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SMART: The Stochastic Monotone Aggregated Root-Finding Algorithm
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Abstract We introduce the Stochastic Monotone Aggregated Root-Finding (SMART) algorithm, a new
randomized operator-splitting scheme for finding roots of finite sums of operators. These algorithms are
similar to the growing class of incremental aggregated gradient algorithms, which minimize finite sums of
functions; the difference is that we replace gradients of functions with black-boxes called operators, which
represent subproblems to be solved during the algorithm. By replacing gradients with operators, we increase
our modeling power, and we simplify the application and analysis of the resulting algorithms. The operator
point of view also makes it easy to extend our algorithms to allow arbitrary sampling and updating of blocks
of coordinates throughout the algorithm. Implementing and running an algorithm like this on a computing
cluster can be slow if we force all computing nodes to be synched up at all times. To take better advantage
of parallelism, we allow computing nodes to delay updates and break synchronization.

This paper has several technical and practical contributions. We prove the weak, almost sure convergence
of a new class of randomized operator-splitting schemes in separable Hilbert spaces; we prove that this
class of algorithms convergences linearly in expectation when a weak regularity property holds; we highlight
connections to other algorithms; and we introduce a few new algorithms for large-scale optimization.

1 Introduction

The guiding problems in optimization are evolving. While all optimization problems can be reduced to
minimizing functions over sets, prototypical optimization problems, like mingcc f(z), hide structure that is
found throughout modern applications, and this structure is useful for designing algorithms for large-scale
problems (e.g., problems with gigabytes to terabytes of data). Among these structures, the finite sum is the
most pervasive:

1 n
minimize,cc - Z fi(z). (1.1)
i=1
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Large sums (n > 0) are common in statistical and machine learning, where the functions f; often, but not
always, correspond one-to-one with points in a dataset. When the f; are summed together, the minimization
problem (1.1) grows in complexity, but the prevailing and realistic assumption in applications is that it is
drastically simpler (in terms memory or computational complexity) to perform operations, like differentiation,
on the f; than it is to perform the same operations on the entire sum.

Large sums, like (1.1), come from large datasets, even low dimensional ones. But modern applications
often involve high dimensional datasets. When the decision variable z € R™ is high-dimensional (m > 0),
the prevailing and realistic assumption in applications is that it is drastically simpler to compute partial
derivatives of the f;, or other componentwise quantities, than it is to compute full derivatives of the f;.

These two structural assumptions, and the host of algorithms that adopt them, have led to big im-
provements in large-scale algorithm design (for examples, see [28,17,34,36,35,16,20,15,25,29,9,5,8,37,4,
27,6,31]). And we do not have to look far to find problems for which these assumptions make sense.
A simple problem with n > 0 and m > 0 comes from regularized least squares problems with matrix

A= [AlT, . ,AﬂT € R™*™ vector b € R", and regularizer induced by K € R"*"™:

2
Z1

Tm

1 n

minimize — E
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The two prevailing assumptions are clearly satisfied for this example when each row of A; is sparse: each term
in the sum is simple and partial derivatives of the terms are easier to compute than full derivatives. Absent
other special structure in the matrices A and K (like bandlimitedness), a conceptually simple operation like
differentiating the objective function requires O(max{mn,m?}) operations. With problems of this scale, full
gradient computations cannot lie at the heart of a practical iterative algorithm for solving (1.2).

The algorithms that have sprung from these structural assumptions all look alike. They all form a sequence
of points {z¥}en that converge (in some appropriate sense of the word) to a minimizer of (1.1). They all
make a series of choices at each time step: given z*

1. choose (randomly or otherwise) indices i € {1,...,n} and j € {1,...,m};
2. get zF*! (in some undetermined way) from x* and V; fi(z¥) by only changing a single component of x*
(possibly using some combination of the previous terms {z'}ic(0,._x})-

At this moment, the differences between these algorithms is immaterial. What matters is the contrast between
these algorithms and the overwhelmingly costlier algorithms that form sequences {z*}xen by getting z#+1
from z* and V [3_7, fi] (z¥); we simply cannot afford to compute these full gradients for every k € N.

When looking at this 2-step prototypical algorithm, there is a looming temptation to generalize and to
replace the partial derivatives of the f; with something else. To find a good generalization, we only need to
look at the optimality conditions of (1.1):

1 n
Find z* h that: — Vfi(z*)=0. 1.3
ind z* such tha - ; fi(z™) (1.3)

At once we reduce our cognitive load by changing notation and forgeting that there ever was a function
called f;. We simply replace every occurrence of V f; with a mapping called S;:

1 n
Find z* such that: S(z*) = - Z Si(z*) = 0. (1.4)
i=1
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The 5; take, as input, points in a space H, like R™, and output points in H. We follow mathematical tradition
and call the S; operators. We do not, however, forget about our structural assumptions: for any given x € H,
we still expect S;(x) to be drastically simpler to compute than n=* """ | S;(z), and we still expect the jth
component, denoted by (S;(z));, to be drastically simpler to compute than the full operator S;(x). We gain
a lot of flexibility from this generalization.

Each S;(z) can, in principle, be any mapping. But we would never be so optimistic. Instead, a coherence
condition suggests itself: we assume that for each root z* of (1.4), we have

m n

(3 >0): (Ve eH) D> Bull(Si(@); — (Sim))slf < (S(a),z — z¥). (1.5)

j=1i=1

This condition! is weaker than what can be guaranteed when each S;(-) is the gradient of a convex function.
In that case, the z* in (1.5) can even vary beyond the roots of n=* Y. | S;(+) to any point in H; the f3;; are
akin to inverse Lipschitz constants of gradients. But (1.4) is not limited to smooth optimization problems
because (1.5) will be satisfied for S; that are, for example, compositions of proximal and gradient operators.
Beyond the benefits of increased modeling power, though, we make this generalization because it is easy to
design algorithms for (1.4) that hide all of the complicated details that appear in algorithms which solve
specific models, for example, it can be quite technical to design algorithms for (1.1) when two of the terms,
say f1 and f2, are nonsmooth. Instead, we treat S; just like we treat V f;.

A need for increased modeling power and algorithms with smaller per-iteration complexity has led us
to Problem (1.4) and a class of algorithms that solve it. We want to parallelize these algorithms. But they
are inherently sequential because each step updates just a single coordinate using just a single function or
operator, and the other coordinates cannot be updated until the active one finishes its work. A big slowdown
occurs if some partial derivatives or operator coordinates are much more complicated to evaluate than all
the others because we will spend most of our time updating just a few coordinates and leaving the others
fixed. A solution is to eliminate the stalling between coordinate updates and allow multiple processors to
work at their own pace, updating whenever they complete their work. We take this approach in this paper
and allow asynchronous updates in our algorithm.

In total, we have taken the basic template for incremental gradient and block-coordinate optimization
algorithms and increased its modeling power by introducing the root finding Problem (1.4) and an algorithm
to solve it. This stochastic monotone aggregated root-finding (SMART)? algorithm is inspired by another
algorithm called SAGA [15]. In this work we have taken SAGA and generalized it: the SMART algorithm
applies to operators, allows block-coordinate updates, allows asynchronous updates, requires less memory
than SAGA, and requires less computation per iteration than SAGA. The theoretical guarantees for SMART
are also stronger: the sequence of points formed by the algorithm, and not just the function values, will
converge with probability 1 when a solution exists (even in infinite dimensional separable Hilbert spaces, but
in this case SMART converges weakly). Like SAGA, SMART converges linearly when n=! Y7 | fi is strongly
convex, and beyond that, it converges linearly when n ! Yo, S, is essentially quasi-strongly monotone. It
even converges linearly in the asynchronous, block-coordinate case. The rest of this paper describes SMART
and proves that it converges.

1 The technical name might be quasi-cocoercivity; we could not find it discussed elsewhere.
2 We use the term monotone because S is a quasi-monotone operator.
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2 Assumptions and Notation

The SMART algorithm solves (1.4) in a separable Hilbert space, like R”, which we call H. We assume the
Hilbert space H = H1 & - - - & H,y, is a direct sum of m € N other Hilbert spaces Hi, ..., H,,. Given a vector
x € H, we denote its jth component by x; € H;. Given a sequence {2*}ren and a vector h € N, we define

Vk € N zhh = xkihl, Y
1 m

and use the convention that 2% = 29 if k < 0. For j € {1,...,m}, welet (., )+ HjxH; — R denote the inner

product on H;, and we let ||-||; be the corresponding norm. For all z,y € H, we let (2, ) 00 = 21 (T5, Yi);
and ||z|lprod := V{(Z,Z)proa be the standard inner product and norm on H. We also fix an inner product
(,) : H x H — R and denote the corresponding norm by || - ||. We make one assumption about this norm:

(BM;, M; >0): (Ve e H) Y Mlla|F < [ll* < DMyl
i=1 i=1

We often choose inner products associated to self-adjoint linear maps, P, which are defined for all z,y € H,
by (z,y) = (,9) p := (PT,Y) 1oq = (T, PY) 10q- We work with an underlying probability space denoted by
(£2,F, P), and we assume that the space H is equipped with the Borel o-algebra. We always let o(X) C F
denote the sub o-algebra generated by a random variable X. We use the shorthand a.s. to denote almost
sure convergence of a sequence of random variables. We also assume that the operators S; are measurable.
We say that a map T : H — H is nonexpansive if it is 1-Lipschitz continuous, i.e., ||Tz — Ty|| < ||z — y|| for
all 2,y € H. A map S : H — H is called demiclosed at 0 if whenever a sequence {z*}rcn converges weakly
to a point € H and S(x*) converges strongly to 0 € H, then S(x) = 0. Given any nonempty, closed, convex
set C, let Po(x) := argming. . ||z — 2*|| denote its projection operator, and let do(z) := ming-cc || — z*||
denote its distance function. For any closed convex set, C' C H, we let No denote the normal cone of C' [2,
Definition 6.37]. We define

1 n
S = ;S and  S:=zer(S)={xecH|S) =0}
Beyond (1.5), we use a single regularity property
(Fp>0): VreH) (S(x),r — Ps(x)) > pllx — Ps(x)]|?. (2.1)

Operators that satisfy (2.1) are called essentially strongly quasi-monotone. In order for our most general
results to hold, S need not satisfy (2.1), but when it is satisfied, our algorithm converges linearly. Although
it is hardly comprehensive, one example is noteworthy: property (2.1) holds if S = A* oV fo A for a strongly
convex function f and a matrix A [25, p. 287]. See [7,38,24] for information on convex error bounds.

Most of the concepts that we use in this paper can be found in [2]. See Table C.1 for a list of symbols.

3 The SMART Algorithm

We develop an iterative algorithm that solves (1.4). The algorithm forms a sequence of primal variables
{2*}ren C H that converges to a root of (1.4). The algorithm also maintains a sequence of dual variables,
one per operator, which is denoted by {(y¥,...,y")}ren C H".

We assume that at least one of m, the number of components, and n, the number of operators, is large,
and so it costs a lot to obtain 2**! from z* by updating all m of its components, using all n of the operators.
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To lower the cost, we introduce an IID sequence of 2%} _valued (subsets of {1,...,m}) random variables
{Si}ren that determines which components of 2* we update at the kth iteration. The component-choosing
variable Sy is coupled with an IID sequence of {1,...,n}-valued random variables {iy}ren that determine

which one of the n operators Si, ..., S, are evaluated at the kth iteration. If iy, =i and j € Sg, then the jth
component of ¥ is updated at iteration k using an evaluation of (S;(-));; the other operators and components
are left alone. The user can choose {i;}ren and {Si}ren however they like as long as

q; = P(j € So) > 0 for all j; and p;j := P(ig =i|j € So) > 0 exactly when (S;(-)); # 0.

Unlike the point sequence {z*}rcn, the dual variables need not be updated at every iteration. Instead,
we introduce an IID sequence of {0,1}-valued random variables {ey}ren that determines if and when we
update the dual variables. If €, = 1, then the dual variables are updated at iteration k; otherwise, the dual
variables are left alone. The user can choose {ej }reny however they like as long as

p:=Pleg=1)>0.

If ¢, = 1, and thus the dual variables must update at iteration k, we only require, at the absolute
minimum, that yfk be updated; the rest of the variables may stay fixed. However, we allow the update of yfk
to trigger the update of any subset of the other dual variables. The trigger graph G = (V, E) with vertices
V ={1,...,n} uses the edge set E C {1,...,n}? to encode, for each i € V, the set of dual variables that
must be updated when i = ¢:

(i,i') € E if, and only if, i, = i triggers the update of dual variable y5 .

When (i,4") € E, we simply say that i triggers i’. We require that for all 4, (i,4) € F, but otherwise there are
no constraints on G; it can be absolutely any graph, from a completely disconnected graph, to a complete
graph on n vertices. And one quantity, figuring only in our linear rate of convergence, is important: the
probability that ¢ is triggered and coordinate j is sampled simultaneously

py; = P((i0,7) € E,j € So) = P((io,7) € E | j € S0)a5 = X iyem P30

which is easily computable, but it need not be known to guarantee convergence.
Often, the matrix of optimal operator values

§* = ((Si(z"));)ij, =" €8
has some entries which are zero (by (1.5), S* is independent of z* € S). For these zero entries, we simply set
the corresponding dual variable to zero: yf ; = 0if S7; = 0. In the extreme case that S* = 0, all operators are

zero at the solution, (1.4) reduces to the common zero problem, and the dual variables {(y¥,...,9%)}ren C
H™ are all zero. Setting these particular dual variables to zero is not necessary, but by doing so, we use less
memory than we otherwise would.

An algorithm that solves (1.4) might use the following 3-step process: given z*

1. sample S, ik, and €g;
2. get 21 from 2% using {(S;, (#*)); | j € Sk} and (yF, ..., yk);

k+1 k+1 k+1) _ (yllc
?

3. if e, =1, get (yy', ...,y *L) using 2% and (yf,...,y%); otherwise set (y; ..., 4% YR,

After iy, and Sy are sampled, the inactive operators and the inactive components stall until the active ones
finish Steps 2 and 3. If we have access to a parallel computing device, stalling is wasteful, so in our algorithm
we let all operators work in parallel and update ¥ whenever they finish their work. Mathematically, we
form sequences of delays {dy}ren C {0,1,...,7,}™ and {el}ren C {0,1,...,74}™, and we replace several
instances of z* and y¥ with iterates from the past whose coordinates were formed in the last 7, or 74
iterations, respectively. The final algorithm is below:
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Algorithm 1 (SMART) Let {\;}ren be a sequence of stepsizes. Choose 2° € H and vY, ...,y € H
arbitrarily except that ygj =014fSj; =0. Then for k € N, perform the following three steps:

1. Sampling: choose a set of coordinates Sy, an operator index i, and dual update decision €.
2. Primal update: set

. M 1 ~ T oheer 1= pei
(Vj € Sg) x?“ = J?? - < (S, (2" dk))j - yzkjek + n Zy” ME
=1

q;m \ npij npij

(V7 & Sk) ot = gk

J J

3. Dual update: If i\ triggers i, set
(Vi¢Se)  uiit =l

Otherwise, set yf;rl = yfj .

The z*~9 iterate in SMART can be totally synchronous, in which case dy; = 0 for all j; it can be
consistent-read asynchronous, in which case dy ; = dj ; for all j and j'; or it can be inconsistent-read asyn-
chronous, in which case dj, ; # di, j+ for some j and j’. Totally synchronous iterates are not delayed at all, so
P4 = zF for all k; consistent-read asynchronous iterates are delayed, but all of their coordinates are de-
layed by the same amount, so x*~9 € {aF %=1 . . 2k=7»} for all k; inconsistent-read asynchronous iterates
k—1 xk*Tp}

are delayed, and their coordinates can be delayed by different amounts, so x?id’”’ € {xf, T

for all j, but 2%~ is not necessarily an element of {z* z*=1 ... 2¥="} for all k.
Likewise, the yf ~ iterate in SMART can be totally synchronous, consistent-read asynchronous, or
inconsistent-read asynchronous, corresponding to the cases e} ; =0 for all j, €k = € for all j and 5/, or

e}‘w- #* e}'w»/ for some j and j’, respectively.

The delays {di}ren and {ei }ren come with no particular order. They can induce maximal delays at all
times, e.g., di ; = 7, for all j and k£, in which case the oldest information possible is used in every iteration;
they can be cyclic, e.g., di,; =k mod (7, + 1) for all j and k, in which case the same information is used for
Tp consecutive iterations in a row, and all the intermediate information is thrown away; but in general, the
delays can be arbitrary. These delays are artificially imposed, but we can also incur delays that are beyond
our control.

Uncontrolled delays can occur in the z* iterate when a processor, called Proc;, attempts to read coordi-
nates z¥, ..., z% while another processor, called Procs, attempts to replace z* with 2*+1. It can happen that
Proc; successfully reads coordinate =¥ before Procy replaces it with :1011”1, but that Procy replaces z%, ..., zk,
with xé““, ..., zk+1 before Proc; attempts to read this group of coordinates. When Proc; finishes reading,
it will have the iterate (z¥,z5%1 ... 251 which is not necessarily equal to any previous iterate z* with
t < k. This effect is exacerbated if multiple processors attempt to write and read simultaneously, but in

SMART, z*~% is inconsistent-read asynchronous, so these uncontrolled delays cause no trouble.

In general, including inconsistent-read asynchronous iterates leads to tedious convergence proofs with
many-term recursive identities and complicated stepsizes. The recursive identities are necessary to control
algorithm progress in a chaotic environment. The stepsizes, on the other hand, can be be optimized and have
a clear dependence on the delays, sampling probabilities, and problem data. In both the inconsistent-read
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and consistent-read cases, the algorithm will converge with the same range of parameters. However, the rates
of convergence depend on a measure of inconsistency, which we call §

0:=  sup  |dk; — dij|. (3.1)

When § = 0, the 2"~ are consistent-read asynchronous, and the convergence rates improve. Otherwise
§ €{0,...,7,} and the convergence rates degrade with increasing 6. Of course, when ¢ is not known explicitly,
it can be replaced by its upper bound 7.

If all of the sampling variables are statistically independent and the stepsizes are chosen small enough,
SMART converges:

Theorem 3.1 (Convergence of SMART) For all k >0, let I, = o((ik, Sk)), let & = o(ex), let
Fie = o({a"Hoo U{uh, - - uh Hzo),

and suppose_that {Iy, &, Fr} are independent. Suppose that (1.5) holds. Finally, suppose that there are
constants A, \ > 0 such that {\;tren C [A, ], and

; 22n°pi; Bij eQk (.
) min, j sﬁjererj if S* =0;
A< mVE (3.2)
. Mn2piiBi; .
M j § 37, An pﬂﬁ]ﬁ.(mu) otherwise.
7nj\/g 2(Td+2)+J7T
Then
1. Convergence of operator values. For i € {1,...,n}, the sequence of H-valued random wvariables

{S;(z*~ %)} kena.s. converges strongly to Si(x*).

2. Weak convergence. Suppose that S is demiclosed at 0. Then the sequence of H-valued random variables
{2F}en a.s. weakly converges to an S-valued random variable.

3. Linear convergence. Let 1) < min; ;{pp};}, let o € [0,1), let ¢ = min;{q;}, let M = min;{M,}, and let

A < min 21— a)npisfy
Y 2ﬁj”7(7’d+2) 1+ on + 5\/ma26 + MjnTp 2(rat2)
ajm Tt M (V2(ra+2) 47y ) mva

(2 i %) + 4p(ra + Da(l — a)n2p;; Bi;
(3.3)

Then if (2.1) holds, there exists a constant C(z°,¢%) € Rxq depending on 2° and ¢° such that for all
ke N,

k/(7p+1)
26”“) (") + C (a0, "))

E [d%(z")] < (1 R

The proof of Theorem 3.1 without delay (i.e., dp =0 and efj = 0) is presented in Section 7. The proof of
the full theorem is in Appendix A
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Stepsize A
Algorithm obate Rate for best A
that is largest possible | that gives best rate
1 1 M
SAGA (4.2) 57 TN - oy
SVRG (4.3) 1 1 "
average update frequency T 2L AL+ur ALtpr
SVRG (4.4) 1 1 1_ u
scheduled update frequency 7 (r+2)L 2L+ 2)+u(r+1) 2L(r+2)+u(r+1)
i 1 _ 2 1 _ 1 1 i
Finito (4.5) 5Y=7 L= l—m(l— 1—%)
3 3 3
SDCA (4.8) 3 3 1— 8(L+7LFON)
i j i 1 min{l,sszz}
Alternating Projections (4.10) 1 5 1w
1
Kaczmarz (4.11) 1 % 1- INTA-TZ

Table 4.1: The stepsizes and convergence rates for the special cases of SMART introduced in Section 4

4 Connections with Other Algorithms
4.1 SAGA, SVRG, and S2GD

In the simplest case of (1.4)

T
minimize ; fi(x) (4.1)
where each f; is convex and differentiable, and V f; is L-Lipschitz, we set S; := V f;. (We also set H = H,,
use the canonical norm || - || = || - |lo, and ignore coordinates and partial derivatives for the moment.) By
Proposition C.1, we can set 8;; = (LN)~! for all i and j. With this choice of operators, the condition (2.1) is,
of course, implied by the y-strong convexity of f := N~1 vazl fi- But whether or not f is strongly convex,
if A is set according to Theorem 3.1 or Table 4.1, SMART will converge.

