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Abstract

In this work, we investigate stochastic approximation (SA) with Markovian data and nonlinear up-
dates under constant stepsize a > 0. Existing work has primarily focused on either i.i.d. data or linear
update rules. We take a new perspective and carefully examine the simultaneous presence of Marko-
vian dependency of data and nonlinear update rules, delineating how the interplay between these two
structures leads to complications that are not captured by prior techniques. By leveraging the smooth-
ness and recurrence properties of the SA updates, we develop a fine-grained analysis of the correlation
between the SA iterates 0, and Markovian data xp. This enables us to overcome the obstacles in ex-
isting analysis and establish for the first time the weak convergence of the joint process (xk,0k)r>0.
Furthermore, we present a precise characterization of the asymptotic bias of the SA iterates, given by
E[0s] — 6" = a(bm + bn + bc) + O(a3/2). Here, by, is associated with the Markovian noise, by, is tied to
the nonlinearity, and notably, b. represents a multiplicative interaction between the Markovian noise and
nonlinearity, which is absent in previous works. As a by-product of our analysis, we derive finite-time
bounds on higher moment E[||f; — 6*||*"] and present non-asymptotic geometric convergence rates for
the iterates, along with a Central Limit Theorem.

1 Introduction

Stochastic Approximation (SA) is an iterative scheme for solving fixed-point equations using noisy obser-
vations. Its application spans various domains, including stochastic control [KY03, Bor08], reinforcement
learning (RL) [SB18, Ber19] and stochastic optimization [Lan20]. A typical SA algorithm takes the form
Or+1 = Ok + ag(Ok, xr), where (zy)r>0 represents the underlying noisy data sequence and a > 0 is the
constant stepsize. The goal of SA is to approximate the target solution 6* that solves E,~.[g(6*,2)] = 0,
with 7 being the stationary distribution of the process (zy)r>0.

SA subsumes many important algorithms. A prime example is stochastic gradient descent (SGD) for
minimizing a function J(#) given a noisy estimate g(#, z) of its gradient. Linear SA schemes include SGD
for quadratic objective functions, as well as various RL algorithms such as linear TD-Learning (in which ¢
is not the gradient of any function and standard SGD results do not apply).

Of particular interest to us are SA updates given by a nonlinear function g(6,z) of §. One motivating
example is learning a Generalized Linear Model (GLM) y =~ u(z ") with a nonlinear mean function u : R — R.
A power approach, developed in [WZDD23, KKSK11, KS09, DGK*20], considers an appropriate surrogate
loss function, for which the corresponding SGD update takes the form 01 = 6 + a(o(wkTﬁk) — Yk )Wk,
where x; = (wg, y) is the observed covariate-response pair. Common choices of ¢ include the identity map
for linear regression, the Sigmoid function for logistic regression, as well as Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU)
and its various smoothed versions (e.g., ELU and SoftPlus) for ReLLU regression [CUH16, DGK™20, GBB11,
BKBP22, KKSK11].
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Furthermore, we are interested in the setting where the data sequence (xy)r>0 forms a Markov chain,
going beyond the common i.i.d. data setting. The Markovian model captures a wide range of SA problems in
machine learning where stochastic data exhibit serial dependence [KOGT22, BSST23, HCX23a, NWB™20].

Classical work on SA focuses on diminishing stepsizes [RM51, BM00]. Constant stepsize schemes have
recently gained popularity due to easy parameter tuning, fast initial convergence, and robust empirical
performance. Non-asymptotic error bounds have been obtained for constant stepsize SA [SY19, CZD*22].
Recent work further provides fine-grained characterization of the distributional and steady-state behaviors
of the iterates [DDB20, YBVE21, HCX23a, LM23, ZX24]. Two recurring themes in these results are weak
convergence of the distribution of §; and the presence of an asymptotic bias E[f] — 8* o «, both having
important implications for iterate averaging, bias reduction and statistical inference [HCX23b].

Note that most previous work studied the nonlinear update setting and Markovian data setting sepa-
rately—e.g., in [DDB20, YBVE21] for nonlinear SGD with i.i.d. data, and in [HCX23a, HCX23b] for Marko-
vian linear SA. The linearity or i.i.d. assumptions imposed in these prior works are restrictive, especially
in the face of modern machine/reinforcement learning paradigms where nonlinear models are the norm and
dependent data is common. Moreover, the absence of prior work dealing with Markovian nonlinear SA is
not merely an overlook—as argued below, this setting is significantly more challenging.

Our Contributions: In this work, we study constant-stepsize SA with both Markovian data and
nonlinear update. In Section 3, we elucidate the new challenges that arise from the simultaneous presence
of these two structures, which break key steps in previous analysis of the i.i.d. or linear setting. Due to
the interaction between these two structures, establishing weak convergence is far from obvious, and the
asymptotic bias exhibits new behaviors. Consequently, analyzing the nonlinear Markovian setting requires
more than simply combining previous techniques.

To address the above confounding complication, we exploit the smoothness and recurrence structures of
the SA update, thereby developing a fine-grained analysis of the correlation of the parameter 6 and data
xy. This allows us to establish for the first time the weak convergence of the joint process (zx,0x)r>0 to a
unique invariant distribution, represented by the limiting random variable (s, 0). As a by-product of our
analysis, we derive finite-time bounds on E[||§), — 6*]|?], the 2p-th moments of the errors, generalizing the
results in [DDB20, CZD"22, SY19] to higher moments and to the nonlinear Markovian setting. In addition,
we prove a Central Limit Theorem (CLT) for averaged iterates.

We further show that nonlinearity and Markovian structure contribute in a multiplicative way to the
asymptotic bias of the SA iterates. In particular, we obtain the following bias characterization: E[GSS )] —60* =
(b +bn+be) +O((ar4)?/?). We provide explicit expressions for the vectors by, by, be, which are independent
of a. Here, by, represents the bias component due to Markovian data (quantified by the mixing property of
2), and b, the bias due to the nonlinearity of g (quantified by the second derivative ¢”'). Importantly, we
identify the additional compound term b, which is absent in both nonlinear SA with i.i.d. data and linear SA
with Markovian data. We explore the algorithmic implications of the above results on Polyak-Ruppert (PR)
averaging [Rup88, Pol90, JKK'18] and Richardson-Romberg (RR) extrapolation [Hil87]. We show that PR
averaging reduces the variance but not the bias, whereas RR extrapolation eliminates the leading bias term
a(bm + by + be), reducing the asymptotic bias to a higher order of «.

Related work Postponing a detailed literature review to Section 5, here we remark on the very recent
work [LM23], which also studies Markovian nonlinear SA using coupling. They prove weak convergence
of (z,0:) only in the linear setting, not for nonlinear SA. In the latter setting, their weak convergence
analysis is thwarted by challenges similar to what we elucidate in Section 3, due to the interplay between
nonlinearity and Markovian data leading to “double recursions”. The coupling techniques in [LM23] and ours
are also different. We couple two processes by sharing data x; = z}, and construct 0, 6’ such that (z;, ;) 4
(wy,1,0;41). In [LM23] they initialize two processes with different ¢ and x{), and analyzes the stopping time
7 when 6, = 0/.. Moreover, the work [LM23] and only presents an upper bound for asymptotic bias, while
ours presents a fine-grained characterization in Theorem 4.6 necessary for justifying RR-extrapolation.

Notations The Euclidean norm is denoted by || - ||. We use B(B) := {6 € R? : ||0]| < 8} to denote the
ball with radius 8. £(z) denotes the distribution of a random vector z and Var(z) its covariance matrix. Let
P2(R?) be the space of square-integrable distributions on R% and Py(X x R?) be the space of distributions



7 on X x R? with square-integrable second marginal on R?. The Wasserstein-2lbetween two probability
measures p and v in Py(R?) is defined as Wa(u, v) = infyperi(u.) { (E[|6 — 6[|12]) 2 : £(6) = p, L(0') = v},
where II(p, v) denotes the set of all couplings between y and v. Extending to the space X' x R, we define the
metric d((z,0), (2/,0')) == /1{z # 2’} + [|0 — 0'||?, and denote by W> the extended Wasserstein-2 distance
w.r.t. d.

The lowercase letter ¢ and its derivatives ¢, cg, etc. denote universal numerical constants, whose value
may change from line to line. We use s = s(0y, 0%, u, L, R) and its derivatives to denote quantities (scalars,
vectors, or matrices) that are independent of the stepsize a and the iteration index k, but may depend on
the initialization 6y, SA primitives 6*, 1 and L, and the coefficient R for the geometric mixing rate of (zy)

in Assumption 1. As we are primarily interested in dependence on « and k, we adopt the following big-O
notation: || f|| = O(h(a, k)) if it holds that || f|| < s - ||h(«, k)|

2 Problem Setup and Preliminaries

Let (z1)k>0 be a Markov chain on a general state space X'. Consider the following projected stochastic
approximation (SA) iteration:

%, = M B + o020 + 60204 21)

where g : RY x X — R? is a deterministic function, {& }r>1 are i.i.d. zero-mean random fields, o > 0 is
a constant stepsize, and lp(s)(0) := argmin,,,; <4 ||z — 0| is the projection operator. We shall omit the
superscript (*) in ), when the dependence on « is clear from the context. In this work, we also consider the
projection-free variant of the iteration (2.1) with § = oco.

We denote by 7 the stationary distribution of the Markov chain (zx)g>1 and define the shorthand
g(0) :=E,[g(0, x)], where E.[-] denotes the expectation with respect to z ~ 7. The algorithm (2.1) computes
an estimation of the target vector * that solves the steady-state equation Er[g(, z)] = 0. Our general goal
is to characterize the relationship between the iterate 85 and the target solution 6*.

In the following, we state the assumptions needed for our main results.

Assumption 1 (Uniform Ergodicity). (xx)k>0 is a uniformly ergodic Markov chain on a Borel state space
(X, B(X)) with transition kernel P and a unique stationary distribution w. That is, there exist constants
r €10,1) and R > 0 such that |P*(z,-) — 7||rv < Rr¥ Vo € X.

All irreducible, aperiodic, and finite state space Markov chains are uniformly ergodic. The uniform
ergodicity assumption is common in prior work on SA with Markovian noise [BRS21, DT22, DMNS22,
HCX23a, LLZ23]. Relaxing this uniform ergodicity assumption, in the style of [MPWB21, SY19, LM23] is
possible but orthogonal to our focus, and thus we do not pursue this direction in this work.

We allow the chain (zx)r>0 to be arbitrarily initialized rather than from the stationary distribution .
An important quantity is the mixing time of the Markov chain, defined as follows.

Definition 2.1. Fore € (0,1), the e-mizing time of (xx)k>0, denoted by 7e > 1, is defined as 7. := min {k >
1:sup,ex | P*(z,-) — 7||rv < e}.

Under Assumption 1, the e-mixing time satisfies 7. < K log % for all e € (0,1), where K > 1 is independent
of €. In the sequel, unless otherwise specified, we always choose € = o and let 7 = 7.

The following assumptions on the nonlinear function ¢ in (2.1) is standard in the literature [DDB20,
CZD*t22, LM23, L1Z23, HIMM19]. A wide family of g functions satisfies these assumptions, with the
Lo-regularized logistic regression of GLM being a standard example.

Assumption 2 (Differentiability and Linear Growth). For each x € X, the function g(6,x) is three times
continuously differentiable in 6 with uniformly bounded first to third derivatives, i.e., supgepa |9 (0, )| <
+o0 fori =1,2,3, x € X. Moreover, there exists a constant Ly > 0 such that (1)g® (6, x)—g® (¢, z)|| < Ly,
for all 0,0’ € R4, i =0,1,2 and x € X, and (2) ||g(0,2)|| < Ly for all z € X.

Assumption 3 (Strong Monotonicity). There exists u > 0 such that (0 — 6',G(0) — g(0")) < —ul|0 — 6'||?,
V0,0 € RY. Consequently, the target equation g(f) = 0 has a unique solution 6*.



Assumption 2 implies that g(6,x) is Li-Lipschitz w.r.t. § uniformly in z. When g is a linear function, i.e.,
9(0,z) = A(z)0 + b(z), this assumption is satisfied with sup ¢y [[A(2)]] < 0o and sup,cy ||b(z)|| < oo, which
are commonly assumed for linear SA. The above assumption immediately implies that the growth rate of || g||
and ||g|| will be at most linear in 0, i.e., ||g(0, z)|| < L1(]|6 — 6*||+ 1) and ||g(8)]| < L1(]|6@ — 0*|| + 1). When ¢
is a gradient field, Assumption 3 is equivalent to strong convexity. For notational simplicity, we assume the
strong monotonicity parameter satisfies u < 1 — r, where r is the convergence factor in Assumption 1. For
general p, our results remain valid with u replaced by min{u, 1 —r}.

We next consider the noise. Denote by Fj, the filtration generated by {x;, 0, §t+1}f;01 U {xk, Ok}

Assumption 4 (Noise Sequence). Let p € Zy be given. The noise sequence (§x)k>1 is a collection of i.i.d.
random fields satisfying the following conditions with Lo, > 0:

Elék+1(0)|Fi]l =0 and EYCP|1(0)|*] < Lap(l6 — 67] +1), V0 € R%. (2.2)

Define C(0) = E[£1(0)®?] and assume that C(0) is at least twice differentiable. There also exist M, ke > 0
such that for 0 € R?, we have max;—1 2 [|C@(0)|| < Mc{1+ (|6 — 67[/*}.

In the sequel, we set L := L1 + Lo, and without loss of generality, we assume L > 1.

When p = 1, the second inequality in (2.2) only requires linear growth in ezpectation, which relaxes the
almost sure linear growth condition in [CZD"22]. The constraint on the covariance matrix C(6) is lenient
and satisfied in most regular enough settings, as shown in [DDB20].

3 Analytical Challenges and Techniques

In this section, we elaborate on the challenges and techniques used to prove the above results.

Previous work has established weak convergence of (zy,0x) separately for nonlinear SA with i.i.d. data,
and for Markovian linear SA. The high-level approaches used in two representative prior works can be
summarized as follows. The work [DDB20] on nonlinear SGD leverages local linearization of g through Taylor
expansion. The work [HCX23a] on Markovian linear SA exploits the mixing property of the Markovian noise
to regain approximate independence, particularly between x and 0;_, for sufficiently large 7. It is tempting
to expect that nonlinear SA can be analyzed by combining these two approaches. Perhaps surprisingly, such
a simple combination would not work due to the interplay between nonlinearity and Markovian structures.

To demonstrate this challenge, let us seek to establish weak convergence in the Wasserstein distance Ws
via forward coupling [FT98], an approach employed by both [DDB20, HCX23a| as well as others [DMN*21].

Specifically, we consider two SA iterate sequences (9,&“) k>0 and (9,[3]) k>0 from different initializations 9([31] and

9([32] coupled by sharing the data sequence (zx)k>0: ngl = 9,[61] + ag(ﬁ,[c”,:vk) and 9,[6211 = 91[3} + ag(@,[f},xk).
To establish convergence in Ws, we consider the difference sequence

Wi+1 = el[glJ]rl - 9][C2J]rl = wg + a(g(el[gl]vxk) - 9(9][3]71:7@))7 (31)

and it suffices to prove wy, converges to 0 in mean square: E[|lwi11]/?] < p*E[||wol?] for p < 1.
With this goal in mind and following the idea from [DDB20], one may first linearize the right-hand side
of the difference dynamic (3.1) and obtain the approximation

Wet1 = Wy + ag’(@,[f] ) Tk )Wk - (3.2)

Next, to analyze the drift of the Lyapunov function E[|lwy|?] and handle the Markovian noise (), we use
the conditioning technique from [HCX23a]. We condition on the information of 7 steps before, denoted by

Frer = U((9£1],9£2],xt) t<k— 7'). Ignoring higher-order terms and assuming a one-dimensional problem
for simplicity, we obtain that

e | ~ E[B[Juwx|2(1 + 209 (6, 21)) | Fe—r]]

~ B[l | (1 + 20B[g/ 0 22) | Fi_r])]. (3.3)



where we use wy & wy_, for small « (this argument, which is made precise in [HCX23a, SY19], essentially
exploits the fact that x; evolves faster than 6y).

To prove dynamic (3.3) converges, it boils down to showing the “gain matrix” E[g’ (95],1%) | Fr—r] is
negative/Hurwitz. To further simplify, we assume k is large so that the chain (xy) is distributed per its
stationary distribution =, in which case the gain matrix simplifies to E,;__ [g’(t?([)%],:zroo)].

Analyzing this gain matrix is where our analysis diverges from previous work. If the SA update were
linear, i.e., g(0,2) = A(z)0, then the gain E[g’(ﬁg,xm)] = E,[A(2+)] would be independent of 0%, and its
Hurwitz property is a standard and necessary condition for proving convergence of linear SA. If the data
sequence (xy) were 7.7.d., then 0y would be independent of xj and hence the gain becomes E[g’(@?o],:voo)] =
E[E[g’(@@,xoo)wg]] = E[g’(ﬁg )] with g(-) := Epor[g(, )], where the Hurwitz property again follows from
standard assumptions on g.

However, both arguments fail for the Markovian nonlinear setting. Common assumptions for nonlinear
SA only ensure Hurwitz E,..-[¢' (0, 2)|0] given 6. This does not imply the desired Hurwitz E[g’(ﬁg , Too)], DPre-
cisely owing to the simultaneous presence of (i) the dependence of ¢’ on both 0 and x (due to nonlinearity)
and (ii) the correlation between 0 and zo (due to Markovian).

Our approaches: We overcome this challenge by carefully analyzing the properties of the above depen-
dence and correlation. Therefore, for sufficiently large 7, we further decompose (3.3) as

Efllwes1 %] ~ B[ lwp—r |2(1 + 20E[g/ (0 21) | Fe—r])]

—E|jwx (1420 E[g6f, 20| Fir] +20(E[g 6 20) - 905, 20) | Fir]))]

~E[g’ (0,[317_ oo )| Fr—r] Hurwitz

S PEllwi-c 2] + aB[E| (wi—r, g(0", 21) — 9(0f, 1) — 90}, ) + 9(0) . 2)) | Fir ||
L)

where we approximate wyp &~ wg_r, wtg'(HE],xk) A (g(@il],xk) - g(@,[f},xk)) for t = k,k — 7 and ob-
tain the second term in the last inequality. Next, we propose employing two different Taylor expan-
sions to prove that # is of higher orders of a. We first apply the Taylor expansion to g(ﬂgl,xk) —
g(@,[f],xk) and 9(9;[:17,1%) — g(ﬂglﬂxk). However, this only achieves & < [Jwi||*(lwk| + a7T1), where
T = min(||9,[€1] Il, H6‘,[€2]||7 HO,ETH, ||9,[iTH) + 1. When 9,[6” and 91[3} are not close to each order, i.e., when ||wy||
is large, # is not necessarily of higher order. Therefore, we consider a second type of Taylor expansion on
g(@,[cl],xk) - g(@,[cllT, xy) and g(ﬂgl,xk) - 9(9517’ xy). The intuition for the second type of Taylor expansion
is to analyze and bound & by the small distance between 9,[5] and 95]77, for j € {1,2}, even when ||wy]| is
large. This achieves # < |Jwy||orTh (|lwk|| + a7Ty). Simultaneously applying the two Taylor expansions will
yield & < a7||wg||?T:. Finally, we overcome this challenge by carefully analyzing the boundedness of T}; see
Theorem 4.1 and its proof.

