arXiv:2302.06032v2 [cs.LG] 28 Oct 2023

Near-Optimal Non-Convex Stochastic Optimization under Generalized Smoothness

Zijian Liu Srikanth Jagabathula Zhengyuan Zhou Stern School of Business, New York University

Abstract

The generalized smooth condition, (L_0, L_1)- smoothness, has triggered people’s interest since it is more realistic in many optimization problems shown by both empirical and theoretical evidence. Two recent works established the O(ϵ^{−3}) sample complexity to obtain an O(ϵ)-stationary point. However, both require a large batch size on the order of ploy(ϵ^{−1}), which is not only computationally burdensome but also unsuitable for streaming applications. Additionally, these existing convergence bounds are established only for the expected rate, which is inadequate as they do not supply a useful performance guarantee on a single run. In this work, we solve the prior two problems simultaneously by revisiting a simple variant of the STORM algorithm. Specifically, under the (L_0, L_1)- smoothness and affine-type noises, we establish the first near-optimal O(log(1/(δϵ))ϵ^{−3}) high-probability sample complexity where δ ∈ (0, 1) is the failure probability. Besides, for the same algorithm, we also recover the optimal O(ϵ^{−3}) sample complexity for the expected convergence with improved dependence on the problem-dependent parameter. More importantly, our convergence results only require a constant batch size in contrast to the previous works.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider the stochastic optimization problem of the form:

Preliminary work.

min_{x∈Rd} F (x) = E_{Ξ∼D} [f(x, Ξ)] , (1)

where both F (x) and f(x, Ξ) are not necessarily convex and Ξ is drawn from a possibly unknown probability distribution D. Problem (1) has attracted significant attention from the optimization community in recent years as many modern machine learning problems can be cast in such a form.

One famous method for solving Problem (1) is the classic stochastic gradient descent (SGD) algorithm (Robbins and Monro, 1951), which is easy to implement and enjoys empirical success. For the theoretical justification, it is well-known that, under the standard L-smooth condition (i.e., the gradient of F (x) is L- Lipschitz) and the finite variance assumption, SGD guarantees an O(T^{− 14} )^1 convergence rate after running T iterations for finding the stationary point, in other words, minimizing the norm of gradients. The O(T^{− 14} ) rate is known to be optimal (Arjevani et al., 2023) without further assumptions. An important line of work to improve the performance of algorithms for solving Problem (1) is to add the variance reduction technique, which was originally proposed to speed up the convergence rate for convex stochastic problems when the objective function is considered in the finite sum form. Later, people aware that such a technique can also accelerate the convergence of algorithms for Problem (1) when the additional averaged L-smooth condition (i.e., E_{Ξ∼D} [ ‖∇_xf(x, Ξ) − ∇_yf(y, Ξ)‖^2 ] ≤ L^2‖x − y‖^2) is imposed. Nowadays, several algorithms integrated variance reduction have been proposed and shown to match the lower bound Ω(T^{− 13} ) proved in Arjevani et al. (2023).

Starting from Zhang et al. (2020b), several works pointed out that the L-smooth condition can be vi-

1This is equivalent to the O(ϵ^{−4}) sample complexity to obtain an O(ϵ)-stationary point. In the remainder of this paper, for the algorithm only requiring at most the constant order batch size like SGD here, we will also use the rate with respect to T to describe the corresponding convergence behavior due to it being interchangeable with the sample complexity.

olated in different machine learning tasks, for example, neural networks and distributionally robust optimization (DRO) problems. Hence, a generalized smooth condition – (L_0, L_1)-smoothness – was introduced to better fit modern optimization problems. Under this new relaxed assumption, people have established O(T^{− 14} ) for different methods (e.g., the clipping or normalized SGD algorithm). Until recently, two new works (Reisizadeh et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2023) tried to explore whether the variance reduction technique can be applied to this harder problem. Surprisingly, the answer is positive. Specifically, they showed that under mild assumptions, the improved O(ϵ^{−3}) sample complexity is still achievable for Problem (1) satisfying the averaged version of (L_0, L_1)-smoothness condition.

However, there are still some missing parts in Reisizadeh et al. (2023) and Chen et al. (2023). First, they both only provide the in-expectation property of their algorithms^2. Whereas a bound in expectation contains little information about a single run of the algorithm convergence, which means an individual running can produce a poor-quality result. This is far from satisfactory since re-training for the modern large-scale optimization problem can be very expensive and time-consuming. Hence, we also need a highprobability bound for the convergence rate with the dependence of O(log(1/δ)) where δ is the failure probability. Second, the existing bounds in Reisizadeh et al. (2023); Chen et al. (2023) are not adaptive to the problem-dependent parameter meaning. For example, the bounds in Reisizadeh et al. (2023) depend on O(L_0/L_1), which becomes meaningless when L_1 = 0 (i.e., the standard L-smooth case). When the noises are zero, the results in Chen et al. (2023) are still in the order of O(ϵ^{−3}) and can not recover the standard O(ϵ^{−2}) sample complexity. Besides, both their algorithms require the batch size to depend on the target accuracy ϵ. This drawback makes it impossible to implement their algorithms with streaming data. Moreover, the algorithms considered in the previous works are in a double-loop style, which is relatively complicated.

In this work, we close these important gaps mentioned above. To be more precise, for Problem (1) under the stochastic version of the (L_0, L_1)-smoothness condition, we show there exists a single-loop algorithm enjoying the near-optimal O((log(T/δ)/T )^{13} ) high-probability convergence rate with probability at least 1 − δ and the optimal O(T^{− 13} ) expected conver-

2Though the results provided in Reisizadeh et al. (2023) are presented as the convergence in probability, they are done by a simple application of Markov’s inequality to the expected convergence. Hence, we count it as convergence in expectation here.

gence rate after T iterations running. The algorithm only requires the batch size to be at most some constant and without knowing the target accuracy ϵ. We can even set the batch size to be 1 in some cases. More importantly, both two bounds are adaptive to all the problem-dependent parameters simultaneously meaning that we can recover the existing results when considering L_1 = 0 or the deterministic case.

1.1 Our Contributions

The contributions of our paper are listed as follows:

We establish the first near-optimal high-probability convergence result under the generalized (L_0, L_1)- smoothness condition and the affine-type noise assumption by revisiting an existing algorithm, Normalized STORM. To be more precise, given δ ∈ (0, 1), the convergence rate of the algorithm is in the order of O((log(T/δ)/T )^{13} ) with probability at least 1−δ where T is the time horizon. Additionally, the rate is adaptive to all the problem-dependent parameters at the same time. In contrast, as far as we know, all the existing high-probability bounds for non-convex stochastic problems with variance reduction only provide the analysis under the standard smooth condition. Therefore, we believe that our work is an important step to help people understand the high-probability convergence behavior for optimizing functions satisfying the generalized smoothness condition.

For the same algorithm, we also prove an expected convergence result in the optimal rate O(T^{− 13} ). Remarkably, our expected convergence theory reveals that stochastic optimization is as easy as the deterministic problem in a certain regime. More precisely, we prove that an improved O(T^{− 12} ) expected convergence rate is achievable for stochastic optimization even under the (L_0, L_1)-smoothness condition. Moreover, the expected convergence result is adaptive to all the problem-dependent parameters as well.

Notably, both kinds of convergence are established using only a constant batch size in contrast to the previous results requiring the batch size depending on the target accuracy ϵ. Indeed, for the high-probability convergence, the batch size can always be set to 1. Additionally, the algorithm investigated by us is in a singleloop style in comparison to the double-loop algorithm considered in the prior works.

1.2 Related Work

Generalized (L_0, L_1)-smoothness: The generalized (L_0, L_1)-smoothness condition was originally introduced by Zhang et al. (2020b) for the twice differentiable functions aiming to develop a better theoretical understanding for the deep learning model. Later on, Zhang et al. (2020a) extended the original definition into a new description to fit the functions only required to be differentiable. More interestingly, Jin et al. (2021) observed that certain DRO problems are equivalent to minimizing the generalized (L_0, L_1)-smooth functions. From the algorithmic side, for the clipping or normalized SGD algorithm, Zhang et al. (2020b,a); Jin et al. (2021); Zhao et al. (2021) established the O(ϵ^{−4}) sample complexity to reach an O(ϵ)-stationary point (i.e., E [‖∇F (x)‖] ≤ O(ϵ)) for the stochastic problem under the (L_0, L_1)-smoothness condition with different assumptions on the noises. Crawshaw et al. (2022) proposed a generalized SignSGD algorithm achieving the ~O(ϵ^{−4}) sample complexity with a high probability. Faw et al. (2023); Wang et al. (2023) proved that the famous adaptive optimization algorithm, AdaGrad-Norm (McMahan and Streeter, 2010; Duchi et al., 2011), can also converge in the expected rate ~O(T^{− 14} ) under this relaxed smooth condition. Until recently, two works (Reisizadeh et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2023) first obtained the improved O(ϵ^{−3}) sample complexity by applying the variance-reduced algorithm to the function class satisfying the stochastic extension of (L_0, L_1)-smoothness condition (see Section 2 for a detailed definition).

Variance reduction for stochastic optimization: Variance reduction technique (Roux et al., 2012; Johnson and Zhang, 2013; Shalev-Shwartz and Zhang, 2013; Mairal, 2013; Defazio et al., 2014) is introduced to improve the convergence rate for convex stochastic optimization of the finite sum problem. After lots of intermediate works (e.g., Allen-Zhu (2017); Nguyen et al. (2017)), many algorithms (Lan et al., 2019; Zhou et al., 2019; Song et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2022a; Carmon et al., 2022) are proved to be near-optimal or optimal under different settings. For non-convex problems, it is also found that the variance reduction technique can improve the convergence rate in different situations. A large number of works Fang et al. (2018); Cutkosky and Orabona (2019); Tran-Dinh et al. (2019); Liu et al. (2020); Li et al. (2021) have matched the lower bound of Ω(T^{− 13} ) proved by Arjevani et al. (2023) under mild assumptions when the problem is in the form of (1), which improves upon the well-known speed of Θ(T^{− 14} ) for the vanilla SGD or momentum SGD. Additionally, Huang et al. (2021); Levy et al. (2021); Liu et al. (2022b) also achieved the rate ~O(T^{− 13} ) for the adaptive algorithm.

2 Preliminaries

Notations: N is the set of natural numbers (excluding 0). [d] denotes the set {1, 2, · · · , d} for any integer d ≥ 1. ‖ · ‖ stands for the Euclidean norm.

2.1 (L_0, L_1)-Smoothness

In this section, we first provide the formal definition of (L_0, L_1)-smoothness and then introduce two basic and useful results.

