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ABSTRACT

We propose a novel analysis framework for non-descent-type optimization methodologies in noncon-
vex scenarios based on the Kurdyka-t.ojasiewicz property. Our framework allows covering a broad
class of algorithms, including those commonly employed in stochastic and distributed optimization.
Specifically, it enables the analysis of first-order methods that lack a sufficient descent property and
do not require access to full (deterministic) gradient information. We leverage this framework to
establish, for the first time, iterate convergence and the corresponding rates for the decentralized
gradient method and federated averaging under mild assumptions. Furthermore, based on the new
analysis techniques, we show the convergence of the random reshuffling and stochastic gradient
descent method without necessitating typical a priori bounded iterates assumptions.

1 Introduction

The analysis of algorithms under the Kurdyka-t.ojasiewicz (KL) inequality [24, 17] has become an active and fruitful
area of research in nonconvex optimization for several compelling reasons. Firstly, the KL inequality is a local geo-
metric property that is satisfied for a vast and ubiquitous class of functions [3, 4, 20, 23]. Notably, in [1, 3, 4, 7], Absil,
Attouch and Bolte et al. have made significant contributions in developing a comprehensive KL analysis framework
for optimization algorithms. This framework serves as a valuable blueprint, simplifying the study and verification
of the asymptotic behavior and iterate convergence of descent-type methods for nonsmooth nonconvex minimization
problems. Successful instances of applying the analysis framework to obtain convergence encompass splitting meth-
ods [18], Douglas-Rachford splitting [19], proximal gradient method [4] and its inertial variant [31], among many
others. Moreover, when the Lojasiewicz exponent of the objective function is known, local rates of convergence can
be quantified and explicitly derived, see, e.g., [2, 3, 7, 11, 20].

The large-scale nature of modern machine learning problems has made stochastic and distributed optimization tech-
niques crucial tools in manifold tasks, including the training of neural networks. Nonetheless, the asymptotic conver-
gence analysis of these algorithms in the nonconvex setting is relatively limited compared to deterministic methods.
This limitation is primarily due to the challenges posed by the lack of a sufficient descent property. Additionally,
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stochastic and distributed algorithms do not have access to the full gradient information, necessitating the use of di-
minishing step sizes to mitigate the stochastic errors. This significantly differs from the common step size conditions
in the standard frameworks [1, 4, 11, 31], where the step sizes are typically bounded away from zero.

Given these observations in stochastic and distributed optimization, we introduce a novel KL-based analysis framework
outlined (in an informal way) below.

Informal Framework. Let K € N, {z*};, € R%, {8 }x C R, and {I;.}, C N be given. We assume:

(A.1) Approximate descent. There exist a; > 0 and {px} C R such that for any integer k > K,
F@™) + ar Bl V(@) < fa™) + pr.

(A.2) Gradient-bounded update. There exist as > 0 and {g;} C R such that for any integer k > K,

i_ Ik < Ik
et =2t < aaf| V)l +

The sequence {3} is closely related to the choice of step sizes and can converge to zero. Condition (A.1) captures
an approximate descent-type property, where {py } is associated with the potential non-descent terms. This allows
covering algorithms that might not strictly adhere to a descent condition at each iteration. Condition (A.2) reflects the
iterative structure of many first-order methods in the smooth case, where updates are gradient-based but potentially
incorporate approximation errors {q }.. Approximation errors and non-descent behavior frequently arise in stochas-
tic and distributed settings. Notably, the non-descent terms {py }; and errors {gx }; often exhibit a dependence on
higher orders of the step size, as observed in algorithms for finite-sum optimization, see Section 4. Furthermore, the
sequence { I} enables us to depart from the traditional consecutive-iterate analyses. This is particularly useful when
characterizing the almost sure behavior for stochastic approximation methods, see Section 3 and [34, Section 3].

In summary, we can leverage this framework to analyze algorithms that possess the following characteristics:

— Do not necessarily exhibit sufficient descent property.

— Could be working with inexact gradient information.

We now present an informal overview of our main convergence theorem.

Theorem 1 (Informal).

— Let f : R? — R be a Lipschitz smooth function and let the KL property hold at crit(f).
— Suppose {z¥}, satisfies (A.1)—(A.2) and let certain summability conditons hold for {p }x, {qx }&-

Then, either {z*} converges to some stationary point 2* € crit(f) or it holds that [|z*| — oc.

This theorem shows iterate convergence for {z*}4, i.e., {z*}1 converges to some stationary point of f when ||z*|| 4
oc. Note that ||2*|| — oo happens if and only if {2} does not have any accumulation point. This can be excluded if
{:ck}k is bounded [2, 7, 22, 33] or the function f is coercive [9]. Some works also assume the existence of at least an
accumulation point for {xk} k> €.8., [4, 31, 18, 19]. Beyond the main convergence results, we also quantify the local
convergence rates for {z*};, in Theorem 4 when {p, }, and {qx }» admit a specific form.

1.1 Related Work

Attouch, Bolte and Svaiter [4] have developed a comprehensive KL inequality-based analysis framework (outlined
below) that unifies and simplifies the convergence analysis of descent-type methods applied to nonconvex problems.

Let f : R? — R satisfies the KL property at crit(f). If {z*};, has at least one accumulation point and satisfies
(H.1)—(H.2) below, then {2} converges to some z* € crit(f).

(H.1) Sufficient descent. There exists a constant a > 0, such that for all £ € N,

FEF) + a2t — 2|2 < f(aF). (1)
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(H.2) Relative error. There exist constants b > 0, such that forall k£ € N,
dist (0, 0f (z* 1)) < b2+ — 2F|. )

Here, 0f () denotes the limiting subdifferential [2, Definition 1] of f at 2 € R and dist(0, S) := inf,eg ||s]|. (H.1)
is intended to model a descent property as it involves a measure of the quality of the descent. (H.2) reflects relative
inexact optimality conditions.

As mentioned before, the framework [4] has been successfully utilized to establish iterate convergence for a vast
variety of algorithms. Nonetheless, (H.1) typically does not hold when analyzing inertial methods due to additional
momentum terms. To fit inertial methods, Ochs et al. have studied adjustments of the conditions (H.1) and (H.2) in [31,
Section 3.2] and iterate convergence of inertial proximal methods was shown [31, Theorem 4.9]. Frankel, Garrigos and
Peypouquet [11] noted that the condition (H.2) is restrictive when algorithmic updates contain small computational
errors. To address this, a relaxation of condition (H.2) was proposed in [11] that allows incorporating additive errors:

(H.2") Relative error. There exist constants b > 0, such that for all & > 1,

dist(0, Of (")) < bl|la™™t — 2F| +ex, where D30, er < 0. 3)

This modification is non-trivial because it helps to cover the inexact proximal gradient method and the generalized
Newton’s method, cf. [11, Theorem 6 and Proposition 4]. Moreover, explicit convergence rates in terms of the
parameters (usually the KL exponent) are also provided in [11, Theorem 4 and 5].

Still, the necessity for sufficient descent, (H.1), in the existing frameworks [4, 31, 11] has hindered the convergence
analyses of algorithms without such property. Typical examples for such algorithms include methods with nonmono-
tone line-search schemes [12, 5, 13, 33], to name a few. Taking the specific line search conditions (cf. [12, Section
3]) into account, Qian and Pan [33] developed a new condition (H.1’) (shown below) and established the iterates
convergence.

(H.1") Nonmonotone descent. There exists a constant a > 0, such that for all & > 1,

P 4 alle™ = 2|2 < ma .k fo). @

The integer m is a preset parameter in the line-search scheme and [k—m] ;. := max{0, k—m}. The adjusted framework
enables the convergence analysis of nonmonotone line-search methods, cf. [33, Proposition 2.5 and Theorem 2.9].

Incomplete gradient information during iterations is another factor leading to the lack of a sufficient descent property.
Common approaches with this feature include stochastic methods such as stochastic gradient descent (SGD), random
reshuffling (RR) [22], and distributed algorithms such as decentralized gradient descent (DGD) [29] and federated
averaging (FedAvg) [26]. Unfortunately, the existing frameworks fail to provide convergence guarantees for these
methods. The reasons behind such limitations are twofold: (i) the absence of sufficient descent properties and (ii) the
complex dynamics arising from stochastic (inexact) gradients and diminishing step sizes. It is important to note that
the step sizes in the existing frameworks [4, 31, 11, 33] are required to be bounded away from zero. This excludes the
use of diminishing step sizes, which can help mitigate the errors from stochastic (inexact) gradients. To our knowledge,
existing KL-based frameworks are not applicable to approaches that only possess approximate descent guarantees and
utilize diminishing step sizes.

1.2 Contribution and Organization

‘We summarize our contributions below.

In Section 2, we introduce an abstract framework that allows us to prove convergence of non-descent first-order meth-
ods in the smooth nonconvex setting. Notably, compared to existing frameworks, our proposed analysis framework
enables the convergence analysis of stochastic and distributed methods. In Section 2.2, we provide the formal KL-
based analysis framework and an abstract convergence result for sequences satisfying the framework (Theorem 1). In
Section 2.3, we introduce a specialized framework for studying the convergence rates of non-descent methods with
polynomial step sizes (Theorem 4).

In Section 3 and 4, our proposed framework is applied to analyze various non-descent stochastic or distributed algo-
rithms. First, we recover the convergence results of SGD and RR without requiring the typical a priori boundedness
assumptions in Section 3 and Section 4.2, respectively. In Section 4.1 and Section 4.3, we conduct in-depth analyses
for DGD and FedAvg. To the best of our knowledge, the convergence results for DGD and FedAvg are new in the
nonconvex setting.
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Beyond convergence results, we further quantify the local convergence rates of DGD, RR, and FedAvg while employ-
ing polynomial step sizes. For RR, our analysis extends a prior work [22] by providing the convergence rates for both
function values and the norm of the gradients. Moreover, the convergence rates for DGD and FedAvg seem to be new
in the context of nonconvex optimization.

2 Framework and Convergence Results

2.1 Basic Assumptions

Throughout this paper, we make the following assumptions on the objective function f.
Assumption 1. The function f is L-smooth and is bounded from below by some f € R.

This assumption is quite common in smooth optimization, see, e.g., [2, 31, 35, 38, 30, 22]. It also provides a useful
bound [22, Eq. (2.5)] for |V f(z)|, i-e.,

IVf(@)|? <2L(f(x) - f), VzeR". )

Assumption 2. The function | satisfies the following KL inequality at every T € crit(f): There are n € (0, 00] and a
neighborhood U (Z) of T such that

V@)l = Clf(@) = f@)° ¥YzeU@) n{zeR:0<|f(z) - f(@)| <n}, (©)
for some C > 0and § € [3,1).
This assumption applies to a wide range of functions commonly encountered in practical optimization scenarios.
Specifically, proper closed semi-algebraic functions satisfy the KL inequality (6) at every point [3]. Examples of func-
tions and problems satisfying this assumption comprise least-squares problems [6], logistic regression [20], quadratic

optimization problems [23], and polynomial functions [10]. These cases highlight the broad applicability of the KL
inequality in various areas of optimization.

2.2 The Proposed Framework and Convergence Results

We now formally present our KL-based analysis framework.

A KL-based Analysis Framework. Let K € N, {2*};, C R%, {8} C R and {I;}1 C N be given.

