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Abstract

Nonconvex optimization is central to modern ma-
chine learning, but the general framework of non-
convex optimization yields weak convergence
guarantees that are too pessimistic compared to
practice. On the other hand, while convexity en-
ables efficient optimization, it is of limited appli-
cability to many practical problems. To bridge
this gap and better understand the practical suc-
cess of optimization algorithms in nonconvex set-
tings, we introduce a novel unified parametric
assumption. Our assumption is general enough to
encompass a broad class of nonconvex functions
while also being specific enough to enable the
derivation of a unified convergence theorem for
gradient-based methods. Notably, by tuning the
parameters of our assumption, we demonstrate
its versatility in recovering several existing func-
tion classes as special cases and in identifying
functions amenable to efficient optimization. We
derive our convergence theorem for both deter-
ministic and stochastic optimization, and conduct
experiments to verify that our assumption can
hold practically over optimization trajectories.

1. Introduction

There is a large disconnect between the theory and practice
of nonconvex optimization with first-order methods. The
theory for nonconvex optimization allows us only to guar-
antee convergence to a stationary point, or at most, a higher-
order stationary point (Carmon et al., 2017a;b). In practice,
neural scaling laws show smooth decreases in the loss func-
tion value as the number of training steps increases (Kaplan
et al., 2020). In contrast, convex optimization theory typ-
ically allows us to derive tight guarantees on the function
value (Nesterov, 2018), but is too restrictive to apply to
nonconvex models directly. This discrepancy has motivated
researchers to develop intermediate theoretical frameworks
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that allow us to obtain stronger convergence guarantees
without losing too much applicability. These developments
include star convexity (Nesterov & Polyak, 2006), quasi-
convexity (Hardt et al., 2016; Bu & Mesbahi, 2020), the
Polyak-t.ojasiewicz (PL) condition (Polyak, 1963; Liu et al.,
2022), Aiming (Liu et al., 2023), and the «-§ conditions
(Islamov et al., 2024).

Problem statement. We are primarily concerned with the
minimization problem

min f(x
rER4 f( )7

where f(z) : R? — R is a differentiable objective function.
We focus on variants of gradient descent of the form

2 = 2k RV f (2F)

where v¥ > 0 is a stepsize, and V f(z*) represents the
gradient of the function f at the current point z*. Our
analysis also extends to stochastic gradient descent.

A novel unified assumption. We build on this line of
work by introducing a new assumption that allows us to
obtain convergence guarantees for nonconvex optimization.
Our unified framework is broadly applicable— it subsumes
prior assumptions on nonconvex optimization and allows for
unified analysis of convex and nonconvex objectives. The
main idea of our framework is that even in complex non-
convex landscapes, effective optimization algorithms rely
on the gradient possessing a degree of directional alignment
towards the set of solutions. To formalize this, we first make
the assumption that a set of solutions exists.

Assumption 1.1. The function f is continuously differen-
tiable and has a nonempty set S C R? of global minimizers.
Let f* denote the minimum value of the function f.

We now introduce our main assumption, an inequality that
relates the gradient at any point z to its projection onto a
subset S of optimal solutions, using a progress function
P(z; S) to quantify proximity to this set.

Assumption 1.2. There exists constants ¢c; > 0 and ¢y > 0
such that for all z € R,

(Vf(z), 2 —projg(x)) > e P(x;5) — ca,
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where S C 5,5 C R%is a set of global minimizers of f,
S # 0, projs(z) € argmin, 5 ||z — y| 2 and P(z;95) is
a nonnegative function of the argument 2 € R,

Assumption 1.2 has a clear and intuitive interpretation: the
progress function controls how “informative” the gradient
is in pointing us towards the set of minimizers, while the
constants ¢; and co control how stringent this information
is.

Our contributions. We develop a new framework for an-
alyzing gradient descent under Assumption 1.2. We demon-
strate that our framework recovers classical convergence
guarantees for convex optimization as a special case, and
also subsumes several existing assumptions in nonconvex
optimization (such as quasiconvexity and the aiming con-
dition). We provide convergence analysis under this new
assumption for gradient descent (Theorem 2.1) and stochas-
tic gradient descent (Theorem 2.6) and demonstrate the
flexibility of these theorems in deriving new convergence
guarantees. Finally, we provide experimental validation
for how applicable our assumption is in half-space learning
with the sigmoid, training MLPs on Fashion-MNIST, and
training convolutional neural networks on CIFAR-10.

1.1. Brief literature review

The challenge of bridging the gap between theory and prac-
tice in nonconvex optimization has spurred significant re-
search into developing more refined analytical frameworks.
Classical convex optimization theory provides strong con-
vergence guarantees, but its assumptions are often too re-
strictive for modern machine learning. Conversely, standard
nonconvex optimization results guarantee convergence to
stationary points and do not reflect the empirical success
of first-order methods in deep learning. Convexity can be
seen as controlling the lower curvature of a function while
smoothness controls the upper curvature. The literature has
explored generalizations and alternatives to both.

Alternatives to convexity. The Polyak-Lojasiewicz (PL)
condition (Polyak, 1963; Liu et al., 2022) is a prominent
example that relates the function value to the gradient norm,
provides a lower bound on the function growth, and en-
sures linear convergence under certain conditions. Quasi-
convexity (Hardt et al., 2016) and star-convexity (Nesterov
& Polyak, 2006) represent other relaxations of convexity
that have been studied in optimization. More recently, con-
ditions like the Aiming property (Liu et al., 2023) and the
«-f conditions (Islamov et al., 2024) have emerged as tools
to characterize the loss landscapes of neural networks and
analyze the convergence of optimization algorithms in these
settings.