In parallel to the above coupling approach, we also explore an alternative approach by verifying the joint
Markov chain (x,0)) satisfies certain irreducibility and Lyapunov drift conditions, which in turn imply
the chain is ergodic. To apply this approach, we exploit additional properties of the SA noise, namely
minorization, which is satisfied in many applications where additional randomness is injected to the SA
update. While the high level strategy of this approach is well developed [MT09, DMPS18], carrying out the
analysis of each step is technically involved. In particular, we need to translate the minorization property
of the noise to the irreducibility of the joint chain (x, 8 ), which is nontrivial in the presence of Markovian
noise and nonlinearity.

4 Main Results

4.1 Weak Convergence of Projected SA
Our first main result proves the ergodicity of the joint process (xg, 0 )r>0 of the projected SA (2.1).



Theorem 4.1 (Ergodicity of Projected SA). Suppose that Assumption 1—4 (p = 1) hold. The projected SA
(2.1) is applied with radius parameter 2|6*|| < 8 < co. For stepsize a > 0 that satisfies the constraint oty <
m, the Markov chain (xk,0k)k>0 converges to a unique stationary distribution v, € Pa(X x RY).

Let vy := L(0) be the second marginal of Uy. For k > 274, it holds that
W2(£(9k)7 Va) S WZ(E(:EIW 9k)7 ﬂa) S (1 - aﬂ)k/z . 5(907 9*7 M, L7 R)

Theorem 4.1 generalizes prior weak convergence results for constant stepsize SA/SGD either under i.i.d.
noise [DDB20, YBVE21] or linear update [HCX23a, LM23]. Our stepsize condition at, < pu/L? coincides
with [SY19, HCX23a] on linear SA, a special case of our setting.

The proof of Theorem 4.1 highlights the stabilizing effect of the projection operation in (2.1). This effect,
together with the smoothness of update function g, controls how the Markovian correlation propagates
through the nonlinear update, allowing us to overcome the challenges discussed in Section 3. It is unclear
whether our proof, which is based on Markov chain coupling, can be fully generalized to SA without projection.
Nevertheless, we show that such a generalization is possible for a sub-family of nonlinear SA where g possesses
the additional structure termed “asymptotic linearity”, which is satisfied by, e.g., SGD applied to certain
settings of logistic regression. For a formal statement of this result and proof, we refer the readers to
Appendix C.

As a by-product of our analysis, we establish the following non-asymptotic 2p-th moment bound on the
error O — 0. Let 0,119 := 0; + a(9(0, 2¢) + &41(0;)) denote the pre-projection iterate.

Proposition 4.2. Consider (0x)r>0 of iteration (2.1) with 8 € [2||0*||,00]. Let Assumption 1-4(2p) hold.
If stepsize a satisfies ato L* < cpu, with ¢, < 1, the following holds for all k > 1,

E[0k1 = 0*11%] < E[l0k+1/2 — 0°[1) < cpa (1 — ap) T E[[160 — 0* ] + cpa(ata)? - 5(60, 6%, L, ).

Proposition 4.2 implies that E[||0x — 0*||?P] < (a7)P for sufficiently large k. This result generalizes
those in [DDB20, CZD* 22, SY19] to higher moments and the nonlinear Markovian setting. Note that
Proposition 4.2 is valid even without the projection operation in the SA update (2.1), i.e., § = co.

4.2 Weak Convergence without Projection

Parallel to the coupling approach, we consider an alternative approach for establishing weak convergence
via verifying irreducibility, positive Harris recurrence, and V-uniform ergodicity [MT09] of the Markov chain
(zk, ). This approach applies to nonlinear SA even without projection. To verify irreducibility, we exploit
the following additional noise structure.

Assumption 5 (Noise Minorization). For each @ € R%, the distribution of the random variable &, (6), denoted
by Co, can be decomposed as (o = (1,9 + (2,6, where the measure (1,9 has a density, denoted by ps, which
satisfies infoec po(t) > 0 for any bounded set C' and any t € RY.

A similar assumption is considered in [YBVE21, BSS*23]. This assumption is mild and satisfied by
any continuous random field supported on R%. Introducing such (small) continuous noise is often part of
the algorithm design for inducing privacy [BW18, DRS22] or exploration [PHDT18, FAP"19]. Without
Assumption 5, the chain may fail to be irreducible even when the other assumptions are satisfied; see
[HCX23a] for a counterexample.

Under Assumption 5, we obtain the following ergodicity result paralleling Theorem 4.1.

Theorem 4.3 (Ergodicity of SA — Minorization). Suppose that Assumption 1-3, Assumption 4(p = 1),
and Assumption 5 hold. For stepsize oo > 0 that satisfies the constraint at,L? < cau, the Markov chain
(zk, Ok k>0 of (2.1) with B = oo is V-uniformly ergodic with Lyapunov function V(z,0) = ||0 —0*||* + 1 and
a unique stationary distribution U € Pa2(X x R%). Moreover, defining the V-norm ||v||v := [ |v(dz)|V (z),
we have

| L(xk, 0k) — Pal|, < wP", V(xo,60) € X x RY, VK >0, (4.1)

where the constants p € (0,1) and x € (0,00) may depend on «.



4.3 Non-Asymptotic Convergence Rate and Central Limit Theorem
In the sequel, let (2, 9((,2‘)) denote the random vector whose law is the stationary distribution 7, given in
Theorem 4.1. As a corollary, we have geometric convergence for the first 2 moments of 6.

Corollary 4.4 (Non-Asymptotic Convergence Rate). Under the setting of Theorem 4.1, for any initialization
of 0y € R, we have

| < (@ —aw)*”?-5'60,0%, 1, L, R), and
a>(9§g>)T]H < (1 —ap)?.5"(00,0*, pu, L, R).

oo

|E[6x] — E[6%]
|E[6:0]] — E[6

Moreover, the convergence rate established in Theorem 4.1 is fast enough that we can use it to prove a
Central Limit Theorem for the average iterates.

Corollary 4.5 (Central Limit Theorem). Under the setting of Theorem 4.1, as k — oo we have ﬁ Ef;ol (6:—

E[0so]) = N(0,£@), where £ 1= limy,_,o 2E[( TV} (6, — E[0]))¥%].

Establishing the CLT sets the stage for using the SA iterates for statistical inference tasks such as
confidence interval estimation. We discuss this in greater detail in Section 4.4 below after characterizing the
asymptotic bias, another important ingredient for using SA for inference.

4.4 Bias Characterization

In this subsection, we characterize the asymptotic bias E[@E;:)] — 0*. Understanding the bias structure has

important algorithmic implications for bias reduction, which we explore in Section 4.5, as well as for more
efficient statistical inference and confidence interval estimation [HCX23b)].

Theorem 4.6 (Bias Characterization). Suppose Assumptions 1-4(p = 3) hold. For each stepsize o > 0
satisfying ato L? < cau, the following holds for some vector b independent of o :

E[0{)] — 0% = ab + O((ara)*?). (4.2)
More specifically, the leading bias can be decomposed as b = by, + by + be, where
bm = —('(67)) 'E[g' (6", 200 ) (0", 2], (4.3)
by = %(57'(9*))_1§"(9*)A(]E[g(9*, 200)®% + E[(& (9*))®2]), (4.4)
be = %<§’<9*))‘19"(9*)A(E[g<9*, Too) @ h(0", Zo0)] + E[R(0%, 200) @ g(67, :coo)]), (4.5)

with A= (7'(0*)@1+12g (60%))"" and h(0*,2) = [, (I — P*+1I)~ Y (P* —1I)(x,da’)g(0*, 2"), with the kernel
P* being a regular conditional probability on X that satisfies [, m(dz)P(z,C) = [, 7(dy)P*(y, B), for all
B,C € B(X).

We defer the detailed proof to Appendix G. A few remarks are in order. First, we emphasize that (4.2) is
essentially an equality, indicating a non-zero bias of order « whenever b # 0 (up to higher order terms). No-
tably, the Polyak-Ruppert averaging of the iterates cannot eliminate this bias. Note that the bias expansion
in (4.2) applies to both weakly converged projected and non-projected SA. Our analysis shows that compared
with the non-projected SA, the projection operator induces an extra bias term of the order O((a?73)), which
is negligible relative to the main terms in in (4.2).

More importantly, Theorem 4.6 provides an explicit expression of the leading bias, which decomposes
into three components: the Markovian part, the nonlinearity contribution, and a compound term, which is
unique in nonlinear Markovian SA. Specifically, by, in (4.3) is associated with the Markovian multiplicative
noise, where the matrix P* — II in the h function determines the mixing time of the data sequence (zy)g>.
The term by, in (4.4) is linked to nonlinearity, as reflected by the Hessian term g’ (6*) = E[¢”(6*, £ )], which
quantifies the nonlinearity of g and is equal to zero in the case of a linear g. Lastly, b. in (4.5) is the
compound term, due to its dependence on both the Markov noise (h function) and the nonlinearity measure
g"’. In particular, we note the following two special cases:



e When g is a linear function, g”(6*) = 0. Hence, b,, = b, = 0, and by, recovers the result in [HCX23a].

e When (zg)g>o is i.i.d. sampled from the stationary distribution 7, we have h(6*,2) = 0 Vx € X, for
P = P* =TI As such, by, = b, = 0, recovering the result in [DDB20].

The presence of the compound term b, suggests that as the SA structure becomes more nonlinear and the
underlying Markov chain mixes more slowly, the impact on the bias is multiplicative rather than simply
additive, a surprising phenomenon not unveiled in previous studies.

4.5 Algorithmic Implications

We examine the practical implications of our weak convergence and bias characterization results, particularly
for Polyak-Ruppert (PR) tail averaging and Richardson-Romberg (RR) extrapolation. In this subsection,
we focus on the dependence on the stepsize a and iteration index k, and make use of the big-O notation
from Section 1. Recall that b is the bias vector defined in Theorem 4.6.

PR averaging [Rup88, Pol90] is a classical approach for reducing the variance and accelerating the conver-
gence of SA. Here we consider the tail-averaging variant of PR averaging, defined as 0y, 1 := leh) Zf;klo 0,
for k > ko, with a user-specified burn-in period kg > 0 (a common choice is kg = k/2). The following
corollary, proved in Appendix H, provides a non-asymptotic bound on the mean squared error (MSE) for

the averaged iterates Oy, .

Corollary 4.7 (Tail Averaging). Under the setting of Theorem 4.0, the tail-averaged iterates satisfy the
following bounds for all k > ko + 274, and ko > 74 + O%L log (ﬁ),

k — ko a(k —ko)?

T1: asymptotic squared bias Ts: variance Ty: optimization error

(16 - 0°1] = a2 b7 + O(a- (an)t) + O( =) + o L=y |
~————

Corollary 4.7 shows that the MSE can be decomposed into three terms and elucidates how these terms
depend on «, k, and other problem parameters. In particular, the term 73 corresponds to the asymptotic
squared bias HIE[H&;‘ ) 6*]||?, which is not affected by averaging. The term T5 is associated with the variance
Var(éko,k), which decays at rate 1/k due to averaging. Lastly, the term T3 represents the optimization
error ||Efy, x — 0o0l|?, which decays geometrically in ko thanks to the use of a constant stepsize o and the
tail-averaging procedure.

Note that averaging does not affect the bias of order a. With the precise bias characterization in Theo-
rem 4.6, we can order-wise reduce the bias to O(a!-%) by employing the RR extrapolation technique [SB02].

Let 9_,(62‘)16 and 9_,(;0‘,3 denote the tail-averaged iterates using two stepsizes o and 2« with the same data (zx)k>o0-

The RR extrapolated iterates are defined as gli?)k = 29,(6?)‘?,6 — é,(j)ak) .

Corollary 4.8 (RR-Extrapolation). Under the setting of Theorem 4.6, the RR-extrapolated iterates satisfy
the following bounds for all k > ko + 27, and ko > T4 + o%u log (%),

E[Hakok - 9*||2} = O((am)3) + O(k iako) + O(%).

Backed by the CLT in Corollary 4.5, the iterates of constant-stepsize SA can be used to construct
confidence intervals of #*. For i.i.d. data or linear SA, this approach has been explored in [LLKC18, YBVE21,
X722, HCX23b] along with an appropriate variance estimator [FJ10, XZ22]. In our Markovian nonlinear
setting, where the iterates are biased, it is crucial to use RR extrapolation for bias reduction. Once the
bias is accounted for, the power of using constant stepsizes reveals itself as it leads to rapid mixing and
low correlation of the iterates. Together, they lead to efficient confidence interval estimation schemes using
nonlinear Markovian SA; see the empirical results in [HCX23b] showing its efficacy. In contrast, the classical
diminishing stepsize paradigm often suffers from high correlation [CLTZ20] and in turn inaccurate variance
estimation, resulting in unsatisfactory coverage probability with finite data [HCX23b].



4.6 Implications for Learning GLM

Generalized linear models (GLM) extend linear regression to the model E[Y |W] = o(W T 6*), where W is the
covariate, Y the response variable, and o is called the mean function. For any monotone (and potentially
nonlinear) o, the powerful framework developed in [WZDD23, KKSK11, KS09, DGK*20] allows one to
formulate the estimation of #* as minimizing an appropriate conver (surrogate) loss function. Applying
SGD to this loss leads to a nonlinear SA update, to which our results are applicable. Below we discuss their
applications in two concrete examples of GLMs.

Logistic Regression Logistic regression uses a sigmoid mean function o(z) = m. Suppose the
covariate wy is sequentially sampled from a uniformly ergodic Markov chain with a bounded state space
W C R%, and conditioned on wy, the response yy, is Bernoulli distributed with parameter (1+exp(—w, 6*))~!.
SGD applied to the Lo-regularized negative log-likelihood function takes the form of the SA update ;41 =
O +ag(Ok, i), where xp, = (wg,yx) € W x{0,1} and g(0, xx) = —wy (a(—w,j@k) —yk) — Ay For simplicity,
we do not consider £-perturbation, i.e., £x11(0;) = 0. It is easy to verify that this ¢ is strongly monotone
and sufficiently smooth with at most linear growth in ||, hence satisfying Assumption 1-3. Therefore, all

the results in Sections 4.1-4.5 apply to logistic regression with constant stepsizes and Markovian data.

Smooth ReLU Regression The mean function o can be interpreted as playing a similar role as the
activation function in neural networks. Widely adopted is ReLU activation o(z) = max(0,z) as well
as its various smooth approximations [BKBP22, GBB11]. The problem of learning 6* in this setting,
sometimes called ReLU Regression, has been studied in the last decade and recently regained attention
[WZDD23, KKSK11, KS09, DGK™20]. Unlike linear or logistic regression, the least squares and maximum
likelihood formulation associated with such nonlinear mean functions o is non-convex. Nevertheless, the con-
vex surrogate loss framework in [WZDD23, DGK™20] still applies. As an example, we focus on the SoftPlus
activation o(x) = log(1 + exp(ux))/¢ with a temperature parameter ¢ > 0 [GBB11]. With Ly-regularization
the resulting SGD iteration is €11 = 0 — a(wk(% log(1 + exp(uw] 0))) — yk) + /\Gk), where the covariate-
response pair (g, zx) is as before. This problem can again be cast as nonlinear SA with a strongly monotone
and smooth g, satisfying Assumptions 1-3. All results in Sections 4.1-4.5 apply.

5 Related Work

General SA and SGD. SA and SGD can be traced back to the seminal work of [RM51]. Classical work
assumes a diminishing stepsize sequence, and has shown almost sure asymptotic convergence to 8* [RM51,
Blu54]. Subsequent works propose the iterate averaging technique, now known as Polyak-Ruppert (PR)
averaging, to reduce variance and accelerate convergence [Rup88, Pol90], and also establish a Central Limit
Theorem for the asymptotic normality of the averaged iterates [PJ92]. The asymptotic convergence theory of
SA and SGD is well developed and extensively addressed in many exemplary textbooks, see [KY03, BMP90,
WR22]. There are also recent works studying the non-asymptotic convergence with diminishing stepsizes
[CMSS23, CBD22]. The recent work [CMZ23] establishes the high probability bound on the estimation error
of contractive SA with diminishing stepsize.

SA and SGD with Constant Stepsizes. There has been an increasing interest in studying SA
with constant stepsize. Many works in this line provide non-asymptotic upper bounds on mean squared
error (MSE) E[||6; — 6*]|?]. Works in [LS18, MLW*+20, DMN*21] study linear SA (LSA) under i.i.d. data.
Recent works extend the analysis of the MSE to LSA with Markovian data, such as [SY19, MPWB21,
DMNS22]. There are also works providing upper bounds of MSE for general contractive SA with Markovian
noise [CZD*22, CMSS23].

In addition to obtaining non-asymptotic guarantees, there are also works focusing on understanding the
asymptotic behavior of SA iterates. Recent works have shown that when using constant stepsize, one loses the
almost sure convergence guarantee in the diminishing stepsize sequence regime, and at best can achieve dis-
tributional convergence, as demonstrated in [DDB20, DMN*21, YBVE21, CMM22, X722, HCX23a, ZX24].
The presence of asymptotic bias is also a recurring theme in recent literature, with precise characterization
given in [DDB20] for strongly-convex SGD with i.i.d. data and in [HCX23a] for LSA with Markovian data.



Works in [MLW 120, YBVE21, X722, HCX23b, ZX24] also establish Central Limit Theorems for averaged
SA iterates with constant stepsizes.

