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Abstract. In this paper we propose a novel, general purpose, algorithm to optimize functions : R? — R not assumed to
be convex or differentiable or even continuous. The main idea is to sequentially fit a sequence of parametric probability
densities, possessing a concentration property, to [ using a Bayesian update followed by a reprojection back onto the chosen
parametric sequence. Remarkably, with the sequence chosen to be from the exponential family, reprojection essentially
boils down to the computation of expectations. Our algorithm therefore lends itself to Monte Carlo approximation, ranging
from plain to Sequential Monte Carlo (SMC) methods. The algorithm is therefore particularly simple to implement and
we illustrate performance on a challenging Machine Learning classification problem. Our methodology naturally extends
to the scenario where only noisy measurements of [ are available and retains ease of implementation and performance. At
a theoretical level we establish, in a fairly general scenario, that our framework can be viewed as implicitly implementing
a time inhomogeneous gradient descent algorithm on a sequence of smoothed approximations of [. This opens the door to
establishing convergence of the algorithm and provide theoretical guarantees. Along the way, we establish new results for
inhomogeneous gradient descent algorithms of independent interest.
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All notation can be found in Appendix A.

1. Introduction

Let I: X := R — R be a lower-semicontinuous, potentially non-differentiable function such that inf_cpa l(z) > —oo and
hence argmingex l(x) # @ for any compact set K C X. This manuscript is concerned with gradient free algorithms
to minimize functions within this class, both in the scenario where | can be evaluated pointwise or only unbiased and
independent noisy measurements are available, formalised as i(z) := E({(z,U)) for U € U drawn from a distribution
independent of z € R?, where ¢: R x U — R can be evaluated pointwise.

Noiseless scenario In the scenario where I(-) can be evaluated pointwise, the main idea of the class of algorithms we
propose can be easily understood with the following particular example. Let ¢4 be the density of the standard normal
distribution N'(0,14) and define o - (z) := 7~ 2¢a(y~/*(x — 0)) for 6 € © = R?, v > 0. Then, for a sequence {y, >
0,n € N} such that v, | 0 define sequentially the families of distributions {m,,n € N} and {%,,n € N} as in Alg. 1.

Algorithm 1 Deterministic Gradient-Free Ideal Algorithm

Input:
x— U(x) > objective function
o, {v, k > 0} > initial value and stepsizes
7o (T) = Mo o () > initial distribution

while n > 0 do
Tt () o< exp(—1(z))m, (2) > generalised bayesian rule
Ont1 € argmingeg KL(Tn41,m0,4,,) > project with Kullback-Leibler divergence

Set w411 = Ty > distribution shrinking

n4+1,Yn+1

end while

Output: sequence of distributions 7,, and parameters 6,,.

An iteration of Alg. 1 therefore consists of the application of Bayes’ rule, where I(-) plays the role of a negative log-
likelihood and 7, that of the prior distribution, followed by a “projection” onto the normal family 7y -,,, using the Kullback-
Leibler divergence as a criterion. In a standard statistical context, repeated application of Bayes’ rule, in the scenario
involving random data, is known to lead to a concentration phenomenon around particular maximum points or the posteriors,
under general conditions Kleijn and van der Vaart (2012); a similar phenomenon occurs in the present setup and is illustrated
in Fig. 1.

Remark 1.1. In practice, one may approzimate Alg. 1 by replacing 7, with a cloud of N € N weighted random samples
{X%,i € [N]} propagated along the iterations;see Section 2 for details. The rest of the paper (Section 3 onwards) focuses
on ideal algorithms, corresponding to the scenario N — oco. We see the study of such ideal algorithms as a prerequisite to
the study of their implementable versions, seen as perturbations of the ideal algorithms.



Figure 1: Illustration of the algorithm in the Gaussian case. The initial Gaussian density (light red, n = 0) is
multiplied with exp(—I(-)), where [(z) = 2? (blue in the background). The product is not shown but
fitted with another Gaussian using the KL divergence and assigned a smaller variance. The multiplication
operation gives more weight to the points close to the maximum of exp(—I(-)) - that is, close to the
minimum of I(-). As a result the Gaussians (red to black) are attracted to regions of low values of
1(+). Together with shrinking of the covariance results this in concentration minimum of I(-). Note that
differentiability of I(-) is not used here.

The update considered here differs from standard Bayesian updating in that it involves a reprojection step, therefore
necessitating a new approach to establishing ability of the algorithm to find minima of I(-). This reprojection step is
motivated by practical considerations. Indeed it circumvents the need to propagate the sequence of distributions obtained
by repeated use of Bayes’ update and greatly facilitates implementation. It turns out that this reprojection step also
facilitates theoretical analysis. Indeed the crucial observation allowing us to prove convergence of Alg. 1, in the sense that
7y, concentrates on local minima of [(+), is that it implicitly implements a steepest descent algorithm tracking the minima
of a sequence of differentiable approximations {h,: R? — R,n > 1} of I(-). When such approximations converge to I(-),
validity of the procedure should ensue.

More precisely, the reprojection step can be shown to correspond to so-called moment matching, a fact extensively used
in variational inference Wainwright and Jordan (2008). Taking into account that in the present setup 0,41 is the first order
moment of 7,41, or mean, moment matching takes the form

J(@ = 0n) exp (— U)o ( =72 )da
Jexp (= (@) ¢ (=22 )dx

It is the evaluation of these expectations which in practice requires a Monte Carlo approximation with weighted samples.

For (0,7) € © x Ry let
h~(0) := —log (/exp (- l(x))d)(w\/%@)dx) )

and for n € N and 0 € © let h,(0) := h,, (0). Then one can write (1) in the familiar form

9n+1 = /l’ﬁ'n+1($)d1} = Gn =+ (1)

Ont1 = 0n — Y Vhn(0n), (2)

and recognize a time inhomogeneous steepest-descent algorithm tracking the sequence of stationary points of the sequence
of functions {hn,,n € N}, again smoothed versions of I(-). It should be remarkable that while this interpretation provides
us with an additional rational for Alg. 1 and a route to establishing its convergence for a large class of non-differentiable
functions I(-) (the subject of Section 3), implementation does not require differentiation but instead integration.



The arguments we provide in Sections 3 and 4 lead to the following convergence result on the inhomogeneous gradient
descent in (2). We again remark that, due to the equivalence, this in fact represents a convergence result for Alg. 1 where
at every iteration one reprojects on the Gaussian family by minimisation of the Kullback-Leibler divergence.

Theorem 1.1. Letl: R — R be lower-bounded, strongly lower-semicontinuous and assume there exists C) € (0, 00) such
that |1(6") — 1(8)] < C1 + Ci||6 — &'||? for all 6,6 € R®. Let {yn, n € N} be a sequence with v, = n=? for all n > 1, for
some B € (0,1). Let {0n, n € N} be the output of recursion (2), corresponding to Alg. 1. Then, there exists a subsequence
{0n,, k € N} of {0n, n € N} such that limg_, o ||Vhn, (0n,)|| = 0.

We see that the most stringent assumptions on [(-) is simply that its ‘jumps’ are bounded and that its variations are
at most quadratic for large increments of 6. This condition is always satisfied for I(-) bounded. When combined with the
characterisation of local minima (Theorem 3.2) in our framework, Theorem 1.1 constitutes a tool to identify local minima
candidates. In particular, as will shall see, this theorem implies that if the sequence {6,, n € N} defined in Alg. 1 converges
to some 6 then 6 is a candidate for a local minima of [(-). Theorem 1.1 therefore provides a convergence result for Alg. 1
under mild assumptions on [(+), but it also leads to a number of consequences and stronger results, when more is known on
the objective function. For instance, when x — [(z) is convex, the functions 6 — h,(0) are also convex for n € N: in this
case, one can easily show that Alg. 1 converges to the minimiser of I(-).

Beyond standard mollifiers Readers interested in implementation and algorithm performance may jump to Section 3
on a first reading. The notion of mollifiers is precisely defined in Def. 4.1. An important point is that the above examples
relying on 7, being a normal distribution of known covariance matrix is a particular case of a more general class of
algorithms we introduce and study in this manuscript. Consider now the scenario where m .~ in Alg. 1 belongs to the
regular exponential dispersion models (EDM) family of distributions Jorgensen (1987, 1997); for the reader’s convenience
we provide standard background implicitly used below in Appendix B.1. Such models are of the form

To(z) = n(v,z)exp {7 ' [(0,T(z)) — A(0)]} ,

where T: X — T and 6 € ©. The normal distribution used earlier is a particular instance of this family and other examples
include the Gamma distribution or the Wishart distribution among others. The motivation behind EDMs in the present
context is that, provided 0 — A(0) is twice differentiable

(0) i= Eny (T(X)) = Vo A(0)
varg, | (T(X)) = YV A(0).

This is interesting for the following reason: for any 6 € ©, letting = | 0 ensures that the distribution of 7'(X) under g -
concentrates on p(#). In the most common scenario where T'(z) = = (or a component of T'(x) is z), which is the case of
the normal example we started with, this means that whenever 6 — p(6) spans X then we can aim to adjust 6 to ensure
w(0) € argmingex I(z). In the more general scenario, we may have I(z) = [ o T'(z) for some [: T — R; this is illustrated in
Subsection B.4 in the scenario where one wants mg ~ to be a Beta distribution.

An interesting point is that such a search of a suitable € is achieved with Alg. 1, without any modification and the
gradient descent justification still holds. Notice first that the Bayes’ update

7o, (z) = 7(v, z) exp {’y*l [(97 T(z)) — A(O)} } ,
is of a form similar to mg with 7j(v,z) = exp ( — l(x))n(y,z) and A(0) = A(0) + ylogmg, (exp(—I(-)). The moment
matching condition, which again corresponds to the projection, therefore consists here of finding 0,11 € © such that
MUn+1 = u(0n+1) = E;rnJrl (T(X)) = VQA(QTL), that is
pnt1 = VoA(On) + 1 Vo logmo,, ~, (eXP(_l(')) )
which can be equivalently formulated as a recursion for {u,,n € N} or {6,,,n € N}
Hnt1 = pin + Vo 1°g/eXP (= 1@) 7)1 (). (A2) 5

with (VoA)7%(-) the inverse mapping of VoA, or

VoA(On+1) = VoA(Orn) + Ve lOg/eXp ( - l(‘r))ﬂ-(VA)’l(Mn)F/n (dl‘) ’



that is
Opi1 = (VgA)*1 (VgA(Gn) + Vo log/exp ( — l(m))ﬂgnﬁn (dm)) .

One recognises a mirror descent recursion. In the standardized normal scenario VA is the identity function and one
recovers recursion (1). When the normal distribution involves a fixed, invertible, covariance matrix 3o we see that the
gradient is preconditioned by X7 ! therefore allowing adaptation to the geometry of the problem and improve performance.

The use of the symbol 0 instead of x earlier should now be clear, since their nature is very different in the general scenario,
but confounded in the normal scenario where the mean is the sole parameter used. A natural question is what form condition
concentration of the instrumental distribution 7y, should take, since now mg - is not a standard approximation of the unity
operator. For our purpose it is sufficient that for any 2™ € arg mingex [(z) there exists * € © such that

Li{rg/exp (= Uz))mox ~(z)dw = exp ( — I(z")),

which formalizes the intuition behind the algorithm. In the simple scenario where T'(z) = z, for any 6 € © the distribution
g,y concentrates on a specific point () € X as v | 0. If in addition for any z* € argminzex () there exists 6 € ©
such that my, - concentrates on z* as v | 0, then our algorithm will exploit this property and estimate 8*. The Beta and
Wishart examples are discussed in Subsections B.4-B.3.