Alternatives to smoothness. Recent work has explored

alternatives to smoothness that may more accurately de-
scribe neural network optimization, e.g. generalized smooth-
ness (Zhang et al., 2020a; Xie et al., 2024), directional sharp-
ness or smoothness (Pan & Li, 2022; Mishkin et al., 2024),
and local smoothness (Berahas et al., 2023).

Assumptions on the stochastic gradients. Another line of
work has considered the various properties of the stochastic
gradient noise, and its effect on the convergence of gradient-
based methods, see e.g. (Khaled & Richtarik, 2020; Faw
et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2020b). Our work is primarily
aimed at relaxing convexity and is therefore orthogonal to
these results.

2. Main Theory & Results

In this section, we first discuss further Assumption 1.2 and
its implications, then present our convergence theory for gra-
dient descent under this assumption, followed by stochastic
gradient descent.

2.1. Discussion of Assumption 1.2

To analyze Assumption 1.2, we start by considering the
simpler setting co = 0. In this case, Assumption 1.2 takes
the form

(Vf(x),z —projz(z)) > c1 P(x; S) >0 forallz € R%.

This means that the negative gradient —V f(x) points to-
ward S in the sense that —V f(z) is nontrivially correlated
with the direction projz(z) — x. The term ¢; P(z; S) can
tighten or relax this correlation depending on the choices
of ¢; and P(x; 5), leading to narrower or wider classes of
functions. Introducing ¢, relaxes the correlation, possibly
allowing the inner product to be negative at certain points.

Now, consider the case where 2 € R? is a stationary point
of f, i.e.,~Vf(m) = 0. From Assumption 1.2 we have
that P(z;5) < z—f This implies, in terms of the measure

P(x; S), the stationary point z is not too far from the set S.
A specific, natural choice for the progress function in As-
sumption 1.2 is P(z; S) = f(x) — f*, as an example. We
define the constants ¢; = 1, ca = 0, and set S = {a*},
x* € S. With these choices, Assumption 1.2 becomes

(Vf(x),x —a*) = f(z) — [~

which is a simple consequence of the convexity of f from
standard convex analysis.

for all z € RY,

For additional examples of various classes of functions de-
rived from Assumption 1.2 that yield meaningful conver-
gence results, please refer to Section 2.2.1 and 2.4, where by
adjusting the parameters of Assumption 1.2, we can recover
many well-known function classes as special cases, includ-
ing convex, strongly convex, weak quasi-convex functions
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(Hardt et al., 2016), strongly weak quasi-convex functions
(Bu & Mesbahi, 2020), and functions satisfying the Aiming
(Liu et al., 2023) property or the a-3 condition (Islamov
et al., 2024). Moreover, this framework also reveals entirely
new classes of functions.

Role of the parameters (c;,c2, S). Now, let us examine
how the flexibility of the choices (c, co, 5’) in Assump-
tion 1.2 leads to wider classes of functions for the particular
choice of P(z,S) = f(x) — f*, where we assume with-
out loss of generality that f* = 0. We include examples of
how our assumption subsumes existing conditions and allow
for relaxed ones in Table 1, including different examples
of functions f(x), € R (Figure 1) (see Appendix A for
details).

f1:x27
fﬁ 1, xZ—l
T 4y/—x — 3, r< -1’
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Figure 1. Examples of the function f(z), z € R.

We can observe that incorporating constants into Assump-
tion 1.2, allowing ¢; # 1 and ¢y # 0, leads to broader
classes of functions. When ¢z # 0, Assumption 1.2 can
describe functions with local minima and saddle points.

Note that for certain functions, choosing ¢; # 1 and S=9

Table 1. Examples of classes of functions described by Assump-
tion 1.2 for P(z,S) = f(x) — f*, where f* = 0, S C S, and
for different choices of (c1, c2, S ). Here, S C R is a set of global
minimizers of f, z* € S.

C1, S C2 = 0 C2 Z 0
c =1, CONSEQUENCE OF
S ={z*} CONVEXITY
EXAMPLES: f1 f1,f3, f4
c1 >0, WEAK QUASI-CONVEXITY
S ={z*} (HARDT ET AL., 2016)
EXAMPLES: f1,f2 fl,f27f3,f4»f5
c1 >0, AIMING CONDITION
S=5 (LIU ET AL., 2023)
EXAMPLES: f1,f2 fl,fz,f3,f4,f5

allows us to satisfy Assumption 1.2 with a smaller constant
Co.

* Specifically, for a fixed ¢; = 1, if S = {z*}, 2* =1,
then f5 satisfies Assumption 1.2 with co ~ 1.437, and
ifS=9 , then f3 satisfies Assumption 1.2 with co =
0.5. In both of these cases, we choose the smallest co
for the given c;.

* For the function fy, it can be shown that f; satisfies
Assumption 1.2 with ¢y = 1, c3 = 1.013, or ¢; = 0.1,
co =~ 0.467. Also, if f3 is considered with S =5, it
satisfies Assumption 1.2 with ¢; = 1, c2 = 0.5, or
c1 = 0.1, co = 0.05. In all these examples, we select
the smallest ¢, for the given c; .

2.2. Main Convergence Theorem

In this section, we examine the convergence guarantees we
can obtain under the proposed Assumption 1.2.

Theorem 2.1. Let Assumptions 1.1 and 1.2 be satisfied.
Further assume that the stepsize Y* satisfies the relations

(VS (a*) ,ab —ab) +eo + 8"
IV f (2F)]|?

