arXiv:2304.04028v1 [math.OC] 8 Apr 2023

A descent subgradient method using Mifflin’s line search for nonsmooth nonconvex optimization

Morteza Maleknia^a and Majid Soleimani-damaneh^a

aSchool of Mathematics, Statistics and Computer Science, College of Science, University of Tehran.

ARTICLE HISTORY Compiled April 11, 2023

ABSTRACT We propose a descent subgradient algorithm for minimizing a function f : R^n → R, assumed to be locally Lipschitz, but not necessarily smooth or convex. To find an effective descent direction, the Goldstein ε-subdifferential is approximated through an iterative process. The method enjoys a new two-point variant of Mifflin’s line search in which the subgradients are arbitrary. Thus, the line search procedure is easy to implement. Moreover, in comparison to bundle methods, the quadratic subproblems have a simple structure, and to handle nonconvexity the proposed method requires no algorithmic modification. We study the global convergence of the method and prove that any accumulation point of the generated sequence is Clarke stationary, assuming that the objective f is weakly upper semismooth. We illustrate the efficiency and effectiveness of the proposed algorithm on a collection of academic and semi-academic test problems.

KEYWORDS nonlinear optimization; nonsmooth optimization; nonconvex programming; subgradient

AMS CLASSIFICATION 65K05, 65K10, 90C26

1. Introduction

In this study, we concentrate on the following unconstrained minimization problem:

min f(x) s.t. x ∈ R^n , (1)

where f : R^n → R is locally Lipschitz, but not necessarily smooth or convex. Such problems arise in many applied fields such as matrix algebra, approximation theory, optimal control, image processing, and data analysis [1–5]. Over more than four decades, a great deal of effort has gone into developing effective algorithms for solving problem (1). In the following, we concisely review the most important relevant methodologies.

Email addresses: maleknia.morteza@gmail.com (M. Maleknia), m.soleimani.d@ut.ac.ir (M. Soleimanidamaneh)

1.1. Literature review

Bundle methods, originally developed by Lemaréchal [6–8] and Wolfe [9], are of the most common tools for solving problem (1). A well-developed theoretical base and a nice practical performance make these methods highly popular in nonsmooth optimization. Bundle methods store a number of previously computed trial points along with the corresponding subgradients into a bundle of information. Using the elements of this bundle, a model function for the objective function is constructed. As a standard manner, by minimizing the model function, one can obtain a search direction. Next, a line search procedure finds the next trial point, and the bundle of information is updated accordingly. The aggregation strategy proposed by Kiwiel [10] was an important contribution to the field in resolving some difficulties with the amount of required storage. One can point to the proximal bundle method [11,12] as one of the most efficient variants of the bundle methods. These methods keep the model function local enough by means of a proximity parameter. Variable metric bundle methods [13–16] employ quasi-Newton techniques to augment the model function with an approximation of the Hessian matrix. Moreover, some recent variants of the bundle methods that deal with approximate subgradients can be found in [17–20]. For more recent developments in bundle methods and their applications one can refer to [21–26]. One drawback of bundle methods is that their generalization from convex to nonconvex case requires serious algorithmic modifications, which leads to a much less satisfactory numerical performance.

In 2002, Burke et al. [27] initiated a giant stride towards approximating the subdifferential set by sampling gradients. The results of that work led to proposing an implementable algorithm, namely Gradient Sampling (GS) [28]. This method approximates the ε-steepest descent direction to obtain a search direction during each iteration. Then, it employs a standard backtracking Armijo line search to find a suitable step size. A work of Kiwiel [29] improved the convergence results of the original GS method. An extension of the method for solving constrained problems was presented in [30]. A specific variant of the GS approach for solving min-max problems was appeared in [31]. Although the original GS approach is robust, it requires m > n gradient evaluations during each iteration, which makes the method computationally expensive. To tackle this difficulty, some variants of the GS method with the aim of reducing the number of gradient evaluations were developed in [32–34]. Moreover, some special types of the GS approach, that inexactly solve the corresponding quadratic subproblems, can be found in [35,36].

As another class of methods that can deal with problem (1), one can point to the subgradient methods originally proposed by Shor [37]. The initial subgradient method has a very simple structure as any direction opposite to an arbitrary subgradient can be employed as a search direction, not to mention making use of an off-line sequence of step sizes. However, the approach suffers from several limitations, including poor speed of convergence, lack of descent, deficiency of a practical stopping criterion based on first-order optimality conditions, and limited convergence results for nonconvex objectives. To boost the convergence speed, a subgradient method with space dilation was suggested in [38]. Based on the space dilation operator, Shor developed another variant of subgradient methods, namely r-algorithm [37,39]. One can consider these modified subgradient methods as variable metric methods which do not satisfy the secant equation. Besides a limited theoretical foundation, these approaches do not have a stopping criterion based on a necessary optimality condition. Moreover, the amount of required storage for storing the corresponding operators poses some difficulties with medium and large-scale problems. Owing to some features of bundle methods, Bagirov et al. [40,41] proposed a descent subgradient algorithm for solving problem (1). Their approach is interesting as it enjoys a practical stopping criterion and, unlike bundle methods, it requires no algorithmic modifications to handle nonconvexity. However, the user has to supply those subgradients which approximately satisfy the conditions in the Lebourg’s mean value theorem [42], namely quasi-secants. In fact, Bagirov et al.’s method does not work with arbitrary subgradients. Another descent subgradient algorithm in which the subgradients are not arbitrary can be found in [43].

1.2. The proposed method

In this study, we propose a descent subgradient algorithm for solving problem (1). By Rademacher’s theorem [44], we know that the locally Lipschitz function f : R^n → R is differentiable almost everywhere on R^n . Moreover, in many practical situations, locally Lipschitz functions are continuously differentiable (smooth) almost everywhere on R^n . Indeed, while minimizing a locally Lipschitz function over R^n using a machine which uses IEEE double or single precision arithmetic, a nonsmooth point is never encountered except in trivial or pathological cases. In this regard, the Clarke subdifferential merely suggests the traditional steepest descent direction as a search direction, which is not an effective descent direction in nonsmooth optimization [45,46]. To avoid this issue, we employ the Goldstein ε-subdifferential [47] which stabilizes our choice of the search direction. More precisely, our main idea is to develop an iterative procedure to approximate the Goldstein ε-subdifferential, which leads to an estimation of the ε-steepest descent direction.

The heart of the proposed method is a new two-point variant of the Mifflin’s line search whose finite convergence is guaranteed under the assumption that the objective f is weakly upper semismooth. Thanks to the proposed line search, our algorithm works with arbitrary subgradients, which is not the case in [41] and [43]. As opposed to bundle methods, the proposed method requires no algorithmic and parametric modifications to handle nonconvexity. In addition, the structure of the quadratic subproblems is simpler than the bundle type methods. In contrast with original GS method, our approximation of the Goldstein ε-subdifferential is improved sequentially, and hence the proposed approach needs fewer subgradient evaluations than the original GS method. To control the size of quadratic subproblems, the user can optionally employ an adaptive subgradient selection strategy to discard almost redundant subgradients.

We study the global convergence of the method and prove that any accumulation point of the generated sequence is Clarke stationary for objective f. By means of numerical experiments, we show the efficiency of the method in practice. To this end, first we consider a set of academic nonsmooth convex and nonconvex test problems to provide some comparative results. Next, we apply our method to a nonsmooth model arising in data clustering. In our third experiment, we consider the problem of Chebyshev approximation by polynomials. Finally, we turn to the problem of minimizing eigenvalue products.