6 Conclusion

We provide the first weak convergence and steady-state analysis for constant-stepsize SA with both nonlinear
update and Markovian data. Our analysis elucidates the compound effect of nonlinearity and memory, which
leads to new analytical challenges and behaviors. A limitation of our results is the use of a projection step
or the noise minorization assumption. Whether they can be removed is worth investigating. Other future
directions include refining the dimension dependence in our results, as well as a theoretical investigation of
statistical inference.
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A Additional Notations

General Probability We write 21 Ll 25 | 23 if random variables z; and 25 are conditionally independent
given z3. Recall that we define the metric d((z,6), (z/,0")) := \/1{z # '} + [|§ — 0'[|? for the space X x R<.
Thus, for i and 7 in Py(X x R?), the Wasserstem 2 dlstance w.r.t. d is computed as

Wa(i, ) = inf { (E[L{z # 2} + 0 — ] )7 L((x,0) = i L((2,0)) = 7}

General State Space Markov Chains Throughout the paper, we assume that X" is a Borel space. Let P
denote the transition kernel. We call 7 the stationary distribution of P if it satisfies [, 7(dz)P(x, B) = (B),
for B € B(X). Define the m-weighted inner product (f, g)r2(x) = [, 7(dz)f " (z)g(x) and the induced norm

£z = ((F, f)r2m) /2 Let L2(mw) = {f : || fl z2(x) < o0} denote the corresponding Hilbert space of R9-
valued, square-integrable and measurable functions on X. For an operator T : L?(7) — L?(7), its operator
norm is defined as [|T||p2(r) = SUD| f|| 2y =1 |7 f|l2(x)- The transition kernel is a bounded linear operator

on L*(m), in particular with norm || P||p2(r)=1. Also, we define the kernel/operator Il = 1® 7 by II(z,-) = 7.

Throughout the paper, we assume that X’ is a Borel space. Let P denote the transition kernel. We call 7
the stationary distribution of P if it satisfies [, w(dz)P(x, B) = mn(B), for B € B(X). There exists a kernel
P* as a regular conditional probability that satisfies [, 7(ds)P(z, B) = [, m(dy)P*(y, A), for A, B € B(X)
[Fol99, Chapter 21.4, Theorem 19], and P* defines the probability law for the time-reversed chain of (zx)k>o0-

B Proof of Pilot Results (Proposition 4.2)

In this section, we prove the pilot result, namely Proposition 4.2. We prove the desired moments for 5 = oo,
i.e., without any projection. It is easy to see that when the projection radius 8 € [2]/6*||, oo],

E[|0r+1 — 0[] < E[[|0r41/2 — 07]1*7],

where 0;,1/> denotes the iterate before projection. The term on the right hand side can be further bounded
by the moment bounds for iteration without projection. Therefore, it suffices for us to prove the respective
moment bounds without any projection.

Given Assumption 4 hold for 2p-th moment, with p > 1, we prove the moment bound in Proposition 4.2
for n with 1 < n < p by induction.

B.1 Base Case

In this section, we prove the base case of Proposition 4.2, i.e., with n = 1. The base case gives the
desired mean squared error (MSE) convergence bound, which will subsequently be used in the proof of weak
convergence.

We start by noting the following decomposition,

E[l|6x+1 — 6*(1*) — E[|6), — 6*[|°]

= 2aE[(0), — 0%, g(Ok, xx))] + &*E[[|g(Ok, 2x)|1%] + @’ E[||€x11(65) 1]

= 2aE[(0k — 0%, 9(O, xx) — §(0k))] + 20E[(0k — 67, g(0k))]
*Ellg(Or, ) 1*] + o*E[l| €1 (01)]1%].

It is easy to see that under Assumption 3, we have
(O — 0",9(0k)) = (O — 0", 9(0k) — G(07)) < —pllOr — 07|*. (B.1)
Additionally, under Assumption 2 and 4, we have the following upper bound
o (Elllg(0r, w2 I2) + Elllgx+1(04)]%])
o (LZE[(I6n — 0* 1| + 2] + LZE[(6x — 67| + 1)?])
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< 20212 (E[||9k — 0|2 + 1). (B.2)

Therefore, the key to analyze the remaining inner product (0 — 0*, g(0k, xx) — G(0k)).
Consider the following decomposition

(O — 0%, 9(Ok, vx) — §(Ok)) = (O — Ok—r, 9(Ok, x1) — G(O)) (B.3)
+ (Ok—r — 0", 9(Ok—r, z1) — G(Or—7)) (B.4)
+ (Ok—r — 0%, 9(O, xx) — 9(Ok—r, 1)) (B.5)
+ (Oo—r — 0", 9(0k) — g(0k—7))- (B.6)

Hence, we need some upper bound on || — 0x_-||-

We next note the following technical Lemma, which is adapted from [SY19, CZDT22] for the updated
unbounded i.i.d. noise assumption in Assumption 4. The proof of the technical Lemma is delayed to Sec-
tion B.1.1.

Lemma B.1. For 16at < pu/(4L%), we have

E[||0r — Ox—r ||| Fr—r] < 207L||6k—r — 67| + 2a7L (B.7)
[0 — Ox—r ||| Fr—vr] < 4o TLE[||9k = 0*[[| Fr—r] + dorL (B.8)
[0k — Ok [|*|Fr—r] < 8072 L2||0f—r — 07> + 82?77 L? (B.9)
E[||0 — Ok ||*| Fr—r] < 320272 L*E[||0r — 0% ||*| Fr—r] + 320272 L2 (B.10)
Given (B.10), we additionally note that
||9k—‘r - 9*”2 +1= [”9k T 6‘*||2|]:k—7] +1
< 2(BII0k — O 11| Fi—s] + N0 — 07 [21Fp—r]) +1
(32@27'2L2 6% — 6" 1| Fx—r] + 1) + E[[|0r — 9*||2|fk,7]) +1
< 4(E[||0) — 07|I*| Fr—r] + 1)- (B.11)

We next use the above four technical inequalities to analyze the four terms in (B.3)—(B.4).
To bound (B.3), we first note that

IE[Ok — Ok—r, 9(Ok, x1) — G(0k)) | Fr—-]ll
S E[ll0k = x|l - 2L([|0x — 67[| + 1)[Fr—]

@
< 2LV/E[[|0 — O |12 Fr—r ] VE[([10k — 07 ]| + 1)2| Fio—r]

(i)
< 2L+/320272L2(E[||0 — 0% ||| Fr_r] + D]V 2(E[||0x — 6*]]2|Fx_r] + 1)
< 16arL*(E[||0x — 0*||*|Fr_r] + 1),

where (i) holds for the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (ii) holds for (B.10).
To bound (B.4), we next note that

||E[<9/€—T - 9*7 g(ek—‘ru :Ek) - g(ek—‘l’)>|]:k—‘r]”
= |[{Ok—r — 0", E[g(Ok—r, vk) — §(Ok—7 )| Fr—7])||
< N10k—r — O IE[g(Ok—rs 21) — G(Ok—r )| Fr—v]l

(iii)
< 106 = 0" (L (I — "] + 1)
< 2aL(||0p_r — 0°||2 4+ 1)

(iv)
< SaL(E[|0 — 0" Fir] + 1)
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< 8arL*(E[||6x — 6 ||*| Frer] + 1),
where (iii) holds due to the mixing property of Markov chain (xj)r>0 and (iv) holds for (B.11).
To bound (B.5), we have
[E[Ok—7 — 0%, 9(Ok, 2k) — 9(Ok—r, 1)) | Fr—r ]|
= [{Ok—r — 0%, Elg(Ok, 2x) — 9(Ok—r, 21 )| Frr ]}
S L[k — 07| - [0k — O [||Fr—r]

)
< L||0p—r — 07| - 2a7L(||0k—r — 6] + 1)
< 4arL?(||0s—_r — 072 + 1)

(vi)
< 1607 L2 (E[||6x — 0% ||*| Feer] + 1),
where (v) holds for (B.7) and (vi) holds for (B.11).

Lastly, to bound (B.6), we apply the similar technique used in bounding the third term in (B
obtain a similar result

.5) and
IE[(Or—r — 0°,9(0k) = §(Ok—r )| Frrlll < 16a7L*(E[|0k — || Fp—r] + 1).
Combining all analyses above, we have
120E[(0x — 6%), 9(Ok, 2x) — G(Ok) | Fr—r]ll
< 2a(16arL? + 8arL? + 32a7L*)(E[||0 — 0% ||*|Fr—r] + 1)
< 112027 LA(E[||6) — 07 |)?| Frr] + 1). (B.12)

Hence, making use of (B.1), (B.2), and (B.12), we obtain the following
Ell|0k+1 — 0"1|*| Fr—r] — E[l10 — 0% Fr—r]
< —2apE[)|0 — 0*|[*| Fr—r) + 112077 L? (E[|| 05, — 0 ||*| Fr—r] + 1)
202 L*(E[||0x — 0"||*|Fr—r] + 1)
—20uR[||0 — 0 ||*| Fr—r] + 11407 L2 E[||0% — 6%||?| Fr—r] + 114a*7L?
= —2a(u — 57ar LHE[||0) — 0*||*|Fr_r] + 114a*7 L%

IN +

Therefore, when we have o satisfying the constraint, i.e., arL? < 2,14, We obtain

Elll0xs1 — 0%1%1Fi—r]) < (1 — a)E[x — 07 |2|Fis] + 114027 L2,
Recursively, we get

. _r N 114a7L?
Efl6x — 6%)1%) < (1 — o) TE[0; — 6|7 + ———
_r " 114arL?
< 21— )"~ (B[l — 6] + E[6- — 60]|*]) + ———

114arL?
< 21— ap)* " (E[|60 — 6" |Y] + 8a>r> L2 (E[6 — 0°|%] + 1) + ———
_r " 122a71L?
< 41— ap) TE[)|60 - 0%|*] + ——.

Lastly, we note that

INZ

< 2 B.13
(l—ap)™ ~ 1l—arp ~ 1—arl — 7 ( )

where (i) holds by the Bernoulli inequality, that (1+ )" > 1+rx for £ > —1 and r > 1; (ii) holds for p < L;
(iii) holds for arL < pu/(114L) < 3.
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Hence, for k > 7, we have
k L?
E[[|6x — 0*[°] < c2,1(1 — ap)* |60 — %[> + €220Ta =

for c2,1 and cg,2 some universal constants. As such, we have completed the proof of base case for Proposi-
tion 4.2.

B.1.1 Proof of Lemma B.1

In this section, we provide the proofs of the four technical inequalities in Lemma B.1.

Proof of (B.7).
E{||0r — Ok—+ ||| Fr—+] < 2a7L||0k—r — 67| + 27 L.

Proof. Note that
k—1

165 = Ox—rll < D 110641 — O,

t=k—r1

so we start with analyzing ||6:11 — 6:]|.
(041 = 07| = (16 — 07| < [|6eq1 — Ocf| = tl|g(Or, me) + &1 (62) |

< allg(0r, z)l| + all§1 (0] < L (100 = 07| + 1) + all&e1(61)]]
10041 = 07 < (1 + aLa)[|0; — 07[| + aLy + all§e41 (0:)]]-

Recall that we assume
EY2[||€041(60) 17 Fe] < La(|16e]l + 1),
then we have for k — 17 <t < k,
E[l|&e+1(00)[|[Fr—r] = E[E[|Ee41 (0| Fe]|Fr—r] < E[Lo2([|0k ] + 1)[Fr—r]
Ell|0e+1 — Oc[l| Fr—r] < aL(E[[|0: — 07[||Fr—r] + 1)

<
E[||0k+1 — O || Fe—r] < (1 + «L)E[||0r — 0" ||| Fr—+] + L.
Hence, for 0 <n <7,

n—1
E[|0k—r4n — 0% ||| Fo—r] < (1+ aL)"E[[|0k—r — 0°|[| Fo—r] + oL Y (1 + L)’
=0
=1+ al)"|0k—r — 0" + (1 + aL)™ —1).

We next note that
(14 z)¥ = e¥198040) < 02V < 1 4 22y, 2y € [0,1/2].

Hence, at this stage, if we require a7L < u/(4L) < 1/4, we have the following upper bound
14+al)*<(1+4+al)” <1+42arL <2.

Therefore, for 0 < n < 7,

E[|0k—rtn — O || Fr—r] < (1 +2a7L)||0x—r — 0%|| + 2a7L
< 2||0k—r — 07| + 2T L.

As such, we have

E

-1
E[[|0k = Or—rlllFi—r]) < D Elll00r1 — 60| Fi—r]
=k

t —T
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<al Z [16; — 0*|||Fr—r] + aTL
t=k—T1

< arL(2||0y—r — 0| + 2a7L) + arL

< 2arL||k—r — 0| + 2arL,

and prove the desired inequality.

Proof of (B.g).
E[||0k — Ok—-|||Fr—r] < 4aTLE[||0k — 07 ||| Fx—-] + 4aTL.

Proof. We prove this inequality based on the claim that we have just shown,

E[|0k — Ox—r || Frer] < 2a7L||0i_r — 07| + 207L.

We simply note that

10k—7 = || = Ell|0x—r — 07| Fr—r]
< E[ll0k = Ox—r || Fr—r] + E[l|Ok — 67[|[Fr—r]-

Hence,
Elll0x = Ok [[|Fr—r] < 207 L(E[||0k — Ok—r || Fr—r] + E[l|Ok — 07[|[Fr—r] + 1)
(1 — 2a7L)E[||0k — 05— || Feer] < 2a7LE[|0k — 0%]||Fi_r] + 2a7L.

Therefore, we obtain
]E[||9k - 9k77—|||]:k77-] S 405TLE[||9k - 9* |||]:k77-] + 4atL.

Proof of (B.9).
E[||0x — O ||*|Fr_r] < 320*T2L°E[||0) — 0% ||| Fr—r] + 32772 L.

Proof. To analyze E[||0 — 0k—-||?|Fr—-], we consider the following attempt.

k—1

R L B Y CUELI
t=k—1
-1

=ao’r Z E[(lg(0e, ze)| + l1€e+1(00) 1?1 Frr]
s

k—1
<2221 3 (Ellg(Or 20)|21Fu—] + Elllé1 (001 Fir])
t=k—1
k—
< 20°rL Z (16, = 7)) + 1% Fir]

k—1
< 4a’rL? E[|0; — 0% ||*| Fr_r] + 4T L2
k—1

~
Il

Next, we study E[||; — 6% || Fx—-]. We start with the following, for k — 17 <t < k,

E[[|0¢+1 — 0% (1% | Fr—r]
= E[[|0: — 0% Fr—r] + 20E[(f: — 0%, g(0¢, 20))| Fro—vr] + E[l|g(02, 2¢) + Er-41(00) || Fr—r]
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< B0 — 67 |P1Fim] + 202 (Bllg(0r ) 1 Fir] + Ell 1 60)| 1)
+ 2016, — 0960 w0) | Fir ).

We note that

2E[[|6: — 0" [|llg(0r, ) || Fi—r] < 2V/E[l10¢ — 0% 2 Fier]Elllg (0, 20) |2 Fi—r]
< 2V/E[]|0: — 0*[[2| Fio—-E[(L([I0: — 6*]| + 1))2[Fi—r]
< 2V/E[||0; — 6*[|?| F—r|2L2E[[|6; — 6*[|2 + 1| Fr—]
< AL(E[0; — 0" [I*|Fi—r] + 1)

Substituting the above inequality back, we obtain
E[[[6:11 — 0" Fr—]
< E[|0; — 0*||*|Fr—r] + 4a>L? (E[||9t — 0%|1?| Fr—r] + 1) + 4aLE[||0; — 0% ||| Fx_r] + 4L
< (1 + 40 L? + 4al)E[||0; — 0* ||| Fr—r] + (4a®L? 4 4aL).

We further recall that
40°L?* < 4aLl(atLl) < oL,

and hence we obtain the following upper bound
E[||0+1 — 0% ||*|Fr—r] < (14 5aL)E[||6; — 6% ||*| Fr—r] + 5aL.

Then, recursively, for 0 < n < 7, we have

n—1

E[|0k—rn — 0%|%|Fr—r] < (1 + 5aL)"[|0k—r — 0%]|* + 5L > (14 5aL)".
=0

As such, under the assumption that 4arL < p/(4L) < 1/4, then for k — 7 <t < k, we have

E[||6; — 0 ||*|Fr—r] < (1 + 10a7L) (|07 — 0*|* + 10aTL
< 2[|0_r — 0% + 10aTL.

Combining all the analyses above, we have

k—1
E[[|6x — O+ |*| Fa—s] < 40>TL* > E[|[6; — 0%||*| Fp—r] + 40’7 L?
t=k—1

< 4a?r2L? (2||9,H — 0|2 + 10a7‘L> + 4027212

< 8?7?20 — 0% ||* + 8 T2 L2,

Proof of (B.10).
E[||0 — Ok ||*| Fr—r] < 320272 L*E[||0r — 0% ||*| Fr—r] + 320772 L2
Proof. This inequality simply extends the result from (B.9)i.e.,
E[||0k — Ox—+ ||*| Frr] < 8a2T2L%||0)—r — 07||* + 872 L2
We first note that

107 — 0" 11* = E[l|0x—r — 0"[|*| Fr—r]
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< 2E[||0k — On—r ||*[Fr—r] + 2E[[| 6 — 67[|*|Fr—-]-
Hence,
El|6k — O [I*|Fr—r] < 8T L2(2E[||0k — O—r [|*|Fr—vr] + 2E[[|6) — 07[1*| Frer] + 1)
(1 = 16*T?LY)E[||0k — Or—r ||*|Frer] < 16*T2L?E[||0), — 0*||*|Fr—r] + 872 L2,
Again, under the assumption that 16a7L? < u/4, we can conclude that

E[||0k — Ok ||*| Fr—r] < 320272 L2E[||0r — 0% ||*| Fr—r] + 320272 L2

B.2 Induction Step

In this step, assume that the moment bound in Proposition 4.2 has been proven for k¥ < n — 1, we now
proceed to show that the desired moment convergence holds for n with 2 < n < p.
We start with the following decomposition of ||fg1 — 0*||*"

1001 = 0° 12 = (106 = 0112 + 2001 = 0", g (On, 24) + G2 (00)) + @2 lg(hs 1) + 1 (0012

n ; J 21
= 3 ()10 = 071 (2000 — 07 0 1) + 601 (00)) (@O ) + 6 (0]
04,1 7
i+j3jrl:n
We note the following cases.

1. i=n, j =1 = 0. In this case, the summand is simply ||0y — 6*||*.

2. Wheni=n—1,j=1and ! =0. In this case, the summand is of order «, i.e., a2n (0, — 0*, g(Ok, x1) +
Err1(0k))7]|0) — 0>, We can further compose it as
20l — 0%, g (O, xk) + Eri1(6x)) |0k — 67771
— 20l — 07, 90k 1) — G0k) + Exsr (605 — 6P + 2000 — 6%, (1)) [0 — 672D

T1 T2

Note that, when (xy) is i.i.d. or from a martingale noise sequence, we have
E[T1|0x] = 0.

However, when (z}) is Markovian, the above equality does not hold and 7T requires careful analysis.

Nonetheless, under the strong monotonicity assumption, we have
Ty < —2napul|6y, — 0%]*".
3. For the remaining terms, we see that they are of higher orders of a. Therefore, when « is selected
sufficiently small, these terms do not raise concern.

