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Abstract

In this paper, we propose a unified framework of inexact stochastic Alternating Direction Method
of Multipliers (ADMM) for solving nonconvex problems subject to linear constraints, whose objective
comprises an average of finite-sum smooth functions and a nonsmooth but possibly nonconvex function.
The new framework is highly versatile. Firstly, it not only covers several existing algorithms such as
SADMM, SVRG-ADMM, and SPIDER-ADMM but also guides us to design a novel accelerated hybrid
stochastic ADMM algorithm, which utilizes a new hybrid estimator to trade-off variance and bias. Second,
it enables us to exploit a more flexible dual stepsize in the convergence analysis. Under some mild
conditions, our unified framework preserves O(1/T) sublinear convergence. Additionally, we establish
the linear convergence under error bound conditions. Finally, numerical experiments demonstrate the
efficacy of the new algorithm for some nonsmooth and nonconvex problems.

Keywords— Nonconvex optimization, nonsmooth optimization, stochastic ADMM, hybrid stochastic
estimator, accelerated gradient method, linear convergence rate.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the realm of machine learning (ML), exploiting the structural information of problems is crucial
to enabling optimization at extreme scale. A prevalent example of such structure includes summation
structures along with linear constraints, thus giving rise to ADMM methods. ADMM [1], [2] has gained
widespread application and research attention attributed to its adeptness in fully exploiting this kind of
structure and employing splitting techniques. This work focuses on a class of nonconvex optimization
problems as follows:

min F(x,y):= f(x) +9(y), st Ax+ By=b, (1)
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TABLE I: A comparison of stochastic ADMM for the nonconvex optimization problems.

ALGORITHMS NONSMOOTH TERM  DUAL STEP-SIZE ~ CONVERGENCE RATE
SVRG-ADMM [22] CONVEX s=1 O1/T)
SAGA-ADMM [23] CONVEX s=1 O(1/T)
SPIDER-ADMM [24] CONVEX s=1 o(1/T)
SARAH-ADMM [25] NONCONVEX s €(0,1] LINEAR RATE
AH-SADMM (OURS) NONCONVEX s €(0,2) O(1/T) / LINEAR RATE

where f = % Ziv fi : R™ — R is nonconvex and smooth, N is the number of components which
can be very large, g : R™ — R is a locally Lipschitz continuous, possibly nonconvex and nonsmooth
function, frequently treated as a regularizer to prevent overfitting. Matrices A € R™*"= and B € R™*™
serve as linear operators encoding the model structure. Problem (1) covers a broad range of applications
in statistical learning, compressive sensing, and machine learning [3], [4], especially in neural networks,

such as the graph-guided fused lasso [5] and the nonconvex problem with SCAD penalty [6], [7].

A. Motivation and Related Work

For large-scale optimization problems, deterministic ADMM is impractical due to an evaluation of the
full gradient across all samples. Consequently, stochastic versions of ADMM [8]-[10] have been devel-
oped. Nevertheless, algorithms using stochastic gradients, given their significant variance, adopt decaying
step-sizes to ensure convergence, resulting in a slower convergence rate. Thanks to variance reduction
(VR) techniques, some fast stochastic ADMM methods [11]-[13] with constant step-sizes have been
developed, integrating VR and/or momentum acceleration [14], [15] techniques. These efficient methods
have demonstrated improved convergence rates in both theoretical analyses and practical applications.

Previous discussions have primarily focused on convex problems, however, many applications in
machine learning cannot be captured by convex models. Consequently, (stochastic) algorithms [16]-
[20] for addressing structured nonconvex optimization problems have been explored extensively. Recent
works have also extended ADMM and its variations to such problems. Guo’s work [21] has established
the linear convergence of the nonconvex deterministic ADMM under the extra Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL)

condition. Substantial progress has been achieved in VR-type stochastic ADMMs.

e The first class of VR-type stochastic ADMM is based on SAG-estimator, including SAGA-ADMM

variant. Theoretical analyses on these algorithms have been studied in [23], demonstrating O(1/T)



convergence rate. However, SAGA-type ADMM [23] requires substantial storage space of O(Nnx),
posing a significant storage burden for large V.

o The second one is SVRG-ADMM [22], [23], accompanied by its accelerated variant ASVRG-ADMM
[26]. ASVRG-ADMM has also established its almost surely (a.s.) R-linear convergence under the
KL condition.

e The third class relies on SARAH [27], resulting in SPIDER-ADMM [24] and SARAH-ADMM [25].

Numerous researchers have delved into the theoretical analysis of existing algorithms. For example,
[25] has demonstrated the global linear convergence of VR-type stochastic ADMMs, including SAG,
SAGA, SVRG, and SARAH. They highlighted that the recursive SARAH-ADMM method achieved
relatively superior results in computed tomography (CT) reconstruction problems. Moreover, recursive
methods employing biased gradient estimators have captured increased attention in both theoretical
and practical research. Their appeal lies in benefits such as low gradient storage, oracle complexity
bounds, and efficient empirical performance. A comprehensive comparison of complexities associated
with various stochastic ADMM was conducted in [24]. This study revealed that the incremental first-
order oracle (IFO) complexity of the recursive SPIDER-ADMM is lower than that of SVRG-ADMM and
SAGA-ADMM, and SPIDER-ADMM exhibits faster numerical convergence. Recently, [28] introduced
the ProxSARAH algorithm, integrating proximal operators with the SARAH gradient estimator to tackle
composite nonconvex optimization problems. This novel approach achieves the best-known complexity
bound.

Algorithms of SVRG and SARAH types are both double-loop, with the batch size determined by the
sample size V. Larger-scale problems may require a relatively larger batch size. Additionally, the selection
of snapshot points in these algorithms also matters. To develop easily implemented methods, [29] com-
bined SARAH with an unbiased estimator, proposing the Proximal Hybrid SARAH-SGD (ProxHSGD)
algorithm, which exhibits desirable advantages. While hybrid estimators of ProxHSGD are biased, their
properties of variance reduction and the ability to trade-off between variance and bias can be employed
to develop new stochastic algorithms with better oracle complexity. Moreover, this algorithm establishes
convergence without setting checkpoints to compute full gradients as in SVRG and SARAH. Instead,
it ensures convergence with both single sample and mini-batch, thereby reducing the oracle complexity
bound and facilitating practical implementation.

Additional nonsmoothness alongside nonconvexity presents more theoretical challenges, preventing
the use of general (sub)gradient-based methods. Prior works [21], [25], [26] have theoretically analyzed
ADMM for nonconvex and nonsmooth problems. Recently, [30] provided convergence guarantees for

both exact and inexact deterministic ADMM under specific update properties satisfied by the iteration



sequence. These properties resemble a unified framework, helping the design of efficient algorithms based
on distinct characteristics of subproblems. [31] established the convergence of deterministic ADMM with

larger dual step-size under a unified framework. This work inspires the methods proposed in this paper.

B. Contributions

Developing efficient inexact ADMM with convergence for nonconvex problems has been a challenging
task, especially when the objective is neither smooth nor convex. Recently, SGD with hybrid estimator
[29] and nonconvex accelerated deterministic ADMM [31] with larger dual step-size have made some

advances. Thus, it is intriguing to ask the following questions:

o Is it possible to analyze a class of stochastic inexact ADMM algorithms with larger dual step-size
for nonconvex and nonsmooth problems under a unified framework?
e Is it possible to apply the hybrid technique to nonconvex stochastic ADMM, designing novel algo-

rithms with linear convergence?

The work in this paper aims to address these questions. To that end, we make the following contribu-
tions:

Unified Inexact Stochastic ADMM (UI-SADMM). To address a broad class of nonsmooth, noncon-
vex, and constrained problems, we develop a new and unified analysis framework for inexact stochastic
ADMM and apply it to develop the innovative accelerated hybrid stochastic ADMM. This framework
covers several well-known algorithms, such as SADMM, SVRG-ADMM, and SPIDER-ADMM. In
addition, our analysis does not require convexity of the nonsmooth regularizer as in some existing works.

Novel Accelerated Hybrid Stochastic ADMM. We first adopt a ‘hybrid’ strategy, combining a
biased stochastic VR-based gradient estimator with an unbiased one to form a new estimator for solving
the x-subproblem. This novel estimator can trade-off the variance and bias of the underlying estimators.
Next, we integrate this hybrid estimator into accelerated (stochastic) ADMM [13], [31], developing a
novel accelerated hybrid stochastic ADMM (AH-SADMM). This algorithm achieves convergence without
check-points or N x ng-table to store gradient components.

Linear Convergence Guarantee for Nonconvex and Nonsmooth Problems. When handling exact

1+5

or linearized subproblems, the dual stepsize s, as in [32], [33], is in the range (0, 2 ), larger than the

general stepsize s = 1. In this paper, we further extend the range of dual stepsize to s € (0,2) even
with an inexact subproblem solution. Using a specifically constructed potential function, we establish the
best-known sublinear convergence rate of O(1/7), and the a.s. linear convergence for our UI-SADMM,

under error bound conditions.



C. Notations

We use the symbol || .|| and o,,ip () to denote the Euclidean norm of a vector (or the spectral norm
of a matrix) and the smallest eigenvalue of a matrix, respectively. Denote the o-field generated by the
random variables of the first k iterations of Algorithm 1 as Fj, and the expectation conditioned on Fj
as Eg. It’s clear that the iterate (xk y", )\k) is F;-measurable since x*, y* and \¥ are dependent on the
random gradient information of the first k£ iterations. A set-valued mapping F' : R" — R™ is said to be
outer semicontinuous at a point X, if there exist x¥ — % and v¥ — v satisfying v* € F (xk) such that
for any v € R™, v € F(X) holds. We use con C to denote a convex hull of a given closed set C, and the

distance of x to the set C is denoted by dist(x, C):= infycc{||x — y||}.

II. PRLIMINARIES

In the section, we recall some definitions and basic assumptions regarding the problem (1). We begin

by some core definitions which are the backbone of theoretical analysis.

Definition 1 (Clarke subgradient) For a function g : R® — R which is locally Lipschitz continuous
on an open set S C R", let C be a subset of S such that g is differentiable over the set C. Then from
Theorem 8.49 and Theorem 9.61 in [34], the Clarke subgradient set of function g at a point & € S can
be expressed as

9g(z) := con{v : Jx — T with x € C,Vg(z) — v},

which is nonempty, convex and compact for VT € S. In addition, Og is outer semicontinuous and locally

bounded on S, we refer to [34] for more details. We further denote the set of critical points of g by

crit g := {z € R" : dist(0,9g(z)) = 0} .

