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Abstract

This paper explores the non-convex composition optimization in the form including inner and outer finite-sum functions
with a large number of component functions. This problem arises in some important applications such as nonlinear embed-
ding and reinforcement learning. Although existing approaches such as stochastic gradient descent (SGD) and stochastic
variance reduced gradient (SVRG) descent can be applied to solve this problem, their query complexity tends to be high,
especially when the number of inner component functions is large. In this paper, we apply the variance-reduced technique
to derive two variance reduced algorithms that significantly improve the query complexity if the number of inner component
functions is large. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work that establishes the query complexity analysis for
non-convex stochastic composition. Experiments validate the proposed algorithms and theoretical analysis.

1. Introduction

In this paper, we study the problem of the following non-convex composition minimization

min 3 /@) FEEN Y TSR Y@@ (1)
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where f: RN — R is a non-convex function, each F;: R™ — R is a smooth function, each G;: RY — RM is a mapping
function, n is the number of F;’s, and m is the number of G;’s. We call G(z):= L Z;nzl G, () the inner function, and
F(w):= 13" | F;(w) the outer function.

This composition between two finite-sum structures £ 7" | F; (L Z;nzl G;(z)) arises in many machine learning appli-
cations such as reinforcement learning [[1} 2, 3] and nonlinear embedding [4]. For example, stochastic neighbor embedding
(SNE) [4] is a powerful approach to map data from a high dimensional space to a low dimensional space. Let {z;} ; and
{z;}1_, denote the representation of n data points in the high dimensional space and the low dimensional space, respectively.
The objective is to pursue a low dimensional representation {x; }*_;, such that the distribution in the low dimensional space is
as close to the distribution in the high dimensional space as possible. This problem is essentially a composition optimization
problem:
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Algorithm Iteration Complexity | Gradient Complexity 0< n?;egryfomplex;?; ST
Full GD [7] O(1/¢) O(n/e) O(n/e) O(n™ [e)
SGD [77] 0(1/<?) 0(1/£?) O(n™o /£2)

SCGD [1] O(1/eh) O(1/eh) o(1/eh)
Acc-SCGD[]] O(1/£772) O(1/£7/2) O(1/£772)

ASC-PG [2] O(1/£9%) O(1/e94) O(1/£9%)

SVRG [5][6] O(n*’*/e) O(n*?/e) Om?2+mol3/e) | O(n™ [e)
SCVR O(n*® /e) O(n*®/e) O(nt®/e) O(ntmo/s /)

Table 1. Comparison of the complexity with different algorithms for non-convex problem.

and o; is the predefined parameter to control the sensitivity to the distance. Problem (2) can be transformed into a composition
problem as in (I}), where

N
— — .2 — — .2
G, (x) =z, e lmr=asl® — 1 e~llen=asl _1} :

F; (w) =pi1 ([Jwi — wi]|* = log(wns1)) + oo + pijn ([[wi — wy||” — log(wnin)).

More details can be found in Appendix B, and examples about reinforcement learning can be found in [[1} 2} 3].

Such a finite-sum structure allows us to perform stochastic gradient descent (SGD). In particular, when minimizing prob-
lem (1)), the stochastic gradient can be obtained by randomly and independently selecting i and j from [m] and [r] to form
(0G;(x)) "V F;(G(x)), which satisfies

E[(9G;(x))"VFi(G(x))] = (9G(x))"VF(G()).

When the inner function G(z) and its partial gradient G (z) are computed directly for each iteration, the problem in (1)) can
be turned into the one finite-sum minimization problem 1 Y"" | F; (G(z)). Recently, [5] and [6] proposed the stochastic
variance-reduced gradient (SVRG) method to solve such non-convex problems. Despite the best gradient complexity being
provided, they did not apply SVRG to the composition of two finite-sum structures. Moreover, two main problems are
encountered in such a composition of two finite-sum structures when using SGD:

e The inner function G(z) admits the finite-sum structure. Computing the inner function will be extremely expensive in
large-scale data problems. However, if G () is estimated and replaced by G/(z), that is E(G(z)) = G(x), the estimated
gradient of f will result in a biased estimate. That is, E[(0G;(z)) TV F;(G(z))] # (0G(x))"VF(G(x)). Can variance
reduction technology be applied to the estimation of such an inner function?

e For the large number of inner sub-function, the SVRG-based method [} 6] will need more query complexity. Because
it needs to compute the sum of inner sub-function and its corresponding partial gradient. Can variance reduction
technology also reduce the query complexity for the composition problem?

Under the classical benchmark of non-convex optimization [7], we aim to propose an efficient algorithm to answer the
above questions and find an approximate stationary point x satisfying ||(0G(z))TVF(G(x))||?> < e. For fair comparison,
we analyze the effectiveness of the algorithm using query complexity (QC), which is measured in terms of the number of
component function queries used to compute the gradient. For instance, computing the gradient of F;(G(x)) needs 2m + 1
queries, that is m queries for G(x), m queries for 9G(z), and 1 query for F;(-). Furthermore, QC is related to the iteration
and gradient complexities. The iteration complexity is the number of iterations taken to converge to the stationary point. The
gradient complexity in [5] and [8] is measured in terms of the number of gradient evaluations of f including the computation
of inner function G(z). For instance, the iteration complexities of the full gradient descent (GD) method [7] and SGD [[7]]
are O(1/¢) and O(1/e?) respectively, while their gradient complexities are O(n/e) and O(1/£2). This is because, at each
iteration, the full GD method needs to compute the full gradient of f(x). Furthermore, O(m) queries are also required
to compute G(x) and OG(z), respectively. However, these two methods can deal with the composition of two finite-sums
problem but will have high query complexity.

[LL] first proposed the stochastic compositional gradient descent (SCGD) method, which mainly focuses on the composition
of two infinite-sum structures problem. Subsequently, [2] and [1] proposed the corresponding accelerated method, Acc-
SCGD and accelerated stochastic compositional proximal gradient (ASC-PG), for such a problem, and in doing so improved



the iteration complexity from O(1/¢%) to O(1/£%/4). For each iteration, there will be O(1) queries to compute the gradient
of f, so the query complexity is the same as the iteration complexity.

However, the convergence rates of these stochastic composition methods are independent of n. Through the cost per
iteration of the stochastic method is faster than full GD, the total number of iterations is large. [5] and [6] proposed the
SVRG method for solving the one finite-sum non-convex problem, which has better gradient complexity. Although SVRG
method has not previously been applied to the composition problem, we can obtain the query complexity by adding O(m)
(the same as O(n™o) [ﬂ) queries to each gradient complexity, that is,

_f OmEtimo/e). my <1;
QC = { O(n™Je),  mo> 1.

The analysis of the query complexity of SVRG can be found as Corollary [6] Figure [T|clearly shows the different of query
complexity between SVRG and SGD. SVRG improves the query complexity when mg < 1, but is unchanged when mg > 1.
When mg > 1, the query complexities of SVRG and SGD are the same since computing the inner function both need O (n)
query complexity. However, as noted above, can we improve the query complexity and also tackle the difficulty encountered
in the composition problem?

1.1. Results

We discover an interesting phenomenon with respect
to the size of inner function G(x) for the non-convex
composition problem. In particular, we show that if
mo > 2/5, our proposed method, stochastic composi-
tion with variance reduction (SCVR), improves the query
complexity for such non-convex problem,

QC = O(n*/? /e), 0<mo <1
O(n*™o/5/g), 1< my.

In other words, SCVR is faster than SVRG by a factor
of Q(n™0/3=2/15Yif 2/5 < mgy < 1, and Q(n™/?) if
1 < my. Figure[I]intuitively shows the improvement in
query complexity. Furthermore, when mg < 2/5, we
can choose SVRG directly without considering the esti-
mate of the inner function G(x).

Mini-batch We also consider the mini-batch stochastic setting, which is analogous to the mini-batch SVRG. Mini-batch
T is formed by randomly selecting from [n]. The query complexity can be improved by a factor of Q(nl*1/%) when the size
of mini-batch |Z| < 2/3,

Query Complexity

Figure 1. The QC comparison of SGD, SVRG and SCVR with differ-
ent sizes of mo.

0= [ OmRe, 0<my <1,
O(n2mo/3=1Z1/5/2)  mg > 1.

When |Z| > 2/3, query complexity becomes

QC = O(n2/3/5)7 0<mg <1
O(n>mo/3 /), mg > 1.

1.2. Our Technique

Let us first recall the variance reduction technology proposed in [9} 13} 6], and then answer our first question: can variance
reduction technology also be applied to the estimating of such an inner function?

The SVRG algorithms in [S]] and [6] for the non-convex problem are the same as that in [9] for convex problem. That
is, dividing the iteration into epochs. At the beginning of each epoch, the full gradient of f will be computed at a snapshot
Z, which is maintained for the current epoch. At each epoch, the unbiased gradient estimator will be used to update the
iteration, that is z54+1 = @ — NV, where Vi, = (9G(zx))"VFi(G(z1)) — (0G(2))TVE;(G(Z)) + V f(Z) satisfying
E[Vi] = V().

INote that, throughout this paper, we define m = n™9, mg > 0 to represent the size of inner sub-function G j () for easy analysis



However, when the inner function G(x) is non-affine with a large number of sub-functions G;(x) in problem , more
query complexity is needed by directly using the SVRG-based unbiased estimator method. [2f], [[1] and [10] proposed the
biased estimator method for non-convex and convex problems, respectively. Due to fewer queries for each iteration, the query
complexities proposed in [1]], [2]] and [10] are improved. This motivates us to study how to improve the query complexity by
using the biased SVRG-based method for the non-convex problem.

Based on different estimators of inner function G(z), we propose SCVRI, SCVRII, and mini-batch SCVR:

e In SCVRI, we only consider the estimate of inner function G(z) by using variance reduction technology, denoted G.
Then, we replace the G(z) in V, with the estimator G to form the new estimator V f . Though estimator Gis unbiased,
the provided V f is a biased estimator, that is E[G] = G(z), while E[Vf] # (8G(z))TVF(G(z)). However, our
theoretical analysis suggests that estimating G(z) through the proper size of sub-function G, () will improve query
complexity. We provide pseudocode in Algorithm[2]and illustrate the query complexity in Figure|[I]

e In SCVRIL besides estimating of G (z), we also estimate the partial gradient 0G(x) by variance reduction technology,
denoted JG'. We replace 9G(z) in Vi, with OG to form another new estimator V f. This estimator is also biased, that
is, E[Vf] # (0G(x))TVF(G(z)), while E[0G] = dG(z). Even though the SCVRGII method does not increase the

order of query complexity, it does increase the convergence rate. More details can be found to Algorithm

e In mini-batch SCVR, we study the mini-batch version method, which is popular in stochastic optimization. Similar
to mini-batch SVRG [6], we also randomly select sub-function F; from [n] to form mini-batch Z, which are all used
to estimate the gradient of f(z). Our theoretical analysis suggests that under the proper size of mini-batch Z, there
will be an improvement in query complexity. Furthermore, stochastic gradient can also be computed in parallel over
mini-bath Z, resulting in faster speeds both in theory and practice. We provide pseudocode in Algorithm 3]

1.3. Related work

Stochastic non-convex optimization has attracted a lot of attention, not least in machine learning and deep learning. Many
first-order methods have recently been proposed. Most of these gradient methods aim to find an approximate stationary
point. The theoretical analysis is based on the gradient descent method in [[11l]. For example, the convergence rate of the
stochastic gradient method for the non-convex problem in [7]] and [6] is framed in terms of the expected gradient norm.
Furthermore, accelerated gradient descent [[11] has also been applied to non-convex stochastic optimization. Although not
providing theoretical improvements over current convergence rates, [[7] provided a unified theoretical analysis of the convex
and non-convex problem based on a modified Nesterov’s method. This has the same convergence rate as SGD for the non-
convex problem and maintained an accelerated convergence rate for the convex problem. [[12]] also proposed an accelerated
proximal gradient method for the non-convex problem and also retained the accelerated convergence rate for the convex
problem. However, when directly applying SGD to composition problem with two finite-sums structure, at each iteration, the
above-mentioned method need over O(m) queries to compute the inner function G.