1.3. Outline

In Section 2, we provide some required preliminaries. Section 3 describes the proposed approach for finding a descent direction. Approximate Clarke stationary points are computed in Section 4, and a Clarke stationary point for objective function f is obtained in Section 5. Numerical results are reported in Section 6, and Section 7 concludes the paper.

2. Preliminaries

Throughout this paper, we use the following notations. The usual inner product in the Euclidean space R^n is denoted by x^T y, which induces the Euclidean norm ‖x‖ = (x^T x)^{1/2}. An open ball with center x ∈ R^n and radius ε ≥ 0 is denoted by B(x, ε), that is, B(x, ε) := {y ∈ R^n : ‖y − x‖ < ε}. Moreover, N is the set of natural numbers, N_0 := N ∪ {0}, and R_+ := (0, ∞).

Suppose f : R^n → R is a locally Lipschitz function. Then, by Rademacher’s theorem [44], f is differentiable almost everywhere on R^n . Let

Ω_f := {x ∈ R^n : f is not differentiable at x}.

Then, the Clarke subdifferential of f at a point x ∈ R^n is defined as [42]

∂f(x) := conv{ξ ∈ R^n : ∃ {x_i} ⊂ R^n \ Ω_f s.t. x_i → x and ∇f(x_i) → ξ},

where conv denotes the convex hull operator. Furthermore, for any ε ≥ 0, the (Goldstein) ε-subdifferential of f at a point x ∈ R^n is the set [48] ∂_εf(x) := cl conv{∂f(y) : y ∈ B(x, ε)}, in which cl conv is the closure of the convex hull. If ε = 0, we have ∂f(x) = ∂_0f(x), for all x ∈ R^n . In addition, for any ε ≥ 0 and x ∈ R^n , the set ∂_εf(x) is a nonempty, convex and compact subset of R^n . If f is differentiable at x ∈ R^n , then ∇f(x) ∈ ∂f(x). Furthermore, If f is smooth at x ∈ R^n , we have {∇f(x)} = ∂f(x). Also, the set-valued map ∂_εf : R^n ⇒ R^n is locally bounded and upper semicontinuous [42]. It is recalled that for a point x ∈ R^n to be a local minimizer of the locally Lipschitz function f, it is necessary that 0 ∈ ∂f(x). Such a point is called a Clarke stationary point.

In the proposed method, the following concept of stationarity plays a crucial role.

Definition 2.1. Let x ∈ R^n , ε > 0, and δ > 0. Assume G_ε(x) ⊂ ∂_εf(x) is a nonempty inner approximation of ∂_εf(x).Then the point x ∈ R^n is called a (δ, G_ε(x))-stationary point if min{‖g‖ : g ∈ convG_ε(x)} ≤ δ.

3. In quest of a descent direction

Our main idea to obtain a descent direction for the locally Lipschitz function f : R^n → R at a point x ∈ R^n is to approximate the ε-steepest descent direction. In this respect, we concisely review the notions of steepest descent and ε-steepest descent directions.

For the locally Lipschitz objective f, the steepest descent direction at a point x ∈ R^n is obtained from the following minimization problem [28,49]: min{‖ξ‖ : ξ ∈ ∂f(x)}. (2) Let ξ^∗ ≠ 0 be the optimal solution of problem (2). Then, the direction d̄ := −ξ^∗/‖ξ^∗‖ is called (normalized) steepest descent direction. In many iterative algorithms for solving problem (1), we often land on a continuously differentiable point which is close by to the nonsmooth region Ω_f . In this situation, ∂f(x) does not contain any information of the nearby nonsmooth region; in other words, ∂f(x) = {∇f(x)}. Thus, the steepest descent direction coincides with the direction −∇f(x)/‖∇f(x)‖, which is not an effective descent direction for nonsmooth function f. In contrast, in the same situation, the ε-subdifferential ∂_εf(x) can capture some local information of the nearby nonsmooth region and provide an effective descent direction. If ξ^∗ ≠ 0 solves the following minimization problem: min{‖ξ‖ : ξ ∈ ∂_εf(x)}, (3) we call the direction d̃ := −ξ^∗/‖ξ^∗‖ (normalized) ε-steepest descent direction, which is similar to those introduced in [28,37]. As observed, to solve problem (3), we need to know the entire subdifferential on B(x, ε), which is impractical in many real-life situations. In this regard, we develop an iterative procedure to efficiently approximate ∂_εf(x). For a given point x ∈ R^n , and given scalars m ∈ N and ε > 0, let G_ε(x) := {ξ_1, ξ_2, . . . , ξ_m} ⊂ ∂_εf(x) be a collection of subgradients. Then, we consider

conv G_ε(x) ⊂ ∂_εf(x)

as an inner approximation of ∂_εf(x), and solve the following minimization problem:

min{‖g‖ : g ∈ conv G_ε(x)}, (4)

which is a practical approximation of problem (3). If g^∗ ≠ 0 is the optimal solution of problem (4), the direction d := −g^∗/‖g^∗‖ is an approximation of d̃. In case convG_ε(x) is a good approximation of ∂_εf(x), one can use the direction d to take a descent step, i.e., there exists the step length t > 0 satisfying the following sufficient decrease condition: f(x + td) − f(x) ≤ −βt‖g^∗‖ and t ≥ t̄, (5) where β ∈ (0, 1) is a sufficient decrease parameter, and t̄ > 0 is a lower bound for the step length t. Otherwise, the working set G_ε(x) should be improved by appending a new element of ∂_εf(x), namely ξ_{m+1}. The new subgradient ξ_{m+1} ∈ ∂_εf(x) must be chosen such that

ξ_{m+1} /∈ convG_ε(x). (6)

In this way, if we update G_ε(x) by

G^+_ε (x) := G_ε(x) ∪ {ξ_{m+1}},

we have convG_ε(x) ⊊ convG^+_ε (x). In other words, our approximation of ∂_εf(x) is improved significantly. The following lemma provides a useful criterion to find the new subgradient ξ_{m+1} ∈ ∂_εf(x) which satisfies condition (6).

Lemma 3.1. Let g^∗ ≠ 0 be the optimal solution of problem (4), and d = −g^∗/‖g^∗‖. For a β ∈ (0, 1) and ξ_{m+1} ∈ ∂_εf(x), assume ξ^T_{m+1}d ≥ −β‖g^∗‖. (7) Then ξ_{m+1} /∈ convG_ε(x).

Proof. Since g^∗ solves problem (4), we have [50] −g^∗ ∈ N_{convGε(x)}(g^∗), in which N_{convGε (x)}(g^∗) denotes the normal cone of the set convG_ε(x) at g^∗. This means

g^T g^∗ ≥ ‖g^∗‖^2, for all g ∈ convG_ε(x). (8)

Therefore, if we compute ξ_{m+1} ∈ ∂_εf(x) such that ξ^T_{m+1}d ≥ −β‖g^∗‖, inequality (8) implies ξ_{m+1} /∈ convG_ε(x).

Based on the preceding discussion, in Algorithm 1, we present a new two-point variant of Mifflin’s line search [51,52] which either obtains the step length t > 0 satisfying sufficient decrease condition (5) or provides some ξ_{m+1} ∈ ∂_εf(x) satisfying criterion (7).

