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Abstract. We study the class of subdifferentially polynomially bounded (SPB) functions, which
is a rich class of locally Lipschitz functions that encompasses all Lipschitz functions, all gradient-
or Hessian-Lipschitz functions, and even some nonsmooth locally Lipschitz functions. We show that
SPB functions are compatible with Gaussian smoothing (GS), in the sense that the GS of any SPB
function is well-defined and satisfies a descent lemma akin to gradient-Lipschitz functions, with the
Lipschitz constant replaced by a polynomial function. Leveraging this descent lemma, we propose
GS-based zeroth-order optimization algorithms with an adaptive stepsize strategy for minimizing
SPB functions, and we analyze their convergence rates with respect to both relative and absolute
stationarity measures. Finally, we also establish the iteration complexity for achieving a (4, €)-
approximate stationary point, based on a novel quantification of Goldstein stationarity via the GS
gradient that could be of independent interest.
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1. Introduction. Zeroth-order optimization (a.k.a. derivative-free optimization)
refers to optimization problems where the objective function can be accessed only
through a zeroth-order oracle, a routine for evaluating the function at a prescribed
point. Zeroth-order optimization often arises in situations where one aims at op-
timally exploring or configuring physical environments using experimental data or
computer simulations, and has attracted intense research over the last few decades.
We refer the reader to the expositions [11, 23] and references therein for classic works
and recent developments on zeroth-order optimization.

A prominent zeroth-order optimization algorithm is Nesterov and Spokoiny’s ran-
dom search method [23, 29, 30, 33] developed based on the concept of Gaussian
smoothing (GS), whose definition is recalled here for convenience.
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DEFINITION 1.1 ([30, section 2]). Let 0 > 0 and let f : R — R be a Lebesgue
measurable function. The Gaussian smoothing of f is defined as

fg(l') = ]EuNN(O,I) [f(.%‘ + Uu)]’

where N'(0,1) denotes the d-dimensional standard Gaussian distribution.

As a convolution of f with the Gaussian kernel, the GS f, enjoys many desirable
properties. For example, it was shown in [30, section 2] to inherit convexity and
Lipschitz continuity from f. Moreover, it was shown that V f,; is Lipschitz continuous
whenever f is globally Lipschitz. This latter fact was leveraged in [30, section 7] to
establish the first worst-case complexity result for a (stochastic) zeroth-order method
for minimizing a nonsmooth nonconvex globally Lipschitz function. The work [30]
has stimulated a surge of studies on GS-based zeroth-order optimization algorithms;
see, e.g., [1, 2, 13, 21, 24, 26, 31, 35, 36]. It should, however, be pointed out that
the advantage of GS-based algorithms over classical finite-difference methods is still
under discussion [22].

To the best of our knowledge, most existing works on GS-based zeroth-order
optimization algorithms, if not all, require the objective function itself, its gradient,
or its Hessian to be Lipschitz continuous. Such assumptions not only ensure that
the GS is well-defined and its gradient can be unbiasedly approximated by random
samples of f(x + ou)u/o or (f(z+ou) — f(x))u/o (with u~N(0,I)), but also play
a crucial role in the convergence analysis of the corresponding GS-based zeroth-order
optimization algorithms. Nonetheless, these Lipschitz assumptions may not hold in
many practical applications, including hyperparameter tuning [15], distributionally
robust optimization [20, 38], neural network training [40], adversarial attacks [8], and
Hoo control [19]. Tt is thus important to study less stringent Lipschitz assumptions
to widen the applicability of zeroth-order optimization.

A similar issue concerning Lipschitz assumptions also arises in the context of
first-order methods, where the global Lipschitzness of the gradient is instrumental to
the algorithmic design and analysis. As an attempt to relax the Lipschitz require-
ment in the study of first-order methods, various notions of generalized smoothness
[9, 20, 27, 40] have been recently proposed and led to the development and analysis
of new first-order methods for these classes of generalized smooth functions. While
it may be tempting to adapt these notions to the study of zeroth-order optimization,
it is unclear how this can be done even for the special case of GS-based zeroth-order
optimization algorithms.

Recently, a class of locally Lipschitz functions with Lipschitz modulus growing
at most polynomially was introduced in [3, Assumption 1] to study stochastic opti-
mization. In this paper, we further study this class of locally Lipschitz functions and
develop new GS-based zeroth-order optimization algorithms for minimizing this class
of functions. Our main contributions are threefold.

1. We study the class of subdifferentially polynomially bounded (SPB) func-
tions, which is the subclass of locally Lipschitz functions with a Lipschitz
modulus that grows at most polynomially. The class of SPB functions is rich,
encompassing not only all functions that are Lipschitz, or gradient-Lipschitz,
or Hessian-Lipschitz, but also certain nonsmooth locally Lipschitz functions,
such as functions arising from neural networks; see Examples 3.1(v)—(vi). We
show that if f is SPB, then its GS f, is well-defined and continuously dif-
ferentiable; moreover, f, and its partial derivatives are SPB too. We also
establish a relationship between V f, and the Goldstein d-subdifferential of
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an SPB function f, which allows us to quantify the approximate station-
arity of a point z with respect to f by measuring V f,(z). The Goldstein
d-subdifferential is a commonly used subdifferential for studying stationarity
of nonsmooth functions [17, 41], and our result can be viewed as an exten-
sion of [30, Theorem 2] and [24, Theorem 3.1] from globally Lipschitz to SPB
functions.

2. We devise GS-based zeroth-order algorithms for SPB minimization under
two different settings: the constrained convex setting (where the objective
function f is convex) and the unconstrained nonconvex setting (where the
feasible region 2 = R?). Our algorithms update the iterate z* by moving
along an approximate negative gradient direction with an adaptive stepsize
depending inversely on a polynomial of ||z*||, and the approximate gradient is
obtained as the random vector (f(z*+ou)— f(z*))u/o with u ~N(0,1). We
analyze the iteration complexity of the proposed algorithms. The crux of our
analysis is a novel descent lemma for f, analogous to the standard descent
lemma for Lipschitz differentiable functions, where the Lipschitz constant is
replaced by a polynomial function.

3. In the unconstrained nonconvex setting, the above-mentioned complexity re-
sult is with respect to the GS f, but not the original objective function
f. Therefore, we also analyze the iteration complexity of our proposed al-
gorithms for computing a (0, €)-stationary point, a notion of approximate
Goldstein stationary point, with respect to the original objective function.

The remainder of this paper unfolds as follows. We present the notation and
preliminary materials in section 2. Section 3 introduces subdifferentially polynomially
bounded functions and studies their properties in relation to GS and Goldstein 4-
stationarity. In sections 4 and 5, we prove the descent lemma and develop our GS-
based zeroth-order algorithms for minimizing SPB functions.

2. Notation and preliminaries. Throughout this paper, we let R? denote the
Euclidean space of dimension d equipped with the standard inner product (-,-). For
any € R?, we let ||z denote its Euclidean norm, and B(z,r) denote the closed ball
in R? with center  and radius 7 > 0. We use B, to denote B(0,r), and further use
B to denote By. We let I = [eq,ea,...,e4] denote the d x d identity matrix, where
e; € R? is the ith canonical basis vector for i = 1,...,d, ie., (e;);j =11if j =4 and
(e;); =0 otherwise.

For a subset D C Rd, we let D¢, 9D, and conv(D) denote its complement, bound-
ary, and convex hull, respectively; we also denote the characteristic function of D by

1 ifzeD,
]l =
o(@) {0 it 2 ¢ D.

For a closed set S C R?, the distance from an = € R? to S is defined as dist(z, S) =
inf,cs ||z — y||. For a closed convex set S, the (unique) projection of an z € R? onto
S is denoted by Pg(x); also, the normal cone of S at any = € S is defined as

Ns(z)={yeR%: (y,u—1z) <0 VueS}.

For a locally Lipschitz function f:R% — R, the Clarke directional derivative of f
(see [10, page 25]) at any = € R? in the direction v € R? is defined as

fo(x;v) = limsup (@ +tv) — ()
’ z’'—x,t]0 t

9
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and the Clarke subdifferential of f (see [10, page 27]) at x is the set
dof(x)={seR%: (s,0) < fo(x;v) VveR%}.
The Clarke directional derivative and Clarke subdifferential are related as follows:

°(z;v)= max (s,v);
[ (@) seacf(£)< )

also, letting Y; be the set of points at which f is not differentiable, we have
(21)  dcf(z)=conv({seR*:I{a"} C R\ Y f with 2¥ — z and V f(2*) — s});

see [10, Proposition 2.1.2(b)] and [10, Theorem 2.5.1].
Next, for any 6 >0, the Goldstein d-subdifferential [17] of f at 2 € R? is the set

0, f(y)>-

y€B(z,9) ©

(2.2) % f(x) conv(U

Note that at any x € Rd, both the Clarke subdifferential and Goldstein d-subdifferential
are compact convex sets.

