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ABSTRACT
In this paper, we investigate the influence of noise giving an estimate of the gradi-
ent having a acute angle with the original. Noise amplitude has a relative model.
The work offers both theoretical calculations and theorems, as well as experimental
results. Classic machine learning problems were chosen as experiments - linear and
logistic regression, computer vision and natural language processing.

1. Introduction

We consider global optimization problem:

min
x∈Rn

f(x). (1)

We define f∗ - as minimum value of f or solution for problem 1 and x∗: f(x∗) = f∗,
also for iterative methods with starting point x0 we can define R = ∥x0 − x∗∥2. We
assume that the objective f is L-smooth i.e., for all x, y ∈ Rn:

∥∇f(y)−∇f(x)∥2 ⩽ L∥y − x∥2,
Or equivalent and more usefull:,

f(y) ⩽ f(x) + ⟨∇f(x), y − x⟩+ L

2
∥x− y∥22

(2)

Also we consider stochastic optimization:

f(x) → min
x∈Rn

,

E
[
∇̃f(x)|x

]
= ∇f(x).

(3)ar
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The classical formulation of the machine learning problem is the sum-structured prob-
lem:

f(θ) =
1

m

m∑
i=1

fi(θ) → min
θ∈Rn

. (4)

Here θ - model parameters and fi - loss function on sample i. Stochastic optimization
in this problem is defined as follows:

I ∼ U{1 . . .m} × · · · × U{1 . . .m},

f̃(θ) =
1

B

∑
i∈I

fi(θ).

Where B - batch size. We introduce two model errors in gradient:

∥∇̃f(x)−∇f(x)∥2 ⩽ δ, (absolute error) or (5)

∥∇̃f(x)−∇f(x)∥2 ⩽ α∥∇f(x)∥2, (relative error). (6)

For 6 model we will use the following condition:

(∀x ∈ Rn) : ⟨∇̃f(x),∇f(x)⟩ ⩾ γ∥∇̃f(x)∥2∥∇f(x)∥2, γ ∈ (0, 1] (7)

We can interpret the condition 7 as lower bound for cosine angle between gradient and
it is estimation. Follow [2, 15] we can define (ν, ρ) – noise growth condition:

(∀x ∈ Rn) : ν∥∇f(x)∥2 ⩽ ∥∇̃f(x)∥2 ⩽ ρ∥∇f(x)∥2 (8)

We can note, that relative model 6 with α ∈ [0; 1) implies 7 and growth model 8 with:

γ =
√

1− α2, ν = 1− α, ρ = 1 + α. (9)

We propose studies of the convergence of first-order methods with conditions 2, 7, 8.
We will prove, that classic gradient procedure 1 will preserves the order of convergence
up to constants:

f(xN )− f∗ = O

(
ρ2

ν2γ2
LR2

N

)
In Sections 5, 6 provided motivation and relevant to [10], [6] results, associated with√

µ
L , where µ - constant of strong convexity 14.
Paper contains a sufficient number of experiments with modern deep learning models

with coefficients α, γ estimation. Sufficient conditions for the dataset are also given
that guarantee the conditions 6, 7.
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2. Ideas behind the results

Most papers consider absolute model 5, but what δ should we choose for theoreti-
cal estimation of convergence. For example Algorithm 1 has convergence (for convex
function with 2):

f(xN )− f∗ = O

(
LR2

N
+ δ

)
.

If estimation for δ is large the theoretical convergence will be uninformative, but if
we plot convergence plot we will see decreasing graph. As an example we can take
dataset CIFAR-10 [11] for classification problem. Dataset consist of 50k training sam-
ples and 10k test samples of 32x32 images with 10 classes. We will use ResNet-18 [8]
as classification model and PyTorch framework [12], because it provides batching. We
will estimate α, δ and γ coefficient on each iteration by transforming epochs to iter-
ations. Iterate over all batches (dataloader in PyTorch) we can summarize gradients
per batches to gradient for whole train dataset, then choosing single batch we can
evaluate required values.

