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Stochastic Bregman Proximal Gradient Method Revisited:
Kernel Conditioning and Painless Variance Reduction

Junyu Zhang*

Abstract

We investigate Bregman proximal gradient (BPG) methods for solving nonconvex composite
stochastic optimization problems. Instead of the standard gradient Lipschitz continuity (GLC)
assumption, the objective function ¥ only satisfies a smooth-adaptability assumption w.r.t. some
kernel function h. First, an in-depth analysis of the stationarity measure is made in this paper,
where we reveal an interesting fact that the widely adopted Bregman proximal gradient mapping
gg, »(+) in the existing works may not correctly depict the near-stationarity of the solutions. Denote
O¥ the limiting Fréchet subdifferential of ¥, we show that |G}, (-)|| can be much smaller than
dist(0, 0¥ (-)) (or [|[V¥(-)|| for differentiable ¥). In some counterexamples with unbounded level set,
one may even observe G , (zx) — 0 while having dist(0, 9% (zx)) =Q(1). To resolve this issue, a new
Bregman proximal gradient mapping D}, () satisfying || D} ()| = ©(dist(0,0¥(+))) is proposed
and analyzed in this paper. Second, a thorough analysis is made on the sample complexities of the
stochastic Bregman proximal gradient methods. As gé‘y »(+) is still widely adopted in the literature
and it makes sense for problems with bounded level set, both the old and new gradient mappings
are analyzed. Note that the absence of GLC disables the standard analysis of the stochastic
variance reduction techniques, existing stochastic BPG methods only obtain an O(e™?) sample
complexity to make E[||G} ,(-)||*] < e. In this paper, we show that such a limitation in the existing
analyses mainly comes from the insufficient exploitation of the kernel’s properties. By proposing a
new kernel-conditioning regularity assumption on the kernel h, we show that a simple epoch bound
mechanism is enough to enable all the existing variance reduction techniques for stochastic BPG
methods. Combined with a novel probabilistic argument, we show that there is a high probability
event A conditioning on which O(y/ne™') samples are required to guarantee E[||G} ,(")|||A] < €
for the finite-sum stochastic setting. Moreover, with a novel adaptive step size control mechanism,
we also show that O(y/nLu(X.)e ") samples are needed to guarantee ||Dj ,,(-)[|* < e with high
probability, where L (X.) denotes the Lipschitz constant of the kernel h in some compact set Xe.
Although Lj(X:) may introduce additional e-dependence for problems with unbounded level set,
it is a provably tight characterization of the worst case complexity.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider the composite stochastic nonconvex optimization problem

min ¥(z) = f(x) + ¢(z), (1)

r€R4

where ¢(z) is a convex but possibly non-differentiable function, while f(x) is a nonconvex and contin-
1

uously differentiable function that may take the form of a finite sum f(x) = = %" | fi(x) or a general
expectation f(z) = E¢ [fe(x)]. In particular, we consider the problem class where the gradient Vf is
not globally Lipschitz continuous. With various applications to optimizing log-determinant of Fisher
information matrix [21], quadratic inverse problem [4] multi-layer neural networks [32, 9], etc., this
problem setting has drawn increasing interest recently.

For standard nonconvex optimization problem where f has a globally Lipschitz continuous gra-
dient, both the lower and upper bounds of the first-order methods are well-understood under both
deterministic and stochastic settings. Define the proximal operator and the gradient mapping as

prox, 4(v) := argmin ¢(x) + %Hx —v|* and Gj(z) = ’ proxw(;c AV/ (@) . (2)
z€R4
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In terms of the squared gradient mapping HGQ()HQ, a standard proximal gradient method achieves
the O(1/T) convergence rate [3], which is provably optimal [6]. For stochastic optimization setting,
to obtain an e-stationary point Z such that E[HG;\)(Q’C)HQ] < ¢, the stochastic variance reduced methods
achieved O(y/ne~1) [38, 35] and O(e~15) [14, 35, 7] sample complexities have been derived for finite sum
and general expectation settings, respectively, both of which have matched the information theoretic
lower bounds [1, 41]. However, these results exclusively rely on the gradient Lipschitz continuity of
the differentiable component f, without which all the above results would fail.

To address the difficulty due to the absence of the globally Lipschitz continuous gradient, several
works proposed the notion of the smooth adaptability (smad) [2, 4], or equivalently, relative smoothness
[30], which allows f to behave smoothly relative to the geometry introduced by the Bregman divergence
of some kernel function h. Based on this condition, a generalized descent lemma has been established
[2], and a Bregman proximal gradient (BPG) method has been proposed:

Ty = Tg,h (xk, Vf(ask)) with T%h(x, v) = argmdin y v+ d(y) + A\ Dy (y, x), (3)
yeR

where Dj,(y,z) := h(y) — Vh(z)" (y — ) — h(z) stands for the Bregman divergence induced by h. As
suggested by [4, Section 4.1], a generalization to the gradient mapping (2) can be defined as

xr — A x X
63 (2) i T Torl 0 VI@) @)

which we call a Bregman proximal gradient mapping. Then in terms of |G (-)||?, an O(1/T) conver-
gence can again be achieved by the BPG method [4], as well as its several variants [36, 28, 16, 17, 31, 27].
Under such a stationarity measure, the current results seemingly recovers the optimal O(1/T) con-
vergence of standard nonconvex optimization with Lipschitz continuous gradients.

On contrary to the deterministic setting, when randomness meets the nonconvex optimization
problems that do not have Lipschitz continuous gradients, only a suboptimal O(e~2) sample complexity
has been derived for general expectation setting [8, 9], where [8] introduced a general majorization
minimization approach and [9] considered a stochastic BPG with momentum updates. For the finite
sum stochastic setting with n component functions, [26] proposed a Finito/MISO type variance reduced
BPG type method. However, only asymptotic convergence is provided and no clear dependence on 7 is
discussed. With additional strong convexity assumption, [26] further derived a linear convergence rate
while still suffering a suboptimal O(n) dependence on the component functions. Neither of the two
settings have achieved the desirable O(e~1®) or O(y/ne~!) complexity for variance reduced method.
The key difficulty that prevents the existing results from exploiting the variance reduction techniques
lies in the following dilemma: the current stochastic variance reduced methods explicitly require the
gradient Lipschitz constant, while the considered problem class prevents such knowledge. As a result,
a very natural question arises:

Q-1. For nonconvex composite stochastic optimization problems with general expectation
or finite-sum structures, under the smooth adaptability assumption, is it possible to make
the squared Bregman gradient mapping e-small (in expectation or with high probability)
with an O(e~1%) or O(y/ne~!) sample complexity? If possible, then what is the condition
that facilitates such improvements?

To resolve this issue, we introduce a new kernel conditioning regularity assumption on the kernel func-
tion h, which has been overlooked in the existing the literature. Based on this condition, we introduce
a simple mechanism that facilitates the analysis of most existing variance reduction techniques. Via
a novel probabilistic analysis, we prove that there exists a high probability event A, conditioning on
which the proposed methods output a point Z such that ]E[||ggh(§:)||2|A] < € within O(e!%) or
O(y/ne~t) samples for general expectation or finite sum settings, respectively.

Based on the above discussion, it seems that for both finite sum and general expectation settings,
the variance reduced BPG type methods recover the optimal sample complexity of their counterparts
for optimization problems with Lipschitz gradient. But is this claim really true? Recall that in our
previous comment for deterministic setting, we also emphasized that the BPG methods only seemingly
recovers the convergence rate of the optimal methods in problems with Lipschitz gradient. The reason
for bringing up this doubt roots in the mismatch in the stationary measures: HG@() | and Hggh()H?



Although existing works argue that Q$7h(~) recovers Gé() when h(-) = (1/2)|| - ||, it remains skeptical
whether the two quantities are comparable for general kernel function h. This is the second question
that we would like to address in this paper:

Q-2. Is the Bregman gradient mapping gq’}’ »(+) an appropriate stationarity measure? If not,
then which new quantity is suitable for measuring the convergence of BPG type methods
and how can we analyze the convergence under this quantity?

Our answer to the qualification of gg;’h() is mixed. When the objective function is has bounded
level set and the level set is not too large compared to the distance between the initial point and the
obtained e-stationary point, then (a scaled version of) Q$7h(~) can be a suitable measure of station-
arity. However, when the problem has an extremely large or even unbounded level set, using QQ);, n()
to quantify convergence can be questionable. Suppose the component ¢ = 0 so that problem (1)
becomes differentiable, then Gé() = Vf(-) = VU(:) recovered the standard stationarity measure for
differentiable nonconvex optimization problems. However, depending on where the decision variable z
locates, the squared Bregman gradient mapping ||g(§;h(1’)||2 can be much smaller than || V¥(z)||?. For
a counterexample with unbounded level set and objective value in this paper, one may even observe
||gq’}7h(a:k)||2 — 0 while |[V¥(x)||? = 1. Therefore, to depict the general convergence behavior of the
Bregman proximal gradient method and the stationarity of the output solution, we propose a new
Bregman proximal gradient mapping

Vh(zx) — Vh(T}, (z,Vf(z
D3 (0) = T VT 9T 0) 5

It can be verified that D}, () = V¥(-) when ¢ = 0. For general convex non-differentiable ¢, we
show that ||D2h()|| shares the same magnitude of the standard stationarity measure dist(0,0W(-)),
where OW(-) denotes the set of limiting Fréchet subdifferential of ¥. Denote Levy := {x € R? :
U(z) < W(xg)} the level set of the objective function and denote L, (X) the Lipschitz constant of
Vh in the compact set X'. We show that the standard Bregman proximal gradient method with
a novel adaptive step size control mechanism can find some Z s.t. ||’D§)‘h(9’c)||2 < € in a compact
region X, := Levy N B(zg, Rc), where B(xg, R.) stands for an L-2 ball with center zy and radius
R, = O(ﬁ) Consequently, regardless of the potential unboundedness of the level set Levg, in the

deterministic setting, we can guarantee an O(Ly, (X, )e~!) iteration complexity for the proposed method.
Although Lj,(X,) may bring in additional e-dependence when Lev is unbounded, we have constructed
hard instance to show that such a dependence is tight and inevitable for Bregman proximal gradient
methods. By carefully constructing the adaptive step size rules, we extend the above analysis to
the stochastic setting and prove an O(\/ﬁLh(Xe)efl) sample complexity for the finite-sum stochastic
setting. As the extension to general expectation setting may require additional light-tail assumptions
on the stochastic gradient estimators, we decide to skip this case in our paper.

Other related works. In this paragraph, we review a few works on convex optimization without
globally Lipschitz gradients, which are related but not closely related to our paper. First, within
the scope of BPG type methods, [30, 2] were concurrently the first to propose the notion of relative
smoothness (or smooth adaptability). They derived an O(1/T) sublinear convergence for general
convex case and a linear convergence for strongly convex case, where the O(1/T) rate for general
convex case is shown to be non-improvable by [11]. If the objective function satisfy a so-called triangle
scaling property, [21] further proposed an accelerated BPG method with improved rates. In [29, 20], the
authors discussed the sample complexity of stochastic BPG and its coordinate descent variant under
(strong) convexity, while [10] studied the stochastic variance reduced BPG method for optimizing the
average of n smooth functions and an optimal O(y/n) dependence on n has been obtained. However,
[10] relies on a very abstract technical assumption that is hard to verify and interpret. Beyond BPG
type methods, [18, 19] proposed a radial reformulation that transforms a convex function without
Lipschitz gradient to an equivalent convex function with Lipschitz gradient, and [5, 13, 40] proposed
some Frank-Wolfe approaches based on additional self-concordance condition. Unlike the convex case
where various different approaches may handle the non-Lipschitz gradient, the existing results for
nonconvex optimization is rather limited. Besides the BPG approach that are already reviewed before,
[22, 39] proposed several (accelerated) gradient-based methods that require iteratively estimating the



local gradient Lipschitz constant to determine the stepsize, which cannot handle the nonsmoothness
of ¢ and the stochasticity of f.

Organization. In Section 2, we start with introduce the some basic definitions and properties of the
smooth adaptable functions, and then provide a thorough discussion on our kernel-conditioning regu-
larity assumption and the new gradient mapping. In Section 3, we discuss how the kernel-conditioning
regularity combined with a simple epoch bound mechanism can enable almost all the existing stochas-
tic variance reduction schemes and provide the sample complexity analysis for bounding ||Q$h()\|2
under different settings. In Section 4, we propose novel adaptive step size control mechanisms for both
deterministic and stochastic settings and analyze their convergence and complexities for bounding
the new Bregman proximal gradient mapping ||Dg »()||?. Finally, we compare the complexity results
under the old and new gradient mappings and then conclude the paper in Section 5.

Notations. For any set X, we denote idx(+) as the indicator function of the set. Namely, idy(x) =0
if v € X and idy(z) = 400 if © ¢ X. We denote the interior of X as int(X) and we denote the
boundary of X as 9X. We denote [n] := {1,2,--- ,n}. Because many literature use the terminology
L-smooth to denote L-Lipschitz continuity of the gradient, we will use “continuously differentiable”
instead of “smooth” to avoid confusion.

2 Preliminary: kernel conditioning and gradient mapping

2.1 Preliminary results

Before presenting the newly introduced kernel-conditioning regularity assumption and the new gradient
mapping, let us provide a brief introduction to the basic concepts and properties of smooth adaptability
and Bregman proximal gradient methods.

Assumption 2.1 (Smooth adaptability, [4]). Let f and h be twice continuously differentiable in R,
and let h be strictly convex. Then we assume [ is L-smooth adaptable to h for some positive constant
L > 0. In other words, both Lh + f and Lh — f are convex functions.

Given the twice continuous differentiability of f and h, Assumption 2.1 can be equivalently written as
—LV?h(z) 2 V2f(x) < LV?h(z), Vo € R%. (6)

As we consider the problem class where V f is not globally Lipschitz continuous, then naturally, one
would expect ||[V2f(z)| and ||[VZh(x)|| to grow unbounded as ||z|| — +o00. A particularly interesting
example that satisfies the smooth adaptability assumption is the function class with polynomially
growing Hessian, as described below.

