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Abstract

An adaptive regularization algorithm using high-order models is proposed for partially
separable convexly constrained nonlinear optimization problems whose objective function
contains non-Lipschitzian £,-norm regularization terms for ¢ € (0,1). It is shown that the
algorithm using an p-th order Taylor model for p odd needs in general at most O(e_(”“‘l)/ P)
evaluations of the objective function and its derivatives (at points where they are defined)
to produce an e-approximate first-order critical point. This result is obtained either
with Taylor models at the price of requiring the feasible set to be ’kernel-centered’ (which
includes bound constraints and many other cases of interest), or for non-Lipschitz models,
at the price of passing the difficulty to the computation of the step. Since this complexity
bound is identical in order to that already known for purely Lipschitzian minimization
subject to convex constraints [9], the new result shows that introducing non-Lipschitzian
singularities in the objective function may not affect the worst-case evaluation complexity
order. The result also shows that using the problem’s partially separable structure (if
present) does not affect complexity order either. A final (worse) complexity bound is
derived for the case where Taylor models are used with a general convex feasible set.

Keywords: complexity theory, nonlinear optimization, non-Lipschitz function, £;-norm regular-
ization, partially separable problems.

1 Introduction

We consider the partially separable convexly constrained nonlinear optimization problem:

mlnf Zfoﬂ? —|—Z\U:E|q—2fl x +Zfz x;) (1.1)

ieN i€H ieN i€H

where F is a non-empty closed convex set, N UH = def M NNH=0, fi : R" =R, qge (0,1),
fi(xy) = |37 = |Usx|? for ¢ € ‘H and where, for i € M, x; © Uiz with U; a (fixed) n; x n
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matrix with n; < n. Without loss of generality, we assume that ||U;|| = 1 for all i € M and
that the ranges of the UiT for i € N span IR" in that the intersection of the nullspaces of the
U; is reduced to the origin®). In what follows, the “clement functions” f; (i € N) will be
“well-behaved” smooth functions with Lipschitz continuous derivatives®. If H# # 0, we also
require that

n; = 1 (1.2)

and (initially at least(®)) that the feasible set is ’kernel centered’, in the sense that, if Py[] is
the orthogonal projection ont the convex set X', then, for i € H,

Prery[F] € F  whenever  ker(U;) N F # () (1.3)

in addition of F being convex, closed and non-empty. As will be discussed below (after
Lemma 4.2), we may assume without loss of generality that, ker(U;) N F # 0 (and thus
Prery[F] € F) for all i € H. 'Kernel centered’ feasible sets include boxes (corresponding to
bound constrained problems), spheres/cylinders centered at the origin and other sets such as

{(a:l,xg) e R |z € Fi and gi(z1) < @9 < —92(1'1)}, H = {2}, (1.4)

where Fj is a non-empty closed convex set in R™ and g;(-) are convex functions from IR"! to
R (i =1,2,n; +1 < n) such that g;(z1) <0 (i = 1,2) for z; € F;. Compositions using (1.4)
recursively, rotations, cartesian products or intersections of such sets are also kernel-centered.

Problem (1.1) has many applications in engineering and science. Using the non-Lipschitz
regularization function in the second term of the objective function f has remarkable advan-
tages for the restoration of piecewise constant images and sparse signals [1,4, 28], and sparse
variable selection, for instance in bioinformatics [14,27]. Theory and algorithms for solving
g-norm regularized optimization problems have been developed in [12,15,29].

The partially separable structure defined in problem (1.1) is ubiquitous in applications of
optimization. It is most useful in the frequent case where n; < n and subsumes that of sparse
optimization (in the special case where the rows of each U; are selected rows of the identity
matrix). Moreover the decomposition in (1.1) has the advantage of being invariant for linear
changes of variables (only the U; matrices vary).

Partially separable optimization was proposed by Griewank and Toint in [26], studied
for more than thirty years (see [10, 11,20, 21, 30] for instance) and extensively used in the
popular CUTE(st) testing environment [23] as well as in the AMPL [19], LANCELOT [17]
and FILTRANE [24] packages, amongst others. In particular, the design of trust-region al-
gorithms exploiting the partially separable decomposition (1.1) was investigated by Conn,
Gould, Sartenaer and Toint in [16,18] and Shahabuddin [33].

Focussing now on the nice multivariate element functions (i € '), we note that using the
partially separable nature of a function f can be very useful if one wishes to use derivatives

of
@) €N RU) = 3 fila) (1.5)

ieN ieN

WIf the {UT }ienr do not span R™, problem (1.1) can be modified without altering its optimal value by
introducing an additional identically zero element term fo(Upz) (say) in N with associated Uy such that
Nien ker(U;) C range(Ud). Tt is clear that, since fo(xo) = 0, it is differentiable with Lipschitz continuous
derivative for any order p > 1. Obviously, this covers the case where N' = 0 # H.

() Hence the symbol A for “nice”.

IWe will drop this assumption in Section 5.
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of order larger than one in the context of the p-th order Taylor series

P
Ty (0.5) = frla) + 3 VALY (16)
=17
Indeed, it may be verified that
Vifn(@)sl =Y Vi filwi)[Uis). (1.7)
ieN

This last expression indicates that only the |[A| tensors {Véb fi(zi) }ienr of dimension nf needs
to be computed and stored, a very substantial gain compared to the n/-dimensional V; ()
when (as is common) n; < n for all i. It may therefore be argued that exploiting derivative
tensors of order larger than 2 — and thus using the high-order Taylor series (1.6) as a local
model of f(z + s) in the neighbourhood of # — may be practically feasible if f is partially
separable. Of course the same comment applies to

Pu(@) €S fiUiz) = fila) (1.8)
i€H i€H
whenever the required derivatives of f;(z;) = |z;|P (i € H) exist.

Interestingly, the use of high-order Taylor models for optimization was recently inves-
tigated by Birgin et al. [3] in the context of adaptive regularization algorithms for uncon-
strained problems. Their proposal belongs to this emerging class of methods pioneered by
Griewank [25], Nesterov and Polyak [32] and Cartis, Gould and Toint [6,7] for the uncon-
strained case and by these last authors in [8] for the convexly constrained case of interest here.
Such methods are distinguished by their excellent evaluation complexity, in that they need
at most O(e~(P+*1)/P) evaluations of the objective function and their derivatives to produce
an e-approximate first-order critical point, compared to the O(¢~2) evaluations which might
be necessary for the steepest descent and Newton’s methods (see [31] and [5] for details).
However, most adaptive regularization methods rely on a non-separable regularization term
in the model of the objective function, making exploitation of structure difficult(¥).

The purpose of the present paper is twofold. Its first aim is to show that worst-case
evaluation complexity for nonconvex minimization subject to convex constraints is not affected
by the introduction of non-Lipschitzian singularities in the objective function. The second
and concurrent one is to show that this complexity is not affected either by the use of partially
separable structure, if present in the problem.

The remaining of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 establishes a necessary

first-order optimality condition for the non-Lipschitzian case. Section 3 then introduces the
partially separable adaptive regularization algorithm for this problem while Section 4 is de-
voted to its worst-case evaluation complexity analysis for the case where Taylor models are
used with a kernel-centered feasible set. Section 5 drops the kernel-centered assumption for
non-Lipschitz models and Taylor models. The results are discussed in Section 6 and some
final conclusions and perspectives are presented in Section 7.
Notations. In what follow, ||z|| denotes the Euclidean norm of the vector = and ||T’||, the
recursively induced Euclidean norm on the p-th order tensor T' (see [3,9] for details). The
notation 7'[s]* means that the tensor T is applied to i copies of the vector s. For any set X,
|X| denotes its cardinality. For any 7 C M, we also denote fz(z) =7 fi(z).

