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Abstract

The minimization of convex functions which are only avai&athrough partial and noisy infor-
mation is a key methodological problem in many disciplinés.this paper we consider convex
optimization with noisy zero-th order information, thanigisy function evaluations at any desired
point. We focus on problems with high degrees of smoothress) as logistic regression. We
show that as opposed to gradient-based algorithms, hidgremoothness may be used to improve
estimation rates, with a precise dependence of our uppandsoon the degree of smoothness. In
particular, we show that for infinitely differentiable fuians, we recover the same dependence on
sample size as gradient-based algorithms, with an extrardiion-dependent factor. This is done
for both convex and strongly-convex functions, with finitgizon and anytime algorithms. Finally,
we also recover similar results in the online optimizatiettiag.
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1. Introduction

The minimization of convex functions which are only avaidathrough partial and noisy informa-
tion is a key methodological problem in many disciplines. afvfirst-order information, such as
gradients, is available, many algorithms and analysis haee proposed (see, e §halev-Shwartz
2011 and references therein), taking the form of stochastidigret descentKobbins and Monrp
1951), online mirror descent@n et al, 2012, dual averagingXiao, 2010 or even variants of ellip-
soid methodsNemirovski and Yudin1983 Agarwal et al, 2013. Strong convexity has emerged
as an important property characterizing the performancthede algorithms, with optimal con-
vergence rates aD(1/n) aftern iterations for strongly-convex problems, and only1//n) for
convex problems.

However, smoothness can typically only improve constdrds, (2012, with the stochastic part
of the generalization performance having the same scalivagsin the non-smooth case. Apart for
guadratic functions or logistic regression where the ratey be improvedEach and Moulines
2013 Shamir 2013 Hazan et al.2014), the boundedness of high-order derivatives is typicatly n
advantageous.

In this paper, we consider situations where only noisy fienctalues are available, originating
from derivative-free optimizationSpall 2005 and with increased received attention (see, e.g.,
Bubeck and Cesa-BiangH2012 and references therein). This is also the core assumggtitimei
online learning class of problems known as “bandit” (evesutih our setup is a bit different, and
we obtain faster rates than in bandit optimization).
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Again, strong convexity has emerged as a key propétigzén and Levy2014). Following
Polyak and Tsybakoy1990, Dippon (2003 or Saha and Tewai(i2011) (for the traditional con-
cept of smoothness) we show that in the large variety of erdiettings, high-order smoothness,
namely the boundedness of high-order derivatives, may &&, ugth the extreme case of infinitely
differentiable functions, for which the rates attain the®sfor first-order oracles.

More precisely, throughout this paper, we consider a semuehconvex functiong,, : R¢ —

R, n > 1 and a convex constraint skt ¢ R¢ with non-empty interior. The objectives are to output
a sequence of a sequence of poifits },—o,...~v € K and of querieqy, },—1,..n € R? to a noisy
zero-th order oracle, in order to minimize one of the follogvicriteria:

— Stochastic optimizationAll functions f,, are equal tgf, and the goal is to minimize
flen) — inf f(z)

for the final pointzy € K.

— Online optimization The criterion to optimize, usually referred to as the “gyris

1 - 1
N;mn_l) - riglfﬁ;mx).

We immediately emphasize here that a bound valid for onlptErozation immediately trans-
fers into into a bound for stochastic optimization with th®icexy = % ZZ;}] T

— Bandit learning this setting is similar to the online optimization case;ept that the evalua-
tion point must be equal to the query point, i#g,+1 = z,, for all n.

Formally, the timing of the optimization scheme is the fallng. The algorithm first outputs, €
K and querieg;; € RY. After getting fi(y1) + <1 € R as a feedback (wherg € R is some
noise), it outputsc; € K and queries, € RY, getsfs(ys) + 2 € R as feedbacks, etc. Formally,
let 7,,—1 be theo-field generated by{zo, x1,91,1,. .., Zn—1,Yn—1,6n—1}. Thenz, andy, are
random variables adapted ¥, _; ande,, is adapted toF,.

For simplicity we assume that the noise is independent irs¢mse that the distributions of
conditionally to#,, are independent but we do not assume that the noise is iditicstributed (as
the distribution may depend ay,_1, which is key for online supervised learning). Moreover, we
assume that the noise has bounded variariddat is not necessarily known in advance (improved
bounds would be obtained if we allow dependency of algoritimthat term). Note that martingale
assumptions common in stochastic approximatitasfiner and Yin2003 could be used instead
of conditional independence.

Motivating examples for the optimization case are (a) sengalditive noise orf, or (b) f,,(z) =
Eug(a,z) ande,, = g(ay,z) — Eyg(a, z) for a,, a random variable, which corresponds to online
supervised learning whetg, represents the data received at time

We shall also consider the case where we essentially queceg tlve same functions before
outputting a new poink,, 1; we stress out here that the two feedbacks are two noisy ai@hs
wherethe noises are independerats opposed tédgarwal et al.(2010; Duchi et al.(2013. As a
consequence, the classical optimization setup remaimiédé except that we makgN queries
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Figure 1: Summary of the principal rates of convergenceeseli by our algorithms for stochastic
or online optimization. The bounds in the last asymptotgime are only true wheiv
is large enough and are only valid for stochastic optimizati

instead of NV, thus rates of convergence are independent of this tricka Aensequence, it only
makes a difference in the online optimization setup, wheeenaw need to assume that the same
function is observed twice in a row.

We introduce this two-point setting as it allows us to coasitie case where the constraint set is
the whole spac®&<. Moreover, the algorithms do not need to perform a projectiveach step and
rates of convergence are independent of the maximal valtreedbss functions (which should not
appear as the problem in translation invariant). Note thethjs unconstrained setting is common in
smooth optimization, and (b) that our proof technique caerekto composite optimization where
a non-smooth term is added with its proximal opera¥ie¢, 2010 Hu et al, 2009. On the other
hand, when the constraint set is a compact convex subsearokter denoted by > 0, then we
shall use a classical “one-point” algorithm that querieshe& only once.

We shall provide algorithms and explicit rates of convergefor all the following cases
i) Unconstrained X = R%) vs. constrained optimizatiods( is compact convex).

i) Convex vs.u-strongly convex mappings.

iii) Stochastic optimization vs. online optimization.

Maybe surprisingly, as shown in Figuterates of convergence are actually independent of the un-
constrained/constrained setting and on the stochastmrlisie case, at least wheh are Lipschitz-
continuous which is a required setup for online optimizatid/e emphasize here that the asymptotic
dependencies iV andd are exact, i.e., no logarithmic terms are hidden.