Proposition 2.2 (Proposition 2.1, [30]). Suppose f is twice continuously differentiable function that
satisfies | V2 f(z)|| < pr(||z]|) for some r-degree polynomial p,.(-). Let L be such that p,(a) < L(1+a")
for a > 0. Then the function f is L-smooth adaptable to h(z) := §lz|* + =5 ll=["+2.

The polynomial kernel & is in fact 1-strongly convex over R?, and hence the Bregman proximal mapping
T;;’ »(+) introduced in (3) is unique and well-defined. Under smooth adaptability, a generalized descent
lemma was derived in [4], which is a key property for analyzing the BPG type algorithms.

Lemma 2.3 (Extended descent lemma, [4]). Suppose f and h satisfy Assumption 2.1 for some constant
L > 0, then for any Yo,y € R?, it holds that

Similar versions of Assumption 2.1 and Lemma 2.3 are also established in [2, 30]. Next we discuss the

regularity condition of the kernel function A that has been overlooked in the existing literature.

2.2 Kernel conditioning

The general Bregman proximal gradient method aims to solve the problem min { f(z) + ¢(z) : z € C
while requiring the kernel function h to satisfy dom(h) = C' and T{z’\,yh(x, v) C C for any z € C,v € R



In this paper, we consider the case where C' = dom(h) = R?, which is the most frequently considered
case in BPG literature [4, 9, 16, 17, 28, 32]. Note that the standard BPG update (3) requires solving
the following subproblem (after adding a few constants) in each iteration:

wp1 = T3 (2n, V(1)) = argrﬂgin Flxy) +(Vf(xp), e — zx) + ¢(x) + X Dy (@, ). (7)
z€R4

To guarantee the update zr4+1 to be well-defined, existing works typically requires h to be super-
coercive, that is h(z)/||z|| — +oo as ||z|| — +oo. For the unconstrained problem (1) considered in
this paper, such a requirement is commonly replaced by assuming h to be p-strongly convex for some
constant u > 0, see [4, 9, 16, 17, 27, 28, 31, 36] for example.

Though widely adopted by the current existing works, simply assuming h to be p-strongly convex
has many issues. First, as shown in latter sections, such regularity condition is too weak to support
the convergence of the new gradient mapping HD(’\ML()H2 Instead, it is just sufficient to analyze the
old gradient mapping ||g2 »())1%, which may fail to correctly characterize the convergence behavior
of BPG method in many situations. Second, let Apin(+) denote the minimum eigenvalue of a matrix,
practical kernel functions such as the polynomial kernels often satisfy

limsup Amin (Vzh(a:)) = +00 (8)
llzl| =00
which is much stronger than p-strong convexity. In fact, if one expect Amin (V2 f(2)) to go to —oo as
|z|]| = 400, then (6) immediately implies (8). Therefore, to fully capture the regularity conditions of
the kernel functions, we introduce the following kernel conditioning regularity assumption.

Lp(X)
Br(X)

Assumption 2.4 (Kernel-conditioning). Let X C R? be a compact set and let rp,(X) := with

pn(X) = min Amin (V2h(z)) and  Lp(X) = me Amax (V2h()).

Then there exist positive constants p, 0, /fi > 0 such that

inf pp(r) >p  and sup kn(X) < kh,
z€R X CR4:diam(X)<d

where diam(X) := sup{||z — y|| : x,y € X'} denotes the diameter of the set X.

Basically, Assumption 2.4 inherits the global p-strong convexity assumption from the existing
works. In addition, when both Apmin(V2h(2)) and Amax(V2h(z)) go to +0o, we assume the condition
number of h to be bounded for any small enough set X. Unlike the standard condition number that is
often imposed on the objective function of a convex problem, we further require a uniformly bounded
local condition number for the kernel function h, which, to the best of our knowledge, has not been
considered yet. As an example, we show that the polynomial kernel satisfies this condition.

Proposition 2.5. Let h(z) = §|z||* + =5 lzl|"** be the degree-(r+2) polynomial kernel for some

r > 1, then h is 1-strongly convex over RY. ForVa € RY, we have rp(z) <r+1. For VX C R,
1
diam(X) < — -max{l, ml)r(1||u||} = kp(X) <3r+4,
r ue

which further implies mfl =3r+4 for any 6 < 1/r.

Proof. First, by direct computation, we have V2h(z) = (||z||" +1)- I +7|z|"~2 22 . For Vr € R?, we
have Amax(V2h(z)) = (r + 1)|lz[|” + 1 and Apin(V2h(z)) = ||z||" + 1. Therefore, it is straightforward
to see that the kernel h is globally 1-strongly convex. For any x # 0,

Amax (V20(z)) _ (r+ Dlz|"+1 _ (r+ D" _

) = N m(VR@) el 41 S el

r+1.
For z = 0, k5(0) = 1. Overall, we prove that s (x) < r+1 for Vo € R Second, for any non-singleton

compact set X C R” s.t. diam(&X') <4, let y € argmax,cy ||ul| and z € argmin,, ¢y |lu|[, then

max(V2h(y) _ P+ Dllyl"+1 _ (r+ D(2ll +0)" +1
min(V2h(z)) [zm+1 =" +1

() =4



Set Iii = sup {% it > 0} , we upper bound this supremum as follows. First, if ¢ > r§, then

(r+1)(t+0)"+1 (r+1)A+6/t)" +t77
tr+1 1+t

< (r+D(+1/7)" +

-r

< 3r+4
1+t — T

where the last inequality applies the fact that (1 + 1/r)" < e < 3,Vr > 0, indicating xp,(X) < 3r +4
when diam(X) < M On the other hand, if 0 < ¢ < rd and § < 1/r, then we have

(r+1)(t+06)" +1
tm+1

<r+1)(Q+1/r)" +1<3r+4.
Combining the above two cases proves the result. O

2.3 A new Bregman proximal gradient mapping

Before discussing the appropriate definition of the gradient mapping in BPG methods, let us first
introduce a handy lemma to characterize the property of the Bregman proximal mapping Tg) »(+), and

then discuss why the existing Bregman proximal gradient mapping Q(;‘ﬁ(-) may not properly capture
the convergence behavior of BPG method. Finally, we establish a few properties of the new Bregman
proximal gradient mapping D{;"h(-) that we propose in this paper.

Lemma 2.6. For any point x € R? and any update direction direction v € R?, denote xj\' = Tf;\s,h(fv v)

the output of the Bregman proximal mapping. Denote [x, xj\'] the line segment between a:;\r and x, then
there exists a subgradient vector u € d¢(x) such that

pn ([, 2X]) - llz = 2 || < Allv + wll < Lo ([2,23]) - |2 — 211,

\/Quh([x,x:\*']) Dz, ) < Mo +u < \/2Lh([:17,xj\r]) - Dy(z},z) .

In particular, when ¢ = 0 and v = Vf(z) = ¥(z), we have pp([z,z]]) < % < Ly([z, 1)),
¢,h
I

indicating that \|ggh()||2 can be much smaller than the standard stationarity measure | V¥(-)

Proof. By the optimality condition of the subproblem z} = argmin, cga y' v+ d(y) + %Dh(y, x), we
have 0 € 0¢(z) + v+ § - V2D (y, )|,—,+- That is, there exists a vector u € 9¢(x7) such that
X

Mo +u) + (Vh(z) — Vh(z)) = 0. (9)
Then [33, Theorem 2.1.9] indicates that
pn([z,23]) - o = 2 || < IVR(2) = VR(2)]| < L ([z,23]) - o = .

Combining this bound with equation (9) proves the first inequality of Lemma 2.6. Also observe that
V2Du(y,x) = V*h(y), we have

pn([z,2{]) - I 2V Du(y,x) < Lu([z,a{]) - I for Vy € [z,27].

Combined with the fact that V,Dj(y,)|y= = 0, then [33, Theorem 2.1.5, Eq.(2.1.10)] and [33,
Theorem 2.1.10, Eq.(2.1.24)] immediately indicates

2

2
|V Dn )t |V Dn w21t

< Dh(xj,x) — Dp(z,x) <

2Ly ([v,23]) ~ 2up([r,2])
Then substituting Dy, (z,2) = 0 and A(v +u) = Vh(z) — Vh(z}) = —=V.Dp(z, ) ‘z:a;j to the above
bound proves the second inequality of Lemma 2.6. O



2.3.1 The issues of the current Bregman proximal gradient mapping Q$7h(')

Based on Lemma 2.6, we re-evaluate the qualification of g »(+) as a stationarity measure. Consider
problem (1) with =0 and f being L-smooth adaptable to h Then ¥ = f is continuously differentiable
and the most natural stationarity measure should be VU(.). In the existing analysis of the BPG
update zpy 1 = Tg7h(xk, Vf(xk)), setting A < 1/L and denoting Ay := ¥U(zg) — inf, U(z), the typical
convergence analyses in the existing works rely on establishing Zi:ol Dp(zg41,28) < I/A)‘%L, see e.g.
[4, Proposition 4.1]. Note that [|G} j,(x1)[|> = sz[lzk+1 — @[> in this case, the p-strong convexity of
h indicates an O(1/T) convergence of the squared Bregman proximal gradient mapping

2Ay 1

2

</ = — .
0<keT— 1Hg¢h( el = TuX(1—AL) O(T>

To evaluate the stationarity of BPG iterations in terms of ||[VU(-)||2, we set z = xy, 1 = Tp11,u =0

and v = Vf(z) = V¥(zx) to Lemma 2.6, then the summablility of Dy, (xk, xx+1) indicates that

T-1

2 2A
) @
E ||V\I/ Tk || < —= 2 ]; OLh xk7xk+1])Dh(xk+1,xk) < 0<Ikn<a%< 1{Lh([xk7xk+1])}>\(1 — /\L) (10)
. o _ maxo<p<r—1{Ln([Tk, Trt1])} 2Ay
— < =L : :
0<ker-1 V@l < T A1 = AL)

Hence, the actual convergence rate of |[V¥(xy)||? should also rely on the growth rate of Ly, ([xk, Tr11]),

which can be extremely bad in the worst case. We present such a worst-case instance in Example 1.

Example 1. Let r >4 be an even integer, consider min,cgz2 ¥(z) = f(x) + ¢(z), with ¢ = 0 and
fz1,20) = m + alx3, then the following arguments hold:

(1). 3L > 1 s.t. f is L-smooth adaptable to h(z) := 1|z + mHazH”z and Ly (z) = O(||z||" )

(2). For Ve < 8/r? and V|z1| > 1,22 € R, if ||[V¥(x)||* < ¢, then one must have |z1| > ( —).
(3). Let {(z%,25)} be genemted by the BPG method with some A < 1/L and (29,29) = (1, ) Then
it can be proved that =¥ / +o0o and ||V¥ (2T, 21| > Q(T d+2) vT > 0.

The proof of the claims in Example 1 is relegated to the Appendix E. For this hard instance, it
can be observed that (0, z2), Vo are all local maximum points. To minimize ¥, one would like to find
stationary points that are away from z; = 0. Suppose one starts from (1,0), then Example 1 reveals
the following issues in the current gradient mapping and analysis:

e The convergence rate of BPG method in terms of |[V¥()[|? is at most O(l/Tﬁ), which is
a significant mismatch with the O(1/T) converge rate in terms of ||ggh()||2 In other words,

Qé\h(-) does not correctly characterize the convergence behavior of BPG method.

e A second issue of the existing analysis is that solely (10) does not directly imply the convergence

of [|[V¥(zg)||?>. Indeed, Example 1 implies that Ly ([zg, zr41]) — +0o0 as k — oco. However,
maxo<p<T-— 1{Lh([rk zp41])}

the existing analysis cannot determine whether converges to 0 or not.
Instead, the existing works hide this issue by assuming the level set Levy to be compact. And
then one may upper bound all Ly, ([zg, xg+1]) with Ly (Levy).

e Let T, be the first time an e-stationary point is obtained. Then even if Levg is assumed to be
compact, Ly (Levg) can still be much larger than Ly ([zg, zk41]), for Vk < T, —1. In fact, the very
motivation for [30] to propose the notion of relative smoothness is to avoid such a pessimistic
upper bound of Lipschitz constants.

Note that the above points only question the convergence and the convergence rate of of the current
gradient mapping analysis for BPG. An additional issue is that gé"h(zk) — 0 does not necessarily
imply V¥ (z) — 0 when the problem has unbounded level set, as illustrated by Example 2.

Example 2. Let r > 4 be an even integer, consider mingeg ¥(z) := f(x) + ¢(z) with f(x) = —x and
¢(x) =0. Then f is 1/2-smooth adaptable to h(x) := %xr. Starting from xg = 0 and take A = 1, then
the BPG method (3) produces a iteration sequence with closed-form formula x) = kﬁ, k> 0. In this
case, it can be shown that |Gy, (x1)]|* = O(k*QJ”El) — 0 while VU (z) = —1.




Given this example, if the problem happens to be unbounded and the unboundedness is agnostic to
the user, then using Hg(;)\h()H2 to measure convergence may falsely report the near-stationarity of
the iterations. Therefore, introducing a new gradient mapping that can correctly characterize the
stationarity of the solutions can be crucial.

2.3.2 Properties of the new Bregman proximal gradient mapping Dé,h(')

To correctly characterize the stationarity, one should first review the properties of the Bregman prox-

imal mapping Tg’h(x, Vf(z)). With v = Vf(x) and ¢ = 0, (9) indicates that

AVf(@) + (Vh(T), (2, VF(2)) = Vh(z)) =0.
Slightly rearranging the terms yields

Vh(z) = Vh(T} ), (2, Vf(2)))
A

D) p() = = Vf(z)=VU(z).

