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Abstract

This paper is dedicated to the memory of Boris Teodorovich Polyak.
In this paper, we study the convergence properties of the Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD)

method for finding a stationary point of a given objective function J(·). The objective function
is not required to be convex. Rather, our results apply to a class of “invex” functions, which have
the property that every stationary point is also a global minimizer. First, it is assumed that J(·)
satisfies a property that is slightly weaker than the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL) condition, denoted
here as (KL’). It is shown that the iterations J(θt) converge almost surely to the global minimum
of J(·). Next, the hypothesis on J(·) is strengthened from (KL’) to the Polyak-Lojasiewicz (PL)
condition. With this stronger hypothesis, we derive estimates on the rate of convergence of
J(θt) to its limit. Using these results, we show that for functions satisfying the PL property,
the convergence rate of SGD is the same as the best-possible rate for convex functions. While
some results along these lines have been published in the past, our contributions contain two
distinct improvements. First, the assumptions on the stochastic gradient are more general than
elsewhere, and second, our convergence is almost sure, and not in expectation. We also study
SGD when only function evaluations are permitted. In this setting, we determine the “optimal”
increments or the size of the perturbations. Using the same set of ideas, we establish the global
convergence of the Stochastic Approximation (SA) algorithm under more general assumptions
on the measurement error, compared to the existing literature. We also derive bounds on the
rate of convergence of the SA algorithm under appropriate assumptions.

1 Introduction

Suppose f : Rd → R
d is some function, and it is desired to find a solution θ∗ to the equation f(θ∗) =

0. The stochastic approximation (SA) algorithm, introduced in [45], addresses the situation
where the only information available is a noise-corrupted measurement of f(θt). If g : Rd → R

d

and it is desired to find a fixed point of this map, then this is the same as solving f(θ∗) = 0,
where f(θ) := g(θ) − θ. On the other hand, if J : Rd → R is a C1 function and it is desired to
find a stationary point of J(·), then the problem is to find a solution to ∇J(θ∗) = 0, using only a
stochastic gradient.

Suppose the problem is one of finding a solution to f(θ∗) = 0. At step t, the avaiable mea-
surement is of the form f(θt) + ξt+1, where ξt+1 is the error term. The canonical step in the SA
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algorithm is to update θt to θt+1 via

θt+1 = θt + αt[f(θt) + ξt+1], (1)

where αt is called the “step size.” If one wishes to find a fixed point of the map g(·), then by
defining f(θ) = g(θ)− θ, one can apply the iteration (1), which now takes the form

θt+1 = (1− αt)θt + αt[g(θt) + ξt+1]. (2)

It is clear that (2) need not be analyzed separately from (1). Next, if it is desired to find a stationary
point of a C1-map J(·), then the iteration becomes

θt+1 = θt − αtht+1, (3)

where ht+1 is a noisy approximation to ∇J(θt), known as the “stochastic gradient.” Since the
update of θt is in the negative direction of ht+1, (3) is called the Stochastic Gradient Descent
(SGD) method. Note that in this paper we study only optimization problems where the variable
θ is unconstrained. If θ is restricted to belong to some closed convex subset S ⊆ R

d, then ht+1

would be an approximate projection of the gradient. Methods such as mirror descent incorporate
such a projection. However, since we study only unconstrained problems, one can think of ht+1 as
an approrimate gradient.

In this paper, we establish the convergence of the SA algorithm of (1) and the SGD algorithm
of (3) under more general (i.e., less restrictive) assumptions than at present. We establish not just
convergence, but also bounds on the rates of convergence. Specifically for SGD, we establish almost
sure convergence, as opposed to convergence in expectation as in much of the literature. Since any
stochastic algorithm results in a single sample path of a stochastic process, it is very useful to know
that almost all sample paths converge to the desired limit. We esstablish almost sure convergence
for SA as well; however, that is the usual practice in that literature.

The paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we review the early classical results in Stochastic
Approximation and Stochastic Gradient Descent, roughly before the year 2000. In Section 3, we
review results in more recent times, with emphasis on the variety of definitions of a “stochastic
gradient,” and various properties that the objective function is assumed to satisfy. In Section 4, we
quickly summarize the contributions of the present paper, above and beyond the known results. In
Section 5, we present two general theorems on the convergence of stochastic processes. While these
theorems form the basis for the proofs in later sections, they might be of independent interest.
In Section 6, we apply the convergence theorems of Section 5 to establish the convergence of the
SGD algorithm, and also to obtain bounds on the rate of convergence. In Section 7, these same
theorems are applied to study the SA algorithm, and results analogous to those in Section 6 are
proved. Section 8 suggests a few problems for future research.

2 Classical Results in SA and SGD

In order to place our contributions to SA in context, we begin with the classical results. For the
benefit of the reader, we state all results using the notation of the present paper. Recent results
are described in Section 3.

Different analyses of the SA and SGD algorithms depend on different assumptions on the error
ξt+1 in (1), and the nature of the stochastic gradient ht+1 in (3). In order to describe the classical
and recent results concisely, we introduce some notation. Throughout, all random variables and
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stochastic processes are defined on some underlying probability space (Ω,Σ, P ) where Ω is the
sample space, Σ is a σ-algebra denoting the event space, and P is a probability measure defined on Σ.
All random variables are assumed to be square-integrable, so that various conditional expectations
and variances are well-defined. Let θt

0 denote (θ0, · · · ,θt), and similarly let ξt1 denote ξ1, · · · , ξt,
let ht

1 denote (h1, · · · ,ht). Note that there is no ξ0 nor an h0. The initial guess θ0 in SA can
be either deterministic or random. Let Ft denote the σ-algebra generated by θ0, ξ

t
1 in the case of

(1) or (2), and the σ-algebra generated by θ0,h
t
t in the case of (3). Let M(Ft) denote the set of

functions that are measurable with respect to Ft. Then it is clear that θt ∈ M(Ft) for all t ≥ 1.
For an R

d-valued random variable X, let Et(X) denote the conditional expectation E(X|Ft),
and let CVt(X) denote its conditional variance defined by1

CVt(X) = Et(‖X − Et(X)‖22) = Et(‖X‖22)− (Et(X))2. (4)

The SA algorithm was introduced in [45] for the scalar case where d = 1. However, we state it
for the multidimensional case, and in our notaton. In this formulation, the error ξt+1 is assumed
to satisfy the following assumptions:

Et(ξt+1) = 0, CVt(ξt+1) ≤M2, a.s., (5)

for some finite constant M .2 The first assumption implies that {ξt+1} is a martingale difference
sequence, and also that f(θt) + ξt+1 is an unbiased measurement of f(θt). The second assumption
means that the conditional variance of the error is globally bounded, both as a function of θt and
as a function of t. With the assumptions in (6) below, along with some assumptions on the function
f(·), it is shown in [45] that θt converges to a solution of f(θ∗) = 0, provided the step size sequence
{αt} satisfies the Robbins-Monro (RM) conditions

∞
∑

t=0

α2
t <∞,

∞
∑

t=0

αt = ∞. (6)

The first SGD method was introduced in [24], for finding a stationary point of a C1 function
J : R → R, that is, a solution to ∇J(θ) = 0.3 using an approximate gradient of J(·). The specific
formulation used in [24] is

ht+1 :=
J(θt + ct∆+ ξ+t+1)− J(θt − ct∆+ ξ−t+1)

2ct
≈ ∇J(θt). (7)

where ∆ is a small and fixed real number, ct > 0 is called the increment, and ξ+t+1, ξ
−
t+1 are the

measurement errors. This terminology “increment” is not standard but is used here. In order to
make the expression a better and better approximation to the true ∇J(θt), the increment ct must
approach zero as t → ∞. This approach was extended to the multidimensional case in [4]. There
are several ways to extend (7) to the multivariate case, and these are discussed in Section 3. Let
ht+1 denote the (scalar) stochastic gradient defined in (7), and define

zt = Et(ht+1), xt = zt −∇J(θt), ζt+1 = ht+1 − zt.

1See [56, 13] for relevant background on stochastic processes.
2Note that, since the paper deals with random variables and stochastic processes, almost all statements hold

“almost surely.” To avoid tedious repetition, we omit this phrase in what follows.
3Strictly speaking, we should use J ′(θ) for the scalar case. But we use vector notation to facilitate comparison

with later formulas.
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Then it is shown in [24] that the error term satisfies

|Et(ζt+1)| ≤ Kct, CVt(ζt+1) ≤M2/c2t , (8)

for suitable constants K,M . In other words, neither of the two assumptions in (5) is satisfied:
The estimate of ∇J(θt) is biased, and the variance is unbounded as a function of t, though it is
bounded as a function of θt for each fixed t. In this case, for the scalar case, it was shown in [24]
that θt converges to a stationary point of J(·) if the Kiefer-Wolfwitz-Blum (KWB) conditions

ct → 0,
∞
∑

t=0

(α2
t /c

2
t ) <∞,

∞
∑

t=0

αtct <∞,
∞
∑

t=0

αt = ∞ (9)

are satisfied. In [4] it is shown that the same conditions also ensure convergence when d > 1. Note
that the conditions automatically imply the finiteness of the sum of α2

t .
One of the first papers to expand the scope of SA is [26]. In that paper, the author considers a

recursion of the form
θt+1 = θt − αt∇J(θt) + αtξt+1 + αtβt+1,

where βt → 0 as t → ∞. Here, the sequence {ξt+1} is not assumed to be a martingale difference
sequence. Rather, it is assumed to satisfy a different set of conditions, referred to as the Kushner-
Clark conditions; see [26, A5]. It is then shown that if the error sequence {ξt+1} satisfies (5), i.e., is
a martingale difference sequence, then Assumption (A5) holds. Essentially the same formulation is
studied in [32]. The same formulation is also studied [7, Section 2.2], where (5) holds, and βt → 0
as t→ ∞. In [51], it is assumed only that lim supt βt <∞.

