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ABSTRACT

We consider the solution of a stochastic convex optimization problem E[f(x; 0*,&)] in x over a closed and
convex set X in a regime where 0* is unavailable. Instead, 6* may be learnt by minimizing a suitable
metric E[g(0;1)] in 6 over a closed and convex set ®. We present a coupled stochastic approximation
scheme for the associated stochastic optimization problem with imperfect information. The schemes are
shown to be equipped with almost sure convergence properties in regimes where the function f is both
strongly convex as well as merely convex. Rate estimates are provided in both a strongly convex as well
as a merely convex regime, where the use of averaging facilitates the development of a bound.

1 INTRODUCTION

Increasingly, optimization problems need to be solved in uncertain networked regimes. A challenge in
developing the associated distributed protocols lies in ensuring that all agents have access to system
parameters, particularly when such parameters are essential for evaluating agent-specific cost functions.
However, such parameters may be unavailable and require learning through a separate process. Historically,
this question has been addressed via a two-step, and in effect, a serial approach. The first step requires the
learning of such parameters by possibly fitting a model to a set of samples collected off-line, a problem that
falls within the purview of statistical learning (Hastie, Tibshirani, and Friedman 2001). Given an estimate
of such parameters, optimization algorithms can be subsequently applied. Unfortunately, in many dynamic
settings complicated by streaming data and the need for online decision-making, one cannot impose such
a separation in these processes and both optimization and learning need to be carried out simultaneously.

In contrast with a serial approach, we consider an avenue where the learning and optimization problem
are jointly resolved and consider a more general class of coupled stochastic optimization problems. Of
these, the primary problem is the following parameterized stochastic optimization problem:

min  f(x;6%) = E[f(x;6",8)], (Px(6%))

where X C R" is a closed and convex set, & : Q — R4 is a d—dimensional random variable, f:Xx RYxR™ —
R is a real-valued function. Suppose the associated probability space is denoted by (Q,.%,,Py) and 6* is
an unknown parameter vector that may be learnt through the solution of a second stochastic optimization
problem using a collection of already collected samples as given by the following:
i 0) 2 E[g(0:1)],

min  g(0) = E[g(6;1)] (Pg)
where ® C R™ is a closed and convex set, 1 : A — R” is a random variable on a probability space
(A, Z9,Py). Furthermore, g: ® x R” — R is a real-valued function. Given the generality of the model, a
range of applications emerge, a subset of which we describe next.
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(i)  Stochastic optimization problems with imperfect information: As mentioned earlier, a key
motivation for studying the proposed problem emerges from imperfect information stochastic
optimization problems. In such settings, the decision-maker may not have access to specific
system-level parameters; such parameters may take the form of specific structural or thermal
characteristics or may represent market-level characteristics such as demand, prices or elasticities.
The prescribed model assumes relevance when such parameters can be “learnt” by solving a suitably
defined problem.

(i)  Coupled stochastic optimization problems: In many networked settings, a collection of agents
may be motivated by prescribed protocols. However, agent-specific decisions may rely on the
outcome of a distinct consensus or optimization process over a related network, not unlike the
interactions in a layered or hierarchical networked multiagent system. An instance of such a problem
arises in the context of a smart grid where macro and micro grids interact. Here, 6* may take the
form of demand response or distributed energy resource supplied by the microgrid.

(iii)  Static stochastic Nash games: A rather different motivation arises from considering a two-person
stochastic Nash game of a rather special form. In such a game, the first agent is faced by a problem
(P+(0)) while the second agent faces a problem (Py) which is independent of the first agent’s
decisions.

While we are unaware of the availability of general purpose mathematical tools that can resolve such
problems, questions of a similar flavor have arisen in control-theoretic regimes. For instance, in adaptive
control problems (Astrom and Wittenmark 1994), the true parameters may vary in time, and the control
laws adapt to the changing parameters. Iterative learning control (Moore 1993) is a form of tracking control
employed for repetitive control problems, instances being chemical batch processes, robot arm manipulators,
and reliability testing rigs. Related questions also been studied in revenue management where Cooper,
Homem-de Mello, and Kleywegt (2006) examined the devastating effect of learning with an incorrect
model while maximizing revenue. Of note is also work on multi-armed bandit problems where resource
allocation is considered in a problem whose parameters may be better understood with time (Gittins 1989).
In related work by Jiang, Shanbhag, and Meyn (2011), the authors examine joint schemes for learning
(misspecified) price function parameters and equilibrium computation in noise-corrupted Nash-Cournot
games. In contrast with the current work, this approach accumulates observations while carrying out the
computation. However, convergence guarantees are provided only in the mean-squared sense, rather than
in a desirable almost-sure sense and no rate estimates are provided. In this paper, we develop coupled
stochastic approximation schemes that produce sequences {x*} and {6*} such that

