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ABSTRACT

Recently, Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) and its variants have become the domi-
nant methods in the large-scale optimization of machine learning problems. A variety
of strategies have been proposed for tuning the step sizes, ranging from adaptive step
sizes (e.g., AdaGrad) to heuristic methods to change the step size in each iteration.
Also, momentum has been widely employed in machine learning tasks to accelerate
the training process. Yet, there is a gap in our theoretical understanding of them. In
this work, we start to close this gap by providing formal guarantees to a few heuristic
optimization methods and proposing improved algorithms if the theoretical results
are suboptimal.

First, we analyze a generalized version of the AdaGrad (Delayed AdaGrad) step
sizes in both convex and non-convex settings, showing that these step sizes allow the
algorithms to automatically adapt to the level of noise of the stochastic gradients. We

show sufficient conditions for Delayed AdaGrad to achieve almost sure convergence
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of the gradients to zero, which is the first guarantee for Delayed AdaGrad in the
non-convex setting. Moreover, we present a high probability analysis for Delayed
AdaGrad and its momentum variant in the non-convex setting.

Second, we present an analysis of SGD with exponential and cosine step sizes,
which are simple-to-use, empirically successful but lack of theoretical support. We
provide the very first convergence guarantees for them in the smooth and non-convex
setting, with and without the Polyak-Lojasiewicz (PL) condition. We show that these
two strategies also have the good property of adaptivity to noise under PL condition.

Third, we study the last iterate of momentum methods. We prove the first lower
bound in the general convex setting for the last iterate of SGD with constant mo-
mentum. Based on the fact that the lower bound is suboptimal, we investigate a
class of (both adaptive and non-adaptive) Follow-The-Regularized-Leader-based mo-
mentum algorithms (FTRL-based SGDM) with increasing momentum and shrinking
updates. We show that their last iterate has optimal convergence for unconstrained
convex stochastic optimization problems without projections onto bounded domains

nor knowledge of the number of iterations.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Modern machine learning has led to remarkable empirical success in a few areas,
including computer vision, natural language processing, generative modeling and re-
inforcement learning. Optimization is one of the core parts of machine learning: most
machine learning algorithms can be reduced to the minimization of an objective func-
tion and constructed using the given data. With the rapid growth of data amount and
model complexity, Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) |Robbins and Monro, 1951
has become the tool of choice to train machine learning models due to its simplicity
and efficiency. In particular, in the Deep Learning community, it is widely used to
minimize the training error of deep neural networks.

In machine learning optimization, SGD often comes with heuristic tricks, such as
momentum, and a variety of strategies in tuning the stepsizes. Indeed, the perfor-
mance of SGD heavily depends on the choice of stepsizes, which sparkles a lot of strate-
gies for stepsize tuning, ranging from coordinate-wise ones (a.k.a. “adaptive” stepsize)
le.g., Duchi et all, 2011, McMahan and Streeter, 2010, [Tieleman and Hinton, 2012,
Zeiler, 2012, Kingma and Bal, 2015| to heuristic approaches to change the stepsize in
each iteration |[Loshchilov and Hutter, 2017, He et all, 2019]. Besides, momentum is
often employed to accelerate the optimization process and proved to be important
in many machine learning applications. Although these heuristics are empirically
successful, we are far from a complete theoretical understanding of them. As a conse-

quence, a successful training process comes at a cost of a considerable trial-and-error



tuning procedure.

Towards the theoretical understanding of these methods, a big challenge is the
non-convex nature of many machine learning objective functions, such as in neural
networks. Indeed, classic convex optimization theories and analysis techniques for
SGD can not be applied to these heuristics of training neural networks. Moreover,
even in the convex setting, it is often the case that an idealized version of the algorithm
is used in the theory rather than the actual one people use in practice. For example,
most existing analyses of adaptive gradient methods are conducted in the context of
online learning, assuming the optimization to be constrained in a convex bounded
set. Also, in the classic analysis of momentum, projections onto bounded domains
at each step, averaging of the iterates [e.g., |/Alacaoglu et al., 2020|, and knowledge of
the total number of iterations |[Ghadimi and Lan, 2012] are often assumed.

Motivated by the above facts, we aim to bridge the gap between theory and
practice by providing theoretical guarantees of these advanced SGD-based methods as
well as proposing improved algorithms when the theoretical results are sub-optimal.
In particular, for the stepsize strategies of SGD, we focus on a family of adaptive
stepsizes and two heuristic stepsizes: exponential stepsize and cosine stepsize. Then,
we study the convergence of the last iterate of SGD with momentum and its improved
variants.

In the remainder of this chapter, we start by introducing the problem set-up and
the limitations of the existing analysis, and then give a summary of our results that

will be discussed in this dissertation.



1.1 Preliminary and Problem Set-Up

Consider the unconstrained optimization problem

min f(x), (1.1)

xcRd

where f(x) : R? — R is a function bounded from below and we denote its infimum
by f*. In this work, we do not require f to have a finite-sum structure.
Let’s introduce some definitions to characterize family of functions.

A function f is called convex if for any « € [0, 1] and any z,y € R,

flaz+ (1 —a)y) < af(z)+ (1 —a)f(y).

|| - || stands for ¢, norm.
A real-value function f is called L-Lipschitz if there exists a positive number

L > 0, such that for any x,y € R?

1f () = fy)ll < Lz —yl| . (1.2)
A differentiable function f is called M-smooth if its gradients is M-Lipschitz, i.e.,
IVf(z) - Vil <Mz -y, VYo yeR” (1.3)

Note that (L3]) implies |[Nesterov, 2004, Lemma 1.2.3]
[f(y) = flx) = (V(®),y —x)| < %Hy —z|? Vz,yeR” (1.4)

We assume to have access to a first-order black-box optimization oracle that re-
turns a stochastic (sub)gradient in any point € RY. In particular, we assume that
we receive a vector g(x, £) such that E¢[g(x,&)] = Vf(z) for any € R%. In words,

g(x, &) is an unbiased estimate of V f(x). For example, in machine learning, £ can be



the random index of a training sample we use to calculate the gradient of the training
loss. SGD starts from an arbitrary point 2; € R? and iteratively updates the solution

as

Tyl = Ty — ntg(wta ft)a

where 7; > 0 is the stepsize or learning rate. In words, the iterate x; moves along the
opposite direction of the vector g(x;, &) by n; at the ¢-th step. To make the notion
concise, we denote by g, = g(x;,&).

In the convex case, our goal is to solve ([[LT]), that is, to find a global minimum of
f. Yet if f is nonconvex, solving (L.1]) is generally NP-hard |[Nemirovsky and Yudin,
1983, so we might turn to a less ambitious goal. We assume the function to be smooth.
By its definition in (I.3]), when we approach to a local minimum the gradients go to
zero. So minimizing the gradient norm will be our objective for SGD in the nonconvex
case if without extra assumptions.

To warm up, we introduce some classic results.

We consider to minimize a (nonconvex) M-smooth function f using SGD with un-
biased stochastic gradient. We will also assume the variance of noise on the stochastic
gradients is bounded, i.e., E[||g(x:, &, ) — V() |?] < o2

We start by making use of the property of smooth function (L4)) on the iterates
of SGD:

M
f(@e1) < f(@e) — (V (@), mg,) + 7||77tgt||2



Then, taking expectation with respect to the underlying variable &, we will have

2
Ef(wn) < Bf (@) ~ nE(Vf(2.). 9 + "o Elg”

_ . 2 Mntz . 2 2
=Ef(x:) —mE[V ()| + (Ellg, — V£(z)|* +E[Vf(x)])

2
M 2 M 2.2
<Effe) - (- 5L ) EIV @)l + 25

Summing over t from 1 to 7" and reordering the terms, we have

2

T 2 T
5 (- 22 ) BIVs @l < flan) ~ Bfera) + 25 3o
t=1 t=1

2 T
< flw) - f S

2
For any constant n, = n < % such that n — M2"2 > 1, we obtain
1 ¢ 2f (1) — f*
— Y E|V 22 Mipe®
7 BV @I < 4 M

The first term in the right hand side does not depends on the noise level o and the

second one does. Choosing 7 is a trade-off between these two terms. In particular,

considering 7 = min (%, ﬁ), where ¢ > 0 is a parameter of the stepsize, we have

1 o M(f(z1) — f*) fla) — [ o
P BNl < TR (o ST 2

In words, it tells that the average gradient norm converges to zero with a rate of
O(% + %) In addition, due to the fact that the average can be lower bounded by the
minimum of a sequence, we know that there exists at least a point «; in @, - , @7,
of which the gradient norm is as small as the rate.

Now, let’s look at the convergence rate. The first term % is fast in 7" and the second

terms % is slower. That means the algorithm makes fast progress at the beginning



of the optimization and then slowly converges as long as the number of iterations
becomes big enough compared to the variance of the noise. In case the noise on the
gradients is zero, SGD becomes simply gradient descent and it will converge at a
O(1/T) rate.

Though SGD with such stepsizes guarantees a convergence rate, we have to assume
we know everything. Yet some factor like the noise level is rarely given in real world
applications. One possible alternative is a decreasing stepsize n; = % where ¢ > 0.
Compared to a constant stepsize, these stepsizes help to fight the disturbance of the
noise when the iterate is close to the optimal point. However, they slow down the
progress in the early stage of optimization process, where the oscillation brought by
the noise is relatively small compared to how far the iterates are from the solution.
Consequently, those stepsizes do not really shine in practice and practitioners turn to
some heuristic stepsizes. In the next section, we will zoom in and focus on SGD with
such stepsizes. We will discuss the weakness of the current results, as well as what

this dissertation contributes in this area.

1.1.1 Convergence of SGD with heuristic stepsizes.

(Classic convergence analysis of the SGD algorithm for non-convex smooth function
relies on conditions on the positive stepsizes 7, |[Robbins and Monrg, [1951]. In par-
ticular, a sufficient condition for lim; o E[|V f(x;)||?] = 0 is that ()2, is a deter-

ministic sequence of non-negative numbers that satisfies

Znt:oo and Znt2<oo. (1.5)
t=1 t=1

The first condition basically says the iterates should be able to travel anywhere, and
the second condition suggests that the stepsize should be small in the late stage

to keep the noise under control. Though these conditions cover a broad family of



stepsizes, they provide limited information on how to set stepsizes when SGD runs
for finite number of iterations.

The state-of-the-art SGD variants use adaptive stepsizes. Among them, AdaGrad
was proposed inDuchi et all [2011] and has become the basis of all other adaptive opti-
mization algorithms used in machine learning, |e.g., Zeiler, 2012, [Tieleman and Hinton,
2012, Kingma and Ba, 2015, Reddi et all, 2018|.

AdaGrad can be reduced to SGD with a vector stepsize, that is, instead of using
a scalar as stepsize, it adopts different stepsize in each coordinate. In particular,

the iterates update itself with the following form: =, = =, — n,g,, where 0, =

(M1, s Mea) and
C

nt,i = z )
VET Zj:lgj,i

where the products of vectors are element-wise.

e,c> 0, (1.6)

In words, AdaGrad updates m, on the fly with the information of all previous
stochastic gradients observed on the go.

Towards the theory of these methods, adaptive stepsizes generally do not fit in
the conditions (LH). For example, for AdaGard, when the stochastic gradients are
upper bounded by a constant, i.e., |¢;;| < G,G > 0,

o0 00 2 o0 2

;U?,i:zc—>2ﬁzoo, 1=1,---,d.

=1 € + Z§'=l gJ22 a t=1
In addition, the adaptive stepsizes are believed to require less tweaking to achieve
good performance in machine learning applications and we have partial explanations
in the convex setting, i.e sparsity of the gradients |Duchi et al!, 2011]. However in
the nonconvex setting, little theory is known to explain the better performance. In-
deed, for a large number of SGD variants employed by practitioners, condition (L5
are not satisfied. In fact, these algorithms are often designed and analyzed for the

convex domain under restrictive conditions, e.g., bounded domains, or they do not
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provide convergence guarantees at all, [e.g., [Zeilen, 2012], or even worse they are
known to fail to converge on simple one-dimensional convex stochastic optimization
problems |Reddi et all, 2018]. Even considering an infinite number of iterations, the
behavior of these algorithms is often unknown.

In Chapter 2 we focus on a generalized version of AdaGrad (Delayed AdaGrad),
with and without momentum, and present theoretical analysis in both convex and
nonconvex settings, going in the direction of closing the gap between theory and
practice. Continuing in this way, we then focus on SGD with two heuristic stepsizes:
exponential and cosine stepsizes and prove for the first time a convergence guarantee
in Chapter Bl

On the other hand, SGD with appropriate stepsizes is already optimal in all many
possible situations, which makes it unclear what kind of advantage we might show. An
interesting viewpoint is to go beyond worst-case analyses and show that these learning
rates provide SGD with some form of adaptivity to the characteristics of the function.
More specifically, an algorithm is considered adaptive (or universal) if it has the best
theoretical performance w.r.t. to a quantity X without the need to know it [Nesterov,
2015]. So, for example, it is possible to design optimization algorithms adaptive
to scale |Orabona and Pal, 2015, smoothness [Levy et all, 2018|, noise |Levy et al.,
2018, ILi and Orabona, 2019, 2020|, and strong convexity [Cutkosky and Orabona,
2018]. On the other hand, as noted in (Orabona [2019], it is remarkable that even
if most of the proposed step size strategies for SGD are called “adaptive”, for most
of them their analyses do not show any provable advantage over plain SGD nor any
form of adaptation to the intrinsic characteristics of the non-convex function. Follow-
ing this direction, we show the property of adaptive-to-noise for Delayed AdaGrad
(with momentum) in Chapter [ and for SGD with cosine and exponential stepsizes

in Chapter [3] providing possible explanations for the empirical success of these kinds



of algorithms in practical machine learning applications.

1.1.2 Convergence of SGD with Momentum

SGD with Momentum includes several variants in the literature, such as the stochastic
version of the Heavy Ball momentum (SHB) |Polyak, 1964] and Nesterov’s momen-
tum (also called Nesterov Accelerate Gradient method) |Nesterowv, 1983], as well as
exponential moving average of the (stochastic) gradients used to replace the gradi-
ents in the updates [Kingma and Ba, 2015, [Reddi et al., 2016, |Alacaoglu et al.; 2020,
Liu et al., 2020]. In this dissertation, we denote by Stochastic Gradient Descent with

Momentum (SGDM) the following updates

Lyl = Ty — MMy, My = By _q + ViGy, (1-7)

where v, > 0 and 0 < ; < 1. In particular, when v, = 1, it recovers the updates of
the stochastic version of the Heavy Ball momentum (SHB) |[Polyak, 1964|. Instead,
when v, = 1 — [3;, it recovers the variant with exponential moving average of the
stochastic gradients.

Momentum seem to accelerate the training process in machine learning optimiza-
tion. However, due to the presence of noise, our theoretical understanding of the
advantage of SGD with momentum over SGD is not clear. Indeed, recent stud-
ies |Liu and Belkin, 2019, Kidambi et all, 2018] reveal that SGD with either Polyak
momentum or Nesterov momentum does not guarantee an accelerated rate of conver-
gence of noise nor any real advantage over plain SGD on linear regression problems.
In fact, a variant of SGD with momentum improves only the non-dominant terms
in the convergence rate on some specific stochastic problems |Dieuleveut et all, 2017,
Jain et all, 2018|. Moreover, often an idealized version of SGD with momentum

is used in the theoretical analysis rather than the actual one people use in prac-



tice. For example, projections onto bounded domains at each step, averaging of
the iterates [e.g., |Alacaoglu et all, [2020], and knowledge of the total number of it-
erations |Ghadimi and Lan, 2012| are often assumed. Overall, recent analyses seem
unable to pinpoint any advantage of using a momentum term in SGD in the stochastic
optimization of general convex functions.