In all cases, it is shown that θt converges to a solution of f(θ∗) = 0, provided the iterations
remain bounded almost surely. However, this is a very strong assumption, in our view. The
assumption that βt → 0 as t→ ∞ may not, by itself, be sufficient to ensure that the iterations are
bounded, as shown by the next simple example. Consider the deterministic scalar recursion

θt+1 = (1 + αt)θt + αtβt,

where {βt} is a sequence of constants. Hence µt = |βt| for all i. The closed-form solution to the
above recursion is

θt =

t
∏

τ=0

(1 + ατ )θ0 +

t−1
∑

k=0

[

t−1
∏

s=k

(1 + αs)

]

αkβk.

Now let θ0 = 0 and suppose βt ≥ 0 for all t. Then it follows that

θt =

t−1
∑

k=0

[

t−1
∏

s=k

(1 + αs)

]

αkβk ≥
t−1
∑

k=0

αkβk.

Thus, even when the step size sequence {αt} satisfies the standard Robbins-Monro conditions, it is
possible to choose the sequence {βt} in such a manner that βt → 0 as t→ ∞, and yet

∞
∑

t=0

αtβt = ∞.

Thus, merely requiring that βt → 0 as t → ∞ is not sufficient to ensure the boundedness of the
iterations. This discussion shows that there is a need for an approach in which the boundedness of
the iterations can be inferred separately from the convergence.
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In all the references mentioned thus far, the convergence of the SA algorithm is proved using
the so-called ODE method. This approach is based on the idea that, as αt → 0, the sample paths
of the stochastic process “converge” to the deterministic solutions of the associated ODE θ̇ = f(θ).
This approach is introduced in [26, 31, 12]. Book-length treatments of this approach can be found
in [27, 28, 2, 7]. See also [34] for an excellent summary. In principle, the ODE method can cope
with the situation where the equation f(θ∗) = 0 has multiple solutions. The typical theorem in
this approach states that if the iterations {θt} remain bounded, then θt approaches the solution
set of the equation under study. In [8], for the first time, the boundedness of the iterations is a
conclusion, not a hypothesis. The arguments in that paper, and its successors, are based on defining
a mean flow equation

θ̇ = f∞(θ), f∞(θ) := lim
r→∞

f(rθ)

r
.

It is assumed that f(·) is globally Lipschitz-continuous and that 0 is a globally asymptotically stable
equilibrium of f∞(·). This implies that the equation under study has a unique solution, in effect
negating one of the potential advantages of the ODE method. Also, it is easy to see that if f(·)
grows sublinearly, i.e.,

lim
‖θ‖→∞

‖f(θ)‖
‖θ‖ = 0,

then f∞(θ) ≡ 0, so that the hypothesis of [8] can never be satisfied. In addition, when f(·) is
discontinuous, the limiting equation is not an ODE, but a differential inclusion; see for example
[9]; this requires more subtle analysis.

In contrast, the analysis in this paper is based on the so-called “supermartingale approach,”
pioneered in [17, 46]. In contrast with the ODE approach, the supermartingale approach can cope
with functions f(·) that grow sublinearly and/or are discontinuous, with no modifications. In this
approach, it is also very easy to obtain bounds on the rate of convergence of the algorithm. The
presumed advantage of the ODE method is that it can cope with the case where there are multiple
solutions; this comes at the expense of assuming rather than inferring that the iterations remain
bounded. In the supermartingale approach, not only is it easy to infer the boundedness of the
iterations, but boundedness can be inferred separately from convergence. Finally, the analysis
remains virtually unchanged when the step sizes αt are themselves random. Random step sizes
are natural when “block” updating is used in (1) or (3); see Section 3.3 for a mention of block
updating.

3 Review of SGD for Nonconvex Optimization

In this paper we aim to study the minimization of a class of nonconvex C1 objective functions, which
have the property that every stationary point is also a global minimum. While every smooth (C1)
convex function has this property, so do some nonconvex functions, for example “invex” functions
(see below). In this section, we briefly survey the recent literature in the area of the Stochastic
Gradient Method (SGD) applied to nonconvex optimization. Given that the literature is vast even
within these limits, we refer the reader to the survey paper [10] which contains both a thorough
discussion as well as a wealth of references, and discuss only some additional papers that are either
not mentioned in this paper, or are not elaborated sufficiently therein.

To give some structure, we divide the discussion into the following topics:

• Preliminaries
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• Classes of functions

• Types of stochastic gradients

• Nature of convergence

3.1 Preliminaries

We begin with a set of “standing” assumptions, which are collectively denoted by (S). These
assumptions are assumed to hold in the remainder of the paper. Note that J(·) denotes the
objective function.

(S1) J(·) is C1, and ∇J(·) is globally Lipschitz-continuous with constant L.

(S2) J(·) is bounded below, and the infimum is attained. Thus

J∗ := inf
θ∈Rd

J(θ)

is well-defined, and J∗ > −∞. Moreover, the set

SJ := {θ : J(θ = J∗} (10)

is nonempty.

(S3) There exists a constant H <∞ such that

‖∇J(θ)‖22 ≤ HJ(θ), ∀θ ∈ R
d. (11)

Remarks:

1. By replacing J(θ) by J(θ) − J∗, it can be assumed that the global minimum of J(·) equals
zero, and we do so hereafter.

2. Note that there is no assumption that the set SJ is a singleton.

3. If J(·) is convex, then it is known that Assumption (S3), i.e., (11), is satisfied with H = 2L,
where L is the Lipschitz constant of ∇J(·); see [37, Theorem 2.1.5]. However, Assumption
(S3) can hold for nonconvex functions as well. Basically, (S3) is satisfied if ∇J(θt) does not
oscillate too wildly. To illustrate, J1(θ) = θ2 + sin2 θ satisfies (S3) with H = 18, But the
function J2(θ) = θ2 + sin2(θ3) does not satisfy (S3), because |∇J(θ)|2 increases faster than
J(θ) as θ → ∞. Incidentally, the function J1(·) also satisfies the (PL) property defined in
(12) below with K = 1.

Define, as usual, the distance
ρ(θ) := inf

φ∈SJ

‖θ − φ‖2.

In the context of function minimization, a possibly random sequence of iterations {θt} is generated.
Then we can pose three questions:

(Q1) Does J(θt) → 0 as t→ ∞?4

4Recall the assumption that J∗ = 0.
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Figure 1: An illustration of a function in Class B

(Q2) Does ‖∇J(θt)‖2 → 0 as t→ ∞?

(Q3) Does ρ(θt) → 0 as t→ ∞?

In order to address the three questions above, we introduce some assumptions on J(·). Some
of these assumptions make use of the following concept, which is introduced in [17] but without
giving it a name. The formal definition is given in [55, Definition 1]:

Definition 1. A function η : R+ → R+ is said to belong to Class B if η(0) = 0, and in addition,
for arbitrary real numbers 0 < ǫ ≤M , it is true that

inf
ǫ≤r≤M

η(r) > 0.

Note η(·) is not assumed to be monotonic, or even to be continuous. However, if η : R+ → R+

is continuous, then η(·) belongs to Class B if and only if (i) η(0) = 0, and (ii) η(r) > 0 for all
r > 0. Such a function is called a “class P function” in [19]. Thus a Class B function is slightly
more general than a function of Class P .

As example of a function of Class B is given next:

Example 1. Define a function f : R+ → R+ by

φ(θ) =

{

θ, if θ ∈ [0, 1],

e−(θ−1), if θ > 1.

Then φ belongs to Class B. A sketch of the function φ(·) is given in Figure 1. Note that, if we were
to change the definition to:

φ(θ) =

{

θ, if θ ∈ [0, 1],

2e−(θ−1), if θ > 1,

then φ(·) would be discontinuous at θ = 1, but it would still belong to Class B. Thus a function
need not be continuous to belong to Class B.

3.2 Classes of Functions

In this subsection we introduce various classes of functions that are used in this paper. Note
that different theorems make use of different classes of functions, which in turn lead to different
conclusions.
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(PL) There exists a constant K such that

‖∇J(θ)‖22 ≥ KJ(θ), ∀θ ∈ R
d. (12)

(KL’) There exists a function ψ(·) of Class B such that

‖∇J(θ)‖2 ≥ ψ(J(θ), ∀θ ∈ R
d. (13)

(NSC) There exists a function η(·) of Class B such that

ρ(θ) ≤ η(J(θ)), ∀θ ∈ R
d. (14)

Next we discuss the significance of these assumptions, as well as the nomenclature.
PL stands for the Polyak-Lojasiewicz condition. In [42], Polyak introduced (12), and showed

that it is sufficient to ensure that iterations converge at a “linear” (or geometric) rate to a global
minimum, whether or not J(·) is convex. Note that (12) can also be rewritten as

‖∇J(θ)‖2 ≥ K1/2[J(θ)]1/2, ∀θ ∈ R
d.

In [33], Lojasiewicz introduced a more general condition

‖J(θ)‖2 ≥ C[J(θ)]r, ∀θ ∈ R
d, (15)

for some constant C and some exponent r ∈ [1/2, 1). He also showed that (15) holds for real
algebraic varieties in a neighborhood of critical points. Note that in the present paper, we use only
the Polyak condition (12).

