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Abstract

Stochastic gradient methods are the workhorse (algorithms) of large-scale opti-
mization problems in machine learning, signal processing, and other computational
sciences and engineering. This paper studies Markov chain gradient descent, a
variant of stochastic gradient descent where the random samples are taken on the
trajectory of a Markov chain. Existing results of this method assume convex objec-
tives and a reversible Markov chain and thus have their limitations. We establish
new non-ergodic convergence under wider step sizes, for nonconvex problems, and
for non-reversible finite-state Markov chains. Nonconvexity makes our method ap-
plicable to broader problem classes. Non-reversible finite-state Markov chains, on
the other hand, can mix substatially faster. To obtain these results, we introduce
a new technique that varies the mixing levels of the Markov chains. The reported
numerical results validate our contributions.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider a stochastic minimization problem. Let = be a statistical
sample space with probability distribution II (we omit the underlying o-algebra). Let
X C R" be a closed convex set, which represents the parameter space. F'(-;¢) : X — R is
a closed convex function associated with & € =. We aim to solve the following problem:

minimize,e xcre Be (F(z5€)) :/HF(Lf)dH(f). (1.1)

A common method to minimize (|1.1]) is Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) [11]:

2"t = Projy (2 — woF (2% %)), & L (1.2)
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However, for some problems and distributions, direct sampling from II is expensive
or impossible, and it is possible that = is not known. In these cases, it can be much
cheaper to sample by following a Markov chain that has the desired distribution II as its
equilibrium distribution.

To be concrete, imagine solving problem ([1.1]) with a discrete space = := {z € {0,1}" |
(a,z) < b}, where a € R™ and b € R, and the uniform distribution II over =. A
straightforward way to obtain a uniform sample is iteratively randomly sampling x &€
{0, 1}™ until the constraint (a,z) < b is satisfied. Even if the feasible set is small, it may
take up to O(2") iterations to get a feasible sample. Instead, one can sample a trajectory
of a Markov chain described in [4]; to obtain a sample e-close to the distribution II, one

only needs log(@)exp(O(\/ﬁ(log n)2)) samples [2], where |Z| is the cardinality of Z.
This presents a signifant saving in sampling cost.

Markov chains also naturally arise in some applications. Common examples are sys-
tems that evolve according to Markov chains, for example, linear dynamic systems with
random transitions or errors. Another example is a distributed system in which every
node locally stores a subset of training samples; to train a model using these samples, we
can let a token that holds all the model parameters traverse the nodes following a random
walk, so the samples are accessed according to a Markov chain.

Suppose that the Markov chain has a stationary distribution IT and a finite mixing
time 7', which is how long a random trajectory needs to be until its current state has a
distribution that roughly matches II. A larger T" means a closer match. Then, in order
to run one iteration of , we can generate a trajectory of samples &', €2, €3, ... &7
and only take the last sample £ := ¢7. To run another iteration of , we repeat this
process, i.e., sample a new trajectory &5, £2.€3, ... &7 and take & := &7

Clearly, sampling a long trajectory just to use the last sample wastes a lot of samples,
especially when 7T is large. But, this may seem necessary because &', for all small ¢,
have large biases. After all, it can take a long time for the random trajectory to explore
all of the space, and it will often double back and visit states that it previously visited.
Furthermore, it is also difficult to choose an appropriate T. A small T will cause large
bias in ¢7', which slows the SGD convergence and reduces its final accuracy. A large T', on
the other hand, is wasteful especially when z* is still far from convergence and some bias
does not prevent to make good progress. Therefore, T should increase adaptively as
k increases — this makes the choice of T" even more difficult.

So, why waste samples, why worry about 7', and why not just apply every sample
immediately in stochastic gradient descent? This approach has appeared in [3] [6], which
we call the Markov Chain Gradient Descent (MCGD) algorithm for problem ({1.1):

1 = Projy (2" — 3 VF(a*; %)), (13)

where £°,&1, ... are samples on a Markov chain trajectory and @F(xk, &F) € OF (xF; &)
is a subgradient.

Let us examine some special cases. Suppose the distribution II is supported on a set
of M points, y',...,y™. Then, by letting f;(z) := M - Prob( = y') - F(x,"), problem



(1.1]) reduces to the finite-sum problem:

M
minimize, ¢ ycga f(2) = % Zfz(x) (1.4)
i=1

By the definition of f;, each state i has the uniform probability 1/M. At each iteration k
of MCGD, we have R
¥ = Projy (:vk — %V i (xk)), (1.5)

where (ji)g>0 is a trajectory of a Markov chain on {1,2,..., M} that has a uniform
stationary distribution. Here, (£¥)zso C I and (jx)x>0 C [M] are two different, but
related Markov chains. Starting from a deterministic and arbitrary initialization z°, the
iteration is illustrated by the following diagram:

Jo > 1 > Jo S
J l (1.6)
20 > ol s 22 s 23 >
In the diagram, given each j;, the next state j; 1 is statistically independent of jx_1, . .., jo;
gikv_eln Jk alold 2%, the next iterate zF*! is statistically independent of j,_1,...,j and
A A

Another application of MCGD involves a network: consider a strongly connected graph
G = (V, &) with the set of vertices V = {1,2,..., M} and set of edges € CV x V. Each
node j € {1,2,..., M} possess some data and can compute V f;(-). To run MCGD, we
employ a token that carries the variable x, walking randomly over the network. When
it reaches a node j, node j reads = form the token and computes Vf;(-) to update x
according to . Then, the token walks away to a random neighbor of node j.

1.1 Numerical tests

We present two kinds of numerical results. The first one is to show that MCGD uses
fewer samples to train both a convex model and a nonconvex model. The second one
demonstrates the advantage of the faster mixing of a non-reversible Markov chain. Our
results on nonconvex objective and non-reversible chains are new.

1. Comparision with SGD
Let us compare:

1. MCGD ([1.3)), where ji is taken from one trajectory of the Markov chain;

2. SGDT, for T = 1,2,4,8,16, 32, where each j; is the Tth sample of a fresh, inde-
pendent trajectory. All trajectories are generated by starting from the same state
0.
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Figure 1: Comparisons of MCGD and SGDT for T = 1,2, 4, 8,16, 32. 2* is the average of
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To compute T gradients, SGDT uses T times as many samples as MCGD. We did not
try to adapt T as k increases because there lacks a theoretical guidance.

In the first test, we recover a vector u from an auto regressive process, which closely
resembles the first experiment in [I]. Set matrix A as a subdiagonal matrix with random
entries A;; 4 S U[0.8,0.99]. Randomly sample a vector u € R d = 50, with the unit
2-norm. Our data (&,&7)°, are generated according to the following auto regressive

process:

& = AL +eaW, W, S N(0,1)
52: 1, if </I,L,£tl>>07
t 0, otherwise;
£ = &,  with probability 0.8,
L7l 1—€2,  with probability 0.2.

