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Abstract. We propose a novel class of Nesterov’s stochastic accelerated forward-reflected-based
methods with variance reduction to solve root-finding problems under 1

L
-co-coerciveness. Our algo-

rithm is single-loop and leverages a new family of unbiased variance-reduced estimators specifically
designed for root-finding problems. It achieves both O

(
L2/k2

)
and o

(
1/k2

)
-last-iterate convergence

rates in terms of expected operator squared norm, where k denotes the iteration counter. We in-
stantiate our framework for two prominent estimators: SVRG and SAGA. By an appropriate choice
of parameters, both variants attain an oracle complexity of O

(
n+Ln2/3ϵ−1

)
to reach an ϵ-solution,

where n represents the number of summands in the finite-sum operator. Furthermore, under µ-
strong quasi-monotonicity, our method achieves a linear convergence rate and an oracle complexity
of O

(
n+ κn2/3 log(ϵ−1)

)
, where κ := L

µ
. We extend our approach to solve a class of finite-sum

monotone inclusions, demonstrating that our schemes retain the same theoretical guarantees as in
the equation setting. Finally, numerical experiments validate our algorithms and demonstrate their
promising performance compared to state-of-the-art methods.

Keywords: Variance reduction methods; forward-reflected methods; Nesterov’s accelerated method;
co-coercive equation; finite-sum monotone inclusion.

AMS subject classifications. 90C25, 90C06, 90-08

1. Introduction. Monotone equations and inclusions are fundamental problems
in computational mathematics, finding applications in diverse fields, including engi-
neering, mechanics, economics, statistics, optimization, and machine learning, see,
e.g., [10, 13, 25, 55, 57, 58]. These problems are called root-finding problems and
equivalent to fixed-point problems. The recent revolution in deep learning and genera-
tive AI has brought renewed interest to root-finding problems. They serve as powerful
tools for handling minimax models in generative machine learning, adversarial learn-
ing, and robust learning, see, e.g., [5, 26, 45, 48]. This paper develops new accelerated
stochastic algorithms with variance reduction for solving two classes of these problems.

1.1. Problem statements. We first state our main problem of interest and its
generalization, equivalent forms, and special cases.

Co-coercive equation. Our central problem is the following monotone equation:

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

where G : Rp → Rp is a single-valued, co-coercive (cf. Assumption 1.3), and possibly
nonlinear, and dom(G) := {x ∈ Rp : Gx ̸= ∅} is the domain of G.

Monotone inclusion. We are also interested in the following monotone inclusion:

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

where G : Rp → Rp is as in (ME) and T : Rp ⇒ 2R
p

is a multivalued and maximally
monotone mapping from Rp to 2R

p

(the set of all subsets of Rp). Here, Ψ := G + T
is the sum of G and T . Let zer(G) := {x⋆ ∈ dom(G) : Gx⋆ = 0} and zer(Ψ) :=
{x⋆ ∈ dom(Ψ) : 0 ∈ Ψx⋆} be the solution sets of (ME) and (MI), respectively. Both
(MI) and (ME) are called root-finding problems.

Finite-sum structure. The operator G in both (ME) and (MI) is a finite-sum:

(1) Gx := 1
n

n∑
i=1

Gix,
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2 Q. TRAN-DINH

where Gi : Rp → Rp are given summands for all i ∈ [n] := {1, 2, · · · , n} and n ≫
1. This finite-sum structure often arises in machine learning, networks, distributed
systems, and data science. Though we focus on the finite-sum case (1), our methods
below 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).
The equivalence between (ME) and (MI). Clearly, (ME) is a special case of (MI)

when T = 0. However, if we define Gρ,i := Gi ◦ JρT + ρ−1(I − JρT ) and Gρ :=
1
n

∑n
i=1 Gρ,i, where ρ > 0, I is the identity operator, and JρT := (I + ρT )−1 is the

resolvent of ρT , then JρT (zer(Gρ)) = zer(G+ T ) (see [9, Proposition 2.4.]).
Variational inequality problems (VIPs). If T (·) = NX (·) in (MI), the normal cone

of a nonempty, closed, and convex set X in Rp, then (MI) reduces to the following
monotone VIP as a special case:

(VIP) Find x⋆ ∈ X such that: ⟨Gx⋆, x− x⋆⟩ ≥ 0, for all x ∈ X .
If T = ∂g, the subdifferential of a convex function g, then (MI) reduces to a mixed VIP,
denoted by MVIP. Both VIP and MVIP cover many problems in practice, including
minimax, complementarity, and Nash’s equilibrium problems (e.g., [13, 25, 55]). Since
(VIP) is a special case of (MI), our algorithms for (MI) can be specified to solve (VIP).

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

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

where F := I − ρG with I being the identity operator and ρ > 0. Note that G is
co-coercive iff T is nonexpansive. Since (FP) is equivalent to (ME), our algorithms
for (ME) developed here can be used to solve (FP) for any nonexpansive operator F .

1.2. Basic assumptions. We solve both (ME) and (MI) covered by the fol-
lowing assumptions (see [10] for terminologies and concepts). We do not require all
assumptions to hold simultaneously, but will cite them whenever required.

Assumption 1.1. zer(Ψ) of (MI) and zer(G) of (ME) are nonempty.

Assumption 1.2. T in (MI) is maximally monotone.

Assumption 1.3. G given by (1) is 1
L̄
-average co-coercive on dom(G), i.e.:

(2) ⟨Gx−Gy, x− y⟩ ≥ 1
nL

∑n
i=1 ∥Gix−Giy∥2, ∀x, y ∈ dom(G).

Assumption 1.4. G in (ME) is µ-strongly quasi-monotone, i.e. there exist x⋆ ∈
zer(G) and µ > 0 such that ⟨Gx, x− x⋆⟩ ≥ µ∥x− x⋆∥2 for all x ∈ dom(G).

While Assumption 1.1 is basic, Assumption 1.2 guarantees the single-valued and
well-definiteness of the resolvent JρT of ρT . It can be extended to a class of non-
monotone operators, but we omit this extension. For Assumption 1.3, we have

(3)
1
L∥Gx−Gy∥2 (1)

= 1
n2L∥

∑n
i=1(Gix−Giy)∥2

1○
≤ 1

nL

∑n
i=1 ∥Gix−Giy∥2

(2)

≤ ⟨Gx−Gy, x− y⟩ ≤ ∥Gx−Gy∥∥x− y∥,
by Young’s inequality in 1○. Hence, G is also 1

L -co-coercive and hence, L-Lipschitz
continuous, i.e. ∥Gx−Gy∥ ≤ L∥x− y∥. However, if G is 1

L -co-coercive, then it may
not satisfy (2). If each Gi is

1
L -co-coercive for all i ∈ [n], then G satisfies (2). Hence,

Assumption 1.3 is stronger than the 1
L -co-coerciveness of the finite-sum operator G,

but weaker than the 1
L -co-coerciveness of all the summands Gi. Assumption 1.4 is

also called star-strongly monotone, and it is weaker than the strong monotonicity of
G. It can be extended to (MI) as ⟨Gx+ v, x− x⋆⟩ ≥ µ∥x− x⋆∥2 for v ∈ Tx.
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1.3. Contribution and related work. Our goal in this paper is to develop a
class of accelerated variance-reduction methods for solving both (ME) and (MI), and
their special cases such as (VIP) and equivalent problems such as (FP). Our approach
relies on a combination between new Nesterov’s accelerated methods [8, 49, 50, 65],
forward-reflected-type schemes [47], and variance-reduction techniques [22, 34].

Our contribution. Our main contribution is stated as follows.
(a) We introduce a new auxiliary operator Sk shown in (FRO) and propose a class

of unbiased variance-reduced estimators S̃k for Sk satisfying Definition 1.
(b) We construct at least two instances of S̃k by leveraging the SVRG [34] and

SAGA [22] estimators, which fall within this class of estimators.
(c) We develop an accelerated variance-reduced forward-reflected method (shown

in AVFR) to solve (ME). This scheme achieves an O
(
L2/k2

)
last-iterate

convergence rate in terms of E
[
∥Gxk∥2

]
under Assumption 1.3, where k is the

iteration counter. We also prove an o
(
1/k2

)
rate for our method. When using

either our SVRG or SAGA estimator, our method requires O(n+ Ln2/3ϵ−1)
evaluations of Gi to reach E

[
∥Gxk∥2

]
≤ ϵ2, for a given ϵ > 0. This offers an

n1/3 factor improvement over deterministic accelerated methods.
(d) Under Assumption 1.4, we establish a linear convergence rate and an oracle

complexity of O
(
n+ κn2/3 log(ϵ−1)

)
for (AVFR), where κ := L

µ .

(e) We apply our method to (MI) and obtain a new variant (30) of AVFR with
the same theoretical convergence rates and oracle complexity bounds.

We first note that Sk constructed by (FRO) generalizes the forward-reflected-
backward splitting (FRBS) operator [47] or the optimistic gradient operator [20].
However, since γk ∈ (1/2, 1) and varies with k, these classical methods cannot be re-
covered as special cases of Sk. Second, our SVRG and SAGA estimators are designed
specifically for Sk and differ from existing estimators in [2, 3, 12, 21]. Third, our algo-
rithms are accelerated and single-loop, making them easier to implement compared to
double-loop or catalyst methods [37, 67]. Fourth, our rates and oracle complexity esti-
mates rely on the metric E

[
∥Gxk∥2

]
, which differs from existing results that use a gap

or restricted gap function. Fifth, our rate offers an O (1/k) factor improvement over
non-accelerated methods [2, 3, 21]. Finally, our complexity matches the best-known
results in convex optimization using SAGA or SVRG without enhancements.

Related work. Both (ME) and (MI) are well-studied in the literature (e.g.,
[10, 13, 25, 55, 57, 58]). We focus on the most recent works relevant to our methods.

Accelerated methods. Nesterov’s accelerated methods have been applied to solve
both (ME) and (MI) in early works [31, 39] and [8], followed by [1, 6, 7, 8, 18, 31,
38, 46, 52, 63]. Unlike convex optimization, extending these methods to monotone
inclusions faces a fundamental challenge in constructing a suitable Lyapunov function.
In convex optimization, the objective function serves this purpose, but it is absent in
(ME) and (MI). This necessitates a different approach for (ME) and (MI) (see, e.g.,
[8, 46]). Our approach leverages similar ideas from dynamical systems as in [8, 46].

Alternatively, Halpern’s fixed-point iteration [29] has recently been proven to
achieve a better convergence rates (see [23, 43, 59]), matching Nesterov’s schemes.
Yoon and Ryu appear to be the first to extend Halpern’s method to extragradient-
type schemes [68]. Many subsequent works have exploited this idea (e.g., [16, 17, 42,
52, 61, 63, 64]) for other methods. Recently, [63] establishes a connection between
Nesterov’s and Halpern’s accelerations for solving (ME) with different schemes.

Stochastic approximation methods. Stochastic methods for both (ME) and (MI)
and their special cases have been extensively developed, e.g., in [35, 40, 54]. Some
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methods exploit mirror-prox and averaging techniques such as [35, 40]), while others
rely on projection or extragradient-type schemes (e.g., [19, 33, 36, 54, 69]). Many algo-
rithms use standard Robbins-Monro stochastic approximation with fixed or increasing
batch sizes. Other works generalize the analysis to a broader class of algorithms (e.g.,
[11, 27, 44]), covering both standard stochastic and variance-reduction methods.

