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Abstract

We consider the minimization of a Lipschitz continuous and expectation-valued function,
denoted by f and defined as f(x) = E[ f(x,&)], over a closed and convex set X. Our focus
lies on obtaining both asymptotics as well as rate and complexity guarantees for computing
an approximate stationary point (in a Clarke sense) via zeroth-order schemes. We adopt a
smoothing-based approach reliant on minimizing f,, where f,(x) £ Ey[f(x +nu)], u is a random
variable defined on a unit sphere, and 1 > 0. In fact, it has been observed that a stationary
point of the n-smoothed problem is a 2n-stationary point for the original problem in the Clarke
sense. In such a setting, we develop two sets of schemes with promising empirical behavior. (I)
We develop a smoothing-enabled variance-reduced zeroth-order gradient framework (VRG-ZO)
for minimizing f, over X. In this setting, we make two sets of contributions for the sequence
generated by the proposed zeroth-order gradient scheme. (a) The residual function of the
smoothed problem tends to zero almost surely along the generated sequence, allowing for making
guarantees for n-Clarke stationary solutions of the original problem; (b) To compute an x that
ensures that the expected norm of the residual of the n-smoothed problem is within € requires
no greater than O(n~'e~?) projection steps and O (n~2¢~*) function evaluations. (II) Our
second scheme is a zeroth-order stochastic quasi-Newton scheme (VRSQN-ZO) reliant on a
combination of randomized and Moreau smoothing; the corresponding iteration and sample
complexities for this scheme are O (77*56*2) and O (0’76’4), respectively. These statements
appear to be novel and there appear to be few available results that can contend with general

nonsmooth, nonconvex, and stochastic regimes via zeroth-order approaches.

1 Introduction

We consider the following stochastic optimization problem

i ~RE[f 1

min  f(x) [f(x,8)], (1)

where f : R" — R is a real-valued, nonsmooth, and nonconvex function, X < R" is a closed and
convex set, and & :  — R? denotes a random variable associated with the probability space (Q~, F,P).
Our interest lies in the case when f is Lipschitz continuous and at any x € R", f(x) = E[f(x,&)]
and & : Q — Z is a d-dimensional random variable with Z < RY. We denote a realization of £ and

f(z,€) by € and f(x,€), respectively. Recall that function f is Lo-Lipschitz continuous on the set
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X if there exists a scalar Ly > 0 such that for all x,y € X we have |f(x) — f(y)| < Lo|x —y||. Our
goal lies in devising randomized zeroth-order stochastic gradient and stochastic quasi-Newton (SQN)
methods with iteration and sample complexity guarantees for approximating a stationary point to
in nonsmooth nonconvex regimes. Despite significant literature on contending with nonsmooth
stochastic convex optimization problems [27], most nonconvex generalizations are restricted to
structured regimes where nonconvexity often emerges as an expectation-valued smooth function
while nonsmoothness arises in a deterministic form. Often, f (e,£) may be both nonconvex and
nonsmooth and proximal stochastic gradient schemes [16], [20] cannot be adopted. We now discuss
some relevant research in nonsmooth and nonconvex regimes.

Table 1: Previous work on stochastic, nonsmooth, nonconvex settings.

Author Convex Smooth Deter. ¥ ¥ Uncon.” Oracle™® Comments

Burke, Lewis, v X v v v Gradients in neighbor-

Overton (2005) hood of iterate are as-
sumed to be available.

X
Xu and Yin (2017) X noncor{vfex v v v Prox-linear algorithm
pa}rt s applied to nonconvex
proximable
problem.
X X
Ghadimi, Lan, nonconf}x nonsmqoth v v v A randomized zeroth-
Zhang (2016) part is part is order algorithm
smooth convex . .

leveraging Gaussian
smoothing is intro-
duced.

Nesterov and 4 X v v X Zeroth-order Gaussian

Spokainy (2017) smoothing

Zhang, Lin, X X v v v Negative result for non-

Jegelka, Sra, convex nonsmooth op-

Jadbabaie (2020) timization.

VRG-ZO X X X X X Zelfoth—order met-hod
reliant on randomized
smoothing.

%

* Provides element of subdifferential; ko Deterministic; 7°: Unconstrained.

Table 2: Previous work on SQN in convex, nonconvex, smooth, nonsmooth settings.

Author Convex Smooth Deter. ¥ Uncon. % Oracle® Comments
Wang, Ma, Gold- X v v v v A stochastic, limited
farb, Liu (2017) memory BFGS scheme
for nonconvex opti-
mization is introduced.
Curtis, Que X X v v v Convergence for an
(2019) SQN schemes based on
gradient sampling is
delivered.
Bollapragada, v v X v X An adaptive sampling
Wild (2023) zeroth-order quasi-
Newton method is
proposed.
VRSQN-ZO X X X X X Z‘eroth—order SQN. re-
liant on randomized
and Moreau smooth-
ing.

* Provides element of subdifferential; ol Deterministic; % Unconstrained.

(a) Nonsmooth nonconvex optimization. In [4], Burke, Lewis, and Overton demonstrate how
gradient sampling schemes allow for approximating the Clarke subdifferential of a function that
is differentiable almost everywhere and proceed to develop a robust gradient sampling scheme [5],
proving subsequential convergence to an e-Clarke stationary point when f is locally Lipschitz.
Further, in [19], Kiwiel proves sequential convergence to Clarke stationary points without requiring
compactness of level sets. There have also been efforts to develop statements in structured regimes
where f is either weakly convex [I3] [14] or f = g+ h and h is smooth and possibly nonconvex while



g is convex, nonsmooth, and proximable [31], 20].

(b) Nonsmooth nonconvez stochastic optimization. Most efforts have been restricted to structured
regimes where f(x) = h(x) + g(x), h(x) = E[h(x, £)], h is smooth and possibly nonconvex while g is
closed, convex, and proper with an efficient proximal evaluation. In such settings, proximal stochastic
gradient techniques [I6] and their variance-reduced counterparts [16} 20] were developed. More
recently, a comprehensive examination of nonsmooth and nonconvex problems can be found in the
monograph [I1]; related efforts for resolving probabilistic and risk-averse settings via sample-average
approximation approaches have been examined in [10} 24].

(c) Zeroth-order methods. Deterministic [7] and randomized smoothing [28, [I5] have been the
basis for resolving a broad class of nonsmooth optimization problems [21], 33]. When the original
objective function is nonsmooth and nonconvex, Nesterov and Spokoiny [23] examine unconstrained
nonsmooth and nonconvex optimization problems via Gaussian smoothing. Zeroth-order stochastic
approximation methods for nonconvex stochastic optimization in the constrained setting were also
proposed [1].

(d) SQN methods under nonconvezity and nonsmoothness. (i). Nonsmooth or nonconvex settings.
Among recent work, Wang et al. [29] presented a SQN method for unconstrained minimization
of expectation-valued, smooth, and nonconvex functions. In [6], a damped regularized variant of
the L-BFGS algorithm for smooth nonconvex problems is developed. Variable sample-size SQN
schemes in nonsmooth convex settings are examined by Jalilzadeh et al. [I8]. (ii) The nonsmooth
nonconvex setting. SQN type schemes in the structured nonsmooth convex setting, where the
objective function can be separated into a smooth nonconvex part and a nonsmooth convex part,
have been examined in [30] and [32]. Further in [12], an SQN scheme reliant on gradient sampling
has been developed for addressing unconstrained nonsmooth nonconvex optimization. (iii) SQN via
zeroth-order information. The work on zeroth-order SQN methods has been much limited. In [3],
an adaptive sampling zeroth-order SQN method is developed. However, convergence guarantees are
not provided. A summary of the related work is presented in Tables[I]and [2

Motivation. Our work draws motivation from the absence of efficient schemes for resolving stochastic
optimization problems when the integrand is both nonsmooth and nonconvex. Our framework is
inspired by recent work by Zhang et al. [35], where the authors show that for a suitable class of
nonsmooth functions, computing an e-stationary point of f, denoted by x, is impossible in finite
time where x satisfies min { |g|| | ¢ € df(x)} < e. This negative result is a consequence of the
possibility that the gradient can change in an abrupt fashion, thereby concealing a stationary point.
To this end, they introduce a notion of (4, €)-stationarity, a weakening of e-stationarity; specifically,
if x is (9, €)-stationary, then there exists a convex combination of gradients in a J-neighborhood
of x with norm at most e. However, this does not imply that x is d-close to an e-stationary point
of x as noted by Shamir [25] since the convex hull might contain a small vector without any of
the vectors being necessarily small. However, as Shamir observes, one needs to accept that the
(0, €)-stationarity notion may have such pathologies. Instead, an alternative might lie in minimizing
a smoothed function f,, defined as f,(x) = Ey[f(x + nu)] where u is a suitably defined random
variable. In fact, a Clarke-stationary point of f, is a 2n-Clarke stationary point (in terms of the
enlarged Clarke subdifferential) [I7]. This avenue allows for leveraging a richer set of techniques but
may still be afflicted by similar challenges.

Goal. Development of zeroth-order smoothing approaches in constrained and stochastic
regimes with a view towards developing finite-time and asymptotic guarantees for stochastic
gradient and SQN schemes.




