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Abstract

We propose a new variant of Kelley’s cutting-plane method for minimizing a
nonsmooth convex Lipschitz-continuous function over the Euclidean space. We derive
the method through a constructive approach and prove that it attains the optimal
rate of convergence for this class of problems.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, we focus on unconstrained nonsmooth convex minimization problems, where
information on the objective can only be gained through a first-order oracle, which returns
the value of the objective and an element in its subgradient at any point in the problem’s
domain. Problems of this type often arise in real-life applications either as the result of a
transformation that was applied on a problem (such as Benders’ decomposition [5]) or by
some inherent property of the problem (e.g., in an eigenvalue optimization problem).

One of the earliest and most fundamental methods for solving nonsmooth convex prob-
lems is Kelley’s cutting plane method (or, the Kelley method, for short), which was intro-
duced by Kelley in [11] and also independently by Cheney and Goldstein [6]. The method
maintains a polyhedral model of the objective, and at each iteration updates this model
according to the first-order information at a point where the model predicts that the objec-
tive is minimal. Despite the elegant and intuitive nature of this method, the Kelley method
suffers from very poor performance, both in practice and in theory [21]. The source of the
poor performance seems to be the instability of the solution of the subproblems, where
the iterates of the method tend to be far apart and at locations where the accuracy of the
model is poor.
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The main objective of this work is to present a new method for minimizing a nonsmooth
convex Lipschitz-continuous function over the Euclidean space, which is surprisingly similar
to the Kelley method, yet attains the optimal rate of convergence for this class of problems.
We derive this method and its rate of convergence through a constructive approach which
further develops the recent framework we introduced in [8]. In the later work, a novel
approach was developed to derive new complexity bounds for a broad class of first order
schemes for smooth convex minimization. The approach is based on the observation that
the efficiency estimate of a method can be formulated as an optimization problem and
once this is done, it is possible to optimize the parameters of the method to achieve the
best possible efficiency estimate (this can be viewed as some kind of a “meta-optimization”
approach, where we optimize the parameters of an optimization method). Very recently,
these results were further analyzed in [12] to derive optimized first-order methods for
smooth convex minimization.

Although the main contribution of this work is entirely theoretical, it should be noted
that the resulting method also offers some practical advantages over existing bundle meth-
ods. One of the main advantages is that the method allows the implementation to choose
at each iteration between two types of steps: a “standard” step, which, as in all bundle
methods, requires solving an auxiliary convex optimization program, and an “easy” step
which involves only a subgradient step with a predetermined step size. The efficiency
estimate of the method remains valid regardless of the choices a specific implementation
makes, thereby allowing the implementation to find a balance between accuracy and speed
(without performing aggregation on the iterates, which affects the accuracy of the model).

One limitation of the method is that it requires choosing the number of iterations to
be performed in advance. However, this limitation is not severe since the “standard” steps
provide as a by-product a bound on the worst-case absolute inaccuracy at the end of the
method’s run, hence once the desired accuracy has been achieved, the implementation can
choose to perform only “easy” steps thereby quickly ending the execution of the method.

Literature The first successful approach for overcoming the instability in the Kelley
method, known as the bundle method, was introduced by Lemaréchal [16] and also inde-
pendently by Wolfe [24]. In the bundle approach, the instability in the Kelley method is
tackled by introducing a regularizing quadratic term in the objective, thereby forcing the
next iterate to remain in close proximity to the previous iterates, where the model is more
accurate. The bundle approach proved to be very fruitful, and yielded many variations on
the idea, see for instance [1, 13, 18] and references therein. The bundle method and its
variants also proved to perform very well in practice, however, a theoretical rate of conver-
gence is not available for most variants, and for the variants where a rate of convergence
was established, it was shown to be suboptimal [15].

Another fundamental approach is the level bundle method, introduced by Lemaréchal
et al. [17]. The idea behind this approach is that the level sets of the polyhedral model of
the objective are “stable”, and therefore they should be used instead of the complete model.
Building on this idea, at each iteration the method performs a projection of the previous



iterate on a carefully selected level set of the model, then updates the model according
to the first-order information at the resulting point. Several extensions to the method
were proposed, including a restricted memory variant [14] and a variant for handling non-
Euclidean metrics [3]. The method was shown to possess an optimal rate of convergence,
however, note that the constant factor in the bound is not optimal, and leave room for
improvement.

Finally, let us mention that quite a few additional approaches were proposed. Among
them are trust-region bundle methods [23] and the bundle-newton method [19], where the
objective is approximated by a combination of polyhedral and quadratic functions. For a
comprehensive survey, we refer the reader to [20].

Outline of the paper. The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present the
new Kelley-Like Method (KLM), and state our main result: an optimal rate of convergence
(Theorem 2.1). The motivation for the method and our approach is described in Section 3.
In Sections 4-6, we provide a detailed description of the construction of the proposed
method and prove its rate of convergence. Section 7 numerically illustrates the potential
benefit of the standard steps by comparing between the different variants of the method.
We conclude the main body of the work, in Section 8, where we discuss some additional
cases where the approach presented here is applicable. Finally, in Appendix A, we give a
new lower-complexity bound for the class of convex and Lipschitz-continuous minimization
problems, which shows that the KLM attains the best possible rate of convergence for this
class of problems.

Notation. For a convex function f, its subgradient at x is denoted by 0f(z) and we use
f'(z) to denote some element in df(x). We also denote f* = min, f(z) and 2" = 2} €
argmin,, f(z). The Euclidean norm of a vector x is denoted as ||z||. We use e; for the i-th
canonical basis vector, which consists of all zero components, except for its i-th entry which
is equal to one. For an optimization problem (P), val(P) stands for its optimal value. For
a symmetric matrix A, A = 0 means A is positive semidefinite (PSD).

To simplify some expressions, we often write A = 0 for a non-symmetric matrix A: this
should be interpreted as (A + AT) = 0.

2 The Algorithm and its Rate of Convergence

In this section we present our main results, namely the new proposed algorithm and its
rate of convergence.

2.1 The Algorithm: a Kelley-Like Method (KLM)

Consider the minimization problem min{f(z) : x € RP}, where f is f € CL(RP) (i.e.,
f : R? — R is Lipschitz-continuous with constant L > 0) and convex. The method
described below assumes that z* € argmin, f(x) is located inside a ball of radius R > 0



around a given point xy € RP and requires knowing in advance the number of iterations to
be performed, N. The method proceeds as follows:

Algorithm KLM

Initialization: (The zeroth iteration.) Set

R
IVN

Iteration #M: At the Mth iteration (1 < M < N — 1), the method arbitrarily
chooses between two types of steps:
In the first type (the “standard step”), we set m € argmin,.;,, f(x;) and solve

x1 =29, $:=0, 7:=1, and p :=

B m) — 1t
(Ba) iy f (@)

st f(x) + (y— i, fl(x)) <t, i=1,...,M,
f(am) — L < ¢,
ly — zo||? + (N — M) < R

Let y*, ¢* and t* be an optimal solution to the primal variables of problem (B);), and
let 8* be the optimal dual multiplier that corresponds to the constraint f(z,,)—L( < t.
The step then proceeds by setting

(standard step) zp41 :=Y",

and updating

] ¢

s:=M, 7:=0% p:=-=>-.