3. Subdifferentially polynomially bounded functions. In this section, we
study the class of subdifferentially polynomially bounded (SPB) functions.?

DEFINITION 3.1 (subdifferentially polynomially bounded functions). Let f : RY —
R be locally Lipschitz continuous. We say that [ is subdifferentially polynomially
bounded (SPB) if there exist Ry >0, Ry >0, and an integer m >0 with Ry =0 if and
only if m=0 such that?

(3.1) sup ||¢]| <Rq]lz]|™ + Ra Vo € RY
¢

€dc f(x)

The class of SPB functions on R? is denoted by S'PB(Rd).

Note that using calculus rules for the Clarke subdifferential (see Corollary 2 of
[10, Proposition 2.3.3]), one can show that SPB(R?) is a vector space. Also, SPB(R?)
generalizes the class of globally Lipschitz functions, which correspond to the case of
R;1 =01in (3.1); see Example 3.1(i) below. In fact, the SPB class is much richer than
that and covers a wide variety of functions that arise naturally in many contemporary
applications. Here, we present some concrete examples of SPB functions.

Ezample 3.1.
(i) If f: R? — R is globally Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz continuity modu-
lus L > 0, then we have from [10, Proposition 2.1.2(a)] that sup,cg,, f(z) [[ul <
L for all z € R, Consequently, f is SPB.
(ii) Every polynomial function is SPB.
(iii) Any continuously differentiable function with a Lipschitz gradient is SPB. To
see this, let g be such a function; then there exists L > 0 such that

IVg(@)l| < IVg(z) = VaO)ll + Vg ()l < Lllz| + [ Vg(0)| ¥z eR?,

showing that g is SPB (with m = 1). The converse is, however, not true, as
an SPB function with m =1 is not necessarily differentiable.

ICondition (3.1) with Ry = Rz is equivalent to [3, Assumption 1.1] when the function f(z,s)
there is constant in s, i.e., in the deterministic setting.
2We adopt the convention 0° =1 when 2 =0 and m =0 (in which case Ry = 0).
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Let f = goh, where g : R” — R and h : R? — R™. Assume that ¢ and all
component functions of h are SPB. Then one can deduce from [10, Theorem
2.3.9] that f is SPB.

In machine learning, one is often interested in approximating the unknown
relationship between an independent variable € R? and a dependent variable
y € R. An L-layer neural network is a parametric approximation of the form

(3.2) y=v(z;w) = oL WrleL—1(Wr-1(---e1(Wi(2)) ---)))),

where for £ =1,...,L, o, : R — R is the activation function for the /th layer
(for any vector z, the notation g,(z) is understood as the vector obtained
by applying the activation function g, entrywise to z), Wy : RP¢ — RP¢+1 ig
an affine mapping for some positive integers py and pyi1 (with p; = d and
pr+1=1), and w is called the parameter and represents the vector of all coeffi-
cients defining the maps Wh,..., Wp; see [4, section 6.2] for details. Common
activation functions include o(t) =t (often used for the output layer), o(t) =
tanh(t), o(t) = In(1 + '), o(t) = max{0,t}, o(t) = max{0,t} + amin{0,¢}
with a > 0, o(t) = ﬁ, and piecewise polynomial functions. With any of
these activation functions, Example 3.1(iv) implies that the neural network
function ¥(-;w) is SPB for any fixed parameter w.

Suppose that we are given a sample {(x;,y;)}7, of n data points for approx-
imating the unknown relationship between x and y. Naturally, we want to
find the best parameter w so that the function ¥(-; w) in (3.2) fits the sample
data as well as possible, a process called “training.” A popular formulation
for the best parameter w is given by the least squares criterion

n

min Y (y; — (i w))>.

i=1

Again by Example 3.1(iv), the objective function in this problem is SPB.

3.1. Gaussian smoothing of SPB functions. We next study the properties of

SPB functions in relation to Gaussian smoothing (GS) [23, 29, 30, 33]. More precisely,
we will show that for any SPB function, both the GS and its gradient are well-defined
and that the class SPB(R?) is closed under the GS transformation. Towards that
end, we record a simple property of SPB functions that will be repeatedly used in the
paper. Specifically, we express the Lipschitz modulus of an SPB function in terms of
a sum of functions in x and the displacement y — x. This explicit dependence on the
displacement is crucial for our subsequent analysis, especially in section 4.

LEMMA 3.2. Let f € SPB(R?) with parameters Ry, Ra, and m as in (3.1). Then

[f(x) = F@)I < @™ "Raflz|™ + 27" "Rafly — 2| + Ra) & —y|  Va,y e R™

Proof. From [10, Theorem 2.3.7], we have

fl@) = fly)e{{{z—y): (€daf(z+aly—x)), ac(0,1)}.

In view of this and (3.1), we deduce further that

[f(z) = f(y)l < sup {Raflz+aly —2)[™ + Re}lz -yl
a€e(0,1)

< (2™ 'Ry|lz]|™ + 2" Rally — 2| + Ra)llz — y,
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where the second inequality follows from the fact that o € (0,1) and the convexity
of the function || - || when m > 1, and the inequality holds trivially when m =0 (in
which case Ry =0) with the convention 0° = 1. ]

When the function f is not globally Lipschitz, its GS f, is not necessarily defined.
This is exemplified by the function f(x)= ell®. The theorem below asserts that for
any SPB function f, the GS f, and its gradient Vf, are both well-defined. An
explicit formula for Vf, is also proved. The crux for the proof of the formula lies in
the interchangeability of differentiation and integration, which we achieve by using the
theory of Schwartz spaces and tempered distributions. Roughly speaking, a Schwartz
space consists of C*° functions whose derivatives of any order decay faster than any
polynomial (e.g., e_”'”z/Q; see [18, Example 2.2.2]), and tempered distributions form
its topological dual.

THEOREM 3.3 (well-definedness of GS and its gradient). Let f € SPB(R?) with
parameters Ry, Ra, and m as in (3.1). Then its GS f,, given in Definition 1.1, is
well-defined. Moreover, the gradient of fy is given by

(33) vfa (LL') = U_lEuNN(O,I) [f(.%‘ + ou)u]
and is well-defined and continuous.
Proof. For any z € R?, we have
Evnonllf (@ +ou)l] < Euwono,nllf(z+ou) — f(2)[] + /()|
(34)  SEuwononl@" 'Rallz]™ + 2" Rio™ [ull™ + Ra) - o|ull] + | f(2)] < o0,

where the second inequality follows from Lemma 3.2. Therefore, f, is well-defined.
We next prove (3.3) and the well-definedness of the expectation there. First, by
the definition of GS, we have

1 fl]?

1 Jlz—y|2
T +ou)e 2 duzi/ e 202 dy.
2n)? Rdf( ) 2n)iod Rdf(y) Y

Note that e~ I'I*/(27%) i a Schwartz function on R? according to [18, Example 2.2.2].
On the other hand, we have the following inequality for each r > 0 based on Lemma 3.2:

/[B |f(@)|dz < ra(d) - (| f(0)] + max |f(z) — f(0)])
<rda(d) - (|f(0)| + [2™ 'Ryr™ + Rao|r) =: U(r),

(385 folx)=

where a(d) is the volume of the d-dimensional unit ball B. Since (r) = O(rm+d+1)
as r — 00, in view of [37],3 we see that F(g) := (Q)%d Jga f(y)g(y)dy is a continuous
T)20

linear functional on Schwartz spaces (i.e., a tempered distribution).

The next part follows closely the proof of [18, Theorem 2.3.20], which is included
for self-containedness. Specifically, from (3.5), we see that for any h € R\{0} and any
ie{l,...,d},

f( +h ) f( ) 1 _llzthe; —yl? le—yl2
o\¥ €i) = Jo\¥ e 20 — € 20
Z = d f() dy
h (2m)3 0 Jpa -
_lletne;—yl? la—yl?