Note that we do not consider here the bandit setting that $egpthatr,,.1 = y,. This can be
deduced from Figuré as the rate for strongly convex functions would violate thedr bound of
Shamir(2013 for bandit learning.
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1.1. Smoothness assumption

We shall assume that all mappings in question are defindki‘cand almost surelys — 1)-times
differentiable and that for al|v||2 = 1, andz,y € R?, then

70D @A~ FED )y < Ml — yl, &
where we define
amf
(m) m _ mi e md
[ (@)v Z omigy--- 8md96dvl fd

mi—+--+mg=m

as them-th term in the Taylor expansion gf. We refer to such functions asth order smooth
functions. Note that a stronger assumption is that S-times differentiable with a uniform bound

sup sup |f7(x)”] < Mj. (2)
z€R? ||lv[|<1

These notions extends the traditional smoothness, whidlesmonds tg3 = 2 (Nesteroy 2004).
Notice that this implies that for alt, y (as a consequence of Taylor expansions with integral re-

mainder):
B

M

- X - o] < -l ©
|m|<p—1

We emphasize the fact that high-order smoothness, in thee stafined above, implies lower order

smoothness only if mappings are defined on a compact set. #pgpimg is defined on the whole

space, then it can be second order smooth without being fast gmooth, such as any non trivial

guadratic function.

We now mention the following lemma that relates the différdggrees of smoothness pf

Lemmal Letf : K — R be a continuous mapping that i§-smooth and3;-smooth, with the
associate constantd/s, and Mgs,, where; < 2. Thenf is g-smooth for all5 € [5;, 2] and
there exist a sequence of weighig, for all 5 € |1, 82], independent of/3, and Mg, such that

8 B1 L2p N
asMj < 2(ap, MG (ag, ME2) P
In particular,

i) if K is compact therf is bounded (i.e.)-smooth). As a consequengesmoothness imme-
diately entails thatf is Lipschitz an@®-smooth.

i) If fis Lipschitz and3-smooth (forg > 2), thenf is 2-smooth.

From now on, we shall assume that all mappiriggre 5-smooth, for some > 2, with a common
associated constadt/z which is known (which typically holds in many settings, sextmexam-
ple). In online unconstrained optimization, we will alsopase thatf,, is Lipschitz (again, this is
automatic wherk is compact).
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Special case: logistic regression. If f(z) = E,log(1 + exp(—a'z)) for a certain random vec-
tor a € R? which is uniformly bounded byR, then we considet,, = log(1 + exp(—a, z)) —
E,log(1 + exp(—a'x)) for a samples,. This is online logistic regression, for which the constant
Mg may be chosen to be equal$¢3 — 1)! R? (Kakade et al.2009, which is such thadZs < SR.
Note that such a setting should extend to all generalizeghtimodels. Moreover, we use a prop-
erty of logistic regression which is different than selficordance Bach 2010, which bounds the
third derivatives by the second derivative; it would be liesting to see if the two analyses can be
combined.

1.2. Related work

As already mentioned, there is a huge (and actually stilemsing) literature on stochastic opti-
mization with zero-th order feeback and/or on convex barglibblem. We also investigate here the
online optimization setup, an “intermediate framework”esd the sequence of mappings can
evolve adversarially but, as in optimization, the loss rmigh evaluated at another point than the
query sent to the oracle.

We emphasize these differences between set-ups as theextityplf stochastic zero-th order
optimization and the convex bandit problem have been widtklgied recentlyRecht et al.2012
Shamir 2013. It has been observed that minimax rates of convergencandibproblems and
stochastic optimization might differ, which is not the cérs@ur setting for our upper-bounds (one
can therefore conclude that the complexity of convex banslihot hidden in the evolving sequence
of loss functions, but more importantly on the constrairdt the query point is where the loss is
evaluated).

Moreover, it has also been shown Bgcht et al(2012); Shamir(2013 that the slow rates of
\/d?/n are minimax optimal for stochastic optimization or convendits. The optimal rates of
\/1/n have been obtainedlémirovski and Yudin1983 Liang et al, 2014) but without the explicit
dependency in the dimensial moreover, those techniques cannot be used in online qatmon.
The lower bound in/d? /n holds even if the mappings are highly regular, as quadratis&rongly-
convex Shamiy 2013. However, in that case, the optimization error decrease® &; see also
Hazan et al(2014) for a similar result on logistic regression. This reSaan be interpreted as an
extreme case of our regularity assumptions, i.e., whea +oo or M3 = 0. As a consequence,
we somehow interpolate between the well studied extremiglgmms in online learning with either
smooth or quadratic mappings.

The intermediate framework between smooth and quadratiméppings infinitely differen-
tiable) has also been studied Babian(1967), Chen(1988 andPolyak and Tsybako{1990 where
the focus was stochastic optimization with the objectivéainding the error in the argument and
not in function evaluationFabian(1967) obtained an algorithm such that the distance to the max-
imum is of the order ofN‘ﬁTB1 which is optimal Chen 1988. In the ca?e of strongly-convex

mappings, this has been improved Bglyak and Tsybako¢1990 to N_BT which is also opti-

mal. Our set-up is more general (as we consider also onlareilg, function evaluations) and we
recover the aforementioned results as a byproduct of outl, amnovel non-asymptotic analysis
with an explicit dependencies in the dimension and paramefesmoothness and strong convexity.

1. Actually, the quadratic case is very particular as we @ahlow that one can query points arbitrarily away from the
origin to reduce variance.
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2. Smoothing Lemma

Our analysis relies on a novel single stochastic approxamdémma, which combines ideas from
Nemirovski and Yudi{1983; Nestero2011) andPolyak and Tsybako{d1990. Let f be a convex
function defined orR?.

Expectation of random function evaluations around a point. Given positive scalar§, r > 0,

we consider sampling the valyéx + rdu) aroundz, for u uniformly distributed in the unisphere

for the Euclidean norm. As shown Nemirovski and Yudin1983), the expectation of the vector
f(z 4+ réu)u is equal tod/(ér) times the gradient of a function which is an approximatiory pf
thatis,z — E,,<1f (7 + drv), wherev is now sampled uniformly from the uriiiall. This simple
result is a consequence of Stokes’ thectdinus the expectation of function evaluations at random
points aroundc is the gradient of a certain function. This is a key propertyol is used by most
non-asymptotic analysegléxman et al.2005 of zero-th order optimization.

High-order smoothness and gradient evaluation. As shown byPolyak and Tsybako{1990 in
one dimension (and then generalized to partial derivgtiviese now sample independentlyfrom
the uniform distribution in—1, 1], and we consider a functiok(r) such thatE,rk(r) = 1 and
E,r¥k(r) = 0 for k odd betweer8 and 3, then f(z + ér)k(r) is a good approximation of the
derivative of f at z, with an expectation (with respect 19 which is equal tof’(z) up to terms of
orders®~1if fis 5-th order smooth.