B o= 7

The second type of step (the “easy step”) is a subgradient step with the previously
selected step size u:

(easy step) aari1 = xn — puf (Tar)-

Output: The output is given by a convex combination of the best step from the first
s steps and the ergodic combination of the last N — s steps:

here m € argmin, ;. f(7;).




Note that if the method chooses to perform an “easy” step at every iteration, it simply
reduces to the subgradient method with a constant step size. Also note that the “standard”
step shares the computational simplicity of the main step in the Kelley method (cf. next
section), where the two iteration rules differ only in the introduction of the optimization
variable ¢ and in the inclusion of the second constraint in (Bjy).

2.2  An Optimal Rate of Convergence for KLM

We now state the efficiency estimate of the method, which shows that the new method
is optimal for the class of nonsmooth minimization with convex and Lipschitz-continuous
functions (see Appendix A and also [21, 22]).
Theorem 2.1. Suppose Ty was generated by Algorithm KLM, then f(Zy) — f* < \L/—%.
Furthermore, suppose the method performed “standard” steps at iterations si, . . ., s, where
S1 < --+ < S, then
_ . L
f(@n) — fF <val(Bs,) <--- <val(By,) < Vo (2.1)

Note that although the rate of convergence is of same order as for the level bundle
method [17], which to the best of our knowledge has the best known efficiency estimate
for a bundle method, the constant term here is smaller by a factor of two. Hence, the
proposed method requires a quarter of the steps in order to the reach the same worst-case
absolute inaccuracy.

The rest of this paper is devoted to the detailed construction of the proposed Algorithm
KLM and to the proof of Theorem 2.1.

3 Motivation

3.1 A New Look at the Kelley Method

Consider the problem

min f(z),

where f(x) is convex, nonsmooth, and Lipschitz-continuous with constant L. For a given
set of trial points, Ty = {(;, f(z;), f'(z;)) inl, denote by fu(z) the polyhedral model
of the function f, defined by

far(z) = max{f(z;) + (f'(zj),x —x;) | 1 < j < M}. (3.1)

Assuming that r} € argmin, f(x) lies inside a compact set, which we take here as
{z : ||lx — xo|]| < R} for some o € R? and R > 0, the Kelley method chooses the next
iterate, xps41, by solving

(Kelley) 241 € argmin fy ().
[z—zol| <R



Alternatively, we can write the previous rule as the following functional optimization prob-
lem:

(Kelley') xp41 € argmin min o(z)
|lz—zo||<R p€CL,p is convex
s.t. ()O(SL’Z) :f(l'l), 1= 1,,M,
f(z) € 0p(), i=1,..., M,
25, — ol < R,

where the two formulations are equivalent since the solution to the inner minimization
problem reduces exactly to fys inside the ball ||z — z¢|| < R.

The well-known inefficient nature of the method is now apparent: the method chooses
the next iterate as one that minimizes the best-case function value, which is not a natural
strategy when we are interested in obtaining a bound on the worst-case absolute inaccuracy,
f(xare1) — f*. This motivates us to consider the following alternative strategy.

3.2 The Proposed Approach

Since we are interested in deriving a bound on the worst-case behavior of the absolute
inaccuracy, a natural approach, given a set of trial points, Ju := {(z;, f(z;), f'(x;)) jj‘il,
might be to choose the next iterate in a way that the worst-case absolute inaccuracy is

minimized, i.e.,

Tar+1 € argmin max o(z) — *
zeRp  pECL,p is convex

st p(x;) = f(z), i=1,..., M,
f/(LL’Z) E&QO(LL’Z), Zzl,,M,
|27, — @0l < R.

It appears, however, that this greedy approach forces the resulting iterates to be too con-
servative. In fact, numerical tests show that in some cases the sequence generated by this
approach does not even converge to a minimizer of f!

We therefore take a global approach and attempt to minimize a bound on the worst-case
behavior of the entire sequence, i.e., instead of choosing only the next iterate x4 1, given
some N > M, we look for a sequence xp.1,...,xy for which the absolute inaccuracy at
the last iterate, xy, is minimized. In order to accomplish this, we need to assume some
form of structure on the sequence {x1,...,zy}.

Let {v1,...,v.} be an orthonormal set that spans {f'(z1), ..., f'(zm), 21 —20, .. ., Ty —
xo}. Hereafter, we consider sequences x4 1, ...,y that are generated according to a first-
order method of the form

i—1 r i—1
ri= 20+ Y hgo—x0) = Y hgron— Y hgpf'(w), i=M+1.. N, (32)
k=1 k=1 k=M+1



for step sizes h% € R that depend only on the data available at the current stage (i.e., L,
R and Jy). Note that the first summation is redundant here and can be expressed using
the other terms, however, including it will significantly simplify the following analysis.
For sequences of this form, given h = (hgl,)c), the worst-case absolute inaccuracy at zy
is, by definition, the solution to
Pulh) = max  ploy) — ¢

el is convex

i—1
st x; =mxo + Z h%(zk —x9) —
k=1

r 1—1
h$ v — e (),

= k=1 k=M+1
i=M+1,...,N,

QD([L’Z):]C([L’Z), Z.:]-a"wMa
f/(LL’Z) E&p(:ci), 1= 1,...,M,
|27, — @0 < R.

Therefore, the problem of finding step sizes h such that the worst-case absolute inaccuracy
at z is minimized can be expressed by

Note that obtaining an optimal solution for (Py;) is not necessary. Indeed, suppose that
for any h we can find a (preferably easy) upper bound @, (h) for Py (h), then it follows
that

flen) — [ < Py(h) < Qum(h),

hence a method with a “good” worst-case absolute inaccuracy might be found by minimiz-
ing QQps(h) with respect to h instead of Py/(h). The analysis developed in the forthcoming
two sections show how to achieve this, and serves two main goals:

e Derive a tractable upper-bound for the worst-case absolute inaccuracy expressed via
problem (Pyy).

e Show that the derivation of this bound leads itself to the construction of Algo-
rithm KLM.

