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Convergence Rates of Stochastic Zeroth-order Gradient
Descent for Lojasiewicz Functions

Tianyu Wang® and Yasong Feng

Abstract

We prove convergence rates of Stochastic Zeroth-order Gradient Descent (SZGD) algo-
rithms for Lojasiewicz functions. The SZGD algorithm iterates as

Xt+1 :Xt—ntﬁf(xtﬁ t:07172737"' ’

where f is the objective function that satisfies the Lojasiewicz inequality with Lojasiewicz ex-
ponent 6, 7, is the step size (learning rate), and V f(x;) is the approximate gradient estimated
using zeroth-order information only. We show that, for smooth Lojasiewicz functions, the se-
quence {X¢ }ren generated by SZGD converges to a point X, almost surely, and x« is a critical

point of f. If 6 € (0, 3], {f(xt) = f(xoo) bren, {3232, [xar1 — Xal[*}ren and {||xt — Xoo| }ren
(| - || is the Euclidean norm) converge to zero linearly in expectation. If § € (3,1), then

{f(xt) = f(xo0)}ten (and {3°°%, [[xs41 — Xs||*}ten) converges to zero at rate O (t1—129) in

1—-6
expectation; {||x; — Xoo||}ten converges to zero at rate O (t 1*29) in expectation. Our results
show that {f(x¢) — f(Xeo) }ten can converge faster than {||x: — Xoo|| }ren-
Also, we show that for convex nonsmooth f.ojasiewicz functions with F.ojasiewicz exponent
6 € (3,1), the sequence {f(x:) — f(xo0) }ten generated by the proximal algorithm converges at

1
rate O (t 1-20 ) . This rate is faster than the state-of-the-art convergence rate of {||x: —Xoo || }ten
for 0 € (3,1).

1 Introduction

Zeroth order optimization is a central topic in optimization and related fields. Algorithms for
zeroth order optimization find important real-world applications, since often times in practice, we
cannot directly access the derivatives of the objective function. To optimize the function in such
scenarios, one can estimate the gradient/Hessian first and deploy first /second order algorithms with
the estimated derivatives. Previously, many authors have considered this problem. Yet stochastic
zeroth order methods for Lojasiewicz functions have not been carefully investigated (See Section
for more discussion).

Lojasiewicz functions are real-valued functions that satisfy the Lojasiewicz inequality [2I]. The
Lojasiewicz inequality generalizes the Polyak—t.ojasiewicz inequality [29], and is a special case of
the Kurdyka—t.ojasiewicz (KL) inequality [I7, [I8]. Such functions may give rise to spiral gradient
flow even if smoothness and convexity are assumed [9]. Also, Lojasiewicz functions may not be
convex. The compatibility with nonconvexity has gained them increasing amount of attention,
due to the surge in nonconvex objectives from machine learning and deep learning. Indeed, the
Lojasiewicz inequality can well capture the local landscape of neural network losses, since some good
local approximators for neural network losses, including polymonials and semialgebraic functions,
locally satisfy the Lojasiewicz inequality.

Previously, the understanding of Lojasiewicz functions have been advanced by many researchers
[29, 211, 17, (18], [19L (5] [T, 23]. In their classic work, [I] proved the state-of-the-art convergence rate
for {||x: — Xool|}t, Where {x:}: is the sequence generated by the proximal algorithm, x., is the
limit of {x;}; that is also a critical point of the objective f, and || - || denotes the Euclidean norm.
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Convergence Rates of SZGD

In this paper, we study the performance of gradient descent with estimated gradient for (smooth)
Lojasiewicz functions. In particular, we study algorithms governed by the following rule

Xi11 :xt—ntﬁf{s;t(xt), t=0,1,2,---, (1)

where f : R™ — R is the unknown objective function, 7; > 0 is the step size (learning rate), and
v f{s,‘t (x¢) is the estimator of Vf at x; defined as follows.

Vf (x4 0pvei) — f(x—6viy)) vei, VxeERT, (2)

25t

HM»

where V, = [v¢ 1,V 9, -+, V] is uniformly sampled from the Stiefel manifold St(n, k) := {X €
R™¥F . XTX = I}, and &; := 27! is the finite difference granularity. Previously, the statistical
properties of have been investigated by [1I] (See Section . Throughout, we use Stochastic
Zeroth-order Gradient Descent (SZGD) to refer to the above update rule with the estimator

7))

In this paper, we prove the following results for SZGD. Let the objective function f satisfy
the Lojasiewicz inequality with exponent 6 (Definition . Let {x;}+ be the sequence generated by
SZGD. Then under Assumption [I]

e The sequence {x;}; converges to a limit X, almost surely. In addition, x, is a critical point of

f.

e If 6 € (0, 3], then there exists Q > 1 such that {Q!(f(x:) — f(Xoo)) }+ converges to zero in expec-
tation. In other words, if 6 € (0, 3], {f(x¢) — f(Xo0)}+ converges to zero linearly in expectation.

o If 0 € (3,1), {f(x¢) — f(Xo0)}+ converges to zero at rate O (tﬁ) in expectation. This rate
is faster than the convergence rate of {||x; — Xo||}+ previously obtained in [I], where {x;}; is
generated by the proximal algorithm.

Also, we prove the following convergence rate for {||x; — Xoo||}+ and {d"oc, [|xs11 — X% }+-

e If 6 € (0, 3], then there exists @ > 1 such that {Q" Y7, [[xs11 — x;[|*}¢ and {Q|x¢ — x|/}
converges to zero in expectation. In other words, if § € (0,1], {307, [Ixs11 — x,[|*}¢ and
{lIxt — Xoo|| }+ converges to zero linearly in expectation.

e If 0 € (1,1), then {327, [xs41 — X4 |?}+ converges to zero at rate O (tl—ilw) in expectation, and
{l|%x¢ — Xco|| }+ converges to zero at rate O (t‘;@;jl) in expectation.
For {||xt —Xoo || }+, the convergence rate of SZGD matches the convergence rate of the proximal
algorithm [I], for any 6 € (3,1). This means one does not need a proximal oracle to obtain the
state-of-the-art of convergence rate for {||x; — Xco||}:- More importantly, the above results imply

that for any fixed 6 € (1,1), {f(x:) — f(xo)}+ can converge much faster than {||x; — X[ }:. Also,
we show that the Gradient Descent (GD) algorithm converges at the same rate as SZGD.

Convergence Rates of the Proximal Algorithm

We also provide convergence rates of {f(x¢) — f(Xoo)}+ for the proximal algorithm. Let {x;}: be
the sequence generated by the proximal algorithm. In their classic work [I], Attouch and Bolte
showed that, when 6 € (3, 1), {||x; — Xoo||}: converges to zero at rate O (t%> In this paper, we
also prove the following result.

e Let {x;}; be generated by the proximal algorithm. If 6 € (1,1) and f is convex, then {f(x;) —
f(Xo0)}+ converges to zero at rate O (tﬁ) Note that this rate can be much faster than the

convergence rate of {||x; — Xo0||}+ previously obtained in [I], which is of order O (t%>



Remark 1 (Summary of contributions). We prove convergence rates of SZGD for Lojasiewicz
Functions. Our results generalize the recent work that studies SZGD for Polyak—fojasiewicz func-
tions [16].

More importantly, our results show that, when the Lojasiewicz exponent 6 € (%, 1), {f(xz) —
f(Xc0)}t can converge much faster than {||x: — Xso||}t- This observation is true for both SZGD
and the proxzimal algorithm. Recently, [9] constructs a convex Lojasiewicz function whose gradient
flow is spiral, and fails the Thom’s gradient conjecture. Qur results show that although the gradient
flow may be spiral, the function value converges relatively fast. Thus the results in [9] is not too
pessimistic.