Therefore, to prove the desired moment bound, we spend the remaining section analyzing 77. Immediately,
we note that

E[T1|Fr—r] = E[2na<9k — 0%, 9(0k, xk) — §(Ok) + E[&er1 (06)10k]) 10 — 07117V Fr

= E[2na<6‘k — 6‘*,9(9k,$k) — g(@k)>||9k — 6‘*”2("71) |]:k—7—]

T

Subsequently, we focus on analyzing T7.
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We start with the following decomposition of T7.

2nag(Ok, 1) — §(Ok), Ox — 07)[|0r — 072"~V

< 2nallg(0k—r, xx) — G(Ok—7)||[|Ok—r — 07> (B.14)
+ 2n0l|g(Bk, 2x) — 9(Ok—r, 1) |05 — 07> (B.15)
+ 2n0l|g(0k—-) — G(OK)||0k—r — 07| (B.16)
+ 2na|g(Ok, xx) — GO0k 1116 — 671116 — Ok | (B.17)
+ 2n0 g0k, 1) — GOk |16k—7 — 07| - (16& — 07|71 — [|6x—r — 67|27 1), (B.18)

We note the following technical lemma, which will offer significant help in the analysis of T]. We postpone
the proof of the lemma to the end of this subsection.

Lemma B.2. For é,ar < p/(4L%), where ¢, denotes some constant dependent of the higher-moment 2n,

we have
B0 — Ok r |21 Fmr] < caa® 722 L2 (|0—s — 0*[[2" +1).

Following the lemma, we observe that a natural consequence is for any m < 2n, we have
E{16 — O "1 Fu—r] < (Ell6k = 64—r |21 Fpr]) ™

m

< (cna2nT2nL2n(”9k_T o 9*”271 + 1)) 2n
< cmamT’"Lm(HGk_T — g™+ 1),
where we use the inequality a? + b* > (a + b)? for a,b > 0, p € (0,1) to obtain the final inequality.

Now, we are ready to analyze (B.14)—(B.18). Firstly, for (B.14), we make use of the mixing assumption
of 7, and have that

E[|(B.14)[|Fr—r] < 2na||0k—r — 0%|*"E[||g(Or—r, 2x) — G(Or—r ) ||| Fr—r]
<200’ L)|0g—r — 0*[I*" 1 (|0r—r — 67[| + 1)
<200 L||0k—r — 0% ||*" 4 2na’L||0)_, — 67|71
< 3na’L 07 — 0°[*" +na”L||p—r — 67|27V,

where we make use of the inequality 2|z|> < 22 4+ z# to obtain the final step.
Next, we proceed to analyze (B.15). It is easy to see that

E[|(B.15)||Fi—r] = 2nal|fk—r — "> 'E[l|g(0k, z) — 9(Ok—r» 2k )| Fr—r]
< 20007 — O*[|*" " E[[|6x — Ox— || F—r]
< 200k — 0" (207 L(10+ — 0°| + 1)
< A4And®7L||0g_r — 0*[|*" + 4naTL||0_, — 07 ||*" "
< 6na7L||0p_r — 0°||*" 4 20027 L||0f_» — 6>,

The term in (B.16) can be analyzed in a similar fashion as the (B.15).
For (B.17), we first derive the following

E[|(B.17)||Fr—~]
< 2naE 2L (1101 — 0" ||+ 1) 10 — Ox—r 161 — 0|2~ | Fi—, |
= AnaLE[||0k — Op—-||||0k — 0*[|?" | Frer] + 4naLE[||0k — Op—- |10 — 67>V | Frs] .

T Ty
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We next analyze the two terms T, and Tp respectively. Starting with T,, we have

AnaLE[||0), — Op—- |0k — 071> | Fr—r] (B.19)
< ana [0 — O (105 = s |+ 100r —071) " 15 ] (B.20)
< 220V LE[||05 — Or | (110 — Op—r |2 + |05r — 62" | Fi_s] (B.21)
= 47 naL ( E[|0k = O~ > F—r] +10k—r — 0% 2" 10k — 05| Fe—r)) (B.22)
by Lemma B.2
<4n naL(cnOzQ"TQ"LQ" 16—r — 052" + 1) + |Ohr — 672" (2arL(||0_r — 0% + 1))) (B.23)
<2atL
(4047L||9k - — 0|1 + 2a7L||f_, — 072" +cna2nT2nL2n) (B.24)
< 4"naL(5aTL||6‘k - = 0|2 + T L0y — 0%[|]2D) 4 ¢ a2n—lp2no1 20— 1) (B.25)

For T}, we have
AnaLE[||0), — Oy [|]|0x — 61>V |Fis]
< AnaLB[)10 — 0| (16 — x| + 101 - 9*||)2<n71>|fk_7]
< 22" 'naLE[| 0k — Ok—r |16k — Ox—r [PV + (11— — 67|27V | Fisr]
= 22" naL ( Ellx = e |2~ Fomr] +100—r — 072" VEL0) — 01 || Fi—r])

by Lemma B.2

< 22"_1naL(cn_1a2"_172"_1L2"_1(||6‘;€_T _ 9*”271—1 + 1) + ||9k—7' _ 9*||2(n—1)(2a7.L(||9k_T _ 6‘*” + 1)))
<2atL

< 22" nal (4047'L||9k,7. — 0| + 27 L||0p_r — 6%]2D + cn,1a2n717'2”71L2"71)

< 22" Ipal (2047'L||6‘;€_T —0*||* + 4a7 L]0 — 60%]2"D + cn_1a2"_17'2"_1L2"_1>.
Combining the analyses of the two terms, we get the following upper bound to (B.17)
E[|(B-17)[| Fr—r]
< A4"nal (5047'L||9k,7. — 0" + arL||0p_r — 9*||2(”71) + c;zoz2”717'2"71L2”71)
+ 22 Inal (207 L0k — 0" 2 + 4arL||0h—r — 0|2 + g2 ig20m1 L2071
= 22"_1naL(12047'L||9k,T — 0" + 6arL||fp_r — 9*||2("_1) + cxflozzn_lT%_le"_l).
Lastly, we analyze (B.18). We first make use of the mean-value theorem, with a € [0, 1], we have

165 — %120 — (|6, — 677D

= 116k — Ol - 200 — Dlla(Bs — %) + (1 — a) By — ")~

= 16k — O - 200 — Dlla(Br — 1—r) + Oy — 0°[>"

< 222730 = )10k — el (10 = On—r 1% + 00— — 672*2)

Substituting the above upper bound back into (B.18), we obtain

) (B.18) | Fe—r]
< 22" Un(n = 1)aL 8 — 0" [E[(10k = 0°) + )16k = O | (164 = Or 2"~ + 106—r — 67| Fis
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< 22 n(n = )aL (|0k—r = 0 B[I0k = Or|® | Fies] + [0 — 0|00k — || Fir]
o 10—r = 0" IO, — O[22 Fme] + NOhe—r — 072"~k = Bpr |21 Fi—]
222165, — Ox—r | Fis])

> E[|0k — Ok—r ||| Foevr] + |0k—r — 6

+ [|0k—r — 6
<22 p(n —1)aL (cnaTLHHk,T — 0" + cp1a7L||0p_r — 9*||2("_1) + cn,1a2"_17'2"_1L2"_1>.
Combining the analyses above, we have the following bound for 77,
B[ Ty || Fr—]
< E[[|(B-14)[[Fr—r] + E[I|(B.15)|| Fr—r] + E[[| (B.16)|| Fr—-]
+E(BA7)||Fr—-] + E[[|(B-18)[|Fr—-]

< leOZQTLQHkaT _ 9*”271 + Cn,20527'L2||0k7~r _ 9*||2(n71) + Cn13a2nT2n71L2n,

where ¢,,1, cp2 and ¢, 3 are some constants that depend on n.
Additionally, we note that
10— — 6%|1*" = E[|6x—r — 6"[*"|Fr—]
2n
< E[ (116 = Il + 106 = 61)) " |Fe—]
< 227 UE[ 0 — O—r 2| Fisr] + 22" E[ 01 — 0% Fi—r]
< Cna2n7'2nL2n(||9k—-r _ 9*”271 4 1) 4 22n_1E[H9k _ 9*|I2n|]:k—7']-

Therefore, for sufficiently small arL < u/(c,, L), we have
(1 _ C;la2nT2nL2n)||9k_T _ 9*”271 < CZE[HGIC _ 9*||2n|]:k_7_] 4 cna2nT2nL2n

= ||0k_r — 07" < 2d/E[||0k — 0% ||*" | Fr_r] + 2cna T LM

As such, for sufficiently small o, we have
E[|T1||Frr] < cn1a?TL? (an[||9k — 02" Fier] + c;a2nr2nL2n)
+ Cn720427'L2 (Cn—lE[||9k _ 9*||2(n—1)|]:k_7_] + c;hlaz(n—l)T2(n—1)L2(n—1)) + cn73a2nT2n—1L2n

= Cn10*TL?E[)|0k — 0% |*"| Fier] + ca20*TLE[||0f — 07 [|*" ™| Farr] + caga® 72 L7

Hence, up til this point, we have obtained

E[[|0k-41 — 07[*"| Fi—r]

< (1 - 2nap)E[, — 0" 2| F—s]
+ o1 &PTL2E]||0 — 0> Frer] + cnoa®TL2E[||0r — 6*(|2 Y| Fr_s] + e e r2n 1L

< (1 =2na(p — ¢ ot L2)E[||0) — 0%|1*"|Fr—r] + cn,20>TL*E[]|6k — 0% 2" V| Frr] + cnza® L2
Following the induction hypothesis, when k is sufficiently large, we have
E[||6r — 6> V| Frr] < cn1a™ " s(00, L, ).
Substituting the above upper bound back into our analysis of the 2n-th moment bound, we obtain

Ef|0k41 — 071" Fier] < (1 = 2na(n — ¢}, yorL2)E[||0x — 0*[|*"|Fi—r]

+ O/hLlT"chng Cp-18(6o, L, ) + cn,3a2”7'2”71L2".

Subsequently, if we set « sufficiently small, such that

atl? < ¢, - p,
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we obtain
E[|0x+1 — 0°[*"| Fr—r] < (1 — ap)E[|0k — 0*[*"|Fr—vr] + @177, 5 - 5(60, L, 1),

where s(fy, L, 1) is some constant that may depend on the initialization 6y and the problem primitives p
and L but is independent of a.
Recursively, we get

E[|6x — 67[*"] < (1 — ap)* TE[|6; — 6%[*"] + a"7" - 5(60, L, ).
Lastly, we recall that
E[||6; — 0*[*"] < 22" 'E[[|6; — 6o]|*"] + 22" 'E[||6o — 6*[|*"]
S Cn)1a2nT2nL2n(E[”90 _ 9*||2n] 4 1) 4 Cn,2||90 _ 9*||2n
S leE[”@O — 6‘*”2”] + Cn)2a2nT2nL2n.
Substituting back, we obtain for sufficiently large k&,
E[[|6r — 67[*"] < a1 (1 — ap)* TE[|60 — ("] + a7 s(b0, L, ).

As such, we have proven the desired n-th moment bound.

B.2.1 Proof of Lemma B.2
We now come back to Lemma B.2 and provide the complete proof.

Proof. The proof follows a similar strategy as (B.9) and (B.10) in Section B.1.1.
We start with the following relaxation and obtain that

0 — Ou—r 2" Fi—r] < E[ 5 6052~ 60l) " 17 ]
t=k—1
k—1
Y E[l6e4 — 0> Frs]
t=k—r
k—1
oS Ellg (0, xe) + e a (001" Frer]
=k—

t T

k: 1
< 2212020l S (B[lg(0h, 20) |27 F-r] + B0 (001271 Fe-r))

t=k—1
k—1

<22n 1 2n 2n (L2nE ||9t—9*||+1)2n|Fk T]—I—LG( [||9t_9*|||]:k77]+1)2n)
t=k—T1

k—1
<42n 1 2n 2n 1L2n Z |9 —9* |2n|]_-k T]+42n 1a2n7_2nL2n

=k—

Next, in order to obtain a bound on [|6; — 0*[|?", we study the following term.

2n
Ell0r1 = 01" Fir] < B[ (16001 = 00]l + 1160 = 0°11) " 1 Fer]

2n
—Z( ) 60 — 8076, — 617\ Fe_r]

2n

E[0: = 07[7"| Fi—r] + Y a’Ellg(0s, w¢) + &1 (001116 — 07 (|*" | Fi—v]
i=1
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Note that
Elg(01: 21) + &1 (00161 = 0°[*~*| Fu—r]
< 271 (Ilg(B w0l + 161 60) )16 — 0% 12"~ Fi
= 2 [E[(lg(0h, 2|l + 141 (00100 — 072"~ P ]
<2TULE| (16— 6°]) + 1) | For ]

< 22(n71)2iLi (E[Het _ 9*|||]_-k77_] + 1)

Substituting back, we obtain
Za (g (Ge, 0) + & (0160 — 071> | Fi—r]

< nlzzw( 16 =01 Fir] +1)

— 92(n-1) (E[||0t — "1 Fir] + 1) - 2aL(1 + 2aL) !
< 42 aL(E[l6, - 0" Fe-s] +1)
Consolidating the terms, we have
B[6+1 — 6 |*"Fy—r] < (1+ 42" aL) (16 — 0" F ] + 1)

Recursively, for 0 <1 < 7, we have

-1
El|6k— 71 — 0% *"1Fr—r] < (1 + 42" al)! |05 — 07> + 47"l > (1+ 4% 'al)’
=0
= (144> Tal)!|0p_r — 07]]*" + (1 + 4> LaL)!

Then, for
42 arL < p/AL < 1/4,

we have for k — 7 <t <k,
E[||0; — 0*||*"|Fr_r] < (1 + 21" Lar D)0k, — 0%|*" + 21" arL
<20 — 0P + 2" tarL

Finally, we have

k—1
E[[|0k — O |*"|Frer] < 427122 L2 N R[]0 — 07| Frr] + 42" T 2 LT
t=k—1

< 42n—1a2nT2nL2n (2||9k—7 _ 9*”271 4 2471—10”_L + 1)
< 24n_1042n7'2nL2n(”9k,7- _ 9*“271 4 1)

As such, we have completed the proof.
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C Proof of Theorem 4.1

In this section, we prove the weak convergence result in Theorem 4.1. In fact, the proof of the projected
SA weak convergence result can be seen as a special case of unprojected SA with the asymptotic linearity
condition, which we have briefly discussed in Section 4. Therefore, the proof proceeds in the following two
subsections. First, we formally define the asymptotic linearity condition and present our weak convergence
result for unprojected SA under this additional assumption. Next, we relate this result for unprojected SA
to projected SA and specialize the proof to obtain Theorem 4.1.

C.1 Asymptotic Linearity

In this subsection, we formally introduce the asymptotic linearity condition, which is crucial for establishing
weak convergence in the context of unprojected SA (8 = oo). Additionally, we explore the implications of
this condition.

Assumption 6 (Asymptotic Linearity). The noise sequence (§i)k>1 s a collection of i.i.d. random fields
satisfying the following conditions: (1) E[€k+1(0)|Fx] = 0, (2) there exists a constant Ly > 0 such that & is
Ls-Lipschitz, i.e., ||€1(0) — &1(0")|| < L3||0 — 0'||, for all 6,0 € R, and (3) ||£1(0)]| < Ls.

Moreover, there exists a function G(-) : X — R¥*? such that given € > 0, define

§(e) :=min {5 :||¢g'(0,2) — G(z)| <e,Vz € X and VO € {0:]0]|>0d}},
and we have lim._, €d(e) = 0.

The first part of Assumption 6 states that the random field grows at most linearly in 6. The second part
of Assumption 6 implies that ¢’ (0, x) converges to a limit G(x) when ||0]| — oo for all z € X, which shows the
asymptotic linearity of g(#, ). Furthermore, Assumption 6 also requires how fast ¢'(6, z) converges to G(z).
A sufficient condition under which the second part of Assumption 6 holds is that there exists w > 0 such that
601*+< 9" (0, x) — G(x)|| < oo for V8 € R? and & € X. We can verify that to ensure ||¢'(0, z) — G(z)|| < €, we
can set ||6] € @(efﬁ), which can ensure e§(e) € O(e=) — 0 as € — 0. This sufficient condition implies
that ¢/(6, z) uniformly converge to G(z) with convergence rate of O(||6]|~(**)). By definition, we conclude
that the structure of linear SA is also asymptotic linear. Besides that, the 1-dimensional logistic regression

also satisfies Assumption 6. For 1-dimensional logistic regression, we have g(0, z,y) = $(1+e+9z — y) + A0,

m267955

where (z,y) presents the data. Therefore, we have ¢'(0,z,y) = Tgemye T A and ¢'(6,x,y) uniformly
converges to A with geometric convergence rate, thereby satisfies the Assumption 6.

C.2 Proof Under Assumption 6

With the asymptotic linearity condition now formally defined, we proceed to prove the weak convergence for
unprojected SA. For convenient reference, we state the theorem below.

Theorem C.1 (Ergodicity of SA—Asymptotic Linearity). Suppose that Assumption 1-Assumption 4 hold.
Additionally, assume 6. For stepsize o > 0 that satisfies the constraint at,L? < min(cop, £,), with cs
formalized in Proposition 4.2 and k,, defined in (C.1), the Markov chain (xy,0k)r>0 converges to a unique
stationary distribution 7, € Pa(X x RY).

Moreover, there exist k, > 0 and some unwersal constant ¢’ such that

ed(e) < p, Ve < k. (C.1)
We let v, := L(0) be the second marginal of Dy,. For k > 274, it holds that
Wa(L(0k), Va) < Wa(L(wk,0k),7a) < (1 — ap)¥/? - s(00, L, ). (C.2)

The proof of Theorem C.1 consists of two major steps. Firstly, we assume that x¢ ~ 7, and show that
(g, O ) k>0 converges to a unique limiting invariant distribution. Next, we relax the assumption of z¢ ~ ,
and prove that for arbitrary initialization (x¢,6p) € X x R?, the Markov chain will converge to the same
limit.
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Step 1: Inmitialization with zg ~ 7. To prove the convergence of the Markov chain, we consider the
following coupling construction. We have a pair of Markov chains (z, 9L1])k20 and (x, 99)1@0 sharing the
same underlying process and noise, i.e., (g, &p+1)k>0, 1€

O, =0+ a0, 2p) + i (01)),

(C.3)
07 =0 + a(g(0, 21) + & (0))).

We assume that the initial iterates 9(%” and 9([32] may depend on each other and on zg, but are independent
of subsequent (xy)r>1 given xg. For the iterates difference 9,&1} — 95], we have the following Proposition C.2,
whose proof is given at the end of this subsection.

Proposition C.2. Vk > 7 and a7 < min(g5kr=, 74 ), we have

[0l — 61712 < 4(1 — pa)* R[]0} — 01|,

where £, > 0 and ed(e) < Ve < k.