4 A Tractable Upper-Bound for (Py)

Problem (Py;(h)) (and hence problem (Py;)) is a difficult abstract optimization problem
in infinite dimension through the functional constraint on (. Inspired by the approach
developed in [8], we start the reformulation of the problem by deriving a finite dimensional
relaxation (§4.1), followed by an SDP relaxation for the inner maximization problem (§4.2).
We then consider the resulting minimax problem and show how, using duality, linearization,
and the matrix completion theorem, it can be transformed into a tractable problem (§4.3—
4.4).



4.1 A Finite Dimensional Relaxation of (Py)

To relax (Py) into a finite dimensional problem, we need to tackle the constraint “p €
CL, ¢ is convex”, which states that for all u,v € RP

[subgradient inequality] e(v) — p(u) <{'(v),v —u), (4.1)
[Lipschitz continuity] ¢ (u)]| <

where ¢'(v) is an element of dp(v). For that purpose, we introduce the variables

z, € argmin, ¢(z),
(512@(252), ’i:M+1,...,N,*,
gi € 0p(x;), i=M+1,...,N, x,

and for ease of notation, we set

5j:f(xj)> j:1a~~-,M,
g; = f'(x;), j=1,....,M.

We now relax Py (h) by replacing the function variable ¢ with the new variables and by
introducing constraints that follow from the application of the subgradient inequality (4.1)
and the Lipschitz-continuity of ¢ (4.2) at the points x1, ..., xy, T., reaching the following
minimax problem in finite dimension:

max ON — Oy
IM415--9N g, T« ERP,
61V1+1 see0N 0 ER

i—1 r i—1
st x; = 1o + Z h%(xk — Zg) — Zh%vk - Z héﬁigk, i=M+1,...,N,
k=1 k=1 k=M+1

61_5]§<g27xl_xj>7 /i7j:17"'7N7*7
lgall* < L%, i=1,...,N,x
|z, — 20]|* < R2.
Recall that §;,¢; and z;, j = 1,..., M, are given in advance (these are the trial points)

and are considered as the problem’s data.
It appears that this problem (which clearly is not convex) remains nontrivial to tackle.



We therefore consider a relaxation obtained by removing some constraints:

Pl(h) = max N — 0
IM+1,5--9N T+ ERP,
M +1,-0N,0+ER

i—1 T i—1
stz =10 + Zhg’i(:ﬁk —x0) — Zhgivk — Z héﬁigk, i=M+1,...,N,
k=1 k=1 k=DM+1

6 —0; <{gi,xi—x;), i=M+1,....,N, j=1,...,i—1,
8 — 0, < {giyxi — ), i=1,... N,
lgil|* < L*, i=M+1,...,N,
|2y — 20> < R2.
As before, we denote the problem min;, P{,(h) by (Pi,;), and we have
val(Py) = min Py (h) < min Pl (h) = val(Py,).

Our first main objective is now to derive a tractable convex minimization problem which
is an upper-bound for the minimax problem (P{;). The first step in that direction is the
derivation of a semidefinite programming relaxation of the inner maximization problem
P{,(h). At this juncture, the reader might naturally be wondering why we do not derive
directly a dual problem of the inner maximization to reduce our minimax problem to
a minimization problem. It turns out that the SDP relaxation derived below enjoys a
fundamental monotonicity property (see Lemma 6.1), which will play a crucial role in the
proof of the main complexity result Theorem 2.1.

4.2 Relaxing The Inner Maximization Problem to an SDP

We proceed by performing a semidefinite relaxation on P}, (h). Let X € S +N=M he

(e — @0, 25 —0) (@ —@0,01) -+ (Tx —To, V) (Tx —To,gm41) o (Tx — To, 9N)
<0175€* - 1170> <'Ulv'U1> T <U1,Ur> <U1,9M+1> T <01,QN>
X = <’Ur7w* _=TO> <U’I‘7U1> <U’I‘7U’I‘> <UragM+l> <UragN> s
(grr1, 2 —20)  {gma1,v1) oo (g1, ve) (gmen,9Mmi1) 0 {9Me1,9N)
<9N, Ty — 560> <9N, 'U1> cee <9N, Ur) <gNagM+1> s <9Na9N>

and let v;, g;, x; € RN =M be such that

VZ:el-‘r’L) izl,...,’l“,
- {zzzxgi,vm, =1, M,
) LT .
Clrti-M> i=M+1,...,N,
Lr+i—M ",
Ek:1<xi - x07vk>vk7 1= ]., .. .,Ma
i-1 , (G r i i1 ; »
X; = k=1 h’g}gxk - Ekzl h;}cvk — D k=M1l hi(’),)kglﬁ 1=M+1,...,N,
“; 1= %,



then it is straightforward to verify that the following identities hold

TXVJ (v;

ng (9 )

Xx] (g,,x]—x0> 1=1,....,N, j=1,...
(

TXXJ

Na*a

Y

T; — T, Tj — To), 4, =1,..., N, *.

Now, by using (4.4) in Pi;(h) and by relaxing the definition of X to v Xv, =

X > 0, we reach the following SDP:

Pll(h):= max Oy -9,
XeSlJrr'Jer]W’
§;,0+€R

st. 6 —0;<g/X(x—x;), i=M+1,...,N, j=1,...

6i—0,<gl'X(x;—x.), i=1,...,N,
gl Xg, <L* i=M+1,...,N,

X:{XX* < R2,
viXv; = (vi,v), 4,5=1,...,m
X = 0.

Again, we define
(Pif) min P{(h)

and we have
val(Py) < val(Pi;) < val(Py}).

(4.4)

(v;,vj) and

Note that P{f(h) depends on the value of i through the vectors x;, therefore (Pi}) involves

bilinear terms in its optimization variables.

4.3 Transforming the Minimax SDP to a Minimization Problem

To transform the minimax problem (Pi}) into a minimization problem, we use duality.
More precisely, as shown below, by replacing P{f(h) with its Lagrangian-dual, we reach
a nonconvex (bilinear) semidefinite minimization problem whose optimal value coincides

with that of (P}).

