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ACCELERATED VARIANCE-REDUCED FORWARD-REFLECTED
METHODS FOR ROOT-FINDING PROBLEMS

QUOC TRAN-DINH*

Abstract. We propose a novel class of Nesterov’s stochastic accelerated forward-reflected-based

methods with variance reduction to solve root-finding problems under %—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(Lz/kQ) and o (1/k2)-1ast-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 (’)(n + Ln2/3e_1) to reach an e-solution,
where n represents the number of summands in the finite-sum operator. Furthermore, under u-
strong quasi-monotonicity, our method achieves a linear convergence rate and an oracle complexity
of O(n+ kn2/3 log(e~1)), where & := % 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.
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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 fized-point problems. The recent revolution in deep learning and genera-
tive AT 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 z* € dom(G) such that: Gz* = 0.

where G : R? — RP is a single-valued, co-coercive (¢f. Assumption 1.3), and possibly
nonlinear, and dom(G) := {x € R? : Gz # 0} is the domain of G.
Monotone inclusion. We are also interested in the following monotone inclusion:

(MI) Find 2* € dom(¥) such that: 0 € Ua* := Gz* + Tx*,

where G : RP — RP is as in (ME) and T : RP = 2%" is a multivalued and maximally
monotone mapping from RP to 28" (the set of all subsets of R?). Here, ¥ := G + T
is the sum of G and T. Let zer(G) := {z* € dom(G) : Gz* = 0} and zer(¥) :=
{z* € dom(¥) : 0 € ¥z*} 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:

i=1
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where G; : 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 Gz = E¢p[G(z, )] as the expectation of a stochastic
operator G involving a random vector £ defined on a probability space (2, P, X).

The equivalence between (ME) and (MI). Clearly, (ME) is a special case of (MI)
when T = 0. However, if we define G,; := G; o Jyr + p~ (I — J,r) and G, =
LS 1 Gpi» where p > 0, T is the identity operator, and J,r := (I+ pT)~! is the
resolvent of pT', then J,r(zer(G,)) = 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 z* € X such that: (Gz*,xz —2*) >0, forallxz e X.

If T = Og, 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).
Fized-point problem. (ME) is equivalent to the following fixed-point problem:

(FP) Find z* € dom(F') such that: z* = Fa*,

where F' := [ — pG with I being the identity operator and p > 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(¥) of (MI) and zer(G) of (ME) are nonempty.

AsSUMPTION 1.2. T in (MI) is mazimally monotone.

ASSUMPTION 1.3. G given by (1) is %-avemge co-coercive on dom(G), i.e.:

(2) (Gx — Gy, z —y) > % S 1Gix — Gyll?, Va,y € dom(G).

ASSUMPTION 1.4. G in (ME) is p-strongly quasi-monotone, i.e. there exist x* €
zer(G) and p > 0 such that (Gz,x — x*) > pllz — 2*||? for all z € dom(G).

While Assumption 1.1 is basic, Assumption 1.2 guarantees the single-valued and
well-definiteness of the resolvent J,r of pT'. It can be extended to a class of non-
monotone operators, but we omit this extension. For Assumption 1.3, we have
LG -Gyl L LS (Gor - Ga)l? £ T |G — Gay?
LGe - GylP IS (G — Gl < & S0 [Gia — Gy
2)
< (Gr —Gy,z—y) < |Gz = Gyll|lz -yl

(3)

—~

by Young’s inequality in @. Hence, G is also %—co—coercive and hence, L-Lipschitz
continuous, i.e. |Gz — Gy|| < L||z — y||. However, if G is +-co-coercive, then it may
not satisfy (2). If each G; is +-co-coercive for all i € [n], then G satisfies (2). Hence,
Assumption 1.3 is stronger than the %—co—coerciveness of the finite-sum operator G,

but weaker than the %—co—coerciveness of all the summands G;. Assumption 1.4 is

also called star-strongly monotone, and it is weaker than the strong monotonicity of
G. Tt can be extended to (MI) as (Gz + v,z — 2*) > ul|lz — 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 S* shown in (FRO) and propose a class

of unbiased variance-reduced estimators~§ k for S* satisfying Definition 1.

(b) We construct at least two instances of S* 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(L?/k?) last-iterate
convergence rate in terms of E [[|Gz*||?] under Assumption 1.3, where k is the
iteration counter. We also prove an o (1/k?) rate for our method. When using
either our SVRG or SAGA estimator, our method requires O(n + Ln?/3¢~1)
evaluations of G; to reach E[||Gz"||?] < €2, for a given € > 0. This offers an
n'/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 + kn?/3log(e~!)) for (AVFR), where r := %

(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 S* constructed by (FRO) generalizes the forward-reflected-
backward splitting (FRBS) operator [47] or the optimistic gradient operator [20].
However, since v, € (1/2,1) and varies with &, these classical methods cannot be re-
covered as special cases of S*. Second, our SVRG and SAGA estimators are designed
specifically for S*¥ 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[||Gz*|?], 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 approzimation 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 S* 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 Fj, := o(z% 2!,---,2%) to denote the o-algebra generated
by z°,---, 2% up to the iteration k. Ek[ . ] = E[ | ]-'k] denotes the conditional
expectation w.r.t. Fj, 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) := {z : Gz # 0} denotes its domain, and Jg denotes its resolvent [10].
Paper organization. Section 2 introduces our operator S* and defines a class
of unbiased and variance-reduced estimators for S*. 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 2*~!

and z¥ and a parameter ~;, € [0, 1], we define
(FRO) Sk = GQar — 4Gt

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

As an example, if 7, = %, then we can write S* = $Gz* + (Ga¥ — GzF~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 Ga* —GaF~! = fol G'(xF L4 7(2% — 2%~ 1)) (2% — 2%~ 1)dr via the
mean-value theorem, then S* can be approximated by Gz* augmented by a second-
order correction (known as a Hessian-driven damping term or a second-order dissipa-
tive term in convex optimization when Gz = V f(z)) 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 S*.

DEFINITION 1. A stochastic operator S* s called an unbiased variance-reduced
estimator of S* in (FRO) if there exist four positive sequences {\c} C (0, ], {pr} C
(0,1], {Ok}, and {Ok}, and a sequence {Ar} such that

Ey [6%] — 5",
(4) E[|S* — S¥)?] < Ak - Ay,
Ay Aj S) 6
(17,72)2 S (1 - Pk)(l,fki)z + (17,;1)2 'Uk: + (177:71)2 'Uk—h

where Uy := 237" | E[[|Gia* — Giz*~1|2] and X is a given finite upper bound of Ay.

The condition p; > 0 is important to achieve a variance reduction as long as z¥ is
close to =1 and x*~! is close to 2¥~2. Otherwise, S* may not be a variance-reduced
estimator of S*. We note that pj, ©; and ék can be constant for all k¥ > 0 or vary
w.r.t. k. Since S* is evaluated at both z*~! and z*, our bounds for the estimator
S* depend on three consecutive points z*~2, z*~1, and z*, which is different from
previous works, including [4, 11, 21, 24]. In addition, A 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
B C [n] :={1,2,--- ,n} with the size by := |Bg|. Let Gg,x := iz G;x be a
standard mini-batch estimator of Gz for given x € dom(G). We define

1€EBg

(5) S* = (1 — ) (Gu"* — Gp,wk) + G a* — G,
where the reference or snapshot point w* is updated as follows:

k . e
W x” with probability p
w® with probability 1 — p.