Figure 1. Convergence and coefficient evaluation per iterations for ResNet-18 CIFAR-10.

We can see, that γ - 0.45, gives intuition to explore convergence with such condi-
tions. More experiments provided at Section 8. We should note, that for stochastic
optimization 3 convergence can be much better, using only δ∗ = E∥∇̃f(x∗)∥2, more
details at [16].

3. Motivation for relative noise

Most works consider an absolute noise model 5, for example [1, 4, 5]. However there
are many papers consider relative model 6 - [6, 10, 14, 15]. These noise models can be
approached from the point of view of stochastic differential equations, since the origin
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of the standard gradient procedure can be perceived as a discretization corresponding
to an autonomous system. For models 5, 6, consider the following autonomous SDEs,
respectively.

dXt = −∇f(Xt)dt+ δ · dWt, (10)

dXt = −∇f(Xt)dt+ α∥∇f(Xt)∥2 · dWt. (11)

For SDE:

dXt = b(Xt)dt+Σ(Xt)dWt,

we can define infinitesimal operator:

Aϕ = Lbϕ+
1

2
tr

(
ΣΣT ∂

2ϕ

∂x2

)
, Lbϕ = ⟨b(x),∇ϕ(x)⟩. (12)

One can show:

A∗ϕ = −div(b · ϕ) + 1

2

∑
i,j

∂xi,xj
Di,jϕ, D(x) = Σ(x)ΣT (x).

For the distribution solution of the stochastic differential equation, the Fokker-Planck
equation is valid:

∂tP = A∗P. (13)

According to [17] stationary solution of Fokker-Planck equation 13 for 10:

p∗(x) ∝ exp

(
−2f(x)

δ2

)
.

Where P is probability measure and p∗ - density of this measure (if it exists). For
equation 11 we can obtain:

Aαϕ = L−∇fϕ+
α2

2
∥∇f∥22△ϕ.

We will look for a stationary solution to the Fokker-Planck equation for the equa-
tion 11:

∀ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (Rn)

∫
Rn

(Aαϕ)P
∗(dx) = 0.

We can note, that any distribution P ∗ concentrated on X∗ = {x | ∇f(x) = 0} will be
solution. Thus, assuming a model 6, we can expect same convergence as for models
without noise. Note, that 11 does not assume α < 1, this effect will be noted in
Section 5.
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4. Gradient descent

In this section, we consider problem 1. We will use conditions 5 and 7. Let us introduce
classic procedure

Algorithm 1 Gradient Descent (h, x0)

1: Input: Starting point x0, number of steps N , h - learning rate.
2: for k = 1 . . . N do
3: xk = xk−1 − h∇̃f(xk−1)
4: end for
5: Output: xN .

Lemma 4.1. Let f function satisfies condition 2, and ∇̃f satisfies 8 and 7. Then
Algorithm 1 with h < 2νγ

Lρ2 produce:

∥∇f(xk)∥22 ⩽ τ
(
f(xk)− f(xk+1)

)
Where:

τ−1 = h

(
νγ − Lhρ2

2

)
Proof.

f(xk+1) ⩽ f(xk) + ⟨∇f(xk), xk+1 − xk⟩+ L

2
∥xk+1 − xk∥22,

f(xk+1) ⩽ f(xk) + ⟨∇f(xk),−h∇̃f(xk)⟩+ h2L

2
∥∇̃f(xk)∥22,

f(xk+1) ⩽ f(xk)− hνγ∥∇f(xk)∥22 +
h2Lρ2

2
∥∇f(xk)∥22

Then we obtain desired inequality.

