative integer n. In this case,

Bt = Bi-1 = fo ((n+ DK +1)° = (0K +1)°) < Bod(nk +1)° 7 K

5—1
— BdK (%) (K + K~ < BodK - K170 (nK + K)°~1 = Bps k270401,

)

where the first inequality holds because z — z° is concave, and the last inequality holds

1-6
because K > 1 and x — (3;':_}1{) is nonincreasing for « > 0. Therefore, we see that

Assumption 4.1(ii) holds with ng = Bos K2°. O

5Notice that a {B:} satisfying Assumption 4.1 clearly also satisfies the implicit assumptions required by
Algorithm 1 for {8;}, i.e., B¢ is positive nondecreasing with 8y — oo and 3;/8;—1 — 1.
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We next discuss the iteration complexity and global convergence properties of
Algorithm 1 in the next three subsections, where we progressively relax our assumptions
on h.

4.1 Convergence analysis when h is Lipschitz continuous

In this subsection, we consider the following Lipschitz continuity assumption on h,
which has been widely studied in the literature; see Table 1.

Assumption 4.2 There exists a constant My, > 0 such that h in (1.1) satisfies
[h(v) = h(y)| < Mpllv =yl Vo,y € R™.

This assumption, together with Assumption 3.1, is naturally satisfied in a number
of practical applications. As a concrete example, consider the following model for
multiple-input-multiple-output (MIMO) signal detection with p-ary phase-shift keying
(PSK) (see, e.g., [19]):

. (b
sin ( : )

where A\; > 0, Ay >0, 7 € (0,1], § € R?™, A € R?™*2" and ¢ : R" x R® — R?" is
defined as

n

1. 1
o= Ap(r, 0)[* + M\ Z; + A2

i=1 "

)

1

min
(r,0)€[r,1]" xR™

r ©® cos(f
Pl 0) = { re sin((ﬁ)) ] ’
where © denotes the entry-wise product (Hadamard product), sin(f) :=
[sin@l sinfy --- sin GH}T, cos(f) = [cos 01 cosby --- cos Hn]T. This model is an
instance of (1.1) satisfying Assumptions 3.1 and 4.2. Specifically, one can take
F0,0) = L5 — Ap(r, 0)2 + Ay X0y A1), 9(r,0) = 8 ayeen (1,0), h(2) = Asll2ll,
and c¢(r,0) := sin(pf/2), where v : R — R is defined as (t) := 1/t if t > r and
y(t) := —r~2(t — r) + 1/r otherwise.

Here, we aim at studying the global complexity of Algorithm 1 for finding an
(€1, €2, 0)-stationary point (see Definition 1), and establishing subsequential convergence
along a constructible subsequence to a stationary point. We start with the following
proposition.

Proposition 4.2 Suppose that Assumptions 3.1 and 4.2 hold, and {Bt} is chosen to satisfy
Assumption 4.1 with § € (0,1). Let {«'}, {y'} and {1} be generated by Algorithm 1. Then,
the following inequalities hold for all T > 1,

T _ _
U~ Lyoevr g2 o 4p LKy | 4p” ' (LeMo + MZ)Kono
> Slle ™ =4

- 41
T 0 =TT I . -y
11 290Ky 1« i K

t+1 2 0 t+1 t2 max {0
f?};”w -z |* < T T;HI " < — 7 (4.2)
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and

T
L t+1 t 2Mh 1 8K0 1
T “vi= 4.
T t:lelc(m )=yl < w0 -8) T+ 17 T\ a0 —0) T )iFs" (43)

where L, Le, M¢ are defined in Assumption 3.1, ag, Yo, 0 are defined in Assumption 4.1, My,
is defined in Assumption 4.2, p and umax are specified in Algorithm 1, My is defined as in
(3.10) and

Yo(1 + &) M}

Ko = f&") + (@) + @) 31 + (") + —inf{f+g} >0 (44)

20080
Proof From Assumption 4.1(i), we have for all ¢t > 1,
(a) _ (b) 1446 1+6
B <0t +1)° < yot° +708t° "~ < yot® + 700t = ’Yo(ao ) 70( ),Bt 1, (4.5)

where the first and the last inequalities hold because of Assumption 4.1(1), (a) holds because
x — 2° is concave for § € (0,1) and we applied the supergradient inequality, and (b) holds
because t > 1. Then, we have

Bt —Bi—1 w1+ an  Br— Bi—1

262, 200 w(l+6) B,
< 20(L+6) Bt = Pi-1 _ 101 +9) ( I i)
T 2 BBt 2aq Bi—1  Bt)’
where the inequality follows from (4.5).
Applying Lemma 3.2 with y = yt_l, we see that for all ¢ > 1,

t+1 t t t—1 1441 ¢ Bt /Bt 1 )2
H(‘T+7Bt7y)§H(xaﬁt—l7y )_TMH'T+ —iEH H( y”

(a) -1 1 1 Bt — Bi—1 M
< Hia", b1,y ) = gl )+ St
i1

®) _ 1 (14+0)M}? [ 1 1

<th’ 7’t1_7‘rt+1_mt2+70 h( _7)7 A7

< HE oy - o I+ 2O (o (47)
where (a) holds because of the fact that 8;—1 (c(:z:t) — yt) € Oh(y?) (see (3.12)) and As-

sumption 4.2 (which implies the boundedness of {dh(y')}), and (b) follows from (4.6).
Define

Yo(1 +8)M? 1

H =H =. 4.8
(z,B,y) (z,B,y) + 500 B (4.8)
Then, we see from (4.7) that for all ¢ > 1,
=~ -~ _ 1
A@ By < G o, y'™) = g ™ =t
Summing both sides of the above inequality from ¢t = 1 to T', we obtain
Ty T )
S5 la =P <3 (A6 By T - AT By
=1 M t=1
@ ~ 1 N
< H(z",Bo,y") — inf{f + g} = Ko, (4.9)
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where (a) follows from the definition of H in (4.8) and the fact that BTT (T —4T)? and

h(y™T) are nonnegative for all T' > 1, and we used the definition of K in (4.4) for the equality.