Therefore, when encountering bad instances such as Example 2, the new gradient mapping D(?’ n()
will never falsely report the near-stationarity of solutions. A second advantage of the new gradient
mapping is that, regardless of the selection of kernel h, the new gradient mapping Dgﬁ(m) always

recovers the standard stationarity measure VU (x), while the the old gradient mapping Qg: () may
depend on h. Still consider the Example 2 with a fixed solution x = 10 and A = 1. Then direct
computation gives [|G} , (10)|| < =g, indicating [|G},(10)| < 1073 if r = 4 and |G}, (10)|| <
1079 if » = 10, which shows that improperly selecting the kernel function h may also significantly
influence the old gradient mapping.

When ¢ # 0 can be a general non-differentiable convex function, we need to further introduce the
concept of a limiting Fréchet subdifferential for a non-convex and non-differentiable function W.

Definition 2.7 (Limiting Fréchet subdifferential [25]). Let ¥ be a lower semicontinuous function that
is potentially non-convex. A vector u is said to be a Fréchet subgradient of U at x € dom(¥) if

Uz + Az) > U(x)+u' Az +o(||Az]).

The set of Fréchet subgradient of W at x is called the Fréchet subdifferential and is denoted as 5\11(33)
Then the limiting Fréchet subdifferential denoted by 0V (x) is defined as

OW(z) = {v : there 3 z;, — = and vy, € OV(xy) s.t. vp — v}.

It is known that 0¥ (-) = {V¥(-)} when ¥ is differentiable, and 9 (-) equals the set of convex
subgradients when W is convex and non-differentiable. For our considered setting where ¥ = f+¢, with
f being differentiable and ¢ being convex non-differentiable, it is known that 0¥ (-) = Vf(-) + d(-).
Then for our problem setting, the standard stationarity measure should be dist? (O, 8\11(~)), which is a
natural generalization of |[V¥(-)||? to non-differentiable problems, see e.g. [12]. Based on the notion
of limiting Fréchet subdifferential and the newly proposed kernel-conditioning regularity (Assumption
2.4), the next lemma demonstrates the ability of Dg" 1 (+) to capture the near-stationarity of solutions.

Lemma 2.8. Suppose Assumption 2.1 and 2.4 hold. For any x € R? and X > 0, if
lz =2l <6 and  |D,)]* <e

where x7 = T2, (x, Vf(x)), then dist*(0,00(z)) < (1 + LA&S e,
A ®,h A h

Proof. By (9), there exists u € d¢(x)) such that ||V f(x) + u = ||'D$h($)” < /e. On the other hand,
by Assumption 2.1, we have L¢([z,z}]) < L- Ly,([z,z}]), which further indicates that

IVf(zX) = V@)l < L-Ly([z,2}]) - [l= — )|
L - Ly([z, zX])

e, sy VR = VARG < Lk - NPSA(@)]) < LAs] v,
[P



where the second last inequality is due to Assumption 2.4. With V f (:ﬂj\r) +u€ alll(ac)f), we have

dist(0,09(z})) < |IVf(zX) +ull
< IVF@) +ull + [V f(2)) = V@)
< (L4 LX) Ve,
which proves the lemma. O

Remark 2.9. For any € > 0, suppose we say a point T is an e-stationary point if dist> (0, 8\11(:2)) <e
Then Lemma 2.8 indicates that, if ||’D$h(x)|\2 <eand ||z —zi|| <0, then o is an O(e)-stationary
point, where O(+) only hides the constant (1+LAx{)2. In contrast, for the current widely used Bregman
proximal gradient mapping, we only have

1Gon(@)> <e = dist?(0,09(x})) < (1+LN)?- Lj([z,2]]) - €
where the quantity L%([x,xi]) is unbounded over R? and hence cannot be hidden in O(-). Therefore,

having ||g<2‘h()||2 < € does not indicate the O(€)-stationarity of the solution. Moreover, for general
non-differentiable convex function ¢ # 0, taking v =V f(z) in Lemma 2.6 also yields

D31 ()l
pn([z,23]) < T2, @l < Lp([z,23]). (11)

That is, ||g$’h()|| can be much smaller than the new Bregman prozimal mapping ||D$,h()||

3 Enabling variance reduction via kernel conditioning

As discussed later in Section 5, when the level set is compact and is not too large in certain sense,
the convergence rate provided by analyzing the old Bregman proximal gradient mapping gé"h() can
still be comparable to the rate obtained by analyzing the new gradient mapping ’DQ »(+). In addition,
most existing works on BPG methods are analyzing convergence of the old gradient mapping gq@ n().
Therefore, it is still meaningful to study the convergence in terms of the old gradient mapping. In
this section, we would like to discuss how the kernel-conditioning regularity assumption can enable the
general variance reduction techniques. In particular, combined with a novel probabilistic argument,
we provide a simple epoch bound mechanism that can facilitate most episodic stochastic variance
reduction techniques such as SVRG [23], SPIDER [14], SARAH and ProxSARAH [35], etc., with
improved sample complexities.

In the following subsections, we start with a simple approach that solves the finite-sum stochastic
setting of problem (1) with large O(y/n) batches. In Section 3.1, we illustrate the basic techniques
and ideas through this approach due to its simplicity. Next, in Sections 3.2 and 3.3, we provide more
complicated improved algorithms that handle both finite-sum and general expectation settings with
arbitrary batch sizes and improved success probabilities, respectively.

3.1 Finite-sum stochastic setting with O(y/n) batch size

In this section, we consider problem (1) with f(z) = L 3", fi(x). For this setting, we adopt the
following variant of the smooth adaptability assumption.

Assumption 3.1. For each i € [n], f; is L;-smooth adaptable to h for some positive constant L; > 0.
For notational simplicity, denote L := W%Z? L2, then f is L-smooth adaptable to h.

To exploit the finite-sum structure, we propose a stochastic variance reduced BPG method with
epoch-wise bounds, as stated in Algorithm 1. In each epoch of this algorithm, based on the radius §
defined in the kernel conditioning regularity (Assumption 2.4), we impose an additional set constraint
x € X in which the kernel h has limited condition number. With this simple mechanism, one can

input any episodic variance reduced gradient estimator in place of (12). In this subsection, we use the
SARAH/Spider estimator with O(y/n) batch size for illustration.



Algorithm 1: Stochastic variance reduced BPG method with epoch bounds

=

Input: Initial point x; o, relative-smoothness constant L, epoch length 7, and step size A.

for s=1,2,3,---,5 do

Construct a set Xy O B(74,0,6/2) such that xp(Xs) < K .
1

4 //***Assumption 2.4 suggests Xy, = B (,1,‘&(,. max {,— “_,",‘j'v”lH }) for polynomial kernel***//
5 for k=0,1,2,--- ,7—1do

W N

If k == 0, compute vs0 = Vf(zs0) = 2 30, Vfi(zs0).
If & > 1, uniformly sample a mini-batch By ;, C [n] with replacement, compute
1
Vs k = VUs,k—1 + 75— Z (vff(xs,k) - vf&(xs,k—1)> . (12)
1Bs ¢eB
s,k
8 Compute the BPG update with x4 ;41 = Tg+idx ,h(ﬂCs,k:, Vs k), namely,
. 1
T k41 = argmin (vs i, ) + ¢(z) + XDh(xyxs,k> : (13)
L TEX,

9 Set 541,0 = Ts,7.

First of all, let us define the true restricted Bregman proximal gradient mapping in epoch-s as

Tsk — Lok . .
G tidnen(Tak) = % with & k1= T yiayn (Tok V(s r)). (14)

Note that we add the indicator function idx, to ¢ to restrict all the updates within the region X;. For
this restricted gradient mapping, the following lemma holds true.

Lemma 3.2. Let Q(’;_dedh(xs’k), Zsk+1 and xs 41 be defined by (14) and (13), respectively. Then

A 2 _ 20zek — Tonall® | 20vsk = VS (@an)l?
. s < . 15
“g¢+ldxs,h<x 7k)H — )\2 ﬂ}zl(Xs) ( )

As the proof of this lemma is very standard, it is relegated to Appendix B. Given this lemma, we
can obtain the following descent result. Different from the standard descent result for stochastic BPG
methods such as [9], we need to keep the descent both in terms of the true restricted gradient mapping
||g;,\+id%h(acs7k)||2 and the Bregman divergence term Dy, (5 k+1, s k)-

Lemma 3.3. Let {z,}}_, be the s-th epoch of Algorithm 1. Then we have

A/Lh(Xs 1

) 2 SAIEs k]I?
3 |‘g$+idxs7h(9€s,k)H 3~ L) Dp(Ts i1, Ts ) + —— o

V(s k1) < V(ws,k) —
( s,k+ ) ( S ) 4/~Lh(XS)
where Es ;;, = V f (x5 1) — Vs, denotes the gradient estimation error at T .

The proof of Lemma 3.3 is relegated to Appendix B. Next, we bound the error term ||€; x||?, whose
proof is kept in the main paper to illustrate how kernel conditioning affects the variance bounds.

Lemma 3.4. Let {zs}}._, be the s-th epoch of Algorithm 1. Given any batch size b > 0, if we set

|Bs k| =b for k=1,--- ,7 — 1. Then conditioning on the initial point x5 of the epoch, we have
k
€552 2L%(k3)?
2 [IEaL o] < 22 S el 2]

Proof. By standard analysis of the SARAH/SPIDER estimator, see e.g. [34, Lemma 1], then it is
not hard to obtain E [||E x| | zs,0] = %2521 ]E[HVfg(xS,j)—Vfg(xS,j,l)H2 | 25,0]. Note that for any

10



& € [n], Assumption 3.1 indicates that V fe¢ is L¢ - Ly (Xs)-Lipschitz continuous in Xj, as a result,

k 2
€ } ] Z& 1 L ) 7 (Xs) 5
8 < ~E {,US’- —xs’ . xs,
|:,Uh(X 0 ; PRCAR. (25,5 = 25117 | Za0]
(1) L’% Xg) k 22
S 2 Xs) JZ:;T Dh Ts,j,Ls,j— 1) |xé 0] (16)
(41) 2L2(/{5)2 k
= Th ' Z]E [Dn(2s,,%s,5-1) | s0] s
j=1
where (i) is due to Lemma 2.6 and (ii) is due to Assumption 2.4. Hence we complete the proof. O

Combining Lemma 3.3 and 3.4 and taking expectation yields the following lemma, the proof of
which is relegated to Appendix B.

Lemma 3.5. Suppose we set |Bs x| =b =1 = [\/n], Vs,k > 1. Then taking A < 72 TIL yields
S 7—1
1 2 3K0L Ay
Sr ZZ [ @)+ 4}/1\ Dy (s k1, wsx) | < 5%
s=1 k=0

where Ay := U(zx1,0) — inf, ¥(z) denotes the initial function value gap.
Note that pp(Xs) > p by Assumption 2.4, the above lemma in fact indicates that ST = O(1/e)
iterations are needed to guarantee min, 5 E [||g$;+idx h(xgk)HQ] < e. However, due to the set constraint

x € X, the restricted gradient mapping g;} tida, 5 (2s,1) does not necessarily equal to the true gradient
mapping of interest: gé"h(xs’k). That is, E[Hgg‘ﬁdxs’h(aj&k)ﬂﬂ < O0(e?) & ]E[||g$;h(x9k)||2] < O(€?).

g()v\-%—ld/x /1( ek) 7é go h( ) g°;\+id«\'~*/l (xs'k> = gﬁ; /Z( Ts I‘>

— T\
1 = Toﬂd%,n(%.kv Vs )

kA1 = Téﬂd,ys.,h(xs,k’ V(@)
TQ }L(-Ls,k", vf<ws,k)) = i's,k-#l

Lsh+l = T:s\‘)+irl%_ﬁ,(l‘s,k7 ’Us,k)
Ts k1 = Té }L<T< ks vf(Ts k))
f%sAk;Jrl = Té+1d/y h( T ky Vf (‘Es k))

Figure 1: Having the constraint set X5 enables the variance reduction analysis via kernel conditioning,
but it also causes issues. In the left figure, x5 41 € int(Xs) does not necessarily indicate Zs p+1 1=
T;ﬁh(xs,k,Vf(x&k)) € int(Xs). On the other hand, Z, 41 ¢ int(Xs) indicates that &, 41 € OXs.

Ts,k—Ts, k41 Ts,k— s, k41
A

Namely, neither G = nor ggﬁdxsyh(%,k) = Teh—fell correctly characterize G, (4 k)-

Only in case of the right figure where % j, = T, € int(X;), one may claim g£7h(xs’k) = Q;‘deqh(xsyk).

To resolve the mismatch between G3, . ,(-) and G} ;,(-), we propose the following probabilistic
argument to show that the right-hand-side case of Figure 1 happens in the majority of iterations.

Lemma 3.6. For any S epochs generated by Algorithm 1, define the set Iy and event A;(m1) as

)
I, := {5 €[9]: ogrl?gaf—l lzs ke — xs,0ll > 4} and Aj(my) := {w || > ml},

where my > 0 is an arbitrary positive number. Then it holds that

1287 Ay
Prob (A L
wob (ilm)) < T,

11



Proof. By lemma 3.5, ignoring the squared gradient mapping terms yields

S 7—1

A\y 3&2.[/
o 2 E Dy (s kr1, s
STA T AAST ;;} W@kt Tok)
3/1/412[4 S 7—1 )
> E s — T 17
=D o) ISR (17)

T—1

S
3urd L
Z gy Frob(Au(ma)) {Z

i = sl | A
s=1 k=0

where the last inequality is due to the fact that
E[X] = Prob(A) - E[X | A] + Prob(A°) - E[X | A°] > Prob(A) -E[X | Al

for any non-negative random variable X > 0 and any event A. Therefore, conditloning on the event
Aj(my), there exists Z C [S] with |Z] > m1 and maxo<p<r—1 ||Zs,6 — xso|| > % for any s € . As
a result, for any s € Z, define ky := min {0 <k <7 —1: |lzs — 250 > 2} Then given s € Z, the
triangle inequality and the arithmetic inequality indicate that

ks—1 ks—1
4 < llzs .k, — s 0ll < Ek:O Hxs,k-&-l - Zk:o ||33s7k+1 - xs,k‘”Q (18)
4ks — ks - ks - ks '

Hence we have

—1 ks—1 62 62
Z s k+1 — xs,k|| Z lzs kt1 — x5 k” = 16k, > 67 (19)
k=0 k=0
Note that the above inequalities hold w.p. 1 conditioning on .4;(m;). Combined with (17), we have
Ay _ 3uriL my6> 1287Ay
_—> - Prob . = Prob <—.
o 2 mag, PO (A1(ma1)) 167 rob (A;(m1)) < 3Rl L2 - my

Hence we complete the proof. O

By Lemma 3.6, we show that S — my epochs never move out of B(z,,0/4) with O(1/m4) prob-
ability, which indicates that the iterates in these epochs are at least §/4 away from the boundary of
Xs. In the next lemma, we show that with high probability, the majority of iterates that do not exit
B(xzs,0,0/4) will not suffer the mismatch between Q$+idxs7,b(~) and g@h()

Lemma 3.7. For any S epochs generated by Algorithm 1, define the set Iy and event Asz(ms) as
1)
Iy = {(s, k)e[S)x[r] : x5 x-1 € B(IS70, Z),is,k € 5/\,’3} and  Az(mg) := {w | Zs| > mg}

where mao > 0 is an arbitrary positive number. Then it holds that

128 Ay

Prob (AQ(mQ)) S m .