Clearly, (&},&2)%°, forms a Markov chain. Let II denote the stationary distribution of
this Markov chain. We recover u as the solution to the following problem:

minimize, E e2)onl(z; &%),

We consider both convex and nonconvex loss functions, which were not done before
in the literature. The convex one is the logistic loss

U(x;€",€%) = =€ log(o({z,¢"))) — (1 — ") log(1 — o ((x,£1))),

L 5 And the nonconvex one is taken as

where O'(t) = W

(:6,€) = S(o((n.€)) — €7

from [7]. We choose v, = kiq as our stepsize, where ¢ = 0.501. This choice is consistently
with our theory below.

Our results in Figure 1 are surprisingly positive on MCGD, more so to our expecta-
tion. As we had expected, MCGD used significantly fewer total samples than SGD on
every 1. But, it is surprising that MCGD did not need even more gradient evaluations.
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Randomly generated data must have helped homogenize the samples over the different
states, making it less important for a trajectory to converge. It is important to note that
SGD1 and SGD2, as well as SGD4, in the nonconvex case, stagnate at noticeably lower
accuracies because their T' values are too small for convergence.

2. Comparison of reversible and non-reversible Markov chains
We also compare the convergence of MCGD when working with reversible and non-
reversible Markov chains (the definition of reversibility is given in next section). As
mentioned in [14], transforming a reversible Markov chain into non-reversible Markov
chain can significantly accelerate the mixing process. This technique also helps to accel-
erate the convergence of MCGD.

In our experiment, we first construct an undirected connected graph with n = 20
nodes with edges randomly generated. Let G denote the adjacency matrix of the graph,
that is,

G 1, if 4,5 are connected;
“ 1 0, otherwise.

Let dyyax be the maximum number of outgoing edges of a node. Select d = 10 and compute
B* ~ N (0, I;). The transition probability of the reversible Markov chain is then defined
by, known as Metropolis-Hastings markov chain,

1 . . . _ .
dmax lfj 7é (2 Gi,j - 17
Pij=9§ 1-=5—, ifj =i
0, otherwise.

Obviously, P is symmetric and the stationary distribution is uniform. The non-reversible
Markov chain is constructed by adding cycles. The edges of these cycles are directed and
let V' denote the adjacency matrix of these cycles. If V; ; = 1, then V;; = 0. Let wy > 0
be the weight of flows along these cycles. Then we construct the transition probability of
the non-reversible Markov chain as follows,

Wi’j
Zl I/Vi,l’

where W = dyax P + woV. See [14] for an explanation why this change makes the chain
mix faster.

In our experiment, we add 5 cycles of length 4, with edges existing in G. wy is set to
be dm%. We test MCGD on a least square problem. First, we select 5* ~ N(0, I,); and
then for each node i, we generate x; ~ N(0, I;), and y; = 27 3*. The objective function
is defined as,

Qij =

18) = 23 T8 - ).

=1

(\]

The convergence results are depicted in Figure 2]
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Figure 2: Comparison of reversible and irreversible Markov chains. The second largest
eigenvalues of reversible and non-reversible Markov chains are 0.75 and 0.66 respectively.

1.2 Known approaches and results

It is more difficult to analyze MCGD due to its biased samples. To see this, let py
be the probability to select V f; in the kth iteration. SGD’s uniform probability selection
(Pry = %) yields an unbiased gradient estimate

E;, (V. (%)) = CV f (") (1.7)

for some C' > 0. However, in MCGD, it is possible to have p;; = 0 for some k,j.
Consider a “random wal”. The probability p;, ; is determined by the current state j;, and
we have pj, ; > 0 only for i € N(ji) and p;, ; = 0 for i ¢ N (ji), where N (ji) denotes the
neighborhood of j;. Therefore, we no longer have (|1.7)).

All analyses of MCGD must deal with the biased expectation. Papers [6] [5] investigate
the conditional expectation Ej,, |;,(V fj.. (z¥)). For a sufficiently large 7 € Z*, it is
sufficiently close to 1V f(2*) (but still different). In [6, 5], the authors proved that, to
achieve an e error, MCGD with stepsize O(e) can return a solution in O(z) iteration.
Their error bound is given in the ergodic sense and using liminf. The authors of [10]
proved a lim inf f(2*) and Edist®(2*, X*) have almost sure convergence under diminishing
stepsizes v, = k—lq, % < q < 1. Although the authors did not compute any rates, we
computed that their stepsizes will lead to a solution with € error in O(——) iterations,

el—a
for % <qg<1,and O(e%) for ¢ = 1. In [1], the authors improved the stepsizes to v, = \/LE
and showed ergodic convergence; in other words, to achieve € error, it is enough to run
MCGD for O(}Q) iterations. There is no non-ergodic result regarding the convergence
of f(z*). It is worth mentioning that [I0, [I] use time non-homogeneous Markov chains,
where the transition probability can change over the iterations as long as there is still a
finite mixing time. In [I], MCGD is generalized from gradient descent to mirror descent.
In all these works, the Markov chain is required to be reversible, and all functions f;,
i € [M], are assumed to be convex. However, non-reversible chains can have substantially

faster convergence and thus more numerically efficient.



1.3 Owur approaches and results

In this paper, we improve the analyses of MCGD to non-reversible finite-state Markov
chains and to nonconvex functions. The former allows us to have faster mixing, and the
latter frequently appears in applications. Our convergence result is given in the non-
ergodic sense though the rate results are still given the ergodic sense. It is important
to mention that, in our analysis, the mixing time of the underlying Markov chain is not
tied to a fixed mixing level but can vary to different levels. This is essential because
MCGD needs time to reduce its objective error from its current value to a lower one, and
this time becomes longer when the current value is lower since a more accurate Markov
chain convergence and thus a longer mixing time are required. When f, fo,..., fu are
all convex, we allow them to be non-differentiable and MCGD to use subgradients, pro-
vided that X is bounded. When any of them is nonconvex, we assume X is the full
space and fi, fa, ..., far are differentiable with bounded gradients. The bounded-gradient
assumption is due to a technical difficulty associated with nonconvexity.

Specifically, in the convex setting, we prove limy Ef(2*) = f* (minimum of f over X)
for both exact and inexact MCGD with stepsizes v, = kiq, % < q < 1. The convergence
rates of MCGD with exact and inexact subgradient computations are presented. The
first analysis of nonconvex MCGD is also presented with its convergence given in the
expectation of ||V f(x*)||. These results hold for non-reversible finite-state Markov chains
and can be extended to time non-homogeneous Markov chain under extra assumptions
[10, Assumptions 4 and 5] and [I, Assumption C], which essentially ensure finite mixing.

Our results for finite-state Markov chains are first presented in Sections 3 and 4. They
are extended to continuous-state reversible Markov chains in Section 5.

Some novel results are are developed based on new techniques and approaches de-
veloped in this paper. To get the stronger results in general cases, we used the varying
mixing time rather than fixed ones. Several technical lemmas (Lemmas 2,3,4,5) are given
in next section, in which, Lemma 2 plays a core role in our analyses.