The concept of the (L_0, L_1)-smoothness was originally proposed by Zhang et al. (2020b) but only for twice differentiable functions satisfying ‖∇^2F (x)‖ ≤ L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x)‖ for some L_0, L_1 ≥ 0. Later on, Zhang et al. (2020a) relaxed the twice differentiable requirement and gave an alternative description of (L_0, L_1)-smoothness for the differentiable functions, which is provided in Definition 2.1 as follows: Definition 2.1. A differentiable function F (x) is said to be (L_0, L_1)-smooth if there exist L_0, L_1 ≥ 0 such that for any x, y ∈ R^d satisfying ‖x − y‖ ≤^1_{L1} , the following inequality holds ‖∇F (x) − ∇F (y)‖ ≤ (L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x)‖)‖x − y‖. Note that Definition 2.1 reduces to the widely used condition of L-smoothness when L_1 = 0. Therefore, this is a strictly broader function class including the standard L-smooth functions as subcases. Next, we introduce Lemma 2.2 that is known as the descent inequality for the (L_0, L_1)-smooth functions in previous works (Zhang et al., 2020a; Jin et al., 2021). The proof of Lemma 2.2 is included in Appendix A for completeness.

Lemma 2.2. Suppose F (x) is (L_0, L_1)-smooth, then for any x, y ∈ R^d satisfying ‖x − y‖ ≤^1_{L1} , there is F (y) ≤ F (x)+⟨∇F (x), y−x⟩+ L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x)‖ 2 ‖x−y‖^2. Lastly, we introduce an important property for (L_0, L_1)-smooth functions in Lemma 2.3. As far as we know, this result is new, the proof of which is provided in Appendix A.

Lemma 2.3. Suppose F (x) is (L_0, L_1)-smooth and let Δ_x := F (x) − F_∗, then there is ‖∇F (x)‖ ≤ √ 2L_0Δ_x + 2L_1Δ_x.

To understand this property, one can first consider the special case of L_1 = 0. In this situation, Lemma 2.3 degenerates to ‖∇F (x)‖ ≤ √ 2L_0Δ_x, which is the standard inequality for L-smooth functions

(Nesterov et al., 2018; Lan, 2020). Hence, Lemma 2.3 can be viewed as an extension of the previous result to fit the new (L_0, L_1)-smoothness assumption. We would like to emphasize that Lemma 2.3 plays a central role in helping us obtain the high-probability convergence bound. For a more detailed discussion, we refer the interested reader to Section 4.

2.2 Problem Setup

We focus on the non-convex stochastic optimization problem for which the objective function F : R^d → R is in the form of F (x) = E_{Ξ∼D} [f(x, Ξ)] where Ξ obeys a probability distribution D. We will omit the writing of the subscript Ξ ∼ D for simplicity in the remaining paper. Additionally, both F and f are assumed to be differentiable with respect to x. ∇f(x, Ξ) represents ∇_xf(x, Ξ) for convenience. Our analysis relies on the following assumptions:

1. Finite lower bound: F_∗ := inf_{x∈R}d F (x) > −∞.

2. Unbiased gradients: ∇F (x) = E [∇f(x, Ξ) | x], ∀x ∈ R^d 3A. Almost sure (L_0, L_1)-smoothness: ∃L_0, L_1 ≥ 0 such that ‖∇f(x, Ξ) − ∇f(y, Ξ)‖ ≤ (L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x)‖)‖x−y‖, ∀x, y ∈ R^d satisfying ‖x−y‖ ≤^1_{L1} almost surely.

3B. Expected (L_0, L_1)-smoothness: ∃L_0, L_1 ≥ 0 such that E [ ‖∇f(x, Ξ) − ∇f(y, Ξ)‖^2 | x, y ] ≤ (L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x)‖)^2‖x − y‖^2, ∀x, y ∈ R^d satisfying ‖x − y‖ ≤ 1 L_1 almost surely.

4A. Almost sure (σ_0, σ_1)-affine noises: ∃σ_0, σ_1 ≥ 0 such that ‖∇f(x, Ξ) − ∇F (x)‖ ≤ σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x)‖, ∀x ∈ R^d almost surely.

4B. Expected (σ_0, σ_1)-affine noises: ∃σ_0, σ_1 ≥ 0 such that E [ ‖∇f(x, Ξ) − ∇F (x)‖^2 | x ] ≤ σ^2_0 + σ^2_1 ‖∇F (x)‖^2, ∀x ∈ R^d .

Assumptions 1 and 2 are standard and widely used in the related literature on stochastic optimization problems. Assumptions 3A and 3B are two variants of the (L_0, L_1)-smoothness to fit the stochastic programming and both of which imply that F (x) itself is (L_0, L_1)- smooth. Note that Assumption 3B can be viewed as a generalization of averaged L-smooth (Arjevani et al., 2023) and has been used in the previous works like Reisizadeh et al. (2023). Assumptions 4A and 4B are known as affine-type noises (Bottou et al., 2018). The former is a weaker version of the latter but can help us derive the high-probability convergence result.

Our high-probability analysis is based on the following technical tool. Compared with the well-known Hoeffding’s inequality (Hoeffding, 1963) for bounded scaled martingale difference sequence, Lemma 2.4 is a generalized dimension-free result in the Hilbert Space. A similar result was proved by Pinelis (1994) before. For completeness, the proof of Lemma 2.4 is included in Section A in the appendix.

Lemma 2.4. Suppose X_{t∈[T ]} is a martingale difference sequence adapted to the filtration F_{t∈[T ]} in a Hilbert Space satisfying ‖X_t‖ ≤ R_t, ∀t ∈ [T ] for some constant R_t ≥ 0 almost surely. Then, for any given δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1 − δ , there is ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 X_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ 4 log 2 δ T∑ s=1 R^2_s , ∀t ∈ [T ] .

3 Algorithm and Results

In this section, we present the Normalized STORM algorithm and provide its convergence guarantee under the generalized smoothness condition both in high probability and in expectation.

3.1 Normalized STORM

Algorithm 1 Normalized STORM Input: Initial point x_1 ∈ R^d , batch size k ≤ K ∈ N, momentum parameter β ∈ [0, 1), step size η > 0, time horizon T ∈ N for t = 1 to T do

Draw independent samples K_t = { Ξ^i_t ∼ D, i ∈ [K] } ∇f(x_t, K_t) :=^1_K ∑_K i=1 ∇f(x_t, Ξ^i_t) ∇f(x_t, k_t) :=^1_k ∑_k i=1 ∇f(x_t, Ξ^i_t) ∇f(x_{t−1}, k_t) :=^1_k ∑_k i=1 ∇f(x_{t−1}, Ξ^i_t) m_t = βm_{t−1} + (1 − β)∇f(x_t, K_t) + 1_{t≥2}β(∇f(x_t, k_t) − ∇f(x_{t−1}, k_t)) where m_0 := ∇f(x_1, K_1) x_{t+1} = x_t − η^{mt}_{‖mt‖} end for

The algorithm, Normalized STORM, is shown in Algorithm 1, which is a simple variant of the original STORM algorithm (Cutkosky and Orabona, 2019). Algorithm 1 also appeared in Cutkosky (2022) but without considering using the batch of samples. However, we remark that employing a batch size K being potentially larger than 1 is the key to establishing the convergence theory of Algorithm 1 under the affinetype noises. We also would like to emphasize that Algorithm 1 is a simple single-loop style algorithm in contrast to the double-loop variance-reduced algorithm used in the previous related works (Reisizadeh et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2023).

We briefly talk about why the STORM like algorithm can achieve variance reduction here. For a detailed explanation, the reader could refer to Cutkosky and Orabona (2019); Cutkosky (2022). Let us keep the batch size K = k = 1 and assume t ≥ 2 in the following discussion for simplicity. In this case, one can see the STORM template incorporates momentum and variance reduction as follows:

m_t = βm_{t−1} + (1 − β)∇f(x_t, Ξ_t) (i) + β(∇f(x_t, Ξ_t) − ∇f(x_{t−1}, Ξ_t)) (ii) . (2)

As shown in (2), the gradient estimator m_t can be viewed as a combination of (i) and (ii). Part (i) is the same as the gradient estimator in the algorithm SGD with momentum. Part (ii) is the variance reduction part playing the key role in obtaining a better convergence rate. By properly choosing the momentum parameter β and the step size η, several works (Tran-Dinh et al., 2019; Cutkosky and Orabona, 2019; Liu et al., 2020; Cutkosky, 2022) established the O(T^{− 13} ) convergence guarantee in expectation for the averaged L-smooth functions under the finite variance condition, which matches the lower bound proved in Arjevani et al. (2023) and is faster than the well-known rate O(T^{− 14} ) of SGD due to the application of the variance-reduced part.

Finally, we would like to discuss the batch size K and k before moving to the convergence theory. The reason that we use another batch size k ≤ K is to reduce the computational costs since we do not only compute the gradient at the point x_t but also need to compute the gradient at the point x_{t−1}. As indicated by our theoretical results, k can be indeed any number not larger than K. Even k = 1 is always allowed.

3.2 Convergence Guarantee

We are now ready to state our main results, Theorem 3.1 for convergence in high probability and Theorem 3.3 for convergence in expectation. The proofs of these two theorems are deferred into Section B in the appendix due to limited space.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3A and 4A hold and let Δ_1 = F (x_1) − F_∗. If K ≥ 1 and k ∈ [K] is chosen arbitrarily, then for any given T ∈ N and δ ∈ (0, 1), under properly picked β and η, Algorithm 1 guarantees that with probability at least 1 − δ, min_{t∈[T ]} ‖∇F (x_t)‖ ≤ ~O ( σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖ T + √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1 √ T +^3 √ (σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)(σ_0 + σ_1( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1))^2 T +^3 √ (σ_0 + σ_1( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1))( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1)^2 T .

We remark that the ~O-notation only hides the factor log(T/δ). The explicit dependence on log(T/δ) and the precise definitions of β and η are provided in Theorem B.1 in Appendix B. To the best of our knowledge, Theorem 3.1 is the first high-probability bound of the variance-reduced algorithm for non-convex stochastic optimization problems attaining the near-optimal ~O(T −^1_3 ) rate under the generalized (L_0, L_1)-smooth condition and the affine-type noise assumption. We remark that Reisizadeh et al. (2023) also provided a convergence in probability result. However, that bound is obtained by simply applying Markov’s inequality to the expected convergence bound. Hence, the dependence on the failure probability δ is in the order of O(poly(1/δ)), which is far from the optimal O(polylog(1/δ)) in Theorem 3.1. We will give a more detailed comparison to the rate in Reisizadeh et al. (2023) later when presenting our expected convergence bound.

