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Abstract

This paper focuses on the problem of minimizing a locally Lipschitz continuous function.
Motivated by the effectiveness of Bregman gradient methods in training nonsmooth deep neural
networks and the recent progress in stochastic subgradient methods for nonsmooth nonconvex
optimization problems [11,12,50], we investigate the long-term behavior of stochastic Bregman
subgradient methods in such context, especially when the objective function lacks Clarke reg-
ularity. We begin by exploring a general framework for Bregman-type methods, establishing
their convergence by a differential inclusion approach. For practical applications, we develop
a stochastic Bregman subgradient method that allows the subproblems to be solved inexactly.
Furthermore, we demonstrate how a single timescale momentum can be integrated into the
Bregman subgradient method with slight modifications to the momentum update. Addition-
ally, we introduce a Bregman proximal subgradient method for solving composite optimization
problems possibly with constraints, whose convergence can be guaranteed based on the general
framework. Numerical experiments on training nonsmooth neural networks are conducted to
validate the effectiveness of our proposed methods.

Keywords: Nonsmooth nonconvex optimization, Clarke regularity, Conservative field, Breg-
man subgradient methods, Deep learning.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we focus on exploring the application of the Bregman distance based stochastic
subgradient methods for solving nonsmooth nonconvex optimization problems. We consider the
following unconstrained optimization problem,

min
x∈Rn

f(x), (1)

where f : Rn → R is a locally Lipschitz continuous function (possibly nonconvex and nonsmooth).
This class of problems encompasses many important applications, particularly in training nons-
mooth neural networks where nonsmooth activate functions, such as the rectified linear unit (ReLU),
are employed.
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First order methods are commonly used to solve (1). In many scenarios, only noisy gradients
or subgradients are available. During the last several decades, a great number of stochastic first
order methods have been proposed. Among these, stochastic gradient descent (SGD) could be
the most fundamental method. Based on SGD, a great number of its variants have also been
developed to obtain some benefits on speed-up, stability, or memory efficiency. For example,
the heavy-ball SGD [40], signSGD [9], and normalized SGD [21, 53, 54]. These methods have
demonstrated great efficiency and competitive generalization performance in various tasks in deep
learning. Despite the progress in developing SGD-type methods, the conventional convergence
analysis largely pertains to scenarios where the objective function f exhibits certain regularity
properties, namely, differentiability or weakly convexity. However, the prevalence of nonsmooth
activation functions, such as ReLU or Leaky ReLU, in neural network architectures results in loss
functions that often lack Clarke regularity (e.g. differentiability, weak convexity). Consequently,
the conventional convergence analysis of SGD-type methods is not applicable in the context of
training nonsmooth neural networks. Towards this issue, Bolte and Pauwels [12] introduced the
concept of conservative field, which generalizes the concept of Clarke subdifferential and admits
chain rule and sum rule even for functions without Clarke regularity. Leveraging on the concept of
conservative field, subsequent studies [11, 12, 17, 24, 34, 50, 51] have utilized a differential inclusion
approach [7,15] to establish convergence for SGD-type methods in the training of nonsmooth deep
neural networks.

Beyond SGD-type methods, stochastic Bregman gradient methods, also known as mirror descent
methods, have gained increasing interest recently. Initially introduced by Nemirovski and Yudin [39]
for solving constrained convex problems, the fundamental update scheme of Bregman gradient
method is given as follows,

xk+1 = argmin
x∈Rn

{
⟨gk, x− xk⟩+

1

ηk
Dϕ(x, xk)

}
, (2)

where Dϕ represents the Bregman distance, a generalized measure of distance provided by a ker-
nel function ϕ, with its definition to be presented in Section 2. A distinctive feature of Bregman
gradient methods is the utilization of a broader selection of kernel functions, extending beyond the
classical kernel function of 1

2 ∥·∥
2 used in SGD. Therefore, SGD is a special instance of Bregman

gradient methods. The application of Bregman gradient methods has expanded to encompass both
convex and nonconvex problems, as well as deterministic and stochastic contexts, as demonstrated
by subsequent works [5,6,13,23,25,29,37,52,56]. Bregman gradient methods have found many appli-
cations in optimization problems associated with probability constraints, such as optimal transport
problem [8,18] and reinforcement learning [33,55]. Recent works have increasingly highlighted the
potential of Bregman gradient methods in neural network training. Notably, [23] has shown that
Bregman gradient methods can achieve better generalization performance and enhanced robust-
ness in stepsize tuning compared to SGD for certain deep learning tasks. Additionally, many recent
works, such as [4,28,35,46,49], have demonstrated that Bregman gradient methods exhibit implicit
regularization, leading to improved generalization performance with the selection of an appropriate
kernel function. Additionally, [3, 27, 36] provide an interpretation of the classical gradient descent
method on reparameterized models from the perspective of Bregman gradient methods. This per-
spective has led to some applications in deep learning, including neural network quantization, as
illustrated by [1].

However, existing convergence analysis for Bregman gradient methods has been limited to ob-
jective functions that are either differentiable or weakly convex. Given the increasing interest in
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applying Bregman gradient methods to train nonsmooth neural networks, and the current lim-
ited understanding of the convergence properties of Bregman subgradient methods for solving (1),
this paper aims to provide a theoretical convergence guarantee for Bregman subgradient meth-
ods applied to nonsmooth nonconvex problems, particularly for the training of nonsmooth neural
networks. Moreover, we propose practical Bregman subgradient methods specifically for training
nonsmooth neural networks while ensuring their convergence.

To summarize, the contributions of this paper are as follows:

• General Bregman differential inclusion: We first investigate a general Bregman dif-
ferential inclusion, whose discrete update scheme is consistent with that of Bregman-type
methods and allows for biased evaluations of the abstract set-valued mapping. We establish
the convergence for the discrete update scheme associated with this Bregman differential in-
clusion. Specifically, we demonstrate that any cluster point of the sequence generated by the
discrete update scheme lies in the stable set of the Bregman differential inclusion, and the
Lyapunov function values converge. A key aspect of our approach is the utilization of linear
interpolation of the dual sequence induced by the kernel function.

• Applications of the general Bregman differential inclusion: By exploiting the flexi-
bility of choosing the kernel function and the set valued mapping in the general framework,
we introduce three types of stochastic Bregman subgradient methods for different scenarios.
First, we consider the vanilla stochastic Bregman subgradient method (SBG) for uncon-
strained optimization problem, and establish its convergence. We further show that under
certain regularity conditions of the kernel function, a preconditioned subgradient method can
be regarded as an inexact Bregman subgradient method, thus fitting it within our proposed
method. Moreover, we propose a single timescale momentum based stochastic Bregman sub-
gradient method (MSBG), and establish its convergence by the sophisticated choice of the
kernel function and set-valued mapping. Lastly, we consider the stochastic Bregman proximal
subgradient method (SBPG) for constrained composite optimization problem and establish
its convergence.

• Numerical experiments: To evaluate the performance of our proposed stochastic Bregman
subgradient methods, we employ a block-wise polynomial kernel function in our proposed
Bregman subgradient methods. We conduct numerical experiments to compare SGD, the
momentum based stochastic Bregman subgradient method (MSBG), and its inexact version
(iMSBG), for training nonsmooth neural networks. The results illustrate that our Bregman
subgradient methods can achieve generalization performance comparable to that of SGD as
well as the enhanced robustness of stepsize tuning.

The remaining sections of the paper are structured as follows. In Section 2, we provide prelim-
inary materials on notations, set-valued mapping, conservative field, and Bregman proximal map-
ping. Section 3 is dedicated to establishing the convergence of the general Bregman-type method
based on the associated differential inclusion. The specific applications of the general Bregman-type
method are presented in Section 4, where we first consider the vanilla stochastic Bregman subgra-
dient method and then propose a single timescale momentum based Bregman subgradient method.
The latter part of Section 4 explores the stochastic Bregman proximal subgradient method. Sec-
tion 5 conducts numerical experiments to demonstrate the performance of our proposed Bregman
subgradient methods. In the last section, we give a conclusion on this paper.
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2 Preliminary

2.1 Notations

Given a proper and lower semicontinuous function f : Rn → R := (−∞,∞], we denote its domain
as dom f = {x : f(x) < ∞}. The Fenchel conjugate function of f is defined as f∗(y) := sup{⟨x, y⟩−
f(x) : x ∈ Rn}. For a set S ⊂ Rn, we use clS to denote its closure, intS to denote the set of
its interior points, and conv(S) to denote its convex hull. A function f : S → R is said to be of
class Ck(S) if it is k times differentiable and the k-th derivative is continuous on S. When there
is no ambiguity regarding the domain, we simply use the notation Ck. We let C(A,B) be the
set of continuous mappings from set A to set B. We use ∥ · ∥ to denote the Euclidean norm for
vectors and the Frobenius matrix norm for matrices. The d-dimensional unit ball is denoted by Bd.
The distance between a point w and a set A is denoted by dist(w,A) := inf{∥w − u∥ : u ∈ A}.
We use the convention dist(w, ∅) := ∞. The Minkowski sum of two sets A and B is denoted as
A+B := {u+ v : u ∈ A, v ∈ B}. We use αA := {αu : u ∈ A} to denote the scaled set of A by a
given scalar α. For a positive sequence {ηk}, we define λη(0) := 0, λη(k) :=

∑k−1
i=0 ηi for k ≥ 1, and

Λη(t) := sup{k : λη(k) ≤ t}. In other word, Λη(t) = k if and only if λη(k) ≤ t < λη(k + 1).
Let (Ω,F ,P) be a probability space. Consider a stochastic process {ξk}k≥0 and a filtration

{Fk}k≥0, where Fk is defined by the σ-algebra Fk := σ(ξ0, . . . , ξk) on Ω, the conditional expectation
is denoted as E[·|Fk].