Outline and contributions. We develop a zeroth-order framework in regime where f is expectation-
valued over a closed and convex set X, where locally randomized smoothing is carried out via spherical
smoothing. This scheme leads to zeroth-order stochastic gradient (VRG-Z0) and SQN (VRSQN-ZO0)
frameworks, where the gradient estimator is constructed via (sampled) function values. After
providing some preliminaries on the notion of stationarity and randomized smoothing in section
our main algorithmic contributions are captured in section |3| and section [4] while preliminary
numerics and concluding remarks are provided in section [5] and section [6] respectively. Next, we
briefly summarize our key contributions.

(A) VRG-Z0 schemes. On applying VRG-Z0 to an n-smoothed problem, where n > 0 is a smoothing
parameter, under suitable choices of the steplength and mini-batch sequences, we show that the
norm of the residual function of the smoothed problem tends to zero almost surely. When VRG-Z0
is applied to , the expected squared residual (associated with the smoothed problem) diminishes
at the rate of O(1/k) in terms of projection steps on X, leading to an iteration complexity of
O(n~te™2) and a complexity of O(n~2¢~%) in terms of sampled function evaluations. Here, € denotes
an arbitrary bound on the expected norm of the residual of the n-smoothed problem.

(B) VRSQN-Z0 schemes. On applying VRSQN-Z0 to an n-smoothed problem, where the indicator
function associated with the convex set X is replaced by its Moreau-smoothed counterpart, under
suitable choices of the steplength and mini-batch sequences, we show that the norm of the residual
of the smoothed problem tends to zero almost surely. When VRSQN-Z0 is applied with variance
reduction, we obtain iteration and sample complexities of the form O (77*56*2) and O (77*76*4),
respectively.

Notation. We use x, x', and |x|| to denote a column vector, its transpose, and its Euclidean

A A

norm, respectively. We define f* = in)f( f(x) and fy = in)f( fn(x), where f,(x) denotes the smoothed
Xe Xe

approximation of f. Given a continuous function, i.e., f € C°, we write f € C%0(X) if f is Lipschitz
on X with parameter L. Given a continuously differentiable function, i.e., f € C', we write
f e CHY(X) if Vf is Lipschitz continuous on X with parameter Li. We write a.s. for “almost
surely” and E[h(x,&)] denotes the expectation with respect to a random variable £. Il y[v] denotes
the Euclidean projection of v onto the closed convex set X.

2 Stationarity and smoothing

We first recap some concepts of Clarke’s nonsmooth calculus [8] that allow for providing stationarity
conditions. The directional derivative, crucial in addressing nonsmooth optimization problems, is
defined next.

Definition 1 (Directional derivatives and Clarke generalized gradient [8]). The directional
derivative of h at x in a direction v is defined as

<h(y +tv) — h(.v)) _

(2)

h®(x,v) = lim sup

y—x,tl0 t

The Clarke generalized gradient of h at x can then be defined as

oh(x) = {¢ e R" | A°(x,v) = (v, YveR"}. (3)
In other words, h°(x,v) = sup g v. ]
gedh(x)

If his C! at x, the Clarke generalized gradient reduces to the standard gradient, i.e., 0h(x) =
Vxh(x). If x is a local minimizer of h, then we have that 0 € dh(x). In fact, this claim can be



extended to convex constrained regimes, i.e., if x is a local minimizer of min h(x), then x satisfies
xeX

0 € 0h(x) + Nx(x), where Ny (x) denotes the normal cone of X defined at x [8]. Furthermore, if h
is locally Lipschitz on an open set C containing X', then h is differentiable almost everywhere on C
by Rademacher’s theorem [8]. Suppose C;, denotes the set of points where h is not differentiable.
We now provide some properties of the Clarke generalized gradient.

Proposition 1 (Properties of Clarke generalized gradients [8]). Suppose h is Lg-Lipschitz
continuous on R™. Then the following hold for any z € R".

(i) dh(x) is a nonempty, convex, and compact set and ||g| < Lo for any g € dh(x).

(ii) h is differentiable almost everywhere. (iii) dh(x) is an upper-semicontinuous map defined as
Oh(x) = conv{g | g = limp0 Vxh(xx),Cr pxp — x}. 0

We may also define the §-Clarke generalized gradient [I7] as
2sh(x) = conv {C | ¢ € Ohly), |x—y| < 6}. (4)

Notice that §-Clarke generalized gradient of x is given by the convex hull of elements in the Clarke
generalized gradient of vectors within a distance § of x. When h is a nonsmooth and nonconvex
function, we address nonsmoothness by considering a locally randomized smoothing technique.
Given a function h : R™ — R and a scalar n > 0, a spherically smoothed approximation of h, denoted
by hy, is defined as

hy(x) = Euep [h(x +nu) ], (5)

where u denotes a random variable uniformly distributed on a unit ball B, defined as B = {u € R™ |
|u|| < 1}, with realizations denoted by u € B. We now recall some properties of spherical smoothing,
where S = {v € R" | |v| = 1} is the surface of B.

Lemma 1 (Properties of spherical smoothing [9, Lemma 1]). Suppose h : R" — R is a
continuous function and its smoothed counterpart h;, is defined as , where 1 > 0 is a given scalar.
Then the following hold.

(i) hy is C" over X and Vihy(x) = (g) Eves [h(x + V)L] for any = € X.

vl
Suppose h € C%9(X,) with parameter Lg. For any x,y € X, the following hold.
(i) |hy(x) = hy(¥)] < Lolx — |-
(iii) |hy(x) = h(x)| < Lon.
(iv) [Vxhy(x) = Vichy(y)] < £ |x — .

nllvl
for any x € X, we have that Eyes[]gn(x, v)|?] < Lin?. O

(v) Suppose h € C*0(X,)) with parameter Lo and g,(x,v) = (w) for v e S. Then,

In developing VRG-Z0, we minimize an Lo-Lipschitz function on &, where &}, = X + noB
represents the Minkowski sum of X and nB . Further, we assume that the random variable
f(x,€) — f(x) admits suitable bias and moment properties. We develop schemes for computing
approximate stationary points of by an iterative scheme. However, we formalize the relationship
between the original problem and its smoothed counterpart. This is provided in [9] by leveraging

results from [211 22].



Proposition 2 (Stationarity of f, = 2n-Clarke stationarity of f). Consider where f is
a locally Lipschitz continuous function and X is a closed, convex, and bounded set in R"™.

(i) For any n > 0 and any x € R", V f,(x) € 02, f(x). Furthermore, if 0 ¢ 0f(x), then there exists
an 7 such that Vy fs(x) # 0 for 0 <7 < 7.

(ii) For any n > 0 and any x € X, if 0 € Vx f,(x) + Nx(x), then 0 € 0o f(x) + N (x).

Intuitively, this means that if x is a stationary point of the n-smoothed problem, then x is a
2n-Clarke stationary point of the original problem. Next, we introduce a residual function that
captures the departure from stationarity [2]. Recall that when h is a differentiable but possibly
nonconvex function and X" is a closed and convex set, then x is a stationary point of if and only
if

Gg(x) = (x — Iy [x — %fo(x)D = 0.
When f is not necessarily smooth as considered here, a residual of the smoothed problem can be
derived by replacing Vi f(x) by Vxf,(x). In particular, the residual G,, 3 denotes the stationarity
residual with parameter 3 of the n-smoothed problem while G, 5 is its counterpart arising from
using an error-afflicted estimate of Vy f;(x).

Definition 2 (The residual mapping). Given 5 > 0 and a smoothing parameter n > 0, for any
x € R" and an arbitrary vector € € R", let the residual mappings G, 3(x) and G, g(x, €) be defined

as Gpp(x) = ﬁ(x — Iy [x — %fon(x)]) and G, 5(x,€) = (x — Iy [x — %(fon(x) + é)]),
respectively.

This allows for deriving a bound on G, 5(x) in terms of G, 5(x, €) and ¢ as follows.

Lemma 2 ([9, Lemma 6]). For any §,n > 0,x€ X,é € R",
|Gas()I? < 201Gy p(x, &) + 2]
Next, we recall a result that relates the residual function as 7 changes [2].

Lemma 3. Suppose n > 0 and {7;} is a diminishing sequence. Then, for any x and k > 0,
|G F) < Gt K-

We use the following result in establishing the almost sure convergence guarantees.

Lemma 4 (Robbins-Siegmund Lemma). Let vy, ug, o, and S be nonnegative random variables,
and let the following relations hold almost surely.

o0 o0
Elvist | Fi] < (1 + ap)vg —up + B for all k, Dl ap <o, > B <o,
k=0 k=0

where Fj, is the collection v, ..., Vg, Ug, ..., Uk, QQy---,Qk, Boy---, Pk Then klim v = v a.s. and
—00

Yo Uk < o0 a.s., where v > 0 is some random variable.

3 A randomized zeroth-order gradient method

In this section, we provide the main assumptions, outline the proposed zeroth-order method, derive
some preliminary results, and present our convergence analysis.



Algorithm 1 VRG-Z0: Variance-reduced randomized zeroth-order gradient method

1: input: Given x¢ € X, stepsize v > 0, smoothing parameter n > 0, mini-batch sequence
{Nj}, and an integer Ry i randomly selected from {¢ = [AK],..., K} using a discrete uniform
distribution where A € (0,1) and K > 1.

