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Abstract In this paper, we propose and analyse a family of generalised stochastic
composite mirror descent algorithms. With adaptive step sizes, the proposed algo-
rithms converge without requiring prior knowledge of the problem. Combined with an
entropy-like update-generating function, these algorithms perform gradient descent
in the space equipped with the maximum norm, which allows us to exploit the low-
dimensional structure of the decision sets for high-dimensional problems. Together
with a sampling method based on the Rademacher distribution and variance reduction
techniques, the proposed algorithms guarantee a logarithmic complexity dependence
on dimensionality for zeroth-order optimisation problems.
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1 Introduction

In this work, we study the following stochastic optimisation problem

min{f(z) = l(z) + r(z) = Be[l(2;§) + r(2)]},

ze

where [ is a black-box, smooth, possibly nonconvex function, r is a white box convex
function, and £ C R? is a closed convex set. In many real-world applications, r and
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KC are sparsity promoting, such as the black-box adversarial attack [4], model agnostic
methods for explaining machine learning models [37] and sparse cox regression [34].
Despite the low dimensional structure restricted by 7 and K, standard stochastic
mirror descent methods [27] and the conditional gradient methods [[19] have oracle
complexity depending linearly on d and are not optimal for high dimensional problems.

The gradient descent algorithm is dimensionality independent when the first-order
information is available [38]. For black-box objective functions, stronger dependence
of the oracle complexity on dimensionality is caused by the biased gradient estimation
[21]. In [50], the authors have proposed a LASSO-based gradient estimator for zeroth-
order optimisation of unconstrained convex objective functions. Under the assumption
of sparse gradients, the standard stochastic gradient descent with a LASSO-based
gradient estimator has a weaker complexity dependence on dimensionality. The spar-
sity assumption has been further examined for nonconvex problems in [2], which
proves a similar oracle complexity of the zeroth-order stochastic gradient method with
Gaussian smoothing.

The critical issue of the algorithms mentioned above is the requirement of sparse
gradients, which can not be expected in every application. We wish to improve the
dependence on dimensionality by exploiting the low-dimensional structure defined
by the objective function and constraints. For convex problems, this can be achieved
by employing the mirror descent method with distance generating functions that are
strongly convex w.r.t. ||-||1, such as the exponentiated gradient [241/52] or the p-norm
algorithm [10]]. However, a few problems arise if we apply these methods directly to
optimising nonconvex functions. First, since these methods are essentially the gradient
descent in (R?, ||-||oo), the convergence of the mirror descent algorithm requires
variance reduction techniques in that space. Existing variance reduction techniques
[6,26,/45] are developed for the standard Euclidean space, and deriving convergence
from the equivalence of the norms in R? introduces additional complexity depending
on d [14]. Secondly, the exponentiated gradient [24] method and its extensions [52]]
work only for decision sets in the form of a simplex or cross-polytope with a known
radius. Therefore, they can hardly be applied to general cases. The p-norm algorithm
is more flexible and has an efficient implementation for ¢; regularised problems [47].
However, handling /5 regularised problems with the p-norm algorithm is challenging.

The ultimate target of this paper is to improve the complexity dependence on
dimensionality. To achieve this, we first extend and analyse the adaptive stepsizes
[9,32] for the stochastic composite mirror descent (SCMD) in a finite-dimensional
normed space and prove that the convergence can be guaranteed without knowing the
smoothness of [. Then we improve the convergence by removing its dependence on
the radius of the decision set achieved by adding a Frank-Wolfe style update step to
SCMD. Combining the adaptive algorithms and an entropy-like distance-generating
function allows us to perform gradient descent in (R%, ||-|| ). To improve the gradient
estimation in that space, we use the mini-batch approach [15] and show that the
additional complexity introduced by switching the norms depends on In d instead of d.
Furthermore, we replace the gradient estimation methods applied in [2] and [48] with
a smoothing method based on the Rademacher distribution. Our analysis shows that
the total number of oracle calls required by our algorithms for finding an e-stationary

point is bounded by (’)(h;Td), which improves the complexity bound O(e%) attained
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by proximal stochastic gradient descent (ZO-PSGD) [27]. We further improve the
proposed algorithms by generalising the stochastic recursive momentum (STORM)
algorithm proposed in [[7,131]]. With modified stepsizes and the entropy-like distance
generating function, our generalised version of STORM ensures an oracle complexity

~ . 3
upper bounded by 0(0“573)2) which improves the oracle complexity of O(‘i—g)

achieved by the STORM based algorithm [18]. In addition to the theoretical analysis,
we also demonstrate the performance of the developed algorithms in experiments on
generating contrastive explanations of deep neural networks [J].

The contributions of this paper are summarised as follows:

— We generalise the adaptive step size for SCMD in the finite-dimensional Banach
space.

— We combine SCMD with a Frank-Wolfe style update to remove its convergence
dependence on the radius of the decision set.

— We analyse mini-batch and STORM in a finite-dimensional Banach space without
using the Euclidean norm.

— Combining SCMD, the variance reduction techniques, an entropy-like distance-
generating function and a Rademacher distribution-based sampling method, we
obtain a family of zeroth-order optimisation algorithms for composite objective
functions that have a logarithmic complexity dependence on dimensionality.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. Section [2] reviews related work.
In section 3] we present and analyse the algorithms based on mini-batch. Section 4]
generalises the variance reduction techniques. Section [5|demonstrates the empirical
performance of the proposed algorithms. Finally, we conclude our work in Section [6]

2 Related Work

Zeroth-order optimisation of nonconvex objective functions has many applications
in machine learning and signal processing [35]]. Algorithms for unconstrained non-
convex problems have been studied in [13l33|39] and further enhanced with variance
reduction techniques [221/36]]. The high dimensional setting has been discussed in [2}
50|, in which algorithms with weaker complexity dependence on dimensionality are
proposed. In practice, weaker dependence on dimensionality can also be achieved by
applying the sparse perturbation techniques introduced in [42]].

It is popular to solve constrained problems with zeroth-order Frank-Wolfe algo-
rithms [2L3L[19]], which require the smoothness of the objective functions. We are
motivated by the applications of adversarial attack and explanation methods based
on the /1 and /5 regularisation [4.[8l/37], for which the objective functions contain
non-smooth components. Our work is based on exploiting the low dimensional struc-
ture of the decision set, which has been discussed in [12,[24128.1471152.49]] for online
and stochastic optimization of convex functions and further extended for zeroth-order
convex optimization in [[10,48]. To efficiently implement both ¢; and /5 regularised
problems, we use an entropy-like function as the distance-generating function in

! We use O(-) to hide the logarithmic terms involving e.
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SCMD. Similar versions of the entropy-like function have previously been applied to
online convex optimisation [5,/43/49].

Variance reduction techniques have been well-studied for unconstrained stochastic
optimisation. Early approaches [[1,123.30,/41146] are based on checkpoints, at which
the algorithms obtain accurate gradient evaluation. [34] has applied this idea for
zeroth-order optimisation to improve the iteration complexity. The SARAH framework
proposed in [40] uses recursive gradients to reduce variance, which is also the key
idea of the SPIDER algorithm for zeroth-order optimisation proposed in [[L1]]. [22]]
has improved SPIDER by using a per-coordinate gradient estimation, which could be
expensive for high-dimensional problems. Both SPIDER and SARAH can be extended
for composite objectives [22143].

All of the algorithms mentioned above require tuning some hyperparameters. The
STORM algorithm and its variant [[7L31]] use an adaptive stepsize [943251]] and recur-
sive gradients to reduce the variance in stochastic gradient descent. The Acc-ZOM [18]]
algorithm extends STORM for zeroth-order optimisation with constraints, however,
it reintroduces a stepsize-like hyperparameter that has to be set proportional to the
smoothness of the objective function. Despite the claimed adaptivity, the algorithms
mentioned above still have some control parameters that need to be tuned in practice.
Our algorithm generalises STORM for non-Euclidean geometry and uses a different
stepsize scheduling to remove the control parameters.

3 Generalised Adaptive Stochastic Composite Mirror Descent

We start the theoretical analysis by introducing some important results of stochastic
methods in a finite-dimensional vector space X equipped with some norm ||-||. Let
X, be the dual space with dual norm ||-||... The bilinear map combining vectors from
X, and X is denoted by (-, -). Based on the algorithms in the general setting, we then
construct and analyse the corresponding zeroth-order algorithms in R?.

3.1 Adaptive Stochastic Composite Mirror Descent
Similar to the previous works on stochastic nonconvex optimisation [27], the following
standard properties of the objective function [ are assumed.

Assumption 1 For any realisation &, I(-; €) is G-Lipschitz and has L-Lipschitz con-
tinuous gradients with respect to |||, i.e.

[VI(x;8) = Vi(y; &)« < Lz — yll,

forall x,y € X, which implies

L
[1(y: ) = 1(2:8) = (Vi(w;€),y — )| < S llz = wll*.
Assumption 2 For any x € X, the stochastic gradient at x is unbiased, i.e.