(A.1) Approximate descent. There exist a; > 0 and {px} C R such that for any integer k > K,
F@™) + ar Bl V(@) < fa™) + pr.
(A.2) Gradient-bounded update. There exist as > 0 and {gr} C R such that for any integer k > K,

i_ Iy, < I,
Lma ot = ot < anBl V)] +

(A.3) Parameter requirements (I). For some constant 3 > 0,

o0 o0 o0
0<Be<B, > Br=00, Y p<oo, and » B 'q}<co.
k=1 k=1

k=1 =

(A.4) Parameter requirements (II). For some constants p € (0, 1) and 8 >0,

0< B <8, Z Br = o0, Z Bk [szpt}“ < oo, and Z Br [sz ﬂt—lqﬂ“ < 0.
k=1 k=1 k=1

We commented already on the algorithmic conditions (A.1)-(A.2) in the introduction. The parameter conditions
(A.3)-(A.4) impose constraints on the algorithm’s parameters, typically relating to the choice of step sizes. In stochas-
tic and distributed settings, the sequences {pi }1 and {qx }; often emerge as higher-order terms of the step sizes (see,
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Section 4). (A.3)—(A.4) then effectively translate into step size requirements, as demonstrated in the simplified frame-
work in Section 2.3.

We now present the main convergence theorem, which provides pivotal understanding of the asymptotic behavior of
{2*}1. The proof can be found in Appendix A.

Theorem 1. Let Assumption 1 hold and suppose that the iterates {x*};. satisfy (A.1)~(A.3). Then, the following
statements hold:

() It holds that limy,_, », ||V f(z*)|| = 0 and the sequence { f(z*)}1. converges to some f* € R.

(b) If, in addition, Assumption 2 holds and (A.4) is satisfied, then {x*}}, either converges to some stationary
point of f orlimy_,o ||| = oc.

Remark 2. Let A({z"}}) denote the set of accumulation points of {x*}y, i.e.,

A({2*}r) = {2 € R : liminfy o || — z|| = 0}. )

o If A({a*}y) is non-empty, then Theorem 1 (a) implies that A({z*}1) C crit(f), i.e., every accumulation point of
{2*} is a stationary point of f. Furthermore, this guarantees liminf},_... |2¥|| < oo, ruling out the situation
limy oo |2¥|| = 0o. Combining this observation with Theorem 1 (b), we conclude that {z*}), converges to a
stationary point x* € crit(f).

o If the function f is coercive, Theorem 1 (b) readily implies that {x*}} converges to some x* € crit(f). Let us
explain how to show this. Based on (A.1) and 220:1 pr < 00, we have

f(xlk+1) < f(CCIk) +pr = f(CCIk) < f(.’L'Il) + ZZl p; forallk > 1.

Hence, by coercivity, we conclude that {x*}, is bounded. This guarantees that {x'*}, has at least one con-
vergent subsequence, and thus, A({x*}}) is non-empty. Based on former discussion and Theorem 1 (b), {z*}
converges to some x* € crit(f).

2.3 A Special Case and Convergence Rates

This subsection presents a unified framework for deriving convergence rates of iterative methods employing polyno-
mial step sizes. Specifically, we consider a special case of the conditions (A.1)—(A.3) by setting

K=1, Iy=k, prx=ay pr=>0bal, q=cea], where p,¢g>1landa,=a/k’,a>0,~e(0,1].

Then, our proposed framework simplifies to

(R.1) Approximate descent. There exist b,b > 0 and p > 1 such that for all £ > 1,
F@) + b iV < F@*) +b- o
(R.2) Gradient-bounded update. There exist ¢ > 0 and g > 1 such that for all &k > 1,
2% — 2T < ¢ ag ||V (@) +¢- al.

(R.3) Parameter requirements. «, = a/k” with o > 0,y € (%, 1Jandp + 1 < 2q.

For non-descent optimization methods, such as random reshuffling and distributed methods (cf., Section 4), it is fre-
quently observed that the parameters p and ¢ satisfy p + 1 < 2g, as stated in condition (R.3). To enhance clarity, we
derive convergence rates under this specific condition. Note that our results can be easily extended to more general
cases. Prior to deriving the convergence rates, we introduce the uniformized KL property.

Lemma 3 (Uniformized KL property). Suppose Assumption 1 and 2 hold and let A({z*}}) be bounded. Then, we
have (%) = limg_,o f(z%) = f* for all z € A({z*}1). In addition, there are ¢ > 0 and 1 > 0 such that for all
€ Vey = {z e R dist(z, A({z"}r)) < e} N{z € RY: 0 < |f(z) — f*| < n}, it holds that

IVf(@)| = C|f(z) — f*|° forsomeC>0and 0 € [3,1).
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Proof. Notice that (A.1)~(A.3) hold with I}, = k, a; = b, as = ¢, B = ag, pp = Baﬁ, and ¢ = caj. Then,
by Theorem 1 (a), we conclude that every accumulation point is a stationary point and { f(z*)}, converges to some
f* € R. Hence, it holds that A({z*};) C crit(f) and f(z) = f* forall z € A({x*}1) by the continuity of f.
According to [7, Lemma 6] and Assumption 2, we establish the uniformized KL property Lemma 3. O

Lemma 3 plays a crucial role in deriving convergence rates when the sequence of iterates {*}, does not necessarily
converge to a smgle stationary point. In such cases, as outlined in Theorem 4 (b), we assume that the set of accumu-
lation pomts {2} is bounded. This bounded iterates assumption can be relaxed if we impose stricter conditions on
the step size selection (i.e., v > m +1)

We now present our main results concerning the convergence rates of {:ck}k under the framework (R.1)—(R.3). The
proof of these results is provided in Appendix B.

Theorem 4 (Convergence rates). Let Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 hold and suppose that the sequence {x*},
satisfies the conditions (R.1)—(R.3). The following statements are valid.

(@) If A({z*}1) is non-empty and v > m, then x% — x* € crit(f) and f(x*) — f(x*) = f* and we have

@) = £ = O™V, VNP = 0k VD), b —a*| = 0(k#), v e (24,1),

where 0 denotes the KL-exponent of f at x* and

(p+1) (1—9)(1-6)
p2v_1= 2791 }

P(0,7) = min{py — 1, 5=}, ©(6,7) = min{

Moreover, if 0 = 1, v =1, « 2(5(;1), it holds that | f(xz*) — f*| = O(k=®=D), |V f(z*)||? = Ok~ P~1),
and % — z*|| = O(k="7),

(b) If {x*}y, is bounded, then the limit f(x*) — f* and the rates |f(z*) — f*| = O(k=*")) and |V f (2*)||> =
O(k~ 1/1(077)) continue to hold in the case v € (% with 6 being the uniformized KL-exponent over the set
A({z*}%) (cf. Lemma 3).

Remark 5 (Optimal choice of 7). The results in Theorem 4 provide guidance for selecting the optimal step size
parameter vy, when information about the local geometry of the function is available (i.e., when the KL-exponent is
known). In particular, if the exact KL-exponent 0 € [%, 1) is known, then, based on Theorem 4, the optimal step size
parameter y* to maximize the convergence rate is given by

L 2]

20 p—1 (p—1)(1—0)
* = 9 d 9 * = °
T TR 1p 1 YO = g1 e PO = T,
Noting v* > +1, this choice of y guarantees convergence of {x*}j, to some x* € crit(f).

3 Application Area I : Stochastic Approximation Methods

In areas of stochastic approximation and online learning, the objective function f corresponds to a data-driven predic-
tive learning task in the form of

(@) = BenzlF (2. 8)) = [ Fla.€)dule) ®
where the underlying probability space (=, H, ) is usually unknown.

In this section, we establish convergence results for SGD applying the framework presented in Section 2. SGD gener-
ates a stochastic process {x*}, via the update rule

htt = gk — akgk, Vi >1, )

where ! = 2! is a deterministic initial point. Throughout this section, we will use bold letters to describe random

variables z : Q — R?, while lowercase letters are typically reserved for realizations of a random variable, z = @ (w),
or deterministic parameters. In addition, we assume that there is a sufficiently rich probability space (2, F,P) that
allows modeling and studying the iterates generated by SGD in a unified way. Hence, each stochastic approximation
of V f(«*) is understood as a realization of a random vector g¥ : Q2 — R9.

We further consider the natural filtration Fj, := a(wl, z2,.. ., wk); each iterate ” is then Fj,-measurable for k > 1.

Next, let us define the stochastic error term e* := V f(z*) — g* and let us introduce our main assumptions on {€*} .
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Assumption 3. Given the probability space (2, F,{Fi }x, P), the stochastic errors { e} are assumed to satisfy:
(a) Mean zero: E[e”* | Fi| = 0 almost surely for all k > 1.

(b) Bounded variance: E[|e*|? | Fi] < 02 almost surely for all k > 1.

This assumption is fairly standard in the analysis of stochastic methods [8, 37, 27]. We note that the convergence
results presented in this subsection can be covered by our recent preprint [34], which proves the global convergence,
iterate convergence, and convergence rates of SGD with momentum. However, the analysis therein requires some
nontrivial adaptation to the framework, including the use of auxiliary iterates and a merit function. For simplicity, we
only present the convergence results tailored to SGD, which does not require additional adaptations to the framework.

Setting T := we define the sequence of indices {1 } inductively via

1

50L°
n—1

I; =1 and Ik+1=max{lk+1, sup{nZk:Z._kaigT}}, k>1.

We also consider the aggregated stochastic error terms { sy} and the associated event S,
t—1

Zi:lk ae'|l and S, = {w €N: Z:il (Zlesf(w))# < oo}.

Before presenting the main convergence results, we first provide the approximate descent and gradient-bounded update
properties for {2+ };.. For their proofs, we simply refer to the relevant parts in [34].

8L := max
I <t<Ip41

Proposition 6. Suppose Assumption 1 and 3 hold and let {x*}}. be generated by SGD with step sizes { o } . satisfying
[e’e} (o) k T
— 2 .
ag > 0, 5 oy Ok =00 and g k:lak( g i:lal) < 00, forsomer > 1. (10)

Then, we have P(S,) = 1 for all y > 1/r. In addition, for any w € S,,, we consider the realizations =* = z*(w) and
sk = Sg(w). There then exists K = K (w) such that for all k > K, it holds that:

@ fla'+) + gl V™) < fa") + 3.

(b) maxs,<i<r, o — @] < 2(TIVF )] + s1)

Proof. The proof of Proposition 6 mainly relies on the work [34] where the stochastic gradient method with momen-
tum is considered. First, P(S,) = 1 follows from [34, Eq. (4.10)]. The bound in (a) restates [34, Lemma 3.4] and (b)
follows from [34, Eq. (A.5)]. O

Remark 7. The step size condition Z?;lai(z;;lai)r < oo for some v > 1 is not very common; it is satisfied by
polynomial step sizes o, ~ k=7 with vy € (%, 1]. Indeed, using oy, = k=7, v € (%, 1), and the integral test, we have

Z:;Oéi (Z;ai)r _ Zz;k—?v (Zfﬂrv)r < Zz;k—?v (1 + %)T _ O(Z:O_Ik_QTH(l_V))'

The right hand side is summable when 1 < r < 21%_71 The case v = 1 is trivial.

Based on the key properties presented above, the global and iterate convergence of SGD follows quite easily from
Theorem 1.

Theorem 8. Suppose Assumption 1 and 3 hold and let {xz*}}. be generated by SGD with step sizes {ay }, satisfying
(10). Then, the following statements hold.

