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Abstract—Stochastic non-smooth convex optimization consti- Let 7' be the number of unbiased stochastic subgradients
tutes a class of problems in machine learning and operations gbtained from an oracle. The convergence rate is determined
research. This paper considers minimization of a non-smobt by the rate at which the estimate converges to the true answer

function based on stochastic subgradients. When the funan - : .
has a locally polyhedral structure, a staggered time average as a function off". For example, an algorithm W't@(l/ﬁ)

a|gorithm is proven to have O(l/T) convergence rate. A more convergence rate prOVideS the estimate whose deviation fro

general convergence result is proven when the locally polgdral optimality decays to zero like:
assumption is removed. In that case, the convergence bound

depends on the curvature of the function near the minimum. E[F(w)] — min F(w) < O(1/VT).

Finally, the locally polyhedral assumption is shown to impove weW -

convergence beyondO(1/T) for a special case of deterministic

problems. Prior work in [7], [5] develops algorithms witid(1/v/T)

convergence rate when the function is non-smooth. A smooth-
ing method in [[8] improves the convergence rate(x(l/T)
Non-smooth convex optimization constitutes a class of prowhen I is a linear combination of a smooth convex function
lems in machine learning and operations research. Exampkl a non-smooth convex function with special structure.
include optimization of the hinge loss functioh! [1] (usedRelated improvements can be shown when the non-smooth
in support vector machines) antknorm regularization in function isstrongly convex4], [5], [9]. The suffix algorithm
regression problem5][2]. A non-smooth function is contimio in [4] is shown to haveO(1/T") convergence rate. The work
and non-differentiablé [3]. This lack of differentiabylimakes by [5] shows that using the reducing step size leads to
it challenging to design algorithms with fast convergence. O(log(7T")/T) andO(1/T') convergence rates for the last round
This paper considers a stochastic optimization problem: solution and a solution calculated from a polynomial-decay
averaging. Then, the algorithm achieving optim@(1,/7)
Inin, F(w) (1) convergence rate is developed iri [9]. Note that all previous
results that achieve th@(1/7") convergence rate rely on either
where )V is a closed and convex set ad : W — R is 3 restrictive strong convexity or a special structuréoft has
a continuous, convex (but not necessary strongly conveghcome an open problem whether tf¢1/7) convergence

and non-smooth function. FunctioR may not be known. rate can be achieved for a non-smooth and non-strongly gonve
The optimization proceeds by obtaining an unbiased stéichasynction.

subgradient of” from an oracle. This model with an oracle has |, this paper, a non-smooth convex function is considered.

been previously used in literature, such las [4], [5]. Folynal |, the case when the function hakoaally polyhedralstructure

let g(w) be the subgradient of" at w. Receivingw € W, [ 5 staggered time average algorithm, based on a stochastic
the oracle gives an unbiased stochastic subgradiem of g, pgradient algorithm with constant step size, is propdEee

F atw satisfyingE [g(w)|w] = g(w). Note thatg(w) may  5gorithm calculates the)(e)-approximation estimates with
not be known, bufg(w) is known. An algorithm proceeds (1 /7) convergence rate. For a general convex function, the

by generating a sequence af; vectors that are given o the . ergence rate depends on the curvature near the minimum.
oracle. The next vectap, is determined as a function of thety oy knowledge, with the locally polyhedral structure,

history of oracle outputs. The history and the, } sequence s is the firstO(1/T) convergence rate for a non-smooth

is used to compute an estimaie of the optimal solution. It «qyex function, which requires neither strong convexity n
has been noted in 5] that this model can be applied to a Cl%?ﬁoothing.

of learning problems in_[6].
Givene > 0, an estimataw is an O(¢)-approximation if

I. INTRODUCTION

1The locally polyhedral structure is also called weak sharpima in
previous literature[[10]. It is also the generalization oflaarp minimum