There are three conditional blocks and two step lengths in Algorithm 1, t_i and t̄_i. We employ the step length t_i to find an element of ∂_εf(x) satisfying (7), which is controlled by the third conditional block. Since we should keep the computed subgradients in ∂_εf(x), the trial step length t_i varies within the interval (0, ε). The length of this interval is efficiently reduced by the first conditional block. Also, by using the trial step length t̄_i, we look for a suitable step length in the interval (0, 1] satisfying the sufficient decrease condition (5), which is done in the second conditional block. Consequently, the indicator I = 1 suggests a descent step by using the resulting point s ∈ R^n , i.e., the current point x is updated by x^+ := s. On the other hand, the indicator I = 0 reveals that one can use the obtained subgradient s ∈ ∂_εf(x) to improve G_ε(x), i.e., we set ξ_{m+1} := s and G_ε(x) is updated by G^+_ε (x) := G_ε(x) ∪ {ξ_{m+1}}.

In the following, we show that Algorithm 1 terminates after finite number of iterations. To this end, we start with the following lemma.

Lemma 3.2. Suppose that Algorithm 1 does not terminate. Then

(i) For any i ≥ 0, we have t_i ∈ {t^l_{i+1}, t^u_{i+1}}. Moreover, for all i ≥ 1,

0 < t^u_{i+1} − t^l_{i+1} ≤ (1 − ζ)(t^u_i − t^l_i). (9)

0 ≤ t^l_i ≤ t^l_{i+1} < t^u_{i+1} ≤ t^u_i ≤ ε. (10)

Algorithm 1: A Two-Point Line Search (LS) Inputs: Radius ε ∈ (0, 1), current point x ∈ R^n , and search direction d = −g^∗/‖g^∗‖ with g^∗ ≠ 0.

Parameters: β_1, β_2 ∈ (0, 1) with β_1 < β_2, reduction factor ζ ∈ (0, 0.5), lower bound t̄ ∈ (0, ε), and positive integer p ∈ N. Outputs: A point s ∈ R^n and the indicator I ∈ {0, 1}. Function: {s, I} = T-PLS (ε, x, d) 1: Initialization: Choose t_0 ∈ (t̄, ε) and set t̄_0 := 1. Compute ξ_0 ∈ ∂f(x + t_0d), and set t^l_0 := 0, t^u_0 := ε, i := 0 ;

2: while true do 3: if f(x + t_id) − f(x) ≤ −β_1 t_i ‖g^∗‖, then 4: Set t^l_{i+1} := t_i, t^u_{i+1} := t^u_i ; 5: else 6: Set t^l_{i+1} := t^l_i, t^u_{i+1} := t_i ; 7: end if 8: if f(x + t̄_id) − f(x) ≤ −β_1 t̄_i ‖g^∗‖, and t̄_i ≥ t̄ , then 9: Set I := 1 and s := x + t̄_id ; 10: return {s, I} and Stop ; 11: end if 12: if ξ^T_i d ≥ −β_2‖g^∗‖, then 13: Set I := 0 and s := ξ_i ; 14: return {s, I} and Stop ; 15: end if 16: Choose t_{i+1} ∈ [ t^l_{i+1} + ζ(t^u_{i+1} − t^l_{i+1}), t^u_{i+1} − ζ(t^u_{i+1} − t^l_{i+1}) ] ; 17: Set t̄_{i+1} := exp(^{log t0}_p )^{i+1} ; 18: Compute ξ_{i+1} ∈ ∂f(x + t_{i+1}d) ; 19: Set i := i + 1 ; 20: end while

End Function

(ii) There exists t^∗ ∈ [0, ε] such that t^u_i ↓ t^∗, t^l_i ↑ t^∗, and t_i → t^∗ as i → ∞. In addition t^∗ ∈ T := {t : f(x + td) − f(x) ≤ −β_1 t ‖g^∗‖}. (iii) Let I := {i : t^u_{i+1} = t_i}. Then I is infinite.

Proof. (i) This part follows immediately from the construction of the algorithm.

(ii) We conclude from (9) that the sequence {t^u_i − t^l_i}_i is bounded from below and decreasing. Thus, it converges. Assume {t^u_i − t^l_i} → A as i → ∞. Letting i tend to infinity in inequality (9), we deduce 0 ≤ A ≤ (1 − ζ)A. Now, ζ ∈ (0, 0.5) gives A = 0. Since {t^u_i − t^l_i} → 0 as i → ∞, inequality (10) implies the existence of t^∗ ∈ [0, ε] such that t^l_i ↑ t^∗, t^u_i ↓ t^∗ as i → ∞. Furthermore, the fact t_i ∈ {t^l_{i+1}, t^u_{i+1}} for all i ≥ 0 yields t_i → t^∗ as i → ∞. To prove t^∗ ∈ T , we note that t^l_i ∈ T for all i ≥ 0. In other words, f(x + t^l_id) − f(x) ≤ −β_1 t^l_i ‖g^∗‖, for all i ≥ 0. Therefore, continuity of f along with the fact that t^l_i ↑ t^∗ as i → ∞ implies f(x + t^∗d) − f(x) ≤ −β_1 t^∗ ‖g^∗‖, which means t^∗ ∈ T .

(iii) First, we prove I ≠ ∅. By contradiction, suppose I = ∅, which means f(x + t_id) − f(x) ≤ −β_1 t_i ‖g^∗‖, for all i ≥ 0. In particular, for i = 0, we have f(x + t_0d) − f(x) ≤ −β_1 t_0 ‖g^∗‖. (11) On the other hand, at iteration i = p − 1, one has t̄_{i+1} = exp(^{log t0}_p )^p = t_0 > t̄. This fact along with (11) implies that Algorithm 1 terminates at the iteration i = p with indicator I = 1, which violates the assumption. Thus, I ≠ ∅. Next, we prove I is infinite. By contradiction, assume I is finite. Then, as I ≠ ∅ and t^u_i ↓ t^∗ as i → ∞, there exists ī ∈ N such that t^u_i = t^∗, for all i ≥ ī and t^u_i > t^∗, for all i < ī.

Thus, t^∗ = t^u_ī = t¯_{i−1}, and hence f(x + t¯_{i−1}d) − f(x) > −β_1 t¯_{i−1} ‖g^∗‖, yielding t^∗ /∈ T , which violates the fact t^∗ ∈ T .

Now, we are prepared to state the main result for Algorithm 1. Before it, we need to make the following semismooth assumption about the objective function f, which is commonly used in nonsmooth optimization [51,53].

Assumption 1. For any z, d ∈ R^n and sequences {ξ_i}_i ⊂ R^n and {h_i}_i ⊂ R_+ satisfying h_i ↓ 0 as i → ∞ and ξ_i ∈ ∂f(z + h_id), one has lim sup i→∞ ξ^T_i d ≥ lim inf_{i→∞} f(z + h_id) − f(z) h_i . The locally Lipschitz function f which satisfies the above assumption is called weakly upper semismooth [53]. The class of weakly upper semismooth functions is quite broad. For example, convex, concave, and max- and min-type functions are weakly upper semismooth (for more details, see [54] and [53]).

Theorem 3.3. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. Then Algorithm 1 terminates after finitely many iterations.