(6)

The probability p € (0,1) can be fixed, or updated adaptively at each iteration k as
p = px. 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 S*, not for Gz*. In addition, the first term is
also damped by a factor (1 — v;) to guarantee a variance reduction of Sk,

Next, we state the following lemma whose proof is given in Appendix A.1.

LEMMA 2. Let S* := Ga* —4,Gz*! be defined by (FRO) and S* be constructed
by the loopless-SVRG estimator (5). We consider the following quantity:

0 Ay = air 2oiet E[IGix® — pGiak =t — (1 — ) Giw|?].
Then, we have
Ey [gk] = §F = G2k — 4, Gk,
8) { E[IS* = S*|2] < Ay — £E[|Ga* — 4Gt =t — (1 — ) Gu*|?],
A < (1-B)UmPBaR, | |4 g iU g
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Consequently, S* satisfies Definition 1 with py = P e (0,1), A :== & € (0,1],
O = ﬁ, O = ﬁ, and Ay = bkﬁk.

2.4. SAGA estimator for the FR operator. Consider an i.i.d. mini-batch
By C [n] :={1,2,--- ,n} with the size by := |By|. Let Gg,x := i > ien, Giw be a
standard mini-batch estimator of Gz for given z € dom(G), and @gk = bik > icB, @f
for given estimates {G¥}™_,. We define the following SAGA estimator for S*:

(9) Sk = U 5o G 4 (G, ab — 3G — (1— )G, ]

where G¥ is initialized as GO := G,a° for i € [n], and then is updated as follows:

10) Gt Gt ifi¢ By,
' GizF if i € By.

For this SAGA estimator, we need to store all n component @f computed so far for
i € [n] in a table T;, := [GF, Gk, ... GE]. At each iteration k, we will evaluate Gz*
for © € By, and update the table 7 for all ¢ € Bg. Hence, the SAGA estimator
requires significant memory to store 7T 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 S* := Ga* — 4, Gz*~1 be defined by (FRO) and Sk be constructed
by the SAGA estimator (9). We consider the following quantity:

(11) A = L3 E[|Gia? — yGiakt — (1—4)GF|12].

If we denote Oy, := [2(n—bi) (2ntbi) +bi] and O}, := %b(k%-%bk)? then

’I’Lbk,

Eg [gk] = SF = G2k — .Gk,
(12) { E[|IS* — 8*|2] < Ay — LE[|Gz* — yGab—t — Ul 570 | GY2],
—~ - 2 O, ~2 (1= 2
A < (1= )P Beo 95 U+ ST Uhe

Consequently, Sk satisfies Definition 1 with py := ;’—’;L € (0,1), A\, := b—lk € (0,1], ©

and O, given above, and Ay := bkﬁk.

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 x° € dom(G), set v~ := z°

and at each iteration k > 0, we construct S* satisfying Definition 1 and update
(AVFR) M= gk 0y (aF — L) — S,

where v > 0, 0, > 0, and i, > 0 are given parameters, and S0 .= (1 —70)Gx? = S°.

Since we have not yet specified Sk, AVFR in fact covers a class of stochastic
accelerated FR algorithms. Note that S* 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 3b, and 2bg, 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 8 € (0, %]
is given. Let {x*} be generated by AVFR to solve (ME) using a stochastic estimator
Sk satisfying Definition 1 with A\, := X\ > 0 and py, := p € (0,1), and
(13) O 1= oIl = el g = 28—

te+1 te—p te+1

)

where v > 0 and p > 0 are given and ti, > r+ p for all k > 0.
Consider a Lyapunov function:

Ep = 4rf(ty — p) [(Gab, 2 — 2%) — BI|Ga¥||2] + |[r(ah — 2¥) + tpr (aF T — 2F)||2

(14)
+ pr|zk — || + w Up + M - Ay,

where Uy, := 23" | ||Gia® — Gia* 1|2, Then, for all k > 1, we have

E[€e1] ~ E[&] > Culte — w2 E[UL] + u(2ti — r — p) - E[la* —2+1]2]

(15) + 4rfB(tk—1 — tr + r)E[(G:vk_l,xk_l —z*) — ﬁ||ka_1||2],

where Ay, := 4/ {t’;kir#)“) (£ -8) - w]'

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

3 = p A = 4(p — [p+A(r+1)(0+6)]-LB)
T [ptA(r+1)(040)]L° " Lo(r+1) )
(16) 4 ¢y = r(1+ 3r + 8rL?3?), Ch:= 74742(::2)]:262 (% + 1/1)007
Coi=4r2L26° + (v + 22 0 + AELCL 1 2/ (G0

where —Li“@) 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 Appendlx B.2.

THEOREM 5. Suppose that G given by (1) satisfies Assumptions 1.1 and 1.3 and
r > 1is given. Let B, A, and Cs for s € {0,1,2,3} be given in (16). Let {x*} be gen-
erated by AVFR to solve (ME) using a stochastic estimator Sk satisfying Definition 1,
A =A>0, pp:=p€(0,1), and Ay =0, and

k k 28(k + 1)
1 0 = ———— = — d = .
(7 S T T

If we choose 0 < B < f3, then A > 0, and for K > 1, we get
K — *
I > < Co- Ja? — 2|
K n _
St (b +7)? - L3 E[||Gia® — Giah ] < G flaf® — a2,

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

ZkK—l(k+r+ 1)]E[||Ik*Ik71+77k—1GfEk71||2] < Ci ||:E0 717*”2’

= -2
(19) :
S (2k 47+ 3)E[|| G2 g;zi)z (Co + 268) - [|2® — 2|2

IN
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Furthermore, for any k > 1, the following Big-O rates hold:

E[ka-i-l —zk 4+ nkG$k||2] < m . ||x0 _ I*H27
(20) E[”karl _ kaQ] < (kﬁ#)z . on _ x*||27
E[Gz*|?] < WM a® — 2|2,

and the following small-O rates also hold:
(21) E[f|zFtt — 2*|?] =0 (&%) and E[||Gz*|?] =0 ().

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/k?) and o (1/k?) convergence rates on E[[|Gz*|?], 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 C;
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 {z*} 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 < bp? < 32. Then, under the same conditions as in Theorem 5, if we choose

. bp? 11
8= ST then we have 8 € [m, ﬁ] and

E[fo*+ — 2#?) < Slee® and  E[Ja*+ —a42] = o (k).
<I07I*2
E[lGaIP] < meteneem ond E(IGHP] = o(d),

where Cy < 2360 and C3 < 3353 are explicitly given in (16).
For a given € > 0, if we choose p := (’)(n‘l/3) and b := O(n2/3), then (AVFR)
requires O (n + Ln?/3e71) evaluations of G; to achieve E[||Gz*||?] < €2.
COROLLARY 7. Let {z*} be generated by (AVFR) to solve (ME) using the SAG A
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

— b 1 1
8= L i) then we have B € [m, E] and

g Bl ool < SRR and Bl -t = o ().
'ZEO—JE*Q
E[||Ga*||?] < gl and  E[||Ga|?] —o(L),

where Co < 2559 and C3 < 3636 are explicitly given in (16).
For a given € > 0, if we choose b := O(nz/g), then (AVFR) requires O(n +
Ln?/3¢71) evaluations of G; to achieve E[||Gz*||?] < €.

Both C5 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 +n?3Le™?)
under appropriate choices of the mini-batch size b and probability p. This complexity
is better than deterministic accelerated methods by a factor of n!/3, and better than
non-accelerated variance-reduction methods such as [2, 3, 21] by a factor of % For
implementation of AVFR, as suggested by our theory, one can choose 5 = O(&).
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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) k=L, Ti=p+2M0+6), M:=202T —1)x, and N :=3Tx+2(1—2p).