Proof. Similar to the proof of Lemma 3.6, ignoring the Bregman divergence terms in Lemma 3.5 yields

S 7—1
A‘Il H A 2
S = 7E ZZHQ¢+idxs,h(xs,k)H
STA pa
S 71
= 7 2
- )\257. [; :OHxs,IH-l — To k| ‘|
S 7—1
uProb (A (m R ,
= )\2—57 B ;kzouxs,kﬁLl_ms,kH ‘Ag(mz) .
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Note that for V(s, k) € Iy, we have x5 ;1 € B(;vg,o, g) while 25, € 0Xs. Because B(CUS,O, g) C X,
one must have ||xs x—1 — &g x| > %. Conditioning on the event Ay (ms), we have |Zs| > mo. Combining

these facts gives E [ZSSZI Z;;é 25541 — Ts ke |? | Ag(mg)} > mng. Consequently,

A\p > MPI"Ob (.Ag(mg)) ) 777,252
STA — 8\2ST 16

Slightly clearing up the above inequality proves this lemma. O

Theorem 3.8. Let us set S = [%\Qﬁf —‘ ,b=T1=[y/n], and X\ < m Suppose the target accuracy

s
€ satisfies € < (HZ—?)Q = O(1/n) and let zoyy be uniformly randomly selected from all iterations xs j
that are /4-away from the corresponding epoch boundary 0Xs, then there is a high probability event
A, conditioning on which we have
2
E[[193n(@an)|*] 4] <6,

with Prob (A) > 1— 38/;5?6 , which goes to 1 as e — 0. The corresponding sample complexity is O(y/net).

Note that the typical complexity for nonconvex stochastic optimization is O(y/ne~1) for finite-sum
problem and O(e~!%) for general expectation problems. That is, only in the accuracy regime where
e < O(1/n), utilizing the finite-sum structure will be beneficial. Otherwise, when n > Q(1/e), it
is better to ignore the finite-sum structure and simply treat it as a general expectation. Hence the
O(y/ne€) term in Prob(A) should naturally be close to 0.

Proof. First of all, suppose we select my > 35;%%;’2 and mqg > % such that both Prob (.A1 (ml))
h

and Prob(Az(ms)) are upper bounded by 1/4. As a result, we have
Prob(Af(m1) N A3(ms2)) > 1 — Prob(A;(my)) — Prob(Az(ms)) > 1/2. (20)
That is, w.p. at least 1/2 neither A;(mq) nor Az(mg) happens. Define a third event Az as
Az = {w : the index of zoyt is from I*}, (21)

where Z* := (USEIf{S} x{0,---,7—1}) (N Z5. That is, by definition, for any (s, k) € Z*, all iterations
of epoch-s are §/4-close from the epoch starting point z, . In the meanwhile, the restricted gradient
mapping coincides with the real gradient mapping, namely, Q¢j\+idxs7h($s7k) = g$7h(xs)k). Therefore, by
Lemma 3.5, ignoring the Bregman divergence terms gives

S 7—1

% B {20 % , SSMTE[; ,; 192 i @) |* | Af ) 0 Ag(mg)} (22)
> 16%TE[ S 1G9 i @) ‘A‘{(ml) n A%(mZ)]
(s,k)eT™
< (ST —12151:—77%2)1[_3:2(5,@61* ﬁit]dxs’h(zsvk)HQ ‘Ai(ml) ﬁAg(mg)}
_ n(St —17(7:51: —my) E :Z(s,k)el* |Ig*fr\,h(xs,k)||2 'Af(ﬂh) ﬂ A;(mz)}

w(ST —miT —m [ . )
- 2%“%M%MWMWMWANMMA4

where in (i) is because |Z*| > ST — m17T — ma conditioning on A§(m1) N .A5(ms). Suppose we have
/A(STfmlemz

S
chosen my, my such that mi7 + ma < 57, then 165+

> 45 and hence

32Ay¢
uSTA

E {1162 1 (wou)|*| A5 (ma) 01 A5 (ma) 0 Ao <
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Let us set S= ﬁiﬁ‘f—‘ so that iQSAT‘I)’\ < e and set A := Af(mq) N A§(m2) N As, then we have

Prob (A) = Prob(Af(m1) N A5(ms)) - Prob(As | Af(m1) N A5(ms))

1287 Ay 128\ Ay miT + Mo
1-— 5 — 5 1=
3Ky Lo2my 162meo ST

1287’A\p . 128/\A\p miq mo

B 3ukd Lé?my  pd%mo S ST

(23)

To maximize the the above probability, we can choose m; = , /% such that
h

1987 Ay mo_, \/ 1287Ay My

S/M;SLL(Sle S 3/1/{2[4527711. S

32Ag 472\ () 41./€ A @) 4r./e
PSTA BkILo% = 0 \[Bk0L — 3w0Lo

where (i) is due to the choice of S and (ii) is due to the choice of A and the fact that x¢ > 1. Similarly,

let us select mo = 4/ 128’;% such that

128Ay | my 2\/128)\A\p ma 2\/32% A2 _ e Ay

mo b2 St

1mod?2 St

pSTA 62 T 8 T 3k)LS

Now it remains to determine the parameter regimes where the above selection of m; and msy satisfies
our previous requirements of them. That is, given the current choice of S, we require

ST\ 2 1287Ay  32A 5127A
eg('@h ) - my > Z; \1/2 \I/Z Z; \1/2 and my7 < ST/4,
4t ur) Loz Aute — 3uk)Lé
kO LS\ 2 128ATAy  32Ag¢ _ 512)\Ag
< ’li) — > : > d < S7/4.
€= ( 4 m2 = 162 Apte T pd? and ms < 57/
K,iLzs

That is, as long as the target accuracy € < ( e )2, then all the previous requirements on m; and mo
are automatically satisfied. Therefore, combining the previous discussion, we have

Prob(A)zl—w>1— 8y/ne

SvIe 0.
30L6  — 30Lo woe

Hence we complete the proof. O

One comment here is that if one define the event
A= {w : g¢+idxs* w(Ter v ) = Qg,h(ﬂcs*,k*L where (s*, k") is the index of xout},

then A C A’. Therefore, it is clear that E [||Gp (zout)||*[A’] < O(€) while Prob(A’) could be potentially
much closer to 1 than Prob(A). However, as A’ also includes the points that are close to the epoch
boundaries (0X;), whose number is difficult to bound, we analyze the event A in Theorem 3.8.

3.2 Improved algorithm for finite-sum setting

Though Algorithm 1 is simple to describe and easy to analyze, it also suffers several drawbacks. In
terms of implementation, it is limited to large O(y/n) batch sizes. In addition, when the iterates hit
the boundary 90X before the epoch ends, which suggests the set Xy starts to hurdle the algorithm
from making progress, Algorithm 1 still continues computing the rest iterations of the epoch, causing a
waste of computation. Moreover, in terms of technical analysis of Theorem 3.8, a lot of “good” iterates
where gé‘ tidan (1) = g;‘) 5 () are abandoned by the event A3 due to technical difficulties, which makes

14



Algorithm 2: An improved variant of Algorithm 1

1 Input: Initial point z ¢, relative-smoothness constant L, epoch length 7, and stepsizes v, 7.
2 fors=1,2,3,---,5 do

3 Find a set X5 O B(x5,0,0/2) by Line 3-4 of Algorithm 1.

4 for k=0,1,2,--- ,7—1do

5 Compute vy by Line 6-7 of Algorithm 1, and compute the next step by

Topr1 = Thiq, n(@srvsp)  and  @opir = (1= 92k +9Ts041 (24)
6 if dist(xs g+1,0Xs) < /4 then break the inner forloop.
7 Set s =k+1and z541,0 = Ts,r, -

the final provable success probability to be Prob(A) = 1 — O(y/ne). In this section we introduce an
improved version of Algorithm 1 that both allows arbitrary batch sizes, proper restarting of epochs,
and an improved 1 — O(ne) success chance, as described by Algorithm 2.

Compared to Algorithm 1, this variant adopts an additional interpolation step (24) to enable
arbitrary batch size. An additional epoch restarting rule was also introduced in Line 6 of Algorithm
2, which enables us to update the “safe region” (Xy) for kernel conditioning when it starts to hurdle
the optimization progress. We present the convergence results as follows.

Lemma 3.9. Let {1} be the s-th epoch of Algorithm 2. Then we have

5’)’77Hgs,k||2
4,uh(X‘;)

Xs 2 _
W(rapnn) < W)~ U g )P (; - LHW)Dh(:cs,k+1,xs,k)+

where Es , = V(s 1) — vs denotes the gradient estimation error at xg .

By properly bounding the error term &, we obtain Lemma 3.10 for the restricted gradient mapping.
The proof of Lemma 3.9 and Lemma 3.10 are both placed in Appendix C.

Lemma 3.10. For any b,7 € Z4, setn = J%:ﬁ’ v = Ln\‘;/:f’ and |Bs k| = b, ¥s,k > 1, then
S T1s—1
H} 2 _ Ay
2|33 gy onal 4 DuGrpen] < B2
s=1 k=0

A significant difference between the Lemma 3.10 and Lemma 3.5 is that in the above result, the actual
epoch length 7, are also random variables. Therefore, one may not simply taking average by dividing
> .1 Ts on both sides. Moreover, intuitively and informally speaking, the output accuracy should be

of order O(l / Zle TS). If 75 are too small compared to 7, then one should frequently restart and
take full batch to initialize the epochs, which may cause a bad sample complexity. Therefore, careful
probabilistic analyses are required to exclude such undesirable event.

Lemma 3.11. Consider any S epochs generated by Algorithm 2. For any my,mo > 0, let us inherit
the definition of Iy and As(ms) from Lemma 3.7, and let us modify T, and A;(m1) as

Iy ={se[S]:m, <7} and  Ai(my) ={w: || = mi}.

Then it holds that

32"}/7'A\1;
npd? - my

128nAy

Prob (A;(mq)) < o2 -moy

and Prob (Az(ms)) <
The proof of this lemma is very similar to that of Lemma 3. 6 and 3.7. The only difference is that one
needs to pay attention to the relationship Dy (Zs kq1, Zs k) > 5 ||Tsk+1 — T kl*= ’,:2 lzs k1 — zs |
Hence we omit the proof. Next, we provide the final complex1ty result. As the bound for Prob(.A)
requires a significantly different analysis, the proof of this theorem is remained in the main paper.
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Theorem 3.12. For any constant batch size |Bs x| = b € [n], let us set the epoch length as T = [n/b],

stepsize n = %, interpolation coeﬁicient v = %, and total epoch number S = Hgﬁiﬂ
Suppose the target accuracy satisfies € < 5= mm{L (5)* el } = O(1/n) and let xouy be uniformly
randomly selected from all iterations, then there s a hzgh probability event A such that

8n1be 47\/E

2
IE{Hgg’h(xout)H !A} < 4e and Prob(A) > 1 — 7112(’{2)252 R

In particular, Prob (A) > 1—O(ne++/€) goes to 1 as e — 0. Suppose we take the batch size b= O(n®),
a € [0,1], then the total number of samples consumed is O(e_1 -nmax{o"%}).

Compared to Theorem 3.8, the success probability of the event A increases from 1 — O(y/ne) to
— O(ne + v/e). In addition, it also allows a much more flexible selection of batch size and epoch
length without additional cost.

Proof. By lemma 3.10, ignoring the squared gradient mapping terms yields
A S Ts—1 M S Ts—1
v _
28| Durnsnr ran)] 2 5B Iraas —l?
71 s=1 k=0 v s=1 k=0
By expanding the expectation over all possible Z;,Z,, and {75}, we have for all my,my > 0 that

2"}’A S Ts—1
X [ZZMH zgk} (25)

Hn s=1 k=0

S 1s—1

z Z Z Z Prob(Zy, Iz, {7s}ser,) [Z [E ’1171'27 {TS}SEI{|
|Z1|<my |Z2|<mo Ts€[T—1],5€T s=1 k=0
Ts—1

=z Z Z Z Prob(Zy, Iz, {7s}sez, ) [ZZH% ki1 — ol ‘117127{7'5 sEIlj|

|Z1|<m1 |Z2|<meo Ts€[T—1],5€T1 s€Z1k=0

Note that for Vs € 7, since B(z,,0,0/2) € X, while dist(ncS ey 0Xs) < 5/4 we have ||xs -, —xs 0| > §/4.

Repeating the analysis of (18) and (19) yields >;° ||:£S k1 — Ts k|| >
Then substituting this lower bound to (25) gives

>y > Prob(Ti, T {7teer,) - Y 7o < 32?} : (26)

|Z1|<mi |Ta|<meo Ts€[T—1],s€T, s€T

> 16T , which always holds true.