Proof. By indirect proof suppose that Algorithm 1 does not terminate. Let I be as defined in part (iii) of Lemma 3.2. Then I is infinite and f(x + t_id) − f(x) > −β_1t_i‖g^∗‖, for all i ∈ I. (12) Moreover, in virtue of part (ii) of Lemma 3.2, we have t_i → t^∗ as i → ∞ with t^∗ ∈ T , i.e., f(x + t^∗d) − f(x) ≤ −β_1t^∗‖g^∗‖. (13) Combining (12) and (13), one can write f(x + t_id) − f(x + t^∗d) > −β_1‖g^∗‖(t_i − t^∗), for all i ∈ I. (14) Let h_i := t_i − t^∗ > 0, for all i ∈ I, and z := x + t^∗d. Then (14) is represented as − β_1‖g^∗‖ < f(z + h_id) − f(z) h_i , for all i ∈ I. (15) Inequality (15) along with the semismoothness hypotheses of Assumption 1 yields − β_1‖g^∗‖ ≤ lim inf i^I−→∞ f(z + h_id) − f(z) h_i ≤ lim sup i^I−→∞ ξ^T_i d. (16)

On the other hand, as the algorithm does not terminate by the third conditional block, it must be the case that ξ^T_i d < −β_2‖g^∗‖, for all i ∈ I. Therefore lim sup i^I−→∞ ξ^T_i d ≤ −β_2‖g^∗‖ < −β_1‖g^∗‖,

which contradicts (16).

4. Computation of a (δ, G_ε(x))-stationary point

In this section, for a given δ > 0 and ε > 0, we employ the proposed line search procedure of Algorithm 1 to develop an iterative process for finding a (δ, G_ε(x))-stationary point. Such a process is presented in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2: Computation of a (δ, G_ε(x))-stationary point

Inputs: Starting point x_0 ∈ R^n , radius ε ∈ (0, 1), stationarity tolerance δ > 0. Output: A (δ, G_ε(x))-stationary point x ∈ R^n . Function: x = DG-SP (x_0, ε, δ) 1: Initialization: Compute ξ_0 ∈ ∂f(x_0), set G_ε(x_0) := {ξ_0} and k := 0 ; 2: while true do 3: Set g^∗_k := arg min{‖g‖ : g ∈ convG_ε(x_k)} ; 4: if ‖g^∗_k‖ ≤ δ, then 5: return x_k as a (δ, G_ε(x_k))-stationary point and Stop ; 6: end if 7: Compute the search direction d_k := −g^∗_k/‖g^∗_k‖ ; 8: Set {s_k, I_k} := T-PLS (ε, x_k, d_k) ; 9: if I_k = 1, then 10: Set x_{k+1} := s_k ;

11: Compute ξ_{k+1} ∈ ∂f(x_{k+1}) ; 12: Set G_ε(x_{k+1}) := {ξ_{k+1}} ; 13: end if 14: if I_k = 0, then 15: Set x_{k+1} := x_k and ξ_{k+1} := s_k ; 16: Set G_ε(x_{k+1}) := G_ε(x_k) ∪ {ξ_{k+1}} ; 17: end if 18: Set k := k + 1 ; 19: end while

End Function

Regarding Algorithm 2, let

A := {k ∈ N_0 : I_k = 1}. (17)

In the rest of this section, we aim to show that Algorithm 2 terminates after finite number of iterations.

In the following lemma, lev_α(f) := {x ∈ R^n : f(x) ≤ α} is the α-sublevel set of the function f. Since f is locally Lipschitz, lev_α(f) is closed, for each α ∈ R. Moreover, at iteration k of Algorithm 2, it is assumed that the line search procedure of Algorithm 1 terminates at the i_k-th iteration.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds and lev_{f(x0)}(f) is bounded. If Algorithm 2 does not terminate, i.e., k → ∞, then A is finite.

Proof. Since lev_{f(x0 )}(f) is bounded and closed, we conclude

f^∗ := min{f(x) : x ∈ R^n } > −∞. (18)

By indirect proof, assume A is infinite. As Algorithm 2 does not terminate, one has ‖g^∗_k‖ > δ, for all k. (19) Furthermore, for any k ∈ A, we have I_k = 1 and hence

f(x_{k+1}) − f(x_k) = f(s_k) − f(x_k) ≤ −β_1t̄_{ik} ‖g^∗_k‖, for all k ∈ A. (20) By construction of Algorithm 1, we have t̄_{ik} ≥ t̄ > 0. Thus, in view of (19) and (20), one can write f(x_{k+1}) − f(x_k) ≤ −β_1t̄δ, for all k ∈ A. (21) Moreover, for any k ∈ N_0 \ A, we have I_k = 0 and thus f(x_{k+1}) = f(x_k), for all k ∈ N_0 \ A. (22) Using (21) and (22) inductively, for each k ∈ N_0 , we get f(x_{k+1}) ≤ f(x_0) − ∑ j∈A j≤k+1 β_1t̄δ. (23)

Since A is infinite, ∑_{j∈A} j≤k+1 β_1t̄δ → ∞ as k → ∞. Therefore, (23) implies f(x_k) → −∞ as k → ∞, which contradicts (18).

Our principal result about Algorithm 2 is stated in the next theorem. Theorem 4.2. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds and lev_{f(x0)}(f) is bounded. Then Algorithm 2 terminates in a finite number of iterations.

Proof. By indirect proof, assume that Algorithm 2 does not terminate, i.e., k → ∞. Therefore ‖g^∗_k‖> δ, for all k. (24) Let A be as defined in (17). By Lemma 4.1, A is finite, and we denote the largest index in A by k̄ (in case A = ∅, we set k̄ := 0). Let x̄ := x¯_{k+1}. Then, for any k > k̄, we have I_k = 0, and hence x_{k+1} = x̄, for all k > k̄. Moreover G_ε(x_{k+1}) = G_ε(x_k) ∪ {ξ_{k+1}}, for all k > k̄, (25) in which, ξ_{k+1} satisfies ξ^T_{k+1}d_k ≥ −β_2‖g^∗_k‖, or equivalently (note d_k = −g^∗_k/‖g^∗_k‖) ξ^T_{k+1}g^∗_k ≤ β_2‖g^∗_k‖^2. (26)

We also note that ξ_{k+1} ∈ ∂_εf(x̄) and g^∗_k ∈ convG_ε(x̄) ⊂ ∂_εf(x̄), for all k > k̄. Compactness of ∂_εf(x̄) yields C_1 := sup{‖ξ‖ : ξ ∈ ∂_εf(x̄)} < ∞. Set C_2 := max{C_1, δ}. Thus

‖ξ_{k+1} − g^∗_k‖ ≤ 2C_2, for all k > k̄. (27)

Next, for any t ∈ (0, 1) and k > k̄, we have

‖g^∗_{k+1}‖^2 ≤ ‖tξ_{k+1} + (1 − t)g^∗_k‖^2 = t^2‖ξ_{k+1} − g^∗_k‖^2+2t(g^∗_k)^T (ξ_{k+1} − g^∗_k) + ‖g^∗_k‖^2. (28)

In view of (26) and (27), one can continue (28) as

‖g^∗_{k+1}‖^2 ≤ 4t^2C^2_2 + 2tβ_2‖g^∗_k‖^2−2t‖g^∗_k‖^2+‖g^∗_k‖^2

= 4t^2C^2_2 + (1 − 2t(1 − β_2)) ‖g^∗_k‖^2 =: ψ(t), (29)

for all t ∈ (0, 1). One can observe t^∗ := (1 − β_2)‖g^∗_k‖^2/4C^2_2 ∈ (0, 1) minimizes ψ(t) and

ψ(t^∗) = ( 1 − (1 − β_2)^2‖g^∗_k‖^2 4C^2_2 ) ‖g^∗_k‖^2. Using (24), the above equality implies ψ(t^∗) ≤ ( 1 − (1 − β_2)^2δ^2

4C^2_2 ) ‖g^∗_k‖^2. (30)

Since δ ≤ C_2 and β_2 ∈ (0, 1), we conclude σ := 1 −^{(1−β2 )2 δ2}_{4C} 2_2 ∈ (0, 1). Now, (28) and (30) imply

0 ≤ ‖g^∗_{k+1}‖^2 ≤ ψ(t^∗) ≤ σ‖g^∗_k‖^2, for all k > k̄, (31)

which means that the sequence {‖g^∗_k‖^2}_{k>}¯_k is decreasing and bounded from below, and hence it converges. Assume {‖g^∗_k‖^2} → A as k → ∞. Letting k approach infinity in inequality (31), we obtain 0 ≤ A ≤ σA. Since σ ∈ (0, 1), we conclude A = 0. Therefore {‖g^∗_k‖^2} → 0 as k → ∞, which contradicts (24).