0<y"<(2-a)

that holds for all k > 0, where 0 < o < 2, B¥ > 0,
Y« > 0, &, := projg(x). Then we have the following
descent inequality that holds for all k > 0

[t 2| < o — 2} |* - aeint Pt )

+ (2 — a)BFy* + 2¢07%,
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and
kp(ak; S
min P(LI,‘ : )_ Zk O’Y ( )
ke{0,..., K} Zk 0 F
0 0
o - I
— K ]{} b
acy Zk:o'y
where CK = St (2- 04)5 4+ 22
acy Ek 0k acy

Theorem 2.1 provides convergence guarantees for P(x; S )
within a neighborhood C'¥, given that the sum of the step-

. K k- . . .
sizes, > .., 7", is sufficiently large. However, achieving
a precise convergence rate to the neighborhood requires
additional assumptions on P(z;.S), the function f, or the
stepsizes v~.

For instance, under assumptions such as P(z; S) = f(z) —
f* and smoothness (Corollary 2.2), bounded gradients
(Corollary 2.3), or decreasing stepsizes (Corollary 2.4),
we can establish convergence to a neighborhood within
the framework of Theorem 2.1. However, the latter two
results—bounded gradients and decreasing stepsizes—are
only meaningful if P(z; S ) satisfies certain regularity prop-
erties, which are discussed in detail in Section 2.2.1.

Corollary 2.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1 with
P(x;S) = f(x) — f*, if we additionally assume that f is

LRy px
L-smooth, and choose v* = %, a=1,5"=0,

then we obtain
2LH330 —xZO,HQ 2¢o

k *
f(x)_f < C%(K—l—l) E

min
ke{0,...,K}

Note that for S = {*},2* € S, 1 = 1, co = 0, Corol-
lary 2.2 presents a well-known result from standard convex
analysis for the Polyak stepsize (Polyak, 1987).

Corollary 2.3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1,
if we additionally assume that f has bounded gradients,
e, [Vf(z)| < G forall x € R, and choose v* =

AP@ S LB i on we obtain

IV f (k)|
- G ||z° — 20 1
min P(xk ) < H pH +CK,
ke{0,....K} \/(2 —a)ac VK +1
where OK — DT i O a)/B 4 2
acy Ek 0k acy
Corollary 2.4. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, if
we additionally assume that v* < v*~ ' fork =1,... K,
then we obtain
- D?2 N
min  P(zF;S) < $+0K,
ke{0,....K} ( ~ acyK(K +1)
where CK = (xcl(K+1) Zk Oﬂk 5—2 and D2, =

maxyeo,....x} ||[" — 33];“2'

2.2.1. SPECIAL CASES

Let us consider some examples of stepsizes that satisfy
Theorem 2.1 for a specific choice of P(x;S) = f(z) — f*
and S = {z*}, 2* € S. These results are summarized
in Table 2. From the table, we observe that for various
stepsizes of the Polyak type (Polyak, 1987; Loizou et al.,
2021; Orvieto et al., 2022), convergence is achieved up
to a neighborhood under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1,
along with additional conditions such as the smoothness
of the function f or the boundedness of its gradients, i.e.,
|[Vf(z)|| < G forall z € R? (see Section C for details).

Table 2. Examples of stepsizes that satisfy Theorem 2.1 for o = 1,

P(x,8) = f(z) — f*, where S = {z*}, z* € S. Here, S C R
is a set of global minimizers of f, I* < f*, c* = vk +1, 0% :=
f* _ l*
STEPSIZE, fyk EXTRA CONVERGENCE
ASSUMPTION RATE
e (F@®)= 1) 1 2
s SMOOTHNESS O(=)+ =2
I GOI° (%) +%
1 2c2
BOUNDED V f O (\/f) + =
Cl(f(zk> ") 1 2¢
SMOOTHNESS O(=)+ =2
el G+
+ o
. 1 2co
BOUNDED V f O( K) +
+0?
~k k—1_k—1
Y. ¥ 1 2c
mln{—,’; > SMOOTHNESS O (—K) + L—f
:Yk _a(fEm)-r)
[ T NI
[[v£(=*)|*

2.3. Examples of function classes

Next, let us consider some choices of P(x; S ), c1, and ¢y
in Assumption 1.2 that describe specific classes of func-
tions and lead to meaningful convergence results. Our first
example is one we have already mentioned before.

Let P(x;S) = f(z) — f*.

Note that if S = {z*}, ¥ € S, ¢ = 0, then Assump-
tion 1.2 is equivalent to the definition of c¢;-weak quasi-
convex functions (Hardt et al., 2016). If additionally c¢; = 1,
then Assumption 1.2 follows from the convexity of the func-
tion f.

Example 1.

Consider using the Polyak stepsize v* = el PahS)

X IV ™Mz —
%, with @ = 1, and 5% = 0. If we additionally

assume that f is L-smooth, then from Corollary 2.2 we get
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the following convergence result

2LH$0—:UOH2 2¢
: ky _ px < P 72
e JE) S =amy T
If ¢ = 0, then we obtain an O (%) convergence rate for
mingeqo,... K} f(z*) — f* under Assumptions 1.1, 1.2, and

the smoothness of f.

If, instead of the smoothness of f, we assume that f has
bounded gradients, then from Corollary 2.3, we get the
following convergence result

Gl 2,

. k
in_f(2")—f 71 o

m <
ke{o,.... K} Cc1

. 1
If ¢co = 0, then we obtain an O (W) convergence rate for

mingeqo,... K} f(x*) — f* under Assumptions 1.1, 1.2, and
the boundedness of the gradients of f.