10



Lemma 4.1. Let P{H(Rh) be defined by

Pif'(h) := min_ Z Za”5 +Zb ({gi, w3 — o) — &) + L2 Z cz+R2d+Z(I>”

i= M+1j 1 i=M+1

i—1
s.t ( a;;(x +bxz> g; +be*g2
i=M+1 1

j= =1

+ Z cigigl +dx.x! + Z q)i,jViVjT =0,

i=M+1 i,7=1
(aab) €A> a’i,j 209 bz 209 C; 209 dZOa

where

ZaN]+bN—1 Zb =1, Za], Za,jz i i=M+1,... N—1}.

j=i+1
Then Pif(h) = PiI1(h) for all h.
Proof. We attach the dual variables to each of the constraints in Pi!(h) as follows:

ameRJr:5i—5j§giTX(xi—Xj), i=M+1,...,N, j=1,...,i—1,
bR, :0;,—0,<glX(x,—x,), i=1,...,N,
c€Ry gl Xg, <L? i=M+1,..., N,

deR,:x'Xx, < R?,

;i eR:vIXvy=(v,v;), i,j=1,...,m

Recalling that 6; and gf Xx; = (g;, x; — x0) are fixed for i = 1,..., M, and that the set
{v1,...,v.} is orthonormal, the Lagrangian for this maximization problem is given by

N
L(X,6;a,b,¢,d,®) = 6x—6.+ »  Dib;+ Do, + tx(XW) +C,
i=M+1

Ly(6;a,b) + tr(XW) +C,

with
D, = —Za”—i—Zaﬂ— . i=M-+1,...,N,
J=t+1
N
D, = > b,
j=1

11



i—1 N N N

N
W= D> axi—x)gl + Y bixigl =) bixgl — Y cggl

i=M+1 j=1 i=M+1 i=1 i=M+1
—dx,x"! Z D, v, V] ,
i,j=1
C = Z Zawé +Zb 9ir i — 5) + L? Z cZ+R2d+Z®“
i=M+1 j=1 i=M+1

The dual objective function is then defined by
H(a,b,c,d,®) = I%lé)i(xL(X, d;a,b,c,d, ®)=C+ mglel(é; a,b) + r}(l&gctr(XW).

Since L1(d;a,b) is linear in the variables ¢;, i = M + 1,..., N, %, the first maximization
problem is equal to zero whenever

i—1 N
—ZCI,L]'—FZCI,]',Z‘—Z)Z‘:O, Z:M—I—l,,N—l,
j=1

j=i+1

;

N-1
14+ Dy=1-Y ay;—by=0,

=1

N
—1+D.=-1+) b=0,

i.e., when (a,b) € A, and is equal to infinity otherwise. Likewise, the second maximization
is equal to zero whenever W < 0, and is equal to infinity otherwise. Therefore, the dual
problem of P! (h) reads as

min H(a,b,c¢,d,®) = min {C: W =<0, (a,b) €A, a;,; >0, b; >0, ¢; >0, d >0},

a,b,c,d, P a,b,c,d,®

which reduces to the minimization problem PiL(h).
Now, as a consequence of weak duality for the pair of problems (P{f(h))—(Pi1(h)) it
immediately follows that

val(P{l) = mhin Pll(h) < m}in PH(R) = val(PI).
Furthermore, observing that Pi/(h) is feasible and that PI/Z(h) is strictly feasible (since
the elements in the diagonal of the SDP constraint, i.e., ¢;, d, and ®;;, can be chosen to

be arbitrarily large), then by invoking the conic duality theorem [4, Theorem 2.4.1], strong
duality holds, i.e., Pil(h) = PiI1(h), and the proof is complete. O

As an immediate consequence, we have

val(PiT) = n%m P (n) = m}jn Pll(h) = val(Pi}).

12



4.4 A Tight Convex SDP Relaxation for (P{}!)

At this stage, the minimization problem (Pi/!) we have just derived remains a nonconvex
(bilinear) problem. Indeed, as noted above, the vectors x; depend on the optimization
variable h, hence the terms a; ;(x; — x;) and b;x; in (P{}") are bilinear. We will now show
that it is possible to derive a tight convex relazation for this problem. This will be achieved
through two main steps as follows.

Step I: Linearizing the bilinear SDP. As just noted, the terms a; j(x; —x;) and b;x;
in (P{}) are bilinear. Here we linearize these terms by introducing new variables &; ; and
; ; such that

(Za” X; — X;) +bx,> Zngﬂu Z Viig, i=M+1,... N.  (4.5)

j=M+1

Using (4.5) to eliminate the bilinear terms in (P}/) yields the following linear SDP:

(P ab?clzl?w, Z Zawé +Zb Gi, T — §;) + L? Z cZ+R2d+Z<I>“

i=M+1 j=1 i=M+1
s.t. Z <Z gz,]Vj + Z ¢Z7jg]) gz + Zb X*gz
i=M+1 j=M+1

+ Z cigigl +dx.x! + Z @i,jvivjr =0,

i=M+1 4,7=1
(CL,b)EA, CLZ'J'>O b >0, ¢, >0, d>0.

Since any feasible point for (P{/!) can be transformed using (4.5) to a feasible point
for (P]}) without affecting the objective value, we have

val(P/) < val(Pifh). (4.6)

As a first step in establishing inequality in the other direction (and therefore equality), we
introduce the following lemma, which shows how to recover a feasible point for (P{f!) from
a feasible point for (Pi}") provided that the point satisfies a certain condition.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose that (a,b,c,d, &, 1, ®) is feasible for (Pi)") and satisfies

i—1
D aijbi=0= &g =y =0, Vk <. (4.7)
j=1
Then by taking'
h(i) _ Qi k h(i) _ Eik h(i) _ ik
Lk i—1 J 2,k i—1 v M3k i—1 ’
ijl a;j + b; ijl a;j + b ijl a;;+0b;

'In order to avoid overly numerous special cases, we adopt the convention % =0.

13



we get that (h,a,b,c,d, ®) is feasible for (PHT) and attains the same objective value.

Proof. Tt is enough to verify that the linearization identity (4.5) is satisfied for the chosen
values of h. First, when Z ., a; ; +b; = 0, recalling that we use the conventlon =0, the
identity (4.5) follows'lmmedlately from the assumption (4.7) and since the step sizes are
all zeros. Suppose Z;;ll a;;+b; > 0, then substituting the term x; in (4.5) by its definition
n (4.3), we get that for every i = M +1,...,N

i—1 i—1
(Z a; ;(x ) + b xl> = Z a; jX; — (Z a;; + bi> X;
j=1 j=1
i—1 T
= Z ;X5 — <Z ;5 + bz) <Z th}ng - Z h%vk — Z h3 kgk>
j=1 j= k=1 k=1 k=M+1
- Zgl,‘jv‘] + Z wz,ygja

j=M+1
where the last equality follows from the choice of h. O

In order to establish that the relaxation performed in this step is indeed tight, it is
enough to show that condition (4.7) holds for an optimal solution of (P{}). However,
before we can show how to obtain an optimal solution with the required property, we need
to perform an additional transformation on the problem, which in turn will also be very
useful when deriving the steps of Algorithm KLM in Section 5.