7(333 ’

By Proposition C.2 and the definition of Wy and Wy, we have

W2 (5(9 ), 5(9[2])) <)W2 (E(:vkﬁ,[j]),ﬁ(:vkﬁ,[f]»

(i) C4
< E[f6l" - 62| (C.4)
(iii)

< 4(1 - pa)*TE[65 — 65712,

where (i) and (ii) hold by the definition of W5 and W3 and (iii) holds by applying Proposition C.2.

Note that equation (C.4) always holds for any joint distribution of initial iterates (xq, 9([31] , 952} ). Recall that
P* represents the transition kernel for the time-reversed Markov chain of {zy} x>0, and the initial distribution
of z is assumed to be mixed already. Given a specific xg, we sample x_; from P*(- | zp). Additionally, we

use 9[_2]1 to denote the random varible that satisfies 9[_2]1 4 9([}} and is independent of {xy }x>0. Finally, we set
9([)2] as

62 = 6% 1 a(g(a_1,6%) + &o(62)).

By the property of time-reversed Markov chain, we have {zy}r>—_1 4 {zk}r>0. Given that 9[2] 4 9([)” and

9[_2]1 is independent with {xj}r>_1, we can prove (:vk,HI[f]) 4 (xk+1,6‘k+1) for k > 0. We thus have for all

k>
2 (2 (s, 007) £ (s 001 ) = 192 (2 (o 07) £ (2,02
€ 401 - o)t E6 — 622,

where (i) holds by inequality (C.4). Then, we have

503 (2 ) (o)
k=0

<t§1 W3 (£ (.61) . £ (10,601 ) ) + E0108 gj 1~ o)
<00.

Consequently, {L(x, 9,&“)}@0 forms a Cauchy sequence w.r.t. the metric Wa. Since the space Pa(X x R?)
endowed with W5 is a Polish space, every Cauchy sequence converges [Vil09, Theorem 6.18]. Furthermore,
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convergence in Wasserstein 2-distance also implies weak convergence [Vil09, Theorem 6.9]. Therefore, we
conclude that the sequence (L(z, 91&1}))7@20 converges weakly to a limit distribution fi € Pa(X x R?).

Now that we have established the existence of a limiting distribution, we next proceed to show the
uniqueness. We prove this by contradiction. Note that we currently assume that xy ~ 7, hence to show that
the limit (20, 0s0) is unique, we only need to show that the limit is independent of the initial distribution
of Ay, which can be correlated to xg.

Consider two Markov chains (zg,0k)k>0 and (zk, 05 )k>0, sharing (zx, {x+1)k>0 but with arbitrary ini-
tialization of 6y and 6. For the sake of contradiction, we assume that (zg,6p) = (Too,8s0) and (zo, 0)) =
(Zoo, 0., respectively. Then, by the triangle inequality, we have that

W (o, Oc). (1,6
< Wa (oo ). (a0, 04)) + Wo (2,00, (0. 04) ) + W (2,04, (e )
— 0.

As such, we have shown that the limit © is unique.
Lastly, we prove that 7 is invariant. Suppose that we initialize the joint process at its limit, i.e., (g, 8g) ~
r. We first apply the triangle inequality, and we obtain

Wz((xlﬁl), (1’0,90)) < Wz((mﬁl), ($k+179k+1)) + W2(($k+1,9k+1)7 (360,90))-
Clearly, as k — oo, Wg(($k+1,9k+1),(xo,6‘o)) — 0. To bound Wg((xl,ﬁl),(:vk+1,9k+1)>, we need the

following lemma.

Lemma C.3. Consider two copies of the SA trajectory, where L(xq,00) = U and L(x(,0() is allowed to be
arbitrary.

W (L(@1,00), £(24,00)) < pr - WE (L(wo, 00), L(h, 05) ) + p \/W (£G0,00). L£(h.05) ).

where

p1:=1+2(1+al)®>+160’L? < oo and ps = 16a*L*\/E[[|6o]|1] < oo
are independent of L(x, 6]).
Proof. Consider the following coupling between the two processes (xk, 8o)k>0 and (x4, 0% )k>0
W3 (Lo, 00), £(z0,06)) = E|do(o, z5) + [I60 — 65]2] ~ and
Tht1 = $;€+1 if o, =2}, Vk>0.

Then, it is clear that
W3 (L1, 00), £(25,01) ) < E|do(as,a5) + 161 — 63]2].

Recall the metric do(z,z’) = 1{z # 2’} and hence, we have
9(00, z0) = (0o, x0) + do(x(, 70)(9(00, o) — 9(00, ().

Therefore, it is easy to see that

01 — 0, =0y — 0+ a(g(0o,z0) — g0, 24)) + (&1(6o) — E1(6))
= 0 — 0 + a(g(00, w0) F g(00, 25) — 905, 25)) + (&1 (60) — £1(6p))
= 0o — 05 + a(g(6o, zp) 0)) + a(€1(fo) — £1(65))

+ ady (), 20)(9(00, x0) — g(bo, x()),
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whence

161 — 0111 < (14 aL)||60 — 6ol + ado(xq, o) llg(fo, z0) — g(fo, x0) ||

(1+aL)||o — 6ol + ado(zg, zo) - 2L(||6o]| + 1).

IAIA

As such, we see that

Eldo(21,2}) + |61 — 01]1*] < Eldo(wo, z))] + 2(1 + L) - E[[|60 — 6;]|°]
+16a2L? - E[do(x}, z0)(||60|® + 1)].

Next, we make use of Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and obtain
Eldo(}, 7o) - [60]1%] < \/Eldo(x}, 20)]y/Eaorulll60]1 4]

Because Assumption 6 implies Assumption 4(p = 2), by Proposition 4.2 and Fatou’s lemma, we have

E[||fo — 6*]|*] < lim inf E[||6) — 6*[|1.] < oo,
k—o0

which implies E[||f||*] < co. Hence, the desired inequality follows through. O
By Lemma C.3, we can set L(x(,0,) = L(xk,0)), then

W3 (L (x1,61) , L(@ps1,0611)) < o1 W3 (11, Lk, Or)) +Pz\/W22 (7, L(zk, Ok))-

Therefore, W2 (£ (21,61) , L(zrs1,0041)) — 0 as k — 0, which implies WQ((xl,el),(xo,oo)) = 0. As

such, we have proved the joint sequence (z,0x)r>0 converges weakly to the unique invariant distribution
v € Pa(X x R?). As a result, {0} x>0 converges weakly to p € P2(R?), where y is the second marginal of i
over R

Lastly, before proceeding to the next step, in which we remove the assumption xg ~ 7, we first derive

the convergence rate of {0 }r>0 under zo ~ 7 as presented in the following lemma. This lemma will help us
to establish the convergence rate without xg ~ 7.

Lemma C.4. Under xg ~ w, Assumption 1—4 and 6 and the same setting as Proposition C.2,
W3 (£(0h), va) < W3 (Llwr, 00), 7a) < 16(1 = ) - (E [0 = 0*12] + b))

Proof. Let us consider the coupled processes defined as equation (C.3). Suppose that the initial iterate
(20, 6‘([32]) follows the stationary distribution 7, thus £(zy, 9,[3]) =7 and 5(9,[3}) = v for all k > 0. By equation
(C.4), we have for all k > 7 :

w3 (). n) = wi (£, £
< W (L(ow 0, £, 0F))
4(1 — pa)*TE]65) - 05 (C.5)
<8(1— pe)* 7 - ([ 165" - 0" 2] +E [l — 0°11%])
6(1 — pa)k - (]E [Heg” -~ 9*||2} +E [|[fo — 9*H2]) :

where we make use of the derivation in (B.13) to obtain the last inequality.
We note that

IN
—

E[||fo0 — 9*||2] < lim kinf E[||6x — 9*||§O] < oo -aTLQ/u < 0’2)2,
—00

the last inequality holds for a7 < min(gog%, %) Therefore, we prove the desired inequality

W (L), 1) <1601 — o) (E[I657 = 017 + chs) -
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Step 2: Arbitrary Initialization for (zg,6y). In this step, we remove the assumption of z¢ ~ 7 needed
in the previous step. We need the following lemma to prove our result.

Lemma C.5. Consider two trajectories (xy,0k)k>0 and (z},, 0 )k>0. Suppose that Oy = ), x( ~ m and xg
is initialized from some arbitrary distribution that satisfies ||L(xo) — w||rv = €. Then for k > 7, we have

— L2 1/2
Wa(L(zx, 04), £(2}, 01)) < €(4e21(1 = ap) E[60 — 0" %] + des a7 - — 1)

Proof. We consider the following coupling between two joint processes (z, 0k )k>0 and (x}, 0},)k>0. We first
apply the maximal coupling on zy and z{, such that

P(zo # 20) = ||£(z0) — L(z()[[rv = €.
For the case o = (), we can couple the two Markov chains {zj }x>0 and {z} }r>0 such that
x = x),Vk > 0.

Under this coupling, we have 6}, = 6, ,Vk > 0.
For the case z¢ # x(, we let the two processes (z, 0k )r>1 and (z}, 0} )k>1 evolve independently.
Given the above coupling, we first observe that

/

WQ(‘C(xkv 9k)= ‘C(x;cv 6‘2)) = E[W2 ‘C(xkv 9k)= (.’L';c, e;c))l‘TO = ‘TZJ]P(CCO = ‘TO)
+EWa(L(ar 00), £(h. )0 # 24 P(zo # o))
- ;

L
L )
EE[WQ (‘C(xkv ok)a ‘C(xi’m ¢ ))|IO 7£ Ié)]

The second equality holds since E[Wa(L(zk, 0k), L(xk, 0},))|x0 = 2] = 0 and P(zg # xf) = .
Next, we note the following upper bound of the Wasserstein distance,

W3 (L o, 04), L, 6})) = inf B[ i £ a1} + [0 — 6?]
< 1+ 2(Bl6x — 6°%) + E[l6} — 0°[%).
Making use of Proposition 4.2, we have
W3 (L(xk, 0r), L(27, 0))

L2
<2¢21(1 = ap)* (E[60 — 0" %] + E[6) — 0°|%]) + dez 007 — 41
L2
§46271(1 - au)kIE[HHO - 6‘*”2] + 40272(17' : 7 + 1,

where the second inequality holds for 6y = 6 by assumption.
Note that the above upper bound to the Wasserstein distance is independent of the choice of (zg, z().
Hence, we can conclude that

WQ(‘C(xkv ek)v ‘C(x;cv 6‘2)) = EE[W2 (‘C(xkv ek)v ‘C(x;cv e;c))l‘TO # 556]
12 1/2
< e(te21(1 — an) B[00 — 0" 7] + dezz07 - 1)

We complete the proof of the lemma. O

By Lemma C.5, we see that when x is close to its stationary distribution 7, 6, would not deviate too
much from 6}, as if it were initialized from the stationary distribution.

Now we consider a joint process (z,0)k>0 with arbitrary initialization. By the property of uniform
ergodicity of (wx)k>0, we know that ||£(zx) — 7||rv < Rr¥. Choose time t; > 0. We construct a second
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Markov chain (z, 0} )k>¢, with the following properties: (1) x; ~ 7 and is maximally coupled to xy,, i.e
|L(xs,) — L(x},)ITv = P(x4, # x,) and (2) 0} = Ok,. Under this construction, for k& > to 4 7, we have

*)

Wo(L(zk, 0k),7) <Wa(L(xk,0k), L(x},,0})) + Wa(L(x},0},),7)
L2 1/2
<Rr® (42,11 = ap)* " E[]6y, — 0*|2] + dez 007 ot 1)

+16(1 = )" (E {104, — 0"]1%] +ch2),

where the last inequality follows from Lemma C.4 and Lemma C.5.
For each t with tg > 7, set to = t/2. From the above inequality, we obtain that

W2(£($t, Ht), ﬂ)
L2 1/2
<Rr'/2(4e21(1 = o) 2|61, — 6|2 + dea zar - -+ 1)

+16(1 - ap0)!/2 (B [[04, — 0"11%] + ch.» )
L2 12 1/2
<Rrt/? (402,1(1 —ap)t/?. (8(1 — ap)E[||6y — 6%||*] + caarT - —) +4eo 00T - — + 1)
[ 1

. L
+16(1 — ap)t/? ((8(1 —ap)E[||6o — 6%]|*] + cazaT - 7) + 0’2)2)

<max(r,1— au)t/2 -$(00,0%, 1, L, R)
S(l - au)t/2 ’ 5(007 9*5 My L, R)

where s(6p, L, 1) denote some constant that depends on the initialization of 6y, and problem primitives
L,pu, but independent of stepsize o and iteration index t. Last inequality holds because y < 1 — r and
a < goepz < 1.

Therefore, as ¢t — oo, we obtain that Wo(L(xy,0;),7) — 0, which implies that the Markov chain
(zk, Ok ) k>0 with arbitrary initailization converges to the same . As such, we have proved the desired
weak convergence result without the assumption on xy ~ 7 initialization.

Additionally, we obtain the following convergence rate. For any initialization (zg,0) € X x R, we have

Wa(L(0:), 1) < Wa(L(w4,6:),7) < (1= ap)'’? - s(6o, L, o).
C.2.1 Proof of Proposition C.2

First, we present the following lemma that is similar to [CZDT22, Lemma 2.3].

Lemma C.6. For any k1 < ko satisfying a(ke — k1) < the following six inequalities hold:

< 3
104 = 0 — 0% + 6211 < BaL(ka — k)6, — 6,7
16k) = 611 — 00 + 611 < SaL(ks — ky)ll6y] — 03]
108 — 010 < 8aL (ks — k) (161 + 1)
105 — 0100 < SaL (ks — k) (1631 +1)
165 — 621 < SaL (ks — k) (16211 +1)
107) = 0 < 8aL(kz — k) (15 + 1)
Proof. Consider the coupling given by equation (C.3), by Assumption 2 and 6, we have

1 2 1 2 1
1682 — 6221 — 161 — 070 < 6}, — 61

1 2
1~ P HL] + HL]H
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= allg(@ 2) + & (6) — (6} 2x) — Eean (6]
< 2aL|6 — 6%

Given ki < ko, for Vt € [kq, k2], since 1 + x < e for Vo € R, we have

t—1
1 2 1 2
16! — o) < TT (@ +2aL)6) — 62

j=k1

< exp(2a(ks — k)L)[6L) — 0]
(i)

2a+ 4a(k2 —m)L)6) - 6|
<2|lop) - 7,

k1

where (i) holds for e” < 142z Va € [0, 3] and a(ky — k1) < g-.
Then, we have

ko—1
1 2 1 1 2 1 2
161 — o — o)+ 02 < S 10ty — 02, — 0 + 07| < dalks — k1)L|OL) — 617
t= k}l
Therefore, following (ks — k1) < LL we have
1 2 1 2 2
161 — 6 — 6l 4 02| < da(ks — ki) L]6L) — 612
1 2 2
<4a<k2—k1> (161) — 612 — ot 1 62| + (161 — 62|
1 2 1 1 2
HG[ L0 — 0l 1 0P| + daks — k) L)6L) — 0.

Then, by rearranging the terms, we have
1 _ g2 i 1 2 2
HG[ ] k2 [ ] 6[ ]H < 8a(ky kl)L”6k2 6[ ]H

thereby we have proved the first two inequalities of Lemma C.6.
By Assumption 2 and 6 and [CZDT22, Lemma 2.3], we can prove the last four inequalities and we omit
the details here. O

Now, we are ready to prove Proposition C.2. We start with the following decomposition. By equation
(C.3), we first have

EfI05L, — 08, 1% =E 16} — 07 + o (906" 21) — 90 20) + 62 01) — €141.(6)) 2]
E (168" - 627117] + 20 (6" - 0, g0} 2x) — 90, 1))
Ty
+a?E (|90}, 2i) — g6 1) + €1 (6] — & (6F))2] .

T>

For Ty, by Assumption 2 and 6, we have
T, <4r%E [0} - o7)2].

We denote e(-,zx) := g(-,2x) — g(-) to be the noise function. Then, by Assumption 2, we conclude that
(-, xy) is 2L-Lipschitz continuous. Therefore, T} can be rewritten as:

Ty = [0} — 0, (0 i) — (07, o)) + E 16} — 0 5(6)") — a(67")] -
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For E {(9 - Gk ,9(9[ ) — (9[2])>], by Assumption 3, we have
E [0} - o g6l") — 0] < e (16 — 6717
Let Fi,:=0 ((9,@1],6‘,[52],:6,5) [t < k) For E [(9 - Gk ) (Hk”,xk) (9,[3],96;@»}, we have

E [0 - 6, (6} ax) - (0] 4]

;) [IE {<9“] — 012 (0l 2y) — e(61, 20)) |I,HH

[E [ HL”T - ,f o0 o) =20 wn) | Fir ]| (T3)
R (R R M e R )] (T)
+E[ 0] - 07, 0)), m0) - (0] ) — 0L, wo0) + (6L ) .
L)
We assume a7 < g. For T3, by definition of mixing time 7, we obtain

T3:E[E 01, — 0= 0] n) — 0wy 161,02 n
< 2aLE [||e[” 012 ||}
< 4aLE [0} - 07 12] + 4aLE [J62, — o2, — o) + 07)?]
< (daL + 2560’ LY)E [ 6] — o7 ] .

where the last inequality holds by Lemma C.6.
For Ty, we obtain

1 2
T4SE{||9L]—9H 91[€]T+9k e (k 7 Tk) — (k el
< 16arL’E [||9L” o6~ 91@—7’”}
< (16a7L? + 1280272 L) [0} — o7 2] .

Below, we bound term # by two different Taylor expansions. One the one hand, there exist A1, Ay € [0, 1]
such that hy = MO + (1= A0 by = 2000+ (1= 2)0”_ and
1 2 1 2 1 2
=10 = 07 (e i) (6 = 67) = &/ (i) (01, = 62)]
=05 — 0P & (i) (O — 0 — 01+ 012 ))
+ (01 — 05 (¢ (hi 2) — € (i—r xk»(e,i” — 02

<16a7L|6) — 0|17 + 161 — 07, (& (hwy w) — &/ (i, ) (0 — 612))] (C.6)
<1672} — 07|12 + 221605 — 07 |12k — - |
<16a7L2|6F" — 0F |2 + 2L]|0 — 02112 hw — 0P| + 1657 — 05|l + 165, — hi—r ) (ehy)

161 — 021 + 1161 — 0211 + (10}, — 01211y

2|6} — 07|l + 8ar (07 + 1) + SarL|6}) — 07)  (C.8)

<16arL?(|6 — 022 + 216" — 01212 (3]|6!" — 612)) + 8arL(||6P]| + 1)) := (Bound1).
N—————

A

<16arL’(6; - 67|” + 2|16} — 67|

(
<16arL2)0lY — 0212 + 210 — 1 |12(
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where we note that choosing the second iterates for triangle inequality in equation (C.7) and choosing 91[3]
for bounding 91[3] — 9517, in equation (C.8) are both symmetric, which implies that we can replace the 91[3} in

term A with arbitrary one in {9%117, HE],GIET, 9,@}.