2 Related Works

Zeroth order optimization is a central scheme in many fields (e.g., [25, B, B2]). Among many
zeroth order optimization mechanisms, a classic and prosperous line of works focuses on estimat-
ing gradient/Hessian using zeroth order information and use the estimated gradient/Hessian for
downstream optimization algorithms.

A classic line of related works is the Robbins—Monro—Kiefer—Wolfowitz-type algorithms [30,
15] from stochastic approximation. See (e.g., [20, B]) for exposition. The Robbins—Monro and
Kiefer—-Wolfowitz scheme has been used in stochastic optimization and related fields (e.g., [26] B5]).
In particular, [4] have shown that stochastic gradient descent algorithm either converges to a
stationary point or goes to infinity, almost surely. While the results of [4] is quite general, no
convergence rate is given. As an example of recent development, [35] showed that convergence
results for Robbins—Monro when the objective is nonconvex. While the study of Robbins—Monro
and Kiefer—Wolfowitz has spanned 70 years, stochastic zeroth order optimization has not come to
its modern form until early this century.

In recent decades, due to lack of direct access to gradients in real-world applications, zeroth
order optimization has attracted the attention of many researchers. In particular, [I2] introduced
the single-point gradient estimator for the purpose of bandit learning. Afterwards, many modern
gradient /Hessian estimators have been introduced and subsequent zeroth order optimization algo-
rithms have been studied. To name a few, [I0] 28] have studied zeroth order optimization algorithm
for convex objective and established in expectation convergence rates. [2] used the Stein’s identity
for Hessian estimators and combined this estimator with cubic regularized Newton’s method [27].
[34, B3] provided refined analysis of Hessian/gradient estimators over Riemannian manifolds. [24]
studied zeroth order optimization over Riemannian manifolds and proved in expectation conver-
gence rates. The above mentioned stochastic zeroth order optimization works focus in expectation
convergence rates. Probabilistically stronger results have also been established for stochastic op-
timization methods recently. For example, [22] provide high probability convergence rates for
composite optimization problems.

The study of Lojasiewicz functions forms an important cluster of related works. Lojasiewicz
functions satisfies the Lojasiewicz inequality with Lojasiewicz exponent 6 [2I]. An important spe-
cial case of the Lojasiewicz inequality is the Polyak-Y.ojasiewicz inequality [29], which corresponds
to the Lojasiewicz inequality with 6§ = 3. In [17, 18], the Lojasiewicz inequality was generalized to
the Kurdyka-t.ojasiewicz inequality. Subsequently, the geometric properties has been intensively
studied, along with convergence studies of optimization algorithms on Kurdyka—t.ojasiewicz -type
functions [29, 211 17, 18], 19 (5] [T, 23]. Yet no prior works focus on stochastic zeroth order methods
for Lojasiewicz functions.

Perhaps the single most related work is the recent work by [16]. In [16], in expectation con-
vergence rates are proved for Polyak-FLojasiewicz functions. Compared to [I6]’s study of Polyak—
Lojasiewicz functions, our results are more general since we Lojasiewicz functions are more general
than Polyak—T.ojasiewicz functions.



3 Preliminaries

3.1 Gradient Estimation

Consider gradient estimation tasks in R™. The gradient estimator we use is [11]:
n &
VI (x) = —kZ f(x+0vy) — f(x—0vy)) vy, VxeR™, (3)

where [vq,Va, -+ ,vi] = V is uniformly sampled from the Stiefel manifold St(n, k) = {X € R"** :
XX = 1I,}, and § is the finite difference granularity. In practice, one can firstly generate a random
matrix U € R"** of i.i.d. standard Gaussian ensemble. Then apply the Gram-Schmit process on
U to obtain the matrix V.

Definition 1. A function f : R™ — R is called L-smooth if it is continuously differentiable, and
IVF(x)— V(x| <Lllx—x', for all x,x’ € R™.

With the above description of smoothness, we can state theorem on statistical properties of the
estimator (3. These properties are in Theorems [1] and

Theorem 1 ([12]). If f is L-smooth, then the gradient estimator @f{s, satisfies HE [@f{s, (X)} - Vf(x) H <

s—ﬁ‘i for all x € R™.

Theorem 2. If f is L-smooth, then variance of the gradient estimator for [ (Eq. @ satisfies

B[940 - £ [T ]| ]

4L6 41°n2§?
< (F-1) 195001+ 22 (% =) 19 sl +

for all x € R™.

The proof of Theorem [2] can be found in Section [7]

3.2 Lojasiewicz Functions

Lojasiewicz functions are functions that satisfies the Lojasiewicz inequality. We start with the
differentiable Y.ojasiewicz functions (Definition . A more general version of the FLojasiewicz
inequality [21], where gradient is replaced by subgradients, is discussed in Section

Definition 2. A differentiable function is said to be a (differentiable) Lojasiewicz function with
Lojasiewicz exponent 0 € (0,1) if for any x* with V f(x*) = 0, there exist constants k, > 0 such
that

[f(x) = FE)° <RIV Vx with |x —x*|| < p. (4)
We call Lojasiewicz inequality. Without loss of generality, we let k =1 to avoid clutter.

An important special case of the Lojasiewicz inequality is the Polyak—FLojasiewicz inequality
[29], which corresponds to a case of the Lojasiewicz exponent 6 being % Also, Lojasiewicz inequality
is an important special case of the Kurdyka—Y.ojasiewicz (KL) inequality [17,I8]. Roughly speaking,
the KL inequality does not assume differentiability, and replaces the left-hand-side of with a
more general function (in f(x)). In its general form, the Lojasiewicz inequality does not require
the objective function to be differentiable. In such cases, gradient on the right-hand-side of is
replaced with subgradient. We will discuss the subgradient version in Section [



3.3 Conventions and Notations

Before proceeding to the main results, we put forward several conventions.

e We use lower case bold letters (e.g. x¢,u) to refer to vectors, upper case bold letters (e.g., Py,
V) to refer to matrices.

e We use C' to denote non-stochastic constants that is independent of ¢, not necessarily referring
to the same value at each occurrence. Such constants C' always appear in front J§; (or other
terms that are exponentially small in ¢). Since terms like §; decrease to zero exponentially fast,
we use such C' to avoid notational clutter in front of exponentially small terms.

e For any random variable (or collection of random variables) X, we use Ex [] to denote the
expectation with respect to X. We use F; to denote the o-algebra generated by all randomness
after arriving at x;, but before obtaining the estimator V f\‘s,‘t (x¢), and use E.[-] to denote the
expectation condition on JF;. Also, we use E [-] to denote the total expectation.

For Section [4] the objective function f satisfies Assumption
Assumption 1. Throughout Section[], the objective function f satisfies:
(i) f is L-smooth for some constant L > 0. (See Definition[1)).
(i) f is a (differentiable) Lojasiewicz function with Lojasiewicz exponent 0. (See Deﬁm’tian@
(111) infyern f(x) > —o0.
(iv) All critical points of f are isolated points (of R™).

(v) Let {x:}: be the sequence generated by the SZGD algorithm. We assume that there exists a
critical point x* such that |x; — x*|| < p for all t.

Many items in the above assumptions are assumed in the classic work [I]. See Assumption
for the set of assumptions previously employed in [IJ.

A final remark before proceeding to the main results is that we focus on stochastic zeroth-order
optimization with noiseless function evaluations. The algorithm is random, and the environment
is noiseless.

4 Convergence Analysis for SZGD

This section presents convergence analysis for the SZGD algorithm. Before proceeding, we first
summarize SZGD in Algorithm

Algorithm 1 Stochastic Zeroth-order Gradient Descent (SZGD)

1: Input: Dimension n; Number of orthogonal directions for the estimators k. /* function f is
L-smooth. */

2: Pick xg € R™ and §p = 1. /* or §p € (0,1). */

3: Pick step size lower and upper bounds n_,n € (0,0).