To show a discriminant difference between SGD and SGD with Momentum, we
focus on the convergence of the last iterate of SGD with momentum for unconstrained
optimization of convex functions in Chapter dl We first show that momentum does
not help to remove the In7T in the lower bound of the last iterate of SGD. Then,
motivated by this result, we analyze yet another variant of SGD with Momentum,

which yields the optimal convergence rate.

1.2 Contributions

We summarize the contributions of this thesis as follows.

e In Chapter 2 we present an analysis of a generalized version of the AdaGrad
(Delayed AdaGrad) step sizes. We prove for the first time in the nonconvex
setting almost sure convergence to zero of the gradients of SGD with both
coordinate-wise and global versions of these stepsizes. We prove that both
in the convex and nonconvex setting, the global Delayed AdaGrad stepsizes
adapts to the noise level with a convergence rate, which interpolates between
the convergence rate of Gradient Descent and the one of SGD, depending on
the noise level. We further present a high probability analysis of SGD with
momentum and adaptive learning rates. We show the first high probability
convergence rates, which are adaptive to the level of noise, for the gradients of

Delayed AdaGrad in the nonconvex setting.

e In Chapter 8, we provide the very first convergence results for SGD with two

10



popular stepsizes: exponential and cosine step sizes, which are simple to use, em-
pirically successful, but lack a theoretical justification. We show that, in the case
when the function satisfies the PL condition [Polyak, 1963, Lojasiewicz, 1963,
Karimi et all, [2016], both exponential step size and cosine step size strategies
automatically adapt to the level of noise of the stochastic gradients. Without
the PL condition, we show that SGD with either exponential step sizes or co-
sine step sizes has an (almost) optimal convergence rate for smooth non-convex

functions.

e In Chapterld] we present an analysis of the convergence of the last iterate of SGD
with momentum. We show for the first time that the last iterate of SGDM can
have a suboptimal convergence rate for any constant momentum setting. Based
on this fact, we investigate a class of Follow-The-Regularized-Leader-based mo-
mentum algorithms (FTRL-based SGDM). We show the optimal convergence
of their last iterate for unconstrained convex stochastic problems without pro-

jections onto bounded domain nor prior knowledge of the number of iterations.

1.3 Notation

We use bold letters to denote vectors and matrices, e.g, £ € R?, and use ordinary let-
ters to denote scalars. The coordinate j of a vector @ is denoted by z; and as (V f(x));
for the gradient V f(x). To keep the notation concise, all standard operations xy,
1/x, 2%, x> and max(x,y) on the vectors x, y are supposed to be element-wise. We
denote by E[-] the expectation with respect to the underlying probability space and
by E,[] the conditional expectation with respect to the past. P denotes the probabil-
ity of an event. As mentioned in Section [T, we denote by g, £ g(x,,&). Also , we

denote the j-th element of the vector g; asg; ;. Any norm without particular notation

is the /5 norm.
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Chapter 2

Adaptive Stepsize

2.1 Introduction

In this chapter, we focus on a generalized version of the adaptive stepsizes popular-
ized by AdaGrad |[Duchi et al., 2011] and present an analysis of the convergence of
SGD (with momentum) with these stepsizes.

We analyze two types of step size: a global step size

«

U Tore (2.1)
-1 /2+e
(6 + 22:1 ||9z||2)
and a coordinate-wise one 1, = (N1, -, Me.d)s
o )
Mg = = e J= 1,...,d (2.2)
(ﬁ + 22:1 gzz,j)

where a > 0 and (,¢ > 0.

With e = 0, (21) have been used in online convex optimization to achieve adaptive
regret guarantees, [e.g., Rakhlin and Sridharan, 2013, (Orabona and Pal, 2015].

The additional parameter e allows us to increase the decrease rate of the stepsize
and it will be critical to obtain our almost sure convergence results.

In this chapter, we address the following two basic questions and answer positively

to both of them.

e Are there conditions under which the generalized AdaGrad stepsize converge

almost surely with an infinite number of iterations in the non-convex setting?

12



e Are there conditions under which the rate is better than the one of the plain

SGD with decreasing stepsizes?

In particular, in Section 2.4l we prove an asymptotic convergence to zero of the
gradients of SGD with these stepsizes in the nonconvex case. In Section 2.5 we prove
a convergence rate for SGD with a global version of these stepsizes, showing that they
adapt to the noise level, in both convex and nonconvex cases. Last, in Section 2.6, we
analyze its momentum variant and extend the nonconvex results to a high-probability

analysis.

2.2 Related Work

Adaptive stepsizes in the convex world Adaptive stepsizes were first proposed
in the online learning literature |Auer et al), 2002 and adopted into the stochastic
optimization one later |[Duchi et all, 2011]. In particular, [Duchi et all [2011] prove
that AdaGrad can converge faster if the gradients are sparse and the function is
convex. Yet, most of these studies assumed the optimization to be constrained in
a convex bounded set, which is often false in many applications of optimization for
machine learning. [Yousefian et al. [2012] analyze different adaptive stepsizes, but only
for strongly convex optimization. [Wu et _al. [2018] have analyzed a choice of adaptive
stepsizes similar to the global stepsizes we consider, but their result in the convex
setting requires the norm of the gradients strictly greater than zero. |Levy et al.
[2018| propose an acceleration method with adaptive stepsizes which are also similar
to our global ones, proving the O(1/7T?) convergence in the deterministic smooth case
and O(1/v/T) in both general deterministic case and stochastic smooth case, but

requiring a bounded-domain assumption.
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Convergence of SGD in the nonconvex setting The convergence of a random
iterate of SGD for non-convex smooth functions has been proved by |Ghadimi and Lan
[2013], and it was already implied by the results in Bottou [1991]. With additional
regularity assumptions, these results imply almost sure convergence of the gradient to
zero [Bottou, 1991, Bottou et all, [2018]. Bottou [1998] assume that beyond a certain
horizon the update always moves the iterate closer to the origin on average, which im-
plies the confinement in a bounded domain and, in turn, the almost sure convergence.
On the other hand, the weakest assumptions for the almost sure convergence of SGD
for non-convex smooth functions have been established in Bertsekas and Tsitsiklis
[2000]: the variance of the noise on the gradient in x; can grow as 1+ ||V f(x,)||?, f
is lower bounded, and the stepsizes satisfy Y .~ 1, = oo and Y -, 0 < co. However,

both approaches do not cover adaptive stepsizes.

Adaptive stepsize in nonconvex setting The first work we know on adaptive
stepsizes for non-convex stochastic optimization is Kresoja et all [2017|. [Kresoja et al.
[2017] study the convergence of a choice of adaptive stepsizes that require access to the
function values, under strict conditions on the direction of the gradients. [Wu et al.
[2018] also consider adaptive stepsizes, but they only consider deterministic gradients
in the non-convex setting. Independently, Ward et all [2019] improved their guar-
antees proving results similar to our Theorems [3 and @l In contrast to [Ward et al.
[2019], we do not require the assumption of bounded expected squared norm of the
stochastic gradients but the choices of our parameter depend on the Lipschitzness
L. Some other related works were proposed after our submission. [Zhou et al. [2018§]
analyze an adaptive gradient method in the non-convex setting, but their bounds give
advantages only in very sparse case.

A weak condition for almost sure convergence to the global optimum of non-

convex functions was proposed in Bottou [1998] and recently independently repro-
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posed in [Zhou et all [2017]. However, this condition implies the very strong assump-
tion that the gradients never point in the opposite direction of the global optimum.
In this chapter, in our most restrictive case in Section 2.4l we will only assume the

function to be smooth and Lipschitz.

High probability bounds The results on high probability bounds are relatively
rare compared to those in expectation, which are easier to obtain. [Kakade and Tewari
[2009] used Freeman’s inequality to prove high probability bounds for an algorithm
solving the SVM objective function. For classic SGD, Harvey et all [2019b] and
Harvey et al. [2019a] used a generalized Freedman’s inequality to prove bounds in
non-smooth and strongly convex case, while Jain et all [2021] proved the optimal
bound for the last iterate of SGD with high probability. As far as we know, there are

currently no high probability bounds for adaptive methods in the nonconvex setting.

2.3 Keeping the Update Direction Unbiased

A key difference between the generalized AdaGrad stepsizes in (21) and (22) with
the AdaGrad stepsizes in [Duchi et all [2011] is the fact that g(x;, &) is not used in
n:. It is easy to see that doing otherwise introduces a spurious bias in the update

direction and we show an example as follows.

Example 1. There exist a differentiable convex and smooth function, an additive
noise on the gradients satisfying ||g(x,&) — Vf(z)|| < S,5 > 0, and a sequence of
gradients such that for a given t we have Eg¢, [(ni419(2e, &), V f(24))] < 0.

We now present the details of Example [l Consider the function f(z) = $22. The
gradient in t-th iteration is V f(z;) = x;. Let the stochastic gradient be defined as

g, = Vf(xy) + &, where P(&§ = 0y) = 1—75, P& = —%at) = % and P(& = —%at) = %

15



Let A2 3171 g2+ 3. Then

(Ene119y, V f (1))

l (I't + at)xt 1 (.flft — %Ut)xt 1 (I't — %O’t)l’t
WA+ (w4027t S[A+ (20— 200?57 3[A+ (1 — ou)2)2 ™

This expression can be negative, for example, setting x; = 1, o, =10, A =10, e =0
or ¢ = 0.1. In words, including the current noisy gradient in 7; (that is, using 7,,1)
can make the algorithm deviate in expectation more than 90 degrees from the correct
direction. So, in the following, we will analyze this minor variant of the AdaGrad

stepsizes. We call this variant Delayed AdaGrad stepsize.

2.4 Almost Sure Convergence for Nonconvex functions

In this section, we show that SGD with Delayed AdaGrad stepsizes in (2.1)) and (2.2)
allows to decrease the gradients to zero almost surely, that is, with probability 1.
This is considered a required basic property for any optimization algorithm.

As shown in Chapter[I], the stepsizes in (2.1) and (2.2)) do not satisfy > .o, n7 < oo,
not even in expectation. Hence, the results here cannot be obtained from the classic
results in stochastic approximation |e.g., Bertsekas and Tsitsiklis, [2000].

Here, we will have to assume our strongest assumptions. In particular, we will
need the function to be Lipschitz and the noise to have bounded support. This is
mainly needed in order to be sure that the sum of the stepsizes diverges.

We now state our almost sure convergence results.

Theorem 1. Assume f is M-smooth, L-Lipschitz and there exists S > 0 such that

lg(x,&) — Vf(x)|| < S,Ve. The stepsizes are chosen as in ([21)), where o, 5 > 0

and € € (0, %] Then, the gradients of SGD converge to zero almost surely. Moreover,

liminf, o ||V f(2)||2t7>~¢ = 0 almost surely.
We also state a similar result for the coordinate-wise stepsizes in (2.2)).
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Theorem 2. Under the assumptions in Theorem [, the stepsizes are given by a
diagonal matriz n, whose diagonal values are defined in ([2.2), where o, > 0 and
e € (0, %] Then, the gradients of SGD converges to zero almost surely. Moreover,
liminf, o ||V f(2:)||2t7>7¢ = 0 almost surely.

As far as we know, the above theorems are the first results on the almost sure
convergence of the gradients using generalized AdaGrad stepsizes and assuming € > 0.
In particular, Theorem [2is the first theoretical support for the common heuristic of
selecting the last iterate, rather than the minimum over the iterations.

For the proofs of the above theorems, we will need some technical lemmas.

Lemma 1. [Alber et al., 1998, Proposition 2[[Mairal, 2013, Lemma A.5] Let (at)i>1,
(b)i>1 be two mon-negative real sequences. Assume that Zfil aiby converges and
oo, ap diverges, and there exists K > 0 such that |byyy — b < Ka,. Then b

converges to 0.

Proof of Lemmalll. Since the series Y 2, a; diverges, given that >, a;b; converges,
we necessarily have liminf, .. by = 0. So there exists a subsequence {b;4} of {b:}
such that lim;_,. bjs) = 0.

Let us proceed by contradiction and assume that there exists some a > 0 and
some other subsequence {by, } of {b:} such that b,,;) > « for all t. In this case, we
can construct a third subsequence {b;} of {0;} where the sub-indices j(t) are chosen

in the following way:

J(0) =min{l >0:b, > a} (2.3)
and, given j(2t),
1
Jj(2t+1) =min{l > j(2t) : i < 504}, (2.4)
J(2t42) = min{l > j(2t+1): by < %a} | (2.5)

Note that the existence of {b;)} and {bn )} guarantees that j(¢) is well defined.

Also by (2.4]) and (2.5)

blgg, for j(2t) <1< j(2t+1)—1.



Then, denoting ¢; = ff;: b1 a;, we have

o0 ] 2t+1

OO>Zatbt >Z Z Clel Zth .
t=1

t=1 =2t

Therefore, we have lim;_,, ¢; = 0.

On the other hand, by (2.4) and (2.5]), we have by > o, bja1) < é, so that

j(2t4+1)—1 J(2t4+1)—

a
§§bj(2t)— j(2t+1) = Z (b = biy1) < Z Kal Koy .

1=5(2t) 1=5(2t)

So ¢y > 57, which is in contradiction with lim; ., ¢; = 0. Therefore, b; goes to

zZero.
]
. T a
Lenllma 2. Letag >0,a;,>0,i=1,....,T and B > 1. Then ) ,_, 7(“O+Z§t:1ai)ﬁ <
(B-1)ag '
Lemma 3. Let a; > 0,...,7 and f : [0,400) — [0, +00) nonincreasing function.
Then
T t Zz:o at
Z atf <CLO + Z CLZ') < / f(l’)dl’ .
t=1 i=1
ag
Proof. Denote by s, = >/_ 0 Gi-
~ [ fspdr < [ sy
Si—1 Si—1
Summing over ¢ = 1,..., 7T, we have the stated bound. O
Proof of Lemmal2. The proof is immediate from Lemma [3 O

We now state a Lemma that allows us to study the progress made in 7" steps.

Lemma 4. Assume f is M-smooth and E¢[g(x,&)] = V f(x) for any © € R Then,
the iterates of SGD with stepsizes m, € R4 satisfy the following inequality
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T
Zw ),V f(®))| < flx) — [+ E

T
Z [m.9(:, &) ] :

Proof of Lemma[j From (I.4]), we have

Fl@en) < fl@) + (V@) eenr - 20+ 3l - 2P
= Jl@) + (V@) m(V (@) ~ g,)
(V) V(@) + g

Taking the conditional expectation with respect to &;,...,&_1, we have that

EL(Vf (@), n(Vf (@) — g))] = (VI (@), V(@) — n,Ei[g,]) = 0.

Hence, from the law of total expectation, we have

ELVf(@),n,Vf(2))] <E|f(@:) = f(®011) + %Ilmgtll2 :

Summing over ¢ = 1 to T" and lower bounding f(x7,1) with f*, we have the stated

bound.

With Lemma [l - Lemma [, we can prove Theorem [II

Proof of Theorem[1. From the result in Lemma [, taking the limit for 7" — oo and

exchanging the expectation and the limits because the terms are non-negative, we

have

E Zmllvf(wt)ll2] < flx1) — f*+ %E
t=1

2. ng(act,st)n%] .
t=1

Observe that
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Z Ineg (e, &) 1I* = Zm+1l|9 i, &) +Z — 1) lg (e &)|1°

2
a
< 2 max||g x, &) Z —111)
o’ 2 2
<
= 2¢f% +I?§f(||g($taft)” Ui
2

S S T 20 max |V f (@) |* + [V f () — g, &)

042 2

S 26B2e B1+2

(L* 4+ 5?%) < (2.6)

where in the first inequality we have used Lemma 2 and in the third one the
elementary inequality ||z + y|* < 2[|z|* + 2||y|*.