On the other hand, there exist A1, A2 € [0, 1] such that py = 5\19,[61]—%(1—5\1)9,[6{7, qx = X29L2]+(1—5\2)9,[€2l7
and
=108 = 0 & (o) (0 = 01)) — ' (qr, ) (01 — 650 )
=0y — 05 &' (pr, i) (0F — 0 — 01+ 07)) (C.9)
+ (00— 0, (& (pr ) — € (a 2)) (0F) — OF))
<16a7L?|6y) — 0|12 + 216y — 07 [[1ps — axll16F — 61, |
<16arL2]6) — 07|12 + 16ar L0y — 07 [Ilpk — axllll(1657] + 1), (C.10)

where adding and subtracting the second iterates in equation (C.7) and choosing 91[3] for bounding 91[3} — 9517,
in equation (C.8) are both symmetric. We have

lpr — aell = I3 (05 = 67) + (1 = )01, — 02 ) + (A = ) (0 — 072,)]
< 2+ 8arL)|0y = 07 + 8arL(67 ]| + 1)
< 3ll6y — 07| + sarL(167] +1).
Therefore, we obtain
& <16arL%|0)) — 07
+ 21116 = 0 (310" = 071 + 8arL (16| + 1) ) 8arL (6] + 1) := (Bouna2),

B C

and we can replace the 9}@2] in term B and C with arbitrary one in {HIET, HE],GIET, 9,@}.
By (Boundl) and (Bound2), we have

|#] < min(Bound1, Bound2)
< 16a7L2(0 — 072 + 48arL?(|0) — 012|027 + 1).

Below, we discuss the upper bound for |#| by three cases.
Case 1: If one of {HI[iT, 91[3]795177 9;@2]} has norm that is less than 46,12, where we define §,,72 :=

§(arL?), without loss of generality, we assume ||9,[€2} || < 464,12 Multiply ]l(||9,[€2] || < 464r12) to both sides of
the above inequality, and we have

|ML6] < 460rr2)
<(16arL?|6f! — o2 + asar (6l — 6712167 + 1)) L6 | < 460r12)

<(64 4 1920, 12)arL?|61 — 61712,

where we can replace the 9}@2] in the left hand of the above inequality with an arbitrary one in {9;@117, 9}@1] , 91[5177 91[5} }
by the similar argument under (Boundl) and (Bound2).

Case 2: If ||9,[€1]|| < 2||9,[€1] - 91[3]”7 we obtain
0211 < 65 — o1+ 161711 < 316 — 07
Therefore, by definition of # and Lemma C.6, we obtain

1 1 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 1 2
(o) < 20057 - 021 < 2016, — o2 N1 16) — o)1+ 107 — 02 Lol < 2016 - 02 |)
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< 16a7L2||6}) — 62 (162 + 1167 Lot < 2116t — 6
< 80arL?|61 — 6.

Case 3: If all four variables in {91[317791&1]’91[317’91[@2]} have a norm larger than 44,,r2, and ||9,[€1]|| >
2||6‘,[€1] - 91[3} I, we obtain

(1]
1 2 1 1 2 ||9 ||
1ell = 128" + (1= 28| > 167 — 16y = 67 > == > 2600

il = M6l + (1= 22)0 |
> L = 16 - 621
@
> barsz = (14 8arL) 6} — 67|
> 6aTL27
where (i) holds by choosing a7 < 1&. Therefore, we have ||hg| > 64772 and [[hg—r | > 647z2. Therefore, by
equation (C.6) and Assumption 6, we obtain

|#|1(Case 3)
<16arL?6; — 0712 + 18] — 0712 (I’ (e, 2x) — Glan) | + €' (hrr, 22) — G(a)])
<18ar L[0! — P2,

Therefore, we obtain

|E[#]] < E[| W] <E[M1(0:], ]| < darre)] + E[MLAIOL] < 0arr2)]
+E[MLI6 | < arr2)] + E[ML07] < 0arr2)]
+E[|a[1([0)7]] < 2]10y7 - 617 [)] + E[|#|1(Case 3)]
<(354 + 76804, 12)ar L2E[[| 61 — 61712

By Assumption 6, there exists , > 0 such that ed(e) < zfz for Ve < ;. By the above bounds, when
ar < min(%, %), where we specify the constant ¢ < 1 later, we obtain

1 2
E[[6)4, — 0k I

< (14 2a(—p+ 4aL + 2560372 L3 + 1280%72 L% + 78407 L? + 76804, r207L?) + 402 L?) E[||01 — 0212
:(1 + a(—2p + 1568arL? + 2560272 L + 15360,, 207L?) + o®(8L + 5120272 L3 + 4L2))1E[||9Ej] -0

_ 1 [ _ gl2ly2
< ({14 ap(—2 + 1568¢ + 256¢ + 5T 524¢) | E[||6;" — 0,7 1|°]

1 2

<(1 - pa)E(l6" - o717,

. . . _ 1
where the last inequality holds by ch'oosmg €= To96-
Therefore, for kK > 7 and a1 < mln(goﬁ%, 74) we have

E[l6} — 6717 < (1 — pa)* " E[|0Y — 0212
< 2(1 - pa) R[04 — 05712 + (161 — 62 — 6f) + 0712
< 2(1+8arL)(1 — po)* TE[6)) - 057
< 4(1 — pa) " TE]65 - 05717
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C.3 Proof of Projected SA

Now, we specialize the proof of Theorem C.1 to the projected SA iterates.
We consider the same coupling:

9,[:J]r% =0+ a(g(0)), 2x) + &aa (6]))),
Oy = Tag [0, ).
ez[i]r% =0+ 0‘(9(91[62]#51@) + §k+1(91[62]))7
0L, = T |6, |.

We first need to verify that Proposition C.2 holds for projected SA. By the non-expansion property of
sy with respect to || - ||, we obtain the following inequality:

1 2 2 1 2
160, — 62 — 1oy — 67| < |16 — o -0,

k+3 k+%”

which implies Lemma C.6 still holds for projected SA. For Proposition C.2, we can notice that the iterates
of projected SA will always satisfy Case 1 with a finite bound 8 and we do not need to discuss Cases 2 and

3.

Therefore, when a7 < min(#;, 8%), where we specify the constant ¢ < 1 later, we obtain

E[6;1, - 012, 17)
(1 + a2+ (160 + 968))arL? + 2560°72L3) + a2(SL + 5120°72L° + 4L2))]E[|\9£j] — 622

< (1 + ap(—2 + (160 + 968)c + 256¢ + 524¢)) E[||61Y — 62 |12]
(1= po)E[lI6;7 - 67771,

_ 1
where we set ¢ = 5101965 -

Therefore, Vk > 7 and a7t < we have

[
(940+96B)L2>
1 2 —r 1 2
E[[6}) — 617)12) < 4(1 — po)*E[|0)) - 057,

Then, still by the non-expansion of IIg(3) with respect to || - [, the rest of the proof simply follows the
same proof for non-projected SA. As such, we have proven Theorem 4.1.

D Proof of Corollary 4.4

In this section, we present the proof of Corollary 4.4.
Recall that by Theorem 4.3, we obtain for k > 27,

WE(£60).va) < (1= ap)” - 500,60, 1, L, R).
By [Vil09, Theorem 4.1], there exists a coupling between 6, and 6, such that
W3 (L(0k), va) = Elll0r — 0o]|°].
Applying Jensen’s inequality twice, we obtain that
IE[Br — Ooc]|* < (E[[16 — 0o ])* < E[l[6x — o] < (1 — apt)* - (60, 6%, p, L, R).
We thus have for all k& > 27,

IE[6x] — Elfoo]l| < E[I — 0ocll] < (1 = ap)™? - ' (60, 6", 1, L, R).
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For the second moment, we first note that

IE[0x0% ] — Elfcb5]]

= [[E[(6) — o) (O — 00) "] + Elfoc (01 — b0) '] + E[(0r — 0o )05

SE(Br — 0o0) (O — Oo0) ]Il + 1E[fo0 (O — b0) "1l + IE[(Ok — 0o0)0]

< E[l6k — 0o P11l + 2E[[| 000 |10 — O]

< E[l0k = o0 2]l + 2VE[000 [PE[10r — 0[], (D.1)

where we apply Cauchy-Schwarz to obtain the last inequality.
Meanwhile, we have

E [||e,g - eoo||2} < (1—apu) - s(60,0", i, L,R) and E [||eoo||2} = O(1).
Substituting the above bounds into the right-hand side of inequality (D.1) yields

|E[0:00] — E[0:05] || < (1 — ap)*? - s"(80,0%, p, L, R).

E Proof of Corollary 4.5

In this section, we prove the CLT result.

Proof. Consider the following centered test function A : X x R¢ — R? defined as
h(z,0) = 0 — E[f].
To prove that the CLT for function h, we need to verify the Maxwell-Woodroofe condition [MWO00], i.e
oo n—1
>
n=1 t=0
where () denotes the transition kernel of the joint Markov chain. If we can show the following
n—1
g
t=0

with 7 € [0,1/2), then the Maxwell-Woodroofe condition is verified, as

Z n—3/2

We now proceed to prove the desired order in (E.1). For sufficiently large n > 27, we observe

n—1
|2 e
t=0

< 00,
v)

pogy = 00 (E.1)

oo

Lo Z 73/2(9 ) < 0.

n—1
nl, < > EslQhlls
t=0

L2m)
27T —1 n—1
= > EslQlla+ Y Es[lQhll2.
t=0 t=274

Tl T2

We now show that both terms 77 and T4 are of order O(1) with respect to the parameter n.

For T, since @ is a transition kernel, so its ||Q||12(,) operator norm equals to 1. Hence, T} can be upper
bounded as

Ty < 7Eall|h(0,2)|13] = 7o Tr(Var(fs)) < C1,
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where the last inequality follows from Tr(Var(fs)) < at established in (F.4) and ar? — 0 by Definition 2.1.
Before proceeding to analyze the summation in Ts, we first recall (C.2), that for t > 27,,

Wa(L(w:,6,),7) = O((L = ap)?),

which holds for any (x,0) € X x R%. Hence, by the property of Wasserstein distance [Vil09], there always
exists a coupling that attains the optimality, i.e.,

Er((@:,00),) [H@t — 0|3 + do (1 # x’)] =O((1—ap)h).
Making use of this relationship, we can therefore bound 75,

n—1 Jo%e) 1
T = 3 BellQ'blls < 3 EolQhlle = O(T— 7= 57) = O

t=7q t=T7q

where the last O(+) is asymptotic in n.

Combining the analysis of 71 and T», we have shown the desired order in (E.1). Therefore, the Maxwell-
Woodroofe condition has been verified and we establish the CLT for averaged nonlinear iterates with constant
stepsize and Markovian data. O

F Proofs under Minorization Condition

When assuming the perturbed continuous noise condition in Assumption 5, one takes the alternative route
to prove weak convergence. This is achieved by establishing the satisfaction of both a minorization condition
and a drift condition. In this section, we prove the weak convergence result in Theorem 4.3 by following
this alternative approach. The subsequent corollaries of weak convergence, namely the non-asymptotic
convergence rate in Corollary 4.4 and the Central Limit Theorem (CLT) in Corollary 4.5, also hold, and we
will provide the proofs for these results as well.

F.1 Proof of Theorem 4.3

In this section, we prove the weak convergence under Assumption 5(a). The proof consists of two major
steps. Firstly, built upon the MSE convergence established in Proposition 4.2, we derive a multi-state drift
condition. Subsequently, we show that under the minorization condition, the Markov chain is (zx, 0 )k>0 is
p-irreducible. Then, follow [MT09, Theorem 19.1.3], we can conclude that the Markov chain (z, 0k )r>0 is
geometrically ergodic.

For completeness, we include the Theorem 19.1.3 from [MT09] below.

Theorem F.1. Suppose that ® is a -irreducible chain on X, and let n(x) be a measurable function from
X — Z,. The chain is geometrically ergodic if it is aperiodic and there exists some petite set C', a nonnegative
function V- > 1 and bounded on C, and positive constants A < 1 and b satisfying

/ PO (2, dy)V (y) < X"V (z) + blo(z)]. (F.1)

We note that the function n(z) can be interpreted as the number of steps we must wait, starting from
any x, for the drift to become negative.

Step 1: Deriving the Drift Condition Given the iteration step

Okr1 = O + (g0, v1) + Ep1(0k)),

we have already shown the following convergence rate on the MSE in Proposition 4.2, that

L2
E[[|64 — 0[|°] < e2,1(1 — ap)®(|6o — 6% + €220Ta ="
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Inspired by the MSE convergence bound, we define the Lyapunov function V : X x R% — [1, o0]
V(x,0) = |60 — 0> + 1. (F.2)

Therefore, the major goal in this step is to obtain the desired drift condition as shown in (F.1).
Therefore, from the above MSE convergence rate, we first obtain that

L2
QkV(Io, 90) S 6271(1 - O[,u)kV(Io, 90) + 62727047' + 1. (Fg)

Consider k = min{t > 0: co1(1 — au)t < 1}. Then, set n = 8(1 — ap)*, B = 1_7", and m = 0212%2047' +1,
and we consider the following bounded sublevel set,

Co={0: (|0 —0*+1) <m/B}.
From (F.3), we derive that
Q"V (x0,80) — V (0, 60) < —BV (x0,00) + mLe(wo, o),
where C' = X x Cg. Rewriting the above Lyapunov drift condition, with b = m/(1 — ), we obtain
Q Y (w0,80) < (1= B)(V (0, 80) + bl (w0, 60) ).
Setting X such that \¥ =1 — 3, we have
QkV(,To, 90) < AP (V(CL‘Q, 6o) + b]l@(xo, 90)),

which gives the desired multi-step drift condition.

Step 2: Proving the Minorization Condition Now that we have established the desired multi-step
drift condition, it remains for us to show that C' is accessible, small, and aperiodic.

Under this setup of &(6) in Assumption 5(a), it is straightforward to verify the accessibility of C. For
any (z,0) € X x R?%, we have

Q((Ia9>a 0) = ]P)((I/ae/) € X X C@|(ZE,9))

:]P’(@’EO@KQ:,@))Z/ idpe(el_19

_ /
e g(x,@))d@ > 0.

As such, we have shown that C is accessible.
Assuming C' is small, we can directly conclude aperiodicity following the definition of period of an

accessible small set, d(C) = g.c.d.{n e N*:inf,cc P (z,C) > 0}.
Therefore, what remains to show is that C' is small. For (z,6) € C and A € B(X) x B(R?), we define the
following projection sets,

Ay ={0 e RY(x,0) € A} and A% = {z € X|(z,0) € A}.
Therefore,
Q" ((x,0),A) = A(z(k)’e(m)}ﬁ}l P((2pm, Om) € Al(Tm—1,0m_1) = (x(m_l),ﬁ(m_l)))

e(XxRY™m—1
- P((1,61) = d(@,01) (o, 60) = (w,0))

St oyt B 0) € Al 1,00 0) = (@, 007D
c(xxCo)m !

Y]

<+ P((21,61) = (2, 6D)| (o, 60) = (x,6))
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N ﬁ(ﬂk),e(k))};y:ll (// Pz = da|zpm—1 = x(m_l))P(em € Aw|(@m—1,0m-1) = (x(m—1)7 9(m—1))))
E(XXC(—))m:l ' eX

P(zm_ = dz™ D|zm_s = 2 D)P@n_1 = A0 V| (22, Om_s) = (@™, e<m-2>)))

= d2Wlzg = 2)P(O; = dOW|(z0,00) = (2, 0))

/ / (k)}m P =da'|zm_1 = 2™ NP2y = dz™ Dz, o = 2(M7D) P2y = dzW|zg = )
zex JUW

</{e<m}m 1 PO € Avr|(@m-1,0m—1) = (&1, 60771))
Cwn 1
P01 =d9(m*1)|(:cm_2,9m 2) = (z (m—2) g(m 2))))
POy = dOW|(z0, 00) = @,9))).

Next, for (z,6) € C, we observe that

P(0), = a6/ | (w11, 011) = (,6)) = B(64(6) = d( (2,0)) (a1, 01) = (.6))
2 aldpe(el f —g(x 9))d9’
> 2t (U5 )

We next recall the linear growth assumption in Assumption 2 that ||g(x,0)|| < L(||0|| + 1). Hence, given
0 € Co, Vx € X, we have

16+ ag(z, O)[| < [10]] + allg(z, 0)] < (1 + «L)([|6]] + 1)

<(+aL)(vVM/B+6*|+1)<B

for some bounded value B.
We now define the measure <" on R? as ¢7(4) = L inf),)<p f@/eAmC@ infye o p@(‘g ;Z>d9'- Hence, it is

easy to see that ¢f (Cg) = 0. Moreover, we note the following property of measure ¢
Claim 1. For A C Cg and A(A) > 0, <T(A) > 0, where X denotes the Lebesgue measure.

We delay the proof to the end. Taking the claim as true, we derive that

ﬁe(k)}m 1P(9 EAE/K;[;W 1, O 1) ( (mfl),e(mfl)))
ecm 1

B(On1 = A0 (3, 0 2) = (272, 002)) ) BBy = A0 (o, 0) = (1,6))

/ / B(0,nd87 |(2y_1, By 1) = (™D, 60m D))
(7n)€A , (m— 1)600

B T e A
0(m=2)cCgq

[ P62 = a0 (a1,00) = (@, 0D))2(6: = a0V (0, 00) = (2.0)
o) cCo
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p(m) _ g(m—1)
/ / — inf p; (7 — g(x(mfl),ﬁ(mfl)))dG(m)
B(WGA/ 9(m—1)cCgo Oé 960@ «

/ = ] ) = (57,62
(m— 2)606

/ B0 = 40 (21, 01) = (o, 60))B(6; = d0D (w0, 60) = (2. 6)
o) cCo

gm) _ g -
> inf / / — inf pe(i —g(:i,@))dﬁ(m)
(,0)eC Jotmiea , Jom—DeCe ad feCeo «

/ P(Om—1 = A0V (02, On2) = (272,00 2))
9(m 2)€CO

/ = 0D (21, 01) = (20, 00)B(@O; = d0D| (20, 00) = (x,0)
9(1)606
(m) _
> inf / / — inf pe(u)dG(m)
zlI<B Jotm)ea,, Jom—1ece od feCeo «
/ = A (g, B a) = (20,60 )
(m— 2)606

/ (6 = 40P |(z1,01) = (20, 00 )P(8; = A6V (0, 0) = (x,0))

0V eCo

> <T(A$,)/ / P01 = A0 D (2,0, O o) = (272, 9(m—2)))> .
g(m=1cCg JO(Mm=2)cCgq

/ P(6y = d6®|(z1,61) = (2D, 0)))P(6y = 6V (o, 60) = (x,0))
0 eCo

> ¢ (Apn)st(Co)™ !
Therefore, by combining all the analyses, we obtain
Q™((x,0), A)
/ (k)}m Py, = da |z = x(m_l))]P’(:Em,l = dx(m_1)|ajm,2 = x(m_2))

exm-
P2y = daWlzy = 2)

<A9<k>}m 1 PO € Avr|(@m-1,0m—1) = (&1, 60"71))

ecm 1

P01 = d0 D@2, 0m—2) = (36(m72),0(m72))))

POy = AW (z0,00) = (%9)))

/{ wym-—1 Pz = da'|em—1 = 2" V) - Par = daV |z = )

ex’"*l

> ¢t (Coym? / ¢t (A )(da)
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= (- (o x<N)(A),

where ¢ = ¢T(Co)™ ! and ¢ x ¢' being the unique induced product measure on X' x R

As such, we have proven that C' is (m, ¢ x ¢')-small, and hence (d,,,¢ x s')-petite, and subsequently
shown that (zy,0)k>0 is geometrically ergodic.

