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Abstract

We investigate the convergence properties of exact and inexact forward-backward
(FB) algorithms for the minimisation of the two functions f + g defined on a Hilbert
space, where f is weakly convex and ¢ is convex and has a Lipschitz-continuous
gradient. The main condition ensuring convergence is the sharpness of the objective
f + g around the solution set S. We show that the exact (FB) algorithm converges
to a global solution provided that at a certain iteration the sequence is sufficiently
close to the solution set. The inexact (FB) iterations converge to a ball around S
with radius depending upon the inexactness parameter €. As an application of the
analysed algorithm, we consider a feasibility problem involving a sphere and a closed
convex set.
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1 Scope of this Work

Given a Hilbert space X', we consider a problem of the form

mir;ierérvlize f(z) + g(x) (1)

where function f: X — (—o0, 4] is weakly convex with modulus p > 0 (p-weakly con-
vex) and function g : X — R is convex and differentiable with a L,-Lipschitz continuous
gradient. For a function h : X — (—0, +0], the notation dom A will indicate the set

domh :={x e X|h(x) < 40}
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and in the remainder of the paper we will say that function h is proper whenever dom h #
.

Our standing assumption is that the solution set S := argmin, ,(f + ¢g)(x) is non-
empty and that the objective function (f + g) is sharp in the sense of [Definition 7] below.
Under these assumptions, we analyse the convergence properties of an inexact FB splitting
algorithm, where for given inexactness parameters €, > 0 and step sizes «a; > 0, starting
from a point zg € dom (f + g), for any ¢ € N the update reads as

Tiy1 € Et_prOXatf(xt — Othg(:L’t))

The concept of inexact proximal operator and its computational tractability lie at
the core of any proximal method referring to fully convex case, where both f and ¢ are
convex, [3, 411, 49 4] 57]. In our analysis we are using the concept of e-proximal operator
introduced in our paper [7], see also below. Its properties, expressed in terms
of global proximal e-subdifferentials, are investigated in Proposition 4 and Proposition
5 of our paper [7], where we also provide a comparison with other concepts of existing
e-proximal operator in the convex case.

Motivation Weakly convex problems appear, for example, in signal processing [35],
image processing, see e.g [44], [6], [56], [42], and machine learning [48]. Moreover, in this
paper, we show that it is possible to model a feasibility problem between a sphere and
a closed convex set as Problem (Il). In the literature, many algorithms are devoted to
solve different types of weakly convex problems, see e.g. [24], [26], [25]. Most of these
algorithms can be considered special cases of the unified scheme for solving weakly convex
problems, recently proposed in [I]. The inexact Sum Rule for weakly convex functions
(see [T, Theorem 2|) represents a useful tool for the convergence analysis of algorithms
such as the inexact forward-backward algorithm described in this work.

1.1 Related Works

Convergence results for FB The Forward-Backward algorithm (FB) or Proximal
gradient algorithm belongs to the class of splitting methods [28] 34], 45] whose aim is to
minimise the sum of a smooth function and a non-smooth one. By taking a gradient
step on the smooth function and the proximal step on the non-smooth one, it is only
needed to access each function separately. This kind of algorithm has been well studied
and understood in the case when all the functions are convex [28]. In fact, many variants
of FB have been proposed recently. For examples, [22] developed variable metric version
of FB algorithm to improve convergence of the algorithm. In [43], and [3§|, the authors
propose an inertial scheme for FB based on the work of Polyak [47]. While in [I7], followed
by Tseng’s Forward-Backward-Forward splitting, the authors design an inertial scheme of
FBF algorithm which can be used to obtain inertial primal-dual algorithm.

One crucial requirement in the works above is the ability to compute proximal oper-
ators in a closed form. When no such expression is available for the non-smooth term,
the computation of the proximal point needs to be addressed/approximated as an inde-
pendent optimisation problem. If not cautiously treated, the introduced approximation
might represent a hindrance to the convergence of the method. One can overcome this
issue by using an inexact proximal computation, which allows us to estimate the proximal
point of a function at a certain location with a specified level of accuracy [54].



When the hypothesis of convexity is relaxed, two main drawbacks arise. Firstly, the
convergence to global minimiser cannot be easily guaranteed anymore. Secondly, the
possible lack of convexity of the non-smooth function invalidates the fact that the corre-
sponding proximal operator is single valued.

Convergence under the Kurdyka-fojasiewicz inequality. In the general non-
convex case, the seminal work [2] illustrates that the convergence to a local minimum
can be ensured provided that the objective function satisfies the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz
(KL) property [32], 36, B7]. This result, that holds in finite dimension, has an extension
to general Hilbert spaces, provided that the objective function is weakly convex and it
satisfies the infinite-dimensional version of the Kurdyka-f.ojasiewicz property [12]. The
use of this property allows us to overcome the fact that in the general non-convex case it is
not possible to ensure that the sequence generated by the algorithm satisfies the so-called
Fejér-monotonicity property, which is at the core of the convergence proof in the convex
case [5]. One can relate the KL property to other conditions concerning the function val-
ues and the set of the critical points. For examples, the Luo-Tseng error bound condition
combined with some assumption on the separation of the function values at the critical
points can lead to the KL property [33].

Convergence under sharpness condition. In [25] the authors discuss the local con-
vergence of standard (projected) subgradient methods for the minimisation of sharp func-
tions that are weakly-convex in a finite-dimensional setting. In [24] the authors propose
a stationarity measure for proximal stochastic subgradient methods for an objective func-
tion that is expressed as the sum of a closed convex function and an expectation function
that is assumed to be weakly convex. The algorithms analysed in [25, 24] perform the
(sub)gradient step on the weakly convex term and the proximal step with respect to the
convex term.

FB for weakly convex functions Our analysis encompasses the case ¢, = 0, where
instead of the approximate (inexact) proximal operator e,-prox,,;, exact proximity cal-
culation prox,, ; is performed for any ¢ € N. This is studied in [I0], where the authors
exploit a wvariable smoothing approach and infer a complexity bound in finite dimension
showing convergence to the set of critical points, under the assumption that a closed-form
proximal operator is available for the weakly convex function.

Proximal Subdifferential Focusing on the class of weakly convex functions allows us
to adopt a specific form of the general Fréchet Subdifferential, which is known as prozimal
subdifferential. There exists a vast literature devoted to proximal subdifferentials, see e.g.
in the finite dimensional case, the monograph by Rockafellar and Wets [50], in Hilbert
spaces the work by Bernard and Thibault [9]. This concept will be the underlying tool in
our developments: in particular, make use of the fact that weakly convex functions (among
others) enjoy a so-called globalisation property 31, [62], which states that the proximal
subgradient inequality holds globally (see and [Definition 2)). Finally, we
highlight that for p-weakly convex functions the proximal subdifferential coincides with
the Clarke subdifferential (see [31], Theorem 3.1] )

Contribution. We prove the strong local convergence of the inexat FB iterates in a
Hilbert space, in both the exact and the inexact case. Our detailed contribution is as



follows:

e We discuss the notions of e-critical points and e-proximal point, which are crucial in
some applications when the exact computation of the proximal point is not available.
For p-weakly convex functions, we relate the proximal operator to the proximal
subdifferential,

e We investigate the relations between sharpness and criticality for weakly convex
functions. We determine the location/position of the (p/2)-critical points and the
solution set S for problem (I)) (see [Proposition 3)).

e We provide conditions for the boundedness and the decrease of the sequence dist(z, S)
for (x4)sen constructed by [Algorithm 1] (see [Theorem 2J).

e We investigate the strong convergence of the sequence generated by
(see in the inexact case and in the exact case).

e We propose a new mathematical model for the feasibility problem, (FP), of a sphere
and a closed convex set involving weakly convex functions. We show that our
forward-backward scheme for weakly convex functions can be applied to (FP), since
all the assumptions required for the convergence to a global solution are satisfied.

Paper Outline. The paper is organised as follows: in we provide some pre-
liminary facts regarding (global) proximal e-subdifferentials (where € is understood as an
inexactness parameter) and calculus rules for the computation of the e-subdifferential of a
sum of functions, along with the concept of e-criticality; in Eection 3] we show the relation
between the proximal operator and the proximal subdifferential of p-weakly convex func-
tions (Lemma 2)); in [section 4] we introduce the concept of p-sharpness and we prove that
for a function satisfying it there exists a neighbourhood of the set of its global minima
which does not include critical points; in we present in the inexact
FB algorithm and provide a result regarding the descending behaviour of the function
value for a sequence generated by [Algorithm 1} in [section @] we illustrate some conver-
gence properties related to possibly varying inexactness parameters ¢ while in [section 7]
we prove the main convergence results in the case ¢ is fixed. To conclude, in [section § we

discuss the application of to the problem (FP).

2 Preliminaries

We start with the definition of p-weak convexity (also known as p-paraconvexity, see
[31, 51] or p-semiconvexity, see [19]).