= (e — e ) ),

3Specifically, see the last example on page 106.
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. _ llzthe;—yll? _llz—u)? Ti—ys _lz—y)? .
Since (e 202 —e 27 )/h = —THe” 202 as h — 0 in Schwartz spaces

according to [18, Exercise 2.3.5(a)] and § is a tempered distribution, we conclude
upon passing to the limit as A — 0 in the above display that

d
_ Ti —Yi 7”‘12—7?!2”2 S B ,Hm;éuz
Vo) = 5 - St )| oo [ e
1 _luli?
_7(277)%7 Rdf(:c—i—ou)ue

du.

This proves (3.3) and the well-definedness of the integral.

Finally, the continuity of V f, follows immediately from the above integral rep-
resentation and the dominated convergence theorem, where the required integrability
assumption can be established in a similar way to (3.4). O

The next result shows in particular that SPB(R?) is closed under the GS trans-
formation and that if f is SPB, so are its partial derivatives. The case m = 0 was
already established in [30].

THEOREM 3.4. Let f € SPB(R?) with parameters Ry, Ry, and m as in (3.1) and
let fy be defined as in Definition 1.1. Then the following statements hold:
(i) It holds that

(36) |fol) = fo(y)| < A+ Bal|™ + €y —z|™)|lz —y|  Va,yeR?,

where A = 22" 2R 0™ (m +d)Z + Ry, B =22""2R; and € =2 'R,. In
particular, fs is SPB.
(ii) It holds that

(3.7)
IV fo(2) = V fo ()| < (A+Bllz|™ +Clly — z|™) |« -yl Vz,yeR?,

m+1

where A = 2*m2Ry0™ Y (m +1+d) 2z + o 1RoVd, B = 22m25-1R,Vd
and C=2""1o"'RyVd. In particular, g’;" is SPB for any 1.

i

Proof. The case m = 0 (in which case we have Ry = 0) was studied in [30],
with item (i) proved in the display before [30, eqn. (12)], and item (ii) proved in [30,
Lemma 2.

We next consider the case m > 1. We first observe from Lemma 3.2 that for every
xz,y and u € R,

[f (& +ou) = f(y +ou)
<@ Rallz +oul™ + 2" Rafly — 2™ + Ra)ly — 2|
(3-8) < (227 Ry ful™ + 22" Rz + 27T Rafly — 2™+ Ra) [l —

where the second inequality follows from the convexity of || - || when m > 1.
To prove (i), from (3.8), one has for any x # y that

[fo (@) = fo )| _ Bunno.n(If (x +ou) = fly +ou)l]
=yl — |z =yl
<Euono,n (27" ?Rao™ [[u] ™ + 22" 2Ry [l + 2™ 'Rally — 2™ + Ra)]
= (22" Ry [z 4+ 2" Rally — #l|™ + Ra) + 2™ *Ra0 ™ Eyno,n) 1wl ™]
< (27 2Ry ||z ||™ + 2™ Ry |ly — 2||™ + Ra) 4+ 22" 2Ryo™ (m+d) 7,

where the last inequality follows from [30, Lemma 1]. This proves (3.6).
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Now, fix any # € R and v € R? with ||v|| = 1. We have for any ¢ € d¢ f, () that

lea ! t —Jo ! .
(€.0) < timsup 22T I (T) e QB |+ €™ < 2+ B
z’'—x,tl0 t x'—x,t]0

Consequently, it holds that [|£]| <2 4 9B|z||, showing that f, € SPB(R?).
To prove (ii), we notice from (3.3) that

IV fo (@) =V fo )l € 0 Ewno,n[|f (@ + ou) = fy +ou)]| - [Jul]].
Combining the above display with (3.8), we have for any = # y that

IV fo(2) = Vi)l
lz -yl
<22 2Ry0™ Eyno,n [llull "]
+ o (2P PRy 2™ 4+ 27 Rally — 2™ + Ra)Eweno, ) [llull]

m

§22m_2R10'm_1(m+1+d) +1 +0'_1<22m_2R1H-T||m+2m_1R1||y_$Hm+R2)\/a7

where the last inequality follows from [30, Lemma 1]. This proves (3.7).
The claim that g—’;‘j € SPB(R?Y) can now be proved in a similar way to the proof

of f, € SPB(RY) in item (i). u|

3.2. Approximate Goldstein stationarity. In this subsection, we explore the
relationship between the GS gradient and the Goldstein §-subdifferential for SPB
functions. We start with the following auxiliary lemma concerning the tail of the
Gaussian integral. We let W_; denote the negative real branch of the Lambert W
function (see, e.g., [5, 16, 32]); this function is defined as the inverse of the function
t+— tet with domain [—1/e,0) and range (—oo, —1].

1
2

LEMMA 3.5. For any v>0 and M > [—d-W_y(— I/%/(Qﬂ'e))] , it holds that

w2
e 2 du<v;
[lul|>M

here, we set by convention that W_1(t) =0 if t < —1/e.

N

Proof. Fix any v>0 and M > p:= [~d-W_;(—vi/(2re))]?. For any R >0,

2
i

/ e du = (2m)2 - 7(1/ e~ 2 du=(2m)
lull>R (2m)2 Jjulzr

where F(-;k) is the cumulative distribution function of the chi-squared distribution
with k& degrees of freedom. Thus, the desired conclusion is equivalent to

ol
wla.

[1 - F(R*d),

(3.9) 1—v(2m)"% < F(M?%d).
We now prove (3.9). Note that if v > (27) 2, then we have 1—v(27) =% <0< F(M?2;d).
Hence, (3.9) is valid in this case. We next consider the case v < (27)%. In this case,

we have @ < 2r and hence M > ¢ > +v/d.* Then, from [12, Lemma 2.2] (see also [34,
Proposition 5.3.1]), we have

M? M2 | a2\?
(3.10) 1—F(M2;d):1—F<dd;d)g(del_d> .

4The second inequality holds because W_1(t) < —1 when t € (—1/e,0); see [25, page 2].
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Now, note that we have the following equivalence for any R > 0:

da 2

R21 rR2 \ 2 v R2 R2 v

. L) < et > et 2t
(3.11) (de d) _(271-)3(:)( d)e T >—e o

Then we have from the definition of Lambert W function that the rightmost inequality
(and hence both inequalities) in (3.11) holds with R = M since M > p. Thus, the
desired conclusion follows from (3.11) and (3.10). 0

In the next theorem, we show that for all sufficiently small o > 0, some Goldstein
d-subgradients can be approximated by the GS gradient V f,. Specifically, we derive
a sufficient condition on o, in the form of an explicit upper bound depending on ¢
and e, for the GS gradient to reside in a (1 + ||z||™)e neighborhood of the Goldstein
d-subdifferential. This inclusion is proved as follows. We first express the GS gradient
as an expectation of the original gradient V f(x+ow) (which exists almost everywhere
by Rademacher’s theorem) with respect to the random vector u ~ N(0,I); see (3.12)
below. It follows from (2.2) that V f(xz 4+ ou) constitutes a Goldstein subgradient
for any realization of u close enough to x. Therefore, by dividing the expectation in
(3.12) into two integrals, one over a small ball centered at = and the other over the
complement, we can see that the GS gradient is an approximate Goldstein subgradient.
The integral over the complement contributes to the approximation error, which can
be controlled by using Lemma 3.5.

Similar results have been derived under a globally Lipschitz continuity assumption
on f; see, e.g., [30, Theorem 2] and [24, Theorem 3.1]. In particular, the proof of [24,
Theorem 3.1] was based on an analogue of (3.12) for globally Lipschitz continuous f.
We would also like to point out that the representation (3.12) can be seen as a variant
of general results on convolution and differentiation such as [39, section 4.2.5] and [6,
Lemma 9.1]. Here we include an elementary proof of (3.12) to highlight the role of
polynomial boundedness of the subdifferential.

THEOREM 3.6 (GS gradient as approximate Goldstein d-subgradient). Let f €
SPB(Rd) with parameters R1, Ra, and m as in (3.1). Let Vf, and 0% f be given as
in (3.3) and (2.2), respectively. Then the following hold:

(i) For every = € R?, it holds that

(3.12) Vfo(x) =Eyono,n [Vf(z+ou) 1o (u)],

where D, ={u € R?: f is differentiable at x + ou}.
(ii) For every 6 >0 and € >0, it holds that

Vi (z) €dsf(x)+ (1+|z|™)e-B Voe (0,5] and Yz eR?,

where .

