Complexity and performance for two classes
of noise-tolerant first-order algorithms

S. Gratton! S. Jerad' and Ph. L. Toint?}

20 IV 2022

Abstract

Two classes of algorithms for optimization in the presence of noise are presented, that
do not require the evaluation of the objective function. The first generalizes the well-
known Adagrad method. Its complexity is then analyzed as a function of its parameters,
and it is shown that some methods of the class enjoy a better asymptotic convergence rate
than previously known. A second class of algorithms is then derived whose complexity
is at least as good as that of the first class. Initial numerical experiments on finite-sum
problems arsing from deep-learning applications suggest that that methods of the second
class often outperform those of the first.

Keywords: First-order methods, objective-function-free optimization, noisy gradients, Adagrad,
convergence bounds, evaluation complexity.

1 Introduction

Minimization algorithms which can handle noisy evaluations of the objective function and/or
gradients have generated a significant amount of research in the last years [3, 5, 4, 6, 7, 8, 12,
13, 28, 14, 15, 21, 22, 25, 26, 27, 29, 31, 32]. Interestingly, a number of these contributions
[3, 5, 4, 6, 7, 8 12, 13, 25] indicate that, when the (noisy) objective function is evaluated,
its accuracy is significantly more critical to ensure convergence than that of the computed
(noisy) derivatives. This may be the reason why methods where the problem is avoided by
not evaluating the objective function (such as Adagrad [15], RMSProp [27], Adam [21] or
AMSGrad [26]) have become very popular in the context of finite-sum minimization, where
noise in the evaluation arises from sampling among a very large number of terms. That
such methods can be provably convergent to first-order stationary points is quite remarkable.
Moreover, several authors have been able to prove global convergence rates, including the
recent contributions by [14], where an improved (compared to earlier analysis) such rate
was proved for the Adagrad algorithm, and by [31] where the analysis was refined to take
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“sparsity” of the gradient sequence and optimal' learning rates into account and to cover
AMSgrad and RMSProp.

The present paper uses (and extends) some preliminary results of [29, 14] to establish a
new analysis that achieves several goals.

1. The global rate of convergence result of [14] is shown to hold for an extended class of
methods comprising the Adagrad algorithm.

2. An improved asymptotic rate is also derived for these methods under an additional
conditional variance condition akin to the Strong Growth Condition of [28], indicating
that the results of [14] cannot be sharp if this condition holds. The new result is
independent of gradient “sparsity”. More importantaly, it allows an essentially arbitrary
choice of the learning rate which does not require the knowledge of the problem’s Lipschitz
constant. It therefore provides a strong alternative to those of [28] and [31].

3. Using the new analysis tools, a new class of methods is then proposed, whose global
rate of convergence is shown to be very close to that of methods using (exact) function
evaluations.

4. Numerical experiments with finite-sum problems arising from deep-learning applications
indicate that method of the latter class often perform better than those of the former.

The presentation is organized as follows. A general framework of first-order trust-region
algorithms is introduced in Section 2, in which two classes of algorithms (one of them con-
taining the Adagrad method) are defined and analyzed (complexity-wise) in Sections 3 and
4, respectively. Numerical experiments in the finite-sum minimization context are presented
in Section 5. Some conclusions are finally outlined in Section 6.

2 First-order trust-region methods for minimizing noisy func-
tions

We are interested in (approximately) solving the problem

nin F(x) (1)
where F' is a function from IR"™ to IR contaminated by noise. Moreover, we assume that
evaluating F' at any given x to sufficient accuracy is either impossible or too costly. Evaluating
a noisy gradient is however possible. .. and our only source of information about the problem.
While access to F' or its exact gradient is impossible, we nevertheless make the following
assumptions.

Assumption 2.1. The objective function F'(x) is continuously differentiable.

Assumption 2.2. Its exact gradient G(z) & V1% f(x) is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz
constant L, that is
1G(z) = G(y)|| < Lllz -yl

for all z,y € R"™.

LA priori unknown.



Assumption 2.3. There exists a constant Floy such that, for all z, F(z) > Floy-.

A standard consequence of Assumption 2.2 is that, for, any z,s € R",
T L. o
F(zx+s) < F(z)+ G(x) 8+§HSH (2)

(see Lemma 2.1 in [2] or Theorem A.8.3 in [11], for instance).

We now present a first-order adaptively scaled gradient algorithmic framework (ASGRAD),
where, at iteration k, a noisy gradient gr = g(zx) is evaluated and a step si defined that
decreases the associated local linear model and whose size is determined by componentwise
“scaling factors” w; ;, to be chosen at each iteration. Our framework is formally described as
follows.

Algorithm 2.1: The ASGRAD framework

Step 0: Initialization. 1z and a constant 7y, € (0, 1] are given. Set k = 0.

Step 1: Step computation. Evaluate g, and set

Sk = 7]63%7 (3)
with g
L i,k
o= 2 4
Sz,k W g ( )

for a stepsize v € [1ow, 1] and positive scaling factors wj j.

Step 2: New iterate. Define
Tpy1 = Tk + Sk, (5)

increment k by one and return to Step 1.

We stress that g, (as evaluated in Step 1) is a noisy random gradient evaluation. The
algorithms of the ASGRAD framework therefore generate a stochastic process

{2k, Ghs Vs SE Sk}

on some probability space (£2, F,P). The associated expectation operator will be denoted by
E[-] and Eg[-] will stand for the conditional expectation knowing {go, ..., grx—1}. All algorithms
in our framework may clearly be interpreted as variants of Stochastic Gradient Descent,
allowing for a variety of stepsize (learning rate) rules.

We will, in what follows, assume that the noisy gradient g is a bounded non-biased
estimator of the true gradient, that is

Assumption 2.4. We have that, for all k& > 0, Ex[gx] = G(xr). Moreover, there exists a
constant kg > 1 such that ||gg|lcc < kg for all & > 0 and all realizations of the algorithm.



