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Abstract

We present adaptive gradient methods (both basic and accelerated) for solving
convex composite optimization problems in which the main part is approximately
smooth (a.k.a. (8, L)-smooth) and can be accessed only via a (potentially biased)
stochastic gradient oracle. This setting covers many interesting examples including
Holder smooth problems and various inexact computations of the stochastic gradient.
Our methods use AdaGrad stepsizes and are adaptive in the sense that they do not
require knowing any problem-dependent constants except an estimate of the diame-
ter of the feasible set but nevertheless achieve the best possible convergence rates as
if they knew the corresponding constants. We demonstrate that AdaGrad stepsizes
work in a variety of situations by proving, in a unified manner, three types of new re-
sults. First, we establish efficiency guarantees for our methods in the classical setting
where the oracle’s variance is uniformly bounded. We then show that, under more
refined assumptions on the variance, the same methods without any modifications
enjoy implicit variance reduction properties allowing us to express their complexity
estimates in terms of the variance only at the minimizer. Finally, we show how to
incorporate explicit SVRG-type variance reduction into our methods and obtain even
faster algorithms. In all three cases, we present both basic and accelerated algorithms
achieving state-of-the-art complexity bounds. As a direct corollary of our results, we
obtain universal stochastic gradient methods for Hélder smooth problems which can
be used in all situations.

Keywords: convex optimization, stochastic optimization, adaptive methods, universal algo-
rithms, complexity estimates, acceleration, variance reduction, AdaGrad, SVRG, weakly smooth
functions, Holder condition, inexact oracle

1 Introduction

Motivation. Gradient methods are the most popular and efficient optimization algo-
rithms for solving machine learning problems. To achieve the best convergence speed
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for these algorithms, their stepsizes needs to be chosen properly. While there exist vari-
ous theoretical recommendations, dictated by the convergence analysis, on how to select
stepsizes based on various problem-dependent parameters, they are usually impractical
because the corresponding constants may be unknown or their worst-case estimates might
be too pessimistic. Furthermore, every applied problem usually belongs to multiple prob-
lem classes at the same time, and it is not always evident in advance which of them better
suits the concrete problem instance one works with. For classical optimization algorithms,
this problem is typically resolved by using a line search. This is a simple yet powerful
mechanism which automatically chooses the best stepsize by checking at each iteration a
certain condition involving the objective value, its gradient, etc.

However, the line-search approach is unsuitable for problems of stochastic optimiza-
tion, where gradients are observed with random noise. For these problems, it is common
instead to apply so-called adaptive methods which set up their stepsizes by simply ac-
cumulating on-the-fly certain information about observed stochastic gradients. The first
such an algorithm, AdaGrad |16} [38], was obtained from theoretical considerations but
quickly inspired several other heuristic methods like RMSProp [53] and Adam [31] that
are now at the forefront of training machine learning models.

Excellent practical performance of adaptive methods on various applied problems nat-
urally sparked a lot of theoretical interest in these algorithms. An important observation
was done by Levy, Yurtsever, and Cevher [33] who showed that AdaGrad possesses a
certain universality property, in the sense that it works for several problem classes si-
multaneously. Specifically, they showed that AdaGrad converges both for nonsmooth
problems with bounded gradient and also for smooth problems with Lipschitz gradient,
without needing to know neither the corresponding Lipschitz constants, nor the oracle’s
variance but enjoying the rates which are characteristic for algorithms which have the
knowledge of these constants. They also presented an accelerated version of AdaGrad
with similar properties. Further improvements and generalization of these ideas were
considered in [17, 27} 29].

Nonsmooth and smooth problems are the extremes of the more general Holder class
of problems. The fact that AdaGrad methods simultaneously work for these two extreme
cases does not seem to be a coincidence and suggests that these algorithms should work
more generally for any problem with intermediate level of smoothness. Some further
confirmations to this were recently provided in [47] although in a rather restricted setting
of deterministic problems and only for the basic AdaGrad method. The stochastic case
and acceleration were constituting an open problem which was recently resolved in [4§]
for a slightly modified AdaGrad stepsize.

All the previously discussed results were proved only for the classical stochastic op-
timization setting where the variance of stochastic gradients is assumed to be uniformly
bounded. In a recent work, Attia and Koren [2] showed that the basic AdaGrad method
for smooth problems works under the more general assumption when the variance is
bounded by a constant plus a multiple of the squared gradient norm. On a related note,
it was also shown recently that AdaGrad stepsizes can be used inside gradient methods
with SVRG-type variance-reduction. The first such an algorithm was proposed in [15].
The accelerated SVRG method enjoying optimal worst-case oracle complexity for smooth
finite-sum optimization problems was later presented in [35].



Contributions. In this work, we further extend the results mentioned above by demon-
strating that AdaGrad stepsizes are even more universal than was shown previously in
the literature. Specifically, we consider the composite optimization problem where the
main part is approximately smooth (a.k.a. (d, L)-smooth) and can be accessed only via a
(potentially biased) stochastic gradient oracle. This setting is more general than typically
considered in the literature on adaptive methods and covers many interesting examples,
including smooth, nonsmooth and, more generally, Holder smooth problems, problems
in which the objective function is given itself as another optimization problem whose
solution can be computed only approximately, etc.
Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

1. We start, in Section [3| with identifying the key property of the AdaGrad step-
sizes which allows us to apply these stepsizes, in a unified manner, in a variety of
situations we consider later. We also present our two mains algorithms, UniSgd
and UniFastSgd which are the classical stochastic gradient method (SGD) and its
accelerated version, respectively, but equipped with AdaGrad stepsizes.

2. We then establish, in Section [d] efficiency guarantees for these methods in the
classical setting where the oracle’s variance is assumed to be uniformly bounded.

3. In Section[5], we complement these results by showing that, under additional assump-
tions that the variance is itself approximately smooth w.r.t. the objective function,
the same UniSgd and UniFastSgd without any modifications enjoy implicit variance
reduction properties allowing us to express their complexity estimates in terms of
the variance only at the minimizer.

4. Under the additional assumption that one can periodically compute the full (inex-
act) gradient of the objective function, we show, in Section |§|, how to incorporate
explicit SVRG-type variance reduction into our methods, obtaining new UniSvrg
and UniFastSvrg algorithms which enjoy even faster convergence rates by completely
eliminating the variance.

Our results are summarized in Table (in the BigO-notation). In all the situations,
we present both basic and accelerated algorithms whose only essential parameter is an
estimate D of the diameter of the feasible set; the methods automatically adapt to all
other problem-dependent constants. In a number of special cases, our algorithms achieve
known state-of-the-art complexity bounds, but not restricted to those special cases. In
Section [7], we illustrate the significance of our results by demonstrating that complexities
for our methods on stochastic optimization problems with Holder smooth components
can be obtained as simple corollaries from our main results.

2 Preliminaries

Notation. We work in the space R?% equipped with the standard inner product (-,+) and
the certain Euclidean norm: ||z|| :== (Bx,z)"/?, where B is a fixed positive definite matrix.
The dual norm is defined in the standard way: ||s||. == max, =1 (s,z) = (s, B~ 's).



Table 1.1: Summary of main results for solving problem with our methods. “Convergence
rate” is expressed in terms of the expected function residual at iteration k (or ¢, depending on
the method). “SO complexity” denotes the cumulative stochastic-oracle complexity of the method
since its start and up to iteration k (or ¢), which is defined as the number of queries to the stochastic
oracle g; for SVRG methods, we assume that querying the (inexact) full-gradient oracle g is n
times more expensive than g, and define the SO complexity as N + niNg, where N; and Ny are
the number of queries to g and g, respectively.

Method Convergence rate SO complexity Assumptions Reference
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For a convex function ¢: R — R U {400}, its (effective) domain is the following set:
domv == {x € RY : ¥(x) < +oo}. By v (z), we denote the subdifferential of ¢ at a
point x € dom 1); the specific subgradients are typically denoted by Vi (x).

A convex function f: R? — R is called (v, H)-Holder smooth for some v € [0,1] and
H > 0iff [Vf(z) = Vi)l < Hllz —yl|” for all z,y € R? and all Vf(z) € 9f(x),
Vf(y) € 0f(y). Apart from the special case of v = 0, such a function f is differentiable
at every point, i.e., Of(x) is a singleton. A (1, L)-Holder smooth function is usually called
L-smooth.

For a convex function : R — RU {+o0}, point x € R?, vector g € R?, and coeffi-
cient M > 0, by Proxy (w, g, M) = argmin,e qom {9, y) + ¥ (y) + & |ly — |*}, we denote
the proximal mapping. When M = 0, we allow the solution to be chosen arbitrarily.

For a convex function f: R? — R, points =,y € R? and V f(x) € 0f(x), we denote the
Bregman distance by vaf(x) (z,y) = f(y)— f(x)—(Vf(z),y—z) (> 0). When the specific
subgradient V f(x) is clear from the context, we use the simplified notation B¢(x,y).

The positive part of ¢ € R is denoted by [t]; := max{¢,0}. For 7 > 0, we also use
log, 7 :=max{1,log7}.

Problem Formulation. In this paper, we consider the composite optimization problem

F* = $€I}i10111111¢[F(x) = f(z) + ¢(z)], (2.1)

where f: R? — R is a convex function, and ¢: R? — RU {400} is a proper closed convex
function which is assumed to be sufficiently simple in the sense that the proximal mapping
Prox, can be easily computed. We assume that this problem has a solution which we
denote by z*.

To quantify the smoothness level of the objective function, we use the following as-
sumption:



Assumption 2.1. The functz'o_n f in problem ([2.1)) is approximately smooth: there ex-
ist constants Ly, 0 > 0 and f: R? — R, g: R* — R? such that, for any z,y € RY,
Bt g y) = f(y)—f(x)—(g(z), y—x) satisfies the following inequality: 0 < B; 7 -(x,y) <
L

Sz —ylI* + d5.

Assumption is well-known in the literature under the name (d, L)-oracle and was
originally introduced in [14]. It covers many interesting examples. For instance, if f is
L-smooth, then Assumption is satisfied with f = f, g = V/, 0 =0and Ly = L.
More generally, if the function f is (v, Hy(v))-Hélder smooth, then Assumption is
satisfied with f = f, g = Vf (arbitrary selection of subgradients), any 6 > 0 and

Ly = L(6¢,v,H¢(v)), where L(0,v, H) := [ﬁ]%H% (see Theorem |A.1)). If f can
be uniformly approximated by an L-smooth function ¢, namely, ¢(z) < f(x) < ¢(x) + 9,
then Assumption is satisfied with f = ¢, § = V¢ and 0y = 6. If f represents
another auxiliary optimization problem with a strongly concave objective, e.g., f(z) =
max, V(z,u), whose solution u(x) can only be found with accuracy 0, then f satisfies
Assumption with f(z) = ¥(x,u(z)), g(z) = V,¥(2,u(z)) and 6; = 6. For more
details and other interesting examples, we refer the reader to [14].

In what follows, we assume that we have access to an unbiased stochastic oracle g
for g. Formally, this is a pair § = (g,&) consisting of a random variable £ and a mapping
g: RY x Im¢ — R? (with Im¢ being the image of ¢). When queried at a point z, the
oracle automatically generates an independent copy ¢ of its randomness and then returns
gz = g(z,&) (notation: g, = g(z)). We call g and £ the function component and the
random variable component of g, respectively. At this point, we only assume that our
stochastic oracle g is un unbiased estimator of g, and later make various assumptions on
its variance.

Another important assumption on problem , that we need in our analysis, is the
boundedness of the feasible set dom 1.

Assumption 2.2. There exists D > 0 such that ||x — y|| < D for any z,y € dom .

Assumption is rather standard in the literature on adaptive methods for stochastic
convex optimization (see |15} (17,29, |33, 35, 48]) and can always be ensured with D = 2Ry
whenever one has the knowledge of an upper bound Ry on the distance from the initial
point xg to the solution z*. To that end, it suffices to rewrite the problem in the
following equivalent form: mingedom ¢, [f(z) + ¥p(x)], where ¥p is the sum of ¢ and
the indicator function of the ball By := {z € R? : |z — xo|| < Ro}. Note that this
transformation keeps the function ¢ p reasonably simple as its proximal mapping can be
computed via that of ¢ by solving a certain one-dimensional nonlinear equation, which
can be done very efficiently by Newton’s method (at no extra queries to the stochastic
oracle); in some special cases, the corresponding nonlinear equation can even be solved
analytically, e.g., when 1 = 0, the proximal mapping of ¢ p is simply the projection on By.

Throughout this paper, we refer to the constant D from Assumption as the diam-
eter of the feasible set, and assume that its value is known to us. This will be the only
essential parameter in our methods.



Algorithm 3.1 (Zn,zn, My) = UniSgd; ., (z0, Mo, N; D)

Input: Oracle g, comp. part v, point z¢ € dom ), coefficient My, iteration limit N, diameter D.
1= go = g(wo)-
2: for k=0,...,N—1do
3 Tr1 = Proxy (zr, gk, Mk), Grt1 = G(Thy1)-
4: M1 = My (My, D?, 2, Tki1, Gk, Ght1) >e.g., \/M,f + prllgrs1 — grll2
5

_ _ N
: return (Ty,zy, My), where Zy = + 300 2.

Algorithm 3.2 UniFastSgd; ,,(zo; D)

Input: Stochastic oracle g, composite part v, point zg € dom ), diameter D.
1: Vo = Xy, M():AO:O.
2: for k=0,1,... do
3: akt1 = 3(k+1), Apy1 = A + apqa.