Suppose that N2 +12pM >0, 2p < 1, and f is chosen such that

B:—=1.mind3 3 1 6p
(25) 0<p<pB:= m InlIl{57 2(1-2p) 27 N+\/N2+12p]\/[}.

Next, we choose the following parameters:

(26) 9;6::9:%, ’yk:zvzé, and ng:=n=p¢€(0,0],
Now, applying (26) to AVFR, it reduces to the following form:
(27) = gk 4 g(ak — 2Pl — Sk,

where S* is an estimator of S* satisfying Definition 1 with ~; := 1 and S0 .= 50
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 N? +12pM > 0 and 2p < 1. Let {z*} be generated by (27) to solve (ME)

using (26). Then, with w := Siigu € (0,1) we have

(28) E[flz® — *|?] < 4(1+2L%B%) - (1 —w)¥ - || — 2*|°.

Consequently, for a given € > 0, (27) requires k = (’)(F—p" log(e™1)) iterations to achieve
an e-solution z* such that E[||lz% — 2*|?] < €%

Theorem 8 only states a linear convergence of (27) in terms of {E[||z* — 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 S* from (5) is used in (27), then by choosing B := 3
from (25), we have w := O(%). Consequently, if we choose b :== O (n2/3)
and p := 0O (n_1/3), then (27) requires O(n + wn?/3 log(e™1)) evaluations of
Gi to achieve E[||z% — z*||?] < €.

(b) If the SAGA estimator Sk from (9) is used in (27), then by choosing (3 := 3
from (25), we havew = O( L ). Hence, if we choose b := O (n*/?), then (27)

Kkn?
requires O (n+rn?/3log(e™1)) evaluations of G; to reach E[||z* —2*|?] < €2.

Our oracle complexity is better than existing deterministic methods by a factor
of n'/3. However, it still depends on the condition number  := £ instead of /& 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 G; is +-co-coercive for all i € [n]. We fix p > 0 such that Lp < 4
and define J,p := (I+ pT')~! as the resolvent of pT. We also define

(29) Qp’i =G, - JpT + p_l(H — JpT) and gp = %Z?:l gp’i.
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Then, z* solves G,z* = 0 iff y* = J,ra* solves (MI) (see [9, Proposition 2.4.]).

Second, let S* be defined by (FRO) for G, as S],f = G,a% — y,G,ah 1. Clearly, if
we compute y* := pTxk, then Q,,xk = Gy*+p~1(2F —y*) and S}f = Gyr -Gy 1+
p~H(zF — y¥) — plyp(zF1 — yF~1). Therefore, if we define S* := Gy* — v, Gy*—1,
then S}’; = S% 4 p~ 1k — yF) — p~lyp(zF1 — yF~1). Substituting S;f into (AVFR),
we get the following scheme as a variant of AVFR to solve (MI):

k — k
y T JprL' 9

(30) S = Bl = yh) - p et - g,
xk+1 = .rk + ek(xk _ xk_l) _ 77k5,'§,

where S* is an unbiased estimator of S¥ := Gy* — v,Gyk—1

[ satisfying Definition 1,
et =20 y =90 == Jpa®, and SO := 5O = (1 — 4)Gy°. Again, we can choose
Sk constructed by at least two options: SVRG in (5) or SAGA in (9).

Let us define a forward-backward residual of (MI) as S,y := p~ ! (y—Jyr (y—pGy))
for p > 0. Then, it is well-known [10, Proposition 26] that S,y* = 0iff 0 € Gy* +Tz*.
Therefore, if E[||S,y"||?] < €2, then we say that y* is an e-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 G; is
+-co-coercive for all i € [n]. Let {(z*,y*)} be generated by (30) to solve (MI) using
the same parameters as in Theorem 5 bul with Lg := 4_TL", provided that Lp < 4.
Then, the conclusions of Theorem 5 still hold for E[|ly* ™1 — y*|1?] and E[||S,y*|?],
where Syy = p~(y — Jyr(y — pGy)) is the forward-backward residual of G +T.

Proof. First, as proven in [9, 21], we have zer(G+T') = J,(zer(G,)). Hence, solving
(MI) is equivalent to solving G,z* = 0. Second, as shown in [21, Corollary 3.2], if G; is
%—co—coercive, then G, ; is also Li—co—coercive with Lg := 4_4Lp, provided that Lp < 4.
This means that G, satisfies Assumption 1.3 with Lg. Third, if we apply (AVFR)
to solve G,a* = 0, then it can be expressed as (30). Therefore, the conclusions of
Theorem 5 still hold for E[[|z*! — 2*||?] and E[||G,z*|?]. However, since E[[y*** —
y*||2] = E[||Jpra* Tt — Jypak||?] < E[||a*+! — 2||2], these conclusions still hold for
E[[ly*+? —kaQ!. Finally, from (29), we have pG,z* = pGy* +2* —y*, or equivalently,
2k —pG,xk = yF —pGyF. This leads to Jyra® — J,r(zk —pG,a*) = y* — J,r (vF —pGy*).
Hence, IS,y || = [lp~' (" — Jor(y* — pGy*))Il = p~ [ Jpra® — Jpr(a* — pG,a")| <
G,2")||. We conclude that the conclusions of Theorem 5 still hold for E[||S,y*||?].0

Similar to (ME), if G + T is additionally strongly monotone with pg > 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 17, 16Gb Memory.

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

; — 15 ) _
(31) in max { £(u,0) = f(u) + 2 X0, Hiu,0) — (o)},
where H;(u,v) := uT Aju+uT Liv—vT Bjv+b] u—c/ v, A; € RP1*P1 and B; € RPz*P2
are symmetric positive semidefinite matrices, L; € RP1*P2 p; € RP1 ¢; € RP2, and
f = 6Am and g = 5Ap2 are the indicator of standard simplexes in RP* and RP2,
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respectively. Let us first define  := [u,v] € RP, where p := p; + p2. Next, we define

Gim - Gix—i—gi T |:_Lz B1:| |:1):| T |:Cz:| - |:—L1’LL+ BiU+Ci:| ’ and T := |:ag:| ’
Then, G; is an affine mapping from R? to RP, but G; is nonsymmetric. Let Gz :=
L3 Giw = Gz + g, where G := 23" G, and g := 13"  g;. Then, the
optimality condition of (31) becomes 0 € Gz + Tz as in (MI).

Data generation and experiment setup. We generate A; = Q;D;QT for a given
orthonormal matrix @); and a diagonal matrix D;, where its elements Dg are generated
from standard normal distribution and clipped as max{D{ ,0}. The matrix B; is
also generated by the same way, while L;, b;, and ¢; are generated from standard
normal distribution. We perform two sets of experiments: Fxperiment 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 Hgiﬁ” for (ME) and in terms of nggﬁ” 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 1 := i, where L is the

Lipschitz constant of G. For our methods, we use a stepsize 3 := %1% ~ - and
choose a mini-batch of size b := LO.5n2/ 3|, and a probability p := # 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 7 := % V/1-p) (5 times of its

theoretical stepsize), and for VREG, we set 7 := % for a := 1 — p as suggested
by their theory. We also choose p := ﬁ 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 := L0.5n2/3j 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 € Gz + Tz reduces to Gz = 0 as (ME). We test
6 algorithms on two sets of experiments: Ezperiment 1 and FExperiment 2 designed
above. Figure 1 reports the results of these experiments after 100 epochs.

