
Stochastic Variance-Reduced Forward-Reflected
Methods for Root-Finding Problems

Quoc Tran-Dinh∗

Department of Statistics and Operations Research

The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill

318 Hanes Hall, UNC-Chapel Hill, NC27599

quoctd@email.unc.edu

Abstract

We develop two novel stochastic variance-reduction methods to approximate a
solution of root-finding problems applicable to both equations and inclusions.
Our algorithms leverage a new combination of ideas from the forward-reflected-
backward splitting method and a class of unbiased variance-reduction estimators.
We construct two new stochastic estimators within this class, inspired by the well-
established SVRG and SAGA estimators. These estimators differ significantly
from existing approaches used for root-finding algorithms. By appropriately select-
ing parameters, both algorithms achieve the state-of-the-art oracle complexity of
O(n+ n2/3ϵ−2) for achieving an ϵ-solution in terms of the operator residual norm,
where n represents the number of summands and ϵ signifies the desired accuracy.
This complexity aligns with the best-known results in stochastic nonconvex opti-
mization without enhancements. We test our algorithms on two numerical examples
and compare them with existing methods. The results demonstrate promising im-
provements offered by the new methods compared to their competitors.

1 Introduction
Linear and nonlinear equations and inclusions are cornerstones of computational mathematics,
finding applications in diverse fields like engineering, mechanics, economics, statistics, optimization,
and machine learning, see, e.g., [9, 18, 34, 66, 72, 73]. These problems, known as root-finding
problems, are equivalent to fixed-point problems. The recent revolution in deep learning and generative
AI has brought renewed interest to root-finding problems. They serve as powerful tools for handling
minimax models in generative machine learning, adversarial learning, and robust learning, see, e.g.,
[6, 35, 54, 58]. Notably, most problems arising from these applications are nonmonotone, nonsmooth,
and large-scale. This paper develops new and simple stochastic algorithms with variance reduction
for solving this class of problems, equipped with rigorous theoretical guarantees.

1.1 Problem statement and motivation
[Non]linear inclusion. The central problem studied in this paper is the following [non]linear
inclusion (also called a generalized equation [71]):

Find x⋆ ∈ dom(Ψ) such that: 0 ∈ Ψx⋆ := Gx⋆ + Tx⋆, (NI)

where G : Rp → Rp is a given single-valued operator, possibly nonlinear, and T : Rp ⇒ 2R
2

is a
multivalued mapping from Rp to 2R

p

(the set of all subsets of Rp). Here, Ψ := G+ T is the sum of
G and T , and dom(Ψ) := dom(G) ∩ dom(T ), where dom(R) is the domain of R.
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[Non]linear equation. If T = 0, then (NI) reduces to the following [non]linear equation:

Find x⋆ ∈ dom(G) such that: Gx⋆ = 0. (NE)

Both (NI) and (NE) are called root-finding problems. Clearly, (NE) is a special case of (NI). However,
under appropriate assumptions on G and/or T (e.g., using the resolvent of T ), one can also transform
(NI) to (NE). Let zer(Ψ) := {x⋆ ∈ dom(Ψ) : 0 ∈ Ψx⋆} and zer(G) := {x⋆ ∈ dom(G) : Gx⋆ =
0} be the solution sets of (NI) and (NE), respectively, which are assumed to be nonempty.

Variational inequality problems (VIPs). If T (·) = NX (·), the normal cone of a nonempty, closed,
and convex set X in Rp, then (NI) reduces to the following VIP as a special case:

Find x⋆ ∈ X such that: ⟨Gx⋆, x− x⋆⟩ ≥ 0, for all x ∈ X . (VIP)

If T = ∂g, the subdifferential of a convex function g, then (NI) reduces to a mixed VIP, denoted by
MVIP. Both VIP and MVIP cover many problems in practice, see, e.g., [18, 34, 66]. Since (VIP) is a
special case of (NI), our algorithms for (NI) in the sequel can be specified to solve (VIP).

Fixed-point problem. Problem (NE) is equivalent to the following fixed-point problem:

Find x⋆ ∈ dom(F ) such that: x⋆ = Fx⋆, (FP)

where F := I−G with I being the identity operator. Since (FP) is equivalent to (NE), our algorithms
for (NE) developed in this paper can be used to solve (FP).

Finite-sum structure. In this paper, we are interested in the case where G is a large finite-sum:

Gx := 1
n

∑n
i=1 Gix, (1)

where Gi : Rp → Rp are given operators for all i ∈ [n] := {1, 2, · · · , n} and n ≫ 1. This structure
often arises from machine learning, networks, distributed systems, and data science. Note that our
methods developed in this paper can be extended to tackle Gx = Eξ∼P

[
G(x, ξ)

]
as the expectation

of a stochastic operator G involving a random vector ξ defined on a probability space (Ω,P,Σ).
Motivation. Our work is mainly motivated by the following aspects.
Recent applications. Both (NE) and (NI) cover minimax problems as special cases. The minimax
problem, especially in nonconvex-nonconcave settings, has recently gained its popularity as it
provides a powerful tool to model applications in generative machine learning [6, 35], robust and
distributionally robust optimization [11, 12, 50], adversarial training [54], online optimization [14],
and reinforcement learning [8, 83]. Our work is motivated by those applications.
Optimality certification. Existing stochastic methods often target special cases of (NI) such as (NE)
and (VIP). In addition, these methods frequently rely on a monotonicity assumption, which excludes
many problems of current interest (e.g., [2, 3, 13, 36, 52]). Furthermore, existing methods analyze
convergence based on a [duality] gap function [34] or a restricted gap function [59]. As discussed
in [19, 31], these metrics have limitations, particularly in non-monotone settings. It is important
to note that standard gap functions are not applicable to our settings. Regarding oracle complexity,
several works (e.g., [3, 13, 36, 52]) claim an oracle complexity of O(n +

√
nϵ−2) to attain an

ϵ-solution, but this is measured using a restricted gap function. Again, as highlighted in [19, 31], this
certification does not translate to the operator residual norm and is inapplicable to non-monotone
settings. Therefore, a direct comparison between our results and these previous works is challenging
due to these methodological discrepancies.
New and simple algorithms. Many existing stochastic methods for solving (VIP) and (NI) rely
on established techniques. These include mirror-prox/averaging and extragradient-type schemes
combined with the classic Robbin-Monro stochastic approximation [70] (e.g., [27, 42, 44, 45, 47, 81]).
Some approaches utilize increasing mini-batch sizes for variance reduction (e.g., [42]). Recent works
have explored alternative variance-reduced methods for (NI) and its special cases (e.g., [2, 3, 16, 20,
29]). However, these methods primarily adapt existing optimization estimators to approximate the
operator G without significant modifications. Our approach departs from directly approximating G.
Instead, we construct an intermediate object Sk

γ := Gxk − γGxk−1 as a linear combination of two
consecutive evaluations of G (i.e. Gxk and Gxk−1). We then develop stochastic variance-reduced
estimators specifically for Sk

γ . This idea allows us to design new and simple algorithms with a single
loop for solving both (NE) and (NI) (cf. Sections 3 and 4).
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1.2 Basic assumptions
In this paper, we consider both (NE) and (NI) covered by the following basic assumptions (see [9]
for terminologies and concepts used in these assumptions).
Assumption 1.1. [Well-definedness] zer(Ψ) of (NI) and zer(G) of (NE) are nonempty.
Assumption 1.2. [Maximal monotonicity of T ] T in (NI) is maximally monotone on dom(T ).
Assumption 1.3. [Lipschitz continuity of G] G in (1) is L-averaged Lipschitz continuous, i.e.:

1
n

∑n
i=1 ∥Gix−Giy∥2 ≤ L2∥x− y∥2, ∀x, y ∈ dom(G). (2)

Assumption 1.4. [Weak-Minty solution condition] There exist κ ≥ 0 and x⋆ ∈ zer(Ψ) such that
⟨Gx+ v, x− x⋆⟩ ≥ −κ∥Gx+ v∥2 for all x ∈ dom(Ψ) and v ∈ Tx.

While Assumption 1.1 is basic, Assumption 1.2 guarantees the single-valued and well-definiteness
of the resolvent JT of T . In fact, this assumption can be relaxed to some classes of nonmonotone
operators T , but we omit this extension. The L-averaged Lipschitz continuity (2) is standard and
has been used in most deterministic, randomized, and stochastic methods. It is slightly stronger that
the L-Lipschitz continuity of the sum G. Note that the star-strong monotonicity used in, e.g., [47],
is opposite to the star-co-hypomonotonicity in Assumption 1.4. Of course, if G+ T is σ-strongly
monotone, then it is also σ-star strongly monotone. Hence, the strong monotonicity is stronger than
the star-strong monotonicity, and hence the latter covers a wider class of operators than the former.
Note that if σ = 0, then Ψ is just star-monotone, i.e. ⟨Gx+ v, x− x⋆⟩ ≥ 0 for all x ∈ dom(Ψ).

1.3 Contribution and related work
Our goal in this paper is to develop a class of stochastic variance-reduction methods to solve both
(NE) and (NI), their special cases such as (VIP), and equivalent problems such as (FP).

Our contribution. Our main contribution is stated as follows.

(a) We introduce a new operator Sk
γ in (FRO) and propose a class of unbiased variance-reduced

estimators S̃k
γ for Sk

γ satisfying our Definition 2.1.
(b) We construct two instances of S̃k

γ by leveraging the SVRG [43] and SAGA [30] estimators,
respectively that fulfill Definition 2.1. These estimators are also of independent interest.

(c) We develop a stochastic variance-reduced forward-reflected method (VFR) to solve (NE)
which requires O(n+ n2/3ϵ−2) evaluations of Gi to obtain an ϵ-solution of (NE).

(d) We also design a novel stochastic variance-reduced forward-reflected-backward splitting
method (VFRBS) to solve (NI) that also requires O(n+ n2/3ϵ−2

)
evaluations of Gi.

Let us highlight the following points of our contribution. First, our intermediate operator Sk
γ can

be viewed as a generalization of the forward-reflected-backward splitting (FRBS) operator [56] or
an optimistic gradient operator [28] used in the literature. However, the chosen range γ ∈ (1/2, 1)
excludes these classical methods from recovering as special cases of Sk

γ . Second, since our SVRG
and SAGA estimators are designed specifically for Sk

γ , they differ from existing estimators in the
literature, including recent works [2, 3, 16]. Third, both proposed algorithms are single-loop and
straightforward to implement. Fourth, our algorithm for non-inclusions (NI) significantly differs from
existing methods, including deterministic approaches, due to the final term γ−1(2γ − 1)(yk − xk).
For a comprehensive survey of deterministic methods, we refer to [76]. Fifth, our oracle complexity
estimates rely on metric E[∥Gxk∥2] or E[∥Gxk + vk∥2] for vk ∈ Txk, which is common in non-
monotone settings. Unlike the monotone case, this metric cannot be directly converted to a gap
function (see, e.g., [2, 3]). Note that our complexity bounds match the best known in stochastic
nonconvex optimization using SAGA or SVRG without additional enhancements, like, e.g., [84].

Related work. Since both theory and solution methods for solving (NE) and (NI) are ubiquitous,
see, e.g., [9, 18, 34, 66, 72, 73], especially under the monotonicity, we only highlight the most recent
related works and further discussion is deferred to Supp. Doc. A.

Weak-Minty condition. Assumption 1.4 is known as a weak-Minty condition for both (NE) and (NI),
which has been widely used in recent works, e.g., [15, 32, 49, 65, 75] for deterministic methods
and, e.g., [49, 64, 77] for stochastic methods. The weak-Minty condition is slightly weaker than the
co-hypomonotonicity [10], which was used earlier in proximal-point methods [25]. Diakonikolas et
al. exploited this condition to develop an extragradient variant (called EG+) to solve (NE). Following
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up works include [15, 21, 53, 65, 75]. A recent survey in [76] provided several deterministic methods
that rely on this condition. The weak-Minty condition covers a class of nonmonotone operators.

Stochastic approximation methods. Stochastic methods for both (NE) and (NI) and their special cases
have been extensively developed, see, e.g., [44, 47, 64]. Several methods exploited mirror-prox and
averaging techniques such as [44, 47], while others relied on projection or extragradient schemes, e.g.,
[27, 42, 45, 64, 81]. Many of these algorithms use standard Robbin-Monro stochastic approximation
with fixed or increasing batch sizes. Some other works generalized the analysis to a general class of
algorithms such as [13, 36, 52] covers both standard stochastic approximation and variance reduction.