E[vi(z;€)] = vi(z).
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Assumption [I| and [2| imply the G-smoothness and L-smoothness of [ due to the
inequalities
() = ()| < E[[l(;€) = Uy; O < Gllw —yll,
and
IVi(z) = Vi(y)ll« < E[[[Vi(z;§) = Vi(y; )ll+] < Lllx —yll.
Our idea is based on SCMD, which iteratively updates the decision variable following
the rule given by

Tyy1 = arggréi’g(dt,:c) +r(x) + nBBy(x, xy), (1)

where d; is an estimation of the gradient V f(xz;) and ¢ is a distance-generating
function, i.e. 1-strongly convex w.r.t. ||-||. Define the generalised projection operator

Px(x,d,n) = arg gg,g<d, y) +r(y) +nBy(y, )

and the generalised gradient map
g/C(J?, d, 77) = 77('1: - ,P’C(x’ d, 77))

Following the literature on the stochastic optimisation [2L27], our goal is to find
an e-stationary point =, i.e. E[||Gx (2, VI(z,),n,)||?] < €2. Given a sequence of
estimated gradients, the convergence of SCMD is upper bounded by the following
proposition, the proof of which can be found in the appendix.

Proposition 3.1 Let {d;} be any sequence in X, and {x.} be the sequence gener-
ated by (1) with a distance-generating function ¢. Then, for any | satisfying the
assumptions[I|and 2} we have

T
E[ZHgIC(xtv Vi), m)|I]

r v
§62E[0t2] + 4E[Z ne(f(@e) — f(@e41))] 2)
=1 i =1
+ED mL =)z — ),
t=1

where we denote by E[o?] = E[||d;— Vi(x,)||?] the variance of the gradient estimation.

Setting 11, ..., nr = 2L, the convergence of SCMD depends on the convergence of
the variance terms {o?}, which requires variance reduction techniques.

In practice, it is difficult to obtain prior knowledge about L. To avoid the need
for expensive tuning, we propose an adaptive algorithm with a similar convergence
guarantee. The idea is similar to the adaptive stepsizes for unconstrained stochastic

optimisation [32]], which sets 1, = \/22;11 |lds||2 4 8 for some /5 > 0O to control the

last term in (2). For composite objectives, ||z;11 — x;||? depends not only on d; but

also on Vr(x441), for which we set 7, o \/22;11 |Gxc (e, di,me)||? + 1. To analyse

the proposed method, we assume that the feasible decision set is contained in a closed
ball.
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Assumption 3 There is some D > 0 such that |Px(x,d,n)|| < D holds for all
n>0,zekKanddeX

Assumption [3]is typical in many composite optimisation problems with regularisation
terms in their objective functions. In the following lemma, we propose and analyse
the adaptive SCMD. Due to the compactness of the decision set, we can also assume
that the objective function takes values from [0, R].

Assumption 4 There is some R > 0 such that f(x) € [0, R] holds for all x € K.
Theorem 3.1 Given Assumptions|I| 2} Bland[] we define the sequence of stepsizes

t—1

1

ar = (Y Nalllzs — o |® +1)2
s=1

e = N0y

for some 0 < n < Xy < A\ Furthermore we assume Dn > % Then we have

T T
E[Y |Gk (xe, Vi), m)|P) < 13 Elot] + C,

t=1 t=1

where we define C = 33\ R? + %(1 + 2Dn).

Sketch of the proof The proof starts with the direct application of Proposition 3.1 The
focus is then to control the term ZtT:l 0t (2L — n¢)||z¢+1 — x¢]|*. Since the sequence
{n:} is increasing, we assume that 7, > L starts from some index ¢y. Then we only
need to consider those stepsizes 71, . . . , ¢, —1. Adding up Zi;Q lwi1 — x4 ||? yields
a value proportional to 7;,—1. Thus, the whole term is upper bounded by a constant.
The complete proof can be found in the appendix.

The parameter 7 is required when ¢ is not 1-strongly convex. For locally strongly
convex functions, where the decision set is implicitly defined, n could be unknown.
Therefore, we use a control parameter \; in practice. Unlike gradient descent, we
can not use the generalised gradient Gy (x¢, dy, 1) for setting 7;, which causes the
convergence dependence on D and requirement of the assumption on D). Next, we
apply the following Frank-Wolfe style update step to remove the dependence on D
and the assumption on D).

vy = arg meilrcl<dt’ z) + r(z) + nouBy(x, x¢)

Qi Qi 3

T =(1—

Theorem 3.2 Let {d;:} be any sequence in X, {x:} the sequence generated by (3)
with a distance generating function ¢, and stepsize

t
a1 =max{, | S M2a2llv, — 2,2, 1}
s=1

Nt+1 =NQ¢41
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where 11 > 0 is a constant and we set X\ > \y > n for all t. Then, for any | satisfying
Assumptions[I] 2and[3) we have

T T
16L2
ELY N9 (@, Vi), m)|”] < 8R*N? + 8Rn + —5= +10 3 E[of],
t=1 t=1
where we define 0?2 = ||dy — V f(z4)].

With the adaptive stepsizes, no prior information about the problem is required. The
convergence rate depends on the sequence of the variance-like quantity {o?}. We
cannot obtain a converging sequence of {07} without using any variance reduction
techniques or making any further assumptions. In the finite-dimensional vector space,
where all norms are equivalent, we can surely reduce the variance by taking the average
of the gradient estimation over a mini-batch. Since our idea is to perform gradient
descent in (R?, ||-||o ), directly using the equivalence between ||-|| and ||-||2 would
introduce an additional dependence on dimensionality. The following lemma proves
an upper bound for (X, ||-||) using the smoothness of ||-||%.

Lemma 3.1 Let (X, ||-||) be a finite-dimensional vector space. Assume that ||-||? is
M-strongly smooth w.r.t. ||-||. Let X1, ..., X, be independent random vectors in X
such that E[X;] = pand E[||X; — p||?] < o hold for all i = 1, ..., m. Then we have

1 & M
E[|l—Y X, —pulY] < —0a2.
Hlm; nl?) < 5 -0 “

Lemma allows us to analyse the mini-batch technique in (R, |-|,,) with p = 2In d.
Since the chosen p-norm is close to the maximum norm and (41nd — 2)-strongly
smooth, we can obtain a tighter bound.

3.2 Zeroth-Order Optimisation

In [2], the authors have proposed the two points estimation with Gaussian smoothing
for estimating the gradient, the variance of which depends on (In d). We argue that
the logarithmic dependence on d can be avoided. Our argument starts with reviewing
the two points gradient estimation in the general setting. In this subsection, we simply
assume X = X, and denote the inner product in X by (-, -). Given a smoothing
parameter v > 0, some constant § > 0, and a random vector u € X, we consider the
two points estimation of the gradient given by

)
gv(2:6) = - (I + vu; &) = (w:8))u. ®)
To derive a general bound on the variance without specifying the distribution of u, we
make the following assumption.

Assumption 5 Let D be a distribution with supp
6 > 0 such that

—~

D) C X For u ~ D, there is some

Eu[(g, uu] =

> |Q
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Given the existence of VI(x, ), Assumption [5implies
E.[(Vi(z,§), u)du] = Vi(z, ).

Together with the smoothness of I(-,£), we obtain an estimation of VI(-,&) with a
controlled variance, which is described in the following lemma. Its proof can be found
in the appendix.

Lemma 3.2 Let C be the constant such that ||z|| < C||x|« holds for all x € X.
Define

Vi, (z) = ]Eu[g(l(x +vu) — I(x))u].

Then the following inequalities hold for all = € X and [ satisfying Assumptions|l]
and

@) [Vl (@) = Vi)« < LB, [u]2)
b) Eulllgu(w: )12 < S B ull?) + 26°Eu[(H(a: ), )2 ul 2

For a realisation ¢ and a fixed decision variable x;, E[c?] can be upper bounded by
combining the inequalities in Lemma [3.2] While most terms of the upper bound can
be easily controlled by manipulating the smoothing parameter v, it is difficult to deal
with the term 62E,, [(Vi(x; €), u)?||ul|?]. Intuitively, if we draw g, . . ., ug from i.i.d.
random variables with zero mean, 62 is related to the variance. However, small
E[||u|¥] indicates that u; must be centred around 0, i.e., § has to be large.

3.3 Mini-Batch Composite Mirror Descent for Non-Euclidean Geometry

With the results in Subsections [3.1]and we can construct a zeroth-order adaptive
exponentiated gradient descent (ZO-AdaExpGrad)|“|algorithm for decision sets con-
tained in (R?, ||-||;). We first analyse the sampling methods based on the Rademacher
distribution adapted to the geometry of the maximum norm.

Lemma 3.3 Suppose that | is L-smooth w.r.t. ||-||2 and E[||Vi(x) — Vi(x,£)|]3] <
o forall x € K. Let uy, ..., uq be independently sampled from the Rademacher
distribution and

1
g(@:6) = (Uz +rvu;€)) = U;6))u
be an estimation of V f(x). Then we have
3vid*L?
2

The dependence on d? in the first term of (6) can be removed by choosing v o
é, while the rest depends only on the variance of the stochastic gradient and the
squared ¢ norm of the gradient. The upper bound in (6) is better than the bound
(Ind)?(||Vi(x)||? + ||VI(z; &) — Vi(x)||?) attained by Gaussian smoothing [2]]. Note

that g, (z; £) is an unbiased estimator of VI, (z). Algorithm|1|describes the adaptive

E[|lgy (5 €) = Vi (2)]%] < +10[vi(2)]3 + 80, ©)

2 The distance-generating function is a symmetric version of the entropy function, which is used in the
exponentiated gradient descent. Therefore, we also name our algorithms in the same way.
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Algorithm 1 ZO-AdaExpGrad

Require: m > 0, v > 0, z1 arbitrary and a sequence of positive values {n; }
Define ¢ : RY — R,z — % ((Jzi| + L) In(dla;| + 1) — |4])
fort=1,...,Tdo
Sample u;,;,; from Rademacher distribution for j = 1,...mand¢=1,...d
di = = UL (U@t + vue ji €t,5) — U@ &b,5)
xty1 = argmingex (de, z) + r(x) + e By (z, xt)

end for

Sample 7 from uniform distribution over {1, ...,7T}.