2: for k=0,1,..., K —1do

3:  Generate a random mini-batch v;, € S for j =1,..., Ny,

4:  Compute {gn(xk,vj,k,gj,k)}j.vgl, where for all j = 1,..., Ng,

Gn(Xpo, Vj ks §j.k) = (%) (f (xk + v Eik) — f(xn5E501) m

Zjﬂ\]:kl 9 (Xh 05881
N

5. Compute mini-batch inexact ZO gradient. g, n, (Xx) =
6:  Update x;, as follows. xp11 := Iy [xX5 — Y9, N, (Xk)]

7: end for

8: Return xp, ,

3.1 Preliminaries

Assumption 1 (Problem properties). Consider problem .
(i) f is Lo-Lipschitz on X + ngB for some 1y > 0.

ii) X € R™ is a nonempty, closed, and convex set.

(
(iii) For all x e X + noS, E[ f(x,€) | x] = f(x).
(iv) For all x € X + oS, E[| f(x,€) — f(x)|? | x] < v? for some v > 0.

We introduce a variance-reduced randomized zeroth-order scheme presented by Algorithm [1] and
define a zeroth-order gradient estimate of f(xy,&; ) as

In(Xks Vg, §jik) = (%) (f (xk + vk, &) — f (X &) m,
where vjj € nS. Intuitively, g,(xk, vk, &) generates a gradient estimate by employing sampled
function evaluations f (x%,&5k) and f (xx + vjk, & k); in short, the zeroth-order oracle, given an x;,
and a perturbation vector v;, produces two evaluations, i.e., f(xk, &k) and f(xk + vk, & k). We
formally define the stochastic errors emergent from the randomized scheme based on a mini-batch
approximation.

Definition 3. Forall k > 0,7 = 1,..., Ny, let e = 221 g, = 723:]\1,k 2k

Ny ) )
ek = Vin(Xk, &) — Vin(xn), ejr = V(&) — Vfy(xk), (6)
O 2= gn(Xies Vg Ejk) — Vu(Xks Ei), and 6 2= gy (xp, v, &) — V f (X1, £). (7)

As per our notation, we reserve boldface (such as e; ;) for random variables while their realizations
are not emboldened (such as e; ;). The history of Algorithm (1| at iteration k is denoted by Fy,
defined as

Ni_1

fg = {xo}, fk e ]:k—l U { U {fj,k—l;vj,k—l} } R for k > 1. (8)
j=1

We impose the following independence requirement on &;j and vj;, which is mild, since v;, is
user-defined.



Assumption 2 (Independence). Random samples ; i, v; are generated independent of each
other for all £k > 0 and 1 < j < Ng.

We now analyze the bias and moment properties of the two error sequences.

Lemma 5 (Bias and moment properties of e, and ). Let Assumptions 1| and [2[ hold. Then
(i) and (ii) hold a.s. for k = 0 and Ny > 1
(i) Elejx | Fi] = E[6 ik | Fr:] = 0 almost surely for all j =1,..., Nj.

(ii) Efflex]? | Fi] < 2Nk and E[[0x]? | Fi] < 2— almost surely
Proof. (i) To show that E[e; s, | Fi] = 0 a.s., we may write
Elejr | Fil = B[V fy(xk: &) = V f(x1) | Fi]
v B g B | (0 + v, €) = Fxe + V) 13 | Fe U {5t | 7]
s B [E[ﬂxwv,e)f(xﬁvﬂfw{v}]v | fk] v Bag o

Ivl v

| fk] =0, a.s.

To show that E[0) | Fi] = 0 a.s., we write
E[6) | Fi] = Elgy(xk, v, &) — V fy (x5, &) | Fi]
=B [5 (Flox +v,8) — 000, ©) iy = 5B 700+ v, O] Feo (6| | 7l
Aseum- B [E [n (f(xs + v, &) — f(xk, ) pup | Fie v {Uj,k}]
B | oo+ v Ry | Fe v )] 7
Assum. 0 [% (f(xi + V) — F(xx)) ”7:/’” — %f(xk + V>HVTH | ]-'k] =0, a.s.
(ii) To show the first inequality, we bound the conditional second moment of ej.
E[ B[V fy(xk.€) = V£l | | Fi
Lemmalll o2 %E [\E[ X +v,€) — f(xp + V)| Fru {ﬁk,j}”z | ]:k]
T BRIR |G+ v, €) — fo + V)P Fi o (] | Fl
Ao 0 2. CE[2 | ] = 2 2’ s

From Eley, | ] =0 a.s., Assumptlon I, and Definition
Blleul? | 73] = ek | |2 esa | 7
2| ]:k:] :

N,
- HE|2 ||ej,k|\ FAEES |
?’LQV2

Combining the preceding two relations, we obtain E[|lex|? | Fi] < e, a-s. To show the second
inequality, we have

E[l6,

2| Fi] = Elgy (i, v. €) = Vfy (1. ) | Fi]
P B (R (g, (0, v,€) = V(. ) | B0 {5} | ]

Lcmma(iii)
< E[Lin? | Fi| = Lin?, a.s.

Similar to the proof of the first bound, we have that E[[|0]? | Fi] < L]§Vn2 a.s. O

k



3.2 Convergence and rate analysis

We now derive convergence guarantees under constant and diminishing stepsizes, beginning with
the following result.

Lemma 6. Let Assumption hold. Consider Definition [3| Suppose {xj} is generated by Algorithm
Let {74} be a non-increasing stepsize sequence (e.g. constant or diminishing) where vo € (0, ;1)
for 7 > 0. Then, the following hold.

(i) For k = 0, we have

2
<1 _ nLg“{k) 'Yk”Gn,l/Zo(xk)” < fo(30) — fo(Xpa1) + <1 _ nL2(7)7"/k>,ka€k n ekHQ- 9)

(ii) Let Ry i be a random integer taking values in {/,..., K — 1} with mass function P{R, i = j} =
2 for any j € {{,..., K —1}. Then, for all k > 0 we have

Zfi}l Vi
2
ELf (x0)]—f*+2Lon+ (v +L2n?) Y1} 2308
2 - M7 Ng
E [HGn,l/'yo(XRe,K)H ] < ( 1_nLoyo K1 ) (10)
1 4n Zk:g Tk

Proof. (i) From Lemma (iv), the gradient mapping V f;, is Lipschitz continuous with the parameter
L, = ”TLO. From the descent lemma,

Fo(Xkr1) < Fo(xe) + V() T (k1 — Xi) + 5 3041 — x5
= folxk) + (Vf(xn) + e+ 0k) " (Xpr1 — %)

— (e +01) T (1 — xp) + 21 — xi]?. (11)

Invoking the properties of the Euclidean projection, we have
(xk — Y (V fr(x) + € + 0k) — Xg41) T (X — Xg11) < 0. This implies that

(V (k) + ex + 0k) " (K1 — k) < =L [xcrg1 — xi % (12)

In addition, we may also express (ex + Hk)T (xk+1 — x) as follows.
— ek +0k) " (ka1 — xk) < Lellen + Ok[” + 22 Ixri1 — k] (13)
Combining the inequalities , , and we obtain
Ly
Fos1) < Fal) + (=54 + 5 0e1 = 3l + Flex + 0412,

From Definition 2| we obtain

< — + )2 G 00)|° + Lllex + 0k

fn(xk+1) < fn(xk) + 2r + 5 ) Yk H n,l/vk(xkyek + k)H + 5 Hek + k“

= fn(xk) — (1 — Ln’yk) 77’“ Héfi,l/’m(xk’ek + (9]€>H2 + %’“Hek + HkHQ.

Using Lemma [2| and by the requirement that v, < v < L%’

2
fn(Xk+1) < fn(Xk) _ (1_L7]'Yk)7kHfﬂyl/’m(xk)” + <77k + M) Hek + ekHQ (]_4)



From the preceding relation and invoking Lemma [3, we obtain @D
(ii) Summing (9)) from k = ¢,..., K — 1 where ¢ = [AK] and taking expectations with respect to the
iterate trajectory, we have

Z ( N an) BE[|Gy 1/, k) 2] < ELfy(x0)] — E[f(xx)]

k=¢

K-1
+ 3 (1= 25s) Efex + 04)7]. (15)
k=¢

Invoking the definition of Ry x and Lemma [3| we have

K-1
(% - nLOWO) (Z 7k> ]E[ERZ,K [HGn,l/vo (XRZ,K)H2:|]
k={
K—
< (} — nGe) 2 WE Gy 120 (56)1?] 2 (1 - 2o ) HE[|Gy 1 (1))
N =
[fn Xg Z \ek + GkH ]

where the last inequality follows from <1 — %) < 1 for any k. Note that we have

Efa(xo)] = f = ELf(xe) + fo(xe) — f(x0)] = f* + f* - fF

=E[f(x0)] = f* +E[|fy(xe) = +|f* =17l
Lemma [1] (iii) "
L B[ fx)] - 1* + 2Lon. (16)
From Lemma (i), E [er + Ox[?] < 2E[E [[ex]* + [10x]? | Fr]] < ?7"2]\'& + 2L "’ From the preced-
ing relations, we obtain the inequality . O

We now present an almost sure convergence guarantee for the sequence generated by Algorithm
by relying on the Robbins-Siegmund Lemma.

Proposition 3 (Asymptotic guarantees for VRG-20). Consider Algorithm [1} Let Assumptions
and [2| hold

(a) [Constant stepsize rule] Let v 1= v< 1~ and Nj := (k + 1)!*9 for k> 0 and § > 0. Then,
the following hold. (a-i) |G}, 1/

2n-Clarke stationary points of in an a.s. sense.

