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Abstract

An adaptive regularization algorithm for unconstrained nonconvex optimization is pro-
posed that is capable of handling inexact objective-function and derivative values, and also
of providing approximate minimizer of arbitrary order. In comparison with a similar algo-
rithm proposed in Cartis, Gould, Toint (2021), its distinguishing feature is that it is based
on controlling the relative error between the model and objective values. A sharp evaluation
complexity complexity bound is derived for the new algorithm.
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1 Introduction: motivation, context, definitions
We consider the unconstrained minimization problem

nin f(z), (L.1)
where f is a p-times continuously differentiable function from IR™ to IR. In practice it sometimes
happens that the value of the objective function f and/or those of its derivatives may only be
computed inexactly, for a variety of reasons. It might be that the derivatives are not available,
and are estimated using, for example, finite differences. Or perhaps because the evaluation is
subject to intentional noise. For example, the values in question might be computed by some
kind of experimental process whose accuracy can be adjusted, with the understanding that more
accurate values may be, sometimes substantially, more expensive in terms of computational
effort. A related case is when objective-function or derivative values result from some (one
hopes, convergent) iteration—obtaining more accuracy is possible by letting the iteration converge
further, but again at the price of possibly significant additional computing. A third possibility,
currently much in vogue in the context of machine learning, is when the values of the objective
function and/or its derivatives are obtained by sampling—say from among the terms of a sum
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of functions involving an enormous number of them. Again, using a larger sample size results in
probabilistically better accuracy, but at a cost. In this report, we are particularly interested in
a fourth case of growing relevance in high-performance computing, which is the emerging field
of “variable accuracy” or “multi-precision” optimization [1, 12, 2, 10], where the computation
of the objective function and its derivative(s) are intentionally truncated to significantly fewer
digits than would be required for an accurate calculation. Doing so allows the use of specialised
processing units whose chip surface, and hence power consumption, is much less than is needed
for standard double precision arithmetic [9].

It is therefore important to design and analyze algorithms which are tolerant to inexactness
or noise. This subject is not new. The main ideas developed in this report have their origin
in the paper [3], that considers the complexity of finding weak approximate minimizers using
an algorithm similar, at least in spirit, to the algorithm discussed here. Our new presentation
and its associated analysis merge the elaborate approximation techniques described in that paper
with techniques of [7, Chapter 12] for computing (strong) approximate minimizers and has been
explored at length in [7, Chapter 13]. It also avoids using a dynamic relative accuracy threshold
present in [3]. First-order trust-region methods with inexact evaluations and explicit dynamic
accuracy have been described in [4] and in Section 10.6 of [8]. The complexity analysis for the
first-order case was also discussed in [10].

The purpose of the report in hand is to present an alternative to one of the algorithms
described in [7, Chapter 13], namely ARgpEDA, the adaptive regularisation algorithm with explicit
dynamic accuracy, and to provide a sharp upper bound on its evaluation complexity. The variant
we will consider here, which we call ARgpEDA2, uses the same Explicit Dynamic Accuracy (EDA)
framework as ARgpEDA, but enforces its associated controls in a different way. Obviously, these
sentences require some clarification as to what these terms convey.

By “explicit dynamic accuracy”, we mean that, during the optimization process, the required
values (objective-function or derivatives) can always be computed with an accuracy that is explic-
itlyD) specified, before the calculation, by the algorithm itself. It is also understood in what follows
that the algorithm should require high accuracy only if necessary, but nonetheless guarantee final
results to full requested accuracy. In this situation, it is hoped that many function or derivative
evaluations can be carried out with a fairly loose accuracy (we will refer to these as “inexact
values” ), thereby resulting in a significantly cheaper optimization process.

Different kinds of optimization method can be designed to work within this framework. We
focus here an “adaptive regularization” algorithms(see [11, 13, 5] among many other contribu-
tions), where, at a given iteration, a regularized local Taylor model of the objective function is
minimized to define the next trial iterate. The strength of the regularization is then adaptively
updated to guarantee convergence to approximate minimizers. In addition, we will consider a
variant of the adaptive regularization technique whose purpose is to find such approrimate min-
imazers of arbitrary, but given, order. If an approximate minimizer of order ¢ > 1 is sought, this
requires the Taylor model of the objective function to have degree p > ¢. Such a model is of the
form

Ty, ) fla +Z SV @] = Ty(e,0) + 0 S [ViTys olomolsl (12)
i=1

for perturbations s around z, where \vZ4 f(x) is the j-th order tensor giving the the j-th derivative

M See [7, Chap. 13] for the description and analysis of an implicit dynamic accuracy framework.
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of f at x, and where the notation V2 f (x)[s]? means that it is applied on j copies of s
Given a Taylor model (1.2), we also have to define what we mean by an e-approximate
minimizer of order ¢. Following [6] (and [7]), we say that x is an e-approximate minimizer of
order ¢ whenever, for some ¢ € (0,1]? and € € (0, 1]9,
5; 87 .
¢f,j<$) < ejﬁ for je{l,...,q}, (1.3)

where

67,(2) = f(@)— min  Ty;(x,d). (1.4)

deR™, ||d||<d;
In other words, this is the case when the none of the Taylor approximations T ; (j < ¢) at  can
be decreased by more than a scaled multiple of €; (the right-hand side of (1.3)) in a neighbourhood
of x of radius ¢;. (The 0; are called the optimality radii.) We again refer the reader to [6] or [7]
for discussion of this optimality concept and of why it is a suitable genralization of the standard
low order optimality conditions to arbitrary order.

In our new EDA framework, we have to be content with an inexact equivalent of (1.2) given
by

Tyi(z,5) +Z .vz [s]' =Ty ;(x,0) +Z (VT rj(@0)lo=ols)’. (15)

=1

where, here and hereafter, we denote inexact quantities and approximations with an overbar. It

is therefore pertinent to investigate the effect of inexact derivatives on (1.5) and its uses. More

specifically, we will be concerned with the Taylor decrement ATy j(x,s) at x and for a step s,
defined as

def I J . .

ATy (x,s) = Ty(2,0) — Ty (x, ) Zﬁ [ViTri(a,0)luzols] = =Y Vi f(x)[s]'. (1.6)

=1 i
While our traditional algorithms depend on this quantity, it is of course out of the question to

use it in the present context, as we only have approximate values. But an obvious alternative is
instead to consider the inexact Taylor decrement

J
NG def 7 1
ATyj(w,5) = Tpy(w,0) = Trj(w,8) = = > S[ViT g, 0)o=ols]' (1.7)
=1
itself resulting in an inexact version of (1.4) given by
60 (z) = AT (x,d 1.8
¢rj (@) = deRgl%Ké fj(x7 )- (1.8)

In the “Explicit Dynamic Accuracy” (EDA) framework, we assume that the conditions
IVif(a) = Vef(2)] < i (1.9)

for degrees @ > 0 of interest are enforced when demanded by the algorithm, where ; is the
required absolute error bound on the i-th derivative. It then follows that the error between the

exact and inexact Taylor expansions satisfies the bound

J i

- - i S

KTy (n,) — ATy (o) < 3 1907 @) ~ Vs @) 2 < S g 0 )
i=1 ;
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using the triangle inequality and the requirement (1.9).
The distingushing feature of the ARgpEDA2 algorithm—compared with ARgpEDA of [7, Chap-
ter 13]—is that it enforces convergence by controlling a (scaling independent) relative error bound

|AT 1 (,5) — ATy p(x,5)] < wAT g (2, 9), (1.11)

for some fixed relative accuracy parameter w € (0,1). Most of the difficulty in the forthcoming
analysis results from the need to impose this relative error bound and it is not obvious at this
point how it can be enforced using the absolute bounds (1.9). We now consider how this can be
achieved.