Lemma 4.2. Let f function satisfies conditions Lemma 4.1, then:

∥xk − x∗∥22 ⩽ 2
(
Lh2ρ2τ + 1

)
R2

Proof. Using Lemma 4.1 and telescopic sum:

∥xk − x∗∥22 ⩽ 2∥xk − x0∥22 + 2∥x0 − x∗∥22,

∥xk − x0∥22 ⩽ ∥h
k−1∑
j=0

∇̃f(xj)∥22 ⩽ 2h2ρ2
k−1∑
j=0

∥∇f(xj)∥22 ⩽ 2h2ρ2τ∆0 ⩽ Lh2ρ2τR2,

∥xk − x∗∥22 ⩽ 2
(
Lh2ρ2τ + 1

)
R2
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Theorem 4.3. Let f - convex function and satisfies condition 2, and ∇̃f satisfies 8
and 7 then Algorithm 1. Then with h < 2νγ

Lρ2 we obtain:

f(xN )− f∗ ⩽
2
(
Lh2ρ2τ + 1

)
h
(
νγ − Lhρ2

2

) R2

N + 1
,

R = ∥x0 − x∗∥2, τ−1 = h

(
νγ − Lhρ2

2

)
Proof. Let us define: ∆k = f(xk) − f∗. Using convexity of function f and Cauchy
Bunyakovsky Schwarz inequality we obtain:

f(xk) + ⟨∇f(xk), x∗ − xk⟩ ⩽ f∗,

∆k ⩽ ∥∇f(xk)∥2∥xk − x∗∥2

Let us define λ = 2
(
Lh2ρ2τ + 1

)
. Using Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.2:

∥∇f(xk)∥22 ⩾
∆k

λR2
,

∆k+1 ⩽ ∆k −
1

λτR2
∆2

k.

Then, using previous relation we will prove by induction convergence rate: Base N = 2,
because τ minimum takes place with h = νγ

Lρ2 :

f(x2) ⩽ f∗ +
L

2
∥x2 − x∗∥22,

∆2 ⩽
λLR2

2
<

2λLR2

3
⩽
λτR2

3

Step N + 1 > 2:

Assume: ∆N ⩽
λτR2

N + 1
,

If: ∆N ⩽
λτR2

N + 2
⇒ ∆N+1 ⩽

λτR2

N + 2
,

If: ∆N >
λτR2

N + 2
,

Function: g(x) =
1

x
− 1

x2
- decreasing for x > 2,

λτR2

N + 1
− λτR2

(N + 1)2
<

λτR2

N + 2
⇒ ∆N+1 ⩽

λτR2

N + 2

Thus we obtain convergence.

Theorem 4.4. Let f - function and satisfies condition 2, ∇̃f satisfies 8 and 7 then
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procedure 1. Then with h < 2νγ
Lρ2 we obtain:

min
0⩽k⩽N

∥∇f(xk)∥22 ⩽
f(x0)− f∗

h
(
νγ − Lhρ2

2

)
(N + 1)

.

Proof. Using Lemma 4.1 and summarize it from 0 to N :

N∑
j=0

∥∇f(xj)∥22 ⩽ τ

N∑
j=0

(
f(xj)− f(xj+1)

)
= τ

(
f(x0)− f(xN+1)

)
⩽ τ

(
f(x0)− f∗

)
,

(N + 1) min
0⩽k⩽N

∥∇f(xk)∥22 ⩽ τ
(
f(x0)− f∗

)
,

min
0⩽k⩽N

∥∇f(xk)∥22 ⩽
τ
(
f(x0)− f∗

)
N + 1

.

Remark 4.1. In conditions of Theorem 4.3 we can choice

h =
νγ

Lρ2
.

Then:

τ =
2Lρ2

ν2γ2
,

λ = 2
(
Lh2ρ2τ + 1

)
= 6,

f(xN )− f∗ ⩽
12Lρ2R2

ν2γ2(N + 1)
= O

(
ρ2

ν2γ2
LR2

N + 1

)
,

min
0⩽k⩽N

∥∇f(xk)∥22 ⩽
ρ2

ν2γ2
2L
(
f(x0)− f∗

)
N + 1

.