E[F(w)] - ggf}v F(w) < O(e). function in [11]
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The paper is organized as follows. Sectidn Il provides nélgorithm 1 Staggered Time Averages
tations, the staggered time average algorithm, and pmedirgi  Initialize: wg € W, o >0
results. Section§ Il an@_IV prove respectively the results for t € {0,1,2,...} do
under the locally polyhedral and the general convex struc- // Staggered time averages
tures. Sectiofi LV shows a fast convergence for deterministic if ¢ = 2%" — 1 for somek* € {0,1,2,...} then
problems. Experiments are performed in Secfioh VI. Section k<« k*

VIMlconcludes the paper. Wy, | — wy
else i . i
1. PRELIMINARIES St—2F42 , p—oFqr op-2F41 1
_ Wor— ) " T Wok Dyt g Wt
The closed convex setV is a subset ofRY, for some end if
positive integerV, with Euclidean nornj|-|| and inner product /I Stochastic subgradient

(,-). Function F is assumed to be convex (possibly non- w1 < Ihylw; — ag(w)]
smooth) ovedV and satisfies the following assumption. Define end for
F*2inf ey F(w).

Assumption 1. The minimum off" is achievable inW, and g Basic Results
the set of optimal solution$V* = Arginf ., F(w) =

{w* €W : F(w") = F*} is closed We consider algorithni{3) with a positive constant step size

a. The initialwg € W is any constant vector. For evewy, €
A subgradient ofF at w € W is denoted byg(w) and W, define the closest optimal solution to; as

satisfies for anyw’ € W: N .
wy = arginf oy |w — wyl|.

li /
Fw) 2 Fw) + {g(w), w' —w), (2) Under Assumption]1, thisw} is unique because of the

An unbiased stochastic subgradientais denoted byj(w), convexity and the closeness a¥*. The following lemma
which satifiesE [g(w)|w] = g(w). modifies a well known manipulation.

Assumption 2. There exists a constaiff < oo such that Lemma 1. Suppose Assumptiofs 1 and 2 hold. It holds for
anyt € {0,1,2,...} that
lg(w)| <G VYweWw.
|2 12 22
Assumptior 2 is also used in previous literature. E [Hwt“ — wip|| ‘wt} < flwe —wi" + oG
A stochastic subgradient algorithm with a positive coristan + 2a[F* — F(wy)].

step sizea > 0 initializes wy € W and proceeds repeated| _— I
as . 0 P P yProof. For anyt, by definition ofw},, as the minimizer of

lw — wy 1| over allw € W, we have:
w1 = Owlw, — ag(w,)] Vi€ {0,1,2,...}, (3) .2 2
h d o duw. d h | Hwt+1 - 'wt+1H < Jwirr — wi|
wherelly, denotes projection oW’ andw; denotes the values — My [ws — ag(w;)] — w?|
of w at roundt. X 2
< [lwr — ag(we) — wi||

A. Staggered Time Averages where the final inequality holds by the non-expansive prigper

The staggered time average algorithm is summarized df the projection onto the convex se¥ [12]. Expanding the

Algorithm 1. Define: right-hand-side gives:
TR o s — wi ||
kafl = T Z ka_1+t. 2 - 9 . .
=0 = lwe — wyi || + o7[|g(wy)]|” — 2a(g(w:), we — wy)

This average can be computed on-the-fly as shown in Algo- < ||wy — w||* + 02G? + 20(g(wy), w! — wy)
rithm 1.
Algorithm[d implements the subgradient algoritith (3) with
constant step size in each round. The staggered time av: |12 )12 22
erages reset the calculation of estimates ev#ry- 1 for E {Hwt“ _w”l” ‘wt} < e —wi " + oG
k € {0,1,2,...}. Specifically, for every € {0,1,2,...}, the + 2a(g(w,), wi — wy).
. : _ k
??o;::\[;zgeﬂggﬁﬁmﬁ%Eefrc;{eg Oef t{hle;su’lfgr; 'dieﬁising the *subgradient property il (2) and the fact that
. 0 . . F'(wf) = F* proves the lemma. O
algorithm are proven in this section. Then the staggered tim
averages are analyzed in Section Il and Sedfidn IV. Note that Lemmd]l uses a projection technique similar
Note that Algorithni1L is different from the suffix averagingo standard analysis for the subgradient projection algr;
in [4] which uses the reducing step size. (as in [13], [3] or [12]). The standard approach compares

Taking a conditional expectation givan, yields



the current iterate to a fixed optimal poimt*. Lemmall
compares to the closest point in the optimal set. This is a
simple but important distinction that is crucial in latecgens

7

for improved convergence time results. Locally polyhedron General convex
While Lemmd1 is stated in a form useful for the analysis of . _
later sections, it can readily be used to establish the atand Fig. 1. Structures of functiod”

O(1/€?) result for convex functions (see also [13] [3],]12]).