We list the possible extensions of MCGD that are not discussed in this paper. The
first one is the accelerated versions including the Nesterov’s acceleration and variance
reduction schemes. The second one is the design and optimization of Markov chains to
improve the convergence of MCGD.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Markov chain

We recall some definitions, properties, and existing results about the Markov chain.
Although we use the finite-state time-homogeneous Markov chain, results can be extended
to more general chains under similar extra assumptions in [10, Assumptions 4, 5] and [1]
Assumption CJ.

Definition 1 (finite-state time-homogeneous Markov chain). Let P be an M x M-matriz
with real-valued elements. A stochastic process X1, X, ... in a finite state space [M] =



{1,2,..., M} is called a time-homogeneous Markov chain with transition matriz P if, for
keN,i,je[M], andig,ir,..., i1 € [M], we have

P X1 =7 Xo=1td0, X1 =101,..., X =1) =P(Xpp1 =J | X = 1) = D (2.1)

Let the probability distribution of X} be denoted as the non-negative row vector
% = (nf,m5,... ), that is, P(X, = j) = 7). 7 satisfies M 7F = 1. When the
Markov chain is time-homogeneous, we have 7% = 7%~1P and

at =gk lp=... = 7OPF (2.2)

for k € N, where P* denotes the kth power of P. A Markov chain is irreducible if, for any
i,j € [M], there exists k such that (P*);; > 0. State i € [M] is said to have a period d if
Pfl = 0 whenever £ is not a multiple of d and d is the greatest integer with this property.
If d =1, then we say state i is aperiodic. If every state is aperiodic, the Markov chain is
said to be aperiodic.

Any time-homogeneous, irreducible, and aperiodic Markov chain has a stationary dis-
tribution 7% = lim, 7% = |7}, 75, ..., 73] with M, 7% = 1 and min;{m}} > 0, and
m* = " P. It also holds that

liin PF = [(7*); (7);. .. (7)) =: II* € RM*M| (2.3)

The largest eigenvalue of P is 1, and the corresponding left eigenvector is 7*.

Assumption 1. The Markov chain (Xi)g>o is time-homogeneous, irreducible, and ape-
riodic. It has a transition matrix P and has stationary distribution m*.

2.2 Mixing time

Mixing time is how long a Markov chain evolves until its current state has a distribution
very close to its stationary distribution. The literature has a thorough investigation of
various kinds of mixing times, with the majority for reversible Markov chains (that is,
m P ; = m;P;;). Mixing times of non-reversible Markov chains are discussed in [3]. In
this part, we consider a new type of mixing time of non-reversible Markov chain. The
proofs are based on basic matrix analysis. Our mixing time gives us a direct relationship
between k and the deviation of the distribution of the current state from the stationary
distribution.

To start a lemma, we review some basic notions in linear algebra. Let C be the n-
dimensional complex field. The modulus of a complex number a € C is given as |a].
For a vector z € C", the (o, and ¢y norms are defined as ||z||« = max; |z;|, ||z|2 :=

V2o |zi]?. For a matrix A = [a;;] € C™™", its co-induced and Frobenius norms are
|A]lso = max; j |a; |, |AllF = 1/22]':1 |a; |2, respectively.

We know P*¥ — II*, as k — oo. The following lemma presents a deviation bound for
finite k.




Lemma 1. Let Assumption 1| hold and let \;(P) € C be the ith largest eigenvalue of P,

and

A(P) = maX{|>\2(P)|72|)\M(P)|} +1

Then, we can bound the largest entry-wise absolute value of the deviation matriz 6% :=
II* — Pk e RM*M g4

€ [0,1).

16"l < Cp - A*(P) (2.4)

for k > Kp, where Cp is a constant that also depends on the Jordan canonical form of
P and Kp is a constant that depends on A(P) and Ao(P). Their formulas are given in

(6.19) and (6.20)) in the Supplementary Material.

Remark 1. If P is symmetric, then all \;(P)’s are all real and nonnegative, Kp = 0,
and Cp < M2, Furthermore, can be improved by directly using \5(P) for the right
side as

16%oe < [16%17 < M2 - N5(P), k> 0.

3 Convergence analysis for convex minimization

This part considers the convergence of MCGD in the convex cases, i.e., fi, fo,..., fu
and X are all convex. We investigate the convergence of scheme . We prove non-
ergodic convergence of the expected objective value sequence under diminishing non-
summable stepsizes, where the stepsizes are required to be “almost” square summable.
Therefore, the convergence requirements are almost equal to SGD. This section uses the
following assumption.

Assumption 2. The set X s assumed to be conver and compact.

Now, we present the convergence results for MCGD in the convex (but not necessarily
differentiable) case. Let f* be the minimum value of f over X.

Theorem 1. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold and (z*)x>0 be generated by scheme .
Assume that f;, i € [M], are convex functions, and the stepsizes satisfy

Z’yk:—l—oo, Zlnk-’y,f<+oo. (3.1)
k k
Then, we have
lilgnEf(:ck) = f* (3.2)
Define .
'lb(P) = maX{l, m}
We have:

©



— k e
where ok == Ziﬂ Therefore, if we select the stepsize v, = O(75) as 5 < ¢ <1, we get
Lo
the rate B(f(x*) — f*) = O(}fffg)

Furthermore, consider the inexact version of MCGD:
2F 1 = Projy (a5 — (V£ (%) + b)), (3.4)

where the noise sequence (e¥)y>o is arbitrary but obeys

+
3

< +00. (3.5)

i
[N}

Then, for iteration (3.4), results (3.2)) and (3.3) still hold; furthermore, if ||e*| = O(kip)
with p > 5 and vy, = O(35) as & < q <1, the rate E(f(zF) — f*) = O(%) also holds.
The stepsizes requirement (3.1)) is nearly identical to the one of SGD and subgradient

algorithms. In the theorem above, we use the stepsize setting v, = O(3;) as 5 < ¢ < 1.

This kind of stepsize requirements also works for SGD and subgradient algorithms. The

convergence rate of MCGD is O(Zk1 7_) = O(+=), which is also as the same as SGD
i=1 1

and subgradient algorithms for v, = O(3).

4 Convergence analysis for nonconvex minimization

This section considers the convergence of MCGD when one or more of f; is nonconvex.
In this case, we assume f;, ¢ = 1,2,..., M, are differentiable and V f; is Lipschitz with
[H. We also set X as the full space. We study the following scheme

" =2k — 4,V f (2F). (4.1)

We prove non-ergodic convergence of the expected gradient norm of f under diminishing
non-summable stepsizes. The stepsize requirements in this section are slightly stronger
than those in the convex case with an extra In k factor. In this part, we use the following
assumption.