2 Enforcing accuracy of the Taylor decrements

For clarity, we temporarily neglect the iteration index k. While there may be circumstances in
which (1.11) can be enforced directly, we consider here that the only control the user has on the
accuracy of AT ¢ ;(x,s) is by imposing the bounds (1.9) on the absolute errors of the derivative

tensors {V: f(z)}/_;. As one may anticipate by examining (1.11), a suitable relative accuracy
requirement can be achieved so long as AT #.j(z,s) remains safely away from zero. However,
if exact computations are to be avoided, we may have to accept a simpler absolute accuracy
guarantee when AT 7.j(x, s) is small, but one that still guarantees our final optimality conditions.

Of course, not all derivatives need to be inexact. If derivatives of order i € £ C {1,...,q}
are exact, then the left-hand side of (1.9) vanishes for ¢ € £ and the choice ¢; = 0 for i € £ is
perfectly adequate. However, we avoid the notational complication that making this distinction
would entail.

We start by describing a crucial tool that we use to achieve (1.11). This is the CHECK algo-
rithm, stated as Algorithm 2.1 on the following page. We use this to assess the relative model
accuracy whenever needed in the algorithms we describe later in this section.

To put our exposition in a general context, we suppose that we have an r-th degree Taylor
series T).(z,v) of a given function about x in the direction v, along with an approximation 7' (x, v)
and its decrement AT, (z,v). Additionally, we suppose that a bound & > ||v|| is given, and that
required relative and absolute accuracies w and & > 0 are on hand; the relative accuracy constant
w € (0,1) will fixed throughout the forthcoming algorithms, and we assume that it is given
when needed in CHECK. Finally, we assume that the current upper bounds {¢;}7_; on absolute
accuracies of the derivatives of T, (x,v) with respect to v at v = 0 are provided. Because it will
always be the case when we need it, for simplicity we will assume that AT r(z,v) > 0.
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Algorithm 2.1: Verify the accuracy of AT, (x,v) (CHECK)

accuracy = CHECK((S, AT, (x,v), {©i}i_;, §>

If _ r 61‘ -
AT, (2,0) >0 and > ¢i— <wAT(z,v), (2.1)
— 1!
set accuracy to relative. =t
Otherwise, if r i 5"
> i Swé, (2.2)
i=1

set accuracy to absolute.

Otherwise set accuracy to insufficient.

It will be convenient to say informally that accuracy is sufficient, if it is either absolute

or relative. We may formalise the accuracy guarantees that result from applying the CHECK
algorithm as follows.

Lemma 2.1 Let w € (0,1] and 6,§ and {¢;}/_; > 0. Suppose that A_Tr(a;,v) > 0, that

accuracy = CHECK (5, AT, (x,v), {@i}i_;, §> ,

and that
H [Vifr(x,v)} o [Vf}Tr(m,v)] _OH < p; for 1€ {1,...,r}. (2.3)
Then
(i) accuracy is sufficient whenever
i-i<@§ (2.4)
ATl '
(ii) if accuracy is absolute,
S — 5T
max [ATr(at,w), AT (z, w) — AT,,(;U,w)H <e2 (2.5)
7!

for all w with ||Jw]|| < 6.
(#ii) if accuracy is relative, AT, (x,v) > 0 and

AT, (z,w) — AT, (x, w)‘ < WAT,(z,w), for all w with |Jw| < 4. (2.6)

Proof. We first prove proposition (i), and assume that (2.4) holds, which clearly ensures
that (2.2) is satisfied. Thus either (2.1) or (2.2) must hold and termination occurs, proving
the first proposition.
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It follows by definition of the decrements (1.6) and (1.7), the triangle inequality and (2.3)
that

i ([VZTT(:E,U)]U:O — [ViTr(x,v)]Uzo) [w]"

AT, (z,w) — ATT(x,w)‘ - g

[V T (@, 0)], o = [ViTe (@, 0)] ol

7!
i=1

(2.7)

SRy
= 2

=1

7!
Consider now the possible sufficient termination cases for the algorithm and suppose first

that termination occurs with accuracy as absolute. Then, using (2.7), (2.2) and w < 1, we
have that, for any w with ||w| <4,

7 T 5"

- U 5
AT, (z,w) — ATy (z, w)‘ <Y e SwEs <e (2.8)
274 L=

If AT, (x,v) = 0, we may combine this with (2.8) to derive (2.5). By contrast, if AT, (z,v) >
0, then since (2.1) failed but (2.2) holds,
- r 51 T
WAT, (z,w) < E;gozzl <w

ﬁ.

Combining this inequality with (2.8) yields (2.5). Suppose now that accuracy is relative.
Then (2.1) holds, and combining it with (2.7) gives that

T
S 5 S
AT, (z,w) — ATr(x,w)’ < E Pi—y < WAT,(z, w),
i!
i=1
for any w with ||w|| <, which is (2.6). O

Clearly, the outcome corresponding to our initial aim to obtain a relative error at most w corre-
sponds to the case where accuracy is relative. As we will shortly discover, the two other cases

are also needed.

3 The ARgpEDA2 algorithm

We now define our adaptive regularization algorithm, which approximately minimizes the regu-
larized, inexact Taylor-series model defined

__ def

— g
mik(s) S Tpplan, s) + ——|s[[P+ (3.1)

(p+1)!

at iteration k, where T'f,(z, s) is described in (1.5). Thus this model uses p > 0 inexact deriva-
tives, each of which is required to satisfy bounds of the form (1.9) for j € {1,...,p}. Success or

failure is assessed by comparing the reduction in the Taylor series this gives compared to the in-
exact function value at the resulting trial point. Complications arise since optimality can only be
assessed using inexact problem data, and because of the need for the inexact function values and
derivatives to maintain appropriate coherence with their unknown true values. This makes both
the algorithm and its analysis significantly involved, particularly since we need to add explicit
dynamic-accuracy control to the mix.

Without further ado, and with no further apologies, here is the detailed algorithm.
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Algorithm 3.1: Adaptive-regularization algorithm with explicit dynamic
accuracy (ARgpEDAZ2)

Step 0: Initialisation. A criticality order ¢, a degree p > ¢, an initial point zy € IR"™ and
an initial regularization parameter og > 0 are given, as well as accuracy levels € € (0, 1)9
and an initial set of absolute derivative accuracies {¢;0}’_;. The constants w, Ymax, S,
%0, 0, n1, n2, 71, V2, 73 and omiy are also given and satisfy pmax > 0, ¢ € (0,1], 6 > 0,

50 € (67 1](17 Omin € (0700]7
O0<m<m<l, 0<y <1<y <193, (3.2)
w e (07min [%7717 i(l - 772>]) and ®i,0 < Pmax (Z € {L s 7p})' (33)

Set k=0 and k, = 0.

Step 1: Compute the optimality measures and check for termination. Set 51(;)) =
dr and evaluate any unavailable {VZ f(zy)}Y_; to satisfy

IV F (k) = Vi f(@p)| < ik, for i€ {1,....p}. (3.4)
For j=1,...,q¢:

Step 1.1: Compute a displacement dy, ; € B(;,w. such that the corresponding Taylor
decrement ATy ;(xy,dy, ;) satisfies

If the call
CHECK <5k,j7 ATy j(@rs di ) { @ik, Yz %6;’) : (3.6)
returns insufficient, go to Step 5.

Step 1.2: If

— .
Ge k,
ATij(l‘k, dkd) < (1 +Jw) j!J7 (37)
consider the next value of j.
Step 1.3: Otherwise, if '
X
__ G€ k
Amy(dy, ;) > ——2— 21 3.8

go to Step 2 with the index j, = j, and 5,&1) = 0, and dj, = dy, ;.
Step 1.4: Otherwise set 0;, ; = 30 ; and return to Step 1.1.

Terminate with z. = z;, and 6. = ;..
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Step 2: Step calculation.