@) [|[VFf(x®)|| — 0as. and { f(x*)}), converges to some f* : Q2 — Ra.s..
(b) If; in addition, Assumption 2 holds, then the event

{we Q:limy o |2"(w)| = 00 or 2F(w) = x*(w) € crit(f)} occurs as..

Proof. Letus fix u € (1/r,1), pick an arbitrary w € S,, and consider the realizations z* = z*(w) and s = si,(w).
Thanks to Proposition 6, the algorithmic conditions (A.1)—(A.2) are satisfied with

ay =T/100, a2 =20T/19, Br=1, pr=(6/T)sr and qr = (20/19)s.
Let us now check (A.3). By the definition of S,, (and due to w € S,,), we have 35>, (3-F_ | s2)* < oco. This implies

that 22021 s < oo, which verifies (A.3). Applying Theorem 1 (a), we complete the proof of the statement (a).

The relation )~ (Zlesf)“ < oo also verifies (A.4). Under Assumption 2, statement (b) simply follows from the
convergence result in Theorem 1 (b). O
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Remark 9. To interpret Theorem 8 (b), let us define an event X that represents the non-diverging trajectories of
{&"

X={weQ: A{x"(W)}r) # 0} = {w € Q: liminfy_, o ||2"(W)|| < c0}.
Then, Theorem 8 (b) asserts that {z*}. converges a.s. on the event X. Thus, {x*}}, converges a.s. to some stationary
point under the extra assumption P(X) = 1. This is significantly weaker than the typical a priori boundedness
assumption used in other KL-based convergence analyses of stochastic methods [8, 27, 37].

4 Application Area II : Finite-sum Optimization

This section demonstrates the versatility of our framework by establishing iterate convergence of several widely-used
algorithms for finite-sum optimization problems. Let us consider the optimization problem

1 n
i ==%" fi), 11
min f(0):= 3 3 i(o) an
where f; : RY — R is differentiable but not necessarily convex for all i € [n] := {1,...,n}. We make the following

assumption on the objective function.
Assumption 4. Every component function f; : R? — R, i € [n], is L-smooth and bounded from below by f.

This assumption can be guaranteed if every component function f; is L;-smooth and bounded from below by f; € R.
In this case, we set L = max;¢c[,) L; and f := min;¢, fl

4.1 Decentralized Gradient Descent

While prior research has examined the convergence properties of decentralized gradient descent (DGD), primarily in
convex settings [29, 38, 40], a comprehensive understanding of its behavior in nonconvex scenarios remains elusive.
Zeng and Yin [40] and Daneshmand et al. [9] have analyzed DGD with constant step sizes under the KL property.
However, as highlighted in [40, Proposition 2], their results do not guarantee the consensus of limit points generated
by the agents’ iterates. Furthermore, [9, Theorem 3.9] establishes convergence to a neighborhood of the set of critical
points crit( f), rather than convergence to some stationary point.

In this subsection, we address these limitations by employing our proposed KL-based analysis framework. This
approach enables us to establish the convergence of DGD iterates to a stationary point consensually with convergence
rate guarantees.

Suppose that there are n agents and the goal is to solve problem (11) collaboratively. Let z} = z', i € [n] be the

initial points. The update step of DGD [29] is given as
gt = Zwijxf — i Vii(zF), Vic[n]andk >1 (12)

where w;; > 0 is the weight that neighbor j assigns to the agent i and {a } 1, are step sizes satisfying

1 o0 o0 . Qg
ap € (O, R)’ apt+1 < oy, E g O = 00, E . 10[% < oo, and khm aJr =1. (13)
= = —00 k

We make the following assumption on the weights {w;; }; ;, ¢, j € [n].
Assumption 5. The matrix W = [w;;] € R"*"™ is symmetric and has the following properties.
(a) W is doubly stochastic, i.e., null(I — W) = span(1).
(b) W has 1-bounded eigenvalues, i.e., —1 < W < 1.
Here, 1 € R? is the vector of all ones. Condition (a) can be equivalently written as W1 = 1and 1'W = 17,
Condition (b) means that the second largest magnitude eigenvalue of T lies in the interval (0, 1). This assumption is

standard in the study of distributed optimization, see, e.g., [35, 29, 38, 15]. To simplify the notations, we denote the
average iterates of the agents and the corresponding accumulation points set as

Z:v and  A({z"}1) := {z € R? : liminfy_, 0 |7 — || = 0}.

Before presenting the main convergence results, we first provide an upper bound for the consensus error and the
descent-type property for {Z"}. The proofs are postponed to Appendix C.1 and Appendix C.2, respectively.
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Proposition 10. Let Assumption 4 and 5 hold and let {x¥}y>1 ;c(n) be generated by DGD with step sizes {cu}i
satisfying (13). Then there exists G > 0 such that > i, [|[2¥ — 2% < Ga3.

Proposition 11. Let Assumption 4 and 5 hold and let {xf}kzl,ie[n] be generated by DGD. Further assume that the
step sizes {auy, tr, satisfy (13). Then, there is G > 0 such that for all k > 1, it holds that

(@ f@*) < f@@h) = FIVAENIP + 5o
() [|7* — 2+ < || VF(E0)]| + a2
Based on the properties presented above, we are able to apply Theorem 1 to establish the convergence for the averaged

iterates {Z*}. Then, by using Proposition 10, we can show that each agent converges consensually to the stationary
point of f. Importantly, this convergence result holds without requiring a unique or isolated stationary point.

Theorem 12 (Convergence of DGD). Let Assumption 4 and 5 hold and let {x¥} k>1,ic[n) be generated by DGD with
the step sizes {ay } i, satisfying (13) and

Zzozlak (szai)u < oo forsomep € (0,1). (14)

Then, limy,_,o |V f(2F)|| = 0 and {f(2F)} 1 converges to some f* € R for all i € [n]. Moreover, if Assumption 2
holds, then {x¥} . either converges to some stationary point of f consensually or we have ||z¥|| — oo for all i € [n).

Proof. Clearly, all conditions in Proposition 10 and 11 are satisfied. Using Proposition 11, we verify (A.1)-(A.2) with

LG 43 L 1
Iy =k, Br=or pr=s5_"0qy, Qk—f o, ar=7%, and ap=1.

Moreover, the step sizes {ay }« satisfy (A.3)~(A.4). It follows from Theorem 1 (a) that |V f(z*)|| — 0 and f(z*) —
f* € R as k tends to infinity. Utilizing the Lipschitz continuity of f, we have for all i € [n] that ||V f(z¥)| <
|V £(@F)|| + L||z¥ — z*||, together with ||Z* — 2| — 0 (implied by Proposition 10), this yields ||V f (zF)|| — 0 as k
tends to infinity. Based on the Lipschitz continuity of V f and [30, Theorem 2.1.5], it further follows

[f(@") = f@f)] < max{||V @), [V @)} - l|2" - af]| + §ll7* — 2]
< g max{[|Vf (@)%, [V f(=])]*} + L|l2* — 2F|?,
where the last line is due to |ja|| - |[b]] < 2||la]|? + 5|/b]|%. Then, based on ||V f(z")|| — 0, ||V f(zF)|| — 0 and

|zk — z¥|| — 0, we have |f(z*) — f(«¥)| — 0. This, along with f(z*) — f*, implies that f(z¥) — f* for all
i€ [n].

5)

If there is an agent i € [n] such that ||2¥|| — oo, then from ||z* — 2| — 0, we have ||z¥|| — oo and ||a:§|| — 00

for all j € [n]. Now, let us consider the case where liminfy_,.. ||Z¥|| < oo and Assumption 2 holds. Theorem 1
(b) implies that {Z*}, converges to some stationary point z* of f. Since ||Z*¥ — x¥|| — 0, we conclude that {x%};
converges to z* for all ¢ € [n] as well. O

To the best of our knowledge, Theorem 12 establishes the first iterate convergence of DGD in the nonconvex setting.
This is achieved by utilizing the proposed KL-based analysis framework. Furthermore, our framework enables us to
characterize the convergence rates for DGD.

Theorem 13. Let Assumption 2, 4 and 5 hold and let {x¥} 1 ;e[ be generated by DGD with step sizes {cu,}i of
the form oy, = a/ k7, a0 > 0, € (0,1]. Then, the following statements hold for all i € [n).

@) If A({z*)1,) is non-empty and v € (3,1), then x¥ — x* € crit(f) and f(xF) — f* := f(x*) and we have
D) i
[f(@f) = £ = OO, |Vf@EhH)]? = 0k O), |l - I*II = O(k~#7), ~ye(3.1),
where 0 denotes the KL-exponent of f at x* and
Y(0,7) == min{3y — 1, 575}, ¢(8,7) := min{2y — 1, S0

Moreover, if 0 = 5, v = 1 and o > 8/C?, then it holds that | f(z¥) — f*| = O(k™2),
and ||zk — 2% || = O(k71).

(b) If {z"}1, is bounded, then f(x¥) — f* and |f(zF) — f*| = O(k=ON) and |V f(2F)|> = Ok=¥O)
continue to hold in the case y € (%, 1] with 6 being the uniformized KL-exponent over the set A({xF} ).

(@)]? = O(k2),
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Proof. The recursions in Proposition 11 and specific step sizes o, = a/k” imply (R.1)—~(R.3) with
— — — h— _ LVG
p=3, q=2, _%, b=s5; and c—max{l,w}.
When A({z"};) is non-empty and v € (%, 1], Theorem 4 (a) yields z¥ — z* € crit(f) and {f(z*)}, converges to
f* := f(a*) with the rates
1F(@*) = £ = OO, [Vf@Eh)|? = O(kVO), ||z* — ") = Ok=*"D), e (3,1),
where 6 denotes the KL-exponent of f at z* and

$(0,7) == min{3y — 1, 5=}, p(6,7) := min{2y — 1, L0E=01

Moreover, if § = %,y = 1 and a > 8/C?, then it holds that | f(z*) — f*| = O(k=2), |V f(z*)||> = O(k~2), and
|z*¥ —2*|| = O(k~'). By Proposition 10 and ay = a/k7, it holds for all i € [n] that ||Z* — 2¥||?> = O(k~27). Hence,
due to ¥(0,~) < 27y and ¢(6,v) < 7, we have for all i € [n],
IVF(@)|? < LP)l2*—af |2+ [V F(@))? = O(k™¥7) and [[af — ™| < |laf — 2" +]|z" —2*|| = O(k~#7).
Invoking (15), we obtain

(@) = faf)] < g max{|Vf @)%, IV f ()%} + L) z* - af|* = Ok =),
Since | f(zF) — f*| = O(k=%(®")), it follows from the triangle inequality that

[f@f) = fI< @) = fah)] + @) = 1= 0k=""7) foralli € [n].

When6 = 1,y =1,a > 8/C% itholds that |V f(zF)||> = O(k™2), | f(z¥)— f*| = O(k~?) and ||zF —2*|| = O(k™1)
for all i € [n]. Finally, when {z*} is bounded, the result in (b) follows directly from Theorem 4 (b). O

As discussed in Remark 5, when the KL exponent § € [%, 1) is known, the optimal choice v* of the step size parameter
is v* = 5. In this case, we have for all agent i € [n]

IVF@DIP = O 5),  [f(ah) = f*| = O(k™1) and o} —a”|| = O(k™57),
since the choice v = ~* ensures y > % As a consequence of Theorem 13 (a), this choice of step sizes guarantees the
iterate convergence of DGD for all agents ¢ € [n] (without requiring additional boundedness of the average iterates).