15}

Experiment 1: n = 5000 and p = 100 Experiment 2: n = 10000 and p = 200
10° 10°
3 10 = % 102
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= 10 ‘\‘f\:’“\)...“ ~eeol = 10
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£ 1076 S o~ | Z 100
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107!2 4~ =—4= AcFR-Svrg \\,, x 10712 1 == AcFR-Surg A
ul AcFR-Saga bA - AcFR-Saga T~y
=»= VRFRBS == VRFRBS AARY
10716 4 =%+ VREG R 10716 4 =%+ VREG s =]
T

T T T T T T T T T T T
0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100
Number of epochs Number of epochs

F1G. 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



12 Q. TRAN-DINH

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 n =~ 0.4032 in VREG, which is larger than 5 ~ 0.2783 in our methods.
For VRFRBS, we have n =~ 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 = da, and g = da,,
defined above. The results are reported in Figure 2 after 100 epochs.

Experiment 1: n = 5000 and p = 100 Experiment 2: n = 10000 and p = 200
N 10~ \\‘_ = w0t
3 . S
= 10714 ‘i* -~ = 10
= b “
4 \ — Yy
> SN . S
= 10774 ‘ﬁ-’&:~ —~ = 10774
£ . £
5 S Nt 5 . -
S p-10 : < 10-10 4 ;\‘ S
5 107104 —e- 0G ke —ro 5 10 —e: 0G . S S
B == AOG it | i —— AOG ' i {
S 1013 { == AcFR-Svrg S 10713 4 —4— AcFR-Svrg X\
2 AcFR-Saga - 2 AcFR-Saga "\\\
B )16 ] == VRFRBS \W NS VPR S B jg-16{ == VRFRBS k-’iw'%—:—-;—-*-—:
¢ L >
= =% VREG \k&....._,”. = =% VREG S TR -

T T T T T T T T T T T T
0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100
Number of epochs Number of epochs

FI1G. 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 107'6. 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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Research (ONR), grant No. N00014-23-1-2588.

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 G, in (5), we have
Eg [ngwk} = Gu*, E; [ngxk] = Gz¥, and E, [ngsck_l] = Gz*~1. Utilizing these
relations, from (5), we can easily show that Ej [gk] = S*, as in the first line of (8).

Next, define X; := G;z* — v,G;2*~! — (1 — ~;,)G;w* for any i € [n]. Then, we
have E;[X;] = Ga¥ — v,GzF ™! — (1 — 3,)Gw" and Ei[| X;|?] = %Z;;l |Gjz* —

Gkt — (1 — 4)Gjwk||? for any i € [n]. Since By, and i are in Fy, we can derive

5

Ex [IISF — S¥[12] = B[l Tiep, Xi — [Ga* + mGak ! — (1 - 43)Gw*]|?]
Ex (I3 Yien, (X —Ex[Xi]I1%)]

B Sien, Ex (1 — B[]

5 Yies, B[l Xl = 52 Y, [Bx [x]]?

= b Y IG = Gttt = (1= ) Gyt

nby

— - [|Ga? — Gkt — (1 = ) G |2

—~
=

e

I®
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Here, @ holds since X; are i.i.d. for all i € By, and @ holds due to E [|| X; —E[X;][?] =

Er [ X:]1%] — (Bx [Xi]

total expectation IE[
Now, from (7) an

®. This estimate implies the second line of (8) by taking the
both sides and using (7).
(6), we can show that

Qn_nv

)

A2l S E[|Giak — yGiah =t — (1 — ) Gaw®||2)
( _
%bf:) YL E[IGiat — Giaht — (1 — i) Giwk =12

+ e Y E[Giat — Gt — (1 — ) Gaa ]

D qie1— _
< (1+Tzéi P) (1(1 'yzk)l)Q ZZ 1E[||G k=1 — Y—1Gy k=2 (1 —’Yk—1)Giwk 1H2]
+ (1+5nb1k p) 27,— E[HG o — Gy k-1 (1(1 W:kl) (G; o1 _ ’Yk—lGifEk72)||2]

35 SB[t Gt

% (90 -plbucs (1=0)?

(I=p— 1)2 k-1

+ (1+C)(1 P)vi_i( 1 Y)? Zz 1E[HG k=1 Gmk—2”2]

nbgc(l—vk—1)

[p-l— 2(1-*-6)(1 P)]Zl 1E[||G£L’ Gk 1‘“

+

nbk

Here, we have used Young’s inequality in both @ and @. If we choose ¢ := 2(1p p) then

(1+¢)(1—p) = 1_%’ (1+C)C(1*P) _ (1—p)(1—|-2(1;1’)) _ (2-p)(1-p) _ 2-3p+p’ <2

p p - p’
Mc(l_p) +p= % < é. Hence, we obtain from the last inequality that

and

X b 1 4y (1=k)?
Ap < (1_ 7) bi(ll(mw;; Ak 1+ nbkkp(ll o k1)2 ZZ 1E“|G bl = Gt 2” ]

Y EfllGi? - Gt 7]

nbkp

This is exactly the last inequality of (8).
Finally, multiplying the last inequality of (8) by (1_17#)2 and define Ay := b Ay,
we can easily prove the last statement of Lemma 2 by using the fact that y4_1 € (0, 1]

tohavezm’i—‘l<3:'(:);c O
= <5 =16

A.2. The proof of Lemma 3. First, we have Ej [ng xk] = GaF, By [ngxkfl] =
Ga*~1, and E, [@%k] =Ll G*. Using these relations and (9), we can easily show
that Eg [gk] = S* which proves the first line of (12).

Next, define X; := G;a* — 7, Gz*~ (1 — vk)@k for any ¢ € [n]. Then, we
have Ek[ ;| = Ga* —vaxk 1_ (=m0 7’“) ZJ 1Gk and B, [[|X;]]?] = 1 DI |Gjxk —
Gkl — (1 - 'yk)G;“HQ for any i € [n]. Therefore, we can derive

Ei [1S* — $%12] = Ba[ll Yiep, (Xi — Ex[Xa))||?]

B Yies, Br[I1X: — Ex[ X))

B Yien, Br[IXl17] - & Ties, [Ex[X:]]7
b Sy Gyt — Gyt — (1= ) GE |2
— Gt — Gt - U= | GE2,

[C]

I®
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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 ¢ > 0, we can show that

~ (n ~
Ak = nbk Zz 1]E[||G T _’ykG xk ! ( _’Yk?)Gf'P]

Y- n)nbk S E[[IGia — Gt — (1 )G

+ n nbk Zz IE[HG = ’ykG xk ! (1 _Fyk)Gixk_l||2]
@ 14c¢)(1— n _ _ Nk—
< Gralh (1 b S0 E[[IGaah ™ — g1 Giak 2 — (1= 1) GE]
+ Q2D (1 by S B[ Giab — Gzt — 2 (Giah !t — 1 Giah 22
+ 57 Lict E[IGiz® — G ?]
@ 2 c n _
< [i + (1= %) 2] T E[IGi* — Giak ]
2(14-c)y2_  (1—v)? _ _
+ At (1- 5 0 E[[Giat - G2 2]
br—1(14¢)(1=y)? b\ A
+ W(l — EYVAp_q,
where @ and @ are due to Young’s inequality. If we choose ¢ := 2—’“ then (1— )(1 +

c)=1-— % — W <1l- 2—’“ Hence, we can further upper bound the last inequality as

~

b [2(n—bk) (br+2n)+b
Rp < (1- ) pglh Ry 4 BOWIGEEni] 70 B[|Giak — Giak 1|2

2(n—bx) (bs+2n) 72 _ 1 (1=1)* - -
+ knzbl%(1—fykk,132 : Zz:lE[”Glxk liGixk 2”2]'

