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Abstract

Here we study non-convex composite optimization: first, a finite-sum of smooth but
non-convex functions, and second, a general function that admits a simple proximal
mapping. Most research on stochastic methods for composite optimization assumes
convexity or strong convexity of each function. In this paper, we extend this
problem into the non-convex setting using variance reduction techniques, such
as prox-SVRG and prox-SAGA. We prove that, with a constant step size, both
prox-SVRG and prox-SAGA are suitable for non-convex composite optimization,
and help the problem converge to a stationary point within O(1/¢) iterations. That
is similar to the convergence rate seen with the state-of-the-art RSAG method
and faster than stochastic gradient descent. Our analysis is also extended into
the min-batch setting, which linearly accelerates the convergence. To the best of
our knowledge, this is the first analysis of convergence rate of variance-reduced
proximal stochastic gradient for non-convex composite optimization.

1 Introduction

We study a more general non-convex problem with composite objectives:
min p(z) := f(z) + h(x), (1)
z€R

where f(z) is the average sum of many smooth but non-convex component functions f;(z), Vi €
{1,2,--- ,n}.ie.

f() = 2 fi@), @

and in our paper, h(x) is relatively simple but can be non-differentiable. We define this general class
of functions p(z) as F,, with only one simple assumption.

Assumption 1 For Vi € {1,2,--- n}, f; is non-convex and L-smooth, that is, there is exist a
constant L such that
IVf(z) = Vil < Lz -yl Vz,y € RY,

and this is equivalent to
L
F) < f@) + V@) (y =) + Slly — =

Problems taking the form (T)) are very general and popular in machine learning, such as for regularized
empirical risk minimization (regularized ERM). For instance, f;(x) can be the sigmoid loss function
1

3.+ for binary classification. The regularization term /() can be the I;-norm Ay [|z|1, l2 norm

22|23 or elastic net Ay[|z||; + 22||z[3, where A\; > 0 and A» > 0. More recently, deep neural
networks (DNNs) have become popular in machine learning. It can also be cast into this form if



the activation function is smooth, and it is regularized by any of the regularization terms mentioned
above. More generally, problems constrained by some “hard” constraints (such as convex sets) can
also be modeled as this composite objective [[1].

In practice, the standard proximal gradient descent method [2]] can be used to solve problem (T)),
updatng x; at the ¢-th iteration as

1
_ : T o o 2
e = ang min {f(re) 07y (2 = mea) + gl w4 b)) 5

= proxnth(xt - ntUt—1)7

where 7); is the step size and prox,, (y) is the proximal mapping operator,
.o 1
prox,, (y) = arg min {_[|lz — y|* + h(x)};
zeR 2

Here, v;_1 = Vf(x;—1) in the full gradient method; vi—1 = Vf;, (x:—1) — Vfi,(Z) + Vf(Z)
in proximal stochastic variance-reduced gradient (prox-SVRG) [[Ill; and v;—1 = Vf;, (z4—1) —
V fi, (sz) + %Egglv fi(z}) in proximal SAGA (prox-SAGA) [3], where i, is uniformly randomly

selected from {1,2,--- ,n}. The other variables are defined below.

In many practical situations, for composite objectives with a large sample size n, computation costs of
the proximal stochastic gradient (prox-SG) method is usually less expensive than that of the proximal
full gradient method (prox-FG). This is because prox-SG only estimates the gradient of a single one
rather than n component functions at each iteration. However, its convergence rate is limited by
variances in the stochastic process. Therefore, variance reduction techniques like SVRG [} 4] and
SAGA [3] are applied into proximal stochastic gradient methods to accelerate its convergence. These
techniques have proven to be very efficient in optimizing convex or strongly convex problems, and
can help proximal stochastic gradient methods attain linear convergence rates.

However, there has been only limited analysis of non-convex composite optimization problems solved
by proximal stochastic gradient descent. Such analysis would be useful in many practical non-convex
problems, such as, in DNNs. Therefore, it is not trivial. To the best of our knowledge, this is the
first analysis of the convergence rate of variance-reduced proximal stochastic gradient methods for
non-convex composite optimization problems. With the only smooth-ness assumption and using a
constant step-size 7, the variance-reduced proximal stochastic methods, prox-SVRG and prox-SAGA,
can produce a e-stationary point in only O(%) iterations. This is faster than the convergence rate of
the typical SGD of O(eiz) [S]], and similar to that of the min-batch RSAG method [516]. Although the
RSAG method was probably the first to analyze the convergence of non-convex composite objectives
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to produce a rate of O(L3 /€3 + L,Ly¢/¢) (L is the Lipschitz constant). Their analysis was directly
based on the min-batching and accelerating strategies which, in our analysis, further accelerates our
proposed method. Moreover, the complexity of both SGD and min-batch RSAG is O(e%) When
€ is relatively small, more component gradient evaluations are required than in our method which
requires O(n/e).

Another contribution of this paper is that we extend our analysis to min-batch variants. In doing so,
variance-reduced proximal stochastic gradient methods might benefit from min-batching. Specifically,
the convergence rate of the mini-batch method is faster by a factor of b, where b is the batch size.
We evaluate our methods on regularized empirical risk minimization problems to demonstrate the
effectiveness of the proposed methods.

Preliminaries To analyze the convergence rate in the non-convex setting, we do not use p(z)—p(z*)
or ||z —z*|| because the global minimizer * is difficult to find. Similar to [5]], a general and important
quantity ||g(z,v,n)||? is used in our convergence analysis, and g(x,v,n) is defined as

1 .
9(33’“’77) - 5(1‘_ J}),

where 2 = prox, » (@ — nu). This works because the proximal mapping operator approaches to
a stationary point as g(x,v,n) vanishes [3]. Plus, this quantity is the general case of the popular
|V £(z)||?. We can see that, when h(x) = Oandv = Vf(z), g(x,v,n) = Vf(z). In the rest of
this paper, we use g to denote g(z, v, n) for simplicity. Before our proceed, we must also define the
e-stationary point as follows,



Definition 1. A point x is said to be e-accurate if ||g(z,v,n)||*> < € a stochastic iteration algorithm
is said to achieve e-accuracy in t iterations if E||g.||*> < €, where the expectation is taken over all the
stochasticity of the algorithm.

2 Related Works

In this paper, the composite optimization problem is solved by variance-reduced proximal stochastic
gradient method. In these methods, past gradient information is used to reduce variance. If there
is sufficient covariance between the current stochastic gradient descent direction and past gradient
directions, the variance of stochastic gradients will be reduced by removing this covariance. This
results in faster convergence. Although this kind of variance reduction techniques has been applied to
both convex and non-convex problems. But their properties have not been analyzed for non-convex
composite optimization.

Convex In convex optimization, [7] proposed the stochastic average gradient (SAG) method with
a biased stochastic oracle. [4] proposed a stochastic variance-reduced gradient (SVRG) method
which used past gradient information from a snapshot vector Z to reduce the variance. Instead of
updating all the component gradients after a whole epoch like in SVRG, a fast incremental gradient
method has been proposed [3] that updates the gradient of a randomly selected component at each
iteration. Although these methods used different updating strategies, they can all be formulated in a
variance reduction framework using past gradient information. Thus, [8]] unified SVRG and SAGA
into a memorization algorithm framework and proposed an approximation algorithm to share gradient
between neighbors. Other literature also examines variance reduction. For example, the stochastic
dual coordinate ascent (SDCA) method [9] has shown to have variance reduction properties.