(3.13) 5—min{[ ° mr,l,‘s},
2m+H1R  (m +d) 2 H

(3.14) H=[~d-W_i(-n/ /(2me))] *,

(3.15) m =min{e P, (27)? — 0.5},

(3.16) P=4Ry + 2" 'R (m +d) %,

and W_1 is the negative real branch of the Lambert W function.’

d
2

5Since m < (2m)2 — %, we have nf/d/(Zﬂe) < 1/e and hence W_1(fr]f/d/(27re)) < —1. Thus,

H e (Vd, o).
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Proof. Fix any z € RY. From Theorem 3.3, the GS f, and it gradient VJ,
are well-defined at x. For notational simplicity, for any o > 0, let D, = {u € R? :
f is differentiable at « + ou}. Then it follows from Rademacher’s theorem that the
complement D¢ has Lebesgue measure zero.

To prove (i), note from Lemma 3.2 that for each u and h € R?

[f(@+h+ou) = flz+ou)] < [2" 7 Rz + oul™ + 2" R[] ™ + Re]|| ]
(317) < (2" Rallal|™ + 22" Rao™ [lul| ™ + 2" T R |2 + Ra) 2],

where the second inequality follows from the convexity of || - [|™ when m >1 and the
inequality holds when m =0 (in which case R; = 0) with the convention 0° = 1.

We prove (3.12) by contradiction. First, Ey a0, [V f(z+ou)- 1o, (u)] exists as
[ is SPB. Suppose to the contrary E,xro,n[Vf(z +ou)- 1o, (u)] # V fs(x). Define

he =Buno,n[VI(z+ou) - 1o, (w)] = Vo (z).
Then h, # 0 and we have from the differentiability of f, (see Theorem 3.3) that
lim fo(z +ths) — fo(x) = (Vfo(x), ths)

0:

=0 [[the ||

_ L [ @t o)~ St ow) = (Vo(@) tha) it
(2m)2 t=0 Jga [the ||

Ly [ fettetou St - (Tt 12,
(2m)z =0)p, [[the ]|

(a) Vi(x+ou) — Vs (), hy (b)

—EuNN(O,I)[< ( |)h ” (z) >-]l@0(u) ) 41

where (a) follows from (3.17), the dominated convergence theorem, and the fact that

i [ [ @ Hthe +ou) = fl@+ou) = (Vfo(2) the)  (V(z+ou) = Vfo(2),ha)
im —
=0 ([thy|| [ |
— lim flx+thy +ou) — f(x+ou) — (Vf(z+ou),thy) 0,
t—0 lth ||

which holds thanks to the differentiability of f at z+ocu when u € D,, and (b) follows
from the definition of h,. This contradicts the fact that h; # 0. Thus, (3.12) holds.

We now prove (ii) by using the integral representation in (3.12) to relate V f, ()
to 0%, f(x). To this end, we let M >0 and notice that for any o > 0 we have

IEu~J\/(0,I) [Vf(l‘ + Uu) “1o,nBy (u)]

Ap = Euyupon V(e +ou) 1o, (u)] - Eunno.n[lo, ey (0]

=Euono,nVf(@+ou) 1o, nps, (u)]

1
3.18) + (1- Enypeco [V F(@ - ow) - Lo ., (4],
(315) ( EuNN(o,I)[ﬂsanBM(U)]> xen[VI )+ 1o.nmy (V)]

where we recall that By, = {u € R?: ||lu|| < M} and B, is its complement.
For the first term on the second line of (3.18), we have

|Ewno,n[Vf(@+ou) Lo, npe, (w)]|

(a) (b)
(3.19) < Eunvion[Rillz +oul™ + Ro) - 1p,nmg, (u)] < E1 42
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with
E1= (2" Rallz]|™ + Ra)Eumnr(o, [Leg, (u)],
H2 = (2" R10™)Eunn(on[[lull™ - Lgg, (w)],
where we invoked (3.1) in (a), and used the convexity of || - || when m > 1 and the

fact that Ry =0 when m =0. Now, observe that
Euno.nlllull™ - 1ee, (u)] < Eyono,nlllull™ < (m+d) %

where the second inequality follows from [30, Lemma 1]. Thus, for m > 1, if we choose

a finite positive o such that o < [m]#, then
IR, (m

(320)  Ep=(2"""R10™)Euono,nlllul™ - Ige, (u)] < 0.25¢ < 0.25¢(1 + [|=[™).
As for m =0, since Ry =0, we conclude that for any o >0, Z2=0<0. 25e(1+ ||z]|™).
Thus, for m >0, if o € (0, oo) and o < [*} , then (3.20) holds.
2m IR, (mtd) 2
Next, choose n = e(27)2 (4max{2™ 'Ry, Rg}) . Then, by setting v = n in
Lemma 3.5, we see that whenever M > [—d-W_;(— /(27re))} 2,
E1 = (2™ "Rallz[|™ + R2)Ewono,n[Les, ()]
(3.21) <max{2" 'Ry, Ro} (1 + ||| ™) Eunro,n[Lee, (u)] < 0.25¢(1 + ||z]|™).
Additionally, for the above 1 and the n; in (3.15), we have
m <e[4Ro+ 2" Ry(m+d) 2] <.

Combining this conclusion with (3.19), (3.20), and (3.21), we know that for any finite
positive o < [m]m and M > [—d-W_q( — /(27re))}2 with 77 as in
(3.15), we have

(3:22) [Ewno,n[Vf(z+ou) 1o, (w)][ <0.5e(1 + [|z]™).

We next estimate the second term on the second line of (3.18). We first notice that
2 d )2 . w2 d
I, € Ill™/2 qy = (27) 2 ffB?Me 1ul™/2qy. So, if fnge lul®/2qy < (27)2 — 0.5, then
2
fBM e~ Il7/2dy, > 0.5. In view of Lemma 3.5 and the definition of 7, this happens
2
when we choose M > [—d - W_( —n{ /(2me))]?, since m; < (2m)% — 0.5.
On top of this choice of M, if we further choose ¢ <1, then the term in the last
line of (3.18) can be upper bounded as follows:

1
By Vilx+ou) 1y, u
H ( Eyn©,1) 1By (u)]) No.nVI( ) 1o, nB,y, (1))
K
= Euono. Loy (W)
(a) L
< 2(2m)2 KE oo, (| V(2 +ou)| - 1o, np,, (u)]
(b)

Euno.nllVF (@ +ou)ll - Lo, 0, (w)]

2(27)% KEypr(0.0)[Ra ||z + o™ + Ro)

K [(27 Rl ™ + Ra) + 2 R10™ B (o, 1l ™]]
K[(2" 'Ra|z]™ + Ra) + 27 'Ry (m + d) #]

(3.23) <2(2m)2 K[Ry + 2" 'Ry(m+d) ) (1 + ||=|™),
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where K := Ey~no,ny[1es, (u)], and (a) holds because (271)%JEUNN(OJ)[ILBM(u)] =
fBM e~ I*1/2qy > 0.5, (b) holds upon using (3.1) and enlarging the domain of inte-
gration, (c) follows from the convexity of || - || when m >1 and the inequality holds
trivially as an equality when m =0 because R; =0, and (d) follows from [30, Lemma
1] and the choice that ¢ < 1. In view of (3.23), we can ‘now invoke Lemma 3.5 to
deduce that if we choose M > [—d-W_1( —n{ /(2me))]? with 71 as in (3.15) and
o <1, then

&

020 | (- g

Thus, we conclude that (3.22) and (3.24) will both hold as long as we choose M > H

1
defined as in (3.14) and 0 <& = min{[m] ™,1}. Hence, we have
1(m

)Euo.n [V 400 Lo, ()] | <5 14l

(3.25) 1AL <e(1+ ||z||™) whenever M > H and o <7,

where Ap, is defined as in (3.18).
. _ . c 1.5
Finally, for M = H and any ¢ < ¢ = mln{[—w“Rl(erd)%] 15
oM <. Hence, by (2.1) and the definition of Goldstein §-subdifferential,

}, we have

1

3.26
S WV [P o

Euono,nVf(x+ou) Lo, np,, (v)] €05 f(z).

The desired conclusion follows from (3.12), (3.26), (3.25), and the definition of Ay in
(3.18). O

Remark 3.7 (simplified expressions for the choice of o). We present more explicit
upper bounds for o in Theorem 3.6(ii). Let f € SPB(RY) with parameters Ry, R,
and m as in (3.1). Let

(3.27) 0 <e<min{5Ry,1} and 0<d<1.
To provide an estimate on the corresponding 7 in (3.13), we define

d 4
2 2

(3.28) My =[(2m)2 —0.5]P, My=(me/5)>P,

where P is defined as in (3.16). Since P > 4R, we can deduce that
M, >5Ry and My > (me/5)7 2 4R, > 5R,.