Definition 1 (p-weak convezity). Let X be a Hilbert space. A function h : X —
(—o0, +0] is said to be p-weakly convex if there exists a constant p > 0 such that for
A € [0, 1] the following inequality holds:

(V(z,y) e X% Az + (1= A)y) < A(z) + (1= Nh(y) + A1 — A)gnx —yl?
We refer to p as the modulus of weak convexity of the function h.

Weakly convex functions can be equivalently characterised in the following manner:

Proposition 1 ([19, Proposition 1.1.3]). Let X be a Hilbert space. Function h : X —
(-0, +0] is p-weakly convex if and only if function h(-) + E| - |? is conves.
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A more detailed discussion about equivalent formulations of weak convexity can be
found in [7] and in the references therein.

Example 1. Consider the following function:

f: R — R (2)
z — |(z—a)(z—Db)

where (a,b) € {(a,b) € R*|a < b}. Function f is p-weakly convex with p = 2. As a matter
of fact, for every x € R

F(2) + 2% = >~ (a+bz+ab+2? ifx<aandz>b
—2?+ (a+bx—ab+2* ifa<z<b

)22 — (a4 b)x + ab ifz<aandz >0
| (a+Db)x —ab ifa<z<b

= max{2z® — (a + b)x + ab, (a + b)x — ab}.

In other words, function x — f(x)+ 2% is expressed as the point-wise maximum of convex
functions, hence it is itself convex. In conclusion, function f is p-weakly convex with p = 2

by virtue of [Proposifion 1)

Example 2. Let Q) € R™™ be a symmetric matrix and let f : R™ — R be the associated
bilinear form, f(x) = {(x,Qx). It can be shown that f is p-weakly convex, where p := |Xo|,
and \g 1s the smallest negative eigenvalue of (). Since Q) is a real symmetric matriz, it
can be decomposed as Q = PDPT, where D is a diagonal matrixz of eigenvalues of Q and
P is an orthogonal matriz consisting of eigenvectors of (). Hence

(Vr e X) f(z) =(x,Qxy = (v, PDP"x) = (P"x, DP"x).

If all the eigenvalues of Q) are non-negative, then D is a positive semi-definite matriz and
f(z) =0 for all x € R™, which is equivalent to the fact that f is a convex function. On
the other hand, if there exists \g < 0 then we can add a constant ag = |Xg| so that the
diagonal matriz (D + apld) only admits non-negative entries and we have the following
equalities for every x € X

f(x) = (P, (D + apld)P"x) = (&, PDP"z) + (z, P(agId)P z) = f(z) + ao|z|?,
which shows that f(-) + ag|| - |* is convex because f(-) is conver.

For a general function h : X — (—00, + 0], we define the global prozimal e-subdifferential
as follows.

Definition 2 (Global proximal e-subdifferential). Let ¢ > 0. Let X be a Hilbert space.
The global proximal e-subdifferential of a function h : X — (-0, +w0] at 25 € dom h for
C = 0 is defined as follows:

0&h(zo) = {v e X |h(z) — h(zo) = (v,x — oy — Oz — z0||* —€ Vze X}. (3)
For € = 0, we have

Och(z0) = {ve X |h(z) = h(zo) + (v, — x20) — Clx — 0|?, Yo € X} (4)
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In view of (), dy denotes the subdifferential in the sense of convex analysis. The
elements of 0gh(xg) are called proximal e-subgradients.

The notation 0°h(x) is used when the constant in (3)) is inessential, i.e. v € 0°h(x)
means that there exists C' = 0 such that v € dgh(x).

By [31, Proposition 3.1|, for a p-weakly convex function h, the global proximal subd-
ifferential 0,/5h (7o) defined by (@) coincides with the set of local proximal subgradients
which satisfy the proximal subgradient inequality () locally in a neighbourhood of z.
Moreover, when h is p-weakly convex, by [31, Theorem 3.1|, the proximal subdifferential
0py2h(x0) coincides with the Clarke subdifferential d.h(zo) (see also [I]). An extensive
study of local proximal subdifferentials in Hilbert spaces can be found in [21, Chapter 2|
and in [50, 9].

For any set set-valued mapping M : X = X, we will use the notation dom M to
indicate the set
dom M :={x e X|M(x) # &}.

Proposition 2 ( [7, Proposition 2|). Let X be a Hilbert space. Let h : X — (—o0, +x0|
be a lower semi-continuous and p-weakly convex function with p = 0. Then

dom d,,h = dom h

and for every e > 0
dom d;nh = domh

The sum rule for proximal e-subdifferentials presented below takes into account the
moduli of weak convexity of the involved functions.

Theorem 1 ([7, Sum Rule for e-subdifferential, Theorem 2|). Let X' be a Hilbert space.
For i = 0,1, let function h; : X — (—o0, 4] be proper lower semi-continuous and p;-
weakly convexr on X with p; = 0. Then, for all x € dom hy N dom hy and for all 9,1 = 0
we have

Opoyalto(x) + 0, pha(2) < Ogp5(ho + n)(2)

for all e = eq + €1 and for all p = py + p1. The equality

Oogipnolho+ ) (@) = | 02 uho(w) + 05,0 ()

€0,€1,€=€0+€1

holds when dom hgndom hy contains a point at which either ho+po/2||-|? or hi(-)+p1/2]-|?
1S continuous.

To conclude, we report the following result, commonly known as Descent Lemma, that
holds for sufficiently regular functions defined on a Hilbert space.

Lemma 1 (|5, Lemma 2.64]). Let X' be a Hilbert space, let U be a nonempty convex subset
of X. Let h : U — R be a Fréchet differentiable function such that Vh is Ly-Lipschitz
continuous on U. Let x and y be in U. Then the following holds:

(i) |h(z) = h(y) = (z — y[Vhy)] < Gz -yl
(ii) Kz —y|Vh(z) = Vh(y)| < Lyl - y|?



In this work, we will consider p-weakly convex functions which are proper lower-
semicontinuous. For any p > 0, in analogy to the convex case, we will use the notation
I',(X) to indicate the class of proper lower-semicontinuous p-weakly convex functions de-
fined on X. In particular, I'o(X’) denotes the class of proper lower-semicontinuous convex
functions defined on X.

3 Inexact Proximal Operators

In practical context it is not always possible to rely on a closed-form expression for the
proximity operator of a function and the computation of the proximal map needs to be
addressed as an independent optimisation problem. Examples of such functions are the
non-convex /{,-seminorms (i.e. p € (0,1)) or the convex ¢,-norms (i.e. p > 1) — unless
p takes some specific values [20]. Another example is given by the combination of a
sparsity-promoting functions with a non-orthogonal linear operator, as in the case of the
popular discrete Total Variation functional [53] (and its non-convex modifications), which
has been extensively used in the context of image and signal processing. In these cases,
at each point, the proximal map is defined up to a certain degree of accuracy and in
the framework of proximal splitting methods, it is important to carry out a convergence
analysis that takes this fact into account. In order to do so, we consider the concept of
e-solution for an optimisation problem and the related notion of e-proximal point. We
illustrate its interaction with the proximal e-subdifferential from Definition

Definition 3 (e-solution). Let X be a Hilbert space. Let h : X — (—0, +] be a proper
function that is bounded from below. Then, for any £ > 0, the element z. is said to be
an e-solution to the minimisation problem

minimize h(x)
TeX

if the following condition is satisfied:
(Vre X) h(z.) < h(x) +¢.

Definition 4 (e-proximal point). Let X be a Hilbert space. Let function
h: X — (-0, +o] be proper and bounded from below and let 25 € X'. Any e-solution
to the proximal minimisation problem

1
minimize h(z) + =[x — zo|?, (5)
reX 2

for € > 0 is said to be a e-proximal point for h at zy. The set of all e-proximal point of h
at x( is denoted as

e-prox,(xg) := {x € X' |z is a e-solution of (B}

The above definition of inexact proximal point is rather general and coincides, in the
convex case, with the definition in [57, Equation (2.15)]. In the convex case, the conver-
gence analysis of an inexact Forward Backward algorithm with respect to [57, Equation
(2.15)] is proposed in [57, Appendix A].

To proceed with our analysis we consider the following notion of e-critical point:
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Definition 5 (e-critical point). Let X be a Hilbert space and € > 0. Let h : X —
(—o0, +0] be a proper function. A point z € X is said to be a e-critical point for h if
0 € 0°h(x). The set of e-critical points is identified as

e-crit h:={xe X|0edh(x)}

that is, if « € e-crit h, there exists a > 0 such that 0 € dZh(x). For a fixed a = 0, we say
that = is a a-e-critical point and we write

T € €-crit, h.

In order to study the inexact proximal operator of a function h, we apply Theorem [I]
to express the subdifferential of the function in (&) as the sum of the subdifferential of h
and of the quadratic term. Then, an explicit form for the e-subdifferentials of quadratic
functions allows us to express the inexact proximal operator in terms of 0 5/2h. This plays
an important role in[section 5, where we investigate the convergence of the inexact scheme.