Example 2. Let P(2;5) = f(z) — f* + &z — x,%
w> 0.

Note that if S = {z*}, ¥ € S, ca = 0, then Assump-
tion 1.2 is equivalent to the definition of u-strongly c;-weak
quasi-convex functions (Bu & Mesbahi, 2020). If addition-
ally ¢; = 1, then Assumption 1.2 follows from the p-strong
convexity of the function f.
a(f=)-r* c1 P(z*;8
H(Vf(w’“)l\z) < fgampe: Then
by setting a = 1, B = 0, ~* satisfies the relations of
Theorem 2.1

Let us choose 7% =

o Pt B) w2 (VF () 2 - o) 4 oo
< < ! :
IV f (@®)l [V f (®)|l

Similar to the previous example, assuming that f is L-
smooth, we can show that

: By v Bk k2

ke{%}}{{K}f(x )= F 4 S llat —
2

2L || —ap||” | 2es

C%(K—Fl) c1 ’

and assuming that f has bounded gradients, we get
: By e My ok k2
e i F@®) = 7+ Slla” = 2
0_ .k
Gl =] 2o
avK+1 C1
If ¢co = 0, then we obtain an O (%) convergence rate for
mingeo,... k3 f(2%) — f* + §|lz* — 2¥||* under Assump-

. 1
tions 1.1, 1.2, and the smoothness of f, and an O (\/7)

convergence rate for mingego,... x} flak) — f*+ %ka —
x[’j |2 under Assumptions 1.1, 1.2, and the boundedness of
the gradients of f.

We can also establish the linear rate of convergence for this
class of functions (see Section C for details)

K
o —af |2 < (1= GEY) g0 — g0 4 3L
P 4L P Au

)

.f k
where Yimnax := maxge(o,... . K} 7" -

If ¢ = 0, then we obtain a linear convergence rate for
2" — 2 ||? under Assumptions 1.1, 1.2, and the smooth-
ness of f.

Example 3. Let P(z;S) = +|[Vf (2)|? L > 0.

Note that if § = {z*},2* € S, ¢1 =1, ca = 0, then As-
sumption 1.2 follows from the convexity and L-smoothness
of the function f. Here, we used the fact that f is L-smooth
and convex , which is equivalent to the property that for all
x,y € RY

LIVF(@) ~ VI < (V) ~ V). )

c1 P(z*;5) _ ca
IV f () || L-
a =1, BF = 0, ~* satisfies the relations of Theorem 2.1
X 1<2 <Vf (azk) ,xk fz];> + co
< 5 )
IV f (®)|l

Therefore, from Theorem 2.1 we get the following conver-
gence result

Let us choose 7% = Then, by setting

0<y

L2 |2 — || | 2cs

i Y12 < .
min ||vf (x )H = C%(K—i—l) 1

ke{0,.... K}

If ¢ = 0, then we obtain an O (+) convergence rate for

,,,,, &3 IV f (%) ||* under Assumptions 1.1, 1.2.
Example 4. Let P(z;5) = f(z) — [* + 5= |V f (x) |2
L>0.

Note that if S = {2*}, 2* € S, ¢; = 1, cg = 0, then As-
sumption 1.2 follows from the convexity and L-smoothness
of the function f. Here, we used the fact that f is L-smooth

and convex , which is equivalent to the property that for all
x,y € RY

S IVF@) = VWP < F(@) o) — (V7). — )

c P zkgg c f($k)_f*
Let us choose v* = HlVf((ac"' H)2 1”(Vjt'(mk)”2 )

by setting o« = 1, Bk = 0, " satisfies the relations of

+ % Then,
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Theorem 2.1

2 (VS (@) oh =) der

0<
” IV @)

Therefore, using the fact that 37 +* > & (K +1), from
Theorem 2.1 we get the following convergence result

. L 2
ke{g}gK}f( S + 5 HVf( "N
.

- C%(K—Fl) C1.

If ¢; = 0, then we obtain an O (%) convergence rate for
mingeqo, . iy f(@¥)— 455 |V f (z*) ||? under Assump-
tions 1.1, 1.2.

Example 5. Let P(z;5) = f(x), f* = 0.

Note that if S = S , where S is a nonempty set, co = 0, then
Assumption 1.2 is equivalent to the Aiming condition (Liu
et al., 2023).

P8 _  af@Eh)
NFGHI? ~ Tvr@oP: Then by
=0, 'yk satisfies the relations of Theo-

Let us choose v* =

setting o = 1, g*

rem 2.1

12 {Vf (2F),2F —2F) + ¢

o 2 Tt ) e
IV £ (%))

Similar to the previous examples, assuming that f is L-
smooth, we can show that

o |
A(K+1) e’
and assuming that f has bounded gradients, we get

Gllz® —apll | 2c

. k
min V) < .
f( ) o K+1 C1

ke{0,...,K} C1

If ¢ = 0, then we obtain an O (+) convergence rate for

minge(o,... k3 f(2¥) under Assumptions 1.1, 1.2, and the
smoothness of f. Also, if co = 0, then we get an O (\/%)

convergence rate for minge o, .} f(«*) under Assump-
tions 1.1, 1.2, and the boundedness of the gradients of f.
2.4. Extension to the stochastic setting

Problem formulation. In this subsection, we extend our
results to the stochastic optimization problem

min {f(z) := E¢up [fe(x)]},

z€RC

where £ are samples from some distribution D. We consider
the stochastic gradient method

2 = gk — Ak, (xk) ’
where v* > 0 is a stepsize.