Assumption 3. The gradients of f; are assumed to be bounded, i.e., there exists D > 0
such that
IVfi(x)l <D, ie[M]. (4.2)

We use this new assumption because X is now the full space, and we have to directly
bound the size of ||V f;(x)]|. In the nonconvex case, we cannot obtain objective value
convergence, and we only bound the gradients. Now, we are prepared to present our
convergence results of nonconvex MCGD.

! This is for the convenience of the presentation in the proofs. If each f; has a L;, it is possible to
improve our results slights. But, we simply set L := max;{L;}
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Theorem 2. Let Assumptions 1 and 3 hold and (x*)y>0 be generated by scheme .
Also, assume f; is differentiable and V f; is L-Lipschitz, and the stepsizes satisfy

Z’yk = 400, X:In2 ki < +oo. (4.3)
k k
Then, we have
hglEHVf(xk)H =0. (4.4)
and 5(P)
E( min {|V/()IP}) = 0( ). (45)

D im1 i
where Y(P) is given in Lemma . If we select the stepsize as i, = O(kiq), % < q <1, then
we get the rate E(mini<;<,{||V f(z")||*}) = O(4L)y.

K1=a
Furthermore, let (e*)1>0 be a sequence of noise and consider the inexact nonconvex
MCGD iteration:

" =2k — 4 (V [, (") + €). (4.6)
If the noise sequence obeys
+oo
> - llefll < oo, (4.7)
k=1

then the convergence results (4.4) and (4.5)) still hold for inexact nonconver MCGD. In

addition, if we set v, = O(35) as 3 < ¢ < 1 and the noise satisfy ||e*|| = O(%) for

p+q>1, then (&) still holds and E(min<;<{[|Vf(z)[?}) = O(4L)).

kl—a

This proof of Theorem [2|is different from previous one. In particular, we cannot expect
some sort of convergence to f(z*), where z* € argmin f due to nonconvexity. To this
end, we use the Lipschitz continuity of Vf; (i € [M]) to derive the “descent”. Here, the
“O” contains a polynomial compisition of constants D and L.

Compared with MCGD in the convex case, the stepsize requirements of nonconvex
MCGD become a tad higher; in summable part, we need >, In®k - v# < +oo rather than
> Ink -7 < 400. Nevertheless, we can still use 7, = O() for £ < ¢ < 1.

5 Convergence analysis for continuous state space

—_

When the state space Z is a continuum, there are infinitely many possible states.
In this case, we consider an infinite-state Markov chain that is time-homogeneous and
reversible. Using the results in [8, Theorem 4.9], the mixing time of this kind of Markov
chain still has geometric decrease like . Since Lemma (1| is based on a linear algebra
analysis, it no longer applies to the continuous case. Nevertheless, previous results still
hold with nearly unchanged proofs under the following assumption:
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Assumption 4. Forany & € Z, |F(2:€)~F(y;€)| < Lllz—yll, supyex ce={IIVF(2:€)II} <
D, E¢VF(x;6) € OEF(x;€), and sup, yex ee= |[F(7;6) — F(y;6)| < H.

We consider the general scheme
2"+ = Projy (2" — ve(VE (2" %) + ")), (5.1)

where £* are samples on a Markov chain trajectory. If e¥ = 0, the scheme then reduces
to (1.3)).

Corollary 1. Assume F(+;§) is convex for each § € Z. Let the stepsizes satisfy and

(z") k>0 be generated by Algorithm (5.1)), and (€*)y>o satisfy (3.5). Let F* := min,ex E¢(F(z;£)).
If Assumption[4) holds and the Markov chain is time-homogeneous, irreducible, aperiodic,

and reversible, then we have

max{1, ln(ll/)\)})

k
21:1 Vi

where 0 < X\ < 1 is the geometric rate of the mixing time of the Markov chain (which corresponds
to A(P) in the finite-state case).

liinE(Eg(F(xk;f)) —F*) =0, E(E(F(zF;¢) - F*) = 0(

Next, we present our result for a possibly nonconvex objective function F'(-;&) under
the following assumption.

Assumption 5. For any £ € £, F(x;§) is differentiable, and |VF(x;&) — VF(y; )| <
Lllz—yl|. In addition, sup,cx ¢c={ IV F(2;§)||} < 400, X is the full space, and E¢V F(x;€) =
VEF(z;€).

Since F(z,€) is differentiable and X is the full space, the iteration reduces to
" = aF — 3 (VF(2%; €F) + €F). (5.2)

Corollary 2. Let the stepsizes satisfy ([(£.3)), (z¥)1>0 be generated by Algorithm (5.2)), the
noises obey (4.7), and Assumption@ hold. Assume the Markov chain is time-homogeneous,
wrreducible, and aperiodic and reversible. Then, we have

, max 1,ﬁ
lim E|| VEe (F(a*:€))| = 0, E(min {| VEe(F(«'56)|}) = O( ;,? ;U}), (5:3)

where 0 < A < 1 is geometric rate for the mizing time of the Markov chain.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we have analyzed the stochastic gradient descent method where the
samples are taken on a trajectory of Markov chain. One of our main contributions is non-
ergodic convergence analysis for convex MCGD, which uses a novel line of analysis. The
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result is then extended to the inexact gradients. This analysis lets us establish convergence
for non-reversible finite-state Markov chains and for nonconvex minimization problems.
Our results are useful in the cases where it is impossible or expensive to directly take
samples from a distribution, or the distribution is not even known, but sampling via a
Markov chain is possible. Our results also apply to decentralized learning over a network,
where we can employ a random walker to traverse the network and minimizer the objective
that is defined over the samples that are held at the nodes in a distribute fashion.
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Supplementary material for On Markov Chain Gra-
dient Descent

6.1 Technical lemmas

We present technical lemmas used in this paper.
Lemma 2. Consider two nonnegative sequences (ay)g>o and (hy)g>o that satisfy
1. limg hy, =0 and ), hy, = +o0, and
2. > aphy < 400, and
3. |agsr — ag| < chy for some ¢ >0 and k=0,1,....
Then, we have lim oy, = 0.

We call the sequence (ay)g>o satisfying parts 1 and 2 a weakly summable sequence
since it is not necessarily summable but becomes so after multiplying a non-summable
yet diminishing sequence hy. Without part 3, it is generally impossible to claim that ay
converges to 0. This lemma generalizes [I5, Lemma 12].

Proof of Lemma 2

From parts 1 and 2, we have lim inf;, a, = 0. Therefore, it suffices to show lim sup;, ay, =

0.
Assume limsup, ag, > 0. Let v := élim supy, oy > 0. Then, we have infinite many
segments g, Qgi1, ..., such that k& < k' and
ap <V < Q1,01 <20 < (6.1)

It is possible that k" = k—1, then, the terms a1, ..., ap in (6.1) will vanish. But it does
not affact the following proofs. By the assumption a1 —ay| < chy, — 0, we further have
5 < ap < v < agy for infinitely many sufficiently large k. This leads to the following
contradiction

k-1 k' —1 20 k-1 . k/ 1

Zh_hk+2h < khk—|—z Jh]_ Zakhk—)() (6.2)
j=k+1 j=k+1

k‘/—l 1 k'—1 1 k'—1 1 v

Z hj > E Z |Oéj+1 — Oéjl > E Z(Oéj+1 — Oéj) = E(ak/ — Oék) > E (63)

=k =k =k

The following lemma is used to derive the boundedness of some specific sequence. It
is used in the inexact MCGD.
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Lemma 3. Consider four nonnegative sequences (ay)i>0, (Mk)k>0 € €+ and (€x)r>0 € £*

that satisfy

1 + he < (14 ) oy + €.

