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Abstract

Stochastic second-order methods achieve fast local convergence in strongly convex optimization
by using noisy Hessian estimates to precondition the gradient. However, these methods typically
reach superlinear convergence only when the stochastic Hessian noise diminishes, increasing
per-iteration costs over time. Recent work in [NDM22] addressed this with a Hessian averaging
scheme that achieves superlinear convergence without higher per-iteration costs. Nonetheless,
the method has slow global convergence, requiring up to Õ(κ2) iterations to reach the superlinear
rate of Õ((1/t)t/2), where κ is the problem’s condition number. In this paper, we propose a novel
stochastic Newton proximal extragradient method that improves these bounds, achieving a faster
global linear rate and reaching the same fast superlinear rate in Õ(κ) iterations. We accomplish
this by extending the Hybrid Proximal Extragradient (HPE) framework, achieving fast global
and local convergence rates for strongly convex functions with access to a noisy Hessian oracle.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, we focus on the use of second-order methods for solving the optimization problem

min
x∈Rd

f(x), (1)

where f : Rd → R is strongly convex and twice differentiable. There is an extensive literature
on second-order methods and their fast local convergence properties; e.g., [Nes08; MS13; ABH17;
KS20]. However, these results necessitate access to the exact Hessian, which can pose computational
challenges. To address this issue, several studies have explored scenarios where only the exact
gradient can be queried, while a stochastic estimate of the Hessian is available—similar to the
setting we investigate in this paper. This oracle model is commonly encountered in large-scale
machine learning problems, as computing the gradient is often much less expensive than computing
the Hessian, and approximating the Hessian is a more affordable approach. Specifically, consider a
finite-sum minimization problem minx∈Rd

∑n
i=1 fi(x), where n denotes the number of data points

and d denotes the dimension of the problem. To achieve a fast convergence rate, standard first-
order methods need to compute one full gradient in each iteration, resulting in a per-iteration
computational cost of O(nd). In contrast, implementing a second-order method such as damped
Newton’s method involves computing the full Hessian, which costs O(nd2). An inexact Hessian
estimate can be constructed efficiently at a cost of O(sd2), where s is the sketch size or subsampling
size [NDM22; PW17]. Hence, when the number of samples n significantly exceeds d, the per-
iteration cost of stochastic second-order methods becomes comparable to that of first-order methods.
Moreover, using second-order information often reduces the number of iterations needed to converge,
thereby lowering overall computational complexity.

A common template among stochastic second-order methods is to combine a deterministic second-
order method, such as Newton’s method or cubic regularized Newton method, with techniques such
as Hessian subsampling [BCNN11; EM15; BBN19; RM19; YLZ21] or Hessian sketching [PW17;
ABH17; DLPM21] that only require a noisy estimate of the Hessian. We refer the reader to [BBN20]
for a recent survey and empirical comparisons. In terms of convergence guarantees, the majority
of these works, including [EM15; RM19; BBN19; PW17; ABH17; DLPM21], have shown that
stochastic second-order methods exhibit a global linear convergence and a local linear-quadratic
convergence, either with high probability or in expectation. The linear-quadratic behavior holds
when

∥xt+1 − x∗∥ ≤ c1∥xt − x∗∥+ c2∥xt − x∗∥2, (2)

where x∗ denotes the optimal solution of Problem (1) and c1, c2 are constants depending on the
sample/sketch size at each step. In particular, the presence of the linear term in (2) implies that the
algorithm can only achieve linear convergence when the iterate is sufficiently close to the optimal
solution x∗. Consequently, as discussed in [RM19; BBN19], to achieve superlinear convergence,
the coefficient c1 = c1,t needs to gradually decrease to zero as t increases. However, since c1 is
determined by the magnitude of the stochastic noise in the Hessian estimate, this in turn demands
the sample/sketch size to increase across the iterations, leading to a blow-up of the per-iteration
computational cost.

The only prior work addressing this limitation and achieving a superlinear rate for a stochastic
second-order method without requiring the stochastic Hessian noise to converge to zero is by
[NDM22]. It uses a weighted average of all past Hessian approximations as the current Hessian
estimate. This approach reduces stochastic noise variance in the Hessian estimate, though it
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Table 1: Comparison between Algorithm 1 and the stochastic Newton method in [NDM22], in terms
of how many iterations it takes to transition to each phase, and the convergence rates achieved. We
drop constant factors as well as logarithmic dependence and 1/δ, and assume 1/poly(κ) ≤ Υ ≤ O(κ).

Methods Weights
Linear phase Initial superlinear phase Final superlinear phase

T1 rate ϕ T2 rate θ
(1)
t T3 rate θ

(2)
t

Stochastic
Newton [NDM22]

Uniform Υ2 1− κ−2 κ3 κ3

t
κ6

Υ2 Υ
√

log(t)
t

Non-uniform Υ2 1− κ−2 κ2 κ4 log(κ)+1

tlog(t)
κ2 Υ log(t)√

t

Stochastic
NPE (Ours)

Uniform Υ2

κ2 1− κ−1 κ2 κ2

t
κ4

Υ2 Υ
√

log(t)
t

Non-uniform Υ2

κ2 1− κ−1 Υ2 + κ (Υ2+κ)log(Υ
2+κ)+1

tlog(t)
Υ2 + κ Υ log(t)√

t

introduces bias to the Hessian approximation matrix. When combined with Newton’s method, it
was shown that the proposed method achieves local superlinear convergence with a non-asymptotic
rate of (Υ

√
log(t)/t)t with high probability, where Υ characterizes the noise level of the stochastic

Hessian oracle (see Assumption 2.4). However, the method may require many iterations to achieve
superlinear convergence. Specifically, with the uniform averaging scheme, it takes Õ(κ3) iterations
before the method starts converging superlinearly and Õ(κ6/Υ2) iterations before it reaches the
final superlinear rate. Here, κ = L1/µ denotes the condition number of the function f , where L1 is
the Lipschitz constant of the gradient and µ is the strong convexity parameter. To address this,
[NDM22] proposed a weighted averaging scheme that assigns more weight to recent Hessian estimates,
improving both transition points to Õ(Υ2 + κ2) while achieving a slightly slower superlinear rate of
O(Υ log(t)/

√
t).

Our contributions. In this paper, we improve the complexity of Stochastic Newton in [NDM22]
with a method that attains a superlinear rate in significantly fewer iterations. As shown in Table 1,
our method requires fewer iterations for linear convergence, denoted as T1, by a factor of κ2

compared to [NDM22]. Additionally, our method achieves a linear convergence rate of (1−O(1/κ))t,
outperforming the (1−O(1/κ2))t rate in [NDM22]. Thus, our method reaches the local neighborhood
of the optimal solution x∗ and transitions from linear to superlinear convergence faster. Specifically,
the second transition point, T2, is smaller by a factor of κ in both uniform and non-uniform averaging
schemes when Υ = O(

√
κ). Similarly, our method’s initial superlinear rate has a better dependence

on κ, leading to fewer iterations, T3, to enter the final superlinear phase. To achieve this result, we
use the hybrid proximal extragradient (HPE) framework [SS99; MS12] instead of Newton’s method
as the base algorithm. The HPE framework provides a principled approach for designing second-
order methods with superior global convergence guarantees [MS10; MS12; MS13; CHJJS22; KG22].
However, [SS99] and subsequent works focus on cases where f is merely convex, not leveraging
strong convexity. Thus, we modify the HPE framework to suit our setting. Specifically, we relax
the error condition for computing the proximal step in HPE, enabling a larger step size when the
iterate is close to the optimal solution, crucial for achieving the final superlinear convergence rate.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we formally present our assumptions.

Assumption 2.1. The function f is twice differentiable and µ-strongly convex.

3



Assumption 2.2. The Hessian ∇2f satisfies ∥∇2f(x)−∇2f(y)∥ ≤M1.

Assumption 2.3. The Hessian ∇2f is L2-Lipschitz, i.e., ∥∇2f(x)−∇2f(y)∥ ≤ L2∥x− y∥2.

Assumption 2.2 is more general than the assumption that ∇f is L1-Lipschitz. In particular, if the
latter assumption holds, then M1 ≤ L1. Moreover, we define κ ≜ M1/µ as the condition number.

To simplify our notation, we denote the exact gradient ∇f(x) and the exact Hessian ∇2f(x) of the
objective function by g(x) and H(x), respectively. As mentioned earlier, we assume that we have
access to the exact gradient, but we only have access to a noisy estimate of the Hessian denoted by
Ĥ(x). In fact, we require a mild assumption on the Hessian noise. We define the stochastic Hessian
noise as E(x) ≜ Ĥ(x)−H(x), where it is assumed to be mean zero and sub-exponential.

Assumption 2.4. If we define E(x) ≜ Ĥ(x)−H(x), then E[E(x)] = 0 and E[∥E(x)∥p] ≤ p!Υp
E/2

for all integers p ≥ 2. Also, define Υ ≜ ΥE/µ to be the relative noise level.

Assumption 2.5. The Hessian approximation matrix is positive semi-definite, i.e., Ĥ(x) ⪰ 0,
∀x ∈ Rd.

Stochastic Hessian construction. The two most popular approaches to construct stochastic
Hessian approximations are “subsampling” and “sketching”. Hessian subsampling is designed for a
finite-sum objective of the form f(x) = 1

n

∑n
i=1 fi(x), where n is the number of samples. In each

iteration, a subset S ⊂ {1, 2, . . . , n} is drawn uniformly at random, and then the subsampled Hessian
at x is constructed as Ĥ(x) = 1

|S|
∑

i∈S∇2fi(x). In this case, if each fi is convex, then the condition

in Assumption 2.5 is satisfied. Moreover, if we further assume that ∥∇2fi(x)∥ ≤ cM1 for some
c > 0 and for all i, then Assumption 2.4 is satisfied with Υ = O(

√
cκ log(d)/|S| + cκ log(d)/|S|)

(see [NDM22, Example 1]). The other approach is Hessian sketching, applicable when the Hessian
H can be easily factorized as H = M⊤M, where M ∈ Rn×d is the square-root Hessian matrix,
and n is the number of samples. This is the case for generalized linear models; see [NDM22]. To
form the sketched Hessian, we draw a random sketch matrix S ∈ Rs×n with sketch size s from a
distribution D that satisfies ED[S

⊤S] = I. The sketched Hessian is then Ĥ = M⊤S⊤SM. In this
case, Assumption 2.5 is automatically satisfied. Moreover, for Gaussian sketch, Assumption 2.4 is
satisfied with Υ = O(κ(

√
d/s+ d/s)) (see [NDM22, Example 2]).

Remark 2.1. The above assumptions are common in the study of stochastic second-order methods,
appearing in works on Subsampled Newton [BCNN11; EM15; BBN19; RM19; YLZ21], Newton
Sketch [PW17; ABH17; DLPM21], and notably, [NDM22]. The strong convexity requirement is
crucial as stochastic second-order methods have a clear advantage over first-order methods like
gradient descent when the function is strongly convex. Specifically, stochastic second-order methods
attain a superlinear convergence rate, as shown in this paper, which is superior to the linear rate of
first-order methods.

3 Stochastic Newton Proximal Extragradient

Our approach involves developing a stochastic Newton-type method grounded in the Hybrid Proximal
Extragradient (HPE) framework and its second-order variant. Therefore, before introducing our
proposed algorithm, we will provide a brief overview of the core principles of the HPE framework.
Following this, we will present our method as it applies to the specific setting addressed in this
paper.
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Hybrid Proximal Extragradient. Next, we first present the Hybrid Proximal Extragradient
(HPE) framework for strongly convex functions. To solve problem (1), the HPE algorithm consists
of two steps. In the first step, given xt, we find a mid-point x̂t by applying an inexact proximal
point update x̂t ≈ xt − ηt∇f(x̂t), where ηt is the step size. More precisely, we require

∥x̂t − xt + ηt∇f(x̂t)∥ ≤ α
√
γt∥x̂t − xt∥, (3)

where γt = 1+2ηtµ, µ is the strong convexity parameter, and α ∈ (0, 1) is a user-specified parameter.
Then, in the second step, we perform the extra-gradient update and compute xt+1 based on

xt+1 =
1

γt
(xt − ηt∇f(x̂t)) +

(
1− 1

γt

)
x̂t, (4)

The weights 1
γt

in the above convex combination are chosen to optimize the convergence rate.