Return x

composite mirror descent algorithm with an average of estimated gradient vectors

m

1
dy=— Z(l(f”t + v i &eg) — U &eg))ueg, (7)

mv

j=1
and the update-generating function given by

d
1
q’):Rd—>R,x»—>Z((\xi\+g)ln(d|mi|+l)— |24)) (8)
=1

to update x; at iteration ¢. The next lemma proves the strict convexity of ¢.
Lemma 3.4 Forall z,y € RY, we have

1
(max{|l]lx, [lyll} +1

o(y) — () = (Vo(a),y —x) + 5 )Hy—x\lf

The proof of Lemma [3.4] can be found in the appendix. If the feasible decision set
is contained in an #; ball with radius D, then the function ¢ defined in @) is ﬁ—
strongly convex w.r.t ||-||;. With ¢, update (I) is equivalent to mirror descent with
stepsize -5 and the distance-generating function (D + 1)¢. The performance of
Algorithm|l]is described in the following theorem.

Theorem 3.3 Assume [1} 2| for ||-| = ||-l2. Bl.for ||| = |I-Il1 andH} Then running
Algorithmwith m=2Te(2lnd—1), v = ﬁ andm =,...,=npr =2L(D+1)
guarantees
2e(2lnd -1
EllGc e, viCe), n) ) < 2P Dy sz, O

where we define V = 10G? + 802 + 2L2. Furthermore, setting
1

" max{[[zly, el } + 1

t—1

@y =y| Y A2a2||zer —as|F 41,
s=1
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we have

2¢(2lnd — 1

)
— e (13V +0),

E[|Gx(zr, Vi(zr), 1)) <

where we define C = 33R? + 192L?>D(D + 1).

A similar algorithm can be constructed using update rule (3).

Algorithm 2 Z0O-AdaExpGrad+

Require: m > 0, v > 0, z1 arbitrary and a sequence of positive values {n; }
Define ¢ : R — R,z — S ((Jzi| + L) In(d|ai| + 1) — |24])
fort=1,...,Tdo

Sample u¢ ;,; from Rademacher distribution for j = 1,...mandi =1,...d
de = o ST (Wwe 4 v j; &) — Wwe; &) )ue, g

vy = argmingexc(gt, ) + 7(x) + nou By (x, x¢)

T4 = (1 — 2 )zy + —H—qy

Q41 Q41
end for
Sample 7 from uniform distribution over {1,...,T}.
Return z
Theorem 3.4 Assume [I} 2| for ||-| = ||-l2. Blfor ||| = |I-Il» and {] Then running

algorlthmlwnh m=2Te(2Ind — 1), v = d\l/T and step size

1
max{|[z[1, [[vell1} +1

At =

o = max{z A2a2||vs — x|, 1},
we have

)(10V+C),

Bl G (ar, wi(ar), 1)) < 1 222

where we define C = 8R? + 8R + 16L?(D + 1)? and V = 10G? + 802 + 2L2.

The total number of oracle calls for finding an e-stationary point is upper bounded
by O(he‘—fl), which has a weaker dependence on dimensionality compared to O(E%)
achieved by ZO-PSGD [27].

The convergence dependence on D of Algorithm [2]is due to the local strong
convexity of the symmetric entropy function. This can be avoided by using update-

generating function 2(p ) II- ||2 forp = 1+ sy d 7. Since the mirror map at

depends on ||z||,, it is dlfﬁcult to handle the popular /5 regulariser. Our algorithms
have an efficient implementation for Elastic Net regularisation, which is described in
the appendix.
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4 Generalised Stochastic Recursive Momentum
In this section, we extend the STORM algorithm [7,31] to our setting. Similar to

the previous section, we start with analysing the adaptive momentum for the general
SCMD in a finite-dimensional Banach space (X, ||-||).

4.1 Generalised Stochastic Recursive Momentum

Following [[7], we run SCMD with stochastic recursive gradient d; given by
di =gt + (1 = 7)(de—1 — my) (10)

The first step is to generalise the key technical lemma for analysing STORM [7,
Lemma 2] using the smoothness of ||-||2.

Lemma 4.1 Let {d;} be recursively defined according to (10) with sequences of ran-
dom vectors {g: 2 Elg|di—1] =

. _2
pe and Blmy|di—1] = pi—1. Define €, = dy — puz. Setting v = ?Qﬂ 7= (1+4+ty)"3
and v < 1, we have

T 2

T T
oM 3M (1 — 1
ED lell?] < ——Eflg: — ut||i}+§:i“ VBlllg — mall2. (D)
57—t
t=1 t=1

-
t:15t

Similar to the analysis i in [7], the first term on the right-hand side of (TI) can be
upper bounded by (’)(T 3 ). The next theorem proves the convergence of update rule
(3) with {d;} generated by for both zeroth and first-order algorithms. To use
different norms for analysing €; and ||d; — Vi(x¢)]|«, we simply assume the inequality
in Lemma[3.1]

Theorem 4.1 Let {d:}, {g:} and {m:} be recursively defined according to (10) with
Elgi|di—1] = pt and BElmy|di—1] = pi—1. Assume there are constants M, Cy and Cy
such that

T

T T
6M 3M (1 —1)?
E[D lle:2] me [lg: — Mt\|z]+275ﬁ E[llge —m|3]
=1 t=1

t=1

and

Elllg: — me|7] < Cillze — za||® + Co
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hold for all t. Let {x:} be the sequence generated by (B) with recursively defined
parameters

7 =1+ ’yt)%

_ 2
’Yt _1+Tt
—1
8, = maxf1, T 1)y

NG

t—1
ap =, | P14+ A2a2|vs — 24]?)
s=1

e ="C

where we sety < 1, \ > X\, > n > 0 for all t. Then, for any l satisfying Assumptions[I]
2l andB) we have

T
E[Y NGk (e, Vilae), mi)II)

t=1
4n? 3212
V + 16R77 + 772
643MG2T5  108MCoT3
+ - +
5'y§ 5
108C, MT3 . 54C, MT3
+ n

1
5 5n2 7

<16R2\2T5 +

+ 3670

where we assume E[||g; — pt||?] < 62 and E[||pus — Vi(xy)||?] < 02

For first-order algorithm, where we set g: = Vi(z,&) and my = VI(ap—1,&), we
have C; = L? and & = Cy = 0 for L-smooth [. With the two points estimation of the
gradients, (7 is related to the sampling method, while Cs and & are controlled by the
smoothing parameter, which is proved in the following lemma.

Lemma 4.2 Let C be the constant such that ||z|| < C||z||« holds for all v € X.
Define the gradient estimation

go(@: €)= 21 + v, &) — Uz, O

v
Then the following inequality holds for all x,y € X and | satisfying Assumptions|I]
and[3

Eulllgy (25 €,0) — gu (y; €, w)||7]

3CAL25%02
<= Eulllulls] + 30°Eu[(Vi(z; ) — Vi(y; €), u)?|[ullZ].
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4.2 Zeroth-Order Stochastic Recursive Gradient

Algorithm 3] describes a zeroth-order algorithm based on (3) and (T0). Its performance
is analysed in the following theorem.

Algorithm 3 ZO-ExpStorm

Require: m > 0, v > 0, z1 arbitrary and a sequence of positive values {n; }
Define ¢ : R — R,z > Z;jzl((|mz| + é) In(d|z;| + 1) — |z;])
fort=1,...,Tdo

Sample u;,;,; from Rademacher distribution for j = 1,...mandi=1,...d
gt = s 27y (W + vug 35 6e5) — Uwe; &b, 5) un, 5

me = o S (w1 + vue 5 Erg) — L@e—13€e,5))ue

de = gt + (1 — ) (de—1 — my)

vg = argming e (d¢, ) + r(x) + naBgy (x, z¢)

Tep1 = (1 — aﬁl )zt + a‘:jr'l vt
end for
Sample 7 from uniform distribution over {1,...,T}.
Return x
Theorem 4.2 Assume 1} 2] for ||-| = |||l2. Blfor ||| = |||lx andH} Then running
Algorithm3|withm > 1, v < d=YT-3% and recursively defined paramters
t .2
—(1+ —)3
=1+ m)
2
"= 1 + Tt
-1
By =max{1, (o )}

VTt

t—1
ar =, | Be(1 + ZAEQEH% - st%)’
s=1

we have
E[|Gx (27, Vi(zr),7-)[17]
<16R*T~5 + T~ (44 16R + 32L*(D + 1)?)
N 648e2(41nd — 2)%(5G2 + 402)m 3T~ 3 L 192¢(2Ind - 1)L2T—3

5 5
2 -3 272 B 2
L qorep-d . 048L7e(2 h;d — )75 324(D+1)’L 56(21nd nri

TheoremH gives an oracle complexity of @( (11731)2 ). Unlike the first-order algorithms,
the estimated gradient is not Lipschtz-continuous. To ensure that E[|| g; — m;||%,] can
be upper bounded by E[C} ||z — 24_1]|3], we still need to sample a mini-batch for g,

and m; in practice.
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5 Experiments

