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1. Introduction As a fundamental topic in operations research, convex optimization has a
rapid development in the last two decades [2, 18], thanks to its popular applications in machine
learning [3]. One of the key to the algorithmic success in convex optimization is that any local
minimizer is in fact a global one. The situation is different in nonconvex optimization, which is in
general NP-hard, and often has many local non-global minimizers. Local optimal solutions play a
great role in globally solving structured nonconvex optimization problem [1]. However, as shown
in [17, 20], checking local optimality of a nonconvex quadratic program is already NP-hard. That
is, local optimization is as difficult as global optimization. On the other hand, we notice that not
all nonconvex optimization problems are difficult to globally solve. For example, hidden convex
optimization admits an equivalent polynomial-solvable convex programming reformulation, see [25]
for a recent survey. Accordingly, we ask

Question 1.1 Can we go far beyond the standard local optimality conditions for hidden convex
optimization?

A typical hidden convex optimization is the following trust region subproblem (TRS):

min
x∈Rn

{1
2
xTHx+ cTx : xTx≤∆}, (TRS)

whereH =HT ∈Rn×n, c∈Rn and ∆> 0. (TRS) plays a key role in trust region methods for solving
nonlinear programming problems [5, 28]. In the early 1980s, Gay [9], Sorensen [21], Moré and
Sorensen [16] have established necessary and sufficient optimality condition for the global minimizer
of (TRS). Observing this, Ye [27] showed that (TRS) can be globally solved in polynomial time.
In 1994, Mart́ınez [15] proved that (TRS) has at most one local non-global minimizer, and then
established a necessary optimality condition and a sufficient one for the local non-global minimizer
of (TRS). Observing the gap between necessary and sufficient conditions, Tao and An [22] pointed
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out that “For the trust-region subproblem, it is interesting to note the following paradox: checking a
global solution is easier than checking a local nonglobal one.” It seems that the answer to Question
1.1 is negative on (TRS). In 2020, Wang and Xia [23] broke Tao and An’s paradox by proving
that Mart́ınez’s sufficient optimality condition [15] for (TRS) is also necessary. In the same paper,
it is also shown that the local non-global minimizer can be found or proved to do not exist in
polynomial time. Thus, Wang and Xia’s result gives a positive answer to Question 1.1 on (TRS).
Towards answering Question 1.1, we introduce in this paper a class of nonconvex optimization,

which joints nonconvex trust-region subproblem with convex optimization:

min
x∈Rn,y∈Rm

1
2
xTHx+ cTx+ f0(y)

s.t. xTx+ f1(y)≤ 0

fj(y)≤ 0, j = 2, · · · , k,

(TRS-C)

where H =HT ∈Rn×n, c∈Rn, k ∈Z+, and fj(·) (j =0,1, · · · , k) are convex and twice continuously
differentiable. Throughout this paper, we assume H � 0, otherwise (TRS-C) is a convex optimiza-
tion problem. In particular, setting m= 1, k= 1, f0 ≡ 0, f1 ≡−∆, (TRS-C) reduces to (TRS).
As we have mentioned above, (TRS) has at most one local non-global minimizer, and convex

optimization problem has no local non-global minimizer. Notice that (TRS-C) joints (TRS) with
convex optimization. So, it is natural to expect a positive answer to the following question:

Question 1.2 Does (TRS-C) have at most one local non-global minimizer?

We may consider another special case of (TRS-C) by setting m= 1, k = 1, f0(y) =
σ
p
y
p
2 , f1(y) =

−y, where σ > 0 and p > 2 are two parameters:

min
x∈Rn,y∈R

{1
2
xTHx+ cTx+ σ

p
y
p
2 : xTx− y≤ 0}. (1)

The univariate variable y can be removed by substituting the constraint into the objection. Then
(1) is equivalent to the following unconstrained optimization

min
x∈Rn

1
2
xTHx+ cTx+ σ

p
‖x‖p, (p-RS)

which is known as p−regularized subproblem [11]. In particular, the cubic regularization (p= 3)
was first introduced in [12] and then widely applied in nonlinear programming, see for example,
[4, 19, 24]. The other special case of (p-RS) with p= 4 corresponds to the double-well potential
optimization [6, 26]. Recently, Hsia et al. [13] established necessary and sufficient optimality con-
ditions for both global and local minimizers of (p-RS) with any p > 2. In the same paper, (p-RS)
is shown to have at most one local non-global minimizer. Thus, both Question 1.1 and 1.2 have
positive answers on (p-RS).
In this paper, we give a comprehensive study on (TRS-C). We first reveal its hidden convexity by

establishing necessary and sufficient optimality condition for global minimizer. It makes sense as
(TRS-C) joints a hidden convex with a convex optimization problem. We then establish necessary
and sufficient optimality conditions for local non-global minimizer, respectively. However, the gap
of two conditions exists for the general case. In order to close this gap, we need more assumptions.
It supports the conjecture that Question 1.1 has no positive answer. For Question 1.2, to our
surprise, the answer is negative. Actually, (TRS-C) may have a finite number of local non-global
minimizers. Only for very special cases including (TRS) and (p-RS), (TRS-C) has at most one
local non-global minimizer. Consequently, we conclude that the existence of many local minimizers
is NOT a (or at least not a unique) reason making global optimization difficult.
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The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents necessary and suffi-
cient conditions for global minimizers of (TRS-C). Section 3 establishes necessary and sufficient
conditions for local non-global minimizer of (TRS-C), respectively. These conditions are further
characterized by a scalar function for a special case of (TRS-C) with k= 1 in Section 4. We consider
another special case of (TRS-C) where f1(y) is a linear function in Section 5. Two instances with
more than one local non-global minimizer are constructed. Then a sufficient condition is presented
to guarantee that (TRS-C) has at most one local non-global minimizer. As an extension of (TRS)
and (p-RS), we identify a class of cases of (TRS-C) where local non-global minimizer enjoys a
necessary and sufficient optimality condition. We conclude the paper in the last section with a few
open questions.
Notations. For any matrix P ∈ Rn×n, P T and det (P ) denote the transposition and determi-

nation of P , respectively. P ≻ (�)0 denotes that P is positive (semi)definite. Let I stand for the
identity matrix of order n. For a vector x ∈Rn, Diag(x) returns a diagonal matrix with diagonal
elements being x1, · · · , xn. Let f

−1(·) represent the inverse of function f(·), if it exists. Z+ denotes
the set of all positive integers. The eigenvalue decomposition of the symmetric matrix H is given
by

H = VDiag(λ1, · · · , λn)V
T , (2)

where V = (v1, v2, · · · , vn)∈Rn×n is orthogonal, and λi is the i-th smallest eigenvalue of H.