The SAGA Algorithm [15] applied to (4.1) selects a function uniformly at random, performs a primal

update, and updates a single dual variable (i.e., the trigger graph is completely disconnected). When, for all
i, we set y? = Vfi(¢?) with ¢? € H, SAGA takes the form:*

N
1
k+1 _ k k k k.
T =T _)\<vfik(x)_yik+ﬁ§yi>7

S {Vfi(xk) if iy = i “2)

. yP otherwise.

3 Uson:N,m:l,dkEO,e’;'CEO,qlEl,Tp:TdZO,pijEN*l,pzl,E:{(i,i)|i€V},p£:N*1.
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In the SAGA algorithm, each dual variable is just a gradient, y¥ := Vf;(¢¥), for a past iterate ¢¥. The
SAGA algorithm stores the stale gradients {Vf;(¢¥) | i = 1,..., N}, which, if z € R?, is the size of a
d x N matrix. However, in logistic and least squares regression problems, the functions f; have a simple form
fi(x) = ¥i({a;,z)) where the ¥; : R — R are differentiable functions and the a; € R? are datapoints; in
this case, V f;(z) = ¥!((as,r))a;, so the cost of storing {Vf;(¢¥) | i = 1,..., N} can be reduced to that of
(W) (a1, ¢5)), ..., ¥ ({an, ¢%)))T € R%—a d-dimensional vector. But not all problems have this parametric
form, so the SAGA algorithm is somewhat limited in scope.

The Stochastic Variance Reduced Gradient (SVRG) algorithm [20], and the similar S2GD algorithm [23],
solve (4.1), but in contrast to SAGA, these algorithms store just a single vector, namely Vf(z*). As a
consequence, SVRG and S2GD must make repeated, though infrequent, evaluations of the full gradient
V f—in addition to one extra evaluation of V f; per-iteration:

karl :JJ - (vfzk( ) vfzk ~k vaz ~k ) )

Sk _ {xk_tk ifk=0 modT—1;

"1 otherwise;
where {iy}ren is an IID sequence of uniformly distributed {1,..., N}-valued random variables and {tx}ren
is an IID sequence of uniformly distributed {0, ..., 7 — 1}-valued random variables. The full gradient V f(z*)
and the point ¥ are only updated once every 7 € N iterations.

The SVRG algorithm? solves the SAGA storage problem, but it requires f to be strongly convex, so it is
also somewhat limited in scope. SMART can mimic SVRG—even without strong convexity—Dby selecting a
function uniformly at random, performing a primal update, and updating all dual variables with probability
771 (i.e., the trigger graph is the complete graph). When, for all i, we set y¥ = V f;(¢°) with ¢° € H, our
SVRG clone takes the form:®

R S (Vflk( yzk Z%) ;

(Vi) oyt =yf + eV fiaR) — ). (4.3)

As in SAGA, each dual variable is just a gradient y* = V f;(¢*), for a past iterate ¢*, but unlike SAGA, the
past iterate is the same for all i. On average, all dual variables y¥ and, hence, the full gradient V f(¢*), are
only updated once every 7 iterations.

Another clone of SVRG, this time with dual variables that update once every 7 iterations, comes from
SMART as applied in (4.3), but with a cyclic uniform dual variable delay ei = ej := k mod (7 + 1):°

A (Vflk( ) yzk "+ Nzyk ek>;

(Vi) Yyt = V£ (2F). (4.4)

The dual variable y* = V f;(z*), and hence the full gradient V f(z*), is only updated once every 7 iterations.

4 From here on, we will ignore the distinction between SVRG and S2GD.
5 Usen=Nm=1,M;=1,d, =0, e};EO,qjEl,Tp:TdZO,pijEN*I,p:T’l,EZVXV,andp;j:
6 Usen=N,m=1,M; =1,d, =0, e}é:k modT,qjEI,TP:O,Td:T,pijEN*I,p:1,E'=V><V,andp?j:
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4.2 Finito

The Finito algorithm [16] solves (4.1), but unlike SAGA and SVRG, Finito stores one point and one gradient
per function, or a superposition of the two:

x5 otherwise,

i {w Sl (af = g VAE) i i =i
K3
where each f; is fi-strongly convex. For each function f;, Finito stores ¥ — (2) "'V f;(2¥), which can be
substantially costlier than storing a matrix of gradients. In addition, only when each function f;(x) is fi-
strongly convex and the bound N > 2L~ holds, is Finito known to converge.
SMART can mimic SAGA and SVRG with multiple operators, but with one operator S = S, SMART
recovers the Finito algorithm. To get Finito, recast (4.1) into an equivalent form with duplicated variables

N
. 1 .
minimize — Z filxs) subject to: 1 =z = -+ - = ap,
(Z1yeers xN)G’H(J)V N Py

let D := {(z,...,2) € HYY | # € H} denote the diagonal set, and define the operator (for a fixed v > 0)
(Vx € ’Hév) S(z) = S1(x) =2 — Pp (xr1 —yVfi(x1),...,2xn — YV fn(zN)).

Then the Finito algorithm, selects a coordinate (and hence a function) uniformly at random and performs a
primal update; the sole dual variable is set to zero at all iterations:”

7 xf otherwise.

S {(1 =Nz 4 0L (af =1 Viiaf) Vi e Sis (45)
Unlike the standard Finito algorithm [16], Algorithm (4.5) converges with or without strong convexity.

The constants (51; depend on the constant v and the inner products that we place on H; := Ho and
H := HY'. The projection operator Pp also depends on these inner products. As long as® v < 2L71, the
operator S satisfies (1.5) with 81; = 47'yL, and if g := 1 — /1 — 2y +~y2?4L, it is p-essentially strongly
quasi-monotone—provided that each f; is fi-strongly convex and we make the choices (z;, z;) ;= (w5, 25)
and || - || = || - [lproa; the operator S need not be strongly monotone unless each f; is strongly convex. See
Proposition C.2.

The space H = H{' is high-dimensional, so even storing a single vector z* is expensive. And in practice,
the gradients should also be stored—unless they are simple to recompute. Thus, it is clear that Finito, like
SAGA, but unlike SVRG, is impracticable if m is too large and memory is limited. Nevertheless, Finito
performs well in practice, often better than other incremental gradient methods.

k

TUsen=1m=NM;=1,d,=0,¢e, =0,8*=0,¢;=N"1,7,=0,7g=0,p;; =1, p=1, E={(1,1)}, andpz; =N"1
8 See Proposition C.2.
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4.3 SDCA

The Stochastic Dual Coordinate Ascent (SDCA) algorithm [35] solves a problem different from (4.1):°

minimize — Z fi(z % 21? (4.6)

z€Ho
SDCA does not solve this primal problem d1rect1y; instead, SDCA solves the dual problem.
2
/Lo 1 &
minimize —||l—=
(@1man) ey N Zf o lN z_:

If we define {Si}ren as in SMART and restrict all Si to have at most one element, SDCA repeatedly does
the following:

k . * k . po N
k1 _ )7 +argmin, cqy, {fJ (—xj —x5) + 5 ’

J

2

1 N 1 g - .
N Di=1 xf—l—uo—ijH } if j € Sg; (47)
:vf otherwise.
For each function f;, SDCA stores the vector x . This can be cheap because, as the optimality conditions
of (4.7) show, there is always a point z¥ such that a% € 0f («%). The drawback to (4.7) is that only when
each f; is differentiable, is SDCA known to converge. In addition, the form (4.7) is opaque, but with a bit of
polishing, it can be made transparent.

Evidently, the first line of (4.7) is a forward-backward step:
2 = prox,g; - (25 — N [Vo(a*)])
where g(x) := 27 N H(MON)*l PO le . Thus, SDCA is an instance of SMART with f* := Zjvzl fr (),

(Va € 1Y) S(z) = S1(x) ==z — prox, y(—.(x — poNVg(z)),

that selects, at each iteration, a single coordinate (hence, a function) uniformly at random and performs a
primal update; the sole dual variable is set to zero at all iterations:'°
SR+ xf - A (xf — ProX, ny+ (- (xf — uoN [Vg(xk)]])) Vj with j € Sg, (4.8)
! xf otherwise.
Unlike (4.7), Algorithm (4.8) converges whether or not any f; is differentiable.

The constants (31; depend on the inner products that we place on H; := Ho and H := H{'; as we did for
Finito, we set (z;,z;); == (z;,2j)¢, and || - || = || - [|proa- With this choice, the operator S satisfies (1.5) with
B1j = 3/4, and it is uoN (o N + L)~ !-strongly quasi-monotone. See Proposition C.3.

Although the space H is high-dimensional, the condition x? € range(df;) ensures that each component
1 11

xf will lie in the linear span of range(Jf;), which is often one-dimensional.

9 In the standard SDCA problem, f;(2) := (AT 2) for a convex, differentiable function 1; and a matrix A;. Furthermore,
the squared 2-norm is replaced with a general strongly convex function g.

W Usen=1m=NMj=1,d=0,¢,=0,8"=0,¢; =N, 7 =74=0,p;; =1, p=1, E={(1,1)}, and p]; = N~ 1.
11 The Moureau identity implies that for all x;, we have ProOX ;o r*(—.) (x;) € range(9f;).
J
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4.4 Randomized Projection Algorithms

Besides minimization problems, SMART also solves feasibility problems:

S1

Find z € m C; subject to: filz) <0fori=1,...,s2, (N =51+ s2) (4.9)
i=1
where C1,...,Cs, € H are closed, convex sets, and f; : H — (—00,00) are continuous, convex functions.

To align (4.9) with (1.4), each set and each function are assigned an operator. The sets C; are assigned the
familiar projection operator P¢,. The functions are assigned a subgradient projector

T — %gi(a@) if fi(x) >0
T otherwise.

(Vo € H) Gy, (z) == {

where g; : H — H is a measurable subgradient selector; i.e., for all x € H, g;(x) € Jfi(x). We assume that
0 ¢ dfi({x | fi(z) > 0}) so that the projector is well-defined.
Then Problem (4.9) is an instance of (1.4) with n = s1 + s2 and

x— Po,x ifi=1,...,s1;
Vo eH Si(x) = ¢
(v ) (@) {:10—Gfis1 () fi=s1+1,...,8 + so.

With SMART, we can select a function or a set uniformly at random and perform a primal update; all

operators are zero at points in zer(S), so all dual variables are zero:'2
k k i .
xk-‘rl = .’I]k—)\ Ik_PCikx i lflk 6{17"'551}7 (410)
a — Gy, ., (@) ik € {s1+1,...,51 +s2}.

In general, the operator S in (4.9) has several nice properties: zer(S) is the set of solutions to (4.9); S
satisfies (1.5) with 3;; = N~'; S is demiclosed; and if

L{Cili=1,...,s1yU{{z| fi(x) <0} |i=1,...,s2} are ji-linearly regular,'3
2. there is an € > 0 such that f;(z) > edyy, (2)<0y(2) for all x € H,
3. and there is an L > 0 such that ||g;(z)|| < L for all z € H,

then, with p := (Nj)~ ! max{1,e2L~2}, the operator S is u-essentially strongly quasi-monotone. Thus, z*

converges linearly, which is a new result for (4.10).14
The randomized Kaczmarz algorithm [36,26], which solves overdetermined linear systems Az = b, is

a special case of (4.10): if aq,...,an are the rows of A, which we assume, without loss of generality, are
normalized and C; := {x | (a;,x) = b;}, then the projection is Pe,(x) = x + (b; — {(a;, z))a;, and
oF =2k N, — (ai,, )i, (4.11)

The Kaczmarz operator is (|| A~1||5 2N~ 1)-essentially strongly quasi-monotone, and so z* linearly converges
to a solution of Ax = b.15

12 Usen=Nm=1M1 =1d, =0,¢el =0,8"=0,¢; =1, 7p=74=0,p;; =N, p=1,E={(i,4) | i € V}, and
pT, = ]\[*1

(%] :

13 A set family {D1,...,Dn} is ji-linearly regular if Vz € H, dp,n...npy (z) < pmax{dp, (z),...,dpy (x)}.

14 See Proposition C.4.

15 We define ||[A7Y||2 := inf{M | (Va2 € H) M| Az||2 > ||lz|]2}; see Corollary C.1.
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4.5 ARock

When n = 1, and hence, S = S, SMART recovers the ARock Algorithm [29], which at iteration k, samples
a coordinate j and updates

A _
R I It

J J
q;m
(Vi #5)  aytt=af.

When we specialize SMART to this simple single operator case, which is the only case that ARock applies
to, there is no difference between ARock and SMART; but Theorem 3.1 guarantees that ARock will converge
under conditions weaker than those presented in [29].

In [29], the underlying Hilbert space H = Hy X - -+ X H,, is a product of several other Hilbert spaces,

and for ARock to converge, the norm || - || on H must be equal to the standard product norm: ||z[|?, 4 =

prod
Z;—n:l [|;]|3. We removed this assumption, and this significantly extends the problems that ARock can solve;
in Sections 6.3, 6.4, and 6.5 we present new algorithms that use nonstandard norms.

In [29], the operator S must satisfy
1
(VzeH),(WyeH) ()= S@)z—y) >[5 - SWI*

where the inner product on left and the norm on the right are, again, both the standard ones on H. This
cocoercivity condition is plainly stronger than (1.5), and for example, fails for the subgradient projector of
Section 4.4.

ARock converges linearly only when

(3 >0): (Vz e H),(Vz* € S5) (S(x),r —x*) > pllz — 2*|?,

which is, of course, plainly stronger than (2.1), and for example, requires that S is a singleton.

But the biggest limitation of ARock, a limitation that we remove in SMART), is that to solve simple
problems, such as (4.1), an extra primal variable must be introduced for each smooth term, and these
primal variables are not low dimensional, unlike the dual variables of SMART, which tend to be gradients
of functions of the form f({a;,x)); this difference is comparable to the difference between the low memory
methods SAGA/SVRG and and high memory method Finito.

5 What’s New: Improving Existing Algorithms

In Section 4 we introduced a few algorithms and described how to recover them with SMART, but we did
not discuss new features which are obtainable from SMART. We do that now.

5.1 Weaker Conditions for Convergence

Only when the objectives are differentiable and strongly convex are SVRG, Finito, and SDCA known to

converge. But with SMART, strong convexity can be dropped in all cases. Furthermore, in SDCA, the
objectives, f;, need only be convex, proper, and closed.
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SAGA and SVRG are known to converge linearly when f is strongly convex. By Theorem 1, they converge
linearly when N1 Ei\il Vfi(x;) is essentially strongly quasi-monotone, which occurs, for example, when
there is a strongly convex function g; and a linear map A; such that f;(z) = g;(A;x).

Finito is also known to converge linearly when f; is strongly convex. Again, by Theorem 1, Finito
converges linearly when its operator S is essentially strongly quasi-monotone; the weakest conditions under
which this occurs appears to be an open problem in the study of error bounds.

SDCA is known to converge linearly when each f; is strongly convex and differentiable with Lipschitz
continuous gradient. SDCA will still converge linearly if each f; is just differentiable, but not necessarily
strongly convex; see Lemma C.3 for a proof of this simple fact.

5.2 Proximable Terms

SAGA and SVRG also solve problems in which a single nonsmooth term is added to (4.1):

minimize g(z) + — Z filz (5.1)

z€Ho

where g : Hy — [—00,00) is closed, proper, and convex. In this composite case, the update rule is only
slightly changed, for example, in SAGA (4.2), we replace the primal update with

N
1
.’I]k+1 = pI‘OX>\g (;[;k -\ (szk (;[;k) _ yfk + N ny)) .
=1

This update rule is not a special case of SMART, but with almost no extra work, we can extend our proof
of convergence in the synchronous case (Theorem 7.1) to show that the update rule works. However, when
SMART is asynchronous, we hit a wall; progress seems unlikely.

Instead of pursuing asynchronous versions of this update, we introduce a new update rule: Let

S; = mel o prox;-i, i=1,...,N and Sni1 = (I —proxy-.,),

Then, for all k € N, we get the proximal SAGA update:'% select A < (N 4 1)8~! and iterate

WVfi(profol (x)) — N+1yz + N+1 ZNT yl) ifig =¢tand i < N + 1;

N s
(1= prox,1,)(#*) = shrvkas + v DT 0F) iie= N+ 1;
7 Vfi(prox 1 ,(z*)) ifip=iand i< N+ 1;
yrtt = (I —prox;-1,) (z¥) iti=N+1; (5.2)
yk otherwise.

k-‘rl:xk_)\

This special case of SMART has a trigger graph that is not completed disconnected, as it is in the standard
SAGA algorithm; instead all vertices 4 in the graph contain a directed edge starting at ¢ and ending at N + 1.

16 Usen = N,m = 1,d, =0, e}; =0 =117 =7 =0,p; = (2N)~1 for i < N + 1 and P(N+1)1 = 27t p =1,
E={G1)|ieV}U{GN+1)|ieV} ph =2N)"?! fori<N+1,pEpN+1)1:1.
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In a similar fashion, proximal SVRG algorithms arise from our choice of S;, but as in (4.3) and (4.4), the
dual variable update probability should be p = 7~! and the trigger graph should be the complete graph on
N + 1 vertices.

The zero set S of S = (N +1)~! ng{l S; does not contain the set of minimizers of f 4+ g, but it is related
to the minimizers (if any exist) through the proximal operator of g:

For all z* € S, the point prox,  (z*) minimizes f + g.

Unlike in SAGA and SVRG, the operators S; do not satisfy (S;(x) — S;(z*),x —2*) > LY Si(x) — S;(z*)||%;
but the sum S satisfies (1.5) with

N 1
W= i=1,...,N d -
= 511 an Boven = 5y

in Proposition C.5, we give different possibilities for different . But with these parameters, we have

N+ 1)(1 Lt 1 L' — /1 —pusL-1
A< (V + )(1 +hg L) — = linear rate: 1-— thg - il =,
(16 + 2N)(1 + pgL=1) — 2N (y/1 — pyL~1) 8+ N)(1+ pgL™) = N(\/1—pyL=1)

where N=' SN f, is pus-strongly convex and g is pg-strongly convex.'?

5.3 Coordinate Updates

We recover Finito and SDCA with SMART by performing coordinate updates on an operator S. These oper-
ators are block-separable, but all algorithms in Section 4 will still converge if we perform finer, nonseparable
updates.

For example, SAGA will converge all the same if we replace all full derivatives V f; with partial derivatives
V,fi (where f; is now viewed as a function on a space Hi X - -+ X H,y,, and the partial derivative is taken

with respect to the coordinates in #;, which could be an infinite dimensional space): given x¥, sample
Jr € {1,...,m} uniformly at random, and set
N e
e _ o =M (Vifaah) - yh & S wk) =g
! x;“ otherwise.
1 _ ) Vifi(a®) if ix =4 and ji, = j;
yi,j = k . (5.3)
(o otherwise.

This algorithm converges for the same range of X as (4.2) (namely, for A < (2L)71), but in the strongly
convex case, the step size A that gives the best rate of convergence rate changes to A = m(4Lm + uN)~!,
and correspondingly, the convergence rate changes to 1 — pu(4Lm + uN)~*.

The story is similar for all algorithms in Section 4.