We examine the performance of our algorithms for generating the contrastive expla-
nations of classification models [8]], which consist of a set of pertinent positive (PP)
features and a set of pertinent negative (PN) featuresﬂ For a given sample g € X
and classification model f : X — R, the contrastive explanation can be found by
solving the following optimisation problem [

. A
Ml Ly, () = € (2) + (1 + exp(—ca, () + A2l + flle%
Let ko = argmax; f(xo); represent the prediction of zq. The cost function ¢, for
finding PP is then given by

Cap () = max f(@)i = f(@)r,

and PN is modelled by the following cost function

Cao(T) =f (20 + T) 8o — gﬁf(:vo +x);

In the experiments, we first train a LeNet model [29] on the MNIST dataset [29] and a
ResNet20 model [17] on the CIFAR-10 dataset [25]], which attain a test accuracy of
96%, 91%, respectively. For each class of the images, we randomly pick 20 correctly
classified images from the test dataset and generate PP and PN for them. We set
A1 = Ao = 2% for MNIST dataset, and choose {z € R%0 < z; < %o} and
{x € Rix; > 0,2; + x9; < 1} as the decision set for PP and PN, respectively.
For CIFAR-10 dataset, we set Ay = Ao = 2~ L. ResNet20 takes normalised data as
input, and images in CIFAR-10 do not have an obvious background colour. Therefore,
we choose {z € R min{0,z¢,} < z; < max{0,2¢,}} and {z € R0 < (z; +
Z0,;)V; + i < 1}, where v; and p; are the mean and variance of the dimension ¢ of
the training data, as the decision set for PP and PN, respectively. The search for PP
and PN starts from z( and the centre of the decision set, respectively.

Our baseline methods are ZO-PSGD [27]], Acc-ZOM [18]] and AO-ExpGrad
[49]. We fix the mini-batch size m = 200 for all candidate algorithms to conduct
a fair comparison study. Following the analysis of [27, Corollary 6.10], the optimal
oracle complexity (9(6%) of ZO-PSGD is obtained by setting m = dI and v =

T-2d ' =m~2d 2. The smoothing parameters for ZO-ExpGrad, ZO-AdaExpGrad,
ZO-ExpGrad+ and AO-ExpGrad are set to v = m ™2 (2e(2Ind — 1))2d ! according
to Theorems and the experiment setting in [49]. We choose v = d='T-3
for ZO-ExpStorm and Acc-ZOM according to Theorem [4.2] and [18, Theorem 1].
For ZO-PSGD, ZO-ExpGrad, multiple constant stepsizes 7; € {10°|0 < i < 3} are
tested. Acc-ZOM has an important stepsize-like hyperparameter ~y that should be set
proportional to the smoothness of the loss function to ensure convergence. We examine
the performance of Acc-ZOM with multiple v € {107%|0 < i < 3}. The rest of the
control parameters of Acc-ZOM are set according to [18, Theorem 3 and Section 8.1].

3 The source code is available athttps: //github.com/VergiliusShao/highdimzo
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Fig. 1: Black Box Contrastive Explanations on MNIST

Figure[I] presents the convergence behaviour of the candidate algorithms with the
best choice of hyperparameters, averaging over 200 images from the MNIST dataset.
For generating PN, AO-ExpMD, which is an accelerated mirror descent algorithm with
the entropy-like distance-generating function for convex problems, quickly converges
to a saddle point and is then outperformed by other algorithms. Acc-ZOM converges
fast in the first 30 iterations and is slightly outperformed afterwards by our proposed
algorithms. For generating PP, the algorithms based on the entropy-like distance-
generating function have clear advantages in the first 50 iterations. AO-ExpGrad
converges to a saddle point and then is outperformed by our proposed algorithms,
which achieve the best overall performance.

101 4
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Fig. 2: Black Box Contrastive Explanations on CIFAR-10

Figure [2] depicts the convergence behaviour of candidate algorithms averaging

over 200 images from the CIFAR-10 dataset, which has higher dimensionality than
the MNIST dataset. As observed, the advantage of our algorithms becomes more
significant. Acc-ZOM, which has a decent performance on the MNIST dataset, fails

to converge despite tuning hyperparameters. The experimental results of Acc-ZOM
with different -y can be found in the appendix.
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Furthermore, choices of stepsizes have a clear impact on the performances of
both ZO-ExpGrad and ZO-PSGD, which are plotted in the appendix. Notably, ZO-
AdaExpGrad and ZO-AdaExpGrad+ converge as fast as ZO-ExpGrad with well-
tuned stepsizes in the experiments on MNIST. They have a significant advantage
over ZO-ExpGrad for CIFAR-10. Overall, the proposed algorithms outperform the
state-of-the-art algorithms. However, compared to each other, they perform similarly
except for generating PP for CIFAR-10. Some zoomed-in plots can be found in the
appendix. The STORM-based algorithm does not have significant advantages in our
experiments. Possible reasons include the low variance in the maximum-normed space
and non-Lipschitz continuity of the gradient estimation.

6 Conclusion

Motivated by applications in black-box adversarial attacks and generating model-
agnostic explanations of machine learning models, we propose and analyse a family
of generalised adaptive SCMD algorithms and their applications in the zeroth-order
optimisation of nonconvex objective functions. Combining several algorithmic ideas,
such as the entropy-like distance generating function, the sampling method based on
the Rademacher distribution and the variance reduction method for non-Euclidean
geometry, our algorithms have an oracle complexity depending logarithmically on
dimensionality without prior knowledge about the problem. The performance of our
algorithms is firmly backed by theoretical analysis and examined in experiments for
generating explanations of machine learning models.

The variance reduction techniques do not have a clear advantage in our experiments.
This could be caused by the non-smoothness of the loss, and the low variance involved
in the gradient estimation, which has been improved by SCMD in the maximum-
normed space. As a future research direction, we plan to systematically examine the
performance of the proposed algorithms in experiments with additional real-world
applications, such as untargeted adversarial attacks [16] and training deep neural
networks.

Acknowledgements
A preliminary version of this article will appear in the proceedings of the 8" Annual

Conference on Machine Learning, Optimization and Data Science (LOD 2022) with
the title “Adaptive Zeroth-Oder Optimisation of Nonconvex Composite Objectives”.

Declarations
Funding
The research leading to these results received funding from the German Federal

Ministry for Economic Affairs and Climate Action under Grant Agreement No.
01MK20002C.



Adaptive Stochastic Optimisation of Nonconvex Composite Objectives 17

Code availability

The implementation of the experiments and all algorithms involved in the experiments
are available on GitHub/https://github.com/VergiliusShao/highdimzo.

Auvailability of data and materials

The source code generating synthetic data, creating neural networks and model
training are available on GitHub https://github.com/VergiliusShao/
highdimzo. The MNIST data can be found in http://yann.lecun.com/

exdb/mnist /L The CIFAR-10 data are collected fromhttps://www.cs.toronto.
edu/~kriz/cifar.html.

Conflicts of Interests and Competing Interests

The authors declare that they have no conflicts of interests or competing interests.

Ethics Approval

Not Applicable.

Consent to Participate

Not Applicable

Consent for Publication

Not Applicable

Authors’ Contributions

Conceptualization: WS; Methodology: WS; Formal analysis and investigation: WS;
Software: WS; Validation: WS, FS; Visualization: WS; Writing - original draft prepara-
tion: WS; Writing - review and editing: WS, FS; Funding acquisition: SA; Resources:
SA; Supervision: FS, SA.


https://github.com/VergiliusShao/highdimzo
https://github.com/VergiliusShao/highdimzo
https://github.com/VergiliusShao/highdimzo
http://yann.lecun.com/exdb/mnist/
http://yann.lecun.com/exdb/mnist/
https://www.cs.toronto.edu/~kriz/cifar.html
https://www.cs.toronto.edu/~kriz/cifar.html

18

Weijia Shao, Fikret Sivrikaya, Sahin Albayrak

References

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

. Zeyuan Allen-Zhu and Yang Yuan. Improved svrg for non-strongly-convex or sum-of-non-convex

objectives. In International conference on machine learning, pages 1080-1089. PMLR, 2016.

. Krishnakumar Balasubramanian and Saeed Ghadimi. Zeroth-order nonconvex stochastic optimiza-

tion: Handling constraints, high dimensionality, and saddle points. Foundations of Computational
Mathematics, pages 1-42, 2021.

. Jinghui Chen, Dongruo Zhou, Jinfeng Yi, and Quanquan Gu. A frank-wolfe framework for efficient

and effective adversarial attacks. In Proceedings of the AAAI conference on artificial intelligence,
pages 3486-3494, 2020.

. Pin-Yu Chen, Yash Sharma, Huan Zhang, Jinfeng Yi, and Cho-Jui Hsieh. Ead: elastic-net attacks

to deep neural networks via adversarial examples. In Thirty-second AAAI conference on artificial
intelligence, 2018.

. Ashok Cutkosky and Kwabena Boahen. Online learning without prior information. In Conference on

Learning Theory, pages 643—-677. PMLR, 2017.

. Ashok Cutkosky and Francesco Orabona. Momentum-based variance reduction in non-convex sgd.

Advances in neural information processing systems, 32, 2019.

. Ashok Cutkosky and Francesco Orabona. Momentum-based variance reduction in non-convex sgd. In

H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, A. Beygelzimer, F. d'Alché-Buc, E. Fox, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 32. Curran Associates, Inc., 2019.