To solve composite optimization, [1] extended the SVRG algorithm and developed a proximal
SVRG method. [10] proposed a proximal SDCA algorithm to handle more general problems with
regularizers. SAGA represents natural stochastic method for composite objectives. Most of these
methods achieved a linear convergence rate, and can be further accelerated [[11]. Overall, these
studies demonstrate the effectiveness of variance-reduced stochastic gradient methods compared to
the sublinear convergence rate produced by traditional methods. However, none of these studies
examined the non-convex case.

non-convex Several researchers have recently extended variance reduction techniques into non-
convex optimization. [12]] studied how variance reduction can improve the convergence of stochastic
principal component analysis and demonstrated a linear convergence rate. Variance reduction has
also been applied to stochastic optimization of non-convex sparse learning [13]]. These methods
exhibited fast convergence by exploring the properties of the specific problems.

Both [14} [15] and [[16] analyzed the convergence of variance-reduced stochastic optimization of
general finite-sum problems and proved that the problems can converge to a stationary point in
O(1/e) iterations. Our analysis is most related to [14} [15]], but extended into an even more general
non-convex problem with composite objectives. This analysis is nontrivial because composite
optimization problems are very common in fields such as regularized ERM and neural networks. [3]]
first presented a nonasymptotic convergence rate analysis of proximal stochastic gradients and showed
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that accelerated randomized min-batch gradients ensured a O(L;} /€3 +L, L s /€) convergence rate and

needed O(%) component gradient evaluations. Our analysis gives a similar O(1/¢) convergence
rate but is the first to analyze the convergence for the variance-reduced proximal stochastic gradient
descent method.

3 non-convex Prox-SVRG

We next consider the prox-SVRG for non-convex composite objectives. As shown in Algorithm I}
we choose a multistage scheme analogous to prox-SVRG [[1]] for the convex setting. At the end of
each epoch, we estimate the full gradient of a snapshot vector Z5+! as past gradient information.
To achieve this, we may need to memorize all xf“,VO < t < m to compute the snapshot vector.

During implementation, we can simplify this using a moving average strategy with respect to the



Algorithm 1 Prox-SVRG (2%, T, m, {p;}™ ¢, {n: }1™0)

Input: i° = 2% = 2% € R?, epoch length m, step size {n; > 0},, S = [T/m], discrete
probability distribution {p; }1.

Output: Iterate 2, chosen uniformly random from {{z;

Thm 1571 and g, chosen uniformly

random from {{ - (23 A AR ) Ve S
I: fors-OtoS—ldo
2: it = a3,
3 VS )— SOV fi(@%)
4 fort =0tom — 1 do
5: Uniformly randomly pick i; from {1,2,--- n}
6: v =V (@) = Vi (3°) + V(@)
7: Ifﬂ prox,, , (z; ! — nwi ™)
8 end for
9 =xm patt
10: end for

distribution {p;},. Here, we simply set p, = 0,7 < m and p,, = 1 for our theoretical proof.
Therefore, prox-SVRG only needs to store p scalars, i.e. the gradients of component functions. This
saves on storage.

A key step in Algorithm [1]is replacing the full gradient V f(z¢) with v, = V f;, (z¢) — V f;, (%) +
V f(Z), and then updating z; using a proximal mapping operator. Here and in the rest of the paper,
we omit the superscripts for simplicity. We can see that, v, is unbiased; that is, Ev; = V f(z;).
Further, for v;, the past gradient information V flt( ) is supposed to have large covariance with the
current gradient direction V f;, (). Thus removing this covariance helps to reduce the variance.

3.1 Convergence Analysis

As shown in Algorithm[I] our analysis is a multistage scheme. At the first stage, the objective will
exhibit an expected descent after each epoch and the quantity of the descent is about O(YE| g:||?),
where 7 is a constant depending on the step size 1. At the second stage, the descent at each epoch
will force the point sequences {x;}7_ to approach the stationary point at a rate of O(1/T'), where T
is the number of total iterations.

In prox-SVRG, v is used to reduce the variance. Crucially, its variance must first be upper bounded.
To prove our result, we upper bound the variance with O(||z; — Z||?) rather than the popular
O(p(z;) — p(z*)) or O(||z; — z*||?) used in convex optimization because the gradient descent
method for non-convex optimization is difficult to converge to the global minimum. Hopefully,
as number of iterations increases, both z; and & approach the stationary point, and the stochastic
gradient variance vanishes. In our analysis, we eliminate the effect of variance at the end of each
epoch such that we can ensure an expected decrease in the composite objective.

We firstly consider two simple but important lemmas: the first to upper bound the variance; and the
second is the expected decrease of the objective at each iteration. These two lemmas are commonly
used for convergence analysis in both convex and non-convex optimization but with slightly different
forms.

Lemma 1 (upper bounds for variance). Suppose p(x) € F,. For Algorithm |I| we set Ay =
— Vf(xy), where vy = V f;, (x) — V f;, (&) + V f(Z) is the stochastic gradient estimator. Then
we have

E|Adl* < L?|lae — 7).
where E||A¢||? denotes the variance of stochastic gradients.
After obtaining this bound, we can describe the expected decrease in the objective function in a single
iteration by the following lemma:

Lemma 2 (expected decrease in the objective). For objective function p(x) in problem and
p(x) € F, after each iteration, Algorithm|[I|will ensure
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where Ay > 0, oy € RandVt € {1,2,--- ,m}.

2—at
ne N Ln
(5 — = —E)E]g:ll?,

_~2_
ey =3I = (5 = %

Ep(z¢) < p(we-1) +

Ideally, if the variance is zero, ||z;_; — & can be ignored. Then, a constant step size 7 exists
such that the decrease in the objective will be O(vE||g:||?) where 7 is dependent on 7. In this way,
IE||gt||2 W and EtT olEHg H2 < B(zo)— EP(IT) < p(zo)= p( ) This ensures the
final convergence of this problem However, in this lemma we observe that the expected decrease in
the objective is not explicit due to the term ||z;_; — Z||? resulted from the variance. A more complex
technique is therefore needed to eliminate the variance. Then, using similar idea above, we can
complete our proof. Here, we introduce the Lyapunov function method,

Rt = E[p(l't) + Ct”.’Et — (i”2]

Using the Lyapunov function, by choosing a proper 7, we can design a decreasing sequence {c; } 7,
and ¢, = 0. That is, at the end of each epoch, we can eliminate the effect of variance and ensure an
expected descent of the composite objective. Before presenting this result, we define

Ln2 c 2—pt 2—ay
Iy = (% - % — e — mét - nt2>\t )s

where \¢, B > 0 and p;, a; € R are defined as in our proof provided in the Supplementary Materials.
The following lemma shows the descent of the Lyapunov function at each iteration:

Lemma 3. Forc;_1,c¢; > 0, Vit € {1,2,--- ,m}, suppose we have
L2 Mgt
2
Let ¢, Bt, pt, ey, Ay be chosen such at T'y_q > 0. Then the iterations of Algorithm([I|satisfy the bound
Riy1 — Ry
IVEEE

t
Cio1 = ¢ + el B +

Ellg:|* <

Now, we assume that I'y,V¢t € {0,--- ,m — 1} is lower bounded by a universal constant y. We
observe that {c¢; }}2 is indeed a decreasing sequence for each epoch. As noted above, we let ¢, = 0
for each epoch. Then, for epoch s,the R,, will be equal to p(z$,) and °T! = 2%, as defined in
Algorlthml Ry = p(xf) because zf, = *°. Then, the expected decrease in the composite objective
will remove the effects of variance and be bounded by O(vE| g;||?) or, equivalently, the quantity

E||g:]|? is bounded by O(%) in each epoch.
We can now present our main result.