This is exactly the last inequality of (12).
Finally, multiplying the last inequality of (12) by (1 %5z and define Ay, := by Ay,
2(n— bk)(zn“'bk)’m 1

we obtain the last statement of Lemma 3 due to the fact that br <
72(71_}”;3;3"%’“) =: 0, and Uy, := %Z?ZlE[HGixk — G,»:ck_1||2]. O

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

B.1. The proof of Lemma 4. We first introduce the following two functions:
= [Ir(a® — %) + traa (@ = PP + prfla® — 2|2,
Ek = 4rB(ty — p)[(Ga*, 2% — 2*) — B||G2*|]?] + Q.
Next, we can easily show that
= [lr@* ! = 2*) + tu(a® — 2" NP = [lr(z? - 2*) + (b — ) (@b - 2F P

= 72|l — 2|2 + (tg — )2 ||2F — 2P Y2 + 20 (ty, — ) {2k — 2R 2k — ).

(32)

Alternatively, using (AVFR), we can expand

T = |r(@* —2*) + typr (2F — 2F)|2
(AVFR) B _
[r(z* — 2*) + g1 0k (2F — 25 71) — ety S|
= 2|k — 2|2 12,02k — 2F T2 2ed | SP)? — 2rmete 1 (S, 2 — 2

+ 2rtg 1O (zF — 2k 1,xk—ac*>—2nktk+19k<5 ok — gk,

)
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Moreover, for any p > 0, we also have

erlxk_l _ ‘T*HQ _ ,ur||9ck _ .T*||2 — /“””xk _ xk—1||2 _ 2/”,<$k _ x*ﬂ;‘k _ xk_1>.

Combining three last expressions, and using Qy, from (32), we get
Q-1 — Qi = [(te — )2 = 174,07 + por] ||z — 2" 1|12 — n2ed || ™2
+ 2r(ty — 7 — tpy10p — p)(zk — 2kt
+ 2rnktk+1<§k, ok —z*) + QUkt%HGk(gk, ok — gk,

7xk - I’*>

Taking the conditional expectation Ej [ . } both sides of this expression, we obtain
Qp-1 — Bk [Qk] = [(tr —7)2 — 1310 + pr]||lz® — %1% — it Ba [HngQ]
(33) + 2r(ty — 7 — tpy10r — p) (b — 2P 2k — o)
+ ZTT]ktk+1Ek [<§k, fEk — .’E*>] + 2nkti+10kEk ng, :L'k - Ik71>].

Since S* = Gz* —,Gx* ! and e := Sk — 5% we have Sk .= Sk 1 ek and E; [ek] =0
as S* is an unbiased estimator of S* stated in (4). Therefore, we can show that

Similarly, we can also derive that

E,, ng’xk _ xk—1>] (SF, ak — F=1) 4 (B [eF], 2 — 2F—1) = (S, aF — 2F—1)

= (Gz* — GaF=1 2k — 2% 1) + (1 — ) (GaF L 2k — 2F1).
Again, since S* is an unbiased estimator of S* as stated in (4), and eF := Sk Sk we
have By [||S*[] = Ex [[1S*+e*|1?] = [|S*2+2Ex [(e*, S*)] +Ex[le*[?] = Ex [[le*]1*] +
| S*||2. Therefore, we can easily show that
Ex [IS¥12] = (1112 + Ex [[le"]|2] = |Gz* — G2 + By [||e*?]
= |G2*|* — 2 (Ga®, Ga* 1) + |G |12 + Exc [|le*[|?]
= (1= )lIGa®|* = (1 — ) [ Ga* |2
+ Wl Ga? — GzF |12 4+ Ei [|l¥]2].

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

OQr—1—Ex[Qr] = [(tx —7)2 — 17,07 + pr][|2* — 21|12 — iz By []le*]|?]
+ 2t [(Ga, ab — a%) — B]|Ga”||?]
= 2ryeNktie+1 [(Giﬂk_lwk_l — ) — 5||G$k_1||2]
+ 2nkt%+19k(G:ﬁ’“ R L A 'ykn,%t%HHGack — GzF 12
+ 2rntes1 [B — 7(1_%2);7”“1] |Gz¥ |
+ 2T'Vk77ktk+1 [(1*“/k2):alktk+1 _ ﬁ]Hka—1||2
+ 2r(ty — 7 — tpy10p — p) (b — 21 2k — %)

+ 2t rerr [(1 = ) trg 1Ok — rye] (GaF =t ah — b1,
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Let us choose parameters 0y, v, and 3 such that

t
(34) k=71 —tey10 —p=0 (1 —)tpt10p —77 =0, and [:= L
2(tk — p)
This condition allows us to update 6 := t’“t;::", Vi = t:ﬁéfir = t’“tkrﬂl‘, and
Ng = %’i”) as stated in (13). Hence, we can simplify the last estimate as follows:

Qi1 — Ex[Qi] = p(2tx —r — p)la* — 2712 — 4B(tk — p)*Er[[le*]1?]
+ drB(ty — p) [(Ga*, 2" — a*) — Bl|Ga*||?]
(35) — ArB(ty —r — p) [(GaP 2P — %) — Bl Ga 7]
+ 4Btk — p)(te — r — p)(Ga* — GaF=1 b — k=)
4Bty — )t — 7 — |G — Gk,

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

E[Lr1] — E[Ly] = p(2tx —r — p)lla® — 2"~ 1? — 4582 (ty — p)*E[]|€¥]?]
+ 4B (tk—y — ti + 1) [(Ga* T bt —ar) — Bl Gat 7]
+ 4B(tk — p) (ty — r — WE[(Ga* — Gah~1 2k — 2+ 1)]
— 4Bty — p)(ty, — r — p)E[||Ga* — GzF=1|2].
Define Uy, := 1 3" | E[||Giz* — G;2*~1||?]. By Assumption 1.3 and (3), we have
2
(36) (Gak — GaP=1 b — =) > LS ||Giah — G| = 1Uy,
(3)
Ur =3 2imy |Gia® = Gia" 1| > || Ga* — G =12
Using both inequalities of (36), we can upper bound
E[Li-1] — E[L] = p2ty —r — wE[||zF — 27 H12] — 48%(ty — p)?E[||e*]?]

(37) + 4rB(th—1 — ti + ) [(GzF 71 b1 — %) — |G
+ 4B(te — )t = = p) (g — B) - U
Since g : tkt:#, we have (1 — ;)% = ﬁ From (4), using A\; := A > 0 and

pr = p € (0,1), the definition of Uy, and the last expression, we can show that
E[le"|] <A Ay,
(tr — p)*Ap < (1;p) [(tk—1 — 1) A1 — (b — )2 A
(38) + %[ék(tk—l — 1)2Uk—1 — Oppa (g — 1)Uk
+ 4rB(ti—1 — te + 1) [(Ga* 71 2P — 2*) — B GzF L2
+ (ek“’ék-%—pl)(tk*H)Q Uy

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

E[Ekfl] —E[ﬁk] > M(th —r— )E[”xk _ $k_1||2]
+ 4Bty — p)? [u (2 -p) - M} U,
(tk

(tr—p)
_ 4A82(1-p) 2 _ 2
2 (o1 — 1) Ag — )2 A

_ 4)\p62 . [ék(tk,l — 1)2Us—1 — Opp (b, — )2y
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Rearranging this inequality, and using & from (14), we ultimately get (15). O

B.2. The proof of Theorem 5. For simplicity, we choose u := 1 and t; :=
k+r+pu=k+r+1 Sincety =k+r+1and g =1, from (13), we get

28(tk—p) _ 2B(k+r)
tht1 - k+r4+2

o lgmrep e —
Ok = k+r+2’ Tk = Th—n k+r’ and 7y, 1=

which are the updates in (17).