[2] and [1]] subsequently proposed the SCGD-based method, focusing on such a structure, the difficulty being in comput-
ing of the inner infinite-sum function. To tackle this problem, [[1] employed the two-timescale quasi-gradient method and
Nesterov’s method to accelerate the convergence rate. Furthermore, [[13] also deployed the SCGD based method to consider
corrupted samples with Markov noise. [14] established a central limit theorem to consider the special composition prob-
lem. However, the query complexity does not depend on n, motivating us to consider a more efficient algorithm that has a
relationship with n.

Recently, variance reduction-based methods have received intensive attention in convex optimization, because the variance
reduction technology can improve the convergence rate from sublinear to linear. Two popular methods are SVRG [9 18] and
SAGA [15]]. The stochastic dual coordinate ascent (SDCA) [[16,[17] can also be considered as the variance reduction method.
[LO] applied SVRG based method to stochastic composition convex problem. For the non-convex problem, [S] and [6]
both proposed the SVRG based method for the non-convex problem and gave the same iteration complexity (’)(nQ/ 3/e).
Subsequently, [18] also proposed the SAGA-based proximal stochastic method. Through these methods haven’t applied to
stochastic composition problem, they can be used directly. However, the same problem as in SGD will also be encountered
in SVRG method, that is they do not consider the size of the inner subfunction G;(z) such that more queries will be needed.

There is also another situation in the non-convex problem. to prevent the point falling into the saddle point, [19] proposed
an SGD with a noise-injected method to escape the saddle point with a running time being a polynomial in the dimension.
[20] applied the stable manifold theorem from dynamical system theory to prove that the gradient method with random
initialization converged to local minimum. To escape the saddle point, the second-order method is a better alternative but



with expensive computation of the Hessian matrix. Many researchers [21}, [22] investigate the Hessian-free based method,
such as use accelerated eigenvector computation instead. Although the convergence rate improved, at each iteration, they
will need more computation comparing with SGD, let alone the case of a composition of two finite-sums structure problem.

2. Preliminaries

Throughout this paper, we use Euclidean norm denoted by || - ||. We use ¢ € [n] and j € [m] to denote that ¢ and j are
generated from [n] = {1,2,...,n}, and [m] = {1,2,...,m}. We denote by (0G(z))"VF(G(z)) the full gradient of the
function f, G (x) the partial gradient of G, and (0G;(z))"V F;(G(x)) as the stochastic gradient of the function f.

Recall two definitions on Lipschitz function and smooth function.

Definition 1. A function p is called a Lipschitz function on X if there is a constant By, such that ||p(z) — p(y)|| < Bpllz — v/,
Vo, y € X.

Definition 2. A function p is called a L,-smooth function on X if there is a constant L, such that |Vp(z) — Vp(y)|| <
Ly|lz — yll, and equal to p(y) < p(x) + (Vp(z),y — x) + Ly/2|ly — z||*, Yo,y € X.

We make the following assumptions to discuss the convergence rate and complexity analysis.
Assumption 1. For function G;: RN — RM all j € [m],

e G; has the bounded Jacobian with a constant Bg, that is | 0G;(x)|| < Bg, Vz € RY, then G,(z) is also a Lipschitz
function that satisfying |G, (z) — G;(y)|| < Bellz — y||, Vz,y € RY.

e G; is Lg-smooth satisfying ||0G;(x) — 0G,(y)|| < Le|lz — y||, Vz,y € RY.

Assumption 2. For function F;: RM — R, all i € [n),
e F; has the bounded gradient with a constant B, that is |V F;(y)|| < Br, Yy € RM.
o F; is Lp-smooth satisfying |V F;(z) — VF;(y)|| < Lr|z — y|, Vz,y € RM™.
Assumption 3. For function F;(G(z)): RN — R, all i € [n], there exist a constant Ly satisfying
1(0G;(2))TVF;(G(x)) — (0G; () VF(G(x))l| < Lyllw — yll,¥j € [m],Va,y € RY. 3)

Furthermore, if Assumption holds, then f(x) is L -smooth function due to the fact that

BV () — VI@IP) <5 Y0 2 06, @) TVF(G@) — (06,()T T E(G@)?

<Lyllz -yl
Assumption 4. We assume that i and j are independently and randomly selected from [n] and [m), that is
E[(9G;(x)) " VF;(G(x))] = (0G(x))'VF(G(x)).

In the paper, we denote by x the k-th inner iteration at s-th epoch. But in each epoch analysis, we drop the superscript
s and denote by xy, for x . We let z* be the optimal solution of f(z). Throughout the convergence analysis, we use O(-)
notation to avoid many constants, such as Br, Bg, Lr, Lg and Ly,... that are irrelevant with the convergence rate and
provide insights to analyze the iteration and query complexity.

3. Variance reduction method I for non-convex composition problem

We now apply SVRG method for non-convex composition problem, which is used for convex composition problem in
[10]. We use variance reduction method for estimating the inner function G(x) and the gradient of f(z), and exploit the
benefit of non-convex composition problem, referred as SCVRI. Algorithm [I]presents SCVRI’s pseudocode.

Consider the inner function, we estimate G(z) through variance reduction technology at k-th iteration of s-th epoch,

N 1 3 )
Gr =7 D (Gay(a) = Gay(Es)) + G(3), @

1<j<A



where Ay, is the mini-batch formed by randomly sampling from [m] with A times. Furthermore, we can see that E[Gy] =
G(z},). Based on the estimated inner function Gy, the stochastic gradient of f can be obtained through variance reduction
technology,

Vi = (0G;, () TVE, (Gr) = (G, (£:) TV EF, (G(E:)) + Vf (&), )

where E[V f,] = (0G(z1))TVF(G}) is based on the Assumption @ However, since the inner function is estimated, the
expectation of V f}, with respect to iz, and jj, is not equal to the full gradient, that is E[V f] # (0G(xx))TVF(G(xy)). In
the following subsection, we give the upper bounds for the unbiased estimation of inner function G(x) and biased estimation
of the gradient of full function f(x), which are used for analyzing the convergence of non-convex problem. Furthermore, we
also give the convergence analysis and query complexity. The proof details can be found in Section [6]and

Algorithm 1 Stochastic composition variance reduction for Non-convex Composition I
Require: K, S, n (learning rate), and Zg
fors=0,2,--- ,S—1do

G(is) =+ 3 G;(Zs) > m Queries
i=1
0G(&s) = ~ in: 0G,(is) > m Queries
j=1
Vi(E) = (0G(F.)TL Y VE(G(#,)) > n Queries
i=1
o — .’i‘s

fork=0,1,2,--- K —1do
Sample from [m] for A times to form mini-batch .4 with replacement

Gi=k % (Gain) — Gaalen) + (@) > 2A Queries
Uniformly_zin_d randomly pick 45 and jj from [n] and [m)
Vfi = (0G5, (24)) "V Fi\ (Gr) — (0G;, (7)) TV F, (G(E)) + V() > 4 Queries
Try1 = Tk — NV fr
end for
Update 5411 = Tk
end for

Output: & is uniformly and randomly chosen from s = {0, ..., — 1} and k={0, .., K’ — 1}.

3.1. Upper bound of estimator function

The following lemmas give the upper bounds of the estimated inner function Gy, and gradient estimator V fk.

Lemma 1. Suppose Assumptionholds, for e defined in , we have the upper bound
o N 1 ~
E[|Gy = G(@:)IIP] < BE Bl — 2.

Lemma 2. Suppose Assumptionhold, the estimated NV fk defined in (5) can be bounded by

BIIV7IP] < BV A0l + 4 (203 + B4L33 ) Blla — 2.]°),

As can be seen from the above lemmas, when the sample times A increase, the estimated G}, can be well approximating to
the real inner function GG. Furthermore, the bound of the gradient estimator V fk is tighter. As zj, approach to the stationary
point, both E[||V f (1 )|?] and E[||z, — #||? are approximating to zero such that V f}, will approximate to zero. Based on
these basic lemmas, we will analyze if we can obtain and how to choose a proper size of sample times A such that can reach
the best query complexity in the large-scale data.



3.2. Convergence analysis

In this subsection, we first give the convergence rate for the composition with two finite-sums functions, which is not
related to n. Then we consider the convergence rate that has a relationship with n through three different kinds of mini-batch
A: Corollary (1| gives the convergence rate with the mini-batch .4 formed by randomly selecting from [n] with A times;
Corollary ’s mini-batch A is the inner function G(x) itself; Corollary s mini-batch A is formed by infinite sampling from
[n] with sample times A = +o0.

Theorem 1. For the algorithm[l] Let h,d,n > 0 such that
up = (1/2 = epp1h)n — 2Ly + degi1)n?, Yk > 0, (©6)

where

1 1 dBAL? Bir2
0k=ck+1(1+(++ t F>n+4<2L§+ CilF)”Z)

h d A
BZ.L? BZ.L?
+ gAFn+2Lf(2L}+ Cj4F)n2, ™)

Bg, Ly, and Ly are parameters defined in AssumptionE]-E] and A is the sample times for forming the mini-batch Ay. Let K
be the number of inner iteration, S be the number of inner iteration, and define u to be ming<p<x—1{ur}, we have

< f(xo) — f(z¥)

B[V @) < 2T,

where &3 is uniformly and randomly chosen from s = {0,...,S — 1} and k={0, .., K — 1}.

Remark 1. The above theorem gives the convergence of the proposed algorithm, however, parameters, such as h,d,n, are
not clearly defined. Furthermore, the convergence rate is independent of n. In the following corollaries, we give an analysis
to choose the best parameters such that obtain the best query complexity. Moreover, the method for choosing the parameter
is based on [6l], however, we give more exact and clear explanation, and extend to different kinds of situations.