Note that this assumption, which is standard in the analysis of stochastic first-order methods,
immediately implies that

1G (@)oo < Kg (6)

for all £ > 0.

The reader has undoubtly noted that we have not been very specific regarding how the scaling
factors w; j, are selected, and a whole range of options is possible. This justifies our choice to
consider ASGRAD as an algorithmic framework, covering many possible such choices. The rest
of this paper is devoted to the analysis of two specific classes of interest.

3 An Adagrad-inspired class of ASGRAD algorithms

In the first considered ASGRAD class, the scaling factors are inspired by the definition of the
Adagrad algorithm [15]. More specifically, we make the following additional assumptions.

Assumption 3.1. For each i € {1,...,n} and k > 0, there exist a constant ¢; > 0 and a
random variable v; j, such that v;; > ¢; and w; = (v )" for some p € (0,1). In addition,

g [vig] — vigl < ko (Brlgin] + 97x) (7)
for some k., > 0 and all k¥ > 0.

Assumption 3.2. For every realization of the algorithm, we have that that 91'2 i < ;g for all
ie{l,...,n} and all £ > 0.

We immediately note that Assumption 3.1 implies that

. def
Vig > min G = Guin (8)
1€{1,...,n}
and Assumption 3.2 ensures that
Ek[97%) < Exlvig]- 9)

The first step in our analysis is to derive a parametric bound on the decrease in the exact
linear model of F' caused by the step si, using a technique inspired by [29] and [14].

Lemma 3.3. Let st be the step produced at the j-th iteration by the an ASGRAD algorithm.
Suppose also that Assumptions 2.4 3.1 and 3.2 hold. Let G be the true gradient of F' at ;.
Then, for all i € {1,...,n},

I % 'YIOWGZ' 92'
E;[viGigsis) < —(1 = 5)mr—t, + 26k, | 55| (10)

s [13Gessi] 27 (Ej[vi ) vl

where
2 2 4-2p
def UK 2 K g 2-9 . def 1 4p—2
ka = = | K+ 2+ gy + Ry ”Hu] with ky = G511 + /151, (11)
Vow Siin min min

where 1. stands for the indicator function of the event e.



Proof. See Appendix.

This lemma essentially implies that s provides a descent direction on the true F as long as
the square of the true gradient’s norm remains large compared with the stepsizes. We also
need another result, partly inspired by [29, 14], whose utility will be to bound the last term
on the right-hand side of (10).

Lemma 3.4. Let {ay}r>0 be a non-negative sequence, o > 0 and define, for each k > 0,
by = Z;?:o aj. Then if o # 1,

k .
> et < s b e, (12)

Otherwise (i.e. if « = 1) (see Lemma 5.2 in [14]),

k

E 4 < log <g+bk> . (13)
— ¢+ b; S
7=0

Proof. See Appendix. Note that (13) is the limit of (12) when « tends to one.

Using both Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4, we are now in position to deduce a first result on the global
convergence rate of a class of ASGRAD algorithms using specific “Adagrad-like” scaling factors
satisfying Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2.

Theorem 3.5. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1-2.4 hold and that an ASGRAD algorithm is
applied to problem (1) where, for all k >0 and all i € {1,...,n},

k H
wi gy = (c + Zﬁ,e) : (14)
=0
where ¢ € (0,K4] and p € (0,1). Then the following bounds hold for ka given in (11) and

def RSH(ZLHA + L)

. 15)
i (
1-= ow
(1=
() Ifueb), then
221
E | average HG||2 < g F(l'o) — Flow
[je{o,...,k} ! (1 - %)'YIOW(]{ + 1)1—N [
nko (s + &Z(k + 1)) 2 (16)

1—2u (k4 1)1-#

(ii) If p=1, then

8kg
S [ -
3’7low (k + 1)

log <1 + (k+ 1)’1‘27)
. (17)
(k+1)

E | average ||G}||? [F(l’o) - -Flow] + nkg

j€{0,....k}




(iii) If p € (3,1), then

2p
2/<cg

E | average ||G;|?

- (1 B H)Vlow(k + 1)1_M [F(LEO) - EOW]

2
nko < - (§+K3(k 4 1))t

21— 1 (k+1)t* (18)

Proof. It is clear from (14) that w;; > ¢*. Moreover, if we define v; j, def ¢+ ZI;:O gfg,
then we have that w; ;, = v!',, vix > g2, and

[Exlvig] — vigl = [Ee[g7k] — 9ix] < Br[gir] + 9ix-

Thus the proposed scaling factors verify Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 with k, = 1.
Using (2), we derive that

F(zj41) < Faj) +7,G] s7 + % Hlsil? < F(ay) + 725G s7 + *||8L||2

Taking the conditional expectation, using Lemma 3.3, the fact that v; ; < (k+ 2)/<eg (because
we assumed that ¢ < kg), (4), we deduce that, for j € {0,...,k},

- L
Ej[F(zj11)] < Flay) + Y Bj[v;Gijsty] + SEillls7 1]

i=1
n 2
H gu L L
<F(zj)— ) (1—%)m 7+2/€AE + IE [Ext
3= 2 0= G o g 3 ls5 1]
p I1G51I? L L
<Flz;)—(1—-= —_ —+2
< Fag) = (1= 5)mow T +{ 5 +26a ) Esflls5 7]
We may now sum the previous inequality for j € {0,...,k} and take the full expectation to

derive that
k

H Vow L i
ElF @) < Fleo) = (1 )0 S El1G1] + (5 +2na) > el

k n k

p Viow L
< F(wo) — (1 - Q)M ;E[HGHQ] + <2 + 2HA> DD E[(st)?]