In [25], Kurdyka proposed a more general inequality than (15), namely: There exist a constant
c > 0 and a function v : [0, c) → R which is C1 on (0, c), such that v′(x) > 0 for all x ∈ (0, c), and

‖∇(v ◦ J)(θ)‖2 ≥ 1, ∀θ ∈ J−1(0, c), (16)

where (only on this occasion) ◦ denotes the concatenation of two functions. By applying the chain
rule, one can rewrite (16) as

‖∇J(θ)‖2 ≥ [v′(J(θ)]−1. (17)

In particular, if v(x) = x1−r for some r ∈ (0, 1), then (17) becomes (15) with C = 1/(1 − r).
For this reason, (17) is sometimes referred to as the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL) inequality. See for
example [5]. In our case, we don’t require the right side to be a differentiable function; rather we
require only that it be a function of Class B of J(θ). Hence we choose to call this condition as
(KL’), to suggest that it is similar to, but weaker than, the KL condition. Note that, under (PL) or
(KL’), ∇J(θ) = 0 implies that J(θ) = 0, i.e., that every stationary point is also a global minimum.
Thus any function that satisfies either (PL) or (KL’) is “invex” as defined in [20]. See [22] for an
excellent survey of these topics.

Finally we come to (NSC), which stands for “Nearly Strongly Convex.” If J(·) is R-strongly
convex with a unique global minimizer θ∗, then

J(θ) ≥ R

2
‖θ − θ∗‖22, ∀θ ∈ R

d.

In this case SJ is the singleton set {θ∗}, ρ(θ) = ‖]θ − θ∗‖2 (or just ‖θ‖2 if θ∗ = 0). Hence (NSC)
holds with ρ(r) = (2r/R)1/2. However, in the present paper, we don’t assume strong convexity,
just (NSC).

8



While most of the literature on optimization addresses convex optimization, there are some
papers where the convergence of the stochastic gradient descent method is analyzed under the
Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz condition of (17). See for example [15, 14]. As shown below, in this paper we
strengthen the results in the above papers by proving almost sure convergence, and also replacing
(KL) by the weaker (KL’) condition.

3.3 Types of Stochastic Gradients

In this subsection, we list some approaches to choosing a stochastic gradient ht+1 in (3). It is note-
worthy that the phrase “stochastic gradient” is used with two different meanings in the literature.
Both of them are discussed here.

We begin with the following specific type of optimization problem: Suppose X is some set, and
π is some probability measure on X . Suppose further that f : X × R

d → R is a C1 function, and
define the objective function

J(θ) := Ex∼π[f(x,θ)] =

∫

X
f(x,θ) π(dx). (18)

For the moment, we ignore technicalities about the well-definedness of the integral.
A typical application would be neural network training. Suppose x ∈ R

n is the input to the
network, y ∈ R the desired output with input x (the label), and θ is the set of “weights” or
adjustable parameters in the network. A neural network “architecture” defines family of maps
H(·,θ) : Rn → R for each θ ∈ R

d. Finally, there is a “loss function” L : R × R → R+; quite often
L(y, z) = |y − z|2. The training data consists of labelled pairs {(xi, yi)}mi=1. To choose the weight
vector optimally, one minimizes

J(θ) :=
1

m

m
∑

i=1

L(yi,H(xi,θ)).

To put this problem within the framework of (18), define X to be the finite set {(x1, y1), · · · , (xm, ym)},
and choose π to be the uniform distribution on X .

Next we discuss three approaches to approximating ∇J(θ) when J(·) is as in (18). Further
details can be found in [10, Section 3.3]. Under mild conditions, it can be shown that

∇J(θ) = Ex∼π[∇θf(x,θ)]. (19)

In other words, it is permissible to interchange differentiation and integration in (19). If X is a
finite set, then this is automatic.
Stochastic Gradient: At step t, generate an element xt+1 ∈ X with marginal distribution π.
To permit adaptive sampling, it is not assumed that xt+1 is independent of the preceding samples
(x1, · · · , xt). Then the search direction ht+1 is set equal to

ht+1 = ∇θ(f(xt+1,θt). (20)

Batch Update: In this case,
ht+1 = ∇J(θt)

as computed in (19). Note that the computation is quite straight-forward if X is a finite set.
Minibatch Update: This approach is intermediate between the above two approaches. At step
t, an integer Nt (possibly random) is chosen, and Nt samples xj, j ∈ [Nt] are chosen from X . The
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analysis is simplest if these samples are drawn independently with distribution π, after replacement.
Then

ht+1 =
1

Nt

Nt
∑

j=1

∇θf(xj,θt). (21)

If there are repeated samples, then the corresponding terms are summed more than once in the
above equation.

Until now, we have focused on objective functions of the form (18), and ways to approximate
its gradient by random sampling. Next we discuss approximation methods that apply to general
C1 objective functions. There are two parts to this: (i) Constructing approximations to the true
gradient, and (ii) selecting which components of the current guess θt are to be updated at step t.
We discuss these two topics in the opposite order. That is, we begin by discussing some popular
methods of choosing coordinates to be updated, assuming that the true gradient, corrupted by
additive noise, is available. It will be obvious that the same selection strategies can also be applied
to any stochastic gradient as well.

The first of these methods is referred to as “Coordinate Gradient Descent” as in [57] and
elsewhere, but also sometimes as “stochastic gradient,” thus possibly leading to confusion with
(20).
Coordinate Gradient Descent: Suppose that, at step t, the current guess is θt, and suppose
that the learner has access to a (possibly noise-corrupted) measurement ∇J(θ) + ξt+1. An index
i ∈ [d] is chosen at random with a uniform probability, and the search direction is defined as

ht+1 = dei ◦ [∇J(θt) + ξt+1], (22)

where ei denotes the i-elementary unit vector, and ◦ denotes the Hadamard or componentwise
product.5 Even if ξt+1 ≡ 0, ht+1 is still random due to the choice of i. The factor of d is to ensure
that the expectation of ht+1 equals the true gradient ∇J(θt) plus the expectation of ξt+1. If this
ht+1 is substituted into (3), it is obvious that only the i-th component of θt is updated at time t,
and all other components remain the same.

An excellent survey of coordinate gradient descent for convex objective functions is found in
[57], and some results for nonconvex objective functions are found in [53]. It is worth pointing out
that, in these references and many others, the error term ξt+1 is assumed to be zero. Thus the
only source of randomness is the coordinate to be updated. Much of the detailed analysis carried
out in these papers would not be possible in the presence of measurement errors.

One can also apply this philosophy of updating only one (possibly randomly chosen) coordinate
at a time to stochastic approximation as in (1). This leads to the update formula

θt+1 = θt + αtei ◦ [f(θt) + ξt+1]. (23)

In such a case, it is common to refer to this approach as Asynchronous SA or ASA. This
terminology was apparently introduced in [52]. The approach is studied further in [6]. In particular,
a distinction between using a “global clock” and a “local clock” for componentwise updating is
introduced.
Block Coordinate Gradient Descent: A variant of the above is to carry out “block” updating.
At each time, a possibly random subset St ⊆ [d] is selected. Define

eSt :=
∑

i∈St

ei.

5If a,b ∈ R
d, then c = a ◦ b belongs to R

d and is defined via ci = aibi for all i.
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Then the vector ht+1 is defined as

ht+1 :=
d

|St|
eSt ◦ [∇J(θt) + ξt+1]. (24)

This implies that, at time t, only the components of θt, i ∈ St are updated, and the rest are
unchanged. As above, block updating can also be incorporated in the SA algorithm of (1), as
follows:

θt+1 = θt +αt ◦ eSt ◦ [f(θt) + ξt+1], (25)

where αt is now a vector of step sizes. Thus, while only those components i ∈ St are updated,
different updated components could have different step sizes. This topic is not discussed further in
this paper. Instead the reader is referred to [21] for the latest results.
Gradients Using Only Function Evaluations: Next we discuss some approaches to generating
approximate gradients that make use of only function evaluations. As pointed out above, the first
such approach is in [24], which is shown above as (7). It is for the case d = 1, and requires two
function evaluations per iteration. Subsequently Blum [4] presented an approach for the case d > 1,
which requires d + 1 evaluations per iteration. When d is large, this approach is clearly impracti-
cal. A significant improvement came in[49], in which a method called “simultaneous perturbation
stochastic approximation” (SPSA) was introduced, which requires only two function evaluations,
irrespective of the dimension d. However, the proof of convergence of SPSA given in [49] requires
many assumptions. These are simplified in [11]. An “optimal” version of SPSA is introduced in
[47], and is described below.

For each index t+1, suppose ∆t+1,i, i ∈ [d] are d different and pairwise independentRademacher
variables.6 Moreover, suppose that ∆t+1,i, i ∈ [d] are all independent (not just conditionally in-
dependent) of the σ-algebra Ft for each t. Let ∆t+1 ∈ {−1, 1}d denote the vector of Rademacher
variables at time t+ 1. Then the search direction ht+1 in (3) is defined componentwise, via

ht+1,i =
[J(θt + ct∆t+1) + ξ+t+1,i]− [J(θt − ct∆t+1)− ξ−t+1,i]

2ct∆t+1,i
, (26)

where ξ+t+1,1, · · · , ξ+t+1,d, ξ
−
t+1,1, · · · , ξ−t+1,d represent the measurement errors. A similar idea is used

in [38], except that the bipolar vector ∆t+1 is replaced by a random Gaussian vector ηt+1 in
R
d. As can be seen from the literature, one of the key steps in analyzing SPSA is to find tail

probability estimates of the quantity ‖ηt+1‖2/|ηt+1,i|. If ηt+1 is Gaussian, then this ratio can
be arbitrarily large, albeit with small probability. However, with Rademacher perturbations, the
ratio ‖∆t+1‖2/|∆t+1,i| always equals

√
d. This observation considerably simplifies the analysis. An

excellent survey of this topic can be found in [29], which discusses other approaches not mentioned
here.