2. Global Optimality Condition In this section, we present the necessary and sufficient
optimality condition for the global minimizer of (TRS-C), where the Slater condition is assumed.

Theorem 1. Assume that (x∗, y∗) ∈Rn×Rm is a global minimizer of (TRS-C) and there exists
ȳ such that fj(ȳ)< 0, j = 1, · · · , k. There exist µ∗

j ≥ 0 (j =1, · · · , k) such that

(H +µ∗
1I)x∗ + c=0, (3)

∇f0(y∗)+
µ∗
1

2
∇f1(y∗)+

k
∑

j=2

µ∗
j∇fj(y∗) = 0, (4)

xT∗ x∗ + f1(y∗) = 0, µ∗
jfj(y∗) = 0, j = 2, · · · , k, (5)

H +µ∗
1I � 0. (6)

Proof. Note that λ1 < 0 for H � 0. Since (x∗, y∗) is a global minimizer of (TRS-C), then x∗ solves

min
x∈Rn

{1
2
xTHx+ cTx : xTx≤−f1(y∗)}. (7)

We conclude that
xT∗ x∗ + f1(y∗) = 0. (8)

Otherwise, it follows from xT∗ x∗+ f1(y∗)< 0 that H is positive semidefinite by second order neces-
sary optimality, which contradicts the fact λ1 < 0.
Therefore, (x∗, y∗) remains a global minimizer of

min
x∈Rn,y∈Rm

F (x, y) := 1
2
xTHx+ cTx+ f0(y)−

λ1
2
(xTx+ f1(y))

s.t. xTx+ f1(y) = 0

fj(y)≤ 0, j = 2, · · · , k.

Now, consider a convex optimization relaxation of the above problem:

min
x∈Rn,y∈Rm

F (x, y) = 1
2
xT (H −λ1I)x+ cTx+ f0(y)−

λ1
2
f1(y)

s.t. xTx+ f1(y)≤ 0

fj(y)≤ 0, j = 2, · · · , k.

(9)
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Let (x, y) be any feasible solution to (9) with xTx + f1(y) < 0. Let v1 be an eigenvector of H
corresponding to λ1 (i.e., Hv1 = λ1v1) and satisfy cTv1 ≤ 0. Then there is a τ > 0 such that x̄=
x+ τv1 satisfies x̄T x̄+ f2(y) = 0. We can verify that (x̄, y) is feasible to (9), and

1

2
x̄T (H −λ1I)x̄+ cT x̄ =

1

2
xT (H −λ1I)x+ cTx+ τcTv1

≤
1

2
xT (H −λ1I)x+ cTx.

Therefore, F (x̄, y)≤ F (x, y). It follows that (x∗, y∗) must be a global minimizer of (9). Notice that
(9) is a convex optimization problem where Slater condition holds by assumption. According to the
first order necessary optimality condition, there exist µ̄1 ≥ 0 and µ∗

j ≥ 0, j = 2, · · · , k, which satisfy

(H + µ̄1I −λ1I)x∗ =−c, ∇f0(y∗)+
µ̄1 −λ1

2
∇f1(y∗)+

k
∑

j=2

µ∗
j∇fj(y∗) = 0, (10)

µ̄1(x
T
∗ x∗ + f1(y∗)) = 0, µ∗

jfj(y∗) = 0, j = 2, · · · , k. (11)

Define µ∗
1 = µ̄1 − λ1. Equations (8), (10) and (11) imply that µ∗

j , j = 1, · · · , k, satisfy (3), (4) and
(5). Since H −λ1I � 0 and µ̄1 ≥ 0, we have H +µ∗

1I � 0, i.e., (6) holds true.

Remark 1. (TRS-C) admits an equivalent convex reformulation (9), which reveals the hidden
convexity of (TRS-C).
Theorem 1 establishes a necessary condition for global optimality of (x∗, y∗). The next result

shows that it is also a sufficient condition.

Theorem 2. Let (x∗, y∗)∈Rn×Rm be a feasible solution to (TRS-C). If there exist µ∗
j ≥ 0, j =

1, · · · , k, satisfying (3)-(6). Then (x∗, y∗) is a global minimizer of (TRS-C).

Proof. Define µ̄1 = µ∗
1 + λ1. It follows from H + µ∗

1I � 0 that µ̄1 ≥ 0. Substituting µ∗
1 = µ̄1 − λ1

into (3), (4) and (5) yields (10) and (11), respectively. That is, (x∗, y∗) is a global minimizer of (9).
Therefore, for any feasible solution (x, y) to (TRS-C), we have

1
2
xTHx+ cTx+ f0(y)≥F (x, y)≥F (x∗, y∗) =

1
2
xT∗Hx∗ + cTx∗ + f0(y∗),

where the first inequality follows from the feasibility of (x, y) and the fact λ1 < 0, the second
inequality holds since (x∗, y∗) is a global minimizer of (9), and the equality is implied from (5).
Thus, (x∗, y∗) is a global minimizer of (TRS-C).

3. Local Non-Global Optimality Conditions: General Case In this section, we present
local non-global optimality conditions for (TRS-C). In contrast with linear independence constraint
qualification (LICQ) made in general nonlinear programming, we need the following relaxed con-
straint qualification throughout this section:

Assumption 1. Let (x∗, y∗) be any candidate local minimizer of (TRS-C). The gradients
∇fi(y∗) for i∈ {j ∈ {1, · · · , k} : fj(y∗) = 0} are linearly independent.

Applying the classical optimality conditions in nonlinear programming to (TRS-C) under
Assumption 1, we immediately have

Lemma 1. (a) Let (x∗, y∗) be a local minimizer of (TRS-C). Under Assumption 1, there exist
µ∗
j ≥ 0 (j = 1, · · · , k) satisfying (3), (4), and (5). Moreover,

[

sT tT
]

[

H +µ∗
1I 0

0 ∇2f0(y∗)+
µ∗
1

2
∇2f1(y∗)+

∑k

j=2 µ
∗
j∇

2fj(y∗)

][

s

t

]

≥ 0 (12)
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holds for any (s, t)∈ T, where

T = {(s, t) : 2sTx∗ + tT∇f1(y∗) = 0; (13)
tT∇fi(y∗) = 0, i∈ {j ∈ {2, · · · , k} : fj(y∗) = 0, µ∗

j > 0};
tT∇fi(y∗)≤ 0, i∈ {j ∈ {2, · · · , k} : fj(y∗) = 0, µ∗

j =0}}.

(b) Suppose (x∗, y∗) is feasible to (TRS-C) and there exist µ∗
j ≥ 0 (j = 1, · · · , k) satisfying (3),

(4), (5), and

[

sT tT
]

[

H +µ∗
1I 0

0 ∇2f0(y∗)+
µ∗
1

2
∇2f1(y∗)+

∑k

j=2 µ
∗
j∇

2fj(y∗)

][

s

t

]

> 0, ∀(s, t)∈ T \ {0}.