(b) [Diminishing stepsize rule| Let {7;} be a square summable but non-summable diminishing

sequence with 7o € (0, 37), and >, 3 < 00. Then, the following hold. (b-i) |G, 1/5,(xk)| ka—s> 0.
—00

(xz)| % 0. (a-ii) Every limit point of {xj} lies in the set of

(b-ii) Every limit point of {xj} lies in the set of 2n-Clarke stationary points of in an almost sure
sense.

Proof. (a-i) Let f = igéf( fn(x). By taking expectations conditioned on Fj on the both sides of the
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inequality @D, we have

E [(foxk1) = £5) | Fi] < (Fali) = £5) = (1= Lyy) T [ Gt o (33 2
+ <1 - an>7E [lex + 0x* | Fi]

Lemma (ii)

2

< (fn (%K) — f;;) — (1= Lyy) ”Gn,l/v(xk)H
H-g "

where ¢ := 2 (”212’2 + L%n2> in view of Lemma (ii). By invoking Lemma the nonnegativity of
fn(xx) — f and by recalling that v < .-, we have that {(f,(xx) — f;)} is convergent a.s. and
Sy }|Gn71/7(xk)“2 < o0 almost surely. It remains to show that with probability one, |G}, 1 /5 (xx)| —
0 as k — c0. We proceed by contradiction. Suppose with finite probability, |G, 1/, (Xx)] ke e

where K is a random subsequence and € is a random positive scalar. Consequently, for every ¢ € &
and ¢ > 0, there exists a random K such that k > K, |G, 1/,(xx)|| = §. Consequently, we have that

Dhson 1Gnay (0)I? Z Zeie |Gy 0?2 Dkt g it HGn,l/'y(Xk)H2 = oo with finite probability,
leading to a contradiction and implying that |G, 1/, (x;)[* === 0.
k—o0

(a-ii) Recall from Proposition [2| that if x satisfies G, ;/,(x) = 0, it is a 2n-Clarke stationary point
of (1)), i.e., 0 € Py, f(x) + Ny(x). Since almost every limit point of {x} satisfies G, 1/,(x) = 0, the
result follows.

(b-i) Consider (9], whereby

E[(fy(xks1) = £2) | Fa] < (fo(x > ) = (1= Loye) 2% |Gyt o ()|
() R

Based on the nonnegativity of f,,(xx)— £, % < 70 < g, L for all k, and the summability of { & } we

may invoke Lemma implying that {(f,(xx) — f,)} is convergent a.s. and D1 Tk HGn,l/fyo Xk ) H
oo almost surely. Since {7} is non-summable, it follows that liminfy_, HGml o (xk)H2 =0 in an

almost sure sense. Proving |G, 1/, (x¢)| — 0 as & — oo follows in a similar fashion to as derived
earlier. (b-ii) Omitted. O

We now provide a formal rate (in terms of projection steps on X') and complexity statement (in
terms of sampled function evaluations).

Theorem 1 (Rate and complexity statements for VRG-Z0). Consider Algorithm Let
Assumptions [I] and 2| hold. Let a = 0 be an arbitrary scalar.

(a) [Constant stepsize rule] Let 7y, := v < ;- and Ny :=[1 + %1 for k=0

(a-i) For K > /\ with ¢ = [AK], we have

E||G X 2l < (ELf (x0)] =S *+2Lon+2n? (v +Lgn?) ) (0.5-In(A))n* ~>) 18
[1G1/(xRe )] <<1—%>%(1—/\)K> "

(a-ii) Let v =
hold.
(a-ii-1) The total number of projection steps is K. = O (nmin{*l’“*Q}e%).
2min{—17a—2}—a€—4) .

anr;- Let € >0 and K. be such that E [1G 1 /4(XR,x. )] < €. Then the following

(a-ii-2) The total sample complexity is O (7]

11



(b) [Diminishing stepsize rule] Let v, =
(b-i) For K > % with £ = [AK], we have

\/W and Ny :=[1+ V];;H] for k > 0, where vo < -

0"

21 _ (BLf(x)]=f*+2Lon+2n%y0 (2 +L3n?)(0.5—In(A))n*~2)
[HGr],l/’yo(xRi K)H ] < ((1,”L7(7’70)77(1,f)\ﬁ> .

(19)

(b-ii) Let € > 0 and K, be such that E [|G, 1/, (xR, «.)[] < €. Then:
(b-ii-1) The total number of projection steps is K, = O (772 min{—1,a— 2}6_4).
(b-ii-2) The total sample complexity is O (n® min{_l’“_2}_“e_6).

Proof. (a-i) From (10)), we obtain

E[f(xé)]_f*+2Lor]+(y2+L ),yzi( Zl 22?\7
E (1G] < n 2%
G e ((1—%>%(K—e))

(B G0l 280+ (24 1302 17 =2 )

(S T

where the expectation is with respect to both the iterate trajectory and the random integer Ry i,
while the last inequality is a consequence of Ny :=[1 + k“] k“ . Recall that K > = /\ implies

(<K —1and Y5y <05+ () <05 -, Further, K—0>K-\K = (1-\K
implying that

N

E[f(x¢)]—f*+2Lon+2n?(v2+LEn?)(0.5—In()))n?~27)
|G g )12 < & .
[ n,1/y\SRe k¢ ] ((1_ L7,07>%(1—A)K>

a-ii) To show (ii-1), using the relation in part (i) and by ~ := 5-I—, we obtain
2nLg

2 E[f(x¢)]—f*+2Lon+nLy  (v2+L2n2)(0.5—In(\))ne—!
(G (g 2] < L oninty L gr) ),

From Jensen’s inequality, E |G, 1/, (xR, )] \/O min{~1,a=2} /) and thus, we have K. =

(@) (nmin{_l’“_2}e_2). Next, we show (ii-2). The sample complexity of function evaluations is as
follows.

K.
Z Ni = kZo (ktl)] < O(K,) + 0(57(5) <O (n2min{—17a_2}_a€_4) .

(b-i) Consider the inequality (10). Using - < }211, we obtain

2
(BLrGeen—r* +220m+ (2 2307) £ 2ot )

(DT .

E [“Gn,l/’yo (XRZ,K)Hg] <

where we note that Zf_gl Vi = S . md:ﬂ = 290(VE — V) = 27(1 — VA)VK. As earlier, we
have that Y5, k+1 < 0.5 —1In(A), leading to the inequality in (b-i).

12



(b-ii) From Jensen’s inequality and by setting vo = we obtain that

_n
2nLg?
E [1G,1/70 (XRe i )] < \/(’) (puin{-La=2 £ =1/2)  thus K, = O (p?™in{=1e=2¢=4). Thus (b-ii-1)

holds. Next, (b-ii-2) holds by bounding the sample complexity as follows.

] < O(Ke) 4 O(Ii]?am) <0 (n3min{fl,a72}fa676> '

Remark 1 (Optimal choice of parameter a in Theorem . (A) Constant stepsize rule.

(i) For 0 < a <1, we attain the best iteration complexity of O (77*16*2) and sample complexity of
O (77_36_4) in terms of dependence of n when a = 1.

(i) For a > 1, the iteration complezity does not improve while the sample complexity worsens.
This implies that a = 1 is the optimal choice.

(B) Diminishing stepsize rule.

(i) For 0 < a < 1, then the best obtainable iteration and sample complexities worsen to O (T]_26_4)
and O 77_46_6), respectively when a = 1.

(i) For a = 1, akin to he prior case, a = 1 is the optimal choice.

(C) Commentary on complexity and availability of Ly. We observe that VRG-Z0

achieves better complexity bounds under a constant stepsize, i.e. v = ﬁ However, from a practical
perspective, the diminishing stepsize may seem appealing since the parameter Ly is often unavailable,
rendering a challenge in tuning the constant stepsize to establish convergence. In contrast, under a
diminishing stepsize, even when g is chosen larger than the unknown threshold %, the stepsize Vg

will eventually fall below the threshold for which an error bound of the form 1s satisfied.

4 A Smoothed Quasi-Newton Framework

In this section, we present a stochastic quasi-Newton framework for nonsmooth nonconvex stochastic
optimization. After introducing a smoothed unconstrained formulation in section [4.1} we describe
the SQN algorithm in section and develop a damped L-BFGS scheme in section [£.3] Guarantees
of convergence are provided in section

4.1 A smoothed unconstrained formulation

Consider the unconstrained reformulation of , defined as

min h(x), where h(x) = f(x) + 1x(x) where f(x) = E[f(x,&)], (20)

and 1x(x) denotes the indicator function of the set X. By leveraging randomized smoothing of f
and Moreau smoothing of 1y, we define the smoothing of h as

min iy (x) = fy(x) + Ly (x), (21)

where f,(6) * Eusal x4 1] ey ) = iy { 1u(0) + o~ 12},
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B = {ueR"| |ul <1}, and n > 0 denotes a smoothing parameter. We refer to 1y ,(x) as the

Moreau-smoothed indicator function of X. Crucially, 1x, € C'! with a (1/n)-Lipschitz continuous

gradient defined as V1y ,(x) = %(x —ITx(x)). By leveraging Lemma (1} for a given smoothing

& Lon+1

parameter 7, h;, € Ch! with L,-Lipschitz continuous gradient where L, 7

Algorithm 2 VRSQN-Z0: A VR zeroth-order smoothed quasi-Newton method
L. input: x9 € X, {1t} > 0, u > 0, {Ny}, K, and memory parameter p > 1.
2: for k=0,1,..., K —1do
3: forj=1,...,N; do
4: Generate a random sample v, € 7S and compute the stochastic ZO gradient

n( f k405 10858) = F (X8:€5k) ) V5. i xp—Tx (x5)

Gn(Xp, Vg, k) =

BRE 7
5. end for N
k . .