(6.4)

Then, we have (hy)i>o € (' and > x b = O(max{)_, e, (ezk Ty M), (ezk Ty M

2k €k)})-

Proof of Lemma (3

The convergence Lemma [3| has been given in [12, Theorem 1]. Here, we prove the

order for ), hi. Noting that hj; > 0, we then have
g1 < (14 np)ou + €.
As we have nonnegative number sequences 1 + 7 < € so

a1 < (1+np)ag + €
< ey + €

S enk+nk*1&k,1 + e"’%k,l + €

k
k ) k )
S eZizl mal + eZizl i, E €;.

=1

(6.5)

Thus, we get o = O(max{ezgc:lm, eXiz1 i . Zle €;}). With direct calculations, we get

> b <> (o — ) + Sl;p{oék} S+ e
k K K k

Using the got estimation of ay, we then derive the result.
Lemma 4. Leta > b >0, and ¢ > 0, and n > 0 be real numbers. Then,
cx"b” < a”

2n+2)(In c+n In( ?nn(j/i )—n) }

(n+2)In(a/b)

if x > max{0, (

Proof of Lemma [4]
Let £ := ¢, then, we just need to consider the function

D(z):=z-Inf{ —n-Inz—Inc.

Letting zo = 22 and the convexity of —In(z) when 2 > 0,

g > n( ) | nln/
—n-lnx>—(@&—29) —n-lnzg= —
-z 0 0 2n + 2

16

r+n—n-Inz.

(6.7)

(6.8)



Thus, we have
n+2)Int
D(z) > %x—l—n—n-lnxo—lnczo.
Lemma 5. Let a > 0, and z > 0 be a enough large real number. If
(6.10)

y—alny+c=ux.
(6.11)

Then, it holds
y—x < 2alnz.

Proof of Lemma [5]
It is easy to see as x is large, y is very large. And then, (6.10) indicates the y is

actually an implicit function respect with x. Using the implicit function theorem,

1
Y (x) = Ta (6.12)
y
With L’Hospital’s rule,
_ z) — 1 —a?l

lim 2=% = lim %: lim —%C gy WTOMYTC (613

z—4o0 NI T—>—+00 = zHoo Y — A y—+oo y—a

Then, as z is large enough,
y—x

< 2a. 6.14
Iz — ( )

Proof of Lemma [l
With direct calculation, for any A, B € CM*M  we have

IAB|[r < [|All£ 1Bl

Since P is a convergent matriaff] it is known from [9] that the Jordan normal form of

P is
1
J:
C UL, (6.15)
Ja

where d is the number of the blocks, n; > 1 is the dimension of the ith block submatrix
2,3,...,d, which satisfy Zle n; = M, and matrix J; := \(P) - L,, + D(—1,n;)

Jiy i =

2 A matrix is convergent if its infinite power is convergent.
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with D(—1,n;) := R and I, being the identity matrix of size n;. By
S

Mg XNy

Assumption 1}, we have A\;(P) = 1 and |[N(P)| < 1, ¢ = 2,3,..., M. Through direct
calculations, we have
1

PF=U , Ut

Let C! := (];) for 0 <1<k, and CL:=0for 0 <k <. Fori=23,...,d, we directly

calculate:

k
JE = (N(P) Lo, +D(=1,n:)" =Y CL(P)F(D(—1, ;)

=0
T\ (P)F (PO (N(P))F2CE (N (P))F=mitiem
N(P)F ((P)ICR

= n; Xn;
For 7 =0,1,...,n; — 1, we have

[P < [((P))]

k*”z*lcljg‘ < |)\2(P)|k’—ni+1kni_1.

2n;(n; —1)(In I S |
With the technical Lemma 4| in Appendix, if £ > max { ( ((n, +)1() 1;(1;(21)722(;5)))) )W , 0}, we
further have

| Ao (P)[Frmittgri=t < \F(P). (6.16)
Hence, for i = 2,3,...,d, we have lim; J*¥ = 0 and, thus,
1
0
1" = lim PF=U _ Ut
O_
. _
Ty
For the sake of convenience, let G* := . . Observing 0% = II* — P¥ =
Ji |
UGFU!,
160 < 10" 11F = UGU e < U |U e - [|G*|| - (6.17)
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Based on the structure of G* and (6.16]),

d
1
IG5 e < (D_nd)* XA (P). (6.18)
i=2
Substituting (6.18)) into - we the get
d
1
Cp o= (3_m)* - WU lU e (6.19)

and

2n;
2ni(n; — 1) (In(xmy 7 my) — 1

Ko =me e G ymommey 0 0 620
6.2 Notation
The following notation is used through the proofs
AF = g gk, (6.21)
For function f and set X, f* denotes the minimum value of f over X. In this paper, we
assume that the stationary state of Markov chain is uniform, i.e., 7* = (%, cee ﬁ)

Proposition 1. Let (z%).>0 be generated by conver MCGD (1.5). For any x* being the
minimizer of f constrained on X, and i € [M], and Yk € N, there exist some H > 0 such
that

1. |lv|| £ D, Vv € 8f;(z"), and

2. | fila*) = fi(a*)] < H, and

3. | filx) = fily) IS D - ||z —y|, Yo,y € X, and
4o |AF < D -y

Proof of Proposition

The boundedness of X gives a bound on (2%);>0 based on the scheme of convex MCGD
(1.5). With the convexity of f;, i =1,2,..., M, [Theorem 10.4, [13]] tells us

D = sup {IJv]|} < +o0.
vEDf;(z),xeX, i€[M]

Items 1, 2 and 4 are directly derived from the boundedness of the sequence and the set
X. Item 3 is due to the convexity of f;, which gives us

(vi,2 —y) < filz) — fily) < (va, 2 — ),
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where v; € df(z) and vy € Jf(y). With the Cauchy inequality, we are then led to

| fi(x) = fuly) [< max{{lvs ||, o2} - Nl = yll < D -l =yl (6.22)

Though this following proofs, we use the following sigma algebra

k. 1 2 koo ,
X =0,z 2 o, sy Jhe1)-

6.3 Proof of Theorem [1], the part for exact MCGD

We first prove (3.3)) in Part 1 and then (3.2]) in Part 2.
Part 1. Proof of (3.3). For any z* minimizing f over X, we can get

