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Abstract

In this paper, we develop a unified framework for analyzing the tracking error and dynamic
regret of inexact online optimization methods under a variety of settings. Specifically, we lever-
age the quadratic constraint approach from control theory to formulate sequential semidefinite
programs (SDPs) whose feasible points naturally correspond to tracking error bounds of vari-
ous inexact online optimization methods including the inexact online gradient descent (OGD)
method, the online gradient descent-ascent method, the online stochastic gradient method, and
the inexact proximal online gradient method. We provide exact analytical solutions for our pro-
posed sequential SDPs, and obtain fine-grained tracking error bounds for the online algorithms
studied in this paper. We also provide a simple routine to convert the obtained tracking error
bounds into dynamic regret bounds. The main novelty of our analysis is that we derive exact
analytical solutions for our proposed sequential SDPs under various inexact oracle assumptions
in a unified manner.

1 Introduction

The connections between optimization and control theory are deep and fundamental. There is
a recent trend of research tailoring the quadratic constraint approach from control theory [26]
for unified analysis and computer-aided design of iterative optimization algorithms [1-4,6,11-14,
16-19, 24, 27, 28, 30, 31, 34, 35,40, 42]. In these works, Lyapunov arguments have been combined
with quadratic constraints to derive small semidefinite programs (SDPs) whose feasible points
correspond to convergence or robustness guarantees of iterative optimization algorithms (see [23]
for a recent survey). An advantage of such a SDP-based approach is that the resultant SDP
conditions can be typically modified in a modularized manner to address different assumptions on
the gradient oracle (e.g. being noisy [1] or inexact [12,17,24]). In the setting where the objective

*Funding: The work of Usman Syed and Bin Hu was supported by the NSF Award CAREER under Grant
2048168.

TU. Syed is with the Coordinated Science Laboratory and the Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering,
University of Illinois at Urbana—Champaign, Email: usyed3@illinois.edu

*E. Dall’Anese is with the Department of Electrical, Computer and Energy Engineering, University of Colorado
Boulder, Email: emiliano.dallanese@colorado.edu

$B. Hu is with the Coordinated Science Laboratory and the Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering,
University of Illinois at Urbana—Champaign, Email: binhu7@illinois.edu


http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.00937v1

function is stationary and does not change over time, the quadratic constraint approach has led to
novel SDP conditions that naturally cover the complexity analysis of momentum-based accelerated
methods [2,3,11,16,24,30,35,40,42], proximal /operator-splitting methods [6,14,28,31], distributed
gradient-based methods [4, 13, 34, 35], and stochastic finite-sum methods [18,19]. However, in
many practical settings, the objective function is changing over time, and there is a significant gap
between the above quadratic constraint framework and the current theory of time-varying online
optimization [7,15,25,32,33]. In this paper, we bridge this gap via developing a sequential SDP
approach streamlining the analysis of inexact online optimization methods.

For illustrative purposes, consider time-varying cost functions f; : R? — R, wheret € {0,1,2--- }
is the time index. The popular online gradient descent (OGD) method iterates as

Tip1 = T — oV fy(xy), (1)

where at each time step, the decision variable is updated using the gradient of the objective function
at time ¢t. Such algorithms take full advantage of the available streaming data and can be used
to exploit the time-varying nature of dynamic environments. Noticeably, regret and tracking error
have been used as two main performance metrics for online optimization algorithms. Regret has
been extensively studied in the online learning literature and provides a precise characterization of
the exploration-exploitation trade-off in decision making tasks including online portfolio selection
and web ranking [15,32], while tracking error is a popular metric quantifying the tracking capability
of online algorithms in applications related to target tracking, signal detection, and path estima-
tion [7,10,25,33]. Both metrics provide complementary benefits and are vital for understanding
the performance of online optimization methods.

In this paper, we are particularly interested in analyzing the tracking error and dynamic regret
of inexact online optimization methods. Currently, tracking error analysis for online optimization
methods are still performed in a case-by-case manner, with the help of deep expert insights [7, 10,
25,33]. Such analysis may not be generalizable when the underlying assumptions on the oracle are
changed. For example, the tracking error analysis of OGD in [25] cannot be directly applied to
address the case where the online gradient oracle is subject to some relative error. Therefore, it is
beneficial to develop more coherent techniques for such analysis. In this paper, we present a unified
SDP-based analysis which covers a large family of inexact online optimization methods in both the
deterministic and stochastic settings. Our contributions are summarized as follows.

1. We leverage control theory to formulate sequential SDP conditions whose feasible points nat-
urally correspond to upper bounds for tracking error!' of various inexact online optimization
methods including inexact OGD, stochastic OGD, and the inexact proximal online gradient
descent (IP-OGD) method.

2. We present exact analytical solutions to our proposed sequential SDPs, leading to the sharpest
tracking error bounds that can be obtained via our proposed SDPs. These new tracking error
bounds provide insights for understanding the performance of online optimization methods
in the presence of oracle inexactness. In addition, our analysis leads to the first bound on the
mean-square tracking error of IP-OGD, complementing the origial L; error bounds presented
in [7].

!Suppose z; is the global minimum for f;, and {z.} is generated by some online algorithm. In this paper, the
tracking error is measured as ||z — z7||® in the deterministic setting or E ||z; — z}||*> in the stochastic setting.



3. We provide a simple routine converting our tracking error bounds into dynamic regret bounds.
This leads to new dynamic regret bounds for the inexact online algorithms studied in this

paper.

Related work. Previously, quadratic constraints have been leveraged to formulate sequential SDPs
for analyzing biased stochastic gradient descent (SGD) with inexact oracle [17]. On the conceptual
level, our sequential SDP approach can be viewed as an extension of the work in [17] to the
online setting. However, a unique novelty of our paper is that we obtain exact analytical solutions
for our proposed sequential SDP conditions via rigorous algebraic arguments. In contrast, the
sequential SDPs in [17] have not been exactly solved in an analytical manner. Specifically, the
biased SGD bounds in [17] are obtained via choosing a particular feasible point under the guidance
of numerical simulations, and it remains unclear whether the chosen feasible point gives the optimal
solution for the original sequential SDPs or not (see [17, Section 2.2] for a detailed discussion).
Therefore, the exact SDP solutions obtained in this paper complement the original analysis in [17]
and further strengthen our understanding of the quadratic constraint approach. Another related
line of work that uses SDPs to analyze optimization methods is built upon the formulation of the
performance estimation problem (PEP) [9,37,38]. When the objective function is stationary, the
PEP framework can be applied to obtain tight upper and lower bounds for worst-case performance
of first-order optimization methods under various settings [5, 8,20-22,29, 36-38]. Currently, the
PEP framework has not been adapted to the online setting. Given the fundamental connection
between the quadratic constraint approach and the PEP framework [39], it is possible to extend
the PEP framework for tight tracking error analysis of online optimization methods. This is an
interesting future task.

1.1 Notation

The p x p identity matrix and the p X p zero matrix are denoted as I, and 0, respectively. The
Kronecker product of two matrices A and B is denoted by A ® B. When a matrix P is negative
semidefinite (definite), we will use the notation P < (<)0. A differentiable function f : R? — R
is L-smooth if |V f(z) — Vf(y)|| < L||z — y|| for all z,y € RP and is m-strongly convex if f(z) >
fW)+ Vi) (x—y) + 2|z — y||* for all z,y € RP. Let F(m, L) denote the set of differentiable
functions f : R — R that are L-smooth and m-strongly convex. For any f € F(m,L) with
m > 0, there exists a unique x* satisfying Vf(z*) = 0, and the following inequality holds for any
x € RP [24, Proposition 5]:

e, s o

However, a function satisfying the above inequality may not be convex. The set of differentiable
functions satisfying (2) with some unique global minimum z* is denoted as S(m, L). This class
of functions has sector-bounded gradients. The condition (2) is closely related to the regularity
condition in the signal processing literature [42, Appendix A]. Obviously, we have F(m, L) C
S(m, L).

1.2 Problem setting

In this paper, we consider time-varying objective functions f; : RP — R, where we recall that ¢ is
the time index. Depending on the algorithm to be analyzed, we will assume either f; € F(my, L;)



or fr € S(my, Lt). The global minimum of the objective function at time ¢ is denoted as zy. We
further assume that the sequence {o;} satisfies the following inequality for all ¢:

271 = @i]| < 0. (3)

Here {0} can be viewed as prescribed bounds characterizing how fast the global minimum changes
over time. Finally, for ease of exposition, we adopt the following notation:

L 2Ltmt - (Lt + mt) o th -1

Yii= [— (Lt +my) 2 M= 20 o | "
'_{1—mt04t lfOSQtSﬁLt

el —1 i 2 << 2

where oy is the stepsize for the underlying online optimization method to be analyzed.