Variance-reduction methods. Variance-reduction techniques are widely used in op-
timization, where many estimators have been proposed, including SAGA [22], SVRG
[34], SARAH [51], and Hybrid-SGD [66]. Researchers have adopted these estima-
tors to develop methods for solving (ME) and (MI). For instance, [21] proposes a
SAGA-type method for (ME) and (MI), under a co-coerciveness and strong quasi-
monotonicity, most relevant to our work. However, we focus on accelerated methods
achieving better convergence rates and complexity. The authors in [2, 3] employed
SVRG estimators for methods related to (VIP), but these are non-accelerated. Other
works can be found in [12, 32, 70]. All these results differ from ours due to the con-

struction of S̃k and algorithm styles. Some recent works exploited Halpern’s fixed-
point iteration and developed corresponding variance-reduced methods (e.g., [14, 15]),
tending to achieve better complexity but using biased estimators compared to ours.

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 [10].

Paper organization. Section 2 introduces our operator Sk and defines a class
of unbiased and variance-reduced estimators for Sk. It also constructs two instances:
SVRG and SAGA, and proves their key properties. Section 3 develops new algorithms
for solving (ME) and establishes their convergence and oracle complexity. Section 4
derives a new variant to solve (MI) and proves its convergence. Section 5 presents
two numerical experiments. Technical proofs are moved to Appendices A and B.

2. Stochastic Variance-Reduced Estimators for FR Operator. Most vari-
ance reduction methods in the literature directly construct an estimator for G, while
we depart from this idea and construct an intermediate object, which we call a forward-
reflected (FR) operator, and then design stochastic estimators for this object. Our
results could be of independent interest for designing different algorithms.

2.1. The forward-reflected operator. Given two consecutive iterates xk−1

and xk and a parameter γk ∈ [0, 1], we define

(FRO) Sk := Gxk − γkGx
k−1.

Here, γk plays a central role in our methods as it is nonzero, and has two options:
constant and varying w.r.t. k. When γ is constant, it is usually used in classical
methods such as Popov’s past-extragradient or optimistic gradient methods [60, 62].
In contrast, γk varies w.r.t. k in accelerated schemes such as our methods.

As an example, if γk = 1
2 , then we can write Sk = 1

2Gx
k + 1

2 (Gx
k − Gxk−1)

used in FRBS methods [47]. This instance is also used in optimistic and Popov’s
past-extragradient [56] and optimistic gradient [20] methods for solving (ME). Fur-

thermore, if we view Gxk−Gxk−1 =
∫ 1

0
G′(xk−1+τ(xk−xk−1))(xk−xk−1)dτ via the

mean-value theorem, then Sk can be approximated by Gxk augmented by a second-
order correction (known as a Hessian-driven damping term or a second-order dissipa-
tive term in convex optimization when Gx = ∇f(x)) recently studied in dynamical
systems and accelerated methods, see, e.g., [1, 8] as a few examples.
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2.2. A class of stochastic variance-reduced estimators for (FRO). We
now introduce the following class of stochastic variance-reduced estimators for Sk.

Definition 1. A stochastic operator S̃k is called an unbiased variance-reduced
estimator of Sk in (FRO) if there exist four positive sequences {λk} ⊂ (0, λ], {ρk} ⊂
(0, 1], {Θk}, and {Θ̂k}, and a sequence {∆k} such that

(4)


Ek

[
S̃k

]
= Sk,

E
[
∥S̃k − Sk∥2

]
≤ λk ·∆k,

∆k

(1−γk)2
≤ (1− ρk)

∆k−1

(1−γk−1)2
+ Θk

(1−γk)2
· Uk + Θ̂k

(1−γk−1)2
· Uk−1,

where Uk := 1
n

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
and λ is a given finite upper bound of λk.

The condition ρk > 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 may not be a variance-reduced
estimator of Sk. We note that ρk, Θk and Θ̂k can be constant for all k ≥ 0 or vary
w.r.t. k. Since Sk is evaluated at both xk−1 and xk, our bounds for the estimator
S̃k depend on three consecutive points xk−2, xk−1, and xk, which is different from
previous works, including [4, 11, 21, 24]. In addition, λk in the second bound also
places an important role in accelerated algorithms as it can vary w.r.t. k. In the
following subsections, we will construct two estimators that satisfy Definition 1 using
SVRG [34] and SAGA [22], respectively. However, any other estimator satisfying
Definition 1 can be used in our methods, e.g., SEGA in [30] and JacSketch in [28].

2.3. SVRG estimator for the FR operator. Consider an i.i.d. mini-batch
Bk ⊆ [n] := {1, 2, · · · , n} with the size bk := |Bk|. Let GBk

x := 1
bk

∑
i∈Bk

Gix be a

standard mini-batch estimator of Gx for given x ∈ dom(G). We define

(5) S̃k := (1− γk)
(
Gwk −GBk

wk
)
+GBk

xk − γkGBk
xk−1,

where the reference or snapshot point wk is updated as follows:

(6) wk+1 :=

{
xk with probability p

wk with probability 1− p.

The probability p ∈ (0, 1) can be fixed, or updated adaptively at each iteration k as
p = pk. This estimator is known as a loopless variant [41] of the SVRG estimator
[34]. However, it is different from existing estimators used for root-finding problems,
including [21] because we define it for Sk, not for Gxk. In addition, the first term is

also damped by a factor (1− γk) to guarantee a variance reduction of S̃k.
Next, we state the following lemma whose proof is given in Appendix A.1.

Lemma 2. Let Sk := Gxk −γkGxk−1 be defined by (FRO) and S̃k be constructed
by the loopless-SVRG estimator (5). We consider the following quantity:

(7) ∆̃k := 1
nbk

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γkGix
k−1 − (1− γk)Giw

k∥2
]
.

Then, we have

(8)


Ek

[
S̃k

]
= Sk ≡ Gxk − γkGx

k−1,

E
[
∥S̃k − Sk∥2

]
≤ ∆̃k − 1

bk
E
[
∥Gxk − γkGx

k−1 − (1− γk)Gw
k∥2

]
,

∆̃k ≤
(
1− p

2

) (1−γk)
2bk−1

(1−γk−1)2bk
∆̃k−1 +

4
bkp

· Uk +
4γ2

k−1(1−γk)
2

bkp(1−γk−1)2
· Uk−1.
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Consequently, S̃k satisfies Definition 1 with ρk := p
2 ∈ (0, 1), λk := 1

bk
∈ (0, 1],

Θk := 4
p , Θ̂k := 4

p , and ∆k := bk∆̃k.

2.4. SAGA estimator for the FR operator. Consider an i.i.d. mini-batch
Bk ⊆ [n] := {1, 2, · · · , n} with the size bk := |Bk|. Let GBk

x := 1
bk

∑
i∈Bk

Gix be a

standard mini-batch estimator of Gx for given x ∈ dom(G), and Ĝk
Bk

:= 1
bk

∑
i∈Bk

Ĝk
i

for given estimates {Ĝk
i }ni=1. We define the following SAGA estimator for Sk:

(9) S̃k := (1−γk)
n

∑n
i=1 Ĝ

k
i +

[
GBk

xk − γkGBk
xk−1 − (1− γk)Ĝ

k
Bk

]
,

where Ĝk
i is initialized as Ĝ0

i := Gix
0 for i ∈ [n], and then is updated as follows:

(10) Ĝk+1
i :=

{
Ĝk

i if i /∈ Bk,

Gix
k if i ∈ Bk.

For this SAGA estimator, we need to store all n component Ĝk
i computed so far for

i ∈ [n] in a table Tk := [Ĝk
1 , Ĝ

k
2 , · · · , Ĝk

n]. At each iteration k, we will evaluate Gix
k

for i ∈ Bk, and update the table Tk for all i ∈ Bk. Hence, the SAGA estimator
requires significant memory to store Tk if n and p are both large. Similar to the
SVRG estimator (5), we have the following lemma, whose proof is in Appendix A.2.

Lemma 3. Let Sk := Gxk −γkGxk−1 be defined by (FRO) and Ŝk be constructed
by the SAGA estimator (9). We consider the following quantity:

(11) ∆̂k := 1
nbk

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γkGix
k−1 − (1− γk)Ĝ

k
i ∥2

]
.

If we denote Θk :=
[2(n−bk)(2n+bk)+b2k]

nbk
and Θ̂k := 2(n−bk)(2n+bk)

nbk
, then

(12)


Ek

[
S̃k

]
= Sk ≡ Gxk − γkGx

k−1,

E
[
∥S̃k − Sk∥2

]
≤ ∆̂k − 1

bk
E
[
∥Gxk − γkGx

k−1 − (1−γk)
n

∑n
j=1 Ĝ

k
j ∥2

]
,

∆̂k ≤
(
1− bk

2n

) bk−1(1−γk)
2

bk(1−γk−1)2
· ∆̂k−1 +

Θk

bk
· Uk +

Θ̂kγ
2
k−1(1−γk)

2

bk(1−γk−1)2
· Uk−1.

Consequently, S̃k satisfies Definition 1 with ρk := bk
2n ∈ (0, 1), λk := 1

bk
∈ (0, 1], Θk

and Θ̂k given above, and ∆k := bk∆̂k.

3. Accelerated Variance-Reduced Forward-Reflected Methods. In this
section, we explore the class of unbiased estimators constructed in Section 2 to develop
Nesterov’s stochastic accelerated root-finding algorithms for solving (ME).

3.1. The algorithm. We propose the following variance-reduced accelerated
forward-reflected method for solving (ME): Starting from x0 ∈ dom(G), set x−1 := x0

and at each iteration k ≥ 0, we construct S̃k satisfying Definition 1 and update

(AVFR) xk+1 := xk + θk(x
k − xk−1)− ηkS̃

k,

where γk > 0, θk > 0, and ηk > 0 are given parameters, and S̃0 := (1− γ0)Gx
0 ≡ S0.

Since we have not yet specified S̃k, AVFR in fact covers a class of stochastic
accelerated FR algorithms. Note that Sk can be updated using at least one of the
two options in Section 2: either SVRG (5) or SAGA (9). With these choices, the
per-iteration complexity of (AVFR) is 3bk and 2bk, respectively.
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3.2. Lyapunov function and descent lemma. The following lemma serves as
a key step to prove the convergence of AVFR, whose proof is given in Appendix B.1.

Lemma 4. Suppose that Assumptions 1.1 and 1.3 hold for (ME) and β ∈
(
0, 1

L

]
is given. Let {xk} be generated by AVFR to solve (ME) using a stochastic estimator

S̃k satisfying Definition 1 with λk := λ > 0 and ρk := ρ ∈ (0, 1), and

(13) θk := tk−r−µ
tk+1

, γk := tk−r−µ
tk−µ , and ηk := 2β(tk−µ)

tk+1
,

where r > 0 and µ > 0 are given and tk ≥ r + µ for all k ≥ 0.
Consider a Lyapunov function:

(14)
Ek := 4rβ(tk − µ)

[
⟨Gxk, xk − x⋆⟩ − β∥Gxk∥2

]
+ ∥r(xk − x⋆) + tk+1(x

k+1 − xk)∥2

+ µr∥xk − x⋆∥2 + 4λβ2Θ̂k+1(tk−µ)2

ρ · Uk + 4λβ2(1−ρ)(tk−µ)2

ρ ·∆k,

where Uk := 1
n

∑n
i=1 ∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2. Then, for all k ≥ 1, we have

(15)
E
[
Ek−1

]
− E

[
Ek

]
≥ Ck(tk − µ)2 · E

[
Uk

]
+ µ(2tk − r − µ) · E

[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
+ 4rβ(tk−1 − tk + r)E

[
⟨Gxk−1, xk−1 − x⋆⟩ − β∥Gxk−1∥2

]
,

where Λk := 4β
[
(tk−r−µ)
(tk−µ) ·

(
1
L − β

)
− λβ(Θk+Θ̂k+1)

ρ

]
.

