arXiv:2309.11940v2 [math.OC] 3 Apr 2024

A VARIABLE SMOOTHING FOR NONCONVEXLY CONSTRAINED NONSMOOTH OPTIMIZATION WITH APPLICATION TO SPARSE SPECTRAL CLUSTERING

Keita Kume and Isao Yamada

Dept. of Information and Communications Engineering, Tokyo Institute of Technology Email:{kume,isao}@sp.ce.titech.ac.jp

ABSTRACT

We propose a variable smoothing algorithm for solving nonconvexly constrained nonsmooth optimization problems. The target problem has two issues that need to be addressed: (i) the nonconvex constraint and (ii) the nonsmooth term. To handle the nonconvex constraint, we translate the target problem into an unconstrained problem by parameterizing the nonconvex constraint in terms of a Euclidean space. We show that under a certain condition, these problems are equivalent in view of finding a stationary point. To find a stationary point of the parameterized problem, the proposed algorithm performs the gradient descent update for the smoothed version of the parameterized problem with replacement of the nonsmooth function by the Moreau envelope, inspired by a variable smoothing algorithm [Böhm-Wright, J. Optim. Theory Appl., 2021] specialized for unconstrained nonsmooth optimization. We also present a convergence analysis of the proposed algorithm as well as its application to a nonconvex reformulation of the sparse spectral clustering.

Index Terms— nonconvex constraint, nonsmooth optimization, weakly convex function, Moreau envelope, sparse spectral clustering

1. INTRODUCTION

Nonsmooth optimization problems with possibly nonconvex constraint have been serving as key models for finding sparse solutions in wide range of signal processing and machine learning including, e.g., sparse Principal Component Analysis (PCA) [1], sparse variable PCA [2], robust sparse PCA [3], orthogonal dictionary learning/robust subspace recovering [4], sparse spectral clustering [5], and robust low-rank matrix completion [6]. Such applications can be formulated as

Problem 1.1. For a locally closed^{a)} (nonconvex) nonempty subset C Ă X of a Euclidean space X ,

Minimize xPC fpxq :“ hpxq ` g ˝ Gpxq, (1)

where (i) h : X Ñ R is differentiable and ∇h is Lipschitz continuous with L_{∇h} ą 0; (ii) g : Z Ñ R is (possibly nonsmooth) ηweakly convex with η ą 0, i.e., g `^η_2 } ¨ }^2 is convex, and Lipschitz continuous with Lg ą 0 over a Euclidean space Z; (iii) G : X Ñ Z is smooth; (iv) inf xPC fpxq ą ´8.

Despite many applications behind Problem 1.1, the problem has two difficulties that need to be addressed: (i) the nonconvex constraint C and (ii) the nonsmoothness of g ˝ G. To address each of the two difficulties, computational ideas have been proposed respectively.

This work was supported partially by JSPS Grants-in-Aid (19H04134, 22KJ1270) and by JST SICORP (JPMJSC20C6).

a)C is locally closed if, for every x P C, there exists a closed neighborhood N Ă X of x such that C X N is closed [7].

To deal with the nonconvex constraint C Ă X in (1) with g “ 0, parametrization strategies have been utilized to translate constrained optimization problems (1) into unconstrained optimization problems [8–15]. Indeed, such a constraint set C appearing in signal processing and machine learning can often be parameterized with a smooth mapping F : Y Ñ X satisfying C “ F pYq in terms of a Euclidean space Y, e.g., as the so-called trivialization [10]. Such parameterizations include, e.g., the Stiefel manifold Stpp, Nq :“ tU P R^{N^p} | U^TU “ Iu [8, 10, 12], and the set of all m-by-n low-rank matrices with rank r at most, to name a few (see [14]). By using F , we can treat the minimization of f : X Ñ R over C as the simpler unconstrained minimization of f ˝F : Y Ñ R.

In a case where C “ X and G “ A is a linear operator in (1), the variable smoothing [16] considers the minimization of h `^μg˝ A, instead of h ` g ˝ A, with a smoothed surrogate^μg : Z Ñ R pμ P p0, η^{´1}qq of g, where^μg is called the Moreau envelope [17– 20] (see (4)). Although there is a gap between g and^μg, we have limμÑ0^μgpzq “ gpzq pz P Zq. By controlling the decaying rate of μ to 0, the variable smoothing tries to find a minimizer of h ` g ˝ A by performing the gradient descent update for minimization of the smooth function h `^μg ˝ A. In a case where g is prox-friendly, i.e.,^μg and ∇^μg are available within finite calculations, we do not need to solve any subproblem in the variable smoothing. Indeed, many functions g appearing in the real-world applications are proxfriendly, e.g., ℓ1-norm, MCP [21], and SCAD [22] (see, e.g., [23]).