Define an average df-consecutive solutions fromy as i) If K11 < Ky, we have

1 to+1T—1
"I’géT > we @) e = Ki| =K = Kiy
t=to = Hwt — Wil + Wi — Wi+ W — wa - K
Taking an expectation of the result in Lemfda 1 gives < wi — wiga || + Kogr + || wiyy —wy || — Kiga

< 2fjw; — < 2allg < 2aG
E[F(w)] - F* < < 2llws — wiga || < 2a]|g(wy)|| < 206G,
aG? 1
— +—E
2 * 2a
Summing fromt, to ¢y + 7" — 1 and dividing by7" gives

) ) where the last line uses non-expansive projection implying
[”wt —wi|” = [Jwipr — w4 || } |wiy —wi|| < [lwesr —wi.
These two cases prove the first part. The second part follows
by taking a conditional expectation gives, of K; .1 — K; <

1 to+T—1 |Kt+1 — Kt| O
T ; E[F(w)] - F" < The concentration bound reinterprets the lemmeél_in [14].
=to
aG? 1 . 112 . 2 Lemma 3. Suppose Assumptiéd 2 holds and there exists a
5t ook [Hwtﬂ —wi || = lwisr — wi o] } positive real-valued3 and a~ € R such that for allt ¢

Using Jensen'’s inequality and convexity Bf definition [4), {0,1,2,...}:

and non-negativity of|w;, .+ — w§0+TH2 yield:

G2 1
E[F(w])] - F* < -+ —E [Hwto — w},

200G if Ky <7
) B Kz O
2 20T }’ ®) AssumekK;, = k;, (with probability 1) for somek;, € R.
for anyto € {0,1,2,...} and any positive integeF. Then following holds for alt € {tg,to + 1,t0 + 2,...}
Equation [5) suggests that, to achieve af(e)- E[¢"51] < D 4 (™0 — D)pt o, 9)
approximation estimate, one can choose step size © (),
number of roundd” = ©(1/¢2), and definew as the average Where constants, p, and D are:

E K — KKy < {

of w; values over the firsf” rounds. This is equivalent to N 38 . r3

O(1/V/T) convergence rate. Fortunately, this convergence r—m’ p=1- 95

rate can be improved by starting the average at an apprepriat (ezaGT B p) o

time depending on the structure of the functiéh These D4

structures are shown in Sectibnl Ill and Secfion 1V. We first I=p

prove several useful results used in those sections. It can be shown thaf6) and (8) together imply0 < 8 < 2aG,

) and hence it can be shown that p < 1.
C. Concentration Bound

Constants3 and v in Lemmal[3 depend on a structure of

. 112
These results are used to upper b011E1H|wt0 N w“’” } function F. We then look at the first structure.

in (B). Define K2 ||lw; — w}|| forall t € {0,1,2,...}.

. IIl. L OCALLY POLYHEDRAL STRUCTURE
Lemma 2. Suppose Assumptidnd 2 holds. It holds for every

te{0,1,2,...) that In this section, functionF' is assumed to have kcally
polyhedral structure, which is illustrated in Figudg 1. This
|Kip1 — K| < 2aG (6) structure is generalized from [15]. It is assumed throughou
E[Ki11 — Ki|w] < 2aG. (7) that Assumption§]1l and 2 still hold. Note that, in machine
] ) ) learning, thisF' can be the hinge loss function withnorm
Proof. The first part is proven in two cases. regularization.
i) If K;1 > K, definition of w;1 in @) and the non-
expansive projection implies Assumption 3. (Locally polyhedral assumption) There exists
a constantZLp > 0 such that for everyw; € W the following
|Kip1 — K| = Ky — Ky < flwigr — wi]| — K holds
< Jlw — ag(wy) —wil| - Ky F(w;) — F* = Lp[lw, — wy|]. (10)

< Jlwy — wil| + al|g(w)[| — K < oG. The subscript “P” inLp represents “polyhedral.”



