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1 Introduction
The field of optimization has the goal to find an optimal solution to a target function. This
means to minimize (or maximize) the target function. Such optimization problems are found in
several scientific disciplines, for example in physics or computer science. Often it is not possible
to find the analytical solution, thus one has to consider numerical approaches.

We consider a general optimization problem

argmin
x∈Ω⊂Rd

F (x) (1.1)

for a function F : Ω ⊂ Rd → R. To find a minimum, we can use the classical gradient descent
method. First, we compute the local gradient∇F (x) to find a search direction and after choosing
a step size, we can run along the function to search for a minimum. Once the gradient approaches
zero, we know that a minimum has been found. However, initially we can only assume a local
minimum. If we want to find a global minimum, this method is often not suitable. For example
the function S(x) = (1.5t− 2)2 · cos(30π + (3πt)2) in figure 1.1 has many local minima and one
global minimum.

Figure 1.1: Graph of S(x) = (1.5t− 2)2 · cos(30π + (3πt)2).

If the starting point is not well chosen, the classical gradient descent method would stop at a
local minimum because the gradient equals zero and therefore the method would never reach the
global minimum. In the case of the function S, a starting position outside of the first quarter
of the interval would lead to an incorrect result. Therefore, the subject of this paper is the
introduction of the swarm-based gradient descent for solving the global optimization problem
(1.1) based on [JTZ].

As implied by the name, a swarm of multiple agents is used for finding a global minimum.
The agents are characterized by a time-dependent position xi(tn) ∈ Ω ⊂ Rd and a relative mass
m̃i(tn) ∈ [0, 1]. Each agent is also given its own step size, defined by its relative mass. Heavier
agents receive smaller step sizes and converge to local minima, while lighter agents have a larger
step size, improving the global position of the swarm. As animals in nature, the agents in a
swarm communicate with each other. This communication leads to a mass transition between
the agents, so that lighter agents have a possibility to grow heavier and therefore converge to a
potential global minima. Another characteristic of this method is the „Survival of the fittest“
approach. After each iteration the „worst“agent will be eliminated from the swarm.
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A further explanation of the algorithm with more detail is given in chapter 2. In chapter 3,
I will also demonstrate the method with an example. Thereby the advantages compared to the
gradient descent become clearer. After that, in chapter 4, I show my implemented version in
the programming language Julia, before finally in chapter 5 the convergence and error analysis
follows.

The idea behind the communication
As mentioned before, the classical gradient descent is often the first approach to find a solution
for a problem like (1.1). And because of the disadvantages, one might start to try and improve
this method. Naturally the first thing to do would be to consider more than one explorer. Like
in daily life, a group is often faster in solving a problem than one individual. Moreover, a group
could be spread around the target function to help avoiding being trapped in local minima. In
section 3.2 we will see that this is an improvement, but the method still has some disadvantages.

Since we have a group of explorers now, the question is how to improve the group’s behav-
ior. For this purpose, we can consider nature’s principles. In nature there are several swarms of
animals that act in groups in order to survive. The question is now, what is the characteristic
of a swarm?
A swarm is based on both a number of individuals, also called agents, and an interaction pro-
cess between them. To describe this process, we consider the Cucker-Smale [Tad21] model. It
describes a pairwise interaction between agents, that steer the swarm towards average heading.
The interactions are dictated by a communication kernel. That means, to improve our group of
agents, a design of a communication kernel is needed. This leads us to the swarm-based gradient
descent method.

2 Algorithm Swarm-based gradient descent
The swarm-based gradient method (SBGD) involves three main aspects: the agents, the step size
protocol, and the communication. For determining the step size, we will use the backtracking
method 2.3 as explained in [JTZ].

2.1 The agents
The algorithm uses J ∈ N agents from Rd × (0, 1]. For i = 1, ..., J each agent is characterized
by a position xi(t) ∈ Rd and a mass mi(t) ∈ (0, 1]. The total mass of all agents is constant at
all times ∑

i∈J

mi(t) = 1.

2.2 The step size protocol
In each iteration the agents positions are dynamically adjusted by a time step hi in direction of
the gradient ∇F (xi(t))

d
dtxi(t) = −hi∇F (xi(t)).

3



The time step hi depends on the current position xi(t) and the relative mass of the agent, where
the relative mass of the agent is defined as

m̃i(t) := mi(t)
m+

,

with m+ := max
i∈J

mi(t). The function hi should therefore be chosen as a decreasing function of
the relative masses, i.e. heavier agents get smaller time steps while lighter agents receive larger
step sizes.

Remark 2.1. The relative mass m̃i can alternatively be understood as the probability of the
agent to find a global minimum. Agents with mi(t) ≪ m+(t) have to get larger step sizes,
because at the current position the probability to find a minimum is rather low.

2.3 Backtracking
To compute the time step hi we use the backtracking line search method based on the Wolfe
conditions [Wol69]. In each iteration we want to take a time step in direction of the gradient
∇F (x(t)), thus

xn+1 = xn − h∇F (xn).