) The only exception we are aware of is the unpublished note [22] in which a p-th order Taylor model is
coupled with a regularization term involving the (totally separable) g-th power of the ¢ norm (g > 1).
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2 First-order necessary conditions

In this section, we first present exact and approximate first-order necessary conditions for
a local minimizer of problem (1.1). Such conditions for optimization problems with non-
Lipschitzian singularities have been independently defined in the scaled form [15] or in sub-
spaces [2,14]. In a recent paper [13], KKT necessary optimality conditions for constrained
optimization problems with non-Lipschitzan singularities are studied under the relaxed con-
stant positive linear dependence and basic qualification. The above optimality conditions
take the singularity into account by no longer requiring that the gradient (for unconstrained
problems, say) nearly vanishes at an approximate solution x. (which would be impossible if
the singularity is active) but by requiring that a scaled version of this requirement holds in
that | X.VL.f(ze)| is suitably small, where X, is a diagonal matrix whose diagonal entries are
the components of z.. Unfortunately, if the i-th component of x, is small but not quite small
enough to consider that the singularity is active for variable ¢ (say it is equal to 2¢), the i-th
component of V1! f(z) can be as large as a multiple of e~!. As a result, comparing worst-case
evaluation complexity bounds with those known for purely Lipschitz continuous problems
(such as those proposed in [3] or [9]) may be misleading, since these latter conditions would
never accept an approximate first-order critical point with such a large gradient. In order to
avoid these pitfalls, we now propose a stronger definition of approximate first-order critical
point for non-Lipschitzian problems where such “border-line” situations do not occur. The
new definition is also makes use of subspaces but exactly reduces to the standard condition
for Lipschitzian problems if the singularity is not active at x., even if it is close to it.
Given a vector x € R"™ and € > 0, denote

i
C(x,e€) e {i e H | |Uix| <e€}, R(z,e€) e m ker(U;) = | span {Ul}
1€C(x,€) i€C(e)
and ,
W(z,€) © AU (H\ C(z,€)).

For convenience, if ¢ = 0, we denote C(z) e C(x,0), R(z) déf R(z,€) and W(x) o
W(z,0).

Observe that the definition of R(z,€) above gives that

R(z,e)t C span{U]}. (2.1)
1€H

Also note that any = € IR™ can be decomposed uniquely as z = y + z where y € R(z)* and
z € R(x). By the definition of R(x), it is not difficult to verify that

Uiz=0, VieC(zr) and z € R(x).

Finaly note that, although f(x) is nonsmooth if H # 0, fyy(.¢ () is as differentiable as the
fi(x) for i € N and any € > 0. This allows us to formulate our first-order necessary condition.
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Theorem 2.1 If x, € F is a local minimizer of problem (1.1), then

Xf(zy) =0, (2.2)

where, for any = € F,

def .
(@) = xp@n 0 | min V@), (2.3)
z+deEF
deR(2),||d[|I<1

Proof. Suppose first that R(z.) = {0} (which happens if . = 0 € F and span; {Ul } =
IR™). Then (2.2)-(2.3) holds vacuously. Now suppose that R(z,) contains at least one
nonzero element. By assumption, there exists d,, > 0 such that

f(@e) = min{fyr(2) + fu(z) [ 2 € F, [lo— 2. < bz}
= min{ fx(y +2) + fuly +2) |y +2 € Foy € Rz "z € R(za), [ly + 2 — 2l < 0.}
<min{fnx(y+2)+ ) Uily+2)|' |y+2€ Fy=0,z€ R(w.), ||z — | < 62}

1EH
= min{fy(2) + Y [Uiz|? | 2 € FOR(), ||z — 2| < 65, }
1€EH
=min{fy(2) + Y Uizl | 2 € FAR(@), ||z — 2]l < 62}

We now introduce a new problem, which is problem (1.1) reduced to R(z), namely,

min - fyy,,)(2) = fa(z) + Z Uiz,
ieH\C () (2.4)
st. z€ FNR(xy)

where the gradient V1 fyy(,.)(2) is locally Lipschitz continuous in some (bounded) neigh-
borhood of z,. It then follows from x, € R(z,) that

e (@) = fv(2s) + Z Uiz|? = f(z4).

i€EH\C(xx)
Therefore, we have that
Pt (@) < ming e (2) | 2 € FOC() |1z — o] < 52}

which implies that x, is a local minimizer of problem (2.4). Hence, we have

Vifweo (@) (z—2,) >0, z€FNR(x.). (2.5)
In addition,

{d=0}C{d | zs+de F,de R(zs),||d]| <1} C{d | z« +de F,de R(zs)}

which gives the desired result (2.2)-(2.3). O
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We call z, a first-order stationary point of (1.1), if x, satisfies the relation (2.2) in Theorem 2.1.
For € > 0, we call z. an e-approzimate first-order stationary point of (1.1), if x. satisfies

Xf (e, €) def min V}Efw(%e) () ld| <e. (2.6)
€

r+deF
dG’R(ze,e),HdHSI

Theorem 2.2 Let x. be an e-approximate first-order stationary point of (1.1). Then
any cluster point of {z.}.~¢ is a first-order stationary point of problem (1.1) as € — 0.

Proof. Suppose that z, is any cluster point of {z.}~o0. Hence there must exist an
infinite sequence {e} converging to zero and an infinite sequence {z¢, }r>0 C {Ze}es0
such that x, = limy_,o ¢, and z, is an e;-approximate first-order stationary point of
(1.1) for eack k > 0. If R(z,) = {0}, (2.2) holds vacuously and hence z, is a first-order
stationary point. Suppose therefore that R(x.) contains at least one nonzero element,
implying that the dimension of R(z.) is strictly positive.

First of all, we claim that there must exist k. > 0 such that R(z,,er)" C R(zs)* for any
k > k.. Indeed, if that is not the case, there exists a subsequence of {z., }, say {azekj }, such
that lim;_, €, = 0 and R(xekj,ekj)J— Z R(x4)* for all j. Using now (2.1) and the fact
that H is a finite set, we obtain that there must exist an i € H such that ig € C (:cekjt , 6’%)

but ig ¢ C(x,) where {k;,} C {k;} with ¢ =1,2,---. For convenience, we continue to use
{k;} to denote its subsequence {k;, }. Hence, we have that

|Uiox6kj | S Ekj .

Let j go to infinity. It then follows from the above inequality that |U;,z.| = 0, which
contradicts the fact that ig ¢ C(x.). Thus, we conclude that, for some k., > 0 and all
k> ke, R(%e,, €x)" C R(w)*. Therefore we have that R(z.) C R(z.,, ;) for k > k.

For any fixed €, approximate first-order stationary point z,, consider the following two
minimization problems.

min VifW(wsk,ek)(l”ek)Td’

(2.7)
St T +d € F,d € R(xey,er), |d] <1,

and

min vifW(xek,ek)(aij)Tdu

(2.8)
st. xe, +deF,de Rz, |d|| <1

Since d = 0 is a feasible point of both problems (2.7) and (2.8), the minimum values of

(2.7) and (2.8) are both nonpositive. Moreover, it follows from R(x.) C R(x,,€) that

the minimum value of (2.8) is not smaller than that of (2.7).
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Hence, from (2.6), we have that for any z,,

. 1 T . 1 T
min fow(xewek)(xek) dl < min fow(x5k75k)(m€k) d <e. (2.9)
I5k+d€.7‘— ng+d€f
deR(z.),||d||<1 deR (e, ex),||d]| <1

Suppose that de, is a minimizer of problem (2.8), then (2.9) implies that
—et < Vo wiae, e (@) do, <0, (2.10)
where d., should satisfy that z, +d, € F, de, € R(z+) and ||de, || < 1. Note that, since
de, € R(xy),
T

vclsz(:Cek7€k)(x€k)Td€k = va:f./\f(xek) + Z QIU’LxEk ’q_lsign(Uixek)UiT dek
lEH\C(Iek)

= Vofn (@) de, + Y qlUiae, |9 sign(Uize, ) Uide,
ZEH\C((Eek)

= vfo(xek)Td€k + Z q|Ui.’Eek|q_1Sign(UifIT5k)Uid€k.
1€EH
(2.11)

From the compactness of {d | ||d|| < 1}, we know that there must exist a subsequence
of {d,} such that dep, — di € R(z,) with [|d«|| < 1 as j goes to infinity. Since for

i € H\C(zx), we have limy_,o0 [Uize, |971 = |Uiz4|?71. Let k go to infinity in (2.10) and
(2.11), and we obtain that

0= v;:fw(xek,e;c)(x*)Td* = VfN($*>Td* + Z q\Ui:U*]q_lsign(Uix*)Uid*,
7,€H\C(33*)

which implies that
min v;fW(l’ekﬁk)(l‘*)Td = Vglch(a:*)(x*)Td* =0
Tx+dEF

and completes the proof. O

3 A partially separable regularization algorithm

We now examine the desired properties of the element functions f; more closely. Assume
first that, for © € N, each element function f; is p times continuously differentiable and its
p-th order derivative tensor V4 f; is globally Lipschitz continuous with constant L; > 0 in the
sense that, for all z;,y; € range(U;),

IVE, fi(@i) = VE filyi)llp < Lillzi — wall- (3.1)
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It can be shown (see (4.6) below) that this assumption implies that, for i € N,

fl(x, + Si) = Tfhp(xi,si) + TiLiHS,‘Hp+1 with ’TZ‘ <1, (3.2)

(p+ 1)
where s; = U;s.