In this paper, by combining the ideas in the parametrization strategy and the variable smoothing, we resolve the two difficulties in Problem 1.1 simultaneously: (i) the nonconvex constraint C; (ii) the nonsmoothness of g ˝ G. For the first difficulty, we consider a parameterized version of Problem 1.1 as:

Problem 1.2. For C, h, g, and G defined as in Problem 1.1,

Minimize yPY ph ` g ˝ Gq ˝ F pyqp“ f ˝ F pyqq, (2)

where F : Y Ñ X is a smooth mapping defined over a Euclidean space Y such that C “ F pYq.

Theorem 4.1 in Appendix presents a condition for the equivalence of Problem 1.1 and Problem 1.2 in view of finding a stationary point satisfying a necessary condition to be a local minimizer.

For the second difficulty, we propose to extend the ideas [16] in the variable smoothing. The proposed algorithm illustrated in Algorithm 1 performs the gradient descent update for the minimization of ph `^{μn} g ˝ Gq ˝ F at nth update with the Moreau envelope^{μn} g of g with μn P p0, η^{´1}q converging to 0. Along with the variable smoothing [16], the proposed algorithm do not need to solve any subproblem in a case where g is prox-friendly. To the authors’ best knowledge, the proposed algorithm is the first algorithm to solve the class of Problem 1.2 (see also Remark 3.5). For the proposed algorithm, we present in Theorem 3.3 a convergence analysis. In Section 4, we present an application with a nonconvex reformulation of the sparse spectral clustering [5,24,25] with numerical experiments. Notation: N and R are respectively the set of all positive integers and of all real numbers. } ¨ } and x¨, ¨y are respectively the Euclidean norm and the standard inner product. For a smooth mapping F :

Y Ñ X , DF pyq : Y Ñ X : v ÞÑ lim_{tÑ0,t‰0,tPR} F py ` tvq ´ F pyq t is the Gâteaux derivative of F at y P Y, and it is a linear operator by the smoothness of F . For a smooth function f : X Ñ R, ∇f is the gradient of f, i.e., ∇fpxq P X at x P X satisfies Dfpxqrvs “ x∇fpxq, vy pv P X q with the Gâteaux derivative of f at x. For a linear operator A : X Ñ Z, A^˚ : Z Ñ X is the adjoint of A, i.e., xAx, zy “ xx, A^˚zy holds for all x P X and z P Z. For y P Y and S Ă Y, dpy, Sq :“ inft}y ´ s} P R | s P Su is their distance.

2. PRELIMINARY

As extensions of the subdifferential of convex functions, we use the following two subdifferentials of nonconvex functions [7].

Definition 2.1 ( [7, 8.3]). Let f : X Ñ R be a function and sx P X .

(a) pBfpsxq :“ " v P X | lim inf xÑ sx,x‰ sx J_{p sx,vq}pxq ě 0

*_{b)}

with J_{p sx,vq}pxq

:“^{f pxq´f p sxq´xv,x´ sxy}

}x´ sx} is the regular subdifferential of f at sx.

(b) Bfpsxq defined below is the general subdifferential of f at sx:

Bfpsxq :“ # v P X |

Dpxnq^8_{n“1}pĂ X q Ñ sx, Dvn P pBfpxnq s.t. lim_{nÑ8} fpxnq “ fpsxq, lim_{nÑ8} vn “ v +

For all functions in this paper, i.e., h, h ˝ F, g, g ˝ G, g ˝ G˝ F, f, f ˝ F , we can confirm that the above two subdifferentials coincide by combining facts in [7, 7.25, 7.27, 9.13, 10.6, 10.9]. Since the general subdifferential has good properties for our nonsmooth analysis, we focus on the general subdifferential in the following.

From the nonconvexity of Problem 1.2, its realistic goal is finding a stationary point satisfying a necessary condition for the optimality. By Fermat’s rule [7, 10.1], the standard optimality condition for y^‹ P Y to be a local minimizer of Problem 1.2 is given as

0 P Bpf ˝ F qpy^‹q. (3)

We present, in Theorem 4.1 of Appendix, a sufficient condition for the equivalence between necessary conditions for the local optimality of both Problems 1.1 and 1.2 (Note: the main ideas in this paper can be followed without Appendix).

The proximity operator and the Moreau envelope have been used extensively to solve nonsmooth optimization problems [17–20]. For an η-weakly convex function g with η ą 0, its proximity operator and Moreau envelope with μ P p0, η^{´1}q are respectively defined as

psz P Zq prox_{μg} pszq :“ arg min_{zPZ} ^ gpzq` 1 2μ }z ´ sz}^2 ˙ , psz P Zq^μgpszq :“ inf_{zPZ} ^ gpzq` 1 2μ }z ´ sz}^2 ˙ ď gpszq, (4)

where prox_{μg} is single-valued due to the strong convexity of g` p2μq^{´1}} ¨ }^2. The Moreau envelope serves as a smoothed surrogate function of g because limμÑ0^μgpzq “ gpzq pz P Zq, and^μg is

b) lim inf xÑ sx,x‰ sx J_{p sx,vq}pxq “ inf ! a P R |^{Dpxnq8n“1pĂX zt sxuqÑ sx s.t.} limnÑ8 Jp sx,vq pxnq“a ) .