lim x* = x* and lim 6% = 6", almost surely.
k—>oo k—>o0

Additionally, rate estimates for such schemes are provided, both in a standard and in an averaging regime.
Before proceeding, it is worth commenting on why this problem is challenging. Under the assumption
that f(e;0) is convex in (e) for every 6 € ® and g(e) is convex in (e), the following holds:

x* solves(P;(6")) and 0 solves (Py),

if and only if (x*,0%) is a solution to the (stochastic) variational inequality problem VI (Z,F) where

N a (ViE[f(x;6,8)]
K:XXG)andF(z,O):< Vol2(6,1)] >

Recall that z* is a solution to VI (K, F) if (z—z*)TF(z) > 0 for all z € K. Furthermore, if x* and 6* denote

solutions to (P,(6*) and (Pg), respectively, then an oft-used avenue in obtaining a solution (x*,6*) entails
obtaining a solution to VI(K,F). However, unless rather strong assumptions are imposed, the map F is
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not necessarily monotone; recall that a map F(z) is monotone over a set K if (F(x) —F(y))T(x—y) >0
for all x,y € K. Unfortunately, monotonicity of F(z) is difficult to claim and this precludes the use of
recently developed regularized stochastic approximation schemes for solving monotone stochastic variational
inequality problems (Koshal, Nedic, and Shanbhag 2013).

The paper makes the following contributions: (i) In Section 2, we show that under suitable convexity and
Lipschitz assumptions, our prescribed stochastic approximation schemes produce sequences that converge
almost surely to a solution of the joint system. (ii) In Section 3, we develop rate estimates that rely on the
usage of constant steplength schemes for the joint schemes in strongly convex and merely convex regimes, of
which the latter leverages averaging techniques. The paper concludes with a brief set of remarks in Section 4.

Finally, throughout the paper, we use ||x|| to denote the Euclidean norm of a vector x, i.e., ||x|| = vVxTx
and Il to denote the Euclidean projection operator onto a set K, i.e., ITg(x) = argmin,, g [x — y||.

2 COUPLED STOCHASTIC APPROXIMATION SCHEMES
As mentioned in the previous section, we propose a set of coupled stochastic approximation schemes for
computing x* and 8*. Given x” € X and 8° € @, the coupled SA schemes can be stated as follows:
Algorithm 1
F Ty (K = (V0509 +wh)) k20

o1 =Tl (ek—m(veg(ek)ﬂk)), k>0

where wk £ V, f(xF; 0K, EK) — V, f(xK; 0%) and V¢ £ Vg (68%;nF) — Vog(65).
In this section, we develop the convergence theory for Algorithm 1 for settings where the function f

is both strongly convex and merely convex in x for every 6 € ®. We begin by stating an assumption on
the functions f and g.

Assumption 1 (A1) Suppose the following hold:

(i) Forevery 6 € ©, f(x; 0) is strongly convex and continuously differentiable with Lipschitz continuous
gradients in x with convexity constant u, and Lipschitz constant L,, respectively.
(i)  For every x € X, the gradient V, f(x;0) is Lipschitz continuous in 6 with constant Lg.
(iii)  The function g(0) is strongly convex and continuously differentiable with Lipschitz continuous
gradients in 6 with convexity constant ig and Lipschitz constant Cy, respectively.

Additionally, we make the following assumptions on the steplength sequences employed in the algorithm.
Assumption 2 (A2) Let {¥% .} and {} ¢} be chosen such that:

() X0 Yex =0 Lig Yoy <o
() Yo = Yeuld/(cllo).

We define a new probability space (Z,.%,P), where Z= Q x A, .F = .F, x Fp and P2 P, x Py. We use
Z} to denote the sigma-field generated by the initial points (x°, 8°) and errors (w/,v) for I =0,1,--- ,k—1,
ie., Zo={(x"6%}and . = {(x°,0°), (W' ,»}),l=0,1,--- ,k—1) } fork > 1. The following assumptions
on the filtration and errors are made.