Variance-reduction methods. Variance-reduction techniques have been broadly used in optimization,
where many estimators were proposed, including SAGA [30], SVRG [43], SARAH [60], and Hybrid
variants [78]. Researchers have adopted these estimators to develop methods for (NE) and (NI).
For example, [29] proposed a SAGA-type methods for (NE) under [quasi]-strong monotonicity.
The authors in [2, 3] employed SVRG estimators and developed methods for (VIP). Other works
can be found in [16, 41, 82]. All of these results are different from ours. Some recent works
exploited Halpern’s fixed-point iterations and develop corresponding variance-reduced methods, see,
e.g., [19, 20]. However, varying parameters must be used to achieve improved theoretical oracle
complexity, but such varying parameters may be challenging to choose and implement in practice.

Notation. We use Fk := σ(x0, x1, · · · , xk) to denote the σ-algebra generated by x0, · · · , xk up to
the iteration k. Ek

[
·
]
= E

[
· | Fk

]
denotes the conditional expectation w.r.t. Fk, and E

[
·
]

is the
total expectation. We also use O (·) to characterize convergence rates and oracle complexity as usual.
For an operator G, dom(G) := {x : Gx ̸= ∅} denotes its domain, and JG denotes its resolvent.

Paper organization. Section 2 introduces our operator Sk
γ and defines a class of stochastic estimators

for Sk
γ . It also constructs two instances: SVRG and SAGA, and proves their key properties. Section 3

develops an algorithm for solving (NE) and establishes its oracle complexity. Section 4 designs a
new algorithm for solving (NI) and proves its oracle complexity. Section 5 presents two concrete
numerical examples. Technical proofs and additional results are moved to Supp. Docs. A to E.

2 Stochastic Variance-Reduced Estimators for Operators

We propose a class of unbiased variance-reduced estimators for both (NE) and (NI). We also construct
two instances relying on the two well-known estimators: SVRG from [43] and SAGA from [30].
However, any other estimator could be used if it satisfies our Definition 2.1 below.

2.1 Forward-reflected operator
Our methods for solving (NE) and (NI) rely on the following intermediate operator constructed from
G via two consecutive iterates xk−1 and xk controlled by a parameter γ ∈ [0, 1]:

Sk
γ := Gxk − γGxk−1. (FRO)

Here, γ plays a crucial role in our methods in the sequel as γ ∈
(
1
2 , 1

)
. Clearly, if γ = 1

2 , then
we can write Sk

1/2 = 1
2Gxk + 1

2 (Gxk − Gxk−1) = 1
2 [2Gxk − Gxk−1] used in both the forward-

reflected-backward splitting (FRBS) method [56] and the optimistic gradient method [28]. In
deterministic unconstrained settings (i.e. solving (NE)), see [76], FRBS is also equivalent to Popov’s
past-extragradient method [67], reflected-forward-backward splitting method [22, 55], and optimistic
gradient method [28]. In the deterministic constrained case, i.e. solving (NI), these methods are
different. Since γ ∈

(
1
2 , 1

)
, our methods below exclude these classical schemes. However, due to a

similar idea to FRBS, we still term our operator Sk
γ by the “forward-reflected operator” (FRO).

2.2 Stochastic unbiased variance-reduced estimators for the FR operator

Now, let us propose the following class of stochastic variance-reduced estimators S̃k
γ of Sk

γ . The idea
of unification we use here is similar to some recent works, e.g., in [13, 33], those not the same.

Definition 2.1. A stochastic estimator S̃k
γ is said to be a stochastic unbiased variance-reduced

estimator of Sk
γ in (FRO) if there exist three constants ρ ∈ (0, 1], C ≥ 0 and Ĉ ≥ 0, and a
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nonnegative sequence {∆k} such that the following three conditions hold:
Ek

[
S̃k
γ

]
= Sk

γ ,

E
[
∥S̃k

γ − Sk
γ∥2

]
≤ ∆k,

∆k ≤ (1− ρ)∆k−1 +
C
n ·∑n

i=1 E
[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
+ Ĉ

n ·∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k−1 −Gix
k−2∥2

]
.

(3)

Here, Ek

[
·
]

and E
[
·
]

are the conditional and total expectations defined earlier, respectively. The
condition ρ > 0 is important to achieve a variance reduction as long as xk is close to xk−1 and
xk−1 is close to xk−2. Otherwise, S̃k

γ may not be a variance-reduced estimator of Sk
γ . Since Sk

γ is
evaluated at both xk−1 and xk, our bounds for the estimator S̃k

γ depends on three consecutive points
xk−2, xk−1, and xk, which is different from previous works, including [4, 13, 29, 33].

We now construct two estimators that satisfy Definition 2.1 using SVRG [43] and SAGA [30].
(a) Loopless-SVRG estimator for the FR operator. Consider a mini-batch Bk ⊆ [n] :=
{1, 2, · · · , n} with a fixed batch size b := |Bk|. Denote GBk

z := 1
b

∑
i∈Bk

Giz for a given
z ∈ dom(G). We define the following estimator for Sk

γ in (FRO):

S̃k
γ := (1− γ)(Gwk −GBk

wk) +GBk
xk − γGBk

xk−1, (L-SVRG)

where the reference or the snapshot point wk is selected randomly as follows:

wk+1 :=

{
xk with probability p

wk with probability 1− p.
(4)

The probability p ∈ (0, 1) will appropriately be chosen later by flipping a coin. This estimator is
known as a loopless variant [48] of the SVRG estimator [43]. However, it is different from existing
estimators used for root-finding problems, including [29] because we define it for Sk

γ , not for Gxk. In
addition, the first term is also damped by a factor (1− γ) to guarantee the unbiasedness of S̃k

γ to Sk
γ .

The following lemma shows that our estimator S̃k
γ satisfies Definition 2.1.

Lemma 2.1. Let Sk
γ be given by (FRO) and S̃k

γ be generated by the SVRG estimator (L-SVRG) and

∆k := 1
nb

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γGix
k−1 − (1− γ)Giw

k∥2
]
.

Then, S̃k
γ satisfies Definition 2.1 with this {∆k} sequence, ρ := p

2 ∈ (0, 1], C := 4
bp , and Ĉ := 4γ2

bp .

(b) SAGA estimator for the FR operator. Let Sk
γ be defined by (FRO) and GBk

be a mini-batch
estimator defined as in (L-SVRG), we propose the following SAGA estimator for Sk

γ :

S̃k
γ := (1−γ)

n

∑n
i=1 Ĝ

k
i +

[
GBk

xk − γGBk
xk−1 − (1− γ)Ĝk

Bk

]
, (SAGA)

where Bk ⊆ [n] is a mini-batch of size b of [n], and Ĝk
i for i ∈ [n] is updated as

Ĝk+1
i :=

{
Gix

k if i ∈ Bk,

Ĝk
i if i /∈ Bk.

(5)

To form S̃k
γ , we need to store n component Ĝk

i computed so far for i ∈ [n] in a table Tk :=

[Ĝk
1 , Ĝ

k
2 , · · · , Ĝk

n] initialized at Ĝ0
i := Gix

0 for all i ∈ [n]. Clearly, the SAGA estimator requires
significant memory to store Tk if n and p are both large. We have the following result.

Lemma 2.2. Let Sk
γ be defined by (FRO) and S̃k

γ be generated by the SAGA estimator (SAGA), and

∆k := 1
nb

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γGix
k−1 − (1− γ)Ĝk

i ∥2
]
.

Then, S̃k
γ satisfies Definition 2.1 with this {∆k} sequence, ρ := b

2n ∈ (0, 1], C := [2(n−b)(2n+b)+b2]
nb ,

and Ĉ := 2(n−b)(2n+b)γ2

nb .
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3 Variance-Reduced Forward-Reflected Method for Equation (NE)
Let us first utilize the class of stochastic estimators proposed in Definition 2.1 to develop a stochastic
variance-reduced forward-reflected method for solving (NE) under Assumptions 1.3 and 1.4.

3.1 The VFR method and its convergence guarantee
(a) Variance-reduced Forward-Reflected Method (VFR). Our method is as follows: Starting from
x0 ∈ dom(G), we set x−1 = x−2 := x0, and at each iteration k ≥ 0, we construct an estimator S̃k

γ

that satisfies Definition 2.1 with parameters ρ ∈ (0, 1], C ≥ 0, and Ĉ ≥ 0, and then update

xk+1 := xk − ηS̃k
γ , (VFR)

where η > 0 and γ > 0 are given parameters determined later.

There are at least two stochastic estimators S̃k
γ satisfying Definition 2.1 can be used in (VFR):

• The Loopless-SVRG estimator S̃k
γ constructed by (L-SVRG).

• The SAGA estimator S̃k
γ constructed by (SAGA).

In terms of per-iteration complexity, each iteration k of VFR, the loopless SVRG instance requires
three mini-batch evaluations GBk

wk, GBk
xk, and GBk

xk−1 of G, and occasionally computes one
full evaluation Gwk of G with probability p. It needs one more mini-batch evaluation GBk

xk−1

compared to SVRG-type methods for optimization. Similarly, the SAGA instance also requires two
mini-batch evaluations GBk

xk and GBk
xk−1, which is one more mini-batch GBk

xk−1 compared to
SAGA-type methods in optimization, see, e.g., [68].

(b) Convergence guarantee. To analyze the convergence of (VFR), we introduce two functions:

Lk := ∥xk + γηGxk−1 − x⋆∥2 + µ∥xk − xk−1∥2,
Ek := Lk + η2(1+µ)(1−ρ)

ρ ∆k−1 +
L2η2Ĉ(1+µ)

ρ ∥xk−1 − xk−2∥2,
(6)

where µ is a given positive parameter, ρ, C, Ĉ, and ∆k are given in Definition 2.1, and x−2 = x−1 =
x0. Clearly, we have Lk ≥ 0 and Ek ≥ 0 for all k ≥ 0 a.s. A central lemma, Lemma C.1 in Supp.
Doc. C provides a key estimate on Ek, which is then used to prove the following main result of (VFR).

Theorem 3.1. Let us fix γ ∈
(
1
2 , 1

)
and µ := 2γ−1

3 , and define M = ργ(2−γ)+2(γ+1)(C+Ĉ)
ρ(2γ−1) .

Suppose that Assumptions 1.1, 1.3, and 1.4 hold for (NE) for some κ ≥ 0 such that L2κ2 ≤
ρ(2γ−1)3

9[2(γ+1)(C+Ĉ)+ργ(2−γ)]
. Let {xk} be generated by (VFR) using a learning rate η > 0 such that

3κ
2γ−1 ≤ η ≤ 1

L
√
M
. (7)

Then, the following bounds hold:

1
K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥Gxk−1∥2

]
≤ 2

γ(1−γ)η2(K+1)

[ (
1 + L2η2

)
∥x0 − x⋆∥2 + 2η2∆0

3ρ

]
,

(1−ML2η2)
K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
≤ 2

(2γ−1)(K+1)

[ (
1 + L2η2

)
∥x0 − x⋆∥2 + 2η2∆0

3ρ

]
.

(8)

Theorem 3.1 only proves a O (1/K) convergence rate of both 1
K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥Gxk−1∥2

]
and

1
K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
, but does not characterize the oracle complexity of (VFR). Let

us specify this theorem for two estimators we proposed earlier. In addition, it allows κ > 0 such that
Lκ ≤ O

(√
ρ
)
, which means that κ can be positive, but depends on

√
ρ. This condition allows us to

cover a class of star-co-hypomonotone operators G, which is possibly nonmonotone.

3.2 Oracle Complexity Bounds of VFR using SVRG and SAGA Estimators
Let us first apply Theorem 3.1 to the mini-batch SVRG estimator (L-SVRG) in Section 2.
Corollary 3.1. Suppose that Assumptions 1.1, 1.3, and 1.4 hold for (NE) with κ ≥ 0 as in Theorem
3.1. Let {xk} be generated by (VFR) using the SVRG estimator (L-SVRG) and

3κ
2γ−1 ≤ η ≤ 1

L
√
M
, where M := γ(2−γ)

2γ−1 + 16(1+γ)(1+γ2)
(2γ−1)bp2 . (9)

6



Then, the following bound holds:

1
K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥Gxk−1∥2

]
≤ 2(1+L2η2)

γ(1−γ)η2(K+1) · ∥x0 − x⋆∥2. (10)

For a given tolerance ϵ > 0, if we choose p := O
(
n−1/3

)
and b := O

(
n2/3

)
, then (VFR) requires

O
(
n+ n2/3ε−2

)
evaluations of the summands Gi to achieve 1

K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥Gxk−1∥2

]
≤ ϵ2.