Assumptions. To facilitate our convergence analysis, we
make the following assumption on f.

Assumption 2.5. The function f¢ is such that for all z € R?
and some constants c; £ > 0, C2¢ >0

(Ve (z),x

where S C 5,5 C R%is a set of global minimizers of f,
S # 0, projs(z) € arg min, ¢ ||z — yl|*, and Pe(z; S) is
a nonnegative function of the argument z € R%.

Theorem 2.6. Let Assumptions 1.1 and 2.5 be satisfied.
Further assume that the stepsize v* = min{7* 1}, where
A satisfies the relations

(Ve (@),

— projg(x)) > clng(x;S') — Ca¢,

xy) + cog + BE
IV fe ()|
that holds for all k > 0, where 0 < a < 2, Bg >0, 7 >0,

Y > 0, x, := projg(x). Then we have the following
descent inequality that holds for all k > 0

Y <A< (2-a)

o5+ — et

2 ~
— ayFerePe(a*; S)
+ (2= a)Y"BE + 29 e,

< [l -z

and

J2© - 23]
~ p
i E[ P ’“;S]<{ +OK
ke{%?{l:K} agleles5)] < Ymin (K + 1) o

2vpE|e
where Csror = a’Y(nzunaf)gil Zk 0 |: :| + %’
Ymin ‘= mln{%a%}-

Corollary 2.7. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.6
with P(z;S) = fe(x) — fe(zp), cie = c1 > 0, if we
additionally assume that f¢ are bounded from below, i.e,
f& == ming fe(x) > 0, fe are L-smooth, and choose

~ e1(fe(@®)— 12
k= W a=1 5? = c1(fe(zp) — fg) then
we obtain
B[l2° - =9°]
— f* < i PR
- Cl’Ymin(K + ]-)
L 2WE [ea¢]

C1Ymin

+ 02%

“Ymin

where Yinin = min{$+, 3}, 0% :=E [fg(mp) - fg*}
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Corollary 2.8. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.6, if
we additionally assume that ¥* < 3*~' fork =1,... K,
then we obtain

. D2 1
. E |: P k; :| <E max K
refiin  BlaeP(@5)] < K+1 + Gl
where CEK .= a(K+1) Zk 0 [ } + % and
D2 = maXge(o,..., K} Hx - x’;H .

Let us consider some examples of the choices of P (x; S ),
C1¢, C2¢ in Assumption 1.2 that describe certain classes of
functions and lead to meaningful convergence results.

Example 6. Let P(2;5) = fe(x) — fe(x,), c1e =c1 >
0, where we assume that functions f¢ are bounded from
below, i.e, fg := ming fe(x) > 0.

Note that if S = S, S'is anonempty set, c; = & — B, Coe =
B(fe(xp) — f¢), where & > 3 > 0, then Assumption 1.2 is

equivalent to the definition of the -3 condition (Islamov
et al., 2024).

e (fe(=®)—£2)
! IV fe (x'»)H?
sume that functions f¢ is L-smooth, then we can show that
4% > £ Then, by setting a = 1, ,6’? = c1(fe(xp) — f2),
from Corollary 2.7, we get the following convergence result

Let us choose 7% = . If we additionally as-

mi f(ack) —f* < M
ke{0,...,K} B Cl'Ymin(K+ 1)
Lo 29 E [ca¢]
“Ymin C1Ymin

where Yin := min{$+, v}, 0% :=E [fg(xp) — fg}

If c2¢ = O (under é- B condition either B = 0, or in the inter-
polation regime), then we obtain an O ( K) convergence rate
for mingeqo,.. k1 f( k) — f* under Assumption 1.1, 2.5,
and the smoothness of f.

Example 7. Let Pe(x;S) = 1|V fe(2)|?
c1 > 0.

Note that if S = {z*}, 2% € S, 1 = 1, e3¢ = 0, then As-
sumption 1.2 follows from the convexity and L-smoothness
of functions f.

,L>O,61£:

c1 P (z%;5)
IV fe(=®))?
a=1, 6§ =0, 7yk satisfies the relations of Theorem 2.6

Let us choose 7% = = . Then, by setting

o2 (TR ) =) v ene

c1
0<'y*——
L IV fe (%)

Finally, from Theorem 2.6, using Jensen’s inequality
1B [Ve(=®)] I <E[IV (=),
————
=V f(z*)

we get the following convergence result

L2E [||° - 3]
2
peuin IV f(=M)]? < 2K+ 1)
LVﬁW@d
cf

If ¢3¢ = 0, then we obtain an O () convergence rate
for mingeqo,... xy | V.f(2*)||* Assumption 1.1, 2.5, and the

smoothness of f.

3. Experiments

In this section, we consider experiments to test whether
our new assumption holds for two specific choices of func-
tions, defined by the progress functions P (z;S) = fe(z)—
fe(zp) and Pe(x; S) = ||V fe(x)||?, with c1¢ = ¢1 > 0. In
experiments, we approximately assume that S = {z*},
2% ~ 2* € S is the set of all minimizers. For all experi-
ments, we use 3 different random seeds and plot the mean,
along with the maximum and minimum fluctuations.

3.1. Half space learning problem

In the first experiment, we consider the following half-space
learning problem

. ERES T A
;2%&1}1 {f(x) = E;U (—bz‘ﬂf ai) + EHx” }7

where {a;, b}, ,a; € R%b; € {0,1} is a given dataset,
A =107?, and o is a sigmoid function. We draw n/2 = 20
samples a; € R* from two multivariate Gaussian distribu-
tions with different means and the same variance of 2, and
assign the labels b; € {0, 1} accordingly. We use SGD with
a learning rate of 0.05 and a batch size of 1 for minimization
problem.

