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Abstract

The Stochastic Gradient Descent method (SGD) and its stochastic variants have
become methods of choice for solving finite-sum optimization problems arising
from machine learning and data science thanks to their ability to handle large-
scale applications and big datasets. In the last decades, researchers have made
substantial effort to study the theoretical performance of SGD and its shuffling
variants. However, only limited work has investigated its shuffling momentum
variants, including shuffling heavy-ball momentum schemes for non-convex prob-
lems and Nesterov’s momentum for convex settings. In this work, we extend
the analysis of the shuffling momentum gradient method developed in [1, Tran
et al (2021)] to both finite-sum convex and strongly convex optimization prob-
lems. We provide the first analysis of shuffling momentum-based methods for the
strongly convex setting, attaining a convergence rate of O(1/ nT2), where n is
the number of samples and T is the number of training epochs. Our analysis is a
state-of-the-art, matching the best rates of existing shuffling stochastic gradient
algorithms in the literature.

Keywords: Shuffling gradient method, momentum technique, convergence rates,
finite-sum convex optimization



1 Introduction

We consider the following common finite-sum convex optimization problem:

. RN ,
min {F(w) = - ;ﬂw,z)}, (1)
where f(-;i) : R? — R is a given smooth and convex function for i € [n] := {1,--- ,n}.
Throughout this paper, we assume that the solution set of (1) is nonempty.

Problem (1) can be viewed as a sample average approximation of a stochastic
optimization problem and frequently arises in machine learning tasks such as linear
least-squares, logistic regression, and multi-kernel learning. The primary challenge
in addressing (1) stems from the high-dimensional setting and/or involving a large
training dataset, often corresponding to the number of component functions n. Con-
sequently, deterministic methods that require full gradient evaluations are typically
inefficient for solving this type of problems [2, 3].

Stochastic gradient method and its shuffling variants. The stochastic gra-
dient descent method (SGD) [4] and its stochastic first-order variants have become a
preferred optimization technique for solving (1), due to their scalability and efficiency
in addressing large-scale models [3, 5-7]. At each iteration, SGD samples an index ¢
(or a subset of indices) uniformly from {1,...,n} and utilizes the stochastic gradient
V f(-;4) to update the weights or model parameters. While the uniformly independent
sampling of the index ¢ plays a pivotal role in our theoretical understanding of SGD,
practical heuristics often employ without-replacement sampling schemes, also known
as shuffling sampling schemes.

Shuffling gradient-type methods rely on random or deterministic permutations of
the index set {1,2,...,n} and apply incremental gradient updates using these per-
mutation orders. A collection of such n individual updates is termed an epoch or a
pass over all the training data set. One of the most popular methods in this category
is the Random Reshuffling scheme, which shuffles a new random permutation at the
beginning of each epoch. Other notable methods include the Single Shuffling (using
one random permutation for each epoch) and the Incremental Gradient (employing a
deterministic order of the indices) algorithms.

Empirical studies indicate that shuffling sampling schemes often lead to faster
convergence than SGD [8]. However, due to the absence of statistical independence,
analyzing these shuffling variants is often more challenging than the identically dis-
tributed version. Recent works have shown theoretical improvements for shuffling
schemes over SGD in terms of the number of epochs T [9-16]. For example, in a
strongly convex setting, shuffling sampling schemes enhance the convergence rate of
SGD from O(1/T) to O(1/nT?), where T is the number of effective data passes
14, 15, 17].

Stochastic momentum methods. Since the success of SGD for large-scale
stochastic optimization observed in the machine learning community, researchers have
actively studied stochastic variants of momentum methods as these methods also rely
on first-order information akin to SGD [5, 6, 18, 19]. Extensive research has been



conducted to studying stochastic heavy-ball method [20, 21], Nesterov’s accelerated
gradient [18, 19, 22-24] and other adaptive step-size variants [5, 6, 25, 26]. However,
the majority of these works often consider uniformly sample data, with the assump-
tion of unbiased gradients. There have been very few work in the shuffling literature
focusing on the heavy-ball momentum version of SGD for the non-convex settings [1]
and Nesterov’s momentum in the convex settings [27].

Contributions. In this paper, we revisit the Shuffling Momentum Gradient
(SMG) algorithm developed in our previous work [1]. This scheme can be viewed as a
variant of the Shuffling SGD algorithm with the application of an anchor momentum.
While our prior work provides the analyses of SMG for non-convex settings, we inves-
tigate this algorithm here for both convex and strongly convex settings, filling the gap
between the two worlds. These analyses help broaden and enhance our understanding
of shuffling gradient methods and their momentum variants across diverse settings. It
is worth noting that our analysis is the first work that analyzes shuffling momentum
schemes for a strongly convex setting, attaining the convergence rate of O(1/nT?),
where n is the number of samples and 7T is the number of training epochs. This anal-
ysis, along with our convex assumption, matches the state-of-the-art convergence rate
of Shuffling SGD algorithm in both strongly convex and merely convex settings.

Related work. Let us review various related works to our method and our analysis
in this paper, especially works on shuffling gradient and momentum algorithms.

Shuffling Gradient Methods. In the big data era, Random Reshuffling have
been more favorable than plain SGD due to their superior practical performance and
straightforward implementation [8, 28, 29]. The key challenge in the theoretical analy-
sis of randomized shuffling schemes is the absence of conditionally unbiased gradients:

E [Vf(yz(t); wgt))} # VF(yZ(t))7 where ¢ is the current epoch. Recent advancements in

the analysis of shuffling techniques include [9-12, 16]. Most of these works focus on
the strongly convex case, assuming either a bounded gradient or a bounded domain.
The best-known convergence rate in this scenario is O(1/(nT)? + 1/(nT?)), where T
is the number of epochs. This result matches the lower bound rate in [11] up to a
constant factor.

In the convex regime, there have been early attempts to analyze the deterministic
Incremental Gradient scheme [30, 31]. More recent works explore convergence theory
for various shuffling schemes [14, 15, 32], with Nguyen et al. [14] offering a unified
approach to different shuffling schemes and proving a convergence rate of O(1/T2%/3).
When a randomized scheme is applied (Random Reshuffling or Single Shuffling), the
bound in expectation improves to O(1/T + 1/(n*/3T?/3)). In this paper, we con-
duct a convex analysis of Algorithm 1 (see Section 2) with the convergence rate of
O(1/(n'/3T?/3)) under standard assumptions for the same setting.

Shufling Momentum Methods. While significant progress has been made in
analyzing the shuffling variant of SGD, there has been limited work on the shuf-
fled adaptation of well-known momentum methods, such as the heavy ball method
or adaptive step size of Adam-type algorithms. The first work attempting to analyze
shuffling momentum methods is our previous work [1], which studies the heavy ball
version in a simple nonconvex setting under a bounded gradient assumption. [1] intro-
duces a variant of the heavy ball momentum which aligns well with shuffling methods,



named by the SMG algorithm. SMG has convergence guarantees in various noncon-
vex settings, including a bounded variance case and different data shuffling strategies.
In the convex regime, the work [27] suggests the application of Nesterov’s acceler-
ated momentum technique for shuffling gradient methods and then demonstrates an
improved deterministic convergence rate of O(1/T") for unified shuffling schemes.