Remark 1 (e-subdifferential of a convex quadratic function |29, Formula 1.2.5]). Let X
be a Hilbert space. For a function of the form hy(-) = i” - —y|? for some y € X and
a =0, we have

r—y e 1 .,
X 7 = — | = < g4
(Yo e X) Oho() = (L + S| el <)

Corollary 1 ([7, Proposition 5|). Let X be a Hilbert space and let he T',(X). Let € = 0,
a > 0 and (z.,y) € X? such that x. € e-prox,,(y). Then there exist eg,e1 = 0 with
g0 + €1 < € such that, for any e € X with % < g9, we have

y - 'rE —€ €1
e Ophh(a) (6)

The latter formula (@) leads to the following lemma, which is a generalisation of |55,
Lemma 2| and [49] Lemma 2] to proximal e-subdifferentials.

Corollary 2 ([7, Corollary 1]). Let X be a Hilbert space. Let h € I',(X) and let € > 0,
a>0. If x. € e-prox,,(y), then for any e € X with % < g, we have

Yy—x.—¢€ B
————— € Jph(x.)

(%

3.1 Proximal operators

The main result of the present subsection is[Lemma 2 which, for p-weakly convex functions,
relates the proximal operator to the proximal subdifferential as defined in
when ¢ = 0.

Definition 6 (Proximal Map). Let X be a Hilbert space. Let h : X — (-0, +x0]
be a proper p-weakly convex function on X. For any a > 0, the set-valued mapping
prox,, : X = X defined as

1
(Vz e X) prox,, () := argmin {h(y) + —|x — y’2}
yeX 2x
is called prozimal map of h at x with respect to parameter a. If 1/ > p, then prox,,
is a single-valued map and domprox,, := {x € X |prox,,(z) # &} = X. In general,
dom prox,,, could be empty.



Lemma 2. Let X be a Hilbert space. Let h : X — (—o0, 40| be a proper p-weakly convex
function on X. Then for x € X,p € domh and o > 0 we have

P prox,, (1) = L € 3ynh(p). (7)

If 1/a = p then we have the equivalence in ().

Proof. Take p € prox,,(z). For any y € X we have

h) =)+ — (ly—ol>  Ip - 2l) > 0.

+_
200

Let z € X and A € (0,1), taking y = Az + (1 — A) p. Then
1
h(Az+ (=2 p) = h(p) + 5= (A= + (1= Np =’ = lp—a]*) = 0.
By [Definition 1], we obtain
1
M (2) (L= A) B (0)h () + N (L= ) [z = 4 o (32— 9 4 222 pop— ) 2 0.

Dividing both sides by A and letting A — 0, we get

1
h(z)=h(p)+ 5z =" > — @ —pz—p).

This holds for all z € X as we do not have any restriction when setting y. From the
definition of proximal subdifferential, we have (z — p)/a € d,/2h(p) which concludes the
proof. When 1, > p then h(-)+ 5 |- —z[? is strongly convex which implies d,2h(p) = {=2}.
Hence, the equivalence in (7)) holds. O

Remark 2. Notice that if function h inlLemma 2 is also assumed to be lower-semicontinuous,
by directly applying the definition of critical point (see[Definition ) and the result in The-

orem [, we obtain

1 p—x
0€ dypalh + 5| - ~alP)(p) = dyhlp) + P

hence

x‘ —
- Ped,5n(p).

According to [Definition 5], for a p-weakly convex function h : X — (—o0, +0], a point
x € domh is a p/2-critical point if 0 € 0,50 (x), that is

(Vy € X) hy) = hx) = O,y =) = Ly = af* = =Ly — |

and this is a necessary (but not sufficient) condition for global minimality. Then, the
following equivalence applies for every p € dom (h)

r—Dp

1
= 8p/2h(p) — (e (3p/2)h(p) + %vp (Hp — .TH2) .



4 Sharpness and criticality

In this section we analyse mutual relationship between the solution set S and e-critical
points of the minimisation problem

minimize h(x)
reX

in the case the objective function h satisfies the following sharpness condition:

Definition 7 (Sharpness, [46] [18]). Let X be a Hilbert space. Let us consider a function
h:X — (—o0,+0o0] and let the set S = argmin,_, h(z) be nonempty. Function h is said
to satisfy the sharpness condition locally if there exists ¢ > 0 and § > 0 such that

(Vz e B(S,96)) h(z) — in£ h(z) = pdist(z, S),
e
where we use the convention that if S = ¢, then
(Ve e X) dist(z, ) = +oo.

If the condition above is satisfied for every > 0 then the sharpness condition is said to
hold globally and it reads as

(Vre X) h(xz) — inf h(x) = pdist(z, S), (8)

reX

Example 3. Function x — f(x) from [Example 1 has minima at © = a and x = b with
fla) = f(b) = 0. Take § = |“52| so that B(a,d) n B(b,0) = {42}, where B(xo, ) denotes
the open ball with centre in xo € R and radius § and B(xo,0) its closure. We can prove
that f is globally sharp with respect to the set S = {a,b}. If v = “T“’ — which corresponds
to the midpoint of the interval [a,b]—, then

s =1- (50) (“50) 1= 15 s, )

a+b .
R

Let us now consider three cases for x #
e v € B(a,d), sox ¢ B(b,J) then f(x) = |lx —a| = 0 dist(z,
e v € B(b,J), sox¢ Bla,d) then f(z) = 6|z — b = ddist(z, S);
e v ¢ B(a,d) and x ¢ B(b,0), then f(x) = d|x — a| and f(x) = 6|z — b|, hence

S);
5)

f(z) = dmin{|z — al, |z — b} = 0 dist(z, S).

In conclusion, x — f(x) is sharp for all x € R with constant §, for every § < ‘“T_b‘

In the following proposition, we investigate the position of all the e-critical points of
f which do not belong to S.

Proposition 3 (Position of solutions relative to a-e-critical points). Let X be a Hilbert
space. Let h: X — (—o0,+w]| be a proper function on X. Let S = argmin,_, h(x) be
non-empty and let h satisfy the sharpness condition (8) with a constant p > 0. Let
x € e-crit, (h)\S for some a = 0. Then, for any 0 < € < p?/4a, the quantities

2 —4 + A/ 2 —4
T(e) = a 5 a@° and To(e) = a 5 1
a a

are well-defined and, for any x € e-crit, (h)\S, either dist(z, S) = 7 or 0 < dist(z, 5) <
1 (8)
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Proof. Let x € X be a a-e-critical point that does not belong to S. By the definition,
0 € d¢h(x), which is

(Vy e X) h(z) = h(y) < az —y|* +e.
By the global sharpness of h, this implies that
(VT € S) pdist(z, S) < a|r —T|* + ¢
By taking the infimum in the right-hand side over all T € S we obtain the inequality
pdist(z, S) < adist*(z, S) + ¢. 9)

which is quadratic with respect to dist(z, S) and either dist(x, S) = m(e) or 0 < dist(x, S) <
T1 (8) . ]

From [Proposition 3}, given 0 < € < u?/a, for any a-e-critical point of h which does
not belong to S, either the point is included in a neighbourhood of S of radius 71 (¢) or
its distance from S is bounded from below by a positive quantity 7(g). The result of
is in the spirit of the condition of proper separation of isocost surfaces [40],
which is taken as an assumption in [I], where criticality is understood in terms of Clarke’s
subdifferential.

Definition 8 (Definition 1.1 [I]). A closed function h : R — R u {+0o0} has properly
separated isocost surfaces if there exists ¢ > 0 such that

T ecrit h,y e crit h,h(z) # h(y) = ||z — y|| > e. (10)

As reported in [40], the condition in (I0) is satisfied for a function h that takes only
a finite number of values on crit h or whenever the connected components of crit h are
properly separated. In particular, the condition is automatically satisfied when h is convex.
In the non-convex case a sufficient condition is that h is a quadratic function defined on a
polyhedral set. Moreover, according to [11, Theorem 13|, when 4 is a globally subanalytic
function such that h|gomp is continuous with dom A closed, there exists a finite number of
connected components of the set crit A and h is constant on each connected component.
In this context criticality is understood in relation to the limiting subdifferential.

Remark 3. When e = 0, for a a-critical point x that does not belong to S, inequality (@)
reads as
pdist(z, S) < adist®(z, S).

and, by dividing both sides by dist(x,S) > 0 we obtain

B < dist(, ) (11)
a

or equivalently

a-crit\S c {xr e X | F< dist(z, S)}
a

which is the same result as in [25, Lemma 3.1, that is stated for p-weakly convexr functions
and a = p/2.

[Proposition 3}, in the form considered in [Remark 3| is illustrated in the following
example, where inequality (1) is attained:

11



Example 4. Let us consider function v — f(z) from[Ezample 1. We notice that z = “
is a (p/2)-e-critical point in the sense of [Definition | for p = 2 and € = 0. We start by

rewriting f in the following manner: for every x € R

f(x) = max{(z — a)(z = b), —(z — a)(z — )}
= max{2® — (a + b)x + ab, —2* — ab + (a + b)z}

which implies the following inequality:
(Vz e R) f(x) = —2® —ab+ (a + b)z.