Now, we divide the proof of this theorem into several steps as follows.
Step 1. Upper bounding &. Since 27! = 20, ny = f%, 9 = 0, Ag = 0, and
t1 =7+ 2, it follows from (14) that

& = 4r28](Ga®, 2 —a") =B GaO ] + Ir(a®— ) + (r+2) (' —a)|[* + rlla® 2"

From (AVFR), 27! = 20, and S := (1—7)G°, we also have 2! —20 = 0y (2°—z 1) —
17050 = f%Gxo. By Young’s inequality and ||G2°||? = ||G2°—Gx*||? < L?||2°—z* |
(by the L-Lipschitz continuity of G from (3) and Ga* = 0), we can show that
2r?la® — 2| + 2(r + 2)? 2" — 2|2

= 27220 — 2*|]? + 8r232|| G2V ||?

< 273(1+4L2B%) |20 — =*||2.

Ir(@® — 2%) + (r+ 2) (2 — )]

IN

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

(Ga, 2% — 27) = BI|Ga°|* < [|Ga®||f]2° — ¥ - Bl G=°|?
< BIG2°|* + g5 lla° — 2*||* = BIIG2°|* =

20 — %2,

45” 48 ||

Combining the last three expressions, we can show that
(39) & < r(l + 3r + 87’L252)||xo x*)|? = Cp - ||2° — 2|2,

where Cp := (1 + 3r + 8rL?3?) as defined in (16).

Step 2. The summable results in (18). Since Oy := O and O, := © are fixed and
k > 1, the constant Ay in Lemma 4 is lower bounded by

Aci= 48[ G (f - ) - 2R ] — gk () - ) - 2GR

48 [1 _ [pFA(r+1)(©46) —[p+A(r+1)(6+46)]-LB)

Z {f - P ﬂ} - et Lp(r+1) =A

where A is defined by (16). Clearly, for 3 given by (16), if we choose 0 < 3 < 3, then
the above inequality shows that Ay > A > 0.

Substituting the lower bound A of Ay and ¢ — 4 = k + r into (15), and noting
that tx—1 —tx + 7 =r —12> 0 (since r > 1), we obtain

E[&-1] —E[&] > Ak + 1)Uk + (2k + 7+ DE[|Jz* — 25 1)2].

Summing up this inequality from k& = 1 to K, and then using (39) , and noting that
E[€k] = 0, we obtain the first two summable inequalities in (18).

Step 3. The first summable result in (19). Since S¥ = S* + ¢k = Ga* — 4, Gab—1 + ¥
for ek := S* — S* we obtain from (AVFR) that 28! = 2% + 0, (2% — 2%~ 1) — . G2* +
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k1l _ 2k and s = MYk then we have

eGP~ — nreP. If we denote v* 1=z e

vF _'_nkak — MNkYk (,Uk—l +77k—1ka_1) (ek nk%) k—1 _nke

Mk—1
= sp(v* + 1 GaR ) + (1 - sk)‘gl’f Tk Rl — ek
Leveraging (17), we can easily check that s, = % (0,1) and (9’{ z:) =
4k . Utilizing these expressions, the convexity of | - |2,

[rk+(r—1)(r+2)](k+r—1)(k+r+2)
E[e"] =0, E[[le*]|?] < A- Ay, and n, from (13), we get from the last expression that

E[[[o* + mGa* [P =E[[|sk(vF " +mp-1Ga* ™) + (1 — s0) G205 2] + ngEle*]1%]

<SUE[JoF 1+ mor Gak 2] 4 iz [nvk 2]+ A

(k+r+1)k k— k— ANB2 (k+1)?
=Dty BT i GeF P+ i - A

4k k—112
+ mrrrneien ety - Bl

(k+r+1)k k— k— ANB? (k+1)?
< grenutry BT i G P + i sy Ak

2(2k+r+1
+ m -E[[lo* 7]

Here, we have used k+7 —1 < k+7r+2 and 4rk? < 22k +r+ 1)[rk+ (r — 1)(r + 2)]
in the last inequality. Multiplying this inequality by (k +r — 1)(k + r + 2), we obtain
(k+7r—1)(k+7r+2E[|v* + mGa||?] < (k+r+1)(k+r—2)E[|o"! + np_1GzF~1|?]
— (r=2)(k+r+DE[[v* ! + ne1GaF 2] + N8 (k + r)? Ay
4+ 20@k+4r+1) CE[[l0F1)2].

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

Ty = (K +7—1)(K +7+2)E[||o" + ngGa™||?]
< (r=1)(r+ 2QE[|[v° + m0Ga° 2] + 4N8 i, (k + 1) A
— (r=2) i (k+ 7+ DE[[o" ! + 1 Gab 17
+ 25K @k +r+ DE[UF 12

(40)

Next, recalling (38) from the proof of Lemma 4 with t, — u =k + r, O := 0, and
O := 0, we get

(k+7)2A, < 2 (k47— 1)2A5 1 — (k+7)2A4]

> \®>

[(k+7—=1)2Ur—1 — (k+7)°Us] + 7(94_@)/)(]6”)2 - Uy

Summing up this inequality from k := 1 to k := K, and noting that Uy = 0 since
7 =2 Ag =0, Ag >0, and Ug > 0, we get

(41) S0, (k+1)?A, < 020 + O (k4 1)°U), = 5 I (k + 1)Uy

Substituting (41) into (40), and having [[v° + noGz°||? = n3||G2°||? < L?n3|2° —
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4L 2,2
2|2 = L5 20 - a7 P

Ty = (K +7—1)(K + 7+ 2)E[||o" + ngGz"||?]
282,2(p N K _ —
< L EUR[20 — 27)?) — (r = 2) Sh, (b + 7+ DE[[0F 1 + 1 Gah =117

+ 200 2k 4+ DE[|l* — 2F 2] + RO S (k4120

and v*~1 = 2* — 2*~1, one can show that

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

Ty = (K +7 = 1)(K + 7+ 2)E[[v" + ngGa™|?]

K _ _
(42) + (= 2) 4, (b + DE[[o5 ! + 1 Gab 1|2
ro(r 2 S
< [y 2y MEOLOC a0 — g2 = € - 20 - 27|,

ari(r_1)L?p (TH_l;L L, ZCO 4 DB%(O016)Cy (?Jr@)co as in (16). As a result, we obtain the

first summable inequality of (19) from the last inequality Tjo) in (42).

where C :=

28(k-+r)
k+r+2

(17), we have n > - +2 Applying this inequality and Young’s inequality, we have

Step 4. The second summable result of (19). By the choice of n, = from

2
(43) g |Gt < Gk |2 < [lahH — ok G| |? 4 ||ah T — 2k 2.

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

222

B Sy 2k + 3)[|GaR 2 < 237 (k4 v+ 2) [ — 2k e Gak 2
+ Yo (27 3t — k2
< (Co+2%) - fla® — |2

N

which proves the second summable bound of (19).