The results of the experiment are presented in Figure 2. The
problem is nonconvex (Daneshmand et al., 2018), and we
observe that the gradient norm becomes near zero early, indi-
cating that the SGD trajectory passes through saddle points
or local minima. From the plots, you can observe that for dif-
ferent functions P (; S), E [co¢] remains close to zero and
Assumption 2.5 holds with relatively small constants cy¢
along the gradient trajectories, when c; is fixed. Specifically,
when Pe(z;S) = fe(x) — fe(z,) and ¢; = 1, it follows
that o < 0.221, and when Pe(z;S) = ||V fe(z)|? and
c1 = 0.1, it follows that cp¢ < 0.612.
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Figure 2. Training the half-space learning problem.

3.2. MLP architecture

In the second experiment, we train an MLP model with 3
fully connected layers and ReL.U activation functions (the
second layer has a size of 64) on the Fashion-MNIST dataset
(Xiao et al., 2017), using SGD with a learning rate of 0.05
and a batch size of 128.

The experimental results are shown in Figure 3. The plots
indicate that for different functions Pe(z;S), E [ca¢] re-
mains close to zero and Assumption 2.5 holds with relatively
small constants co¢ along the gradient trajectories when ¢,
is fixed. Specifically, when Pg(z;5) = fe(x) — fe(zp)
and ¢; = 1, it follows that co¢ < 0.402, and when
Pe(x;5) = [|[Vfe(x)]|? and ¢; = 0.01, it follows that
coe < 0.072.

(Vre(x¥), x* = xK) = e (fex¥) = £e(x¥)), cr = 1 (Vfelxk), x* = xK) = 1| VF(xK) |12, 1= 0.01
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0 50 100 150 200 250 300 [ 50 100 150 200 250 300
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Figure 3. Training the MLP model with 3 fully connected layers.

3.3. ResNet architecture

In the last experiment, we adopted the ResNet architec-
ture (He et al., 2016) with a batch size of 128, training
on the CIFAR-10 dataset (Krizhevsky, 2012) using the
Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 0.001. Our imple-
mentation is based on the open-source cifarl0-fast-simple
repository, available at https://github.com/99991/cifar10-
fast-simple.git.

From Figure 4, we observe that Assumption 2.5 can once
again be satisfied for fixed values of c¢;, with values of co¢
remaining relatively close to zero along gradient trajectories.

(Velx9), X = x¥) = c1 (Felx¥) = fe(x¥)), c1 =1 (Vfe(xk), x5 = xK) — 1| Fe(x¥)[2, c1 = 0.1
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Figure 4. Training the ResNet model.

4. Impact Statement

Our contribution is primarily theoretical and we do not
expect any negative impacts.
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Appendix

A. Proofs from Section 2.1

We consider different examples of functions f(x), z € R (see Figure 1):

f1:$27
f: f17 5172*1
T a7 -3, z<-1’

x? 1
fSZ?—xQ"‘?

1

f4:x4—?0x3+3x2,
fo = fi, >0
5 f2, 1’<07

that belong to a particular class of functions. We denote each class of function in Table 2 as Fy, Fb, F3, Fy, F5, and Fg.

Table 3. Assumption 1.2 for P(z, S)
of global minimizers of f, z* € S.

f(x) — f*, where f* = 0, S C S, and for different choices of (c1, c2, S). Here, S C R is a set

ci, S ca=0 c2>0
~01:1, fleFl f17f37f4€F2
S ={z"}
>0,  fi, fo, €F5  f1, f2, f3, fa, f5s € Fu
S={z"}

C}>O, fl, f2, € Fs f17f27 f37 f47 f5€F6
S=S5

1. Obviously, since f7 is a convex function, we have f; € F; fori =1,2,3,4,5,6.

2. The function f5 € F; for: = 3,4, 5, 6, since

(Va(x),n) = 2¢/—x > c1 f(x) = (4v/—x—3), for z<—1.

C1
~—
=1/2

With ¢; = 1, it can be shown that it is not possible to satisfy this inequality by choosing any constant c; > 0.

3. The function f3 € F; for i = 2,4,6. It is easy to show f3 has two global minima: a global minimum at x = 1 with
f* =0 and a global minimum at x = —1 with f* = 0. Then, choosing ¢; = 1 and ¢ = 0.5 (it is the smallest co when
c1 = 1), we can show that

(Vs(z),x —1) — i fa(z) = (223 — 22) (2 — 1) — ¢ <:c4 — 22+ 1> > —cg, for x>0,

2 2)
(Vfs(x),r +1) —c1fz(x) = (22° = 2z)(x + 1) — 1 (a:; —2? 4+ ;) > —co, for z<0.

With c5 = 0, it can be shown that it is not possible to satisfy these inequalities by choosing any constant ¢; > 0.
By choosing ¢; = 1 and ¢y ~ 1.437 (it is the smallest co when ¢; = 1), we have
4

(Vfs(x),2 — 1) —c1 fa(x) = (22 — 22)(x — 1) — ¢ <x2 —z? 4 ;) > —cg, for zeR.

10
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With ¢y = 0, it can be shown that it is not possible to satisfy this inequality by choosing any constant ¢; > 0.