4: for t=0,1,2,--- do R

5:  Sample V; ~ Unif(St(n, k)), and use the random directions in V; to define V f{s;t (x¢).
6: Xyl = Xt — ntVf{s;t (Xt).

7 5t+1 = 6t/2-

8: end for

The main convergence rate guarantee for SZGD is in Theorem

Theorem 3. Instate Assumption . Let x; be a sequence generated by SZGD (Algorithm . Pick
step sizes m; so that there exist n—_,ny € (0,00) such that n- < n < ny for all t. Then {x:}
converges to a critical point X.o almost surely. In addition, it holds that



anr

(a) if 6 € (0,3], 1<(L322*777_)<0and71§(

constant Q > 1 such that {Q' (f(x¢) — f(Xe))}+ converges to 0 in expectation.

77]+) < 0, then there exists a

(b) if 0 € (3,1) and n_,n4 € (0, E—i), then it holds that, {f(x¢) — f(Xeo)}t converges to zero at
rate O (tﬁ) in expectation.
This theorem gives convergence rate of {f(x:)}ten. Similar convergence guarantees for {x;}:
can be found in Section [£.3]
The rest of this section is organized as follows. In Section we show that Algorithm
converges almost surely. In particular, we show that the sequences {x;}:en generated by SZGD

converges to a critical point almost surely. In Section we establish convergence rates of { f(x;) }+
for Algorithm (I} Then in Section we establish convergence rates of {x;}; for Algorithm

4.1 Asymptotic Convergence

We will first show that {x;}: converges to a critical point almost surely. For simplicity, let

(520 (50}

Proposition 1. Let P; := VtVtT, Then it holds that

f(xe1) < f(xe) = B%Vf(xt)TPtVf(xt) + Coy.

In addition, we have By [f(x¢41)] < f(x¢) — B||[Vf(x¢)|* + C6;.

Proof. Since f(x) is L-smooth (V f(x) is L-Lipschitz), V2 f(x) (the weak total derivative of V f(x))
is integrable. Let v € R™ be an arbitrary unit vector. When restricted to any line along direction
v € R", it holds that v V2 f(x)v (the weak derivative of vV f(x) along direction v) has bounded
Loo-norm. This is due to the fact that Lipschitz functions on any closed interval [a,b] forms the
Sobolev space W°[a, b].

Next we look at the variance bound for the estimator. Without loss of generality, we let x = 0.
Bounds for other values of x can be similarly obtained.

Taylor’s expansion of f with integral form gives

§
f(6v) = £(0) + 6v TV £(0) +/0 (6 —t)v  V2f(tv)vdt

Thus for any v € S”~! and small 4,

L6v) = F(=6v)

2
1[0 1 [
=ov Vf(0)+ 3 / (6 —t)v  V2f(tv)vdt — 5 / (=6 —t)v V2 f(tv)vdt.
0 0
Therefore,

k
ﬁf{sﬂ (Xt) - %(St Z (f(Xt + 5tVt,i) - f(Xt - 5tvt,i)) Vii

t

th iVy ZVf X¢) 2k6 Z Vi / (0 — t)v;fivzf(xt +tvy ) Ve dt

- N v / (=8¢ — )V V2 (% + tve ) Ve dt,
t 0



which implies
V) VY, (%) = %Vf(xt)TPtVf(xt) + O(Ln||V f(x¢)[[0¢),

~ 2 p2
[958, 60| = 25V £6e) TPV ) + O (19 £l + 197G ) ).
Since {x, }; is bounded and ||V f(x;)]| is continuous (Assumption[2), we know O(Ln ||V f(x;)[|6;) <

Thus by L-smoothness of the f, we have

FOxess) < F06) + V00T (eyn = x0) + 5 e =
= 7o) — eV 1) A () + 1 8 o)
< Jx) = BEV () TPV f(x2) + C6y.
Since F; contains x; but not Vi, it holds that
B [£(xe1)) < foxe) = BL VS () "E [P Vf(x2) + C6.

By Propositions [7| and [8] we know E; [P;] = %I. Combining this fact with the above equation
finishes the proof. O

In Lemma we show that {||V f(x;)||},cy converges to zero.

Lemma 1. Instate Assumption . Let {x;}+ be the sequence governed by Algorithm . Pick step
sizes 1y so that there exist n_,n, € (0,00) such that n_ < ny < ny for all t. Then {||V f(x¢)||}en
converges to zero almost surely.

Proof. By Proposition [T} we know
F(xi1) < F(xe) = £ BVF(xt) PV f(xi) + OB, (6)

Taking conditional expectation on both sides of the above inequality gives

E [f(Xt+1) - f(Xt)}

IN

_ BE [%v F(x)TE, [PV f(xt)] + 8,
~ BE[|Vf(x)|I?] + Cb,.

Suppose, in order to get a contradiction, that there exists a > 0 such that ||V f(x;)||? > «
infinitely often. Thus we have

E[f(x:)] <E[f(x0)] — BE

oIV

SEX;

+06t7 t Z TOa

where X; = {0 < s <t: |[|[Vf(xs)||?> > a}. The above inequality @ gives
E[f(x¢)] <E[f(x0)] —aBN;+Co;, t =Ty

for some {N;}; C N such that hm N; =
Taking limits on both 51des of the above 1nequahty gives

liminf E[f(x,)] < E[f(x0)] + liminf(aBN,) + C5, = ~

which leads to a contradiction to infxegn f(x) > —oo (Assumption [I]).
By the above proof-by-contradiction argument, we have shown

P (|Vf(x:)||* > a infinitely often) =0,  Va > 0.



Note that {lim o0 [V £(x:)[> = 0} = Uyso{[IVf(x)[|* > a infinitely often} = U,cq, {IIVf(x)[|* >
« infinitely often}, where we replace the union over an uncountable set with a union over a count-
able set.

Thus it holds that

1-P (tli)m IV f(x:)|]? = 0) =P U {IVf(x¢)||* > e infinitely often}
acQy
< Y P(IVF(x0)l* > o infinitely often) =0,
beQy

which concludes the proof.
O

As consequences of Lemmal[l] we know that {x;}ien and {f(x;)}ten converge almost surely.

Lemma 2. Instate Assumption . Let {x;}ten be the sequence of Algorithm . Pick step sizes ny
so that there exist n—,n4 € (0,00) such that n— < ny < ny for all t. Then {x;}:+ converges to a
bounded critical point of f almost surely. Let Xoo be the almost sure limit of {X¢}ten. It holds that
tlggo f(x) = f(Xe0) almost surely.

Proof of Lemma[d Let V, € St(n, k) be the random orthogonal frame at ¢.

Let R be an arbitrary realization of Vi, Va,--- such that {||V f(x;)||},cy converges to
zero. (HO)

Next we restrict our attention to this realization R. Note that there is no randomness in {x; }en
once this realization R is fixed. R

Let u € S"~! be an arbitrary unit vector, and let z := u'x; and ¢; := ntuTVf,ft (x¢) for all ¢t.
With this notation, we have z;11 = 2 — ¢ for all t. By Lemma we know lim;_, o (24401 — 2¢) = 0.
Let Ky, be the set of subsequential limits of {z;};. Then K, is closed and bounded (by Assumption

0}

Claim 1. The set Ky is connected for any unit vector u € R"™.

Proof of Claim[1 Suppose, in order to get a contradiction, that Ky is not connected. (H)
Since K, is closed and bounded, we know that, if K, is disconnected, then there exists
ai,by,as,bs € (—00,00) such that

° [al,bl] U [ag,bg} C K, with b; < a2;
L (bl,ag) n Ku = @

For simplicity, let m := b”'T‘” and A := as — by. Since by and as are limit points, we can find
subsequences {z,} }; and {sz }; such that

IA
M[>

1. Zz} m — 5

N

Zi2 Z2m+

Y
N

.1 .2 .
3. 4; <uj for all j.