4 Y = A’:il Tk + Z’;ill Vi, Gy, = a(yk)
5: V1 = Proxy (Vk, gy, %ﬁl)
6 Tyl = Aﬁilwk + Zii Ukt 1y Gapgr = 9(Trt1)-
2 2
T Myt = leiill M—'r(x:ikill My, Z’:zcill D2y, Tk+1s Gy » gwk+1) >e.g., \/Mg—f— ‘1%2;1 lgzksr — gurll3-

3 Main Algorithms and Stepsize Update Rules

We now present our two main algorithms for solving problem : UniSgd (Algo-
rithm , and its accelerated version, UniFastSgd (Algorithm [3.2]). Except the specific
choice of the stepsize coefficients My, both algorithms are rather standard: the first one is
the classical SGD method, and the second one is the classical accelerated gradient method
for stochastic optimization [32], also known as the Method of Similar Triangles (see, e.g.,
Section 6.1.3 in [45]).

Both methods are expressed in terms of a certain abstract stepsize update rule M, (-)
defined as follows. Given the current stepsize coefficient M > 0, constant 2 > 0 (the
scaled squared diameter), current point € dom ¢ with the stochastic gradient g, = g(x),
and the next random point Zy € dom1 (possibly dependent on g,) with the stochastic
gradient g,, = g(z4), the update rule computes ]/\4[\+ = M (M,Q, 2,74, Gz, gz, ) such
that M\Jr > M and the following inequality holds for any M > ¢oL IS

E[A(M,) + (My — M)Q + By ; 5(34, )]
< —

— L R[Vary(;) + Vary(2)] + cs0f + ca E{ [min{ M, M} — M],Q},
M — CQLf

(3.1)

where A(M,) = B g 24) +(9() — Gu, T4 — ) — %H&r —z||?, c1,c,c3,c4 > 0 are

some (absolute) constants, Varg(z) == E¢[||g(z, &) — g(x)||?] is the variance of g, and the
expectation is taken w.r.t. the entire randomness.
The main example is the following AdaGrad rule:

—~ 1 ~ ~
M, = \/M2 + §||g:v+ - gmllf (3.2)




For this rule, we have ¢; = %, ca =4, c3 =06, cqy =2 (see Lemma . Another interesting

example recently suggested in [48] is M\Jr found from the equation

—

M

(My —M)QY= |(Goy — Gz, Ty —T) — 5

~ 2
R (3.3)
For this rule, we have ¢; =1, coa = 2, ¢3 = 6, ¢4 = 2 (see Lemma .

Inequality is the only property we need from the stepsize update rule to estab-
lish all forthcoming results. This inequality is exactly what is typically used inside the
convergence proofs for stochastic gradient methods with predefined stepsizes My = M
(in which case M = M, = M), where M depends on problem-dependent constants.
The key property of AdaGrad stepsizes (either or ) is that they ensure the
same inequality but now M is the virtual stepsize existing only in the theoretical anal-
ysis. The price for this is the extra error term [min{M,, M} — M],Q appearing in the
right-hand side of . The crucial property of this error term is that it is telescopic,
Zf:o [min{M; 1, M} —M;].Q = [min{ M1, M} — M)+ (see Lemma and therefore
its total cumulative impact is always bounded by the controllable constant M 2. Although
a number of other works on theoretical analysis of AdaGrad methods for smooth opti-
mization use some similar ideas about the virtual stepsize (e.g., [29} 33, [35]), this is the
first time one has abstracted away all the technical details and identified the specific
inequality responsible for the universality of AdaGrad methods.

4 Uniformly Bounded Variance

In this section, we assume that the variance of our stochastic oracle is uniformly bounded.

Assumption 4.1. For the stochastic oracle g, we have o

= SUDyedomy Valg(w) < +00,
where Varg(x) = E¢||g(z, &) — g(@)|2].

Under this assumption, we can establish the following efficiency estimates for our

UniSgd and UniFastSgd methods (the proofs are deferred to Appendix .

Theorem 4.2. Let Algorithm with My = 0 be applied to problem (2.1) under As-
sumptions 2.1, and[{.1. Then, for the point Ty generated by the algorithm, we have

L;D? 2
E[F(zy)] — F* < CQC% + 20D,/ CJIVC“ + c365.

Theorem 4.3. Let Algorithm be applied to problem (2.1)) under Assumptions
and[4.1. Then, for any k > 1, we have

4CQC4LfD2 26164 C3
E[F —F"<——"—+40D\/—— + =(k + 2)dy.
Flo)] =57 < Sy Ty g T R

We see that, in contrast to UniSgd, the accelerated algorithm UniFastSgd is not
robust to the oracle’s errors: it accumulates them with time at the rate of O(kd). This is
not surprising since the same phenomenon also occurs in the classical accelerated gradient



method, even when the oracle is deterministic and the algorithm has the knowledge about
all constants (see [14]).

The complexity results from Theorems and are similar to those from [12].
However, it is important that our methods are adaptive and do not require knowing the
constants Ly and o.

In the specific case when §¢ = 0, we recover the same convergence rates as in |29, 33,
although our methods work for the more general composite optimization problem and, in
contrast to |33|, do not require that V f(z*) = 0.

5 Implicit Variance Reduction

The assumption of uniformly bounded variance may not hold for some problems, or
the corresponding constant o2 might be quite large, which is why there has recently
been a growing interest in various alternative variance bound assumptions [5, [21} |23,
28, |41} 51}, |55]. One interesting option is expressing complexity bounds via the variance
at the minimizer, o2 = Varg 5(x*), assuming that the stochastic oracle g satisfies some
extra smoothness conditions. Let us show that, for our Algorithms and we can
also establish such bounds, moreover, this can be done without any modifications to the
algorithms.

In this section, we study problem under Assumptions and and also under
the following additional smoothness assumption on the variance:

Assumption 5.1. There exist 65, Ly > 0 such that Varg(z,y) < 2Lg[B; 7 ;(x,y) + 0] for
2

g
any x,y € RY, where Varg(x,y) = Ee[ll[9(z, €) — gy, )] — [g(2) — g()]lZ].

Note that Varg(z,y) is the usual variance of the estimator g(z,§) — g(y, ). Hence,
Vary(z,y) < E[l|g(z,€) — g(y,€)||?] for any z,y. Furthermore, if g, is the mini-batch
version of g of size b (i.e., the average of b i.i.d. samples of g(z) at any point z), then
Varg, (z,y) = 3 Varg(z,y) for any z,y.

For instance, if f(z) = E¢[fe(x)], where each function f¢ is convex and (¢, L¢)-
approximately smooth with components ( fg, Je¢ ), then, the stochastic gradient oracle g, de-
fined by g(:n €) = ge(x) satisfies Assurnptionwith f(x) = E¢[fe(2)], g(z) = Eelge ()],
and 05 = L - E¢[Lede] (< E¢lde]), Lg = Limax, where Layx = supg L¢ (see Lemma .
Furthermore if g gp is the mini-batch version of g of size b, then g, satisfies Assumption
with the same 65, = d;5 but L;, = %L@ = %Lmax which can be much smaller than L.x
when b is large enough.

Under the new assumption on the variance, UniSgd enjoys the following convergence
rate (see Appendix m for the proof).

Theorem 5.2. Let Algorithm l wzth My = 0 be applied to problem (2.1) under As-
sumptzonsm . and 1 and let 02 = Varg(z*). Then, for the point Zn produced by
the method, we have

L+ 12¢,L:)D? / 4
]E[F(.f]v)] —F* < 64(62 / +N a g) + 204D 66;704 +Cg(5f + §5§

Comparing the above result with Theorem [£.2] we see that we have essentially replaced
the uniform bound o with the more refined one o at the cost of replacing Ly with L+ L;




and 6y with 67 + J;. This corresponds to classical results on the usual SGD for which
we know all problem dependent-constants. However, our method is universal and works
automatically under both assumptions from the previous section and the current one, and
therefore enjoys the best among the rates given by Theorems and

For the accelerated algorithm UniFastSgd, we have the following result (whose proof

is located in Appendix [D.2)).

Theorem 5.3. Let Algorithm be applied to problem (2.1)) under Assumptions
and and let o2 == Varg(z*). Then, for any k > 1, we have

4egeqLyD? 24cic4 Ly D? 2c1c4
E[F —F* < ! 40,D
[F'(zx)] = Tkk 1) ] + 4o A

C3 4
—(k+2)df + -05.

Comparing our previous complexity bound for UniFastSgd under the assumption on
uniformly bounded variance (Theorem with the bound from Theorem 5.3, we see
that, instead of simply replacing o with oy, Ly with Ly + L and 67 with ¢ + 05, which
was the case for the basic method, the situation is now not that simple. Specifically, the
L and Lj terms now converge at different rates: O(%) and O(+), respectively. While this
may seem strange at first, this behavior is actually unavoidable, at least in the case when
dy = 05 = 0 (see, e.g., Section E in [55]). For the case when §; = d; = 0, the complexity
result from Theorem is similar to the results for the Accelerated SGD algorithm
from [55]. However, the latter paper studies a specific setting where f(z) = E[f¢(x)],
where each component f¢ is Lyax-smooth and then assumes that f is also Lyax-smooth,
instead of working with the constant L which can be much smaller than Lp,ax. A similar
separation of the constants Ly and Ly, which we do, was recently considered in [23], where
the authors obtained some similar rates to our Theorem [5.3] However, it is important
that, unlike the algorithms considered in |23} [55], our UniFastSgd is universal and does
not require knowing any problem-dependent constants except D. Furthermore, our results
are more general because we allow the oracle to be inexact]]]

6 Explicit Variance Reduction with SVRG

Let us now show that we can also incorporate explicit SVRG-type variance reduction
into our methods. In this section, we consider problem under Assumptions
and All the proofs are deferred to Appendix [E]

In addition to the stochastic oracle g, we now assume that we can also compute the
(approximate) full-gradient oracle g. This allows us to define the following auxiliary
SVRG oracle induced by § with center # € R? (notation G = SvrgOrac; ;(7)) as the
oracle with the same random variable component £ as g and the function component

given by G(x,§) = g(z,§) — 9(%,§) + g(Z).

!One should mention that [23] studies a slightly more general assumption than Varg (=, y) < 2L;8(x,y)
(which is our Assumption for the exact oracle with 6 = 0). Specifically, their assumption is Varg(z) <
2L;Bf(z*, x) + o2. While the former assumption implies the latter, they do not seem to be completely
equivalent. Under the latter assumption, the authors in |23| proved the same convergence rate (up to
absolute constants) as in our Theorem with §y = 63 = 0. However, instead of using the Similar
Triangles version of the Fast Gradient Method, they had to consider an alternative algorithm. We expect
that this alternative algorithm can also be made universal using the ideas from our paper, and leave the
details to a future work.




Algorithm 6.1 UniSvrg; ; ,(z0; D)

Input: Oracles g, g, composite part 1, point ¢ € dom ), diameter D.
1: (zo = Xy, MO =0.
2: fort=0,1,... do R
3: (Ze41, Teg1, Mer) = UniSgdg, (v, M, 21+1 D) with Gy = SvrgOrac; 4 ().

Our UniSvrg method is presented in Algorithm This is the classical epoch-based
SVRG algorithm which can be seen as the adaptive version of the SVRG++ method
from [1]. A similar scheme was suggested in [15], however, instead of accumulating gradi-
ent differences as in , their method accumulates gradients and therefore does not work
without the additional assumption that V f(z*) = 0 (which may not hold for constrained
optimization).

Let us now present the complexity guarantees. To do so, we first need to introduce,
one more assumption we need in our analysis.

Assumption 6.1. The variance of g satisfies Varg(x,y) < 4L§[5fvf(x)(x,y) + 245 for
any x,y € R? and any V f(x) € 0f(z).

Assumption is very similar to Assumption The only difference between
them is that the former contains the standard Bregman distance in the right-hand side,
while the latter contains its approximation [ ﬁg(m,y) involving the approximate func-

tion value f(z) and the approximate gradient g(z). Nevertheless, both assumptions are
actually satisfied for the main examples we discussed after introducing Assumption [5.1

(see Lemma |A.4).

Theorem 6.2. Let UniSvrg (as defined by Algorithm be applied to problem (2.1)
under Assumptions and . Then, for any t > 1 and ¢3 := max{cs, 1}, we

have

_ . [(caca + 1)L + 48c1c4 Ly D?
E[F(i)] — F* < fzt g

To construct Ty, the algorithm needs to make O(2') queries to § and O(t) queries to g.

8
+2¢307 + gd@.

We now present an accelerated version of UniSvrg, see Algorithm As UniSvrg,
this method is also epoch-based, and its epoch is very similar to UniFastSgd (Algo-
rithm in the sense that it also iterates similar-triangle steps. However, the triangles
in UniTriSvrgEpoch are of the form (Z, vk, vg41), i-e., they always share the common ver-
tex T, in contrast to the triangles (zk, vk, vg+1) in UniFastSgd (in UniTriSvrgEpoch, the
role of the average points yy, is played by x). We note that our UniFastSvrg is essentially
the primal version of the VRADA method from [50], but equipped with AdaGrad step-
sizes. Alternative accelerated SVRG schemes with AdaGrad stepsizes were recently
proposed in [35]; however, they seem to be much more complicated.