Algorithm 1 Variable smoothing for Problem 1.2 Input: y_1 P Y, τ ą 2, c P p0, 1q, ρ P p0, 1q, α ą 1, γ_{initial} ą 0 for n “ 1, 2, . . . do

μ_n Ð^1_{τ η α}?_n Set f_{rns} :“ h `^{μn} g ˝ G, and γ_n Ð γ_{initial}. y_{n`1} Ð y_n ´ γ_n∇pf_{rns} ˝ F qpy_nq while f_{rns}pF py_{n`1}qq ą f_{rns}pF py_nqq ´ cγ_n}∇pf_{rns} ˝ F qpy_nq}^2 do γ_n Ð ργ_n Ź Backtracking algorithm y_{n`1} Ð y_n ´ γ_n∇pf_{rns} ˝ F qpy_nq end while end for

continuously differentiable with ∇^μgpzq “ μ^{´1}pz ´ prox_{μg} pzqq (see, e.g., [20]). Many functions g have the close-form expressions of prox_{μg} and^μg, e.g., ℓ1-norm, MCP, and SCAD (see, e.g., [23]).

3. VARIABLE SMOOTHING WITH PARAMETRIZATION

Since Problem 1.2 is still challenging due to the nonsmoothness and the nonconvexity of g ˝ G, we further reduce Problem 1.2 to the minimization of the smoothed version ph `^μg ˝ Gq ˝ F of (2) with the Moreau envelope^μg pμ P p0, η^{´1}qq. The following theorem presents a relation between the optimality conditions of Problem 1.2 in (3) and its smoothed problem.

Theorem 3.1. Consider Problem 1.2. Let pμnq^8_{n“1} Ă R be a sequence of μn P p0, η^{´1}q converging to 0, and let pynq^8_{n“1} Ă Y be a sequence converging to some y^‹ P Y. For f :“ h ` g ˝ G, we have

d p0, Bpf ˝ F qpy^‹qq ď lim inf_{nÑ8} }∇ pph `^{μn} g ˝ Gq ˝ F q pynq}.(5)

By noting the condition (3) for y^‹ P Y can be restated as

d p0, Bpf ˝ F qpy^‹qq “ 0, (6)

Theorem 3.1 suggests that a stationary point of Problem 1.2 can be found via the following problem with μn P p0, η^{´1}q converging to 0 and with f_{rns} :“ h `^{μn} g ˝ G:

Find pynq^8_{n“1} Ă Y s.t. lim inf_{nÑ8} }∇pf_{rns} ˝ F qpynq} “ 0. (7)

To solve (7), we propose to extend the ideas [16] in the variable smoothing. The proposed algorithm illustrated in Algorithm 1 performs the gradient descent update, from xn P X to xn`1 P X , for the minimization of f_{rns} ˝ F “ ph `^{μn} g ˝ Gq ˝ F , where the parameter μn P p0, η^{´1}q decreases by the rate Opn^{´1{α} q with α ą 1. To find a stepsize γn ą 0 reducing the value of the cost function f_{rns} ˝ F sufficiently, we use the so-called backtracking algorithm (see, e.g., [26]) in Algorithm 1.

To derive a convergence analysis for Algorithm 1, we need the Lipschitz continuity of ∇pf_{rns} ˝ F q. The following lemma presents its sufficient condition.

Lemma 3.2. Consider Problem 1.2. Assume that (i) there exist LF , LDF ą 0 such that sup_{yPY} }DF pyq}op ď LF and }DF py1q ´ DF py2q}op ď LDF }y1 ´ y2} py1, y2 P Yq, where } ¨ }op is the operator norm; (ii) there exist LG, LDG ą 0 such that sup_{xPC} }DGpxq}op ď LG and }DGpx1q ´ DGpx2q}op ď LDG}x1 ´ x2} px1, x2 P Cq; (iii) there exists L_h ą 0 such that sup_{xPC} }∇hpxq} ď L_h; (iv) μ P p0, mint1, 2^{´1}η^{´1}uq. Then, J :“ ph `^μg ˝ Gq ˝ F is continuously differentiable and ∇J is Lipschitz continuous with ϖμ^{´1} ą 0 over Y, i.e.,

py1, y2 P Yq }∇Jpy1q ´ ∇Jpy2q} ď ϖμ^{´1}}y1 ´ y2},

where ϖ :“ L^2_F pL_{∇h} ` L^2_Gq ` LDF L_h ` Lg pLDF LG ` L^2_F LDGq.