Remark 3.1. When µ = 0, the algorithm outline above reduces to the original HPE framework
studied in [SS99; MS10]. Our modification in (3) is inspired by [BTB22] and allows a larger error
when performing the inexact proximal point update, which turns out to be crucial for achieving a
fast superlinear convergence rate. Moreover, the modification in (4) has been adopted in [JJM23].

Stochastic Newton Proximal Extragradient (SNPE). The HPE method described above
provides a useful algorithmic framework, instead of a directly implementable method. The main
challenge comes from implementing the first step in (3), which involves an inexact proximal point
update. Specifically, the naive approach is to solve the implicit nonlinear equation x−xt+ηt∇f(x) =
0, which can be as costly as solving the original problem in (1). To address this issue, [MS10] proposed
to approximate the gradient operator ∇f(x) by its local linearization ∇f(xt)+∇2f(xt)(x−xt), and
then compute x̂t by solving the linear system of equations x̂t−xt+ηt(∇f(xt)+∇2f(xt)(x̂t−xt)) = 0.
This leads to the Newton proximal extragradient method that was proposed and analyzed in [MS10].

However, in our setting, the exact Hessian ∇2f(xt) is not available. Thus, we construct a stochastic
Hessian approximation H̃t from our noisy Hessian oracle as a surrogate of ∇2f(xt). We will elaborate
on the construction of H̃t later, but for the present discussion assume that this stochastic Hessian
approximation H̃t is already provided. Then in the first step, we will compute x̂t by

x̂t = xt − ηt(∇f(xt) + H̃t(x̂t − xt)), (5)

where we replace ∇f(x̂t) by its local linear approximation ∇f(xt) + H̃t(x̂t − xt). Moreover, (5) is
equivalent to solving the following linear system of equations (I+ ηtH̃t)(x− xt) = −ηt∇f(xt). For
ease of presentation, we set x̂t as the exact solution of this system, leading to

x̂t = xt − ηt(I+ ηtH̃t)
−1∇f(xt). (6)

However, we note that an inexact solution to this linear system is also sufficient for our convergence
guarantees so long as ∥(I + ηtH̃t)(x̂t − xt) + ηt∇f(xt)∥ ≤ α

2 ∥x̂t − xt∥; We refer the reader to
Appendix A.3 for details. Additionally, since we employed a linear approximation to determine the
mid-point x̂t, the condition in (3) may no longer be satisfied. Consequently, it is crucial to verify
the accuracy of our approximation after selecting x̂t. To achieve this, we implement a line-search
scheme to ensure that the step size is not large and the linear approximation error is small.

Next, we discuss constructing the stochastic Hessian approximation H̃t. A simple strategy is using
Ĥ(xt) instead of ∇2f(xt), but the Hessian noise would lead to a highly inaccurate approximation
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Algorithm 1 Stochastic NPE

1: Input: x0 ∈ Rd, weights {wt}∞t=0, line-search
parameters α, β ∈ (0, 1), initial step size σ0 > 0

2: Initialize: H̃−1 = 0 and w−1 = 0
3: for t = 0, 1, . . . do
4: Obtain a stochastic Hessian Ĥt = Ĥ(xt)

5: Compute H̃t =
wt−1

wt
H̃t−1 + (1− wt−1

wt
)Ĥt

6: (ηt, x̂t) = BLS(xt,∇f(xt), H̃t, α, β, σt)
7: Let γt = 1 + 2ηtµ and compute

xt+1 = 1
γt
(xt − ηt∇f(x̂t)) + (1− 1

γt
)x̂t

8: Set σt+1 = ηt/β
9: end for

Subroutine 1 (η, x̂) = BLS(x,g, H̃, α, β, σ)

1: Input: current iterate x ∈ Rd, gradient g ∈
Rd, Hessian approximation H̃ ∈ Rd×d, line-search
parameters α, β∈(0,1), initial trial stepsize σ>0

2: Set η ← σ and x̂← x− η(I+ ηH̃)−1g
3: Set γ ← 1 + 2ηµ
4: while ∥x̂− x+ η∇f(x̂)∥ > α

√
γ∥x̂− x∥ do

5: Set η ← βη and x̂← x− η(I+ ηH̃)−1g
6: Set γ ← 1 + 2ηµ
7: end while
8: Output: η and x̂

of the prox operator, ruining the superlinear convergence rate. To reduce Hessian noise, we follow
[NDM22] and use an averaged Hessian estimate H̃(xt). We consider two schemes: (i) uniform averag-
ing; (ii) non-uniform averaging with general weights. In the first case, H̃t =

1
t+1

∑t
i=0 Ĥ(xt)uniformly

averages past stochastic Hessian approximations. Motivated by the central limit theorem for martin-
gale differences, we expect H̃t to have smaller variance than Ĥ(xt). It can be implemented online
as H̃t =

t
t+1H̃t−1 +

1
t+1Ĥ(xt), without storing past Hessian estimates. However, H̃(xt) is a biased

estimator of ∇2f(xt), since it incorporates stale Hessian information. To address the bias-variance
trade-off, the second case uses non-uniform averaging to weight recent Hessian estimates more.
Given an increasing non-negative weight sequence {wt}∞t=−1 with w−1=0, the running average is:

H̃t =
wt−1

wt
H̃t−1 +

(
1− wt−1

wt

)
Ĥ(xt). (7)

Equivalently, with zi,t =
wi−wi−1

wt
, H̃t can be written as

∑t
i=0 zi,tĤ(xi). We discuss uniform averaging

in Section 4 and non-uniform averaging in Section 5.

Building on the discussion thus far, we are ready to integrate all the components and present our
Stochastic Newton Proximal Extragradient (SNPE) method. The steps of SNPE are summarized in
Algorithm 1. Each iteration of our SNPE method includes two stages. In the first stage, starting
with the current point xt, we first query the noisy Hessian oracle and compute the averaged
stochastic Hessian H̃t from (7), as stated in Step 4. Then given the gradient ∇f(xt), the Hessian
approximation H̃t, and an initial trial step size σt, we employ a backtracking line search to obtain
ηt and x̂t, as stated in Step 5 of Algorithm 1. Specifically, in this step, we set ηt ← σt and compute
x̂t as follows suggested in (6). If x̂t and its corresponding stepsize ηt satisfy (3), meaning the linear
approximation error is small, then the step size ηt and the mid-point x̂t are accepted and we proceed
to the second stage of SNPE. If not, we backtrack the step size ηt and try a smaller step size βηt,
where β ∈ (0, 1) is a user-specified parameter. We repeat the process until the condition in (3) is
satisfied. The details of the backtracking line search scheme are summarized in Subroutine 1. After
completing the first stage and obtaining the pair (ηt, x̂t), we proceed to the extragradient step and
follow the update in (4), as in Step 7 of Algorithm 1. Finally, before moving to the next time index,
we follow a warm-start strategy and set the next initial trial step size σt+1 as ηt/β, as shown in
Step 8 of Algorithm 1.

Remark 3.2. Similar to the analysis in [JJM23], we can show that the total number of line search
steps after t iterations can be bounded by 2t− 1 + log( σ0

ηt−1
). Moreover, when t is large enough, on

average the line search requires 2 steps per iteration. We defer the details to Appendix A.4.
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3.1 Key Properties of SNPE

This section outlines key properties of SNPE, applied in Sections 4 and 5 to determine its convergence
rates. The first result reveals the connection between SNPE’s convergence rate and the step size ηt.

Proposition 3.1. Let {xt}t≥0 and {x̂t}t≥0 be the iterates generated by Algorithm 1. Then for any
t ≥ 0, we have ∥xt+1 − x∗∥2 ≤ ∥xt − x∗∥2(1 + 2ηtµ)

−1.

Proposition 3.1 guarantees that the distance to the optimal solution is monotonically decreasing,
and it shows a larger step size implies faster convergence. Hence, we need to provide an explicit
lower bound on the step size. This task is accomplished in the next lemma. For ease of notation, we
let B be the set of iteration indices where the line search scheme backtracks, i.e., B ≜ {t : ηt < σt}.
Moreover, we use g(x) and H(x) to denote the gradient ∇f(x) and the Hessian ∇2f(x), respectively.

Lemma 3.2. For t /∈ B, we have ηt = σt. For t ∈ B, let η̃t = ηt/β and x̃t = xt − η̃t(I +
η̃tH̃t)

−1∇f(xt). Then, ∥x̃t − xt∥ ≤ 1
β∥x̂t − xt∥. Moreover,

ηt ≥ max

{
αβ∥x̃t − xt∥

∥g(x̃t)− g(xt)− H̃t(x̃t − xt)∥
,

2α2βµ∥x̃t − xt∥2

∥g(x̃t)− g(xt)− H̃t(x̃t − xt)∥2

}
.

As Lemma 3.2 demonstrates, in the first case where t /∈ B, we have ηt = σt. Moreover, since we set
σt = ηt−1/β for t ≥ 1, in this case the step size will increase by a factor of 1/β. In the second case
that t ∈ B, our lower bound on the step size ηt depends inversely on the normalized approximation

error Et = ∥g(x̃t)−g(xt)−H̃t(x̃t−xt)∥
∥x̃t−xt∥ . Also, note that Et involves an auxiliary iterate x̃t instead of the

actual iterate x̂t accepted by our line search. We use the first result to relate ∥x̃t − xt∥ to ∥x̂− xt∥.

To shed light on our analysis, we use the triangle inequality and decompose this error into two
terms:

Et ≤
∥g(x̃t)− g(xt)−Ht(x̃t − xt)∥

∥x̃t − xt∥
+ ∥Ht − H̃t∥. (8)

The first term in (8) represents the intrinsic error from the linear approximation in the inexact
proximal update, while the second term arises from the Hessian approximation error. Using the
smoothness properties of f , we can upper bound the first term, as shown in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.3. Under Assumptions 2.2 and 2.3, we have

∥g(x̃t)− g(xt)−Ht(x̃t − xt)∥
∥x̃t − xt∥

≤ min

{
M1,

L2∥xt − x∗∥
2β
√
1− α2

}
. (9)

Lemma 3.3 shows that the linear approximation error is upper bounded by M1. Moreover, the
second upper bound is O(∥xt−x∗∥). Thus, as Algorithm 1 converges to the optimal solution x∗, the
second bound in (9) will become tighter than the first one, and the right hand side approaches zero.

To analyze the second term in (8), we isolate the noise component in our averaged Hessian estimate.
Specifically, recall H̃t =

∑t
i=0 zi,tĤi and Ĥi = Hi + Ei. Thus, we have H̃t = H̄t + Ēt, where

H̄t =
∑t

i=0 zi,tHi is the aggregated Hessian and Ēt =
∑t

i=0 zi,tEi is the aggregated Hessian noise,
and it follows from the triangle inequality that ∥Ht− H̃t∥ ≤ ∥Ht− H̄t∥+ ∥Ēt∥. We refer to the first
part, ∥Ht − H̄t∥, as the bias of our Hessian estimate, and the second part, ∥Ēt∥, as the averaged
stochastic error. There is an intrinsic trade-off between the two error terms. For the fastest error
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concentration, we assign equal weights to all past stochastic Hessian noises, i.e., zi,t = 1/(t+ 1) for
all 0 ≤ i ≤ t, corresponding to the uniform averaging scheme discussed in Section 4. To eliminate
bias, we assign all weights to the most recent Hessian matrix Ht, i.e., zt,t = 1 and zi,t = 0 for all
i < t, but this incurs a large stochastic error. To balance these, we present a weighted averaging
scheme in Section 5, gradually assigning more weight to recent stochastic Hessian approximations.

4 Analysis of Uniform Hessian Averaging

In this section, we present the convergence analysis of the uniform Hessian averaging scheme, where
wt = t+1. In this case, we have H̃t =

1
t+1

∑t
i=0 Ĥi. As discussed in Section 3.1, our main task is to

lower bound the step size ηt, which requires us to control the approximation error Et by analyzing
the two error terms in (8). The first term is bounded by Lemma 3.3, and the second term can be
bounded as ∥Ht− H̃t∥ ≤ ∥Ht− H̄t∥+ ∥Ēt∥. Next, we establish a bound on ∥Ēt∥, referred to as the
Averaged Stochastic Error, and a bound on ∥Ht − H̃t∥, referred to as the Bias Term.