17 In this case, S is (N +1)(1 + pgL™1))"1(1 + L~ ug — /1 — L~ Tpuy) essentially strongly quasi-monotone.
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5.4 Importance Sampling and Better 3;;

Until now, the constants j3;; have been constant and equal to L™'. But by making the finer distinction that
V fi is L;-Lipschitz continuous, can choose larger A by sampling i nonuniformly.
For example, in the SAGA algorithm (4.2), we have
. . L; 1

pn=Plir=1)==— — A< 5—r—-
' Dim Li 2y L
Compared to (2max{L;})~!, which is the stepsize obtained with uniform i), sampling, the above stepsize
can be much larger. Similarly

(5.4)

. . . W
i, sampled according to (5.4) = linear rate: 1-— ~ ;
% >im1 Li+ N

i sampled uniformly = linear rate: 1 K

" dmax;{L;} + puN’

Thus, importance sampling replaces maximums of Lipschitz constants by averages of Lipschitz constants.
For smooth functions, the constants ;; appearing in (1.5) are related to inverse coordinatewise Lipschitz
constants, which are the minimal values L;; such that
2

file +45) < file) + (Vfile),95) + 2G15: 65 =(0,...,0,45,0,...,0);

for all z € H and y; € H;. From the above inequality, comes the relationship'®

1
Lij

IV, fi(x) = Vifi)ll; < (Vfi(z) = Vfi(y),z —y),

which is not a favorable one because the right hand side depends on the full derivative V f;.
However, the relationship improves if, say, at most s < n partial derivatives V; f(z1,...,z,) depend on
each coordinate; from that assumption, comes the relationship

> ijIiji(x) — Vi fiwll} < (V@) = Vi(y),z — ).

=1

But notice that if L; is the minimal Lipschitz constant Vf;, then L' > min;{(sL;;)"'}.

5.5 Mini Batching

The pre-update mini batching method adjusts problem (4.1) by grouping functions together according to

minimize = 35" ——fi (¥i) N(i) == [{BeB|ie B}

re N g NO

Then it runs one of the algorithms from Section 4 with the n = [B| functions } .. 5 N (i)' fi.

18 See Proposition B.4 for a proof in our general case, and [22, Lemma 4] for a proof in the case that Hj =R
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The parameter n and hence, the number of dual variables in the pre-update mini batching method can
be impractically large. To save memory, only our SVRG clone (4.3) should be used with the pre-update mini
batching method; with this method, a mini batch B;, € B of gradients is computed at every iteration, and
on average all of the dual variables are, and hence, the full gradient is, updated once per 7~ ! iterations: label
the elements of B = {B,..., B,}, and iterate!’

N
1
=gt XY (VAER) = VA + 5 DV | 5
leBik =1
(Vi)  ¢"t = ¢F +ep(a® — oF).

In this SVRG clone, we eliminate all of the dual variables, and as a result, we save a lot of memory.

Unlike the pre-update mini batching method, the post-update mini batching method does not adjust
problem (4.1); it only adjusts the trigger graph. Consequently, there is no grouping B which pairs functions

together. In place of a grouping, for each function, the trigger graph G triggers a gradient computation for
some other set of functions:

N
1
k+1 _ k k k k.
T =T _)\(vfik(x)_yik+ﬁ§yi>7

k1 Vfi(xF) if i triggers i;
yi = k .
Y; otherwise.

Here the mini batching is arbitrary, but we have already seen three specific examples of trigger graphs: the
completely disconnected graph (SAGA), the completely connected graph (SVRG), and an internally directed
star graph (Proximal SAGA).

Convergence rates improve with post-update mini batching because the parameter n := mini7j{pp3;-},
increases. For example, if every node ¢ € {1,..., N} in the trigger graph is triggered by Np other nodes,
then piTj := N~!Nr, and the convergence rate of SAGA improves:

1 14
—————~ = linear rate: 1— ————.
= 8ulN 8ulN
4L + J‘\}—T 4L + ﬁ—T
Compared to 1 — p(4L + uN)~t, which is the convergence rate for standard SAGA, the above convergence
rate can be much better. See [19] for similar convergence rate improvements from mini batching.

5.6 Asynchronous Updates

Besides ARock, all algorithms in Section 4 are synchronous because the primal and dual updates are not
delayed. On paper, delaying is just a matter of changing indices, as in the asynchronous SAGA algorithm:

N
k+1 _ _k o k—d k—ei | 1 k—el | .
"=z —A(Vflk(:v ") =y, k+N§yi "),

i = {vfi(xk_d") if ix = 4

! yP otherwise.

19 The pre-update mini batching SVRG clone is similar to the algorithm in [21].
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However, on a computer, implementing an asynchronous algorithm can be difficult. For a brief discussion on
implementation issues, see [29].

6 What’s New: Algorithms

On the surface, the shape of an operator plainly resembles the shape of a gradient, and this is already a
powerful observation, leading to the SAGA and SVRG algorithms. But operators also model nonsmooth op-
timization problems and even monotone inclusions; choosing these operators just requires a bit of experience,
which anyone can acquire, for example, by understanding the examples presented in this section.

The examples presented here isolate common problems, reformulate these problems with operators S;,
and then solve these problems with SMART. Once we choose the operators S;, we can apply SMART in
exponentially many ways, for example, by choosing arbitrary delays, sampling probabilities, and trigger
graphs; in this section, we avoid endless customization, and instead, we apply SMART in a simple, arbitrary
manner.

6.1 LinSAGA and LinSVRG

LinSAGA and LinSVRG add a linear constraint to the proximal SAGA and proximal SVRG problems:

N
N 1
minimize g(z) + N ; fi(x);
subject to: x € V, (6.1)

where the function g : H — (—o00, 0] is closed, proper, and convex; the functions f; : H — (—o00,00) are
differentiable and the gradients Py o Vf; o Py are L;-Lipschitz continuous;?° and the set V C H is a vector
space.”’ We assume that Py and prox., are both easy to evaluate.
We model this problem with N + 1 operators (for some v > 0):
(Vi< N+1) S; = %PV oV fioPyoprox,

SN+1 = (I — 2PV) o pI‘OX,Yg + Pv.

The roots of S := (N + 1)1 Zf\g{l S; are not solutions of (6.1), but in general,

r € zer(S) = prox, () solves (6.1),

and zer(S) # 0 if, and only if, zer(dg + N~' 2N | Vfi + Ny) # 0.
The following iterative algorithm is a special case of SMART.

20 The operator Py o Vf; o Py is the gradient of the convex function f; o Py, and its Lipschitz constant, which we denote by
L;, is generally smaller than the Lipschitz constant of V f; (see the discussion surrounding [12, Lemma 1.3].)

21 Affine constraints, say, Az = b can replace the linear constraint = € V provided we choose any ¢ € H such that Ac = b,
change f(z) and g(z) to f(z + ¢), and g(x + ¢), respectively, and set V' = ker(A).
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Algorithm 2 (LinSAGA /LinSVRG) Choose initial points 2°,y9,...,y%,, € H. Choose stepsizes
satisfying
N+1 N

8 Zi:l Li

Then for k € N, perform the following four steps:

A<

1. Sampling: Choose dual update decision ¢, € {0,1}. Choose an index iy, € {1,...,N + 1} with

distribution
P(Z_k_l)_{é A ifik=N+1
QZN i, otherwise.
2. Primal update (gradient case): if i, < N +1, set
S N R 2l Puv £ k 1 1
N <N(N iy Py (@) = tR e+ z; y) '
3. Primal update (proximal case): if i, = N + 1, set
1 1 =
=gk )\ (m (- 2Pv)proxw(xk) + Pya®) — m%k N 1 Z yl> .

4. Dual update: set

kil yr + e (%PVVfi(PVprox,yg(:zrk)) — yf) if iy triggers i and i < N + 1.
vi yh e (I — 2PV)pr0x,yg(a:k) —ykoq) if ik triggers i and i = N + 1.

As in Section 4.1, the difference between LinSAGA and LinSVRG lies in the trigger graph, and how often
the dual variables are updated: LinSAGA uses the directed star trigger graph in which every node i < N 41
connects to N + 1; and LinSVRG uses the completely connected trigger graph with dual variable update
frequency P(e, = 1) = 77! for some 7 > 0.

The Properties of S. The operator S satisfies the coherence condition (1.5) with

(Vi < N) B N and B L P XN: L
T i1l = ————— n = — - — il
< LNt (N+DT= N oN &

and with
PR 1 +\/1—2’Wf+72Lﬂf
N+1 (1 + ('YLg)_l) (1 + 7#9)

the operator S is essentially strongly quasi-monotone (if v < 2L~! and p > 0), where L = N1 vazl L;, the

function N1 sz\il fi is pg-strongly convex, the function g is differentiable and p4-strongly convex, and the
gradient Vg is Lg-Lipschitz continuous.
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6.2 SuperSAGA and SuperSVRG

SuperSAGA and SuperSVRG add a few nonsmooth terms to the smooth problem (4.1):

M N
1
inimize » _ g; = > fil2), 6.2
mlwnelgllzejdgg(ZH N mf (2) (6.2)

where the functions g; : H1 — (—o00, 00] are closed, proper, and convex; and the functions f; : H — (—00, o0)
are differentiable and the gradients V f; are L;-Lipschitz continuous.
It is more convenient for us to work with the reformulated problem:

mlnlmlze g(x) + = Z fi(z1)

subject to: x € D (6.3)

where we define the spaces H = H} and D = {z € H | 21 = - = zp}; and for all x € H, we let
M
g(z) == Z_j:l g(zs).
Problem (6.3) is evidently a special case of Problem (6.1), so we choose the operators that worked well
there:
(Vi< N+1) S; = %PDOVinPDOprox,Yg
Sn41:=({I —2Pp)o prox. , + Pp.

Provided that M is relatively small, and for each j, the operator prox,  is easy to evaluate, the operators
S; are easy to evaluate. For example, for all x € H and i < N + 1, we have

M
M
1 1
Ppr = -+ >y prox, (x) = (prox.,, (z;)}L; Si(z) = <vaz <M > prox,, (Il)>> :
=1 Jj=1
And as before, the roots of S := (N +1)7! ZNH S; are not solutions of (6.2), but in general,
z* € zer(S) = (Vj) prox,, (z}) solves (6.2),

and zer(S) # 0 if, and only if, zer(zjj\il 8g; + NIV V) #0.
The following iterative algorithm is a special case of SMART.
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Algorithm 3 (SuperSAGA /SuperSVRG) Choose initial points 2° € H and 79, ... ,yS{,H € Hi.
Choose stepsizes satisfying
N +1 MN
A< W +1) and V==
>im Li
Then for k € N, perform the following four steps:
1. Sampling: Choose dual update decision €, € {0,1}. Choose an index ix, € {1,...,N + 1} with
distribution
1 oo
5 ifi=N+1
Pliy=i)=<{72 |, / )
NI otherwise.
2. Primal update (gradient case): if i, < N + 1, set
gl 1 & 1 1 &
N LB Y RN B I ) I " ny
k+1 _ k+1
w;" = prox,, (z;").
3. Primal update (proximal case): if i, = N + 1, set
1 1 & 1 1<
Vi ktl gk A ———— [ = = 2wk — M) | — T il
( ]) ‘Tj ‘TJ (N+ 1)pik1 w] M J;( w] ‘TJ) (N+ l)piklyzk + N+1 ;yz )
wé-”'l = prox, (,T?-H).
4. Dual update: set
= 7r + e v Vi (% Z]Ail wf) — yf) if i triggers i and i < N + 1; .
’ 7r+ e % Z?il(x;“ - w;“) - yf) if i triggers i and i = N + 1.

The difference between SuperSAGA and SuperSVRG, again, lies in the trigger graph and the dual variable
update frequency; see the comments following Algorithm 2.

The Properties of S. The operator S is an instance of the LinSAGA /LinSVRG operator defined in Sec-
tion 6.1, so the two operators satisfy the coherence condition (1.5) with the same constants??

N
. NM 1 1 AL
Vi < N = d = (1-= ,
VisN)  Bu=o TN an Pt N+1< 2N;M>

and both operators are essentially strongly monotone under the same conditions.
In fact, the SuperSAGA /SuperSVRG algorithms and the LinSAGA /LinSVRG algorithms differ in just
one way: for SuperSAGA /SuperSVRG, the dual variables 7* are vectors in Ho rather than vectors y¥ in

22 (Clearly, L; = LiM~!.
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H = H}!, and that saves some memory. We can use yf in place of yf by viewing S as an operator not
on the space HM, but as an operator on the orthogonal decomposition # = D @ D, which has just two
components. Then, the identity

SN+1 = Ppiprox,, + Pp(I — prox,,)
allows us to reparamterize the components of S; into a D component and D+ component: for all i < N,
y
(Si)p = NPD oV fio Ppoprox,; (Si(z))pr = 0;
(Sn+1)p = Pp(I — prox,,); (Sn+1)p+ = Ppiprox,,.

Then, with this new decomposition, we have (S;(x*))p1 = 0 for all 4, which makes saving the full vector y*
superfluous; we need only store the component in D, which is precisely the vector yf.

The above approach saves memory when all M components of z are updated at every iteration and the
coordinates are consistent-read asynchronous or totally synchronous. However, if only some of the coordinates
x; are updated at each iteration or inconsistent-read updates are performed, Theorem 3.1 ceases to apply;
in either of those cases, we must use the full dual variables y¥.

6.3 TropicSMART: Randomized Smoothly Coupled Monotropic Programming

The TropicSMART problem is different from all problems we have seen so far:

M
mgicr];ierﬁize Zlgj(:vj) + f(z1,. . xm);
i=
M
subject to: Zijj =D, (6.4)
j=1

where the sets H; (j = 1,..., M+1) are Hilbert spaces; the sets H' := Hix- - -xHyr and H 1= Hi X - - XHar41
are product spaces; the functions g; : H; — (—o0, 0] are closed, proper, and convex (we also let g(z) :=
Zj]\il g(z;)); the function f : H' — (—o0, 00) is differentiable and V f is L-Lipschitz continuous; the linear
maps A; : H; = Har41 are continuous; and b € Hary.

There is only one TropicSMART operator: for all x € H, define

Tj — prox. .. (xj =745 ($M+1 + 29041 (Zl]\il Az — b)) — ”ijjf(x)) ifj<M+1;

(S(2)); =
’ —YM+1 (Zl]\il Ay — b) itj=M+1.

The roots of S := (N + 1)1 Zf:{l S; are not solutions of (6.4), but in general,

x* € zer(S) = (27,...,x};) solves (6.2),

and zer(S) # 0 if, and only if, zer (6g + VI + Ngewsm, Aﬂj:b}) £ ().
The following iterative algorithm is a special case of SMART.
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Algorithm 4 (TropicSMART) Choose initial points z° € H. Choose § € (0,1), and choose stepsizes
satisfying

M
2(1 —V/9) Lmax;{v;}

E N4 N* ] <o; max{y;} < ——~%; )\_#
YMA41 j:le il > ¢ {v;} L (1+\/—)

Then for k € N, perform the following two steps:

1. Sampling: Choose a coordinate ji, € {1,..., M + 1} uniformly at random and set S, = {ji}.
2. Primal update: set

M
Zht1 k k ,
Trfp1 = Tr41 T VM4 (Z Ay — b) ;
=1

(Vj € Sp\{M +1}) f;”l = prox, .. (:C? - WjA;f(2fﬁ}i1 ahi) — vV f(@R);

(Vj € Sk) k+1 .’L';C
k
J

(Vj ¢ Sk) ’“*1 = af.

= Az =T )

O

The Properties of S. The operator S satisfies the coherence condition (1.5) with
Lmax;{v;}
4;
But the TropicSMART operator S does not satisfy the coherence condition in the standard metric on H;

instead there is a strongly positive self-adjoint linear operator P (e.g., with respect to (-, ->pm 1> & symmetric
positive definite matrix) so that

) By=

M+1

(Ve e H), (Vz* € zer(9)) (S(z),x —a*)p > Z B1;11(S

and this linear operator P satisfies ZMH M||z5]% < |lzf|p < ZMH M ||z;||3, where for all j, we have
1-+0 — 1 )
M; = Vo and M;j = + \/—
Vi Vi

The weakest conditions under which S is essentially strongly quasi-monotone are not known.

6.4 ProxSMART: Randomized Proximable Optimization

The ProxSMART algorithm solves the following proximable optimization problem:

Inlnlmlze g1(z) + Zga (A;z) (6.5)

zEH
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where the sets H; (j = 1,..., M +1) are Hilbert spaces; the set H := Hj X --- x Hs is a product space; the

functions g; : H; — (—o0, 00] are closed, proper, convex, and nonsmooth; and the linear maps A; : H1 — H;
are continuous.

There is only one ProxSMART operator: for all x € H, define

T1 — prox. . (xl -m Zi\iz A;:rj) if j =1;

Tj = Prox, . (xj +7;A; (2T1 — 1)) otherwise;

(S(‘T))j = (Sl(x))j =

where T1 = prox,, ,, (xl -m ij\iz A;f:vj). The roots of S := (N +1)~! ng{l S; are not solutions of (6.5),
but in general,

x* € zer(S) = w1 solves (6.5),

and zer(S) # 0 if, and only if, zer(d¢1 (z) + Z?; A30g; 0 Aj) # 0.
The following iterative algorithm is a special case of SMART.

Algorithm 5 (ProxSMART) Choose initial point 2° € H. Choose § € (0,1), and choose stepsizes
satisfying

M
1—6
AN <6 and < .
it j;%” JH > =143

Then for k € N, perform the following two steps:

1. Sampling. Choose a set of functions (their indices) Sk.
2. Primal update: set

M
—k+1 __ k * _k .
Ty =prox,, | ¥ —m E Aixl | ;
=2

(¥ €Si\{1}) 7" =prox, .. (2] +74; (2771 — )5

A
. k+1 _ _k k _ =k+1Y).
(V5 € Sk) T —xj—qu(x-—:v- )

(V4 ¢ Sk) 172”1 = x]; 0

The variables x; for which j > 1 are different from the dual variables in SMART because here n = 1.
However, the x; dual variables play a similar role to the y dual variables, and like the dual variables in
SMART, they are often low dimensional—if A; is a row vector, then x; is a scalar. Another similarity,
arising in the case A =1, is that for j > 1, x’; is a subgradient, much like the dual variables in SMART are
gradients in SAGA and SVRG.?? But even if A; is the identity map, and X is arbitrary, x]; is always in the
linear span of Jf, which may be low dimensional. ‘

28 If 2t = prox, .« (z), then 2T € 9g(v 1z —271))
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The Properties of S. The operator S satisfies the coherence condition (1.5) with
(1-v9)
N

But like the TropicSMART operator from Section 6.3, the ProxSMART operator S does not satisfy the
coherence condition in the standard metric on H; instead there is a strongly positive self-adjoint linear
operator P so that

) Biy=

(Vz € H), (Vz* € zer(9)) (S(z),z —a*)p > Zﬁljﬂ

and this linear operator P satisfies Z;Wl M|z ||3 < [|z]|B < ZJ y Mj||z;||3, where for all j > 0, we have
1—-+6 — 1 4
M; = Vo and M; = + \/—
Vi Vi

essentially strongly quasi-monotone, provided that g; is p1-strongly convex and each function g;, j > 1,
is differentiable, the gradient Vg; is L;-Lipschitz continuous, and the constants 7; are chosen small enough;
we omit the proof of this fact. The weakest conditions under which S is essentially strongly quasi-monotone
are not known.

6.5 ProxSMART+: Randomized Composite Optimization

The ProxSMART+ algorithm solves the following composite optimization problem:

minimize ZgJ (A;z) Zfz (6.6)

zEH1

where the sets H; (j = 1,...,M + 1) are Hilbert spaces; the set H := Hq x --- x Hr is a product space;
the functions g; : H; — (—o0, 00| are closed, proper, and convex; the functions f; : H1 — (—o00,00) are
differentiable and V f; is L;-Lipschitz continuous; the maps A; : H1 — H; are continuous linear maps.

We model the ProxSMART+ problem with N + 1 operators: for all x € H, define

1V (21— 29 oM, Aray) i =1,

(Vi< N+1) (Sz(x))J = {N [ (xl Y1 Z]—2 JIJ) ey .
0 otherwise.
S (o
N+1\Z)); - Tj = ProX,, g« (xj + A4, (wl —2m Zj\i2 A;xj)) otherwise.

The roots of S := (N + 1)1 ZN+1 S; are not solutions of (6.6), but in general,
M

x* € zer(S) = x] — 27 ZA;‘JJ; solves (6.6)
j=2

and zer(S) # 0 if, and only if, zer(zj]\i2 Atdgjo Aj+ N1 SNV #0.
The following iterative algorithm is a special case of SMART.
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de (0,1

), and choose stepsizes satisfying

M N
A2 L;
;:2 'YJ” JH + ON ;:1

Then for k € N, perform the following four steps:

<4

and

1

M—1
'Yl ZN L7

q1

3

=PQr=1) = 1

7L .
N(# L Li+1)

pi1 =

Dij

Algorithm 6 (ProxXSMART+) Choose initial points 2° € H and yi1, ...