Theorem 4.5. Let f - function and satisfies condition 2, and ∇̃f satisfies 6 then
Algorithm 1 with

h =

(
1− α

1 + α

) 3

2 1

L
,

has convergence:

f(xN )− f∗ ⩽
12L(1 + α)R2

(1− α)3(N + 1)
= O

(
1 + α

(1− α)3
LR2

N + 1

)
,

min
0⩽k⩽N

∥∇f(xk)∥22 ⩽
1 + α

(1− α)3
2L
(
f(x0)− f∗

)
N + 1

.

Proof. Continuing Remark 4.1 and note 9 we obtain theorem above.
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Remark 4.2. We provide not default proof for gradient descent convergence. The
reason for this may be the Lyapunov function tool for a dynamic system:

ẋ = −∇̃f(x).

Function f - will be Lyapunov function for system above, if ∇̃f satisfies condition 7.
However ∥x− x∗∥22 will not:

L∇̃ff = −⟨∇̃f(x),∇f(x)⟩ ⩽ −γ∥∇̃f(x)∥2∥∇f(x)∥2 < 0,

L∇̃f∥x− x∗∥22 = −⟨∇̃f(x), x− x∗⟩ ⇒ sign of this product is ambiguous .

5. Similar triangle methods and stochastic optimization

For constrained optimization with set Q we can provide such method:

Algorithm 2 STM (L, xstart), Q ⊆ Rn

1: Input: Starting point xstart, number of steps N .
2: Set x̃0 = xstart, α0 =

1
L , A0 =

1
L .

3: Set ψ0(x) =
1
2∥x− x̃0∥22 + α0

(
f(x̃0) + ⟨∇̃f(x̃0), x− x̃0⟩

)
.

4: Set z0 = argminy∈Q ψ0(y), x
0 = z0.

5: for k = 1 . . . N do
6: Find αk from (1 +Ak−1)(Ak−1 + αk) = Lα2

k,
7:

8: or equivalently αk = 1
2L +

√
1

4L2 + Ak−1

L ,

9: Ak = Ak−1 + αk,

10: x̃k = Ak−1xk−1+αkzk−1

Ak
,

11: ψk(x) = ψk−1(x) + αk

(
f(x̃k) + ⟨∇̃f(x̃k), x− x̃k⟩

)
,

12: zk = argminy∈Q ψk(y),

13: xk = Ak−1xk−1+αkzk

Ak
.

14: end for
15: Output: xN .

For not constrained optimization we can rewrite it as implicit method.
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Algorithm 3 STM (implicit) (L, xstart)

1: Input: Starting point xstart, number of steps N .
2: Set y0 = xstart, α0 =

1
L , A0 =

1
L .

3: Set z0 = y0 − α0∇̃f(y0), x0 = z0.
4: for k = 1 . . . N do

5: αk = 1
2L +

√
1

4L2 + Ak−1

L ,

6: Ak = Ak−1 + αk,

7: yk = Ak−1xk−1+αkzk−1

Ak
,

8: zk = zk−1 − αk∇̃f(yk)
9: xk = yk − 1

L∇̃f(y
k)

10: end for
11: Output: xN .

5.1. Stochastic optimization

In this section we will consider stochastic optimization:

Eξ∇̃f(x, ξ) = ∇f(x).

With analogue growth condition:

Eξ∥∇̃f(x, ξ)∥22 ⩽ κ∥∇f(x)∥22.

In paper [15], Theorem 2 was proved about the convergence of a method similar to 3
with step correction:

Ef(xN )− f∗ ⩽
2κ2L

N2
∥xN − x∗∥22.

The condition of unbiased gradient turned out to be very important in the proof of
this theorem. First of all it is easy to get lower bound of growth condition 8:

E∥∇̃f(x, ξ)∥2 ⩾ ∥E∇̃f(x, ξ)∥2 = ∥∇f(x)∥2.