Theorem 1. Suppose p(x) € F,. Let ¢, = 0, there existny =1 >0, 8 =8 >0, Ay = A > 0,

ar =@, pr = p,and i1 = ¢ + np + L2;‘7’a such that Ty > 0 for 0 <t < m — 1. Define
Yn = mindy. Further, let p; = 0 for all 0 < ¢ < m and p,, = 1, and let T be a multiple of m.
Algorithm[l|ensures that

p(zo) — p(z*)

E[llga|?] <
[llgall”] < T

where x* is an optimal solution to Eq (I) and g, is defined in Algorithm([l)

)

Proof. According to Lemma 3] we have
Rt,1 — Rt < Rt—l - Rt
Ft—l - Tn

Ellg:|l* <

Then the inequality implies that
p(&®) — p(@*t)

nmolg)g, |2 < B2 TP )
5 g < P2



where zo = Z° and z,,, = 2°T!. Now summing over all epochs combined with p(x3,) > p(z*), we
obtain,
p(xo) — p(”)
Ty
With the definition of g, in Algorithm[I} we can complete the proof. O

1 —1lym— s
TZSS:OlEtzolEHgt+l ||2 <

Finally, we need to analyze the lower bound ,, with a universal constant independent of n. We can
easily have

1—a
Theorem 2. Suppose p € F,. Letn = 175 (0 < wug < 1), f = u% A= "TO Va e R, p=1,
m = n", and T is some multiple of m. Then there exists universal constants uy,v > 0 such that we

have following: v, > 1= in TheoremE]and

Ln"[p(z°) — p(z*)]
Tv ’

El|gal® <

Then if we want to obtain an e-accurate solution, 7" is bounded by M.This result is
faster than traditional SGD when e is relatively small. It is also comparable to the results produced
SVRG and SAGA for non-convex problems, and the result of min-batch RSAG method. Here, we
utilize the concept of IFO complexity in [14] to describe the total number of component gradient
evaluations. For each epoch, the number of component gradient evaluations is O(n + m), where
m = n". We know that the number of epochs S is O(n"/(em)), so the total IFO complexity is
O((n+n")/e). When x < 1, the total complexity is O(n/¢). Therefore, we have:

Corollary 1. Suppose p(x) € F,, n = 7%, B = u%, m = n, and T is some multiple of m. Then
there exists universal constants ug,v > 0, such that the IFO complexity of Algorithm 1 to obtain a
e-accuracy solution is O(n/e).

This result could be lower than O(}Q) of SGD and the min-batch RSAG method when we demand a
higher accuracy.

3.2 Min-batch Variant

In this section, we study the min-batch version of prox-SVRG. The key difference in the min-batch
variant is that v; = $3;¢cr, (Vfi(2¢) — V[f;(2)) + Vf(Z), where I, is a randomly selected min-
batch. In stochastic gradient descent, min-batching helps to exploit parallelism and can reduce
the communication costs. Moreover, min-batching can help to further reduce variance at each
iteration and therefore, produce linear acceleration of the convergence rate without increasing the
IFO complexity. For brevity, we only demonstrate the main result,

Theorem 3. Suppose p € F,,. With min-batch size b < n", let n = LbZ‘,L 0<uyg<1),pB=-=%L

UO’
11—«
A= "TO Va € R, p =1, m = n", and T is some multiple of m. Then there exists universal

constants ug, v > 0 such that we have following: ~y, > Lb:;N and

Ln"[p(z°) — p(z*)]
bTv ’

Ellgal* <

I 0y _ o ¥ . . .
Therefore, the min-batch method needs only 7" > W iterations to obtain a e-accurate
solution. It is a linear acceleration with a factor of b in the parallel setting. Fortunately, min-batching
does not increase the IFO complexity:

Corollary 2. Suppose p(x) € F,, n = %‘; 8= UL m = n, and T is some multiple of m. Then
there exists universal constants ug,v > 0, such that the IFO complexity of min-batch prox-SVRG to

obtain a e-accurate solution is O(n/e).

4 non-convex Prox-SAGA

Prox-SAGA is also suitable for solving composite optimization problems. Unlike prox-SVRG which
uses a multistage scheme and updates the full gradient of a snapshot vector 2 as past information in



Algorithm 2 Prox-SAGA (zo, T, {n:}1—")
Input: xy € RY, 20 = 2 fori € {1,2, -+ ,n}, number of iterations T, step size {n; > 0}7_,
Output: Iterate x, chosen uniformly random from {xt}tT:_Ol, and g, chosen uniformly random from
{ml+1 (20— 2041) o'
It ¢o = 181, Vf;(2?)
2: fort=0to7 — 1do
3: Uniformly randomly pick iy, j; from {1,2,--- ,n}

4 v =V, (2") = Vi, (2,) + ¢

5: Tig1 = proxmh(ﬂit — Nevt)

6: zjf“ = 2, and zﬁ“ =zt for j # ji

7. ¢t+1 = ¢y — %(ijt('z?t) - vfjt (Zf+1))
8: end for

each epoch, prox-SAGA updates the gradient information of only one randomly selected component
function at each iteration and keeps others unchanged, as shown in Algorithm[2] Although there
are slight differences between these two algorithms, we can use a similar strategy to analyze its
convergence rate.

We design a Lyapunov function R; := E[p(z;) + %X, ||z, — z!|?] and a decreasing sequence

{ci}E., with cp = 0 by carefully choosing step size 7 to eliminate effect of stochastic gradient
variance. Then, E||g||? can approach zero at the rate of O(1/T'). Specifically, we define:

1 By nyt L2\
=/l —(— 4+ —— — Pt _
Ci—1 = 4] (n +— Beni)] + 5
and ) )
—ot L 2 c —pt
I, , = (@ M e cen? — M ),

Bt
where paramters 7, B¢, A+ > 0 and p;, a; € R are defined as in the proof.
We next present the main result for brevity:
Theorem 4. Suppose p(x) € F,. Letcr =0, 8 =8> 0 M =A>0, a0 =, pt = p, and

-1 = [l — (% + % — Bimt)] + ﬁtTLQ’\t such that T'y > 0 for 0 < t < T — 1. Define the

quantity 7y, = min:Ty. Then, Algorithm[2)ensures that

p(xo) — p(a”
Ega ? < 2000 PE)
Tn

9

where x* is the optimal of p(x).

11—«
Theorem 5. Suppose p(z) € Fy,. Letn = 32 (0 <ug < 1), B = ﬁ A=1T—VaeR andT
is the total number of iterations. Then there exist universal constants ug,v > 0 such that we have

following: v, > 1 and
Lnfp(zo) — p(x”)]

Tv

Ellga|* <

Similarly, to obtain an e-accurate solution, the number of iterations 71" is bounded by

O(M) The total complexity will be O(n/e). Although it is related to sample size
n, when ¢ is relatively small, the convergence rate is faster than stochastic gradient descent. The
complexity will be less than the min-batch RSAG and SGD method. The prox-SAGA can also have
the min-batch version. It can linearly speed up the convergence of prox-SAGA by a factor of v/b in
the parallel setting according to the proof in the Supplementary Materials.