Step 2.1: Compute a step s and optimality radii ds, € (0,1]¢ by approximately
minimizing the model my(s) from (3.1) in the sense that

Amk(sk) > Amk<dk), (3.9)

and either
l[sell =1 (3.10)

or

14
O, . H(l—w) 6 Y
Oty (s) < ATy o(sk, 5y ) < ( ) o

(14 w)2 “p for £€{1,...,q}  (3.11)

for some radii 45, € (0,1]? and displacements d{} , € Bs, -

Step 2.2: If the call

S€jp p! (6’(;]2)“ )

_ o
creck lsuls BT golansu) (ein Hor 501 4y S ) o
' k’jk’

or ||sg|| < 1 and any of the calls
O(1 —w)eg

m L
CHECK (55197(7 Aka,g(Sk, dslwe), {3t max Sotyklp}i:h m) (E S {1, e ,q})

e{t,....p}

returns insufficient, then go to Step 5.

Step 3: Acceptance of the trial point. Compute f(mk + si) ensuring that
\f(ze + si) — f(@p + sp)| < WAT fp (2, 51). (3.12)
Also ensure, either by setting f(zk) = f(a:k_l + sg—1) or recomputing f(xk), that

f(zk) = Fzr)| < wAT (2, s5). (3.13)

Th = =
en set o = J(wr) — f(xr + s)
ATy (g, S1)

. (3.14)

If pr, > m1, then define x4 = zp + s, and dp4q1 = 65, if [[sg]| < 1 or dpy1 = 5,(61)

otherwise. If px < 11, define xp 11 = xp and 1 = (5,&”.

Step 4: Regularization parameter update. Set

[maX(Umina’YlUk)7 O-IC} if Pk Z n2,
Okr1 €% [0k, Y20%] if px € [11,72), (3.15)
[Y2ok, ¥30k] if pp < m.

Increment k by one and go to Step 1.
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Step 5: Improve accuracy. For i e {1,...,p}, set
Pikp+1 = VpPikys

increment k£ and k, by one and return to Step 1 with 41 = xg, Opy1 = 51(;)) and
Ok4+1 = O.

Note that extensive use is made of the CHECK algorithm we developed above to ensure that
derivative approximations are sufficiently accurate. Nonetheless, a number of comments are in
order to clarify and motivate this extensive description.

e Starting with Step 0, notice that that we postpone the evaluation of the inexact objective
function f(zp) until Step 3 since Steps 1 and 2 do not depend on its value.

e Next, examining Step 1, we see that the initialization of Step 1 and Step 1.1 aim at comput-
ing, while (3.8) ensures a lower bound on the model decrease, which then guarantees both
that x is not a global model minimizer and also that the first call to CHECK in Step 2 cannot
return absolute (see Lemma 4.7 below). Of course, we need to show that the loop within
Step 1 in which dy, ; is reduced terminates finitely, and that the resulting value of dy, ; is not
unduly small (as per Lemma 4.2 below); because of condition (3.8), this entails showing
that the model decrease at dj j, the optimality displacement associated with the violated
optimality condition (3.7), is large enough. We also note that, unless termination occurs,
Step 1 specifies the first index j € {1,...,q} for which j-th-order approximate-criticality
test (3.7) fails. It is then helpful to distinguish the vectors of radii

5,20) = J) at the start of Step 1, (3.16)
and inherited from iteration k£ — 1, from

(519) = ¢} at the end of Step 1, (3.17)

after possible reductions within that step. Clearly, component-wise (5,(;) < 5,5,0).

e Complications arise in Step 2.2 where the step itself and the optimality displacements
associated with model’s approximate optimality have to be checked for sufficient accuracy.
Just as was the case in Step 1, this entails possible accuracy improvements, re-evaluation of
the derivatives and the need to recompute the step for the improved model. The absolute
accuracy thresholds passed as the last argument to the two calls to CHECK undoubtedly
appear rather mysterious at this stage: the first is designed to ensure that an absolute
return from CHECK is impossible, and the second to ensure an optimality level for the exact
problem that is comparable to that revealed in Step 1. More details will obviously be given

in due course.

e Step 3 ensures coherence between accuracy on the function values and accuracy of the
model. We stress that the requirements (3.12) and (3.13) do not imply that we need to
know the true f, we only need some mechanism to ensure that x; and xj + s satisfy the
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required bounds and that are needed to guarantee convergence. Again, a new value of f(ack)
has to be computed to ensure (3.13) in Step 3 only when k& > 0 and A_Tf,p(:vk_l, Sk—1) >
AT (2, sp), in which case the (inexact) function value is computed twice rather than once
during that iteration. As is standard, iteration k is said to be successful when p; > 1, and
Tke1 = Tk + Sk, and we define S, U, A, the sets of successful, unsuccessful and accuracy-
improving iterations, respectively, as well as T, Sg, Ui, Ax and Ti by

s {k € N | Step 5 is not executed and py > 11},

U def {k € N | Step 5 is not executed and pr, < 1} and (3.18)

A M {k € N | Step 5 is executed}.

If7 Csuu , we also define

S, snqo,. .. kY, Uy = Unio,... k),

def

3.19)
Av ® Anqo,. .k} and o € Tind{o,... K}, (

the corresponding sets up to iteration k. Notice that xx11 = xp + s for k € S, while
Trr1 = x for k € U U A. Note also that the objective function is evaluated at most
twice per successful or unsuccessful iteration (i.e. once for every k € T), and derivatives are
evaluated once per successful or accuracy improving iteration (i.e. once for every k € SUA).

e Step 4 is the standard regularization parameter update.
e Finally, Step 5 describes the accuracy improvement mechanism.

Given the definitions (3.19), we are now able to show that the number of iterations in Ty is at
most a multiple of that in S.

Lemma 3.1 Suppose that the ARgpEDA2 algorithm is used and that op < opax for some

Omax > 0. Then
1 1 max
Tal < ISk| (1 n Og“') + log <" ) . (3.20)
log y2 log 72 00

Proof.  Observe that o1 = oy for k € A. The regularization parameter update (3.15)
now gives that, for each k,

Y105 < max[y10j,0min] < 0j11, JE Sk, and vo; <ojp1,  JE U

Thus we deduce inductively that

|Sk| U]
o0 Y2 S Ok

Therefore, using our assumption that o < omax, we deduce that

Omax
|Sk|log y1 + |Uy| logv2 < log ( p >
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which then implies that

1 1
Uy | < — || 2801 4 log (f’m> |
logvy2 ~ logv2 o0

since 2 > 1. The desired result (3.20) then follows from the equality |7;| = |Sk| + |Uk| and
the inequality 1 < 1 given by (3.2). O

4 Evaluation complexity for the ARgpEDA2 algorithm
Our analysis of the ARgpEDA2 algorithm will be carried out under the following assumptions.

f.DOqL: f is ¢ times continuously differentiable in IR™ and, for all j € {0,...,q}, the j-th
derivative of f is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant Ly ;, that is there exist
constants Ly ; > 1 such that

IV5.f(z) = Vif Wl < Ly jlle = yll
for all z,y € R™ and all j € {0,...,q}.

f.Bb: There exists a constant floy such that f(z) > fiow for all z € R™.