6:  Evaluate g, n, (xx) := Zj:lgn(ﬁk’%’k@’k).
7. if k < p then
8: Update xj, as follows. Xp11 1= Xp — VG, N, (Xk) -
9: else
10: Discard the vectors sp_p, Yr—p, Yp—p from storage
11: Generate 71, by passing gy N, (Xk), Sk—ps---Sk—1, Yk—p>--->Yk—1, and Yg—p, ..., Yp—1 tO

L-BFGS-SMOOTHED.
12 Update xj, as follows. X411 := Xp — ViT%- > L-BFGS update
13:  end if
14: forj=1,...,N; do
15: Use the generated samples v; € 1S to compute

n(f (105, 0085.6) = F (kkr1,65.6) ) Uik n Xpy1 = (Xpi1)
osixlm " '

In(Xkt 1, Vjk, k) 1=

16: end for

~ Z]-V_kl In (Xk11:Y5, k-85, k)
17 Evaluate g, n, (Xp41) := == N .

18:  Evaluate si, := xp11 — Xp and yg = gy, N, (Xi11) — G, N, (Xk)-

19:  Evaluate g := ®pyr + (1 — @k)H,;jl’osk where @, is defined by .
20: end for

21: Return xg

Next, we present the assumptions and comment on distinctions with prior work.

Assumption 3 (Problem properties). Consider problem (21)).

(i) Function f(e,&) is Lo-Lipschitz continuous on R™ for almost every &.

(ii) For all x € R", E[ f(x,£) | x] = f(x) almost surely.

(iif) For all x € R™, E[|f(x, &) — f(x)|? | x] < v? almost surely for some v > 0.

(iv) The set X is nonempty, closed, and convex.

Remark 2. (i) Most prior work on SQN schemes [29, [30] require twice differentiability of f(e, ),
such that |V2, f(x,€)| < k for all x,£ and some k> 0 (e.g., see AS.5 in [29]). We considerably
weaken this assumption by allowing the objective function to be Lipschitz continuous and possibly
nondifferentiable. (ii) In the prior section, f(e,&) was required to be Lo-Lipschitz on X + noB,
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whereas we now require that it is Lo-Lipschitz on R™. We believe this assumption can be weakened
by considering problem of the form where the objective function is augmented by a smooth
nonconvex function, with possibly unbounded gradients over R™. The study of such extensions is left
as a future direction to our work.

4.2 Algorithm Description

We now present a zeroth-order SQN algorithm, called VRSQN-Z0 and presented by Algorithm
for addressing problem (20). Some of the key characteristics of this method are as follows. (i)
VRSQN-Z0 is primarily a derivative-free quasi-Newton method, reliant on the sampled objective
function evaluations. (ii) It leverages randomized smoothing of the objective function and Moreau
smoothing of the constraint set. (iii) It employs a damped limited-memory BFGS scheme called
L-BFGS-SMOOTHED (see Algorithm [3) for efficiently constructing inverse Hessian approximations of
the expectation-valued nonconvex objective function. (iv) Lastly, our method is equipped with
variance reduction which improves the iteration complexity in stochastic regimes.

Next, we describe the outline of VRSQN-Z0. The sequence {x;} denotes the iterates generated
by the method. Similar to VRG-Z0, at iteration k in VRSQN-Z0, a mini-batch of random samples
vjr € 1S of size Nj is generated and used for evaluating of g, n,(xi) € R", a derivative-free
estimate (with respect to f) of Vh,(xy). A key difference with VRSQN-Z0 lies in the use of an
inverse Hessian approximation in updating xi. As shown later, the main update rule of VRSQN-Z0
can be compactly represented as xp11 = Xp — Y Hpgy N, (Xr) where Hj, denotes a zeroth-order
inverse Hessian approximation of the smoothed function. This framework is inspired by but distinct
from [29]; it is (i) derivative-free and (ii) can accommodate nonsmoothness in the nonconvex term.
In computing the product Hyg, n, (xx), we employ a stochastic damped L-BFGS scheme. This
scheme employs two auxiliary stochastic zeroth-order gradients evaluated at successive iterates. Let
us define

G (i) = et gn<x§ﬁ1,vj,k,zj,k)j G (8) & i gn@]cvk-k,vj,k,sj,k)’ (22)
Pl TGOk | 1o 1y (e)). (23)

lvipelln

where g,(®, vjk, §jk) =

As shown in Algorithm [2| g, n, (Xx+1) is evaluated after x;1; is computed during the iteration k.
However, g, v, (Xx) is used in the computation of x;;1 and so, it is evaluated prior to the main
L-BFGS step. Note that although g, v, (xx+1) is computed at iteration k, it is used at time k + 1.
Importantly, this circumvents the need for the storage of the generated mini-batch for the next
iteration and helps with memory efficiency. For k = 0, let the stochastic gradient difference y; and
iterate difference s; be defined as

Yk = G Ny (Xk+1) — N (X)) and sg £ Xp41 — Xy, respectively. (24)

We now define y;, with a view towards satisfying the curvature condition sggjk > 0.

Y = Pryr + (1 — (I)k)Hk_—&LOsk (25)
0758  Hi !y osk .o T Tor-1
— =L ifs < 0.25s, H s
where @, = { 51 Hyosk—sL v k Uk ki kt1,0%k (26)
1, otherwise
and given a user-defined constant § > 0, for k > 1
.
-1 _ Y_1Yk—1
Hy o = v, I, where v, = max { P YTRET Py 6} . (27)
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Observe that the additional term 652715/%_1 allows us to develop suitable boundedness claims. In
addition, this implies that |Hj | = i In contrast with [29], we provide bounds on the smallest
and largest eigenvalue of Hj in terms of 7. Next, we study the properties of the first and second
moments of random errors in the zeroth-order approximation of the gradient map. Throughout, we
define the history of the algorithm as earlier in by Fj at iteration k.

Nk &, . ng
Definition 4. For all k> 0,5 = 1,..., Ny, let &, = =t 5% g, = 2=t 2k,

€k = (an(xk,g) + % (xx — HX(xk))) — Vh,(x), and (28)

0 = gn(xk, v, €) — (VFy x4, €) + 5 (1 = T (xe)) ) - (29)
where a realization of Gn (X, v, &) is given by . The realizations of &; and 0y, are denoted by &
and Oy, respectively.

The following result can be shown in a similar vein to the proof of Lemma

Lemma 7 (Bias and moment properties of & and 6). Let Assumptions andhold. Then (i)
and (ii) hold almost surely for k > 0 and Ny > 1
(i) IE[éjJg | Fi] = E[@ ]k | F] =0forall j =1,..., Ng.

(i) Bllaal? | Fil < 22 and B[|8x]? | 7] < 42°
2Nk k k N, °

4.3 Construction of the Inverse Hessian Approximation

Let us define the sequence of limited-memory BFGS matrices { By} for k > p as follows.

=T T

A Yi¥;  Bri-18i8; Bk,i-1
. T . .

) 5]. Yj Sj Bkﬂ_lsj

,where j=k—p+i—1,1i=1,...,p (30)

Also, for k > p, we define the inverse Hessian approximation matrix Hy as follows.

Hy,; = VjTHk,i_ﬂ/} + pjsjs]T, where j =k —p+i—1,i=1,...,p, (32)
Hy = Hyp,

where p; = g%sj’ and V; =1 — pjgjjsz, forall j =k —p,...,k — 1. Using the Sherman-Morrison-
J

Woodbury formula, we have Hj, = B, L for all k£ = p. Our proposed ZO SQN scheme uses a damped
limited-memory BFGS update rule. The outline of this scheme is provided in Algorithm [3] Here,
given a memory parameter p > 1, the vectors {s;,y;,y;} for i = k—p,...,k —1, and g, v, (Xx),
the two-loop scheme L-BFGS-SMOOTHED generates the product Hygy v, (Xx), without the need to
compute or store matrix Hy when k > 1. Next, we show that the generated iterate by the proposed
Z0 algorithm is indeed a well-defined stochastic damped L-BFGS scheme.

Proposition 4. Let {x;} be generated by Algorithm [2] i.e.,

gT],Nk(Xk)a it k <p,

Xk =Xk — kdk where dk =
o TR {m, it k = p,

where 7y, is returned by Algorithm [3] at iteration k. Then, the following results hold.
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Algorithm 3 L-BFGS-SMOOTHED: Zeroth-Order Damped Limited-Memory BFGS

1: input: g, n,(x), iterate differences sp_p,...,sp—1 and gradient estimate differences
Yk—ps - -+ Yk—1 and Yp_p, ..., Yp—1, and a user-defined constant § > 0.
T
. R -1 _ Yp_1Yk—1
2: Initialize Hy o := v, "I where v, = max { P TR 7 5} .

Initialize qo := gy, N, (Xk)
forj=k—1:k—pdo
Compute p; := (s] ;)"
p pj 7 y]
Compute scalar Qp_j = ij;'er—jfl
Update vector qx—; 1= qx—j—1 — Qx—;¥;
end for

Initialize vector ro := Hy oq

10: for j=k—p:k—1do

11:  Update vector 7j_gipi1 := Tj_k4p + (ak_j — pjngrj_ker) sj
12: end for

13: Return 7,

(a) 7 = Bj,'gy.n, (xk) for k > p where the sequence {By} is defined by (30)-(3I).
(b) The pair of sg and g satisfies the curvature conditon. More precisely, we have

shak = 0.25s] Hy sy, forall k> 0.