Remark 1. Regarding Algorithm 2, if the number of consecutive iterations with I_k = 0 is large, the size of G_ε(x_k) increases as k grows (See Line 16 of Algorithm 2). This issue may pose some difficulty with the size of the subproblem which is solved in Line 3 of the algorithm. In such situations, the user can optionally employ an adaptive reset strategy to efficiently control the size of subproblems. Such a strategy has been proposed in Appendix A.

5. Computation of a Clarke stationary point

For the given sequences {δ_ν } ↓ 0 and {ε_ν } ↓ 0, the main aim of this section is to obtain a Clarke stationary point through a sequence of (δ_ν , G_{εν} (x_{ν+1}))-stationary points. Algorithm 3 which has a simple structure generates such a sequence.

Algorithm 3: Computation of a Clarke stationary point

Inputs: Starting point x_0 ∈ R^n , positive sequences {δ_ν } ↓ 0 and {ε_ν } ↓ 0, and optimality tolerance η > 0.

Output: A point x ∈ R^n as an approximation of a Clarke stationary point. 1: Initialization: Set ν := 0 ; 2: while true do 3: Set x_{ν+1} := DG-SP (x_ν , ε_ν , δ_ν ) ; 4: if δ_ν ≤ η, and ε_ν ≤ η, then 5: return x_ν as an approximation of a Clarke stationary point and Stop ; 6: end if 7: Set ν := ν + 1 ; 8: end while

In order to study the asymptotic behavior of Algorithm 3, we assume η = 0. Thus, the algorithm generates the infinite sequence {x_ν }_ν . In the following theorem, we prove that any accumulation point of the sequence {x_ν }_ν is Clarke stationary for objective f. Theorem 5.1. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds and lev_{f(x0)}(f) is bounded. If η = 0 in Algorithm 3, then any accumulation point of the sequence {x_ν }_ν generated by this algorithm is Clarke stationary for f.

Proof. For any ν ≥ 0, Algorithm 3 generates the (δ_ν , G_{εν} (x_{ν+1}))-stationary point x_{ν+1}, i.e.,

min{‖g‖ : g ∈ convG_{εν} (x_{ν+1})} ≤ δ_ν , for all ν ≥ 0. (32)

Since x_ν ∈ lev_{f(x0 )}(f), for all ν ≥ 0, boundedness of lev_{f(x0)}(f) implies that the sequence {x_ν }_ν has at least one accumulation point, say x^∗. Thus, there exists V ⊂ N_0 such that x_ν^V−→ x^∗. Therefore, in view of (32), we have

min{‖g‖ : g ∈ convG_{εν} (x_{ν+1})} ≤ δ_ν , for all ν ∈ V. (33)

Let ω > 0 be arbitrary. Since δ_ν ↓ 0 as ν → ∞, there exists ν̄ ∈ V sufficiently large such that δ_ν < ω, for all ν ≥ ν̄. Then, it follows from (33) that

‖g^∗_ν ‖ := min{‖g‖ : g ∈ convG_{εν} (x_{ν+1})} < ω, for all ν ≥ ν̄, ν ∈ V. (34)

Therefore, the sequence {‖g^∗_ν ‖}_ν is bounded, and without loss of generality, one may assume g^∗_ν → g^∗ as ν^V−→ ∞. Now, the fact that

g^∗_ν ∈ convG_{εν} (x_{ν+1}) ⊂ ∂_{εν} f(x_{ν+1}) along with the upper semicontinuity of the map ∂_·f(·) implies g^∗ ∈ ∂f(x^∗). Consequently min{‖g‖ : g ∈ ∂f(x^∗)} ≤ ω. Since ω > 0 was arbitrary, we conclude 0 ∈ ∂f(x^∗).

6. Numerical experiments

In this section, we apply our method to a set of academic and semi-academic test problems and report the most important results. The proposed method is called Subopt. First, we consider a set of academic test problems and compare the efficiency of the proposed method with some well-known nonsmooth solvers. Next, several semi-academic problems are considered to show the applicability of the method in various contexts. The following experiments have been implemented in Matlab software (R2017b) on a machine with Intel Core i5 CPU 2.5 GHz and 6 GB RAM. Our choices for the parameters are as follows.

In the line search procedure of Algorithm 1, we set β_1 := 10^{−6}, β_2 := 0.1, t̄ := ε/2, and the parameter p is set to be 25. To initialize the step length t_i, we set t_0 := (t̄+ε)/2. In line 16 of Algorithm 1, since ζ ∈ (0, 0.5), one may choose t_{i+1} as

t_{i+1} := t^u_{i+1} + t^l_{i+1} 2 ∈ [ t^l_{i+1} + ζ(t^u_{i+1} − t^l_{i+1}), t^u_{i+1} − ζ(t^u_{i+1} − t^l_{i+1}) ] . Regarding Algorithm 3, the sequences {δ_ν } ↓ 0 and {ε_ν } ↓ 0 were defined by δ_{ν+1} := 0.5δ_ν and ε_{ν+1} := 0.5ε_ν with δ_0 := 1, ε_0 := 0.1.

6.1. Academic problems and alternative solvers

Table 1 provides a collection of nonsmooth convex and nonconvex test problems. The first five of these problems are convex and the rest are nonconvex. In this table, f^∗ denotes a known (local) optimal value. Note that all of these academic test problems can be formulated with any number of variables.

Table 1. List of test problems

Problem Name Convex? f^∗ Ref.

1 MAXL Yes 0 [55] 2 L1HILB Yes 0 [55] 3 MAXQ Yes 0 [13] 4 MXHILB Yes 0 [13] 5 Chained CB3 II Yes 2(n − 1) [13] 6 Active faces No 0 [56] 7 Brown function 2 No 0 [13] 8 Chained Mifflin 2 No varies [13] 9 Chained crescent I No 0 [13] 10 Chained crescent II No 0 [13]

Table 2 describes the set of considered nonsmooth solvers. In this table, GS stands for the well-known original gradient sampling method, which is capable of minimizing

Table 2. A list of nonsmooth solvers

Name Method Ref.

Subopt Descent Subgradient The current work GS Gradient Sampling [28] BTNC Proximal Bundle [12] SubG Classical Subgradient [48]

both convex and nonconvex objectives [28]. BTNC is a variant of the well-known and efficient proximal Bundle-Trust (BT) method, which can solve both convex and nonconvex minimization problems [12]. SubG is the classical subgradient method [37]. Although the convergence of this method was proved only for convex functions, there are empirical evidences to believe that it is able to minimize some types of nonconvex nonsmooth functions [48]. Thus, we also applied this method to the considered set of nonconvex test problems using some heuristic approaches to choose the off-line sequence of step length. We used the Matlab code of the GS algorithm which is freely available [28], and the other solvers have been implemented by the authors of this paper.