We then define

def
Ly = max L¢;>1. 4.1
f j€{07"'7p} f7] o ( )

We recall that the derivatives of the objective function at the iterates xj remain bounded under
£.DOpL. Moreover, the absolute accuracies {p;}}_; never increase in the course of the ARgpEDA2
algorithm, and are initialised so that ¢; < pmax for alli € {1,...,p}. As a consequence, f.DOpL,
standard error bounds for Lipschitz functions (see [7, Corollary A.8.4], for instance), (4.1) and
(3.4) imply that, for each ¢ € {1,...,p},

IVEF@ON < IVEF@e)| + IVEF (@) = VaF (@) < Ly + pmax < Ly, (4.2)

4.1 The outcomes of Step 1

We start by considering the result of performing Step 1 and show that the loop reducing o ;
generated by the possible return to Step 1.1 from Step 1.4 is finite. This is done in two stages:
we start by expressing a general property of the value of the model compared to the truncated
Taylor series, which we will subsequently apply to obtain the desired conclusion.
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Lemma 4.1 Suppose that f.DOpL holds, that 7 (s) is the inexact model (3.1) correspond-
ing to some approximate derivatives values {V%f(zx)},_,, and that Ly is given by (4.2).

Given « > 0 and
5e <O,min<1,a)] : (4.3)
4maX[Lf, Uk}

suppose that there is a displacement d € Bs for which

— KV
ATfJ(l‘k,d) > Ozﬁ (4.4)
for some j € {1,...,q}. Then
kY
Amy(d) > %a?. (4.5)

Proof. The proof is built on the sequence of inequalities

P
o — 1—— Ok
Amy(dy) = ATpj(ep,d)+ Y @vgfm)[dh( +1),Hde“
(=j+1 " £ '
AT )~ S YRS % gt
l=754+1
. p+l oy
— 0
> a‘ﬂ, — max[Ly, o) —
J: A
) l=j+1
j - :
> a% — 2max[Lf,ak]5]jJ!r1

_ ?i' (a — 2max[Ly, Uk]‘;)

that arise from the triangle inequality and because of the assumptions made. The required
bound (4.5) then follows because of (4.3). 0

We now show that looping inside Step 1 is impossible.

Lemma 4.2 Suppose that f.DOpL holds and that algorithm ARgpEDA2 has reached the test
(3.8) in Step 1.3. Suppose also that

i< >

7T 4(1 4+ w)max[Ly, o]

Ok (4.6)

with Ly is given by (4.2). Then (3.8) holds, and thus no return from Step 1.5 to Step 1.2 is
possible.

Proof. That the algorithm has reached the test (3.8) in Step 1.3 implies that (3.7) failed
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and thus .

— Sej &7 ;

ATy ; —=2,
Hence, using Lemma 4.1 with and the fact that (4.6) implies (4.3) for § = 6 ;, we deduce
that (3.8) must hold from (4.5). O

Thus the loop within Step 1 is finite, (3.8) eventually holds and we may therefore analyze the
possible outputs of Step 1.

Lemma 4.3 Suppose that f.D1pL holds, and that the ARgpEDA2 algorithm is applied. Then
one of three situations may occur at Step 1 of iteration k:

(i) the ARgpEDA2 algorithm terminates with x. an (¢, §)-approximate g-th-order minimizer,
or

(ii) control is passed to Step 5, or

(iii) the call (3.6) returns relative for some j € {1,..., ¢} for which (3.8) holds for a 5,5,1])
satisfying

0\ > 0y > 611 > min

S€j 0)
50 47
kg = [8(1+w) max|[Ly, oy] k’]] (4.7)

and control is then passed to Step 2 with

(1= W)AT g (zy, dyg) < ¢j}j) (zx) < (1 tw> ATy j(k, di. ) (4.8)
being satisfied.
Moreover, outcome (ii) is impossible whenever
w o €; 0] &
z‘e?ll?-)fj} i = P [8(1 + w)max[Ly¢, %]’ 5k’j] 3! (4.9)

Proof.

Suppose first that branching to Step 5 does not occur in Step 1.2 for any j € {1,...,¢} (i.e.,
outcome (ii) does not occur). This ensures that the call (3.6) always returns either relative
or absolute. Consider any j € {1,...,¢} and notice that Step 1.1 yields (2.3) with T}, = T} ;
and r = j, so that the assumptions of Lemma 2.1 are satisfied. Moreover, because of (3.5)
and the fact that qbfc’fj () > 0 by definition, we have that AT's ;(x,d ;) > 0.

If the call (3.6) returns absolute, then Lemma 2.1(ii) with { = 1c¢;, ensures that

= s GE; &
. . Lee. kK J k

(4.10)

using the requirement that w < 1. Moreover, if dj ; € Bs,, is a global maximizer of T ;(xy, d)
over all d € Bs, , we may again invoke (2.5) with £ = 1ce; together with the triangle inequality
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to see that

5 \
¢4 (wr) = ATy (ak, dy ;)

IN

ATy j(r, di j) + [ATyj(wn, di ;) — AT pj(wr, di 5 (4.11)
5]

IN

By contrast, if the call (3.6) returns relative, observe that

AT 6
SATyj(wk,d) < cof(xr) < ATy j(wk, dyg) (4.12)
for any d € B, because of (3.5), and thus we have that

§ATf7j(1'k,d> S S [A_Tfjj(xk,d) + A_Tf,j(ack,d) — ATf,j(xkvd)H
< (1 + w)ATy j(z, d)
S (1 +M)A_Tf’j(xk,dk,j)

using Lemma 2.1(iii), and the second inequality in (4.8) follows by picking d = dj, ;. Similarly

ATy (g, d) > AT j(x, d) — |ATf (g, d) — ATy j(xp, d)| > (1 — w)ATj(xp, d)
for any d € Bs,, again using Lemma 2.1(iii). Hence

max AT¢ . (xp,d) > (1 —w) max AT Tp,d) > 1 —w)AT (xp, di i),

1415 fj( )= ( )Hd||<6 f]( )= ( ) fv]( J)
which is the first inequality in (4.8). Thus we obtain that, for any j € {1,..., ¢}, either both
(4.10) and (4.11) hold, or (4.8) holds.

If the j loop continues to termination, then for each j € {1,..., ¢}, we must have that either
(4.11) holds or '
14w 5
¢ (k) < < . > ATy (g, dp,j) < 7’7,
where we used (4.8) and the fact that (3.8) must be violated for the loop to continue. Thus

in either event (4.11) holds for all j € {1,...,q}, and thus, as (1.3) holds with z. = x}, and
d¢ = 0k, outcome (i) will occur.

If, instead, control passes to Step 2, we must now show that the conclusions of outcome (iii)
hold. Firstly, observe that the mechanism of Step 1 ensures that the first inequality in (4.7) is
satisfied. Moreover, if the loop on j does not finish and branching to Step 5 does not happen,
there must be a j such that (3.7) is violated and the test (3.8) is reached. But we have shown
in Lemma 4.2 that the number of times that (3.8) is violated—and hence ¢ ; is halved—is
finite since (3.8) must hold as soon as (4.6) holds. At this stage, if one or more halvings
happened, the resulting value of d;; cannot be smaller than half of the right-hand side of
(4.6), and so (4.7) also holds. If no halving of d ; occurred, 6193) = 5,(6?]). and (4.7) obviously
holds. In addition, since (3.8) ultimately holds for some j; € {1,...,q}, (3.6) cannot have
returned insufficient (by assumption) or absolute (because, in view of (3.1), (4.10) would
have prevented (3.8)), and thus it returned relative. Hence outcome (iii) occurs.
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Finally, Lemma 2.1 (i) shows that outcome (ii) cannot happen if (4.9) holds with d; being
the smallest d, ; that can occur during the execution of Step 1, which is § ) In other words,

k,j
Y7~
LW (%j)
max ¢; < —ej—~—i—.
iy a9
Substituting (4.7) into this bound then reveals (4.9). O

outcome (ii) cannot happen if

4.2 The outcomes of Step 2

Our next task is to investigate Step 2 in more detail. Our aim is to show that it is possible to
compute a step s that satisfies (3.9) and either (3.10) or (3.11). We start our analysis by stating
a suitable bound on model decrease, which now involves the inexact Taylor series Tfyp(a:k, si) of
degree p.