Alternatively, a popular line of research focuses on variance reduction techniques,
which have demonstrated promising performance for convex optimization (e.g., SAG
[33], SAGA [34], SVRG [35], and SARAH [36]). Typically, these methods involve
computing or storing a complete gradient or a substantial batch of gradients which is
a crucial step in minimizing variance. Since the updates of SGD, Shuffling SGD, and
the SMG algorithm do not compute the full gradient at any stage, consequently, the
SMG algorithm aligns with the category of shuffling SGD-based methods, which is
different from variance reduction methods.

2 Shuffling Momentum Gradient Algorithm

In this section, we briefly describe our Shuffling Momentum Gradient (SMG Algo-
rithm) from solving (1). This method was first developed in our work [1] for a
nonconvex setting. In this paper, we apply it to solve both the convex and strongly
convex settings. Though the algorithm is the same as in [1], its convergence analysis is
completely different and new. Let us first present our SMG as in Algorithm 1 below.

Algorithm 1 SMG Algorithm - Shuffling Momentum Gradient from [1]

1: Initialization: Choose 1wy € R? and set 7 := 0.
2: fort:=1,2,---,T do

3: Set w(()t) = Wy_1; mét) = my_1; and vét) = 0.

4: Generate an arbitrarily deterministic or random permutation 7® of [n].
5: fori:=0,---,n—1do
6: Query gZ@ = Vf(wl(t);w(t) (i+1)).
7 Choose ngt) :="I* and update
my = pmf) + (1 - B)g"
vgl = vl(t) +% Et)
ol =l =10l
8: end for
9: Set w; = wg) and My 1= vg).
10: end for
11: Output: Choose wr € {wp, -+ ,wr—1} at random with probability Plir =
Wi—1] = =7

T .
t=1 "t




Let us highlight the following points. In contrast to existing momentum meth-

ods in the literature, where the momentum term mgt) is recursively updated as

mgi)l = ﬁml(.t) +(1- 6)91@ for 8 € (0,1), our SMG adopts a different approach from

“anchored methods”. It keeps the first constant term m(()i) in the primary update at
each epoch. This momentum term (or the anchor point) is updated solely at the end of

each epoch by averaging all the gradient components {ggt)}?;ol evaluated during that
epoch. To avoid storing n terms ggt) at each epoch, SMG employs an auxiliary vari-

able UZ@ to store the gradient average. The application of this new momentum update
is based on two observations. Firstly, updating the momentum after each epoch aids
with the shuffling data schemes where summing over an epoch replicate the full gradi-
ent. Secondly, mgt) represents an equal-weighted average of all past gradients within
an epoch, which is different from the traditional momentum with exponential decay
weights.

It is worth noting that the SMG algorithm reduces to the standard shuffling gradi-
ent method [14, 15] when 8 = 0. In our analysis, we use nl(t) = 2 in Algorithm 1, which
is consistent with prior analysis for shuffling gradient methods, e.g., in [1, 14, 27, 37].
Our step size matches the step size in [15] with the same order of training samples n
in the corresponding settings and state-of-the-art results. We discuss more details of
our learning rate 7; in our theoretical analysis below.

Note that Algorithm 1 works with any permutation 7() of {1,2,--- ,n}, including
deterministic and randomized ones. Hence, it covers a wide range of shuffling methods.
Our early work [1] analyzes most of results for unified shuffling schemes for noncon-
vex problems which includes incremental, single shuffling, and randomized reshuffling
variants as special cases. Note that the convergence results for the randomized reshuf-
fling variant is usually better than the general ones due to the fact that randomized
reshuffling allows for independence between the epochs of the algorithm, thus leads
to better bounds in expectation of the gradient variance at the solution [1, 14, 15].
Their analyses involving the gradient variance are often similar. As a consequence, in
this paper, we only present the results for randomized reshuffling, the unified results
for other variants follows in a similar manner.

3 Technical Assumptions and Key Bounds

In this section, we present the technical assumptions and prove necessary key bounds
used in our subsequent analyses.
3.1 Technical Assumptions

Assumption 1 (Smoothness). For each i € [n], the component function f(-;i) is
L-smooth, i.e. there exists a universal smoothness constant L > 0 such that, for all
w,w’ € dom (F), it holds that

IV f(wsi) = Vf(w'sd)| < Lijw —w'. (2)



The L-smoothness (2) assumption is standard in the analyses of gradient-type
methods for both stochastic and deterministic algorithms. From this assumption, we
have the following bound for any w,w’ € dom (F) [23]:

F(w) < F(w') + (VP(w),w— ') + 5w — |

Since we study a convex setting of (1), we impose the following assumption.
Assumption 2 (Convexity). For each i € [n], the component function f(-;3) of (1)
s proper and convex, i.e.:

flw;i) > f(w;0) +(Vf(w;1),w — ), Yw,w € dom (f(1)).

In addition, we also investigate a strongly convex case of (1) as stated in the
following assumption. While individual convexity is needed for our analysis, we do not
requires the strongly convexity of individual functions.

Assumption 3 (p-strong convexity). The objective function F of (1) is u-strongly
convex on dom (F'), i.e. there exists a constant p € (0,400) such that

F(w) > F(b) + (VF(@), w — @) + gHw — @2, Vw,w € dom (F).

3.2 Basic Notations

The key derivations of our analysis consider the setting where f(-;4) is L-smooth and
convex for all i € [n]. Before stating our results, we need some basic notations. Together

with the conventional term gZ(t) = Vf(wz@; 7 (i + 1)) for gradient, we denote the
following terms:

100 = a0+ 1)),
Dzw (w1, we) == fot) (wy,w2) = fi(t)(wl) - fi(t)(wQ) - <Vf¢(t) (w2), w1 — wa),

where fi(t)(-) is the component function that has index 7(*) (i +1) (chosen at the outer
iteration ¢ and the inner iteration ¢), and Dgt)(wl,wg) is the Bregman divergence

between wy and wq associated with fi(t). If f(-;4) is L-smooth and convex, then for all
wy, ws € RY, we have the following inequality [23]:

flwi3i) > flwa;i) + (Vf(wa;i), wy — wa) + %va(w%i) — V f(w;9)||?,

which leads to

1

D (wr,w2) 2 o VA (wr) = VI (o) P, Yy, wa € RY, (3)
L

th) (’U)l,’wg) S 5 ||w1 — U}2||2, le,wg S Rd. (4)



In our analysis below, we repeatedly use the following quantity, which defines the total

(®)

. t) . .
Bregman divergence between w, and w; " in each epoch ¢, i.e.

n—1
Co:=0, C;:= ZDJ@ (w*;wﬁ-t)), t>1. (5)
j=0

Another quantity is the following sequence of expected values:
Fy:=B-E[Ci1]+ (1 - B)-E[Cy] t>1. (6)

Since the Algorithm 1 sets mg := 0 at the first iteration, the analysis of the first
iteration is slightly different from other iterations, e.g., Fy = (1 — ) - E[Cy] for t =1
and we adopt the convention that Cy = 0. Finally, let w, be an optimal solution of
(1). We define the variance o2 of F at w, as follows:

o= 3 IV )P € [0, +00). (7

3.3 Key Derivations

Now, we are ready to state our key bound used in our subsequence analysis. In fact,
the following lemma bounds the quantity of interest, which is the expected objective
residual E [F(@;) — F(w,)] based on the expected distance E [||@;—1 — w.[|?] from the
current iterate to an optimal solution and the quantity F; defined by (6).