Since {xt41 — X+ }+ converges to zero, we know that {z;41 — 2+ }+ converges to zero. By items 1,

2 and 3 above, we know that there exists {i3}; such that i} <} <i? and z;3 € (m—4,m+ ] for
J
infinitely many j. Otherwise, there will be a contradiction to the fact that {z;41 — 2¢}+ converges

to zero. Then we know that {z}; has a limit point in [m — £,m + 4], since {2;3}; has a limit
J

point in [m — £, m + £]. This is a contradiction to (H).
O



By Claim [I} we know that the limit points of {x;}+cn is connected. In this realization R, it
holds that that any limit point of {x;}+cy is a critical point of f. By Assumption [2] critical points
of f are isolated. Thus we know that the limit points of {x;}+cy must be a singleton. In other
words, the sequence {x;}+en converges to a critical point of f.

The above argument holds for an arbitrary realization R that satisfies (HO). By Lemma
almost all realizations satisfy (HO). This finishes the proof.

O

Now that we have shown that {x;}; converges to a critical point almost surely. We state a
more convenient form of the F.ojasiewicz inequality in the following proposition.

Proposition 2. Instate Assumption . Pick step sizes 1, so that there exist n—,ny € (0,00) such
that n— < m < ny for allt. Let xo be the almost sure limit of {x;}ten. Then it holds that, for all
t> TO7

(f(x¢) — f(x00))% < IVF(x0)|?,  almost surely.
Proof. Proposition [2| is a direct consequence of a.s. convergence of {x;}; (Lemma and the
Yojasiewicz inequality.
4.2 Convergence Rate of {f(x;)}en

In the previous subsection, we have proved asymptotic convergence results for the SZGD algorithm.
This section is devoted to convergence rate analysis of {f(x:)}ten. We first state Proposition
that holds true for large t.

Proposition 3. Instate Assumption . Let {x:}ten be the sequence generated by Algorithm .
Pick step sizes ny so that there exist n—,ny € (0,00) such that n— < ny < ny for all t.Let xo be
the almost sure limit of {x;}1en (Lemmal[d).

If 0 € (0, 3], there exists Ty < oo such that
(i) f(x¢) — f(%o0) <1 for all t > T.

If 0 € (%, 1), there exist constants Cy, Ty < 0o such that

(i1) E[f(x) = f(x)] € (0. (5h5) ) Jor all t > Ty

(iii) Co > 1 and ;92175 — BCROtT°% + C5, <0 for all t > Ty;

1

(iv) E[f(xz,) = f(xc0)] < CoTy ™™

Proof. We first prove item (7). When 6 € (0, %], —2%0 Cg —min{1, z} for all z € [0, 00).

Let X C N be a set of times where f(x5) — f(Xs0) > 1 for s € X. Suppose, in order to get a
contradiction, that |X| = oo.

By Proposition [1], we have

Jim flxin) < fxo) = BT D V(%) PVF(x,) +C Y6,

seX s=0

Note that X and Ev__, [lim/—,o f(x¢+1)] are random variables contained in U2 F,. Thus



taking expectation with respect to {Vs: s € X'} on both sides of the above inequality gives

Ev,.cx | Jim f(xi1)| < f(x0) + C > 0. B Y Bv..cx [VF(x) PV (x.)]

seX

= f(xo) + CZ(SS -B Z IV £(xs)|?
s=0

seX

< foo) + O 6.~ BY (f(x) — Fx))™  (by Proposition
s=0

seEX

< f(x0) +CY 6= By minf{l, f(x;) — f(xe0)}- (by D)

s=0 seX

If there does not exist a Ty such that f(x:) — f(xXeo) < 1 for all ¢ > Tp, then the above implies
that f(x:) goes to negative infinity. This is a contradiction to that f(x;) is bounded from below
(Assumption [2). This finishes the proof of item (i).

Item (ii) follows from Lemma[2] Next we prove items (iii) and (iv).

Recall B = —min { (LZ%n — 77_) , (Lg‘zn — 77+)} . Consider a Ty so that the following is satis-
fied for all ¢ > Ty

260
%1 < )
CotT < (7)

Next, since 20 > 1, we can pick C} > 1 so that

Ch+1
20 — 1

- B(Cp)* <. (®)

Thus, for ¢t > Ty, it holds that

Co
20— 1

20 C(/)+1_B

— B(C))?® + Coptm-1 < 50T (¥ <o. (by Eqs. [ and

By multiplying both sides of the above inequality by t%, we find a C} satisfying (i4¢). In fact,
any constant larger than this C{j satisfies this item.

Finally, we can find C{ satisfying item (iv), since E [f(x7,) — f(Xco)] is absolutely bounded for
any given Tp. Indeed, any constant larger than this C{/ satisfies this item. We finish the proof by
taking Cy = max{C{, C{'}. O

By Propositions 3| and [2] (6) implies that, for ¢ > Ty,
B [f(xt11)] = f(%oo) < f(%0) = f(%Xo0) = BIVf(x0)|? + Cd
< f(x) = f(%o0) = B(f(x4) — f(x00))* + C. 9)

The above inequality (J) is a stochastic relation for the stochastic sequence { f(x;) — f(Xoo) }ten-
In what follows, we will study the convergence behavior of this sequence.
Now we are ready to prove Theorem [3]

Proof of Theorem @(a). Let Ty be the constant so that item (i) in Proposition [3|is true. By Eq.

, we have
Ev, [f(xe01)] — f(Xoo) < f(xe) = f(Xo0) = B[V f(x)]? + C6,
< f(x0) — f(xoo) = B(f(x1) = f(xe0))* + C6, (10)
< (1= B) (f(x¢) = f(%e0)) + C, (11)

10



where uses Proposition [2| and the last inequality uses item (¢) in Proposition 3| Taking total
expectation on both sides of (11) gives

E[f(xt41) = f(Xo0)]
<A =BE[f(xt) = f(xe0)] + C6:

< (1= BB HE[(f(xr,) — f(xe))] + Cmaxc{ (1 — B)'=T,2~(4=T0)}, (12)
Let Q € (1,min{(1 — B)™%,2}) and let Z; := Q' (f(x¢) — f(Xo0)). By , we have
E[Zi11] < Q' (1 — B) P Zy, 4+ CQ'max{(1 — B)!~To 2= (t=To)y,

We conclude the proof by noticing lim; o E [Z;41] = 0.
O

Proof of Theorem[3(b). Let Cy and Ty be two constants so that items (i7), (iéi) and (iv) in Propo-
sition [3] hold true.
Taking expectation on both sides of @D gives, for all ¢t > Ty,
E[f(3x11) — f(xo0)] < E[f(31) — Flox0c)] ~ BE [(730) — ()] + o
< E[f(xt) — f(xo0)] = BE[f(x¢) = f(x0)]" +C0,

where the last inequality uses Jensen’s inequality.
For simplicity, write y; := E[f(x:) — f(Xx)] for all . Next, we use induction to show that

ye < Cot ™=, Yt > Ty, (13)

Suppose that y; < Cotﬁ, which is true when ¢t = Ty (item (iv) in Proposition . Then for
Yt+1 We have

Yi1 < yo — By2? + €5, < Cot 7 — BC20t72% + Oy, (14)

where second inequality uses item (i) in Proposition [3| and that the function z +— z — B2%? is
1
strictly increasing when z € (0, (ﬁ) 201
By applying Taylor’s theorem (mean value theorem) to the function h(w) = (¢t + w)ﬁ7 we
have h(1) = h(0) + h/(z) for some z € [0, 1]. This gives

1 1 1 20 1 1 20

(t + 1) T-20 = t1-20 T 20 (t + Z) T-20 > {1-20 | {120 (15)

since z € [0,1]. Thus by (14)), we have

Yt+1 § Cotﬁ — BCget% + C(St

< Co(t+ 1) + O 7% — BC20tT2% 4 8, < Co(t+ 1),

20 — 1
where the second inequality uses , and the last inequality uses (7i7) in Proposition

4.3 Convergence Rate of {x;}cn

In the previous subsection, we have proved convergence rate of {f(x:)}ten. In this section, we
prove convergence rates for {||x; — xoo/}ren and {3 o, [|xs — Xs41|* }een-

Theorem 4. Instate Assumption [l Let x; be a sequence generated by the SZGD algorithm, and
let X0 be the almost sure limit of {x:}+. Pick step sizes n; so that there exist n—,ny € (0,00) such
that n— < mn < ng for allt. Then it holds that

11



2 2
(a) if 0 € (0,3], -1 < (L;Z’ fn_> <0 and -1 < (LZZ+ 7774_) < 0, there exists a constant

Q > 1 such that {Q" Y o2, [|xs41 — Xs||*}+ converges to 0 in expectation.