Because the quantity 7;L; in (3.2) is usually unknown in practice, it is impossible to use
(3.2) directly to model the objective function in a neighbourhood of x. However, we may
replace this term with an adaptive parameter o;, which yields the following (p + 1)-th order
model for the i-th element (i € N):

1
mi(xi, si) = T, p(24, 51) + [ oillsi[|P*. (3.3)
There is more than one possible choice for defining the element models for ¢ € H. The
first(® is to pursue the line of polynomial Taylor-based models, for which we need the following
technical result.

Lemma 3.1 We have that, for i € H and all x,s € R" with U;z # 0 # U;(z + s),

© 1 (] » .
i+ 817 = |zl T+ ¢ > il (H(q - f)) || T (s, 84), (3.4)

j=17" \¢=1
where
Si if ; >0 and x; +5s; >0,
—s5 if #;, <0 and x; +s; <0
M(xi78i) def S; i x; < and x; +s; <0, (3.5)

—(2z;+s;) if x; >0 and x; +s; <0,
2x; + 8; if z; <0 and z; +s; > 0.

Proof. 1If y € R;, it can be verified that the Taylor expansion |y + z|? at y # 0 and
y+ z € Ry is given by

00 j—1
[y + 2] =yq+qzjl, [H(q—ﬁ)] Y, (3.6)
j=17" Le=1

Let us now consider ¢ € H. Relation (3.6) yields that, if x; > 0 and x; + s; > 0,

0o 7—1
1 L
i + 51l = |m|"+qzﬁ H(q—f)] il s (3.7)
j=17" Le=1

By symmetry, if we have that if z; < 0 and x; + s; < 0, then

=W g
\xi+si|q:\xin+qu [Ia—0] s, (3.8)

j=1 (=1

®) Another choice is discussed in Section 5.
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Moreover, if z; > 0 and x; + s; < 0, then

!xi+8z’\q=!—iﬁz‘|q+qz( j') [H(q—ﬁ)] | = @i T (2w + s0). (3.9)
j=1 ) =1

Symmetrically, if x; < 0 and z; + s; > 0, then again,

> 1 [+t . .
i+ 50l = | —@il"+q ) i [H(q - 5)] | = @i 977 (225 + 5;) (3.10)

j=17" Le=1

(3.4)-(3.5) then trivially results from (3.7)-(3.10) and the identity | — z;| = |z;]. O
We now slightly abuse notation by defining
Tya p(xi, S;) if ;>0 and x; +s; >0,
T(_I)qm(aci, —$;) if ;<0 and z; +s; <0,

Tjop (i, si) (3.11)
T(_x)qp(—xi, 2x; + Si) if ;>0 and z; +s; <0,

\ Tyap(—x4, 225 + 54) if x; <0 and z; +s; > 0.

We are now in position to define the regularized “two-sided” model for the element function

fi i €H)as
def
mi(zi, 8;) =

Hq,p(xi, Si). (3.12)
Figure 3.1 illustrates the two-sided model (3.11)-(3.12) for x; = —

(SIS
=
I

o
L=}
I

N

3

25 -

15 -

05

0

I I
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Figure 3.1: The square root function (continuous) and its two-sided model with p = 3 evalu-
ated at x; = —1 (dashed)

We may now build the complete model for f at x as

m(x,s) = Z mi (x4, 8;). (3.13)

1eEM
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The algorithm considered in this paper exploits the model (3.13) as follows. At each
iteration k, the model (3.13) taken at the iterate x = xj is (approximately) minimized in
order to define a step si. If the decrease in the objective function value along sj, is comparable
to that predicted by the Taylor model, the trial point xj + s is accepted as the new iterate
and the regularization parameters o;, (i.e. 0; at iteration k) possibly updated. The process
is terminated when an approximate local minimizer is found, that is when, for some k& > 0,

Xf(zp,€) < e. (3.14)
In order to simplify notation in what follows, we make the following definitions:

G Clarse),  Ri ™ Rizpe), Wi & Wiap,e),

and
C,j def C(xp + sk, €), R; def R(zk + Sk, €), W,j def W(xg + Sk, €).

Having defined the criticality measure (2.3), it is natural to use this measure also for
terminating the approximate model minimization: to find sj, we therefore minimize m(x, s)
over s until, for some constant # > 0 and some exponent r > 1,

X (Tk, Sk, €) = Xm,, (zk, sk, €) <min | 2¢*> min |U(2g + si)|", 0|5k (3.15)
k ieHﬁW,j
where
def .
Xm,, 4 (Ty Sy €) = min Vimw+(xk,sk)Td ) (3.16)
k Ttsp+dEF F
deR}ld|[<1

We also require that, once |U;(x + s)| < € occurs for some ¢ € H in the course of the
model minimization, it is fixed at this value, meaning that the remaining minimization is
carried out in R(zy + s,€). Thus the dimension of R(zy + s,€) (and therefore of R(xg,€)) is
monotonically non-increasing during the step computation and across iterations. Note that
computing a step s satisfying (3.15) is always possible since the subspace R(zy + s,€) can
only become smaller during the model minimization and since we have seen in Section 2 that
Xm (2, 1) = 0 at any local minimizer of myy(z, 45 .6)(Tk, 5)-

3.1 The algorithm
We now introduce some notation useful for describing our algorithm. Define

def def
i = Uiz,  sip = Uisy.

Also let dof
5fir = fi(zin) — fi(zig + six)
def

0fk = fyr(@r) = fyr (2 + sp) = > 0fim

zEVV,;F

def
Smig = mi(2i g, 0) — mi(Ti ks Sik),s
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def
i = myy (w1, 0) = My (1, 51) = > Omig,
iEW;
and

def
0Ty, = waljm(xkao)_walj,p(xhsk)

= [Trep(er0) = Tpepln sl + [T, o0 @0 0) =Ty o (@R0sw)] - (3.07)

|P+1‘

1
= omy+ > ikllsin
! HEIEE
(p+1) ieN
The partially separable adaptive regularization algorithm is now formally stated as Algo-
rithm 3.1 on the following page.

Note that an zo € F can always be computed by projecting an infeasible starting point
onto F. The idea of the second and third parts of (3.21) and (3.22) is to identify cases
where the model m; overestimates the element function f; to an excessive extent, leaving
some space for reducing the regularization and hence allowing longer steps. The requirement
that pr > 1 in both (3.21) and (3.22) is intended to prevent a situation where a particular
regularization parameter is increased and another decreased at a given unsuccessful iteration,
followed by the opposite situation at the next iteration, potentially leading to cycling. Other
more elaborate mechanisms can be designed to achieve the same goal, such as attempting to
reduce a given regularization parameter at most a fixed number of times before the occurence
of a successful iteration, but we do not investigate those alternatives in detail here. The
idea of the second and third parts of (3.21) and (3.22) is simply to identify cases where the
model m; overestimates the element function f; to an excessive extent, leaving some space
for reducing the regularization and hence allowing longer steps.

We note at this stage that the condition s; € R implies that

Cr CC and Wi C Wy

Note that the above algorithm considerably simplifies in the Lipschitzian case where H =
(), since
(@) = fm(z) = f(2)
for all k > 0 and all x € F = Fog.
4 Evaluation complexity for ’kernel-centered’ fesible sets

We start our worst-case analysis by formalizing our assumptions for problem (1.1).