Lemma 1. Suppose that Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 holds for (1). Let {wgt)}tT:l
be generated by Algorithm 1 with a fixed momentum parameter 0 < 5 < 1 and an
epoch learning rate ngt) =1t fort > 1. Assume that 0 <n; < 2L1/? fort > 1, where
K > 1. Suppose further that a randomized reshuffling strategy is used in Algorithm 1.

Then, for t > 2, we have the following bound:

~ - - 2
20, [F (@) — F(w,)] <E [|[@-1 — w,|?] —E [”wt _ w*llﬂ B %Ft

277t Ft 267’],3 Ft—l 4L0’2 2 4LO’2 2 3
—_—— 1- 1- . 8

If t =1, then we have:

(1~ BE[F() — Fw.)] < B [Jde1 — w.l] & [~ w. ] - 22F,

2n: 1 4Lc?
+(1- 5)%?5 t=, (1—p8)*n;.

Since the proof of Lemma 1 is relatively technical, we defer it to the appendix. In
the next section, we will present our main theoretical results for two settings: convex
and strongly convex cases.



4 Theoretical Convergence Results

We analyze the convergence of Algorithm 1 in the two settings: merely convex and
strongly convex cases as follows.

4.1 Convex Case: Main Result and Consequences

In this subsection, we consider the setting where f(-;¢) is L-smooth and convex for all
i € [n]. The following theorem states the convergence of Algorithm 1 for this case.

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 hold for (1). Let {wgt)}tT:l

be generated by Algorithm 1 with a fized momentum parameter 0 < 8 < 1 and an epoch
O

learning raten;” := "It fort > 1. Suppose further that a randomized reshuffling strategy

1s used in Algomthm 1. Assume that ny < ang_y for some a >0 and 0 < n; < ﬁ
fort > 1, where K := 1+ af. Then, we have the following bound:
E [|l@o — w.|?] | 4Lo?(1 o
E[F(IZ)T) o F(w )} < [”wo w ” ] o ( —I—Ozﬂ) Zt:l Mt (9)

S 2(1-p) Z?:l Nt 6n(1 - p) 23:1 77t'

Theorem 1 only provides an upper bound on E [F (@) — F(w,)], and we have not
yet seen a concrete convergence rate of Algorithm 1. We discuss the convergence rate
in the subsequent corollaries for different choices of the learning rate.

Proof. First, summing (8) from Lemma 1 for t =1,2,--- | T, we have

- 5) ZntlE [F (@) = F(w.)] < E ([l —w.[[?] — E oz —w.|?] - % >k

4L0
+**Z7]tFt+ 5KZ7]tFt 1+ me 1
4Lo? L 21 4Lo?
1—p5)? 34 (1— F 1—8)%n3.
+ 3n ( B) ;m + ( B)— K771 1+ 3 ( B)"ny

Next, using the fact that n; < any_1, we get
T 9 T
= 8) 2 P () — Fw.)] <E o - . ] - E (llor = w.l?] - = > n
4Lo? d
+**Z77tFt 3n 5(1_5)277?71
t=2
4Lo? a 21 4Lo?
== (1-— 2 3 1— Z - F 1— 2.3
+ 3 (1-2) ;mﬂ B) s 1+ an (1—=28)"n;

T
- - 2
<E [|[d0 - w.]?] — E |Jor - w.l’] - = > mF
t=1




+Wzmm

2 1 4L0‘ 3

+ (1= B)~mmbFr+ ———(1 - B)*n;

T
2
<E [ - w.|?] =B |or — w.l’] - = >

AL ., 4Lo? R
+**Z77tFt+ Oéﬂ ZntFt‘Fi BL-p ZUt"‘ (1-5) Zm
t=1

t=1
2
E [l — w.|l?] — E [llior — w. ) - Ezntﬂ

21 ALo?
+ - (14 ap) ZntFt+— (14 ap) Z

Finally, since K = 1+ af, divide both sides of the last estimate by 2(1 — ) Z?:l N,
we arrive at

E[F(dr) — F(w,)] < > iy mE [F (@) — F(w,)]
Zt 1T
E w0 —ws|?]  4Lo2(1+ aB) S, 13

20— m  6n1=8) Y g’

which exactly proves (9). O

Compared to the analysis of shuffling SGD methods for convex problems, our
shuffling momentum method only requires an additional assumption n; < amn_1 for
some « > 0, because it needs to deal with past momentum terms. Since we only
requires « to be independent of 7', this condition is mild and can be enforced in most
of the traditional learning rate schemes. Next, we derive two direct consequences of
Theorem 1 that demonstrate the two well-known step size schemes.

Corollary 1 (Constant learning rate). Let us fix the number of epochs T > 1,

/3
T1/3 S

ﬁ fort > 1 in Algorithm 1. Then, under the conditions of Theorem 1, we have

and choose a constant learning rate n, :=n = T1/3 for some v > 0 such that %

Wy — W 2 (72 2
E[F(ir) ~ F(uw.)] < —prers (E [g(lo_ 6)7” ], 4L 6((11_+£)'y > 10)

Consequently, the convergence rate of Algorithm 1 is (9(711/371:,12/3)



Proof. Since the learning rate 7, is constant, we can choose @« =1 and K =1+ in
Theorem 1. From (9) of Theorem 1, we obtain

@ — w.l?]  4Lo%(1+B) ,

A E
ElFter) =Pl < =05+ e —p) "

. . /K
Now, substituting n = WTnl#

— into the last inequality, we get
E [||[@o — w.l?] = 4Lo?(1+ B) v?n?/3
2(1 — B)ynt/3T2/3 6n(1—p3) T2/3

1 E [[[@o — w.|[?] N 4Lo%(1 4 B)v?
= pi/372/3 2(1 — B)y 6(1 — B) ’

E[F(ir) - Flw.)] <

which proves (10). O

Next, we consider an exponential scheduled learning rate. For a given epoch budget
T > 1, and two positive constants v > 0 and p > 0, we consider the following
exponential learning rate, see, e.g. [38]:

n = mnoat, where a:= p¥/T € (0,1). (11)

Then, the following corollary states a convergence rate of Algorithm 1 using this
learning rate without any additional assumption.