2 Preliminaries: A sequential SDP framework for algorithm anal-
ysis

Built upon the work in [17], we first present a general routine that can be used to formulate
sequential SDPs for tracking error analysis of online optimization algorithms. For ease of exposition,
we adopt the dissipativity perspective on the quadratic constraint approach from [16]. First, we
introduce the following discrete-time dynamical system in the linear state-space form:

i1 =&+ (B @ 1) wy, (5)

where & € RP is the state, B; € R4 is some input matrix, and w; € R™ is the input. To make the
dimensions compatible, we have n,, = pg. We can interpret w; as a driving force, and a key concept
from dissipativity theory is the supply rate condition which characterizes the energy change in the
state & due to the input w;. In this paper, we consider the supply rate condition in the quadratic

constraint form:
&t () &t
[wj (x! ®z>[ } (6)

where Xt(j) e RU+9)*x(1+9) anq Agj) € R are pre-specified for j = 1,2,...,J. The left side of (6) can
be viewed as the energy supplied from the driving force w; to the internal state &, and Agj ) just
provides an upper bound for the supplied energy. Later we will show that many online optimization
algorithms can be recast in the form of (5) (with & being the tracking error at t) subject to some
supply rate condition (6). The tracking error analysis reduces to finding tight upper bounds on
|€:]|? (in the deterministic setting) or E [|&|* (in the stochastic setting). Our analysis relies on the
following standard result from dissipativity theory [16,41].

Proposition 2.1. Consider (5) subject to the supply rate condition (6). If there exist non-negative

scalars {)\ _, and p; such that the following condition holds
1-p; B ZJ () x0)
Pt t J
[ Bl Bf BJ A ’ Q

j=1



then the iterations of (5) satisfy ||€ey1]]? < p?||&el1? + E}-le /\EJ)AE”. In addition, we can obtain the
following bound if (7) holds for all t:

t—1 J
H&H?s(f[pk> G +Z (Hﬁ) STAPAP | (8)
j=1

k=0 I=k+1

Proof. For completeness, we briefly sketch the proof. From (7), we directly have

S stlem) [Sesv[E) eoen] o

From (5), it is easy to verify that the left side of (9) is equal to H&HH — p2||&|I>. Hence we
can use the supply rate condition (6) and the non-negativity of {)\ } _, to prove [|&1]?

AAREE E‘] )\(] A(]) Then we can use induction to show [|&]]* < <Hk Opk> |€0]1? + C; where

{C;} is calculated from the recursion Cyyrq = p?Cy + 23-]:1 )\,g] )A,g] ) initialized at Co = 0. It is
straightforward to verify that C; is equal to the second term on the right side of (8). This completes
the proof. O

As we will show later, Proposition 2.1 can be used to obtain various tracking error bounds for
online optimization methods. Fixing B, and {Xt(j )}, the condition (7) is linear in p? and /\gj ), and
hence becomes a linear matrix inequality (LMI) whose feasibility can be verified using SDP solvers.
Let 7; C ]Rf’1 denote the set of tuples (pt, )\El), e ,)\EJ)> that satisfy the LMI condition (7). Based

on (8), any feasible point in the Cartesian product [Ji_{ o T will lead to an upper bound on ||&]1%.

A key issue in computing useful tracking error bounds is how to choose {p;} and {)\ } such that
the right side of (8) is minimized. The best bound that can be obtained for ||&|? via the LMI (8)
should be the solution of the following minimization problem:

t—1 t—1 t—1 J
minimize <H pi) ol + 3 ( I1 p?) STAPAP . (10)
k=0 k=0 j=1

(orAY)ET 0<k<t~1 I=k+1

By applying the argument in [17, Section 2.2|, one can show that the above problem can be exactly
solved using a sequential SDP approach which is formalized below.

Proposition 2.2. Denote the global optimal solution for (10) as U;. Set Uy = Uy = ||&0||*. Then
the sequence {U} satisfies the following recursion

J
Uy 1 := minimize p?U; + Z )\EJ)A?) . (11)
(peA)ET: =1

Proof. Denote the cost function in (10) as Uy. We can verify that {U;} can be recursively calculated
via Upp1 = p?Us + Z J A(j) with the initialization Uy = ||&||*. Therefore, we can rewrite (10)



as

Ut := minimize Uy
(PN Y
subject to Ukl = piUk + Z)\,(CJ)A,?), <pk,)\,(g)) eETr, 0<k<t—1
j=1

The rest of the proof is almost identical to the proof of Proposition 1 in [17]. We can use a similar
dynamical programming argument, and the details are omitted. O

)

For every t, the subproblem (11) reduces to a SDP, since the cost is linear in p? and )\Ej . Hence

we can follow a unified analysis routine including the following two steps.

1. Rewrite the online algorithm to be analyzed in the form of (5) with some supply rate condition
(6). The state & should be set up as the tracking error.

2. Apply Proposition 2.1 to obtain the LMI condition (7), and solve the sequential SDP problem
(11) to bound ||&]2.

For the purpose of deriving closed-form tracking error bounds, we need to obtain the exact analytical
solutions of the sequential SDP problem (11). This is not an easy task. As a matter of fact, the
sequential SDPs in [17] have not been solved analytically. To illustrate this issue, let us consider
the exact OGD update rule (1). We denote e; = xy — x}, 1, and then the OGD iteration (1) can be
rewritten as x;11 — 2} = 2 — xf — oV fi(xy) +ep. If we set & = xp — xf, wy = [Vft(xt)T etT]T,
and By = [—a; 1], then the OGD update rule (1) can be viewed as a special case of (5). The
supply rate condition depends on the assumptions on {f;}. If f; € S(my, Ly) and fo 1T H < oy,
then we have

|:l‘t — l‘%k:|T |: —2Ltmtlp (Lt + mt)lp Ty — l‘z{
(

>0, e < of.
V fi(z) Ly +my), —2I, vft(xt):| >0, |led|” < o

It is straightforward to rewrite the above two inequalities in the form of the supply rate condition (6)
(for j = 1,2) with Xt(l) = diag(Y%,0), Agl) =0, Xt@) = diag(0,0,1), and A§2) = o7 (recall that Y;
is defined in (4)). Based on Proposition 2.1, If there exist non-negative scalars (p;, )\gl), /\gz)) such
that:

1— p% — QO 1 —2Ltmt Lt + my 0
—Qu Oé% — Ol + /\El) Ly + my -2 0] = 07 (12)
1 — QO 1-— )\152) 0 0 0

then the OGD method (1) satisfies Hath — TP H2 < p2 ||y — k| + )\5/2)0?. Based on Proposition
2.2, the tightest tracking error bound that can be obtained from the LMI (12) for exact OGD is
given by the following sequential SDP problem:
U1 = minimize p2U, + /\§2)0_t2’ (13)
(pt7)‘§1)7)‘§2))€7;



where T; C ]R:j’r denotes the set of tuples (pt, )\El), )\Ez)) that satisfy the condition (12). Getting an

exact formula for Uy is not easy. Getting an upper bound on U, is less difficult, since one can just
choose one particular feasible point without arguing about its optimality. Specifically, we can set
Tt

v = T and then verify that (12) is feasible with the following choice of decision variables?:
Mt t

(+wm), AW 141

2 )\(1) _ M
Lt — My 4

pt::ut2(1+yt)7 t

Consequently, we have Ut+1 < (,ut\/U_t + 0¢)?. The original sequential SDP analysis in [17] is
exactly based on choosing particular feasible points (without arguing about optimality). However,
obtaining the tightness is more difficult. Next, we will develop novel algebraic arguments to derive
exact analytical solutions for the sequential SDP problem (11) formulated for various inexact online
optimization methods. One of the results that we will develop for the inexact OGD method will
actually cover the exact OGD analysis as a special case and states that the exact solution for (13)

is actually given by Ut+1 = (v U, + 0¢)? (see Remark 3.1 in Section 3.1).

3 Tracking error bounds for inexact OGD

We start from applying our sequential SDP approach to derive tracking error bounds for the inexact
OGD method.

3.1 Analysis of inexact OGD with additive absolute error
The update rule for the inexact OGD method is given by:

Ty = o — o (V fi(e) + ), (14)

where v; is an error term capturing the inexactness in the gradient. We first assume v; is an
absolute error satisfying the bound ||v¢|| < ¢;. We have the following result.