The special choice of the initial reference point Zg at Line [I] is rather standard and
motivated by the desire to keep the initial function residual appropriately bounded:
F(ig) — F* < 3L;D* + §y; the simplest way to achieve this is to make the full gra-
dient step from any feasible point (see Lemma .
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Algorithm 6.2 UniFastSvrg; ; (2o, N; D)

Input: Oracles g, g, composite part 1, point xg € dom 1), epoch length N, diameter D.
1. g = Prox¢(x0,§(x0),0)7 vg = g, Mo =0, Ay = %
2: fort=0,1,... do
3: a1 = VA, Ay = A+ agpa.
4: (i't—',-l; Vt+1, Mt+1) = UniTriSvrngoch§7§7w(5:t, V¢, Mt7 At7 At41, N, D)

Algorithm 6.3 (Z,v4, M) = UniTriSvrgEpochg ; (%, v0, Mo, A, a, N; D)

Input: Oracles g, g, comp. part 1, points , vg, coefficients Moy, A, a, epoch length N, diameter D.
1: Ay =A+a, a0 = ﬁi + A0, G = SvrgOrac; ;(7), Gz, = G(20).
2: for k=0,...,N—1do
3 V1 = PI’OXw (’Uk7 Gq,, %)

4: Tht1 = ﬁfﬂ + 4701 Gopyy = G(apt1)-
5 M1 = %M+(%Mk, %Dzamkaxk—&-l, Gy Guyyy) P eg, \/M;f + 231Gy yr — Garl2-

_ _ N
return (Zy,vy, My), where Zy = % Y ke Th-

>

Theorem 6.3. Let UniFastSvrg (Algom'thm be applied to problem (2.1)) under As-

sumptions[2.1] and[5.1, and let N > 9. Then, for anyt > to == [logylogs N|—1 (> 0),

it holds that

9[(0264 + %)Lf + 60104L§]D2
N(t—to+1)?

E[F(z,)] — F*

IN

5
+ (Cgt + 1)5f + §t5§.

To construct Ty, the algorithm needs to make O(Nt) queries to g and O(t) queries to g.
Assuming that the complexity of querying g is n times bigger than that of querying g and
choosing N = ©(n), we get the total stochastic-oracle complezity of O(nt).

Note that Theorem[6.3] unlike Theorem[6.2] does not require the extra Assumption|[6.1
This suggests that Assumption might be somewhat artificial and could potentially be
removed from Theorem as well. However, we do not know how to do it, even in the
simplest case when 67 = 65 = 0 and the algorithm has the knowledge of the constants L

and Lj from Assumptions and

7 Application to Holder Smooth Problems

To illustrate how powerful our results are, let us quickly consider the specific example of
solving the stochastic optimization problem with Holder smooth components.

Example 7.1. Suppose that the function f in problem is the expectation of other
functions, f(x) = E¢[fe(x)], where each function f¢ is convex and (v, H¢(v))-Hélder
smooth. Consider the standard mini-batch stochastic gradient oracle g, of size b, de-
fined by gy(x, &) = %22:1 Vfe; (), where ) = (&1,...,&) with b iid. copies of &,
and Vf¢(x) € Ofc(x) is an arbitrary selection of subgradients for each (. We define
Hy(v) as the Holder constant for the function f and Hmax(v) = supg He(v) as the worst
among Holder constants for each fe. Note that we always have Hf(v) < E¢[He(v)]

11



Table 7.1: Corollaries of our results for the case when problem (2.1)) has Hélder smooth compo-
nents, as defined in Example “SO complexity” is the stochastic-oracle complexity for reaching
accuracy € in terms of the expected function residual, defined as in Table but with g = gy,
g= Vfa n="np.

Method SO complexity Reference

UniSgd (AlgA (Hff(y)) Tt 2 + %min{ 02652, (M)H%DQ + 03571232} Cors.
i [

UniFastSgd (Alg. (%) 5 + % min{"iigz, (Hm%‘(”)) 1J%"DQ + 0367?2} Cors.

. H = Hmax =

UniSvrg (Alg. ) [Ny (e) = (#) +v D2 4+ %(%) 17 D2] + ny log . Ny (€) Cor.
. Vi D1+V 2 Vthax D1+V 2

UniFastSvrg (Alg. b [%] 1430 4 [%] +3v 4 ny log logny Cor.

but Hf(v) can, in principle, be much smaller than the right-hand side. Also, define
0 = SUD,cqom s VAT, () = SUP,cqom s Eel[V fe(x) — Vf(@)[2] and 02 = Vary, (a7) =
E¢[||V fe(z*) — V f(2*)||?]. We assume that the computation of g, can be parallelized and
the computation of Vf is n; times more expensive than that of gp.

To solve the above problem, we can apply any of the methods we presented before.
The resulting oracle complexities (in terms of the BigO-notation) are summarized in
Table the precise statements the corresponding results and their proofs are deferred
to Appendix [}

Note that our problem is characterized by a large number of parameters, v, Hs(v),
Hpax(v), 0, 0. For each combination of these parameters, we get a certain complexity
guarantee for each of our methods, and it is impossible to say in advance which com-
bination results in the smaller complexity bound. However, it is not important for our
methods since none of them needs to know any of these constants to ensure the corre-
sponding bound. This means that our algorithms are universal: they automatically figure
out the best problem class for a specific problem given to them.

8 Experiments

Let us illustrate the performance of our methods in preliminary numerical experiments
on solving the following test problem:

*:= min {f(x) = 12[(%,3:) — bi]i}, (8.1)

lzl<R

where a;,b; € R%, ¢ € [1,2] and R > 0.

This problem covers several interesting applications. Indeed, if ¢ = 2, we get the
classical Least squares problem. If ¢ = 1, this is the well-known Support-Vector Machines
(SVM) problem. In both cases, the ball-constraint ||z|| < R acts as a regularizer, and
problem is, in fact, equivalent to min,cpa[f(z) + 4||z|?] for a certain p > 0 (this
follows, e.g., from the KKT optimality conditions) such that y decreases when R increases.

Another interesting application of , which we consider in this section, is the
polyhedron feasibility problem: find a point z* € R? ||2*|| < R, inside the polyhedron
P ={x:{a;,z) <b, i=1,...,n}. Such a point exists iff f* = 0. Note that is a

12
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Figure 8.1: Comparison of different methods on the polyhedron feasibility problem.
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-
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Is number of st

Figure 8.2: Impact of mini-batch size on the performance of our methods on the polyhe-
dron feasibility problem.

problem with Holder smooth components of degree v = ¢ — 1. By varying ¢ in , we
can therefore check the adaptivity of different methods to the unknown to them Holder
characteristics of the objective function.

The data for our problem is generated randomly. First, we generate z* uniformly
from the sphere of radius 0.95R centered at the origin. Then, we generate i.i.d. vectors a;
with components uniformly distributed on [—1,1]. We then make sure that (a,,z*) <0
by inverting the sign of a, if necessary. Next, we generate positive reals s; uniformly in
[0, —0.1¢min], where cpin == min;{a;, *) < 0, and set b; = (a;, *)+s;. By construction, z*
is a solution of our problem with f* = 0, and the origin xy = 0 lies outside the polyhedron
since there exists j (corresponding to cmin) such that b; = cpin + 55 < 0.9¢min < 0.

We compare UniSvrg (Algorithm against AdaSVRG (with parameters K = 3
and n = D = 2R). We next compare UniFastSvrg (Algorithm against AdaVRAE and
AdaVRAG . We also compare it with the FastSvrg method with constant stepsize,
which is the primal version of the VRADA method from ; the stepsize is selected by
doing a grid search over {107 : j = —3,...,4} and choosing the best value in the sense that
the algorithm is neither too slow nor has a large error. We report UniSgd (Algorithm [3.1))
and UniFastSgd (Algorithm together with these methods. For UniFastSvrg, contrary
to the theoretical recommendation of choosing Zy as the result of the full gradient step,
we found it slightly more useful to simply set Tg = zg. For all our methods, we use the
AdaGrad stepsize ; the other stepsize works very similarly (see Appendix
for a detailed comparison). For all methods, we use the standard mini-batch stochastic
gradient oracle of size b = 256.

The results are shown in Fig. m where we fix n = 10%, d = 10%>, R = 10% and
consider different values of ¢ € {1,1.3,1.6,2}. We plot the total number of stochastic
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oracle calls against the function residual. We treat one mini-batch oracle computation as
one stochastic oracle call. If we compute the full gradient, we count this as n/b stochastic
oracle calls where n is the total number of samples and b denotes the mini-batch size.

We see that, except the AdaSVRG method, all SVRG algorithms typically converge
much faster than the usual SGD methods without explicit variance reduction, at least
after a few computations of the full gradient. Among the non-accelerated SVRG meth-
ods, UniSvrg converges consistently faster than AdaSVRG, while UniFastSvrg performs
the best across the accelerated ones. Note that FastSvrg with constant stepsize is not
converging when the problem is not Lipschitz smooth (¢ < 2), in contrast to our universal
methods.

In Fig. we also illustrate the impact of the mini-batch size b on the convergence
of our methods. We consider the same values of n, d, R as before and fix ¢ = 1.5. As
we can see, in the idealized situation, when one can implement the mini-batch oracle
computations by a perfect parallelism, there is a significant speedup in convergence when
increasing the mini-batch size, exactly as predicted by our theory.

For additional experiments, including the discussion of the implicit variance reduction
properties, we refer the reader to Appendix [H]

9 Conclusions

In this paper, we showed that AdaGrad stepsizes can be applied, in a unified manner, in
a large variety of situations, leading to universal methods suitable for multiple problem
classes at the same time. Note that this does not come for free. We still need to know
one parameter, the diameter D of the feasible set. While it is not necessary to know this
parameter precisely, the cost of underestimating or overestimating it, can be high (all
complexity bounds would be multiplied by the ratio between our guess and the true D).
At the same time, there already exist some parameter-free methods which are based on
AdaGrad and aim to solve precisely this problem (6] 11 24, |30} |40]. It is therefore inter-
esting to consider extensions of our results to these more advanced algorithms. Another
interesting direction is, of course, nonconvex problems.
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A General Auxiliary Results

A.1 Approximately Smooth Functions

Theorem A.1 (Lemma 2 in [44]). Let f: R — R be a conver (v, H)-Hélder smooth
function for some v € [0,1] and H > 0. Then, for any § > 0, any x,y 6 R? and any
Vi(z) € 0f(x), it holds that By ") (x,y) < Lllz — y|? + & with L = [552%5] 7 Hw
(with the convention that 00 = 1).

(1+ )o

Theorem A.2. Let f: R* - R be a ((5 L)-approzimately smooth convex function with

components (F,), i.c., for any v,y € RY and B; ;. ,(z,9) = f(y) — F(x) — (G(x),y — ),
we have

L
0< Brpg(wy) < Sllo =yl +6. (A1)

Then, for any x,y € R? and any V f(x) € 0f(z), the following inequalities hold:

f(a) < fla) < flz) + (A.2)
(9(x) —g(),z —y) < Bsrg(xy) + By ra(y,a) < <§($)_§(y)ax_y>+25a (A.3)
() —g(y),z —y) < L]z —y|* + 25, (A.4)
1g(z) = gW)IIF < 2L(By f4(x.y) + ), (A.5)
IV f(@) — g2 < 2087 (@, y) + 6), (A.6)
l9(x) = g2 < L2z — y||* + 4L9, (A.7)
l9(2) = gW)IZ < 4L(8] 7 (@, y) +20), (A8)
877 (2,y) < Ljiz - y|* + 24. (A.9)
Proof. Inequality follows immediately from by substituting y = .
To prove , we rewrite
B 7@ y) + By gy x) = (g(x) — gly), = —y) + [f(x) — f(2)] + [f(y) = F(y)],
and then apply .
Using the ﬁrst part of (.l and applying (A.1]) twice, we obtain
To prove ) and (A.6)), let us fix some fl( ) € R and gi(x ) € Rd such that

Bf,fl,gl(_) = f( ) fi(z ) ( 1(x),z —x) > 0 for any z € R% Note that we can choose

either (f1,q1) = (f,9) or (f1,q1) = (f,Vf). In view of (A.1)), for any z € R?% we can
write the following inequalities:

0< 61, () < Tlw) — File) = @),y — ) + (@)~ 9a(a), = — ) + 2z~ yl> 46

Minimizing the right-hand side in z € R? and rearranging, we conclude that

S 9) ~ G @2 < F) ~ ) — @)y = 2) +6 < B 7oy (w,0) +6,

where the final inequality is due to 1.} Substltutlng now either (f1,g1) = (f,g) or
(f1,91) = (f, Vf), we obtain either (A.5) or , respectively.
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Inequality (A.7)) follows 1mmed1ately from (A.1)) and ( -
Inequality (A.8)) follows from .

() — 3|2 < 2V F (@) ~ 501+ 2lgx) ~ VI (@)
<4L(BY ) (2,y) + 6) + 4L5 = 4L(BY (2, y) + 20).
To prove (A.9), we proceed as follows using first (A.1)), then (A.2), and then (A.6):
7T (@,y) = 1) - fla) — (VS(2),y - @)
< J(@) ~ (@) + (3(x) ~ VI (@).y —2) + Sy — 2]+
(gla) ~ VF(x),y— ) + 2y — ] +9
< VEEBly — ol + 5 lly — 2> + 5

L 2
- (\Eny —a| +V8) < Lly—a|?+25,

where the final inequality is (a + b)? < 2a? + 2b2, a,b > 0. O

IN

Remark A.3. Some of the inequalities from Theorem namely, , and ,
were established already in [14]. We nevertheless prefer to present the corresponding
proofs since they are rather simple, and we use the associated ideas for proving the other
new inequalities.