A. Drift and Transient Time where constantsp and pp are defined in[(14) and(1L5). This

Using this locally polyhedral structure, sequerae; }5°,, Tp() can be called a transient time for the locally polyhedral

Define 1o 2 Lemma 5. Suppose Assumptions [, [2, 3 hold. Whek
A P .
Bp=max [7, L_] Tr(a), the following holds
P
Lemma 4. Suppose Assumptiobs[d1,[2, 3 hold. For anye< E {Hwt - w;‘||2} < a?Up,

W and |lw; — w}| > aBp, the following holds ) ] )
where constantp is defined in(13).

E [[lwer = wi |[lwe] < we —wil| - 9 A1) proof. Lemmal2 givesE [K,,1 — K| K;] < —aLp/2 as in

Proof. For anyw, € W, if condition (I1) whenK; = ||w; — w}|| > aBp. Therefore, the constants
B and v in Lemma[3B can be set 88 = alp/2 andy =

212 .
0?G? 4+ 20[F* — F(w,)] < —aLp|lws — wi|| + a”Lp (12) oBe. Whent, =0, we havek,, = Ko = lwo — wgl| (with
4 probability 1). From[(B), it holds for alt € {0, 1,2, ...} that

is true, then the result in Lemnia 1 implies that . o
) , E [e B t} < Dp+ (eao _ DP)ng)
E [[fwer — wisn o]
rpK,

o’L3 <Dpte = ph (18)

< |lw; = wi|* — aLellw, — wi| +

2 4 where constantsp, pp, Dp are defined in[{14)E(16) respec-
= | lws — w*|| — O‘_LP ) tively. We then show that
R
Ko
Applying Jensen’s inequality on the left-hand-side gives e~ pp<1l  Vi=Tp(a) (19)
&[] T ])2 < (Jwy — ] - alp\? Inequalitye%p‘,; < 1 is equivalent tot > #@pp) by
Wikl = Wi [[IWe]) = | 1w = Wy 2 ) arithmetic and the fact thabg(1/pp) > 0. From the definition

of Tp(a) in (@), it holds thatTp(a) > #@pp), and the
results [(ID) follows.
" From [19), inequality[{18) becomes

When ||lw; — w}|| > aBp > aLp/2, inequality (11) holds.

It remains to show that conditioh (12) must hold whenev
|lw; — wr|| > aBp. Starting with the left-hand-side of (112)
we have, for everyw, € W: E [GPT“} <Dp+1  ¥it>Tp(a).

22 * 2 2 *
a”G"+ 20" — F(w.)] < a”G" — 2alp|lw, —w] The Chernoff bounds (see, for example.|[16]) implies for any

where the inequality follows the locally polyhedral sturet m > 0 that

(I0). By the definition ofBp, it holds that||w: — w}| > _rem TPKt
aG?/Lp andw; € W. Substituting this into the above gives P{KyZm} < e E [e : }
the result. O < 87%(Dp +1) vt > Tp(w).

This lemma implies that, when the distance between Using E [Kz] _ 2foo mP{K, >m}dm and the above
andw; is at leastaBp, thenw,; is expected to get closerbound provés the Iemoma. - 0O

to wy ;. This phenomenon suggests that will concentrate
aroundW* after some transient time, if it is not inside the set The definition of 7p(«) in (I4) implies that the transient

already. time is O(1/«) under the locally polyhedral structure. Then,
Let constantd/p, rp, pp, Dp be Lemmal® implies thaE [||wt - w;‘HQ} < o?Up every round
2(Dp+1) t after the transient time.
Ut 2P T (13)
T';)L B. Convergence Rate
P
Tpém, (14) We are now ready to prove the convergence rate of the
312 staggered time averages in AlgoritHth 1 under the locally
2l —— P 15 .
op 101G 1 9LeG) (15) polyhedral structure
(e267° — pp)ereBe Theorem 1. Suppose Assumptiohs[1,[2, 3 hold. It holds for
Dp2 . (16) itive i
P 1— e anyt > Tp(a) and any positive integef’ that
i i G? U
Given anyw, € W, define E [F(w7)] - F* < a2 n 042ij (20)

rpllwo — wi|
Te(a)2 [Wl/ppg ; (17)  where constantp is defined in(L3).