Lemma 3.1. Consider the inexact OGD method (14). For all t, we assume: i) fy € S(my, Ly); ii)

lzi — 2| < o dii) |lvel| < ¢ . If there exist non-negative scalars (pt,/\gl),/\gz),/\gs)) such that

the following matrixz inequality holds

1—p? — 2A£1)Ltmt —ay + /\il)(Lt + my) 1 —y
—ay + )\El)(Lt + my) a? — 2)\151) —y o? <0 (15)
1 —oy 1-— )\gz) —oy -
—oy a? —p Al — )\Eg)

then the iterates from (14) satisfy ||zi1 — :E§+1H2 < p? |l — af|* + Ai”a? + A£3)c%.

MO< o < Ltim, the left side of (12) with the substitution of the above parameters becomes
2
- 0 1
1+ w) ((me + Li)a3 — 2a e e
( t) (( Lt t) 2 t) —my 1 O — Vg | — O [1 — Ot _u_lt} j 0.
LT 0 0 0 -L

2

The verification for the case with +——
t+me

<ar < L% is similar.



Proof. We can rewrite (14) as x;11 — 2}, = oy —x; —aV fi(x) +e; — avg, where e = xf —xf ;. If we
)Iel vﬂT, and By = [—a; 1 —oy], then (14) becomes a special
case of (5). The assumption f; € S(my, L) ensures a supply rate condition with Xt(l) = diag(Y¥%,0,0)
and A,El) = 0 (recall that Y; is defined by (4)). The bound |z}, ; — 2| < oy leads to the second
supply rate condition with Xt(z) = diag(0,0,1,0) and A§2) = 02. Based on ||y < ¢, we have

Xt(g) = diag(0,0,0,1) and AE?’) = ¢2. This leads to the desired LMI. O

set & = xy —af, wy = [V fy(w

Next, we solve the sequential SDP (11) exactly and obtain the following bound.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose a; < % for allt. Let Ty C Ri denote the set of tuples <pt, /\El), /\Ez), /\§3)>

that saéisfy the condition (15). Suppose the assumptions in Lemma 3.1 hold for all t. Then the
bound Uy defined in (11) with J = 3 is given by

2
U1 = <Mt Uy + o+ Oéf,Ct> . (16)
Proof. Based on Proposition 2.2, we need to solve the following problem:

Upq = minimize p2U, + Agmaf + Af’)cf. (17)
(e A A AeT:
Solving (17) exactly is not easy due to the LMI constraint. We will transform (17) to an equivalent
problem with simpler constraints. Set A§2) =1+ u% and A§3) =a?(1+ ) (1 + %) By the Schur
complement, (15) is equivalent to ¢; > 0, v > 0 and

(L+0)(1+¢) — pF — 22 Lemy - MY (Lo + my) — a1+ 1) (1 +¢,)

AWM (L — (1 1 2(1 1 — oM =0
o (Lg +my) — o (T4 ) (1 + ) ai (T +v)(1+¢) ¢

(1)
Set 7y 1= m — aj. We have )‘El) = % (04% +Tt) (14+14)(1 + (). Define h(r;) as

of(mi + Lf) oL —mi)®  af (ar (Lo +mi) = 2)°

h =1— (L
(1¢) ar(Ly +my) + 5 1 A7,

(18)
Then the above matrix inequality condition holds if and only if (; > 0, vy > 0, 7 > 0, and

(1+14)(1+ ¢ )h(re) < p?. Tt is straightforward to verify h(r;) > 0 for all 7 > 0. In addition, we can
2 _ o(ar(Litmi)—2)°
- 4Tt

show that the optimal choice of 7; minimizing h(7;) has to satisfy 7t (L; —my)
and eventually leads to min,,>o h(7;) = pZ, where p; is defined by (4). Hence we have

) - 2

U1 = H};% <g§% <(1 + 1) (Eg% ((1 + ¢)h(m) U + ozfc? <1 + é) + %))))
2

- (g (00 (1000 (o) e (1 2) + )

A 1 o?
_ . 1 1 277 1+ = 2 2 t
i (g (v (0 @nttie (o) ot



Now we can solve (17) as
. - 2 1 - 2
Uty1 = min ((1 + 1) <Mt U + OétCt> + Oé? <1 + —) 0?) = <Mt U+ o + Oéf,Ct> .
v >0 vt
This completes our proof. O

We can see that (16) gives a simple analytical formula describing the recursion of {Ut}, and U,

can be easily rewritten as a function of (70 and { g, ak}’,;_:lo given the fact 4/ Ut+1 = ,ut\/UT +oitage.
In Section 6, we will show how to convert this recursive tracking error bound into a dynamic regret
bound. It is also easy to verify that the choice of a; that minimizes the iterative bound in (16)
is given by &; = ﬁ The recursive bound in (16) can be further simplified if we take L; = L,
m; = m, and oy = « for all ¢. In this case, we have y; = p Vt with u given by

. 2
Iu:{l—ma #’O;aﬁm ,
al —1 if 27 <a<Z

Then (16) can be simplified as \/Ut+1 = uyV U +o0+ ac, which can be equivalently rewritten
as VU, = ut (\/ Uy — %‘i‘f) + Ul%ol‘f Clearly, v/U; converges linearly to the steady state value
(0 + ac)/(1 — p) with a rate specified by p.

Remark 3.1 (Connections with exact OGD results). If ¢; = 0, we can modify the above argument
to show that the exact analytical solution to (13) is given by U}H = (v U} + at)z. In contrast,
the previous feasible point argument in Section 2 only proves Ut—i—l < (e U, + o). If my = m,
Ly =L, and oy = « for all t, the formula for U; becomes \/ Uy = ut (\/ Uy — ﬁ) + ﬁ Clearly,
VU, converges to its steady-state value (which is o/(1 — p)) at a linear rate given by p. Since

we have ||xy — xf|| < /Ui, we can see that our analysis recovers the previous exact OGD bound
in [25, Theorem 8.1]. If o = 0, we can also recover the convergence bound for the case of static

optimization, i.e. \/ Uy < pty/ Us. This provides a good sanity check for our unified analysis.

3.2 Analysis of inexact OGD with additive relative error

Next, we consider the inexact OGD method (14) with a more complicated error model. We assume
that the bias term vy satisfies ||v¢|| < & ||V fe(x¢)|| for some known constant d;. Such a relative error
bound has been extensively studied in the stationary cost setting [5,12,17,24]. As commented
in [5], this assumption means |sin(f)| < ¢; with 6 being the angle between V f;(x;) and the true
update direction (V fi(x¢) + v¢). Now we discuss the impacts of such a relative error term on the
tracking capability of OGD. We have the following LMI condition.

Lemma 3.3. Consider the inexact OGD method (14). For all t, we assume: i) fi € S (my, Ly);
i) |2t — xf|| < oy i) (vl < 0|V fe(e)l| for 6 > 0. If there exist non-negative scalars

(pt, )\gl), /\gz), Af’)) such that the following matriz inequality holds

1-p2 =229y —ap + ALy +my) 1 oy
—ar A (Lot ) o =2 N —a af <0 (19)
_ ) _ -9
1 Qy 1-X oy
—ay a? oy Al )\123)



then the inexact OGD update (14) satisfies th+1 - :E:fﬂuz < 2 ||ay — a3 ||* + /\gz)af.

Proof. We can adopt (Xt(l),Agl),Xt@,AEz)) from the proof of Lemma 3.1. The inequality |lv: <
0t ||V fe(zy)|| can be rewritten as a third supply rate condition with Xt(3) = diag(0, —67,0,1) and
A§3) = 0. This leads to the desired conclusion. O

It is important to notice that the LMI in Lemma 3.3 is only feasible when some reasonable
bound on d; is posed. We will provide such bounds in our next result. We can see that (19) and
(15) are quite similar. The only difference is that there is an extra term 5t2x\§3) in the (2, 2)-th entry
of the LMI (19). However, such a small change will cause the analytical solution of the resultant
SDP problem (11) to become much more complicated. We formalize this result as below.