Let us inherit the definition of events A3 and A from the proof of Theorem 3.8 while modifying the
definition of 7% to Z* := Z5. Then we have

Prob(A) = > > > Prob(Zy,Tp, {7e}sex,) - Prob(As | Iy, Ty, {7e}scz,) (27)

|Z1|<mq |Z2|<meo s €[T—1],s€T;

|Z2|
Z Z Z PI‘Ob(Il,IQa {TS}SEIl) ’ <1 B (S — ‘IlDT + ZSGIl Ts)

|Z1|<mq |Ta|<meo Ts€[T—1],s€T;

> 2 X Prob(Il,Iz,{Ts}seﬁ)'(1_<s—L|>7+Zsezﬁs>'

|Z1|<mq |Ta|<meo Ts €[T—1],s€T;

Y

Note that for any positive numbers y1,- -+ ,ys > 0, the arithmetic-harmonic inequality states that
y1+y2+~-~+ys> S
S R
Applying this inequality gives
1, Zeern T ST + B, 7 S
T S - S - (S—|I|1)T+Zsezl Te
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which implies that

ma
1-— >1
(S =L+ Xeer, ™ — ST Z T

s€Zy

Substituting this bound to the above inequality for Prob(.A) and setting mj = S/4 yields

PrOb (.A) 2 Z Z Z PrOb(Il7I27 {Ts}sell) : <]~ - % - % T8_1>

|Z1 | <m¥ |Ta2|<ma Ts€[T—1],s€1y s€I1
@ mo o . my  327Ag
> (1 - 57) Prob (Af(m7) N A3(m2)) — G2 und2 (28)
my  32vA
> (1 — E) (1 — Prob (A;(m})) — Prob (Az(m2)) ) — R l“752f
@ 8irhe 1289Ay  ma  ma 327Ag
- L2(K2)26%2  ~pé%-my ST 5% uné?
(#14) 3 8nTbe 128nAg  9mo

L2(K2)262  moyud?  8ST
where (i) is due to (26) and the fact that

Z Z Z Prob (11,127 {Ts}sezl) = PrOb(Ai (m1) NA3 (mQ)) (29)

|Zy | <m¥ |Ta|<ma 75 €[T—1],s€1;

164y 7.
(ii) is due to Lemma 3.11, m] = S/4 and S = LW:’J.

3291 Ay 16Ay 8727277 81be
Prob 4)) < = . <
ro (Al(s/ )) ~ pé2S/4 STynu 02— L2(/<;i)252’

2 52
and (iii) is because we require € < % - min { L (b'ih) ; #} = O(1/n) such that

my 32vAgy  mo  16Ay 29272 < M2

S2 uns? St Sty 62~ 8St

Therefore, to maximize the above probability, we can choose m3 = 5 T:ZHA‘I’ % such that

128nAy | 9m5 9 128nAg  9m3 [ nAy 24 < 61+/€ < 4./€

miyué?  8ST miyus? 88t \lqyuSt § = § — 4§’

where the last inequality is due to the fact that n = % < /2/7. Combining all the above
discussion, we can conclude that

8nTbe 4./€
> _—_— = —
Prob (A) > 1 20020 5 1 — O(ne+ Ve)

StnAy |
VH
Prob(A;(m})) < 1/2 and Prob(As(m})) < 1/4, and hence Prob(A§(m}) N.AS(m3)) > 1/4. Similar to

the analysis of Theorem 3.8, by ignoring the Bregman divergence terms of Lemma 3.10, we obtain

when taking m} = S/4 and mj = 32 Note that the requirement on e further implies that

S T1s—1

A
— > ME{Z Z Hgdﬂ’ldxg | } = 39 [ Z Hggﬁdxs,h(xs,kﬂf‘Ai(mf)ﬁAg(m;) :

o s=1 k=0 (s,k)eZs
Conditioning on A§(m7) N .A5(m3), regardless of the random sets Zy,Zy and {7s}sez,, we have

§_8W€)>ﬁ
4 36 /27

3St
Z51 = (S = 1T + Y 70 = [Tl = =5 —m3 = 57 (
s€T,
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where the second last inequality is because |Z5] < mb < SSgg\/E’ and the last inequality is because

8"‘[ < 2/9 < 1/4 since we require € < 2= #. As a result,

gZJridxs,h(mS,k)‘

2
A ST zs Zs,k ze ’ cr % /%
R AN dses)| 60

T 32 2 St/2° |Z¢|
n
wST Z(s,k)eIc g¢+idx,7h(xsvk)|| ‘
> ]:E 2 s C C
Z o { 5] Af(my) N AS(m3)
uST

= L2TE[|G] ) (@ou szAg(m’;)mAg(m;)mAg},

where the last equality is due to the definition of zut, A3z, and the fact that gg tida 5 (+) coincides with
G} () in ZS. As a result, we have

64A g
B3 rou) | 4] < 2L < s

Given the choice of S, v, n, and the fact that 7 = [n/b], the total sample complexity will be

S(n +b7) = (n +br) - PGA‘P] —0 (L“hA“/\f (1+ m))

TNe
which indicates an O(y/ne~!) sample complexity for all b < O(r) (or equivalently, b < O([\/n])). If
larger batch size b = [n®] with o € (1/2,1] is taken, then we obtain an O(n®e~!) complexity. O

3.3 Variance reduced algorithm for general expectation setting

In this section, we discuss how the previously introduced techniques can handle problem (1) with
f(z) = E¢[fe(x)]. For this setting, we assume the following assumptions.

Assumption 3.13. For almost every &, the function fe(x) is Le-smooth relative to the kernel h for

some random variable Le > 0. The second moment of L¢ exists and we denote L := , [E¢ [Lg] < +00.

Besides the above variant of smooth-adaptability assumption for the general expectation setting, we
also adopt the following assumption on the variance of the stochastic gradient estimator.

Assumption 3.14. There exists a function o(-) such that for any x € R?, we have

B [|V/e(x) - Vi@)] <02

Unlike most existing results that require the stochastic gradient variance to be an absolute constant, see
e.g. [9], we only require it to be bounded by some function 0% (). This assumption strictly includes the
bounded variance assumption by setting o (-) to be a constant function, but it also allows the variance
to go to 400 as ||z|| grows unbounded, which is important for the considered problem class. A naive
example is f(x) = E[(&12 — €2)3/3] with &,& ~ N(0,1). This is a cubic polynomial function whose
gradient is quadratic and is hence not Lipschitz continuous. One can explicitly compute that

E[[[Vfe(@) - V@] =222 + 12,

which indicates that Assumption 3.14 holds with o(z) = v/2(2% 4 1). It is worth noting that there are
also different alternative assumptions to capture the potentially unbounded variance. For example,
the affine variance assumption introduced in [15]. However, for simplicity, we only discuss the result
under current assumption, which more general than the affine variance assumption.

In terms of the algorithm design, it suffices to modify the construction of v, ¢ in Algorithm 2 as

Z V fe(50) (31)

£€Bs0

where B, is a batch of i.i.d. samples from the distribution of . Similarly, the set By in (12) are
also i.i.d. samples of &. After this modification, the Lemma 3.9 still holds true. To avoid repetition,
we will only present the main results in this section while moving all the proof to Appendix D.
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Theorem 3.15. Let q € (0,1/2) be some positive constant, for any constant batch size |Bs | = b <

o2 (ws . -
O(1/V/€) for k # 0 and |Bso| = {Mf(x’so)) ~B—‘ with B = #&)Z,q = O(1/e), let us set the epoch
— : _ 77 : : : _ _b
length as T = [q/eb], stepsize n = T interpolation coefficient TS/ and total epoch
number S = {%1 = O(l/\/q?) Suppose the target accuracy € satisfies € < W and let

Tout be uniformly randomly selected from all iterations, then there is a high probability event A s.t.

L2 (k01252
]E|:||g})7,\(xout)||2 !A} < 7(/%) - O(e) and Prob (A) > 1 — O(q + Ve).
Note that if 0%(x) < O(Lp(z)), then the batch size |Bso| < O(1/¢). Consequently, we can compute
the total number of samples used as > | B 0| + Sbr = O(e~1°¢~%-5). In particular, under the bounded
variance assumption adopted in [9] where o2(-) is a constant, one would expect a significantly smaller
sample consumption if uy(Xs) grows large.

4 Establishing convergence under the new gradient mapping

In Section 3, we have shown how a simple epoch bounding mechanism and a novel probabilistic argu-
ment can activate the kernel conditioning regularity and hence enable the general variance reduction
techniques. However, these analyses are all based on the existing Bregman proximal gradient mapping
Qgh() Consider the special case where h = 0, as discussed in Section 2, having a small ggh(.) does
not necessarily indicate the near-stationarity of the solution. The existing approaches circumvent this
issue by assuming the level set Levy := {z € R? : ¥(x) < ¥(x0)} to be compact and hence one may
replace the maxo<g<r—1{Ln([Tk, zx+1])} in (10) by Ly (Levy), resulting in an O(w) conver-
gence in |[V¥(-)||?>. However, without the compactness assumption of the level set, such an argument
may no longer holds. In fact, in the worst-case situation described by Example 2, ggh(-) — 0 does
not even indicate VU (-) — 0. Therefore, it is also meaningful to study the convergence under the new
Bregman proximal gradient mapping D%h(-), without relying on the level set compactness.

4.1 An ODE view on deterministic Bregman proximal gradient method

Let us start with the deterministic setting. To establish the convergence of Dgﬁ(-) without compact
level set assumption, the key is to provide a tight bound on iterations before finding an e-stationary
point. Let {z;};>0 be the iteration sequence of some Bregman proximal gradient type method and
let T, := inf{t : [| D}, (x:)[|* < €} be the first time an e-stationary point is obtained, then we aim
to provide an R, that only depends on Ay, €, (and &) such that R. > sup{|z|| : t < T.}. In
other words, as long as the algorithm does not find an e-stationary point, it will not exit the compact
region X, := B(zg, R¢) N Levg, which further indicates an O(M) iteration complexity. To get
a sense on the magnitude of R., we start by considering a simple ODE continuation of the Bregman
proximal gradient method for differentiable objective functions where ¢(-) = 0. In this case, the
limiting Bregman proximal gradient mapping has a simple explicit form.

Lemma 4.1 (Limiting gradient mapping). Let h be twice continuously differentiable and p-strongly
conver for some pu > 0, and suppose the Hessian V2h(x) is locally Lipschitz continuous everywhere.
Suppose ¢(-) = 0. Then for Yo,v € R?, the following limit exists

M — [VQh(x)]_l V.

lim
A—0+ A

Therefore, we can define the limiting Bregman proximal gradient mapping as

Gu() = lim G} ,(z) = [V*h(x)] " V(). (32)

Proof. Let us inherit the notation z} := T(z’\)yh(x, v) from Lemma 2.6 with ¢(-) = 0. By the u-strong
convexity of h, setting v = 0 in (9) gives

;L||:cj\' —z| < ||Vh(xj\r) —Vh(@)||=Av]| -0 as A—=0+. (33)
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That is, hmAﬂOjL |z¥ — x| = 0. Note that V2h(z) is locally Lipschitz continuous, there exists some
M\ &L >0st. 2y € B(x,€) for all A € (0,)), and V2h(-) is L-Lipsthiz continuous in B(z,€). Denote

7y := Vh(z}) — Vh(z) — V2h(z) (2] — z)
as the residual term, then ||ry|| < (L/2)||z} — z||? and 7y = =\ - v — V2h(z)(z} — x). Consequently,
AT @ = 2)) = [V2h(@)] " ol = AT [V 2h(2)] " |

< LII[VQh(:v)]’llluxiixnz AL|[[V?h(z)] ]|

< A s — - Il

where the last inequality is due to (33). Taking the limit of A — 0+ proves the first inequality of the
lemma. Next, replacing v with V f(x) and utilizing the definition of gg, »(+) proves (32). O

Based on this Lemma, we construct the following ODE, which is a continuation model of the of
Bregman proximal gradient method that takes infinitesimal step sizes:

(t) = =Gn(2(1)). (34)

Suppose Assumption 2.4 holds, then we have the following proposition.

Proposition 4.2. Suppose {z(t ) t > 0} is the integral curve of the ODE (34) with boundary condition
2(0) = wo. Let S(1) == [y |&(t)||dt be the length of the integral curve segment {x(t) : t € [0,7]}, and
let T, := inf {t > O ||V\I/( (t)|I> < €} be the first time x(t) reaches an e-stationary point of V. If

Assumption 2.4 holds, then S(T.) < @.

Proof. By (32), the ODE (34) reduces to i(t) = —[V2h(x(t))] "'V f(z(t)). By definition, we have
dS(t) = |[V2h(z()] "IV F(@@)||dt < Amin (V2R(2(2)) 7 - [[V2h(@()] "2 V f((t))|dt.

On the other hand, we also have

df(z(t)) = (Vf(x(t), &(t))dt = || [V2h(z(t)] 2 V£ (2(t) Hth.

Combining the above two inequalities yields

4f(@(0) < ~min (V2h(z(t))? - V22 (®)]~+ 9 £ )] - dS(0)
As ¥ = f when ¢ = 0, we have ||V f(z(t))|| > /€ for t € [0,T¢]. The above inequality further implies

Nuin (V2h((1))) Ve as()
df(lL'(t)) < _\/)\max (VQh(x(t))) ’ \E dS(t) < _T ; vo<t< Tea

where the last inequality is due to sup,cgn % m (Assumption 2.4). Integrating the above

inequality from ¢ = 0 to t = T, yields

Ve (S(Te) — 5(0))

) =20 < o) = S(a()) < fao) — int S (2) = Au.
h
Substituting S(0) = 0 to the above inequality proves the lemma. O

Given this proposition, as long as the smooth-adaptable function h satisfies the kernel conditioning
regularity, the ode (34) (continuized Bregman proximal gradient method) can find an e-stationary
point of the problem within an R, = O( L) distance from the initial point regardless of the potential
unboundedness of the level set. On the other hand, from (2) of Example 1, there is an instance for
which any non-local-max e-stationary points are at least Q(A—\/‘Ig’) away from the initial point, proving
the tightness of the upper bound R.. Therefore, the intuition behind Proposition 4.2 is that, if the
step sizes of the Bregman proximal gradient method are properly selected so that the iterations can
sufficiently approximate the ODE solution curve, then we can claim that an e-stationary point can be
obtained within a provably compact region X, = Levg N B(xo, R,).
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4.2 An adaptive step size control for Bregman proximal gradient method

In this section, we extend the discussion of Section 4.1 to the general case, where ¢(-) # 0 can be a
convex but non-differentiable function. A simple mechanism is proposed to adaptively determine the
step sizes that can properly approximate the ODE (34) without being too conservative:

. 1 po )
— T (24, V th A N 35
e =Tl V) i =i B et )

where L is introduced by Assumption 2.1, x4 and § are introduced by the Assumption 2.4, and p comes
from the following bounded subgradient assumption on the non-differentiable term ¢.