Step 5. The Big-O and small O rates 0fIE[||ack“‘1 2% 4+ niGz*||?]. The bound (42)
implies that E[||zFT1 — 2% + n,Ga*||?] < m |2° — 2*||? as in the first
line of (20). The bound (42) also leads to limy_oo(k + 7 — 1)(k + 7 + 2)E[||zF 1 —
z% 4+ i Gz*|?] = 0, which means that E[[|z*"! — 2% 4+ 0 Ga*|?] = o (%).

Step 6. The Big-O and small-O rates of E[||z*+1 —2*||2]. Since a**! —a* = 6 («F —
2*=1) — npS* from (AVFR) and Ey [gk] = S*, we have

Ep[la"+ — 2¥)|2] = 02||2* — 2%~ Y|2 — 204, (S*, 2 — 25 —1) + 2B, [||S* )
= 02|z* — 2% 71|12 — 20, (Ga* — v Gak L ok — 2P L)
+ B [[1S*17] + nREx[[le*]1?]
= 0%|z* — 2* 1|2 — 20k (Gt — GaF L ok — kL)
= 20k (1 — v )(Ga®, a® — 2 1) + REx [||S*]1%] + niEx [[l€¥]1%]-

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

@
—2(Ga*, ab — 2h1) < 28)Ga* | + g5l -
2

(Gab — GaP=1 ok — 2k=1) > LS Giak — Giah |12 = LU,

xk—l ||2’

—~
~
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Moreover, we also have
e e e &
= (1= )lIGa*|? = (1 — ) [G* 1> + | G2 — G2
< (1= )IGa? = 3 (1 = W) | G212 + .

—~
=

Combining the last four expressions, taking the full expectation of both sides of the
result, and then using E[||e*||?] < A- A, we can show that

E[”xkﬂ . kaz] < [9’% + Gknkélﬁ—vk)]E[ka _ xk—1H2]
+ k(1= ) (2801 + ) E[[|G2F|1?] — 3 (1 — )R B[ |G ||?]
— Wk (B — i) - £ 00 B[ Gia® — GiaF 2] + MR Ay

Next, from the update rule (17), we can easily check that 07 + 9’“"’“516_'*’“) =1 IfJ(r]iig)P ,
A4B%r(2k+r 2r
771c(1 — V) (280K + 1K) = %7 V(1 = yi)nip = (,ffT’;y >0, and 205 — g =
(k+r+2)L (1 — (}HZ)L’B) > (k+3f_2)L (1 (r+ 1)L6) > 0. Using these relatlons, we can
derive from the last inequality that
k(k+r — r(2k+r ANBZ (k+r
E[lc*+! — o%?] < AEEE[|lak — oh12] 4 DR Gk 2] 4 DEGES A,

Multiplying this inequality by (k + r + 2)? and noting that k(k +r) < (k + 7 + 1)2
and 2k +r < 2k 4+ r + 3, we can show that
(k+7+2)2E[|la* T —2¥|?] < (k+7r+ 1)2E[|lz* — 25 712] + 4A8%(k 4 r)? Ay
+ 4rB%(2k +r + 3)E[||kaH2]
Summing up this inequality from k = 1 to K, and using ||z — 2°||? < 4(7_2f22)ﬂ22 |20 —
2*]|?, and the second summable result in (19) and then (41), we can derive

T = (K +7+2)2E[||l25+ — 252
< Ar?LPB2|a0 — a¥||? 4+ 4rB2 g (2k + 1 + 3)E[||Gak 2] + AN82 S (k + )2 Ak

(19) g 3018
< 420252 4 2R [Co 2G| o - ot P+ BEREEL S (1)U
(41) 2(r+2)2 4\B2(0+6)C, %
< {47"2L252+ (Jrr) [CO‘FETC;}"‘ ﬁ(pA+ ) 0]'||£E0—$||2
= Cy-[l2° —2*|]?,

where Cy 1= 4r2L%3% + M [Co+ 255] + Lmjw as in (16).

The last inequality 7j3 also shows that limy_,o (k47 +2)2E[ ||z — 2% |?] exists.
Combining this limit and the first summable result in (18), we obtain limy_, o (k +
r+ 2)?E[||zF 1 — 2*|?] = 0, leading to the second small-O rate in (21). Moreover,

we also obtain from 7Tp5 that E[||z* 1 — 2*|]2] < W% |20 — 2*[|? as in (20).

Step 7. The Big-O and small-O rates of E[||Gz*||?]. Finally, combining (43) and the
first two bounds of (20), and noting that k+r — 1 < k + r + 2, we can show that

k2 (r42)°Cy-[la®—a*|> | (r42)°Co-[la®—a* >
IE[HGx [ ] < 28272 (ktr—1)(k+r+2) 2B2r2 (k+r+2)?
(r42)2(C1+C2) 0 2 Ag|z®—z|?
< Azt =2 =

282r2(k+r—1)(k+r+2) = B2(k+r—1)(k+r+2)>
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where C5 := W 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. O

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

Proof of Corollary 6. Since S* is constructed by (5), by Lemma 2, we have
p:=5 A= %, and © = 6 = %. Hence with r := 3, we can show that § := g =

— __ bp? — B _ bp> 2
2L[p+4§(@+é)] = 2L(bpp2+64)7 and A := &+ = m Suppose that 1 S bp S 32,

— 4/\62(®+@) _ _64 2
then we have b < 8 < 57 and ¢ := oK = it € (3.1).

Using the bounds of 8 and v, and r := 3 we can show from (16) that

Co = 3(10 + 24L28?) < 32, Cp = L 4 (2 4 4)Cp < 538,
Oy 1= 36L252 + (2 + ) Cp + 1095 < 2360, €5 := 2(AFC) < 3353,

Therefore, we obtain (22) from (20) and (21).
2
Finally, since C5 = O (1) and 8 = O(b%), from (22), to guarantee E[||Gz"|]?] <

€2, we can impose %on — x*||? < €2. This leads to k = O(bp 6) Hence, the
number of evaluations of G; is Tg, := n+ (pn+3b)k = O(n+ %(bp + o2 1)). Clearly,
if we choose b := O(n2/3) and p = O(n’1/3) then 7g, = O(n + nz/?’Le’l). O

Proof of Corollary 7. Since S* is constructed by (9), by Lemma 3, we have

pi= = A= 3 @kg@:%",and@k<®—47”. Hence, for r := 3, we can

B _ _ b? 2/3
show that 8 := 5 = 2L[p+4§(@+é)] = ST If 1 < b < 16n2/3, then we have
3
2L(1+64n2) < B < gy and A= ﬁ = O(Lgnz) € [4L2(1+64n2)’ 117 ]- Hence, it is easy
4>\ﬁ 0+6 64n>
to check that LB < § and ¢ = ;SA ) = = Gty € [3.1].