Averaged stochastic error. To control the averaged Hessian noise ∥Ēt∥, we rely on the concen-
tration of sub-exponential martingale difference, as shown in [NDM22].

Lemma 4.1 ([NDM22, Lemma 2]). Let δ ∈ (0, 1) with d/δ ≥ e. Then with probability 1− δπ2/6,

we have ∥Ēt∥ ≤ 8ΥE

√
log(d(t+1)/δ)

t+1 for any t ≥ 4 log(d/δ).

Lemma 4.1 shows that, with high probability, the norm of averaged Hessian noise ∥Ēt∥ approaches
zero at the rate of Õ(ΥE/

√
t). As discussed in Section 4.1, this error eventually becomes the

dominant factor in the approximation error Et and determines the final superlinear rate of our
algorithm.

Remark 4.1. Our subsequent results are conditioned on the event that the bound on ∥Ēt∥ stated in
Lemma 4.1 is satisfied for all t ≥ 4 log(d/δ). Thus, to avoid redundancy, we will omit the “with
high probability” qualification in the following discussion.

Bias. We proceed to establish an upper bound on ∥Ht − H̄t∥. The proof can be found in
Appendix B.1.

Lemma 4.2. If H̃t =
1

t+1

∑t
i=0 Ĥi, then ∥Ht − H̄t∥ ≤ 1

t+1

∑t
i=0 ∥Ht −Hi∥. Moreover, for any

i ≥ 0, we have ∥Ht −Hi∥ ≤ max{M1, 2L2∥xi − x∗∥}.

The analysis of the bias term is more complicated. Specifically, to obtain the best result, we break
the sum in Lemma 4.2 into two parts, 1

t

∑I−1
i=0 ∥Ht −Hi∥ and 1

t

∑t
i=I ∥Ht −Hi∥, where I is an

integer to be specified later. The first part corresponds to the bias from stale Hessian information
and converges to zero at O(M1I/t), as shown by the first bound in Lemma 4.2. The second part
is the bias from recent Hessian information when the iterates are near the optimal solution x∗.
Using the second bound in Lemma 4.2, we show this part contributes less to the total bias and is
dominated by the first part. Thus, we can conclude that ∥Ht − H̄t∥ = O(M1I

t+1 ).

Based on the previous discussions, it is evident that the terms contributing to the upper bound
of Et all converge to zero, albeit at different rates. Furthermore, the linear approximation error
and bias term display distinct global and local convergence patterns, depending on the distance
∥xt − x∗∥. Hence, this necessitates a multi-phase convergence analysis, which we undertake in the
following section.
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4.1 Convergence Analysis

Similar to [NDM22], we consider four convergence phases with three transitions points T1, T2, and
T3, whose expressions will be specified later. To simplify the discussions, in the following, we provide
an overview of the four phases and relegate the details to Appendix B.

Warm-up phase 0 ≤ t < T1. At the beginning of the algorithm, the averaged Hessian estimate is
dominated by stochastic noise and provides little useful information for convergence. Thus, there
are generally no guarantees on the convergence rate for 0 ≤ t < T1. However, due to the line search
scheme, Proposition 3.1 ensures that the distance to x∗ is non-increasing, i.e., ∥xt+1−x∗∥ ≤ ∥xt−x∗∥
for all t ≥ 0. During the warm-up phase, the averaged Hessian noise ∥Ēt∥, which contributes most to
the approximation error Et, is gradually suppressed. Once the averaged Hessian noise is sufficiently
concentrated, Algorithm 1 transitions to the linear convergence phase, denoted by T1.

Linear convergence phase T1 ≤ t < T2. After T1 iterations, Algorithm 1 starts converging
linearly to the optimal solution x∗. Moreover, during this phase, all the three errors discussed in
Section 3.1 continue to decrease. Specifically, Lemma 3.3 shows the linear approximation error is
bounded by O(∥xt−x∗∥), which converges to zero at a linear rate. Furthermore, Lemma 4.1 implies
that the averaged Hessian error ∥Ēt∥ diminishes at a rate of Õ(ΥE√

t
). Finally, regarding the bias

term, it can be shown ∥Ht − H̄t∥ = O(M1I
t ) following the discussions after Lemma 4.2. Thus, once

all the three errors are sufficiently small, Algorithm 1 moves to the superlinear phase, denoted by T2.

Superlinear phases T2 ≤ t < T3 and T3 ≤ t < T4. After T2 iterations, Algorithm 1 converges at a
superlinear rate. Moreover, the superlinear rate is determined by the averaged noise ∥Ēt∥, which
decays at the rate of Õ(ΥE√

t
), and the bias of our averaged Hessian estimate H̃t, which decays at the

rate of O(M1I
t ). Hence, as the number of iterations t increases, the averaged noise will dominate

and the algorithm transitions from the initial superlinear rate to the final superlinear rate.

We summarize our convergence guarantees in the following theorem and the proofs are in Appendix B.

Theorem 4.3. Suppose Assumptions 2.1-2.5 hold and the weights for Hessian averaging in SNPE
are uniform, and define C := 1

2β
√
1−α2

+ 5. Then, the followings hold:

(a) Warm-up phase: If 0 ≤ t < T1, then ∥xt+1 − x∗∥ ≤ ∥xt − x∗∥, where T1 = Õ(Υ
2

κ2 ).

(b) Linear convergence phase: If T1 ≤ t < T2, then ∥xt+1 − x∗∥2 ≤ ∥xt − x∗∥2(1 + 2αβ
3κ )−1,

where T2 = Õ(max{Υ2

κ + κ2,Υ2}) = Õ(Υ2 + κ2).

(c) Initial superlinear phase: For T2 ≤ t < T3, we have ∥xt+1 − x∗∥ ≤ Cρ
(1)
t ∥xt − x∗∥, where

ρ
(1)
t = 6κI

α
√
2β(t+1)

= Õ
(
Υ2/κ+κ2

t

)
with I defined in (28) and T3 = Õ( (Υ

2/κ+κ2)2

Υ2 ).

(d) Final superlinear phase: Finally, for t ≥ T3, we have ∥xt+1− x∗∥ ≤ Cρ
(2)
t ∥xt− x∗∥, where

ρ
(2)
t = 8

√
2Υ

α
√
β

√
log(d(t+1)/δ)

t+1 = O
(
Υ

√
log(t)

t

)
.

Comparison with [NDM22]. As shown in Table 1, our method in Algorithm 1 with uniform
averaging achieves the same final superlinear convergence rate as the stochastic Newton method in
[NDM22]. However, it transitions to the linear and superlinear phases much earlier. Specifically, the
initial transition point T1 is improved by a factor of κ2, and our linear rate in Lemma B.1 is faster.
This reduces the iterations needed to reach the local neighborhood, cutting the time to reach T2
and T3 by factors of κ and κ2.
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5 Analysis of Weighted Hessian Averaging

Previously, we showed Algorithm 1 with uniform averaging eventually achieves superlinear conver-
gence. However, as per Theorem 4.3, it requires Õ( κ4

Υ2 ) iterations to reach this rate. To achieve a
faster transition, we follow [NDM22] and use Hessian averaging with a general weight sequence {wt}.
We show this method also outperforms the stochastic Newton method in [NDM22]. Specifically, we
set wt = w(t) for all integer t ≥ 0, where w(·) : R→ R satisfies certain regularity conditions as in
[NDM22, Assumption 3].

Assumption 5.1. (i) w(·) is twice differentiable; (ii) w(−1) = 0, w(t) > 0, ∀t ≥ 0; (iii) w′(−1) ≥ 0;

(iv) w′′(t) ≥ 0, ∀t ≥ −1; (v) max
{

w(t+1)
w(t) , w

′(t+1)
w′(t)

}
≤ Ψ, ∀t ≥ 0 for some Ψ ≥ 1.

Choosing w(t) = tp for any p ≥ 1 satisfies Assumption 5.1. Additionally, as discussed in [NDM22],
a suitable choice is w(t) = (t + 1)log(t+4), allowing us to achieve the optimal transition to the
superlinear rate. Since the analysis in this section closely resembles that in Section 4 on uniform
averaging, we will only present the final result here for brevity. The four stages of convergence
are detailed in the following theorem, with intermediate lemmas and proofs in the appendix. To
simplify our bounds, we report results for non-uniform averaging with w(t) = (t+ 1)log(t+4).

Theorem 5.1. Suppose Assumptions 2.1-2.5 hold and the weights for Hessian averaging in SNPE
are defined as w(t) = (t+ 1)log(t+4), and define C ′ := ( 1

10β
√

2(1−α2)
+ 1√

2
). Then, the following hold:

(a) Warm-up phase: If 0 ≤ t < U1, then ∥xt+1 − x∗∥ ≤ ∥xt − x∗∥, where U1 = Õ(Υ
2

κ2 ).

(b) Linear convergence phase: If U1 ≤ t < U2, then ∥xt+1 − x∗∥2 ≤ ∥xt − x∗∥2(1 + 2αβ
3κ )−1,

where U2 = Õ(max{Υ2

κ2 + κ,Υ2}) = Õ(Υ2 + κ).

(c) Initial superlinear phase: If U2 ≤ t < U3, then ∥xt+1 − x∗∥ ≤ C ′θ
(1)
t ∥xt − x∗∥, where

θ
(1)
t = 5κw(J )

α
√
2βw(t)

= Õ
(
κ(Υ2+κ)log(Υ

2+κ)/tlog t
)
with J defined in (49) and U3=Õ(Υ2+κ).

(d) Final superlinear phase: Finally, if t ≥ U3, then ∥xt+1 − x∗∥ ≤ C ′θ
(2)
t ∥xt − x∗∥, where

θ
(2)
t = 8

√
2Υ

α
√
β

√
w′(t) log(d t+1

δ
)

w(t) =O
(
Υ log(t)√

t

)
.

In the weighted averaging case, similar to the uniform averaging scenario, we observe four distinct
phases of convergence. The warm-up phase for SNPE, during which the distance to the optimal
solution does not increase, has the same duration as in the uniform averaging case but is shorter
than the warm-up phase for the stochastic Newton method in [NDM22] by a factor of 1/κ2. The
linear convergence rates of both uniform and weighted Hessian averaging methods are 1 − κ−1,
improving over the 1−κ−2 rate achieved by the stochastic Newton method in [NDM22]. The number
of iterations to reach the initial superlinear phase is Õ(Υ2 + κ), smaller than the Õ(κ2) needed for
uniform averaging in SNPE when we focus on the regime where Υ = O(

√
κ). The non-uniform

averaging method in [NDM22] requires κ2 iterations to achieve the initial superlinear phase, whereas
the non-uniform SNPE achieves an initial superlinear rate of O(κlog(κ)+1/t)t, improving over the
rate of O(κ4 log(κ)+1/tlog(t))t in [NDM22]. Finally, while the ultimate superlinear rates in all cases
are comparable at approximately Õ((1/

√
t)t), the non-uniform version of SNPE requires Õ(Υ2 + κ)

iterations to attain this fast rate, whereas [NDM22]’s non-uniform version requires Õ(κ2) iterations,
which is less favorable.

Remark 5.1. As discussed in [NDM22, Example 1], with a subsampling size of s, we have
Υ = Õ(κ/s) for subsampled Newton. This implies that when s = Ω̃(

√
κ), we achieve Υ = O(

√
κ).
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Table 2: Comparisons in terms of overall iteration complexity to find an ϵ-accurate solution.