Definition 2 Given accuracy € € (0, 1), the point (x*,y*, \*) is said to be an e-stationary point of the
problem (1) if
E||Vf(x*) — ATX|]” <,
E [dist (BTA*, dg (y*))]2 <, (2)
E||Ax* + By* —b|? <e.

Next, we give some fundamental assumptions.

Assumption 1 (a) The gradient mapping V f is Lipschitz continuous, i.e. there exits a constant modulus
L > 0 such that
IVf(2z1) = Vf(z2)|| < Lllz1 — 22|, V21,22 € R™. 3)



(b) There exist o > 0 and batch size M such that

0_2

E|[IVf (x,6m) = VL I < 37 4)

where the stochastic gradient estimator V f (x,&y7) = ﬁ Zf\il Vfx,&), {&) denotes a set of

i.i.d. random variables which satisfy E[V f (x,§)] = V f (x).
(c) ( Range (B)UDb) C Range (A), where Range(-) returns the image of any given matrix.

Assumption 1 (a) indicates the smoothness of function f. The bounded variance Assumption 1 (b) is
standard for theoretical analysis. These assumptions are required for all existing stochastic gradient-based
and VR-gradient-based methods. Directly from the Assumption 1 (c), it’s easy to derive A\¥T1 — \F =

—spr**l € Range(A), implying

1
k+1 k 2

AT ()\kJrl _ /\k>

)

where o 4 is the smallest positive eigenvalue of A" A (or equivalently the smallest positive eigenvalue of
AAT ). Especially, if A is nonsingular or has a full column or full row rank, Assumption 1 (c) can be

ensured.

III. INEXACT STOCHASTIC ADMM AND CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

In this section, we establish an analysis of inexact stochastic ADMM within a unified framework for
the problem (1). Initially, we introduce the augmented Lagrangian (AL) L£5(x,y,A) corresponding to

the problem (1), formulated with a penalty parameter S > 0 and a dual multiplier A as
Ls(x,y,A) =f(x)+9(y) — )\T(Ax + By —b) + gHAx + By — bl (5)
Algorithms based on AL have been extensively studied. Among them, the classical ADMM algorithm
optimizes in the following alternative order:
y*t € argminy Lg (x*,y, A¥)
xF+1 € arg miny Lg (x, yktL )\k) (6)
AL = 2k Sﬁ (Axk+1 + Byk+1 _ b) ’

where s € (0,2) denotes the stepsize of dual variable .

A. The Update Rule of y

We first proceed with the update for the variable y in step 2 of Algorithm 1. The proximal operator

is used for updating y, and an appropriate matrix ij > 0 could be adaptively chosen, considering the



structural characteristics of nonsmooth function g. The optimality condition for variable y generated at

the k-th iteration implies:

g Hyk+1 - ysz; 4Ly (sz,yk-i-l,)\k:) <Lp <Xk7yk7>\k> 7
0 €dg <yk+1> + <Axk + By**t —b — ;Ak> + [37)’; (ylerl — yk> , (7)

where Jg (-) represents the Clarke subgradient of g(-), as defined in Definition 1. Combining (7) with
5’;“ € 0yLp (xk,ka, )\k’) to yield

o] = s -4

where ¢, is a positive constant satisfying H D’;H < cy.

B. The Inexact Update of x

In practice, the nonconvex function f often lacks specific structure, and the substantial sample size N
poses a challenge in accurately solving the subproblem for updating the variable x using full-gradient
methods. To address this challenge, we introduce a versatile inexact stochastic ADMM Algorithm. The
inexact update of x in the step 3 of Algorithm 1 with a mini-batch size of M is expressed as follows:
DL
|

where DF is a symmetric bounded positive definite matrix, and V f (xk,§ M) denotes the stochastic

k+1

x"T & arg min <vf(Xk,§M>,X_Xk>+§Hx—ka k+§||AX+Bka—b—

2
XER"e Dk O
gradient satisfying Assumption 1 (b).

To enhance the algorithm’s generality, we have provided only the inexact criteria for updating x
as in (11), where 1 = vV, L5 (xk+1,yk+1,)\k), and ¢, > 0, ¢, > 0. Many inexact stochastic
ADMMs adhere to the specified criterion. We discuss and summarize algorithms that satisfy this condition,
including SADMM, SVRG-ADMM, and the recursive SPIDER-ADMM in Remark 3 in Appendix VIIIL.
It’s noticed that SPIDER, akin to SAGA but avoiding the storage gradient issue present in SAGA,

surpasses its performance. Therefore, we exclude SAGA-type algorithms due to the limited spaces.

C. The Update Rule of A
The update rule for dual multiplier A in step 4 of Algorithm 1 is as follows:
AL Z Ak (Aka + ByF+! — b) . (10)

1+V5
2

Research has expanded the range of dual stepsize to (0, ), resulting in improved recovery capabilities

[32]. In this study, we further broaden the dual stepsize range to (0, 2). This enhanced flexibility in the



Algorithm 1: Unified Inexact Stochastic ADMM
Input: 3 > 0,s € (0,2), and initial values of w" = (Xo,yo, /\0) :
for k=0,1,2,... do

1: Choose proper bounded matrices D = 0 and D > 0;

2. yF ! = argminy L3 (Xk,y, )\k) + ) Hy - yk‘

2
D’
3: Solve the following problem
k+1 . k k B k+1 Ak 2 B k
X margm1n<Vf(x,§M>,x—x>+§HAX—1—By —b—FH —|—§Hx—x’
p.q
inexactly such that the inexact criteria are satisfied;
4- )\k+1 — Ak _ 85 (Axk+1 4 BykJrl o b),

end

2
D

5: Output: Iterates x and y chosen uniformly random from {(x*,y*)}

dual step size not only improves numerical performance but also mitigates algorithm sensitivity while
ensuring convergence.
Before establishing the following theoretical analysis, we introduce the following notations: d* =

xktl — ¢k dlyf = yhtl — yk, dﬁi = X1 — XF and r* = Ax* + By* —b.

E, [56 <Xk+1’yk+1’>\k>] <Ly (Xk,ykdrl?)\k) _ BEk [ka+1 _ xk‘ 2

2

In the previous Section III, we presented the framework of the generalized UI-SADMM, including its

: |+ &2

Dk M
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IV. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

specific update rules. Subsequently, we will establish global convergence under proper conditions.

A. Global Convergence and Sublinear Convergence

Lemma 1 Let {wk = (xk,yk,)\k)} be the iterate satisfying the conditions (7) and (11). Suppose
Assumption 1 (a), (b), (c¢) hold and AL function is bounded below, we can choose the parameters in

Algorithm 1 such that

(o) (225 +426%) + A Goun (DF) < —u

sBoa

- (12)
24 — Somin (DE) < —w,



where w > 0, A = 45150_7 V1(8)c2 B2, Tmin(DE) and o*mm(D'y“) are the smallest positive eigenvalue of
DF and D’;, respectively. We further denote

1+7
sBoa

oo |
(13)

Pk =p (xk,yk, Ak> =Lg (xk,yk,)\k) + A H d]gle2 + A H dgleQ +

where constant T € (0, 1), 11(s) and 2(s) are defined in lemma 2. Then the following statements hold:

ke{I&i,I.l,K}{E [Hd’;‘ﬂ +E [ 2] +E [Hdk” ]} (AOk 4 Hom ‘7727 (14)

K+1) w M
where Ao, = EP (x%,y%, A0)—EP (xF+1, y*+1 X+1) )y = min {w, é}, oM = %+—8(1+TW1(8)C2B2

sBoa

Theorem 1 Supposing the conditions and Assumptions in lemma 1 hold, we have

min E [dist (0,8£5 <wk>)2] = O(1/T). (15)

Proofs of lemma 1 and theorem 1 are deferred to section VIII-B.

B. Linear Convergence Rate.

This subsection is dedicated to establishing the local linear convergence of the iterative sequence {wk }
and the sequence of potential functions {IE {Pk}} under specific assumptions. Denoting by Q* the set
of all stationary points of the problem, i.e.,

_{ ’y )\* AT)\*:Vf(X*),
BTX\* € dg(y"),Ax* + By* = b}.
Assumption 2 (a)(Error bound condition [35]) For any § > infy Lg(Ww), there exist € > 0 and T > 0

such that the inequality
dist (w, %) < 7dist (0,0Lg(W)) (16)

holds, whenever dist (0,0Ls(w)) < € and Lg(w) < &.
(b) The set Q" is nonempty and there exists a positive constant w* such that |w, — wal|| > w*,
whenever wi, wo € Q* and F (x1,y1) # F (x2,y2).

(c) Function g exhibits local weak convexity near
Q, :={y : there exist x and X such that (x,y,\) € Q*},

which implies the existence of €,0,0 > 0, for Yy1,y2 with dist (yl,Q;) < ¢, dist (yg,QZ) < € and
ly1 — y2ll <9 and for Vv € 0g (y2), the following holds:

9(y1) > g(y2) + w,y1 —y2) —allyr — ya > (17)



Algorithm 2: Accelerated Hybrid Stochastic Algorithm
Input: © > A 7=1-— \/g:;z, and initial values of Xy = %; = x; = x* and
w0 = 37 gep Vf (20;&‘);
for t=0,1,2,...,m do
: By = max {3, 7}, where B =2/(t+1);
DXy = BiXe + (1= B) x5

p—

. Generate a sample pair (&, (;) independently;

. %41 = arg min {@t, x) + 2 [|x — %) + qb(x)};

P X1 = BiXepr + (1= Be) x5

2
3
4: Compute v; as defined in (22);
5
6

end

7: Output: (X7, X5, Xm) chosen uniformly random from {(X;, X;, xl)}?:gl .

See the remark of assumption 2 in section VIII-C. Now, we show that the linear convergence of the

sequence {E {Pk } }

Theorem 2 Suppose that conditions in lemma 1 hold. Let {Wk = (xk y", )\k)} be the iterates generated
by Algorithm 1. Then the following statements hold.
(i) limy_, o dist (Wk, Q*) =0 a.s.

(ii) There exist constants C' € (0,1), C > 0 such that

* N * A 02
EP* — F* < (C) (EP° - F*) + ¢T as (18)
If ”Mz = 0 (noiseless case), (18) reduces to
N\ k
EPE— F < (C) (EP"~F") as, (19)

which indicates that EPP* a.s. converges to F'* at a linear rate as the number of iteration & goes to infinity.