We now notice that for any (a,b) € R? the following identity holds

(a—b)? (a+b)?> [(a—b a+b\[(a—b a+b\
72 T 2 5 )= b

(a:lb)z (azb)z :_<x_a;rb)2+ (a;b){

Given the fact that f (“T*b) = (a;b)2, the inequality above reads as

(Vz € R) f(x)—f(“;b)>—<x—“;b)2

which, according to [Definition 4, implies that 0 € 85/2]” (%b) for every e = 0 and for

p = 2. In addition, considering the fact that function f satisfies the sharpness condition

with constant p = |%52| (as shown in[Ezample 3), inequality (IT) is satisfied at T = *$2:

o 2| fa—b
2

= dist(z, S).

5 The Inexact FB Algorithm

summarizes the standing assumptions on functions f and g, which are made
in all the results of the subsequent sections.

Assumption 1. Let the following facts hold:
i) function f e I',(X) is bounded from below;
ii) function g € I'o(X) is differentiable on its domain with a Lg-Lipschitz continuous
gradient;
iii) dom f ndomg # ;
iv) the set S = argmin,_,(f + ¢)(z) is non-empty.

12



We discuss the following forward-backward scheme.

Algorithm 1: Inexact Forward-Backward

Initialise: zy € dom (f + g);
Set: (£)en non-negative, (o )y positive ;
for t = 1,2,... until convergence do

Yy = Ty — othg(xt)

Tiy1 € E-PIOX,, ¢ (1)

end

In our analysis below, we do not tackle the problem of computing the € -proximal point
of function f at any given y. Instead we assume that there exists an oracle which provides
us with an e-proximal point. Recall that we defined e-proximal points as e-solutions of
the corresponding optimisation problem, see Definition @l An example of an estimation
procedure has been proposed in [54, [57] for convex functions.

Inexact Forward-Backward schemes in the general non-convex setting have been pro-
posed in [2, Algorithm 3, Theorem 5.1] and in [I4]. In the first work, the scheme relies on
a pair of error conditions, namely the sufficient decrease and the relative error condition,
which allow to theoretically handle the problems arising from the approximation of the
proximal map, but are difficult to treat and implement in practical situations. In the sec-
ond work, a linesearch-based inexact proximal gradient scheme is designed for problems
where function g is not necessarily convex, whereas f is convex and its proximal map can
be approximated by means of the strategy proposed in [54, 57]. We therefore highlight
that in we take the proximal step on the weakly convex function f, while the

convex function g is also differentiable with a L,-Lipschitz continuous gradient.

By applying the result of the sum rule for proximal e-subdifferentials (Theorem 1)) in
the form of [Corollary 2| we investigate the decreasing behaviour of the objective function
in (1) for a sequence generated by the Inexact Forward-Backward scheme in

Proposition 4. Let X be a Hilbert space. Let f,qg: X — (—oo, +00] satisfy[Assumption 1.

Let (x1),.y be the sequence generated by [Algorithm 1. Then for any x € X, the following
estimate holds:

(74 0)(a) = (F + o) = (P )

K L 2e (12)
— Gl =zl = e~ mal” e = [~ e
Moreover, (f + g)(z) satisfies
(F +9) @) = (F 4 9) (munr) > === o = | (13)

when 2/ay > p + L.

13



Proof. By |[Algorithm 1} and [Corollary 2| for every t € N there exists e, € X with % < &
such that

Ty — ath(:pt) — L1 — €

€ 0%, [ (ee).

By definition of proximal e-subdifferential, for any x € X

Qg

Ty — X e
f(@) = f(241) = <t7t+1 — Vg (), v — $t+1> _ L |z — fEt+1H2 - <—t>$ - $t+1> — &t.
(6% 2 (6%
(14)
We notice that

(=Vg(zs), 0 —231) = (Vg (), T — Tt + T4 — Tyy1)
= (Vg (x:), 2 — ) + (Vg (21) , 24 — Ty41) (15)
> g(x:) — g(x) + (Vg (1), 011 — 1)

where the last inequality stems from the convexity of function g
(Vo e X) g9(x) = g(z:) = (Vg () o —20).
By combining (I4]) and (I5) we obtain

T+ — T e
ﬂ@—fmwn><i—iﬂa—nﬂ>—ﬁM—@HV—<iw—@H> (16)
(e 2 (e
+4g (xt) —4g (5’7) + <V9 (ﬂft) , Tpy1 — l’t> — &4,
As a consequence, for any r € X

(f +9) (@) = (f + 9) (xer1) + g (141) — g (ze) =

T — T e
<t7t+1,9€ - $t+1> -0 |z — fEt+1H2 + (Vg (@), 21 — 1) — <_ta95 - $t+1> — &t

(67 2 (6%

(17)
Since g has a Lipschitz continuous gradient, we can use [Lemma. 1l, i.e.
L, 9
(Vg (@) @1 — ) =2 g (Te41) — g () — Y |2y — 2]

On the other side, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, for any x € X

e 1 1 2e
—, - xt+1> < —ledllz =zl < —v2ue |z — | < 4| =z — @ (18)
Qg Oy Qg Qg
By plugging (7)) and (I8)) into (I€) we obtain that for any z € X
(f+9)@) = (f + 9)(@41)
Ty — T L 2¢e
= tim,x —Tgp1 ) — BHx - $t+1H2 - _ngt - $t+1H2 — & = _tﬂx — T
(6% 2 2 (6%

which is the first assertion (I2). To get the second assertion, observe that substituting
r =z in (I2) yields

1 1% Lg 25,5

(F4.9) (@) =+ 9) ) = (= 5 = 52 ) o= vl = = 422 1)

14



Requiring 2/a; > p + L, yields

(F +9) @) = (F +.9) (102) > =21 =y = ]|

O

We highlight that, at this stage of the analysis, we do not assume that the objec-
tive function in (]) satisfies the sharpness condition (), which implies that the result of
applies to a broader class of problems than the one we focus on in this work.

Remark 4. When ¢, = 0 for every t € N, inequality (I3) from reduces to
(f +9) (@) = (f + 9) (2211) > 0,

which implies that the objective value diminishes in a strictly monotone way. If the objec-
tive function is lower bounded, i.e. inf(f + g) > —o0, then (f + g)(x¢) is convergent as t
goes to infinity. In addition, we observe that the restriction that we have on the step size

2
Ly+p

ap <

generalises the one of the convex case (i.e. when p = 0) which is oy < 2/L, (see [23]).

6 Convergence properties: the general case

Before starting our analysis, we point out that in a recent work [I], the authors propose
a unified analysis of descent sequences in the context of weakly convex optimisation, con-
sidering a general optimisation scheme (see [1, Equation (1)]), which also accounts for
inexact computations. The difference between our scheme and the one proposed in [,
Section 5.1.3] lies in the assumptions imposed on the functions f and g. Namely, instead
of sharpness, the authors rely on the assumptions that their objective function satisfies
(i) the proper separation of isocost surfaces condition (see [Definition §)), and (ii) the sub-
differential error bound [Il, Definition 3.1], to achieve a convergence results.

In the remainder of the paper we will consider the following assumption.

Assumption 2. Let (g;)n be a sequence of non-negative values and (o )eny and (7;)en be
two sequences of positive values. We assume that the following inequalities are satisfied:

l—ayp—n >0 (19)
€

o’ =2 (et + U_t) (awp +me) (20)
t

1

In addition, to ease our presentation, especially when discussing the connection between
the exact case (that is when ¢, = 0, 7, = 0 for every ¢) and the inexact case, we assume
that 1/m; = 0 whenever 7, = 0.
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The existence of oy, &; and 7, satisfying Assumption 1 is discussed in [Lemma § in

For any sequences (o )sen, (€¢)en and (m;)en satisfying [Assumption 2] and
any t € N the following quantities will be used in the sequel,

ayl — \/af,uQ — 208, <1 - n—lt) (cup +mp)

E7 = 22

! up + (22)
o+ \/af,uQ — 208, <1 - %) (cup +mp)

Ef = . 23

! up + (23)

Remark 5. We notice that the following inequalities hold for every t e N:

ozt,u+\/oz§,u2—2at2<5t+%) <p+2—tt> ,qu\/,uQ—Q(stJr%) <p+2—tt>
+ _

Ef = -
o (p+ ) (p+ )

3o+ 2)
<lu+\/,u €t+7]t p<,u+ /M2_25tl)
x P X P) :7_2(615)

which implies that if dist(x;, S) < E,", then we also have dist(z;, S) < m2(g;).

We start by analysing a single step of [Algorithm I Namely, for any ¢ € N, if condition
([26) below holds, it ensures that dist(x;;1,.5) < i dist(x, S), where &1 > 1.