AS.1 The feasible set F is closed, convex and non-empty.

AS.2 Each element function f; (i € N) is p times continuously differentiable in an
open set containing F, where p is odd whenever H # (.
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Algorithm 3.1: Partially Separable Adaptive Regularization

Step 0: Initialization: zy € F and {oq;}icpr > 0 are given as well as the accuracy € €
(0,1] and constants 0 < v <1 <y <72, n € (0,1), 0 >0, Omin € (0, min;epr o ;]

and Ky, > 1. Set k = 0.

Step 1: Termination: Evaluate f(zy) and {VL%fw, (zx)}. If xf(2k, €) <€, return ze =

7 and terminate. Otherwise evaluate {V? fy, (zx)}r_,.

Step 2: Step computation: Compute a step s € Ry such that zp + s € F,

m(zg, si) < m(zk,0) and (3.15) holds.
Step 3: Step acceptance: Compute

_ Ofk

Pk—@

and set 11 =z if pr <, or X1 = % + Sk if pr > 7.

Step 4: Update the “nice” regularization parameters: For i € N, if

fi@ig + sik) > mi(zik, sik)

set
Tikt+1 € [Y10i k> V205 k).

Otherwise, if either

pr>n and Ofip <0 and Ofir < 0m;p — Kugld fi

or
pr>n and 6fix >0 and Ofir > 0my g + Kl fi
then set
Oikt1 € [MaAX[0min, Y0Ti k), Ti k)
else set

Oik+1 = Oj k-

Increment k& by one and go to Step 1.

(3.18)

(3.19)

(3.20)

(3.21)

(3.22)

(3.23)

(3.24)
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AS.3 The p-th derivative of each f; (i € N') is Lipschitz continuous on F with
associated Lipschitz constant L; (in the sense of (3.1)).

AS.4 There exists a constant fioy such that fa/(x) > fioy for all x € F.

AS.5 There exists a constant /-;9\/ > 0 such that
V3 i (0)]] < KR
for all j € {1,...,p}.

Note that AS.4 is necessary for problem (1.1) to be well-defined. Also observe that AS.5
guarantees the existence of a constant k> f@ﬁ)\/ such that

HVifN(x))H <ky forall ze{reF||z| <1} (4.1)

Obviously, AS.2 alone implies (4.1) (without the need of assuming AS.5) if F is bounded.
We first observe that our assumptions on the partially separable nature of the objective
function imply the following useful bounds.

Lemma 4.1 There exist constants 0 < ¢min < Smax such that, for all s € IR™ and all
v > 1 and for any subset X C M,

Sinllsxll” < D lIsill” < 1¥] G s, (4.2)
ieX

where sy = Pspaniex{UiT}(s)‘

Proof. Assume that, for every ¢ > 0 there exists a vector s in span;c{U!} of norm

1 such that max;ex [|Uis¢]| < s||s¢|| = ¢. Then taking a sequence of {g;} converging to
zero and using the compactness of the unit sphere, we obtain that the sequence {s }
has at least one limit point sp with ||sp]| = 1 such that max;cx ||U;so| = 0, which is

impossible since we assumed that the intersection of the nullspaces of the U; is reduced
to the origin. Thus our assumption is false and there is constant ¢uin > 0 such that, for
every s € span;cy{U! },

il = Ui 2 Smin .
max ||sif| = max [[Uss|| 2 minl|s]
The first inequality of (4.2) then follows from the fact that

;{ [sill” > max [sill” = spinll s[”-

A

We have also that
> llsill < | Xlmax [Uss||” < [X|max ([Us][|s]])"
ey 1€ 1eX

which yields the second inequality of (4.2) with ¢max = max U O
1€
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Taken for v = 1 and X = N, this lemma states that ), /|| - || is a norm on IR™ whose
equivalence constants with respect to the Euclidean one are ¢pnin and |N|gnax. In most
applications, these constants are very moderate numbers.

We now turn to the consequence of the Lipschitz continuity of V%4 f; and define, for a given
k > 0 and a given constant ¢ > 0 independent of e,

def . .
Okg = {i e W NH | min[ |z k], |k + sinl] > ¢} (4.3)

Note that
Orp = H\ [Clark, 6) U Clag + 51, 0)

Lemma 4.2 Suppose that AS.2 and AS.3 hold. Then, for & > 0 and Lyax def max;cnr Li,

[+ 1) Lo = 00 sialP* - with Jri| < 1,

(4.4)
for all © € N. If, in addition, ¢ > 0 is given and independent of €, then there exists a
constant L(¢) independent of € such that

1
fi(@ig+sik) = mi(ig, sik) + (p+1)!

IV fx00s 6 (2k + 51) = Vsmauo, . (2k, s6) | < L(9)| skl (4.5)

Proof. First note that, if f; has a Lipschitz continuous p-th derivative as a function of
U;x, then (1.7) shows that it also has a Lipschitz continuous p-th derivative as a function
of x. It is therefore enough to consider the element functions as functions of x; = U;x.

AS.3 and (3.1) imply that

ik .
d(Tig + Sik) = Trp(Tik, Side) + — Linax||si g |PTT with  |7x| < 1, (4.6)
filwig +sik) = T p( )+ ol

for each i € N (see [3] or [9, Section 2.2]), and (4.4) then follows from (3.3).
q

Consider now i € Oy, and assume first that x; ;, > ¢ and x; , + s, > ¢. Then fi(z;) = ]
is infinitely differentiable on the interval [z;,z;x + s;x] C [¢,00) and the norm of its
(p + 1)-st derivative tensor is bounded above on this interval by

p+1

[Ta-0

=0

def

Lyy() gL (4.7)

We then apply the same reasoning as above using the Taylor series expansion of z at x;
and, because of the first line of (3.11), deduce that

fixig + sik) = mi(xik, sik) + mﬂ,k(p + 1)Ly ()]s P with |7 <1, (4.8)

and
IVLfi(@in + sik) — Vami(@ig, sip)|| < L(8)|sikl?, (4.9)
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hold in this case (see [3]). The argument is obviously similar if z; ;, < —¢ and z; 5 +s; 1, <
—¢, using symmetry and the second line of (3.11). Let us now consider the case where
xip > ¢ and x; + si; < —¢. The expansion (3.4) then shows that we may reason as
for x; ), < —¢ and x; + s < —¢ using a Taylor expansion at —z; (which we know by
symmetry) and the third line of (3.11). The case where x; 1, < —¢ and x; 1, + si > ¢ is
similar, using the fourth line of (3.11). As a consequence, (4.8) and (4.9) hold for every
i € O, with Lipschitz constant Ly(¢). Moreover, using (4.2) and the definitions (4.7),

ST LillsilPt < max [Loax, La()] > llsilP+!
ieENUOy o ieENUOy o

from which (4.5) may in turn be derived from (4.9) and (4.2) with

L($) & IM| 2L max [Luax, Li(6)] (4.10)

Note that there is no dependence on ¢ in L if H = .
We now return to our statement that

ker(U;) N F # 0 (4.11)

may be assumed without loss of generality for all i € H. Indeed, assume that (4.11) fails for
j € H. Then j € O, for all k > 0, where §; > 0 is the distance between ker(U;) and F, and
we may transfer j from H to N (possibly modifying Lpax)-

The definition of the model in (3.13) also implies a simple lower bound on model decrease.

Lemma 4.3 For all k£ > 0,
1

o1y >
b= (p+1)!

Omin Z ||5i,k||p+1a (4.12)

ieN
s # 0 and (3.18) is well-defined.

Proof. The bound directly follows from (3.17), the observation that the algorithm
enforces dmy, > 0 and (3.23). Moreover, x,, (2, 0,€) = x¢(zi,€) > €. As a consequence,
(3.15) cannot hold for s; = 0 since termination would have then occured in Step 1 of
Algorithm 3.1. Hence at least one ||s; x| is strictly positive because of (4.2) and (4.12)
therefore implies that (3.18) is well-defined. O

We now verify that the two-sided model (3.12) is an overestimate of the function |z|? for all
relevant x; and s;.

