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BLACK-BOX OPTIMIZATION ALGORITHMS FOR REGULARIZED
LEAST-SQUARES PROBLEMS*

YANJUN LIUT, KEVIN H. LAM{, AND LINDON ROBERTS$

Abstract. We consider the problem of optimizing the sum of a smooth, nonconvex function
for which derivatives are unavailable, and a convex, nonsmooth function with easy-to-evaluate
proximal operator. Of particular focus is the case where the smooth part has a nonlinear least-
squares structure. We adapt two existing approaches for derivative-free optimization of nonsmooth
compositions of smooth functions to this setting. Our main contribution is adapting our algorithm
to handle inexactly computed stationary measures, where the inexactness is adaptively adjusted as
required by the algorithm (where previous approaches assumed access to exact stationary measures,
which is not realistic in this setting). Numerically, we provide two extensions of the state-of-
the-art DFO-LS solver for nonlinear least-squares problems and demonstrate their strong practical
performance.
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1. Introduction. Derivative-free optimization (DFO), also referred to as black-
box optimization, has received growing attention for minimizing a function without
accessing its derivative information. The unavailability of derivatives frequently occurs
in the field of computer science and engineering with a variety of applications [15].
There are several popular approaches to DFO methods such as direct-search and
model-based methods (see [25] for a survey). Here we focus on the derivative-free
model-based algorithms based on trust-region methods (see [13, 33]), where at each
iteration a trial step is computed (inaccurately) by solving a subproblem of minimizing
a model function built through interpolation within a trust region.

In this paper, we consider the minimization of a composite objective function

(L1) min {B(z) = f(x) + h(x)}

where f : R™ — R is smooth and potentially nonconvex and h : R — R U {0} is a
convex but possibly nonsmooth regularization term. We assume that the derivatives
of f are not accessible. Furthermore, h is Lipschitz continuous in domh = {x € R™ :
h(x) < oo} and its proximal operator is assumed to be cheap to evaluate, which might
be required for solving the trust-region subproblem. Problems of the form (1.1) are
widely studied in data science (e.g. [31]), and in a more traditional DFO context arise
for example in image analysis [17].

Motivated by two different algorithmic approaches in [18] and [20], both primarily
designed for objectives of the form f(a)+h(c(x)) where both f and ¢ are black boxes,
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we design two algorithms for solving (1.1) in a derivative-free trust-region framework.
Our ultimate aim in this work is to specialize both approaches to (1.1) (i.e. ¢(x) = x)
in the specific case of regularized least-squares problems, where f(x) has a nonlinear
least-squares structure, f(z) = >, r;(x)? (and derivatives of r; are not available).

While the approach from [18] transfers readily to this new setting, more work
is required for the approach from [20]. Specifically, we must acknowledge that the
stationary measure from [20] cannot be computed exactly, despite this quantity being
needed in the algorithm. Hence, we need to extend that approach to allow for inexact
estimation of the stationary measure. Our new algorithm extending [20] also allows for
more standard assumptions on the trust-region subproblem solution and incorporates
more sophisticated trust-region management strategies which have been successful in
practical DFO codes [30, 6]. We provide a full first-order convergence and worst-case
complexity analysis of this, while similar guarantees from [18] follow with limited
extra complications. We numerically compare both approaches and provide open-
source implementations which extend the smooth least-squares package DFO-LS [6]
(see Section 7.1 for details).

1.1. Existing Works. Derivative-based algorithms for minimizing a nonsmooth
objective function are well-studied. For example, the proximal point method [5] for
general nonsmooth optimization, the proximal gradient method [5] and its accelerated
variant [2] for minimizing convex but nonsmooth objective function in the form of
(1.1). The main ideas behind these proximal algorithms (see [28] for a comprehensive
survey) consist of approximating the nonsmooth structure by a smooth function and
applying efficient algorithms for smooth optimization. Based on the trust-region
framework, the smoothing trust-region method proposed in [10] uses a sequence of
parameterized smoothing functions to approximate the original nonsmooth objective
function, where the smoothing parameter is updated before applying the trust region
method at each iteration to ensure convergence. Another approach in [7] directly
applies the trust-region method to solve a class of nonsmooth, nonconvex optimization
problems using an appropriate criticality measure. However, the complexity analysis
in [7] builds on the exact evaluations of the trust region subproblem and the criticality
measure, which are not required in our algorithms. More recently, a derivative-based
trust-region method for solving (1.1) with A nonsmooth and possibly nonconvex was
introduced [1].

There are also several model-based DFO methods for nonconvex, nonsmooth
objectives, for which the survey [4] provides a thorough discussion (and Mesh Adaptive
Direct Search [3] is a widely used direct search method for this setting). For problems
where the nonsmoothness arises in a structured way (such as (1.1)), the most common
model-based DFO setting is composite objectives of the form h(c(z)) where h is
nonsmooth and ¢ is a black-box function [18, 20, 21, 24].! Here, we are particularly
interested in the case where f has a nonlinear least-squares structure, which also has a
(smooth) composite objective form. The works [34, 9] exploit this composite structure
in the least-squares case. Additionally, [12, 22] study model-based DFO methods for
optimisation with convex constraints (i.e. where h is the indicator function of a convex
set).

Here, our focus is on adapting two existing approaches to the setting (1.1), and we

IThis structure is sometimes called either ‘gray-box’ or ‘glass-box’ optimization, since the
structure of h is typically assumed to be known.
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describe both these approaches below. Firstly, [20] considers the composite objective

(1.2) o(x) = f(x) + h(c(2)),

where f and c are nonconvex, derivative-free functions, and h is convex but potentially
nonsmooth. Here, interpolation-based models are formed for both f and ¢ and used
within a trust-region method. Global convergence and a worst-case complexity bound
of O(|loge|e™2) objective evaluations to reach e-approximate first-order stationary
are then established. However, because of the difficulty of solving the associated
subproblems (the trust-region subproblem and calculating approximate stationary
estimates), it was only implemented in the case where f = 0 and h(c) = max; ¢;, in
which case the subproblems reduce to linear programs.

Secondly, [18], as well as establishing complexity bounds for smooth model-based
DFO, considers two nonsmooth problems:

o Where ® () is nonsmooth and nonconvex with no specific structure; and
e The composite form (1.2).

In the first case, they consider the setting where ® can be approximated by a sequence
of smooth functions (parametrized by some scalar  — 07), and introduce a method
where a sequence of smooth problems with decreasing values of pu is solved inexactly
(using standard smooth model-based DFO methods). They show global convergence
and a worst-case complexity bound of O(e~3) objective evaluations to achieve e-
approximate first-order stationary. In the composite case, they propose a very similar
method to [20] but with an improved worse-case complexity bound of O(e~2) objective
evaluations.

1.2. Contributions. We introduce two implementable methods based on [20]
and [18] for solving (1.1), particularly suited for the case where f(x) has a nonlinear
least-squares structure.

Our adaptation of [20] (as specialized to the case ¢(z) = = in (1.2)) is different
in several notable respects:

e It allows inexact calculation of stationary measures throughout the algorithm,
where the level of allowable inexactness is adapted to the algorithm’s progress
and requirements. When a regularization term is present, computing the
stationarity measure typically requires solving a convex optimization problem,
and so exact evaluations (as required by [20]) are not available, but arbitrarily
accurate approximations are available through suitable iterative methods.

e The sufficient decrease condition for the trust-region subproblem in [20] is
proportional to the global optimality gap. Here, we propose a new, simpler
sufficient decrease condition to compute the trial step, analogous to the
standard Cauchy decrease condition for the smooth case (but again relying
on inexactly computed stationary estimates).

e The overall algorithmic framework is based on that of DFO-GN [9], which has
a more sophisticated trust-region mechanism which has been demonstrated
to work well in practice.

We show global convergence and a worst-case complexity analysis of this approach,
matching the improved O(e~2) complexity bound from [18].

Adapting the approach [18] to our setting requires less effort. We demonstrate
how to derive suitable smooth approximations to (1.1) based on the Moreau envelope
for h, and show that the convergence and complexity results from [18] apply to this
setting. We extend the global convergence theory from [18] to additionally show
Clarke stationary of all accumulation points of the algorithm.
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Both algorithms require the solution of specific subproblems in each iteration.
For all subproblems encountered by both methods, we demonstrate how a smoothed
variant of FISTA [5, Chapter 10.8.4] can be applied to solve these in practice.

Finally, we implement both techniques for the regularized nonlinear least-squares
setting by extending the state-of-the-art solver DFO-LS [6], which only handles the
cases where h = 0 or h is the indicator function of a convex set [22]. Both methods
outperform NOMAD [26] (which implements the mesh adaptive direct search method)
on this problem class.

Code Availability. Both adaptations of DFO-LS are available on Github.?

Structure of paper. We first introduce our variant of [20] in Section 2. Our new
convergence and complexity analysis of this approach is given in Section 3, and we
then explicitly adapt this method to the nonlinear least-squares case in Section 4. We
then describe our smoothing variant of [18] in Section 5. Our approach for calculating
approximate subproblem solutions is given in Section 6, and numerical results are
provided in Section 7.

Notation. We use ||| to be the Euclidean norm of vectors and the operator 2-
norm of matrices, and B(x,A) == {y € R" : |ly —z| < A} to be the closed ball
centered at € R™ with radius A > 0.

2. Algorithmic Framework. In this section, we outline the general model-
based DFO algorithmic framework for (1.1). Our framework follows the structure
given in [9], except the modifications for including a regularization term based on
[20]. We first introduce the first-order criticality measure for (1.1), and then present
our algorithm.

2.1. Criticality Measure. Similar to [7], we linearize f(z) and the argument
of h around any « to give an approximation of ®

(2.1) l(x,s) = f(x) + Vf(x)s+ h(x +s),s € R".
Then we define the quantity

(2.2) U, (x) =1(x,0) — Hrgllliélrl(a:, s).