Note the difference with a simulated annealing algorithm, where concentration on minima of [(-) is achieved in a different
way, although it is possible to introduce this as an additional parameter by replacing exp (—{(z)) above with exp (— Al(z))
for A > 0; see Section 2 where we discuss strategies for learning A and improve performance. Finally we point out that, in
the present scenario, exp ( - l(m)) appearing in the expression for h, can be replaced with other non-negative decreasing
transformations, but we do not pursue this here.

The scenario where noisy measurements are available proceeds similarly. In the stochastic scenario the algorithm
proceeds as in Alg. 1 and the sequence {6,,n > 1} is now the output of a time inhomogeneous stochastic gradient algorithm

oz x—0, iid
On+1 = 0n — Ve {—log/e [(L’U"“>¢(7>dx}7 Up, n>1~ P,
+ A

here presented in the Gaussian scenario. Full details are provided in Alg. 2.

Algorithm 2 Stochastic gradient free algorithm

Input:
(z,u) = Lz, u) > objective function
b0, {7k, k > 0} > initial value and stepsizes
7o(Z) = Tog,vo (2) > initial distribution

while n > 0 do

Sample U, 41 ~ P > generate noise
Tnt1(x) < exp(—€(z, Upy1))mn () > generalised bayesian rule
Ont1 € argmingeg KL(Tp41,m0,,,) > project with Kullback-Leibler divergence

Set w411 = Ty > distribution shrinking

n+1:Yn+1

end while

Output: sequence of distributions 7,, and parameters 6,.

Validity in the noisy scenario hinges on the same ideas as in the deterministic scenario. Using properties of approximations
to the identity for any 8 € ©

E{flog/efz(z’md)(xi\/_;)dm} wE{flog/efe(z‘még(dm)}



=E{00,0)} = 1(6),

In the general scenario our algorithm will aim to exploit the property that for § € ©

IE{—log/e_e(z’U)mg,y(x)dx} ”—%OJE{—1og/e—‘<z’U>5z(9)(dx)} =E {¢(x(6),U)} ,

and again a time inhomogeneous stochastic gradient will be used to find §* such that x(0*) € argmin_y [(x). While we
have completed theory for the noiseless setup, we are currently working on establishing convergence of the noisy algorithm.

2. Experiments

In this section we provide implementational details and evaluate our methodology on a statistical problem arising in machine
learning.

Implementation Alg. 1 and Alg. 2 rely on theoretical distributions 7, and 7, which may be intractable. We approximate
7, with N € N randomised quasi-Monte Carlo (RQMC, see e.g. Lemicux, 2009) samples { X% i € [N]}, while we approximate
7in with weighted samples {(X7:,w’)4 € [N]} where wi = exp{—1(X%)}, since 7, (x) o mn(2)exp {—I(x)}. We observe
that these algorithms tend to work well even for quite low values of IV; we set N = 128 throughout. We define the output
of Alg. 1 at iteration n to be arg min; [(X?%), i.e. the particle with the smallest observed value for I(x)) while we define the
output of Alg. 2 to be simply the current mean. In the former scenario Theorem 77 justifies our strategy. The exponential
family we consider is the family of Gaussian distributions N (i, v14).

Since minimising [ is equivalent to minimising I := A\ X [ for any scalar A > 0, one may consider different strategies to
scale | automatically to improve speed of convergence. We found the following approaches to work well in practice: set the
scale A so that the variance of the log-weights equals one, either for the first k iterations, or for all iterations. The results
reported below correspond to the latter strategy, while we report results for the former in Appendix E for completeness. We
note that, currently, the theoretical framework developed in Section 3 corresponds to the algorithms used in Appendix E
and do not yet cover the algorithms used below.

AUC scoring and classification We illustrate our methodology on a staple machine learning scoring and classification
task. Here, given training data {(Z;,Y;) € R? x {-1,1}: i =1,...,ndata}, assumed to arise from a probability distribution
PP, one wishes to construct a score function s: R — {—1,1}, such that for two independent realisations (Z,Y) and (Z’,Y”)
the theoretical quantity
P([s(2)—s(Z)] (Y =Y') <0)

is as small as possible. This quantity is often called the area under curve (AUC) risk function; one of the motivations for
this criterion is that it is less sensitive to class imbalance than other more standard classification criteria.

Assuming further a particular parametric form for s(z), e.g. s(z) = sz(2) = x' 2z for z € R, Clémencon et al. (2008)
proposed to estimate & through empirical risk minimisation, i.e.

Z = arg min [(x),
z€ERY

where [(z) is the following U-statistic:

1 Ndata
l(x) a ndata(ndata - 1) i,jzzl ! [Sx(Zl) - Sx(Z]):I (}/Z - Y}) - 0} . (3)
This function is challenging to minimise directly, for three reasons: (a) it is piecewise constant and therefore discontinuous;
(b) it is invariant by affine transformations for the linear model, i.e. I[(Ax) = I(z) for any scalar A; and (c) it is expensive
to compute when ngata is large, because of its O(n3,;,) complexity. As a result, several alternative approaches have been
proposed to perform AUC scoring; e.g. one may replace it with a convex approximation (Clémengon et al., 2008, Sect. 7)
or use a PAC-Bayesian approach as in Ridgway et al. (2014).
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Figure 2: Pima dataset. Left: running mean as a function of iteration n for the exact (blue) and batch (red) algo-
rithms (10 runs). Center: box-plot of the estimated minimum AUC for the three algorithms considered.
(The plot is zoomed in for better readability.) Right: min/max of [ across iterations n (different lines
correspond to different runs) for the exact algorithm.

Regarding point (c), one may replace (3) with the following unbiased estimate, based on the mini-batch approach, popular
in machine learning. Assuming without loss of generality that Y; =1 fori=1,...,ny,Y; = —1, for i = ny + 1,..., ndata,
where ny = >, 1{Y; = 1} and n_ is defined similarly, take

N D) nan_ Mpatch
l(x) := X 1{s.(Z1.) < s8.(Z 4
( ) ndata(ndata - 1) Nbatch ; { ( Ik) ( Jk)} ( )
where (I, Ji) are npateh independent draws from the uniform distribution over {1,...,n4} x {n++1,...,Ndata}. Naturally,

this (noisy) criterion is much faster to compute than (3) whenever npatcn < nyn_.

We showcase how our approach may be used to implement AUC scoring, by using either our deterministic algorithm with
objective function (3) (from now on, referred as the “exact” method), or our stochastic algorithm relying on evaluations of
the mini-batch objective (4) (the “batch” method). We consider several classical datasets from the UCI machine learning
repository and we pre-process the data so that each predictor is normalised, i.e. the empirical mean is set to zero and the
variance is set to one. We compare our two algorithms to a strategy often used in practice which relies on the Nelder-
Mead, or simplex, algorithm with random start. This approach is considered naive in that Nelder-Mead does not require
differentiability for implementation, but is a requirement for correctness. As in the introduction, we set m . to be a
N(0,71,) and choose v, = 1/(1 + n)0'4. We run the three algorithms 10 times, and we set npaten = 500 in the batch
algorithm.

In Fig. 2, left panel, we report the running estimates, normalised to take point (b) above into account, for both our
exact and batch algorithms, for the Pima Indian dataset. As expected, the batch variant leads to noisier estimates and the
estimates arising from the exact algorithm convergence very quickly for this dataset.

In Fig. 2, centre panel, we compare the variability (over 10 runs) of the output of the three algorithms considered. One
can see that both the exact and batch variants of our algorithm provide much lower empirical risk than the naive approach
based on Nelder-Mead. Finally, the right panel reports the smallest and largest values of I(X7) at iteration n for the exact
algorithm.

We repeat this experiment for the Sonar dataset, which is more challenging since p = 60. Results are displayed in Fig. 3.
Here we do not report the output of the Nelder-Mead algorithm, as they were found to be off, with a median over 10 runs
of 0.25, which is more than an order of magnitude higher than the output of the other two algorithms. We notice that a
larger number of iterations is required to achieve convergence in this case, and both algorithms were run for 4000 iterations.
Note however that in this case 20 iterations of the batch algorithm requires the same number of data accesses as a single
iteration of the exact algorithm (i.e. n"n™ /npaten = 20), so the batch algorithm remains a cheap and therefore appealing
approach for AUC minimisation, in the present scenario.

Extensions We finish this section with some remarks concerning more general implementations. The algorithm described
in this section is a particular instance of sequential Monte Carlo (SMC) samplers Del Moral et al. (2006), where the aim is to
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Figure 3: Same plots as Figure 2 for the Sonar dataset. For the left plot, only the last 5 components are shown.
For the center plot, Nelder-Mead is excluded because results are far off. For the right plot, the first 300
iterations are not plotted to improve readibility.

sample from a sequence of probability distributions sequentially in time. Here we took advantage of the fact that sampling
from mg,, is routine and in fact used an SMC adaptive strategy to adapt A. In more complex scenarios this may not be
possible and instead one may choose to propagate samples with a more general mutation kernel, typically resulting in a
perturbation of samples from previous generation, which is then corrected with an importance weight. Another advantage
is that good particles can be recycled from one generation to the next and not resampled anew. Further extensions could
involve the inclusion of persistency of movement in a particular direction i.e. take advantage of regularity of variations of
I(-) e.g. “in the tails”, in the same way gradient information allows fast algorithms.

3. Results on gradient descent with smooth approximations

In this section we review essential notions and tools required to address the minimisation of a function f : R* — R,
assumed lower-bounded, not necessarily differentiable, but for which there exists a sequence of differentiable approximations
{fn ‘R SR, foeCt (Rd), n e N}, convergent to f in a sense to be made precise below. In this scenario it is natural to
suggest the non-homogeneous gradient descent algorithm

where {7, € Ry, n € N} with ~, | 0, in the hope that tracking the sequence points in {argmin f,,n € N} will lead us to
minima of f. This is however a subtle matter. To start with, non-differentiable functions such as in Fig. 4a do not have
a minimum as it is not lower-semicontinuous, a weak property ensuring the existence of minima. A more substantial issue
is that even when perfect minimisation of f, for all n € N is possible, the intuitive set-limit (properly defined in Def. C.4)
lim,, {argmin f,} = argmin f may not hold. This is illustrated in Figure 4b with a counterexample illustrating that even
uniform convergence of {f»,n € N} to f is not sufficient to ensure lim, {argmin f,} = argmin f. An important point in the
present paper is that using smoothed approximations for minimisation may not work in certain contrived scenarios.

Example 3.1. With the notation from Section 1, for d = 2 consider the function l(x) := min{1, |z1|}1{z1 = z2} + 1{z1 #
x2}. This function is such that Leb{x € R?: [(z) < 1} = 0 and as a consequence for any 6 € © and v > 0, hy(0) = 1, that
is the smoothed functions 6 — h~(0) “cannot see the minimum” at zero. In general a requirement therefore seems to be that
for any =™ € argmingex I(x)

lg?olfyfdm/exp(—l(w))czb(x\_/;*)dmzexp(—l(a:*)). (6)

In the toy countezample the left hand side is equal to exp(—1) while the right hand side is equal to 1. The condition pre-
cludes the existence of sets A > x* such that for some ¢ > 0 for all z € A we have l(x) > I(z*)+c and [, 7o o (2)dz —410 1.