V. HYBRID STOCHASTIC ESTIMATORS FOR INEXACT UPDATE

In this section, we introduce an acceleration method that employs a novel hybrid stochastic gradient
estimator to approximate a solution for the x subproblem (step 3 in algorithm 1). Applying this method
to address step 5 of UI-SADMM results in the development of the novel Accelerated Hybrid SADMM
(AH-SADMM). This innovative hybrid stochastic gradient estimator combines the SARAH estimator and

any unbiased one, aiming to achieve a balance between variance and bias.



TABLE II: Extreme cases of oy

PARAMETER oy SPECIAL CHOOSE ESTIMATOR

ay =0 v =V f(Xe;¢) SGD
;=0 vy = Vf (Xe; ) SVRG
ap =1 ve—vi-1=A[,;  SARAH

A. Inexact Update with Hybrid Stochastic Estimators

Before delving into the details of the hybrid stochastic gradient and the updating step for the x-

subproblem, we define the hybrid stochastic estimators for the gradient of a smooth function f.

Definition 3 With two independent random variables & and (; satisfying E¢, [V f (X4;&)] = Vf (%),
E¢, [Vf (Xe;G)] = Vf (X¢), v is denoted as a hybrid stochastic estimator of gradient V f (X;) given the
following quantity:

v =11 +ou1 (VX&) = Vi (Xe—138)) + (1 — 1) VIF (X5 G) - (20)

This definition reveals certain special cases. Specifically, when a; = 0, the gradient estimator coincides
with that of SGD and SVRG. Conversely, when a; = 1, the gradient estimator transforms into the
recursive SARAH estimator, yielding more updated information based on X; 1 and v;_; compared to
SVRG, which relies on older snapshot point x. These cases are summarized in the table II, using notations
Vi&sG) = VR + VF(ReG) - V&), Al = VI&s&) — VF (Re-15&). In this paper,
we concentrate on the case oy € (a,1),a > 0, which can be treated as a hybrid recursive stochastic
estimator.

To analyze the specific update of x-subproblem, we begin by giving the necessary definitions:
¥ (x) = h*(x) + ¢" (%), 1)

A = 1) + 5 =

Dk’
() = xTpF + D lx — x*|2
= P B AT A>

pf=—AT [)\k_ﬁ(AXk‘_FByk—i-l_b)}‘



With the introduction of a hybrid stochastic estimator for V f (X;) and the function k¥, we proceed to

define the hybrid stochastic estimator for VA* (X;) as follows:
¥ = VI* (Re;13 ¢1) := vr + BDL (X — X",
VIF (x:6) = Vf (x:&) + Dy (x —x),
VI (x;G) = Vf (x;¢) + BDE(x — xb),
U= 101 + 1 (th (Re; &) — VI (%—ﬁﬁt)) + (1= 1) VIF (%5 G)
= v + BDE (%, — xF). (22)

Let u; = VA" (X¢; ¢;). The stochastic gradient uy satisfies E¢, [u¢] = VA* (X;) and E¢, [Hut — Vh* (%) HZ] <

o2. It is worth noting that h* satisfies the following Assumption:

Assumption 3 There exist ;i > 0 and A > 0 such that
ay 2 < ph % VhE <A 2 23
=5 llzn — 22" < h¥ (22) — 1" (21) — (21) 22 —21) < 5 |21 — 22| (23)

Since our focus is on solving the x-subproblem within a fixed outer iteration count k, we use concise
notation, denoting ®%, h¥, ¢* and A* as ®, h, ¢ and A, respectively. Our algorithm extends the accelerated

gradient method proposed in [13] for nonconvex problems, integrating a hybrid stochastic gradient.

Remark 1 (Variance-bias trade-off [29]) When o € (0, 1), the bias of ¥y can be formulated as

Bias [ﬁt ‘ -7:1‘,] = HE(&th) [’Dt — Vh (ﬁt) | ]:t]H
(24)
= a|[og—1 = VA (1) < [[0e—1 = VA (x-1)]]-

Notably, the bias of ¥y is smaller than that of ¥;_1. The SARAH estimator, defined as v;*™" := vfirlah +
Vh(X4; &) — VR (Xe—1; &) with Bias [vj* | ] = Hvi‘i"fh —Vh (Qt,l)H, suggests that the bias of
hybrid estimator is smaller than that of SARAH estimator. The parameter « plays a crucial role in

regulating the trade-off between bias and variance. Further discussions can be found in section VIII-E.

B. Accelerated Hybrid Update for Inexact Subproblem

AH-SADMM integrates acceleration steps (Steps 2 and 6 in algorithm 2) from ASADMM [13] and
introduces a novel hybrid gradient estimate v; for updating x (Step 5). This hybrid gradient estimate
extends the recursive SARAH gradient estimator, enabling the simultaneous utilization of both recursive
and the latest gradient information. The theoretical proof will be provided to demonstrate that the inexact

solution obtained by algorithm 2 for the x subproblem adheres to the inexact criterion (11).



Theorem 3 Suppose that Assumption 3 and conditions in lemma 1 hold. Let {(X¢,X¢,%X¢)} be generated

by Algorithm 2, we obtain

1 B [ 2 . 2
e |0 B e ] = Do sl
t=0 t=0
Ho—Hm+1 02 1 1
< I P — 25
- m+1 27“(1—1—04)(61 cl)w/M(m—i—l) @

where M = BATA, Ty = LQAB‘Q St = X¢y1 — X¢, ¥ > 0 ¢1 > 0, and the functions {H;} are defined
in (102).

The above theorem establishes the sublinear convergence of the iterative subsequences. Based on this

theorem, we will specify the settings for parameters «, ¢, g(«), and M leading to the following corollary.

Corollary 1 Suppose that Assumption 3 and conditions in theorem 3 hold. Let {(X;, %X, x¢)} be generated

by Algorithm 2 using the following constant hybrid parameter o and step-size y;:

a=1-— =

/ M(m+1)’
Yo = Br(42) — ),

_ 215
g(Oé) =al (1—a?)

(26)

M=ok (m+ 1)k k> 0,k €(0,1).

Then, we have

lim E| V® Xn)|* = 0.

m— 00

Remark 2 When the inner iteration m is large, o is very close to 1, showing that the biased term

dominates the unbiased one in the hybrid estimator vy. This observation is consistent with fig. 1, indicating

A 7 Y
10° 4 ,‘
-— 801 |
8 Q J‘
o i ,
[2] |
S 1014 8 “
£ 5 701 |
S g |
2 <
© 1073 ®
2 12 60 —— a=0.99
Ke)
(e} a=0.50
107 4 a=0.10
T T 504 T T T
0 5 10 15 20 0 5 10 15 20
Number of effective passes Number of effective passes

Fig. 1: Comparison of different hybrid parameter o for solving the nonconvex problem (27).



that AH-SADMM achieves superior performance as the hybrid parameter o approaches 1. Moreover, since
Vo(x) = V,L3 (x, yhtL, )\k) + BDE (x — xk) and lim;_,oc E [V® (x7,)] = 0, the inexact criterion (11)

is satisfied by setting X* = X, for all t sufficiently large.

The proofs for theorem 3 and corollary 1 are provided in section VIII-F and section VIII-G.

VI. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we provide two nonconvex examples to illustrate the performance of the proposed AH-
SADMM and compare it with several state-of-the-art methods, including SADMM, Accelerated SADMM
(ASADMM), SVRG-ADMM, and SPIDER-ADMM. Given comprehensive comparisons between SPIDER
and SAGA (storage gradient-type algorithms) in [24], [25], [29], with SPIDER outperforming SAGA, we
leave further comparisons of SAGA-type algorithms. Specifically, the variant of AH-SADMM without

acceleration (8; = 1), relying solely on hybrid gradients, is denoted as H-SADMM. The choice of oy
follows (26).

A. Nonconvex Binary Classification problem

We consider the binary classification problem with a SCAD penalty term:

min = 3" 00+ M S pe (1(4%)0), @)
i=1

j=1

where the nonconvex sigmoid loss function f; is as defined by fi(x) = with the set of

1
14exp(b;af x)’
training samples {(a;, bz)}f\i 1- And the nonconvex SCAD penalty p,, (-) is defined in (136). The given

matrix A decodes the sparsity pattern of the graph, obtained by sparse inverse covariance estimation

o : - — o] R .
80 80 4 F
R 75 R 757
) %)
© & 701
— 704 S
8 8 65
Q 65 O
i < 601
2 ol —4— AH-SADMM ‘g o5 —4— AH-SADMM
= SVRG-ADMM = SPIDER-ADMM
55 SPIDER-ADMM 501 SVRG-ADMM
50 —=— SADMM a5 —=— SADMM
0 5 10 15 20 0 5 10 15 20
Number of effective passes Number of effective passes

Fig. 2: Test accuracy of (27) on ijennl (left) and a9a (right).
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Fig. 3: The training loss of (27) on some real datasets.

[36]. To address (27), we introduce an additional primal variable y with the constraint Ax = y. Setting
A1 = 1075, more details of experiments can be found in section VIII-H.

We conducted experiments on several publicly available datasets from LIBSVM. fig. 2 and fig. 3 show
that algorithms with VR techniques exhibit faster convergence with better generalization than SADMM.
This observation is consistent with theorem 2 ( the vanishing variance resulting in linear convergence).
The results in fig. 3 also indicate that algorithms employing momentum acceleration techniques, such
as ASADMM and AH-SADMM, contribute to a more rapid convergence. Moreover, our AH-SADMM,

employing a hybrid gradient estimator and acceleration techniques, outperforms other algorithms in terms

of descent speed.

B. Weight Pruning for Neural Network

We now validate the effectiveness of AH-SADMM by training the LeNet-5 [37] neural network with

weight pruning. Specifically, we address the image classification task by training the following problem:

minimize  f(W,b) + p||Z|1
Wb (28)
subject to W =27

using MNIST and CIFAR-10 datasets, where f(W,b) denotes the LeNet-5 model, p is the penalty
parameter. The MNIST and CIFAR-10 datasets are employed with batch sizes of 64 and 256, respectively.
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Fig. 4: Comparison of algorithms on training LeNet-5 on MNIST (upper) and CIFAR-10 (below).



We present and visualize the train loss and test accuracy against effective epoch numbers in fig. 4.

From fig. 4, we observe that (i) AH-SADMM exhibits faster convergence with better generalization than

the other algorithms on the MNIST dataset, respectively. (ii) On the CIFAR-10 dataset, Our algorithm

still outperforms others relatively.