Then (x∗, y∗) is a strict local minimizer of (TRS-C).

Proof. Firstly, we show that LICQ is true at (x∗, y∗) under Assumption 1. If x∗ =0, as (0,∇fi(y∗)
T )

for i ∈ {j ∈ {1, · · · , k} : fj(y∗) = 0} are linearly independent according to Assumption 1, LICQ
holds; If x∗ 6= 0, (0,∇fi(y∗)

T ) for i∈ {j ∈ {2, · · · , k} : fj(y∗) = 0} together with (xT∗ ,∇f1(y∗)
T ) are

linearly independent according to Assumption 1 and the fact that x∗ 6=0.
With LICQ holding, the proof except (8) in (5) follows from the classical optimality conditions

in nonlinear programming (see [8], Chapter 9; [7], Chapter 11). We conclude that (8) hold with
the same reason as in Theorem 1.

Next, we show that under Assumption 1, for any local non-global minimizer (x∗, y∗), x∗ 6= 0.

Theorem 3. Suppose (0, y∗) is a local minimizer of (TRS-C). Under Assumption 1, (0, y∗) is
a global minimizer of (TRS-C).

Proof. According to Lemma 1 (a), there exist µ∗
j ≥ 0 (j = 1, · · · , k) such that (3),(4), and (5)

hold. Furthermore, the inequality (12) holds for any (s, t)∈ T in (13) with x∗ =0. Taking t= 0 and
x∗ = 0 into (12) and (13) gives

sT (H +µ∗
1I)s≥ 0, ∀s∈Rn.

Thus, H +µ∗
1I � 0 and hence (0, y∗) is a global minimizer of (TRS-C) due to Theorem 2.

Finally, we present additional necessary conditions of local non-global minimizer for (TRS-C).
To this end, the following key lemma is required.

Lemma 2. (a) [Lemma 2.8, [21]] If x∗ ∈ Rn is a global minimizer of (TRS), there exists
µ∗
1 ≥max{−λ1,0} satisfying (3).
(b) [Lemma 3.2,[15]] If c is orthogonal to some eigenvector associated with λ1, there is no local

non-global minimizer of (TRS).
(c) [Lemma 3.3,[15]] If x∗ is a local non-global minimizer of (TRS), (3) holds with 0 ≤ µ∗

1 ∈
(−λ2,−λ1) and x

T
∗ x∗ −∆= 0.

(d) [Proposition 3.5, [14]] At the local non-global minimizer of (TRS), the strict complementar-
ity condition holds.

Theorem 4. Let (x∗, y∗) be a local non-global minimizer of (TRS-C). Under Assumption 1, it
holds that λ1 <λ2, there exist µ∗

j ≥ 0 (j = 1, · · · , k) such that (3), (4) and (5) with max{0,−λ2}<
µ∗
1 <−λ1, and c is not orthogonal to any eigenvectors associated with λ1.

Proof. According to Lemma 1 (a), there exist µ∗
j ≥ 0 (j = 1, · · · , k) satisfying (3), (4), and (5).

Moreover, x∗ is a local minimizer of (7), since (x∗, y∗) is locally optimal for (TRS-C). By Theorem
3 and the fact that (x∗, y∗) be a local non-global minimizer of (TRS-C), x∗ 6= 0. Then (7) is an
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instance of (TRS) with ∆=−f1(y∗)> 0. We claim that x∗ is a local non-global minimizer of (7).
Suppose this is not true, then x∗ is a global minimizer of (7). There exists µ̄1 ≥−λ1 such that

(H + µ̄1I)x∗ + c= 0 (14)

according to Lemma 2 (a). Combining (3), (14) with x∗ 6= 0, we have µ∗
1 = µ̄1 ≥ −λ1. Therefore,

(x∗, y∗) is globally optimal for (TRS-C) due to Theorem 2. It contradicts the fact that (x∗, y∗) is a
local non-global minimizer of (TRS-C).
Since xT∗ x∗ + f2(y∗) = 0 according to Lemma 2 (c), we get µ∗

1 > 0 from Lemma 2 (d). Then
the remaining results to be proved follow from Lemma 2 (b), (c) and the fact that x∗ is a local
non-global minimizer of (7).

4. Local Non-Global Optimality Conditions: Single-Constraint Case In this section,
we study local non-global optimality conditions of the single-constrained case of (TRS-C):

min
x∈Rn,y∈Rm

1
2
xTHx+ cTx+ f0(y)

s.t. xTx+ f(y)≤ 0,
(15)

where f0(y), f(y) are convex and twice continuously differentiable. Note that we do not make
Assumption 1 in this section.
We first identify a trivial case without local non-global minimizer.
Remark 2. If {y : f(y)< 0}= ∅ holds, (15) has no local nonglobal minimizer.

Proof. If (x∗, y∗) is a local minimizer of (15), we have f(y∗) = 0 and x∗ = 0, as {y : f(y)< 0}= ∅
and f(y∗)≤−xT∗ x∗ ≤ 0. Then (15) reduces to the problem

min
f(y)≤0

f0(y),

which is a convex optimization problem. It follows that (15) under the assumption {y : f(y)< 0}= ∅
has no local non-global minimizer.

In the remainder of this section, without loss of generality, we assume {y : f(y)< 0} 6= ∅.

Lemma 3. LICQ holds at any local nonglobal minimizer of (15).

Proof. Let (x∗, y∗) be a local nonglobal minimizer of (15). If x∗ 6= 0, (xT∗ ,∇f(y∗)
T ) 6= 0, LICQ holds.

It’s sufficient to consider the case x∗ = 0, which implies that f(y∗) = 0 since xT∗ x∗ + f(y∗) = 0.
Under the assumption {y : f(y) < 0} 6= ∅ and the convexity of f(y), we have ∇f(y∗) 6= 0, which
guarantees LICQ.

Let (x∗, y∗) be a local non-global minimizer of (15). According to Lemma 3 and Theorem 3, x∗ 6=
0. Moreover, it follows from Lemma 3 and Theorem 4 that there is a unique µ∗ ∈ (max{0,−λ2},−λ1)
such that

(H +µ∗I)x∗ =−c, (16)

∇f0(y∗)+
µ∗

2
∇f(y∗) = 0, (17)

xT∗ x∗ + f(y∗) = 0. (18)

Define the following scalar function similar to Mart́ınez [15]

ϕ(µ) = ‖(H +µI)
−1
c‖2, µ∈ (−λ2,−λ1).
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Using (2), one can verify that

ϕ(µ) =
n

∑

i=1

g2i
(λi+µ)

2 , ϕ
′(µ) =−

n
∑

i=1

2g2i
(λi+µ)

3 , and ϕ
′′(µ) =

n
∑

i=1

6g2i
(λi+µ)

4 (19)

for all µ∈ (−λ2,−λ1), where g = V T c. If a local non-global minimizer exists, we must have g1 6= 0
and λ1 <λ2 due to Theorem 4.
For easy analysis, we introduce the following nonsingular assumption, which automatically holds

if either f0(y) or f(y) is strongly convex.