The idea of the backtracking line search method is to choose a time step h in such a way, that

F (xn+1(h)) ≤ F (xn)− λh|∇F (xn)|2, λ ∈ (0, 1). (2.1)

Of course for h≪ 1 is

F (xn+1(h)) = F (xn)− h|∇F (xn)|2 + {Terms of higher order}

and therefore (2.1) holds for any fixed λ ∈ (0, 1). However, this is not what we want and
numerically not useful. We want the step size h as large as possible, so that we can maximize
the descent towards λh|∇F (xn)|2. Therefore, we start with a large h such that

F (xn − h∇F (xn)) > F (xn)− λh|∇F (xn)|2

holds. Then we successively decrease the step size with a shrinking factor γ > 0 until (2.1) is
reached for h = h(xn, λ).

Now the choice of λ can be problematic. For larger λ the step size is limited and no larger
jumps are possible. If λ≪ 1 there is a danger of taking too small steps and stopping at a local
minimum. To get around this, we use the relative mass of the individual agents to adjust λ. To
do this, define ψq(m̃n+1) := (m̃n+1)q, with q > 0. For i = 1, ..., J we thus obtain the step size

hn
i = h(xn

i , λψq(m̃n+1
i )). (2.2)

The parameter q determines the influence of the relative mass. That means if q is larger,
ψq(m̃n+1

i ) will be smaller and agents with a relative mass in the middle range can get larger
time steps from the backtracking method. By default, we assume q = 1.
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2.4 The communication
Communication is the aspect in which the SBGD method differs from others. Considering the
relative heights of each agent, we redistribute the masses in each iteration step. The lowest
positioned agent attracts the mass from the other agents to approach a potential minimum
through smaller step sizes. Meanwhile the other agents become lighter and lighter and thus ex-
plore further in the region of interest. But a lighter agent may be better positioned after a large
time step and thus become the new heaviest agent and therefore approaches a new potential
minimum. This mass transition is described as follows:

Set Fmax(t) := max
i∈J

F (xj(t)) and Fmin(t) := min
i∈J

F (xj(t)). At time t, Fmax(t) is the maxi-
mum height and Fmin(t) is the minimum height of the swarm. Thus, we define the relative
height of an agent as

ηi(t) := F (xi(t))− Fmin(t)
Fmax(t)− Fmin(t) > 0. (2.3)

With i∗ := argmin
i∈J

F (xi(t)) we then describe the mass transition by


d
dtmi(t) = −ϕp(ηi(t))mi(t) i ̸= i∗

mi(t) = 1−
∑
j ̸=i∗

mj(t) i = i∗ ,

where ϕp(η) = ηp ∈ (0, 1] and p > 0. By default p = 1, but it can be adjusted for optimization
purposes.

2.5 Time discretization
For the time discretization, we set tn+1 = tn + ∆t, with ∆t = 1. Thus, for the i-th agent xn+1

i =
xi(tn+1) is the position, and mn+1

i = mi(tn+1) the mass at time tn+1. For the initialization of
the algorithm, we set all agents to random positions {x0

i } and all agents are given the uniformly
distributed mass {m0

i = 1
J }. Then we proceed with all agents with mn

i > 0 in each iteration as
follows: 

mn+1
i = mn

i − ϕp(ηn
i )mn

i , i ̸= in

mn+1
in

= mn
in

+
∑
i ̸=in

ϕp(ηn
i )mn

i

= 1−
∑
i ̸=in

mn
i +

∑
i ̸=in

ϕp(ηn
i )mn

i

mn+1
+ := max

i∈J
mn+1

i

xn+1
i = xn

i − h(xn
i , λψq(m̃n+1

i ))∇F (xn
i )

(2.4)

with in := argmin
i

F (xn
i ) and m̃n+1

i = mn+1
i

mn+1
+

. First, we apply communication and redistribute
the masses so that the best-positioned agent becomes the heaviest. After that, each agent is
given a time step by the backtracking method and we update the positions. By computing
x+ := argmaxi∈J F (xn

i ) we find the „worst “agent, which will be eliminated. Repeating this will
leave us with the heaviest agent.
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3 Example
To better understand how the SBGD method works, I would like to demonstrate an example.
We are looking for the global minimum of the function F (x) = esin(2x2) + 1

10(x − π
2 ) on the

interval [−3, 3].

3.1 The swarms movement
We apply the SBGD method with ten agents and the backtracking parameters λ = 0.2 and
γ = 0.9. For simplicity, we initialize the agents with equal distance to each other as shown in
Figure 3.1. Let the size of the points represent the masses of the individual agents. Initially,
all agents have the same mass, therefore they are all the same size. The global minimum is
located in the area [1, 2] and two agents are placed nearby. One of them is expected to ap-
proach the minimum. To the right in the subinterval [2, 3] is a local minimum, where another
agent is closely placed. We expect this agent to become initially the heaviest agent of the swarm.

Figure 3.1: Agents (orange) on the graph of F (x) in iteration n = 0.