Proposition 5. Let X be a Hilbert space. Let f,g : X — (—o0,+00]| satisfy Assump-
tion 1 and the function f + g satisfy the sharpness condition with constant > 0. Let
(7¢),o De the sequence generated by[Algorithm 1| with (1 )ien, (4 )ien and (€1)ien satisfying
[Assumption 4. Then, at iteration t € N, we have either dist(z,11,S) = 0 or the following
inmequality

Err dist? (241, S) < dist?(zy, S). (24)
where ) ) .
o b Oy
=1—up—1n + — - L+—. 25
S e dist(z¢41, 5) diSt2<'rt+17 S) < ﬁt) (25)
Moreover, if the following condition is satisfied
E; < dist(z1,9) < B}, (26)

then £t+1 > 1.

Proof. Take an arbitrary but fixed ¢ € N and let dist(x;y1,5) > 0. We take any 7 € S
and apply (I2) from for x = T, which yields the following inequality:

(£ +9)@ = (7 + g)aw) = (P T )

Q
_ L 28,
S e N [
By using the identity
3 1 2 1 2 1 2
(Y(w,y.2)ed®)  w—yy—2=3lw—2 =l -yl =y -2
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which follows from [5, Lemma 2.12], we obtain

(f+9) @) —(f+9) (ve41)

> o (~lae = P + e = 7 + e = 200 ?)
Q

p _ 2 Lg 2 2€t _
~LE -l - R lo -l e 2wl
1 L, 9 1 o\ 9
= _— = — —+ _ — = —
(55— %) b=l + (5= §) I = o
1 _ 2ep
oy = E? gt 7 .
Q Q

Notice that for every n > 0, the following inequality (known as Young’s Inequality) holds
2 1 2, 1o
(V(u,v) € [0,4000)%) uv < 5 (v ) (28)
n
Hence, at iteration ¢, we use the constant 7; > 0 to estimate the last term in (27)

according to (28)) with v = 4 /O% |ZT — z441| and u = /2¢;, which yields

2e4 _
- a—;Hx—xtHH = —Q—%HSL’—%HHQ——- (29)

In conclusion, by combining (27)) and (29]), we obtain

1 L 1 _ 1 _ €
(5 = 32 ) b=l + (5 = = ) o=l = ol = 3l - e - 2.
t t

20[t 2 20[t 2 20[t
(30)
We then estimate the LHS by the assumption of sharpness on f + ¢
: I p _ 1 _
— dlSt(ZL‘t+1, S) = <2—at — 5 — 2—02) Hl‘ — ;L‘t+1H2 _ Q_%H,I‘t — ;L'HZ

1 L €t

+ == — 2 g — —.

(20415 9 ) |zs — 2p4 €t e

By bringing 2%% | —7|* to the LHS of the inequality, we observe that both terms involving
7 € S have a positive sign

1 )
—ay — 7] — pdist(zre, ) >

200
1 p Nt _ 9 1 L, , ,
<2at 2 2at> [T =2l + {55, =5 ) e —wenlm —e =2

This allows us to take the infimum over Z € S in both sides of the inequality, yielding the
following inequality involving the distance to the solution set

1
o dist®(xy, ) — pdist(z41, S) =

Q
1 p N ) 1 L €
<2—0zt — 5 — 2—02) dlst2(xt+17 S) + <2—at — ?g) th — l’t+1H2 — &t — n—i

(31)
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Rearranging the terms in the inequality above, we obtain

dist?(zy, S) = (1 — ayp — 1) dist? (2441, S) + 20y dist (2441, S)

€ 32
~ 90y(z + #) T+ (1= aLy) |z — zeed]® (32)
t

By (21), we can skip the term (1 — aL,)|z; — 2441]* = 0 and rewrite (32)) as
dist?(z,, S) = &1 dist? (2441, S),

where

20%/1/ 20{t€t < 1 >
§it1 N dist (2441, 5) diStz(xtH’ S) "t

The above inequality proves (24]) .

To have &1 > 1, by (25]) the following inequality must hold

1
(cup + mp) dist? (z41, S) — 20y dist(z41, S) + 2046, <1 + 77_> < 0. (33)
t
This is a quadratic inequality (the quadratic term does not vanish as 7, > 0) with respect
to dist(z441,5) and its discriminant satisfies

1
A = alp® — 2aue, <1 + ﬁ) (agp +m:) > 0,
t
thanks to condition (20). Thus, for ([B3) to hold, dist(z;,1,S) has to be bounded by the
solutions of the quadratic equation associated with (33) which is (26])

E; < dist(z411,9) < B
U

Remark 6. When ¢, > 0, in (27) we use Young’s inequality 28) on the term , /%t|T —

Ot
Typr| with v = 4 /ait [T — z1| and u = \/2¢¢, as illustrated in [29)), to obtain an esti-

mation where all the norms appear with a quadratic exponent. More precisely, we use a
modified version of Young’s inequality which relies on the constant n, > 0. This choice

allows the introduction of a positivity constraint on the term (%ﬂt — 5= %) appearing in

BQ) - see condition [20) in[Assumption 4 — which would otherwise simplify to the negative
term —% in the case of the elementary Young’s Inequality (that is when 1, = 1). The idea
behind this strategy is to obtain a result in[Proposition | for e, > 0 that is strongly related
to what can be inferred for e, = 0, which we will illustrate in [Corollary 3 We highlight
that the sequence (n;)wen is not related to the model nor to the optimisation method and
its presence (which is subordinated to the fact that e, > 0 for every t) does not contradict
the other parameters. As shown in|Lemma & in |[Appendiz 4|, for every t € N there exists
an explicit choice for ay, ny, and &, satisfying conditions (I9), 20), and (21)).

Remark 7. When ¢, = 0 for every t € N (and consequently n, = 0 for every t € N),
conditions (19), 0), and (21)) in [Assumption 3 boil down to

1 1
t in{—,—.
(Vt € N) at<mm{Lg,p}
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This implies
(Vt e N) 2> poy + Lyoy
which is exactly what is required in[Proposition J] to ensure that the sequence of objective

values ((f + 9)(x1)),ey %5 monotonically decreasing. To conclude, we also remark that in
the case of exact proximal computations, the quantities E, and E; take the constant
values

2
E; =m7(0) =0, Ef =1(0) = 7/1

for every t € N.

In case of exact proximal computations, takes the form presented in the
following corollary.

Corollary 3. Let X be a Hilbert space. Let f,g: X — (—o0, +0] satisfy [Assumption ]|
and the function f + g satisfy the sharpness condition with constant p > 0. Let e, = 0

and n; = 0 for every t € N. Let (x;),y be the sequence generated by [Algorithm 1] with the

stepsize (a),oy Satisfying the condition

1 1
(Vt e N) at<min{—,—}
Ly p
Then, we have either dist(x,1,S) = 0 or the following inequality
Erp1 dist?(my,1, S) < dist?(zy, S).

where
2o

=1~ + .
§i1 ap dist (2111, 9)

Moreover, if for some ty € N such that dist(xy,,S) < 27“ then following condition is
satisfied

2
dist(x41,5) < —N,

P
and &1 > 1 for all t > ty.

As we can see in for the quantity dist(x;, S) to diminish, the distance
from the next iterate to S has to be bounded from below by E; and from above by E;'.

7 Convergence analysis: all the parameters fixed

In this section we pursue our analysis when all the concerned parameters ay,e;, 7, are
fixed for every ¢t € N and satisfy [Assumption 2l Then, the quantities E,” and E, from

[23) and (22)) become

ap — \/c)z?u? — 2ae <1 + %) (ap+m)

E =
(ap+n)
ap+ \/042/,42 — 2ae <1 + l) (ap+n)
Et = ! )
(ap +n)
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Lemma 3. Let X be a Hilbert space. Let f,g : X — (—o0,+0] satisfy [Assumplion ]|
and the function f + g satisfy the sharpness condition with constant pn > 0. Let (x;),. be

the sequence generated by [Algorithm 1| with e, o and n chosen according to[Assumption 9

Assuming that for some ty € N we have

dist (z4,,S) < B (34)

then for every t >ty we have

dist (z,S) < E™*. (35)

Moreover, if for a certain ty we have
dist (xy,, S) < E~ (36)

then, for every t =ty we have
dist(xy, S) < E~ (37)

Proof. Starting from (B2)) in the proof of [Proposition 5, we recall that, for any ¢ € N, the
inequality holds

dist?(zy, S) = (1 — ap — ) dist? (2441, S) + 2apu dist(z41, S) — 2a(e + E).
n
Let now ¢ = ty. From (34]), by taking into account the definition of E*, we have

(1 —ap —n)dist® (11, S) + 2audist (v, S) — 20 <€ + %)

ap + \/()z?u? e (5 + %) (ap+m) 2 (38)

ap+n

which is a second degree inequality with respect dist(z;;1,5). It can be shown that the

discriminant has the following form (see equation in [Appendix Bj):

2

au+(1—ap—n)\/oz2u2—2a 8-1-%) (ap+n)

ap+n

A = > 0.