In a case where G is a linear operator, the assumption (ii) on G in Lemma 3.2 is satisfied. Moreover, under the compactness of C, the assumptions (ii) and (iii) on G and h in Lemma 3.2 are also satisfied automatically. We will present, in Section 4, our reformulation of the sparse spectral clustering satisfies the all assumptions in Lemma 3.2.

Consequently, we obtain the following convergence analysis.

Theorem 3.3. Consider Problem 1.2. Let pynq^8_{n“1} Ă Y be generated by Algorithm 1. Assume that for every n P N, f_{rns} ˝ F :“ ph `^{μn} g ˝ Gq ˝ F is continuously differentiable and its gradient ∇pf_{rns} ˝ F q is Lipschitz continuous with L_{∇pfrns˝F q} :“ ϖμ^{´1}_n ą 0 with some common ϖ ą 0 over Y. Then, if γ_{initial} ą 2p1´ cqL^{´1}_{∇pfr1s ˝F q}, we have lim inf nÑ8 }∇pf_{rns} ˝ F qpynq} “ 0. More precisely, for some constant κ ą 0 and for all n1 ą n0, we have min n0 ďnďn1 }∇pf_{rns} ˝F qpynq} ď d κ pn1 ` 1q^{1´α´1} ´ n^{1´α´1}_0

. (8)

In addition, if a subsequence py_{nplq}q^8_{l“1} of pynq^8_{n“1} converges to some y^‹ P Y, and satisfies lim_{lÑ8} }∇pf_{rnplqs} ˝ F qpy_{nplq}q} “ 0, then y^‹ is a stationary point of Problem 1.2, i.e., y^‹ satisfies (3), which is confirmed by Theorem 3.1 (Note: the existence of y^‹ is guaranteed if pynq^8_{n“1} is bounded^{c)} ).

Remark 3.4 (Role of τ in Theorem 3.3). A sufficient condition for the Lipschitz assumption of ∇f_{rns} ˝ F in Theorem 3.3 is given in Lemma 3.2, where τ ą 2 in Algorithm 1 ensures μn P p0, mint1, 2^{´1}η^{´1}uq for the assumption (iv) in Lemma 3.2.

Next remark summarizes advantages of Algorithm 1 over the variable smoothing [16].

Remark 3.5 (Comparisons of [16] and Algorithm 1). (a) The variable smoothing [16] can be applied to only the special instance of Problem 1.2 that C “ X “ Y, F is the identity operator and G is a linear operator A : X Ñ Z. In contrast, Algorithm 1 can be applied to Problem 1.2 under general setting.

(b) The variable smoothing [16] requires the Lipschitz constants L_{∇frns} ą 0 of ∇ph `^{μn} g ˝ Aq because every stepsize is given by γn :“ L^{´1}_{∇frns} . In contrast, Algorithm 1 does not need to know such Lipschitz constants thanks to the backtracking algorithm (see, e.g., [26]).

(c) For the decaying rate α of μn in Algorithm 1, Algorithm 1 can choose α P p1, 8q arbitrarily. On the other hand, the corresponding decaying rate in [16] is fixed by 3. The difference in the choice of the decaying rate is due to the difference in the goals of convergence analysis. The paper [16] aims to derive a better convergence rate with respect to a near stationary point criterion consisting of a sum of μn and }∇ph `^{μn} g ˝ Aqpynq}. As α increases, although }∇ph `^{μn} g ˝ Aqpynq} decreases rapidly (see (8)), μn decreases slowly. To balance the rate of decrease of the two terms, α “ 3 is used in [16]. In contrast, for any α P p1, 8q, our convergence analysis in Theorem 3.3 ensures to obtain a stationary point directly by finding pynq^8_{n“1} satisfying (7) (see also (5) and (6)). According to our experiments, choice of α affects numerical convergence performance of Algorithm 1, which will be discussed elsewhere.

4. APPLICATION TO SPARSE SPECTRAL CLUSTERING 4.1. Reformulation of sparse spectral clustering along with Problem 1.2 To evaluate the performance of Algorithm 1, we carried out numerical experiments in the scenario of the Spectral Clustering (SC) (see,

c)py_nq^8_{n“1} is bounded if the level set ty P Y | f ˝ F pyq ď f_{r1s}˝ F py_1q`2μ_1 L^2_g u is bounded with the initial estimate y_1 P Y in Algorithm 1.

e.g., [25]). The SC is widely used for clustering, e.g., not only clustering on graphs [29] in graph signal processing, but also single-cell RNA sequence [30], remote sensing image analysis [31], and detecting clusters in networks [32]. To split given data pξiq^N_{i“1} Ă R^d into k ď N clusters, the SC is executed in the following steps inspired by the graph theory:

1. Construct an affinity matrix W P R^{N^N} whose entries Wij ě 0 stands for the similarity between ξi and ξj (see, e.g., k-nearest neighborhood graph [33]).