VII. CONCLUSION

This paper proposed an inexact stochastic ADMM algorithm with a unified framework for solving

nonconvex nonsmooth problems. We have established sublinear convergence rates and linear convergence

under local error bound conditions. Additionally, a fast AH-SADMM has been proposed with theoret-

ical analysis. The effectiveness of the algorithm was demonstrated through two nonconvex numerical

experiments. Future research will explore the design of stochastic ADMM algorithms for distributed

problems.
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TABLE III: Stochastic ADMM methods satisfying the inexact criteria condition (11) for the inexact

solution of x subproblems, under the unified framework.

METHODS CONVERGENCE RATE INEXACT CRITERIA VARIANCE
SADMM [9] O(1/T) vV BOUNDED
SVRG-ADMM [23] o@1/T) Vv DIMINISHING
SPIDER-ADMM [24] O(1/T) vV DIMINISHING

VIII. SUPPLEMENTARY

Remark 3 SADMM, SVRG-ADMM, and recursive SPIDER-ADMM satisfy the inexact criteria in (11)
as listed in table III. Next, we will provide a detailed explanation of the reasons behind the fulfillment
of this criterion.

e For the general SADMM, the update rule is

Xk+1

: AP 2
= arg min <Vf (Xk,éM) ,xxk>+§||Ax+Byk+1bﬁ||2+§ fokaDk, (29)

xeR"x

and its optimality condition is

k
0=V/f (Xk>§M> 4+ BAT <Axk+1 4 Byt _p— ;) + gDk (xk“ _ xk) . 30)
Using (30), the L-smoothness of V f, and the bounded variance condition E [HVf (Xk, §M) -Vf (xk) Hﬂ <

2 .
UM’ we can obtain

2 o2 L2 2 2
k+1 2 k k+1 _ k
Ek[ ] H]S?ﬁEk[MBQ%-(ﬁz—FHDI >HX —XH], 31)
and
B k1 k|2 k1 Jk+1 3k
2Ek X X . +E; L (X7, y7T, A
2 L+1 2 2

<es (a0 + g e e ] e e L] e

. 2 2
We can choose suitable values for 5 and D’; such that %Ek [ka“ — ka } —%Ek [kaﬂ — XkHD’;} <
0, and ¢, > 0, ¢, > 0 ensuring (11) hold.
o As for the stochastic ADMM incorporating the VR technique, for instance, SVRG estimator which

is

VI = VF (x5, 6ur) - VF (R, Eu) + V().
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where NV f (-, &) also denotes the stochastic gradient with batch size M, and X is a given snapshot

point. Recalling Lemma 1 in [23]and the inexact update rule of x employing the SVRG estimator is

- e 2
xF*1 = arg min <Vf(xk),x - xk> + gHAx + By*t!l —b — FH2 + g HX - XkHD,c ,  (33)

xER"x

similarly from the equations (34) and (38) in [23], we can get

e <o (et s+ (G ) ). o
and
gEk :kaﬂ ] EB ( k+1,yk+1,>\k)}
<6 () + g [t =[] - g -2, | 6o

Recalling Lemma 1 and Theorem 8 in [23], it indicates that LME ka — 5(“ serves as the upper
bound for the variance. Also, y 1o, (E ka — k71H2 +E kafl — chQ) < 400, implying that
LZE HX — x” diminishes with increasing iterations k. Thus ME Hx — XH is smaller than O(%; )
By selecting suitable values for /3 and DY that satisfy jEk |:HXk+1 — ka } —§Ek |:HXk+1 — XkHD,J <
0, along with ¢; > 0, ¢, > 0, we can guarantee the satisfaction of (11) hold.

Regarding the recursive method SPIDER-ADMM, the gradient estimator is denoted as
of = Vf (x5, 6ar) = V() +oR

Specially, when the number of iterations k satisfying mod(k,q) = 0 (q is a given integer), v* adopts

WP =Vf (xk>

The inexact update rule for x, utilizing v*, is defined as

the following update

k1 k K\ B k+1 o B k||
X"t —argxrélﬂég <v , X — X >+§HAx+By+ —b—?H +§HX—X HD’;7 (36)

By examining the aforementioned update rule alongside equations (14) and (29) in [24], we deduce
L2 Zz (nx—1)q EkaH_l _XZH 2 ka+1 _XkH2
82 M

(37)

ka1]|? 2 L? k
Ey, Hg H < 36°E,, + @+pr

and

2
e [ A R O ]

2
<Lg (Xk,yk+1,}\k> + LE [kaﬂ — ka } — gEk [HX]C'H — xk‘

2 L 12
] + — Wi Z E; HXH'1 XZH .
i=(nr—1)q

(38)
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The result % Z (r—

Lemma 5 in [24]. Furthermore, Theorem 5 in [24] implies that Zi(:_ol Zf:_(lnrl)q E Hx”l — Xi”2 <

112 . . . .
1)q Eg HXH'1 XZH serving as the upper bound of variance is derived from

+00. These results suggest that & o Z E Hx“’l — xiHQ gradually decreases towards 0, and

1= (nk—l)q

the variance gradually decreases with increasing iterations k, being smaller than O(‘TMQ) Therefore,

the proper selection of 3 and DY to satisfy LE,, [kaﬂ — xk}ﬂ — gEk [ka“ — Xk“i?g} <0,
along with ¢y > 0, ¢, > 0, ensures the fulfillment of condition (11).

The variance of SADMM is bounded, while, owing to the utilization of VR techniques, the variances

of the latter two gradually diminish. This diminishing variance aligns with our inexact update criterion,

expressed as ”MZ — 0. Therefore, we illustrate that the proposed UI-SADMM is a general framework

encompassing many classical stochastic ADMM algorithms.

A. Convergence Analysis of UI-SADMM

Before introducing the convergence properties of the proposed algorithm , we initially present a crucial

lemma concerning the characteristics of the dual variables that is indispensable for the subsequent analysis.

Lemma 2 Suppose that Assumption 1 (a) and (b) hold. Let {Wk = (xk,yk, )\k)} be the iterates satis-

fving the condition (11), then it holds that

[HATdkH } < 4ho(s <HATdk’ 1” - HATd’§H2> +n(s) (202 + 428%) E U

d

+ 44y (s)c2 BPE [H d;’;—lHQ] + 441 (s)c3 B°E {H d’z?m + 4(s)c; B [H dl@j_lHZ]

2492 2
()20 T (39)
where
2 1-s s—1
wl(s):max{l,(QiS)Q} and wg(s):max{ss,;_s}. (40)

Proof 1 Applying a similar proof strategy as presented in [31], we can obtain the following results.

From the definition of £¥+1 =V L (x ( kel gl )\k), we have
£k+1 Vf( k+1) AT {_)\1@ +5rk+1} :
where vFTt = Ax*t1 4 Byk*+l _ b, Then, we further have

ATAF = vy (Xk+1) _ gkt g AT Pkt
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by XFt1 = Xk — B0+ thar
sATAF = o (v f (x’fﬂ) - ’;“) AT <>\k - A’““) . 41)
This yields that
AT =5 (V1 (1) - ’f“) 4 (1—s)ATAF
ATAF = (v f <xk) ) — 5)AT AR
AT =s (Vf(x) -V <xk> +eh gt (1 s)aTaf!
ATy = 56"+ (1 - s)ATd ™, (42)

where 68 =V f (x*1) — Vf (xF) + ¢F — ¢
Now, we consider two different scenarios of s € (0,1] and s € (1,2).
e Case 1: s € (0,1].
Then, combining (42) and the convexity of || - ||, one has
Jarat] < s+ - Jara
Subtracting (1 HATd ” and dividing both sides by s from the above inequality, we obtain

e el (e o).

o Case 2: s € (1,2).
It follows from (4.5) that

HATd’;H2 —(1-s)? HATd’;—ljf 4 g2 Ha’“HZ +2s(1—5) (ATd} 7, 6").
Combining the above result with Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, for an v > 0 it follows that
I T I L e G 1
= ((1=35)*+s(s— 1)) HAlefleQ + <s2 + s(sy—l)) H(skuz.
Selecting v = (2 — s)/s and reusing (44), one has

(1—s)2+s(s—1r=s-1, s2 4+ =

and

et < - e 5 o

2—5‘

Subtracting (s — 1) HAle)fHZ and dividing both sides by 2 — s from the above inequality, we obtain

Jamat < e o 5= (e - e, “)
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Combining (43) and (45) and considering the definition of 1y and 5 in (40), we can further derive
] < o o] vato (7t~ 7). )
By (11) and the property E[E[- | Fi]] = E[], for the term E [H&’CHQ} we can drive
] =2 [ wr (1) - () et -]

SE[H vr () = vr ()] e+ ]

Sasge [Jla]] + e | ] + e | e
<<>2L - U ¢ 2] 4(coB)? (M +E “ 2} +E [desz] +IE[ d’;‘lm +E {Hd’ZJHQD

< (212 +42BY)E U

8c2 202
47
T 0

dh 2] + 42K “

- m L 42 BE [Hd’;Hz} A2 BE [Hd’;—lm

where (i) is due to || Vf (x) = Vf(y)|| < Ly|| x — y|| and Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, and (ii) is from
the optimal condition (11).

Combining (46) and (47), we have completed the proof

{HATdkH]<<¢2 (HATdklu _HArdﬂf)-%wxs>@L;+¢wg¢)E{\

2
A
+ 441 (s)2B2E [H d’;l‘ﬂ + 41 (s) 3 B°E [H dlyﬂ‘ﬂ + 41 ()5 B°E [H dleQ]

2pP0?
ot

+ 8¢1(s)

Remark 4 For the nonconvex and nonsmooth problems, this paper extends the range of the dual vari-

able’s stepsize to (0,2), in contrast to (0, 1+2\/‘?’) as in [32]. This extension is primarily attributed to a
novel technique applied in the inequality of (44), specifically employing the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality
to introduce the free parameter v. We detail the distinctions in the proofs concerning the selection of

dual stepsize between our work and [32] as follows.

e For s > 1 in [32], the convexity inequality was employed for

é (A1 A%) = sA*A( -7 4 <1 - 1) (aF1 = a%)

to derive

okt A’“HQ < 02
F

2 2
gh+l _ ZkH I (32 —s) HAk B Ak—lH
F F
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Then, subtracting (52 - S) HA’“‘H - AkH?, from both sides of the above inequality, one has that

2 2 2 2
(14s—5) [|[AFFL - AR <6302 {127 — ZF|| 4 (5% — 5) (|[AF — AF7L|T —||ARFL — AR| )
F a F F F

It can be observed that the coefficient 14s—s? on the left side must be greater than 0 for convergence
1+v/5 )
2=2).

analysis. This leads to the classical result: s € (0,
e For s > 1, unlike [32], our proof utilizes the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, with a crucial technique to
introduce a new free variable v. Selecting a specific v results in the derivation of (45). Consequently,

the dual stepsize is further relaxed, falling within the range of (0,2).