Assumption 2. At any y ∈Rm with f(y)< 0, ∇2f0(y)+
µy
2
∇2f(y)≻ 0 for some µy > 0.

Assumption 2 implies the following property.

Lemma 4. Suppose Assumption 2 holds, ∇2f0(y)+
µ
2
∇2f(y)≻ 0 for any µ> 0 and any y such

that f(y)< 0.

Proof. Under Assumption 2, for any y with f(y)< 0 and any µ> 0, if µ≥ µy,

∇2f0(y)+
µ

2
∇2f(y)�∇2f0(y)+

µy
2
∇2f(y)≻ 0.

Otherwise, µ< µy and it holds that

∇2f0(y)+
µ

2
∇2f(y) =

µ

µy

(

∇2f0(y)+
µy
2
∇2f(y)

)

+
µy −µ

µy
∇2f0(y)≻ 0.

The last inequality dues to the convexity of f0(y) and µ< µy. The proof is complete.

Let (x∗, y∗) be a local non-global minimizer of (15). We first have ϕ(µ∗) =−f(y∗) by (16) and
(18). Since x∗ is a local non-global minimizer of (7), it holds that ϕ′(µ∗)≥ 0 by Theorem 3.1 (i) of
Mart́ınez [15]. While in our case, we have a stronger result.

Theorem 5. Suppose (x∗, y∗) is a local non-global minimizer of (15), there exist µ∗ ∈
(max{0,−λ2},−λ1) such that (16), (17) and (18) hold. Furthermore, under Assumption 2, we have

ϕ′(µ∗)≥
1

2
∇f(y∗)

T

[

∇2f0(y∗)+
µ∗

2
∇2f(y∗)

]−1

∇f(y∗). (20)

Proof. Theorem 3 implies x∗ 6= 0. According to Theorem 4, there is a unique µ∗ such that (16),
(17) and (18) hold with µ∗ ∈ (max{0,−λ2},−λ1). Moreover, According to Lemma 1 (a), we have

[

sT tT
]

[

H +µ∗I 0

0 ∇2f0(y∗)+
µ∗

2
∇2f(y∗)

][

s

t

]

≥ 0 (21)

for all s∈Rn, t∈Rm satisfying

xT∗ s+
1
2
∇f(y∗)

T t=0. (22)

Since H +µ∗I is nonsingular, it follows from (2) and (16) that

x∗ =−(H +µ∗I)−1c=−
n

∑

i=1

gi
λi+µ∗ vi. (23)
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For any µ∈ (−λ2,−λ1), define W (µ)∈R(n+m)×(n+m−1):

W (µ) =

[

V 0

0 Im

]







































g2
λ2+µ

g3
λ3+µ

· · · gn
λn+µ

− 1
2

∂f(y∗)

∂y1
− 1

2

∂f(y∗)

∂y2
· · · − 1

2

∂f(y∗)

∂ym

− g1
λ1+µ

0 · · · 0 0 0 · · · 0

0 − g1
λ1+µ

· · · 0 0 0 · · · 0
...

...
...

...
...

...

0 0 · · · − g1
λ1+µ

0 0 · · · 0

0 0 · · · 0 − g1
λ1+µ

0 · · · 0

0 0 · · · 0 0 − g1
λ1+µ

· · · 0
...

...
...

...
...

...

0 0 · · · 0 0 0 · · · − g1
λ1+µ







































. (24)

By Theorem 4, we have g1 = vT1 c 6= 0. Therfore,

rank(W (µ)) = n+m− 1, ∀µ∈ (−λ2,−λ1). (25)

Moreover, by (23) and (24) we have

[

xT∗ ,
1
2
∇f(y∗)

T
]

W (µ∗)ej = 0, j =1, · · · , n+m− 1, (26)

where ej is the j-th standard unit vector in Rn+m−1. According to (25) and (26), all columns of
W (µ∗) form a basis of the hyperplane (22). For any µ∈ (−λ2,−λ1), define

B(µ) =W (µ)T

[

H +µI 0

0 ∇2f0(y∗)+
µ∗

2
∇2f(y∗)

]

W (µ). (27)

Then, we have

B(µ) =

[

B̂(µ)+σuuT −σ
2
u∇f(y∗)

T

−σ
2
∇f(y∗)u

T g2
1

σ2

(

∇2f0(y∗)+
µ∗

2
∇2f(y∗)

)

+ σ
4
∇f(y∗)∇f(y∗)

T

]

where

B̂(µ) =









g2
1
(λ2+µ)

(λ1+µ)
2 · · · 0

...
. . .

...

0 · · ·
g2
1
(λn+µ)

(λ1+µ)
2









, u=









g2
λ2+µ
...
gn

λn+µ









, σ= λ1 +µ.

Equivalently,
B(µ) = B̄(µ)+σūūT , (28)

where

B̄(µ) =

[

B̂(µ) 0

0 ( g1
σ
)2(∇2f0(y∗)+

µ∗

2
∇2f(y∗))

]

, ū=

[

u

− 1
2
∇f(y∗)

]

.

As g1 6= 0, B̂(µ) ≻ 0 for all µ ∈ (−λ2,−λ1). Since both f0(·) and f(·) are convex and µ∗ > 0,
according to Assumption 2 and Lemma 4, we have

∇2f0(y∗)+
µ∗

2
∇2f(y∗)≻ 0.
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Now, B̄(µ)≻ 0 for all µ∈ (−λ2.−λ1). So

det(B̄(µ))> 0. (29)

Hence, B(µ) = B̄(µ)(I+σB̄(µ)−1ūūT ) and (see [10])

det(B(µ)) = det(B̄(µ))(1+σūT [B̄(µ)]−1ū). (30)

Notice that

1+σūT [B̄(µ)]−1ū

=1+σuT B̂−1(µ)u+
σ3

4g21
∇f(y∗)

T

[

∇2f0(y∗)+
µ∗

2
∇2f(y∗)

]−1

∇f(y∗)

=−
σ3

2g21

[

−2g21
(λ1 +µ)3

+ · · ·+
−2g2n

(λn+µ)3
−

1

2
∇f(y∗)

T

[

∇2f0(y∗)+
µ∗

2
∇2f(y∗)

]−1

∇f(y∗)

]

=−
σ3

2g21

[

ϕ′(µ)−
1

2
∇f(y∗)

T

[

∇2f0(y∗)+
µ∗

2
∇2f(y∗)

]−1

∇f(y∗)

]

, (31)

where the third equality follows from (19). It follows from (30) and (31) that

det(B(µ))=−
σ3

2g21
det(B̄(µ))

[

ϕ′(µ)−
1

2
∇f(y∗)

T

[

∇2f0(y∗)+
µ∗

2
∇2f(y∗)

]−1

∇f(y∗)

]

. (32)

According to the definition of σ and the fact g1 6= 0, for µ∗ ∈ (−λ2,−λ1), it holds that

−
σ3

2g21
> 0. (33)

It implies from (21), (22) and (27) that B(µ∗) � 0 and hence det(B(µ∗)) ≥ 0. Consequently, by
(29), (32) and (33), we get (20).