In Figure 3.2 we can observe the movement of the swarm. After one iteration the agents are
already different in size and weight. As assumed, the agent near the local minimum pulls the
mass of the others towards it. We also see that another agent is already approaching the global
minimum. However, this one also loses its mass to the heaviest agent. After five iterations, two
of the lighter agents have approached the global minimum. From now on, the mass distribution
changes, as seen in iteration 7. Due to the better position near the global minimum, one of
the lighter agents pulls mass from the heaviest agent and the remaining others to itself. Thus,
it becomes the new heaviest agent and converges towards the global minimum in the further
iterations.
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Figure 3.2: Agents (orange) on the graph of F (x) in iteration n = 1, 5, 7, 9.
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3.2 Communication is the key
The communication aspect is the key element in the efficiency of SBGD. In [JTZ] the au-
thors compared the SBGD method with backtracking gradient descent method and the Adams
method. Compared to both methods, SBGD had an overall better performance. In addition, I
want to show the advantages of SBGD with a visual comparison to the backtracking gradient
descent.

Therefore consider the SBGD method but without communication between the agents. That
means there is no mass transition, mn

i ≡ 1
J , and ψq(m̃n

i ) ≡ 1 yields

xn+1
i = xn

i − h(xn
i , λ)∇F (xn

i ), i = 1, . . . , J.

If we apply this method with the same backtracking parameters on the example before, we notice
a different movement behavior of the agents towards the global minimum (see figure 3.3). The
agents flock together in groups and are trapped in the basins of local minima. Because of the
equidistant initialization over the whole interval, one group of agents is able to reach the global
minimum. But the initial starting positions of the agents determine if they can reach the global
minimum or not. As shown in figure 3.4, if we move all agents to the left side of the interval, the
backtracking gradient descent stops before the global minimum. On the other hand, the SBGD
method leads the swarm further to reach the wanted global minimum.

Figure 3.3: Agents (violet) progress with backtracking gradient descent.
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Figure 3.4: Agents progress with backtracking descent on the left and SBGD on the right.
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3.3 The parameters p and q
By default we assume p = q = 1. The question is, how does changing these two parameters affect
the SBGDp,q method and its results? In [JTZ] is mentioned, that the parameter p has a low
influence level, while q has more significant influence and therefore can be used for fine-tuning
purposes. As mentioned in 2.3, q determines the influence of the relative mass. If q is larger,
ψq(m̃n+1

i ) will be smaller and agents with a relative mass in the middle range receive larger time
steps from the backtracking method.

To demonstrate the influence of q, which affects the swarms movement, I want to consider the
two cases with different starting positions (equidistant vs left sided) from before. For the case
with equidistant starting positions as shown in figure 3.5, we notice that more agents approach
the global minimum with SBGD1,2, than with SBGD1,1. Moreover, mass gaining of the min-
imizer happens faster with SBGD1,2 due to its better position, gained from a better stepsize.
The worst case left sided scenario however (see figure 3.6), seems to be more challenging for
SBGD1,2, than for SBGD1,1. While the agents with SBGD1,1 approach the global minimum
directly, the agents with SBGD1,2 are more widely spread over the interval. Hence the mini-
mizer gains weight later with SBGD1,2, than with SBGD1,1.

Therefore, we find that the speed and the movement of the swarm are influenced by q. Al-
though the swarms behave different for both cases, in the end the global minimum is reached
visually. But we need to evaluate, if both results are equally good. In table 3.1 we see the
deviation from the result for the second case (left sided starting positions) with different p and q
pairings. First of all, we can agree with [JTZ] that p has no significant influence on the results.
However, increasing q has an effect. But increasing q alone does not lead to better results. We
can see, that for SBGD with ten agents, an increasing of q leads to worse results. On the other
hand, increasing both q and the number of acting agents provide us with better results. For
this case, SBGD1,3 with 20 agents has the best results. Although increasing agents seems to
have more influence, than increasing q. For q = 1 the results for 20 and 50 agents are equal
to q = 2. Therefore we can conclude, for SBGD to provide us with good results, we need to
consider different numbers of agents and different values of q.

# Agents p = 1 p = 2 p = 3
10 5.32e−5 4.00e−4 3.90e−3
20 1.16e−6 1.31e−6 1.06e−6 q = 1
50 1.17e−6 1.17e−6 1.17e−6
10 1.60e−3 6.00e−4 2.03e−5
20 2.10e−6 1.24e−6 1.16e−6 q = 2
50 1.17e−6 1.17e−6 1.17e−6
10 1.20e−2 6.60e−3 1.23e−2
20 9.88e−8 6.60e−7 6.20e−7 q = 3
50 1.17e−6 1.17e−6 1.17e−6

Table 3.1: Deviation from x∗ ≈ 1.5355 with SBGDp,q on the leftsided case.
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Figure 3.5: SBGD1,1 on the left and SBGD1,2 on the right with equidistant starting positions.
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Figure 3.6: SBGD1,1 on the left and SBGD1,2 on the right with left sided starting positions.
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4 Implementation
In the following we consider the SBGD method for a one-dimensional function in Julia. The
parameters will be set as default, thus p = q = 1. First, we review the basic version of pseudocode
as shown in algorithm 4.1 and 4.2, before I introduce my implemented version. Afterwards I
discuss the usage of tolerance factors.