Following [32], ¥,.(x) is non-negative and continuous for all # € R™, and we say
that «* is a critical point of ® if

(2.3) Uy (z*) = 0.

The condition (2.3) is equivalent to other first-order optimal necessary conditions (see
[32, Lemma 2.1] or the discussion in [7, Section 2|, for example).

However, in the DFO setting, we cannot calculate ¥y because V f is not accessible.
Instead, in our algorithm we follow [14] and approximate f with a model constructed
by interpolation to points near the current iterate. Let xg denote the initial iterate
and suppose that at k-th iteration, we form the model through sampling within a
closed ball B(xy,Ay), where Ay is bounded above by Apax. Our notion of model
accuracy is the following [14]:

2From https://github.com /yanjunliu-regina/dfols and https://github.com/khflam/dfols/. See
Section 7.1 for details of both implementations.
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DEFINITION 2.1. A model py € C* for f € C! is fully linear in B(xy, Ag) if for
any y € B(xy, Ag),
(24) [ (y) = Pr(y)] < retAR,
(2.5) IVf(y) = Vo)l < KegAr,

where ket and keg are independent of y, T and Ay.

The local fully linear model py (for f) induces an approximate criticality measure
below, where in (2.1) we replace V f with Vpy, as used in [20].

DEFINITION 2.2. Given a continuously differentiable model py, : R® — R for f,
for each x € R™ we define

(2.6) l(x,s) = f(x)+ Vpr(x)Ts + h(zx + s),s € R,
and for all r > 0, we define
(2.7) n(x) = I(z,0) — Hgl”igr I(z,s).

We choose 1, as the approzimate criticality measure for our algorithm. When
h = 0, this n; reduces to ||gx|| as expected, and when h = I is an indicator function
for a convex set C, 1; reduces to the approximate criticality measure chosen in [22].

Fortunately, if py is a fully linear model for f, the error between the true criticality
measure ¥y and our approximation 7; is controlled.

LEMMA 2.3. Suppose that f € C' and h is continuous. Assume that py : R® — R
is a fully linear model of f with respect to constant kes and keg on the ball B(xy, Ay).
Then

(2.8) W1 (y) = m(y)| < KegAr,
for any y € B(xy, Ay).
Proof. This proof is based on [20, Theorem 1]|. Take any y € B(xy, Ag). Since
pi is a fully linear model of f on B(xy, Ay), it follows from (2.5) that
(2.9) V() = Vpr(y)ll < Fegg-

Since I(y, s) is continuous with respect to s on B(0,1) , consider § € B(0,1) such
that

(2.10) min I(y,s) = (y, §).

Isll<1
Then from (2.2), (2.7) and (2.9), it follows that
Uy (y) — = (1(y,0) — min ! — ((y,0) — min I
) = () = (1.0) = i 105.9)) ~ (1.0 i T.9)).

= min Z(y,s) — min I(y, s),

isli<1 lisli<1

= min I(y,s) —1(y,3),

<I(y,3) - l(y,3),

= (Vp(y) = V£(y)"3,

<|[IVp(y) = VW)l
(2.11) < KogAg.
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Similarly, considering § € B(0,1) such that

(2.12) min I(y, s) = l(y, 5),

llsli<1

We obtain the inequality

(2.13) m(y) — Vi(y) < FegAy.

Hence, combining (2.11) and (2.13), we conclude that (2.8) holds. d

2.2. Main Algorithm. Our algorithm for solving (1.1) is based on a trust-
region framework [13]. At each iteration, we construct a model my, to approximate
our objective function ® around the current iterate xj, and in particular within a
trust region B(xy, Ag). Then we find a tentative new point xy, + s by approximately
solving the trust-region subproblem

(2.14) Sk A~ arg min mg(xy + 8).
IslI<Ak

We measure the sufficient decrease in the objective function using the ratio

(I)(:Bk) — <I>(wk =+ Sk)
mg () — my(xy + s)’

(2.15) Ry =

which is used to determine the next iterate x;; and update the trust region radius
A, > 0. If Ry is sufficiently large, we accept this step (i.e. @ry1 = @ + Sk)
and increase Ay, otherwise we reject this step (i.e. xpy1 = xx) and decrease Ay if
necessary.

To construct our model, we first take a quadratic approximation py for f

1
(2.16) f(@p+8) ~ pr(ze + 8) = fx) +gf s+ §8THkS,

for some choices g, € R™ and Hj € R™"*™. We can then construct our model my, for
P as

(2.17) D(xy, + 8) = my(xy + 8) = pr(xk + 8) + h(zk + 8).

This construction relies on our assumption that the regularizer h is known and easy
to evaluate. We note the similarity between (2.17) and the more general model used
for composite nonsmooth optimization in [20].

In practice, the model p; is constructed using the techniques from [15]: we
maintain a set of interpolation points Y containing x,, and approximate g and
Hj, by enforcing the interpolation conditions

(2.18) f) =pr(y), YyeYs.

This model construction allows pi to be fully linear provided Y} satisfies certain
geometric conditions:

DEFINITION 2.4. Let {Aq(x),..., Ay, ()} be the set of Lagrange polynomials for
Yi. For some A > 1, Yy, is A-poised in some ball B(x,A) if Y, C B(x,A) and

2.19 A < A.
(2.19) e [A(y)] <
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Algorithm 2.1 DFO-LSR: a model-based DFO method for (1.1).

Input: Starting point &y € dom h and the initial trust-region radius A:)“it > 0.

Parameters: maximum trust-region radius Apax > Aior'“ with Apax > 1, trust region radius scaling
factors 0 < Ydgec < 1 < Yine < Fine and 0 < a1 < ag < 1, criticality constants ec, u > 0, acceptance
thresholds 0 < 81 < B2 < 1, trust region subproblem constant ¢ := min {17 A2 } /2, safety constants

max
0 < ws < 1and 0 < 75 < 2e3c1/(1 + /14 2e3c1), poisedness constant A > 1, accuracy level
0<e; <l,es>0and 0<esz <1.

1: Build an initial interpolation set Yy of size n + 1, with &g € Yy. Set pé)“it = A:Jni“‘
2: for k=0,1,2,... do N o
3: Given xj, and Y}, solve the interpolation problem in (2.18) to get J,‘J"t and build the model m‘k"“t
in (2.17).
4: Compute 7™ (xy) = I (2, 0) — "™ (xy, d,), where
(2.20) dj, ~ arg min '™ (x4, d),
llaf<1
and
(2.21) ™ (zy, d) = f(zr) + (97T d + h(z, + d).
Here dj, is calculated approximately so that the approximate estimate ﬁif‘it(wk) satisfies
(2.22) ™ (@r) =T (@) < min{(1 - en)ec, e288""}
5: if 7' (zy,) < e1ec then
6: Criticality Phase: using Algorithm 2.2, modify Y3 and find Ay, < Ai,:" and 77; (@) such that
Y}, is A-poised in B(zk, Ak), A < pfy (2x) and 01 (k) — 7, (25) < e2Ak. Set pr = min(pi™*, Ay).
7 else
8: Set my = miMt Ay = Al oy = p and 77y () = T (2)
9: end if
10: Approximately solve (2.14) to get a step sy, satisfying ||si|| < Ag, m(xr + sk) < my (k) and
_ . 71 (T
(2.23) my(xK) — mp (e + Si) > ezc1; () min ¢ Ay, # .
max{l, HHk”}
11: Calculate 74 := min {7, (ex)/(|lgr|| + Ln), 1}.
12: if ||skl| < Tkyspr then N
13: Safety Phase: Set i1 = @) and A’k"_;_tl = max{pk,wsAk}, and form Yji1 by making Yi
A-poised in B(®y41, Aiknfl).
14: If ARG = pr, set (py%, AY) = (1 pk, az2pr), otherwise set pity = pp.
15: goto Line 2.
16: end if
17: Evaluate f(xr + si) and calculate ratio Ry in (2.15)
18: Accept /reject step and update trust region radius: set
e +s, Ry > b1, . IIlin(HlaX('YincAk7;/inc HSkH)vAmax)a Ry > B2,
Thgr =4 Ry < fu and ALY = { max(vdaec Ak, [|skll, pr), B1 < Ry, < Ba,
' max(min(vdaec Ak, |8k )/ Tk, k), Ry < B1.
19:  if Ry > f1 then B
20: Form Yi41 = Yi U{@r4+1} \ {y+} for some y; € Yi and set p'knjrtl = k.
21: else if Y} is not A-poised in B(zy, Ar) then
22: Model Improvement Phase: Form Yjy; by making Y, A-poised in B(mk+1,Aik“}r°1) and set
PR = Pk
23: else [Ry, < 1 and Y}, is A-poised in B(xg, Ay)]
24: Unsuccgssful Phase: Set Yi41 = Yj, and if A’,V,"J’rtl = pk, set (p};’J‘r‘l,A’kﬂtl) = (1pk, @2pk),
otherwise set pl%y = pi.
25: end if
26: end for

Intuitively, the set Y has ‘good geometry’ if Yy is A-poised with a small A. The
exact form of interpolation used to construct py is left open for now, and will be
revisited in the context of regularized nonlinear least-squares problems in Section 4.
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For now, in light of the techniques given in [15, Chapter 6] we simply assume the
existence of procedures which can verify whether or not a set Y}, is A-poised, and if it
is not, add and remove points from Y} until it becomes A-poised.

Remark 2.5. If py is a linear model, the techniques from [22, Section 4] allow
Definition 2.4 to be weakened to only maximizing over y € B(x,A) N C in (2.19)
for any closed convex set C' with nonempty interior. In our case, we might take
C = dom h, for example.

Our main algorithm for solving (1.1) is presented in Algorithm 2.1. The overall
structure is based on DFO-GN [9, Algorithm 1], which is designed for nonlinear least-
squares minimization (c.f. Section 4). Motivated by the practical performance of
DFO-GN, we keep important algorithmic features not present in other similar methods
(e.g. [15, Chapter 10]) such as the safety phase and the maintenance of a lower bound
pr. on the trust region radius Ag.