Based on the above defined ϕ(µ), we now characterize the second-order sufficient optimality
condition.

Theorem 6. Under Assumption 2, if there is a µ∗ ∈ (max{0,−λ2},−λ1) satisfying (16)-(18),
and

ϕ′(µ∗)>
1

2
∇f(y∗)

T

[

∇2f0(y∗)+
µ∗

2
∇2f(y∗)

]−1

∇f(y∗), (34)

then (x∗, y∗) is a strict local minimizer of (15).

Proof. Assume that (x∗, y∗) satisfies (16)-(18) for some µ∗ ∈ (max{0,−λ2},−λ1) and (34) holds.
Since ϕ′(·) is strictly increasing in (−λ2,−λ1), we have

ϕ′(µ)>
1

2
∇f(y∗)

T

[

∇2f0(y∗)+
µ∗

2
∇2f(y∗)

]−1

∇f(y∗), ∀µ∈ [µ∗,−λ1). (35)

Suppose that (x∗, y∗) is not a strictly local minimizer of (15). Define W (µ) and B(µ) as in (24)
and (27), respectively. Notice that (32) and (33) hold for all µ ∈ [µ∗,−λ1). All the eigenvalues of
B̄(µ) are positive for µ ∈ (−λ2,−λ1). If (x∗, y∗) is not a strict local minimizer of (15), according
to Lemma 1 (b), B(µ∗) has at least one eigenvalue less than or equal to zero. Now by (28), all the
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eigenvalues of B(µ) are strictly positive if µ∈ (−λ2,−λ1) is close enough to −λ1. Therefore, there
exists µ̃∈ [µ∗,−λ1) such that B(µ̃) is singular. So,

0 = det(B(µ̃)) =−
σ̃3

2g21
det(B̄(µ̃))

[

ϕ′(µ̃)−
1

2
∇f(y∗)

T

[

∇2f0(y∗)+
µ∗

2
∇2f(y∗)

]−1

∇f(y∗)

]

, (36)

where σ̃= λ1 + µ̃. It implies from (36) and det(B̄(µ̃))> 0 that

ϕ′(µ̃) =
1

2
∇f(y∗)

T

[

∇2f0(y∗)+
µ∗

2
∇2f(y∗)

]−1

∇f(y∗),

which contradicts (35). Thus, the fact µ∗ ∈ (max{0,−λ2},−λ1), (16)-(18), and (34) imply that
(x∗, y∗) is a strict minimizer of (15).

Under Assumption 2, we show how to find the local non-global minimizer of (15). For µ ∈
(max{−λ2,0},−λ1), define

x(µ) =−(H +µI)−1c, y(µ) = arg min
y∈Rm

f0(y)+
µ

2
f(y).

Then, we have

∇f0(y(µ)) =−
µ

2
∇f(y(µ)). (37)

Notice that, under Assumption 2, y(µ) is uniquely defined and continuously differential in terms of
µ, according to the well-known implicit function theorem. Denote by y′(µ) the derivative of y(µ).
Differentiating both sides of equation (37) with respect to µ yields that

[

∇2f0(y(µ))+
µ

2
∇2f(y(µ))

]

y′(µ) =−
1

2
∇f(y(µ)).

Note that Assumption 2 and Lemma 4 imply the non-singularity of ∇2f0(y(µ)) +
µ
2
∇2f(y(µ)).

Then we have

y′(µ) =−
1

2
[∇2f0(y(µ))+

µ

2
∇2f(y(µ))]

−1

∇f(y(µ)). (38)

Define

ψ(µ) =−f(y(µ)).

Applying the chain rule to calculate the derivative of ψ(·) gives

ψ′(µ) =−∇f(y(µ))Ty′(µ) =
1

2
∇f(y(µ))T [∇2f0(y(µ))+

µ

2
∇2f(y(µ))]

−1

∇f(y(µ)),

where the second equality holds due to (38). According to Theorem 6, if there exists µ ∈
(min{−λ2,0},−λ1) such that

ϕ(µ) = ψ(µ), ϕ′(µ)>ψ′(µ),

then (x(µ), y(µ)) is a local non-global minimizer of (15). It is sufficient to find the root of the scalar
function

φ(µ) = ϕ(µ)−ψ(µ), µ∈ (max{−λ2,0},−λ1) (39)

satisfying φ′(µ)> 0.
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5. Local Non-Global Optimality Conditions: an Intensive Analysis on Quadratic

Single-Constraint Case. In this section, we focus on a more special single-constraint case of
(TRS-C):

min
x∈Rn,y∈R

1
2
xTHx+ cTx+ f0(y)

s.t. xTx− ay− b≤ 0,
(40)

where f0 is twice continuously differentiable and strongly convex in S := {y : ay + b > 0}. We
show that in this case, there may be more than one local non-global minimizer, and under some
assumptions there is a necessary and sufficient optimality condition for local non-global minimizer.
Specially structured, (40) contains two well-known cases, (TRS) and (1). Specifically, (40) with

a= 0, b=∆, f0(y) = y2 reduces to (TRS), and (1) corresponds to the case of (40) with a= 1, b=

0, f0(y) =
σ
p
y
p
2 . A common property of both cases is that there is at most one local non-global

minimizer, characterized by a necessary and sufficient condition [15, 13, 23].
Without loss of generality, we can assume that a> 0. Actually, if a= 0, (40) separates into (TRS)

and an unconstrained convex optimization problem in terms of x and y, respectively. If a < 0. let
z =−y. Then (40) is equivalent to

min
x∈Rn,z∈R

1
2
xTHx+ cTx+ f0(−z)

s.t. xTx− (−a)z− b≤ 0,

where f0(−z) is convex in terms of z.
As shown in Section 2, there are necessary and sufficient optimality conditions for global mini-

mizers of (40) (see Theorems 1 and 2). According to Theorem 5, for any local non-global minimizer
of (40) denoted by (x∗, y∗), we have x∗ 6= 0, and there is a unique max{0,−λ2} < µ∗ <−λ1 such
that

(H +µ∗I)x∗ =−c, f ′
0(y∗)−

µ∗a

2
= 0, xT∗ x∗ − ay∗ − b=0, ϕ′(µ∗)≥

a2

2f ′′
0 (y∗)

.