5 Experiments

In this section, we empirically test the proposed method. Our experiments study the prob-
lem of regularized ERM focusing on binary classification. Given a set of training samples



{(a1,b1), (a2,b2), -, (an,bn)}, where a; € R b; € {—1,+1},Vi € {1,2,--- ,n}, we try to
optimize the following objective and find an optimal predictor 2 € R¢,

1 A2
min -5 fi(z) + Mzl + gllfclli

where A1, A2 > 0; and f;(x) can be m for sigmoid loss, (b; — al'x)? for square loss,
log(1 + exp(—bsal'x)) for logistic loss, and max(0, 1 — b;aX x) for hinge loss.

Experimental setup We use three publicly available datasets [17] evaluate our approach: adult
(a9a), web (w8a), and mnist (class 1). In our experiments, we set \; = 107° and Ay = 107%. As
suggested in Theorem 2] for prox-SVRG, we set m = n for non-convex loss and m = 2n for convex
loss[4]]. Our analysis and comparison are all based on the number of effective passes, where each
effective pass includes n component gradients. For convex prox-SVRG, we set n = 0.1/L [1I]. For
non-convex prox-SVRG, as suggested in our theoretical analysis, we set 7 = 7% and carefully choose

ug from all power of 10. The best result is chosen. For SGD, we choose learning rate (1 + 7'/n)?

among sets of o and 3. For prox-SG, we use a constant step size that the delivers the best performance
of all powers of 10 [LL]].

Accuracy Experiments In the first experiment, we apply prox-SVRG to this regularized ERM
with four loss functions: logistic loss, square loss, hinge loss and sigmoid loss for the non-convex
case. Our goal is to show how the testing accuracy of non-convex loss compares to that of convex
ones. By applying prox-SVRG to a general non-convex problem with well-chosen regularizations,
the proposed method achieves higher accuarcy in many cases.
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Figure 1: Testing accuarcy comparsion between prox-SVRG with sigmoid loss, square loss, logistic
loss and hingeloss. In (b) and (c), we randomly flip the labels in training set to add some noises [16].

Run time Experiments In the second experiment, we only consider sigmoid loss. We compare
the run time of the proposed method with SGD and prox-SG. We can see that prox-SVRG delivers

superior performance. The quantity E||g,||? converges to zero much faster than that of SGD and
prox-SG.

3 SR B
: T N
i AT R e YHRESEEWAS R SENES SRS AN Ve S v
n ATy ea) s i
i g L
- N e TP T
K“’f‘l UL TN AR CAN R AN A SO 1) .
5 PIUS OSSR AV L O YT 5
S N i e
) s g
"
18 —==Prox-SG N ===Prox-56 ===Prox-SG
5 10 1! x 2% 30 E3 40 45 E 18 5 10 15 o F3 a 3 40 4 50 5 10 15 20 F3 0 E3 Al 3 E
(a) web (b) adult (c) mnist

Figure 2: Run time comparison between prox-SVRG, prox-SG and SGD. The y axis presents log ||g]|?
and the x axis represents the number of effective passes.



6 Conclusion

In this paper, we extend the variance reduction algorithms, SVRG and SAGA, into the proximal
stochastic gradient method for a more general problem: composite optimization. Our analysis shows
that prox-SVRG and prox-SAGA are suitable for optimizing the general composite objectives, and
can ensure a similar O(%) convergence rate to the state-of-the-art min-batch RSAG method. It is also
faster than traditional SGD method. We also develop min-batch variants for these variance reduction
techniques and accelerate the convergence rate by a factor of b in parallel setting.
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7 Appendix

7.1 Analysis of Nonconvex Prox-SVRG

In this paper, we set g; ] = i(wf“ — o), vttt = Vi, (2t = V£i,(2°) + V£(#°), and
AT = it U F(251). And we denote them as g, 1,v;, Ay, and denote  rather than Z° for
simplicity.

Lemma 4 (upper bounds for variance). Suppose p(x) € F,. For Algorithm |I| we set Ay =
vy — Vf(xt), where vy = V f;, (x1) — V f;,(Z) + Vf(&) is the stochastic gradient estimator. Then
we have

E|Ad* < L2l — 7).

where E||A¢||? denotes the variance of stochastic gradients.

Proof.
El|Ad? = BV fi,(z) = Vi, (7) + V(&) = V(z)|”
=E|Vfi (x) = Vi, @) = |V f(2) = V(@)
< E|Vfi, (2:) = Vi, (2)|
< L2l — 2
where the first equality is due to E(¢ — E¢)? = E¢? — (E¢)? for any random variable. O

Lemma 5 (expected decrease of objective). For objective function p(x) in problem and
p(x) € F, after one iteration, Algorithm[I|will ensure

at

2— 2
U Lny; 2
— — = — —E
2 2)\1& 2 ) HgtH )

ntOétLQ/\t
2
where Ay > 0, oy € RandVt € {1,2,--- ,m}.

Ep(z:) < p(ae-1) + i1 — 2 = (

Proof.
p(z) = f(ze) + h(ze)

< P + V@) @ me) + 5l = el + b

1
= f(wemr) + v/ g (w0 — 1) + s |lwe — 21| + h(@e) + (Vf (@e1) — ve—1) T (@0 — 20-1)

2n:
L 1 ,

+ (5 - Tm)th — x|

T L 1 2
< flwe—r) + Ma—1) + (Vf(re—1) —ve—1)" (@ — 24-1) + (5 — %)th |

t
o o L 2 t

= plae) + 0 (V@) = o) (" (=) + (55 = Dol

o A ny 2 Lp? 7t
< p(w1) +m (EHAtH2 + tQTHgtHQ) + (Tt - §)||9t||2

Taking expectation conditioned on information 7;, we have

/\m?tLQ
2

2—ay 2
m M Ln; 2
— —E .

Elp(z:)] < plei-1) + w1 = Z[|* = (

where A; > 0 and oy € R; and the first inequality is due to the L-smoothness of f; the second
inequality is due to z is the minimizer of Eq (3); the third inequality is due to Cauchy—Schwarz and
Young’s inequality; the fourth inequality is due to Lemma 4] [

10



Before our proof, we define

Ln? c 2—pt 2—avy
g = (% - % —emyp — mét - n;/\t ),

for some parameter c;, ¢, p¢, A+ which will be defined shortly.

Lemma 6. Forc;_1,c¢; > 0, Vt{1,2,--- ,m}, suppose we have
L2>\ (e
Ci—1 = ¢ + )t B + Ttnt
Let ¢, B¢, pt, e, At be chosen such at T'y_1 > 0. Then the iterations of Algorithmmsatisfy the bound
Ry 1 — Ry

Ellg||* <

Proof. We firstly define following Lyapunov function
R, = E[p(xy) + ¢t — Z|]-
Consider E||z; — Z||?, we have
Ellz; — &||* = Ellz; — -1 + 21 — 22
= Efl|z, — |+ 2(z — 2-1)" (@m0 — &) + |21 — 2]?]
= B[} lg:* + 200" (= (0, ")g0) " (@e1 = &) + |21 — &)

1
< Engllgll® + ant(fﬁt

JE[lgell®] + (1 + Benf |z — 1.