Combining (4.9) with the observation that p¢ < pmax for all ¢ proves the inequalities in (4.2).
Next, notice that for all T > 1,

11 1 g2 @1 N —1 2 Tt g2
fEZEam —alIP < g 3 (o T (LMo + M) e =]
t=1 t=1

-1 2 T
ot L2 P LcMo + ME)Br 1 w41 2
1 L}j gty 2 (Le )r s~ Lyt gty

T =1 Mt
© 2p—1LKo 2p~ " (LeMo + M2)KoBr D 207 LKy | 20~ (LeMo + MZ) Koo (T +1)°
< - +
T T T T
4p LKy 4p Y (LMo + M2) Koy
- T+1 (T +1)1-9 ’

where (a) holds because of (3.11), (b) holds because {3;} is nondecreasing, (c¢) holds because

of (4.9), (d) holds because of Assumption 4.1(i), and we used the fact that 27" > T + 1 in the
last inequality. This proves (4.1).
Finally, notice that for all 7' > 1,

(b) 1

ET: L ET: 1@ ET: ! Z/ s ds < _ L g5 40
—_— —as . .
P S B a0t5 a ap(1 —9)

where (a) follows from Assumption 4.1(i) and (b) holds as s — s~ is decreasing when s > 0.
Thus,

1 & 1< 1 &
t+1 t t t t+1 t
TZHC(ﬂUJr)—yHSTZHC@)—ZJH-FfZHC(er)—C(w)”

t=1 t=1 t=1

(

)

IN2

1 Z T v
Tt; T; tﬂth H<Tzﬂt 1+7 Zﬂt tzlut it =atli

M, 1/ 2K M), 1 \/ 8Ky 1

,\
INo

ag(l —6)T9 * T Oco(l—(s)T s ap(l—6) (T +1)9 ag(l —6) (T + 1)1+67

where (a) holds because of Condition 3.1(ii), B;_1(c(z?) — y*) € dh(y') (see (3.5)) and
Assumption 4.2 (which implies the boundedness of {dh(y")}), (b) follows from and the Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality, (c) follows from (4.10) and (4.9), and the last inequality holds because
2T > T + 1. This proves (4.3). O

Now based on Proposition 4.2, we have the following results on complexity and
subsequential convergence.

Theorem 4.1 (Iteration complexity and subsequential convergence) Suppose that Assump-
tions 3.1 and 4.2 hold, and {Bt} is chosen to satisfy Assumption 4.1 with 6 € (0,1). Let {z'}
and {yt} be generated by Algorithm 1. Then, the following statements hold.

(i) It holds that for all T > 1,

T
1 .2 t+1 t+1 t+1\T t
T;:l:dlst (O,Vf(a: )+ 99z + Je(@TH T oh(y ))
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< Smax KoMt 48p" LKy | 48p™ Y (LeMo+MZ) Koo | 12MEMeng _

=T 4.11
< T T+1 (T+1)1-3 2(T+1) T, (4.11)
Jmin {aist? (0, V(") + 09 + Jea T oh(") + lleta) — o |
2M, 1 8K 1
<7T 4.12
ST G- 9) (T+1)6+\/a0(1—5) (T 4 1)1+3” (4.12)

5
where \1 := L + 20130 My Le, ng is defined in Assumption 4.1 and other constants are
the same as those in Proposition 4.2.

(ii) Define bp := % 25:1 lzF+Y — 2¥||2 for each T > 1. Then, for any subsequence {br,} C

{br} satisfying b, < br,_1 and T}, > 1,% and any accumulation point =* of {x™*}, it
holds that

0€ Vf(z") +0g(z") + Jc(x*)Tah(c(x*)). (4.13)

Proof Using (3.12), we see that for each ¢t > 1,
dist (0, Vi) + 0g(a') + Jc(xt+1)T8h(yt)>

Mt
< IVHE ) = VI + e =2+ B el ) = B e@) T (elat) = o))
= Hﬂt(Jc(:thrl) C Je@ N (@) =y — (B — 1) de(zHT (e(at) — yt)H
VI - 9hE] + 2 et )

< BellJe(@' ) = Je(@")llle(z") = y' | + (Be = Be—1) | Je(a" ) lle(z') — o'

t+1 t 2 41 t
+ L2 _leE”er —z|

= HVW“>—Vf(wt>—ﬁth(xt>T<c(xt>—yt)—i(xt“—wt)wt_uc(mt“)T(c(mt)—yt>

(a) 2 — B

< Lt =+ 2t -+ P MLl = o)+ 2L e
it Bi—1

(b) 2 t+1

< Llat* - ot + 2 o~ gt 4 20 s Mi Lol = o) + 2Pt ar,
Mt td Be—

(¢) 9 25 — B,

< Lttt = ot + 2 et — )+ 2200y Lol — o) + MMhMC
1243 aQ Bi—

2 2
(LJr 29 01, )th+1 2+ ;”mtJrl _ M4 ﬁtﬁ Bi— Be =Bt ypag
t —

where (a) holds because of the second relation in (3.12), Assumptlon 4.2 (which implies the
boundedness of {9h(y")}) and Assumption 3.1(ii), we used Assumption 4.1(i) in (b), and we
used 2t > ¢t + 1 in (c).

5
Therefore, upon writing A\; := L + 2&30 My, Le, we have

T
1 .2 t+1 t+1 t+1\T t
Tgl:dlst (O,Vf(x )+ 8g(z'Y) + Je(z" )T oh(y ))

5In view of Remark 2.1, we can construct the subsequence {ka }.
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T 2
1 tH1 oty 2 gt Bt — Bi—1 }
< = M|z —z|| + == —z'|| + ——— MM,
[ I+ 21t o)+ BBt
T 2
S% 22zt 7mt”2+i2“mt+1 _ P (ﬁt Bt = Br-1,, M) }
t=1 Kt -1
3\ Bt 2 4 L e+l 2 Bt — 575 1 ?
_ A1
= S - z? Tz( M )
(Z) BN o~ a1 ez, 12 1 o1 o2 12MhM3no/a0 414
7T;H$ - +?t717||37 - +T—+1’ (4.14)
where (a) holds because % < TLH and we have from Assumption 4.1 that
T “1\N%? T T
Z(ﬁt Bi— 1) <3 not” "\~ mp 770 1+Z 277(2).
=\ B T\ aot? a0t2 - P 2t e

Combining (4.14) and Proposition 4.2 proves (4.11).
Next, observe that

min_ dist” (0, /(@) + 0g(a" ™) + Je(@ ) OR(Y) ) + [le( ) — |

1<t<T
T
< 2 S dist? (0, VG + gl + el oR() ) + Z e =o'l
t 1
6max Ko\? N 48p YLKy 48p 1 (LMo + M2) Koo 12MhM3n0 Jad
- T T+1 (T +1)1-9 T+1

L 2My, L 8K 1
ap(l—=68) (T +1)° ag(l —98) (T + 1)1+6°
where the last inequality holds because of (4.11) and Proposition 4.2. This proves (4.12) and
hence establishes item (i).