Lemma A.4. Let f: R — R be the function f(x) == E¢ [fe(x)], where each fe: R? — R is
convex and (0g, L¢)-approzimately smooth with components (fe, ge). Further, let g be the
e

9¢
stochastic oracle defined by g(z,€) = Ge(x), and let f(z) = E¢[fe(z)], glz) = E¢[ge (z)].
Then, § is an unbiased oracle for g and, for any x,y € R, Lyax = supg Lg and 6 =

ﬁ E¢[Lede], it holds that
Varg(z,y) < 2Lmax[B; 7 (2, y) + 0. (A.10)
Furthermore, for any x,y € R? and any V f(z) € 0f(z), it also holds that
Vary(2,y) < 4Lmax[8) (2, ) + 23). (A.11)

Proof. According to our definition of g, we have E¢[ge(x)] = g(«) for any z, so g is indeed
an unbiased oracle for g. Further, for any =,y € R%, we can estimate

Varg(z,y) = Ee[[|[ge(z) — ge(v)] — [9(=) — g(»)]17]
< Ee[l9e(x) — Ge(W)17] < Ee[2Le(By, 7, 5 (. 9) + O¢)]
< 2LmaX(IE§ ”st Je.de (z,y)] + 5) = 2Lmax[,8 Jz—(:v,y) + 4],

where ¢ is as defined in the statement; the second inequality follows from Theorem
(inequality (A.5)), and the final identity is due to the linearity of [ 7.5, y) in (f, f,9)
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and the fact that, by our definitions, E¢[f¢(z)] = f(2), E¢[fe(2)] = f(2), E¢[ge(x)] = g(=)
for any x. This proves (A.10)).
The proof of (A.11)) is similar but now we apply (A.8|) instead of (A.5)):

Varg(z,y) < e [[[5e(2) - 5eW)II?] < Be[4Le (81" (@, y) + 25¢) ]
< AL (Be 87 (@, )] + 20) = 4Lmax 877 (2, 9) + 20,

where we have used the fact that 0f(x) = E¢[0f¢(x)] (see Proposition 2.2 in [4]), meaning
that, for any Vf(x) € 0f(x), we can find a selection of Vfe(x) € Of¢(x) such that
V(@) = Ee[V fe(2)]. O

A.2 Miscellaneous

Lemma A.5. Let 1): R* — R U {400} be a proper closed conver function, x € dom4,
g€ RY M >0, and let
x4 = Proxy(z, g9, M).

Then, for any y € dom ), we have

M M M
(9.5 = 24) + ) + e =yl 2 0(ey) + oo llo— a2+ S lley — gl

Proof. Indeed, by definition, x, is the minimizer of the function h: R? — R U {400}
given by h(y) = (g,y) + ¥ (y) + & |lz — y||?, which is strongly convex with parameter M
(or simply convex if M = 0). Hence, for any y € dom (= domh), we have h(y) >
h(zs) + ¥ |ly — 24 ||?, which is exactly the claimed inequality. O

Lemma A.6. Let N > 1 be an integer, (Mk)fj:o be a nondecreasing nonnegative sequence
of reals, and let M > 0. Then,

N-1
> [min{ M1, M} — My]; = [min{My, M} — Mol
k=0

Proof. 1t suffices to prove the identity only in the special case when N = 2, i.e., to
show that vo + 1 = T, where g := [min{My, M} — Myly, v1 = [min{My, M} — M],,
I == [min{Mas, M} — Mp],. The general case then easily follows by induction.

To prove the identity, we use our assumption that My < M; < M, and consider
three possible cases. If My > M, then g + 1 = [M — Mgly +0 = [M — My], =T. If
My < M < My, then 79 +v1 = (My — Mg) + (M — My) = M — My = T. Finally, if
My < M, then vo + 1 = (M7 — My) + (M — My) = My — My =T, O

Lemma A.7. Let § be a stochastic oracle in R%. Then, for any xz,y,z € R? and any
7> 0, we have

Varg ()
Varg(z,y)

(1+7)Varg(y) + (1 + T_l) Varg(z,y),

<
< (1+47) Varg(z,z) + (1 +771) Varg(y, 2).
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Proof. Both inequalities are direct consequences of the standard inequality ||s1 + sa||? <
(14 7)||s1]|2 4+ (1 +771)||s2|? which is valid for any s1, so € R? and any 7 > 0. Indeed,
let g and & be, respectively, the function and the random variable components of g, and
let A(z, &) = g(x,&) — Elg(x,€)] for any 2 € R Then, for any z,y,z € R and 7 > 0,
we can estimate

Varg(z) = E[|A(z, §)|I7] = E[|A(y. ) + [A(e, &) — Ay, E)]IIF]
< (L+7)E[A®W, OIE] + 1+ 7D E[|A(,€) — Ay, €)|2]
= (1+7)Varg(y) + (L +7" )Varg(:v,y).
Similarly,

Varg(z,y) = E[|A(z,€) — Ay, €)Z] = E[I[A(z, ) — A(2,€)] — [Ay, €) — Az €]
< (L+ 1) E[JA(@,8) = Az, O] + 1+ 77 HE[A(y,€) — A%, €)I]
= (1+7) Varg(z, 2) + (1 +771) Varg(y, 2). O

B Omitted Proofs for Section [3

Lemma B.1 (AdaGrad stepsize). Let function f satisfy Assumption . Consider the
stepsize update rule My = My (M,Q,x,%, s, Gz, ) defined by

o~ 1 . N
M, = \/M2 + 5”99@ - gxlli

Then, this stepsize update Tules satisfies (i with ¢; = %, co =4, c3=0,cy =2.

Proof. Let A(M) ==, 7 (2, 54) 4+ (§(x) — §o, T4 — x) — —||m+ z||?. From our Assump-
tion[2.1)and Theorem [A.2| (inequality (A.3)), it follows that Bi 7@, T1)+ B 74T, 2) <
(9(z4+) —g(x),r4 — ) + 26¢. Hence,

—~

~ —~ ~ o~ ~ ~ M ~ ~ —~
EIANT )45y 748 4,2)] < E[(@@ 1) G0, B4 —2) =5 |24 —al]2] +26; = BIAL(VT, )]+255,

where Ay (M) = (Gry — G2y T4 — ) — %H&r — z||?. Hence,
T = E[AM) + (M} — M)Q+ B, 4(3+,2)] < E[A (M) + (M — M)Q] + 255

From the definition of M\+, it follows that [|g,, — o[> = (M\_%_ - M?)Q = (M\Jr +
M) (M4 — M)SQ. Since My > M, this means that

1 1. ~
A 1o, — Gall? < (My = M)Q < EHQH — Gall?

Let us now upper bound I' := 81(]\7+) + (MJr — M)Q. For this, let us fix an arbitrary
constant M > 0 and consider two cases. If M+ > M, we can bound

N A~ 1 R P
[ A(My) + =8 = 9.2 < A(M) + —ng Gall = T(M).
+
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—

If M, ]\7 we can bound
1

P olgey — Gl + (M — M)Q < 2(My — M)Q = 2[min{ M, M} — M],Q.
+

Combining the two cases, we get I' < [['(M)]4 + 2[min{]\/4\+, M} — M)+ Q. Thus,
I <E[[]+20; < B{[T(M)]+} + 2B{[min{M, M} — M].Q} + 24;.

Let us now estimate the first term. Denote S = g, — g(z) and S, = Gz — 9(T4).
Then,

PN ~ ~ A M, 1. ~
L(M) = (Gey = Gos B4 = 2) = S [8+ = @ll* + 71162, — Gell¥

IN

PN N A 2 _
(9(2+) = 9(2), 8+ — @) + +=119(3+) - g()]12
&~ 4. N M .
+ (S = 8,84 —a) + = lISh = SIE = )34 — 2|

Using now our Assumption and Theorem (inequalities (|A.4]) and ( - we can
continue as follows:

B() < Lyllay - 2l + 205 + — (L3184 — 2l + 4L4by)
F B -85, —a)t 218, -8 - Mia, —ap
) M * 2

M —2Lp(1+ =)
i

PO 2 . .
< <5+—5,90+—96‘>+ﬁHS+—5HE—

2 M
2 1 o4 AL;
<(=+ 15 — 8|12 +2(1+ —=L)s;.
(M 2[M —2L;(1+ 2Lf)]) * ( M) !
Consequently,
AT 2 1 a a 4Ly
E{IT(M)]+} < (= +-— s ) EllSs = 812 +2(1+ =L )y
/
M o[M —2Ls(1 4 =L)] M
. T . 2 1 2 1
In particular, for M > 4Ly, we can estimate it 7 2Lf(1+2L7f)] < o+ S5
m Therefore, for any M > 4Ly,
]E{ )+ < # [H§+—§Hi]+45f = ;E[VarA(:?+)+VarA(x)]+45f,
T 2(M —4Ly) 2(M — 4L;) g g
where the final identity follows from the fact that E[||S, — S||2] = E[||S,|2] + E[||5]]2] =

E[Varg(Z4)] + Varg(z) (because S, conditioned on the randomness coming from g, has
zero mean).
Combining everything together, we get

< 2(]\4?4[/}0) E[Var;(Z) 4+ Varg(z)] + 605 + ZE{[min{]\//ﬁ, M} — M) Q}.
This is exactly lb with ¢; = %, co=4,c3="06,c4 =2. O



Lemma B.2. Let function f satisfy Assumption (2.1, Consider the stepsize update rule
My =M (M,Q,2,74,0z,§u, ) defined as the solution of the following equation:

—

_ N . R L M.
(My — M)Q = [A(My)] 4, Ay(My) = (Goy — Gur Ty — ) — f”vﬂ -z

Then, this stepsize update rules satisfies (3.1) with c; =1, coa =2, c3 =6, ¢4 = 2.

Proof. Let us define A(M) = B g @4) +(9(2) = G, T4 — ) — % |7, — z|%. Starting
as in the proof of Lemma we see that

D= EADM;) + (Mg — M)Q+ B, 5 5(@4,2)] < E[A (M) + (Mg — M)Q] + 26,

with the same ﬁl() as defined in the statement.

Let us now upper bound I' := Al(M\Jr) + (M+ — M)Q. For this, let us fix an arbi-
trary constant M > 0 and consider two cases. If M+ > M, we can bound, using the
monotonicity of Al('),

[=Ay(My) + MMl < A (M) + (A (M) < 2(A4 ()]
If M+ < M, we can bound
T < [Ay(M )]y + (My — M)Q = 2(M, — M)Q = 2[min{M, M} — M], €.
Combining the two cases, we get I' < 2[A; (M)], + 2[min{M,, M} — M],Q, and hence
T <E[T] +26; < 2B{[A1(M)]3} + 2B{[min{ M, M} — M|, Q} + 26;.
Let us now estimate the first term. According to our Assumption [2.1]and Theorem [A.2]
(mequahty (A.4)), we have (g(Z+) — g(x), 24+ —x) < Lg||Z4 — z[* + 26;. Hence, denoting

S =G, — g(x) and Sy = Gz, — g(Z+), we can estimate, for any M > 2Ly,

- PO M.
Al(M) =(g(@4) = g(2), T4 — ) + {5+ = 5,24 —2) — — 74 — z||?

A A M —2L; . A
< (8p = 8,84 —a) = =5 Npy —o|* + 205 < 15, — 812 + 24;.

(M —2Ly)
Hence,

~ 1 ~ A 1
E{[A; (M < ——— E[||S+—S|]*|+26; = ——————— E[Var;(Z,)+Var; 20¢,
(BTN} € gy BN~ SIE28y = s ElVang (24 )+ Vg (o)) 265
where the final identity follows from the fact that E[|S; — S|2] = E[||S4]12] + E[||S|2] =
E[Varg(Z )] + Varg(z) (because Sy, conditioned on the randomness coming from g, has

zero mean).

Thus,
1 —~~ _
< T E[Var;(Z4) 4+ Varg(z)] + 667 + 2E{[min{M,, M} — M],Q},
—abf
which is exactly (3.1)) with ¢; =1, co =2, c3 =6, ¢4 = 2. =
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C Omitted Proofs for Section [4]

C.1 Universal SGD

Lemma C.1 (Stochastic Gradient Step). Consider problem under Assumption[2.1]
Let g be an unbiased oracle for g. Let x € domt) be a point, M > 0 be a coefficient,
9z = 9(x), and let

4 = Proxy(x, gz, M).

~

Denote A(M) = By 7 5(x,24) + (§(®) — Gz, T4 — ) — M\zL — x| Then,
~ * M ~ * * M * N
E[F(@4) = F* + S 3r = a* 2] + By pgle,0®) < S llz = o2 + E[A(M)].