Corollary 1. In Algorithm letn = nfo‘/(lLf(QL?c + B&L%/A)),d =n h =n" /(e — 1), where 1 > «, ho,dy > 0.
K is the number of inner iteration, S is the number of inner iteration, A = BéL%nAO /2 is the sample time for mini-batch
A, Ag > 0. There exist two constant vi > 0 and wy > 0 such that K = wlLme/2 and u = n_o‘vl/Lfc. The output T3,
satisfies

n*L}(f(wo) — f(a?*)).

E[|Vf(&3)]%] < 0 SK

Remark 2. Corollary[I|shows that the convergence rate depends on n. Based on the proof in Corollary[l] we can also obtain
the following corollary with more clear and simple explanation for the case that the mini-batch A is inner function G(x)
itself. Note that the iteration complexity is the same as in Corollaryl[l]

Corollary 2. [0l If the mini-batch Ay, is formed by the non-repeat samples, which has the size A = m, that is G =
G(zx),Vk € [K]. Letn = n~“/AL3 h = n" /(e —1), hg,a > 0, there exist two constant wa, vo > 0 such that

K = ngi’cn?’a/Q, u =n""%vy/(4L}). The output T}, satisfies

nLY(f(a0) = (@)

E[IV @D < -
k - v9SK

Now, we consider the case that the sample times A is positive infinity such that B L2 /A can approximate to 0, in other
words, the function G(z) can be considered as fully estimated, G(z) ~ 1 Z;nzl G;(x). Then, we wonder whether the
iteration complexity increase or equal to iteration complexity in [6]. If the iteration complexity does not change, or equal
to iteration complexity in [6], how to choose the best sample times A to get the better query complexity. We first give the
following Corollary to verify the iteration complexity.



Corollary 3. Consider the sample times A = 400, let h = n"® /(e — 1),d = n%, n = n=%/AL3, where 1 > a, hg, dy > 0.

—3a/2

There exist two constants ws, vs > 0 such that K = wsn su = wv3n~ . Thus, the output T3, satisfies

An*L}(f (x0) — f(*))
UgSK '

Remark 3. As shown in Corollary|l| Corollary |3| and Corollary |2} in order to keep the output point NV f(Z3,) satisfying
E[|Vf(@5)|1?] < e, the total number of iterations are

) (471&L?(f(wo)—f(r*))) ) (4naL‘°f’(f(zo)—f(r*))) and © (471&L?(f(wo)—f(m*)))

V1€ V2€ v3€E

E[|VF(@)II"] <

with the same order of O(n®/e). However, the query complexities are different. Because methods for computing the inner
Sfunction G are different such that result in the different query complexities. We can image two difference extremity cases that
the sizes of inner subfunction G; are one and positive infinity. Actually, the iteration complexity in [l6] corresponds to the
first case. However, does it also fit the second case, which will leave for the next complexity analysis.

3.3. Query Complexity analysis

In this subsection, we compute the query complexity for two cases: the mini-batch Ay, is formed by randomly sampling
from [n] with A times, and the mini-batch A; is G(z) itself with size A = m. We analyze these two cases and decide
whether there is a better mini-batch .4;, that has the best query complexity.

Corollary 4. Let T is the total number of iteration, K is the number of inner iteration, S is the number of outer iteration, and
A is the sample times for forming a mini-batch Ay,. To achieve a fixed solution accuracy € > 0, that is E[||V f(Z3)[1?] < e,
the query complexity is O((m +n +n°*/2)(n=%/2 ¢)).

Corollary 5. For the case that the mini-batch Ay, is formed by randomly sampling with A times, let the size of inner sub-
function G;(z), j € [m] is m =n"°, mg > 0. The query complexity of composition stochastic (QCCS) is

O(n*/? /e), a=2/5, 0<mo <1
(/)(,',I‘4m0/5/5>7 o = 2',710/{")7 1< mo.

Corollary 6. For the case that the mini-batch Ay, is function G(x) itself with A = m sub-function G;(x), j € [m)], let the
size of G; function is m = A = n™° = n49, mq > 0. The query complexity of stochastic (QCS) is

O(n§+%m0/5), a= 72(173"“’), moy < 1;

ocs = { O(nm/e),  a=0, mo > 1.
Remark 4. We use QCS to indicate that the inner function is fully computed without estimation. This stochastic optimization
process can be considered as dealing with general empirical minimization problem with one finite-sum structure. When
mo = 0, that is m = n'™° = 1, the problem turns into the general empirical problem, and the complexity result coincides
with [l6l] and [5]. Here note that parameters setting is different in @), that is we do not require Ag = «. Because there
is no estimation computation for the inner function such that there is no term include A. The detailed proof for this kind of
condition can be referred to [6].

QCCS = {

Remark 5. Based on Corollaryand @ we can obtain a better query complexity (QC ) |through analyzing the different range

of my.
o mg < 1: setting n*/> = n2/3tm0/3 ywe have mqo = 2/5, then, we obtain
oC = O(nitamo/e), mgy < 2/5, QC'S;
O(n*? /e), 2/5<mg <1, QCCS.

e mg > 1: we obtain the QC = O(n*™0/? /), QCCS.
Allin all, we can obtain when mo > 2/5, QCSC is better than that of QCS.
1

From above description, we can see that when mo < 2/5, we can compute the full inner function of G(z) = - Z;n:l Gj(x)
directly rather than the estimated G. This means that the inner function is no longer suitable to be estimated; when mg > 2/5,
we can estimate the inner function through forming mini-batch .4 with A time samplings. This estimation can reduce the

query complexity when facing large-scale data.

2We use QC indicates the query complexity including classical stochastic optimization (QCS) and composition stochastic optimization (QCSC).



4. Variance reduction method II for non-convex composition problem

We now turn to the extended method used in SVRG for convex composition problem in [10]. We use variance reduction
method for estimating the partial gradient of G(z) and exploit the benefit of non-convex composition problem, referred as
SCVRIL. Algorithm 2] presents SCVRII’s pseudocode.

Algorithm 2 Stochastic composition variance reduction for Non-convex Composition II
Require: K, .S, n (learning rate), and Z,
fors=0,2,--- ,S—1do
7

G(is) =+ 3 Gj(%s) > m queries
j=1
0G(is) = L in: 0G,(Zs) > m queries
j=1
Vi(Es) = (0G(#:))TL 3 VFI(G(Es)) > n queries
i=1
T = .i‘s

fork=0,2,3,--- ,K —1do
sample from [m] for A times to form mini-batch multiset .4,
sample from [m] for B times to form mini-batch multiset By,

Ge=% X (Gay (@r) — Ga,y (3s)) + G (2) > 2A queries
1<5<4
G =5 > (9Gg,[(xr) — 0Gp,1;)(Es)) + 0G(Ts) > 2B queries
1<5<B

Randomly pick iy from [n] and
Vi = (0Gk)"VF;, (Gi) — (0G(%,)) "V, (G(is)) + V f(Zs) > 2 queries
T+l = Tk — NV [

end for

Update 441 = Tk

end for

Output: Z; is uniformly and randomly chosen from s = {0, ...,.S — 1} and k={0, .., K — 1}

Besides the estimation of inner function, we also estimate the partial gradient of inner function through variance reduction
technology at k-th iteration of s-th epoch,

~ 1 - ~
Gy = B Z (8Gl’>’k[j](zk) — aGBk[j](IS)) + 0G(z), ®)

1<j<B

where By, is the mini-batch formed by randomly sampling from [mn] with B times. Furthermore, we can see that E[0G)] =
OG(xy). Based on the estimated partial gradient inner function G|, the stochastic gradient of f can also be obtained,

Vi = (0Gr) 'V E, (Gr) = (0G) TV Fy, (G(E,)) + V (%), ©

where E[V fi.] = (0G(z1,))TVF(G}). Though E[Vfi,] # (9G(x1))TVF(G(x})) is biased estimator, we also give the
upper bound of the unbiased estimated partial gradient of the inner function G(x) and the biased estimation of the gradient of
function f(z), which are used for analyzing the convergence of non-convex function. The following lemmas show the bound
with respect to the estimated partial gradient of 9G(x) and estimated gradient of f(z), which are more intuitive by the upper
bound. Furthermore, SCVRII’s convergence analysis and query complexity are provided in the subsection. The proof details
can also be found in Section[6land [7]

Lemma 3. Suppose Assumptionholds, for Glen defined in (@ we have the upper bound
~ B 1 _
E[|0G). — 0G(Z,)|"] < LG 5Bl — 2]).

For the case that b = 1 from Lemma we can obtain the following lemma,



Lemma 4. Suppose Assumptionhold, the estimated NV fk defined in (EI) can be bounded by

9 1

- 1 -
IV 7uIP] < 4BV (0017 + 4 (B4LE + 312 + I} ) Bllos - &.J°),

As can be seen from above lemmas, when B increase, the estimated partial gradient A is more approximating to the 0G.
Furthermore, the upper bound of V fj is tighter.

4.1. convergence analysis

In this subsection, we give the convergence and complexity analysis for SCVRII, which are similar to SCVRI. Based on
the convergence rate from Theorem 2] we obtain an alternative convergence rate that is dependent on n and its corresponding
query complexity.

Theorem 2. For the algorithm[2} Let h,d,n > 0 such that
up = (1/2 — cpp1h)n — (2L s + degrr)n?, Yk > 0, (10)

where
cr =Crp1 [ 1+ l+l+dB4L%l n+4 B4L2Fl+B%L2i+L2 n?
h ' d GHE 4 GHE QA Gp "t
2 1
4

1 1
+BéL%ﬂn+2Lf (BéL +B§LQG§ +L§> n?, (11)
Bg, Ly, and L are parameters defined in Assumption E}-EI and A is the sample times for forming the mini-batch Ay, B is
the sample times for mini-batch By,. Let K is the number of inner iteration, S is the number of inner iteration, and define

u = ming<g<rx—1{ux}, we have

< f(zo) — f(z¥)

E[IVS @I < TR0,

where I3, is uniformly and randomly chosen from s = {0, ..., S — 1} and k={0, .., K — 1}.

Corollary 7. InAlgorithm letn =n~*/2L;(B4 L3 /A + BLg/B + L}),d = n%, h = n" [(e—1), where o, ho, dy >
0. K is the number of inner iteration, S is the number of inner iteration, A = BéL%nAU /2 is the sample times for mini-
batch Ay, Ag > 0, B is the sample times for mini-batch By. There exist two constant v4 > 0 and wy > 0 such that
K= 104[/?7130‘/2 and u = nfo‘v4/L?c. The output T3, satisfies

n® L (f (o) = f(@*))

~5 2
E[|V (@))% < v SK

Remark 6. Let us consider the function
(1/2 — coh)n — (2L + 4cp) 1. (12)

The parameter cq in (20) and (26) are the same except parameters C. We assume that the bound of C'in (22)) and (28) can
be almost approximating the upper bound e, even though the bound e cannot be exactly reached but actually can almost be
reached. Furthermore, as can be seen in and (29), the value of coh are almost the same such that do not greatly affect
the coefficient in and @) What's more, since 1/2 — coh > 0, we can obtain the bound ¢y > 2(e — l)n“/2.