Assumption 3 (A3) Let the following hold:

(i) E[wf| %] =0and EMf|.%] =0 as. for all k.
Gi)  E[|wk? | Z < vZ and E[|W)? | Zi] < v§ as. for all k.
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We begin by providing a contraction result (without proof) which will be subsequently employed in
developing our convergence statements.

Lemma 1 Let H : K — R” be a mapping that is strongly monotone over K with constant y, and

Lipschitz continuous over K with constant L. If ¢ £ \/1 —2u7y+ y2L2, then for any y > 0, we have the
following:

Mg (x — yH (x)) =TI (y = YH()) || < qllx—yll, (D

In our analysis, we also use some well-known results on supermartingale convergence,

Lemma 2 (Polyak 1987, Lemma 10, Pg. 49) Let V; be a sequence of nonnegative random variables
adapted to o-algebra .%#; and such that

E[Vie1| %] < (1 —ug)Vi+Br forall k>0 almost surely,

where 0 < < 1, B > 0, and L1 = 0, T2 Bi < o and limy_.. & = 0. Then, Vi, — 0 a.s.

Lemma 3 (Polyak 1987, Lemma 11, Pg. 50) Let Vj, u, By and O be nonnegative random variables
adapted to o-algebra 7. If Y7 qug < oo, Y37 Bx < oo and

EVig1| %) < (14+ug)Vik — 8+ P for all k >0 almost surely.

Then, {V;} is convergent and Y;” , & < oo almost surely.
We now leverage these results in examining the convergence properties of Algorithm 1.

Theorem 4 (Almost-sure convergence under strong convexity of f) Suppose (Al), (A2) and (A3)
hold. Let {x*, 6*} be computed via Algorithm 1. Then, x* — x* and 68X — 8* a.s. as k — oo, where x* is
the unique solution to (P,(6%)).

Proof: Note that x* = ITx (x* — % V. f(x*;0%)). Then, by the nonexpansivity of the Euclidean projector,

[[x**1 —x*||> may be bounded as follows:

[ =P = My (F — Y (Ve f (5 05) +w)) — Ty (" — pu Vi f (6% 6)) ||
< F = x) = Yen (Vi f (5 05) — Vi f(x7:0%)) — 1w ||

By adding and subtracting ¥ V. f(x, %), this expression can be further expanded as follows:

16 = 2) = Y (Ve f (o5 05) = Vi f ("1 6°)) = ea(Vaf (171 0%) = Vi f ("1 67)) — |
= (0 =) = Y (Vaf (4109) = Vi f (271 09)) 1P + | Vi f (71 0°) = Vi f (71 07) |12+ 2 1] [w |2
= 2l (FF =) = Yea( VS (Xk 9k) Vi f (" 6°))" (V f(x*:6%) = Vif(x*:67))
= 29[ (= 1) = Pea (Vi f (5 6°) = Vi (:65))) T w
+ 208 (Vi f (x5 6%) = Vi f (275 67) Tk, @
By leveraging the fact that E[w* | .%;] = 0 and E[||wk||? | #] < v2, we have
E[IIF**! —x*||* | #] < Term 14 Term 2+ Term 3+ 17, vy, 3)

where Terms 1 — 3 are defined as follows:

Term 1 £ [|(x* —x*) — (Vo (%5 0%) = Vo f(x*:69)) >, Term 2 £ ||V, f (x*:6%) — V. f(x*:67) |,
and Term 3 £ *ZYk,x[(xk 7x*) - Yk,x(vxf(xk; ek) - fo(X*;ek))]T(fo(X*; ek) - fo(X*; 9*))
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By Lemma 1 and (A1), it follows that
Term 1 < (1—2% o+ 12 LY)|IX* — x| % 4
Furthermore, the Lipschitz continuity of V, f(x*;0) in 6 (A1) allows for deriving the following bound:
Term 2 < 17 Lg||6* — 6%|%. )

Finally, Term 3 can be bounded by invoking the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Lemma 1, (Al) and the
triangle inequality, we obtain

2%l (F =) — Y (Vi f (55 85) — Vo f(x*;05)) ||| Vi f (273 8%) — Vo f (x5 07)|
< 2ykx\/1 — 2ty + Vo L2 —x*|| - Lo||6* — 07| < 2ycLo |l X" —x* || 6" — 67|
< Yk — x|+ (L3 /) || 6F — 67| (©)