Gradient direction condition 7 can be interpreted a little differently. We assume that
v corresponds to the coordinate x1. Define Sn−1

v+ - top hemisphere for direction v. Let
us define simple noised gradient model for analysis:

Eu = v,

u ∼ ωU
(
Sn−1
v+

)
+ (1− ω)U

(
Sn−1
v−
)
, ω ∈ [0; 1].

9



Then we can calculate norm of vector v, it can be done, because it has only x1 non
zero coordinate:

g(n) =
1

area
(
Sn−1
v+

) ∫
Sn−1
v+

x1dA,

∥v∥2 = (2ω − 1)g(n) ⇒ ω =
1

2
+

∥v∥2
2g(n)

>
1

2
,

P (⟨u, v⟩ > 0) = ω >
1

2
.

Then we can move to batching estimation to study direction of batched estimation:

Sm =
1

m
uj , uj − i.i.d (batching),

P (⟨Sm, v⟩ > 0) = P

(
1

m

m∑
k=1

cosϕk > 0

)
, ϕk ∼ Dω,

Dω = ωU
([

0;
π

2

])
+ (1− ω)U

([π
2
;π
])
,

aω = EDω
cosϕ =

2(2ω − 1)

π
,

σ2ω = VarDω
sinϕ =

1

2
− a2ω,

P (⟨Sm, v⟩ > 0) ⩾ 1− P

(∣∣∣∣∣ 1m
m∑
k=1

cosϕk − a

∣∣∣∣∣ ⩾ a

)
⩾ 1− 1

m

(
1

2a2ω
− 1

)
,

P (⟨Sm, v⟩ > 0) ⩾ 1− 1

m

(
π2

8(2ω − 1)2
− 1

)
= 1− 1

m

(
π2

8

g2(n)

∥v∥22
− 1

)
.

Such model gives us, that unbiased uniformly distributed ∇̃f(x, ξ) gives

P
(
⟨∇̃f(x, ξ),∇f(x)⟩ > 0

)
= ω > 1

2 and using batching this probability can be in-

creased to 1 − 1
m

(
π2

8
1

(2ω−1)2 − 1
)
and we can note as the ∇f(x) norm increases, so

does the probability.

5.2. Strongly convex case, not stochastic

We call function f µ-strongly convex, if:

(∀x, y ∈ Rn) : f(x) + ⟨∇f(x), y − x⟩+ µ

2
∥x− y∥22 ⩽ f(y) (14)

In [10] convergence of analogue of Algorithm 3 for strongly convex case 14 using
restarts:

N = O

(√
L

µ
log

µR2
0

ε

)
⇒ f(xN )− f∗ ⩽ ε,

If α(relative error level) = O

(√
µ

L

)
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We can give motivation for
√

µ
L bound, which appeared in [6, 10] proofs. Firstly one

solid geometry fact:

Lemma 5.1 (Cosine R3 theorem). Let OABC - tetrahedron, α = ∠BOC, β =
∠AOC, γ = ∠AOB, δ = ∠(AOB,AOC), then

cosα = cosβ cos γ + sinβ sin γ cos δ.

Lemma 5.2. We call function f - noised β, µ-strongly quasiconvex at points x, x∗, if:

f(x) + β−1⟨∇̃f(x), x∗ − x⟩+ µ

2
∥x∗ − x∥22 ⩽ f∗, β ∈ (0; 1). (15)

If f - µ-strongly convex 14 and smooth 2, ∇̃f satisfies 6, α <
√

µ
L , then f satisfies 15

with β = 1
2 .

Proof. As f is convex, then:

f(x) + ⟨∇f(x), x∗ − x⟩ ⩽ f∗ ⇒ ⟨∇f(x), x− x∗⟩ ⩾ f(x)− f∗.

Using µ,L constants conditions:

⟨∇f(x), x− x∗⟩ = γ(x)∥∇f(x)∥2∥x∗ − x∥2 ⩽ 2γ(x)

√
L

µ
(f(x)− f∗) .