Methods AGD Damped Newton Stochastic Newton [NDM22] SNPE (Ours)

Iteration O(
√
κ log(1/ϵ)) O(κ2+log log(1/ϵ)) O(Υ2+κ2+log(1/ϵ)) O(Υ2+κ+log(1/ϵ))

6 Discussion and Complexity Comparison

In this section, we compare the complexity of our method with accelerated gradient descent (AGD),
damped Newton, and stochastic Newton [NDM22] methods. The iteration complexities of these
methods are summarized in Table 2, which we use to establish their overall complexities. To better
compare them, we focus on the finite-sum problem with n functions: minx∈Rd

∑n
i=1 fi(x). Let ϵ

be the target accuracy, κ the condition number, and Υ the noise level in Assumption 2.4. In this
case, computing the exact gradient and Hessian costs O(nd) and O(nd2), respectively. Thus, the
per-iteration cost for AGD is O(nd). Each iteration of damped Newton’s method requires computing
the full Hessian and solving a linear system, resulting in a total per-iteration cost of O(nd2 + d3).
For both stochastic Newton in [NDM22] and our SNPE method, the per-iteration cost depends
on how the stochastic Hessian is constructed. For example, Subsampled Newton constructs the
Hessian estimate with a cost of O(sd2), where s denotes the sample size. Newton Sketch has a
similar computation cost (see [PW17]). Additionally, it takes O(nd) to compute the full gradient
and O(d3) to solve the linear system. Since the sample/sketch size s is typically chosen as s = O(d),
the total per-iteration cost is O(nd+ d3).

• Compared to AGD, SNPE achieves better iteration complexity. Specifically, when the noise level
Υ and target accuracy ϵ are relatively small (Υ = O(

√
κ) and log 1

ϵ = Ω(
√
κ)), SNPE converges

in fewer iterations. Additionally, when n ≥ d2 (indicating many samples), the per-iteration costs
of both methods are O(nd), giving our method a better overall complexity.

• Compared to damped Newton’s method, our method’s iteration complexity depends better on
the condition number κ, while damped Newton’s depends better on ϵ. However, when n ≥ d2,
the per-iteration cost of damped Newton is O(nd2), significantly more than our method’s O(nd).

• Compared to the stochastic Newton method in [NDM22], the per-iteration costs of both methods
are similar. However, Table 2 shows that our iteration complexity is strictly better. Specifically,
when the noise level is relatively small compared to the condition number, i.e., Υ = O(

√
κ), the

complexity of SNPE improves by an additional factor of κ over the stochastic Newton method.

7 Numerical Experiments

While our focus is on improving theoretical guarantees, we also provide simple experiments to
showcase our method’s improvements. All simulations are implemented on a Windows PC with an
AMD processor and 16GB of memory. We consider minimizing the regularized log-sum-exp objective

f(x) = ρ log(
∑n

i=1 exp(
a⊤
i x−bi
ρ )) + λ

2∥x∥
2, a common test function for second-order methods [Mis23;

DMN24] due to its high ill-conditioning. Here, λ > 0 is a regularization parameter, ρ > 0 is a
smoothing parameter, and the entries of the vectors a1, . . . ,an ∈ Rd and b ∈ Rd are randomly
generated from the standard normal distribution and the uniform distribution over [0, 1], respectively.
In our experiments, we set d = 100 and n = 1000. We compare our SNPE method with the
stochastic Newton method in [NDM22], using both uniform Hessian averaging (Section 4) and
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(a) λ = 10−1
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(c) λ = 10−5

Figure 1: Iteration complexity comparison of stochastic Newton in [NDM22] and our SNPE method.

weighted averaging (Section 5). For the stochastic Hessian estimate, we use a subsampling strategy
with a subsampling size of s = 25. Empirically, we found that the extragradient step (Line 7 in
Algorithm 1) tends to slow down convergence. To address this, we consider a variant of our method
without the extragradient step, modifying Line 7 to xt+1 = x̂t. Similar observations were made
in [CHJJS22], where the simple iteration xt+1 = xt − ηt(I+ ηtHt)

−1gt outperformed “accelerated”
second-order methods. We vary the regularization parameter λ from 10−1 to 10−5, and the results are
shown in Figure 1. In all cases, SNPE outperforms stochastic Newton, due to the problem’s highly
ill-conditioned nature and our method’s better dependence on the condition number. Moreover,
for our SNPE method, the two averaging schemes initially achieve similar performance, while the
uniform averaging scheme eventually converges faster. This is also consistent with our theory, as
Theorems 4.3(d) and 5.1(d) demonstrate that the weighted averaging scheme attains a slightly
slower final superlinear convergence rate due to an additional factor of

√
log(t).

8 Conclusion and limitation

We introduced a stochastic variant of the Newton Proximal Extragradient method (SNPE) for
minimizing a strongly convex and smooth function with access to a noisy Hessian. Our contributions
include establishing convergence guarantees under two Hessian averaging schemes: uniform and
non-uniform. We characterized the computational complexity in both cases and demonstrated that
SNPE outperforms the best-known results for the considered problem. A limitation of our theory is
the assumption of strong convexity. Extending the theory to the convex setting would make it more
general, and we leave this extension for future work.
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Appendix

A Missing Proofs in Section 3

A.1 Proof of Proposition 3.1

In this section, we prove Proposition 3.1. In fact, using the same proof, we can also show an additional
result that upper bounds ∥xt − x̂t∥, which will useful in the proof of Lemma 3.3. Therefore, we
present the full version below for completeness.

Proposition A.1 (Full version of Proposition 3.1). Let {xt}t≥0 and {x̂t}t≥0 be the iterates generated
by Algorithm 1. Then for any t ≥ 0, we have ∥xk+1 − x∗∥2 ≤ ∥xk − x∗∥2(1 + 2ηkµ)

−1 and
∥xt − x̂t∥ ≤ 1√

1−α2
∥xt − x∗∥.

Proof. Our proof is inspired by the approach in [JJM23, Proposition 1]. For any x ∈ Rd, we first
write

ηt⟨∇f(x̂t), x̂t − x⟩ = ⟨x̂t − xt + ηt∇f(x̂t), x̂t − x⟩+ ⟨xt − x̂t, x̂t − x⟩. (10)

To begin with, we bound the first term in (10) by

⟨x̂t − xt + ηt∇f(x̂t), x̂t − x⟩ ≤ ∥x̂t − xt + ηt∇f(x̂t)∥∥x̂t − x∥
≤ α

√
1 + 2ηtµ∥x̂t − xt∥∥x̂t − x∥

≤ α2

2
∥x̂t − xt∥2 +

1 + 2ηtµ

2
∥x̂t − x∥2, (11)

where the first inequality is due to Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the second inequality is due to the
condition in (3), and the last inequality is due to Young’s inequality. Moreover, for the second term
in (10), we use the three-point equality to get

⟨xt − x̂t, x̂t − x⟩ = 1

2
∥xt − x∥2 − 1

2
∥xt − x̂t∥2 −

1

2
∥x̂t − x∥2. (12)

By combining (10), (11) and (12), we obtain that

ηt⟨∇f(x̂t), x̂t − x⟩ ≤ 1

2
∥xt − x∥2 − 1− α2

2
∥xt − x̂t∥2 + ηtµ∥x̂t − x∥2. (13)

Moreover, it follows from the update rule in (4) that ηt∇f(x̂t) = xt − xt+1 + 2ηtµ(x̂t − xt+1). This
implies that, for any x ∈ Rd,

ηt⟨∇f(x̂t),xt+1 − x⟩ (14)

= ⟨xt − xt+1,xt+1 − x⟩+ 2ηtµ⟨x̂t − xt+1,xt+1 − x⟩

=
∥xt − x∥2

2
− ∥xt − xt+1∥2

2
− 1 + 2ηtµ

2
∥xt+1 − x∥2 + ηtµ∥x̂t − x∥2 − ηtµ∥x̂t − xt+1∥2, (15)

where we applied the three-point equality twice in the last equality. Thus, by combining (13) with
x = xt+1 and (15) with x = x∗, we get

ηt⟨∇f(x̂t), x̂t − x∗⟩
= ηt⟨∇f(x̂t),xt+1 − x∗⟩+ ηt⟨∇f(x̂t), x̂t − xt+1⟩

≤ ∥xt − x∗∥2

2
−
XXXXXXX
∥xt − xt+1∥2

2
− 1 + 2ηtµ

2
∥xt+1 − x∗∥2 + ηtµ∥x̂t − x∗∥2 −

hhhhhhhhηtµ∥x̂t − xt+1∥2

+
XXXXXXX
∥xt − xt+1∥2

2
− 1− α2

2
∥xt − x̂t∥2 +

hhhhhhhhηtµ∥x̂t − xt+1∥2.

(16)
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Since ∇f(x∗) = 0 and f is µ-strongly convex, we further have

⟨∇f(x̂t), x̂t − x∗⟩ = ⟨∇f(x̂t)−∇f(x∗), x̂t − x∗⟩ ≥ µ∥x̂t − x∗∥2. (17)

Combining (16) and (17) and rearranging the terms, we obtain that

1 + 2ηtµ

2
∥xt+1 − x∗∥2 ≤ 1

2
∥xt − x∗∥2 − 1− α2

2
∥xt − x̂t∥2. (18)

Since α < 1, the last term in (18) is negative and we immediately obtain that ∥xt+1 − x∗∥2 ≤
∥xt − x∗∥2(1 + 2ηtµ)

−1 . Moreover, since 1+2ηtµ
2 ∥xt+1 − x∗∥2 ≥ 0, it follows that 1−α2

2 ∥xt − x̂t∥2 ≤
1
2∥xt − x∗∥2, which leads to ∥xt − x̂t∥ ≤ 1√

1−α2
∥xt − x∗∥. The proof is complete.

A.2 Proof of Lemma 3.2

Recall that in our backtracking line search scheme in Algorithm 1, the step size ηt starts from
σt and keeps backtracking until the condition in (3) is satisfied. Hence, by the definition of B, it
immediately follows that ηt = σt if t /∈ B. Moreover, if t ∈ B, then the step size η̃t = ηt/β and the
corresponding iterate x̃t must have failed the condition in (3) (Otherwise, our line search scheme
would have accepted the step size η̃t instead). This implies that

∥x̃t − xt + η̃t∇f(x̃t)∥ > α
√

1 + 2η̃tµ∥x̃t − xt∥. (19)

Since x̃t = xt − η̃t(I+ η̃tH̃t)
−1∇f(xt), we have

x̃t − xt + η̃tH̃t(x̃t − xt) = −η̃t∇f(xt) ⇔ x̃t − xt = −η̃t
(
∇f(xt) + H̃t(x̃t − xt)

)
.

and hence the left-hand side in (19) equals to η̃t∥∇f(x̃t)−∇f(xt)− H̃t(x̃t − xt)∥. Thus, we obtain
from (19) that

η̃t >
α
√
1 + 2η̃tµ∥x̃t − xt∥

∥∇f(x̃t)−∇f(xt)− H̃t(x̃t − xt)∥
, (20)

By substituting ηt = βη̃t, we further have

ηt >
αβ
√
1 + 2ηtµ/β∥x̃t − xt∥

∥∇f(x̃t)−∇f(xt)− H̃t(x̃t − xt)∥
.

Using the fact that 1 + 2ηtµ/β ≥ 1, we get

ηt >
αβ∥x̃t − xt∥

∥∇f(x̃t)−∇f(xt)− H̃t(x̃t − xt)∥
. (21)

Moreover, using the fact that 1 + 2ηtµ/β ≥ 2ηtµ/β, we can also conclude that

ηt >
αβ
√

2ηtµ/β∥x̃t − xt∥
∥∇f(x̃t)−∇f(xt)− H̃t(x̃t − xt)∥

⇒ ηt >
2α2βµ∥x̃t − xt∥2

∥∇f(x̃t)−∇f(xt)− H̃t(x̃t − xt)∥2
. (22)

By combining (21) and (22), we obtain the lower bound in Lemma 3.2.

Finally, when H̃t ⪰ 0, it holds that I+ η̃tH̃t ⪰ I+ηtH̃t ⪰ 0 and thus (I+ηtH̃t)
−1 ⪰ (I+ η̃tH̃t)

−1 ⪰ 0.
This further implies that ∥(I+ ηtH̃t)

−1∇f(xt)∥ ≥ ∥(I+ η̃tH̃t)
−1∇f(xt)∥. Hence, we can conclude

that

∥x̃t − xt∥ = η̃t∥(I+ η̃tH̃t)
−1∇f(xt)∥ ≤

ηt
β
∥(I+ ηtH̃t)

−1∇f(xt)∥ ≤
1

β
∥x̂t − xt∥.