Lemma 4.4 Suppose that AS.2 holds. Then, for i € H and all z;,s; € R" with z; #
0 # x; + s;, we have that
|z; + si|T < mi(zi, s:). (4.13)
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Proof. Since i € H by assumption, this implies that H # (), and thus, by AS.2, that p
is odd. From the mean-value theorem, we obtain that

7—1
i 4 sil7 = I:Bz!q+qz [H ]!fﬂ |7 (i, )’
j= 1 /=1

p (4.14)

[T-0

/=1

gy U1 s, )

for some z such that, using symmetry, z € [z, z+s] if (U;z)(U;(x+s)) > 0or z € [—z,z+5]
otherwise. As a consequence, we have that

|U;z| > min[|z;|, |z; + si|] > 0.
Remember now that p is odd. Then, using that ¢ € (0,1), we have that

P
p(zi, si)P™ >0 and H(q —0) <0
(=1

The inequality
P Jj—1 ‘ ‘
i+ sl < |wil?+ ) = | [T@—= O sl (s, 5:) (4.15)
=17 L
therefore immediately follows from (4.14), proving (4.13). O

We next investigate the consequences of the model’s definition (3.12) when the singularity at
the origin is approached and show that the two-sided model has to remain large along the
steps when x; ;, is not too far from the singularity.

Lemma 4.5 Suppose that p > 1is odd, g € (0,1), i € H, |x;| € (¢,1], and |z; + 84| > €.
Then

Proof. Following the argument in the proof of Lemma 4.2, it is sufficient to consider
that x; > 0 and z; + s; > 0. From (3.11) (where u(x;, s;) = s;), we have that

' [ﬁ(q — B)] Rl (4.17)

(=1

p

1
v qup stz ZQE
J=1

Define s; = fz;. This gives that (4.17) now reads

P

7—1
Vi, Toa (i, Bri) = q Y — ! [H(q - f)] R (4.18)
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from which we deduce that
Vi, mi(zi,0) =V Tha p(2i,0) = qe?!. (4.19)

Suppose first that s; < 0, i.e. f € (—1,0), and observe that 5{71 < 0 exactly whenever
j—1

H(q —¢) <0, and thus, using z; < 1 and (4.19), that

=1

V;imi(xi,si) > qx?il = V;imi(azi,()) for g e (—1,0). (4.20)

Suppose now that g € (0, 1). Then (4.18) implies that

P Jj—1
_ 1 _ _
Vi Teap(ws i) > qul' —q) G- [H(q f)] 2 (L)
j=2 (=1
i—1
_ q—1 - 1 : / 1\j—1
= dqx; 1_2( _1)| (q_) (5)
j=2 J ©Le=1
Observe now that
L [ 1o,
oD [H(q - e)] ‘ =[[—|=1 (4.21)
=1 =1
and therefore
P
Vi Toa p(ai, i) > grd 1 - Z(%)]_l
j=2
[ee]
> qrf 1= ()
=2
_ q—1 3
. (“ﬁ)
Using (4.19), this implies that
1
Vi Toap(@i, Br;) > §V;iqu,p(xi,0) for B €[0,1]. (4.22)
Suppose therefore that
B> 1. (4.23)

We note that (4.18) gives that
V§iqu71($i, Si) = q:Cgil and v;iqu’t+2(l’i, 31’) = v;iqu=t(xi’ Si) + qm’?ilht(ﬂ)

for t € {1,...,p — 2} odd, where

t t+1
ha(8) = }![Hm—@ B+ H(q—@] g
o = (4.24)
- ;[H(q—w]ﬂt(lﬂ‘t(ﬁ%).
/=1



Chen, Toint, Wang: Evaluation complexity of non-Lipschitzian optimization 18

It is easy to verify that h:(8) has a root of multiplicity ¢ at zero and another root

t+1 9
= —F ¢ 177 s
o= iy ( 2—q>

where the last inclusion follows from the fact that ¢ € (0,1). We also observe that h.(f)
is a polynomial of even degree (since t is odd). Thus

t+1

h(B) >0 forall B> - and te{l,...,p} odd. (4.25)
Now ) )
Vi Tya p(xi, Br; Vi, Trpa p—2(xi, Ba;
* pq(—l ) = : . q—(l ) + hp—Q(B)
qz; qz]

Tx (3] (2
\s ql(x ﬁx)+ Z hi

J

QJ) j=1,7 odd
p—2
= 1+ Y mB+ > (e (4.26)
7j=1,7 odd j=1,7 odd
h; (3)<0 by (3)>0
p
> 1+ ) k(B
j=1,7 odd
hj(5)<0

where we used (4.18) to derive the third equality. Observe now that, because of (4.25),

(e {l,...,p—2} odd | hj(B) < 0} {je{1,...,p_2} odd|ﬁ<t§1q}

def

{7 e{1,....to}| | j odd}
(4.27)
for some odd integer ¢ty € {1,...,p — 2}. Hence we deduce from (4.24) and (4.26) that
V;qu7 (x4, Bx;) ot [J
" >1+ Z [[e-0| 4. (4.28)
qr; j= 1/ ! (=1

Moreover, since h(5) < 0 for t € {1,...,tp} odd and observing that the second term in
the first right-hand side of (4.24) is always positive for ¢ odd, we deduce that the terms
in the summation of (4.28) alternate in sign. We also note that they are decreasing in
absolute value since

t+1 t 1 t t—l—l q
t+1 —
] H(q ‘B [[ =5 Hl<q 0|8 < 1 A >

and (4.25) ensures that the term in brackets in the right-hand side is always negative for
g€ (0,1)and t € {1,...,tp} odd. Thus, keeping the first (most negative) term in (4.28),
we obtain that

V;iTqu(azi,,@mi) > q:Cgil(l—F (q— 1)5) > 2—V1 zq7p($z, ) > Vl xq p(iﬁl,O). (429)
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where we used (4.18) to deduce the second inequality. Combining (4.20), (4.22) and (4.29)

then yields that (4.16) holds for all 5 € (—1, 00), which completes the proof since s; = Sz;.
O

Our next step is to verify that the regularization parameters {o;}icps cannot grow un-
bounded.

Lemma 4.6 Suppose that AS.2 and AS.3 hold. Then, for all ¢ € A and all k& > 0,
Oik S [Umina Umax]7 (430)

def
where omax = 72 (p+ 1) Liax-

Proof. Assume that, for some i € N and k > 0, 05, > (p+1)L;. Then (4.4) gives that
(3.19) must fail, ensuring (4.30) because of the mechanism of the algorithm. |

We next investigate the consequences of the model’s definition (3.12) when the singularity at
the origin is approached.

Lemma 4.7 Suppose that AS.2 and AS.5 (and thus (4.1)) hold and that H # (. Let

_1
q—1

W

41prn + P omax
w % min |1, - : (4.31)
q
and suppose, in addition, that
[skll <1 (4.32)
and that, for some ¢ € H,
ikl € (0,w). (4.33)

Then

| Priiy [Vim(zg, se)lll > 1q°wi™" and  sgn (Pryy[Vim(zg, si)]) = sgn(@ik + sig)
(4.34)
where Ry o span{U }.

Proof. Consider i € H. Suppose, for the sake of simplicity, that
zip >0 and z; + s > 0. (4.35)
We first observe that Lemma 4.5 implies that

Viimi(x,-k, si) > %qV;imi(aji,k,O) for all s; # —x; . (4.36)
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Moreover,

V]f./\f(xk)[skj t+ o ZUMSMHSé kP

p
Vimar(xy, sk) = Vi far (@ +Z
]:2 ée/\/’

and thus, using the contractive property of orthogonal projections,(4.32), (4.1) and (4.2),
that ) )
PR [Vsmar (@i, si)lll < [I[Vsmar (@, si) |

< mvl+ -1+

W!