i=1 j=0
(19)
Using now Lemma 3.4 with o = 2u for each s”, (4), (14) and Assumption 2.4, we derive
that, for p € (0,1),

j=0 j=0 (§ + Zj—O 9i.;
. i 1-2u
2 _1-2pu
< Ty <+Zgi] S
7=0
1-2p
< k41 2) 1-2u
_1_2M[<§+(+)/{g S



Plugging this inequality in (19) and using Assumption 2.3, we obtain that

k
Flow < E[F(zj11)] < Flw) — (1 - u)% > E[IG;17]
=0

- <§ + 2/%) [(s+ (k+ 1)r2) 21 — 172

+1—2,u

and thus, since (k + 2)* < 2(k 4+ 1)*, that

k
<> E[IGiIP] (20)
7=0

2"3§u(F(-730) - Flow) (21)

A= D onlk+ 1)

(k + 1E | average ||G||*

j€{0,....k}

n [(s k3 120 = gioan] (w3 (L + dna)
(1—2p)(k+1)~*+ Now(l = 5) |’

which is (16).
If p = 1, we reuse (19) and Lemma 3.4 for each s ; with a =1, and derive that, in this case,

2
BLF(ahen)] < Fiao) — 22— S E[jG,17) #n (5 20 tog (14 (64 1)
(k+2)k Kg 20 S

By a reasoning similar to that leading to (20) we now obtain that

k
(k+1)E | average [|G;]*| <> E[[G,ll’]
]E{O, 7} ] 0
< (£) 2P~ i) T
- 3 Yow

dn\ Ky KJ;
— L+4 1 1+(k+1)— k+1).
+<3>%W( +ara)log (14 (k+1)72)VETD)

Rearranging the terms yields (17).

Finally, if € (1,1), we again reuse (19) and Lemma 3.4 for each s{jj with @ = 2p > 1, and
deduce that

k

BIF (@) € Flao) = (1= §) o2y 7 2 ElIG I

L n 1-2p 2 1—2p
*(2““)%—1“ (s + w20k + 1)),



Following the same argument as above yields that

k
(k+ 1)E | average [|Gy[* | < E[|IG;]]
{0,k =
2
2%3“(F(:E0) — Flow) n ﬂgu (L + 4"5A> y
T =Dk 20T (1= 5)
I — (¢ w2k + 1))
(k4+1)=H '
Rearranging the terms gives (18). O

Note that the last fractions in the last terms of (16) and (18) have been written in a form
stressing the continuity with (17), but could obviously be bounded above by the simpler

( + w2)1=2 1
(k + 1) (k+ 1)~

respectively.

Theorem 3.5 suggests a few comments. The first is that (16), (17) and (18) guarantee
the convergence of the ASGRAD algorithm with (14) to first-order critical points, because their
right-hand sides all tend to zero when k tends to infinity. The rate at which this convergence
occurs differs however for the three cases, depending on the parameter u. If constants are
lumped into a generic O(-) notation, we obtain, using Jensen’s inequality, that

o <(k+11)5“> (n€(0,3)),
log(k + 1) .
< O( (k—l—l)% )(N 2),

0 (W)(M € (3,1).

Examining these “k-order” bounds indicates that the best bound is that corresponding to
p = L. This is nothing but the standard Adagrad algorithm.

One may then ask whether the bounds given by Theorem 3.5 are sharp. We now show that
is is not the case under an additional conditional variance condition on the gradient estimator.
Note that both Assumptions 3.1-3.2 automatically hold for (14) with v;; = ¢+ 7_, 91'2,6 (for
convenience, set v; _1 = ¢).

E | average ||G;||
7€{0,....k}

Theorem 3.6. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1-2.4 hold and that an ASGRAD algorithm is
applied to problem (1) with the scaling factors defined by (14) for some s € (0, kg, p € (0,1),
alli € {l,...,n} and all k > 0. Suppose also that, for alli € {1,...,n} and all k >0

Varg [gik] = Ex (g% — Gix] < FuarGig (22)



for some K., > 0. Then, for any 6 € (0, (1 — L) Vow), there exists a finite jy > 0 such that

(k+2)F kg _ Got3 ( . (6) >
E| average |G, 2l < k(0 - — < + nky |, 23
J€{do+1,...k} IG5l (6) k—jo k—jo — (k+2) \(k+2)* v (23)
where
def K"
£ (0) = =g~ {F (@) = Flow + 1m0} (24)
with .
def K z def K . 2
Ky = , Ko = —— + Dk + Ky,
Y <71ow(1 ) — 9) o= o Lo+ g+ o)
e L w2\
7t <2,<;A + 2) (14 Kyar) (1 + g") , (25)

and ka defined by (11).

Proof. We have verified (at the beginning of the proof of Theorem 3.5) that the proposed
scaling factors verify Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2. We invoke (2) to deduce that

L L
F(zji1) < Fzj) +7G]sy + §7J2-HSJLH2 < F(z)) +7;G]s7 + §||8L||27

J

and, taking the conditional expectation and using Lemma 3.3, that

= L
Ej[F(wj11)] < Flag)+ ) Bi[vGigsis] + 5B [lIs71°]

i=1
n 2 2
P Gij L i
< F(x;) — (1—)71W’+<2ﬁA+>E- =
! ; 277 (v ) 2) 7o
Observe now that, for each i € {1,...,n}, Vij-1 + /@3 > v;j > ;-1 and that v; ;1 is
measurable knowing go, ..., g;—1. Hence,
n 2 2
7! Now G j L 954
E;[F(zj+1)] < F(z;)— [1——] — =+ |:2I<JA+ E; :
Y ! ; 21 (Bjlv ) 2]
n 2 E.:lg2.
pul MNowG; j L™ [gw]
< F(z;)— [1—]’+[2/€A+
! ; 24 (E;vi ) 2] o,
We now use (22) to deduce that
n 2 2
‘ A A n ’Ylome‘ L Gm‘
E] [F(JE]+1)] < F(.’L'])—Z [1—5} m + |:2/§3A+2 (1 + Hvar)vzH .
=1 > 1,7—1
But ) )
Vij—1 Vi, j—1 S