Then we get γ(x) ⩾ 1
2

√
µ
L . We can decompose:

∇̃f(x) = ∇f(x) + r(x), ∥r(x)∥2 ⩽ α∥∇f(x)∥2.

Let us define γ̃(x) such as:〈
1

2
∇f(x) + r(x), x− x∗

〉
= γ̃(x)

∥∥∥∥12∇f(x) + r(x)

∥∥∥∥
2

∥x− x∗∥2.

Using Lemma 5.1:

γ̃(x) ⩾
1

2

√
1− α2

4

√
µ

L
− α

2

√
1− µ

4L
.

That is,
〈
1
2∇f(x) + r(x), x− x∗

〉
⩾ 0 ⇐⇒ α <

√
µ
L . Then:

f(x) + 2 ⟨∇f(x) + r(x), x∗ − x⟩+ µ

2
∥x∗ − x∥22

= f(x) + ⟨∇f(x), x∗ − x⟩+ µ

2
∥x∗ − x∥22 + 2

〈
1

2
∇f(x) + r(x), x∗ − x

〉
⩽ f∗.
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6. Conjugate Gradients

In this section we will provide accelerated method 4 for model 2, 7, 8. We will limit the
set of functions to the simplified strong convex condition. We will say, that function
f satisfies quadratic growth condition with parameter µ at point x if:

µ

2
∥x− x∗∥22 ⩽ f(x)− f∗. (16)

This condition was taken from [7] as well as the algorithm 4. We will use this condition
to prove analogues of the results from the papers [6, 10, 14].

Algorithm 4 CG (h, xstart)

1: Input: Starting point xstart, number of steps N .
2: Set u0 = 0.
3: Set y0 = 0.
4: for k = 1 . . . N do
5: xk = yk−1 − h∇̃f(yk−1)

6: uk = uk−1 + ∇̃f(yk−1)
7: yk = argmin

x=x0+Lin{xk−x0,uk}
f(x).

8: end for
9: Output: xN .

Theorem 6.1. Let f - convex function and satisfies condition 2, ∇̃f satisfies 7 and 8,
starting point x0 satisfies 16, then procedure 1 with h < 2νγ

Lρ2 produce:

f(xN )− f∗ ⩽ ω(f(x0)− f∗), ω =
3

4
.

Where:

N > max

{
2

ω
ρ

√
τ

µ
,
4ρ2
√

1− γ2τ

µω2

}
, τ−1 = h

(
νγ − Lhρ2

2

)
Proof. Let’s conduct a proof against the contrary, assume:

f(xN )− f∗ ⩾ ω(f(x0)− f∗).

Using Lemma 4.1 and f(xk) ⩽ f(yk) we obtain:

∥∇f(yk)∥22 ⩽ τ
(
f(xk)− f(xk+1)

)
Summing up inequalities above:

N−1∑
k=0

∥∇f(yk)∥22 ⩽ τ
(
f(x0)− f∗

)
.

12



From definition of yk and first order condition we obtain:

⟨∇f(yk), xk − x0⟩ = ⟨∇f(yk), uk⟩ = 0.

Using convexity:

ω(f(x0)− f∗) ⩽ f(yk)− f∗ ⩽ ⟨∇f(yk), x∗ − yk⟩ = ⟨∇f(yk), x∗ − x0⟩.

Summing up inequalities above:

ωN(f(x0)− f∗) ⩽ ⟨uN , x∗ − x0⟩.

Using condition 7, Lemma 5.1 and ⟨uk,∇f(yk)⟩ = 0:

⟨∇̃f(yk), uk⟩ ⩽
√

1− γ2∥∇̃f(yk)∥2∥uk∥2.