2.2 Set-valued mapping and Clarke subdifferential

In this subsection, we present definitions and concepts from set-valued analysis, mainly based
on [41], and recall the concept of Clarke subdifferential [19].

Definition 2.1. A set-valued mapping S : Rn ⇒ Rm is a mapping from Rn to a collection of
subsets of Rm. S is said to be closed if its graph, defined by

graph(S) := {(x, y) ∈ Rn × Rm : y ∈ S(x)} (3)

is a closed set in Rn × Rm. Give a nonnegative δ, the δ-perturbed set of S is defined by

Sδ(x) := ∪{y∈Rn:∥y−x∥≤δ} (S(y) + δBm) .

Definition 2.2. Let X ⊂ Rn. A set-valued mapping S : X ⇒ Rm is called outer semicontinuous

at x̄ ∈ X if for any sequence xi
X→ x̄ and vi ∈ S(xi) converging to some v̄ ∈ Rm, we have v̄ ∈ S(x̄).

S is said to be outer semicontinuous if it is outer semicontinuous everywhere over X .

Proposition 2.1. ( [41, Theorem 5.7, Proposition 5.12]) Let S : Rn ⇒ Rm be a set-valued mapping.
If graph(S) is closed, then S is outer semicontinuous. In addition, if S(x̄) is closed, then for any
ρ > 0 and ϵ > 0, there is a neighborhood V of x̄, such that

S(x) ∩ ρBm ⊂ S(x̄) + ϵBm, for all x ∈ V .

Definition 2.3. Let X ⊂ Rn be a closed set, the regular normal cone at x̄ ∈ X is defined as
N̂X (x̄) := {v ∈ Rn : ⟨v, x− x̄⟩ ≤ o(∥x− x̄∥), for x ∈ X}. The limiting normal cone is defined by

NL
X (x̄) := {v ∈ Rn : xk

X→ x̄, vk ∈ N̂X (xk), vk → v}. The normal cone is defined by NX (x̄) :=
cl conv(NL

X (x̄)).
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According to [41, Proposition 6.6], the limiting normal cone NL
X is outer semicontinuous, while

this is not necessarily true for NX .

Definition 2.4. Let f : Rn → R be a locally Lipschitz continuous function. The generalized
directional derivative of f at x ∈ Rn along the direction d ∈ Rn is defined by

f◦(x; d) := lim sup
y→x,t↓0

f(y + td)− f(y)

t
.

The Clarke subdifferential of f at x is defined by

∂f(x) := {v ∈ Rn : ⟨v, d⟩ ≤ f◦(x; d), for all d ∈ Rn} .

Definition 2.5. We say that f is Clarke regular, if for any d ∈ Rn, its one-side directional
derivative, defined by

f∗(x; d) := lim
t↓0

f(x+ td)− f(x)

t
,

exists and f◦(x; d) = f∗(x; d).

Clarke regularity excludes functions whose graph has upwards corners, such as −|x|. Notably,
some basic calculus rules, including the sum rule and chain rule, may not be applicable to the
Clarke subdifferential in the absence of Clarke regularity. For further details, readers may refer
to [19, Chapter 2].

2.3 Conservative field, path differentiability

In this subsection, we briefly introduce some relevant materials on conservative field, which are
mainly based on [12].

Definition 2.6. (Conservative field and path-differentiability) Let f : Rn → R be a locally Lipschitz
function. A set-valued mapping Df : Rn ⇒ Rn is a conservative field for f if it is nonempty closed
valued, and has closed graph. For any absolutely continuous curve γ : [0, 1] → Rn, f admits a chain
rule with respect to Df , i.e.

d

dt
(f ◦ γ)(t) = ⟨v, γ̇(t)⟩, for all v ∈ Df (γ(t)) and almost all t ∈ [0, 1]. (4)

If a locally Lipschitz function f admits a conservative field Df , then we say that f is path-
differentiable, and f is the potential function of Df .

More generally, we can define conservative mappings for vector-valued functions, which serve
as a generalization of the Jacobian.

Definition 2.7. Let F : Rn → Rm be a locally Lipschitz continuous function. JF : Rn ⇒ Rm×n

is called a conservative mapping for F , if for any absolutely continuous curve γ : [0, 1] → Rn, the
following chain rule holds for almost all t ∈ [0, 1]:

d

dt
F (γ(t)) = V γ̇(t), for any V ∈ JF (γ(t)).
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Definition 2.8. Given a closed set X ⊂ Rn, we say that X admits a chain rule, if for any absolutely
continuous curve γ : [0, 1] → X , it holds that

⟨NX (γ(t)), γ̇(t)⟩ = {0}, for almost all t ∈ [0, 1].

As demonstrated in [22], when X is Whitney stratifiable (e.g. X is definable), then X admits
the chain rule. We also use d

dt(f ◦ γ)(t) = ⟨Df (γ(t)), γ̇(t)⟩ for almost all t ∈ [0, 1] to represent that
the chain rule (4) is valid for almost all t ∈ [0, 1]. As stated in [12, Remark 3], if Df is a conservative
field for f , then conv(Df ) is also a conservative field for f , andDf is locally bounded. Consequently,
from Proposition 2.1, it follows that for any x ∈ Rn and ε > 0, there exist a neighborhood V of
x, such that ∪y∈V Df (y) ⊂ Df (x) + ϵBn. This property is a key ingredient for establishing the
convergence of subgradient methods based on the concept of conservative field. It is worth noting
that the conservative field for a function f is not unique. The following two lemmas provide insights
into the relationship between the conservative field and the Clarke subdifferential. In particular,
the latter lemma indicates that the Clarke subdifferential serves as the smallest conservative field
among all convex valued conservative fields. We say that x is a Df -critical point if 0 ∈ Df (x), to
differentiate it from the conventional critical point defined in terms of Clarke subdifferential.

Lemma 2.1. ( [12, Theorem 1]) Consider a locally Lipschitz continuous function f : Rn → R,
with Df as its conservative field. Then, Df (x) = {∇f(x)} for almost all x ∈ Rn.

Lemma 2.2. [12, Corollary 1] Consider a locally Lipschitz continuous function f : Rn → R and
its Clarke subdifferential ∂f , as well as its any convex valued conservative field Df . Then, ∂f is a
conservative field of f . Moreover, for any x ∈ Rn, it holds that ∂f(x) ⊂ Df (x).

The next two lemmas provide the key motivation for introducing the concept of conservative
field, as it highlights that conservative fields preserve some basic calculus rules such as the chain
rule that do not necessarily hold for Clarke subdifferential without Clarke regularity.

Lemma 2.3. Let F1 : Rn → Rm, F2 : Rm → Rl be locally Lipschitz continuous vector-valued
functions, and J1 : Rn ⇒ Rm×n and J2 : Rm ⇒ Rl×m be the conservative mappings of F1 and F2

respectively. Then the mapping J2 ◦ J1 : Rn ⇒ Rl×n is a conservative mapping for F2 ◦ F1.

Lemma 2.4. Let Dfi be a conservative field for fi, i = 1, ..., N . Then, Df =
∑N

i=1Dfi is a

conservative field of f =
∑N

i=1 fi.

As previously mentioned, the Clarke subdifferential may not adhere to certain calculus rules,
whereas the conservative field does as demonstrated by Lemma 2.3 and Lemma 2.4. These favorable
properties of the conservative field enable the well-definedness of many gradient methods based on
automatic differentiation (AD) in deep learning. The range of path-differentiable functions covers a
wide range of objective functions in real-world applications. According to [12, Proposition 2], if f or
−f is Clarke regular, then f is path-differentiable. Therefore, functions with upwards corners, such
as f(x) = −|x|, are path-differentiable despite not being Clarke regular at 0. Another important
class of path-differentiable are semi-algebraic functions, or more broadly, definable functions in an
o-minimal structure [20, 48]. Definable functions encompass a vast majority of objective functions
encountered in real-world applications. For instance, commonly used nonlinear activation functions
and loss functions in deep learning, such as the sigmoid, softmax, ReLU activate functions, l1 loss,
cross-entropy loss, hinge loss, and logistic loss, are all definable. Furthermore, definability can
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be preserved under composition, finite summation, and set-valued integration under certain mild
conditions, as demonstrated in [11,12,22]. This preservation implies that neural networks built by
definable blocks are themselves definable functions, thereby rendering gradient methods employed
in deep learning, such as those based on automatic differentiation (AD), to be well-defined in terms
of the conservative field rather than the Clarke subdifferential. For a detailed discussion on the
definition of definable functions within o-minimal structures, readers can refer to [11, Section 4.1],
with [20,48] providing comprehensive insights into this theory. While the class of definable functions
covers a wide range of function classes, it exhibits a relatively simple geometric structure known as
Whitney stratification. This inherent simplicity in the geometric structure of definable functions
enables the analysis of nonsmooth optimization algorithms [10,12,22].