(b) if0€(1,1) andn_,ny € (0,2L), then it holds that {327, ||xs41 — x|}, converges to 0 at

rate O (t1—129) in expectation.

Proof. Note that {||V f(x:)]/}+ is absolutely bounded due to boundedness of {x;}+ and continuity
of Vf(x). By Theorems [2[ and [1| it holds that

Ee [IV£3, Ge)l?] < 1B [V, 60| 12 + (3 = 1) 195Gl

4L5; (n? 4121267
+ 20 (5 ) 19l + 2 <

n 2

Thus it holds that

k Luin S g5 2 Luin 2
_ _ t < —
- (nt o )E 195, 60 l12] < (= S92 ) IV 5 G0l + €6

< f(xe) = By [f(x441)] + Cdy,

where the second inequality uses @
Since x¢y1 =Xt — MtV f{;}t (x¢), the above inequality implies that,

k <$t _ ;Z) E, [||Xt+1 — Xt”ﬂ < f(xe) = Ei [f (x¢41)] + Coy. (16)

n
Taking total expectation on both sides of the above inequality gives

5 (5= ) B s = xalP) S BLA5) — Fx)] ~ E[Fxean) = Fox)] + e

Since {x:}+ converges almost surely and n; € [n_, 7], summing up the above inequality gives

n\ny+ 2k

s=t

E(--3p)E [Z [t xsn?] <E[f(x) — fOr)] + C8y W2 T,

Since we have proved the convergence rate for {E [f(x:) — f(Xc0)]}t, we can conclude the proof

by the result of Theorem [3]
O

Next we provide convergence rate guarantee for {||x; — Xoo||}, in Theorem

Theorem 5. Instate Assumption [l Let x; be a sequence generated by the SZGD algorithm, and
let xo0 be the almost sure limit of {x¢}+. Pick step sizes . so that there exist n_,ny € (0,00) such
that n— < mny < ny for allt. Then it holds that

(a) if 0 € (0,3], -1 < (LZZ‘ —n,) <0 and -1 < (LZZ+ —17+) < 0, there exists a constant

Q > 1 such that {Q'||x; — Xeo||}+ converges to 0 in expectation.

(b) if 0 € (3,1) and n_,ny € (0,2E), then it holds that {||x; — Xo ||}, converges to 0 at rate
0] (t%> in expectation.

Proof. In [I], Attouch and Bolte uses properties of the function z +— —2'=% (z > 0, 6 € (0,1))
to study the convergence of {||x; — Xoo||}+. Here we follow a similar path, but in a probabilistic
manner. By convexity of the function z — —2'=% (x > 0, § € (0,1)), it holds that

2 =270 > (1= 0)27% (20 — 21), V21,22 >0, 6€(0,1). (17)

12



By letting 21 = f(x¢41) — f(Xo0) and 22 = f(x¢) — f(Xoo), we have
(F(xe) = F (o)) ™0 = (F(xe1) = F(x00)) ™7 2 (L= ) (F(x0) = f(x00)) ™7 (f(x0) = f(%e11)) -
Taking conditional expectation (conditioning on F;) on both sides of the above equation gives

(F(xe) = F(xoo)) 0 = By [(f(%e41) — f(x00)) 7]

> (1= 0)(f(xe) = f(x00)) % (f(xe) — Bi [f(x041)])

> (1= 0)(f(xe) = f(x00)) 7 (ﬁ (1 - ZZ) By [t — %*] = Cét) : (18)

where the last line uses .
Also, it holds that, for sufficiently large t,

0 < () = S £ 195 2 [ [O5,x0] + 0 (2200 )|

n+1
S 05, 1
< e [T 00 | + €8 = B b = <] + o
t
1
< n*\/Et [lIxt+1 — x4[[2] + v/ Cy, (19)
t

where (D) uses Proposition 2} and 2) uses Theorem [I]
Combining the above result with gives

(F(xe) = F(xo))' ™ =By [(f(xe41) — F(x00)) 7]
(1=0) (5 (L = &) mE: [Ixeis - x?] — C3,)

>
B VE [Ixe11 — x¢[2] + V6,
E — 2l — s
-k (1 - L””‘f) s —xlP] - CO (20)
n 2k ) \/E¢ [[Ixe1 — x|l + VOO,

For sufficiently large ¢ such that C'§, < 1, we have

]Et [th+1 - Xt||2] - C5t
VE: [[xer1 — xe|2] = (C8)'* <
* VE [[xe41 — %2 + VT3
n

%) — Fx O — By [(F(x01) — Fxa )7
o () ((£x0)  Flx)) [(FGere) — F(xe)) =)

where the last inequality uses .
Combining Jensen’s inequality and the above inequality gives

E: [|Ixe1 — xo]l] = (€)' < VE [ %1 — x|2] — (C8,)"?

n x;) — f(Xoo 1_9—15 Xpa1) — f(Xoo 1-01)
S(l—&)k(l—Lg:t)((f() Feeo))' ™ =B [(F(xe41) = f(x00))' 7))

Taking total expectation on both sides of the above inequality and summing over times gives

OOE Xs+1 — Xsll] = > E xt) — f(%00)) 0 000531/2
2 Eller |]<(1_9)k(1_m> (760 = 1G]+ O3

= E [(f(x1) — f(x00)) "] + €6}/




Since ||x; — Xoo|| < D o; [|Xs41 — X5, the above implies that

El|lx: — xool|] < il E %) — f(xso)) 0 0(5,51/2
el < Gy B 000 — )+

E[f(x:) — f(x00)]' " + C5.72,

where the last inequality uses Jensen’s inequality. We can conclude the proof by the result of
Theorem Bl
O

4.4 Implications on Gradient Descent

The convergence rate for SZGD implies sure convergence rate of the gradient descent algorithm.
In this section, we will display convergence rate results for the gradient descent algorithm on
Lojasiewicz functions. Note that the classic work [I] provides convergence rate for the proximal
algorithm, not the gradient descent algorithm. Also [14] provides analysis for the gradient descent
on the Polyak—T.ojasiewicz functions, not the L.ojasiewicz functions. Thus this convergence rate of
{f(x¢)}+ governed by gradient descent for smooth Lojasiewicz functions is one of our contributions,
although it may not be as important as the results in previous sections.
Recall the gradient descent algorithm iterates as

X1 = X¢ — NV f(Xe). (Gradient Descent (GD))

Compare to GD, the SZGD algorithm does not require one to have access to first-order information
of the objective. In this sense, SZGD algorithm makes weaker assumptions about the environment.