There are some advantages we would like to emphasize in this high-probability result. First, the batch size K and k can be chosen arbitrarily meaning that we can even set K = k = 1 to get rid of extra computational costs. This benefit ensures Algorithm 1 can work even with the streaming data. Next, our convergence rate is adaptive to the noise parameters σ_0 and σ_1. In other words, our rate recovers the optimal O(T^{− 12} ) rate in the deterministic case (i.e., σ_0 = σ_1 = 0).

With Theorem 3.1, we can obtain the following nearoptimal sample complexity for Algorithm 1. Again, note that we can always choose K = k = 1. Corollary 3.2. Under the same conditions as Theorem 3.1, if we take K = k, the number of iterations T_ϵ used to obtain an O(ϵ)-stationary point is at most ~O ( σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖ ϵ + Δ_1L_0 + Δ^2_1L^2_1 ϵ^2 + (σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)(σ_0 + σ_1( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1))^2 ϵ^3 + (σ_0 + σ_1( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1))( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1)^2 ϵ^3 ) .

The number of samples KT_ϵ we need is at most ~O ( (σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)K ϵ + (Δ_1L_0 + Δ^2_1L^2_1)K ϵ^2 + (σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)(σ_0 + σ_1( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1))^2K ϵ^3 + (σ_0 + σ_1( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1))( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1)^2K ϵ^3 ) . In particular, we can always set the batch size to be K = k = 1.

Now let us move to the expected convergence rate as shown in Theorem 3.3. The full version of expected convergence, Theorem B.2 (including the definitions of β and η) and its proof are provided in Section B in the appendix.

Theorem 3.3. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3B and 4B hold and let Δ_1 = F (x_1) − F_∗. If K ≥ max {⌈ 64σ^2_1 ⌉ , 1 } and k ∈ [K] is chosen arbitrarily, then for any given T ∈ N, under properly picked β and η, Algorithm 1 guarantees that min_{t∈[T ]} E [‖∇F (x_t)‖] ≤ O ( Δ_1L_1 + (σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)/ √ K T + √ Δ_1L_0 T +^3 √ σ_0Δ_1L_0 √ kKT + σ^2_0 (σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖) K^{3/2}T + σ^2_0 Δ_1L_1 √ kKT ) .

Theorem 3.3 is optimal as it attains the lower bound rate Ω(T^{− 13} ) for the averaged L-smooth functions under the finite variance assumption (Arjevani et al., 2023), which is a subclass of the functions satisfying Assumptions 3B and 4B. Compared with the highprobability bound, the extra O(log T ) factor is removed in Theorem 3.3. However, unlike Theorem 3.1, the batch size K now is at least max {⌈ 64σ^2_1 ⌉ , 1 } . Another interesting observation is that the expected rate can be improved to O(T^{− 12} ) even if only σ_0 is set to be 0. This means that the stochastic problem under the expected (L_0, L_1)-smoothness condition and the assumption of E [ ‖∇f(x, Ξ) − ∇F (x)‖^2 | x ] ≤ σ^2_1 ‖∇F (x)‖^2 is as easy as deterministic optimization.

Besides, we would like to compare Theorem 3.3 with two previous related works (Reisizadeh et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2023) that proved the expected convergence under a similar setting. First, both of their results are based on another variance-reduced algorithm, SPIDER (Fang et al., 2018), which is a different double-loop framework from Algorithm 1. Second, we emphasize that they both require a large batch size depending on the target accuracy ϵ. In contrast, the batch size in Theorem 3.3 only needs to exceed a constant threshold max {⌈ 64σ^2_1 ⌉ , 1 } , which can be even reduced to 1 when σ_1 ≤ 1/8. Besides, we note that the result in Reisizadeh et al. (2023) can not be adaptive to L_1 due to the dependence of O(L_0/L_1) in their bound. In other words, their bound becomes meaningless for the classic L-smooth case (i.e., when L_1 = 0). In comparison, our bound still holds in the case of L_1 = 0. Compared with Chen et al. (2023), our bound is better adaptive to the noise parameter. As mentioned above, the rate can be improved to O(T^{− 12} ) when σ_0 = 0, which leads to a better O(ϵ^{−2}) sample complexity. However, the bounds in Chen et al. (2023) do not have this advantage.

Finally, let us convert Theorem 3.3 into the following optimal sample complexity.

Corollary 3.4. Under the same conditions as Theorem 3.3, if we take K = k, the number of iterations T_ϵ used to obtain an O(ϵ)-stationary point is at most O ( Δ_1L_1 + (σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)/ √ K ϵ + Δ_1L_0

ϵ^2 + ( Δ_1L_0 K + σ^2_0 + σ_0σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖ + σ_0Δ_1L_1 K^{3/2} ) σ_0 ϵ^3 ) . The number of samples KT_ϵ we need is at most O ( Δ_1L_1K + (σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖) √ K ϵ + Δ_1L_0K ϵ^2 + ( Δ_1L_0 + σ^2_0 + σ_0σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖ + σ_0Δ_1L_1 √ K ) σ_0 ϵ^3 ) . In particular, we can always take the constant batch size K = k = max {⌈ 64σ^2_1 ⌉ , 1 } . Notably, if σ_1 ≤^1_8 , the batch size will reduce to K = k = 1.

4 Theoretical Analysis

In this section, we provide the ideas in the analysis and state some important lemmas used in the proof. Due to the space limitation, the proofs of all lemmas presented in this section are deferred into Section C in the appendix.

To proceed with the following analysis, we introduce some notations for convenience

Δ_{t∈[T ]} = F (x_t) − F_∗; ϵ_{t∈{0}∪[T ]} = { ∇f(x_1, K_1) − ∇F (x_1) t = 0 m_t − ∇F (x_t) t ∈ [T ] ; Z_{t∈[T ]} = 1_{t≥2} (∇f(x_t, k_t) − ∇f(x_{t−1}, k_t) −∇F (x_t) + ∇F (x_{t−1})) ; ξ_{t∈[T ]} = ∇f(x_t, K_t) − ∇F (x_t). We define F_t being the natural filtration generated by { K_s = { Ξ^i_s : i ∈ [K] } , ∀s ∈ [t] } . Note that x_t is F_{t−1} measurable, ξ_t and Z_t are both adapted to F_t.

We first introduce the following anytime descent inequality as a starting point in the whole proof. Note that the requirement η ≤^1_{L1} implies ‖x_{t+1} − x_t‖ = η ≤^1_{L1} to make sure Lemma 2.2 can be applied to x_{t+1} and x_t.

Lemma 4.1. Under Assumptions 1-3 (either 3A or 3B), if η ≤^1_{L1} , then for any t ∈ {0} ∪ [T ], there is

Δ_{t+1} + t∑ s=1 η‖∇F (x_s)‖

≤Δ_1 + η^2tL_0 2 + t∑ s=1 2η‖ϵ_s‖ + η^2L_1 2 ‖∇F (x_s)‖. (3)

Naturally, the major task is to upper bound the term ‖ϵ_t‖ both in high probability and in expectation due to Lemma 4.1. To do so, we first need to rewrite ϵ_t in a tractable way as shown in Lemma 4.2 for the latter calculation. This representation also appeared in Cutkosky (2022); Liu et al. (2023) before. Lemma 4.2. For any t ∈ [T ], there is

ϵ_t = β^tϵ_0 + β t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s + (1 − β) t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s.

With Lemma 4.1, we immediately have ‖ϵ_t‖ ≤ β^t‖ϵ_0‖+β ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ +(1−β) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ . Note that ‖ϵ_0‖ (resp., E [‖ϵ_0‖]) can be upper bounded by Assumption 4A (resp., Assumption 4B). Hence, we only need to consider the remaining two terms. In the next two sections, we will describe the core ideas on how to derive high-probability or expected bounds for them.

4.1 Towards High-Probability Convergence

In this section, we describe the hard parts of the highprobability proof and introduce our ideas on how to solve the issues.

As noted above, from the representation of ϵ_t in Lemma 4.2, the major task is to bound ‖ ∑_t s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s‖ and ‖ ∑_t s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s‖ in a high probability way. An important observation is that for any fixed t ∈ [T ], both β^{t−s}Z_s and β^{t−s}ξ_s for s ∈ [t] are two martingale difference sequences. Hence, a natural idea is to apply the existing concentration inequality (e.g., Freedman’s inequality (Freedman, 1975)) to obtain a high-probability bound. However, this can not be done immediately due to the following two reasons: First, we want to bound the norm of vectorvalued martingale difference sequences instead of the real-valued sequences. If we simply apply some martingale concentration inequality to every coordinate, there will be extra dependence on the dimension d. Second but more importantly, most of the existing concentration inequalities require the martingale to be almost surely uniformly bounded. However, if we use Assumptions 3A and 4A to bound ‖Z_s‖ and ‖ξ_s‖, there will be ‖Z_s‖ ≤ O(η(L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x_s)‖)) and ‖ξ_s‖ ≤ O(σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_s)‖). But ‖∇F (x_s)‖ doesn’t adamit a uniform bound for s ∈ [t].

Due to the above two challenges, one can not apply the existing concentration inequality directly. Here, we introduce a way used in our proof to overcome these two points, which is inspired by the recent work of Liu et al. (2023). Let us go back to Lemma 4.1 and suppose we can find a uniformly high-probability bound (say Δ) to control the R.H.S. of (3) for any time t ∈ [τ] where τ ∈ [T ] is some fixed time. Then Lemma 4.1 immediately implies a simple but important fact that we can bound Δ_t for any t ∈ [τ + 1] (we can replace Δ by Δ ∨ Δ_1 to make sure Δ_1 is also be bounded). Recall that Lemma 2.3 tells us the gradient norm at any point x can be upper bounded by the corresponding function value gap Δ_x. Hence, ‖∇F (x_t)‖ for any t ∈ [τ + 1] admits a uniform upper bound in the order of O( √ L_0Δ + L_1Δ) with a high probability. Then we may apply some concentration inequality to control ‖

∑_{τ +1} s=1 β^{τ +1−s}Z_s‖ and ‖

∑_{τ +1} s=1 β^{τ +1−s}ξ_s‖. Therefore, the R.H.S. of (3) can be bounded again for time τ + 1. By doing this argument iteratively, we can finally bound the R.H.S. of (3) for time T .

The above thought experiment helps us resolve the second point. Hence, the only left issue is to find a proper dimension-free concentration inequality for vector-valued martingale difference sequences to deal with the first hard part. Thanks to Lemma 2.4, this can be done easily.