We end this subsection by introducing the concept of functional convergence over any compact
set, as discussed in literature such as [7,22,26]. Given a sequence of mappings fn ∈ C(R+,Rn), we
say that fn converges to f in C(R+,Rn) if, for any T > 0, it holds that

lim
n→∞

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥fn(t)− f(t)∥ = 0. (5)

This notion of convergence is equivalent to the convergence in the metric

d(f, g) =
∞∑
t=1

2−t sup
s∈[0,t]

min{∥f(s)− g(s)∥, 1},

which makes the space of continuous functions C(R+,Rn) a complete metric space.

2.4 Bregman proximal mapping

In this subsection, we review some concepts related to Bregman proximal mappings. Given that
this paper mainly focuses on unconstrained problems, we restrict our discussion on the entire space
Rn. For more general concepts about Bregman gradient mapping, readers can refer to works such
as [5, 13,23].

Definition 2.9. (Kernel function and Bregman distance over Rn). A function ϕ : Rn → R is called
a kernel function over Rn, if ϕ is convex and ϕ ∈ C1(Rn). The Bregman distance [16] generated by
ϕ is denoted as Dϕ(x, y) : Rn × Rn → [0,+∞), where

Dϕ(x, y) = ϕ(x)− ϕ(y)− ⟨∇ϕ(y), x− y⟩.

Definition 2.10. (Legendre kernel over Rn). Let ϕ be a kernel function over Rn, such that
limk→∞ ∥∇ϕ(xk)∥ = ∞ whenever {xk}k∈N satisfies limk→∞ ∥xk∥ = ∞. The function ϕ is called a
Legendre function over Rn if it is also strictly convex on Rn.

Definition 2.11. Given a locally Lipschitz continuous function R and a Legendre kernel function
ϕ ∈ C1(Rn), we denote the Bregman proximal mapping by ProxϕR := (∇ϕ + ∂R)−1∇ϕ, which is a
set-valued mapping defined as follows,

ProxϕR(x) := argmin
u∈Rn

{R(u) +Dϕ(u, x)}. (6)

Under mild conditions, ProxϕR(x) is a nonempty compact set for any x ∈ Rn, which will ensure
the well-posedness of our methods. We have the following lemma, which directly follows from
Weierstrass’s theorem, we omit its proof for simplicity.
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Lemma 2.5. Let R be a continuous function and ϕ be a Legendre function over Rn. Suppose
αR+ ϕ is supercoercive, i.e. lim∥x∥→∞

αR(x)+ϕ(x)
∥x∥ = ∞, for any α > 0. Then, for any x ∈ Rn, the

set ProxϕR(x) is a nonempty compact subset of Rn.

In the context of Bregman proximal gradient method, we focus on the Bregman forward-
backward splitting operator Tϕ

α,R : Rn × Rn ⇒ Rn defined by:

Tϕ
α,R(x, v) := argmin

z∈Rn

{
⟨v, z − x⟩+R(z) +

1

α
Dϕ(z, x)

}
.

For any given v ∈ Rn and α > 0, under the same assumption in Lemma 2.5, Tϕ
α,R(x, v) is also well

defined.

3 Bregman differential inclusion

In this section, we investigate the Bregman-type differential inclusion and its discrete approx-
imation, which coincides with the iterative Bregman subgradient methods. The analysis tools
employed in this section draw inspiration from various works on stochastic approximation, such
as [7, 15, 22, 26, 45]. To establish the convergence of the discrete sequence {xk}, a key idea is to
show that the linear interpolation of the sequence {xk} defined by

x(t) := xk +
t− λη(k)

ηk
(xk+1 − xk), t ∈ [λη(k), λη(k + 1)) (7)

is a perturbed solution [7] to the associated differential inclusion, where {ηk} serves as the stepsize
in the subgradient methods. However, due to the non-Euclidean nature of Bregman subgradient
methods, this methodology requires modification. Given a kernel function ϕ and a general set-
valued mapping H, we consider the following general differential inclusion:

d

dt
∇ϕ(x(t)) ∈ −H(x(t)), for almost all t ≥ 0. (8)

Any absolutely continuous solution to (8) is termed a trajectory of (8). The stable set of (8) is
defined as

H−1(0) := {x ∈ Rn : 0 ∈ H(x)}. (9)

For any C2 convex function ϕ, the differential inclusion (8) can be interpreted as a gradient flow
equipped with the Riemannian metric induced by ⟨·, ·⟩∇2ϕ(x), as demonstrated in works such as
[2, 14]. The corresponding discrete scheme of (8) is given by

∇ϕ(xk+1) = ∇ϕ(xk)− ηk(dk + ξk), (10)

where dk is an evaluation of H(xk) with possible inexactness, and ξk is the stochastic noise. This
formulation, referred to as the general Bregman-type method, is notable for the versatile choices
of ϕ and H. For the Bregman counterpart of the interpolated process (7) in the Euclidean setting,
we introduce the linear interpolation for the dual sequence {∇ϕ(xk)}:

x(t) := ∇ϕ∗
(
∇ϕ(xk) +

t− λη(k)

ηk
(∇ϕ(xk+1)−∇ϕ(xk))

)
, t ∈ [λη(k), λη(k + 1)). (11)
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If ϕ∗ ∈ C1(Rn), then (11) is well defined. Let xt(·) denote the time-shifted curve of the interpolated
process, i.e. xt(·) = x(t + ·). We make the following assumptions on (8) and (10) to ensure that
the iterative sequence generated by (10) tracks a trajectory of (8) asymptotically.

Assumption 3.1. 1. ϕ is a supercoecive Legendre kernel function over Rn, and ∇ϕ is differen-
tiable almost everywhere.

2. The sequences {xk}, {∇ϕ(xk)} and {dk} are uniformly bounded.

3. The stepsize {ηk} satisfies
∑∞

k=0 ηk = ∞ and limk→∞ ηk = 0.

4. For any T > 0, the noise sequence {ξk} satisfies

lim
s→∞

sup
s≤i≤Λη(λη(s)+T )

∥∥∥∥∥
i∑

k=s

ηkξk

∥∥∥∥∥ = 0. (12)

5. The set-valued mapping H has a closed graph. Additionally, for any unbounded increasing
sequence {kj} such that {xkj} converges to x̄, it holds that

lim
N→∞

dist

 1

N

N∑
j=1

dkj ,H(x̄)

 = 0. (13)

Here are some remarks on Assumption 3.1.

Remark 3.1. 1. If the Legendre function ϕ is supercoecive, i.e. lim∥u∥→∞
ϕ(u)
∥u∥ = ∞, then

by [42, Theorem 26.5, Corollary 13.3.1], ϕ∗ ∈ C1(Rn) is strictly convex, and (∇ϕ)−1 = ∇ϕ∗.

2. Uniform boundedness of either {xk} or {∇ϕ(xk)} may suffice under mild conditions. For
example, if ϕ is locally strongly convex, then the uniform boundedness of {∇ϕ(xk)} implies
the uniform boundedness of {xk}. Conversely, if ∇ϕ is locally Lipschitz continuous, then the
uniform boundedness of {xk} leads to the uniform boundedness of {∇ϕ(xk)}.

3. For a martingale difference noise sequence {ξk}, i.e. E[ξk+1|Fk] = 0 holds almost surely, as
shown in [7], (12) can be ensured almost surely under one of the following conditions:

(a) Uniform boundedness of {ξk} with ηk = o
(

1
log k

)
as utilized in [17,50,51].

(b) Variance-bounded {ξk}, i.e. E[∥ξk∥2 |Fk] ≤ σ2 for some σ > 0, and square-summable
{ηk}, i.e.

∑∞
k=0 η

2
k < ∞, as employed in [22].

To establish under Assumption 3.1 that, the discrete sequence generated by the general Bregman-
type method (10) tracks a trajectory of the differential inclusion (8), we introduce a piecewise con-
stant mapping y(·) defined by y(s) = dk for any s ∈ [λη(k), λη(k+1)). We also define a time-shifted
solution xt(·) to the following ordinary differential equation:

d

ds
∇ϕ(xt(s)) = −y(s) for all s ≥ t, with initial condition ∇ϕ(xt(t)) = ∇ϕ(x(t)).