Then:∥∥uN∥∥2
2
⩽ ∥∇̃f(yN−1)∥22 + ∥uN−1∥22 +

√
1− γ2∥uN−1∥2∥∇̃f(yN−1)∥2

⩽ ρ2∥∇f(yN−1)∥22 + ∥uN−1∥22 +
N−2∑
k=0

ρ2
√

1− γ2
(
∥∇f(yk)∥22 + ∥∇f(yN−1∥22

)
⩽ ρ2

N−1∑
k=0

∥∇f(yk)∥22 + ρ2
√

1− γ2
N−1∑
k=0

(N − 1)∥∇f(yk)∥22

⩽ ρ2
(
1 +

√
1− γ2N

)N−1∑
k=0

∥∇f(yk)∥22 ⩽ 2ρ2max{1,
√

1− γ2N}τ(f(x0)− f∗)

Using quadratic growth at point x0:

µ

2
∥x0 − x∗∥22 ⩽ f(x0)− f(x∗).

Then:

ωN(f(x0)− f∗) ⩽

√
4

µ
ρ

√
τ max{1,

√
1− γ2N}(f(x0)− f∗) ⇒

⇒ N ⩽ max

{
2

ω
ρ

√
τ

µ
,
4ρ2
√

1− γ2τ

µω2

}

This ends the proof.

Theorem 6.2. Let f - function and satisfies condition 2, ∇̃f satisfies 6 and x0 sat-
isfies 16 then procedure 4 with

h =

(
1− α

1 + α

) 3

2 1

L
,

13



and:

α <

√
µ

L
.

produce:

f(xN )− f∗ ⩽
3

4
(f(x0)− f∗),

N >
64 (1 + α)3

9 (1− α)3

√
L

µ
.

Proof. Using Theorem 6.1 and defined step h we obtain the result. We should note,
that

(1 + α)3

(1− α)3
= O (1) .

Theorem 6.2 allows us to obtain an accelerated method that preserves convergence
under conditions of relative noise with α = O

(√µ
L

)
. This result corresponds papers [6,

10]. The disadvantage of this approach is the need to use the oracle of low-dimensional
optimization.

7. Sufficient conditions for datasets

7.1. Logistic regression

In this section we will provide some sufficient conditions for 7, 8. Consider sum-
structured optimization problem 4 with dataset D = {(xk, yk)}Mk=1, where xk - features
of object k and yk ∈ {0, 1} - object‘s class, for model we consider logistic regression
for simplicity:

σ(x) =
1

1 + e−x
,

fk(θ) = yk lnσ
(
xTk θ

)
+ (1− yk) ln

(
1− σ

(
xTk θ

))
,

f(θ) =
1

M

M∑
j=1

fk(θ),

uk(θ) = ∇fk(θ) = xk
(
yk
(
1− σ

(
xTk θ

))
− (1− yk)σ

(
xTk θ

))
.

(17)

We define features consistency property for dataset D:

(∃Υ ∈ (0; 1])(∀i, k ∈ {1 . . .M}),
yi = yk ⇒ ⟨xi, xk⟩ ⩾ Υ∥xi∥2∥xk∥2,
yi ̸= yk ⇒ ⟨xi, xk⟩ ⩽ −Υ∥xi∥2∥xk∥2,

(18)

14



Theorem 7.1. If dataset D satisfies features consistency 18 then single element gra-
dient estimation satisfies condition 7.

Proof. Let ∇̃f(x) = uξ(x), ξ ∈ {1 . . .M}.

⟨uξ(θ),
1

M

M∑
j=1

uk(θ)⟩ =
1

M

M∑
k=1

⟨uξ(θ), uk(θ)⟩,

yξ = yk = 1 ⇒ ⟨uξ(θ), uk(θ)⟩ = ⟨xξ, xk⟩
(
1− σ

(
xTξ θ

)) (
1− σ

(
xTk θ

))
,

yξ = 1, yk = 0 ⇒ ⟨uξ(θ), uk(θ)⟩ = −⟨xξ, xk⟩
(
1− σ

(
xTξ θ

))
σ
(
xTk θ

)
⩾ Υ∥uξ(θ)∥2∥uk(θ)∥2,

Analogically for yξ = yk = 0,

1

M

M∑
k=1

⟨uξ(θ), uk(θ)⟩ ⩾ Υ∥uξ(θ)∥2
∥∥∥∥ 1

M

M∑
k=1

uk(θ)

∥∥∥∥
2

,

⇒ ⟨∇̃f(x),∇f(x)⟩ ⩾ Υ∥∇̃f(x)∥2∥∇f(x)∥2.