* a) . - . *
" — 2*||* = [|[Projx (z* — %V fj, (%)) — Projx (z")|”
b) .
< la* =V (2F) — 212
c) * * e -
= |la* — 2*|]® = 2y(a® — 2, V£, (@) + IV £, (@)1
d

)
< Jlo* = 2"l* = 29%(f5. (=") = £, (2")) + 7 D7, (6.23)

where a) uses the fact * € X, b) holds since X is convex, ¢) is direct expansion, and d)
follows from the convexity of f;, . Rearranging (/6.23)) and summing it over k yield

1 D?
S (Ut = 2P = e =)+ S-S (6:24)
k k

IA

Z’Yk(fjk (xk) - fjk (CL‘*))

IN

1 0 *1(12 D2 2
§Hflf — | +7Z’Yk, (6.25)
k

where the right side is non-negative and finite. For simplicity, let

> el fi (@) = f(2%) = Gy < +o0. (6.26)
k
For integer k£ > 1, denote the integer J, as
. k
Ji := min{max { [ln <20pH>/ln(1/)\(P)ﬂ , Kp}, k}. (6.27)

Ji is important to the analysis and frequently used. Obviously, J, < k; this is because
we need use £~ in the following. With Lemma [I| and direct calculations, we have

1 1/k o
| [P9%);; — i |< Cp(A(p))T+ < SH for any i,j € {1,2,..., M}. (6.28)
The remaining of Part 1 consists of two steps:
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1. in Step 1, we will prove >, WE(f(2F~7%) — f*) < Cy + W C4,C5 > 0 and

2. in Step 2, we will show Zk ’)/kE(f(Ik) - f(l’k_‘jk)) < Cg + W ,Cs, C7 > 0.
Then, summing them gives us
. 1
ST RE(f(a4) - £) = O(max{1 5 (6.29)

p “In(1/A(P))

and, by convexity of f and Jensen’s inequality,

ok * - i . 1
(E ) - E(f(zF) - f*) < ;%E(f(x )= 1) = Olmax{1, 1) < oo (630

Rearrangement of (6.30) then gives us (3.3]).
Step 1: We can get

a)
WE(f, (2*7) = [, (2")] < OpElla*~T — ¥

b) k—1 ¢) k—1
<Cu . E|AY<CD Y yam

d=Fk—J d=k—J

d) CD k—1 CD k—1

S5 d i+ = jk% > (6.31)
d=k—J d=k—J

where a) follows from (6.22), b) uses the triangle inequality, ) uses Proposition [1} Part
4, and d) applies the Schwartz inequality. From Lemma , we can see

Ink
In(1/A(P))

From the assumption on 7y, it follows that (J7?)k>0 is summable.
Next, we establish the summability of ZZ;;_ T 72 over k. We consider an integer K

T = O( ). (6.32)

large enough that activates Lemma |5, and can let J; = W when k£ > K. Noting
that ﬁnlte items do not affect the Summability of sequence, we then turn to studying
Dy 7. Yk=x. For any k' > K, 4} appears at most §{t € Z* |t =, <k <1, K <t}
times in the summation Y ;%% S . 2. 74 Let t(k) be the solution of t — J; = k. The

direct computation tells us

Ink

ﬁ{teZ*|t—$§k§t,K§t}§t(1€)—k§2m7

where the last inequality is due to Lemma[5] Therefore,

Z( Z ’Yd>—1n A/\P Zlnk T < +oo. (6.33)

k=K  d=k—T
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Since both terms in the right-hand side of (6.31]) are finite, we conclude Z;::) Y E[fj, (xF~ k) —
fir(2%)] < +00. Combining (6.26), it then follows
_ . C.
Z’ykE(fjk(xk jk)_fjk(x )) <O+ >
k

In(1/A(P))
for some Cy, C3 > 0. Due to that finite items have no effect on the summability. In the

following, similarly, we assume k& > Kp.
Recall x* := o(a', 22, ..., 2% jo,j1,...,5k—1). We derive an important lower bound

(6.34)

M

Ej, (£ (%) = £, () | x*%) 2 D (fila* ) = fila™)) PG =i | X)

1

<.
I

E
WE

(fi(a"Te) = fi(z®)) - Pljx = i | jr-,)

1

.
I

IS
M:

(fia"%) = fila")) - [P

9 k—T * 1
R

where a) is the definition of the conditional expectation, and b) uses the Markov property,
and c) follows from ]P’( e =1 | jr—gz.) = [P7*];,_ 7.4+ and d) is due to . Taking total
expectations of (| and multiplying by 7, sw1tch1ng the sides then ylelds

wkla(f(xk—% — F) < WE(f (@) = f(2) + o (6.36)
Combining ((6.34) and (| and using
k < 2 Z Z — < +09,

i=1

-
Il

(6.35)

k>1 2=
we arrive at o
E(f(aF) — f*) < Oy + —rds 6.37
2B )= G ) (040
for some Cy, Cs > 0.
Step 2: With direct calculation (the same procedure as (6.31))), we get
MD? MD? A
- B(f@h) - f@ ) S =Tk + - D W (6.38)
d=k—Jx

where M is number of the finite functions. The summability of (Ji72)x>1 and (3251 7. V=1
has been proved, thus,

>k (/) ~ Fa ) < Gt

In(1/A(P))
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for some Cg, C7 > 0.

Now, we prove the Part 2.
Part 2. Proof of (3.2). Using the Lipschitz continuity of f and Proposition [1] we
have

|f(&*FY) = f(z")| < DIJAF|| < D* -, (6.39)
and, thus,

[E(f (") = f*) = E(f(z") = )]
= [E(f(«") = f(@")] S E[f (") = f(a")] < D* - . (6.40)
From , , and Lemma (letting oy, = E(f(2%) — f*) and hy = 73 in Lemma [2)),

we then get
liinE(f(xk) —f=0. (6.41)

6.4 Proof of Theorem [1], the part for inexact MCGD
For any z* that minimizes f over X, we have
ot — 22 2 [Projy (s — 3V [, (%) — e") — Projy («")]?
< ek — eV F () — et —
ot — 2|2 - 2lat — 2, V fy, (2)
+ 29 (" — ¥, ) + RV (2F) + €

2
< (L Ink-a)lla® — 2|2 = 29 (£ (%) = f(2))

ek’ 2
+ 297 D% + 29| + % (6.42)

where a) uses the fact * € X, b) uses the convexity of X, ¢) applies direct expansion,
and d) uses the Schwartz inequality 2v;,(z* — 2%, e*) <Ink-~2-||z* — 2| + % Taking
expectations on both sides, we then get

|z — 2"||* + 2B (3 (£, (%) — fi.(27)))

k|2
< (L+Ink-yD)E||z" — 2*||> + 272 D* + 277 |||* + %. (6.43)
n
Following the same deductions in the proof in §6.3, we can get
WE(f (") = f*) S E(w(f(2") = f5, (%)) + w", (6.44)
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where (w*)r>o € (' is a nonnegative, summable sequence that is defined as certain
weighted sums out of (y4)r>0 and it is easy to how >, w* = O(max{1, W}) Then,
we can obtain

El|lz" — "] + 2%E(f(z*) — f*)

k|2
< (1+Ink-)E||2* — 2*||? + 292D? + 272 ||¥||* + % + w”. (6.45)
After applying Lemma (3| to (6.45)), we get
1
DD oWB(f(a) = ) = Olmax{1, s < oo (6.46)

The remaining of this proof is very similar to the proof in §6.3]

6.5 Proof of Theorem [2, the part for exact nonconvex MCGD

(#-1)

With Assumption [3, we can get the following fact.