_ 5:& ~ T
077 gell? + FHlwe1 = #2) + lwer - 1)

2—pt
M P
Bt

where 5, > 0 and the first inequality is due to Cauchy—Schwarz and Young’s inequality. Because we
have,

= (nf +

it LA o om L

E < _ PR [y (e L - E|| g
plee) < plarr) + 25 oy =31 = (F = e = OB o,
then combining these two inequalities, we can have
Ry = Elp(x¢) + cof|ze — 2]
2 —Qy 2—pt
N R 2 e me ™ Lo cn
< p(@e-1) + (e + cBemy” + tT)thfl o (5 - ;T - Tt — e + gt
= p(xi-1) + e l|lzi1 — Z[* = T Ellge*.
that is,
Ry — Ry
Elg|? € ————.
lon)* < =5
O

Theorem 6. Suppose p(x) € F,. Let ¢, = 0, there existny =1 >0, 8 =08 >0, Ay = A > 0,

ar =@, pr = p,and i1 = ¢t + n B+ LQ;‘"Q such that T'y > 0 for 0 <t < m — 1. Define
Yn = miny. Further, let p; = 0 for all 0 < ¢ < m and p,, = 1, and let T be a multiple of m.
Then Algorithm[I|will ensure

(o) — p(z7)

p
E[llgall?] <
[llgall?] T,

where x* is an optimal solution to Eq (1)) and g, is defined in Algorithm([)

)

Proof. Sincen, =nforallt € {0,1,--- ,m — 1}, and ~,, = min; I';, we have
m RO - Rm
SPoElgel? < B

n

11




where Ry = E[p(7*)] because zg = 7°; and R,, = E[p(Z°T!)] because, for each epoch, ¢,, =
0,pm = 1 and p; = 0, Vi < m, then we obtain,
=S ~s+1
m plz”) — plx
S Bllg|? < XL PET)

)

Tn
that is,
1 _g_ _ p(xo) — p(z¥)
FE T Bl < PP
Using this inequality and the definition of g,, we can complete the proof. O

Theorem 7. Suppose p € F,. Letn = 125 (0 < wug < 1), f = u% A= ";—;a Va e R, p=1,

m > n", and T is some multiple of m. Then there exists universal constants uy,v > 0 such that we
v

have following: v, > + in Theorem@and

Ln®
Ln”[p(a®) — p(z*)]
Tv '

Ellgall* <

Proof. Firstly, we give a upper bound for ¢q. Because 1y = 1, p; = p,ay = o, 8y = 8 > 0 and
)\t = )\ > O,

aL2)\

c—1=c(1+5n") + 777

n* L2\

that is, if we set § = Sn” and b = 5

, then we have,

D
140 110

1, 1 1
"41+MC“T%1+9+H+9
= (

1 t t 1 %
Ty @ Pl

Ct =

)")b

Because ¢,,, = 0, then

we have

When we set m = £, then ¢o < <51, that is,

(e—DnL2X (e —1)n@=PL2)
COS = )
26 28

where the inequality is due to (1 + a)% — e, when a — 0,a > 0. Then we can lower bound 7,

. 2—a 2 2-p
e 2007’]2_/7
>n—-—— — Ly’ — 2cn* — ——
sl TI )\ ’I’/ CO77 /8
> — 772—<x B L772 B (6 — 1)77(2+0‘_p)L2)\ B (e — 1)77(2+a_2")L2)\
) 5 7
= 77(1 . 771—04 . (6 - 1)n(1+a—P)L2)\ B (6 _ 1),’7(1+a_2p)L2>\)
A E P .

12



where A > 0 and 8 > 0; the first inequality is due to that ¢; is decreasing with t. Now, we set p = 1.

-«

Because = 722, A = ”uo ,B= u%, where 0 < k < 1, then we have,
-1
2y, 2 (1 -~ 10 - W e )

Because n > 1, therefore, we can conclude that there exist a universal constant v such that

Yn = e

Then we can get the final result. O

7.2 Analysis of Min-batch Prox-SVRG

Algorithm 3 Min-batch Prox-SVRG (z°, T, m, b, {p; } ™o, {n: } o)

Input: 7° = 29 = 20 € R, epoch length m, step size {n; > 0}7,, S = [T/m], discrete
probability distribution {p;}7,,.
Output: Iterate z, chosen uniformly random from {{z{ 117 1}5-1 and g, chosen uniformly

s s m—11S—
random from {{m—il(xt*l - xtjrrll)}tzol )
fors =0to.S —1do

it = a8,
Vf(&%) = 120V fi(3°)

fort =0tom — 1do
Uniformly randomly choose min-batch I; from {1,2,--- ,n}

1:
2
3
4
5
6: it = 1 8er, (Vi@ th) = Vfi(3%)) + V f(2°)
7
8
9
10:

s+1 s+1 s+1
Lt —Proxmh(mt — i)

end for
Pt =%m px
end for

s+1

K3

Now we extend our analysis to min-batch setting. As we know, min-batching is widely applied
strategies in large-scale optimisation problems because it could be easily parallelled and distributed.
Our algorithm is shown in Algorithm [3] We can see when the batch size b = 1, it’s the case of
original prox-SVRG. Our analysis shows that min-batching could help us reduce more variances and
accelerate our algorithm by a factor of b.

Here, we also analyse the convergence rate of g; | = %(xf“ — 271, and the difference is that

vf T = 1%, (Vfi(zf™h) — V£(2%)) + V£(2°), but it’s still the unbiased estimation of full
gradient V f(z;). And denote A5 = vf ™! — Vf(2:T"). And we drop some superscripts of these
variables and represent them using g1 1, vy, A, and denote Z for simplicity.

Lemma 7 (upper bounds for variance). For problem (1) and p(x) € F,,, we set Ay = vy — V f(Z),
then we have

2 L2 2
B AR < 5l - 317,

where we denote E||A;||? as variance of stochastic gradients.

13



Proof.
El|A? = Bl Sier, (7 file) = V() + V() - V()P
= Bl Sier, (Vfi(ee) = V() + V() - VS ()P
= Sl Sier, (Vfilen) = V() + V() — VS )P
< SEIVA(w) — VA@) + VI@) - V@)

< %E\\Vfi(mt) — V()|

L2
< 5l = |
where the second equality is due to E(¢ — E¢)? = E¢? — (E¢)? for any random variable. O

Lemma 8. For problem (1) and p(x) € F,, after one step, Algorithm@will ensure

4 n?th)\t
2 2N 2

Ep(x:) < p(ws-1) 2

where Ay > 0, oy € Rand Vt{1,2,--- ,m}.

2—ay 2
noon Ln
(& — = =H)Elgl?,

lze-1 — 2 ~

Proof.
p(ze) = f(ze) + h(ze)

< P + V@) @ w) + 5l = P+ b)

= flz1) + ol (v — m0) + int =z |?+ b)) + (V@) —ve) (2 — 200)

2my
L 1
+ (5 - Tm)Hl’t — @ ?
T L 1 2
< f(@i—1) + hxe—1) + (VF(@-1) —vi-1)" (20 — 20-1) + (5 %)th — x|
t
a o Ly; '

= plar—1) + 1" (Vf (@em) = o) ("~ (=90) + (55 = D)llgell®

At 2 77t272at 2 Lp; 7' 2
< plzs_ ar (2L A h S— e T
< plavs) + 07 (G + PNl + (5 = Dl

Taking expectation conditioned on information I;, we have
At L2 R
Elp(ze)] < p(ze-1) + = llze-1 = 2> = (5 = —55— = — " )Ellge]1*.

where A\; > 0; and the first inequality is due to the L-smoothness of f; the second inequality is due to
x; is the minimizer of Eq (3); the third inequality is due to Cauchy—Schwarz and Young’s inequality;
the fourth inequality is due to Lemmal[7]

Before our proof, we define

Ln2 c 2—p¢ 2—ay
Iy = (% — % - Ctﬁf - mét - nt2>\t ),

for some parameter c;, 5;, p¢, A+ which will be defined shortly.