Theorem 3.4. Suppose 0 < o < ﬁ and &; € [0, Ltszm) for all t. Let T; C Ri denote
the set of tuples (pt,/\gl),/\?),/\gg)) that satisfy the condition (19). Suppose the assumptions in
Lemma 8.8 hold for all t. Then the recursive bound U, defined in (11) with J = 3 is given by

. - 2
U1 = (ﬁt\/ U; + Ut) , with p; being defined as

1-— oztmt(l — 515) ZfO <o <oy
1
A 82(L —2a¢ L 2 .
o= § (1 S 2 REEEn) o <a<an =
, 2
(1+0p)onLy — 1 if ap, <oy < oL
1 2 4. 1 2 d
for v = =5 (i — i) and = s (e T 15)-

Proof. Based on Proposition 2.2, we need to solve the following problem:

U1 = nlnini;nizge p2U; + )‘5/2)‘%2' (21)
(e A AT A ET:

In order to solve (21) analytically, we will apply a change of variables again. Set )\§2) =1+ Vit
and )\Eg) =a?(1+vy) (1 + %) Then we can apply the Schur complement to convert (19) to the

following equivalent form:

[1/1 (Gowr) — pi — 2Ltmt)\§l) Aﬁl) (L + my) — o) (G )

2 =0, ¢>0, v >0,
AD (L4 m) = g (Gon) - oo (Gon) (14 2) 2>\§1)] o

where (¢, 1) = (14 ()(1 4+ v). Then we set 7, := 2)\,21) — a2 (G, ) (1 + 2—%) Consequently,

we have )\gl) = % (Tt + a2 (G, 1) (1 + 2—%)) By applying the Schur complement and setting

Xt = oy (1 + (Z—ti), we can show that the above LMI holds if and only if ( > 0, vy > 0, 7 > 0 and

h(Ce, v, 1) < p?, where h((y, vy, 7¢) is defined as

2 2
h(Ceve, 1) = =(Gs ve) (uLymexe — 1) + W

(Lt — mt)2 — M (Lt + mt) (2 — Xt (Lt + mt)) .

-
(2 = xe (Lt + mt))2 + Zt

10



Therefore, (21) is equivalent to the following optimization:

N A 1
U;y1 = min [ min [ min min 20, + (1 + —> 2> . 22
t+1 vt >0 (Ct>0 <Tt20 <h(<t7’/t77't)<p% (pt t Vs Ot ( )

Notice 1 — ay(my + Ly) + M > 0, and hence we have h((s, v, 7¢) > 0 for all vy > 0, ¢, > 0,

and 74 > 0. Hence we can simplify (22) as

U1 = ,21;% <gg% <IT{1;% <h(Ct7 v, )0y + <1 + 1/%) 0'?)))
- IT;% <151;% <E(Ct7 v)U; + (1 + 1/%) Ut2>>
- ((atgiem) 0 (1+5) ).
where il((t, v¢) = ming >0 h((, 14, 7¢) yields the following explicit formula:

(G, ve) (Le — my)
2

B ) (Ce,vp) (L +my)
2

h (Cta v) == Y(G, 1) (1 — oy Lymyxe) +

52
1+ l) —2
( Gt
a)(Ce,vt)

Clearly, the above optimal h is achieved at Tt = Lo

(677 (Lt + mt)

(23)

(2 — Xt (Lt + mt)) .

ay (Ly +my) (1 + (Z—tf) — 2‘. The rest of
the proof relies on the following key observation:

inh =1 52 24
151;% (G, v) = (14 )Py, (24)

where p; is defined by (20). Once (24) is shown, it is trivial to verify

. . 1 - 2
Ut+1 = min <(1+Vt)/3t2Ut+ <1+ —> O't2> = <ﬁt Ut+0’t> s
vt>0 12
which directly leads to the desired conclusion. X
To verify (24), we will use (23) to derive the analytical form of min¢,~q h((t, v¢), which heavily

— 2 —
relies on the sign of (; := %. If o > ﬁmt, then we have (; < 0. In this case, we can
~ 252712
apply (23) to show A (¢, vr) = (1+ C)(1 + 1) <(atLt —1)% + ati—iLt) for all ¢ > 0. Then we can
minimize h via choosing ¢; = @fzftl‘. Consequently, (24) holds for o > mti 7;- Notice we require

pr < 1 such that the iterative bound makes sense. This poses an upper bound on the stepsize «y.

Specifically, we need ay < ﬁ.
If oy < mLJrL, we have (; > 0. Then (23) leads to

26272
a;dy Ly

(L4 G +m) (ke =17+ %) i 0< ¢ <G

]/;L , — 2822 =
(G 01) (1+ ¢ (1 +vp) (1= agmy)® + at%mt) if G > G

11



ad: Lt
|C|£tLt—1‘

we can show (y, < (7. The analytical form of ming,~ ﬁ((t, v¢) depends

. ahrm
and (i, = ﬁttaz Due

To obtain the analytical form of ming,~q E(Ct, 1), we define (i1, :=
to the fact oy < o +Lt

on the ordering relation between (; and (Ctm, Cer,) as follows.

o If (; < G < (1, we can fix v, and show his monotonically decreasing for 0 < ¢ < ;. Since
Cim > G, we know h is monotonically decreasing for (; < (4, and monotonically increasing
for {; > (. Therefore, h attains the minimum value at ¢t = Cm. The relationship ¢ < Cim
can be equivalently transformed into the stepsize bound 0 < oy < ay_.

o If {ym < G < Cip, then h is monotonically decreasing for 0 < ¢ < ¢; and monotonically
increasing for ¢; > ;. Hence h attains the global minimum at ¢; = . The relationship
Com < G < (1, can be transformed into the stepsize bound oy < ay < oy 4

o If (i < G < (, we can apply a similar argument to show that h is monotonically decreasing
for ¢ < {;r and monotonically increasing for {; > (;;. Therefore h attains its minimum at
¢ = G, and the bound (i, < (i1, < ¢ is equivalent to the stepzise bound oy > ay, .

To summarize, for any v > 0, the function h((;, 1) is minimized via choosing ¢; = % for
_ égat(Lt‘Fmt) atétLt
Ogatgatf,g—mforatfSatgat+,andﬁt rovy e T for ap, <y < W Hence

(24) holds as desired, and this completes our proof. O

The above theorem characterizes the dependence of the tracking error on d;. Obviously, increas-
ing d; leads to slower convergence speed and larger steady-state error. If 6; = 0 for all ¢, our bound

reduces to the exact OGD bound, i.e. 4/ Ut+1 = sV Ut +op. If oy =0 (ie. T = x;) for all ¢ and
(my, Ly, 6;) do not change over ¢, our bound reduces to [12, Propositions 1.3 & 1.4], which give the
convergence rate of the inexact gradient method subject to a relative error in the stationary cost
setting.

Remark 3.2. The recursive bound Ut+1 = (prV U, + 0¢)? can be further simplified if we take
Li=L, mi=m, ¢ =« and § > & for allt . In this case, we have py = p. The simplified
convergence bound is given by Ut-i—l = pV U, + oy which leads us to the asymptotic bound / U, =

o <w/f] — %p) + 1%&' Clearly, /U, converges linearly to the steady state value o/(1 = p) with
the convergence rate quantified by p.

3.3 Analysis in the inexact variational inequality setting

Now we consider a different generalized setting where the inexact OGD method is extended to the
variational inequality (VI) problem. At every time step ¢, the VI problem considers finding the
point x} such that Fy(z})T(x — 2}) > 0 Vo € X, where F; : RP — RP is a vector field, and X is a
prescribed convex set. For simplicity, we consider X = RP, and hence x} satisfies F;(zy) = 0. The
following algorithm can be viewed as the extension of the inexact OGD method to the VI setting:

T = 2 — ap(Fr(mg) + vp). (26)

We assume v; is a bias term satisfying a general error bound ||v||? < 62 || Fy(x¢)||> + ¢2 for some
0; and ¢;. If F; happens to be the gradient of some function f;, then the above algorithm reduces

12



to the inexact OGD method. However, the above VI setting is more general, and can cover the
minimax game problem where (26) actually becomes the online version of the gradient descent-
ascent method [43].

We are interested in analyzing how closely the iterates {x;} generated by (26) can track the
sequence {x} }. We make the standard assumptions [43] that F} is strongly monotone® and Lipschitz.

These assumptions lead to new supply rate conditions which are used to formulate the following
LMI condition.

Lemma 3.5. Consider the update rule (26). For all t, we assume: i) Fy is my-strongly-monotone,
it) Fy is Ly-Lipschitz, i.e. | Fi(z) — Fy(Z)| < Ly || — Z| for all z, & € R?, iii) ||v,||* < 62 || Fy(z)||>+
¢, and w) ||z}, — xf|| < oy. If there exist non-negative scalars (py, )\tl ,A£2), )\t3 ,/\t4 ) such that

1-p2+ 212 — 22, A 1 —ay
)\El) — oy oz% — A§4) + 5t2/\§3) —y oz%
1 — O 1-— >\t — O

—oy a? —a;  af — A§3)

then the iterates of (26) satisfy ||zi11 — a:;ﬁrluz < p? oy — zf)* + )\§2)0t2 + )\Eg)c%.