Epi-convergence of { fn:R* SR, neN } to f is a suitable and flexible form of convergence ensuring that smoothing
techniques combined with exact optimisation achieve their goal. Ensuring this property is a natural prerequisite to the



justification of the recursion (5) to optimise f. However it must be noted that convergence in this framework differs from
what is usually understood as convergence; weaker forms of the set limit lim, {argmin f,} = argmin f can be obtained,
depending on the strength of the assumptions. The following result, due to (Ermoliev et al., 1995, Theorem 4.7), exemplifies
what one may hope to be able to deduce. Assume that {fn ‘R* 5 R, f, € C*(RY), n e N} epi-converges (properly defined
in Def. 3.4) to f, then

0 € R? local minimum of f = 3{f,, n € N} s.t. 6, — 0o and ||V fr(6)]] = 0. (7)

The practical implication of this result is that if a sequence {Qn eR? ne N} admits a subsequence {9% eRY ke N}
convergent to some 0 € R? and such that limy, ||V fn,, (05,,)]] = 0, then 6 is a valid candidate as a local minimum of f,
and accumulations points not satisfying the latter condition must be rejected. Theorem 3.2 in this manuscript presents an
adaptation to our setting of Ermoliev et al. (1995) result.

Inclusion of argmin
Function with empty argmin G-

]

f

fae1

foez

10 =t 1 | f

f
fig), f,le

Figure 4: Left: example of a function with empty argmin. Right: A sequence of functions {f,, n € N} (red-to-
black color palette) that epi-converges to the function f. The picture is inspired by (Rockafellar and
Wets, 1998, Figure 7.7). It is clear that here argmin f,, C argmin f.

3.1. Lower-semi continuity
The notion of liminf for functions f : R — R, frequently used in the manuscript, is defined as follows.

Definition 3.1. Let f : R* - R. For 6y € R?,

liem %)nf f(6) :=sup (inf {f(0); 6 € B(6o,¢€)})
—bo e>0

where B(0g, €) denotes a closed metric ball with center 0y and radius € > 0.

Definition 3.2 (Lower semicontinuity). (Rockafellar and Wets, 1998, Def. 1.5) A function f : R* — R is said to be

1. lower-semicontinous (1sc) at 8y € R% if
liminf £(6) > f(60) (®)
—bo

2. lower-semicontinous if the above holds for any 6y € R.

Remark 3.1. For 6y € R and e > 0, inf {f(0); 0 € B(ho,¢)} < f(6o), therefore, liminfg_g, f(8) < f(60); hence condition
(8) is equivalent to liminfe_,9, f(0) = f(00).

By definition, any lower-semicontinuous, lower-bounded function has a minimum on R<.

Definition 3.3 (Strong lower semicontinuity). A function f : R* — R is said to be

10



1. strongly lower-semicontinous (slsc) at 0 € R? if it is lower semicontinous at 0 € R? and there exists a sequence
{0n, n € N}, 0, — 0 such that f(6,) — f(0).

2. strongly lower-semicontinuous if the above holds for any 6 € RY.

In words, strong lower-semicontinuity is lower-semicontinuity excluding discontinuities at isolated points. Remark that
we do not make any assumption on smoothness of the function; the class of strongly lower-semicontinuous functions includes
indicator functions of closed sets, step functions, ceiling functions; but also not-everywhere differentiable continuous and
discontinuous (if there are not isolated discontinuity points) functions.

Example 3.2. The step function f : R — R defined by

1, >0
ﬂﬁ—{aego

is strongly lower-semicontinuous. The following function is lower-semicontinuous everywhere but at 0 = 0,

1, 6>0
f(g):{o, 0<0

Intuitively, we can note that the part of the space above the graph of this function, commonly called epigraph of f, is not
a closed set, which in fact precludes lower-semicontinuity: see Appendiz C.1 for more results on lower-semicontinuity and
epigraphs.

Example 3.3. Consider a function f : R? — R. The epigraphical closure of f, denoted cle,

cle (0) == liminf f(¢), 0 € R

’—0
is lower-semicontinuous, with cle f(0) < f(0). More details can be found in (Rockafellar and Wets, 1998, Chapter 1, Section
D).

Example 3.4 (Probability functions). Let P be a distribution on U and let U ~ P random variable, and let g : R xU — R
be a two-variable function such that the objective

ﬂm:—41@@m<MPmm

has a minimum on R. As the function 1{-} is discontinuous, f will in general not be everywhere differentiable (and hence
non-smooth). For example, if g(0,u) = 0 + u and P is chosen to be the uniform Unif [0, 1], we have

—1 <1
0, 0] > 1

which is nonsmooth at 6 € {0,1,—1}. This type of objective functions is for instance considered in Norkin (1993).

3.2. Epi-convergence and convergence in minimisation

As discussed in the introduction of this section, epi-convergence is the right notion of convergence for {fn ‘R SR, ne N}
to f to formulate and establish convergence of the type of recursion (5). We therefore start with some definitions — a more
classical abstract definition in terms of epigraphs convergence is provided in Appendix C.3.

Definition 3.4 (Epi-convergence). A sequence of functions {fn ‘RS R, ne N} epi-converges to a function f : R — R
if for each 0 € R?

1. liminf, fn(6,) > f(0) for any sequence 6, — 60

2. limy, fn(0n) = f(0) for some sequence 0, — 0.
Thus, we say that f is the epi-limit of {fn, n € N}.

11



We can immediately note that if a function f : R? — R is the epi-limit of some sequence {fn, n € N}, then f is necessarily
lower-semicontinuous.

Example 3.5. The three examples below aim to illustrate how epi-convergence differs from standard functional limits.
Consider {fn: R — R, n € N} where,

1. fu(0) := —67"92, then the sequence epi-converges to

1,0=0
f(o)::{o 940,

In fact, it converges pointwise to the same limit. However, epi-convergence generally differs from e.g. pointwise
convergence, as the following example shows.

2. fu(0) = e*"927 then the sequence epi-converges to f =0, as in particular lim, f(n™%) =0 for a € (0,1/2); we see
here how epi-convergence differs from e.g. pointwise convergence since lim f,,(0) = 1 here,

n_—n6?

3. fa(0) = (—1)"e , then fhe sequence fails to epi-converge as for § = 0 and any sequence {6,, n € N} such that
0 — 0 we have limy, (—1)" fn(0n) = 1, and therefore lim, f,(6,) does not ezist.

Epi-convergence is concerned with the set convergence of epigraphs, that is, of the part of the space above the graph of
the functions; again full details are provided Appendix C for more details, but not required to understand the nature of
our convergence results.

The following Theorem highlights two main consequences of epi-convergence, describing what type of results one can
expect about convergence of minima and infima. Below, we say that a function g : R* — R is eventually level-bounded if
for each a € R? the sequence of level-sets {lev<afn, n € N} is eventually bounded. For instance, a sequence of eventually
lower-bounded functions is eventually level-bounded.

Theorem 3.1 (Rockafellar and Wets (1998), Theorem 7.33). Let
1. f:R* 5 R be a lower-bounded, lower-semicontinuous function,

2. {fn ‘RY SR, ne N} be a sequence of lower-semicontinuous functions such that
a) {fn, n € N} epi-converges to f,
b) {fn, n € N} is eventually level-bounded.

Then,
1. inf f,(0) — inf f(0),
OcRrd 238
2. Limsup,, argmin f,, C argmin f.

In (Rockafellar and Wets, 1998, Chapter 5) it is remarked that looking for the inclusion Limsup,, argmin f, C argmin f
should be preferred over the stronger result lim,, {argmin f,} = argmin f. Figure 4b provides an example of a sequence of
functions that epi-converge (in fact, they converge uniformly) to a function f, and where it is not true that every point of
argmin f is in the limit of argmin f,,. Note that, however, any # € argmin f in the figure can be expressed as a limit of
points 6,, that are e,-optimal for f, in the sense of equation (36), for €, J 0.

We now turn to results characterising local minima 6. of f as accumulation points of sequences {Gn eR¥ne N} in the
situation where an epi-convergent and differentiable approximating sequence { fn:R* SR, ne N} exists. In particular the
existence of 0, — 0, is established, for which lim,, ||V (0, )|| = 0. As a consequence for any algorithm producing a sequence
{6, € R, n € N} from which a convergent sequence 8, — 6. € R can be extracted, then if limn, ||V fn, (0n,)|| # 0 we
reject 0, as a local minimum.

We begin with two Lemmata that allow us to prove the key result of this section. The following Lemma describes a key
differentiability property of the convolution of two functions, one of which is of class C'* (R?).

Lemma 3.1 (Rockafellar and Wets (1998), Theorem 9.67). Let f,g : R? — R be locally integrable and assume that
g € CY(R?). Then the function 6 — [ f(u)g(0 — u)du belongs to C*(R?) with

V/f(u)g(@—u)duz/f(u)Vg(G—u)du, 6 € R

12



The lemma below describes an important property of convergent sequences that attain e-optimal points of epi-convergent
functions.
Lemma 3.2 (Attouch (1984), Theorem 1.10). Let D C R* and

1. {fn ‘RY SR, ne N} be epi-convergent to f : R* - R for all§ € D

2. {bn € RY ne N} be such that 0., — 0. € D and for {e, € Ry,n € N} with €, | 0

n\Un <i n ny .
(0 )_elglfjf (0) + €n, n €N
Then, 0, € argmin f.

0eD

Finally, the following justifies an optimisation procedure for finding local minima of [ by tracking minimisers of differ-
entiable functions {h,, n € N} that epi-converge to . The proof of the result is a generalisation of the proof of (Ermoliev
et al., 1995, Theorem 4.7). While in the latter paper the result is stated for a strongly lower-semicontinuous f and auxiliary
mollifiers with bounded support (implying epi-convergence in their setting), we noted that it is enough for f to be lower-
semicontinuous and for the auxiliary mollifiers to be Gaussian if epi-convergence is put as an assumption of the theorem.
This extends its validity and widens the class of methods whose convergence can be proven in terms of the Theorem below.
Theorem 3.2. Let,

1. f:R* = R be locally integrable, lower bounded and lower-semicontinuous,

2. {fn ‘RIS R, ne N} be a sequence of differentiable functions epi-convergent to f.
Then for any 6. € loc— argmin f there exists {0y € RY, k€ N} such that 0 — 0. and limy ||V fi(6k)|| = 0.
Proof. Let 0. be a local minimiser of f, define ¢(0) := f(0) + ||0 — 0.||* and let V be a sufficiently small compact set
such that 0. € V and argming., ¢(0) = {0.} - that is, 6. is the unique global minimiser of ¢ on V. The uniqueness of
the minimiser on V', ensured by the auxiliary function ¢, excludes potential issues arising from working with a locally flat

function, and more generally guarantees that a (sub-) sequence converging to . as per Lemma 3.2 exists, as we are going
to illustrate. Consider the sequence of mollifiers {1/)n ‘RIS Ry, ne N} with

— ~a/2 [ES
0n(2) 1= (2m) e { -

and {7, € Ry,n € N} such that v, | 0. From (Ermoliev et al., 1995, Remark 3.14) we have v,, € C*(R?), [ ¥n(2)dz =1,
n € N, and for every § > 0,

lim Yn(z)dz =0, and lim |2 4 6 — 0.||*¢n(2)dz = 0
™ J{l1z11>68} o Jzl>8

uniformly in 0 € RY.
Let Bn(0,0.) := [ ||z + 6 — 0.]|*¢¥n(2)dz, n €N, 0 € V, and define the auxiliary functions

On(0) := fn(0) + Bn(60,04), n€N, 0 €V.