Proof. The theorem follows from{5) and Lemrha 5 that Define y as a point on this line segment such that

. aG? 02U ly — y*|| = S wherey* = arginf,.,y. [y — ¢||. Then both
E[F(w])] - F* < — T 2aT vt > Tp(). y € W andy € A. The convexity ofF” over the line segment
@ implies that
N o : F(z)—F" _ F(y) - F~
After the transient time, Theorel 1 implies that estimates, T > Ty —o1 > n(S),

as the averages, converge@§x+ «/T). To obtain anO(e)- _ _
approximation estimate, the step size must be sét(ty. Re- Where the last inequality usels {21). O

call that the transient timé (L7) i3(1/«) and that Algorithm The difference between Assumptigh 3 and Leniiha 6 is that
[ resets thg averages at f:ow?(ij— 1 for kbe 1;10, 1f?2, o the bound[(22) only holds whelfw; — w?| > S. The choice
Let k = arginfycio1,2,..32" — 1 > Tp(a) be the first reset o g for 5 particular function®” affects the transient time and

after Ehe transient time. The exponential Increasing 'mp,l'convergence of achievin@(¢)-approximation estimates. This
that 2% — 1 < 2Tp(a). Therefore, the total time to obtaingfact does not occur with Assumptih 3.

the estimate iD(1/¢), and the convergence rate (51/7).
Note that the staggered time average algorithm is proposéd, Drift and Transient Time
becausé/w, — w]| in (I7) can not be upper boundedif is Using Lemmd, the sequenéev, }>°, generated by algo-
unbounded. Also, even though the convergence rate depefgsy @) has the following property. Define
only on the step size, performing the averages also helps
obtaining more accurate estimates, as shown in Seictipn VI. Be(a, §)2 max [an(S) 04(_(;2)} (23)
) 2 ) ) 77

Lemma 7. Suppose Assumptions 1 ddd 2 hold. Funcfiois
onvex withy(.S) defined in21) for all S € (0, Smax). For any

IV. GENERAL CONVEX FUNCTION

In this section, functionF’ is allowed to be ageneral
convexfunction, possibly one that does not satisfy the locall ;
polyhedral struc?ure (A)s/sumpti@ 3). A general fcyonvex fund?t € W that|lw, —wi| > Be(a, 5), the following holds
tion is illustrated in Figuréll. It is assumed throughoutt tha . « an(S)
Assumptiong 1L and] 2 still hold. E [[|wesr — wi|[lwe] < fwp —wf]| - 9 (24)

Define A(S) = {w¢ € W [lw, —wi] = S}, and define pyoot For anyaw, € W, if condition
Smax @s the supremum value & > 0 for which A(S) is
nonempty Smax is possibly infinity). Assume tha$max > 0. 0?G? 4 2a[F* — F(wy)] < —an(S)||w; — wi||

Convexity of the seVV implies thatA(S) is nonempty for all ()2
S € (0, Smax). For eachS € (0, Smax) define: L e (25)
n(S) = inf M (21) s true, then the result in Lemna 1 implies that
wieW:|w—wi||=5 ||lw; — wi] ,
Lemma 6. Suppose Assumptiéh 1 holds.Hfis convex and E [Hwtﬂ —wi ‘wt}
W is closed, then for allS € (0, Smax): . . o2n(9)2
) () > 0 < g — wi | = an(8) o, — wi | + 1)
i) Wheneverw; € W and ||lw; — w;|| > S, it holds that )12
= [ = i - 2
Flwy) — F* = n(5)[|w: — wi||. (22) 2

Proof. The first part is proven by contradiction. Define= Applying Jensen’s inequality on the left-hand-side gives

{w; e W: |lw, — w;]| = S}, which is nonempty. Note that ) an(s)12
A is compact. Supposg(S) = 0. Function|F(w,) — F*|/S (E [||wesr — wyyq]|[we])” < {Hwt —wj| - 772
is continuous. The infimum of a continuous function over

the compact set is achieved by a point in the set. Thuhen |jw; — wi|| > Bg(a, S) > an(S)/2, inequality (24)
there is a pointy € A such that|F(y) — F*|/S = 0. holds.