The successful application of our KL-based framework to establish the convergence of DGD suggests its broader
applicability. Future work will explore its extension to analyze other variants of DGD, such as decentralized SGD [36]
and decentralized random reshuffling method [15], in the nonconvex setting.

4.2 Random Reshuffling

The prior work [22] has shown that the random reshuffling (RR) method can converge to a stationary point if the
objective function satisfies the KL property. Nonetheless, the analysis in [22] relies on the ubiquitous bounded iterates
assumption. In this section, we leverage our proposed KL-based framework to establish the same iterate convergence
result under weaker assumptions. Moreover, our analysis further extends the existing results by providing convergence
rates for both function values and the norm of the gradients.

The random reshuffling method performs the following steps in each iteration k: Let {7 75 ... 7%} denote a

permutation of indices [n] of the component functions and set
n
Pt = oF oy, Z Vi (@f), where o} =a" and af., =2} — Vo (a}).
i=1
We now examine the update scheme of RR and derive key properties that will be instrumental in our subsequent

analysis.

Proposition 14. Let Assumption 4 hold and let {x*}}, be generated by RR with step sizes {cu,}1, satisfying

1 %) 00 3
ap € (O, m], Zkzlak =00 and Zk:1ak < 00. (16)

Then, there exists G > 0 such that for all k > 1, it holds that

10
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(@ f(a) < f(@h) = 252V (@5)]* + 26L°naj
(b) [|z* T — 2%|| < nay||Vf(2®)] + 2G2LZn2a2,

Proof. The proof is mostly based on [22]. Statement (a) restates a previously established result in [22, Lemma 3.2].
Besides, it is inferred from [22, Eq. (3.3) and (3.5)] that

Z:;lﬂzzrf — 2|2 <4LGn®a2  where G := (f(z')— f)-exp (Z:O:lQLSn%zi).
This implies

" K k)2 " K k 4
(327 ek =abl)” <nd"" ok — |2 < 4LGn'af.

It follows from the update of RR and Assumption 4 that

la* ! =2k = an|[ Y2 Vi @)+ an|[ D27 [V (@) = Vo)
< nog||Vf(z \—i—LakZ || F —xk||<nozk||Vf( )| + 2G2L3n2a2.

Hence, we have completed the proof of Proposition 14. O

Proposition 14 establishes two key properties that align naturally with our framework due to their clear correspondence
to conditions (A.1)—(A.2). This enables us to directly apply Theorem 1 to recover the convergence results in [22,
Proposition 3.3 and Theorem 3.6].

Theorem 15. Let Assumption 4 hold and let {x*}}. be generated by RR with the step sizes {u, } i, satisfying

1 o oo [ee] 3 13
ap € (O, m], Zk:1ak =00, and Zk:1ak (Zi:kai) < oo forsomep € (0,1). 17

Then, limy_, . ||V f(z*)|| = 0 and { f (%)} converges to some f* € R. Moreover, if Assumption 2 holds, then {z*},
either converges to some stationary point of f or we have ||z*|| — oc.

Proof. Utilizing the results in Proposition 14, we can verify the conditions (A.1)—(A.2) by setting

Iy =k, Br=ar, pr= 2GL3n3a%, qx = 2G%L%n2ai, ap =73, and az=n.

In addition, the step sizes {ay }, satisfy (A.3)~(A.4). Theorem 1 (a) implies that |V f (z¥)|| — O and f(z*) — f* € R
as k tends to infinity.

When Assumption 2 holds, Theorem 1 (b) guarantees the convergence result of {2} . O

In [22, Theorem 3.6], boundedness of {:10’“};C is required to achieve convergence. In contrast, Theorem 15 only neces-
sitates the weaker condition that A({z*};) = {# € R? : liminfy_,o ||2* — z|| = 0}, is non-empty. Below, we show
convergence rates for RR under polynomial step sizes by directly applying our framework (R.1)-(R.3).

Theorem 16. Let Assumption 2 and 4 hold and let {x*};, be generated by RR using step sizes {au}r of the form
ar = a/k7,a > 0,v € (0,1]. Then, the following statements hold.

@) If A({z*}y,) is non-empty and y € (%, 1), then x* — x* € crit(f) and f(x*) — f(z*) = f* and we have
(@) = [ =0k 7), [Vf(E"))? = 0k P0D), ab =¥ = OO, e (5,1),

where 0 denotes the KL-exponent of f at x* and
¥(0,7) == min{3y — 1, %}, ©(6,7) == min{2vy — 1, a ;9)(11 9)}

Moreover, if = £, v = 1and o > 8/(nC?), then it holds that | f (%) — f*| = O(k~?),
and ||z* — z*|| = O(k™1).

(b) If {2}y is bounded, then f(a*) — f* and |f(a*) — f*| = O(k™*)) and |V f(z*)|* = O(k~¥)
continue 10 hold in the case v € (%, 1] with 0 being the uniformized KL-exponent over the set A({z*}y).

(@)I* = O(k=2),

11
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Proof. The recursions in Proposition 14 and step sizes ay, = a/k” imply that the conditions (R.1)—(R.3) hold with
p=3, q=2, = Z, b=2GL*n® and c:max{n,QG%L%n2}.
When A({z*}) is non-empty and y € (3, 1], it follows from Theorem 4 (a) that 2% — z* € crit(f) and {f(z*)}
converges to f* := f(z*) with the rates
[f(@*) = [ = Ok™"OD), | VfE)? = Ok VED),  la* — 2| = Ok, e (5,1),
where 6 denotes the KL-exponent of f at x* and

$(0,7) = min{3y — 1, =2}, (6,7) := min{2y — 1, 1000y

Moreover, if § = 1,y = 1 and o > 8/(nC?), then it holds that | f (z¥) — f*| = O(k™2), |V f(2*)||> = O(k~2), and
|z¥ — z*|| = O(k~1). Finally, when {2*} is bounded, the statement (b) follows directly from Theorem 4 (b). [

Analogous to our findings for DGD, the rates for RR in Theorem 16 can be optimized with respect to step size pa-
rameter 7 if the KL exponent 6 is known. Specifically, if we choose a > 8/(nC?), v = 5/~ and if A({z"};) is

non-empty, then f(z*) — f* € R and #¥ — 2* € crit(f) with rates

VM2 = 0™ 7T), |f(a*) = f*|= Ok ™T) and [o* —2*| = Ok~ 77),
Under the bounded iterates assumption, [22, Theorem 3.10] established convergence rates for the iterates {:v’“} i for

RR. Here, our results in Theorem 16 provide a more comprehensive understanding of RR’s performance by further
quantifying convergence rates for gradient norms and function values.

Our analysis of RR in this section demonstrates the general effectiveness of our proposed framework in the context of
stochastic nonconvex optimization. Given that RR serves as a fundamental building block for many other stochastic
optimization methods, our framework holds potential for broader applications. In the following subsection, we will
provide new convergence results for federated averaging method that incorporates the RR updates.

4.3 Federated Averaging

The concept of federated learning was first proposed by McMabhan et al. [26] to train rich data separately by each client
without centrally storing it. Moreover, McMahan et al. introduced federated averaging (FedAvg, cf. [26, Algorithm
1]) which has become an highly influential method in large-scale (learning) problems [14, 21, 16, 39]. Most of existing
analyses of FedAvg assume unbiasedness of the utilized stochastic gradients. However, practical implementations of
FedAvg are based on without-replacement sampling (i.e., shuffling) schemes to generate stochastic gradients®. This
type of sampling does not satisfy the unbiasedness assumption.

For the sake of brevity, in the following discussions, FedAvg will refer to the FedAvg algorithm with shuffling. In
[25, 28], it was shown that FedAvg converges to a neighborhood of the solution in strongly convex settings and when
constant step sizes are used. Under a full device participation and certain deviation bounds and utilizing the (global)
Polyak-Fojasiewicz (PL) condition, [39] have shown that FedAvg can achieve the rate f(z*) — f* = O(k=%). To
the best of our knowledge, convergence guarantees of the form |V f(z*)|| — 0 and ¥ — z* € crit(f) for FedAvg
remain unknown in the nonconvex case. In this subsection, we will address this gap by providing such convergence
results for FedAvg under mild assumptions. In addition, we derive convergence rates for {x"}.

Our analysis focuses on a simplified setting involving full client participation, an equal number of local updates, and
an equal number of component functions across clients. We consider the following formulation of federated learning:

1 n
= — Z fi(x), where each f; has finite-sum structure  f(x) : Z ht
n

where n is the number of clients and m is the number of component functions for each chent 1. Here, we work with
Lipschitz continuity assumption for each function hz : RY — R — analogous to Assumption 4.

Assumption 6. Every component function ht : R — R, t € [n],j € [m], is L-smooth and bounded from below by f.
p ry p j y

As noted in Assumption 1, the Lipschitz smoothness provides a useful upper bound for all ¢ € [n] and j € [m]:
t 2 t n d
VAL @)[2 < 2L(h(a) — ), Vo € RE. (18)
Let E' € N, denote the number of local epochs. The main update of FedAvg at iteration k is given by:

This can be observed in the example provided by the well-known federated learning framework Flower.

12
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Each client ¢ € [n] Central server

L1k
Yo =%
Fori=1,....F
generate permutation {7."", ... 7™} of [m]

1~ k1

Forj=1,....m :17’”1:—5 :ctJr
n

i+l 4,J (0] =

Yer — Yok — O‘thTr;ﬂ (yt,k)

End For

41,1 i,m+1
Yer = Yk
End For
phT —  BHLL
Tt =Yk

Based on the update of FedAvg, we obtain the following algorithmic bounds. The proof can be found in Appendix D.1.

Proposition 17. Assume Assumption 6 holds. Let the sequence {x*}; be generated by FedAvg with step sizes {cu; }x
satisfying 0 < oy < WlEL and Y12, az < 0. Then, there exists G > 0 such that for all k > 1, the following
statements hold:

(@ f(a*H) < f(ah) = B2V F(a8)]? + Goi
®) ||lz* — 2 < Em - ag||[Vf(2¥)]| + V2mGE - o
Given the similarities of the derived bounds in Proposition 14 and 17, we can establish analogous results for FedAvg

by mirroring the verification process for RR.
Theorem 18. Let Assumption 6 hold and let {x*};. be generated by FedAvg with the step sizes {ay } 1. satisfying

1 oo [e%e] o) 3 I
ap € (O, m], Zk:1ak =00, and Zk:1ak (Zi:kai) < oo forsomepu € (0,1). (19)

Then, limy o0 ||V f(2F)|| = 0 and { f (z*)}1. converges to some f* € R. Moreover; if Assumption 2 holds, then either
{x*} . converges to some stationary point of f or we have ||z*|| — <.

To our knowledge, the only prior work investigating the asymptotic behavior of FedAvg applied to nonconvex objec-
tives is [16]. Under the assumptions of full device participation and unbiased stochastic gradients, Huang et al. have
shown ||V f(2*)|| — 0 almost surely [16, Theorem 2]. By contrast, Theorem 18 establishes ||V f(z*)|| — 0 for
FedAvg when shuffling is used and without requiring the ubiquitous unbiasedness assumption [14, 16, 21].