Lemma 4.4 The mechanism of the ARgpEDA2 algorithm guarantees that

N ok
Avap(xk,Sk) 2 (p + 1)' H5k||p+1 (413)

for all k € T, and (3.14) is well-defined.

Proof. Since k € T, both (3.8) and (3.9) must hold at iteration k for some j € {1,...,¢}.
We then have that

67 J—
89 kI < Am(dy,) < ATg(sy) = AT S s
0<= 7 = my(dr,j) < Ay (sk) £0(Tk, 5k) TES] [[skl[P*
using (3.9) which ensures both that s # 0 and (4.13) holds. O

Because the second set of calls to CHECK in Step 2.2 aim to check the accuracy of the Taylor
expansion of the model, we need to consider {V} T, j(sk,0)}_; rather than the {Vzf(zx)},_,
that we have used so far. It is easy to verify that these (approximate) derivatives are given by

VEf () [sk] o,
(£ —3)! (p+1)!

where the last term of the right-hand side is computed exactly. This yields the following error
bound.

p
VT (51, 0) =

=j

[VilslP*] (4.14)

s=sg ’

Lemma 4.5 Suppose that ||sg|| < 1. Then, for all j € {1,...,p},

VT (56:0) = VT (5,0 < 8 max [[VEf(ee) = Vaf ()

te{jp (4.15)
3 max 0.k -
ey ke

IN
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Proof. Using the triangle inequality, (4.14), the inequality ||sx|| < 1, we have that

p L—j
. . - . s
i s(00:0) = Vi (00| < 3[FEA (@) - vch<xk>\ =

<
n 56{37 ,p}Wk Z g J)!

for all j € {1,...,p}, and (4.15) then follows from the fact that

p p—J
Z <1+Zﬁ§1+e
=j =1

O

As a consequence, to be safe, we must require three times more accuracy for the derivatives of
the model at s; than what would be required at s = 0.

Next, we provide an upper bound on the norm of the step.

Lemma 4.6 Suppose that £.DOpL holds, that Ly is given by (4.2), and that a step sj has
been found such that (3.9) holds. Then we have that

|| skl < max

2Zf(p+1)!? <2Lf(p+1)!>’1’ def .. (4.16)

Omin Omin

Proof.  Using (3.15), (4.13), the definition (1.6), the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and the
bounds (4.2) and Y7 _; 1/i! < e, we have that

Ind*! < ”kl),usknp“<ATf,p<xk,sk>

p

1

< E *IIV’ o)|[llsll” < Ly max||sgll, | si[|”] E a1
=1

< 2Lf max[[|sg]], [|skl|”],

Omin
(p+1)!

which then leads directly to (4.16). O

We are now in position to elucidate the possible outcomes of Step 2.
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Lemma 4.7 Suppose that £.DOpL holds. Then, Step 2 of the ARgpEDA2 algorithm is well-
defined, and either branches to Step 5 or produces a pair (s, ds, ) such that

AT (zk, 1) — ATy p(2k, 51)| < WAT (21, 58), (4.17)
and, either
(i) lIskll > 1, or

(ii) [|sg]l <1 and '
0(1—w) 4,

Ospd .
¢mi,j(‘9k) < 14+w €j ]' for J € {17---,(]} (418)
for some 4, for which
55k:j =1 fOl“ j € {17 sy min(27Q)} (419)
and
Js).,j > min [mg(ak)ej,élg?; for j€{3,...,q}, (4.20)
where

def (1 — w)
w0 = 5 )G, o) (4.21)

and Ly is given by (4.2). Moreover,

1 : 0
51273)‘ > min |Ks(0k max) €5, 5,27; (4.22)
forall kK > 1and j € {1,...,q}, where 0 max = ?axk} 0;. Finally, k € 7 whenever
ic{0, ...,
max gk, < €min min[ﬁstepQ (Jk,max) €min, (5](;’)1)11111)](1 (423)

i€{l,....5}

where Kgtep2(0) is a continuous non-increasing function of o, depending only on 6, <, w, Omin
and problem constants, and where

0 def . 0
Cin = min 37, (4.24)

def .
and €min = MiNjery g} €j-

Proof. The proof proceeds in several stages.

e We first verify that Step 2.1 is well defined. As it turns out, this conclusion follows from an
an almost identical situation arosing in the analysis of the adaptive regularization algorithm
ARgp (using exact function and derivatives values) when ensuring that a step s; could be
found for this algorithm. The only significant difference is that the former this proof used
exact derivatives and required that they were bounded, but now we use approximate ones.
Fortunately (4.2) provides a substitute bound, and as a consequence a straightforward variant
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of [7, Lemma 12.2.9] still holds with L¢ from (4.2) replacing Ly. In particular, this lemma
(with €; replaced by €;(1 — w)/(1 + w)?) ensures that (4.18) is possible with J, satisfying
(4.19) and (4.20) with (4.21). Thus Step 2.1 is well defined, (3.8) and (3.9) ensure that

()
gé ] 9.
A (s) 2 AT(dy) = 5 s jJ:! , (4.25)

and thus that sg # 0, and control passes to Step 2.2.

e Consider now the evolution of the vector of d as the algorithm proceeds. In particular, flow
is from Step 1 either to Step 4 (via Steps 2 and 3) or Step 5 (either directly or via Step 2).
The radii are unaltered on iterations that move via Step 5, and on others, they obey either
(4.7) or (4.19) and (4.20). Therefore,

(1 — w)e; GE; (0)
s> < T Ok
kg =T |: (1 + w)(SLf + ok max) 8(1 + w) maX[Lf7 O’k,max] o
. GO(1 — w)e; (0)
- |: (1 + w)(3Lf + o max) 5k’j

since w € (0,1), which is (4.22).

e The next step in the proof is to consider the outcome of the first call to CHECK in Step 2.2,
and we claim that it can only return insufficient or relative. Indeed, suppose it returns
absolute. Lemma 2.1(ii) then implies that

(1) \7* (1)
AT j POy p , o,
ATy p(wg, s) < Sl ( ’]k) skl < €k ( ka)

T 204 w) | el max o) lsel]? ] P T 20 +w)

But the definition of 7 and the fact that sy # 0 give that A_Tﬂp(xk,sk) > Amy(sk) and

hence ,
(1) \7*
SEji, (5k7j’€>
which contradicts (4.25). Our assumption that CHECK returned absolute is thus impos-

Ami(sg) <

sible. As a consequence, and unless branching to Step 5 occurs because it has returned
insufficient, the first call to CHECK in Step 2.2 must return relative, which then ensures
(4.17) because of Lemma 2.1(iii)

e We now determine a value of the absolute accuracy below which the first call to CHECK
in Step 2.2 cannot return insufficient. Recall that the absolute accuracies {@;}?_; are
reduced by a factor ~, in Step 5 each time Step 2 passes there. But (2.1) implies that this
will be impossible as soon as the accuracies are small enough that

p
Z ” ’“” < WAT 1 (g, 51)- (4.26)

But @
SEji (5k,jk )]k
214 w) Jk!

A_Tfyp(a:k,sk) > Amk(sk) > Amk(dk) = Amk(dkjk)



Gould & Toint — Adaptive regularization for inexact function and derivatives 19

where we successively used the definition of My (3.1), (3.9) and (3.8). Moreover, the inequality
Ok,; < 1 and (4.22) imply that

1)y ! i y
se; (512,;)7 S S§ (515;,3‘)(1 S S6 min[rs (0% max)€; 51271)‘](1
201 +w) 5! T 214w ¢ T 2(1+w) q!
so that ©
S€j min[:‘ié(ak,max)6jk’ 6k7jk]q

ATy, (zk, 51) > (4.27)

2(1+w) q!