We now prove item (ii). We first fix a subsequence {br, } C {br} satisfying by, < b, _1
and Ty, > 1 and an accumulation point z* of {zZ*}. In view of Remark 2.1 (where we let
at = u;2\|xt+1 —z'||?) and (4.1), we have

-1 —1 2
LTt _aTr|? < dp LKy | 4p~ (LeMo + Mc)Koyo

2 I 1-6
Tk T Tk

In addition, considering a convergent subsequence of {z*} with limit * and the bound (3.7),
we may assume upon passing to a further subsequence if necessary that (z7% y7k) — (z*, y*)
for some y*. Now, since B, _1 — oo, we deduce from 5Tk_1(c(xT’“) - yT’“) € (9h(yT’“) (see
(3.5)) and Assumption 4.2 (which implies the boundedness of {dh(yT*)}) that

c(z*) =y
Noting that (3.13) holds because 9 h(c(z*)) = {0} (thanks to Assumption 4.2), we see from
the above two displays and Theorem 3.1 that (4.13) holds. d

Remark 4.1 (Suggested choice of §) Notice that in Theorem 4.1, the {8} in Algorithm 1 is
chosen to satisfy Assumption 4.1 with § € (0, 1). Here, we discuss one possible way of choosing
0. Notice that

(min, dist® (0, V@) + 9g(™) + Je@™ ) TORW) + @) — o0
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T T
Zdist%(o,Vf<mt+1)+ag(xt+1)+Jc( Y on(y") + Z ) =y

1 1-6

2( Zdlst( t+1)+ag(xt+1)+Jc(wt+1) Oh(y )> ( Z” t+1 yt”>

b —

2 o+,
where (a) holds because z — z” is concave for 6 € (0, 1), and (b) holds because of (4.3) and
(4.11).7 Indeed, both of the two summands in the third line of the above display are of the

2
order O(T 7o+ ). Therefore, to obtain an (€1, €2, 0)-stationary point, we may choose § so
that 625 = e% g , ie.,

’ﬂ \

0

_ In(ey ")

2 In(el b+ ln(egl)
Then, from (4.3) and (4.11), the iteration complexity to find an (ej, €2, 0)-stationary point
becomes O(e; ~2/(=0) 4 _1/5) 0(61_262_1).

€ (0,1). (4.15)

Remark 4.2 The recent work [3] considered (1.1) with g =0, f being Lipschitz differentiable,
h being Lipschitz continuous and weakly convex, and ¢ being linear, and proposed a variable
smoothing method; see [3, Algorithm 1]. The smoothing parameter in the Moreau envelope of

h was chosen in the order of ¢t~ /3 in their algorithm. Note that their smoothing parameter

plays a role similar to our {5, 1} in Algorithm 1. We can recover their choice of parameter by
setting €1 = ez in (4.15), which yields § = 1/3.

4.2 Convergence analysis when dom h = R™

In this subsection, we consider possibly non-Lipschitz h but require that it be defined
everywhere. Specifically, we consider the following assumption.

Assumption 4.3 In (1.1), we have domh = R" and dom g being compact.

Assumptions 3.1 and 4.3 hold in many practical applications such as outlier-robust
estimation problem (see, e.g., [9, 28]). Here, we present the following example, which is
a variant of the problem studied in [28] with the residual function based on an L-layer
multilayer perceptron (MLP) (see, e.g., [15, Chapter 6]).

Ezample 4.1 Let {d;}~; be a dataset with d; = (a;, y;), where a; € R is the feature vector
and y; is a target label or value. We define an L-layer MLP (L > 2) as follows: let the model
parameter v := (W1,b1,...,Wr,by), where

Wi € RM*™ b e R™ W, € RYX"2-1 p; € R,
W, e RM*™M-1 b c R™ forl=2,--- ,L —1,

1-6
"Note that we have from (4.3) that (%E?z1|\c(xt+1)—yt|\) = O((1 — §)~(=Hp-0=0)y —
(D(Tf‘s(lf‘s))7 where the second equality holds because SUP;e(0,1) tt = exp(—infic(o,1) tInt) < co.
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for some positive integers ni,...,ny_1. In addition, let 0 : R — R be a smooth scalar
activation function. Then MLP(a;;v) is defined recursively as follows:

O =ap, = (Wir T ) for i =10 L= 1, MLP(agv) = Wr2""" 4 by,

where for any vector z, o(z) is the vector obtained by applying o entrywise to z. Here, we
use the hyperbolic tangent or sigmoid functions as activation functions, which are defined as
follows respectively:

et —e () 1
- Ogj idluw) i= ——.
el + e’ sigmoid 1+ eu

Following [28, Eq. (2)] and the discussions following it, we aim to solve the following problem:

Otanh (u) := tanh(u) =

1
min — z;p(MLP(ai;v) — i) + Mvll1, (4.16)
i=
where p : R — R is defined as p(-) = |- |P/p with p € (0,1), and A > 0; here, the ¢;

regularization is introduced to induce sparsity in the model parameters. One can see that the
set of minimizers of the above problem must be contained in

m
C = { lolloo < (um) ™1 S p (MLP(a;50) — yi)}. (4.17)
i=1

Then, the problem (4.16) can be seen as an instance of (1.1) satisfying Assumptions 3.1
and 4.3. Specifically, one can take f =0, g(v) := dc(v) + A||v||1, k() :== > i JuwiP/p and
c;(v) := MLP(a;;v) —y; for i = 1,...,m, and it is known that the proximal mapping of vh
(for any v > 0) and the projection onto C' can be computed efficiently; see, e.g., [14] for the
proximal mapping of vh, and [2, 12] for the projection onto C.

We aim at studying the global complexity of Algorithm 1 to find an (eq, €, €3)-
stationary point (see Definition 1) with e3 > 0, and establish subsequential convergence
along a constructible subsequence to a stationary point. Here, we are considering a
more relaxed notion of approximate stationary point by allowing ez > 0; this is done
to account for the potential lack of Lipschitz continuity of k.3

We start with the following proposition.

Proposition 4.3 Suppose that Assumptions 3.1 and 4.3 hold, and {fBt} is chosen to satisfy
Assumption 4.1 with § € (0,1). Let {z'}, {y'} and {us} be generated by Algorithm 1. Then
the following inequalities hold.