Note that
- the functions {B,, n € N} are of class C*(R?) by Lemma 3.1,

- For the above mollifiers, {8,, n € N} epi-converge to 6 + |6 — 0.||* on V due to (Ermoliev et al., 1995, Theorem 3.7
and Remark 3.14) — in fact, they converge uniformly,

- By assumption, {fn, n € N} is a sequence of differentiable functions that epi-converge to f; therefore, {¢,, n € N}
is a sequence of well-defined differentiable (hence continuous) functions on V' that epi-converge to ¢ on V.

Let {én eV, neN } be a sequence of minimisers of {¢,, n € N}, which exists since for any n € N, ¢y, is continuous and
V a compact set. From the compactness of V' there exists a convergent subsequence {0, € V, n € N} of {Hn eV, ne N}.
By Lemma 3.2, it holds that 6,, — 0.. We now turn to the second statement. For each n € N,

0=Vo¢n(0n) = Vfn(0n)+ VBn(On,0). (9)
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and in the limit,

Hm V £ (6n) = — lim VB, (6, 6,) = 0. (10)

which proves the statement.
In order to show the last equality, by continuity of the function @ — ||6]|? one can use Lemma 3.1 and write, for every k,

V00,0.) =V [ 46, - 0. ():
Lemréa 3.1 /v‘|z +9k _ 9*||2¢k(2)d2

:/2(2'+0;C — 0. (2)dz

:2{/zzpk(z)dz+9k —e*}.

We can now note that, by assumption, [ zix(z)dz = 0 for every k € N; moreover, 6, — 6,. Therefore, the last equality
n (10) holds. O

3.3. Stability and convergence of time-inhomogeneous gradient descent

The following result establishes convergence of time inhomogeneous gradient algorithms to local minima of I(-). This
generalizes results such as Gupal and Norkin (1977), not requiring confinement of the sequence {6,,n € N} for example.
The result is specialised to exploit the fact that for any n € N the map 6 — ||V fn(6)]| is uniformly bounded in 6 € ©.

Theorem 3.3. For differentiable functions {fn: R® = R, n € N} and {7, € Ry, n € N} consider the recursion defined
for some 0o € R? and forn >0

Let a € [0,2] and {Ln € Ry, n € N} and {d, € [0,00), n € N} be such that
limsupyaLn <1, Hm (3n/yn) = lim (3/yn41) = 0, Zl% = 0.

Assume that the following conditions hold:
1. inf(nﬁ)eNXRd fn(o) > —00.
2. for all 0,0 € R? and n € N,
Fa(0) < fu(0) + (V fa(0),0" = 0) + La]|0" — 0||*.
3. for all @ € R* and n € N,
frs1(8) = fn(0) < 0u[L+ [V frs1(0)]%]-

4. either of the following conditions holds (with the convention 0-oco =0):
a) Condition 3 holds with a = 0.

b)

lim On suijRd ||fn+1(9)”04/2 »
¢)

lim On supeeRiHanH(g)Ha .

n— oo me1 ’Y'm
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d) there exists a constant 8 € (0,1] and a sequence {L, € (0,00): n > 1} such that, for all 6,0’ € R? and n € N,
[fn(0) — £, (0| < Ln||60 — €'||° and such that

2-8
lim a(1i= ﬁ)/é(?Lg)H =0.
n—oo ,.Yn Z

m=1"7Tm
Then, there exists a subsequence {0y, , k € N} of {0n,n > 1} such that limy_ o ||V frn,, (6, )] = 0.
Proof. Under 2 and using (11), for all n > 1 we have
Fa(0ns1) < FuBn) + (VF0(00), 01 — ) + Lallfuss — 00
= fa(0n) = WV fu (@)1 (1 = Layn)

Let n1 € Nand e; € (0,1) be such that 1 —~,L,, > € for all n > nq. Then, for all n > ny we have, using (12) and under
3,

(12)

fn+1(0n+1) < fn(en) - ’Yn”an( )” (1 - n'}'n) + fn+1(9n+l) - fn(0n+1)
< fa(0n) = ynerl|V fa(@a)l* + 60 (14 [V frs1 (1))

We now prove the result of the theorem by contradiction. To this aim, assume that there exists an ez € (0,1) and an
ng € N such that |V f,(0,)] > €2 for all n > no.
Then, for all n > njz := max{ni,n2} we have, by (13) and letting e3 = €12

Srt1(Ong1) < fn(On) — €39l V fn(0n) | + 60 (1 + IV frg1 (Onra) 7).

and thus, for all n > ng, we have

(13)

—a

a1 (0ns1) < fag(Bng) — €3 Y Y|V fin (B I”

m=ngs

+( i 5m\|me+1(9m+1)Ha) + Z Om

m=ngs m=ngs (14)

n

< frsOng) = D IV Fm ()| (e37m — Gm1)

m=nz+1

+ 60|V st (Ong1) ]| + Z Sm

m=ngs

To proceed further assume without loss of generality that ms is sufficiently large so that, for some €4 € (0, 1), we have
€3Yn — On—1 > €47y, for all n > n3. Then, using (14), for all n > nz we have

Frr(Ont) < Lo 0r) s (30 ) 4l Thns Gus) I+ D 8

. *”Z:? ; a9
e n vfn+1 0n+1 a m=ng ~ M
= fng (Ong) — Tm (5452 - n - < 2
m:;S+1 Zm:n3+1 Ym Zm:n3+1 Tm
where, under the assumptions of the theorem,
n 5m n
lim Zm¢:0, lim Z Ym = 00.
n—oo Zm na+1 Ym n—oo memat1
Therefore, if

n— o0 m:n3+1 "ym
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then, by (15), we have limy o0 frnt1(fnt+1) = —oo which contradicts 1. Hence, to complete the proof it remains to show
that (16) holds under the assumption of the theorem.
Remark first that (16) trivially holds under 4a and under 4c. Next, remark that, by (12), for all n > n3 we have

FaBnin) < Fa0n) — et [V 1B & IV Fn(0)]]" < (f"("") - f"(a"“))i (17)

Tn€1

from which we readily obtain that (16) holds under 4b.
Finally, by (17), for all n > ng we have, under 4d and using (11),

IV 0] < (LIIG—MH")> _ (W)

Tn€1 Tn€1
<
a1 Ln \? N i, \*=7
IV £ (610 ’3/2)3( Ln ) o IV g( L )
Tn €1 Yn €1
and thus (16) follows. The proof of the theorem is complete. O

4. Convergence of Alg. 1: deterministic scenario

In this section we show that the results of Subsections 3.2 and 3.3 apply to Alg. 1 in the scenario where g, is a Gaussian
kernel as first introduced in the introduction, Section 1 — some of the intermediate results apply to approximations of
the identity, but extension to the general EDM scenario is left for future work. Given an objective function I : R? — R,
assumed lower bounded and strongly lower-semi-continuous, we essentially aim to establish epi-convergence to I(-) of the
sequence of Laplace functionals {hn ‘RS R, neN }, defined, for an approximating sequence of the unity distribution
{¢n: R* > R}, n €N (see Def. 4.1), by

hn(8) = — log /e-“%(x —0)dz, 0€RY (18)

From this one can apply Theorem C.4 and Theorem 3.2 to characterise local minima. In addition we establish the conditions
required for Theorem 3.3 to apply to this scenario.

4.1. Epi-convergence of Laplace functionals

It is useful for later calculations to note that by a change of variable z = x — 6 we can equivalently write
hn(0) = —log/e_l(9+z)wn(z)dz.

We begin with the definition of mollifiers.

Definition 4.1 (mollifiers). Let

{wn ‘RY SRy, ¥, € CYRY), /wn(z)dz =1, n> o}
be a class of functions such that for every § > 0,

lim Yn(z)dz = 0.

n

We call such 1, mollifiers.
Example 4.1 (Gaussian mollifiers). Take ¥, (z) = fy,fd/Qqﬁ(zfy;l/Q) with vn 1 0, n € N, then {¢n, n € N} satisfy the
definition of mollifiers.
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The following theorem shows epi-convergence of Laplace functionals with mollifiers. The proof is inspired by ideas of
(Ermoliev et al., 1995, Theorems 3.2, 3.7 and Corollary 3.3) but extend their scope.

Theorem 4.1. Let ! : R? — R be a lower-bounded, strongly lower-semicontinuous function. Let {wn ‘RS Ry, ne N}
be mollifiers. Let hn,(0) = flogfe_l('g"'z)l/)n(z)dz, 0 e R no=1,2,.... Then, the sequence {hn ‘RY SR, ne N}
epi-converges to 1.

Proof. Fix 6 € R?. We remark that by Proposition C.1, for a lower-bounded, integrable function f : R? — R, the epi-closure
clef is a lower-semicontinuous function and the hypo-closure cly, f is an upper-semicontinuous function. Moreover, it holds
clef < f < clnf. Note also that if a function f(-) is lower-bounded and strongly lower-semicontinuous, then e~f O g
upper-bounded and strongly upper-semicontinuous. We break the proof into three steps.

e Define g:=e ' and gn(-) := [ e T4, (2)d2. Let 0, — 0. As first step, we show that

cleg(0) < liminf g, (0,) < limsup g, (0r) < clng(h) (19)

by only using that [ is lower-bounded and that {1,, n € N} is a sequence of mollifiers.
Fix € > 0.
- By upper-semicontinuity of clye™!, there exists § = 6(e) > 0 such that

clye o+ < clpe M 4 ¢

for all z € R? such that ||z|| < 4.
- For the above 4, by definition of the mollifiers {¢n, n € N}, we can choose n = n(e,d) large enough such that,
for all n > n(e, d),

0< / e 0y, (2)dz < sup efl(”)/ Yn(z)dz < (20)
211> 4 l1211>4

u€R4

<% N

We first show the last inequality in equation (19). Let 6 = d(€) as above. For all n > n(e, d) large enough such that

|16 — 0] < £, we have [|6,, — 0 + z|| < § for any z such that |[z|| < 2. So we can write
gn(6n) :/eil(‘g"“)d)n(z)dz
:/ e_l(e”+z)z/)n(z)dz+/ e Oty (2)dz
lI=11<$ I

< / clheflw"“)d)n(z)dz + =
B 2
[z]1<5

= / clhefl<9+9"70+z)¢n(z)dz + £
=<8 2

< (clhe " 4 e)/ Yn(z)dz + <
ll=ll<$ 2

Hence, for n large enough we have

gn(62) < clue™ @ + e+

so for any € > 0

lim sup gn (0») < clng(6) + %e.

n

Therefore, by taking ¢ — 0, we obtain
lim sup g» (6») < clug(0). (21)

The middle inequality in (19) is obvious, while the first can be proven in a very similar way, using positivity from
equation (20) and the fact that, for n large-enough, szH<§ Pn(z)dz > 1 - 5.
-2

17



e The next step is to show that g, hypo-converges to g. Here we use strong lower-semicontinuity of [.
- As g = e”! is upper-semicontinuous, it holds that g = clng by Proposition C.1. Hence, by equation (21), for
any 6 € R? and any sequence {6,,, n € N} with 6,, — 6, we have

lim sup gn(6n) < g(6).

n

- It remains to show that for any 8 € R?, lim,, g, (6,) = g(0) for at least one sequence such that ,, — 6. Here we
use Lemma 4.2.

e We finally show that {h,, n € N} epi-converges to I, based on the above results, continuity and monotonicity of
log, and on the fact that, by definition, if {fn ‘RS R, ne N} is a sequence of functions that hypo-converge to
f:R* = R, then {—f,, n € N} epi-converge to —f. In detail: by continuity and monotonicity of log(-) and by
hypo-convergence of g, to g, we can first show that {log(gn), n € N} hypo-converges to log(g) = —!I. Indeed, the
following chain of inequalities holds for any sequence {6,, n € N} with 6,, — 0:

limsup log (gn (0r)) = lim (sup log(gm(em))> < limlog (sup gm(é?m)>

m>n m>n

= log (lim (sup gm(Qm)>> = log <1im sup gn(en))
n m>n n
< log(e™'@) = —1(8)

Hence the first condition for hypo-convergence of {log(gn), n € N} to log(g) = —I holds. For the second condition, we
just use hypo-convergence of {gn, n € N} to g and continuity of log. Note that the above chain of inequalities would
hold for any non-decreasing continuous transformation. Finally, as h, = —log(gn), we conclude that {h,, n € N}
epi-converge to .