Theorem 7.2. If dataset D satisfies features consistency 18 then batch gradient esti-
mation satisfies condition 7.

Proof. Using linearity of scalar product and Theorem 7.1 easy to obtain theorem.

7.2. Linear inverse problem

Consider a system of linear equations with respect to θ:

Xθ = Y, X ∈ GLm(R)− invertable matrix, Y ∈ Rm. (19)

We can map the convex optimization problem to a system 19:

f(θ) =
1

2m
∥Xθ − Y ∥22 =

1

2m

m∑
k=1

(xTk θ − yk)
2. (20)

Since the matrix is non-generated, then ∃θ∗ : Xθ∗ = Y , then:

∇f(θ) = 1

m

m∑
k=1

Pk∆θ,

∆θ = θ − θ∗,

Pk = xkx
T
k ,

S =
1

m

m∑
k=1

Pk.

Theorem 7.3. If matrix X ∈ GLm(R) and satisfies:

∀j, k : 1 ⩽ j, k ⩽ m : ⟨xk, xj⟩ ⩾ Υ∥xk∥2∥xj∥2.

15



Then single element gradient estimation ∇̃f(θ) = Pξ∆θ satisfies 7.

Proof.

⟨∇f(θ), ∇̃f(θ)⟩ = ⟨S∆θ, Pξ∆θ⟩ =
1

m

m∑
k=1

⟨Pk∆θ, Pξ∆θ⟩ ⩾

Υ
1

m

m∑
k=1

∥Pk∆θ∥2∥Pξ∆θ∥2 ⩾ Υ∥S∆θ∥2∥Pξ∆θ∥2.

Unfortunately using batching we can not provide gradient estimations satisfying
condition 8, because Pk∆θ can equals 0 for some k.

8. Numerical experiments

In this section we provide several experiments with an example of real deep learn-
ing problems with parameter estimation from definitions 5, 6, 7. We will use Adam
optimization algorithm [9].

8.1. Computer Vision

Firstly we examine ResNet18 [8]:

Figure 2. ResNet-18 CIFAR-10 batch size - 16

16



Figure 3. ResNet-18 CIFAR-10 batch size - 128

Figure 4. ResNet-18 CIFAR-10 batch size - 1024

8.2. Natural Language Processing

Let us examine NLP classification problem on AG News dataset [18]. Firstly consider
LSTM [13] with 3 layers:

17



Figure 5. LSTM AG-News batch size - 1024

Figure 6. LSTM AG-News batch size - 8192

Then we investigate GRU [3] with 1 layer:

18



Figure 7. GRU AG-News batch size - 128

Figure 8. GRU AG-News batch size - 8192
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8.3. Dataset consistency

We can reformulate condition 7.1 for arbitrary machine learning problem 4:

f(θ) =
1

m

m∑
k=1

fk(θ),

⟨∇fk(θ),∇fj(θ)⟩ ⩾ Υ∥∇fk(θ)∥2∥∇fj(θ)∥2.

Such condition may be motivated by consistency of dataset similarly to 18. Then
we can guarantee ⟨∇f(θ),∇fξ(θ)⟩ ⩾ Υ∥∇f(θ)∥2∥∇fξ(θ)∥2. We calculate empirical
distribution of cosine between two gradient samples on different epochs. We choose
random 50 samples and calculate cosine if i ̸= j.

Figure 9. ResNet-18 CIFAR-10 dataset consistency

20



We can note, that empirical density can be described as mixture of two distribu-
tions. First is similar centered normal distribution, and the second one, which can
corresponds to group of elements corresponds local convergence of method.
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