This means that for the ¢ and ¢ chosen as in (3.27), we indeed have

(3.29) 0 <e<min{9M,Ms,1} and 0<d<1.

Using the definitions of 9t; and 9, above and the definition of 7; in (3.15), we can
then deduce that®

(3.30) m=eP~l and 0<ni/(2me) <1/10 < 1/e.

6Specifically, we deduce from & < 91 and the definition of 71 that n; = eP~1, and then from
2
€ <My and the definition of 1 that n;’ /(2me) < 1/10.
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Next, recall that for 0 < h < %7 it holds that

e 0.11n(0.1) 1
In(h) > b St/
O AT
where the first inequality follows from [25, eqn. (8)], and the second inequality holds

because ¢t — tInt is decreasing on [0,0.1]. The above display together with (3.30)
implies that for the H given in (3.14),

—h) >
Wl h)_efl

(3.31) H < Vdmen] "

Finally, since H > v/d (see footnote 5) and we chose 0 < § < 1 as stated in (3.27),

it follows from (3.13) that ¢ = min{[m]ﬁ, 2}. Therefore, for the ¢ and
1(m

0 chosen as in (3.27), upon combining (3.29), (3.30), and (3.31) and recalling that
Ry = 0 if and only if m = 0, we have that the inclusion in Theorem 3.6(ii) holds
whenever

(3.32) o<

min{[QerlRl(m+d)%]*#,573*1/d/\/dﬂ'6} cemax{an gl if > 1,
6P~ Vdea /\/dme if m=0.

Let ¢ be an accumulation point of the set {V f,(z)},>0 as o — 07. Since 92 f(z) and
(1+]|z||™)e-B are both compact, 92 f () + (1+||z||™)e-B is closed. Theorem 3.6 then
implies that ¢ € 9% f(z)+ (1+]|x||™)e-B. Using the definition of Clarke subdifferential
and limiting arguments, we obtain the following corollary.

COROLLARY 3.8 (GS gradient consistency). Let f € SPB(RY) and let Vf, and
Oc f be given as in (3.3) and (2.1), respectively. Then for each x € R?, every accumu-
lation point of {V fs(2)}s>0 as o — 0T belongs to dc f(x).

4. GS-based algorithms for minimizing SPB functions. In this section,
we consider the optimization problem

min x
(4.1) zeR? i)
s.t. e,

where Q CR? is a closed convex set with an easy-to-compute projection, and f is an
SPB function that can only be accessed through its zeroth-order oracle (i.e., a routine
for computing the function value at any prescribed point). Problem (4.1) therefore
falls into the category of zeroth-order (or derivative-free) optimization problems; see,
e.g., [11, 23] and references therein for classical works and recent developments on
zeroth-order optimization.

From Theorem 3.3, for any € R? and ¢ > 0, both f(x + ou)u/c and (f(x +
ou) — f(x))u/o are unbiased estimators of the GS gradient V f,(x), where w is the
standard Gaussian random vector. If the smoothing parameter o is small, they can
serve as random ascent directions for f at z. Observing that they can be computed
with one or two evaluations of f, it is then tempting to develop zeroth-order algo-
rithms based on these gradient estimators. Indeed, there is a wealth of literature
on such zeroth-order algorithms; see, e.g., [1, 2, 21, 26, 30]. We refer to them as
GS-based algorithms. Most existing works rely on the global Lipschitz continuity of
V f-, which not only offers an obvious choice of stepsize but also greatly facilitates
the convergence analysis. One technical novelty in this paper lies in the convergence
analysis of GS-based zeroth-order algorithms for SPB functions that do not possess a
globally Lipschitz GS gradient.
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A core idea for the design of our GS-based algorithms is as follows. For any SPB
f, Theorem 3.4(ii) asserts that V f, is locally Lipschitz with a polynomially bounded
Lipschitz modulus of order O(]|z||™ + 1) for some m > 0. This naturally suggests
the adaptive stepsize that scales as (||lz||™ + 1)~!. Based on this observation, we
will develop several algorithms for different subclasses of problem (4.1) in subsequent
subsections.

We will develop algorithms for problem (4.1) under two different settings: the
constrained convex setting (where the objective function f is convex) and the uncon-
strained nonconvex setting (where the feasible region Q = R?). Before that, we first
establish some auxiliary lemmas, which will be useful for the algorithmic analysis.

4.1. Auxiliary lemmas for complexity analysis. A key instrument for con-
vergence analysis of optimization algorithms is the descent lemma, which is often
proved for functions with globally Lipschitz gradients; see, e.g., [28, Theorem 2.1.5].
We present a descent lemma of f, for SPB functions f, whose gradients V f, are not
necessarily globally Lipschitz.

LEMMA 4.1 (descent lemma). Let f € SPB(R?) with parameters Ry, Ry, and m
as in (3.1), let f, be defined as in Definition 1.1, and let A, B, C be given as in (3.7).
Then

Fol&) = Fa) (T L)) | A B El =0

le—yl?  Va,yeR
Proof. For any z, y € R?, we have
1
Fo(@) = foy) — (Vo )z — g = / (Vo ly 4tz — ) — Vo) — )t

1
S/O IVfo(y +t(x—y)) = Vi(y)ldt- |z -y
A+ Bly[™ | Clz—y|™

(a) 1

< Blly||™+C|[t(x—y)||™tdt - ||z —y||*= —yl?

< [ sl it fo—yp?= | AR S oy
where (a) follows from Theorem 3.4(ii). 0

We remark that another descent lemma for functions without a Lipschitz gradient
has been formulated and studied in a very recent work (see [27, Definition 2.1]) based
on the notion of directional smoothness and utilized to analyze gradient descent. Using
their descent lemma, they further proposed an adaptive stepsize for gradient descent,
which is implicitly defined by a nonlinear equation involving the current and next
iterates and requires a root-finding procedure to compute. In contrast, the adaptive
stepsize derived from Lemma 4.1 (see Theorems 4.5 and 4.8 below) only depends on
the current iterate and is given by an explicit formula.

The next lemma quantifies the approximation error of f.

LEMMA 4.2. Let f € SPB(RY) with parameters Ry, Ry, and m as in (3.1) and let
fo be defined as in Definition 1.1. Then it holds that

fo(z) = f(@)| <M(z) 0 VzeR?,
where M :RY — R, is the function

M(z) = (2" Ry|jz||™ + Ro)Vd + 2" 'Rio™(m+1+d) "2 .
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Proof. Notice that for all z € RY, we have

|fo(x) = f(@)| SEunno,nllf(z+ou) = f(z)]]
<Euono,n 2" Rallz]™ 4+ 2" "Ryo™ lul™ 4+ Ra) - o|ul]

< [(@"Ruflel|™ + Ro)VA+ 2" 'Rio™(m+ 1+ d) ] -0 = M(x) - 0,

where the second inequality follows from Lemma 3.2 and the last inequality follows
from [30, Lemma 1]. d

The next two lemmas concern the random vector (M)u with u ~

N(0, ).

LEMMA 4.3. Let f € SPB(RY) with parameters Ry, Ro, and m as in (3.1), let x €
R? and o >0, and let p be a nonnegative integer. Define F(u) = Lif(@+ou)— f(2)]u.
Then

(4.2) Eunvo.n) [IF@)P]< Hpy (l2]I™ + 1).

where H .y is the function such that Hy:=1, and when p>1,

(m+2)p

Hp):i= 37" max{20" VPR (2p+d)?, RE (2p+d)P+2" VPRI ™[(m+2)p +d] 2 }.

Proof. Note that (4.2) holds trivially for p = 0. However, for p > 1, from
Lemma 3.2, for any u € R?, we have

[f(z+ou) = f(2)] < @™ Rall]|™ + 2" Ralou]|™ + Ro)loull.
It follows from the convexity of || - || that

flz+ou) — fla)|"
g
< [3P712(m=DPRE ||| ™P 4 3PTIRE] [|u|| % + 3P~ 12T LPRE 6P ||| ()P,

[[ull?