The following lemma suggests that the interpolated process x(t) defined by (11) asymptotically
approximates this time-shifted solution. We remind the reader to note the difference between xt(·)
and xt(·).
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Lemma 3.1. Suppose Assumption 3.1 holds, then for any T > 0, it holds that

lim
t→∞

sup
s∈[t,t+T ]

∥∇ϕ(x(s))−∇ϕ(xt(s))∥ = 0. (14)

Proof. Fix an arbitrary s ∈ [t, t+ T ], let τt = Λη(t), τs = Λη(s). By the definition of xt(·), we have

∇ϕ(xt(s)) = ∇ϕ(x(t))−
∫ λη(τt)

t
y(u)du−

∫ λη(τs)

λη(τt)
y(u)du−

∫ s

λη(τs)
y(u)du

=∇ϕ(x(λη(τt)))−
τs−1∑
i=τt

ηidi +

(
∇ϕ(x(t))−

∫ λη(τt)

t
y(u)du−∇ϕ(x(λη(τt)))

)
−
∫ s

λη(τs)
y(u)du

=∇ϕ(x(λη(τs))) +

τs−1∑
i=τt

ηiξi +

(
∇ϕ(x(t))−

∫ λη(τt)

t
y(u)du−∇ϕ(x(λη(τt)))

)
−
∫ s

λη(τs)
y(u)du

=∇ϕ(x(s)) +

τs−1∑
i=τt

ηiξi +

(
∇ϕ(x(t))−

∫ λη(τt)

t
y(u)du−∇ϕ(x(λη(τt)))

)

+

(
∇ϕ(x(λη(τs)))−

∫ s

λη(τs)
y(u)du−∇ϕ(x(s))

)
.

Note that ∥∥∥∥∥∇ϕ(x(t))−
∫ λη(τt)

t
y(u)du−∇ϕ(x(λη(τt)))

∥∥∥∥∥
≤∥∇ϕ(x(t))−∇ϕ(x(λη(τt)))∥+

∫ λη(τt)

t
∥y(u)∥du

≤∥∇ϕ(x(λη(τt + 1)))−∇ϕ(x(λη(τt)))∥+
∫ λη(τt)

t
∥y(u)∥du

≤ητt(∥ξτt∥+ 2∥dτt∥),

and similarly
∥∥∇ϕ(x(λη(τs))) −

∫ s
λη(τs)

y(u)du − ∇ϕ(x(s))
∥∥ ≤ ητs(∥ξτs∥ + 2∥dτs∥). By Assump-

tion 3.1, we have that lim sup
t→∞

ητt(∥ξτt∥ + 2∥dτt∥) = 0, lim sup
s→∞

ητs(∥ξτs∥ + 2∥dτs∥) = 0, and

lim
t→∞

sup
s∈[t,t+T ]

∑τs−1
i=τt

ηiξi = 0. Therefore, it holds that lim
t→∞

sup
s∈[t,t+T ]

∥∇ϕ(x(s)) − ∇ϕ(xt(s))∥ = 0,

which completes the proof.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose Assumptions 3.1 holds. Then, for any sequence {τk}∞k=1 ⊂ R+, the set of
shifted sequence {∇ϕ(xτk(·))}∞k=1 is relatively compact in C(R+,Rn). If limk→∞ τk = ∞, then any
cluster point x̄∗(·) of {∇ϕ(xτk(·))}∞k=1 belongs to C(R+,Rn). Define x̄(·) := ∇ϕ∗(x̄∗(·)). Then there
exists a measurable ȳ(t) ∈ H(x̄(t)) satisfying

∇ϕ(x̄(t)) = ∇ϕ(x̄(0))−
∫ t

0
ȳ(τ)dτ for all t ≥ 0. (15)

Equivalently, we have

d

dt
∇ϕ(x̄(t)) ∈ −H(x̄(t)), for almost all t ≥ 0.
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Proof. By the definition of xt(·), it follows that ∇ϕ(xt(s)) = ∇ϕ(x(t))−
∫ s
t y(u)du, for all s ≥ t. By

the boundedness of y(s), Arzelà-Ascoli’s theorem [43] ensures that {∇ϕ(xt(t+ ·))}t∈R+ is relatively
compact in C(R+,Rn). For any subset {τk} ⊂ R+, we consider the sequence {∇ϕ(xτk(·))}k∈N+ .
There are two cases to consider. Case (i): the sequence {τk} has a cluster point t. Without loss of
generality, assume that limk→∞ τk = t. By the definition of x(·) in (11) and uniform boundedness
assumption, it holds that∇ϕ(x(·)) is Lipschitz continuous. Thus, ∇ϕ(xτk(·)) converges to∇ϕ(xt(·))
in C(R+,Rn). Case (ii): limk→∞ τk = ∞. Suppose that ∇ϕ(xτk(·)) does not has any cluster point
in C(R+,Rn). Since {∇ϕ(xτk(τk+ ·))} is relatively compact in C(R+,Rn), without loss of generality,
we assume that limk→∞∇ϕ(xτk(τk + ·)) = x̄∗(·). Then, for any compact set C ⊂ R+, it follows
from Lemma 3.1 that

lim
k→∞,s∈C

∥∇ϕ(xτk(s))− x̄∗(s)∥

≤ lim
k→∞,s∈C

∥∇ϕ(xτk(s))−∇ϕ(xτk(τk + s))∥+ lim
k→∞,s∈C

∥∇ϕ(xτk(τk + s))− x̄∗(s)∥ = 0,

which contradicts that ∇ϕ(xτk(·)) does not has any cluster point in C(R+,Rn). Thus, in both cases,
{∇ϕ(xτk(·))} is relatively compact in C(R+,Rn). Because {τk} is an arbitrary subset in R+, we
have that {∇ϕ(xt(·))} is relatively compact in C(R+,Rn).

Next, we aim to construct a trajectory of the differential inclusion. Define the shifts yt(·) =
y(t+ ·). Consider {τk} satisfying τk → ∞, and fix T > 0. Without loss of generality, we assume that
∇ϕ(xτk(·)) converges to x̄∗(·) in C(R+,Rn), otherwise, we choose its convergent subsequence. The
set YT := {yτk(s), s ∈ [0, T ]}k∈N ⊂ L2([0, T ]) is bounded. Therefore, it follows from the Banach-
Alaoglu theorem [44] that YT is weakly sequentially compact, i.e. there exists a subsequence {τkj}
and ȳ(·) ∈ L2([0, T ]) such that y

τkj (·) → ȳ(·) weakly in L2([0, T ]). On the other hand, by Lemma
3.1, we have ∇ϕ(xτkj (τkj + ·)) converges to x̄∗(·) in C(R+,Rn). For any τ ∈ [0, T ], by the definition

of xt(·), we have

∇ϕ(xt(t+ τ)) = ∇ϕ(xt(t))−
∫ τ

0
yt(s)ds.

Setting t = τkj and taking the limit as kj → ∞, we deduce that

x̄∗(τ) = x̄∗(0)−
∫ τ

0
ȳ(s)ds.

Let x̄(·) = ∇ϕ∗(x̄∗(·)), since T > 0 is arbitrary, we get (15).
The remaining step is to verify that ȳ(s) ∈ H(x̄(s)) for almost all s ≥ 0. We again fix an

arbitrary T > 0. Given that YT ⊂ L2([0, T ]) is bounded, the Banach-Saks theorem [44] implies
that for τk (choosing a subsequence if necessary), 1

N

∑N
k=1 y

τk(s) strongly converges to ȳ(s) in
L2([0, T ]) . By the definition of y(·), we have yτk(s) = dΛη(τk+s). Now for any s ∈ [0, T ], we have

∥∇ϕ(x(λη(Λη(τk + s))))−∇ϕ(x̄(s))∥
≤∥∇ϕ(x(λη(Λη(τk + s))))−∇ϕ(x(τk + s))∥+ ∥∇ϕ(xτk(s))−∇ϕ(x̄(s))∥
≤∥∇ϕ(x(λη(Λη(τk + s) + 1)))−∇ϕ(x(λη(Λη(τk + s))))∥+ ∥∇ϕ(xτk(s))−∇ϕ(x̄(s))∥
≤ηΛη(τk+s)(∥ξΛη(τk+s)∥+ ∥dΛη(τk+s)∥) + ∥∇ϕ(xτk(s))−∇ϕ(x̄(s))∥,

which converges to zero as k → ∞. By the continuity of ∇ϕ∗, we have that x(λη(Λη(τk + s)))
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converges to x̄(s) in C(R+,Rn). By Assumption 3.1, for almost any s ∈ [0, T ], we have

dist(ȳ(s),H(x̄(s))) ≤
∥∥∥∥ 1

N

N∑
k=1

yτk(s)− ȳ(s)

∥∥∥∥+ dist

(
1

N

N∑
k=1

yτk(s),H(x̄(s))

)

=

∥∥∥∥ 1

N

N∑
k=1

yτk(s)− ȳ(s)

∥∥∥∥+ dist

(
1

N

N∑
k=1

dΛη(λη(τk+s)),H(x̄(s))

)
→ 0.

Since T is arbitrary and H(x̄(s)) is a closed set, we conclude that ȳ(s) ∈ H(x̄(s)) for almost all
s ≥ 0. This completes the proof.

The following assumption ensures that the trajectory subsequentially converges to the stable
set of (8), and the Lyapunov function values converge.

Assumption 3.2. There exists a continuous function Ψ : Rn → R, such that the following condi-
tions hold:

1. (Weak Morse-Sard). The set {Ψ(x) : for x such that 0 ∈ H(x)} has empty interior in R.

2. (Lyapunov function). Ψ is lower bounded, i.e. lim infx∈Rn Ψ(x) > −∞. For any trajectory
z(t) of the differential inclusion (8) with z(0) /∈ H−1(0), there exists T > 0 such that

Ψ(z(T )) < sup
t∈[0,T ]

Ψ(z(t)) ≤ Ψ(z(0)).