By [MT09, Theorem 16.0.1 (iv)], we can further conclude that the geometrically ergodic (6;,2)i>0 is
also V-uniformly ergodic with the same V as defined in (F.2). Therefore, we have the following convergence
rate in the V-norm HE(:E;C, 0r), —ﬂaHV < kp®, where r and p implicitly depend on the stepsize a.

Lastly, we provide the proof of Claim 1.

Proof. We first recall that for any set B C R? such that A(B) > 0, where A refers to the Lebesgue measure,
then for 6 € Co, we know that [, pe(t)dt > [,_pinfocce po(t)dt > 0. Moreover, for a given (translation)
z € R% and 6 € Cg, we have

/ po(t — z)dt = / po(t')dt’ > / inf pe(t')dt’ > 0.
teB t'eB—z t'eB—z9€C

Following the properties stated above, we define h(z) = fteB infopec po(t — 2)dt, and it is easy to verify
that h(z) is a continuous function. Hence, for a bounded set D, we have inf.ep h(z) > 0. Subsequently, we
define the measure ¢t induced by h and we verify that

f(A) = inf / inf po(t — 2)dt >0
S n i pg Z .
() IzII<B Jic Ance 9€C ( )

F.2 Proof of Corollary 4.4

As shown in the previous section, the joint process (z, 0k ) k>0 is V-uniformly ergodic and hence also exhibits
a geometric non-asymptotic convergence rate under the V-weighted norm. Subsequently, this corresponds
to a version of Corollary 4.4 resulting in a different set of convergence rate coeflicients. Thus, we restate
Corollary 4.4 in the context of the minorization setting and provide the proof below.

Corollary F.2 (Non-Asymptotic Convergence Rate). For any initialization of 0y € R, under the setting
of Theorem /.3, we have

[Ex] — B0 < 5 p* - s'(00, Lyp),  and |[E0x0;] — B OL) )| < 5+ p" - 5" (00, L. ),
where K and p are defined in (4.1) and implicitly depend on .

Proof. For V-uniformly ergodic Markov chain (zj, 0% )k>0, when functions f : X x R? — R? is dominated by
the Lyapunov function, i.e., || f|| <V, it enjoys the following convergence property,

1Q" f (o, 60) — mfI| < kp"V (6o).
Consider test function f(6,x) = 6 — 6*. Tt is easy to see that ||f|| < V. Hence, we obtain
[E[6n] — E[6oc]l| = [|Q" f (x,0) — 7 f|| < 5p™V(f0).
Next, consider f/(x) = (0 — 6*)(6 — 6*) 7. Clearly, ||f'|| < V. Therefore,
IE[(6: — 6%) (0 — 0") "] = El(Boc — %) (00 — 6%) "Il < 5p"V (6o).-
For the LHS, we have
IE[(0r — 07)(0: — 6%) ] = E[(0c — ") (B — 6%) ]|
= |[E[6:6,"] — E[0oc05] — E[f — 0s](0") " — 0" E[(6; — 0sc) ]|
> ||E[6:6/ ] — E[0sc8 ]| — 2E[9: — Osc]ll]16 ]

Subsequently,
E8:0, ] — Elfocfac]ll < (2]167 (1 + 1)rp"V (60)-
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The above results imply the convergence of the first two moments. Moreover, we conclude that
Var(fs) = Var(fo — %) < E[||0oe — 67|%] = lim E[||6, — 0°[|*] < a7,
— 00
Additionally,
E[||00 — 6*[]* < E[|0sc — 6°[°] S ar. (F.4)

F.3 Proof of Corollary 4.5

After establishing the V-uniform ergodicity of the joint process (xy,0k)r>0, the central limit theorem for
averaged iterates follows as a straightforward consequence.

Proof. For any test function h : X x RY — R? that satisfies ||h[|2 < V, by Theorem 17.0.1 in [MT09], it has
the following CLT results,

1 k—1
— he — Elhoo N(0,2(@).
e[ X (e =B ] 5 A10,5)

Therefore, consider h(z,6) = 6 — 0*, it is easy to see that ||h||*> < V, and hence we naturally obtain the

desired CLT result, ﬁ[ 1 (g, - E[ooo])} = N(0,2@) as k — oo. 0

G Proof of Theorem 4.6

We now provide the proof of Theorem 4.6 on characterizing the asymptotic bias of nonlinear SA.

G.1 BAR and Preliminaries
The proof utilizes the basic adjoint relationship (BAR) approach to study the stationary distribution

Ey[(P = I)h(0, z)] = 0,

via carefully designed test functions h. We refer readers to [HCX23a] for the derivation of the following
properties of Markovian SA at stationarity,

E[1{0x € S} | 2o0)(z) = E[1{bc+1 € S} | 2oot1](2), (G.1)
oo | 00) (2) = Elfocs1 | o011](2), @2)
E[(HOO)®2 | Too](x) = E[(eoo+1)®2 | Toot1](). (G-3)

Following the Borel state space assumption in 1, E[1{fw € -}|zc = 2] induce a regular conditional proba-
bility measure, which we denote as 7(-, o = z), and hence (G.1) can be reformulated as

ﬂ(@oo S S, Too — I) = 17(900+1 S S, Loo+1 — x)
Before proceeding to the proof, we introduce the following shorthands and notations. For x € X,

2i(2) == E[(loo — 0%)®200 = 2],

0i(x) = zi(x) — 7z,

Following the differentiability assumption of g in Assumption 3, and we can apply Taylor expansion to g and
we note the following notation on residuals.

g(0,2) = g(0*,x) + ¢ (0", 2)(0 — 6%) + %g"(ﬁ*, z)(0 — 0*)%? 4+ R3(0, x) (G.4)
=g(0*,2) + ¢ (0", 2)(0 — 0") + Ra2(6, ). (G.5)
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By Assumption 3 and results from Proposition 4.2 and 4.2, we note that the residual R, (0, z) satisfies

sup {|[Ra(6,2)]1/16 - 0"|I" } < +oo.
rc X ,0cRa

Hence, we have
1R (0, 700) | L2 (m) S Elllfoc — 67]1"] = O((a7)™/?), n=2,3,4.

Lastly, we denote
g(@) = Emwﬂ[g(ev .’L‘)], §2(9) = EINT([(Q(97 x))®2]
7D(0) = Eannld'(0.2)],  357(0) := Euxl(g'(0,2))%%), §P(8) := Eunlg” (0, 2)].

We are now ready to present our proof. The proof consists of two major steps. For the complexity of this
problem, we first set aside the projection constraint and focus on the BAR analysis, and we shall present
the asymptotic bias characterization without the projection step. The analysis in this step thus shall work
for the minorization proof technique as well. Then, in the second step, we elaborate on the impact brought
along by the projection analysis and conclude our proof.

G.2 Step 1: Bias Characterization without Projection
G.2.1 Step 1: First Moment Analysis
Consider test function hy(x,0) = 8 — 8*. Therefore, we first have
Elfoc+1 — 0" = Elfoc — "] + a(Elg(0oc, 7)) + Eléoo1(0u0)]),
which immediately implies that

0 =E[g(foc, 2o0)]- (G.6)
Substituting the Taylor expansion (G.4) back into (G.6), we have

0= Elg(0", )] + Bly (0", 20} (o0 — 0°)] + 3Bl (0", 5} (o0 — 07)°] + B[R 6, 220)]

= E[g(0", 2o0) (00 — 07)] + %E[g”w*, Zo0) (B — 07)%%] + O((a1)*'?), (G.7)

where we make use of E[g(6*, )] = g(6*) = 0 by definition and the order or E[R3(fs0, Too )] = O((a1)?/?) to
obtain the second equality.
Next, we proceed to analyze the two terms in (G.7). For the first term, we have

Elg' (6%, 200) (00 — 67)] = E[g'(07, 200 ) 21 (o0 )]
= E[g'(0", wo0)81 (20c)] + 5 (07)E[f — 67]. (G-8)
We now move on to analyze the second term, and obtain

Elg" (0", %o0)(Boc — 0%)%%] = E[g" (0", w00) 22(20 )]

= E[g" (6", 200)02(200)] + §' (6")E[(B0 — 67)%7]. (G.9)
Hence, substituting (G.8) and (G.9) back into (G.7), we reorganize the terms and arrive at
E[fo — 0]
= —(aV(0") " (Bly' (0", 7)1 (w00)] (G-10)
+ 5 (Bl (0 2o0)2(e0)] + 9 (6 B[00 — 6)°7)) (G.11)
+O((ar)?/?).

To obtain a refined characterization of the asymptotic bias, we carefully analyze the remaining three
terms in (G.10)—(G.11). We focus on each term in the next three sections respectively.
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G.2.2 Step 2: Second Moment Analysis
We start with analyzing E[(0s — 0*)®?] in this section.
Following the BAR approach, we consider the test function ha(x,0) = (0 — 0*)®2 and obtain
E[(fo+1 = 07)%%] = E[(fo0 — 0" + a(g(0oc, Too) + Eoct1(00)) 7]

E[(foo — 0°)%%] + o (E[(9(00 To0))®?] + El(£nct1(0o0)) %)
+ a(E[g(foos Too) ® (oo — 0%)] + E[(foo — 0) ® 9(0so, Too)])-

Simplifying the above expression, we have

0= a(E[(g(fc0, o)) ] + E[(bot1(8o0))#?])

(G.12)

We adopt a similar approach in analyzing the above relationship that contains g(f., %) as in the
previous step. We make use of the Taylor expansion of g at 8* but at a lower order. We substitute the

Taylor expansion (G.5) into (G.12) and obtain

0 = aB[(9(8", woc) +9'(0", 0oc) (Boc — 67) + R2(Bo0, £0))*] + aB[(€so1(8c)) ¥
FE[(9(07, 200) + ¢/ (07, 200) (e — 07) + Ra(fos, 7o0)) @ (B — 07)]
T E[(fc — 0%) @ (9(0", 2o0) + 9'(07, To0) (e — 07) + R2(fc, Too))]
=E[g(0",70) @ (oo — 0%)] + E[(fos — 6°) @ g(6*, 200)]
+E[((0%, 2o0) (e — 07)) ® (Bos — 0°)] + E[(foc — 07) @ (9'(07, Zoo) (B — 67))]
+aE[(g' (0", 700 ) (oo — 07))%7]
+aE[g(0", 700) @ (9/(6‘*7 Too)(Ooo — 07))] + aE[(g/(ﬁ*, Too)(foo — 07)) @ (07, 20)]
+ E[R2(0o0s Too) @ (oo — 07)] + E[(foe — 07) @ Ra(foo, 2o0)]
+ OAE[(g(Q*,IOO))®2] + QE[(§OO+1(900))®2] + O(oz27').

Therefore, we proceed to analyze the terms in (G.13)—(G.16).
Starting with the terms in (G.13), we have

E[g(6", 7o) @ (6 — 0°)] = E[g(6", 200) © (61 (woc) + 721)]
— E[g(0", 200) @ 61 (0] + Elg (0", 700)] OE[fc — 7]
T
— E[g(0", 200) ® 61 (200)]-

Similarly,
E[(fo0 — 0%) ® 9(0", 70 )] = E[b1(2o0) © 9(07, 200)].

Next, for the terms in (G.14), we have

E[(g' (0", %o0) (foo — 07)) @ (foe — 07)] = E[g" (0", Zoo) (fo — 9*)®2]
(

Similarly,

E[(fc —0") ® (9/'(6", 250) (00 — 67))] = Elb2(00)9' (0", 2o0)] + El(Bs — 6%) %25t (67).

Moving on to the second term in (G.15)

E[(g' (6", o0 ) (000 — 9*))®2] =E[g' (6", 7o) (000 — 9*)®291(9*7$oo)]
=E[g' (0", 700)(02(e0) + T22)g" (07, Too)]
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= E[g (0%, 200)02(o )9 (0%, 200)] + 35" (0)E[(6 — 0%)%2].

Last, for the terms in (G.16)

E[g(0",200) ® (¢ (67, Too) (Boe — 07))] = E[g(0", 200) @ (9" (0", o0 ) (01 (00 ) + 721))]
[

Similarly,

E[(9'(07, 70) (00 — 07)) ® g(0", 7e0)] = E[(9(07, 70)01(20)) ® g(0", 7o)
+E[(g' (0", 2o ) E[foc — o)) ® g(0", 2o0)]-

Lastly, by a second order Taylor expansion around 6* of C(0s) = E[(£oot1(0s0))®?], we have

Cls) = C(0") + C'(0")E[fse — 0*] + E[R5(00)],

where Rj(0) satisfies sup, g { || R4(0) /(10 — 6|2 + 16 — 67 [[F++2) } < ox.

Substituting the above analyses of the terms and consolidating the terms, we obtain

— @) @I +10gM(0")E[(00 — 7))

= ag2(07) + 0E[(§oct1(0) %] + ags) (0)E[(0c — 07)7]

+E[g(0", 1) ® 01(2e0)] + E[01(200) @ g(07, 2os)]

+ E[g' (07, 200)02(o0 )] + E[d2(200)g" (6", 20 )]

+ aE[g(0", 200) @ (9'(07, 200 )01 (200))] + AB[g(0", Zo0) @ (9'(07, Too ) E[fc — Too])]
+ aE[(¢' (0", 200)01 (To0)) @ g(07, 200)] + aE[(g" (07, 20 )E[fc — Too]) @ (07, 200)]
+ aE[g' (0%, 200 )02(700 ) g (07, 750

+ E[R2(0oos Too) @ (B — 0%)] + E[(foo — 0) @ R2(0so, Too )] + aC (0 )E[0e — 0]
+ O(a?7).

(G.17)

By far, we observe that the remaining terms all contain §; and 2. Therefore, we conclude our analysis

of E[(As — 0%)®?] at this step and leave the analysis of J; and 2 to the next section.

G.2.3 Step 3: Analysis of the )-System

In this section, we analyze ¢; and Js.

Analysis of 0;. Starting with d1, we first consider the following recursive relationship induced by (G.2).

Elfoot1 — 0 |Tooy1 = 5] = / P*(Sads/)E[eooJrl — 0" |Tooq1 = 5, T00 = 5/]
R

@ / P*(5,ds")E[foo — 0" + ag(0oo, Too)|Too = 8]
R

@ / P* (5,05 )E |6 = 0" + a(9(0", 2c) + 6/(0",200) (Boc — 0") + Ra(0oc, 00) ) Jroe = |
R

= /RP*(s,ds')E [900 — 0" xo = S/}

a/ P*(s,d5) (900", &) + 9/ (0", 8 Elfoe — 0% = ')+ B[R (0, 2:0) 2 = 7)),
R

where in (i) we make use of the update rule in (2.1), E[st1(fs)] = 0 and conditional independence

ZToot1 AL Oso|Zoo. Next, we substitute the Taylor expansion (G.5) to obtain (ii).
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Writing with notation shorthands z and J, we have

zl(s)z/RP*(s,ds')zl(s')

(G.18)
a/ P*(s,ds") (9(6‘*, s+ g'(0%,8)21(s") + E[Ra (0o, 8) | 200 = s']).
R
If we apply 7 to both sides of (G.18), we obtain
[ @9 5.05) (90675 + 4 (07, )21(5") + ElRa(Orc. o = 51) =0
Analyzing the three terms closely, we observe that
/w(ds)/P*(s,ds’)g(ﬁ*,s’) = /g(@*,s’)/w(ds)P*(s,ds’) =g(0*)=0
=m(ds’)
/w(ds)/P*(s,ds')g'(@*,s’)zl(s’) =E[g' (0", 700)21(T00)]
/w(ds)/P*(s,ds')E[Rg(Hoo,s’ﬂxoo — §'] = B[Rs(fs0: 00,
and hence we first obtain
Elg' (0", 700 )21(T00)] + E[R2(0o, oo )] = 0. (G.19)
We now subtract mz; on both sides of (G.18), and obtain
1) = [ P(5.ds)6n()
R
o [ P(5.05) (910", 5) + 40" )1 () + BlRalO o = 1)
R
_ / (P*(s.ds) = m(ds")) i (s')
R
+ a/ (P(s.05) = m(ds) (900", ) + (0", 5)21(") + ElRa (e, 8 oo = s']).
R
Consolidating the terms, we have
(I —P* +11)d1(s)
G.20
= [ (P'(5,a5) ~ 7(@s) (900" ) + /0", )220 + BlRs(0e, Do = 7).
R
We next note the following properties,
IE[R2 (0o, Too) |00 = 8]lI72(n) < ElllR2(foo, 200)*[[]] = O((ar)?),
I21(8) 122y < Elllfoc — 07[1%] = Oar) = O1).
Therefore, we can first conclude that |[6]|z2(r) = O(a).
Subsequently, from (G.19), we can derive that
0=E[¢g'(0", 7o) 21(To0)] + E[R2 (0o Too)]
= E[g' (07, 20)01 (2o0)] + 5V (0")E[foc — 0] + E[Rp (600, 7o0)]
Elfoc — 0] = =(300") 7 (B9 (0", 700)01 (wo0)] + ElRs (0o, 7)) ). (G.21)
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Hence, together with the relationship between §; and z1, we have
21 =01 = (39(0") 7 (Elg' (0", 70001 (w00)] + E[R2(010, 200)]).
Lastly, we substitute (G.22) back into (G.20) and obtain

(I — P* + 1)y (s)

=

where

v(0*,8) = (I — P*+TI)"1(P* — ) gg-(s) = /R(I — P* + 1)~ H(P* —10)(s,ds")g(6%,5").