Corollary 2 (Exponential scheduled learning rate). Let us fiz the number of
1/3

epochs T > 1, and choose a diminishing learning rate n; = noat = '371/3 ot for
a:=p"T € (0,1) and some v > 0 such that 7;?/1;3 < 2L\/i+a[3 in Algorithm 1. Then,

under the conditions of Theorem 1, we have

 [F(ir) - F(w.)] < — (E[”@O“’*2]+4L”2(”“5”2>. (12)

T alATHS N\ 2(1 = B)vp 6(1—08)p

Consequently, the convergence rate of Algorithm 1 is O(W)

Proof. We observe that n; = amp—1 and n, < m < o7 Laﬁ = 2Li/?' Utilizing (9)
from Theorem 1, we have

E [llwo —w.l?]  4Lo*(1+aB) Yp, o™
2(1-p) 23:1 noat 6n(1 - B) Zthl noat
E [|[do — ws]?] ALo2(1+ af) S mia®
T201-B) Y e’ n(l=08) YL pa”
E [[[@o — wsl?] = 4Lo?(1 4 aB) ,
2(1— B)pTy  Gu(l—B)p

E[F(ir) — F(w.)]

10



Now, let ng = the last inequality leads to

Tl/d Y
E [[|@o — w.]?] 4Lo%(1 + af) v?n?/3
2(1 = p)pT?3ynt/3 — 6n(l—B)p T?/3

1 E [[[wg — wsl?] = 4Lo?(1 4 aB)y?
= nl/372/3 2(1=B)vp - 6(1—25)p ’

E[F(dr) = F(w.)] <

which proves (12). O

Remark 1 (Convergence Rates). With a randomized reshuffling strategy, the conver-
gence rate of Algorithm 1 in a smooth and convex setting remains O(n=*/3T~2/3) for
the two common learning rates. This rate matches the state-of-the-art rate for shuf-
fling SGD methods in a general convex setting as in [14, 15]. If we do not reshuffle the
permutations for every epoch, then the rate for an arbitrary permutation is O(T_Q/ 3),
which is worse than the randomized reshuffling scheme with a factor of n'/3. Since the
analysis for unified shuffling schemes is similar and straightforward compared to our
randomized analysis of Theorem 1, we skip these proofs here.

Remark 2 (Learning Rate Schedules). Our convergence results can be applied to other
learning rates schedule, including diminishing learning rate (e.g. step sizes diminishes
with some order of t) [14] and cosine scheduled learning rates [38, 39]. Similar to the
nonconvex setting [1], we typically need that all the step size are lower bounded and
upper bounded, following some specific order of T (ort), which these bounds can be
obtained from the design of the learning rate schedule. For convex settings, we will need
an additional mild condition i.e. ny < ani—1 for some a > 0. While these applications
are possible e.g., by considering the factor «, in this manuscript we omit such long
technical details.

4.2 Strongly Convex Case: Main Result and Consequences

In this subsection, we present an analysis for the case when the objective function is
strongly convex and each component function is convex.

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 hold for (1). Suppose further that
a randomized reshuffling strategy is used in Algorithm 1. Let {wgt)}thl be generated
by Algorithm 1 with a fized momentum parameter 0 < 8 < 1 and an epoch learning
rate n(t) =L fort>1. Assume that n; < an,_1 for some a >0 and 0 < 7 < ﬁ
fort>1, where K =1+ af(1 4+ pmax;n). Then, it holds that

E g0 — w.|P’] 4LUZ K-8
J

E |[dr —w.|?| < B
[” | ] - (L= B) L= (1 + pe) TT—; (1 + pm)

(13)

The proof of Theorem 2 relies on the key bound (8) of Lemma 1 and the fact that
F(iy) — F(wy) > &||Jw; — ws||? due to the p-strong convexity of F. By unrolling the

recursion bound on the term E [||th — w, ||2} , we get (13). The proof of Theorem 2 is in

11



the appendix. Next, we derive a convergence rate of Algorithm 1 for the two common
learning rates. Corollary 3 considers the most simple case of constant step sizes.
Corollary 3 (Constant learning rate). Let us fiz the number of epochs T > 1,

1/2
and choose a constant learning rate ny == n = w for some v > 0 such that

'ylog(;fﬂT) < 2L1/? for K =1+ 81+ pun) andt > 1 in Algorithm 1. Then, under the

conditions of Theorem 2, we have

- 1 (E[llwo — w.|*] _ ALo?y*(log(n"/2T))? (1 + B
IE[HwT—w*HQ} <nT2< [ (10_5) I, /2 Aoy (og(ngu )" ( )>'

Consequently, the convergence rate of Algorithm 1 is @(n

1

)

Proof. Since the learning rate is constant, we can choose « = 1 and K = 1+ 5(1+ un).
From (13) of Theorem 2 we have

- 2 [”wo*w*”} 4LU (1= B8+ B(1 + un))
EN“”‘“*” } = (1=B) 1+ T Z ’ (1 + pp) =7+

- E HU~)O - U/*H2 1 un 4LO’ a
- (1-75) ( _7> + 3n +,3m]; 1+u17T J+1

E _H'LDO - w*||2 T 4La? 5 (1+ Bun)
el |y ke

(1-5) 2 3n un
E |\1I)0—w*||2 T 4L 2
un 0~ 9
P S | _-H 1
N (1-0) exp( 2 >+3n,un( +8),
where we use the fact that un < 1, 1+wz <1-£Hand 1 —2 < exp(—x). Now,

applying the choice n = % into the above estimate, we can deduce

E Iz - w.|’]

E [Hwo - w*ﬁ log(nl/? )

py log(n'/°T) 4Lo” , 1/27\\2
_= — 1 7)* (1
gy o () g1 14 5)
- 2
_ 1 (B [0 — wal’] sz, ALo*(log(n!2T))? (14 B)
~ nl? (1-5) 3u ’
which proves our desired result. O

12



In the final Corollary 4, we consider the exponential step size (11), which is
described in the previous section. Our analysis is flexible that it allows various learn-
ing rate schedules, which attains the same convergence guarantees as the standard
constant step sizes.

Corollary 4 (Exponential scheduled learning rate). Let us fiz the number of

’vlog(nl/zT)

epochs T > 1, and choose a diminishing learning rate 1y := noozt = at for

1/2
a = pT € (0,1) and some v > 0 such that wlog({f ) < 2L\F

Then, under the conditions of Theorem 2, E [||1I)T — w*Hﬂ is upper bounded by

in Algorzthm 1.