. Amit Dhurandhar, Pin-Yu Chen, Ronny Luss, Chun-Chen Tu, Paishun Ting, Karthikeyan Shanmugam,

and Payel Das. Explanations based on the missing: Towards contrastive explanations with pertinent
negatives. In S. Bengio, H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, K. Grauman, N. Cesa-Bianchi, and R. Garnett,
editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 31. Curran Associates, Inc., 2018.

. John Duchi, Elad Hazan, and Yoram Singer. Adaptive subgradient methods for online learning and

stochastic optimization. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 12(Jul):2121-2159, 2011.

John C Duchi, Michael I Jordan, Martin J] Wainwright, and Andre Wibisono. Optimal rates for zero-
order convex optimization: The power of two function evaluations. IEEE Transactions on Information
Theory, 61(5):2788-2806, 2015.

Cong Fang, Chris Junchi Li, Zhouchen Lin, and Tong Zhang. Spider: Near-optimal non-convex
optimization via stochastic path-integrated differential estimator. Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, 31, 2018.

Claudio Gentile. The robustness of the p-norm algorithms. Machine Learning, 53(3):265-299, 2003.
Saeed Ghadimi and Guanghui Lan. Stochastic first-and zeroth-order methods for nonconvex stochastic
programming. SIAM Journal on Optimization, 23(4):2341-2368, 2013.

Saeed Ghadimi and Guanghui Lan. Accelerated gradient methods for nonconvex nonlinear and
stochastic programming. Mathematical Programming, 156(1-2):59-99, 2016.

Saeed Ghadimi, Guanghui Lan, and Hongchao Zhang. Mini-batch stochastic approximation methods
for nonconvex stochastic composite optimization. Mathematical Programming, 155(1):267-305, 2016.
Chuan Guo, Jacob Gardner, Yurong You, Andrew Gordon Wilson, and Kilian Weinberger. Simple
black-box adversarial attacks. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 2484-2493.
PMLR, 2019.

Kaiming He, Xiangyu Zhang, Shaoqing Ren, and Jian Sun. Deep residual learning for image recogni-
tion. In 2016 IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), pages 770-778,
2016.

Feihu Huang, Shanggian Gao, Jian Pei, and Heng Huang. Accelerated zeroth-order and first-order
momentum methods from mini to minimax optimization. J. Mach. Learn. Res., 23:36-1, 2022.
Feihu Huang, Lue Tao, and Songcan Chen. Accelerated stochastic gradient-free and projection-free
methods. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 4519-4530. PMLR, 2020.
Roberto Iacono and John P Boyd. New approximations to the principal real-valued branch of the
lambert w-function. Advances in Computational Mathematics, 43(6):1403-1436, 2017.

Kevin G Jamieson, Robert Nowak, and Ben Recht. Query complexity of derivative-free optimization.
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 25, 2012.

Kaiyi Ji, Zhe Wang, Yi Zhou, and Yingbin Liang. Improved zeroth-order variance reduced algorithms
and analysis for nonconvex optimization. In International conference on machine learning, pages
3100-3109. PMLR, 2019.

Rie Johnson and Tong Zhang. Accelerating stochastic gradient descent using predictive variance
reduction. Advances in neural information processing systems, 26, 2013.



Adaptive Stochastic Optimisation of Nonconvex Composite Objectives 19

24.

25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

Jyrki Kivinen and Manfred K Warmuth. Exponentiated gradient versus gradient descent for linear
predictors. information and computation, 132(1):1-63, 1997.

A Krizhevsky. Learning multiple layers of features from tiny images. Master’s thesis, University of
Tront, 2009.

Guanghui Lan. An optimal method for stochastic composite optimization. Mathematical Programming,
133(1-2):365-397, 2012.

Guanghui Lan. First-order and stochastic optimization methods for machine learning. Springer, 2020.
John Langford, Lihong Li, and Tong Zhang. Sparse online learning via truncated gradient. Journal of
Machine Learning Research, 10(3), 2009.

Yann LeCun, Bernhard Boser, John Denker, Donnie Henderson, Richard Howard, Wayne Hubbard,
and Lawrence Jackel. Handwritten digit recognition with a back-propagation network. Advances in
neural information processing systems, 2, 1989.

Lihua Lei, Cheng Ju, Jianbo Chen, and Michael I Jordan. Non-convex finite-sum optimization via scsg
methods. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 30, 2017.

Kfir Levy, Ali Kavis, and Volkan Cevher. Storm+: Fully adaptive sgd with recursive momentum for
nonconvex optimization. In M. Ranzato, A. Beygelzimer, Y. Dauphin, P.S. Liang, and J. Wortman
Vaughan, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 34, pages 20571-20582.
Curran Associates, Inc., 2021.

Xiaoyu Li and Francesco Orabona. On the convergence of stochastic gradient descent with adaptive
stepsizes. In The 22nd International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 983-992.
PMLR, 2019.

Xiangru Lian, Huan Zhang, Cho-Jui Hsieh, Yijun Huang, and Ji Liu. A comprehensive linear speedup
analysis for asynchronous stochastic parallel optimization from zeroth-order to first-order. Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems, 29, 2016.

Sijia Liu, Jie Chen, Pin-Yu Chen, and Alfred Hero. Zeroth-order online alternating direction method
of multipliers: Convergence analysis and applications. In International Conference on Artificial
Intelligence and Statistics, pages 288-297. PMLR, 2018.

Sijia Liu, Pin-Yu Chen, Bhavya Kailkhura, Gaoyuan Zhang, Alfred O Hero III, and Pramod K Varshney.
A primer on zeroth-order optimization in signal processing and machine learning: Principals, recent
advances, and applications. IEEE Signal Processing Magazine, 37(5):43-54, 2020.

Sijia Liu, Bhavya Kailkhura, Pin-Yu Chen, Paishun Ting, Shiyu Chang, and Lisa Amini. Zeroth-order
stochastic variance reduction for nonconvex optimization. Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, 31, 2018.

Karthikeyan Natesan Ramamurthy, Bhanukiran Vinzamuri, Yunfeng Zhang, and Amit Dhurandhar.
Model agnostic multilevel explanations. Advances in neural information processing systems, 33:5968—
5979, 2020.

Yurii Nesterov. Introductory lectures on convex optimization: A basic course, volume 87. Springer
Science & Business Media, 2003.

Yurii Nesterov and Vladimir Spokoiny. Random gradient-free minimization of convex functions.
Foundations of Computational Mathematics, 17(2):527-566, 2017.

Lam M Nguyen, Jie Liu, Katya Scheinberg, and Martin Tak4¢. Sarah: A novel method for machine
learning problems using stochastic recursive gradient. In International Conference on Machine
Learning, pages 2613-2621. PMLR, 2017.

Atsushi Nitanda. Accelerated stochastic gradient descent for minimizing finite sums. In Artificial
Intelligence and Statistics, pages 195-203. PMLR, 2016.

Mayumi Ohta, Nathaniel Berger, Artem Sokolov, and Stefan Riezler. Sparse perturbations for improved
convergence in stochastic zeroth-order optimization. In International Conference on Machine Learning,
Optimization, and Data Science, pages 39—64. Springer, 2020.

Francesco Orabona. Dimension-free exponentiated gradient. In NIPS, pages 1806-1814, 2013.
Francesco Orabona, Koby Crammer, and Nicolo Cesa-Bianchi. A generalized online mirror descent
with applications to classification and regression. Machine Learning, 99(3):411-435, 2015.

Nhan H Pham, Lam M Nguyen, Dzung T Phan, and Quoc Tran-Dinh. Proxsarah: An efficient
algorithmic framework for stochastic composite nonconvex optimization. J. Mach. Learn. Res.,
21(110):1-48, 2020.

Sashank J Reddi, Ahmed Hefny, Suvrit Sra, Barnabéds P6czos, and Alex Smola. Stochastic variance
reduction for nonconvex optimization. In International conference on machine learning, pages 314-323.
PMLR, 2016.

Shai Shalev-Shwartz and Ambuj Tewari. Stochastic methods for 1 1-regularized loss minimization.
The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 12:1865-1892, 2011.



20

Weijia Shao, Fikret Sivrikaya, Sahin Albayrak

48.

49.

50.

S1.

52.

Ohad Shamir. An optimal algorithm for bandit and zero-order convex optimization with two-point
feedback. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 18(1):1703-1713, 2017.

Weijia Shao, Fikret Sivrikaya, and Sahin Albayrak. Optimistic optimisation of composite objective
with exponentiated update. Machine Learning, August 2022.

Yining Wang, Simon Du, Sivaraman Balakrishnan, and Aarti Singh. Stochastic zeroth-order optimiza-
tion in high dimensions. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages
1356-1365. PMLR, 2018.

Rachel Ward, Xiaoxia Wu, and Leon Bottou. Adagrad stepsizes: Sharp convergence over nonconvex
landscapes. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 21(1):9047-9076, 2020.

Manfred K Warmuth. Winnowing subspaces. In Proceedings of the 24th International Conference on
Machine Learning, pages 999-1006, 2007.