Theorem 8. Suppose p € F,,. Let ¢;, = 0, there existyy =1 >0, =08 >0, \p =X >0,
2

ap =, pp = p, and ci_1 = ¢y + NP B+ L2>\

b”& such that Ty > 0 for 0 < t < m — 1. Define

14



Yn = miny. Further, let p; = 0 for all 0 < ¢ < m and p,, = 1, and let T be a multiple of m.
Then Algorithm[3|will ensure
(o) — p(z7)

P
E 2 <
gl < P07

)

where x* is an optimal solution to Eq ().

Proof. We firstly define following Lyapunov function
Ry :=Elp(z¢) + ¢tz — 2]
Consider E||z; — Z||?, we have
Ellz; — &|* = Elle; — -1 + 1 — &
= Efl|lzs — -] + 20z — 2e-1)" (w1 — &) + 201 — 2]?)
= E[f lg:* + 200" (= (" )g0) " (we1 = &) + |lwi—1 — ]

1
< Enfllg:ll* + 277?(@
2—pt

n .
= (nf + tﬁt JE[lgell®] + (1 + Benllwe—1 — 1>

where 3; > 0 and the first inequality is due to Cauchy—Schwarz and Young’s inequality. Because we
have,

_ B =~ T
07 Mgell® + FHllws = 72) + e — 3]

R g2 (e mt Lnf
Ep(z,) < p(ai—1) + ~— e = &7 = (5 — — )Elgell?,
2 2y 2

then combining these two inequalities, we can have
Ry = Elp(x¢) + cof|ze — 2]

a2y ~ Ln? c 2
BN e (BT B

= p(@e—1) + cemllwe—r — F|* — TeoaEllge |

< p(zi—1) + (cr + e finft +

that is,
Ry — Ry

| P}
Since n; = nforallt € {0,1,--- ,m — 1}, and y,, = min; I';, we have

. Ry — Ry,
S oEllgell” < B

Ellg:|* <

n

where Ry = E[p(2°)] and R,, = E[p(2**!)] because, for each epoch, ¢,, = 0,p,, = 1 and
p; = 0,Vi < m, then we obtain,

m p(@*) — p(z°11)
S oE|ge|? < m—————2,

Tn
that is,
1 s—1gm— s p(xo) — p(a¥)
Tzs=012t=01E”gt+1”2 < T
Using this inequality and the definition of g,, we can complete the proof. O

Theorem 9. Suppose p € F,,. With min-batch size b < n", letn = 249 (0 < ug < 1), 3 = L

Ln*® ug’

11—
A= "TO Va € R, p=1m > n”" and T is some multiple of m. Then there exists universal

Ln"[p(z°) — p(z*)]
bTv '

constants ug, v > 0 such that we have following: ~y,, > % and

Ellgall* <
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Proof. Firstly, we give a upper bound for ¢o. Because n, = n,p = p,oq = o, = > 0 and
At =A>0,

ar2)\
ci—1 =c(1 4 Bn°) + 1
2b
that is, if we set # = 8n” and a = 7’2’.;)2’\, then we have,
1 1
A TR S A
B 1 5 1 1 5
=) e (gt (gg) e
I t LY
= (—— — Z_ )\
(1+9)CO “1(1+0)a
1 ]_ _ (L1 \t
= (—)teo — MQ.
146 0
Because ¢,,, = 0, then
1 1= ()™
0= m = m - 5
c (1 n 9) Co 2 a
we have
1+6)™—-1
cp=—""a.
Because we set m = #, then ¢g < <51a, that is,
(e—1)n*L2\ (e — 1)77(0‘*p)L2)\
Co < = 5
20 2b5
where the inequality is due to (1 + y)% < e,wheny — 0,y > 0. Then we can lower bound +,,,
2—« 2—
. _n T2 2 2amP
27, = mtln(n 3 Ln® — 2¢em 3
2—a 200,'72—;)
>p— —— — Ln? — 2con? —
=N b\ n Con 3
2—a _ 24a—p) 72 _ (24+a—2p) 12
S _an_(e L)n L*X (e—1)n LA
A b3 b/32
B N PO ot V! ) 20 W sl 29
= ) K b3 NE '

where A > 0 and 8 > 0; the first inequality is due to that ¢; is decreasing with t. Now, we set p = 1.

11—«
Because ) = fff;, A= ”uO ,B= u%, then we have,

bug  uple—1) wuple—1)

2y 2 (1 —up — 5 = o ).
Because n > 1, therefore, we can conclude that there exist a universal constant v such that
> bv
"= Lns
Then we can get the final result. O

7.3 Analysis of Nonconvex Prox-SAGA

Set vy = V fi, (z") — V fi, (2L ) + ¢ for a uniformly randomly selected i, and ¢, = L7, V fi(z]).
Then v, is unbiased estimation of V f(x;). We have following lemma,

Lemma 9 (upper bounds for variance). For problem , and suppose p(x) € Fn, we set Ay =
vy — V f (), then we have
LQ
B[l A < — S Bl — 2|1
[

where we denote B||A¢||? as the variance of stochastic gradients.
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Proof.
E|A]* = BV fi,(z%) = V fi (2,) + ¢ — V f(@2)]]?

= B[V filen) ~ Vi I ~ 1 50) — 6l
SB[V, () - VL P

L2
< ;E?:lEth |

IN

where the first equality is due to E(¢ — E¢)? = E¢? — (E¢)? for any random variable. O
Lemma 10. For problem , and suppose p(x) € F,, we have, after one step, Algorithm Ewill

ensure
77? ¢ Lz)\t
2n

I

E 2

Ep(x:) < p(wi—1) + SPEllwe—y — 272 = (

where Ay > 0 and o, € R.

Proof.
p(xt) = f(x1) + h(x:)
< flwemr) + V(@) (@ —21) + §||xt — 21 |? + h(zy)

1
= f(me—1) + vy (we — 1) + o |lwe — 2l + h(@e) + (Vf (@e-1) — vem1)” (@0 — Te—1)

277t
L 1

+ (5 - Tm)nfﬁt —zq]?