That is F(y) = F*, andy € W*. Sincey € A, it also It remains to show condition[{25) must hold whenever
satisfiesinfy-cyw- |ly —y*|| = S andy ¢ W*, which is a ||lw; — w}|| > Bgs(a, S). Starting with the left-hand-side of

contradiction. (25), we have that
The second part is proven using the convexityIaf Let
z € W be a vector such thatz — z*|| > S wherez* = ?G? + 20[F* — F(w,)] <
arginf; o). |2 — 2]|. We want to show thaf’(z) — F* > a?G? — 2an(8)||w; — wi||

n(S)||z — z*||. The convexity of the se¥V implies that the _ _
line segment between and z* is inside W. The convexity Where the inequality follows (22), aBg(a, S) > S. By the

of F overW implies thatF is convex when it is restricted to definition of Bg (e, S), it holds that|w; — wj || > aG?/n(S).
this line segment. Substituting this into the above inequality gives the resul]



This result is similar to Lemmal4 except th&:(«,S) and the curvature near the unique minimum. Then, Lemma
depends on both and S unlike aBp in the locally polyhedral g implies thatE {szs _ w;ﬂ < a2Us(a, S) every roundt

case. after the transient time.
Let constantd/g(a, S),7c(95), pc(S), Ds(a, S) be
B. Convergence Rate
» 2[Do(a, §) + 1] g
UG(aas):Tv (26)  We are now ready to prove the convergence rate of the
re(S) staggered time averages in Algorithin 1 under a general gonve
rG(S)éLS) (27) function.
24G2 + 21(S)G’ .
31(S)? Theorem 2. Suppose Assumptiohs 1 ddd 2 hold. Function
pc(S)=1 — (28) is convex withn(S) defined in@1) for all S € (0, Smax)- It

424G + 20(S)G]’

holds for anyt > Tg(c, S) and any positive integef’ that
[€267a(S) _ pG(S)}eM yt > Te(a, S) y p g

Dg(a, S)& 29 _ ., _aG?  aUg(a, S
(@, 5) el 29) B[Pl - F < 9 L 2Uel0S) (g
Define the transient time for a general convex function A here constantis(a, S) is defined in(28)
Te(a, S)2 VG(SNWO — wOH-‘ , (30) Proof. The theorem follows from({5) and Lemrfix 8 that
alog(1/pe(S)) .
whererg(S) and pg(S) are defined in[{27) and (28). E [F(@])] - F* < oG’ | o’Us(a, 5)
-2 2aT
Lemma 8. Suppose Assumptiofls 1 did 2 hold. Funcfiois vt > To(a, ).
convex withn(S) defined in(21) for all S € (0, Smaxy). When -
t > Ts(a, S), the following holds U
E [Hwt _ wf”z} < a2Ug(a, ), The transient time[{30) and Theorém 2 can be i_ntc_arpreted
as a class of convergence bounds that can be optimized over
where constants(«, S) is defined in(28). any S € (0, Smax). Indeed, the values o near the minimum

of F' plays a crucial role in[(23), which affects much of the

Proof. From LemmdB, the constants afe= an(S)/2 and analysis in this section.