When f satisfies the KL property and the accumulation points set A({z"*}) is non-empty, Theorem 18 further implies
that {z*};, converges to some stationary point z* € crit(f). Building upon this, we then proceed to derive convergence
rates for FedAvg.

Theorem 19. Let Assumption 2 and 6 hold and let {x*};. be generated by FedAvg with step sizes {cu, } i of the form
ar = a/k7,a > 0,7 € (0,1]. Then, the following statements hold.

(@) If A({z*}1) is non-empty and v € (,1), then x* — x* € crit(f) and f(a*) — f(x*) = f* and we have
(@) = [ 1= 0k=¥0D), [Vf())? = 0%k 0D), a* —a*]| = Ok, v e (5,1),
where 0 denotes the KL-exponent of f at x* and

$(8,7) = min{3y — 1, 222}, ¢(6,7) := min{2y — 1, 150000y

Moreover, if = %, v = 1 and o > 8/(mEC?), then it holds that | f(z*) — f*| = O(k™2),
O(k™?), and ||2* — z*|| = O(k).

(b) If {2}y is bounded, then f(a*) — f* and |f(z*) — f*| = O(k™7)) and ||V f(a*)|* = O™ vem)
continue 10 hold in the case v € (%, %] with 6 being the uniformized KL-exponent over the set A({z*}y).

(@)I* =

Similar to RR and DGD, when 6 € [%, 1) is known, the rates for FedAvg in Theorem 19 can be optimized to

IVF@R)I? = O(k™37),  |f(@*) — £ = Ok

~wT), and |2 —2*|| = Ok~ FT).

13
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In summary, this subsection establishes iterate convergence and derives the corresponding rates for FedAvg under
mild Lipschitz smoothness and KL-based assumptions. In particular, when 6 = %, Theorem 19 recovers the function
rate f(x*) — f* = O(k~2) shown in [39, Theorem 1] requiring the more restrictive PL condition. Furthermore,
Theorem 19 provides the additional rates |V f(2*)||> = O(k~2) and ||2* — 2*|| = O(k~!) in this case.

5 Conclusion

We propose a novel KL-based analysis framework that is applicable to algorithms that do not necessarily possess a suf-
ficient descent property. This framework allows us to study a broader class of optimization methods, such as stochastic
and distributed algorithms. Leveraging the framework, we provide new convergence results for decentralized gradient
(DGD) and federated averaging (FedAvg) methods and recover existing results for SGD and random reshuffling (RR)
without requiring an a priori boundedness condition on the iterates.

As an additional by-product, we also provide a stream-lined way to quantify the convergence rates of an algorithm if
it and the utilized step sizes fit in a specialized form of our proposed framework. This allows providing new rates for
the function values and gradient norms for RR. In addition, this specialized framework facilitates the derivation of
convergence rates for the iterates and gradient norms for DGD and FedAvg. These results appear to be new — even if
we would work with a significantly more restrictive, global Polyak-ELojasiewicz assumption.
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A Proof of Main Convergence Results

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1 (a)

Proof. Without loss of generality, we discard all iterates up to the K iterate and relabel the sequence, and then (A.1)
and (A.2) hold explicitly on the new sequence. Based on (A.1), by defining uy := Zfi & Di»

Fla) +uppy < f(2™) + up — ar il V f (™))% (20)
Let us notice that {py }  is summable and, hence, {uy } is finite and non-increasing with u;, — 0. Next, consider the
sequence { f(x!¥) 4wy} which is nonincreasing and bounded from below, so there must be a constant f* such that
limg—yoo f(2F) + up = f* Since limy ;00 up = 0, we conclude that limy_, oo f( ) = f*. Moreover, there exists
an upper bound G := f(x°) + ug — f for the sequence {f (%) — f}ren.

Then, unfolding the recursion (20) by summing over k = 1,--- , M, and letting M — oo, this yields
1 Iy 12
00 > ay G>Z Bl VEE™)? = Zk BiF. (21)

Notice that Z w1 Br = 00, a direct result from (21) is lim infy_, o Fr = 0. However, it still remains to be shown that

khrn Fj, = 0. Let us assume on the contrary that the sequence {F} } does not converge to zero. Then, there exists
— 00

¢ > 0 and two infinite subsequences {¢;} and {¢;} such that t; < ¢; < t;;1,
Fy, > 2, Fy<e, and &< Fyp<2e (22)
forallk =t; +1,---,¢; — 1. Combing (22) with (21) yields

0> GRSy 122‘;@ =3 G

lim ¢; =0. (23)
J]—00

which implies

According to (A.2), we obtain the following inequality for & > 1,
lz" =2t < max |2’ — 2| < asfil| V(@) +
I, <i<Ijt1
(24)
< azfry/2L(f(2l%) — f) + qr < a2V2LGPy, + g,
where the third inequality is due to (5). Then, we apply Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,

s — 2|

ot = atal < S0 B [ 2T < g ST e — et
G [Z o, Aa3LG + 265 } a/@[@%LGng?jﬁqugr

On the one hand, upon taking the limit j — oo in the above inequality, together with (23) and >_.~ ; 5 1q,§ < 00
(implied by (A.3)), we have
lim |z'% — 2™ = 0. (25)
On the other hand, combing (22), the triangle inequality, and the Lipschitz continuity of V f, we have
e <|Fy = Fy| < V(") = Vf")] < Lljla"s — 2" . (26)
We reach a contradiction to (25) by taking j — oo in (26). Consequently, we conclude that klirn |V f(z™)| = 0. To
—00
establish klim |V £(z*)|| = 0, we need to explore the relation between |V f(x*)|| and ||V f(z*)||. For any index
— 00
j € N, there exists k such that I, < j < I11. Then, by L-continuity of V f and the estimate (24),
V£ <IVF?) = V)| + V™) < Lla? = 2" + ||V f(z™)]
< (14 LazB) [V f(2™)] + Law < (1 + LazB) IV £ (™)I| + Lax,

where the last inequality is due to 8, < (3. Let us notice that ||V f)| —> 0 and g, — 0 as k tends to infinity, we
have shown that khm |V £(z*)|| = 0. Note that 32>, 57 q? < S5, B '¢? < oo implies g, — 0. Invoking the
—00

L-continuity of V f (cf. [30, Lemma 1.2.3]), we have
. . L
[f(z") = f(a") = (Vfz"), 2" —al)| < Sllz" = a2 V=D D+ 1, D
Thanks to the facts maxy, <i<s, ., |z — 27| < a2Bi||VF(z™)|| + ¢ — 0 and Vf(z¥) — 0, we can show

maxy, <i<r,,, |f(z") — f(z'¥)| = 0, which, together with f(z'+) — f*, establishes f(z*) — f* as k — oc. O

16



A KL-based Analysis Framework with Applications to Non-descent Optimization Methods A PREPRINT

A.2 Proof of Theorem 1 (b)

We define the set of accumulation points of the sequence {x'*}; as

Az }) = {z e R?: lim inf |2 — 2| = 0}. (27)

It is inferred from Theorem 1 (a) that ||V f(z*)|| — 0, which indicates that every accumulation point of {z*}, is a
stationary point. Consequently, A({z'*}) C crit(f).

To proceed towards the iterate convergence Theorem 1 (b), we introduce a crucial technical result Lemma A.1. This
lemma provides a KL-based bound that plays a central role in our subsequent analysis. The proof of Lemma A.1 is
deferred to Appendix A.3 for clarity of presentation.

Lemma A.1. Suppose that the conditions stated in Theorem 1 (a) hold. If there exists x* € A({z'*}},) C crit(f) and
j € Ny such that z'i € U(z*) and | f(2%) — f(2*)| < min{1,n}, then

V2a,

ai

dj < (Aj — Aji1) + V2Caz B0, (28)

. _ i
where dj 1= maxy, <i<g,., ||2'—x"

VA= ﬁ[f(ﬂﬁ]j)—f(flf*)"‘vj]k19 and vj := Z?ijpi"‘%% by B tar
Proof of Theorem 1 (b). If ||z*|| - oo, then {x*} has at least one accumulation point 2* € RY. Since V f(z*) — 0,
we conclude that * € crit(f). By Assumption 2, the following KL inequality holds at z*, i.e.,

IVf(@)ll = Clf(x) — f(z")]”, where 9 € [0,1),

holds for all z € U(z*) N {z € R% : 0 < |f(z) — f(z*)| < min{1,n}}. Moreover, from the proof of Theorem 1
(a), we have shown that d;, = maxy, <;<r,,, ||z' — 2’| — 0. Hence, there exists a subsequence {z'% },, C {z/+};,
converging to 2*. Since f(z*) — f* and f(z!%) — f(2*) (due to continuity of f), we conclude that f(z*) = f*,
Ay — 0 (v, = 0by (A.3)), and there is K¢ > K such that

|f(2F) — f(=*)] < min{1,n} forall k> K. (29)

Now, invoking subadditivity of z when ¥ € [0, 1) and (A.4), we obtain

oo o0 o0 9 o0 o0
Zizlﬁivf < Zi:lﬁi (Zk:lpk)l9 + (%) Zi:lﬁi (Zk:iﬁlzlqi)ﬂ < 0.

Hence, combining the above, for any given p > 0 fulfilling B(z*, p) C U(z*), there is t > K such that

2 o0
|zt — % + V2, Ay +V2Cazy tmf < p. (30)
1 =

a
The main component of this proof is to show that the following statements are true for all k > :

(@ @™ € B(z*,p) and | f(2"+) — f*| < min{1,7}.
(b) S di < Y222(Ay — Apyy) +v2Car Y1, Biv?.

We prove these statements by induction. Clearly, statements (a) and (b) hold for £ = ¢ by Lemma A.1. Let us assume
there is m > t such that the statements (a) and (b) are valid for £ = m. We now turn to k = m + 1. It is inferred from
(29) that | f(xzfm+1) — f*| < min{1,7n}. We now show that z/m+1 € B(z*, p). Using triangle inequality and statement
(b), we obtain

e I e B e [ e B L R S

\/§a2

< ot — 2% +
a

(Ar = Apy) + ﬁc@z:;tﬁivf <p

where the last inequality follows from (30) and Ay > 0 for all ¥ > 1. This accomplishes the statement (a) for
k = m + 1, implying that z/m+1 € U(2*) and | f(z'™+1) — f*| < min{1,7n}. Hence, Lemma A.1 is applicable for
j =m+1,i.e., we have
\/§a2
a

derl < (Aerl - AerQ) + ﬁca?ﬂerlv:zH_l-
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Combining this inequality with the bound (when & = m) in (b) yields
m+1 \/5@2 m+1 9
Zi:t di < o (At — App2) + \/§C(I2Zi:t Bivy ,

which indicates that (b) is also valid for K = m + 1. Therefore, we show the statements (a) and (b) are valid for all
k > t. It then follows from (b) and (30) that

o0 2 00
Z, d; < \/_a2 Ay + ﬁCGQZ» ﬁl’l)? < p < o0
1=t 1 1=t

a

Then, for any given € > 0, recall that dj, = maxy, <;<r,,, ||* — 2’#||, there exists an integer k; > ¢ such that

& I I € i I €
E |x'*+t — 2 || < = and max |[2* —z*|| < - forallk > kj. (31)
k=Fk 3 I, <i<Ipi1 3

Hence, for arbitrary integers m, n satisfying I, < m < n, there exist k2 and k3 (potentially fulfilling k1 < ko < k3)
such that Iy, <m < I,41, I, <n < Ij,11, and thus

k3 E € €
m _ || < (™ — plko n_ Ak, Tevr _ple|| « 2 42 4 2 — ¢,
[z™ — 2™ < |la™ — z 2 || + ||2™ — x| + E k:@”x x| 3 + 3 + 3= ¢

Hence, the sequence {xk}k is Cauchy, which, together with Theorem 1 (a), implies {xk} , converges to some station-
ary point of the objective function f. O

A.3 Proof of Lemma A.1
Proof. Taking square on both sides of (A.2), invoking the inequality (a + b)? < 2a? 4 2b2, and multiplying By ! yield
Bi i < 20384 |V F(™)1” + 28}

Using the former relation, we further rewrite (A.1) to create a suitable estimate that copes with the KL inequality-based
analysis, i.e.,

Fla™ ) < f(@"™) 4+ pr — a1 B ||V £(2™)|?