In particular, we extend the safety phase from DFO-GN (which originates in [29]),
which provides a way to detect insufficient decrease generated by the step size ||sg]|
before evaluating f(xr) and Ry (2.15). Specifically, to accommodate the proof of
Lemma 3.8, we introduce a new variable 75 in the generalized safety phase. This 7
is calculated in line 11 and then used in the entry condition (line 12) and the update
rule for Ay (lines 18 and 24). If h = 0, then 7, = 1 and the generalised safety phase
is equivalent to the original safety phase from DFO-GN.

Of course, we also use our new criticality measure 7 (zy) instead of ||gx|| in DFO-
GN algorithm, just as in [20]. Unfortunately, to calculate the value of n; (2 ), we need
to solve a minimization subproblem as defined in (2.7). So to make our framework
practical, we therefore extend [20] to allow an approximate estimate of 71 (x) up to a
predetermined accuracy level (line 4). Note that if we compute dj, in (2.20) inexactly,
then we automatically have 7, (xr) < m1 (k).

With the nonsmooth term in our model my (2.17), our trust-region subproblem
(2.14) and criticality estimation subproblem (2.20) are not straightforward to solve
to the required accuracy. We discuss this issue further in Sections 4 and 6.

We describe the geometry-improvement step used in the criticality phase below,
which is an adaptation of [9, Algorithm 2|. Compared to Algorithm 2.1, the criticality
measure is evaluated approximately up to a different accuracy in line 5.

3. Convergence and Complexity Analysis. Throughout this section, we
consider the following standard assumptions:

ASSUMPTION 3.1. The function f (1.1) is bounded below by fiow and continuously
differentiable in the convexr hull of B = UpB(xk, Amax), where Vf is Ly ¢-Lipschitz
continuous in B.

ASSUMPTION 3.2. h: R™ — R is convex and possibly nonsmooth. We also assume
that h(x) is bounded below by hiow and Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant
Ly in domh.

We also need the assumption that the model Hessians are uniformly bounded
above for the trust-region subproblem (2.14).

ASSUMPTION 3.3. There exists kg > 1 such that | Hg|| < kg — 1 for all k.

Lastly, we use the below result to link the A-poisedness of Y} with the accuracy
of the model py.

LEMMA 3.4. If Assumption 3.1 holds and Yy is A-poised in B(xy, Ay), then pg
is a fully linear model for f.
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Algorithm 2.2 Geometry-Improvement for Criticality Phase

Input: Iterate @y, initial set Y and trust region radius Ai,fit.
Parameters: p > 0, we € (0,1) and poisedness constant A > 0.

1: Set v = v4.

2: for i=1, 2, ... do

3: Form Ylsi) by modifying Yk(i_l) untillit is A—poisgd in B(zy, wé;lAL“it).
4: Solve the interpolation system for Yk(l) to get J](;'), and form mg) in (2.17).
5 Compute nii)(mk) =19 (zy,,0) = D (2, dy), where

(2.24) dy, ~ argmin 'V (zy,, d),

lldll<1
and
7(4) _ (iIN\T
(2.25) M (xg,d) = f(zx) + (g;,7)" d+ h(zx + d).

Here dj, is calculated approximately so that the approximate estimate ﬁ(li)(:ck) satisfies

(2.26) Uib)(ﬂ:k) _ ﬁ(l'i)(mk) < eawiy AR

6:  if w5 AP < 47l (2y) then

T return Yk(z), m](:), A wéflAik"it, 71 (er) <+ ﬁ(ll)(mk).
8: end if

9: end for

Proof. Different versions of this result are applicable depending on the specific
model construction used for pg, e.g. [15, Theorems 2.11 & 2.12 or Theorem 5.4]. When
we specialize to nonlinear least-squares problems in Section 4, this will be given by
Lemma 4.3. 0

3.1. Global Convergence Analysis. The following lemma ensures that unless
the current iterate is a critical point, Algorithm 2.2 for the criticality phase terminates
in finite loops. It also provides a bound for the trust region radius Ay.

LEMMA 3.5. Suppose Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 hold and Vq(xr) > € > 0. Then
for any p > 0 and we € (0,1), the criticality phase in Algorithm 2.2 terminates in
finite time with Yy, A-poised in B(xk, Ag) and Ay < uijy () for any p > 0 and
m(xk) — 7y (k) < eaAg. We also have the bound

wce

3.1 min At ©9C¢
(3.1) ( e

> S Ak S Aiknit.

Proof. This proof is similar to [9, Lemma B.1] except that we allow the inaccurate
estimate of our criticality measure 7;. First, suppose Algorithm 2.2 terminates on
the first iteration. Then Aj = At and the result holds. Otherwise, consider
some iterations ¢ where Algorithm 2.2 does not terminate, that is, where wé?lAik“it >
uﬁgl)(:l:k). Then since mg) is fully linear in B(zy,w? 'AM) from Lemma 2.3 and
(2.26), we have

(3.2) e < Uy (zx) = V() — 0t (2n) + 0i (1)
(3.3)

A

Heng‘Cinknit +ﬁ§l) (wk) + e2wic—1Aiknit

1 ) .
(Fceg + ﬁ + 62) wglA}cn‘t,

IN

(3.4)
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€

(Keg + 1/ 11+ e2) Alnit”
on iteration i, we must have

or equivalently wé?l >

That is, if termination does not occur

1 o 1 Ainit
(3.5) i<1+ log ( Wes+ /it e2) AT
|log we| €
so Algorithm 2.2 terminates finitely. We also have wglA}ﬁ“it > ;, which
Keg + 1/p + €2
gives (3.1). |

Next, we show that having a fully linear model py for f guarantees a condition
similar to (2.4) for our full (nonsmooth) model my, (2.17).

LEMMA 3.6. Suppose Assumptions 3.1, 3.2 and 3.8 hold. If py is a fully linear
model of f on the ball B(xy, Ay), then
(36) \@(a:k -+ Sk) — mk(:ck + Sk)| < /{CfAi.

Proof. From (2.23), s, must be calculated such that xy + s, € domh. Since
xg € dom h by definition, we must have x) € domh for all k. Hence by definition of
$ and my we have

(3.7) Oz, + si) — muy (@ + sk) = f(@k + 88) — Pe(@k + 8k)
and the result follows from (2.4). 0

In Algorithm 2.1, if the safety phase is not called, we say an iteration is ‘successful’
if Ry > (1 and ‘very successful’ if Ry > fa.

LEMMA 3.7. Suppose Assumptions 3.1, 3.2 and 3.8 hold. If py is a fully linear
model of f on the ball B(xy, Ay), and

1 1-
(3.8) Ay, Smin{,w}m(wk),
RH Ref
then, the k-th iteration is either very successful or the safety phase is called.
Proof. This proof is based on [14, Lemma 5.3]. Since |Hg| < kg and Ay <
71 (k)
RH

, it follows from Lemma 6.2 that

mg () — mg(xr + sk) > esc17; () min {Ak,

71 (zk)
max {1, ||Hk||}}

Th(mk)}

KH

> e3c17; (@) min {Ak,

= 6301ﬁ1(mk)Ak.
Then, applying Lemma 3.6, we obtain

(me(xx) — mi(@k + si)) — (P(xr) — P(xk + 8k)) ‘
mk(a}k) — mk(mk —+ Sk)
. |<b(wk + Sk) — mk(wk —+ Sk)|
 mk(xk) — me(x + s
Kot Ak
~ ezaly (k)
<1-—ps,

|1—Rk| =
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ezcy (1 — 52)%(5%).

where we use the fact that Ay < Hence, Ry > ps2, and by

Ref
Algorithm 2.1, the safety phase is called if ||sk|| < Txvspr, otherwise the iteration k
is very successful. ]

The next lemma provides a lower bound for the trust region step size ||s||, which
will be used later to determine that the safety phase is not called under appropriate
assumptions. It is based on [9, Lemma 3.6] but with more work required to handle
the non-standard assumption on the trust-region subproblem decrease (2.23).

LEMMA 3.8. Suppose Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 hold. Then the step sy satisfies

. 7y (xk)
. > _
(3.9) Iskll CQ’Tkmll’l{Ak, aX{1,||Hk}}’

9 _
where ¢g == %4 (k) 1}.

1+ 14 2es3cq Hng-i-Lh7
Proof. Let hy = max{||Hg||,1} > 1. Since mg(xr) — my(xr + sx) > 0 by
Algorithm 2.1, it follows that

<1 and 1 = min{

(3.10) mg(xr) — mg(xk + sK) = \mk(mk) — my(xK + si)|
1
(3.11) = g,zsk + 53;‘:Hksk — h(xk) + h(xg + sg)
T L r
(3.12) < |9k 81+ 58k Hysy| + |h(zr) — h(zk + s1)
hy,
(3.13) <llgkll - lIskll + 5 Iskl|> + Ly, || sk -

Substituting this into (2.23), we have
1 +L n(x . 7 (x
(3.14) 3 lIskll® + 7”gk|/|1 h skl — esca mi(z k) min {Ak, 771](1 k)} > 0.
k k k

Define C{ = (||gk|| + Ln)/hi and C} = 7, (xx)/hi. For (3.14) to be satisfied, we
require that ||sx|| is no less than the positive root of the left-hand side of (3.14), which
gives the inequality below

263C10}Z
O,g + \/(02)2 + 26301(02)2
Note that 7, = min{C}'/C{,1}. If 7, > 1, i.e., C}) > C}, from (3.15),

(3.15) skl =

min {Ag, C/'}

2636102
C]Z + \/(02)2 + 26361(02)2
26381 .
3.16 = Ay, C)
(3.16) TV o0 min {Ay, C'}

On the other hand, if 7, < 1, that is, C} < CY, it follows from (3.15) that
26301C]‘Z (CQ/C]Z)

CY +V/(C))? + 2e3¢1(CF)?