O

Compared to the results by Ermoliev, we can work with mollifiers with unbounded support with one less assumption:
Ermoliev requires that for any § > 0 lim,, f{I\Z\I>5} [1(0 + 2)|¢n(2)dz = 0 uniformly in 6 € R?, to control the tail behaviour.

Here we can avoid an assumption of this kind as the mollifiers weight the function = — efl(z), which is upper-bounded
when z +— [(z) is lower-bounded.

When the objective is continuous, we obtain stronger convergence results.

Lemma 4.1. Under the conditions of Theorem /.1, if | is also continuous, then the sequence {hn, n € N} converges
continuously to 1, that is, limy, hy(0,) = 1(0) for any sequence {0,, n € N} such that 0, — 0, for any 6 € R%. This also
implies that the sequence converges uniformly to | on compact subsets of R,

Proof. For a continuous function f : R? = R, clo.f = cl,f = f by Proposition C.1. Hence the statement about continuous
convergence follows by the same steps that lead to equation (19) in Theorem 4.1, combined with continuity of log(-). The
statement about uniform convergence on compact sets follows by (Rockafellar and Wets, 1998, Theorem 7.14). O

Lemma 4.2. Let [ : R? — R be a lower-bounded, strongly lower-semicontinuous function. Let
{zpn ‘R* 5 Ry, /wn(z)dz =1, ne N}

be a sequence of functions such that, for any d > 0, lim,, f\IZHZé Yn(2)dz = 0. Let g(0) := e 'O and gy, 0):=[ e WOy, (z)dz,
0 R n=1,2,.... Then, for any 0 € R, there is at least one sequence {0, n € N} such that

lim g, (6) = ¢(6).
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Proof. The proof is given in (Ermoliev et al., 1995, Theorem 3.7). Let g := —g and g, := —gn. We already now that g is
strongly lower-semicontinuous and that liminf,, §,(6,) > g(0) for all sequences {6,,, n € N} such that 6, — 6.

We show lim, gn(0.) = g(0) for at least one sequence 6,, — 0. Here we use strong lower-semicontinuity and proceed as
follows. By strong lower-semicontinuity of g, there exists a sequence 6, — 6 such that limy g(6x) = g(6), with g continuous
at 0. Lemma 4.1 states that under (local) continuity we have that, for all k > 0,

lim g, (01) = 5(600) 22)

Now note that set S := {g(0x); k € N} is such that S € Liminf, Sy, Sn := {gn(0x); k € N} where we recall that S €
Liminf, S, consists of all limit points of sequences {a,, n € N} with a, € S,. By definition, Liminf, S, is closed and,
moreover, §(0) € cl(S), where cl(-) denotes the closure of a set. This means that there exists a sequence {a,, n € N} s.t.
lim, o, = §(0) with a € Sn. Then let 0, be such that gn(6n) = an, n = 1,2,... to obtain the result. Since § = —g and
Jn = —gn, n=1,2,..., the result translates to {gn, n € N} and g. O

4.2. Descent lemma for Laplace functionals

We show that a crucial convexity property from the theory of exponential families allows us to derive a Descent Lemma
for Laplace functionals. The Descent Lemma is derived in the general case in terms of the Bregman divergence, along the
lines of Bolte et al. (2018). The result for the Gaussian algorithm is then recovered as a simple by-product.

Definition 4.2 (Bregman divergence). Let u : R* — R be a differentiable function. The Bregman divergence D, : R xR? —
R associated with u is defined as

Du(z,y) = u(z) — u(y) — (Vu(y),z — y), z,y € R%.

Properties. For any z,y € R,

1. For any pair of differentiable functions ui,us : R? — R,
Daus 4z (%,4) = aDu, (2, y) + BDus (2, y).
2. For any differentiable, convex function u: R* — R, we also have that
Du(z,y) >0
with Dy(z,y) =0 iff z = y.
We can now state the general Descent Lemma.

Theorem 4.2 (Descent Lemma). Consider a function | : R* — R and for v > 0, € R? consider an exponential model
(see Appendiz B.2)
7o, (x) =0y, @) exp {7 [0, T(x)) — A(6)]}

with sufficient statistic T : R — R? and log-partition function A : R — R. Let
h~(0) = flog/exp(fl(x))WQ,.Y(m)dm, 9 € R?
and assume [ exp(—I(z))mo,(z)dz < 0o for any 6 € R?. Then, for any 0,6 € R, it holds that
hy(8") < hy(0) + (Vhy(0),0 — 0) + %DA(GQ 9), (23)
Proof. Let z,0 € R? and v > 0. Consider the exponential model from the assumption
0. (0) =0 oo { 1 (60, 70) - A0)]
and let

To,(x) o exp ( - l(:]:))waﬁ(m).
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Note that 1
Fom (&) = exp  — 1(e))n(, ) exp{; 10, T(x)) — A(6)] + h7<e>} ,

that is, the distribution 7 ~ still belongs to the regular (in the sense of Definition B.2) exponential family, with log-partition
function given by

A(9) = A(8) — vha (6).
The Bregman divergence D ; is well-defined as both § — A(6) and 6 — h.(8) are differentiable functions. By (Wainwright

and Jordan, 2008, Proposition 3.1), A(f) is convex. From the properties of the Bregman divergence, we note that the
convexity of A implies that for all 0,0’ € R¢
D;(0',6) > 0. (24)

By the linearity property, we have
0<D4(6",0) =Da—n, (0',0) =Da(6,0) — vDn,(¢",0)
and using the definition of the Bregman Divergence, one obtains
5 {y (') = o (6) = (Vh, (6),6' = 0)} < Da(6),0).

That is,
o (0) < 1y (6) + (Vs (0),6/ = 6) + ~Da(6'.0),

which concludes the proof. O

In the Gaussian case, as a corollary, we recover a standard Descent Lemma in terms of the Euclidean distance.

Corollary 4.1. Consider a functionl: R* — R. For~ > 0, let ho(0) := —log [ exp(—I(z))¢ (%) dz, 0 € R? and assume

[ exp(—i(z))¢ (%) dz < 0o for any 0 € R, Then, for any 0,0 € R?, it holds that

o (0) < B (0) + (T (0).0/ = 0) + -1 = 0] (25)

Proof. This follows directly from Theorem 4.2 by noting that, for mg.(-) := v~ %2¢ (%), one has A(f) = H92”2 and

D4(0,60") = 1|16’ — 0]|?, for any 0,6’ € R”. O

4.3. Proof of Theorem 1.1

We note here that the Laplace functionals satisfy the conditions of Theorem 3.3 when the mollifiers are Gaussian; specif-
ically, assumption 2 follows by Corollary 4.1 and assumption 3 by Lemma 4.3, which we prove below. This, combined
with epi-convergence of Laplace functionals (Theorem 4.1) and our characterisation of local minima under epi-convergence
(Theorem 3.2), proves Theorem 1.1.

In the proof below we specifically denote the univariate Gaussian density by ¢(z) := (271')71/26722/2, r € R, hence
P(z) = Hle Y2021/ 7), 2 = (21, .-, za) € RY, is a multivariate Gaussian with covariance vI4, v > 0, and zero mean.
This notation is consistent with the mollifiers’ framework presented in subsection 4.1.

Lemma 4.3. Let {'yn7 n € N} be a sequence on (0,00) such that limn—oovn = 0 and such that Yny1 < yn for all

n > 1, and for all n € N let Yn(z) = Hle 7;1/2¢(zi/,/'yn). Assume that there exists a constant C; € (0,00) such that

[1(0") —1(0)| < Cy+ C1]|0 — 0'||* for all 0,0" € R and let
On = ((/141)? = 1) (Yn + 1) + (Y0 — Y1) + 72, Yn > 1.
Then, there exists a constant C € (0,00) and an n’ € N such that

sup (hn+1(0) — hn(ﬁ)) < Cé,, VYn>n'.
0cRa
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Remark 4.1. If v, =n"? for alln > 1 and some 3 € (0,1). Then, Y ns1Yn = 00 and, since we have (’yn/fymrl)d/2 -1~

n~ Y and yn — Yns1 = n P71, it follows that 6, = o(yn) and thus 6n/vn — 0.

Proof. Let n > 1 and 0 € R%. If ,,(0) < gnt1(0) we have hy,11(0) — hn(f) < 0 and thus below we assume that g,,+1(0) <
gn(#). Then, using the fact that for any real numbers 0 < z < y we have log(y) — log(z) < (y — x)/x, it follows that
9n(0) = gn+1(6)
hnt1(0) — hp(0) < ¥/————"F———=. 26
1(0) () < 20— (26)
To proceed further let ¢, = (’yn/vnﬂ)d/2 > 1 and note that

0< ¢n+1(m - 9)
Yn(z —0)
In addition, let n’ € N be such that v, < 1/(4C;) for all m > n/, with C; as in the statement of the lemma. Then,
assuming that n > n’, we have

<cn, Vxe R

90(6) = 9121(0) = [ ¢ (nlz =) ~ Yrsa(o - 0))do
= 1O /e_(l(z)_l(g)) (Q/Jn(l’ —0) — Ynt1(x — 9))d1:

— e—l(Q) /e—(l(z)—l(e)) (1 _ wn-‘-l(x - 0))1/}”(1‘ _ G)dx

Yn(z —0)
—1o) [ —a@-won (. _ Ynt1(z—10) _
<e /e (cn @ —0) )wn(az 0)dx (27)
—woy+a, [ cile—el? (. _ Ynir(z —6) B
<e /e (cn (@ —0) )d)n(w 0)dx

=10 e, / cCle=01 (2 — 0)da — /ecl“’”—e”zwnﬂ(x —0)da)
— UO+Cy (cn(l 20, (1 - 2Cmn+1)‘d/2).
Using Taylor’s theorem, there exists a constant C' < oo such that
en(1=2C7m) Y = (1 = 2C1mi1) Y2 < ¢n (1+ dCryn + C’YTQL) — (1 +dCryny1 — C'Y?H—l)
= (cn — 1)(dCiyn + 1) 4+ dCi(yn — t1) + Clva + Yns1)
< max{1, dCt, 2C} ((en = D + 1) + (10 = Y1) +77)
= max{1,dC;,2C}é,

which, together with (26)-(27) and letting C’ = e max{1, dC}, 2C}, shows that

1 _—1(0
s (0) = ) < 0, S (28)
On the other hand,
i d
Gnsr (6) = /exp(—l(9 ko) [ 6(z0)dz
1—11 ]
= i® /exp ( — (0 +~212) — l(@))) H ¢(zi)dz
i=1
(29)

d
> 1= /exp(—CrynHzQ) ch(zi)dz

i=1
= 67l(6) (eicl (1 + 2017n+1)71/2)

2 6—1(9)€—CL (1 + QCZ’Yl)_l/Q
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where the last inequality uses the fact that the sequence {7y,, n € N} is assumed to be non-increasing.
By combining (28) and (29), we obtain

hns1(6) = ha(0) < Cop,  C = C'e (e (1 + 20m)"?)

and the proof of the lemma is complete.