T -1 -1 2
1 1 t+1 12 4p” " LQrp 4p (LCM() + M¢ )'VOQT
=Y =5 - < + VT > 1, 4.18
T~ pf”x == T+1 (T +1)1-9 = (4.18)

8Note that when Assumptions 3.1 and 4.2 hold, an (e, €2, €3)-stationary point of (1.1) is an (e; +
L.Myes, €2, 0)-stationary point. Indeed, in this case, if z is an (e1, €2, €3)-stationary point, then

dist(0, Vf(z) + dg(z) + J.(x)Tdh(y)) < dist(0, Vf(ﬂﬂ)-&-@g(l)+JC(Z)T3h(y))+§€S$1hIE ) e () = Je(2) 1€
Y
< dist(0, Vf(z) + 8g(x) + Je(2)T 0h(y)) + Le My ||z — z|| < €1 + LeMpyes,

where the second inequality holds because of Assumption 3.1(ii). Thus, z is an (€1 + L. Mpes, €2, 0)-stationary
point.
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L ty2 4Q7 L 4,umaxQT
TZ ' < TZHm SCRaCT oy > 1, (4.19)

T+1’ - T+1
t+1 )2 Ms 2M3no t ty2 _ 2Ms _ 2M3
_ P < , —P < <222 w1, (4.20
et ™)~y < i+ ey @) —ofIP < 57 < 20 (4:20)
where’

Qp = My + MQ(IHT—'- 1),

My = f(a) + glat) + Re(ad) — 01 + ) — k(7 + g}, (421)
M:

Myi= =20 Myi= sup {2[f(x) +9@)}+ suwp {hlc(x))},  (4.22)
a@Q z€dom g z€dom g

My is defined in (3.10), L, Le, Mc are defined in Assumption 3.1, ag, no, § and o are
defined in Assumption 4.1, and p and pmax are specified in Algorithm 1.

Remark 4.3 Comparing (4.18) with (4.1), the main difference is the extra log factor in the Qp
n (4.18) (modulo the difference in the constant factors). This can be attributed to the fact that
h is not assumed to be Lipschitz here so that we can only derive |c(z?) — || = O(1/8—1)
(see (4.23) below). Notice that when h is Lipschitz, one can derive the stronger bound
lle(z?) — yt|| = O(1/B¢_1), thanks to (3.12) and the boundedness of {dh(y')}.

Proof Applying Lemma 3.2 with y = ¢(z?) (which is applicable because ¢(z') € R™ = dom h),
we see that for all t > 1,

H(xt“,ﬁt,yt)SH(xt,ﬁt_l,c(xt»—z%tllwt“ ot AP oty 2

H!, BH,c(xf>)+%||c<a:t>—yt||2@f<xt>+g<wt>+h<c<mt>>+%uc<xt>—yfu2

(b)
< F6') + glah) + he@) + S5 lee!) - oI,

where (a) follows from the definition of H in Lemma 3.2, and (b) holds thanks to
Assumption 4.1(ii). Rearranging terms in the above display, we have for all ¢t > 1,

P loa™h) — oI < Fah) gt bh(elat)) — Fa) g () + 5 e — o)

2t1 &

(a)
< @) + g +he(a) — F@) — g™ + S lle’) = o)

< 1) +a") + Be(@)) = S - g(a ) + 250,

where (a) holds because h > 0, (b) holds because of (3.7) and the definition of My in (3.10).
Therefore, for all ¢t > 1, we obtain that

t+1 2 o 2 t t t t+1 t+1 Mgno
e =517 < 5 (£ + (") + he(a)) = 5@ — ") + 55
@ My Min & Ms Mmoo _ Ms 2Mgno
T B 708 T ap(t+ 1) 1 %ag(t+ 1) T ap(t+1)2  ag(t+1)

9Note that Ms < oo because domh = R™ and dom g is bounded by Assumption 4.3 and closed by
Assumption 3.1(iii), and f, g and h are continuous in their respective closed domains.
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where (a) holds because of the definition of M3 in (4.22), (b) holds because of Assumption 4.1(i),
and the last inequality holds because 2t > t+1 and § € (0,1). In addition, for all ¢ > 1, we have
2 (@) 2n(c(a) @ 2M5 _ 2M
le(a) — "1 < lle(a") — 1> + 2 h(y") < ZHAT)) 2 2Ms My
Bt—1 Be—1 ﬂt—l aot

where the first inequality holds because h is nonnegative, (a) holds because of (3.5), (b) holds
because of the definition of M3 in (4.22) and the fact that z! € dom g, and the last inequality
holds because of Assumption 4.1(i). Combining the above two displays, we obtain (4.20).

Next, applying Lemma 3.2 with y = ytil, we obtain upon rearranging terms that for all
t>1,

(4.23)

1 _ — Bi—
7||xt+1 _ thZ S H(mt,ﬂt717yt 1) _ H(xtJrl,ﬂt,yt) + /Bt 2ﬁt 1 ||C(wt) o yt||2

24t
t t—1 t+1 t , Bt —PBi-1
H(xvﬂtflay )_H(l‘ 7/Bt7y)+7M7
0

where the last inequality holds because of (4.23). Summing both sides of the above display
from ¢t = 1 to T', we have

T

1
S et —at)? < Hia', Bo,y”) — H@™H B y” Zﬁt Broi

9
Pt 2t apt

(a

H(fclvﬂo,y) 1nf{f+g}+zﬁt 5t Lo

(b) 15— M. 1o Ms3
< My +Z"O Y M1+T7°Z <+ B2 - 2(InT+1) = My + Ma(InT + 1),
t 1

where (a) holds because ﬁTTHc(mTJrl) — T2 > 0 and h(yT) > 0, (b) holds because of
Assumption 4.1(ii) and the definition of Mj in (4.21), the last inequality holds because z —
is decreasing, and we use the definition of My in (4.22) for the last equality. Then, we have

TZ t+1 tHQ < 2M1+2M2(IHT+1) < 4M1+4M2(IHT+1) (424)

- T - T+1 '

where the last inequality holds because 27" > T + 1. The inequalities in (4.19) now follow
immediately from (4.24) and the observation that pmax > pt for all ¢ > 1.
Next, note that

T T
1 1 1 2 1 1 -1 2 1 1 2
T272H$t+ 7xtH < TZ(p L+p (LCMO+MC)/Bt) *”{EHF 7th
=1 M =1 e

T
1/ ~1 2 LTS ST
< = L LMo + M, — -
<z (P L4 (Lebo + ch);mnx 2|
4My +4Mo(InT + 1
< ('L + o (LMo + M) pp) P DEQTED
4My + 4Mo(InT + 1)

—1 —1 2 1
< L+ LcMo + M2 I+
= (P P ( cVlQ 0)70( 1) ) T+1 s

where the first inequality holds because of (3.11), the second inequality holds because {8} is
nondecreasing, the third inequality follows from (4.24) and the last inequality holds because
of Assumption 4.1(i). This proves (4.18). O
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Now, based on Proposition 4.3, we have the following results on complexity and
subsequential convergence.

Theorem 4.2 (Iteration complexity and subsequential convergence) Suppose that Assump-
tions 3.1 and 4.3 hold, and {B;} is chosen to satisfy Assumption 4.1 with & € (0,1). Let {z'}
and {yt} be generated by Algorithm 1. Then, the following statements hold.