This completes the proof.
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A.3 Extension to inexact linear solving

In this section, we extend our convergence results to the case where the linear system in (6) is solved
inexactly, i.e., we find x̂t such that

∥(I+ ηtH̃t)(x̂t − xt) + ηt∇f(xt)∥ ≤
α

2
∥x̂t − xt∥. (23)

In this case, since the proof of Proposition A.1 does not rely on the update rule in (6), Proposition A.1
continues to hold. However, we need to modify the proof of Lemma 3.2 and replace it by the
following lemma. We note that the two results differ only by an absolute constant.

Lemma A.2 (Extension to Lemma 3.2). For t /∈ B, we have ηt = σt. For t ∈ B, let η̃t = ηt/β and
x̃t be the corresponding iterate rejected by our line search scheme. Then, ∥x̃t − xt∥ ≤ 3

β∥x̂t − xt∥.
Moreover,

ηt ≥ max

{
αβ∥x̃t − xt∥

2∥g(x̃t)− g(xt)− H̃t(x̃t − xt)∥
,

α2βµ∥x̃t − xt∥2

2∥g(x̃t)− g(xt)− H̃t(x̃t − xt)∥2

}
.

Proof. We follow a similar argument as in the proof of Lemma 3.2. If t /∈ B, it immediately follows
that ηt = σt. Further, if t ∈ B, then η̃t and the corresponding iterate x̃t must fail to satisfy the
condition in (3). This implies that

∥x̃t − xt + η̃t∇f(x̃t)∥ > α
√

1 + 2η̃tµ∥x̃t − xt∥. (24)

Moreover, by our inexactness condition in (23), x̃t satisfies

∥(I+ η̃tH̃t)(x̃t − xt) + η̃t∇f(xt)∥ ≤
α

2
∥x̃t − xt∥.

Hence, by using triangle inequality, we have

η̃t∥∇f(x̃t)−∇f(xt)− H̃t(x̃t − xt)∥ =
∥∥∥(x̃t − xt + η̃t∇f(x̃t))−

(
(I+ η̃tH̃t)(x̃t − xt) + η̃t∇f(xt)

)∥∥∥
≥ ∥x̃t − xt + η̃t∇f(x̃t)∥ − ∥(I+ η̃tH̃t)(x̃t − xt) + η̃t∇f(xt)∥

≥ α

2

√
1 + 2η̃tµ∥x̃t − xt∥.

Thus, we obtain that

η̃t >
α
√
1 + 2η̃tµ∥x̃t − xt∥

2∥∇f(x̃t)−∇f(xt)− H̃t(x̃t − xt)∥
,

Combining this with (20), we observe that these two bounds differ only by a constant factor of 2.
Hence, the rest of the proof for the lower bound follows similarly as in Lemma 3.2.

Next, we prove the inequality ∥x̃t − xt∥ ≤ 1
β∥x̂t − xt∥. Define x̂∗

t = xt − ηt(I+ ηtH̃t)
−1∇f(xt) and

x̃∗
t = xt− η̃t(I+ η̃tH̃t)

−1∇f(xt), i.e, they are the exact solutions to the corresponding linear systems.
By the argument in the proof of Lemma 3.2, we have ∥x̃∗

t − xt∥ ≤ 1
β∥x̂

∗
t − xt∥. In the following, we

first prove that

1

2
∥x̂t − xt∥ ≤ ∥x̂∗

t − xt∥ ≤
3

2
∥x̂t − xt∥ and

1

2
∥x̃t − xt∥ ≤ ∥x̃∗

t − xt∥ ≤
3

2
∥x̃t − xt∥. (25)
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It suffices to prove the first set of inequalities, since the second one follows similarly. To see this,
note that the condition in (23) can be rewritten as

∥(I+ ηtH̃t)(x̂t − x̂∗
t )∥ ≤

α

2
∥x̂t − xt∥.

Since H̃t ⪰ 0, this further implies that ∥x̂t − x̂∗
t ∥ ≤ ∥(I+ ηtH̃t)(x̂t − x̂∗

t )∥ ≤ α
2 ∥x̂t − xt∥. Hence, by

the triangle inequality, we obtain that

∥x̂∗
t − xt∥ ≤ ∥x̂∗

t − x̂t∥+ ∥x̂t − xt∥ ≤
(
1 +

α

2

)
∥x̂t − xt∥ ≤

3

2
∥x̂t − xt∥,

∥x̂∗
t − xt∥ ≥ ∥x̂∗

t − x̂t∥ − ∥x̂t − xt∥ ≥
(
1− α

2

)
∥x̂t − xt∥ ≥

1

2
∥x̂t − xt∥,

which lead to (25). Finally, we conclude that ∥x̃t − xt∥ ≤ 2∥x̃∗
t − xt∥ ≤ 2

β∥x̂
∗
t − xt∥ ≤ 3

β∥x̂t − xt∥.
This completes the proof.

A.4 The Total Complexity of Line Search

Let lt denote the number of line search steps in iteration t. We first note that ηt = σtβ
lt−1 by our

line search subroutine, which implies lt = log1/β(σt/ηt) + 1. Moreover, recall that σt = ηt−1/β for
t ≥ 1. Hence, the total number of line search steps after t iterations can be bounded by (cf. [JJM23,
Lemma 22]):

t−1∑
i=0

li =
t−1∑
i=0

[
log1/β

(
σi
ηi

)
+ 1

]
= 2t− 1 + log

(
σ0
ηt−1

)
.

Moreover, it can be shown that ηt−1 ≥ αβ/(3M1) when t = Ω̃(Υ2/κ2) in both the uniform averaging
and the non-uniform averaging cases (cf. Corollaries B.6 and C.6). This implies that the total
number of line search steps can be bounded by 2t− 1 + log(3M1σ0/αβ).

A.5 Proof of Lemma 3.3

Recall that we use g(x) and H(x) to denote the gradient ∇f(x) and the Hessian ∇2f(x), respectively.
We first consider the inequality in (9). By the fundamental theorem of calculus, we can write

∇f(x̃t)−∇f(xt) =

∫ 1

0
∇2f(xt + τ(x̃t − xt))(x̃t − xt) dτ.

Therefore, we can further use the triangle inequality to get

∥∇f(x̃t)−∇f(xt)−∇2f(xt)(x̃t − xt)∥ =
∥∥∥∥∫ 1

0

(
∇2f(xt + τ(x̃t − xt))−∇2f(xt)

)
(x̃t − xt) dτ

∥∥∥∥
≤
∫ 1

0

∥∥(∇2f(xt + τ(x̃t − xt))−∇2f(xt)
)
(x̃t − xt)

∥∥ dτ

≤
∫ 1

0

∥∥∇2f(xt + τ(x̃t − xt))−∇2f(xt)
∥∥ ∥x̃t − xt∥ dτ.

(26)
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Moreover, we have
∥∥∇2f(xt + τ(x̃t − xt))−∇2f(xt)

∥∥ ≤M1 for any τ ∈ [0, 1] by Assumption 2.2.

Together with (26), this further implies that ∥∇f(x̃t)−∇f(xt)−∇2f(xt)(x̃t−xt)∥
∥x̃t−xt∥ ≤M1, which proves the

first bound in (9).

Next, we consider the second bound in (9). By Assumption 2.3, it follows from standard arguments
that ∥∇f(x̃t)−∇f(xt)−∇2f(xt)(x̃t − xt)∥ ≤ L2

2 ∥x̃t − xt∥2 (e.g., see [Nes18, Lemma 1.2.4]). This
leads to

∥∇f(x̃t)−∇f(xt)−∇2f(xt)(x̃t − xt)∥
∥x̃t − xt∥

≤ L2∥x̃t − xt∥
2

≤ L2∥x̂t − xt∥
2β

≤ L2∥xt − x∗∥
2β
√
1− α2

,

where we used ∥x̃t − xt∥ ≤ 1
β∥x̂t − xt∥ from Lemma 3.2 and ∥x̂t − xt∥ ≤ 1√

1−α2
∥xt − x∗∥ from

Proposition A.1. This completes the proof.

B Missing Proofs in Section 4

B.1 Proof of Lemma 4.2

Recall that in the case of uniform averaging, we have H̄t =
1

t+1

∑t
i=0Hi. Hence, it follows from

Jensen’s inequality that ∥H̄t −Ht∥ ≤ 1
t+1

∑t
i=0 ∥Hi −Ht∥. To prove the second claim, note that

Assumption 2.2 directly implies ∥Hi −Ht∥ ≤M1. Moreover, we can use Assumption 2.3 and the
triangle inequality to bound ∥Ht−Hi∥ ≤ L2∥xt−xi∥ ≤ L2(∥xt−x∗∥+ ∥xi−x∗∥). Since i ≤ t and
∥xt − x∗∥ is non-increasing in t by Proposition 3.1, we further have ∥xt − x∗∥ ≤ ∥xi − x∗∥, which
proves ∥Ht −Hi∥ ≤ 2L2∥xi − x∗∥.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 4.3

Warm-up phase. To determine the transition point T1, recall that both the linear approximation
error and the bias term can be bounded by M1 according to Lemmas 3.3 and 4.2. Since Lemma 4.1
shows that ∥Ēt∥ = Õ(ΥE/

√
t), we will have ∥Ēt∥ ≤M1 when t = Ω̃(Υ2

E/M
2
1 ) = Ω̃(Υ2/κ2). More

specifically, the transition point is given by

T1 = max
{256Υ2

κ2
log

8dΥ

κδ
, 4 log

d

δ
, log 1

β

αβ

3M1σ0

}
, (27)

where δ ∈ (0, 1) satisfies d/δ ≥ e, α, β ∈ (0, 1) are line-search parameters, and σ0 is the initial step
size.

Linear convergence phase. In the following lemma, we prove the linear convergence of Algorithm 1
with uniform averaging.

Lemma B.1. Assume that β ≤ 1/2 and recall the definition of T1 in (27). For any t ≥ T1, we have

∥xt+1 − x∗∥2 ≤ ∥xt − x∗∥2
(
1 +

2αβ

3κ

)−1

,

where κ ≜ M1/µ is the condition number.

Proof. See Appendix B.3.
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Now we discuss the transition point T2. At a high level, the algorithm transitions to the superlinear
phase if all three errors discussed in Section 3.1 are reduced from O(M) to O(µ). For this to
happen, first the iterate xt needs to reach a local neighborhood satisfying ∥xt − x∗∥ = O(µ/L2). As
a corollary of Lemma B.1, this holds at most after an additional Õ(κ) iterations. Specifically, let
ν ∈ (0, 1) be a parameter and define

I = T1 + 2
(
1 +

3κ

2αβ

)
log

L2D

νµ
, (28)

where D = ∥x0 − x∗∥ is the initial distance to the optimal solution. Then Lemma B.1 implies
that we have ∥xt − x∗∥ ≤ νµ/L2 for all t ≥ I. Moreover, Lemma 4.1 implies that the averaged
Hessian noise satisfies ∥Ēt∥ = O(µ) when t = Ω̃(Υ2

E/µ
2) = Ω̃(Υ2). Finally, regarding the bias term,

following the discussions after Lemma 4.2, it can be shown that ∥Ht − H̄t∥ = O
(
M1I
t+1

)
. Thus,

∥Ht − H̄t∥ = O(µ) when t = Ω(κI). Combining all pieces together, we formally define the second
transition point by

T2 = max

{
256Υ2

ν2
log

8dΥ

δν
,
κI
ν
− 1

}
. (29)

Since I = Õ(T1 + κ) = Õ(Υ2/κ2 + κ), we note that T2 = Õ(max{Υ2,Υ2/κ+ κ2}) = Õ(Υ2 + κ2).

Superlinear phase. In the following theorem, we show that after T2 iterations, Algorithm 1 with
uniform averaging converges at a superlinear rate. See Appendix B.4 for proof.