5. Discussion

We briefly discuss links to the literature and possible extensions we are currently exploring or have not explored yet.

Convergence in the noisy case We are currently developing theory for the noisy version of the algorithm Alg. 2, aiming
to obtain almost sure convergence results using stochastic gradient techniques. Epi-convergence of the Laplace functionals
follows along similar lines to those of the deterministic while convergence can easily be framed in terms of stable trajectories;
establishing stability remains the challenge we are working on.

Links to other optimisation schemes Algorithm 1 is reminiscent of the cross-entropy (CE) method (Rubinstein and
Kroese, 2004), which also relies on exponential families and Kullback-Leibler minimisation. In the Gaussian case however,
CE would require estimating both the mean and the covariance matrix of the current Gaussian approximation; while in
our case we impose the covariance matrix to evolve according to a pre-determined schedule. This point seems crucial in
our theoretical derivations. On the other hand, to the best of our knowledge, convergence of the CE method for a general
class of objective functions has not been established; see e.g. for some numerical evidence it may not converge in some
reinforcement learning scenarios Szita and Loérincz (2006).

In independent recent work, Osher et al. (2023) and Tibshirani et al. (2024), a recursion similar to ours is proposed,
albeit with fixed stepsizes. Perspective of their work is however significantly different from ours, which leads to a number
of differences. While our algorithm was motivated by Bayes’ rule and the potential use of general SMC sampler schemes,
techniques the present authors are very familiar with, the recursion in Osher et al. (2023); Tibshirani et al. (2024) is obtained
by considering a Gaussian transformation to a Hamilton Jacobi system of partial differential equations representing the
Moreau envelope of a proximal minimisation problem, and therefore relates to infinitesimal convolutions. The statistical
filiation of our work naturally leads to considering general EDM kernels, therefore extending the scope of the approach
to more general scenarios, which together with known facts on KL divergence for exponential families lead to our crucial
interpretation of the algorithm as a time inhomogeneous gradient descent algorithm, both in the deterministic and stochastic
scenarios.

For completeness, we discuss here a variation on our algorithm which can be shown to be equivalent to an time inho-
mogeneous proximal minimisation recursion. A natural modification of our algorithm consists of inverting the order of the
distributions in the minimisation step of the KL divergence; see Alg. 3.
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Algorithm 3 Proximal version

Input:
x = 1(x) > objective function
o, {vk, k > 0} > initial value and stepsizes
70(%) = 7oy, (T) > initial distribution

while n > 0 do
Tt () o< exp(—1(x))m (2) > generalised bayesian rule
Ont1 € argmingcg KL(7g ~,, , Tnt1) > minimisation of Kullback-Leibler divergence
Set Tni1 = M9, vt > distribution shrinking
end while

Output: sequence of distributions 7,, and parameters 6,,.

Link to proximal minimisation can be obtained by application of Lemma D.1 which establishes that Alg. 3 generates a
sequence {0, € R?, n € N} such that

On+1 = argmin {F,, (0) + KL(70,4,,, T0,,,7.)}, n €N,
0

where F,(0) := [l(x)m,(z)dz, 6 € R?, v > 0. We see that the algorithm aims to adjust 7. to decrease 6 — F,(6)
subject to a proximal penalty, which is reminiscent of proximal Expectation-Maximization (EM) algorithms. When g -
is a Gaussian, KL(7g ., , T, vn) = (27n) 1|0 — 0,]|?, and interpretation in terms of an inhomogeneous (vanilla) proximal
minimisation algorithm should be clear. Note that, however, in the general case of exponential families we have that for
any n € N, KL(74,4,,, T0,,,v, ) is the Bregman divergence D 4(0,,0) (see Lemma B.1), convex in the first variable but not
necessarily in the second. Hence Alg. 3 above cannot always be interpreted as a proximal algorithm. Despite its theoretical
attractiveness we have not pursued this proximal approach here since its implementation seems to require another minimi-
sation procedure, in contrast with our approach.

In the very last stages of preparing this manuscript Sam Power has pointed out the reference Spokoiny (2023) where
an update similar to our update with Gaussian kernel is suggested. However this is where similarities seem to end as the
motivation appears slightly different and the analysis of the properties of the algorithm significantly different, in particular
requiring differentiability of I(-) and using concentration properties. In contrast we identify an underlying inhomogeneous
gradient algorithm, which leads to convergence results in a more general setup. However understanding to what extent the
results of the type developed Spokoiny (2023); Nesterov and Spokoiny (2017) could be extended to a more general scenario
would be of interest.

Choice of transformation in the Bayesian update A natural extension of Alg.1 consists of considering more gen-
eral transformation of the objective function involved in the Bayesian update other than the exponential. In general a
nonnegative, decreasing function g(-) such that log [ |(g o 1)(z)|ms,(z)dz < oo for any € R? and v > 0 could be used.

The implementation technique remains unchanged, and so does the interpretation as an inhomogeneous mirror descent on
smooth approximations of I(-). More specifically with

1
0. (0) =l )exp { 1 16.7()) - 03]}
where T : R — R%, an exponential model with log-partition function 6 A(0), 0 R? the Bayes update yields

Fo (&) = g(U(2))n(, ) exp{§ (0. 7(X)) — A(®)] — log weﬁ(g(m}
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Algorithm 4 Deterministic Gradient-Free Ideal Algorithm with general transformation

Input:
x = l(x) > objective function
bo, {7k, k > 0} > initial value and stepsizes
mo(x) = 69,70 (x) > initial distribution

while n > 0 do
Tnt1(x) o< g(l(z))m (x) > generalised bayesian rule
On+1 € argming g KL(741, 79,4, ) > project with Kullback-Leibler divergence
Set Tni1 = M0, 1. vmim > distribution shrinking
end while

Output: sequence of distributions 7,, and parameters 6,,.

which still belongs to the exponential family and has cumulant function
A(0) = A(0) + ylogme ,(g(1), 0 € R
By essentially repeating the same reasoning as for Alg. 1 one finds that the algorithm is equivalent to the recursion
fint1 = fin + Y0 Vo log o, ~, (9(1)) (30)

where pi,, := [ T(z)m9,, ~, (x)dz. Equivalently, in terms of natural parameter

VA(Ons1) = VA®b2) + 70 Vo 10g T, -, (9(0)). (31)
If the family is also minimal, then VA is invertible with (VA)~™! = VA*, its dual gradient (Appendix B.1), and

Ons1 = VA (VA02) + 10 Vo 0g 0, o, (9(0))). (32)

We leave investigation of the choice of g for future work.
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A. Notation

List of notation.
- R?, d > 1 denotes the real coordinate d-space, and B(R?) its Borel sigma-algebra.
- R4 denotes the set of positive real numbers including zero.
. Mi_ (]Rd) is the set of probability measures on the space RY.
- For v, p € M4 (RY), we write v < p if v is absolutely continuous with respect to p.

- For a measure ™ € ML (RY) that is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure, we again denote by
7 its density. In formulae, we write 7(dz) = 7(x)dz.

- We sometimes adopt the linear functional notation for integrals with respect to measures, writing 7(f) for [ f(z)r(dz),
for measurable functions f.

- We denote expectation operator by E. When we need to specify the probability measure v of integration, we sometimes
write E, f(X) for v(f).

- For p,v € ML (R?) with absolutely continuous density (with respect to the Lebesgue measure), we denote the

Kullback-Leibler divergence by KL (u,v) := [ p(z)log ‘:Egdx

- Given a point § € R? and a sequence {Gn eRine N}7 we say that lim 6, = 0 if for every ¢ > 0 there exists number
n— oo

no = no(e) € N such that, for every n > no, ||0n — 0|| < e. We also write, with the same meaning, 6, — 6 or 6, — 0
when there is no ambiguity. As a shortcut, we sometimes denote the limit operation lim as lim.

n—00 n

- Similarly, we write liminf, limsup for liminf, limsup, respectively.
n n n—o0 n— oo

- For a sequence {a,, € R4, n € N} that decreases to zero, we write ay, | 0.

- The closure of a set A C R? is denoted by cl(A) and corresponds to the intersection of all closed subsets of R?
containing A.

- For two sets C1, Cy of R?, we denote their elementwise (Minkowsky) sum by Cy + Cs := {z + y;x € C1,y € Ca}

- Let (R")" denote the space of sequences {6, € R?,n € N}. Let {0,} € (RY)". Given g : (R)" — R, we write
6)infgg({en}) for inf {g({0n}); On €R?, nEN, 6, — 0}.
n—>

- C'(R?) denotes the class of functions f : R* — R with continuous gradient. Gradient operators are denoted by V, or
Vo when we need to specify that the variable of differentiation is 6

. . o _ =12
- The d-dimensional standard normal density is denoted as ¢(z) := W@ 2, z € RL

- Given two functions f, g : R* — R, we write f > g if f(8) > g(9) V0 € R%.
- The Dirac Delta measure on zero is denoted as do(dz).
- For two vectors 6,8’ € R, we denote their Euclidean inner product by (6,6’).

- The notation
argmin f

stands for argmin f(u) and denotes the set of global minima of a function f : R* — R.
u€eRd

- The set of local minima of a function f is denoted by

loc— argmin f.

B. Exponential family background

B.1. Natural exponential families

For z,0 € RY, T : RY — R? and a baseline measure v on R?, we consider a (natural) exponential family to be a distribution
of the form
mp(dz) = exp {(z,T(x)) — A(6)} v(dx),
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where the cumulant function for T'(X) is

A(6) = log/exp (60, T(z)))v(dz) .
Here the canonical parameter 0 of interest belongs to the set
0= {QeRd: A(0) < oo}.

Definition B.1. Given an exponential family distribution with sufficient statistic T : R? — R?, we say that the model is
manimal if the elements of T are linearly independent, that is, if there is no nonzero vector a € R? s.t. E‘::l a;T; () 1s
equal to a constant v-almost everywhere. This implies that there is a unique natural parameter vector 0 associated with each
distribution.

Definition B.2. An exponential family with log-partition function 6 — A(0) is said to be regular when the domain © is an
open set.

Examples of minimal and regular exponential families include Bernoulli, Gaussian, Exponential, Poisson, and Beta
distributions.