The oracle complexity O
(
n+ n2/3ϵ−2

)
in Corollary 3.1 matches the one of SVRG for nonconvex

optimization in, e.g., [5, 69], which improves by a factor O
(
n1/3

)
compared to deterministic

counterparts. This complexity is known to be the best for SVRG so far without any additional
enhancement even for a special case of (NE): Gx = ∇f(x) in nonconvex optimization.

Alternatively, we can apply Theorem 3.1 to the mini-batch SAGA estimator (SAGA).
Corollary 3.2. Suppose that Assumptions 1.1, 1.3, and 1.4 hold for (NE) with κ ≥ 0 as in
Theorem 3.1. Let {xk} be generated by (VFR) using the SAGA estimator (SAGA) and

3κ
2γ−1 ≤ η ≤ 1

L
√
M
, where M := γ(2−γ)

2γ−1 + 4(1+γ)[2(1+γ2)(n−b)(2n+b)+b2]
(2γ−1)b3 . (11)

Then, (10) remains valid. Moreover, for a given tolerance ϵ > 0, if we choose b := O
(
n2/3

)
, then

(VFR) requires O
(
n+ n2/3ε−2

)
evaluations of Gi to achieve 1

K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥Gxk−1∥2

]
≤ ϵ2.

If κ = 0, i.e. G reduces to a star-monotone operator, then we can choose γ := 0.75 and η as:

• For SVRG: 0 < η ≤
√
bp

4L . If p = O
(
n−1/3

)
and b = O

(
n2/3

)
, then η = O

(
1
L

)
;

• For SAGA: 0 < η ≤ b3/2

3nL . If b = O
(
n2/3

)
, then η = O

(
1
L

)
.

Clearly, in the star-monotone case (κ = 0), our choice of p and b in SVRG is different from [3, 4].

4 Variance-Reduced Forward-Reflected-Backward Splitting Method
In this section, we develop a new stochastic variance-reduced forward-reflected-backward splitting
(FRBS) method to solve (NI) under Assumptions 1.2, 1.3, and 1.4.

4.1 The algorithm and its convergence
(a) The variance-reduced FRBS method (VFRBS). Our scheme for solving (NI) is as follows:
Starting from x0 ∈ dom(Ψ), we set x−1 = x−2 := x0, and at each iteration k ≥ 0, we generate an
estimator S̃k

γ that satisfies Definition 2.1 with ρ ∈ (0, 1], C ≥ 0, and Ĉ ≥ 0 and update

xk+1 := xk − ηS̃k
γ − η

(
γvk+1 − (2γ − 1)vk

)
, (VFRBS)

where η > 0 and γ > 0 are given parameters determined later, and vk ∈ Txk.

(b) Implementable version. Since vk+1 ∈ Txk+1 appears on the right-hand side of (VFRBS), using
the resolvent JγηT (·) := (I+ γηT )−1(·) of T , we can rewrite (VFRBS) equivalently to{

yk+1 := xk − ηS̃k
γ + (2γ−1)

γ (yk − xk),

xk+1 := JγηT
(
yk+1

)
.

(12)

Here, y0 ∈ dom(Ψ) is given, and x0 = x−1 := JγηT (y
0). This is an implementable variant of

(VFRBS) using resolvent JγηT . Clearly, if γ = 1
2 , then (12) reduces to xk+1 := J(η/2)T

(
xk−ηS̃k

1/2

)
,

which can be viewed as a stochastic forward-reflected-backward splitting scheme. However, our
γ ∈

(
1
2 , 1), making (12) different from existing methods, even in the deterministic case.

Compared to [3], (12) requires only one JγηT as in [2], while [3] needs two evaluations. Moreover,
our estimator S̃k

γ is also different from the one in [3]. Compared to [13] and also [2], the term
γ−1(2γ − 1)(yk − xk) makes it different from SGDA in [13] and [2], even in the deterministic case.

(c) Approximate solution certification. To certify an approximate solution of (NI), we note that
its exact solution x⋆ ∈ zer(Ψ) satisfies ∥Gx⋆ + v⋆∥2 = 0 for some v⋆ ∈ Tx⋆. Therefore, if
(xk, vk) satisfies E

[
∥Gxk + vk∥2

]
≤ ϵ2 for some vk ∈ Txk, then we can say that xk is an ϵ-

solution of (NI). Alternatively, we can define a forward-backward splitting (FBS) residual for (NI)
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as Gγηx := (γη)−1(x − Jγη(x − γηGx)). It is well-known that x⋆ ∈ zer(Ψ) iff Gγηx
⋆ = 0.

Hence, if E
[
∥Gγηx

k∥2
]
≤ ϵ2, then xk is also called an ϵ-solution of (NI). One can easily prove

that ∥Gγηx
k∥ ≤ ∥Gxk + vk∥ for any vk ∈ Txk. Clearly, the former metric implies the latter one.

Therefore, it is sufficient to only certify E
[
∥Gxk + vk∥2

]
≤ ϵ2, which implies E

[
∥Gγηx

k∥2
]
≤ ϵ2.

(d) Convergence analysis. One key step to analyze the convergence of (VFRBS) is to build an
appropriate potential function, which is defined as follows:

Lk := ∥xk + γη(Gxk−1 + vk)− x⋆∥2 + µ∥xk − xk−1 + γη(Gxk−1 + vk)∥2. (13)

where µ > 0 is a given parameter and vk ∈ Txk is given. This function is then combined with Ek
from (6) to establish our key lemma, Lemma D.1 for proving our second main result: Theorem 4.1.

Theorem 4.1. Let us fix γ ∈
(
1
2 , 1

)
and µ := 1−γ

3γ−1 , and define M := 4γ2 + 4γ(C+Ĉ)
ρ(1−γ) . Suppose that

Assumptions 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, and 1.4 hold for (NI) for some κ ≥ 0 such that Lκ < γ(2γ−1)

(3γ−1)
√
M

. Let

{xk} be generated by (VFRBS) using a learning rate η such that

(3γ−1)κ
γ(2γ−1) < η ≤ 1

L
√
M
. (14)

Then, for Θ(η) := (3γ−1)
(1−γ)[γ(2γ−1)η−(3γ−1)κ] > 0, the following bounds hold

1
K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥Gxk + vk∥2

]
≤ Θ(η)

η(K+1)

[ (
1 + L2η2

)
∥x0 − x⋆∥2 + 2η2∆0

ρ

]
,

(1−ML2η2)
K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
≤ 4(3γ−1)

(1−γ)(K+1)

[ (
1 + L2η2

)
∥x0 − x⋆∥2 + 2η2∆0

ρ

]
.

(15)

The bounds in Theorem 4.1 is similar to the ones in Theorem 3.1, but their proof relies on the new
function Lk defined by (13). Note that the condition on L2κ2 still depends on ρ as Lκ ≤ O

(√
ρ
)
. If

we choose γ ≈ 1
2 or γ ≈ 1, the κ has a larger range than when γ ≈ 3

4 .

4.2 Oracle Complexity Bounds of VFRBS using SVRG and SAGA Estimators
Similar to Section 3, we can apply Theorem 4.1 for the mini-batch SVRG estimator in Section 2.
Corollary 4.1. Suppose that Assumptions 1.1, 1.2 1.3, and 1.4 hold for (NI) with κ ≥ 0 as in
Theorem 4.1. Let {xk} be generated by (VFRBS) using the SVRG estimator (L-SVRG) and η as in
Theorem 4.1 but with M := 4γ2 + 32γ(1+γ2)

bp2(1−γ) . Then, the following bound holds:

1
K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥Gxk + vk∥2

]
≤ Θ(η)(1+L2η2)

η(K+1) · ∥x0 − x⋆∥2. (16)

For a given tolerance ϵ > 0, if we choose p := O
(
n−1/3

)
and b := O

(
n2/3

)
, then (VFRBS)

requires O
(
n+ n2/3ε−2

)
evaluations of Gi and JγηT to achieve 1

K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥Gxk+vk∥2

]
≤ ϵ2.

Alternatively, we can apply Theorem 4.1 to the mini-batch SAGA estimator (SAGA) in Section 2.
Corollary 4.2. Suppose that Assumptions 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, and 1.4 hold for (NI) with κ ≥ 0 as in
Theorem 4.1. Let {xk} be generated by (VFRBS) using the SAGA estimator (SAGA) and η as in
Theorem 4.1, but with M := 4γ2 + 8γ[2(n−b)(2n+b)(1+γ2)+b2]

(1−γ)b3 . Then, (16) remains valid. Moreover,

for a given ϵ > 0, if we choose b := O
(
n2/3

)
, then (VFRBS) requires O

(
n+ n2/3ε−2

)
evaluations

of Gi and JγηT to achieve 1
K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥Gxk + vk∥2

]
≤ ϵ2.

5 Numerical Experiments
We provide two examples to illustrate (VFR) and (VFRBS) and compare them with other methods.

Example 1. We consider a synthetic example in [28] built up on WGAN from [6]. This model is
eventually formulated into the following bilinear minimax problem (see Supp. Doc. E for details):

inf
θ∈Rp

sup
β∈Rp

{
L(θ, β) := 1

n

∑n
i=1

[
⟨β, ui − vi − θ⟩

]}
. (17)

If we define x := [θ, β] and Gx := [∇θL(θ, β),−∇βL(θ, β)] = −[β, 1
n

∑n
i=1(ui − vi − θ)], then

the optimality condition of (17) becomes Gx = 0, which is a special case of equation (NE).
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We implement three variants of (VFR) to solve (17): VR-FR (double-loop SVRG), LVR-FR (loopless
SVRG), SAGA-FR (using SAGA estimator) in Python. We also compare our methods with the
deterministic optimistic gradient (OG) in [28], variance-reduced FRBS (VR-FRBS) in [2], and
variance-reduced extragradient (VR-EG) in [3]. We use the parameters as suggested by our theory,
while trying to choose appropriate parameters for OG, VR-FRBS, and VR-EG. The details of this
experiment, including generating data and specific choice of parameters, is given in Supp. Doc. E,
and the results are revealed in Figure 1 for the average of 10 problem instances.
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Figure 1: Comparison of 6 algorithms to solve (17) on 2 experiments (The average of 10 runs).
For these particular experiments, our methods superiorly outperform OG, VR-FRBS, and VR-EG.
Note that by varying the parameters, we still observe some promising performance of our methods
over their competitors as we show in Supp. Doc. E.

Example 2. We consider the following constrained nonconvex-nonconcave minimax problem:

min
u∈Rp1

max
v∈Rp2

{
L(u, v) := f(u) + 1

n

∑n
i=1

[
uTAiu+ uTLiv − vTBiv + b⊤i u− c⊤i v

]
− g(v)

}
, (18)

where Ai ∈ Rp1×p1 and Bi ∈ Rp2×p2 are symmetric matrices, Li ∈ Rp1×p2 , bi ∈ Rp1 , ci ∈ Rp2 ,
and f = δ∆p1

and g = δ∆p2
are the indicator of standard simplexes in Rp1 and Rp2 , respectively.

Here, if Ai and/or Bi are not positive semidefinite, then (18) possibly covers nonconvex-nonconcave
minimax instances. The optimality of (18) falls into inclusion (NI) (see Supp. Doc. E for details.)

We generate Ai = QiDiQ
T
i for a given orthonormal matrix Qi and a diagonal matrix Di, where its

elements Dj
i are generated from standard normal distribution and clipped as max{Dj

i ,−0.01}. The
matrix Bi is also generated by the same way, while Li, bi, and ci are generated from standard normal
distribution. By this way, G in (NI) is not symmetric and possibly not positive semidefinite.

Again, we run 6 algorithms using the same parameters as in Example 1 (see Supp. Doc. E for details).
We report the relative norm of the FBS residual ∥Gηx

k∥/∥Gηx
0∥ against the number of epochs. The

results are revealed in Figure 2 for two datasets (p, n) = (100, 5000) and (p, n) = (200, 10000).
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Figure 2: Comparison of 6 algorithms to solve (18) on 2 experiments (The average of 10 runs).

Clearly, with these experiments, both SVRG variants of our method (VFRBS) work well and
significantly outperform other competitors. The loopless SVRG variant (VR-FR) of (VFRBS) seems
to work best, while VR-FRBS tends to have a similar performance with OG.

6 Conclusions
This work introduces two innovative variance-reduced algorithms based on the forward-reflected-
backward splitting method to tackle equations (NE) and inclusions (NI). These methods encompass
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both SVRG and SAGA estimators as special cases. By carefully selecting parameters, our algorithms
achieve the state-of-the-art oracle complexity for reaching an ϵ-solution, matching the performance
observed in nonconvex optimization methods. While the first scheme resembles a stochastic variant
of the optimistic gradient method, the second algorithm is entirely novel and distinct from existing
approaches, even their deterministic counterparts. We have validated our methods through numerical
examples, and the results demonstrate promising performance compared to existing techniques under
identical parameter settings.