Corollary 1. Instate Assumption [1. Let x; be a sequence generated by the gradient descent

algorithm, and let X, be the limit of {x;}¢. Suppose there exists n—,ny € (0,00) such that n_ <
2 2

ne < ny forallt. Theniff € (0,3], =1 < (L% - 77_> <0and—-1< (L% — 7]+> < 0, there exists

a constant Q > 1 such that {Q'||x; — Xco||}+ converges to 0 and {Q' (f(x¢) — f(Xe0))}+ converges

to 0.

Corollaryfollows immediately from Theoremsand If o € (0, %], Corollaryprovides linear
convergence rate of {||x; — Xoo||}+ and {f(x¢) — f(Xoo)}+ with x; governed by the GD algorithm.
When 6 € (0, 1], linear convergence rate for {3 o, |[Xs+1 — Xs/|}+ can be similarly obtained.

For 6 € (3,1), the convergence result is summarized in Theorem @ To prove Theorem |§|, we
first need the following proposition.

Proposition 4. Instate Assumption . Let {x¢}1en be the sequence governed by the gradient
descent algorithm. Pick step sizes n; so that there exist n—_,ny € (0,00) such that n— < n < ny
for all t. Let {X;}ten be bounded and let X, be the limit of {x;}ien. Then there exist constants
Cy and Ty such that the following holds:

(i) f(x0) = fxe0) € (0, (55) ™) for allt > Ty,

(ii) —C2B + 29031 < 0, where B is defined in (@)

1
(iii) f(xz,) = f(Xo0) < CoTy ™"
Proof. Since f is L-smooth, it holds that

FOxesn) < F0) + V00 (e = x0) + 5 e = x4

< flx
< f(xe) = BV f(xe)II,

where B is defined in (5).
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Therefore, lim; o ||V f(x¢)|| = 0. Otherwise, the above inequality leads to a contradiction to
that infy f(x) > —o0. By Lemma we know that {x;}; converges to a critical point of f. Thus
by continuity of f, item (¢) can be satisfied since {f(x;)}+ converges. Item (i7) can be satisfied by
picking some Cy > 1. Since {f(x¢)}:+ is bounded, we can pick Cy large enough so that item (7i¢) is
satisfied.

O

With the above proposition, we are ready to prove Theorem [f]

Theorem 6. Instate Assumption[ll Let x; be a sequence generated by the gradient descent algo-
rithm, and let X be the limit of {x;}+. Pick step sizes n so that there exist n—,ny € (0,00) such

that n— <my <ny for allt. If 0 € (3,1), then f(x¢) — f(X0) < O (tﬁ)

Proof. Let Ty and Cj be the constants so that Proposition [ holds true.
By L-smoothness by f, it holds that

FOxera) < F00) + V00T (e = x0) + 5 I = x|
_ Lng 2
= 56+ (HE — ) IV Gl

Since ; is close to a critical point for all ¢ > T (item (i) in Proposition [4), combining the
above inequality and the Lojasiewicz inequality gives

2

f(xig1) = [(%Xoo) < f(x4) — f(Xoo) + <L2m - 77t> (f(Xt) - f(xoo))% (21)

< f(xe) = f(Xo0) = B(f(xe) = f(%00))%,
where B is defined in .

For a given ¢t > Tp, consider the function h(x) = (¢t + x)ﬁ Applying Taylor’s theorem to h
gives (t + 1)ﬁ =t 4 =t + z)% for some z € [0, 1], which implies

1 1 260

(t + 1) 2o > 120 + = 20t1729 . (22)

We will use induction to finish the proof. Item (iéi) in Proposition [4| states f(x7,) — f(Xoo) <
CoTo ™. Inductively, if f(x;) — f(xo0) < Cot =% (¢ > Tp), then (21)) implies that

F(Xes1) = f(Xoo) < Cot =2 — BCR0tT%

< Co(t+1)T2 — BC20tT2% 4 %t—f < Co(t+1)T7,

where the first line uses 7 the induction hypothesis, item (i) in Proposition [4} and that the

1
function z +— x — Bz?? is strictly increasing on (0, (ﬁ) 20-1 ), the second line uses 1) and the
last line uses item (i7) in Proposition
O

5 The Proximal Algorithm for Nonsmooth Y.ojasiewicz Func-
tions

Let f be a function that is continuous but possibly nonsmooth. In such cases, we use the (sub-
gradient) proximal algorithm to solve this optimization problem. This section serves to provide
a convergence rate analysis for the proximal algorithm for nonsmooth t.ojasiewicz functions with
exponent § € (0,3). Previously, [I] showed that, for convex nonsmooth Lojasiewicz functions,
when the Lojasiewicz exponent 6 € (%, 1), the sequence {x;} governed by the proximal algorithm

15



1i converges at rate ||x; — Xoo| < O (t%) In this section, we show that the proximal algo-

rithm satisfies f(x:) — f(X0) < O (tljZe). When 6 € (3,1) the function value {f(x;)}; tends

to converge at a faster rate than the point sequence {||x; — Xoo|/}+- This phenomenon for the
proximal algorithm again suggests that the convergence rate of {f(x;)}: may be more important
and informative than the convergence rate of {||x; — Xo||}+, since the trajectory of {x;}; may be
inevitably spiral [9].

5.1 Preliminaries for Nonsmooth Analysis and Proximal Algorithm

Before proceeding, we first review some preliminaries for nonsmooth analysis and the proximal
algorithm. We begin by the concept of subdifferential and subgradient in nonsmooth analysis.

Definition 3 ([31]). Consider a proper lower semicontinuous function f : R™ — R U {+oo}. The
effective domain (or simply domain) of f (written domf) is domf := {x € R" : —o0 < f(x) <
+oo}. For each x € domf, the Fréchet subdifferential of f at x, written 3f(x), is the set of vectors
g* € R™ such that

b S0 = 100 — (8" y = x)
v =l

y—x

> 0.

If x ¢ domf, by convention df(x) = 0.
The limiting subdifferential of f at x, written 0f(x), is
3f(x) = {g eR":3x, — X,f(Xn) - f(x)ag:, € éf(xn) - g}'
An element g € 0f(x) is call a subgradient of f at x. If f is convez, then
orx)= [ {elf(z) > fx) +g(z-x)}
zcdomf

Next we review the elements of the proximal algorithm. The proximal algorithm is described
by the following inclusion recursion:

_ 1
Xs11 € argmin {f(z) + g”z - Xt||2} ) (23)
z ¢

with a given xy € R™.
In each iteration, the proximal algorithm solves an optimization problem whose solution set
is compact and nonempty [I]. By the optimality condition (Theorem 10.1, [3I]), we know 0 €

0 (f(XHl) + ﬁ||Xt+1 — xt||2) . By the subadditivity property of subdifferential (e.g., Exercise
10.10, [31]), we have

0eco (f(Xt+1) + 2

1
s = x01?) € (3 (oeer = )} + 0 e,
where + is the Minkowski sum when two summands are sets. Thus it holds that

Xt+1 = Xt — M Bt+1, (24)

for some gy11 € Of (x¢41).
We also recall the following two theorems.

Theorem 7 ([I]). Let f satisfy Assumption[d and let {x;}ien be generated by the prozimal algo-
rithm. If {x;}ien is bounded then it converges to a critical point of f.

Theorem 8 ([1]). Let f satisfy Assumption and let {x:}ten be generated by the proximal algo-
rithm. Let f satisfy the Lojasiewicz inequality with fojasiewicz exponent 6 € (%, 1). If {x¢}ien is
bounded, then it holds that

%t — Xool| < O(tT57) and ||x; — x4 < O(T7),

where Ty s the limit of {x;}+.
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Same as [I], we will make the following assumptions on f. All items in Assumption [2| are
assumed in [I].