Since A > 0 we have that the solutions are included in the following range:

—au— VA . A
“O VA (§) < SO VA
L —ap—mn L—ap—n

where the lower bound is clearly negative, while the upper bound reads as

2,2 _ £
Capt VA au+\/au 2 (E+n) (ap+m) (39)
l—ap—n (ap+n)
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(see equation (6I) in [Appendix B). In conclusion, since the distance from a set is a
non-negative value, we obtain

ap + \/oﬂ,uQ — 2« (5+ %) (ap+n)

— E*.
(ap+n)

0 < dist (2441, 5) <

which by induction proves (35]).

The same reasoning can be applied for (B6]) to obtain (B7): see equations (62) and (63])

in [Appendix B ]

Lemma 4. Under the setting of [Lemma 3, condition ([34) implies that for every t = tg
there exists (441 = 1 such that

Cir1 (diStZ(ZL‘t+1, S)—(E7)%) < dist?(zy, S) — (E7)>. (40)

Proof. We notice that the quantities E* and E~ are roots of the quadratic equation
associated to inequality (B3]), so in particular we have

1
(B )Y =0—-ap—n)(E")*+2auE~ —2a¢ (1 + 5) . (41)
Subtracting (A1) from (B2)), we obtain the following inequality that holds for every t € N
dist?(x, S) — (E7)? =
(1 —ap —n)(dist*(x¢11, S) — (E7)?) + 2apu(dist(z41,5) — E7) + (1 — aLy)|z: — 2|

2o
dist(x441,S) + E~

=(1l—ap—n+ ) (dist®(z441,5) — (E7)?) + (1 — aLy) |z — 2 |*-

Then,
dist2(a:t, S) — (E’)2 > (iq1 (distQ(a:tH, S) — (E’)2) + (1 —aLy)|z: — :ctHH?, (42)

20014
dist(z¢41,5)+E~
[Assumption 2] By skipping the term (1 — aL,)|z; — x441]|%, which is positive by (2I]), we
have

where (441 ;=1 —ap—n + > 0 is a non-negative quantity by virtue of

dist?(z¢, S) = (B7)? = Gy (dist® (2441, S) — (E7)?).
We now need to show that at iteration ¢ > ¢y, we have (;y; > 1: we notice that the

inequality (;;1 = 1 holds whenever

2o
dist(x441,5) + E~

=Zop+n

This is equivalent to the following condition

ap + \/oﬂ/ﬂ — 2ae (1 + %) (ap +n)
—FE = =Kt
ap+mn (ap+n)
By assumption, there exists ¢y such that dist(z;,, S) < E* and by [Lemma 3 this implies
that dist(z;11,5) < E*. In conclusion, for every ¢ > t, the condition (;y1 > 1 holds. O

2
dist(x41,.5) _Zof

N
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With an additional restriction on the distance function dist(z:y1,5), i.e. (45), then
dist(xy, S) converges to E~.

Theorem 2. Let X be a Hilbert space. Let f,g : X — (—0, +w0]| satisfy [Assumption 1]
and the function f + g satisfy the sharpness condition with constant u > 0. Assume that
ee =¢2=20 and oy = a for allt € N such that we can choose a constant n > 0 for which

[Assumption 4 holds. Let (x;),.y be the sequence generated by with respect to
(€¢)ten and (ay)en. If there exists tg € N such that the following holds

E™ < dist(xy,, S) < EF (43)
then there exists a constant ( > 1 such that

t—to
(Vt = 1) dist?(z, S) — (E7)? < <%) (dist?(ws,, S) — (E7)?). (44)
implying
lim sup dist(z;, S) < E™.

t—o0

Moreover, if
(Vt = to) E~ < dist(x, S) < EY, (45)

then
lim dist(x,S) = E™.

t—+00

Proof. From [Lemma 4] (40) and since E~ is constant for every ¢, we know that
(Vt = to) Cerr (dist®(zer1, S) — (B7)?) < dist?(z, S) — (E7)?,
where 5
ap -1
dist(x441,5) + E~

From this we infer that for every ¢t > ¢, the following holds:

Gr1:=1l—ap—n+

dist®(z4,1,5) — (E7)? < L (dist2(;1:t, S) — (E’)Q)

t+1

< (]‘[ <51+1> (dist? (4, S) — (E7)?) .

s=to

(46)

In order to proceed, we need to discuss the sign of the LHS in (4@]). In order to do so, we
denote by ¢; the first iterate ¢; > ¢y such that dist(x;,, S) < E~ (without excluding the
possibility that such a ¢; does not exist).

For every ¢ > t1, by [Lemma 3, we have dist(z;, S) < E~, which implies that for every
t > t; the LHS in (46) is non-positive:

(t=t) dist?(x¢, S) — (E7)? <0. (47)

On the other side, for every ¢ such that ¢, < t < t;, we have dist(z;,S) > E~. By
for tg < t < t; there exists & > 1 such that

V& dist(z, S) < dist(z,_q, S)
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implying that

dist(xy, S) < dist(x;_1,5) < -+ < dist(zy,, 5). (48)
We can therefore define a lower-bound for (; as follows, for t) <t < t;
2
G=1-ap=n+ dist(xt,(gﬁ)t + E-
>1—ap =1+ (xj,aSM) = = o (49)
>1—ap—n+ E*Q% =1

where the first inequality stems from (@8] (we include the equality to take into account
the case t = ty), the second from (43)) and the last equality from the defintion of E* and
E~. As a consequence, the product in the RHS of (@€]) can be estimated using (;, as

follows
t 1 ( 1 )t—to-‘rl
1) < (2
—to CS+1 Cto

C%) - (dist® (24, S) — (E7)?). (50)

To conclude, we can combine (47]) (which holds for ¢ > t;) and (B0) (which holds for
to <t < ty) into the following inequality that holds for every ¢t > ¢, by taking as an upper
bound the positive upper bound in (B0):

implying that

(to <t <ty) dist® (4, S) — (E7)* < <

1 t—to
(Vt = 1) dist?(zy, S) — (E7)* < (CT) (dist?(z4,, S) — (E7)?) .
0
Taking the lim sup for ¢t — o0 we conclude that

lim sup (dist®(z¢, S) — (E7)?) < limsup <i> h (dist*(z4,, S) — (E7)?)

t—00 t—00 to
1 t—to
= (dist?(z4,S) — (E7)?) lim (—)
t—o0 Cto

=0

where the last equality is due to the fact that ¢, > 1 as shown in (49]). We then conclude
that
limsup dist(z;, S) < E™.

t—0
To show the second part of the statement, we notice that if (3] holds for all ¢ > t,
then combining it with (44]), yields
1

Wt 0= - 5P (1) @it - (B 6

where the RHS is non-negative and monotonically decreases to 0 as ¢t — co. Since accord-
ing to (@), the LHS is positive, (5I]) implies

lim dist(x,S) = B~

t—0

which concludes the proof. O
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Remark 8. Inequality [#4)) from [Theorem 2 is reminiscent of the results in [30, Theorem
1/(in the convex case) and [25, Theorem 5.2] (in the weakly convex case) for subgradient
methods. Notice that in these works, exactly as in (44)), the LHS might be negative.

From [Theorem 2] we know more about (dist(z, S))eny when (48]) holds. In fact, we can
have a convergence result for the sequence (;)sn under the assumption ([45]) of [Theorem 21

Corollary 4. Under the assumptions of [Theorem 3, if (45) holds and 1)) from Assump-

tion 2 is satisfied with a strict inequality, that is

o< —,
Lg
then (z;)en converges.

Proof. By ([@2), there exists ;41 > 1 such that
Cerr (dist®(zer1, ) = (B7)?) + (1 — aLy) |z — x4 | < dist?(z, S) — (E7)*. (52)
Thanks to condition ([43]), the first term on the LHS of (52)) is positive, which implies
(1 —aLy)|z; — o |* < dist® (x4, S) — (E7)%
By the result of [Theorem 2] the RHS can be estimated with a constant ¢ > 1
1

(1 —aLy)|z: — x| < (Z) A [dist?(z4,, S) — (E7)?]. (53)

As both sides of (53)) are non-negative for all ¢ > ¢¢, taking the square root and summing
over t to some 1" > t; yields

V1-al, ZT: |y — 2| < \/distQ(a:tO, S) — (E~)? i <%)tt0 . (54)

t=to t=to

Since we have ¢ > 1, we also have /¢ > 1. In addition, by assumption, /1 — L, is
positive. When letting 7" — oo, the RHS of (54)) is finite, which implies that

o0
D e = @] < +o0.

t=to

By virtue of [I3, Theorem 1|, we conclude that (x;).,ey is a Cauchy sequence so it converges.
O

In the exact case (¢ = 0), it is possible to consider a step size which varies in a range

a; € [a,a) (0, min {/—1), %}) and obtain a similar result as the one in [Theorem 2
g