B. Proof of Theorem 1
Applying (7), (11), and the update rule of A: A¥F1 = Ak — 58 (Ax*™1 + By*+1 —b), we have

[fﬁ (X/c7},lc—|—17 }‘k) o cﬂ (Xk,yk, Ak) k+1 y

IN
\
[S]js
<

2,

ELg (Xk+1,yk+1’)\k) — Ly (Xk’yk+17)\k) < (6126)2% _ gEk ka+1 _ XkHD’? : (48)
L (xFH1 y L XRHL) £ (xEFL gkt AR) = % H d’iHQv

then taking expectation on both sides in (48) implies that

B, (4419441 001) <5, (34 o) L | ] - 2 oy

Pr (€)? 0
2 J 2 U ijL 2 M

Oac, (xtvt 3) + 1275 | aat] - Zee ] ] - 2 et

sBoa
/B ‘ k 2 (éxﬁ)z 02
i o) -
2 d Dk + 2 M
(49)
where (i) is from LE [H dkHQ] < Lrg [H Ady|| } [H d|| ] ), and o 4 is square root
sB A — sfoa A q
of the smallest positive eigenvalue of A" A (or the smallest positive elgenvalue of AAT).
Applying Lemma 2 to (49), we have
E[/,B (Xk—‘rl’yk—‘rl’)\k—&-l)
2B g 2 (¢zB)? 0
cocy e ) - T ]| - i - S el - €2
—'Cﬁ(X’y’)‘) 4 2 dypg 2 d“’”DI;Jr 2 M
2 02 dk‘ 1 dk’ E dk*l 2
gt (e [ @i [ |+ = [ a1 50)
1+T 2 20, 14T T qk—1 T qk
1GH)E|| Jarag |- aras]
+ Bos ¥1(s) (2L} + 42 6%) E [ . ]+sﬁm¢2 <
1+7 ci 252
+ 8 ¢1(8) b .

sBoa M
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Now, we define

Lg (k) :=ELg (x*,y" AF),

. (51)
= Setha(s) (203 + 4262

to drive

Lg (k+1)

<50+ e[| @[] e[| @+ (B4 oot &[] ot

Al 1]l #1]) - (- Fmem)ellf] el ]

oo (4T - Jarag]) + >2A§+8iﬂilwl<s>cif§“2-

Recalling the definition of potential function P* in (13) and substituting it into (52), one has

1 <2A 5amm(Dk>E[H d’;H2]

EPF+! <EPF 1 <B v A ﬁamm(Dk > E [H at

(53)
T (¢:8)% o2 1+7 23202
g HdkH )"0 4 g 2t O
3B [ M 3 T8, )Ty
Choosing D’; =wil,,, D'; = wal,, to satisfy
B+A—50u(DE) <~ N wy > B+T‘§+w 1)
24 — 2o, (DE) < wy > 2

where w > 0 is a constant.

Denote ¢ = min {w, B} we see further that

M{E MdZHQ] e [ 2} o [Hd’i\ﬂ} <EP* - EPHH! + <(éxﬁ)2 w5l ”)092“821#1(5)) Ll

2 spoa M’
(55)
and
K
2 2 2
MZ{E [Hd’;H } +JE[ } +E [Hd’;“ ”
k=0
2
<EP (x°,y°, A°) — EP (Xk—i-l?yk—i-l’}\k—l-l) K+ 1)%%’% 56)
e

By setting M = O(K + 1), we have from (56) that

oo ] = ] = ]

<EP (x,y°,X") — EP (x"*1,y* 1 A1) 4 0(0%t5,u1)

<EP (x”,y", A%) =P + O(0* i 01), (57)
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d;

> {xJa] +=]

k

{2l ] +=

2] VE [Hd’;m} < +o0, (58)

s ]}

dk

EP (x°,y%, A0) — EP (xF+1, yhtl Ak+1 . 2
p(K +1) nw M
2 2 2 1
n {E HdkH E ‘d’“ E HdkH _ oL,
ke{%l,.l.r.l,K}{ [ o | F o | T A (%) (59)
and
lim E||d*|| =0, lim EHd’;H —0 and lim EHd’;H —0, (60)
k—ro0 k—o0 k—o00
where P is the lower bound of P (x*, y*, A¥). In addition, by the update rule of A* which is rF+! = _‘;Lg,
we have
lim E |+*]| = 0. 61
k—o0

Now, with the denotation of the iterates generated by Alg.1 as {Wk = (xF, yk, )\k)} and some direct

calculations, we obtain
0uL (wk) —Vf (xk) _ATAR L BAT
= V.Ls (ch’yk’ Ak—l) —ATdE =gk ATk
0yLs (wk> = 0yg (yk) — B"\F 4+ 8BTr*

= 0,5 (Xk_l,yk, )\’“‘1) — BT <d’§’1 _ BAd’;j_l) . and

ONLp (wk> — L (wk) —_— (62)
Using the optimal conditions (7) and (11), (60), (61), M = O(K +1), sufficiently large K, we conclude
that 0.z, (Wk>
lim E |dist (0,0L5 (w¥) )| =E | 9,5 (w*) | =0. 63)
O\Ls (Wk>

Lemma 3 Ler S (wq) denote the set of limit points of iterates {w" := (x*,y* \¥)} and Assumptions

1 and conditions in Theorem 1 hold. Then there exists a F* such that
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(i) When M is sufficiently large or 0> — 0 (VR-gradient estimator), the sequence {IE [Pk]} is

nonincreasing, and

lim E [73 (Xk,yk,)\k)} = lim E [55 (xk,yk,)\k)} — F. (64)

k—o0

(ii) S (wo) C crit L3 a.s.

Proof 2 Combining sufficiently large M or o — 0 with (53), (54), and ;i = min {w, %}, it yields that

2 L2 T
J e[| asl] ] ] )
So, we have the sequence EP* is monotonically nonincreasing, which together with {Pk } being bounded
from below gives limy_, oo E [73 (xk, y*, }\k)] = F* for some F*.
Then, it follows from the definition of Pk in (13), (60) and (61) that (64) holds. So, item (i) is derived.

EPE! <EP* — uE [H at

For item (ii), it’s sufficient to prove w € crit Lg for any w € S (wq). From w € S (wg), we have
whs — w, dk e 0Lp (qu) and d*« — 0 a.s. by Lemma 1. Noting that the outer semicontinuity of
the Clarke subgradient 0Lz (ka), it implies that 0 € OLg (W). Therefore, we prove that W € crit L

for any w € S (wq) which is equivalent to S (wg) C crit Lg a.s.

C. Remark of Error Bound Conditions

Remark 5 The Error Bound assumption has been employed in the convergence analysis of various
algorithms, including block coordinate gradient descent and ADMM methods, as referenced in works
like [38], [39]. This assumption consists of three parts: the first part is a condition on the local error
bound, the second assumption indicates that when restricted to the set C)*, the isocost surfaces of the
function F' can be suitably separated. Many functions can satisfy assumptions (a) and (b), such as
nonconvex quadratic function and polyhedral function. We recommend that readers explore [38], [40]
and the references therein for more examples and in-depth discussions on error bound condition. The
last part of assumption highlights that function g should exhibit local weak convexity near the projection

of the stationary point set Q0* onto the y-coordinates.

D. Proof of theorem 2

Proof 3 For item (i), recalling from (63) and (64) that there exists a constant ( > infy, L3(W) such
that ELg (Wk) < ( for all k and limy,_,, dist (0, 0Lz (Wk)) = 0 a.s. Thus, conclusion (i) follows from
Assumption 2 (a) with £ = (.
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As for the item (ii), let us define W* € Q* such that, for any iterate w*, dist (w’“7 Q*) = Hwk — W H.Given

the closness of the set QY*, such a W* must exist. Then, by virtue of conclusion (i), we have
lim ‘Wk _ WkH —0 as (66)
k—o0

In addition, we obtain from (60) and Hwk — wk_lH < Hd’;—lﬂ + }|dly€_1H + Hdlf\le that

lim Hw’f _ w’f—lH —0 as (67)
— 00

Therefore, from HW’“ —Wk*1H < HW’“ — WkH + Hwk — wk*1H + Hwk*1 — w1, (66) and (67), it

further yields that

lim HWk — W’HH —0 as (68)
—0Q

Together with Assumption 2 (b) and W* € Q, there exists a constant F* such that for all sufficiently

large k
Lgs <Wk> =Lg (i’“,y’“,Z\’“) =F (i’“,y’“) =F* as. (69)
Utilizing our assumption, the sequence {wk }possesses a cluster point denoted as w*. In other words,

there exists a subsequence {wk } converging to w*. Consequently, we deduce from Lemma 3 that w* € ().

Moreover, by (66), it follows that

lim HWk —w*| < 1im (HW]“ —WkiH n Hwk —w ) 0 as (70)
1— 00 1— 00
From (69), w* € Q* and Assumption 2 (b) again, we have
Ls(w*)=F" as. (71)
Then, by the lower semicontinuity of the function Lg (-), one has
F* = L5 (w*) < lim L4 (wk> = F* as, (72)
1— 00

where F* = limj_,oo PF = limj_ o0 Ls (wk) a.s. given in (64).

From the definition of Lg (x,y,\), the update rules of x, y and )\, and some calculations, it gives

Ls (xk,yk,)\k> ., (Xk,yk, A) — slﬁ ()\ — )\k)T <Ak—1 — )\k> : (73)

Lg (xk,yk, )\) —Lg <Xk,y,)\)

~o (v) ~ot) 4+ 7B (v -5*) 4 g (x4 myt o faxt e my - T) . aw
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and

L5 (x*y.2) = £a(x,y,A)
9 (75)
=f (xk) —f(x)+ATA (x - xk> + g <HAxk + By — bH — ||Ax + By — b]2> .