With the above idea, we introduce the following two events happening with a high probability. These two lemmas are the most crucial parts in the whole proof for the high-probability convergence.

Lemma 4.3. Under Assumptions 2 and 3A, given δ ∈ (0, 1) and G > 0, for any t ∈ [T ], there is

Pr [a_t(G)] ≥ 1 − δ 2T , where a_t(G) is the event defined as a_t(G) := {‖ ‖ ‖ ∑_t s=1 β^{t−s}Z_sχ_s(G) ‖ ‖ ≤ 8η(L0 + L1G) √_{log 4Tδ} 1−β }

and χ_s(G) := 1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] is the indicator random variable.

Lemma 4.4. Under Assumptions 2 and 4A, given δ ∈

(0, 1) and G > 0, for any t ∈ [T ], there is

Pr [b_t(G)] ≥ 1 − δ 2T ,

where b_t(G) is the event defined as b_t(G) := {‖ ‖ ‖ ∑_t s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_sχ_s(G) ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ 4(σ0 + σ1G) √_{log 4Tδ} 1−β } and χ_s(G) := 1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] is the indicator random variable.

In Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4, the most important parameter is the term G, which is highly related to the final bound. Hence, the final thing we need to do is to determine a proper value for G. However, finding such a parameter involves some tedious calculations, which are deferred into the appendix. After carefully choosing G, we can finally use it to prove the high-probability convergence bound under the generalized (L_0, L_1)-smoothness condition and the affine-type noise assumption, i.e., Theorem 3.1. The reader could refer to Section B in the appendix for detailed proofs.

4.2 Towards In-Expectation Convergence

Compared with the circuitous ideas used in the highprobability convergence analysis, the expected convergence can be done in a relatively direct way. As mentioned, the left work is to deal with the two terms, E [ ‖ ∑_t s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s‖ ] and E [ ‖ ∑_t s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s‖ ] . First, let us bound E [ ‖ ∑_t s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s‖ ] . As mentioned above, β^{t−s}Z_s, ∀s ∈ [t] is a martingale difference sequence. A natural idea is to apply the following argument E [ ‖ ∑_t s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s‖ ] ≤ √ E [ ‖ ∑_t s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s‖^2 ] = √∑_t s=1 β^{2t−2s}E [‖Z_s‖^2]. Then we can bound E [ ‖Z_s‖^2 ] ≤ O(η^2(L^2_0 + L^2_1E [ ‖∇F (x_s)‖^2 ] )) by Assumption 3B. However, this will lead to the term O( ∑_t s=1 β^{t−s} √ E [‖∇F (x_s)‖^2]), which can not be canceled by the term E [‖∇F (x_s)‖] appeared in the L.H.S. of (3) after taking expectations.

Hence, we need a more careful strategy. It turns out that applying an argument of conditional expectation recursively rather than taking expectations once will lead us to the correct inequality as presented in the following Lemma (4.5). With a properly designed step size η, we can finally eliminate the effect of the redundant term ∑_t s=1 √_2 k ηL_1β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖]. Lemma 4.5. Under Assumptions 2 and 3B, for any t ∈ [T ], there is E [‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ] ≤ √ 2ηL_0 √ k(1 − β) + t∑ s=1 √ 2 k ηL_1β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖] .

Now let us consider the term E [ ‖ ∑_t s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s‖ ] . By a similar idea used in proof in Lemma 4.5, we can obtain Lemma 4.6. We note that a similar inequality was proved by Jin et al. (2021) before.

Lemma 4.6. Under Assumptions 2 and 4B, for any t ∈ [T ], there is E [‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ] ≤ σ_0 √ K(1 − β) + t∑ s=1 σ_1 √ K β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖] .

Equipped with Lemmas 4.5 and 4.6, the following important inequality for the expected convergence can be obtained.

Lemma 4.7. Under Assumptions 2, 3B and 4B, for any t ∈ [T ], there is E [‖ϵ_t‖] ≤β^t σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖ √ K + √ 1 − βσ_0 √ K + √ 2ηL_0 √ k(1 − β) + t∑ s=1 (√ 2 k ηL_1 +

(1 − β)σ_1 √ K ) β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖] .

By applying Lemma 4.7 to Lemma 4.1, we can finally prove Theorem 3.3 by carefully choosing the momentum parameter β and the step size η. We refer the reader to the appendix for a complete proof of the Theorem 3.3.

5 Conclusion

In this work, we revisit a simple variant of the STORM algorithm, Normalized STORM, and prove it is able to converge under the generalized (L_0, L_1)- smoothness condition with the affine-type noise assumption. Specifically, we establish the first nearoptimal high-probability convergence result attaining the rate of O((log(T/δ)/T )^{13} ) after T iterations where δ ∈ (0, 1) is the failure probability. Moreover, we also obtain the optimal expected O(T^{− 13} ) convergence rate. Both of our bounds are adaptive to the problemdependent parameters (e.g., the smooth parameter L_1 and noise parameter σ_0 and σ_1) and only require a constant batch size.

There still remain some limitations in our work. For example, our results highly depend on the prior knowledge of the parameters. Hence, it would be interesting and important to design a parameter-free algorithm that can still achieve the optimal rate but without losing the advantages mentioned above. Besides, the current high-probability bound suffers an undesired extra term O(log T ), which we hope can be removed by a refined argument. We leave these questions as the future direction and look forward to them being addressed.

References

Z. Allen-Zhu. Katyusha: The first direct acceleration of stochastic gradient methods. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 18(1):8194–8244, 2017.

Y. Arjevani, Y. Carmon, J. C. Duchi, D. J. Foster, N. Srebro, and B. Woodworth. Lower bounds for nonconvex stochastic optimization. Mathematical Programming, 199(1-2):165–214, 2023.

L. Bottou, F. E. Curtis, and J. Nocedal. Optimization methods for large-scale machine learning. SIAM review, 60(2):223–311, 2018.

Y. Carmon, A. Jambulapati, Y. Jin, and A. Sidford. Recapp: Crafting a more efficient catalyst for convex optimization. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 2658–2685. PMLR, 2022.

Z. Chen, Y. Zhou, Y. Liang, and Z. Lu. Generalizedsmooth nonconvex optimization is as efficient as smooth nonconvex optimization. In A. Krause, E. Brunskill, K. Cho, B. Engelhardt, S. Sabato, and J. Scarlett, editors, Proceedings of the 40th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 202 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 5396–5427. PMLR, 23–29 Jul 2023. URL https://proceedings.mlr.press/v202/chen23ar.html.

M. Crawshaw, M. Liu, F. Orabona, W. Zhang, and Z. Zhuang. Robustness to unbounded smoothness of generalized signsgd. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 35:9955–9968, 2022.

A. Cutkosky. Lecture notes for ec525: Optimization for machine learning. EC525: Optimization for Machine Learning, 2022.

A. Cutkosky and H. Mehta. High-probability bounds for non-convex stochastic optimization with heavy tails. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 34:4883–4895, 2021.

A. Cutkosky and F. Orabona. Momentum-based variance reduction in non-convex sgd. Advances in neural information processing systems, 32, 2019.

A. Defazio, F. Bach, and S. Lacoste-Julien. Saga: A fast incremental gradient method with support for non-strongly convex composite objectives. In Advances in neural information processing systems, pages 1646–1654, 2014.

J. Duchi, E. Hazan, and Y. Singer. Adaptive subgradient methods for online learning and stochastic optimization. Journal of machine learning research, 12(7), 2011.

C. Fang, C. J. Li, Z. Lin, and T. Zhang. Spider: Near-optimal non-convex optimization via stochastic path integrated differential estimator. arXiv preprint arXiv:1807.01695, 2018.

M. Faw, L. Rout, C. Caramanis, and S. Shakkottai. Beyond uniform smoothness: A stopped analysis of adaptive sgd. In G. Neu and L. Rosasco, editors, Proceedings of Thirty Sixth Conference on Learning Theory, volume 195 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 89–160. PMLR, 12–15 Jul 2023. URL https://proceedings.mlr.press/v195/faw23a.html.

D. A. Freedman. On tail probabilities for martingales. the Annals of Probability, pages 100–118, 1975.

W. Hoeffding. Probability inequalities for sums of bounded random variables. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 58(301):13–30, 1963. ISSN 01621459. URL http://www.jstor.org/stable/2282952.

F. Huang, J. Li, and H. Huang. Super-adam: Faster and universal framework of adaptive gradients. arXiv preprint arXiv:2106.08208, 2021.

J. Jin, B. Zhang, H. Wang, and L. Wang. Nonconvex distributionally robust optimization: Nonasymptotic analysis. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 34:2771–2782, 2021.

R. Johnson and T. Zhang. Accelerating stochastic gradient descent using predictive variance reduction. Advances in neural information processing systems, 26:315–323, 2013.

G. Lan. First-order and stochastic optimization methods for machine learning. Springer, 2020.

G. Lan, Z. Li, and Y. Zhou. A unified variancereduced accelerated gradient method for convex optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:1905.12412, 2019.

K. Levy, A. Kavis, and V. Cevher. Storm+: Fully adaptive sgd with recursive momentum for nonconvex optimization. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 34, 2021.

Z. Li, H. Bao, X. Zhang, and P. Richtárik. Page: A simple and optimal probabilistic gradient estimator for nonconvex optimization. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 6286–6295. PMLR, 2021.

D. Liu, L. M. Nguyen, and Q. Tran-Dinh. An optimal hybrid variance-reduced algorithm for stochastic composite nonconvex optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:2008.09055, 2020.

Z. Liu, T. D. Nguyen, A. Ene, and H. Nguyen. Adaptive accelerated (extra-) gradient methods with variance reduction. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 13947–13994. PMLR, 2022a.

Z. Liu, T. D. Nguyen, T. H. Nguyen, A. Ene, and H. L. Nguyen. Meta-storm: Generalized fullyadaptive variance reduced sgd for unbounded functions. arXiv preprint arXiv:2209.14853, 2022b.

Z. Liu, J. Zhang, and Z. Zhou. Breaking the lower bound with (little) structure: Acceleration in non-convex stochastic optimization with heavy-tailed noise. In G. Neu and L. Rosasco, editors, Proceedings of Thirty Sixth Conference on Learning Theory, volume 195 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 2266–2290. PMLR, 12–15 Jul 2023. URL https://proceedings.mlr.press/v195/liu23c.html.

J. Mairal. Optimization with first-order surrogate functions. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 783–791. PMLR, 2013.

H. B. McMahan and M. J. Streeter. Adaptive bound optimization for online convex optimization. In Conference on Learning Theory (COLT), pages 244–256. Omnipress, 2010.