Acknowledgments. This work was partly supported by the National Science Foundation (NSF):
NSF-RTG grant No. NSF DMS-2134107 and the Office of Naval Research (ONR), grant No.
N00014-23-1-2588.

A Appendix – Further discussion of related work

As we already discussed in the introduction of the main text, both standard stochastic approximation
and variance-reduction methods have been broadly studied for (NE) and (NI), including [44, 47, 64].
In this section, we further discuss some other related work to (NE) and (NI), and their special cases.

Beyond monotonicity. Classical methods such as extragradient or prox-mirror methods often relax
the monotonicity to star-monotonicity, and other forms such as pseudo-monotonicity and quasi-
monotonicity [46, 61, 62, 79]. These assumptions are certainly weaker than the monotonicity and can
cover some wider classes of problems, including some nonmonotone subclasses. Another extension
of monotonicity is the weak-Minty solution condition in Assumption 1.4, which was proposed in early
work, perhaps [32], as an extension of the star-monotonicity and star-weak-monotonicity assumptions.
Other following works include [15, 37, 53]. A comprehensive survey for extragradient-type methods
using the weak-Minty solution condition can be found in [76]. The monotonicity has also been
extended to a weak monotonicity, or related, prox-regularity [71] (in particular, weak-convexity).
Other types of hypo-monotonicity or co-monotonicity concepts can be found, e.g., in [10]. These
concepts have been exploited to design algorithms for solving (NE) and (NI) and their special
cases. For stochastic methods, extensions beyond monotonicity have been also extensively explored.
For instance, some further structures beyond monotonicity such as weak solution were exploited
for MVIs in [74], a pseudo-monotonicity was used in [17, 45] for stochastic VIPs, a two-sided
Polyak-Łojasiewicz condition was extended to VIP in [80] to tackle a class on nonconvex-nononcave
minimax problems, an expected co-coercivity was used [52], and a strongly star-monotone was
further exploited in [36].

Further discussion on stochastic methods. Under monotonicity, several authors have exploited
the stochastic approximation approach [70] to develop stochastic variants for solving (NE) and
(NI) and their special cases. For example, a stochastic Mirror-Prox was proposed in [44], which
has convergence on a gap function, but requires a bounded domain assumption. This approach
was later extended to the extragradient method under additional assumptions in [57]. In [40], the
authors discussed several methods for solving MVIs, a special case of (NI), including stochastic
methods. They experimented on numerical examples and showed that the norm of the operator
can asymptotically converge for unconstrained MVIs with a double learning rate. In the last few
years, there were many works focusing on developing stochastic methods for solving (NE) and
(NI), and their special cases using different techniques such as single-call stochastic schemes in
[40], non-accelerated and accelerated variance reduction with Halpern-type iterations in [19, 20],
co-coercive structures in [13], and bilinear game models in [51].

Randomized coordinate and cyclic coordinate methods for (NE) and (NI). Together with stochas-
tic algorithms for solving (NE) and (NI) and their special cases, randomized coordinate methods have
also been proposed to solve these problems, inclduing [24, 26, 63]. Recent works on randomized
coordinate and cyclic coordinate methods can be found, e.g., in [23, 27, 38? , 77, 81]. These methods
are not directly related to our work, but they can be considered as a dual form of stochastic methods
in certain settings such as convex-concave minimax problems.

B Appendix – The Proof of Technical Results in Section 2

This supplementary section provides the full proof of Lemma 2.1 and Lemma 2.2.
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Further discussion of FR operator. Let us recall our intermediate operator Sk
γ defined by (FRO) as

Sk
γ := Gxk − γGxk−1. (FRO)

As we mentioned, γ plays a crucial role in our methods in the sequel as γ ∈
(
1
2 , 1

)
. If γ = 1

2 ,
then we can write Sk

1/2 = 1
2Gxk + 1

2 (Gxk − Gxk−1) = 1
2 [2Gxk − Gxk−1] used in both the

forward-reflected-backward splitting (FRBS) method [56] and the optimistic gradient method [28].

Note that if we view Gxk − Gxk−1 = ĴG(x
k)(xk − xk−1) by the Mean-Value Theorem, where

ĴG(x
k) :=

∫ 1

0
∇G(xk−1 + τ(xk − xk−1))dτ , then Sk

γ = (1 − γ)G(xk) + γĴG(x
k)(xk − xk−1).

Clearly, if γ is small, then Sk
γ can be considered as an approximation of Gxk augmented by a

second-order correction γĴG(x
k)(xk − xk−1) (called Hessian-driven damping term or second-order

dissipative term) widely used in dynamical systems for convex optimization, see, e.g., [1, 7]. These
two viewpoints motivate the use of our new operator Sk

γ , not only in our (VFR) and (VFRBS) below,
but for other methods such as accelerated algorithms in our forthcoming works. Thus the results in
Section 2 are of independent interest.

Other possible stochastic estimators for Sk
γ . One natural idea to construct an unbiased estimator for

Sk is to use an increasing mini-batch stochastic estimator as S̃k
γ := 1

bk

∑
i∈Bk

[Gix
k − γGix

k−1],

where Bk is an increasing mini-batch in [n], with bk := |Bk| ≥ bk−1

1−ρk
≥ bk−1, see, e.g., [42]. While

this idea may work well for the general expectation case Gx = Eξ

[
G(x, ξ)

]
, it may not be an ideal

choice for finite-sum operator (1) as bk ≤ n, which requires to stop increasing after finite iterations
(i.e. O

(
ln(n)

− ln(1−ρ)

)
iterations). Other stochastic approximations may also be applicable such as

quantized or compressed estimators, see, e.g., [39].

B.1 Proof of Lemma 2.1: Loopless-SVRG Estimator
Let us further expand Lemma 2.1 in detail as follows and then provide its full proof.

Lemma B.1. Let Sk
γ := Gxk − γGxk−1 be defined by (FRO) and S̃k

γ be generated by (L-SVRG).
We consider the following quantity:

∆k := 1
nb

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γGix
k−1 − (1− γ)Giw

k∥2
]
. (19)

Then, we have

Ek

[
S̃k
γ

]
= Sk

γ ≡ Gxk − γGxk−1,

E
[
∥S̃k

γ − Sk
γ∥2

]
≤ ∆k − 1

bE
[
∥Gxk − γGxk−1 − (1− γ)Gwk∥2

]
≤ ∆k,

∆k ≤
(
1− p

2

)
∆k−1 +

4
nbp

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
+ 4γ2

nbp

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k−1 −Gix
k−2∥2

]
.

(20)

Consequently, the SVRG estimator S̃k
γ constructed by (L-SVRG) satisfies Definition 2.1 with ∆k in

(19), ρ := p
2 ∈ (0, 1], C := 4

bp , and Ĉ := 4γ2

bp .

Proof. It is well-known, see, e.g., [43], that S̃k
γ is an unbiased estimator of Sk conditioned on Fk,

we have Ek

[
S̃k
γ

]
= Sk

γ .

Next, let Xi := Gix
k − γGix

k−1 − (1 − γ)Giw
k for any i ∈ [n]. Then, we have Ek

[
Xi

]
=

Gxk − γGxk−1 − (1− γ)Gwk for any i ∈ [n]. Since Bk is in Fk, using the property of expectation,
we can derive

Ek

[
∥S̃k

γ − Sk
γ∥2

] (L-SVRG)
= Ek

[
∥ 1
b

∑
i∈Bk

Xi − [Gxk + γGxk−1 − (1− γ)Gwk]∥2
]

= Ek

[∥∥ 1
b

∑
i∈Bk

[
Xi − Ek

[
Xi

]]∥∥2]
1⃝
= 1

b2Ek

[∑
i∈Bk

∥Xi − Ek

[
Xi

]
∥2
]

2⃝
= 1

b2Ek

[∑
i∈Bk

∥Gix
k − γGix

k−1 − (1− γ)Giw
k∥2

]
− 1

b

[
Ek

[
Xi

]]2
= 1

nb

∑n
i=1 ∥Gix

k − γGix
k−1 − (1− γ)Giw

k∥2 − 1
b

[
Ek

[
Xi

]]2
.
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Here, 1⃝ holds due to the i.i.d. property of Bk, and 2⃝ holds since Ek

[
∥Xi − Ek

[
Xi

]
∥2
]
=

Ek

[
∥Xi∥2

]
−

(
Ek

[
Xi

])2
. This estimate implies the second line of (20) by taking the total ex-

pectation E
[
·
]

both sides and the definition of ∆k from (19).

Now, from (4) and (19), we can show that

∆k
(19)
:= 1

nb

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γGix
k−1 − (1− γ)Giw

k∥2
]

(4)
= (1−p)

nb

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γGix
k−1 − (1− γ)Giw

k−1∥2
]

+ p
nb

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γGix
k−1 − (1− γ)Gix

k−1∥2
]

1⃝
≤ (1+c)(1−p)

nb

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k−1 − γGix
k−2 − (1− γ)Giw

k−1∥2
]

+ (1+c)(1−p)
cnb

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γGix
k−1 − [Gix

k−1 − γGix
k−2]∥2

]
+ p

nb

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
2⃝
≤ (1+c)(1−p)

nb

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k−1 − γGix
k−2 − (1− γ)Giw

k−1∥2
]

+ 2(1+c)(1−p)γ2

nbc

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k−1 −Gix
k−2∥2

]
+ 1

nb

[
p+ 2(1+c)(1−p)

c

]∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
= (1 + c)(1− p)∆k−1 +

2(1+c)(1−p)γ2

nbc

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k−1 −Gix
k−2∥2

]
+ 1

nb

[
p+ 2(1+c)(1−p)

c

]∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
.

Here, in both inequalities 1⃝ and 2⃝, we have used Young’s inequality twice. If we choose c := p
2(1−p) ,

then (1 + c)(1− p) = 1− p
2 , (1+c)(1−p)

c = (1− p)
(
1 + 2(1−p)

p

)
= (2−p)(1−p)

p = 2−3p+p2

p ≤ 2
p ,

and 2(1+c)(1−p)
c + p = 4−6p+3p2

p ≤ 4
p . Hence, we obtain

∆k ≤
(
1− p

2

)
∆k−1 +

4γ2

nbp

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k−1 −Gix
k−2∥2

]
+ 4

nbp

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
.

This is exactly the last inequality of (20).

B.2 Proof of Lemma 2.2: SAGA estimator
Similarly, we also further expand Lemma 2.2 in detail as follows and then provide its full proof.

Lemma B.2. Let Sk
γ := Gxk − γGxk−1 be defined by (FRO) and S̃k

γ be generated by the SAGA
estimator (SAGA), and ek := S̃k

γ − Sk
γ . We consider the following quantity:

∆k := 1
nb

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γGix
k−1 − (1− γ)Ĝk

i ∥2
]
. (21)

Then, we have

Ek

[
S̃k
γ

]
= Sk

γ ≡ Gxk − γGxk−1,

E
[
∥S̃k

γ − Sk
γ∥2

]
≤ ∆k − 1

bE
[∥∥Gxk − γGxk−1 − (1−γ)

n

∑n
i=1 Ĝ

k
i

∥∥2] ≤ ∆k,

∆k ≤
(
1− b

2n

)
∆k−1 +

[2(n−b)(2n+b)+b2]
n2b2

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
+ 2(n−b)(2n+b)γ2

n2b2

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k−1 −Gix
k−2∥2

]
.

(22)

Consequently, the SAGA estimator S̃k
γ constructed by (SAGA) satisfies Definition 2.1 with ∆k in

(21), ρ := b
2n ∈ (0, 1], C := [2(n−b)(2n+b)+b2]

nb2 , and Ĉ := 2(n−b)(2n+b)γ2

nb2 .

Proof. It is well-known, see, e.g., [30], that S̃k
γ defined by (SAGA) is an unbiased estimator of

Sk. Indeed, we have Ek

[
Ĝk

Bk

]
= 1

n

∑n
i=1 Ĝ

k
i , Ek

[
GBk

xk
]
= Gxk, and Ek

[
GBk

xk−1
]
= Gxk−1.

12



Using these relations and the definition of S̃k, we have

Ek

[
S̃k

]
= Ek

[ (1−γ)
n

∑n
i=1 Ĝ

k
i

]
− (1− γ)Ek

[
Ĝk

Bk

]
+ Ek

[
GBk

xk
]
− γEk

[
GBk

xk−1
]

= (1−γ)
n

∑n
i=1 Ĝ

k
i − (1−γ)

n

∑n
i=1 Ĝ

k
i +Gxk − γGxk−1

= Gxk − γGxk−1

= Sk.