3.3. Convergence analysis of AVFR. For simplicity of our presentation, we
define the following constants:

(16)


β̄ := ρ

[ρ+λ(r+1)(Θ+Θ̂)]L
, Λ :=

4β(ρ − [ρ+λ(r+1)(Θ+Θ̂)]·Lβ)
Lρ(r+1) ,

C0 := r(1 + 3r + 8rL2β2), C1 :=
4r2(r−1)L2β2

r+2 +
(
2
r + ψ

)
C0,

C2 := 4r2L2β2 +
(
ψ + 2(r+2)2

r

)
C0 +

4(r+2)2C1

r(r−2) , C3 :=
(r+2)2(C1+C2)

2r2 ,

where ψ := 4λβ2(Θ+Θ̂)
ρΛ . For a given r > 2, we have Cs ≤ O (1) for s ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}.

Now, we state the convergence of AVFR and provide the proof in Appendix B.2.

Theorem 5. Suppose that G given by (1) satisfies Assumptions 1.1 and 1.3 and
r ≥ 1 is given. Let β̄, Λ, and Cs for s ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3} be given in (16). Let {xk} be gen-

erated by AVFR to solve (ME) using a stochastic estimator S̃k satisfying Definition 1,
λk := λ > 0, ρk := ρ ∈ (0, 1), and ∆0 = 0, and

(17) θk :=
k

k + r + 2
, γk :=

k

k + r
, and ηk :=

2β(k + r)

k + r + 2
.

If we choose 0 < β < β̄, then Λ > 0, and for K ≥ 1, we get

(18)

∑K
k=1(2k + r + 1)E

[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
≤ C0 · ∥x0 − x⋆∥2,∑K

k=1(k + r)2 · 1
n

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
≤ C0

Λ · ∥x0 − x⋆∥2.

If, additionally r > 2, then we also have the following summable results:

(19)

∑K
k=1(k + r + 1)E

[
∥xk− xk−1+ ηk−1Gx

k−1∥2
]
≤ C1

r−2 · ∥x0 − x⋆∥2,∑K
k=1(2k + r + 3)E

[
∥Gxk∥2

]
≤ (r+2)2

2β2r2

(
C0 +

2C1

r−2

)
· ∥x0 − x⋆∥2.
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Furthermore, for any k ≥ 1, the following Big-O rates hold:

(20)

E
[
∥xk+1 − xk + ηkGx

k∥2
]
≤ C1

(k+r−1)(k+r+2) · ∥x0 − x⋆∥2,
E
[
∥xk+1 − xk∥2

]
≤ C2

(k+r+2)2 · ∥x0 − x⋆∥2,
E
[
∥Gxk∥2

]
≤ C3

β2(k+r−1)(k+r+2) · ∥x0 − x⋆∥2,
and the following small-O rates also hold:

(21) E
[
∥xk+1 − xk∥2

]
= o

(
1
k2

)
and E

[
∥Gxk∥2

]
= o

(
1
k2

)
.

Our AVFR is single-loop and covers a broad class of stochastic accelerated algorithms
satisfying Definition 1 compared to [21]. Its convergence is stated in Theorem 5
showing both O

(
1/k2

)
and o

(
1/k2

)
convergence rates on E

[
∥Gxk∥2

]
, which has an

O
(
1/k

)
improvement factor compared to non-accelerated methods, including [2, 3, 21],

but requires Assumption 1.3 as opposed to [2, 3]. One can simplify the constants Cs

for s = 0, 1, 2, 3 in (16) by choosing, e.g., r := 3. However, r plays an important role
to adjust our implementation in Section 5, and hence, we leave it free here.

3.4. Complexity analysis for Loopless-SVRG and SAGA variants. Let
us specify Theorem 5 to analyze the oracle complexity of AVFR using (5) and (9).
The proof of the following results are deferred to Appendix B.3.

Corollary 6. Let {xk} be generated by (AVFR) to solve (ME) using the SVRG
estimator (5) and the same parameters as in Theorem 5 with r := 3 such that
1 ≤ bp2 ≤ 32. Then, under the same conditions as in Theorem 5, if we choose

β := bp2

2L(bp2+64) , then we have β ∈
[

1
130L ,

1
6L

]
and

(22)
E
[
∥xk+1 − xk∥2

]
≤ C2·∥x0−x⋆∥2

(k+r+2)2 and E
[
∥xk+1 − xk∥2

]
= o

(
1
k2

)
,

E
[
∥Gxk∥2

]
≤ C3·∥x0−x⋆∥2

β2(k+r−1)(k+r+2) and E
[
∥Gxk∥2

]
= o

(
1
k2

)
,

where C2 ≤ 2360 and C3 ≤ 3353 are explicitly given in (16).
For a given ϵ > 0, if we choose p := O

(
n−1/3

)
and b := O

(
n2/3

)
, then (AVFR)

requires O
(
n+ Ln2/3ϵ−1

)
evaluations of Gi to achieve E

[
∥Gxk∥2

]
≤ ϵ2.

Corollary 7. Let {xk} be generated by (AVFR) to solve (ME) using the SAGA
estimator (9) and the same parameters as in Theorem 5 with r := 3 such that
1 ≤ b ≤ 16n2/3. Then, under the same conditions as in Theorem 5, if we choose

β := b3

2L(b3+64n2) , then we have β ∈
[

1
2L(1+64n2) ,

1
4L

]
and

(23)
E
[
∥xk+1 − xk∥2

]
≤ C2·∥x0−x⋆∥2

(k+r+2)2 and E
[
∥xk+1 − xk∥2

]
= o

(
1
k2

)
,

E
[
∥Gxk∥2

]
≤ C3·∥x0−x⋆∥2

β2(k+r−1)(k+r+2) and E
[
∥Gxk∥2

]
= o

(
1
k2

)
,

where C2 ≤ 2559 and C3 ≤ 3636 are explicitly given in (16).
For a given ϵ > 0, if we choose b := O

(
n2/3

)
, then (AVFR) requires O

(
n +

Ln2/3ϵ−1
)
evaluations of Gi to achieve E

[
∥Gxk∥2

]
≤ ϵ2.

Both C2 and C3 in Corollaries 6 and 7 can be refined to get smaller upper bounds.
However, we do not try to numerically optimize them here. Corollaries 6 and 7 show
that both the SVRG and SAGA variants have oracle complexity of O

(
n+ n2/3Lϵ−1

)
under appropriate choices of the mini-batch size b and probability p. This complexity
is better than deterministic accelerated methods by a factor of n1/3, and better than
non-accelerated variance-reduction methods such as [2, 3, 21] by a factor of 1

ϵ . For
implementation of AVFR, as suggested by our theory, one can choose β = O

(
1
6L

)
.
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3.5. Linear convergence under strong quasi-monotonicity. Now, we spec-
ify (AVFR) to solve (ME) under Assumptions 1.3 and 1.4. First, we define

(24) κ := L
µ , Γ := ρ+ 2λ(Θ + Θ̂), M := 2(2Γ− 1)κ, and N := 3Γκ+ 2(1− 2ρ).

Suppose that N2 + 12ρM ≥ 0, 2ρ < 1, and β is chosen such that

(25) 0 < β ≤ β̄ := 1
µ ·min

{
3
5 ,

3ρ
2(1−2ρ) ,

1
2κ ,

6ρ

N+
√

N2+12ρM

}
.

Next, we choose the following parameters:

(26) θk := θ = 1
3 , γk := γ = 1

2 , and ηk := η = β ∈ (0, β̄],

Now, applying (26) to AVFR, it reduces to the following form:

(27) xk+1 := xk + θ(xk − xk−1)− ηS̃k,

where S̃k is an estimator of Sk satisfying Definition 1 with γk := 1
2 and S̃0 := S0.

Theorem 8 states a linear convergence of (27), whose proof is in Appendix B.4.

Theorem 8. Suppose that G given by (1) satisfies Assumptions 1.1, 1.3, and 1.4
such that N2 + 12ρM ≥ 0 and 2ρ < 1. Let {xk} be generated by (27) to solve (ME)
using (26). Then, with ω := 2βµ

3+4βµ ∈ (0, 1) we have

(28) E
[
∥xk − x⋆∥2

]
≤ 4(1 + 2L2β2) · (1− ω)k · ∥x0 − x⋆∥2.

Consequently, for a given ϵ > 0, (27) requires k = O
(
Γκ
ρ log(ϵ−1)

)
iterations to achieve

an ϵ-solution xk such that E
[
∥xk − x⋆∥2

]
≤ ϵ2.

Theorem 8 only states a linear convergence of (27) in terms of {E[∥xk − x⋆∥2]},
but does not specify its oracle complexity. Similar to Theorem 5, we can specify The-
orem 8 for both SVRG estimator (5) and SAGA estimator (9) to obtain the following
complexity bounds, where we omit their proof as it is similar to Subsection 3.4.

Corollary 9. Suppose that Assumptions 1.1, 1.3, and 1.4 hold for (ME).

(a) If the SVRG estimator S̃k from (5) is used in (27), then by choosing β := β̄

from (25), we have ω := O
(
bp2

κ

)
. Consequently, if we choose b := O

(
n2/3

)
and p := O

(
n−1/3

)
, then (27) requires O

(
n+ κn2/3 log(ϵ−1)

)
evaluations of

Gi to achieve E
[
∥xk − x⋆∥2

]
≤ ϵ2.

(b) If the SAGA estimator S̃k from (9) is used in (27), then by choosing β := β̄

from (25), we have ω = O
(

b3

κn2

)
. Hence, if we choose b := O

(
n2/3

)
, then (27)

requires O
(
n+κn2/3 log(ϵ−1)

)
evaluations of Gi to reach E

[
∥xk−x⋆∥2

]
≤ ϵ2.

Our oracle complexity is better than existing deterministic methods by a factor
of n1/3. However, it still depends on the condition number κ := L

µ instead of
√
κ as

in convex optimization. Nevertheless, as shown in [53], this dependence has not been
improved so far for root-finding algorithms. In fact, it also matches the results in [21].

4. Application to Monotone Inclusions. Let us apply AVFR to solve (MI).
First, assume that Gi is

1
L -co-coercive for all i ∈ [n]. We fix ρ > 0 such that Lρ < 4

and define JρT := (I+ ρT )−1 as the resolvent of ρT . We also define

(29) Gρ,i := Gi · JρT + ρ−1(I− JρT ) and Gρ := 1
n

∑n
i=1 Gρ,i.
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Then, x⋆ solves Gρx
⋆ = 0 iff y⋆ = JρTx

⋆ solves (MI) (see [9, Proposition 2.4.]).
Second, let Sk be defined by (FRO) for Gρ as Sk

ρ := Gρx
k − γkGρx

k−1. Clearly, if

we compute yk := JρTx
k, then Gρx

k = Gyk+ρ−1(xk−yk) and Sk
ρ = Gyk−γkGyk−1+

ρ−1(xk − yk) − ρ−1γk(x
k−1 − yk−1). Therefore, if we define Ŝk := Gyk − γkGy

k−1,
then Sk

ρ = Ŝk + ρ−1(xk − yk) − ρ−1γk(x
k−1 − yk−1). Substituting Sk

ρ into (AVFR),
we get the following scheme as a variant of AVFR to solve (MI):

(30)


yk := JρTx

k,

S̃k
ρ := S̃k + ρ−1(xk − yk)− ρ−1γk(x

k−1 − yk−1),

xk+1 := xk + θk(x
k − xk−1)− ηkS̃k

ρ ,

where S̃k is an unbiased estimator of Ŝk := Gyk − γkGy
k−1 satisfying Definition 1,

x−1 := x0, y−1 := y0 := JρTx
0, and S̃0 := Ŝ0 ≡ (1 − γ0)Gy

0. Again, we can choose

S̃k constructed by at least two options: SVRG in (5) or SAGA in (9).
Let us define a forward-backward residual of (MI) as Sρy := ρ−1(y−JηT (y−ρGy))

for ρ > 0. Then, it is well-known [10, Proposition 26] that Sρy
⋆ = 0 iff 0 ∈ Gy⋆+Tx⋆.