In the following lemma, we combine these two ideas (see proéppendixA.2):

Lemma 2 Letf :R? — R a convex function. Define
fs(@) = B Ejy<i f (2 + rév)rk(r),

where the expectation is taken with respect to the unifostridution on the unit ball for, and
r € Ris independent from, with uniform distribution if—1, 1|, andk(r) is such that£, rk(r) =
andE,r*k(r) = 0 for k odd between and 3. Then,f; is differentiable and for any € R¢,

fi(@) = S By [£ + ra)k(r)u]. (4)

Moreover, we have the approximation bounds (the secondjweilid if f is differentiable):

. MY
fstw) = f@)| < =267 (Blk(r)r®H)),

5!
(ﬁﬂf 07 (Bl 1),

Choice of k(r). Following Polyak and Tsybakoy1990, we considen- unlformly distributed in
[—1,1]. For 3 € {1,2}, we may takek(r) = 3r, for which we haveiirk(r) = 35 f 3ridr = 1.

Consider orthonormal polynomiats, (-) for the distribution orr, i.e., such thaErpmpm/ =0
form # m/, E.p?, = 1 andp(-), ..., ps(-) spans the vector space of polynomials of degree less or
equal thars, for all s € N.

Ifs = @) <

2. Wlthout Ioss of generality, we may con5|de?r_ 1 andB the unit ball; then the gradient af — E,, <1 f(z 4+ v)
is Vol(m) J5 /(@ + v)dv = Vol(]B Jon [ (x + u)du by Stokes’ theorem and becaus@ normal vector to the unit
spheredB atwu. The factor ofd comes from the ratio between the volume of the ball and thaceiof the sphere.



HIGHLY-SMOOTH OPTIMIZATION

Then we may choosé(r) = Zm 0 Pin(0)pm (r). Indeed, followingPolyak and Tsybakov
(1990, givens € N, letby, . . ., bs be the coordinates of in the chosen basis, i.e = ijo bipi(r),
thenE, k(r)r® = 3%, bjp;.(o) = 0 for s # 1 and zero fors € {0,2,...,3}. Note that this is
more than we actually need as in Lem&ave only need being odd.

We have, forr uniform in [—1, 1], p,,(u) = v2m + 1L,,(u) whereL,, is them-th Legendre
polynomial. For example, we have the following valuesfos {1,2,3,4,5,6}:

Bi(r) = ka(r) = 3r
Ba(r) =ha(r) = (- Tr%)
ks(r) = kg(r) = 12,27” (99r* — 12672 + 35).

Bounds. In this paper, we also need the following bounds, which acsvehin AppendixA.3 by
using properties of Legendre polynomials:

E.|k(r)* < 38°
E k(r)]*r* < 88°
E, [k(r)r’™ < 2V28.

Convexity. With respect to the kernel chosefy, is always convex fos = 2, becausek(r) is
always non-negative. Fagt > 3, if f is u-strongly-convex, therf} is 1/2-strongly-convex ifd is
small enough.

Indeed, by definition oﬁ; and by3-smoothness of, we obtain that

D? f5(z) = B, Ejy <1 D2 f (2 + rov)rk(r) = ply — SMSE,|k(r)|r?Ja,

whereJ; is the matrix whose components are all equal to 1. As a coesmuﬁ; is pu/2-strongly-
convex as soon as< 16y/(d3%M3). Note however thafs is not convex in general.

3. Unconstrained Optimization

We recall thatf,, = f in this setting and that we chose to make two quegigs, v, of f before
outputting the next point;,,. Of course,stricto sensuone should replac&” by N/2 in our rates
of convergence. For simplicity and consistency in proofs,alhiose to keep the formulation A5
stages of 2 queries. Moreover, the two independent noisebecaombined into a single one.

We thus consider two-point algorithms of the form

Tp = Tp—1— Tn f(l'n—l + 5nrnun) - f(l'n—l - 5nrnun) + 5n] k(rn)una (5)

25 |
wherevy,, andd,, are constants that dependon.,, is uniform in the unit-sphere, arkdr,,) satisfies
the conditions of Lemma&. We emphasize again that the noise is different at the twhuatians
pointsy, = x,_1 — 6yTpu, andy,, = x,_1 + d,r,u, and do not cancel by differencing (the
random variablesn is thus the difference of these two zero-mean independasésjo We define
Tp_1 = 137770 ay as the averaged iterate.
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3.1. Convex Mappings

We first consider the case of convex (i.e., not necessaribngly-convex) mappings. In order to
preserve the flow of the paper, we delay the proof to Appe@dix

Proposition 3 (Unconstrained, Convex) Assumef is (a) 3-th order smooth with constant/g,
and (b) 2nd-order smooth with constaif;.
Consider the algorithm in Eq5f, with~,, = v = 24d(6—1)/6M22152N(6+1)/(25) andd, = § =

A (ME My)~/ B+ forn € {1,...,N}. ThenEf(Zy_1) — f(z*) is less than

d? (B-1)/(28) B 2
(£) (700l — ]+ 30 + (313215 01y 21 5D )

We can make the following observations about this propmsiti

2\ (B-1)/(28)

— Dominating term in (W) : the second term in the bound above is asymptotically

negligible whenN grows and we recover the same scaling as the one-point éstiata in
Section4, with the same scalings for the step size.

— Recovering the optimal rate of —: If g is infinite then one can considgr= log,(N)/2

1
VN
to recover the optimal rate (up to logarithmic factor) singéN”/ Y > N, Formally,
the rate of convergence would also depend\fg,, v /2 that has to grow slowly; for logistic

regression, this term is also logarithmic.

This rate is also achieved Mz = 0, a situation that can occur ffis a polynomial, by taking
§ of the order of a constant andof the order ofl //N.

— Anytime version: as shown in AppendixXC.1, by using decaying step-sizes, we obtain an
anytime result (i.e., a result valid for al' € N) with an extra factor ofog(N + 1).

3.2. Strongly-Convex Mappings

We now consider the case pfstrongly-convex mappings. We emphasize here that, inolf@fing
proposition, fast rates of convergence are achieved withumiform averages, i.e., we introduce
Bn1 = 202D 1= (k + 1)) We again delay the proof to Appendix2

Proposition 4 (Unconstrained, Strongly-convex, 2-smoodh Assumef is (a) 8-th order smooth
with constant)/z, and (b) 2nd-order smooth with constah.

d?p!

J\/[gun

1/(8+1)
> Jforne{l,...,N}.