Assumption 4.3. There exists a constant p > 0 such that Sup,epg (. [|ull < p for any x € R<.

In particular, if ¢ = 0, then p = 0, the step size rule reduces to Ay = min {ﬁ, m} Under this
assumption, the adaptively selected step size (35) satisfies the following descent result.

Lemma 4.4. Under Assumptions 2.1, 2.4, and 4.3, the update (35) satisfies both

W) < () — SLtn(Zr Tri])

. o 2
5 lzr1 — 2kl

and
min {pyé 3m1n{2L,@ ||’D)"“ :Ek)HQ}
AL [k, rt1]) '

Moreover, the two successive iterates are §-close: ||xr11 — x| < 96.

W) < W(ay) -

Proof. First of all, with Ag indicates that

no
< vtears ()

)
R

where ug41 € dp(x11) and it satisfies ||ug41]] < p. Asresult, we complete the proof of || zj+1—xg|| < 6.
Next, let us establish the descent results of this lemma. By standard analysis, we have

pllznsr — wll < IVA(2r41) = V() AV F () + urga || < pd, (36)

1 1
\Il(arkﬂ) < W(xy) — (}\— — L)Dh(xk+1,$k) - )Tth(xkyxk—s-l)

k
1 1
< () — KDh(xk-i-l,%k) - )\*th(l‘kwkH) (37)
3Lpn([k; Tr41])

< W(xp) — Neppr — %,

2
where the second inequality is due to Ay < 1/2L. By [33, Theorem 2.1.5, Eq.(2.1.10)], we also have

IVh(2r) — Vh(zrea) |2 AR 1Dy (o)l

Dp(2py1,71) > N '
n(Zr+1, ) 2L ([, Tt1]) 2Ln([xk, h41])

(38)

A Similar inequality also holds for Dy (zg, Zgt1). Suppose Ak = va(’;ﬁ, then this situation may

only happen if |V f(zr)]] > 2p s.t. W < £2. In this situation, with L < 2)\ , the second row
of (37) and (38) indicate that

DI IS )V ) + ]
ALy, ([og, 1)) Yoan ek ) V@)l 4o

V(@e) < Wlaw) —
where the last inequality is due to the fact that D¢ h(xk) = Vf(x) + ukyr. Because |V f(zy)]| > 2p
and ||ugy1|| < p, we have ||’D¢ L (2r)|| > p and

po||V f (k) + uppall o pOUIV S (@)l = lunral) o 1é
IVf@)l+p  — IV f(@e)l +p -3
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Consequently, we have

Pt < Vo) - 4Lh([555wk+ﬂ)'

If A, = min {5, %}, the second row of (37) and (38) indicate that

3m1n{2L, 5

(2P ) < U(xy) — YA ETET)

@]

Therefore, no matter which value Ay takes, it will at least achieve the minimum descent among the
two cases. Hence we complete proof of the lemma. O

As a result, we can obtain the following counterpart of Proposition 4.2.

Lemma 4.5. Consider the update (35), for any target accuracy € < max {p?, 2L§“5 }, we have
3 | € 2L 16
DX (x WP>ze = \I!(xk+1)§\11(zk)—4\/5 {1 3“}.”%“_””.
Ky Y

Denote T, := min {k : |D¢ % (@e)|)? < ek >0}, then

S A
3p \ Frw
— < . A
g [z = @oll < Re 3\ max{l, 2L,u5} Ve

In particular, when ¢ = 0 and p = 0, the traveling upper bound R, only suffers a constant 1/3
overhead comparing to the S(T.) in Proposition 4.2. Therefore, one does not really need to take an
infinitesimal step size to control the searching area.

Proof. First of all, our requirement on the target accuracy indicates that pud > 3min { 5T 32}
Then the second inequality of Lemma 4.4 indicates that

3m1n{2L, 5

DN (x 2> € = U (x < VY(zx ——— €
H ¢,h( ’C)H = ( k+1) = ( k) 4Lh([‘rk7xk+1])

(39)

Combined with the first inequality of Lemma 4.4, we have

: 1 ud
L 3Lpn([zk, Trt1]) , 1 3minisp. 5
U(x < U(xg)— = X T —x — =X - €
( k+1) > ( k) || k+1 k‘” 2 4Lh([$k,xk+1])

2 2
q,()wuun oL mm{l ué}”mmg

16 Ly ([xk, Tr41]) 2L 3

3 | € 2Lué
< v — = — 1, ——— 5 - —
= (z) 4\/“2 { 3p } lzpr1 — 2k,

where the last inequality is due to Assumption 2.4 and ||zy — zx11]] < 6 (Lemma 4.4). This proves
the first part of the lemma. Next, we show the bound on the maximum movement before finding an
e-stationary solution. By the definition of T,, we have ||VD¢ M(xr)|| > € for E < T, —1. As a result

Z [@rt1 — @l <é L, e =
-3 2L 0

IN

N

Applying triangle inequality to the above bound proves the rest of the lemma. O

Finally, given the results of Lemma 4.4 and Lemma 4.5, we have the following theorem.
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Theorem 4.6. Let {x}i>0 be generated by (35), for any e < max {p2, %}, with R and T,
defined by Lemma 4.5 and let X, := Levy N B(xg, Re) be a compact set, then we have

T < maX{SL 4[)} ) Lh(Xe)A\p
3 o €

where Lp(X.) may depend on € if Levy if unbounded. Moreover, the solution xr. and xr, 41 satisfy

)

2
’2 <e and dist? (O,G\IJ(ITE_H)) < (1 + %) €

||D¢ N EZ)

2= [IV¥(ar,)

As a remark, for the polynomial kernel where p and 6 are O(1 ), the maximal iterations before finding
max{L,p}-Lp(X)Aw ) .

<e.

In the special case where ¢ = 0, the solution xr. satisfies ||D < (z7,)

an e-stationary point is reduced to T, < O(

Proof. By Lemma 4.4 and 4.5, it is straightforward that {xk k< Te} C Levg N B(zp, Re) = X..
Hence, Ly ([zk, Tr+1]) < Lp(Xe) < 400 for k < T, — 1. Substituting this upper bound to (39) and then
summing the resulting inequalities up for £ < T, — 1 yields

10 10
Z 3m1n{i,‘3—p g 3m1n{ﬁ,’3—p T
4Lh l‘k,.’L‘k_’_l]) - 4Lh(.)(€) e

which proves the first inequality of the theorem. Note that by Lemma 4.4, our adaptive step size
control strategy guarantees that ||xr, — z, 41| < J, then the second inequality of the theorem directly
follows Lemma 2.8 and the fact that Ay < 1/2L. For the differentiable case where ¢ = 0, the result
directly follows the definition of 7. and the fact that D}, (-) = Vf(-) = V¥(-) for any A > 0. O

As commented in the theorem, the constant L, (X.) with R. = O(1/1/€) potentially depends e. For
example, for a degree-(r 4+ 2) polynomial kernel h(z) = % + % and suppose the level set Levg
is unbounded, the worst- case pessimistic estimation gives Ly (X.) < O(e~%), which, by Theorem 4.6,
suggests that T, < O(e™ ) Such an iteration complexity for making ||D L()]I? < e is significantly
larger than the O(e~!) complexity for making ||G} an( J||? < e. Therefore, it is ; crucial to verify whether
the complexity O(e*rzﬁ) is fundamental for Bregman proximal gradient method or it is just a loose
technical artifact. Recall the Example 1 where the standard Bregman proximal gradient method is
analyzed, if the iterations move along the positive direction of x; axis, it is not hard to observe that
the gradient size ||V f(z1,0)]| is monotonically decreasing in z;1. According to (35) with p = 0, if we set
6> w, then A, = 1/2L and the update rule (35) coincides with the standard Bregman proximal
gradient method. Then bullet (3) of Example 1 states that ||V f(z%, 25)[|? > Q(kfﬁ), and at least

= ) iterations are needed to find an e-stationary point. Therefore, the potential e-dependence in
( <) provided by Theorem 4.6 is a tight characterization of the iteration complexity.

4.3 Adaptive step size control with stochastic variance reduction

Note that the exact gradient norm ||V f(-)|| is required in the adaptive step size control scheme (35),
which is inaccessible in the stochastic setting. Moreover, as both R. and T, are random variables,
the complex interplay between them makes a sheer in-expectation analysis insufficient to bound the
sample complexity. Instead, a high probability bound will be favorable in the following discussion.
Basically, we will still adopt the framework of Algorithm 2, while removing the bound constraint X
and the early stop mechanism (Line 6) of each epoch. In other words, we set X, = R? in Algorithm 2.
In addition, we modify the update (24) with the following update under adaptive step size control:

L ps ud }
2"th 3p" |lvs,xll +p

VE/2L())?
T k) — V(T pp1)l } - D)

By slightly modifying the analysis of (36) and (48), we obtain the following descent result for the
update (40) and (41), whose proof is omitted.

is,k—i—l = T¢ h (xb k»Us k) with Ns,k = mln{ (40)

Ts k1l = Ts,k 1 VS,k(i's,k-i-l - «fs,k) with Vs,k = min {1 ) [V
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Lemma 4.7. Given Assumption 2.4 and 3.1, the update (40) and (41) satisfy ||Zs p+1—%s,k]| < and

5k - 5k _ _
(zaks1) S W@or) = 5P Dot o) = 22 Dok Tassn) + 70k Zsis = 2ol N
s, S,

where Es 1, = V f (x5 1) — vs i is the gradient estimation error.

To establish the counterpart of Lemma 4.4, a high probability bound on &; j, is required. However,
simply applying the standard Azuma-Hoeffding inequality may incur additional dependence on problem
dimension. To avoid such a dependence, we need the following large deviation bound for vector-valued
martingale in 2-smooth normed spaces from [24].

Definition 4.8. Let (E,|||-|||) denote a finite-dimensional space E equipped with some norm |||-|||. We
say the space (E,||||||) (and the norm |||-||| on E) is k-regular for some k € [1,+00), if there exists a
constant ry € [1,k] and a norm |||-|||,. on E such that the function p(z) := \||x|||j_ is Ky-smooth and
[|lz|l]. is #/ky -compatible with |||-|||. That is, for Yo,y € E, we have

K
p(x+y) <pl)+ (Vp(),y) +rply)  and |||=]|* < [J]2]|[ < o []]]*

We should notice that the x and x4 here has nothing to do with the condition numbers that are widely
used throughout the paper.

Theorem 4.9 (Theorem 2.1-(ii), [24]). Suppose (E,|||:|||) is k-regular for some x > 1 and {(t}i>o0 is
an E-valued martingale difference sequence w.r.t. the filtration {F;}1>0 and default (o = 0. Suppose
{Gi}i>0 satisfies the following light-tail property:

E[exp{”KtL”} |]-"t_1] <exp{l}, Vi>1.
Oy

When o = 2, for any N,v > 0, it holds that

N

pe

=0

Prob > (\/E +

~—

Consider (R?, ||-||) where ||-|| stands for the standard Euclidean (L-2) norm that we use throughout
this paper. Setting x = = 1 and |||-||| = [||-[|[,. = || - || in Definition 4.8, then straight computation
shows that (R, | -||) is 1-regular. As a result, we have the following bound for &; .

Lemma 4.10. Suppose Assumptions 2.4 and 3.1 hold. For any epoch s > 1 and let ps = % for
some q € (0,1). Suppose we select |Bs | = bs for all0 < k <71 —1, then

1 V27€ - Liax
1€kl < [144/3n () .
’ Ds Vb, - LK),
with probability at least 1 — ps.

Proof. Fix any epoch index s > 1, consider the sequence {(g j} defined as

1

Gj= m ((Vfi,z’,j (Ts,) — Vf&f;,j (xs,k—l)) - (vf(xs,k) - Vf(xs,kq))) .

In the above definition, the index k£ runs through 1 < k <7 — 1, and the index j can take value from
1 < j < |Bs| given each k. For each (k, j) in our index range, &; ; stands for the j-th sample from the

: : B,
batch Bs  C [n]. Then by direct computation, we have &, = ZZ,:l Z‘j:sl’k | G j and {C} ;} forms a
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martingale difference sequence if the index (k, j) runs in a lexicographical order. Note that

2Lmath([IS,k—17 xs,k])Hxs,k—l — Ts,k ||

1€k

IN

bs
2Lmath([xs,k717xs,k]) ﬁ/2L(I€i)2 —
< : - s x—1— xs,k”
bs [VA(zsk—1) = VR(Zs 1)
2Lmath([xs,k—1axs,k]) . \/E/QL(H?L)Q X Hx k1 — T k”
- bs b ([Ts k=1, T k) | Ts o1 — Toiell >

Lmax : \/g

- L/ii by
where the last inequality is because ||zsx—1 — Zs,x|| < J, Assumption 2.4, and the fact that
Vo <1 = [Top—1,Zs k) C [Zs k-1, Ts k] = Ln([Tsp—1,2sk)) < La([Tsr—1,Tsk])

I ;1%

W}] < exp{l}. Applying Theorem

As this bound holds almost surely, we have E [exp{

4.9 to this martingale difference sequence gives

1 2 : Lmax 2
Prob (] > D2 b ) < o {21,
\/E : L"‘Ch
Finally, setting v = \/31n(1/ps) gives exp{—7?/3} = ps, which proves the lemma. O
Let us define 52;’5 (Ts,k) == Vh(xs’k);vkh(is’k“) as the stochastic surrogate of the the exact Bregman

proximal gradient mapping Dgs’/j (xs,k), then we have the following lemma.