= DpKN + Pomax-

W5,
T ¢ Tmax (4.37)

We next successively use the linearity of Pr;[], the trlangle inequality, (4.36), the facts
that
U =1 and [Vgmi(zg, s)| = gleigl! > g™,

the bound (4.37), and (4.31) to deduce that

PR [Vim(ze, sl = |1Prgy[Vima(zr, sk) + VY mj(ak, sl
jer
= |IPria[Vimn(wr, ) + Y U VEm(ag, sl
jeH
| Priiy [Vimar(zp, si)] + ULV Emi(xg, si) |

> T mi(on, sl = [Py [Vima(or, sl
_ N

> %q wi™t — |:p/€/\/+‘ |§ Pomax

> lgPwil

which proves the first part of (4.34) and, because of (4.36), implies the second, for the
case where (4.35) holds. The proof for the cases where

[:1:1-71g <0 and x5+ sk < 0} or k(T +sik) <0

are identical when making use of the symmetry m;(x;) with respect to the origin. O

Note that, like oax, w and S only depend on problem data. In particular, they are indepen-
dent of e. Lemma 4.7 has the following crucial consequence.

Lemma 4.8 Suppose that AS.2, AS.5 and the assumptions (4.32)—(4.33) of Lemma 4.7
hold and that H # ). Suppose in addition that (3.15) holds at z, sg. Then, either

|ip+ skl <€ or |zip+sikl>w (ieH). (4.38)

Proof. If j € HNC(xy + sk, €), then clearly |z + s, 1| < €, and there is nothing more
to prove. Consider therefore any j € H \C,:r - VV,;F and observe that the separable nature



Chen, Toint, Wang: Evaluation complexity of non-Lipschitzian optimization 21

of the linear optimization problem in (3.16) implies that

min Pr;, (Vim(zy, sp)]Td| = min V;mwlj (2, s1) 7 d
TE+sp+deF zp+Ssp+deF
deR ;. lldlI<1 dER (43, /ld]|<1

4.39
min  Vimy,+ (zk, sp)td (4.39)

Tptsp+deF k

deR}|ld]|<1

= Xm(Tk, Sk, €)

< 1wk + skl

Observe now that, because of the second part of (4.34) and the fact that n; = 1 because
of (1.2), the optimal value for the convex optimization problem in the left-hand side of
this relation is given by

‘PR{]‘} [vém(q’./ﬁ 3k>” |d*‘

where d, is the problem solution and d. has the opposite sign of PR{j}[V;m(mk,sk)].
Moreover, the facts that j € H and (1.3) ensure that ;1 + s + d; = 0 is feasible for the
optimization problem on the left-hand side of (4.39), and hence that |dy| > |z + Sjkl-
Hence, we obtain that

2 q—1 2 r
W e+ sikl < 54Tk + skl
and thus, since w < 1, that
a=1
Tk + Sjk] > wr T > w,

and the second alternative in (4.38) holds. O

The rest of our complexity analysis depends on the following partitioning of the set of itera-
tions. Let the index set of the “successful” and “unsuccessful” iterations be given by

Sdéf{k20|pk277} and leéf{k20|pk<17}.

We next focus on the case where 7 # () and partition S into subsets depending on |z; x| and
|zi , + si k| for i € H. We first isolate the set of sucessful iterations which “deactivate” some

variable, that is

S. def {keS| ’xlk + st\ < e for some i € H},

as well as the set of successful iterations with large steps
def
Sjs = {k € S\ S | |Iskll > 1}. (4.40)

Let us now choose a constant a > 0 such that

O‘:{(Z)w if H #0, (4.41)

otherwise.
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Then, at iteration k € S\ (S U SIISII)v we distinguish
def {z e H\Ci| |zik| € [a,+00) and |z;k + sik| € [a, —f—oo)}’

To s {ieH\Ck] (m,ky € [w, +00) and |zix + six| € (6,&))

Lok

o

or (’%k’ € (e;a) and |zif + s x| € [w,—i—oo))},

dof {ieH\Ck] i € (e,w) and |74y + sik| € (e,w)}.

Ik =

Using these notations, we further define

So ¥ {keS\ (S U Sisi) | Zoxk = H\Cr}, So L {kes\(SU Sisi) | Zox # 03,

Sa = {k € S\ (S US)y)) | Za # 0}

Figure (4.2) displays the various kinds of steps in So i, S¢ 1, Sar and Se .

—a—Q
—_— e
----------- :‘- ----------<>
€
—— &
G &
€
...... .ﬁ_._._*
€
_._._a. ...... *
> &
---------- T n
—— QO
— >0
—H—0Q
€ « w 1

Figure 4.2: The various steps in S \ S5 depending on intervals containing their origin |z |
and end |x; + s; x| points. The vertical lines show, in increasing order, €, a and w. The
line type of the represented step indicates that it belongs to S, (dotted), So  (solid), Se¢
(dashed) and Sg, . (dash-dotted).The vertical axis is meaningless.

It is important to observe that the mechanism of the algorithm ensures that, once an x;
falls in the interval [—e¢, €] at iteration k, it never leaves it (and essentially “drops out” of the
calculation). Thus there are no right-oriented dotted steps in Figure 4.2 and also

|Se| < [H]|. (4.42)
Moreover Lemma 4.8 ensures that Zg, , = () for all k£ € S, and hence that
|Sa| = 0. (4.43)

As a consequence, one has that Se, S5, So, and S, form a partition of S. It is also easy to
verify that, if k € Sy and i € Zy 1, then

[kl = 1 Prysy (sk)ll = Isik] =2 w — = 3w >0, (4.44)
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where we have used the contractive property of orthogonal projections.
We now show that the steps at iterations whose index is in S¢ are not too short.

Lemma 4.9 Suppose that AS.1-AS.3 and AS.5 hold, that
e<« (4.45)
and consider k € So before termination. Then
lsill > (ko €)7, (4.46)

where

def ]/\/\ 1 -1
ko = [2(L(a) + 0+ 5 B omax) |- (4.47)

Proof. Observe first that, since k € So C S, we have that xy1 = 2 + s, and, because
e < a and C,j C Cp, we deduce that C, = C,j = Cpy1 and Ry = RZ = Rgy1. Moreover
the definition of Su ensures that, for all i € H \ Ck,

min [|xi,kz|a |z, + Sz',kq > . (4.48)
Hence .
0. ¥ Opa =H\CL=H\C},
and thus
R YR =R and W Ew, =wi =NUO.. (4.49)

As a consequence the step computation must have been completed because (3.15) holds,
which implies that

Xm(Zk, Sk €) = Xmy, (Tk, Sk, €) = min  Vgmpy, (:Ek,Sk)Td < 0| sk|P. (4.50)
Tp+Sp+dEF
deR,||d||<1

Observe also that (4.49), (4.5) with ¢ = «a (because k € So) , (4.30) and (4.2) then imply
that

VLS, (@rg1) = Vimw, (zr, 1) = [VEfvuo, (k) — Vimauo, (@, si) |

IN

L@l + gy omas D 1 Vallsesl |

< ( )||Sk||p+ |JmaxZHSzka
ieEN
N
< L(@llsellP + B it ol
N
— (o) + | ‘gﬁgiamax sk 17,

(4.51)
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and also that
Xf(@ktr1,6) = VL, (xr1)[disa]]
IV fw. (1) [dis] = Vemw, (zx, si) [dir1]] (4.52)
+Vimw, (x, 1) [dia]l,

IN

where the first equality defines the vector dj; with
ldesa ] < 1. (4.53)

Assume now, for the purpose of deriving a contradiction, that

3=

Xf(xk’-i-l) )

2( ( ) + 60+ |£{‘ §111)1—;)1< Umax)

[skll < (4.54)

at iteration k € So. Using (4.53) and (4.51), we then obtain that
~VoSw. (@r41)[disa] + Vamw, (@, s1)[di1]

VL. (@rg1) [drg1] — Vimw, (@, sk) [drg1]|

IN

= (VoS (@re1) = Vimw, (2 i) [di1]] (4.55)
< |IViSw, (@rg1) — Vimw, (2, s5) || [ dps ||

N
< (L(a) + |p,’<g:xamax>||sk|w

From (4.54) and the first part of (4.52), we have that
Vo fw, @) [dia] + Vimw, (wr, si))[di] < Sxg(zr41,€)
= —3Vahw. (@rrn) [,
which in turn ensures that
Vemw, (2k, 51)[di1] < 3V, (@40 [drs1] < 0.
Moreover, by definition of x f(xk11,€),
Tkl +dip1 € F and diyq € Rg1 = RZ‘
Hence, using (3.16) and (4.53),
Vamw. (zr, 51) [di1]] < Xy, (€5, 555 €)- (4.56)
We may then substitute this inequality in (4.52) to deduce as above that
Xf(@ey1) < VLI, (gD diia] — Vimw, (2, s6) [dis1]] + X, (T, Sk €)

(4.57)
< (L) +0+ Dl ol

where the last inequality results from (4.55), the identity zx11 = z + si and (4.50). But
this contradicts our assumption that (4.54) holds. Hence (4.54) must fail. The inequality
(4.46) then follows by combining this conclusion with the fact that x ¢(zy41,€) > € before
termination. O



Chen, Toint, Wang: Evaluation complexity of non-Lipschitzian optimization 25

We are now ready to consider our first complexity result, whose proof uses restrictions of the

successful and unsuccessful iteration index sets defined above to {0, ...,k}, which are given
by
def def
Sk:{o,...,k}ﬁs, L{k:{o,...,k}\Sk, (4.58)
respectively.