2. Compute the normalized Laplacian L :“ I ´D^{´1{2}W D^{´1{2} P R^{N^N} by regarding W as the adjacency matrix of a certain graph, where D P R^{N^N} is the degree (diagonal) matrix of W , i.e., Dii “ ř_N j“1 Wij . 3. Find U^‹ P arg min rU sPGrpk,Nq TrpU^TLU q, (9)

where Grpk, Nq :“ trU s | U P Stpk, Nqu is the Grassmann manifold, Stpk, Nq :“ tU P R^{N^k} | U^TU “ I_ku is the Stiefel manifold, and rU s :“ tU Q P Stpk, Nq | Q P Opkq :“ Stpk, kqu is the equivalence class with the equivalence relation U „ U^{1 def}ô DQ P Opkq s.t. U^1 “ U Q.^{d)}

4. Form pU^‹ P R^{N^k} by normalizing each row of U^‹ to length 1.

5. Treat each row pu^‹_i P R^k of pU^‹ as a feature vector of ξi, and cluster ppuiq^N_{i“1} into k clusters by the k-means algorithm.

U^‹ in (9) can be obtained by the eigenvalue decomposition of L, and its column vectors are eigenvectors of L corresponding to its kth smallest eigenvalues. As suggested in [5], in the ideal case where W is block diagonal, i.e., Wij “ 0 if ξi and ξj belong to different clusters, U^‹U^{‹T} P R^{N^N} is block diagonal. To capture the block diagonal structure of U^‹U^{‹T}, the sparsity of U^‹U^{‹T} can be naturally assumed because its block off-diagonal matrices are desired to be zero. This motivates the Sparse SC (SSC) [5], where the problem in (9) is replaced by the following problem with λ ą 0:

Find U^‹ P arg min rU sPGrpk,Nq TrpU^TLU q ` λrpU U^Tq, (10)

where r : R^{N^N} Ñ R is a regularizer to promote the sparsity of solutions. With ℓ1-norm r “ } ¨ }1, the SSC in [5] solves a convex relaxation of (10), where Grpk, Nq is relaxed to a certain closed convex set.

The problem in (10) is a special instance of Problem 1.1 if r is weakly convex and Lipschitz continuous. Fortunately, Grpk, Nq has a smooth parametrization called the generalized left-localized Cayley transform^{e)} ΨS with S P OpNq “ StpN, Nq [12]:

ΨS : Q_{N,k} Ñ Grpk, Nq : V ÞÑ rSpI ´ V qpI ` V q^{´1}I_{N^k}s,

where I_{N^k} P R^{N^k} is the first kth left block matrix of I and Q_{N,k} :“ "„ A ´B^T B 0 ȷ P R^{N^N} |^{AT“´APRk^k,} BPRpN ´kq^k * is a Euclidean

space. With hSSCpU q :“ TrpU^TLU q and GSSCpU q :“ U U^T, we can reformulate (10) along with Problem 1.2 as

Find V^‹ P arg min V PQN,k phSSC ` λr ˝ GSSCq ˝ ΨS pV q. (11)

d)TrpU^TLUq “ TrpU^{1T}LU^1q holds for U P Stpk, Nq and U^1 P rUs. e)Ψ_S was proposed originally for parametrization of Stpp, Nq, and there exist so-called singular-points in Stpp, Nq, where we can not parameterize by Ψ_S . However, for parametrization of Grpk, Nq, we can parameterize all points in Grpk, Nq by Ψ_S (see [12, Theorem 3.2]).

Table 1. Average scores of NMI [27] and ARI [28], and their standard deviations (numbers in parentheses). iris shuttle segmentation breast cancer glass wine seeds NMI ARI NMI ARI NMI ARI NMI ARI NMI ARI NMI ARI NMI ARI SC [24] 0.778 0.745 0.387 0.205 0.501 0.341 0.417 0.419 0.321 0.174 0.433 0.363 0.662 0.659 (0.000) (0.000) (0.043) (0.059) (0.043) (0.056) (0.000) (0.000) (0.026) (0.019) (0.000) (0.000) (0.007) (0.010) SSC(ℓ1+relax) [5] 0.785 0.786 0.426 0.279 0.503 0.343 0.433 0.462 0.325 0.176 0.433 0.363 0.671 0.675 (0.000) (0.000) (0.047) (0.063) (0.036) (0.052) (0.000) (0.000) (0.021) (0.016) (0.000) (0.000) (0.032) (0.034) Proposed SSC(ℓ1+Gr) 0.823 0.818 0.427 0.276 0.501 0.341 0.473 0.547 0.323 0.175 0.433 0.363 0.667 0.668 (0.000) (0.000) (0.047) (0.069) (0.037) (0.052) (0.000) (0.000) (0.025) (0.020) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) Proposed SSC(MCP+Gr) 0.823 0.818 0.434 0.294 0.507 0.351 0.558 0.664 0.341 0.180 0.442 0.376 0.721 0.708 (0.000) (0.000) (0.049) (0.062) (0.042) (0.061) (0.000) (0.000) (0.030) (0.023) (0.000) (0.000) (0.037) (0.044)