~ 2
1 (E [Ilwo — Wyl ] sy 4L02(1 4 2a8) 272 (log(n'/2T))2
il En s
nT? (1-5) 3u

Consequently, the convergence rate of Algorithm 1 is @(#)

Proof. First, observe that K = 1+ af8(1 + pmax¢n:) = 1 + (1 + pun1), nr = ang—1
and ny < < ﬁ The learning rate is also lower bounded: 7; > 77 = noa’ = ngp.

Note that pn, <1, then 1+Lm <1—£tand 11— <exp(—zx).

Next, from Theorem 2, we have

E[llor - w.]

E [H@o — w*||2] . Lo? XT: . e

< o™ —g————

(L= B ITimy (L pme) 30 i H?_Ja + pnge)
A (e > 1
T (=81 + pmop)” 3n = 0 [T, (1 + pmop)

E (@0 — w.|P’
<1 _(17/“70/7) 4L0K BZ 1T41

(1-8) 2 — (14 pnop)T—3+
E [l — w. ] T o4r r
nop (K = B) 5 1

<1 ) N :
- (1-05) P ( 2 ) T 3n g’ Z: (14 unop)T—i+1

o .
E |[[wo — w.]] ( an0p> 4L02(K — ﬁ)pgng 1
—  Jexp|- +

<
= (1-5) 2 3n H1op
E |[|l@o — w.? pTnop\ | 4La*(K — B)p*ng
il (e :
(1-58) 2 np

13



/
Finally, applying the choice 1 = %’Im we have

E [z - w.]

< E [||1Do - w*||2} 1y log(n'/2T)p ALo*(K — B)p? v*(log(n}/>T))>
= W exp <_ D) ) + 37'LM T3

~ 2
1 (E [Hwo — ws|| ] —— 4Lo%(1 + 208) p2~2 (log(n*/2T))?
~ nT? (1-0) 3u ’

which proves (14). O

Remark 3. With a randomized reshuffled permutation strategy, the convergence rate
of Algorithm 1 for a strongly convex setting is @(n—;z) for two different step sizes.
This rate matches the state-of-the-art rates for shuffling SGD methods in a strongly
convex setting, see, e.g., [14, 15]. To our best knowledge, this is the first work for a
shuffling momentum method achieving SOTA convergence rate in a strongly convex
setting. Similar to the convex case, we can derive an analysis for unified data shuffling
schemes and prove an @(%) rate (which is worse than the randomized reshuffling
scheme with a factor of n) using similar arguments as in our analysis of Theorem 2.

Similar to the convex case, we note that other step size strategies [14, 38, 39] can
be adapted to our strongly convex analysis, by considering the factor a. However, we
omit such discussion due to long technical details.

5 Numerical Experiments

We demonstrate the theoretical results developed in the previous sections. We conduct
a small numerical experiment on convex problems on a logistic regression model using
real data sets and compare the performance of our SMG algorithm with some state-
of-the-art stochastic gradient methods in the literature.

Experiment settings. We consider the following convex problem arising from
binary classification:

min {F(w) = % Z log(1 +exp(—yimjw))},

Rd
we im1

where {(z;,y;)}}, is a given set of training samples. We perform experiments on two
real datasets from LIBSVM [40], namely w8a with 49,749 samples and ijcnnl with
91, 701 samples. The experiment was repeated three times with different random seeds
and we report the average metrics (training loss and test accuracy) of these results.
We compare our SMG and a standard stochastic gradient scheme (SGD) and two
other state-of-the-art methods: stochastic gradient with momentum (SGD-M) [41] and
Adam [6]. To obtain a fair comparison, we employ a randomized reshuffling scheme

14



across all methods. For the latter two algorithms, we adopt the hyper-parameter set-
tings that are recommended and widely utilized in practical applications. For SMG,
we set the parameter 8 := 0.5 as it is the recommended parameter in our paper [1].

We fine-tune each algorithm with a grid search strategy for a constant step size
and report the best result we obtain. For SGD, SGM, and SGD-M, the searching
grid is {0.1,0.01,0.001}. We use the following rule to update the weights for SGD-M
algorithm:

i = i)+ 4

ol = wl? O,

where gft) is the (i41)-th gradient at epoch t. We choose this momentum update since
it is one of the standard updates and it is implemented in PyTorch with the default
value 8 = 0.9. Since the default learning rate for Adam is 0.001, we let our search-
ing grid for Adam be {0.01,0.001,0.0001}. The two momentum hyper-parameters for
Adam is 81 := 0.9 and By := 0.999.

w8a dataset

—— SMG
1275x 107 —*— SGD 9881077
—— SGD-M
—— ADAM
Sy 997 x10°
0 2 1%
I e
2 g
c raxaet O 986x10°!
s =
= 1sx10m 7]
e
115x10 SMG
—— SGD
1125 %107 s6ex 10 —— SGD-M
—<— ADAM
25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200
Number of effective passes Number of effective passes
ijcnnl dataset
—— SMG —— SMG p
225x 1070 >
—+— SGD 924x101| —+— SGD /
—— SGD-M —— SGD-M
22x0) x| —<— ADAM —— ADAM
\ 922x 107
>
" 215x107! [}
0 o
o 3 o
C e I¥]
g z
= ; $ 9.18x10
R,
1.95x 107 9.14x107%

25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200
Number of effective passes Number of effective passes

Fig. 1 The train loss (left) and test accuracy (right) produced by SMG, SGD, SGD-M, and Adam
for the w8a and ijcnnl datasets, respectively.
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Numerical results. We report the results of our experiments for the two datasets
in Figure 1. For the w8a dataset, SMG demonstrates notably superior train loss com-
pared to Adam and SGD-M, and slightly outperforms SGD. For the ijcnnl dataset,
SMG exhibits lower train losses compared to SGD and Adam, and has comparable
performance to SGD with momentum. On the test accuracy, although there is no
clear dominance among the methods, SMG consistently performs well throughout the
training process and is comparable to the best method in our test.

Note that problem we aim to solve is minimizing the training loss, which is not
always the same as generalizing well on the testing data. We tune the learning rates
so that each methods has the best training performance (without using validation
data). Hence, the test accuracy in our experiment only served as some reference as it is
comparable with other algorithms and it does not necessary reflect the generalization
performance of our method.

Conclusions

This paper studies the Shuffling Momentum Gradient (SMG) algorithm introduced in
[1], a variant of the Shuffling SGD algorithm augmented with an anchor momentum.
While our earlier work extensively analyzed SMG in non-convex settings, this study
extends the investigation to two cases: convex and strongly convex settings. Our anal-
ysis is new and matches the current state-of-the-art convergence rate of the shuffling
gradient-type methods. This work and [1] provide a complete analysis of the Shuffling
Momentum Gradient algorithm for both convex and nonconvex problems.