and thus

2
g

2 2 K 2
Gi,j — (Ej [Ui,j])” G b (1 + T)ﬂ Gi,j
vih_ o igaBlvag e ol T (B lvig))E ol

so that

Ej[F(xj41)] < F(x;) i[l N} ot : -
. €Ti ~ Ty) — Y 7
G+ i 20 EBjloigh  (EBjlvig)* ol

where & is defined by (25). Summing over iterations in j € {0,...,k} in this last inequality

yields that

k k

D Ej[F(w)] < ) F( +ZZ

j=0 j=0 7=0 =1

U’Lj

(- 8) 1] e

i,7—1

Now select an arbitrary 6 € (0,7iow(1 — 1)) and let Z be the (possibly empty) subset of
{1,...,n} such that, for all j > 0 and all i € Z,

" K
—Yow <1 - 5) + m Z _0
Yij—1

This last inequality implies that, for all 7 > 0 and all ¢ € Z,

K I
EUi j— S )
i < (i )

and hence, using Jensen’s inequality, that, for all k > 0 and all ¢ € 7,

k ! k
E ZG?,J' =K ZEj[gi,ﬂQ = ZMQ@;’]Q
=0 =0 =0
k
<¢+ ZE[QZQJ] = Elv; 1]
=0
- 1
K 122
< . 27
<(smism=s) 27

Consider now i € J % {1,...,n} \ Z (assuming therefore that J # (). For such an i, there
must exist a j;(0) sufficiently large such that

R
—Yow <1 - %) + m S 705
Vi -1

for j = j;(6) + 1 and hence, since v; ; is an increasing function of j, for all j > j;(8) + 1. If we

now set ’
max j; (0 if J
jp={ O H 7 (23)
-1 otherwise.

10



we then verify, using Assumption 2.4, that

K,2
ZZ ( (1- g)%ow + Rvul ) < nf(jo + 1) =, (29)

ji= 0267 B,j—1

Returning to inequality (26) and using (29) for the J terms and the fact that ¢ < v;; <
(k+ 2)/{!2], we deduce that

k k k G2 RG?,
PIACTNESPNACHEDD ZWGJrnngJr +ZZ
§=0 j=0 j=je+1lieg I =0 ieT
k 0G?; i , ) )
SIS S P R URSIED 3 9lcH
Jj=0 j=je+1ieg ¥ j=0 i€

We now take the full expectation and use (27) for each i € Z to obtain that

k
0
E[F(zi11)] < F(@o) - - a2,
T 2, 2
- - 1
nK K M
+ - + 1)k, + .
o0+ (G —a) ]

Rearranging the terms of the last inequality and using the fact that F(xgi1) > Flow by
Assumption 2.3 and (27) for the Z terms gives that

k k k
El Y lGP| =] > Y e+ Y Y e
j=jo+1 j=jo+1i€d j=jo+1i€T

m m
< W{F(mc))—mow =
K

S
! [mow(l — ) 9] } o <%ow(1 —%éu) - 9> -

Dividing by (k — jg) gives (23)—(25). To conclude our proof, we need to examine the situation
where J = () and (27) holds for all i € Z = {1,...,n}. Therefore

5 | Uo + D)k,

m

1

<n (i g=0) .

We may then ignore this situation in our worst-case analysis since this last bound is clearly
better than (23). O

(k + 1)E| average |G,

]6{077k}

It is important to note that, at variance with Theorem 3.5 which states global?> convergence
rates, Theorem 3.6 only gives asymptotic® rates. Indeed, our proof does not give an explicit
expression of the index jy as a function of problem-dependent quantities only.

2That is valid for each k > 0.
3That is valid for k sufficiently large.

11



Our result complements that stated in Corollary 7 of [31] and Theorem 3 of [28] in that it
now allows a very flexible choice of the learning rate v; (namely v € [Yiow, 1]) while v, has
to be chosen as a specific function of a priori unknown constants® in these references, if the
best achievable rate of convergence is to be achieved. However, our result does not take any
sparsity of the gradient sequence into account and obtains the best convergence rate at the
price of the variance condition (22), which can be viewed as a “component-wise” variant of
the Strong Growth Condition” (SGC) proposed in [28].

Note that expressions (24) and (23) in Theorem 3.6 have an explicit linear dependence
on the problem dimension n (as in [31]), but caution should be exercized in interpreting this
observation since (potentially severe) dependence on dimension may lurk in the Lipschitz
constant L of Assumption 2.2.

Interestingly, Theorem 3.6 also raises the possibility (which we dismissed in the worst-case
but could well positively influence the practical convergence behaviour) that Z = {1,...,n}
and (30) holds, which is then significantly better than both (16)—(18) and (23).

Even if the favourable situation we just discussed does not occur, (23) shows that (16)—
(18) are not sharp whenever the conditional variance condition (22) holds. Indeed, for k
sufficiently large, (23) indicates that a bound of the form

1

is valid. Observe that this order is very close, for small u, to that achieved by standard
methods using function evaluations to enforce descent (such as steepest descent [23] or first-
order trust-region [17] or adaptive regularization methods [24, 10]) in the noiseless case.