Step II: Simplifying the problem (Pi). An equivalent and significantly simpler form
of problem (Pi}) can be derived using the matrix completion theorem.
Consider the PSD constraint in (P{)) in its explicit form,

M M
o d 32y bilge, o) o 530y belgk, o) by -0 3by
3 2kt br(gr, v1) Q1 e Dy 1 0 3éva
Q = 2 Zk bk<gkyvr> L (I)r,l e L (I)r,r %gMJrl,r e %é.N,r t 0’
—bM+1 5&M+1.1 e 5&M+1,r
) ) ) R
by &N E &N
with
1 1
CM+1 §¢M+2,M+1 Tt §¢N,M+1
1 )
R .= §¢M+2,M+1 CMm+2
: ‘ )
UN N1
1 1
SUN M1 e SUNN-1 cN
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Then by the properties of PSD matrices, ) = 0 implies that the principal minors of () are
also PSD. As a result, we get that the problem

N M M N r
(P min >0 D aisd+ Y billgmi—a0) —8) + 1P Y et R+ ) @
T =MA+1 j=1 i=1 i=M+1 i=1
M
5.t ( w ! %Zk&W%“U>ﬂ i=1,...,7
5 2 ke br (s vi) Dy - ’
1y
<ld 2b’)50, i1=M+1,...,N,
ibl C;

(aab)€A> a’i,jzoa bzzoa 01'20> dzoa

obtained by replacing ) = 0 with constraints of the form Qx4 = 0, is a relaxation
of (Pi}), and thus val(P};) < val(Pi}). As we shall prove below, it turns out that this
relaxation is, in fact tight, i.e., val(P};) = val(Pi}). To establish this result, we need the
following lemma, which is a special case of the matrix completion theorem [10].

Lemma 4.3. Suppose ¢1; = q;1 and ¢;; (i =1,...,n) are numbers such that
<%1q“)za i=2,...n.
di1 Qi
Then by taking
q1,:91,j
4i; = 451 = L (4.8)
41,1
fori,j=2,...,n, 1% j, we get that the n x n matriz (¢; ;) is positive semidefinite.

Proof. Suppose ¢; 1 = 0, then by the properties of PSD matrices, ¢;; and ¢;; must also
be equal to zero. By adopting the convention 8 = 0, we get that ¢;; = ¢;;, = 0 for
i, =2,...,n, hence the matrix (g, ;) is diagonal and the result is trivial.

Now assume ¢;; > 0 and let v = (q1.1,...,q1.,)7, then the claim follows immediately
by observing that the matrix (g; ;) is the sum of the positive semidefinite rank-one matrix
¢;177" and the nonnegative diagonal matrix diag(0, g22 — a5 2/q11, - - - » Gnn — G/ @11). O

The promised tightness of the relaxation performed in this step now follows.

Corollary 4.1. Suppose (a*,b*, c*,d*, ®},) is an optimal solution for (PyY,), then taking

B Zlﬁil b2<9k, v;) 224:1 by, (9, Uj>

i, = o =1, i,

o 0T bl ) |

&= Zhé£< D M1, N, j=1,...m (4.9)
b*b*

ij: i’y i=M+1,...,N, j=M+1,...,i—1.

2d*’

we get that (a*,b*, c*, d*, & %, ®*) is an optimal solution for (PLV). In particular, we have
val(Pi)) = val(Py).

15



Proof. Observing that the minors of @ selected in (P};) have the same form as in the
premise of Lemma 4.3 with n =14 r 4+ (N — M),

qi1 = d,
Q1+i1+i = (I)i,ia t=1,...,r,

Qprtigryi =C, t=M+1,... N,

— _1NM .
qi,1+i = Q1+i1 = 3 Zk:l bk(gk,vl), 1=1,...,m,

_ _ 1 -
Qavr+i = Qartin = 505, =M +1,... N,

we get that using the choice (4.9), the relations (4.8) are satisfied, hence @ is PSD and the
first constraint in (PL)) is satisfied for (a*, b*, c*, d*, £*,9*, ®*). Now, examining (P}}’), we
see that the variables ®; ; for i # j, & ; and 1; ;, do not participate in constraints beside
the first constraint or in the objective, hence we conclude that (a*,b*, c*, d*, £*, *, ®*) is
feasible for (P{}) and furthermore val(P}}) < val(P};). Since we have already established
that val(Py;) < val(P})), the proof is complete. O

Another consequence of Lemma 4.3 is the tightness of the relaxation performed in
Step I, allowing us to complete our main goal of this section.

Corollary 4.2. The following equality holds:
val(Pi}) = val(Pi).

Proof. Let (a*,b*,c*,d*, ®;,;) be an optimal solution for (Py;). Then from Corollary 4.1
we get that by taking &*, ¢*, and ®* as in (4.9), the point (a*,b*, c*, d* &, ¢¥*, &%) is
optimal for (Pj;"). Observing that from (4.9) we get that b} = 0 implies £, = 0 and

77 = 0, then it follows that assumption (4.7) is satisfied, hence Lemma 4.2 is applicable on
(a*,b*, c*,d*, €*,9*, ®*). As aresult, the optimal value of (P}}’) is attainable by (Pi{}!), and
since we also have val(P{}") < val(Pi}) (see (4.6)), we conclude that val(P{}') = val(P}}),
proving the desired claim. O

Summary. To summarize the results up to this point, by performing a series of relax-
ations and transformations on (Py/), which defined the worst-case absolute inaccuracy at
Ty, we obtained a sequence of problems (Pi,)—(Py;) that satisfy

val(Py) < val(Pi;) < val(Py}) = --- = val(Py)),

where the solution of (P};) provides a tractable upper bound. We are now left with our
second main goal, namely to derive the steps of algorithm KLM as defined through problem
(By) in Section 2.
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5 Derivation of Algorithm KLM

At first glance, problem (Py;) does not seem to share much resemblance to problem (Byy).
We now proceed to show that this convex SDP problem admits a pleasant equivalent convex

minimization reformulation over a simplex in RM*!, and that this representation is, in fact,
the dual of problem (Byy).

5.1 Reducing (P});) to a Convex Minimization Problem Over the
Unit Simplex
The form (Py;) allows us to derive analytical optimal solutions to some of the optimization

variables. First, for any fixed (a, b, d), it is easy to see that the minimization with respect
to ® and c yields the optimal solutions

M 2
b i
a7, = (2= Zflg’“’v>) ci=1r (5.1)
b?
=2 i=M+1,...,N. 2
G =g +1,..., (5.2)
Therefore, recalling that {vq,...,v.} is an orthonormal set that spans g1, ..., gy, we get

ZCI) = Z Zi\il bi(Qz’»”j))z _ H 2;:1 2?11 bi<giavj>UjH2 _ || Zz]\il bi9i||2
= 4d 4d 4d ’

and (P};) becomes

L2 U2 4 120 bigil?

. 2 k=nM+1 i i=1YiGi

Ianblg ME lglawé—i-g bi({gi, x; — xo) — ;) + R°d + v
i=M+1 7

s.t. (a, b) € A, Qi j > 0, bl > 0, d>0.