Theorem B.2. Let ν ∈ (0, 1) be a parameter satisfying

(
5

2αβ
√

(1−α2)β
+ 25

α
√
2β

)
ν ≤ 1. and recall

the definition of T2 in (29). Then for any t ≥ T2,

∥xt+1 − x∗∥ ≤
(

1

2β
√
1− α2

+ 5

)
ρt∥xt − x∗∥,

where

ρt =
4Υ

α
√
β

√
log(d(t+ 1)/δ)

t+ 1
+

3κI
2α
√
β(t+ 1)

. (30)

In Theorem B.2, we observe that the rate ρt in (30) goes to zero as the number of iterations t
increases, and thus it implies that the iterates converge to x∗ superlinearly. Moreover, the rate ρt
consists of two terms. The first term comes from the averaged noise ∥Ēt∥, which decays at the rate
of Õ(Υ/

√
t). In addition, the second term is due to the bias of our averaged Hessian estimate H̃t,

which decays at the rate of O(κI/t). Hence, when t is sufficiently large, the averaged noise will
dominate and the superlinear rate settles for the slower rate of Õ(Υ/

√
t). Specifically, the algorithm

transitions from the initial superlinear rate to the final superlinear rate when the two terms in (30)
are balanced. Hence, we define the third transition point T3 as the root of

64(T3 + 1) log(d(T3 + 1)/δ) =
9κ2I2

Υ2
.

Since I = Õ(Υ2/κ2 + κ), T3 = Õ((Υ2/κ+ κ2)2/Υ2). We summarize our discussions in the following
corollary.

Corollary B.3. For T2 ≤ t ≤ T3 − 1, we have

∥xt+1 − x∗∥ ≤
(

1

2β
√
1− α2

+ 5

)
ρ
(1)
t ∥xt − x∗∥,

20



where ρ
(1)
t = 6κI

α
√
2β(t+1)

. Moreover, for t ≥ T3, we have

∥xt+1 − x∗∥ ≤
(

1

2β
√
1− α2

+ 5

)
ρ
(2)
t ∥xt − x∗∥,

where ρ
(2)
t = 8

√
2Υ

α
√
β

√
log(d(t+1)/δ)

t+1 .

B.3 Proof of Lemma B.1

We divide the proof of Lemma B.1 into the following three steps. First, in Lemma B.4, we provide
a lower bound on the the step size ηt in those iterations where our line search scheme backtracks
the step size, i.e., t ∈ B. Building on Lemma B.4, we use induction in Lemma B.5 to prove a lower
bound for all t ≥ 0. This allows us to establish ηt = Ω(1/M1) for all t ≥ T1 in Corollary B.6, from
which Lemma B.1 immediately follows.

To simplify the notation, we define the function

ϕ(t) = 8ΥE

√
log(d(t+ 1)/δ)

t+ 1
. (31)

Then Lemma 4.1 can be equivalently written as ∥Ēt∥ ≤ ϕ(t) for all t ≥ 4 log(d/δ). We are now
ready to state our first lemma.

Lemma B.4. If t ∈ B, then we have ηt ≥ αβ/(2M1 + ϕ(t)).

Proof. If t ∈ B, by Lemma 3.2 we can lower bound the step size ηt by

ηt ≥
αβ∥x̃t − xt∥

∥g(x̃t)− g(xt)− H̃t(x̃t − xt)∥
=

αβ

Et
, (32)

where Et ≜ ∥g(x̃t)−g(xt)−H̃t(x̃t−xt)∥
∥x̃t−xt∥ is the normalized approximation error. Moreover, as outlined in

Section 3.1, we can apply the triangle inequality to upper bound Et. Specifically, we have

Et ≤
∥g(x̃t)− g(xt)−Ht(x̃t − xt)∥

∥x̃t − xt∥
+ ∥Ht − H̄t∥+ ∥Ēt∥. (33)

By (9) in Lemma 3.3, the first term in (33) is upper bounded by M1. Moreover, it also follows
from Lemma 4.2 that ∥Ht − H̄t∥ ≤ 1

t+1

∑t
i=0 ∥Ht −Hi∥ ≤ M1. Hence, we further obtain Et ≤

2M1 + ∥Ēt∥ ≤ 2M1 + ϕ(t). Combining this with (32), we obtain the desired result.

Lemma B.4 provides a lower bound on the step size ηt, but only for the case where t ∈ B. In the
next lemma, we further use induction to show a lower bound for the step sizes in all iterations.

Lemma B.5. Assume that β ≤ 1
2 . For any t ≥ 0, we have

ηt ≥ min

{
αβ

2M1 + ϕ(t)
,
σ0
βt

}
(34)
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Proof. We prove this lemma by induction. For the base case t = 0, we consider two subcases. If
0 ∈ B, then by Lemma B.4 we obtain that η0 ≥ αβ

2M1+ϕ(0) . Otherwise, if 0 /∈ B, we have η0 = σ0. In

both cases, we observe that (34) is satisfied for the base case t = 0.

Now assume that (34) is satisfied for t = s where s ≥ 0. For t = s+ 1, we again distinguish two
subcases. If s+ 1 ∈ B, then by Lemma B.4 we obtain that ηs+1 ≥ αβ

2M1+ϕ(s+1) , which implies that

(34) is satisfied. Otherwise, if s+ 1 /∈ B, then we have

ηs+1 = σs+1 =
ηs
β
≥ 1

β
min

{
αβ

2M1 + ϕ(s)
,
σ0
βs

}
= min

{
α

2M1 + ϕ(s)
,

σ0
βs+1

}
, (35)

where we used the induction hypothesis in the last inequality. Furthermore, note that ϕ(s)/ϕ(s+1) ≤√
s+2
s+1 ≤ 2 ≤ 1

β , which implies that ϕ(s) ≤ ϕ(s+ 1)/β. Hence, we have

α

2M1 + ϕ(s)
≥ αβ

2βM1 + ϕ(s+ 1)
≥ αβ

2M1 + ϕ(s+ 1)
.

Therefore, (35) implies that ηs+1 ≥ min
{

αβ
2M1+ϕ(s+1) ,

σ0
βs+1

}
and thus (34) also holds in this subcase.

This completes the induction and we conclude that (34) holds for all t ≥ 0.

As a corollary of Lemma B.5, we obtain the following lower bound on ηt for t ≥ T1.

Corollary B.6. Recall the definition of T1 in (27). For any t ≥ T1, we have ηt ≥ αβ/(3M1).

Proof. As shown in [NDM22, Lemma 2], we have ϕ(t) ≤M1 when t ≥ max
{
256Υ2

κ2 log 8dΥ
κδ , 4 log d

δ

}
.

Moreover, we have σ0
βt ≥ αβ

3M1
when t ≥ log 1

β

αβ
3M1σ0

. Hence, by Lemma B.5 we conclude that ηt ≥ αβ
3M1

when t ≥ T1.

Now we are ready to prove Lemma B.1.

Proof of Lemma B.1. By Proposition 3.1, we have ∥xt+1−x∗∥2 ≤ ∥xt−x∗∥2(1+2ηtµ)
−1. By using

Corollary B.6, we obtain that ∥xt+1 − x∗∥2 ≤ ∥xt − x∗∥2(1 + 2αβµ/(3M1))
−1 = ∥xt − x∗∥2(1 +

2αβ/(3κ))−1.

B.4 Proof of Theorem B.2

In this section, we present the proof of Theorem B.2. The proof consists of four steps. To begin
with, in Lemma B.7 we show that the iterate xt stays in a local neighborhood of x∗ when t ≥ I,
where I is defined in (28). Next, we use this result in Lemma B.8 to upper bound 1√

µηt
in those

iterations where our line search scheme backtracks the step size, i.e., t ∈ B. Then we use induction
in Lemma B.9 to prove an upper bound for all t ≥ 0. Furthermore, we again use induction in
Lemma B.10 to establish an improved upper bound on 1√

µηt
when t ≥ T2, where T2 is defined in

(29). After proving Lemma B.10, Theorem B.2 then follows from Proposition 3.1.

Lemma B.7. We have ∥xt − x∗∥ ≤ νµ/L2 for all t ≥ I, where I is given in (28).
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Proof. By applying Lemma B.1, we have ∥xT1+u − x∗∥2 ≤ ∥xT1 − x∗∥2
(
1 + 2αβ

3κ

)−u
. Moreover,

since ∥xt − x∗∥ is non-increasing in t, we have ∥xT1 − x∗∥ ≤ ∥x0 − x∗∥ = D. Thus, we have

∥xT1+u − x∗∥ ≤ νµ

L2
⇐ D2

(
1 +

2αβ

3κ

)−u

≤ ν2µ2

L2
2

⇐ u ≥ 2
(
1 +

3κ

2αβ

)
log

(
L2D

νµ

)
.

This completes the proof.

Note that by Proposition 3.1, we have ∥xt+1 − x∗∥2 ≤ ∥xt − x∗∥2(1 + 2ηtµ)
−1 ≤ ∥xt − x∗∥2/(2ηtµ),

which further implies that

∥xt+1 − x∗∥ ≤ ∥xt − x∗∥√
2ηtµ

. (36)

Hence, to characterize the convergence rate of our method, it is sufficient to upper bound the
quantity 1/

√
2ηtµ. We achieve this goal in the subsequent lemmas.

Lemma B.8. If t ∈ B and t ≥ I, then

1√
2ηtµ

≤ L2∥xt − x∗∥
4αβ

√
(1− α2)βµ

+
∥Ēt∥

2α
√
βµ

+
3κI

2α
√
β(t+ 1)

. (37)

Moreover, it also holds that

1√
2ηtµ

≤ ν

4αβ
√

(1− α2)β
+

ϕ(t)

2α
√
βµ

+
3κI

2α
√
β(t+ 1)

. (38)

Proof. By using the second bound in Lemma 3.2, we obtain that

1√
2ηtµ

≤ ∥g(x̃t)− g(xt)− H̃t(x̃t − xt)∥
2α
√
βµ∥x̃t − xt∥

=
Et

2α
√
βµ

. (39)

Furthermore, by combining (33) and (9) in Lemma 3.3, we further have

Et ≤
L2∥xt − x∗∥
2β
√
1− α2

+ ∥Ht − H̄t∥+ ∥Ēt∥. (40)

It remains to bound the bias term ∥Ht − H̄t∥. By Lemma 4.2, we have

∥Ht − H̄t∥ ≤
1

t+ 1

t∑
i=0

∥Ht −Hi∥ =
1

t+ 1

I−1∑
i=0

∥Ht −Hi∥+
1

t+ 1

t∑
i=I
∥Ht −Hi∥.

For i = 0, 1 . . . , I − 1, we use the first upper bound on ∥Ht − Hi∥ in Lemma 4.2 to bound
∥Ht −Hi∥ ≤ M1, and thus

∑I−1
i=0 ∥Ht −Hi∥ ≤ M1I. Moreover, for i = I, I + 1, . . . , t, we use

the second upper bound in Lemma 4.2 to get ∥Ht −Hi∥ ≤ 2L2∥xi − x∗∥. Moreover, note that xi

converges linearly to x∗ when i ≥ I by Lemma B.1. Hence, we further have

1

t+ 1

t∑
i=I
∥Ht −Hi∥ ≤

2L2

t+ 1

t∑
i=I
∥xi − x∗∥ ≤ 2L2∥xI − x∗∥

t+ 1

∞∑
i=0

(
1 +

2αβ

3κ

)−i/2

≤ 4νµ

t+ 1

(
1 +

3κ

2αβ

)
.

(41)
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In the last inequality, we used the fact that ∥xI − x∗∥ ≤ νµ/L2 and
∑∞

i=0(1 + ϕ)−i/2 = 1/(1− (1 +
ϕ)−1/2) = (1+ϕ)1/2/((1+ϕ)1/2−1) = (1+ϕ)1/2((1+ϕ)1/2+1)/ϕ ≤ 2(1+1/ϕ), where ϕ = 2αβ/(3κ).

Moreover, since I ≥ 2
(
1 + 3κ

2αβ

)
and ν ≤ 1, from (41) we further have 1

t+1

∑t
i=I ∥Ht −Hi∥ ≤ 2µI

t+1 .

Combining the above inequalities, we arrive at

∥Ht − H̄t∥ ≤
M1I
t+ 1

+
2µI
t+ 1

≤ 3M1I
t+ 1

. (42)

Combining (39), (40), and (42) leads to the first result in (37). Finally, (38) follows from the fact
that ∥Ēt∥ ≤ ϕ(t) and ∥xt − x∗∥ ≤ νµ/L2 for all t ≥ I.