Summing (73), (74) and (75), and setting (x,y,\) = W*, for all sufficiently large k, we have from
(69) and (72) that

Lg (xk,yk,)\k) — F*
=Ls (Xk,yk, /\’“) —F* = Lg (xk,yk, Ak) —Lg (ik,y’“,X’“)

) () () )+ ()

S0 0 () ¢ ()t

! (Z\’“ - Ak>T (A’H - A’“) + f (xk) —f (ik) - <ATZ\’“,§’““ - x’“>

2
)

B
k-1 |2
k <k TYk <k k 6 d/\
+g<y)—g(y)+<B>\,y —y>+f a.s., (76)
2| sp
where the first equation comes from W* € Q* : AX* + By* = b, and the last equation comes from
d];_l = —s0rF,
From Lipschitz continuity of Vf and AT\F = V f (ﬁk) we can drive
, L 2

f (xk) _ (ik) + <AT)\k,§k — xk> < 71" H <+ —XkH . a7

Recalling (8), there exists a 55 € 0yLp (Xk_l,yk, )\k_l), ie.,
v = gh+ BTN 8BT (Ax*1 4 By —b) € 0y (v")
with Hfz]jH <c¢B Hd’;le. So, we have
| = BT < [l + [T (3 =X |+ 5|7 (a4t )

< o 1 (i 3 -3 - (e

+ [lacz]).
Now, using Assumption 2 (c), it follows that

2
() o () + (33 oot



30

Then inserting the above inequality and (77) into (76) and the inequality ab < CLZ—;IF, we obtain

Lg <Xk,yk,)\k> — F*
T L 2
k k E—1 _ \k LIl <k kK k—1 _
<L () (e B s ot
et
B L 2
< (gt BT o - (o 5 [

1 1 B> | B|? 2 p? 2| A2 B
+<+ B ”)Hdﬁl\ﬁ Jast |+ LA B

2
dr! H a.s.

2Bs  2[3s? 2 252 2

(78)

1 | || Il B||2 B2 B2 Al*|| B|®
2857 T + 2 2

_|_
Denote
1 | BI* L 5
{5;3'+ 7 30 +‘§}

, we combine these denota-
Cy = max

tions and (78) to get

2 2 2 2
Ly (xk,yk,)\k) e <’ - H + Hd’;*H n Hd§—1H >+02Hw’f—wkH as. (79

Using the results in (62) and Assumption 2 (a) again, it gives

s (002, (w)) < €]+ (105001 5) | ] s 6] 5] 57 )

E Hwk — WkH = E dist <Wk, Q) < 7Edist (O, 0Lz <wk>)

<o { ||+ (ranen s 5) | o+ oa | a5t s 74 @]} oo
Combining (79) with (80) to drive

ELg (xk,yk, A’f) _

2 2 2
<CE (Hdg;lu o[l s ) 4G R

e+ (s im+ 5 o

. HQ] (81)
2 2 2 2
<cu ([l |+ s+ o) +acerren g e,

where the positive constant

+ﬁ2c§

2
4+

2
Cs = max{01 + 40,7232 32 H BTAH + 40272633/6’2, Ci + 402720552 + 4027'20925527

12
Oy +4Cy7? <HAH + || B + 85) }
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Hence, defining dr = HdQH2+Hd’y§H2+Hd§

A A 2
|, adding AR | i~ |+ AR | i1+ o (o)E | Ad)7 |
on both sides of (81) and recalling the definition of P*, we obtain

EPF — F*

. 2 . 2 1 2
<ty (o ol) = o i  de a|*+ Tcoe] aat|
5804
2 2 2 2 . 2
<o (o |+ |+ et ) st s
~ 2 1—‘1‘7— 2
As | aj| 2| a1
+ Y +860A¢2(5) b\

2
<CcdF ! 4+ 402T2633ﬁ20ﬂ a.s.,

(82)
where C' = max {C’g +A,C5+ Slﬁt; Pa(s) || AHZ} .

Reusing (55), it follows from the above result that

0 o 2 2 102

o? 2 2 202
5 +8 sBoa ¢1(5)> M} +4C77c, 8 U

= |

c A JR R C ((&B)?  (A+T7)2p° 9 9.0 0
<1+ u) <E7? _F ) < (EP _F ) + L ( R ¢1(s)> +AC 228 } =
and

u+C
e & 7)c2 g2 -
. {% (7(%5”2*87(11&;/3 %(s)) +402Tzc252]
where C' = -
(1)
Then, we can rearrange this equation and further obtain
2

. C C ~ o2 C
Epk — 2 <1+)] < _ [EP’“‘l—F*—C <1+>}
[ M p)l = utC M I
Ept - pr< (S k(EPO—F*)+ (. k 6= (149 as (84)
“\u+C p+C M L -
and C = C (1 + %) we complete the proof.

EPF — F* < C(IE -

(83)

With the notations C =

Q\‘QI

pt

E. Hybrid SARAH with Bounded Variance

We begin by revisiting the property of the hybrid stochastic gradient estimator, as stated in [29]:
Lemma 4 (Lemma 2.2 in [29]) Assume that f(-,-) is L-smooth and w, represents an unbiased SGD
estimator. Consequently, we derive the upper bound on the “variance” E [Hvt -Vf (a:t)||2] for vy :

t—1

E [l =V @0l] < il [[loo = V5 (@) 7] + 22 3ot i = il ] + 51,

=0
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where the expectation is taking over all the randomness F; := o (vg,v1,- - , V) ,wp = ngl oz?_l,
) -1 2
Wit 1= H;’=i+1 04]2;1 fori=0,---,t and Sy := ZE:O <H§.:H2 0@2-71) (1 —0a;)"0? fort > 0.
By combining the findings from Lemma 2 in [29] with oy = « € [0,1], we have the subsequent
outcome related to the hybrid stochasitc estimator v; in our Algorithm 2:

52 (85)
«

t—1
E [H@t —Vh (gt)||2] < o*E [”170 —Vh (io)||2] +A?Y Q2R [Ilim - ?cillﬂ + 1 J_r
=0

Remark 6 [. From equation (22), it’s evident that Uy remains a biased estimator when o € (0,1].
Although ¥y is a biased estimator, we still use the term “variance” to denote E [Hf)t —Vh (ﬁt)H2 .

2. (Variance-bias trade-off [29]) When o € (0,1), the bias of Uy can be formulated as

Bias [0, | Fi] =||Ee, ¢,y [0 — VR (X)) | || = a[|t-1 — VR (X)) )
< |or-1 = Vh (Xe-1) -

Notably, the bias of vy is smaller than that of vs_1. Regarding the SARAH estimator, defined as
vfaral s= b L TR (Ry5 &) — Vh (Xe—15 &) with Bias [0 | F] = ||vj@4" — Vh (X¢-1)||. This
leads to the conclusion that the bias of hybrid estimator is smaller than that of SARAH estimator.
Furthermore, by analyzing (85) and (86), it indicates that the parameter o plays a crucial role in

regulating the trade-off between bias and variance.

FE. Proof of theorem 3

Theorem 5.4 Assume that Assumption 3 and conditions in lemma 1 hold. Let {(X;, %x;,x¢)} be

generated by Algorithm 2, we have

1 m IB m
t v 2 2
o1 |2 2 B e =il T [l }]
t=0 t=0
H, - H -3 1 1
< 0 m—+1 g (Cl + 7)77
m+ 1 2r(1+ «) a1’ M(m+1)

— 2 19 9] .o
where M = BATA, T, = M, St = X¢41 — X, k1 and ¢; are positive constants, and ; and «

are given by

Iy 1
P (G BN AL po 20/ TN [M(m+ 1) RS
R —— e = T(2—1) Pl
c1 2l3A2Q2
a=1-—— 2t c(a, 1), 1= (87)
M(m+1) (1) (1-2)

Remark 7 We make the following remarks:
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o The parameter 1/~ serves as the step size.
o The selection of the hybrid parameter, «, is influenced by the batch size M used for the initial
Uo and the number of inner iterations m. It is noticeable that as the number of inner iterations

increases, the choice of o tends to converge towards 1.

Proof 4 (Proof of Theorem 3)

From the updates of x;11 and X;, we have
Be (X1 — X)) + (1 — Be) (x¢ — X¢) = X1 — Xp = Bi(Ke1 — Xi).

Then, using the (23) and the above relation, it gives

~ ~ ~ A ~
h(xer1) < B &) + (VA (Xe) , Xe1 = Xe) + 5 lIxern = x|
o o . AGE L s "
=h () + (VR (%), % = Xe) + (VR (Xe)  Xer1 = x0) + = [lse] (88)

2

~ ~ A
< )+ e = Rl 4+ (TR R — )+ 0 s,

where 8¢ = X1 — X¢.

Combining (88), X411 = BiXe+1 + (1 — Bt) X¢, and the convexity of function ¢, it’s derived that
P (x¢41) = b (xt41) + ¢ (Xe41)
<Be[h (xt) + (VA (Xe) s X1 — Xt) + @ (Xer1)] + (1= Be) [k (x¢) + & (x1)]
[ - AB?
+ Bl = Rl + 25 s (59)

=60 [ 050+ (VB ) R =)+ 2 sl 4+ ()

- ABE —
P 8@ () + 8 P+ D2
Then, it follows from the update rule of X411
< _ . ~ Vi v 12
.1 = argmin { (7, %) + 2 [x = % + 6(x) } 90)

that

(B %01 = 1) + 5 [sll” + 6 (Re4)
C2))

y g 1 y
<2 (Il = 50l* = e = % ]?) + 6 (ox0) = 5 e = e [y
where M = BAT A, and
Ut + st + Vo (X¢41) = 0. 92)
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Combining (89) and (91), we have

@ (x041) <0 () + e~ %l + P00 (o — 50— e~ e )
5 5 By — AB? SO
- % 1% — %13 — R 5 Pr Isell” + 8¢ (VR (Re) — 0, %pe1 — Xe), (93)
Now, it’s noted that
y 1 . 1
X —xp=— Xy —x¢)  and X4 — X = — (Xe41 — X¢t) (94)
Bt Bt

Xt — Xt = fr (Xt — Xt) = [y (it —X¢1 + Xp_1 — X¢t)

=B <ﬁtl_1 (x¢t — X¢—1) + X1 — Xt)

= 0; (Xt - thl) > 95)

where 0; = ﬁtﬁil (1= Bi—1).
Following from (94) and (95), (93) becomes

+ 1) 07
@ (x01) <0 () + LI e 2 P e
s =l — 2E A s (Th R~ s —x). O6)

Taking the expectation over the entire history random variables up to the t-th iteration, and using the

Cauchy-Schwartz inequality over the term By (Vh (X¢) — Uy, X441 — X¢), one has

E[® (x¢11)] <E[® (x:)] +

— AB2
. % _ ’Ytﬁt 5 Bt E |:HStH2i|

+ E[B (VR (Xt) — O, X1 — x4)] (97)