Proposition B.1. (Wainwright and Jordan, 2008, Proposition 3.1). The log-partition function
A(0) :=log / exp(, T(z))v(dz), 6 € R,
associated with any reqular exponential family with sufficient statistic T : R* — R? has the following properties
1. It has derivatives of all orders on its domain O, furthermore,
VAO) =E,,T(X)
V?A(0) = vary, (T(X))
2. 0— A(0) is a convex function on ©, and strictly convez if the representation is minimal.

The convexity argument comes from the fact that the full Hessian V2A(6) is the covariance matrix of the random vector
T(X), and so is positive semidefinite on the open set ©, which ensures convexity.

We now report an important dual coupling property of exponential families. Let
M= {,u eR% 305t By T(X) = p} .
We have

Proposition B.2. (Wainwright and Jordan, 2008, Proposition 3.2) The gradient mapping VA : © — M is one-to-one if
and only if the exponential representation is minimal.

Theorem B.1. (Wainwright and Jordan, 2008, Theorem 8.3) In a minimal exponential family, the gradient map VA is

onto the interior of M, denoted by M°. Consequently, for each p € M, there exists some 0 = 0(u) € O such that
ErT(X)=p.

A result on conjugate duality is also available. Given a function A, the conjugate dual function to A, which we denote
by A*, is defined as

A () 1= sup {{u, 6) = A©)}, € R

Proposition B.3. (Wainwright and Jordan, 2008, Proposition B.2) The dual function A* of a log-partition function A of
an exponential family is always convex and lower-semicontinuous. Moreover, in a minimal and regular exponential family:

1. A* is differentiable on M®, and VA* () = (VA) ™' ()

2. A* is strictly convex and essentially smooth.
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A convex function f is essentially smooth if it has a nonempty domain C = dom(f), it is dfferentiable throughout the
interior C°; and limy_, oo V f(zr) = oo for any sequence {zy, k € N} contained in C, and converging to a boundary point
of C. Note that a convex function with domain R? is always essentially smooth, since its domain has no boundary.

As a consequence of the above results, one obtains the following relations for the KL and Bregman divergence in the case
of exponential families.

Lemma B.1. (Nielsen and Nock, 2010, Section 4) Assume g, and wo, belong the same minimal regular exponential family
with log-partition function A and denote its dual function by A*. Suppose 01, 02 are their natural parameters, dually coupled
with their mean parameters pi, p2. We have

Da(02,01) = KL(mg, , mo,) = Da= (p2, p1). (33)

B.2. Exponential dispersion models

Given a natural exponential family (v, T) one can introduce an exponential dispersion model (EDM) as follows Jorgensen
(1987). Consider values A € A C Ry such that A- A(6) is the cumulant function of some probability distribution we denote
vx. In this situation we define the EDM distribution generated by (v, T, ) as

T (dz) = exp ({0, T(z)) — AA(6))va(dz) .
When T'(z) = = one can use the change of variable x < z/\, leading to the distribution
mox(dz) = exp (A[(0, z) — A(6)])va(dz).
This family is of interest to us because for § € © all moments of this distribution exist and with A = v+
u(6) = Bry (X) = Vo A()
var(X) = YV5A(6)

therefore implying concentration of 79~ on w(0) as «y ] 0.
When T # 1Id one can consider the distribution of T'(X)/A and go back to the scenario above i.e.

Tor(A;T) = /l{T(m)/x\ € A} exp ((9,T(m)) — )\A(O))Ui(dx)
Existence of all moments for any 6 € © the cumulant generating function ¢ — k(t;0) = logEx, - (exp((t,T(X)))) =
(A(0 +~t) — A(0)) /v and one obtains all moments by differentiation

u(6) = Ex, | (T(X)) = VoA(0)
var(T(X)) = YV5A(0).

Example B.1. Here X = [0,1]. For a Beta distribution the parameter is 0 = (o, 8) and T(x) = (log(x),log(l — x))
therefore the exponential distribution is such that the random variable T(X) concentrates on the point

1(0) = (Eglog(X), Eq log(1 — X)) .

Note that we have l(z) =l o exp(Ti(x)) for this example.

B.3. EDM example: Wishart distribution

We illustrate here the interest of our general framework, where standard kernel approximation of the identity can be replaced
with elements of the EDM family. In this scenario the sufficient statistic is T(Y) =Y € RP*?, the parameter 0 is a p X p
symmetric positive definite matrix ¥ and Ry 3 v > p — 1 is the number of degrees of freedom Bishop et al. (2018). The
parameter v can take a finite number of smaller values v < p — 1 in the so-called Jorgensen set, but this is not required
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here. The reference measure is the Lebesgue measure v on RP®+1/2 which only takes into account the upper triangular
part of Y, including its diagonal. The corresponding probability density is given by

v—p—1

exp (—%TT(E*Y)) Y| 2
27 |5 |¥/2T (v/2)

Y —

)

v

where |Y'| and ¥ are here the determinant and I', is the Gamma function. The cumulant function is here A(f) = § log |X].
Performing a change of variable X = Y /v then the probability density of X with respect to v, becomes

o e (T )) VI e (AT ) X)) IR e
v = v Ij
27 |8|V/2Ty (v/2) 2% [y 1%[v/2Ty (v/2)

(p+1)
After rescaling the Lebesgue measure on v on RP(P+1)/2 gives rise to a Jacobian vz~ which cancels the last term. Finally
since we have E(Y) = v and var(Y; ;) = v(X};, — £iX;;) we deduce E(X) = ¥ and var(X; ;) = v~ (3}, — 8,%;;) and
concentration on the mean occurs as v — co.

B.4. EDM example: Beta distribution

In our context the Beta distribution could be of interest in scenarios where [(-) is to be optimised on a finite interval,
without any loss of generality on [0, 1]. We first show why the Beta distribution requires particular treatment as it is not
an EDM and convenient parametrisation leads to intractability. The Beta distribution belongs to the linear exponential
family with 0 = (a, ) € RY, T(z) = (log(z),log(1 — z)) and u(f) = (Eglog(X),Eqlog(l — X)) . The Beta distribution is
not an EDM but one can write, with E(X) = pand v ' =a+ 48>0

_ r(—p)
var(X) = T’V‘l

which for p fixed vanishes as v | 0, as desired. However the issue is that moment matching takes the form

Eflog X] = ¢(a) — ¢(a + B),
Eflog(1 — X)] = 4(B) — ¥(a +B),

where 1 is the Digamma function. While the Digamma function is standard in software packages, inverting the equations
above to recover 6 would require an additional and specific numerical method.

One can circumvent this problem as follows. We know that if X1 ~ Gamma(a, 1) and X» ~ Gamma(3, 1) are independent,
then X, /(X1+X2) ~ Beta(a, ). It is therefore natural to aim to minimise the instrumental function I(z) := l(z1/(w1+22)),
noting however that to each element of argminy ! corresponds a line, which nevertheless does not invalidate our approach.
The Gamma distributions belong to the natural exponential family with 6; = (o, 1), f2 = (8,1) and summary statistics
Ti(xi) = Ti(z) = (log(zi),x:). The probability density of X := (X1, X2) is therefore

To(x) = n(z1,7) exp (v [(01, Ta(21)) — A(61)]) n(22,7) exp (v~ [(02, Ta(x2)) — A(62)]) ,
with A(6;) =logT'(a) an A(62) = logI'(8). Moment matching here takes the form

E(log X1) = dlogI'(a) = ¢ ()
E(log X») = 0logI'(8) = ¢(B)

as the second components of ; and T;(-) do not play any role. Solving for (a, 3) requires inverting the Digamma function
1, which again is fairly standard in statistical packages e.g. R. For any fixed 6 € © the distribution X ~ mg  is therefore
such that T'(X) = (T1(X1), T2(X2)) concentrates on its mean as y | 0, which together with the fact that log(-) is invertible

means that z(0) can be recovered. However I(z) = [(Ax) for any A > 0, implying that § may not converge to a point, but
to a set of points.
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C. More details on lower semi-continuity and epi-convergence

C.1. Lower semi-continuity
The following sets are major ingredients for the formal treatment of lower-semicontinuity and epi-convergence.
Definition C.1. Let f : R? = R be a function. We denote
1. The epigraph set of f by
epi(f) == {(e, a) R x R; f(0) < a} .
2. The hypograph set of f by
hypo(f) i= {(6,a) € R* x B; f(6) > a}.
3. The level sets of f by
lev<o(f) := {0 eR% f(0) < oz}7 aeR.
The following theorem characterises lower-semicontinuity in terms of epigraphs and level-sets.

Theorem C.1. (Rockafellar and Wets, 1998, Theorem 1.6) For a function f : R? — R, the following statements are
equivalent

- f is lower-semicontinuous on R?
- Its epigraph set epi(f) is closed in R? x R

- Level sets lev<, are closed in R?, for each a € R.

Example C.1. The step function f: R — R defined by

1, >0
fw)—{a 00

1s strongly lower-semicontinuous. The following function is lower-semicontinuous everywhere but at 6 =0,
1, 6>0
f(0)=
0, <0
indeed, its epigraph does not contain all of its boundary points. See Figure 5 for a similar situation.

Example C.2. The epigraph of the function in Figure 5 does not contain all of its boundary points, and it is therefore not
closed. It is clear that the issue is at 0 = 0: the part of the space {(0,a); 0 < a < 1} is not included in the epigraph. In this
case, in fact, the function is not lower-semicontinuous at 6y, and note that the set argmin f is not defined.

Epigraph of function with empty argmin

Epigraph

-1.00 -075 -050 =025 000 025 0S50 075 10

Figure 5: Example of a function that is not lower-semicontinuous at 6 = 0.
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C.2. Epi-graphical closure

The epi- (resp. hypo-) graphical closure defined below can be seen as the lower- (resp. upper-) semicontinuous regularisation
of a lower-bounded function f. These quantities play a role in the proof of epi-convergence of Laplace functionals - see
Theorem 4.1. The following can be found for instance in (Rockafellar and Wets, 1998, Chapter 1).

Definition C.2. Consider a function f : R* — R. We define the epigraphical closure of f as the function

0—cle f(0):= 9,ifife limkinff(ek)

and the hypographical closure f as
0 — clyf(0) := sup limsup f(6k).

01, —0 k

Proposition C.1. Consider a function f : R* — R. Then,
- clef is lower-semicontinuous with cle f(0) < f(0)
- clnf is upper-semicontinuous and cln f(0) > f(0).

Moreover,
When f is lower-semicontinuous, f(0) = clef(0)

- When f is upper-semicontinuous, f(0) = clnf(6).

1, 6>0
f(o):{o 0<0

Example C.3. Let

Note that the function f is not lower-semicontinuous. We have

1, 0>0
def(e)_{o 6 <0

C.3. Epi-convergence

We will need the notion of outer and inner limits of a sequence of sets, which should not be confused with the superior or
inferior limits of a sequence of sets, as the latter do not assume a topological structure. We note the unfortunate traditional
use of the same notation for both ideas in the literature, adopted here. This allows us to define (Painleveé-Kuratowski)
convergence and hence epi-convergence and to formulate Theorem C.4, but also Propostion C.5 and Theorem C.3.

Definition C.3. Let
NE = {N CN; N infinite}

be the set of all unbounded subsequences of N, and
N :={N CN; N\ N finite}
be the set of all subsequences of N containing all n beyond some n € N.