Taking the expectation on both sides of the above display with respect to u ~ N(0,1)
and invoking [30, Lemma 1] for upper bounding moments of the form E, 0,1 [[|u]/*]
for k> 1, we see that E, 0,1 [||F(u)|[?] can be bounded from above by

[3p—12(m—1)pR11)||$Hmp +3P7'RE] (2p + d)P 30~ 12m=DPRE 5P [ (142 p-d] (M H2IP/2,

The relation (4.2) now follows immediately. |

LEMMA 4.4. Let x be a random vector and g be a nonnegative, lower semicontin-
wous function. Assume that

(4.3) Eell|lz)*] < 8. and E, [%} <ac

for some integer n > 1 and positive numbers a. and B.. Then

E, [9(2)777 | < (14 VB 2ac) 77,
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Algorithm 4.1 GS-based zeroth-order algorithm for convex problem (4.1).

1: Input: Initial point 2° € Q, {7z} € (0,1] and ¢ > 0. Let m be defined as in (3.1)
corresponding to our f € SPB(Rd).

2: for £=0,1,2,... do

3: Generate u* ~ N(0,1) and form v* =

4: Compute

[f (2" + oub) = f(2")]u*.

1
o

Pl = Py (mk — Ty - 71}]6 ) .
[ +1

5: end for

Proof. Notice that

g(z)7mraT 1@ g(z) 77T | () g(a) T /21N e
o SE | Tl < |\E || TFm
14 [|]| I Rl I 1+ [|||?
o) e TaraT )
4.4 =By | — 9E, <(2,) T/ |
(4 (1+ ||z][2)T»/2] (2ac)

where (a) holds because 1+ ||z||> < (1 + ||z||)2, (b) follows from Jensen’s inequality,
(¢) holds since 1+ [|z||” < 2(1 4 ||lz||2M/21) < 2(1 + ||z||?)"/?1, and the last inequality
follows from (4.3). On the other hand, note that E,[||z||?] < 8. implies E,[||z]|] < v/Be
and hence E,[(1 + ||z||)?] < (14 +/B.)?. Combining this with (4.4) gives

4.2. Convex SPB minimization. Here, we assume in addition that the ob-
jective function f is convex, rendering problem (4.1) a convex optimization problem.
The specific algorithm for this case is presented in Algorithm 4.1. Algorithm 4.1 can
be seen as a natural extension of the algorithm in [30, eqn. (39)]; indeed, when m =0,
our algorithm essentially reduces to their algorithm (with an extra scaling factor of
0.5 in our stepsize). Here, we scale the stepsize by ||z*||™ + 1 to account for the lack
of Lipschitzness.

The following result establishes the convergence rate of Algorithm 4.1. Due to the
weak assumptions, {*} can be unbounded in general. Therefore, a relative optimality
measure that is rescaled by ||z*||™ + 1 is adopted. Complexity result based on the
standard measure f(z*) — f(z*) will be derived in Corollary 4.7 under additional
assumptions.

Ey

2]

) g(x)

L |

IN

(14 v/Be)?(200) 77T 2E, (1 + ||z])?] - E,

THEOREM 4.5 (complexity bound for Algorithm 4.1). Consider problem (4.1),
where [ € SPB(Rd) with parameters Ri, Ro, and m as in (3.1). Assume additionally
that f is convexr and there exists an optimal solution x* for (4.1). Then the sequence
{x*} generated by Algorithm 4.1 satisfies that

(4.5) OSE[ka —2|1?] —IE[HJ:kH — 2|17 —|—’H(2)T,§ VZEargIginfg(u),
ue

and for any T >0,
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1
T2 Zf:o Tk

where M(-) and H .y are defined as in Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.3, respectively.

{f(év’“)—f(x*)

T
0 * 12 2 *
T [0 — *|| +H(2)ZTk:|+M(x )-o,

k=0

Proof. Since the projection operator is nonexpansive, we see that for any z € €2,
2"+t — 2] 2= (| Pa(a® — apv®) — 2||* < [|2* — 2 — ap® |
= [l2* — 2| = 20, (", 2" — 2) + "],

where oy, = 7/(||#%||™ 4+ 1). Taking the expectation on both sides of the above
inequality with respect to the random variable v*, we can obtain from (3.3) that

(4.7) 200V o (z"),a" —2) <|lz" 2| ~Eur opro, ) 2 = 2* ]+ R B o, 10" |°]-

Next, by Definition 1.1 and the convexity of f, f, is also convex. Then we have the
following subgradient inequality:

(4.8) fo(@®) = fo(2) (Vo (a?), 2" —2).
In addition, we have from Lemma 4.3 with p =2 that
(4.9) Eueonvio.n) [10F112] < Hey (127 + 1) < Heay (2 +1)2.

Combining (4.7), (4.8), and (4.9) yields
(410)  20k[fo (") = fo () < a® = 2)* = Euranon 12" = 2] + Hiy 7

which gives (4.5) upon taking expectation on both sides.
We now lower bound the left-hand side of (4.10) for z =x*. To this end, we first
note from [30, eqn. (11)] that

(4.11) fo(a®) > f(z).
Also, we have
(4.12) fo(a®) = fo(2™) — f(a") + f(z") S M(2") -0 + f(z7),

where the inequality follows from Lemma 4.2. Using (4.11) and (4.12), we can lower
bound the left-hand side of (4.5), which in turn yields

E205,(f(2") = f(")] SE[|2* — 2*[*) = E[[lz"*" - 2*|]*] + 2M(2")o - o, + Hz)7i.

Finally, invoking the definition of o, (and noting also that ay < 7), we deduce from
the above display that

kY _ *
21.E {W} <E [||zk — :c*||2] —E[||z* — 2*|?] + 2M (z*)o - 1 + H(Q)T]?,

which, upon summing over k, completes the proof. ]

Remark 4.6 (comparing existing complexity results for (4.1) with a convex f).
When m = 0, Ry = 0. We then see from Lemma 4.3 that H ) = 3R3(4 + d)? and
from Lemma 4.2 that M(2*) = Rev/d. These together with (4.6) give a bound that
matches the one obtained in [30, Theorem 6] up to a constant scaling factor.

Theorem 4.5 gives a bound on E[%], which can be regarded as a rela-

tive optimality measure when m > 1. The next corollary shows that under suitable
assumptions on f, one can derive a bound on an absolute optimality measure.
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COROLLARY 4.7. Consider problem (4.1), where f € SPB(RY) with parameters
Ri, Ra, and m>1 as in (3.1). Assume that f is convex and level-bounded, and let x*
be a minimizer for (4.1). Let v € (0,1] and T be a positive integer. If T, =~v/vT + 1
for k=0,...,T, then the sequence {x*} generated by Algorithm 4.1 satisfies

min E[(f(2F) - f(x*))m] < (14 v/ Mpa) (2007712 + 2M(x*)a)m,

0<k<T

where

1
(4.13) Mpq =4(2°|> + 6CL, +2H(2)7?, Cha = BN (Jl2° = 2| + H)7?)
(4.14) Clev =sup{||z| : f(z) < f(z") + M(z¥)o} < o0,

M(:) is defined as in Lemma 4.2, and H )y is defined as in Lemma 4.3.7

fa™)—f(z*)

Proof. Let k, € argming<g<7 E| 1

]. From Theorem 4.5, we have

ki) * 1 T
Iz + 22 k=0 Tk k=0
(a) 1 de
4.15 < 2% — 2|2 + Hiy?) + M(z¥)o < == + M(2%)o,
(115) 2 o (1a oI Hap?) + M) < G+ M)
where we used the fact that 7, =~/vT + 1 in (a), and Chq is defined as in (4.13).
Next, pick any 2* € argmingeq f,(7).8 Then we see from (4.5) that

(4.16) 0 <E[l|lz" —2*[*) = E[fla* ! — 2*[|*) + H (o) 7i-
When k, > 1, we can sum both sides of (4.16) from k=0 to k, — 1 to obtain

ko—1
Efla* —2*|P) < [la® = 21 + Hp) D 77 < 202" + 2127 |* + Hiz)7,
=0

where we used the fact that 7, =~/+/T + 1 for the last inequality. The above display
further implies that

(4.17) E[||z"

] < 2E[|la* = 2* 7]+ 2] 27| < 4 2°)1% + 612" + 2H ()7

Note that the above inequality also holds when k, =0.
Now, since z* € argmin,cq f-(z), we have

f(27) < fo(27) < fola™) < fa7) + M(27)o,

where the first inequality follows from [30, eqn. (11)] and the last inequality follows
from Lemma 4.2. Thus, it holds that sup{||z|| : z € argmingeq fo(2)} < Clev < +00,
where Cley is defined as in (4.14). This observation together with (4.17) implies that

(4.18) E[||2" ||] < Myq,

where Myq is defined as in (4.13). The desired conclusion now follows immediately
upon combining (4.18) with (4.15) and Lemma 4.4. |

"The finiteness of Cley follows from the assumption that f is level-bounded.
8Notice that arg mingcq fr () is nonempty because the level-boundedness of f and [30, eqn. (11)]
imply the level-boundedness of fo.
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Algorithm 4.2 GS-based zeroth-order algorithm for unconstrained problem (4.1).