Therefore, if E
[
∥Sρy

k∥2
]
≤ ϵ2, then we say that yk is an ϵ-solution of (MI).

Finally, we can prove the following convergence result for (30).

Corollary 10. Suppose that Assumptions 1.1 and 1.2 hold for (MI) and Gi is
1
L -co-coercive for all i ∈ [n]. Let {(xk, yk)} be generated by (30) to solve (MI) using

the same parameters as in Theorem 5 but with LG := 4−Lρ
4 , provided that Lρ < 4.

Then, the conclusions of Theorem 5 still hold for E
[
∥yk+1 − yk∥2

]
and E

[
∥Sρy

k∥2
]
,

where Sρy := ρ−1(y − JηT (y − ρGy)) is the forward-backward residual of G+ T .

Proof. First, as proven in [9, 21], we have zer(G+T ) = Jρ(zer(Gρ)). Hence, solving
(MI) is equivalent to solving Gρx

⋆ = 0. Second, as shown in [21, Corollary 3.2], if Gi is
1
L -co-coercive, then Gρ,i is also

1
LG

-co-coercive with LG := 4−Lρ
4 , provided that Lρ < 4.

This means that Gρ satisfies Assumption 1.3 with LG . Third, if we apply (AVFR)
to solve Gρx

⋆ = 0, then it can be expressed as (30). Therefore, the conclusions of
Theorem 5 still hold for E

[
∥xk+1−xk∥2

]
and E

[
∥Gρx

k∥2
]
. However, since E

[
∥yk+1−

yk∥2
]
= E

[
∥JρTxk+1 − JρTx

k∥2
]
≤ E

[
∥xk+1 − xk∥2

]
, these conclusions still hold for

E
[
∥yk+1−yk∥2

]
. Finally, from (29), we have ρGρx

k = ρGyk+xk−yk, or equivalently,
xk−ρGρx

k = yk−ρGyk. This leads to JηTxk−JρT (xk−ρGρx
k) = yk−JρT (yk−ρGyk).

Hence, ∥Sρy
k∥ = ∥ρ−1(yk − JρT (y

k − ρGyk))∥ = ρ−1∥JρTxk − JρT (x
k − ρGρx

k)∥ ≤
∥Gρx

k)∥. We conclude that the conclusions of Theorem 5 still hold for E
[
∥Sρy

k∥2
]
.

Similar to (ME), if G + T is additionally strongly monotone with µΨ > 0, then
we can apply (27) to solve (MI) and achieve a linear rate as in Theorem 8. However,
we omit this variant as it is similar to a combination of (30) and [21, Corollary 3.1].

5. Numerical Experiments. We verify our algorithms with two numerical ex-
amples and compare them with existing methods. All algorithms are implemented in
Python and run on a MacBookPro. 2.8GHz Quad-Core Intel Core I7, 16Gb Memory.

Model. We consider the following general convex-concave minimax problem:

(31) min
u∈Rp1

max
v∈Rp2

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

n

∑n
i=1 Hi(u, v)− g(v)

}
,

where Hi(u, v) := uTAiu+u
TLiv−vTBiv+b

⊤
i u−c⊤i v, Ai ∈ Rp1×p1 and Bi ∈ Rp2×p2

are symmetric positive semidefinite 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 ,
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respectively. 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, Gi is an affine mapping from Rp to Rp, but Gi is nonsymmetric. Let Gx :=
1
n

∑n
i=1Gix = Gx + g, where G := 1

n

∑n
i=1 Gi and g := 1

n

∑n
i=1 gi. Then, the

optimality condition of (31) becomes 0 ∈ Gx+ Tx as in (MI).
Data generation and experiment setup. 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}. The matrix Bi is

also generated by the same way, while Li, bi, and ci are generated from standard
normal distribution. We perform two sets of experiments: Experiment 1 consists of
10 problem instances with p = 100 and n = 5, 000, and Experiment 2 is 10 problem
instances with p = 200 and n = 10, 000. We then report the mean of 10 problems in

terms of ∥Gxk∥
∥Gx0∥ for (ME) and in terms of

∥Gρx
k∥

∥Gρx0∥ for (MI) as stated in Corollary 10.

Competitors. We implement two variants of (AVFR) to solve (31): AVFR-Svrg
– a loopless-SVRG variant using (5) and AVFR-Saga – a SAGA variant using (9).
We also compare our methods with two deterministic optimistic gradient methods:
OG – non-accelerated OG in [20] and AOG – accelerated OG in [63], VRFRBS –
variance-reduced FRBS in [2], and VREG – variance-reduced extragradient in [3].

Parameters. For OG and AOG, we choose its stepsize η := 1
2L , where L is the

Lipschitz constant of G. For our methods, we use a stepsize β := 0.15
L ≈ 1

6L , and

choose a mini-batch of size b := ⌊0.5n2/3⌋, and a probability p := 1
n1/3 for loopless-

SVRG as suggested by its theory. Since r > 2, we set r = 20, but other choices still

work well. For VRFRBS, we choose its stepsize τ := 5×0.99(1−√
1−p)

2L (5 times of its

theoretical stepsize), and for VREG, we set τ := 0.99
√
1−α

L for α := 1−p as suggested
by their theory. 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. We also choose the
same mini-batch size b := ⌊0.5n2/3⌋ in these algorithms. Note that if n = 5, 000, then
b := 150 and p := 0.062, but if n = 10, 000, then b = 239 and p = 0.0479.

Results for the unconstrained case. In this test, we set f = g = 0 (i.e. without
constraints) so that our model 0 ∈ Gx + Tx reduces to Gx = 0 as (ME). We test
6 algorithms on two sets of experiments: Experiment 1 and Experiment 2 designed
above. Figure 1 reports the results of these experiments after 100 epochs.
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Fig. 1. Performance of 6 algorithms for (31) on 2 experiments (the mean of 10 instances).

Figure 1 shows that our methods perform well and outperform their competitors.
Nevertheless, AVFR-Svrg works best. Overall, through this test, we can conclude that
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variance-reduced methods work better than deterministic methods even compared
with accelerated schemes like AOG. This is often the case in optimization. We note
that we did not try to tune the parameters for our test. However, for Experiment 2,
we can see that η ≈ 0.4032 in VREG, which is larger than β ≈ 0.2783 in our methods.
For VRFRBS, we have η ≈ 0.1113, which is 5 times larger than its theoretical stepsize.
If we increase it by 10 times, then VRFRBS occasionally diverges.

Results for the constrained case. Finally, we test two variants of our method (30)
to solve (MI) and compare them with other competitors as in the first test. We test
them with two sets of experiments as before and choose f = δ∆p1

and g = δ∆p2

defined above. The results are reported in Figure 2 after 100 epochs.
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Fig. 2. Performance of 6 algorithms for (31) on 2 experiments (the mean of 10 instances).

From Figure 2, we see similar performance as in the unconstrained case, where
our methods perform well and have a better performance than their competitors up
to the level of accuracy of 10−16. Under our parameter choices, both VRFRBS and
VREG still work well on this test, and are only slightly behind our AVFR-Saga.
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Appendix A. Proof of Technical Results in Section 2. This appendix
provides the full proof of Lemma 2 and Lemma 3 in Section 2.

A.1. The proof of Lemma 2. By the construction of GBk
in (5), we have

Ek

[
GBk

wk
]
= Gwk, Ek

[
GBk

xk
]
= Gxk, and Ek

[
GBk

xk−1
]
= Gxk−1. Utilizing these

relations, from (5), we can easily show that Ek

[
S̃k

]
= Sk, as in the first line of (8).

Next, define Xi := Gix
k − γkGix

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

have Ek

[
Xi

]
= Gxk − γkGx

k−1 − (1 − γk)Gw
k and Ek

[
∥Xi∥2

]
= 1

n

∑n
j=1 ∥Gjx

k −
γkGjx

k−1 − (1− γk)Gjw
k∥2 for any i ∈ [n]. Since Bk and i are in Fk, we can derive

Ek

[
∥S̃k − Sk∥2

] (5)
= Ek

[
∥ 1
bk

∑
i∈Bk

Xi − [Gxk + γkGx
k−1 − (1− γk)Gw

k]∥2
]

= Ek

[
∥ 1
bk

∑
i∈Bk

(
Xi − Ek[Xi]∥2

)]
1○
= 1

b2k

∑
i∈Bk

Ek

[
∥Xi − Ek[Xi]∥2

]
2○
= 1

b2k

∑
i∈Bk

Ek

[
∥Xi∥2

]
− 1

b2k

∑
i∈Bk

[
Ek

[
Xi

]]2
= 1

nbk

∑n
j=1 ∥Gjx

k − γkGjx
k−1 − (1− γk)Gjw

k∥2

− 1
bk
∥Gxk − γkGx

k−1 − (1− γk)Gw
k∥2.
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Here, 1○ holds sinceXi are i.i.d. for all i ∈ Bk and 2○ holds due to Ek

[
∥Xi−E

[
Xi

]
∥2
]
=

Ek

[
∥Xi∥2

]
−

(
Ek

[
Xi

])2
. This estimate implies the second line of (8) by taking the

total expectation E
[
·
]
both sides and using (7).

Now, from (7) and (6), we can show that

∆̃k
(7)
:= 1

nbk

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γkGix
k−1 − (1− γk)Giw

k∥2
]

(6)
= (1−p)

nbk

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γkGix
k−1 − (1− γk)Giw

k−1∥2
]

+ p
nbk

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γkGix
k−1 − (1− γk)Gix

k−1∥2
]

1○
≤ (1+c)(1−p)

nbk

(1−γk)
2

(1−γk−1)2

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k−1 − γk−1Gix
k−2 − (1− γk−1)Giw

k−1∥2
]

+ (1+c)(1−p)
cnbk

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γkGix
k−1 − (1−γk)

(1−γk−1)
(Gix

k−1 − γk−1Gix
k−2)∥2

]
+ p

nbk

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
2○
≤ (1+c)(1−p)bk−1

bk

(1−γk)
2

(1−γk−1)2
∆̃k−1

+
2(1+c)(1−p)γ2

k−1(1−γk)
2

nbkc(1−γk−1)2

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k−1 −Gix
k−2∥2

]
+ 1

nbk

[
p+ 2(1+c)(1−p)

c

]∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
.

Here, we have used Young’s inequality in both 1○ and 2○. 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 from the last inequality that

∆̃k ≤
(
1− p

2

) bk−1(1−γk)
2

bk(1−γk−1)2
∆̃k−1 +

4γ2
k−1(1−γk)

2

nbkp(1−γk−1)2

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k−1 −Gix
k−2∥2

]
+ 4

nbkp

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
.

This is exactly the last inequality of (8).