Several promising research directions arises from this work. For instance, first,
investigating other momentum methods and adaptive step sizes is an interesting prob-
lem for further exploration. Second, it is desirable to study our approach to address
composite problems and minimax optimization. Third, while the study of most shuf-
fling methods focus on the complexity per epoch, the convergence analysis for each
iteration may offer additional understanding and insights of the algorithm’s behavior.

Appendix A Technical Notations and Expressions

First, we introduce some additional notations for our analysis in the sequel. For ¢t > 1
and i =0,...,n, we denote

AY = Hzg(t)H and B = Hzg(t)

(A1)

We adopt the convention Z —0Y; () — 0, and Z"_i g(t) = 0 in the above definitions.

Next, we collect the followmg expressions from Algorlthm 1 to use later in our analysis.
From the update rules of Algorithm 1, for ¢t > 1, we have

n—1
m® =y = pt-) @ o0 Loe-n ey 1 Z (t-1) :*ng_l)- (A2)
j=0
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If t =1, then we set m((Jl) =1 = 0 € R%. From the update wl(j_)l = wgt) — nl-(t)mgl

with ngt) =" fori=1,2,...,n—1, at Step 7 of Algorithm 1, we can derive

i—1
t) (2 (¢ Nt (¢ L t
wz() :wz(_)l—gmg):wé)—gzm;_?_l, t>1. (A3)
§=0
Note that Zj_:lo mg-tll and Zj:_i mét;ll) = 0 by convention, these equations also hold

true for « = 0 and ¢ = n.
Now, letting ¢ = n in Equation (A3), for all ¢ > 1, we have

n—1 n—1
i @ n
ol = S0 DS (o)1 )
j=0 j=0

n—1
= —% (nﬂmff) +(1=8)) gj(-t))'
j=0

Since mét) = %27:_01 g§t_1) for t > 2 (due to (A2)), we have the following update

n—1
wl) —uf? =~ 37 (897 + (1 - B)g"). (A4)
§=0
For t =1, since mgt) =0, we get
n n—1
wif) =i’ ==H0-5) 3 g (45)
j=0

Appendix B Technical Lemmas

This appendix provides necessary technical lemmas used in our analysis.

B.1 Lemma 2: Sampling without replacement

We need [15][Lemma 1] for sampling without replacement in our analysis. For complete

references, we recall it here. -
Lemma 2 (Lemma 1 in [15]). Let X1,---, X, € R be fized vectors, X := £ 3" | X;

be their average and o := 3" || X; — X||* be the population variance. Fiz any
ke {1,---,n}, let Xr), -+, X, be sampled uniformly without replacement from
{X1, -, Xn} and X, be their average. Then, the sample average and the variance

are given, respectively by

R o o2l _ n—k o
E[X,]=X and E [|| X, X”]_ik(n—l)a'
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Since 7 = (7 (1),..., 7" (n)) is uniformly sampled at random without replace-
ment from {1,...,n}, by Lemma 2, we have E [ﬁ Z;:ll Vf(we; 70 (G + 1))} =
VF(w,) and

SV (w0 4 1))

— (n—i)E Zw wai O + 1)) 2

= (n—i)°E nznzlww y+1>>—VF(w*>2
LS i L

2 ((Z_il);a?. (B6)

B.2 Bound expected squared norm of sum of gradients

Lemma 3. Let w, be an optimal solution of F', and {wgt)} be generated by Algorithm

1 with 0 < 8 <1 and ngt) =1 for every t > 1. Assume that Assumption 1 and
Assumption 2 hold, with the application of a randomized reshuffling strategy, we have
the following bounds fort > 1:

n—1

2 2.2
E[Bg”} <4nL-E[C}]  and ZE[BZ@] < 4n2L -E[Cy] + "3” .
i=0
Proof. We start with the definition of Bi(t)
0
B, Zgj
n—1 n—1 2
- 55 (= Sttwi-19) + 5 w00 1)
j=i
(a) n—1 . 2 n—1 2
< 2|3 (0 = VHwarOG+1) | +2||3 V(w0 +1))
Jj=t j=i
(a) n—1 2

<2n—zZHg — V(w7 B (5 + 1)) H +2 ZVfw*, )(j + 1))

=17
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(b) n—1 2

< 2(n—i)-2LY DY (w;wl) + 2

] 7

)

ZVf (w7 + 1))

where (a) is from from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and the last line (b) follows by
the inequality (3). Now taking expectation to both sides and using (B6), we have

2

+2|E ZVfw* DG +1))

] 7

E[BY] =4L(n—i)E [ZD“ w.iw!)
j=t

(5)(B6) — Q)i
< 4L(n —9)E[C] +2 ((Z _’1); o?

For the special case i = 0, we have:
E [Béﬂ <4LnE[CY).

Summing up the expression from ¢ :=0to i:=n — 1, we get

n—1 _
ZE[B“}<4L ECth—z —|—20
=0 =0

2n2g2
5

< 4n’L - E[Cy] +

where we use the facts that > . 1(n —1i) <n? and 27 0 (Z 11))1 < n(nGH) < %2 O

B.3 Bound expected sum of Bregman divergence (1)

Lemma 4. Under the same setting as of Lemma 3, it holds that

n—1

2
ZE {Dgt)(wg);wgt))} < AL*n?Fy + gnf(l — B)Lo?,  fort>1.
i=0

Proof. We start with the case t > 2:

oot S ot

L} 0 0)
S52 B(n —iymf + ( ZQJ
A2) L2 || n—i= (t—
S 952 B " Zggi ZQ
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2

(@) L n? n—ix—~ (-1 (t)
< _
- 2n? n ;0 9i
AN,y Lgg [ (n=0)* @) ®
- 2712 |:ﬂ 7'L2 BO +(1_5)Bl ’

where (a) follows from the convexity of ||-||% for 0 < 8 < 1. Summing up the expression
from i := 0 to 7 :=n — 1 and talking expectation, we get

"i]E DO i) < %ﬂi lﬁWE B¢ ]+ -8 E]E 5]

25 sl ra-aS s (n]

< g:ﬁ[wn%m[aﬁ_lw( ) (4n2L E[C,] + 2"2"2”
< B 450 BlCa] + 40 - B2 -ElC + (- )7
Sorzgpr 4 M2

2
<ALPpiF, + 3

377152<1 - B)LU2>

where (b) follows from the fact that Z?;Ol (n—14)%2 <n3, and in (c) we use the results
from Lemma 3.