A<

1. Sampling. Choose dual update decision €, € {0,1}. Choose ji, € {1,...,

and set Sy, = {jx}. Also, given ji, choose iy, € {1,...,

2. Primal update (gradient case): if i, < N + 1 and &% = 2% —

vir T e (R Vi (:E’f) - i)

k+1 __
yzl"‘fk(’YlZ A*k_

i1 =

t

k
Yi,

N+1
A "
—k+1 k ok k
Ty =] — Vfie (2Y) = ———; ol
! LT M (zv(1v+1)pi,c1 Jo (00) = g Ve N+1 Zy1>
(Vi>1) :v;”l = .’L‘l;
3. Primal update (proximal case): if iy = N + 1 and &% = 2§ — 2y, ZM Asah, set
M 1 N+1
—k+1l _ k _ k .
1 1 N+1p1klz; (N +1)p,,  Yir T N+1Zy“ ’
(Vj € Sp\{1}) E;?H = Prox, .. (gcj + ;425 ;
(V5 € Sg) it =gk — A (xk _1”1)
k J I M\ J
(V5 ¢ Sk) x?“ = x?
4. Dual update: if 2% = 2% — 2, ZM Az 7;, set

s Yn+1)1 € Hi. Choose

(N +1)(1— VoM '
S E—

2 (1 +Vo- 2\/131\/
m} with distribution (5 > 1)

1—q
M-1

g =PQr=1J) =

N +1} with distribution (i < N+1 and j > 1)

N
P(N+11 =1 — Zpil;

i=1
P+ = 1.

271> =

M A* k

y J,set

if i triggers i and i < N + 1;

1) if ik triggers i and i = N + 1.




SMART: The Stochastic Monotone Aggregated Root-Finding Algorithm 27

As in the ProxSMART+ algorithm, the dual variables z; with j > 1, are subgradients of g;, and they
often live in low-dimensional spaces; see the comments immediately following Algorithm 6.

We save a bit of memory on the y; dual variables, too, because for all j > 1 and for all ¢, Sj; = 0; thus,
we only maintain the first component of these dual variables.

The Properties of S. The operator S satisfies the coherence condition (1.5) with

N(1—59) . 1
wrogn o W B =

‘s,

(V1§Z<N+1) Bi1 =

But like the TropicSMART and ProxSMART operators from Sections 6.3 and 6.4, the ProxSMART+ op-
erator S does not satisfy the coherence condition in the standard metric on #; instead there is a strongly
positive self-adjoint linear operator P so that

N M
(Ve e M), (Va* € zer(S))  (S(z),z — 2" Z Z ill(Si(@)); — (Si@™));113,

and this linear operator P satisfies E]A/il Mljz;]? < lzl|p < Zﬁl Mj]z;||3 where for all j > 0, we have

_jzzl_\/g and szzl—i_\/g.
Vi Vi

The operator S is essentially strongly quasi-monotone, provided that N1 sz\il fi is pp-strongly convex,
each function g;, j > 1, is differentiable, each gradient Vg; is L;-Lipschitz continuous, and the constants ;
are chosen small enough; we omit the proof of this fact. The weakest conditions under which S is essentially
strongly quasi-monotone are not known.

6.6 Monotone Inclusions and Saddle-Point Problems

SMART solves the monotone inclusion problem (see [2])
N
FindeHsuchthatOeAx—i—iZB»:v (6.7)
N - 1 N

where A : H — 2" is a monotone operator and B; : H — H are L;-Lipschitz continuous, as long as

(a) each operator B; is L; '-cocoercive; or
(b) the operator B := N=*>"" | B; is monotone and A is p4-strongly monotone.

SMART will converge (weakly) under condition (a) and will converge linearly under condition (b). A straight-
forward modification of the results in Section 5.2 deals with case (a), so here we focus on case (b).
To solve (6.7), we create N + 1 SMART operators: (Jy4 = (I +~A4)™1)

Vi< N+1) 8= %BZ- o Jya and Sni1 = (I = Jya), (6.8)
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The operator S = (N + 1)1 Zﬁ’;l S; satisfies all the conditions needed for us to invoke SMART (see
Proposition (C.10)): solutions of (6.7) are obtainable from zeros of S via the resolvent mapping J., 4(zer(S)) =

zer(A + B); the operator S is p-essentially strongly quasi-monotone with

— N
(1+7ypa)? — (1+4%(L)?) +_ 1
1 where N ;:1 (6.9)

(N + 1)1 +ypa)?
the operators S; satisfy the coherence condition (1.5) with particular constants

(Vi < N) and B = (6.10)

N2
Bi1 : e ;
(N +1)

TIAN D) T

and the operator S is demi-closed at 0. Of course, we should choose 7 small enough that 3;; and p are
positive.?4
The following iterative algorithm is a special case of SMART.

Algorithm 7 (SMART for Monotone Inclusions) Fiz A € Ry according to Table 4.1. Let n =
N + 1. Choose 2° € H and 49, ...,y° € H. Then for k € N, perform the following three steps:

1. Sampling: choose an operator index iy and a dual update decision variable €.
2. Primal update: if i, <n, set

A 1 "
A <—,Fy Bi, (Jya(z")) - - 11/%1 + yf) ;
vk i=1

otherwise, set

3. Dual update: set
Ut = e (= Jya) (@) = ykin) s

if i triggers i < n yf“ = yf + €k (%Bi(J'yA(l"k)) - yf) .

For this problem, proper trigger graph selection and importance sampling (i.e., nonuniform p;;) are
essential for getting good performance with SMART. No matter which operator \S; is selected at iteration k,
we must compute the resolvent J, 4, and we can then use that resolvent value to update the dual variable
YN+1 corresponding to Sy 1. So the trigger graph G that we choose will always include a star subgraph, with
directed edges emanating from each i = 1, ..., N+1 and ending at the node N +1. This subgraph requirement
acknowledges the nonuniform structure of 51, ..., Sy41 by refusing to throw away useful information. Their
nonuniform structure can also be addressed by sampling i from a nonuniform distribution, for example, by
sampling each operator with a probability proportional to the inverse of S;1: P(i = 1) 551- Nonuniform
sampling not only improves rates of convergence, but also maximizes the range of allowable step sizes A
in (3.2) and (3.3).

24 If L < p, then v is arbitrary; if L > p, then choose v < 2u((L)? — p2)~1.



SMART: The Stochastic Monotone Aggregated Root-Finding Algorithm 29

With such constraints imposed on the parameters of SMART, we obtain the update rules in Algorithm 7.2°
We showed, in Section 4.1, that the difference between SAGA and SVRG lies with the dual update decision
variable €, € {0,1} and the trigger graph G; the same tricks can be played here, resulting in variants of
SAGA and SVRG for solving the monotone inclusion problem (6.7). Further asynchronous or coordinate-
update variants of these methods readily follow, too: as soon as we define the operators (6.8), the full power
of SMART is available to us.

Convex-concave saddle-point problems

Inin max {M(w,z2)+ K(w,2)},
where Gy, Gy are Hilbert spaces and M, K : G; X Ga — (—00,00] are convex in w € Gy, concave in z € Gy,
fall under (6.8) through through the assignments H := G; x G2 and, for all z = (w, z) € H,

Az = (0pM(w, 2),0,(—M)(w, 2)) and Bz := (0, K (w, 2),0.(—K)(w, 2)),

as long as B splits into the sum of Lipschitz operators B;. With this notation, A is strongly monotone
whenever M is strongly convex in w and strongly concave in z. (See [33] for precise conditions which ensure
the maximal monotonicity of A and B.)

Among the many possible Saddle-Point problems, the following one, which falls under assumption (b),
deserves special attention:

(Lw,z) + S0 (filw) — hi(2))
L :

M(w, z) = g1(w) — g2(2) and K(w,z) =

where the functions g1 : G1 — (—00,00] and g2 : Go — (—00, 0] are proper, closed, convex, the linear map
L : Gi — Go is bounded, and the functions f; : Gi — (—00,00) and h; : Go — (—00,00) are differentiable,
convex, and have Lipschitz continuous gradients. Finer splittings of K(w, z) and, hence, B are available by
splitting the linear map L into finer, additive pieces. In this case

(V(w,z) € H) Jya(w,z) = (prox,, (w), prox,, (z)),

where prox_  (v) = argmin, g {g:(v) + (27)7'[[v' — v||*}, whereas multiplications by B; correspond to
multiplications by L and L* or evaluations of the gradient mappings V f; and Vh;.

® Usen=N+1m=1d;=0,¢€ =0,q1 =1, 7 =74=0, pir < Bir, p€ (0,1), ED{(&, N+ 1) [i € V}, {5y 4y, = 1.
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7 Proof in the Synchronous Case

The proof that SMART converges is illuminating when the algorithm is totally synchronous, i.e., when d = 0
and e}; = 0. The proof of the following theorem should be read as a warmup before moving onto the proof
of the full theorem, which is presented in Appendix A.

Theorem 7.1 (Convergence of SMART in the Synchronous Case) For all k > 0, let T, = o((ix, Sk)),
let & = o(ek), let

Fi = o({2' Vo U{y1s- - ¥ }iso);
and suppose that {Zy, Ex, Fi} are independent. Suppose that (1.5) holds. Finally assume that d, = 0, ezj =0,
and A := X\ satisfies

minl-_,j 7n2pijﬂﬁi_jqjm Zf S* = O,
A< min; ; M otherwise
“J 2M ; ’
Then
1. Convergence of operator values. For i € {1,...,n}, the sequence of H-valued random wvariables

{S;(z*)}ren a.s. converges strongly to S;(z*).

2. Weak convergence. Suppose that S is demiclosed at 0. Then the sequence of H-valued random variables
{2*}ren a.s. weakly converges to an S-valued random variable.

3. Linear convergence. Let 1 := miniyj{ppiTj}, let « €10,1), and let

A (1—01)Bijn2pij‘b'm 1 *=0:
min,j | SR ST =0; (7.1)
= ) min, ; { (=20 g m } otherwise. .
b 2M jn+2pa(l—a) Bijn2pijq;

Then if (2.1) holds, there exists a constant C(z°,¢%) € Rxq depending on 2° and ¢° such that for all
ke N,

20\

k
E [d%(z")] < (1 - ) (d2(z%) + C(2",¢")) .

Proof Notation. Let z* € S. The following quantities are often repeated—in both the synchronous and
asynchronous settings.

1. The t; variable. For all k > 0, let ¢ be the {0, (zm)™1} x - - x {0, (¢gmm) ! }-valued random variable,
which for all j € {1,...,m}, satisfies

tr,j = q &™ ifJ € Sws
0 otherwise.

2. The primal and dual Q; operators. For all 4, define two new operators QY, Q¢ : H — H: for all
x,y € H, set

1 (G9(2))s i ’ ;
(Q?(w))J ::{”Pij (SZ( ))] fpi; #0

0 otherwise;

1 .
o Yig i pi; #0;
and (Qf(y)); = § P 7™ T
0 otherwise.

For all 4, define Q} := Q¥(z*). By (1.5), Q}

* is independent of the choice of z* € zer(S5).
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3. The primal and dual r . functions. For each i and j, define two functions 7% :H — Ry for all

x,y € H, let
iy (@) = Q) (2)); — (Q);l3 and ri(y) = |

4. The 9QF random vector. If
Qk =10 <Q€k (Ik) - lk yzk Zyz> ’

then zFT1 = 2% — AQ* and E [QF | 7] = m™15(").
5. The ~;; constants. For all i and j, choose any constants that satisfy?

i) u

(@ () — (@D;ll5-

2Mj)\2 2)\Bijn2pij 2Mj)\2

7 < i < - 2 -
g;m m qg;m

6. The R;;; constants. For all i and j, we define two positive constants®’

2M ;N2 20Bin?pi;  2M N2
—~ and Ryij = Binpij _ —~
a;m m am

Ry 5 = ij — = Yij-

Assumption 1 We only address the case in which S* is not necessarily the zero matriz. From this case,
and with the help of the identity rfj (yf) =0, it is straightforward to retrieve the case in which S* = 0.

Parts 1 and 2: Two essential elements feature in our proof. The indispensable supermartingale conver-
gence theorem [32, Theorem 1], with which we show that a pivotal sequence of random variables converges,
is our hammer for nailing down the effect of randomness in SMART:

Theorem 7.2 (Supermartingale convergence theorem) Let (£2, F, P) be a probability space. Let § :=
{Fi}ren be an increasing sequence of sub o-algebras of F such that Fj, C Fry1. Let {Xi}ren and {Yi}ren
be sequences of [0, 00)-valued random variables such that for all k € N, Xy, and Y}, are Fj, measurable, and

(VkeN)  E[Xps1 | Fi] + Vi < Xp.

Then Y po o Yi < c0a.s. and Xy a.s. converges to a [0, 00)-valued random variable.

The other equally indispensable element of our proof is the next inequality, which, when taken together with
the supermartingale convergence theorem, will ultimately show that SMART converges: with

Rio= Y oy AEpdF) and Vioe= A2 =L|(S(@R)),113 + 202 Z Zyw
—1i=1 PPij — " 14
Jj=11 J Jj=
m ni

+ZZPUR1 ij 1] yl +ZZPUR2U 1] )7

Jj=11i=1 j=1 =1

26 The constraint (7.2) has a solution by the assumptions of the theorem.
7 By the choice of vij, there is a constant b > 0 such that for all 4, 7 and k, we have Ry ;; > b and Ra;; > b.



32 Damek Davis

the supermartingale inequality holds
(Vk € N) (Vz* € S) E [||la"t — 2% |1 + kg1 | Fie] + Yi < [|2F — 2%|® + &y (7.3)

So, by the supermartingale convergence theorem, the sequence Yj is a.s. summable and Xy, := ||z% — 2*||2 +
K a.s. converges to a [0, 0o)-valued random variable, and these conclusions hold for any element z* € S.
At this point, Part 1 of the theorem follows because Y772 3" Y pijRo iy (z%) < 3720V <
oo a.s., and hence, ||S;(x*) — S;(x*)|| = (npij)*ry; (2%) a.s. converges to 0.
Moreover, the road to almost sure weak convergence of 2% is only three steps long:

1. Because Y o, Yi < coa.s., we conclude that ||S(z*)| and rfj (y¥) a.s. converge to 0.
2. Because each rfj (y¥)a.s. converges to 0, we conclude that kj a.s. converges to 0.

3. Because Ky a.s. converges to 0 and ||z* — 2*||? + Kk a. s. converges to a [0, c0)-valued random variable, we
conclude that ||z¥ — 2*||2 a.s. converges to a [0, oo)-valued random variable.

At last, 2% weakly converges to an S-valued random vector:

Proposition 7.1 (Weak convergence assuming demiclosedness) Suppose that S is demiclosed at 0.
Let {z*}en be a sequence of random vectors such that, for all z* € zer(S), the sequence {||z¥ — 2*||?}ren a. s.
converges to a [0, 00)-valued random variable. In addition, assume that ||S(z*)| a.s. converges to 0. Then
ZFa.s. converges to an S-valued random variable.

Proof The set S is closed?®, the space H is separable, and for all z* € S, the sequence {||z* — 2*||}xen a.s.
converges, so the exact argument in [9, Prop. 2.3(iii)] shows that there exists {2 C 2 such that P(2) = 1
with the property that for all z* € zer(S) and for all w € £, the sequence {||2*(w) — 2*|*}xen converges.
Furthermore, by assumption, there exists £2 C 2 such that P(£2) = 1 with the property that [|S(z*(w))| a.s.
almost surely converges to 0. _

Finishing the proof with demiclosedness, let w € (2, and let z be a weak sequential cluster point of
{2*(w)}ren, say 2% (w) — 2z (cluster points exist because {z*}ren is bounded). Then ||S(z% (w))| — 0
so by the demiclosedness of S, the limit is a zero: S(z) = 0. In summary, for all z* € S, the sequence
{||2*(w) = 2* ||} xen converges and every weak sequential cluster point of {z*} ey is an element of S. Therefore,
by [2, Lemma 2.39], the sequence {z*(w)}ren weakly converges to an element of S. Because w € (2 is arbitrary
and P(£2) = 1, the sequence {z*}ecn a.s. weakly converges, and by the classic result [30, Corollary 1.13],
the weak limit of {2*},cy is measurable. O

Our task is now clear: we must prove (7.3). But to do so, we must first bound several random variables.
We present the three bounds we need now and defer their proofs until later.

Lemma 7.1 (Variance bound) For j € {1,...,m}, let n; > 0 be a positive real number. Then for all
s € N, we have

m n
ZT]J HD H |]: <2Z pljgﬁ] z] ZZ 277J ZJ y’L)
Jj=11i= 1 =1 i=
n
%ny,j
i=1

m 1
_22 —
m2 Y

= am

28 Let y* € S and suppose that y* — y € H. We claim that y € S. Indeed, from (1.5), there exists a constant 3 > 0 such that
BIS@I? < (S(y),y —y*) = 0. Thus, S(y) =0, and y € S.

m

D [CCHE

i =
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Lemma 7.2 (Using (1.5)) For all s € N and A > 0, we have

2A(S(2°), 2% —a%) > Y Y 208 pirt (af).

j=1 i=1

Lemma 7.3 (Recursive kj; bound) For all s € N, we have

m n
[’ierl |]:k < Rs — Zzpljfylj z_] yz +ZZPZJ’%J z_]

j=1i=1 j=1i=1

Lemmas in hand, we can now prove (7.3)

Lemma 7.4 (Proof of (7.3)) Equation (7.3) holds for all s € N.
Proof Fix s € N. Then
E [[lz"F" = 2" |* + Ksrr | F]
= [la® — 2*||? = 2AE [(Q°, 2* — 2™) | Fo] + NE [IIQ°]* | Fs] +E [kos1 | F]

* 2)‘ s s * s
= [la® = 2*|* = —=(S(@),2" —2") + NE[|Q°|* | ] + Elwss1 | 7]

where the second equality follows from the linearity of expectation. Now, apply Lemmas 7.1, 7.2, and 7.3:

< |lz* —z*||* + ks + N’E ZM Q317 | Fs

=1
m n m n 2Aﬂ1 n2p; .
—Zzpw%aﬁg(yz)_zzpw ( 7Jn : 1J> T;'ij(x )
j=1i=1 j=1i=1
N R 2
S * < M S < M 1 - S
< la® — 2™ + ks —/\sz—gll(s(iv )il —QAQZWJQ ;Zym
j=1 =1 9 i=1 j
7 - 2M ;)2 LR 2NBiinpi;i  2M N2 .
I CIEE 8 PV ) B e S A
i=1i=1 4 i=1i=1 4

=la® —a*|° + K= Ys. O

We finish the proof of Parts 1 and 2 by proving Lemmas 7.1, 7.2, and 7.3.

Proof (of Lemma 7.1 (variance bound)) In the next sequence of inequalities, we use the following vari-
ance identity three times: For any random vector X : {2 — H; and a sub o-algebra X on {2, we have
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E[|X-E[X |X]|]3]X] =E[|X|2|X] —|[E[X | X]|2. By the law of iterated expectation:

5.5 ((QF, (42)); : ——Zyu ||g|f1
—QElE 5,5 ((QF, (45,)); '——Zyull | o(ts, )]l 51

=2E [E[Ilts,j((Qi(yi))j—(Qi)j)llf| (ts.js Fs)| = |[ts.s Zyu

2E

—22 P 11(@2 (y)); — (@))% —

zlq]

nzylj

m2

Therefore,

E (1912
—5 |l - %(S(IS))J-IE | fs} IS

= E{Ilts,j [(Qd (i) )i —Zyul

| Fs

s QL = (@) + (Sl | 7] + 512
<2E ”tSJ((Qd(yz) j %Zyz] ||]|f1

+2E [m,j((@i @ = @) - 2 (S@IE 7] + (S
< 2B [t (@2 (1)) — (@I | 2] +2E [5(@2, @), — (@12 | 7]

1 & ’
P

<23 PU@U; - @I +23 L@ ), - @)

i=1 asm i=1 asm
n
i
7
n -
=1 j

To get the claimed identity, multiply this inequality by n; for each j and sum.
Proof (of Lemma 7.2 (using (1.5))) From (1.5),

IS

— q_m2

R [CERM

q m2

(5(a"),a" — " sz il = 303 Bt @2 = (@

Dill2.
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Proof (of Lemma 7.3 (recursive ki, bound)) For any i, j with S, # 0 and ~;; > 0,
E[rd(yi™) | Fa] = (1= pply) v (u5) + oot ()
d s+1

because 7 (y;" ") depends only on yfjl, not on its other components, and the probability of update for (y¥);
is P((ix,i) € E tg; # 0,e = 1) = ppz;-. When S}, = 0, the left hand side of the equation is zero, so the
above equation holds as an inequality. Thus, to get the claimed inequality, multiply both sides of the above
equation by p;;vij (PpiTj)’l and sum over ¢ and j. O

Part 3: In this part, we no longer work with arbitrary zeros z* € S. Instead we work with the sequence
of zeros Ps(z"), which, by definition, satisfy

dg(a™h) = [« = Ps(@*h)|? < [|la"* — Ps(ah)|%.
But notice that, because they are independent of the fixed zero x* from Parts 1 and 2, we can freely use the

inequalities in Lemmas 7.1, 7.2, and 7.3.
In this part, we further constrain the constants 7;;. (We defer the proof of the lemma for a moment.)