The original SPSA envisages only two measurements per iteration, and the resulting estimate of
∇J(θt) has bias O(ct) and conditional variance O(1/c2t ). However, it is possible to take more mea-
surements and reduce the bias of the estimate, while retaining the same bound on the conditional
variance., Specifically, if k+ 1 measurements are taken, then the bias is O(ckt ) (which converges to
zero more quickly), while the conditional variance remains as O(1/c2t ). See [40] and the references
therein.

We conclude this subsection by briefly discussing [18]. In this paper, a very general framework
is proposed that is capable of handling not only additive measurement errors (as has been the case

6Recall that Rademacher random variables assume values in {−1, 1} and are independent of each other.
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above), but also multiplicative errors, and others. Three (closely related) algorithms are proposed
in this paper, out of which only the second one is detailed here, in the interests of brevity.

The set-up is as follows: Suppose f : Rn × R
d → R is a C1 function, and π is a (possibly

unknown) probability measure on R
p. The objective function is as in (18), namely

J(θ) =

∫

Rn

f(w,θ) π(dw) = Ew∼π[f(w,θ)].

There is also a probability distribution P on R
d, chosen by the learner, whose role is to generate

an i.i.d. sequence of perturbations {∆t}t≥1. In addition, there two i.i.d. sequences {w+
t }t≥0, and

{w−
t }t≥0, with distribution π. To update the current guess θt, one undertakes the following steps.

As with the other derivative-free methods, there are two sequences: {αt} of step sizes, and {ct} of
increments. At time t, the perturbation vector ∆t+1 is known, so one can define

x+
t+1 = θt + ct∆t+1,x

−
t+1 = θt − ct∆t+1.

The measurements available to the learner at time t consist of the pair

y+t+1 = f(w+
t ,x

+
t+1) + ξ+t+1, y−t+1 = f(w−

t ,x
−
t+1) + ξ−t+1,

where ξ+t+1, ξ
−
t+1 are measurement errors. The last step is to define the stochastic gradient ht+1.

This is stated in terms of a sequence of “kernel functions” Kt : R
d → R

d that satisfy, for each t
∫

Rd

Kt(z) P (dz) = 0,

∫

Rd

Kt(z)z
⊤ P (dz) = Id,

∫

Rd

‖Kt(z)‖22 P (dz) <∞.

Note that the choice
Kt(z) = (1/z1, · · · , 1/zd)

gives the standard Kiefer-Wolfowitz-Blum approach. However, it is clear that the present scheme
offers considerably more flexibility.

In order to analyze the behavior of the algorithm, it is assumed in [18] that

1. J(·) is a strongly convex function of θ, and

2. There is a constant L such that ∇θf(w,θ) is L-Lipschitz continuous for each w ∈ R
n.

In particular, Item 1 means that J(·) has a unique global minimizer θ∗. Under these assumptions,
[18, Theorem 1] gives sufficient conditions for θt to converge to θ∗ in the mean-squared sense, and
almost surely. The reader is directed to [18] for more details.

3.4 Types and Bounds on the Rates of Convergence

Since each of these quantities J(θt), ‖∇J(θt)‖2 and ρ(θt) is a random number in general, it is
necessary to specify the nature of the convergence to the desired limit of 0. For the most part, the
stochastic optimization literature is focused on convergence in expectation (which in turn implies
convergence in probability). However, in this paper, we prove the stronger property of almost sure
convergence. Since any stochastic algorithm generates a single sample path of some stochastic
process, it is advantageous to know that almost all sample paths converge to the desired limit. The
proofs given here make use of the Robbins-Siegmund theorem [46] and some extensions proved here.
It is worth pointing out that most of the arguments in the survey paper [10], which are used to
establish convergence in expectation, can be readily modified to establish almost sure convergence.
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Suppose ht+1 is the stochastic gradient in (3). For future reference, define

zt = Et(ht+1),xt = zt −∇J(θt), ζt+1 = ht+1 − zt. (27)

Now we discuss some universal lower bounds on the rate of convergence of the stochastic gradient
method, taken from [1], but stated in the notation of the present paper. The authors study an
objective function J : Rd → R with a globally Lipschitz-continuous gradient [1, Eq. (3)]. Further, it
is assumed that zt = ∇J(θt), and that there is a finite constant M such that CVt(ht+1) ≤M2; see
[1, Eq. (2)]. Under these assumptions, it is shown that, in the case where J(·) is convex, achieving
‖∇J(θt)‖2 ≤ ǫ requires Ω(ǫ−2) iterations in the worst case. For a nonconvex function, the bound
goes up to Ω(ǫ−4).7 Therefore, if we wish to find a T such that

‖∇J(θt)‖2 ≤ ǫ, ∀t ≥ T,

then T = Ω(ǫ−2) for convex functions, and T = Ω(ǫ−4) for nonconvex functions. We can turn
this around to get a bound on the best achievable rate of convergence. If T = Ω(ǫ−k), then
ǫ = O(T−1/k). Hence ‖∇J(θt)‖2 = O(t−1/2) if J(·) is convex, and ‖∇J(θt)‖2 = O(t−1/4) if J(·) is
a general nonconvex function. One of the contributions of the present paper is to show that the
rate of convergence‖∇J(θt)‖2 = O(t−1/2) is achieved even when J(·) is nonconvex, provided that
Assumption (PL) is satisfied.

4 Contributions of the Paper

The focus of the paper is on establishing the almost sure convergence of the Stochastic Gradient
Descent (SGD) algorithm under the most general conditions thus far. Specifically, we have achieved
the following:

1. The class of functions for which the convergence of SGD is established includes not only
convex functions, but also a class of nonconvex functions. All the functions studied here are
“invex” in the sense that every stationary point is also a global minimum. (But there are invex
functions that are not covered by our approach.) When the objective function J(·) satisfies an
analog of the Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz property (our condition is slightly weaker), we can prove
the almost sure convergence of SGD. If J(·) satisfies the stronger Polyak-Lojasiewicz property,
we not only establish the convergence of SGD, but also bounds on the rate of convergence.

2. Previously, estimates were, for the most part, available only for convergence in expectation.
We are able to estimate the rate of almost sure convergence as well. For this, we build on the
contents of [48, 30]. However, unlike in those papers, our estimates do not require a specific
choice of step size sequences, but are quite general.

3. The assumptions on the stochastic gradient are the most general thus far. Specifically, with
various quantities defined in (27), our assumptions are

‖xt‖2 ≤ µt[1 + ‖∇J(θt)‖2], ∀θt ∈ R
d, ∀t,

CVt(ht+1) = Et(‖ζt+1‖22 ≤M2
t [1 + J(θt)], ∀θt ∈ R

d, ∀t.
While bounds on CVt(ht+1) similar to the above are found in, for example, [10, Section 4],
the presence of the term ‖∇J(θt)‖2 in the first equation is new. As shown in Section 6,

7There are some additional technical assumptions which are not repeated here.
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our results apply (for example) to coordinate gradient descent, when the component to be
updated is not selected according to a uniform distribution across components. Further, our
assumption on the conditional variance of the stochastic gradient is weaker than the so-called
“expected smoothness” condition from [23], which is proposed as the “weakest assumption.”
Ours is weaker, as it is implied by expected smoothness. To achieve this weakening, we
introduce a new assumption (which to our knowledge does not seem to have a name), namely:
‖∇J(θt)‖22 ≤ HJ(θ) for some finite constant H. This assumption holds for all smooth convex
functions, but can hold for smooth nonconvex functions too. It merely requires that the
gradient should not oscillate too wildly, and seems to enable simple convergence proofs for
the corresponding class of objective functions.

4. It is shown that when J(·) satisfies the Polyak-Lojasiewicz property, the rate of converges
matches the “best possible” rate for SGD established in [1] for convex functions. This result
is significant because it is also shown in [1] that, for arbitrary nonconvex functions, the
achievable convergence rate of GSD is much slower. Thus, effectively, we are able to extend
the rates proved in [1] to a class of nonconvex functions.

5. Next we study stochastic gradients that use function evaluations alone. We establish the
“optimal” choice of increments for achieving the fastest convergence. Using this optimal
choice, it is shown that by using three function evaluations per iteration, it is possible to match
the convergence rate in [39], though this paper is restricted to convex objective functions and
noise-free measurements.

6. Finally, the same methods used to establish the convergence of SGD are also used to establish
the convergence of Stochastic Approximation. Specifically, under very general assumptions
similar to those in SGD, we build upon the results in [55]. We not only prove almost sure
convergence, but also bound the rates of convergence. Because of the similarity of the proofs,
these theorems are stated and the proofs are just sketched.

5 Two New Convergence Theorems for Stochastic Processes

In this section, we prove two new convergence theorems for Stochastic Processes. The first of these
is a slight generalization of the classic theorem of Robbins-Siegmund [46], while the second gives a
recipe for estimating the rate of convergence of the SA algorithm in the Robbins-Siegmund setting.

Throughout, all random variables are defined on some underlying probability space (Ω,Σ, P ),
and all stochastic processes are defined on the infinite Cartesian product of this space.

The theorems proved here make use of the following classic “almost supermartingale theorem”
of Robbins-Siegmund [46, Theorem 1]. The result is also proved as [2, Lemma 2, Section 5.2]. Also
see a recent survey paper [16, Lemma 4.1]. The theorem states the following:

Lemma 1. Suppose {zt}, {ft}, {gt}, {ht} are stochastic processes taking values in [0,∞), adapted
to some filtration {Ft}, satisfying

Et(zt+1) ≤ (1 + ft)zt + gt − ht a.s., ∀t, (28)

where, as before, Et(zt+1) is a shorthand for E(zt+1|Ft). Then, on the set

Ω0 := {ω ∈ Ω :

∞
∑

t=0

ft(ω) <∞} ∩ {ω :

∞
∑

t=0

gt(ω) <∞},
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we have that limt→∞ zt exists, and in addition,
∑∞

t=0 ht(ω) <∞. In particular, if P (Ω0) = 1, then
{zt} is bounded almost surely, and

∑∞
t=0 ht(ω) <∞ almost surely.