Thus, we only consider the value of u, that is the value of the function in (I2). Since u as the denominator of the
convergence bound in Theorem[2land Theorem[] the bigger of u can result in better convergence rate. The function of (I2)
is the increase function as 1 increase if n < (1/2 — coh)/(2(2Ls + 4co)) < O(n®/2). Since the step in and are
n = O(n~%), the second term in can be ignored.

Based on above analysis, we conclude that if B = B%L% /L2, the step defined in and @ are the same. Furthermore,
the number of inner iteration are also the same. So they have the same convergence rate. When B > B%Lé / L?, the step
defined in (27) is larger than that of (21), which has the better convergence rate even though they share the same order of
convergence rate with respect to O(n®).

10



Corollary 8. Let T is the total number of iteration, K is the number of inner iteration, S is the number of outer iteration.
A and B is the sample times for forming a mini-batch Ay, and By, B = n®°, By > 0. to achieve a fixed solution accuracy
e > 0, that is B[||V f(£3)||%] < e, the query complexity ofAlgorithmis O((m 4 n + nde/?re 4 pda/2tBo)(n=a/2 /oY),

Remark 7. Note that the size of B does not affect the order of convergence rate but will have an influence on the que
complexity. When By < a, the query complexity becomes O((m +n+n>*/2)(n=%/2 /), which is the same as Algorithm|2}
when By > a, the query complexity will increase to O((m +n +n3®/2+B0)(n=2/2 /¢)). Since 3a/2 + By > 5ar/2, here we
do not need to analyze the value of o.. Because when 3a/2 + By is smaller than 1 or my, the query complexity will be equal
to Algorithm ' when 3a/2 4+ By is bigger than 1 or my, the query complexity will be greater than Algorithm|2| Therefore,
in order to keep the query complexity non-increase and convergence increase, we should set the size of B equal to the A.

5. Mini-Batch variance reduction for Non-convex Composition problem

In this section, we consider the mini-batch variance reduction method for non-convex composition problem, referred as
Mini-Batch SCVR. Algorithm [3| presents Mini-Batch SCVR’s pseudocode. Different from SCVRI and SCVRII, we redefine
the estimated gradient of f(z) as

Vs 3 (06)TVE(G) — (06 VE(G(E) + V(@) (13)
1<i<| T

or, Vi :ﬁ > (0GB, (xk)) "V Fr,5(Gy) — (0GB, (1) VFr,3(G(E,))) + V(&) (14)
1<i<| Ty |

where Z, is the mini-batch set for outer function F;, formed by randomly sampling from [n], and 8G, = + >, - i<B 9GB,[j1(Tk)-
For a simple analysis, we define the size of Zj as |Z;| = b. The following gives the key lemma for bounding the estimated
gradient of f,

Lemma S. Suppose Assumptionhold, let b > 1, the estimated V, defined in can be bounded by

- 1 1 1 -
B9 < B[Vl + 4 (BT + BRLE 5 + 013 ) Bl — &.]2)
As b increase, the bound will be tighter.Furthermore, the parameter b also affect the convergence rate in the following
analysis. Note that here, we do not give the upper bound of E[||V||?] defined in , the brief proof can be referred to

Lemma[2] What’s more, the order effects by the defined gradient estimator in and (2) on query complexity are the same.
5.1. Convergence analysis

Based on Lemma [16] and Lemm [I9] we obtain the following theorem. Note that the proof details can be referred to
Theorem [2] Through the convergence rate in Theorem in [3] we can obtain the corresponding result in Corollary [J] that is
dependent on n.

Theorem 3. For the algorithm[3] let h,d,n > 0, and b > 1 such that

up = (1/2 — cpp1h)n — (2L + degy1)n?, Yk > 0, (15)
where
1 1 1 1 1 1
Ck =Ck41 (1 + (h + p + dBészA) n+4 <BéL%A + B%Léﬁ + bL?) bn2>
+ BéL%in + 2Ly BéL%l + B%L%;l + L2 1772 (16)
2A A B el

Bg, Ly, and L are parameters defined in Assumption [Z]-E] and A is the sample times for forming the mini-batch Ay, B is
the sample times for mini-batch By. Let K is the number of inner iteration, S is the number of inner iteration, and define
u = ming<k<x—1{ux}, we have

~s\ (12 f(fE )*f(ll?*)
E[|[Vf(@)]7] < OUTv

where I3, is uniformly and randomly chosen from s = {0, ..., S — 1} and k={0, .., K — 1}.
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Algorithm 3 Mini-batch Stochastic composition variance reduction
Require: K, .S, n (learning rate), and z,
fors=1,2,---,Sdo
m

G(is) =+ 3 Gj(as) > m queries
Jj=1
0G(&s) =L 3 0G,(Zs) > m queries
j=1
Vi(E,) = (0G(F.))TL Y VE(G(#,)) > n queries
i=1
Xr1 = js

fork=1,2,3,--- K do
Sampling from [m] for A times to form mini-batch multiset .4,
Sampling from [m] for B times to form mini-batch multiset 5y,

Ge=% X (Gay (@) — Gapy (&) + G (3s) > 2A queries
1<5<A
0G, = % > (6G5km (zg) — 8G3k[j] (Zs)) + OG(s) > 2B queries
1<5<B
Sampling from [n] for b times to form mini-batch multiset Z,
- AT A - - - .
Vo=t T (0G0 VFy(Gr) — (0G()) TPy (G(E)) + V() > 2b queris
1<i<|T,
or <i<|Z| )
V=1 > (0GE (k) VP (Gr) — (0GB, (%)) VP (G(3s))) + V f(Zs) > 2b queries
1<i<| T |
Tpy1 = T — NV
end for
Update 541 = Tk
end for

Output: ;] is uniformly and randomly chosen from s = {0, ..., — 1} and k={0, .., K’ — 1}.

Corollary 9. In Algorithm |l} let n = bn~*/(2L;(B4 L3 /A + BLLE/B +bL%)),d = n% h = n"o /(e — 1), where
a,hg,dg > 0and b > 1. K is the number of inner iteration, S is the number of inner iteration, A = BéL%nAO/Q is the
sample times for mini-batch Ay, Ag > 0, B = B%LénBO, is the sample times for mini-batch By, By > 0. There exist two
constant vs > 0 and ws > 0 such that K = w5L§n3°‘/2/b and u = bvg,n_“/L?c. The output 3, satisfy

n®L3(f(zo) — f(z*))
b’U5SK ’

E[|Vf(@)]*] <

Comparing with the convergence rate in Corollary [Q|with Corollary [7]and[T] we obtain the improvement of the convergence
rate. But whether the query complexity improves, the next subsection gives the analysis of complexity.

5.2. Complexity analysis

In this subsection, we give the query complexity with two cases: the gradient of f with mini-batch 7 is computed in
parallel and non-parallel. For the case of parallel setting, we also divide into two conditions: the gradient of F7(G(z)) is
computed in parallel, and the gradient of F'z(G(x)) and partial gradient dG 3 are both compute in parallel, respectively. Note
that following Remark[7] we assume that the size of B is equal or small than the size of A.

Corollary 10. In AlgorithmE] suppose that the stochastic gradient of Fz(G(x)) with mini-batch Iy, is computed in parallel.
Let b = n0,by > 0, to achieve a fixed solution accuracy € > 0, that is E[|V f (Z$)||?] < &, the query complexity of Algorithm
is
oc— [ OmYBe), 0<mo<L;
T OnA/me=b/5 /) 1 < my.

12



Corollary 11. In Algorithm|3| suppose that the gradient of f with mini-batch Iy, the partial gradient G}, with mini-batch
By, and inner function G with mini-batch Ay, are computed in parallel. Let b = n%,by > 0, to achieve a fixed solution
accuracy € > 0, that is E[||V f(23)||?] < &, the query complexity ofAlgorithm is

oc— [ O l/e), 0 <mo<L;
O(n2/3mo=bo/3 /&) 1 < my.

For the non-parallel, we give the following query complexity results. Based on different sizes of the mini-batch Z, we
obtain different query complexities.

Corollary 12. In Algorithm let b = n’ by > 0, to achieve a fixed solution accuracy € > 0, that is E[|V f(%3) %] < &, the
query complexity of Algorithm|3|is

4/5-b/ e, 0<mg <1,

O(n
< .
QC _ O(n4/5m07b0/5/6), 1< mo; bo = 2/37
O(n2/3/5), 0<mg < 1, b >2/3
O(n?/3mo Jg), 1 < my; 0 '

Remark 8. Compare Corollarywith Corollary we can see that the QC will reduce a factor on(nb0/5). In Corollary
[[1)we can see that the query complexity computation for composition problem with the parallel setting is actually reduced
to the general empirical minimization problem. Compare Corollary[[1)with Corollary[6] when mo < 1, the QC of Corollary
will reduce a factor of 2(nb/5+™0/3) times. For the non-parallel setting, when by > 2/3, there will be the best QC for
mini-batch SCVR. Comparing parallel and non-parallel, the QC in Corollary is the same as in Corollary ifbg <2/3,
and it will be worse than Corollaryand Corollaryifbo > 2/3.

6. Bound analysis for non-convex stochastic composition problem

In this section, we mainly give different kinds of bounds for each algorithm. These bounds will be used to analyze the
convergence rate. We assume that these algorithms are both under Assumption E]-E} Parameters such as Bg, Br, Lr, Lg
and Ly in the bound are from these Assumptions. We do not define the exact value of parameters such as h, d, A and B,
which have great influence on the convergence and will be defined in different algorithms.

6.1. The bound of estimated inner function G(z)

We have the following lemmas concerning the bound of estimated inner function G(x). We give the bound proof of
Lemma [1]and 3 of the estimated G and G- There are two kinds of the estimators: G and OG results in the biased estimation
of the gradient of f(x). However, as the variable x approach to the optimal solution, the upper bound will approximate to
zero, which can be illustrated by Lemma[6]and

Proof of LemmalIk

Proof. Based on the definition of G L in (Eb, we have

E[||Gk — G(&,)]] :E[II% Y (Gan(en) = Gap(Es) + G(E) — G(E)IP]
1<j<A

® 1 - - -

S Y EllCap(es) ~ Capi(@s) + Gl@) — G
1<j<A

@1 - N2

< > EllGapy(@r) — Gy (E)II°]
1<;<A

1 N

= SE[IG ) (8) — Gty (20 )

®

B2 LR ey — 2.2,

G4
where inequalities (D) and @ use Lemma [21] and Lemma [20] and inequality @) is based on the Definition [T] of Lipschitz
function. =
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Proof of Lemma 3k
Proof. Based on the definition of G, in , we have

1

E[|0Gk — 9G(@)I") =Ell 5 Y- (9Cn(ex) — 0Ge,)(2:)) +0G(E:) — 9G(,) ]
2 Y ElGe, () — 0C1(En) +0G(E) — 0G(E,)|]
1<j<B

©1 ]
<5z D Ell0Gs () — 0Gs, [ (7))

1<j<B

1 )
SEN0GE, ) (k) — 0G, 1) (35)II]

1
L3, =Elllox — &7,

IN®

where inequalities (D and @) follow from Lemma [21T]and Lemma 20} inequality @) is based on the L smooth of G.