Lemma 4.11. Let us set 7 = [\/n], and |Bs | = bs = 8[\/n|(2 + 61n(1/ps)) L2, /L*. For (s, k)-th
iteration of the update (40) and (41), as long as H’DZ,’; (zs.1)|*> > €, it holds w.p. at least 1 — p that

\ﬁ”xs,k-&-l - xs,k”

U (ws 1) < WU(zsk) — 1
K

Suppose the target accuracy satisfies € < max {2L/<;iﬂ6p/3,p2}, then we also have

min{1/2xJ L, g—i} - €

4(/€i)2Lh([xs,k7 :Es,kJrl]) ’

\Ij(xs,k+1) S lI}(xs,k) -
Proof. First of all, by Lemma 4.10, setting b, = 8[v/n](2 + 61In(1/p,)) L2, /L? gives
Prob ([l€2all < 35 ) 2 1. (42)
2Ky,

Given ||’ZSZ;§($8;€)H > /€, we have with probability at least 1 — p, that

& _ _
e Dty Za) = Yok [Tosr = ol €]
S7
Yok IVR(zs k) = VR(Zs k1) _ Ve
=z — : — = Vsk (1 Ts k1 — Tskll - 55
s,k 2L ([Ts ks T kt1]) Yok~ [@akrr = Tk 29
Yok Ha([Tshe Tspr1]) - NTsp — sl - IVA(@s k) = VA(Zs 1) | ~ Ve
> == - = Yok 1 Zs 1 — Tsill - S5
Nsk 205 ([T s,k Ts k1)) 2k,
_ 1Dl (e )l e
> ’YchHxs,kH - l‘s,k” : (21%2 - ﬂ
> 0.

25



Combining the above inequality with Lemma 4.7, we have

s,k _
U(xsptr1) < U(zer)— i “Di (T g1, Ts k)

2775,]6
1Dg:5 (@)

< \I/(xs,k) - 78,](?”'%5,]6-"-1 - xs,k” : 5 (43)
4rf
Ts.k — Ts k|l - 5"75,k Ts k
C W) - s k41 — 2o ||6|| oon (Zs k)l
4rf
< \Il(xs,k> _ \/E||x8,k+1 B x87k|| ]

5
45

This proves the first inequality of the lemma. Next, let us prove the U(xs g11) < ¥(zs,1) — Q(e) result
by discussing the following cases:

S5
case 1. When v, = |\Vh(z€§2fv(2}f%2 o regardless of 7, 1, the second row of (43) indicates that

VelTanin — zall/2L08)* [1Dgn (wap)|
IVA(zs k) = VA(Zs k1)l 4K

Ve IDg7 (wsr)

\Il(xs,k+1) S \Il(zs,k) -

S \II xs,k - —
(Zo) 8L(#)3 L ([, Ts,+1])
€
S \Il xs,k - — .
(Zot) 8L(#5)3 L ([, Ts, 1)
case 2. If v, , =1 and 55 = 7\|v::6“+p' This case may happen only if 7”vsﬁ‘+p < 5—27 namely, only if

lvs,k|| > 2p. Note that 5252(%1@) = Vs + Us k41 for some ug py1 € OP(Ts k41), in this case, we have
||Dgﬁ(xsk)|| > ||lvs,k|l — p > p. Then the second row of (43) gives

] D5 2okl
U(wspsr) < Wwap) =1 [Toppr = wopll - —2 5

4/@2
Vh R _ h, 78 Dns,k Ts
< Wloe,) - [Vh(zs k) V_ (@)l ¢,h(6 ol
Lp([zsk, Zs k+1]) 4K9
1D (2,0l ~
= W(zsk) — S e k1D (s )| (44)
s 4H2Lh([1's,k71's,k+l]) ¢ RS
- 155 @)l pdllvs + usi]
= () - 157 i .
Ky Ln([Ts 1, Ts kr1]) [vs,kll + p
1)
< W(agy) - Hop

12H2Lh([‘rs,k7 fs,k+1]) '

case 3. If v, = 1 and 7, = min { 2;-;1‘5L’ g—i}. In this case, the third row of (44) indicates that
h

1D (@op) |
4/€2Lh([x57k)7 Es,kJrl])

. 1 L(;
min { ZR‘ZL’ 3p }

462 L ([s k), T s t1]) '

\II(mS,kJrl) < \Ij(xS,k)* nsk”’lsgf}i(xsk)“

é \I/(xs,k) -

Combining cases 1,2, and 3, we know the least descent among the three cases are guaranteed to be
min{l/QHiL, %ﬁ}e
4(k5)2La([xs,k.Es, k+1])

achieved. Note that if € < max {2Lnfbu5p/ 3, p2}, direct computation shows that
lower bounds the descents in all three cases, which completes the proof.

Consequently, define (S, K.) := argmin, , {(s —1)7+k : ||5Z‘“’;Z(xgk)||2 < ¢} as the first time that
we find a point ||15Zs}’z(:csk)||2 <¢, and set R, := max {||zsk — 21,0/ : (s—1)7+k < (Se—1)7+ K.}
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as the maximum traveling distance until finding such a point. Then the following theorem holds while
the proof is omitted.

Theorem 4.12. Let us set the parameters according to Lemma 4.10 and 4.11. Consider the target
accuracy € < max {2Ll€zu(5p/37 pZ}, let X, := LevoNB(x1,0, Re) be a compact set, then with probability
at least 1 — q, all the following arguments hold:
4’€hA\I' maX{SHiL, li—g’} . (ni)th(Xs) Ay
< an Se <
NG €T

< 2.5e. The total samples consumed is Zf;l n+7bs = O(/n/e),
where O(+) hides the poly-logarithmic terms in q and .

R

+ 1.

Moreover, we have HDZ?&’Ké (s, k.)

Proof. The bounds on R, and S, are straightforward consequence of Lemma 4.11. We only need to

show the bound of exact Bregman proximal gradient mapping. For notational simplicity, let us denote

(s,k) = Se, K. Then by definition, we have ||Dns (s p)|? < e Let &g 41 := Tg;; (s, Vf(zs)) be

the ideal intermediate update point that uses the exact gradient V f(zs 1), hence the exact gradient

k) _ Vh(zs k) =Vh(®s kt1)
Ns,k

mapping will be DZ;; (zs . By the proof of Lemma 3.2 and (42), we have

gsyk” < ns7k\ﬁ .
pn(B(xs5,0)) = 2k - (B, 6))

k) _ Vh(zs,k)=Vh(Ts k1)

&5 k+1 — Ts ot <

Consequently, with 522 (zs , we further obtain that

Ns,k
D254 (0 1) = DI ()| = HVh(xs,k) — V(Zsk41)  Vh(xsk) = VA(Zsk11) H < Ve/.
’ Ns,k Ns,k
Using the fact that ||a + b||? < 2(||a]|? + ||b]|?), we finish the proof of ||D¢ (ws)]]? < 2.5e. O

5 Comparison and conclusion

Comparison. After establishing the convergence and complexities of the (deterministic or stochas-
tic variance reduced) Bregman proximal gradient methods under both the old and new gradient map-
pings, it is crucial to make a thorough comparison between them. For general composite (deterministic
or stochastic) nonconvex optimization of form (1), suppose we aim to find some solution Z such that

dist* (0,09 (7)) < € (45)

either deterministically, in expectation, or with high probability.

In the deterministic setting, the existing results [4, 16, 17, 28, 36, etc.] typically guarantee
that ||Q$7h(scout)|\2 < O (£2*). Assuming the level set Levo to be compact and following Remark
2.9, the existing analysis based on the old gradient mapping can provide an iteration complexity of
O(M) for finding some Z that satisfies (45), which can be improved to O(M) by
adopting a similar approach of (10). On the other hand, based on the analysis of the new gradient map-
ping provided in Section 4, with additional p-Lipschitz continuity assumption on the non-differentiable
term ¢, it takes O(max{L’p}'eLh(X")A‘I’) iterations to find an T that satisfies (45). Because X, C Levy,
it always holds that L, (X,.) < Lj(Levg). Comparing the two results, it can be observed that the old
analysis is more flexible in terms of the ¢, while being more restrictive in terms of the compactness
of the level set Levy. If the level set Levg is not much larger than X, in the sense that L, (Levy) and
Ly (X,) are having similar magnitudes, then the existing analysis based on the old gradient mapping
can provide a comparable iteration complexity as that provided by our Theorem 4.6. However, if Lev
is compact but much larger than X, then our new analysis will provide a much tighter bound on
iteration complexity. If Levy is unbounded so that Ly (Levy) = 400, then the existing analyses fail.

In the stochastic setting, let us consider the finite-sum case for example. After adopting the epoch
bound mechanism and the probabilistic argument in Section 3, we require O(%) to obtain some
T such that ||gg’h\|2 < O(€¢') in conditional-expectation of some high probability event A. Unlike the
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deterministic case where the iteration sequence provably stays in the level set Levg, the randomness
of the algorithm gives a probability of the iteration sequence to move outside Levy. Based on the
compactness of Levy, if it one is able to show that {x}} is almost surely bounded in some compact set X
(see e.g. [9, Theorem 19]), then one may set ¢ = ¢/L? (X) s.t. Z satisfies (45) with a sample complexity
of O(w) If more careful analysis is adopted, an improved complexity of O(M)
can be possible. If all the “if” arguments in the above discussion are done, and the set X' (agnostic
to users) is not much larger than X, in sense that L, (X) and Ly, (X;) share a similar magnitude, then
the complexity provided by the analysis of old gradient mapping can be comparable to that provided
by the analysis based on new gradient mapping. However, if Levg is unbounded, then all the analysis
based on the old gradient mapping can fail to provide stationarity of the output solutions.

Conclusion and future works. Several important questions in the Bregman proximal gradient
methods for solving nonconvex composite stochastic optimization problems are considered in this pa-
per. We reveal several weaknesses of the current widely adopted Bregman proximal gradient mapping
gg (), including the potential inability to capture stationarity for unbounded problems and the sen-
sitivity to the choice of kernel h. We resolve this issue by proposing an alternative gradient mapping
’Dq’}’ »(-) that is provably comparable with the standard near-stationarity measure dist(0,0%(-)). We
also propose a new kernel-conditioning regularity assumption that enables us to exploit the variance
reduction techniques in the stochastic setting. An improved sample complexity under the old gradi-
ent mapping as well as brand-new complexity results and analysis techniques under the new gradient
mapping are provided in this paper. In terms of future works, a potential interesting direction could
be studying the proper form of kernel-conditioning regularity for smooth-adaptable functions h with
dom(h) & R? while being singular on ddom(h), for which the examples can be found in [30].

A Supporting Lemmas

Lemma A.1 (Three-Point Property of Tseng [37]). Let ¢(x) be a convex function, and let Dy(-,-) be
the Bregman distance for h(-). For a given vector z, let z, := argmin,cq ¢(x) + Dp(z,2). Then

¢(J})—|—Dh($,2) 2¢(z+)+Dh(z+,z)+Dh(x,z+), Vl‘GQ

Lemma A.2 (Lemma 2 finite-sum case of [35]). Let v, be generated by (12), suppose |Bs | = b and
the sampled index are uniformly randomly picked from [n] with replacement, then

k-1
E[IIVF(@es) = ol | 2e0] € 3 E[lossr = vosll? = [VF (s ia1) = VE@e)I | o]
5=0
where the expectation term of ||vs j4+1 — vs j||? satisfies

1 n
E[””s,j-ﬁ-l —vg41? ’xs,O] < E[va(l“s,jﬂ) — V(e )I? + o D IV filwsjp1) = Vilza)|? |$s,o}
=1

In particular, we have slightly modified the second inequality to suit our analysis.

Lemma A.3 (Lemma 2 general expectation case of [35]). Let vy, be generated by (12), suppose B i ’s
are i.i.d. mini-batches of size b sampled from the distribution of &, then the first inequality of Lemma
A.2 still holds while the second inequality becomes

1
E[l[vs.541 = vll? | 200] < E[me,jm = V(@) IP + 7B IV fe(woa1) = Vielwo)I2] | o} )

where the inner expectation is conditioned on x5 ; and xs j41, and is only taken w.r.t. .