Hence, we have E [ 2, n:||V f(2)]|?] < oo. Now, note that E[X] < oo, where
X is a non-negative random variable, implies that X < oo with probability 1. In
fact, otherwise P[X = oo] > 0 implies E[X] > [,__ 2dP(X) = oo, contradicting our
assumption. Hence, with probability 1, we have Y 7o, ||V f(x:)|]* < oc.

Now, observe that the Lipschitzness of f and the bounded support of the noise

on the gradients gives

2 L G S Talen G - o o T S

t=1 =1 g(wiagz

Using the fact the f is L-Lipschitz and M-smooth, we have

IV f (@) I* = [V f ()|

= ([IVf(@e)| + [V F(@)]) - IV (@) || = [V f ()]
S2LM ||y — | = 2LM [|meg (e, &) ||
<2LM(L + S)n; .

Hence, we can use Lemma [I] to obtain lim; ., ||V f(z;)||? = 0.
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For the second statement, observe that, with probability 1,

1/2—¢ a
ZHVf H t/ (2[/2—'—252—'—5 1/2_|_6 Znt“vf :Bt ||2 < 00,

where in the first inequality we used the Lipschitzness of f and the bounded
support of the noise on the gradients. Hence, noting that Y.~ t = oo, we have that

liminf,_, |V f(x,)]|*t7>~¢ = 0.
O

Proof of Theorem[d. We proceed similarly to the proof of Theorem [I], to get

znmgtns] |
t=1

B (3w V@) < Sl - f@) + 58

=1

Observe that
00 co d d oo
> lmgl? = ZZ?? 9h=> Y nhgl < o,
t=1 =1 i=1 i=1 t=1

where the last inequality comes from the same reasoning in (2.6)). Hence, we have

ZVf x), 7,V f(x,))| < oo

Hence, with probability 1, we have

00 co d d oo
Z (Vf(x),nV[f(x:)) ZanVf wt ZanVf wt <00
t=1

t=1 j=1 j=1 t=1

and, for any j =1,...,d,
Zﬁt,j(vf(wt))i <00
t=1

Now, observe that the Lipschitzness of f and the bounded support of the noise on

the gradients gives

o0

2 Zﬁ+2 Tg(@ )2 o — 2= (B 20— (L7 + 57

t=1
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Using the fact the f is L-Lipschitz and M-smooth, we also have

[(Vf(@es1))i)* = (Vf(0));)]
= ((Vf(@e11)); + (VI (@0));) - (VS (@141)); — (V (1))
< 2LM ||y — @] = 2LM||n,g,|| < 2LM (L + S). -

Hence, we case use Lemma [I] to obtain

lim ((Vf(2));)* =0 .

t—o00

For the second statement, observe that, with probability 1,

1/2 €
Z (Vf(z:)) (2L2+252—|—5 Yete = Zmﬂ (Vi)
t=1

Hence, noting that Y ,°, 3 = oo, we have that liminf, .. ((Vf(z,));)%"**=0. O

2.5 Adaptive Convergence Rates

We will now show that the global Delayed AdaGrad stepsizes give rise to adaptive
convergence rates. In particular, we will show that for a large range of the parameters
a, 3, € and independently from the noise variance o, the algorithms will have a faster
convergence when o is small and worst-case optimal convergence when o is large.
Recall that to achieve the same behavior with SGD we should use a different stepsize
for each level of noise. In the following, we will consider both the convex and non-

convex cases.

2.5.1 Adaptive Convergence for Convex Functions

As a warm-up, in this section, we show that the global stepsizes (2.1]) give adaptive
rates of convergence that interpolate between the rate of GD and SGD, for a wide
range of the parameters «, 3, and € and without knowledge of the variance of the

noise. Note that, differently from the other proofs on SGD with adaptive rates |e.g.,
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Duchi et all, [2011], we do not assume to use projections onto bounded domains. This
makes our novel proof more technically challenging, but at the same time, it mirrors
the setting of many applications of SGD in machine learning optimization problems.

We make the following assumption on the stochastic gradients g(z, &).

Assumption Al. E; [exp (“g“’“@;—fﬂw)} < exp(l),Ve.

The above assumption has been already used by [Nemirovski et all [2009] to prove
high-probability convergence guarantees. This condition allows to control the ex-
pectation of the maximum of the noise terms ||V f(x) — g(z,&)||?. Using Jensen’s
inequality, this condition implies a bounded variance of the noise.

Theorem 3. Assume f is convexr, M-smooth and the stochastic gradients satisfy

Assumption [A1l Let the stepsizes set as in (21), where a,f >0, 0 < € < 3, and
daM < B2t Then, the iterates of SGD satisfy the following bound

. 1 . .
E |(f(xr) — f(:zr:*))l/2 < e nax (21_/2*6M1/2+5% (8 + T02)1/4 71/2_5> 7
1+02InT _
) | O a(l_%)), fore=20
where Tp = 73, @y and v = 1+a2(1402InT)
) W , fore>0.
51/2+€

Remark. Using Markov’s inequality, from the above bound it is immediate to get

that, with probability at least 1 — ¢, we have

1/2+5

1 T 1
f(fT) - f(:p*) < 5%]_1 max (Ml/Qg,yl/;E, (5 + TO_Z) /2+E’7) '
2—e

Up to polylog terms, if o = 0 this recovers the GD rate, O(%), and otherwise we
get the worst-case optimal rate of SGD, O(%) The same behavior was proved in
Dekel et al. [2012] with the knowledge of o and stepsize depending on it. Instead,
here we do not need to know the noise level or assume a bounded domain. In the case

the constants of the slow term are small compared with the ones of the first term,
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we can expect a first quick convergent phase, followed by a slow one, as it is often
observed in empirical experiments.

For the proof, we need the following technical lemmas.
Lemma 5. If f is M-smooth, then |V f(x)||* < 2M(f(x) — min, f(y)), V.
Proof of Lemmald. From (L4), for any =,y € R, we have
fl+y) < fl@) + (Viw).y) + 5l

Take y = —+-V f(x), to have

fatw) < fl@)+ (57— 3 ) IVFI
Hence,
IVS@)* < 2M(f(w) [l +y)) < 2M(f(@) —min fw) . O

u

Lemma 6. If x>0 and v < C(A+ Bx)%“, then

T < ma:x;([C(2B)%“]ﬁ7 C(QA)%JFE) )

1
1/2—e

Proof of Lemma[@. If A < Bz, then x < C(2Bx)2™, so z < [C’(?B)%JFE] . And

if A> Bz, then x < C(2A)2*¢. Taking the maximum of the two cases, we have the
stated bound. O

Lemma 7. Ifx >0, A,C,D >0, B> 0, and 2> < (A+ Bz)(C + DIn(A + Bz)),
then v < 32B°D? 4+ 2BC + 8B?D+/C + A/B.

Proof of LemmalZ. Assume that Bx > A. We have that
2? < (A+ Bx)(C + DIn(A + Bx)) < 2Bx(C + DIn(2Bz)) < 2Bx(C + 2DV2Bz),

that is
r < 2BC +4BDV2Bzx .

We can solve this inequality, to obtain

r < 32B3D? + 2BC + 8B2DVC .

24



On the other hand, if Bx < A, we have z < %. Taking the sum of these two case, we
have the stated bound. O

Lemma 8. If x,y >0 and 0 < p < 1, then (z +y)? < zP + yP.

Proof of Lemmal8. Let f(x) = (x + y)? — 2P — yP. We can see that f'(z) = p(z +
y)P~t — paP~! <0 when z,y > 0. So f(x) < f(0) = 0. The inequality holds. O

Lemma 9. Ifz >0, a > 0, then In(z) < aza — 1).

Proof of Lemma[d. Let f(z) = In(z) — azs + a. f'(z) = 1 251 is positive when
0<z<l1, f(1)=0and f'(z) <0 when z > 1. So f(z) < f(1) = 0. The inequality
holds. O

Lemma 10. Suppose that f is M-smooth and the stochastic gradients satisfy As-
sumption[A1l The stepsizes are chosen as (21)), where o, B,€ > 0. Then,

T
Aoy 2
E anHg(:vt,&)Hz] <K+B1+2E(1+IHT)

Z ||V f ( ||2]

(2.7)

/61/2—1—6

where in the case of ¢ = 0, K = 2a*In (x/ﬁ +2T02 + /2E [\/23:1 HVf(:ct)H?]),

when € > 0, K_W'

Proof of Lemma[10. Using the assumption on the noise, we have

exp (E [max;<i<r ||V f (i) — QZHZ]) <E {exp (maXISiST IV f(x:) — 92||2)}

o2 o2
N q.l12
5 g (171205
1<i<T o

IN

i [exp<uw<w» gzm
Z { i{exp@w(wz) gAP)H

€,

IN
~



that implies
E {max |V f(x;) — 92‘"2} <o*(1+InT). (2.8)

1<i<T

Hence, when € > 0, we have

T T
= Zﬁt2+1||gt||2 +> g P} - 77t2+1)]
=1 =1

T T
=E Y ntallgdl + > Igdll® e + meen) (e — 77t+1)]
L t=1 t=1

T

Z Hgll?

=1

[T T
<E > ntalgd® + D 2nlg.l (e — m+1)]
t=1 t=1

Oé2

< —
—2525
2

- 26525
2

T onE [max nllgl }

+4E | (I9, — V1@ P + 95 @)l)|

T

Zmllvf(wt>!|2]
Zﬁt“vf )| ]

where in second inequality we used Lemma [2] and in fourth one we used (2.8]). Note

+4ni(1 +InT)o? + 4 E

«
<
- 26525

a? 402

- 2¢ 2 + Bl+2e

(14+1InT)o?

that the analysis after the second inequality also holds when e = 0.

And when € = 0, we have

E ZT:U2 lg ||2] =E[ZT: g, ]
e B+ gl

t=1

T
< 20°E |In \6+Z||gt||2
t=1

< 22°E |In \5+22||9t Vf()|” + 2Z||Vf () [I?

T
<20°In | /B+2T0” + V2E || D IVF()|?| |
t=1
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where in first inequality we used Lemma [0 and in the third one we used Jensen’s

inequality. Putting things together, we have

T T
E > niallgd? +> " llgl*(n? - miﬁ]
t=1 t=1

T

E|> g’

t=1

T
<20%In [ /B +2T0% + v2E Z”Vf ()2

402 4o
+ —(1+InT)o? +—E
A GE

Zmnw mt>||2] 0

t=1
Now we can proof Theorem [Bl
Proof of Theorem[3. For simplicity, denote by §; := f(x;) — f(x*) and by A =
>0
From the update of SGD we have that
s — 2| = [l — 2*|* = —2n(g (@0, &), 20 — ) + 07 llg(@e. &)
Taking the conditional expectation with respect to &;,...,&_1, we have that

Ef(g(zi, &), 2o — x7)] = (Vf(20), 20 — X7) > 61,

where in the inequality we used the fact that f is convex. Hence, summing over ¢t = 1

to T, we have

T T
1. 1
E Zﬁt5t] < §||9U — x| + 3 ZT}?HQ(%,&)Hz] :
=1 =1

From Lemma [B] and Lemma [I0, when € > 0 we have that

1 4daM
o 1/2-‘,—5

2 2

« 2c
Zmét] = —||w — x| + 4e32%€ * 51+2E(1 +InT)o”. (2.9)
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On the other hand, when € = 0 we have
2 2
J& — @*° + (1 + InT)o?
B (2.10)

( - 4a1i\2/[) Zntét] <
+a21n(\/5+2T02+2\/ME [\/ZD )

We can also lower bound the L.h.s. of (29) and (2.I0) with

N | —

(B [ ])

1/2+5 ?
1 1/2—¢ 1/2—¢
1 €
E ()7

E[AB]|P
where the second inequality is due to Holder’s inequality, i.e. E[B?] > E[[ Aq]j/Q’ with

T
K Z uny

t=1

> E [5rA] > (2.11)

_67

=1+e A= (77 )% and B = [nTA]%. We also have

1
q

1 T-1 /24
Lo (5 Detmcor

t=1

QI*—‘

71 Yote
<5+QZ (IVf () (wt>€t)||2+||vf($t)||2)>

t=1

T-1 1/2+€
( 22 |V f(2) ($t7§t>’|2+2M5t)) ,

=1

where in the first inequality we used the elementary inequality ||z +y||* < 2||z|*+
2||y||* and Lemma [ in the second one.
Define

1

——r (e — 2 +
A e

v = (1+1nT) )+ K,

where K will be defined in the following for the case ¢ = 0 and ¢ > 0.
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When € > 0, we have

1/2—¢

L (B[A¥ ) < otE <i o
/2—¢€ -
'ym i
-1 )
<E|(B+2) (IVf(x:) — g, &) + 2M0,)) /2_6]

t=1

T-1 1/2—e T_1 N\ Ye—e
<E <5+2Z||Vf(mt) —g(a:t,st)||2> +E (4MZ@>
t=1

< (B+2(T =1)0%) "™ + (4M)~E [AV*] (2.12)

o2
25625
dalM N
(1_ [31/2+5 )

where in the third inequality we used Lemma 8 and we define K =

Proceeding in the same way, for the case € = 0 we get

(E [\/ZD2 < (A+BE [\/ZD X (0+D1n <A+BE [\/Z]))

x1—x*||2+4a? nT)o?
where A = /5 +2T02% B = 2VM, D = @ and ¢ = 2z 201”5(1%%?1 D)o”
Using Lemma [7], we have that

E|VA| < 32B°D? + 2BC + 8B?DVC + g .
We use this upper bound in the logarithmic term, so that for e > 0, we have (2.12)

again, this time with K = DIn(24 + 32B'D?* 4+ 2B*C + 8B*Dv/C) = O(24%&r).
VB

Hence, we proceed using Lemma [6] to have for € > 0

1/24¢

E [A77¢] < max <21/2€(4M)1/2+57, 2/2reyteme (B 2T02)1/4_62) . (2.13)
Using Jensen’s inequality on the 1L.h.s. of last inequality concludes the proof. [

2.5.2 Adaptive Convergence for Non-Convex Functions

We now prove that the Delayed AdaGrad stepsizes in (2.I]) allow a faster convergence
of the gradients to zero when the noise over the gradients is small.

Given that SGD is not a descent method, we are not aware of any result of conver-
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gence with an explicit rate for the last iterate for non-convex functions. Hence, here
we will prove a convergence guarantee for the best iterate over T iterations rather than
for the last one. Note that choosing a random stopping time as in |(Ghadimi and Lan
[2013] would be equivalent in expectation to choose the best iterate. For simplicity,
we choose to state the theorem for the best iterate.

Theorem 4. Suppose that f is M-smooth and the stochastic gradients satisfy As-
sumption [A1l Let the stepsizes set as (2.1, where a, § > 0, € € (0, %), and 2aM <
S%JFE. Then, the iterates of SGD satisfy the following bound

1<t<T

. 1—2 1 & 1 2 1/4_52 1
E | min ||V ()| | < oy max 202009, 275 (84 2T0%) 70 40 )

O jf‘jﬁf) fore=0
VB

where v =
" O 1+o¢2(%+02 InT)

fore>0.

Remark. Using Markov’s inequality it’s easy to get that, with probability at least
1—-4,

1 1 1/2+e
min ||V f(z;)||* < ——— max (21/2+Efy1/2e , 272 (B + 2T0'2)1/2+6’)/) . (2.14)
1<t<T 5WT

This theorem mirrors Theorem 3], proving again a convergence rate that is adaptive
to the noise level. Hence, the same observations on adaptation to the noise level and
convergence hold here as well. The main difference w.r.t. Theorem [3 is that here we
only prove that the gradients are converging to zero rather than the suboptimality
gap, because we do not assume convexity.