~v = Bg(a, S), where[[8) holds due to Lemria 7. Whegn= 0,
we havek;,, = Ky = ||wo — w§]|| (with probability 1). From V. FAST CONVERGENCE FOR DETERMINISTIC PROBLEMS

@), it holds for allz € {0,1,2,...} that This section revisits problems with the locally polyhedral

E [e Te<s>z<t} < Ds(a, ) structure, so that Assumptiond 1[2, 3 hold. However, it itbns
= 6\ ers adeterministicscenario where the oracle returns the exact
RACLIN _ subgradient, rather than an unbiased stochastic subgtattie
= _ (t—0) ’
* {8 Do(a, 5) | pe(S) is shown that a variation on the basic algorithm that uses a
ra(8)Ko variable step size can significantly improve the convergenc

t
< Do(a, 5) +e pa(S), GD  rate. Specifically, fixe > 0. The basic algorithm of Section
where constantsg(S), ps(S), Da(a, S) are defined in[{27)— [l produces anO(e)-approximation withinO(1/e) rounds.

(29) respectively. We then show that The modified algorithm of this section does the safe)-
ra(8)Ko approximation with onlyO(log(1/€)) rounds. In particular,
e pe(9)' <1 Vt>Tg(a,S). (32) this is faster than the lower bound(1//T) for a non-

smooth function with Lipschitz continuity in[3]. This doast
(9K T , . contradict the Nesterov result in/[3], because that refuotvs
aloge(l/pa[()s)) From th:geﬁmnon off(a, 5) in @Q), itholds e eyistence of a function witk(1/+/T) convergence rate,
that Ts(a, S) > aljg(ﬁ Ko, and the resultd(32) follows. while the locally polyhedral structure does not fall intolass
From [32) mequalltyﬁﬁi) becomes of that function. Interestingly, the algorithm in this dectis

Inequality ™% >ps(S)! < 1 is equivalent tot >

a(S)Ky Faster than other algorithms with(1/7%) convergence rates
E [8 o ] < DG(Q,S) +1 Vit > TG(OL, S) [3-]’ [17]
The Chernoff bounds implies for any > 0 that Assume_z the_ fun<_:ti0nF(w) is Lipschitz continuous over
o w € W with Lipschitz constant? > 0, so that:
’V‘G m

P{K,>m} <e~ [De(a, S) + 1] Vt > Ts(w, S).

Using E [K?] = 2" mP{K;>m}dm and the above
bound proves the lemma. O

|F(w) — F(w)| < H|w—w'|| Yw,w €W. (34)

Assume there is a known positive valug < oo such that

lwo —wi|| < Z. Fix e > 0, and fix M as any positive
The definition ofTs(«, S) in (30) implies that the transientinteger. The idea is to run the algorithm over successive

time for a general convex function depends on a step sizames. Label the frame$ < {1,2,3,...,M}. Let wy,



be the initial vector inV at the start of frame. Define

@

. . 2 TN T A 4 2
wyy) = wo. Define constanté/p, rp, pp, Dp as in [13)-(16). 26
Define# = max [/Up, Z], and define thdérame sizeT as: 2t
2 L
- 2T‘P9 f 2: L
- [ log(1/pp) 2 ool
The algorithm for each framee {1,2,3,...} is: % 52 Te—e Constant
« Define the step size for frameas ;) = 274, = g0l v Staggered
« Run the constant step size algorithi (3) using step size ~ 27°||** Heuristic
PR 21 || =—= Polynomial
ag;) over T rounds, using initial vectow;. S : : : ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
« Definewy; ) as thew, vector computed in the last round 20 22 22 20 2 2t 2B 2B oY

of frameji. togz (1)

Notice that the completion oM/ frames requiresViT =
O(M) rounds. The vector computed in the last round of the
last frame is defined a@|,,,). The next theorem shows that

Fig. 2. Results of algorithms and a locally polyhedral fimrct

this vector is indeed a(2~*)-approximation. VI. EXPERIMENTS
Theorem 3. In the deterministic setting and when Assump- |n thjs section, Algorithnill (“Staggered”) is compared to
tions[1,[2[B hold, the final vectap|,,, ) satisfies: the polynomial-decay averaging (“Polynomial”) il [5]. We
Y also proposed another heuristic algorithm (“Heuristi@g/hjich
Wn41] — Wi || < 602 (35 iSi i ot i
= as a promising convergence rate. This heuristic algorithm
F(wpryy) — F* < 9H2—M (36) replacesu in Algorithm [ with
Proof. The proof is by induction on the rounds e ap = max [a,c/(t+1)] Vte{0,1,2,...}
1,2,...,M}. A the following hold ivel _ . . -
{1.2,.., }_ ssume the Toflowing holds on & gvene — nere ¢ is some real-valued positive constant. This modifi-
{1 M}: . .
cation does not change the convergence rates in Se¢fidns I
Hw“] — wf H < g2-(-D) 37) End[ﬂ;, because it only add3(1/«) rounds into the previous
ounds.