2esc1 (C}/CF)

1+ 1+ 2e3c;

lskll = min {Ay, C}/}

min {Ay, C}'}

skl >

(3.17) = min {Ag, C}'}.
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Combining (3.16) and (3.17),

s H>2€3¢
MU= 1T VT T 263

Then we can recover (3.9) from the definition of hy, C} and c;. We conclude by
noting ¢y < 1 since e3 < 1 and ¢; < 1/2. a

(3.18) min {Ag, '},

A
LEMMA 3.9. In all iterations, n1(xy) > 7i(xg) > min{elec,k}, Also, if
I
Uy (x) > €> 0, then

€
3.19 xr) > N(xk) > €, ' =min< ejec, ————— > > 0.
319 o) = ml) > o = min{ac )

Proof. Firstly, since ny (xx) > 7, (), if the criticality phase is not called, then we

must have n;(x) > 7 (xr) = 72 (x1) > erec. Otherwise, we have Ay < i, (xx) <
_ : Ay

y (x). Hence, m(wx) > 7 () > min {c Ael

The proof of (3.19) follows from [15, Lemma 10.11] except that we must take
into account the inaccuracy when computing 7j; (xr). We first suppose that the
criticality phase is not called. Then 7 (xx) = 7"%(z1) > ejec and hence (3.19)
holds. Otherwise, the criticality phase is called and my is fully linear in B(xy, Ag)
with Ap < p7j; (k). In this case, applying Lemma 2.3, we obtain

(3.20) Vi(zy) = Vi(xk) — m(xx) +m(zk)
(3.21) < Keg Ak + T (zk) + e2Ag
(3.22) < (Keg + €2) iy () + 71 (k)

> ¢
1+ ("feg +e2)p

LEMMA 3.10. Suppose that Assumption 3.1, Assumption 3.2 and Assumption 3.3
hold. If Wy (xy) > € >0 for all k, then pr > pmin > 0 for all k, where

Since ¥y (xy) > €, then 7, () and (3.19) holds. d

(3.23)

—1
. ini (el C2Ydec¥1€g C27Ydec¥1 Ref
min = min { A, , , Keg + ————— +e €.
P { O heg + 1/ + €2 2kH 2 ( £ escr(l — Be) 2

Proof. This proof is similar to [9, Lemma 3.8]. To find a contradiction, suppose
that k(0) is the first & such that pr < pmin. That is, we have

(3:24) pg™ = po = P > p1 2+ 2 Pi5)1 2 Pr(0)-1 = Pmin and (o) < Pmin-
We first claim that
(3.25) Pr(©0) = PI0) < Pmin-

To see this, note that we have either pyg) = p'}f(ig) or pi(0)y = Ag(o) from Algorithm 2.1.
In the former case, (3.25) holds trivially. In the latter, using Lemma 3.5 and (3.24),
we have that

(3.26)

. init wce . init wee
pmin > Ai(o) 2 min (Ak«»’ n+1/u+> =i (Pkww +1/u+> |
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wcee
freg + 1/ + €2
Since pmin < A = pg* by Algorithm 2.1, we must have k(0) > 0 and py)—1 >

Pmin > pikn(ig). This reduction in p can only happen from a safety step or an unsuccessful

Since pmin < , then we conclude that (3.25) holds.

step, and in both cases, we have pik“(ig) = a1pp)—1- Therefore, pro)—1 < pmin/a1.

Also, by Lemma 3.8, Lemma 3.9 and Assumption 3.3, we have

(3.27) | sk)—1| = c2Ti(0)—1 min {Ak(o)—h ;Z} :

If we have a safety step, we know

Tk(0)—17S
(3.28) Hsk(o)qu < Tr(0)—17YSPr(0)-1 < (ikillpmilr

Combining (3.27) and (3.28), it follows from the assumption yg < ¢o in Algorithm 2.1
that

(3.29) min{Ak(o)_l, 69} < J5Pmin . Pmin,
Ry Co(Xq (03]

Since pmin/a1 < €27Vdec€q/(2kH) < €g/KmH, then min{Ak(O),l,eg/HH} = Ap0)-1-
Hence in (3.27), | 3k(0)—1|| > CoTh(0)—1Dk(0)—1 > Tr(0)—17SPk(0)—1 , Which contradicts
our assumption that the safety step is called. Therefore, the iteration k(0) — 1
must be an unsuccessful step. To obtain reduction in p, the update rule of A}Cn(ig)
in Algorithm 2.1 implies that

(3.30) Yaee ||$k)—1 ] < min {vaceAro)-1: | Sk0)-1]} < Tro)—1PK0)-1-

Therefore, Hsk(o)—ln < Tk(O)—l’Yd_elcpk(O)—l < Tk(o)_lfyd_elcal_lpmin. From this, (3.27)
together with (3.23), we have

. €g Pmin
min Ak(o),l,— <
KH €2Ydec®1

2,Dmin
C2Ydec1

-1
. € Ref
3.31 < min g,(lic++6) €p.
(3:31) { KH e eei(1—fa) -

Then min {Ak(o)—l, eg/nH} = Ag(o)—1- From this and Lemma 3.9, we obtain
(3.32)

—1 7
Kef € 771(9%(0)71)
Apior_1 < — < 4 d Ay <L < 278077
KO = (Heg * esci(1l — fBa) e2> o KO = ey = KH

Now suppose that

escy(1 —
(3.33) Apy-1 > %{M@(wk(o)fl)-

From Algorithm 2.1, regardless of the call of the criticality phase, we have

(3.34) M (ZTr0)—1) — T (Tr(0)—1) < €28k 0)-1-
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Then using Lemma 2.3 and (3.33) we have

(3.35) € < Vi(zr0)-1) = Yi(®r0)-1) — M (Tr0)—1) + M (Tr(0)-1)
(3.36) < KegAr(0)—1 + M (Tr(0)—1)
(3.37) < (Keg + €2)Ar0y)—1 + M1 (Tr(0)—1)
Ref
3.38 < | Keg+ ————~ +e2 | Agoy—_1,
( ) ( g 6301(1 — 52) 2) k(0)—1

contradicting (3.32). That is, (3.33) is false and so together with (3.32), we have
(3.8). Note that pjp()—1 is a fully linear model of f in the unsuccessful step, then
Lemma 3.7 implies that iteration k(0) — 1 is not an unsuccessful step, which leads to
a contradiction. O

Remark 3.11. The proof of Lemma 3.10 fixes a small error in the proof of [9,
Lemma 3.8]: When deriving a bound for the step size Hsk(o)_l || at iteration k(0) — 1
which is either a safety step or an unsuccessful step, the first inequality in (3.14) of
[9, Lemma 3.8| should be max(’ys,’ygci)/)k(o)_1 instead of min(wg,%;clc)ﬂk(o)_l. This
affects the bound of Ayg)—1 in (3.16) of [9, Lemma 3.8]. Setting 74,)—1 = 1 in our
proof, we follow the same approach as [9] to conclude that the safety step is not called.
To deal with the case of an unsuccessful step, we adjust the constant in the expression
of pmin so that we can bound Aj)—; in (3.31) similar to (3.16) in [9, Lemma 3.8|.
After these corrections, the result in [9, Lemma 3.8| remains unchanged except that
Pmin has a different expression

—1
. ini wee €2VdecM1€g  C2YdecV1 2Kef
. t g
Pmin = MIN (A:)nl 5 Reg + ﬁ €l,
1

"keg +1/p 2kp 2 1—m

which does not affect any of the results proved later in [9].

Our convergence results below are based on [15, Chapter 10]. Moreover, we
consider the possibility of safety phases and maintenance on pj as presented in [9].
However, we use a different criticality measure ¥; and its inaccurate estimation 7, in
our proofs. The following lemma proves the Lipschitz continuity of ¥y, which allows
us to follow the convergence analysis in [15, Chapter 10]. Note that when h is chosen
to be an indicator function of a convex set, this lemma is equivalent to [8, Theorem
3.4].

LEMMA 3.12. Suppose that Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 hold. Then ¥ is Lipschitz
continuous in dom h. That is, for all x,y € domh,

(3.39) W1(z) = Vi (y)| < Lo flz -yl ,

where constant Ly = Ly + 2Ly,.
Proof. Take any z,y € dom h. From (2.2), we have

(3.40) Vi) ~ Va(y) = h(@) — h(y) + min [VF(y)"s +h(y + )]
(3.41) - Hrsrﬁi;ll[Vf(:c)Ts + h(x + s)].

Since V f and h are continuous by Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2, applying the Weierstrass
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Theorem, there exists s, s, € B(0,1) N domh such that

(3.42) HH‘IIIEI Vix) s+ hlx+s)=Vf(x) s, +hz+s,),
(3.43) Hr811H<1Vf( y)'s+hy+s)=VIy) s, +h(y+s,).

Plugging them into (3.40), we obtain

Wy(@) — Wi(y) = hlw) — hiy) + (T ()5, + hly + 5,)
( f(®) sy + h(z + 84))
(x) = h(y) + V(@) sy + hy +5,) = V(@) 80— h(y + s5)
+ (Vf(y) — V@) s+ by +52) — hiz + 5,)
< |h(@) — h(y)| + |(V/ () = V(@) 5.

< (Lvs +2Lp) = -yl

+[h(y + 8z) — h(x + 54)]

In the first inequality, we use the triangle inequality and the fact that s, is a minimizer
of (3.43). The last line follows from Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2, and ||s; ||, [|sy]| < 1.
Since we can interchange the role of  and vy in the above argument, ¥, is Lipschitz
continuous in dom h with Lipschitz constant Ly + 2Lj. 0

The following convergence results consider the case when the number of successful
iterations is finite.

LEMMA 3.13. Suppose that Assumptions 3.1, 3.2 and 3.8 hold. If there are finitely
many successful iterations, then limg_oo A =0 and limy oo ¥y (x) = 0.