Lemma 6. In algorithm for the intermediated iteration at xy, of s-th epoch, and Gy defined in (@) we have,
E[|(9G , (x4)) TV E;, (Gr) = (9G;, (&) TVE, (G(%:))|°] < <BGL Fyt L?) Elllzx — Zs]%).
Proof. Through adding and subtracting the term (0G, (z1)) TV F;, (G(z1)), we have

E[l[(9G}, (21)) 'V, (Gr) — (0G5, (2:)) TV E, (G(&:))|]

gm[\l@% (1) TV E;, (Gr) = (G, (22)) TV (G(an)) 1]
+2E[|(0G;, (x1)) TV F;, (G(ar)) = (0G;,(35)) TV E;, (G(%s))II)

® i )
<2BZE[||VF;, (Gk) — VF;, (G(x))|IP] + 2L3E[ ||z, — &|]
® N

<2BZLEE[|Gr — G(ax)|*] + 2L3E[||lzg — &7

® 1 . -
<2BGLEBE 1 Elllwk — %] + 2L K[y, — 2|?)

1 By
=9 (BGL2 Pt L?) E[||zx — &7,

where inequality (D) use Lemma@; inequality (@ is based on the bounded Jacobian of G;, and (@); inequality 3 follows the

smoothness of F;, ; inequality @ use Lemmam
Lemma 7. In Algorithm for the intermediated iteration at xj, of s-th epoch, and Gl defined in , we have,

E[I(0G)TVF, (G — (06, (GG <2 (ByLE + BrLd g ) Bllon - .17

Proof. Through adding and subtracting (9G},) TV F;(G(&,)), we have

E[|[(0Gx)TVF;, (Gy) — (2
=E[||(0G1)TVF;(Gy) — (0G

7)) TV, (G|
Fi(G(3,)) + (061) TV F(G(3,)) — (9G(@) TV F(G(E,)) ]
CoR[(0G) TV F, (Gr) — (9C1) TV F, (G(E0)) )
+ 2E[[(9C) TV Fy, (G(3,)) — (9G (i) TV Fy (G(3,))|)
DIBEE(|VE, (Gy) — VE, (G

G(z
)V

(&))I°] + 2BEE[|0G), — 0G (&)1
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® i ] i )
<23éL2 E[I\Gk - G(&:)II°] + QB%E[IIC')Gk — 0G(Z,)|°]

<QBGL2 BGA ok = Zs]|") + 2BELE E(llar — 2s|°]

B
~2(BALh§ + B ) Bl - a.lP)

where inequality (D uses Lemma 2T} inequality @ is based on the bounded Jacobian of G and (3)); inequality @ follows the
smoothness of F}, ; inequality @ use Lemmam and Lemma@ O

7k’

6.2. The bound of the estimated gradient f(z)

In this subsection, we give all kinds of the bounds involving the estimated inner function of G(x), estimated partial
gradient of inner function G(z), and estimated gradient of f(x). All the bounds can not only be considered as the tool for
analyzing the convergence, but also illustrate the variance reduction technology.

6.2.1 The norm bound of the estimated gradient

We give the following proof of the bounds concerning the norm of the estimated gradient: V f(xy) and Vi
Proof of Lemmal[2|

Proof. Through adding and subtracting the term V f(x,), we have
E[IV il
=E[[[(9G;, (1)) TV E, (Gr) = (G, (#,)TVE, (G(%)) + Vf(&,)[%]
E[|V f(zr) = Vf(zx) + (0G;, (1)) VE, (Gr) = (0G,, (£:))TVE, (G(Es)) + V f ()|I]
B[V f(xx) = V(@) + V(@) + 2E[[(9G, (21)) "V Fy, (Gr) — (0G5, (2:)) TV, (G ()]

LTS @I+ BV - V@) + 4 (BELE S + 23 ) Bllon - 2.7

IN® INO I

IN®

LET @I + L3l — 27 + 4 (BT + L3 ) Ellas — 2.7

B[ ol + 4 (205 + BT ) Bl - 2P

where inequality (D use Lemma |21} inequality @ use Lemma[2T)and Lemmal6} inequality @ use the smoothness of function
3 0

Proof of Lemma[3

Proof. Through adding and subtracting the term V f(x), we have

(7.
=Ell; ¥ ((0GWTVE(Gr) — (0G0 TVE(GE)) + V()]
1<i<b
B[V (e) = V) + 3 O (0GW)TVEL(Gr) — 0G0V EL (G () + VI @)

1<i<b

%E[llvf(wk) = Vf(@r) + VI(@)|] +2]E[H% Y ((0GK) TV Fr(Gr) = (0Gk) TV Fr, 3y (G(E:)) %)

1<i<b

B[V (k) ~ VF(ex) + V@) + 255 S Bl (064 Y Fr g () — (064) TV Frg (@)

1<i<b

SUBIT A @)+ BV ) = I + 4 (BT + B g ) Ellow - 2.1
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ARV () 7]+ LFE e — 2,07 + 4 (BGL b3+ LA ) Bl - &)

1
=4R[||V f (z)]|?] + 4 (BGL Pt BiLL%— + bL2> EE[ka — 7%,

B

where inequality (D and inequality @ use Lemma 2T} inequality @ use Lemma 21| and Lemma [7} inequality @ use the
smoothness of function f. O

6.2.2 The bound tool for convergence form

The following lemmas show the estimated upper bounds, which are used for the convergence rates. There are three kinds of
the estimated gradient of f: V fk, V fi, and V. However, the expectations of them are the same. So the upper bound of
Lemma 8] 0] and [T0] are the same, and Lemma|[TT} [12]and [T3] are the same.

Lemma 8. In Algorithm suppose Assumption and@| hold, V fk defined in (EI), we can obtain the following bound

BV i = 8] < ~hg |V F @I - (5 + 55+ dB&LE g ) Bllow — 2]

where parameters d, h > 0.

Proof. Through adding and subtracting the term (0G,(z)) TV F;(G(xy)), we have

E ka,xk — .’Z‘S>]

[(
=E[((0G;, (zx))VE;, (Gi) — (0G5, (£:)) "V F;, (G(&)) + Vf(&s), 71 — )]
=E[((0G;, (zx)) VE;, (Gi), z1, — 7))
=E[((0G;, (xx)) "V F;, (Gr) — (0G;, (xx)) "V F;, (Gzx)) + (0Gj, (xk)) "V E;, (Glak)), 2k — &s)]
=E[((0G,, (1)) "V F, (G(x)), &5 — )]

+E[{(0Gj, (21) TV E;, (Gr) = (0G;, (21)) 'V Fy, (Glax)), zr — T

@ - 1 . 1 .
<(Vflzx) 2k = 2s) — oo llow — Ea|? - d5E[|VG;, (2) VE; ,(Gk) VG, (2x) VFi, (G(a)) %]
@ 1 1 N 1

<- hguwmw Sl — &l — ok — 212 — dBZ [vack) Fy (G|
® 1 2 1 ~ 12 1 ~ 112 2

< — h5 IV fzi)lI” ~ 2hllfwk = &slI” = o llen = 2l dBGL E[|Gr — G(zx)]?]

@ N 1 5 .

< - thVf(:lﬂk)ll2 - %lek — | - 2 = s - dBGLFBGﬂE[”xk — &)

1 , (1 .
- h IV - (5 + 2d+dBGLF2A)Eka—xS|| ]

where inequality (D use the equality E[(0G(z))"VFi(G(xk))] = Vf(xx) and Lemma d > 0; inequality @ use
Lemma 22} > 0, and the bounded of Jacobian of G inequality 3 use the smoothness of F}; inequality @ use Lemma
[ O

Based on the equation E[V f] = E[V f] = E[V}], we can also obtain the following bounds,
Lemma 9. In Algorithm suppose Assumptionand @hold, \% fk defined in (EI) we can obtain the following bound

1 1

IV foan = 8] < gV F @I - (5 + 5+ dBSLE o ) Bl - 2],

where parameters d, h > 0.
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Lemma 10. In Algorithm El suppose Assumption and E| hold, V fk defined in and , we can obtain the following
bound

1

~ _ 1 2 1 - 2
_ < _p= N e I _
Bl(Ta,ax - 8] < ~h3 IV AN~ (55 + g + B4LE g ) Bl - 27,

where parameters d, h > 0.

Lemma 11. In Algorithm for the intermediated iteration at xy, and V fk defined in (EI) we have

E[(Vf(zx), V)] > SE[IVf(@)|*] - BS E[|Jzx — Z|%).

L2
F2A

|~

Proof. Through adding and subtracting the term (0G, (z1)) TV F;, (G(z1)), we have

E(V f(zx), V f)]
=E[(V f(21), (0G;, (24)) TV E;, (Gr) — (G, (%)) TVF;, (G(E5)) + V£ (&s)]
=E[(Vf(xr), (0G;, (24)) TV Fy, (Gr))]
=E[(Vf (), (0G;, (24)) TV F;, (Gr) — (0G, (24)) TV F, (G(xk)) + (0G, (2x) TV F, (G(x)))
=E[(Vf(w), (G}, (24)) TV F;, (G(x)))]
+E[(Vf(21), (0G,, (21)) TV Fi, (Gr) — (0G5, (24)) TV E,;, (G(x1)))]

INO®

E(|Vf (z)]]] - gE[IIVf(ﬂ%)IIQ] - %EH(@GM (1) TV E, (Gr) = (G, (20)) TV, (Glaw)) I

< SEIVF@0)I) - B?;EE[HVFik(@k) ~ VEL(G@I)I)
< SEIVF@)IP) ~ BE L3 5Bl G — Gl
< SEIVF@0)I?) - BéLFimek !

where inequality (D use Lemma@; inequality @ and @ are based on the bounded Jacobian of GG; and smoothness of F};
inequality @ use Lemmal[T} O

Because of E[V f,] = E[V fi] = E[V}], we have the same bounds of E[(V f(z1), V.fx)] as in Lemma

Lemma 12. In Algorithm for the intermediated iteration at xy, and V fk defined in (@ we have

IV £ @)l?] = BELE 57 Ellow — 2],

E[(Vf(2), Vi)] 2 5B

A

Lemma 13. In Algorithm for the intermediated iteration at xy, and NV}, defined in and , we have

E[(Vi, VIi)] 2 SE[IVf(2) %] - B&LE: |z — Zs|°].