Consider the algorithm in Eq5§, with,, = u—ln ands,, = (
ThenEf(Zy_1) — f(z*) is less than
d2M2 M2 2
B\ (B-1)/(B+1) B\2/(B+1)
) (89031l — o]l + 40 + 2+ B0/ MP(22) 7O )

We emphasize here that the first bound allows to recover #aqus bound for the optimization
of a non-strongly-convex mappingby using the aforementioned schemefte- 1| - ||> and lety
depend om. The second bound has the optimal dependency but a worse dependency jn
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4. Constrained Optimization

In this setup, where the constraint g€étis compact convex and of diamet&; we use a classical
one-point algorithm:

T =g (xn—l - ’Ynéi [f(xn—l + Onrnin) + En]k(rn)un>7 (6)

n

where the parametef, andd,, can evolve with time. In particular, we hayg = x,,_1 + d, 7 up.

4.1. Convex Mappings

Again, we begin with the case of convex (i.e., non necegsatibngly-convex) mappings. The
proof of the following proposition is delayed to Appendixl.

Proposition 5 (Constrained, Convex) Assumg‘" is 3-th order smooth with constart/s and con-
sider the algorithm in Eq.g), with~,, = anddl = dvBB-1)! 1) , for 1,...,N}. Then,

g q.6), withy \/— oz NG ne L, t
Ef(zy) — f(z*) is less than

d25 9
25RM3g N (051 +0°+1),
whereCj is a uniform bound of on thed-neighborhood ofx’.

We can make the following observations:

— Anytime algorithm: The algorithm is independent @¥, thus it is anytime, i.e., the above
rate holds for allV € N. Notice also tha€’5, can actually be replaced, asymptotically,dy,
see the proof in Appendi®. 1.

— Upper-bounding Cys: Since the mapping is bounded on the compact d€tand 3-smooth,
it is necessarilyM-Lipchitz. ThenCjs is bounded by’y + M;4;

— Concerning the unknown quantities Cs and ¢2): The step-sizes do not depend on the
unknown quantitie€’s or o2. However, if they are known, then the dependencyCgrand
o2 can be slightly |mproved. Similarly, we assumed that thestamt Mg was known. If it is

not the case, the algorithm still works with the specific ceaifd, = dRv/B(3 — 1)!//n;
the dependency in/z would be changed from/ into Mg.

4.2. Strongly-Convex Mappings

Similarly to the unconstrained case, we now consider the egs-strongly-convex mappings where
rates can be improved. As before, we delay the proof of theviithg proposition to Appendi®.2.

Proposition 6 (Constrained, Strongly-convex) Assumef is 3-th order smooth with constait/s.

1
Consider the algorithm in Eq6}, with~,, = 1/(ny) andé, = <d2/jf;> " forn e {1,...,N}.
ThenEf(zn) — f(z*) is less than

@

71

d2
2y P
153 M <,UN> (Cs, + 02 +1).

“\
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We emphasize the fact that the algorithm is again indepérafeN, thus the result is actually
anytime.

5. Refined Upper and Lower Bounds

In this section, we consider improved bounds in the smoadtk ¢a= 2), as well as asymptotic and
lower bounds for strongly-convex mappings for &l

As mentioned at the end of Secti@nif 3 = 2 then f; is always convex. As a consequence, the
analysis of the algorithms can be improved by noting that(®cand Eq. 6) correspond to an exact
stochastic gradient descent of the approximate mapfjnVe recall that the analysis fgt > 3
was based on the fact that E®) @nd Eg. 6) correspond to an approximate stochastic gradient
descent off.

The differences betweeft and f} is of the order o~ while f; is °-close tof (disregarding
the other dependencies in the dimensiband smoothing parametg). As a consequence, when
5 = 2, we can replace the error termdfi—! when approximating gradients by, as we approx-
imate the value functions. Using this idea, and following #ame lines of proof, we obtain the
following proposition (see proof in Append®.3).

Proposition 7 (The case3 = 2) Assume thatf is 2-smooth, then the algorithms described in
Eqg. 6) and Eq. 6), with adapted choices of parameters, ensures the foligwioper-bound on

Ef(zn) — f(z*):
for unconstrained optimization of convex mappings

1
d2\ 3 ) , o2 2>
2<N> <96M2 Hwo — fﬂ*” + E + 18) + W,

for unconstrained optimization of strongly-convex mapsin

4(20% 4 27)

M3 log(N) | 21d> M2 log(N)\ >/
Nu Nu ’

for constrained optimization of convex mappings

2072 P2
44<d M2R

% 2
N ) (Cs, + 0 +1),

for constrained optimization of strongly-convex mappings

2 M2

66/

(C3+0%+1).

We mention here that if we had just plugged the vadue 2 in the general propositions, we would
have got rates of convergence of the ordenot/* and(un)~'/?, instead of~1/% and (un)~1/2,
respectively in the non-strongly apdstrongly-convex case.

Similarly, we have proved that if is u-strongly-convex and is small enough, theyﬁ} iS u/2-
strongly-convex. As a consequence, the previous argurhefdend we can, asymptotically, obtain
better rates of convergences, as we now show (see proof iankloD.4).

10
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Proposition 8 (Asymptotics with strongly-convex mappings

Assume thaf is g-smooth,u-strongly-convex and globally optimizedaat on K. Then the al-
gorithms described in Eq6)f and Eqg. 6), with adapted choices of parameters, ensure the following
upper-bound oz — z*|| as soon asV is big enough:

— for unconstrained optimization of strongly-convex mapsin

-1 B+1
WOMJ 2y gy (PIo8N + D7 485 (@ log(N + 1)) 5
[ N (M N ’

— for constrained optimization of strongly-convex mappings

B—1

2\ 5 [2eMgMy)\>
165(%> <Tﬁ> (8C2+30%+1).

We recall that from those upper-bounds , we obfajf{zy) — f(z.) < %22EH:cN — z.|3.

The proof is delayed to Append®.4.

We conclude this section with a lower bound for the optimarabf strongly-convex mappings,
brought to our attention by O. Shamir and based on technifjoes Shamir(2013. This lower
bounds matches the lower boundRdlyak and Tsybakoy1990, but it is non-asymptotic, quite
simple and one can obtain explicit dependencies in therdiiteparameters. We only sketch it in
one dimension, as it contains all the relevant ideas; detaih be found ishamir(2013).