4.1 Pseudocode
We start with the backtracking line search, since we use it for the time step protocol. Therefore
we set all parameters first and initialize a time step h = h0 afterwards. In Lemma 5.1 is shown
that we can use

h0 = 2
L

(1− λψq(m̃m+1
i )).

Then we proceed with a while-loop to decrease the step length h as shown in section 2.3.

Algorithm 4.1 Backtracking Line Search
1: Set parameters λ, γ ∈ (0, 1)
2: Set relative mass m̃n+1

i = mn+1
i

m+
3: Initialize time step h = h0
4: while F (xn

i − h∇F (xn
i )) > F (xn

i )− λh|∇F (xn
i )|2 do

5: h← hγ
6: end while
7: Set h(xn

i , λψq(m̃n+1
i ))← h

For the main algorithm the SBGD method, we again first set all parameters. Then the agents
will be randomly placed and each is given the initial mass. In each iteration the best placed
agent receives masses from the other agents. To update the masses according to (2.4), we need
to compute the relative heights first. After that we then find the maximum mass from all agents.
This is used to compute the relative masses. These are needed to compute the step length using
the backtracking line search. After all agents have updated positions, we eliminate the highest
placed agent and reduce the number of active agents.
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Algorithm 4.2 Swarm-based gradient descent
1: Set p, q > 0
2: Set J = Number of agents
3: Initialize random positions x0

1, , . . . ,x0
J with a distribution ρ0

4: Initialize masses m0
1, . . . ,m

0
J = 1

J
5: Set best agent i0 = argmin

i=1,...,J
F (x0

i )

6: while J > 2 do
7: Set Fn

− = F (xn
in

), Fn
+ = max

i=1,...,J
F (xn

i )
8: for i = 1, . . . , J und i ̸= in do
9: if mn

i > 0 then
10: Compute realtive height ηn

i = F (xn
i )−F n

min
F n

max−F n
min

11: mn+1
i = mn

i − ϕp(ηn
i )mn

i

12: end if
13: end for
14: mn+1

in
= mn

in
+

∑
i ̸=in

ϕp(ηn
i )mn

i

15: Compute m+ = max
i=1,...,J

mn+1
i

16: for i = 1, . . . , J do
17: Compute relative mass m̃n+1

i = mn+1
i

m+

18: Compute step length using backtracking h = h(xn
i , λψq(m̃n+1

i ))
19: xn+1

i = xn
i − h∇F (xn

i )
20: end for
21: Eliminate worst agent i+ = argmax

i=1,...,J
F (xn

i )

22: J ← J − 1
23: end while

4.2 Implementation in Julia
For my implementation I used the Julia Version 1.7.1. and I required only the package Random
to place the agents randomly. To have a better overview, I divided the program in several func-
tions, which I will explain below.

The main function SBGD() (see listing 4.4) uses help functions to compute the global minimum
with the SBGD algorithm. The first step is to generate the agents. Therefore I created the
function generateAgents() (listing 4.1). This function needs the parameters a, b as interval bor-
ders and J for the number of agents. The agents are generated as J × 2 array. The first column
contains the positions of the agents and the second column contains the masses.

1 function generateAgents (J,a,b)
2 agents = zeros(J ,2)
3 agents [1:J ,2] .= 1/J
4 positions = rand !( zeros(J),a:0.1:b)
5 agents [1:J ,1] = positions
6 return agents
7 end

Listing 4.1: Help function generateAgents().

14



Next, I set the counter for active agents N and index, which will hold the index of the heaviest
agent. After that, I start the iterations with a while-loop. In each iteration I begin with com-
puting the best and worst placed agent. Therefore I am using two help functions searchMax()
(listing 4.2) and analogous to this searchMin(). Julia already has functions for searching the
maximum and minimum value from an array, but we can not use them because we need to find
the maximum and minimum from the still active agents. Hence, in searchMax() and searchMin()
I check the condition if the mass is not equal to zero.

1 function searchMax (agents ,J,F)
2 max = 0
3 index = 0
4 for i=1:J
5 if( agents [i ,2]!=0)
6 max = F( agents [i ,1])
7 index = i
8 break
9 end

10 end
11 for i=index +1:J
12 if( agents [i ,2]!=0 && F( agents [i ,1]) > max)
13 max = F( agents [i ,1])
14 index = i
15 end
16 end
17 return index
18 end

Listing 4.2: Help function searchMax().

After that I use the obtained maximum and minimum position of the swarm to calculate the
relative heights, which are used to compute the mass transitions. The variable sum holds the
shedded mass from the agents, which the best placed agent receives after completing the for-loop.

Before continuing with the updating of the positions, I eliminate the worst placed agent. After
that I use the findmax() function, which Julia provides, to find the heaviest agent. This agents
mass is used to calculate the relative masses, which are passed to the backtracking() function
(listing 4.3). This function works as in algorithm 4.1 already explained.

1 function backtracking (lambda ,gamma ,q,mTilde ,F,nablaF ,x,L)
2 mass = psi(q, mTilde )
3 h = 2/L *(1- lambda *mass)
4 while(F(x-h* nablaF (x))>F(x)- lambda *mass*h*abs( nablaF (x))^2)
5 h = gamma * h
6 end
7 return h
8 end

Listing 4.3: Help function backtracking().