1: Input: Initial point 2° € R?, {7} C (0,1] and ¢ > 0. Let m be defined as in (3.1)
corresponding to our f € SPB(R?).

2: for £k=0,1,2,... do
3: Generate u” ~ N(0,1) and form v* = 2[f(z* 4+ ouk) — f(zF)]u*.
4: Compute
k
k41 _ k. v
T =a — 1y ToF P 1
5: end for

4.3. Unconstrained SPB minimization. Here, we consider problem (4.1)
with © = R%. The specific algorithm is presented in Algorithm 4.2 below. Notice
that the update rule for z* differs from that of Algorithm 4.1 in that the stepsize has
to be rescaled by ||z¥[|?*™ + 1 instead of ||#*||™ + 1. This rescaling also makes our
algorithm (for SPB functions) a natural extension of the ones in [30, eqn. (66)] and
[24, Algorithm 1], which are designed for f being globally Lipschitz. Indeed, when
m =0, our algorithm essentially reduces to [30, eqn. (66)] (with an extra factor of 0.5
in our stepsize).

THEOREM 4.8 (complexity bound for Algorithm 4.2). Consider (4.1), where f €
SPB(R?) with parameters Ry, Rg, and m as in (3.1). Let Vf, be given as in (3.3)
and A, B, C be given as in (3.7). Assume in addition that Q =R? and inf f > —oc.
Then the sequence {x*} generated by Algorithm 4.2 satisfies that

H(Q)T]?(.A-FB) C m
(4.19) E [f5(a"1)] <E[f,(z")] + 5 + e
and for any T >0,

M(2°)o+ f(x°)—inf f+0.5H 2) (A + B) Yoo i+ Hi:lg)c heo T
min wk< )
0<k<T Zk:OTk

where w3 = [H HZ{‘HSCH || |, M(:) is defined as in Lemma 4.2, and H .y is defined as
i Lemma 4.3

Proof. From Lemma 4.1, we know that for any k > 0,

fa(xk+1) < fa(xk) - <vfo'($k)axk - xk+1>

1 20|kt — gh|m
+ §||xk —.%'k+1H2 A+B||.%‘k||m+ H ”

m+ 2
This implies that

A-FBHl'ka)OékH kHQ C~m+2 k||m+2

&k<vfo($k)’vk>Sfa(xk)_f0($k+l)+ 9 m—+2 ||1}

where

(4.20) ay =7/ (||F*™ + 1).
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By taking the expectation on both sides of the above inequality, we can obtain from
(3.3) that

S )
L (A Blat|m)a
2

C~m+2
m+2
We now upper bound the two terms (A + Bl|z*||™)azE,xn0,n [|[v"]|*] and
IR win(0,1) LI0F 2] in (4.21). For the former term, we have
(A+Bll2®(|™)aRE ko, IvF 1P < (A + Blla®||™)ai He) (l2**™ +1)
< (A+ B+ Bll2® (™)@ e (Ja**™ +1)
< Heay (A+B) - ([2°P™ +1)%a% = Hiy it (A + B),

«@ k k
EE ko o,n) 10" 171+ ™21,

(4.21) Eyrano,nlllv

where the first inequality follows from Lemma 4.3 with p = 2, and we used the
definition of &y in (4.20) for the equality. As for the latter term (i.e., &ZH'QEUkNN(OJ)
[[[v¥]|™*2]), we can deduce from Lemma 4.3 with p=m + 2 that

&$+2Euk~/\/’(0,1)H|Uk|‘m+2] < am+2fH m+2)[”$k||m(m+2) + ]
<am+ H m+2)[”mk”2m + 1](m+2)/2 <rH mt2)Tr +2.
Combining (4.21) with the above two displays, one has

ne|

N@
R R CAERTE

nTh(A
<E[f,(z")] - E[f, (z*")] + He k; + B) miz

where (a) follows from (4.20). This proves (4.19). Summing both sides of the above
display from k=0 to T', we obtain further that

m—+2
Hims2)Ty,

T T
_ Him+2) - C m
ZTkw,%gfa(xo)—E[fa(xT+1)]+0.57-l( (A+B) ZT +—— —— 2,
= =0 k=0
Finally, we have f,(z°) < M(2%) -0 + f(2%) from Lemma 4.2. The desired result now
follows immediately upon combining this last observation with the above display. 0O

Remark 4.9 (comparing existing complexity results for (4.1) with Q =R%). When
m =0, Ry = 0. We then see from (3.7) that A = RyV/d/o, B =C = 0. Moreover,
we have M(2°) = RpVd (see Lemma 4.2), Hipnio) = He) = 3 R3(4 4 d)? (see
Lemma 4.3). If we let 7, =7 for some 7 € (0, 1], we see from Theorem 4.8 that

&2 1 3R3 2 2
. < o2
(4.22) 021}161<T R ) A+ RoVdo + 5 (44 d)>Vd(T +1)7?],
where A := f(2°) —inf f. Let 6, = Rgv/do.? Then (4.22) gives
1 Rj
2 < -
a2 i BNV 4] @ a) + SR 0P|

which matches the bound in [30, section 7] (up to a constant scaling factor).

9Note that in view of Lemma 4.2 and [30, Theorem 1], our definition of &, corresponds to the e
defined three lines below [30, eqn. (69)].

Copyright (©) by STAM. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.



Downloaded 07/10/25 to 158.132.161.180 . Redistribution subject to SIAM license or copyright; see https://epubs.siam.org/terms-privacy

SPB FUNCTIONS AND GAUSSIAN SMOOTHING 1413

COROLLARY 4.10. Consider problem (4.1), where f € SPB(RY) with parameters
Ri, Ry, and m>1 as in (3.1), and assume that Q=R". Let V[, be given as in (3.3)
and let A, B, C be given as in (3.7). Assume that S :=argmin, cpa f(u) is nonempty
and bounded, and there exists >0 such that
(4.24) f(z) — inf f(u)> > L dist (z,8)° VzeR?

ueR? 2
Let v € (0,1] and T be a positive integer. If 7o = v/VT +1 for k =0,...,T, then
the sequence {x*} generated by Algorithm 4.2 satisfies B[||z*~||?] < Mq for any k. €
arg ming<g<r Wi and

— ~ 1
4.25 min E|||Vf, 2[75/21 SQW 141/ Mg C4(m/T1T—W,
0<k<T Q

where

~ 1 0 : 0 H(2)(A+B) 2 H(m+2)c m+2
(4.26) Cﬂ—; f(z )—ulenédf(u)-l-/\/l(x Yo+ 5 v+ o ,
(4.27)  Mo=8u""[yCq + 0.5u02d) + 2 sup ||w|?,

weS

w? is defined as in Theorem 4.8, M(-) is defined as in Lemma 4.2, and H(.) is defined
as in Lemma 4.3.

Remark 4.11. The condition (4.24) is known as the second-order growth condition
for f, and is a commonly used condition for deriving (global) asymptotic convergence
rates of first-order methods; see, e.g., [14]. It is known to hold if f is strongly convex,
and we refer the reader to [14] and references therein for more concrete examples.

Proof of Corollary 4.10. We can deduce from Theorem 4.8 and 7, = v/vT +1
that wy < Cq/ VT, where Cg is defined as in (4.26), which implies

2 ko -
(4.28) H Vio(x } < @7 and hence E[W‘T(M] < CéT_i.
1+ IISC’“ IIm VT L (ke
Now, in view of (4.28) and Lemma 4.4, the conclusion follows once we show
(4.29) E[||z*||?] < Mg,

where M, is defined as in (4.27). Thus, in what follows, we will prove (4.29).
When k, > 1, we can sum both sides of (4.19) from k=0 to k. — 1 to obtain
ko—1

ke—1
E[fo(2%)] E[f5(2°)] + 0.5H o) (A+B) > 7,3+M e

k=0 m+2 =t
Him+C
(4.30) < FE) 4 M)+ 05H (A + By + 2 e

where the last inequality follows from Lemma 4.2 and the fact that 7, = ~v/vT + 1.
Notice that (4.30) also holds when &, = 0.
On the other hand, according to (4.24), we can obtain

fO’ (Ik*) - lnff = EUNN(O,I) [f(xk* + OU) — inf f] > g]EuNN(O,I) [dlSt(Ik* + UU7S)2]

1
= %EuwN(O,I) [2dist (2" + ou, S)* + 2||oul|® — 2[joul?] > %dist(xk*,S)2 = 5“d02’
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where we used [30, Lemma 1] in the last inequality. This implies that
1

(4.31) E[f,(z")] > %E[dist(xk*,S)Q] — gido” +inf f.