Now we present our first convergence theorem, which is an extension of Lemma 1. Though
the proof is straight-forward, we will see that it is a useful tool to establish the convergence of
stochastic gradient methods for nonconvex functions.

Theorem 1. Suppose {zt}, {ft}, {gt}, {ht}, {αt} are [0,∞)-valued stochastic processes defined on
some probability space (Ω,Σ, P ), and adapted to some filtration {Ft}. Suppose further that

Et(zt+1) ≤ (1 + ft)zt + gt − αtht a.s., ∀t. (29)

Define

Ω0 := {ω ∈ Ω :
∞
∑

t=0

ft(ω) <∞ and
∞
∑

t=0

gt(ω) <∞}, (30)

Ω1 := {
∞
∑

t=0

αt(ω) = ∞}. (31)

Then

1. Suppose that P (Ω0) = 1. Then the sequence {zt} is bounded almost surely, and there exists a
random variable W defined on (Ω,Σ, P ) such that zt(ω) →W (ω) almost surely.

2. Suppose that, in addition to P (Ω0) = 1, it is also true that P (Ω1) = 1. Then

lim inf
t→∞

ht(ω) = 0 ∀ω ∈ Ω0 ∩ Ω1. (32)

Further, suppose there exists a function η(·) of Class B such that ht(ω) ≥ η(zt(ω)) for all
ω ∈ Ω0. Then zt(ω) → 0 as t→ ∞ for all ω ∈ Ω0.

Proof. By Lemma 1, there exists a random variable W such that zt(ω) → W (ω) as t → ∞ for
almost all ω ∈ Ω0. This implies that zt is bounded almost surely. This is Item 1.

Next we prove item 2. Again from Lemma 1,

∞
∑

t=0

αt(ω)ht(ω) <∞, ∀ω ∈ Ω0.

Now, by definition
∞
∑

t=0

αt(ω) = ∞, ∀ω ∈ Ω0 ∩ Ω1.

Therefore (32) follows. Next, suppose that, for some ω ∈ Ω0 ∩ Ω1, we have that W (ω) > 0, say
W (ω) =: 2ǫ > 0. Choose a time T such that zt(ω) ≥ ǫ for all t ≥ T . Also, by Item 1,

M := sup
t≥T

zt(ω) <∞.

Since zt(ω) → 2ǫ as t → ∞, it is clear that M ≥ 2ǫ. Next, since η(·) belongs to Class B, it follows
that

c := inf
ǫ≤r≤M

η(r) > 0.
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So, for t ≥ T , we have that
ht(ω) ≥ η(zt(ω)) ≥ c.

Now, if we discard all terms for t < T , we get

∞
∑

t=T

αt(ω)ht(ω) <∞, ∀ω ∈ Ω0,

∞
∑

t=T

αt(ω) = ∞, ht(ω) ≥ c > 0,

which is clearly a contradiction. Therefore the set of ω ∈ Ω0 ∩ Ω1 for which W (ω) > 0 has zero
measure within Ω0 ∩ Ω1. In other words, zt(ω) → 0 for (almost) all ω ∈ Ω0 ∩ Ω1. This is Item
2.

Theorem 1 above shows only that zt converges to 0 almost surely on sample paths in Ω0 ∩ Ω1.
In this paper, we are interested not only in the convergence of various algorithms, but also on the
rate of convergence. With this in mind, we now state and prove an extension of Theorem 1 that
provides such an estimate on rates. For the purposes of this paper, we use the following definition.

Definition 2. Suppose {Yt} is a stochastic process, and {ft} is a sequence of positive numbers.
We say that

1. Yt = O(ft) if {Yt/ft} is bounded almost surely.

2. Yt = Ω(ft) if Yt is positive almost surely, and {ft/Yt} is bounded almost surely.

3. Yt = Θ(ft) if Yt is both O(ft) and Ω(ft).

4. Yt = o(ft) if Yt/ft → 0 almost surely as t→ ∞.

The next theorem is a modification of Theorem 1 that provides bounds on the rate of conver-
gence. Hence forth, all assumptions hold “almost surely,” that is, along almost all sample paths.
Hence we drop this modifier hereafter, it being implicitly understood.

Theorem 2. Suppose {zt}, {ft}, {gt}, {αt} are stochastic processes defined on some probability
space (Ω,Σ, P ), taking values in [0,∞), adapted to some filtration {Ft}. Suppose further that

Et(zt+1) ≤ (1 + ft)zt + gt − αtzt ∀t, (33)

where
∞
∑

t=0

ft(ω) <∞,

∞
∑

t=0

gt(ω) <∞,

∞
∑

t=0

αt(ω) = ∞.

Then zt = o(t−λ) for every λ ∈ (0, 1] such that there exists a finite T > 0 such that

αt(ω)− λt−1 ≥ 0 ∀t ≥ T, (34)

and in addition
∞
∑

t=0

(t+ 1)λgt(ω) <∞,

∞
∑

t=0

[αt(ω)− λt−1] = ∞. (35)
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Proof. Over the interval (0,∞), the map t 7→ tλ is concave for λ ∈ (0, 1). It follows from the “graph
below the tangent” property that

(t+ 1)λ ≤ tλ + λtλ−1. (36)

This is the same as [30, Eq. (25)] with the substitution λ = 1− ǫ. Now a ready consequence of (36)
is

1 ≤
(

t+ 1

t

)λ

≤ 1 + λt−1.

Now we follow the suggestion of [30, Lemma 1] by recasting (34) in terms of tλzt.
8 If we multiply

both sides of (34) by (t+ 1)λ, and divide by tλ where appropriate, we get

Et((t+ 1)λzt+1) ≤ (1 + ft)

(

t+ 1

t

)λ

tλzt + (t+ 1)λgt − αt

(

t+ 1

t

)λ

tλzt.

Now we observe that

−αt

(

t+ 1

t

)λ

≤ −αt,

(1 + ft)

(

t+ 1

t

)λ

≤ (1 + ft)(1 + λt−1) = 1 + ft(1 + λt−1) + λt−1.

If we now define the modified quantity z̄t = tλzt, then the above bound can be rewritten as

Et(z̄t+1) ≤ [1 + ft(1 + λt−1)]z̄t + (t+ 1)λgt − (αt − λt−1)z̄t. (37)

Since 1 + λt−1 is bounded over t ≥ T , it is obvious that

∞
∑

t=0

ft <∞ =⇒
∞
∑

t=0

ft(1 + λt−1) <∞.

Moreover, by assumption, there exists a finite T such that

αt − λt−1 ≥ 0, ∀t ≥ T.

Since it is always permissible to analyze the inequality (34) starting at time T , we can apply
Theorem 1 to (34), with η(r) = r, and deduce that z̄t → 0 as t → ∞. This is equivalent to
zt = o(t−λ).

6 Convergence of Stochastic Gradient Descent

In this section, we analyze the convergence of the Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) algorithm of
(3), reproduced here for the convenience of the reader:

θt+1 = θt − αtht+1, (38)

where ht+1 is a stochastic gradient. As in (27), let us define

zt = Et(ht+1),xt = zt −∇J(θt), ζt+1 = ht+1 − zt. (39)

The last equation in (39) implies that Et(ζt+1) = 0. Therefore

Et(‖ht+1‖22) = ‖zt‖22 + Et‖ζt+1‖22. (40)

In order to analyze the convergence of (38), we recall the standing assumptions on J(·), namely:

8Since t−1 is undefined when t = 0, the bounds below apply when t ≥ 1.
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(S1) J(·) is C1, and ∇J(·) is globally Lipschitz-continuous with constant L.

(S2) J(·) is bounded below, and the infimum is attained. Thus

J∗ := inf
θ∈Rd

J(θ)

is well-defined, and J∗ > −∞. Moreover, the set

SJ := {θ : J(θ = J∗}

is nonempty. Note that hereafter we take J∗ = 0.

(S3) There exists a constant H <∞ such that

‖∇J(θ)‖22 ≤ HJ(θ), ∀θ ∈ R
d.

We also recall the three properties to be used in proving various theorems, namely

(PL) There exists a constant K such that

‖∇J(θ)‖22 ≥ KJ(θ), ∀θ ∈ R
d.

(KL’) There exists a function ψ(·) of Class B such that

‖∇J(θ)‖2 ≥ ψ(J(θ), ∀θ ∈ R
d.

(NSC) There exists a function η(·) of Class B such that

ρ(θ) ≤ η(J(θ)), ∀θ ∈ R
d.

Until now, we have just specified properties of the objective function J(·). Next, we introduce
two key assumptions about the nature of the stochastic gradient ht+1.

Assumption: There exist sequences of constants {µt} and {Mt} such that

‖xt‖2 ≤ µt[1 + ‖∇J(θt)‖2], ∀θt ∈ R
d, ∀t, (41)

Et(‖ζt+1‖22 ≤M2
t [1 + J(θt)], ∀θt ∈ R

d, ∀t. (42)

Now we compare and contrast the significance of these assumptions with those elsewhere in the
literature.