4. The function f, € F; fori = 2,4,6. It is easy to show that f; has two minima: a global minimum at z = 0 with f* =0,
and a local minimum at x = 1.5. Then, choosing ¢; = 1 and c2 ~ 1.013 (it is the smallest c; when c; = 1), we can show
that

10
(Vfs(2),2) —crfa(z) = (4 — cy)a* — (10 — gcl)x?’ + (6 —3c1)x? > —cy, for z€R.
With ¢y = 0, it can be shown that it is not possible to satisfy this inequality by choosing any constant ¢; > 0.

5. The function f5; € F; for i = 4, 6. It is simply a piecewise function composed of fy and f,. This statement can be easily
proven using the proofs for f, and fy.
B. Proofs from Section 2.2
B.1. Proof of Theorem 2.1
Proof. By the definition of x,, and the gradient update, we have
o — 2 < ot — 2
2
= [[o* =7V f (") — a3
k k|2 k kY L.k k k)2 E\ (]2
= [Ja* = ap]” = 2o (V (&%) s a® —ap) + (F) [V F )

(V4 (") " ~a) +cat 5

Since 0 < % < (2 — a) IV F (@)

, we have
4 =2 " < [l —af|* — art (VS (2) . 0* — ) + (2 - )B4 + 2 - et
<k — 2P~ aeiy Pt 8) + (2 - )B4 + 20t
After telescoping the last inequality, we get

K _kp(.k.3 0_ .02 K _kio &
min Pt §) < =0V PE@58) 12—l | S @2 -a)ft | 2

K — K K :
Re{0, K} > k=0 V" act Yo" act Yo" ac

B.2. Proof of Corollary 2.2

~ k.G c1 zF)—f* . .
Proof. If P(z;S8) = f(z) — f* and v* = aP@tss) _ alf@)-) then, by setting o = 1, ¥ = 0, v* satisfies the

TIVIEHIE T IVFERIE
relations of Theorem 2.1 . .
1.2 (Vf(z"),z" —2*) + ¢
ot 2T ) e
[V f (@®)l

If we additionally assume that f is L-smooth function, we can show
N 2
o ali@) - 1) ak Vi@ | o
IV (=) N EC ] —

Indeed, consider function ¢(y) = f(y) — f*, then ¢(y) > 0 for all y € R?. Using smoothness of ¢ and choosing
y=1x— +Vf(z), we get

0< o) < p(&) + (Vo (), g~ 2) + 5 lly — 2
1

=flx)—f" - EHVf(:E)H2~

11
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Therefore, from Theorem 2.6 we get the following convergence result

2LH{EO—LL‘OH2 2¢
i ky _px o 2712 Tpll 2020
pein, J@) =S —mmy

B.3. Proof of Corollary 2.3

c1P(z*;8)+8"

vV reh? - then

Proof. Let us choose v* = (2 — «)

(VF (@) 2 ab) + 0+ 5"

0<~* 1§2 (2—a) 5
IVf (@R

From Theorem 2.1 we have
K ~ 2
> k=0 Y P(z*; 5) < on - x?)“

+CK
K — K )
> k07" act Y e
or equivalently
K 0 0112
Z,yk (P(.’Ekg) _ CK) < Hl‘ _‘TPH )
P ' - acy
Since v* > (2 — a) 1 P(r"5) e have

IV £ @@))*°

P(a%;9) (P(@*3§) =€) |l40 _ 0|
IV f ()| = 2-a)ac’

>

k=0

Let us assume that P(2*; S) > CX fork = 0,.. ., K, otherwise, mingc o,y P(2¥;S) < CK. If we also assume that f
has bounded gradients, i.e., ||V f (z) || < G for all x € R?, then we get

2
K (P(xk';g)—C'K) K P(z*;S) (P(a:k;g)—CK) on_xgHQ
> G : kzzo IV (@) = G- a)ad

k= L

o

consequently,
2 _ @l -t 1
b
- (2-a)ad K+1’

(P(a:k; S) — C’K)

or equivalently
_ o Glla® -2 1
min  P(z*;9) < H pH
ke{0,..., K} V(2 —a)ae; VK +1

+ K,

B.4. Proof of Corollary 2.4

Proof. From Theorem 2.1 we have the following descent inequality
2 , 2 5
kaﬂ —x’;HH < ka —:U];H —ac1y"P(aF; 8) + (2 — ) BFF 4 2¢o7".

12
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If v* < 4*~1, instead of immediate telescoping the descent inequality, we can divide it by ac;¥* and then telescope

K gk K ||kl _ k1|2 K o ok
S Pt ) < Z ||k — k|| Z | x,f I s (2 a())i 1 2¢
k=0 1

acivyk — aciy P
0 0 K k k|2 K k k12 K
<||x _po +2Hx —ap| _ZH/I —ap| +Z(2—04)5k+202
~  acy” — acyyk — acyyk-1 P acy
T DR (1 EK: ( 1 1 > N i (2 — )8 + 2¢,
- ac; \ Y — Nk gkl P acy
K
_ Dix Y (2 —a)B* +2¢,
aciyE pard acy ’
where D2, := maxyeqo, iy ||2% — :17];’|2.
Therefore, we obtain
~ D2 2 —« K 2¢o
min  P(zF; 8) < max + kg 2=
ke{0,...K} ( )< acyE(K+1)  ac(K+1) kzoﬂ acy

C. Proofs from Section 2.2.1

C.1. Proofs for examples of stepsizes

_ a(f@h)-5)

= ST Then, by setting o = 1, 3% = 0, ¥* satisfies the relations of Theorem 2.1

1. Let us choose v*

2 (VS (@) a ) e

0<
4 IV (@)