Lemma B.9. Assume that β ≤ 1/2. For any t ≥ I, we have

1√
2ηtµ

≤ ν

4αβ
√
(1− α2)β

+
ϕ(t)

2α
√
βµ

+
3κI

2α
√
β(t+ 1)

=
ν

4αβ
√
(1− α2)β

+ ρt, (43)

where ρt is defined in (30).

Proof. We shall use induction to prove Lemma B.9. For t = I, note that by Corollary B.6, we have
ηI ≥ αβ/(3M1). Thus, this implies that

1√
2ηIµ

≤
√
3κ√
2αβ

≤ 3κI
2α
√
β(I + 1)

,

where we used the fact that κ ≥ 1, α < 1, β ≤ 1/2 and I ≥ 4. This proves the base case where
t = I.

Now assume that (43) holds for t = s, where s ≥ I. For t = s+ 1, we distinguish two subcases. If
s+ 1 ∈ B, then by Lemma B.8 we obtain that (43) is satisfied for t = s+ 1. Otherwise, if s+ 1 /∈ B,
then we have ηs+1 = σs+1 = ηs/β. Hence, by using the induction hypothesis, we have

1√
2ηs+1µ

=

√
β√

2ηsµ
≤ ν

4αβ
√
(1− α2)β

+

√
βϕ(s)

2α
√
βµ

+
3
√
βκI

2α
√
β(s+ 1)

.

Since β ≤ 1/2 and I ≥ 2, we have (s + 2)/(s + 1) ≤ (I + 2)/(I + 1) ≤ 1.4 ≤ 1/
√
β and

ϕ(s) ≤ ϕ(s+ 1)/
√
β. Thus, we further have

1√
2ηs+1µ

≤ ν

4αβ
√

(1− α2)β
+

ϕ(s+ 1)

2α
√
βµ

+
3κI

2α
√
β(s+ 2)

.

This shows that (43) also holds in this subcase. This completes the induction and we conclude that
(43) holds for all t ≥ I.

Before proving Lemma B.10, recall the definition of ϕ in (31) and first define

I ′ = sup
t
{t : ϕ(t) ≥ νµ} and T ′

2 = max

{
I ′, κI

ν
− 1

}
. (44)

Note that we have ϕ(t) ≤ νµ when t ≥ 256Υ2

ν2
log 8dΥ

δν . Hence, by the definition of (29), it holds that
T2 ≥ T ′

2 .
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Lemma B.10. Recall the definition of ρt in (30). For any t ≥ T ′
2 , we have

L2∥xt − x∗∥
2α
√
βµ

≤ ρt and
1√
2µηt

≤
(

1

2β
√
1− α2

+ 5

)
ρt. (45)

Proof. By Lemma B.8, if t ∈ B, then

1
√
µηt
≤ L2∥xt − x∗∥

2αβ
√
2(1− α2)βµ

+ ρt.

We shall prove (45) by induction. First consider the base case where t = T ′
2 , where T ′

2 is defined
in (44). To begin with, we will show that ν

2α
√
β
≤ ρT ′

2
≤ 5ν

2α
√
β
. Since T ′

2 is the maximum of

I ′ and κI
ν , we have either T ′

2 = I ′ or T ′
2 = κI

ν − 1. In the former case, we can lower bound
ρT ′

2
≥ 1

2α
√
βµ

ϕ(I ′) ≥ ν
2α

√
β
. In the latter case, we can lower bound ρT ′

2
≥ 3κI

2α
√
β(T ′

2+1)
= 3ν

2α
√
β
.

Combining both cases leads to the lower bound on ρT ′
2
. Furthermore, note that both two terms in

ρt are a decreasing function in terms of t, and hence we have

ρT ′
2
≤ 1

2α
√
βµ

ϕ(I ′) + 3κI
2α
√
β(κI/ν)

≤ 2

2α
√
βµ

ϕ(I ′ + 1) +
3ν

2α
√
β
≤ 5ν

2α
√
β
.

This proves the upper bound on ρT ′
2
.

Now we return to the proof in the base case where t = T ′
2 . since ∥xT ′

2
−x∗∥ ≤ νµ/L2 by Lemma B.7,

we obtain that
L2∥xT ′

2
−x∗∥

2α
√
βµ

≤ ν
2α

√
β
≤ ρT ′

2
. Moreover, by Lemma B.9, we have

1√
2ηT ′

2
µ
≤ ν

4αβ
√
(1− α2)β

+ ρ(T ′
2 ) ≤

ν

4αβ
√
(1− α2)β

+
5ν

2α
√
β
≤
(

1

2β
√
1− α2

+ 5

)
ρT ′

2
.

This shows that (45) holds for t = T ′
2 .

Now assume that (45) holds for t = s ≥ T ′
2 . For t = s+ 1, by using the induction hypothesis and

(36), we obtain that

L2∥xs+1 − x∗∥
2α
√
βµ

≤ L2∥xs − x∗∥
2α
√
βµ
√
2ηsµ

≤ 1√
2

(
1

2β
√
1− α2

+ 5

)
ρ2s.

Moreover, since ρs/2 ≤ ρs+1, it suffices to show that 1√
2

(
1

2β
√
1−α2

+ 5
)
ρ2s ≤ ρs/2, which is equivalent

to
√
2
(

1
2β

√
1−α2

+ 5
)
ρs ≤ 1. Furthermore, since ρs is non-increasing, we further have

√
2

(
1

2β
√
1− α2

+ 5

)
ρs ≤

√
2

(
1

2β
√
1− α2

+ 5

)
ρT ′

2
≤
√
2

(
1

2β
√
1− α2

+ 5

)
5ν

2α
√
β
≤ 1,

where we used the condition on ν stated in Theorem B.2 in the last inequality. This proves the first
inequality in (45).

To prove the second inequality in (45) for t = s+ 1, we distinguish two subcases. If s+ 1 ∈ B, then
by Lemma B.8, we have

1√
2ηs+1µ

≤ L2∥xs+1 − x∗∥
4αβ

√
(1− α2)βµ

+
∥Ēs+1∥
2α
√
βµ

+
3κI

2α
√
β(s+ 1)

≤ 1

2β
√
1− α2

ρs+1 + ρs+1

≤
(

1

2β
√
1− α2

+ 5

)
ρs+1.
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Otherwise, if s+ 1 /∈ B, then we have ηs+1 = ηs/β and hence

1√
2ηs+1µ

=

√
β√

2ηsµ
≤
(

1

2β
√
1− α2

+ 5

)√
βρs.

Since T ′
2 ≥ I ≥ 2 and β ≤ 1/2, we have ρs/ρs+1 ≤ (I + 2)/(I + 1) ≤ 1.4 ≤ 1/

√
β. Thus, we also

proved that 1√
µηs+1

≤
(

1
2β

√
1−α2

+ 5
)
ρs+1. This completes the induction.

Proof of Theorem B.2. It immediately follows from (36) and Lemma B.10.

C Missing Proofs in Section 5

In this section, we will present the formal version of Theorem 5.1. Our proof largely mirrors the
developments in Section 4.

C.1 Approximation Error Analysis

Averaged stochastic error. Similar to Lemma 4.1, we can use tools from concentration inequalities
to prove the following upper bound on the averaged stochastic error.

Lemma C.1 ([NDM22, Lemma 6]). Let δ ∈ (0, 1) with d/δ ≥ e. Then with probability 1− δπ2/6,
we have, for any t ≥ 0,

∥Ēt∥ ≤ 8ΨΥE max

{√
log
(d(t+ 1)

δ

)w′(t)

w(t)
, log

(d(t+ 1)

δ

)w′(t)

w(t)

}
. (46)

C.2 Convergence Analysis

Warm-up phase. Similar to the case of uniform averaging, we can only ensure that the distance
to x∗ is monotonically non-increasing by Proposition 3.1 during this phase. Moreover, Algorithm 1
transitions to the linear phase when ∥Ēt∥ ≤M1. Specifically, the transition point U1 is given by

U1 = sup
t

{
t ≥ log 1

β

αβ

3M1σ0
: log

(d(t+ 1)

δ

)w′(t)

w(t)
≥
(
1 ∧ κ

8Υ

)2}
+ 1. (47)

When w(t) = (t + 1)log(t+4), we have w′(t)/w(t) = O (log(t)/t). Thus, we conclude that U1 =
Õ(Υ2/κ2).

Linear convergence phase. In the following lemma, we prove the linear convergence of Algorithm 1
with weighted averaging.

Lemma C.2. Assume that β ≤ 1/Ψ2 and recall the definition of U1 in (47). For any t ≥ U1, we
have

∥xt+1 − x∗∥2 ≤ ∥xt − x∗∥2
(
1 +

2αβ

3κ

)−1

,

where κ ≜ M1/µ is the condition number.
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Proof. See Appendix C.3.

Superlinear convergence phase. Define

J ′=sup
t

{
t : log

(d(t+ 1)

δ

)w′(t)

w(t)
≥
(
1 ∧ 1

8Υ

)2}
+ 1. (48)

Moreover, let ν ∈ (0, 1) be a parameter and define

J = max

{
U1 + 2

(
1 +

2κ

αβ

)
log

L2D

νµ
,J ′

2

}
. (49)

Finally, let

U2 = sup
t

{
t : w(t) ≤ w(J )κ

ν

}
. (50)

When w(t) = (t + 1)log(t+4), we remark that J ′ = Õ(Υ2) and thus J = Õ(κ + Υ2). Moreover,
similar to the derivation in [NDM22], it can be shown that U2 = O(J ) = Õ(κ+Υ2).

Theorem C.3. Let ν ∈ (0, 1) be a parameter satisfying(
1

2αβ
√

(1− α2)β
+

5

α
√
β

)
ν ≤ 1

Ψ
, (51)

and recall the definition of U2 in (50). For any t ≥ U2, we have

∥xt+1 − x∗∥ ≤

(
1

10β
√
2(1− α2)

+
1√
2

)
θt∥xt − x∗∥,

where

θt =
8ΨΥE

α
√
2βµ

√
log
(d(t+ 1)

δ

)w′(t)

w(t)
+

5κw(J )
α
√
2βw(t)

. (52)

Proof. See Appendix C.4.

C.3 Proof of Lemma C.2

To simplify the notation, define the function

ϕ(t) = 8ΨΥE max

{√
log
(d(t+ 1)

δ

)w′(t)

w(t)
, log

(d(t+ 1)

δ

)w′(t)

w(t)

}
.

Then we can rewrite (46) as ∥Ēt∥ ≤ ϕ(t) for all t ≥ 0. Similar to Lemma B.4, we have the following
result.

Lemma C.4. If t ∈ B, then we have ηt ≥ αβ/(2M1 + ∥Ēt∥) ≥ αβ/(2M1 + ϕ(t)).

Lemma C.5. Assume that β ≤ 1/Ψ. For any t ≥ 0, we have

ηt ≥ min

{
αβ

2M1 + ϕ(t)
,
σ0
βt

}
(53)
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Proof. We prove this lemma by induction. For t = 0, we distinguish two subcases. If 0 ∈ B, then by
Lemma B.4 we obtain that η0 ≥ αβ

2M1+ϕ(0) . Otherwise, if 0 /∈ B, we have η0 = σ0. In both cases, we

observe that (53) is satisfied for the base case t = 0.

Now assume that (53) is satisfied for t = s. For t = s+ 1, we again distinguish two subcases. If
s+1 ∈ B, then by Lemma C.4 we obtain that ηs+1 ≥ αβ

2M1+ϕ(s+1) , which implies that (53) is satisfied.

Otherwise, if s+ 1 /∈ B, then we have

ηs+1 = σs+1 =
ηs
β
≥ 1

β
min

{
αβ

M1 + ϕ(s)
,
σ0
βs

}
= min

{
α

M1 + ϕ(s)
,

σ0
βs+1

}
, (54)

where we used the induction hypothesis in the last inequality. Furthermore, note that

ϕ(s)

ϕ(s+ 1)
≤ w′(s)w(s+ 1)

w′(s+ 1)w(s)
≤ Ψ ≤ 1

β
,

and hence
α

M1 + ϕ(s)
≥ αβ

βM1 + ϕ(s+ 1)
≥ αβ

M1 + ϕ(s+ 1)
.