Lemma 7.5 (Choosing v;;) Let £ :=2m™'uaX. Then for all i and j, there exists v;; > 0 such that
2Hj)\2 < i < 2(1 — a)ABianpij _ 2Mj/\2

- 7 N x> 9
T ey T

Then we finish off the proof by appealing to the lower bound
(S(a"),2" — Ps(a®)) > ul|a* — Ps(z"))|?
in the following sequence of inequalities
E [d% (") + ki1 | Fi]
<E[[|2"*! — Ps(a®)|]* + kis1 | Fi
= ||z — Ps(a®)||? = 2AE [(Q", 2% — Ps(a®)) | Fi] + NE [|QF|1% | Fi] + E [kt | Fi]

2\

= [la" = Ps(@")||* = —(S(a%),a" = Ps(a")) + NE[|Q"* | Fi] +E x4 | Fi]

20\ 2A(1 -« N
< (1 222) ot - Paah? - 2UZ N s(a) 0 - Po(eh) + B | STLIQLE | Ao | + Bl | 5
j=1

200\
< (1 - ﬂ) 2% — Ps(z®)||? + s (Lemmas 7.1, 7.2, and 7.3 are used below)
m

= — oM j\? = - 2(1 — a)\Bijn?pi;  2M ;)2
> i <%—j—7j) rhwE) =3 by ( ( )m Tt —’Yij) rhi ()
L

j=1i=1 g;m? j=11i g5m*
m e\ 2T
< (1=9) (|a* — Ps(a™)|]? + &x) — ;;pzj <'Yij (1 - E) - qﬂ;ﬁ ) ré (yl)
< (1-€) (ds(=") + r) (74)

(Apply the law of iterated expectations to get the linear convergence rate (with C(2°,¢°) := kq).)
The only loose end, which we now tie up, is the proof of Lemma 7.5.
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Proof (of Lemma 7.5 (choosing +y;;)) We have assumed that

A< mi_n{ _ - O‘)ﬁianPiijﬂ;b } 7
g L 2Mjn + 2pa(l — o) Bijn2pijq;

and consequently, if

(1*06)&&2;0«;]‘(1]‘7”
mn y (1=e)fin?pijg;m
20 2M

<1

Wij =

then

) < Wigmn (1 — a)Bijn?pijgim(l — w;;) < (1 — a)Bijn?pijgim(1l — w;;)
=~ 2ap 2M ; B (2 — wij) M '

In particular, £ < w;;n < 1. Now rearrange the above inequality to get

Mj)\Q Mj)\Q MJA2(2 — ’LUZ'J') QMJ'/\Q (1 — oz)/\ﬂijnzpij
gm? (1 —wi;)  ¢m?>  ¢m? (1 —wi;) ~ ¢m? (1 —wij) m
1 -1
The last bound proves the claimed bound because (1 S ) < (1 - w—ﬂTn) < (1 —wij)~ " 0
ij ij

8 Future Work

The SMART algorithm calls for five avenues of future work: numerical experiments, especially in the asyn-
chronous setting; the creation of new operators S; the characterization of the error bound condition which
we call essential strong quasi-monotonicity; the convergence rate analysis of the SMART algorithm with-
out assuming essential strong quasi-monotonicity; and nonconvex extensions. All of these avenues present
challenges.

The SAGA, SVRG, Finito, SDCA, and randomized projection algorithms presented in Section 4 perform
well in the synchronous setting. Asynchronous algorithms often obtain a linear speedup (in the number of
computing cores) over their synchronous implementations, so we expect these algorithms to perform even
better in the asynchronous setting. However, implementing asynchronous algorithms still requires a bit of
programming expertise, so we expect that good experimental results will take some time to acquire.

Any operator that satisfies the coherence condition (1.5) can be plugged into the SMART algorithm; as
such, the power of SMART increases with each new operator discovered. We presented many examples of
operators in this paper, and we expect there to be more in the future.

The essential strong quasi-monotonicity property (2.1) appears to be the weakest possible condition under
which a first-order algorithm will converge linearly. This deep, difficult to characterize property is related
to the Hoffman bound [18], the linear regularity assumption, and the Kurdyka-FLojasiewicz property [7]. We
look forward to a calculus of operations that preserve this property.

Even if S is not essentially strongly quasi-monotone, we suspect that SMART converges sublinearly;
to show these rates, the techniques in [11,13,12,14] should be adapted to the stochastic and asynchronous
settings.
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We showed that SMART converges when the coherence condition is satisfied, and this tethers our results
to convex optimization problems. But SMART can and should be applied to nonconvex problems. In the
nonconvex case, convergence guarantees will certainly be weaker than those presented here, but SMART will
likely perform well on these problems.

Acknowledgements: We thank Brent Edmunds and Professors Patrick Combettes and Wotao Yin for
helpful comments.
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Appendix

A Proof in the Asynchronous Case

Proof (Convergence of SMART)

P d ,.p

i1 @5, iy, and re., remains the same as

Notation. Let * € S. Some of our notation, in particular, the definitions of g, N

in the proof of the nonasynchronous case (Theorem 7.1). Below, we adapt the rest of the notation to the present asynchronous
case:

1.

Integer indexed sequences. We extend every sequence indexed by natural numbers, say {z*}1cn, to all of Z by setting
zk =20 for all k < 0.
The QF random vector. If

. _ k—el 1o kel
R G R A R RS o
i=1

then z¥+1 = 2% — AQF and E [QF | F] = m~1S(zF k).

The C constant. Define the positive constant
2 2
c.= V2at2)
m/q
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4. The 7;; constants. For all i and j, choose any constants that satisfy2?

2M (14 + 1) <1+l>A2§2Mj(Td+1) <1+7'7p>x2
qjm? mC qm? mC
< Yij
22n2pi;Bi; 2 2 C\\ =
< VPP (2 —~ _+Z) >
m J gqm? t qm3C + m
22en2piiBii 2 2 C
SM—MJ'( 2+Tp( X +f)))\z_ (A1)
m qm qgm3C  m

5. The Rfij constants. For all i, j, and k, we define two positive constants>?

R1 i =

vij  2M; (1
Td+1 qjm2

226n?piiBij ( 2 ( 2 C))
RE, .= oK PTG g A2 =y
2,15 7\ gym? +7p 4;m3C + k — Vij

T—pc> )\2; and

Assumption 2 We only address the case in which S* is not necessarily the zero matriz. From this case, and with the help of

the identity r (yl ek) =0, it is straightforward to retrieve the case in which S* = 0.

Parts 1 and 2: In the synchronous case, the supermartingale convergence theorem and a supermartingale inequality
featured; the same is true in the present asynchronous case, but the supermartingale inequality now accounts for the use of
delayed iterates and operator values: with

m n T4—1 m n k
YigPi k (h+Dpijvij g, k—rath Mijh—k+7p), 5
NS D) RTINS 3P 9p Dl LW ORI i SR UL TR
j=1i=1 za h=0 j=1i=1 '@ h=k—rp+1j=1
=K1,k =R2k
M ; T M T 1 k—el
2 J j k—d 2 P k
Yi _)\kZ—2<1+%>H(S(x )12 + 2 Z 2(1+mo) ~>u,
Jj=1 Jj=1 =1 j
m n k i m n m n Td p ’y o h
k. d —e k—d DPij7Yij d +
pij RY 45755 (Y, k)‘f‘zz Z]RQ i U(w k)+zz 1 iy T,
j=1li=1 j=1i=1 j=li=1 h=0 4
h#‘rdfe?c’]
the supermartingale inequality holds
(VhEN)(va® €8)  E[lah —2*? + rig | Fi] +¥i < o — " |2 + . (A.2)
So, by the supermartingale convergence theorem, the sequence Y} is a.s. summable and Xj := ||wk —z* ||2 + Ki a.s. converges

to a [0, 00)-valued random variable, and these conclusions hold for any element z* € S.
At this point, as in the synchronous case, Part 1 of the theorem follows because > 72 Z] 1O Dij
S22 o Vi < ocoa.s., and hence, ||S;(zF~9%) — S;(z*)|| = (npi;)?r ij

The road to almost sure weak convergence of ¥, now 5 steps long, is slightly more complicated than in the synchronous
case:

R2 ’Ljrlj(xk dk) S

P (z*F=dk)a.s. converges to 0.

29 The constraint (A.1) has a solution by the assumptions of the theorem.

30 By the choice of vij, there is a constant b > 0 such that for all 4,5 and k, we have R ;> b and R2 i
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1. Because >_32 ;Y < coa.s., we conclude that each term3!

k—dp,y || A d kel
”S("E )”7 - Yi,j 5 Tij(yi )7
— =1
<A Py
P (L k—dgy. Vg d k Tq+h

Tij(x )7 Z T4 + 1sz )7

h=0
h#-rdfe}mj
a.s. converges to 0.
i o PR
2. Because r (yl E") and 7¢  Piglij rfj (y; Tat ) a.s. converge to 0, we conclude that k1 j a.s. converges to 0.

h=0;h#Tq— eJ Ta+1

n

3. Because r¢ (yl °k )7 In—1t (yl )j||j, and rfj (zF—9k) a.s. converge to 0 and because for all h € {0,...,7p}, we have

k*h

—‘,—Zkhekh)

k—h+1 _ _k—h
gi M gk —Ak—htk—h,j <(sz (@E ey —(Qf, h(yl,c

Acntion (@G, @), - (@3, )

k—h—elk=h 1S~ k—h—ei_,\ &
(TR CHEN U DS S ) 2 0a.s,

we conclude sz f, and ||z¥~9k — z¥||2 a.s. converge to 0:

4. Because Ky a.s. converges to 0 and ||z* — 2*||2 4 kj a.s. converges to a [0, 0o)-valued random variable, we conclude that
lzF — 2*||? a. s. converges to a [0, 0o)-valued random variable.

5. Because ||z* —z*||? a.s. converges to a [0, co)-valued random variable, because ||z* —x*~%k || a.s. converges to 0, and because
”mk*dk _ I*||2 _ ||£Bk _ w*HZ — ||{Ek _ wk*dkHZ + 2<xk7dk _ (Ek,ibk _ .CE*> k—_))oo Oa.s.,

we conclude that ||zF~% — z*||2a.s. converges to a [0, c0)-valued random variable.

With the facts listed here, Proposition 7.1 immediately renders the sequence z¥~% a.s. weakly convergent to an S-valued
random variable. And at last, due to the limit ||z* — z*~9k|| — Oa.s., the sequence x* a.s. weakly converges to an S-valued
random variable.

Our task is now clear: we must prove (A.2). But to do so, we must first bound several random variables. We present the
two bounds we need now and defer their proofs until later.

Lemma A.1 (Variance bound) For j € {1,...,m}, let n; > 0 be a positive real number. Then for all s € N, we have

m n

Zm (135021 7] <2373 Pt o) 423 37 Pt
Jj=1i=1 j=1li=1 q;m
m 2 m 77
—2 - Zyw = > IS 2. (A.3)
-1 W™ j  g=1 m

31 Here we invoke the assumed equivalence of the two norms ||z|| and ||z||proa = Z;n:l ||xj||§
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Lemma A.2 (Recursive ki bound) For all s € N and « € [0, 1], we have

Elkst1 | Fs]

2 2a\ 2asn? p iBij
< ks S(9 sfds’ S _ R\ S (S (x5— s s— e 7P (p5—ds
< ot 205 (a0 0 - gy — 2008 (g gamie ) 303 T PO e

Jj=1i=1

= M ; - 2(1 — a)AsBijn’pi; TP M;CjN2 _
+AEZ;—CJE[||D;H§|& -3 s RT3 B AC)
J=1

Jj=1i=1 m m

n m
PijYij d , s—e PijYij d , s—Tq+h
_ re (y’
Sy mage -3 S e
h#-rd e

Lemmas in hand, we can now prove (A.2). Compared to the synchronous case, we prove a refined bound, depending on the
parameter «, which will figure into our proof of linear convergence.

Lemma A.3 (Proof of (A.2)) Equation (A.2) holds for all s € N. Moreover, for every s € N, a € [0,1] and z* € S, we have

E [llz>*t = *|” + wag1 | Fo] + Vi

20\ DL 200 %p?; By
9% (@), a5 — ey £ 30 erfj(xS*ds). (A.4)
m

Jj=11

<lz® —2*)1? + ks —

I
-

Proof Fix s € N. Then

E [||:l:SJrl —2*)% 4 Kst1 | Fs)
= |lz® —z*||? — 2XE[(Q%,2° — &) | Fo] + AZE [|Q%12 | Fs] + E[rst1 | Fs]

2\
=[2® —2*|? - ﬁ(S(xS*ds), z® —2*) + NZE[||Q°)% | Fs] +E [kst1 | Fsl,

where the second equality follows from the linearity of expectation. In the above inequality, apply Lemma A.2 to E [ks41 | Fs]
and bound [|2%||? with the equivalence of || - || and || - ||proa:

2a
<lz® — 2|+ rs — —=

(S(@*~%), 2%~ — 2%) + X2E _Z i (14 ) 13105 1 7

+iiw P (5= ds Zzpzylulgj )

j=11i=1 j=1i=1
- 2XsBign®piy  TpMCAZ P s—ds

-2 Py m e N L 1C
j=11i=1

m n Td
Pij7ij d s—Tq+h
S S Bl e
j=1i=1 h=0_  'd
h#rdfe;d
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Finally, apply Lemma A.1 to get

200\ Ui 2a\sn?p2. B;
< ||.CBS —ZU*||2+I£S _ [e% S(S($87ds),x87ds _m*>+zz s ij Pt p( s— ds)
j=li=1 m
m S m = n 2
M ; M ; T, 1 s—el
EPCE Wy 1+—) IS a));12 —2A2 >0 =2 (14 2 .
2 M= e () [ |
m n ~ .
Yij 2M ( Tp 2\ a4, s—e’
— pij | —— — ——= (14+ —= ) X5 | ri(y;, )
]:Zl; N <Td+1 Qjm2 mC> s R
UL 2Xs an Pij TPMJC)‘ 2Mj Tp 2 D (. s—d
-3 - o (14 7)) et
e m m q;m m
= PijYi h
PijYij d , s—Ta+t
-y Z ri T,
Jj=1i=1 Td +1
h;éfdfe 5

and combine terms

20\ m " 2aXsn?p2.Bi;
< s _ k2 S S(xs5— ds s—ds _ % v P s—dsg
<l = P s = S (St ), e ) 4 Y P (o)

Jj=1i=1
m n
2Asn?piiBiy = 2 2 c B
_Z Pij M_Mj( ) 2+TP( ) 3C+_)))‘§—%‘j)rfj(ws de)
j=1i=1 m q;m q;m m
m n Td
_ Z Z PisYij a (,5— Td+h)
T4+ 1 "5 i
j=1i=1  h=0
h;éfdfes J
2 )\ m n 2&)\ n p /6
= ||lz® — 2*||2 + ks — Yo — 22 (S(2" "), 25" — 2%) + Sy i P (25 de).
j=1li=1 m
Inequality (A.2) is simply the above inequality with a = 0. O

We finish the proof of Parts 1 and 2 by proving Lemmas A.1 and A.2.

Proof (of Lemma A.1 (variance bound)) Up to a change of indices, the proof of Lemma A.1l follows the proof Lemma 7.1
exactly; we omit the proof and avoid repeating ourselves. [}

Proof (Lemma A.2 (recursive Ky, bound))
The bound is the addition of two further bounds: for all s € N and a € [0, 1], we have

1. Recursive k1 bound.

n
> pigigrl (%)

i=1

INgE

PijVijg d
Elx Fs] <k E E
[ls+1| .s 1,s — = 1117—d+1 zy +J

Il
—

n Td

m
Pij7vi +h
SIS e g
j=1i=1 h=0 d
h#-rdfesj
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2. Recursive k3 ; bound.

A ; ; 2a
k2,541 < K2,s . (S(I“ds)vf —z7) - %ﬁ(“’cs*‘is)vx“ds —z*)
L 201)\57110 Bzg
I S
N N m
j=1li=1
m n T m T
2Bi; sn?pi; T M;C _ oM
—zzpm< Ay MO0 Y ooy 1 30T i oy
j=1li=1 Jj=1

The proofs of the above bounds are orthogonal; the x1 j bound is a consequence of how we sample variables in SMART,
while the kg ; bound is a consequence of (1.5). Thus, we separately prove each bound.

Proof of recursive k; ; bound. For any i and j with 87, # 0, we have E [ (ys+1) | ]—'S] = (1 — pp;fl;-) rfj(yf) +
ppz; Z( x5~ %) because r” (yf+1) depends only on yl ] , not on its other components, and the probability of update for (yf)j
is P((ix,1) € Bty j #0,¢x = 1) = ppij. We can also break up the sum:

S 3oy (e g
i
ho == Tatl
Ta—1 m n
h+1 T
_ Z ( ?i’zl]'ﬁj d( s— ‘rd+h +ZZ dpzj')’zj d(yz)
h=0 j=1i=1 'd j=li=1
m n ~i i m n Tq—1 DL
PijYij d s— 62 i3V d s—Tg+h
-2 GIEDED DD T
S Tatl oS Do Tatl
h#Tqg—eg ;
Tq—1 m n
(h+ Dpisvij g +hy
= Zziﬁf DT + 30D pag )
h=0 j=1i=1 'd j=li=1
T o PigYi R
S BT I 5 ol o T
7,] ) 2
=1 17a+1 j=li=1  h=0 Ta+1
h;érdfe;d
Therefore,
UL VigPij s+1 = (h+1p23%1 d ;. s+l—Tg+h
Bl | 7= 330 B0 et ) | 7] 1 5 3030 D it
':i:lplj h=0 j=1i=1 '@
m n "Y p m n
35 Pi d —ds
<33 (- ) GRS ST T
j=1li=1 pp” j=li=1
Td*

+

T Y)Pigij  d. +h
3o PP e ZZ 157 i (07

1 m

h=0 j=1i=1 Td+1
m n P i m n Td Piii N
ij Vij d s e i Vig d s—=Tq+
DI EITROE S P T,
j=1li=1 j=li=1  h=0
h#Tg—ey ;

where the inequality uses the trivial bound: rfj (z5=%s) > 0 for all ¢ and j with S;‘j = 0. The claimed inequality now follows by
combinning terms.
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Proof of the recursive k3 j bound. By Jensen’s inequality, (31, pi; = 1)

S OIS 4);12 = er _Z[ 2 70)); = (Su(a™);

j=1
m m n

:ZTPC SZZ zJTpCT (x5~ 9s).
= j o a=ti=t

From ( 5), (S(a*= ), ao~ds —a*) > 30 ST Bijll(Si(es%)); — (Si(z™);13
iy, Bijn? p P (xs ds), Because x? — m?+1 = )\hQ? for all h € N|

S T m S T
M. n 2h=1)2 Mijh—s+), 5 h—1)2
£ 5 Mg oaope$ 3 MOt g

j=lh=s—T1p+1 j=lh=s—Tp+1

2

:\'—‘

J
n

> b [, = (@]

s+1 v
3 Y oD e +AZZ Moo a2
J J:

j=1h=s—Tp+2 ¢

m
= mhR2s —mR2,s41 + A Y é 932

j=1
To get the next bound, we apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Young’s inequality, the equivalence of || - || and || - [|prod, and
the convexity of || - ||>—in that order:
s m
225 (S(z° %), > @p-ah ) > =[S =) |1 T|
h=s—dgs j+1 =1
=T
_ 1
> —CrpX2|IS(z* =) — —— ITu|?
Crp
2
> O T ISE I - g | Y -
j=1 P =1 h=s—dg j+1 p
m _.
_ B he
> Y RO IEE IR Y a2
j=1 Jj=lh=s—T1p+1
Therefore,
22X (S(z*d5), 2% — x*) = 20s(S(a®795), 257 % — 2*) 4+ 20, (S(x® %), 1)
> 20A5(S(2° %), 2% — 2%) 4 2(1 — a)As(S(2x° %), 2% — 2¥)
m o M
S DIEACATAICIE I SR DINEL T -
j=1 Jj=1h=s—71p+1
m n
> 20 (S(x5~ ), 57 ds — ¥y — ZZ 2a\sn? pmﬁmr (x5 ds)
j=1i=1
m n m T
+ 30D pij (2AsBijn®pij — TpCONZ) PP (27 %) — | mR2s — mR2 i1 + A2 é’llf’ill?
j=1li=1 Jj=1

After a simple rearrangement of terms, this last bound completes the proof of the x5, bound, and, consequently, the proof of
the lemma is complete. [}
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Part 3: In this part, we introduce two constants, called 77 ;; and T3 ;;, which play the same role as Rk
in Parts 1 and 2 (in fact, T1,;; = R¥ i)

1 and R;ij play

vii _ 2M; 2,
g T2) )2, and
Ta+1 g;m? ( + mC)

2(1 — a)Wn2p;jBij 2 2 C 2
Toig o= ——————— = M; e +7p 4m3C T ) ) A =g
Not only do we require that «;; be chosen so that 77 ;; and T3 ;; are positive, but v;; must be further constrained so that
several other inequalities hold. (We defer the proof of the lemma for a moment.)