This holds by assumption on the first frarhe= 1. We now For the purpose of comparison, Algoritfiin 1 uses: 10~%.

show [37) holds fori + 1. The goal is to use Lemnid 5 withHowever, higher accuracy can be achieved by a smaller step

initial conditionwy;. Since the step size igy; for this frame, size. The heuristic algorithm sets= 1. The polynomial-decay

the valueTp(ay;)) defined in [(I¥) satisfies: averaging algorithm uses = 1 andn = 3 (defined in [5]).
Note that the stochastic subgradient algorithm with a @ortst

wiy rpA2~ (=1 step size (“Constant”) is the by product of Algorithih 1.

< =T . : .

ag log(1/pp) Lm 10g(1/pp)w A locally polyhedral functionF’ = |w||, is considered

wherew € [—4,4]'%. Wheng(w) is a subgradient of” at

where the inequality holds by the induction assumption (37, a stochastic subgradientg$w) = g(w) x X whereX is a

and the last equality holds by definition af;). Recall that uniform random variable fror to 2, soE [g(w)|w] = g(w).

wy;41) is defined as the finalb, value afterT” rounds of the Ten experiments are performed, and the average values are

Tp(ay) =

frame. It follows by Lemmals that: sampled af 2% — 2} _, (one round before Algorithil 1 resets
9 the averages). Results are shown in Figure 2. Both axes of
E [Hw[iﬂ] - w@H]H ] < afyUp < afy0® Figure[2 are in a log scale.

The plots of AlgorithnJL and the polynomial-decay algo-
On the other hand, this deterministic setting produces erdetrithm cross each other, because the former has faster con-
ministic sequence, so that all expectations can be removedergence rate. The subgradient algorithm with constamt ste
size stops improving due to the fixed value of the step size.
Hw[i-l-l] - wE}H]H < Oé[Qi}92 However, Algorithm[dl keeps improving after the stop. This
can be explained by (20) where the average helps reducing
the last term on the right-hand-side. The plot of the heiagrist
’ < g2 algorithm shows its convergence.
A general convex functiod (w) = 21122 3(w®) is con-
This completes the induction, so that¥37) holds foriatt sidered where, foi € {1,...,100}, w(® is thei-component
{1,2,..., M + 1}. Substitutingi = M + 1 into (317) proves of w and
(35). The inequality[(36) follows froni (35) and the Lipsahit _ —w® i w®
()Y w,if w' <0
property [(34). O Fi(w') = { (D)2, if w® > 0.

Taking a square root and using the definitionogf proves:

Hw[i-l—l] z+1 ‘



and prove its performance. When a function with a unique
minimum satisfies the locally polyhedral structure, theoalg
rithm hasO(1/T) convergence rate. For a general convex
l function with a unique minimum, we derive a class of bounds
| on the convergence rate of the algorithm. For a special dase o
] deterministic problems with the locally polyhedral stiuret,

] an algorithm withO(1/¢'/M) convergence is proposed.
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Then we consider a non-smooth convex functidfw) =
1 Fi(w) where
_ w® — %76, if w® > 10276
Fiw) = § —wd — 105 o) <102 (38)
0, otherwise

This function has uncountable minimizers. The stochastic s
gradient is the component-wise addition of the true sulkigrad

and the uniform random variablE. Simulation results are
shown in FigureL4. Comparing these results to the results
in Figure[2 shows the same trend of convergence rates even
though functionF in (38) does not satisfy the uniqueness
assumption.

VII. CONCLUSION

This paper considers stochastic non-smooth convex opti-
mization. We propose the staggered time average algorithm
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