The first inequality follows from the strong monotonicity and Lipschitz continuity of V,f(x;0) in x and
Lemma 1, and the Lipschitz continuity of V,f(x;0) in 6. The last inequality follows from 2a’b <
llal|? . Combining (3), (4), (5) and (6), we get

B[l — 2|2 | 2 < (1= Yoabte+ BuLD) I —x P+ (L /b + RLD)6F — 072+ R V2 (D)

Recall that 0* satisfies the fixed point relationship 0* =Tlg(0* — Y9 xVege(6*)), which, together with
non-expansivity of the Euclidean projector, allows for deriving the following bound on ||@**! — 6% ||%:

1644 — 67||* = Mo (6" — 194 (Vog(6*) +1)) — e (6" — Y94 Vage (6%)) |
<[|6*— 6" —Y9.x(Vago(6*) — Vaga(6")) — Yo" ||’
= 16— 6" —Y9.4(Vogo(6%) — Vaga(6°)) 1>+ ¥5 4 IV"I1?
—2(0" — 0" — 19.x(Vogo(0") — Voge(6%))) . ()

By taking conditional expectations and by recalling that E[v* | %] = 0 and E[|[v¥||? | #] < v3, we obtain
the following:

E[|6*T" = 0*[1* | Z] < 116° — 6" — %.0(Vogo(6") — Vogo (0") 1> + W o EIIVII* | ]
< q%7e||9"—9*||2+%3,9V§, )

where g ¢ £ \/ 1 —2yk,9u9+7,39C§. Next, by adding (7) and (9) and using the assumption Y ¢ =

}/k,xL% /(Uxg) (A2 (ii)), we obtain the following bound.

B¢ — x| Zi] +E[|0° — 67|17 | Fa] < (1 = Yokl + VenlLd) [¥ — 27|17
+(qie+ykae/ux+yfo2 16" — "1 +7%.vi + o Ve

= (1= Yokl + L3 W‘ X2+ (1= YeaLg /e + R 1 (L + LoCa /(7)) || 6° — 67|

RV + WaVelLo/ (15H5)
< (1= ¥+ B ka—x 12 +116° —6%17) + 6%, (10)
where o = min{u,, L3/}, B =max{L2, L3 +L{C3/(upd)} and & = v2 + v3L3/(u2u3). From (A2),
we have that Y7 (¥ — B}/,gx) =0, Y7, 5}/,3,)6 < oo and limy_;e m = 0. Then, by invoking the

super-martingale convergence theorem (Lemma 2), we have that ||x* —x*||?> 4-||0% — 8*||> — 0 a.s. as k — oo,
which implies that x* — x* and 6% — 0* a.s. as k — 0. 1}
Next we weaken the strong convexity requirement on the function f through the following assumption.
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Assumption 4 (A4) Suppose the following holds in addition to (A1 (ii)) and (A1 (iii)).

(i) For every 6 € ©, f(x;0) is convex and continuously differentiable with Lipschitz continuous
gradients in x with Lipschitz constant L,.

We make the following assumptions on the steplength sequences employed in the algorithm.
Assumption 5 (A5) Let {¥%.}, {0} and some constant T € (0, 1) be chosen such that:

() Yr 0%, <o and Yi o?’k9<°°
(iii) Y- o?’kx—°°and Yo Y0 = 0,

%,
(i)  Pr= ZTkAGIJ 10ask— oo

The convergence result for Algorithm 1 can be stated as follows.

Theorem 5 (Almost-sure convergence under convexity of /) Suppose (A3), (A4) and (AS5) hold.
Suppose X is bounded and the solution set X* of (P,(6*)) is nonempty. Let {x*, 6%} be computed via
Algorithm 1. Then, 8% — 6* a.s. as k — oo, and x* converges to a random point in X* a.s. as k — oo

Proof: By the nonexpansivity of the Euclidean projector, we have for any x* € X* that
o — 2 P = T (6 — (V645 09) ) — T () 2 < 18— ) = Ve (045 04) — ¥
By adding and subtracting ¥ V. f(x, %), this expression can be further expanded as follows:

H( X*) Yie x xf(xk 9) ka( xf(lk'ek)_ xf(xk;e*))_%c,xwk|’2
= [ (= x) = a Vi (5 0) 1P + 1| Vs (655 6%) = Vi f (5 0) 1P + 7 w1
= 29[ = x") = U VS (5 07)] T (Vo f (25 64) = V. f (25 67))
— 29 [(F = %) = Vi f (R 09)]) T wh 207 (Vi f (645 0%) — Vi f (6, 07)) Tt (11)
Noting that E[w* | %] = 0 and E[||w||? | %] < v2, we have
E[|lX*"" —x*||* | #] < Term 1+ Term 2+ Term 3+ 1, v7, (12)

where Terms 1 — 3 are defined as follows:

Term 1£ H(xk —x")— ykJfo(xk;G*)HZ,Term 24 y,ixHfo(xk; 9") — fo(xk;G*)Hz,
and Term 3 2 2y [(* —x*) — % Vo f (51 07)] T (Vo f (2F: 05) — V. £ (4: 07)).

By invoking the convexity of f(x;0) in x and the gradient inequality (see A4), we have that
Term 1= [l — x>+ 1 [V f (5 07) |2 = 20 (¥ —x*) TV f (24, 67)

< =P+ BV f (5 09 17 = 20 (F (65 67) — f(x*:67))
< = P+ 20 IV f (4 07) = Vi f (75 07) P+ 20 Vi f (1 0[P — 29 (£ (x5 07) — f(x7:67)),

where the last inequality follows from the identity ||(a — b) +b||> < 2||a— b||> +2||b||>. From the Lipschitz
continuity of V,f(x;0) in x, the right hand side can be bounded as follows:

I =P+ 29 Vi f (x550%) = Vi f (" 072 4 20 Vaf (23 09) |7 = 2% (21 67) — f(x":67))
< (U200 L) [ = 2|2+ 20 1V f (75 07) 1 = 2% (f (21 67) — f (x5 67)). (13)
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By the Lipschitz continuity of V,f(x;0) in 6 (A4),
Term 2 < 17 Lg||6* — 6%|°. (14)

By adding and subtracting V, f(x*;0*), and by invoking the Lipschitz continuity of V,f(x;0) in x, (A4)
and the triangle inequality, we may derive a bound for Term 3 as follows:

Term 3 < 2% || (" —x*) = 1uVaf (4 07) [V f (5 6%) = Vi f (24, 67) (15)
< 29| (0 =) = Yea(Vaf (5 07) = Vi f(x7167)) = %o Vi f (*:67) | - Lo || 6 — 67|
< 2 (14 Bl IV — 2|+ W IVoF (75 07)])) Lo 0% — 7]
= 2Ll —x]|6% — 67| + 20 LoLull¥* —x*[[6° — 67[| + 207 Lo [ Vif(x*: 67)[[[| 6" — 6.
By using the fact that 2ab < a” + b?, we further have the following:
Term 3 < 7 "Ly |l —x*|* + /16" — 07 + 97 LoLellx* —x"|I* + % Lo Ly ]| 6 — 67|
+ VL0 — 07|12 + 7 [ Vs (71 67) |2, (16)

where T € (0,1) is chosen to satisfy (A5). Combining (12), (13), (14) and (16), we obtain the following
bound on the conditional error.

B[l — 2|2 | 2] < (1492 Ly + R o(2L2 + LoL) X — |2+ (4 s+ R (L3 + LoLy)) |6 — 672

3RV (0P — 20 (F(107) — F(x*107))+9 vy a7

From (9), we have that
E[[|6°"" — 67 | #i] < gk 0l|6" — 67| + % Vo, (18)
where g g £ \/ 1 —2%.0Mo +y,?9C5. Choose f; = 27/2/;;“9 by (AS5). Note that by assumption ;1 < B.

By multiplying the left hand side of (18) by f;y; and adding to the left hand side of (17), we get

B[l =341 | 2+ B B0 — 0717 | Zi] <E[|X =341 | Zi + BE[|| 6 — 67|17 | A
< (1+%, Lo+ 7,213 +LoLy))[x* —x*|> + (Bedip + ¥ x + Yex(2Lg + LoLy)) [ 0 — 672
3R Vf (5091 + Bidio Vot VexVe — 2% (f(x67) — f(x"67))
Bt 1, 0T Lo

< (14 9% "Lg + %ex (2L + LoLy) ) 6 — "2 B, Bell 6" — 677
Te;l:l 4
37l Ve (5 0912 + Biki o Vo -+ Ve — 2% f (&5 07) — f(x*:6%)). (19)

Term 4 on the right hand side of (19) can be further expanded as

Bidio+ ¥+ (2Lg +LoLy) N Yot V(2L + LoLy)