Y. Nesterov et al. Lectures on convex optimization, volume 137. Springer, 2018.

L. M. Nguyen, J. Liu, K. Scheinberg, and M. Takáč. Sarah: A novel method for machine learning problems using stochastic recursive gradient. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 2613– 2621. PMLR, 2017.

I. Pinelis. Optimum Bounds for the Distributions of Martingales in Banach Spaces. The Annals of Probability, 22(4):1679 – 1706, 1994. doi: 10.1214/aop/1176988477. URL https://doi.org/10.1214/aop/1176988477.

A. Reisizadeh, H. Li, S. Das, and A. Jadbabaie. Variance-reduced clipping for non-convex optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.00883, 2023.

H. Robbins and S. Monro. A stochastic approximation method. The annals of mathematical statistics, pages 400–407, 1951.

N. L. Roux, M. Schmidt, and F. Bach. A stochastic gradient method with an exponential convergence rate for finite training sets. arXiv preprint arXiv:1202.6258, 2012.

S. Shalev-Shwartz and T. Zhang. Stochastic dual coordinate ascent methods for regularized loss minimization. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 14 (2), 2013.

C. Song, Y. Jiang, and Y. Ma. Variance reduction via accelerated dual averaging for finite-sum optimization. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33, 2020.

Q. Tran-Dinh, N. H. Pham, D. T. Phan, and L. M. Nguyen. Hybrid stochastic gradient descent algorithms for stochastic nonconvex optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:1905.05920, 2019.

B. Wang, H. Zhang, Z. Ma, and W. Chen. Convergence of adagrad for non-convex objectives: Simple proofs and relaxed assumptions. In G. Neu and L. Rosasco, editors, Proceedings of Thirty Sixth Conference on Learning Theory, volume 195 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 161–190. PMLR, 12–15 Jul 2023. URL https://proceedings.mlr.press/v195/wang23a.html.

B. Zhang, J. Jin, C. Fang, and L. Wang. Improved analysis of clipping algorithms for non-convex optimization. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33:15511–15521, 2020a.

J. Zhang, T. He, S. Sra, and A. Jadbabaie. Why gradient clipping accelerates training: A theoretical justification for adaptivity. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2020b. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=BJgnXpVYwS.

S.-Y. Zhao, Y.-P. Xie, and W.-J. Li. On the convergence and improvement of stochastic normalized gradient descent. Science China Information Sciences, 64:1–13, 2021.

K. Zhou, Q. Ding, F. Shang, J. Cheng, D. Li, and Z.-Q. Luo. Direct acceleration of saga using sampled negative momentum. In The 22nd International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 1602–1610. PMLR, 2019.

Supplementary Materials

A Missing Proofs in Section 2

In this section, we provide the proofs of lemmas presented in Section 2. Lemma 2.2 is standard. Lemma 2.3 is new as far as we know and important for the proof of the high-probability convergence as described in Section 4. The proof of Lemma 2.4 here is inspired by Cutkosky and Mehta (2021); Liu et al. (2023).

A.1 Proof of Lemma 2.2 Proof. Because F is differentiable, by applying the fundamental theorem of calculus to G(t) := F (x + t(y − x)), we know

F (y) = F (x) +

∫_1 0 ⟨∇F (x + t(y − x)), y − x⟩dt = F (x) + ⟨∇F (x), y − x⟩ + ∫_1 0 ⟨∇F (x + t(y − x)) − ∇F (x), y − x⟩dt (a) ≤ F (x) + ⟨∇F (x), y − x⟩ + ∫_1 0 ‖∇F (x + t(y − x)) − ∇F (x)‖‖y − x‖dt (b) ≤ F (x) + ⟨∇F (x), y − x⟩ + ∫_1 0 (L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x)‖)‖x − y‖^2tdt = F (x) + ⟨∇F (x), y − x⟩ + L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x)‖ 2 ‖x − y‖^2, where (a) is by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (b) is due to the (L_0, L_1)-smoothness (Definition 2.1).

A.2 Proof of Lemma 2.3 Proof. Let y = x −^{∇F (x)}

L_0+L_1‖∇F (x)‖ , we have ‖x − y‖ ≤ 1 L_1 . By Lemma 2.2, there is F (y) ≤ F (x) + ⟨∇F (x), y − x⟩ + L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x)‖ 2 ‖x − y‖^2 = F (x) − ‖∇F (x)‖^2 2(L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x)‖) ⇒ ‖∇F (x)‖^2 ≤ 2(L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x)‖)(F (x) − F (y)) (a) ≤ 2(L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x)‖)Δ_x, where (a) is by F (y) ≥ F_∗ = inf_{x∈R}d F (x). Note that

‖∇F (x)‖^2 ≤ 2(L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x)‖)Δ_x ⇔ (‖∇F (x)‖ − L_1Δ_x)^2 ≤ L^2_1Δ^2_x + 2L_0Δ_x ⇒ ‖∇F (x)‖ ≤ L_1Δ_x + √ L^2_1Δ^2_x + 2L_0Δ_x (b) ≤ √ 2L_0Δ_x + 2L_1Δ_x,

where (b) is due to √ a + b ≤ √ a + √ b for any a, b ≥ 0.

A.3 Proof of Lemma 2.4

Proof. By Lemma 10 in Cutkosky and Mehta (2021), for any t ∈ [T ] we have ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 X_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ | | | | | t∑ s=1 M_s | | | | | + max s∈[t] ‖X_s‖^2 + t∑ s=1 ‖X_s‖^2,

where M_t ∈ F_t is a martingale difference sequence satisfying |M_t| ≤ ‖X_t‖ almost surely.

By ‖X_t‖ ≤ R_t almost surely, there is ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 X_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ | | | | t∑ s=1 M_s | | | | + max s∈[t] R^2_s + t∑ s=1 R^2_s ≤ | | | | t∑ s=1 M_s | | | | + 2^T∑ s=1 R^2_s . (4)

Note that |M_s| ≤ ‖X_s‖ ≤ R_s almost surely, which implies

E [exp(λM_s) | F_{s−1}] ≤ exp(λ^2R^2_s ), ∀λ ∈ R.

Hence, let λ =

√_{log(2/δ)} ∑_T s=1 R^2_s and define U0 := 1 and

U_t := exp (_t ∑ s=1 λM_s − λ^2R^2_s ) ∈ F_t, ∀t ∈ [T ] . We claim U_t is a supermartingale by noticing E [U_t | F_{t−1}] = U_{t−1}E [ exp ( λM_t − λ^2R^2_t ) | F_{t−1} ] ≤ U_{t−1}. Now we define the following stopping time

τ = min { t ∈ [T ] : U_t > 2 δ }

with min ∅ = ∞. Then Pr [ ∃t ∈ [T ] , U_t > 2 δ ] = Pr [τ ≤ T ] ≤ δ 2 E [U_τ 1 [τ ≤ T ]] = δ 2 E [U_{τ ∧T} 1 [τ ≤ T ]] ≤ δ 2 E [U_{τ ∧T} ] (a) = δ 2 U_0 = δ 2 where (a) is by the optional stopping theorem. Thus, we have Pr [ ∀t ∈ [T ] , U_t ≤ 2 δ ] ≥ 1 − δ 2 ⇒ Pr [ ∀t ∈ [T ] , t∑ s=1 M_s ≤ λ^{−1} log 2 δ + λ t∑ s=1 R^2_s ] ≥ 1 − δ 2 ⇒ Pr ∀t ∈ [T ] , t∑ s=1 M_s ≤ 2 log 2 δ T∑ s=1 R^2_s ≥ 1 − δ 2 .

By a similar argument, we can obtain

Pr ∀t ∈ [T ] , t∑ s=1 M_s ≥ −2 log 2 δ T∑ s=1 R^2_s ≥ 1 − δ 2 .

Combining two cases to get with probability at least 1 − δ | | | | t∑ s=1 M_s | | | | ≤ 2 log 2 δ T∑ s=1 R^2_s , ∀t ∈ [T ] . (5)

Finally, plugging (5) into (4), we have with probability at least 1 − δ for any t ∈ [T ] ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 X_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ 2 log 2 δ T∑ s=1 R^2_s + 2^T∑ s=1 R^2_s ≤ 4 log 2 δ T∑ s=1 R^2_s .

B Full Statements of Main Theorems and Proofs

We present the full statements of our two main theorems and provide their proofs in this section.

B.1 High-Probability Bound

In this part, we introduce the high-probability convergence bound.

Theorem B.1. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3A and 4A hold and let Δ_1 = F (x_1) − F_∗. If K ≥ 1 and k ∈ [K] is chosen arbitrarily, then for any given T ∈ N and δ ∈ (0, 1), by taking

1 − β = min

1, max σ^0 + σ^1‖∇F (x^1)‖ (σ_0 + σ_1( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1))T √ log^{4T}_δ

2 3 , ( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1)^2

(σ_0 + σ_1( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1))^2T √ log^{4T}_δ

2 3 ,

η = min

Δ_1 √ 1 − β L_0T √ log^{4T}_δ , √ Δ_1

σ_1T √ L_0(1 − β) log^{4T}_δ , 1 64σ_1L_1T √ (1 − β) log^{4T}_δ , (1 − β)^{1/4} 8 √ 2L_1 √ T (log^{4T}_δ )^{1/4} ,

Algorithm 1 guarantees that with probability at least 1 − δ, min_{t∈[T ]} ‖∇F (x_t)‖ ≤O ( σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖ T + ( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1) log^{14 T}_δ √ T +^3 √ (σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)(σ_0 + σ_1( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1))^2 log^T_δ T +^3 √ (σ_0 + σ_1( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1))( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1)^2 log^T_δ T .

Proof. Let

M := Δ_1 +

33η^2T L_0 2 √ log^{4T}_δ 1 − β + 2η(σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖) 1 − β + 8ηT σ_0 √ (1 − β) log 4T δ ;

N := 16η^2T L_1 √ log^{4T}_δ 1 − β + 8ηT σ_1 √ (1 − β) log 4T δ ; Δ := 4M + 8L_0N^2;

G := √ 2L_0Δ + 2L_1Δ.

We first prove that there is M + N √ 2L_0Δ ≤ Δ 2 . (6)

Note that this is enough to prove √ Δ ≥ √ 2L_0N + √ 2L_0N^2 + 2M ⇔ Δ ≥ (√ 2L_0N + √ 2L_0N^2 + 2M

)_2 . The last inequality holds due to (√ 2L_0N + √ 2L_0N^2 + 2M

)_2 ≤ 2 [(√ 2L_0N

)_2 + 2L_0N^2 + 2M ] = Δ.