Hence, S̃k is an unbiased estimator of Sk.

Next, let Xi := Gix
k − γGix

k−1 − (1 − γ)Ĝk
i for any i ∈ [n]. Then, we have Ek

[
Xi

]
=

Gxk − γGxk−1 − (1−γ)
n

∑n
i=1 Ĝ

k
i for any i ∈ [n]. Therefore, we can derive

Ek

[
∥S̃k

γ − Sk
γ∥2

]
= Ek

[
∥ 1
b

∑
i∈Bk

Xi −
[
Gxk + γGxk−1 − (1−γ)

n

∑n
i=1 Ĝ

k
i

]
∥2
]

= Ek

[
∥ 1
b

∑
i∈Bk

Xi − Ek

[
Xi

]
]∥2

]
= 1

b2Ek

[∑
i∈Bk

∥Xi − Ek

[
Xi

]
∥2
]

= 1
b2Ek

[∑
i∈Bk

∥Gix
k − γGix

k−1 − (1− γ)Ĝk
i ∥2

]
− 1

b

[
Ek

[
Xi

]]2
= 1

nb

∑n
i=1 ∥Gix

k − γGix
k−1 − (1− γ)Ĝk

i ∥2 − 1
b

[
Ek

[
Xi

]]2
.

This implies the second line of (22) by taking the total expectation E
[
·
]

both sides.

Now, from (5) and (21) and the rule (5), for any c > 0, by Young’s inequality, we can show that

∆k
(21)
:= 1

nb

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γGix
k−1 − (1− γ)Ĝk

i ∥2
]

(5)
=

(
1− b

n

)
1
nb

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γGix
k−1 − (1− γ)Ĝk−1

i ∥2
]

+ b
n · 1

nb

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γGix
k−1 − (1− γ)Gix

k−1∥2
]

≤ (1+c)
nb

(
1− b

n

)∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k−1 − γGix
k−2 − (1− γ)Ĝk−1

i ∥2
]

+ (1+c)
cnb

(
1− b

n

)∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γGix
k−1 − (Gix

k−1 − γGix
k−2)∥2

]
+ 1

n2

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
≤ (1 + c)

(
1− b

n

)
∆k−1 +

[
1
n2 +

(
1− b

n

) 2(1+c)
cnb

]∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
+ 2(1+c)γ2

cnb

(
1− b

n

)∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k−1 −Gix
k−2∥2

]
.

If we choose c := b
2n ∈ (0, 1), then (1 − b

n )(1 + c) = 1 − b
2n − b2

2n2 ≤ 1 − b
2n . Hence, we can

further upper bound the last inequality as

∆k ≤
(
1− b

2n

)
∆k−1 +

[2(n−b)(2n+b)+b2]
n2b2

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
+ 2(n−b)(2n+b)γ2

n2b2

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k−1 −Gix
k−2∥2

]
.

This is exactly the last inequality of (22).

C Appendix – Convergence Analysis of VFR for (NE): Technical Proofs

One key step to analyze the convergence of (VFR) is to prove a descent property of Ek defined by (6).
The following lemma provides such a key estimate to prove the convergence of (VFR).

Lemma C.1. Suppose that Assumptions 1.3 and 1.4 hold for (NE). Let {xk} be generated by (VFR)
and Ek be defined by (6) for any γ ∈ [0, 1]. Then, we have

E
[
Ek

]
− E

[
Ek+1

]
≥ µ

(
1− ργ(1+µ−γ)+(1+µ)(C+Ĉ)

ρµ · L2η2
)
E
[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
+ η(1− γ)

[
η
(
2γ − 1− µ

)
− 2κ

]
E
[
∥Gxk∥2

]
+ η2γ(1− γ)(1 + µ)E

[
∥Gxk−1∥2

]
.

(23)
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Proof. First, using xk+1 := xk − ηS̃k
γ from (VFR), we can expand

∥xk+1 + γηGxk − x⋆∥2 (VFR)
= ∥xk − x⋆ + γηGxk − ηS̃k

γ∥2

= ∥xk − x⋆∥2 + 2γη⟨Gxk, xk − x⋆⟩+ γ2η2∥Gxk∥2

− 2η⟨S̃k
γ , x

k − x⋆⟩ − 2γη2⟨Gxk, S̃k
γ ⟩+ η2∥S̃k

γ∥2.

Second, it is obvious to show that

∥xk + γηGxk−1 − x⋆∥2 = ∥xk − x⋆∥2 + 2γη⟨Gxk−1, xk − x⋆⟩+ γ2η2∥Gxk−1∥2.

Third, using again xk+1 := xk − ηS̃k
γ from (VFR), we can show that

∥xk+1 − xk∥2 = η2∥S̃k
γ∥2.

Combining three expressions above, and using Lk from (6), we can establish that

Lk − Lk+1 = ∥xk + γηGxk−1 − x⋆∥2 − ∥xk+1 + γηGxk − x⋆∥2

+ µ∥xk − xk−1∥2 − µ∥xk+1 − xk∥2

= 2γη⟨Gxk−1, xk − x⋆⟩ − 2γη⟨Gxk, xk − x⋆⟩+ γ2η2∥Gxk−1∥2

− γ2η2∥Gxk∥2 + 2η⟨S̃k
γ , x

k − x⋆⟩+ 2γη2⟨Gxk, S̃k
γ ⟩

+ µ∥xk − xk−1∥2 − η2(1 + µ)∥S̃k
γ∥2.

(24)

Next, since Ek

[
S̃k
γ

]
= Sk

γ ≡ Gxk − γGxk−1 as shown in the first line of (3) of Definition 2.1.
Moreover, since S̃k

γ is conditionally independent of xk − x⋆ and Gxk w.r.t. the σ-field Fk, we have

Ek

[
⟨S̃k

γ , x
k − x⋆⟩

]
= ⟨Gxk, xk − x⋆⟩ − γ⟨Gxk−1, xk − x⋆⟩,

2Ek

[
⟨S̃k

γ , Gxk⟩
]

= 2∥Gxk∥2 − 2γ⟨Gxk−1, Gxk⟩
= (2− γ)∥Gxk∥2 − γ∥Gxk−1∥2 + γ∥Gxk −Gxk−1∥2.

Taking the conditional expectation Ek

[
·
]

both sides of (24) and using the last two expressions, we
can show that

Lk − Ek

[
Lk+1

]
= 2γη⟨Gxk−1, xk − x⋆⟩ − 2γη⟨Gxk, xk − x⋆⟩+ γ2η2∥Gxk−1∥2

− γ2η2∥Gxk∥2 + 2ηEk

[
⟨S̃k

γ , x
k − x⋆⟩

]
+ 2γη2Ek

[
⟨Gxk, S̃k

γ ⟩
]

− η2(1 + µ)Ek

[
∥S̃k

γ∥2
]
+ µ∥xk − xk−1∥2

= 2η(1− γ)⟨Gxk, xk − x⋆⟩+ 2γ(1− γ)η2∥Gxk∥2

+ γ2η2∥Gxk −Gxk−1∥2 − η2(1 + µ)Ek

[
∥S̃k

γ∥2
]
+ µ∥xk − xk−1∥2.

Since S̃k
γ is an unbiased estimator of Sk

γ , if we denote ek := S̃k
γ − Sk

γ , then we have Ek

[
ek
]
= 0.

Hence, we can show that Ek

[
∥S̃k

γ∥2
]
= Ek

[
∥Sk

γ +ek∥2
]
= ∥Sk

γ∥2+2Ek

[
⟨ek, Sk

γ ⟩
]
+Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
=

Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
+ ∥Sk

γ∥2. Using this relation and Sk
γ = Gxk − γGxk−1, we can show that

Ek

[
∥S̃k

γ∥2
]
= ∥Sk

γ∥2 + Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
= ∥Gxk − γGxk−1∥2 + Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
= ∥Gxk∥2 − 2γ⟨Gxk, Gxk−1⟩+ γ2∥Gxk−1∥2 + Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
= (1− γ)∥Gxk∥2 − γ(1− γ)∥Gxk−1∥2 + γ∥Gxk −Gxk−1∥2 + Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
.

Substituting this expression into the last estimate, we can show that

Lk − Ek

[
Lk+1

]
= 2η(1− γ)⟨Gxk, xk − x⋆⟩+ η2(1− γ)

(
2γ − 1− µ

)
∥Gxk∥2

+ η2γ(1− γ)(1 + µ)∥Gxk−1∥2 − γη2(1 + µ− γ)∥Gxk −Gxk−1∥2

− η2(1 + µ)Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
+ µ∥xk − xk−1∥2.
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Taking the total expectation E
[
·
]

both sides of this expression, we get

E
[
Lk

]
− E

[
Lk+1

]
= 2(1− γ)ηE

[
⟨Gxk, xk − x⋆⟩

]
+ η2γ(1− γ)(1 + µ)E

[
∥Gxk−1∥2

]
+ η2(1− γ)

(
2γ − 1− µ

)
E
[
∥Gxk∥2

]
+ µE

[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
− γη2(1 + µ− γ)E

[
∥Gxk −Gxk−1∥2

]
− η2(1 + µ)E

[
∥ek∥2

]
.

By Young’s inequality in 1⃝ and (2) of Assumption 1.3, we have

∥Gxk −Gxk−1∥2 = ∥ 1
n

∑n
i=1[Gix

k −Gix
i−1]∥2

1⃝
≤ 1

n

∑n
i=1 ∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

(2)
≤ L2∥xk − xk−1∥2.

(25)

Utilizing this inequality, ⟨Gxk, xk − x⋆⟩ ≥ −κ∥Gxk∥2 from Assumption 1.4 with T = 0, and
E
[
∥ek∥2

]
≤ ∆k from (3), we can bound the last expression as

E
[
Lk

]
− E

[
Lk+1

]
≥

[
µ− L2η2γ(1 + µ− γ)

]
E
[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
+ (1 + µ)γ(1− γ)η2E

[
∥Gxk−1∥2

]
+ η(1− γ)

[
η
(
2γ − 1− µ

)
− 2κ

]
E
[
∥Gxk∥2

]
− η2(1 + µ)∆k.

(26)

By the third line of (3) in Definition 2.1 and again (2), we have

∆k ≤ (1− ρ)∆k−1 + CL2E
[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
+ ĈL2E

[
∥xk−1 − xk−2∥2

]
.

Rearranging this inequality, we get

∆k ≤
(
1−ρ
ρ

)(
∆k−1 −∆k

)
+ ĈL2

ρ

[
E
[
∥xk−1 − xk−2∥2

]
− E

[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]]
+ (C+Ĉ)L2

ρ E
[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
.

Substituting this inequality into (26), we can show that

E
[
Lk

]
− E

[
Lk+1

]
≥

[
µ− L2η2γ(1 + µ− γ)− L2η2(1+µ)(C+Ĉ)

ρ

]
E
[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
+ η(1− γ)

[
η
(
2γ − 1− µ

)
− 2κ

]
E
[
∥Gxk∥2

]
+ (1 + µ)γ(1− γ)η2E

[
∥Gxk−1∥2

]
− L2η2Ĉ(1+µ)

ρ

[
E
[
∥xk−1 − xk−2∥2

]
− E

[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]]
− η2(1+µ)(1−ρ)

ρ

(
∆k−1 −∆k

)
.

Rearranging this inequality and using Ek from (6), we obtain (23).

Now, we are ready to prove our first main result, Theorem 3.1 in the main text.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Let us denote by M := ργ(1+µ−γ)+(1+µ)(C+Ĉ)
ρµ . Then, to keep the right-

hand side of (23) positive, we need to choose the parameters such that L2η2 ≤ 1
M and η ≥

2κ
2γ−µ−1 . These two conditions lead to 4L2κ2

(2γ−µ−1)2 ≤ L2η2 ≤ ρµ

ργ(1+µ−γ)+(1+µ)(C+Ĉ)
. Let us

choose µ := 2γ−1
4 for some γ ∈ (0.5, 1). Then, we require L2κ2 ≤ ρ(2γ−1)3

9[2(γ+1)(C+Ĉ)+ργ(2−γ)]
as

stated in Theorem 3.1. In this case, we have M = ργ(2−γ)+2(γ+1)(C+Ĉ)
ρ(2γ−1) . Hence, we can choose

3κ
2γ−1 ≤ η ≤ 1

L
√
M

. Then, using the fact that µ+ 1 = 2γ+2
3 ≥ 1, (23) reduces to

E
[
Ek

]
− E

[
Ek+1

]
≥ (2γ − 1)

(
1−M · L2η2

)
E
[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
+ γ(1− γ)η2E

[
∥Gxk−1∥2

]
.