B Proof of Section 3.1

B.1 Proof of Lemma 3.2

Proof. Denote G = Zek—Tektl then Hgg‘ﬁdxs’h(x&k)fg” = +||Ts k41— &5 k41| holds by definition. By
the optimality of £, 41 and z p41 for the corresponding subproblems, Tseng’s three point property
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(Lemma A.1) indicates that

Dy (s pt1,2sk)  Dn(&s k41, o kt1)
A A

Dy (&6 k41, Ts k)
A

(Vs oy s ot 1) + O(Ts k41) +

S <vs,k7 i‘s,k+1> + ¢(£s,k+1) +

and

Dy (&s k11, Ts k)  Dn(@skt1,Tskt1)
A A

Dy(s, 1415 Ts k)
A

Summing up the two inequalities and applying Lemma 2.6 gives

(VI (Tsr), Tspr1) + O(Zspy1) +

< (Vf(xor) Tspr1) + O(@s pr1) +

pr([@s kg1, Ts kt1]) Nwarsr — Fopsall? Dy(Ts k15 Tsk+1)  Dn(&s k1, To kt1)
Y s,k+1 s, k+ = \ A

< sk = VI (@s k), s 1 — Tspr1) < sk — VF(@s )l - [|Ts k41 — s |-

g” < #Hvﬁ E=V(@s,i)ll

As a result,
n([Zs kt1,8s, k41])

Hence ||Z5 x+1 — Zs 1] < AMlvsk=VE@s)ll

= pr([Ts,kt1,8s,141]) and ||g¢+1d«\’ h $s k

2||x5, — Ts, H2 2|lvs x — V (s, )”2
92 sz < (914 Rhsiagnlwns) ~G]) " < etk R AR
where the last inequality is because (a + b)? < 2a? + 2b% and M%([xs)k;_i'_l, .’i‘syk_i'_]_]) > u (Xs). O

B.2 Proof of Lemma 3.3

Proof. By the optimality of x, 41 to the corresponding subproblem, Tseng’s three point property
(Lemma A.1) indicates that

1 1
(Vs s Ts,ot1) + A(@s k1) + ~ D (Ts ki1, To ) + XDh(stwstchl) < (Vs,ks T k) + O(Tsk)-

A
Substituting this inequality to Lemma 2.3 gives
V(zs 1) < flosk) +(VF(@sk), Ts k1 — Ts k) + LDp(Ts k11, Ts k) + A5, k541) (46)
- f(xs,k:) + <Us,k7 Ts k+1 — -rs,k> + <gs,ka Ts k+1 — xs,k> + LDh(xs,k—i-lv xs,k) + ¢($s,k+1)
1 1
< U(zsp)— ()\ - L> Dy (x5 k41, Ts,i) — XDh(xs,kaxs,k+l)
_’_ﬁ‘h(XS)HxS,k - xS,k+1”2 2>‘||58,k||2
220 2 (X))
Adding (15)x A’”‘T(XS) to the above inequality and applying Lemma 2.6 proves the lemma. O

B.3 Proof of Lemma 3.5
Proof. First, summing up the inequality of Lemma 3.3 yields

A
’uh ZE |:Hg¢+ldx h(xs k)||2 | xs,O} (47)

< E|W(zs0) - U(zsn)— (2 —1L TZ_lD( +Z5)‘Hgs’“”2
= Ts,0 Ts,r b\ h\Ts k+17xsk 4,uh Ts,0] -
k=

By Lemma 3.4, we obtain

1

T7—1 T

5| Es. k|| 5 )\L2

]E[E:”k"wso] < 2TAY Fn) T E[Dh Ts ki1 To k) ‘$30i|
k=0 4}1,}1(.)(9) k=0
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With b =7 =[y/n] and A < m such that k)AL <

1
5, we have

5k L S 3L .

5
2(2&2+1)L—L—552L~(52AL)22&‘2L— 2

Substituting the above two inequalities to (47) yields

A (Xs 3k0L
5[ S0+ IR Dy ) 0] < E[800) — W) 0]
k=0

Taking expectation over all randomness and then averaging over all s, k proves the lemma. O

C Proof of Section 3.2

C.1 Proof of Lemma 3.9

Proof. First of all, similar to the proof Lemma 3.3, we have

U(rs 1) = f(ms,k + (T k41 — x&k)) + ¢(( YV)Ts k + Vs, k+1) (48)

< f(xsk) + 'Y<Vf(x57k)vj5,k+1_ xS,k>+LDh (xS,k+1a xs,k)""(l - 7)¢($sk) + ’Yﬁb(js,kJrl)
(i)
< W(wsr) + LYY Di(Zs pi1, Ts k) + V(Es b + Vst Ts pt1 — T o) + 7 (9T, 111) — D(2s.1))
(@) YllEskll® | vpn(Xs)
< () + Lepy Dy (T ] el N Fs i1 — o x?
> (z ,k) + LKpy h($s,k+1vx ,k) + 1 (Xs) + 41 ||xs,k+1 xs,k”

Y _ vy _

——Dp(Zs k11, Ts k) — —Dp(Ts s Ts et1)

n n
< U(zsp) — (7 —LK‘S’VQ) Dp(Zs k41, Ts k) — th(x k> Ts k1) + sl
- ’ n g TSR o e pn(Xs)

where (i) is due to the convexity of ¢ and the following scaling property

f}/th(Xs) _

Ly (X _
(&) > |Zs 1 — okl < V2R Dn(Ts pi1, Tok) s

Dy, (Ts k41, Ts k) < lzs ot1 — Is,k||2 =

and (ii) is due to Lemma A.1 and the optimality of Zs 11 = Tg-i-idxs,h(fs,kvvsyk)' Notice that by
Lemma 3.2, we also have

2||xs7k —i‘s,k+1||2 2H£s,k||2
772 N%(Xs)

Multiplying both sides of the above inequality by M and add it to (48) proves the lemma. O

Hgngidxs,h(xS,k)H2 <

C.2 Proof of Lemma 3.10

Proof. First, by Lemma A.2, we can bound the expectation of the gradient error term ||&; x||? by

k—1 n
1
E[lI€41? | 25| < ZE[MZM(MH)vm:cs,j)n?lxs,o} (49)

L2132 (X

< DLy [ZH%JH g P 2]
2L2L3 (X

- TR [anw 2ol |}
202 L2k0 Ly (Xy) [
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Substituting this bound to Lemma 3.9, we have the following descent result throughout the s-th epoch

E[‘P(xs,fs) zs,o} < W(ws,0)— VWh Z 192 4iaxn (sl +( — Lrpy >Dh(fs,k+1,$s,k) ’Is,O}
—1k—1
5yn 272L2nth {
+ Dp(Ts j11, s )’xso (50)
el 2 2 Drlnasintes
Ts—1
X% 2 5730 L2 (k)2 -
< W(z50)-E (%) > G @) ||+ e R ST nL (k)" Dy(ZTs k41, T k) ’ 5,0
8 P ' i 20
Suppose we choose n = % and we choose v = \[f Then we have
ol 573 L2 (k)2
1 L é 5 2L2 5\2
= = — KpY _ T (K“h) (51)
n? n 2b
< V14 — \/3.5>
= m{l+—
7/b

> m.
Substitute the bound to the previous inequality, summing up over all epochs, and taking the expecta-
tion over all randomness proves the lemma. O

D Proof of Section 3.3

In this section we present the analysis for obtaining Theorem 3.15.

D.1 Establishing the square summability of surrogate gradient mapping

2
Lemma D.1. For any b, 7 € Z,, setn = \/%f/%, y= Ln\;{gﬁ’ |Bs k| = b, and |Bso| = {2}5217)(0)) -B—‘

for some B >0, Vs, k> 1, then
S T1s—1 S

Z Mh ||g¢+1dx§,h Ls,k H + Di(Zs k41, Ts,k) Z

s=1 k=0 s=1

A\If
o 777

Proof. First, let us bound the expectation of the squared gradient error term by

(@)
B[l [ns] £ E[luno— VS (@ao)l |xso}+zﬁ[ 19 eCeey01) = Vel )17 | 2co]

G o2(zg)  29PL0 Ly (X,
< é (;T) + i Z h( )E|:2Dh(fs7j+1,xs,j) |xs70:|
s, =

where (i) is by summing up the inequalities of Lemma A.3, (ii) is by Assumption 3.13, 3.14 and the

analysis of (49). Substituting this bound to Lemma 3.9, selecting |Bso| = [Cih(&")) -B—‘ for some

B > 0, and repeating the analyses of (50) and (51) proves the lemma. O

D.2 Bounding the probability of events A;(m) and Az(m,)

Lemma D.2. Consider any S epochs generated by Algorithm 2 with vs o modified by (31). For any
my,mg > 0, let us inherit the definitions of I1,Zs, A1(mq), Aa(mse) from Lemma 3.11, then we have

405~212 3297 Ay 160S7Tn? 128nAy
Budé?-my  nué?-my Budé? -my  yud?-mo

Prob (A;(my)) < and  Prob (Az(ms)) <

The proof is similar to Lemma 3.6 and 3.7, and is hence omitted for simplicity.
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D.3 Proof of Theorem 3.15

Proof. With the new square summability result in Lemma D.1, mimicking the analysis of (25) and
(26) by expanding the expectation over all possible 71,7, and {75}, we have for all m;, my > 0 that

3278 | 425; > 3 ¥ S Prob(Ty, T {7 }eer) D Tt (52)

pnd?
|Z1|<mq |Za|<meo Ts€[T—1],s€T; s€ly

Let us inherit the definition of events A3 and A from the proof of Theorem 3.12. Let us set mj = S/4
and repeat the analyses from (27) to (28), we obtain

Prob (A) Z Z Z Z PI‘Ob(I17IQ, {75}861-1) . <1 - % - % T8_1>

|Z1 |<mi |Za|<mo Ts€[T—1],s€T,

Q (1= 2 Prob (Af(m1) N A5(m2)) —

mo (327A\1, 4057~? )
ST

S2\ puno? Bué?

> (1= %2) (1= Prob (Ai(m1)) - Prob (As(ms)) ) — = - (?MAw 405772>

52 und? Bué?
(i) | g 2561 Ay _mg  my 32vAy  40STH2
- yud?-my ST 52 uno? Bué?
@ 256pAy 9my
- yud? - mg  8ST
where (i) is due to (52) and (29), both (ii) and (iii) are due to setting m} = S/4, B = —>2007

§07 L2 (r§)%q

and S = [M—‘ in Lemma D.2, as well as the choice of ¢ < 1/2, v and the fact that

— b
Hm3%q L(sg)VT’
n < 4/2/7 < 1. Given the above parameter selections, straight computation gives Prob(.A1 (m’{)) <q,

Prob (Ag(mz)) < 128,:;5;; :’n)f‘l’ and 32:}?2‘1’ + 41055;3 § . Therefore, to maximize the above probability,

we can choose mj = ,/% %ﬁ such that

256nAy | 9Im3 256nAg  9m} 377f \/7 s
m3ypo? * 88t miypué?  8ST \[77' (’Qh) p— (Kkp)Ve

Combining all the above discussion, we conclude that
Prob (A) >1—1—2L(k))ve=1-0(q + Ve)

when taking mj = S/4 and m} = 1/% . %. Note that the requirement on e further implies that

Prob(A;(m3)) < 1/2. When € < m, we also have Prob(As(m3)) < L(k2)v/e < 1/4, and hence
h
Prob(A§(m}) N A3(m3)) > 1/4. Therefore, repeating the analysis of Theorem 3.12 by ignoring the

Bregman divergence terms of Lemma 3.10 yields
557 Ay L 2
> 7]E n . s ’ c * c * .
1B + — = 32 { E ||g¢+1d,ys7h(z< k)” Af(mi) N Az(”@)}

(s,k)eLS

Again, conditioning on A§(m7) N .A5(m3), we bound |Z§| by

. 3ST 3 2nL(k))V2e St
|Z5| = (S — |74 ] T+ZT‘; |Zs| >T—m2>5(4 f)ET

seTy
As a result, repeating the discussion of (30) yields

551 Ay /LST

T5 o2 TE[0 )| A5 m) 0 A5(m3) 0 45
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Since gg+idxs,h(') coincides with G () in Z5. We further have

2,62 52
80+64Aq, <L(K]h)56.

E[G5 o) [P 4] < g+ 20 < =%

Hence we complete the proof. O

E Proof of Example 1

Proof. Because (1) is straightforward, we start with proving the argument (2). Note that

8\11(1'1, xg)
6.2?2

\\g -1 2
0(z1,72) = 1 —i—rx’{ Y22 and
O0xq (V2 +1In(1 + z%))Q 1+

= 2z zo.

By the symmetry of the objective function, let us assume x1,x2 > 0 in the following discussion. By
VW (z1,22)]|? < €, we have HMHQ < ¢, and hence zy < /€/2z. Together with |z1| > 1, the

f %&’“) satisfies ro]~'x3 < o 7+1 < € As re/4 < (/e when € < 8/r?, we have

second term o

1 1 1 211
(V2 + In(222))2 s (V2 +1In(1 + 22))2 1+x1—f+*<2f

which indicates that x; > Q(\[hﬁ 6,1)

Finally, let us prove (3) of Example 1. To begin with, we show by induction that 2§ = 0,Vk > 0.

OV (ah,ak) _ Oh(abal) _
S = S = 0. Denote

By initialization, 29 = 0 holds true. Suppose x5 = 0, then

2% = (2% 2%) and 2z = (21, 22), then substituting these derivatives to the BPG subproblem yields
0 (xf, z) Oh(z") [ (4
kel pktly : D72/ A1 . AL ) 53
it o) =g (GG ) e (I 150) o

In (53), 2 only appears in the last norm polynomial terms. Hence we have 3312”1 = 0. Next, substi-
tuting x§ = x§+1 = 0 to (53) yields a simplified subproblem only in terms of the variable x;, whose
KKT condition can be written as

ov(zf,0
(R )AL gkt o (ghyddl gk ) (27, ). (54)
6LE1
Since 8\11(11,0) < 0 for Vo; > 1. With 2 = 1, the KKT condition (54) indicates that {z¥} is
£ 8\11(3:1,0)

CE

monotomcally increasing. Hence, substituting the value o , we have

E4+1yr+1 Eyr+1 2y el | A r+1 A
(xy ™) < (ah)" V(1 T @20 £ @) < (af)"" +;,1€ < (2h)"F (1+(3C]f)7'+2)

Take the (r + 1)-th root and apply the inequality that (1 +u)* < 14 au,Vu > 0,Va € [0, 1], we obtain

1

A
Pl A ok L
! L+ Dby

S G S )

where the last inequality is because A < L~! < 1. Now, we are ready to derive the upper bound for
{z%}. Define k; := inf{k : 2} > t} for t = 17 2,3,---, where k; = 0. Then we know z¥*~* < ¢. On the
other hand, (55) indicates that z%* < t + 5. Therefore, we have

kiy1—1 + 1 k¢ + kt+1 - kt < 1 kt—‘rl - kt

Kiq1
t+1< < <. < _virl o )
tlso =5 e = ST e ST T e

That is, ki1 — k¢ > 71" 1. Notice that if we want % € [t,¢ + 1), then we will need

t—1

kzktzr-27”1>7‘(t—1)”2>

k r+2
. —9
< =12 (7 )

T r+2
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1
and hence we have af < (ZE2.k)™2 +2 = O(k%) Substituting this bound and z&% = 0 to the
gradient VU (¥, 2%) yields

k k o 2:]C]f A _ﬁ
|V (xy,25)| = V2 +In(L+ (20)2)2(1 + (1)) =Q (k: )

Hence we complete the proof. O
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