Therefore, (54) implies that ηs+1 ≥ min
{

αβ
M1+ϕ(s+1) ,

σ0
βs+1

}
and thus (53) also holds in this case.

This completes the induction and we conclude that (53) holds for all t ≥ 0.

Corollary C.6. Recall the definition of U1 in (47). For any t ≥ U1, we have ηt ≥ αβ/(3M1).

Proof. By definition, we have U1 ≥ log 1
β

αβ
3M1σ0

, and thus σ0

βU1
≥ αβ

3M1
. Moreover, we also have

ϕ(t) ≤M1. Hence, by Lemma B.5 we conclude that ηt ≥ αβ
3M1

when t ≥ U1.

Now we are ready to prove Lemma C.2.

Proof of Lemma C.2. It follows from Proposition 3.1 and Corollary C.6.

C.4 Proof of Theorem C.3

Lemma C.7. We have ∥Ēt∥ ≤ νµ and ∥xt − x∗∥ ≤ νµ/L2 for all t ≥ J .

Proof. This follows from Lemmas C.1 and C.2.

Lemma C.8. If t ∈ B and t ≥ J , then

1
√
µηt
≤ L2∥xt − x∗∥

2αβ
√
2(1− α2)βµ

+
∥Ēt∥

α
√
2βµ

+
κw(J − 1)

α
√
2βw(t)

+
2ν

α
√
2β

(55)

and also
1
√
µηt
≤ ν

2αβ
√
2(1− α2)β

+
3ν

α
√
2β

+
κw(J − 1)

α
√
2βw(t)

. (56)
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Proof. Similar to the proof in Lemma B.8, note that

1
√
µηt
≤ L2∥xt − x∗∥

2αβ
√
2(1− α2)βµ

+
∥Ht − H̄t∥
α
√
2βµ

+
∥Ēt∥

α
√
2βµ

.

For the second term, note that

H̄t =

t∑
i=0

zi,tHi, where zi,t =
w(i)− w(i− 1)

w(t)
.

Hence, by Jensen’s inequality, we have

∥Ht − H̄t∥ ≤
t∑

i=0

zi,t∥Ht −Hi∥ =
J−1∑
i=0

zi,t∥Ht −Hi∥+
t∑

i=J
zi,t∥Ht −Hi∥.

When 0 ≤ i ≤ J − 1, we use Assumption 2.2 to bound ∥Ht −Hi∥ ≤M1 and thus

J−1∑
i=0

zi,t∥Ht −Hi∥ ≤M1

J−1∑
i=0

w(i)− w(i− 1)

w(t)
= M1

w(J − 1)

w(t)
.

Moreover, for J ≤ i ≤ t, we use Assumption 2.3 to get

∥Ht −Hi∥ ≤ L2∥xt − xi∥ ≤ L2 (∥xt − x∗∥+ ∥xi − x∗∥) ≤ 2L2∥xi − x∗∥ ≤ 2νµ.

Thus,
∑t

i=J zi,t∥Ht −Hi∥ ≤ 2νµ
∑t

i=I zi,t ≤ 2νµ.

Combining the above inequalities, we arrive at

∥Ht − H̄t∥ ≤M1
w(J − 1)

w(t)
+ 2νµ.

This leads to the first result in (55). To show (56), we note that ∥Ēt∥ ≤ ϕ(t) and ∥xt−x∗∥ ≤ νµ/L2

for all t ≥ J .

Lemma C.9. Assume that β ≤ 1/Ψ2. For any t ≥ J , we have

1
√
µηt
≤ ν

2αβ
√
2(1− α2)β

+
3ν

α
√
2β

+

√
2κw(J )

α
√
βw(t)

. (57)

Proof. We shall use induction to prove Lemma C.9. For t = J , note that by Corollary C.6, we have
ηJ ≥ αβ/(3M1). Thus, this implies that

1
√
µηJ

≤
√
2κ√
αβ
≤
√
2κ

α
√
β
,

where we used κ ≥ 1, α, β < 1 and I ≥ 2. This proves the base case where t = J .

Now assume that (57) holds for t = s, where s ≥ J . For t = s + 1, we distinguish two cases. If
s+ 1 ∈ B, then by Lemma C.8 we obtain that (57) is satisfied for t = s+ 1. Otherwise, if s+ 1 /∈ B,
then we have ηs+1 = σs+1 = ηs/β. Hence, by using the induction hypothesis, we have

1
√
µηs+1

=

√
β

√
µηs
≤ ν

2αβ
√
2(1− α2)β

+
3ν

α
√
2β

+

√
2βκw(J )
α
√
βw(s)

.
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Since β ≤ 1/Ψ2, we have w(s+ 1)/w(s) ≤ Ψ ≤ 1/
√
β. Thus, we further have

1
√
µηs+1

≤ ν

2αβ
√

2(1− α2)β
+

3ν

α
√
2β

+

√
2κw(J )

α
√
βw(s+ 1)

.

This shows that (57) also holds in this case.

Recall that w(U2) = w(J )κν . Then by Lemma C.9, for t ≥ U2 we have

1
√
µηt
≤ ν

2αβ
√

2(1− α2)β
+

3ν

α
√
2β

+

√
2κw(J )

α
√
βw(U2)

≤ ν

2αβ
√
2(1− α2)β

+
3ν

α
√
2β

+

√
2ν

α
√
β

=
ν

2αβ
√
2(1− α2)β

+
5ν

α
√
2β

.

We will choose ν such that (
1

2αβ
√

(1− α2)β
+

5

α
√
β

)
ν ≤ 1

Ψ
. (58)

Therefore, this further implies that ∥xt+1 − x∗∥ ≤ ∥xt − x∗∥/(2Ψ) for t ≥ U2.

Lemma C.10. If t ∈ B and t ≥ U2, then

1
√
µηt
≤ L2∥xt − x∗∥

2αβ
√

2(1− α2)βµ
+

ϕ(t)

α
√
2βµ

+
5κw(J )

α
√
2βw(t)

. (59)

Proof. Recall that we have

1
√
µηt
≤ L2∥xt − x∗∥

2αβ
√
2(1− α2)βµ

+
∥Ht − H̄t∥
α
√
2βµ

+
∥Ēt∥

α
√
2βµ

.

For the second term, we can write

∥Ht − H̄t∥ ≤
t∑

i=0

zi,t∥Ht −Hi∥ =
J−1∑
i=0

zi,t∥Ht −Hi∥+
U2∑
i=J

zi,t∥Ht −Hi∥+
t∑

i=U2+1

zi,t∥Ht −Hi∥.

For the first part,
∑J−1

i=0 zi,t∥Ht −Hi∥ ≤M1
w(J−1)
w(t) ≤M1

w(J )
w(t) . For the second part,

U2∑
i=J

zi,t∥Ht −Hi∥ ≤ 2νµ

U2∑
i=J

zi,t ≤ 2νµ
w(U2)
w(t)

= 2M1
w(J )
w(t)

,
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where we used the fact that w(U2) = w(J )κν . For the third part,

t∑
i=U2+1

zi,t∥Ht −Hi∥ ≤
t∑

i=U2+1

2L2
w(i)− w(i− 1)

w(t)
∥xi − x∗∥

≤
t−U2∑
j=1

2L2
w(U2 + j)− w(U2 + j − 1)

w(t)

∥xU2 − x∗∥
(2Ψ)j

≤
t−U2∑
j=1

2L2
w(U2 + j)

w(t)

∥xU2 − x∗∥
(2Ψ)j

≤
t−U2∑
j=1

2νµ
w(U2)
w(t)

w(U2 + j)

w(U2)(2Ψ)j

≤ 2νµ
w(U2)
w(t)

t∑
j=1

w(U2 + j)

w(U2)(2Ψ)j

≤ 2νµ
w(U2)
w(t)

t∑
j=1

1

2j

≤ 2νµ
w(U2)
w(t)

=
2M1w(J )

w(t)
.

Therefore, we conclude that

∥Ht − H̄t∥ ≤
3M1w(J )

w(t)
+

2M1w(J )
w(t)

=
5M1w(J )

w(t)
.

This completes the proof.

Lemma C.11. Recall the definition of θt in (52). For any t ≥ 0, we have

5L2∥xU2+t − x∗∥
α
√
2βµ

≤ θt and
1

√
µηU2+t

≤
(

1

10β
√
1− α2

+ 1

)
θt, (60)

Proof. Note that by Proposition 3.1, we have

∥xU2+t+1 − x∗∥ ≤ ∥xU2+t − x∗∥(1 + 2ηU2+tµ)
−1/2 ≤ ∥xU2+t − x∗∥√

2ηU2+tµ
.

By Lemma C.8, if U2 + t ∈ B, then
1

√
µηU2+t

≤ L2∥xU2+t − x∗∥
2αβ

√
2(1− α2)βµ

+ θt.

We will prove (60) by induction. First consider the base case t = 0. We note that θ0 ≥ 5κw(J )

α
√
2βw(U2)

=

5ν
α
√
2β
. On the other hand, since ∥xU2 − x∗∥ ≤ νµ/L2, we obtain that

5L2∥xU2
−x∗∥

α
√
2βµ

≤ 5ν
α
√
2β
≤ θ0.

Moreover, by Lemma C.9, we have

1
√
µηU2

≤ ν

2αβ
√

2(1− α2)β
+

3ν

α
√
2β

+

√
2κw(J )

α
√
βw(U2)

≤ ν

2αβ
√
2(1− α2)β

+
5ν

α
√
2β

≤
(

1

10β
√
1− α2

+ 1

)
θ0.
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This shows that (60) holds for t = 0.

Now assume that (60) holds for t = s ≥ 0. For t = s+ 1, by using the induction hypothesis, we
obtain

5L2∥xU2+s+1 − x∗∥
α
√
2βµ

≤ 5L2∥xU2+s − x∗∥
α
√
2βµ
√
2ηU2+sµ

≤ 1√
2

(
1

10β
√
1− α2

+ 1

)
θ2s .

Note that θs/Ψ ≤ θs+1. Thus, it suffices to show that 1√
2

(
1

10β
√
1−α2

+ 1
)
θ2s ≤ θs/Ψ, which

is equivalent to Ψ√
2

(
1

10β
√
1−α2

+ 1
)
θs ≤ 1. Furthermore, note that θs is non-increasing and

θ0 ≤ ν
α
√
2β

+ 5ν
α
√
2β

= 6ν
α
√
2β
. Thus, we only need to require

Ψ√
2

(
1

10β
√
1− α2

+ 1

)
6ν

α
√
2β
≤ 1 ⇔

(
3

10αβ
√
(1− α2)β

+
3

α
√
β

)
ν ≤ 1

Ψ
,

which is satisfied due to (51). This proves the first inequality in (60).

To prove the second inequality in (60) for t = s+ 1, we distinguish two cases. If s+ 1 ∈ B, then by
Lemma C.10, we have

1
√
µηU2+s+1

≤ L2∥xU2+s+1 − x∗∥
2αβ

√
2(1− α2)βµ

+
∥ĒU2+s+1∥
α
√
2βµ

+
5κw(J )

α
√
2βw(U2 + s+ 1)

≤ 1

10β
√
1− α2

θs+1 + θs+1 ≤
(

1

10β
√
1− α2

+ 1

)
θs+1.

Otherwise, if s+ 1 /∈ B, then we have ηU2+s+1 = ηU2+s/β and hence

1
√
µηU2+s+1

=

√
β

√
µηU2+s

≤
(

1

10β
√
1− α2

+ 1

)√
βθs.

Since θs/Ψ ≤ θs+1 and
√
β ≤ 1/Ψ, this implies that 1√

µηT2+s+1
≤
(

1
10β

√
1−α2

+ 1
)
θs+1. This

completes the induction.

Proof of Theorem C.3. By Proposition 3.1, we have

∥xT2+t+1 − x∗∥ ≤ ∥xT2+t − x∗∥(1 + 2ηT2+tµ)
−1/2 ≤ ∥xT2+t − x∗∥√

2ηT2+tµ
.

The rest follows from Lemma C.11.
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