This process is repeated until one agent remains, of which the position will be returned.
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1 function SBGD(p,q,F,nablaF ,J,a,b,lambda ,gamma ,L)
2 agents = generateAgents (J,a,b)
3 N = J
4 index = 0
5 while(N >= 2)
6 max_index = searchMax (agents ,J,F)
7 fMax = F( agents [max_index ,1])
8 min_index = searchMin (agents ,J,F)
9 fMin = F( agents [min_index ,1])

10
11 sum = 0
12 for i = 1:J
13 if(i != min_index && agents [i ,2]!=0)
14 eta = (F( agents [i ,1]) - fMin )/( fMax -fMin)
15 change = phi(p,eta )* agents [i ,2]
16 sum += change
17 agents [i ,2] = agents [i,2]- change
18 end
19 end
20 agents [min_index ,2] = agents [min_index ,2]+ sum
21 agents [max_index ,2] = 0
22 N = N-1
23
24 maxMass = findmax ( agents [1:J ,2])[1]
25 index = findmax ( agents [1:J ,2])[2]
26 for i=1:J
27 if( agents [i ,2] >0)
28 mTilde = agents [i ,2]/ maxMass
29 h = backtracking (lambda ,gamma ,q,mTilde ,F,nablaF , agents [i,1],L)
30 agents [i ,1] = agents [i ,1] - h* nablaF ( agents [i ,1])
31 end
32 end
33 end
34
35 return agents [index ,1]
36 end

Listing 4.4: Main function SBGD().

4.3 Usage of tolerance factors
In section 3 of [JTZ] three tolerance factors are introduced: tolm, tolmerge and tolres. These
are used for a more optimized version of implementation. Because in the basic version shown
before, one agent at a time will be eliminated, this could take a while if we use a large number
of agents. To avoid this, the usage of the tolerance factors is recommended.

First, instead of eliminating one agent in each iteration, we eliminate all agents, whose masses
are below our tolm value. Because these agents are such lightly weighted, we do not expect
them to improve the global swarm position.
The second tolerance factor tolmerge is used to determine if two agents are too close to each
other. If they are too close to each other, instead of continuing with both, we merge them. This
is because, even if we continue with both, only one might go further and gain mass in the next
iterations and the other one will be eliminated at some point. Therefore to reduce computation
time, we merge them.
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Lastly, we use tolres to determine, if we can stop the computation already. Instead of waiting
until only one agent remains, we can compute the residual between the best agent of the current
and the last iteration. If the difference is small enough, we can stop the computation.

Algorithm 4.3 Swarm-based gradient descent with tolerance factors
1: Set p, q > 0
2: Set J = Number of agents
3: Initialize random positions x0

1, , . . . ,x0
J with a distribution ρ0

4: Initialize masses m0
1, . . . ,m

0
J = 1

J
5: Set best agent i0 = argmin

i=1,...,J
F (x0

i )

6: while J > 2 do
7: Set Fn

− = F (xn
in

), Fn
+ = max

i=1,...,J
F (xn

i )
8: for i = 1, . . . , J und i ̸= in do
9: if mn

i <
1
N ∗ tolm then

10: Set mn+1
i = 0

11: J ← J − 1
12: else
13: Compute realtive height ηn

i = F (xn
i )−F n

min
F n

max−F n
min

14: mn+1
i = mn

i − ϕp(ηn
i )mn

i

15: end if
16: end for
17: mn+1

in
= mn

in
+

∑
i ̸=in

ϕp(ηn
i )mn

i

18: Compute m+ = max
i=1,...,J

mn+1
i

19: for i = 1, . . . , J do
20: Compute relative mass m̃n+1

i = mn+1
i

m+

21: Compute step length using backtracking h = h(xn
i , λψq(m̃n+1

i ))
22: xn+1

i = xn
i − h∇F (xn

i )
23: end for
24: Merge the agents if their distance < tolmerge
25: Set new best agent in+1 = argmin

i=1,...,J
F (xn+1

i )

26: Compute residual res = |xn+1
in+1
− xn

in
|

27: if res < tolres then
28: xSOL ← xn+1

in+1
29: break
30: end if
31: end while

For the example from section 3 I used the thresholds mentioned in [JTZ]. These are

tolm = 10−4, tolmerge = 10−3, tolres = 10−4. (4.1)

In table 4.1 is shown, how the SBGD method performed with different numbers of agents. The
first case is, when all agents are equidistant distributed over the whole interval. We notice that
the number of iterations is significantly smaller, than the number of agents. Moreover, the more
agents we use, the more precise the solution becomes. However the difference between 20, 50
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# Agents |x∗ − xSOL| # Iterations
10 0.7768 1
20 0.0021 4
50 0.0026 2
100 0.0014 2
1000 0.0002 1

# Agents |x∗ − xSOL| # Iterations
10 0.0136 2
20 0.0050 2
50 0.0282 3
100 0.0175 3
1000 0.0020 1

Table 4.1: Equidistant starting positions (left) and leftsided starting positions (right). x∗ ≈
1.5355.