Therefore, for the terms that involve §1, we can conclude that

E[g(0",700) ® 01(200)] = aM + O(a’7) and E[01(200) ® g(0%, 7)) = aM + O(a®7),
Elg (0", 00)01 (700)] = v’ + O(a27),

where M and v are independent of a.
Note that (G.23) together with (G.21) implies that

E[foo — 0] = av™ + O(ar).
Analysis of d;. For zy, we first note that
E[(0o0 — 0%)%%[oc] I 22(r) < Elllfoc — 07[|"] = O((ar)?),

and hence this implies that
||Z2HL2(7r) = O(Oﬂ').

Next, following (G.3), we obtain the following recursive relationship.
E[(foot1 = 07)*[wocr1 = 5] = / P*(s', ds)El(Boc1 = 0)Flocos1 = 8,200 = 5]
) /P*(s’, ds)E[(fse — 0 + a(g(0oc, Too) + Eoot1(000))) ¥2 200 = 5]
) /P*(s’,ds)E[(Hoo — 0" |10 = 5]
0 [ P (6 d5)El(g(0ucs ) = 8]+ 02 [ P, Bl (€oe1(6:)) o = o
+ a/Pw,ds)(E[(om 0) © 9(0o0, 9)|oc = 5] + E[g(0c, 5) & (0 — 0)|2c = 5],

(G.22)

(G.23)

where in (i) we make use of the update rule in (2.1) and conditional independence Zoot1 1L Ooo|Zoo. Next,

we substitute the Taylor expansion (G.5) to obtain (ii).
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Writing with z shorthand, we have
2(s') = / P*(s',ds)zs(s)
402 [ P B0 9) P = 5]+ 02 [ P A5l (Gt () Pl =
+ a/P*(s’,ds)(E[(@oo —0) @ 40, e = 5] + Elg(0e, ) @ (0oc — 0% = 5]).
Making use of the relationship (P* — IT)zy = (P* — ), we have
5als') = [ (P (s'.ds) = w(ds))3a(s)
a2 [ P B0 )P = 5]+ 02 [ P A5l (Gt () Pl =
o [ P9 (Bl — ) © gl6s5) o = ] + Elg(6s ) (B — 0o = ]).

Hence,
(I — P* +10)dy(s")
= a/P*(s',ds) (E[(GOO —0%) ® 90, 5)|Too = 8] + E[g(0o0, 8) ® (Boo — 07) |20 = 9]

ta? [ P25/ ds) (Blo((Oues ) o = ] + El(Eoct (6:)) 2 = 5]

To analyze the above system of d2, we make use of the Taylor expansion of g(fso,s) and o1 (0s0)-
Starting with the first term, we have

E[(foc — 0%) ® 9(00, )| 700 = ]

—E[(0s = 07) @ (906", 5) + 9'(67,)(0uc — 0) + Ra(0,9) ) [rc = 5]
=21(5) @ g(67,5) + 22(5)g (67, 5) + E[(0oc — 67) ® R2(0, )]0 = ]

= (515) = @D O (B9 (07, 200)81 (30)] + B[R (0, 70)] ) ) @ (67, 5)
+22()g' (0%, 5) + E[(0c — 07) @ Ra(6, )]0 = s].

Similarly, we have the following relationship for the second term,

E[g(0c0, 5) @ (oo — 07)|20 = 5]

= 9(0",5) @ (61(5) = (300" (Elg' (0", 700)01 (v00)] + ElRs (0, 7)) )
+g'(0",5)22(s) + E[R2(0, 5) @ (0o — 0%)|200 = 5.

Next, we proceed to analyze the third term.

E[(9(0o0, 5)** |70 = 5]

—E[(g(6",5) + ¢'(6%, 5) (60 — 6%) + R2(9w,s))®2|xw = 4]

=E[(9(0%, 5))®*|200 = s] + E[(g (6", 5)(foc — 0%))%|200 = 5]

T E[G(0%,5) ® (' (6 5) (Boo — 0°)iroe = 8] + E[(5/ (6", 8) (Buo — 7)) ® g(6° 8)[ 0 = 5]
+E[g(0",5) ® Ra(bc, 5)|To0 = ] + E[R2(0s0,5) @ g(0",5)|T0c = ]

+E[(g' (67, 5)(0oc — 07)) ® Ra(00, 5)|[To0 = 5]

+ E[R2 (00, 5) @ (¢'(0%,5)(Boe — 07))|T0 = 5] + E[(R2(0s0, 5))®°|200 = s].
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Lastly, for the noise term, we derive that
E[(€o0+1(00)) |00 = 8] = E[(§oc+1(67)) %] + C'(0")Elflo — 0" [zo0 = 5] + E[R)(0o0)|vec = s].
Leveraging on the respective orders, we can conclude that
[182]1 22(x) = O(a?7).
Therefore, for second-moment cross-terms, we have the following orders
Elg' (0", 250)82(200)] = O(a7) and  E[5(ws)g'(0", 20)] = O(a®T),
E[g" (0%, Too )02 (700 )] = O(aT). (G.24)

G.2.4 Step 4: Bias Characterization

Finally, we are ready to consolidate the above analyses and conclude the characterization of the asymptotic
bias.
We recall that we have already shown the following expansion of the asymptotic bias

Elfoe — 0] = (30 (6) ™ (Elg' (67, 00)01 ()]

£ 2 (Bl (0" 2005 )] + 3P (69)E[ (0 — 6)°7))

+ O((ar)/?). i
By our analyses above, we have shown that
61 = a(l — P* +10I)"Y(P* —)g} + O(a?7).
Hence, we derive that
Elg' (0%, 250)01(200)] = 0Elg' (0", woc)(I = P* +I) 7 (P* = I)g5 (200)] + O(a’7).

For the second term, we simply use the order shown in (G.24).
Lastly, we substitute our analyses of d; and d2 into the expansion of MSE (G.17) and derive that

— (@O @ T +1@ g (0")E[(f — 0%)%]

= ag2(0%) + aE[(Eor1(07))%7)

+aE[g(0*,200) ® (I — P* + )" (P* — ) g+ (0]

+ aE[(I — P* +T1) 1 (P* — ) gp+ (T00) ® (67, 200 )] + O(a®T).

Therefore, combining all the analyses, we have shown the bias characterization in Theorem 4.6,

E[fo — 6]
= o (30") Bl (0, 200", 2.0)]
a5 (g00%) gD A(92060%) + 0l (6ot (7))

+a- %(g(l)(e*))_lA(E[g(G*, Toe) @ h(0",000)] + ER(0", 200) @ 9(0%, 200)] ) + O((ar)*/?).

where

A=@GVE eI +I10gD(e") ™,
hO*,s) = (I — P* + 1)~ (P* — 1) ge-(s)

= /X(I — P* + 1)~ H(P* —10)(s,ds")g(6%, 5").

Therefore, we see that assuming weak convergence without projection, the bias admits a leading term of
order a. We emphasize that the expansion holds as equality, rather than an upper bound.
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G.3 Step 2: Impact of Projection on Bias

Now, we proceed to analyze the impact of having the additional projection step on the asymptotic bias
characterization. In the following, we use the shorthand 6;,,/, to denote the iterate we obtain before the
projection step, i.e.,

011172 = 0r + a(g(0r, 20) + E41(0:))  and  Op1 = Tl g5)0411 -

Therefore, we see that our analysis from Step 1 can be understood as the analysis for 0.1/2-
Starting with the first moment analysis with test function hy(z,60) = 0 — 8*, we have

Elfoo+1 — 0] = Elfoct1/2 — 0] + E[floct1 — Ooor1/2]
= IE[6.00 - 9*] + O‘(E[g(eooaxoo)] + E[goo-l-l (6‘00)]) + E[eoo-i-l - 6‘00+1/2]7

which implies that
1 * * 1 * *
~Ellscr1 — focs1/2] = Elg (0", 200) (0o — 07)] + SE[” (0% 7)o — 0%)°] + O(a7)*/?). (G.25)
Therefore, we turn our focus to analyzing E[0so11 — Osct1/2]-

E[eoo-i-l - 900+1/2]
= E[(0oot1 = Ooor1/2) L{l10e11/2 — 0" < BY + E[(Oocs1 — Oocy1/2) 1{[|0141/2 — 07| = B3]
= E[(0cot1 — Ooot1/2) 1{[|0141/2 — 07| = B},
where we note that when (|6, /o —6*|| < 8 implies that [|6;11/2] < 8+ (|0*| < 28 and hence fooq1 = ;112
in this case. To analyze the remaining term, we use Holder’s inequality and obtain
IE[(foct1 = Ooor1/2) L{[|0r+1/2 — 67 = B}
< EYP[[|(Ooor1 = 0°) = (Ooor1j2 — 0 [PIEY I [L{|10011/2 — 67| > B)]
* * 1
< 2BP [0 j2 = 0 ) (B(I011/2 = 0°]) 2 B)) /7.
Setting p = 6 and ¢ = 6/5, and making use of the property that E[[|0si1/2 — 6*[|°] = O((a7)?) from
Proposition 4.2, we have
. . 5/6 .
EY% (012 — 075 (B (10012 — 67 = R))™° < (ar)?/° (]E[||9t+1/2 —07|°)/ R)>/°
< (ar)?.
Hence, we can conclude that
Elfoot1 = Osot1/2] = O((a1)?).

Substituting this order information back into (G.25), we can see that E[foot1 — Ocy1/2]/a = O(a?73).
Recall that 7 = O(log(1/«a)), and hence we can assimilate this residual order from projection into the
existing O((a1)3/?) residual term.

For the remaining terms, we follow the existing analysis in Section G.2.1 and again obtain

Elfo — 6] = —(g(67)" (E[g’(t?*, oo )01 (2oo)]
1

+ 5 (Elg" (0", 200)02(@o0)] + 32 (07)E[ (0 — 0°)°7)) )

+ O((ar)®?).

Now, we proceed to analyze E[(fs —6*)®?] and examine the impact of projection. Consider test function
ha(x,0) = (6 — 0*)®2 and follow a similar strategy as the first moment analysis, we have

E[(6scs1 — 6] = El(6u 412 — 07)%2] + El(Boes1 — %)% — (Bas1)2 — 0)%7)
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=E[(6 — 9*)®2] +a? (E[(9(0, $W))®2] + E[(€oot1 (6‘00))®2])
+ a(E[g(0o0, Too) @ (B0 = 07)] + E[(foc — 07) © g(0oo, o)1)
+E[(foct1 = 07)%% = (Ooor1/2 — 07)%].

Hence, by reorganizing the terms, we have

1 N .
= SE[(0oct1 — 0 )%% = (Booi1y2 — 07)%7]

= A(E[(9(00, o)) ] + E[(Eoct1(80)) %)
+ (E[g(ooo; ono) ® (900 - 9*)] + E[(eoo - 9*) ® 9(9007$OO)D

Therefore, we turn our focus to analyzing E[(6og 1 —0%)®% — (0og11/2—0*)®?]. Similar as the first moment
analysis, we have

E[(fcct1 = 07)%% = (Boor1/2 — 07)%7]
= E[((Boos1 = 0)%% = (ocr1/2 — 0°)%*) 1{[10s41/2 — 0°] = B}].
To analyze the term on the right hand side, we again make use of Holder’s inequality and obtain
[E[(Bocs1 = 07)% = (oor1/2 — )5 L{|141/2 — 67| = B
< EYP|(Bocts = 67)%% = (Bocyry2 — 07) 2 |PIEY U [L{[|6y11/2 — 67| = B)]
< 2B P[0 j2 = 0" ) (B(I601/2 = 07 2 £)°.

Setting p = 3 and ¢ = 3/2, and making use of the property that E[[|0.i1/2 — 6%[|°] = O((ar)?) from
Proposition 4.2, we have

] ] 2/3 . 2/3
E* (0412 = 0"V (P(00s12 = 0° = R)™* S (ar) (Bll0111/2 — 0°]1°)/ R°)
< (ar)3.

Hence, we can conclude that
E[(foot1 — 0%)%? = (Booy1/2 — 0)%%] = O((a7)?).
From the analyses above, we can also conclude that
IE[foc 1 = Ooo g1 /21700]l| 2 () = O((a7)??)
IE[(Boo1 = 0°) = (Buot1j2 = 07)%|ac] | L2y = O(ar)?/?).

Therefore, combining the analyses above, we see that the projection only introduces error terms of order
O(a?73). Hence, combining the analysis from Section G.2.1, we can conclude the same desired order that

E[6'Y) — 6] = ab + O((ar)?/?).

H Additional Insights on TA and RR

In this section, we present more detailed results that characterize the first and second moment of Polayk-
Ruppert (PR) tail-averaged iterates and Richardson-Romberg (RR) extrapolated iterates.

The following corollary provides non-asymptotic characterization for the first two moments of PR tail-
averaged iterates ékmk.

Corollary H.1 (Tail Averaging). Under the setting of Theorem 4.0, the tail-averaged iterates satisfy the
following bounds for all k > ko + 27 and ko > 7 + Q%L log (ﬁ) :

_ ko /2
G 3/2 (I —ap)
E[0h,, — 0] =ab+ O((ara)??) + (’)( otk — ko) and (H.1)
~(a w\ s ala . Te 1 — ap)ko/?
E[ (0}, = 00, = 0)T| = a®b” + Ofar- (ara)*'?) + O(k ~t (a e ]10)2 . (H2)
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With this result, taking the trace on both sides of (H.2) recovers Corollary 4.7.

Proof. First, we have

E[éiff,)k —0"] = (E[fs] — 0%) + k_lko Z E[6; — 0] .

By Corollary 4.4, we obtain

t

[E[6:] = E[foo]ll < (1 = ap)2 - 5'(60, L, ).

Hence, it follows that

k—1 k—1
STEB - 0| < D IE[6:] - Effe]|

t=ko t=kgo
<6, L,p) - (1 - au)%{);
1—/(1—ap)
< (00, Lop) - (1— o) =
o

Together with Theorem 4.6, we have

E {éz(;;)k} — 0" =ab+O((ar,)*?) + O <%> 7

thereby finishing the proof of the first moment.

To bound the second moment of the tail-averaged iterate, we follow the proof technique in [HCX23a,
Section A.6.2] . We notice that

e[ (o - o) (7o) |
_E [(9,@33k B [f] + E o]~ 0°) (3, ~ E[bnc] + E 0] — 0°) T}
—F [(e;;;?k “E [9001) (é;;;_?k ~E [9001)1 +E [(é,ﬁ;‘}k ~E [eoo]) (E [foo] — e*)T}

7 T2

+E [(E 6]~ 6) (010, ~ B [900])T] +E [(E[0] - 0%) (E[0] - 67

T3 Ta

For Ts, we have

k—1
T2 = L _1 kO <Z E[ot - 900]) (E[eoo] - 9*)T

t=ko
_ (1- aﬂ)k0/2 (o ar)3/2)) = (1- aﬂ)kom
_O(a(k—ko) ) (ab+O((ara) ))_O( (k — ko) )

The term T3 is similar to T and obeys the same bound.
For Ty, we have

Ty = (ab + O((ata)*?))(ab + O((a1a)*?))" = a2 + O(a - (a1a)®/?).

For Ty, we have

1 k—1 k—1 T



.
i ko QtZk:OE[ 1) (6 — El6oc]) | (H.3)
k—1 k-1

= ko TR L 2 B0 B (0~ Ble)) (1.4)

t=ko l=t+1
k—1 k-1

(k — ko (k — ko)? 2. 2 E[ (61 = E[foc]) (6: — E[oc ])T}- (H.5)

i
By Corollary 4.4 and Proposition 4.2 we have
E[(6: — El0:c]) (6 — El0]) |
=(E[046/] — E[06T]) + (E[6ucboc ] — El6c]E [0 T])
- (]E 0] E [0 '] + B[00 ]E [6] ] — 2E[900]E[900T])
=(E 048] — E[06:T]) + Var (6uc) — E[8, — 0 E[6T] — E[6uc]E[ (01 — 0c) |

—0((1-ap?t +ar),

where we bound Var (900) with O(at,) by Proposition 4.2 and Fatou’s lemma.
Then, for (H.3), we have

1T = .
(H.3) = = ;‘OO ((1 —au)t +a¢a)
1 > t ATy
_O((k—k0)2 t§(1_au)2) o (k—ko)

_ ko/2
=(’)<(1 Q) i OTa )
a(k—ko) k_kO

We restate the following claim, whose proof closely resembles Claim 4 in [HCX23a].

Claim 2. Fort> 71+ a—lu log (#) and 1 >t + 27,, we have

HE{(& - IE[H(Q‘)]) } H = ( aty) - (1 —ap) (l;t)) .

Then, by [HCX23a, Claim 4], we have term (H.4) = O(k:f;co). Similarly, we have term (H.5)= (9( Ta )
Therefore, we have

— au)ko/2 Ta
T, = @<(; . _ul)fof ) + = ko). (H.6)

By adding 77T} together, we obtain

{(e,ga; o) (0, - eﬂ —a?87 4 Oa - (a72)*/?) + 0<7(1 - C_@S”)

1_ k0/2 -
+O(( aju) S )
Oé(k—ko) k_kO

_ ko/?
=a?bb” + O(a - (aTa)S/z)JrO( To (1—ap) : )
k— kO o (k _ kO)
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Next, we present the following corollary formalizes the non-asymptotic characterization for the first two

moments of the RR-extrapolated iterate é,if)“)k

Corollary H.2 (Richardson-Romberg Extrapolation). Under the setting of Theorem 4.6, the RR extrap-
olated iterates with stepsizes o and 2a satisfy the following bounds for all k > ko + 274 and ko > 7o +

o log (52):

k0/2

E[é,ﬁi)k — 0" = O((aTa)3/2) + O(%), and (H.7)
5 5 Ta — ap)ko/?
]E{(e,(;f?k — 0" By 1o — 9*)7] = O((ama)?) + O(k . (; ; —Ml)fo)2 ) (H.8)

Proof. By equation (H.1), we obtain

ko,k

—9 (ab +0((ara)*?) + 0 <M>)

E|0] - 0" =E |20, - 00%)] - 0" = 2B [0(), - 0] - E [0} — 0]

a(k — ko)
_ <2ab +0((20m0)*?) + 0 <%>)
=0((ara)*?) + 0 (%) '

Let uy i= 00, — B [0], uz = 0027 — B [6€°)] and v 1= 2B [00] B [02"] - 0.
With these notations, éko,k — 0" = 2u; — uz + v. We then have the following bound
_ - T
2| (00~ #7) (5 -0) ]| <& 120 v ol
<3E |21 + 3E [Jus] + 3]l0]|2

By equation (H.6), we have

1—au)k°/2 To
E|ju||* = Tr (E [ugu] |) = © ( + .
el (B furur]) (a(k—k0)2 k— ko

Similarly, we have

9 (1- 2041)]“0/2 Toa
E”u2”2_0< a(k—k0)2 +/€—k0 .

By Theorem 4.6, we have ||v]|3 = O((a7a)?).
Combining these bounds, we have

&~ ) s~ )] -0l + 2 + A=)
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