Using the bounds of 8 and ¢, and r := 3 we can show from (16) that

Cy = 3(10 + 24L2B?) < 34.5, Cp = L 4 (2 4 4)Cp < 584,
Oy 1= 36L252 + (2 + ) Cp + 109 < 2559, (5 = BLAFC) < 3636,

Thus we obtain (23) from (20) and (21).
Finally, since C3 = O (1) and 5 = O (Ln2) from (22), to guarantee E [[|Gz*||?] <

€2, we can impose b%g,fT)z < €2. This leads to k = O(ngj) Hence, the number of
evaluations of G; is T, := n+2bk = O(nJr Lan:) Clearly, if we choose b := O(nQ/S),
then Tg, = O(n +n?3Let). a0

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, 1.5, and 1.4.
Given s, r and 3 such that r > (s — 1)p and 4rs* > 2(s —1)(2s —r — 1), and

2r+1)(2s—r—1 (2r+1)p
(44) 0<pp< 4rs(2—2(s)—(1)(28—r)—1) and 0 < fpu < 2[r— p(s) nl-
Let {x*} be generated by (AVFR) to solve (ME) using:
(45) ek ::9:%7 Vi =y = 322117 and Nk :n:@
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2rBu
r(2r+1)+28u(s—1)’

& = 4B(s — 1) [(Ga*, z* — z*) — B||GzF|?] + ||r(zF — 2*) + s(a*+! — 2F)|2
+ T”zk _ 13*H2 + 4(s—=1)221B%(1—p) CAg 4 4(s—1)218%6 U,

p—w p—w ’

For w := consider the following potential function:

(46)

where Uy, := 23" | ||Gia® — Gia* 1|2, Then, for all k > 1, we have

7‘2 T —
@) (1 —w)ér —Ex[&] > 530 (= B) G2 Y2 + o Uy,

wherea::4ﬂ(5—1)(s—r—1){%—(14—%)'ﬁ]

Proof. For given s > 0, r > 0, and 8 > 0, we introduce the following function:

Ly, = 4rB(s — 1)[(Ga", a% — 2*) — B||Gz*||?] + r|ja* — o*||?

48
(48) + |Ir(xk — 2*) 4 s(zF+t — 2P |2

Then, by using (AVFR) with ), := 0 = s=2=1 .= s="=1 ‘and g := @, as in

s s—1 7
(45), with a similar proof as in Lemma 4, we can show that

Ly —Ex[Ly] = (25 —r = Dla* — 212 = $*°Eg || "]
+ 4,87“2 [<ka—1’xk—1 _ 1‘*> - ﬁHka—le}
+4B8(s —1)(s — 7 — 1)(Gz* — Gak=1 2% — 2+ 1)
—4B%(s — 1)(s —r — 1)||Gz* — Gz~ 1|2,

(49)

Combining (3) with Gz* = 0 from Assumption 1.3 and Assumption 1.4, we have
<ka—17xk—1 . m*> . ﬁHG.Tk_lHQ > (ﬁ o B)HGmk_lHQ + %ka—l o m*HQ.
From this inequality and Young’s inequality, for any ¢ € [0, 1], we can show that

Ty = 4872 [(ka_l,xk_l —x*) — B||ka_1||2]
> U297 y4rp(s — 1)[(Gab1, 2k =1 — 2*) — B G |1?]
+4eBr? (5 — B)IGZ* 1P + 2eBpur? |2t — 272
G - arB(s — D[(Gab 1 b=t — o) — B Gt 2]
+ P (@bt = o) + s(ab — 2F |2 4 et — 27
+ 4812 (g — B) |G| + 2 208 — LG k=t — g2

2rs?(1— _
_ TSS£1 C)”xk_xk 1H2

Y

(48) (1—e)r — 2r2s%(1—c —
i (571) Ly +4Cﬂr2(i _B)Hka 1H2 - S7(1 )ka ok 1”2

+ r2[2c8p — (lfcs)gwl)] k=1 — z*||2.
On the other hand, from (2) and (3) of Assumptions 1.3, we also have

(2)
(GaF — GaF=1 ok — gh=1y > ﬁ Dy |Gixk — Gk =12 = %Uk,

3
—[lG® — Gkt 2 > 1y |Gk — G2 = —U.

n
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Substituting 77;) and the last two inequalities into (49), we obtain

L1 —Eg[Ly] > % L1+ {28 -r—1- %} % — z* 12

+ 72 [205M _ (1—cs)£21r+1) ka—l _ x*||2 _ 32772]Ek[\|e’“||2]

# 485~ 1)(s =~ 1(F - 8)Us + 4087 (G — )G+
We now impose the following two conditions:
(50) (s —1)(2s =7 —1)—2rs*(1—c) >0, and 2cBu(s—1)—(1—c)(2r+1)>0.

Clearly, if we choose ¢ := ﬁg}i(sil), then the second condition of (50) holds with

equality, while the first one becomes

(2r+1)(2s—r—1)
BM < 4rs?2—2(s—1)(2s—r—1)’
provided that 2rs? — (s — 1)(2s —r — 1) > 0. This is the first condition of (44).
Under the condition (44), if we denote w := “;?’” = 5 f;?ﬁ L then the last
inequality reduces to

(1 —w)Llp—1 —Ep[Li] > 4B8(s —1)(s —r —1)(+ — B)Ur — 48%(s — 1)*Ey [||*|?]

4Br%(2r+1) 1 k—1(2
+ mriragateen (ap — B)IIGZF 2.

(51)

Next, from the second condition of (44), we have 0 < w < p. Then, from (4), using
A :=A> 0,9 :=7 >0, and py := p € (0,1), we can show that

E[Je2] < A- A,
A < (;,;Z) (1 —w)Ap—1 — Ag] + © [(1—w)Ug—1 — Ui] + W - Uk

p—w

Substituting these inequalities into (51), we get

/"2 i -
(1—w)Lp1 —Ex[Ly] > %(ﬁ - B G112

B (s—1)’(-p) [(1 — W) Ap_1 — Ak]

p—w

206_1)28
- DFEDO() _ )l - Uy

+45(s_1)(s_r—1)[%—(1+%).ff} U

Rearranging this inequality, and using & from (46) and w € (0, 1), we obtain (47). O

Proof of Theorem 8. We first choose r := 1 and s := 3 in Lemma 11. Then,

the update rule (45) reduces to (26), and w := 2T+1f;g/’j<s_1) = Siigu € (0,1/2).

Next, a in Lemma 11 becomes o = 86[% — (1 + %‘:é)),@]. Therefore, if

1 _ 1 5 pt2M(O040)-w _ I—w _ 30+2(20—1)8p
wBp T LB = p—w p—w  3p—2(1-2p)Bu’

then o > 0, where k := % and I' := p+2X\(©+0) are from (24). The above condition
holds if 2(2T" — 1)k3%u? + [3Tk + 2(1 — 2p)]Bu — 3p < 0. Using M := 2(2I" — 1)k and
N := 3Tk + 2(1 — 2p) from (24), this inequality becomes M (Bu)? + NBu — 3p < 0,
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. 6p . 2 o . .
leading to Bu < Nr NN provided that N* + 12pM > 0. Combining this

condition, 8 < 5 = and (44), we obtain (25).

Now, since @ > 0 and 57 — 3 > 0, it follows from (47) that (1 — w)&—1 >
Eg [Sk]. Taking the full expectation of this inequality and by induction, we have
E[&] < (1 —w)*E[&)]. Similar to the proof of (39) in Theorem 5, we can show that
Eo < 4(1+2L2%82) ||z —2*||?. Alternatively, from (46), we also have &, > ||z* — z*||?
as r = 1. Therefore, combining these three results, we finally get

2N
2Kk
0

E[llz? — z*?] < E[&] < 4(1 +2L%*8?) - (1 — w)*|ja® — 2*|?,

which proves (28).

Finally, for a given € > 0, to achieve E[|lz* — 2*||?] < €%, we impose (1 —w)*Cp -
|29 — 2*]|? < €2. Since —log(1 —w) > w for w € (0, 1), the last condition leads to k >
w1 log(e™!) — log(Cy)]. Therefore, we can choose k := O(w~'log(e™')). However,
from (25), we can show that w = O(£). Thus we obtain k = O(% log(e™1)). O
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