In this experiment, each problem was run using a single starting point randomly generated from B(x_0, (‖x_0‖ + 1)/n), where x_0 was suggested in the literature. Moreover, we stopped an algorithm once the relative error

E_k := |f(x_k) − f^∗| |f^∗| + 1

drops below the prespecified tolerance 5 × 10^{−4}. We also limited the number of iterations to 10^4.

Figure 1 shows the performance profiles [57] based on the number of function and subgradient evaluations and elapsed CPU time, for n = 50 and 100.

As seen from Figure 1, Subopt, BTNC and GS successfully reached the desired accuracy in all problems, while SubG has been successful in 60% of problems with n = 50 and 100. In terms of function and subgradient evaluations, BTNC is superior to other solvers. Moreover, quite by a large margin, GS used more evaluations than the other solvers. This is due to the fact that this solver performs best when the size of the sample is set to 2n. Furthermore, in majority of problems, Subopt consumed less CPU time than BTNC. This can be attributed to the fact that the structure of the quadratic subproblems in Subopt is simpler than BTNC. For n = 100, although the SubG is the least robust solver, due to its simple structure, it consumed less CPU time than the other solvers in problems it successfully solved.

6.2. Data clustering

Assume A ⊂ R^n is a finite set of data points, i.e., A = {a_1, a_2, . . . , a_m}, where a_i ∈ R^n , i = 1, . . . , m. For a given κ ∈ N, our aim is to partition the set A into κ subsets A_j, j = 1, . . . , κ such that

Figure 1. Top: performance profiles based on the function and subgradient evaluations (Left) and elapsed CPU time (Right), for n = 50. Bottom: the same for n = 100.

Figure 2. Illustration of the data set A (top-left) and clusters A_j , for κ = 2 (top-middle), κ = 5 (top-right), κ = 10 (bottom-left), κ = 15 (bottom-middle), and κ = 20 (bottom-right). (i) A_j ≠ ∅, j = 1, . . . , κ. (ii) A_j ∩ A_j′ = ∅, j, j^′ = 1, . . . , κ, j ≠ j^′. (iii) A = ∪^k_{j=1}A_j.

Such a problem is called hard clustering probelm [48]. Each cluster A_j is characterized by its center x_j, j = 1, . . . , κ. Then, a data point a ∈ A belongs to the cluster A¯_j if ‖a − x¯_j‖ = min_{j=1,...,κ} ‖a − x_j ‖, in which ‖·‖ is the squared Euclidean norm [48]. The problem of finding the center points x_j, j = 1, . . . , κ, can be formulated by the following unconstrained nonsmooth optimization problem [48]

min f_κ(X) s.t. X = [x_1, x_2, . . . , x_κ] ∈ R^{n×κ} ,

(35)

where

f_κ(X) = 1 m m∑ i=1 min j=1,...,κ ‖a_i − x_j ‖.

Note that, for any κ > 1, this problem is nonsmooth and nonconvex. To create an instance of problem (35), let A ⊂ R^2 be our data set containing ten thousands data points, i.e., n = 2 and m = 10, 000. The top-left plot of Figure 2 depicts the data set A . To solve this problem for different values of κ, we applied Subopt using a randomly generated starting point and optimality tolerance η = 10^{−8}. The obtained results have been illustrated in Figure 2, for κ = 2, 5, 10, 15 and 20.

Table 3 reports the computational cost of minimization of f_κ(X) for the considered values of κ. In this table, #Fun and #Sub denote the number of function and subgradient evaluations, respectively. Moreover, f_κ(X_{end}) is the value of the objective function of problem (35) at the last iteration.

Table 3. Computational cost of minimization of f_κ(X) with η = 10^{−8}.

κ #Fun #Sub f_κ(X_{end}) Time(s)

2 954 479 0.3212 51.23 5 852 427 0.1249 42.12 10 1200 600 0.0532 65.40 15 633 317 0.0354 30.62 20 1260 630 0.0260 62.43

Table 4. Results for the Chebyshev approximation of sin(2x) in P_0, P_1, P_2, and P_3 with η = 10^{−8}.

P_n c^∗_0 c^∗_1 c^∗_2 c^∗_3 #Fun #Sub h_{end} Time(s)

P_0 -8.5197E-10 - - - 856 440 1.0000 5.57 P_1 -6.3138E-11 2.4467E-9 - - 1335 681 1.0000 9.21 P_2 1.0527E-10 1.0527E-10 -1.0964E-9 - 1204 618 1.0000 6.64 P_3 2.1203E-10 0.1923 6.1199E-10 -0.0472 3016 1463 0.8723 25.14

6.3. Chebyshev approximation by polynomials

Let C[a, b] be the space of real continuous functions on the closed interval [a, b]. One can equip this space with infinity norm, i.e., for each f ∈ C[a, b], define ‖f‖_∞ := max{|f(x)| : x ∈ [a, b]}. Moreover, assume P_n is the space of polynomials of degree m ≤ n. For a given f ∈ C[a, b] and n ∈ N_0 , our aim is to find p^∗ ∈ P_n which is the Chebyshev approximation (best uniform approximation) of f in P_n, i.e., min_{p∈Pn}‖p − f‖_∞ = ‖p^∗ − f‖_∞. Let c = (c_n, . . . , c_1, c_0) ∈ R^{n+1} be the coefficients of a given polynomial p ∈ P_n. Then, the above problem can be represented by min c∈R^{n+1} h(c), (36)

where

h(c) := max_{x∈[a,b]} |c_nx^n + . . . + c_1x + c_0 − f(x)|.

It is noted that problem (36) is a nonsmooth convex minimization problem. To evaluate h at a given c ∈ R^{n+1} , we have to solve a one-dimensional maximization problem. For this purpose, we create a one-dimensional grid of the interval [a, b] containing 2, 000 grid points. Next, we evaluate |c_nx^n + . . . + c_1x + c_0 − f(x)| on the grid points and find the maximum value. The grid point at which the maximum occurs is used to initialize a local maximization method, which is based on the golden section and hyperbolic interpolation methods. Now consider f(x) := sin(2x) on the interval [−π, π]. We applied Subopt to find the Chebyshev approximation of f in P_0, P_1, P_2, and P_3 using a randomly generated starting point and optimality tolerance η = 10^{−8}.

Figure 3. Error functions e_1(x) and e_2(x) on the interval [−π, π].

The obtained results have been reported in Table 4. Based on these results, the Chebyshev approximation of f in P_0, P_1, and P_2 is the constant polynomial p^∗_1(x) ≡ 0, while the Chebyshev approximation of f in P_3 is p^∗_2(x) = −0.0472x^3 + 0.1923x. The following alternation theorem helps us to confirm the results obtained by Subopt.

Theorem 6.1 ([1]). p^∗ ∈ P_n is the best uniform approximation to f ∈ C[a, b] if and only if the error function e(x) := p^∗(x) − f(x) takes consecutively the extremum value ‖p^∗ − f‖_∞ on [a, b] with alternating signs at least (n + 2) times.

Figure 3 indicates the error functions e_1(x) := p^∗_1(x) − sin(2x) and e_2(x) := p^∗_2(x) − sin(2x) on interval [−π, π]. As can be seen, e_1(x) takes consecutively the extremum value ‖p^∗_1 − f‖_∞ = 1 with alternating sings at four points. Also, e_2(x) takes consecutively the extremum value ‖p^∗_2 − f‖_∞ = 0.8723 with alternating sings at six points satisfying the requirements of Theorem 6.1.