Proposition 2. Let (z%)y>0 be generated by nonconver MCGD (4.1)). It then holds that
|AF] < Dy (6.47)

We first prove (4.5 in Part 1 and then (4.4]) in Part 2.
Part 1. Proof of (4.5). For integer k£ > 1, denote the integer T as

T = mm{max{ﬁn(QC’;DQ)/mﬁ)],KP},k}. (6.48)

By using Lemma [T}, we then get

1P~ for any i, j € {1,2,.... M}, (6.49)

M ‘ - 2D2’
The remaining of Part 1 consists of two major steps:

1. in first step, we will prove Y, 1E||V f(2*77)||? = O(max{1, m}), and

2. in second step, we will show >, (E[|Vf(z")]]? — wE|Vf(z*T)]?) < C3 +
W Cs,Cy > 0.
Summing them together, we are led to

1

2 WBIVIHIF = Otmaxl. s

1. (6.50)
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With direct calculations, we then get

(Z%) (min {||V f(2")|I}) < Z%EHVf WP = (maX{L;}) < +00.

5 In(1/A(P))
(6.51)
Rearrangement of (6.51)) then gives us (4.5)).
Step 1. The direct computations give the following lower bound:
Ej ((Vf ("), V f, (")) | T
M
a) _ _ . . _
SN ICROR TGOV B PRI
i=1
b) -
2D VI, V5 @) - Bl = i | i)
i=1
5 M
2 VAT VAT - [P
i=1
_ 1
> IV T - TR (6.52)

where a) is from the conditional expectation, and b) depends on the property of Markov
chain, and ¢) is the matrix form of the probability, and d) is due to (6.49)). Rearrangement

of (6.52)) gives us

REIV F(@* T2 < BEQVF @), Vfi (o) + 2 (6.53)

We present the bound of f(z**!) — f(2*) as

F@*h) — f(ab) 2 (V f(z%), AFY + %’“HZ
D (V5 T), a5 + (V) - T, a4 + DS

(L+ AP | Lt — T
2 N 2 ’

INS

< (Vf(aT), A% + (6.54)

where a) uses continuity of Vf, and b) is a basic algebra computation, ¢) applies the
Schwarz inequality to (Vf(z*) — Vf(z*~7%), AF). Moving (V f(2F=7), A*) to left side,
we then get

L2l — 272 (L A+ DA
2 2 ‘

(Vf(a"Te), = ARy < f(2?) — flaMH) + (6.55)
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We turn to offering the following bound:
E((Vf(2"77), =A%) | x*77)
= NE((VF ("), V f, (") [x*)
= NE(V (@), V f, (@) | X7
+ WE(VF(2"77), Vi, (2%) = V5, 77)) [ )
> WE((VF (7, VL 7)) [T
— D L-E(ylla® — 2™ | 77T, (6.56)

where we used the Lipschitz continuity and boundedness of Vf. Taking conditional
expectations on both sides of (6.55) on x*~7* and rearrangement of (6.56)) tell us

’Yk]Ejk«vf(xkin)v Vf]k (Ikin» ‘ in%)

< E(f(at) — fat*) | 7 4 LD 0§Wﬂxkn>

Ll [ )

L2 X E {L‘k+1
£ D L-E(yllat — ot | -+ L EU

6.57
. (6.57)
Taking expectations on both sides of (6.57)), we then get
- - L +1)-E|AF|?
@ (I‘Ir)
L2 . E(|| gkt — pk—Tx||2
+D'L'E<7k||$k —:Ek_T"H)-i- (”:B r H ) (6.58)

2

[\ J/

Iv)

We now prove that (I), (II), (III) and (IV) are all summable. The summability (I) is
obvious. For (II), (III) and (IV), with Proposition [ we can derive (we omit the constant
parameters in following)

(1

(I1) : E(|A%|) <~z D?,

and
k—1 k—1
(D) E(yille* =2 ) <m > EBIAY <D D qaw
d=k—T; d=k—Tj,
k—1
D
5 Z (va +77) = Z Vi
d=k—T; d=k—Ti
and
k k
(V) B(|a* =22 < (Te+1) Y EJAYP < DX(Te+1) D Ak
d=k—Tj, d=k—Tj,
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It is easy to see if (T Efl:k:rk ¥3) k>0 is summable, (IT), (I1) and (IV) are all summable.

We consider a large enough integer K which makes Lemma |5 active, and T =

In(2Cp D?-k)
In(1/A(P))

when k£ > K. Noting that finite items do not affect the summability of Sequence we then
turn to studying (7 Zd:k_ 7.7 k=x- For any fixed integer t > K, 77 only appears at

index k > K satisfying
S;i={keZt |k—Tpa<t<k-1,k>K}

in the inner summation. If K is large enough, 7, < g, and then

k<2t VkeSs,.
Noting that 7T increases respect to k, we then get

Te < T, Vk €5,
That means in Y% (T2 257y 42), 72 appears at most

2In*t 2Int 21n(2CpD?)

n(1/22(P)) " W(1/2(P) T n(1/32(P))
The direct computation then yields

+o00 k—1
Z(n Z ’Yd>—1n1/)\2 Zlnt ’715

k=K d=k— Tk

Tae - 8(Se) <

1/AZ n(1/A%(P)) 2

Il

=
=4
—_
~
=

Turning back to (6.58)), we then get

zk:’YkE(<Vf($k_Tk)a V@) < O+ (L/A(P))’

for some C1,Cy > 0. By using ([6.53)),

SIS ()2 = O(max{l, ——
k

In(1/A(P))
Step 2: With Lipschitz of V f, we can do the following basic algebra
Wl VF@)P =2l V£ (T2
< WV f(2") = V(@*7), Vf (") + V(")

SV () = VT [VF R + Vi)
< QDL’W@”:L‘I“ _ ;pk—Tk” < DL”y,% + DL||:Ek . xk_T’“HQ,

1)
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We have proved (E[z* — 2%~ 7k||?),¢ is summable (O(max{1, - 1/)\(}3))})); it is same
way to prove that (E|z* — 287 7%||?),>0 is summable (O(max{1, T 1/>\(P 71)). Thus,

kyp2 E=TeY||2 Cs
;(%Euw(x ) = HE[V £ (7)) TG D))

for some C5,Cy > 0.
Part 2. Proof of (4.4)). With the Lipschitz continuity of V f, we have

IV S DI = [V f(@)]1* < 2DL| A < 2DL - . (6.62)

That is also
‘IEIIVJC(@“’““)II2 —E|Vf(@")|*| <2DL -y (6.63)

With (6.50)), (6.63)), and Lemma [2| (letting E||V f(z*™1)||> = o and v = hy in Lemma
2)), it follows
lilgnEHVf(xk)HQ =0. (6.64)

With Schwarz inequality
E[VF))® <E[VFE)]?

the result is then proved.