E| average |Gl
j€{jo+1,...k}

4 A “divergent series” class of ASGRAD algorithms

The key to Theorem 3.6 and its improved convergence rate is the existence of the (implicit)
jo index. One might then wonder if another class of ASGRAD algorithms exists where such
an index can be explicitly computed and a similar convergence rate achievable. This is the
object of our next theorems.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1-2.4 hold and that an ASGRAD algorithm is

applied to problem (1) with its scaling factors being defined, for some v € (0,1) and p €
[v,max(1,2v)), alli € {1,...,n} and all k > 0 by

pik(k+1)" <wip < & p(k+1)F, (32)
where p;, wik and & are random variables depending on iterations {0, ..., k} such that
¢ < pik and & < ke for some constants 0 < ¢ < ke, for all i € {1,...,n} and all k > 0.
Then, for v # 1,

ke (F (0) = Flow) n Lrgty 1 2v
E | average |G ||?| < =% g — ,
jE{O,-.-%C} G517 < Mow (k + 1)1—# 2(1 = 20)Y0w | (K + )21 (k+1)l-n

(33)

4Such as k4, L and the index of the final iteration.

12



) y — 1
while, if v =1,

F(z0) — F nLiek? (1 +log(k + 1
E | average ||G;[|*| < re(F(zo) 11_OW) 3 £ (  log( 1—_F )>7 (34)
j€{0,....k} Vlow(k + 1) K 26" ow (k + 1) #
Proof. By using (2) and the bounds on v;, we derive that
F(zjy1) < F(x;) +7;GT sk + L 2sHI? < F(xy) + ;G sk + £||sL||2 (35)
J+1) = 3) TS 85 T UllEg I = B b sy T syl

=3G9,

We now derive an upper bound on the expectation E; -
¥

] using an argument similar

to that used in the beginning of the proof of Lemma 3.3.

; o =i Gi,j 9. —Gi,j9i,;j
Consider first the case where G;;g;; < 0 then, o < Gi®

§(j+1)” <w;; (by using (32) and the bounds on p; ). Hence,

as v; < 1 and

(Y g G? .
Ej|: 7]GZ,]gl,j:| < - . 1,7 ) (36)
Wy j §(] + 1)’/

. . . i G 0 —~NowGii 10 i
Otherwise (i.e. if G;;g;; > 0), then, wai”]?g”] < 7{15(].;1’])?‘” because Yjow < 7; and

w;; < ke(j+ 1)* (by using (32) and the bounds on & k). As a consequence, we have that

2
Ej[—%'Gi,jgz’,j] o owliy

W, j ke(j+1)» (37)

Defining now . o %, noting that r, < % and combining (36) and (37) yields that

2
g [7Gu9ii] o G
Lowy 1T G+

so that, taking the conditional expectation of (35), the last inequality and using Assump-
tion 2.4,

- L
Ej[F(2j11)] < F(a;) + Y Bj[v;Gijsty] + gEj[HSJLHQ} :

=1
n 2
< F(zj;) + Z]Ej |:’iji7j 5}2'7]} + §Ej [U;QJ ] :
i=1 7,7 2,]
n 2 2
ky Gy L 9i.j
< F(z;) — — 4 K, : 38

" kG2 Lk2 1
< F(zj) - ] )P ey
DL Gr o

Using now (32) and the bounds on p; , yields that

n Gf nLk?
E][F(xj+1)] < F($J) Z “/(] —i—i)“ 2§2(j +gl)2u



Summing over all iterations from 0 to k& and taking the full expectation gives that

k
BIF(w41)] < F(w0) =y D

7=01i=1 7=0
If we now define -
(x4+1)"" -1 .
() & =2 if v#3
log(x + 1) otherwise,

we may bound the last inequality, using a simple sum-integral comparison and Assumption 2.3
to obtain that

kK n
> Ble) < SV “ o) nEEEDE L )

Ky 262k,

j=0 i=1
Substituting x., by its value gives then,

ke(F(20) — Flow) — nLkek? ( 1+ ¢, (k) )
’Ylow(k + 1)1_M 2§2'710W (k + 1)1_M ’

E | average |G ||*

5€{0,...k}

<

This gives (34) when v = 1. Otherwise, (33) follows by using the fact that

1 1
L+ ¢u(k) = 1— 92 [(k+1)2”_1 _QV] :

O

The choice (32) is of course reminiscent, in a smooth but stochastic and nonconvex setting,
of the “divergent stepsize” subgradient method for non-smooth convex optimization (see [1]
and the many references therein), for which a O(1/v/k) global rate of convergence is known
(Theorems 8.13 and 8.30 in this last reference).

The bounds given by Theorem 4.1 are qualitatively similar to those of Theorem 3.5, but,
as in Theorem 3.6 for this case, they may be improved if we strengthen our assumptions, this
time explicitly rather than implicitly.

Theorem 4.2. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1-2.4 hold and that an ASGRAD algorithm is
applied to problem (1) with its scaling factors being defined as in Theorem 4.1 with v € (0,1)
and p € [v,max(iv,1)). Suppose additionally that the conditional variance condition (22)
holds for alli € {1,...,n} and all k > 0. Then, for any 0 € (0, Lox)),

7,{5

k+ 1)~ 0)(jo+2
E| average |67 <wa(e) FTD" < FO)ot2) (39)
j€ljot1, k) k—jo = (k+1)t-n
where S
def 1 nk; Lz (14 Keay)
k() = ] (F(fﬂo) — Flow + —2 215,%4 jo | s (40)
and )
LE2(1 4+ Kear) 4v=3u
. def f var
= + 1. 41
Jo (21_“§4(’Ylow _ 9,%) (41)

14



Proof. To simplify notation, set, for the course of this proof, w; 1 =¢, i € {1,...,n},
9 =1 and (as in the previous theorem) ky = Yow/Ke. As in the proof of Theorem 4.1, we
derive (see (38)) that

i H'yG%' L 9127
Ej[F(zj1)] < Fla;) = (7]# + 5k [ng ]
=1

Jj+1) i
n K G2 L 92 Wy i1 2
g F(:B) _ .PY 2] + 7E 2] ( 1, — )
! ; G+De 27 wi oy \ wiyg
n 2 2,2 2
< F(z;) — Z ky G n Legi™ | 9ij
SO &G 2 Y w?
" Kk, G? LKgj™"
S F(.'L') - ,’y bJ + ( Var)G? bl
’ ; G+ 2 JZszQJ—l 7