We say that a continuous function Ψ, satisfying Assumption 3.2.2, is a Lyapunov function for
the differential inclusion (8) with a stable set H−1(0).

Lemma 3.2. Suppose Assumption 3.1 is satisfied. Then, it holds that

lim inf
t→∞

Ψ(x(t)) = lim inf
k→∞

Ψ(xk), lim sup
t→∞

Ψ(x(t)) = lim sup
k→∞

Ψ(xk). (16)

Proof. For simplicity, we only prove the case for lim inf, the argument for lim sup follows similarly.
By Assumption 3.1, we have that

lim
k→∞

∥∇ϕ(xk+1)−∇ϕ(xk)∥ = 0. (17)

Let τi → ∞ be an arbitrary sequence with x(τi) → x∗. By the definition of λη and Λη, it follows
that

∥∇ϕ(xΛη(τi))−∇ϕ(x∗)∥ ≤∥∇ϕ(xΛη(τi))−∇ϕ(x(τi))∥+ ∥∇ϕ(x(τi))−∇ϕ(x∗)∥
≤∥∇ϕ(xΛη(τi))−∇ϕ(xΛη(τi)+1)∥+ ∥∇ϕ(x(τi))−∇ϕ(x∗)∥.

The right-hand side converges to zero. By Remark 3.1.1, we have that Ψ ◦ ∇ϕ∗ is continuous, so
limi→∞Ψ(xΛη(τi)) = limi→∞Ψ ◦ ∇ϕ∗ ◦ ∇ϕ(xΛη(τi)) = Ψ ◦ ∇ϕ∗ ◦ ∇ϕ(x∗) = Ψ(x∗). By choosing
τi → ∞ as the sequence realizing lim inft→∞Ψ(x(t)), and assuming without loss of generality that
x(τi) → x∗, we get

lim inf
k→∞

Ψ(xk) ≤ lim
i→∞

Ψ(xΛη(τi)) = Ψ(x∗) = lim inf
t→∞

Ψ(x(t)).

This completes the proof.
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The following proposition demonstrates that the function value converges along the interpolated
process defined in (11). The non-escape argument in the proof is adapted from those of [22,
Proposition 3.5] and [26, Theorem 3.20], with particular attention paid to the dual map ∇ϕ and
its inverse ∇ϕ∗.

Proposition 3.1. Suppose Assumption 3.1 and 3.2 hold, then function value Ψ(x(t)) converges as
t → ∞.

Proof. Assuming lim inft→∞Ψ(x(t)) = 0, we define the level set Lr := {x ∈ Rn : Ψ(x) ≤ r}.
Choose any ϵ > 0 such that ϵ /∈ Ψ(H−1(0)). The weak Morse-Sard condition in Assumption 3.1
implies that ϵ can be chosen arbitrarily small, and Lemma 3.2 implies that there are infinitely many
k such that xk ∈ Lϵ. For any xk ∈ Lϵ, by the continuity of Ψ, we have that there exists α > 0
such that dist(xk,Rn \ L2ϵ) > α. By (17), for sufficiently large k, we have that ∥xk+1 − xk∥ < α.
Therefore, for all large k, xk ∈ Lϵ implies that xk+1 ∈ L2ϵ. Now, we define the last entrance and
the first subsequent exit times,

ki = max{m ≥ ji−1 : xm ∈ Lϵ}, ji = min{m ≥ ki : xm ∈ Rn \ L2ϵ}. (18)

We prove that such upcrossing occurs for finite times. Otherwise, if there exists {ki} such that
limi→∞ ki = ∞, then Theorem 3.1 indicates that, up to a subsequence, ∇ϕ(xλη(ki)(·)) converges to
∇ϕ(x̄(·)), where x̄(·) is a trajectory of (8). By the definition of ki, we have Ψ(xki) ≤ ϵ, Ψ(xki+1) > ϵ.
By (17) and the continuity of Ψ ◦∇ϕ∗, we have that limi→∞Ψ(xki) = limi→∞Ψ(xki+1) = ϵ. Recall
that xλη(ki)(0) = xki , therefore, Ψ(x̄(0)) = limi→∞Ψ(xki) = ϵ. Since x̄(0) is not in the stable set,
there exists T > 0, such that

Ψ(x̄(T )) < sup
s∈[0,T ]

Ψ(x̄(s)) ≤ Ψ(x̄(0)) = ϵ.

Then, there exists δ > 0, such that Ψ(x̄(T )) ≤ ϵ− 2δ. Moreover, for sufficiently large i, we have

sup
s∈[0,T ]

Ψ(xλη(ki)(s)) ≤ sup
s∈[0,T ]

Ψ(x̄(s)) + sup
s∈[0,T ]

|Ψ(xλη(ki)(s))−Ψ(x̄(s))| ≤ 2ϵ.

The last inequality comes from the uniform convergence of {∇ϕ(xλη(ki)(·))} in C(R+,Rn). This
implies that for all large i, {x(λη(ki) + s) : s ∈ [0, T ]} ⊂ L2ϵ. Thus it holds that λη(ji) >
λη(ki) + T . Let li = max{m : λη(ki) ≤ λη(m) ≤ λη(ki) + T}. Then ∥∇ϕ(xli)−∇ϕ(xλη(ki)(T ))∥ ≤
∥∇ϕ(xli) − ∇ϕ(xli+1)∥ → 0, and hence ∥∇ϕ(xli)−∇ϕ(x̄(T ))∥ → 0 as i → ∞. By the continuity
of Ψ ◦ ∇ϕ∗, we have that Ψ(xli) ≤ ϵ− δ for all large i. By the definition of ki and ji, we have that
λη(ji) < λη(li) ≤ λη(ki) + T , which leads to a contradiction. Therefore, for all large k, Ψ(xk) ≤ 2ϵ.
Since ϵ can be chosen arbitrarily small, it holds that limk→∞Ψ(xk) = 0. This completes the
proof.

Now, we are ready to present the main theorem in this section.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 hold. Then any cluster point of {xk} lies in
H−1(0) and the function values {Ψ(xk)}k≥1 converge.

Proof. Since {xk} is bounded, let x∗ be any cluster point of {xk}, and limi→∞xki = x∗. By
Theorem 3.1, up to a subsequence, ∇ϕ(xλη(ki)(·)) → ∇ϕ(x̄(·)) for some x̄(·) ∈ C(R+,Rn). Note
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that xki = xλη(ki)(0), so we have

∥x̄(0)− x∗∥ ≤ lim sup
i→∞

(∥∥∥x̄(0)− xλη(ki)(0)
∥∥∥+ ∥∥∥xλη(ki)(0)− xki

∥∥∥+ ∥xki − x∗∥
)

= lim sup
i→∞

(∥∥∥∇ϕ∗(∇ϕ(x̄(0)))−∇ϕ∗(∇ϕ(xλη(ki)(0)))
∥∥∥+ ∥∥∥xλη(ki)(0)− xki

∥∥∥+ ∥xki − x∗∥
)

=0,

where the last equality comes from the continuity of ∇ϕ∗. Hence x̄(0) = x∗. Suppose x∗ /∈ H−1(0),
then by Assumption 3.2, there exists T > 0, such that

Ψ(x̄(T )) < sup
t∈[0,T ]

Ψ(x̄(t)) ≤ Ψ(x∗).

On the other hand, by Proposition 3.1, Ψ(x(t)) converges as t → ∞. Therefore, we obtain

Ψ(x̄(T )) = lim
i→∞

Ψ(xλη(ki)(T )) = lim
i→∞

Ψ(x(λη(ki) + T )) = lim
t→∞

Ψ(x(t)) = Ψ(x∗),

which leads to a contradiction. Therefore, 0 ∈ H(x∗). This completes the proof.

4 Applications

Based on the framework of the general Bregman-type method as outlined in (8), in this section,
we consider three specific types of stochastic Bregman subgradient methods by choosing different
types of kernel function ϕ and set-valued mapping H. In the first two parts, we consider vanilla
and single timescale momentum based stochastic Bregman subgradient methods for unconstrained
optimization problems. Subsequently, we extend our methods to the stochastic Bregman proximal
subgradient method for solving constrained composite optimization problems.

4.1 Stochastic Bregman subgradient method

In this subsection, we consider the following stochastic Bregman subgradient update scheme:

xk+1 ≈ arg min
x∈Rn

{
⟨gk, x− xk⟩+

1

ηk
Dϕ(x, xk)

}
,

s.t.

∥∥∥∥gk + ∇ϕ(xk+1)−∇ϕ(xk)

ηk

∥∥∥∥ ≤ νk.