(i) It holds that for all T > 1,

T
1 .2 1 1 T
7> dist (o,w(act+ ) + 9g(z!) + Je(ah) 8h(yt))
t=1
- 32(p 1L + 1) + 8pimax L? QO 4 32p Y (LeMy + M2) 16m0 M2 Mo
= T+1 T (T +1)1-9 (1=08)(T+1)’

min_ {dist® (0, V(") +g(x" )+ Je(") Oh(y") + 2" =2t P+ el o' 17}

Vo + (4.25)

1

c A2t AT +1)  A(My + My(InT +1)) LM 2M3m0 (4.26)
- T+1 (T +1)1-9 ao(T+1)0  ao(T+1)’ '
where

Qp = My + MQ(IHT + 1),

_ 1610 M2 M.

X2 :=32p 'LMj + 32M1 + Spimax M1 L? + % + Apimax M1, (4.27)

A3 :=32p LLM>s + 32M>5 + Spmax Mo L? + Apumax Mo, (4.28)

Ay = 32p (LMo + M), (4.29)

and other constants are the same as those in Proposition 4.3.
(ii) Define bp := % Zgzl lzF+Y — 2*||2 for each T > 1. Then, for any subsequence {br,} C

{br} satisfying by, < bp,_1 and Tj > 1,'% and any accumulation point z* of {:rT’“}
such that (3.13) holds, we have

0 € Vf(x") +ag(x™) + Je(z*) on(c(z™)). (4.30)

Proof Using (3.12), we see that for each ¢ > 1,
dist(0, V(") + 0g(a" ) + Je(a") " O(y"))

IN

H‘%Wﬂ —a') = (B = Bi-1) Je(a") T (c(a") — y) + V(') = V(o)

2

;nxt“ — &'+ (Bt — Be—1)1Je(z") T (e(z?) — y") | + IV f (") = V()|
(a) 2 _

< gllwt“ — 2|+ not’ I Melle(z?) — ot || + L]t — 2t

IN

2 —
= (2 L) 1 =t ot lele!) - o) (431)

19Tn view of Remark 2.1, we can construct the subsequence {br, }-
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where (a) holds because of Assumption 4.1(ii) and Assumption 3.1(i) and (ii). Notice that

L T2 1 T 1 1 T 5 1 T 4 5
—2 -2

E : < = E I ] t <—11 E d

T P Bi—1 — T agt2—9 agT ( +t 5 > — aoT ( + /t—ls S)

t=1

1 1791 1 1 2 4
= [1+4—=—2 V< — (1 < < 4.32
a0T< Y >_a0T( +1—5)—a0T(1—5)—a0(1—5)(T+1)’ (4.32)

where the first inequality follows from Assumption 4.1(i), the second inequality holds because
z— 272 s decreasing for > 0 since § € (0,1), and the last inequality holds because
2T > T + 1. Hence, from the above display, we can now deduce from (4.31) that

T
z Zl dist? (0, V f(a" ) + 9g(a" ™) + Je(a") T Oh(e(y")) )

t—=

1 2 t+1 t 5—1 t t 2
<3 (2] 1 ot e bt - o1

2./ 2 2 2L 505
1 2 2,20—2 5 72 2
SEX(Z4n) It o 2 Y M et~ o]

=\t T Bt—1
®) 2 G/ 4 4 o\, 4e1 e 16m0MZ2Ms
< = —+—+L)x+ —al|f 4 e
thzl (u% e I I (1—6)(T+1)

where (a) holds because ||c(z!) — ¢?||? < [23%131 (see (4.20)), (b) follows from (4.32) and the

definition of My in (4.22). This result together with Proposition 4.3 proves (4.25).
Therefore, it holds that

. c .2 t+1 t+1 t\NT t t+1 t)2
@1&{&% (O,Vf(x )+ 8g(at 1) + Je(zh) TOh(c(y )))+||x — & }

¢ T
< %Zdisﬁ (O,Vf(xt+l) +9g(z'1) + Jc(xt)Tah(c(yt))) " 1 Z 12t o2

t=1 T t=1

@ 32p LL(My + Ma(InT + 1)) N 32p N (LeMy 4+ M2)yo(My + Ma(InT + 1))
- T+1 (T +1)1-9

L 32My +32My(InT +1) Spimax M1 L? + 8umax Mo L2(InT + 1) 16n9 M2 M,

T+1 T+1 (1=6)(T+1)
n Apmax M1 + 4pimax Mo (In T + 1)
T+1

Ao+ A3(InT+1)  Ag(My+ Ma(InT + 1))
B T+1 (T + 1)1=5 ’

where (a) holds because of (4.25) and Proposition 4.3, and the last equality follows from
the definitions of Ag, A3 and A4 in (4.27), (4.28) and (4.29), respectively. This together with
(4.20) proves (4.26) and hence establishes item (i).

We now prove item (ii). We first fix a subsequence {br, } C {br} satisfying by, < b, _1
and Tj, > 1 and an accumulation point z* of {z7*} such that (3.13) holds. In view of
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Remark 2.1 (where we let a; := ut_2||:ctJrl —z'||?) and (4.18), we have
P Tt T2 < LMy + Map(InTy, +1)) | (LeMo + MZ)yo(My + Ma(In T, + 1))
Ay, - Ty T=°

In addition, in view of the boundedness of dom g and (3.7), by passing to a further subsequence
if necessary, we may assume that (mTk, T

Yy *) — (z*,y") for some y*. Then, in view of (4.20),

we have

c(z™) =y*.
Combining the above two displays with the assumption that (3.13) holds at z*, we see from
Theorem 3.1 that (4.30) holds. O

Remark 4.4 In view of (4.26), if we choose § = 0.5, the iteration complexity for obtaining an
(€, €, €)-stationary point is O(e~%). Note that due to the presence of the factor 1 — § in the
denominator of the last term in (4.25), the techniques in Remark 4.1 cannot be extended to
provide insight on an optimal choice of §, because supée(o’l)(l — (5)75 = 00.

4.3 Convergence analysis with bounded convex domains

In this subsection, we consider the following assumption, which allows dom h # R™.

Assumption 4.4 In (1.1), domg is compact and dom h is closed and convex. Moreover, all
stationary points of

min 1dist(c(ac), dom h)? (4.33)
z€dom g 2

are global minimizers. 1

Compared with Assumption 4.3, Assumption 4.4 allows h with dom h # R™, but
requires further assumptions on the structure of (4.33). Notice that when dom h = R"™,
the objective of (4.33) becomes identically zero and hence all stationary points are
trivially globally optimal; this latter condition is also implied by each of the PL-type
conditions stated in [10, Assumption 4], [23, Assumption 1(iv)] and [1, Eq. (A5)],
respectively. The next proposition presents other sufficient conditions for all stationary
points of (4.33) to be globally optimal.