*_

Proof. Denote e; = zf — x7, ;. Then (26) can be rewritten as z;11 — 27 = 21 — 2} — uFi(x4) +
er — oy, which is a special case of (5) with §& = xy — zf, By = [—at 1 —at], and wy =
[Fy(z)t e of ]T. Since F} is assumed to be myg-strongly-monotone, we know Fj(z¢)7 (2 —
2my _01]7 we obtain a supply rate (6) with (Xt(l),Agl)> =

z¥) > my ||z, — 2F||*, Denoting M; = [_1

<[0 ! 82X2] ,O). The assumption ||z}, ; — zf|| < oy leads to the second supply rate condition
2Xx2 2Xx2

with Xt(z) = diag(0,0,1,0) and A§2) = o7. The error bound on v; can be recast as the third
supply condition with Xt(3) = diag(0, —67,0,1) and A§3) = ¢?. Finally, the assumption that F} is
L;-Lipschitz leads to the fourth supply rate condition with Xt(4) = diag(—L?,1,0,0) and A§4) = 0.
Then we can directly apply Proposition 2.1 to obtain the LMI condition (27). ]

Similarly, we can solve the resultant sequential SDP and obtain the following bound.

Theorem 3.6. Suppose oy < % and 0; < ’E—f for all t. Let T, C RS be the set of tuples
t t
(pt,)\gl); )\gz),)\gg)’)\g@) that satisfy (27). Suppose the assumptions in Lemma 3.5 hold. Then the

bound Uy defined in (11) with J = 4 is given by

2
[jt-l—l = <\/(1 — 2mtat + afo)Ut + o/ C% + (5?L%Ut + O't> . (28)

Proof. The proof still relies on the Schur complement lemma and some algebraic manipulations.
We defer the detailed proof to the appendix. O

3The mapping F; is said to be my-strongly-monotone if (Fy(x) — Fy(2))7 (x — &) > my ||z — &|* for all z,7 € R?
for a given m; > 0.

13



From (28), we have /Uiy < (\/1 —2myoy + 2 L? + atLtét)\/UT + aycp + 0. The conditions
oy < % and §; < ZL—: ensure \/ 1 —2myay + a?L? + ;L6 < 1. We can further derive a
dynamict regrtet bound. Such a result will be presented in Section 6. If Ly =L, my =m, § =9,
¢ =c¢, 0¢ =0, and oy = « for all £, then we can easily show that U; converges linearly to a small

ball as follows:

ac+ o

< (V1= 2ma + a2L2 4+ aL§)'Uy + )
(\/ J'Wo 1 —V1—2ma+ a2L?2+ alé

Remark 3.3. Our proof for Theorem 3.6 can be easily modified to show that the recursive bound
in [17, Remark 3] actually gives the exact solution for the sequential SDP in [17, Proposition 1].
Hence our proof technique bridges the analysis gap in [17]. More explanations are provided in the
appendix.

4 Tracking error bounds for online stochastic gradient methods

In this section, we consider the case where the inexactness in the online gradient oracle has a
stochastic nature. We will tailor our sequential SDP approach for analyzing the mean-square error
of such stochastic online algorithms.

4.1 Dissipativity theory for stochastic dynamic systems

The dissipativity framework presented in Section 2 can be tailored to analyze dynamic systems
subject to stochastic noise [17,19]. Consider the dynamic system (5) with the input sequence {w;}
being a stochastic process. We can modify Proposition 2.1 as follows.

Proposition 4.1. Consider the system (5) with {w} being a stochastic process. Suppose {&;, wy}
satisfies the following expected supply rate condition for j=1,---,J:

E([iﬂ (x ®I)Ft]> <aP. (20)

If there exist non-negative scalars {/\(j)}‘] 1 and py such that the LMI condition (7) holds, then one
must have E ||€11* < p2E ||&| ‘1‘23 1A ( D In addition, if (29) holds as an equality for j € )

where  is a subset of {1,2,...,J}, then /\E ) 1s allowed to be negative for any j € Q0 and the LMI
condition still holds.

Proof. From (7), we know (9) holds almost surely. Then we can take the expectation of both sides
of (9), and apply the expected supply rate condition (29) to get the desired conclusion®. O

Based on the above result, we can still apply the sequential SDP approach in Proposition 2.2
to obtain mean-square tracking error bounds for online optimization methods subject to stochastic
noise. Next, we will present two case studies.

“Consider the case where (29) holds as an equality for j € Q. For any j € Q, we can allow )\ij) to be negative,
and it is straightforward to verify that the desired conclusion still holds.

14



4.2 Analysis of stochastic OGD with additive IID noise

Now we study the performance of the inexact OGD scheme (14) under the alternative assumption
that the sequence {v;} is a zero-mean IID process satisfying the mean-square error bound E ||v;]|? <
c2. We can apply Proposition 29 to obtain the following result.

Lemma 4.1. Consider the recursion (14). For all t, we assume : i) f; € S (my, Ly), 1) ||vf, —
af|| < oy, and iii) {v;} is a zero-mean IID process satisfying E|jv||*> < 2. If there ewist non-
negative scalars (pt,)\gl),)\?),)\g?’)) and real scalars (A§4),)\§5),)\£6)) such that the following matriz

inequality holds (the definition of Y; is given by (4))

1— p? —y 1 —ay — )\E4)
2 2 (5)
—oy a; —ay ay — A | Y 02><2:| <0 30
1 —oy 1— >\§2) —oy — A£6) ¢ |:O2><2 O2x2| = 7 (30)
—oy — )\f‘) a% — )\gs) —oy — )\gﬁ) a% — )\Eg)

then we must have E ||y — azfﬂuz < p2E ||@y — 2¥|* + A,@JE + )\gg)c%.
Proof. Set & = xy — x}, wy = [Vft(ajt)T el U;*F]T, and B; = [—ozt 1 —ozt]. The assumptions
(i) and (ii) allow us to specify the first two expected supply rate conditions with (Xt(l),Agl)) =
(diag(Y%,0,0),0) and (Xt(z),Agz)) = (diag(0,0,1,0),0?). The mean-square error bound E|jv]|? < ¢7
can be rewritten as another expected supply rate condition with (X§3),A§3)) = (diag(0,0,0,1),c?).
Based on the fact that {v;} is a zero-mean IID process, we have E (vf (z; — 27)) = 0, E (v] V fy(2)) =
0, and E (v;jp et) = (. These three conditions lead to the expected supply rate conditions in the
equality form and can be combined with the first three supply rate conditions to derive the desired
LMI condition. Notice that (A§4), A£5), /\gﬁ)) are allowed to be negative since the associated supply
rate conditions are in the equality form. O

Next, we can apply the sequential SDP approach to obtain the following recursive mean-square
tracking error bound?®.

Theorem 4.2. Suppose oy < L% Let T; C Ri x R3 denote the set of tuples (pt,)\il), . ,A§6)>

that satisfy the LMI condition (30) . If the assumptions in (4.1) hold, then the bound U, defined in
(11) with J = 6 is exactly given by

2
U1 = <,ut U; + O't> + Oé?C?. (31)

Proof. Based on Proposition 2.2, we know that Ut+1 can be calculated as

U1 = minimize p2U, + /\gz)af + Af’)cf. (32)
(e e ADET:

®In this case, we will have E ||z — z}||* < U, where U, is solved from the sequential SDP problem in Proposition
2.2
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For any (pt,/\gl), e ,A§6)) € Ti, the 3 x 3 upper-left block of the left side of (30) must be neg-
ative semidefinite, and hence we know (12) holds. Let 7; C R% x R? denote the set of tuples
(pt, )\El), e ,)\EG)) that satisfy the LMI condition (12). Then we know 7; C 7;. Noticing )\5/3) > af
for any point in 73, we can make the following claim:

A .. o 2
Uiy1 >  minimize p? U + A§ )0’? + a?cf

(e A AETs
o . 2
> minimize piU; + )\g )0'? +adc?
(e A A)eTr
o ; 2
— minimize p’U; + )\g )ag +alc?
(e AV AP e

2
= (,ut Ut—l-O't) —l—a?cg,

where V, C R‘i denotes the set of tuples (pt, )\El), )\5/2)) that satisfy the LMI condition (12), and

the last step can be easily verified using the argument in Section 3.1. It is also straightforward
to verify that p? = p?(1 + 1), )\gl) = () )\5/2) = a?, )\,23) =1+ l%, )\§4) = —oy, )\EE’) =