(SBG)

where gk = dk + ξk, dk ∈ Dδk
f (xk), and ξk is the stochastic noise. The associated differential

inclusion is
d

dt
∇ϕ(x(t)) ∈ −Df (x(t)). (19)

Given the allowance for inexact solutions in the SBG framework, we illustrate that a kernel Hes-
sian preconditioned subgradient method fits within our framework, akin to the approach in the
recently proposed ABPG in [47]. The concept of Hessian preconditioning has also been examined
in continuous settings as seen in [2, 14]. Assuming the absence of the nonsmooth term in ABPG,
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the existence and nonsingularity of ∇2ϕ everywhere, and that supk
∥∥(∇2ϕ(xk))

−1
∥∥ ≤ c for some

c > 0, the ABPG updates scheme in [47] is given by

x+k = xk − ηk(∇2ϕ(xk))
−1gk. (20)

This yields
∇ϕ(x+k )− (∇ϕ(xk)− ηkgk)

=∇ϕ(xk − ηk(∇2ϕ(xk))
−1gk)− (∇ϕ(xk)− ηkgk)

=∇ϕ(xk)− ηk∇2ϕ(xk)(∇2ϕ(xk))
−1gk + o(ηk)− (∇ϕ(xk)− ηkgk)

=o(ηk),

indicating that limk→∞

∥∥∥gk + ∇ϕ(x+
k )−∇ϕ(xk)

ηk

∥∥∥ = 0, which implies that x+k is an approximate solution

to the SBG subproblem.
We make the following assumptions on (SBG).

Assumption 4.1. 1. ϕ is a supercoecive Legendre kernel function over Rn, and ∇ϕ is differen-
tiable almost everywhere. Moreover, for any absolutely continuous mapping z(·) ∈ C(R+,Rn),
∇2ϕ(z(s)) is positive definite for almost all s ≥ 0.

2. The sequences {xk}, {∇ϕ(xk)} and {dk} are uniformly bounded almost surely.

3. {ξk} is a martingale difference noise, i.e. E[ξk+1|Fk] = 0 holds almost surely.
∑∞

k=0 ηk = ∞,
and the stepsize and noise satisfy one of the following two conditions:

(a) {ξk} is uniformly bounded and ηk = o
(

1
log k

)
.

(b) {ξk} has bounded variance, i.e. E[∥ξk+1∥2 |Fk] ≤ σ2 < ∞, and
∑∞

k=0 η
2
k < ∞.

4. limk→∞ δk = 0, and limk→∞ νk = 0.

To ensure the convergence of (SBG), we make the following assumptions on f and kernel ϕ.

Assumption 4.2. 1. f is lower bounded, i.e. lim infx∈Rn f(x) > −∞. Moreover, f is a poten-
tial function that admits Df as its convex valued conservative field.

2. The critical value set {f(x) : 0 ∈ Df (x)} has empty interior in R.

We have the following two propositions.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose Assumption 4.1 and 4.2 hold. For any dek such that ∥dek∥ ≤ νk, and any
increasing sequence {kj} such that {xkj} converges to x̄, it holds that

lim
N→∞

dist

 1

N

N∑
j=1

(dkj + dekj ), Df (x̄)

 = 0.

Proof. By the inexact condition in (SBG), it follows that there exists dek, such that ∥dek∥ ≤ νk and

∇ϕ(xk+1) = ∇ϕ(xk)− ηk (dk + dek + ξk) .
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Define d̃k := dk + dek ∈ Dδ̃k
f (xk), where δ̃k = δk + νk. Note that limk→∞ δ̃k = 0. Since Df has a

closed graph, then for any {xkj} converging to x̄, it holds that limj→∞ dist
(
d̃kj , Df (x̄)

)
= 0. Note

that Df (x̄) is a convex set, by Jensen’s inequality, we have

lim
N→∞

dist

 1

N

N∑
j=1

d̃kj , Df (x̄)

 = lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑
j=1

dist
(
d̃kj , Df (x̄)

)
= 0.

This completes the proof.

Proposition 4.1. Suppose Assumption 4.1 and 4.2 hold. Then f is a Lyapunov function for the
differential inclusion (19) with the stable set {x ∈ Rn : 0 ∈ Df (x)}.

Proof. Consider any trajectory z(·) for the differential inclusion (19) with 0 /∈ Df (z(0)). We have
that for almost all s ≥ 0,

d

ds
f(z(s)) = ⟨Df (z(s)), ż(s)⟩ ∋ −

〈
∇2ϕ(z(s))ż(s), ż(s)

〉
Therefore, for any t ≥ 0, it holds that

f(z(t))− f(z(0)) = −
∫ t

0

〈
∇2ϕ(z(s))ż(s), ż(s)

〉
ds ≤ −

∫ t

0
λmin

(
∇2ϕ(z(s))

)
∥ż(s)∥2 ds ≤ 0.

We now prove the required result by contradiction. Suppose for any t ≥ 0, f(z(t)) = f(z(0)),
then, we have λmin

(
∇2ϕ(z(s))

)
∥ż(s)∥2 = 0 for almost all s ≥ 0. Since λmin(∇2ϕ(z(·))) > 0 almost

everywhere in R+, then ż(s) = 0 for almost all s ≥ 0. Since z(·) is absolutely continuous, therefore,
z(t) ≡ z(0) for any t ≥ 0. Then, 0 = d

dt∇ϕ(z(t)) ∈ −Df (z(t)) = −Df (z(0)). This is contradictory
to the fact that z(0) is not a Df -critical point of f . Therefore, there exists T > 0, such that
f(z(T )) < supt∈[0,T ] f(z(t)) ≤ f(z(0)). This completes the proof.

By Lemma 4.1, Proposition 4.1 and Theorem 3.2, we can directly derive the following conver-
gence results for (SBG).

Theorem 4.1. Suppose Assumption 4.1 and 4.2 hold. Then almost surely, any cluster point of
{xk} generated by (SBG) is a Df -critical point and the function values {f(xk)} converge.

4.2 Momentum based stochastic Bregman subgradient method

In this section, we introduce a momentum based stochastic Bregman subgradient method. For a
chosen kernel function φ : Rn → R, the momentum based update scheme is given as follows:

xk+1 = argmin
x∈Rn

{
⟨mk, x− xk⟩+

1

ηk
Dφ(x, xk)

}
s.t.

∥∥∥∥mk +
1

ηk
(∇φ(xk+1)−∇φ(xk))

∥∥∥∥ ≤ νk,

mk+1 = mk − θkP (xk)(mk − gk),

(MSBG)

where gk = dk + ξk, dk ∈ Dδk
f (xk), and P (xk) ∈ Rn×n denotes a preconditioning matrix. Similar to

(20), the MSBG subproblem can also be solved in an inexact manner by adopting a preconditioned
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subgradient strategy as shown in (20). For the ease of presentation, we omit the discussion. Our
MSBG method is a single timescale method in the sense that the stepsize ηk for the primal variable
and the stepsize θk for the momentum decay at the same rate.

We make the following assumptions on (MSBG).

Assumption 4.3. 1. φ ∈ C2(Rn) is a supercoecive Legendre kernel function over Rn, and
∇2φ(·) is positive definite everywhere. Moreover, P (·) = (∇2φ(·))−1 : Rn → Rn×n.

2. The sequences {xk}, {∇ϕ(xk)}, {dk}, and {mk} are uniformly bounded almost surely.

3. {ξk} is a martingale difference noise,
∑∞

k=0 ηk = ∞, and the stepsize and noise satisfy one
of the following two conditions:

(a) {ξk} is uniformly bounded and ηk = o
(

1
log k

)
.

(b) {ξk} has bounded variance, i.e. E[∥ξk+1∥2 |Fk] ≤ σ2 < ∞, and
∑∞

k=0 η
2
k < ∞.

4. limk→∞ δk = 0 and limk→∞ νk = 0.

5. There exists a positive τ such that limk→∞
θk
ηk

= τ .

Assumption 4.4. 1. f is lower bounded, path-differential, and admits a convex valued conser-
vative field Df .

2. The critical value set {f(x) : 0 ∈ Df (x)} has empty interior in R.

Consider the following differential inclusion,

d

dt

[
∇φ(x(t))
m(t)

]
∈ −

[
m(t)

τ(∇2φ(x(t)))−1(m(t)−Df (x(t)))

]
, for almost all t ≥ 0. (21)

Define

ϕ(x,m) := φ(x) +
1

2
∥m∥2, H(x,m) :=

[
m

τ(∇2φ(x))−1(m−Df (x))

]
.

Then, (21) can be reformulated in the form of (8) as:

d

dt
∇ϕ(x(t),m(t)) ∈ −H(x(t),m(t)), for almost all t ≥ 0. (22)

The stable set of (22) is given by H−1(0) = {(x,m) : m = 0, 0 ∈ Df (x)}. Based on the differential
inclusion (22), (MSBG) can be reformulated in the form of (10) as:

∇φ(xk+1) = ∇φ(xk)− ηk(mk + dek)

mk+1 = mk − ηk ·
θk
ηk

(∇2φ(xk))
−1(mk − dk),

(23)

where ∥dek∥ ≤ νk.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose Assumption 4.3 and 4.4 hold. Let {(xk,mk)} be the sequence generated
by (MSBG), dx,k := mk + dek, and dm,k := θk

ηk
(∇2φ(xk))

−1(mk − dk), where ∥dek∥ ≤ νk. For any
increasing sequence {kj} such that (xkj ,mkj ) converges to (x̄, m̄), it holds that

lim
N→∞

dist

 1

N

N∑
j=1

(dx,kj , dm,kj ),H(x̄, m̄)

 = 0.
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Proof. By Assumption 4.3, it holds that

lim
j→∞

dist
(
mkj + dekj , m̄

)
≤ lim

j→∞
dist(mkj , m̄) + νkj = 0.