All assumptions on functions and mappings in Lemma 3.2 are satisfied with h “ hSSC, G “ GSSC, and F “ ΨS , where the assumption (i) can be confirmed by using [12, Proposition A.11, Lemma A.12], the assumptions (ii) and (iii) can be confirmed by the compactness of Grpk, Nq. By Theorem 3.3, Algorithm 1 can solve (10), via (11)^{f)}, without any convex relaxation of Grpk, Nq, which was used in [5]. In particular, Algorithm 1 can solve the problem (10) with weakly convex penalties r (Note: [30] reported a manifold proximal linear method for solving the problem (10) in a case where r is ℓ1-norm). Indeed, (Lipschitz continuous) weakly convex penalties, e.g., MCP [21] and SCAD [22] (see also [16]), have been utilized to promote more sparsity for solutions than ℓ1-norm [19]. In the next subsection, we demonstrate the efficacies of the model (11) with a weakly convex penalty and of Algorithm 1.

4.2. Numerical experiments We compared the SC [24], the SSC with the convex relaxation [5,34] denoted by SSC(ℓ1+relax), and the SSC by the reformulation (11) with ℓ1-norm and MCP [21], denoted respectively by SSC(ℓ1+Gr) and by SSC(MCP+Gr). More precisely, as r in (11), we used ℓ1- norm: } ¨ }1 :“ ř i |zi|, and MCP^{g)}: ř i g_{MCPpβq}pziq with β ą 0.

For SSC(ℓ1+relax), SSC(ℓ1+Gr) and SSC(MCP+Gr), parameters were searched from λ, β P t10^{´i} | i “ 0, 1, 2, . . . , 6u. For SSC(ℓ1+Gr) and SSC(MCP+Gr), we employed Algorithm 1 with parameters pτ, c, ρ, αq “ p2.1, 2^{´13}, 0.5, 2q, and γ_{initial} :“ maxt1, }∇pf_{r1s} ˝ F qpy1q}^{´1}u. We used S P OpNq for ΨS by using a selection suggested in [15, Alg. 1]. We implemented the code in MATLAB (R2023b) on a MacBook Pro (13-inch, M1, 2020) with 16GB of RAM. We stopped Algorithm 1 was terminated at nth iterate achieving n “ 2000 or |f ˝ F pynq ´ f ˝ F pyn´1q| ă 10^{´8}.

We evaluated performances of algorithms by using 7 real-world datasets in UCI Machine Learning Repository: (i) ”iris”; (ii) ”shuttle” (chosen 1500 samples randomly); (iii) ”segmentation”; (iv) ”breast cancer”; (v) ”glass”; (vi) ”wine”; and (vii) ”seeds”. For each dataset, we made an affinity matrix W by following [33]. To evaluate the performance, we computed the Normalized Mutual Information (NMI) [27] and the Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) [28]. These higher scores indicate better clustering performance.

Table 1 shows the averaged results of each algorithm by running k-means algorithm for 100 times in the step 5 of the spectral clustering. From Table 1, we can see that the proposed SSC(ℓ1+Gr) is comparable or superior to SSC(ℓ1+relax), implying thus solving (10) without any relaxation improves the performance of clustering. Moreover, the proposed SSC(MCP+Gr) has the best performance for every dataset. This implies that weakly convex penalties such as MCP can achieve further improvements than the convex penalty ℓ1-norm. Consequently, the result shows the great potential

f)We can find a stationary point of (10) by finding a stationary point of (11) since C :“ Grpk, Nq and F :“ Ψ_S satisfy the assumptions in Theorem 4.1.

g)g_{MCPpβq} : R Ñ R : z ÞÑ # |z| ´^{z2}_{2β} |z| ď β β 2 |z| ą β of Algorithm 1, and of the weakly convex model (11) along with Problem 1.2.

Appendix: Optimality conditions for Problems 1.1 and 1.2

In this appendix, we present a relation regarding stationary points between Problem 1.1 and Problem 1.2 in more general cases where f belongs to FpX q, where FpX q is the set of all locally Lipschitz continuous functions^{h)} rf : X Ñ R satisfying B rf psxq “ pB rfpsxq psx P X q. Clearly f :“ h`g ˝G in Problem 1.1 belongs to FpX q because h is continuously differentiable, and g is Lipschitz continuous.