1. Note that (41) permits the stochastic gradient to be a biased estimate of ∇J(θt). This by
itself is not unusual. In several papers, assumptions of the form (41) occur, but without the
‖∇J(θt)‖2 term. We now give an example of a situation where the presence of this term
arises naturally. Consider the “Coordinate Gradient Descent” algorithm described in (22).
In the traditional approach, every coordinate is sampled uniformly at random, which explains
the presence of the factor d in the equation. Now consider an “off-policy” type of coordinate
sampling, in which, at time t, the coordinates are sampled with a probability distribution φt,
which need not equal the uniform distribution. However, φt → ud as t→ ∞, where ud is the
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uniform distribution on a set of d elements. To analyze this case, let It denote the coordinate
chosen to be updated at time t. Then

It = i w.p. φt,i,

Hence the stochastic gradient can be computed as

ht+1 = d[∇J(θt)] ◦ eIt w.p. φi,

To estimate the quantity ‖xt‖2 where xt = Et(ht+1) − ∇J(θt), we use the notation gi for
[∇J(θt)]i, for brevity. Then

[ht+1 −∇J(θt)]i =

{

(d− 1)gi, w.p. φt,i,
−gi, w.p. φt,j , j 6= i.

Therefore, with xt = Et(ht+1 −∇J(θt)) as earlier, we have that

xt,i = (d− 1)giφt,i −
∑

j 6=i

giφt,j = dgiφt,i − gi

d
∑

j=1

φt,j

= (dφt,i − 1)gi = d(φt,i − ui)gi,

where ui = 1/d is the i-th component of the uniform distribution (for each i). Summing over
i leads to

‖xt‖1 = d

d
∑

i=1

|(φt,i − ui)| · |gi|

≤ d‖φt − ud‖1‖∇J(θt)‖∞,

where ‖φt−ud‖1 denotes the total variation distance between φt and ud. Next, after observing
that ‖v‖∞ ≤ ‖v‖2 ≤ ‖v‖1, we arrive finally at

‖xt‖2 ≤ d‖φt − u‖1‖∇J(θt)‖2,

which is a special case of (41). Note that, when the “off-policy” sampling probability distri-
bution is not the uniform distribution, then the presence of the term ‖∇J(θt)‖2 in (41) is
unavoidable.

2. Next we discuss (42). One can compare (42) with the so-called Expected Smoothness condi-
tion proposed as Assumption 2 in [23], namely

Et(‖ht+1‖22) ≤ 2AJ(θt) +B‖∇J(θt)‖22 + C, (43)

for suitable constants A,B,C. This is proposed as “the weakest assumption” for analyzing
the convergence f SGD for nonconvex functions. If J(·) satisfies Assumption (S3), then the
term B‖∇J(θt)‖22 can be replaced by BHJ(θt), resulting in

Et(‖ht+1‖22) ≤ (2A+BH)J(θt) + C ≤M(1 + J(θt)), (44)

where
M = max{(2A +BH)/2, C}.
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Thus, for functions J(·) satisfying Assumption (S3), the present assumption (42) is weaker
than (43). Also, the various constants in (43) are bounded with respect to t, whereas in
(42), the bound Mt is allowed to be unbounded with respect to t. As shown long ago in [24],
permitting the variance to be unbounded with time is an essential feature in analyzing SGD
based on function evaluations alone.

With these assumptions, we state the first convergence result, which does not have any conclu-
sions about the rate of convergence. As always, these bounds and conclusions hold almost surely.

Theorem 3. Suppose the objective function J(·) satisfies the standing assumptions (S1) through
(S3), and that the stochastic gradient ht+1 satisfies (41) and (42). With these assumptions, we
have the following conclusions;

1. Suppose
∞
∑

t=0

α2
t <∞,

∞
∑

t=0

αtµt <∞,

∞
∑

t=0

α2
tM

2
t <∞. (45)

Then {∇J(θt)} and {J(θt)} are bounded, and in addition, J(θt) converges to some random
variable as t→ ∞.

2. If in addition J(·) satisfies (KL’), and

∞
∑

t=0

αt = ∞, (46)

then J(θ) → 0 and ∇J(θt) → 0 as t→ ∞.

3. Suppose that in addition to (KL’), J(·) also satisfies (NSC), and that (45) and (46) both hold.
Then ρ(θt) → 0 as t→ ∞.

Remarks

1. Note that if µt = 0 for all t (unbiased measurements), and M2
t is bounded, then the second

condition is (45) is automatically satisfied, and the third condition is implied by the first. In
such a case, αt is automatically bounded. Thus (45) become the first part of the Robbins-
Monro conditions in (6). Under these conditions, the two sequences {∇J(θt)} and {J(θt)}
are bounded. This by itself is not enough to ensure that the iterations {θt} are bounded.
That can be inferred if the objective function J(·) is “coercive,” that is, has compact level
sets.

2. In the literature, various conditions are imposed on Et(zt) (the conditional mean of the
stochastic gradient) and Et(‖ζt+1‖22) (the conditional variance of the stochastic gradient.
Equation (45) includes these as special cases.

3. If in addition to (45), the step size sequence diverges, and J(·) satisfies the property (KL’),
then the sequences {∇J(θt)} and {J(θt)} converge to the desired limits of 0 and 0 respectively.
However, this is not sufficient to infer that the iterations θt converges to the set of global
minima. The addition of property (NSC) allows us to infer that θt → 0 as t→ ∞.

4. As the proof of the theorem (below) shows, J(θt) → 0 and (NSC) together imply that θt

converges to the set of global minima. The mechanism used to infer that J(θt) → 0 does not
matter.
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Proof. The proof is based on Theorem 1. It follows from applying [3, Eq. (2.4)] to (3) that

J(θt+1) ≤ J(θt)− αt〈∇J(θt),ht+1〉+
α2
tL

2
‖ht+1‖22.

Applying the operator Et to both sides, and using the definitions in (39), gives

Et(J(θt+1)) ≤ J(θt)− αt〈∇J(θt), zt〉+
α2
tL

2
[‖zt‖22 + Et(‖ζt+1‖22). (47)

We will bound each term separately, repeatedly using (41), (42), Schwarz’ inequality, and the
obvious inequality

2a ≤ 1 + a2, ∀a ∈ R,

which follows from (1− a)2 ≥ 0. First,

〈∇J(θt), zt〉 = ‖∇J(θt)‖22 + 〈∇J(θt),xt〉
≥ ‖∇J(θt)‖22 − ‖∇J(θt)‖2 · ‖xt‖2.

Now

‖∇J(θt)‖2 · ‖xt‖2 ≤ µt‖∇J(θt)‖2[1 + ‖∇J(θt)‖2]
= µt‖∇J(θt)‖2 + µt‖∇J(θt)‖22
≤ 0.5µt + 1.5µt‖∇J(θt)‖22] (48)

≤ µt + 2µt‖∇J(θt)‖22 ≤ µt + 2µtHJ(θt). (49)

In the last equation we have replaced 0.5 by 1 just to avoid dealing with fractions. Hence

−αt〈∇J(θt), zt〉 ≤ −αt‖∇J(θt)‖22 + αt‖∇J(θt)‖2 · ‖xt‖2
≤ −αt‖∇J(θt)‖22 + αtµt + 2αtµtHJ(θt).

Next,

‖zt‖22 ≤ ‖∇J(θt)‖22 + 2‖∇J(θt)‖2 · ‖xt‖2 + ‖xt‖22
≤ ‖∇J(θt)‖22 + µt + 3µt‖∇J(θt)‖22 + ‖xt‖22
≤ µt +H(1 + 3µt)J(θt) + ‖xt‖22.

Note that here we use the tighter estimate from (48). Next,

‖xt‖22 ≤ µ2t [1 + ‖∇J(θt)‖2]2 = µ2t [1 + 2‖∇J(θt)‖2 + ‖∇J(θt)‖22]
≤ 2µ2t [1 + ‖∇J(θt)‖22] ≤ 2µ2t [1 +HJ(θt)].

Substituting into the above gives the bound

‖zt‖22 ≤ µt + 2µ2t +H(1 + 3µt + 2µ2t )J(θt).

Finally, by assumption (42),
Et(‖ζt+1‖22) ≤M2

t [1 +HJ(θt)].

Substituting these bounds into (47) gives a bound to which Theorem 1 can be applied, namely:

Et(J(θt+1)) ≤ (1 + ft)J(θt) + gtJ(θt)− αt‖∇J(θt)‖22, (50)
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where

ft = H[2αtµt + α2
t (1 + 3µt + 2µ2t )

L

2
+ α2

tM
2
t ], (51)

gt = αtµt +
L

2
α2
t (µt + 2µ2t +M2

t ). (52)

Now it is straight-forward to verify that the conditions in (45) suffice to establish that both se-
quences {ft} and {gt} are summable. There are five different terms occuring in (51) and (52),
namely

α2
t , αtµt, α

2
tµt, α

2
tµ

2
t , α

2
tM

2
t .

Now (45) states that {α2
t }, {αtµt} and {α2

tM
2
t } are summable. The first condition implies that αt

is bounded, which implies that {α2
tµt} is also summable. Finally, since every summable sequence

is also square-summable (ℓ1 is a subset of ℓ2), {α2
tµ

2
t} is also summable. Since all the conditions

needed to apply Item 1 of Theorem 1 hold, it follows that {J(θt)} is bounded and converges to some
random variable. Now Assumption (S3) implies that ∇J(θt) is also bounded. This establishes the
Item 1 of the theorem.

To prove Item 2, note that if property (KL’) holds, then Item 2 of Theorem 1 applies, and
J(θt) → 0 as t→ ∞.

Finally, Item 3 is a ready consequence of J(θt) → 0 and property (NSC).

Next we strengthen Assumption (KL’) to (PL), and prove an estimate for the rate of conver-
gence.

Theorem 4. Let various symbols be as in Theorem 3. Suppose J(·) satisfies the standing assump-
tions (S1) through (S3), and also property (PL), and that (45) and (46) hold. Further, suppose
there exist constants γ > 0 and δ ≥ 0 such that9

µt = O(t−γ),Mt = O(tδ),

where we take γ = 1 if µt = 0 for all sufficiently large t, and δ = 0 if Mt is bounded. Choose the
step-size sequence {αt} as O(t−(1−φ)) and Ω(t−(1−C)) where φ and C are chosen to satisfy

0 < φ < min{0.5 − δ, γ}, C ∈ (0, φ].