Proof. Let us consider iterations that come after the last successful iteration k.
From Algorithm 2.1 and Lemma 3.5, we know that we can have either one model-
improving phase or finite many (uniformly bounded by an integer N) iterations of
Algorithm 2.2 in the criticality phase before the model is modified to be fully linear.
Therefore, we have an infinite number of iterations where the model is fully linear.
That is, there are infinitely many iterations that are either safety or unsuccessful steps.
In either case, the trust region radius is reduced by a factor max{as,ws, Vdec} < 1.
Since Ay is increased only in successful iterations, then A, converges to zero. For
each iteration k > kg, let i denote the index of the first iteration after ky for which
pr is a fully linear model for f. Since Ay is reduced in Algorithm 2.2, then as k — oo,

(3.44) ler — i, || < NA — 0.
Note that we can rewrite ¥; and apply the triangle inequality to obtain

Uy (zr) < [Vi(2r) — Wiz + [Vi(zi,) — m(e )| + (i) — 70 (20,)] + 71 (24,)
(3.45) < Ly [lzk — @iy || + KegAiy + €2, + 71 (x4,.),

which follows from Lemma 3.12, Lemma 2.3 and the approximation error of 7; given
by Algorithm 2.1. We observe that 7, (x;,) — 0 as k — oo. Otherwise, (3.8) holds
for sufficiently large k£ and then by Lemma 3.7, iteration k& must be a safety phase.
However, when & is large enough, Lemma 3.8 implies that ||sg|| > comp A > TysAg,0

LEMMA 3.14. Suppose that Assumptions 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 hold. Then we have
limg_y oo Ag = 0 and hence limy_, o pr, = 0.
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Proof. This proof is similar to [15, Lemma 10.9]. Let S denote the set of successful
iterations. When |S| < oo, this follows from Lemma 3.13. Now we consider the case
when S is infinite. For any k& € S, we have

(3.46) <I>(:1:k) — (I’(:E;H_l) > ﬁl [mk(ask) — mk(mk + Sk)]
Applying Lemma 6.2, Lemma 3.9 and Assumption 3.3, we obtain that
min {ejec, Ax/p} }

KH

(3.47) ®(xr) — P(xk41) > Pfrescr min{ejec, Ay /p} min {Akv

Since S is infinite and ® is bounded below by Assumption 3.2, then the left hand
side of (3.47) converges to 0. Thus, limges Ar = 0. Let k& ¢ S be the index of
an iteration after the first successful iteration, and let s; denote the index of the
last successful iteration before k. Since the trust region radius can be increased only
during a successful iteration, and only by a factor of at most iy, then Ay < A, .
Since s € S, then A;, — 0 as k — 0 and hence Ay — 0 for k ¢ S. Therefore,
limg_, oo Ag = 0. It follows immediately from the fact pr < Ay that limg_, o, pr = 0.0

LEMMA 3.15. Suppose that Assumptions 3.1, 3.2 and 8.3 hold. Then

(3.48) lim inf ¥4 (x) = 0.
k—oo

Proof. Assume for contradiction that there is a constant e > 0 such that ¥y (xx) >
€ for all k. In this case, by Lemma 3.10, we have that Ag > pr > pmin > 0 for all k,
contradicting Lemma 3.14. 0

THEOREM 3.16. Suppose that Assumptions 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 hold. Then

(3.49) lim Uy (z;,) = 0.
k—o0

Proof. This proof is based on [15, Theorem 10.13] and [9, Theorem 3.12]. Let S
and M denote the set of successful and model-improving iterations, respectively. Our
theorem holds when |S| < oo by Lemma 3.13. Assume, for the purpose of establishing
a contradiction, that there exists a subsequence {¢;} € S of successful iterations such
that

(3.50) Uy (xy,) > 2> 0,

for some € > 0 and for all v. From Lemma 3.15, we know that for each ¢;, there exists
a first successful iteration [; > ¢; such that ¥y (x;,) < e. Now we consider iterations
whose indices are in the set K defined by

(3.51) K= J{keN:t; <k <L},

i€N
where t; and [; belong to the two subsequences defined above. Therefore, for every
k € K, we have ¥;(x;) > €. By Lemma 3.9, 7j;(xx) > ¢4 > 0 for k € K. From

Lemma 3.14, limg_,oo A = 0. Therefore, Lemma 3.8 implies that ||sg|| > comiAr >
Tk Ys Ay if k is sufficiently large.

(3.52) e, — 2| <D e — il = Y lze—@enl < Y Ax
k=t; k=t; k=t;
ke keKNS keKNS
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For each k € KNS, using 7; (xx) > €, and Assumption 3.3, we obtain

(3.53) b(zr) — Q(xpt1) > Prlm(xr) — me(xy + si)]
(3.54) > Prezciny (xx) min {Ak, M}
(3.55) > f1ezc1€, min {Ak, L }

K

Since limg_,00 Ag = 0 by Lemma 3.14, then min{Ay, ¢;/ky } = Ay, for k large enough.
Thus,

(3.56) Ak < G [@(er) ~ Dlar)
1€3C1€¢4

Combining (3.52) and (3.56), we have

l;—1
o -l < 3 o [B(@) — Blae)
g9

kelms
1 l;i—1
= Bresercy g[%w D))
kek
1
o = Bregore, (@) — (@)

Since @ is bounded below by Assumption 3.2 and the sequence {®(xx)} is monotone
decreasing, then the right hand side of (3.57) converges to zero. Therefore,

(3.58) lim ||z, — x,|| = 0.
1—00

However, from Lemma 3.12, we have that |Uq(xy,) — ¥1(xy,)| < Ly ||, — @
as ¢ — oo. This contradicts our construction of subsequences {t;} and {l;} that
Uq(xy,) — Yi(x;,) > € > 0. By the principle of contradiction, we conclude that
1imk_>oo \Ill(:ltk) =0. 0

3.2. Worst-Case Complexity. Now we study the worst-case complexity of
Algorithm 2.1 following the approach of [9]. We bound the number of iterations and
objective evaluations until ¥, (x)) < €, where the existence of bounds is guaranteed by
Lemma 3.15 for each optimality level e. Let i, be the last iteration before ¥y (x; 1) <
e for the first time. We classify all iterations until iteration i, (inclusive) into five types
with descriptions and symbols below:

1. Criticality Iteration (C;_): the set of criticality iterations k < i.. Moreover,
we collect all iterations in C;, where Ay is not reduced into a set Cij‘e/[ . That is,
Ciff is the set of the first iteration of every call of Algorithm 2.2. We denote
the remaining iterations in C;_ by CY = C;, —CM.
2. Safety Iteration (S;_): the set of iterations k < i where the safety phase is
called.
3. Successful Iteration (S): the set of successful iterations k < ..
4. Model Improvement Iteration (M;_): the set of iterations k < i, where the
model improvement phase is called.
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5. Unsuccessful Iteration (U4;_): the set of unsuccessful iterations k < i..
We first count the number of iterations up to iteration i, that are successful in the
following lemma.

LEMMA 3.17. Suppose that Assumptions 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 hold. Then

q)(iL'o) - flow - hlow
presca

-2 -1 -1
max{/iHeg 1 €g pmin},

(3.59) S,

<

where €4 is defined in (3.19) and pmin in (3.23).
Proof. For all k € S;_, by Lemma 6.2 and Assumption 3.3, we have that

CD) } .

(3.60) ‘I)(:Bk) — @(ka) > 01 [mk(O) - mk(sk)] > Prescimy (wk) min {Ak, s

From Lemma 3.9 and Lemma 3.10, 7, (®%) > € and Ag > pi > pmin for any k > ..
This means

) €
(3.61) O(x) — P(xp41) > Pfresciegmin {pmin, HZ} .

Summing (3.61) over all k € S;_, and noting that fiow + hlow < P(x) < P(x), We
obtain

(362) (I)(iBo) - flow - hlow > |Sze

€
. g
B1escieg min {pmina } ;
KH

from which (3.59) follows. |

LEMMA 3.18. Suppose that Assumption 3.1, Assumption 3.2 and Assumption 3.3
hold. Then we have the bounds

1 _in 1 Ainit
(3.63) ICY | + | Fi | + |the,| < 1S, | - e tine log( } )
‘ llogasz| = [logas| Prmin
(3.64) ICM| < |Fi | +|Si | + |t |,
(3.65) IMi | < [CM]+[CY| + | Fi | +1Sic| + Us. |,

where az = max{we, ws, Ydec, ¥2} < 1 and pmin s defined in (3.23).
Proof. See the proof of [9, Lemma 3.14]. |

Following [9], we make an additional assumption below, which can be easily
satisfied by appropriate choices of parameters in Algorithm 2.1.

AssUMPTION 3.19. The algorithm parameter ec satisfies etec = cze for some
constant cg > 0.