6.4. Minimization of eigenvalue products

For a positive semidefinite matrix A ∈ R^{N×N} , we consider the problem min X∈R^{N ×N} s∏ j=1 λ_j (A ∘ X) s.t. X ⪰ 0, X_{i,i} = 1, i = 1, . . . , N, (37)

where A ∘ X is the componentwise product of matrices A and X, and λ_j (A ∘ X) denotes the j-th largest eigenvalue of A ∘ X. Problem (37) was first presented in [28] and solved by the original gradient sampling method. This problem is nonconvex, and its objective function is differentiable at X when X is positive definite and λ_s(A∘X) > λ_{s+1}(A ∘ X). Indeed, it has been shown in [58] that the objective function of the problem is partly smooth. Alternatively, one can consider the following equivalent form of problem (37) as follows

min_{x∈Rn} s∏ j=1 λ_j(A ∘ Mat(x)) s.t. Mat(x) ⪰ 0, (38)

Table 5. Results for minimization of eigenvalue products for various instances with η = 10^{−5}.

n N s #Fun #Sub f_{end} Time(s)

1 2 1 248 130 0.4566 1.15 6 4 2 313 164 0.1580 1.37 15 6 3 3386 1690 0.0726 12.01 28 8 4 3055 1524 0.0327 10.25 45 10 5 6652 3326 0.0265 26.47 66 12 6 3146 1576 0.0106 16.40 91 14 7 3179 1547 0.0049 21.53 120 16 8 4053 2029 0.0035 44.71

in which n := N(N − 1)/2 and

Mat(x) := 1 x_1 x_2 . . . x_{N−1} x_1 1 x_N . . . x_{2N−3} x_2 x_N 1 . . . x_{3N−6} . . . . . . . .. . . x_{N−1} x_{2N−3} x_{3N−6} . . . 1 ∈ R^{N×N} .

To handle the constraint of problem (38), following [28], we employ an exact penalty function, which leads to the following unconstrained minimization problem: min_{x∈Rn} s∏ j=1 λ_j (A ∘ Mat(x)) − μ min{0, λ_N (Mat(x))}. (39)

In order to generate various instances of this problem, as suggested in [28], the matrices A are considered as the leading N × N submatrices of a 63 × 63 covariance matrix arising in an environmental application, which is freely available.

Table 5 shows the results obtained by Subopt when applied to different instances of the problem using μ = 100, a randomly generated starting point, and optimality tolerance η = 10^{−5}. In this table, f_{end} is the value of the objective function of problem (39) at the last iteration. Comparing the results with those obtained by the original GS method, one can see that Subopt has provided better approximations of optimal values for different instances of the problem using optimality tolerance η = 10^{−5} (See Table 2 in [28]).

7. Conclusion

We have developed a descent subgradient method for solving an unconstrained nonsmooth nonconvex optimization problem. To find an efficient descent direction, we proposed an iterative procedure to provide an inner approximation of the Goldstein ε-subdifferential. The least norm element of this approximation was considered as a search direction, and a new variant of Mifflin’s line search was suggested for finding the next trial point. The finite convergence of the presented line search has been proved under the assumption that the objective function satisfies some semismoothness assumption. We studied the global convergence of the method to a Clarke stationary point. Our numerical tests have confirmed that, the proposed subgradient algorithm is a big rival to GS and bundle type methods. Moreover, some semi-academic problems showed the applicability of the method in a variety of contexts.

Disclosure statement

The authors report there are no competing interests to declare.

Funding

This project was fully supported by the Iran National Science Foundation (INSF) under contract no. 99025023.

References

[1] Dzyadyk V, Shevchuk I. Theory of uniform approximation of functions by polynomials ;

2008.

[2] Hien LK, Phan DN, Gillis N, et al. Block Bregman majorization minimization with extrapolation. SIAM Journal on Mathematics of Data Science. 2022;4(1):1–25.

[3] Mäkelä MM, Neittaanmäki P. Nonsmooth optimization: Analysis and algorithms with applications to optimal control. Singapore: World Scientific Publishing Co.; 1992.

[4] Marechal P, Ye J. Optimizing condition numbers. SIAM J Optim. 2009;20(2):935–947. [5] Nikolova M. Minimizers of cost-functions involving nonsmooth data-fidelity terms. application to the processing of outliers. SIAM J Numer Anal. 2002;40(3):965–994.

[6] Hiriart-Urruty JB, Lemaréchal C. Convex analysis and minimization algorithms i. a series of comprehensive studies in mathematics. New York: Springer-Verlag; 1993.

[7] Hiriart-Urruty JB, Lemaréchal C. Convex analysis and minimization algorithms ii. a series of comprehensive studies in mathematics. New York: Springer-Verlag; 1993.

[8] Lemaréchal C. An extension of Davidon methods to non differentiable problems. Math Program. 1975;3:95–109.

[9] Wolfe P. A method of conjugate subgradients for minimizing nondifferentiable convex functions. Math Program. 1975;3(1):145–173.

[10] Kiwiel KC. An aggregate subgradient method for nonsmooth convex minimization. Math Program. 1983;27:320–341.

[11] Kiwiel KC. Proximity control in bundle methods for convex nondifferentiable minimization. Math Program. 1990;46:105–122.

[12] Schramm H, Zowe J. A version of the bundle idea for minimizing a nonsmooth function:

conceptual idea, convergence analysis, numerical results. SIAM J Optim. 1992;2(1):105– 122.

[13] Haarala M, Miettinen K, Mäkelä MM. New limited memory bundle method for large-scale nonsmooth optimization. Optim Methods Softw. 2004;19(6):673–692.

[14] Uryas’ev SP. New variable metric algorithms for nondifferentiable optimization problems.

J Optim Theory Appl. 1991;71:359–388.

[15] Vlček J, Lukšan L. Globally convergent variable metric method for convex nonsmooth unconstrained minimization. J Optim Theory Appl. 1999;102:593–613.

[16] Vlček J, Lukšan L. Globally convergent variable metric method for nonconvex nondifferentiable unconstrained minimization. J Optim Theory Appl. 2001;111(2):407–430.

[17] Ackooij W, Frangioni A. Incremental bundle methods using upper models. SIAM J Optim.

2018;28(1):379–410.

[18] Hare W, Sagastizábal C, Solodov M. A proximal bundle method for nonsmooth nonconvex functions with inexact information. Comput Optim Appl. 2016;63(1):1–28.

[19] Oliveira W, Sagastizábal C, Lemaréchal C. Convex proximal bundle methods in depth: a unified analysis for inexact oracles. Math Program. 2014;148(1-2):241–277.

[20] Monjezi NH, Nobakhtian S. An inexact multiple proximal bundle algorithm for nonsmooth nonconvex multiobjective optimization problems. Annals of Operations Research. 2022; 311(2):1123–1154.

[21] Hare W, Sagastizábal C. A redistributed proximal bundle method for nonconvex optimization. SIAM J Optim. 2010;20(5):2442–2473.

[22] Noll D, Apkarian P. Spectral bundle methods for non-convex maximum eigenvalue functions: first-order methods. Math Program. 2005;104:701–725.

[23] Noll D. Cutting plane oracles to minimize non-smooth non-convex functions. Set-Valued Anal. 2010;18:531–568.

[24] Gaudioso M, Gorgone E. Gradient set splitting in nonconvex nonsmooth numerical optimization. Optim Methods Softw. 2010;25(1):59–74.