Assumption 2 ([I]). The function f satisfies
1. f is continuous on domf;

2. For any x. € R™ with 0f 5 0, it holds that: there exist k,pu > 0, and 6 € [0,1), such that

[f(x) = f(x.)|” < wllgll, Vo € B(x.,n), Vg € 0f(x), (25)

where B(X., 1) is the ball of radius u centered at x.. Without loss of generality, we let k =1
to avoid clutter.

3. infyxegrn f(x) > —o0;

4. Let {xt}+ be the sequence generated by the GD algorithm. We assume {Xt}+ is bounded.

5. There exists n—,n+ € (0,00) such that n— < n, <ny for all t.

In the above assumption, is the Lojasiewicz inequality. Compared to the one in Definition
2] gradient is replaced by subgradient.
5.2 Convergence of the Proximal Algorithm

Similar to the stochastic case, we focus on the convergence analysis for {f(x;)}:. We start with
the following proposition.

Proposition 5. Let {x;}ten be the bounded sequence generated by the proximal algorithm. Let
{8t }1en be the sequence of subgradients that governs the iteration . Then there exists a sequence
{wt}+ C[0,00) such that

o lim —%—
tyoo e =%l

= 0,‘ cmd f(Xt) Z f(Xt+1) + glkl (Xt — Xt+1) — Wy, Vt € N
o If [ is convex, then f(x;) > f(xi+1) + 81 (X¢ — Xeq1)-

Proof. By Definition [3| we have

J(xe) = f(Xer1) = (8er1, Xt — Xp1) = —o ([Ix¢ — xeqa1ll), VL,

which concludes the proof for the first item. Similarly by Definition [3] we can prove the second
item.
O

Next, we state below some numerical properties when ¢ is large.

Proposition 6. For any 0 € (3,1), there exists constants Ty and Cy such that

(i) 2 <2< @0-1)03

(it) For allt > Ty, it holds that ||x; — Xoo|| < p, where p is defined as in Definition[3
(i) For all t > Ty, it holds that

St <0 G D <G ),

1

(Z.U) f(XTo) - f(xoo) < COT01729 .
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Proof. Clearly we can find a constant C}, such that 21, < (20 — 1)C?%~! for all C > C}, and this
C{, does not depend on Tp. Thus item (7) can be easily satisfied. By Theoremm we can find Tj so
that item (i4) is true.

C_;1-26 e
By item (i), for any C' > CJ, it holds that lim —2¢=* — = "g;, D o< % Thus we can
t— o0 n_C20(t41)T-20

find Ty and C} that satisfies item (4i¢). For item (iv), given a Tp, we can find C such that

1
flan,) < CJT, ", since the sequence {f(x¢)}ien is absolutely bounded (Theorem . Letting
Co = max{C{, C{} concludes the proof. O

Theorem 9. Instate Assumption @ Let {x:}ten generated by the proximal algorithm. If {X:}ten
is bounded then it converges to a critical point of f. Let Xo be the limit of {x;}ren. If 0 € (5,1)

and f is convex, then it holds that f(x¢) — f(Xs0) < O (tﬁ> .
Proof. Since f is convex, we have

Fxe) > (k1) + 81 (% — Xeq1) = F(Xe1) + mellges |-

Since {x;} converges (Theorem@ and the Lojasiewicz inequality holds with exponent 8, there
exists Ty, such that for all t > Tp,

Fx) > fxer1) + mellgesl® = F(xer) + 00 (f(xe1) — f(%x00))™
which gives

F(xe) = f(%Xoo) 2 f(1) = f(Xoo) + 11 (f(Xe41) = f(x00)) ™ (26)

For any positive integer ¢, define h(s) = (¢ + s)ﬁ. By mean value theorem, one has h(1) =
h(0) 4+ h/(z) for some z € [0, 1]. Thus we have

1 1 20 1 1 20

(t_|_ 1)ﬁ = 1720 4 1 29(t+2)1—29 > t1-20 | 1 29t1_29. (27)

Next we use induction to prove the convergence rate. By item (iv) in Proposition @ we can
1

find Cy and T such that f(x7,) — f(Xeo) < CoTy >°. Inductively, if f(x;) — f(Xo0) < Cot T
(t > Tp), then by it holds that

Fxeg1) = F(Xoo) + 1 (f(Ke1) = f(%00))™ < F(x1) = f(%00)
1
20 — 1
< Colt +1)7m + G2t + 1) ™57, (28)

20
t1-20

< Cot ™m0 < Co(t + 1) + C

where the second last inequality uses (27) and the last inequality uses (i¢) in Proposition @
Since the function  +— 4 722’ is monotonic and strictly increasing on (0,00), the above

inequality implies f(x¢11) — f(Xoo) < Co(t + l)ﬁ7 which concludes the proof. O

Remark 2. Recently, [9] constructed a conver Lojasiewicz function on the plane that fails the
Thom’s gradient conjecture. The result in [9] is somewhat pessimistic since it shows that the
gradient flow of Lojasiewicz functions can be inevitably spiral even if the function is conver. By
Theorems [3 and [9, we show that the function value {f(x;) — f(Xoo)}ten can converge at a rate
much faster than ||x; — Xoo|| (when 6 € (1,1)). This suggests that, for Lojasiewicz functions, even
though the gradient flow is spiral, the function values can converge at a reasonable rate.

6 Empirical Studies

In this section, we empirically study the performance of the SZGD algorithm. All experiments are
carried out on the following test functions F; and F5 defined over R3°

Fi(x) = (XTQX)3/4 and Fy(x) = (x'Qx) 1/4,
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where @ € R30%30 is a PSD matrix with eigenvalues following exponential distribution with
pd.f. feap(x) = %exp (—%) ;>0 and eigenvectors independently sampled from the unit sphere.
The results are summarized in Figures [1| and To avoid numerical instability, we set d; =
max (0.1 x 27¢,0.00001) in all numerical experiments.

Remark 3. In this experiments, we compare the results of SZGD with GD. Strictly speaking, this is
not a fair comparison since SZGD uses only zeroth-order information while GD can use first-order
information.

Key observations from Figure ] are:
e In general, {f(x;)}: converges faster than {||x; —Xoo || }+, which agrees with our theoretical results.

e Figure [Iband [Ishow that, on test function Fy, with fixed step size n, SZGD with larger values
of k in general converges faster given a fixed number of iterations. However, the gap between
different choices of k is not significant.

Figure [I] also provides other insights. To gain some intuition, we consider the landscape of the
test function Fy. While fully visualizing F5 is impossible, we can consider a 1-d version of Fj:
f(x) = y/|z|, whose graph is shown below in Figure Note that f(z) = +/|z] is indeed a 1-d
version of Fy, since f(z) = \/m = (22)'/%. This nonconvex function has the following properties,
all highly aligned with empirical observations.

e When x is far from the origin, the function’s surface is relatively flat. In this case, randomness
in the gradient, which may increase the magnitude of gradient, can speedup the convergence.
In Figure we observe that, in terms of ||X: — Xool|, SZGD algorithms converge faster than
GD at the beginning, which agrees with the landscape of F». More importantly, in terms of
f(x¢) — f(Xo0), SZGD converges faster than GD, as shown in Figure

e At zero, the function is not differentiable, and thus not L-smooth. This means that the gradient
estimator may not be accurate near zero. In Figure[Id] we observe that GD converges to a more
optimal value in terms of || x —Xoo|| at the end, which agrees with the non-differentiability of F;
at zero.

e Near zero, the gradient of the function is not continuous. Therefore, the trajectory of the GD
algorithm oscillates near zero. For the 1-d example in Figure the trajectory of GD will jump
back and forth around zero, but hits zero with little chance. In Figure we observe that the
||x|| value of DG is fuzzy as it goes to zero, which agrees with the shape of F5 near zero.