THEOREM 3.20. Suppose Assumptions 3.1, 8.2, 8.8 and 3.19 hold. Then the
number of iterations i. until Uy (x; 1) < € is at most

4((1)(:1}0) - flow - hlow) (1 + 10g Yinc ) max{ RH 1 1 }

Biesci | log a3

c3e?’ cqcse?’ ey Alrite

(3.66) {

(3.67) max {0, log (Af*c;'e™!) }J )

+7
| log a3
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where ¢4 = min{eicz, 1/(1 + (keg + €2)pt)} and
(3.68)

-1
. we C2C4Ydec¥1 C27Ydec1 Ref
Cy = Iin Reg + ————— + e .
E {fieg—i-l/,u—&—eg’ 26 2 < E T eser(1— B) 2) }

Proof. From Assumption 3.19 and the definition of ¢, in (3.19), we have ¢, =
cq€. Then ppin defined in (3.23) can be rewritten as ppin = min {A{)“it, C5e}. Using
Lemma 3.18, the total number of iterations can be bounded by

(3.69) e = G|+ [CI]] + 1 Ficl + 185, + [ M| + [ths,
(3.70) <2(|cM+|CY| + | Fi | + IS | + [th:.))
(3.71) <2|C| +4(|1Fi | +1Si |+ [t ])
(3.72) <4a(|c! | + |1 Fil + thi,]) + 418,
(3.73) <4|S;, <1+ 10”“) P log (Abmt).
|log a3 |log a3 Pmin
Therefore, (3.66) follows from this and Lemma 3.17. d

COROLLARY 3.21. Suppose Assumptions 3.1, 3.2, 8.8 and 3.19 hold. For € €
(0,1], the number of iterations i. until Ui(x; 11) < € for the first time is at most
O(kpK2e™?), where kg := max(Kef, Keg) -

Proof. We note that c; ' = O(keg) = O(k4) from Theorem 3.20.
(3.74) 65_1 =0 (max {neg, fichl, Kef + Heg}) = O(kgkq).
To leading order in (3.66), the number of iterations is
(3.75) O (max{rxpcy*,cyles e ?) = O (kurie ?),
as required. 0

4. Adaptation to Regularized Nonlinear Least-Squares. We now consider
the specific case of regularized nonlinear least-squares problems, where (1.1) becomes

(4.1) min @(z) i= f(z) + h(w) = 3 |r(@)? + h(e),

for some function r : R®™ — R™. As above, we assume that r is continuously

_ Ori(=z)

differentiable with Jacobian [J(x)]; ; = but these derivatives are not accessible.

BIDJ'
ASSUMPTION 4.1. r(x) is continuously differentiable and its Jacobian is Lipschitz
continuous with Lipschitz constant Ly in the convex hull of B = UrB(xk, Amax)-

Furthermore, r(x) and J(x) are uniformly bounded in B, i.e. |[r(x)] < rmax and
|J()]| < Jmax for all x € B.

Note that Assumption 4.1 (taken from [9, Assumption 3.1]) automatically gives
us the smoothness requirements from Section 3.

LEMMA 4.2 (Lemma 3.2, [9]). If Assumption 4.1 holds, then Assumption 3.1
holds with

(4.2) va = Pmax Ly + J?

max*

and fiow = 0.
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We are now in a position to precisely specify how we construct the model py (2.16)
to be used in my (2.17). Our construction is based on a linear interpolating model
for 7, a derivative-free analog of the Gauss-Newton method [9]. At k-th iteration, the
linear Taylor series of the residual r(x) around x;, is given by

(4.3) r(xr + s) = r(xg) + J(xp)s,

Since J () is not accessible, we maintain a set of n+ 1 interpolation points containing
x, denoted by Yy, := {yo, - , yn} with yo := x, and approximate J(xy) by a matrix
Ji € R™*™ That is, we define my(xx + 8) == r(xg) + Jis, where Ji satisfies the
following interpolation conditions

(4.4) r(ye) = mi(ye), Vi=1,...,n.

The uniqueness of J, is guaranteed once the interpolation directions {y1 —xg, - , Yn—
@y } are linearly independent, and we say that Y} is poised for linear interpolation [15,
Section 2.3]. Our resulting quadratic model py, for f is

(4.5) Pl + ) ~ pele + ) = 3 (e +9)]1°,

and so gi == JIr(zy) and Hy = JIJi in (2.16). Therefore, our full model my, (2.17)
for @ is

(4.6) O(x + s) =~ mp(xr + 8) = pp(xx + 8) + h(zr + ).

In this setting, we now have a specific version of Lemma 3.4 for our model
construction (4.5).

LEMMA 4.3 (Lemma 3.3, [9]). Suppose Assumption 4.1 holds and Yy, is A-poised
in B(xy, Ag). Then pg (4.5) is a fully linear model for f in B(xk, Ay) with
LVf + (IiggAmax + Jmax)2

2
(48) Reg = LVf + ’{ggrmax + ("iggAmax + Jmax)27

(4.7) Ref = Keg + and

where kL, == 1L;(/nC +2) and C = O(y/nA). We also have the bound

eg * T
(49) HHIC” S (Jrl‘f1ax)2 = (nggAmax + JmaX)Z'

We are now in a position to report the convergence and complexity results for
Algorithm 2.1 applied to (4.1).

COROLLARY 4.4. Suppose Assumptions 4.1, 3.2, 3.3 and 3.19 hold, and we run
Algorithm 2.1 with the model my, from (4.6). Then limg oo Y1(xg) = 0. For e €
(0,1], the number of iterations i. until Ui(x; 11) < € for the first time is at most
O(kpr3e™?), where kg = O(n>L%A?), and the number of evaluations of v until i. is
at most O(kprine ?).

Proof. Lemma 4.2 shows Assumption 3.1 holds. Otherwise, we replace Lemma 3.4
with Lemma 4.3 and apply Theorem 3.16 and Corollary 3.21. Our interpolation set
contains n + 1 points, so we require no more than n+ 1 objective evaluations for each
iteration. Thus, the total number of objective evaluations up to iteration i, is O(ni.),
as expected. The result kg = max(Kef, kieg) = O(n*L%A?) follows from Lemma 4.3. O
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The bound (4.9) suggests that ki = O(kq) is a reasonable estimate (even though
it only holds in iterations where py, is fully linear). This would give a final complexity
bound of O(n®e~2) iterations or O(n"e~2) evaluations of r.

Remark 4.5. Regarding the constant C in Lemma 4.3, we point the reader to |9,
Remark 3.20] for a detailed discussion of the dependency of C on n. In particular, the
results from [18] effectively assume C' = O(A) and so report an improved dependency
on n in their final complexity bound. In the case of Corollary 4.4, we would instead
get kg = O(n) and a final complexity bound of O(n3e¢=?) iterations or O(nte~?)
evaluations of r.

Subproblem solutions. Although Algorithm 2.1 is for the general problem (1.1),
the trust-region subproblem (2.14) (where we require a solution with accuracy (2.23))
is now minimizing the sum of a nonconvex quadratic function and nonsmooth convex
regularizer subject to a ball constraint. However, this problem becomes convex in the
nonlinear least-squares case, where my, (4.6) is convex (since Hjy, = J[' Jj is positive
semidefinite).

We also have the convex subproblem of computing the criticality measure (2.20)
to accuracy (2.22) (or (2.24) to accuracy (2.26) in the case of Algorithm 2.2). This is
also convex, requiring the minimization of a linear function plus a nonsmooth convex
regularizer subject to a ball constraint.

We will discuss how both (convex) subproblems can be solved to the desired
accuracy in Section 6.

5. Smoothing-Based Algorithm. We now introduce our second approach for
solving (1.1), based on the smoothing technique from [18]. Here, we introduce a
smoothing parameter 4 > 0 and build an approximation ®7(x) ~ ®(x) with &7
smooth and ®7 — ® as v — 0. For decreasing values of 7y, we approximately minimize
®7 using a DFO method suitable for smooth objectives. This algorithm is summarized
in Algorithm 5.1.

Algorithm 5.1 Smoothing model-based DFO method for (1.1) [18, Algorithm 4.1]

Input: Starting point @y € dom h, initial smoothing parameter o > 0.

Parameters: trust-region termination function d : (0, 00) — (0, c0), smoothing update parameter o €

(0,1).
1: for j =0,1,2,... do
2: Approximately minimize ®7 () starting from @; using a globally convergent DFO trust-region

method, terminating when it reaches minimnum trust-region radius Ajj, < d(v;) and returning
approximate minimizer x; 1.

3: Set vj4+1 = 07;-

4: end for

For Algorithm 5.1 to converge, we require the following properties about the
smoothed function ®7.

ASSUMPTION 5.1. For any v > 0, the function ®7 : R™ — R satisfies:
(a) ®7 has Lo (7y)-Lipschitz continuous gradient for some Lo(y) > 0 and is
bounded below on R™.
(b) For any x € R™, lim,_,g+ ®7(x) = ®(x).
In [18], the sufficient decrease condition in the inner loop (line 2 of Algorithm 5.1)
is required to be based on the ratio

(5.1) Ry = 20 (@) = O (@ 4 sp) — cA
mk(wk) — mk(wk + Sk)
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for some ¢ > 0 and p > 1, which is a slight modification of (2.15).
The global convergence for Algorithm 5.1 is given by the following result.

THEOREM 5.2 (Theorem 4.3, [18]).  Suppose Assumption 5.1 holds, and all
model Hessians used in line 2 of Algorithm 5.1 are uniformly bounded. Then if
lim.,_,o+ d(y) = 0 and lim,_,o+ La(y)d(y) = 0, then lim;_, ||V (x;)| = 0.

We also note that [18, Corollary 4.1| provides a worst-case complexity bound for
Algorithm 5.1 of O(]log(e)|e~?) function evaluations to reach an outer iteration j
with |[V®% (x;)| < O(e) (with constants depending on the dimension n), provided
we choose p = 3/2 in (5.1) and trust-region termination function d(y) = 42, and
Ls(v) = O(1/v) in Assumption 5.1.

5.1. Adaptation to Regularized Least-Squares. We now outline how we
adapt Algorithm 5.1 to the regularized least-squares setting (4.1). Our approach
uses DFO-GN [9, Algorithm 1]—essentially Algorithm 2.1 with A = 0—with modified
interpolation models similar to (4.6).

For the objective ® (4.1), our smoothed approximation will be

(5.2) V(@) = f(@) + MO (@) = S (@) + MO (@),
where
(53) M@= min () + o lle -l |

is the Moreau envelope of h for the parameter p > 0. Note that for a given v, we will
choose a value u(y) for the Moreau envelope parameter. We will use the following
standard properties of M},
LEMMA 5.3. Suppose h satisfies Assumption 3.2. Then for any u > 0, we have:
(a) M}'(x) < h(xz) < M} (x)+ # for all x € dom h.
(b) M} is a convex and differentiable function on domh, and VM}' is Lipschitz
continuous with Lipschitz constant i

Proof. See for example [5, Theorems 6.55, 6.60 & 10.51]. d

From this, we see that our smoothed approximation (5.2) is a suitable choice for
Algorithm 5.1.