Under the Clarke regularity^{i)} of C Ă X , a necessary condition for x^‹ P X to be a local minimizer of Problem 1.1 is given as

0 P Bfpx^‹q ` NC px^‹q (12)

by Fermat’s rule [7, 10.1], where NC px^‹q is the general normal cone^{i)} to C at x^‹ [7, 8.14]. Then, we have the following relations between two conditions (12) and (3) for stationary points of Problem 1.1 and Problem 1.2.

Theorem 4.1. Let X , Y be Euclidean spaces, and F : Y Ñ X smooth such that pH ‰qF pYq “ C Ă X . Suppose that C is Clarke regular. Then, the following hold:

(a) For f P FpX q (especially in Problem 1.1), we have p@y P Yq 0 P BfpF pyqq ` NC pF pyqq

looooooooooooooooomooooooooooooooooon

Optimality condition for Problem 1.1psee (12)q

ñ 0 P Bpf ˝ F qpyq.

looooooooomooooooooon

Optimality condition for Problem 1.2 psee (3)q

(b) The following conditions are equivalent:

(i) p@f P FpX q, @y P Yq ´ 0 P BfpF pyqq`NC pF pyqq ô 0 P Bpf ˝F qpyq ¯ . (ii) p@y P Yq NC pF pyqq “ KerppDF pyqq^˚q, where Kerp¨q stands for the null space of a linear operator.

From Theorem 4.1, for f in Problem 1.1, if we have NC pF py^‹qq “ KerppDF py^‹qq^˚q for y^‹ P Y, then the conditions (12) and (3) are equivalent under x^‹ “ F py^‹q. The condition NC pF py^‹qq “ KerppDF py^‹qq^˚q is guaranteed in a case where C is an embedded submanifold in X and F is submersion^{j)} . Finally, we remark that Theorem 4.1 (b) serves as an extension of a characterization in [14, Theorem 2.4] of stationary points for a smooth function to that for a nonsmooth function.

h) rf : X Ñ R is locally Lipschitz continuous if, for all sx P X , there exists

a neighborhood N Ă X at sx such that rf is Lipschitz continuous over N .

i) C Ă X is Clarke regular if pN_C psxq “ N_C psxq for all sx P C [7, 6.4], where N_C px^‹ q :“ Bι_C px^‹q and pN_C psxq :“ pBι_C psxq are the general normal cone and the regular normal cone to C at sx P C [7, 8.14] respectively,

and ι_C psxq :“ " 0 psx P Cq 8 psx R Cq is the indicator function of C.

j)C is a k-dimensional embedded submanifold in the Euclidean space X if (i) for each sx P C, there exists an open neighborhood N of sx in X and a smooth mapping H : N Ñ R^k such that C X N “ H^{´1}p0q and (ii) the rank of DHpsxq is k [35, Def. 3.10]. Moreover, F : Y Ñ X satisfying F pYq “ C is submersion if the rank of DF pyq is k for y P Y [35, p.211].

5. REFERENCES

[1] K. Benidis, Y. Sun, P. Babu, and D. P. Palomar, “Orthogonal sparse PCA and covariance estimation via procrustes reformulation,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 64, no. 23, pp. 6211–6226, 2016.

[2] M. O. Ulfarsson and V. Solo, “Sparse variable PCA using geodesic steepest descent,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 56, no. 12, pp. 5823–5832, 2008.

[3] A. Breloy, S. Kumar, Y. Sun, and D. P. Palomar, “Majorizationminimization on the Stiefel manifold with application to robust sparse PCA,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 69, pp. 1507– 1520, 2021.

[4] S. Chen, Z. Deng, S. Ma, and A. M.-C. So, “Manifold proximal point algorithms for dual principal component pursuit and orthogonal dictionary learning,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 69, pp. 4759–4773, 2021.

[5] C. Lu, S. Yan, and Z. Lin, “Convex sparse spectral clustering:

Single-view to multi-view,” IEEE Trans. Image Process., vol. 25, no. 6, pp. 2833–2843, 2016.

[6] L. Cambier and P.-A. Absil, “Robust low-rank matrix completion by Riemannian optimization,” SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing, vol. 38, no. 5, pp. S440–S460, 2016.

[7] R. Rockafellar and R. J.-B. Wets, Variational Analysis, Springer Verlag, 3rd edition, 2010.

[8] I. Yamada and T. Ezaki, “An orthogonal matrix optimization by dual Cayley parametrization technique,” in ICA, 2003, pp. 35–40.

[9] K. Helfrich, D. Willmott, and Q. Ye, “Orthogonal recurrent neural networks with scaled Cayley transform,” in ICML, 2018, vol. 80, pp. 1969–1978.

[10] M. Lezcano-Casado, “Trivializations for gradient-based optimization on manifolds,” in NeurIPS, pp. 9157–9168. Curran Associates Inc., 2019.