Combining (4.30) and (4.31), one has

Hiz)(A+B) , +"H<m+2>c —
2 RE A — :

2
%E[dist(mk* ,8)? gf(x0>+M(x0)a+%_inff+

Thus, we can deduce from the above display and the definition of My, in (4.27) that

E[]|z*

2] < 2E[dist(z**, 8)2] + 2 sup ||w||> < Mq,. 0
weS

5. Explicit complexity and (§, €)-stationarity. Note that the results The-
orem 4.8 and Corollary 4.10 for the unconstrained nonconvex setting are both with
respect to the GS f, but not the objective function f. In this section, we study the
iteration complexity of Algorithm 4.2 for achieving a (4, ¢)-stationary point of an SPB
function f.

We start by defining analogues of H ;) in Lemma 4.3 and M(-) in Lemma 4.2:

(m+2)p

(5.1) Hip) = 3PN (RE(2p + d)P + 20" PR [(m 4 2)p+d] 2 ) ifp>1,
P 1 if p=0,

(5.2)  M(z)= (2" 'Ry||z||™ + Ro)Vd+ 2" 'Ry(m+1+d)™ .

Notice that if ¢ is bounded by 1, then it holds that

(5.3) Hipy <Hepy YpENU{0} and M(z) < M(z) Vo eR

In the next auxiliary lemma, we derive bounds that explicitly depend on o for the 59
in (4.26) that appeared in Corollary 4.10.

LEMMA 5.1. Consider problem (4.1), where [ € SPB(Rd) with parameters Ry,
Ra, and m as in (3.1). Suppose that inf, cga f(u) > —o0 and let o € (0,1] and y=0.
Then Co < Ko™, where

m+1

K = f(2°) —inf f + M(2°) + 0.5H () (22" 2Ry (m +1+d)“* +RoVd)
+ 22m737:l(2)R1\/g + 2m71R17:l(m+2) (m+ 2)*1\/&

M(-) is defined as in (5.2), 7:[(,) is defined as in (5.1), and Cq is defined as in (4.26).
Proof. First, from the definitions of A and B, we have that

(A+B)y? = [22’”*2Rla’”*1(m F14+d)" +0 'ReVd + 22" 26 1R, \/Zi} o?
<P 2R (m+1+d)"F +RoVd + 22" 2Ry V.
Next, one can deduce upon invoking the definition of C that
Cy" 2 =2 1o IR Vo™ T2 < 2" 1R V4,

which yields the desired conclusion upon invoking the definition of 5’9 and (5.3). 0O
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THEOREM 5.2 (complexity bound for approximate Goldstein stationarity). Con-
sider problem (4.1), where f € SPB(R?Y) with parameters Ry, Ry, and m as in (3.1).
Let inf ,cga f(u) > —o0, let 6 € (0,1), let P be defined as in (3.16), and define

max{min{5Rg, 1}~ TeEs Jhp prmindmadb 2 gy >

(5.4) N(m) = {

max{min{5Ry, 1}~ 7, ko }44+2 41 if m=0,
where
m ) —1/d 1) —1/d
(55) K1 :min{[2m+1R1(m+d)7]_m7L}, Ko = P .
dme dme

Let T > N(m) be a positive integer and v = o = &(m), where

1
kT~ Tmmtmditz  ifm > 1,
(m):= _ )
Ko~ 7at2 if m=0.

Let i, =v//T + 1 for k=0,...,T. Then the following statements hold:

(i) For m > 1, under the conditions of Corollary 4.10, the sequence {z*} gener-
ated by Algorithm 4.2 satisfies that

IN{Q>(2K%/<;1_% 4 2) 77

)

' ' 8 ¢(pk))3TmraT <(
(5:6)  min E[dist(0, 0 («")) < S — —

where K is defined as in Lemma 5.1 and Kq = 8u K +4d+2sup,,cs |Jw|*.
(i) For m =0, the sequence {x*} generated by Algorithm 4.2 satisfies that

Jmin B [dist(0. 90 («"))] < 2K¥ry Ty )T G-wdm),

where K is defined as in Lemma 5.1.

Proof. Since T > N(m), we see that &(m) < 1, which means v € (0,1]. We can
now deduce from Theorem 4.8 and 7, = v/+/T + 1 that w,% < CQ / VT, where CQ is
defined as in (4.26), which implies

Vi, C A o1
(5.7) [H fo(@ }SQ, and hence IE[” / (k )”} gCéT i,
VT 1 [Jke
On the other hand, if we define
min{m,d}
T Tmnind = if m> 1,
~ vz if m=0,
then for the T > N(m), § € (0,1), € = &(m), and o = &(m), one has 0 < ¢ <

min {5Rq, 1} and o satisfies (3.32). Consequently, by Remark 3.7, one has
Vfo (@) € g f(a*) + (1+ ||z ™)e - B
This implies that

dist(0, 0./ (")) < IV fo ()| + (1 + ||

™e.
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Rearranging the above display and then taking expectation, one can obtain

S0.05/(a4 ) IV
2| <E [

This together with (5.7) implies that

dist (0,02, f (z*+)) =11
. E <C3T 1 .
58) [ 1+ ||k ||m™ = Cq Te

We now prove (i). Notice from Corollary 4.10 that

(5.9) E[||=*[|?] < Mq,

where Mg, is defined as in (4.27). Combining (5.9), (5.8), and Lemma 4.4, one has

(5.10) E[dist(0,08,f(x))7777] < (1+ /Mo (20T 4 2¢) 77T

Next, we utilize Lemma 5.1 and the above display to obtain the desired result for
m > 1. To this end, notice that o = &(m) € (0,1] and v = 0. Combining Lemma 5.1

and the definitions of Mg and K, one has
Mg <83~ [yCq + 0.5ud] +2 sup [w]* < 8p~ (K +0.5ud) +2 sup lw]? = Ko.
Thus, for m > 1, Lemma 5.1 and (5.10) yield that
E[dist (0,08 f (") 77777 < (1+ /Ko (2KF 03T~ 4 2¢) 77T

min{m

= <1 + f(Q) [QK%(KlT—m)—%T—i_i_QT—W] 7]

— (1 + }N(Q>(2K%,ﬁ‘% +2)2TmAT T~ G SOy 2T aT
Finally, to prove (ii), we deduce from Lemma 5.1 and (5.8) that
E [dist (0,02 f(z"*))] <2K20~ 3T~ + 2
1 1 1.1 __d 1 -1 (i1
=9K?2 (K/QT 4d+2)_2T_4 + 2T~ 7d+2 = (2[(2,@2 2 +2)T (f—sara),

d

Remark 5.3 (explicit bound on N'(m)). Note that the result in Theorem 5.2 re-
quires that 7> N (m). Here, we derive simpler bounds for A'(m) that are independent
of d when d is large, under the assumptions of Theorem 5.2. We first consider the

case m > 1. Assume in addition that d > m. Then

(a) 1
k1 < (2"HRy)H (mtd)"F <Ry,

where we used the definition of k1 (see (5.5)) in (a). From the above display and the

definition of A(m), we obtain

4m+2

/\7(m)Smax{min{5R2,1}*1,R1_1} mo 1.

Next, in the case m =0, let d > max{2,272R;'}. Since d > 2, we have

(5.11) min{5Ry,1}~ @ < min{5R,, 1} >.
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On the other hand, we know

4d+2 () sad+2 (4Rp)~ " ) 1 (2 1 (d)
dd+2 2

(Vidme)td+2 = (4Rp) @7 d2d+1 ~ (4Rpd) " ~
where (a) follows from the definition of ko in (5.5), (b) holds because y/7e > 1 and
6 € (0,1), (c) follows from d > 2, and (d) follows from the fact d > 272R;*. Now,
combining (5.11), (5.12), and the definition of A'(m), one has

(5.12)

N(m) < min{5Rq,1} % + 1.
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