Note that such bounds were already known with an oracle tuning of the stepsizes,
in particular with the knowledge of the variance of the noise, see, e.g.,|Ghadimi and Lan
[2013]. In fact, the required stepsize in the deterministic case must be constant, while

it has to be of the order of O(UL\/Z) in the stochastic case. However, here we obtain the
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same behavior automatically, without having to estimate the variance of the noise,
thanks to the adaptive stepsizes. This shows for the first time a clear advantage of

the global generalized AdaGrad stepsizes over plain SGD.

Proof of Theorem[J]. For simplicity, denote by A := 31 ||V f(x,)||%.

From Lemma M, we have

T

STEmV (@) < fla) - 1+ %E

t=1

T
Zn?llg(wt,&)IIQ] .
t=1

Using Lemma [0, we can upper bound the expected sum in the r.h.s. of the last

inequality. When € > 0, we have

T
1 9 . oM 2a%02M
<71 — ;1%) E ;mllw(mt)n ] < flz) = f+ 1 T (1+InT) .
(2.15)
When € = 0, we have
1 T
(—1 - _M> E Zmnvm»uz]
VB t=1
T
< fl@i) — f*+ Mo’ In | /B +2T0% + V2E | | > nel| V£ ()2
t=1
+ —2045M(1 + 1I1T)O‘2 . (2.16)

With similar methods in the proof of Theorem [, we lower bound the Lh.s. of

both (ZI5) and (2.16) with

(E[a" )7

1/2+e :

(IE {(%)%ZDW

Yo mlV @)

t=1

E > EnrA] =E [nrA] >

We also have

31



11 - v
_ 2
—T - (ﬁ + Z g (s, &)l )

t=1

1 T-1 Yate
< <5+22 IV f (@) — g(z:, &)I1° + ||Vf(wt)!|2)> :
t=1
Define
1 . 20°M
= g (V= ) o

where K will be defined separately for the case e = 0 and € > 0.
When € > 0, we have

1/24¢

(B [a7]) " < ay <E {(i)%ZD tame

nr

T-1 2
<5 <B+QZHVf x;) wt,gt)Hz)
=1

(2.17)

/2+e
T—1 1/2—6 1/2 €
v | (S rostert
t=1
1 o
<7 ((8+210%) " 4 2B [AV])
O[M
where in this case we define K = % Proceeding in the same way, when € = 0,
- 1/2+€

we have

(E [\/Z])z < <A+BE [\/ZD x (C+D1n <A+BE [ﬂ]))

where A = /3 +2T02, B=+/2, D = 1“%M, O = BU@)=") +23](V}+lnT)

aB(1-230)
Using Lemma [7, we have that
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E [\/Z} < 32B3D? + 2BC + 8B2DVC + g .

Similar with Theorem Bl we use this upper bound in the logarithmic term so that
for € > 0, we have (2I7) again, this time with K = D1In(2A + 32B*D? + 2B*C +
8B3DVC) = 0(%).

Hence, we proceed using Lemma [6] to have for € > 0

1/24¢ e
E [A1/2—e:| S max (21/?67’ 21/2-4-5 (5 4 2T0'2)1/4 2 71/2—6) )

Lower bounding E [A"27¢] by T"2~E [mini<,<r |V f(x;)||*~*], we have the stated
bound.
U

2.6 A High Probability Analysis for SGD with Momentum

In the previous sections, we presented the convergence rates in expectation. Indeed,
the classic analysis of convergence for SGD in the nonconvex setting uses analysis in
expectation. However, expectation bounds do not rule out extremely bad outcomes.
As pointed out by [Harvey et all [2019al, it is a misconception that for the algorithms
who have expectation bounds it is enough to pick the best of several independent runs
to have a high probability guarantee: It can actually be a computational inefficient
procedure. Moreover, in practical applications like deep learning, it is often the case
that only one run of the algorithm is used since the training process may take a
long time. Hence, it is essential to get high probability bounds that guarantee the
performance of the algorithm on single runs.

In this section, we overcome this problem by proving a high probability analysis

of SGD with momentum and adaptive learning rates.
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2.6.1 A General Analysis for Algorithms with Momentum

We consider a generic stochastic optimization algorithm with Polyak’s momen-
tum |[Polyak, [1964, (Qian, 1999, [Sutskever et al), 2013], also known as the Heavy-ball

algorithm or classic momentum, see Algorithm Il

Algorithm 1 Algorithms with Momentum

. Input: my =0, {n,},,0<pu<1,z, €R?
cfort=1,...,7T do

Get stochastic gradient g, = g(xy, &)

my = pmy_1 + 1,9,

L1 = L — MYy
end for

@ gy

Two forms of momentum, but not equivalent. First, we want to point out that
there two forms of Heavyball algorithms are possible. The first one is in Algorithm [I]

while the second one is

my = umy_1 + gy, (2 18)

L1 = Ty — N

This second is used in many practical implementations, see, for example, Py-
Torch |Paszke et all, 2019|. It would seem that there is no reason to prefer one over
the other. However, here we argue that the classic form of momentum is the right
one if we want to use adaptive learning rates. To see why, let’s unroll the updates in

both cases. Using the update in Algorithm [Il we have
Tip1 = Ty — MGy — IMy1Gey — o191z - -
while using the update in (2I8), we have

Lyl = L — TGy — UG 1 — /~L277t9t—2 S
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In words, in the first case the update is composed of a sum of weighted gradients,
each one multiplied by a learning rate we decided in the past. On the other hand, in
the update (2.I8)) the update is composed of a sum of weighted gradients, each one
multiplied by the current learning rate. From the analysis point of view, the second
update destroys the independence between the past and the future, introducing a
dependency that breaks our analysis, unless we introduce very strict conditions on
the gradients. On the other hand, the update in Algorithm [Iallows us to carry out the
analysis because each learning rate was chosen only with the knowledge of the past.
Note that this is a known problem in adaptive algorithms: the lack of independence
between past and present is exactly the reason why Adam fails to converge on simple
1d convex problems, see for example the discussion in [Savarese et al. [2019].

It is interesting to note that usually people argue that these two types of updates
for momentum are usually considered equivalent. This seems indeed true only if the

learning rates are not adaptive.

Assumptions on learning rates Note that in the pseudo-code we do not specify
the learning rates 1, € R% In fact, our analysis covers the case of generic learning
rates and adaptive ones too. We only need the following assumptions on the stepsizes
7y

Assumption C1. 7, is non-increasing, i.e., 1, < 1,, Vt.

Assumption C2. n, is independent with &;.

The first assumption is very common |e.g., [Duchi et al., 2011, Reddi et al., 2018,
Chen et al., 2019, Zhou et all, 2018]. Indeed, AdaGrad has the non-increasing step
sizes by the definition. Also, Reddi et all[2018] has claimed that the main issue of the
divergences of Adam and RMSProp lies in the positive definiteness of 1/n, —1/n,_;.

The need for the second assumption is technical and shared by similar analysis

[Savarese et al., 2019].
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High probability guarantee Adaptive learning rates and in general learning rates
that are decided using previous gradients become stochastic variables. This makes the
high probability analysis more complex. Hence, we use a new concentration inequality
for martingales in which the variance is treated as a random variable, rather than a
deterministic quantity. We use this concentration in the proof of Lemma Our
proof, in the Appendix, merges ideas from the related results in [Beygelzimer et al.
[2011, Theorem 1| and [Lan et al! [2012, Lemma 2|. A similar result has also been
shown by lJin et al! [2019, Lemma 6]. The following general lemma allows to analyze

these kinds of algorithms. We will then instantiate it for Delayed AdaGrad stepsize.

Lemma 11. Assume that Zy, Zs, ..., Z7 is a martingale difference sequence with re-
spect to &1,&s, ..., Ep and By [exp(Z2/0?)] < exp(1) for all 1 <t < T, where oy is a
sequence of random variables with respect to £, &, ..., &—1. Then, for any fixed A > 0
and 0 € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — J, we have

T T
Y Z <IN o+
t=1 t=1

In

| =

>~ w
>| =

Proof of Lemmal[11. Set Zt = Z;/0y. By the assumptions of Z; and oy, we have

1 .
E[Z)=~E[Z]=0 and E, [exp (Zf)} < exp(1) .
Ot
By Jensen’s inequality, it follows that for any ¢ € [0, 1],

B, [oxp (c22)] = [(e0 ()] < (B [ox0 (2)]) < evte). (219)

Also it can be verified that exp(x) < x+ exp(92?/16) for all z, hence for |x| € [0, 4/3]

we get
E, [exp (FLZH < E, [exp (9&223/16” < exp (9x7/16) < exp (3°/4) .  (2.20)

where in the second inequality, we used ([2.19). Besides, kx < 3k?/8 + 227/3 holds
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for any k£ and x. Hence for |x| > 4/3, we get

E, [exp <I€Zt>] < exp (3x%/8) E; [exp (223/3)} < exp (3k°/8 4+ 2/3) < exp (3x%/4),

(2.21)
where in the second inequality we used (ZI9). Combining (2.20) and (Z21)), we get
VK,

E, [exp </€Zt>] < exp (3/{2/4) : (2.22)

Note that the above analysis for (2.22) still hold when & is a random variable with
respect to &1, &, ..., & 1. So for Z;, we have E; [exp (AZ;)] < exp (3N\%02/4), X > 0.

Define the random variables Yy = 1 and Y; = Y;_jexp (AZ; — 3\%¢2/4), 1<t <
T. So, we have E,Y; =Y, jexp (—3\%c%/4) - E; [exp (AZ;)] < Y;_;. Now, taking full
expectation over all variables &1, &, ..., &, we have

EYr <EYr, <---<EYo=1.

By Markov’s inequality, P (Yz > 1) < 4, and Yz = exp ()\ STz -2yl a§> ,

we have

which completes the proof. O

We can now present a general lemma, that allows to analyze SGD with momentum

with adaptive learning rates. We will then instantiate it for particular examples.

Lemma 12. Assume f is M-smooth and the stochasitc gradient is unbiased and
satisfies Assumption [A1. Also, suppose that the stepsizes satisfy Assumption [C1]
and [CQ. Then, for any § € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — &, the iterates of
Algorithm [1 satisfy

T _3 20— 4Ty 1 M(3 — 1) <
>t Vi) < AU S L@ - 1)+ P S Imgl
t=1 t=1
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Lemma [12] accomplishes the task of upper bounding the inner product
ST (n,Vf(x:), my). Then, it is easy to lower bound the Lh.s by S°1_ (0, Vf(2:)?)
using the assumption [CI] followed by the upper bound of Zle |m:9,]]* based on the
setting of n,.

To prove Lemma [12] we first need the following technical Lemma.

Lemma 13. V1 > 1, it holds

t T T T T
atzlbizzlthai and Zat b, = thai.
i= t=

1=t t=1 =0 t i=t+1

t—1

!
-

-

Il
=)

Proof. We prove these equalities by induction. When T = 1, they obviously hold.
Now, for k < T, assume that 3% a, 520 b, = S2F b, 5%, a;. Then, we have

k+1 t k+1

Zatzbi—zatzb +ak+lzb —thzaz+ak+lzb + apy1br41
i=1 = =

k+1 k+1 k+1

= Z by Z a; + Qpq1bppr = Z by Z a; .
i= t=1 i=t

Hence, by induction, the equality is proved.
Similarly, for second equality assume that for & < T" we have Zle ay Zf;é by =
k=1 Sk
1=0 Dt Dimiy1 Gi-

Then, we have

k+1 =1 kooot—1
ay b= Z%Zb +ak+1Zb —th Z az+ak+1Zb + g1 b
t=1 =0 =1 =0 i=t+1
—1  k+1 k+1
= bt Z a; + ak+1bk = th Z a; .
t=0  i=t+1 =0 i=t+1
By induction, we finish the proof. O

Now we can proof Lemma [12L

Proof of Lemmal[I2. By the smoothness of f and the definition of x;,;, we have

flan) = f(@) < (9 (@), me) + 3l (223)
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We now upper bound —(V f(x;), m.).

—(Vf(z), my)

=V f (@), 1) — (V f(@1), m094)

— UV f(@-1), mi1) — p{V f (@) = Vf(@i1), mu_1) — (V[ (1), 1:9,)
< =V f(@e-1), mu1) + pl|V (@) = V(@) [mel] — (V (), m,9:)
< —p{V f(®i1), my1) + pM|m o ||> = (V(21), m.9,),

where the second inequality is due to the smoothness of f. Hence, iterating the

inequality we have

—(Vf(e), mmy) < —p*(V (), my_s) + > M||lmy_o||* + pM |y |)?
— iV f(®i1), m-190-1) — (V (@), m,9y)

—1 t
<MY TP = TV (), 1) - O
i=1 i=1
Thus, denoting by €, = g, — V f(x;) and summing (2.23)) over ¢ from 1 to 7', we obtain

[ = f(x1) < f(®rs1) — f(21)

T t-1

MY Sl = 30 T ) ) +Z—||mt||2
tle 1 t=1 i=1 . t
MYy m)? - Z(nﬂf z)?) = 33 WUV (=), me)
t=1 i=1 t=1 t=1 i=1
T

Z lme” -

=1

By Lemma [13 we have

T 1
MY Y mlf? < ZHWH2

t=1 i=1

t—
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Also, by Lemma [13] we have

Tt T T
- Z Z PV (), mie) = — Z PV f (), mi€0) Z '
=1 i=1 =1 i=t
1 T
Z (V (@), me)(1—p" =) 2 Sp
g
We then upper bound Sr. Denote by L; := —1= ‘{T;H (Vf(xy),n€), and Ny =
T t+1
0P 7 f ()P0

Using the assumptions on the noise, for any 1 <t < T, we have

2

exp (Lﬁ) o (IIan(rvt)H Jed>(1

t
=&
= exXp (7 S eXp(l) .

We can also see that for any ¢, E,[L;] = —% S M::V f(x¢):E €] = 0. Thus,
from Lemma [I1] with probability at least 1 — §, any A > 0, we have

N

e[t

d 3 & 1
ST:ZLt < ZAZNH—

_ 31—

1.1
2 2
< WZIImW x)||"o” + )\lng
3A||m|| 1— iR Ll
S ;nt’vfwt Xll’lg
Finally, we upper bound Zthl |m,||?. From the convexity of || - ||?, we have

2
2 n:9;
et _ 1 —_ _
= o+ 1 )

1
< ,UHmt—le + m||77t9t||2 .
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Summing over ¢ from 1 to T, we have

T T 1 7
Do lml® < Z Il + 77— > lImgil?
t=1 =1 L

T-1

T
1
pullme||* + m Z 7.9:/1”

t=1 t=1

plmal® + — Z Im.9:11%,

IMH

where in the first equality we used my = 0. Reordering the terms, we have that

Z lm” < a—ur Z Im.g.11* -

2(1—p)?

Combining things together, and taking A = RIS

2o with probability at least

1 — 0, we have

. 11 M ,
f —f(-’lfl)éxlngﬂL;K? ) Il
3\ (1 — pT)20?
(1l )mw o)
= Al = e 1 Z O g, S V(i)
= 21— 1) s N9 277t> Lt

=1

Rearranging the terms, we get the stated bound.

2.6.2 SGD with Momentum with —- Learnlng Rates

As a warm-up, we now use Lemma [I2] to prove a high probability convergence guar-

antee for the simple case of deterministic learning rates of n,; = %

Theorem 5. Let T' the number of iterations of Algorithm[d. Assume f is M-smooth
and the stochastic gradient is unbiased and satisfies Assumption [A1l. Set step size

M as ;= 5,0 =1,....d, where ¢ < W‘iu). Then, for any § € (0,1), with
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probability at least 1 — 0, the iterates of Algorithm [l satisfy

o _ Alf(x) — ) 6(L—p")’0® 4B - p)eMo?inZEInT
min ||V f(x,
e Y. S R NG (1= VT

The proof of this Theorem Bl makes use of the following additional Lemma on the

tail of sub-gaussian noise.