LEMMA 5.4. Suppose r satisfies Assumption 4.1 and h satisfies Assumption 3.2.
If p(y) = O(y) as v — 07 then ® (5.2) satisfies Assumption 5.1 with Le(y) =

O(1/y).
Proof. This follows immediately from Assumptions 4.1 and 3.2, together with
Lemmas 4.2 and 5.3. ]

In DFO-GN (called in line 2 of Algorithm 5.1), as in Section 4, we build linear
interpolation models of r(x) of the form

(5.4) r(zr + s) = my(x, + s) = r(xzg) + Jis,

for some Jj, derived from the interpolation conditions (4.4), yielding our model

1
(5.5) DV (x), + 8) = my(Tp +8) = §||mk(azk + .s)||2 + M,’:(V)(wk + s).
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From Lemma 4.3, this model is a fully linear approximation for ®” whenever the
interpolation set used for (4.4) is A-poised, and so all geometry-improving procedures
from DFO-GN can be used here.

It only remains to describe how the trust-region subproblem

1
(5:6) nin (et 8) = ollmi(er+ )+ MET (@ + )
S||IS Ak

is solved, and the choice of p(7y). These are discussed in Section 6.

5.2. Global Convergence. Theorem 5.2 establishes the global convergence of
Algorithm 5.1, but it does not provide any standard first-order optimality results.
We now show that any accumulation point of the x; generated by Algorithm 5.1 is a
Clarke-stationary point of ®.

THEOREM 5.5. Suppose the assumptions of Theorem 5.2 and Lemma 5.4 hold. If

*

x* is any accumulation point of the iterates x; of Algorithm 5.1, then 0 € Oc®(x*).
Proof. From Theorem 5.2, we have Vf(x;) + VM,’:(W)(a:j) — 0, and so since
xj, — x* for some subsequence of iterates and f is continuously differentiable, we

have VM,’:(W’“)(wjk) — =V f(z*). From [23, Theorem 5.5] and u(v;,) — 0, we
conclude that —V f(x*) € Oh(x*). Finally, we have 0c®(x) = V f(x) 4+ 0h(x) from
[11, Corollary 1, p. 39] and the result follows. d

6. Calculating Subproblem Solutions. There are three places where we need
an algorithm to calculate subproblem solutions: the trust-region subproblem (2.14)
in Algorithm 2.1, calculating 77 (xx) in Algorithms 2.1 and 2.2 (in (2.20) and (2.24)
respectively), and the trust-region subproblem (5.6) in the smoothed DFO method
Algorithm 5.1. In the case where Hj, is positive semidefinite, as in the case solving
regularized nonlinear least-squares problems (4.1) (with models (4.6) and (5.5)), this
becomes practical.

In all three cases, our subproblems can be written in the form

(6.1) m{}nG(d) =gld+ %dTHd—&-h(w—Fd) + Ic(d),

where H is positive semidefinite and I¢ is an indicator function for the Euclidean
ball C' := B(0,r). This problem is the sum of a smooth convex function and two
nonsmooth convex functions. To solve this to arbitrary accuracy, we will use S-FISTA
[5, Chapter 10.8], a smoothed version of FISTA.

Using Lemma 5.3, we approximate h by M}’ to obtain a smoothed formulation of
(6.1):

1
(6.2) min Gy, (d) == f(x) + g’d+ 5dTHal + M (z +d) + Ic(d),

for some smoothing parameter p > 0. Defining F),(d) = f(z) + g"d + 3d" Hd +
M}'(z + d), from [5, Theorem 6.60] we have

1
(6.3) VF,(d)=g+ Hd+ ;(w—l—d—proxuh(w—&—d)),

where the proximal operator proxuh() is defined by

zedom

. 1 2
(6.4) prox,;(y) = arg min {h(z) + oM Iz — vl } .
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Note that the proximal operator of I is the (well-defined) Euclidean projection Po
onto the set C'. The S-FISTA algorithm [5, Chapter 10.8.4], specialized to the problem
(6.1) is given in Algorithm 6.1.

Algorithm 6.1 S-FISTA [5, Chapter 10.8.4] for solving (6.1)
Input: smoothing parameter p > 0.

1: Set d’ =y =0, tg =1, and step size L = ||H|| + i

2: for k=0, 1,2, ... do

3: set d"! = Po (y* — $VF,(y"));

14++/1+4t2
4: set tp41 = f’“;

5 compute yFt! = dF+1 + (%) (dF+1 — d*).
6: end for

The following theorem shows that for a given accuracy level €, the smoothing
parameter p and the number of iterations K in Algorithm 6.1 can be chosen carefully
to guarantee optimality € in O(?) iterations.

THEOREM 6.1. Suppose Assumption 3.1, Assumption 3.2 and Assumption 3.8
hold. Consider the set C == {d : ||d|| < r}. Let {d*}1>0 be the sequence generated by
S-FISTA. For an accuracy level € > 0, if the smoothing parameter p and the number
of iterations K are set as

2 2Ly, + /2 [H
n= ¢ and K = 7’( nt H ||€)7
Lp(Ln+ v/ L + 2[|H| €) €

then for any k > K, it holds that G(d*) — G(d*) < €, where d* is in the optimal set
of problem in (6.1).

(6.5)

Li 2 ||H|) into [5, Theorem 10.57]. O

Proof. Substitute (a, 3,T, L) = (1, 3,
6.1. Trust-region subproblem. We are now able to show that Algorithm 6.1
can be used to solve (2.14) for Algorithm 2.1 in the case of nonlinear least-squares

problems (where my, is given by (4.6)). Within Algorithm 6.1, we set r == Ag, g = g,

H = Hj and € == (1 — e3)c17, (xx) min{Ak, %} We use K iterations of
Algorithm 6.1 with smoothing parameter p as per Theorem 6.1. Lemma 6.2 below

shows that this gives us the required decrease (2.23).
LEMMA 6.2. Suppose Assumption 3.2 holds and the step sy is calculated such that

7, (k) }7

. - K < - n . max{1, | Hy|[}
(6.6) my(xk + si) — mi(zr + s5) < (1 — e3)er? (k) min {Ak’ max{1, |Hx||}

where s} is an exact minimizer of (2.14). Then the step si satisfies (2.23) with
1 1

c = 2min{L A?nax}

Proof. This proof follows [19, Lemma 11|, with the main difference being the use
of 7, (xk) instead of Uy (xy).

We begin by defining s as a global minimizer of the subproblem (2.14). Let us
also define 8 to be a global minimizer of [(xy, s) for s € B(0, Ay) (which exists since
h is continuous by Assumption 3.2), and so na, (zr) = (2, 0) — I(xk, §;). Note also
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that since h is convex, we have, for any 6 € [0, 1],
(6.7) h(x+05,) < (1 —0)h(x) + O0h(x + 3k).
Hence, for any 6 € [0, 1], we have

my(xr) — mg(xr + s7)

(6.8) > my (k) — my(xr + 05k)

(6.9) — h(ae) — OVpp (i) 56 — %e%gykgk. — h(@y + 05))

(6.10) > Oh(a) — OVps(e)" 56 — 5 max{L | Hyl[}A26? — Oh( + 51)
(6.11) = G, (i) — 5 mas{L, | Hy[}A76%

Since 6 € [0, 1] was arbitrary, (6.11) is equivalent to
1
(6.12)  my(zx) — mi(@e + s) 2 max {9?7Ak(l’k) — 5 max {1, || Hx[|} AiGZ} :

This is a concave quadratic in 0, with constrained maximizer

. m (k) )
6.13 0* =min ( 1, :
(6.13) ( max{1, || Hy[[} A}

Using this value of 0*, we get

(2, ()] } .

1
14 — *Y > —mi
(6.14) mp(xk) — me(xk + 85) > 5 Wit {Um(ﬂ?k% o (L, | Hnl[] A2

Then |7, Lemma 2.1]® gives

(6.15) my (k) — mr(xrk + 83) > %min{l, Ay} () min {1, min1, A} () } ,

max {1, || H[|} A
If A <1, then (6.15) reduces to

m (k) }
max {1, | Hy|[} ]

If Ay > 1, and noting that Apax > 1 (by assumption in Algorithm 2.1), it follows

1 .
(6.16) mk(xk) - mk(a:k + S;;) > 5771 (:I:k) min {Ak,

from (6.15) and Ay < Apax < A2 that
* 1 . 771(‘7}16')
— > = 1
mk(mk) mk(mk + Sk) > 27]1(:%) mln{ s max{l, ||HkH} Ai
1 . m(zr)
P — A2 — T
> ag e { S
1 . m (k)
6.17 > A, — RS
(047 > ag e {2 IS
Therefore, combining (6.16) and (6.17), since 7j; (xx) < 11 (), we obtain:
* — . ﬁl(wk)
6.18 — > Ay, ———————— .
(6.18) mi(xr) — me(Tk + 83,) > any (@) mlﬂ{ B nax {1, ||Hk|}}
Subtracting (6.6) from (6.18) gives (2.23) as required. 0

3Stating that n,(x) > min{1,7}n;(x) for any r > 0 and = € R"™.
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6.2. Computing criticality measures. When we implement S-FISTA for the
approximate criticality measure 7j; in Algorithm 2.1 (i.e. in (2.20) and (2.24)), we
choose r :=1, g := Vpg(xr) = g, and H := 0 in (6.5). The accuracy level is set to be
¢ = min{(1 — e )ec, e2 AP} in (2.20) and € = esw); AR in (2.24), matching our
requirements (2.22) and (2.26) respectively.