Proposition 4.4 (The desired property of (4.33)) Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds, dom g
and dom h are convez and ¢ is —(dom h)®°-convezr. Then every stationary point of (4.33) is a
global minimizer.

Proof Tt suffices to show that (4.33) is a convex optimization problem. To see this, we first
note that

hzn <%dist2(-,dom h)) = ({x . dist?(z,dom h) < 0})OO = (dom h)°,

''Recall that an z* is a stationary point of (4.33) if 0 € J.(z*)7 (¢(z*) — Projgom n (c(@*))) + 88dom ¢ (z*).
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where the first equality follows from [29, Theorem 8.7] and the second equality holds because
dom h is closed (see Assumption 3.1(iii)). Hence, using [7, Theorem 1] and the assumptions
that dom h is convex and ¢ is —(dom h)*°-convex, we deduce that %dist2 (c(-),domh) is a
convex function. Since dom g is also convex by assumption, we see that (4.33) is a convex
optimization problem. O

We now present an example that satisfies both Assumptions 3.1 and 4.4.

Ezample 4.2 Consider a variant of the penalized quadratically constrained quadratic program
(QCQP) from [4] with ¢, penalty function, p € (0, 1), which is shown as follows:

min 527 Qow + b + allel}
st. 32T Qiz+blz+r; <0,i=1,2,-- ,m, (4.34)
[zlloo <7,

where each Q;, ¢ = 0,...,m, is an n X n matrix, b; € R™ and r; < 0 for all 3, a > 0,
r >0, and each Q;, i = 1,...,m, is positive semidefinite. Notice that this is an instance of
(1.1) satisfying Assumptions 3.1 and 4.4. Specifically, one can take f(z) := %ZIETQQ{E + ng,
g(z) :== 0‘||$||g+5\|~|\0¢§r(55)7 ci(z) == %wTQi:c—&—biTm—i—ri fori=1,...,mand h(y) := ogm ().
One can see that the proximal mapping of vg (for any v > 0) can be computed efficiently
(see, e.g., [14]). Moreover, dom g and dom h are convex. In addition, since domh = R™ and
each ¢; is convex, we see that ¢ is —(dom h)*-convex as well. Thus, every stationary point of

(4.33) is a global minimizer in view of Proposition 4.4.

We will derive the iteration complexity for Algorithm 1 (with § € (0,1/2)) to
generate an (e1, My, €3)-stationary point, where My was given in (3.10). Note that this
does not imply any vanishing bounds on {||c(z') — y'||}. Nevertheless, we show how
to construct a subsequence {x7*} such that, together with the corresponding {y**},
we have limy_, [|c(z7*) — yT*|| = 0, and we also establish subsequential convergence
along this subsequence to a stationary point, under a standard constraint qualification.

We start with the following proposition.

Proposition 4.5 Suppose that Assumptions 3.1 and 4.4 hold, and {Bt} is chosen to satisfy
Assumption 4.1 with 6 € (0, %) Let {2}, {y'} and {u} be generated by Algorithm 1. Then
the following inequalities hold for all T > 1.

1 2
1 1 t+1 12 4>\5M1 4)\5M0’yo

E il _ < + , 4.35
T e % H‘T T H = (T 1)1,(5 (T 1)1,25 ( )

T 2

1 1, e1 4,2 4M; 4MZ~o
= E 2Tt < + , 4.36
THMH I “T+1 " (T+1)1-9 (4.36)
1 <& Apimax M1 Aptmax M2~

t+1 t)2 max V11 max V170
= E T —x < , 4.37
thl|| I < T+1 (T +1)t-9 (4.37)

where
Xs = p 'L+ p~(LeMo + ME)0, (4.38)

My is defined as in (3.10), My is defined as in (4.21), L, Lc, Mc are defined in Assumption 3.1,
0 and o are defined in Assumption 4.1, and p and pmax are specified in Algorithm 1.
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Proof Applying Lemma 3.2 with y = yt717 we have that for all t > 1,

_ 1 — Bi—
H@™ By’ < B By ™) = e = ol |+ 2 el -y
_ 1
< H(a' Bro1,y' ™) = gl =t + (B = Bro1) MG,

2t

where the last inequality holds because of (3.7) and the definition of My in (3.10). Summing
both sides of the above display from ¢ = 1 to 7', we obtain upon rearranging terms that

T T T
1 _
POE AR NS [H(a:t,ﬂt_l, Y - H(m“%@@] + 3 (B — Bio1) Mg,
1= <Pt =1 =1

(a)
= H(z", Bo,y°) — Ha" ™, Br,y") + (Br — Bo)M§ < H(z",Bo,y") — inf{f + g} + Br Mg,

where (a) holds because QTT”C(Z'TJrl) —yT)? >0, h(yT) > 0 and By > 0. Then, we have
T
1 Lo el g2
T3 el =

o2 2M2~0(T 4 1)° o AMy AMEo(T +1)°  4My AME~o
- T T T T+1 T+1 S TH+1 (TH1)1-9°

where the first inequality holds because of Assumption 4.1(i) and the second inequality holds
because 21" > T + 1. This proves (4.36). The inequality (4.37) follows immediately from (4.36)
upon noting that ut < pmax for all £.

Next, observe that

(4.39)

T
1 L1 2@ 1 -1 -1 2 1, 1 2
2 let T =P < 3T (07 L+ T (LMo + M) Il —af|
e =1 H

—~
o
=

T
_ _ 1
(P 2+ o7 (LeMo + ME)Br) D -l — o)
t=1
AMy 4M3~o
T+1 (T+1)t-9
4M, 4MZE~o
T+1 (T+1)1-9¢

IN
Nl =

c

<

—~

~
N

p L+ p N (LeMo + ME)BT) (
(d)

A\
—

p 'L+ p (LMo + MZ)yo(T + 1)6) (

1 -1 2 s ( 4M AMg o
< L LcMy + M, T+1
_(p +p ( c 0+ C)FYO)( + ) <T+1+(T+1)1_6 )
where (a) holds because of (3.11), (b) holds because {3} is nondecreasing, (c) follows from
(4.39), (d) holds because of Assumption 4.1(i), the last inequality holds because T' > 1.
Recalling the definition of A5 in (4.38), the inequality (4.35) follows from the above display. O

We can now establish the following results on complexity and subsequential
convergence.