In addition, we know from Lemma 4.6 and the sum bound "% ; 1/i! < e that

» ,
[EAk
E ~ < 2max]1, kP a ;
i—1 sk =T i 755]1‘6%7--}51)} Vike:

Combining this inequality with (4.27), we deduce that (4.26) holds, and consequently the
first call to CHECK in Step 2.2 returns relative (as we have just verified it cannot return
absolute), as soon as
. 0
< SEjp 1 min [55(0-k,max)6jk> 5](€,.3k] !
max _¢; w .
ie{l,...p} Pike = 4(1 + w) max[1, %] q!

(4.28)

Note that this conclusion is independent of ||s||.

e We next consider what can be said of the optimality conditions on the model when |[|sg| < 1,
and start by finding values of the absolute accuracy that are acceptably small to prevent any
of the second set of calls to CHECK in Step 2.2 from returning insufficient. Lemmas 2.1(i)
and 4.5—notice that the latter ensures that (2.3) holds when we invoke the former—and the
argument list for CHECK suggest that this is impossible if

£ 01 —w) O,

3 LI 4.29
te?l}?)fp} Pl ; 1 §w2(1 + w)? o ( )

for all £ € {1,...,¢}. But since d;, <1, the sum bound ) ?_; 1/i! < e again implies that

.
57,

3 st < 6 : 4.30

tGI{%ﬁ}fp} Pk ZZ_; il te?ll,afp} Pty (4:30)

while (4.19) and (4.20), the requirement that €; < 1 and the bounds k(0% max) < 1 and £ < ¢
give that

wl=w) Vgt o Wl —we min[rs(or)er, 3"
21+w)? Tl T (1t w)? 4
0(1 —w)ey min|(ks (0% max) €, 51202]6
Z W 2 v ’
2(1+w) t!

Therefore, in view of (4.30), (4.29) holds, and CHECK returns either absolute or relative,
whenever
5O

9(1 — w)emm min [ﬁé(ak,max)emina k,min]q
max Qrk, < W >
te{l,...p} 12(1 + w) q!

(4.31)
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0)

where 5,2 i 15 given by (4.24).

Consider the ¢-th such call, and note that
ATy 0(8k: d) < AT, o(k, d) + [AT o, o(sk, d) — AT, sk, d)| (4.32)

for any d € By, , because of the triangle inequality. If CHECK returns absolute, then (4.32),
Lemma 2.1 (ii) and the fact that ¢ <1 yield that

0(1 —w)eg 5£,wg

ds N4 _
¢ . (Sk) = ~max Aka,Z(Skvd) <2¢ 2(1 _|_w)2 Vi

Y4 =
e l[dl|<6s,,.e

and (4.18) holds. By contrast, if CHECK returns relative, then (4.32), Lemma 2.1(iii) and
(3.11) ensure that, for some dj, , € By

sp L0

Ss, ., X
SOt y(sk) <5 (1+w) Al o5k, df )

5o,
< (L+w) < dpry(sn)

§9(1 —w)ey 5§k,g
1+w) £

and (4.18) holds again. Thus (4.18) holds in both cases.

IN

e We conclude from the above discussion, in particular from (4.28) and (4.31), that Step 2
terminates with a pair (sg,ds, ), for which (4.18) holds if ||sx|| < 1, whenever

. 0
_mmax @k, < min [/’istepQ (Uk,max> €min, 5]& r)nin]q €min
ie{1,...,p} ’
where (s5(0))’ 1w
def Sw (Ks(o . —w
Fstep2(7) = 49!/(1 + w) B max[1, k7] 3(1 + w)
The algorithm then proceeds to Step 3, and thus k € T. a

We bring together two results obtained so far regarding bounds on ¢, j, namely those in Lemma 4.3
and 4.7.

Lemma 4.8 Suppose that f.DOpL holds, that iteration k& of the ARgpEDA2 algorithm is
successful, and that ||sg|| < 1. Then

o0, =1 for je{l,...,min[2,q]}

and

5,5321’]. > min |kg(og) ej,él(g?]).] for 7 €43,...,q},

where k5(0) is defined in (4.21).

Proof. If iteration k is successful, Step 3 sets 61(21 = ds,- The stated bound then follows

from (4.19) and (4.20). O
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Lemma 4.9 Suppose that £.DOpL holds, and that the ARgpEDA?2 algorithm does not termi-
nate at (or before) iteration k. Then

51(321,3‘ > ks(Okmax) €5 for je{l,...,q}, (4.33)

where r5(0) is defined in (4.21) and 0% max = MaX;e(o,.. x} 0i- Moreover, k € T whenever

: 1
omin @, < ’fstep2(0k,max)€iji_n- (4.34)
i€{1,...,p}

Proof. We prove this by induction over k for each j € {1,...,q}. By assumption, the j-th
initial radius satisfies

0
5(()7; = 50,]’ > €5 > 55(00) € = "55(00,max) €5-

Suppose that & = 0. Then, as the algorithm does not terminate during this iteration,
Lemma 4.3 indicates that either control is passed to Step 5, in which case

5%?]) - 5(()?]) > Hé(ao,max> €5 (435)
as above, or (4.7) holds, i.e.,
(5[()71]) > min S€j 75(0? > 55(00,max) €. (4.36)

8(1 + w)max[Ly,a0]”
Step 2 may then pass control to Step 5 (with the same outcome (4.35) as for Step 1), but if

not Step 3 will either result in

0 . .
81%) > min [1s(00) €, do0,5] > min [155(00,max) €. 00,3] > #5(00 max)

as per Lemma 4.8 when the iteration is successful and ||so|| < 1, or otherwise

5&? = 5((),1} > K(00,max) €

because of (4.36). Thus in all cases (4.33) holds for k = 0.
Now suppose that (4.33) holds up to iteration k — 1, i.e.,

51(;,)]) > 55(0k—1,max) €5 > K’é(gk,max) €. (437)

We show it also holds for iteration k. The proof is essentially identical to the k& = 0 case.
Once again, as the algorithm does not terminate during iteration k, Lemma 4.3 shows that
either control is passed to Step 5, in which case

015 =00 > ks(0rmax) € (4.38)

from (4.37), or (4.7) holds, i.e.,

(5(1). > mi GEj _ 5(0)-
kg =T [8(1 +w)max[L¢, of] " *I

(4.39)
S
8(1 4+ w)max[Ly, oy,

> min |: ]755(0k,max):| €5 = Hé(ok,max)ej
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using (4.37). As before, Step 2 may then pass control to Step 5 (and thus (4.38) holds), but
if not Step 3 will either result in

5O

. 0
hr1, = min ks(og) ej,c;,(g,])-] > K5(Ok max) €

when the iteration is successful and ||si|| < 1, using Lemma 4.8 and (4.37), or otherwise

because of (4.39). This completes the induction proving (4.33). The inequality (4.34) then
follows by using (4.33) at iteration k (instead of k£ + 1) in (4.23). O

4.3 The final complexity bound

We are now poised to consider the evaluation complexity analysis of the fully-formed ARgpEDA2
algorithm. Having stated the necessary inexact variant of the standard bound on model decrease
in (4.13), we next show that the regularization parameter o generated by the algorithm remains
bounded, even when f and its derivatives are computed inexactly.