Consider the two mappings

o2 z _ .2 x __Y
fi(x) = 2ux” + ag(e) andfs(z) =z ozg(0>, whereg(y) T4

and notice thaf (z) = fo(—z), |g(y)| < 1/2and|g®) (y)| < 26411 < (2B)”. As a consequence,
it is not difficult to see thall f1 — f2||cc < «, thatf; and f, are-th order smooth with the constant
1

[ 02
Given fixed values for the parametetsand M, the choices ofy = 7-1/2 andg = ¢7~1/28
_ 28 .
wherec = % ensure thaty/6? < 2u as soon ag’ > (2uc?)” #-2 and that the mapping and f»
arep-strongly convex ang-th order smooth with a constanfg < M.
Moreover, sincé| f1 — f2|l. < 1/V/T, f1 andf, are undistinguishable with onl§y queries and
thus any algorithm must suffer, when facifigor f, an error of the order of

Mpg < 227 and(4p — % < )-strongly convex, and thgf(0) — f* > ﬁ as soon agy < 2.

1 M _ 81
minmas {fu(x) — ff, fo(a) ~ f5} = 1(O0) — i 2 o7
6. Online Optimization

In the online optimization setting, we have to modify al¢fums that use non-uniform averaging as
the regret is computed with respect to the Cesaro averadeedbsses. The online version of the

11
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algorithms are described in Eq)@nd Eq. 8). The difference with the algorithms of the stochastic
case is simply thaf is replaced byf,,.

For the two-point algorithm, we recall that it requires tkath loss functions can be queried
twice, but we emphasize again that the noise is differentfertwo evaluations and do not cancel
simply by differencing.

d
Tp = Tp—1 — 'Vnﬁ [fn(xn—l + 5nrnun) - fn(xn—l - 5nrnun) + En]k(rn)un> (7)

where~,, andé,, depend om.
The 1-point algorithm evaluates once each loss functiorrewvdtes as

d
Ty =g <$n—1 - ’Vné_ [fn(l'n—l + 5nrnun) + 5n] k(rn)un)y (8)

where the parameters, andd,, can evolve with time.
Proposition 9 Assume eaclf,, is 5-order smooth and\/;-Lipschitz. Then the online version of

the algorithms described in Eg8)and Eq. ), with adapted choices of parameters, ensures the
following upper-bound on the regref S"E [ fn(zn-1) — fa(2)]:

for unconstrained online optimization of convex mapppings

B—1
2

()7 (ot ()™ 4 555(65) ™)

for unconstrained online optimization of strongly conveapppings

A2 M2\ 773 42 M2 log(N + 1)
932 B 2 432 ilog
I <—Nﬂ ) (0?46) +48 N ,

for constrained online optimization of convex mapppings

B—1
28\ 27
25RM/3<%> V(G ot 1),

for constrained online optimization of strongly convex pgings

-1 M2 M2\ 521\ 2
) A1 <85M5\|x0—x*\|+40+2+ﬁ<ﬁ§) (n_j)ml) '

2012
d? M3
n

(

Actually, the proof are identical in the online optimizatisetting than in stochastic optimiza-
tion. The main difference is that we do not use the convexit§/to lower-bounds, S"E[f (2,,-1)—

f@)] byE[f(@N) - f(2)]-

12
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7. Conclusion

In this paper, we have considered zero-th order online apdition with a special focus on highly-
smooth functions such as for online logistic regression. dMasidered one-point estimates and
two-point estimates of the gradient (with then two indepgemadoises). For infinitely differentiable
functions, our main result leads to the same dependencemplesaize as gradient-based algo-
rithms, with an extra dimension-dependent factor.

The present analysis could be extended in a number of waysvgao not cover the bandit
setting. A simple extension of our results allows us to rec@xisting bounds fof = 1 (Shamig
2013 but we are currently unable to obtain high-smoothnessdorgments fod > 1; (b) while the
two-point analysis considers unconstrained problemsytieepoint analysis still requires a compact
set of constraints and queries slightly outside (in bhand around it), which might be avoided
by using barrier tools like done blazan and Levy(2014). Finally, (c) in the strongly-convex
case, the dependence on sample size is optimal in the optiorizsetting Polyak and Tsybakqv
1990, however, the optimality of the scaling in dimension, of {ilain convex case, and beyond
the optimization setting remains open.
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Appendix A. Proof of technical lemmas
A.1l. Proof of Lemmal

This result is rather classical and we first recall the prdeémyf is twice continuously differentiable.
By Taylor expansion, for any, y € R% and\ > 0, there exist§ . € [z, z+\y] and{_ € [z, z—\y]
such that

2
fletdw) = J@) AV Ty Sy DTGy

2
fle=dw) = F@) =A@ Ty+ 5y DAy

This implies that

_ _ 2
ity = JEEAIEZN) AT p g - Ay Ty
< SO AMBlyI? < 2/ MoMZ ),

and this yields thaf\/; < 2,/MyM23. The general proof is obtained by introducifigdifferent
number)y, ..., Ag, writing the 3 equations

g

ol

'f($+)\iy)_ > %ﬂm)(@«)ym'gA

Im|<B-1

and inverting the system (which is possible\jfare all distinct).

A.2. Proof of smoothing lemma

The identity in Eq. 4) is a consequence of the result frodemirovski and Yudin(1983. Using the
smoothness assumption, we have foradt R%:

|fs(x) — f(2)]
pmlgml M 5 a1 5
< BBy <17k(r) Z —f (z)v ‘4'?5 (Er|k(7")7” |) (EHUHSHWH )
1<|m|<p—1
E,rlml+1 () slm! MP
< > (E,r m,(r)) f(m)(ﬂf)Enmg(vm)' + 5—?55 (Erlk(T)TBHD <E|\U||g1\|v\|5>-
1<|m|<p—-1 ' '

For |m| odd, then, by symmetry of the uniform distribution on theturall, EHUHSI(Um) = 0.
Therefore, ifE,r*k(r) = 0 for k odd and3 < k < 3, we have:

. M5
fs@) = f@)| < =27 (Belk(r)r®*).

B!
In order to prove the following result on gradients
MP
A gl < B 8—1 B
1= f @l < G0 (Blktr)),

16
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we first assume that the + 1-th order derivative tensor is bounded, which will be suffidiby a
density argument. In this case, as showrNaynirovski(2004 p. 38), for allx, the 5-th order tensor
has projections o — 1 copies of the vector and a vectow which is less tharMEHuHB—leH.

This implies that we can apply the function value result ®fimctiong(z) = f'(z) "v, for anyu.
This leads to the desired result.

A.3. Bounds on functionk(r)

From the explicit parameter expansion of Legendre polyatsnive have, for anyg > 0,

o) = EN @ <2a + 1> _ (D)o +1) <2a> |

22a o 22a o

Moreover, we use the following bound obtained from bound<atalan numbers(if‘) < A

Vra:
This leads tdL,_,(0)| < 20“—\/% for a > 0, while fora = 0, | L}, ,(0)| = 1
Moreover, fors > 3:

L(B8-1)/2] L(B-1)/2]

/ 2 1)2
E[k(r)* = > (4a + 3)| L1 (0)2 < 3+ ; (4a+3)%
(8-1)/2]
< 3+ 0y 7080 _ 5, B3 (5/2)(B/2+1)(5+1)
a=1 @ ™ 6
< 3401 BAB2TBBBHB/3) _ g 2L x5x4 _gp
6 36 x 12

This is trivially valid for = 1 ands = 2.