> E E|
2 A
6.3. The bound of E[||z 1 — 7,||?] and E[f(xy1)]

The bound of E[||x)41 — %,]|?] and E[f(xy+1)] are used to organize the convergence formulation to obtain Lemma (19}
which is a general process to obtain the convergence rate of E[||V f (x)]|%].

6.3.1 The bound of E[||x)+1 — Z5]?]

We give three different kinds of bounds for three proposed algorithms. Each algorithm has different parameters such as the
sampling times A and B and the mini-batch size of outer sub-function.

17



Lemma 14. In algorithm E[||lzxs1 — @s||%] can be bounded by

_ 1 1 _
IE[:rk+1—ms||2l<(1+2(h+d+dBGL A>n+4(2L + BLLA A) )E[xk—xSP]

+ (nh 4+ 4n?) IV f (1) ||
Proof. Based on the update of x1, we have,

lznsr — Zsl1? = llaw — 9V e — &2
= ||k — &s||* — 20V fi, 21, — Z5) + 12|V fi]|%. (17)

Taking expectation with respect to 4, and jj, on both sides of (I7), we get,

El||zg+1 — &s|%]
=E[|Jzx — #5)|*] — 20E[(V fi, 2% — &) + 0*E[||V fil|*]

. 1 1 -
<Ello - &I+ 20 (319 5@ + (55 + 5 + B LY 5 ) Bllow — 2.17)

e <4E[||Vf<xk>||21 +4 (203 + By Lh ) Ello - 2,17
—(1+ (5 + g+ amszig ) n+a (20 + BELE ) o7 ) Bllow = P+ (b + 472V ) P
where the inequality follows from Lemma 8]and Lemma 2] O
Lemma 15. In algorithm E|||lzks1 — Zs||%] can be bounded by
Bl = fs||2]
< (1 +2 (h + = +dBLL% A) n+4 (BGL Pt BRLY +L2> ) E[||zx — #s)?]

+ (nh + 47 )IIVf(xk)HQ-

Proof. Taking expectation with respect to iy, and ji, we get,

Ellzkr1 — &s|]
=l|zx — Zl|* — 20 B[V fi(ar), 2x — &)] + 772E[||ka||2]

- 1 -
Sl =+ 20 (3IV £ + (g + 5+ B 5 ) Bl - 2011)

v (BT @O +4 (BE3 S + B Lh g + 1) Bl — 2.17))

1 1 1 1 1 _
- (1 + (h +o+ dB?;L%A) n+4 <BéL2FA + B21% g T L?) n2) E[||zs — &s]|?]

2
+ (b +47°) |V f ()]
where the inequality follows from Lemma[9]and Lemma 4] O

Lemma 16. In algorithm leth,d > 0andb > 1, E[||rk1 — %s||?] can be bounded by
Elllzx1 - 575H2]
1 ~
< <1+2 (h + +dBL L% A) n+4 (BGL P + B%LZ +L2> X )E[ka -z’

(nh + 40) ||V f (i) |1

18



Proof. Taking expectation with respect to 75 and jx, we get,

Efllz+1 — 2]
=l — &s|1* = 20 B[V fu(ar), or — &)+ n°El|V fil|?)
1

1 1 1 1
<(1 B4 12 +4(BLLZ% BiLZ L2) =0 | E — 7.1
< (14 (5 + g+ aparhy ) uea (BaLhg + BRL2 G + 13 ) 3P ) Bl - .l
+ (nh 4+ 40°) |V f () [1%,

where the inequality follows from Lemma [[0]and Lemma 3]

6.3.2 The bound of E[f(z)11)]

Based on different algorithms, we also give three different upper bounds for E[f(x41)], which are used for analyzing the

convergence rate.

Lemma 17. In algorithm[I} E[f(xj41)] can be bounded by,
1
Blf (o)) <B )] - (51— 2L ) BV )l
+ ( BLL2 in+2Lf 2L% + B4 L%, = 2) Elflax — 7]
G F2A G A E )
Proof. Based on the smoothness of f(z), we have,

f($k+1)féf(fk)-%<‘7f($k)a$k+1'—-ﬁk>+-{%tﬂxk+1-—J%HQ
= () = (Y F(r). Vi) + Lo VA

Taking expectation with respect to i and j, on both sides of (TS), we have
ELf(r11)] <ELf(ee)]nE(V S os), 9 Fol] + %nQEmvﬂn?J
<Elf (0] + 1 (- BNV H@u)IP] + By L 5 cEllos — 2.17))
+ 5o (B0V @01+ (223 + BELE ) Ello - 2171
—E{f(@)] - (;n ~ 2Ly ) B[V S0l

B L% 2L 2L BLL2 E — 71
v (Basiggn+ars (203 + BaLdg ) ) Bllew - 217

where the second inequality follows from Lemma [TT]and Lemmal[2}

Lemma 18. In algorithm[2] E[f(x)41)] can be bounded by,
1
BIf (rx0)] <ELf (3)] — (2n - 2Ly ) B[V )
B4 LY, 2Ly ( B4L3— + By LE— + L7 | n* | Ell|lzk — 34)°
v (Batbggn+ars (BbTh g + BRLE G + 13) ) Bllow - 217
Proof. Based on the smoothness of f(x), we have, taking expectation with respect to ¢ and j, we have

Bl (#11)) <E[f ()} -nEIV F (@), V)] + 2LV i)

19
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<Blj o]+ 3BV S @0)|P) + B L 5 Ellon - @nﬂ)
+ L2 (409 S0l + 4 (BELE Y + BRLE g + I3 ) Ello — 217
B/ (w)] - (;n - 2Ly ) B[Vl
<BGL b+ 2Ly <BGL b B%LZG% + L?) 772> E[|lzx — %),

where the second inequality follows from Lemma[I2]and Lemma 4] O

Lemma 19. In algorithm[3| E[f (z1)] can be bounded by,

Blf )] <ELf o] - (0= 2207 ) BNV o)l

1
<BGLF2A77+2Lf <BGL P+ BELE g +L2> 7 2) E[llxx — &7,

Proof. Based on the smoothness of f(x), we have, taking expectation with respect to i, and jj, we have
. L -
Bl (x11)] <B[f ()] =BV f (21), Vi)l + 5 0* B[V il
1
<Elf(n)] - (51 2L ) BV )1
+ (BaTh g gn + 2Ly (BALR G + BRIR + 13 ) o) Ellay - &)1
2A A B )b s
where the second inequality follows from Lemma[I3|and Lemma 5] O

7. Proof of convergence and complexity analyses

In this section, we give the details proof for the convergence analysis and query complexity for three proposed algorithms:
SCVRI, SCVRII and mini-batch SCVR. The proof processes are similar but with different parameters setting, such that result
in different query complexities.

7.1. Stochastic Composition with Variance reduction I

We give the following proofs concerning the SCVRI method with convergence rate and query complexity detail analysis.
Theorem [I] and Corollary [I] provide two main and basic proofs. Other proofs such as in Corollary [3] Theorem 2] Corollary
and Corollary [0]are based on basic proof, but with different estimators and parameters setting.

Proof of Theorem [1k

Proof. Based on Lemma|I7]and Lemma[T4] we form a Lyapunov function,
Elf (@rs1)] + cor1Bllors — 2]

L/ o] - (512007 ) EIV SO+ (B8 ggn + 20 (203 + BL33 ) ) Ellow - 2]

wewnn (14 (G + 5 +aBaLEg ) nta (2034 BALEL ) ) o = 2 + o4 P9 (o)1)
=L ()] + exBllan — 7] ~ BV () ),
where

=(1/2 = cgy1h)n — (2L + depy1) 1%,
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1 1
ck:ck+1<1+(h+d+dBGL A>n+4(2L + B&LY A) )+BGLF2An
+ 2Ly (2L + B¢ LY A) 2,

Then, we get

wrB[IV £ (2)1*) < Ef (21)] + exEl|Jzx, — &%) = (B[f (wh41)] + crprBlllznsr — Z]%)).-
Define u = minp<g<x—1{ux}, sum fromk = 0to k = K — 1, we can get

K-1

1 E[f (w0)] — (Elf (@x)] + cxElllzx — %))
— E <
7 2 Bl i@l < e
E[f(zo)] = E[f(zx)]
- uK
Since xg = T, let Ts41 = T K, we obtain,
K—1 -
1 ]E[f(xs)] — ]E[f(strl)}
= S EIV @l —
k=0
Summing the outer iteration from s = 0 to S — 1, we have
5-1 , K- - -
1 < Elf(20)] — E[f(Zs)] _ flzo) — f(a7)
— <
E[|IVf@ Sgo ,; [IV/( S <
where 7, indicates the s-th outer iteration at k-th inner iteration, and Z; is uniformly and randomly chosen from s =
{0,...,8 — 1} and k={0, .., K — 1}. O
Proof of Corollary |1}

Proof. Firstly, we consider the parameter setting in Theorem[I] To analyze the bound of ¢y, we use sequence in ¢y, and
define ¢;,_1 = ¢xY + U. Based on Corollary 23] we have

1\* U U
CK:(Y) <CO+Y1>_Y1’ (19)

where
Y =1+ 1+1+dB L 1 +4 211 + B L L 251
nd GUF Y n GUF Yy n )
U =B L + 2L 2L + BALA 2> 0.
¢ A77 f( ¢ A)n -

Setting cx = 0, we obtain

vk U U({Y¥-1)
Y—-1 Y-1  Y-1

Co —
Then, putting the Y and U into the above equation. We have
K
(BGLizan +2Ls (2LF + BG L7 5)n*) (1 +2(3 + 3 + dBG Ly 3)n +4(2LF + BG L 7)n*) " — 1)
(+ 4+ +dBLLE )N+ 4(2L2 + BLL%L 50>

- g C 20)
~((e=1)n~ho + pdo 4 2p~(Ao=do)) 4 2p—e /[, '

Co =

21



where

1 1 1
A=-BtLinY h=——n"" d=n%n= - 21
P TN CYZ 7 RS @b

1 1 4 21 2 4712 1 2 K

As shown in (7)), ¢, is a decrease sequence. uy, is defined in (6)), we have,

up = (1/2 4 cpqp1h)n — (2L 5 + 4cpt1)
> (1/2 — coh)n — (2Ly + 4co)n®,  VEk > 0.