Proposition 6 (Strong convergence of the sequence in the exact case). Let X' be
a Hilbert space. Let f,g: X — (—o0, 40| satisfy [Assumption 1| and the function f + g
satisfy the sharpness condition with constant pn > 0. Let (x;)en be the sequence generated
by [Algorithm 1] with € = 0 and step sizes oy € [, @] < (0, min{%, L%, ). Assume that there

exists a tog € N such that

2
dist(zy,, S) < ?,u
Then the following holds
lim dist(x41,5) =0 (55)

t—00

and the sequence ()N converges strongly to a point z* € S.
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Proof. From [Corollary 3| we have that for every ¢ > ¢, there exists {1 = 1 — aup +

20 4
m > 1 such that

Erpr dist? (241, S) < dist?(zy, S). (56)

Given the lower-bound for oy, we now define

_ 2u
E=1+a (dist(:cto,S) p) > 1, (57)

which yields the following inequality for every t >

é" =1+ 2—’u — >1+ 27’u —
S @\ dist (t41,.5) P “ dist(xy,, S) P

2
> S ) 3
1+Q<dist(xt0,5) p) ¢

Combining the latter with (B0l), we have that for every ¢ = ¢,
Edist? (2441, 9) < & dist? (2441, 9) < dist? (24, 5)

hence the following "contraction" inequality holds
) 1 s 412
dist® (2441, 5) < EdlSt (x4, 5)
which by recursiveness yields that for every t >

1 t+1—tg
dist® (14,1, 9) < <E) dist? (24, 5) . (58)

For ¢t — oo we obtain (55]) and this concludes the proof of the first part of the statement.

Let us now show the strong convergence of the sequence (z;),en. We recall inequality

(1) from the proof of with e, = 0 and 7, = 0 for every ¢ € N (remembering

our technical assumption that 1/, = 0 whenever 7, = 0, see [Assumption 2)):

. I . 1 P\ . 1 L
—pdist(z441,5) + %, dist?(zy, S) = (2—% — 5) dist?(z41, S) + (2—% — 79) lze — Tee]” -

Multiplying by 2a; we get
—2apudist (211, 5) + dist?(z,5) = (1 — pay) dist® (2441, 5) + (1 — Lyay) |2y — 21|
Let now t > ty. From the inequality above we infer

(1 — v Ly) |7 — w4 |

< dist?(xy, S) — dist? (2441, S) + aup dist® (z41, S) — 2pay dist(z41, S)
20

where for every ¢ > tg, by virtue of we have

ay dist(zy41, S) (pdist(zy41,S) — 2u) < 0.
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Since all the terms depending on ;1 are negative we infer the following upper bound for
(1= auly) e — 23]

(t = to) (1 — auLy) ||z — e | < dist®(z¢, S)

On the other side, given the upper-bound for a;, we obtain the following lower bound
for (1 — ayLy) |2 — 2441 |*:

(vt e N) (1= &Ly) e — 2o < (1= auLy) | — 2

In conclusion, by taking & > 1 from (&1), for every ¢t > t, we have

HfUt - ll?t+1H <

dist(xy, S) _ dist(zy, S) _ 1 (i
VI—aL,  \1—al, +/1-alL, \V¢

where the last inequality is a consequence of (58]). In conclusion, we obtain

t—to
) dist(z4,, S),

0

Dl = @] < +o0
t=0

from which we infer that the sequence (z;),ey is a Cauchy sequence, hence it converges to
some z* € X (see |13, Theorem 1|). Eventually, we infer that z* € S due to the fact that
S is closed (as it is the level set of a lower semi-continuous function) and dist(x;, S) — 0
as t — +oo. .

Remark 9 (Strong Convergence in the exact convex case). Under the sharpness condition,
for convex function (p = 0) with exact prozimal calculation (¢ = 0), starting from (32)
one can arrwe at

20 dist (2,41, S) < dist?(xy, S) — dist? (2441, 5).

Taking the sum fort =0,...,T yields

T T
20412 dist(x441,5) < 2 (dist?(z, S) — dist*(z41, S)) = dist*(zo, S)

t=0 t=0
hence for T — oo
a0
QQMZdist(a:tH, S) < dist*(zg, S) < 40
t=0

which implies dist(x;, S) — 0 ast — 00. Hence, we obtain the conclusion in [23, Theorem
3.4(d)] which is the strong convergence of the sequence (x4)ien to a solution.

8 Feasibility Problem

We are interested in finding a point in the intersection of a closed convex set and the unit
sphere centered in the origin (feasibility problem). Feasibility problems (FP) between
spheres and one cone appear in source localization and phase retrieval, [39]. (FP) between
a sphere and line in Hilbert spaces have been considered in [16], [8], [I5] where a non convex
Douglas-Rachford algorithm is proposed to solve (FP). The objective of [4] is to derive
formula for the projection operator of the intersection of a sphere and a cone, a closed
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form is available in some rare cases. In [27], the authors proposed four different schemes
to model the feasibility problem between two sets Q and C, possibly non convex. One of
these schemes is

d' t2 s 412
minimize — (z,Q) + dist (2, C).
rzeX 2 2
In this section, we show that there exists a weakly convex function f which can replace
dist?(z, Q)/2 when @ is the unit sphere. Then, the feasibility problem between a sphere

and a closed convex set can be modelled as

L2
minimize f(x) + M (FP)
rzeX 2
Moreover, we show that problem (EP) is a particular case of () and it satisfies all the
assumptions that guarantee the convergence of the weakly convex forward-backward al-
gorithm proposed in this paper. In particular, the objective function of (EP]) is sharp.
We denote the unit sphere and the unit ball centered in the origin respectively with
S and B. We can define a non-negative weakly convex function f : X — (—o0, +0], such
that
min f(z) =0 and argmin f(z) = S. (59)
reX zeX
Let x € X\{0}, the projection of x on the unit sphere S is z/|z|. We define f : X —
(—o0, +m0] as

(Vz e X) f(z) == {|1|x|2 ~lEl o0 = flz) = [|z|* - 1]
=0

Hence, f : X — (—o0, +0], z — ||z|* — 1] has the optimal value in 0 and satisfies (59).
In fact, for x € X\{0}, f(x) is the absolute value of the difference of the norms of z and
its projection on S,

(VoeX\{0}) f(z)=l=|* ]

Moreover, f(0) = 1 = dist(0,S). Then,
argmin f(x)={re X ||z =1} =S.

reX

X
7 = ll=[* = 1I.
|z

In the following, we prove that f(x) is weakly convex and sharp.
Lemma 5. Function f is 2-weakly convez.
Proof. We can rewrite f as

Jz]? =1 z¢B

(Vre X) f(z) =10 re8
1—|z||* zeB\S.

Hence, f(-) 4+ || - |* reads as

Aef? 1 2¢B
(Vre X) flx)+|z)* =41 reS  =max{2|z|*-1,1}.
1 z € B\S.

In conclusions f(+)+|-|? is convex as it is the point-wise maximum of convex functions. [

27



Figure 1: Comparison between function f (continuous line) and the distance from S
(dashed line) for X = R.

Lemma 6. Function f satisfies the sharpness condition with constant p = 1.
Proof. We need to show that for y = 1 the following holds:
(Vre X) [|z]* — 1] = pdist(x, S).

If z = 0, then dist(x,S) = 1 and the inequality is satisfied for g = 1. Otherwise, for every
x € X\0 we have

) x 1 1 1
miglo =l = o= = Jo (1= 7 ) | = fol |t = ) = lel el - 11 = 1ol -1
s€S |z |z |z | ]
where the third equality stems from the absolute homogeneity of a norm. We consider the
function f : R — [0, +0) defined as f(co) := |02 — 1| which corresponds to the function
in (2) with (a,b) = (=1, 1). In this particular setting, it is easy to show that the following
inequality is satisfied for every 0 < 1 (as also illustrated in [Figure 1))
(Vo e R) Sllo| — 1| = dmin{|o — 1|,|o + 1|} < |o® — 1.
where the last inequality stems from the sharpness of (2]). Choosing ¢ = || we obtain
(Vo e X\0) O] = 1] < [J=[* — 1.
To conclude, we showed that for every p € (0, 1]
(Vo e X) pdist(z, S) < f(x)
which implies the global sharpness of function f with constant u = 1. O

In the previous part of this section, we proved that f(z) can be a weakly convex
function modelling the constraint related to the unit sphere in the feasibility problem
between a sphere and a closed convex set C'. To model the constraint with respect to the
closed convex set C' we consider the differentiable function
 dist’(z,0)

-—
whose properties are summarised in the following lemma:

(V€ X) 9(x)
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—iE

Figure 2: Comparison .

Lemma 7 (][5, Corollary 12.30, Example 13.5]). Let C € X be a convex set. Then

(Vz € X) dist™(z,C) _ [=* _ <! 2k HC)*(QJ)

2 2 2

12 112

e+ Lc> (x) denotes the Fenchel conjugate of function x — (T + Lc> (x)

[3, Definition 13.1]. If in addition C is closed, then function dist®(-,C) is Fréchet differ-
entiable on X and

where x — (

dist?(z, O)

(Vre X) \% 5

= x — projq(z).