B — ko B

Yoo  Yiex(2Lg+LeLy) .
=1—2yk,eue+n§905+ﬁ—:+ 5 = = 1+ 7Ch +2W0 % Mo (2L + LoLy).  (20)
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Combining (19) and (20), we get
B[ — 412 | il + B B0 — 0% 2 | Fi < (1+ 77713 + V(L2 + LoLa) ok — x|
+(1+ 7 9Ch + 2007, "Mo (2L5 + LoLy)) Bil| 0% — 67|
3%l Vs (W5 0%) 12 + Bk o Vot Tew Vs — 20%a(f(X507) — f(x"567))
< (14 6C3 + 2072 Mo (213 + LoL)) (I — x° |2+ B0 — 6°)%)
+ (Vex "L + Ba(RL3 + LoLo) = R0 Co — 2W07e 1o (2L + LoLy)) X" —x7||*
3R VS (50712 4 Berto Vot Heavs — 2%a(F(¥507) — F(x";07)).
Let uy £ % gC§+2%.0% " Mo(2Lg + LoLy),
P2 (L3 + QL2+ LoL)~ R oCh — 2002, "Ho (205 + LaL) | —+'
3% Vaf (71 0)1P + Bk o Ve + TV
and oy = 2% (f(x*;0*) — f(x*;0%)). Then, we have
B[l = Y12 | Zi] + B B[]0 — 672 | Fi] < (1+we) ([Ix* —x[|> + Bel| 6% — 67[|*) + py — 0.

By boundedness of X and (AS5), we have that )7 jux < oo and };” ,px < oo. By Lemma 3, we obtain that
there exists a random variable V such that

ok —x*|| 2+ Be]|0F — 0> =V as. ask— oo

and Y50k = Y0 2% (F (X5 0%) — f(x*:0%)) < 0.

By (A5), Lemma 2 and (18), we may conclude that ||8% — 8*|| — 0 a.s. as k — co. Thus, it follows that
[k —x*|| =V a.s. as k — oo. Since Yo Yix = o, we get liminfy_.. f(x5;0%) = f(x*;0%) a.s. as k — oo.
Since the set X is closed, all accumulation points of {x*} lie in X. Furthermore, since f(x*;0*) — f(x*;0*)
along a subsequence a.s. by continuity of f it follows that {x*} has a sequence converging to some random
point in X* a.s. Moreover, since ||x* —x*|| is convergent for any x* € X* a.s., the entire sequence {x*}
converges to some random point in X* a.s. 1

3 RATE ANALYSIS

While the previous section focused on the almost sure convergence of the prescribed SA schemes, a natural
question is whether a rate estimate is available. In this section, we show that O(1/K) rate estimate is
derived for an upper bound on the mean squared error in the solution xx when f(e; 6*) is strongly convex in
(e) and K represents the number of steps, consistent with the result obtained for stochastic approximation
(cf. (Shapiro, Dentcheva, and Ruszczynski 2009)). In addition, it is seen that when the function f(e;6")
loses strong convexity, an analogous rate estimate is available by using averaging, akin to an approach
first employed by Polyak and Juditsky (1992), where longer stepsizes were suggested with consequent
averaging of the obtained iterates. Throughout this section, we employ the following notation:

Theorem 6 (Rate estimate for strongly convex f) Suppose (A1) and (A3)hold. Suppose ¥ x = A,/kand
Yo = Ao /kwithA, > 1/uandAg > 1/(2ug). Let E[|| V£ (xk; 6%) +wk||?] < M? and E[||Vg(6*) +vK||?] < M3
for all x* € X and 6% € @. Let {x*, 0%} be computed via Algorithm 1. Then, the following hold:

* Q A‘ * Qx A‘x
" — 617 < 220) ng g ey < S8,
where Qg (Ag) 2 max { AZM3 (21020 — 1)~ E[|6" — 071}, Qu(A) 2 max { AZM (2o — 1)~ B[l — 7| 7]}
and M & M2+%.
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Proof: Suppose A £ 1[|x* —x*||? and a; £ E[A,]. Then,
Apir = 3 2 = 3 T (o = 5 (V7 (450 +w) ) ~ T ()