Theorem 4.10 Suppose that AS.1-AS.5 hold and that

__1\P
€ < [a, (iwmo”“) ] if H#0. (4.59)
Then Algorithm 3.1 requires at most
_ptl
ks (f(x0) = fiow)e™ » + [H| (4.60)

successful iterations to return a point . € F such that xf(z,€) <, for

p+1)! N e
ns = PO oy o M7 (161)
71 Omin Sipin y2

Proof. Let k € S be index of a successful iteration before termination, and suppose first
that H # (. Because the iteration is successful, we obtain, using AS.4 and Lemma 4.3,
that

F@0) = fiow = fl@o) = flansn) = Y [Fze) = e+ )] =0 Y [£(we) = Trplaes0)|.

eS8y LeSy,
(4.62)
In addition to (4.58), let us define

def def
Se.k; = {0,...,k} NS, 5||5||7k = {0,...,k} ﬂSHS”, (4.63)

Sor {0, K} NSy, Sor ¥ H{0,....k}NSs.

We now use the fact that Sy, USokr USer = Sk \ Sex € Sk, and (4.2) to deduce from
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(4.62) that

Fao) = fiow 2 8 D0 [flae) = Trplars)] + D2 [F(@e) = Trplar o)

LES 5|k eSO 1

+ Z [f(xf)_Tf,p(xéasé)}

LeSy &

> iy {’ el Zain [Z sl

Siis b

* 1504 iy [Z Hsz»,enp“] }
Ok Lien

- Wmiﬂ{l | Join s [P+ |So k| min [|se||Pt
- (p+ 1) I e PHleeson

+[Sokl, min [Z [ EHPHI

S i P
[Soul mgin a1}
Because of of (4.40), (4.63), Lemma 4.9 and (4.44), this now yields that

mingp—!—1 ptl
F(@o) = fow > L7min‘min {!5” 1kl + [Sokl(koe) 7 + [Sepr(w — Oé)p“}

(p+1)!
p+1
OminSmin . p+1
> %W{Mlsll,ﬂ + Sk + |S<>,k’} min [(ﬁvf) P, (iw)pﬂ]
O min§, ptl
> m%n;m\sk\srwe) :

where we used (4.59), the partition of Sy, \ S¢x in Sjg 1 U So kU S  and the inequality
1w < 1 to obtain the last inequality. Thus

_p+l
‘Sk’ < K/S(f(x[)) - flow)6 P+ |S€,k’7 (464)
where kg is given by (4.61). The desired iteration complexity (4.60) then follows from
this bound, [Se x| < |Se| and (4.42). O

To complete our analysis in terms of evaluations rather than successful iterations, we need to
bound the total number of all (successful and unsuccessful) iterations.

Lemma 4.11 Assume that AS.2 and AS.3 hold. Then, for all £ > 0,
k < k*Sk| + K',b,

where

1 x
goder  WlHogvol -y vt VI <0ma >
log 11 log 71

Omin
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Proof. For i€ N, define

Jiw L {5 €{0,... .k} | (3.20) holds with k « j},

(the set of iterations where o ; is increased) and

Dix {5 €{0,... k}| (3.23) holds with k « j} C S,

(the set of iterations where o; ; in decreased), the final inclusion resulting from the con-
dition that pr > 1 in both (3.21) and (3.22). Observe also that the mechanism of the
algorithm, the fact that v € (0,1) and Lemma 4.6 impose that, for each i € N,

[Ti el _ Sk |Tikel 1D kel
Omin"1 ‘ ’Y(‘) | < 0o ‘ Yo RS Ok < Omax-

Dividing by omin > 0 and taking logarithms yields that, for all i € A and all k& > 0,

Omax
| ik log 11 + |Sk[logyo < log <U ) : (4.65)

min

Note now that, if (3.19) fails for all i € A and given that Lemma 4.4 ensures that
filzi + 8;) < my(xy,s;) for i € 3'-[\C,j7 then

Ofr = Z Sfik > Z omy j, = omy,.
iew; iEW;

Thus, in view of (3.18), we have that py > 1 > n and iteration k is successful. Thus, if
iteration k is unsuccessful, o; ;, is increased with (3.20) for at least one ¢ € N. Hence we
deduce that

Ul < 31Tkl <IN max | Tkl (4.66)

ieN N
The desired bound follows from (4.65) and (4.66) by using the fact that k = |Si|+|[Ux|—1 <
|Sk| + [Ug|, the term -1 in the equality accounting for iteration 0. O

We may now state our main evaluation complexity result.

Theorem 4.12 Suppose that AS.1, (1.3), AS.2-AS.5 and (4.59) hold. Then Algo-
rithm 3.1 using models (3.12) for ¢ € H requires at most
pt+1

KY [Hs(f(l“o) — fiow)e T+ !HI] +rP+1 (4.67)

iterations and evaluations of f and its first p derivatives to return a point x. € F such
that x7(xe,€) <e.

Proof. If termination occurs at iteration 0, the theorem obviously holds. Assume
therefore that termination occurs at iteration k£ 4 1, in which case there must be at least
one successful iteration. We may therefore deduce the desired bound from Theorem 4.10,
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Lemma 4.11 and the fact that each successful iteration involves the evaluation of f(xzy)
and {V. fy, (zx)}r_,, while each unsuccessful iteration only involves that of f(z)) and

Note that we may count derivatives’ evaluations in Theorem 4.12 because only the deriva-
tives of fyy, are ever evaluated, and these are well-defined. For completeness, we state the
complexity bound of the important purely Lipschitzian case.

Corollary 4.13 Suppose that AS.1-AS.4 hold and H = (). Then Algorithm 3.1 requires
at most

k? |ks(f(xo) — flow)e_p%l} +rb+1

iterations and evaluations of f and its first p derivatives to return a point z. € F such
that

Xr(z) €| min Vi fwa (@)d| < e
T+deF
lld][<1

Proof. Directly follows from Theorem 4.12, H = () and the obesrvation that R(z,¢€) =
IR" for all x € F since C(z,€) = 0. O

5 Evaluation complexity for general convex F

The two-sided model (3.12) has clear advantages, the main ones being that, except at the
origin where it is non-smooth, it is polynomial and has finite gradients (and higher derivatives)
over each of its two branches. It is not however without drawbacks. The first of these is that
its prediction for the gradient (and higher derivatives) is arbitrarily inaccurate as the origin
is approached, the second being its evaluation cost which is typically higher than evaluating
|x+s|? or its derivative directly. In particular, it is the first drawback that required the careful
analysis of Lemma 4.5, in turn leading, via Lemma 4.7, to the crucial Lemma 4.8. This is
significant because this last lemma, in addition to the use of (3.12) and the requirement that
p must be odd, also requires the "kernel-centered’ assumption (1.3), a sometimes undesirable
restriction of the feasible domain geometry.