By Assumption 4.3.1, we have (∇2φ(x))−1 is continuous, and hence

lim
j→∞

dist
(
(∇2φ(xkj ))

−1(mkj − dkj ), (∇
2φ(x̄))−1(m̄−Df (x̄))

)
= 0.

Since Df (x̄) is a compact set, and limk→∞
θk
ηk

= τ , it holds that

lim
j→∞

dist

(
θkj
ηkj

(∇2φ(xkj ))
−1(mkj − dkj ), τ(∇

2φ(x̄))−1(m̄−Df (x̄))

)
= 0.

By the fact that Df (x̄) is a convex set and Jensen’s inequality, we have that

lim
N→∞

dist

 1

N

N∑
j=1

(dx,kj , dm,kj ),H(m̄, x̄)

 ≤ lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑
j=1

dist
(
(dx,kj , dm,kj ),H(m̄, x̄)

)
= 0.

This completes the proof.

Proposition 4.2. Suppose Assumption 4.3 and 4.4 hold. Then h(x,m) = f(x) + 1
2τ ∥m∥2 is a

Lyapunov function for (21) with the stable set B := {(x,m) ∈ Rn × Rn : m = 0, 0 ∈ Df (x)}.

Proof. Consider any trajectory (x(t),m(t)) for the differential inclusion (21) with (x(0),m(0)) /∈ B.
There exists measurable df (s) ∈ Df (x(s)), such that for almost all s ≥ 0,

d

ds
h(x(s),m(s))

= ⟨Df (x(s)), ẋ(s)⟩+
〈
m(s)

τ
, ṁ(s)

〉
∋ −

〈
df (s), (∇2φ(x(s)))−1m(s)

〉
−
〈
m(s), (∇2φ(x))−1(m(s)− df (s))

〉
=−

〈
m(s), (∇2φ(x(s)))−1m(s)

〉
.

Thus, for any t ≥ 0, h(x(t),m(t)) ≤ h(x(0),m(0)). For any (x(0),m(0)) /∈ B, either m(0) ̸= 0 or
m(0) = 0 and 0 /∈ Df (x(0)). If m(0) ̸= 0, then the continuity of m(·) ensures the existence of T > 0
and α > 0 where ∥m(s)∥ ≥ α for s ∈ [0, T ]. Thus we have

h(x(T ),m(T ))− h(x(0),m(0)) ≤ −
∫ T

0

〈
m(s), (∇2φ(x(s)))−1m(s)

〉
ds < 0.

Now consider the case m(0) = 0 and 0 /∈ Df (x(0)). By the outer semicontinuity of Df and
Assumption 4.3.1, there exists T̃ > 0, such that for almost all t ∈ [0, T̃ ], it holds that 0 /∈
(∇2φ(x(t)))−1Df (x(t)). Now suppose for all t ≥ 0, h(x(t),m(t)) = h(x(0),m(0)), then we have
m(s) = 0 for almost all s ≥ 0. Since m is continuous, it holds that m ≡ 0. Note that for almost
any t ≥ 0, ṁ(t) ∈ −τ(∇2φ(x(t)))−1(m(t) − Df (x(t))), thus 0 ∈ (∇2φ(x(t)))−1Df (x(t)) holds for
almost all t ≥ 0, which leads to a contradiction. Therefore, for both cases, there exists T > 0 such
that h(x(T ),m(T )) < h(x(0),m(0)). This completes the proof.
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By Lemma 4.2, Proposition 4.2, and Theorem 3.2, we have the following convergence results
for (MSBG).

Theorem 4.2. Suppose Assumption 4.3 and 4.4 hold. Then almost surely, any cluster point of
{xk} generated by (MSBG) is a Df -critical point of f , limk→∞mk = 0, and the function values
{f(xk)} converge.

Proof. Theorem 3.2 implies that any cluster point of {(xk,mk)} lies in {(x,m) : 0 ∈ Df (x),m = 0},
and {f(xk)+ 1

2τ ∥mk∥2} converges. For any convergent subsequence xkj → x̄, since {mk} is bounded,
then there exist subsequence {mkji

} such that mkji
→ m̄. Therefore, (xkji ,mkji

) → (x̄, m̄). Then,
it holds that 0 ∈ Df (x̄). Similarly, we can prove that for any convergent subsequence {mkj}
such that mkj → m̄, we have that m̄ = 0. Therefore, limk→∞mk = 0. Then, limk→∞ f(xk) =

limk→∞ f(xk) +
1
2τ ∥mk∥2. This completes the proof.

4.3 Stochastic Bregman proximal subgradient method

In this section, we consider solving the following constrained composite optimization problem:

min
x∈X

h(x) := f(x) +R(x), (24)

where X is a closed subset of Rn, and R is a locally Lipschitz function with an efficiently computable
conservative field. In many applications, R serves as the regularization function, which is usually
Clarke regular, and ∂R is efficient to compute. We consider applying the follow Bregman proximal
subgradient method to solve (24),

xk+1 ≈ argmin
x∈X

{
⟨gk, x− xk⟩+

1

ηk
Dϕ(x, xk) +R(x)

}
,

s.t. ⟨gk, xk+1 − xk⟩+
1

ηk
Dϕ(xk+1, xk) +R(xk+1) ≤ R(xk), and

dist

(
0, gk +

1

ηk
(∇ϕ(xk+1)−∇ϕ(xk)) +DR(xk+1) +NL

X (xk+1)

)
≤ νk.

(SBPG)

where gk = df,k + ξk, df,k ∈ Dδk
f (xk). We can reformulate (SBPG) in the form of (10) as follows:

∇ϕ(xk+1) = ∇ϕ(xk)− ηk(df,k + dR,k + dX ,k + de,k + ξk),

where df,k ∈ Dδk
f (xk), dR,k ∈ DR(xk+1), dX ,k ∈ NL

X (xk+1), and ∥de,k∥ ≤ νk. When X = Rn,

with δk = 0 and νk = 0, it follows that xk+1 = Tϕ
ηk,R

(xk, gk). Let dk := df,k + dR,k + dX ,k + de,k.

We can easily verify that there exists {δ̃k} such that limk→∞ δ̃k = 0, and dk ∈ Hδ̃k(xk), where
H := Df +DR +NX . This leads to a differential inclusion for the proximal updates given by

d

dt
∇ϕ(x(t)) ∈ −H(x(t)), where H = Df +DR +NX . (25)

The momentum technique can also be integrated into (SBPG), as illustrated in Section 4.2. For
the sake of readability, we omit this extension. Note that neither NX nor NL

X is locally bounded,
thus the results that rely on local boundedness assumption such as those presented in [24,51] cannot
be directly applied. We make the following assumptions on (SBPG).

19



Assumption 4.5. 1. ϕ is a supercoecive Legendre kernel function over Rn. Moreover, ϕ is
locally strongly convex and ∇ϕ is locally Lipschitz continuous. Additionally, for any absolutely
continuous mapping z(·) ∈ C(R+,Rn), ∇2ϕ(z(s)) is positive definite for almost all s ≥ 0.

2. The sequences {xk}, {∇ϕ(xk)}, {df,k} and {dR,k} are uniformly bounded almost surely.

3. {ξk} is a uniformly bounded martingale difference noise and supk≥0 ∥ξk∥ < ∞. The stepsize

sequence {ηk} satisfies
∑∞

k=0 ηk = ∞ and ηk = o
(

1
log k

)
.

4. limk→∞ δk = 0, and limk→∞ νk = 0.

5. For any η > 0, ηR+ ϕ is supercoecive.

Assumption 4.6. 1. h is lower bounded. Moreover, the locally Lipschitz continuous functions
f and R are potential functions that admit convex valued Df and DR as their conservative
fields, respectively. X admits the chain rule as described in Definition 2.8.

2. The critical value set {h(x) : 0 ∈ Df (x) +DR(x) +NX (x)} has empty interior in R.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose Assumption 4.5 and 4.6 hold. Let dk := df,k + dR,k + dX ,k + de,k. For any
increasing sequence {kj} such that {xkj} converges to x̄, it holds that

lim
N→∞

dist

 1

N

N∑
j=1

dkj ,H(x̄)

 = 0,

where H := Df +DR +NX .

Proof. Given the condition

R(xk+1) + ⟨df,k + ξk, xk+1 − xk⟩+
1

ηk
Dϕ(xk+1, xk) ≤ R(xk),

we derive that
Dϕ(xk+1, xk)

∥xk+1 − xk∥
≤ ηk

|R(xk+1)−R(xk)|
∥xk+1 − xk∥

+ ηk(∥df,k + ξk∥).

Assumption 4.5 ensures that supk≥0
1
ηk

∥∇ϕ(xk+1)−∇ϕ(xk)∥ < ∞. Moreover, we have that for
some ∥de,k∥ ≤ νk,

∇ϕ(xk+1)−∇ϕ(xk)

ηk
= − (df,k + dR,k + dX ,k + de,k + ξk) .