Define
ν := min{1− 2(φ+ δ), γ − φ}. (53)

Then ‖∇J(θt)‖22 = o(t−λ) and J(θt) = o(t−λ) for every λ ∈ (0, ν). In particular, by choosing φ
very small, it follows that ‖∇J(θt)‖22 = o(t−λ) and J(θt) = o(t−λ) whenever

λ < min{1− 2δ, γ}. (54)

Proof. Recall the bound (50) and the definitions of ft, gt from (51) and (52) respectively. Replacing
the property (KL’) by property (PL) allows us to replace the term −αt‖∇J(θt)‖22 in (50) by
−αtKJ(θt). This makes Theorem 2 applicable to the resulting bound. Under the stated hypotheses,
it readily follows that

α2
t = O(t−2+2φ), α2

tM
2
t = O(t−2+2(φ+δ)), αtµt = O(t−1+φ−γ).

9Since t−γ is undefined when t = 0, we really mean (t+ 1)−γ . The same applies elsewhere also.
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Now define ν as in (53). Then each of the above three terms is O(t−(1+ν)), while both {α2
tµ

2
t } and

{α2
tµt} decay even faster. Hence, with ν defined as in (53),

ft, gt = O(t−(1+ν)),

and both sequences are summable.
Now we are in a position to apply Theorem 2. We can conclude that J(θt) = o(t−λ) whenever

2αt − λt−1 ≥ 0 for sufficiently large t, and

{(t+ 1)λgt} ∈ ℓ1,

∞
∑

t=0

[2αt − λt−1] = ∞. (55)

Now observe that 2αt = Ω(t−(1−C)), and C > 0. Choose a contant D such that 2αt ≥ Dt−(1−C)

for sufficiently large t. Then, whatever be the value of λ, it is clear that

Dt−(1−C) − λt−1 ≥ 0

for sufficiently large t. Also, since C > 0, it is evident that αt decays more slowly than λt−1.
Hence (55) is satisfied. Thus the last step of the proof is to determine conditions under which
{(t + 1)λgt} ∈ ℓ1. Since gt = O(t−(1+ν)), it follows that (t + 1)λgt = O(t−(1+ν−λ)), which is
summable if λ < ν. Hence it follows that J(θt) = o(t−λ) whenever λ < ν.

To prove the last statement, observe that, while there is an upper bound on φ, namely min{0.5−
δ, γ}, there is no lower bound. So we can choose φ = ǫ, a very small number. This leads to

λ < ν = min{1− 2δ − 2ǫ, γ − ǫ}.

But since ǫ can be made arbitrarily small, this translates to (54).

Corollary 1. Suppose all hypotheses of Theorem 4 hold. In particular, if µt = 0 for all large enough
t in (41), and Mt in (42) is bounded with respect to t, then ‖∇J(θt)‖22 = o(t−λ) and J(θt) = o(t−λ)
for all λ < 1.

The proof is immediate from Theorem 4. With µt = 0, one can take γ = 1, and with Mt being
bounded, one can take δ = 0. Substituting these into (54) leads to the desired conclusion.

Remark: It is worthwhile to compare the content of Corollary 1 with the bounds from [1],
as summarized in Section 3.4. In that paper, it is assumed that zt = ∇J(θt), and that there is a
finite constant M such that CVt(ht+1) ≤ M2; see [1, Eq. (2)]. In the present notation, this is the
same as saying that µt = 0 for all t, and that Mt = M for all t. With these assumptions on the
stochastic gradient, it is shown that for an arbitrary convex function, the best achievable rate for
a convex objective function is that ‖∇J(θt)‖2 = O(t−1/2). Now suppose a function J(·) satisfies
both Standing Assumption (S3) and the (PL) property. Thus there exist constants K,H such that

KJ(θt) ≤ ‖∇J(θt)‖22 ≤ HJ(θt).

Then, as per Corollary 1, it follows that J(θt) = o(t−λ) and ‖∇J(θt)‖22 = o(t−λ) for every λ < 1.
There is virtually no difference between O(t−1) and o(t−λ) for all λ < 1. Thus our results extend
the bounds from [1] from convex functions to a somewhat larger class, namely those that satisfy
Assumption (S3) as well as the Polyak-Lojasiewicz condition.
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Next, we study stochastic gradient methods based on function evaluations alone. The Simul-
taneous Perturbation SA (SPA), described in (26), is typical of this approach. In this equation,
two function evaluations are used at each step; however, there exist approaches that use only one
function evaluation at each step. For the stochastic gradient of (26), the quantities µt and Mt

satisfy
µt = O(ct),Mt = (1/c2t ). (56)

A more general approach, somewhat reminiscent of the Runge-Kutta method, is proposed in [40],
wherein k + 1 function evaluations are used at each step, leading to

µt = O(ckt ),Mt = (1/c2t ), (57)

which reduces to the above when k = 1. This observation raises the question as to whether there
is an “optimal” choice of the “increment” ct, so as to achieve the fastest convergence. Specifically,
suppose we choose ct = Θ(ts) for some exponent s. What is the choice of s that maximizes the
bound ν in (53)?

Corollary 2. Suppose all hypotheses of Theorem 4 hold. Suppose µt, Mt satisfy (56) for arbitrary
increment ct, and that ct = O(ts). Then the optimal choice for the exponent s is 1/3. Then, with
αt = O(t−(1−φ), by choosing φ = ǫ arbitrarily small, and s = (1− ǫ)/3, we get

J(θt), ‖∇J(θt)‖22 = o(t−λ), ∀λ < 1/3. (58)

More generally, suppose Suppose µt, Mt satisfy (57) for arbitrary increment ct. Then, with αt =
O(t−(1−φ), by choosing φ = ǫ arbitrarily small, and s = (1− ǫ)/(k + 2), we get

J(θt), ‖∇J(θt)‖22 = o(t−λ), ∀λ < k/(k + 2). (59)

Proof. To motivate the proof, we depict these two inequalities and the “optimal” choice of s for
the case k = 1. Figure 2 depicts the two inequalities

1− 2(φ+ s) ≥ 0, s− φ ≥ 0,

or
φ+ s ≤ 0.5, φ ≤ s.

The blue line depicts when both parts of the minimum defining ν are equal, namely 3s + φ = 1.
Along this line, µ is maximum when s = 1/3 and φ = 0, where µ = 1/3. In reality the inequalities
should be strict. Hence, for arbitrarily small ǫ > 0, we can choose

φ = ǫ, s =
1− ǫ

3
, µ =

1

3
− 4ǫ

3
.

But since ǫ is arbitrary, this works out to µ < 1/3. Hence (58) follows. In the case of general k, we
have

1− 2(φ+ s) = ks− φ, or (k + 2)s+ φ = 1.

So by choosing φ = ǫ, we get

s =
1− ǫ

k + 2
, µ =

k(1 − ǫ)

k + 2
− ǫ =

k

k + 2
− ǫ

2k + 2

k + 2
.

Again, since ǫ is arbitrary, (59) follows.
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φ

s

1/2

1/3
1/4

1/4

Figure 2: Feasible combinations of (φ, s)

It is worth noting that, when k+1 function evaluations are carried out, not only is the conver-
gence rate faster, but the step sizes also become larger (O(tk/(k+2))).

Remarks: Now we discuss the significance of Corollary 2 and its relationship to previously
known results.

1. The analysis in [1] on the achievable rates of convergence applies only when the stochastic
gradient is unbiased (µt = 0 for all t), and its conditional variance is bounded. When only
function evaluations are used to construct a stochastic gradient, these assumptions do not
hold. Corollary 2 partially fills this gap.

2. In [39], the authors study what would be called Simultaneous Perturbation SA with two mea-
surements (but with a Gaussian perturbation vector instead of Rademacher perturbations).
It is shown that the iterations converge at the rate J(θt) = O(t−1/2). However, there is no
error in the measurements, and the objective function is restricted to be convex. In contrast,
in the present situation, a rate of o(t−λ) is achieved for λ < 1/3 even in the presence of
measurement errors, and for a class of nonconvex objective funtions. Moreover, by choosing
k = 2 in the approach of [40], that is, by carrying out three function evaluations at each
step, the rate goes up to λ < 1/2, the same as in [39]. By letting k → ∞, one can make λ
arbitrarily close to one. In the view of the authors, this last observation is only of theoretical
interest.

7 Convergence of Stochastic Approximation

In this section, we state some new theorems on the convergence of the stochastic approximation
(SA) algorithm in (1). These theorems build upon their counterparts in [55], and are applicable
to more general conditions on the measurement error ξt+1. As with our study of SGD, these
assumptions are the most general to date. Note that the notation used here is slightly different
from that in [55].

To refresh the reader’s memory, the basic SA algorithm aims to find a zero of a C1 function
f : Rd → R

d. One begins with a (possibly random) initial guess θ0, after which the update rule is

θt+1 = θt + αt[f(θt) + ξt+1], (60)

where ξt+1 is the measurement error. We begin with the assumptions on the function f(·) in (60).

(F1) f(·) is globally Lipschitz-continuous with constant S.
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(F2) The equation f(θ∗) = 0 has a unique solution, which is assumed to be θ∗ = 0, by shifting
coordinates if necessary.

Next we state the assumptions on the measurement error ξt+1. In analogy with (27), let us define

zt = Et(ξt+1), ζt+1 = ξt+1 − zt. (61)

Then it follows that

Et(ζt+1) = 0, CVt(ξt+1) = CVt(ζt+1), Et(‖ξt+1‖22) = ‖zt‖22 + CVt(ζt+1). (62)

With this notation, we state the assumptions on the measurement error ξt+1.