2 ;20
< :g 52,, (because of (32)), the measurability of

G g

o\ 2
where we have used the fact that <w,fuj ;1>

w; j—1 w.r.t the past and (22) to deduce the last inequality. Using now the bound

i,j—1 = sjv

and summing over the iterations for j € {0,...,k} yields that

k k k n 2 ~
G?. R joH
S B € S F)+ Y ot (et o) @)
=0 =0 j=0 i=1 (7 + 1) wi,j-17%

~ L .- -

with k¥ = 21%(1 + /@var) Note now that the definition of jy in (41), the fact that 4v > 3pu

and that w; j_1 > ¢ j” together imply that

~ 3
K]
—K~ + . < _97 43
( ! wm—lj?’”) “3)
for j > jg. Hence, from (42),
k k o=l n 2 7 o
S B 3P 033 o+ 5 3 o (e ),
Jj=0 j=0 Jj=je i=1 G+1 J=0 i=1 (7 + 1) wi,j—-17%

(44)
while the last term of the previous equation is bounded by

leiﬁl (-r+ ) < 3 yrlh i, (45)

7=0 i=1 7=0 i=1

where we used the facts that |G|l < kg (because of (6)), w;; > ¢ (because of (32)) and
3v > 94> 2 (because of the bounds v <y < 4v). Injecting (45) in (44), we deduce that

k n G2 k k nlﬁg:‘ﬂ\] '
9];:92(]+1 Zg (z5) ]ZgEj (zj+1)] c J6-
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Taking the full expectation then gives that

. k+ 1) nk2k
=8| average 6517 <B| 303762, | < BED | p) Ry + P,
J€{jo+1,...k} j=jp i=1
(46)
which gives the desired result. O

The k-order of convergence of E [averagejE Got1,...k} HGJH} implied by (39) is therefore

1
7 ((k+1>5‘1‘“)>

which is identical to (31), except that now (41) now gives an explicit formula for jgy, thereby
quantifying what is meant by the “k sufficienlty large” assumption used to derive (31).

It is of course possible to combine the ideas of the two ASGRAD classes considered so far,
for instance by defining both &; ,, and p; ;, in (32) to be equal to ¢+ Z?:o gf]/(kz +1), without
altering the results of Theorem 4.2.

5 Numerical experiments on deep-learning datatsets

We now provide some numerical illustration of the algorithmic variants discussed in the pre-
vious sections, in the context of deep-learning using neural networks for image processing.
The problem considered is to classify images in a preset number of classes. A neural network
is then constructed whose output is fed in a cross-entropy objective function® (also called
“loss” in the deep-learning jargon). This a relatively standard setting in which noise arises
from sampling the terms of the finite sum defining the objective function.

We trained two network architectures, namely the simple cifar-nv convolutional network
of [16] and a small resnet18 model [18], on four standard datasets of 32 x 32 images: CIFAR10
and CIFAR100%, SVHN 7 and FMNIST [30]. For these experiments, we used haiku [19] and
optax [20] two JAX [9] based libraries on a workstation with four GTX 1080TI. We now
compare the numerical performance of (14) for various p values in (0.1,0.5,0.9) and of two
scaling factor choices satisfying (32). In order to define these, first set

Sk = maX(gagk—l, |gk’)v (k > O)a (47)

with £_1 = 0 and the max being understood componentwise. They are then defined by
Wi = fk(k: +1)” (48)

and wig = max(s, == Zw )(k+1)” (49)

)

These two scalings, denoted respectively by mamgz’ and avrgi, verify (32) with ¢ = ¢ and
ke = Kg. In (48) and (49), we chose v = 0.1 and ¢ = 0.01. The corresponding variants are

Shttps:/ /pytorch.org/docs/stable/generated/torch.nn.CrossEntropyLoss.html
Shttps://www.cs.toronto.edu/ “kriz/cifar.html
"http://ufldl.stanford.edu/housenumbers
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called mazgi and avrgi, respectively. Note that the scaling factors are increasing in mazgi but
no necessarily so in avrgi.

For all experiments, we also chose a fixed® learning rate policy with v = v = 5.{107%,107°}
for all £ > 0. We used the same random initialization (as speciefied by haiku) for all scaling
choices and followed the data-augmentation procedure of [16], both for training and testing.
We trained the models for a total of 100000 steps with a batchsize (sample size) of 128 using
the cross-entropy loss function. We report the training and test accuracies (the latter on a
sample of size 128 from the test dataset) every 500 steps.

The results of these experiments (averaged over three random runs) are presented in
Figures 1-4 for the CIFAR10 and CIFAR100 datasets. The corresponding results for SVHN
and FMNIST are reported in Appendix. In each figure, the top panels show the evolution
of the training accuracy (as a function of the number of steps), and the bottom panels that
of the test accuracy. The average values are shown as thick lines and the shaded areas of
corresponding colour give the 67% confidence intervals.
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0.4
—— mu0.1
mu0.5

0.2 — mu0.9 0.2

0 20000 40000 60000 80000 100000 0 20000 40000 60000 80000 100000
step step

Figure 1: CIFAR10: Training (top) and test (bottom) accuracies for the Adagrad-like (u €
(0.1,0.5,0.9)), mazgi and avrgi variants with v = 5.1074(left) and v = 5.107° (right) on the
cifar-nv architecture

These experiments are obviously not meant to replace significant numerical testing, but,
albeit caution must be exercised not to extrapolate from limited data, they still suggest a few
tentative comments.