[11] K. Kume and I. Yamada, “A global Cayley parametrization of Stiefel manifold for direct utilization of optimization mechanisms over vector spaces,” in ICASSP, 2021, pp. 5554–5558.

[12] K. Kume and I. Yamada, “Generalized left-localized Cayley parametrization for optimization with orthogonality constraints,” Optimization, pp. 1–47, 2022.

[13] C. Criscitiello and N. Boumal, “An accelerated first-order method for non-convex optimization on manifolds,” Foundations of Computational Mathematics, 2022.

[14] E. Levin, J. Kileel, and N. Boumal, “The effect of smooth parametrizations on nonconvex optimization landscapes,” Mathematical Programming, 2024.

[15] K. Kume and I. Yamada, “Adaptive localized Cayley parametrization for optimization over Stiefel manifold,” arXiv (2305.17901), 2023.

[16] A. Böhm and S. J. Wright, “Variable smoothing for weakly convex composite functions,” Journal of Optimization Theory and Applications, vol. 188, no. 3, pp. 628–649, 2021.

[17] I. Yamada, M. Yukawa, and M. Yamagishi, “Minimizing the Moreau envelope of nonsmooth convex functions over the fixed point set of certain quasi-nonexpansive mappings,” in Fixed- Point Algorithms for Inverse Problems in Science and Engineering, H. H. Bauschke, R. S. Burachik, P. L. Combettes,

V. Elser, D. R. Luke, and H. Wolkowicz, Eds., pp. 345–390. Springer New York, 2011.

[18] H. H. Bauschke and P. L. Combettes, Convex analysis and monotone operator theory in Hilbert spaces, Springer, 2nd edition, 2017.

[19] J. Abe, M. Yamagishi, and I. Yamada, “Linearly involved generalized Moreau enhanced models and their proximal splitting algorithm under overall convexity condition,” Inverse Problems, vol. 36, no. 3, 2020.

[20] H. H. Bauschke, W. M. Moursi, and X. Wang, “Generalized monotone operators and their averaged resolvents,” Math. Program., vol. 189, no. 1, pp. 55–74, 2021.

[21] C.-H. Zhang, “Nearly unbiased variable selection under minimax concave penalty,” The Annals of Statistics, vol. 38, no. 2, pp. 894 – 942, 2010.

[22] J. Fan and R. Li, “Variable selection via nonconcave penalized likelihood and its oracle properties,” J. Am. Stat. Assoc., vol. 96, no. 456, pp. 1348–1360, Dec. 2001.

[23] G. Chierchia, E. Chouzenoux, P. L. Combettes, and J.-C. Pesquet, “The proximity operator repository,” http://proximityoperator.net/.

[24] A. Ng, M. Jordan, and Y. Weiss, “On spectral clustering: Analysis and an algorithm,” in NeurIPS. 2001, vol. 14, MIT Press.

[25] U. von Luxburg, “A tutorial on spectral clustering,” Statistics and Computing, vol. 17, no. 4, pp. 395–416, 2007.

[26] J. Nocedal and S. Wright, Numerical optimization, Springer Science & Business Media, 2006.

[27] A. Strehl and J. Ghosh, “Cluster ensembles — a knowledge reuse framework for combining multiple partitions,” J. Mach. Learn. Res., vol. 3, no. null, pp. 583–617, mar 2003.

[28] L. Hubert and P. Arabie, “Comparing partitions,” Journal of Classification, vol. 2, no. 1, pp. 193–218, 1985.

[29] X. Dong, P. Frossard, P. Vandergheynst, and N. Nefedov, “Clustering with multi-layer graphs: A spectral perspective,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 60, no. 11, pp. 5820–5831, 2012.

[30] Z. Wang, B. Liu, S. Chen, S. Ma, L. Xue, and H. Zhao, “A manifold proximal linear method for sparse spectral clustering with application to single-cell RNA sequencing data analysis,” INFORMS J. on Optim., vol. 4, no. 2, pp. 200–214, 2022.

[31] K. Taşdemir, B. Yalçin, and I. Yildirim, “Approximate spectral clustering with utilized similarity information using geodesic based hybrid distance measures,” Pattern Recognition, vol. 48, no. 4, pp. 1465–1477, 2015.

[32] T.-S. Wang, H.-T. Lin, and P. Wang, “Weighted-spectral clustering algorithm for detecting community structures in complex networks,” Artificial Intelligence Review, vol. 47, no. 4, pp. 463–483, 2017.

[33] M. Alshammari, J. Stavrakakis, and M. Takatsuka, “Refining a k-nearest neighbor graph for a computationally efficient spectral clustering,” Pattern Recognition, vol. 114, 2021.

[34] C. Lu, “A library of ADMM for sparse and low-rank optimization,” June 2016, https://github.com/canyilu/LibADMM.

[35] N. Boumal, An introduction to optimization on smooth manifolds, Cambridge University Press, 2023.