1 k
< S =" = (VA 65 w1
1 x
= Akt SVl VIO 09 + w2 = g =) T (VA (5 05) + ). 3y
Note that E[(x* —x*)Twk] = E[E[(x* — x*)Twk|.Z]] = E[(x* — x*)TE[wk|.%]] = 0. By taking expectations
on both sides of (21) and by invoking the bounds E[||V £ (x*; 6%) +w*||?] < M? and E[||Vg(0¥) +vk||?] < M3,
it follows that

1
g1 < ag+ Ey)ikMz — Y B[ —x)T V(64 (22)

Note that f(x;0) is strongly convex in x with constant u, for every 6 € ®. Consequently, we have the
following expression:

E[( —x*)" Vo f (5 69)] = B[ —x*) (Vo f (41 6%) = Vi f (7 6%))]
E[(x* —x")T (Vaf (x*:6%) = Vi f (x":6%))] + E[(x* —x") Vi f(x*:67)]
B[ =2 P]+ [ —x*)T (Vi f (67 6%) = Vi f (x5 67))]. 23)

Combining (22) and (23), we get

v+

a1 < (1= 2% kbr)ar + lﬁ,kMz — Ya B[ —x*) (Vi f (x"6%) = Vi f (x":6))]

2
1 1 « 1’}/)67/( * *, Q%

< (1—2?’x,kﬂx)ak+Eﬁ,kM2+§%,kﬂxE[”xk—x ||2]+57E[”fo(x 10%) =V f(x*;07)|1%]
1 > 1 Yk kK p¥p2

§(1_yx,k“x)ak+§%ikM +§,LTL9E[H9 - 0"

Suppose Yo x = Ag/k. Since the function g(6) is strongly convex, we can use the standard rate estimate
(cf. inequality (5.292) in (Shapiro, Dentcheva, and Ruszczyriski 2009)) to get the following

Qo (L)

k )
where Qg(Ag) £ max {AZM3(2ugAg — 1)1 E[||6' — 6%||*]} with A9 > 1/(2ug). Suppose Yix = A/k,
allowing us to claim the following:

T, 1A2M? 1 A L300 (Re) T, 1 A2M?
<(1- - - =(1- -
“"“—( k >“"+2 22 ke k)%t

E[]|6*~ 6| <

(24)

~ 2
where M = \/M? + %ﬁ’m By assuming that A, > 1/u,, we obtain that

Ox(Ay)
k

E[fl* —x"?] <

)

where Q. () £ max {;LXZM2<“)C)LX_ 1)~LE[||x! —X*Hz]}- i

A shortcoming of the previous result is the need for strong convexity of f(x,0) in x for every 6 € ©.
In our next result, we weaken this requirement and allow for a merely convex f.
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Assumption 6 (A6) Suppose the following holds in addition to (A4).
(i)  Forevery x € X, f(x;0) is Lipschitz continuous in 6 with constant Dy.

Theorem 7 (Rate estimates under convexity of f) Suppose (A3) and (A6) hold. Suppose E[|[x* —
x*||2] < M2, E[||V£(x*; 0%) + wh||?] < M? and E[||Vg(6*) +v*||?] < M3 for all x* € X and 6% € ©. Let

{x*, 6%} be computed via Algorithm 1. For 1 < it <k, we define v, = ZZX-J%”’ Xik = Zf:i vx' and

Dx = max,cy [|x —x'||. Suppose, for 1 <t <k, ¥, is defined as

k =

4D% +L2Q¢(Ae)(1+1nk)
(M?+M?2)k ’

where Qg(Ag) £ max {AM5(2uere — 1)~ E[||0' — 6*[|*]}, and Yo 4 = Ag/k with Ag > 1/(211g). Then
the following holds for 1 <i < k:

Bl (5:04) - f(x07)) < V2 0IPo 2B
vk
where C; i = = and By = (4D} + L3 Q¢ (o) (1 +1Ink)) (M* + M?).

Proof: By using the same notation in Theorem 6, we have from (22) that
1
ap+1 < ap+ Eyf_’kMz - YxkE[(xk _X*)Tvxf(xk; Qk)]
1
< at S VM = B =27V f (5 07)] =y B[ = x)T (Ve f (x5 05) = Vs (5 ). (25)

Note that f(x;0) is convex in x for every 6 € O, allowing us to leverage the gradient inequality.
E[( —x") Vo f (*:07)] > E[f (") — f(x*:67)). (26)

Combining (25) and (26), we get

g1 < ax+ %%ikMz — s B[ (507) — f(x"16%)] = BBl —x")T (Vif (5 6%) = Vs (4,67))].