< fa") + = BT -

a di a1 Qi
4a3fr 20306

Now, notice that the sequence {vy }, is well defined thanks to (A.4). Then,
a ar ,_
@) o < f@h) +op = BV )P~ 56y R (32)
2

The inequality (32) infers that the sequence {f(z’*) + v} is non-increasing. In addition, f(x'+) — f* for some
/* € R owing to vy — 0 (implied by (A.3)). Since z* € A({z'¥}}), by continuity of f, we have f* = f(z*). Due
tozl € U(x*) and |f(z) — f(2*)| < min{1,n}, by the KL property, it holds that for all ¥ € [0, 1),

IVf@)ll = Clf(z) = f(a*)|° = C|f(x) = f(z")|". (33)
Let us define o(s) := ¢zgy5' " (s0 [¢/(s)] 7" = Cs”) and the sequence
Ay = o(f(z™) = f(z") +vk). (34)

Note that Ay, is well-defined since f(x*) + vy | f(z*). Based on (33) and ¥ € [0, 1), we have

Aj—Njpy = 0 (f(@5) = f*+05) [f(fclj) + v — flzli) — Vj41]
> o' (1f (@) = [+ vy) [f(@Y) +v; — fl@"+) —vjpa]

/ § * alﬁj J CleQ-
> o(If (=) = £+ v) TIIW(HCUI”@] (35)
L a1, 21|12 a,d}
. [Q’(If(:v”)—f*l)]‘1+[9’(vj)]‘1[ 2 IV +4a§ﬁj]’
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where the first inequality uses the concavity of g, the second inequality uses non-increasing property of ¢’, while the
third inequality holds due to (32) and the last inequality uses (z + y)” < 2V + y? forall 2,y > 0O and ¥ € [0,1).
Rearranging (35) and applying (33) yield

2

@ < (A = A )IVFED) ]+ [ ()] 7 = (A — A1) [IVf(@5)]] + Cof]
dagp, = o9 T S r 0 (v =(4; —Aj x vj |-

Multiplying both sides by a; ' 3; and using the inequality (a + b)? < 2a? + 2b%, we have

U 5@ +

BV )/2+ a5 di/2VD)] < ar (& — A1V A + Coed)

Taking the square root of the former estimate and utilizing estimate v ab < %a + %b, we obtain

1 _ 1 Z ,
§5j|\vf($lj)|\ + mdj < \/al HA; = A ) [Bi IV f(219)]| + CBjvY)
1 1 , CB;v?
< 5= (8 = Aj1) + 5BV + =+, Yk = k.
2a; 2 2
Rearranging the above inequality yields the desired result. O

B Derivations of Convergence Rates

B.1 Preparatory Tools

We now state two results that have been shown in [32, Lemma 4 and 5], which are crucial for convergence rate analysis.

Lemma B.1. Let {y;}r be a non-negative sequence and let ¢ > 0, d,p,q > 0, s € (0,1), and t > s be given
constants.

(a) Suppose that the sequence {yy }, satisfies

d
yk+1§(1— )yk—i-( Vk>1.

q
k+¢ k4 ¢)ptt’
Then, if ¢ > p, it holds that yj, < # “(k+s) P4+ o((k+¢)7P) (as k — o0).

(b) Suppose that {yy }1, satisfies the recursion

q d
_ k>1.
)t e k2

Then, it follows y;, < g (k+<)* P +o((k+¢) ) (as k — o00).
Lemma B.2. Ler 0 € [0, 1) be given and let {ay }i, be defined via

Yr+1 < (1 —

(e

. — 0. ¢>0 1/p,1].
Rk a>0, ¢>0, ve(1/p1]

O =
(a) Forall k > 1, we have

<P Oy > pr“’ ay
2O S e e D) S Grrgmemenm (0

where a., > 0 is a numerical constant depending on o and 7.

(b) Moreover, if v > 11+—+p09, then it holds that

o0 e} 0 ae
p
DRI ORI = it oz " h=l 37)

where ag > 0 is a numerical constant (depending on «, 7y, 6).
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Proof. Using the integral test and noting that py > 1, we obtain

oo oo P P oo P P 1
o @ e / @ pya
E = E + dx < . .
= cGrom = ko Sy Grom U =1 Gaop

In addition, it follows ak[z e g2 < attEd( )2 k+<)29(1pwfl)+w- Note that o' *27? < (1 + )2, which

completes the proof of the statement (a). We refer to [22, Lemma 3.7] for the proof of statement (b). O

Lemma B.3. Ler Assumption 1 and (R.2) hold. Assume there exists k,t > 1 such that Z;é gy < 1/(3cL), then

. 1 1
IVFH)IP 2 SIVFEH) - a2 vo<ist

We introduce Gronwall’s inequality (cf. [8, Appendix B, Lemma 8]) to facilitate the derivation of Lemma B.3.

Lemma B.4 (Gronwall s Inequality). Let {ar}r C Ry and {yi}r C Ry be given sequences. Suppose that we have
Yer1 < s+ ’I’Z] o0 a;yj for all t and some s, > 0. Then, it holds that y,11 < s - exp(r Z] _oaj)forallt > 0.

Proof of Lemma B.3. When i = 0, the bound in Lemma B.3 holds trivially. It holds for any integer 7 € [1, ¢] that
IVF(z") = Vf@@h)] < L™ — ). (38)
According to the condition (R.2) and 23‘510 ap+; < 1/(3cl), we may bound the term ||z¥+¢ — 2*|| as:

kaH kH < Cz akﬂ IVf(z s H‘CZ ak+j

i—1 . i—1
-1 _ -+ k q
<O VI e Y s IVS@) = Vi) +e Y] ol

Combining estimates (38) and (39), then

IV f(@**7) — Il < cLZ akﬂ IV f (@) =V f (@) + 5V f(2")]] +0LZ akﬂ
Invoking Gronwall’s mequahty (Lemma B.4) upon setting

=LV + LY ok rimel, apimane, g = V) - ViE)
and utilizing Z;O ag+j < 1/(3cL), we obtain
IVF (@) = V()] < exp(1/3) - (31IVF ()] + cLZ akﬂ
Noticing that exp(1/3) < %, we then invoke the triangle inequality and the above estimate to yield
1 i 1 3cL i
IV < IV = VI + IV < 51+ —Zj (i T IVEEE.

Rearranging the above estimate gives || f(z¥)| < 3cLZJ Oakﬂ + 2|V f(z*+%)||. Taking square of both sides and
using (a + b)2 < 2a% + 2b%, we have || f(z¥)]|? < 1802L2(Z;:100‘Z+j) + 8|V f(zkT9)||2. Since {ay}x is non-
increasing, by using Z;;B aktj < 1/(3cl), we have

i—1 1 1 2q—2
(Cotes) < (oS0 ) < gapa o™

Merging this estimate into || f(2*)||? < 18c2L2(Z;:}JaZ+j) + 8||V f(2**+%)||2 completes the proof. O

(39)

B.2 Iterate Convergence

Proof. Conditions (R.1)—(R.3) verifies (A.1)-(A.3) with
In=k Br=ar pp=0a%, q =cal, where p,g>1.
Next, we show that ay, = a/k7 with v € (min{ 27, £}, 1] satisfies (A.4). To that end, we need to show

o0 o0 (o]

[ee] 1 e o]
E ap = 00, E ay [E t:kaf} < oo, and E ay [E e a1 1} < oo forsome p € (0,1).
k=1 k=1

k=1
The condition ) ;- ; a; = oo holds for all v € (0,1]. Next, it follows from Lemma B.2 (b) and v > % that
Sy ak [ pad] < oo when p > o4 € (0,1). Similarly, we can show S0 a2 et < oo
Therefore, invoking Theorem 1 (b), we conclude that {z*}; converges to some stationary point 2* € crit(f). O
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B.3 Proof of Theorem 4
Clearly, the conditions (R.1)—(R.2) imply (A.1)-(A.2) with
In=k, Br=ar pi= Bai, qr = cof, where p,g>1 and p+1<2q.
In addition, the sequence {ay, }1, satisfies (A.3). Hence, by Theorem 1 (a), it follows
limg oo [ V(") =0 and  limy o f(2zF) = f*. (40)

We first assume that {2}, is bounded (which implies boundedness of A({x"*}1)). Since every accumulation point
of {x*¥}} is a stationary point of f, (40) readily implies A({z*}1) C crit(f). Moreover, we have f(z) = f* for
all z € A({z*}x) owing to the continuity of f. Hence, there exists an integer k; > 1 such that 2* € V., and
|f(z%)— £*| < min{1,7n} forall k > ki, where V. ,, C R is in defined in Lemma 3. By Assumption 2 and Lemma 3,
the KL inequality ||V f(z*)[| > C| f(2*) — f*|° holds for all k > k1, where C > 0 and § € [}, 1) is the uniformized

KL exponent of f on A({z*};). To obtain the optimal rates of convergence, we invoke the KL inequality with the
adjusted KL exponent ¥ € [#, 1) in the subsequent analysis, i.e.,

IVF@II = Clf ") = 7. 1)
Inequality (41) is true for all k > kq because |f(z*) — f*| < 1and |f(z*) — f*|? > |f(z*) — £*]7.

Now, we are in the position to derive the rates for {f(z*)}; and {||Vf(2*)|}r. We first introduce an auxiliary
sequence {T'; }, to facilitate the rate analysis:

Ty:= f(z*) +up — f* and wy = b szaf < G/kP7™1 for some G > 0, 42)

where the last inequality is due to Lemma B.2. Rearranging the estimate in (R.1) gives
Dk = Dhpr 2 by ||V f ()| = Cban| £ (%) — f*1**, (43)
where the last inequality follows from (41). In addition, applying the inequality 2|a|?” +2[b*” > |a+b[*?, 9 € [L,1),

a,b € R, we obtain |f(z%) — f*|?” + u2? > T'?Y /2, which, along with the estimate (43), leads to

(IF7 = 2u}”).

Substituting o, = a/k”, invoking (42), and rearranging this inequality, it holds that

C%a TP H
2k T p(E2po)n—20°

P <Tg — where H:= C2G*"ba. (44)

In what follows, we will prove the convergence rate of {I' }; given different ¥ € [, 1) and v > 0.
Step 1: Rates for auxiliary sequence I';,

Case 1: 9 = % In this case, the estimate (44) reduces to

C%ba 1
-—| T
5 kﬁ] kTt

H
k(1+p)y—1°

Iy < [1 -

When v < 1, we have T'y, = O(1/kPY~1) by LemmaB.1 (b). Wheny = 1 and o > Q(fc_gl), then Lemma B.1 (a)
yields Ty, = O(1/kP71).