Since f0(·) is strongly convex and twice continuously differentiable in S, we have f ′′
0 (·) > 0, and

f ′
0(·) is strictly increasing so that (f ′

0)
−1(µa

2
) exists. Define

y(µ) = (f ′
0)

−1
(µa

2

)

. (41)

Finding a local non-global minimizer of (40) amounts to search in (max{−λ2,0},−λ1) a root of
ϕ(µ) = ψ(µ) such that ϕ′(µ)>ψ′(µ), where

ψ(µ) = ay(µ)+ b= a(f ′
0)

−1
(µa

2

)

+ b. (42)

Then, by Theorem 6, (x(x), y(µ)) is a local non-global minimizer of (40).
While either (TRS) or (1) has at most one local non-global minimizer, the answer to Question

1.2 could be surprisingly negative. The following two examples illustrate that (40) could have more
than one local non-global minimizer.
Example 1 (A quartic example of (40) with two local non-global minimizers). Consider

(40) with n= 2,H =Diag{−5,−1}, c= (1,1), a= 1, b= 0 and f0(y) is a quartic polynomial function:

f0(y) =
(

12377
51072

− 25
√
210

3648

)

y4 +
(

5
√
210

228
− 9257

7980

)

y3 +
(

1366171
638400

− 35
√
210

1824

)

y2 +
(√

210
190

+ 4667
26600

)

y.

One can verify the strong convexity of f0. It follows from (19) and (42) that

ϕ(µ) =
1

(µ− 5)
2 +

1

(µ− 1)
2 , (43)

ψ(µ) = y(µ) = (f ′
0)

−1 (µ
2

)

.
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We plot in Figure 1 the functions ϕ(µ) and ψ(µ). It is observed that, in the interval (1,5), there are
four roots of ϕ(µ) = ψ(µ), µ1 = 3.13, µ2 = 3.72, µ3 = 4.17, µ4 = 4.25. As ϕ′(µi)>ψ′(µi) for i= 2,4,
(x(µ2)

T , y(µ2)) and (x(µ4)
T , y(µ4)) are two local non-global minimizers of Example 1 by Theorem

6.
Actually, at µ2 and µ4, the corresponding solutions are (x(µ2)

T , y(µ2)) = (0.78,−0.37,0.74) and
(x(µ4)

T , y(µ4)) = (1.34,−0.31,1.89), respectively. The reduced Hessian matrices (27) at µ2, µ4 are
given by

B(µ2) =

[

1.48 −0.24

−0.24 0.24

]

≻ 0, B(µ4) =

[

5.77 −0.11

−0.11 0.36

]

≻ 0.

Therefore, according to Lemma 1 (b), both (x(µ2)
T , y(µ2)) and (x(µ4)

T , y(µ4)) are local minimizers
of Example 1. On the other hand, there is a root µ0 =5.63 of ϕ(µ) = ψ(µ) in the interval (5,+∞).
The corresponding solution (x(µ0)

T , y(µ0)) = (−1.58,−0.22,2.56) is a global minimizer by Theorem
2.

2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

2

2.2

2.4

Figure 1. Variations of ϕ(µ) and ψ(µ) in Example 1.

In the following, we show that (40) could have arbitrary number of local non-global minimizers.
Example 2 (An example of (40) with d local non-global minimizers). Let n= 2,H =

Diag{−5,−1}, c = (1,1), a = 1, b = 0, and d is a given positive integer. We first select a strictly
increasing sequence {µ1, · · · , µ2d} from (max{0,−λ2},−λ1). We assume that µ1 is sufficiently close
to −λ1 so that ϕ(µ) strictly increases when µ>µ1. For each j ∈ {1, · · · , d}, let Lj(µ) : R→R be a
linear function passing through two points (µ2j−1,ϕ(µ2j−1)) and (µ2j,ϕ(µ2j)). Define

L(µ) =max{L1(µ), · · · ,Ld(µ)},

which is piecewise linear and convex in terms of µ. L(µ) is nonsmooth at each intersection point
of Lj(µ) and Lj+1(µ), denoted by oj, for j = 1, · · · , d− 1. Let

ǫ= 1
2
min{min{|oj −µ2j |, |oj −µ2j+1|} : j = 1, · · · , d− 1}.

Define lj = oj − ǫ, rj = oj + ǫ. For j = 1, · · · , d− 1, let Qj(µ) : R→R be a quadratic function not
only connecting two endpoints (lj,Lj(lj)) and (rj,Lj+1(rj)), but also tangent to Lj(µ) and Lj+1(µ)
at these two endpoints, respectively. Define

ψ(µ) =

{

Lj(µ), µ∈ [rj−1, lj], for j = 1, · · · , d,

Qj(µ), µ∈ [lj , rj], for j = 1, · · · , d− 1,
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where r0 :=−λ2 and ld :=−λ1. We can verify that ψ(µ) is continuously differentiable and strictly
increasing.
With the above definitions, we can see that ψ(µ) intersects ϕ(µ) at (µi,ϕ(µi)), i= 1,2, · · · ,2d,

and it holds that ϕ′(µ2j)>ψ
′(µ2j) =L′

j(µ2j) for j = 1, · · · , d. According to (42) and (a, b) = (1,0),
we have y(µ) =ψ(µ). It follows from f ′

0(y) =
µ
2
that

f ′
0(y) =

1

2
ψ−1(y),

which implies that

f0(y) =
1

2

∫

ψ−1(y)dy

is convex, and f ′′
0 (y)> 0 in (−λ2,−λ1) as ψ

−1(y) is strictly increasing. Since ϕ′(µ2j)>ψ
′(µ2j) for

j =1, · · · , d, by Theorem 6, (x(µ2j),ψ(µ2j)) (j = 1, · · ·d) are all local non-global minimizers.
When d= 3, setting µ1 = 3.00, µ2 = 3.58, µ3 = 3.94, µ4 = 4.13, µ5 = 4.40, µ6 = 4.45, o1 = 3.80, o2 =

4.30 in the above scheme gives

f0(y) =































































y2 +
y

2
, y ∈

(

−∞,
27

40

]

1433y

780
+

2 · 101/2(195y− 131)
3/2

114075
−

3263447

7300800
, y ∈

(

27

40
,
23

25

]

5y2

44
+

383y

200
−

38363

88000
, y ∈

(

23

25
,
79

50

]

871y

420
+

(2100y− 3197)
3/2

1323000
−

7189183

10584000
, y ∈

(

79

50
,
143

50

]

5y2

212
+

2189y

1060
−

206802453584843

281474976710656
, y ∈

(

143

50
,∞

)

.