Lemma 14. Assume [A1, then for any § € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — ¢, we
have

Te

2 27 1€
max g, = V£ (@)|* < o*In

Proof. By Markov’s inequality, for any A > 0,

P (max lg, = Vi (@)|? > A)

1<t<T

o Bl T 1))
_ 2
< exp (-é) B [eXp (maxlw ls. = V) )}
o o

= exp (—%) E Lrél%)% exp (Hgt — Zf(wz‘)HZ)}

T
< exp (—%) ZE {exp <||Vf(w;)2_ gt||2)} < exp (—% + 1) T. O
t=1

Now we prove Theorem [l

Proof of Theorem[3. With the fact that ||a + b||* < 2||a||* + 2]||b]|?, we have

!

T T
> llmgl’ = Zm lg.I* < Z 207 |V f(a)|® + Y 207llg, — Vf (@)
t=1

t=1 t=1

!

T
<> 2V f (@)l + max [lg, — VF(=)|* Y 25 -
t=1

= == =1

By Lemma [I4] Lemma [I2 and the union bound, we have that with probability at

42



least 1 — 4,

T 2M (3
S Iv sl < (1- 25821, )ZmHVf ()
t=1

23 — p)*Mo*InZeIn T

<2(f(=) — 1) + -5
3c¢(1 —puh)?0? 1
+ —(1 Ene In 5

Rearranging the terms and lower bounding "1, |V f(2:)||* by
T miny<;<7 ||V f(2)||?, we have the stated bound. O

2.6.3 Delayed AdaGrad with Momentum

Now, we are going to prove the convergence rate of Delayed AdaGrad with momentum.

Recall that the step sizes are defined as 1, = (1:)j=1

(0% .
Nej = ,7=1,...,d, (2.24)

5“'25 igzZJ

where «, 3 > 0. Obviously, [2.24) satisfies Assumption and Hence, we are

able to apply Lemma [I2] to analyze this variant. Moreover, for Delayed AdaGrad, we

upper bound Zthl 1m,9,]]? with the following lemma, whose proof is in the Appendix.

Lemma 15. Assume [ is M-smooth and the stochasitc gradient is unbiased and
satisfies Assumption [A1l. Let n, set as in (2.24), where o, 3 > 0. Then, for any
6 € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — §, we have

4da o? 2Te 4«
Z 7.9,/ < n—+—7 Z<T’t7 Vf(x:)?)
t

2T o2 In 2Le 2
< 20dn \/“70; PRI
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Proof of Lemma[I3. First, we separate S, [|7,9,|* into two terms:

T T T
S lmgd? =D Ineagl* +> i —ni.gi)
t=1 t=1 t=1

Then, we proceed

M- Mgl =YY (0 — )90

t=1 7

Djﬂ

d T

< 22 max nt,igfl Z(mz 77t+1,z')

=1 = = t=1

<2 g . max ny;g>,
> - i 1<t<T nt,lgt,z
1=

d

<4Z7712 max mz(gm—vf T); +4Znuz7lmvf ;)

1<t<T

< 427712 max |g7; — V f(z,)]] +4vaz~Zm,Nf(wt)?
i=1 i

4do?

— B 1<e<T

lg, -V f)|* + = Z (n,, Vf(x)?) . (225)

Using Lemma [I4] on (2.25]), for 6 € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — 5, we have

T

dda’c? . 2Te  4da

Z t+1> g;) < 3 In 5 + —Z (1, Vf()?) . (2.26)
=1
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We now upper bound 31, [|17,,19:]|*:

T
agtl
;H’mﬂgt!l Zzﬂ-l—z 19”

=1 t=1

<Zoz In (ﬁ—i—zgtz)
1 tdl
§a2dln<5 EZ g)

T
1
=20%dIn | |5 += [l

&.IL\D

2T
< %2dIn \/ﬁ + 2 max |lg, — V()2 +

d 1<t<T

T
>Vl
(2.27)

where in the first inequality we used Lemma [3 and in the second inequality we used

, . . . . .- 5
Jensen’s inequality. Then using Lemma [I4l on (2.27)), with probability at least 1 — g
we have

T T
2To%  2Te 2
Z H77t+19t||2 < 2a*dIn \/ﬁ + d In 5 + a Z IV f (@)

Putting things together, we have the stated bound. O

We now present the convergence guarantee for Delayed AdaGrad with momentum.

Theorem 6 (Delayed AdaGrad with Momentum). Under the same assumptions in

Lemmalld. Letn, set as in ([2.24), where o, f > 0 and 4a < \2FM((11+AL Then, for any

d € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — §, the iterates of Algorithm[1l satisfy

min, [V ()| < 7 max (4C<T> S0 fos - are mg) |

1<t<T T o?
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where C(T) =0 | = + d<a+02 Cxln%r%))

1—p

Adaptivity to noise Observe that when o = 0, the convergence rate recovers the
rate of Gradient Descent if O(#) with a constant learning rate. On the other hand, in
the noisy case, it matches the rate of SGD O(%) with the optimal worst-case learning
rate of O(a%/i) In other words, with a unique learning rate, we recover two different
optimal convergence rates that require two different learning rates and the knowledge
of 0. This adaptivity of Delayed AdaGrad was already proved in [Li and Orabona

[2019], but only in expectation and without a momentum term.

Dependency on ;1 Observe that the convergence upper bound increases over p €
(0,1) and the optimal upper bound is achieved when taking the momentum parameter
4 = 0. In words, the algorithms without momentums have the best theoretical results.
This is a known caveat for this kind of analysis and a similar behavior w.r.t. pu is

present, e.g., in|Zou et all [2018, Theorem 1] for algorithms with Polyak’s momentum.

Proof of Theorem[d. By Lemma [I2]and Lemma [I5] for § € (0, 1), with probability at

least 1 — %5 , we have

T
<1 W)Z%Wwﬁ
t=1

VB(1
2 2 201 T\2
< 2f(a) - f* )+M1(3_ M“) (K+4doé" m?’?) 3”’71|(|f_<1m2“ ) |

where K denotes 2a2dIn <\/ﬁ+ 200”1y 2Le 1 \/7\/Zt LIV £( a:t)H2) for concise-

ness.
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Rearranging the terms, we have

(1, V f(20)?)

] =

o+
Il

1

1 o M3 —p) 4da’c® . 3Te
SW[Q(f(wl)—f)jtﬁ(Kjt 3 In ;
VB(1-p)

Bl|mllo*(1 — pT)* | 3
n_
(1 —p)? 0

< (st - 1)+ 2H00 (5 ooy eyl !fz_(lu; ), 3

—p B 4
= C(T),
(2.28)
where in the second inequality we used 4o < \/_(( . Also, we have
T T
> V@)Y =D, Vi(x)?)
t=1 t=1
_ Z oS V(@)
=1 4/ B+ Zt 1 gm
d
=S 0 Y V()
B2, V@) 250 (g — Vi (@),
: a3, Vi (@)?

>

=1 \/ﬁ +2 Z?:l Z? L Vf(x)?+2 Zf 1 Z;[:l(gt,i — Vf(x))?
> a1V £ ()] .
\/5 +2 Zt IV E(@)]]? + 2T maxi<i<7 [|gy — V f(20) ]2

By Lemma [T4] with probability at least 1 — ¢, we have

T T
S v < S \lﬂ P2 V@ + 2ot T (229)
t=1

t=1
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RHS of [229)

C(T) \/ 3Te a
< 7 P 2
<= x| y/B+2To?n =+ QEHVJ‘(:Q)H
T T
<|C+DIn [A+B D IV @) || x [ A+B|D IVl |, (2.30)

t=1 t=1

where A = \/5+2T0-2 In 3Le 3Te B \/_ C = 4(f(w1 )+ 8M (3— M)daa In 3Te

B(1—p) 5
—l—?’d(ﬁl(l# In2 and D = % Using Lemma [7, we have that
d A
> IV f(z)||? < 32B°D* + 2BC +8B°DVC + 5 - (2.31)

t=1

We use this upper bound in the logarithmic term of (2.30). Thus, we have (2.29)

again, this time with
C(T) = C 4+ DIn(2A + 32B'D? + 2B*C + 8B*DV/C)

1 d<a+a2 (aln%—l—%))
=0 | —+

@ 1—pu

Solving (Z:30) by Lemma [ and lower bounding >/, |V f(,)||* by
T minj<i<7 ||V f(x:)]|?, we get the stated bound. O

2.7 Conclusion

This chapter provides convergence guarantees for SGD with Delayed AdaGrad step-
sizes, with and without momentum over smooth and (non)convex functions. We
believe these results have twofold importance. First, we go in the direction of closing
the gap between theory and practice for widely used optimization algorithms. Second,
our adaptive rates provide a possible explanation for the empirical success of these

kinds of algorithms in practical machine learning applications.
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Chapter 3

Exponential and Cosine Stepsize

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter, we look at the two simple to use and empirically successful step
size decay strategies, the exponential and the cosine step size (with and without
restarts) |Loshchilov and Hutter, 2017, He et al., 2019]. The exponential step size
is simply an exponential decaying step size. It is less discussed in the optimization
literature and it is also unclear who proposed it first, even if it has been known to
practitioners for a long time and already included in many deep learning software
libraries |e.g., |Abadi et all, 2015, [Paszke et al., [2019]. The cosine step size, which
anneals the step size following a cosine function, has exhibited great power in practice
but it does not have any theoretical justification.

We will use the following definition for the exponential step size

=1 (3.1)
and for cosine step sizes
t
= % (1 + cos %) , (3.2)

where 79 > 0 is the initial stepsize, a € (0, 1) is the decay rate.
For both these step size decay strategies, we prove for the first time a convergence
guarantee. Moreover, we show that they have (unsuspected!) adaptation properties.

Finally, our proofs reveal the hidden similarity between these two step sizes.
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Specifically, we show that in the case when the function satisfies the PL condi-

tion |[Polyak, 1963, Lojasiewicz, 1963, Karimi et all, 2016], both exponential step size

and cosine step size strategies automatically adapt to the level of noise of the stochas-
tic gradients. Without the PL condition, we show that SGD with either exponential
step sizes or cosine step sizes has an (almost) optimal convergence rate for smooth

non-convex functions.

3.2 Related Work

Exponential step size To the best of our knowledge, the exponential step size

has been incorporated in Tensorflow |[Abadi et all, 2015] and PyTorch |Paszke et al.,

2019], yet no convergence guarantee has ever been proved for it. The closest strategy

is the stagewise step decay, which corresponds to the discrete version of the expo-

nential step size we analyze. The stagewise step decay uses a piece-wise constant

step size strategy, where the step size is cut by a factor in each stage. [Yuan et all,

2019, |Ge et al., 2019, Davis et al., 2021, 2019]. The stagewise step decay approach

was first introduced in "G&ﬂiﬂ, 1977] and used in many convexr optimization prob-

lem [e.g., [Hazan and Kale, 2011), |Aybat et all, 2019, Kulunchakov and Mairal, 2019,

Ge et all, 2019]. Interestingly, |Ge et all [2019] also shows promising empirical re-

sults on non-convex functions, but instead of using their proposed decay strategy,
they use an exponentially decaying schedule, like the one we analyze here. The

only use of the stagewise step decay for non-convex functions we know are for shar

functions |Davis et al!, 2019] and weakly-quasi-convex functions [Yuan et al!, 2019].

However, they do not show any adaptation property and they still do not consider
the exponential step size but its discrete version. As far as we know, we prove the

first theoretical guarantee for the exponential step size.
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Cosine step decay Cosine step decay was originally presented in|Loshchilov and Hutter

[2017] with two tunable parameters. Later, He et al. [2019] proposed a simplified

version of it with one parameter. However, there is no theory for this strategy

though it is popularly used in the practical world |[Liu et al., 2018, [Zhang et al.,

2019¢, Lawen et al., 2019, Zhang et al., 2019b, (Ginsburg et al., 2019, |Cubuk et all,

2019, Zhao et al., 2020, [You et al., 2020, |Chen et all, 2020, |Grill et all, 2020]. As far

as we know, we prove the first theoretical guarantee for the cosine step decay and the
first ones to hypothesize and prove the adaptation properties of the cosine decay step

size.

SGD with the PL condition The PL condition was proposed by [Polyak [1963]

and [Lojasiewicz [1963]. It is the weakest assumption we know to prove linear rates

on non-convex functions. For SGD, [Karimi et al. [2016] proved the rate of O (1/u?T)

for polynomial step sizes assuming Lipschitz and smooth functions, where p is the PL
constant. Note that the Lipschitz assumption hides the dependency of convergence
and step sizes from the noise. It turns out that the Lipschitz assumption is not

necessary to achieve the same rate. Considering functions with finite-sum structure,

Reddi et all [2016], [Lei et all [2017] and [Li et al. [2020] proved improved rates for

variance reduction methods. The convergence rate that we show for the exponential

step size is new in the literature on the minimization of PL functions. Concurrently

with our work, [Khaled and Richtarik [2020] obtained the same convergence result

with the PL condition for SGD with a stepsize that is constant in the first half and

then decreases polynomially.

3.3 Assumptions

As in the previous chapter, we consider to minimize a smooth function f. Sometimes,

we will also assume the function f satisfies
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Assumption B. f satisfies the p-PL condition, that is, for some > 0, 1{|V f(z)|* >
In words, the gradient grows at least as the square root of the sub-optimality.

We will make the following assumption on the variance of the noise.
Assumption A2. Fort =1,2,...,T, we assume Ey[||g,—V f(z:)||*] < a||Vf(z:)||*+
b, where a,b > 0.

This assumption on the noise is strictly weaker than the common assumption of as-
suming a bounded variance, i.e., E;[||g,—V f(z:)||?] < ¢%. Indeed, it recovers the bounded
variance case with a = 0 while also allowing for the variance to grow unboundedly far
from the optimum when a > 0. This is indeed the case when the optimal solution has
low training error and the stochastic gradients are generated by mini-batches. This
relaxed assumption on the noise was first used by Bertsekas and Tsitsiklid [1996] in
the analysis of the asymptotic convergence of SGD.

It is worth stressing that non-convex functions are not characterized by a particu-
lar property, but rather from the lack of a specific property: convexity. In this sense,
trying to carry out any meaningful analyses on the entire class of non-convex func-
tions is hopeless. So, the assumptions we use balance the trade-off of approximately
model many interesting machine learning problems while allowing to restrict the class
of non-convex functions on particular subsets where we can underline interesting be-
haviours.

More in detail, the smoothness assumption is considered “weak” and ubiquitous
in analyses of optimization algorithms in the non-convex setting. In many neural
networks, it is only approximately true because RelLUs activation functions are non-
smooth. However, if the number of training points is large enough, it is a good
approximation of the loss landscape.

On the other hand, the PL condition (Assumption[Bl) is often considered a “strong”

condition. However, it was formally proved to hold locally in deep neural networks
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in [Allen-Zhu et all [2019]. Furthermore, Kleinberg et al! [2018] empirically observed
that the loss surface of neural networks has good one-point convexity properties,
and thus locally satisfies the PL condition. Of course, in our theorems we only
need it to hold along the optimization path and not over the entire space, as also
pointed out in [Karimi et all [2016]. So, while being strong, it actually models the
cases we are interested in. Moreover, dictionary learning |Arora et all, [2015], phase
retrieval |[Chen and Candes, [2015], and matrix completion [Sun and Luo, 2016], all
satisfy the one-point convexity locally [Zhu, 2018|, and in turn they all satisfy the PL

condition locally.

3.4 Convergence and Adaptivity of Cosine and Exponential

Step Sizes

Here, we present the guarantees of the exponential step size and the cosine step size

and their adaptivity property.