We also empirically study the convergence rates versus the number of function evaluations.
Note that one iteration may require more than one function evaluations: k& random orthogonal
directions are sampled and 2k function evaluations are needed to obtain the gradient estimator
defined in . The convergence results versus number of function evaluations are shown in Figure
] Some observations from Figure 2] include

e Given the same learning rate 7, = n and the same number of function evaluations, in terms of
function evaluations, the sequence {f(x:)}+ converges faster when k is smaller.

e Given the same learning rate 1, = n and the same number of function evaluations, the sequence
{||%+ — Xool|| }+ converges fastest when k = 10 or k = 1 for both F; and F5. This is an intriguing
observation, and suggests that there might be some fundamental relation between number of
function evaluations needed and convergence of {||x; — Xoo| }+-

e When measured against number of function evaluations, {f(z:)}: converges faster than {||x; —
Xoo || }¢- This is similar to the observations in Figure
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Figure 1: Subfigure (a) plots the function f(z) = /[z]. Subfigures (b) and (c) (resp. (d) and (e))
plot results of SZGD and GD on test function Fj (resp. F3). The lines labeled with k = 1 (resp.
k = 10, etc.) show results of SZGD with k£ = 1 (resp. k = 10,etc.). The line labeled GD plots
results of the gradient descent algorithm. For all experiments, the step size 7, is set to 0.005 for
all ¢. Subfigures (b) and (d) show observed convergence rate results for {||x; — Xoo||}t (oo = 0);
Subfigure (c) (resp. (e)) shows observed convergence rate results for {||Fi(z:) — F1(2s0)||}¢ (resp.
{||Fa(x+) — Fo(2s0)|| }+). The solid lines show average results over 10 runs. The shaded areas below
and above the solid lines indicate 1 standard deviation around the average. Since the starting
point x¢ is random, the trajectory of GD is also random.
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Figure 2: Results of SZGD and GD on test functions F; (subfigures (a) and (b)) and F» (subfigures
(c) and (d)). The solid lines show average results over 10 runs. The lines labeled with k£ = 1 (resp.
k = 10, etc.) show results of SZGD with £ = 1 (resp. k = 10,etc.). Subfigures (a) and (c)
show observed convergence rate results for {||x: — Xoo||}+ (Xoo = 0); Subfigures (b) and (d) show
observed convergence rate results for {||Fa(xt) — F2(Xoo)||}t (F2(Xoo) = 0). The step size n is set
to 0.005. The shaded areas below and above the solid lines indicate 1 standard deviation around
the average. Unlike Figure [T} this figure plots errors (either ||x; — Xoo || or f(x:) — f(Xoc)) against
number of function evaluations. For example, when k = 10, one iteration requires 10 x 2 = 20
functions evaluations.
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7 Proof of Theorem 2

To start with, we need the following facts in Propositions [7] and [§]

Proposition 7 ([7]). Let V := [vi,va, -+ ,vi] € R™* be uniformly sampled from the Stiefel
manifold St(n, k). Then the marginal distribution for any v; is uniform over the unit sphere S*~1.

In words, the uniform measure over the Stiefel manifold St(n, k) can be decomposed into a
wedge product of the spherical measure over S”~! and the uniform measure over St(n — 1,k — 1)
[7]. Another useful fact is the following proposition.

Proposition 8. Let v be a vector uniformly randomly sampled from the unit sphere S*~'. Then
it holds that [VVT] = %I, where T € R™™™ 4s the identity matric.

Proof. Let v; be the i-th entry of v. For any a € [—1,1] and ¢ # j, it holds that E[v;v;] =
E [v;]v; = a] = 0. Thus E[v;v;] = 0 for i # j. Also, it holds that 1 = E [[|v|]?] = X" | E [v?],
which concludes the proof since E [vf] =E [vﬂ for any 4,5 =1,2,--- ,n (by symmetry). O

Proof of Theorem[Z Since f(x) is L-smooth (V f(x) is L-Lipschitz), V2 f(x) (the weak total deriva-
tive of Vf(x)) is integrable. Let v € R™ be an arbitrary unit vector. When restricted to any line
along direction v € R™, it holds that v V2 f(x)v (the weak derivative of v’ V(x) along direction
v) has bounded L.,-norm. This is due to the fact that Lipschitz functions on any closed inteval
[a, b] forms the Sobolev space W1°°[a, b].

Next we look at the variance bound for the estimator. Without loss of generality, we let x = 0.
Bounds for other values of x can be similarly obtained.

Taylor’s expansion of f with integral form gives

f(6vi) = f(0) + 6v] Vf(0) + /06(5 — v V2 f(tvi)vidt
Thus for any v; € S*~! and small 6,
(f(6vi) = f(=6v4))
= ov,; V£(0) + % /06(5 —t)v, VEf(tvi)vdt — % /0_5(—5 —t)v, V2f(tv;)v, dt.

N |

For simplicity, let R; = fo (6 — )V, V2 f(tvy)v; dt — fo —6 — t)v] V2 f(tv;)v; dt, and Cauchy—
Schwarz inequality gives

. s 1/2 s , 1/2
1<l iy VT2 f (v )y,
|Rz|s2</o<6 0 dt) (/O(vaz) ) dt)
2 op

) ([ ey )< 2

foralli =1,2,--- k. For any i, k,n, it holds that

2 E[\/g

- (F(ovi) = f(5Vi))Vi1

E U'; (F(ovi) — F(—bvi))vi

—E [[|(ov] V5(0) + B) vil*] = K[|E [(6v] V£(0) + Ri) vi] |

[C)

E [0°Vf(0) 'viv, V£(0) + 26V f(0)"viR; + RY] — k ||E [6viv, Vf(0) + R;v] |}2 )
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Since E [vivﬂ = %I (Propositions @ and , D gives

2 2

VE (#ov) ~ 5(-0vi) vi]

E

[H F6vi) — F(=0v) v

2

= ;HVf(O)HQ +26Vf(0) E[Riv;] + E[R}] — k H]E [iw(o) + Rivz}

= (% - 5) 1950 + (20 - 25) V0 Bl + B (7] - kR v

® /52 2 3 2 54
< (L-L) v+ 2 (1= 2) v+ £

For the variance of the gradient estimator, we have

e[[¥st0)-& o0
—£|[ero | - [Frio]|
- ) ,
ﬂDf(évi)—f(évi))vi ]—
52k‘2 ZIE U‘ Fovy) — f(0vy)) vy 21

462k2 Z E[(f(8vi) = f(=ovi)) vil | E[(f(8v;) = f(=0v)) V],

i,j=1

where the last equation follows from the orthonormality of {vy,vs.---,v,}. By Proposition [7| we
know that E[(f(dv;) — f(=dv;)) v)] = E[(f(dv;) — f(—=dv;))v;] for all 4,5 =1,2,--- k. Thus 3)

gives
s |[¥st0 -2 [w0)| ]

2 2
@ 521#2; ( M FOvi) — F(=0vi)) v; ] —||E g (f(6vi) — f(—§vz))v] ) :
Combining (2) and (4) gives
[frio-sfsll]
2 2
(52/€2 ( H f(6vi) = f(0vi)) vs — ||E g (f(0vi) = f(=0vi)) Ui] )

n o  ALS (n? 4L%n?6>
< (p- 1) 1w+ 22 (% = n ) Iv s +

8 Conclusion

This paper studies the SZGD algorithm and its performance on Lojasiewicz functions. In partic-
ular, we establish convergence rates for SZGD algorithms on Lojasiewicz functions. Our results
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show that access to noiseless zeroth-order oracle is sufficient for optimizing ¥.ojasiewicz functions.
We show that SZGD exhibits convergence behavior similar to its non-stochastic counterpart. Our
results suggests { f(x¢)}+ tend to converge faster than {||x; — X0 || }+- We also observe some intrigu-
ing facts in the empirical studies. In particular, there might be an optimal choice of k for SZGD
to achieve a good convergence rate for {||x; — Xool| }+-
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