17
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Finally, we have fors > 3:

L(B-1)/2]
E |k(r)*r? = Z Via +3V4d’ + 3E, [Laat1(r) Log+1(r)r?] Lha 1 (0) Lo 41 (0)
a,a’=0
L(B-1)/2]
= ) VAa+3V4a" +3Lhe41(0) L1 (0)
a,a’=0
“E [(2c + 2)Loa+2(r) + (2ac+ 1) Laa (r)] T [ [(2¢ + 2) Lo/ 42(r) + (20/ + 1) Lo ()]
" 4o +3 4o + 3

[(B=1)/2] 1
= Y (VAa+3VAd +3) " L1 (0) Ly 41 (0)

a,a’=0

X [[(m +2)% + 20+ 1)2]5a:a/ + (2a + 1)2000—ar 41 + (20 + 1)2a’5a,:a+1]

L(8-1)/2]
= > (4a+3)7Lh1(0°[(20+2)° + 20+ 1)7]
a=0
L(B-1)/2]-1 X
+2 ) (VAa+3VAa+7) " Lhyi1(0)Lhy5(0)20(2a + 1)
a=0
L(8-1)/2]
= > (4a+3)7Lh 1 (0°[(20+2)% + 20+ 1)7]
a=0
L(B-1)/2]-1 X
-2 Y (Vi +3Via+T7) Lh,4(0)

a=0

9 (2a+3)(20 +2)

ot 17 20(2a 4 1)

IN

(4o +3)" 'L, 1(0)%[8a® + 120 + 5]

a=[(8-1)/2]
[(B-1)/2]-1
+ > (da+3)7'Lh, 4 (0)? [8@2 + 120045 — (20 + 1)404}
a=0

a3 (22

IN

— 1 [80% + 12a + 5]

a=[(8-1)/2]

20+ 1

+§L’1(O) + > (da+3)7! [( )2]] [8a2 +12a+5— (2a + 1)4a]

0%

yiye;

5 L(B=1)/2]-1
=1

IA

S

=
|

m]] [88%/4 4+ 12B/2 + 5]
1

[(B—1)/2]- 902

Z_: (4a)7? [—]9(1

yiyes
a=1

5 81p

2 2 2 81 25 2
11287 + 68+ 5] + 2+ -5 (8/2+1) <26° +26% + 5+ 5/3+ B2 < 8F
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using the three-term recursion formula for Legendre patyiads.
We will also need the following bounds:

E k(r)r? T < \JE|k(r)2r28+2] = 2v/28,
E | k(r)|?r*™ < E.lk(r)*r? < 852 for anyy > 0.

Appendix B. Analysis of classic Stochastic Gradient Descénalgorithms

We recall in this section the classical proofs of stochagticlient descents (see, eBybeck 2015
and references therein). We first start when the mappfp@se not necessarily-strongly convex.

Proposition 10 (SGD non-strongly convex) The stochastic gradient descent
Tp = HK(xn - ’Yngn) (9)

whereg, is a biased estimate df (z,,—1), i.e., such tha&|g,,|F,.—1] = [} (zn-1) + n, andry, is
non-decreasing achieves the following guarantee

< maxy E||z, — z|?

1 N
N;E[fn(%—l)‘fn@] = 27N

1 & 1 &
5 2B (@1 =)+ 5= > 1Ellgn”.
n=1 n=1
In particular, if f,, = f andz* is a minimizer off, we obtain

max, E|z, — z||?

N N
1 1
Ef(Ty_1) — ) < _ ET 1 — WE n2
fon - sy < BRI LS a4 LS gl

Proof We have for any: € K, since projecting reduces distances,

Izn — 2> < [lza-1 — 2l* = 29090 + Y2 llgnl

Ellzn —z? < Elzn-1— 2| = 2mEf)(@n-1)" (@01 — ) + 2mEC, (@n—1 — ) + V2E| gnl|?
< Elzn-1 —2|* = 29E[fa(@a-1) — fa(@)] + 2%EC, (wn-1 — ) + 72El gnll* -

This leads to

N N

1 1 Ellzn1 — z|* — Ellz, — z|?

- E ) - < _—

N nZ::l [fn(xn 1) fn(w)] = N nzz:l 27m

1 Y 1
AT ET n—1 — aAnNT nE n2
+ an::l (o (Tn1 w)+2N;7 lgnll

max, E|z —3:H2 1 al 1 N

n n T 2
+ = E E 1)+ == E E g .

21V’7N N 1 Cn (I'n ! ) 2N 1"}/n ” nH

When the mappingg,, are u-strongly convex, rates are improved as claimed by thevatlg
proposition.
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Proposition 11 (SGDu-strongly convex) The stochastic gradient descent
Tn = HK(wn—l - ’Yngn) (10)
whereg,, is a biased estimate ¢f,(z,,—1), i.e., such tha&|[g,,| F.—1] = f}(zpn—1) + Cu-

— The choice ofy,, = ,%n gives

un

S iv: fn(@n-1) —Ef (33)‘1'—'“”33 —33||2 < —rlf EN E¢, (xn-1 — )+—1 E lonl
Nn_lE n\4n—1 n 2 N ] n n—1 IN —

In particular, if f,, = f andz* is a minimizer off, we obtain

E|\gn?
Ef(fN—l)_f(gj*)—l—g||ng_x*H2 ZECn (g — ) + 2?\72 9l

- B

— The choice ofy,, = 3 gives

2
n(n+1

9 N
> E() (w01 — 1)+ El|g. |,

Ef(2n-1)— f(z") + E[x, — tzg < NN D 2

u( +1)
(12)

2, 2 N
WherexN_l = m anl NITp—1.

Proof We have for any: € K:

lon —al? < lnos — 2l — 2090 + 22 lonll
Blan — ol < Ellant — 2l 20Efo@n 1) (@1 — ) + 20EG (#n1 — ) + 72 E]gnl?
< Ellan s — 2l ~ 20E[fa(zn 1) — fale) + pllzas — o))
+29mEC, (21 — ) + VaEl|gal|* -
This leads to
Ef(ean) = fule) < Eloncs = olPG— = 5) ~ Blle — ol 5 +BC (wamt = 2) + FElgal

First, we consider uniform averaging, induced by the chofcg, = ,%n Indeed, it gives

n—1 n 1
Efa(en1) = fole) < Ellons — alP P2 B, ol 4 B (01 )+ Bl

Summing ovemn and averaging gives

1 o~ Ellgall?
$n 1—x)+ ON 2"

2NM

an

ZEfn Tnn1) — ful@) + lox — 2]
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2

We now consider non-uniform averaging whgn= f, induced by the choice of, = eIk

which gives

(n—1) (n+Dp

T Bl R (a0 I?