Lemma 4.10 Suppose that £.DOpL holds. Then algorithm ARgpEDA2 ensures that

4L
0t < Omax def max [00, 737 Jp } (4.40)
—n2

for all £ > 0.
Proof. Suppose that k£ € T, and that

4L

op > —LP (4.41)
L—mn

Then the triangle inequality, (4.17) that is guaranteed by Lemma 4.7 as iteration k proceeds
to Step 3, and (3.13) together show that

Tro(an,s6) — Tref (xn,se)| < |f(xn) — flan)] + AT o, si) — ATy o(wg, i)
2| AT 1 (ks 51))-

N

Therefore, again using the triangle inequality, (3.12), standard error bounds for Lipschitz
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functions (see [7, Corollary A.8.4]), (4.13), (3.3) and (4.41), we deduce that

f @+ 1) = Trp(an, sp)|

pr—1 <
| | AT ¢ (xk, SiK)
) h
< ———— |[f(xp + sk) — f(zr + sk
RN [1F¢ )~ 1 )
+|f(@r + sk) — Trp(@h, si)| + T rp(@r, 55) — Trp(an, si)l]
) .
<1 Ty (ks 3wAT ) (h,
S AT, (oro0) [‘f(xk‘i'sk) 1T, Sk)| + BwAT f p(, Sk)}

2 p+1
= ATy (om0 {(p+1)|”5k! ] + 3w
L —
< fap + 3(1 . 772)
S 1—m

and thus that pr > 72. Then iteration k is very successful in that pp > 79 and, because of
(3.15), o011 < ok. As a consequence, the mechanism of the algorithm ensures that (4.40)
holds for all k£ € T, while if k € A, Step 5 fixes 011 = 0. O

We now state a useful technical inequality.

Lemma 4.11 Suppose that f.DOpL holds. Suppose also that iteration k of the ARgpEDA2
algorithm is successful, that ||sg|| < 1, but that iteration ky is the first iteration after k that
proceeds to Step 2 rather than Step 5. Then there exists j € {1,...,q} such that

0}/ i (s
(1-0)1—-w) (5k+,j) ( k+:])
T+w €5 ]' pr+0max ZZ HS Hp E—H
=1

(4.42)

where omax is defined by (4.40).

Proof. Observe that our assumption that iteration k4 passes to Step 2 means that it does
not terminate in Step 1, nor does it pass to Step 5. The latter implies that

(42,)
AT gej +5J
must hold for some j € {1,...,q}. Furthermore, since any iteration that might occur between
k and k4 must have passed through Step 5, 5,(3 ;= 0s,,; as the radii update rule in Step 5
does not change the input value of d;. Hence (4.8) from Lemma 4.3 ensures that

(0)

J
5O 6,
1-w Ky,
0] k+J(:L'k+) > <1+w> € < ;!j) . (4.43)
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and therefore that

oy, G0 e -
(% _~_z> €j ';’,] < qﬁ (Xkt1) Z? F(@ppn)[d)f
=1
J 1 J
= _Zﬁvg $k+1 Z 7p xlﬁsk)[d]g
=1 " =
j ) (4.44)
1 1
_ZﬁvﬁTf,p(xkaSk)[ - ZZ (11 I7) )
=1 =1
d Ll

3 2 % (lsell”*) i
/=1

To bound the terms on the right-hand side of (4.44), firstly, using standard approximation
properties for Lipschitz function (once more, see [7, Corollary A.8.4]),

1 1
- @vﬁf(ml)[d]f + 2 Ve Trp(@e si)ld’
=1 =1"

<Z ’““”va F@nr) — VETyp(zn, s1)]| (4.45)

k+17] —0+1
<pr2€| £_|_1 H k?”p )

where Ly, is defined in f.D1pL. Furthermore, because of (3.1) and (3.11),

i
1
_ZﬁvﬁTf,p(ﬂfk,Sk)[df (
=1 "
]

85y
< ¢m2,§(5k) < fej =

= Lot (s [d
:E: 7 (lsellP*) [d] wi6)
5

k1,
gt

]I = Oe;

(0)

where the last equality follows as ds, j = 9. g if iteration k is successful. Moreover, in view of
the form of the derivatives of the regularization term ||s||P (see [7, Lemma B.4.1] with 8 = 1)

and Lemma 4.10, we also have that

<.

1
Zz (sl [ < %y .Z |7 sy e
/=1
J P]+1 L
= 7]+1
k:+1,
<amaxz iyl

We then observe that,

Iio) 5 . 1—w 5J’ )
B (54) = 6 (51) < B () ¢ 2o (4.48)
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where we have used the fact that (5,2? ;= 0s,,j for k € & to derive the first inequality and

the fact that ||sg|| < 1 to apply the bound (4.18) of Lemma 4.7. The proof is then concluded
by replacing the second inequality in (4.46) by (4.48) and combining the result with (4.44),
(4.45) and (4.47).

Our next step is to provide a lower bound on the step at iterations before termination.

Lemma 4.12 Suppose that F.DOpL holds, iteration k is successful, and that the ARgpEDA2
algorithm does not terminate at first iteration after k that proceeds to Step 2 rather than
Step 5. Suppose also that the algorithm chooses & for each k such that the conclusions of
Lemma 4.8 hold. Then there exists a j € {1,...,q} such that

( 1
s(1-0)(1 —w) P
(et Fomtirer) G et

[[skll = P (4.49)
< ¢(1 = 0)(1 — w)K5 i ) P 6%
J

if g > 2,

2J'!(Lf,p + Omax) (1 +w)

where K5 min def K§(Omax) and opmay is defined by (4.40).

Proof. Either ||sg|| > 1 (case (i) in Lemma 4.7) and (4.49) holds automatically because the
two lower bounds on its right-hand side are less than one. So suppose instead that ||sg|| < 1.
Because the algorithm does not terminate, Lemma 4.11 ensures that (4.42) holds for some
j€{l,...,q}. It is easy to verify that this inequality is equivalent to

' 50
7e; (0007 < [lsulPxy (@j,,) (4.50)

where the function ; is defined by

tZ
' (4.51)

~

J
i) =Y
/=1
and where we have set
B (1—w)(1-106)
A+ w)(Lpp + Omax)
In particular, since x;(t) < 2t/ for ¢ > 1, we have that

1

el

J .
rq<2wwm4< ) — sy P! (4.52)

whenever ||sg| < 0415

If 7 is 1 or 2, by assumption (55% =1land |s;]| <1= 5@]-. Thus (4.52) yields the first case of
(4.49). Otherwise, if 7 > 3, by assumption (4.33) holds. In this case, if ||si| < (552, we may
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again deduce from (4.52) that the first case of (4.49) holds, and this implies that the second
case also holds since Kgmin < 1 and® 1/(p—j+1) < j/p for p > j > 1. Consider therefore
the alternative for which ||sg|| > 659;. Then (4.50), and noting that x;(t) < 2t for t € [0, 1],
we deduce that

0 5
7€ (04 ;) < 2| s+ <||Sk]|’> ;
which, with (4.33), implies the second case of (4.49). O

We now consolidate the above results by stating lower bounds on the minimal model and function
decreases at successful iterations.

Lemma 4.13 Suppose that f.D1qL holds. Then

AT T, Sk) > K min €’ 4.53
£.p(Tk, 5K) 2 Kam P (4.53)

for every iteration of algorithm ARgpEDA2 before termination, where

Trin < s(1-0)(1—-w) ))”pﬁl if ¢e{1,2},

P+ D'\ 2¢/(Lp+ omax) (1 +w
RAm = q(p+1)

—1
Ormin S(1—=0)(1 — w)r] 1in » it > 9
-+ D!\ 2¢1(Ls ) + oman) (1 + w) 1= 2
whith K5min = #6(Tmax); Tmax by (4.40), and
p+1 "
T q€{1,2},
_ et p j+1
’ w if ¢>2.
If, in addition, k£ € S,
f(zk) = f(xry1) = (M — 2w)kAm  min e;rj. (4.54)

je{l,...q}

Proof. The bound (4.13), (3.15) and Lemma 4.12 together imply that for every k € S, there

()This is easily verified by noting that, if A(t) = t/(j(t — j + 1)), then A(j) = 1 and AV (¢) < 0 for all ¢t > j.
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exists a j € {1,...,q} such that

p+11 p+1
Omin ( '(C(l — 9)(1 — w) ) Pt p—j+1
251

(p+1)! Lyp+ Omax) (1 +w) ¥

- if ge {1,2},
ATf,p(:Eka Sk) >

Jj(p+1)

_— s(1-0)(1 —w)rl L Pty
)! ¢

251 (Lsp + Omax) (1 +w) J

if ¢>2,

and (4.53) follows. Suppose now that k is the index of a successful iteration before termination.
Then, using (3.12) and (3.13), the implication that py > n; with (3.14), and (4.13) and (3.15),

Flaw) = flar) = [f(an) = Flap)] — 20AT g (i, sp,)

>
> (m = 2w)AT yp(k, i)
>

—2wW)K min €.,
(771 ) Am je{17“'7q} ]
where we note that n; — 2w > 0 from (3.3). This proves (4.54). O

We are now in position to state formally a bound on the evaluation complexity of the ARgpEDA2
algorithm.