Finally, multiplying the last inequality of (8) by bk
(1−γk)2

and define ∆k := bk∆̃k,

we can easily prove the last statement of Lemma 2 by using the fact that γk−1 ∈ (0, 1]

to have
4γ2

k−1

p ≤ 4
p =: Θ̂k. □

A.2. The proof of Lemma 3. First, we have Ek

[
GBk

xk
]
= Gxk, Ek

[
GBk

xk−1
]
=

Gxk−1, and Ek

[
Ĝk

Bk

]
= 1

n

∑n
i=1 Ĝ

k
i . Using these relations and (9), we can easily show

that Ek

[
S̃k

]
= Sk, which proves the first line of (12).

Next, define Xi := Gix
k − γkGix

k−1 − (1 − γk)Ĝ
k
i for any i ∈ [n]. Then, we

have Ek

[
Xi

]
= Gxk − γkGx

k−1 − (1−γk)
n

∑n
j=1 Ĝ

k
j and Ek

[
∥Xi∥2

]
= 1

n

∑n
j=1 ∥Gjx

k −
γkGjx

k−1 − (1− γk)Ĝ
k
j ∥2 for any i ∈ [n]. Therefore, we can derive

Ek

[
∥S̃k − Sk∥2

]
= Ek

[
∥ 1
bk

∑
i∈Bk

(Xi − Ek[Xi])∥2
]

1○
= 1

b2k

∑
i∈Bk

Ek

[
∥Xi − Ek[Xi]∥2

]
2○
= 1

b2k

∑
i∈Bk

Ek

[
∥Xi∥2

]
− 1

b2k

∑
i∈Bk

[
Ek

[
Xi

]]2
= 1

nbk

∑n
j=1 ∥Gjx

k − γkGjx
k−1 − (1− γk)Ĝ

k
j ∥2

− 1
bk
∥Gxk − γkGx

k−1 − (1−γk)
n

∑n
j=1 Ĝ

k
j ∥2.
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This implies the second line of (12) by taking the total expectation E
[
·
]
both sides.

Now, from (11) and (10), for any c > 0, we can show that

∆̂k
(11)
:= 1

nbk

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γkGix
k−1 − (1− γk)Ĝ

k
i ∥2

]
(10)
=

(
1− bk

n

)
1

nbk

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γkGix
k−1 − (1− γk)Ĝ

k−1
i ∥2

]
+ bk

n · 1
nbk

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γkGix
k−1 − (1− γk)Gix

k−1∥2
]

1○
≤ (1+c)(1−γk)

2

nbk(1−γk−1)2

(
1− bk

n

)∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k−1 − γk−1Gix
k−2 − (1− γk−1)Ĝ

k−1
i ∥2

]
+ (1+c)

cnbk

(
1− bk

n

)∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k − γkGix
k−1 − 1−γk

1−γk−1
(Gix

k−1 − γk−1Gix
k−2)∥2

]
+ 1

n2

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
2○
≤

[
1
n2 +

(
1− bk

n

) 2(1+c)
cnbk

]∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
+

2(1+c)γ2
k−1(1−γk)

2

cnbk(1−γk−1)2

(
1− bk

n

)∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k−1 −Gix
k−2∥2

]
+ bk−1(1+c)(1−γk)

2

bk(1−γk−1)2

(
1− bk

n

)
∆̂k−1,

where 1○ and 2○ are due to Young’s inequality. If we choose c := bk
2n , then (1− bk

n )(1+

c) = 1− bk
2n − b2k

2n2 ≤ 1− bk
2n . Hence, we can further upper bound the last inequality as

∆̂k ≤
(
1− bk

2n

) bk−1(1−γk)
2

bk(1−γk−1)2
∆̂k−1 +

[2(n−bk)(bk+2n)+b2k]

n2b2k

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
+

2(n−bk)(bk+2n)γ2
k−1(1−γk)

2

n2b2k(1−γk−1)2

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k−1 −Gix
k−2∥2

]
.

This is exactly the last inequality of (12).

Finally, multiplying the last inequality of (12) by bk
(1−γk)2

and define ∆k := bk∆̂k,

we obtain the last statement of Lemma 3 due to the fact that
2(n−bk)(2n+bk)γ

2
k−1

nbk
≤

2(n−bk)(2n+bk)
nbk

=: Θ̂k and Uk := 1
n

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
. □

Appendix B. Proof of Theoretical Results for AVFR in Section 3. This
appendix provides the full proof of Lemma 4, Theorem 5, and Theorem 8.

B.1. The proof of Lemma 4. We first introduce the following two functions:

(32)
Qk := ∥r(xk − x⋆) + tk+1(x

k+1 − xk)∥2 + µr∥xk − x⋆∥2,
Lk := 4rβ(tk − µ)

[
⟨Gxk, xk − x⋆⟩ − β∥Gxk∥2

]
+Qk.

Next, we can easily show that

T[1] := ∥r(xk−1 − x⋆) + tk(x
k − xk−1)∥2 = ∥r(xk − x⋆) + (tk − r)(xk − xk−1)∥2

= r2∥xk − x⋆∥2 + (tk − r)2∥xk − xk−1∥2 + 2r(tk − r)⟨xk − xk−1, xk − x⋆⟩.
Alternatively, using (AVFR), we can expand

T[2] := ∥r(xk − x⋆) + tk+1(x
k+1 − xk)∥2

(AVFR)
= ∥r(xk − x⋆) + tk+1θk(x

k − xk−1)− ηktk+1S̃
k∥2

= r2∥xk − x⋆∥2 + t2k+1θ
2
k∥xk − xk−1∥2 + η2kt

2
k+1∥S̃k∥2 − 2rηktk+1⟨S̃k, xk − x⋆⟩

+ 2rtk+1θk⟨xk − xk−1, xk − x⋆⟩ − 2ηkt
2
k+1θk⟨S̃k, xk − xk−1⟩.
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Moreover, for any µ > 0, we also have

µr∥xk−1 − x⋆∥2 − µr∥xk − x⋆∥2 = µr∥xk − xk−1∥2 − 2µr⟨xk − x⋆, xk − xk−1⟩.
Combining three last expressions, and using Qk from (32), we get

Qk−1 −Qk :=
[
(tk − r)2 − t2k+1θ

2
k + µr

]
∥xk − xk−1∥2 − η2kt

2
k+1∥S̃k∥2

+ 2r(tk − r − tk+1θk − µ)⟨xk − xk−1, xk − x⋆⟩
+ 2rηktk+1⟨S̃k, xk − x⋆⟩+ 2ηkt

2
k+1θk⟨S̃k, xk − xk−1⟩.

Taking the conditional expectation Ek

[
·
]
both sides of this expression, we obtain

(33)

Qk−1 − Ek

[
Qk

]
:=

[
(tk − r)2 − t2k+1θ

2
k + µr

]
∥xk − xk−1∥2 − η2kt

2
k+1Ek

[
∥S̃k∥2

]
+ 2r(tk − r − tk+1θk − µ)⟨xk − xk−1, xk − x⋆⟩
+ 2rηktk+1Ek

[
⟨S̃k, xk − x⋆⟩

]
+ 2ηkt

2
k+1θkEk

[
⟨S̃k, xk − xk−1⟩

]
.

Since Sk = Gxk−γkGxk−1 and ek := S̃k−Sk, we have S̃k := Sk+ek and Ek

[
ek
]
= 0

as S̃k is an unbiased estimator of Sk stated in (4). Therefore, we can show that

Ek

[
⟨S̃k, xk − x⋆⟩

]
= ⟨Sk, xk − x⋆⟩+ ⟨Ek

[
ek
]
, xk − x⋆⟩ = ⟨Sk, xk − x⋆⟩

= ⟨Gxk, xk − x⋆⟩ − γk⟨Gxk−1, xk − x⋆⟩
= ⟨Gxk, xk − x⋆⟩ − γk⟨Gxk−1, xk−1 − x⋆⟩ − γk⟨Gxk−1, xk − xk−1⟩.

Similarly, we can also derive that

Ek

[
⟨S̃k, xk − xk−1⟩

]
= ⟨Sk, xk − xk−1⟩+ ⟨Ek

[
ek
]
, xk − xk−1⟩ = ⟨Sk, xk − xk−1⟩

= ⟨Gxk −Gxk−1, xk − xk−1⟩+ (1− γk)⟨Gxk−1, xk − xk−1⟩.

Again, since S̃k is an unbiased estimator of Sk as stated in (4), and ek := S̃k−Sk, we

have Ek

[
∥S̃k∥2

]
= Ek

[
∥Sk+ek∥2

]
= ∥Sk∥2+2Ek

[
⟨ek, Sk⟩

]
+Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
= Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
+

∥Sk∥2. Therefore, we can easily show that

Ek

[
∥S̃k∥2

]
= ∥Sk∥2 + Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
= ∥Gxk − γkGx

k−1∥2 + Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
= ∥Gxk∥2 − 2γk⟨Gxk, Gxk−1⟩+ γ2k∥Gxk−1∥2 + Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
= (1− γk)∥Gxk∥2 − γk(1− γk)∥Gxk−1∥2

+ γk∥Gxk −Gxk−1∥2 + Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
.

Substituting the last three expressions into (33), we can derive that

Qk−1 − Ek

[
Qk

]
=

[
(tk − r)2 − t2k+1θ

2
k + µr

]
∥xk − xk−1∥2 − η2kt

2
k+1Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
+ 2rηktk+1

[
⟨Gxk, xk − x⋆⟩ − β∥Gxk∥2

]
− 2rγkηktk+1

[
⟨Gxk−1, xk−1 − x⋆⟩ − β∥Gxk−1∥2

]
+ 2ηkt

2
k+1θk⟨Gxk −Gxk−1, xk − xk−1⟩ − γkη

2
kt

2
k+1∥Gxk −Gxk−1∥2

+ 2rηktk+1

[
β − (1−γk)ηktk+1

2r

]
∥Gxk∥2

+ 2rγkηktk+1

[ (1−γk)ηktk+1

2r − β]∥Gxk−1∥2

+ 2r(tk − r − tk+1θk − µ)⟨xk − xk−1, xk − x⋆⟩
+ 2ηktk+1

[
(1− γk)tk+1θk − rγk

]
⟨Gxk−1, xk − xk−1⟩.
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Let us choose parameters θk, γk, and β such that

(34) tk − r − tk+1θk − µ = 0 (1− γk)tk+1θk − rγk = 0, and β :=
ηktk+1

2(tk − µ)
.

This condition allows us to update θk := tk−r−µ
tk+1

, γk := tk+1θk
tk+1θk+r = tk−r−µ

tk−µ , and

ηk := 2β(tk−µ)
tk+1

as stated in (13). Hence, we can simplify the last estimate as follows:

(35)

Qk−1 − Ek

[
Qk

]
= µ(2tk − r − µ)∥xk − xk−1∥2 − 4β(tk − µ)2Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
+ 4rβ(tk − µ)

[
⟨Gxk, xk − x⋆⟩ − β∥Gxk∥2

]
− 4rβ(tk − r − µ)

[
⟨Gxk−1, xk−1 − x⋆⟩ − β∥Gxk−1∥2

]
+ 4β(tk − µ)(tk − r − µ)⟨Gxk −Gxk−1, xk − xk−1⟩
− 4β2(tk − µ)(tk − r − µ)∥Gxk −Gxk−1∥2.

Utilizing Lk from (32), we can rearrange (35) and take full expectation to get

E
[
Lk−1

]
− E

[
Lk

]
= µ(2tk − r − µ)∥xk − xk−1∥2 − 4β2(tk − µ)2E

[
∥ek∥2

]
+ 4rβ(tk−1 − tk + r)

[
⟨Gxk−1, xk−1 − x⋆⟩ − β∥Gxk−1∥2

]
+ 4β(tk − µ)(tk − r − µ)E

[
⟨Gxk −Gxk−1, xk − xk−1⟩

]
− 4β2(tk − µ)(tk − r − µ)E

[
∥Gxk −Gxk−1∥2

]
.