If further Assumption s satisfied, and J\//L_ > M is a random coefficient (possibly
dependent on g ), then, we also have

—~

E[F(:u)—F + =5 |7 -2 HZ] +By. (%, 27) < o= IPHE[A(M)+ (M, — M) D?.
Proof. From Lemma it follows that

oA ~ M . . M. .
f(x)+<9x>$+_$>+¢(9«"+)+?Hx+—fﬁ ||2+7||33+—33”2

< @)+ (fen” — 3) +9(") + o — 27|

Passing to expectations and rewriting

E[f(2) + (G 2" — ) + ()] = fl@) + (g(2), 2" — ) + (") = F(a") = By 5, 2),

and

F@) + (G2, B4 — ) + 9(T4) = F(T4)

+) = [f(@4) = f(@) = (o B4 — )]
= F(74)

(
[ﬁf7f,§($a ‘%Jr) + <§(I‘) - §xa£+ - x>]a

we obtain the first of the claimed inequalities.
To prove the second one, we simply add to both sides of the already proved first
inequality the expected value of

o~ o~

M+ - M ~ * ~ NV M+ - M ~ * ~

M Ma, — o+ Ron - A0T) = MM, o 4 2y - 2
and then bound ||z — 2*|| < D, ||Z+ — z|| < D using our Assumption and the fact
that x,Z,x* € dom). O

Lemma C.2 (Universal Stochastic Gradient Step). Consider problem (2.1) under As-
sumptions and[2.3 Let g be an unbiased oracle for g. Further, let x € dom be a
point, M > 0 be a coefficient, g, = g(x), and let

.f/L’\_i_ = PI'OXw(.’L',/g\l-,M), gz+ =~ g(fli\_}'_), M+ = M+(M, D2,$,&'\+,‘/g\x,§m+).
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Then, for any M > coLy, it holds that

E[FE,) - F* + 222, — o) (T 3 :
(T4) + B 124+ — 2~ +Bf,f,g(m+7x) +/8f,f,§(x7x)

M

2

o —a* >+ —— - E[Vary(&4 )+ Vary (2)]+csd g+cg B{ [min{ M, M}—M], D2}.

M — CgLf
Proof. According to Lemma

—

E[F($+)—F +7+H«7?+—37 HZ} +Bppg(e.a7) < Sllz—a I>+E[A(M)+(My—M)D?],

A~~~ ~ _ o~ ]/\Z ~ .
where A(My) = By 5 .(z,24) +(9(2) — Go, T4 — @) — 5[ 74 — z||%. At the same time,
according to the main requirement (3.1)) on the stepsize update rule, for any M > coLy,

E[A(M,) + (My —= M)D* + By 7 434, )]

< Mcﬁ E[Varg(Z4) + Varg(z)] + ¢36; + ca B{[min{M,, M} — M], D?}.
Tl

Combining the two displays, we get the claim. ]

Lemma C.3 (Universal SGD: General Guarantee). Consider problem (2.1) under As-
sumptions and[2.3 Let g be an unbiased oracle for g. Further, let x € dom be a
point, M > 0 be a coefficient, N > 1 be an integer, and let

(fN)‘TN7 MN) = UmSgdg,zp(mO, M07 N7 D)7

as defined by Algorithm and let xo,...,xN be the corresponding points generated
inside the algorithm. Then, for any M > coLy, it holds that

N-1

= * MN * *
B[ N(F(@n) = F)+ =S llan = 1P + Y 8y g (wast a) + By g glwn 2]
k=0
M, c =
< Sollzo — | + ———— 3" E[Var(ay1) + Varg(ay)] + N
2 M — CQLf =0

+ es E{ [min{ My, M} — M) D?}.

Proof. Each iteration k of the algorithm, when conditioned on zy, follows the construction
from Lemma (with © =z, §o = grs M = My, T4 = Tpq1, Goy = Git1, My = Mypq).
Hence, we can write, after passing to full expectations, that, for each k =0,..., N — 1,

* M * *
E|F(eri) = F* + = [agir — oI + By g(onen, on) + By g(on,a")]

M, N c ) _
S E |:7k H'fk_x ]\24—]\7_7162[/]0[Varg(:ckﬂ)—i-\/arg(:ck)}+C4[m1n{Mk+1, M}—Mk]+D2:| +03(5f,

where M > 2Ly is an arbitrary constant. Telescoping the above inequalities (using
Lemmal|A.6) and then bounding N[F(Zy)—F*] < Eszl [F(xr)— F*] (using the convexity
of F' and our choice of T = % Zi\;l x), we get the claim. O
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Theorem 4.2. Let Algorithm with Mo = 0 be applied to problem (2.1) under As-
sumptions 2.1, and[{.1 Then, for the point Ty generated by the algorithm, we have

L¢D? 2
2T 420D\ | T + el

Proof. Applying Lemma substituting our choice of My = 0, estimating Vary(-) < o*
and dropping the nonnegative B; 7 -(-,-) terms, we obtain

E[F(zZy)] - F”

IN

caM D? 2¢102
—|—03N5f> =2 N + M—lchf +C35f7

2¢102N
M - CQLf

1 _
E[F(Zy)] — F* < N<C4MD2 +

where M > 2L  is an arbitrary constant. The optimal M which minimizes the right-hand
side is M = coL i+ 5 QC%N . Substituting this choice into the above display, we get

_ cyD? o [2¢ 2¢10°
E[F —F*<7( L —,/—N) _Lag
[F(ZnN)] <— (e f—I-D o +£ o +c30f
D\/ c4

L;D? 2
= 2 20Dy [ + ey O

C.2 Universal Fast SGD

Lemma C.4 (Stochastic Triangle Step). Consider problem (2.1 under Assumption .
Let g be an unbiased oracle for g, let x,v € dom be points and M,A > 0, a > 0 be
coefficients. Further, for Ay = A+ a, let

Az tav . . Az +avy

Yy A ; Gy = g(y)’ ;U\+ = PI’OX¢(U,§y, M/(L), T4 A
+ +

N ~ — ~ A MAL |~
Denote A(M) = B; 75y, B4) + (G(y) = Gy, T+ — y) — Sz 1T+ — ylI*. Then,

A~ * M ~ * *
E[A+[F(x+) oy —a Hz} + ABs 54y, ) + aBy 5 4(y, %)

< AlF(z) ~ F] 4+ o — " + A, EA(M)]

If further Assumption is satisfied, and ]/\ZJ,_ > M is a random coefficient (possibly
dependent on g, ), then we also have

o~

~ * M ~ * *
E[A4[F(@+) = F] + =1l — 2*12] + 4By 1 4y, 2) + 0By 14y, 27)

M ~ — —~
< A[F(z) — F')+ o llo — 2| + E[A, A(TLL) + (3, — M)D?)
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Proof. Denoting 0 := AB; 7 -(y,x) + aBy 5 5(y, x*) and using the fact that E[g,] = g(y),
we can rewrite

AF(z) + aF(z*) + %Hv —z*?
= Alf(y) + W),z — ) + B 7 4y, ) + ¥(x)]

Falf(0) + (50),2 ) + By pg.0) + (@] + o o —a” P

_ . o, M .
= AL f(W) + (), Az + a2” — Ay) + Ap(z) + ap (@) + oo — 27" + 6
Iy ~ * * M *
= E[A+f(y) + (3, Av + 02" — Asy) + AY(@) + v (@) + S [lo =2 |2] +0.
Further, by the definition of v and Lemma
N oA o M N ~ M N M . .
(6" = 02) +9(@") + oo = 2 9(5) + oo — Bl + 3 01 —
This means that
I ~ * * M *(12
AL f(y) + (9y, Az + ax™ — Ayy) + AY(z) + app(a™) + ?Hv — x|
F ~ ~ ~ M ~2, M -
> AL f(y) + (gy, Az + avy — Ary) + A(z) + ap(V4) + 7”” — 04"+ 7||U+ — x|
- A N M N M . .
> A [fl) + Gy B — ) + @]+ 5 o= 4P+ S s — P
. M, . * A
= A F@4) + S [0y —2 I — AL A(M),
where the second inequality is due to the definition of Z, and the convexity of 1, and
~ = “ A M ~ 12
A(M) = f@+) = f(y) =Gy T+ —y) — 5 llv — V4]
2A,

_ o A MA, .
=817 74) + (G) = Gy, By — ) — — 7134 — ol

since 7y —y = ﬁ(i)ﬁr — v) (by the definitions of y and Z;). Substituting the above
inequality into the first display and rearranging, we get the first of the claimed inequalities.

To prove the second one, we simply add to both sides of the already proved first
inequality the expected value of

o~ o~

My-M . A A~ M- M
8 — |2+ AL [A() - A(L)) = ——(

and then bound, using the fact that 7, —y = i (U4 —v) together with our Assumption

. A%
o —2* 2+ 51134 - y)?)

. A% A o
194+ — 2*[|* + CT;HM —yl? = 119+ — 27|* + |9} — ol* < 2D*. =
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Lemma C.5 (Universal Stochastic Triangle Step). Consider problem (2.1) under As-
sumptions [2.1] and[2.3, and let § be an unbiased oracle for g. Let x,v € dom be points,
M, A >0, a>0 be coefficients. Further, for Ay == A+ a, let

Az +av . |~ R R N Ax + avy
y= A y Gy = g(y)’ Vg = PI’OXd,(’U,gy,M/(I), Ty = A 5
+ +
2 2
o — a Ay a® 5 oA A
9zy = g(x-‘r)a M—‘r = AJr M+< a2 M’ A?‘_D 7ya$+7gy,9x+)-

Then, for any M > CQLf%, it holds that

o * M *
E[A+[F(34) = F 4+ 500 — ™2+ A1 By 1 g3+, 9)| + 4By f4(0,2) + By 74y, °)
M 2 .
< A[F(z) = F* 4 o |lv — 2" | + — = E[Var(2,) + Vary(y)]
2 M — CQLfo+

+ 34467 + e B{[min{ M, M} — M],D?}.
Proof. According to Lemma (together with the fact that ]\/4\+ > M which is guaranteed

by the requirement on the stepsize update rule), we have

M,

B[ALF(@) = F+ =505 — 0712] + A8 7 4(0,2) + by g4, ")

M ~ — —~
< A[F(z) = 1+ -l - | + E[AL A(My) + (My — M)D?],

NGV PPN M,
where A(My) = §; 7. g(y, :L‘+) +(G(y) = Gy B4 —y) — 255+ @4 — y|®. Further, according
to the main requlrement on the stepsize update rule (applied in the variables M’ :=

A*M Q= A2 D2 M’ = 2M+, M = A*M for which we have M'Q) = MD2
MLQ =M 22 M'Q = ME), it holds that

o~ —~ D2 .
E[A(M,) + (M, - M) 7o+ 81740 )|
c1

R ~ — D?
< = ~ ~ i _ -
< A;M - CQLf E[Var;(Zy) 4+ Varg(y)] + c30y + ¢4 E{[m1n{M+, M} — M|, },

Ay
where M > ¢y f4— is an arbitrary constant. Multiplying both sides of the above display
by Ay and adding the result to the first display, we obtain the claim. O

Lemma C.6 (Universal Fast SGD: General Guarantee). Consider Algomthm- applied
to problem ([2.1]) under Assumptzons cmd. Then, for any k > 1 and any M > coLy,
it holds that

E[Ak[F(ka) =+ ) A1 By 5 g(iv1s vi) + aia By 5 5 (i, iﬂ*)]}

E
—_

s
Il
=)

C1

< e MD?* 4 —————
M — CQLf i—0

k
a2, E[Varg(zit1) + Varg(y:)] + csdp Y As,
=1

29



where ay, = 1k, Ay = k(k+1), S8 a2 = Lk(k+1)(2k+1), S5 A = Sk(k+1)(k+2)
for each k > 1.

Proof. Each iteration k of the algorithm, when conditioned on (xg,vy), follows the con-
struction from Lemma(with T=xk,0="u M= Mk,/fl = Ak, a = ag41, Ay = Agy1,
Y = Yk, f]y = Gyi>» Uy = Upg1, T4 = Thy, §x+ = Gzpy1> My = Mlc+1), where Ay and ay
are the following coefficients: ay = 3k, Aj, = Sk ai = 1k(k +1). Applying Lemma
(dropping the nonnegative /3 7, fyg(y, ) term) and passing to full expectations, we therefore
obtain, for each k£ > 0,

- M
E|Apaa[F(@rgn) = F*+ =5

[ok41 =217 + Arr1 85 7 g (@11, k) + 18y 7 g (uk, @ )}

2
% « c1a
<E[A[F(ay) - F*) + 7’“||vk @t [P 4 L [Varg (i) + Varg(u)]

M — C2LfA];+11

+ CgAk_H(Sf +cq E{[min{Mk_,_l, M} - Mk}+D2},

N _ 2
where M is an arbitrary constant such that M > CQLfZ’““. Note however that, for

2 1.2
9 _ gk
our sequences ar and Aj, we have A, = 1k (k+ 0 = RtT +1 < 1. Therefore, we can replace
2
ci1a . —
1 #1,— in the above display with — f;Llf under the requirement that M > coLy.
M*CQLf kt1

Ak+1

Doing this and then telescoping the above inequalities (applying Lemma [A.6)), and using
the fact that My = Ag = 0, we get the claimed inequality.

It remains to do some standard computations to see that Zl = %Zle i? =
Lk(k+1)(2k+1) and F A, =15 i+ 1) = LAk(E+ 1)@k + 1) + 2k(k+ 1)) =
Sk(k+1)(k +2).

O

Theorem 4.3. Let Algom'thm be applied to problem (2.1)) under Assumptions
and[{.1 Then, for any k > 1, we have

40204LfD2 2cicy 3
ElF — < == _ 4+ 46D —(k+2)dr.