2
S [ B P

E [[%41 - %l

and
E[B: (VR (X¢) — 0, %41 — x¢)] =E (VR (X¢) — Op, Xe41 — X¢)]
1 ~ . r
<5 B[l VA &)~ ] + 5B [l xp —xl]. 08)

where the equation is from (94), vy is any positive real number.
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Combining (85) and (98), we obtain

E [ (VR (X¢) — Up, X1 — Xy)]

t—1
1 ~ ~ —7 o~ o~ 1 —
<5 {Q%E (170 = Vh R)IF] + A% Y- o™ B R = %ll*] + 1 a02}

1=0

,
+ 2B [ %1 — %l ©9)

From the above inequality (97) and (99), we have

(Wt/ﬁt + M) QEE [HX
2 t

Yt/ B
2

E[® (x;41)] <E[® (x)] + = xi-1?] = Z22E [ — %]

O [l —xaly ] - 1A A [H A7) + 2B [ xes )]
+ 5 {oﬂtE 30— Vi o) +A2§a2<t-”1@ [IRis = %l17] + 1;202} .
(100)

Denoting n; = (/B + 1) 02, v/ Bt — Yes1/Per1 > 0, and from (100) it further indicates

E[@ (xi+1)] + 0 [Ilxees — el

%+1/5t+1 — M+1
2

<E[® (x)] + 2E [||xt —xil?] - E [Jlxe1 — %l

. A r
=g [l — xaly ] - 2 A [H A7) + 2B [ xes )]
1 . - s - . 11—«
+ o {a2tE [Hvo —Vh <XO>HQ] + A2 ; Q2t-)E [me - xiyﬂ + Haaz} . (101)
For the simplification of symbols, we define
Hi = E[®(x)] + 2 [IIxi —xi1]’] - (102)
Summing up (101) from t = 0 to t = m, we obtain
m m m
Bt o 2 VB — Aﬁtz a?t - ~ 1\ 12
H,, g <Hp— ) SE [HXtH - Xt”/vl} -y — 5 E [HStH } > 27t [HUO — Vh (%o)|| }
=0 t=0 t=0
—~ 1l-a o~ Ver1/ Bt — 1 — 7
B 2 t+1 t+1 — T+1 — It 2
e SO
DI M IE e =1
m A2 t—1 '
Y5 e e (%41 — %] - (103)
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We have from the above equations (94) and (95) that
X4l — Xp = X1 — Xpq1 + X1 — Xp + X — Xy
= 01 (%11 — %¢) + (Xer1 — X)) — 0 (k¢ — X4-1)
= (041 + 1) (xe1 — %) — 0 (x¢ — x4-1)
E[IRi1 — %il2] < 20051 + DB [l x40 — xil?] + 2028 [| % = xi 0P, (104
where the inequality is due to the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality.

Denote 1y =r,q; = E [H Xit1 — xiHQ}, and l3 = maxo<i<m {2 i1+ 1)2 292} < 8, we first upper

bound the term )" % Zﬁ;é 2D |:HX1‘+1 — Xl } in (101)

A2 t—1 » R R
o 20 VE (R~ %]

1):

w‘;
[\
S IMs

o

t—1 .
(g + gi 1)
0

a2 0 (qi + gia +Za2(2 Nai+ai)+ -+ > 2" g+ 1)

i=0 =0

<=
,

7

l3A2

/—/H
N gh
O)—‘
——

I3A\?
:327{&2% + [o*q0 + (g1 + q0)] + [a°qo + (@1 + q0) + o* (@2 + q1)] + - -

- [anqO + 2™ D (g 4 qo) + 2™ D (g2 4+ q1) + (g1 + Qm—Q)} }

I3A?
= 321“ {(a2+a4+-~+a2m)qo+(a2+a4+---+a2(m*1))(q1+qo)+~-
+ (0 + o) (gm-2 + gm—3) + & (gm—1 + qu2)}

I3A%0? _ m— —
:m{@ — a2y (2 - @21 g2y

+(2-a' = a?)gn 2+ (1 - 0®)gn 1 |- (105)

Now, using these definitions and inequality (105) to deal with the term

m
Vet1/Bi41 — i1 —
= _ E / 5 [HXH-l — x¢| } + E E a?t=7) [|Xz+1 — Xl ]
=0

in (103), we get

lgAQOCQ
2r(1 — a?)
ZAQ 2 m m — Ilm — m m —Ilm -
+[3 @ Ym/Bm —n T]qml_’y +1/Bm+1 — Nm1 ", (106)

(2 —a®™ —

&mag_wﬂﬁ~m—1%+”.

Tm§|: 5

2 2 2 m



To guarantee T, < 0, we can choose

25“3(/1\?222) (2 — a2m OZ2(m—l)) _ "{1//312*771*7‘ <0
Qf"s(jl\i%;) (2 — o2m-1) _ Cy2(m—2)) _ ’72/522*772*7" <0

1sA20®  Ym/Bm—Nm—T
2r 2

IN
o

We can show that (107) holds, if we have
I3A2%a2
2r(1 — a?) 2
which is satisfied if the following inequality holds
IsA%a? r
e S <
r(l —a?) 9+ 5 =0,

where g = ming<i<m {WT_W}

We choose r = 4/ %%f;g; , then (109) turns to

g(a) :==al

to satisfy (110), we choose ~; as

Y/ Bt —ne = v/ Bt — (Ve /Be + 1) 9t2
= /B¢ (1 - 9?) - /~“91t2
> 29 = ogignm {7/ Bi — ni}

> 2g(a) vt,

then the last inequality V"L“/ﬁ’”*;w"‘“*r > 0 in (107) satisfies as 2g(c«) > r.

0— ’7m+1/5m+21*77m+1*7“ S 0.

2m _ g2ty _ BB o
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(107)

(108)

(109)

(110)

(111)

Using Bi/Bi—1 <1land 0, <1 -1 <1—1, 21 — <1 — 0,52, we choose v as follows to ensure

(111) hold:

p+2g9(e) )t—l—l.

Ve = Bi( 2 ;

21 — T

(112)
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Hence, it follows from (103) and the property of Tp, < 0 that

Hy, 1 <Hg — Z g [ Xe41 — Xt||M} Z i Aﬁt — 5 E [H } i af [ 00 — VA (Xo)| }

= 2r
— 27‘1—1—&

—

) A _2mH42) .2
<Hg, - Zﬁt [|Xt+1 _XtHM] Z%Bt ﬁtE [H st } M

(m+ 1)(1 —a)o?
2r(l+ o)

" ﬁt o - Vtﬁt - ABQ g
< Hp - Z EE [th-i-l — Xt”,%\/l] B Z %E [Hst’ﬂ * 2r(1 — a2)M
t=0 t=0

(m+1)(1 —a)o?

113
2r(l+a) (113)
where the inequality (i) is due to E [Hf)o —Vh ()Aco)||2} <z
Dividing both side of the equation (113) by m + 1, and we get
1 Bt VB — Aﬁt
— Z E [l — xill3] + Z W Z2E (lsel]
_Ho— Hm+1 o? N (1-— a)02
- m+1 2r(l —a?>)M(m+1)  2r(l+ «)
HO - Hm+1 02 1
= 1-— 114
m+ 1 0t a) | MmsDa—a T (14

: . 1 o . .
With the choice of a := 1 D for some 0 < ¢y < \/M(m+ 1), and from the inequality

1—a?> = we have v < o2 %A[M(mﬂ)ﬁ B 5L for ~, defined in (112). Then the last
AT e < o= v for :
two terms of the right-hand side of (114) become
1 1 1
+(1l-a)=lcg+— | —/—. 115
(I—-—a)M(m+1) ( ) (1 C1> M(m+1) (1>

With this setting of a =1 —

7#/[?1 — (114) leads to

A
S Zﬁt E [ — i3] + ZME [lst] ]]
SHo—HmH o? (c1+i);. (116)

m+ 1 2r(1+a) c1’\/M(m+1)



39

Taking M = o* (m + 1)%2, ky > 0,ky >0, @ > a, 7 > AN . 1 then from (116), it further

= (1-a?)

gives that
1 Bt - VB — ABE 2
- g =]
i EZ B [Iees =] = 3 G e
Ho-H 2 1 1
< 0 m—+1 g (Cl + 7)7,
m+1 2r(l+«) e’ M(m+1)
and
Bt VB — AB
m+12) Dmﬂf&m4+23 W22 (Il
H, - H -4 1 1
S 0 m—+1 g (Cl + 7) 1+k .
m+1 2r(1 + ) 1’ (m41)"7°

G. Proof of corollary 1

(117)

Corollary 5.5 Suppose that Assumption 3 and conditions in lemma 1 hold. Let {(X;,%;,x;)} be

generated by Algorithm 2 using the following weight « and ~;:

a=1—-——-2——
M(m+1)
o= B2 e,
where g(a) = aA %
Then, we have
2 1\
lim B VO &%n)|> = lim ——— S E[| V& &)|*] =0
m—00 m—oom + 1 =

and

lim E [[lkn —xal%] =0 and  lim Ellsal® = lim E %1 - Xal® =
m— 00 m—00 m— 00

Proof 5 First,with the denotation of ca = ming<i<m {’B £ M}

rithm 2 and from (117), we have

5 HO —Hm+1 027% 1 1
E{ e } E{ ) 2} < — )
E |[[Ximn — X[ | + 2B |[[smll”| < m+ 1 2r(1+a) (e + Cl)(m+ 1)

We can obtain from (119) that
lim E||%n —xally| =0, and  Tim Eflsnl” = lim E %1 — %nl* = 0.
m—00 m—00 m—00

Then, from (92), we have

vy — Vh (ﬁt) + Vh (it) + VSt + V¢ ()u(t_H) — Vqﬁ (ﬁt) + Vqﬁ (it) = 0,

(118)

the output (X, Xm, Xim,) of Algo-

(120)

(121)



40

and from the definition of ®(x) = h(x) + ¢(x), we obtain
VO (X)) = V(X)) — 0 — Y8t + Vb (%) — Vo ((eq1) - (122)
Using the result of (122), it gives that
E || Vo (%)|] < 3E ||| VA () = 51| + 302 ||| sil1*] + 3B V6 (%) — Vo (es)[?] - (123)