Ef(rp-1)—f(z) < EHwn—l_w”2

Eflgn

(n+1
Multiplying by n, summing, averaging and using the convexityfofield
9 N

Ef(in-1) = f(z*) + Ellen — 2?5 < s D EGT (201 — 7) +

Ellgnl?.

p(n+1)

Appendix C. Proof of Propositions for Unconstrained Optimization
C.1. Proof of Proposition3

Our iteration is

d
Tp = Tp—-1 — ’Ynﬁ [f(wn—l + 5nrnun) - f(wn—l - 5nrnun) + En]k(rn)un

We consider

gn = f(wn—l + 6nrnun) - f(xn—l - 5nrnun)]k(rn)un

2, |
We will need the expansion using tf¥eth order smoothness as:

1

f(@n—1+ dnrpun) — f(Tn_1 — Oprptn)= Z %f(m)(xn—l) [(5nrn)m - (_5nrn)m] + [A;z - Biz]?

Im[<p—-1

. Mf : :
with | Ay, |B,| < =7 dari. When taking expectations above, we get exactly the B’ (z,, 1) " .
Moreover, sincef is 2-smooth

|f(:nn_1 + OpTntn) — f(Zn_1 — Oprnun)| < M2r262 +2|f (xp_1) " (6rnun)|
< Mgriég + 25nrn]f'(xn_1)Tun\.
We then get:
E(||gnl%|F, < PCp ]+ L MR R + L SRR k() E | Tun 2| F,
(”gn” ’ n—l) = W T’[ (T) ] +W 2 [T (T) ]"’_W [T (T)] Uf (xn—l) un‘ | n—l]

353d%0? 2027 rd 52 2 / 9 ) -1
S — g TAATM,6, + 16d5 E[llf (zn-1)|]*Frn-1] usingBuynu, = .
372 2
= 354220 + 4d? B2 My 67 + 12dM3 B[ f(2n—1) — f(2.)],

where we used thaltf’(z,—1)||*> < 2M3 | f(xn—1) — f(.)] for z, a global optimizer off.
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Thus,
T—
= Jns P = 23001 =) [gu + g2kl )un] +92on + 5 enk (]|
= Jons P = 23001 =) g+ -l )] + 292l + 202 | enk(r)un |

By taking conditional expectations, we get, usibdy,, k(r,, Ju,u,, = I, and the fact that the expec-
tation of all powers-5k(r,,), a > 1, lead to zero:

E[Hxn - xH2|]:n—1}

d
< lzn-1— SCH2 — 29 (Tn-1 — x)Tf/(xn—l) + 2’YnEH§[A;L - B;z]k(rn)un”uxn—l — x|
2
+2’YnE(”gnH | Fn— 1)+2’YnEH25 enk(rn)un
MB
< w1 — xHZ — 27 [f($n—1) — f(z )] +7ndE||5_W55 Bk’(rn)unHHxn—l |
2 3p°d*0” 2 02 7 452 2 92 d 2 2
+29, | =5z + A4 My, + 12dMy [f(zn—1) — f(z)] —|—2’yn(25 )?6%Ek(r,,)
B
< Hxn—l - $H2 — 27, [f(xn—l) - f(x)] +’Ynd5£ ! 31 2/82”xn 1— x”
2353(120'2 2 227 14 52 2 32 2 2,3
+29 | =5z + A4 87 My, + 12dM3 [f(zn—1) — f(z)] +6’yn(25 ) o5
For simplicity, we assume that, = ~ is constant and less th%g—%w and that,, = 6. We
thus get, withe = z,:
1 2 1 2
Ef(an-1) = f(zs) < ZEllon1 —al” — —Ellzn — .|
Y Y
333d%o? d M
+2v /3452 + 4d* B> M. 52} +67(55) 2026% + ds®! 3 L2282\ [E|[an_1 — |-

Thus

1 1
ZE (Tn-1) — f(z)] + ;EH:EN —z,]? < —H:E(] — x,||* + 3Nyd*02072 33 + 8N~d? B2 M} 5?

szaﬁ ! ﬁﬂQ\/EHxn_l—x*H%

which we can put as:

N N B

1 1 M
D [Bf (n-1) = flwa)]+ SBllon = < Sllao—a. P+NC+Y 2407 2 62 /Bllon1 = a7,

n=1 n=1
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with C = 3yd?0257238% + 8vd? 32 M52, This leads to, withu,, = \/E||x,, — z.]2:

N Mﬁ
uh <ud+yNC+ 27d55_17'652un.

n=1

From Lemma 1 oSchmidt et al(2011), we get:

B B 1/2
N M N M
uy < 2ydd? P2 4 (W ANC o [S29ds T =2 7))
2 3! 2 3!
7
< N2’yd5ﬁ_15—?52 +ug + (YNC)V2,

Thus
1 N
5 O Ef(@n1) = f()
n=1

1
< oyl |+ C + D(NWD +oug + (7NC)1/2>

B
with D = 2d5°~1 222 g2,
1 B

By settingy = 24dM2B>N (B+1)/(28)” ands = N1/(28)

(M§M2)_1/(5+1), we get:

d? NV oo, g2

/(B+1) 27 14

NG5 24d M2 B2 3 (M M2) +84° My~
#(M /M) (1) [302+8 B

N(ﬁ—l)/(Qﬁ) 24/8 B 2 NQ/B

244,32
w7 Mellro — )’

B

M BB-1
5 g2 B y-(B-1)/(8+1)
D < 2508 s (Ms Me)

__B
NB-1/C5)

C < [30253

(M M)~/ 5+D)]

<

(Mﬁ/M2)—4B/(B+1)]

N

1
Sl

N

2d (MB/M2)(5_1)/(5+1)M5.
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This leads to an overall rate of

1 N
& 2 Bf (@) = (@)
n=1

< 2D*N + %Nuxo —a? 20

) 2<2dW(MB/M2)(B_I)/(BH)M6 )224dM2252 ]1\7(B+1)/(2B)N * Négjcf)‘iw) (Ma|lzo — =)
+w+c(lzﬁ)245(Mﬁ/M2)w/w“> 302 + 8]\752?;6 (M /M) ~43/B+D)]