Lt—mt
a?, )\EG) = —oy is a feasible point in 7;. For the above feasible point, we have p?U; +)\§2)0t2 +aict =
- 2 . - 2
<,ut VU + 0t> + oz%c%. Therefore, we also have Uy11 < <,ut\/ U; + O't> + oz%c%. Combining the
upper and lower bounds for Ut+1, we reach the desired conclusion. O

Remark 4.1. We can see that the bound in (31) is always smaller than or equal to the bound in
(16). Obviously, the stochastic assumption on {v;} allows us to derive a refined bound. If we have

Ly=L, mi=m, ap =, oy = 0 and ¢ = ¢ for all t, then (31) becomes Ut+1 = (u Ut—l—a)2+a202.
Then it seems that both (31) and (16) lead to the bound \/U; < ptv/ Uy + Ult‘j‘f, which states that

VU, converges linearly to an asymptotic value 1Oicp at the rate p. However, we can use (31) to

derive o different bound with an improved asymptotic value. Noticing 0 < p < 1, the fixed point of
. . . * otr/o? a2 (1— 12 )
(31) is unique and satisfies U* = (uv/U* +0)? +a?c®. We have VU* = £ as :J;LQC =) Notice

that the right side of (31) is concave in Uy, and hence we have Upyq < U* + <,u + #) (U, —U*) <
t+1
(,u+ \/([71_> Uo + U*. Since we know (u + o/vVU*)? = 1 —a?c?/U* < 1, we have obtained an

alternative bound which gives the true value U* at the price of yielding a slower rate.

4.3 Analysis of stochastic OGD in the finite-sum setting

For many machine learning tasks, the cost function has a finite-sum structure. For instance, the
total cost in supervised learning can be typically decomposed as a sum of the loss on different
data points in the training set. If the data points used for training are time-varying, then we
have f; = % Sy ftz), where n is the size of the training set. Instead of utilizing the full gradient
information, one can randomly sample one data point from the training set and use the following
stochastic online gradient scheme:

Ti41 = Tt — avft(it)(xt)a (33)
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where i; € {1,2,--- ,n} is an index sampled in an IID manner. In such a setting, we can still apply
Proposition 4.1 to obtain the following LMI condition.

Lemma 4.3. Consider the recursion (33). For all t, we assume: i) fi is my-strongly convez, and
it) ||zj — 27| < 0. Denote Gy = 2377 | HVftl)(x;‘)
define X, € R?*2 as follows.

2 .
. Based on the assumption on ft(l), we

fo7 2 .
2gt _01 if ft(l) 18 L¢-smooth
S [0 L ()
Xi = I 1 if fp is Li-smooth and convex . (34)
L t -
[—2Lymy Ly +my] ., .6) .
_Lt +mt -1 :| fot (] Lt S f(mtuLt)

If there exists non-negative scalars (py, )\gl), )\152), A§3)) such that

1—pf —ap 1 —2m; 1 0 % 0
—or o —a [+ 1 0 o] +aP [o ! 20“] =<0, (35)

then the iterates of (33) satisfy E ||z11 — a;fHHz < P2 ||z — 23))* + )\§2)0't2 + 2)\,§3)G%.

Proof. We can set e; = x} —xj,; and rewrite (33) as 11—} = Ty —xf — onft(it)(:Et) + ey, which
. T

becomes a special case of (5) if we set & =z — x}, By = [—at 1], and w; = [Vft(“)(;pt)T eg]

The my-strong convexity of f; leads to a supply rate condition with (Xf”,Aﬁ”) = (diag(M, 0),0),
where M, is given by (4). The assumption ||e;|| < oy leads to the second supply rate condition with
Xt@) = diag(0,0,1) and A§2) = ¢?. The assumption on ft(i) can be translated to the third supply
rate condition with Xt(g) =— diag(Xt, 0) and A§3) = 2G?. Combining these supply rate conditions

with Proposition 4.1 immediately leads to the desired LMI. O
Incorporating (35) into our sequential SDP framework, we obtain the following result.

Theorem 4.4. Suppose oy € [0, &, where & is defined as

m if ft(i) 18 Ly-smooth

L
Q= L% if ft(z) is L¢-smooth and convex
m if ft(l) is L¢-smooth and my-strongly convex

Let T; C Ri denote the set of tuples (pt, )\gl), )\5/2), )\5/3)) that satisfy (35) . Suppose the assumptions
in Lemma 4.3 hold. Then U, from (11) with J = 3 is given by

2
Ut+1 = (\/ ﬁtUt + ZQ%G% + O't> 5 (36)

where py = 1 — 2aymy + ma? and 7wy = Xt(l, 1) + 2mtXt(2, 1).
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Proof. Based on Proposition 2.2, we need to solve the following problem:

Upy1 = minimize  p?U; + Aﬁz)af + 2A§3)G§. (37)
(e A AP ADeT;

Set A§2) =1+ Vit We can apply the Schur complement to convert (35) to the equivalent condition,
ie. v >0, )\gl) >0, )\Eg) >0 and :

1 +v) —p2 —2m A 129X, 1,1 A 42D X(1,2) — ap (14 1)

) ; <0.
A AP X (1,2) — ar (1+ 1) o (1+ 1) + A\ X (2,2)

Noticing X;(2,2) = —1 from (34), we set 7, = )\Eg) —a? (1 + 1), and this leads to )\Eg) =7+
a? (1 + v4). Based on the Schur complement lemma, we can set ¢; := (1 + 1) (1 — a Xy(2, 1)) and

show that the above condition is equivalent to vy > 0, 7+ > 0, )\gl) > 0, and h(yt,Tt,)\,El)) < p?,
where h(vy, ¢, )\El)) is defined as

h(Vt,Tt, )\El)) = (1 + Vt) (1 + Oé%Xt(l, 1)) + 2)\§1) (Xt(2, 1) — mt)

()\gl) - at<l5t)2

(K10 + (K2, 0)?) +

— 204, X4(2,1).
Next, we want to show h(vy, 7, )\El)) > 0. We need to consider three different cases corresponding
to various assumptions on ft(z) used in (34).

In the first case, we assume ft(i) is only L;-smooth. We have X;(1,1) = 2L? and X;(2,1) = 0
For any fixed 14 > 0 and 74 > 0, we have

- )\(1) _ 1 2
h(w, 7, M) = (1 + 1) (1 +a?Xy(1, 1)) — 22 Ym, 42027 + A ” — el + 1) :

Tt

which is non-negative based on the following fact:
(1) _ 2 9 2 2
h(ve, 7e, Ay ') = h(ve, 7o aupy + 7emy) = (1 + 1) (1 — 2mupaq + 2L7 ) + 1(2L7 — my).

In the second case, we assume ft(i) is Li-smooth and convex. We have X;(1,1) = 0 and X;(2,1) = L;.
For any fixed v4 > 0 and 7 > 0, we have:

(/\§1) - Oét¢t)2

h(l/t,Tt,/\gl)) =1 + V¢ + 2/\121) (Lt — mt) + TtL? + -
t

— 20004 Ly.

)

We can prove that h(vy, 7, )\gl)) has a non-negative lower bound given below by h(u, ) for all )\El :

t— Mt

242
1+ +TtL% + atq_—ft — 2at¢tLt if > ot

Lt—mt

~ (1—|—I/t) (1+2atmt (otht—l))+Ttmt(2Lt—mt) if OSTt < Laﬂ
h(ve, 1) =

L’”t for any fixed v, we can easily conclude that E(Vt, 7¢) linearly increases

ardt
Lt—mt

: at bt
Since we know I < Iom

for0 <7 < % and then again monotonically increases for 7, > . Therefore h achieves its
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minimum at 7; = 0. Therefore, we must have h(v, 74, )\gl)) > h(vg, 1o, a0(1+ 1) (1 — o Ly) — 7 (L —
mt)) = h(Vt,Tt) 2 0. '

In the third case, ft(l) is assumed to be L;-smooth and my-strongly convex. We have Xt(l, 1) =
—2L;m; and Xt(2, 1) = Ly + my. For any vy > 0 and 74 > 0, we have

h(Vt,Tt, )\El)) = (1 + l/t) (1 — 2athmt) +2)\£1)Lt + 7 (Lt2 + m?)
(A — aun)?

Tt

+ — 20404 (Ly 4+ my).