Next, observe that for any fixed (a, b) the minimization with respect to d is also immediate
and yields

M N
\/sz':l bz’gi||2 + L? Zi:M—i—l b?

"= .
SR (5.3)
Plugging this in the last form of the problem, we reach
min Z Zawa +Zb gorts — 20 — 53) + R SIS bugll? + L2 N B2 -

i=M+1 j=1

s.t. (a,b)eA, ai,jZO, b; > 0.

Now, fixing b, the above minimization problem is a linear program in the variable a, which,
as shown by the following lemma, can be solved analytically.

17



Lemma 5.1. Suppose b € Ay, where Ay denotes the N-dimensional unit simplex, i.e.,
Ay :={beRN: 3N b =1,b; > 0}. Then,

M
mln a;;0; - (a,b) € A, a;; >0 = biOmm,
opory by

i=1

1=M+1 j=1

where an optimal solution is given by

SM b i=N, j=m

a;,; =1 b, i=N, je{M+1,...,N -1}, (5.5)
0, otherunse,
with
m € argmin 9;. (5.6)
1<i<M

Proof. Observe that if we fix a; ; for j > M, the constraints in A have the form

M
Zam =constant, =M +1,... N,
j=1
and we get that the problem is separable into N — M minimization problems over a
simplex. This implies that the optimal solution can be attained by setting a; ; = 0 for all
jgeA{l,...,M}\ {m} (ie., for all indices except for an index for which §; is minimal).
Using this assignment, the objective now reads

N

E ai,m5m7

1=M+1

and A is reduced to (taking into account all variables):

— N
— Aim — Z CLZ'J—'—ZCL]C’Z‘—[)Z':O, Z:M+1,,N—1,

j=M+1 k=i+1

1—aN7m_ Z aN,j_szov

J=M+1

N
=1

Summing up the constraints in A, we get

i = 2 <Z Gij — i ak) Z GNJ+Zb

i=M+1 j=M+1 k=i+1 j=M+1
N—
Y Y-y Y aw+Zb —sz,
i=M+1 k=i+1 i=M+1j=M+1
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which means that the optimal value for the objective is Zf\il b;0,,. It is now straightforward
to verify that the given solution (5.5) is feasible and attains the optimal value of the
problem, hence the proof is complete. O

Invoking Lemma 5.1, we can write problem (5.4) in the following form:

M
min > bi({gi, 2 — o) + 6 — 0) + R\/HZ?L bigill? + L2 30ty 41 U2 (5.7)
=1

bEA N

To complete this step, note that if b* is an optimal solution of the last convex problem
then optimality conditions imply that we must have b3,,, = --- = by. We can therefore
assume, without affecting the optimal value of the problem, that by;,; = - -+ = by, hence,
by introducing the variable § = Zf\i M Dir We get

B
b :-~-:b = - .
M+1 N N_M7 (58)

and hence

ib?:(N—M)bf\,:(N_]m(L)?: 52

i=M+1

=
|
=

Therefore, using this in (5.7), we have shown

Proposition 5.1. The convex SDP problem (P);) admits the equivalent convex minimiza-
tion formulation

M
(PY) min bi({2: — 20, 9.) + 0 — 85) + By IS g2 + £

(b1,..,bar,B)EAM+1 =

and we have val(PY;) = val(P}!).

5.2 Completing the Derivation of KLM

We are now ready to complete the main goal of this section, namely the derivation of
Algorithm KLM. Indeed, as shown below, it turns out that the convex problem (P}[)
is nothing else but a dual representation of problem (B,;) defined in Section 2. More
precisely, we establish that strong duality holds for the pair of convex problems (Py)-
(Byr). Furthermore, as a by-product, we derive the desired output of the method as
described in Section 2. To prove this result, we first recall the following elementary fact.

Lemma 5.2. Let D € S, ., g € R" and R > 0 be given. Then,

D—l
max{(q,u) : u"Du < R*} = R||D~Y?q|| with optimal u* = R d

S — 59
BREZ
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Proof. The claim is an immediate consequence of Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and can also
be derived by simple calculus. O

The first main result of this section now follows.

Proposition 5.2. Let (By) be the problem defined in Section 2, where for M = 0, we
take
2 2 2
(Bo) ez%a?em{“ ly — zo|* + N¢* < R*}.
Then the pair of convex problems (PY,!)~(Ba) are dual to each other, and strong duality
holds?, i.e., val(Py/!) = val(Bys). Moreover, given an optimal solution (b%, ... b, B*) for
(Pyh), an optimal solution (y*,(*) for (Byy) is recovered via

Y = 1o Q—d*;bjg] and ¢ = SN —iDd (5.10)

with

2
. VIZ gl + 5
2R

Proof. Invoking Lemma 5.2 with u := (y—=0,() and g := (— Zf\il b:g:, LB), both in RP xR,
and with the block diagonal matrix D := [I,; (N — M)~'] € S2%', it easily follows that

problem (P};') reads as the convex-concave minimax problem:

M
* = i bi((xi — v, gi Om — 0; L¢.
V. min max e > billri—y.g) + )+ BLC

(b1,--,001,8)EA M 41 lly—zo |2 +H(N-M —

Applying the minimax theorem [9], we can reverse the min-max operations, and hence by
using the simple fact mingea, Y ,_; @v; = min;<;<; v; it follows that

Vi, = max min {9,, — 01 +{x1 —Y,91),...,0m — Onr + {(Tas — ¥, ,L(CY,
ly—ol2+ (N M)C2< B2 { 1+ (21— Y. 1) M+ (@M =y, 9um), LC}
which is an obvious equivalent reformulation of the problem (B,;). This establishes the
strong duality claim val(P}!) = val(By;). Furthermore, if (b*, 3*) € Ayr.y is optimal for
(PY), again thanks to Lemma 5.2, (with (g, u, D) as defined above), one immediately

recovers an optimal solution (y*, (*) of (Byy) as given in (5.10) and the proof is completed.
U

As we now show, Proposition 5.2 paves the way to determine the iterative steps of
Algorithm KLM. For that purpose, we first derive an expression for xp;41,..., Ty in terms
an optimal solution (bt ..., by, B%) for (PYF). First, recall that (a*,b*, c*, d*, &%, ¢*, ®*)
with a*, b*, ¢*, @}, d*, £, w* and ®* defined according to (5.5), (5.8), (5.2), (5.1), and

2Note that since both problems admit a compact feasible set, attainment of both values is warranted.
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(4.9), is optimal for (P}}") and satisfies the assumption (4.7). Thus, as a result of Lemma 4.2
and the definition of the sequence z; in (3.2), the corresponding sequence xpsiq,..., TN
can be found via the rule

T i—1
Ti=T0+ ————— s <Z ay ;(x; — xo) — ZngUj - Z ¢ngj) : (5.11)
Jj= 7j=1

E3
law + b j=M+1

From definitions of £* and ¢* in (4.9) we get that

r M b M
Zgzﬂj 2d* ZZbZ Gh V)05 = Q—&Zb}igk,
j=1 k=1 k=1
and
r i—1 « =1
DGt Y Wi = YT > _big;,
j=1 j=M+1 j=1

which, together with (5.11), yields an expression for z; that is independent of £, and ©; ;

i—1 i—1
1 Z 1 Z :

j=1 2] j=1 j=1

Now, using the definition of a* from (5.5), we reach the expression

1 . .
Z'Q—Q—d*z_;bjgj, Z:M+1,...,N—1,
xTr; = =
L S G 37 R
\ Jj=1 j=M+1

where m as in (5.6).