Definition C.4 (Outer and Inner Limits). Let {A, C R, n € N} be a sequence of sets. We define

1. its outer limit as

Limsup,, A, := ﬂ cl U An

NeNs neN

2. its inner limit as
Liminf, A, := ﬂ cl U Ay,

Nenft, 7nEN

3. when Limsup,, A, = Liminf, A,, =: A then {A,,n € N} is said to set-converge to A, denoted
Lim,A, = A, A, — A.
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Another definition is given by the following equivalent, more intuitive, representation of inner and outer limits.

Proposition C.2. (Rockafellar and Wets, 1998, Section 4.A). Let {An CcRYne N} be a sequence of sets. We have

Limsup, A, = {z eR%: Ve>03IN eN.,, VneN: z€ A, +B(e)}

Liminf, A, = {z IS Rd; Ve>03IN € Noo, VREN: z€ A, +B(e)}
where B(€) denotes a closed metric ball of radius €. Moreover, it also holds that

Liminf, A, = ﬂ { U ﬂ [An +B(e)]}.

€0 m>1j>m

In words, for a sequence of sets {A,, n € N} with A, # @, the set Liminf, A, is the set of all possible limit points of
sequences {z,, n € N} with 2z, € A, for all n € N ; the set Limsup,, A, is the set of all possible cluster points of those
sequences Rockafellar and Wets (1998). As N C Nﬁm it is clear that Liminf, A, C Limsup, A,. We note that the two
sets are closed, and identified by the closures, in the following sense.

Proposition C.3. (Rockafellar and Wets, 1998, Prop. 4.4). For any sequence of sets {A,, n € N}, both Limsup, A,
and Liminf, A,, are closed sets. Hence, whenever lim,, A, exists, then it is closed. In fact, if for two sequences of sets
{Cn, n € N}, {Dn, n € N} one has clCy, = cl Dy, n € N, then Liminf,C,, = Liminf, D,, and Limsup,,C,, = Limsup,, D, .

Example C.4. (Rockafellar and Wets, 1998, Section 4.B)
- Let C C R* with c1C = R%. Then, the constant sequence A, = C, n € N set-converges to R? (and not to C).

- Let C1 and C3 be distinct closed sets, and define a sequence {An, n € N} such that A, = C1 for n odd, and A, = C>
for n even. This sequence does not converge in the sense of Def. 3./: the inner limit equals C1 N Ca, while the outer
limit equals C1 U Ca.

Epi-convergence is commonly defined in terms of convergence of epigraphs.

Definition C.5. Let {fn ‘RS Rne N}. The lower epi-limit e — liminf,, f,, is the function having as its epigraph the
Limsup of the sequence of epigraphs of { fn, n € N}

epi(e — liminf, f,) = Limsup,,epi(f»)
The upper epi-limit e — limsup,, fn of the sequence is defined as the function satisfying
epi(e — limsup,, fn) = Liminf,epi(f.).

When for any 6 € R?
(e — liminf,, f»)(0) = (e — limsup,, f»)(0)
this function is called the epi-limit of {fn, n € N}. Thus,

fn epi-converge to f < epi(fn) — epi(f). (34)
The following provides an intuitive characterisation of epi-convergence.

Theorem C.2 (Characterisation of epi-limits). (Rockafellar and Wets, 1998, Prop 7.2) Let {fn ‘RIS R, ne N} be a
sequence of functions and let § € R%. We have

- (e — liminf,, f,)(#) = min {a € R; 30, — 6 with liminf, f,(0,) = a}

- (e = limsup,, f»)(0) = min {a € R; 30,, — 0 with limsup,, fr(6,) = a}
Thus, {fn, n € N} epi-converge to f if and only if for each 6 € R?

- liminf, f,(60,) > f(6) for any 0, — 6

- limy, fr(0n) = f(0) for some sequence 0, — 6.

We can similarly characterise hypo-convergence.
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Proposition C.4. Let {fn ‘RS R, ne N} be a sequence of functions and let € R?. We have
fn hypo-converge to f <= hypo(fn) — hypo(f). (35)
We can rephrase Example 3.5 in the main text in terms of convergence of epigraphs and hypographs.

Example C.5. We illustrate with three examples the definitions of inner and outer limit of a sequence of epigraphs and
the fact that this type of convergence differs from traditional functional convergence e.g. pointwise. Consider the following
examples of sequences {fn: R — R,n € N} where

- fa(6) = —e~ " and consider the function

0, otherwise

70):= {‘1’ o

of epigraph the closed set
epi(f) = (R x Ry)U{(0,a); a> —1} C epi(fn) C R*,¥n €N,

Noting that epi(fni1) C epi(fn) for any n € N then for any N € N& we have

U epl(.fn) = epi(.fmin{N}) = Cl(epi(fmin{N})) .

neN

Now Nt = UneN{N e NL - min{N} = n} and similarly Noo = UneN{N € Noo: min{N} = n} Therefore

Liminf,epi(f,) = Limsup, epi(fr) = ﬂ epi(fn),
neN

and, by contradiction,
(0,a) € epi(fn) CR*,VneN < (,a) € epi(f),

and we conclude

ﬂ epi(fn) = epi(f),

neN
which is closed and independent of N € N& . Therefore, from Def. C.J and noting that Noe C N, we have
Liminf,epi(fr) = Limsup,,epi(f») = epi(f) and {fn,n € N} epi-converges to f.

- Let fn(0) = e and consider the function g = 0, whose epigraph is given by the closed set epi(g) = R x Ry. It is
clear that, for an arbitrary N € N&,,

U epir) = (R x B )\ ({(8.a) a =0} U{(0.0); 0 < a < 1}) C epi(g)

neN

and it should be clear that
ol | J epi(fa) = epi(g) ,

nenN
which is independent of N. There, as for the previous example, the intersections involved in Def. C.J are trivial,
establishing that Liminf,epi(f,) = Limsup, epi(f.) = epi(g); hence, {fn,n € N} epi-converges to g. The remarkable
point here is that {fn,n € N} does not converge pointwise to g, since fn(0) =1 for all n € N.

- Let fn(0) = (—1)”677192. This sequence fails to epi-converge as the set-limit does not exist. Adapting the above the
inner limit Liminf, epi(f,) = epi(f) does not coincide with the outer limit Limsup,epi(f») = epi(g).

We are now in a position to report set-limit results one may obtain under the assumption of epi-convergence.

Definition C.6 (c-optimality set). The set of points that minimise a function f: R? — R within € > 0 is denoted by

€ — argmin f := {0 eR% f(0) < inf f(u) + e} . (36)

ueRd
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The following result is central in the theory of convergence for procedures involving sequential minimisation of functions.
Proposition C.5 (epigraphical nesting, Rockafellar and Wets (1998), Proposition 7.30). Let {fn ‘RIS R, ne N} be a
sequence of functions and let f: R* — R.

1. If e —limsup,, frn < f, then
lim sup ir;ffn (0) <inf f.
n

2. Let{e, € Ry, n € N}, €, | 0, be such that for any {0, € €, — argmin f,,, n € N} admitting a subsequence {Gnk eRY ke N}
convergent to O € R?, then it holds that fn, (0n,) —1 f(6) and

Limsup,, {€, — argmin f,} C argmin f .

We can in fact obtain a stronger result when epi-convergence holds.

Theorem C.3 (Rockafellar and Wets (1998), Theorem 7.31). Let {fn :R? — R} be a sequence of functions that epi-
converge to f, with —oo < infdf(u) < 00. Then
ueR

1. For any e >0
Limsup,, {¢ — argmin f,} C € — argmin f,

2. For any sequence {e, € R4, n € N}, €, | 0, we have
Limsup,, {€, — argmin f,} C argmin f.
An even stronger result holds when the the functions are lower-semicontinuous. Below, we say that a function g : R — R

is eventually level-bounded if for each a € R? the sequence of level-sets {lev<qfn, n € N} is eventually bounded. For
instance, a sequence of eventually lower-bounded functions is eventually level-bounded. The following result is Theorem

C.4 in the main text; we report it here for completeness.

Theorem C.4 (Rockafellar and Wets (1998), Theorem 7.33). Let
1. f:RY = R be a lower-bounded, lower-semicontivous function,
2. {fn ‘RY SR, ne N} be a sequence of lower-semicontinuous functions such that

a) {fn, n € N} epi-converges to f,
b) {fn, n € N} is eventually level-bounded.

Then,
1. inf fn(0) — inf f(0),
0cRrd [Z3:3

2. Limsup,, argmin f, C argmin f.

D. Laplace Principle

The Laplace Principle is a known result which provides a variational representation of integrals of the form — log [ e‘“z)ﬂ(x)dx,
where 7 is a probability density and [ is an integrable function.

Lemma D.1 (Laplace Principle). Let v, 7 be two probability measures with v < w. Let [ : R? — R be a locally integrable
function such that fe_l(w)ﬂ(x)dx < 00 and set © o< e~'m to be a probability measure. It holds that

KL(y,7) = /l(m)y(m)dm + KL(v, ) + log/efl(ﬂﬁ(m)dx. (37)
A well-known consequence is

%= argmin { / l(z)v(x)dz + KL(v, Tr)} . (38)

veMl (R4)
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Figure 6: AUC scoring example, Pima Indians dataset, objective function [ is rescaled only at the first iteration.
Left: Estimates of Z across iterations (blue: exact algorithm, red: minibatch algorithm). Center: box-
plots (across independent runs) of final output for both algorithms, compared with Nelder-Mead with
random initialisation. Right: min/max values of [(X?) at each iteration n (the different lines correspond
to the different runs.)

Proof. By direct calculations, we have

KL(v, 7) = /Z/(x) log (M> dz =

e~ 1@ r(x)

= / v(z)log (e—ll(/z(iig(m)) dz 4 log (e
- / v(x) {log(w(x)) ~ log(e™") ~ log(r(x)) } dr + log (™)
= /y(a:) log (V(x)) dz + /V(x)l(x)dx—i—logﬂ(e_l)

which leads to equation (37). This implies

argmin {/l(;t)u(l:)d;t + KL(v, 7r)} = argmin KL (v,7) =7
veMy (R9) veMl (R9)

as KL(v,7) = 0 if and only if v = 7. Hence relation (38) holds.

E. Additional results from numerical experiments: impact of rescaling

In this section we provide additional simulations, supplementing those of Section 2. In Figure 6 we report results similar
to those of Figure 2 for the Pima Indians dataset, except that, this time, the objective function [ is rescaled at the first
iteration only. One can see that the both the exact and stochastic algorithms converge in this scenario, albeit at a slower
rate (see in particular the left panel and compare with the corresponding panel in Figure 2). On the other hand, the results
for the noisy (mini-batch) version look more stable.

The same strategy of rescaling [ at the first iteration only works poorly for the Sonar dataset (results not shown), as the
estimate remains far off the solution after 4000 iterations. We managed to achieve reasonable performance by rescaling the
objective function ! in the first k£ = 400 iterations (10% of the total number of iterations), see Figure 7. Stopping adaptation
at some point leads to an algorithm that corresponds more directly to our theoretical analysis, but in practice adapting at
every iteration seems to always improve the results to a certain extent.
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Figure 7: AUC scoring example, Sonar dataset, objective function is rescaled at each of the first k¥ = 400 iterations.
Same plots as in Figure 6.
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