In this case, ϕ(µ) is given in (43) and

ψ(µ) = y(µ) =































































µ

4
−

1

4
, µ∈

(

−∞,
37

10

]

39µ2

8
−

1433

40
µ+

53191

800
, µ∈

(

37

10
,
39

10

]

11

5
µ−

383

50
, µ∈

(

39

10
,
42

10

)

21µ2 −
871

5
µ+

18139

50
, µ∈

(

42

10
,
44

10

]

53

5
µ−

2189

50
, µ∈

(

44

10
,∞

)

.

We plot both in Figure 2. We observe that ϕ(µj) = ψ(µj) for j = 1,2, · · · ,6 and ϕ′(µ2j)> ψ′(µ2j)
for j = 1,2,3. Thus, (x(µ2j),ψ(µ2j)) (j = 1,2,3) are three local non-global minimizers of Example
2 according to Theorem 6.
Now, we are interested in when (40) has at most one local non-global minimizer, and whether(40)

could have necessary and sufficient optimality condition at local non-global minimizer. The proof
is a combination of those of Theorem 3.2 in [13] and Theorem 3.1 in [23].

Theorem 7. Suppose f0(y) is thrice continuously differentiable and strongly convex in S and
ψ(µ) defined in (42) is log-concave in (max{−λ2,0},−λ1), then
(i) (40) has at most one local non-global minimizer.



14

2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5
0

1

2

3

4

5

Figure 2. Variations of ϕ(µ) and ψ(µ) in Example 2.

(ii) (x∗, y∗) is a local non-global minimizer of (40) if and only if

(H +µ∗I)x∗ + c=0, f ′
0(y∗)−

aµ∗

2
=0, (44)

where µ∗ is a root of the scalar function φ(µ) defined in (39) in (max{−λ2,0},−λ1) such that
φ′(µ∗)> 0.

Proof. (i) We first observe that the scalar function φ(µ) in (39) has the same roots as

p(µ) = lnϕ(µ)− lnψ(µ), µ∈ (max{−λ2,0},−λ1).

By Theorem 4, it is necessary to assume g1 6= 0. Using chain rule, (19) gives

p′′(µ) =

[

∑n

i=1

6g2i
(λi+µ)

4

][

∑n

i=1

g2i
(λi+µ)

2

]

−
[

∑n

i=1

2g2i
(λi+µ)

3

]2

[ϕ(µ)]2
− (lnψ(µ))

′′
.

Define two vectors in Rn:

s=
[ √

6g1
(λ1+µ)

2 , · · · ,
√
6gn

(λn+µ)2

]T

, t=
[

g1
λ1+µ

, · · · , gn
λn+µ

]T

It follows from Cauchy-Schwartz inequality that

[

n
∑

i=1

2g2i
(λi+µ)

3

]2

< (sT t)
2
≤ (sT s)(tT t) =

[

n
∑

i=1

6g2i
(λi+µ)

4

][

n
∑

i=1

g2i
(λi+µ)

2

]

.

The assumption that ψ(µ) is log-concave implies that (lnψ(µ))
′′
≤ 0. Therefore, we have p′′(µ)> 0

and hence p(µ) is strictly convex for all µ ∈ (max{−λ2,0},−λ1). Thus the equation p(µ) = 0, as
well as φ(µ) = 0, has at most two real roots in the above interval, denoted by µ1 < µ2. Suppose
φ′(µ1)≥ 0 and φ′(µ2)≥ 0. Then, for any sufficiently small ǫ∈ (0, (µ2−µ1)/2), we have

φ(µ1 + ǫ)≥ φ(µ1) = 0, φ(µ2 − ǫ)≤ φ(µ2) = 0.
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Therefore, there is a µ̃∈ [µ1 + ǫ,µ2− ǫ] such that φ(µ̃) = 0, which is a contradiction. Consequently,
the scalar function φ(µ) has at most one real root satisfying φ′(µ)≥ 0. Following Theorem 5, the
proof is complete.
(ii) Firstly, we prove that the assumption that ψ(µ) is log-concave in (max{−λ2,0},−λ1) is

equivalent to

f ′′′
0 (y(µ))+

a

ay(µ)+ b
f ′′
0 (y(µ))≥ 0, µ∈ (max{−λ2,0},−λ1). (45)

Applying the inverse function theorem to (41), one can verify that

y′(µ) = a
2f ′′

0
(y(µ))

, y′′(µ) =−af ′′′
0

(y(µ))y′(µ)

2(f ′′
0
(y(µ)))2

.

Combining with (42),

(ln(ψ(µ)))′′ = ψ′′(µ)ψ(µ)−(ψ′(µ))
2

(ψ(µ))2

=− a3

4(ay(µ)+b)[f ′′
0
(y(µ))]3

[f ′′′
0 (y(µ))+ a

ay(µ)+b
f ′′
0 (y(µ))].

which implies (45).
It is sufficient to prove that the optimality condition in Theorem 6 is necessary, if (45) hold.

Let (x∗, y∗) be a local non-global minimizer of (40). It follows from Theorem 5 and the discussion
after Theorem 6 that (44) holds and µ∗ is a root of the scalar function φ in (max{−λ2,0},−λ1)
such that φ′(µ∗)≥ 0. The remaining part is to show φ′(µ∗)> 0. Suppose this is not true, that is,
we assume φ′(µ∗) = 0. According to (32), the reduced Hessian

B :=W TGW

has a zero eigenvalue, where

G=

[

H +µ∗I 0

0 f ′′
0 (y∗)

]

, W =

[

V 0

0 1

]























g2
λ2+µ∗

g3
λ3+µ∗

· · · gn
λn+µ∗

a
2

− g1
λ1+µ∗

0 · · · 0 0

0 − g1
λ1+µ∗

· · · 0 0
...

...
...

...