In the case where evaluating far is very expensive and the convex F is not 'kernel-centered’,
it may sometimes be acceptable to push the difficulty of handling the non-Lipschitzian nature
of the £, norm regularization in the subproblem of computing s, if evaluations of far can be
saved. In this context, a simple alternative is then to use

mi (x4, 8;) = |z; + s;|? for i € H (5.1)

that is m;(x;, s;) = fi(x; + s;) for i@ € H. The cost of finding a suitable step satisfying
(3.15) may of course be increased, but, as we already noted, this cost is irrelevant for worst-
case evaluation analysis as long as only the evaluation of fxr and its derivatives is taken
into account. The choice (5.1) clearly maintains the overestimation property of Lemma 4.4.
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Moreover, it is easy to verify (using AS.3 and (5.1)) that
IV Fy (@ t58) = Vimyye (@, s) | = Vo (ats6) = Vima (i, 56| < LimaxllsxllP. (5.2)

This in turn implies that the proof of Lemma 4.9 can be extended without requiring (4.48)
and using O, = H \ ;. The derivation of (4.51) then simplifies because of (5.2) and holds
for all i € H\ C; with L(a) = Luax, so that (4.46) holds for all k € S, the assumption (4.45)
being now irrelevant. This result then implies that the distinction made between So, Sy,
Sa and S|y is unecessary because (4.46) holds for all k£ € S = So. Moreover, since we no
longer need Lemma 4.8 to prove that Sg = (), we no longer need the restrictions that p is
odd and (1.3) either. As consequence, we deduce that Theorem 4.10 holds for arbitrary p > 1
and for arbitrary convex, closed non-empty F, without the need to assume (4.59) and with
L(a) replaced by Lmax in (4.61). Without altering Lemma 4.11, we may therefore deduce the
following complexity result.

Theorem 5.1 Suppose that AS.1, AS.2 (without the restriction that p must be odd),
AS.3 and AS.4 hold. Then Algorithm 3.1 using the true models (5.1) for i € H requires
at most

pt+l

a |, .true _pt b
K" kg™ (f(z0) = flow)e # + I”H!} +rP+1

iterations and evaluations of fxr and its first p derivatives to return a point x. € F such
that x¢(ze, €) <€, where

1)! el
e = _PEDY )+1 [2|/\/|<p+1 <L Y04 72) } P
7 Omin glllj’lin p‘

As indicated, the complexity is expressed in this theorem in terms of evaluations of fyr and
its derivatives only. The evaluation count for the terms f; (¢ € H) may be higher since these
terms are evaluated in computing the step sy using the models (5.1). Note that the difficulty
of handling infinite derivatives is passed on to the subproblem solver in this approach.

Moreover, it also results from the analysis in this section that one may consider objective
functions of the form

f(@) = fn(x) + fu(z)

and prove an O(e~ » ) evaluation compexity bound if far has Lipschitz continuous derivatives
of order p and if my(zk,s) = fu(zr + s), passing all difficulties associated with fy to the
subproblem of computing the step sy.

As it turns out, an evaluation complexity bound may also be computed if one insist on
using the Taylor’s models (3.12) while allowing the feasible set to be an arbitrary convex,
closed and non-empty set. Not surprisingly, the bound is (significantly) worse than that
provided by Theorem 4.12, but has the merit of existing. Its derivation is based on the
observation that (4.14) in Lemma 4.4 and (4.21) imply that, for i € H\ C;/,

. q-p—1 —p—
VhJoitsil? = Vhmi(as, s0)| < q (min o], oo +sil] ) It s < ger sl (5.3)
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This bound can then be used in a variant of Lemma 4.9 just like (5.2) was in Section 5. In
the updated version of Lemma 4.9, we replace L(a) by

def
L* = ’N‘ gglax Lmax + ’H| gr%ax q
and (4.51) now becomes

V]

IV A o) = Ty i)l < [ Loe >4 o] e
This results in replacing (4.57) by

W) < e o Dl gttty < (oo Bl gt o sl 6.0
and therefore (4.46) is replaced by

1
N b pto—
o 2 [2 (22 + 0+ Bl it )] 7 e,

We may now follow the steps leading to Theorem 5.1 and deduce a new complexity bound.

Theorem 5.2 Suppose that AS.1-AS.4 hold. Then Algorithm 3.1 using the Taylor
models (3.12) for ¢ € H requires at most

(p+2—q)(p+1)

K” [Kg(f(l‘o) - flow)e_f + |H|:| + /{b +1

iterations and evaluations of f and its first p derivatives to return a point z. € F such
that x¢(ze, €) <€, where

. +1)! N e
wy = U )+1[2< Lo+ M ‘c&ﬁiv)}p-

p
71 Omin Sipin

Observe that, due to the second inequality of (5.4), # can be replaced in (3.15) by 6, = fe4=P~1,
making the termination condition for the step computation very weak.

6 Further discussion

The above results suggest some additional comments.

e The complexity result in O(e~(P+1)/P) evaluations obtained in Theorem 4.12 is iden-
tical in order to that presented in [3] for the unstructured unconstrained and in [9]
for the unstructured convexly constrained cases. It is remarkable that incorporating
non-Lipschitzian singularities in the objective function does not affect the worst-case
evaluation complexity of finding an e-approximate first-order critical point.
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e Interestingly, Corollary 4.13 also shows that using partially separable structure does not
affect the evaluation complexity either, therefore allowing cost-effective use of problem
structure with high-order models.

e The algorithm(®) presented here is considerably simpler than that discussed in [16, 18]
in the context of structured trust-regions. In addition, the present assumptions are also
weaker. Indeed, an additional condition on long steps (see AA.1ls in [18, p.364]) is no
longer needed.

e Can one use even order models with Taylor models in the present framework? The main
issue is that, when p is even, the two-sided model T|,‘q7p(a:i, s;) is no longer always an
overestimate of |z; + s;|?7 when |x; + s;| > |z;|, as can be verified from (4.14). While
this can be taken care of by adding a regularization term to m;, the necessary size of
the regularization parameter may be unbounded when the iterates are sufficiently close
from the singularity. This in turn destroys the good complexity because it forces the
algorithm to take much too short steps.

An alternative is to use mixed-orders models, that is models of even order (p, say) for
the f; whose index is in N and odd order models for those with index in H. However,
this last (odd) order has to be at least as large as p, because it is the lowest order which
dominates in the crucial Lemma 4.9 where the length is bounded below away from the
singularity. The choice of a (p + 1)-st order model for ¢ € H is then most natural.

e A variant of the algorithm can be stated where it is possible for a particular x; to leave
the e-neighbourhood of zero, provided the associated step results in a significant (in
view of Theorem 4.10) objective function decrease, such as a multiple of ePtD/P op
some e-independent constant. These decreases can then be counted separately in the
argument, of Theorem 4.10 and cycling is impossible since there can be only a finite
number of such decreases.

7 Conclusions

We have considered the problem of minimizing a partially-separable nonconvex objective
function f involving non-Lipschitzian ¢-norm regularization terms and subject to general
convex constraints. Problems of this type are important in many areas, including data com-
pression, image processing and bioinformatics. We have shown that the introduction of the
non-Lipschitzian singularities and the exploitation of problem structure do not affect the
worst-case evaluation complexity. More precisely, we have first defined e-approximate first-
order critical points for the considered class of problems in a way that make the obtained
complexity bounds comparable to existing results for the purely Lipschitzian case. We have
then shown that, if p is the (odd) degree of the models used by the algorithm, if the feasible

set is ’kernel-centered’ and if Taylor models are used for the g-norm regularization terms, the
bound of O(e E ) evaluations of f and its relevant derivatives (derived for the Lipschitzian

case in [9]) is preserved in the presence of non-Lipschitzian singularities. In addition, we have
shown that partially-separable structure present in the problem can be exploited (especially
for high degree derivative tensors) without affecting the evaluation complexity either. We

(©) And theory, if one restricts one’s attention to the case where H = 0.
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have also shown that, if the difficulty of handling the non-Lipschitzian regularization terms
is passed to the subproblem (which can be meaningfull if evaluating the other parts of the
objective function is very expensive) in that non-Lipschitz models are used for these terms,
then the same bounds hold in terms of evaluation of the expensive part of the objective func-
tion, without the restriction that the feasible set be ‘kernel-centered’. A worse complexity
bound has finally been provided in the case where one uses Taylor models for the g-norm
regularization terms with a general convex feasible set.

These objectives have been attained by introducing a new first-order criticality measure as
well as the new two-sided model of the singularity given by (3.11), which exploits the inherent
symmetry and provides a useful overestimate of the |z|? if its order is chosen odd, without
the need for smoothing functions.
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