Theorem 4.3 (Iteration complexity and subsequential convergence) Suppose that Assump-
tions 3.1 and 4.4 hold, and {B+¢} is chosen to satisfy Assumption 4.1 with § € (0, %) Let {z*}
and {yt} be generated by Algorithm 1. Then, the following statements hold.
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(i) It holds that for all T > 1,
(min {dist” (0, V7" + 09" + S OR(y")) + e — ')

)\6 A7 s
< 4.40
_T+1+(T+1)1*5+(T+1)1*25’ (440)
where
8ne M2 M
X6 := (8L% + 4) ptmax M1 + 32M1 + ”0_7250, (4.41)
A7 = (8L2 + 4) ptmax ME~0 + 32Ma~0 + 3225 M1, (4.42)
As = 32X5 Mo, (4.43)

and other constants are the same as those in Proposition 4.3(i).
(ii) Define by := = Zg 1 lz*+Y — 2*||2 for each T > 1. Then, for any subsequence {br,,} C
{br} satisfying by, < bp,_1 and Tk > 1,12 it holds that limy,_, o |lc(zT%) — yT*|| = 0;

moreover, any accumulation point x* of {IL‘Tk} satisfies c(x™) € dom h, and if, in addition,
(3.13) holds at x*, then

0€ Vf(a*)+0g(x™) + Je(z*) on(c(z")). (4.44)

Remark 4.5 (Interpreting (4.40)) Recall that when Assumptions 3.1 and 4.2 hold, and g is
also assumed to be the indicator function of a closed set while A is also assumed to be weakly
convex, for the Fltl i (1.2), we have for all z € dom g and all sufficiently large ¢ that

OF" (@) = Vf(2)+0g(x)+Je(2) " Ve 5, h(c(@)) C V1 (2)+09(x)+Je(x) " Oh(Prox g, (c(2))).
and iteration complexity bound was derived in [18, Theorem 3.3] for finding an z satisfying

dist (0, oFl (z)) < e. In view of the above display and (3.5), we can view (4.40) as an analogue
of [18, Theorem 3.3] under Assumptions 3.1 and 4.4.

Proof Using (3.12), we see that for each ¢ > 1,
dist(0, V(") + 99" ) + Je(a) T Oh(y"))

: H‘%Wﬂ —a') = (B = Bi—1) Je(a") T (c(a) = ') + Vf(2") = V(")

< %thﬂ — '+ (B = B Te@)llle(=") — || + V) = V")

< %thﬂ = a'[| +not’ T MM + [V f (") = V()]

Y (L + %) 2ttt — 2| + not® 1 Mo Mo, (4.45)

where (a) holds because of Assumption 4.1(ii), Assumption 3.1(ii), (3.7) and the definition of
My in (3.10), and (b) holds because of Assumption 3.1(i).
Next, notice that

1 ) 1 5— 1 K 5
26—2 26—2

—E +E t < — l—l—E / s ds

T 272 ( ) T( t=27t—1 )

t=1

121n view of Remark 2.1, we can construct the subsequence {ka 1.
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1 1721 1 1 2 4
- = =+ < < .
T(1+ =% )T(1+125)(126)T(126)(T+1)’ (4.46)

where the first inequality holds because x — 22072 is decreasing for z > 0 since § € (0,1/2),

and the last inequality holds because 27" > T + 1. Then we can deduce from (4.45) that

T
% Z dist?(0, Vf(z") + 8g(a") + Je (=) T on(y?))

IN
Nl

2
S (24 2) Ia* = o+ motbaeto )

t=1

T 2 1 T
t+1 t)2 2,26—2 2 2
Zz( ) [l — 2 +T;2n0t MZME

=1

IN
Nl=

Nl =

T 4 1 T
2 (L2 +—+ ) [ RPN T TV
— Nt T &
t=1 t=1
(a) T
< = Z 2( L%+
where we used (4.46) (a).
Then, it holds that
min {distQ(O, VI + 09 ) + o) OR(yY) + o — ot

212872
t+1 tn2 8770MC MO
- + — 4.4

T
<z Zdlst (0, 95("*1) + g ) + () Dby + 1 D [l — 2
=1 t=1

@ 1 & 2 8 8 t+1 2 8ng M2 M3
< 2L 14 AR | IR ) R
: th1< ut)” i+

®) (8L% + ) pumax M1 (8L? + D) pmaxMavo  32My  32ME~o

= T+1 T+DI0 T+l @1l
3225 M, 3225 MZ0 8na M2 M3
T+ (T+1)1=2  (1-20)(T+1)
A6 A7 A8

TTH1 @i (T

where (a) follows from (4.47), (b) holds because of Proposition 4.5 and the last equality holds
in view of the definitions of Ag, A7 and Ag in (4.41), (4.42) and (4.43), respectively. This
proves (4.40) and hence establishes item (i).

We now prove item (ii). We first fix a subsequence {br, } C {br} satisfying by, < b, _1
and T}, > 1. From Remark 2.1 (where we let a; := p; 2|2ttt — 28)|?) and (4.18), we obtain

2
1 STl _ T2 < 4\5 M + 4/\5M070.

2 I 1-6
Ty Tk Tk

(4.48)

( Ti+1 _ka

Hence, kal T DAl _ g T

) — 0. Since pt < prmax for all ¢, we also deduce that z © — 0.

We next show that limg_, o ||c(xT’“ ) —yTk || = 0. Since dom g is bounded by Assumption 4.4
and (3.7) holds, we see that {(z7*, T")} is bounded. Thus, it suffices to show that for any

accumulation point (#,§) of {(zT*,y"*)}, we have c(&) = 4.

33



To this end, fix any accumulation point (&,7) of {(:er,yT’“)}. Note that we have

0 < l“lﬁf < Lg:I + p Y LeMo + M2) by (3.11). Then we see that the sequence

{(xT’“ , yT"‘, 1/(pr, /BT,C))} is bounded. By passing to a further subsequence if necessary, we

may assume that (.IITk,ka,l/(/ATkﬂTk)) — (&,9,7) for some 7 > 0.
Recall from (3.4) that for all ¢ > 0,
. 1 1 1
2+ € Argmin {< LVf(aty + ol (et - yt>,x> b et —g(w)} . (1.49)
TER™ t B Bt
and from (3.5) that for all ¢ > 1,

yt € Argmin{
yeR‘nL

L) + gl - v} (4.50)

Now, from (4.49), we have for any = € dom g that

<%Vf (@) + Je(@™)T (e(@™) —y™), ka“> +

1 Ty Ti\T Tey T =
s<BTka<x ) 4 Je(@T (e(aTr) — ), >+

Tr+1

Th+1 Ty 2 1 Ty +1
&4 =T + Zg(a™ )
k
1

Ty 2
e — ="l +B79(1’)-
T

BT, i,
1
BT, T,

Since z — 2T — 0 and domyg is closed (see Assumption 3.1(iii)), we know that
limg o0 g Tetl = limg 0o Tk = 2 € dom g. Passing to the limit on both sides of the above
inequality and noting that 87, — oo and invoking the continuity of g on its closed domain,
we deduce that