If we assume that f is L-smooth function, we can show

o ald@) 1) as [V )||
V£ (@) IV £ (@) 2 o

Indeed, consider function p(y) = f(y) — f*, then V(z*) = 0 and p(y) > ¢(z*) = 0 for all y € R?. Using smoothness
of ¢ and choosing y = = — 1V f(z), we get

0< o(y) < ple) + (Vo (@) y —a) + 2y — o
= (&) - f* ~ oIV F @

Therefore, the convergence rate will be

2Lon—x*H2 2¢9
: LAY L gl | S | Iy
pepuin J@) =S —aey T

ky g
2. Let us choose v* = e (Fa*)—1*)

= Y I* < f*. Then, by setting a = 1, 8% = ¢; (f* — I*), ¥* satisfies the relations of
Theorem 2.1

12 <Vf(1:k) b — >+02+5k
IV (%))
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If we assume that f is L-smooth function, we can show

’}/k Cc1 (f(mk) - l*)

= >

c1 l’k _fx ¢
Vs @ 2

IVf(zh))* ~ 2L

Therefore, the convergence rate will be

2LHJ:O —a:*H2 2¢
: ky _ fx < 2, “%2
ke{ror}.l.r.l,K} f@) -7 < A(K+1) to ¢’

where 02 := f* —I*.

3. Let us choose

c IV f (aF)||”

where [* < f*, {c¥} is any non-decreasing sequence such that ¥ > 1, ¢! = %, v~1 = 4% > 0. First, note that v* < v
holds. Then, by setting o = 1, ¥ = F(fr=1), ~* satisfies the relations of Theorem 2.1

1 k—1

e () 1) 12 (T4 0t ) ot

0<~*< <
TS ET v @) P IV @)

If we assume that f is L-smooth function, we can show recursively that

k_ 1 min { €1 (f(xK) - l*) ,YK—ch—l}

IV (%))

e (f(mK)—f*) ,yK—ch—l
- K|VF@E@S)*T e
> min{ o et }
- 2¢KL° cK
> min { @ ‘ ’YOCO }
- 2eK L’ 207 K
> min{ o e } __a =
= 2K L7 K 2¢KT’

where L = max {L, QWCTIC()}

Therefore, the convergence rate will be

D2 1 K %
. k _fx < k 72
ke{r&?%}f(x )< KK +1) " e(K+1) kz:%ﬁ T

——

,ZK cyo?
T2uk=0 "k

2D2cK T, n o2 i 1 2¢o
TAE+1) K+l o
F=VTTk 2D2cK[ 202 2o

+ + =2,
A(K+1) K+1 ¢«
where 02 = f* — [*.
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D. Proofs from Section 2.4
D.1. Proof of Theorem 2.6

Proof. By the definition of x,, and the gradient update, we have
kaﬂ _ xl;ﬂH? < ka+1 _ ml;Hz
2
= [[a" ="V fe (%) — 23
= Jla* = 2" = 20* (Ve (a*) . a* — ) + (44) [V e ()]

(Vfe(a"),2" —ak) +eoe+8E

Since 7, < A% < (2 - @) V7@

and v¥ = min{7*, v, }, we have

ot —ap | < fla* = a2 (e (oF) 2t = ) |2t RV e (@)

< Jla* — ] - 20¥ (Ve () ot o)
+ (2= a)* (Ve (aF) 2% —ap) + (2 — ) (VOBE +1Feze)
= [|o* —ab]|* = av* (Ve (a%) 2% = af) + (2= @) (1°8E +7Fea)
< ok = 2k|” = arvFere Pe(ats §) + anFene + (2 — @) (178 + 7 eae)
= ||a* — 2k||° — arFerePe(@*; ) + (2 — a)y*BE + 29%ea
< [~ xI;H2 — aYminC1¢ P (2¥; 9) + (2 — )W B + 2mcae,
where Yiin := min{v,, v}

By taking expectation, we have
E |:||ij+1 _ g;’;+1||2] <E [ka _ x}’jHQ} — QYminE {clgpg(a:k;g)} +(2—a)WE [Bf] + 2vE [026] .

After telescoping the last inequality, we get

. E[ P S‘)} - E [Hfﬂ —$g||2] . (2 - iE (5] 271,E [c%]
min c " <
kef{0,....K} 1ete Ymin (K + 1) afymm(K —|— 1) k:O ¢ Ymin
O
D.2. Proof of Corollary 2.7
ky_ p*
Proof. 1t follows straightforwardly from Theorem 2.6 and using the smoothness of f¢, since % = cl‘gﬁigﬁl)“}%) > of =
V-
O

D.3. Proof of Corollary 2.8

Proof. From Theorem 2.6 we have the following descent inequality

||£Ek+1 - x’;JrlHQ < ka - J:I;HZ - oz’ykclgpg(xk;g) +(2- oz)'ykﬂf + 2’ykc25.

If ¥ < A%~ then v¥ < *~! and instead of immediate telescoping the descent inequality, we can divide it by ay* and
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then telescope

z _xk ph+l k12 K (2 — a)Bk + 2¢
Socnen <3 oAl Sl S
k=0
wawH I kan? K ot~k & 2 )k + 20
iy R
k=1 k=0

where D2, := maxgeqo,... K} H»Tk - x;;H?

After taking expectation, we have

iE {clgpg(xk;g)} <E {D?nax )

K
ary «
k=0

] K (2—a)E [55} + 2F [ee]
k

=0

Therefore, we obtain

[Dfmx} 1 I—a & 2E [coc]

E k
K+1+a(K+1) P [5e] + a
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