Lemma A.4 (Choosing ~;;) Let X satisfy (3.3). Set

Th,ij =

201\ M T
g;zi and C::,u_ 1+p7‘/g )
m 2.5a 2(1q + 2)
Then for all i and j, there exists v;; > 0 such that
;i AaudM; 4apdM ;
Th,i5 — fyg - ( +)‘) X2 0 Toij =~ ( - )\) Yo
ij q;m ¢ q;m ¢
2M ;Tp A2 2M jTp A
Tiij = v : 2 0; Ty5 — e ¢ > 0. (A.5)
Cqym?(1—¢) Cgym3(1 = ¢)

Moreover, 1 — &(mg + 1) > 0.

The expectation E [||:ck — x| + I'ik} contracts, not every iteration, but over each series of 7, iterations, and for this reason
we will apply (A.4) multiple times, saving nonnegative summands from later iterations to absorb positive summands from
earlier iterations which would otherwise, if not absorbed, prevent the expectation from contracting at all.

We split our descent into three stages: initial descent, in which we descend one iteration, from iteration k + 1 to iteration
k; intermediate descent, in which we descend at most 7, iterations, from iteration k to iteration k — h for some h € {0,...,7p};
and final descent, in which we descend one final iteration, from iteration k — h to iteration £ — h — 1. In each stage of descent,
we apply (A.4) between 1 and 7, times—with the law of iterated expectations being never mentioned, but always applied to
turn all conditional expectation inequalities into unconditional expectation inequalities.

We no longer work with arbitrary zeros z* € S. Instead we work with the sequence of zeros Ps (mk), which, by definition,
satisfy

dg () = ||l2"*! = Ps (@)1 < 2 — Ps(@*~")|1%; and
2 (. k—h k—h k—hy|2 k—h k—h—1y2
dg(z®") = lz""" = Ps(z""")|I” < [|="7" — Ps(z HIE.
for any h € N. Below, our choice of h is precisely the maximal delay of any coordinate of z*~%: let the integers j1,...,jm €

1,...,m} order the delays from smallest to largest: dj,_;, < ... <dj ; . With this notation, § > dy ;, —dg ; forl=1,...,m,
Y & g1 = = Ok, = kg JJm
and we set h = dj,_;

sIm*

Initial descent (from iteration k + 1 to iteration k). Apply (A.4) to descend to the kth iteration:
E [d?s(xk“) + ffk+1]

<E [||:vk+1 — Ps(a*T.0m |2 + nkﬂ] (by definition of Pg)

2a
<E |:||xk _ Ps(xkfdk,jm )”2 +Ks — i(S(xk*dk)ﬂck*dk _ Ps(xkfdkvjm )>i|
m

S My (4 22 ) & [iestat= ), 2] - S bk [ S ek)}

j=1 j=1l1i=1
m n

—Ziprzzy[ COIED )Y zd: %E[rfj(yf’””)]. (A.6)

j=1li=1 j=1li=1
h,;éfd Ek,j
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Intermediate descent (from iteration k to iteration k — dj

.jm )+ To bound our initial descent (A.6), apply (A.4) a
total of dj, ;,. times:

2a\

(A.6) <E {Hmk*dk,jm — Ps(a*Mim )| + kg, , (S(z*~ k), k= — Pg(z® dk,]m)>:|

m M - k m n A

p— e

- (L EEISE )] - Y D YTk [m(y h)}

j=1 h=k—dy, ;, j=1i=1

k m n m n T4 Piivii o n
— 571 - P =T,
- Y S -3 Pt g [ o ] a
h=k—dy, ;. j=1i=1 j=1i=1 h=0 Td

As we descended to the (k — dj,j,, )th iteration, we dropped a lot of negative terms including —2a\(S(x5ds), g5~ ds —

Pg(xkfdkvfm )) for all s € {k —1,...,k —dy j, }. To show that the expectation contracts, we do not need these terms, so
we omit them.

We need to rearrange the terms in (A.7) in order to derive a contraction. First we squeeze a norm term out of the inner
product term—this is one of only two times we use the essential strong quasi-monotonicity of S:

<S(mk*dk)’wk*dk _ Ps(mkidkvjm )>
= (S(h ), b~ — Ps(ab~ %)) + (S(a* ), Ps(aF %) - Ps (b~ im))

> pl|lah M — Ps (@M M) |2 4 (S(ah ), Ps(abT) — Ps (2t MRim)).

Then we simply split up the term |25~ %.im — Pg(zF~%.0m )||2 = (1 — 2apAm 1) |25~ im — Pg(zF~%.0m )||24+-2apXm 1|2k~ Lk.im —
Ps(2F=9k.im)||2 and couple it with p||lz*~dk — Pg(zk—dk)|2:

2uo\
(D) <[ (1 222 ) k-t — Po(at o) 4wy, |

m M k m n i
SRS (1 ZOR[ISEE] - S XY Tk [l )]
j=1 h=k—dy, ;, J

k m n

I DN A LACEED]

h=k—dy, ;. j=1i=1

o L DijYij d ¢ k—dk j,, —Tath
-2 > TR [ )]

j=li=1 —0 7d

h#71g e, ERN

20\
+ Z2E2E [Jakhim — Po(ak=Mhm )|2 — o~ — Ps(ak k)| 2]

m

2a
- =B [(S(ah %), Ps(at =) — Ps(at~tom )] (A.8)

The final two lines of the above equations are preventing the expectation from contracting, so we absorb them into the other

terms; if & is 0, these terms are 0, as ©*~%.im = gF~dk  and there is no need for the next lemma. (We defer the proof of the
lemma for a moment.)
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Lemma A.5 (Swapping zeros in the inconsistent case) The following bound holds:
2apu . —du _ _
=R [Jlk = teim = Ps(ak=Mim || = |25 =% — Ps(ak= )]

-Z [(suk*dk), Ps () = Ps(at~%em))]

o £ EFEL (1)

3
hkd,wgulqm

D> >y (Le)e ol ]

3
h=k—dy, ;,, i=1i=1 4"

ST (e ) st ]

j=1

Lemma A.5 takes care of the offending terms in (A.8):
2paX _d —dy
(A8) <E Kl - L) ||k~ kim — Pg(zh=Fkim )2 + nk,dwm}

L dopSM ; el
2 ] R e R KL
J

m 911
L dopdM; (1 _

- > pij <T2,ij - 7“ 3 (* +)‘) X E [T’fj(xh n )]

h=k—dy j, j=1i=1 qim ¢

m n Td Piii b—d +h

—T

2> X TR [, ] (A.9)

j=1i=1 h=0 Td

h;érdfezfdk s
Our intermediate descent is completed simply by writing kg, i = 1 - f)lik,dk im T fﬂk—dkj and absorbing the

ER1k—d, 4, terms in the second and fourth lines of the above inequality (we add §“{ij(Ppg;-)71 to all terms on the second
line even though it only appears in the h = k — dy, ;,, term in §H17k,dk,jm ):

(A.9) <E [(1 —€) (H‘,Ekfdk,jm Ps(xk Ak jim, )”2 +Ek—dy + &Ko, k—d, ]m]

)
S B (na - () ) el
)

h=k—dy, ;, j=1i=1 pp”

k m n
Aoapd M _
- 3 (- S (L)) et
t=k—dy, j,, j=1i=1 a5
m n 7d DiiYij k—d +h
35 7Vi - i — T
-3 S % (1—¢h+1)E [r;ij(yi Rjm ~Td )] . (A.10)
j=li=1 h=0 7d

h#T —el
FTaCk—dy ;5

Final descent (from iteration k —dy ;. to iteration k —dj ;, —1). The expectation is nearly contracting by a factor
of (1 —¢). The term §R2 k—dy, ; is all that stands in our way, but it can, by descending one more iteration, be absorbed. (We

defer the proof of the lemma for a moment.)
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Lemma A.6 (Recursive k3 ) bound) For all s €N,

E[r2,s] < A2 iz ME [r% (xsflfds—l)]

Cq;m3

2M7-p s—1—e? T
)‘ZZZ puE[ 1} P By 1],
’ j=1i=1 Cq;m3 (l ) +Tp+1 Ir2,0-1]
k—dy

dmo —

By Equation (A.5), the last three lines in (A.10) are nonnegative; drop these nonnegative terms, use the bound |z
Ps(zF~%k.im)||2 < [|2* =% .im — Pg(2*~%.im ~1)||2, descend one more step with the aid of (A.4), and use Lemma A.6 to bound

E [552,/6711;6,;7,1]*1“ that order: if h =k —dj, ;,, — 1, then

(a10) <[ = 6) (Ja” = PP + 1) + s
- (1 - 5) Z ZpijTl,'Lj |: ij (yh eh i| + g Z Z 2AJCJ,TPPZ§ |: zg (yh eh )i|
j=1li=1 j=1i=1 a;m
-(1- ZZPUTQ ij [ ahdn) ] +§Z Z ZMCTpng) E [rfj(xh’dh)]
Jj=1i=1 j=1l1i=1 q;m

co[(1-55) (- r )]

m n T \2 .
—(1=89>_ > pij <T1,ij - %) { 4y~ h)}

j=1i=1

m n 2H )\2

j=1i=1

Equation (A.5) implies that the last two lines of the equation are negative, so

E [ds(m’““)2 T nkﬂ] < (1 - ) E [dg (@ gm =1 & nkﬂ]

™ +1
= (1 B Tpi’ 1) hG{k*T;I}]*alxym,kfl} {E [d‘%(xh) + 'ih] } ’

holds for all k. Set C(2°, ¢°) := ko and unfold these recursive bounds with the next lemma to get the rate.

Lemma A.7 (Linear convergence rate of sequences that contract within a fixed number of steps) [29, Lemma 6]]
Let {ar }xen be a nonnegative sequence of real numbers. Suppose that there exists p € [0,1) and k € N such that for all k € N,
we have a1 < pmaxg_g<n<k ax- Then for all s € N, we have ap < pk/(“+1)a0.

We finish the proof of Part 3 by proving Lemmas A.4, A.5, and A.6.

Proof (of Lemma A.4 (choosing v;;)) We assume that X satisfies (3.3)

2n(1 — )n®py; Bij

B | oW n(ra+2) on 5¢/2(7q12)a28 M jnrp/2(7q+2) T B o 7
R (I e,




SMART: The Stochastic Monotone Aggregated Root-Finding Algorithm 49

and consequently,32

2(1—a)n?p;;Bi;
2M ; 2
](:Z+ )(17L 5n +2y.oz6)+M Tpc(2+ n )

if w;; = % Tatl o
S mn N 2(1*(¥)”2P1]61j ’
2opu(Tg+1) ZM"L(;Z+2) (1+ 7511+2Ma6)+1w TPC(2+ ljn)
then A< 5 w(ijmz ) - _a)n p;jﬁ;j(l ) ’ (A1)
U\ T4 j\Td o vl n
K qum (1 + Td+1 + mc ) + MJTPC (2 + Tn)

which implies the bound: £(r4 + 1) = 2m ™ lapA(tqg + 1) < wi;n < 1.
The four inequalities that remain hold when there exists v;; > 0 such that:

1 ” 2M ;T EN2 dopd M ;A2
G R O [ sTpeX” | danoM; ( +/\) < i and
(1 (rd+1)5) T4+ 1 Cqym 1-9 qm ¢
PP
e

2MTpN2€  AapdM;
Cq;m3(1 = &) qg;m?

:=Ro

To5 — (C + A) + Yij > Yig- (A.12)

-1
xistence of such ~;; i1s implie y the following inequality: (74 + — e 1 < Rg Furthermore, the boun
Exi f such ~i; is implied by the following i li (1 (TZ:TDé Ri < Ro Furth he bound

ij

(1 - %) > (1 - L:;—?:) > (1 — wy;) shows that (A.12) is implied by the following inequality: (74 + 1)R1 < (1 — w;j)R2.
Thus, we finish the proof by proving the above bound: Because w;; < 1, £ < w;jn < 1, and /(1 — &) < w;iin/(1 —win) <
n/(1 —n), we have

2 2M ; Tp 2M jTp€ dopudM ; (1 )
A [(Td“) («bmz (1 m6) * Camii—g * gt (¢
o (2 2 c 2M ;Tp A2 dopd M j (1 ) }
0w <Mﬂ (qjm2 e (qjm3c K Coym3(1—8) T gmt \¢
9 % Ty 2M jTpé 4o M ; ( )
<A [(Td+1)<qm2 <1+mC>+C’qm3(l— gt ams A
2 2M jTpA2€  dapdM ;
Hl_w”)(M] <2m2+T (qmgc ) T G g (CH)N
—_— Ty 21p€ dopd C
<M;x [(rd+2) <gm (1+mc)+ G rer R (C +>\)> + }
(ra+2) 2, + 2o (1+>\)> + ¢ (2+L)
¢ m L—=n

< M;»\? {Q(Tdtm (1+ L/ 2’”‘6) 4 ¢ <2+—77 )} (b/c Zopd . m )
gm m -n

< M2

Tq+1 m¢
(A1 2(1 — )n?Api; B (1 — wiy)

[m}
m
-1
32 1 _ 52 S /@ _ 5y/2(r4+2)a”s
Use 2uad(¢m)~1 = 5a?d (mM (1 + m)) mﬁ( 2(7d+2)+7p\/§) .
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Proof (of Lemma A.5 (swapping zeros in the inconsistent case)) We split the proof according to the bounds we apply:

1. Firm nonexpansiveness. Because S is convex, the map Ps is firmly nonexpansive in || - ||. So for all z,y € H, ||Ps(x) —
Ps)|? + |l(z = Ps(x)) — (y = Ps(y))|I> < ||lz — y||>. Therefore,

I (=g — Ps(ab=him)) — (a5 — Ps(ah=d)) |12
=Ry
< |l deam — R |2 - | P (akkim ) — P (ah )2 (A-13)

:=Ro :=R3

2. Young’s inequality. Apply the bound |la + b]|2 < (1 +¢)|lal|2 + (1 +&~1)||b]|? to get

1
ok~ = P(ah a2 - [k~ — o2 < (L4 1) Ra ARy

A
=Ry :=Rs5
(A.13) 1
< (7 + 1) (R2 — R3) + CARs.
¢A
3. Equivalence of norms, convexity of || - ||?, and the variance bound.
- k—d k—d el
E[Ro] < DB [Myllay *om — a7 )2] < ZE Mps ST a2
j=1 h=k—dj_j,. +1
m k+1 (A.3) Spii M
i h h—12 2 p h—d
<Selms S -] ey S8 Mgl prea)
j=1 h=k—dj, ;, +1 h=k— d,”mg 1i=1 U

ety SESEEI )

2
h=k—dy ;, j=1i=1 D

4. Essential strong quasi-monotonicity. The next two bounds hold
. 1
(S(zF=dk), a* =k — pg(zF~%)) > uRs and ?HS(xk’dk)HQ > Rs.

(After an application of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the second bound follows from the first.) Thus, 2au¢A\2m =1 Rs <
20¢N? (mp) | S (zF ) |2
5. Cauchy-Schwarz and Young’s Inequality.

208 (ahh), P (b ) — Py (b hm )| < TN ||s< ki) 2 4 2B
m m(
6. The ¢ bound.
2 B re) - 222 (L 1) B {al = 220 (504, Po(ah ) - Po(ah~thim)]
m m (@) m
2
< 2000 g s aml?] - (224 4 222 _ 20 g
muy m¢ m m¢
2 = M k—d 12
< lem (1+ ) EIsE ;03]

(The third line follows from the second because (i) 2.5a¢(mu) "t < M; (14 7,(mC)~!) and (ii) the second term on line
three is negative.)
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The following bounds complete the proof.

2000 2, — ) — 22N [(5(a¥ ), P 0) — Pt~ )

= % (Q\ )]E[RQ] - @E [<5($k7d’“),Ps(wk’d’€) - Ps(mk*dk,y‘m»]

200 A2 2\
+H—CE[R5} ~n2 (
m m

C_A + 1) E[Rg]

o F S (1]

3
hkdkjglzlqm

D> Sy (Le)e ol ]

3
h=k—dy, ;,, i=1i=1 4"
2 Mj Tp k—dy 2
M T g st t),E]. o
j=1
Proof (of Lemma A.6 (recursive kg bound)) For any s € N, we have

s

E[ng.q] = Z ZM j(h— S+TP)IE[|| ;L x;hl”?]

h=s—7p+1j=1
Tp 1
—Z R DS
=1 _

)\22 M TPE [”9571” ]

j=1

(AS) M i L
2222 TppJIE[U(s 1 ds,l)]

3
Jj=1i=1 qum

2M ;T —1—¢?
+)\222 J Ple]E { ”(y: 6571)} +

j=1li=1

Zm: Mj(h—s+ g [”xh _ 1?71”?]

mC J

1]

E _1]. O
| [K2,5—1]
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B Auxiliary Results

B.1 Properties of Operators

Definition B.1 (Cocoercive Operators) An operator S : H — H is called S8-cocoercive if
(Vo,y €M)  (Sz—Sy,x—y) > Bl|Sz — Syl*.

Definition B.2 (Averaged Operators) Let o € [0,1]. An operator T : H — H is called a-averaged if there is a nonexpansive
map N : H — H such that

T=(1-a)ly+aN.
The map T is is called firmly nonexpansive if it is (1/2)-averaged.

Proposition B.1 (Cocoercivness from Averagedness) Let a € [0,1], and let T : H — H be an a-averaged operator.
Then for all B > 0, B(I —T) is (1/(2apB))-cocoercive.

Proof There is a nonexpansive map N : H — H such that T = (1 —a)I +aN, and by definition, T" := (1/2)I 4 (1/2)N is firmly
nonexpansive. Thus, I —T" = (1/2)(I — N) is firmly nonexpansive, and hence, 1-cocoercive [2, Remark 4.24(iii)]. Therefore, for
all z,y € H, the next bound holds and proves that (I —T) is (1/af)-cocoercive:

2
(@B = M)z = @B (T = N}y =) = 203 (I = N = (1 = Mo =) > 208 | 11 = N)o = L7 = M)y

1
= %08 laB(I = N)z —aB(I - N)y|>. O

Proposition B.2 (The Composition of Averaged Operators is Averaged [10]) Let a1,z € [0,1], and let T1,T5 :
H — H be a1- and az-averaged maps, respectively. Then Ty o T> is 1,2 averaged where

Proposition B.3 (Strongly monotone operators from Lipschitz operators) Let L € (0,1) and suppose that T : H — H
be L-Lipschitz continuous. Then I — T is (1 — L)-strongly monotone.

Proposition B.4 (Coordinate Lipschitz Constants and Coordinate Cocoercivity.) Let f : H — (—o0, 00| be a Fréchet
differentiable convexr function. If j € {1,...,m} and

(Vo €M), (s €H,)  fla ) < @)+ (VF@,0) + LIl% 6= 00,0,5,0,...,0,  (B)
then
(VzeH), (VyeH) Lijllvf(m) — VI <(Vf(@) - ViE)z-y).
Proof Fix y € H, and let define a function g, which continues to satisfy (B.1),

g(z) = f(z) — fly) —(VI(y),z—y).

Then g > 0, and g(y) = 0, so g is minimized at y. In addition,

L.
(Ve e M), (Vy; € 1) 9(y) < gz +4;) <g(@) +(Vf(2),95) + 71||gj||2; Y5 =(0,...,0,;,0,...,0).

Thus, we minimize the right hand side of this inequality, over all 4; € H, and get the next bound:
1
f@) = Fy) = (Vf),x —y) = 9(z) —9(y) 2 5~ Vi f(2) - Vif@)ll3-
J

We likewise get the opposite inequality in which the points x and y are exchanged; add both inequalities, and get the result.
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Proposition B.5 (Contractive Forward-Gradient Operator) Suppose that the function f : H — (—00,00) is pus-strongly
convez, differentiable, and that the gradient V f is L-Lipschitz continuous. Then I —~V f is

\/1—=2vpup +~2Lpy

Lipschitz continuous whenever v < 2L71.