Proof. Let k > 1 be arbitrary and Fy := E[F(x)] — F™*. Applying Lemma dropping
the nonnegative B; 7 (-, ) terms and bounding Varg(-) < o2, we obtain, for an arbitrary
constant M > coLy,

Fk<A7k<C4MD ZCL +035fZA>

—CQLf
4 o ek(k+ 1)(2k +1)0?
=—— (e,MD? — + Bk +1)(k +2)8
k(k+ 1) (cahtD? + 20T —cLy)  MEFDES %)

o 4C4MD2 C1 (Qk + 1)0’2
- k(k + 1) B(M - CQLf)

k>
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where 0y := £ (k +2)6;. We now choose M > ¢y Ly which minimizes the right-hand side.
This is M = oLy + 2D\/ “LL(k+1)(2k + 1), for which we get

4cyD? 2h 4 1o
Fir < k 124 1 (CQLJ”F 3 k(k+1)(2k+1)> + ci1( Jo vy
(k+1) cq 355/ 3 k(k +1)(2k +1)
4EC2C4LfD2 0104(2k + 1) 4CQC4LfD ey
) Ty S B e Y T P i el R s .
k(k+1) o 3/€(k+1) T 0k S k(k—i—l) 3k &

D Omitted Proofs for Section [5l

D.1 Universal SGD

Theorem 5.2. Let Algorithm l wzth Moy = 0 be applied to problem under As-
sumptions n . and 1 and let o2 = Varg(z*). Then, for the pomt TN produced by
the method, we have

L; +12¢,L;)D? 6 4
E[F(zy)] - B < lebr +12aL)D% o 5 CJIVC‘* + cady + 505

N
Proof. Let xg, ...,z N be the points generated inside the method and let Fiy := E[F(Zn)]—
F*. Using Lemma [A77] and Assumption we can estimate, for any 0 < k < N — 1,
Varg(xp41) + Varg(zy) < 3 Varg(zy) + 2 Varg(apy1, ox)
< 602 + 6 Varg(xy, 2*) + 2 Varg(zi,1, 2x)
< 602 4+ 12Lg[B; 5 5 (xk, ) + 03] + 4Lg[B; 7 5 (Thg1, Tk) + 6]
= 607 +4L;[38; 5 4 (@, &) + By f (Tht1, Tk) + 455).

Substituting this bound into the general guarantee given by Lemma (and taking into
account the fact that My = 0), we obtain

N-1
NFy + ) ElBy pglanrn, o) + By pq(zn, 2]

k=0

N-1

66102N .
< eaMD? + m a Z E[B; 7 5(zr+1,28) + 38) 7 5@k, 27)] + N(czdy + 4ady),
-2 k=0
where M > coL  is an arbitrary constant and « := Miﬁf - Requiring now that 3 < 1 or,

equivalently, that M > caLy+12¢c; Ly = Mpin, we can cancel the nonnegative ﬁffg(-, )
terms on both sides and obtain

C4MD2 6610’3<

Fy < —
N = N M—CQLf

where § = c365 + %5@. The optimal coefficient M, minimizing the right-hand side is

M, = coLy + % 66014N . However, we still need to respect the constraint M > Mpyin.
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Choosing M = oLy +12c1L+ % GCC{LN, we conclude that

cy D? 61 N 6cro2
F ( Ly+12e1L; + 250/ ) SRR
N < N coly +12¢1 -l-D o +& 601N+
D \/ cq

ca(col ¢ 4+ 12¢1 L) D? 6cic
:4<2leg) +20'*D ];4

N

+ 9. O

D.2 Universal Fast SGD

Theorem 5.3. Let Algom'thm be applied to problem (2.1)) under Assumptions
and and let o2 == Varg(z*). Then, for any k > 1, we have

4CQC4LfD2 240104L§D2 20104
E|F —F* < 40,D
[F @) = Tk(k+ 1) kel k

C3 4
= 2 iy v
+ 3 (k+ )5f+ 359

Proof. Let k > 1 be arbitrary and F}, := E[F(z))] — F*. Using Lemma [A.7] and Assump-
tion we can estimate, for each 1,
Varg(z;q1) + Varg(y;) < 3 Varg(y;) + 2 Varg(ziy1, i)
< 602 + 6 Varg(y;, %) + 2 Varg(ziy1, %)
< 607 +12L5(8; 7 4 (yi, ™) + 5] + 4L5(8; 7 o (@i, yi) + 55)
= 602 +4L5[38; 7 5 (i, &) + By g(iv1, i) + 465

Substituting this bound into the guarantee given by Lemma we obtain

k—1
AeFy+ > B[Ai1 By p g (wig1,yi) + i1 By j5(yin 7))
i=0
= 6c o2
o _ 6eoy
< C4MD2+Z Q41 E[,Bffg(:c,url,yi)—i-SBf’f,g(yi, )+4(5 - Z(I +63(5f ZA“
i=0 — 2Ly i—1
L; :
where aip1 = P ;= Li, Ay = Lh(k+ 1), Shya? = dk(b + 1)k + 1),

Zle A; = Sk(k +1)(k +2). Requiring now that 3ci41 < a;4q foralli=0,...,k—1 or,
equivalently, that M > coLy +12c1Lgay = caLy + 6¢1 Lk, we can cancel the nonnegative
By 74(-s+) terms on both sides and obtain

1 6
Fk < Ik<64MD2 flz—QLfZa +C35fZA + Aké)

4 o c102k(k+1)(2k + 1) 3
S k(k+1) (04 A(M — caLy) 12
_ 4eyMD?  c102(2k+1)
 k(E+1) M —cyLy

S5k + 1) (k + 2)) + %(55

+ 5’67
where &, = % (k +2)d; + 365.
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The minimizer of the right-hand side is M, = c3Ly + 25 o k(k+1)(2k +1). How-
ever, recall that we also need to satisfy the constraint M > coL 7+ 6c1Lgk. Choosing
M = cyLg +6c1 Lok + & \/Zk(k: +1)(2k + 1), we obtain

4eyD? X 22k +1
stc“i(@Lﬁﬁngm 7 \/Clk(k+1)(2k+1)>+ €10, 2k + 1) + 6
k(k+1) 2D\ 4 gg\/%k(k+l)(2k+1)
degesLyD? 24cicqLgD? c1ea(2k + 1)
= 40, Dy | — 2 4§
k(k+1) el RE+1) Ok
4CQC4LfD2 246164L§D2 26104
< 40,D Ok O
STRrD T ket PV TR T

E Omitted Proofs for Section

Lemma E.1 (Basic property of SVRG oracle). Let g be a stochastic oracle in Ri, and
let G = SvrgOracy(7) for some T € R?. Then, for any = € R, the mean value of G at
is the same as that of g at x, while Vars(x) = Varg(z, 7).

Proof. Let g and £ be, respectively, the function and the random variable components
of g, and let g(x) = E¢[g(x,€)], 9(%) = E¢[g(Z,€)]. Then, by definition, G is the oracle
with the same random variable component ¢ and the function component G defined by
G(x,8) = g(x,&) — 9(2,£) + g(Z). Consequently, E¢[G(x,£)] = g(x), and

Varg(z) = E¢[|G(x,€) — g(2)]]17]
= E¢[lllg(x,€) — 9(z.€)] — [9(z) — 9(2)]|Z] = Varg(z, ). O

E.1 Universal SVRG

Lemma E.2 (Universal SVRG Epoch). Consider problem (2.1)) under Assumptions
and[6.1 Let z,% € dom be points, M > 0 be a coefficient, N > 1 be an integer,
G = SvrgOracy(7), and let

(74,4, M) = UniSgdg, (2, M, N; D),
. T 4c1 Ly
as defined by Algorithm . Then, for any M > coLj + 12¢c1Lg, o = M—c;:f’ and any
Vf(z*) € 0f(z*), it holds that

i oM .
E[N[F(+) = F] + Flles — 2|

< 6aNBY ) (¥ :i)—l—%Hx—x*Hz—FN(c 8¢ +1606;)+csD? E{ [min{ M, M} —M], }

= f ’ 2 30f Q03 C4 min +> +J-

Proof. Since g is an unbiased oracle for g, so is G (Lemma . Therefore, we can apply
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Lemma [C.3] to get

N-1

~ * M *
E[N[F(@) = F+ Sollos —aI2+ Y (87 pg(wnen,an) + By g’
k=0
M o N—1
*(12
S 7” - H + m Z E[Var@(.%kJrl) + Var@(a:k)] + 63N5f

+ es E{ [min{ M, M} — M|, D?},

where M > ¢y ¢ is an arbitrary constant and xj are the points generated inside UniSgd.
Applying now Lemmas [A7] and and Assumptions and we can estimate,
for each k,

Varg(zpy1) + Varg(zr) = Varg(wg1, T) + Varg(zy, ) < 2 Varg(zpq1, vx) + 3 Varg(zg, 7)
< 2Varg(xp41, ) + 6 Varg(xy, ) + 6 Varg(z™, 2)

< AL[B; ;g (@hir o) + 0] + 12L5[8, 5 4w, 2*) + 6] + 24Lg[8Y 7 (a*, 7) + 28]
= ALg[B; 7. 5(Thi1, 2) + 3By gk, @ )+66f ) (z* , &) + 1665],

where V f(z*) € f(z*) is arbitrary. Denoting « := 1\7421622:’ we thus obtain
M N-1
E[N[F(@) = F+ o llos = 2|2+ Y (87 pg(wnen,an) + By gl
k=0

. M _
< 6aNBy ) (2%, 7) + 5l =" |* + N(esd; + 16ag) + 4 B{ [min{M,, M} — M), D*}
N-1
oY ElBy pg(wnsr,wn) + 38 5 (wr, 27)].
k=0

Requiring now M > ¢y L F+12¢1 Ly, we get o < % which allows us to cancel the nonnegative
By, ﬁg(-, -) terms on both sides. The claim now follows. ]

Theorem 6.2. Let UniSvrg (as defined by Algorithm be applied to problem (2.1)
under Assumptions and . Then, for any t > 1 and ¢3 == max{cs, 1}, we

have
[(caca + 1)Ly + 48cyca Ly D?

ot

To construct Ty, the algorithm needs to make O(2) queries to § and O(t) queries to g.

E[F(Z:)] — F* <

8
+2¢307 + 55?7.

Proof. The algorithm iterates (Zi4+1, @441, Met1) = UniSgdg, w(xt,Mt, 2111 D) for t > 0,
where Gy = SvrgOrac;(7:). Applying Lemma with M = ¢ L 5 +48c1 Ly (for which
a = 15 so that 602" = 2') and passing to full expectations, we obtain, for any ¢ > 0,

M4
2

M, . . — 4
< E[Qtﬁt + Stllze — |7 + cafmind Moy, M} - Mt]+D2} 4ot (C35f n gag),

B2 [F(41) = F*] + =2 | — 2]

34



where 5, = /B]Yf(x*)(m*,a?t) and Vf(z*) € df(x*) can be chosen arbitrarily. Rewriting
Fiy1 = F(Z441)— F* as Fy11 = Bi41+ (Fip1— Bes1) and telescoping the above inequalities
(using, Lemma |A.6f), we get, for any ¢ > 1,

t
. M, .
E[28; + D2 (E =B+ S = )
1=
M, 4 L _
< o+ - lwo — a2+ (eady + 505) D 2 + ey E{ min{0y, M} — Mo} D}
i=1

4 -
< Bo+2(2t — 1) (C35f n gdg) 4 e, MD? = @,

where the final inequality is due to the fact that My = 0, while >>¢_, 28 = 2(2! — 1).
According to Lemma we can choose V f(z*) € df(z*) such that g; < F(z;) — F* for
all ¢ > 0. Dropping now various nonnegative terms from the left-hand side of the above
display, we conclude that

2'E[Fy] < ®y.

Let us estimate ®y. Using our Assumptions and and Theorem [A.2| (inequal-
ity (A.9), we can bound By < L¢||Zo — 2*||? + 267 < L D? + 2§4. Therefore,

Do < LyD? + 267 + caMD? +2(2" — 1)(c3dy + 305) < LD? +2(c36; + 365) - 2°
where L := Ly + caM = (cocy + 1)Ly + 48cicy4Ly and ¢3 := max{cs, 1}. Thus,

@y _LD*

which proves the claimed convergence rate.
Let us now estimate the number of oracle queries. At each iteration ¢, the algorithm
first queries g to construct the SVRG oracle G; (by precomputing g(Z:)). All other

queries are then done only to G or, equivalently, to g inside Unngd@t " which is run

8
+2¢c305 + 5(5@,

for Nyy1 = 21*1 iterations and thus requiring O(Nyy1) queries to §. Summing up, after
T iterations, we obtain the total number of 31 O(N;) = 3.1, 0(2) = O(27) queries
to g, and T queries to g. dJ

Helper Lemmas

Lemma E.3. Let F: R — R U {400} be the function F(x) = f(z) + ¢(x), where
f:RT = R is a convex function, and : R? — R U {+oo} is a proper closed convex
function. Let =* be a minimizer of F' and let F* := F(x*). Then, there exists V f(z*) €
Of(x*) such that, for any x € dom1,

F(z) - F* > 877" (@ a).