3.4.1 Noise and Step Sizes

For the stochastic optimization of smooth functions, the noise plays a crucial role in
setting the optimal step sizes: To achieve the best performance, we need two completely
different step size decay schemes in the noisy and noiseless case. In particular, if the
PL condition holds, in the noise-free case a constant step size is used to get a linear rate
(i.e., exponential convergence), while in the noisy case the best rate O(1/7') is given
by time-varying step sizes O(1/(ut)) |Karimi et all, [2016]. Similarly, without the PL
condition, we still need a constant step size in the noise-free case for the optimal
rate whereas a O(1/v/t) step size is required in the noisy case |Ghadimi and Lan),
2013|. Using a constant step size in noisy cases is of course possible, but the best
guarantee we know is converging towards a neighborhood of the critical point or the

optimum, instead of the exact convergence let alone the adaptivity to the noise, as
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shown in Theorem 2.1 of |[Ghadimi and Lan|, 2013] and Theorem 4 of |[Karimi et all,
2016]. Moreover, if the noise decreases over the course of the optimization, we should
change the step size as well. Unfortunately, noise levels are rarely known or measured.
On the other hand, an optimization algorithm adaptive to noise would always get the
best performance without changing its hyperparameters.

This means that for each noise level, namely mini-batch size in the finite-sum
scenario, we need to tune a different step size decay to obtain the best performance.
This process is notoriously tedious and time-consuming.

Another choice is the stagewise step decay. For example, |Ge et all [2019] propose
to start from a constant step size and cut it by a fixed factor every O(InT') steps,
decaying roughly to O (1/T') after T iterations. However, in practice, deciding when
to cut the step size becomes a series of hyperparameters to tune, making this strategy
difficult to use in real-world applications.

We show that the above problems can be solved by using the exponential step
sizes In the following, we will show that exponential and cosine step sizes achieve
exactly this adaptation to noise. It is worth reminding the reader that any polynomial
decay of the step size does not give us this adaptation. So, let’s gain some intuition
on why this should happen with these two step sizes. In the early stage of the
optimization process, we can expect that the disturbance due to the noise is relatively
small compared to how far we are from the optimal solution. Accordingly, at this
phase, a near-constant step size should be used. More precisely, the proofs shows
that to achieve a linear rate we need 3. 7, = Q(T) or even S./_ 1, = Q(T/InT).
This is exactly what happens with (B3.)) and (3:2]). On the other hand, when the
iterate is close to the optimal solution, we have to decrease the step size to fight with
the effects of the noise. In this stage, the exponential step size goes to 0 as O (1/T),

which is the optimal step size used in the noisy case. Meanwhile, the last ¢th cosine
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step size is ny_; = 2 (1 — cos ) = npsin® 2%, which amounts O(1/7?) when i is much
smaller than 7T'.

Hence, the analysis shows that (3.I]) and (3.2]) are surprisingly similar, smoothly
varying from the near-constant behavior at the start and decreasing with a similar
pattern towards the end, and both will be adaptive to the noise level. Particularly,
the exponential step size is emulating the transition between the optimal constant one

at the beginning and optimal decreasing one towards the end in a smooth continuous

way. Next, we formalize these intuitions in convergence rates.

3.4.2 Convergence Guarantees

In this section, we will prove the convergence guarantees for these two step sizes. We
will first consider the case where the function is smooth and satisfies the PL condition.
Before we introduce the convergence rates for these two, let’s take a look at what are
the known rates under the same condition.

Karimi et all [2016] proved that SGD with an appropriate step size will give a
O(1/T) convergence for Lipschitz and PL functions. However, it is easy to see that
the Lipschitz assumption can be substituted by the smoothness one and obtain a rate
that depends on the variance of the noise. Even if this is a straightforward result, we

could not find it anywhere so we report here our proof.

Theorem 7. Assume f is L-smooth and satisfies u-PL condition. Set the step sizes

as n; = min <—L(11+a)’ —Mét:fy ) Then, SGD guarantees
LX(1+a)b 2L L2(1 + a)? po\
— < b — f* 1—
fl®r) — f7 < 2T + 2T + (f(x1) — f7) T ( I a)

Proof. For simplicity, denote Ef(x;) — f* by A,. With the same analysis as in The-

orem [§, we have

L
Aper < (1 — pmy) Ay + 57735 -
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Denote by t* = min {t : 2fi1 < L(Hﬂa)_“}. When ¢t < t*, 1, = m and we obtain

I b
<(1-—F— — .
Bep1 < (1 L1+ a)) At 2L(1 + a)?

Thus, by Lemma [I7, we get

tr—1 t* t*—i
p b p
Ap < (1-—E— A+ —— 1——
t-( L(1+a)) 1+2L(1+a)2i:0< L(1+a))
v\ b
<(1-—F—) A+ ——— .
—< L(1+a)) " 2u(1 4 a)

Instead, when t > t*, n, = %, we have

t2 L(2t +1)?
Ay < —— ———b.
e R A VT b

Multiplying both sides by (¢ 4+ 1)? and denoting by §; = t?A;, we get

L(2t 4 1)? 2L

< —  ~ p < i
Oun <0t o oyl S0t gh

Summing over ¢ from ¢* to T', we have

2L(T —t*
(5T+1 S 615* + %b .
L
Then, we finally get
2 o\ *2b 2L(T — t*)
Argi < —=(1—-———] A b
™= ( L(1+ a)) ' 2u(1 + a)1? * pu1r?
2 2 Llte) 2
SL(1+a) LM AleL(1+a)b+2L .
w212 L(1+a) 23T 2T

Now, we prove the convergence rates for these two stepsizes.

Theorem 8 (SGD with exponential step size). Assume f is L-smooth and satisfies ji-
PL condition. Suppose that the variance of the noise on stochastic gradients satisfies
Assumption[A. For a given T > max{3, 8} and ny = (L(1 + a))™', with step size
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Bd), SGD guarantees

. _5LC(p)In* % 0.60u [ T X
Ef(xrii) — [ < 2 T b+ C(B) exp “T1a @ (f(x1) = f7),

where C(8) = exp ((2uB)/(L(1 + a) InT/B)).

Choice of 3 Note that if 8 = L(1 + a)/u, we get

T bln* LT
Ef@rn) =<0 <eXp <_L’ia <1n£)> ter ) ‘
L

In words, this means that we are basically free to choose 3, but will pay an exponential

factor in the mismatch between § and 5, which is basically the condition number for
PL functions. This has to be expected because it also happens in the easier case of

stochastic optimization of strongly convex functions [Bach and Moulines, 2011].

Theorem 9 (SGD with cosine step size). Assume f is L-smooth and satisfies p-PL
condition. Suppose that the variance of the noise on stochastic gradients satisfies
Assumption [A2. For a given T and ny = (L(1 + a))™', with step size (3.2)), SGD

guarantees

Bf )~ £ < op (~ 4o ) () = )

e () (Y
32(1+a)T* w 0 ’

The original cosine stepsize was proposed with a restarting strategy, yet it has been

commonly used without restarting and achieves good results [e.g.,|[Loshchilov_and Hutter,
2017, \Gastaldi, 2017, Zoph et _all, 2018, He et al., 2019, [Cubuk et al., 2019, [Liu et all,
2018, Zhao et all, 2020, You et al., 2020, (Chen et all, 2020, (Grill et al., 2020]. Indeed,
the previous theorem has confirmed that the cosine stepsize alone is well worth study-
ing theoretically. Yet for completeness, we also cover the analysis in a restart scheme

for SGD with cosine stepsize in the PL condition as following. We obtain the same

57



convergence rate p and T as that in the case of no restarts under the PL condition.

Algorithm 2 SGD with Cosine Stepsize and Restarts

Input: Initial Step size 79, time increase factor r, initial point ;.
fort=0,...,ldo

Let T, = Ty’

fort=0,...,7;, —1do

Run SGD with cosine stepsize %> (1 + cos ff_”)

end for
end for

Theorem 10 (SGD with cosine step size and restart). Under the same assumptions
in Theorem[. For a given Ty, r > 1, T; = Tyr', T = Zi’:oTi’ andny = (L(14+a))™1,
Algorithm [2 guarantees (where O hides the log terms)

. A T—-1-1 1 1
Ef(zr) - f*<0O (exp (‘%) +0 <M4/3T4/3 + M5/3T2/3>)

Adaptivity to noise From the above theorems, we can see that both the expo-

nential step size and the cosine step size have a provable advantage over polynomial
ones: adaptivity to the noise. Indeed, when b = 0, namely there is only noise relative
to the distance from the optimum, they both guarantee a linear rate. Meanwhile,
if there is noise, using the same step size without any tuning, the exponential step
size recovers the rate of O (1/(*T')) while the cosine step size achieves the rate of
O(1/(u3T%)) (up to poly-logarithmic terms). In contrast, polynomial step sizes would
require two different settings—decaying vs constant—in the noisy vs no-noise situa-
tion |[Karimi et all, 2016]. It is worth stressing that the rate in Theorem [§ is one of
the first results in the literature on stochastic optimization of smooth PL functions

|[Khaled and Richtarik, 2020].

Optimality of the bounds As far as we know, it is unknown if the rate we obtain
for the optimization of non-convex smooth functions under the PL condition is optimal

or not. However, up to poly-logarithmic terms, Theorem [ matches at the same time
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the best-known rates for the noisy and deterministic cases |[Karimi et all, 2016]. We
would remind the reader that this rate is not comparable with the one for strongly
convex functions which is O(1/(u7T)). Meanwhile, cosine step size achieves a rate

slightly worse in 7" (but better in ;) under the same assumptions.

Convergence without the PL condition The PL condition tells us that all
stationary points are optimal points |[Karimi et all, [2016], which is not always true
for the parameter space in deep learning |Jin et all, 2017]. However, this condition
might still hold locally, for a considerable area around the local minimum. Indeed, as
we said, this is exactly what was proven for deep neural networks |Allen-Zhu et al.,
2019|. The previous theorems tell us that once we reach the area where the geometry
of the objective function satisfies the PL condition, we can get to the optimal point
with an almost linear rate, depending on the noise. Nevertheless, we still have to be
able to reach that region. Hence, in the following, we discuss the case where the PL
condition is not satisfied and show for both step sizes that they are still able to move
to a critical point at the optimal speed.

Theorem 11. Assume f is L-smooth and the variance of the noise on stochastic
gradients satisfies Assumption and ¢ > 1. SGD with step sizes (B.1]) with ny =
(cL(1 +a))™! guarantees

3Lc(a+1)InZ bT
E|V f(z)|? < B (flx) — ) + :
where T is a random iterate drawn from xi, ..., xr with PlZr = x| = Z;ﬁ o
i=1""

Theorem 12. Assume f is L-smooth and the variance of the noise on stochastic
gradients satisfies Assumption and ¢ > 1. SGD with step sizes (B.2) with ny =
(cL(1+a))™" guarantees

- 4Lc(a+ 1) 216T
E P =" - [
where T is a random iterate drawn from x1, ..., xr with Py = o] = <*

Z;TF:1 i ’
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If b # 0 in Assumption [A2] setting ¢ o v/T and § = O(1) would give the O(1/+/T)

rat and O(1/v/T) for the exponential and cosine step size respectively. Note that

the optimal rate in this setting is O(1/v/T). On the other hand, if b = 0, setting

¢ = 0(1) and B8 = O(1) yields a O(1/T) rate and O(1/T) for the exponential and

cosine step size respectively. It is worth noting that the condition b = 0 holds in many

practical scenarios [Vaswani et al), [2019]. Note that both guarantees are optimal up

to poly-logarithmic terms [Arjevani et all, [2019].

In the following, we present the proofs of these theorems. The proofs also show

the mathematical similarities between these two step sizes.

We first introduce some technical lemmas.

Lemma 16. Assume f is L-smooth and satisfies p-PL condition, and n; <

SGD guarantees

2
Ef(wen) ~ Ef (@) < —LE|Vf ()| + 722

Proof of Lemmallf. By the property of smooth functions, we have

L
f(@e1) < f@) = (V (@), mg,) + 577t2||9t||2 :
Taking expectation on both sides, we get

Ef(@1) — Ef(z) < — <m _ @

1 L
< — MBIV ()| + S

L
i) EIVS @l + ot

where in the last inequality we used the fact that n;, < m

1
L(14a) "

(3.3)

(3.4)

O

Lemma 17. Assume Xy, Ay, By > 0,k =1, ..., and X1 < Ap Xy + By, then we have

k k k
Xpp < JTAX+>° ] ABi -
=1

i=1 j=i+1

IThe O notations hides poly-logarithmic terms.
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Proof of LemmalI’Z When k£ =1, Xy < A;X; + B; satisfies. By induction, assume
X, <TIZAX + 30 H] 2+1A B;, and we have

k—1 k—1 k—1
Xpp1 < Ay (HAZ-XNLZ 11 AjBi> + B = HAX1 +Z H A;B; + Ay By

=1 i=1 j=i+1 =1 j=i+1

Lemma 18. For VT > 1, we have Zthl cos & = —1.
Proof of Lemma[I8. If T is odd, we have

d tm Tr N Rl T (T —-t)m ]
COS — = COS — COS — + COS ———— = COSTT = —
T T T T ’
t=1 t=1
where in the second inequality we used the fact that cos(m — z) = — cos(z) for any x.
If T" is even, we have
T T/2—1
t T T T—t
;cos ; = cos7 +cosﬁ + tz; Cos?+cos% =cosm=—1. [
Lemma 19. ForT > 3, a > 0.69 and i—; < 12—@
g
Proof of Lemma[19. We have
aT+l Oéﬁ 5 2B

I—a) T(l-a) T (1-exp (—4m%)) ST

where in the last inequality we used exp(—x) <1—3 for 0 <z < = and the fact that
11 ( ) < lnT < 1 O
Lemma 20. 1—x<1n( ) Yz > 0.

Proof of Lemma[20. Tt is enough to prove that f(x) := x — 1 —Inz > 0. Observe
that f’(z) is increasing and f’(1) = 0, hence, we have f(x) > f(1) = 0. O
Lemma 21. Let a,b > 0. Then
T
a a\e TI'(a+1
Zexp(—bt)t < 2exp(—a) (3) %

t=0
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Proof of LemmalZ]. Note that f(t) = exp(—bt)t” is increasing for ¢ € [0,a/b] and

decreasing for ¢ > a/b. Hence, we have

T la/b]—1
D exp(—bt)tt < > exp(—bt)t* + exp(—bla/b])a/b]* + exp(—b[a/b])[a/b]"

t=0

T
+ ) exp(—bt)t”
[a/b]+1
La/b) T
< 2exp(—a)(a/b)* + / exp(—bt)t*dt + / exp(—bt)t*dt

[a/b]

< 2exp(—a)(a/b)* + [ exp(—bt)t*dt

< 2exp(—a)(a/b)* + [ exp(—bt)t*dt

—_ 0\8 Ct~—n ©

= 2exp(—a)(a/b)* + WP(CL +1). O

Proof of Theorem[11l and Theorem [12. We observe that for exponential step sizes,

T 2

DS :
R+ 1)(1—a?)

t=1

and for cosine step sizes,

Summing ([B.3]) over ¢t = 1,...,T and dividing both sides by Zthl 1;, we get the stated
bound. 0

We can now prove both Theorem [§ and Theorem [9L.

Proof of Theorem[8 and Theorem[d. Denote Ef(x;)— f* by A;. From Lemma 16 and
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the PL condition, we get

L
A1 < (1= pm) Ay + 577352 : (3.5)

By Lemma 7 and 1 — = < exp(—z), we have

T
Ari1 < H L= pm) Ay + = Z H — ;)b (3.6)

t=1 i=t+1

Lb T T
< exp (—uZm) At > exp (—u > m) ;- (3.7)
t=1 t=1

1=t+1

We then show that both the exponential step size and the cosine step size satisfy
Zthl 1y = Q(T'), which guarantees a linear rate in the noiseless case.

For the cosine step size (3.2), we observe that

T T
T o tm no(T — 1)
t; N = + E Cos T 5 )

where in the last equality we used Lemma [I8.