Again, we can prove that h(uy, 7, /\(1)) has a non-negative lower bound h (v, ) for all /\( ) Specif-
ically, we set h(v, 7¢) = (1 4+ 1) (1 —2aymy + 20 mt) +7m? for 0 <1y < O‘“bt , and set h(l/t,Tt)

(I+uw) (1— 204%Ltmt) + 7 (Lf —i—mt) + % — 20u4¢¢(Ly + my) for 7 > %ft Since we have

at¢t < Oét¢t atdt
L2+ — Lt

then agaln monotonlcally increases for 7y >

for any fixed v, we can conclude that fl(ut, 7¢) linearly increases for 0 < 7, < and

at‘ft Therefore h achieves its minimum at 7+ = 0. This
lead us to the fact that h(vy, 7, )\E )) > h(ve, 73, (1 + ) (1 — oy (Ly + my) — 7 Ly) = h(vy, ) > 0.
Now we know h(vy, 7, /\gl)) > 0. Denote F (v, ) := (1 + V%) o? 42 (Tt +a? (1+ I/t)) G?, and

the optimization problem (37) can be solved as follows

Ut+1 =min | min | min min <p§ Ui + F (v, Tt))
v >0 TtZO )\51)20 P%Zh(l/tﬂ't,)\gl)>

. . . (D)5
= gl;% <glé% (Ainll)lgo <h(7/t77_t7/\t )Ut + F(Vt,Tt)>>>

2
= (\/ﬁtUt +2O‘%Gt2 —|—O't> .

Notice the optimal /\gl) is given by oy (1 + 14)(1 — @, X;(2,1)). Since )\El) > 0 and v; > 0, therefore
the derived solution of the above optimization holds if 0 < oy X¢(2,1) < 1 which is consistent with
the existing result in [17]. Additionally, notice that p; < 1 and 0 < @, X;(2,1) < 1 lead to the
desired range of a; for which this result holds. O

If we assume Ly = L, my = m, Gy = G, 0 = 0, and oy = « for all t, we can simplify (36) as
\/Ut+1 = \/pUt + 202G2 + . This leads to the bound VU; < p2 VUy + Y2961 - which shows

T1-vp
‘[fGJfU at a linear rate p2. We can also use the

that /U, converges below a steady state value

argument in Remark 4.1 to get an alternative bound incoporated with the true steady-state value
limit U* satisfying vVU* = \/pU* + 202G? + 0. The details are omitted.

5 New Bounds for Inexact Proximal Online Gradient Descent

The inexact proximal online gradient descent (IP-OGD) method is proposed in [7] and has shown
great promise in addressing nonsmooth time-varying optimization problems such as robust subspace
tracking. In this setting, the cost at time ¢ is given by a sum f; + g¢, where f; is a smooth convex
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function and g¢; is non-smooth and convex. For each ¢, the IP-OGD method (or equivalently
Algorithm 1 in [7]) iterates as follows

Typ1 = argmin {% |z — 2 + a (Vfo(x) +v)|> + gt(x)} , (38)
TERP o
where the term v; captures the inexactness in the gradient computation and is assumed to satisfy
some prescribed norm bound. The assumption adopted in [7] is E ||v¢]] < ¢;. Consequently, the
tracking error bounds derived in [7] hold in L; sense, i.e. upper bounds are obtained for E ||z; — ||
In this paper, we will adopt a more standard mean-squared error bound for v;, i.e. we assume
E HthZ < ¢?. We are interested in deriving upper bounds for the mean-square tracking error
E ||z, — 2;||>. Our tracking error bounds hold in the Lo sense, and hence naturally complements
the Ly error bounds in [7]. Other than this one key difference in the assumption for v, all other

assumptions in our analysis will be the same as the ones used in [7]. We can obtain the following
LMI condition.

Lemma 5.1. For all t, we assume: i) f; € F(my, L), ii) g4 is convex and Lg-Lipschitz, iii)
lziy — 27l < o¢, and iv) E vl < €. If there exist non-negative scalars p; and {)\gj)}?zl such
that the following matriz inequality holds

=0

— 9

M(QtastaRt) — |:Qt St:|

ST R,
where (Qy, St, Ry) are defined as

Qr = 1 i~ 2)‘§1)Ltmt )\gl)(Lt +my) — oy
)\gl) (Lt + mt) — O Oé% — 2)\&” ’
S, — [ )\§5) — Ot —OQr —O 1
! _04% — at)\gs) ol Al -y ’
[a? — 2at)\£5) a? — ozt/\f)) a? — ozt)\g@ /\§5) — oy
R — a? — ozt/\f)) a? — /\§4) o? —y
! al — ozt/\f)) o? ol — A§3) —oy ’
)\§5) — O — O — O 1-— )\122)

then the IP-OGD method satisfies the following mean-squared tracking error bound:
* 2 *
E ||z — 2741 < PR ||z — z}|* + )\122)0? + )\gg)c? + 4A§4)L3.

Proof. The IP-OGD recursion can be rewritten as xy11 = z; — o« (Vfi(xy) +v) — ary, where
r¢ € 0g4(x441). Denote e; = w7 — x|, and (38) can be rewritten as xyy1 — 27, = oy — 2} —
a(Vfi(xe) = Vfi(zy)) — alry — riyq) — alrfy, — rf) — avg + ey, where 7} is a subgradient of gy
evaluated at x} and satisfying r; = —V fi(z}), and r},; is any subgradient of g; evaluated at ;.
Set & := xy — xf. Then the IP-OGD method is a special case of (5) with B; and w; given as B; =
[ —ov —oy —oy 1], and wy = [Vfi(a) = Vila)T rof —rfly rfL =T of eﬂT
Next, we provide five different expected supply rate conditions to capture the assumptions in the
above lemma statement. We need to specify (Xt(j ),A,Ej )) for j = 1,2,---,5. The assumption
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fr € F(my, Lt) leads to an expected supply rate condition in the form of (29) with (Xt(l),Agl)) =
(diag(Y%,0,0,0,0),0), where Y; is given by (4). The condition |le;]] < oy can be rewritten in
the quadratic form (29) with (Xt(z),A?)) = (diag(0,0,0,0,0, 1),0?). It is also straightforward to
rewrite E [|vg]|? < ¢ in the form of (29) with (Xt(g),AEg)) = (diag(0,0,0,0,1,0),¢7). Since g; is
Lg-Lipschitz for all ¢, we have ||rf —ry, || < 2L, which can be recast in the form of (29) with
(Xt(4),A§4)) = (diag(O, 0,0,1,0, 0),4L§). The last supply rate condition is a direct consequence of
the convexity of ¢;, and the condition (r; — 7 +1)T(:17t+1 —x7,,) > 0 can be used to derive a supply
rate condition with the following parameters:

0O 0 -1 0 0 O
0 0 o O 0 O
Xt(5) = _01 %t 20[&: Cét %t _01 s and A£5) =0
0 0 o O 0 O
(0 0 -1 0 0 0

Then we can apply Proposition 4.1 to formulate the desired LMI. [l

Applying our sequential SDP approach, we can obtain the following mean-square tracking error
bound for IP-OGD.

Theorem 5.2. Suppose a; < L% for allt. Let T; C ]R(jr denote the set of tuples (pt, )\El), e ,A§5)>

that satisfy M(Q¢, S, R¢) =< 0. Suppose the assumptions in Lemma 5.1 hold, then the bound U,
defined in (11) can be calculated as

2
Ut+1 = (,ut U: + oo + ¢ + ZOthg) . (39)

Proof. We need to solve the following SDP:

Uy = minimize  p2U; + A£2)J? + A§3) &+ 4A£4) L?]. (40)

(e A APheT;

We can modify the previous arguments and apply the Schur complement lemma to convert the
above optimization problem into the following equivalent form:

Upr1 = mi i i i i '<2U+F,,,) 41
T (i?i% (gl;% (3@% (m (@;zi:ﬁpg it E s ) 4

where F(x¢, v, G, vp) is defined as
2

c o2 1
F(xe, v, Govr) = (i) (1 + 1) (V—t +a?(1+¢) (—t +4 (1 + —> Lg)) )

t Gt Ut

o —1
Here we use the notation t:(x¢) := <1 + % (XtT_l) > . Then we can just solve (41) in the
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following layer-by-layer manner:

l/ = i/ + F s Uty Gty )
min | min t h T ZA) + 1 'ty Gt 't
l/t;H (Ct;(i < vt > (qb (mit;no ¢ > ¢ (Xb v ,< v )>>>>

i <m1n min qﬁtufﬁt+F(Xt,Vt7Ct7Ut))>>>

= min
(>0 \v>0

<
(e
a0 g (00 (S ()] )
((1 + 1) <]C/—§ + <,Ut Us + oy (00 + 2L9)>2>>

2
= <,ut Ui + apop + ¢ + 2othg> .