Define Uk := 1
n

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
. By Assumption 1.3 and (3), we have

(36)
⟨Gxk −Gxk−1, xk − xk−1⟩

(2)

≥ 1
nL

∑n
i=1 ∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2 = 1

LUk,

Uk = 1
n

∑n
i=1 ∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

(3)

≥ ∥Gxk −Gxk−1∥2.
Using both inequalities of (36), we can upper bound

(37)

E
[
Lk−1

]
− E

[
Lk

]
≥ µ(2tk − r − µ)E

[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
− 4β2(tk − µ)2E

[
∥ek∥2

]
+ 4rβ(tk−1 − tk + r)

[
⟨Gxk−1, xk−1 − x⋆⟩ − β∥Gxk−1∥2

]
+ 4β(tk − µ)(tk − r − µ)

(
1
L − β

)
· Uk.

Since γk := tk−r−µ
tk−µ , we have (1 − γk)

2 = r2

(tk−µ)2 . From (4), using λk := λ > 0 and

ρk := ρ ∈ (0, 1), the definition of Uk, and the last expression, we can show that

(38)

E
[
∥ek∥2

]
≤ λ ·∆k,

(tk − µ)2∆k ≤ (1−ρ)
ρ

[
(tk−1 − µ)2∆k−1 − (tk − µ)2∆k

]
+ 1

ρ

[
Θ̂k(tk−1 − µ)2Uk−1 − Θ̂k+1(tk − µ)2Uk

]
+ 4rβ(tk−1 − tk + r)

[
⟨Gxk−1, xk−1 − x⋆⟩ − β∥Gxk−1∥2

]
+ (Θk+Θ̂k+1)(tk−µ)2

ρ · Uk.

Substituting the two expressions from (38) into (37), we obtain

E
[
Lk−1

]
− E

[
Lk

]
≥ µ(2tk − r − µ)E

[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
+ 4β(tk − µ)2

[
(tk−r−µ)
(tk−µ) ·

(
1
L − β

)
− λβ(Θk+Θ̂k+1)

ρ

]
· Uk

− 4λβ2(1−ρ)
ρ

[
(tk−1 − µ)2∆k−1 − (tk − µ)2∆k

]
− 4λβ2

ρ ·
[
Θ̂k(tk−1 − µ)2Uk−1 − Θ̂k+1(tk − µ)2Uk

]
.
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Rearranging this inequality, and using Ek from (14), we ultimately get (15). □

B.2. The proof of Theorem 5. For simplicity, we choose µ := 1 and tk :=
k + r + µ = k + r + 1. Since tk = k + r + 1 and µ = 1, from (13), we get

θk := tk−r−µ
tk+1

= k
k+r+2 , γk := tk−r−µ

tk−µ = k
k+r , and ηk := 2β(tk−µ)

tk+1
= 2β(k+r)

k+r+2 ,

which are the updates in (17).
Now, we divide the proof of this theorem into several steps as follows.

Step 1. Upper bounding E0. Since x−1 = x0, η0 = 2rβ
r+2 , γ0 = 0, ∆0 = 0, and

t1 = r + 2, it follows from (14) that

E0 := 4r2β
[
⟨Gx0, x0−x⋆⟩−β∥Gx0∥2

]
+ ∥r(x0− x⋆) + (r+2)(x1−x0)∥2 + r∥x0 − x⋆∥2.

From (AVFR), x−1 = x0, and S̃0 := (1−γ0)Gx0, we also have x1−x0 = θ0(x
0−x−1)−

η0S̃
0 = − 2rβ

r+2Gx
0. By Young’s inequality and ∥Gx0∥2 = ∥Gx0−Gx⋆∥2 ≤ L2∥x0−x⋆∥2

(by the L-Lipschitz continuity of G from (3) and Gx⋆ = 0), we can show that

∥r(x0 − x⋆) + (r + 2)(x1 − x0)∥2 ≤ 2r2∥x0 − x⋆∥2 + 2(r + 2)2∥x1 − x0∥2

= 2r2∥x0 − x⋆∥2 + 8r2β2∥Gx0∥2

≤ 2r2
(
1 + 4L2β2

)
∥x0 − x⋆∥2.

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Young’s inequality, we also have

⟨Gx0, x0 − x⋆⟩ − β∥Gx0∥2 ≤ ∥Gx0∥∥x0 − x⋆∥ − β∥Gx0∥2

≤ β∥Gx0∥2 + 1
4β ∥x0 − x⋆∥2 − β∥Gx0∥2 = 1

4β ∥x0 − x⋆∥2.

Combining the last three expressions, we can show that

(39) E0 ≤ r
(
1 + 3r + 8rL2β2

)
∥x0 − x⋆∥2 = C0 · ∥x0 − x⋆∥2,

where C0 := r(1 + 3r + 8rL2β2) as defined in (16).

Step 2. The summable results in (18). Since Θk := Θ and Θ̂k := Θ̂ are fixed and
k ≥ 1, the constant Λk in Lemma 4 is lower bounded by

Λk := 4β
[
(tk−r−µ)
(tk−µ) ·

(
1
L − β

)
− λβ(Θk+Θ̂k+1)

ρ

]
= 4β

[
k

k+r

(
1
L − β

)
− βλ(Θ+Θ̂)

ρ

]
≥ 4β

r+1

[
1
L − [ρ+λ(r+1)(Θ+Θ̂)

ρ · β
]
=

4β(ρ−[ρ+λ(r+1)(Θ+Θ̂)]·Lβ)
Lρ(r+1) ≡ Λ,

where Λ is defined by (16). Clearly, for β̄ given by (16), if we choose 0 < β < β̄, then
the above inequality shows that Λk ≥ Λ > 0.

Substituting the lower bound Λ of Λk and tk − µ = k + r into (15), and noting
that tk−1 − tk + r = r − 1 ≥ 0 (since r ≥ 1), we obtain

E
[
Ek−1

]
− E

[
Ek

]
≥ Λ(k + r)2Uk + (2k + r + 1)E

[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
.

Summing up this inequality from k = 1 to K, and then using (39) , and noting that
E
[
EK

]
≥ 0, we obtain the first two summable inequalities in (18).

Step 3. The first summable result in (19). Since S̃k = Sk+ek = Gxk−γkGxk−1+ek

for ek := S̃k−Sk, we obtain from (AVFR) that xk+1 = xk+θk(x
k−xk−1)−ηkGxk+
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ηkγkGx
k−1 − ηke

k. If we denote vk := xk+1 − xk and sk := ηkγk

ηk−1
, then we have

vk + ηkGx
k = ηkγk

ηk−1
(vk−1 + ηk−1Gx

k−1) +
(
θk − ηkγk

ηk−1

)
vk−1 − ηke

k

= sk(v
k−1 + ηk−1Gx

k−1) + (1− sk)
θk−sk
1−sk

vk−1 − ηke
k.

Leveraging (17), we can easily check that sk = (k+r+1)k
(k+r−1)(k+r+2) ∈ (0, 1) and (θk−sk)

2

1−sk
=

4k2

[rk+(r−1)(r+2)](k+r−1)(k+r+2) . Utilizing these expressions, the convexity of ∥ · ∥2,
Ek

[
ek
]
= 0, E

[
∥ek∥2

]
≤ λ ·∆k, and ηk from (13), we get from the last expression that

E
[
∥vk + ηkGx

k∥2
]
=E

[
∥sk(vk−1 + ηk−1Gx

k−1) + (1− sk)
θk−sk
1−sk

vk−1∥2
]
+ η2kE

[
∥ek∥2

]
≤skE

[
∥vk−1 + ηk−1Gx

k−1∥2
]
+ (θk−sk)

2

(1−sk)
E
[
∥vk−1∥2

]
+ λη2k∆k

= (k+r+1)k
(k+r−1)(k+r+2) · E

[
∥vk−1 + ηk−1Gx

k−1∥2
]
+ 4λβ2(k+r)2

(k+r+2)2 ·∆k

+ 4k2

[rk+(r−1)(r+2)](k+r−1)(k+r+2) · E
[
∥vk−1∥2

]
≤ (k+r+1)k

(k+r−1)(k+r+2) · E
[
∥vk−1 + ηk−1Gx

k−1∥2
]
+ 4λβ2(k+r)2

(k+r−1)(k+r+2) ·∆k

+ 2(2k+r+1)
r(k+r−1)(k+r+2) · E

[
∥vk−1∥2

]
.

Here, we have used k+ r− 1 ≤ k+ r+2 and 4rk2 ≤ 2(2k+ r+1)[rk+(r− 1)(r+2)]
in the last inequality. Multiplying this inequality by (k+ r− 1)(k+ r+2), we obtain

(k + r − 1)(k + r + 2)E
[
∥vk + ηkGx

k∥2
]
≤ (k + r + 1)(k + r − 2)E

[
∥vk−1 + ηk−1Gx

k−1∥2
]

− (r − 2)(k + r + 1)E
[
∥vk−1 + ηk−1Gx

k−1∥2
]
+ 4λβ2(k + r)2∆k

+ 2(2k+r+1)
r · E

[
∥vk−1∥2

]
.

Summing up this inequality from k := 1 to k := K, we can show that

(40)

T[1] := (K + r − 1)(K + r + 2)E
[
∥vK + ηKGx

K∥2
]

≤ (r − 1)(r + 2)E
[
∥v0 + η0Gx

0∥2
]
+ 4λβ2

∑K
k=1(k + r)2∆k

− (r − 2)
∑K

k=1(k + r + 1)E
[
∥vk−1 + ηk−1Gx

k−1∥2
]

+ 2
r

∑K
k=1(2k + r + 1)E

[
∥vk−1∥2

]
.

Next, recalling (38) from the proof of Lemma 4 with tk − µ = k + r, Θ̂k := Θ̂, and
Θk := Θ, we get

(k + r)2∆k ≤ (1−ρ)
ρ

[
(k + r − 1)2∆k−1 − (k + r)2∆k

]
+ Θ̂

ρ

[
(k + r − 1)2Uk−1 − (k + r)2Uk

]
+ (Θ+Θ̂)(k+r)2

ρ · Uk.

Summing up this inequality from k := 1 to k := K, and noting that U0 = 0 since
x−1 = x0, ∆0 = 0, ∆K ≥ 0, and UK ≥ 0, we get

(41)
∑K

k=1(k + r)2∆k ≤ Θ̂r2

ρ U0 +
(Θ+Θ̂)

ρ

∑K
k=1(k + r)2Uk = (Θ+Θ̂)

ρ

∑K
k=1(k + r)2Uk.

Substituting (41) into (40), and having ∥v0 + η0Gx
0∥2 = η20∥Gx0∥2 ≤ L2η20∥x0 −
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x⋆∥2 = 4L2β2r2

(r+2)2 ∥x0 − x⋆∥2 and vk−1 = xk − xk−1, one can show that

T[1] := (K + r − 1)(K + r + 2)E
[
∥vK + ηKGx

K∥2
]

≤ 4L2β2r2(r−1)
(r+2) E

[
∥x0 − x⋆∥2

]
− (r − 2)

∑K
k=1(k + r + 1)E

[
∥vk−1 + ηk−1Gx

k−1∥2
]

+ 2
r

∑K
k=1(2k + r + 1)E

[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
+ 4λβ2(Θ+Θ̂)

ρ

∑K
k=1(k + r)2Uk.