6.6 Proof of Theorem [2], the part for inexact nonconvex MCGD

1-6)

The proof is very similar to except several places. We first modify ((6.56) as

E((V f(z* ), —AF) | x¥TF)
= E(V (@), V£, (@) | X)) + mE(V £ (5T, ) | T
= BV f ("), V i, (" 7'k>> X
+ BV f(@T), V£, (%) = V5, (270) [ X7
+ BV (@FT0), k) [ 5T
> BV f(2*7), V£, (a5 T)) | x*7TF)
— D L-E(pll® — " | | x*7F) = Dy - || €], (6.65)

where we used the Lipschitz continuity and boundedness of V f. And then taking expec-
tations, we are then led to

WEVF @),V f5,(2577))) < (1) + (1) + (1) + (IV) + D - - e[, (6.66)

where (I), (II), (III) and (IV) are given by (6.58]). The following is the same as
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Proof of Corollaries [1] and [2]

The proofs of Corollary (1| and [2| are similar to previous. To give the credit the reader,
we just prove Corollary [1]in the exact case, i.e. e* =

Let F* := mingex EcF(z;€). Like previous methods, the proof consists of two parts:
in the first one, we prove >, vy - E(EgF( ;&) — F*) < +00; while in the second one, we
focus on proving |E(E¢(z*; &) — F*) — Ee(F(2%;€) — F*)| = O(v).

Part 1. For any z* minimizing f over X, we can get

" a) . - 1 *
2" — 2*||* = |[Projx (2¥ — v VF (2% &%) — Projx (z)||?

< [la* — Vi, (%) — 27|
= |Ja* — 2% — 2y, (2" — 27, VF (¥ €F)) + %fWF(J?k; M2

d)
< la® = a¥|]? = 2% (F (¥ &%) — F(2% ")) +4iD (6.67)

where a) uses the fact z* € X, and b) depends the concentration of operator Projy(-)
when X is convex, and c) is direct expansion, and d) comes from the convexity of F(x;&¥).
Rearrangement of (6.67)) tells us

S (et )~ Flase) < 0 30 (e — a2 — 2 — 0+ 232 (6.68)
k k k
Noting the right side of (6.68]) is non-negative and finite, we then get
> (P (ak;6F) — F(a™€h) = O, (6.69)
k

for some 0 < C'} < +o00. For integer k > 1, denote the integer H;, as

;. := min{ [m (QOH)/ln(l/A)} k). (6.70)

Here C' and \ are constants which are dependent on the Markov chain. These notation
are to give the difference to Cp and A(P) in Lemma |1l Obviously, H, < k. With [8]
Theorem 4.9] and direct calculations, we have

3T (€) — ()] du(€) < Vs €zt (6.71)

1
2-H -k’

[1]

where pst#+ () denotes the transition p.d.f. from s to s + H;, with respect to &. Noting
the Markov chain is time-homogeneous, ps*7(¢) = pz){’“(f ).
The remaining of Part 1 consists of two major steps:

1. in first step, we will prove Y, E(EcF(a* ;&) — F*) < Cy +
and

In( 1/,\)7 Cs,C5 >0
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2. in second step, we will show >, E(EeF (2%; &) —Ee F (z%Hr; €)) < Cﬁ*’mgﬁ’ Cs, C7 >
0.

Summing them together, we are then led to

Zmb: EeF(ah:€) — F*) — O(max{1, m}). (6.72)

With direct calculations, we are then led to

k
. 1
Z% E(E F(z*; € Z ;&) — F*) = O(max{1, m}) < +o00.
- (6.73)
Rearrangement of (6.30) then gives us (3.3]).
In the following, we prove these two steps.
Step 1: We can get
a)
HEIF( ) — €] S LnuBlat )
) k-1
< L’yk Z E||Ad| < DL Z YdVk
d=k—Hy, d=k—H,,
k-1 k-1
4 DL DL
<5 > i+ = Hk’yk > (6.74)
d=k—Hy, d=k—Hy,

where a) comes from ([6.22)), b) is the triangle inequality, ¢) depends on Assumption [5
and d) is from the Schiwarz inequality. As k is large, we can see

Ink

). (6.75)

Recall the following proved inequality,

2( kz )_1 P Zlnk; 2. (6.76)

Turning back to (6.74), we can see Y% E[F («*~"; €%) — F(2*;€")] < +o0. Combining
, it then follows

;’ykE(F(.ﬂjkﬂk,fk) — F(z7; 516)) < Cy + h’lg'ﬁ (6.77)

for some Cy, C5 > 0.
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We consider the lower bound
Eer (F (75 6%) — F(2*567)) | x")
)

[R5~ P Ok @

S

) / (F (a7, €) — (a5 €)plt* (€)dp(€)
CZ) (EeF (2" M ¢) — F*) — i

(6.78)

where a) is from the conditional expectation, and b) depends on the property of Markov
chain, and c¢) is due to (6.71). Taking expectations of (6.35)) and multiplying by s,

switching the sides then yields

WE(EF (2577 €) — F*) < E(BeF ("7 6%) — EeF (2" 6%)) +

Substituting (6.77)) into(6.79) and noting

k>1 k>1

we are then led to

k—Hy. I Nt L
ijvkEﬂEgF(m )~ F) <Gt i

for some Cy, C5 > 0.
Step 2: With direct calculation (the same procedure as (6.74))), we get

i E(EeF(2; €) — BeF(a* ”’“;5))<D—Hk’m+— T

d=k—Hy

The summability of (Hyy2)ks1 and (35, 2, Vd)k=1 has been proved, thus,

Cr

;% CE(EeF(2"6) — EcF (2" 77:€)) < Co + In(1/A(P))

for some Cq, C7 > 0.
Now, we prove the Part 2.
Part 2. With the Lipschitz continuity of F(z, &), it follows

B F(2"4Y€) — BEeF(2F;€)] < LI A®|| < DL - .
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(6.79)

(6.80)

(6.81)

(6.82)



That is also
IE(EF (2" €) — F*) — E(EcF (2% €) — F*)|
= [E(EcF (2" €) — EcF (2% €))|
< E[EF (2" €) — EeF (2% )| < DL - . (6.83)

With (6.72)), (6.83), and Lemma [2| (letting oy, = E(E¢F (z*;€) — F*) and hy, =  in
Lemma [2]), we then get

lim E(E¢F(2F;¢) — F*)) = 0. (6.84)
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