A Missing Proofs

A.1 Proof of Proposition [3.1]

Proof (Proof of Proposition[3-1) First of all, we have

flzet1) — f(xt)
(Vi) + Vr(zesr), Tepr — o) + g”xﬂrl — x|
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L
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2 0t 2 4
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1 1 t
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where the first inequality uses the L-smoothness of [ and the convexity of r, the second inequality follows
from the optimality condition of the update rule, the third inequality is obtained from the strongly convexity
of ¢ and the fourth line follows from the definition of dual norm. It follows from the n—lt Lipschitz continuity

[27) Lemma 6.4] of P (¢, -, m¢) that Gxc (x¢, -, m¢) is 1-Lipschitz. Thus, we obtain

G (e, Vi(ze),me) |1
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(13)
<207 + 2||Gxc (e, de, me) ||
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Adding up from 1 to 7" and taking expectation, we have
T
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T T T a4
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t=1 t=1 t=1

which is the claimed result. m}
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A.2 Proof of Theorem [3.1]

Proof (Proof of Theorem[3.1) Applying proposition[3.1} we obtain

T
E[Z”g}c(xt,Vl(xt),nt)||2]

(15)

T

<6ZIE[% +41E[Zm (@) = f@e4))] +ED me(2L — me) w1 — o]
t=1

W.lo.g., we can assume f(a:o) = 0and n1 > no > 0, since they are artefacts in the analysis. The second
term of the upper bound above can be rewritten into

T T
> ne(f(@e) = fl@egr)) =mf(xo) — nof(@rer) + >0 — ne1)f ()
t=1 t=1

T

<R (e —mi-1) (16)
t=1

<Rnr

<4X?R? 2,

< + 622 nr

where the first inequality follows from f(xzo) = 0, ¢ > mt—1, f(x¢) > 0 and the last line uses the
Holder’s inequality. Using the definition of 77, we have

L o n? 2 1
16)\277T S16A2 ZAS s||w5+1 _st + E

T

1

<o D NGk (s dim)ll + 5 a7
t=1

T
1 1
§ ;ngc xt, Vi(ze), me)|l + < ;Ut t16

Next, we define the index

b min{l <t <T|np: > L}, if{1<t<Tlqp >2L}#0
0= T, otherwise.
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Then, the third term in (I3) can be bounded by

T
> 2L = me) w1 — @

t=1
to—1 T

= > m@L—no)llwerr =zl + D me2L — ne)l[wes1 — e
t=1 t=t,

" amllees — z?
ZQLZ tNt || Tt+1 t

t=1 at
to—1
_2V2L R nEllwe 1 — @e]?
T 2D R leen -l + 2
to—1

nllwers — a2

=1 /S 202llzagt — oo ]12 + 8y2a2D?

<8LD (18)

T llwe —a?
<8LD > t
=T PaRlra — 2
to—1
<I6LD, | > n2a||lzeyr — x4
t=1
<16LD(aty—1 + 2nDagy—1)
16LD

<

(1 +2Dn)ny—1

32L2D
n

< (1+2Dn),

where we use the assumption nD > % for the first inequality, apply [49, lemma 6] for the third inequality
and the rest inequalities follow from the assumptions on A¢,D and 7, —1. Combining (T3), (I6), (T7) and

(I8), we have

T
E[ |Gk (s, Vi(t), ne) %]
=t (19)

T
1 64L2D
<13 Elo7] + 5+ 32)\2R?) + T(l +2Dn).

t=1

2
For simplicity and w.l.0.g., we can assume A2 R? > % Define C' = 33\2R? + %(1 + 2Dn), we
obtain the claimed result. m}
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A.3 Proof of Theorem[3.2]
Proof (Proof of Theorem[3.2) From the smoothness of L, it follows

Ne+1f(wet1) — f(zt)

Lni41
M1 (VU(we), @er1 — @) + N1 (@es1) — ner1r(@e) + —oh loery — ae|?
Lna?
<ne(VI(@e), v — @) + 0e(r(ve) — 1(0)) + ok log — |2
20141
Lna? 2
<ne(Vo(ve) — Vd(xe), ot — ve) + ne(Vi(we) — de,ve — @) + llve — ¢l
200041
Lna?
< — fllor — @el® + me(Vi(@e) — diyvr — @0) + oo oy — |2
2041
2 2 2
T — U Lna
< = lloe — wol? + o + TEMZ el Lmag
4 20(15_‘_1
Lnai  nf

2
—_— Vt — T
Soris 4 Mve — ||,

n?

=- é”vt — x>+ of + (
where the first inequality uses the L-smoothness of [, the second inequality follows from the update rule
and the convexity of r, the third inequality follows from the optimality condition of the update rule, the
fourth inequality is obtained from the strong convexity of ¢, and the fifth line follows from the definition of
dual norm. Rearranging and adding up from 1 to 7', we obtain

T
0<> mes1(f(mer1) = flae))

t=1
T
Lna? 2
+ — — —)||v¢ — ¢ (20)
St = Tl il

T 2 T

=0 o= wl? + Y 0
t=1 t=1

Next, since {7 } is monotone increasing and f and takes values from [0, R], we can further upper bound
the first term of (Z0) by

T
nY i (f(@e) = f(ze41))
t=1

T
=n>_ f(ze) (g1 — ar) + aanf(z1) — arpinf(zrir)
t=1
T
<ny_ f(@i)(ars1 —ar) + Ry
=1
T
<Rn>» (att1 —at) + Ry
=1

<Rnari1 + Rn.

where the first and second inequalities use assumptionEL the third inequality follows from the mono-
tonicity of {c}, and the last inequality follows from the Holder’s inequality. W.l.0.g, we can assume
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ST a2X2||lvg — @¢]|2 > 1. Thus, we obtain

T T

1
D i1 (f(ze) — fweg1)) RPN + R+ 1 > ntllve — x| @n
t=1 t=1

To bound the second term of (20), we define the index

b - max{l <t < T|n+1 < 2L}, if{1<t<T|pq1 <2L}#0
T, otherwise.

Since {n; } is increasing, we have

T

L 2 2
SO Ty gy
—1 2at+1 4
to 2 2 T 2 2
Lna Lna
=S OGS My P+ S (R Ty, — gy
t—1 2041 4 t=tod1 200041 4
to
Ln ag
=5 Zat llve — 24|
t=1
t
<L - n*af |[ve — a||?
2 /T 02l — w2 @)
LS oA -l
R et t L a2X2||vs — z6][2
s=1""s""'s

L |&
<D e lor — @]

t=1

< Lo

ST

<2L2
S

Combining 20), (2I) and (22) we obtain
1602 & L
0 <8R2A2 + 8Ry + R 23 G (e, de,ne) |2 +8 oF.
t=1 t=1

From the Lipschitz continuity of G (z, -, 1) [27, lemma 6.4], we have
T T T
D NGk (e, VUze),me) |* < 2 1Ok (e, de,me) > + 2 o7
t=1 t=1 t=1
Combining the inequalities above and rearranging and taking the average, we have
T

16L2
D NGk (@e, Vi(ze), me)[|* < 8R*A* + 8Rn + 2
t=1

T
+10) o7,
t=1

which is the claimed result. m}
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A.4 Proof of Lemmal[3.1]

Proof (Proof of Lemma From the M-smoothness of ||-||?, it follows
M
llz +ylI* < ll2l® + (g, y) + §||y||27 (23)

for all z,y € X and g € 9||-||?(x). Next, let X and Y be independent random vectors in X with
E[X] = E[Y] = 0. Using 23), we have

E[IX +Y|1*] <E[IX|I*] + El(gx,Y)] + %JE[IIYIIQ]
=E[|IX|1*] + (Elgx]. E[Y]) + %E[IIYIIQ] @4

=E[IXIP]+ S EYIP,

Note that X1 — 4, . .. , Xm — p are i.i.d. random variables with zero mean. Combining @4) with a simple
induction on m, we obtain

m m—1
B> (Xi —w|I?] <E[| D (Xi — ]+ %E[lle —ul?]
i=1 i=1

m—1 M (25)
<E[| Y (X — w)l*1 + 5‘72
i=1
<@o‘2
-2
The desired result is obtained by dividing both sides by m?. [}
A.5 Proof of Lemmal[3.2]
Proof (Proof of Lemma Let Vi, (x) be as defined in (), then we have
1Vl (z) — Vi(z)]|«
0
=[Eul= (o + vu) = Uz))u] - Vi(@)]|.
1)
=—|Eu[(l(z + vu) — l(z) — (Vi(z), vu))u]l« 26)
v

SgEu[(l(ﬂﬁ +vu) — () = (Vi(z), vu))|[ul]«]

SvC2L

<
2

Eu[]|uZ]
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where the second equality follows from the assumptionEl the third line uses the Jensen’s inequality and the
last line follows the L smoothness of [. Next, we have

Eu[llgo (23 €)II2]
52 2 2
=Eu 5 1U@ +vus€) — Ua; O [lulld]

2
:%Eu[(l(w + v €) — U(x;€) — (VI(m; ), vu) + (Vi(x;€), vu))?||ull2]
262 2. 112 @7
gﬁﬂiu[(l(x +rvu; ) — Uz; &) — (Vi(z;€), vu))[lulli]
262 2 2
+ ﬁEu[(Vl(ﬂﬁ;f)yVW llull£]

<C4L252u2

S Eu[llull$] + 26*Eu[(Vi(z; €), u)?||ullZ],

which is the claimed result. O

A.6 Proof of Lemmal[3.3|

Proof (Proof of Lemma We clearly have E[uu "] = I. From lemmawith the constant C = \/d
and 6 = 1, it follows

d2L2p?

Elllgv (z; €)|1%,] <E[ Eullull] + 2Bu (VU3 ), u)?||ull3,]]

d?L?u?
2
i B

<E] + 2B, [(Vi(z; €), u)?]]