Summing up (123) from t = 0 to t = m and dividing m + 1, we get

e 3 % SN B JER o Eo PR
it [u Ve &) <= > (Il VA ) — 5] + eSO 21 silP]
=S E[IV6 &) — Vo (ki) (124)
t=0
We first analyze the middle term miﬂ Yo E [%2 I st||2} in (124). From (117), we drive
VBt — Aﬁt 2] _ Ho—Hpq o? 1 1
< B
m+lz E[H StH}_ m+1 +21“(1-%04)(61%_01) M(m +1)
which is equivalent to
%ﬁt A,Bt 2 _Hm+l o? 1 1
iE —)——. (125
2(m+1 Z o {” tH} m+ 1 +2T(1+a)(cl+cl) M(m+1) (125)

Denoting 5 = minp<¢<m {M} = ming<i<m {% — A(%)z} and from the setting of v in (112),

we can obtain

Ve 2u+4g(a)

2 12
glo) < 3 < T (126)
which further implies : = O0(g(a)), % = O(1/g(a)), and 6 = O(1/g(c)).
Dividing 8 in the both sides of (125) to drive
1 2 2
S 1) ;w B
H, - H,, 2 1 1
-2t T (e )
o(m—+1) 2r6(1 + ) 1’/ M(m+1)
() — 2
01 [g(0)(Fo—Husr) | Pole) 1, 1
la m+1 2r(1+a) c1’\/M(m +1)
(i) Av/2l5 | M (Hy — Ye1+ o
< A2 | M (HO Hm;}—l) n g (Cl 01) 1 e (127)
Iy ver(m+1)s 2r(1+a)\/a[M(m+1)}z

where the first inequality (i) is due to 6 = O(1/g(a)) =

\/M(m +1)’

gfz), lg > 0, and the last inequality (ii) is due

to g(a) := aA 32,a—1
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It follows from choosing M = O((m + 1)¥2), ko € (0,3), and letting m — oo that

. 3 <= o 2] _
Jim ;%E Il si?] =o. (128)
Then we focus on
. [ 3 T ~ v 2
ggom+1gyymw@@vmmﬂwﬂ

2 m
. 3L¢ ~ . 9
< lim |—~ E |[|X: — X¢+1]|
m—oo | m + 1 L
L t=0
B 2 m
3L o o o 2
—— > E|[[(1 = B8t)(xt — Xt41) + Be(Xe — Xe1) ]|

= lim 1
m—00 _m—|— =0

(i) [ 31512
< lim
m—oo | m + 1

@, (129)

[Ewm—iﬂmﬂ+EM$—iﬂmﬂﬂ
t=0

where the first equation is from X;—X¢11 = (1—0¢) (Xt —X¢41)+ ¢ (Xe—X¢41), I5 = maxo<i<m {2(1 - Bi)?, 2@2},
the inequality (i) is due to ||V (Xy) — Vo (Xi41)|| < L [|Xe — Xig1
(117).

, and the equation (ii) is due to

We end with dealing the first term %ZQOE [H Vh(x:) — @tHQ} in (124). Similarly, using the

notations q; = E [H X+l — xi||2 and |3 = maxo<i<m {2(0¢+1 +1)2, 20?}, we give an upper bound of
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g 2oimo E [H Vh(x:) — @t\ﬂ as

3 m

o 1 E H Vh (Xt) - UtH
m+1 pard { }
’ 02 [ 212 2\ o 2(t—i) 31—a) 4
S > a E[Ilvo—w(xo)u } +13023° N 02 (g + gimy) + 2=,
=0 t=0 i=0
5 )12 3l3A° < = 2 3(1—«)
= E ||[to — Vh + (4= g 2U=a)
e [ RACICOIY TS e ) + e
3 s - 3l3A
(m + 1)(1 )E |:”U0 - Vh (X0)||2j| + 3+ 1 {Oé2q0 + [a4q0 + a2(q1 + (IO)] +
6 4 2m 2 3(1 — 04) 9
[0%0 + ¥ (a1 +q0) + @*(az + a)] + -+ + [0*"q0 + (-1 + am2)] } + 0

B 3
S (m+1)(1 - a?)

E [130 - Vh (0] + 2 " — " D)ot

(m+1)(1 —a?) I

(2 . a2(m71) _ a2(m72))q1 NI (2 ot a2)qm_2 i (1 B ag)qm_l] n M02
1+«
< Elllon — Vh (X PR Sl 2
S [ - VRG] + S e S
(44) 6l3A2a2 m—1 352 1 1
< i+ —a+ —)—F/—, 130
Srni-a) 24T T ) Ay (130)

where the first inequality is from (85) and the definition of l3, the inequality (i) is due to (2 — a®" —
a2=D) <21 — a2 < 2, and the inequality (ii) is due to E [Hﬁo — Vh(%0)|*| < §7 and (115). By the

choice of r = %, a=1- \/7“ oF1(m 4+ 1)k, ky € (0,1), we have
1-a <l—a= (S
1T = SN (mi1)
@ M (m+1) (131)
1—a?2 > -

= V/MmtD)’
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Using (116), definitions of r, o and the inequality (107), there exists c3 > 0 to drive

6l3A%02 “ 6l3A> R
;= -1 i
(m+1)(1—a2)i§q m+1( +1—a2);q
1 Hy-H,,.1 o? 1 1
<6c3l3A? -
=Desis (1—a2)[ m-+1 +2’r(1+0¢)(cl+01) M(m+1)
1. 1 o? 1 1 Hy—-H,
=6c3l3A? I3A? mt
Sesls e+ T e i a) ORI s
M
(i) 1 1 o? 1 \/ m+1
<6c3l3A° 6cgls A2 Hy—-H,,.1].
= (Cl+61)1—04227"(1+04) M(m+1)+ e c [Ho +1]
M
(i4) pn 6eslsA2 (e + 2)o? /1 = o2
ZbelsA? +1 (Hy — Hya] + 3l3A=(c1 Cl) o
C1 261/\\/2l3 (6%
M
(i) P 6c3l3A2(c; + 2)o? | 2(/M(m+1) —
Doeatan2 VT gy )y SOt e) 2V 1) Ze) (132)
1 2A/2l3¢1 (VM(m+1)—a)
7 6131\ a Cc1 . eey e
for the middle term Tt D) (1—a?) Zl 0@ in (130), where (i) is due to 1 — a? 7\/% in (131), (ii) is

in in (130), and the definition of r := AN The Jast inequality

1
duetoH—agl,l—a > (—a?)

M(m+1)

o Sl 9 ang Y o1 2/ M 1))
(iii) is due to a =1 — T \/T \/ Ny )) .

Using (128), (129), (132), and ks € (0, 1), we drive

lim
m—00

ZE[H Vh (%) — o) ] (133)

Inserting (125), (129) and (133) into (124), we finally obtain

, 1 & 2
n}grlmM;E (Il ve &))?| =0, (134)
which implies
1511 E| V® (Xn)||> = 0. (135)

Since V®(x) = VoL (x,y"™, ) + BDF (x — x¥) and limy o E[V® (x)] = 0, the inexact

optimal condition (11) will be satisfied by setting X* = X, for all t sufficiently large.

H. Additional Experiments and Discussions

This section provides specific details and additional information regarding the experiments. All experi-
ments utilize a dual variable step size of s = 1.2, AL function penalty parameter 5 = 1.01, and the same
initial x" sampled from the standard normal distribution. All algorithms are implemented in Python, and

the experiments are conducted on a PC equipped with an Intel i7-12700F CPU and 16GB of memory.
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For comparison, we implement the following algorithms:

« SADMM with contant or scheduled decaying step sizes as 7 := Hﬂ% is implemented. ' = 0
degenerates into the constant-type step-size. Based on experimental results, we set the parameter to
no = 0.05, ¥ = 1.0, gradient batch b = [/N].

o We also implemented SPIDER-ADMM, based on SARAH recursive gradient estimation, and SVRG-
ADMM. It is worth noting that [24] has already compared SPIDER-ADMM with various other
variance reduction algorithms; thus, we skip comparing it with SAGA-type ADMM algorithms
here. For SPIDER-ADMM, we use a constant step size = ﬁ with a batch size b = [V/N].
SVRG-ADMM utilizes a step size of 77 = 5 with a batch size b = [V 5.

e The proposed AH-SADMM simultaneously incorporates momentum acceleration techniques and
hybrid gradient techniques. The algorithm uses a step size of 1 = ﬁ,with a specified batch size
b=[N ﬂ. The selection of hybrid gradient parameter o follows (26). The momentum parameter 7
is chosen as 7 = 0.8.

o The variant algorithm of AH-SADMM, named H-SADMM, omits the use of momentum techniques
and solely employs hybrid gradient techniques. The algorithm uses a step size of n = i, with a
batch size b = [N é] The selection of hybrid gradient parameter « still follows (26).

o Another variant of AH-SADMM, named ASADMM, exclusively utilizes momentum acceleration
techniques without employing hybrid gradient techniques. ASADMM shares the same step size and

batch as H-SADMM. The momentum parameters are set identical to AH-SADMM.

1) Nonconvex Binary Classification problem: The nonconvex SCAD penalty p,(-) is defined as

K0, 0 < k,
pe(0) == W, Kk < 0 < ck, (136)
%, 0 > ck,

where ¢ > 2 and « > 0 are the knots of the the quadratic spline function.
In particular, it is well-known that the minimization problem of the form miny > | p, (lys|)+ 5 ||y —

q||? with 1 + v < ¢ has a closed form solution

sign (¢;) max {|¢;| — kv,0}, || < (14+v)k

Y; 1= (c—=1)g;—sign(g;)ckv (1 + fU)/{ < |qz| < cK (137)

c—1—v )

is lgi| > ck.
In the experiment for the nonconvex binary classification problem, we set the parameters in the SCAD

function to (¢, k) = (3.7,0.1).
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2) Graph-Guided Binary Classification: The famous graph-guided fused Lasso model [5] can be

represented as
1 n
n — i A1l Ax][1, 138
min T 3 £ + Ml (138)

where the nonconvex sigmoid loss function f;, the set of training samples {(a;, bl)}f\; 1> matrix A, and

the introduction of linear constraints follow the same approach as the first problem (27). The difference

lies in the regularizer for this problem, which is the /;-norm.
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Fig. 5: The training loss of (138) on some real datasets.

We continue to validate the effectiveness of our algorithm by addressing the graph-guided fused Lasso
problem on several publicly available datasets from LIBSVM. fig. 5 illustrates that variance reduction
algorithms still outperform SADMM without variance reduction techniques. Additionally, algorithms
utilizing acceleration techniques, such as ASADMM and AH-SADMM, exhibit improved convergence.

Moreover, our algorithm combines the advantages of both variance reduction and acceleration algorithms,

achieving faster and better convergence.