Proof. Since x* is a minimizer of F', we have 0 € 0F(z*) = 0f(z*) 4+ 0y (z*). In other
words, there exists V f(z*) € df(2*) such that Vy(z*) = =V f(z*) € 0¢(z*). Conse-
quently, for any x € dom ¢,

F(z) = F* = f(z) = f(z*) + [¥(x) — ()] > f(2) = f(@") + (Vo ("), 2 — 2*)
= f(x) = (") = (Vf(a*), 2 — a*) = B} 1) (2%, ). O
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E.2 Universal Fast SVRG

Lemma E.4 (Universal Triangle SVRG Step). Consider problem (2.1)) under Assump-
tions [2.1], [2.4 and [5.1, Let Z,v € domt be points, M > 0 and A,a > 0 be coefficients,
G = SvrgOracg(Z). Further, let, for Ay == A +a,

AZ + (M7+
A,

12

A7 ~
_ x + av a

Y » =2 G(a), @+:Prox¢(v,@x,M/a), Ty =
+

~

Ga, 2G(Ty), My =

T M+<A+M 2 p2 az+,@x,@x+>.

A+
Then, for M = CQLfA +6c1 Lg% A , it holds that

B[ALFG) - P+ 2Lt po, — o]

—~ —_— 5
< A[F(%) — F*] + 7||v — 2*|* + 4 D* E{[min{ My, M} — M)y} + c3A1 67 + 3 4%

Proof. Since g is an unbiased oracle for g, so is G (Lemma . Therefore, we can apply
Lemma to obtain

—~

A o My N ~ -
E[A+[F(34) = F+ =100 — 2" 2+ A8y 7584 2)| + A8 74(2, )
- M cra?
SAF:U—F*—{——U—&C*Q—G—— Vars(zy) + Vara(z
F@) = F)+ o=+ 2 ElVarg(4) + Varg(o)

+ 34,05 + e B{ min{ M, , M} — M],D?},

where M > cpL ;4 fAT is an arbitrary coefficient. Using Lemmas|A.7|and and Assump-
tion we can further bound

Vars(24) + Varg(w) = Varg(Z4, T) + Varg(z, T) < 2 Varg(Z4, x) + 3 Varg(z, 7)
< 2L§[2,8ff7§(i‘\+, x) + 3/8f,f,§($a z)+ 55@].

. 2c1Lgza
Denoting « := flig, we thus obtain
M— C2LfA

. W Mo R )
E[A4[F(@+) = F]+ = 0r — 0" |2 + A48y 7484 2)| + A8 1 4(2,3)
M o~ —
< AIF(®) = F*]+ o llo = a*|* + e A4 5 + 5ad; + e E{ min{M.., M} — M), D*}
+ 20 E[B; 7 5(T4, 2)] + 3aBy f 4(2, 7).

Choosing now M = CQLf% + 601L§%, we get a = %A (< %A+), which allows us to drop
the nonnegative S f,g('> -) terms from both sides. The claim now follows. O
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Lemma E.5 (Universal Triangle SVRG Epoch). Consider problem (2.1) under Assump-
tions and 5.1 Let Z,v € dom) be points, M > 0 and A,a > 0 be coefficients,
N >1 be an integer, and let

(T4, vy, My) = UniTriSvrgEpoch; (%, v, M, A, a, N; D),

as defined by Algorithm . Then, for Ay == A+a and M = CQLf% +661L§%2, it holds
that

~ * M *
E[A4NF(3+) = F*) + - |los — 2*]
2
M — 5
< AN[F (&)~ F*)+ 5 [v—a*|*+c,D? E{ [min{ M. M}fM]+}+N(03A+5f+§A5§).
Proof. Each iteration k of the algorithm, when conditioned on vy, follows the construction
from Lemma [E.4] (with v = vy, M = My, A = Ay, a = agy1, Ay = Agy1, © = g,

Gy = Gy, U4 = Vg1, Ty = Tpy1, Goyp = Gy My = Myyq). Hence, we can write,
after passing to full expectations, for each k =0,..., N — 1,

Miq1
2

I M . . _
< A[F(2) — F*] + E[7’“|yvk — %)) + ca[min{ My 1, M} — Mk]+D2} +6,

E[A4[F(@h11) = F] + 25 logyr — 2 |?]

where 0 == c3A d; + %Aé@. Telescoping the above inequalities (using Lemma , we
get

N * MN * (12
B[4 S IF@) - F + =X o — 2]
k=

—_

M, _
< AN[F(%) — F*] + 70||v0 — 2*|* + caD* E{ [min{ My, M} — Mo]4 } + N6.
The claim now follows from the convexity of F' and our definitions 1 = Zy = % ij:l Tk,
U+:UN,M+:MN,M0:M,U0:U. O

Theorem 6.3. Let UniFastSvrg (Algom'thm be applied to problem (2.1)) under As-

sumptions[2.1] and[5.1, and let N > 9. Then, for anyt > to := [logylogs N|—1 (> 0),
it holds that

9 DL + 6¢i1c4Ls] D?
E[F(3)] - F* < [(caca + 5) Ly + 6crealy]

5
< N~y 1 1)? + (est + 1)y + 50

To construct Ty, the algorithm needs to make O(Nt) queries to g and O(t) queries to g.
Assuming that the complexity of querying g is n times bigger than that of querying g and
choosing N = O(n), we get the total stochastic-oracle complexity of O(nt).

Proof. By our definition, the algorithm iterates for ¢ > 0:

(Tt+1, Vi1, Myy1) = UniTriSvrgEpochy 5 o (1, ve, My, Ay, a1, N3 D),
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where A; and a;41 are deterministic coefficients satisfying the following equations:

Apy1 = Ay + apy, agr1 =\ Ay (E.1)
In particular, for any ¢ > 0, we have Mt = CQLfA + 6¢1 LA +1 < coLy+6c1Lg = M,
and hence [min{M; 1, M/} — M), < [mln{MtH,M} — M)+ (because, for any fixed a

and b, the function [min{a, -} —b]+ is nondecreasing as the composition of two nondecreas-

ing functions). Applying now Lemma and passing to full expectations, we therefore

obtain, for any t > 0,

My
2

~, * M, * : AT 5
< E [AtN[F(xt)—F ]+?tH’Ut—CU |]2+C4[mm{Mt+1, M}—Mt]+D2:| +N (CgAt+1(5f+§At5§> .

E| A NIF(Fe1) = F*] + =2 oy = 2|7

Telescoping the above inequalities (using, in particular, Lemma |A.6]), we obtain, for
any t > 1,

~ * ~ * M *
AN E[F (&) = F7] < AoN[F (&0) = F*] + =" [uo — "

t t—1
+ ey E{ [min{M;, M} — Mo, D*} + N(035f S A+ §6§ 3 Ai)
i=1 =0

< AgN[F(%0) — F*] + caM D* + N S(c3d5 + 355),

where, for the last inequality, we have used the fact that My = 0 and denoted S; :=
St_, A;. Thus, for any t > 1,

D2
E[F(#,)] — F* < i(AO[F(a}O) ~FY+ 04%19 ) jtt (035f + 25 )

At the same time, according to , Ai — Ay = A, for any t > 0. Hence, by
Lemma (and our assumption on Ag), we can estimate A; > §(t — to + 1)? for any
t > to == [logy logs ALO] — 1 (> 0). Further, since the sequence A; is increasing, we can
estimate S; = Zle A; < tA, so that i—i <t.

Substituting these bounds into the above display and using our formula for Ay, we
obtain, for any t > tg,

E[F ()] — F* < p[F(Z0) — F* 4+ e M D?] + t(c365 + 265),
where p; = 5 tOH)Q < 1. By our choice of %y, it holds that F(Zg) — F* < %LfD2 +0f
(see Lemma . Denoting L := §Lf +caM = (cacy + §)Lf + 6¢c1c4Lg, we get
E[F(3,)] — F* < p(LD?® + &) + t(csdy + 265) < peLD? + (cst + 1)65 + 255,

which is exactly the claimed convergence rate bound.

Let us now estimate the number of oracle queries. At the beginning, the algorithm
makes 1 query to g to compute Zg. All other queries to the oracles are then done, at
each iteration ¢, only inside the call to UniTriSvrgEpoch (Algorithm . Each such a
call needs only one query to g to construct the SVRG oracle G (by precomputing g(z)),
and O(N) queries to g (which implements each query to CA;) Summing up, we get, after
t iterations, the total number of O(Nt) queries to g and O(t) queries to g. O
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Helper Lemmas

Lemma E.6 (c.f. Lemma 1.1 in [22]). Let A; be a positive sequence such that
A1 — At > /7 A
for allt > 0, where v > 0, and let Ay < %’y. Then, for any t > 0, we have
4> {7(@“)1/?, if t < to,
Tt —to+1)2 ift>to,
where to == [logylogs -1 —1 (> 0).

Proof. By replacing A; with A} = A;/v, we can assume w.l.o.g. that v = 1.
For any t > 0, we have A;11 > /A, and hence

Ay > AV

In particular, for to (as defined in the statement), we get ¢ty > log, logs Aio — 1, s0 20 >
%logg Ai, and hence
0

Ay > AZ/10830/40) _ (3 1ogs(1/A0)) 2/ Tors(1/40) _ 32 _ 1

(recall that Ag < § < 1).
On the other hand, for any ¢t > tg, we have

m—@zm—@:m@+m

3 1 1

1
= > —
1 “VI+3+1l 3

Vit A+l T3+

where we have used the fact that A; > Ay, > L gince A, is monotonically increasing.

9
Telescoping these inequalities and rearranging, we get, for any t > tq,
1 2 (1 1\* 1
A > (3(t—t0)+ At()) > (3(t—t0)+3> =§(t—to+1)2. O

Lemma E.7. Consider problem (2.1) under Assumptions and . Let x € dom v,
and let x4 = Proxy(z,g(z),0). Then, F(zy) — F* < $LyD* + 6;.

Proof. From the first-order optimality condition for the point zy (see Lemma [A.5)), it
follows that

(g(x), 2" —24) +0(2") 2 ¥(z4).
Combining the above inequality first with f(z1) < f(2)+(g(z), 24 —z)+ % |z —z||>+6f
and then with f(x)+ (g(z),2* —x) < f(2*) (which are both due to our Assumption ,
we obtain

F(ry) = f(zy) +¥(eq) < flog) + (@(2), 2" —24) + (")
< fl@) + (g(x), 2" —z) + P(z") + %IIM — | + oy
< F* + %Hm — z||2 + 4y

It remains to bound ||z4 — x| < D. O
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F Omitted Proofs for Section [7]

We start with the observation that for our specific example all our main assumptions are
satisfied.

Remark F.1. Under the setting from Example Assumptions and are
satisfied with f = f, g(x) = Vf(x) = E¢[V fe(z)], any ¢, 05 > 0 and

L= s O L= ] e

Further, the oracle g, satisfies Assumption With O} = SUDyedom ¢ Varg, (T) = $0?, and

o2, = Varg, (z*) = zo2.

Proof. For b = 1, this follows from Theorem and Lemma and our definitions of o2
and o,. The general case b > 1 follows from the fact that the standard mini-batching of
size b reduces each of the variances Varg, (-) and Varg, (-,-) in b times. O

The following auxiliary result will be useful throughout this section:
Lemma F.2. Let a,b,p > 0 be real. Then,
b\ 71
. a 1 I3
Iggl{;p + bt} = (p+1)ar+? (p) .

Proof. The expression inside the min is a convex function in ¢t > 0. Differentiating and

I
setting its derivative to zero, we see that the minimum is attained at t, = (%2)»+1. Hence,
b7 w1 b\ 71
. [a P ap\ P 1 P
min —+bt}:a — + b — = (p+1arti| = ] 0
t>0 {tp (ap> < b ) (p ) <p)

F.1 Uniformly Bounded Variance

Corollary F.3. Consider problem (2.1)) under the setting from Ezample and also
under Assumption[2.9. Let Algorithm[3.1) be applied to this problem with the oracle § = gy,
and initial coefficient My = 0. Then, for the point T generated by the algorithm, we
have

14+v 1-v

B o (2c9c4) 2 e5” Hf(l/)DH'” 2c1c4

E|F —F* < 20D .
[F(zn)] = 1+v N o bN

To reach E[F(zy)] — F* < € for any € > 0, it suffices to make O([er(”)]lJ%uD2 + oD%
queries to gp.

Proof. Denote for brevity Hy := Hy(v). Taking into account Remark and applying
Theorem we get, for any &5 > 0,

-

—v

+03(5f—|—UN,

2
0204H]}+” D? 11—y o
Fy =E|F(x —F*<
N = E[F(@y)] = N [2(1+u)5J
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where oy = 203D 28#04 = QUD\/ZI?—NC‘*. Minimizing the right-hand side in 67 (using
Lemma with p = I_—Z for which p + 1 = +2-), we obtain

1+ 1+v
14% 2 1-v o 14v 1—v
P < 2 6204Hf D 1—v ]\ 2 /14+v 3 N
C o
A N 2(1 + v) 1—v° N
, lov
. (20264)%632 HfD1+V n
N 1+v 4 ON-
N =2

This proves the claimed convergence rate, and the oracle complexity bound easily follows
since each iteration of the algorithm requires only 1 query to gp. O

Corollary F.4. Consider problem (2.1)) under the setting from Ezample and also
under Assumption[2.3. Let Algorithm[3.9 be applied to this problem with the oracle g = gp.
Then, for any k > 1, we have

22+V(CQC4)HTV(C*3)1;J H (V)D1+V 20104
E(F _ < 3 / 40D .
[F ()] = 1+v e Ty

To reach E[F(xy)] — F* < € for any € > 0, it suffices to make O([w} T U;gz

queries to Gp.