+ 2E[||vi(x; &)||3] (28)

d?L2v?
<

+ 4E[|Vi(z) — Vi(z; €)I3] + 4)|Vi(2)]I3

d2L212
- 2

+ 402 + 4||vi(z)|

where the second inequality uses the fact the ||u||oc < 1 and the third inequality follows from the Khintchine
inequality. The variance is controlled by

Elllgu (23 €) — Vi (2)|13]
<2E[llgv (23 €)lI30] + 211 VL (2) 1

<VdPL? + 8([|VI(2) |13 + o) + 2||Vi(2)|1% + 2] Vi(z) — Vi (@)%
2 7272 2 2 2 v2d°L? @
SvRd"LT 4+ 8([Vi(@) 12 +07) + 2] Vi@)lls +
3v2d2 L2
<———— + 10| Vi(z)|]3 + 807,
which is the claimed result. [}

A.7 Proof of Lemmal[3.4]

Proof (Proof of Lemma We first show that each component of ¢ is twice continuously differentiable.
Definey : R — R:z — (|z] + é) In(d|z| 4+ 1) — |z|. It is straightforward that ¢ is differentiable at
z # 0 with

W'(z) = In(d|z| + 1) sgn(z).
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For any h € R, we have
1
$(0+R) = (0) =(|h| + —) In(d|h] + 1) — |h|
1
<(Ihl + =)dlh| = ||
=dh?,
where the first inequality uses the fact In z < « — 1. Furthermore, we have

Y0+ h) = (0) =(h] + ) In(dlhl +1) - |4

1., 1A
>(|h| + = — |k
(h] d)(‘hH%) Al
207
where the first inequality uses the farc Inx > 1 — % Thus, we have
o< YOEN =) _
h
for h > 0 and
0+ h)—¢(0
i< POEN =0 g
for h < 0, from which it follows limy, o 2= — o_Similarly, we have for - # 0
1
P () = :
|| + 5

Let h # 0, then we have
W/(0+h) —4/(0) _ In(d|h| + 1)sgn(h) _ In(d|h| + 1)
h - h - || '
From the inequalities of the logarithm, it follows
/ !
L _YO+h-vO
[Rl + 5 h

Thus, we obtain 1)’/ (0) = d. Since v is twice continuously differentiable with ¢’/ (z) > 0 forall z € R,
¢ is strictly convex, and we have, for all z,y € R?, there is a ¢ € [0, 1] such that

1

$(y) — ¢lz) =Vo(z)(y — +Z lcwr(l_c)ymé(xi—yz-)?. (30)

For all v € R?, we have

>

— lexi + 1—c)y1\+d

1
Zdj v2 S (Jewi + (1= o)yi| + 4)
= lexi + (1= il + g T, (lews + (1 — o)yl + 3)

! (Z\ vil)? @n

>
S (lewi + (1= eyl + d)

d 2

1
Z all + (=)l + 1 Z' i

1 2
= vl
max{||z|l1, [yll1} +1
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where the first inequality follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Combining (30) and (3I), we obtain
the claimed result. O

A.8 Proof of Theorem[3.3]

Proof (Proof of Theorem@) First, assume w.l.o.g. d > e. Then, for p = 21nd, the squared p norm is
2p — 2 strongly smooth [44]. Define

1
gti = ;(l(xt +vug,5;6e,5) — Lot &¢,5))ue, -
Clearly, g¢,1, - . ., gt,m are unbiased estimation of Vi, (z¢). It follow from lemmaand lemmathat

Eflde — Viu () ]13] <Elllde — Vi (21)]]

2Ilnd — 1
<——— maxE[|lgr,s — Viu(z0)]|2]
m %
e(2lnd —1
<CCMAZD) Bl — L ()]
m 1
e(2lnd — 1)  3v2d?L?
< ~ )¢ S 101703 + 80%).

Using lemma[3.3]and the distribution of u, we obtain
2 d2 L2

14
198 (@0) = i)l < 2

Form > 2e(2Ind — 1), we have

E[llde — Vi(2t)||3] <2E[llde — Vi (20)l|35] + 2E[| Vi (2¢) — Vi(2¢)]|3]
<e(21nd— 1)

(20| Vl(xe) |3 + 1602) 4 202d2 L2

2L2 (32)

2e(2Ilnd — 1
M(lgcﬂ +802) + -
m

2¢(2lnd — 1)
- mT
where the last inequality follows from m = 2Te(2Ind — 1).
Next, we analyse constant stepsizes. Note that the potential function defined in () is

(10G? 4 802 +2L2).

o1 +1 strongly

convex W.r.t. to ||-||1. Our algorithm can be considered as a mirror descent with a distance-generating
function given by (D + 1)¢, stepsizes ;5 = 2L. Applying propo%ltlonwnh stepsizes 2L, we have

E[|Gx (27, Vi(z+), nr)IIF] < ;ZE[U?H* (F(z1) — F7)

2e(2Ind — 1
</ 2Cmd=) 6y L grR),
mT

where we define V' = 10G? 4 802 + 2L2. To analyze the adaptive stepsizes, lemmacan be applied
with distance generating function (D + 1)¢, stepsizes and

(33)

at
D41
1

max{||z¢||1, lzer1lli}+1°

At =
It holds clearly 0 < n = T < A¢ £ 1 = . Then we obtain

T
2e(2lnd—-1) C

E[— vl <1gvy ez 2 34

EOCEERIARAIH nisb L g G4

where we define C = 33R? + 192L2D(D + 1). O
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A.9 Proof of Theorem [3.4]

Proof (Proof of Theorem[3.4) Using the same argument in the proof of theorem 3.3} we have

2e(2Ind — 1
E[||d: — vi(z)||%] < %(1002 + 802 +2L?). (35)
Next, theoremcan be applied with distance generating function (D + 1)¢, stepsizes Do‘_'fl and
1
At = .
max{|[z¢[[1, [lve]l1} 41
Setting 0 < n = ﬁ < At <1 = ), we obtain
2¢(2lnd — 1 C
Bl (o, 91(ar),m) 3] < 10v/ 22D L C (36)
mT T
where we define C = 8R? + 8R + 16L2(D + 1)2 and V = 10G? + 802 + 2L2. ]

A.10 Proof of Lemma 1]

Proof (ProofofLemma First, define z¢ = v¢ (gt — pe) + (1 — v¢)(g¢ — me — pe + pe—1). We can
upper bound E[||ez]|2] as follows

Elllecl|2] =Elllge + (1 —v¢)(de—1 — me) — pe|?]

=E[[lz + (1 = y)er—1ll3]

M 37
<E[(1 = et 2 + ampyery22) + -2l en

M
<E[l|(1 = ve)ee—1l17] + E[{w(1—ny)e, - 2)] + ?E[llztllfl,
where u(1_,)e, , € A|I'12((1 — ~¢)et—1). From the tower rule, we have

El{u(1—yy)e,1s26)] EE{w1—q,)e, s 20 |di—1]]
=E[(w(1—~y)e,_ 1 El2t|dt—1])]
=0.

Thus, we can further rewrite (37) as

Ellel2) <E{I(1 ~ ve)ee1 2]+ S Ellz2)

<E[|(1 = ye)er—1 1] + ME[||lre(g¢ — pe)|I7]
+ ME[||(1 = 72)(ge — me — pr + pe—1)]|3]

<E(|(1 = ye)er—112] + ME[|[7 (g — p)||?] G
+ ME[||(1 = 7¢)(g¢ — me¢ — Elge|de—1] + E[m|de—1])[|3]

<E[|(1 = ye)es—117] + ME[||ye(ge — pe)|I7]
+ 2ME[||(1 = 7¢)(g¢ — me)|I7]
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where the last inequality follows from the Jensen’s inequality. Dividing both sides of (38) by 2v¢ — wf and
rearranging, we obtain

_ My
Elllec—1117] <(2ve —77) " Elllec—1llZ — llelIZ] + f%E[HQt — pell?]

2
2M (1 —v)?
————5Elllge — me13]
27t =3
2M (1 —v)?
ﬁE[Hﬂt - um\li] (39)
Yt — V¢
(7t + 1)? M
=TE[HEt71H3 — lleell¥] + —Elllge — pell?]
Tt Tt
M(re —1)?
+ 0 = g, — o),
Tt
2
where we set ¢ = ﬁ W.l.o.g. we assume €y = 0 and % > 1. Summing up @9) from 1 to 7T,

we obtain
T T
(e +1)2
E[ llec—1ll2] <E[> 47(\\&71\\3 — lleel?)]
Tt
t=1 t=1
T
M
+ 5 Mgl — el (40)
=1 Tt
T
M (e — 1)2 2
2 ) gge — .
+ Z o [llge — mell5]
t=1
The first team of (0) can be rewritten into

T Ty 2
B3 L e 2 - el

t=1
+1)2 12
:(7147)E[H60H*] D ]
71 4TT
3 41)
(e + 12 (re—1 + 1)
+;( 47y FE JE[[lec—11l+]

T +1)2 _ (Te—1 +1)2
ATy ATy

.
< —Eflerfld] + S ( JE[let—114];
t=2

2 2
where the second inequality uses the assumption ||€o||« = 0 and % > 1.Forme = (1 +~t3), we
(re+1)? _ (Te—1+1)?