e For fixed learning rates, the methods mazgi and avrgi of the second ASGRAD class
(introduced in Section 4) seem to produce relatively good results on our example, both
in training and testing, often outperforming the Adagrad-like variants of the first class
(of Section 3), sometimes more than marginally.

e The relative behaviour of the tested variants does not differ significantly between the
two tested network architectures, even if the test accuracy is (as expected) slighly lower

for the resnet18 case.
80ur choice of a fixed learning rate policy is meant to focus on the intrinsic properties of each scaling factor
option.
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Figure 2: CIFAR10: Training (top) and test (bottom) accuracies for the Adagrad-like (u €
(0.1,0.5,0.9)), mazgi and avrgi variants with v = 5.107% (left) and v = 5.107° (right) on the
resnet18 architecture
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Figure 3: CIFAR100: Training (top) and test (bottom) accuracies for the Adagrad-like (u €
(0.1,0.5,0.9)), mazgi and avrgi variants with v = 5.1074(left) and v = 5.107° (right) on the
cifar-nv architecture
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Figure 4: CIFAR100: Training (top) and test (bottom) accuracies for the Adagrad-like (u €
(0.1,0.5,0.9)), mazgi and avrgi variants with v = 5.1074(left) and v = 5.107° (right) on the
resnet18 architecture

e Among Adagrad-like variants of the first class, those with a larger p handle smaller
learning rates better on these examples, a behaviour admittedly not predicted by our
theory.

e The comparison of left and right panels in each figure unsurprisingly shows that, albeit
our theory does not depend on the choice of 7 € (0,1], the practical convergence
behaviour may be affected by this choice (and other factors such as finite-sum sampling
strategy).

These conclusions are supported and reinforced by the results for SVHN and FMNIST in
appendix.

6 Conclusions

We have introduced a first-order trust-region framework for minimization methods and de-
rived complexity upper bounds for two classes of interest, the first containing the standard
Adagrad. These bounds give the best complexity to Adagrad in the first class. We have also
shown these bounds can be improved for both classes under an additional variance condi-
tion, in which case the parameter choice yielding the best bounds no longer corresponds to
Adagrad. This improvement is asymptotic and implicit for the first class and explicit for the
second.

Our numerical illustrations of the discussed methods on examples arising from deep-
learning applications indicate that methods of the second class have merits, but also that, at
least in our examples, there remains some distance from the above theory to real behaviour.
This may possibly be because the complexity bounds may not be sharp, but also, fortunately,
because the worst-case happens very rarely in practice.
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A first technical lemma

Lemma .1. Let u € (0,1]. Let x, y € RT \ {0}. Then

2 =y eyl |z =yl

(50)

g;#y# xyl‘ ;p#y

Proof. Let us first consider the case x > y. Remembering that u* < 1+ u(u — 1) for u > 0
and taking u = %, we successively derive that

Serenzo)
(),

ot —yt <y Ha —y),
x“—y“< T —y

(51)

x#y# _’B#y )

Hence the inequality (50) is valid when = > y. For the symmetric case (y > x), we similarly
obtain that

yt —xt < Y-z

< . (52)
(I;Hy# y#x
Combining (51) and (52) yields the desired result.
Proof of Lemma 3.3
Let us consider an iteration index j > 0 and a component index ¢ € {1,...,n}. We first use

the definition of s’ in (4) and the fact that w; ; = = v} ; (Assumption 3. 1) to obtain that

G 0 - Gy . .

If G; jgi; > 0, then . ) (53)
and thus L . "

B [W} = wowEﬁ}”i]E l9i4] = moWEjT:fj]#. (54)

Otherwise, if G jg;; < 0, we may deduce that

4G9 _ Gig9ig

O Ejlvigl" T Ejluig)®

implying that

2 2
E [_%Gﬂa] <_ G Gl G

————=Filgi5] = —=——7 < Vw1 (55)
E;[vs ;1" E;j[v, ] 7 E;[vs ;" Ej[vi 41"
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Combining (53), (54) and (55) gives that

G2. vk — Ejfvi ]
L ) , VAR
E; ['YjGi,jSiVj] < _710W7Ej[vli]j]u +E; ’YjGi,jgi,j—:}jH'Ej[vij]u . (56)
9, 7,,] )

A

We now derive an upper bound on the absolute value of the A term by successively using

Lemma (.1), Assumption 3.1 and the bound v; <1 to obtain that
|A| = |v;Gi9i] Uﬁj B Ej[vi,j]”
154,59, véijj [vi,]"

[vij — Ejlvigl | [vij — Ejlvigl |
S MF}IG, g’ b > +M7G,g’ > >
3G vfS B [vi ] 5G13] v; 5 Ej [vi 5]
E; [9%} 9
< w|Giigiilk ’ 1 |G iq; 5|k bJ
//J| 1,7 ’Lu]’ vvﬁjEj['Uz,j] lu’| Z:]gld| U’UZJE][’ULJ]
B pel
B |92, 9ig
+M G.’.g.’. K i +,U G.7.g.7. K >
G915 "0 5B [vi 5" G931 v jEjvi 4"
D E

D

We now use Young’s inequality with p = ¢ = 2, that is

A 2
VA>0,x,yeR+,xy§§ﬂv2+%, (57)

to successively handle the 4 terms of the last bound.
e For the first term B, we choose

2
|Gij Nowl; [vi 5] Ej [gm']
rT=——>—0 A=———"— and Yy = Ky|Gi; .
Ej[vi j]" 4 w191 o P
Using (57), Assumptions 2.4, 3.2 and (9), we obtain that
L
L w2 oy M [giﬂ']
B < Vow SE m 2u 2=
j[vi,j] Yow v E; [U@j}
G2 . 2 g2
S,.Yl [2¥) +2 vEgQN [2¥)
MBE;[vi " Yow 3191 vf’;
: ’%12) 21 g?,j