and 100 agents is relatively small. For 1000 agents the SBGD method astonishingly only needs
one iteration and returns the best solution. Compared to that, it might not be useful to use the
tolerance factors for less than 20 agents. As seen in section 3 the agent, which converges to the
global minimum in the end, first loses a lot of its mass to the heaviest agent, before it gains it
back. Therefore the factor tolm might lead to an early elimination of the minimizer.
If we compare all this to the worst case scenario, where all agents are initialized on the left
end of the interval, we notice a slightly worse behavior of the SBGD method. Although there
are still many fewer iterations used, the results are different. The tolerance factors seem to not
worsen the case with 10 agents, like before. On the contrary, it seems to be slightly better using
10 agents than 50 or 100.
We can conclude, that if we use the thresholds, the computation is considerably faster. However
the results depend on where the agents might be placed and the number of agents used. Moreover
we saw that depending on the case, more or less agents should be used to require a fast and
precise solution.

5 Convergence and error analysis
In this chapter we consider the SBGDp,q iterations (2.4) using the backtracking line search for
determining the step size hn

i = h(xn
i , λψq(m̃n+1

i )) with shrinkage factor γ ∈ (0, 1). To simplify
matters, we again assume p = q = 1. Moreover we assume that for all agents there exists a
bounded region Ω. We do not have apriori a bound on Ω, because lighter agents are allowed to
explore the ambient space with larger step sizes. Hence the footprint of the agents convi{xn

i }
may expand beyond its initial convex hull convi{x0

i }.

5.1 Lower bound on step size
Consider the class of loss functions F ∈ C2(Ω) with Lipschitz-bound

|∇F (x)−∇F (y)| ≤ L|x− y|, ∀x,y ∈ Ω. (5.1)

Lemma 5.1. The lower bound on the step length is

hn
i ≥

2
L
γ(1− λψq(m̃m+1

i )). (5.2)

18



Proof. By Taylor’s theorem and the Lipschitz continuity of ∇F

F (xn
i − hn

i ∇F (xn
i )) = F (xn

i )− hn
i |∇F (xn

i )|2 + 1
2(hn

i )2|∇F (xn
i )|2HF (xn

i )

≤ F (xn
i )− hn

i |∇F (xn
i )|2 + L

2 (hn
i )2|∇F (xn

i )|2

= F (xn
i )− (1− L

2 h
n
i )hn

i |∇F (xn
i )|2.

Hence, if hn
i ≤ 2

L(1− λψq(m̃m+1
i )),

F (xn
i − hn

i ∇F (xn
i )) ≤ F (xn

i )− λψq(m̃m+1
i )hn

i |∇F (xn
i )|2. (5.3)

By the backtracking line search iterations, the inequality holds for hn
i but not for hn

i
γ .

Therefore
hn

i

γ
≥ 2
L

(1− λψq(m̃m+1
i )).

5.2 Convergence to a band of local minima
Next we discuss the convergence of the SBGD method, which is determined by the time series
of SBGD minimizers,

Xn
− = xn

in
, in := argmin

i∈J
F (xn

i ),

and the time series of its heaviest agents,

Xn
+ = xn

jn
, jn := argmax

i∈J
mn

i .

The communication of masses leads to a shift of mass from higher ground to the minimizers.
When the minimizer attracts enough mass to gain the role of the heaviest agent, the two se-
quences coincide. Furthermore, since F (xn

i ) are decreasing, we conclude that ∀n, i the SBGD
iterations remain in a range

max
j∈J

F (xn
j )− F (xn

i ) ≤M, M := max
i∈J

F (x0
i )− F (x∗). (5.4)

Proposition 5.2. Let {Xn
−}n≥0 and {Xn

+}n≥0 denote the time sequence of SBGD minimizers
and heaviest agents at tn. Then there exists a constant C = C(γ, L,M, λ), such that

∞∑
n=0

min{|∇F (Xn
+)|, |∇F (Xn

−)|, |∇F (Xn
+)| · |∇F (Xn

−)|}2 < C min
i∈J

F (x0
i ). (5.5)

Proof. By Lemma (5.1) the step length hn
i ≥

2γ
L (1−λψq(m̃m+1

i )) and the descent property (5.3)
implies

F (xn+1
i ) ≤ F (xn

i )− λψq(m̃m+1
i )hn

i |∇F (xn
i )|2

≤ F (xn
i )− 2γ

L
(1− λψq(m̃m+1

i ))λψq(m̃m+1
i )|∇F (xn

i )|2

q=1= F (xn
i )− 2γ

L
(1− λm̃m+1

i )λm̃m+1
i |∇F (xn

i )|2.