Our proof is complete. O

. - 2
Remark 5.1. The recursive bound in (39) can be further simplified to Upy1 = <,uv Ui+ aoc+c+ 2aLg>

by taking Ly = L, my =m, a4 = «a, ¢ = ¢ and oy = o for all t. The simplified iterative bound leads
us to the following asymptotic bound:

- ~ 2aL 2aL
/Ut:,ut< /Uo_aa+c+ a g>+a0—|—c—|— aly

1—p 1—p

Clearly, \/ U, converges linearly to its steady state value at the rate quantified by p.

6 Dynamic Regret Analysis

There is a routine which can be used to convert the tracking error bounds derived in the previous
sections into new upper bounds for dynamic regret. Specifically, the following lemma is useful.

Lemma 6.1. Suppose f; is L-smooth, V fy(x}) = 0, and ||z, — z}||* < Uy Vt. If the tracking error
bound U, satisfies the following inequality with some 0 < v <1 and u; > 0:

\/ U1 <\ Ui + w, (42)

then the dynamic regret of the online optimization method can be bounded as

T ) I I -1 \ 2
> (felwe) = fulaf) < TPt gy (Z u) : (43)

t=0

Proof. Since f; is L-smooth and V fy(z}) = 0, we have fi(z;) < fi(z}) + & |z — a7]|>. There-
fore, the dynamic regret satisfies ZtT:O(ft(ajt) — fi(zy)) < %Ztho |z — 2| < éZ?:o U, <
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—\ 2 = =
% (Zf:o V Ut) . Based on (42), we have \/U; < v/ Uy + ’Yt_luo + ’yt_2u1 4+ -+ u_q. This
leads to the following bound

T T T-1 T—1
N N 1 1 N 1
Z\/Etngyt\/;wﬁz%g T Vot =2 e
=0 =0 =0 =0
Therefore, we have (Ztho \/U_t>2 < <2Uo + 2(232_01 ut)2> /(1 —~)2. This directly leads to the

desired conclusion. O

Based on the above result, it is almost a trivial task to convert the tracking error bounds U,
into dynamic regret bounds. We briefly summarize these result next.

e Inexact OGD with absolute error. If a; = « and u; = p for all ¢, we have Ut—i—l <
wy U} + 04 + ac. Based on Lemma 6.1, the following bound holds

4 L 5 o, (T2 N\ 2ra? (2
t(xe) — fi(z})) < —— S —— o — c | .
2 (i) = Blei)) < = Ot 7= (Z:; ) KT (; )

e Inexact OGD with relative error. If oy = o and p, = p for all ¢, we have 4/ Ut+1 < pV UH—O}.
Based on Lemma 6.1, the following bound holds

T I 2
t(x) — fi(af)) < U or | .
> (elze) = fiul D<ol <§; )

t=0

e Stochastic OGD with additive noise. We can use the stochastic variant of Lemma 6.1
to obtain the stochastic dynamic regret bound. Specifically, we have E |z, — z||> < U, and

E (fi(z) — fo(a})) < LE |2y — 27||>. From Theorem 4.2, we have the bound /U1 < pv U +
ot + ac;. Then we can slightly modify the proof of Lemma 6.1 to show

T 2 2
Y E(filwr) — fula)) < {a _L#)QU <Z O't> (Z Ct> :

t=0
e Stochastic OGD in the finite-sum setting. From Theorem 4.4, we have the tracking error

bound 4/ Ut+1 < \/ﬁfft +12aGy + o;. Similarly, we can immediately obtain the stochastic dynamic
regret bound:

ZEftxt ) < (1ij5)2 = (Z"tf v (Zth

e IP-OGD. In this case, we need to slightly modify the analysis. Specially, we are interested in
deriving an upper bound for Ztho E(h¢(xt) — he(xf)). We have

T T T
D E(hi(xy) = ha(2}) <D E(filwe) — fi@)) + ) Elge(z) — gi(2)))
t=0 t=0 t=0
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Notice that now we have V fi(x}) # 0. Since z} is the global minimum of f; + ¢g;, we must have
—V fi(x}) € Oge(xy). Since g; is Lg-Lipschitz, we have ||V fi(z})|| < Ly. Now we have

T L T R T L T X T -
D E(hy(w) = i) < 5 D Ur+2Lg Y Ellw—af| <5 Ur+2Lg ) /0.,
=0 t=0 t=0 =0 =0
Suppose (42) holds. We can easily modify the proof of Lemma 6.1 to show
L i > T-1 \? T—1
LUO 2L UO L 2L
E(hn(a1) — ho(a7) < 4 2Vl ( m>+ N
; Q-7 1-7v  (1-9) ; 1_7;

For IP-OGD, if oy = o and uy = p for all ¢, we have v = y and us = aoy + ¢t + 2al;. Therefore,
we have the above stochastic dynamic regret bound with v = p and w; = aor + ¢ + 2a L.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we develop analytical solutions for sequential SDPs to yield upper bounds for the
tracking error and dynamic regret of a large family of inexact online optimization methods. Our
analysis provides a unified treatment of inexact online optimization methods in both the determin-
isitc and stochastic settings, and addresses the oracle inexactness in a versatile manner. In the
future, it will be interesting to investigate the analysis of inexact online mirror descent methods,
which requires the use of Bregman divergence as the distance metric for the tracking error.

A Proof of Theorem 3.6

Proof. Based on Proposition 2.2, we need to solve the following problem:

A e 2 2
U1 = minimize p?U; + )\E )af + /\gg)c?. (44)
(e A AP AP A DyeT;

Set )\5/2) =1+ l% and )\5/3) =af(1+ ) (1 + é) Then we can apply the Schur complement twice
to show that 27 is equivalent to (; > 0, v, > 0 and

W(Gm) — pF + AVLE - 22 my MY = ap (G, m)

[ A = anp(Gr ) 0291+ E) 20| =P
where ¥((,1vy) == (1 + ¢)(1 + v¢). Set 7 = /\§4) — a2(Cyv) (1 + (Z—tf) We have A§4) =7+
(G, v) (1 + (z.—’f) Applying the Schur complement, we can show that the above condition
holds if and only if 4 > 0, { > 0, 7+ > 0, and h(Vt,Ct,Tt,)\gl)) < p?, where h(ut,Ct,Tt,)\El)) =
bi(vi, Gr) <1 + L1+ %) — %‘Tigl)> L2 — 2Py 4 PO B 50,6 > 0

Tt
) that minimizes h is given by /\gl) = mymy + Py > 0. We have

and 7y > 0, the optimal choice of )\El

h(ve, Gy i, )\El)) > h(vg, G, 7o, e + i) = Yo F(G) + (L7 —mi) > 0,
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where F((;) := 1 — 2aymy + o?L? (1 + g) Then we can denote F(v4, () := (1 + ) o +a2(1+
V) (1 + é) c? and solve (44) as follows

Uy =min | min | min | min min (prt—i-F(Vt,Ct))
20\ @20 20\ 20\ ppzh(vigina?)

iy (i (s (s, (om0 710.0) ) ) )

— min ( min <m1n (wt(w,ct) F(C)U + (L7 — m})Uy +F(Vt’gt)>>>

vt >0 Ct>0

= min gl;% <(1+1/t) <(1+<t) (F(g)Ut O‘tct>+ 2)))

= m;no < 1—|—Vt ( (1 —20ztmt—|—at Ut + o/ ¢ +52L2Ut> ))

2

= <\/ (1 —2mpay + a2 L? )Ut +ap/ 2 + 52L2Ut + at>

B Explanations of Remark 3.3

The sequential optimization problem in [17, Proposition 1] is equivalent to the following sequential
SDP:

U1 = minimize  p?U; + 2A£4) G? + A£3) A, (45)

(e A AP AD)eT;

where T; C RY is the set of tuples (p, )\El), )\Eg), )\5/4)) that satisfy (27) with )\5/2) = 0. It is worth
mentioning that the above optimization is similar to the sequential SDP in (44) with oy = 0 and
a slightly modified cost function. Next, we can solve (45) analytically to show that the recursive
bound in [17, Remark 3] is indeed the exact solution for the sequential SDP in [17, Proposition
1]. Setting )\5/3) =a?(1+ é) and repeating the steps performed in Appendix A for the proof of

Theorem 3.6 directly leads to the following bound:

~ R 52 a2c2
U1 = min ((1 + ¢) ((1 — 20¢m + 207 L?) Uy + 203 G? <1 - —) + L >>
(>0 Ct Ct

2
- <at\/c2 +202G2 + 26220, + \/(1 —2aym + 207 L2) Uy + 2G2at2> :
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