6.3. Smoothed trust-region subproblem. In the case of solving the trust-

region problem (5.6) for Algorithm 5.1, we follow (6.5) from Theorem 6.1 and at each
iteration use the value

(6.19)

p(y) = 2y
Ly(Ln + I3 + 2[[Hel[7)’

where ||Hy|| = ||JE Ji| from (5.5). The total number of iterations K is also given by
substituting € < 7 in (6.5). This ensures that our trust-region subproblem is solved
to global optimality level +, which decreases to zero as Algorithm 5.1 progresses.

7. Numerical Experiments.

7.1. Implementation. We investigate the performance of both approaches for
solving the regularized least-squares problem (4.1) by implementing two modifications
of the original DFO-LS software [6]:

e DFO-LSR (DFO-LS with Regularization): Algorithm 2.1 with directly solves
(4.1).
e DFO-LSSR (DFO-LS with Smoothed Regularizion): Algorithm 5.1, which
iteratively smoothing (4.1) to (5.2).> We used parameters o = 0.1, 79 = 0.01
and trust-region termination function d(v;) = p(v;)? for u(7) given by (6.19).
All other algorithm parameters are set to their default values in DFO-LS. As described
in Section 6, the different subproblems are solved using S-FISTA (Algorithm 6.1) with
parameters as described above. In practice, we additionally terminate S-FISTA after
500 iterations, which produces comparable numerical results to using the expected
number of iterations, but improves the overall algorithm runtime.

7.2. Testing Setup. The computational performance of DFO-LSR is compared
with PyNOMAD, which is a Python interface for NOMAD [26], a solver for black-box
optimization based on the Mesh Adaptive Direct Search (MADS) algorithm and is
capable of solving nonsmooth problems. We note that NOMAD is not aware of the
problem structure in (4.1), it simply can evaluate ®(x) as a black-box, whereas our
algorithms receive more problem information, namely r(x) and h (plus its proximal
operator). We build our test suite based on [27], a collection of 53 unconstrained
nonlinear least squares problems with dimension 2 < n < 12 and 2 < m < 65. For
each problem, we set f(x) to be the nonlinear least squares from [27] and h(x) =
lz|l,. Both solvers are tested additionally on our test suite where stochastic noise
is introduced in the evaluations of the residuals r;. Specifically, we introduce i.i.d.
€ ~ N(0,02) for each i and & and implement two unbiased noise models as follows:

e Multiplicative Gaussian noise: we evaluate residual 7;(x) = r;(x)(1 + €); and
e Additive Gaussian noise: we evaluate residual 7;(x) = r;(x) + €.
For our testing, we took the noise level to be 0 = 10~2. Each solver was run 10 times
on every problem with noise, and a maximum budget of 100(n + 1) evaluations was
given (for an n-dimensional problem).

4Implementation available from https://github.com /yanjunliu-regina/dfols.
5Implementation available from https://github.com/khflam/dfols/.


https://github.com/yanjunliu-regina/dfols
https://github.com/khflam/dfols/

BLACK-BOX OPTIMIZATION FOR REGULARIZED LEAST-SQUARES PROBLEMS 27

1.0
,~—jf======F=c====S======f==c=c==
[/ — — — —— —
I N e v
- 0.8 ! /
z -
K] A
£ 061 !
k=) - 2
E e 2
) L 2
£ 041 A S 0.4 8
204 R 2 7
=3 « 2 s
2 = B
3 / 3 M
=9 /' =9 " -
0.29f — DFO-LSR 021 Wl — DFO-LSR
! —=—- DFO-LSSR e —=- DFO-LSSR
./ —-- NOMAD s —-- NOMAD
0.0 . . . . 0.0 : . : :
0 20 40 60 80 100 1 2 4 8 16 32
Budget in evals (gradients) Budget / min budget of any solver
(a) Data profile, T = 1073 (b) Performance profile, 7 = 103
1.0 1.0
L P et
=
f—g
R
" 7
7
e 2 s
T = A7
P 2 041 ~
) 2 ol
r 2 /
T =~ —
i — DFO-LSR 0.2 ,_,/ —— DFO-LSR
— —=- DFO-LSSR r —=- DFO-LSSR
.~ —-+ NOMAD —r— —-- NOMAD
) [
0.0 . : . ; 0.0 . . : .
0 20 40 60 80 100 2 4 8 16 32
Budget in evals (gradients) Budget / min budget of any solver
(c) Data profile, T = 1075 (d) Performance profile, 7 = 1075
10 1.0
0.8 0.8
I3 === =======9 £ Y
e - . ] _,_r’_,_’ 7
2 - ERT R E—
£ 0.6 4 e =1 g0 6 '/
3 / A E ’ -—
g T e— = 7
= Nl 4 g W
2044 ’ ,___'.r' -2 044 —
£ = .
g = g e
Nkt S e
£ s £ /
0.2 J"J — DFO-LSR 0.2 ,__,-~_"_ —— DFO-LSR
a —=- DFO-LSSR = ——- DFO-LSSR
,_,_r’ —-+ NOMAD = / —-+ NOMAD
0.0 L r r r T 0.0 T T r r
0 20 140 60 80 100 1 2 4 8 16 32
Budget in evals (gradients) Budget / min budget of any solver
(e) Data profile, T = 10~ (f) Performance profile, T = 10~7
Fig. 1. Comparison of DFO-LSR, DFO-LSSR and NOMAD on smooth/noiseless test

problems for increasing accuracy levels 7 = 1073, 7 =107° and 7 = 107".

To compare solvers, we use the data and performance profiles [16]. For every
solver S, each problem p, we determine the number of function evaluations N, (S;T)
required for a problem to be solved up to a given accuracy level 7 € (0, 1):

(7.1) N,(S;T) := # objective evals before ®(xy) < O + 7 (®(xp) — D),
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where ®* is an approximation to the true minimum of problem p. In our numerical
experiments, we take ®* to be the smallest objective value generated by either of
the two solvers. We set N,(S;7) = oo if the inequality in (7.1) is not achieved for
a corresponding S, p and r in the maximum computational budget allowed, here
100(n, + 1).

We compare solvers by calculating the proportion of problems solved in our
problem suite P for a given computational budget. Consider solver S, problem p and
accuracy level 7 € (0,1), for data profiles, we normalize N,(S;7) by the dimension
for problem p and plot

_ {peP:N,(SiT) < aln, +1))
7] ’

(7.2) ds -(a) : a € [0, Ny,

where Ny is the maximum computational budget, measured in simplex gradients.
For performance profiles, we plot N,(S;7T) normalized by the minimum number of
objective evaluations N, (7) := ming Ny(S;7):

(7.3) s ) = L2 P NP(T%? < aN; (O}

7.3. Test Results. In Figure 1, we compare our methods DFO-LSR and DFO-
LSSR with NOMAD for problems with noiseless objective evaluations, for accuracy
levels 7 € {1073,107°,10~7}. As we would expect, both DFO-LSR and DFO-LSSR
significantly outperform NOMAD at all accuracy levels, as they have much more
information about the problem structure, including the full residual vector r(x) and
the proximal operator of h. Overall, the performance of DFO-LSR and DFO-LSSR
are similar, but we observe that DFO-LSSR outperforms DFO-LSR for lower accuracy
levels, but DFO-LSR is better able to reach high accuracy solutions, 7 = 10~".

For problems with noisy objective evaluations, we show the full numerical results
at accuracy levels 7 € {1073,107°} in Appendix A. We do not include the highest
accuracy level 7 = 1077 here, since such reaching high accuracy requirements is
usually impractical for noisy problems without further algorithmic improvements
(e.g. sample averaging). For noisy problems, again both DFO-LSR and DFO-LSSR
outperform NOMAD. The performance difference between the DFO-LSR and DFO-
LSSR is quite small, and so it is not clear from these results which variant is to be
preferred in this setting.

a > 1.

8. Conclusions and Future Work. We introduce two model-based derivative-
free approaches for solving (1.1), and in particular its specialization to nonlinear
least-squares (4.1). First, Algorithm 2.1 extends the approach from [20] to handle
inexact stationarity measures, a simpler sufficient decrease condition for the trust-
region subproblem, and a more complicated algorithmic framework inherited from
[9], without sacrificing global convergence or worst-case complexity results. Secondly,
Algorithm 5.1 adapts the smoothing approach from [18] to our setting, and we add to
its convergence theory by showing that all accumulation points of the algorithm are
Clarke stationary. Our numerical results indicate that both approaches perform well,
although there is some evidence to suggest that the smoothing approach is slightly
better at achieving low accuracy solutions, while Algorithm 2.1 is better at finding
high accuracy solutions.

The most promising direction for future research on this topic is to extend our
approaches to the case where f does not have a nonlinear least-squares structure. The
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extra difficulty in this setting is to appropriately handle the nonconvex, nonsmooth
subproblems that would arise in this setting.
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Appendix A. Supplementary Numerical Results.  Below we show our
numerical results for problems with noisy objectives, described in Section 7.2. Results
for problems with multiplicative Gaussian noise are shown in Figure 2 and problems
with additive Gaussian noise in Figure 3.
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Fig. 2. Comparison of DFO-LSR, DFO-LSSR and NOMAD on test problems with

multiplicative Gaussian noise for accuracy levels 7 = 1072 and 7 = 1075,
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Fig. 3. Comparison of DFO-LSR, DFO-LSSR and NOMAD on test problems with additive
Gaussian noise for accuracy levels T = 1072 and 7 = 1075,



	Introduction
	Existing Works
	Contributions

	Algorithmic Framework
	Criticality Measure
	Main Algorithm

	Convergence and Complexity Analysis
	Global Convergence Analysis
	Worst-Case Complexity

	Adaptation to Regularized Nonlinear Least-Squares
	Smoothing-Based Algorithm
	Adaptation to Regularized Least-Squares
	Global Convergence

	Calculating Subproblem Solutions
	Trust-region subproblem
	Computing criticality measures
	Smoothed trust-region subproblem

	Numerical Experiments
	Implementation
	Testing Setup
	Test Results

	Conclusions and Future Work
	References
	Appendix A. Supplementary Numerical Results