(5.6)
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Since the descent bound applies for all agents, we consider that bound for the minimizer
in = argmin

i∈J
F (xn

i ). For this purpose we need to distinguish two scenarios:

The first scenario is the canonical scenario, in which the minimizer coincides with the heav-
iest agent, mn+1

in
= mn+1

+ and thus m̃n+1
in

= 1. Hence, we conclude hn
in
≥ 2γ

L (1− λ) and because
Xn+1

− = xn+1
in+1

is the global minimizer at time tn+1,

F (Xn+1
− ) ≤ F (xn+1

in
) ≤ F (Xn

−)− 2γ
L

(1− λ)λ|∇F (Xn
−)|2 (5.7)

holds. The second scenario takes place, when the mass of the minimizer is mn+1
in

< mn+1
jn

. That
means the mass of the minimizer is not greater yet, than the mass of the heaviest agent from
the iteration before positioned at xn

jn
. So even after losing a portion of its mass,

mn+1
+ = mn

+ − ηn
jn
mn

+

⇔ mn+1
+ ηn

jn
= mn

+η
n
+ − (ηn

+)2mn
+

⇔ ηn
+m

n
+ =

ηn
+

(1− ηn
+)m

n+1
+

the heaviest agent from before is still heavier than the minimizer at xn+1
in

. Because the minimizer
gained the mass lost by the heaviest agent, for the relative mass of the minimizer applies

mn+1
in

> ηn
+m

n
+ =

ηn
+

(1− ηn
+)m

n+1
+ ,

and thus with (2.3) we conclude

m̃n+1
in

>
ηn

+
(1− ηn

+)

=
F (xn

+)− F (xn
in

)
max
j∈J

F (xn
j )− F (xn

+)

>
1
M

(F (Xn
+)− F (Xn

−)).

Depending on F (Xn
+)− F (Xn

−), there are two subcases of this scenario:
First we assume F (Xn

+)−F (Xn
−) ≤ γ

L(1− λ)λ|∇F (Xn
+)|2. With that and the descent property

(5.6) for the heaviest agent at xn
+, where m̃n+1

in
→ m̃n+1

+ = 1, we find

F (Xn+1
− ) ≤ F (Xn+1

+ ) ≤ F (Xn
+)− 2γ

L
(1− λ)λ|∇F (Xn

+)|2

≤ F (Xn
−)− γ

L
(1− λ)λ|∇F (Xn

+)|2.
(5.8)

We remain with the worst case scenario F (Xn
+)− F (Xn

−) ≥ γ
L(1− λ)λ|∇F (Xn

+)|2. In this case,
we have a large difference of heights between the minimizer and the heaviest agent. This implies

m̃n+1
in

>
1
M

(F (Xn
+)− F (Xn

−)) ≥ γ

ML
(1− λ)λ|∇F (Xn

+)|2.
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Without loss of generality [JTZ, S. 15], we can assume (1 − λm̃n+1
in

) > 1
2 . Together with the

secured lower bound for m̃n+1
in

and the descent property (5.6) we conclude

F (Xn+1
− ) ≤ F (xn+1

in
) ≤ F (xn

in
)− 2γ

L
(1− λm̃m+1

in
)λm̃m+1

in
|∇F (xn

i )|2

≤ F (xn
in

)− γ

L
λm̃m+1

in
|∇F (xn

i )|2

≤ F (Xn
−)− γ2

ML2 (1− λ)λ2|∇F (Xn
−)|2∇F (Xn

+)|2.

(5.9)

By combining all cases (5.7), (5.8) and (5.9), we find

F (Xn+1
− ) ≤ F (Xn

−)− 1
C

min{|∇F (Xn
+)|, |∇F (Xn

−)|, |∇F (Xn
+)| · |∇F (Xn

−)|}2 (5.10)

and

C = max
{

L

γ(1− λ)λ,
ML2

γ2(1− λ)λ2

}
. (5.11)

The bound in (5.5) follows by a telescoping sum.

We have seen that the summability bound (5.5) depends only on the time sequence of mini-
mizers and heaviest agents, but not on the lighter agents. For n large enough, both sequences
coincide into one sequence {Xn}. To prove convergence of SBGD, time sub-sequences {Xnα}
need to satisfy a Palais-Smale condition [Str08]: by monotonicity F (Xnα) ≤ max

i∈J
F (x0

i ) and

∇F (Xnα) α→∞−→ 0.

Theorem 5.3. Consider the loss function F ∈ C2(Ω) such that the Lipschitz-bound (5.1) holds
and let {Xn

−}n≥0 denote the time sequence of SBGD minimizers. Then {Xn
−}n≥0 consists of one

or more sub-sequences, {Xnα
− , α = 1, 2, . . .}, that converge to a band of local minima with equal

heights,

Xnα
−

nα→∞−→ X∗
α

such that ∇F (X∗
α) = 0 and F (X∗

α) = F (X∗
β). In particular, if F admits only distinct local

minima in Ω, then the whole sequence Xn converges to a minimum.