Averaging this inequality from k := 0 to k := K, we obtain 1
K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥Gxk−1∥2

]
≤ E[E0]

γ(1−γ)η2(K+1) ,
(1−ML2η2)

K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
≤ E[E0]

(2γ−1)(K+1) .
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Finally, since x−1 = x−2 = x0, ∆−1 = ∆0, ρ ∈ [0, 1], γ < 1, and µ+ 1 = 2γ+2
3 ≤ 4

3 , we have

E
[
E0
]
= E

[
∥x0 + ηγG(x0)− x⋆∥2

]
+ η2(1+µ)(1−ρ)

ρ ∆0

≤ 2E
[
∥x0 − x⋆∥2

]
+ 2η2γ2E

[
∥Gx0∥2

]
+ 4η2

3ρ ∆0

≤ 2(1 + L2η2γ2)E
[
∥x0 − x⋆∥2

]
+ 4η2

3ρ ∆0

≤ 2
(
1 + L2η2

)
∥x0 − x⋆∥2 + 4η2

3ρ ∆0.

Substituting this upper bound into the above estimates, we get (8).

Finally, we provide the proof of Corollary (3.1) and Corollary 3.2.

Proof of Corollary 3.1. For the SVRG estimator (L-SVRG), by Lemma 2.1, we have ρ := p
2 ∈

(0, 1], C := 4
bp , Ĉ := 4γ2

bp , and ∆0 = 0 due to (19) and x0 = x−1 = w0. In this case, M in

Theorem 3.1 reduces to M := γ(2−γ)
2γ−1 + 2(1+γ)(C+Ĉ)

(2γ−1)ρ = γ(2−γ)
2γ−1 + 16(1+γ)(1+γ2)

(2γ−1)bp2 . Hence, our bound

(10) follows from the first line of (8). In addition, we have M = O
(

1
bp2

)
.

If we choose η satisfying (9), then we have η = O
(

1
L
√
M

)
= O

(√
bp
L

)
. With the choice of

b = O
(
n2/3

)
and p = O

(
1

n1/3

)
, we get η = O

(
1
L

)
. Hence, the right-hand side of (10)

becomes O
(

L2∥x0−x⋆∥2

K+1

)
. To guarantee 1

K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥Gxk−1∥2

]
≤ ϵ2, we have to impose

O
(

L2∥x0−x⋆∥2

K+1

)
≤ ϵ2, leading to K = O

(
L2R2

0

ϵ2

)
, where R0 := ∥x0 − x⋆∥.

Finally, we can estimate the oracle complexity of (VFR). In fact, (VFR) requires (np + 3b)K =(
n · 1

n1/3 + 3n2/3) · L2R2
0

ϵ2 = O
(

n2/3

ϵ2

)
evaluations of Gi. Combining this quantity and the cost of

the first epoch k = 0, we obtain O
(
n+ n2/3

ϵ2

)
as our total oracle complexity.

Proof of Corollary 3.2. Since we use the SAGA estimator (SAGA), we have ρ := b
2n ∈ (0, 1],

C := [2(n−b)(2n+b)+b2]
nb2 , and Ĉ := 2(n−b)(2n+b)γ2

nb2 . Moreover, since we initialize Ĝ0
i = Gix

0 for all
i ∈ [n] and x−1 = x0, we can easily show from (21) that ∆0 = 0. In this case, M in Theorem 3.1
reduces to

M := γ(2−γ)
2γ−1 + 2(1+γ)(C+Ĉ)

(2γ−1)ρ = γ(2−γ)
2γ−1 + 4(1+γ)[2(1+γ2)(n−b)(2n+b)+b2]

(2γ−1)b3

≤ γ(2−γ)
2γ−1 + 4(1+γ)(1+γ2)n2

(2γ−1)b3 = O
(

n2

b3

)
.

Hence, we can set M := γ(2−γ)
2γ−1 + 4(1+γ)[2(1+γ2)(n−b)(2n+b)+b2]

(2γ−1)b3 as in (11). In this case, we obtain
(10) from the first line of (8).

From the condition (8) of η, we can see that η = O
(

1
L
√
M

)
= O

(
b3/2

nL

)
. Since M ≥ O (1), we must

have η ≤ O
(
1
L

)
, leading to b ≤ O

(
n2/3

)
. In this case, we can estimate the right hand side bound of

(10) as O
(

n2L2R2
0

b3K

)
, where R0 := ∥x0 − x⋆∥. To guarantee 1

K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥Gxk−1∥2

]
≤ ϵ2, we

have to impose O
(

n2L2R2
0

b3K

)
≤ ϵ2. Hence, the number of iterations required is K := O

(
n2L2R2

0

b3ϵ2

)
.

Finally, we can estimate the oracle complexity of (VFR) for the SAGA estimator. For the first
iteration k = 0, we need n evaluations of Gi. For other iterations k ≥ 1, we need 3 mini-batches
of size b per iteration, leading to 3b evaluations of Gi. Hence, the total evaluations of Gi is
n + 3bK = O

(
n+

n2L2R2
0

b2ϵ2

)
. If we choose b := O

(
n2/3

)
, then we obtain η = O

(
1
L

)
, and thus

the total complexity of (VFR) in this case is O
(
n+ n2/3

ϵ2

)
.
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D Appendix – Convergence Analysis of VFRBS for (NI): Technical Proofs
Let us first prove the following lemma, which provides a key estimate for our convergence analysis
of (VFRBS) in Theorem 4.1.

Lemma D.1. Suppose that Assumption 1.3 holds for (NI). Let {xk} be generated by (VFRBS), Lk

be defined by (13), and Ek be defined by (6). Then, we have

Lk − Ek

[
Lk+1

]
≥ 2(1− γ)η⟨Gxk + vk, xk − x⋆⟩+ (1 + µ)(1− γ)(2γ − 1)η2∥Gxk + vk∥2

+ γ[1− γ − µ(3γ − 1)]η2∥Gxk−1 + vk∥2 − (1 + µ)η2Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
+ 1

2

[
µ− 2(1 + µ)γ(1− γ)L2η2

]
∥xk − xk−1∥2.

(27)

If, additionally, Assumption 1.4 holds for (NI), then we have

E
[
Ek

]
− E

[
Ek+1

]
≥ 1

2

[
µ− 2(1 + µ)γ(1− γ)L2η2 − 2L2η2(1+µ)(C+Ĉ)

ρ

]
E
[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
+ γ[1− γ − µ(3γ − 1)]η2E

[
∥Gxk−1 + vk∥2

]
+ (1− γ)η

[
(1 + µ)(2γ − 1)η − 2κ

]
E
[
∥Gxk + vk∥2

]
.

(28)

Proof. Let us introduce two notations wk := Gxk + vk and ŵk := Gxk−1 + vk, where vk ∈ Txk.
We also recall Sk

γ := Gxk − γGxk−1 and ek := S̃k
γ − Sk

γ from (FRO). Then, it is obvious that
S̃k
γ = Sk

γ + ek = Gxk − γGxk−1 + ek.

Now, using S̃k
γ = Gxk − γGxk−1 + ek, it follows from (VFRBS) that

xk+1 = xk − ηS̃k
γ − γηvk+1 − (2γ − 1)ηvk

= xk − γη(Gxk + vk+1)− (1− γ)η(Gxk + vk) + ηγ(Gxk−1 + vk)− ηek

= xk − γηŵk+1 − (1− γ)ηwk + γηŵk − ηek.

(29)

Then, using (29) and ŵk+1 = Gxk + vk+1, we can show that

T[1] := ∥xk+1 + γη(Gxk + vk+1)− x⋆∥2 = ∥xk+1 − x⋆ + γηŵk+1∥2
(29)
= ∥xk − γηŵk+1 − (1− γ)ηwk + γηŵk − ηek − x⋆ + γηŵk+1∥2

= ∥xk − x⋆∥2 − 2(1− γ)η⟨wk, xk − x⋆⟩+ 2γη⟨ŵk, xk − x⋆⟩+ η2∥ek∥2

+ (1− γ)2η2∥wk∥2 − 2γ(1− γ)η2⟨wk, ŵk⟩+ γ2η2∥ŵk∥2

− 2η⟨ek, xk − x⋆⟩+ 2(1− γ)η2⟨ek, wk⟩ − 2γη2⟨ek, ŵk⟩.

Alternatively, using ŵk = Gxk−1 + vk, we also have

T[2] := ∥xk + γη(Gxk−1 + vk)− x⋆∥2 = ∥xk − x⋆ + γηŵk∥2

= ∥xk − x⋆∥2 + 2γη⟨ŵk, xk − x⋆⟩+ γ2η2∥ŵk∥2.

Subtracting T[1] from T[2], we can show that

T[3] := ∥xk + γη(Gxk−1 + vk)− x⋆∥2 − ∥xk+1 + γη(Gxk + vk+1)− x⋆∥2

= 2(1− γ)η⟨wk, xk − x⋆⟩ − (1− γ)2η2∥wk∥2 + 2γ(1− γ)η2⟨wk, ŵk⟩
+ 2η⟨ek, xk − x⋆⟩ − 2(1− γ)η2⟨ek, wk⟩+ 2γη2⟨ek, ŵk⟩ − η2∥ek∥2

= 2(1− γ)η⟨wk, xk − x⋆⟩+ (1− γ)(2γ − 1)η2∥wk∥2

+ γ(1− γ)η2∥ŵk∥2 − γ(1− γ)η2∥wk − ŵk∥2

+ 2η⟨ek, xk − x⋆⟩ − 2(1− γ)η2⟨ek, wk⟩+ 2γη2⟨ek, ŵk⟩ − η2∥ek∥2.

(30)
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Next, using again ŵk+1 = Gxk + vk+1 and (29), we have

T[4] := ∥xk+1 − xk + γη(Gxk + vk+1)∥2 = ∥xk+1 − xk + γηŵk+1∥2
(29)
= η2∥(1− γ)wk − γŵk + ek∥2

= (1− γ)2η2∥wk∥2 − 2γ(1− γ)η2⟨wk, ŵk⟩+ γ2η2∥ŵk∥2

+ η2∥ek∥2 + 2(1− γ)η2⟨ek, wk⟩ − 2γη2⟨ek, ŵk⟩
= −(1− γ)(2γ − 1)η2∥wk∥2 + γ(2γ − 1)η2∥ŵk∥2 + γ(1− γ)η2∥wk − ŵk∥2

+ η2∥ek∥2 + 2(1− γ)η2⟨ek, wk⟩ − 2γη2⟨ek, ŵk⟩.
Moreover, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in 1⃝ and Young’s inequality in 2⃝, we can prove that

∥xk − xk−1 + γηŵk∥2 = ∥xk − xk−1∥2 + 2γη⟨ŵk, xk − xk−1⟩+ γ2η2∥ŵk∥2
1⃝
≥ ∥xk − xk−1∥2 − 2γη∥ŵk∥∥xk − xk−1∥+ γ2η2∥ŵk∥2
2⃝
≥ 1

2∥xk − xk−1∥2 − γ2η2∥ŵk∥2.
Combining the last two expressions, we can show that

T[5] := ∥xk − xk−1 + γη(Gxk−1 + vk)∥2 − ∥xk+1 − xk + γη(Gxk + vk+1)∥2

= ∥xk − xk−1 + γηŵk∥2 − ∥xk+1 − xk + γηŵk+1∥2

≥ 1
2∥xk − xk−1∥2 + (1− γ)(2γ − 1)η2∥wk∥2 − γ(3γ − 1)η2∥ŵk∥2

− γ(1− γ)η2∥wk − ŵk∥2 − η2∥ek∥2 − 2(1− γ)η2⟨ek, wk⟩+ 2γη2⟨ek, ŵk⟩.
Multiplying T[5] by µ > 0, and adding the result to (30), and using Lk from (13), we have

Lk − Lk+1 = ∥xk + γη(Gxk−1 + vk)− x⋆∥2 − ∥xk+1 + γη(Gxk + vk+1)− x⋆∥2

+ µ∥xk − xk−1 + γη(Gxk−1 + vk)∥2 − µ∥xk+1 − xk + γη(Gxk + vk+1)∥2

≥ 2(1− γ)η⟨wk, xk − x⋆⟩+ µ
2 ∥xk − xk−1∥2 + (1 + µ)(1− γ)(2γ − 1)η2∥wk∥2

+ γ[(1− γ)− µ(3γ − 1)]η2∥ŵk∥2 − (1 + µ)γ(1− γ)η2∥wk − ŵk∥2

+ 2η⟨ek, xk − x⋆⟩ − 2(1 + µ)(1− γ)η2⟨ek, wk⟩
+ 2(1 + µ)γη2⟨ek, ŵk⟩ − (1 + µ)η2∥ek∥2.