In order to keep the lower bound of uy, positive as the denominator, coh should satisfy coh < 1/2. Thus, we set
Ao :Oé,ho :do 204/27 (23)
which has no influence by n. Then, cyh becomes

n—Ao + n—Ot

coh :((e — 1)n=ho 4 n=do 4 2p—(Ao—do)) 4 2= /L, Ch
n—Ao+ho + n—atho 1
:((e —1)n=ho + p=do 4 2p—(Ao—do)) 4 2n*a/LfCe -1
nTI% 4 po3 1
:(e +2)n 2 4 2p—e/L; e—1
_ 2 o1 - ! et (24)

(e+2)+2n2%/L; e—1 (e/2+41)+n22/L; e—1
Based on the setting in 21)), (22) and (23)), we can obtain
11 421 2 472 1Y o ®
:(1 + ((6 _ 1)n—ho 4 n—do + ,n—Ao-O-do),'7 + 4([/?c 4 2n—Ao)n2)K 1
=1+ ((e — 1)n 2% + 0739 40~ 2%)y + 4(L% + 20~ )?)K — 1
=(1+ (e + D)n 2% + 4(L3 + 20~ ) K —1
<e—1,

.. . t . .
where the last equation is from the character of function (1 + %) — e, as t — 400, and the function is also the increase
function with an upper bound of e. There exist a constant w; > 0 such that

—1a —a 3. 2a
K=1/((e+1)n"2 77+4(L?c+2n ))nz):wlL;n2 .

Thus, we obtain coh < 1/((e/2+ 1) +n~2%/Ls) < 1/2, which satisfy 1/2 — ¢oh > 0.
For uy, defined in (6) and ) define in (23)), there also exists a constant vy > 0 such that satisfies,

u= m]?x{uk} > (1/2 — coh)n — (2L + 4co)n? = n_avl/L?}. (25)

Combine with Theorem ([T} we have

nLy(f (o) = £(2))

~5 2
E[|V @))% < 0 SK
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Proof of Corollary 3}

Proof. Similar to the proof in Corollary [1} consider the case that sample times A = +oo, and set b = n" /(e — 1),d =
ndo n =n"%/AL3, we have

B L% 5n + 2Lp(2L% + BLL33)n?
(+ + § +dBLLE)n +4(2L% + BLLE5)n?

C

Co —
n—a

~ —h —d —a C’
(n=ho(e—1)+n=d) +2n=/Ly

where

K
1 1 1 1
C= <1+ <h+d+dBéL%A>n+4(2L§+BéL%A> 772> 1

In order to keep the lower bound of wy, positive as denominator, coh should satisfy coh < 1/2, we set « = 2hg

n—a+h0 1
C
((e—=1)n=ho 4 n=do) 4 2n=>/L; e—1
_ n-ze 1
_en_%a—i—Qn_a/Lf e—1
1 1

= : C .
e+2n"2%/Ly e—1

Coh =

3a/2

. t .
Based on the character of function (1 + %) — e ast — 400, there exist a constant ws > 0 such that K = wsn and

K
L1 4721 2 a2 1Y o
=(1+2(n (e —1)+n ®)n"* +8L5n">*)K —1
=(1+ 2en” 3% 4 SL?n_QO‘)K —1l<e—1.

Thus,coh < 1/(e +n~%/2L;/Ls) < 1/2.
For u, there exist a constant v3 > 0 such that

Y :ogl?%ilgﬂ{(lp — Crppah)n — (2L + depy1)n’}

>((1/2 — coh)n — (2L + 4co)n?) = vgnfo‘/élL?’c.
Based on Theorem|[I] we obtain

n* L) (f (o) — £(a"))

E[|Vf(#})]P] < v3SK

O

The following gives proofs of the query complexity analysis. Corollary[]is the basic analysis process for query complexity.
all other methods with different parameters analysis are based on Corollary [4].
Proof of Corollary 4

Proof. Based on Corollary (1, the number of inner iteration K is O(n3®/2), then the number of outer iteration S is
T n 1
SZK:O(W> =O<maxz>~
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Then, the query complexity is

O((2m 41+ 2KA + 4K)S) =O((m +n+n2°+ 4 n3%)(n~ % fe))
=O((m+n+n3*)(n"% Je)).

Proof of Corollary 5}

Proof. When the size of G; is m = n™°, mg > 0, the query complexity of composition stochastic (QCCS) problem becomes,
O((m+n+ KA+ K)S) =O0((n™ +n+n3* +n3%)(n"% /e)).
We give three different ranges of m to choose the best QCCS,

e 0 < mg < 1: QCCS becomes O((n + n3*)(n=% /¢)).

_ [ Om'2fe), a<2/5
Then, QCCS = { O(n2/e),  a>2/5.
e 1 <mg < 2: QCCS becomes O((n™ + n3®)(n=% /e)).

O(nmo*o‘m/s), a < 2mg/5;

Then, QCCS = { O(n2/e), a>2mgy/5.

Then, we have the QCCS with different g and the best value of «. Note that when mg > 5/2,

O(n*/®/e), a=2/5, 0<mg <1,
O(n*m/%/e), a=2mg/5, 1<mg<3.

QCCS = {
Proof of Corollary[6}
Proof. For the size of mini-batch A, is m = A = n™° = n4o, the query complexity of stochastic (QCS) problem becomes,
O((m+n+ KA+ K)S) =0((n™ +n+n2°Tm 4 n2%)(n~% /e)

=O((n™ +n+nFoTmo)(n=% Je)
=O((nm0 =% 4 nl7% 4 potmoy(1/e)).

With different range of m, we obtain the better query complexity by setting the best parameter «,

O(n3+imofe), o= M7 mo < 1;

QCs = { O(n™o /e), a=0, mo > 1.

7.2. Stochastic Composition with Variance reduction II

This section gives the proof analysis of SCVRII for convergence rate and query complexity.
Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. The proof process is similar to the Theorem[I] Based on Lemma|[I8and Lemma T3] we form a Lyapunov function,
Elf (zr41)] + ek Ell[opr1 — 7%

17l - (3122 ) BV @)l
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1 1 N
+ (B;gL Pyt 2L (BGL Pt B;ng + L?) 772) E[||lzy — %47

+ck+1((1+(h+d+dBG A)77+4(BGL2A+BFL B+L2> )E[ka—jﬁQ])

+ cr1(nh + 40%) |V f (1) |1?
=E[f(@0)] + ckElllzr — Z5[°] = wiE[[IV f (z2) %],

where
up = (1/2 = crrh)n — (2Ly + degr) 7,
1 1 1 1
Ch =Chi1 (1 + <h + - +dB4 L% A) n+4 (BGL P +B§Lg§ +L§) 772)
2 2 2
+BGLF2An+2Lf (BG 7 + BZL2 &g +Lf)n
Then, we get

urE [V f () IP] < BLf (@0)] + cxElllor — 2:l*] = ELf @rr1)] + corrBllorsn — Z6]7])-

Define u = ming<g<x—1{u}, sum from k = 0to k = K — 1, we can get

K—1 -
1 o1 - Elf(z0)] — (E[f (k)] + cxE[|lzx — Z5%])
— <
7 2 BVl < 2
< Elf(zo)] — E[f(zK)]
- uK '
Since xg = T, let Zs41 = T K, we obtain,
K-1 -
1 < Elf(@s)] — Elf (@s1)]
— E[|
K (1 £ ()]%] e
k=0
Summing the outer iteration from s = 0 to S — 1, we have
ISR < E/Go) ~Elf @) _ flwo) = f@°)
v 1 v 0 s o 0
E[|Vf (2 S; ,; [V S <
where z; indicates the s-th outer iteration at k-th inner iteration, and Zj, is uniformly and randomly chosen from s =
{0,...,8 — 1} and k={0, .., K — 1}. O
Proof of Corollary[7;

Proof. To analysis the bound of ¢(, we use sequence cj. Based on Corollary 23] we have
Cg = l " co + u — v
K=\y °Ty-1) v-1

1 1
Y:1+<h+d+dBGL A)n+4(BGL A+B,%L2GB+L§)772>1,

where

U =BALL3% 2A77+2Lf (BGL A+BFL +L2>n2>0.
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Setting cx = 0, we obtain ¢y = U (YK — 1) /(Y — 1). Then, putting the Y and U into the above equation. We have

BGL2F21A + 2Lf(BGL§w;1 + B%L%L % +L3)n

co = C
(I dBLLE L) v ABELE L ¢ BRLL L + L2
7A() -
= non c, (26)
(n=ho (e — 1) 4 n=do 4 2n—(Ao—do)) 4 2p—a /L ;
where
A leéL%nA", B = BiLZnP d=n% h= thv,n = - L . n=e, (27)
2 e—1 2Ly(B4 Ly 4 + BELg 3 + LF)
K
C:<1+(h+d+dBGL A>n+4(BéL A+BFL +L2)> 1. (28)

¢y 1s a decrease sequence. uy is defined in @), we have,
ug = (1/2 + cpy1h)n — (2Ly + 4dcgt)
> (1/2 — coh)n — (2Ly + 4co)n®,  VEk > 0.
In order to satisfy coh < 1/2, we set Ag = a, hg = dy = /2, Ag = By and obtain
1 1

h= G R 29
0 (e/24+1)+n2%/Ly e—1 (29)

Based on the setting in (27) and (28], we have

C=(1+((e— 1)n_%0‘ +nTI 4 n_%a)n +402n Y+ n >+ L?)nz)K -1
—(14(e+1)n 2% +4(2n % +n " + L?)nz)K -l<e—1,
where the last equation is from the character of function (1 + %)t — e, as t — +o0o. There exists a constant w4 > 0 such
that
—1a -« Sa
K=1/((e+1)n"2%n+ (1 + B&{LZn=%)n?) = w4L?n2 .

Thus, we obtain coh < 1/(e/2 + 1) +n~2/L; < 1/2, which satisfy 1/2 — coh > 0.
For u;, defined in @) there also exists a constant vy > 0 that satisfy,

u= m]?x{uk} > (1/2 — coh)n — (2L + 4co)n” = van~* /L. (30)

Combine with Theorem 2} we have

nL3(f(zo) — f(z*))
’U4SK '

E[|Vf(@)]*] <

Proof of Corollary 8}

Proof. Based on Corollary [7} the outer number of iteration is O(T/K); the inner number of query is O(2m + n +
2K (A + B) + 4K), then the query complexity is

0 ((Zm b+ 2K (A+ B)+ 4K)I7;) _O((2m +n + 2K (A + B) + 4K)S)

=0((m+n—+n3>t® 4 p3otB) (=5 /2)).
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7.3. Mini-batch of Stochastic Composition with Variance reduction

We give the proofs for mini-batch SCVR, all the proof process are based on the SCVRI and SCVRII, but with different
parameters setting such that gives the different results.
Proof of Corollary %

Proof. To analysis the bound of ¢y, we use sequence cj, [T6] Based on Corollary 23] we have

C(1\F PR
K= \y Ty 7)) Ty o1

where
1 1 1 1 1 1
Y =1+ <h+d+dBéL2FA) n+4 <BéL§,A + B¥LE— +bL2> ol 2>,
1 1 2712 1 2 1 2
U =BLL b 2L BLILZ 4+ BRLE 5 +bL} ) S0’ > 0.