Proof In the next sequence of inequalities, we use the bound (Vf(z) — Vf(y),z —y) > L™V f(z) — VF(y)||? once:

Vz,yeH) T =AVHa— T =VHYl? < llz —yl® = 29(Vf(z) = VI), = — y) + VIV f(z) — VW)
<z —yl? + V(@) = VI

=2 (1= T ) (V1) = Va3 = LT S@) ~ VS~ )

vyL
< (1-2s (1- ) ) Je-ui®. o
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C Examples of S

C.1 Old Operators

Proposition C.1 (SAGA/SVRG/S2GD Operator Properties) Assume the setting of Section 4.1, and in particular,
that
Si=Vfi

Then

1. Coherence: S satisfies the coherence condition

N
(Vo€ H),(Va* €zer(S))  (S(x),x—a*) > BullSi(z) — Si(z*)|2.
=1

with Bi1 = nL~1.
2. Essential strong quasi-monotonicity: S is p-essentially strongly monotone whenever N~1 Zf\;1 fi is p-strongly convez.
3. Roots: zer(S) is precisely the set of minimizers of the dual problem to (4.6).
4. Demiclosedness: S is demiclosed at 0.

Proof Part 1 (coherence): The Baillon-Haddad Theorem [1] guarantees that for all ¢ € {1,...,N} and z € H,
1 * * *
7 IVfil) = Vil ? <AV filx) = Vfi(z*),z —z*),

which implies that
LS s @) = S = - 50 LA = VA < - S UVA@) - VA5 2 = (S(a)on — o)
N 1:1 L 1 1 N 1:1 L 1 1 = N 1 1 b 1 b

i=1

Parts 2 (essential strong quasi-monotonicity) and 3 (roots) are simple, so we omit the proofs.
Part 4 (demiclosedness): The operator I —~.S is nonexpansive by [2, Proposition 4.33] (for some v > 0); thus S is demiclosed
at 0. [}

Proposition C.2 (Finito Operator Properties) Assume the setting of Section 4.2, and in particular, that
(Vmé?—[év) S(xz)=xz— Pp (x1 —yVfi(z1),...,2ny — YV In(zN)). (C.1)

In addition, let v < 2L~1. Then

1. Coherence: S satisfies the coherence condition
N
(Vz € H), (V2" € zer(S))  (S(x)z —2™) 2 Y Buyll(S(); ]
j=1

with Blj = 471'yL.
2. Essential strong quasi-monotonicity: S is

pwi=1—1~/1—2va+~24L

essentially strong quasi-monotone whenever each f; is fi-strongly convez.
Roots: zer(S) = {(z},...,z}) € HY | minimizes (4.1)}
Demiclosedness: S is demiclosed at 0.

e



SMART: The Stochastic Monotone Aggregated Root-Finding Algorithm 55

Proof Part 1 (coherence): Let f : H — 7 be the function f(z1,...,zn) = Zj\;l fj(x;). The operator Vf : x — (V f1(z1),...,Vin(zN))
is L~ 1-cocoercive [1] and L-Lipschitz, and thus, I; —yVf is (27 1yL)-averaged. In addition, Pp is 2~ !-averaged [2, Proposition
4.8], so by Proposition B.2, the composition Pp o (I3 — yVf) is 2/(4 — yL)-averaged. Therefore, S = (I3y — Pp o (Iyy —yVK))
is (4= 1yL)-cocoercive, and so B1; = 4= 1~L.

Part 2 (essential strong quasi-monotonicity): by B.5, if v < 2L~1, then the map I3, — yVf is (1 — p)-Lipschitz, so the
composition Pp(Iy —yV{) is (1 — p)-Lipschitz. Therefore, by Proposition B.3, the operator S is p-strongly quasi-monotone.

Part 3 (roots) is simple so we omit the proof.

Part 4 (demiclosedness): By [2, Proposition 4.33 and Proposition 4.8], the operator I — S is nonexpansive because it is the
composition of two nonexpansive maps. Thus, S is demiclosed at 0. [}

Proposition C.3 (SDCA Operator Properties) Assume the setting of section 4.3, and in particular, that
S =1-prox, ns(—.)o —poNVg).

1. Coherence: S satisfies the coherence condition
N
(Vz € H), (Va* € zer(S)) (S(z),x—a*) > > Bu;ll(S(x));]13.
j=1

with Blj = 3/4
2. Essential strong quasi-monotonicity: S is

pwoN
(uoN + L)
essentially strongly quasi-monotone—uwhether or not any f; is strongly convez.

3. Roots: zer(S) is precisely the set of dual solutions to (4.7).
4. Demiclosedness: S is demiclosed at 0.

Proof Part 1 (coherence): The gradient Vg is (1o N)~!-Lipschitz, so I3y — uo NVg is (1/2)-averaged [2, Proposition 4.33]. Thus,
by Proposition B.2, the composition of the operators ProX, nfx(—.) © (I — noNVg), both of which are 2~ 1-averaged, is
(2/3)-averaged. Thus, by Lemma B.1, S = I3y — prox,, nys+(—.) © (Ix — poNVg) is (3/4)-cocoercive.

Part 2 (essential strong quasi-monotonicity): All the strong monotonicity comes from the Prox, np«(—.) operator: The
gradient of f(z1,...,2N) = Zfil fi(z;) is L-Lipschitz continuous on #, so the conjugate function f* is L™ !-strongly convex [2,
Theorem 18.15], and this, in turn, implies that Prox,  nf«(—.) is L(poN + L)~ !-Lipschitz continuous. Thus, Prox,, nf+(—.)°
(I4 — poNVg) is L(uoN + L)~ !-Lipschitz continuous [2, Proposition 23.11], so by Proposition B.3, S is uoN(uoN + L)~ !-
essentially strongly quasi-monotone (indeed, strongly monotone).

Part 3 (roots) follows from [2, Proposition 25.1(iv)].

Part 4 (demiclosedness): In part 1, we showed that I — S is averaged, and hence nonexpansive. Thus, S is demiclosed at
0. m|

Proposition C.4 (Randomized Projection Operator Properties) Assume the setting of Section 4.4, and in particular,
that

S = I - Pg, ifi=1,...,s1;
v I—Gfi751 ifi=s1+1,...,81 + sa2.

Then
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1. Coherence: S satisfies the coherence condition

N
(Vo € H), (Vz* € zer(S)) (S(z),z —x*) > ZB“HSi(x) — Si(z*))%

i=1

with Bil =1.
2. Essential strong quasi-monotonicity: S is
max{1,e2L 2}
= N2
essentially strongly quasi-monotone whenever
(a) {Cili=1,...,s1}U{{z| fi(z) <0} |i=1,...,s2} are fi-linearly regular,33
(b) there is an € > 0 such that fi(z) > ediy, (2x)<0y(x) for all z € H,
(c) and there is an L > 0 such that ||g;(x)|| < L for all x € H.
3. Roots: zer(S) is precisely the set of solutions to the feasibility problem (4.9).
4. Demiclosedness: S is demiclosed at 0.

Proof Parts 1 (coherence) and 3 (roots): Each projection operator Pg, is 2~ !-averaged by [2, Proposition 4.8], and so I — P¢;,
is 1-cocoercive by Proposition B.1. Similarly, by [3, Fact 2.1(v)], each subgradient projector 27! quasi-averaged, i.e.,

(VzeH),(Va* € {z] f(z) £0}) |Gy (2) —a*|? < [lo —*|* — |lz — Gy, (2)]*.
Thus, by rearranging this inequality, we have
(Ve e H),(Va* € {z | f(z) <0}) (& —Gy(a),e—a*) > e -Gy, ()]

Altogether, with C equal to the set of points in the intersection (4.9), we have
1 N
(Ve eH), (2" €C)  (S(@),z—a") > Z [1S: ()2

To complete Parts 1 and 3, we need only show that C' = zer(S). But the operator (I —S) = % Zf\r:l(l— S;) is the average of
quasi-nonexpansive operators, and all of the fixed-point sets of these operators overlap (because Fix(Gy,) = {z | fi(x) < 0} [3,
Fact 2.1(ii)] and there is a point in the intersection (4.9)). Thus, by 2, Proposition 4.34], the set of fixed points of I — S is equal
to the set of all points in the intersection; in other words, C' = zer(S).

Part 2 (essential strong quasi-monotonicity): Let z* € zer(S). Then for all x € H, with f(z) > 0, we have

filx) s fil®) fi@)? e i
|Igl(:c)||2<gl( Dhe - 2 llgs ()12 2 (g@IE = 12 41,2120y (@):

Similarly, because I — P¢; is 1-cocoercive, for all x € H, we have

(x — Gy, (x),z — ™) = (fi(z) — fi(=™)) >

(= Pc, (2), — 2*) 2 ||z — Po, () ||* = dg, ().

By adding these bounds all together, we have

. 1 ) €2 S1 s1+s2
(Vz € H) (S(z),x —z*) > Nmm{l,ﬁ} ddg @)+ > d%fiisl(zko}(m)
i=1 i=sq+1
) e . .
> —mm{l7 ﬁ}max ({d%l(x) |i= 1,...,31} U {d%fi(z)go}(w) |i= 1,...,52})

d? (z) 2
> 2 ind, L
i L2

which proves that S is p essentially strongly quasi-monotone.

33 A set family {D1,..., Dn} is fi-linearly regular if Yz € H, dp,n...npy (x) < pmax{dp, (z),...,dpy (x)}.
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Part 4 (demiclosedness): Let {x*}rcny € H be a sequence of points, let © € H, and suppose that two limits hold: z* — =
and S(zF) — 0. To show that S is demiclosed at 0, we need to show that S(z) = 0. We prove this in two parts: first we show
that for all 4, S;(z*) — 0; and second we show that these limits imply that z € zer(S).

“S;(z*) — 0:” For all 4, let T; = I — S;. These operators T} are quasinonexpansive (as noted in Part 1). Thus, for any
y € zer(S), we have

2Tia* —a* 2 —y) = |Tia® —y|® — | Tie* — a*|” — |la* —y||? < — | Tia® — 2|

Thus,
1 Y 1 Y
~ > | Tiah — 2| > ~ S o(Tiak — 2, ok — y) = (S(aF), 2" —y) — 0,
i=1 i=1

and so S;(z*) = Tyzk — zF — 0,

“z € zer(S):” All the projection operators Pc, are nonexpansive, and moreover, Pcixk — zF — 0. Therefore, because all
nonexpansive operators are demiclosed at 0, we have Pg,z = z and = € C;.

The subgradient projectors are not nonexpansive, but we can still show that G,z = x, and hence, f;(z) < 0. Indeed,
Gy, (%) — 2*|| = fi(z®)|lgs(z®)| ! — 0. And because subdifferential operators of continuous convex functions are locally
bounded, because the sequence {z*},cn is bounded, and because the subgradients {g;(x*)}xen are bounded, it follows that
fi(z®) — 0. Then because convex functions are weakly lower semicontinuous, we have f;(z) < liminfy f;(z*) < 0. Altogether,
z € zer(S), and consequently, S is demiclosed at 0. m|

Corollary C.1 (Kaczmarz Operator Properties) Assume the setting of Section 4.4, and in particular, that
(VZ) S,L = (I — PC.L) = ((CL“ > — bl)al

Then

1. Coherence: S satisfies the coherence condition
N
(V& € H), (Va* € zer(S)) (S(z),z —a*) > > BaullSi(x) — Si(@)|*.
i=1

with Bi;1 = 1.
2. Essential strong quasi-monotonicity: S is
1

W=
NJIA=Y3

essentially strong quasi-monotone, where
A7 |2 := inf{M | (V& € H) M||Az]2 > |l]l2}.

3. Roots: zer(S) is precisely the set of solutions to the linear equation Az =b.
4. Demiclosedness: S is demiclosed at 0.

Proof Parts 1 (coherence), 3 (roots), and 4 (demiclosedness) follow from Proposition C.4.
Part 2: Observe that

1 1 1 &
(S(@),x —a™) = =3 ((ai @) = bi)as,x —2™) = = > (@i, 2) = (a5, 2"))ai,z = a") = = > {ai,z — a")?
i=1 i=1 i=1
= 4@ - 2B
1
> Gigoplle —eIP o
NJIA=T3
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C.2 New Operators

Proposition C.5 (Proximal SAGA/SVRG Operator Properties) Assume the setting of Section 5.2, and in particular,

that
(Vi< N+1) Si= %Vfi o prox.,

SN+1 = (I - pI‘OX,Yg),
Then

1. Coherence: S satisfies the coherence condition

N
(Vz € H), (Vz* € zer(9)) (S(z),z —x*) > ZBHHSi(x) — S;(z))%.
i=1

with
N 1
1= i =1,...,N d =
Bi1 LN + 1) { an Bn+1)1
2. Essential strong quasi-monotonicity: S is
_ L4 ypg = /1 =2yuy ++*Lyuy

B (N + 1)1 + ypg)

essentially strongly quasi-monotone, where N~1 Z —1 fi is pp-strongly conver and g is pg-strongly convex.

3. Roots: with any choice of v, we have
z € zer(S) = prox,,(z) solves (5.1),

and zer(S) # 0 if, and only if, g+ N1 ZJ 1 [ has a minimizer.
4. Demiclosedness: S is demiclosed at 0.

(N +1)

Proof Part 1 (coherence): The operator Syt1 = (I — prox,,) is l-cocoercive and Vf; is N(yL)™!-cocoercive. Thus, for all

z € S, we have

1 N+1
(S(e) = 5) = g D (8i@) = Si(a"),w — ")
i=1
R . . 1
= Nii Z(Sl(m) — Si(z"), prox, () — prox, (z*)) Nl

N
(Ni— 1) ; (Si(2) = 5i(27), Sna (@) = Sna (@)

> N SIS = S 4 S (@) — S (e P
YL(N +1) =7 g (N +1) "N+ N+l

L *
N+1 Z” i(x) — Si(z")|1? - WHSNH(I)—SNH(I )?
1 yL N
I Zns P+ g (175 Ina () = Sy @)

Part 2 (essential strong quasi-monotonicity): Let

T = <I——Zsz>oprox

i=1

(Sn41(2) = Sn41(27), 2 — 2¥)
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The operator prox,, is (14ypg)~!-Lipschitz continuous [2, Proposition 23.11]. In addition, by Proposition B.5, (I — N1 vazl Vfi>
is /1 —2ypuyp + ~/2Luf—Lipschitz continuous, whenever v < 2L~1. Thus, T, the composition of the two Lipschitz operators, is
(14 vpg) /1 —2yus + 2Ly Lipschitz continuous. Therefore, S = (N 4+ 1)~'(I —T) is

= 1 <1_ V1 =2ypuy +72Luf> _ T4y — V1= 2py +~2Lu

CN+1 1+vpg (N +1)(1 + yq)

essentially strongly quasi-monotone.
Part 3 (roots):

N N
z € zer(S) & 0 = (I — prox,,) + % > Vi(prox, ,(z)) € v0g(prox,,(x)) + % > Vii(prox, ()
i=1 i=1

N
L 1
& prox., (z) minimizes g + N ; fj- O

Part 4 (demiclosedness): The operator T'= (N + 1)(I — S) in (displayed in Part 2) is the composition of two nonexpansive
maps, and thus, it is nonexpansive. Therefore, S is demiclosed at 0.

Proposition C.6 (LinSAGA/LinSVRG /SuperSAGA /SuperSVRG Operator Properties) Assume the setting of Sec-
tion 6.1, and in particular, that

(Vi< N+1) Si:%PVonionoproxw;
SN+1 = (I — 2P\/) 0 Prox,, + Py.

Then

1. Coherence: S satisfies the coherence condition

N
(Vo€ H),(Va* €zer(S))  (S(x),x—a*) > BullSi(z) — Si(z*)|2.
=1

with

B I S i=1 N d B N P i L

i1 = —= i=1,..., an = - — i |-
il L (N 1 1) (N+1)1 Nl N iZI’Y i

2. Essential strong quasi-monotonicity: S is

1 1 1-2 2]
<1_< +\/ Yif Y Mf))

TN+l (14 (vLg)™Y) (14 vpg)

"

essentially strongly quasi-monotone (when v < 2L~" and p > 0), where L = N~1 Zf\;1 L;, the function N—1 Zf\;1 fi is
g -strongly convez, the function g is differentiable and pg-strongly convex, and the gradient Vg is Lg-Lipschitz continuous.
3. Roots: with any choice of v, we have

z* € zer(S) = prox, (z*) solves (6.2),

and zer(S) # 0 if, and only if, zer (89 +N1 Zfil Vii+ NV> # 0.
4. Demiclosedness: S is demiclosed at 0.
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Proof Part 1 (coherence): The operator Sy4+1 = (I —2Py) o prox,, + Py is 1-cocoercive because
Sny1=1-— [PV(2prox“{g -I+1- proxw]

and by [2, Proposition 4.21], Py (2prox,yg - nD+1- prox., is 21 averaged. Not only is the operator 1-cocoercive, it also
nicely partitions into V and V-4 components:

Sn+1 = Pyiprox,, + Py(I — prox,,)

Therefore, (Si(x), SN1+1(y)) = (Si(z), Py (y — prox,,(y))) for all i < N 41 and any z,y € H. In addition, 3 Py o Vf; 0 Py is
N(yL;)~'-cocoercive. Thus, for all z € S, we have

== ) i
(S@r =) = g DS = Si@a =)
1 X 1
= ¥r1 ;(Si(ﬂv) — Si(z*), Pyprox,g(z) — Pyprox, (z*)) + N+1<3N+1(I)—SN+1(50*)750—50*>
1 N
T )~ ). Sy — S )
> VS ) = S 4 L [Swaa(@) = Swan )P
N+14 4L, N+1
N 1 N 7
~ N1 2 gy, 1) — S - X s &) — S (a1
N 1 "N L IR N
> s & 1)~ S+ (1— ﬁgwm) IS 11(2) — S 41|

Part 2 (essential strong quasi-monotonicity): Let

N
T:=P,Lo0- proxw) + Py o <I — % ZVfZ) o Py o prox,,
i=1

The operator T is Lipschitz continuous because it is built from Lipschitz continuous pieces. For example, by Proposition B.5,
the operator Py o (I —yN—1 Zf\r:l Vfi) o Py is \/1 —2yuy +~v2Lpug-Lipschitz continuous; by B.5 the operator prox,, is
(1 + pg7y)~'-Lipschitz continuous; by [2, Remark 23.19], we have I — Prox,, = Prox, gy, and by [2, Theorem 18.15], the

function (yg)* is (yLg)~!-strongly convex; thus, by [2, Proposition 23.11], I —prox,, is (1+ (yLg)~1)~!-Lipschitz continuous.
When taken together, these properties yield

(Ve,y € 1) [[T(z) = Tl < [Py (I —prox,g)(z) — Py (I —prox, )(y)]

N N
Py o <I— %ZV}Q) o Py oproxﬂ{g(m) — Py o <I— %ZV}Q) o Py oproxwg(y)

i=1 i=1

1 V1=2vypus+~2Lp
<< + ! L)l =yl

1+ (vLg)™h) (1 +yug)

Thus, by Proposition B.3, S = (N +1)71(I —T) is

1 <1_< 1 \/1—2wf+w2Luf>>

N+1 (14 (vLg)™Y) (1 +yug)

+

strongly monotone.
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Part 3 (roots):

z € zer(S) < 0 = Py, 1 prox,,(z); and

N
0= Py(z— prox,yg(x % Z vaz(PVPTOX (m))

N
€ Pydg(prox,, Z Py V fi(Pyprox,,(z))

+ X
N
&
< 0 € dg(prox., () N Z fi(Pvprox,,(z)) + Ny (prox, (x)),

where the last line follows because prox,,(z) € V, and so Ny (prox,,(z)) = VL absorbs the nonzero V+ component of
(z — prox,,(z)) + YN~ S, Vfi(prox,,(z)).
Part 4 (demiclosedness): The operator T'= (N 4 1)(I — S) in (displayed in Part 2) is nonexpansive:

(Vz,y € H) IT(z) = T(w)|I*> = Py (I = prox,,)(z) — Py (I = prox,,)(y)l®

2
+ ||Py o (I— ZVfZ> o Py o prox,,(z) — Py o <I— ZVfZ> o Py o prox,,(y)
i=1 i=1
<N = prox,g)(z) — (I — prox.,)(y)|I* + [|prox, 4 (z) — prox.,(y)|?
<z —yl?,
where the first “=” follows because V L V-4 and the last line follows because Prox.  is 2~ l_averaged. Therefore T is nonex-
pansive and S is demiclosed at 0. O

Proposition C.7 (TropicSMART Operator Properties) Assume the setting of Section 6.3, and in particular, that for
all x € H, we have
— proijgj (Z‘j - ’YjA;f (Z‘M+1 + 2vnr41 (Zi\il Az — b)) - Vjij(Z‘)) if j < M+1;
(8(=)); = Y .
—YM+1 (Zz:l Az — b) if j=M+1.
Then

1. Coherence: there is a strongly positive self-adjoint linear operator P : H — H such that if 6 € (0,1);

M
2(1 -5
e | S ulAl2 ) <6 and max{zy} < 202,
j=1
then the linear map P satisfies Z;‘f{l MJIIIJII lz)|% < ZM+1 MJ||xJ|| , where for all j, we have
1-V4 — 1 ()
M; = Vo and M;j = +\f,
Vi Vi
With these parameters, S also satisfies the coherence condition (1.5)
N Lmax;{vy;}
(Vx € H), (Vz™ € zer(S)) (S(x),x—x*)p > Z B1511(S ||J with Bij = —— 2L

45
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2. Roots: with any choice of v;, we have

z* € zer(S) = (a,...

and zer(S) # 0 if, and only if, zer (8g+ v+ N{memzéyil

3. Demiclosedness: S is demiclosed at 0.

, &) solves (6.2),

Ajacj:b}) # 0.