In particular, we highlight that the gradient of x — w

as being the sum of two Lipschitz continuous functions.

is Lipschitz continuous

The feasibility problem becomes
dist?(z, C)
2

where the objective function is non-convex. As a matter of facts, according to [Lemma. 7}
the problem can be recast as

minimize |||z]* — 1| +
TeX

minimize |[||z||* — 1| + Jl® _ (1 + Lo * ().
TeX 2 2

where function =z — ||z|* — 1| + @ is 1-weakly convex by virtue of [Lemma 5l and
L2
2
Fenchel conjugate function is always convex [5, Proposition 13.13]).

*
T — — + LC> (x) is the negative of a conjugate function, hence it is concave since a

Eventually, the sharpness of f + g, which is the core of our convergence result, holds
by virtue of the following theorem, where hy = f and hy = g¢.

Theorem 3. Let functions hq, hy : X — R be proper and let the following assumptions be
satisfied

(i) The global minimiser set S of hy + he is equal to (or contained in) Sy N Sy, if
both nonempty, or S < S1 where Sy, 59 are the sets of the minimisers of hy and hs
respectively.
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(i) The optimal value of hy + hy is zero, vy = 0.

(11i) hyi(z) = 0, ho(z) = 0 for all x in a neighborhood of S.

(iv) hy is sharp with respect to S locally or globally with constant p > 0 andinfcy hy(z) = 0.
Then hy + hy is locally (globally) sharp.

Proof. By (iv) we have that there exists ; > 0 such that
(Vz e B(S, 1)) hi(z) = pdist(z, S).

By (iii) we know that there exists do > 0 such that for every x € B(S, dy) function hy is
non-negative, hence by taking 6 = min{d;, d»} we have

(Vz e B(S,9)) hi(z) + ho(z) = pdist(z, S).

By (7) and (i7), the above inequality corresponds to the local sharpness of function hy +
ho. O

9 Conclusions

In this paper we investigate the convergence properties of the exact and the inexact
forward-backward (FB) algorithms for the minimisation of a function that is expressed
as the sum of a weakly convex function and a convex function with Lipschitz continuous
gradient. In the inexact case we inferred a convergence result that relies on the hypoth-
esis that the accuracy level € > 0 for the inexact proximal computation is kept constant
throughout all the iterations. In order to carry out our analysis, we exploited the notion
of proximal subdifferential and a calculus rule to compute the inexact proximal subdiffer-
ential of the sum two functions which controls the modulus of weak convexity p. It will be
interesting in a future work to extend our results so as to take into account non-constant
accuracy levels and non-convex smooth function.
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A Feasibility of the parameters

Lemma 8. Given p, i and Ly, we denote v := max{p, L,}. Then for every t € N, the
following choice of €4, n; and oy,

pw NG
0,— 2—-1
E:t € ( ) 27 )
¢ 1 NG)
€ 1 2—-1
T € (—5 ,mln{ 9e, })
4.9 2
I L
A - 2
1 e - (e¢ + 2¢¢) + &5
1 Vi€ Vi
=|-—— ) - —\/A
ﬂt <2 ,UQTt) ,U27't n
_ . 1 Vi€t P
= I,[=—— ) + —+/A
K mm{ <2 NQTt) YT !
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N € (ﬂﬁﬁt)

1
op =71 (1 —m)—
= Ti( t)%

satisfies the inequalities (I9), 20) and 1)) in [Assumption 3.

Proof. For condition (I9) to be valid, we need to have that for every t € N, n, € (0,1).
This implies the following condition on the stepsizes in (a)en

1 1—7]t

p
which combined with condition (2I) implies that

>

2
— > p+ Ly,
O

that is the condition ensuring inequality (I3)) in

On the other side, let us focus on condition (20) which reads as
2 £t
oyl = 2 (Et + 77—) (Oétp + 77,5)
t

If &, = 0, then the condition is trivially satisified. Let us then consider the case when
e: > 0. From condition (I9) we have that ayp + 1 < 1, so the LHS in (20)) satisfies

2 <€t + ﬁ) (Oétp‘f‘ ’f]t) <2 (Et + ﬁ)
Tt U

Let us set v = max{p, L,} and choose o, = (1 — 'r]t)% with 7, € (0,1) so that (I3),
([9) and (1)) are satisfied. In the following lines we will drop the dependency from ¢ for
simplicity. For condition (20) to be satisfied, it is sufficient that the following holds:

2
ne+€<%an

. 1—
Since o = TT" we have

2 1 —
7)€+6<'u—7'(—77)77
2 gl
2 2 2
— ’LL—TQ—'LL—T??——T]&'—E>O
2 v 2 vy
2 2 2
— M—TT}——M—TQ+ET]+€<O
2 v 2
2 2 2
(:)M—Tn——i— kT n+e<0
2 v 27y

This is a second order inequality in n and the possible solutions lie inside an interval
having extrema that are defined by




In order to have positive values for 7; and 7y we need to require that 7 is such that

and Z£ can be ensured to be smaller than 1 if by assumption we take ¢ < % V2 —1.

On the other side, we also need to choose 7 so that A, is non-negative, that is

2 4,2 4 2
2ol pirt et o
2 47 2y
[ s 2
o S (e+2)+e"=0.

We obtain a new inequality, this time in 7, which is related to a second order equation
having solutions that are defined by

2 (3e) + \/(ﬁ?)e) — 422
Y Y
T =
b2 2¢e?
and we have that “ > 0 and A, 95—282 — 5—482 = 85—;82. We then obtain

23 — 24/244° Ze(v/2 -1 2
T< Ty = € \f,u&':lué‘(\f )::u(\/a_l)
2e2y 2e2y 2e7y
In conclusion, to wrap up all the conditions we inferred on 7 we have
2ve >
— <7< 2—-1
2 4 257(\/— )
where we know that the lower bound is strictly smaller than 1. In order to have admissible
values for 7 we need the following to hold
%<M—2(\/§—1)<=>5<M—4(\/§—1)<=>5<M—2 V2-1
pr 2y 7?4 2y
which is satisfied by the hypothesis we mentioned above. In conclusion, we need to choose
TE (ij?,mm{l, s V2 — 1})

Coming back to 7, the condition we found for 7 allows to state that

(8)-vE | (%) Vs

pir STs pir
v v
that is )
(KT WeT v
— (= - ——«/ <n < e)+ /A
u27< Y ) (27 ) pAT
1 vE ¥
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and we have 0 < (% — 2= ) < 1. We conclude that for the choice of 7 we found above,

we have [n;,72] n (0,1) # & and we can define
1 € Y
n= __T> T VA= m
= min{l, <1 — 7_5) + L W/An} = min{1, 7o}

2 plr 12T
and choose 77 € (,7) < (0,1).

To sum up, in order to satisfy the conditions (I9), (20) and (21]), we need to have for
every t e N

7 = max{p, L,}

1 NG
0, L 4/v2 -1
gt € ( 2 )
2vep . 1
€ (—— 1, — 2—1
Ty <,u2 ,mm{ ,27&\/\[ )

U (ﬂta ﬁt)

1
ar = (L =)~
t t t ’Y

B Discriminant from Lemma 3l

Let us calculate the discriminant related to inequality (B8], in order to define the existence

of solutions.
2

a,LLJr\/a?,u?—Qa <5+%> (ap+n) -
+2a | e+ — |6
ap+mn < 77) )

AY =’ + (1—ap—n)

~ o*i (ap + )’

~ (ap+n)’

(1—ap—n) ((oz,qu \/a2,u2 — 2« <5 + %) (ap + 7})) + 2« (s + %) (ap + 7))2>
" (ap+n)°

a%ﬂ®w+nf+2¢%W1—ap—n)_ZIG+5>QW+”M1_&p_m
- (ap+n)° (ap +n)?

2au\/a2u2 — 2 (8 + %) (ap+n)(1—ap—n)

(ap +n)*
+zm&+g)mp+m2@—ap—m
(ap +n)
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2+ (1—ap—n)° (azuz — 2 (5 + %) (ap + 77))

(ap +n)*
200 (1 — ap — 1) \/a2u2 —2a (e + %) (ap+1)
: pr 2
Oéﬂ+(1—ozp—?7)\/a2u2—2oz (a+%> (ap+n)
- ap+n

Let us calculate the upper bound in equation (39)

—ap+ VAT
l—ap—n
ap+(1—ap—n)\/a?p?—2a(e+5 ) (ap+n)
- 1—ap—n

—ap(ap+n) +ap+ (1 —ap—n) \/a2u2 —2a (€+ %) (ap+n)

- (1 —ap—n)(ap+mn) (61)

an (L= ap =) + (1 - ap— ) a2t —2a (= + £) (ap +1)
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a,LLJr\/a?,u?—Qa <5+%> (ap+n)

(ap+n)

Let us calculate the discriminant (A~) and the upper bound for the second part of
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the statement, that is when dist(zy,, S) < E~.
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Let us calculate the upper bound

—ap 4+ VA~ B
l—ap—n
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