. L 1
< flap—r) +h(re—1) + (Vf(@i—1) —ve—1)” (2 — 2021) + (5 " Mae — xe—1]|

t
—a Ly 7'
= p(@e—) + 07 (VS (@) = o) 0 7 (=) + (555 = )lgel?
)\t ,,72—206t LUZ nt

< _ Xt (A 2 t 2 M 2
< p(xe-1) +n (2 | A" + 2N llgell”) + ( 5 2)||gt||

Taking expectation conditioned on information at ¢ — 1, we have

At L, t—1)2 Nt 77t27at L} 2
S Ellwgoy — 22— (2 — — ZE| g
2n =1 ||xt 1 Z’L || ( 2 2)\1‘ 2 ) ||gt||

where A\; > 0; and the first inequality is due to the L-smoothness of f; the second inequality is due to
x, is the minimizer of Eq (1); the third inequality is due to Cauchy—Schwarz and Young’s inequality;
the fourth inequality is due to Lemma[9] O

Elp(z:)] < p(wi-1) +

Before our thoery, we define,
2—ay 2 2—p¢
L c
Tpq = (2T _ 2 an; — 2 )s
Bt

with some parameters 7;, A¢, 3¢, p which will be defined later.
Theorem 10. Suppose p(x) € Fp. Letcr =0, 5t =08>0, M =A>0, o = o, pr = p, and

Pt Xt 12
ci—1 = ]l — (% + ﬁf% — Bnl*)] + LA uch that Ty > 0for 0 <t < T — 1. Define the
quantity vp, 1= mind'y. Then the Algorithm|2|will ensure
[p(xo) — p(z*)]

Elga|* < 2

)

where x* is the optimal of p(x).
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Proof. We consider following Lyapunov function
Ry :=E[p(z:) + E” Ll — 2117,

then we have,

1 1 1 n
=y R — 2P = =22 SRz — x|
~Xin [lze — 2[1%] - z_l{n lzs — @eq|]” +

— 2Py
2 —11

TR g2 + =12

n

w1 Ellzy —

And
E||zt—zf_1||2 Ellxy — 241 + 241 — 2;
= Efllr: — 2o | + 20 — 2 (w1 = 27 + ey — 27

=E[lze — ze—1 | + 200 (=" 70 g0) T (w1 — 2071 + lwemr — 2177

t— 1”2

< Elllz — 2 pe 2 2 57 -1 i1
<E[llzs — o-1|" + 2n (72,6} lgell® + S llme—r — 2711 + llwemr — 207117
s NP 2 t—1y2
= + 3 JElgell® + (1 + Beny* )Ellze—1 — 2 ||
Therefore
n t 2 N 9, 1 1 t—1)|2
*Z B[z — 2f]1%) < (0 +(1--) 3, JEIgell® + —%iy (1= =)L+ B JEflwe—1 — 2|1
Because
it LA _ moon ™ Ln
Ep(w¢) < p(wi—1) + =5 Ellwe—y — 20 1? — (o — “b— — Z0)Ellgel|?,

2n 2 2

then we have

c n
Ry = Elp(a) + Sy o — #]7]

LA - ne mp ™ L

Sp(fftfl)‘i‘tTltZi:lEthfl—Zf 1”2_(%_;7_ t)]EH ||

Ct77 ( _1) 772 n —

tEH o) + T[(n3+ 3, VBl |2 + (1+ﬁt775) S Bz — 27
atr2N c(n—1)(1 + Bt B
= o)+ (g2t o SRR Dy By - 51
Pt

— (ﬂ _ nf - _ LTI? _ CtTth o Ct(ni 1)(77? + nﬁt ))EHQ ”2

2 2\ 2 n n ¢

ﬁ Pt tL /\ n _
pleia) + e+ Bt — & = Py 22 S m ot
2—ay 2 2—p¢ 2 —pt

e T Ln; 2 Gl CeTl Ct 77t 2
—_ (= - - =t - - E

(2 2)\15 2 an Bt + n + nﬂt ) ||gt||

1 >t [2\
< ple) + [+ Bt — )+ B s B,y — P
2—a 2 2—p¢

N T Ln; 2 Gl 2
—_ (= - - — E

( 2 2)\t 2 Ct77t Bt ) ||gtH

L e

Because ¢;_1 = ci(1 + Byt — ) + ntE
R, < Rtfl - thlEHgtHa

, and vy, = min:['y, then we have,

that is, E||g¢||* < M. Then
S0 Ellgel* < ——,
Tn

18



where we use ¢y = 0, then Ry = Ep(ar); and Ry = p(z¢), we can obtain

1 7 p(xg) — Ep(z p(xg) — p(a*
*EZ;QIEH,%HQ < ( 0) ( T) < ( 0) ( )
T Tn Tvn

O
Theorem 11. Suppose p(x) € F,. Letn = 7% (0 < ug < 1), Bn® = i, A= ";;a, Vo € R, and
T the total number of iterations. Then there exists universal constants ug,v > 0 such that we have
following: v, > 1+ and

Ln[p(xo) — p(z*)]
Tv '

Ellgal?* <

Proof. Firstly, we give a upper bound for ¢o. Because ny = n,p, = p,ox = o, 8 = > 0 and
A =A>0,
1 L2\
thlzct(l'kﬂnp_*)"‘rn :
n 2

ar?2
that is, if we set § = —fn” + % >Q0andb =1 g /\, then we have,

Ct—1 — Ct(l — 9) + b.

Because ¢ = 0, then we have

1—(1—-0)T¢
= ——""b.
C 9
That is,
1—(1—-0)T¢ b
= —-—-——— b < .
“ 0 =9
Then we can lower bound ~,,. Because we have
e mp L, e
Dpy= M2 e 2
2 2\ 2 B
_n o L e’
2 2\ 2 ¢ 3
Then
2—a 2 2—p
27, = mtinn - — Ln? — 2¢m? — Ctz

772%‘ 9 2bv72 2b772*p

>p- 1 22

2—a LQ)\ 24« L2)\ 24+a—p
O o\ M e

A 0 0p

11—« 2 14+« 2 14+a—

n L= \n L")\ P

=n(l — — Ln— _
n( \ n 7 07

11—
Set Bn” = 5, then, 0 = -, n = 22 and A = 1-—, then we have,

nlfa .
2\ 05

Ln < uo;

L2)\771+a - 2“0.
0 on’

L2)\771+a—p

———— = 4uy.
03 1o
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Thus we can conclude that we can find a universal constant v such that
S v
= T

Then we complete our proof. O

7.4 Analysis of Min-batch Nonconvex SAGA

Algorithm 4 Min-batch Prox-SAGA (zo, T, {n: }1—5")

Input: xy € RY, 20 =z fori € {1,2,--- ,n}, number of iterations T, step size {n; > 0}~

P =

Qutput: Iterate x, chosen uniformly random from {xt}th_Ol, and g, chosen uniformly random from

{5 (2 —wer) '
I ¢o = %Eizl 7 fi(2))

2: fort=0to7 — 1do

3: Uniformly randomly pick a min-batch I, J; from {1,2,--- n}
4 Uy = %Zitejt (Vflt (xt) - Vflt (Zztt)) + (bt

5 Tp1 = Prox,, , (T¢ — nev)

6: 2 = g, for j, € J, and zﬁl = z§ for j; # J;

7

8:

Jt
C = — 2 (V2 = ()
end for

Set vy = +%i,er,(V fi, (z') —  fi, (2L,)) + ¢¢ for a uniformly randomly selected min-batch I, and
¢y = 151V fi(2!). Then v, is unbiased estimation of V f(x;). We have following lemma,

Lemma 11 (upper bounds for variance). For problem , and suppose p(x) € F,,, we set Ay =
vy — V f(x), then we have
L2
EA* < -2 Bl — 2|7,

where we denote E|| Ay ||? as the variance of stochastic gradients.