Also, for the exponential step size (3], we can show

T _ T+1 2
S n= pp s T Uof
— 1—«o l—-a Ins

B
In E In E

where we used Lemma [19 in the first inequality and Lemma 20 in the second inequal-
ity.

Next, we upper bound Zthl exp (—,u ZiT:t 1 77,) n? for these two kinds of step
sizes respectively.
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For the exponential step size, by Lemma 19, we obtain

T T
> exp (—u > m) n
t=1

i=t+1

) T ottt — T
=T Z exp <_'W70ﬁ) o
t=1
T t+1
e

<) e (<12 o

t=1

T t+1 -2

e Hee 2t

< niC
= "o (ﬁ)tz (2L(1+a)(1 —a)) “

1
2 2 T 10L%(1 4+ a)?In* L
§4L(1+a)ziln2 AP (I+a) £}
e2u’T

where in the second inequality we used exp(—z) < (V )V Vx > 0,7 > 0.

For the cosine step size, using the fact that sinx > x for 0 <z < 7, we can
lower bound Zi:t 17 by

. h &
Z m= Z <1+cos?)

i=t+1 1=t+1

T] T—t—1 7;7'(' T] T—t—1
0 0 K
Z 5T 2 o 2!
S 770(T —t—1)°

S
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Then, we proceed

T-1
< o e _770Mt3
= 167" P\ e
=0
4 21\ 4/3 2\ 3
o 4\ (8T 672\ 3
< 9 2 (2= >
_16T4<6Xp< 3)(#) +(u ’
where in the third line we used cos(m — x) = —cos(z), in the forth line we used

1 — cos(2x) = 2sin?(x), and in the last inequality we applied Lemma 211
Putting things together, we get the stated bounds. O

Proof of Theorem[1l. Denote by S; = Z;:()Tj and S_; = 1. Given Theorem [9] it is

immediate to have Vi =0,...,[:

) 7T4b 87_,22 4/3 67’;2 g
Ef(zs,) - " < 321+ a)T} << K ) +< a ) )

1 1
<C —C. ,—rz -1 ) - )
=1 <N4/3Ti4/3 T N5/3Ti2/3> + exp( 2!“( )) (f(xsz ) f )

Repeatedly using the above inequality, we get

Ef(ws»—f*sclzHexp(—@u@—l))( L )

i=0 j=i+1 ,u4/3T2.4/3 MS/?’TZ-Z/S
+ exp (=Cou(S; — 1 — 1)) (f(21) — f*) .
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In the case of r = 1, T; = Ty, we have for any 7 that

l l
1 1
Z H eXp(_CZ,U(Tj - 1)) <M4/3T4/3 + ,U5/3T'2/3>

i=0 j=i+1

1 1
- + —Cou(Ty — 1)(1 —
<M4/3T04/3 M5/3T2/3) ZGXP 21(To V(I —1))

B 1 N 1 1 —exp(—=Cou(To — 1)1+ 1))
-\ T s L—exp(=Cop(To — 1))

In the case of r > 1, denote by A; = Hé _ip1 €xp(—Cou(T; — 1))%Tq,p,q > 0.

,l, AAZ' = exp(—Cou(Ti41 — 1))r? is decreasing over i. Denote by

For any 7 = 0

i* = min{i : 5

ZA <Ayt (- +1)-A<(I+1)- (A + 4)

l+1
( e @u(T—To—m), pg>0.

Note that T; =T - :ll(fl__ll) > 1T and | = O (InT). Then, the stated bound follows.
U

3.5 Conclusion

We have analyzed theoretically the exponential and cosine step size, two successful
step size decay schedules for the stochastic optimization of non-convex functions. We
have shown that, up to poly-logarithmic terms, both step sizes guarantee convergence
with the best-known rates for smooth non-convex functions. Moreover, in the case of
functions satisfying the PL condition, we have also proved that they are both adaptive

to the level of noise.
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Chapter 4

Last Iterate of Momentum Methods

4.1 Introduction

In this chapter, we consider SGDM with the following updates

T =T — ey, my = ey + (1 — By)g,, (4.1)

where 0 < 3, < 1.

Often an average is taken in the analysis of momentum, while in real world appli-
cations, most of the time only the last iterate is taken. Hence, we are interested in
the performance of the last iterate of SGDM. In particular, we study the convergence
of the last iterate of SGDM for unconstrained optimization of convex functions. Un-
fortunately, our first result is a negative one: We show that the last iterate of SGDM
can have a suboptimal convergence rate for any constant momentum setting.

Motivated by the above result, we analyze yet another variant of SGDM. We start
from the very recent observation |Defazia, 2020] that SGDM can be seen as a primal
averaging procedure |[Nesterov and Shikhman, 2015, Tao et al., 2018, (Cutkosky, [2019]
applied to the iterates of Online Mirror Descent (OMD) |Nemirovsky and Yudin,
1983, Warmuth and Jagota, 1997|. Based on this fact, we analyze SGDM algorithms
based on the Follow-the-Regularized-Leader (FTRL) framewor [Shalev-Shwartz,
2007, |Abernethy et all, 2008] and the primal averaging. The use of FTRL instead of

'FTRL is known in the offline optimization literature as Dual Averaging (DA) [Nesterov, 2009,
but in reality DA is a special case of FTRL when the functions are linearized.
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Table 4.1: Last iterate convergence of momentum methods in convex

setting
Algorithm Assumption Bound'c d | Requires Rate Reference
Domain T
Adaptive-HB Assumption Yes No ()(LT) Tao et al. [2021]
1
SHB-IMA Smooth + Assumption No Yes 0(77) Sebbouh et al. [2021]
No O(%)
Lipschitz/Smooth + ] | T .
AC-SA Assumption No Yes O(7) Ghadimi and Lan [2012]
FTRL-SGDM Assumption [A4] No No ()(%) Corollary [
Smooth + Assumption [A3], No No oT + %) Corollary

OMD removes the necessity of projections onto bounded domains, while the primal
averaging acts as a momentum term and guarantees the optimal convergence of the
last iterate. The resulting algorithm has an increasing momentum and shrinking

updates that precisely allow to avoid our lower bound.

4.2 Related Work

Lower bound [Harvey et al! [2019a] prove the tight convergence bound O(In T'/v/T)
of the last iterate of SGD for convex and Lipschitz functions. [Kidambi et al) [2018§]
provide a lower bound for the Heavy Ball method for least square regression problems.
To the best of our knowledge, there is no lower bound for the last iterate of SGDM

in the general convex setting.

Last iterate convergence of SGDM [Nesterov and Shikhman [2015] introduces
a quasi-monotone subgradient method, which uses double averaging based on Dual
Averaging, to achieve the optimal convergence of the last iterate for the convex and
Lipschitz functions. However, they just considered the batch case. This approach was
then rediscovered and extended by |Cutkosky [2019]. Our FTRL-based SGDM is a
generalization of the approach in Nesterov and Shikhman [2015] with generic regular-

izers and in the stochastic setting. [Tao et all [2018] extends Nesterov and Shikhman
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[2015]’s method to Mirror Descent, calling it stochastic primal averaging. They re-
cover the same bound for convex functions, again with a bounded domain assumption.
They also get the optimal bound for strongly convex functions and analyze them in
the stochastic and regularized setting. Defazia [2020] points out that the sequence
generated by the stochastic primal averaging [Tao et all, 2018] can be identical to
that of stochastic gradient descent with momentum for specific choices of the hyper-
parameters. Accordingly, they give a Lyapunov analysis in the nonconvex and smooth
case. Based on this work, lJelassi and Defazid [2020] introduce “Modernized dual aver-
aging method”, which is actually equal to the one by Nesterov and Shikhman [2015].
They also give a similar Lyapunov analysis as in [Defazio [2020] with specific choices
of hyper-parameters in the non-convex and smooth optimization setting. Recently,
Tao et _all [2021] propose the very same algorithm as in [Tao et al! [2018] and analyze
it as a modified Polyak’s Heavy-ball method (already pointed out by [Defazid [2020]).
They give an analysis in the convex cases and extend it to an adaptive version, ob-
taining in both cases an optimal convergence of the last iterate. However, they all

assume the use of projections onto bounded domains.

Last iterate convergence rate O(V}T) Ghadimi and Lan [2012] present the last
iterate of AC-SA [Nemirovski et al., 2009, [Lan, 2012] for convex functions in the
unconstrained setting, that in Euclidean case reduces to SGD with an increasing
Nesterov momentum, showing that it can achieve a convergence rate O(%) it the
number of iterations 7" is known in advance. |Sebbouh et all [2021] analyze Stochastic
Heavy Ball-Tterave Moving Average method (SHB-IMA), which is equal to Stochastic
Heavy Ball method (SHB) with a specific choice of hyper-parameters. They prove
a convergence rate for the last iterate of of O(ﬁ) it T is given in advance, and
is O(*2L) if T is unknown. lJain et al! [2021] conjecture that under the assumption

VT

that the stochastic gradients are bounded“for any-time algorithm (i.e., without apriori
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knowledge of T' ) expected error rate of L\/I%IT is information theoretically optimal”,

where D is the diameter of the bounded domain. This was already disproved by
the results in [Tao et al! [2021], but here we disprove it even in the more challenging

unconstrained setting.

4.3 Assumptions

We will use one or more of the following assumptions on the stochastic gradients g,.
Assumption A3. Bouned Variance: Ey||g, — V f(z)||* < 0%, o > 0.
Assumption A4. Bounded in expectation: E|g,||* < G*, G > 0.

Assumption A5. { bounded: ||g,|| < G, G > 0.

Assumption A6. /., bounded: ||g;llcc < Goo, Goo > 0.

4.4 Lower bound for SGDM

In this section, we show the surprising result that for SGD with any constant mo-
mentum, there exists a function for which the lower bound of the last iterate is
Q <log T/\/T) Our proof extends the one in Harvey et al! [2019a] to SGD with
momentum.

We consider SGDM with constant momentum factor 8 in (4.1l), where g, € 0f (x;)
and a polynomial stepsize n, =c-t7*,0 < a < %

For any fixed § and o and L > 0, we introduce the following function. Define f:

X — Rand h; € R fori € [T + 1] by

aj, 1§]<Z

f(w)zig[lTaﬁ}hiTw, hig=q-b;, i=j<T (4.2)

0, 1<) <T
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where b; = % and a; = S(LT(:f)l). We have that Of(x;) is the convex hull of

h; - i € I(x) where Z(x) = {i : hlx = f(x)}. Note that f is L-Lipschitz over R

since

T T

LA(1- B2~ 1 L7

Ihall? <3 a2 407 < T D S+ < 17 (4.3)
i=1 ;

Claim 1. For f defined in (£2), it satisfies that inf crr f(x) = 0.
Proof. First, since f(0) = 0, we have that inf,czr f(x) <0.

We continue to prove this claim by contradiction. Assume that there exists x* =
(%, 2%, ..., 2%] such that
f(x*) <0.

By the definition of f, it satisfies that
hlx* <0, Vie[T+1]. (4.4)

In particular, th:c* = —bix} < 0. Since that b, is positive, we know that x7 > 0.
Also, hlx* = ayx7 — byaly < 0. Due to the positiveness of a;, 2%, and by, x5 has to be
positive. Similarly, we have that for any z73, j € [T], x5 > 0.
Then, we have

T

hp o = Zajx; >0.

j=1
However, this is contradict with (£4)).
Thus, we conclude that inf,cpr f(x) = 0. O

Theorem 13 (Lower bound of SGDM). Fiz a polynomial stepsize sequence 1, =
c-t7, where 0 < a < %, a momentum factors f € [0,1), a Lipschitz constant L > 0
and a number of iterations T. Then, there exists a sequence z; generated by SGDM
with stepsizes 1n; and momentum factor  on the function f in (L2l), where the T-th
iterate satisfies

L*(1 - B)%cInT

flzr) — "= iTe

We stress that InT" cannot be cancelled by any setting of . Indeed, the above

lower bound can be instantiated by any § and any 7. Hence, for a given 3, there

exists T large enough such that In7" is constant-times bigger than ﬁ
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When § = 1, the algorithm is basically staying at the initial point. We can choose

arbitrary positive number C' > 0 and let z; = C, then
flzr)—f*>C, C>0.

We will use the following lemma in the proof.
Lemma 22. Forany 1 <j<t<T and 0 < a < %, we haveﬁzzzjﬂj% < %
Proof. First, we observe that

t
tl—a _ jl—a 1 t2—2o¢ _ j2—2a

| 1
2w S wlr e T T ey
el / x o «Q 7
1 (2= 20) () _ 2t )
~—1—a tl—a _|_j'1—a — to )

where in the second inequality we used the convexity of f(z) =2?72*,0 < o < 1.
1t 1
T—j+1 te = Ta-

Then, we claim

Let g(z) = % The derivative ¢'(z) = 1—(;71% is positive for all x > 0 and j > 0.

So it satisfies that tt;aj < E,;j , which implies the claim. O

Proof of Theorem[13. Define a sequence z, for t € [T'+ 1] as follows: z = 0, where s
is a positive number decided later, and

t

zip1 =20 — (1= B)ny Z B"h; (4.5)

i=1

We will show that z; are exactly the updates of SGDM and f(z7.1) > Q (I;—Z) We

will use the following two lemmas.
Lemma 23. Let b; = 2LTLZ; a; = %, and n; = c- j~%. z; is defined as in (LI).

Then, for 1 <t < j, z,; =0, and fort > j, z,; > L(i;f)c.

Proof of Lemma[23. We first prove by induction that when 1 <t < j, z,; = 0. First,
z1 = 0 Also, suppose it holds for t. Then, in the case of t + 1, for any j >t + 1,

t
Zt-‘rl,j = Zt,j - (1 - B)nt Z ﬁt_ihi’j = O — O — O’

i=1
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which implies ¢ < j, 2z ; = 0 holds. Next, we claim that z; satisfies
g > 2+ (1= Bbmj—a; > m, 1<j<t<T. (4.6)
We prove ([A.6) by induction. For any ¢, 2, satisfies (£.06) since

2ty = 2t — (1 - 5)7% Z ﬁt_ihi,t = —(1 - 6)77tht,t = (1 - 5)77tbt .

Then, suppose ([£6) holds for any j < t. We show that it holds for any j < t+1. We
already proved for j =t. For j < t,

t t
Rt+1,j = Rtg T (1 - B)Ut Zﬁt_ihm = Ztj — (1 - 5)7715 Zﬁt_ihi,j
i=1 i=j
t

= Zt,j + (1 - ﬁ)ntﬁt_jbj - (1 - ﬁ)nt Z 6t_ihi7j

i=j+1
t
> 25— (1= B)m Z By
i= j+1
> (1 ]nj a; Z Ne — ajnt Z ﬁt g
k=j+1 i=j+1
t
> (1= By —a; Y (4.7)
k=j+1

where in the second inequality we used the induction hypothesis.

Using that b; = 2Ta’ a; = 8(;1Ji1 and n; = G, we have

wy~ Mi=fe | LO-fe §~ 1 (48)

e ST 1) e e
By Lemma 22 in the Appendix, we have that for 0 < a < 3,
L(1—p)e LA —=P)c _ L(1-P)c
1]) > >
2T 47T - ATe 7
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and for a = 0,

LA —B)e LA=B)(t—j—Vec L =B
2 ST—j+1) - 4

A3) >

L(1-B)c L(1-B)c
4T Z 4T> u

Thus, we have 2, ; >

Lemma 24. f(z,) = hl'z, for any t € [T +1]. The subgradient oracle for f at z,

returns hy.

Proof of Lemma[Z]. We claim that h] z, = h] z, for all i > ¢t > 1 and h! 2z, > h] 2,
forall 1 <i<t.

When ¢ > t > 2, z,; is supported on the first £ — 1 coordinates, while h; and h;
agree on the first ¢ — 1 coordinates.