Proof. Because we assume the sequence {Xn
−} is bounded in Ω, we know it has converging sub-

sequences. We take any converging sub-sequences Xnα
− → X∗

α ∈ Ω. Then by the proposition
(5.2) before,

∇F (Xnα)→ 0,

and thus X∗
α are local minimizers with ∇F (X∗

α) = 0. Since F (Xn
−) is decreasing, all F (X∗

α)
must have the same height. The collection of equi-height minimizers {X∗

α|F (X∗
α) = F (X∗

β)} is
the limit-set of {Xn

−}.
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5.3 Flatness and convergence rate
To quantify convergence rate, we need a classification for the level of flatness our target function
has. For this we use the Lojasiewicz condition [Ło65]:
If F is analytic in Ω, then for every critical point of F , x∗ ∈ Ω, exists a neighborhood N∗
surrounding x∗ ∈ N∗, an exponent β ∈ (1, 2] and a constant µ > 0 such that

µ|F (x)− F (x∗)| ≤ |∇F (x)|β, ∀x ∈ N∗. (5.12)

In case of local convexity, (5.12) is reduced to the Polyack-Lojasiewicz condition [Pol64]

µ(F (x)− F (x∗)) ≤ |∇F (x)|2, ∀x ∈ N∗. (5.13)

For the next theorem we assume that n is large enough, so that we are allowed to discuss only
the canonical scenario, where minimizers and heaviest agents coincide.
Theorem 5.4. Consider the loss function F ∈ C2 such that the Lipschitz-bound (5.1) holds,
with minimal flatness β. Let {Xn

−}n≥0 denote the time sequence of SBGD minimizers. Then,
there exists a constant C = C(γ, λ, µ), such that

F (Xnα
− )− F (X∗

α)


≤

(
1− 2µγλ(1−λ)

L

)n
(min

i∈J
F (x0

i )− F (x∗)), β = 2

≲ C
(

1
nα

) β
2−β , β ∈ (1, 2)

(5.14)

Proof. We again start with the descent property (5.7)

F (Xn+1
− ) ≤ F (Xn

−)− λh−|∇F (Xn
−)|2, hn

in
≥ h− := 2γ

L
(1− λ).

Focussing on the converging sub-sequence {Xnα
− }, we get

F (Xnα+1
− ) ≤ F (Xnα

− )− λh−|∇F (Xnα
− )|2.

For the quadratic case of the Polyack-Lojasiewicz condition (5.13), we follow

F (Xnα+1
− ) ≤ F (Xnα

− )− µλh−(F (Xnα
− )− F (X∗

α)), Xnα
− ∈ Nα

⇔ F (Xnα+1
− )− F (X∗

α) ≤ (1− µλh−)(F (Xnα
− )− F (X∗

α))
⇔ F (Xnα

− )− F (X∗
α) ≤ (1− µλh−)n(F (x0)− F (X∗

α))

≤
(

1− 2µγλ(1− λ)
L

)n

(min
i∈J

F (x0
i )− F (x∗)).

(5.15)

Now consider the error Enα := F (Xnα
− )−F (X∗

α) in the case of general Lojasiewicz bound (5.12),
then

Enα+1 ≤ Enα − λh−(µEnα)
1
β , Xnα

− ∈ Nα.

This is a Riccati inequality [Tad84] and the solution yields

F (Xnα
− )− F (X∗

α) ≲ (|min
i∈J

F (x0
i )− F (x∗)|−

1
β′ + λh−µ

2
β nα)−β′

, β′ = β

2− β > 1

≲ |min
i∈J

F (x0
i )− F (x∗)|+ (λh−)−β′

µ
−2β′

β n−β′
α

≲
(

L

2µγλ(1− λ)

) β
2−β

( 1
µ

) 2
2−β

︸ ︷︷ ︸
C:=

( 1
nα

) β
2−β
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6 Conclusion and Outlook
The swarm-based method is a new approach for non-convex optimization. By applying the
model of a swarm, we use different agents to find a global minimum. The swarm-based gradient
descent is one method from a class of swarm-based methods. Also based on swarm behavior
is the swarm-based random descent (SBRD) method [TZ]. This method uses random descent
directions to improve the global swarm position and to find the global minimum. Therefore,
following this work, further insights into swarm-based methods is possible and needed.

In this thesis we learned about the swarm-based gradient descent, how it works, how we can
implement it, and we discussed the convergence rate. We learned, that the key element of this
method is the communication. By communicating the swarm avoids being trapped in basins
of local minima and therefore is able to reach the global minimum, as we saw by an example.
Compared to the backtracking gradient descent method, the SBGD method is less dependent
on the initial starting positions. However, the performance of SBGD depends on the number of
agents, the parameter q and the used thresholds. To get the best results, it is necessary to find
a balance between all of them. Although we can say in general, the more agents are used, the
more precise the result will be.

However, the fine-tuning aspect should be further looked at with more examples. Depending
on the case, different options for q and the thresholds might be considered best. Moreover, it is
possible to use other methods, than the backtracking line search to compute a step length. The
question is, how other methods affect the SBGD-method and the results. Furthermore, we need
to discuss the SBGD method for higher dimensional functions. In the one-dimensional case we
saw advantages of using SBGD compared to other gradient methods. But does this still apply
for the higher dimensional case, or is the SBGD method even more superior for this case?
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Symbols

J Number of agents
xi(t) Position of the i-th agent
mi(t) Mass of the i-th agent
h Time step
m̃i(t) Relative mass of the i-th agent
m+ Maximum mass mi(t) for i ∈ J
ψq(m̃) Influence of relative mass on time step using parameter q > 0
Fmax(t) Maximum height of swarm at time t
Fmin(t) Minimum height of swarm at time t
ηi(t) Relative height of the i-th agent
ϕp(η) Degree of mass transition with parameter p > 0
x+ Worst positioned agent
γ Shrinking factor for backtracking method
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