Proof Part 1 (coherence): Here is the linear map P in block matrix form

1 *
HIHl ) 0 0 A}F
0 EIH? 0 A3
pP= : :
1
0 0 . WI’HIW ) Asp
Al A2 A]W WI’HM+1
The lower bound is below
M+1 1 M
(z,2)p = Z —||:c3||? + 22(ijjva+1>M+1
=1 i =1
J J
M+1 1 M
> —lallZ =D 2l A5l v
j=1 =1
M
e o ok (VOllasllE AP e 1R
=D RN Y g
j=1 i =1\
M M
1-vs 1 14511 2
> ol + —— | 1 —yar4a | el
j; Y T v le Vs +
M+1
1-5
>3 Y002,
=1

The upper bound follows the exact same argument but all “—”

signs are changed to “+” signs.

To get the 8;;, we find an a-averaged operator T in the norm || - || p such that S = (I —T'); then we apply Proposition B.1

together with the lower on || - |3 that we just derived.
Let A : H — 2™ be the monotone operator3*

0g1(z1)
(VeeM)  Al@i,...,zm41) = : ;
Ogm (zar)
0
let B : H — H be the skew symmetric linear map:
0 0 Aq
B := : : ;

0 0 Amt

A7 - =AY, 0

34 This matrix notation is an intuitive visual form for the product of the subdifferentials.
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and let C' : H — H be the cocoercive operator

(Vz e H) C(z1,...,xMm41) = vf(xl’(')"’mM)

Then define T' to be the forward-backward operator
T:=Jp-1ayp oI —PO).
Given z, we compute Tx:

2t =Tz o Plzx—zT) € (A+ B)zT +Cx

1 + +
W(wl —z )+ Af(zpr41 — fEM+1) 8g1(x;r) + A’fx]\t[ﬂ +Vif(z1,...,znm)
1 + '* + € + * .t .
77 (@ — @) + Ay (T — Thy44) Ogm () + Aprzyy g +Varf(za, .o zm)
1 + M + M +
ETVER] (Tr+1 _xM+1)+Zj:1 Aj(z; -z ) _ijl Ajx;

M
&S (Vi< M+1) w;r = Pprox, . (mj — 'yjA; <mM+1 + 2V 41 (ZAlxl — b>> —v;Vjf(x1,.. .,xm)> ;
=1

M
T =TM+YM <Z Ay — b> . (C.2)
1=1

Thus, S=1-T.
The operator T is a forward-backward operator, and such operators are always a-averaged. But computing « requires the
averagedness coefficient of I — P~1C}; this constant can be computed from existing work:

Lemma C.1 ([11, Proposition 1.5]) Let (G, (,)) be a Hilbert space, and let U : G — G be a strongly positive linear map such
that for all x € G, we have ||z||?, = (Uz,x) > &||z||2. Then if C : H — C is B-cocoercive in the norm || - ||, it is BE cocoercive
in the norm || - ||u.

Thus, from the already computed lower bound || - [|2 > (1 — v/3)(max; {v; })~*|| - ||12)rod’ and from the knowledge that C' is
L~'-cocoercive in || - ||prod, the composition P=1C' is (1 —v/8)(L max;{~;})~'-cocoercive in | - || p. Then the standard result [2,
Proposition 4.33] shows that I — P~1C is a1 := 271 (1 — v/§) "' L max;{;} averaged as long as

2(1 — V9)
max{y;} < ——=,
p {71} < I

which we assume to be true. Therefore, because JPfl(A+B) is ag := 27! averaged in || - |3, Proposition B.2 shows that T is

_a1+a2—2a1a2 _ % _ 2

- 1—ajan - 1_L111an{'yj} _4_ Lman{'yj}

4(1—/3) 1-/6

averaged in the norm || - || p. Thus, from Proposition B.1, the operator S =1 — T is

1 Lmax;{vy;}

P e T a1 = v

cocoercive in the norm || - || p; with this property, we obtain 3;;

M+1 M+1

(Gaet)  (S@r-an)p =z AIs@IE > S YD oy, = 3 e ldy g,
j=1 Vi j=1 i
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Part 2 (roots): From the first line of (C.2), the roots of S are precisely the zeros of A+ B + C. Then it is straightforward
to check that z* € zer(A + B + C), implies that (z7,...,z,) € zer(9g + Vf + Nizern|sM | e _717})7 and if (z7,...,z},) €
j=1 %=

zer(@g—i—Vf—l—N{zEH‘ijil Ajzj:b})’ then there exists ©},, € Hasy1 such that o* = (z7,...,23,,,) € zer(A+ B+ C). Both

inclusions imply that (z7,...,2},) minimizes (6.4).
Part 3 (demiclosedness): The operator T'= I — S in (displayed in Part 1) is the composition of two nonexpansive maps (in
the norm || - || p), and thus, it is nonexpansive. Therefore, S is demiclosed at 0. m|

Proposition C.8 (ProxSMART Operator Properties) Assume the setting of Section 6.4, and in particular, that for all
r € H, we have

T1 — ProX,, 4 (ml -7 ZJNiz A;ij> ifj=1;
Tj — Prox,, g« (z; +vjA; (2T1 — ®1)) otherwise;
J

(S(2)); =

_ M
where T1 = prox., o (a:l -7 ijz A;xj>. Then

1. Coherence: there is a strongly positive self-adjoint linear operator P : H — H such that if 6 € (0,1);
M
(Do wllA 2] <.
j=2

Then the linear map P satisfies Z;‘il MJHIJH? <z||% < Z;‘il HJ”:L‘JII?, where for all j, we have

1-+V6 — 1 )
M= Ve and M;j = + \/_
Vi Vi

With these parameters, S also satisfies the coherence condition (1.5):

M
* . 1- \/S
(V& € H), (Va* € zer(S)) (S(@),z—a*)p 2> Bill(S@);I3 with Bij = —
Jj=1 J
2. Roots: with any choice of v;, we have
x* € zer(S) = z1 solves (6.5),
and zer(S) # 0 if, and only if, zer(dg1(x) + Zj\i2 A%0gj0 Aj) # 0.
3. Demiclosedness: S is demiclosed at 0.
Proof Part 1 (coherence): Here is the linear map P in block matrix form
1 * *
Sy 1—A2 ...... —A%,
—As 5 THe 0 0
p= (C.3)
—Aup o ---0 LIHM

YM
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The lower bound is below

M 1 M
(@x)p =D —llz;ll; = D 2(Ajzj, 1),
j=17i j=1
Moy
>3 — a1 = 3 245l 1l
j=17 i=1
M
>3 Ly Z f”f‘fﬂl? o 1412l
= 70 =1 Ve

Iy

-Ve, 51 L (14,12
o2+ — [1-m J
Vi Ty Z Ve

<
Il
¥

Y
.Mg

S

2

M=

Il
—

5113 -
J

”»

The upper bound follows the exact same argument but all “—” signs (except for the one on the first line) are changed to “+”

signs.
To get the 8;;, we find an a-averaged operator T in the norm || - || p such that S = (I —T'); then we apply Proposition B.1
together with the lower on || - |3 that we just derived.

Let A : H — 2™ be the monotone operator

9g1(z1)
993 (z2)
Az,...,x0) = : ;
993 (zar)
and let B : H — H be the skew symmetric linear map:

o - 0 A

Bi=1 19 ... 0 Ay
—A7 - =A5 0

Then define T' to be the resolvent operator
T:=Jp-1(a1B)
Given z, we compute Tx:

x+:Tm<:>P(m—m+)€(A+B) +

T (21 —a]) = 3T, Atz — ) Y, Ataf
o5 (w2 —2f) — Ag (a1 — =) 093 (xf) — Asaf
o . € _
S(en —afy) = Az(er — ) 093, (x3y) — Az
< x;r = ProXy, g | T1 -7 ZA;xj ;
; + _ +
(Vj>1) Tj = Prox, g« (Cl?j + 74 (2:1:1 - x1>> . (C.4)

Thus, S=1-T.
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The operator T is a resolvent, and such operators are always 2~ !-averaged. Thus, from Proposition B.1, the operator
S =1 —T is 1-cocoercive in the norm || - || p; with this property, we obtain 3;;

L= Vo 5@y 2. o
Vi

M
(Veer) (S@hz—a)p>[S@IE 2D
j=1

Part 2 (roots): From the first line of (C.4), the roots of S are precisely the zeros of A + B. Then it is straightforward to
check that z* € zer(A 4 B), implies that ] € zer(dg1(z) + ZJNiz A30gj o Aj), and if z] € zer(0g1(w) + Z]M:Q A% 0gj o Aj),

then there exists (z3,...,2%,) € H2 X --- X Hpy such that z* = (z],...,2},;) € zer(4 4 B). Both inclusions imply that =}
minimizes (6.5).

Part 3 (demiclosedness): The operator T = I — S in (displayed in Part 1) is a nonexpansive map (in the norm || - ||p).
Therefore, S is demiclosed at 0. [}

Proposition C.9 (ProxSMART+ Operator Properties) Assume the setting of Section 6.5, and in particular, that for
all x € H, we have
29 (1 -2 My ATay) i =1;
0 otherwise.
ML, Asa, ifj=1;
Tj — Prox, g (xj + 74 (a:l —2m Zj\i2 A;ij)) otherwise,
J

(Vi< N+1)  (Six), = {

(Sn+1(2)); = {

Then
1. Coherence: there is a strongly positive self-adjoint linear operator P : H — H such that if 6 € (0,1);

M L
" Z’YjHAsz + = ZLi <.
=2 2N =

Then the linear map P satisfies SS7 ., M ||xj||§ <|z||% < Zj\il MJHQUJH?, where for all j > 0, we have

J=15j
1 I 1 I
M;=(1-Vi+——> L and Mj=1+V6———> Li|.
= (1o g S (s
With these parameters, S also satisfies the coherence condition (1.5):
N+1 M
(Vz e H), (V" €zer(S))  (S(x),z—z")p > BijlI(Si(x)); — (Si(z")); 13
i=1 j=1
with
N1 —V53) 1-+3
Vi<i<N+1 1= —————}; Vi< N+1),(Vj>1 i = 0; A1 = —
(Vi< ) Bi1 3N 172 ( ), (Vi >1) j (¥4) B(N+1); o
2. Roots: with any choice of v;, we have
M
z* € zer(S) = 2] — 21 ZA;‘QU;‘ solves (6.6),
=2

and zer(S) # 0 if, and only if, zor(Z?i2 A30gj 0 Aj + N1 Zf\r:l Vi) #0.
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3. Demiclosedness: S is demiclosed at 0.

Proof Part 1 (coherence): The linear map P is given in (C.3). The lower bound is below

2(Ajzj, 1)y

o8

Mo
(z,2)p = ?IIIJ‘H? -
1 J

1

= 5
I
S|
= 5
Au

1
2> —leslF =D 2045l 1zl

V3|13 ||Aj||2||m1||%
Vi Vs

<,
\
[}
2
<.
I
)

[\
g
| =
g
ﬁ;
M>

j:lj J=1

\/_

114,112 2
ll; 113 pbol 1|
Tj J le \/g 1

% +<1—I+ZL>||I1||§.

j=2

The upper bound follows the exact same argument but all “—” signs are changed to “+” signs; the exception to this rule is the
N

S . 1 N 1
last line, in which the — 5N > i=1 L; must be changed to 3N > e L.

Let A : H — 2% be the monotone operator

0
995 (x2)
(Vz € H) A(z1,...,zM) = ) ;
89R1(5’3M)
let B : H — H be the skew symmetric linear map:
0o -~ 0 A
B=110o ... 0 Ay

—A; - =A3, O
Then from the proof of Theorem C.8 (with g1 = 0), we find that Sy41 =1 — Jp-1(44p) is 1-cocoercive in || - || p. Thus,

(Sn41(@) = Sny1(z™), 2 —2")p > ||SN+1(9E) — Sn+1@)p

)i — (Sn41(@)); 3

N
+ (1 -+ N—ﬁ ; Li> [(Sns1(@)1 — (Sny1(@ )l (C.5)
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Now we take care of the S; operators for i < N + 1: set 1 = x1 — 271 ZJ o A JTj and £] = x] — 271 ZJ o A;‘x;‘

(Si(z) = Si(z"),x —2")p = <N(Vfi(501) = V/i(@1)), z1 — 27)

(G (Vi) - VfiGe ZA*(xj—m

> <%(Vfi(il) — Vfi(#})), 81 — &7),
F (e (Vi) - VfiGe ZA*(%_IJ )
N Y1 R )
> 7 [ e —w»ul
NfH’“(Vﬁ(m) Vi@ - = mfjm(mj—mZ
1OANVE | I )
N(1—+3) s L e
= T ”(S (-T))l - (S (ZE ))1”1 - m ||(SN+1(£B))1 — (SN+1(-T ))1”1 (06)

Therefore, to show prove the coherence condition, we average (C.5) and (C.6):

1 N+1
(S(@)a—a")p = ;wi(m) — Si(a")w —a")p
_ZN“ 2 |(Si@1 — (Sita 1||1+ (@); — (Swa1 @) 12.

Part 2 (roots): First suppose that =* € zer(S). Then N1 Zi:l Vfi(z1—271 Zj:2 A;ij)+zj]\i2 Ajz; = 0, and moreover,
the points CC; for j > 2 satisfy:

M
T R EEE o) | EPY CEE SRy )
=2

M
< ] E@g@( ( —2’\/1ZA;I§>>
Therefore,

- M
i=1 2

in particular, 7 — 2v1 ZJNL2 A%z} minimizes (6.6).

To show that zer(z:j]\i1 A30gj 0 Aj + NISN Vi) #0 implies that zer(S) # 0, reverse the above argument: choose
S zer(X:jM:1 Aj0g; 0 Aj + N1 Zi\f:l Vi) and write 0 = N1 Zl 1 Vi + ZM Ajzy;, where o} € 0g;(A;27). Then
Ajx] € Og7 (x;‘), and consequently, we have x;‘ = Prox, g« (x] + A;z7). Thus, if 27 = 2] + 271 Z;VLQ ij;f, then we have
x* = (x],...,x},) € zer(S).

Part 3 (demiclosedness): In Part 1, our assumption that z* € zer(S) was not necessary, and if we instead assume that
z* =y, where y is an arbitrary point in H, the exact same argument yields that

N+1 M N+1

(S(@) =Sz —y)p> > > Bil(Si(); — (Siw)ll; > C Z 15 (x WP > CNV +D)[IS(@) = S,

=1 j=1
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where C > 0 is a constant; in other words, the operator S is C'(NN + 1)-cocoercive. Thus, by [2, Proposition 4.33],

1 1
T=1—-——-S=1[1- I I-S
CNT 1) ( C(N+1)) Towan T
is nonexpansive. Therefore, because I — T is demiclosed at 0, it is easy to see that S is demiclosed at 0. O

Proposition C.10 (SMART for Monotone Inclusions) Assume the setting of Section 6.6, and in particular, that S is
as in (6.8) Suppose that the operator B := N~1 Z —1 B; is monotone and A is p4-strongly monotone. Then

1. Coherence: S satisfies the coherence condition with constants defined as in (6.10);

2. FEssential strong quasi-monotonicity: S is p-strongly monotone with p as in (6.9);

3. Roots: with any choice of v, we have x € zer(S) <= Jya(x) solves (6.7),

4. Demiclosedness: S is demiclosed at 0.

Proof Parts 1 (coherence) and 2 (essential strong quasi-monotonicity): Let T := (I — vB) o J, 4, which satisfies S = (IV +
1)7Y(I — T). Noting that J, is (1 +ypa)~! Lipschitz [2, Proposition 23.11] and that B is monotone and L-Lipschitz, we find
that for all z,y € H

[Tz — Ty||* = | Jyaz — Jyayl® — 2(Jyaz — Jyay, yBJyaz — vBJyay) +¥°[|BJyaz — BJyayl®
14+~2L 9
BT

Thus, T is x-Lipschitz for some & € (0,1). Thus, from the simple bound (N + 1)~ (I -T)z— (I -T)y,z—y) > (N+1)"1(1 -
&)||z — y||? we conclude that S is p:= (N + 1)~!(1 — x)-strongly monotone.

To get Bi1, we use the strong monotonicity of S combined with the Lipschitz continuity of S;, which is (L;yN~1)-Lipschitz
for i < N + 1 and is 1-Lipschitz for i = N + 1:

(S(x) = S(y),z—y) > pllz — yII2

ZL2 2(N+1) 15:@) = Si W) + o ISv @) = Swaa )

Part 3 (roots): z € zer(S) & 0= (I — Jya) + YN~} Zf\r:l B;i(Jya(z)) € yAJya(z) + yN~1 ZZ 1 Bi(Jya(x)) © Jya(z) €
zer (A+ B).

Part 4 (demiclosedness): The operator T in (displayed in Part 2) is a contraction and Fix(T) = zer(S). Therefore, by [2,
Corollary 4.18], S is demiclosed at 0. ]
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Table C.1: Symbols

EST

x, T
Yi, Yi,j

-1, ¢,
-1, )

Il llproa

fi
9;
Si
S
S
S*

Bij

ik

€k

G =(V,E)

qj
Pij

pPij;
Tp

Td
dy

€k

M mmm

M MMMM

MmN Mm

N; number of
N; number of

Indices
functions/operators
coordinates

{1,...,n}; index value for operators
{1,...,m}; index value for coordinates
N; index value for sequences

Spaces

A separable Hilbert space

7‘[1><~-><7'[

m

Variables

Primal variables: € H and z; is the jth coordinate of x
Dual variables: y; € ‘H and y;,; is the jth coordinate of y;

Norms and inner products
A norm and an inner product on H;
A norm and an inner product on H

(Vo € H) ||~’U||
(Vz € H)

prod e =1 II':CJ”2

II:BJII < loll? < i Ml i3

Operators/Functions

A convex function with a Lipschitz continuous gradient
A nonsmooth/proximable function
A map from H to H

ntyr S
zer(S)

((Si(@))5)is

(z* €S8)

Operators properties

Coherence constants:

(Vz € M), (va* € 8) D> Bijll(Six

j=1i=1

5= (Si(@* )15 <n”

Essential strong quasi-monotonicity constant:

(V& € H) pllz — Ps()|?

Random Variables

< (S(x), =z = Ps(z))

{1,...,n}; an IID sequence of random operator indices
{1,...,m}; an IID sequence of random sets of coordinates

{0,1}; an IID sequence of random binary decisions, which indicate whether
to update the current dual variable (e, = 1) or to leave it fixed (e, = 0)

Trigger graph: vertices V ={1,...

P(j € Sg)
P(iy,
Plex = 1)

P((ig, 1)

N; maximum
N; maximum

{0717"'7
sup{|dx,; — di /| | k € Nand j,5" € {1,...
{0717"'7Td}m

Graphs

Probabilities

=1i|j€Sk)

Delays
primal variable delay
dual variable delay

the kth iteration

,n} and edges E C {1,...,
(i,4') € E if, and only if, i, = i triggers update of dual variable yi.“,.

sm}}

n}?;

(ex
The probability that the ith dual variable is updated and j € S¥:

P((ix,9) € E'| j € Sk)a5 = X7 iye g Pi'j

Tp}™; the vector of primal variable delays at the kth iteration

; the vector of dual variable delays for the ith dual variable at
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