Combining this inequality and the first two summable inequalities from (18), we obtain

(42)

T[2] := (K + r − 1)(K + r + 2)E
[
∥vK + ηKGx

K∥2
]

+ (r − 2)
∑K

k=1(k + r + 1)E
[
∥vk−1 + ηk−1Gx

k−1∥2
]

≤
[
4r2(r−1)L2β2

r+2 + 2C0

r + 4λβ2(Θ+Θ̂)C0

ρΛ

]
· ∥x0 − x⋆∥2 = C1 · ∥x0 − x⋆∥2,

where C1 := 4r2(r−1)L2β2

r+2 + 2C0

r + 4λβ2(Θ+Θ̂)C0

ρΛ as in (16). As a result, we obtain the

first summable inequality of (19) from the last inequality T[2] in (42).

Step 4. The second summable result of (19). By the choice of ηk = 2β(k+r)
k+r+2 from

(17), we have ηk ≥ 2βr
r+2 . Applying this inequality and Young’s inequality, we have

(43) 2β2r2

(r+2)2 ∥Gxk∥2 ≤ η2
k

2 ∥Gxk∥2 ≤ ∥xk+1 − xk + ηkGx
k∥2 + ∥xk+1 − xk∥2.

Combining (43) and the first bound of (18) and the first bound of (19), we get

2β2r2

(r+2)2

∑K
k=1(2k + r + 3)∥Gxk∥2 ≤ 2

∑K
k=1(k + r + 2)∥xk+1 − xk + ηkGx

k∥2

+
∑K

k=1(2k + r + 3)∥xk+1 − xk∥2

≤
(
C0 +

2C1

r−2

)
· ∥x0 − x⋆∥2,

which proves the second summable bound of (19).

Step 5. The Big-O and small-O rates of E
[
∥xk+1 − xk + ηkGx

k∥2
]
. The bound (42)

implies that E
[
∥xk+1 − xk + ηkGx

k∥2
]
≤ C1

(k+r−1)(k+r+2) · ∥x0 − x⋆∥2 as in the first

line of (20). The bound (42) also leads to limk→∞(k + r − 1)(k + r + 2)E
[
∥xk+1 −

xk + ηkGx
k∥2

]
= 0, which means that E

[
∥xk+1 − xk + ηkGx

k∥2
]
= o

(
1
k2

)
.

Step 6. The Big-O and small-O rates of E
[
∥xk+1−xk∥2

]
. Since xk+1−xk = θk(x

k−
xk−1)− ηkS̃

k from (AVFR) and Ek

[
S̃k

]
= Sk, we have

Ek

[
∥xk+1 − xk∥2

]
= θ2k∥xk − xk−1∥2 − 2θkηk⟨Sk, xk − xk−1⟩+ η2kEk

[
∥S̃k∥2

]
= θ2k∥xk − xk−1∥2 − 2θkηk⟨Gxk − γkGx

k−1, xk − xk−1⟩
+ η2kEk

[
∥Sk∥2

]
+ η2kEk

[
∥ek∥2

]
= θ2k∥xk − xk−1∥2 − 2θkηkγk⟨Gxk −Gxk−1, xk − xk−1⟩

− 2θkηk(1− γk)⟨Gxk, xk − xk−1⟩+ η2kEk

[
∥Sk∥2

]
+ η2kEk

[
∥ek∥2

]
.

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

−2⟨Gxk, xk − xk−1⟩
1○
≤ 2β∥Gxk∥2 + 1

2β ∥xk − xk−1∥2,

⟨Gxk −Gxk−1, xk − xk−1⟩
(2)

≥ 1
nL

∑n
i=1 ∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2 = 1

LUk.
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Moreover, we also have

∥Sk∥2 = ∥Gxk − γkGx
k−1∥2

= (1− γk)∥Gxk∥2 − γk(1− γk)∥Gxk−1∥2 + γk∥Gxk −Gxk−1∥2
(3)

≤ (1− γk)∥Gxk∥2 − γk(1− γk)∥Gxk−1∥2 + γkUk.

Combining the last four expressions, taking the full expectation of both sides of the
result, and then using E

[
∥ek∥2

]
≤ λ ·∆k, we can show that

E
[
∥xk+1 − xk∥2

]
≤

[
θ2k + θkηk(1−γk)

2β

]
E
[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
+ ηk(1− γk)(2βθk + ηk)E

[
∥Gxk∥2

]
− γk(1− γk)η

2
kE

[
∥Gxk−1∥2

]
− γkηk

(
2θk
L − ηk

)
· 1
n

∑n
i=1 E

[
∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2

]
+ λη2k∆k.

Next, from the update rule (17), we can easily check that θ2k +
θkηk(1−γk)

2β = k(k+r)
(k+r+2)2 ,

ηk(1 − γk)(2βθk + ηk) = 4β2r(2k+r)
(k+r+2)2 , γk(1 − γk)η

2
k = 4β2rk

(k+r+2)2 > 0, and 2θk
L − ηk =

2k
(k+r+2)L

(
1− (k+r)Lβ

k

)
≥ 2k

(k+r+2)L

(
1− (r+ 1)Lβ

)
> 0. Using these relations, we can

derive from the last inequality that

E
[
∥xk+1 − xk∥2

]
≤ k(k+r)

(k+r+2)2E
[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
+ 4β2r(2k+r)

(k+r+2)2 E
[
∥Gxk∥2

]
+ 4λβ2(k+r)2

(k+r+2)2 ·∆k.

Multiplying this inequality by (k + r + 2)2 and noting that k(k + r) ≤ (k + r + 1)2

and 2k + r ≤ 2k + r + 3, we can show that

(k + r + 2)2E
[
∥xk+1 − xk∥2

]
≤ (k + r + 1)2E

[
∥xk − xk−1∥2

]
+ 4λβ2(k + r)2∆k

+ 4rβ2(2k + r + 3)E
[
∥Gxk∥2

]
.

Summing up this inequality from k = 1 to K, and using ∥x1 − x0∥2 ≤ 4r2L2β2

(r+2)2 ∥x0 −
x⋆∥2, and the second summable result in (19) and then (41), we can derive

T[3] := (K + r + 2)2E
[
∥xK+1 − xK∥2

]
≤ 4r2L2β2∥x0 − x⋆∥2 + 4rβ2

∑K
k=1(2k + r + 3)E

[
∥Gxk∥2

]
+ 4λβ2

∑K
k=1(k + r)2∆k

(19)

≤
[
4r2L2β2 + 2(r+2)2

r

[
C0 +

2C1

r−2

]]
· ∥x0 − x⋆∥2 + 4λβ2(Θ+Θ̂)

ρ

∑K
k=1(k + r)2Uk

(41)

≤
[
4r2L2β2 + 2(r+2)2

r

[
C0 +

2C1

r−2

]
+ 4λβ2(Θ+Θ̂)C0

ρΛ

]
· ∥x0 − x⋆∥2

= C2 · ∥x0 − x⋆∥2,

where C2 := 4r2L2β2 + 2(r+2)2

r

[
C0 +

2C1

r−2

]
+ 4λβ2(Θ+Θ̂)C0

ρΛ as in (16).

The last inequality T[3] also shows that limk→∞(k+r+2)2E
[
∥xk+1−xk∥2

]
exists.

Combining this limit and the first summable result in (18), we obtain limk→∞(k +
r + 2)2E

[
∥xk+1 − xk∥2

]
= 0, leading to the second small-O rate in (21). Moreover,

we also obtain from T[3] that E
[
∥xk+1 − xk∥2

]
≤ C2

(k+r+2)2 · ∥x0 − x⋆∥2 as in (20).

Step 7. The Big-O and small-O rates of E
[
∥Gxk∥2

]
. Finally, combining (43) and the

first two bounds of (20), and noting that k + r − 1 ≤ k + r + 2, we can show that

E
[
∥Gxk∥2

]
≤ (r+2)2C1·∥x0−x⋆∥2

2β2r2(k+r−1)(k+r+2) +
(r+2)2C2·∥x0−x⋆∥2

2β2r2(k+r+2)2

≤ (r+2)2(C1+C2)
2β2r2(k+r−1)(k+r+2) · ∥x0 − x⋆∥2 = A3·∥x0−x⋆∥2

β2(k+r−1)(k+r+2) ,
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where C3 := (r+2)2(C1+C2)
2r2 as in (16). This exactly proves the last line of (20). The

last small-O rate in (21) is a consequence of (43) and the first small-O rate in (21)
and the small-O rate at Step 5. □

B.3. The proof of Corollaries 6 and 7. We have the following proofs.

Proof of Corollary 6. Since S̃k is constructed by (5), by Lemma 2, we have

ρ := p
2 , λ := 1

b , and Θ = Θ̂ = 4
p . Hence, with r := 3, we can show that β := β̄

2 =
ρ

2L[ρ+4λ(Θ+Θ̂)]
= bp2

2L(bp2+64) , and Λ := β
2L = bp2

4L2(bp2+64) . Suppose that 1 ≤ bp2 ≤ 32,

then we have 1
130L ≤ β ≤ 1

6L and ψ := 4λβ2(Θ+Θ̂)
ρΛ = 64

64+bp2 ∈
(
2
3 , 1

)
.

Using the bounds of β and ψ, and r := 3 we can show from (16) that

C0 := 3(10 + 24L2β2) ≤ 32, C1 := 72L2β2

5 +
(
2
3 + ψ

)
C0 ≤ 53.8,

C2 := 36L2β2 +
(
50
3 + ψ

)
C0 +

100C1

3 ≤ 2360, C3 := 25(C1+C2)
18 ≤ 3353.

Therefore, we obtain (22) from (20) and (21).

Finally, since C3 = O (1) and β = O
(
bp2

L

)
, from (22), to guarantee E

[
∥Gxk∥2

]
≤

ϵ2, we can impose C3L
2

b2p4(k+2)2 ∥x0 − x⋆∥2 ≤ ϵ2. This leads to k = O
(

L
bp2ϵ

)
. Hence, the

number of evaluations of Gi is TGi
:= n+ (pn+ 3b)k = O

(
n+ L

ϵ

(
n
bp + 1

p2

))
. Clearly,

if we choose b := O
(
n2/3

)
and p = O

(
n−1/3

)
, then TGi = O

(
n+ n2/3Lϵ−1

)
.

Proof of Corollary 7. Since S̃k is constructed by (9), by Lemma 3, we have
ρ := b

2n , λ := 1
b , Θk ≤ Θ = 4n

b , and Θ̂k ≤ Θ̂ = 4n
b . Hence, for r := 3, we can

show that β := β̄
2 = ρ

2L[ρ+4λ(Θ+Θ̂)]
= b3

2L(b3+64n2) . If 1 ≤ b ≤ 16n2/3, then we have

1
2L(1+64n2) ≤ β ≤ 1

4L and Λ := β
2L = O

(
b3

L2n2

)
∈
[

1
4L2(1+64n2) ,

1
4L2

]
. Hence, it is easy

to check that Lβ ≤ 1
4 and ψ := 4λβ2(Θ+Θ̂)

ρΛ = 64n2

(64n2+b3) ∈
[
1
2 , 1

]
.

Using the bounds of β and ψ, and r := 3 we can show from (16) that

C0 := 3(10 + 24L2β2) ≤ 34.5, C1 := 72L2β2

5 +
(
2
3 + ψ

)
C0 ≤ 58.4,

C2 := 36L2β2 +
(
50
3 + ψ

)
C0 +

100C1

3 ≤ 2559, C3 := 25(C1+C2)
18 ≤ 3636.

Thus we obtain (23) from (20) and (21).