< W42 K .
8 [vis]" T Yow ¢ vfg

Taking now the expectation over E;[.] yields that

E;[B] < s AP 9y (58)
B] < ¢ , '
! o 8Ej [’UZ}]‘]M Vow ’ wzj
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e Now consider the C term. In this case, we choose

Gy i v o 1# 2
_ | ,ng,J|, \ = IOWM and y = Kvgl—vﬂ
E.; [Q} ]'U“ 2 E H
J1Vij E; [g”} U [Uz,y]
to deduce from (57) that
2 2 4 g2
C<n i 955 H% 9ij E; [gm]
= oW r b —
SEjfvigl" g [g2, ] ow v Bylun g
" 12] 92'2,]' 49 Ko 291'273‘ 1
= oW r 7 -
SE; (vl myg2,] w0l Eyluig]' "
2 9
M Gl 9y, r Ky i
= oW r 7
8E;[vig]" | g2 ; Yow St 075

where we successively used the facts that IE; [gf j} < E;[v; ;] (because of (9)), gf’ ;< /ig (because

of Assumption 2.4) and E;[v; j]' 7" > grlnjrf‘ (because of (8)). Taking the expectation over E;|.]
then gives that

G? . K2 K2 g2 .
E;[C] < Yow Y 4o I ||| 59
][ ] Mo 8]Ej [/Uiyj]'u Vow gin# ] wz] ( )

(Note that we can divide by E; [gf ]} above, as it suffice to notice that [E; [gf j] = 0 implies

gZ ; = 0. C would then be equal to zero and (59) would still be verified.)
e Let us now handle the D term. Choosing

|Gl E;[vi )" Ej [gW]
_ gl A= A SOV B d I N
O Eifur " Mow =g and v =rolgil ij o
we now deduce from (57) that
2
2 2
<
" 8E[v; 4] ow E jlvigl vl
2
P
< Z k207 1 B [gm}
<
T8Ej[vigl" T ow vf‘]‘ v Eyfvig)”
2 2
< - ) Ejlg
T8E;[vigl" T ow Ufgb o 193]
2 42 2
< " 1,5 + 2 K/’L2) Hg 8 9'577‘7
= ow — b
8E;[v; ;1" Vow gzlir? # vi’;

o
where, as for the C' term, we used the facts that E; [gf]] <E; [vm] g” < f<; and v2 2u >

imQ . Taking the expectation E;[.] yields, in this case, that
2 9 4-2u 2
i K, K 954
E,;[D] < m Y49 I __ || 2.
311 ow 8E;[vigl" " mow 2i2 | wi;
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e Finally consider the F term. Choosing

G - ai E:lv: 2.
_ |E ng’JJ, A= Yow j[Vig] and y = ki, i
i[vi ] 4E; [gu} Vi,j
in (57) then gives that
a2 2 2 g%{.E[g%}
ES{E] < ow g — 2 9 0 U

8E;[vi )" g, [gg j} Yow Bjlvi )" v7;

" Gzzj 9227]
> Vow
E;
2 2 —4dp
K 1—p g; j 1 gz 7 ‘g@ ’ 4p—2
) VR, 92 > > 1 + g 1 .1
Viow J[ w] sz;; U’Llj 24y, i 7,23 21 | i,j | H>3

G2 . 92 . /<£2 g' ) 1
< Viow 2 m e 4+ 27 53_2“ ;’J 1 . +;~f.;4“ 21 o1
i 1Yi,9 w | 1-2p n<3 )
8EJ ['Uz,j] Ej |:gi2,j:| Vow vi,j i >3
"
where we once more used the facts that E; [93]} <E; [Ui,]']“ and | gi7j| < kg, in turn implying
that
gi2,j <w;j and v;j > Gmin if p <1
and

Taking the expectation ]Ej[.], we deduce that

w:

2
E;[E] < i S oo (L g P | By
il -~ fy]()w + K 1 2# u<1 + H l j A
Z?]

8E;[vi )" Yiow ? 23

922;] . (61)

min

Summing now (58), (59), (60) and (61) and substituting the obtained upper-bound of A in
(56), we finally obtain (10) with (11).

Proof of Lemma 3.4

Consider first the case where o # 1 and note that Wazl_o‘ is then a non-decreasing and
concave function on (0, +00). Setting b_; = 0 and using these properties, we obtain that, for

J =0,

a;
<
(€+0b)* " 1-a
1
1l—«a

((+b)' " = (c+bj—a;)' ™)

<

((c+b)' " = (s +bj—1)'™%).

We then obtain (12) by summing this inequality for j € {0,...,k}.
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Suppose now that o = 1, We then use the concavity and non-decreasing character of the
logarithm to derive that
aj aj

_ <1 N —1 g <1 N1 ).
(s + b)) (Hbj)_og(wb]) og(s + bj —a;) <log(s + bj) —log(c + b;j_1)

The inequality (13) then again follows by summing for j € {0,...,k}.

Results for SVHN and FMNIST
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Figure 5: SVHN: Training (top) and test (bottom) accuracies for the Adagrad-like (u €
(0.1,0.5,0.9)), mazgi and avrgi variants with v = 5.1074(left) and v = 5.107° (right) on the
cifar-nv architecture
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Figure 6: SVHN: Training (top) and test (bottom) accuracies for the Adagrad-like (u €
(0.1,0.5,0.9)), mazgi and avrgi variants with v = 5.1074(left) and v = 5.107° (right) on the
resnet18 architecture
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Figure 7: FMNIST: Training (top) and test (bottom) accuracies for the Adagrad-like (u €
(0.1,0.5,0.9)), mazgi and avrgi variants with v = 5.1074(left) and v = 5.107° (right) on the
resnet18 architecture
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