In the case of 1 < i < t, by the definition of z; and h;, we have

t—1 t—1

-1
2l (he—hi) =Y 2z (hy — hiy) Z i(hey = hij) = za(a; +b;) + szaj>0,

where in the last inequality we used the fact that a;, b, and z,; are at least non-

negative.
Thus, we have proved f(z;) = h!z; by the definition. Moreover, Z(z,) = {i :
hlz, = f(z,)} = {t,...,T +1}. So the subgradient evaluated at z; is h;. O

Now, we first get a lower bound and an upper bound of z; using Lemma 23] Then,
by Lemma [24] we have shown that z; are exactly the updates of SGDM.
Thus, for 5 € [0,1), we have

f(zri1) = W20 = Z hriij2ri1

Lz(l—ﬁ)%i 1 LX(1-p)%nT
AT T—j+1° AT ‘

>
j=1

4.5 FTRL-based SGDM

The lower bound for the last iterate in the previous Section motivates us to study a

different variant of SGDM. In particular, we aim to find a way to remove the InT’
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Algorithm 3 FTRL-based SGDM

1: Input: A sequence ai,...,ar, with «; > 0. Non-increasing sequence

Vi s Y1 Mo =0. T, € RL

2: fort=1,...,7T do

3:  Get g, at x; such that E, [g,] = V f(x:)
t—1
4 B = % (Define 329 a; = 0)
)
6

i=1 Qi

m; = Bm,_y + (1 — By)g,

t
1)
M= —~~itt,
i7t:1 1
Z-— (&3] Q41
T Ty = SHET =T — My
+ Zfi1 Qi Zzil Qi "

8: end for

term from the convergence rate.
Defazid [2020] points out that the stochastic primal averaging method [Tao et all,
2018] (which is also an instance of Algorithm 1 in ICutkosky [2019] with OMD):

Ziel = 20— NGy Tyl = 5T+ (1 — 5) 2y
could be one-to-one mapped to the momentum method

My = By + gy, Ty = T — qmy

by setting v, = % While this is true, the convergence rate depends on the
convergence rate of OMD with time-varying stepsizes, that in turn requires to assume
that ||z; — x*||> < D?. This is possible only by using a projection onto a bounded
domain in each step.

Thus, to go beyond bounded domains, we propose to study a new variant of SGDM

which has the following form (details in Algorithm (),

My = By + (1 - Bt)gu Tt = $1 Ty — Oy

This variant comes naturally when using the primal averaging scheme with FTRL

(Algorithm () rather than to OMD. Hence, we just denote it by FTRL-based SGDM.
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Algorithm 4 Follow-the-Regularized-Leader on Linearized Losses

. Input: Regularizers 9, ..., 97 : R? = (—o0, 00].
cfort=1,...,7T do
w; € argming, s ¢y (w) + 31 (g;, w)
Receive /; : R — (—o00, 0o] and pay £;(w;)
Set g, € 00, (wy)
end for

A S

4.5.1 Convergence Rates for FTRL-based SGDM

We first present a very general theorem for FTRL-based SGDM.

Theorem 14. Assume f is convex and L-smooth. Algorithm[3 guarantees

1 xr, —x*
E[f(xr) — f(x¥)] < = E
far) = 1) < [ —

The above theorem is very general and it gives rise to a number of different

2 T
+) (v, a?Q?)]

t=1

variations of the FTRL-based SGDM. In particular, we can instantiate it with the
following choices.
First, we consider the most used polynomial stepsize % for convex and Lipschitz

function, and the constant stepsize ﬁ if T is given in advance.

Corollary 1. Assume E||g,||* < G*,G > 0 and set oy = 1 for all t. Algorithm[3 with

either v,_, = GL\/Z 1ory,. = G—\C/T -1 guarantees

|lzy — *||*G  2cG
Ef(xy) — f(x)] < + )

The above corollary tells that both of these two stepsizes give the optimal bound
O(%) for the last iterate. Next, we will show that if we use an adaptiwg stepsize,

Algorithm [3] gives a data-dependent convergence rate for the last iterate. We first

2Even if widely used in the literature, it is a misnomer to call these stepsize “adaptive™ an
algorithm can be adaptive to some unknown quantities (if proved so), not the stepsizes.
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consider a global version of the AdaGrad stepsize as in Streeter and McMahan [2010],
Ward et al. [2019].

Corollary 2. 4 < G,G > 0 and take v, = ol 1<t<T
orollary ssume gl < G, and take =, T e St

and oy = 1. Then, Algorithm[3 guarantees

a2 T-1
Blten) — ) < 2 (222010} [ S g+ .
t=1

We also state a result for the coordinate-wise AdaGrad step-
sizes [McMahan and Streeter, 2010, [Duchi et al), 2011).

Corollary 3. Assume ||g,]lcc < Gooy, Goo > 0and set vy, = 1<t<T

(03
V6L alg}
and oy = 1. Then, Algorithm[3 guarantees

_ * E M ’ « 2 2
E[f(zr) — f(z*)] < ta) Y gl +G% .

T
o j=1 \ t=1

They show that the convergence bounds are adaptive to the stochastic gradients.
When the stochastic gradients are small or sparse, the rate could be much faster
than O(%) Moreover, the above results give very simple ways to obtain optimal
convergence for the last iterate of first-order stochastic methods, that was still unclear
if it could be obtained as discussed in |Jain et al. [2021].

Also, we now show that if in addition f is smooth, the last iterate of FTRL-based
momentum with the global adaptive stepsize of Corollary [2 gives adaptive rates of

convergence that interpolate between O(%) and O(21).

Corollary 4. Assume f is L-smooth. Then, under the same assumption and param-

eter setting of Corollary[3, Algorithm[3 guarantees

2v/2Co

2C
_ 1 < 2072 1n? 2
E[f(xr) = /] < = V16L2C210° T + 8LGCInT + G2 + T

where C' £ <7”"’1_w*”2 + a).

a
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Observe that when ¢ = 0, namely when there is no noise on the gradients, the
rate of O(%T) is obtained. As far as we know, the above theorems are the first
convergence guarantees for the last iterate of adaptive methods in unconstrained
convex optimization.

First, we state some technical lemmas for the proofs.

The following lemma is a well-known result for FTRL [see, e.g., |(Orabona, 2019].

Lemma 25. Let {; a sequence of convex loss functions. Set the sequence of requlariz-
2
ers as Yi(x) = , where v,y <7, t=1,...,T. Then, FTRL (Algorithm[]])

guarantees

r1—Uu

VYt—1

2 T
u—x
th -'Bt —gt H TT—i Z; Yi— 1vgt

Lemma 26. [Gaillard et al., 12014, Lemma 14] Let ag > 0 and ay,. .., an, € [0, A] be

real numbers and let f : (0,400) — [0, +00) nonincreasing function. Then

m
i=0 @i

Z a,-f(ao + -+ ai—l) S / f(u)du + Af(ao) .

ao

Proof. Denote by s, = >.\_, a;.

Z a;if(si—1) = Z aif(si) + Za (f(sic1) = f(s40))

where the first inequality holds because f(z;_1) > f(s;) and a; < A, while the second

inequality uses the fact that f is nonincreasing together with s; — s;,_1 = a;. O
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We can now present the proofs of the Corollaries 2-4.

Proof of Corollary[2 and Corollary[3. By Lemma [26] for adaptive stepsize
a1

71‘, - 9
Vet o2llg,lI?

we have

allg.|?
Z'Yt 1||9t“2 Z tt_l =
T\ Jet X gl

Similarly for v, = ——=——, we have

Y
V EJ’_Zz 1 ? 12

T d T ag?.
Z')’t 1:97) :ZZ t;]l [
=1 j=11=1 \Je + >0, g7
Proof of Corollary[4. By Corollary 2] we have
1w . aG2
Elf(en)] -~ < 7 | (12220 90 e+EZ o2+ %C] . @)

From the unbiasedness of the gradients, we have

T T
ED llgl? <EY IV f(w)|?+To?
t=1 t=1

and

EZ ||Vf($t)||2 < 2LZE[f($t)] -
car (==l )ZWEZ ol

|2y — x*||? T aG?
<2L{ —m +2 . E 2 —— | InT
< ( - + a) t; llg:|I? + € + e nT),

where in the second inequality we used Lemma [5] and Holder’s and Jensen’s inequal-

ities in the third inequality.

79



Solve for ES"1, ||g.||% to have

T
EY gl
t=1
*[]2 2 * ]2 2
. . 2
<AL? (M —|—2a) 2T + 4Ly/e (M —|—2a) T+ 228 4 opg?
a a Ve

Putting it back to (A3]), we get the stated bound. O

4.5.2 Convergence Rate in Interpolation Regime

Now we assume that F'(x) = E¢[f(x, £)] and that the stochastic gradient is calculated
drawing one function in each time step and calculating its gradient: g, = V f (@, &).

In this scenario, it makes sense to consider the interpolation condition |[Needell et all,

2015, Ma. et all, 2018]

x* € argmin F(x) = a* € argmin f(x,§), V¢ . (4.10)

x x

This condition says that the problem is “easy”, in the sense that all the functions
in the expectation share the same minimizer. This case morally corresponds to the
case in which there is no noise on the stochastic gradients. However, this condition
seems weaker because it says that only in the optimum the gradient is exact and noisy
everywhere else. We will also assume that each function f(x,¢) is L-smooth in the

first argument.

Theorem 15. Assume f is L-smooth and ||g,|| < G,G > 0. Then, under the inter-
a1
VG o2l

polation assumption in ([@I0), Algorithm [3 with v, = guarantees

2
EF(xr) — F(x*) < ?C\/l6L202 In*7T +8LCInT + G2,

where C' £ (M —l—oz).

07

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first rate for the last iterate of momentum
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Algorithm 5 Anytime Online-to-Batch |Cutkosky!, 2019

1: Input: Online learning algorithm A with convex domain D, aq, ..., ar, with oy >
0.

2: Get Initial point w; from A

3 fort=1,...,T do

4: @y = 72%1 af;)i

5. Play :I:t,zfécéive subgradient g,

6:  Send {;(x) = (g,, ) to A as the tth loss

7. Get wyy from A

8: end for

Algorithm 6 Anytime Online-to-Batch with FTRL

. Input: aq, ..., a7, with oy > 0. 0 < v <.
. Initialize w,
cfort=1,...,7T do

x, — Zﬁztlaiwi

i=1%i

Play x,, receive subgradient g,

- t
Wiyl = W1 — 7y Zi:l a;g;
end for

IR AN R ey

methods in the interpolation setting.

4.5.3 Proofs

Before presenting the proofs of our convergence rates, we revisit the Online-to-Batch
algorithm (Algorithm [B]) by (Cutkosky [2019], which introduce a modification to any
online learning algorithm to obtain a guarantee on the last iterate in the stochastic

convex setting.

Lemma 27. [Cutkosky, 2019, Theorem 1] Assume E|g, — Vf(x)| < 0?0 > 0.
Then, for all x* € D, Algorithm [3 guarantees

Elf(r)] - f* <E

T
=1 %t

RT(”’*)] . (4.11)

Set i (x) = ||3}y—t__:”1H2,1 <t < T as the regularizers of FTRL, where v, ., < 7,
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and v, > 0. Then, we write FTRL with loss {;(w) = (g, w) as

w; € argmin P(w) + Z 0g;, W) = Wi — Yy Zaigi .
weR i
We then plug FTRL into Algorithm [l and it gives Algorithm [l Hence, using the
well-known regret upper bound of FTRL (Lemma [28]), we get the following Lemma.
Lemma 28. Under the same setting with Lemma 27, Algorithm[8 guarantees

Z<7t—17 a?93>]

t=1

E[f(zr)] -

e

Ih= Zt 1O V11

Now we prove the connection between the FTRL-based SGDM and Algorithm [6l

Proof of Theorem[14 We prove that the updates of a; in Algorithm [3]can be one-to-
one mapped to the updates of x; Algorithm [6l when w;, = x;.

The update of x; in Algorithm [6] can be written as following:

t
Loy o Q; «
_ Zz:l t t+1 o Z —1 4 t+1
Ter1 = Sepr Bt T =i oz-th = Ztﬂ Ty + ZtH o w1 — Y, E o;9;
= = i i=1

1 % i=1

It is enough to prove that for any t, n,m; = Ztﬂ (’yt 22:1 oz,-gi). We claim it is
true and prove it by induction.
When ¢ = 1, it holds that n;m; = *2*~,g,. Suppose it holds for ¢t = k—1,k > 2.

a1tag

Then in the case of t = k, we have

% m % g ]
D iy D i Qi > +1 Q;
Zfz_ll Qi 1 k41 Zk 1 Qi
= Y a;g; g e
<Zf:1 @i \ k-1 Zle o Z Zz 1 @i ’ Zfill Q@ ’

] 21;10@7 : (Zi‘:ll & (Zi‘:ll aigi) + =g )
- k41 k k k—1 k k
E i:I Q; § i=1 Qi i Z

k
o Ot
= =kr1_ Tk E a;g; -
i=1

Doy

k-1 k
. (Zi:l 0% 073 ) Ok+1 Zizl 8%}
— | &=l | sl
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where in the first equation we used the definitions of 7, and my; and in the second
equality we used the induction step. So we proved the above claim. Thus, we can
directly use Lemma 28] O]

Here we show the proof of Theorem [I5

Proof of Theorem[14. By Theorem [14] we have

E[F(zy)] - F(a) < =

|z, — z*||? T , aG?
ST — +2a EZHVJ‘(%&)H te+——.
t=1

@ Ve
(4.12)

Under the interpolation condition and L-smoothness of the functions f, it satisfies
that

!

EZ IV (s, &) < 2LE

t=1

Z [, &) — (@™, &)

t=1

<2LY E[F(x)] - F(z*) .

Use ({.12) on each t to get

T1 @y — @*||? aG?
Z; (74—2&) EZHVwa,@ |2 tet =

t=1

IA

2, — 3 aG?
( - + 20 E;HVf(wt,&)H +e+\/_ InT .

Then, we solve for EX1 | |V f(a;, &) and get
T
EZ IV f (@1, &)1
=1

* 12 2 *1[|2 2
. . 2
<AL’ (M—l—%u) ln2T+4L\/E<M+2a)1nT+ oG
a a Ve
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Using this expression in (£.12)), we have the stated bound. O

4.6 Conclusion

We have presented an analysis of the convergence of the last iterate of SGDM in the
convex setting. We prove for the first time through a lower bound the suboptimal
convergence rate for the last iterate of SGDM with constant momentum after T iter-
ations. Moreover, we study a class of FTRL-based SGDM algorithms with increasing
momentum and shrinking updates, of which the last iterate has optimal convergence

rate without projections onto bounded domain nor knowledge of T.
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Chapter 5

Conclusions

In this dissertation, we studied the convergence of a series of heuristic variants of
SGD, including the strategies for choosing stepsizes: Delayed AdaGrad, exponential
and cosine stepsize, and the use of momentum. We moved along the way of closing
the gap between the theory and practice by presenting formal guarantees to these
heuristic optimization methods, providing possible explanations for good empirical
performance from a theoretical perspective, and proposing improved algorithms when
the theoretical results are suboptimal.

For future work, on the high probability analysis of SGD with adaptive stepsizes,
an interesting direction is to extend the current analysis of Delayed AdaGrad with
momentum to Adam, the popularly employed algorithm in machine learning applica-
tions. The updates of Adam are composed of a weighted sum of past gradients, each
one multiplied by the current learning rate. The dependency between the past and
the future makes the analysis challenging, as discussed in Section 2.6.1l

Moreover, most of the time we focus on smooth functions, yet some machine learn-
ing objective functions are non-smooth, such as for ReLU neural network. |[Zhang et al.
[20194, [2020] analyzed clipped SGD on a class of non-smooth functions. An open
problem is to study SGD with adaptive stepsizes and momentum on such non-smooth

functions.
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