S W (4862(]\/‘[2“”50 — 2,][)? + 602 (Mg /My)?P/BFD) 4 %(Mﬁ/M2)4ﬁ/(B+1)>
N(ﬁ—i?/cf%)m Nﬁj/g (Mg /My) =20/ +1)

) W (wMszO = .| + 30 + (M /M) ) Nf/ﬁ (Mjs/ M)~ 6/<5+1>> g

which is almost the desired bound, except the dependendewhich is ind instead ofd(*—1)/5.
Like in the proof for constrained optimization, we can chegandd with slightly different scalings

1/8
in d, that is,y = ! ands = 24 (M} M)~/ P+D) The value of

24d(5—1)/5M2252N(5+1)/(25)’ N1/(28)
~ does not satisfy our constraint wheén!/# N (5+1)/(26) js |ess than one, which happens only when
the final bound is trivial. Thus, we can safely consider tlep-stizey above.

i i incr. = 1 _ B BB
Proof for anytime algorithm By settingy,, = 24dM2252n(/3+1)/(25),and5n 1A (M M)~ ,

as a function ofi, we obtain an anytime algorithm. In order to analyze it, we sianply recycle the
proof techniques dBach and Mouline$2011) (in particular Abel's summation formula). All sums
of the formsz,ﬂvz1 n~% may then be bounded thrtoudﬁ% for § € (0,1) and less thargi—l for

9 > 1, with zﬁj:l% < log(N + 1). The term26,,2 leads to an extra factor éfg(N + 1) while
all other factors only lead to ext@nstantfactors which are less than The final bound is thus the
same as before up to logarithmic terms

C.2. Proof of Proposition4

The proof technique is the same as for Proposi8an AppendixC.1 The first line that differs is
the following, whereu-strong convexity is used:

E[Hxn - 33*H2|]:n—1]
B

M
< (1 - M’Yn)”wn—l - x*”z — 27, [f(wn—l) - f(x*)] + ’Ynd(syﬁl ! B'ﬁ 252”wn—1 - xH
2353(120'2 2 02 7 14 ¢2 2 2 2 \2,283
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If we assume that,, is less tha 252 , then we get
1 o 1 2
Ef(zn-1) — f(z.) < (7— — WE[zn-1 — 2" - TEIIwn — 2| (13)
372 2 MP
+27, {% + 4d?B* M. 52} + doP1 5{3 262 \/E||xp_1 — 2.2

In order to bound,/E||x,,—1 — x|, we use the same proof technique than in Appeiik with-
out using strong convexity and from the equation:

Elzn —2u® < Ellzp-1 — z.?

M 2
— 298 Elan1 — w P,

372 2
292 [M +4d252M§5§} + ypdsB 3

262
which leads to

Ellzy — 2. < Ellzo — 2
n

2 353d202 2027 rd 52 - f—1
T2 k| Ty HACEMIG | + Y )
k=1 k k=1

M 5 >
720"Vl — =]

< Ellzo — a?
-1
FB Y mdy 28 Ellag - P,
k=1
with B =237 2 { P + 4d2/32M245,3].
Thus, withu,, = \/E||z,, — |2, we have:
n MY
ul<ud+ B+ o, 1d72ﬁ2uk

k=1
From Lemma 1 oSchmidt et al(2011), we get:

ny 5 1d—2/32+u + B2,

We now choosey,, = ﬁ' which is less tha@WZ’gﬁ2 only for certain values of (if this is

not satisfied, the bound is trivial anyway, so this reswittdoes not impact the result). We select
s _ (s 1/(B+1)

B Mgun )

Then, we may follow the previous proof and sum EIB)( with telescoping elements and the
same formulas (except the leading terms jn leading to the following bound:

1 N
N S Ef (o) - (@)
n=1

d*ME . (5-1)/(8+1) M2 i)
(—nu ) <85M6Hwo — | +4a+2+ﬁ(M2/Mﬁ)2(n_M) > .
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Appendix D. Proof of Propositions in Constrained Optimizaton

D.1. Proof of Proposition5

We recall that the gradient estimateyjs= % (f(acn_l + OpTpun) + en> Ek(ry)un, SO that

Mgﬁ
(B—1)

Eg,, = f}, (xn-1) = fo(zn-1) + G, With [|G,] < 2V2 5t

and the variance af,, is bounded as
2 5 o 2 5@ o 2

Using Propositiorl0, along with the specific choices of

- Ron  4sh— dvB(B —1)!
VBdy/n VA
lead to
N N B
1 R’ 321 Tn (~2 2 MB
—_ 4 = < — ks
N;E[fn(xn D= ha@)] < g 3% N 2 52(Ci, +o )+2\/§(ﬁ_ iR
< B ARM; f: VB 661(302 +30% +2V/2)
- 29N N =\ Vn o
P25\ 7
< 25RMjg (W) (C5 +0*+1)

D.2. Proof of Proposition6

Using the same bounds on the biais and variangg ¢fian in the proof of Propositio along with

the results of Propositiohl give

N N

d> 1 1
;E[mn_l)—f”(m)] + SEloy -2l < 353ﬁﬁgn—@%(c§n”2)
WM 1
+ BT RNZ@L

n=1

The specific choice ofotl = % ensures that the upper bound is smaller than
nuMpg

2

B—1
28/ d BF1
158° M5 — 24+1).
53 5 (MN> (Cs, +0°+1)
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D.3. Proof of Proposition7

Proposition 7 is another consequence of Propositidhand11. Indeed, forg = 2, the mapping
fs is convex, hence we can consider the algorithms as stoct@siilient descents ofy, with an

. . . . _ . A M8
unbiased estimate of the gradient. Then it suffices to ajpmeate f5(x) by f(z) £ 2\/566—?55, to
choose parameters so that error terms balance and to cenclud

D.4. Proof of Proposition8

Once again, the proof uses the same standard argumentshthanobf of Propositioril. More

precisely, we consider here constant step 8jze= §, whered is small enough so thqﬁ; is p/-

strongly convex (wher@’ < u and, as we will see, it will be implied bi¥ being big enough) and

we apply Propositiod1to f;, this allows us to bountL||zy — 2|2, wherez? is a minimizer off5
Finally, we conclude using the smoothness and the strongegiin of f that imply that

B

tx < Lyt < Lot 1 My 4y
&% xHSM,Hf(x)HSM,Hf(x) fiah)| < i )5 2/23.

As a consequence the triangle inequality

Eloy —2*|> < 2E|ey —2f|? + 2[* - o*||?

and the combined above majorationsifr y — =*||? and2||z* — 2*||? give the result.
We emphasize agains that the fact thiatis ;/-strongly convex is ensured hy being large
enough (and the largéY, the bigger:’ < p can be chosen).
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