(c) For any k > p, if By > 0, then By ; and Hj,; are positive definite for all i = 1,. .., p, respectively.
(d) For all k > p, E[Hy, | Fi] = Hy and E[ry, | Fi] = HpVh,(x;) almost surely where h,, is given

by .

Proof. (a) Consider . By unrolling this update rule recursively, we have

T T
Hyp = ( €=1 Vi) Hipo( 2‘9:1 Vi) + pk—p (Hf:Q Vi) Skfpsz—p (Hf=2 Vi)
T
+ Pk—p+1 (Hf:za Vi) 5k—p+132—p+1 (Hf:a Vi) + ...
+ pk_gvktlsk_gsgfzvk_l + Pk—lSk—ls;gI—fp (33)

where j = k —p + i — 1. Consider Algorithm [3| Note that gy = g, n, (xx) and ro = Hy, oqp. Next,
we derive a formula for g. We have

— T — T
qk—j = Qk—j—1 — Qk—jY5; = Qk—j—1 — Pj (Sj Qkfjfl) Yj = Qk—j—1 — Pj (Z/jsj ) Qk—j—1

= (I — pjyjs]T) Qk—j—1 = Vjqp—j—1, forallj=k—1,....k—p.

From the preceding relation, we may write
qQ = (Hf:p—f—‘,—l Vk,pﬂ-,l> qo, foralll=1,2,...,p. (34)

Further, from the algorithm, we have a; = pk_ls,:_lqo and

o = Pr—iSp_g (Hfﬂ)%+2 Vk—p+i—1> qo, forall£=23, ... p. (35)
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Multiplying both sides of by qo and employing and , we obtain
Hipao = (174 Vk—pﬂ_l)T Hioap + (1 17— Vk—p+z‘—1)T Sk—pQp (36)
+ (T TE-5 Vk,pﬂ-,l)T Skp1Qp—1 + ...+ Vi 18k 200 + s_101.
Next, we derive a formula for . From the algorithm, we have
Pjekapr1 = Tjmkip + (g = 03] Tj-kip) )

-
= Tj—ktp = PiSjYj Tj—k+p T Qk—j5j

= VjTrj,ker +ap_jsj, forallj=k—p,....k—1

This implies that r, = VkT—ere—lel + Qp—p41Sk—pt+e—1, for all £ = 1,2,...,p, where recall that
ro = Hj, 0qp. Unrolling the preceding relation recursively, we obtain

rp = (T121 Veoprio1) "o+ ap ([T Vepri1) " sk (37)
+ ap1 ([ 10 Vk_p+i_1)T Sk—p—1+ ...+ agva_lsk_g + 18k_1.
From the preceding relation and , we may obtain the result by noting that
rp = Hipo = HiGn.ny, (%) = By G, (%)
(b) This follows from the definition of ®; and the proof is omitted.

(c) This can be shown in a fashion similar to [29, Lemma 3.1]. To elaborate, from part (b), we have

sg_lgjk_l > 0.2532_11{,;(1)8;6_1. For any nonzero vector a € R",

=T T

T T 55Y; S]y 5585
a' Hi;a=a I — L | Hp;—1 (- + a

kié (( s}w) ki1 1 sTyJ

=T =T T
T 5795 85Y; T 8585
=a <I—TyJ_>H;w~_1 <I—5Tyj_>a+a sTgJ_a>O,

39

given that Hy ;1 > 0. Thus, choosing an initial Hj o > 0 ensures Hy; > 0 for all 1.
(d) First note that the update rule implies that Hj, is computed using the terms {s;,y;} for
i=k—p,...,k— 1. Recall that from we have

Yk—1 2= G N 1 (XE) =GN (K1) and  Sp_1 = X — Xp_1.

In view of the definition of the history of the method in , this implies that Hj, is Fj-measurable
and so, we have E[Hy, | F] = Hy. Thus, from part (a), we may write

Elrg | Fi] = HiE[gyn, (xk) | Fi] = HRE[Vhy(xk) + & + 0% | Fi] = HiVhy,(xy),

where the preceding relation is implied by Lemma [7} O

4.4 Convergence Analysis

2
We begin by proving an intermediate result that provides a bound on H based on L,, where
k—1
o Lon+1
L, = %

Lemma 8. Let AssumptzonH hold. Then Hyk 1” 4L$] forallk =1
1
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Proof. From the definitions of yr_1, gn,~,_, (Xx), and gy N, (Xk—1),

Nk_1 - _

f + j k— ,£ i k— _f ’g i k— j k—

v = (2 (Pt Jombiluics 14— 1))
Jj=1 .

Ny _ 5 -
_ il (n(f(xkl"rvj,k17€j,k1)_f(xkla§j,k1))vj,k1 " % (X1 — HX(Xkl))>> .

j=1 ij,k—lHn

Taking norms on both sides and invoking the triangle inequality, non-expansivity of the Euclidean
projector, and Lo-Lipschitz continuity, we obtain

Ng_1

n(J 051 &) = Cetoe )1\ N (Mo )T (k1))
lyk—1ll = 7. Z < |vje—1 - !
=1
N ~ ]
+ S n(fch+vy k1,86 1)—F k1405 k- 1,65,5-1) ) Vi k1 + N otk —51)
2 Tos el !

Nk—l L N Nk—l L N
<7 (Z nloltiaal | Mot g 4 YT nholsil y N nsk_ll>
Jj=1 j=1

= | 225 | Isk—1l = 2Ly 561 -
m+y

Squaring both sides of the above inequality, we obtain the result.
O

Proposition 5. Suppose Hj is constructed as in , with Hy = §1. Suppose d1% < 4. Let the
smallest and largest eigenvalue of Hj, be denoted by ), and A, respectively. Then, for all k,

A 6
_ _ 2p
N < gap = (dp+ 1) (14 12T (39)

Proof. (i) We obtain a lower bound on the lowest eigenvalue of Hj, by finding an upper bound on
the largest eigenvalue of By. Under the L-BFGS update rule for By,

I T
Ujy; By,i—18j5; Br,i—1

K 50 - S;FBkyiflSj
where £ is the iteration index, i =1,...,p, and j = kK —p +4 — 1. Since By ;—1 > 0, szBkvi_lsj > 0.
For convenience, let us define ajz» = szBM_lsj and w; = By ;_15;. Rearranging terms to apply the
triangle inequality, and using the notation we have introduced, we may write the above as
! Gyl
Bi = Brio1 — - + 2. (40)
’ ’ @ 5 Yi

Considering the first two terms on the right-hand side, we observe that the matrix norm of the
difference may be bounded as

Bri1— —5b| = max (u' [ Bri1 — -5~ |u | = max (u' By qju — —25i—
3 a ) a ’ a
J [ul=1 j [u]=1 J
2
= [max (u' Bricau) — || 7 < [Bril- (41)
ul=
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Finally applying the triangle inequality to combined with

|Bri| < HBk,i—l

Note from that ®j_; is chosen so that

ﬂ;—yj 4H‘I>J:‘/J+(1 ®; )s Bj+1, OSJH 8@2% + 8 (1 ) )
< J

s.ng s, B]+1 085 J s, BJ_H 085

T
8j Bj+1,08;

8‘1’2 yJ Yj +8 (1 N (I)j)Q IBj+1.00%[s;1? 8(1)2 yJ Y + 8 (1 — <I>j)

TBJ+1 08 SJTBJ‘H 05j TBg+1 055

8@2& 8(1— ;)% vjer = 823, WY 8(1— &) vy,

TBJ+1 08 1S 55
Invoking Lemma |§| and noting that ®; <1
i1 g (Vi1 29) Ty,
YjYj 2 2 J 8 2 Yj Yi
< ) s - aptyn T ) 8 (i

@I 5§ >0) (02 <4)

. 12
< S +s(ful v o) S S (ard) + 8 (el + (ar2))

<3 (AL]) + (55%) (4L7) = (15 (4z7)
Combining this with yields
[1Beil < | Briza]l + (16522 (4L2)]
p
[Bril < IBroll + (%) X, 4L2]
i=1

< | Brol + (16£52) p (4L7)].

Inductlvely

= |

@)
Since || Byo| = v = 5 (4L2),

1Byl < (2552) (4L2) + U (412) < (U0 (472).

This implies that for all k, A, > gz

2 |57 Bis1oss]

(42)

(44)

(45)

(ii) Under the stochastic damped L-BFGS update rule , wherek =2 p,i=1,...,p,7 = k—p+i—1,

we have

Hyi = Hiio1 — pj(Hyia9;s; + 559 Hei1) + pisis; + 05 (] Heio135)sis] -

1/
T _ _ _ _
. 8585 |yl Iy 121154112
By noting that p,;s!s; = =2 WWill%1 IS L
Y & Pisj % A (s, 9)(s; ¥j) ’

and Q;Hk’i_lgjj < ||Hgi—1]l|5;]?, this allows for deriving the following bound.

I

2| Hy,i—1 |15 1551 +5 55 I s 8 Hy,i—175

< )
[l < VB + 60

&

1/2
= | Heial + 2 Hiica <%“)ﬂsﬁg)) + | Hii |
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Recall from that

Hyy &

Sy]

< (19550) (412) (16

T .
In addition, in view of Proposition we have the following bound T; .