Now define the event e_t := { Δ_{t+1} + ∑_t s=1 η 2 ‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ Δ } , ∀t ∈ {0} ∪ [T ]. Besides, we introduce the following three events

E_τ = ∩^τ_{t=0}e_t, A_τ = ∩^τ_{t=1}a_t(G), B_τ = ∩^τ_{t=1}b_t(G),

where a_t(G) and b_t(G) are defined in Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4 respectively. Our goal is using induction to prove

Pr [G_τ := E_τ ∩ A_τ ∩ B_τ ] ≥ 1 − τδ T , ∀τ ∈ {0} ∪ [T ] . (7)

For τ = 0, we know G_0 = {Δ_1 ≤ Δ} is always true, which means Pr [G_0] = 1 −^{0·δ}_T . Given τ ∈ [T ], suppose (7) holds for time τ − 1, For time τ, we consider the following event

E_{τ −1} ∩ A_τ ∩ B_τ = G_{τ −1} ∩ a_τ (G) ∩ b_τ (G)

From Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4, we have

Pr [a_τ (G)] ≥ 1 − δ 2T , Pr [b_τ (G)] ≥ 1 − δ 2T . Combining our induction hypothesis (7) for time τ − 1, there is

Pr [E_{τ −1} ∩ A_τ ∩ B_τ ] = Pr [G_{τ −1} ∩ a_τ (G) ∩ b_τ (G)] ≥ 1 − τδ T . Now under the event E_{τ −1} ∩ A_τ ∩ B_τ , we invoke Lemma 4.1 for time τ (this can be done due to η ≤

(1−β)^{1/4} 8 √ 2L_1 √ T (log^{4T}_δ )^{1/4} ≤ 1 L_1 ) to get

Δ_{τ +1} + τ∑ s=1 η‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ Δ_1 + η^2τL_0 2 + τ∑ s=1 2η‖ϵ_s‖ + η^2L_1 2 ‖∇F (x_s)‖ (a) ≤ Δ_1 + η^2τL_0 2 + τ∑ s=1 2η‖ϵ_s‖ + η 2 ‖∇F (x_s)‖

⇒ Δ_{τ +1} + τ∑ s=1 η 2 ‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ Δ_1 + η^2τL_0 2 + τ∑ s=1 2η‖ϵ_s‖ (b) ≤ Δ_1 + η^2τL_0 2 + τ∑ s=1 2η ( β^s‖ϵ_0‖ + β ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ s∑ t=1 β^{s−t}Z_t ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ + (1 − β) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ s∑ t=1 β^{s−t}ξ_t ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ )

(c) ≤ Δ_1 + η^2τL_0 2 + 2η(σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖) 1 − β + τ∑ s=1 2η (‖ ‖ ‖ s∑ t=1 β^{s−t}Z_t ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ + (1 − β) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ s∑ t=1 β^{s−t}ξ_t ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ) , (8) where (a) is by η ≤^1_{L1} , (b) holds due to Lemma 4.2, (c) is true because β ≤ 1 and

‖ϵ_0‖ = ‖∇f(x_1, K_1) − ∇F (x_1)‖ ≤ 1 K K∑ i=1 ‖∇f(x_1, Ξ^i_1) − ∇F (x_1)‖ ≤ σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖ from Assumption 4A.

Next, we observe that under the event E_{τ −1}, there is always

Δ_{t+1} + t∑ s=1 η 2 ‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ Δ, ∀t ∈ {0} ∪ [τ − 1] ⇒ Δ_t ≤ Δ, ∀t ∈ [τ] . Hence, by Lemma 2.3, we know ‖∇F (x_t)‖ ≤ √ 2L_0Δ_t + 2L_1Δ_t ≤ √ 2L_0Δ + 2L_1Δ = G, ∀t ∈ [τ] ,

which implies β^{s−t}Z_t = β^{s−t}Z_t1 [‖∇F (x_t)‖ ≤ G] , ∀t ∈ [τ] ; β^{s−t}ξ_t = β^{s−t}ξ_t1 [‖∇F (x_t)‖ ≤ G] , ∀t ∈ [τ] . Thus, under the event E_{τ −1} ∩ A_τ ∩ B_τ , (8) implies

Δ_{τ +1} + τ∑ s=1 η 2 ‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤Δ_1 + η^2τL_0 2 + 2η(σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖) 1 − β + τ∑ s=1 2η (‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ s∑ t=1 β^{s−t}Z_t1 [‖∇F (x_t)‖ ≤ G] ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ + (1 − β) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ s∑ t=1 β^{s−t}ξ_t1 [‖∇F (x_t)‖ ≤ G] ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ )

(d) ≤ Δ_1 + η^2τL_0 2 + 2η(σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖) 1 − β + τ∑ s=1 2η 8η(L_0 + L_1G) √ log^{4T}_δ 1 − β + 4(σ_0 + σ_1G) √ (1 − β) log 4T δ (e) ≤Δ_1 + η^2T L_0 2 + 2η(σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖) 1 − β + 16η^2T (L_0 + L_1G) √ log^{4T}_δ 1 − β + 8ηT (σ_0 + σ_1G) √ (1 − β) log 4T δ ≤Δ_1 +

33η^2T L_0 2 √ log^{4T}_δ 1 − β + 2η(σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖) 1 − β + 8ηT σ_0 √ (1 − β) log 4T δ + 16η^2T L_1 √ log^{4T}_δ 1 − β + 8ηT σ_1 √ (1 − β) log 4T δ G =M + NG, where (d) is by the events A_τ and B_τ happening and (e) is by τ ≤ T . Note that we can bound

NG = N √ 2L_0Δ +

32η^2T L^2_1 √ log^{4T}_δ 1 − β + 16ηT σ_1L_1 √ (1 − β) log 4T δ Δ

≤ N √ 2L_0Δ + Δ 2 , where the last inequality holds due to

η ≤ (1−β)^{1/4} 8 √ 2L_1 √ T (log^{4T}_δ )^{1/4} ⇒ 32η

2T L^2_1

√_{log 4Tδ}

1−β ≤^1_4 1 64σ_1 L_1T

√_{(1−β) log 4Tδ} ⇒ 16ηT σ_1L_1 √ (1 − β) log^{4T}_δ ≤^1_4 .

So we know Δ_{τ +1} + τ∑ s=1 η 2 ‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ M + N √ 2L_0Δ + Δ 2 ≤ Δ, where the last inequality holds due to (6).

Hence, under the event E_{τ −1} ∩ A_τ ∩ B_τ , the event e_τ happens. This means that E_{τ −1} ∩ A_τ ∩ B_τ ⊆ e_τ , which implies Pr [G_τ ] = Pr [e_τ ∩ E_{τ −1} ∩ A_τ ∩ B_τ ] = Pr [E_{τ −1} ∩ A_τ ∩ B_τ ] ≥ 1 − δτ T . Therefore, the induction is completed. Now we know with probability at least 1 − δ

Δ_{T +1} + T∑ t=1 η 2 ‖∇F (x_t)‖ ≤Δ = 4M + 8L_0N^2

≤4Δ_1 + 66η^2T L_0 √ log^{4T}_δ 1 − β + 8η(σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖) 1 − β + 32ηT σ_0 √ (1 − β) log 4T δ + 16L_0 ( 16^2η^4T^2L^2_1 log^{4T}_δ 1 − β + 8^2η^2T^2σ^2_1 (1 − β) log 4T δ )

(f )

≤ 4Δ_1 + 98η^2T L_0 √ log^{4T}_δ 1 − β + 1024η^2T^2σ^2_1 L_0(1 − β) log 4T δ + 8η(σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖) 1 − β + 32ηT σ_0 √ (1 − β) log 4T δ =O Δ_1 + η^2T L_0 √ log^{4T}_δ 1 − β + η^2T^2σ^2_1 L_0(1 − β) log 4T δ + η(σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖) 1 − β + ηT σ_0 √ (1 − β) log 4T δ ) , where (f) is due to η ≤^{(1−β)1/4} 8 √ 2L_1 √ T (log^{4T}_δ )^{1/4} . Hence, we have T∑ t=1 ‖∇F (x_t)‖

≤O Δ^1 η + ηT L_0 √ log^{4T}_δ 1 − β + ηT^2σ^2_1 L_0(1 − β) log 4T δ + σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖ 1 − β + T σ_0 √ (1 − β) log 4T δ

≤O ( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1) √ T ( log^{4T}_δ 1 − β ) 1_4 + σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖ 1 − β + T (σ_0 + σ_1( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1)) √ (1 − β) log 4T δ ≤O ( σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖ + ( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1) √ T log^{14} T δ + ( (σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)(σ_0 + σ_1( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1))^2T^2 log T δ ) 1_3

+ ( (σ_0 + σ_1( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1))( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1)^2T^2 log T δ ) 1_3 )

where the last two inequalities are by plugging in

η = min

Δ_1 √ 1 − β L_0T √ log^{4T}_δ , √ Δ_1 σ_1T √ L_0(1 − β) log^{4T}_δ , 1 64σ_1L_1T √ (1 − β) log^{4T}_δ , (1 − β)^{1/4} 8 √ 2L_1 √ T (log^{4T}_δ )^{1/4} ,

1 − β = min

1, max σ^0 + σ^1‖∇F (x^1)‖ (σ_0 + σ_1( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1))T √ log^{4T}_δ

2 3 , ( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1)^2 (σ_0 + σ_1( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1))^2T √ log^{4T}_δ

2 3 ,

Finally, we can obtain with probability at least 1 − δ

min_{t∈[T ]} ‖∇F (x_t)‖ =O ( σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖ T + ( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1) log^{14 T}_δ √ T +^3 √ (σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)(σ_0 + σ_1( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1))^2 log^T_δ T +^3 √ (σ_0 + σ_1( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1))( √ Δ_1L_0 + Δ_1L_1)^2 log^T_δ T .

B.2 In-Expectaion Rate

In this section, our goal is to prove the in-expectation convergence rate.

Theorem B.2. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3B and 4B hold and let Δ_1 = F (x_1) − F_∗. If K ≥ max {⌈ 64σ^2_1 ⌉ , 1 } and k ∈ [K] is chosen arbitrarily, then for any given T ∈ N, by taking

1 − β = min

1, max ( Δ_1L_0K σ^2_0 √ kT ) 2_3 , ( σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖ + Δ_1L_1 √ K/k σ_0T ) 2_3 ,

η = min

Δ^1 min {√ k(1 − β), 1 } T L_0 , 1 − β 2(4 √_2 k + 1 − β)L_1 ,

Algorithm 1 guarantees that

min_{t∈[T ]} E [‖∇F (x_t)‖] ≤O ( Δ_1L_1 + (σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)/ √ K T + √ Δ_1L_0 T +^3 √ σ_0Δ_1L_0 √ kKT + σ^2_0 (σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖) K^{3/2}T + σ^2_0 Δ_1L_1 √ kKT ) .