)

Proof. Let k > 1 be arbitrary and denote for brevity Hy := H¢(v). Taking into account
Remark and applying Theorem [.3] we get, for any d; > 0,

_2
F, = E[F o < dezeally D

1—v
1—v v 3
—(k+2)d
[2(1+u)5f] gk +2)0p + o,

where o = 40,D4/ 2%1154 = 40D,/ Zgég“. Minimizing the right-hand side in 07 (using
Lemma [F.2)) and estimating k + 2 < 2(k 4 1), we obtain

L —V v — U
2 [deacaH " D*[ 11—y AN 14+ v2e3(k+1) =N
5 ) + o

Fy <
PE1eo U R+ (1+v 1-v 3
2(descy) 2 (L) 20 HpDWY .
= Jk.
1+ K ety

This proves the claimed convergence rate, and the oracle complexity bound easily follows
since each iteration of the algorithm requires only O(1) queries to gp. O

Remark F.5. The efficiency guarantees given by Corollaries and are exactly the
same as those from [48], up to absolute constants.
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F.2 Implicit Variance Reduction

Corollary F.6. Consider problem (2.1)) under the setting from Ezample and also
under Assumption[2.3. Let Algorithm[3.1] be applied to this problem with the oracle § = gy
and initial coefficient My = 0. Then, for the point T generated by the algorithm, we
have

cs(v)Hy(v) DM N (V) Hmax (v) D 6c1cq
p 201t

E[F(zy)] — F* < g L +20,D :
[ (N)] ]\[142r (bN)% bN
14y 1zv v 4 1—v
where c¢(v) = % = 0(1) and cz(v) = (2464)1T+V(§)T = O(1). To reach
E[F(zy)] — F* : Hiyw)135 n2 o 11HgW)135 02
N)] — F* <€ for any € > 0, it suffices to make O([=L=] T+ D? + ¢ [=2=] T D? +

o2D? . ~
;;j) quertes to gp.

Proof. Denote for brevity Fy = E[F(Zn)] — F*, Hf = Hy(v) and Hmax = Hmax(v).
Taking into account Remark and applying Theorem 5.2, we get, for any dy,d5 > 0,

= 1w 2
cwﬁﬁ*DT 1—v ]uu quﬁyﬂ[ 1—v
2 2(

<
N= N 1+ v)d; bN 1+v)

=7 4
5 +635f+§5§+0N,
where oy = 20, D/ MTC“ = 20,D,/ 62%. Minimizing the right-hand side in 6y and d;
(using Lemma twice), we get

2 —v v —v
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This proves the claimed convergence rate, and the oracle complexity bound easily follows
since each iteration of the algorithm requires only 1 query to gp. O

Corollary F.7. Consider problem (2.1) under the setting from Ezxample and also
under Assumption[2.3. Let Algorithm[3.9 be applied to this problem with the oracle g = .
Then, for any k > 1, we have

Hy(v)D'""  c;(v)H, D'tV 2
E[F(zy)] - F* < cr(v) {JS:Z) N c;(v) maxl(fy) \ 4oy 2
5 (bk) =z bk
1+v 2 1—v 14+v 4 1—v
where c¢(v) = (8czca) iﬂ(fcg) = = O(1) and c5(v) == (486104)1jy(3) - (1). To reach
E[F (zk)]|—F* < € for any e > 0, it suffices to make O([w] 4 L [Hmi"(y)]H%Dg—l-
0.2 2

2D . ~
?) quertes to gp.
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Proof. Let k > 1 be arbitrary and denote for brevity Fj, := E[F(xy)] — F*, Hf = H;(v)
and Hyax = Hpmax(v). Taking into account Remark and applying Theorem we
get, for any dy, 65 > 0,

_2 _y 2 L
e 40204H}+”D2[ 1-v ]hu 246104HHI$;D2|: 1—v ]h
k>
o~

kk+1)  |2(1+ )0, bk 2(1+ 1),

4
+ %3(1{ +2)0f + 50 + o,

where oy, = 40, ,D 20% = 40D/ =7 28104 Minimizing the right-hand side in 67 and d;
(using Lemma twice) and estimatlng 2(k+2) < 2(k+ 1), we obtain

2 —v v
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This proves the claimed convergence rate, and the oracle complexity bound easily follows
since each iteration of the algorithm requires only O(1) queries to gp. O

F.3 Explicit Variance Reduction with SVRG

Corollary F.8. Consider problem (2.1) under the setting from Example and also
under Assumption . Let UniSvrg (as defined by Algorithm be applied to this
problem with the stochastic oracle g = gy and the full-gradient oracle g = V f. Then, for
anyt>1,

E[F (%)) — F* g

cr(v) ];(1 D1+V+CA(V)HmaX<V)D1+V

(2t (b2
2(cacat1)] 2" (265) 2" (96c1cq) 25 (8) 2
where cp(v) = SEAT 0 = 0(1), ¢5(v) = o = 0(1), 3 =

max{cs,1}. To get E[F(z;)] — F* < e, it suffices to make O(N,(€)) queries to g, and
(v

O(log, N, (€)) queries to V f, where N, () = [Hf(y)]H D?+ [Hm‘”‘ )]111 D?. Assuming
that the complezity of querying gy is ny times bigger than that of querying V f, we get the
total stochastic-oracle complexity of O(N,(€) + nylog, N, (€)).

Proof. Let t > 1 be arbitrary and denote for brevity F; = E[F ()] — F™*, Hy :== Hf(v)
and Hpax = Hpax(v). Taking into account Remark and applying Theorem we
get, for any dr,d5 > 0,

1—v
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Minimizing the right-hand side in &7, 65 (using Lemma [F.2| twice), we obtain

1—v
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where ¢y = [2(C2C4+1)]1+y (2¢3) and c; = T This proves the claimed

convergence rate.

Let us now estimate the oracle complexity. From the already proved convergence rate
bound, we see that F; < e once 2! > O(1)N (¢), where N (¢) == [H |7 v D24 1 [Hmax] T D2,
At the same time, according to Theorem to generate the correspondmg I, the algo-
rithm needs to make O(2¢) queries to g, and O(t) queries to V f. Combining these two facts
together, we get the claimed O(N (€)) queries to g, and O(logy N(€) + 1) = O(log, N (e))
queries to V f. O

Corollary F.9. Consider problem under the setting from Fxample and also
under Assumption . Let UniFastSvrg (Algorithm be applied to this problem with
the stochastic oracle g = gy, the full-gradient oracle g = V f, and the epoch length N > 9.
Then, for any t > 2tg, where to == [logylogs N1 —1 (> 0), it holds that
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NZ e bN
Assuming that the complexity of querying gy is ny times bigger than that of queryzng Vf

([anf( )D +v ] 2

and choosing N = ©(ny,), we get the total stochastic-oracle complezity of O 1+3v +

Y Hmax D1+V —2_
[%] 1+3v 4 ny log log nb)
Proof. Let t > 2ty be arbitrary, F; == E[F(&;)] — F*, Hf = H¢(V), Hmax = Hmax(V).
Taking into account Remark and applying Theorem we get, for any df, 05 > 0,
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Since t > 2ty, we can estimate t —tg + 1 = %t + %t —to+12> %(t + 1), which gives us

2 . 2 —v
G DHYDA 1y 1T 26cieHARD?[ 1-v ]
L= N(t+1)2 2(1 4 v)d; bN(t+1)2  [2(1+1v)d;

5
+c3(t+1)0f + 5(t + 1)d;.

Minimizing the right-hand side in ¢, 5 (using Lemma, twice), we obtain

2

9 <36(62c4+;)H;+”D2[ 1—v ]\ = ((I+v)ait+tl)) 2
)

F <
1+v

N(t+1)2 21+v 1-v
2 —v v —v
2 (e HEED? 1 -y |FNE (it D)
L+v\ BN({t+1)2 [2(1+v) 1—v
cyHp D't ¢5Hmax DM
NSt +1)2°  (BN) " (t+1) 2"
[72(c2c4+é)]1+TV5315V (432clc4)1+Tu(%)T

where ¢y = This proves the claimed
convergence rate.
Let us now estimate the number of oracle queries. In view of the above conver-

gence rate bound, we have F; < e once t > T'(e€) := Ti(e) + 2tg = O(Ti(e) + loglog N),

H D1+V 2 14+v 2 T H D1+V
where T} (€) == [W] THav [%] T30 — Nflé% , where Tj(e) = [——]

ReETeR ]TZ?’V does not depend on N. Combining this with Theorem saying that, to
generate the corresponding Z;, the algorithm needs to make O(Nt) queries to g, and O(t)
queries to Vf, we get the claimed O(NT(¢€)) queries to g, and O(T'(¢)) queries to Vf.

Assuming now that the complexity of querying Vf is n; times bigger than that of
querying gy, we get the total stochastic-oracle complexity of O((N + nb)T(e)) = O((N +

and c; =

14+v 14+v

2
1+4+3v +

np) []\/(13;2)7%3:/) +loglog N ] ) Ignoring the doubly-logarithmic term, we get the expression

of the form (N + np) 57 = N9+ R with ¢ = 1113,/11 € [0,1], whose minimal value is

achieved at N = ©O(nyp). Substituting this value into our complexity bound, we get

_2v
the stochastic-oracle complexity of O(nb(% + loglogny)) = O(n, ™ Th(e) +
L)

ny log log nb) . O

G Additional Discussion of Related Work

Inexact Oracle and Approximate Smoothness. Devolder, Glineur, and Nesterov
[14] introduced the notion of the inexact first-order oracle and analyzed the behaviour of
several first-order methods for smooth convex optimization using such an oracle. Although
their work was motivated by the desire to present the general definition of an inexact
oracle covering many different applications, it was also observed that this oracle model
is suitable for studying weakly smooth problems. This insight was later used in [44]
to develop universal gradient methods for Holder smooth problems. First stochastic
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gradient methods for approximately smooth functions with inexact oracle were proposed
in [12]. These algorithms however are not adaptive and require the knowledge of problem-
dependent constants. For more details on the subject, see [13].

Parameter-Free Methods. Parameter-free algorithms originating from the literature
on online learning [9, |10, [25, 39} 46, 52] is another popular type of adaptive methods.
They are usually endowed with mechanisms helping achieving efficiency bounds that are
almost insensitive (typically, with logarithmic dependency) to the error of estimating
certain problem parameters, such as the diameter of the feasible set [6, (L1} 24, [30, 40].

Variance Reduction. Variance reduction techniques encompass a set of strategies that
enhance the convergence speed of SGD when multiple passes are possible over the train-
ing dataset. Various researchers simultaneously introduced methods to reduce variance
around the same period |26}, 37, |54} [56]. The consideration of mini-batching in the context
of these methods is documented in [3], while, in [19], it is shown that the convergence rate
is influenced by both the average and the maximum smoothness of individual components.
For further details, see [20] and the references therein.

Sometimes, it is even not necessary to use an explicit variance reduction mechanism.
SGD may converge fast in the so-called over-parameterized regime, or when the stochastic
noise is small at the optimal solution [8, |34} 36, |42, 43, |49]. In this work, we call this
effect implicit variance reduction. Such a situation is also considered in [18 [51] and,
more recently, Woodworth and Srebro [55] proposed an accelerated SGD algorithm for
this setting, under the assumption that the smoothness and noise constants are known.

H Additional Experiments

H.1 Logistic Regression with Real-World Data

In this section, we present experiments on the logistic regression problem:
1 n
f* = min {f(x) = E ;log(l + e—bi<ai7m>)}’
1=

where a; € R? and b; € {—1,1} are features and labels taken from diverse real-world
datasets from LIBSVM [7]: mushrooms (d < n), w8a (d < n), leu (d > n) and colon-
cancer (d > n). The dataset leu is quite special because it satisfies the so-called interpo-
lation condition, meaning that the variance at the optimum is zero. We fix R = 1 and
use the mini-batch size of b = 32 for the first two datasets and b = 1 for the last two.

Figure shows the results of our experiments. The solid lines and the shaded area
for each method represent, respectively, the mean and the region between the minimum
and the maximum values after three independent runs of the algorithm. We see that, on
the leu dataset, UniSgd and UniFastSgd converge as fast as the best non-accelerated and
accelerated SVRG methods, respectively, which confirms our theory on implicit variance
reduction. Otherwise, these two SGD methods are typically much slower than the SVRG
algorithms. Our UniSvrg method performs consistently better than AdaSVRG across all
the datasets. Overall, all adaptive accelerated SVRG methods demonstrate comparable
performance for solving these smooth problems.
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Figure H.1: Comparison of various methods on the logistic regression problem with real-
world data.

H.2 Comparison between Stepsize Update Rules

In this section, we compare the AdaGrad stepsize rule with the other rule
for UniSgd (Algorithm UniFastSgd (Algorithm [3.2)), UniSvrg (Algorithm [6.1)), and
UniFastSvrg (Algorithm . We consider the polyhedron feasibility and logistic regres-
sion problems under the same setups as in Section [§| and Appendix

The results are shown in Figs. and where we plot the function residual and
the stepsize (inverse of M) against stochastic oracle calls. We see that the two stepsize
rules work very similarly across all test cases, which was not evident from the theory
alone.
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Figure H.2: Comparison of our methods for different stepsize update rules on the poly-
hedron feasibility problem.
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