] J

T 2 2

S5 |s; S 4
ZF < | JH < H ]H < % (47)
J

S,
s]9; - 0.25sTH. sy - 0.25u5fs;[? = 8

By invoking and , we obtain that

| Hya| < < +9 <M (4L727)>1/2 N (16+86) (4L2)> | Hiia + %

< (1+ (332) (2Ly)) | Heima + 4. (48)

=

Consequently, the above inequality can be rewritten as | Hy ;| < ¢|Hy,i—1]+ 3. Noting that |Hy o <
%, and proceeding recursively by letting ¢ run from 1,...,p, and observing that ¢ > 1, we may write

_ ors \ 2P
|Hp | < % + %Zf:ol <@p+1)5 ¢’ Consequently, we obtain A < (4p + 1) <1 %M ) .
O

Next, we provide a recursive bound on the smoothed function and establish the asymptotic
convergence in terms of the smoothed function in an almost sure sense.

Proposition 6 (Asymptotic guarantees for VRSQN-ZO) Let {x1} be generated by Algorithml

and let Assumptions |3 and [2| hold. Suppose v < = for all k& where 2, 5, and )‘n 5,p are given

n, 5 ,p=N

by f. Let dn® < 4. Then, the following holds for all k& > 0.

] A Lon2(12n—2+L2)N2 2
(i) E[hy(xxs1) | Fr) < hy(xz) — ( n’;’p> 'YkHth(Xk:)‘P + ( AL 2 ol WM)) XTIZ

(ii) Further, suppose {v;} and {Ny} satisfy >;2 v = +o0 and Y}}7, 2& < 00. Then, the sequence

(| VP (x1)||°} converges to zero a.s. as k — oo.

Proof. (i) By invoking the L,-smoothness of h, and the boundedness of largest eigenvalue Ay, of Hy,
we obtain

(Vhy(x1)) " (i1 — x5) + 22 xpe1 — x4

k) = Y (Vhy (%)) " e (%6) + 5297 | Hiedin, o, (%)

xk) = (Vhy(xi)) " HyVhy(x)

V()T Hi(@r + 01) + 5700w, (20

hn(xk—H) <

>
z
+

where g, v, (Xk) = Vhy(x) + €, + 0, in view of Definition 4| Taking conditional expectations with
respect to F,

B [hy(xk11) | Fil < hg(xi) = v (Vi (x1)) T Hx Vo (x1,)
Lo 250 [V (xk) + &5 + Ok[® | Fi] (49)
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where the last inequality is implied by Proposition dl We note that for any k,
E[|Vhy(xk) + & + 0k | Fi] = E[|Vhy(xe)|? | Fi] + E[|&x + 0k | Fi]

~ ~ T Y-
+2E [(ek + ek) th(Xk) | Fk] < Hth(Xk)H2 i %’

ng

=0

where the last relation is implied by invoking Lemma [7] and that
E[670k | 7] = E[&]E |8, | v (W) ig4}) || =

Combining the preceding bound with (49), we obtain the following for k > 0

L n2(2n—2412 32 2
E [hy(xp+1) | Fi] < hy(xk) — (W:)\k - m’“) IV Ry (x1)]|% + Lyn*( 772N:L0))‘k7k7

where we use (th(xk))T HpVhy,(xk) = M| Vhy(xk)|?. The bound in (i) follows by invoking the

. . .. . A
bounds provided in Proposition |5/ and then recalling that v, < —z2%2—.

<2
Ly
n,
(ii) Let h; = miny h,(x) where hy(x) is given by (21). From part

S,p
(i ) we have

Ay syl Vhn ()2 Lyn2(2n=24+L3)Ne 572
* * .5, n n 0 ,0,p Tk
E [y (xk41) = hy | Fi] < hy(xg) — by — =022 + N,

2
We proceed by invoking Lemma From the non-summability of -, the summability of X,—’;, and the

nonnegativity of h,(xy) —h*, we have that {(h,(xz) —h*)} is convergent a.s. and 35| [Vh,(x1)]? <
o almost surely. It remains to show that with probability one, |Vh,(xx)|> — 0 as k — oo. This
can be shown by contradiction, in a similar vein to proof of Proposition [3 O

Remark 3. (i) We observe that the a.s. convergence holds when, for example, i is square-summable
but non-summable while N = 1. In fact, convergence also follows if vi, = v for every k where v is
sufficiently small but >4 N < 0. (i) In addition, a limit point of {X;} may not be feaszble with
respect to (1)). For this reason, the stationarity with respect to the smoothed problem (21) does not
ensure 277-5tatzonamty with respect to the original problem . However, if xg, is mdeed feasible
with respect to X, we may claim 2n-stationarity with respect to .

Theorem 2 (Rate and complexity statements for VRSQN-Z0). Let {x;} be generated by
Algorithm [2| and let Assumptions |3| and [2| hold. Suppose v < /\)\” 22 for all k where Ay 5p and

7,6,p"N

Xn s,p are given by . . Let 6n? < 4. For a given integer K, let RK be a random Varlable on
0,..., K — 1 with probability mass function given by P{Rx = j} = SK- -forall 0 < j < K —1.

(i) [Error bound] If A}, = m}gnhn(x) and h,(x) is given by (21)), then for any K>

2hy(x0) = 5) + (Lyn?(v? v L M) SiC oliv';

E [IVhy (xR, )[P] < (50)
(ii) [Complexity guarantees for an increasing Ni| For 0 < k < K — 1, let N}, = [n~%(k + 1)'**] and
Ve i= 2100 where a € R and b > 0. Then for any K > 1,
L’7>‘n 6p
< 2
A _ _
B (19 G )] = (20h000) — 1)y (3252) 4 (14 07 (272 4 23) )
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If § = 72, b,e > 0, to achieve E[|Vh,(xr < ¢, the iteration and sample complexities are
n n K
-5 a—2 —(10+5b+a a—2)(2+b)—a
O (W) and O <7I a0+ 1;?522) ) ), respectively.

(iii) [ Complexity guarantees for N = 1] Let Ny = 1 and vy, =

1

— for all
nXy.s,p\ Ln (V20 2+ L) VE

2
¥ L
0 < k < K — 1. Then, the following holds for K > ( = 52) STy

E [[|Vhy(xre)[?] < ((2(h,,(xo)—h +1) ﬁ V2 —2+L2)) (7(;)%

1,6,p
Further, if § := 172, the iteration and sample complexities are both O (77_76_4).
Proof. (i) From Proposition [6, we have

P [Vhy(xp)|> | Lyn? 24 L2)N
E [ (xp1) | Frl < by () — 2nta e T00C Lo 0 B0 M50

Taking unconditional expectations and summing both sides over £k =0,..., K — 1,

K-—1 K—
by Lon2(2n=24L2)\ ~2
wie SV [[Vhy ()] < E [y (x0)] — E [y ()] + 22020+ iR 2 T,
k=0 k=0

Dividing the both sides by Zsz_Ol vt and invoking the definition of the probability mass function
P{Rx = j} = 7_, we obtain

2 O

L7,n2(l/277_2+L ))‘ s, '72
E [y (x0)]—E[ i (x 1)1+ 3 LB Y N

K—-1
Zk:o Yk

A
LBy [|Vhy(x0) ] <

Dividing the both sides by " 2 and using E [h,(xf)] = hy), we obtain the inequality.
(ii) Substituting Ny := [n~ (k + 1) and v, = % in (50), we obtain
n,8,p

n

_ K—1
2(hy (x0)—hE) Lo s. 2(,2~2 4 L2) o
[“Vh (XRK)H ] . OA2 K"? 0 + - (V TIK 0 Z (k+q)1+b.
6. k=0

Note that for any K > 1, we have ZkK:_Dl W <1+0b7! (see [34, Lemma 9]). This implies that
the inequality in (ii) holds. To show the complexity results, we proceed as follows. From 7,

we may write

Musr _ (4p + 1) (1 + 16L"m) 32071 (2 +0)(p + 1)Lj.

£n,6,p

Substituting ¢ := 772 and noting that L, = %, we have

—\ 2P 2
;nép _ (4p+ ) <1+ (Lon+1)_\2/2+77 2) 32(2772 + 1)(p+ 1) (LonJrl)

2n,8,p nm n

— (4p+1) (1+16(Lon + 1)\/m>2p 3220 + 1)(p + 1) (%)2
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This implies that i”"s’p = O(n~?) where we note that n = O(1). We conclude that the iteration

£n,6,p

complexity to ensure that E [IVhy(xp)|] < €is Ke = O ((n7° +n*%) e ?). Consequently, the
sample complexity is obtained as follows.

o N = Ssoln = (k + )M = O~ KZ*)
-0 ((77—(10+5b+a) 4 77(a—2)(2+b)—a> 6—2(2+b)> .

A
(iii) First, we note that the lower bound on K is obtained by requiring v, < =22 for 7y :=

An,&,p n
1 . .

— = >
rogLaPn P LVE Consider (50) and for a constant stepsize v and Ny := 1 for every k > 0,
we have

=2
21 _ 2hn(xo)=h¥) | (Ea(n2+L§)) (02X 5,5 )7
B [[Vhy (e 7] < 250000 ) usa),

1
nX7,,57p\/Ln(1/277_2+L(2))\/E7
(equal to the sample complexity when Nj = 1 for every k) is then obtained from this bound and by

noting that L, = O(n~!) and from (ii), f\‘"ijp =0(n7?). O
=1,0,P

Substituting v := we obtain the bound in (iii). The iteration complexity

Remark 4. (i) Notably, in the complezity bounds in Theorem@, the exponent of 1 is invariant
with the memory parameter p. This was shown by choosing 6 := n~2 and observing that in the

bound on the ratio izzz, the exponent of n is invariant with p.