Taking the conditional expectation Ek

[
·
]

both sides of this expression, and noting that

Ek

[
⟨ek, xk − x⋆⟩

]
= ⟨Ek

[
ek
]
, xk − x⋆⟩ = 0,

Ek

[
⟨ek, wk⟩

]
= ⟨Ek

[
ek
]
, wk⟩ = 0,

Ek

[
⟨ek, ŵk⟩

]
= ⟨Ek

[
ek
]
, ŵk⟩ = 0,

we obtain

Lk − Ek

[
Lk+1

]
≥ 2(1− γ)η⟨wk, xk − x⋆⟩+ µ

2 ∥xk − xk−1∥2 + (1 + µ)(1− γ)(2γ − 1)η2∥wk∥2

+ γ[(1− γ)− µ(3γ − 1)]η2∥ŵk∥2 − (1 + µ)γ(1− γ)η2∥wk − ŵk∥2

− (1 + µ)η2Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
.

Finally, by the L-Lipschitz continuity of G from (2) of Assumption 1.3, we have ∥wk − ŵk∥2 =
∥Gxk −Gxk−1∥2 ≤ L2∥xk − xk−1∥2 as shown in (25). Using this inequality into the last estimate,
we can show that

Lk − Ek

[
Lk+1

]
≥ 2(1− γ)η⟨wk, xk − x⋆⟩+ (1 + µ)(1− γ)(2γ − 1)η2∥wk∥2

+ γ[1− γ − µ(3γ − 1)]η2∥ŵk∥2 − (1 + µ)η2Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
+ 1

2

[
µ− 2(1 + µ)γ(1− γ)L2η2

]
∥xk − xk−1∥2,
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which proves (27) by recalling wk := Gxk + vk and ŵk := Gxk−1 + vk.

Taking the full expectation of (27) and using ⟨Gxk + vk, xk − x⋆⟩ ≥ −κ∥Gxk + vk∥2 from
Assumption 1.4 and Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
≤ ∆k from (3), we can bound it as

E
[
Lk

]
− E

[
Lk+1

]
≥ 1

2

[
µ− 2(1 + µ)γ(1− γ)L2η2

]
E
[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
− (1 + µ)η2∆k

+ γ[1− γ − µ(3γ − 1)]η2E
[
∥Gxk−1 + vk∥2

]
+ (1− γ)η

[
(1 + µ)(2γ − 1)η − 2κ

]
E
[
∥Gxk + vk∥2

]
.

(31)

By the third line of (3) in Definition 2.1 and utilizing again (2), we have

∆k ≤ (1− ρ)∆k−1 + CL2E
[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
+ ĈL2E

[
∥xk−1 − xk−2∥2

]
.

Rearranging this inequality, we get

∆k ≤
(
1−ρ
ρ

)(
∆k−1 −∆k

)
+ ĈL2

ρ

[
E
[
∥xk−1 − xk−2∥2

]
− E

[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]]
+ (C+Ĉ)L2

ρ E
[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
.

Substituting this inequality into (31), we can show that

E
[
Lk

]
− E

[
Lk+1

]
≥ 1

2

[
µ− 2(1 + µ)γ(1− γ)L2η2 − 2L2η2(1+µ)(C+Ĉ)

ρ

]
E
[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
+ γ[1− γ − µ(3γ − 1)]η2E

[
∥Gxk−1 + vk∥2

]
+ (1− γ)η

[
(1 + µ)(2γ − 1)η − 2κ

]
E
[
∥Gxk + vk∥2

]
− L2η2Ĉ(1+µ)

ρ

[
E
[
∥xk−1 − xk−2∥2

]
− E

[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]]
− η2(1+µ)(1−ρ)

ρ

(
∆k−1 −∆k

)
.

Rearranging this inequality and using Ek from (6), we obtain (28).

Now, we are ready to prove our second main result, Theorem 4.1 in the main text.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Since we fix γ ∈
(
1
2 , 1

)
and µ := 1−γ

3γ−1 , we have µ > 0 and 1 + µ = 2γ
3γ−1 .

Let us denote by M := 4γ2 + 4γ(C+Ĉ)
ρ(1−γ) as in Theorem 4.1. Then, (28) reduces to

E
[
Ek

]
− E

[
Ek+1

]
≥ (1−γ)(1−M ·L2η2)

2(3γ−1) E
[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
+ 2(1− γ)η

[γ(2γ−1)η
3γ−1 − κ

]
E
[
∥Gxk + vk∥2

]
.

(32)

Let us choose η > 0 such that γ(2γ−1)η
3γ−1 − κ > 0 and 1−M · L2η2 ≥ 0. These two conditions lead

to (3γ−1)κ
γ(2γ−1) < η ≤ 1

L
√
M

as stated in (14). However, this condition holds if L2κ2 < γ2(2γ−1)2

M(3γ−1)2 as our
condition in Theorem 4.1.

Averaging (32) from k = 0 to K and noting that E
[
Ek

]
≥ 0 for all k ≥ 0, we get

1
K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥Gxk + vk∥2

]
≤ (3γ−1)·E[E0]

2(1−γ)[γ(2γ−1)η−(3γ−1)κ]η(K+1) ,

(1−ML2η2)
K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
≤ 2(3γ−1)·E[E0]

(1−γ)(K+1) .

Finally, since x−1 = x−2 = x0, we have ∆−1 = ∆0. Moreover, we also have ρ ∈ [0, 1], γ < 1, and
1 + µ = 2γ

3γ−1 ≤ 4. Using these relations, we can show that

E
[
E0
]
= E

[
∥x0 + γη(Gx0 + v0)− x⋆∥2

]
+ η2(1+µ)(1−ρ)

ρ ∆0

≤ 2E
[
∥x0 − x⋆∥2

]
+ 2γ2η2E

[
∥Gx0 + v0∥2

]
+ 4η2

ρ ∆0

≤ 2(1 + γ2L2η2)E
[
∥x0 − x⋆∥2

]
+ 4η2

ρ ∆0

≤ 2
(
1 + L2η2

)
∥x0 − x⋆∥2 + 4η2

ρ ∆0.

Substituting this upper bound into the above estimates, we get (15).
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Finally, we prove Corollaries 4.1 and 4.2.

Proof of Corollary 4.1. For the SVRG estimator (L-SVRG), we have ρ := p
2 ∈ (0, 1], C := 4

bp ,

Ĉ := 4γ2

bp , and ∆0 = 0 due to (19) and x0 = x−1 = w0. In this case, M in Theorem 4.1 reduces to

M := 4γ2 + 4γ(C+Ĉ)
ρ(1−γ) = 4γ2 + 32(1+γ2)

bp2(1−γ)3 . Hence, (16) follows from the first line of (15).

If we choose η satisfying (14), then we have η = O
(

1
L
√
M

)
= O

(√
bp
L

)
. With the choice

of b = O
(
n2/3

)
and p = O

(
1

n1/3

)
, we get η = O

(
1
L

)
. Hence, the right-hand side of (16)

becomes O
(

L2∥x0−x⋆∥2

K+1

)
. To guarantee 1

K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥Gxk−1∥2

]
≤ ϵ2, we have to impose

O
(

L2∥x0−x⋆∥2

K+1

)
≤ ϵ2, leading to K = O

(
L2R2

0

ϵ2

)
, where R0 := ∥x0 − x⋆∥. The remaining

conclusion of Corollary 4.1 is proven similarly to Corollary 3.1, and thus omitted.

Proof of Corollary 4.2. Since we use the SAGA estimator (SAGA), we have ρ := b
2n ∈ (0, 1],

C := [2(n−b)(2n+b)+b2]
nb2 , and Ĉ := 2(n−b)(2n+b)γ2

nb2 . Moreover, since we initialize Ĝ0
i = Gix

0 for all
i ∈ [n] and x−1 = x0, we can easily show from (21) that ∆0 = 0. In this case, M in Theorem 4.1
reduces to

M := 4γ2 + 4γ(C+Ĉ)
ρ(1−γ) = 4γ2 + 8γ[2(1+γ2)(n−b)(2n+b)+b2]

(1−γ)b3

≤ 4γ2 + 8γ(1+γ2)n2

(1−γ)b3 = O
(

n2

b3

)
.

Hence, we can set M := γ(2−γ)
2γ−1 + 4(1+γ)[2(1+γ2)(n−b)(2n+b)+b2]

(2γ−1)b3 as in Corollary 4.2. In this case,
(16) follows from the first line of (15).

From the condition (14) of η, we can see that η = O
(

1
L
√
M

)
= O

(
b3/2

nL

)
. Since M ≥ O (1), we

must have η ≤ O
(
1
L

)
, leading to b ≤ O

(
n2/3

)
. In this case, we can estimate the right hand side

bound of (16) as O
(

n2L2R2
0

b3K

)
, where R0 := ∥x0 − x⋆∥. To guarantee 1

K+1

∑K
k=0 E

[
∥Gxk−1∥2

]
≤

ϵ2, we have to impose O
(

n2L2R2
0

b3K

)
≤ ϵ2. Hence, we get K := O

(
n2L2R2

0

b3ϵ2

)
. The remaining

conclusion of Corollary 4.2 is proven similarly to Corollary 3.2, and thus omitted.

E Appendix – Details of Experiments and Additional Experiments
Due to space limit, we do not provide the details of experiments in Section 5. In this Supp. Doc., we
provide the details of our implementation and experiments. We also add more examples to illustrate
our algorithms and compare to existing methods. All algorithms are implemented in Python, and all
the experiments are run on a MacBookPro. 2.8GHz Quad-Core Intel Core I7, 16Gb Memory.

E.1 Details of Example 1 in Section 5
Let us extend the synthetic WGAN example in Section 5 of our main text to a more general form. In
fact, we modify the synthetic WGAN model from [28], which was built up from a WGAN model
from [6] as follows.

(a) Extension of the model (17). Suppose that the generator is a simple additive model Gθ(v) = θ+v
with the noise input v generated from a normal distribution N (0, I), and the discriminator is also
a linear function Dβ(u) = ⟨Kβ, u⟩ for a given matrix K, where θ ∈ Rp1 and β ∈ Rp2 , and
K ∈ Rp1×p2 is a given matrix. The goal of the generator is to find a true distribution θ = θ∗, leading
to the following loss:

L(θ, β) := Eu∼N (θ∗,I)
[
⟨Kβ, u⟩

]
− Ez∼N (0,I)

[
⟨Kβ, θ + v⟩

]
.

Suppose that we have n samples for both u and v leading to the following bilinear minimax problem:

inf
θ∈Rp1

sup
β∈Rp2

{
L(θ, β) := f(θ) +

1

n

n∑
i=1

[
⟨Kβ, ui − vi − θ⟩

]
− g(β)

}
. (33)

Here, we add two terms f(θ) and g(β) to possibly handle constraints or regularizers associated with
θ and β, respectively.
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If we define x := [θ, β] ∈ Rp1+p2 , Gx = [∇θL(θ, β),−∇βL(θ, β)] := −[Kβ, 1
n

∑n
i=1 K

⊤(ui −
vi − θ)], and T := [∂f(θ), ∂g(β)], then the optimality condition of this minimax problem becomes
0 ∈ Gx+ Tx, which is a special case of (NI) with Gx being linear. The model (33) is different from
the one in [28] at two points:

• It involves a linear operator K, making it more general than (17) in [28].
• It has two additional terms f and g, making it broader to also cover constraints or non-smooth

regularizers.

In our experiment below, we assume that θ and β stays on an ℓ∞-unit ball, leading to f(θ) :=
δ[−1,1]p1 (θ) and g(β) := δ[−1,1]p2 (β), the indicator of ℓ∞-unit balls.

(b) Input data. For the results revealed in Figure 1, where we solve (NE), we generate a vector θ∗
from standard normal distribution as our true mean in Rp. Then, we generate i.i.d. samples ui and vi
from normal distribution N (θ∗, I) and N (0, I), respectively for i = 1, 2, · · · , n in Rp. We perform
two expertiments: Experiment 1 with n = 5, 000 and p = 100, and Experiment 2 with n = 10, 000
and p = 200. For each experiment, we run 10 times up to 100 epochs, corresponding to 10 problem
instances, using the same setting, but different input data (ui, vi), and then compute the mean of the
relative operator norm ∥Gxk∥

∥Gx0∥ . This mean is plotted in Figure 1.