Theorem 4.14 Suppose that £.Bb and £f.DOpL hold. Suppose moreover that the ARgpEDA2
algorithm chooses dy, for each k so that the conclusions of Lemma 4.8 hold.

1. If ¢ € {1,2}, then there exist positive constants rjyg, epas1s FargpEpaz 1 FakapEDA2L FARGHEDA2.L
and g epars Such that, for any e € (0,1]9, the ARgpEDA2 algorithm requires at most

f(ﬂfo) = fiow

A c
K ARqpEDA2,1 pIT T KARgpEDA21
: p—j+1
min €l

j6{17"'7Q} J (455)
+1

__pt
= O max € p”“)
je{l7"'7q}

#F def
ARqpEDA2,1 -

evaluations of f, and at most

def f(l’ ) — f .
D pub S 0 low E 3 F
#aRapEDA21 = NaRrgpEDA2I pIT T KaRgpEDA2,1 log ( min ¢ T KARqpEDA2,1
min  €? it Je{1,-q}
je{lma} ?
__ptl
= O max ¢ p’+1>
]6{17"'7q}

(4.56)
evaluations of the derivatives of f of orders one to p to produce an iterate z. for which

¢}7j(g;€) <e¢j/jlforall j e {1,...,q}.
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2. If ¢ > 2, then there exist positive constants nf\quEDAM, IiﬁquEDAzy nqupEDAM, mEquEDAZ’Q
and Fpepas. Such that, for any e € (0,1]%, the ARgpEDA2 algorithm requires at most

f(CUO) — fiow

A C
K ARqpEDA2,2 Sty T FaRapEDA22
~ min € P
Je{1l,....q}

_ilp+1)
= (9( max €; P >
je{17"'7q}

evaluations of f, and at most

# def
ARqEDAp,2 -

def f(zo) = fi ‘
D b S low E . F
#ARqEDAp,2 = KaRrqpEDA2,2 J(p+1) +HAquEDA2,2 log 'e?lun }EJ +K‘AquEDA2,2
. J yeeeyd
~min €. ”
Je{l,....q}

_J(p+1)
= (’)( max €; P >
J€{1,....q}

evaluations of the derivatives of f of orders one to p to produce an iterate x. for which
qﬁff*j?(xe) < ¢; 0} /5! for some é € (0,1]% and all j € {1,...,q}.

Proof. Consider first the case where ¢ € {1,2}. Using (4.54) in Lemma 4.13, f.Bb and the
fact that the sequence {f(zy)} is non-increasing, we deduce that the algorithm needs at most

f(20) = fiow
mqupEDAZITl +1 (4.57)
p—q+1
€min
successful iterations to produce a point z. for which qb}’j(xe) < ¢j/j! for all j € {1,...,q},

where

def  (p+1)! <2q!(Lf,p + Omax + Tmax) (1 + w))
(m — 2w)omin (1-0)(1—w) -

KVqupEDAm =
We may then invoke Lemma 3.1 to deduce that the total number of iterations required is

bounded by
1 1 x
|Slc‘ <1+ | 0g’71|> + log (Uma > 1,
log 72 log 72 a0

where opyax is given by (4.40), and hence the total number of approximate function evaluations

(4.58)

is at most twice this number, which yields (4.55) with the coefficients

| log 71| 2 o
HAAquEDAzl = 2K/qupEDA2,1 <1 + log 7o and K’EquEDAZl = log 2 log ?:X + 2.

In order to derive an upper bound on the the number of derivative evaluations, we now have to
count the number of additional evaluations caused by the need to approximate the derivatives
to the desired accuracy. Again, repeated evaluations at a given iterate xp are only needed
when the current values of the required absolute errors are smaller than used previously at xg.
Recall that these required absolute errors are initialised in Step 0 of the ARgpDA algorithm,
and by construction decrease linearly with rate v, on every pass to Step 5. We may now use
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Lemmas 4.3, 4.7, 4.9 and 4.10 to deduce that the maximal accuracy bound max;c(1,.. p} Piky
will not be reduced below

def . _ )
Race E?n—il_; = min [%["&6(Umax)]q 1’ ﬁgtep?(o-max)] Elrzn—ii_n
€ o] ¢ !
< min | ¥ min J 5© & ” Gt
B [ : [8@ + w) max(Ly, 3] 'f] 717 Histep2 (@ mas) €y

at iteration k. As k... is independent of k, it follows that no further evaluations of {Vwa(:Uk) b,
can possibly be required during iteration k£ or beyond once the largest initial absolute error
maxe(1,..p} ¥5,0 has been reduced by successive multiplications by 7, in Step 5 sufficiently
often to ensure that

k
Yo'l max ;o] < Kaee Eiﬁ . (4.59)
ie{1,....,p}
Since the (; o are initialised in the algorithm so that max;c1,. ) ¥i,0 < ¢max, the bound (4.59)
is achieved once k,, the number of decreases in {¢;, }?Zl, is large enough to guarantee that
’YZZWSOmaX S ’%acce?n—’i—§~ (460)

Thus we obtain that the number of evaluations of the derivatives of the objective function
that occur during the course of the ARgpEDA2 algorithm is at most

Skl + [ Akl = |Sk| + Fp.min,

i.e., the number successful iterations in (4.57) plus

I def bog(l’y@) {(q + 1) log (€min) + log (:;;) }J

Ly s+ iy o 2|
T )| + =1 |lo +1,
Tog (7)1 108 (emim)l + 155537 108 (G

the smallest value of k., that ensures (4.60). This leads to the desired evaluation bound (4.56)
with the coefficients

def q+1

E def
K ARqpEDA21 = log 790’

F -
and K ARqpEDA2,1 —

B ’10g <Hm ) ‘ +2
| 10g(7¢)| Somax ’

The reasoning is essentially the same for the case where ¢ > 2, except that, in view of (4.49),

we use
p+1

 (pt ) (2j!<Lf,p+amax><1+w>>P

K =
ARqpEDA2,2 (,,71 _ 2w)amin

(1-60)(1 —w)sl "

§,min

instead of (4.58). This then yields

A def g [ log 1]
KaRgpEDA22 = MARqpEDA2,2 1+ logys )’

all other constants being unchanged, that is

C e E _ B F _F
K aRqpEDA22 = RARqpEDA2,15  FARqpEDA22 = FARqpEDA2,1 and K ARqpEDA22 = ARqpEDA2,1"
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Since the orders in €y, are the same as those derived for the ARgp algorithm using exact evalua-
tions (as defined in [7, Chapter 12]) and because these were proved to be sharp (see Section 12.2.2.4
in this reference), the same conclusion obviously holds for the ARgpEDA2 algorithm using inexact
evaluations.

5 Conclusions

Given the significant complexity of the theory advanced above, the reader will undoubtly un-
derstand why a simpler version of the ARgpEDA has been developed and analyzed in [7, Chapter
13]. However, ARgpEDA?2 is not without merits. In particular, its distinguishing feature, the re-
quirement (1.11), may be of interest as it is independent of variable scaling, a sometimes very
desirable property.
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