Proof.
EIA? = Bl S, cr, (Vi () = VFi, (24)) + 60— V()P
= SElSien Viiled) = Vi LI ~ 195 — 6P
< SEIDier Vilw) — Vi ()P
< o VS ElIV i (n) - Vi (DI
< Esp Bl 2
where the first equality is due to E(¢ — E¢)? = E¢? — (E¢)? for any random variable. O

Lemma 12. For problem , and suppose p(x) € F,, we have, after one step, Algorithm will
ensure

e 12y B 2—oy Ln?
A Bl — 57 P - (- T - DBl

Ep(x:) < p(@i—1) + 2 2\ 2

where Ay > 0 and oy € R.
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Proof.
p(z) = f(ze) + h(ze)

< P + Vi) @ w) + 5l = el + b

= flm1) + ol (v —m0) + int —xia|?+ b)) + (V) —vea) (@ — 20)

21
L 1 )
+ (5 - Tm)ﬂxt — 1|
T L 1 2
< flwea) + h(ze1) + (Vf(@io1) —vee1)” (@0 — 2-1) + (5 - %)th — x|
t

o 1o Ly o'
= p(we—) + 07 (VS (1) = o) (07 (=g0)) + <7f = )lgell”

a )\t 772 20ét L77
< p(we-1) +m (EHAtHQ t lg:11%) + (Tt - *)Hg [

Taking expectation conditioned on informatlon att — 1, we have

Ayt L? S L77t
—=—3" E|zi_1 — 2 (=== - E
S Bl — 7 = (= T~ OB,
where A\, > 0; and the first inequality is due to the L-smoothness of f; the second 1nequa11ty is due to

x, is the minimizer of Eq (1); the third inequality is due to Cauchy—Schwarz and Young’s inequality;
the fourth inequality is due to Lemma [T}

Elp(z:)] < p(xe—1) +

Before our thoery, we define,

2—ag L 2 c 2—pt
I mé ),
t

with some parameters 7;, A¢, B¢, p+ Which will be defined later.
Theorem 12. Suppose p(x) € F,,. Let CT =0,8=>0M=A>0,0¢4 =a, pp = p, and

ci—1 = ]l — (% + % — Bt + LA L At such that Ty > 0 for 0 < t < T — 1. Define the
quantity v, := min'y. Then the Algorlthm will ensure

Ellg | < )2

b

where x* is the optimal of p(x).

Proof. We consider following Lyapunov function
Ry = Elp(x )+ =8 [l — 27,

then we have,

1 1 1 n _
BBl — ZIP) = SEi{ Bl — za? + —2I71?}
772 1
= ﬁEIIgtIIQ + 7*2" LBl — 272
And
E||mt—zt 1||2 E|l@t — xi—1 + @4 1—zt 1||2
=E[llas — ze—1|® + 2(ze — 201) " (wemy — 207 1) + [lwer — 2] P
=E[||1?t—il?t—1||2+2775"(—7717“9t)T($t 1= 2 ) F ey — 2P
2 Pt 772 > 24 Bt t—1 t—1)2
< Ell|we — @e—1|]” + 207" ( ||9 I+ 5 w1 = 2 1) + w1 — 27117
772_Pt

= (n} + VElgell® + (1+ Binf" )E|lzp—1 — 2%,

B
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Therefore

L Bl — P < 0 4 (1= Bl + 25, (1 - L)+ e Bl — P
n = n’ B n n v
Because
« 2—a
77ttL2/\t n t71 2 N Ny L77t 2
Ep(z) < p(zi_1) + 200 B -2 (e Mg
(o) < plarr) + oS By — 2P - (8 - T - Smg,
then we have
Ry =E[p (l‘t)+ 0 oy — 2]
et L2 noomp Ln
< B t Zn E o t=1y2 ot _ t ]E
< p(xy 1)+72bn CiE|we— — 2| (2 "o, =)E|gel?
Cm ci(n—1) n*r o Len -
L Bgr 2+ = 0 + T gl + (1 Benf) iy Bl = 24P
2\ c n—1)(1+
:p(xt—1)+ (7725 t t( )( 5”7 )) En 1]E||$t 1 721‘, 1H2
2b n
2—p
L M"1W%ﬁ&”w|w
2~ 2N 2 n n It
1 B it LA, 1,
Sp(xt—1)+[ct(1+ﬁtmp”—ﬁ— nt )+ 2 % ] P Bl — 27)?
2—a 2 2—pt
L c
(5" L —ef — S )E] gt

2 2y, 2 T,

l_ﬂtﬂft m L)\t

Because ¢;—1 = ¢ (1 + Bt — , and 7y, = min,L;, then we have,

Ry <Ry 11— PtflE”gt”z»
that is, E||g¢||* < M. Then
S0 Ellgd® < o

n

where we use cr = 0, then Ry = Ep(zr); and Ry = p(x(), we can obtain

— Ep(z7) < p(xo) — p(z™)
Ty N Ty

1 _r_ p(Zo
LI E g2 < P

O

Theorem 13. Suppose p(z) € F,. Letn = \f“‘) (0 <wug<1) pBn = n, A= % Vp,a € R,
and T the total number of iterations. Then there exists universal constants ug,v > 0 such that we

have following: ~, > - ‘[”

and

Ln[p(zo) — p(z")]

Bl < T

Proof. Firstly, we give a upper bound for ¢y. Because n; = 1, p; = p, s = o, 8 = 5 > 0 and
Ae=A>0,
P aL2>\
Bty
n 2b
that is, if we set § = * =+ ﬂ"p — pBn” > 0 (we can get § = % if we set the values as those in Theory
and a="1 2];, then we have

c1 = co(1+ B — = —

ct—1 =c(1—0) +a.
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Because ¢ = 0, then we have

CTZO;
cr—1=(1-0)0+a=gq;
cr—2 = (1—-0)a+a;

1-(1-9)7"
Ct:—( 9) a.

0
That is,
1—(1—-0)T a
cp = —"— —.
0 0
Then we can lower bound ~,,. Because we have

oo m L e
LT T Ty, 2 £l 3,
IS 7 S S 7
2 2\ 2 t B
Then
2—a 2 2—p
27, = mtinn - — Ln® — 2¢im® — ctg
2—a 2 2—
n 9 2anm 2an=—°
>n— —— —Ln° — —
2—a 2 24« 2 24+a—
n L= \n L= \n P
=1 - — Li® — -
A bo 058
11—« 2 14+« 2 1+a—
n L= \n L=\ P
=n(l- —Ln— -
A bo b6

Setp=1,n= ‘/Lf’;ﬁ",ﬁnp:ﬁ,@Zﬁ,bgnthen,

717o¢

])\ = Uo;

L= upVb.

L2)\771+oz - 2ﬂ
6 on

L2>\771+a—p A

——— = 4Uy.
05

Thus we can conclude that we can find a universal constant v such that

Vv

>,
= Ln
Then we complete our proof. O
7.5 Experiments
Running-Time Experiments Here we show how fast the objective value decreases for each method.

We choose the parameters as stated in the paper. We can see, the prox-SVRG could enjoy less variance
and help the problem converge faster to the stationary point.
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Figure 3: Objective value decrease comparsion between prox-SVRG, prox-SG and SGD. The y axis
presents objective values and the z axis represents the number of effective passes.

Accuarcy Experiments Here we show the accuarcy of all three datasets on each method. For mnist
and web datasets, we set A\; = 1076 and Ay = 1076, and choose the step size as stated in the paper.
We will see higher accuarcy for this datasets. Nonconvex prox-SVRG could also be quickly stacked

into a stationary point which is not good enough and thus, for some datasets, it may not achieve
higher accuarcy.
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Figure 4: Testing accuarcy comparsion between prox-SVRG with sigmoid loss, square loss, logistic
loss and hingeloss.
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Figure 5: Testing accuarcy comparsion between prox-SVRG with sigmoid loss, square loss, logistic
loss and hingeloss.
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