(1e@)" (e(@) = 9),2) < (Je(@)" (e(@) = 9), ) + 7l — 31

Since this inequality is true for any = € dom g, we conclude that

& € Argmin {<Jc(az)T(c(az) - g)7x> + 7 — :zHQ} 4 (4.51)
xcdom g
Using (4.50) and the closedness of dom h (see Assumption 3.1(iii)), we deduce similarly that
N N I ST . "
3 € Argnin { (@) = b = Projom (c(2)) (452)
yEdom h

From (4.51), we obtain
0 € Je(2)T (c(&) = §) + Bdom ¢ (&) = Je(&)" (e(2) — Projaom n(c(£))) + daom ¢(%)

— 9 (%dist(cc), domh)? + 6dom9<')) (@)

where the first equality follows from (4.52) and the fact that dom h is closed and convex, and
the second equality follows from [30, Exercise 8.8(c)]. The above display shows that & is a
stationary point of (4.33). Hence, & is a global minimizer of (4.33) thanks to Assumption 4.4.
Finally, in view of Assumption 3.1(iii), we see that the optimal value of (4.33) is 0. Consequently,
we have
lle(z) — gl = dist(e(Z), dom k) = 0, (4.53)

where the first equality follows from (4.52). Thus, we have shown that ¢(Z) = g for any accu-
m%llation point (&, ) of the bounded sequence {(z*,y7*)}. Consequently, lim,_, o ||c(zT*) —
y'*| =0.

Next, suppose that z* is an accumulation point of {xT’“} Then using limy_, o, |\c(ka) —
yT*|| = 0 together with the fact that {y?*} C dom h and the closedness of dom h, we see that
¢(z*) € dom h.
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Finally, assume further that (3.13) holds at z*. By passing to a further subsequence if
necessary, we may assume that the bounded sequence (mTk Ly 1 (e, Br,)) — (¥, y*, )
for some y* € domh and 7 > 0. Repeating the argument from (4.49) to (4.53) with
(z*,y*,7") in place of (%, 9, 7) shows that c(z*) = y*. In view of this and (4.48), we can now
invoke Theorem 3.1 to show that (4.44) holds. O

5 Numerical experiments

We perform numerical experiments to study the performance of SDCAMy,. We focus
on the settings of Sections 4.2 and 4.3, which are beyond the reach of the existing
literature of single-loop algorithms. All the codes are written in Python 3.13 on a 64
bit PC with AMD Ryzen 7 7435H (16 CPUs), 3.1GHz and 16GB of RAM.

5.1 Non-Lipschitz sparse MLP regression

In this section, we perform numerical experiments for SDCAMy, on an instance of
Example 4.1.

Data generation. We use the MNIST handwritten digits dataset [20]. The original
dataset consists of 60000 training images and 10000 test images, each of size 28 x 28
pixels. We preprocess the data as follows. First, we flatten each image into a vector of
dimension ng = 784. Then, we rescale the pixel values to the range [0, 1] by dividing by
255. For the target values, we use the digit labels (0—9) and normalize them to [—1,1].13
We randomly select m = 1000 samples from the training set for our experiments. We
consider a 3-layer MLP with (ng,n,n2) = (784,128,64). The activation functions for
the hidden layers are chosen to be the hyperbolic tangent function (otann(u) =
We let p = 0.5 and A = 0.05 in (4.16).

Algorithm settings. We choose fimax = 107, i—1 = 0.01, p = 0.5 and n = 2. We
generate an Z via Xavier initialization [13] and project it onto the C' defined in (4.17)
to generate z¥ and let y° = 0 in Algorithm 1. We let 6 = 0.5 and then, at each iteration
t, let B; = Bo(t +1)° for some By > 0: our numerical experiment aims at studying the
numerical performance of SDCAMy, under different values of By that will be specified
below. We terminate the algorithm when the number of iterations exceeds 3000.

Numerical results. We generate an instance described above and compare the
performance of SDCAM;y, with 8y € {5 x 1075,107°,1.5 x 107°} in Figure 1. We see
that a smaller 3y leads to a better objective value and a smaller ||zt — z!||/u; at
termination: recall that the latter quantity has been instrumental in our complexity
analysis, see Proposition 4.3.

et—e "

G-

5.2 A penalized QCQP

In this section, we perform numerical experiments for SDCAMy, on an instance of
Example 4.2.

Data generation. We let ()¢ be the identity matrix, and generate by with standard
Gaussian entries and scale it by a factor of scaley = 5. Specifically, by ~ scaleg- N (0, I,,).
For each i = 1,...,m, we set Q; = U;D;U}’, where U, is an n x n random orthogonal

13Precisely, we use the mapping z — (z — 4.5)/4.5.
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Figure 1: Numerical performances of SDCAMy, with By € {5x107¢,1075, 1.5 x 10~°}
for sparse MLP regression.

matrix'4 and D; is a diagonal matrix whose diagonal elements are uniformly distributed

n [0,5]. In addition, we let a = 0.05, and for each i = 1,...,m, we set b; = 0 and
r; = —3Z7 Q;%, where T € Argmin 3|z + bo||? + 0.05|z[|2.*" Finally, we set r = [|Z]|
and p = 0.8.

Algorithm settings. We choose pimax = 107, 1 =1, p=0.8 and n = 1.2 in
Algorithm 1. In addition, we let 6 = 0.3 and then, at each iteration t, let 8; = Bo(t+ 1)‘5
for some By > 0: our numerical experiment aims at studying the numerical performances
of SDCAMy, under different values of 3y that will be specified below.

We solve subproblem (3.4) approximately through a root-finding scheme (see, e.g.,
[14]). We choose ° = —by and y" = 0. We terminate the algorithm when the number
of iterations exceeds 3000.

Numerical results. We consider (n,m) = (1000, 100) and generate an instance
described above. We compare the performances of SDCAMy, with 5y € {10_4, 102, 1}
in Figure 2. We see that a larger 5y leads to a smaller feasibility violation at termination,
while a smaller 3y leads to a smaller ||2**! — 2t||/u; at termination: recall that the
latter quantity has been instrumental in our complexity analysis, see Proposition 4.5.
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1 Specifically, we first generate a matrix W; with standard Gaussian entries and then perform a QR
decomposition on W; to obtain the orthogonal matrix U;.

®We minimize z — 1|z + bol|* + 0.05||z||} approximately via a root-finding scheme (see, e.g., [14]) and
take the approximate minimizer obtained as Z.
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Figure 2: Numerical performances of SDCAM;y, with 8y € {10_4, 1072, 1} for a penalied
QCQP. Here, in the second figure, the relative feasibility at the ¢-th iteration is defined as
| max{c(z"),0}/ max{r.cs, 1}||, where r.of = [Ir1] --- |rm|]T and the max and division are
performed element-wise.
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