(N1) There exists a sequence of constants {µt} such that

‖Et(ξt+1)‖2 = ‖xt‖2 ≤ µt(1 + ‖θt‖2), ∀t ≥ 0, (63)

(N2) There exists a sequence of constants , {Mt} such that

CVt(ζt+1) = Et(‖ζt+1‖22) ≤M2
t (1 + ‖θt‖22), ∀t ≥ o. (64)

Note that (63) is comparable to (41), while (64) is comparable to (42). Also, (63) is more general
than [55, Eq. (8)], because in that in that paper, the error ξt+1 is assumed to have zero conditional
expectation. Similarly, (64) is more general than [55, Eq. (9)] in that the bound on the conditional
variance is allowed to vary with time (and be unbounded).

Our proof makes use of some concepts from Lyapunov stability theory. The reader is directed
to [54] for details on this topic. Recall that if a function V : Rd → R is C1, then the associated
function V̇ : Rd → R is defined as

V̇ (θ) = 〈∇V (θ), f(θ)〉.

Thus, if θ(·) is the solution of θ̇ = f(θ), then

V̇ (θ(t)) =
d

dt
V (θ(t)).

With this background, we state our assumptions on the Lyapunov function.

(L1) V̇ is C1 and L-Lipschitz continuous, and V̇ (0) = 0.

(L2) There exist positive constants a, b such that

a‖θ‖22 ≤ V (θ) ≤ b‖θ‖22, ∀θ ∈ R
d. (65)

Now we state our results on the convergence of the SA algorithm of (60). To avoid a lot of
repetition, we state a standing assumption:

(S) Assumptions (F1), (F2), (N1), (N2), (L1), (L2) hold.

Theorem 5. Throughout, it is supposed that Assumptions (S) hold.
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1. Suppose that
∞
∑

t=0

α2
t <∞,

∞
∑

t=0

αtµt <∞,

∞
∑

t=0

α2
tM

2
t <∞, (66)

and in addition that V̇ (θ) ≤ 0 for all θ. Then {V (θt)} and {‖θt‖2} are bounded, and in
addition, V (θt) converges to some random variable as t→ ∞.

2. Suppose that, in addition to (66), it is also the case that

∞
∑

t=0

αt = ∞, (67)

and in addition, there exists a function ψ : R+ → R+ belonging to Class B such that

V̇ (θ) ≤ −ψ(‖θ‖2), ∀θ ∈ R
d. (68)

Then V (θt) → 0 and θt → 0 as t→ ∞.

3. Suppose that (66) and (67) hold, and that there exists a constant c > 0 such that

V̇ (θ) ≤ −c‖θ‖22, ∀θ ∈ R
d. (69)

Further, suppose there exist constants γ > 0 and δ ≥ 0 such that

µt = O(t−γ),Mt = O(tδ),

where we take γ = 1 if µt = 0 for all sufficiently large t, and δ = 0 if Mt is bounded. Choose
the step-size sequence {αt} as O(t−(1−φ)) and Ω(t−(1−C)) where φ is chosen to satisfy

0 < φ < min{0.5 − δ, γ},

and C ∈ (0, φ]. Define
ν := min{1− 2(φ+ δ), γ − φ}. (70)

Then ‖θt‖22 = o(t−λ) for every λ ∈ (0, ν). In particular, by choosing φ very small, it follows
that ‖θt‖22 = o(t−λ)

λ < min{1 − 2δ, γ}. (71)

Remark: Note that [55, Theorem 6] provides sufficient conditions involving the function f(·),
for the existence of a Lyapunov function V that satisfies Assumption (L1), (65), and (69).

Proof. Because the proof of Theorem 5 is essentially a repetition of those of Theorems 3 and 4, it
is just sketched.

It follows from applying [3, Eq. (2.4)] to (1) that

V (θt+1) ≤ V (θt) + αt〈∇V (θt), f(θt)〉+ αt〈∇V (θt), ξt+1〉

+ α2
t

L

2
‖f(θt) + ξt+1‖22.

Applying Et(·) to both sides, using (61) and (62), and applying the definition of V̇ (·), gives

Et(V (θt+1)) ≤ V (θt) + αtV̇ (θt) + αt〈∇V (θt), zt〉

+ α2
t

L

2
[‖f(θt)‖22 + 2〈f(θt), zt〉+ ‖zt‖22 + Et(‖ζt+1‖22)]. (72)
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Now we observe that
‖f(θt)‖2 ≤ S‖θt‖2, ‖V̇ (θt)‖2 ≤ L‖θt‖2,
2‖θt‖2 ≤ 1 + ‖θt‖22 ≤ 1 + a−1V (θt).

Substituting these into (72) gives a bound in the form

Et(V (θt+1)) ≤ (1 + ft)V (θt) + gt + αtV̇ θt, (73)

where, as before, ft (not to be confused with f(θt)) and gt are sequences consisting of these five
terms:

α2
t , αtµt, α

2
tµt, α

2
tµ

2
t , α

2
tM

2
t .

Hence, if (66) holds, then {ft}, {gt} belong to ℓ1.
Now we can sketch the remainder of the proof.

1. If V̇ (θ) ≤ 0 for all θ, then we can replace (73) by

Et(V (θt+1)) ≤ (1 + ft)V (θt) + gt.

Then, from Item 1 of Theorem 1, it follows that V (θt) is bounded and converges to a random
variable.

2. Suppose that, in addition to (66), both (67) and (68) also hold. Then (73) becomes

Et(V (θt+1)) ≤ (1 + ft)V (θt) + gt − αtψ(‖θt‖2).

Now Item 2 of Theorem 3 shows that V (θt) → 0 as t→ ∞, which in turn implies that θt → 0
as t→ ∞.

3. Suppose that, in addition to (66), both (67) and (69) also hold. Then (73) becomes

Et(V (θt+1)) ≤ (1 + ft)V (θt) + gt − αtc‖θt‖22
≤ (1 + ft)V (θt) + gt − αtcb

−1V (θt).

The remainder of the analysis follows as in Theorem 4. One can obtain bounds on the rate of
convergence of V (θt) to zero, which in turn translate into bounds on the rate of convergence
of ‖θt‖22 to zero, using (65). The details are routine and left to the reader.

Corollary 3. Suppose that µt = 0 for all t, and that Mt is bounded. Then, by choosing φ =
O(t−(1−ǫ)) with ǫ arbitrarily small, we can ensure that V (θt), ‖θt‖22 are o(t−λ) for all λ < 1.

The proof of the corollary is omitted as it is straight-forward.
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8 Conclusions

In this paper, we have studied the convergence properties of the Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD)
method for finding a stationary point of a given objective function J(·). The objective function
is not required to be convex. Rather, it has to satisfy either a weaker version of the Kurdyka-
Lojasiewicz (KL) condition which we denote as the (KL’) property, or the Polyak-Lojasiewicz (PL)
condition. Either of these assumptions ensures that J(·) belongs to the class of “invex” functions,
which have the property that every stationary point is also a global minimizer. When J(·) satisfies
the (KL’) property, we have shown that the iterations J(θt) converge to the global minimum of
J(·). Next, when J(·) satisfies the stronger (PL) property, we are also able to derive estimates
on the rate of convergence of J(θt) to its limit. While some results along these lines have been
published in the past, our contributions contain two distinct improvements. First, the assumptions
on the stochastic gradient are more general than elsewhere. Specifically, the assumptions are as
stated in (41) amd (42). Second, we establish almost sure convergence, and not just convergence in
expectation. Since any stochastic algorithm generates a single sample path of a stochastic process,
it is very useful to know that almost all sample paths converge to the desired limit. Using these
results, we show that for functions satisfying the PL property, the convergence rate is the same
as the best-possible rate for convex functions. We have also studied SGD when only function
evaluations are permitted. In this setting, we have determined the “optimal” increments, that is,
the optimal choice of the perturbation sequence. Using the same set of ideas, we have established
the global convergence of the Stochastic Approximation (SA) algorithm, with two improvements
over existing results. First, our assumptions on the measurement error are more general ompared
to the existing literature. Second, we also derive bounds on the rate of convergence of the SA
algorithm under appropriate assumptions.

There are several directions for future research that are worth exploring. Until now, stochastic
gradient methods either update a single component of the argument θt at each iteration, or the
entire vector. One can think of an intermediate approach, wherein at each iteration some but not
necessarily all components of θt are updated. This might be called “Block” Asynchronous Gradient
Descent (BAGD) for optimization problems. An analog for the problem of finding a zero of a
function can be called “Block” Asynchronous Stochastic Approximation (BASA). The first problem
(BAGD) is studied in [44], while the second problem (BASA) is studied in a companion paper [21].
However, these are just preliminary results, and there is considerable scope for improvement.

Another promising direction is to apply martingale-based methods to study “momenum-based”
methods such as Polyak’s Heavy Ball method [41], or Nesterov’s accelerated gradient method [36].
In both [48] and [30], the Heavy Ball method is analyzed, for convex functions in the former and
strongly convex functions in the latter. In [30], a variant of NAG is also analyzed. However, it
differs from the “standard” NAG, in that the step size goes to zero while the momentum coefficient
remains constant, which is the inverse of NAG, as reformulated in [50]. It would be worthwhile to
study whether the “standard” NAG can also be studied using martingale methods.

One topic that we have not explored is that of Polyak-Ruppert averaging, as reviewed in [43].
In principle, averaging leads to a more “robust” implementation of SA, as shown in [35]. When the
objective function satisfies the (PL) condition, the convergence rates established here match the
“optimal” rates in [1] for convex functions. Therefore the rates established here are also “optimal”
for objective functions satisfying the (PL) condition. This suggests that “robustness” cannot be
defined simply in terms of the rate of convergence, and that an alternate definition is needed.
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