(c) Parameters. For the optimistic gradient method (OG), we choose its learning rate η := 1
2L ,

where L is the Lipschitz constant of G, though its theoretical rate is possibly smaller.

For our algorithm, (VFR), we implement two variants.

• The first variant is using a double-loop SVRG strategy (called VR-FR), where the full
operator Gws at a snapshot point ws is computed at the beginning of each epoch s. Then,
we perform ⌊n/b⌋ iterations k to update xk using (VFR), where b is the mini-batch size.
Finally, we set the next snapshot point ws+1 := xk+1 after finishing the inner loop.

• The second variant is called a loopless one, LVR-FR, where we implement exactly the same
scheme (VFR) as in this paper.

Here, we use a learning rate η := 1
2L for two variants, and choose a mini-batch of size b := ⌊0.5n2/3⌋,

and a probability p := 1
n1/3 for the loopless variant to update wk. These choses are guided by our

theoretical results presented in Section 3.

For our SAGA variant (SAGA-FR) of (VFR), we choose the same learning rate η := 1
2L and same

mini-batch size b := 0.5n2/3 as in our SVRG variants.

For the forward-reflected-backward splitting method with variance reduction (VR-FRBS) in [2],
we choose its learning rate η := 0.95(1−√

1−p)
2L as guided by the theory. For the variance reduction

extragradient method (VR-EG) in [3], we choose its learning rate η := 0.95
√
1−α

L for α := 1− p as
suggested by the theory. To be fair, we also choose p := 1

n1/3 in both algorithms, which is the same
as ours, though their theoretical results suggest smaller values of p (e.g., p = 1

n ). We also choose the
same mini-batch size b := ⌊0.5n2/3⌋ in these algorithms.

Note that if n = 5, 000, then the batch size b := 150 and the probability p := 0.062, but if
n = 10, 000, then b = 239 and p = 0.0479. These values are used in our experiments, and the
results are plotted in Figure 1.

(d) Experiments for K ̸= I. Now, we test these 6 algorithms for K ̸= I in our extended model
(33), where K is generated randomly from standard normal distribution. Then, we normalize K as
K/∥K∥ to get a unit Lipschitz constant L = 1.

Again, we use the same setting as in Figure 1 and also run our experiments on 10 problems and report
the mean results. We perform two experiments: Experiment 1 with n = 2, 500 and p1 = p2 = p = 50,
and Experiment 2 with n = 5, 000 and p1 = p2 = p = 100. The results are reported in Figure 3.

We still observe that our algorithms work well, and outperform their competitors. However, after 100
epochs, these methods can reach a 10−2 accuracy level for an approximate solution.

(d) Other choices of parameters. We can certainly tune the parameters to make our competitors
(VR-FRBS) and (VR-EG) work better. However, such parameter configurations may not satisfy
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Figure 3: Performance of 6 algorithms to solve (33) on 2 experiments when K ̸= I.

the conditions for theoretical results to hold. For example, if we set p = 20√
n

, then both VR-FRBS
and VR-EG work better. Nevertheless, if n = 5000, then p = 0.28, which is too large to gain an
improvement in terms of oracle complexity.

Let us further experiment other choices of parameters (i.e. the mini-batch size b and the probability p
of flipping a coin) to observe the performance of these algorithms.

Figure 4 reveals the performance of these algorithms when we set the mini-batch size of all stochastic
schemes to b = ⌊0.1n⌋, while keeping the probability p = 1

n1/3 for solving (17) for the unconstrained
case with f = 0 and g = 0.
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Figure 4: Performance of 6 algorithms when b = ⌊0.1n⌋ and p = 1
n1/3 .

Note that for n = 5, 000, we have b = 500 and p = 0.058, and for n = 10, 000, we have b = 1, 000
and p = 0.046. With these large mini-batches, our algorithms still outperform other methods, while
VR-FRBS and VR-EG are significantly slowed down. The double-loop variant of (VFR) with SVRG
performs best.

Next, we decrease the batch size to b = ⌊0.05n⌋ (corresponding to b = 250 for n = 5, 000 and
b = 500 for n = 10, 000) and increase p = 1

n1/4 (corresponding to p = 0.119 for n = 5, 000 and
p = 0.1 for n = 10, 000). Then, the results are shown in Figure 5.

Again, three variants of our method (VFR) still perform well, and VR-EG significantly improves its
performance, while VR-FRBS also improves performance compared to a smaller p. Note that this
large probability may not help VR-FRBS and VR-EG gain any improvement in terms of complexity.

To see the effect of p on our competitors: VR-FRBS and VR-EG, as suggested by their theory, we
decrease p to p = 1

n1/2 (corresponding to p = 0.014 for n = 5.000 and p = 0.01 for n = 10, 000)
and still set b = ⌊0.1n⌋, and the results are plotted in Figure 6.

As we can observed from Figure 6, our methods highly outperform VR-FRBS and VR-EG, suggesting
that these competitors require a larger probability to select the snap-shot point wk for full-batch
evaluation. This is certainly not suggested in their theoretical results.
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Figure 5: Performance of 6 algorithms when b = ⌊0.05n⌋ and p = 1
n1/4 .
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Figure 6: Performance of 6 algorithms when b = ⌊0.1n⌋ and p = 1
n1/2 .

(d) Inclusions. Next, we choose f(θ) = δ[−1,1]p1 (θ) and g(β) := δ[−1,1]p2 (β) as the indicators of
the ℓ∞-unit balls, respectively. In this case, we implement three variants of (VFRBS): the double-loop
(VR-FR), the loopless (LVR-FR), and the SAGA (SAGA-FR) variants, to solve (NI) and compare
against 3 algorithms as in Figure 1.

Using the same data generating procedure as in Figure 1, we obtain the results as shown in Figure 7.
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Figure 7: Comparison of 6 algorithms to solve (17) on 2 experiments (The average of 10 runs).

As we can observe, the two SVRG variants of our (VFRBS) as well as our SAGA-FR variant remain
working well compared to other methods though they are not significantly superior as in Figure 1.

E.2 Details of Example 2 in Section 5
We recall the nonconvex-nonconcave bilinear minimax optimization problem from (18) as

min
u∈Rp1

max
v∈Rp2

{
L(u, v) := f(u) +

1

n

n∑
i=1

[
uTAiu+ uTLiv − vTBiv + b⊤i u− c⊤i v

]
− g(v)

}
, (34)

where Ai ∈ Rp1×p1 and Bi ∈ Rp2×p2 are symmetric matrices, Li ∈ Rp1×p2 , bi ∈ Rp1 , ci ∈ Rp2 are
given, and f and g are proper, closed, and convex functions.
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Let us first define x := [u, v] ∈ Rp, where p := p1 + p2. Next, we define

Gix = Gix+ gi :=

[
Ai Li

−Li Bi

][
u

v

]
+

[
bi

ci

]
=

[
Aiu+ Liv + bi

−Liu+Biv + ci

]
, and T :=

[
∂f

∂g

]
.

Then, we denote Gi :=

[
Ai Li

−Li Bi

]
, and gi :=

[
bi

ci

]
. Clearly, Gi(·) is an affine mapping from Rp to

Rp, but Gi is nonsymmetric. Let Gx := 1
n

∑n
i=1 Gix =

(
1
n

∑n
i=1 Gi

)
x+ 1

n

∑n
i=1 gi = Gx+ g,

where G := 1
n

∑n
i=1 Gi and g := 1

n

∑n
i=1 gi. Then, the optimality condition of (18) becomes

0 ∈ Gx+Tx, which is exactly in the form (NI). Clearly, if Ai and/or Bi are not positive semidefinite,
then (18) possibly covers nonconvex-nonconcave minimax optimization instances.

E.2.1 The unconstrained case
We consider the case f = 0 and g = 0, leading to an unconstrained setting of (18), i.e. T = 0. Hence,
the optimality condition of (18) reduces to Gx = 0, which is of the form (NE).

(a) How to generate data? To run our experiments, we generate synthetic data as follows. First, we
fix the dimensions p1 and p2 and the number of components n. We generate Ai = QiDiQ

T
i for a

given orthonormal matrix Qi and a diagonal matrix Di = diag(D1
i , · · · , Dp1

i ), where its elements
are generated from standard normal distribution and clipped its negative entries as max{Dj

i ,−0.01}
for j = 1, · · · , p1. This choice of Ai guarantees that Ai is symmetric, but possibly not positive
semidefinite. The matrix Bi is also generated by the same way. The pay-off matrix Li is an p1 × p2
matrix, which is also generated from standard normal distribution for all i ∈ [n]. The vectors bi and
ci are generated from standard normal distribution for i ∈ [n]. With this data generating procedure,
Gi is not symmetric and possibly not positive semidefinite.

(b) Algorithms and parameters. We again test 6 algorithms: two variants (double-loop SVRG –
VR-FR) and (loopless SVRG – LVR-FR) of (VFR), our (VFR) with SAGA estimator (SAGA-FR),
VR-FRBS from [2], VR-EG from [3], and OG (the standard optimistic gradient method), e.g., from
[28]. We choose the parameters for these algorithms as in Subsection E.1.

(c) Results and discussion. The 6 algorithms are run on 2 experiments. The first experiment is with
n = 5, 000 and p1 = p2 = 50, while the second one is with n = 10, 000 and p1 = p2 = 100. These
experiments are run 10 times, corresponding to 10 problem instances, and the average results are
reported in Figure 8 in terms of relative operator norm ∥Gxk∥/∥Gx0∥ against the number of epochs.
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Figure 8: Comparison of 6 algorithms to solve (18) on 2 experiments (The average of 10 runs).

Clearly, under this configuration, both variants of our methods work well and significantly outperform
other competitors. The loopless SVRG variant (VR-FR) of (VFR) seems to work best, while VR-
FRBS seems to have a similar performance with OG.

To improve the performance of these competitors, especially, VR-FRBS and VR-EG, one can tune
their parameters as in Subsection E.1, where the probability p of updating the snapshot point wk is
increased. However, with such a choice of p, its value is often greater or equal to 0.5, making these
methods to be closed to deterministic variants. Hence, their theoretical complexity bounds are no
longer improved over the deterministic counterparts.
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(d) Small mini-batch experiments. To see the effect of mini-batch sizes on the performance of
the six algorithms, we choose b = ⌊0.01n⌋, corresponding to b = 50 if n = 5, 000 and b = 100 if
n = 10, 000. In this experiment, we still choose p = 1

n1/3 for all methods, but we set the learning
rate for our methods to be η = 1√

bL
, while keeping the same learning rates for other competitors as

before. Our results are shown in Figure 9.
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Figure 9: The performance of 6 algorithms to solve (18) using a small mini-batch.

We observe that our loopless SVRG variant of (VFR) still performs best, while the double-loop
SVRG and SAGA variants significantly slow down. This is due to the effect of some parameters
which we set the same for all algorithms, while they require a specific attention. The VR-EG scheme
performs quite well in both experiments, and outperforms our double-loop SVRG and SAGA variants
in the first experiment. In the second experiment, it is comparable to our double-loop SVRG variant.

E.2.2 The constrained case
We now adding two simplex constraints u ∈ ∆p1

and v ∈ ∆p2
to (18) as in our experiments in

Figure 2, where ∆p := {u ∈ Rp
+ :

∑p
i=1 ui = 1} is the standard simplex in Rp. These constraints are

common in bilinear games. To handle these constraints, we set f(u) := δ∆p1
(u) and g(v) := δ∆p2

(v)
as the indicators of ∆p1 and ∆p2 , respectively. Under this setting, the optimality conditions of (18)
becomes (NI), where T := [∂f, ∂g] = [N∆p1

,N∆p2
] with NX being the normal cone of X . Hence,

the resolvent JγηT reduces to the projections on the simplex product ∆p1
×∆p2

.

More experiments on the nonconvex-nonconcave case. We generate input data as in the uncon-
strained case in (a) for Figure 2. However, now we clip Dj

i as max{Dj
i ,−0.5}, making u⊤Aiu

and v⊤Biv to be more nonconvex compared to Figure 2. We again run 6 algorithms and report the
relative norm ∥Gηx

k∥/∥Gηx
0∥ against the number of epochs. The results are revealed in Figure 10

for two experiments with (p = 100, n = 5000) and (p = 200, n = 10000), respectively.
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Figure 10: The performance of 6 algorithms when λmin(Ai) ≥ −0.5 and λmin(Bi) ≥ −0.5.

We can again see that our algorithms remain outperform other methods under the same configuration,
but with a new input data. Both double-loop and loopless SVRG schemes have the best performance,
where the loopless one is slightly better than the double-loop variant.
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