4Ty ATy _q
fact v < 1, we have

2
< i(n — 7¢—1). Using the concavity of z i(l + z)3 and the

clearly have

_r
(1+1ty)3

(14713 < <

(42)

=
| =
|

1 2
Latae i -
for all ¢. Combining (@0),@I) and [@2), we obtain,
T T T
6M 3M(r —1)?
ED> lletll2] <> ——Elllge — mell2] + > —————E[llg: — me||Z],
t=1 1= Ot t=1 57¢

which is the claimed result. m}
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A.11 Proof of Theorem 4.1]

Proof (ProofofTheorem First of all, {cv } is an increasing sequence. Using a similar argument as the
proof of BT} we have

0 <Rnar41+ Rn

T
Lna? 2
+ DG = o — a2
o1 2o 4 “3)

T 2

T
=7 o= wel]? + Y 0
t=1 t=1

Using the definition of the step size, we have

5 T
Rnary1 <RPAN?Bry + LQ D BT llme — vel|” + !
9N =

E’
<R*N\Briq + U iﬁtkfafllwz —uel|” + i @4
4)\2 = 4)\2
T
<R2N!TS + - ;Hg;c (mt,de,me)||* + 4A27

Since B¢ > 1, we use the same argument as the proof of lemmam and obtain

Lna? 212
Z( LA —>||vz —a? < T 45)
2004 n

Combining @3), @4) and {3), we obtain

T T 2
E[> Gk (e, Vi(ze),me)lIP) < E[2 Y [IGxc(we,de,me) 1> +2 o7
t=1 t=1

t=1
32L2
<16R2N2TS + )\— +16Rn + (46)
T T
+18E[Y o] —E[2) |Gk (we, de,me) |17
t=1 t=1
Next, combining lemma @), the assumptions on g¢, m¢, and u¢, we obtain,
T T T
E[Y lloel2] <2E[Y lleell] + 2E>_[I9i(we) — pellZ]
t=1 t=1 t=1
12MU 1 6C1 M (1 — 1)2 5
— — = F — T 47
=— ;Ttﬂ-; 5 [zt — zt—1]|*] @7

T
6MCsy (1t — 1)? _
+ > +27T5.
5 = Tt

For v = (1 + ~t) % we apply [31} lemma 3] and obatin

1 12M52 I - 36M&2T5
— 2 = 2 :
5 Om 5 3 (t)s 5y3



32 Weijia Shao, Fikret Sivrikaya, Sahin Albayrak

To bound the second term, we define the index

601M(’Tt — 1)2

to = max({1 <t < T| 5
Tt

1
> SnE}u{o}).
Then we have

t
ZO: SCLM(r = 1)7 lze — ze—1|?
=1 5Tt

t
<GC’1M(770 —-1) 20: a?||zy — -1 |2
B 5V/Tto = i a2los — a2 + 1

to—1

_6C1M (1 — 1) oa%Hvt —x¢||?

5Tt t=2 22:1 a?llvs — zs||2 + 1

to—1

6C1 M (7, — 1

<M =1 S o —al? +1)

v = 8)

SGClM(TtO — 1) ln af
5/Tto 0
_6C M (rr —1) Ny
- 57T n?
L6C1M(rr — 1) | 54Cy M (tp — 1)2
n
- 57T 51211
6C1 MTS  54C, MT3
S In ’
5 52

where the first inequality uses the definition of a, the second inequality uses [49) lemma 6], the third
inequality uses the fact that 8¢, > 1 and the fourth inequality follows from the definition of the index to.
We also have

T 601 M(r — 1)2 )
Y llwt — @

5Ty

&

=to+1

T 2
<Y Mgy — a2
- 9

"72 1
= > ol —wal? 49)

T 2
<S T gy — g
- 9

Il
NNl

[~
Q
a

g
q&.

&

F
s
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Combining {@6),@7), @S) and {@9), we obtain

T
E[Y NGk (@e, Vi(e),me) %]
t=1

32L2
772

4 2
<16R2A2T3 + % +16Rn +

1 5 (50)
N 648M&2T3  108MCoT'3

57% 5

+ 36T

108C, MT3 | 340 MT3
n )
5 5n2

which is the claimed result. m}

A.12 Proof of Lemma .2

Proof (Proof of Lemma-2) Using the same argument as the proof of lemma|[3.2} we have

Eulllgy (5 €,u) — gu (y; € w)|12]
52
=E,]

“Sl(@+vui§) = U@ &) = Uy + vus ) + Uy; ) |ull?]

362 o o
STQEu[(l(w +ru;§) — Uz; &) — (Vi(w;§), vu))”||ull5]

. (51
+ 2R + ) — 1053 ©) — (V1) v 2]

362 20112
+ o Bul(Vi(z;€) = Vi(y: ©), vu)~flulli]

<3C4L262y2

< 1 Eul|ull$] + 36%Eu [(Vi(z; €) — Vi(y; ), w)?||ullZ],

which is the claimed result. O

A.13 Proof of Theorem 4.2

Proof (Proof of Theorem[d2)) First, applying lemma[3.1] we obtain

T T
ED lleelZe] <E[Y llecll3]
t=1 t=1

T

6(41lnd — 2) )
<N 22T Y RMg —
<3 g Ella - )

3(4lnd — 2 —1)2
by S = D gy, — 2 (52)
t—1 5Tt

o

T

6e(4lnd — 2) 2
< - F _
<Xy Ellee — pll]

T
n Z 3e(4Ilnd — 2) (1t — 1)2IE

5Tt

2
[llge — me|I5]
t=1



34 Weijia Shao, Fikret Sivrikaya, Sahin Albayrak

for p = 2In d. Next applying Using the same argument in the proof of theorem@ we have

Eflge — Vi (21)3] <

Se(21nd— 1)

2Ind — 1
%(mnwm)ug +802)

(10G? + 852).

Using lemmawith v < dilT_%, we have

Elllge — me||3]

m

1
:]E[“E > (v (@3 6isuei) — go(@i—1; 610, ue,))||2]

i—1
< miaXE[H(gu(It; Erisuni) — gu(Te—15 &0 )| 2]

3d21212
< BBV &) — Vi(we-1:€0)]13]

4
3L2T" 3
< 3Ll — e ]

(53)

(54)

Applying lemma withy < d=1T~ 3 , we obtain || V1, (x:) — Vi(zs)||2, < 2L2T~ 3. Finally, we can
apply theorem{4.2|with 2 < <Z19=1) (10G2 1 852), 5 < 2L2T~ 5, M = e(4Ind—2), C; = 3L2

and C2 = %LZT -3 . Together with the choice of hyperparameters, we obtain
T
E[> NGk (e, Vi(ze),me) 7]
t=1
<16R2TS + 4+ 16R + 32L%(D + 1)?
| 6486%(4Ind —2)2(5G2 + 402)T3 , 192¢(2Ind - 1)L2T3

1
5m3 5
1 2
648L%e(2Ind — 1)T'5 . 324(D + 1)2L%e(2Ind — 1)T'3
+T2L2T3 + o2nd — VT3 | 324D +1)7L7e(2Ind — VT3
5 5
We obtain the desired result by uniformly and randomly sampling 7 from 1,...,7T.

B Efficient Implementation for Elastic Net Regularisation

We consider the following updating rule
* 9
vrt1 = V" (Vo(ae) = )
Nt
wi+1 = argminr(z) + 7By (T, yi+1)-
ze
It is easy to verify
1 1
(V™ (0)): = ( exp(l6:]) — =) sgn(8s).

d
Furthermore, (33) is equivalent to the mirror descent update (I) due to the relation

1 =argminr(z) + 9By (@, ye41)
zeK

= argerilcin (@) + nep(z) — (M VP(yet1), )
=argminr(z) +m¢(@) — (M Ve(wt) = ¢, 7)
e

=argmin(g¢, x) + r(x) + neBy(x, T4).
ze

(55)
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Next, We consider the setting of £ = R% and r(z) = 1 ||z||1 + 22 ||||3. The minimiser of

r(x) +neBgy (2, yt+1)

in R? can be simply obtained by setting the subgradient to 0. For In(d|y;,¢+1| + 1) < 77:?»1 , we set

x;,¢4+1 = 0. Otherwise, the 0 subgradient implies sgn(x; ¢4+1) = sgn(ys,¢41) and |z; 1] given by the
root of

1 2
In(dlyi,e+1] 4 1) = In(d|z;,e41| + 1) + % + %|$i,t+1|
t 't

fori = 1,...,d. For simplicity, we set a = %, b= :}—f and ¢ = :}—1 — In(d|y;,t+1] + 1). It can be
verified that |z; ;1] is given by
1
|i,e41] = gWo(ab exp(ab—c¢)) —a, (56)

where Wy is the principle branch of the Lambert function and can be well approximated [20]]. For v2 = 0,
i.e. the ¢1 regularised problem, |x; ¢4 1| has the closed form solution

1 1
i1l = G exp(inlys, il +1) = ) = 2. (57)

The implementation is described in Algorithm@

Algorithm 4 Solving min, cga(gs, ) + r(z) + By (z, z1)

fori=1,...,ddo v
Zi1 = In(dlzie| + 1) sgn(wi,e) — %
Yie41 = (S exp(lzi,e41]) — 4) sen(zie41)
if ln(d|yi7t+1| + 1) S % then

Tt+41,i +~—0
else

b+ 22
nt

C 4 771 = In(dlyt+1,:] + 1)

Tig1,i %Wg(ab exp(ab—c)) —a
end if
end for
Return x4 41

B.1 Impact of the Choice of Stepsizes of PGD and Acc-ZOM

B.2 Zoomed-in Comparison of Proposed Algorithms
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