We do the same for the case t = 1:

OG0 < 2 Jult -l < £ "2 Bl iyml) + Zg“’
L (t) (t)
S5z Zg S 5
(A1) L

n—1 n—1
S E[DOusu™)] < 22 |1 ) TE [5]
i=0 =0

(d) 2 2 2
<z [(1 ) (4n2L E[C]+ 2 )}

20



2 2
< 204 - p)LBIC + (1 - H) 2

Ln? 202
g gy27
5 (1-8)—

77152(1 - ﬂ)LO’Q,

©
< 2L%02F, +

2.2 2
<AL + g

where in (d) we use the results from Lemma 3. Hence the statement of Lemma 4 is
true for all ¢ > 1. O
B.4 Bound expected sum of Bregman divergence (2)

Lemma 5. Under the same setting as of Lemma 3, the following holds for t > 2:

n—1

_ _ 2
Z E [Dgt 1)(1”5??1”? 1))] < 4L277t2Ft + 4L277t2—1Ft—1 + gﬁtz—1(1 - 5)L02-
i=0

Proof. We start with the case t > 3:

DI w0l ) € L
(2 n —2 n

9

(tq)HQ

<L Hw,(f) - wﬁf‘l)HQ +L waf_l) - wgt_l)’ 2,
where we use the inequality ||u+ v||? < 2||ul]? +2||v||?. Note that wiY = w(t), usin
y 0 g

the result

from Lemma 4 for ¢t and t — 1, we have

2 2 _\2
w?—@%zﬂﬁﬁm”3$”+u—mwﬂ
n

n2

pt=b (w(t). w(tfl))

<L ng) — wét)

’ +L Hw(t_l) — w(tfl))r
2 2 -\ 2
_ ni_ n—1 _ _
< L—Z; [53(? RENG! —5)33“] + Lo [ﬂ( g ) B{™ +(1-p)B" 1)} .

Summing up the expression from ¢ := 0 to i := n — 1 and taking expectation, we get

3
—

(]

£ o1 ]
=0

<[] - 2 o]

T =iy B2+ -p) SIE [Bft‘lﬂ
=0

n2

<.

n L77152—21
n
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€ L% 4pnL - BICy] + 4(1 — A)nL - E(C1]

2 2 2 2
+L% 46n°L - E[Ci_o] + (1 — B) [4n*L - E[Cy_4] + ”30 ”

< ALn} [ E[Ci—1] + (1 — B) - E[C]]
77152—1 2n20?
n?2 3

+ 4Ly [B-E[Ci-o] + (1 = B)E[C,—1]] + (1 - B)L
2
S ALPF A+ AL Fooy + 577?71(1 ~ B)Lo?,
where (a) follows from the fact that Z;Zol (n—14)? < n? and from the results of Lemma
3. Now we analyze similarly for the case t = 2:

— — 4 L — 2
t—1 t—1 t—1

n o (3

R R g

where we use the inequality ||u+ v||? < 2||u||? +2|v||%. Note that wi ™Y = w(()t), using
the result
2 2 _ 52
er(f) — wgt) = % [5(n nzz) B(()t_l) +(1- B)Bi(t)} for t = 2,
ol> _ m t
ng) - “’1( )H = n—’; [(1 — 5)Bf )] for t =1,

from Lemma 4, we have

Dgtfl)(wét);wgtfl)) <L Hw%t) . wét) 2 L ng_n B wl(tfl)HQ

2
Ni—1

2
Un (t—1) (t)
<1k 8BV + (1= 9B + L e

(a-pB Y]

Summing up the expression from i := 0 to 7 := n — 1 and taking expectation, we get

S B DO w0 )
=0

n2 ,
=0

< L%Q {,BE {Bgt‘”} +(1-B)E [Bé“” s [(1 ~B) TSIE {Bgt‘””

€ L [4gnL - BIC,1] + 4(1 — BnL - ELC1]

2 2 .2
v L% [(1 — B) {4n2L CE[Ci_1] + 2”30 ”
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< A4Ln} [B-E[Ci—1] + (1 — B) - E[C]]
77t2—1 2nc?

+4L%n; 1 [(1 - B)E[C,— I+ A =BL- 5=

2
< ALPniF, + AL%n;_ F,— 1+377f (1= pB)Lo?,

where (a) follows from the results of Lemma 3. Hence the statement of Lemma 5 is
true for all ¢ > 2. O

Appendix C Proofs of Lemma 1 and Theorem 2

We now provide the full proof of Lemma 1 and Theorem 2 in the main text.

C.1 Proof of Lemma 1: Key bounds

Proof. First, let us note that W, = wO ) for t = 1,...,T. From the update (A4), we
have the following for ¢ > 2:

[
= Il = w.
N (4 (oD (t)
—lp® 1 M ( t=1 .t)_
‘wn + o go Boi "+ (1= P)g” ) —w

= Hw,(f) — w*H2 + 2% (wg) — w*)THXI (ﬁg(t 2 +(1— ﬁ)gi(t)>

2

) 12—0
(t=1 (®)
+ n;(ﬁgit (1-8)")
R . (wﬁf)—w*)TnZ(ﬁg(” +(1-p)4)
n im0
n—1
— lw® — +277t {ﬂ w® — o, gl(t 1)+(1 8) ) _ (t)}
M ECE G
2
= wg)—w*

2 - _ - -
”tZﬂ( @) = £V + DI D i) = DI @il )

n—1

2
+ 2531 -8) (A7) = £ w.) + DO (s w™) = P (@ ul))

i=0
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where the last line follows from the following inequality:
(wr — wa) " VD (wy) = £ (wr) = £ (ws) + D (wy — wy) — DI (wy — wy).
Now note that 37" 9 = F(-), we have

2
-1 = wu]? 2 ||l — w.

+ 28 [F(wd) — F(w.)]
-1

22 5[5 (DD (sl ) = DI )]

=0
+2(1 = By F(wl) — F(w,))]
n—1
2 ; (1= 8) (D (e ) = DO (w0

2
D Jw® = w. ||+ 2m[F (@) = F(w.)

n—1
n—1
+2u (1= p) (ct -3 DY’(ws&wﬁ“)ﬂ ,
=0

where in the last equation we use the definition of C}. Taking expectation, we get
E [[[we—1 —w.|?]

> [ Jutf — ] + 28 [l ) - F(w*n}

o <ct1 ZE[w ol w)]
+22 1= p) (E 0~ T8 [P0l wgﬂm
1=0

(@) 2
> E U]wgﬂ _ wH ] +2F [nt[F(w;U) - F(w*)]]
Nt Nt
+2Ft_25|: Ft+4L77t 1Fieo1 + 77t 1( ﬁ)LJ}
n n 3
Tt 2 2 2, 2
-2 9% AP F o+ 3020 - 6) L)

|

2 2
wld = |+ 28 [nlr ) - o)) + 22
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2 2
- % ALP2F, — % ABL*2 | Fy_y

~ 0 B)Lo? (B + (- D)D)

where (a) comes from the deﬁnition (6) of F; and the results of Lemma 4 and 5 for

t > 2. Note that wff) =y, Ny < 2L\F and 4L%n? L 7¢» we further have
. - 5 2
2B [F () — F(w,)] <E [[[;1 — w.|?] - E [||wt — w,|| } - ﬁFt
2n; 1 2 4Lo? 4Lo
+ﬁ—Ft+ﬂﬁ Foq+ 2% 51— B) "1 gy,

K 3n 3n

Now we consider the case t = 1. From the update (A5), we have the following for ¢t = 1:

[

= llwg” = w. |
n—1 2
= [ + 23 01— )yl
1=0
—1 n—1 2
. ) 2 Mt t) TS 1 () Tt 1 (t)
= [|wt) —w.| +22 (wn —w*) (1-8)g;" + Z(( B)g; )
=0 =0
9 T n—1
> [w® —w,| +22 (wﬁf) —w*) (1-B)g"
n =0
9 n—1 T
ui
= ot 22 [0 () k]
2
= w,(f) — Wy
n—1
+22 57 (1= 8) (0 @) = 10 w.) + DO (w.sw”) - DO s w))]
=0

where the last line follows from the following inequality:
(w1 —wy) " VI (ws) = {7 (w1) = 1 (wz) + D (ws — ws) = DI (w1 — ws).