Setting cx = 0, we obtain cg = U(Y X —1)/(Y — 1). Then, putting the Y and U into the above equation. We have

B&L% 55 + 2L (BLL% A + B2LL L + bL?)%n

I+ dBLLE L)+ 4(BLLA L + BRLL L + 0121y
_ n=A0 f = c
~(nho(e — 1) +ndo 4 2p~(Ao—do)) 4 2p—a /[, '
where
A= BLLEn™, B = BALEn,d = n h = ——pho,p = ’ n=% (D
2 e—1 2L§(B4 LY 4 + By LG 5 + bL3)
1 1\
J— 2 p—
C—<1+<h+d+dBGL A>n+4(BGL LBzt +bL>b ) (32)

¢y 1s a decrease sequence. uy is defined in @), we have,
up = (1/2 + cpy1h)n — (2L s +4egy1) > (1/2 — coh)n — (2Ls + 4eo)n®, Yk > 0.
In order to satisfy coh < 1/2, we set Ag = o, hg = dop = /2, Ag = BOE| and obtain
1 1
- C .
(e/2+1)+n72/Ly e—1

Coh, =

Based on the setting in (31)) and (32), we have
C=(1+((e—1)n"2% + 02 4 =2+ 4(bL3 + 20" + 0~ )2 /b)K
=(1+ (e+1)n 2% +4(bL3 + 20~ + 0~ )2 /0)K ~1<e—1,

where the last equation is from the character of function (1 + %) — e, as t — 4o00. Combining with 1 defined in li there
exist a constant ws > 0 such that

K=1/(le+ l)n_%“n + (1 4+ BLLAn™ ™)) = wsL‘;’»n%“/b. (33)
Thus, we obtain

coh < 1/((e/2+1) +n"2%/Ly) < 1/2,

3we give the comments about the size of By in Remark
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which satisfy 1/2 — coh > 0. For uy, defined in , there also exist a constant vs > 0 that satisfy,
u= mgx{uk} > (1/2 — coh)n — (2L + 4co)n? = bvsn*a/L?}.

Combine with Theorem 3} we have

B[V G| < V) ~ /@)

b’U5SK
O
The following gives the detailed analysis of query complexity.
Proof of Corollary [10;
Proof. Based on Corollary @ the number of inner iteration K in , K = O(n**/2/b). The number of outer iteration is
QC — O(nt/5=b0/5 /&), 0<mg <1,
T Ont/Pmo=ba/5 /ey 1 < my.
Thus, the query complexity is
O((2m+n+2K(A+ B)+ K)S)
=O((m +n+n39F /b4 nE /b)(n~ % Je))
=O((n™ +n +niotabo ypiacbo)(p=% ey
=O((n™ +n+nFotombo)(n=F Jey).
Based on the different range of mg, we obtain
e 0 < mg < 1: QCCS becomes O((n + n2o+=b0)(n=% /¢)), then
[ omre2)e), a<2/5(1+by);
QCCS = { O(n2e=b72). > 2/5(1+ by).
e 1 < mg: QCCS becomes O((n™ + n22+o—bo)(n=% /¢)), then
[ Oommo=2/e), a < 2/5(mg + by);
QECS = { O(n2e=b0/2), > 2/5(mo + bo).
Choose the best o« = 2/5(1 + by) and o« = 2/5(myg + by), we obtain
oC — O(n*/5=0/5 /¢), 0<mp<l,;
T Ont/Pmo=bo/5 /e) 1 < my.
O

Proof of Corollary 11}

Proof. When the partial gradient dG), and inner function G are computed in parallel, the query complexity analysis is the
same as in on Corollary |6/ but with mini-batch Zj,. The number of inner iteration K becomes K = O(n>*/2/b). The number
of outer iteration is

$=%=0(3%) =0(z5x) = 0 (==2).

Thus, the query complexity becomes
O((2m +n+ 2K + K)S) = O((n™ + n +n2*"%)(n"% /e)).

Based on the different range of mg, we obtain
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qc = [ OWielife), 0<mo<1;
O(n2/3mo=bo/3 /o) 1 < my.

Proof of Corollary [12}

Proof. Based on Corollary @ the number of inner iteration K in , K = O(n®*/2/b). The query complexity is

O((2m +n+ 2K (A+ B) + Kb)S)
=0((N"™ 4+ n+n2°T/b+n2%)(n"% /e))
=O((n™ +n +n3otembo 4 pio) (3 e)).

Based on the different range of by, we have

e by < 2/3, QC becomes

m 3 ota— _a O(n/5=b/5 /g), 0<mg<1,;
O((am 4+ terety et o)) = { G0 VTS S
e by > 2/3, QC becomes

(n*3fe),  0<mo<1;
n

O((nmo +n+n%a)(n_%/8)) = { g( 2/3m0/5)’ 1 < my.

8. Experiments

In this section, we apply the proposed SCVR method to the non-convex nonlinear embedding problem. We use the
dissimilar distance between z; and z;, d (z;, x;) = exp(—|lz; — z; |?/202) as an example. The problem can be formulated
as the composition optimization. Note that, here, n = m = n'™°, the number of inner sub-functions G, is the same as that of

outer sub-functions F}, that is, mg = 1.

:Z (ijli (”Z/z . yjH2 +log (Z Q*Hyi*ykug - 1)))
j=1 \i=1 Pt
(ijli(”wi —w|* + 10g(wn+i))>,

where

w== > G (y);

k=1
G (y) =ly,ne™ vl 1 pe=llom=uil® _ )T k € [n];

Fj (w) =n Yy pjiilllwi — wjl|* + log(wn+s)), j € [n].
i=1

We use three datasets: Olivetti faces, COIL-20, and MNIST, with the sample size and dimension 400 x 4096, 1440 x 16384,
and 2000 x 784, respectively. We use two proposed algorithms: mini-batch SCVRI and mini-batch SCVRII (we use SCVRI
and SCVRII for short in Figure [Z). We choose the sample times for forming the mini-batch multiset A and B with the same
order of O(m?/%), where m represents the number of inner sub-functions. We use two different sizes of mini-batch of outer
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Figure 2. Comparison of the convergence rate with four different algorithms: SGD, SVRG, SCVRI and SCVRII. The x-axis represents
the number of queries, and the y-axis represents the value of ||V f(x)||?. From top to bottom, we respectively use three different datasets:
Olivetti faces, COIL-20 and MINIST; From left to right, we use two different sizes of mini-batch of outer function F": n2/3 and n?/3 /2,
where n is the number of the outer sub-function.

sub-function F; with n2/3 and n?/3 /2 for each algorithm, where n is the number of outer sub-functions. We compare our
proposed algorithms with SGD and SVRG. For SGD and SVRG, we compute the inner function G and partial gradient 0G
directly without forming the mini-batch multiset .4 and 3, but use the same mini-batch sizes of outer sub-function as SCVRI
and SCVRIL. The preliminary processes are the same for all methods, namely to normalize the data and use PCA to reduce
the dimension to 30 first. To verify the proposed algorithm, we set y; € R?, i € [n]. We select the best 7 for each method
to give the fastest convergence. The experimental results are shown in Figure 2] From these results, we make the following
observations:
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o Consistent with theory, the proposed SCVRI and SCVRII enjoy faster convergence rates than those of SVRG and SGD.

e The query complexities of SCVRI and SCVRII are comparable, which is also verified by theory that they have the
same order of convergence rate but with different parameters setting. For most cases, the convergence rate of SCVRII
is better than that of SCVRIL

e The convergence rate of the mini-batch size of the outer function F' with n%/3 is better than that of n%/3 /2, which is
also consistent with our theoretical analysis.

9. Conclusions

In this paper, we present a variance reduction-based method for the non-convex stochastic composition problem. Based on
different gradient estimators, we present three methods: SCVRI, SCVRII, and mini-batch SCVR. The convergence analysis
shows that the convergence rate of the proposed method depends on n. Furthermore, we analyze different sizes m = n"° of
inner subfunction G; and give the best query complexity with different (. Our theoretical analysis shows that the proposed
methods have better query complexity than that of both SGD and SVRG under the condition mg > 2/5. Our hope is that
these theoretical results will provide new insights into other applications such as deep learning.

Appendix A.

Lemma 20. For the random variable X, we have E[| X — E[X]||*]=E[X? — ||E[X]|]*] < E[X?].

Lemma 21. For random variables X1, ..., X,, we have B[|| X1 + ... + X,.|°] < r(E[| X1]°] + ... + E[| X))
Lemma 22. For a and b, we have 2{a,b) < 1/q||al|* + q||b]|?,Vq > 0.

Lemma 23. For the sequences that satisfy cx—1 = cY + U, whereY > 1, U > 0, k > 1 and ¢y > 0, we can get the
geomeltric progression

U 1 U
Gtya=vy (Ckfl + Y71) )
then cy, can be represented as decrease sequences,

k
e =(#)" (eo+ v51) - ¥
Appendix B.

Transform the general SNE problem to composition optimization problem

Given the dissimilarity d(z;, 2;) with respect to z; and x;, we define

d Tty T
g = — Tz

S d(en ;)

J=1,5#t

For example, [4] use d(z;, z;) = exp(—||z; — x;||*/202), [23] use d(z;, z;) = (1 — ||z; — xj\|2)’1.
For the objective function with Kullback-Leibler divergences, the objective function can be formed as,

)) - Z (Zpitlogpilt - Zpitlog%‘|t>-
i=1 i=1

t=1

n

5 (zpﬂt o (1
i—1 qi|t

k=1

We can delete the first term and define the second term as the new objective function for briefness,

Fy)=> <Z —pije log (Iu)

- d(xs, x;
—3 | S piplog | AT
=\ S dle)
J=1,j#t
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=— Z Zpi‘t log (d (x4, ;) — log Z d(z¢, z;
t=1 \i=1 J=1,j#4t

:_Z Zpi\t log (d (x¢,z;)) — log Zd(mt,xJ) d (¢, )
t=1 \i=1 j=1

=— Zpi\t log (d (x4, ;) — log Zd(ajt,xj) —d(z, x¢)
i=1 \ =1 j=1

Note that the difference between third and forth equalities is the exchange of the sum order, which is the key process for
transforming the original problem to the composition problem (T).
Define the inner function G as

=5 2.Ci@)=

Jj=1

- T

B SYTERRN ST
L J#1 j#n
- T

= Jf,Zd(xl,xj) —d
j=1

3\>—‘

(1‘1,1‘1) g aon

= [w17 cooy Wiy Wi 1y +oey w2n] )

where

xy, 1 <1 <n,
_ n
W= Zd(xlfnvxj)_d(xlfnvxlfn)7 n+1 §l<2n
j=1
Define the outer function F as
1 n n 1 n
DILITED 3Lt PO WAE
n 4 n
i=1 =1 =1

(¢, 27)) (w1, 21)

== > pige | log(d —log | > d(x,z5) —d
i=1 \t=1 j=1
(Z pije (log (d (wi, w;)) — log (wn+i))> :

where

(wi, w;)) — log (wnyi))

w) = anut (log (d
t=1
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