This rule can be written in a more convenient form using a solution to the pair of
convex problems (Py;!)—(Byy). For that, note that by writing z; in terms of x;_;, breaking
the computation of the last step, xy into two parts xy and Zy, and applying (5.10) of
Proposition 5.2, we obtain

M

1 * ES .
- x0—2—d*ijgj:y, 1=M+1,
Xy = Jj=1

—B* 9i—1:$i—1—ggi_1 i=M+2,... N (5.13)
2(N — M)d* L ’ AR )

Ti—1 —

Lf’N = (1 — ﬁ*)l’m +

j=M+1
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which is precisely the output of Algorithm KLM after performing a “standard” step fol-
lowed by N — M — 1 “easy” steps.

Note that for M = 0 the analytical solution g* = 1, d* = 2R€/N and n* = \/% can be
easily established. The calculation above then yields
Zo, 1= 1, N
i = R . 14
v Ti1— —F7=G9i-1, Z:27"'7N7 Z (5 )
LVN =M+

which is the output of Algorithm KLM when no “standard” steps are taken. As an imme-
diate result we obtain that if Algorithm KLM takes no “standard” steps it achieves

LR

FEN) = I < vl = val(Ry ) = T

(5.15)

where the last equality follow by observing that 5* = 1.

6 The Rate of Convergence: Proof of Theorem 2.1

Before we proceed with the proof of Theorem 2.1, we need the following lemma, which
establishes that the optimal value of (P{}) is non-increasing during the run of the method.

Lemma 6.1. Let | € N be such that M +1 < N and suppose xpri1, ..., Ty satisfy the
recursion (3.2) with h = h, where h is optimal for the outer minimization problem in (Pi}).
Then val(Py}.,) < val(Pi}).

Proof. Denote by h the steps smes in h which correspond to the last N — M — [ steps
Taraiet, - -,y (ie, h B = hjk fori = M +1+1,...,N), and let (X,4) be optimal for

the inner maximization problem in (P{/ +l) when ﬁxmg h h. We proceed by constructing
a matrix X and a vector d such that (h; X,0) is feasible to (P{}) and achieves the same
objective value as (h; X, 4) achieves for (P! M

As we've seen in the previous section, the optimal value of (Pi/) does not depend on
the specific choice of r or the set {vy,...,v,.}, we can therefore assume without loss of
generality that both (P{/) and (P{/,,) are expressed using the same value of r and the
same set of vectors v; (e.g., we can choose r = d and take {v;} as the canonical basis).

Denote by v;, g; and X; the vectors v;, g; and x; as defined for (P}}) in (4.3), and let
v, & and X; be the vectors v;, g; and x; that correspond to (P]{fﬂ), ie.,

Vi=eiy, t=1,...,m,
T .
g = Yok (Go v ve, i=1,..., M,
L) o T .
Clprti-M> i=M+1,...,N,
" .
D k- 1<Iz T, Uk) Vi, 1=1,..., M,
X; = 1 rop(0) i—1 () o
X; = k= lhflk: k_Zk:IthVk_ k=M+1h37k‘gk7 7/—]\44_1,...’]\77
“r 1= %,
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and

Vi=¢€y41, t=1,...,1

g = {2221@:’,%)‘71@, 1=1,....,M+1,

el i i=M+1+1,...,N,
Y orea (T — To, V) Vi, 1=1,...,M+1,

5 i—1 7 (i) & r i) i1 i) A .

Xi = D1 hg}cxk D hé}cvk — 2 k=M+1 hi(’)7)lcgk7 i=M+I1+1,...,N,
€1 1 = *.

Now, by taking V as the (1+r+ N — M —1) x (1 +r+ N — M) matrix
V= (X, V1, o s Vi, Mty - - BN),
it follows from the construction above that

\A/Z'ZV\_/Z', z'zl,...,r,
gl:vgla izla"'aNa
)A(Z':Vii, ’izl,...,N,*.

Hence, by setting

X =vTxXv,
5 flx), i=M+1,....,M+1,
R i=M+1+1,...,N,x,

we get that the equalities
gl X%, =gl X%, i=1,...,N, j=1,...,N,*

are satisfied, and therefore (h; X, §) satisfies all the constraints in (PZ}) that also appear in
(Pif.,)- Note, however, that (Pi]) includes some additional constraints that do not appear

in (Pi}.;), namely

0i = 0; < & X (% —%;),
fori=M+1,... M+Il—1,and y=1,...,2—1, and
g Xg < I?,

fori =M +1,..., M +1— 1. Nevertheless, since for 7, j < M + [ the values of 5, gl Xg;
and g/ XX, originate from the convex function f, i.e.,

gl X%, =gl X%, = (f/(w:),2;), i=1,....M+1, j=1,....M+1,
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we immediately get from the subgradient inequality and the Lipschitz-continuity of f that
these additional constraints hold. We conclude that (h; X,6) is feasible for (P{}) and
attains the same objective value as does (h; X, 6) for (Pif).

For a feasible point (h; X, ), denote by P{l(h; X, §) the value of the objective in (Pi})
at the given point, then we have just shown that Pj{f+l(ﬁ;X,$) = PH(h; X,6). As an
immediate consequence, we get

Val(PJ{/[I-H) < PJ\IJI+l(iL7X7$> = PJ{/[I(B7X75> < Val(PJ{/II)u

where the first inequality follow since (X , 5) is optimal for the inner maximization problem
in (Pyf,,) and the last inequality follows since h is optimal for the outer minimization
problem in (P}}). O

We are now ready to give the proof of Theorem 2.1.

Proof. (Theorem 2.1.) We begin by considering the case where no “standard” step was
taken. As noted at the end of the previous section, the chosen parameters at the initial-
ization of Algorithm KLM correspond to the solution of the outer minimization problem
in (P}!), thereby giving the desired bound (5.15).