Case 2: ¥ € (1,1), v # 1. Similar to Case 1, we adopt a similar approach to derive the rate for the sequence {I'; }1.
Our strategy involves transforming the recursion (44) into a suitable form that allows us to apply Lemma B.1.

To this end, we first define a mapping = — hy(z) := 2% which is convex for all z > 0, i.e.,
ho(y) > hy(x) + hly(z)(y — x) = 20221y + (1 — 20)hg(x) > 2"ty — hy(z) Va,y >0, 0 ¢ (%, 1). (45)

Clearly, it holds that hy(Ty) = Fiﬂ. We now leverage the inequality (45) to obtain a lower bound for Fiﬂ. Specifically,
we apply (45) with

- N 1
z:=C/k® and y:=T}, where 5::min{%,p”y—1} and C:(%)w”,
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which yields 27 > 49— . (I'y /k(27=1D9) — C2? /K% Combining this inequality with (44), it holds that

26 CCa 1 H
N Er+(@0-1)5 Ui+ R T

By the definition of 4, it follows that  + 2196 < (1 + 2p)y — 2¢. Hence, O(1/k7+279) is the leading term and there
exists a constant C > 0 such that

C
k'y+2195 .

20
kY +(29-1)6

Iy < [1— :|Pk+

Applying Lemma B.1 yields T'y, = O(k~?). Our aim is to obtain the optimal rate for the given step sizes parameter
~ > 0. Note that the rate parameter 0 > 0 is determined by the adjusted KL exponent ¥} which can be chosen freely in
the interval [0, 1) Moreover 4 is a non- 1ncreasmg function of ¥J, and thus, the optimal choice is fixing ¥y = 6. On the
other hand, if # = 5, we simply set ¢ = 5 and the rate is provided in Case 1 .

To summarize, we provrde the rate of {Fk} & in terms of the original KL exponent § and the step sizes parameter 7y :
P O(k_w(‘g’”)) where (6, v) := min{py — 1, %} for ~ve (%, 1), (46)

andy(1,1) :=p—1whena > (p )
Step 2: Rates for f(z")
Recall the definition of I'y, = f (a:k) + ug — f*. Using triangle inequality and the fact that Iy, u;, > 0, we obtain
[F(2") = £ = 1f (@) + ur = F* = u] <Tr +up.
From (42), it holds that uj, = O(1/kPY~1). Utilizing the rate T}, = O(k~%(7)) in (46) and noting that (0, v) <
py —1forall§ € [0,1) and y € (, 1], we thus obtain
|£(@*) = ] = O™ ED). (47)

Step 3: Rates for ||V f(2")||?

In this step, we will derive the rate for |V f (z*)||? using the rate of {T'; } 1, in (46). We now begin with some discussion
to motivate why a more dedicated technique is needed to achieve better rates.

Step 3-1: Roadmap of the proof

Clearly, the relation (43) leads to bay ||V f(z%)||? < Tk, and it follows directly from the rates for {T'}1 in (46) that
[V f(z*)||? = O(k~¥@1)+7), But we will soon see in the subsequent analysis that this rate can be improved.

Let w : N — N denote an index mapping and let us sum (43) from k to w(k):

bz Y iV £ ()2 < T. (48)

We will provide a detailed definition of o later. Our next step is to connect |V f(x*)|| and ||V f(2*)]|. We use a simple
example to emphasize the importance of bounding ||V f(«*)|| by ||V f(2)|| in obtaining the improved rate. Assume

V£ (@) > ||Vf(z*)| for all integers i € [k, (k)] and assume ZZ(:) a; > & for some constant & > 0 and for all
k. Then, we can further write (48) as

ba|Vf(z H2<b2 iV 5 ()2 < T

In this way, we obtain ||V f(z¥)||? = O(k~¥(#)), which is faster than O(k~%(7)+7). In what follows, we will

show the existence of the mapping w such that the quantity Zi: . ¢ fulfills certain bounds for all k sufficiently large
ensuring that Lemma B.3 is applicable. (Lemma B.3 will provide the required upper bound of |V f (z*)|)).

Step 3-2: The mapping @ : N — N
Let us define the mapping
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Since i, — 0 and ) -, ap = oo, we conclude that @ (k) is finite and non-empty for all & sufficiently large. Then,
there is k2 > ki such that o < and w(k) is well-defined for all k& > ky. By the definition of w, we have

w(k)—1 ) 1
2ic0  Qk+j < g and

31L < Qkyow(k) T wa) lakﬂ' < G_il_ + Z;i(s) lak+j = G_il_ < Zi(z) lakﬂ' < 3—; (49)
Hence, Lemma B.3 is applicable for all £ > k.
Step 3-3: Rates for ||V f(z")]|
Applying Lemma B.3 with ¢ = w(k) and utilizing the estimate (48), this yields

b - b oy -
Do 203" s IV 2 2 (30 anss )IVANIE = 037 (30 ansy)

b
2_ 7 . 2q—2
> IV - o 01,

where the last inequality is due to the bound (49). Rearranging this inequality, substituting oy = %, and using the
rates for {I'; }« in (46), we have for all k sufficiently large,

IV f(zF)]|? = Ok 4 =(2a=27) = Ok~ :), (50)
where the last relation holds because (2¢ — 2)y > (p — 1)y > ¥(6, 7).

1
6¢cL

Step 4: Discussion
So far, we have established the convergence rates for {f(z*)}, and {||Vf(«*)||?}x shown in Theorem 4 for all
7 € (5, 1], provided that {z*}, is bounded, and where ¢ denotes the uniformized KL-exponent of f on A({z*}).

Alternatively, suppose now that A({x*}}) is non-empty and  is chosen via v € (=25, 1]. In this scenario, as argued

pri’
in Appendix B.2, we have "7 | ay [>o70, af]" < oo for p > ——2 € (0, 1) and hence, Theorem 1 (b) is applicable

and {x*};, converges to some stationary point z* € crit(f). Consequently, in this case, all the previous estimates and
derivations hold with 6§ being the KL-exponent of f at z*. The proof of Theorem 4 is complete if we can establish the
stated convergence rates for {2*};. We handle this task in the next (and last) step.

Step 5: Rates for {z"};,
As before, due to z¥ — x* and f(z¥) — f(z*) = f*, there exists an integer k3 > 1 such that we have
IVF(")Il > Clf (") = £71° = Clf (%) = £57, 0 € 10,1]

for all £ > k;. (Here, 0 is the KL-exponent of f at z*). Moreover, Lemma A.1 is applicable for all j > ks, i.e., it
holds that
V2¢

27 — 27| < (A = A + V2cCajo?, 6D

where A = g5 [f(a?) — f* + 5]~ and v; := DYl + L3, 97", Using the convergence of {z*};
and the trlangle inequality and summing (51) from j = k to infinity, we obtain

k * o ([ j Ve c- 9
|z — «*|| Szk||xﬂ—xﬂ+1|| < TAk+\/§cCZkajvj.
Jj= j=

Invoking a, = a/k” and p < 2g — 1 and applying Lemma B.2, we get the following rates:
v < bw//{m—l and Zéokajvf < C,y/]g(p'Y—l)ﬂ—(l—V) for some b, ¢, > 0. (52)
i=

Utilizing the rate of { f(z*)} derived in Step 2 and the rate of {vy }1, it follows

[f@k) — b 1 3 1
A SISy TS0 R O(kuw)ww,w))'

Combining this bound with (52), we obtain the rate for {x*} in terms of the adjusted KL exponent ¥ (with pl;—_"*l <
9 €6,1)):

lz* — 2| = O(k=*""7)),  where  ¢(¥,7) := min{(1 = D)y (¥,7), (py = I — (1 =)}

23
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According to the definition of mapping ¢/ in (46), it holds that

(py =100 = (1—7) ifd € (2%, 351]
o0:7):= 9 g - ety and 7 € (57, 1),
201 1f19€((y 1)71)

and ¢(9,v) = p—;l wheny =1,9=1and o > (p -1 Note that the mapping ¢(-, v) is increasing over the interval
( 1y (p=1)vy (p—1)y
py—17 2(py—1) 2(py—1)°

is to set ) = ((pml)z ifg < 2(’) ,Yl)z), and ¥ = 6, otherwise. In conclusion, we have ||z* — z*|| = O(k~%(7)), where

©(0,7) := maxg<y<1 ¢(V,7), that is,

] and decreasing over (

1). Hence, the optimal choice of ¥ € [, 1) that can maximize ¢(¢J, )

(1) : 1 (p=1)y
#(0,7) = (1—2v)(1j9)1 i [ivi(m* " and 7€ G5z D
o iffe (2(&7131%’1) :
and p(0,7) := % wheny = 1,0 = 5 and a > 2(p )] . Alternatively, when v € (=25 vl 1), we can express the rates
function as ¢(6,~) = min{ p+21 - 1, —5 11 9)}

C Appendix: Decentralized Gradient Descent

For a more compact representation, we denote throughout this section
X = [x1, 20, ,2,] ER*" and VF(x) := [Vfi(z1), Va(22), -, Vn(xn)] € R,
Then, the update (12) of DGD can be written as
P = xFW — o, VF (x").
To show Proposition 10 and 11, we need the following supporting lemmas whose proof is presented in Appendix C.3.

Lemma C.1. Assume the sequence {ar} C Ry satisfies limg_,o0 a, = 0 and limg_yo0 a(’;—:l = 1. Then, for an

arbitrary p € [0, 1), there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that Zle a;p"~t < éapyq forall k € N,

Lemma C.2. Suppose Assumption 4 and Assumption 5. Let {x*}y be generated by (12) with the step size oy €
(0, &), then f(@"1) < f(3*) — S|V F(@")|? + 2% ||717 — x*|3.