[25] Fuduli A, Gaudioso M, Giallombardo G. Minimizing nonconvex nonsmooth functions via cutting planes and proximity control. SIAM J Optim. 2004;14(3):743–756.

[26] Hare W, Sagastizábal C. Computing proximal points of nonconvex functions. Math Program. 2009;116:221–258.

[27] Burke JV, Lewis AS, L OM. Two numerical methods for optimizing matrix stability.

Linear Algebra Appl. 2002;351-352:117–145.

[28] Burke JV, Lewis AS, Overton ML. A robust gradient sampling algorithm for nonsmooth, nonconvex optimization. SIAM J Optim. 2005;15(3):751–779.

[29] Kiwiel KC. Convergence of the gradient sampling algorithm for nonsmooth nonconvex optimization. SIAM J Optim. 2007;18(2):379–388.

[30] Curtis FE, Overton ML. A sequential quadratic programming algorithm for nonconvex, nonsmooth constrained optimization. SIAM J Optim. 2012;22(2):474–500.

[31] Helou ES, Santos AS, Simões LEA. A fast gradient and function sampling method for finite-max functions. Comput Optim Appl. 2018;71(3):673–717.

[32] Curtis FE, Que X. An adaptive gradient sampling algorithm for nonconvex nonsmooth optimization. Optim Methods Softw. 2013;28(6):1302–1324.

[33] Maleknia M, Shamsi M. A new method based on the proximal bundle idea and gradient sampling technique for minimizing nonsmooth convex functions. Comput Optim Appl. 2020;77:379–409.

[34] Maleknia M, Shamsi M. A quasi-newton proximal bundle method using gradient sampling technique for minimizing nonsmooth convex functions. Optim Methods Softw. 2022;.

[35] Curtis FE, Li M. Gradient sampling methods with inexact subproblem solutions and gradient aggregation. INFORMS Journal on Optimization. 2022;.

[36] Maleknia M, Shamsi M. A gradient sampling method based on ideal direction for solving nonsmooth optimization problems. J Optim Theory Appl. 2020;187:181–204.

[37] Shor NZ. Minimization methods for non-differentiable functions. Berlin: Springer; 1985. [38] Shor NZ. Utilization of the operation of space dilatation in the minimization of convex functions. Cybern Syst Anal. 1972;6:7–15.

[39] Shor NZ, Zhurbenko N. A minimization method using the operation of extension of the space in the direction of the difference of two successive gradients. Cybernetics. 1971; 7:450–459.

[40] Bagirov AM, Ganjehlou AN. A quasisecant method for minimizing nonsmooth functions.

Optim Methods Softw. 2010;25(1):3–18.

[41] Bagirov AM, Jin L, Karmitsa N, et al. A subgradient method for nonconvex nonsmooth optimization. J Optim Theory Appl. 2013;157:416–435.

[42] Clarke FH. Optimization and Nonsmooth Analysis. Philadelphia: SIAM; 1990. [43] Mahdavi-Amiri N, Yousefpour R. An effective nonsmooth optimization algorithm for locally lipschitz functions. J Optim Theory Appl. 2012;155(1):180–195.

[44] Evans LC, Gariepy RF. Measure theory and fine properties of functions, revised edition.

Boca Raton: CRC Press; 1992.

[45] Asl A, Overton ML. Analysis of the gradient method with an armijo–wolfe line search on a class of non-smooth convex functions. Optim Methods Softw. 2020;35(2):223–242.

[46] Burke JV, Lin Q. Convergence of the gradient sampling algorithm on directionally Lipschitz functions. Set-Valued Var Anal. 2021;29:949–966.

[47] Goldstein AA. Optimization of Lipschitz continuous functions. Math Program. 1977;

13:14–22.

[48] Bagirov AM, Karmitsa N, Mäkelä MM. Introduction to nonsmooth optimization. Springer International Publishing; 2014.

[49] Bonnans J, Gilbert J, Lemaréchal C, et al. Numerical optimization. theoretical and practical aspects. Berlin: Springer-Verlag; 2006.

[50] Rockafellar RT, Wets RJB. Variational analysis. Berlin: Springer; 2004. [51] Kiwiel KC. Methods of descent for nondifferentiable optimization. Berlin: Springer-Verlag;

1985.

[52] Mifflin R. Stationarity and superlinear convergence of an algorithm for univariate locally Lipschitz constrained minimization. Math Program. 1984;28:50–71.

[53] Mifflin R. An algorithm for constrained optimization with semismooth functions. Mathematics of Operations Research. 1977;2(2):191–207.

[54] Bagirov AM, Karmitsa N, Taheri S. Partitional clustering via nonsmooth optimization.

Switzerland: Springer Cham; 2020.

[55] Lukšan L, Tcma M, Siska M, et al. Ufo 2002. interactive system for universal functional optimization. Prague: Institute of Computer Science, Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic; 2002.

[56] Grothey A. Decomposition methods for nonlinear nonconvex optimization problems. [dissertation]. University of Edinburgh; 2001.

[57] Dolan ED, Moré J. Benchmarking optimization software with performance profiles. Math Program. 2002;91(2):201–213.

[58] Lewis AS, Overton ML. Nonsmooth optimization via quasi-Newton methods. Math Program. 2013;141(1):135–163.

Appendix A. Reset strategy

In this appendix, as stated in Remark 1, we propose a reset strategy to efficiently control the size of quadratic subproblems in Algorithm 2. Let 2 < M ∈ N be an upper bound for the number of elements in G_ε(x_k). Once |G_ε(x_k)| = M for some k, we adaptively discard almost inactive subgradients from G_ε(x_k). To this end, assume we are at the k̄-th iteration of Algorithm 2 and

G_ε(x¯_k) = {χ_1, χ_2, . . . , χ_{M−1}} and I¯_k = 0.

Since I¯_k = 0, by construction of Algorithm 2, we conclude |G_ε(x¯_{k+1})| = M. Thus, at this iteration, we eliminate some elements of G_ε(x¯_k). Note that

g^∗_{k̄} = M−1∑ j=1 λ_j χ_j ,

in which ∑_{M−1} j=1 λ_j = 1 and λ_j ≥ 0, for all j = 1, . . . , M −1. Assume that λ_{[j]} is the j-th largest element of λ = (λ_1, λ_2, . . . , λ_{M−1}). Now, for a prespecified weight θ ∈ (0, 1], let l ∈ N be the smallest positive integer satisfying ∑_l j=1 λ_{[j]} ≥ θ. Then, one can reduce

G_ε(x¯_k) as G_ε(x¯_k) ← {λ_{[j]} : j = 1, . . . , l} ∪ {g^∗_{k̄}}. (A1) Consequently, the most active subgradients in forming g^∗_{k̄} are preserved and th rest are discarded. Moreover, due to a technical concern, the least norm element of convG_ε(x¯_k), namely g^∗_{k̄}, has been appended to G_ε(x¯_k). The user should apply the elimination process (A1) right before Line 16 of Algorithm 2 using the following conditional block: “if |G_ε(x_k)| = M − 1 then reduce G_ε(x_k) as described in (A1); end if ” Eventually, we have to emphasize that this modification to Algorithm 2 does not impair our proof of Theorem (4.2), because it is easy to see that ξ_{k+1}, g^∗_k ∈ convG_ε(x_{k+1}), for all k.

This explains why we have appended g^∗_{k̄} to G_ε(x¯_k) in (A1).