Now suppose that at least one “standard” step was taken. Recalling that s; is the
index of the last “standard” step, then by the definition of the “easy” steps, the sequence
Tsp41s-- -, TN, Ty satisfies (5.13), where y*, ¢* and (* are given by a solution of (Bs,).
Let h be the vector of step sizes in (3.2) that matches x,, y1,...,2x_1,Zx, then by the
construction of (B, ) from (P.), we get that h is optimal for (Py]), i.e., val(P!T) = P!'(h)

(we use PJ!(h) to denote the optimal value of the inner maximization problem in (P,)[)

with h set to h). We therefore have
f@n) = [ < Py (h) < Pl(h) = val(P,)),

where the two inequalities follow from the construction of (P)f). By an immediate appli-
cation of Lemma 6.1 we get

flzn)— f* < Val(PSIkI) << Val(PSIf) < val(P{").

Finally, since we have already established during the construction and analysis of
Section 4 that the series of relaxations and transformations preserve the optimal value

of the problem, i.e., val(P{f) = --- = val(P}!) = val(By) for every M, and since
val(P!") = val(Py!) = LR/v/'N, the claim immediately follows. O

7 A Numerical Illustration

In this section, we illustrate the potential benefit of the “standard” steps by examining
the behavior of the two extreme variants of Algorithm KLM: the “pure standard” which
takes a “standard” step at every iteration, and the “pure easy”, which takes only “easy”
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Figure 1: The absolute error obtained by the “pure easy” and “pure standard” variants
for different values of N.

steps. Figure 1 shows the absolute error, f(Zy) — f*, achieved by the two variants for
various values of N on the problem min, ||Az — b||, for z € R1% where A € R?%0%1%0 jg g
matrix whose entries were randomly sampled from the uniform distribution on [—1, 1] and
b € R* is a vector whose elements were taken from the same distribution. The values of
L and R provided to the variants were twice their exact values and the exact solution was
obtained using an interior point algorithm.

As can be seen from this example, although the worst-case guarantee for both variants
is identical, in some cases, the high accuracy obtained by the “pure standard” variant
compensates for the extra cost of its steps.

8 Concluding Remarks

Through a constructive approach, we have derived a new method for non-smooth convex
minimization, which is surprisingly similar to the Kelley method, yet it attains the optimal
rate of convergence. We conclude by briefly discussing how the construction derived in this
work can be extended onto some other situations as well, which often arise in nonsmooth
optimization schemes/models.

Knowledge of Lower Bound on f*. When a lower bound, f, on f* is known, (e.g.,
though a dual bound), the constraint f < ¢* can be added to (P);) and the analysis can
continue with only little change. The resulting method turns out to be nearly the same as
the method described above, where the only change is the introduction of the constraint
f <tto (By). Furthermore, the resulting efficiency estimate remains unchanged.
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Inexact Subgradients. Another situation is the case where, instead of an exact sub-
gradient, an e-subgradient f'(x) € 0. f(x) is available for some given € > 0, i.e., for any ,
instead of the usual subgradient inequality, we have

f@) = fly) < (f(@),z—y) +e

The use of e-subgradients instead of exact subgradients has some practical advantages, see
e.g., [2, 7] and references therein for motivating examples and for some recent work in
this setting. As in the previous case, only minor changes are needed in the analysis we
developed, and the resulting method turns out to be identical to the method presented in
Section 2, except for the first set of constraint in (Bj;), which becomes

fla) +{y—2 fl(z:)) —e<t, i=1...,M,
and for the efficiency estimate of the method (2.1), which turns out to be

fl@n) — f* <val(By, ) +e€<---<val(B,) + €< LR/VN +e.
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A Appendix: a Tight Lower-Complexity Bound

In this appendix, we refine the proof from [22, Section 3.2] to obtain a new lower-complexity
bound on the class of nonsmooth, convex, and Lipschitz-continuous functions, which to-
gether with the results discussed above form a tight complexity result for this class of prob-
lems. More precisely, under the setting of §2.1, we show that for any first-order method, the
worst-case absolute inaccuracy after N steps cannot be better than L—\/%, which is exactly
the bound attained by Algorithm KLM.

In order to simplify the presentation, and following [22, Section 3.2], we restrict our
attention to first-order methods that generate sequences that satisfy the following assump-
tion:

Assumption A.1. The sequence {x;} satisfies
T € X1+ Span{f/(xl), cety f/(xi—1>}7
where f'(x;) € Of (x;) is obtained by evaluating a first-order oracle at x;.

As noted by Nesterov [22, Page 59], this assumption is not necessary and can be avoided
by some additional reasoning.
The lower-complexity result is stated as follows.
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Theorem A.1. For any L,R > 0, N,p € N with N < p, and any starting point x, € RP,
there exists a convex and Lipschitz-continuous function f : RP — R with Lipschitz constant
L and ||z} — 21| < R, and a first-order oracle O(x) = (f(x), f'(x)), such that

LR
Ty) — > 2
flan) =" = ~
for all sequences x1, ..., xy that satisfies Assumption A.1.

Proof. The proof proceeds by constructing a “worst-case” function, on which any first-
order method that satisfies Assumption A.1 will not be able to improve its initial objective
value during the first NV iterations.

Let fy : R? — R and fy : R — R be defined by

J(z) = max (z,e;),
fv(x) = Lmax(fy(x), 2] = R(L+N"2)),
then it is easy to verify that fy is Lipschitz-continuous with constant L and that
=~ LR
v = TN

is attained for z* € R? such that
N

. R
x :—\/—NZQ

1=

[y

We equip fy with the oracle Oy(x) = (fy(), far(x)) by choosing fy(x) € 0fn () accord-

ing to:
. Lfy(x), fn(x) > [z = R(1+N7'2),
Fila) =4 7N e (A1)
L fv(@) <zl = R(L+ N7V2),
where
fn(@) =ep, & =min{i: fx(x) = (z,e;)}. (A.2)
We also denote '
R?:={x € R: (v,¢;) =0, i +1<j <pl
Now, let x1,..., 2y be a sequence that satisfies Assumption A.1 with f = fn and the
oracle Oy, Whe_re without loss of generality we assume x; = 0. Then f} (z;) = e; and we
get x5 € span{ fy(z1)} = R'"?. Now, from (x5, e5) = - - - = (3, en) = 0, we get that min{s :

fn(z) = (x,e;)} < 2 and it follows by (A.1) and (A.2) that fj(ze) € R*? and fi(z3) €
R2P. Hence, we conclude from Assumption A.1 that x5 € span{fa(x1), fa(z2)} € R?P. It
is straightforward to continue this argument to show that z; € R*"'? and fi(x;) € R
for i =1,..., N, thus zx € R¥='P. Finally, since for every 2 € RVN"1? we have fy(z) >

(r,en) = 0, we immediately get

which completes the proof. O
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