Finally, since C3 = O (1) and β = O
(

b3

Ln2

)
, from (22), to guarantee E

[
∥Gxk∥2

]
≤

ϵ2, we can impose C3L
2n4

b6(k+2)2 ≤ ϵ2. This leads to k = O
(
Ln2

b3ϵ

)
. Hence, the number of

evaluations of Gi is TGi
:= n+2bk = O

(
n+ Ln2

b2ϵ

)
. Clearly, if we choose b := O

(
n2/3

)
,

then TGi
= O

(
n+ n2/3Lϵ−1

)
.

B.4. The proof of Theorem 8. First, we prove the following key lemma.

Lemma 11. Suppose that G given by (1) satisfies Assumptions 1.1, 1.3, and 1.4.
Given s, r and β such that r > (s− 1)ρ and 4rs2 > 2(s− 1)(2s− r − 1), and

(44) 0 < βµ ≤ (2r+1)(2s−r−1)
4rs2−2(s−1)(2s−r−1) and 0 < βµ < (2r+1)ρ

2[r−ρ(s−1)] .

Let {xk} be generated by (AVFR) to solve (ME) using:

(45) θk := θ = s−r−1
s , γk := γ = s−r−1

s−1 , and ηk := η = 2β(s−1)
s .
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For ω := 2rβµ
r(2r+1)+2βµ(s−1) , consider the following potential function:

(46)
Ek := 4β(s− 1)

[
⟨Gxk, xk − x⋆⟩ − β∥Gxk∥2

]
+ ∥r(xk − x⋆) + s(xk+1 − xk)∥2

+ r∥xk − x⋆∥2 + 4(s−1)2λβ2(1−ρ)
ρ−ω ·∆k + 4(s−1)2λβ2Θ̂

ρ−ω · Uk,

where Uk := 1
n

∑n
i=1 ∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2. Then, for all k ≥ 1, we have

(47) (1− ω)Ek−1 − Ek

[
Ek

]
≥ 4βr2(2r+1)

2r+1+2βµ(s−1)

(
1
2L − β

)
∥Gxk−1∥2 + α · Uk,

where α := 4β(s− 1)(s− r − 1)
[
1
L −

(
1 + λ(s−1)(Θ+Θ̂)

(s−r−1)(ρ−ω)

)
· β

]
.

Proof. For given s > 0, r > 0, and β > 0, we introduce the following function:

(48)
Lk := 4rβ(s− 1)

[
⟨Gxk, xk − x⋆⟩ − β∥Gxk∥2

]
+ r∥xk − x⋆∥2

+ ∥r(xk − x⋆) + s(xk+1 − xk)∥2.

Then, by using (AVFR) with θk := θ = s−r−1
s , γ := s−r−1

s−1 , and η := 2β(s−1)
s , as in

(45), with a similar proof as in Lemma 4, we can show that

(49)

Lk−1 − Ek

[
Lk

]
= (2s− r − 1)∥xk − xk−1∥2 − s2η2Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
+ 4βr2

[
⟨Gxk−1, xk−1 − x⋆⟩ − β∥Gxk−1∥2

]
+ 4β(s− 1)(s− r − 1)⟨Gxk −Gxk−1, xk − xk−1⟩
− 4β2(s− 1)(s− r − 1)∥Gxk −Gxk−1∥2.

Combining (3) with Gx⋆ = 0 from Assumption 1.3 and Assumption 1.4, we have

⟨Gxk−1, xk−1 − x⋆⟩ − β∥Gxk−1∥2 ≥
(

1
2L − β

)
∥Gxk−1∥2 + µ

2 ∥xk−1 − x⋆∥2.

From this inequality and Young’s inequality, for any c ∈ [0, 1], we can show that

T[1] := 4βr2
[
⟨Gxk−1, xk−1 − x⋆⟩ − β∥Gxk−1∥2

]
≥ (1−c)r

s−1 · 4rβ(s− 1)
[
⟨Gxk−1, xk−1 − x⋆⟩ − β∥Gxk−1∥2

]
+ 4cβr2

(
1
2L − β

)
∥Gxk−1∥2 + 2cβµr2∥xk−1 − x⋆∥2

≥ (1−c)r
s−1 · 4rβ(s− 1)

[
⟨Gxk−1, xk−1 − x⋆⟩ − β∥Gxk−1∥2

]
+ (1−c)r

s−1

[
∥r(xk−1 − x⋆) + s(xk − xk−1)∥2 + r∥xk−1 − x⋆∥2

]
+ 4cβr2

(
1
2L − β

)
∥Gxk−1∥2 + r2

[
2cβµ− (1−c)(2r+1)

s−1

]
∥xk−1 − x⋆∥2

− 2rs2(1−c)
s−1 ∥xk − xk−1∥2

(48)
= (1−c)r

s−1 · Lk−1 + 4cβr2
(

1
2L − β

)
∥Gxk−1∥2 − 2r2s2(1−c)

s−1 ∥xk − xk−1∥2

+ r2
[
2cβµ− (1−c)(2r+1)

s−1

]
∥xk−1 − x⋆∥2.

On the other hand, from (2) and (3) of Assumptions 1.3, we also have

⟨Gxk −Gxk−1, xk − xk−1⟩
(2)

≥ 1
Ln

∑n
i=1 ∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2 = 1

LUk,

−∥Gxk −Gxk−1∥2
(3)

≥ − 1
n

∑n
i=1 ∥Gix

k −Gix
k−1∥2 = −Uk.



ACCELERATED VARIANCE-REDUCED FORWARD-REFLECTED METHODS 23

Substituting T[1] and the last two inequalities into (49), we obtain

Lk−1 − Ek

[
Lk

]
≥ (1−c)r2

s−1 · Lk−1 +
[
2s− r − 1− 2rs2(1−c)

s−1

]
∥xk − xk−1∥2

+ r2
[
2cβµ− (1−c)(2r+1)

s−1

]
∥xk−1 − x⋆∥2 − s2η2Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
+ 4β(s− 1)(s− r − 1)

(
1
L − β

)
Uk + 4cβr2

(
1
2L − β

)
∥Gxk−1∥2.

We now impose the following two conditions:

(50) (s− 1)(2s− r− 1)− 2rs2(1− c) ≥ 0, and 2cβµ(s− 1)− (1− c)(2r+1) ≥ 0.

Clearly, if we choose c := 2r+1
2r+1+2βµ(s−1) , then the second condition of (50) holds with

equality, while the first one becomes

βµ ≤ (2r+1)(2s−r−1)
4rs2−2(s−1)(2s−r−1) ,

provided that 2rs2 − (s− 1)(2s− r − 1) > 0. This is the first condition of (44).

Under the condition (44), if we denote ω := (1−c)r
s−1 = 2rβµ

2r+1+2βµ(s−1) , then the last

inequality reduces to

(51)
(1− ω)Lk−1 − Ek

[
Lk

]
≥ 4β(s− 1)(s− r − 1)

(
1
L − β

)
Uk − 4β2(s− 1)2Ek

[
∥ek∥2

]
+ 4βr2(2r+1)

2r+1+2βµ(s−1)

(
1
2L − β

)
∥Gxk−1∥2.

Next, from the second condition of (44), we have 0 < ω < ρ. Then, from (4), using
λk := λ > 0, γk := γ > 0, and ρk := ρ ∈ (0, 1), we can show that{

E
[
∥ek∥2

]
≤ λ ·∆k,

∆k ≤ (1−ρ)
ρ−ω

[
(1− ω)∆k−1 −∆k

]
+ Θ̂

ρ−ω

[
(1− ω)Uk−1 − Uk

]
+ [(1−ω)Θ+Θ̂]

ρ−ω · Uk.

Substituting these inequalities into (51), we get

(1− ω)Lk−1 − Ek

[
Lk

]
≥ 4βr2(2r+1)

2r+1+2βµ(s−1)

(
1
2L − β

)
∥Gxk−1∥2

− 4λβ2(s−1)2(1−ρ)
ρ−ω

[
(1− ω)∆k−1 −∆k

]
− 4λβ2(s−1)2Θ̂

ρ−ω

[
(1− ω)Uk−1 − Uk

]
+ 4β(s− 1)(s− r − 1)

[
1
L −

(
1 + λ(s−1)[(1−ω)Θ+Θ̂]

(s−r−1)(ρ−ω)

)
· β

]
· Uk.

Rearranging this inequality, and using Ek from (46) and ω ∈ (0, 1), we obtain (47).

Proof of Theorem 8. We first choose r := 1 and s := 3 in Lemma 11. Then,
the update rule (45) reduces to (26), and ω := 2rβµ

2r+1+2βµ(s−1) =
2βµ

3+4βµ ∈ (0, 1/2).

Next, α in Lemma 11 becomes α = 8β
[
1
L −

(
1 + 2λ(Θ+Θ̂)

ρ−ω

)
β
]
. Therefore, if

1
κβµ = 1

Lβ ≥ ρ+2λ(Θ+Θ̂)−ω
ρ−ω = Γ−ω

ρ−ω = 3Γ+2(2Γ−1)βµ
3ρ−2(1−2ρ)βµ ,

then α ≥ 0, where κ := L
µ and Γ := ρ+2λ(Θ+Θ̂) are from (24). The above condition

holds if 2(2Γ− 1)κβ2µ2 + [3Γκ+ 2(1− 2ρ)]βµ− 3ρ ≤ 0. Using M := 2(2Γ− 1)κ and
N := 3Γκ + 2(1 − 2ρ) from (24), this inequality becomes M(βµ)2 + Nβµ − 3ρ ≤ 0,
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leading to βµ ≤ 6ρ

N+
√

N2+12ρM
provided that N2 + 12ρM ≥ 0. Combining this

condition, β ≤ 1
2L = µ

2κ , and (44), we obtain (25).
Now, since α ≥ 0 and 1

2L − β ≥ 0, it follows from (47) that (1 − ω)Ek−1 ≥
Ek

[
Ek

]
. Taking the full expectation of this inequality and by induction, we have

E
[
Ek

]
≤ (1− ω)kE

[
E0
]
. Similar to the proof of (39) in Theorem 5, we can show that

E0 ≤ 4(1+2L2β2) · ∥x0−x⋆∥2. Alternatively, from (46), we also have Ek ≥ ∥xk−x⋆∥2
as r = 1. Therefore, combining these three results, we finally get

E
[
∥xk − x⋆∥2

]
≤ E

[
Ek

]
≤ 4(1 + 2L2β2) · (1− ω)k∥x0 − x⋆∥2,

which proves (28).
Finally, for a given ϵ > 0, to achieve E

[
∥xk − x⋆∥2

]
≤ ϵ2, we impose (1− ω)kC0 ·

∥x0 −x⋆∥2 ≤ ϵ2. Since − log(1−ω) ≥ ω for ω ∈ (0, 1), the last condition leads to k ≥
ω−1

[
log(ϵ−1)− log(C0)

]
. Therefore, we can choose k := O

(
ω−1 log(ϵ−1)

)
. However,

from (25), we can show that ω = O
(

ρ
Γκ

)
. Thus we obtain k = O

(
Γκ
ρ log(ϵ−1)

)
.
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[28] R. M. Gower, P. Richtárik, and F. Bach, Stochastic quasi-gradient methods: Variance
reduction via Jacobian sketching, Math. Program., 188 (2021), pp. 135–192.

[29] B. Halpern, Fixed points of nonexpanding maps, Bull. Am. Math. Soc., 73 (1967), pp. 957–961.
[30] F. Hanzely, K. Mishchenko, and P. Richtárik, SEGA: Variance reduction via gradient
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