C.1 Proof of Proposition 10

Proof. By Assumption 5 (b) and Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we have

k
I = T p = XM = F10T) e < xR WF = F10T YD e W - 21T VE () |
=1

k
<P Ix e + D aipt T IVE() |
=1

where p represents the second largest magnitude eigenvalue of . Taking square on the both sides of the latter estimate
yields

k . . 2
I = T < 20 F 42D i T IVEGS) k)
Let us expand the last term and use the inequality 2ab < a? + b2, then

k i—1

(Xt IVF ) ZW’“ HIVEG)E+ 303 asasp® I (IVEG) [+ [F ()3

1=2 j=1

24
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By Lemma C.1, there exists a constant ¢, > Tlp such that,

k i—1
S5 i I (IVEG + IVEG) )
i— 2j 1
—Zp’“ foi|[ VE(x)| 7 Zp’“ Ta, +Zp’“ ' Zp’“ Tay||VF(x7)|| %

k
<oy PR IVER)F + Zpk To | VE(x)[5 Z Py < QCprk_zafHVF(Xl)ll%a
=2 j=1 i=j+1 i=1
where in the last inequality, we use the fact that {cy, } is non-increasing and Zle PPt < 1/(1 — p). As a result,
k —i i k —i i
(Cis i T IVE () F)? < (1+2¢,) X2, p'aF[VE(x')||, and thus,

k
"t = TG < 207 3+ 2(1 4 2¢,) Y PP ad [ VE ()1
i=1
Invoking the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and Lipschitz smoothness of each component function, we have
IVF(x)E < 2|VF() = VF@ )| + 2| VF@ 1)|[F < 2L%|x° — 217 % + 4nL(f(2") - f).
Consequently, by merging the last two estimates, we obtain

k k
[ = ST < e e Y P R — 1T e Y A () - 69)
i=1 =1

where we define ¢; := 2||x!(|%, co := 4L%(1+2¢,), and c3 := 8nL(1+2c,) to simplify the notations. Let us consider
the summation

t+1 t
S anllxt = 2173 = an it — 21T )E S g - 2T
k=1 k=1
t t k
<a Z p*agin + e Z Qi1 Z PFaf|Ixt = 2175 + s Z Q1 Zpk ‘ol (f(E) - f)
k=0 k=1 i=1 (54)
o t t t
11 i i —i —i
S{_gte > afllxt =173 P kg + e Zaf(f( Y an
p =1 k=1 =1 k=1
o t+1 c t+1
1 1 _ 3 —q a
<1 k1T||%+1_pZai(f(Il)—f),
k=1

where both the third and fourth inequalities follow from the nonincreasing property of {ay}r and the inequality

Zf:o p' < (1 —p)~!forall k € N. Notice that ax, — 0 as k tends to infinity, there exists kg € N such that 612_0‘3 <i
for all kK > kg. Hence, by rearranging the terms in (54), we obtain for all ¢ > kg

AR T 25 o 2001 | N 2002 k —kqT)2
gymw - P17 < }:%, D++ 2+§:(1_;—1ymm TS (55)
k=1

—p
L ]
=:C4

Equipped with (55), we are ready to show that { f(Z*)}x has a uniform upper bound for all k. By Lemma C.2, we
have

FE) - F<f@) - F+
Unfolding the above recursion by summing over k = 1,2, --- | ¢ and applying (55),

- " 17%.

t

f(ft“)—f<f(fl)—erL—zzt:akllxk—f’“lTIF<f(56) R e 7 2ok
- 2n F= 2n
k=1 =1

25



A KL-based Analysis Framework with Applications to Non-descent Optimization Methods A PREPRINT

Define the sequences {¢y } and {7}« as:

_ - C4|_2 - csl?a? esl?a
= = — = = > 2.

. . . t .
Hence, the recursion is rewritten as ¢y1 < Ek:l Y Pr., Where 220:1 Y, < oco. Let us notice

fe’e] [e%s) t [e%s) [e%s)
Z’Yt+1¢t+1 < Z”Ytﬂ Z’Ykébk = Z”ka Z”Ytﬂ-
=1 =1 h=1 h=1 =k

There exists k1 € N such that Zfi gVl < % for all k > k; because the sequence {~x } is summable. Consequently,

00 k1
;'Ykébk <mi¢1+cs Z”Yk¢k + 5 ) ;H”Yk(bk > ;'Ykébk <2711 + (205 — 1) kz:lwc(bk < 00,
1

where ¢5 := Y ;- | Vk. Recalling ¢y 41 < Zk _oVkr < oo forall t € N, we conclude that the sequence { f(z*)} is
bounded from above. Let ¢ denote the upper bound of the sequence { f(z*) — f}1, we have for all k& > 1,

k k
R i Y e P ) S
i=1 i=1
ng_)()é% 1C T ngZ/_)O[% 1C2C4 2”0&1(}30265 ~
§clp2k—|——+ ail|xt — 2172 < 1 p?F + + + =: G,
L—p X; Z " I—p 1=p  (I-pl

where the first line is due to the estimate (53) and the last line follows from (55). Denote G := Inax{é, gi_)} Based on
the estimate (53) and Lemma C.1, it holds for all £ > 1 that

k

k
I = TR < P e Y a2 - 2T epd Y pf
i=1 i=1

k
< clp%—i— (ca+cs CZ - g Gaiﬂ, for some G > 0.

The existence of such constant G is ensured by Lemma C.1 and the fact that {p*}, converges linearly to zero. O

C.2 Proof of Proposition 11

Proof. Based on Lemma C.2 and consensus error bound in Proposition 10, there exists a constant G > 0 such that

GL
FE) < @) - SEV P + 2o, foralk 2 1,

Hence, (a) is verified. It follows from the update steps of (12) and Assumption 5 (a) that

ok XW1—xFt1 o VF(xM)1
r — X = =
n n

Using the Lipschitz continuity of V f; and Proposition 10, we obtain

F(xM)1 F(xM)1
|jk_fk+1|—akHv (X) \% (X)
n n

- V(")

] < | VFE)] + i

= VA + 25 | V) - V)| < anlvset ||+ﬂ2||k—x’f|\

Loy LvVG
<l VI + 52 0 S0 ek o < anl VR + R iz,
where the last inequality is due to Y-, [|Z% — z¥||? = ||z¥17 — x*||%.. This completes the statement (b). O
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C.3 Proof of Supporting Lemmas
Proof of Lemma C.1

Proof. Since the sequence {ay } 1 converges to zero sublinearly, for the fixed constant 7 := %1 € (p, 1), there exists
k1 > 1 such that “Z—:l > nforall £ > ki. We have for all ¢t > kq,

t k1 t k1 t
i i — —i at+1 i
dap™ = a4 DY ap T <p O aipT) + S (/)< et +
i=1 i=1 i=ky+1 i=1 i=ky+1 a
where ¢ := Zf;l a;p~" that is finite and fixed. Our next step is to show p* = O(a;1). Using the relation
_ Qg
a1 >0ttt Mgy, = nklil (n/p)tpt, forallt >k
and noting that (/p)* — oo as t — oo, we conclude that there exists k3 > k such that for all ¢ > ko,
. t
0(77 B P)nkﬁl ~ t t—i 2CLt+1 4Oét+1
(/p)t > ————— = wp2en-pp = app' ™" < - :
g, ; n—p 1—p
k a; k—1i
Finally, setting ¢ := max{maxj <<k, Zi:alkiﬂp, T p} completes the proof. O
Proof of Lemma C.2
Proof. Firstly, we show condition (A.1) holds. Based on the update of (12),
E+1 k k k k
_ bl | x"W — apVF(x"))1 x"W1 VF(x%)1
labety () = (BN ) (2R TR s

It follows from Assumption 5 (a) that
XkW]_ = Z Zwﬁ:z:j = ZSCJ' iji = Xk]_.
i=1 j=1 j=1  i=1

Combining this relation with (56) and utilizing the well-known descent lemma [30, Theorem 2.1.5], we obtain
2

x* xF o2 <k

fath =1 (x’“ — oy y> < f(@") - a - <Vf($k)7 VFEI )1>Jr sz VFgl )1
(8% « — Lo Xk 2 Xk 2
= @) - sy - 0t HVF( ”H vt - YER

where the last equality is due to —2 {(a, b) = |la — b||? — ||a||* — ||b]|?. The L-smoothness of f; gives

2
VE(x")1 L <~ ok k2 - Ly ke k2
_— < — T —z||T = —|x"1" — .
< 2l -t = Tt -
The proof is completed by substituting the above estimate into (57). O

2 n

= sz — Vfila})

va’“) - 5

D Appendix: Federated Averaging

D.1 Proof of Proposition 17

Proof. First, by L-smoothness of f, we have
L
FE) < f@h) = (Vb)) 2" =2 + El\x’““ —z*||?

= (@)~ g (Bmny/ar (), nak - a5)/y/ag) + ollat — ok

Emak 1 1 (58)
= 1) = TRV - § (g - L) I = 0P
Qg n(a:k—:ckJrl) & 2
SEmn? - Emn - Vf(z")
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where the last line uses 2 {a, b) = ||a||*+|b]|*—||a—b||? with @ = Emn,/axV f(«*) and b = n(a* —2*+1)/,/ax. To
obtain the desired result, we primarily focus on the upper bound of ||n(z* — 2**1) /o), — EmnV f(x*)||2. According
to the update of the central server, it holds that

n(z® — 2F) = Z(:vk — i, (59)
t=1

We examine the computation procedures in each client ¢ and observe that

xk—xfﬂ—akZZVht”ytk Vi<t<n. (60)
=1 j=1

Combining (59) and (60) leads to

n E m
T 2 D VR ), (61)

Notice that Vf(z) = L S0 Vfi(2) = = S0 S8, >oiy VIt ; (x), then by the triangle inequality,

t

n E m
n(zk — 2F+1) k B i Bt k
T—Eman(:c) ZZZ”V u(ytk)—vﬁz(ﬂf i
k t=1 i=1 j=1 (62)
n E m
SLY SNyt -2 < ELmZ [ max lyed, — 2% =: W,
t=1 i=1 j=1

where the last line is due to Lipschitz continuity of VA% (-). Based on the update of FedAvg, we unfold Hy;}c — x|
and invoke the triangle inequality again, then the following holds for all client ¢ € [n],

lyy, — 2" < akZZHVhtu vyl Vi€ [E]andVj € [m].
=1r=1

Based on the definition of V}, in (62) and the above estimate, we can establish

M=
M=
NE

Vie < ELmay ||Vht rr (yt,:)H
t=14=1r=1
n E m
< Blmary Y > (IR () = VhE e (@) + VAL (2*)]) (63)
t=1 (=1 r=1 ' ! '
n E m
< ElmagVi + ELmag » Y > || VAL e M| = ELmai Vi + E*Lmay, Z Z VAL ()],
t=1 (=1 r=1 t=1r=1
where the second line is due to triangle inequality and the last equation holds because {Wf 1o, wf "1 is a permutation

of [m], indicating > Hthr“ (z®)|| =", [[VAL(2%)||. Note that AL (-) is L-Lipschitz smooth and lower bounded
by f forall t € [n] and r € [m], utilizing (18), we have

IVhL(@M)? < 2L(hL(a%) = f) < 2mnL(f(z*) = f) = [IVh(a")] < \/2an(f(f17’“) -0

Since ap < 5— EL, we rearrange (63) and apply the bound shown above, then the quantity V} is upper bounded by

Vi < 28%Lmai 30 3 VR (eH)]| < 2B2LmPnog/2mnL(f(2) - ). (64)
t=1r=1

Using (62) and inserting this upper bound of V}; into (62), we obtain

2

k k+1) _
< VZE <SEL3mPn3(f(2®) — fai. (65)

n(x® —x

— Emn - Vf(z")

af
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It then follows from estimates (58) and (65) and the condition a < WIEL that
- . Ema a n(xF — 2F+1) 2
k+1y _ F ky _ 7y _ k ky( 2 k _ . k
Pt =T S UG =) = SRV + g [P B v
< (14 4B min o) (f(2) — ) — 27 p (o) 2 >
= [ Rt ) :

=:H
Since >, @} < oo and it holds for all £ > 1 that

F@Y) < (L+ Had)(F") - ) < (Fa) = D - T

1=

(14 Had) < (f(a") ~ ) -exp (HY_a?),

we concludeithat the sequence f (:v’“) is bounded above for all k¥ > 1. Thus, there exists a constant G > 0 such that
H(f(z*) — f) < G forall k > 1. It follows from (64) and (66) that

Emay,
2

IV£(=")|I* + Gai,  and

n(zF — xF+1)

Qg

fa™) < f(a")

ok — 24| < Eman| V@b + = ~ Emn¥ f(a")

< Emag|| V(P +V2mEG - o3,

as desired. O
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