(ii) VRSQN-Z0 using Ny := [n3(k + 1)'*°] achieves an iteration and sample complexity of ap-
proximately O (77_56_2) and O (77_76_4), respectively, where the impact of b is ignored. In
terms of the dependence on e, these bounds match the iteration complexity of O (7]_16_2) and
sample complexity of O (n_26_4) obtained for VRG-ZO but display a poorer dependence on n
(see Remark[1]).

(iii) Unlike VRG-ZO, iterates generated by VRSQN-ZO are not guaranteed to be feasible. The VRG-ZO
scheme projects the iterate back onto X, enforcing feasibility at each iteration, while VRSQN-Z0
utilizes a Moreau smoothing of the indicator function, merely penalizing the infeasibility.

(iv) VRSQN-ZO using Ny, := [n*(k + 1)'*°] and VRSQN-ZO using Ny := 1 both attain the same
sample complexity of O (77_76_4), but the former achieves a better iteration complexity. This
emphasizes the benefits of employing variance reduction in the proposed scheme. However,
the sample complexity of VRSEN-ZO under variance reduction may worsen in terms of the
dependence on other terms, including Lo and n (see the error bounds in Theorem @

(v) Finally, key benefits of VRSQN-Z0 emerge in the form of a “self-scaling” behavior core to QN
schemes as well as its ability to better deal with ill-conditioning by using larger memory sizes
p. These benefits are less clear by merely examining the complexity bounds.

5 Numerical Results

In this section, we examine the performance of [Algorithm 1|and [Algorithm 2| on a set of nonsmooth,
nonconvex, and stochastic test problems. The performance of the two algorithms under different
steplength and batch size sequences is considered in section [5.1] The effect of increasing the memory
size in the context of an ill-conditioned problem will also be examined in section [5.2
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5.1 Minimum of Two Noise-afflicted Quadratics

Let £ be a uniform random variable on [0, 2]. Define f : R? — R as f(x) = E [min [f1(x, €), f2(x, €)]],
where f1(x,€) = Zf(% —&)? and fo(x,€) = Zf(% + &)2. The feasible region, X, is a d-dimensional
cube of width 10. We compare the performance of VRG-Z0 and VRSQN-Z0 equipped with the same
sample budget of 2e6, batch size sequence defined by Ny := [10 + %1, and equivalent selections of
v = le-4 for VRG-Z0 and (v = 1,9 =1e4) for VRSQN-Z0, after 20 replications. For VRG-Z0. ¢ was set to

[K/2]. In Table the smoothing parameter is set to 7 = 0.1. We observe that in this problem setting,
Table 3: A simple test problem: Minimum of noise-afflicted quadratics

d E|:”Gn,1/'y(XRK,g)”2:|/E UV fa(xr )] | E IG5 xx)IP/E IV fr (xx)[17] E[f(xK)]
VRG-Z0 VRSQN-Z0 VRG-Z0 VRSQN-Z0 VRG-Z0 VRSQN-Z0
3 1.4e-1 5.0e-4 4.1e-2 3.0e-4 1.0e-2 1.0e-4
10 7.0e-1 4.3e-3 7.8e-2 7.0e-4 1.9e-2 2.0e-4
20 2.5e0 5.2e-2 2.0e-1 4.4e-3 5.1e-2 1.1e-3
100 1.2e0 1.1e-1 4.7e-1 1.7e-2 1.2e-1 4.3e-3

VRSQN-Z0 improves upon the performance of VRG-Z0 in terms of the error of the residual. Expectedly,
as the dimension d grows, the performance of both zeroth-order schemes does tend to degrade in
accordance with what is suggested by theory. Next, we examine the trajectories generated by the
two schemes. In Figure[l] on the left, we compare the performance of algorithms in the single sample
regime while on the right, we compare the performance of VRSQN-ZO under two different stepsize
sequences in the setting of the same test problem. We observe from Figure 1| (L), though VRG-Z0

ar T - - sl ar :
| VASGN-ZO AR
VRG-ZO

25| 25

Flaw) — f(
) — fla%)

ost [ i RS [ L i Y L 05

> w0 R o0 o0 o = ) 000 .

Figure 1: (L): VRSQN-Z0 vs. VRG-Z0 with Nj = 1; (R): VRSQN-Z0 with diminishing and constant
stepsize rules.

makes rapid progress at the outset, its inability to leverage curvature information as the scheme
progresses impacts its performance. On the other hand, VRSQN-Z0 tends to display more predictable
behavior in reducing the residual. In addition, it can be seen that in line with our expectations
for stochastic gradient schemes, the trajectory generated by VRG-Z0 displays noisy behavior, while
VRSQN-Z0 displays a desirable self-scaling behavior leading to far less “jagged” behavior of the
trajectory. On the right, we compare the performance of VRSQN-Z0 under two different choices
of stepsize. We note that the performance in this simple setting appears to improve for the case

that v = (’)(\/%) Next, we examine how the scheme performs as if we modify the function f to

take on the form given by f(x) = E [minie{l,wn} fi(x,ﬁ)] , where fi(x,€) = (x + &)TA;(x + &) for
i €{1,...,n}. Once more, the feasible region, X, is a d-dimensional cube of width 10. From Table
we observe that the performance of VRSQN-Z0 does not significantly deteriorate with the addition of
further quadratics.
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Table 4: VRSQN-Z0: Minimizing the minimum of n quadratics over X.

E [fn (GK)]

Zszl N 1.0e6 2.0e6 3.0e6 4.0e6 5.0e6
d=10,n=10,p=>5,0 = 1le5 | 2.0e-5 3.8¢-6 3.6e-6 3.7e-6 6.2e-6
d=20,n=10,p=5,0 =1e5 | 7.Te-5 1.0e-5 7.2e-6 5.5e-6 5.9¢-6
d=50,n=10,p=5,0 =1eb | 9.6e-4 1.3e-4 6.8e-5 3.9e-5 5.3e-5
d=10,n=20,p=>5,0 =1e5 | l.le-b 2.5e-6 1.9e-6 2.le-6 1.4e-6
d=20,n=20,p=05,0=1e5 | 7.7e-5 1.0e-5 7.2e-6 5.5e-6 5.9e-6
d=50,n=20,p=25,0=1e5 | 824 1.le-4 6.2e-5 5.5e-5 4.le-5

5.2 Effect of memory size p on VRSQN-Z0 under ill-conditioning

In this section, we examine the effect of the memory size on the performance of VRSQN-Z0 in the
context of an ill-conditioned problem. In what follows, we fix the stepsize v = 1 and observe how
VRSQN-Z0 performs under different choices of memory size. It can be seen that when p grows, the
empirical error improves significantly. For instance, when d = 4, this improvement is by a factor
of 10 in terms of empirical error while it is approximately a factor of 2 when d is raised to 20 and

= 10.
n=10 Table 5: Effect of memory size p on VRSQN-Z0 with cond(A) = 1.2e3

B [fn (xx)]
d=4 d=20
Zszl N 1.0e6 2.0e6 4.0e6 8.0e6 1.0e6 2.0e6  4.0e6 8.0e6
p=2 1.0e0 6.3e-1  3.6e-1 1.5e-1 | 5.3e0 3.1e0 1.6e0  9.2e-1
p=>5 7.3e-1  3.6e-1 1l.6e-1 5.1e-2 | 4.6e0  2.6e0 1.4e0 7.4e-1
p=10 5.4e-1  2.2e-1 7.5e-2 1.8e-2 | 43¢0 2.4e0 1.3e0 6.8e-1
p=20 4.6e-1 1.6e-1 4.9e-2 9.6e-3 | 2.8¢0 1.9¢0 1.0e0  4.8e-1
p=30 4.5e-1  1.6e-1 4.7e-2  9.0e-3 | 2.6e0 1.5e0 7.3e-1 4.6e-1

6 Concluding remarks

While a significant amount of prior research has analyzed nonsmooth and nonconvex optimization
problems, much of this effort has relied on either the imposition of structural assumptions on the
problem or required weak convexity, rather than general nonconvexity. Little research, if any, is
available in stochastic regimes to contend with general nonconvex and nonsmooth optimization
problems. To this end, we develop a randomized smoothing framework which allows for claiming
that a stationary point of the n-smoothed problem is a 2n-stationary point for the original problem
in the Clarke sense. By utilizing a suitable residual function that provides a metric for stationarity
for the smoothed problem, we present a zeroth-order framework reliant on utilizing sampled function
evaluations. In this setting, we show that the residual function of the smoothed problem tends to
zero almost surely along the generated sequence. To compute an x that ensures that the expected
norm of the residual of the n-smoothed problem is within e, we proceed to show that no more than
O(n~'e=?) projection steps and O (7’]—26_4) function evaluations are required. Further, we propose
a zeroth-order stochastic quasi-Newton scheme reliant on a combination of randomized and Moreau
smoothing. We establish an almost-sure convergence result and derive the corresponding iteration
and sample complexities of O (n*5e*2) and O ("777674)7 respectively. These results appear to be
novel in addressing constrained nonsmooth nonconvex stochastic optimization.
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