Proof. Note that the step size η ≤^{1−β}_{2(4}√_{2k +1−β)L1} ≤^1_{L1} , we invoke Lemma 4.1 for time T to get

Δ_{T +1} + T∑ t=1 η‖∇F (x_t)‖ ≤ Δ_1 + η^2T L_0 2 + T∑ t=1 2η‖ϵ_t‖ + η^2L_1 2 ‖∇F (x_t)‖.

Taking expectations on both sides, we obtain

E [Δ_{T +1}] + T∑ t=1 ηE [‖∇F (x_t)‖] ≤ Δ_1 + η^2T L_0 2 + T∑ t=1 2ηE [‖ϵ_t‖] + η^2L_1 2 E [‖∇F (x_t)‖] . (9)

By Lemma 4.7, we have T∑ t=1 2ηE [‖ϵ_t‖]

≤ T∑ t=1 2η ( β^t σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖ √ K + √ 1 − βσ_0 √ K + √ 2ηL_0 √ k(1 − β) + t∑ s=1 (√ 2 k ηL_1 +

(1 − β)σ_1 √ K ) β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖] )

≤ 2η(σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)

(1 − β) √ K + 2η √ 1 − βT σ_0 √ K + 2 √ 2η^2T L_0 √ k(1 − β) + T∑ s=1 T∑ t=s 2η (√ 2 k ηL_1 +

(1 − β)σ_1 √ K ) β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖]

≤ 2η(σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)

(1 − β) √ K + 2η √ 1 − βT σ_0 √ K + 2 √ 2η^2T L_0 √ k(1 − β) + T∑ t=1 η ( 2 √ 2ηL_1 √ k(1 − β) + 2σ_1 √ K ) E [‖∇F (x_t)‖] . (10) Plugging (10) into (9) to obtain

E [Δ_{T +1}] + T∑ t=1 ηE [‖∇F (x_t)‖]

≤Δ_1 + ( 1 2 + 2 √ 2 √ k(1 − β) ) η^2T L_0 +

2η(σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)

(1 − β) √ K + 2η √ 1 − βT σ_0 √ K + T∑ t=1 η 4 √_2 k + 1 − β 2(1 − β) ηL_1 +

2σ_1 √ K E [‖∇F (x_t)‖]

≤Δ_1 + ( 1 2 + 2 √ 2 √ k(1 − β) ) η^2T L_0 +

2η(σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)

(1 − β) √ K + 2η √ 1 − βT σ_0 √ K + T∑ t=1 η 2 E [‖∇F (x_t)‖] ,

where the last inequality is by η ≤^{1−β}_{2(4}√_{2k +1−β)L1} ⇒^4 √_{2k +1−β} 2(1−β) ηL1 ≤ 1 4 and K ≥ ⌈ 64σ^2_1 ⌉ ⇒^{2σ1√}_K ≤^1_4 . Then we

know

E [Δ_{T +1}] + T∑ t=1 η 2 E [‖∇F (x_t)‖] ≤ Δ_1 + ( 1 2 + 2 √ 2 √ k(1 − β) ) η^2T L_0 +

2η(σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)

(1 − β) √ K + 2η √ 1 − βT σ_0 √ K ⇒ T∑ t=1 E [‖∇F (x_t)‖] ≤ 2Δ_1 η + ( 1 + 4 √ 2 √ k(1 − β) ) ηT L_0 +

4(σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)

(1 − β) √ K + 4 √ 1 − βT σ_0 √ K (a) ≤ O ( Δ_1L_1 + √ Δ_1L_0T + √ Δ_1L_0T

(k(1 − β))^{1/4} + √ 1 − βT σ_0 √ K )

+ O ( (σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)/ √ K + Δ_1L_1/ √ k 1 − β )

(b) ≤O ( Δ_1L_1 + (σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)/ √ K + √ Δ_1L_0T )

+ O (( σ_0Δ_1L_0T^2 √ kK ) 1_3 + (( σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖ K^{3/2} + Δ_1L_1 √ kK ) σ^2_0 T^2

) 1_3 )

. (11)

where (a) and (b) are due to

η = min

Δ^1 min {√ k(1 − β), 1 } T L_0 , 1 − β 2(4 √_2

k + 1 − β)L_1 ;

1 − β = min

1, max ( Δ_1L_0K

σ^2_0 √ kT ) 2_3 , ( σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖ + Δ_1L_1 √ K/k σ_0T ) 2_3 .

(11) immediately implies min_{t∈[T ]} E [‖∇F (x_t)‖] ≤O ( Δ_1L_1 + (σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)/ √ K T + √ Δ_1L_0 T +^3 √ σ_0Δ_1L_0 √ kKT + σ^2_0 (σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖) K^{3/2}T + σ^2_0 Δ_1L_1 √ kKT ) .

C Missing Proofs in Section 4

In this section, we aim to prove all lemmas stated in Section 4. First recall our nations as follows Δ_{t∈[T ]} = F (x_t) − F_∗; ϵ_{t∈{0}∪[T ]} = { ∇f(x_1, K_1) − ∇F (x_1) t = 0 m_t − ∇F (x_t) t ∈ [T ] ; Z_{t∈[T ]} = 1_{t≥2}(∇f(x_t, k_t) − ∇f(x_{t−1}, k_t) − ∇F (x_t) + ∇F (x_{t−1})); ξ_{t∈[T ]} = ∇f(x_t, K_t) − ∇F (x_t). Additionally, F_t is the natural filtration generated by { K_s = { Ξ^i_s : i ∈ [K] } , ∀s ∈ [t] } . Note that x_t is F_{t−1} measurable, Z_t and ξ_t are both adapted to F_t.

C.1 Proof of Lemma 4.1

Proof. If t = 0, the inequality holds automatically. Now suppose t ≥ 1, note that ‖x_{s+1} − x_s‖ = η ≤^1_{L1} for any s ∈ [T ]. Hence, by Lemma 2.2, there is

F (x_{s+1}) ≤ F (x_s) + ⟨∇F (x_s), x_{s+1} − x_s⟩ +

L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x_s)‖ 2 ‖x_{s+1} − x_s‖^2 = F (x_s) − η⟨∇F (x_s), m_s ‖m_s‖ ⟩ + η^2

L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x_s)‖ 2 = F (x_s) − η‖m_s‖ + η⟨ϵ_s, m_s ‖m_s‖ ⟩ + η^2

L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x_s)‖ 2 (a) ≤ F (x_s) − η‖m_s‖ + η‖ϵ_s‖ + η^2 L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x_s)‖ 2 (b) ≤ F (x_s) − η‖∇F (x_s)‖ + 2η‖ϵ_s‖ + η^2 L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x_s)‖ 2 ⇒ Δ_{s+1} + η‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤Δ_s + 2η‖ϵ_s‖ + η^2

L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x_s)‖ 2 , (12)

where (a) is by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (b) is by ‖m_s‖ = ‖∇F (x_s) + ϵ_s‖ ≥ ‖∇F (x_s)‖ − ‖ϵ_s‖. Summing up (12) from s = 1 to t to get the desired result.

C.2 Proof of Lemma 4.2

Proof. We use the definitions of m_t, ϵ_t, Z_t and ξ_t here. For t ≥ 2 ϵ_t = m_t − ∇F (x_t) = βm_{t−1} + (1 − β)∇f(x_t, K_t) + β(∇f(x_t, k_t) − ∇f(x_{t−1}, k_t)) − ∇F (x_t) = βϵ_{t−1} + βZ_t + (1 − β)ξ_t.

Note that the above equation also holds when t = 1. By expanding the recursion, we can obtain

ϵ_t = β^tϵ_0 + β t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s + (1 − β) t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s.

C.3 Proof of Lemma 4.3

Proof. Note that β^{t−s}Z_s1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] ∈ F_s, ∀s ∈ [t]. Additionally, we observe that by Assumption 2 E [ β^{t−s}Z_s1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] | F_{s−1} ] = β^{t−s}1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] E [Z_s | F_{s−1}] = 0. Besides, by Assumption 3A, we know for s ≥ 2 ‖β^{t−s}Z_s1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] ‖ ≤β^{t−s}1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] ‖Z_s‖ ≤β^{t−s}1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] (‖∇f(x_s, k_s) − ∇f(x_{s−1}, k_s)‖ + ‖∇F (x_s) − ∇F (x_{s−1})‖) ≤β^{t−s}1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] ( 1 k k∑ i=1 ‖∇f(x_s, Ξ^i_s) − ∇f(x_{s−1}, Ξ^i_s)‖ + ‖∇F (x_s) − ∇F (x_{s−1})‖ )

≤2β^{t−s}1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] (L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x_s)‖) ‖x_s − x_{s−1}‖ ≤2β^{t−s}(L_0 + L_1G)η. and ||β^{t−1}Z_11 [‖∇F (x_1)‖ ≤ G] ‖ = 0 ≤ 2β^{t−1}(L_0 + L_1G)η.

Thus, β^{t−s}Z_s1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] , ∀s ∈ [t] is a bounded martingale difference sequence. Now we apply Lemma 2.4 to obtain with probability at least 1 − δ, for any τ ∈ [t], there is ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ τ∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ 4 log 2 δ t∑ s=1 (2β^{t−s}(L_0 + L_1G)η)^2 ≤ 8η(L_0 + L_1G) √ log^2_δ 1 − β ,

which implies with probability at least 1 − δ, we have ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ 8η(L_0 + L_1G) √ log^2_δ 1 − β .

By replacing δ with^δ_{2T} , we finish the proof.

C.4 Proof of Lemma 4.4

Proof. Note that β^{t−s}ξ_s1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] ∈ F_s, ∀s ∈ [t]. Additionally, we observe that by Assumption 2 E [ β^{t−s}ξ_s1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] | F_{s−1} ] = β^{t−s}1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] E [ξ_s | F_{s−1}] = 0. Besides, by Assumption 4A, we know for s ∈ [t] ‖β^{t−s}ξ_s1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] ‖ ≤β^{t−s}1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] ‖ξ_s‖ ≤β^{t−s}1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] 1 K K∑ i=1 ‖∇f(x_s, Ξ^i_s) − ∇F (x_s)‖ ≤β^{t−s}1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] (σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_s)‖) ≤β^{t−s}(σ_0 + σ_1G).