0 0 · · · − g1
λ1+µ∗

0

0 0 · · · 0 − g1
λ1+µ∗























. (46)

Let q 6= 0 be an eigenvector of B corresponding to the zero eigenvalue. That is,

W TGWq= 0. (47)

Since columns of W form a basis of the hyperplane xT∗ s−
a
2
t= 0, i.e.,

W T
[

xT∗ −a
2

]T

=0,

and W is of full column rank. It follows from (47) that

GWq= γ

[

x∗

−a
2

]

(48)
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for some γ ∈R. It follows from the linearly independence of columns of W and q 6= 0 that

Wq 6= 0. (49)

Notice that the matrix G in (46) is nonsingular. By combining (48) and (49), we have

Wq= γG−1

[

x∗

−a
2

]

=:

[

s∗

t∗

]

, (50)

where s∗ ∈Rn, t∗ ∈R. Thus γ 6= 0. Furthermore, we claim that s∗ 6= 0, t∗ 6= 0 and

t∗ =
2

a
xT∗ s∗. (51)

Actually, substituting the matrix G defined in (46) into the second equality of (50) yields t∗ =
− γa

2f ′′
0
(y)

6=0. Multiplying qTW T from left to both sides of (48) gives

0 = qTW TGWq= γ(sT∗ x∗ −
at∗
2
),

where the first equality holds from (47). Now we obtain (51). Since t∗ 6= 0, it follows from (51) that
s∗ 6=0. Define

y(β) := ‖x∗+βs∗‖2−b
a

, h(β) := q(x∗ +βs∗)+ f0(y(β)).

One can verify that

h′(β) = sT∗ ∇q(x∗+βs∗)+ f ′
0(y(β))y

′(β),

h′′(β) = sT∗ ∇
2q(x∗ +βs∗)s∗ + f ′′

0 (y(β))[y
′(β)]2 + f ′

0(y(β))y
′′(β),

h′′′(β) = f ′′′
0 (y(β))[y′(β)]3+3f ′′

0 (y(β))y
′(β)y′′(β)+ f ′

0(y(β))y
′′′(β),

and y(0) = y∗, y
′(0) = t∗, y

′′(0) = 2sT
∗
s∗
a
, y′′′(0) = 0. Let β = 0,

h′(0) = sT∗ (Hx∗ + c)+ f ′
0(y∗)t∗,

h′′(0) = sT∗Hs∗ + f ′′
0 (y∗)t

2
∗+ f ′

0(y∗)
2sT

∗
s∗
a

= qTW TGWq,

h′′′(0) = f ′′′
0 (y∗)t

3
∗ +3f ′′

0 (y∗)t∗
2sT

∗
s∗
a
,

where the second equality on h′′(0) follows from (44), (46) and (50). The first-order necessary
optimality condition (44) and (51) implies h′(0) = 0. According to the definition of q in (47), we
have h′′(0) = 0. Notice that t∗ 6= 0. Substituting (51) and xT∗ x∗ = ay∗ + b into h′′′(0) yields that

h′′′(0)

t3∗
= f ′′′

0 (y∗)+ 6f ′′
0 (y∗)

sT∗ s∗
at2∗

= f ′′′
0 (y∗)+

3af ′′
0 (y∗)

2(ay∗ + b)

sT∗ s∗x
T
∗ x∗

(xT∗ s∗)
2

≥ f ′′′
0 (y∗)+

3af ′′
0 (y∗)

2(ay∗+ b)
> 0,

where the last two inequalities follow from Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, (45) and a
ay(µ)+b

f ′′
0 (y(µ))>

0. Note that the first inequality also needs the fact a> 0. We obtain h′′′(0) 6= 0, which contradicts
the facts that (x∗ + βs∗, y(β)) is feasible for (40) for all β ∈R, and (x∗, y∗) is a local minimizer of
(40). Therefore, φ′(µ∗)> 0, the proof of the necessary part is complete.

Figures (3a) and (3b) illustrate the functions lnψ(µ) and lnϕ(µ) for Examples 1 and 2, respec-
tively. One can observe that in both cases lnψ(µ) is not concave, which implies the necessity of
the log-concavity assumption in Theorem 7.
Finally, we present some examples of f0(y) satisfying the assumptions in Theorem 7.
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Figure 3. Variants of lnϕ(µ) and lnψ(µ) in Examples 1 and 2.

Corollary 1. Problem (40) has at most one local non-global minimizer with necessary and
sufficient optimality condition for the local non-global minimizer, if one of following conditions
holds:

(i) f0(y) =αyd, α > 0, d > 1, a= 1, b= 0, (which includes Problem (1) as a special case).
(ii) f0(y) is a strongly convex quadratic function, a> 0, b≥ 0.
(iii) f0(y) is a strongly convex cubic polynomial function in (0,+∞), a=1, b=0.

Proof. According to Theorem 7, we only need to verify that (45) holds for each case.
(i) f0(y) = αyd, f ′

0(y) = αdyd−1, f ′′
0 (y) = αd(d− 1)yd−2, f ′′′

0 (y) = αd(d− 1)(d− 2)yd−3.

f ′′′
0 (y)+

1

y
f ′′
0 (y) = αd(d− 1)

2
yd−3 > 0, ∀y ∈ (0,+∞),

which implies that the assumption of Theorem 7 holds.
(ii) Without loss of generality, we assume f0(y) = αy2+βy, α > 0. Then f ′

0(y) = 2αy+β, f ′′
0 (y) =

2α,f ′′′
0 (y) = 0.

f ′′′
0 (y)+

a

ay+ b
f ′′
0 (y) =

2aα

ay+ b
> 0, ∀y ∈ (− b

a
,+∞).

(iii) Assume that f0(y) = αy3 +βy2 + γy is strongly convex on (0,+∞). Notice that

f ′
0(y) = 3αy2 +2βy+ γ, f ′′

0 (y) = 6αy+2β, f ′′′
0 (y) = 6α.

Since f ′′
0 (y) = 6α

(

y+ β
3α

)

> 0, ∀y ∈ (0,+∞). It turns out that α> 0 and β > 0.

f ′′′
0 (y)+

1

y
f ′′
0 (y)> 0+0= 0, ∀y ∈ (0,+∞).

Note that we cannot extend the above cases presented in Corollary 1 to the general quartic
polynomial case, see Example 1 for a counterexample.

6. Conclusion We raise a fundamental question (Question 1.1) whether local optimality can
be checked in polynomial time for hidden convex optimization. Then we focus on the newly pro-
posed optimization problem by jointing nonconvex trust-region subproblem with convex optimiza-
tion (TRS-C). We present a necessary and sufficient optimality condition for global minimizer of
(TRS-C), which reveals its hidden convexity. However, it is difficult to establish a necessary and
sufficient optimality condition for local non-global minimizer, except for some quadratic single-
constraint cases. Moreover, different from trust region subproblem (which has at most one local
non-global minimizer) and convex optimization (without local non-global minimizer), their joint
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problem could have more than one local non-global minimizer. There is a quartic polynomial case
of (TRS-C) with two local non-global minimizers. We then present a general approach to generate
the instances with arbitrary number of local non-global minimizers. Consequently, we conclude
that the existence of many local minimizers is NOT a (or at least not a unique) reason making
global optimization difficult.
While we have present some negative evidences, Question 1.1 remains open, even on the joint

problem problem (TRS-C).
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