This allows for constructing the following bounds:

FAELF(50°) — £(x'30%)] < i — w1+ 3 7M — YBI( — )T (Vuf(504) — Vi f(456%)]

1 1 1 .
Sak_akJrl+§y)?,kM2+§7ikEH|xk_x HZ]+§E[\|fo(xk§9k)—vxf(xk§9 )]

1 1 1 *
<ap—agp1 + EYikMZJF E%%,kM;%"'_ EL%,IE[HO" — 6"
1 1L2Q9 Ao
< ag — gy +2y)%,k(M2+M)%)+2ek()v 27

where the second inequality follows from the fact that 2ab < a® + b?, the third inequality follows from the
boundedness of E[||x* —x*||?] and Lipschitz continuity of V,f(x;0) in 6, and the last inequality follows
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from (24). As a result, for 1 <i <k, we have the following:

k k k 5 5 LZQG(AO)
Z%c,zE[f(f;G*)—f(X*;G*)]SZ(az—am )+ Z (M2 + M%) + = Z‘ ‘
t=i 1 t—z t i
1 & L2 00(2e)
2 2 ]
<ai+5 Z (M*+M7})+ - ,Z ;
k

1
<a,—|—22 v (M? +M?) + LGQG(AQ)(Hmk) (28)

Vet

Next, we define v; £ —
Yo—iYes

and Dy £ max ||x — x'||. It follows from invoking these definitions, that
xXe

+iYk Ve (M? +ME) + 51300 (A9) (14 Ink)

(29)
Zt:i Yt

k
E Zv,f(xt;e*) —f(x*;0%) §
=i
Next, we consider points given by X; ; = Zf:,- v;x'. By convexity of X, we have that &;; € X and by the
convexity of f(x;0%) in x, we have f(%;x;6%) < Y+, v,f(x). From (29) and by noting that a; < }D% and
a; < 2D)2( for i > 1, we obtain the following for 1 <i <k
4'I)X +Zt l}/xt(MZ +M2) +L Q@(le)(] +lnk)

Elf(%ix;07) = f(x:67)] < Y : (30)

Suppose ¥, = Y% fort =1,... k. Then, it follows that
4D +ky2(M* +M2) + L3 Qg (Ag) (1 +1Ink)

E[f(%14;0%) — f(x*; 0" 31
[f(F1:07) — f(x*507)] < e (3D
By minimizing the right hand side in ¥, > 0, we obtain that
Yo 4D% + L3 Q¢ (Ao)(1+1nk)
! (M2 + M)k '
This leads to the following
B
E[f(%14:0%) — f(x*;0%)] < ?" where B, £ (4D% +L3Q0(A¢)(1+Ink))(M> +M?).  (32)

Next, we can also claim that for 1 <i <k,

E[f(%ix:0%) — f(x"07)] SCi,k\/T, (33)

where C;x = Thus, by the Lipschitz continuity of f(x;0) in 6, (24), and (33), we have

k—i+1 z+1
E[f (%ix;0) — £(x*;0%)] < E[f (£i4:0%) — f(Xi: 07)] + E[f (%13 07) — £(x*:67)]
< DgE[[|0" — 0" ||| + E[f (¥i4:0") — f(x*;0%)]

< VEOUOID Bl fi0%) - 1:07)

\/ 0(Ae)Do + C; k\/ﬁ
vk

|
In effect, in the context of learning and optimization, the averaging approach leads to a complexity

bound given loosely by O (1 / ﬁ) while the standard bound leads to O ( \[> While it is not surprising

that the requirement to learn 8* imposes a degradation, it appears that this degradation is not severe.
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4 CONCLUDING REMARKS

We consider a problem of solving a stochastic optimization problem in which the objective is parameterized
by a vector that can be learnt by solving a distinct stochastic optimization problem. In both convex and
merely convex regimes, we develop a set of coupled stochastic approximation schemes which produces a
sequence of iterates that are shown to converge to the solution and unknown parameter in an almost sure
sense. Additionally, we provide rate estimates for the prescribed schemes in both strongly convex and
convex regimes. From a rate standpoint, it is seen that the additional learning component does not affect
the rate for strongly convex problems but does so for merely convex problems. Future research is expected
to develop along multiple directions, including an extension to variational regimes, the examination of the
relationship to regret-based online optimization, and the development of a set of supporting numerics.
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