Now note that Y., fz(t)( ) = F(+), we have
S+ 21— BlF ) - Fw)]

225 [0 ) (D) - DOl )]
=0

= wa ~w.

:\3
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D ) |+ 201 - BF@) - P
n—1

(1 - ﬂ) (Ct — Z Dgt)(wg);wz(t))>‘| )
=0

Taking the full expectation, we get

ol
n

E (|1 - w.l|’] > E U wlf) - w*]ﬂ +2(1 = B [m[F ()  F(w.)]

(1-8) (E cl-Y = D8 (w?: wE”)})]
=0

[l - o] +20- 92 [ir) - ]

+ol
n

2
+ 2%}1 —2(1 - ﬂ)% [4L217t2Ft + gnf(l - ﬂ)LaQ}

2
>E Mwﬁﬁ —w. } +2(1 = B)E [n[F(w?) - F(w,)]
2
2E =21 - 9% i+ S - AL
n n 3
where (a) comes from the definition (6) of F; and the results of Lemma 4 for ¢ > 1.
2
E -1 —w.[*] > E [Hw,&“ —w ] +2(1 - BE [m[F(w) - Fw.)]
+ %Ft 21— |KkF, + g77,%(1 — B)Lo?| .
n n 3
Finally, we have
. ~ i 2
20(1 = BE[F (i) = F(w.)] < E [[[d-1 = w. ] — E [Jidr — w.|*] - T2,
2n: 1 4Lo? 3

+ (1 - B)YEFt + i (1-B)*n;.

This completes our proof. O

C.2 Proof of Theorem 2: Strongly convex objectives

1

h
sLvic We have

Proof. From the results of Lemma 1, for n; <

- _ 5 2
208 [P(0) ~ F(w.)] < E |1 — w.l?] - E [l - w.]?] - 22,

4Lo? 4Lc? 3

2n 1 2ny 2 2
1-— 1-— t>2
™ B = B)nmy—q + ™ (1=8)m, t=>

1
— _F+ —B=F,_
+nKt+nﬂKt1+
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2ma—mewofFWMSEW®4*wwﬂ*EW@*wmﬂ*%q?

o 1 4Lo> ) B
+(1*5)7?Ft 3 (1-8)"n;, t=1

Since F is p-strongly convex, i.e. F(w) — F(w.) > &ljw — w.||?, for Vw € R, we have
the following;:

- - - 2
i [l — wnl?] < B [y = wel?] ~ E [, - wal?] - 22,

9 9 4Lo2 4Lo?
+£?Ft n ﬂg Fioy+ — =B = By +

(1=8)%n, t>2

3n
- - - 2
un(1—B)E {Hwt — wyl| } <E [Hwt—l _ w*HQ] _F {Hwt B w*Hg} _ ﬁFt
2n: 1 4Lo? 9 3
1- 8 —F, 1- ~1.
Hence, one has
. 21, 2 1
(1 pn)E |[[d = w.|]*| S E [y = walP] = Z2F, + =X 2 F,
2 , 1 4Lo? 9 4Lo? 9 3
—B=Fi- 1- 1- t>2
+ B Fie + 5 =B = B+ — (=), 622,
- _ 2 2
(14 (1= B))E [l — wal?] < B [y — ] - 227+ 22 LR,
4Lo?
1— 2.3 t=1
+ 3’)?, ( ﬁ) to

Now we adopt the following conventional notations:

by = L+ pne ift > 2,
T 4 (1= B) if t = 1.

and for every ¢t > 1:

27lt 2 1 2n 4Lo? 4Lo?
Hy=——"F+--ph+ 7/3 Fi1+ ™ B(1 = B)neni—y + 3n

(1 - ﬁ)ana

where we use the convention that F; = 0. Hence we have the following recursive
equation for all ¢t > 1:

E [l = w.ll?] < E [l = w.)?] + H,
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Unrolling this recursive equation, we have
T T—1
[T 4 [lir — w.l?] < TT 1 (B [lér— - w.l?] + Hr)
t=1 t=1
T—1 T—1
< H O:E [H@T—l - w*||2} + H o1 Hr
t=1 t=1
T—2 T—2 T—1
< [T 0 [lor—z — wol?] + T] Her + [T outir
t=1 t=1 =1

T-2 T-1

<]E[||w0—w*H } +Hy +¢1Hy + H¢tHT 1+ H¢tHT
t=1

=E |:||’lZ)0 — w*H2i| + ZHJ H (rbt?
j=1 t=1

4L 4Lo?
o? 0(1_5)23

1
Oéﬁ(l - »3)7759"71 + 3, ;-

2 1
Hj =— ( - 1) niFy + —afeni—1 i+

K

We bound the last term:

ZH H¢t 2<—1>Z77JF H¢t+ —af— Zm 1Fj— 1H¢t
iLo znﬂmt 4L“ znjmt
j=1 t=1

Q
,_.

< 4o Zn;”Hast (1 B+ aBsy).



where we use the fact that K = 1+ af(1 + pmax; n;). Plugging the last bound to the
previous estimate we get:

E |y — .||
< ——E @ —w. ] + i T] o
A 0 — Ws ¢
Ht:1¢t B - Ht 1¢t j=1 t=1
_ ; T B
e LR s b B SEACE LD
[limioe * . j=1 Ht 1P
- _ 2 o T .
< e [0 — ws|?] + MZU M
[T 6 ! : 3n 1. ¢
t=1%t j=1 t=5 Pt
We use the fact that ﬁ = 1+(1—1ﬂ);m1 < (1—6)(11+/tm) and have
E | llir — w. |’
E [l - w. ] o2 &
4 2o an (1—-8+aB(l+ pmax,n,))
L+ Q=B [T (L +pme) 30 =7 T, (1 + )
E Il - w. ] 2 T
+4L0 Z 3(1*ﬂ+aﬂ(1+umaxtnt))'
a (1 _B) H15T:1(1+Wlt) 3n j=1 ! H3:](1+M77t)

This completes our proof. O
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