Note that the left hand side is uniformly bounded, {df,k}, {dR,k}, {de,k} and {ξk} are all uniformly
bounded, therefore, it holds that {dX ,k} is also uniformly bounded. For any {xkj} converging to x̄,

by the outer semicontinuity of Df , DR and NL
X , along with Proposition 2.1, it holds that

lim
j→∞

dist
(
dx,kj , Df (x̄)

)
= 0, lim

j→∞
dist

(
dR,kj , DR(x̄)

)
= 0, and lim

j→∞
dist

(
dX ,kj , N

L
X (x̄)

)
= 0.

Note that NL
X ⊂ NX , therefore, limj→∞ dist

(
dkj ,H(x̄)

)
= 0. By Jensen’s inequality, we prove this

lemma.
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Proposition 4.3. Suppose Assumption 4.5 and 4.6 hold. Then the function h in (24) is a Lyapunov
function for the differential inclusion (25) with stable set {x ∈ Rn : 0 ∈ Df (x) +DR(x) +NX (x)}.

Proof. Consider any trajectory z(t) of (25) with 0 /∈ H(z(0)). By the chain rule, it holds that for
almost all t ≥ 0,

f(z(t))′ = ⟨Df (z(t)), ż(t)⟩ , R(z(t))′ = ⟨DR(z(t)), ż(t)⟩ , 0 = ⟨NX (z(t)), ż(t)⟩ .

Then, we have that h(z(t))′ = ⟨H(z(t)), ż(t)⟩ for almost all t ≥ 0. Note that for almost all t ≥ 0,
it holds that ∇2ϕ(z(t))ż(t) ∈ −H(z(t)). Then, we have

h(z(t))− h(z(0)) =

∫ t

0
⟨H(z(s)), ż(s)⟩ ds = −

∫ t

0

〈
∇2ϕ(z(s))ż(s), ż(s)

〉
ds

≤−
∫ t

0
λmin(∇2ϕ(z(s))) ∥ż(s)∥2 ds.

If there exists no t > 0, such that h(z(t)) < h(z(0)). Then, we have that ż(t) = 0 for almost
all t ≥ 0. Thus, z(t) ≡ z(0). Therefore, we have that 0 = d

dt∇ϕ(z(s)) ∈ −H(z(0)), which is
contradictory to the fact that 0 /∈ H(z(0)). This completes the proof.

By Lemma 4.3, Proposition 4.3 and Theorem 3.2, we can directly derive the following conver-
gence results.

Theorem 4.3. Suppose Assumption 4.5 and 4.6 hold. Then almost surely, any cluster point of
{xk} generated by (SBPG) is a H-critical point and the function values {f(xk) +R(xk)} converge.

5 Numerical experiments

In this section, we conduct preliminary numerical experiments to illustrate the performance of our
proposed methods, focusing on training nonsmooth neural networks for image classification and
language modeling tasks. These experiments are performed using an NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU,
and implemented in Python 3.9 with PyTorch version 1.12.0.

Our experiments employ a polynomial kernel-based stochastic Bregman subgradient method
to train nonsmooth neural networks. Specifically, we use a blockwise polynomial kernel function
ϕ(x) =

∑L
i=1 pi(∥xi∥), where x = (x1, ..., xL) represents the concatenation of all layers’ parameters

in a neural network with L layers, and each pi is a univariate polynomial of degree at least 2. When
pi(λ) =

1
2λ

2, this approach becomes equivalent to SGD. The polynomial pi(λ) =
1
2λ

2 + σ
r λ

r with
r ≥ 4, as discussed in the prior work [23], is applied in our numerical experiments. In this case, the
update scheme is defined as follows

xk+1 = ∇ϕ∗(∇ϕ(xk)− ηkmk)

mk+1 = mk − θk(∇2ϕ(xk))
−1(mk − gk),

(MSBG)

where the calculation of xk+1 involves solving a nonlinear equation. Given the allowance of in-
exact solutions for the subproblems of MSBG, as mentioned earlier, we consider an alternative
preconditioned update scheme,

xk+1 = xk − ηk(∇2ϕ(xk))
−1mk

mk+1 = mk − θk(∇2ϕ(xk))
−1(mk − gk),

(iMSBG)
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which avoids solving a nonlinear equation in the first step of (MSBG). By the Sherman-Morrison
formula, we have

(∇|2xi
pi(∥xi∥))−1 =

1

σ ∥xi∥r−2 I −
σ(r − 2) ∥xi∥r−4

(1 + σ ∥xi∥r−2)2 + σ(r − 2)(1 + σ ∥xi∥r−2) ∥xi∥2
xix

T
i ,

and ∇2ϕ(x) = diag
(
(∇|2x1

p1(∥x1∥))−1, ..., (∇|2xL
pL(∥xL∥))−1

)
is block diagonal. We employ this

kernel function and use the notation MSBGK/iMSBGK to denote MSBG/iMSBG with the poly-
nomial degree parameter r set to K. Our experiments focus on two main applications: training
Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) for image classification and Long Short-Term Memory
(LSTM) [31] networks for language modeling. Specifically, our image classification experiments
include training Resnet14 and ResNet34 [30] on CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 datasets [32]. Our lan-
guage modeling experiments focus on 1-layer, 2-layer, and 3-layer LSTM networks applied to the
Penn Treebank dataset [38].

CNNs on image classification For the CNN experiments, we set the stepsize ηs for each epoch
s as ηs = η0

1+(log(s+1))1.1
, where η0 is the initial stepsize. The momentum parameters are all set to

θs =
0.1

1+log(s+1)1.1
. For MSBG4 and iMSBG4, we choose σ = 0.01, and for iMSBG6, σ = 0.0001. We

search the initial stepsize η0 among the grid {0.001, 0.01, 0.1, 1.0} and select the value that achieves
the highest test accuracy. The results are shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2. We can observe that
by selecting a proper kernel function, our Bregman subgradient methods can outperform SGD in
terms of test accuracy. Moreover, we can see that MSBG4 and iMSBG4 have similar performance,
although iMSBG4 solves the subproblem inexactly.

Additionally, we evaluate the robustness of the selection of initial stepsize η0, as demonstrated
in Figure 3. We can see that the peak test accuracies of all methods are similar, yet our Bregman
subgradient methods demonstrate a wider effective initial step size range, indicating a reduced
sensitivity to the choice of initial step size – a benefit attributable to the kernel function.
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(a) Train loss (b) Test accuracy (c) Test loss

Figure 1: Resnet 14 on CIFAR10.

LSTMs on language modeling For the LSTM experiments, we initially set the stepsize as a
constant. The stepsize is then decreased to 0.1 times its previous value at both the 150th and
300th epochs. After 300 epochs, we set ηs =

0.01η0
1+log(s−300)1.1

, with s representing the epoch number.
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Figure 2: Resnet 34 on CIFAR100.
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(a) ResNet14 on CIFAR10 (b) ResNet18 on CIFAR100

Figure 3: Robustness for initial stepsize. Figure (a) reports the test accuracy for 40 epochs. Figure
(b) reports the test accuracy for 30 epochs.

Here η0 is the initial stepsize. Within the s-th epoch, ηk takes the constant value ηs. Similarly, the
momentum parameters are all set to θs =

0.1
1+log(s+1)1.1

. For MSBG4 and iMSBG4, we set σ = 10−6.

We search η0 among the grid {1, 10, 20, 40, 80, 100} and report the results based on achieving the
highest test accuracy. The results are shown in Figures 4, 5, and 6. We can observe that selecting
an appropriate kernel function enables our Bregman subgradient methods to achieve superior test
accuracy compared to SGD.

We also compare the one-epoch runtime for all considered methods over all tasks. We can
observe in Table 1 that the proposed inexact Bregman subgradient methods are nearly as efficient
as SGD, largely because iMSBG circumvents the need to solve nonlinear equations in computing
the Bregman proximal mapping.

6 Conclusion

This paper explores Bregman subgradient methods for solving nonsmooth nonconvex optimization
problems, particularly focusing on path-differentiable functions. We introduce a comprehensive
stochastic Bregman framework that accommodates inexact evaluations of the abstract set-valued
mapping. Employing a differential inclusion strategy and linear interpolation of dual sequences,
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Figure 4: 1-layer LSTM on Penn Treebank dataset.
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Figure 5: 2-layer LSTM on Penn Treebank dataset.

we establish convergence results for our stochastic Bregman-type methods. This ensures that
the discrete sequence subsequentially converges to the stable set of the differential inclusion, as
well as the convergence of the Lyapunov function values. For applications, we demonstrate that
stochastic Bregman subgradient methods, even with subproblems being solved inexactly, fit within
our general framework, and we establish their convergence properties. Moreover, we integrate a
momentum technique into the stochastic Bregman subgradient methods. Additionally, we extend
our methodology to a proximal variant of the stochastic Bregman subgradient methods for solving
constrained composite optimization problems and establish its convergence results. Finally, we
conduct numerical experiments on training nonsmooth neural networks to evaluate the performance
of our proposed stochastic Bregman subgradient methods. Our experimental results validate the
practical benefits and effectiveness of our approaches in deep learning.
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Figure 6: 3-layer LSTM on Penn Treebank dataset.
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