Thus, β^{t−s}ξ_s1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] , ∀s ∈ [t] is a bounded martingale difference sequence. Now we apply Lemma 2.4 to obtain with probability at least 1 − δ, for any τ ∈ [t], there is ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ τ∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ 4 log 2 δ t∑ s=1 (β^{t−s}(σ_0 + σ_1G))^2 ≤ 4(σ_0 + σ_1G) √ log^2_δ 1 − β , which implies with probability at least 1 − δ, we have

‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s1 [‖∇F (x_s)‖ ≤ G] ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ 4(σ_0 + σ_1G) √ log^2_δ 1 − β .

By replacing δ with^δ_{2T} , we finish the proof.

C.5 Proof of Lemma 4.5

Proof. If t = 1, we have

E [‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ] = E [‖Z_1‖] = 0 ≤ √ 2ηL_0 √ k(1 − β) + √ 2 k ηL_1E [‖∇F (x_1)‖] .

Now suppose t ≥ 2, we will prove the following result by induction: for any r ∈ {0} ∪ [t],

E [‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ | F_{t−r} ] ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t−r∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 + r∑ s=1 2β^{2s−2}η^2L^2_0 k + t∑ s=t+1−r √ 2 k ηL_1β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖ | F_{t−r}] . (13)

First, for the case r = 0, we have

E [‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ | F_t ] = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 , which means (13) holds. Suppose (13) holds for r = r_0 ∈ [t − 1]. For r = r_0 + 1, we have

E [‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ | F_{t−r0−1} ]

=E [ E [‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ | F_{t−r0} ] | F_{t−r0−1} ]

≤E ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t−r_0∑

s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 + r_0∑

s=1 2β^{2s−2}η^2L^2_0 k + t∑ s=t+1−r_0 √ 2 k ηL_1β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖ | F_{t−r0} ] | F_{t−r0−1}

=E ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t−r_0∑

s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 + r_0∑

s=1 2β^{2s−2}η^2L^2_0 k | F_{t−r0−1} + t∑ s=t+1−r_0 √ 2 k ηL_1β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖ | F_{t−r0−1}]

(c) ≤ E ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t−r_0∑

s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 + r_0∑

s=1 2β^{2s−2}η^2L^2_0 k | F_{t−r0−1} + t∑ s=t+1−r_0 √ 2 k ηL_1β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖ | F_{t−r0−1}]

= β_{2r0} E [‖Z_{t−r0} ‖_2 | F_{t−r0−1}] + 2 ⟨ E [β^{r0} Z_{t−r0} | F_{t−r0−1}] , t−r_0 −1 ∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ⟩ + ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t−r_0−1 ∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 + r_0∑

s=1 2β^{2s−2}η^2L^2_0 k + t∑ s=t+1−r_0 √ 2 k β^{t−s}ηL_1E [‖∇F (x_s)‖ | F_{t−r0−1}] (d) ≤ β_{2r0} (L0 + L1‖∇F (xt−r0 )‖)^2η^2 k + ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t−r_0−1 ∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 + r_0∑

s=1 2β^{2s−2}η^2L^2_0 k + t∑ s=t+1−r_0 √ 2 k ηL_1β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖ | F_{t−r0−1}]

≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t−r_0−1 ∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 + r_0+1∑

s=1 2β^{2s−2}η^2L^2_0 k + t∑ s=t−r_0 √ 2 k ηL_1β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖ | F_{t−r0−1}] ,

where (c) is by Holder inequality; for (d), we first note that E [β^{r0} Z_{t−r0} | F_{t−r0−1}] = 0 is true. If t − r_0 ≥ 2 E [ ‖Z_{t−r0} ‖^2 | F_{t−r0−1} ] =E [ ‖∇f(x_{t−r0} , k_{t−r0} ) − ∇f(x_{t−r0 −1}, k_{t−r0} ) − ∇F (x_{t−r0} ) + ∇F (x_{t−r0 −1}))‖^2 | F_{t−r0−1} ] ≤E [ ‖∇f(x_{t−r0} , k_{t−r0} ) − ∇f(x_{t−r0 −1}, k_{t−r0} )‖^2 | F_{t−r0−1} ]

= 1 k^2 k∑ i=1 E [ ‖∇f(x_{t−r0} , Ξ^i_{t−r0} ) − ∇f(x_{t−r0−1}, Ξ^i_{t−r0} )‖^2 | F_{t−r0−1} ]

≤ (L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x_{t−r0} )‖)^2‖x_{t−r0} − x_{t−r0 −1}‖^2 k = (L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x_{t−r0} )‖)^2η^2 k ,

where the last inequality holds due to Assumption 3B; for t − r_0 = 1, we know

E [ ‖Z_{t−r0} ‖^2 | F_{t−r0−1} ] = E [ ‖Z_1‖^2 ] = 0 ≤

(L_0 + L_1‖∇F (x_1)‖)^2η^2 k .

Hence, by induction, (13) holds for r ∈ {0} ∪ [t]. In particular, taking r = t, we obtain the following bound

E [‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ] ≤ t ∑ s=1 2β^{2s−2}η^2L^2_0 k + t∑ s=1 √ 2 k ηL_1β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖]

≤ √ 2ηL_0 √ k(1 − β^2) + t∑ s=1 √ 2 k ηL_1β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖]

≤ √ 2ηL_0 √ k(1 − β) + t∑ s=1 √ 2 k ηL_1β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖] .

C.6 Proof of Lemma 4.6

Proof. We will prove the following result by induction: for any r ∈ {0} ∪ [t],

E [‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ | F_{t−r} ] ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t−r∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 + r∑ s=1 β^{2s−2}σ^2_0 K + t∑ s=t+1−r σ_1 √ K β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖ | F_{t−r}] . (14)

First, for the case r = 0, we have

E [‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ | F_t ] = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 , which means (14) holds. Suppose (14) holds for r = r_0 ∈ [t − 1]. For r = r_0 + 1, we have

E [‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ | F_{t−r0−1} ]

=E [ E [‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ | F_{t−r0} ] | F_{t−r0−1} ]

≤E ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t−r_0∑

s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 + r_0∑

s=1 β^{2s−2}σ^2_0 K + t∑ s=t+1−r_0 σ_1 √ K β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖ | F_{t−r0} ] | F_{t−r0−1}

=E ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t−r_0∑

s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 + r_0∑

s=1 β^{2s−2}σ^2_0 K | F_{t−r0−1} + t∑ s=t+1−r_0 σ_1 √ K β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖ | F_{t−r0−1}]

(c) ≤ E ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t−r_0∑

s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 + r_0∑

s=1 β^{2s−2}σ^2_0 K | F_{t−r0−1} + t∑ s=t+1−r_0 σ_1 √ K β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖ | F_{t−r0−1}]

= β_{2r0} E [‖ξ_{t−r0} ‖_2 | F_{t−r0−1}] + 2 ⟨ E [β^{r0} ξ_{t−r0} | F_{t−r0−1}] , t−r_0−1 ∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ⟩ + ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t−r_0−1 ∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 + r_0∑

s=1 β^{2s−2}σ^2_0 K + t∑ s=t+1−r_0 σ_1 √ K β^{t−s}ηL_1E [‖∇F (x_s)‖ | F_{t−r0−1}] (d) ≤ β_{2r0} σ^20 + σ^21 ‖∇F (xt−r0 )‖^2 K + ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t−r_0−1 ∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 + r_0∑

s=1 β^{2s−2}σ^2_0 K + t∑ s=t+1−r_0 σ_1 √ K β^{t−s}ηL_1E [‖∇F (x_s)‖ | F_{t−r0−1}]

≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t−r_0−1 ∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 + r_0 +1∑

s=1 β^{2s−2}σ^2_0 K + t∑ s=t−r_0 σ_1 √ K β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖ | F_{t−r0−1}] ,

where (c) is by Holder inequality, (d) is due to we first note that E [β^{r0} ξ_{t−r0} | F_{t−r0−1}] = 0 and

E [ ‖ξ_{t−r0} ‖^2 | F_{t−r0−1} ] =E [ ‖∇f(x_{t−r0} , K_{t−r0} ) − ∇F (x_{t−r0} )‖^2 | F_{t−r0−1} ]

= 1 K^2 K∑ i=1 E [ ‖∇f(x_{t−r0} , Ξ^i_{t−r0} ) − ∇F (x_{t−r0} )‖^2 | F_{t−r0−1} ]

≤ σ^2_0 + σ^2_1 ‖∇F (x_{t−r0} )‖^2 K ,

where the last inequality holds due to Assumption 4B.

Hence, by induction, (14) holds for r ∈ {0} ∪ [t]. In particular, taking r = t, we obtain the following bound

E [‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ] ≤ t ∑ s=1 β^{2s−2}σ^2_0 K + t∑ s=1 σ_1 √ K β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖]

≤ σ_0 √ K(1 − β^2) + t∑ s=1 σ_1 √ K β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖]

≤ σ_0 √ K(1 − β) + t∑ s=1 σ_1 √ K β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖] .

C.7 Proof of Lemma 4.7

Proof. By Lemma 4.2, we know ‖ϵ_t‖ ≤ β^t‖ϵ_0‖ + β ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ + (1 − β) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ⇒ E [‖ϵ_t‖] ≤ β^tE [‖ϵ_0‖] + βE [‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ] + (1 − β)E [‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ]

≤ β^tE [‖ϵ_0‖] + E [‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ] + (1 − β)E [‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ] . (15)

Note that

E [‖ϵ_0‖] = E [‖∇f(x_1, K_1) − ∇F (x_1)‖]^{(a)}≤ √ E [‖∇f(x_1, K_1) − ∇F (x_1)‖^2] (b) ≤ √ σ^2_0 + σ^2_1 ‖∇F (x_1)‖^2 K ≤ σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖ √ K , (16)

where (a) is by Holder inequality, (b) is by Assumption 4B and Ξ^i_1, i ∈ [K] are independent.

By Lemmas 4.5 and 4.6, there are E [‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}Z_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ] ≤ √ 2ηL_0 √ k(1 − β) + t∑ s=1 √ 2 k ηL_1β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖] , (17)

E [‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ t∑ s=1 β^{t−s}ξ_s ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ] ≤ σ_0 √ K(1 − β) + t∑ s=1 σ_1 √ K β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖] . (18)

Finally, we plug (16), (17) and (18) into (15) to obtain E [‖ϵ_t‖] ≤ β^t σ_0 + σ_1‖∇F (x_1)‖ √ K + √ 1 − βσ_0 √ K + √ 2ηL_0 √ k(1 − β) + t∑ s=1 (√ 2 k ηL_1 +

(1 − β)σ_1 √ K ) β^{t−s}E [‖∇F (x_s)‖] .